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ABSTRACT

\ , I J
, This stLdy determined the 1ingﬁistic and attitudinal profiles of
. the typicgl clientele of the entry 1evé1 high school German as a sgjbnd e
language program, German 10. The results of a pilot study
questiomaire, invq]ving thirty-four students in Edmonton Public School
District #7, allowed the re;earcher to develop a questionnaire which

was later adm1nistered' to sixty-one students in Lethbridge Public

School District #51. A second questionnaire, cdﬁplgﬁed by forty-two

*%V s 4 . N
sets of parents in the Lethbridgeg study, provided information about the

ethnic backgrounds of 'the families and the. degree of parental
involvement -in the students’ enrolment in the German 10\ course. Sixty
percant of the students had varying degrees of familiarity with the
language, througﬁ previous tastruction in Juﬁior high school or in
heritage language school, or due to exposure to German within the
family. In fact,'half of this group were fluent or nearly fluent. More
than half of the students (55%) had oc%fsion to use German outside of
the classroom, either in conversation Qith family and friends, or when
| observing traditfdns and religious customs. Forty percent of the
students’ famizies~had‘one or more German Speaking member(s). Only
Aforty percent of tﬂe students enrolling in German 10 had no previous
know]edée of German. Both parenfs and students agreed that the major
expecéation of the German 10 colrse was the_deve]opment of aural/oral
communication skills. ﬁeither group felt the development of reading and
writing abilities to be 1mportaﬁi expectations of the <dcourse. A
majority of the student§ and parents believed a knowledge of German to

be useful. Nearly thirty percent of the parents indicated that German

iv



instruction  was fmportant for maintginjﬂﬁo their family;t ethnic
heritage. More than three-quarters oﬁ/}hﬁ/students 11ked German as a
subject of study, although they had mixed views regarding its
diffidu]ty: The results of this research are 1in accord with other
current data on the attifuﬂes, motivations and expéctatibns of students

\

and their parents regarding the study of heritage languages.
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INTRODUC /i ON

While nuch of the curriculum development and imp]enentationv in
second language educatfon has been focused on -the semantic and
syntactic elements of the Second LangUage (L2) and its Culture (C2),
the 1anguage teaching/]earn1ng process still seems to be 1largely
teacher- centered While teachers are encouraged to’ be concerned about
individual differences during teacher-learner and learner:-learner
uinteract1ons, other than in the socio-education51 dynamics of the
‘1earn1ng situation, ;he learner does not always seem to be at the
centre of the process. This is to ignore the Central' BEING who }s
u1t1mate1y responsib]e for WHAT, HOW, and WHEN LZ learning occurs.

Perhaps this may explain a need perce1ved by the researcher to
examine more closely the WHY of 1earner decisions to undertake L2
stodies. In this examination, what role does Second Language learning
piay in the ]anguage 1earner’s search’for the "I" that is‘.persona1
identity? Could this be the crux of the theoreticai‘fi@p]ications of
motivation and affect outlined by theorists such as Gardner and
Lambert€4972), J.H. Schumann(1975,1976,1978), and S. Krashen(1981) _ in
the past two decades? The examinatibn of the needs, . motivations,
“background and expectations of learners may he]o us in both curricu1un
development and implementation, as well as give us - further insights
into the deltcate dynamics of the classroom context, since'the WHY of
'}anguage p]anning in the program, curriculum, and = implementation does

.not appear to have been adequately considered. (Commins,1984).
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In an attempt to deal with‘this_QUestion this researcher suggesgix
& ;

that it may be valuable to examine more closely what the LEARNER briﬁgs
to the situation. In conversation with teachers, phere seems to be an

agreement that no matter how carefully and thoroughly . a legson is

planned, unless the learner actively participates, the résu]t/ is’

frustration on the part of the teacher and minimal, if any,,iearning by

the learner. It is necessary to remind. oneself thatﬁ‘the LEARNER

u1t1mate1y has the responsibility for WHAT is learned, and that this
may not be the same as the WHAT that the teacher had p]anned Thus a
basic examination of the WHY leading to the NHAT learners wishi to

acquire may help pfogram planners, teachers ad% L2 learners alike.

)
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CHAPTER I - STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM t
¢ :

1.1. Background to the Study

Students entering high school in the province of Alberi. are faced
with many decisions when planning their programs. They may. 1) opt to
study those courses that w11]-provide' them Qith university entrance
requirements; 2) choose courses that will 1lead to a veneral Hfah
School Diploma (general reqﬁireﬁents for entry to coilege; other
post-sécondary institutions); or 3) prepare to enter the work force
directly. ; " |

Thg high school student may‘»choose to specialize in certain:
subject-;reas; 1nc1uding'seéond‘Janggggg)gourse;. While the majority of
students entering High Schoo] at Gfade~10 choosé French as a second
language, a certain percentageFNQF' students ‘chobse to enroi] in a
language other than French.f The availability pf alternate Second
Language programs is_ dependent ubon demand and the existence of
qualified staff. Those students who are not able to enroll in a
particular second language in their schob] may chobse from those
available through the Alberta CorrespondenggﬂSchoo] offerings.

This study- will focus on a sample of fﬁ%se students who chose to
enroll in German as a Second language classes at the High School level.
It will examine the motivations, expectations and background of this

group of students, as well as those of their parents.



1.2 Ethnicity .

In order to understand better the input provided by - the
respondents to/;he study, it may help to examine the factor of
ethnicity. Ethnicity, a dimension of culture, refers to the shared
heritage, background, origin, traditions, values, etc. of a group of
people ( Alberta Culture, 1984). It will B;'important to examine the
background oflthe students and parents resRonding to the questionnaires
to determine whether or not any of them are of German ethnic

Y
background.

This'fesearcher suggests}that a significant proportion of the

students enrolled in the Germén as a Second Language Proéram (GL2) may

be . from families of the German ethnic community. Thus, some - '

- consideration of this group in the Canadian context may be helpful.

The Canadian Mosaic is a socio-bo]itica] reality within \wh1ch
context we find Yarious minority gkoups. The 1986 cehsus (Statistics
Canada) describes the German community as the fhird largest ethnié_
group in Canada (896,715), and the second 1ar§est in Aiberta, with a
population of 182,870 of German heritage& In 1981 thg figures were
1,142,365 and 233,180 respectively (Palmer, H. and T. ,1985).

The first settlers of German origin in Canada arrived 1n//&664,

R settling near “Quebe; City.: The rmid-elghteenth century saw /German
settlements in the Halifax area - mostly fishermen and boat-builders

(including the builders of "~ the "Bluenose"). From the end of the

eighteenth to afmost the mid-nineteenth century German speaking

5
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Mennonites settled in the Kitchener-Waterloo area. When the Canadian
government was attempting to settle the prairies, large numbers of
Mennonites established themselves in Manitoba, the vanguard of the
thousands (300,000 by 1921) of pioneers of German origin. These.peop1e,
most of them from Eastern’Europe, were directed to Alberta, settling
first in the Calgary and Pincher Creek areas. The Homesteading rush,
beginning in 1895,5séﬁ the sett]ement'of German speaking immigrants as
whole new communities; as for example at.Bruderheim. Alberta towns and
cities such as Edmonton, Josephburg, Duffield, Stony Plain, Spruce
Grové, Leduc and Wetaskiwin saw -an inf]ux' of immigrants ;f German
herit;gé as fhe numbers in the . province increased. (Alberta
Culture-Cultural Heritage, 1982) |

While the majority of settlers of German origin arrived prior to
HWI, there was again an influx of central and eastern European
immigrants during the interwar years. During the twenties, while
Immigration“policy still favored British_ immigrants to support an
Anglo-Canadian society, 12,000 of theAloo;OOO immigrants who arrived in
Alberta were of German origin. Only 27% of them j.ﬁg actually from
Cermany; the balance were German ethnics from.Poland and Russia. Some
#f this group helped develop the Peace River area. A third of the
newgomers, who_were not farmérs, preferred to sétt]e in the larger
centers, thoﬁgh some chose to work-as laborers on theé farms of family
and friends. During the Depression, when ecopbmic conditions made
Jfarm1ng diffiéulf, many‘farm laborers migrated to the cities and the -
coal-mining areas of.the province. Through an agreement ubetween the

N

federal government and the CPR, 2000 of the 20,000 Mennonites . who .

£



arrived in Canada at this time sett]éd on irrigation land at Coaldale .
neéf Lethbridge (Falmer, H. and T., 1985).

Anti-German feelings during both World Wars diminished the number
of German immigrants. Immigration of these people to'Alberta increased
during the post-World War II pefiod. Some of the new arrivals worked in
the sugar beet fie]ds of Southern Alberta, but most settled 1n. the
urban centers. Over a quarter of a million people of German 6r1g1h
emigrated to Canada between 1951-60. This 1ﬁf1ux subsided as the
Federa] Republic of Germany prospered. While certainly contributing to
agriculture in this province, German- Canadians constitute an integral
part of all areas of Alberta’s history and development.

Many of the other ethnic groups have actively attempted to
preserve their language ahd culture, even goihg so far as to estab]fsh
private (Satdrday or evening) classes for their maintenance. In some
cases, these groups have a]so‘,suéceeded in ‘establishfM second
language, bilingual, and/or immersion programs within the Jjurisdiction
of fhe local school system. Stra%ﬁgies have varied, seeming]yldepending
on whether/the group preferred‘ adaption or preservation of theifr

Tanguage/culture (Schumann, 1977) The factor of social udistancé

between the ethnic group and the Eng]ish- speaking majority also played
a role 1q/

the decision to maintain the ethn1c heritage as represented

by both fanguage and culture. A
Implgrantsfof German heritage, on the other hand, have tended
towardfassimi]ation, particularily since the Tast war. (The combination
of guth/racism which may have led to this tendency would be an
inte#ésting study in itself.) It has only been with the arrival of

/
/
/

;




recent immigrants of higher socio-economic status (mostly
professionals) that the German ethnic community has exerted more
pressure to establish heritagé language programs (L2 and bilingual)
within the jurisdiction of public schools.

This change in attitude may nbe attributed to various factors.
Certainly, the temporal distance from the "attitudinal climate" of the
forties is a factor. Concern about being no longer able to communicate
meaningfui]y with family 1in "the _o]d country"” is anothef' factor
prevalent among second and third generations of immigrants. In addition
}here exists a growing desire on the part of the German ‘community to
re-establish contacts witﬁ. the heritage language and culture (and
possibly family in Europe) and thus rediscovér their ethnic identity.
Recent immigrants certainly have their own motives for the maintenance
of the German fanguage/cu]ture, voicing their wish to preserve their

© culture. . |

Ethnic communities are thusAstrengthened by the support not only
of new immigrants, but also second and thfrd generatfons of Canadians
of sjmi]ar background. This revival of interest in the ethnic heritage
his often been translated fnto power by certain societal factions
through our political system. It is in thfs way that various programs
have become part of the curriculum in the publicly-funged school

system.

-
-

Students from the ethnic community may enroll in an available
German language program for various 'reasons, each student having
various goals and varying ability in the second language. Teachers and

curriculum developers must certainly consider these factors in the
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i

development of curricu]umfin this area and in the teaching approaches

used in the high school /German program.

Id

1.3 Focus of the Study
«
While in the past attention has been given to the areas of second
language curriculum and methodology for the L2 classroom, the students’
perspectives and needs have not been considered to the same exteﬁt. It

is this latter concern that will be dealt with in the present study.
1.3.1 RationaLe for the Study

The German as a Second Language (GL2) Program 1in Alberta is
designed for the the student of high school age with no previous
knowledge of the German language and cu1turel Considering the size of
the ethnic community in Alberta, this assumption may be f]awed; One may

indeed question who studies German at the high school level? How ' many

students are actﬁa]ly "beginners" in this particular program?

Personal experience in the classroom has led this researcher to
postulate that relatively few students enter the program with no
previous second language exﬁasure or instruction (ie. without some
-formal instruction in either German or French in previous grades, or

~ exposure through home or community contacts.) Theﬂﬁﬁestion arises as to
whether or not the program meets the needs of the students of German

origin enrolled, some of whom may have varying degrees of previous or

%



concurrent exposure 40 the language. An examination of the language
backgrounds, motivations and expectations of students planning to
enroll in this program would therefore be useful. A parallel study of

their parents’ views and backgrounds would be equally informative.

1.3.2 Statement of the Pooblem

Students who enter the German as a Second Language Program (German
10, 20, 30) in High School may already have a wide variety of previous
and/or concurrent e;pﬂ§ure to, and some level of fluency in, the German
language. In addition, their motivation for enrolling in the program
and their goals may also be varied invscope.

Consequently,. the study attempts to identify the backbrounds,
motivations, and expectaf+oos of students entering the first 1eve1 of
the German as a Second Language Program in" September 1983 in the
Lethbridge Public School Diotrict, as well as thooé of their parents,in
an attempt to answer the following questions: ‘

1) What .1anguage backgrounds do students bring to the®

situation?

2) What are the motivations and expectations of students who

will enter the program? ﬁ
3) What expectations do parents of Grade 9 students have of the
German 10 program? ' ‘

4) What effect should the backgrounds, motivations and

expectations have on program 1mp1eﬁ€ﬂtation or development at

both the provinctal and Tocal levels?

)

!



1.4 Definitions {

¢

i

The following definitions apg{y throughout this study:

g
1) Tearning - the process of Mnternalizing 'new’ aspects

o

~

“““i'.\;; S :
of knowledge through .actuhl and wigarious experience:
) gmfﬁﬁ g%* "yigwi

' R -4 ‘:2{,“‘{{
2) teaching - tb@zwdﬁroc“éss“'f"’
students;
3) language - the process of concept-building whose

purpose is communication;

4) second 1angyage - the process of conceptualization/
communication in a language other than one’s mother toﬁgue
(first language); )
5) formal Tlanguage instruction - that  instruction

received in a classroom whose focus is often metalinguistic.

skills;

6) language acquisition - non-classroom Tanguage learning
(in a ’natural’ environment); /

7) 1angua§e learnfng - ‘1anguage learning by the student
in the classroom Lsetting, including *linguistic  and
communicative competence; .

QB) language instruction -  formal presentation of the
Tinguistic and communicative aspects of the second

language(L2);

10



11

~9) curriculum - the rationale, goals ‘aqd content of a
particular program which is actualized in the instructional
context; |

10) culture - the shared beliefs, knowledge, values and
customs passed on through history, by means of a language;

11) ethnicity - bg]onging to a particular distinct
heritage, background and origin; and

12) multiculturalism - a co]]ecgig% of cultures;

"collective culturalism". /
1.5 Delimitations

The study was conducted in the Lethbridge Pub]if School District
during June, 1983. While the population of student respondents was
small, the “ata collected may be representative of GL2 classes in the
province. Since the pilot study had been conducted in Edmonton, an
“alternative location,was sought for the study itself.

4 L]
) .

1.6 Limitations

This study was designed to be an in-depth investigation of
program within a specific community. To the extent that this cohmgﬂ;tz

is typical of other communities then the findings may be geﬁera]ised to
them. Although phé researcher’s close ‘links with the community may at

first be peyceived as a drawback, it is hoped that this familiarity

- . *



allows for meaningful Jnterpretation of the data.
Due to the restraints of time and resources, two questionnaires
(pne for students, the other for parents) were administered, from whieh

”~

it was hoped adequate information would be forthcoming.

-

.

1.7 Implications

While attitudinal studies of students in French as a Second
Language Program have been conducted ( Jones,1973, Parker,1975) no such
data has been collected for other second language programs in this
province. Such informationﬂ:nght be considered a useful addition to the
overall picture of second language education in the province. It will
certainly provide information to those individuals involved 1in the
program in Lethbridge. It is further hoped that the present study forms

the basis for future replication in other communities and 1n other

ethnic heritage languages.



Chapter Il - FRAMES OF REFERENCE

As our understanding of language acquisition has evolved in the
Tast twenty-five years we have seen many changes in our understanding
of the second language teaching/]eagﬁing process, particularly in
regard to curriculum content and teaching methodologies (Allen,1983 and
Breen,1987a). The extent to which educators allow learne-: to
participate 1in and influence this process has also changed.
Additionally, dynamic ethnic communities within Canada’s multicultural
mosaic, by exerting considerable political pressure, have prompted
certain provincial education ministries to introduce heritage language
programs (Mills and MacManamee,1987).

\
AN

2.1 Changing Perspectives of the Language Teaching/Leaknjng Process

The traditional view of language teaching/learning as a‘ru1e—based
system of phonological and jJexical items, the grammar-translation
approach, was based on information provided by descriptive linguists
from the study of classical languages (Breen, 1987a). It was widely
believed that a mastery of these syntactical and morphological items by
the student would lead to an understanding of the second language and
the ability to manipulate it in "real™ situations.

In the late 1950’s and early 1960's the influence of the

structuralism of Bloomfield and the operant-conditioning theories of

13
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B.F.Skinner led to the supplanting of the traditional approach by the
audio-lingual method. It was believed that learners would develop the
necessary habits and understandings to master the target lanquage by
the mimicry-memorisation approach to dialogues and follow-up "pattern
practice” drills (Allen,1983). The audio-linqual method was a
breakthrough in that it led to more active oral Lactivity than the
traditional approach. Both methods subdivide language into receptive:-
(listening, reading) and productive- (speaking, writing) skills which
the lTearner is to master. Rivers (1968) postulated that there were two
levels of language skill development, language manipulation and
personal expression. Paulston (1971) expanded this explanation,
suggesting that students progressed {nitially from mechanical-, then

through meaningful- and ultimately to communicative-drills.

While Rivers and Paulston, among others, continued to revise the
audiolingual method an  emergent European  school  of  thought,
disillusioned with both previous methods, began research into a more
innovative alternative. This functional/notional approach, founded on
Halliday’s syllabus(1978), was process oriented, first defining the
contexts of communication, then identifying the concepts or i .itons to
be expressed, and finally delineating the typical
structural/phonologiral/lexical form to complete the communication
(Breen, 1987b). The Council of Europe Project first developed a
functional syllabus based on speech acts (communicative acts) in the
mid-1970"s (Van Ek, 1975 and 1976). Other theorists then pursued the

development of communicative language teaching (Wilkins, 1976 Munby,

1
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1978). The notion of "communicative competence”, developed early on by
ﬁymes (1971) and later elaborated upon by Savignon (1983), ™ now 'became
central to curriculum development and—implementation. |

| Currently, support materials’ are beihg developed to assist
teachers witg?the instruction of various skills such as reading,
-communicative activity development and culture (Wicke, 1987a, 1987b,
and 1988). While the theoretical shift has been made .to the
communicative view of 1angﬁage (Halliday, in Brown, 1980, p.194), the
'four skills’ approach (listening, reading, speaking, writing), as weT]

-as the phonetic/syntactic emphasis, have been retained.  This

encoding/decoding production orientation is based on the 1inguistic’

paradigm of generative grammar {Chomsky, 1972). Despite these ;ehanges
metalinguistic knowledge of structure is still often the goal of the
high schoo1 German as a second language 1nstruct1on |
The notion of "mastery" of. vocabu]ary and structures within a
11m1ted set of themes was developed as a compromise when educators
realized that the amount - of exposure to L2 was a factor in its
acquisition, and that the amount of exposure‘ a high schob]- learner
usually receives is not adequate. The cultivation of receptive and
proedctive skills is espoused as-a necessatY}QOmponent of the German as
a Second Language program, wﬁere eva1uafion of the learner’s production
35 mandatory. | |
During the 1980’s curriculum theorlsts focus shffted from the

content to the process of learning the target 1anguage. Breen (1987a

and~b) suggests that second language curriculum design is undergoing a

revolution so that now the learner actively . participates in %he

EX SN

&



16

learning process. Task-oriented curricula jnvdive the learner in  the
process of Tearning the second language and not just the memorization
of its content. Educators no Tlonger assume that fluency fo]]ow%'
autoﬁﬁ{%;a]]y from a mastery of the language content. In fact, Breen
k198}b) “outlines a "process plan" in which the 'segpnd Tanguage

teaching/learning situation becomes one of constant negotiation between

the teaéhér and fﬁ% studehts. Not only do the teacher and learners
co-operativeﬂy decide WHAT is to be learned, but also HOW and WHEN it
is to be 1earﬁed and evaluated.

As the century draws to a close, curriculum theorists are
exploring néw directions in curriculum design and methodologies which

recognize the imporfénce : ~ Tlearner in the second language

classroom.

2.2 The Learner s

" As the theories of second language acquisition have evolved (from
content to process) so too have theories concerning the language
learner. Contributions from rese#rch in linguistics, psychology and
education, in combination with input from curriculum developers and
-~ second 1anguage teachers, have helped educators formulate the profile
of the successful second Tanguage learner. It—isrgenera]1y agreed that
each learner is an individual whose personality, motives, needs,
attitudes and emotional states affect the 1learning process (Krashen,

1977; Dulay et al,1982).
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In the second language learning situation one must always rémember .
thatleach learner is an individual with a uhique identity. whi1e
researchers have used vartous quantttative and qualitative methods to
attempt to ascertain the internal processing of second language
learning there stt]t remain important issues to be studied.

Certain factors have been found by researchers to be particularly
important in determining the success of the individual’s learning. One
of these factors, age, is discussed by Lenneberg (1967), who agreed
with the Piagetian "cognitive developmental stages", and proposed that
a child’s brain operates in a radically different way from that of an
adult. Other researchers (Krashen, 1973; Seliger, 1977) postulated that
the different 1anguage environments which the child and the adult
experience, as well as varying affective factors (eg. fewer inhibitions
on the part of the‘ former), offer an altogether more plausible
explanation for the observed communicative fluency of young learners in
the target language. Still other personality characteristics or traits
which aid in second language 1earntng and acquisition seem to depend
upon whether the learner’ s goal is to gain meta11ngu1st1c know]edge or
to acquire communicative abi]ity (Dulay et al, 1982)

The principle affective var1ab1es in second 1angua?e acquisition-
empathy and motivation- have also received attent1on, although
investigations of the inter-re]ationshipﬂof empathy and second language
learning have been somewhat inconclusive ( Schumann, 1975; Naiman et
al., 1978; Guiora et al., 1972; Guiora et al., 1975; Dulay et al.,
1982). Dg1ay et al. (1982) maintained that. -empathy contributes to

success in communication skills rather than 1linguistic manipulation
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tasks. Gardner and Lambert (1959) studied motivation in second language
acquisition, making the distinction between integrative and
instrumental motivatign. A highly motivated learner of either type
achieves improved target 1anguag§'ﬁastery. (Gardner and Lambert, 1972;
Gardner et al., 1976). Integrative motivation encou}ages classroom
‘participation and greater persistence in second language studies.
Instrumental motivatibn, on the other hand, has been shown to be better
predictors of target language pfoficienc§/k6ardner and Lambert, 1972).
More recently, Svanes (1987) has questioned the sigrificance of
motivation, suggesting that “cu]tura] distance" was a better predictor
6? variance iﬁ language proficiency. The ppgory that ethnicity
influences motivational orientation, first progbsed by Ciement and
Kruideniér (1983) was corroborated by the Svanes study (1987)

The role that motivation and empatﬁ} play in second *anguage
acquisition'i§ important for this study, since we are Tookin; at the
underlying reasons which prompt students and their parents to elect the

German program in the second language curriculum.
" 2.3 Current and Future Second Language Curriculum Trends in Alberta

While the current second 1ahguage curriculum in Alberta -1s based
to some extgg; on principles similar tb the noiiona]/fun;tiona]
curriculum des?én discussed in section 2.1 of this chapter,lpolicy and
curriculum devglopment decisions for the next decade (Lazaruk, ‘1987)
are béing infldenced by the theoretical paradigm shift proposed . by

Breen (1987a). The situation in Alberta is complicated by the number of
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languages for whom their supporters wish a place in the curriculum.

As soc1ety' exerts more pressure to offer heritage 1language
instruction in Alberta schools, a language 1ndependenf curriculum for
minority/world languages may well be the answer. Such a "generic"
curriculum has been developed in Bfitish‘Columbia (Mills and MacNamee,
1987). This new curriculum will require the development of mu]ti—media
materials as Qe]] as the utilization of authentic §ﬁeakers within the
second language classroom; Evaﬁuation methods,;methodology and teacher
training will require re-examination in order to achieve the desired
goal of communicative ability on the part of ¢he language learner.

As Alberta’s curricula is currently under review, it seems that
decisions ‘similar to those in British Columbia are imminent (Alberta
Educat1on,;1988). The proposed proficiency based curricuaum curréntly
being developed in Alberta, while mafntaining to soﬁe extent the
not1ona]/funct10na1 and skills aspects f previous syllabuses, is
considering proficiency guidelines sim. . to the ACTFL guide]ings
developed in the United States (Alberta Education,1988). The shift to a
process orientation within which the student becomes involved in and
more responsible for his/her learning seems to be the trend in the

coming decade.

2.4 The German as a Second»Language Curricu]um

/\\ ) . A
Second language instruction operates within the historical, social
context. German as=a second language was long considered an option of

interest only to a modicum of the student population. The advent of
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technology and the economic interdependence of nations contributing to
a renewed interesf and a pragmatic view of these "world"/heritage

languages (now seen as‘usefu1 for a variety of activities such as

travel, career), together with the changing socio-po]itipg] atmosphere
\’;' -

within the Tast decades, has encouraged various ethnic minority

communities to influence policies leading to the inclusion of these

languages within the school program. This renewed interest has occurred

‘at a time of changing curriculum theories, 1ead1hg to the
revivification'of programs for languages other than official languages

in this province.

The German as a Second Language program at the high school 1eve1,'

which underwent revision in the early 1980’s in Alberta, is currently
in the early years of 1mp1ementat10n; The Junior High Two-Year Progrém
is being implemented on an optional level in the province’s schools in
the 1987/88 ;choo1 year, with mandatory implementation where a junior
high program is offered scheduled for the 1988/89 school year (Alberta
Education,1987). There were 3259 students registered in Jjunior and
senjor high school German lc]asses “in  the 1986/87 school year -
44.7%(1458) of them in Ge?man 10. On¥y about .half' that ﬁumber were
registered in the- subséquent course, German 20. Perhaps a closer
'examination of. the students enrolling in German 10 could assist
teachers to.understand learners’ motivations and exbectations,' perhaps
even to understgnd the attrition rate. Now that the Junfor and
Senior high school German as a second language curricula are 1q place,
it is important to examine more closely the students for whom the

program has'been’developed. Since this would seem to be integral to the

¢
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evaluation of the curriculum’s effectiveness, it is one aspect of this

that the present study will addreés.

2.5 The Second Language Classroom: Methodologjes and Models

N

Methodologies of second language instruction have seen changes in
the last decades due to evolving theories of second language 1earningh
(Dulay et al., 1982} Allen, 1983; Breen, 1987a) The cognitive-code
approach, the audio-lingual method, even the current fdcus on the
communicative aspects of language reflect these various theories
(Breen, 1987a). What is oftén called the "ecclectic approach" in second
1§nguage instruction actually incorporates the different aspects of the
language upon which the instruction is focused.

The cdg%itive code method seems to be well-suited to the learning
of metalanguage, while the audio-lingual method emphasizes \the
re-creation of a ch11d-11ke‘1anguage environment in which vocabulary
and structures are first heard, directing attention to the skills of
listening and speaking. Accurate pronunciation is one of its goals.
Simulation activities (eg. dié]ogues, cégyersations, role-playing
activities) emphasize the communicative aspects of language, a possible
component of various methodo]ogies.'

The phi]osophy of the teacher usually dictates the type of
instruction and the learning activities. The learner operates from the
context provided, creating meaning by the integration of the classroom
language experiences with his own life experiences. Since the German as

-a Second Language Program is realized in the classroom through the

-
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’

teacher, students are usually exposed to a single native-speaker model.
While attempts are made to invite guest speakers or to use various
audio-visual media sources as alternate models, a large portion of the
actual instruction time involves a single Target Language (TL) model-
the teachgr, although research indicates that learners prefer peer
models 6V;r teacher or parent models (Dulay et al, 1982). The
preference for peer mode]s is important, since the type of modelling
directly influences the register (the degree of formality) of the
language learned. Students from the German ethnic community, already
having L2 models, could certainly act as peer models in the classroom
situation, given adeguate fluency.

Hosenfeld (1975) suggests that, although theorists are aware that
the students provide the teacher with the first {nputk into the
teaching/learning situation- their individual differences in the form
of cognitive style, personality, affective factors,etc.-- few teachers
systematically incorporate this information. Rather teachers adapt
intuitively to student variation in ability, style, etc. in their
various activities. A closer look at the profile of auc1ass of German
as a second language students might prbvide more concrete input which

could assist in future instruction and planninc



Chapter III- DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This study focused on the perspectives‘%f students entering the
German as a Second Language Program in. the Lethbridge Public School
District, as well as those of their parents. Their language
backgrounds, motivations for enrollment, expectations of the program,
and attitudes toward German as a school subject, were examined. The
population focus of the study was~composed of grade nine students who
expected to enroll in the German as a Second Language program in this
Schoo] Jurisdiction in September, 1983, as well as their parents. It
was hoped that the views expressed by parents of future German 10

students would provide additional insights.
3.1 Population

When the study was originally planned, it was envisaged that the
following groups would provide information:

1) Grade 9 students and high school students who planned to
enrb]l in German 10 in September, 1983.
2) Parents of these sEudents.
3) Students enrolled in German 10 in the 1982-83 'school year, and
4) Students who had been in the program, but were\Vﬁf? longer
enrolled.

The focus of the study was narrowed by limiting the population to

those Grade 9 students planning to enroll in the German 10 class in

23
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September, 1983. This population was much more easily identified, aé
pre-registration for grade 9 ;tudents~1n school Jjurisdictions usda]]y
occurs in May and June of each school year. Determining all those high
school students who would choose to enroll in German 10 would have been
a much more difficult task. This would no longer be a simplé interest
or timetabling decision, but one that depended upon performance in the
current semester’s courses. These results, usually available at or
after the end of the school year, could not be determined at the time
of data collection- the first part of June, 1983. However, in one
school students had already planned their timetables, although only 1
comp]eted‘the questionnaire. ‘

It was hoped that parents of the target group of studenfs could
provide valuable comparative data to that of the students. Thus, a
similar questionnaire was given to the parents of the above-mentioned
student group, to be returned by mail using the enclosed stamped

addressed envelopes.
3.1.1 Research Sites

For Togistic reasons the researcher conducted the pilot study in
Edmonton, and the actual study in Lethbridge. Time and economic
constraints, as well as access to students, were considerations in
determining tﬁe research sites. It was also hoped to have two sites in
different parts of the province, in order to }Qave geographically

representative samples.
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3.2 Instrumentation

The following instrumentation was used in this study:
1) a student questionnaire to determine the language background,
motfvations. expectations of the program, and attitudes toward
German :s a ubject; and
2) a questionnaire to determine parent language background,

motivations, attitudes toward, and expect: ions of the program.
3.2.1 Instrument Development

Data was to be collected by means of two questionaires: one
completed by students planning to enroll in German 10 during the
1983/84 school year, and another by parents of these students. In
developing these questionnaires the rese;rcher was concerned with four
general information needs:

- background information of respondents ( age, education,‘
previous lﬁnguage exposure and instruction, and data regarding
competence in German in the areas of speaking, reading and
writing habits ); l
- motivations for pursuing the study of Germén;
- expectations of the German 10 course; and
- attitudes towards German as a subject of study. _

In order to determine the specific questions that would be used in

the Lethbridge student questionaire, a pilot student quéstionnaire was
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administered to a smaller, but similar sample of students in Edmonton.
The pilot questionnaire included more open-ended questions,
particularly in the section regarding Motivations and Expectations (see
Appendix I).
The pijot'questionnaire responses were‘tabu1ated and  summarized.
From this ingormation, questions were vrevised and clarified where
necessary. A summary of the Edmonton pilot study data is given in
Appendix I. Closed-, rather than open-ended, and multiple choice type
questions were then developed for the questionnaire administered in the
Lethbridge study.
Two instruments developed elsewhere were also used in the student
questionnaire: |
1) a modified form of the Type D Self-Assessment form,
developed by the Council of Europe Modern Languages Project
(Oskarsson, i978); and
2) the School Subjects Attitude Scales (Nyberg et al, 1982).

The purpose of including the self-assessment form was to provide
further data regarding the German language capabilities of student
respondents. The School Subjects Attitude Scales was administered in
the hopes of establishing student attitudes toward German as a subject
of study.

The questionaire to be completed by parents of the Lethbridge
students was developed by including questions deemed by the researcher

to provide:
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1) important supplemental data to the students’ responses in
the pilot study (there was no parents’ questionnaire in the pi]qt
study); and

2) ~1nf0rma€%on indicating parents’ influence on student

decisions or opinions about German as a subject of study.

Parents were asked to indicate whether or not they might be willing to

participate in an interview. No parents indicated that they would.

3.3 Methodology

The appropriate contacts were made in order to gain access to
students within the two school jurisdictiohs involved: Edmonton Public
School District #7, for the Pilot study, and Lethbridge School District
#51, for the main study.

After a brief explanation of the purpose of the study by the
researcher, the st%dent questionnaires were administered to the various
groups of students involved in both the pilot and Lethbridge studies.
Students in Lethbridge were given the parent questionnaires, and asked
to have their parents return the completed questionnaire in the postage

paid envelopes that were provided.

»)

€



Chapter IV - RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Participants
.

Of a possible 61 students in the Lethbridge Public School
District (see Appendix Il) 58 completed questionnaires. Approximately
three-quarters of the respondents’ parents or guardians (42 sets of a
possible 58 sets of parents, 72.4%) returned parent questionnaires.
Complete Tistings of the results of the student - and
parent/quardian-questionnaires are given {n Appendices [l and III.

The gender distribution of student respondents approached parity
(30 girls, 28 boys). Virtually all of the students were in Grade 9 with
ages of 14 (65.5%, 38/58) or 15 (29.3%, 17/58) years. Of the three
remaining students the first, aged 13, was in Grade 9, the second, aged
17, was in Grade 12 and the last, aged 16, was Tikely in Grade 1! but
did not indicate the grade level. Parental responses showed a greater
range. The majority of mothers (95.2%) had ages ranging from 30 to 50
years (30-40 yrs, 20/42; 41-50 yrs, 20/42), one was 5! yrs or older and
one did not respond. Fathers were generally older with 35.7% (15/42)
aged 41-50 yrs, 26.2% (11/42) aged 51 yrs or older, one who was less

than 40 yrs old and three who gave no response.

28
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. 4.2 Background Information

29

Almost all of the students were born in Canada; \near1y half
(48.3%) in Lethbridge. Approximately 70% of the sets of parents were
also born in Canada. About one quarter of them (26.3% sets of parents:
12 mothers and 10 fathers) are immigrants to Canada, the average age on
arrival for mothers and fathers being 16 and 17 years, respectively. No
Questions regérding the ethnic backgrounds of the _séhdents’
grandparents were asked.

) A ]arge ﬁajority of the students who planned to enroll in German
10Jh§dwgdbd academic records with averages of A /33%) or B (52%). A
large proportion of parents (86%) had all or some schooling in. Canada.

Only about half of the sets‘éf parents had completed Grade 12 or had

" -obtained some form of post-secondary 'education (51.2%, 24 mothers and

19 fathers).

4.3,Prgv10us*German'Instrdctiéh

Although just under one third of the students (31.0%) were
enrolled in Grade 9 German (the méjority of them scoring at least 65%

in this course) a total of 60.3% (35/58) had had previous German

’ 1nstruct19n'of some kind. Specifically 10 students received instruction

at home from parents, grandparents and other relatives; 5 attended- "

Saturday School (Heritage language school); 27 studied German in Junior

-
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High School; and 7 received a combination of two (6 students) or all (1
student)(of the above. The iﬁstructﬁon period ranged from 1 year t6 15
(native speakers) years with an average of 3years. The r;maining 39.7%
had received no Gerﬁan instruction,_?g;asflg;#;ﬁforma1.

A substantial proportion of the students (93.1%,54/58) have.
sib1in§s. Of these siblings only 31% (18/58) had German instruction in
Junfor High school; four (4/58) of them received instruction at
Saturday School; ten (10/58) received other instruction (see Appendix
II); and one (1/58) attended Saturday School‘and had other instruction.
One quarter of the setts of parent r:espondenthl/M, 11 mothers,” 10
fathers) had received some forinal German insfruction, either in the
Canadian school system (8/21) or in Germany. Only a few pargnts
indicated that their instruction had been at Saturday School (2/21), at
Church (3/21), or at home (3/21) in various forms.

Overall the data clearly indicate that a core group of
. approximately one quarter of the children in the study group are from
families in which ethnicity may be an important reason for choosing to

study the German language.
4.4 Languages Uszd at Home

A11 but one student (a recent immigrant from Cambodia) respondéd
~ that -sh was the principal language used at home, and all students.
indicated that they spoke Eng]iéh. A1l but one (the same new immigrant)
indicated that they read, wrate and understood English. This same

student, Tike many new immigrants,?was not yet comfortable with English
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as a second language. All of the parent respondents spoke,
understood, read and wrote English. . -

While 55.2% (32/58) of the students indicated tha; they had
opportunities to use German outside of classroom instruction only 34.5%
(20/58) of students and 16.7% ( 7/42{ of parents spoke German at home
in addition to English. It will be important to examine further the use
of German in the home (see sections 4.5 and 4.6).

Generally speéking, where other Tanguages were concerned, a
higher percentage of respondents felt more competent in aural/oral
skills than i; reading and writing (see Table I). It is notgb]e that
where French is concerned, on average, 11% more students than barents
felt that they possessed the various Tanguage ski]]s._ In all
probability this is due to the fa;t hat French is a mandatory parf of

the elementary school curriculum for students in Lethbridge in Grades
4-6. Almost 14% (8/58) of the students Qere studying French and this
corre1atés exactly With the proportion who said they could read and
write French.“Ngne of the parents used French at home. In contrast, for

both German and the OTHER Tanguage categories, an average 6-7% more of

the parents than students poséessed the variolis language skills.



4.5 German Use at Home

There is an obvious discrepancy between the perceptions of some
students and their parents as to a) whether German is spoken at home,
and b) what proportion of a typical day involves .communication in
German. In each case virtually twice as many students as parents
perceive that German is spoken for a particular fraction of the day. It
may reasonably be argued that the students, for whom .English is the
dominant language, have a heightened perception of the use and duration
of use of Gefman at hohe. However their parents, generally of G;}man
ethnic origin, are less conscious of its incidental use. For example,
parents may be le ss aware thaa their children of isolated German words

and phrases in mainly EngTish sentenées, hence this discrepancy. The

same, phenomenon is apparent from data concerning languages in the OTHER

category.

When " asked who uses .!!fman' at home, 41.4% of the. student

v

respondents and‘?ﬂ.Q%wof the sets of parents ‘indicated that certain
{

family members use German in the home..It is interesting to compare the

responses of the students and parents when listing which family members

used German:



Table I Comparative Language Skills of Students(a) and Parents(b).

--------_---—-------_-------_-----_--—.--—--------_----—------------—

Language speak understand read write
Students/Parents S / P S/P - S/P
English 1.00/1.00 0.98/1.00 0.98/1.00 0.98/1.00
German 0.34/0.40 0.40/0.45 0.22/0.33  0.22/0.24
French 0.24/0.10 0.28/0.10 0.14/0.10 0.14/0.07
OTHER 0.10/0.19 0.07/0.19 0.07/0.10 0.02/0.07

—-----..-------....---------—--—---------------------—--_—---—---

German & 0.09/0.02 0.14/0.05 0.03/0.02 0.03/0.02
German & 0.03/0.02 0.02/0.05 0.02/0.03 0 /0.02

3 Languages 0.02/ 0 0.02/0.12 "0/ 0 0 /0.02
& English
(a)Total No. of student respondents, 58. (b)In total, 42 sets
parents responded. : :

32
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Table II German Speakers in The Students’ Homes.

Speaker: According to According to

~ Students Parents
Mother 36.2%(21/58) 16.7%( 7/42)
Father | 32.8%(19/58) 14.3%( 6/42)
(\ Siblings of Students 15.5%( 9/58) 7.1%( 3/42)
Grandparents of Students 6.9%( 4/58) 14.3%( 6/42)

OTHERS (distant relatives;
friends) 0%( 0/58) 16.7%( 7/42)

We see here a recurrénce of the discrepancy in the perception of
German use (mentioned ear]i;} in Section 4.5). Spec1f1ca11y, more than
twice as many students as parents believe that they and the1r parents
use German at home. Conversely, in the extended family, parents speak
to the grandparents nearly twice as much in German as their children.
The students spoke to no one in Germap outside the extended fami]y

while only one parent communicated to a friend or acquaintance outside

the family in this language.
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4.6 In whét Circumstances is German Used in the Home?

A]mg%t half of each group of respondents replied "yes" when asked{
if there were particular circumstances when German was used at home.
When asked}to specify these circumstances there was genéra] agreement
that the usual situations included: | |

-conversations with family members, relatives, and
friends who speak German;

-parents’ or grandparents’ conversation(s) where the
children were not included;

-times of emotional stress (e.g. anger) for one of
the family members;

-traditions and religious customs (e.g. Christmas, -
saying Grace and other prayers);

-describing food énﬁ T:V. or providing

German words(e.g. nicknames, sayings, etc.).

While one student said that German was always used at home, there
was no parent questionnaire returned in this case to corroborate.
However, an 1ndéﬁendent assessmeht by this student’s teacher confirmed

that she is fluent (see Section 4.9).

N
4
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4.7 Reading and Writing.

A comparison of the student and parent responses {ﬁ regard to the
reading and writing of German proved informative (see Appendices II and
ITI). In general more students than parents, 33%(19/58) compared to
26%(11/42 sets), read in German. In particular, one third of the
student group (6/58) read in German at least once a week while only one
parent read as frequently. This reflects either, a phase 1ntermed1ate
between the "Silent" and "Productive" periods (Krashen et al,1982)
or,perhaps, a facet of £Eé phenomenon noted earlier (see Section 4.5)
in which students have a heightened perception of German use relat1ve\
to their parents. A large group who infrequently read German (a further

fifth of the students (13/58), and one quarter of the parents (10/42

sets)) were in accord with the type and frequency of their reading. The

remaining respondents in both groups gave varying responses as to their -

reading habits.

Approximately half of each group of the German-reading

participants (9/19 students, 6/11 parents mentioned above) read German:

magazines, a further third (6/19 and 4/11 respectively) read books, ang
another third (7 of the German-reading students and 4 of the

“,

Germén-reading parents):read other sources: e.g. letters, comics, and

the Bible. Newspapers are not widely read by students or parents (2/58 *

and 4/42 sets of parents,  espectively). Almost half of each group
.-(8/19 student§ and 6/11 sets of parents) read a combination of
materials in German.

, Questions about the productive skill of writing revealed that a

i
4
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fifth(8/42) of the parents as compared to 1/6 (9/58) of “the students
wrote in German. The parents communicated with family and other
‘relatives by writing letters in this language. Half of them also stayed
in contact with friends in this'\manner. Only half of the smaller
student groﬁp wrote letters in German to family and other ‘re1atives.
This may be due to some students’ perceived lack of ability to
communicate in written German or, alternatively, they do not feel the
same desire to maintain written contact with family/relatives. Clearly,
writing to family and other relatives is a mechanism, at least for some
of the respondents, whereby ethnic heritage is preserved. A closer
scrutiny of the numerically-coded questionnaires shows only four(4)
families (ie. parents and children) had similar writing habits. The
balance of those parents who were writing letters to their relatives
had children who were ndt corresponding in German, (Note: approx{mate1y
half of their children were reading German.). Of ghe students whq wrote
in German one half of the corresponding parent questionnaires were not
returned. The bulk of the remaining students wrote letters in German to
friends or penpals. ‘

I;fsummary, a substantial proportion (33%) of supposed "begi%ners"
in German 10 were already reading and/or writing German. This indicates
that teachers and those responsible for curriculum development should
provide alternative teaching and evaluation methods and/or curriculum

content for fhis group. : S
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4.8 Motivation and Expectations.

With regard to Motivation, there is on]y’ a poor correlation
between students’ and parents’ responses (Figure I). Students gave the
most popular responses for enrolling in German 10 as: First, for
university entrance (23 respondents); second, to communicate with
friends/relatives (22); third, to learn to understand and speak the
Tanguage (18); and fourth, a second language is important (17). Parents
felt that the last-mentioned reason was the most important ' motivation
(15 sets of parents) for their children to take German 10 followed by,
in decreasing importance: learning to understand and speék the language
(14); travel (11); and because of ethnic heritage (10). Neither group
- of respondents cited parental wishes or reading and writing German as
important motivations. Travel was not as important a motivation f?r the
students as it was for the parents.

A markedly c]osér correlation of students’ and parents’ responses
is observed when their expectations of German 10 are examined. It 1is
evident that communication, specifically the aural/oral skills that
allow students to talk with Gefman speakers, is a goal of both groups
(Figure II). For the students the most important expectations were:
first, to understand German (32 students); second place was shared by
two questions: to be able to carfy on a conversation'in German and to
speak German, respectively, (27'eath); and fourth, to communicate with

German-sbeaking people (25).
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Figure I Motivation for knrolling in German 10 .
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Figure II Expectations of the German 10 Course
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Parents listed communicating with German-speaking people (16 sets of
parents); to speak German (13 sets); and to understand German (12 sets)
as their first, second, and third most important expectations,
respectively, of their children’s instruction in German 10. Thevparents
deemed pronunciation the fourth most important expectation.

While oral communication is important to the respondents, the
seeming unifbortance of reading and writing to them is striking.
Whether they believe oral communication to be the principal aim of
German 10, or whether they regard reading and writing to be unimportant
skills, are questions that cannot be answered with the available data.
Interestingly, parents, unlike the students, felt pronunciation of
German to be an important expectation.This finding may reflect either
naivete on the part of the students, who as we have seen place
considerable importance in oral communication, or a preoccupation with
the more general skills of coaversation rather than with the basics of
vocabulary and pronunciation. 4

/

4.9 Student Self-Assessment of Competence in Spoken German.

The modified form of Tﬁh Type D Questionnaire for Self-Assessment
developed by the Council of Europe Modern Language Project (Council of
Europe, 1978) was administered to the student group. The data from this
section allows us to guage variations in the language competence of
individual students by topic (items 1-30). This group of studerits
included those who classified themselves as knowing no German (41%,

24/58). The remaining 59% (34/58) of respondents , as we have already
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seen, iaid that they had various degrees of familiarity with German.
The results of these individual self-assessments are represented
in Figure II1. A random spot-check of the validity of 13 of the
individual assessments from one of the schools was conducted by their
teacher. The results of this check are given in Table III(one student

was absent). In all but 4 of the assessments the teacher gave a lower

score, .
L'é
*

Figure 1}gAJfMary of Student Self-Assessments.

‘ Fluent(9\53)
Approaching
Fluency

(5/58) Beginners

(24\53)

Some
Knowiedge

(20/58)

Table III Spot-Check of Self-Assessment Form. (a)

T T P G " ® " B CE o r S . er™mE® oo - oaw® .- -

Teacher 9 6 15 13 30 t 10 6 21 9 19 10(c) 20(d)
Score

Student 10 15 11 18 30 9 12 17 24 13 16 11(c) 24(d)
Score

Difference(e) -1 +1 +4 -5 0 -4 -2 -1 -4 -4 +3 -1(c) +4(d)

(a)One junior high German teacher completed a fluency assessment form
for a random selection of students in that German 9 class. These scores
are compared to the students’ Self-Assessment score. Total possible
score = 30. (b)Difference beteen the student’ self-assessment and the
teacher’s rating of the student’s fluency. (c)Comparison of data for
questions 1-17 only because teacher missed part of form; student’s
total score - 20, (d)As in (c); student’s total score - 24.
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1-5 points(average -3), to the students. In 4 assessments the students

received a score between 1 and 4 points higher (average'+3)'ghan‘ their

self assessments. Thus the majority of these students seemed to give -

1nf1§ted -self-assessments of their ability in spoken German.

Accordingly we should view a[1 the students’ self-assessments with a

certain amount of skepticism; Despite this; however, it must not be _ - \

forgotten that substantial percentages of the students (a) were' not
beginners in spoken German (35%) and (b) considered themselves fluent
or nearly so (25%). Te;chefs and curriculum planners must be made aware
of this group of sfudents and 1t is important their skiliz be evaluated’
in a more detailed'fashion so that they may then be provided with
alternative “activities and/or curriculum as needed.

The collective responses\to the item: of the salf-assessment form
by this grohp of respondents, tabulated in Appendf* 'I, seems also to
of fer infbrmation regarding the degree of difficulty with which those

students already familiar with some German are able to express’ the 30

communicative fuﬁctioné/notions identified by Oskarsson(1980). A ‘:J;;Tt

decreasing number of students‘indicating,fhe ability to exPreSﬁ“an‘itém

in German would suggest less familiarity with that ‘ speéific

vocabulary.(See Table IV.) Since these functions/notions are part of

the German 10 curriculum, such information may prove useful;

¢ 3
gl

!
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3

Table IV Summary of Relative Difficulty of Linguistic funct?ons

Identified in the Student Self-Assessment Form
A:;;::\BO% of the respondents considered that they had various degrees

of fluency in German, wbile about 40% of the group indicated that they
had no familiarity with this language. .

Group - Item # (% Yes) - Linguistic function ‘
based on /”\\\\
(%Pogitive Response) // et
1. #17(48%);#20(43%) expressing feelings
(at least 41%) #10(41%) telling time
2. #13(38%);#14(34%)‘discussion of family .
(30-40%) #27(36%) requesting telephone numbers

#28;#30 (34%) naming various objects;
discussion- of where to eat/drink

#2(31%) spelling/alphabet
3. ~ #1;#4;429;#26  date/place of birth; Tikes/dislikes
(25-29%) (29%) in-food/drink; describing weather/
‘ seasons;requests for someone to telephone
#22(28%) asking the pronunciation of
- certain words
4. #12;#21;#8;43  discussion of tourist attractions:
(20+25%) (24%) - asking for a repetition of statement;

l discussion of free-time activities;
description of home .
#15;#5;#6 discussion of school/subjects; R

(22%) interests/hobbies;usual reading material
#18;#7 asking assistance to arrange

(21%) doctor’s appointment;asking what news- -~
~ papers availablle in the home °

5. #11(17%) asking the price of a football ticket
(15-19%) - #16;#23 discussion of movies/T.V. programs;
(15%) description of climate )
6. #9;#24 directions; clothing prices
(less than 15%) (14%)
#19;#25 discussion of medicine taken; where to
(12%) get car serviced

Those topics which many students felt 'fhey could express most
.easily tend to reflect closely the content of the Junior High School
German curriculum. This set of topics could be used by teachers of

v
’
[t
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%
German 10 as~the basis for tests of the communicative competence of

students a]reédy famii)ar with German at the Junjor High level. The
results of applying such tests could provide valuable topics for
alternate projecfs and curriculum content. It is interesting to note
"that although about one quarter of thé respondents  considered
themselves fluent, only about half of that group could express the
ideas of Group 6 in Table IV. This implies that certain voéabu]ary and
syntax is not as commonly used as might be thought. Closer examination
of Table IV may give teachers ideas regarding planning for more
effective learning/instruction in German 10.

&

4.10 AttituQes Towards German as a School Subject.

The students and their parents have already provided details of
their motivations and expectations with regard to German 10. In this
section we examine the students’ attitudes towards German 10 and their

parents’ views of how useful studying German was for their chi]dren.

In their answers to the School Subject Attitude Scale (Nyberg et

al, 1982), the students saw Germaa as having some very desireable
attributes. They. thought that German was, or would be, useful (8;.9%),
valuable (89.6%), practical (84.5%), necessary (72.4%), advantageous
= (87.9%), ihportant (86.2%), he]pfu] (93.1%), agd meaningful (79.4%).

Evidently the ;tddents were very opfimistic about studying German at

Sen@or High school, although they were collectively less sure that it -

was,‘pr would be, nice (68.8%), interesting (63.8%), pleasant (60.4%),
bright (51.8%), exciting (50.0%), alive (51.7%), and Tively (43.1%). A
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large proportion (77.6%) said that they already did, or thought they
would, like studying German at school. Their views on the potential
difficulties of German showed much less concensus. In particular, large
numbers of them saw German as being neither hard nor easy (43.1%),
neither Tight nor heavy (46.6%), neither elementary nor advanced (50%),
and neither undemanding nor rigorous.

A large majority (88.1%, 37/42) of the parents, }f{; their
chﬁ]dﬁeﬁ, wgre sure that Tearning German would be useful (qééstion 16b,
Aﬁbéﬁﬁﬁ&éﬁ%;}: Their reasons for believing this were many. Some parents
be]ievédvthat German was practical (24/42) and would help maintain
their own and their children’s ethnic heritage "(10). Others thougﬁt

that: another language would be a valuable skill (9); a second language

would expand their childrenfs horizons (3); German was an alternative

)

for those children who had not succeeded in French (3:
he]pvin understanding other cultures (3), or one’s own gu]lu}e (1); and
German would help contribute to World peace (1). Overall these views -
correlate ae11 with the pareqts? already expressed motivation for, and
expectations of, their children learning German.

After examining and discussing the data provided by the student
and parent respondents to the respective questionnaires; there seems to
be an evident pattern within ‘the German 10 class profile. This
information is certainly important to both curriculum developers and

teachers alike.



Chapter V - CONCLUDING REMARKS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

¥

5.1 Concluding Remarks {
" 5.1.1 The German 10 Class Profile J

Who enrolls in German 10 at the Senior High School level? Students
in German 10 in Alberta are usually Canadians, abodt age 15, beginning
their Senior High School studies, with good or excellent academic
achievements. Almost all of these students have learned English as a
first language. Approximately 60% of them already have varying degrees
- of knowledge?of German and have-had various forms of German instruction
(at home, in school, or through ethnic organizations). The remaining
40% of the students, who have no previous German language bgckground,
are genﬁine "beginners". *

The whole group seems eager to learn Gerh&n.‘ The students are
optimistic about the subject and view it as being useful and valuable -
.a perspective (instrumenta] motivation) also expressed by their
parents. Both groups firmly believe that ihe important goals of German
10 are understanding ahd speaking the 1language for the purpose of
communication with German speakers (integrative motivation). Parents

and students alike indicate that parental influence is not a

motivational factor in students’ decisions to enroll in German 10.

47
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»

5.1.2 The Profile of the German Ethnic Learner

Since a large proportion of the students have had previous German
language exposure and/or instruction, a closer look should be taken at
the ethnic background of the students of German, since these students
represent nearly one third of the typical class population.

Their fluency in German may range from minimal knowledge to
fluency. Though they may be exposed to oral and written German
infrequently, the students’ perception of how often German is heard,
spoke;, read, and/or written appears to be exaggerated according to
parents’ observation. Since German was often reported as being used in
emotional and token situations, seemingly making more of an impression
upon the student-respondents, this discrepanéy may be explained.

The students of German ethnic background (and their parents)
indicate that various family members/relatives use German in the home.
For the parents of these - students, maintaining the German
Tanguage/culture is necessary to preserve family ties, even though the

students do not share this view.
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5.2 Recommendations
5.2.1 Pedagogical Strategies in the German 10 Classroom

The teacher in the second language classroom is responsib]e. for
program implementation. It is (s)he who must balance the 1learner’s
context (the background, motivations, attitudes and expectations
brought to the situation) with the program demands. This process is a
delicate balancing act. .

How should the teacher plan for and teach in the typical German 10
class whefe Tess than half of the students are true "beginners" while
the remainder have a range of perceived and actual abilities in German
as L2? Various strategies are necessary to maximize the success of
individual students in this mixed-ability class which is fragmented
into groups too small in numbér to create separate classes based on the
students’ background. An examination of teaching techniques used in
individualized Tearning situations or in the one room schoolhouse in
times past may help us in our search for pedagogical solutions.

One possibility might be a classroom situation where, upon entry,
students are a§ked to take greater responsibility for assessing their
own learning. The éédministration of Fluency Self-Assessment forms
developed on commu- cative themes at the béginning of the course and
then at various tim<- *~roughout the German 10 course would help both
the student and th- .e: -er establish the perceived abilities of the
st;&ént. Thése theme. inslated into study units, might then be

evaluated to inform students of their actual achievement. A]lowihg
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students flexibility when working through these units, and providing a
variety of activities within each unit, would not only ensure that
motivation and positive attitudes about the subject are maintained, but
would also maximize the individual 1earner’s‘1eve1/dé achievement. It
would of course take time to develop alternate 1e;;n1ng and evaluation
materials. The various technologies available to today’s teachers, such
as microcomputers, audio-visual materials, would be helpful aids in the
development of materials for each unit.

The use of the more fluent students as mod;]s for the beginners
can help create a more pleasant classroom atmosphere while saving the
teacher some time and effort. An example of this modelling might be a
unit on Food or Eating Out where those in neéd of basic vocabulary and
syntax instruction would receive this as a .group. Those who have
indicated only a need of review or who are read& for evaluation could
be given’projetts or assignments to complete before being given the
eva]uétion instrument. Examples of these projects could be the
development of an audio- or video-cassette of a role-playing situation,
or a skit itself, that could be presented to the whole class at the end
of the unit- thereby offering learning situations tovlhe beginners as
well. Students working on these alternate units would Be welcome to
Jjoin the instruction group at any time whi1e_ still working on
adequately challenging projects of their own.

To maintain class cohesiveness it is important that beginners be
allowed to show their-creative ski31s in the second language as soon as
possible. Moreover, the assignments should be as challenging for them

as they are for the more advanced learners. For example, a student who
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regularly reads and writes German may be directed to" those activities
aslearly as German 10 whereas the beginners’ activities would be
focussed more on the core aural/oral skills of the curriculum.

Another source of activity/evaluation ideas relates to the area of
creativity in the classroom, currently being incorporated into subjects
such as Language Arts and Drama (e.g. Ichino and Bexte, 1986). The
students’ interests can provide the direction a class may take.
Sensitivity to the feelings and needs of'the learners is the key to

success .
5.2.2 Suggestions for Program Planners and Developers.

What changes could curriculum planners and program developers
consider in future years based on the data' gathered in this study
concerning the typical German 10 classroom in Alberta?

The teacher needs assistanée in managing this situation.
Provincial-, or system- deyveloped evaluation instruments should allow
the 5-10% of students a]r:}dx‘fluent in German to challenge one or more
of the Senior high school German courses in ordér to obtain advanced
credit. These students could be directed to Special Projects courses or
to work in other subjects where they are less strong. The teacher’s
efforts could then be more profitably directed to the balance of
students and their collective wide ranggng-abi1itie§. Those students
who already possess basic_aural/oral skills benefit from reading and
more exposure to writté;,;i:k, and certainly from an extended stay in

-

the milieu through exchange, study or work abroad.
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The development of "ideas files", resource libraries in central
locations, and an ideas network would greatly assist teachers in
imp]emeﬁting curriculum in the mixed—abi]ity German L2 c]assrooh. Local
and brovincia] professional organisations and consultants can alleviate
some of the teachers’ burdens resulting from the presence of these wide
ability ranges. The current program must examined and changed as needed
to reflect the needs of students enrolled. It will also be appropriate
to examine ways for the ‘students to become more 1involved 1in, and
responsible for, their learning.

In future it will be necessary to verify these findings on the
profile of the German 10 class with more widespread research. Is the
rural classroom profile similar to that of the classes in Edmonton and
Lethbridge? Would other ethnic linguage classrooms have analogous
praofiles?

The current socio-political situation, which includes changes in
the new School Act; challenges to the Charter of Rights and Freedoms,
and The Alberta Cultural Heritage Act 1984, prompts one to speculate
that in future we may have many more heritage 1anguﬁge classrooms in
the public school systems of A]berta. If these future classrooms all
have obviously ethnic profiles then we must address the widely
different needs of the students.

The challenge to teachers and administrators will be to provide a

meaningful learning situation for each student in this context.
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APPENDIX 1 v

INTERPRETATION/DISCUSSION OF THE PILOT DATA

; r
/

The pilot questionaire was administered to three classes studying
German in the Edmonton Public School District- a grade 9 class, a grade
10 class and a senior level German class (German 30)- for a total of 34
respondents. Students ranged in age from 14 to 18 years old. It is to
be noted that in the pilot study almost 60% (20) of the respondents
were male and just over 40% (14), female. It was found that respondents
-actually studying the language were interested 1in providing research
information and were easily accessible. -

The instrument used was a questionaire, which took approximately
30 minutes to complete, administered by this researcher during a
regular German class period. Students were given a brief explanation of
the project and instruction, then asked to complete the questionaire.
Anonymity was promised and students were asked to provide honest
information. They were asked to indicate to the researcher any
vaguely-worded questions causing confusion.

The questionnaire was divided into the following sections: .

1) General information on the student- dealing with personal (name,
“age, sex) and school (name and grade) information. This was designed
“to provide general information about the group, as outlined earlier in
this study. ,

2) Background information (questions #1-12) regarding instruction in
and exposure to the German language- dealing with past and current
German instruction, sources of instruction, types and amounts of
exposure to and use of German in'non-classroom settings, other language
instruction/exposure/abilities. ,

The questions in these sections were developed to ascertain
whether or not students enrolled in German had had previous exposure
to/instruction in the language as well as to determine whether or not
ethnicity played a role in the students’ choice to enroll in the German
class. Although most students in the German 10 class (12/14) {indicated
that their only formal instruction in the language occurred in thqﬁ%
current course, overall responses indicated a variety of other sources
of instruction. Only one student indicated that French instuction was
currently being received. No students were receiving instruction in any
other languages at the time of the pilot questionnaire. A
: While only about 15% (5) indicated that they had received formal
language instruction for more than seven years, almost 80%(27) of the
students indicated that they had chances to speak German gbutside the
classroom situation. More than 50%(18) indicated that German was spoken
in the home, while approximately 90%(30) indicated that English was
spoken in the home. Initially one student indicated another 1language
(Czech) was used in the home; a further five students remembered that
other language were ‘used (three indicated French; one, Spanish; and

70
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one, Ukrainian).

Interestingly, more than 75% (26) of the students indicated that
their parents spoke German, even though only sTightly more than 50%(18)
said that German was spoken in the home. About 25% (10) indicated that
German was spoken more than Engiish. Almost 75% indicated that German
was used in the home only in certain situations (11 students) or only

~ with certain people (13 ‘students). It may be that students are unaware

.

of the actual amount of German used in the home or that they and/or
their parents are using the 1language to communicate in other

- situations. About one third of the students (11) indicated that they

read German outside. of class 1in various forms (books, magazine
articles, church-related materials, literature, newspaper articles, car

manual) and about 38% (13) said they wrote letters in German, mainly to

family/relatives (about 30%- 10 students). There seems to be evidence
here of ethnicity as a factor in taking German at school. i

When asked whether or not siblings had also received instruction
in German, 21 of the possible 33 respondents (approximately 64%)
indicated in the affirmative. One .student had no siblings. It was
further indicated that the siblings of 16 students (almost 50%) had had

. various other forms of German instruction- 10 in Saturday school, two

in church related schools, two in West Germany, and two in university.
While the information given does not clearly state this, it seems
possible that there were some siblings who received several' forms of
formal instruction in German. This seems to be consistent with
information.on language instruction provided earlier by the students
themselves. : - :

The pilo; study,ind ated thaf information to be provided would be

important when revisigh the student questionaire to be used in
Lethbridge. It seems t gn this area corrobrative information might
be required from pare , ,

3) Motivations- dealing with reasons for enrb]ling'in German classes
'school. Students were asked to list all their reasons for undertakin

formal study of German in order of importance. The responses -were
grouped . and tabulated, 'maintaining the students wording “wherever
possible. The\five*most important reasons were: "
- to communicate with relatives and friends; - ‘
- to develop specific competencies and skills in German;
- for university entrance requirements; _ _
- to learn/know another language;and :
va f$; the five (5) credits (mentioned only by those students in high
schoo S i . R
- The usefulness of the language was mentioned for travel and
career/job related activities. Parental wishes/influence was mentioned,
but only in a few:(4) instances. Only two students were motivated to
study German for enjoyment, While ethnic heritage was cited in only
three instances' as-a specific motivator, it seems to relate to the wish

_to\communicate with relatives/family. _ R Yy, o
. It was.decided to use sixteen of the motivations for studying
German, in random order, in the Lethbridge study as well as to maintain

Vs
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the category of ’other’, for respondents.

7 4) Expectations- dealing with the type of things students wished to
tearn in current and future study of German. The student responses in
his section were the answers to the question of what students wished
Lo Tearn through the study of German in school. The response categorips
werg fewer, focusing on the skills to be mastered. The most popular
ca:§§aries are: :
--wrfiing - mastering written structures/forms
, - being able to write letters;
- to speak German;
- to learn the basics of grammar/structure of the language;
- to understand German (comprehension); :
- to communicate with German-speaking people: specifically, to
carry on a conversation in German;
- to read German; and ‘
- to learn more about German-speaking people and countries where
German is spoken. S ” > |
Mention was also made of ‘tearnipg ,necgssary®=vocabulary ~and + of
progunciation. These ¢ategories wére*’{atgﬁﬁhyseﬁ ih the Lethbridge
study. . . ‘ o ' .

)

5) Student self-assessment dealing with . self-rated fluency. The
Self-Assessment form (Type D) developed by the Council of Europe  to
- determine” the Threshold Level was modified and.used so that students
“might rate their own fluency in German.The Council’s standard Threshold
level is achieved with a score of 25 or more Yes responses. -It was
noted that generally students/ classes were above the Threshold Tlevel
in this self-rating scale, as.would be - expected with the amount of
German instruction received prior to the pilot study. Even ‘those .
students ‘'who were in German 10 had already received several ‘months of
" instruction. ' ' .
It is not surprising, therefore, that 11 students ‘congidered,

... themselvgsi-abpve the threshold level of fTuency. :

o st - The gy difficult subjetts of conversat®on for these students
WS ' g . ) R - ‘
, seeméd W be: S

L

® . 10 stude about 3@%) could not say the following; : -
#16 1 can@fil him about a movie I saw (or T.V. program). .
#18 I can asSk him to help me arrange an appointment with a doctor.
12 students (about 35%) could not say: ‘ : :
#22 1 can tell him about the pronunciation of a certain word. ‘
#23 1 can ask him to describe thetclimate in his country. 8

15 students (almost 45%) could not say: a
#19 I can tell him that I take medicine regularly.
~ #25 I can tell him where he can have his car serviced.
‘ T . a N ke

The pilot group on the whole . indidated a confidence vin“,exp?ggsing
n itself in German. *~ . S R .
| 6 R | e T .
T RS o B
AU . T ° . ' PR R
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6) The School Subjects Attitude‘Scale, developed by Nyberg and Clarke,
University of Alberta, 1982 was administered to determine students’
attitudes toward German as a subject 'of instruction. The three (3)
groupings of categories had mean scores as follows:

- attitudinal factor ( 1-8 ) - 3.44

- utility/usefulness ( 9-16) - 4.40

- difficulty factor (17-24) - 3.06 ‘
The uti]ity/usefu1ness of German seemed to be s1gn1f1cant to students
in this group. :

Fluency Self-Rating Scale
SUMMARY

Student‘ﬁo. YES1 YES2 NO TOTAL (FLUENCY RATING)
(a) (b) , (c) (30-(c) or a+b)

German 9

01 7(a) 14 8 21

02 11 17 2 28

03 12 16 2 .28

04 19 10 1 129

05° . 30 0 0 30

06 .23 7 0. ° 30

07 22 8 Yo 30

08 200 ° 10 0 30

09 17 10 3 27

10 30 0 0 30 :
11 30 0 0 30

221 92 16 (329/330 possible)

10/11 ( 91% ) considered their fluency above the Threshold Level -
(T-Level), that is above a score of 25.

a®

German 10
21 7 13 10 20
22 S(b) 14 6 23
23 2 - 14 14 1
24 1 12 17 3
25 - 4 10 16 - 14 R
26 8 =15 7 23
27 2 10 18 12
28 4 12 14 16
29 18 10 2 - 28
30 13 10 7 23 ’
3l ' 14 14 2 28

. : .

- ¥
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32 2 12 16 14
33 . 12 12 6 24
34 2Lc""15 12 -1
98 173 147 (418/420 possible)

2/14 ( 14% ) considered their fluency above T-Level.

German 30
41 27 3 0 30
42. 15 15 0 30*
43 9(d) 12 8 21
44, 7 14 9 21
45 24 6 0 30 5
46 25 5 0 30
47 14 12 4 26
48 30 0 0 - 30
49 ° 27 3 0 30
178 | 70 2] (269/270 possible) ,
mﬁfnsidered their fluency above T-Level. “

Total responses - 1016/1020 possible > 99% L
Total YES1 , .- 497/ " " = approx. 49%
Total YES2? - 335/ " " = approx. 33%
- Total NO - 184/ " - " . = approx. 18%
n o o N
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T APPENDIX II
<.  RESULTS - STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

The following are the results of the studeht:questionnaire used in the
Lethbridge study.
Genera] Statistics:

German 10 is offered in the two high schools of the Lethbridge Public

" have a question, please ask. If there is not enough room for the. dnswer
. you wish=to include, please use the back of the questionnaire:

1 a) ﬁrkéﬂ German course are you enrolled in now?
31.0% (18/58) Grade 9 German
1.7% ( 1/58) German 10
55.2% (32/58) No German Course ' ’
1.7% ( 1/58) Other (list: ---------oo¥euo-.. ) .
10.3% ( 6/58) no response ‘ ‘ ‘
b) Nhat _was your grade in German for the last report per1od7

w75

. U
.
. . \
N 0 -

o

School System. ‘Students who planned to enroll in German 10 were asked
to participate in the study. Of the two high school students who had
planned to register in German 10, only one participated in the study.
The remainder of the participants in the study were students currently
in Grade 9 in the three junior high schools who planned to enroll in
German 10. i
'95% (58/61) of the respondentgBompleted questionnaires.
72% (42/58) of the parents idéftified by the schools completed and
returnped questionnaires. Y
SChOBY--c o e .- - -
Sex(M/F): M - 48.3% (28/58) F - 51.7% (30/58)
,Abe 13 - . 1.7% ( 1/58) Grade: 9 - 96.6% (56/58)
14 - »65 5% (38/58) 10 - 0% ( 0/58 "
15 - 29‘3&}(17/58) 11 - 0% (0 .
16 - 1.7% ( 1/58) : 12 - 1.7%  ( 1/58) o
17 - 1.7% (+#1/58) No,response— 1.7% ( 1/58)
Place of Bipth: -----ecmcenna-- .<:fr---------—---------——-----4-
Lethbridge - 48. 3% 28?58) o 5 -
Alberta - 22.4% (13/58) e A N
Canada” - 20.7% (12/58) ) R s
Germany - 0 % ($/58) \
Other ¥_ - 8.6% ( 5/58) .
Citizenship status: Canadian - 93.1% (54/58) -
Landed . Immigrant - 3.45% ( 2/58) . ¢
& Other - - 3.45% . ( 2/58) : ’
, ) (Specify: German. ) ; Qs ﬁgﬂ
- Backgréund Information . '
For all of the fo owing, check () as MX@y answers as .apply. If you
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. o
(11/58) 80% or above
(10/58) 65-79%
( 1/58) 50-64% gﬁ~
( 0/58) 40-49%
( 0/58) less than 40%

62.1% (36/58) no response -

c) What type of average do you maintain in school subjects?
32.9% (19/58) A(80% plus) ;
51.7% (30/58) B(65-79%) :
12.1% ( 7/%8) C(50-64%)

1.7% ( 1/58) D(40-49%)
0 % ( 0/58) less than 40%
1.7% ( 1/58) no response
2 a) Have you had any previous 1nstr Gtion German?
60.3% (35/58) Yes y *% ‘
36.2% (21/58) No M I
. 3.5% ( 2/58) no response SRS
¥) If yes, what sort of instructil g
(Check as many as apply.) i

«58.6% (' 5/5¢ day Schoo¥t

46.6% (27/%7%mE AR High German
0 % ( 0/*" piExuct ion through Church
0 % (

L 10
% §i ol (Spec1fy - 1nstruct10n received at home from
family- parents, grandparents and
o P other relatives.)
Note: 1 student reqeived instruction only in Saturday School;
3 students received Saturday School and Junior High instruction,
1 student received Saturday School, Junior High and OTHER
instruction;
20 students were instructed in Junior High School only;

3 students received High and OTHER instruction;and
7 students received- oYy OTHER instruction. - :
c) How many years of instrué?ion have you Lad in German? (Inc]ude this
year. )No previous instruction( 0 yrs.) - 37.9% (22/58) ~\
1 yr. prevlgus 1ns€$uct1on - 24.1% (14/58) .
2 yrs. v - 10.3% ( 6/58) ,
3 yrs. " o - 15.5% ( 9/58)
-4 yrs, " L . - 1.7% ( 1/58)
Msyrs. ot -~ 1.7% ( 1/58)
6 yrs. " " N - 1.7% ( 1/58)
-7 yrs. " " - 1.7% ( 1/58)
- From birth (native speakers) . - 5.2% ( 3/58)

The average of previous instruction German received as indicated by 62%
(36/58) of the\respondents was 3.3 years. i
3) Mhat 1anguage(s) do you speak? ! v o~
0. % (58/58) - English g * o
4.5% (20/58) - German .
*24.1% (14/58). - French

f:



10.3% ( 6/58) - Other (Specify: Chinese, Spanish
Cambodian,, sign language)
Note: 1 student (1.7%) indicated the capability to speak
3 languages.
5 students (8.6%) indicated the ability to speak
German and French.
2 students (3.5%) speak German and another languagg.

A11 of these students indicated that this ability was in: additien to .

the ability to speak English.
4). What language(s) do you understand?

98.3% (577/58) - QEnglish ( 1 did not respond ) N

39.7% (23/58)
27.6% (16/58)
6.9% ( 4/58)

Note: 1 student (

English. v

8 students (13.8%) understand German and French.

1 student ( 1.7%) undofg‘ tinds German and another language.
?

German
French
Other (specify: Chinese, Spanish,
Cambodian, sign language)
1.7%) understands three languages in addition to

5) What language(s) deo you re

98.3% (57/58) - English ( 1 did)not respond ),

22.4% (13/58) - German

13.8% ( 8/58) - French

6.9% ( 4/58) - Other (specify: Chinese, Cambodian, sign language)
Note 0 students ( 0 %) read three languages in addition to English.

" g5 ¢ studsnts (3.5%) read German, Fren d En h.
1 student (1. 7%) reads German, EnglisMgnd arn® er language.

6) What language(s) do you write?
98.3% (57/58) - English ( 1 did not respond ).
© 22.4% (13/58) - German
13.8% ( 8/58) - French
. 1.7% ( 1/58) - Other (specify: Cambodian)
Note: 0 students ( 0-%) write three languages iﬁ“add1t1on to English.
2 students (3.5%) write in German, French and English.

7) Do you have a chance to speak German in situations other than in the
classroom? s
8.6% ( 5/58) - Yes) often.
46.6% (27/58) - Yes, sometimes. <
44.8% (26/58) - No. -
8) What language(s) are spoken at home? ( Chetk all applicable.)
98.3% (57/58) - English ( 1 did not respond} V
34.5% (20/58) - German BT
3.5% ( 2/58) - French : ' .
8.6% ( 5/58) - Other (spec1fy Span1sh Dutch Cambod1an,
. Lithuanlan, Russian, Italian)

Note 1 student. (1. 7%) indicated thaz no Eng]i!h was spoken
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J) at home - that only another language is spoken.
1 student (1.7%) indicated that English and another
Tanguage are spoken at hgme.
3 students (5.2%) indicated that German and another
Tanguage are spoken at home, in addition to English.

Of the 2 students who indicated that French was spoken at home, 1
indicated that French, German and English were spoken. '
. ) . . T 7
It is clear thal'46.6% (27/58) - or almost half of the respondents) are
not "new" to second language learning. Significantly, 34.5% of the

- students have had previous exposure to German at home.

:~,ﬂ,1;'§*a) During the course of a typical day, how much German 1s used 1in
w7 your home? (Choose closest value.)
1.7% ( 1/58) - a) almost 100% of the time;

1.7% ( 1/58) -- b) almost 75% (3/4) of the fime;

3.5% ( 2/58) - c).almost 50% (1/2) of the fime; . . .

6.9% ( 4/58) - d) almost 25% (1/4) of the time; o
25.9% (15/58) - e) almost 10% (1/10) of the time; N ’
56.9% (33/58) - gf) never, | | .
~ 3.5% ( 2/58) - “no response o -

b) Are there certain people who use German in your homé?
- 41.4% (24/58) - VYes , :
.. 58.6% (34/58) - No v
WBome examples of those persons who use German in the respondents’ homes
are: ! ~
friends, relatives

10 a) What language ice. your mother speak?
96.6% (56/58) - cngl sh
3 36.2% (21/58) - German -
R 1.7% ( 1/58) - - other- (Chinese)
3.5% ( 2/58) - no response
b) Which does your mother use more?
93.1% (54/58) - English
3.5% ( 2/58) - German -
1.7% ( 1/58) - other (Chinese)
3.5% ( 2/58) - 'no response-
c) What language does your father speak?
96.6% (56/58) - English .
32.8% (19/58) - German ’
1.7% ( 1/58) - other (Chinese)
.3.5% ( 2/58) - no response
d). Which does he use more?

93.1% (54/58) - English
1.7% ( 1/58) - s German )
© 1.7% ( 1/58) - both equally
1.7% (1/58) - . other (Chinese)
'3.8% ( 2/58) - no responge
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e) Does anyone else use German in your home?
24.1% (14/58) - Yes
74.2% (43/58) - No

1.7% ( 1/58) - no response

. f) Who? Explain please: ---------ocmemmomma
" %3 (22.4%) of the respondents indicated those persons who use German in
heir home. These were categorized as follows.

“'siblings - 15.5% ( 9/58) .
grandparents - 6.9% ( 4/58) B
- No respondent mentioned the extended family, such as gaunts, uncles,
_cousins,etc. and there were no other persons cited (eg. friends,
acnuaintances or neighbors). .
1 respopdent who indicated a positive response to 10 e) gave no

exampIes in this question. Thus 77.6% (45/58) of the respondents gave

' 'ﬁno response to this question.
. ‘lw y .

,(J Are there particular circumstances when German is used in your

e? ‘ ‘

"‘ 1 48.3% (28/58) -  Yes
- exp1a1n ) 28 respondents expanded upon their positive response, with
tw ) g1v1ng two explanations. These responses are summarized as follows.
o s {1) always;

- (11) 1in conversation with German-speaking visitors- friends or
' 3 re]:tives (eg“\g(endparents, great-grandmother, aunts, uncles, sister’s
T box riend);

B - ’1n telephone and other conversations with grandparents;
(

s

[N

I - parental conversations where the intent is to exclude children;
‘ - in an emotional situation (eg. mother angry);

- e
t

.. Initiate conversati
+ - =" (1) "Christmas cus H
- - (2) for nicknames, short answers or sayings; and
(1) when asked to provide the German-words or phr:.

44, 8% (26/58) - No
(explain:) Only 19 of the 26 respondents indicating ’No’ gave a further
explanation in this section,  summarized as follows:
- (12) no family member speaks German/ no German background;
(4) only one member of the family speaks German;
(1) the family mixes some German into the conversation;
(1) student has no/very little German homework; and
(1) Nol (no ex’anation ) -

»

6.9% ( 4/58) - N0 response

Note: Almost 1/2 of the future German 10 students indicate that German
# is used at home in particular circumstances. It may be ~important to
\\¢’ consider the ethnicity,ﬂﬁctor in this situation.

(4) when family members {eg. 'student sibling, parent) .wish to
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12) Do you have brothers or sisters?
93.1% (54/58) - Yes

% ( 4/58) - No

% ( 0/58) - no response

oo
(o)

13) Have your brothers and/or sisters also had instruction in German
a) (in JWior/Senior high)?
31.0% (18/38) - Yes
62.1% (36/58) - No

6.9% ( 4/58) - no response ol

b) (in Saturday School)?

6.9% ( 4;58) - Yes ‘ — ’
75.9% (44/58) - No ‘ h

17.2% (10/58) - no response / : T~
c) (in other situations)? , .
17.2% : (10/58) Yes

(Specify: from family/relatives, at home)
58.6% (34/58) - No
24.1%414/58) - no response
The situations specified where siblings received instruction in .German
were either in Junior/Senior High schools or from family/relatives.

AN
14 Are you currently study égg ...... v
a) French? - "
13.8% ( 8/58) - Yes N ' LUy
88.5% (49/58) - No - “
1.7% ( 1/58) - no response o
b) German? e ‘
32.8% (19/58) - Yes

65.5% (38/58) - No
1.7% ( 1/58) - no response
Note: While this is a repetitious questlon, the responses do verify
those of questig la and 1b.
¢) a language other than English or German? ‘ ~.
3.5% ( 2/58)\ - VYes (Unfortunately, which Tlanguage 1{s not
specified.) v .
91.4% (53/58) - No -
5.2% ( 3/58) - no response

N

15 a) Do you ever read German other than in school?

32.8% (19/58) - Yes .
63.8% (37/58) - No ' ‘ o
3.5% ( 2/58) - no response r

b) If YES, what type of things do you read? (Check all app11cab1e ) e

15.5% ( 9/58) - Magazine articles

8.6% ( 5/58) - Stories

10.3% ( 6/58) - Books (novels)

3.5% ( 2/58) - Newspaper articles

12.1% ( 7/58) - Other(specify: letters, magazines at school,

comics, small books/pamph]ets)
Respondents indicated that they read Ge an as follows:
A , ,
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5 students read only magazines; 1 reads magazines and newspapers; and
1 reads magazines and OTHER sources. 3 students read stories and books;
1, books only; and 2 read magazines, stories and books. 1 reads
newspapers and OTHER sources, and 5 read only OTHER sources.’
Note: It is worthwhile noting that approximately 1/3 of this group
already reads German in various forms. It is interesting to note that
the most popular ( or available) form seems to be magazines. Other
materials (egs. outlined above) seem to be the next frequently read,
followed by books(novels) and stories. Stories seem®™hot to be

- frequently read.

c) If YES, how often do you read German?
6.9% ( 4¢/58) - Every few days
3.5% ( 2/58) - Weekly
6.9% ( 4/58) - Monthly
15.5% ( 9/58) - Seldom
While most of the respondent: that read German, do so infrequenly,
about 1/3 of this group do read weekly or more frequently.

16 a) Do you write letters, etc. in
15.5% ( 9/58) - Yes
81.0% (47/58) - No . , :
3.5% ( 2/88) - no-response ‘
Most students do not seem to possess the.productive skill of writing

German (eg.letters). It is interesting to note that writing skills  are o

not listed by this group of respondents as being the most important of
their expectations of the German instruction.

b) If YES, to whom do you write? (Check all applicable.)

5.2% ( 3/58) - to friends '

6.9% ( 4/58) - to family/relatives -

6.9% ( 4/58) - to penpals

3.4% ( 2/58) - Other(specify: acquaintances/collegues of parents)
Most students who responded positively to this question, jndicated that
they write to persons in a particular category: 1 to friends, 2 each to
family/relatives, penpals, and OTHER. However, 2 of this group
indicated corresponding with friends, family and penpa#ts.

Note: It 1s important to realize that-aprroximately 1/10 of thfs groub

-of future German 10 students already correspond with various friends

and family in German.
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MOTIVATIONS Ly

There are many reasons students decide to study German. Why are you
studying German next year? If you have more than one reason, 1indicate
the three(3) most important to you by rank, one(l) for the 'most
important, etc. . If YOUR reason is not listed, please~specify ‘in the
OTHER space provided. j .

Choices

Ist 2nd 3rd
1) 7 3 3 - Because of your ethnic heritage.
2) 4 10 8 - To communicate with relatives/family.
3) 2 3 3 -  For the five(5) credits.
4) 10 5 8 - For University entrance.
5) 4 0 2 - It is practical for your job/career. -
6) 3 6 6 - For travel.
7) 7 8 1 - To Tearn another language.
8) 0 0 4 - Due to parental wishes/influence.
9) 8 6 4 - To learn to understand and speak the language.
10) 3 0 3 - To read and write German. )
11) 2 1 1. - For enjoyment. ‘ -
12) 7 5 5 - A second language is important.
13) 3 4 0 - It’s interesting to Tearn languages.
14) \ O 0 1 - For variety. ‘

1 It’s a challenge.
0 3 3 To understand and communicate with other people.

Other (please specify below:)

trance. p

2nd- #2(22 total) - cate with.relatives and family.

3rd- #9(18 total) - To learn to understand and speak the language.
4th- #12(17 total) - A second language is important.

NOTE: Although not given as ranked choices, two students did -indicate
other motivations for learning German. One indicated that it would
useful to speak with a visiting soccer coach who d¥s not speak much
English. The other indicated that it was important to learn as much as
possible about German to the best of oné™s ability.




EXPECTATIONS

What type of things (skills, knowledge, etc.) do you warnt ‘¥6 learn in
German 10 next year? Again, rank the top 3(three). If yBu don’t find
YOUR answers below, please supply answers in the extra q.aces provided.
1) To understand German. ,
2) To be able to carry on a conversation in Ggrman
3) To become fluent.
4) To speak German.
5) To read German.
6) To write letters in German (to family/penpals, etc.).
7) To Tearn the basics of the structure of the language.
8) To communicate with German-speaking people.
9) To learn necessary vocabulary.
10) To learn more about German-speaking people and countries
where German is spoken.
11) Pronunciation (to pronounce words correctly, with the
correct accent).
12) Other (please specify below:)

No. Choices
1st 2nd 3rd

1) 17 6 9 32 - 1st chg ce
2) 10 9 8 27 - 2nd chi

3 5 7 1 13

4) 10 8 9 27 - 2nd choice
5) 1 . 5 8 14

6) 1 1 1 3

7) 4 5 4 13

8) 9 8 8 25 - 4th choice
9) 1 4 2. 7
10) O 3 2 5

11) 1 1 2 .
12) O 0 0 0(o%her)

While there was a distribution of responses, those most pepular
;oTbined choices were: #1(32), followed by #2(27) and #4(27), then
8(25)
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STUDENT SELF-ASSESSMENT FORM

Instructions: Imagine that you meet a German-speaking person from
another country. The person does not know anything about you and your
country. What would you be able to tell or ask the person IN GERMAN? .
Indicate your ability to communicate in German by checking the
appropriate response (Yesl, Yes2, No) for each statement. [MPORTANT:
Think in your mind how you would say it in German, before checking the
appropriate response.

Note: Results for each question were tabulated both collectively and
individually.

Yesl = Yes, with no problems.

Yes2 = Yes, but with difficulty.

No = No.
Collective Results
Yes] Yes? No
1. T can tell him when and where I was born. 4 13 40
2. I can spell my name in German. 15 3 39
3. I can describe my home to him. 2 12 43
4. I can tell him what foods and drinks I
like and don’t like. 7 10 - 40
5. I can tell him about my interests and
hobbies. 3 10 44
6. I can tell him what I usually read (kinds '

of books, newspapers, magazines, textbooks). 2 11 44
7. 1 can ask him what newspapers there are in

his own country. : 3 9 45
8. I can tell him what I do in my free time. 6 8 43
9. I can tell him how to get to a certain place

- by bus. 6 2 49

10. T can tell him the time. 13 11 33
11. T can ask him about the price of a ticket

for a football game. ) 4 6 47
12. 1 can tell him about things that might ’

interest a tourist in.my home region. 13 1 43
13. I can ask him about his family. 10 12 35
14. T can tell him about my family. 8 12 37
15. T can tell him about my school. 5 8 44

. 16. .1 can tell him about a movie I saw ( or
T.V. program). " 7 2 48

17. I can tell him how [ feel at the moment

(if I am hungry, tired, i11, etc.). 8 20 29
18. I can ask him 30 help me arrange an

appointment with a doctor. 7 5 45
19. I can tell him that I take medicine

regularly. 4 3 50
20. I can tell him that I am tired and

need some rest. 12 13 32

21. 1 can ask him to repeat slowly what he
has just said. 10 4 43
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ABSTRACT

\ , I J
, This stLdy determined the 1ingﬁistic and attitudinal profiles of
. the typicgl clientele of the entry 1evé1 high school German as a sgjbnd '
language program, German 10. The results of a pilot study
questiomaire, invq]ving thirty-four students in Edmonton Public School
District #7, allowed the re;earcher to develop a questionnaire which

was later adm1nistered' to sixty-one students in Lethbridge Public

*%V s 4 . N
sets of parents in the Lethbridgeg study, provided information about the

School District #51. A second questionnaire, cdﬁplgﬁed by forty-two

ethnic backgrounds of 'the families and the. degree of parental
involvement -in the students’ enrolment in the German 10\ course. Sixty
percant of the students had varying degrees of familiarity with the
language, througﬁ previous tastruction in Juﬁior high school or in
heritage language school, or due to exposure to German within the
family. In fact,'half of this group were fluent or nearly fluent. More
than half of the students (55%) had oc%fsion to use German outside of
the classroom, either in conversation Qith family and friends, or when
| observing traditfdns and religious customs. Forty percent of the
students’ famizies~had‘one or more German Speaking member(s). Only
Aforty percent of tﬂe students enrolling in German 10 had no previous
know]edée of German. Both parenfs and students agreed that the major
expecéation of the German 10 colrse was the_deve]opment of aural/oral
communication skills. ﬁeither group felt the development of reading and
writing abilities to be 1mportaﬁi expectations of the <dcourse. A
majority of the student§ and parents believed a knowledge of German to

be useful. Nearly thirty percent of the parents indicated that German

iv



instruction  was fmportant for maintginjﬂﬁo their family;t ethnic
heritage. More than three-quarters oﬁ/}hﬁ/students 11ked German as a
subject of study, although they had mixed views regarding its
diffidu]ty: The results of this research are 1in accord with other
current data on the attifuﬂes, motivations and expéctatibns of students

\

and their parents regarding the study of heritage languages.
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INTRODUC /i ON

While nuch of the curriculum development and imp]enentationv in
second language educatfon has been focused on -the semantic and
syntactic elements of the Second LangUage (L2) and its Culture (C2),
the 1anguage teaching/]earn1ng process still seems to be 1largely
teacher- centered While teachers are encouraged to’ be concerned about
individual differences during teacher-learner and learner:-learner
uinteract1ons, other than in the socio-education51 dynamics of the
‘1earn1ng situation, ;he learner does not always seem to be at the
centre of the process. This is to ignore the Central' BEING who }s
u1t1mate1y responsib]e for WHAT, HOW, and WHEN LZ learning occurs.

Perhaps this may explain a need perce1ved by the researcher to
examine more closely the WHY of 1earner decisions to undertake L2

stodies. In this examination, what role does Second Language learning
piay in the ]anguage 1earner’s search’for the "I" that is‘.persona1
identity? Could this be the crux of the theoreticai‘fi@p]ications of
motivation and affect outlined by theorists such as Gardner and
Lambert€4972), J.H. Schumann(1975,1976,1978), and S. Krashen(1981) _ in
the past two decades? The examinatibn of the needs, . motivations,
“background and expectations of learners may he]o us in both curricu1un
development and implementation, as well as give us - further insights
into the deltcate dynamics of the classroom context, since'the WHY of
'}anguage p]anning in the program, curriculum, and = implementation does

.not appear to have been adequately considered. (Commins,1984).
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In an attempt to deal withthis_duestiop‘thfs researcher sugges§§/

that it may be valuable to examine more closely what the LEARNER briﬁ;s
to the situation. In conversation with teachers, there seems to be an
agreement that no matter how carefully and thoroughly . a legson is

planned, unless the learner actively participates, the résu]t/ is’

frustration on the part of the teacher and minimal, if any, iearning by

the learner. It is necessary to remind. oneself that the LEARNER

u1t1mate1y has the responsibility for WHAT is learned, and that this
may not be the same as the WHAT that the teacher had p]anned Thus a
basic examination of the WHY leading to the NHAT learners wishi to

acquire may help pfogram planners, teachers ad% L2 learners alike.



CHAPTER I - STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM t
¢ :

1.1. Background to the Study

Students entering high school in the province of Alberi. are faced
with many decisions when planning their programs. They may. 1) opt to
study those courses that w11]-provide' them Qith university entrance
requirements; 2) choose courses that will 1lead to a veneral Hfah
School Diploma (general reqﬁireﬁents for entry to coilege; other
post-sécondary institutions); or 3) prepare to enter the work force
directly. ; " |

Thg high school student may‘»choose to specialize in certain:
subject-;reas; 1nc1uding'seéond‘Janggggg)gourse;. While the majority of
students entering High Schoo] at Gfade~10 choosé French as a second
language, a certain percentageFNQF' students ‘chobse to enroi] in a
language other than French.f The availability pf alternate Second
Language programs is_ dependent ubon demand and the existence of
qualified staff. Those students who are not able to enroll in a
particular second language in their schob] may chobse from those
available through the Alberta CorrespondenggﬂSchoo] offerings.

This study- will focus on a sample of fﬁ%se students who chose to
enroll in German as a Second language classes at the High School level.
It will examine the motivations, expectations and background of this

group of students, as well as those of their parents.



1.2 Ethnicity .

In order to understand better the input provided by - the
respondents to/;he study, it may help to examine the factor of
ethnicity. Ethnicity, a dimension of culture, refers to the shared
heritage, background, origin, traditions, values, etc. of a group of
people ( Alberta Culture, 1984). It will B;'important to examine the
background oflthe students and parents resRonding to the questionnaires
to determine whether or not any of them are of German ethnic

Y
background.

This'fesearcher suggests}that a significant proportion of the

students enrolled in the Germén as a Second Language Proéram (GL2) may

be . from families of the German ethnic community. Thus, some -

- consideration of this group in the Canadian context may be helpful.

The Canadian Mosaic is a socio-bo]itica] reality within \wh1ch
context we find Yarious minority gkoups. The 1986 cehsus (Statistics
Canada) describes the German community as the fhird largest ethnié_
group in Canada (896,715), and the second 1ar§est in Aiberta, with a
population of 182,870 of German heritage& In 1981 thg figures were
1,142,365 and 233,180 respectively (Palmer, H. and T. ,1985).

The first settlers of German origin in Canada arrived 1n//&664,

R settling near “Quebe; City.: The rmid-elghteenth century saw /German
settlements in the Halifax area - mostly fishermen and boat-builders

(including the builders of "~ the "Bluenose"). From the end of the

eighteenth to afmost the mid-nineteenth century German speaking



Mennonites settled in the Kitchener-Waterloo area. When the Canadian

government was attempting to settle the prairies, large numbers of

Mennonites established themselves in Manitoba, the vanguard of the

thousands (300,000 by 1921) of pioneers of German origin. These.peop1e,

most of them from Eastern’Europe, were directed to Alberta, settling

first in the Calgary and Pincher Creek areas. The Homesteading rush,

beginning in 1895,5séﬁ the sett]ement'of German speaking immigrants as

whole new communities; as for example at.Bruderheim. Alberta towns and

cities such as Edmonton, Josephburg, Duffield, Stony Plain, Spruce

Grové, Leduc and Wetaskiwin saw -an inf]ux' of immigrants ;f German

herit;gé as fhe numbers in the . province increased. (Alberta

Culture-Cultural Heritage, 1982) |

While the majority of settlers of German origin arrived prior to

HWI, there was again an influx of central and eastern European
immigrants during the interwar years. During the twenties, while

Immigration“policy still favored British_ immigrants to support an

Anglo-Canadian society, 12,000 of theAloo;OOO immigrants who arrived in
Alberta were of German origin. Only 27% of them j.ﬁg actually from
Cermany; the balance were German ethnics from.Poland and Russia. Some

#f this group helped develop the Peace River area. A third of the
newgomers, who_were not farmérs, preferred to sétt]e in the larger
centers, thoﬁgh some chose to work-as laborers on theé farms of family
and friends. During the Depression, when ecopbmic conditions made
Jfarm1ng diffiéulf, many‘farm laborers migrated to the cities and the -
coal-mining areas of.the province. Through an agreement ubetween the

N

federal government and the CPR, 2000 of the 20,000 Mennonites . who .

£



arrived in Canada at this time sett]ed on irrigation land at Coaldale .
near Lethbridge (Palmer H. and T., 1985).

Anti-German feelings during both World Wars diminished the number
of German immigrants. Immigration of these people to'Alberta increased
during the post-World War II pefiod. Some of the new arrivals worked in
the sugar beet fie]ds of Southern Alberta, but most settled 1n. the
urban centers. Over a quarter of a million people of German 6r1g1h
emigrated to Canada between 1951-60. This 1ﬁf1ux subsided as the
Federa] Republic of Germany prospered. While certainly contributing to
agriculture in this province, German-Capadians cons?itute an integral
part of all area; of Alberta’s history and development.

Many of the other ethnic groups have actively attempted to
preserve their language ahd culture, even goihg so far as to estab]fsh
private (Satdrday or evening) classes for their maintenance. In some
cases, these groups have a]so‘,suéceeded in ‘establishfM second
language, bilingual, and/or immersion programs within the Jjurisdiction
of fhe local school system. Stra%ﬁgies have varied, seeming]yldepending
on whether/the group preferred‘ adaption or preservation of theifr
Tanguage/culture (Schumann, 1977) The factor of social ~distance

_between e ethnic group and the Eng]ish- speaking majority also playedb
a role 1q/the decision to maintain the ethn1c heritage as represented
by bothﬁanguage and culture. A |

Imﬁigrantsfof Germﬁn heritage, on the other hand, have tended

towardfassimi]ation, particularily since the Tast war. (The combination
of guth/racism which may have led to this tendency would be an
inte#ésting study in itself.) It has only been with the arrival of

/
/
/
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recent immigrants of higher socio-economic status (mostly
professionals) that the German ethnic community has exerted more
pressure to establish heritagé language programs (L2 and bilingual)
within the jurisdiction of public schools.

This change in attitude may nbe attributed to various factors.
Certainly, the temporal distance from the "attitudinal climate" of the
forties is a factor. Concern about being no longer able to communicate
meaningfui]y with family 1in "the _o]d country"” is anothef' factor
prevalent among second and third generations of immigrants. In addition
}here exists a growing desire on the part of the German ‘community to
re-establish contacts witﬁ. the heritage language and culture (and
possibly family in Europe) and thus rediscovér their ethnic identity.
Recent immigrants certainly have their own motives for the maintenance
of the German fanguage/cu]ture, voicing their wish to preserve their

© culture. . |

Ethnic communities are thusAstrengthened by the support not only
of new immigrants, but also second and thfrd generatfons of Canadians
of sjmi]ar background. This revival of interest in the ethnic heritage
his often been translated fnto power by certain societal factions
through our political system. It is in thfs way that various programs
have become part of the curriculum in the publicly-funged school

system.

-
-

Students from the ethnic community may enroll in an available
German language program for various 'reasons, each student having
various goals and varying ability in the second language. Teachers and

curriculum developers must certainly consider these factors in the
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development of curricu]umfin this area and in the teaching approaches

used in the high school /German program.

Id

1.3 Focus of the Study
«
While in the past attention has been given to the areas of second
language curriculum and methodology for the L2 classroom, the students’
perspectives and needs have not been considered to the same exteﬁt. It

is this latter concern that will be dealt with in the present study.
1.3.1 RationaLe for the Study

The German as a Second Language (GL2) Program in Alberta s
designed for the the student of high school age with no previous
knowledge of the German language and cu1turel Considering the size of
the ethnic community in Alberta, this assumption may be f]awed; One may
indeed question who studies German at the high school level? How ' many
students are actﬁa]ly "beginners" in this particular program?

Personal experience in the classroom has led this researcher to
postulate that relatively few students enter the program with no
previous second language exﬁasure or instruction (ie. without some

-formal instruction in either German or French in previous grades, or
~ exposure through home or community contacts.) Theﬂﬁﬁestion arises as to
whether or not the program meets the needs of the students of German

origin enrolled, some of whom may have varying degrees of previous or



concurrent exposure 40 the language. An examination of the language
backgrounds, motivations and expectations of students planning to
enroll in this program would therefore be useful. A parallel study of

their parents’ views and backgrounds would be equally informative.

1.3.2 Statement of the Pooblem

Students who enter the German as a Second Language Program (German
10, 20, 30) in High School may already have a wide variety of previous
and/or concurrent e;pﬂ§ure to, and some level of fluency in, the German
language. In addition, their motivation for enrolling in the program
and their goals may also be varied invscope.

Consequently,. the study attempts to identify the backbrounds,
motivations, and expectaf+oos of students entering the first 1eve1 of
the German as a Second Language Program in" September 1983 in the
Lethbridge Public School Diotrict, as well as thooé of their parents,in
an attempt to answer the following questions: ‘

1) What .1anguage backgrounds do students bring to the®

situation?

2) What are the motivations and expectations of students who

will enter the program? ﬁ
3) What expectations do parents of Grade 9 students have of the
German 10 program? ' ‘

4) What effect should the backgrounds, motivations and

expectations have on program 1mp1eﬁ€ﬂtation or development at

both the provinctal and Tocal levels?

)

!



1.4 Definitions {

L4
The following definitions apg{y throughout this study:
Lyt |
1) learning - the process aﬁﬁ@nternalizing ‘new’ aspects

o

£ ;J \ )
of knowledge throughxjft QA a“d%iigarious experience:

2) teaching - tb‘q,wvﬁroc“éssﬁfofwsharing knowledge with
students; o -

3) language - the process of concept-bu11d1ng' whose
purpose is communication;

4) second 1angyage - the process of conceptualization/
communication in a language other than one’s mother toﬁgue
(first language); )
5) formal Tlanguage instruction - that  instruction

received in a classroom whose focus is often metalinguistic.

skills;

6) language acquisition - non-classroom Tanguage learning
(in a ’natural’ environment); /

7) 1angua§e learnfng - ‘1anguage learning by the student
in the classroom Lsetting, including *linguistic  and
communicative competence; .

QB) language instruction -  formal presentation of the
Tinguistic and communicative aspects of the second

language(L2);

10
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~9) curriculum - the rationale, goals ‘aqd content of a
particular program which is actualized in the instructional
context; |

10) culture - the shared beliefs, knowledge, values and
customs passed on through history, by means of a language;
11) ethnicity - bg]onging to a particular distinct
heritage, background and origin; and

12) multiculturalism - a co]]ecgig% of cultures;

"collective culturalism". /
1.5 Delimitations

The study was conducted in the Lethbridge Pub]if School District
during June, 1983. While the population of student respondents was
small, the “ata collected may be representative of GL2 classes in the
province. Since the pilot study had been conducted in Edmonton, an
“alternative location,was sought for the study itself.

4 L]
) .

1.6 Limitations

This study was designed to be an in-depth investigation of
program within a specific community. To the extent that this cohmgﬂ;tz

is typical of other communities then the findings may be geﬁera]ised to
them. Although phé researcher’s close ‘links with the community may at

first be peyceived as a drawback, it is hoped that this familiarity



allows for meaningful Jnterpretation of the data.
Due to the restraints of time and resources, two questionnaires
(pne for students, the other for parents) were administered, from whieh

”~

it was hoped adequate information would be forthcoming.

-

.

1.7 Implications

While attitudinal studies of students in French as a Second
Language Program have been conducted ( Jones,1973, Parker,1975) no such
data has been collected for other second language programs in this
province. Such informationﬂ:nght be considered a useful addition to the
overall picture of second language education in the province. It will
certainly provide information to those individuals involved 1in the
program in Lethbridge. It is further hoped that the present study forms
the basis for future replication in other communities and 1n other

ethnic heritage languages.



Chapter Il - FRAMES OF REFERENCE

As our understanding of language acquisition has evolved in the
Tast twenty-five years we have seen many changes in our understanding
of the second language teaching/]eagﬁing process, particularly in
regard to curriculum content and teaching methodologies (Allen,1983 and
Breen,1987a). The extent to which educators allow learne-: to
participate 1in and influence this process has also changed.
Additionally, dynamic ethnic communities within Canada’s multicultural
mosaic, by exerting considerable political pressure, have prompted
certain provincial education ministries to introduce heritage language
programs (Mills and MacManamee,1987).

AN

2.1 Changing Perspectives of the Language Teaching/Leaknjng Process

The traditional view of language teaching/learning as a‘ru1e—based
system of phonological and jJexical items, the grammar-translation
approach, was based on information provided by descriptive linguists
from the study of classical languages (Breen, 1987a). It was widely
believed that a mastery of these syntactical and morphological items by
the student would lead to an understanding of the second language and
the ability to manipulate it in "real™ situations.

In the late 1950’s and early 1960's the influence of the

structuralism of Bloomfield and the operant-conditioning theories of

13
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B.F.Skinner led to the supplanting of the traditional approach by the
audio-lingual method. It was believed that learners would develop the
necessary habits and understandings to master the target lanquage by
the mimicry-memorisation approach to dialogues and follow-up "pattern
practice” drills (Allen,1983). The audio-linqual method was a
breakthrough in that it led to more active oral Lactivity than the
traditional approach. Both methods subdivide language into receptive:-
(listening, reading) and productive- (speaking, writing) skills which
the lTearner is to master. Rivers (1968) postulated that there were two
levels of language skill development, language manipulation and
personal expression. Paulston (1971) expanded this explanation,
suggesting that students progressed {nitially from mechanical-, then

through meaningful- and ultimately to communicative-drills.

While Rivers and Paulston, among others, continued to revise the
audiolingual method an  emergent European  school  of  thought,
disillusioned with both previous methods, began research into a more
innovative alternative. This functional/notional approach, founded on
Halliday’s syllabus(1978), was process oriented, first defining the
contexts of communication, then identifying the concepts or i .itons to
be expressed, and finally delineating the typical
structural/phonologiral/lexical form to complete the communication
(Breen, 1987b). The Council of Europe Project first developed a
functional syllabus based on speech acts (communicative acts) in the
mid-1970"s (Van Ek, 1975 and 1976). Other theorists then pursued the

development of communicative language teaching (Wilkins, 1976 Munby,

1
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1978). The notion of "communicative competence”, developed early on by
ﬁymes (1971) and later elaborated upon by Savignon (1983), ™ now 'became
central to curriculum development and—implementation. |

| Currently, support materials’ are beihg developed to assist
teachers witg?the instruction of various skills such as reading,
-communicative activity development and culture (Wicke, 1987a, 1987b,
and 1988). While the theoretical shift has been made .to the
communicative view of 1angﬁage (Halliday, in Brown, 1980, p.194), the
'four skills’ approach (listening, reading, speaking, writing), as weT]

-as the phonetic/syntactic emphasis, have been retained.  This

encoding/decoding production orientation is based on the 1inguistic’

paradigm of generative grammar {Chomsky, 1972). Despite these ;ehanges
metalinguistic knowledge of structure is still often the goal of the
high schoo1 German as a second language 1nstruct1on |
The notion of "mastery" of. vocabu]ary and structures within a
11m1ted set of themes was developed as a compromise when educators
realized that the amount - of exposure to L2 was a factor in its
acquisition, and that the amount of exposure‘ a high schob]- learner
usually receives is not adequate. The cultivation of receptive and
proedctive skills is espoused as-a necessatY}QOmponent of the German as
a Second Language program, wﬁere eva1uafion of the learner’s production
35 mandatory. | |
During the 1980’s curriculum theorlsts focus shffted from the

content to the process of learning the target 1anguage. Breen (1987a

and~b) suggests that second language curriculum design is undergoing a

revolution so that now the learner actively . participates in %he

EX SN

&
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learning process. Task-oriented curricula jnvdive the learner in  the
process of Tearning the second language and not just the memorization
of its content. Educators no Tlonger assume that fluency follows
autoﬁﬁ{%;a]]y from a mastery of the language content. In fact, Breen
k198}b) “outlines a "process plan" in which the 'segpnd Tanguage

teaching/learning situation becomes one of constant negotiation between

the teaéhér and fﬁ% studehts. Not only do the teacher and learners
co-operativeﬂy decide WHAT is to be learned, but also HOW and WHEN it
is to be 1earﬁed and evaluated.

As the century draws to a close, curriculum theorists are
’exp1oring néw directions in curriculum design and methodologies which

recognize the imporfénce : ~ Tlearner in the second language

classroom.

2.2 The Learner s

" As the theories of second language acquisition have evolved (from
content to process) so too have theories concerning the language
learner. Contributions from rese#rch in linguistics, psychology and
education, in combination with input from curriculum developers and
-~ second 1anguage teachers, have helped educators formulate the profile
of the successful second Tanguage learner. It—isrgenera]1y agreed that
each learner is an individual whose personality, motives, needs,
attitudes and emotional states affect the 1learning process (Krashen,

1977; Dulay et al,1982).
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In the second language learning situation one must always rémember .
thatleach learner is an individual with a uhique identity. whi1e
researchers have used vartous quantttative and qualitative methods to
attempt to ascertain the internal processing of second language
learning there stt]t remain important issues to be studied.

Certain factors have been found by researchers to be particularly
important in determining the success of the individual’s learning. One
of these factors, age, is discussed by Lenneberg (1967), who agreed
with the Piagetian "cognitive developmental stages", and proposed that
a child’s brain operates in a radically different way from that of an
adult. Other researchers (Krashen, 1973; Seliger, 1977) postulated that
the different 1anguage environments which the child and the adult
experience, as well as varying affective factors (eg. fewer inhibitions
on the part of the‘ former), offer an altogether more plausible
explanation for the observed communicative fluency of young learners in
the target language. Still other personality characteristics or traits
which aid in second language 1earntng and acquisition seem to depend
upon whether the learner’ s goal is to gain meta11ngu1st1c know]edge or
to acquire communicative abi]ity (Dulay et al, 1982)

The principle affective var1ab1es in second 1angua?e acquisition-
empathy and motivation- have also received attent1on, although
investigations of the inter-re]ationshipﬂof empathy and second language
learning have been somewhat inconclusive ( Schumann, 1975; Naiman et
al., 1978; Guiora et al., 1972; Guiora et al., 1975; Dulay et al.,
1982). Dg1ay et al. (1982) maintained that. -empathy contributes to

success in communication skills rather than 1linguistic manipulation
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tasks. Gardner and Lambert (1959) studied motivation in second language
acquisition, making the distinction between integrative and
instrumental motivatign. A highly motivated learner of either type
achieves improved target 1anguag§'ﬁastery. (Gardner and Lambert, 1972;
Gardner et al., 1976). Integrative motivation encou}ages classroom
‘participation and greater persistence in second language studies.
Instrumental motivatibn, on the other hand, has been shown to be better
predictors of target language pfoficienc§/k6ardner and Lambert, 1972).
More recently, Svanes (1987) has questioned the sigrificance of
motivation, suggesting that “cu]tura] distance" was a better predictor
6? variance iﬁ language proficiency. The ppgory that ethnicity
influences motivational orientation, first progbsed by Ciement and
Kruideniér (1983) was corroborated by the Svanes study (1987)

The role that motivation and empatﬁ} play in second *anguage
acquisition'i§ important for this study, since we are Tookin; at the
underlying reasons which prompt students and their parents to elect the

German program in the second language curriculum.
" 2.3 Current and Future Second Language Curriculum Trends in Alberta

While the current second 1ahguage curriculum in Alberta -1s based
to some extgg; on principles similar tb the noiiona]/fun;tiona]
curriculum des?én discussed in section 2.1 of this chapter,lpolicy and
curriculum devglopment decisions for the next decade (Lazaruk, ‘1987)
are béing infldenced by the theoretical paradigm shift proposed . by

Breen (1987a). The situation in Alberta is complicated by the number of
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languages for whom their supporters wish a place in the curriculum.

As soc1ety' exerts more pressure to offer heritage 1language
instruction in Alberta schools, a language 1ndependenf curriculum for
minority/world languages may well be the answer. Such a "generic"
curriculum has been developed in Bfitish‘Columbia (Mills and MacNamee,
1987). This new curriculum will require the development of mu]ti—media
materials as Qe]] as the utilization of authentic §ﬁeakers within the
second language classroom; Evaﬁuation methods,;methodology and teacher
training will require re-examination in order to achieve the desired
goal of communicative ability on the part of ¢he language learner.

As Alberta’s curricula is currently under review, it seems that
decisions ‘similar to those in British Columbia are imminent (Alberta
Educat1on,;1988). The proposed proficiency based curricuaum curréntly
being developed in Alberta, while mafntaining to soﬁe extent the
not1ona]/funct10na1 and skills aspects f previous syllabuses, is
considering proficiency guidelines sim. . to the ACTFL guide]ings
developed in the United States (Alberta Education,1988). The shift to a
process orientation within which the student becomes involved in and
more responsible for his/her learning seems to be the trend in the

coming decade.

2.4 The German as a Second»Language Curricu]um

/\\ ) . A
Second language instruction operates within the historical, social
context. German as=a second language was long considered an option of

interest only to a modicum of the student population. The advent of
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technology and the economic interdependence of nations contributing to
a renewed interesf and a pragmatic view of these "world"/heritage

languages (now seen as‘usefu1 for a variety of activities such as

travel, career), together with the changing socio-po]itipg] atmosphere
\’;' -

within the Tast decades, has encouraged various ethnic minority

communities to influence policies leading to the inclusion of these

languages within the school program. This renewed interest has occurred

‘at a time of changing curriculum theories, 1ead1hg to the
revivification'of programs for languages other than official languages

in this province.

The German as a Second Language program at the high school 1eve1,'

which underwent revision in the early 1980’s in Alberta, is currently
in the early years of 1mp1ementat10n; The Junior High Two-Year Progrém
is being implemented on an optional level in the province’s schools in
the 1987/88 ;choo1 year, with mandatory implementation where a junior
high program is offered scheduled for the 1988/89 school year (Alberta
Education,1987). There were 3259 students registered in Jjunior and
senjor high school German lc]asses “in  the 1986/87 school year -
44.7%(1458) of them in Ge?man 10. On¥y about .half' that ﬁumber were
registered in the- subséquent course, German 20. Perhaps a closer
'examination of. the students enrolling in German 10 could assist
teachers to.understand learners’ motivations and exbectations,' perhaps
even to understgnd the attrition rate. Now that the Junfor and
Senior high school German as a second language curricula are 1q place,
it is important to examine more closely the students for whom the

program has'been’developed. Since this would seem to be integral to the

¢
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evaluation of the curriculum’s effectiveness, it is one aspect of this

that the present study will addreés.

2.5 The Second Language Classroom: Methodologjes and Models

N

Methodologies of second language instruction have seen changes in
the last decades due to evolving theories of second language 1earningh
(Dulay et al., 1982} Allen, 1983; Breen, 1987a) The cognitive-code
approach, the audio-lingual method, even the current fdcus on the
communicative aspects of language reflect these various theories
(Breen, 1987a). What is oftén called the "ecclectic approach" in second
1§nguage instruction actually incorporates the different aspects of the
language upon which the instruction is focused.

The cdg%itive code method seems to be well-suited to the Tlearning
of metalanguage, while the audio-lingual method emphasizes \the
re-creation of a ch11d-11ke‘1anguage environment in which vocabulary
and structures are first heard, directing attention to the skills of
listening and speaking. Accurate pronunciation is one of its goals.
Simulation activities (eg. dié]ogues, cégyersations, role-playing
activities) emphasize the communicative aspects of language, a possible
component of various methodo]ogies.'

The phi]osophy of the teacher usually dictates the type of
instruction and the learning activities. The learner operates from the
context provided, creating meaning by the integration of the classroom
language experiences with his own life experiences. Since the German as

-a Second Language Program is realized in the classroom through the

-
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’

teacher, students are usually exposed to a single native-speaker model.
While attempts are made to invite guest speakers or to use various
audio-visual media sources as alternate models, a large portion of the
actual instruction time involves a single Target Language (TL) model-
the teachgr, although research indicates that learners prefer peer
models 6V;r teacher or parent models (Dulay et al, 1982). The
preference for peer mode]s is important, since the type of modelling
directly influences the register (the degree of formality) of the
language learned. Students from the German ethnic community, already
having L2 models, could certainly act as peer models in the classroom
situation, given adeguate fluency.

Hosenfeld (1975) suggests that, although theorists are aware that
the students provide the teacher with the first {nputk into the
teaching/learning situation- their individual differences in the form
of cognitive style, personality, affective factors,etc.-- few teachers
systematically incorporate this information. Rather teachers adapt
intuitively to student variation in ability, style, etc. in their
various activities. A closer look at the profile of auc1ass of German
as a second language students might prbvide more concrete input which

could assist in future instruction and planninc



Chapter III- DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This study focused on the perspectives‘%f students entering the
German as a Second Language Program in. the Lethbridge Public School
District, as well as those of their parents. Their language
backgrounds, motivations for enrollment, expectations of the program,
and attitudes toward German as a school subject, were examined. The
population focus of the study was~composed of grade nine students who
expected to enroll in the German as a Second Language program in this
Schoo] Jurisdiction in September, 1983, as well as their parents. It
was hoped that the views expressed by parents of future German 10

students would provide additional insights.
3.1 Population

When the study was originally planned, it was envisaged that the
following groups would provide information:

1) Grade 9 students and high school students who planned to
enrb]l in German 10 in September, 1983.
2) Parents of these sEudents.
3) Students enrolled in German 10 in the 1982-83 'school year, and
4) Students who had been in the program, but were\Vﬁf? longer
enrolled.

The focus of the study was narrowed by limiting the population to

those Grade 9 students planning to enroll in the German 10 class in

23
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September, 1983. This population was much more easily identified, aé
pre-registration for grade 9 ;tudents~1n school Jjurisdictions usda]]y
occurs in May and June of each school year. Determining all those high
school students who would choose to enroll in German 10 would have been
a much more difficult task. This would no longer be a simplé interest
or timetabling decision, but one that depended upon performance in the
current semester’s courses. These results, usually available at or
after the end of the school year, could not be determined at the time
of data collection- the first part of June, 1983. However, in one
school students had already planned their timetables, although only 1
comp]eted‘the questionnaire. ‘

It was hoped that parents of the target group of studenfs could
provide valuable comparative data to that of the students. Thus, a
similar questionnaire was given to the parents of the above-mentioned
student group, to be returned by mail using the enclosed stamped

addressed envelopes.
3.1.1 Research Sites

For Togistic reasons the researcher conducted the pilot study in
Edmonton, and the actual study in Lethbridge. Time and economic
constraints, as well as access to students, were considerations in
determining tﬁe research sites. It was also hoped to have two sites in
different parts of the province, in order to }Qave geographically

representative samples.
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3.2 Instrumentation

The following instrumentation was used in this study:
1) a student questionnaire to determine the language background,
motfvations. expectations of the program, and attitudes toward
German :s a ubject; and
2) a questionnaire to determine parent language background,

motivations, attitudes toward, and expect: ions of the program.
3.2.1 Instrument Development

Data was to be collected by means of two questionaires: one
completed by students planning to enroll in German 10 during the
1983/84 school year, and another by parents of these students. In
developing these questionnaires the rese;rcher was concerned with four
general information needs:

- background information of respondents ( age, education,‘
previous lﬁnguage exposure and instruction, and data regarding
competence in German in the areas of speaking, reading and
writing habits ); l ‘
- motivations for pursuing the study of Germén;
- expectations of the German 10 course; and
- attitudes towards German as a subject of study. _

In order to determine the specific questions that would be used in

the Lethbridge student questionaire, a pilot student quéstionnaire was
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administered to a smaller, but similar sample of students in Edmonton.
The pilot questionnaire included more open-ended questions,
particularly in the section regarding Motivations and Expectations (see
Appendix I).
The pijot'questionnaire responses were‘tabu1ated and  summarized.
From this ingormation, questions were vrevised and clarified where
necessary. A summary of the Edmonton pilot study data is given in
Appendix I. Closed-, rather than open-ended, and multiple choice type
questions were then developed for the questionnaire administered in the
Lethbridge study.
Two instruments developed elsewhere were also used in the student
questionnaire: |
1) a modified form of the Type D Self-Assessment form,
developed by the Council of Europe Modern Languages Project
(Oskarsson, i978); and
2) the School Subjects Attitude Scales (Nyberg et al, 1982).

The purpose of including the self-assessment form was to provide
further data regarding the German language capabilities of student
respondents. The School Subjects Attitude Scales was administered in
the hopes of establishing student attitudes toward German as a subject
of study.

The questionaire to be completed by parents of the Lethbridge
students was developed by including questions deemed by the researcher

to provide:
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1) important supplemental data to the students’ responses in
the pilot study (there was no parents’ questionnaire in the pi]qt
study); and

2) ~1nf0rma€%on indicating parents’ influence on student

decisions or opinions about German as a subject of study.

Parents were asked to indicate whether or not they might be willing to

participate in an interview. No parents indicated that they would.

3.3 Methodology

The appropriate contacts were made in order to gain access to
students within the two school jurisdictiohs involved: Edmonton Public
School District #7, for the Pilot study, and Lethbridge School District
#51, for the main study.

After a brief explanation of the purpose of the study by the
researcher, the st%dent questionnaires were administered to the various
groups of students involved in both the pilot and Lethbridge studies.
Students in Lethbridge were given the parent questionnaires, and asked
to have their parents return the completed questionnaire in the postage

paid envelopes that were provided.



Chapter IV - RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Participants
.

Of a possible 61 students in the Lethbridge Public School
District (see Appendix Il) 58 completed questionnaires. Approximately
three-quarters of the respondents’ parents or guardians (42 sets of a
possible 58 sets of parents, 72.4%) returned parent questionnaires.
Complete Tistings of the results of the student - and
parent/quardian-questionnaires are given {n Appendices [l and III.

The gender distribution of student respondents approached parity
(30 girls, 28 boys). Virtually all of the students were in Grade 9 with
ages of 14 (65.5%, 38/58) or 15 (29.3%, 17/58) years. Of the three
remaining students the first, aged 13, was in Grade 9, the second, aged
17, was in Grade 12 and the last, aged 16, was Tikely in Grade 1! but
did not indicate the grade level. Parental responses showed a greater
range. The majority of mothers (95.2%) had ages ranging from 30 to 50
years (30-40 yrs, 20/42; 41-50 yrs, 20/42), one was 5! yrs or older and
one did not respond. Fathers were generally older with 35.7% (15/42)
aged 41-50 yrs, 26.2% (11/42) aged 51 yrs or older, one who was less

than 40 yrs old and three who gave no response.

28
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. 4.2 Background Information

29

Almost all of the students were born in Canada; \near1y half
(48.3%) in Lethbridge. Approximately 70% of the sets of parents were
also born in Canada. About one quarter of them (26.3% sets of parents:
12 mothers and 10 fathers) are immigrants to Canada, the average age on
arrival for mothers and fathers being 16 and 17 years, respectively. No
Questions regérding the ethnic backgrounds of the _séhdents’
grandparents were asked.

) A ]arge ﬁajority of the students who planned to enroll in German
10Jh§dwgdbd academic records with averages of A /33%) or B (52%). A
large proportion of parents (86%) had all or some schooling in. Canada.

Only about half of the sets‘éf parents had completed Grade 12 or had

" -obtained some form of post-secondary 'education (51.2%, 24 mothers and

19 fathers).

4.3,Prgv10us*German'Instrdctiéh

Although just under one third of the students (31.0%) were
enrolled in Grade 9 German (the méjority of them scoring at least 65%

in this course) a total of 60.3% (35/58) had had previous German

’ 1nstruct19n'of some kind. Specifically 10 students received instruction

at home from parents, grandparents and other relatives; 5 attended- "

Saturday School (Heritage language school); 27 studied German in Junior

-
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High School; and 7 received a combination of two (6 students) or all (1
student)(of the above. The iﬁstructﬁon period ranged from 1 year t6 15
(native speakers) years with an average of 3years. The r;maining 39.7%
had received no Gerﬁan instruction,_?g;asflg;#;ﬁforma1.

A substantial proportion of the students (93.1%,54/58) have.
sib1in§s. Of these siblings only 31% (18/58) had German instruction in
Junfor High school; four (4/58) of them received instruction at
Saturday School; ten (10/58) received other instruction (see Appendix
II); and one (1/58) attended Saturday School‘and had other instruction.
One quarter of the setts of parent r:espondenthl/M, 11 mothers,” 10
fathers) had received some forinal German insfruction, either in the
Canadian school system (8/21) or in Germany. Only a few pargnts
indicated that their instruction had been at Saturday School (2/21), at
Church (3/21), or at home (3/21) in various forms.

Overall the data clearly indicate that a core group of
. approximately one quarter of the children in the study group are from

families in which ethnicity may be an important reason for choosing to

study the German language.
4.4 Languages Uszd at Home

A11 but one student (a recent immigrant from Cambodia) respondéd
~ that -sh was the principal language used at home, and all students.
indicated that they spoke Eng]iéh. A1l but one (the same new immigrant)
indicated that they read, wrate and understood English. This same

student, Tike many new immigrants,?was not yet comfortable with English
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as a second language. All of the parent respondents spoke,
understood, read and wrote English. . -

While 55.2% (32/58) of the students indicated tha; they had
opportunities to use German outside of classroom instruction only 34.5%
(20/58) of students and 16.7% ( 7/42{ of parents spoke German at home
in addition to English. It will be important to examine further the use
of German in the home (see sections 4.5 and 4.6). \

Generally speéking, where other Tanguages were concerned, a
higher percentage of respondents felt more competent in aural/oral
skills than i; reading and writing (see Table I). It is notgb]e that
where French is concerned, on average, 11% more students than barents
felt that they possessed the various Tanguage ski]]s._ In all
probability this is due to the fa;t hat French is a mandatory parf of

the elementary school curriculum for students in Lethbridge in Grades
4-6. Almost 14% (8/58) of the students Qere studying French and this
corre1atés exactly With the proportion who said they could read and
write French.“Ngne of the parents used French at home. In contrast, for
both German and the OTHER Tanguage categories, an average 6-7% more of

the parents than students poséessed the variolis language skills.



4.5 German Use at Home

There is an obvious discrepancy between the perceptions of some
students and their parents as to a) whether German is spoken at home,
and b) what proportion of a typical day involves .communication in
German. In each case virtually twice as many students as parents
perceive that German is spoken for a particular fraction of the day. It
may reasonably be argued that the students, for whom .English is the
dominant language, have a heightened perception of the use and duration
of use of Gefman at hohe. However their parents, generally of G;}man
ethnic origin, are less conscious of its incidental use. For example,
parents may be le ss aware thaa their children of isolated German words

and phrases in mainly EngTish sentenées, hence this discrepancy. The

same, phenomenon is apparent from data concerning languages in the OTHER

category.

When " asked who uses .!!fman' at home, 41.4% of the. student

v

respondents and‘?ﬂ.Q%wof the sets of parents ‘indicated that certain
{

family members use German in the home..It is interesting to compare the

responses of the students and parents when listing which family members

used German:
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Table I Comparative Language Skills of Students(a) and Parents(b).

--------_---—-------_-------_-----_--—-----------—----—---------- .....

Language speak understand read write
Students/Parents S / P S/ P S/ P

English 1.00/1.00 0.98/1.00 0.98/1.00 0.98/1.00
German 0.34/0.40 0.40/0.45 0.22/0.33  0.22/0.24
French 0.24/0.10 0.28/0.10 0.14/0.10 0.14/0.07
OTHER 0.10/0.19 0.07/0.19 0.07/0.10 0.02/0.07
German & 0.09/0.02 0.14/0.05 0.03/0.02 0.03/0.02
French '

German & 0.03/0.02 0.02/0.05  0.02/0.03 0 /0.02
OTHER -

3 Languages 0.02/ 0 0.02/0.12 0/0 0 /0.02
& English

(a)Total No. of student respandents, 5. (b)in total. 42 sets of

parents responded.
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Table II German Speakers in The Students’ Homes.

Speaker: According to According to

~ Students Parents
Mother 36.2%(21/58) 16.7%( 7/42)
Father | 32.8%(19/58) 14.3%( 6/42)
(\ Siblings of Students 15.5%( 9/58) 7.1%( 3/42)
Grandparents of Students 6.9%( 4/58) 14.3%( 6/42)

OTHERS (distant relatives;
friends) 0%( 0/58) 16.7%( 7/42)

We see here a recurrénce of the discrepancy in the perception of
German use (mentioned ear]i;} in Section 4.5). Spec1f1ca11y, more than
twice as many students as parents believe that they and the1r parents
use German at home. Conversely, in the extended family, parents speak
to the grandparents nearly twice as much in German as their children.
The students spoke to no one in Germap outside the extended fami]y

while only one parent communicated to a friend or acquaintance outside

the family in this language.
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4.6 In whét Circumstances is German Used in the Home?

A]mg%t half of each group of respondents replied "yes" when asked{
if there were particular circumstances when German was used at home.
When asked}to specify these circumstances there was genéra] agreement
that the usual situations included: | |

-conversations with family members, relatives, and
friends who speak German;

-parents’ or grandparents’ conversation(s) where the
children were not included;

-times of emotional stress (e.g. anger) for one of
the family members;

-traditions and religious customs (e.g. Christmas, -
saying Grace and other prayers);

-describing food énﬁ T:V. or providing

German words(e.g. nicknames, sayings, etc.).

While one student said that German was always used at home, there
was no parent questionnaire returned in this case to corroborate.
However, an 1ndéﬁendent assessmeht by this student’s teacher confirmed

that she is fluent (see Section 4.9).

N
4



36

~N
el

4.7 Reading and Writing.

A comparison of the student and parent responses {ﬁ regard to the
reading and writing of German proved informative (see Appendices II and
ITI). In general more students than parents, 33%(19/58) compared to
26%(11/42 sets), read in German. In particular, one third of the
student group (6/58) read in German at least once a week while only one
parent read as frequently. This reflects either, a phase 1ntermed1ate
between the "Silent" and "Productive" periods (Krashen et al,1982)
or,perhaps, a facet of £Eé phenomenon noted earlier (see Section 4.5)

in which students have a heightened perception of German use relat1ve\
to their parents. A large group who infrequently read German (a further
fifth of the students (13/58), and one quarter of the parents (10/42
sets)) were in accord with the type and frequency of their reading. The

remaining respondents in both groups gave varying responses aslto their -

reading habits. |
Approximately half of each group of the German-reading
participants (9/19 students, 6/11 parents mentioned above) read German:
magazines, a further third (6/19 and 4/11 respectively) read books, ang
another ‘third (7 ot the German-reading students and 4 of the
Germén-reéding parents;gread other sources: e.g. letters, comics, and
the Bible. Newspapers are not widely read by students or parents (2/58 *

and 4/42 sets of parents,  espectively). Almost half of each group
.-(8/19 student§ and 6/11 sets of parents) read a combination of

materials in German.

; Questions about the productive skill of writing revealed that a

i
4
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fifth(8/42) of the parents as compared to 1/6 (9/58) of the students
wrote in German. The parents communicated with family and other
‘relatives by writing letters in this language. Half of them also stayed
in contact with friends in this'\manner. Only half of the smaller
student groﬁp wrote letters in German to family and other ‘re1atives.
This may be due to some students’ perceived lack of ability to
communicate in written German or, alternatively, they do not feel the
same desire to maintain written contact with family/relatives. Clearly,
writing to family and other relatives is a mechanism, at least for some
of the respondents, whereby ethnic heritage is preserved. A closer
scrutiny of the numerically-coded questionnaires shows only four(4)
families (ie. parents and children) had similar writing habits. The
balance of those parents who were writing letters to their relatives
had children who were ndt corresponding in German, (Note: approx{mate1y
half of their children were reading German.). Of ghe students whq wrote
in German one half of the corresponding parent questionnaires were not
returned. The bulk of the remaining students wrote letters in German to
friends or penpals. ‘

I;fsummary, a substantial proportion (33%) of supposed "begi%ners"
in German 10 were already reading and/or writing German. This indicates
that teachers and those responsible for curriculum development should
provide alternative teaching and evaluation methods and/or curriculum

content for fhis group. : S
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4.8 Motivation and Expectations.

With regard to Motivation, there is on]y’ a poor correlation
between students’ and parents’ responses (Figure I). Students gave the
most popular responses for enrolling in German 10 as: First, for
university entrance (23 respondents); second, to communicate with
friends/relatives (22); third, to learn to understand and speak the
Tanguage (18); and fourth, a second language is important (17). Parents
felt that the last-mentioned reason was the most important ' motivation
(15 sets of parents) for their children to take German 10 followed by,
in decreasing importance: learning to understand and speék the language
(14); travel (11); and because of ethnic heritage (10). Neither group
- of respondents cited parental wishes or reading and writing German as
important motivations. Travel was not as important a motivation f?r the
students as it was for the parents.

A markedly c]osér correlation of students’ and parents’ responses
is observed when their expectations of German 10 are examined. It 1is
evident that communication, specifically the aural/oral skills that
allow students to talk with Gefman speakers, is a goal of both groups
(Figure II). For the students the most important expectations were:
first, to understand German (32 students); second place was shared by
two questions: to be able to carfy on a conversation'in German and to
speak German, respectively, (27'eath); and fourth, to communicate with

German-sbeaking people (25).
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Figure I Motivation for knrolling in German 10 .
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Figure II Expectations of the German 10 Course
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Parents listed communicating with German-speaking people (16 sets of
parents); to speak German (13 sets); and to understand German (12 sets)
as their first, second, and third most important expectations,
respectively, of their children’s instruction in German 10. Thevparents
deemed pronunciation the fourth most important expectation.

While oral communication is important to the respondents, the
seeming unifbortance of reading and writing to them is striking.
Whether they believe oral communication to be the principal aim of
German 10, or whether they regard reading and writing to be unimportant
skills, are questions that cannot be answered with the available data.
Interestingly, parents, unlike the students, felt pronunciation of
German to be an important expectation.This finding may reflect either
naivete on the part of the students, who as we have seen place
considerable importance in oral communication, or a preoccupation with
the more general skills of coaversation rather than with the basics of
vocabulary and pronunciation. 4

/

4.9 Student Self-Assessment of Competence in Spoken German.

The modified form of Tﬁh Type D Questionnaire for Self-Assessment
developed by the Council of Europe Modern Language Project (Council of
Europe, 1978) was administered to the student group. The data from this
section allows us to guage variations in the language competence of
individual students by topic (items 1-30). This group of studerits
included those who classified themselves as knowing no German (41%,

24/58). The remaining 59% (34/58) of respondents , as we have already
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seen, iaid that they had various degrees of familiarity with German.
The results of these individual self-assessments are represented
in Figure II1. A random spot-check of the validity of 13 of the
individual assessments from one of the schools was conducted by their
teacher. The results of this check are given in Table III(one student

was absent). In all but 4 of the assessments the teacher gave a lower

score, ]
a

Figure 15 ¥JfMary of Student Self-Assessments.

‘ Fluent(9\53)
Approaching
Fluency

(5/58) Beginners

(24\53)

Some
Knowiedge

(20/58)

Table III Spot-Check of Self-Assessment Form. (a)

T T P G " ® " B CE o r S . er™mE® oo - oaw® .- -

Teacher 9 6 15 13 30 t 10 6 21 9 19 10(c) 20(d)
Score

Student 10 15 11 18 30 9 12 17 24 13 16 11(c) 24(d)
Score

Difference(e) -1 +1 +4 -5 0 -4 -2 -1 -4 -4 +3 -1(c) +4(d)

(a)One junior high German teacher completed a fluency assessment form
for a random selection of students in that German 9 class. These scores
are compared to the students’ Self-Assessment score. Total possible
score = 30. (b)Difference beteen the student’ self-assessment and the
teacher’s rating of the student’s fluency. (c)Comparison of data for
questions 1-17 only because teacher missed part of form; student’s
total score - 20, (d)As in (c); student’s total score - 24.
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1-5 points(average -3), to the students. In 4 assessments the students
received a score between 1 and 4 points higher (average'+3)'ghan‘ their
self assessments. Thus the majority of these students seemed to give -
1nf1§ted -self-assessments of their ability in spoken German.
Accérd1ng1y we should view all the students’ se]f-a§sessments with 2
certain amount of skepticism; Despite thisaﬁhowevér, it must not be - \
forgotten that substantial percentages of the students (a) were' nof
beginners in spoken German (35%) and (b) considered themselves fluent
or nearly so (25%). Te;chefs and curriculum planners must be made aware
of this group of sfudents and 1t is important their skiliz be evaluated’
in a more detailed'fashion so that they may then be provided with
alternative “activities and/or curriculum as needed.

~ The collective responses\to the item: of the salf-assessment form
by this grohp of respondents, tabulated in Appendf* 'I, seems also to
of fer infbrmation regarding the degree of difficulty with which those
students already familiar with some German are able to express” the 30
communicative fuﬁctioné/notions identified by 05karsson(1980)._ A ‘:5}5
decreasing number of students‘indicating,fhe ability to express“an‘itém R
in German would suggest less familiarity with thaf ‘ speéffic

vocabulary.(See Table IV.) Since these functions/notions are part Lof,

ey

the German 10 curriculum, such information may prove useful;

‘o
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Table IV Summary of Relative Difficulty of Linguistic funct?ons

Identified in the Student Self-Assessment Form
A:;;::\BO% of the respondents considered that they had various degrees

of fluency in German, wbile about 40% of the group indicated that they
had no familiarity with this language.

Group - Item # (% Yes) - Linguistic function ‘
based on /”\\\\
(%Pogitive Response) //
1. #17(48%);#20(43%) expressing feelings
(at least 41%) #10(41%) telling time
2. #13(38%);#14(34%)‘discussion of family .
(30-40%) #27(36%) requesting telephone numbers

#28;#30 (34%) naming various objects;
discussion- of where to eat/drink

#2(31%) spelling/alphabet
3. ~ #1;#4;429;#26  date/place of birth; Tikes/dislikes
(25-29%) (29%) in-food/drink; describing weather/
‘ seasons;requests for someone to telephone
#22(28%) asking the pronunciation of
- certain words
4. #12;#21;#8;43  discussion of tourist attractions:
(20+25%) (24%) - asking for a repetition of statement;

l discussion of free-time activities;
description of home .
#15;#5;#6 discussion of school/subjects; R

(22%) interests/hobbies;usual reading material
#18;#7 asking assistance to arrange
(21%) doctor’s appointment;asking what news- -~
~ papers availablle in the home °
5. #11(17%) asking the price of a football ticket
(15-19%) - #16;#23 discussion of movies/T.V. programs;
(15%) description of climate )
6. #9;#24 directions; clothing prices
(less than 15%) (14%)
#19;#25 discussion of medicine taken; where to
(12%) get car serviced

Those topics which many students felt 'fhey could express most
.easily tend to reflect closely the content of the Junior High School

German curriculum. This set of topics could be used by teachers of
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%
German 10 as~the basis for tests of the communicative competence of

students a]reédy fami])ar with German at the Junior High Tlevel. The
results of applying such tests could provide valuable topics for

alternate projects and curriculum content. It is interesting to note

"that although about one quarter of the Trespondents considered

themselves fluent, only about half of that group could express the
ideas of Group 6 in Table IV. This implies that certain voéabu]ary and
syntax is not as commonly used as might be thought. Closer examination
of Table IV may give teachers ideas regarding planning for more
effective learning/instruction in German 10.

&

4.10 AttituQes Towards German as a School Subject.

The students and their parents have already provided details of
their motivations and expectations with regard to German 10. In this
section we examine the students’ attitudes towards German 16 and their
parents’ views of how USe%ul studying German was for their chi]dren.

In their answers to the School Subject Attitude Scale (Nyberg et
al, 1982), the students saw Germaa as having some very desireable
attributes. They. thought that German was, or would be, useful (8;.9%),
valuable (89.6%), practical (84.5%), necessary (72.4%), advantageous

© (87.9%), ihportant (86.2%), helpful (93.1%), agd meaningful (79.4%).

Evidently the ;tddents Qere very opfimistic about studying German at
Sengor High school, although they were collectively less sure that it -
was,‘pr would be, nice (68.8%), interesting (63.8%), pleasant (60.4%),
bright (31f8%), exciting (50.0%), alive (51.7%), and 1%ve1y'(43.1%). A
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large proportion (77.6%) said that they already did, or thought they
would, like studying German at school. Their views on the potential
difficulties of German showed much less concensus. In particular, large
numbers of them saw German as being neither hard nor easy (43.1%),
neither 1ight nor heavy (46.6%), neither elementary nor advanced (50%),
and neither undemanding nor rigorous.

A large majority (88.1%, 37/42) of the parents, }f/é their
ch11dren wgre sure that 1earn1ng German would be useful (question 16b,
Apbendixhlif) Their reasons for believing this were many. Some parents
believed that German was practical (24/42) and would help maintain
their own and their children’s ethnic heritage "(10). Others thought
that: another 1anguage would be a valuable skill (9); a second language
would expand their children‘s horizons (3); German was an alternative

w

for those children who had not succeeded in French (3%

#German  would
help in understanding other cultures (3), or one’s own cu]fure (1); and
German would help contribute to World peace (1). Overall these views -
correlate ae11 with the pareqts? already expressed motivation for, and
expectations of, their children learning German.

After examining and discussing the data provided by the student
and parent respondents to the respective questionnaires; there seems to
be an evident pattern within ‘the German 10 class profile. This
information is certainly important to both curriculum developers and

teachers alike.



Chapter V - CONCLUDING REMARKS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

¥

5.1 Concluding Remarks {
" 5.1.1 The German 10 Class Profile J

Who enrolls in German 10 at the Senior High School level? Students
in German 10 in Alberta are usually Canadians, abodt age 15, beginning
their Senior High School studies, with good or excellent academic
achievements. Almost all of these students have learned English as a
first language. Approximately 60% of them already have varying degrees
- of knowledge?of German and have-had various forms of German instruction
(at home, in school, or through ethnic organizations). The remaining
40% of the students, who have no previous German language bgckground,
are genﬁine "beginners”. :

The whole group seems eager to learn Gerh&n.‘ The students are
optimistic about the subject and view it as being useful and valuable -
.a perspective (instrumenta] motivation) also expressed by their
parents. Both groups firmly believe that ihe important goals of German
10 are understanding ahd speaking the 1language for the purpose of
communication with German speakers (integrative motivation). Parents
and students alike indicate that parental influence is not a

motivational factor in students’ decisions to enroll in German 10.

47
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5.1.2 The Profile of the German Ethnic Learner

Since a large proportion of the students have had previous German
language exposure and/or instruction, a closer look should be taken at
the ethnic background of the students of German, since these students
represent nearly one third of the typical class population.

Their fluency in German may range from minimal knowledge to
fluency. Though they may be exposed to oral and written German
infrequently, the students’ perception of how often German is heard,
spoke;, read, and/or written appears to be exaggerated according to
parents’ observation. Since German was often reported as being used in
emotional and token situations, seemingly making more of an impression
upon the student-respondents, this discrepanéy may be explained.

The students of German ethnic background (and their parents)
indicate that various family members/relatives use German in the home.
For the parents of these - students, maintaining the German
Tanguage/culture is necessary to preserve family ties, even though the

students do not share this view.
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5.2 Recommendations
5.2.1 Pedagogical Strategies in the German 10 Classroom

The teacher in the second language classroom is responsib]e. for
program implementation. It is (s)he who must balance the 1learner’s
context (the background, motivations, attitudes and expectations
brought to the situation) with the program demands. This process is a
delicate balancing act. .

How should the teacher plan for and teach in the typical German 10
class whefe Tess than half of the students are true "beginners" while
the remainder have a range of perceived and actual abilities in German
as L2? Various strategies are necessary to maximize the success of
individual students in this mixed-ability class which is fragmented
into groups too small in numbér to create separate classes based on the
students’ background. An examination of teaching techniques used in
individualized Tearning situations or in the one room schoolhouse in
times past may help us in our search for pedagogical solutions.

One possibility might be a classroom situation where, upon entry,
students are a§ked to take greater responsibility for assessing their
own learning. The éédministration of Fluency Self-Assessment forms
developed on commu- cative themes at the béginning of the course and
then at various tim<- *~roughout the German 10 course would help both
the student and th- .e: -er establish the perceived abilities of the
st;&ént. Thése theme. inslated into study units, might then be

evaluated to inform students of their actual achievement. A]lowihg
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students flexibility when working through these units, and providing a
variety of activities within each unit, would not only ensure that
motivation and positive attitudes about the subject are maintained, but
would also maximize the individual 1earner’s‘1eve1/dé achievement. It
would of course take time to develop alternate 1e;;n1ng and evaluation
materials. The various technologies available to today’s teachers, such
as microcomputers, audio-visual materials, would be helpful aids in the
development of materials for each unit.

The use of the more fluent students as mod;]s for the beginners
can help create a more pleasant classroom atmosphere while saving the
teacher some time and effort. An example of this modelling might be a
unit on Food or Eating Out where those in neéd of basic vocabulary and
syntax instruction would receive this as a .group. Those who have
indicated only a need of review or who are read& for evaluation could
be given’projetts or assignments to complete before being given the
eva]uétion instrument. Examples of these projects could be the
development of an audio- or video-cassette of a role-playing situation,
or a skit itself, that could be presented to the whole class at the end
of the unit- thereby offering learning situations tovlhe beginners as
well. Students working on these alternate units would Be welcome to
Jjoin the instruction group at any time whi1e_ still working on
adequately challenging projects of their own.

To maintain class cohesiveness it is important that beginners be
allowed to show their-creative ski31s in the second language as soon as
possible. Moreover, the assignments should be as challenging for them

as they are for the more advanced learners. For example, a student who
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regularly reads and writes German may be directed to" those activities
aslearly as German 10 whereas the beginners’ activities would be
focussed more on the core aural/oral skills of the curriculum.

Another source of activity/evaluation ideas relates to the area of
creativity in the classroom, currently being incorporated into subjects
such as Language Arts and Drama (e.g. Ichino and Bexte, 1986). The
students’ interests can provide the direction a class may take.
Sensitivity to the feelings and needs of'the learners is the key to

success .
5.2.2 Suggestions for Program Planners and Developers.

What changes could curriculum planners and program developers
consider in future years based on the data' gathered in this study
concerning the typical German 10 classroom in Alberta?

The teacher needs assistanée in managing this situation.
Provincial-, or system- deyveloped evaluation instruments should allow
the 5-10% of students a]r:}dx‘fluent in German to challenge one or more
of the Senior high school German courses in ordér to obtain advanced
credit. These students could be directed to Special Projects courses or
to work in other subjects where they are less strong. The teacher’s
efforts could then be more profitably directed to the balance of
students and their collective wide ranggng-abi1itie§. Those students
who already possess basic_aural/oral skills benefit from reading and
more exposure to writté;,;i:k, and certainly from an extended stay in

-

the milieu through exchange, study or work abroad.
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The development of "ideas files", resource libraries in central
locations, and an ideas network would greatly assist teachers in
imp]emeﬁting curriculum in the mixed—abi]ity German L2 c]assrooh. Local
and brovincia] professional organisations and consultants can alleviate
some of the teachers’ burdens resulting from the presence of these wide
ability ranges. The current program must examined and changed as needed
to reflect the needs of students enrolled. It will also be appropriate
to examine ways for the ‘students to become more 1involved 1in, and
responsible for, their learning.

In future it will be necessary to verify these findings on the
profile of the German 10 class with more widespread research. Is the
rural classroom profile similar to that of the classes in Edmonton and
Lethbridge? Would other ethnic linguage classrooms have analogous
praofiles?

The current socio-political situation, which includes changes in
the new School Act; challenges to the Charter of Rights and Freedoms,
and The Alberta Cultural Heritage Act 1984, prompts one to speculate
that in future we may have many more heritage 1anguﬁge classrooms in
the public school systems of A]berta. If these future classrooms all
have obviously ethnic profiles then we must address the widely
different needs of the students.

The challenge to teachers and administrators will be to provide a

meaningful learning situation for each student in this context.
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APPENDIX 1 v

INTERPRETATION/DISCUSSION OF THE PILOT DATA

; r
/

The pilot questionaire was administered to three classes studying
German in the Edmonton Public School District- a grade 9 class, a grade
10 class and a senior level German class (German 30)- for a total of 34
respondents. Students ranged in age from 14 to 18 years old. It is to
be noted that in the pilot study almost 60% (20) of the respondents
were male and just over 40% (14), female. It was found that respondents
-actually studying the language were interested 1in providing research
information and were easily accessible. -

The instrument used was a questionaire, which took approximately
30 minutes to complete, administered by this researcher during a
regular German class period. Students were given a brief explanation of
the project and instruction, then asked to complete the questionaire.
Anonymity was promised and students were asked to provide honest
information. They were asked to indicate to the researcher any
vaguely-worded questions causing confusion.

The questionnaire was divided into the following sections: .

1) General information on the student- dealing with personal (name,
“age, sex) and school (name and grade) information. This was designed
“to provide general information about the group, as outlined earlier in
this study. ,

2) Background information (questions #1-12) regarding instruction in
and exposure to the German language- dealing with past and current
German instruction, sources of instruction, types and amounts of
exposure to and use of German in'non-classroom settings, other language
instruction/exposure/abilities. ,

The questions in these sections were developed to ascertain
whether or not students enrolled in German had had previous exposure
to/instruction in the language as well as to determine whether or not
ethnicity played a role in the students’ choice to enroll in the German
class. Although most students in the German 10 class (12/14) {indicated
that their only formal instruction in the language occurred in thqﬁ%
current course, overall responses indicated a variety of other sources
of instruction. Only one student indicated that French instuction was
currently being received. No students were receiving instruction in any
other languages at the time of the pilot questionnaire. A
: While only about 15% (5) indicated that they had received formal
language instruction for more than seven years, almost 80%(27) of the
students indicated that they had chances to speak German gbutside the
classroom situation. More than 50%(18) indicated that German was spoken
in the home, while approximately 90%(30) indicated that English was
spoken in the home. Initially one student indicated another 1language
(Czech) was used in the home; a further five students remembered that
other language were ‘used (three indicated French; one, Spanish; and
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one, Ukrainian).

Interestingly, more than 75% (26) of the students indicated that
their parents spoke German, even though only sTightly more than 50%(18)
said that German was spoken in the home. About 25% (10) indicated that
German was spoken more than Engiish. Almost 75% indicated that German
was used in the home only in certain situations (11 students) or only

~ with certain people (13 ‘students). It may be that students are unaware

of the actual amount of German used in the home or that they and/or
their parents are using the 1language to communicate in other
- situations. About one third of the students (11) indicated that they
read German outside. of class 1in various forms (books, magazine
articles, church-related materials, literature, newspaper articles, car
manual) and about 38% (13) said they wrote letters in German, mainly to
family/relatives (about 30%- 10 students). There seems to be evidence
here of ethnicity as a factor in taking German at school. i

When asked whether or not siblings had also received instruction
in German, 21 of the possible 33 respondents (approximately 64%)
indicated in the affirmative. One .student had no siblings. It was
further indicated that the siblings of 16 students (almost 50%) had had

. various other forms of German instruction- 10 in Saturday school, two

in church related schools, two in West Germany, and two in university.
.. While the information given does not clearly state this, it seems
possible that there were some siblings who received several' forms of
formal instruction in German. This seems to be consistent with
information.on language instruction provided earlier by the students
themselves. : - :

The pilot study indjcated that information to be provided would be
important when revisigh the student questionaire to be used in
Lethbridge. It seems tyf¥%@n this area corrobrative information might
be required from paren$ % S

3) Motivations- dealing with reasons for enrolling in German c]asses“‘!!}!r
'school. Students were asked to 1ist all their reasons for undertakin
formal study of German in order of importance. The responses -were
grouped . and tabulated, 'maintaining the students wording “wherever
possible. The five most important reasons were: . &
- to communicate with relatives and friends; - ‘
- to develop specific competencies and skills in German;
- for university entrance requirements; _ _
- to learn/know another language;and :
va f$; the five (5) credits (mentioned only by those students in high
schoo S i . R
- The usefulness of the language was mentioned for travel and
career/job related activities. Parental wishes/influence was mentioned,
but only in a few:(4) instances. Only two students were motivated to
study German for enjoyment, While ethnic heritage was cited in only
three instances' as-a specific motivator, it seems to relate to the wish
_to\communicate with relatives/family. _ e Y. o
. It was.decided to use sixteen of the motivations for studying
German, in random order, in the Lethbridge study as well as to maintain
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the category of ’other’, for respondents.

7 4) Expectations- dealing with the type of things students wished to
tearn in current and future study of German. The student responses in
his section were the answers to the question of what students wished
Lo Tearn through the study of German in school. The response categorips
werg fewer, focusing on the skills to be mastered. The most popular
ca:§§aries are: :
- writing - mastering written structures/forms
, - being able to write letters;
- to speak German;
- to learn the basics of grammar/structure of the language;
- to understand German (comprehension); :
- to communicate with German-speaking people: specifically, to
carry on a conversation in German;
- to read German; and
- to learn more about German-speaking people and countries where
German is spoken. D ” b |
Mention was also made of ‘tearnipg ,necgssary®=vocabulary ~and + of
progunciation. These ¢ategories wére*’{atgﬁﬁhyseﬁ ih the Lethbridge
study. . . ‘ o ' .

)

5) Student self-assessment dealing with . self-rated fluency. The A
Self-Assessment form (Type D) developed by the Council of Europe  to

- determine” the Threshold Level was modified and.used so that students
“might rate their own fluency in German.The Council’s standard Threshold
level is achieved with a score of 25 or more Yes responses. -It was
noted that generally students/ classes were above the Threshold Tlevel
in this self-rating scale, as.would be - expected with the amount of
German instruction received prior to the pilot study. Even ‘those .
students ‘'who were in German 10 had already received several ‘months of

" instruction. -
It is not surprising, therefore, that 11 students ‘congidered,
+ ..+, themselvgsi‘abgpve the threshold level of fTuency. :
Vwe 202 - The; g% difficult subjetts of conversat¥n for these students
?\y‘» 8 ; B0 . - N . ‘
, seeméd W be: S

" .‘\) (' . - .
® . 10 stude about 3@%) could not say the following; : -
#16 1 can@fil him about a movie I saw (or T.V. program). .
#18 1 can aSk him to help me arrange an appointment with a doctor.

12 students (about 35%) could not say: ‘ : .
#22 1 can tell him about the pronunciation of a certain word. ‘
#23 1 can ask him to describe thetclimate in his country. 8

15 students (almost 45%) could not say: a
#19 I can tell him that I take medicine regularly.
~ #25 I can tell him where he can have his car serviced. _
' R T A * A
indicated a confidence ~in" expiregsing

The pilot group on the whole .
m itself in German..~ . Ce ‘ .
| 6. e -7 -
L T , RN O A S )
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6) The School Subjects Attitude‘Scale, developed by Nyberg and Clarke,
University of Alberta, 1982 was administered to determine students’
attitudes toward German as a subject 'of instruction. The three (3)
groupings of categories had mean scores as follows:

- attitudinal factor ( 1-8 ) - 3.44

- utility/usefulness ( 9-16) - 4.40

- difficulty factor (17-24) - 3.06 ‘
The uti]ity/usefu1ness of German seemed to be s1gn1f1cant to students
in this group. :

Fluency Self-Rating Scale
SUMMARY

Student‘ﬁo. YES1 YES2 NO TOTAL (FLUENCY RATING)
(a) (b) , (c) (30-(c) or a+b)

01 7(a) 14 8 21
02 11 17 2 28
03 12 16 2 .28
04 19 10 1 129
05° . 30 0 0 30
06 .23 7 0. " 30
07 22 8 Yo 30
08 20 10 0 30
09 17 10 3 27
10 30 0 0 30 . :
11 30 0 0 30
221 92 16 (329/330 possible)

10/11 ( 91% ) considered their fluency above the Threshold Level -
(T-Level), that is above a score of 25.

a®

German 10

21 7 13 10 20

22 S(b) 14 6 23

23 2 - 14 14 1

24 1 12 17 3

25 - 4 10 16 - 14 R
26 8 =15 7 23

27 2 10 18 12

28 4 12 14 16

29 18 10 2 - 28

30 13 10 7 23 ’

3l 14 14 2 28
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32 2 12 16 14
33 . 12 12 6 24
34 2Lc""15 12 -1
98 173 147 (418/420 possible)

2/14 ( 14% ) considered their fluency above T-Level.

German 30

41 27 3 0 30

42 15 15 0 30*

43 9(d) 12 8 21

44. 7 14 9 21

45 24 6 0 30 .

46 25 5 0 30

47 14 12 4 26

48 30 0 0 30

49 ’ 27 3 0 30

178 | 70 2] (269/270 possible) ,
7/9 ( 7%&%%Qﬁfnsidered their fluency above T-Level. ‘
(N ) : |
- .19/ 34 K apout 55% ) of respondents considered themselves fluent.

Total

""" Cam.

Total responses - 1016/1020 possible > 99% L

Total YES1 , .- 497/ " " = approx. 49%

Total YES2? - 335/ " " = approx. 33%
- Total NO - 184/""/*4j[‘ . = approx. 18%



T APPENDIX II
<.  RESULTS - STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

The following are the results of the studeht:questionnaire used in the
Lethbridge study.
Genera] Statistics:

German 10 is offered in the two high schools of the Lethbridge Public
School System. Students who planned to enroll in German 10 were asked ™
to participate in the study. Of the two high school students who had
planned to register in German 10, only one participated in the study.
The remainder of the participants in the study were students currently
in Grade 9 in the three junior high schools who planned to enroll in
German 10. i

'95% (58/61) of the respondentg&Bompleted questionnaires.

72% (42/58) of the parents idéfMified by the schools completed and
returned questionnaires. Y
SChOBY--c o e .- - -
Sex(M/F): M - 48.3% (28/58) F - 51.7% (30/58)

,Abe 13 - . 1.7% ( 1/58) Grade: 9 - 96.6% (56/58)

14 '€5.5% (38/58) 10 - 0% ( 0/5% .
15 - 29‘3&(17/58) 11 - 0% ( 0/5 ‘
16 - s ( 1/58) ‘ 12 - 1.7% ( 1/58) ¢
17 - 1.7% (+#1/58) No,response— 1.7% ( 1/58)

Place of Bipth: -—-------—--------fr--—------—-------—-———-—--4~
Lethbridge - 48.3% (28¢58) 5 - )
Alberta - 22.4% (13/58) oS
Canada” - 20.7% (12/58) ) R P
Germany - 0% ($/58) 3 ‘
Other ¥_ - 8.6% ( 5/58) .

Citizenship status: Canadian - 93.1% (54/58) S

Landed . Immigrant - 3.45% ( 2/58) . ¢
& Other - » - 3.45% .( 2/58) A '
: ) (Specify: German. ) ; @y ﬁgﬂ

; Backgrédnd Information o
For all of the fo owing, check () as MX@y answers as .apply. If you %
" have a question, please ask. If there is not enough room for the. dnswer
. you wish=to include, please use the back of the questionnaire-”

o

1 a) ﬁrkéﬂ German course are you enrolled in now?
31.0% (18/58) Grade 9 German
1.7% ( 1/58) German 10
55.2% (32/58) No German Course ' ’
1.7% ( 1/58) Other (list: ---------oo¥euo-.. ) . "
10.3% ( 6/58) no response ‘ ‘ C
b) Nhat _was your grade in German for the last report per1od7

w75
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(11/58) 80% or above
(10/58) 65-79%
( 1/58) 50-64% £ﬁ~
( 0/58) 40-49%
( 0/58) less than 40%
62.1% (36/58) no response -

c) What type of average do you maintain in school subjects?
32.9% (19/58) A(80% plus) ;
51.7% (30/58) B(65-79%) :

12.1% ( 7/%8) C(50-64%)
1.7% ( 1/58) D(40-49%)
0 % ( 0/58) less than 40%
1.7% ( 1/58) no response
2 a) Have you had any previous 1nstr Gtion German?
60.3% (35/58) Yes AT gh ‘

36.2% (21/58) No
P) If yes, what sort of instruc ??f ;:“

_3.5% ( 2/58) no response

ﬂigh German
uction through Church
‘“(Spec1fy - instruction received at home from
family- parents, grandparents and
other relatives.)
Note: 1 student reqeived instruction only in Saturday School;
3 students received Saturday School and Junior High instruction,
1 student received Saturday School, Junior High and OTHER

0 %( 0/4
17.2% (10

instruction;
20 students were instructed in Junior High School only;
3 students received High and OTHER instruction;and
7 students received- oy OTHER instruction. - :
c) How many years of instrué?ion have you Lad in German? (Inc]ude this
year. )No previous instruction( 0 yrs.) - 37.9% (22/58) ~\
1 yr. prevlgus 1ns€$uct1on - 24.1% (14/58) .
2 yrs. v - 10.3% ( 6/58) :
3 yrs. " o - 15.5% ( 9/58)
s B YTS. " L . - 1.7% ( 1/58)
YR B yrs, - 1.7% ( 1/58)
: 6 yrs. " " N - 1.7% ( 1/58)
-7 yrs. " " - 1.7% ( 1/58)

- From birth (native speakers) . - 5.2% ( 3/58)
The average of previous instruction German received as indicated by 62%
(36/58) of the\respondents was 3.3 years. i
3) Mhat 1anguage(s) do you speak? ! v o~
0. % (58/58) - English 5 g ’ o
4.5% (20/58) - German . r
“24.1% (14/58). - French .
- / - =



10.3% ( 6/58) - Other (Specify: Chinese, Spanish
Cambodian,, sign language)
Note: 1 student (1.7%) indicated the capability to speak
3 languages.
5 students (8.6%) indicated the ability to speak
German and French.
2 students (3.5%) speak German and another languagg.
A11 of these students indicated that this ability was in: additien to .
the ability to speak English. . :
4). What language(s) do you understand? :
98.3% (57/58) - QEnglish ( 1 did not respond ) . S ¢
39.7% (23/58) German ‘ o o
27.6% (16/58) French . Cad
6.9% ( 4/58) - Other (specify: Chinese, Spanish, '
Cambodian, sign language)
got$: % student 1.7%) understands three Tlanguages in addition to
nglish.

(
8 students (13.8%) unden@ nd German and French.
1 student ( 1.7%) undgfg tinds German and another language.
) )

5) What language(s) deo you re

98.3% (57/58) - English ( 1 did)not respond ),

22.4% (13/58) - German

13.8% ( 8/58) - French

6.9% ( 4/58) - Other (specify: Chinese, Cambodian, sign language)
Note: 0 students ( 0 %) read three languages in addition to English.
" g5 ¢ studsnts (3.5%) read German, Fren d En h.

1 student (1.7%) reads German, EnglisMgind an® er language.

6) What language(s) do you write?
98.3% (57/58) - English ( 1 did not respond ).
© 22.4% (13/58) - German -
13.8% ( 8/58) - French
. 1.7% ( 1/58) - Other (specify: Cambodian) Ay
Note: 0 students ( 0-%) write three languages iﬁ“add1t1on to English. "
2 students (3.5%) write in German, French and English.

7) Do you have a chance to speak German in situations other than in the
classroom?

8.6% ( 5/58) - Yes’ often. . A
46.6% (27/58). - Yes, sometimes. 4 ‘
44.8% (26/58) - No. - v \t@

8) What language(s) are spoken at home? ( Chetk all applicable.)
98.3% (57/58) - English ( 1 did not respond} V
34.5% (20/58) - German AR

3.5% ( 2/58) - French v
8.6% ( 5/58) - Other (spec1fy Span1sh Dutch Cambod1an,
Lithuanlan, Russian, Italian)

A1

Note 1 student. (1.7%) indicated thaz no Eng]i!h was spoken )
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at home - that only another language is spoken.

1 student (1.7%) indicated that English and another
Tanguage are spoken at hgme.

3 students (5.2%) indicated that German and another
Tanguage are spoken at home, in addition to English.

Of the 2 students who indicated that French was spoken at “home, 1

indicated that French, German and English were spoken.
. ~ i 7

" It is clear that'46.6% (27/58) - or almost half of the respondents) are

not "new" to second language learning. Significantly, 34.5% of the

- students have had previous exposure to German at home.

"éka) During the course of a typical day, how much German 1is used in

your home? (Choose closest value.)
1.7% ( 1/58) - a) almost 100% of the time;

1.7% ( 1/58) -- b) almost 75% (3/4) of the fime;

3.5% ( 2/58) - c).almost 50% (1/2) of the fime; . . .

6.9% ( 4/58) - d) almost 25% (1/4) of the time; o
25.9% (15/58) - e) almost 10% (1/10) of the time; N ’
56.9% (33/58) - gf) never, | | .
~ 3.5% ( 2/58) - “no response o -

b) Are there certain people who use German in your homé?
41.4% (24/58) - VYes , -
.. 58.6% (34/58) - No

WBome examples of those persons who use German in the respondents’ homes

are: . "
friends, relatives

10 a) What language ice. your mother speak?
96.6% (56/58) - cngl sh
36.2% (21/58) - German

1.7% ( 1/58) - - other- (Chinese)

3.5% ( 2/58) - no response

b) Which does your mother use more?
93.1% (54/58) - English

3.5% ( 2/58) - German -

1.7% ( 1/58) - other (Chinese)

3.5% ( 2/58) - 'no response-

c) What language does your father speak?
96.6% (56/58) - English .
32.8% (19/58) - German ’

1.7% ( 1/58) - other (Chinese)
.3.5% ( 2/58) - no response

d). Which does he use more?

93.1% (54/58) - English

1.7% ( 1/58) German §
1.7% ( 1/58) both equally
1.7% (1/58) other (Chinese)

‘3.5% ( 2/58) no responge

P
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e) Does anyone else use German in your home?
24.1% (14/58) - Yes
74.2% (43/58) - No

1.7% ( 1/58) - no response

. f) Who? Explain please: ---------ocmemmomma
Y %3 (22.4%) of the respondents indicatéd those persons who use German in
heir home. These were categorized as follows.

"'siblings - 15.5% ( 9/58) )

grandparents - 6.9% ( 4/58) B

- No respondent mentioned the extended family, such as gaunts, uncles,

_cousins,etc. and there were no other persons cited (eg. friends,

acnuaintances or neighbors). .

1 respopdent who indicated a positive response to 10 e) gave no
exampIes in this question. Thus 77.6% (45/58) of the respondents gave
j"uno response to this question.
. 'w ot .

,(J Are there particular circumstances when German is used in your

e? ‘

. T48.3% (28/58) - Yes

exp1a1n ) 28 respondents expanded upon their positive response, with
, ﬁq g1v1ng two explanations. These responses are summarized as follows.
=0 = {1) always;

(11) 1in conversation with German-speaking visitors- friends or
re]:tive; (eg“\g(endparents, great-grandmother, aunts, uncles, sister’s
box rien

%%’1n telephone and other conversations with grandparents;
-

s

parental conversations where the intent is to exclude children;
in an emotional situation (eg. mother angry); ‘
- (4) when family members (eg. student, sibling, parent) .wish tb
.. initiate conversati R x
¢+ == (1) "Christmas cus ;
- - (2) for nicknames, short answers or sayings; and
(1) when asked to provide the German-words or phr:.

44, 8% (26/58) - No
(explain:) Only 19 of the 26 respondents indicating ’No’ gave a further
explanation in this section,: summarized as follows:
(12) no family member speaks German/ no German background;
(4) only one member of the family speaks German;
(1) the family mixes some German into the conversation;
(1) student has no/very little German homework; and
(1) Nol (no ex’anation ) -

»

6.9% ( 4/58) - N0 response

Note: Almost 1/2 of the future German 10 students indicate that German
is used at home in particular circumstances. It may be ~important to
consider the ethnicity,ﬂﬁctor in this situation.
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12) Do you have brothers or sisters?
93.1% (54/58) - Yes
6.9% ( 4/58) - No
0 % ( 0/58) - no response

13) Have your brothers and/or sisters also had instruction in German
a) (in JWior/Senior high)?
31.0% (18/38) - Yes
62.1% (36/58) - No

6.9% ( 4/58) - no response ol

b) (in Saturday School)?

6.9% ( 4;58) Yes ‘ — '
75.9% (44/58) - No ' h

17.2% (10/58) - no response 4 ' \\\\\\\\
c) (in other situations)? : .
17.2% : (10/58) Yes

(Specify: from family/relatives, at home)
58.6% (34/58) - No
24.1%414/58) - no response
The situations specified where siblings received instruction in .German
were either in Junior/Senior High schools or from family/relatives.

AN
14 Are you currently study égg ...... v
a) French? - "
13.8% ( 8/58) - Yes N ' LUy
88.5% (49/58) - No - “
1.7% ( 1/58) - no response o
b) German? e ‘
32.8% (19/58) - Yes

65.5% (38/58) - No
1.7% ( 1/58) no response
Note: While this is a repetitious questlon, the responses do verify
those of questig la and 1b.
¢) a language other than English or German? ‘ .
3.5% ( 2/58)\ - VYes (Unfortunately, which Tlanguage 1{s not
specified.) v .
91.4% (53/58) - No -
5.2% ( 3/58) - no response

B

15 a) Do you ever read German other than in school?

32.8% (19/58) - Yes .
63.8% (37/58) - No : ‘ -
3.5% ( 2/58) - no response o

b) If YES, what type of things do you read? (Check all app11cab1e ) i

15. 5% ( 9/58) - Magazine articles

8.6% ( 5/58) - Stories

10. 3% ( 6/58) - Books (novels)

3.5% ( 2/58) - Newspaper articles

12.1% ( 7/58) - Other(specify: letters, magazines at school,

comics, small books/pamph]ets)
Respondents indicated that they read ﬁ/;man as follows:
e 1
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5 students read only magazines; 1 reads magazines and newspapers; and
1 reads magazines and OTHER sources. 3 students read stories and books;
1, books only; and 2 read magazines, stories and books. 1 reads
newspapers and OTHER sources, and 5 read only OTHER sources.’
Note: It is worthwhile noting that approximately 1/3 of this group
already reads German in various forms. It is interesting to note that
the most popular ( or available) form seems to be magazines. Other
materials (egs. outlined above) seem to be the next frequently read,
followed by books(novels) and stories. Stories seem®™hot to be
- frequently read.

c) If YES, how often do you read German?
6.9% ( 4¢/58) - Every few days
3.5% ( 2/58) - Weekly
6.9% ( 4/58) - Monthly
15.5% ( 9/58) - Seldom '
While most of the respondent: that read German, do so infrequenly,
about 1/3 of this group do read weekly or more frequently.

16 a) Do you write letters, etc. in
15.5% ( 9/58) - Yes
81.0% (47/58) - No . , :
3.5% ( 2/88) - no-response ‘
Most students do not seem to possess the.productive skill of writing

German (eg.letters). It is interesting to note that writing skills  are o

not listed by this group of respondents as being the most important of
their expectations of the German instruction.

b) If YES, to whom do you write? (Check all applicable.)

5.2% ( 3/58) - to friends '

6.9% ( 4/58) - to family/relatives -

6.9% ( 4/58) - to penpals

3.4% ( 2/58) - Other(specify: acquaintances/collegues of parents)
Most students who responded positively to this question, jndicated that
they write to persons in a particular category: 1 to friends, 2 each to
family/relatives, penpals, and OTHER. However, 2 of this group
indicated corresponding with friends, family and penpa#ts.

Note: It 1s important to realize that-aprroximately 1/10 of this groub
-of future German 10 students already correspond with various friends
and family in German.
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MOTIVATIONS Ly

There are many reasons students decide to study German. Why are you
studying German next year? If you have more than one reason, 1indicate
the three(3) most important to you by rank, one(l) for the 'most
important, etc. . If YOUR reason is not listed, please~specify ‘in the
OTHER space provided. j .

Choices

Ist 2nd 3rd
1) 7 3 3 - Because of your ethnic heritage.
2) 4 10 8 - To communicate with relatives/family.
3) 2 3 3 -  For the five(5) credits.
4) 10 5 8 - For University entrance.
5) 4 0 2 - It is practical for your job/career. -
6) 3 6 6 - For travel.
7) 7 8 1 - To Tearn another language.
8) 0 0 4 - Due to parental wishes/influence.
9) 8 6 4 - To learn to understand and speak the language.
10) 3 0 3 - To read and write German. )
11) 2 1 1. - For enjoyment. ‘ -
12) 7 5 5 - A second language is important.
13) 3 4 0 - It’s interesting to Tearn languages.
14) \ O 0 1 - For variety. ‘

1 It’s a challenge.
0 3 3 To understand and communicate with other people.

Other (please specify below:)
was a distribution of responges, the most popular combined

Ist- #4(23 to trance. ;
2nd- #2(22 total) - cate with.relatives and family.

3rd- #9(18 total) - To learn to understand and speak the language.
4th- #12(17 total) - A second language is important.

NOTE: Although not given as ranked choices, two students did -indicate
other motivations for learning German. One indicated that it would
usefu¥to speak with a visiting soccer coach who do¥s not speak much
English. The other indicated that it was important to learn as much as
possible about German to the best of oné™s ability.

vyt m@i



EXPECTATIONS

What type of things (skills, knowledge, etc.) do you wawt;ﬂd‘ learn in
German 10 next year? Again, rank the top 3(three). If yBu don’t find
YOUR answers below, please supply answers in the extra q.aces provided.

1) To
2) To
3) To
4) To
5) To
6) To
7) To
8) To
9) To
10) To

understand German. ,

be able to carry on a conversation in Ggrman

become fluent.

speak German.

read German.

write letters in German (to family/penpals, etc.).
learn the basics of the structure of the language.
communicate with German-speaking people.

learn necessary vocabulary.

learn more about German-speaking people and countries

where German is spoken.

11) Pronunciation (to pronounce words correctly, with the
correct accent).

12) Other (please specify below:)

No.

Choices

1st 2nd 3rd
17 6 9 32 - 1st chg ce
10 9 8 27 - 2nd chi

5 7 1 13
10 8 9 27 - 2nd choice
1 . 5 8 14

1 1 1 3

4 5 4 13

9 8 8 25 - 4th choice
1 4 2. 7

0 3 2 5

1 1 2 4

0 0 0 O(other)

While there was a distribution of responses, those most pepular
combined choices were: #1(32), followed by #2(27) and #4(27), then

#8(25).
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STUDENT SELF-ASSESSMENT FORM

Instructions: Imagine that you meet a German-speaking person from
another country. The person does not know anything about you and your
country. What would you be able to tell or ask the person IN GERMAN? .
Indicate your ability to communicate in German by checking the
appropriate response (Yesl, Yes2, No) for each statement. [MPORTANT:
Think in your mind how you would say it in German, before checking the
appropriate response.

Note: Results for each question were tabulated both collectively and
individually.

Yesl = Yes, with no problems.

Yes2 = Yes, but with difficulty.

No = No.
Collective Results
Yes]l VYes? No
1. T can tell him when and where I was born. 4 13 40
2. I can spell my name in German. 15 3 39
3. I can describe my home to him. 2 12 43
4. I can tell him what foods and drinks 1
like and don’t 1like. 7 10 - 40
5. I can tell him about my interests and
hobbies. 3 10 44
6. I can tell him what I usually read (kinds '
of books, newspapers, magazines, textbooks). 2 11 44
7. 1 can ask him what newspapers there are in
his own country. : 3 9 45
8. I can tell him what I do in my free time. 6 8 43
9. I can tell him how to get to a certain place
- by bus. 6 2 49
10. T can tell him the time. 13 11 33
11. T can ask him about the price of a ticket
for a football game. ) 4 6 47
12. 1 can tell him about things that might ’
interest a tourist in.my home region. 13 1 43
13. I can ask him about his family. 10 12 35
14. T can tell him about my family. 8 12 37
15. T can tell him about my school. 5 8 44
. 16. .1 can tell him about a movie I saw ( or
T.V. program). L 7 2 48
17. 1 can tell him how I feel at the momen
(if I am hungry, tired, i11, etc.). 8 20 29
18. I can ask him 30 help me arrange an
appointment with a doctor. 7 5 45
19. I can tell him that I take medicine
regularly. 4 3 50
20. I can tell him that I am tired and
need some rest. 12 13 32

21. 1 can ask him to repeat slowly what he
has just said. 10 4 43



22.

~15.5% ( 9/58) have a fluency rating of >20 points

,} 41. 4% (24/58) have a rating of O(zero) or did not respond

I can ask him about the pronunciation
of a certain word.
23. I can ask him to describe the c]imate e
in his country. o
24. I can ask:;him-if he knows the price of a
* certain piece of clothing in this own country.
25. I can tell him where he can have his
car serviced.
26. I can ask him to phone me sometime.
27. 1 can ask him for his telephone number
, and give my own. .
28. I can ask him a German word for some object
29. T can describe the weather conditions in
the four seasons in my country.
30. I can te]] him where he can eat and drink.

Average Responses
Ind1v1dua1 Resu]ts
8.6% ( 5/58) have a rating of 15 to 19 points

10

12

13
12

..8

10

34.5% (20/58) have a rating of less than 15 points(1-14)

(1 student)
\ -

41

48

49

50

40
36

40
..42
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Instructions

Es,"

SCHOOL SUBJECTS ATTITUDE SCALES .

For each pair of words, rate the school subject. P]ease work qu1ck1y
It s better to 1ve your first feelihgs “rather ‘than to think hard
If you do not- know the meaning of some of the

words, p]ease\ask

words.

very a :
‘much bit ne1ther byt

Group I (Mean - 3.6)
0

awful
boring
~unpleasant
dislike
dull
dead
Tistless
tiresome

Group II (Mean
useless

unimportant

“.impractical

3orkab1e) (2)
" worthless
unnelpful

unnecessary
note)

“ harmful

i

’grain)(l)

' meaningless

{

o » o o o. o o

oo N

1

4.2)

o NN

-

19

1 15
0 8
5 16
)
#
24
21
23
19
0 3
0 5
2 5
0 3
1
o 14
1 5
0 10

a

26

20

s
/

22
19

24
16
22

had

very
much

14

18
15
23
11

6
9
42
30
32

35
29

(N-58),

nice(No response:2)

“Mean - 4.0
interesting(3)

- Mean - 3.6 .
pleasant(2)

Mean - 3.7
1ike(2)

Mean - 4.0
bright(2)

Mean - 3.6
alive(3)

Mean - 3.4

~1ively(2)

Mean - 3.3
exciting(4)

Mean - 3.3

useful(2)

"Mean - 4.4
“important(3) .

Mean - 4.2
practical(useful or

Mean - 4.3
valuable(3)
Mean - 4.3
helpful(2)
Mean - 4.3

- 18 necessary(2, see

33

23

Mean - 3.9
‘ advantageous(brlngs

good ) or
Mean - 4.4

meaningful (2)
Mean - 4.1
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Group I11 (Megn - 2.9)

hard 16 25 8 3 | easy(?)
~ . Mean - 2.7 N
heavy 3 14 27 8 5 light (a lot of
* 7 work)(1,see note) s ‘ ,
Mean - 2.9
confusing 2 18 22 9 5 clear(2)
‘ ' Mean - 2.8 .
complicated 0 - 23 23 7 3 simple(2) ¥4
' § Mean - 2.7
elementary 2 9 29 12 4 advanced(2)
. Mean - 3.0
strange 3 ° 8 22 15 9 familiar(1l)
- Mean - 3.3
puzzling 1 12 12 23 7 understandable(3)
_ Mean - 3.2
rigorous 5 14 35. 3 0 ° undemanding(1)
. - Mean - 2.6

Note: Where more than a single response was. given, this was
recorded as no response. '

Summary:

Group I(Attitudes): Students had positive attitudes toward German 10,
stating that it was (quite) nice, interesting, pleasant, bright and
that they liked it. They were almost as positive about it being alive,
11ve1y and exciting. :

Group II(Value/Utility): This group made a clear statement about the

value of German. They feel that it was useful and advantageous, as well

" as practical, valuable, and helpful. German was important, meaningful,
a,d necessary to this group. - o

Group III(DifPiculty): Whether- or not students had had previous
instruction, ~they seemed to have no particular views about its
difficulty. A11 students indicated that German was slightly familiar
and understandable, <as well as slightly hard, <complicated, and
rigorous. Some 1nstruction Ted to the view that Gefman ' was a bit

advanced

e
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APPENDIX ITI

RESULTS - PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE ’
The following are the results of those parent questionnaires returned
by mail in the self-addressed envelopes. (Postage was pre-paid.)

Forty-two (42) of the possible fifty-six (56) questionnaires (75%) were
returned, although the last few arrived months later.
Background Information

1) Age:: (Please check the appropriate age range be]ow )
a) Mq;her- 47.6% (20/42) - 30-40 yrs. o
47.6% (20/42) - 41-50 yrs.
2.4% ( 1/42) - 51+ yrs. .
2.4% ( 1/42) - no response
b) Father- 28.6% (12/42) - 30-40 yrs. . .
35.7% (15/42) - 41-50 yrs. =
26.2% (11/42) - 51+ yrs.
2.4% ( 1/42) - Other

7.1% ( 3/42) - no _response
. ' \
2) Location of birth- Where were you born?
Location a) Mother b) Father
Lethbridge 9.5%( 4/42) 7.1%( 3/42)
Alberta 11.9%( 5/42) 16.7%( 7/42) >
Canada 47.6%(20/42) 47.6%(20/42) :

pe 23.8%(10/42)
Other(U.S.A. 4.8%( 2/42) 4.8%( 2/42)

no response 2.4%( 1/42) 4.8%( 2/42) 4 :
The majority\ of the respondents were born in Alberta, with
approximately /3 of those originating from Alberta. About 1/5 of the
overall respondeqts were born in Europe, almost L/Z of these originated
from Germany.

Euro 19.1%( 8/42)

yMexico)

c) “If not born in Canada, at what age did you come to this country?
Mother - 28.6% (12/42) respondents indicated that they came to
€anada between the ages of 7 to 30 years old. The average arrival age
“was 16 (15.8) years old.
Father - 21.4% ( 9/42) respondents indicated that they came to
Canada between the-ages of-8 to 24 years old. The average age was 17
(17.4) years old. ’
Thus approximately 25% of this group of parents arrived in Canada) on
average in their later teens. :

3) Did you/attend school

4.8%%( 2/42) - in Germany?

71.4%4(30/42) - in Canada?

14.3%  6/42) - in-both countries? :

4.8% ( 2/42) - Other? (Please specify: Spa1n, Mexico)
4.8% ( 2/42) - No response.

&
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4) Schooling- Please indicate below the level (grade or year) of school
last attended, and the year of the last schooling.

a) Mother- Level -----v-ccecaamaoaaoaiol Year ----- ,

b) Father- Level -----ce-coccmccaaaaa o Year -----
The education of the respondents varied, although most were educated in
Canada. One third of the respondents chose not to provide {information

- regarding the year Tlast attending school. Thus a summary of the
responses fg]]ows. ’

. Mother(#/year - range) - Father(#/year
range) : ' .
Junior High School: , :
Grade 7 1 (n/r-no response) 1 (1965)
Grade 8 2 (1952,1959) 2 (1948)
Grade 9 . 3 (1952,1979) 3 (1946-51)

Senior High School: ~ )
Grade 10 4 (1961-67) 7 (1948-75)
Grade 11 ’ 4 (1966, n/r) 2 (1958,n/r)
Grade 12 18 (1952-62) 12 (1944-68)

Post-secondary 6 (1956-83) 7 (1957-73)
(University,Technical school,Post-graduate)

Other: : :

partial Grade 12, 2 (1964,n/r)

Grammar school

partial Grade 12, 11+, i

Grade 10 and 4 yrs. Air Force training, |
Grade 3 a 4 (1951-64,n/r)

5 a) Have you had any formal instruction in German?
26.2% (11/42) - (Mothers); 23.8% (10/42) - (Fathers): Yes
66.7% (28/42) - (Mothers); 61.9% (26/42) - (Fathers): No
7.1% ( 3/42) - (Mothers); 14.3% ( 6/42) - (Fathers): No response.
b) If yes, what sort of instruction? ;
4.8% ( 2/42) - Saturday School
19.1% ( 8/42)
7.1% ( 3/42)
16.7% (. 7/42)

Public School ( eg. Junior -or Senior High)
Instructian through Church Y
Schooling in Germany/Europe
(Explain:elementary and/or public school in Europe)
7.1% ( 3/42) - Other (Please specify: at home instruction/speaking
at home/individual study-workbook,dictionary/

] conversations with German-speaking people)
Note: . Two of the respondents received more than one  type of
instruction. LA ‘ -

~

c) How many years of instruction in German have you had? (Please
- include this year in calculations.) -
41.7% ( 5/12) - 1-3 years :
16.7% ( 2/12) - 4-6 years
“N6.7% ( 2/12) - 7-12 years
. 26.0% ( 3/12) - > 12 years | )
Tweﬂye parents responded to this question, indicating a range of 1 to

L3
3

Nk
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-

35 years of 1nstruct1on in German of various types The average years
of 1nstruct10n was 9(8.8) years.

6) What language(s) do you»speak? . :
100.0% (42/42) - English . N /
40.5%. (17/42) - German
9.5% ( 4/42) - French v
19.1% ( 8/42) - Other (specify: Spanish,Finnish,Swedish,Japanese,
: Lithuanian, Ukra1n1an Chinese)
2.4% ( 1/42) - German and French
2.4% (. 1/42) - German, Finnish, and Swedish.
It is interesting to note that 40% of the respondents families speak
German- 5% of these families speaking German in addition to another
language. A further. 19% of respondents indicated that they spoke. a
second language ¥n addition to . English. Presumab]y, then, the children
of these parents (59%) have had some previous exposure to a second
language. These students would not then be true ’beginners’ in the
German as a second 1anguage class. '

7) What language(s) do you understand?
100.0% (42/%2) - English
45.2% (19/42) - German
9.5% ( 4/42) - French
19.1% ( 8/42) + Other (specify: Spanish Finnish,Swedish,Russian,
Greek,Japanese,lLithuanian, Italian, Ukra1nian Chinese)
4.8% ( 2/42) - Germa and French ,
2.4% ( 1/42) - German, French, Finnish and Swedish.
The results here seem to concur with those in question #6, suggesting
that the children in these families would have had some prev1ous second
1anguage exposure

8) What 1anguage(s) do you read?
100.0% (42/42) - English
33.3% (14/42) - German 4
( 4/42) - French ,
4/42) - Other (specify: Spanish,Lithuanian) =~
1/42) - German and French '
German and Spanish.

S~

co
i!ili!i!iiﬂ' 3*&8

(

(

(

language(s) do you write?.

(42/42) - English _

(10/42) - German !

( 3/42) - French

2 3/42) - Other (specify: Spanish, F1nn1sh)

9.
9.
2.
4.
9) Wh
100.
23.
7.
7.
2. 1/42) - German, French and Spanish.

-b’—‘i—‘ Oﬂl

10) What language(s) are spoken at home? ( Check all applicable.)

100.0% (42/42) - English

16.7% ( 7/42) - German

0.0% ( 0/42) - French ‘

2.4% ( 1/42) - Other (spec1fy Spanlsh)
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2.4% (.1/42) - German and Spanish. ‘

Note: While 16.7% of this group indicate that German is spoken in the
home, none of this group indicate that French is spoken at home. Thus
it seems that ethnicity does seem -a variable for those of German ethnic
. background, there do not seem to be -any participants ' of Francophone
heritage. : - C

11) During the course of a "typical" day, how much German is used in
your home? (Choose closest value.) ~

0.0% ( 0/42) - a) almost 100% of the time;
0.0% ( 0/42) - b) almost 75% of the time;
2.4% ( 1/42) - c) almost 50% of the time;
2.4% ( 1/42) - d) almost 25% of the time;
16.7% ( 7/42) - e) almost 10% of the time;
69.1% (29/42) - f) never N

9:5% ( 4/42) - No response. A
Note: Parents seem to indicate that much less German is used in the
home during a typical day than what is perceived to be the case by
_ students. _ -

12 a) Are there certain people who use German in your home?
42.9% (18/42) - .Yes.
54.8% (23/42) - No
2.4% ( 1/42) - No response.

b) .If yes, who? Please indicate those persons who use German in
your home:

2.4% ( 1/42). - Whole family .
16.7% ( 7/42) - Mother -
14.3% ( 6/42) - Father
9.5% ( 4/42) - Parents

© 7.1% ( 3/42) - Children 4
4.8% ( 2/42) - Mother and Children
0.0% ( 0/42) - Father and Children
14.3% ( 6/42) - Grandparents
7.1% ( 3/42) --~Mother and Grandparents
7.1% ( 3/42) - Father 'and Grandparents
2.4% ( 1/42) - Both parents and Grandparents
14.3% (.6/42) - Relatives (extended family)
7.1% ( 3/42) - Mother -and relatives

- 4.8% ( 2/42) - Father and relatives
4.8% (.2/42) - Both parents and relatives
2.4% ( 1/42) - Other :

a3),Are there particular circumstances when German is used in your
ome? ‘
47.6% (20/42) - Yes .
50.0% (21/42) - No -
2.4% ( 1/42) - No response. ‘ | ,
If yes, please explain- :
Most commonly, in conversation with relatives/friends (eg.grandparents,
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great-grandparents, mother and sister-in-law)
The next most frequently~mentioned situation- when
family/relatives/friends visit/family get-togethers.
Next often mentioned- writing letters to family/relatives.
Parents mentioned" that German is used in conversation when they don’t
wish the children to be included in the conversation.
Other circymstances mentioned were:

- while grandmother was alive, she lived with the family; mother spoke
to her in German; ‘
to describe food; ey
when angry; ML AT
when saying gracel in prayer; o
singing (Lieder); and
watching T.V..

¥

L gl | ) L 1

14 a) Do you ever read German in your home?
26.2% (11/42) - Yes
73.8% (31/42) - No
0.0% ( 0/42) - No response.

b) If YES, what type of things do yoﬁ read? (in German)

14.3% ( 6/42) - Magazinme articles
4.8% ( 2/42) - Stories .
9.5% ( 4/42) - Books (novels, etc.)
9.5% ( 4/42) - Newspaper articles
—3:5% ( 4/42) - Other (specify: letters from relatives or friends,

newspaper articles, the Bible)

c) If YES, how often do you read German?
0.0% ( 0/42) - Every few days
C2.4% ( 1/42) - Weekly :
7.1% ( 3/42) - Monthly ™
14.3% (- 6/42) - Seldom —
2.4% ( 1/42) - Other (specify: occasionally a newspaper article)

15 a) Do you write (letters, etc.) in German?
19.1% ( 8/42) - Yes -
78.6% (33/42)

2.4% ( 1/42)

(b) If YES, to whom dolyou write? (Check all applicable.)
9.5%-( 4/42) - to friends

21.7% ( 9/42) - to family/relatives

0.0% ( 0/42) - to penpals

No
No response

16 a) Do you feel that it is useful for your child to learn German. in
school?
88.1% (37/42) - Yes
7.1% ( 3/42) - No
4.8% ( 2/42) - No response
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b) If yes, why do feel that this subject 1is wuseful? Please
explain: /j B
As indicated by the above responses(l6a), most parents felt that it was
useful . for their son or daughter to study German. Their reasons have
been tabulated, categorized and paraphrased below. It is {important to
note that most respondents offered several reasons for the usefulness
of learning German.

ethnicity/ethnic heritage:

- to maintain/discovér more about our ethnic heritage (4);

- to speak with/better undérstand family/relatives (4); and

- to speak with family/relatives when travelling in Germany (2).

utitity:

- a second Tlanguage i{s important/useful -(10)- 1{e. useful for
communication, learning, discipline and memory skills, as well as for a
number of personal 1ife experiences; '
- when travelling (eg. better than attempts with dictionary) (5);

- German-speaking people were often met travelling (1);

- for career/job market- ie. greater opportunity and better jobs for
bilinguals, etc. (5); .

- useful if a second language is needed for university entrance (2);
- a skill that can be useful for a lifetime (1). .

interest,value:

- it’s interesting (4);

- it’s good to be able to speak another language (2);,it "doesn’t hurt
to know another language" (1) - (3); _

- to/proaden horizons/outlook and knowledge of life (2);

/
- for "Future" (1);
- a furthering,of education (1);

understanding another people/culture:

- to better understand other people (1);

- it means so much more to people when you talk to them in their,
language than speaking English (1);

- ta help contribute to world peace (1); -

expansion of horizons:

- to broaden range of experience and to expose one to the workings of
another culture through its language (1);

- is "an important “European language with an impressive cultural
background that would then become so.much more accessib]e” (1);
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understanding own culture;:
- a second language provides a stronger basis for wunderstanding and
using one’s own language (1);

alternatives: - ‘

- would have preferred child to take French, but happy that second
language is being pursued (1);

- French proved difficult, so child switched to another second language
(1); -

- as third language- child has an aptitude for French, so hopefully
will succeed in German, too (1);

- child could get help as needed from German-speaking friends (1).
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MOTIVATIONS

There are many reasons students decide to study German. Some of the
reasons have bggr“listed below. Which of the following would you see as
the most important reasons for studying German? Please indicate the
three most important reasons by vrank, 1{e. 1I(one) for the most
important, etc, . If you feel an important reason has not been
included, please 1ist this reason below ( in the Othgr column ).

Choices
Ist 2nd 3rd
1) 4 2 4 - Because of your ethnic heritage.
2) 1 4 1 - To communicate with relatives/family.
3) 0 1 2 - For the five(5) credits.
4) 1 3 0 - For University entrance.
5) 1 2 0 - It is practical for your job/career.
6) O 4 7 - For travel.
7) 4 3 2 - To learn another language.
8) 1 0 0 - Due to parental wishes/influence.
9) 7 4 3 - To learn to understand and speak the language.
10) O 1 0 - To read and write German.
11) 5 1 1 - For enjoyment. ~
12) 10 3 2 - A second language is important.
13) 0 0 2 - It's interesting to learn languages.
14) 0 0 1 - For variety.
15) 0O 1 4 - It’s a challenge.
16) 1 3 4 - To understand and communicate with other people,
17) O 1 0 - Other (please specify below:)

( "Found French too hard to learn".)

While there was a distribution of responses, the most popular combined
choices were #12(15), followed by #9(14), #6(11), #1(10) and #7(9).
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EXPECTATIONS

What type of things (skills, knowledge, etc.) do you want your child to
learn in German 10 next year? Again, rank the top 3(three). If you

don’t find
provided (1

To
To
To
To
To
To
To
To
To
To
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YOUR answers below, please supply answers in the exira space
n the OTHER category.):

understand German.

be able to carry on a conversation in German.

become fluent.

speak German.

read German.

write letters in German (to family, penpals, etc.).
learn the basics of the structure of the langquage.
communicate with German-speaking people.

learn necessary vocabulary.

learn more about German-speaking people and countries

where German is spoken.

e
st
——r

Pronunciation (to pronounce words correctly, with the

correct accent).

—
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No.
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While there

Other (please specify below:)

Choices
2nd

pos
w
QA

12 - 3rd choice
10

5

13 - 2nd choice
7

3

g9

16 - 1st choice
6

8

11 - 4th choice
O(other)
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was a distribution of responses, those most popular

combined choices were: #8(16), followed by #4(13), #1(12) and #11(11).



