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‘ Abstract S : -
. '. n ° ‘ v
”The intent of thxs study was to investigate the 1nterests of
-

ﬂ‘juniox hlgh,school students studylng French as a sec(nd language {h

B

Alberta for the purpose‘of developing a llst of topics of interest

* around which to eenter'conversation in the’communicative classroom. ' A’
total of thee hundred and one Grade:Seven: and Grade Nlne Edmonton

\>Mb11c School Board stndents partic1pate¢x1n thlS study This samplé -

.1nc1uded student's enrolled én the Six’ Year and N1ne Year French as a

Second'Language programs as well as a group of students who were not
‘5 oy

enrolled in any second language program offered at their respective.

BA
'school at the t1me of " the study. A prellmlnary opgn—ended ‘

( ‘“‘ . . ~
questionnaire de31gned to e11c1t-student conversational interests

administered to one hundred and thlrty ‘six of these students produced

©

tworhundred and th1rty—one tOplCS of 1nterest Seventy f1ve of the

high frequex}y itefns generated by thfe students were used to- construct

-

a second questionnaire. In this second questionnaire,one hundred and

: ‘ , ‘ ' } | , .
sixty-five 'students were asked fo rate these seventy-five topics of -

interest on a five-point scale to determine the degree of interest the
v . .
students”had in the various topics. A factorial analysis of tﬁe‘

student‘responses\clustered these ‘seventy-five items into seventeen

‘ B | ' : : ' N

_hroad categories of imterest. A Three-Way ANOVA was used to analyze
. . C h . 3

the student responses by gender, grade and language'study program,

o

Some s1gn1Picant differences in 1nterest were found 'The girls were

smore 1nterested ih the topics used in the study than the boys, and the,

girls' level of 1nterest increased from Grade Seven to Grade Nine

-while the boys' level of interest decreased. The female studentslnot

currentlyWEnrolled in a Frenoh program geherated the highest level‘of.

~

~ef , "k;° iv



.interest’,.acroés_ iﬁhe\t.hree pro‘,gr‘émé, while I’boys in" .this ‘program
generated th§~1owest level of interéét, Significant diffetéhceé

N -

betw%en cgémder, grade and program in specific topics of interest were
i . . . N . R et N

also lfouridf The findings support previous research vll‘hich'identifies a’

difference in int:erLests between boys and girls.  This study‘al‘so' t

provides second language educators with a list of topics of interest
to ‘use in structurifg conversation in the French classroom.

i R R 1y
. . ,

-



. Preface
r . \

L}

I had been teaching French for several years and was asked to'
teach an introductoi% Ukrainian coursé to a- group of junior igh
school students. It had been what T considered a routlne £ jrpt. week.

We practiced saying hello and goodbye. The students introd%!b &:;,,

A )

another. They learned several ways: of asking how someoﬂ!‘ A:;"Eina{

and numerous replies. We role played>meeting someone for the vety
first time. At the end of the/yeek one of the doys camé up to me.

e

o ‘ , ' A
His' face sparkled as he said, "You know Miss K., we've only been here

.a week and we -can talk!"=—"
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM . . s

<

* ' Background to the Studv.

» . . ' | P

,The’past decade hdk seen, a theoretical gﬁift Hithin the 'framework
of second 1anguage‘education. Communicative'proficiency.is-being:
stressed over Iinguistic perfection ; while a student—centered>process
model is'recogniiedias more effectivé than the traditional‘
1nformat10n—centered ‘teaching strategy (Flnocchlaro & Brumflt 1983;

5

Rlvers, 1985; - Sav1§non, 1983; Trim, Rlchterlch, van, Ek, & Wllklns,
1980 van Ek & Trim, 1984; ) Th; rec1proc1ty of language and culture
has been establlshed (Crawford-Lange and Lange, 1984 Omaggio, 1986;
Seelye, 1974 1984), and 1anguage as a means of self—expre331on has
been acknowledged (Omagglo, 1986 Rlvers, 1985 SaVLgnon, 1983)
While the value of a communicative approach towagd second language
,instruction has been generally accepted by’ the secondllanguage
conmun1t¥J concefn over the nature of the content of.such an approach.’
hks arisen. /In the course of th;s controversy, several theoret1ca1 .
: frameWorks.and practlcal approaches have been developed. The,
underlylng concern of all of these models is to prepare the student
for the use of the language 1n-real 11fe situations.

”Second 1anguage aducators have labeled this type of model as a
commun1cat1ve approach to second language 1nstruct10n (Balet, 1985;

Omagglo, 1986 'Sajvignon, 1983) The current empha31s in the

11terature on cu%rlcular alternatlves to support thlS new view of



. language learning is testimony to widespread agreement among second.

language theoreticians that curgifular change which takes
communicative»competency into account is a necessity. Despite'this,'

o

. change within many of the classrooms has not yet occurred since many
classroom teachers are stlll clinging to older methods (Rlvers, 1985).
Currlcular _change is lmperatlve 1f the use of a. communlcatlve approach
in the'classroom iS‘to become a reality, and not 31mp1y a to‘ic for

‘dlscu331on by. second language th\brlsts.

Wh11e there is agreement as to the\need for change, the

suggestionSwfor curricular re-direction are varled. Desplte this
B ).?
diversity, increased attentlon to student motlvatlon and neéds is av

common theme (Chastaln 1980; Cunnlngsworth 1983) _ Indeed, one‘g”
indicator of our failure to,;dke these sufflélently into account s
the high dropout Tate in second.language programS'(Omaggio,“1986)

.

which has led second language educators to questign the effectiveness
of our programs, ’

. What changes can be made to reverse this trend? Some second
language educators suggest that, since we appear to be failing to meet
the needs of students,_the solutlon may be a program which . takes into
account the‘uarlous instances-in which the 1earner will need to use
the second language. Cunningsworth (1983) states that'student needs
-can be used effectively to determlne the content of a second 1anguage
program. ‘RiverS'(1985) suggests that basic second language courses

" should be followed by courses in languages for spec1f1c purposes where
students are able to choose "courses. relevant to their own spec1f1c

_needs.' It is this phllosophy which 1s the foundation of ‘the Counc11

of Europe's Threshold approach'to second language educatlon (van Ek &



H

Trim, 198&). Furtﬂermore,'heeds analysis is tentral td.the 5
development.of the‘FuhctiodélaNotional syllabds, a curriculﬁm{which*
uses the communicativelnpéds of the 1angudge learnerzand the
dommunicative situatidps-thex ydll entounter‘as thez;rganizing
principles. However,‘meeting the needé of the learner is only one of
the fdétors invdlved in mdtiVation.

Keller (1983) identifieé fbur.compdnents of motivationﬁ intereét,
relevancy, expectancy, and satisfactionw The'present study looks at

f
-learning. It is important to_note that interests and needs are often

-

one of these comp/fents, 1nterest and its role in second 1anguage

referred to concurrently. This is not surprising as they are not -

. totally distinct,from.oné another: According to Keller, interest is

"in one sense a mdtfve that, when-arouded by instruction, will make
the instruction seed to be more relevant" (p. 415). Thi§ view is aléd
ekpressed by Boekaerts (1986). She draws att;htion to”Bruner'd remark
which states that "in order to explaln both 1ntr1n51c motlvdtion and

o
eaningful learning, the 1earner s subject4matter oriented interest

ould be taken into account" (p. 133).

indling enrollmenté | have caused more and more second 1anguage
’educators to think seriously about how to ettract students to second
ianguage classes and to maintain their interest once there (Allen,
1975; Chastain, 1980; Riygrs, 1985). This point has been discussged by -
a nudber of specialists'in the field dnd student idterests as a
component of secodd\language curriculum has been clarifiéd."Actdrding:;
to Omaggio (1986),'studentbinterests can be met by a

prof1c1ency—or1ented currlculum which "responds to the affectlve needs

of students as well as to their cognltlve needs" (p. 52). One of the



* ' ‘ ' -t
. ) . 3 bt
» }

ténets of the' communicative approach.listed by Savignbn‘(1983) etatesg

.that second 1angu§ge learnlng, like flrst language acquisition,

"beglns with the. needs- and 1nterests of the learner" (p. 24),,and that
L4

these needs and interests must be con31dered in designing currticulum.

In herepnoposaliﬁor curriculum re-direction, Rivers (1985) asserts

v K]

that second language ‘educators "musz\iesign a curriculum that provides

students with thé prdspect of variedcbntent as they proceed so that .

‘ they may ehpose what is of greatest interest and valde to them" ‘
(p. 42), The literature on student interests indicates that interests
_e;e_ﬁlaying an ine;easing role in program development to the pbig&

‘whereAGrittner (1975)'goes so far as to propdse an intehest—eenteted
curriculum. - o ‘ | ' ' ‘
“‘“*/T/étnuctlon in a program based on the communleatlve approach .
centers around communlcatlon ’or conversatlon._ For thlS typg of
activity to be successful the student must be Suff1c1ent1y motlvated :
to take part .in the activity. As a ;;;;lt, the role.of students' ;.‘ Q'

vcpnmunicative interestelin metivetien7ﬁ€gde to be seriously i

1'Con§Zdered; In,a stud}#on student attitudes‘and languagejeptitude :

i,.

Roblnson (1981) found that grade seven students cheice between
dropplng or continuing with second language study was dependent upon
. N
interest twice as tueh as any other fdttor. Rob1ns€n cone;udes thet

these results underscore the. importance of making segond.language

, p;ograms interesting. If wé are asking our students to converse with
one another, then it only seens\logicai to center these eonhereatione
around topics that are of interest and-therefore meaningful to the

students. Without this orientation the material used in second

language programs will be neither relevant-nor interesting—to our



. + . . . N .
) . ‘ . . .
~ ' . -
. - \ )

.

students, a criticism repeetedly leveled against the traditional
. . o . : . i '
teaching methadologies. . ‘ . : '

*

Statement of thevProhlém oy

.

If we are to build a new curriculum based upon the' communicative

capproach to second 1agguage instruction, then communi aion should be

e

centexed around topics of 1nterest to the 1earne;é What are students
4 "
interested in? What are they interested in talking about in &

real-life communication.situation? More specifically, if we are

prfparing them for use of the language in—a real-life situation, what
. N . . ! B

are, they .interested in talking about ‘to a native speaker of the -

Jlanguage? What woqld they like to know about that oerson? Can their’

: ‘ S : ' . ., }
interests be articulated in such a manner that they can provide us
with a 1ist of conversational topics that can be useéd as a component
. _ g _

in curriculum development and instructional design in a second
: 7 .

ianguageﬁprogram?

f

o
R oot
- .
.
.

The pnfpose of the study was to determine-the interests of jnnior
high school students enrolled in'both the Six Year and Nine Year
French programs in selected Edmonton Public Schools. By investigating

L .
the1r 1nterests, it was hoped that 1t would be possible to generate a

" list of topics relevant and® 1nterest1ng to junior h1gh school students )

wh1ch curriculum developerstand 1nstruct;onal designers might use as a

guide in writing second language programs, and around which second
i . ° >
language teachers might center conversation in-the classroom.

~Purpose of the Study i

7



. . "‘». - ,'. - | N
The specific objectives of the study were: _ i

1. to determine the communicative intefests of the general junior high

-

population by surveying students at both the G;ade Seven and Grade

Nine level enrolled in the Extended French and Core French programs

and non-French programs; C~
2. to compare the interests of the“geheral junior high population by
| | o ¥
3. to compare the interests of the students enrolled in a French

}

program and those students who have had no contact with a second

~ a) sex, b) ggade’aud c) age;

language learning situatiou;

4, to compare tue interests of the students-eurolled in a French
program and those students who have had no contact with a second
1anguage learnlng s1tuat10n by a) sex, b) grade and c) age;

~BDys £O determine the intgrests of the students enrolled in a French

'pfogram by a) sex, b) grade, c) age and d) program; |
The orlglnal 1nteni was to survey a group of non-French program
students as well as students enrolled in the Six Year and N1ne Year

French,prdérams for the purpose of cross—comparison’between students

who ‘have had exposure to'a secopdriauguage learning situation{andl

‘those who haue-had no exposure. However, it was found.that.the

majority. of tﬁeseAstudents had.at one. time or anotapr studied‘a'second

language. Thus contamination of the“sampiernly allowed for a

cross-comparison between' students enrolled in the Six Year and Nine

ar Erench programs and those students not currently enrolled in

French, o ' '}’//(‘

-
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Need for the Study

accepted. Motivation affects learning by increasing the quality ofj

learning, and the intensity and duration of performance (Keller{bﬂ 

o .
- , ‘ il -
1983). Briggs (1984) lists motivation as one of the determinants,ﬁg

classrooms" (p. 23): Since educators have begun to realize that the
lack of motivation is a ;erious problem\in our éduéational system
(Hutslar, Litcher, and Knight,'1985) the various factors contriﬁuting
to moﬁivation need to be taken into conéideration. Student interests
is one of the motivational factors that is_ofpén‘oyerlooked.w .
FighrélA(cited in Gil, 1978, p. 26) found "that the optimal:
learning experience is more likely to occur by engaging the students'. ‘\\
interests". Moreover, if educators a}e to provide students with
‘meaningful experiencés, their interests must be taken into account
-(Smith, 1980): Smith affirms &pat "offering them oﬁportuniéieé that
, o
~are not important to them is one way of telling them that we do not
‘ understand.theﬁ,'do not car® about them, or'béth" (p. 476). 1t would
seem that second language education has f&llen into this trap, since’
traditional methodologieé in'second 1anguage'iné£ruction repéatedly' 3
have been cfitized as uninteresting . .and i;relevant, 1aékinghin |
motivation. ' ' : ' ' -
To overcome this problem, second language theorists have tgrned

their attention to motivating the second language learner and have
e



begun to‘retogniZe intetest as a key factor in determining the success
of a second language program. In a study of* the effectivenesg of
various methodologies and error feedback in Computer Assisted - )
Instruction in second language instyscgion, Robinson (1985) found that
interest and enjoyment of the second language were the best predictors
of euccess“regardless Sf the instructfonal treétment used in Ehe
study. She concludes that "the material must be meaningful both in «
the e;;nitive"sedee (how 1aﬁguage relates to the world around ﬁs) and
in the affective sense (how laeguage relates to our inner selves and
the things we care about)" (p. 42j.. Robinsen adV¥ocates the use‘of
student interest surveys to assist in the development of motivating
programs., dmagéio (1986) suggeets the use of a questionnaire at the
beginping of instruction to guide the teacher in developing lessons
that are of interest to the studentst The literatut@ on cultﬁre in
seéco laeguage programs-identifies student interests'ae a maior [
motivating foree in-learnihguculture (Wagner, 1986). Wagner also
suggeststhat the second language classroom.isia place where’ students
"might‘reaeonably expect to pursue their intetests" (p. 63). In her
\study on student reactians te second language learning, Mayor'(1984) “n
found that 76Z of the students surveyed indicated that they weuld like
to spend more time talking aboﬁt.thiﬂgé thef'were interested in, but
which were not included ih their textbook.' Therefore, she concludes.
that "there may be little relevancy‘in what they are taught" (p. 597
:'Additional comments from the students leed Mayor'to believe'that
overall the students want the second Tanguage progrm?tx)be made
more interesting, more relevant to their life" (p. 74). In_an attempt

-

to achieve this goal, second language theorist$ ate mov1ng towards a’

—
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A .

communicative approach to second language education, an approach which
‘takes into account the needs and interests of the students. 1In this

approach the "students use, language constantly, with the teacher, with

each other, and with the community that speaks the language to convey

meanihgs of importance to them" (Robinson, p. 42).

Howatt (1984) identifies three conditi;ns ceﬁtral to a
communicative approach to second language instruction: "someone tp .
talk to; something'go falk‘about, and a desire to understand and make
yourgelf.understood" (p. 192).‘ The purposk. of the preseAt study was
to investig?te student“idteresés and provide concrete data for the
curriculum designer, instructional dgvelopér and teacher that would

o

give second language educators "something to talk about" in the

classroom. Ideally, students will find the topics generated by the
study interesting and meaningful,.and teachers may use them in
structuring communicative activities in the classroon,

,

. : ~ Definition of Terms

BN

- ‘ —— \5

/ﬂhe following terms will be used throughout the thesis.

Six Year'Prdgram'in the context of the present study refers to

the Edmonton Public School System's Core French program of studies

that begins in Grade Seven. Instruction time fé approximately 150

L]
minutes per week,

Nine Year Program is used in reference to the Extended French
v . R : '
program of studies that typically begins in Grade Four in the Edmonton

Public School System. ‘Instruction in the elementary grades cd sists

of 30 minutes per day of instruction in the language and another 30



10
minutes per day where the language is used to teach another subject.
At the junior high level instruction is approximately 160 minutes per

week.

Communicative competency will refer to the ability to communicate
¢ . !
in a culturally,appropriate fashion in the second language.

~ Communicative proficiency will refer to "an individual's general

-

competence in a second language, independant of any particular

~.

curriculum or course of study" (Omaggio, 1986, p. 9).

The Communicative Approach will refer to.a "philosophy of

language rather than a method" (Savignon, 1983, p. 24). It is a
humanistic viewpoint of language 1earhing in which the second language
is learned in real communicative situations where real messages are

exchanged (Medgyes, 1986).

Design of the Study

(. - N

The group of second language learners who participated in the

study were Edmonton Public School Board Junior High School students.

~

Studenté enrolled in both the Six Year and/Nine Year French programs.~.
: ) T -

as well as a sample of students who wete not involved in any second
' language prograﬁ at the pime of thé study were surveyéd. The survey
was administereq to students at both the Grade Seven and Grade Nine
levels., Thé researcher administered all stageé éf the study.’

" The study cons@sted of four stages. In the firét.stage,of the
study'an open—ended questionnaire was administered to generate a list
of questions fhat the students would be interested in adhing a native

speaker <of Frénch from Quebéé of their own age and of the same and

-
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11
6pposite sex., The'auestionnaire elicited two hundred and thirty-one
questions that students thought the; miéht ask.

’ These questions were then divided into broad categories of
therest. The categories were submitted to another second language
specialist EOr.validation. Each question in th; category was ranked
hiera{fhically aecording to the frequency of the response by the'totul
population. Seventy-five high frequency questions were then
identified and used to construct the questionnaire for the second

| stage of the study. The second questionnaire was administered to a
seéond group of stuéents. These sfudents were asked, using a five
point Likert scale, to rate the seventy%%ivé questions as to whether
or not they would be interested in asking a ;ative speaker of French
that particular question. i ) ' _ \
) «The responses to this second questionnaire were then
statistically anaiy;ed; A factor analysis was used to identify items
similar in nature and to cluster them into categories or themes. The
/ﬁuestions clusteréd into seventeen broadbcategories of interest within
which were found a number of questions which clarified the content of -~
the par?icular categoryi Interviews with eight‘studenté were held to

verify the content and clarify the meaning of the various categories.
In the fourth stage of the study the degree of interest in these
seventeen categories generated by the factor analysié was compared

aécording to gender, grade and program.

<
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: s 77 . Delimitations Y
. . : . T . N . ‘ oL w .
- -
B . : N (
T Lot ) i)
This udy surveyed only the Gr?de Seven and Grade Nlne Junlor
h1gh school populatlon." The Grade Elght populatlon was excluded from
the study As well only 136 students part1c1pated in the ¥1rst stage
of the study and 165 students - in the second stage of the study ‘ .
. 4% . z
. [ {
Sy o _ , _ .
The fresearch findings in,Stage‘One of the 'study are“based-on the -
-researcher's. interpretation of the students' responses to the
open—ended questiOnnaire. Every‘attempt was made to‘use.the.responses
exactly as bhe students worded them, but there were pomnts 1n the
8, : : .
study where the researcher had tq\gnterpret ‘the meanlng of the
questlon or stateméﬁt to the best of her ablllty in order to compare
lttw1th the responses of other students. Whereas the f1rst stage of
the study_asked'the”studentvto 1mag1ne having a conversation with a
- person of the same age and~5exiasuwe11,asdsame age and -opposite sex, -
Stage Two dealt only with the situation where the student is
fconVersing with‘a'persodfof”the,same age and sex, = )
. : .. f:‘.; e B ) ] T PR S
;,(w" "¢ Assumptions
G’LF .
Several assumptions are being'made in this.study. These
'assumptions intlude‘the_beliefdthat: S e
1) the sample used iS‘conSidéred:to'be reaSOnably,representative,oﬁi' oy

SV

“-the generalmjunior high‘schooltpopulation{



. ‘
2) the students are mature enough to be able to respond in written

'form to the questions belngvasked°'w >'” il
3) the students w111 respond honestly to the questlons they are: be1ng

asked; ;'?3 N
s -
L . i S A
-4) by using Grades Séven and Nine in the study the- results may be
C o . & .'-—--‘v-, .
reasonably generalized to the entire junior high population{\;,

@

-

Implications of the Study-

v
.Theﬁresults of‘this study wilF provide curriculum dbveloper
instructional'designersAand»classroon teachers with a‘list of :’aic@
that_junior highpschool"students identify as interesting;and rele s itt
to-themseiVes.‘fThe resultsvnayvbe used as a guideiine‘for deueloping

- —\/-— \

a communlcatlve approach to second 1anguage instruction that is both
1nterest1ng and meanlngful to the students. The study also p01nts out

differences in interest that may exlst between two French as a Second

" Language programs currently in place in Alberta, Inférmation as to

‘also- been providedfb

-~

Overview of the Organizationfof Chapters

N

The organlzatlon of thlS the31s does not: follow the format
' traditionally used. The relevant 11terature for each chapter w111 be

‘contalned in it rather ‘than belng prov1ded in-a separate chapter as is

v

- usually done. Chapter I has 1ooked/at the relevant 11terature to

provide a backgroundfto thenst7ﬁy and to 1dent1fy a need for the .

differences and similarities in interests between gender and grade has-

13
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study. The purpose for the study; ah outline of the study, definitidn‘

of terms, delimitations, limitations and assumptions of the study were

also presedted. .Chapter II will‘discuss the methodology, results.and
.conclusions of the first Stage of the study. The second stage éffthe,
!studyiwill be presented in Chapter III, and Chapter IV;will discuss

‘the interviews held with the eight students to verify and clarify the

content of the various categories generated by .the second stage of the

study The degree of 1nterest in these categorles w111 be . -

‘cross—compared by gender, grade and program in Chapter V The final
;chapter in this the31s w111 summarize the study and dlSCUSS the
1mp11cat10ns of this study, as well as suggest areas for further

¢ -

research. ’ : B .



. | _CHAPTER II

STAGE ONE OF THE STUDY

3

The Focus On Communication

X
\
Second language educat1on extends far back into time. Formal

second language study can be traced back prior to the establishment of
the Roman Emplre when the Romans studied Greek as a- second 1anguage
The ability to speak Greek was regarded as the "mark of an educated

A 2N ‘ :
gentleman" (Grittner, 1977, p. 2). However, with the expansion of the

“

Roman Emplre Latin became the 1nternat10nal language and utllltarian :
- -

need%f?Eéu}ted in Lat1n qu1ck1y dlsplac1ng Greek in formal language
“‘study. | ' '
Just as.second language instruction can be traced back to
C... » - T e e . C 8 \ ¥
antiquity so too can criticism of the methods employed to teach these -
‘languages. The histerica} progression of language teaching has swung
- back and forth befween an emphasis on grammar and one on
Veommnnication. - Second 1anguage methodology:
... first swings frem‘the active drgls.use of Latin in
Ancient and Medieval times to the 1¥§ning by rule of
Renaissance grammars, back to oral activity with
Comenius, back to grammar rules with Plotz, and bachc

* again to the primacy of speech in: the Direct Method
(Mackey, 1965 p. 151) -

L , . : 9
Although terminologycfhrbugh the ages has changed this controversy is

still at the root of_current discussions on methodology. Should

emphasis be placed on linguistic perfection or on communicative

proficiency?

15



: The,current'curricnlar thrusts poirt to communicative proficiency
as a major goalfof second language education (Omaggio, 1986).

Commnnicative proficiency can beldescribed as "an-indinidualzs'general
competenceﬂin avsecond.language,'independent of any'particular
curriculum 6r conrse'of study" (Omaggio, p. 9). It.was in thez

alnterest of settlng standards for such competence that avscale
describlng the various levels of proflciency was developed by the:
American Council on the Teachlng of. Forelgn Languages (ACTFL), the

- ACTFL Provisional Proficiency Guidelines (1982). Thls scale was

developed from experiential data gathered over a period of fdfty years

on the ab111ty of the second language 1earner to functlon in o

situat1ons requ1r1ng use of the second 1anguage. The prof1c1ency

gu1de11nes describe the continuum of spec1f1c and general 1anguage
skllls‘that it is possible for a second language learner to have in

»flVe skill areas: listening, speaking, reading,}writing and culture.

Th:‘scale ranges from a minimal level of competence to a native-like

~ability fo speak the target language. o ‘ ?

Commun1cat1ve competency and commun1cat1ve prof1c1ency are-
inherently‘llnked_ Communlcatrye prof1c1enc§ is concerned with the
5individual's general ability to commundcate in the secdnd language.

- The competency model focnSes on an individual's degree ofvproficiency
in the target{lanénage with respect to content-specific'situations.
Competengybis the ab111ty to use both-linguistic and nonl1ngu1st1c
aspects of the language to function approprlately 1n these
cdptext-spec1f1c sltuat1ons. The development of competericy and

proficiency occurs simultaneously. With each commun1cat1ve,s1tuation

a second language learner encounters, situatrﬁn specific skills are

16
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'developed as well as general -language skills. The general language
skille Second language iearners aequire<in each context-specific
‘situation can be applled to- other contexts as well. Communicative
competency, then nurtures communicatave proficiency. Accordihg to ~
. Omaggio (1986), the proficiency~descriptors in the ACTFL provisional

prof1c1ency gu1de11nes are "a glrect reflectlon of current thinking

about . the nature of communlcatlve competence" (p. 14)' Communicative
: competence is ‘the foundetion for a comnunicative approach to second
‘language instruction.. If second language educators accept Omaggio'e
statement as true and recognize the'relationshtp between competency
~and profiCiency,‘it~follows that.a proficiency-based curriculum ahould

employ a communicative approach to second language insttuction.

Balet (1985) lists four major assumptions upon whieh the ‘ r

communicative approach is based. '

‘1. a second language is best:-learnt -as the mother
tongue has been learnt, i.e. by using it in
'real-life' situations;

2. as a result, classroom activities should be

'efipirical' in character and should involve
processes which are spontaneously creative; :

3. explicit study of the grammatical structure of the
language and appeal to the student's cognitive

. skills should be discarded or kept to a minimum.
' Grammar should be taught, if at all, 'not as an end
in 1tse1f but as a means of carrylng communicatlve
intent’ (Sallmbene 1983:2);

4, real life should be brought into the classroom in’ ' '

the - form of 'authentic' materials. (p.. 178).

&
L

Components identified by Medgyes (1986) are also central to the

communicative approach.

3

1. instruction is learner-centered;
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2. course content takes into account both individual .
and groupineeda;
3. teaching is viewed as a humanistic process where

the individual as a whole is involved in the
: {

lea;ning proceéa; . X
. <¢ha wide range of teaching materials are used rather
) \”)fhan reliance on a single textbook.

-
.

Savfgnon (1983) advocates the use of student needs and
interests in developing materials for a communicative approach to

B

second language instruction. Howatt (1984) suégesté that conversation”
is at the heart of such an approach. If,communicaﬁion and student
inISDests-are key components of a commumi®ative approach to .second

language instruction, student interests play ‘an important role in

determining the nature of the conversation within the classroom, as

3

was suggested in Chapter I. .Therefore, it is necessary to determine

the communicative interests of the learners. This is the purpose ‘of

the present study. : N
1

Relevant Research

LY

Despite the evidence that scudent intereets play a kef role in
effective second language program development little if anything has
_ been done in this realm in the field of second language educatlon.
,Scagliola (1971) inveSci%§>ed student_interests for the purpose of .
examining the fit between'junior'high school French aaia second
‘language program content and student-interests. Broad topics of

student interests were identified through the use of a’LiKert scale '

.
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. ' AFLTLE ‘Ws« ‘
derived from a llst of topics of 1nterest generated by a group of

Junior high school students. The'content of the Frenchﬂbrograms in
current use was then, compared to the interests of te students.

e

Scagllola found that there was a low correlation betwedn the course.

‘ D
toritent and stndent 1nterests.
Moving away from the field of second languages a variety of
studies on students' interests can be found. However, "little
; ' : “{

systematic inquiry has been done on the nature and developmental

characteristics offEhildren's interests" tharaeki, Clark, & Wolins,

1985, p. 517). Paul Witty (1961, 1963) is cited as probably the most -

thorough researcher ofﬁstudent interests and deserving of ‘the most
credit for reseerch,in this area (Gil, 1978; Gil & Geneivive;‘1971);

H exploredethe interests of children in grades ndne through twelve in
a wide‘range‘of areas: recreation, reading,:television, movies, radio,
sc el subjects, vocations. and educational goEIETfﬁHé:found that‘
"adolescent interests are a reflection of existing secietal‘values and

oo o
expectations" (Jones, 19815 p. 370).

In the are;fef writing interests Gil and Geneivive (1971)
condUcted a stndy~to'deternine'the writing interests of Grade Nine
students and the accuracy with which teachers perceived these
1nterests. ngordlng to Gil and Geneivive, the results of their study
' seem to suggest that students wrltlng interests are different from
their reading interests and that these intereﬁts_are.influencedlby
_'both 'sex and aeademic abiiity. In the comparison of the studentg'
-interests.and the“teachers"pe;;eptions of theéz interests only the

group aof average ability students used in the study was used for the

comparison. The teachers predicted the students' interests fairly

19
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accurately. However, Gil and Geneivive note that. more research is

v

needed to determiné how successful they would be in predicting the

interests of below or above average students., Gil duplicated the

- study in 1978 to determine if student inzerests change over time. The

X

comparison between the 1978 study and 1971 study 1dent1f1ed some
change in interests. However, on closer examlnatlon it 'was found that
these changes cbuld be attgibuted to socio-politicallchanges in
society. | | 3
In a study of edolescent interests, Jones (1981) surveyed
students between the aées of ten and\fifteen to}exanine the N
relationship between interests, age and gender. Despite differences
in the survey tool employed Jones contends that the results from his
reseatch support the findings of the earlier studies on student
interests don%ﬂﬂ_lW1tty (1961, 1963), Gil and Gene1v1ve (1971), and
Gil (1978), that adolescent interests reflect the soc1o—pol1t1ca1
environment. Jones also affirms that adolescent interests are
mediated, if not perpetuated; by'sexist‘stereotypic'beliefs. Smith
(1980) ?lso surveyed adolescent'interests. However, heanot only. used

e 8 ‘
a yider f&bge‘of ages, eight to twenty-one, he divided interests into

. . D v d
two categories: concerns and informational interests.

- Cross-tabulation identified only a few l}ems that were age specific.

The results also indicated that differences due to gender decreased

over age.

»
‘Zbaracﬁi, Clarilsnd Wolins (1985)jresearched the interests of

-

students in grades four through six for the purpose of developingzan

- interest inventory. Differences in interest between the sexes’wéle

found. However, it was noted that it was the direction and degree of

20
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interest that differed rather than areas of interest, as both sexes
‘generated"the same areas of interest, but quite different items in
these categories of interest. ©0f note is the authe;s' view that the
results'of this study para@lel similar studies that have used adult
subjects.‘ The factors found in this study have algso been found in

many of the adult vocatlonal interest studies.

N
~
[ .

Studies on student interests have typically asked students to use

a LiRert scale to rate tepics of interest. These studies have

‘. »

emplo&ed one of two methodologies to produce the Likert scale used in

21.

N

the study. A number of studies have asked the studénts to respond to -

a list of topicsipf interest preselected by the researcher or topics
from established lists (Smith,'1980): In Jones' study (1981) a
- preselected list ‘was used. Gil (1978) used the 1ist developed in his
1971 study. The other group of studies have edministered'a
preliminary open-ended survey of some sort to generate a list of
topics of intetest with which to construct cse Likert scalef The
research by Scagiiols (1971), Gil and GeneiVivev(1971)iand'Zbafacki,
Clark; and Wolins (1985) fall into this category. In two related
bchdies By Bazemore'(l979, 1984) an ‘open-ended .questionnaire .was also
empleyed. Howeser,.the resgpgses from the questionneire were coded tb
generate a priorized 1ist‘of stﬁhent concersseand;values rather than
" being used to formulate a Likert scale..

According to Smith (1980), studies that rely on student reSponSES
to lists generated by individuals other than the students themselves
dominate research on student interests, and more studies are needed

that allow the students free expression of their interests4}n‘grder to

generate an interest invertory based upon the real interestys of youth
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and not just their perceived interests. 1In h}s study one-to-one
interviews were conducted to collect data on adoligcent interegts:

Smith asser;s that the design of his study eliminatéd the possibility

of peer or adult influences on student response. He assumed that this

would produce an honest and more intimate respogge from the students,
Smiﬁh (1980) also focused on the necessigy of asking fairly

specific questi to elicit the ne ded 1nformat10n A neutral |

0'

question suchfas 'What kind of thxipgs are you 1nterested in?' elicits

equally neutfral responses (Smith, 198R).. The questions employed in

4

the open—ended questionnaires in the varTGus studies cited earlier
were directly related’'to the pgrpose for. those -studies. Scagllola
(1971) was interested in -comparing the content of the French language
materials in use w1th the expresﬁéa\iﬁyfrests of the students.
Therefore, she asked the students 6% st ten topics that they would
like to "learn to discuss and read about in French” (p 23). Gil and

‘Geneiv1ve (1971) were spec1f1ca11y interested in writing 1nterests;
They also asked the studentS'te list ten topics of inEerese: but

specified that it should be ten topics which the students would be

interested in writing about.

Procedure
The f1rst task, then, that the present study needed to address
%ps the formulation of a questlon, or gseries of questlons, that could
be used in an open—ended‘questionnaire (Appendix A) to generate
{1nformation on the conversational interests of junior high school

students, qugstions that could then be used to develop a Likert scale.

22
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The purpbéﬂ of theé present study was to develop a list of topics
that wexe interesting and therefore‘relevant,tb students to use as a
guiderinew€g¥ conversation in the classrgzm. Therefore, the.questinns
posed needed to relate directly to the students communicative
'interests. Moreover, in order to respond to the current curricular
thrusts, it was gssential that they be culturglly relevant as weld,
They also needed to elicit personal responses ;f the study was to
provide,the,foundation fér activities that carried long raﬁge meaniné
for tﬁe students (Smith, 1930). Three questions were formula£ed that
simulated a eonver;ationg} situation thét the students could encounter

.in real-life, or at 1gé§@/ﬁreal-1ife" within the constraints of the

clagsroom situation.

1. Imagine you have just metf a new personlwho is
French and comes from Quebec. This person-is the . ~

same age and sex as®you. This person is someone

you would like to be friends with. Iéagine you are

having a conversation with this-person. What would

you like to know about him or her? _Qhat questions

would you ask this peréon. !

L

L

2. What would you like to tell this person about

o

yourself?

3. If this person were of the opposite sex, is there
anything else or something different you would like
to know about that person? Are there any different

questions you would ask him or her?
3
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The purpose of the research and the intent of the questionnaire
were fully explained to the‘studénts prior to administering the
survey. This was an important step in the research as a good rapportv
between the researcher and tﬂe students was essential in order for the
students to feel comfortable enough to answer the questions openly and
honestly. Th;‘richness of tﬁe data collegted attests to the success
in.éstabl}shing such a rapport. ‘ o

]

<Each quéstion was fully explained to avoid misinterpretations.

At the end of the explanation, questions the students ﬁad with regards
to‘fhe étudy were snswered. qre of the questions raised was whether
the questionnaire wés to be completed in French or English. The
studernits were told to complete the questionnaire in English and to

assume that they had the necessary command of French to ask anything

?
they desired. ,

>+ Results | ~

N -

One ﬂundred and Ehirty—six students from three different junior‘
high schools barticipated in this stage'of the study, fifty-two boys
and eighty-four gif}s,X'The exact distribution_of students in each
program is given in fab1e 1. The students generated two hundred and
" thirty-one questioﬁs tﬁat they thought they might use in.conversation
with this imaginéry<person.

These questions and statements wefe then subjectivély di;ided;by
the researcher and anothér second language educétor into twenty-nine
broad categories of interest.‘ Table 2 provides a listing of these

ca;egbries. Each question and statement in the categoﬁy was ranked



.

hierarchically acéording to frequency of response by the total
population. Similar responses were collapsed into one item. Since
the majority of responses were in quyestion form, in ofder to provide
continuity in the responses so that they could be used in Stage Two of
the study, in the case where both a question and a statement pfbvided
the same info;;ation, the question was used. There were a few Sﬁses
where only a4 statement was used as a response, and 4in Ehese cases the
researcher,nin consultation with two other second language éducators,
re-worded them as questions. Seventy-five high frequency iteqs were .
phen identified and used to cohstruét the questtonnaire for the second
stage of the study. In order to ensure that all the areas specified
by the students were included, at least one item from each category
~was used in identifying‘the seventy-five qyestions. In order to
balance tﬁe categories it was not possiblezto use all high freqyency
items and still keep within the seventy-five item limit. The number
seventy-five was chosen by thé researcher because it was felt that
this number ofaquestioﬁs'codld be administered witﬁin one class
period. In constructing the questionnaire, for Stage Two every attempt
was made to USe)the questions exéctly as the sﬁudentg’worded them.
Except for the cases noted above, the only other changes that were
made was the correctiorf of grammar errors.

- Table 3 lists the sevengy—five questions genérateq by Stage One
] : ‘g '

of the study.
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CHAPTER IIT

STAGE TWO o . ]

1 : . °

TN

In this stage of the study the seventy-flve QUPStIOHS generated A
by the students 1n,§tage One of the study were used to construct a

leert scale (Appendlx A) As was prev1ous1y discussed in Chapter II

~

wherever it wﬁs possible to do’ so, the questlons were used exactly as

the students wrote them. It was felt that in rewr1t1ng or rewordlng

the fesponses the 1ntr1n31c meanlng that the students ass1gned to them

L ~

A second set of students from three dlfferent junior hlgh 'schools

participated in this*stage.of'the study.' The questlonnalre was i}

adminlstered to one hundred and 51xty—f1ve students, seventy—four boys

......

and nlnety—one glrls. TabIe 4 glves the exact dlstrlbutmon of

LR

o -—

R Lt

- In this questionnaire the-students were given the following

.

. 7 . . _&,/ .
Imagine you\hage Just met a new person who is French ‘ ~
and comes from Quebec. Th1§~person is the same age
o !
aand the same sex as you. ThlS 1s someone -with whom

you would like to be frlends.‘ Imaglne you are having‘
a conversatlon w1th thls person. What would you 11ke;
to know about h1m or her7 What questlons would you :

5

\«{ask.thiS'person? Please rate the;following questions

~ using*this scale. . -
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As in the prevlous stage of the study, it was stlpulated that the '

\','« .
person tha Etudents were talklng to was someone wlth whom they would

- -

like to be=friends; ‘he 1ntent was to e11c1t a personal and intimate

response from the students S0 that learnlng act1v1t1es des1gned from

:the study would carry ‘long tenm meanlng

.

 The ‘students were asked to rate the seventy—five-questions on a
f1ve point scale from "deflnltely would not ask that questlon to
N SN ‘P'

"deflnltely would ask tha% questlon . As in Stage One of the study,

the pnrpose of the research and the 1ntent of ‘the questlonnalre was
fully explalned to the students prlor to admlnlsterlng the. survey, . To

av01d mlslnterpretatlons, the questlon used in the survey was also
.?,

explained., Any questions that the students had with respect to the .

study itself or thk questionnaire were answered,

*Results

o . -

A pr1nc1p1e component factor analys1s followed by Kaiser's

‘varimax rotation was cOnducted On the ba51s of Cattell s Scree ‘test

_ (1966) and 1nterpretab111ty, a seventeen factor solution was deemed to

be appropr;ate. Durlng the course of tHe factor analy51s it was found

:that three duestlons were not clusterlng-wlt -e others "What is
your favorite coior?", "What would you,like to be when youvgrow up?ﬁ
“and "What kind of a person are you?".' These three QUestions‘wered >
dropped from the pool oﬁ questlons. “The factorsvderived from the‘
questlonnalre and the factor loadlngs for each varlable are found in

Table 5. Both the questlons w1th1n each factor and the factors

-
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themselves are rank ordered according to degree of interest iii a
descending hierarchial arrangement. ‘ ' , - .

This stage of the study generated seventeen categories or topics

-

~of interest within which were found a number of questions that

clarified the content of EhevcategorYE The next stage in the study

was to verify the categories-of interest and find descripforé-for
-these categories that accurately'deﬁicted-the meaning the students
- R \ ‘ - ‘ ) .
assigned .to them.

-



CHAPTER Iv
STAGE THREE

Procedure

Stage Two of the etudy generated seventeen btoad categories ef‘
interest. Within each of these seyenteen categories was .a number ef
nuestions which clarified'the'content ef the particular cateéory. In
this stage of the study individual interyiews were held with four
grade seven”students.and four gfade nine studente to verify the

“categories end gerierate btoad topic heedings;‘

tAll eighthtudents-were drawn from one of the_schpalé that
vparticipated.in the first stage of the study. They were réndbmiy
selected from a‘groun_of yolunteers by the French teacher in that
school. The only etipulationé'made in chboéing the stude ete'that
they had previously part1c1pated in Stageﬁhﬁzof the study a 4 that
there was an equal d1str1hut10n of boys and é?rﬁs from each :i)&e
level, two boys and two glrls. The 1nterv1ews were conducted_by_the
researcher. Responses to the questions posed dn;ing the'interview
were recorded by‘hand A good rapport between the tesearchet and the
1nd1v1dua1 student was eSSentlal in e11c1t1ng an open and honest
response. It was felt that a taperecorder might have 1nh1bited
student~responses.

" To ver1fy the content’ of the categories the students were given
" the 1lst of questlons for each category and asked if they felt that
-the questions belonged together. »To cleglfy the meanings nf these

—~
: . ‘ < , : o
categories and generate a broad topic heading the students'were asked



why the q estions‘belonged together or, in the case where a student
felt that th questione did not belong together, why they didn't

- belong together. .
. ? ‘ Results

Except for one 1nstance, the maJorlty of the students verified
\that the questlons in eachocategory d1d 1ndeed belong together. The
item inlquestlon was "What soap.operas do you watch?", It clustered
,w%th "What is your name?" (Factor XIV) The Students feit it belonged

‘in either Factor II (Leisure T1me Act1v1t1es) or Factor VI

(Entertainment). The factor loading for this variable was .273, .192.

and .390 1n Factors 1II, VI, and XIV respect1ve1y. Baeeddon this
information and the w1despread agreement by the students that it d1d
"not\belong in Factor XIV thlS item was moved to Factor II. The broad
topics of 1nterest generated by the.etudents were: school, le1sure
time act1v1t1es, relatlonshlps Quebec culture fam11y life, |
entertalnment,_sports, personal 1nformat10n, personallty, cultural
comparisons, friends!and hobbies, -animals, parent factors, name, cdrs,
'extra—curricular'activities and travel. Tahle 6Igives a conplete
listing of the broad topic headlngs generated by the students and the
questions contained under each head;ngr Both the categorles and the
questions within each category are arranged in descend}ng degree of

. interest. Estimates of internal consistencyrfor each factor are
presented in Table 7. With the exceptdon of four out of fifteén

factors all reliabilities were,over.0.72. The subtest

intercorrelations are presented in Table 8. ., . .
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The students were questioned further to determine if it was
justifiable to have'e}iminated-the|three questions "What is your
favorite color?", "What kind of person are you?" and "What would you
1ike to be when you grow'up?" rrom the pool of questions in Sdage Two
of the study. The question "What hind of person are you?" was

, originally dropped because it ;as not clustering with any of the other
~Questions.‘ It was felt that the question was too general’to‘make
assumptions on the meaning it held for the students and-therefore
could not arbitaril& be placed in ohe of the categories nor 1eft‘by
itself, Accordlng to the students, this questlon encompassed the
entire study. The students? c1a1med the quest1on meant much more than
was apparent from the surface meanlng.‘ It refered to an-individual's
personality'and‘temperanent; Accofding to the students this'inoluded
many things:“How~do you feel aboutvyourself?, How do,others see;you?,\
What do you 1ike‘or.enjoy? and What type.of a person -are you?. The

students felt that all the questlons in the varloUS categorles

generated by the study were attemptlng to answer’ this one questlon.
/ B

The student responses pointed to "What klnd of a person are you7" as
the.generlc questlon for the study. ’
When questioned about ﬁth% would y0u.like to be when you ‘grow
up?" the students elaborated on what the question meant’ to them. It
' not only‘meant what they wanted to become, but what others wanted them
;wto hecome; They stressed that pre-planning was necessary andione
student mentioned‘that good‘marks in school enabled individuals‘to
oursue career goals of their choice. Another student felt that people
i - .
should chose a careerﬂthatlthey felt wouldrbe!enjoyable”and that

usually they had experience in that area prior to making a career
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choice so thatyfhey could tell w:eﬁher or hbt they would 1(£: that .
line of work. The studentslfeltithét this question did not belong
_with any of the‘other categories but &id answer the gquestion “tht C
kind of person are you?", | |

The students felt that the question "What is yodr'favori%é
color?" didh't beloné in any of the categbries alfeady established;
_ Accorjfhg to the sfﬁdents, it was an'opinion and thérefore révealeda
little about ‘the individual. Tﬁey felt it had nothinghin common with
the other qqestions used in tﬁe survey.

After,fﬁterviewing-the studen;srit became clear that the
ﬁnderlying.questiq‘ behind all of these=question$ was;"How a;e“youw

different from me?". This information is extremely valuable to the

2 o

secbnd’langUage educator. The second language community- has begun to

o

realize that culturexis muéh'mdre than the artistic and historic i
ehdeévors of a soc}etyxand the customs particulér to that seciety.
"Ié:embraceé all aspects of the 1ife of man" (Seelye, 1974, p. 22).
There exists a.reciprPcal relationship‘betyeeﬁ language and culture
_(Omgggio, 1986). Man.is hiszlanguage.’ Cpmmunication therefore occurs
in a cultural context. "How argkyouAdifferen; from me?" is a
culturally based quéstioq. Theref&re, the conversation the stqdénts
would -engage in would have a‘cultural basis. This poipfs'tq.the’facp
that the students senée the interrelatidnship‘between the cultﬁre of a
’ 'people and their languagé; -Historically culture and laﬁguage have
been-taught as sepérate entities. This informatigh\supports the
development of‘a framework whiéh integrétes language énd culture,.a

view advocated by many second language educators.

3]



N LA Comparison With Past Studies
Did the.findings in the present study differ from those of

previous studies on student interests cited in Chapter II? Were the

33

categories of interest genﬁrated by the present study similar to those
. ‘ . (“ N B ’

L

used in previous studi€s? While a few general comments ‘can be made,
differences in the sample population and methodology make a one-to-one

"- - . . " - , ~ . '
comﬁa??son“impossible.

With/the exception bf Scagliola's (1971) study, the sampleé used

®

./in theseis udi?s do not'coincide with the sample used in the present
study. Bagzemore (1979 1984) surveyed high school students, and '
Zbaracki, Clark and Wolins 1 (1985) looked at the interests of students
in grades four, five and six. The studles by Smith (1980) and: Jones
(1981) boéh used a wider sampling of age groups. Jones studied

. students in“grédes five.throﬁgh nine and Smith iooked at the interesté
of adolesceﬁts'age eight to twénty-one years. ‘On the other hand, Gil

" and Geneivive?(1971)iand Gil (1978)'festric§ed~their study to the
writing interests of gradeinine student;.

The other notgble differénce between the presént'sﬁudy and
previdus studies lies En methodology. Whereas the present sﬁudy,uéed
a list of'specific interests to derive a liét of broad.topicé of -
interesff previ&us studies have restricted themseives to the énalysis
of general toplcs of interest. »Therefore, some topics df‘iqgiifst
identified in previous studles are subsumed under a broad heading in

' the present study. W1th the exceptlon of the studygby Jones (1981),

Yo Y
these previous studles, 11ke the present study,.used a preliminary

survey of the populatlon to generate the -list of topics’ of interest to



‘ ) . ! ' -
‘ : , §
be studied. In Jones' study the students reacted to a list of topics

preselected by Jones.
hlthough they also used broad topics of interest, the methodology

in the studies by Gil and Geneivive (1971)'and ( 978)'was similar

£

to the preéentistudy. «In‘the 1971 study 4n open4ended questionnaire |
was used to generate a list of topics with which to constiuct a Likert.

. scale., Gil and Geneivive found that there were several topics that
'were‘only‘of 1nterest to the boys and several that were only of
interest to the g1r1s. Therefone, they constructed two Likert scales,
one for the boyS'and‘one for the girls. 1In the 1978 study, Gil used
the two scales developed in the 1971 study,'but collapsed them inEo
one general scale. The responses to these questionnaires were
analyzed using a factor dnalysis. In both studles‘several hypotheses
were raised as to the nature of the clusters that arose, but, unlike
(the present study, they did not attempt to define the various

" categories of 1nterest generated by this analy31s.. Therefore, despite
similaritles in methodology, it is not p0331b1e to make a comparlson
of the factors that arose in these two studies and the present study.

¢

Moreover, these studies along with the study by Scagliola (1971)

ranked the interests derived by the survey according to male and

’ Q.

“female interests. The present study did not make this dlstlnctlon.

TheZEntire popul tlon was used to der ye: a general list of Junlor high
school'students-‘communicativerlnterests.
It is not poss1b1e to use any of the results froh the study by
Zbarackl, Clark and Wolins’ (1985) due to the type of categories of
~ interest derived from thelr study. They compared. categories such as

pretend p}ay, creative—actiue and soc1al{awareness. This terminology
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study and the other studies:in question; fsmily, school, friends, etc.

' ! . 4
is distinctly different from the;sgtegories generated in the present

4 "School' was the,only common item of interest in all the‘studies.
It is interesting to note that while school ranked first in the
present study, it rahked\quite low in most of the otherlstudies. With
the exception of Bazedore's (1979, 1984) studies, 'animals' ahd 'cars’
were also identified as topics of %nteresthin ell the‘surveys. Most
ot‘the previous studies placed"animals' somewhere in.the top halfﬁsf

-

the list and the present study placed 1t in the bottom half. 'Travel'

—

N B

vwwas also 1dent1f1ed as a topic of interest in all but one study, the
Study by Jones\(1981) e Half of the studies inclyded famlly life' as
a tbpiC'of interest. Although ‘lelsure time activities' was not
. - |

identified.es a touic of 1ntere‘t as such by any of the other surveys,
some of thé:specific topics ‘of interest in this category were l1sted
in most df‘the previous studies (i.e. music, partieT, etc.). With the
'exception\of the study by'Smith (l?BO), the same held true for\
'enteﬁtainment'. Specific‘topicsﬁdirectly or indirectly relatlng to

relatlonshlps ‘as deﬁlned in the present study were included in all
of the studies. The llst of topics 1n Scagllola s (1971) study did
' ’xde some of the aspects listed ds '"Quebec culture in the present
study, but the cyltural communlty the students refered to in her study
. was France.. ’Shorts was fohnd as a topic of interest in some of the
studfes while others identifled‘specific components of this category.
'Personal ihformation', 'persdnality',.culturalfcomparisons', 'parent
‘Tactorsl, 'name’ and 'extra—cutticular activities' were not listed in

the previous studies. The cateéory 'friends and hobbies' was only

included in the study by Smith.: Table 9vgiues a graphic



representation of these findings. The various topic headings used by
the other studies that correspond to catégories identified in the

present study are also given in this table. ” S
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CHAPTER V' -

STAGE FOUR

Procedure (/
: \

The study thus far produced seventeen categories ofSinﬁeré;t
defined by seventy-two questions. These categories andiquestions were
also rank ordered according to the degree of interest. of the~total
population. In this stage of thepﬂpudy, a2 X 2 X 3 ANOVA was used to

. & .
make comparisons among gendgft grade and program for each factor, and -

overall degree of interest in the various categories. Table 10 lists

the. resulting Three-Way ANOVA tables.

Results

An overall comparison of the degree of interest fgund some
significant q;fferenéeé. For.the purpose of this study p < .05 was
considered_significant. Tﬁe girls were much morelinteresgéd in the
topics:genera;gquy the study than the boys (%¥=258.29 and X=231.70
respectively), and the girls' degree 6f interest in these topics
increased significantly frﬁm Grade Seven to Grade Nine, while the
.boys'.level of interest decreased significantly. Tablé 12 lists the
mean scores for qhe.total quesﬁionnaire by gender and grade. Figure 1
graphs thé interacﬁion between these two variables. Significant \
'différencqs were also foundeetweenvgender and program, The female
‘students not currently enrolled in a French program gsnerated the
highest degree.of intérest across the three programs, while.the boys

not currently enrolled in a French program generated the 1ogesg degree



of interest. The girls' degree of interest decreased between the Six-
Year program and the Nine Year program, while the boys' degree of
interest remained constant. The mean scores for the total

questionpaire are lis in Table 13 #&nd Figure 2 graphs this
D g

relationship. The program réfered to as 'No French' in the table and!.

graph\:efers to the pfogram‘where_students are not currently entolled
in a French'program; but may have had some ptevious exposure to a
second language learnin% situation,

Although the gitls' 1evel of interest in the various topics was ;
generaly/,hlgher, the boy$9!howed more interest in sports than the
girls, and there ‘were several categories where there was no"
gignificant difference: relationships, entertainment, parent factors,

P

name and cars. Some significant differehfes were apparent between

grade levels. The Grade Seven students were mere interested in
relationships and animals than were the Grade Nine students, while the
Grade Nine studentsmwere more interested in cars than were the Grade
Seven Seven students. Another'significant difference that arose was
in family life. Whereas there was little'differenee between the
students in the two French programs, there was a decrease in interest

. AN
shown by the students not enrolled in a French ‘program (Table 11).

A comparison by sex and grade produced:-significant diferences in

" four areas: relationships, Quebec culture, anlmals, and
extra—currlcular activities. Whereas the girls' 1eve1§%¥ interest in
relationsﬁipshremained relatively constant between Grade Seven and
Grede=Nine (X=23.00 and 2=23.10)i’the boys' interest decreased. The
bo}s in Grade Seven were mere interested in relationshipséthah the

girls. The reverse.was true for ‘the Grade Nine\population (Table 14;
[ . '

? .
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Figure 3). The level of interest in Quebec culture, animals and
extra-curricular agtivities folloyed a similar tfend. The girls'
interest in these areas showed an increase between Grade Seven and
Nine, while the boys' interest decreased. However.-it should also be
noted that‘the mean values between the Grade Seven girls and the Grade
ﬁine girls.with resbect to animals differed only by .15. The girls'
level of interest in these three categories was consistently higher  ~
than that of the boys' (Tables T%} 16, and 17; Figures 4, 5 and 6).

) Significant differences were also found in comparing the
jvel of interest in animals

je girls irm three

\r
 in a French program

categories by gender and program. Th
. : S

and schools was consistently highef
- programs. The girls not currently‘“
showed‘the highest ievel of interest in animals, followed by the group
" enrolled in the Nine Year program and the girlsbenrolled in the Six
Year program. The girls in the &ine Year program also showed more
interest in school than the girls enrolled in.the Six Year program.
However, there_was very little di%ference between the interest level
of the girlsfin the Nine Year program and those not currently enrolled
in a French program (¥=33.13 and ¥=33.14 respectively). The boys

" enrolled in the Nine Year program showed the highest level of interest
iﬁ animals.“ihere was very little difference between thevinterest
levels of the boys enrolled in the Six Yea{ prograﬁ and those not
enrolled in a French program. The boys' interest in school was
highest in the Six Year program follqwed by the Nine Year ﬁrogram.
Boys in the program that did not include Frenéh language study showed
the 1east_interest (Tables 1§ and 19; Figures 7 and 8). The boys in

the Six Year program were more interested in extrﬁ;curricular
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»act1v1t1es than the glrls. “ﬂg%ever, the glrls in ‘the N1ne Year
program and those not currently enrelled 1n French were more

1nterested in extra—currlcular act1v1t1es than the boys in these

groups, . The boys in the N1ne Year: program were less 1nterested fﬁ

«
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thlS ‘area than ‘the boys in the Slx Year program, and the 1nterest T

level of the boys was Stlll 1ower 1n the program ‘that d1d not 1nc1ude
‘French' The group of glrls enrolled in the N1ne Year pragram were
more 1nterested 1n extra—curr1cu1ar act1v1t1es than ghe g1rls in the
iprogram where French language study was not 1nc1uded .The g1rls in'
“the Six Year Program were 1ess 1nterested in th1s toplc than the glrls
“not currently enrolled in a French program (Table 20 Flgure 9). Thei

‘girls' interest in cars was higher than'the boys' in ‘the Six Year

‘program.‘,However;‘thevgirls' igterest level’was lower in the Nine

Year program,vwhile’the‘boys';interest was higher.  The reverse was .,

_truegfor-those students not currently -enrolled in acsFrench program and

the'girlstnOtﬁcurrently enrolledﬁin French showed the highest level of

4
¢

“interest (Table 21 Figure 10)

a
v

There wvere only two categorles that showed a s1gn1f1cant o
'dlfference when grade and program were compared. personal 1nformat10n
'and,cars.’ The Grade Nine students"rn_the Slx Year program wererthe
dmg§t~lnterested in personal information} The Grade N1ne studentsfﬁ

(.

',1nterest was lower in. the Nlne Year program and only sllghtly higher

-

than that of. Grade N1ne students ln the program wh1ch does not 1nc1ude, '

’French 1anguage study. The‘Grade N1ne 1nterest 1eve1 was below that
-
of the Grade Seven students 1n these two programs. The Grade Seven

8

'1nterest level was higher in the Nlne Year program than the Six Year

'program, but was lower than the program that-does not 1nclude French

.
I
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(Table 22; F1gure 11) 'The dlfference between the interest 1evels of '

2

the Grade Sevens and Grade Nines enrolled in the N1ne Year program was’
neglible w1th respect to cars. . The Grade Nine Six Year program was -
sllghtly hlgher than the Grade N1ne Nime Year program and the

1nterest level of the: Grade Nine students not currently enrolled in
French was much higher. The reverse was true for the Grade Seven
populatlon (Table 23; Flgure 12)

¢ The analys1s peruced only one three—way 1nteractlon
Signlflcant dlfference was found‘lnza comparlson by sex by grade and
by program for extraecurricular activitiest ‘Bbth the‘Six.Year and the. '
Nine Year program showed a similar trend. The Grade Seven boys in

~ these two programs were more interested in extra-curricular activities

Al oot Ea
! ‘ Lo ;

-than_th%;Grade Seven girls._fHowever,ythis reversed itself in Grade

:F‘Nine;“ln the SixiYearfprogram the Grade Nine boys"and girls'

'ntere‘t levels were very close (%=5.92 and X=6.15 respectlvely) whlle

i

th 61 deGSevep boys and g1rls interest levels were more wldely

'were 4. 56 andu7 30 respectively, whereas the mean values for the Grade

beven boys and—glrls were 6. 07 and 5. &7.‘bThe level of interest for

’flnterest between Grade,Seven and Grade N1ne but hardly any difference
. between. the Grade Seven boys not currently enrolled in a French
program,and the~Grade Nine.boys in this program (Table 2&- Figure 13).
There were three categorles where the various comparisons ylelded‘

 no s1gn1f1cant’d1fference entertalnment parent factors and name.
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Tab}e 25 summarizes these results. The student group with the

highest degree of interest in-those categorles whlch showed

.f‘?

. signiflcant dlfference iz presented

‘A Comparison With Past Studies

How did the findirigs in the present study compare with those of
the previous studies on' student interests cited in Chapter II? As
N v o : ’

previously discussed in Chapter IV, it is not possible to make a .

one-toeone comparison'with previods studies owing to differences in

the sample populatlon and - methodology employed 1n each ‘of these
‘studies. Howevér there are several 1nterest1ng sim11ar1t1es and
differences between the'findings of the present study and those of
previous»studies;d o | |
As in Chapter IV, it is not possih}e to use the results,fromﬁthe

42

study by Zbaracki, Clark and Wolins Cl985).in comparing. student levels -

of interest due to differences between the.cdtegories they useg’and
- those used by both the present and previous studies. It:is also not

possible to use the results fromvhbth of the studles conducted by

Bazemore (1979 1984) Thp comparlson “that Bazemore made was between

the interests of the general student populatxon and the interests of
their teachers. Thls t“ e of comparlspanEﬁ not included in the
present study. A&t égﬁ G11 and Gene1v1ve (1971) compared the ,

R \ k ¢ b,

1nte£ests of the Grade Nine boys &nd girls, in his’ repllcatlon of the

. 't O
' study in 1978 Gil d1d not make thls comparlson. The purpose of the
3 t
1978 study was to compare the dlfferences in responses betweén the
/—_ N
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1971 study and the 1978 study. Therefore, only the i971 study ‘can be
included in the comparisons made in this section | |
The present stdﬁy compared the interests of the boys to those of
the girls. This comparison was also made in the studies by Scagliola
(1971> Smlth (1980),and Jones (1981). However, only Scagliola used
~ junior high school students as the sample in the study. Both Smith

W
")u

and Jones used a wider samplin

f?’lﬁﬁy?oups. Nevertheless ‘some
interesting 81mllarit1es and dlf”érehcds in findings between the '
present study and these three studies exist, It is 1mportant to note .
t t the comparisons made between the present study and: the study

co ducted_by Scagliola are not based solely on Scagliola ] dlscussion

o) the rrsults of her study. A cross—comparison of the rank ordered

ferests of the boys and g1rls was accompllshed by dlviding the rank
;’:é .

jdered 1lsts 1nt9 thlrds

f;g~ The present study found five categgrles that showed no
llslgnlflcant d1fference between gender relatlonships, ent%rtalnment
parent factors, name. and cars. 'Relatlonshlpsy ‘was also identlfled as
be1ng of equql 1nterest to both boys'and girls in the study by Jones }
(1981) It is 1mportant to note, however that the: present :study used
‘the category headlng relatlonshlps and Jones study refered o ;_
'opposite sex' and '1ove_. Scagllola (1971)3 on the other . hand used S
two topic headings which can be seen as the equivalent to : :
'relationships':'dating, and boys -and giris. The resuits of‘her_study
indicate‘that a greater percentage of the girls was interested in
'boysland girls® than-were‘the bOys and a much'gre;ter percentage was
vintereSted in dating; The study by Jones did not 1ist entertainment'

as a topic of interest, but dld include 'TV' and '"movies' K two® topics
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subsumed under the present study's dentertainment; catqgory. Both the
boys and girls in Jones' study were equally interested in 'TV' and
'movies'. Whereas the present study found no signiflcant difference
between the boys and girls interest in cars R both of the studles

| by Jones ahd‘Scagliola found that the boys were more interested in
cars than the éirls. o o : ' f
| The present study identified.;séhool', 'leisure time activities',
!Quebec culture', 'animals' and ;travel' of more interest to girls

" than boys. Jonesf study (1981) found that the‘girls Were‘more
interested in 'school' and fanimals"than the boys. Scagliola's study
(19%1) found‘no siénificant differenLe} 'Travel' vere 1dgnt1f1ed as a
topic of equal interest to glrls and boys in Scagllola s study. |
However, this topic was not 1nc1uded'aS~a toplc of interest in Jones'

, study."The study by_Scagliolalalsogﬁoﬁnd that the girls were nore
interested‘in culture than’the boys: hut her study dealt with France "h
rather than-Quebeo. Nelther Scagliola s study nor Jones ”&study 1isted

'leisure time dctivities' as a specific category.heading. However, -
both of these studies refered to 'musicf‘and.Seagliola's study also
refered to 'parties'.',fMusic' and 'parties' are suosuned under the
preseqt‘study's heading"entertainment‘. Jones and Scagliola both

.found that the girls were more 1nterested 1n 'music' than the beys.
a'Partles in Scagllola s study was 1dent1f1ed as being of greater
interest torglrls ‘than boys. The present study found that the boys

. were more ihterested'than the girls in Esportsf. Jones and Scagliola
report the same find1ngs. h » ,x‘ L ﬁ

Whlle tha»present study ‘and those of Jones (1981) and Scagllola

(1971) support the conclusion that there are»dlfferences between the.

“
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interests of boys‘and girls, Smith (1980) makes the opposite .
statement., According’to Smith, "in an age of increasing -
liberalization of sex.roles and-with the ?ecognition that fewer sex
differences are evidenced with increasing age, it was not surprising
" that sex differences between MZE_Concerns and between M/FV
Informational interests were insignificant" (p. 481)f
Scagiiola's (1971) study'also'compared the interests of the boys

and girls 1n Grade Seven. She found that both the: Grade Seven girls
‘and the Grade Seven boys were equally interested in animals and

tngvel' The present study found that while. both the Grade Seven
girls and Grade Seven boys were equally 1nterested in 'travel', the
Grade Seven glrls were morevinterested than the Grade Seven boys in
'animals'. Her results also indicate that the boys were less
interested in dating, 'relationships', than the girls, whEreashthe
present study found the opp051te case. There was no significant
difference in interest in sports and 'cars' between=therGrade Seven
boys and the Grade Seven girls in the present study. - In the study by
GScagliola over flfty percent of the Grade Seven boys expressed
interest in thirty-nine topics, fifteen of which were sports, whereas _
only five of the thirty-five topics identified by‘at least fifty
percent of the.Grade‘Seven girls were sports related. ‘Gcagliola's
results.indieate a much higher level of ‘interest in 'sports7 for the
boys than the girls. Her findings also show a higher level-ot,
hbinterest in 'cars' for the boys than the girls. Two other areas of
Hiinterest were found to be of greater interest to the girls than ‘the
boys in Scagllola ‘8 study while there was no, signlficant difference in

the‘present study: 'leisure ‘time activities' and 'family life'. Both
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" studies indicate that the girls' ievel of interest in culture was
higher than the boye'._ However, as was discussedfin CheB;er W, thé
“culture referred to fn Scagliola's study was Fradce.

The present study compared-the interests of the Grade Nine boys
with those of the Grade Nine girls. The studies by Gil and Geneivive
(1971) and Scagliola (1971) also made this comp comparlson Gil and
‘Geneivive limited their\study to the writlng interests of Grade Nine
etudente. Scagliola,looked at the interests of Grede.Seven,»Eight'and
Nine students and hade comparisons within as well‘as between each
grade. The present study found that there was no 31gn1f1cant
difference in the Grade Nine boys' and girls level of interest 1n
'sports’ and 'cars'. However, Scagliola found that the Grade Nine t:
boys were definitely more interested than the girls in 'cars', but

~only elightly more interested,in.'sports'.z Fourteen of the

’thirty—four topics of interest chosen by oyer fifty percent of the

| male population were sports related, and out of the thirty;five topics
fde}tifiéd as interesting‘bf over fifty percent of the female
population ten were. sports related. Gil and Genei?ive,'on the other

' hand, found a significant difference betweeh the boys' and giris'

interest in 'sports’. The boys' level of interest was higher than the
girls . No comparison between the’ 1nte;est oésthe boys and girls . in
'cars' was made in the study by Gil and Geneivive because whlle the
}ist of topics of interest rated by the boys cuntained the,heading
'cars', it was not _contained invthé girls' list of topics. They also
? found that the Grade Nine girls were more 1nterqpted in '1ove and

'sex'. This was’ also the case in the present study. However, while -

Gil and Geneivive referred to "love' and 'sex', the present study
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referred to 'relationsﬁips'. Scaglioia's,study also found thaﬂﬂthe
Géade Nine girls were more interested in frelationéhips' than the: -
‘Grade Nin% boys; but the ;opic used in her studyAwas"boys and girls',
" Another discrepancy Between the three stud?es arose with réspect to
'animalg'; The preseﬁt study found/;ﬂé Grade Nine girls were more
interested in this topic tﬁan phehboys whereas the other two studigs
. listed them as‘mutual interests. The girls showed more interest than
phe.bgys\in Quebec culture in the present study. In Scagliola's study
the girls a1§o showed more interest in cultd;e, but {? was the culture
»blerance ﬁhat was referred to in this study. Thexpresent study and
Scagliola's study found n0'significant difference in 'échoél'. Gil.
and.Geneiine found that the girls' intereét level was only slightly
higher‘than that of the boys. Scagliola found that the.Gfade Nine
girls were more interested in 'family life' while the present study
found no significant differeﬁce. Th&q-gopic 6f interest was not
included in the study by Gil and‘ﬁé&é{:ive; Neifher the study by
‘;SFagliola nor the stﬁdyiby Gil and Geneivive 115Led ’leisure timé
activities' és a topic of interest.v'However, both studies referred to
itgms subsumed’undef this headihg in the present study. 'Scagliola .
used 'music' while Gil and Geneivive reférfed to 'pop muéic'. These
.topics were of.éreatér ;nterest_tq the gifls in both of these studies
while the present study fOuﬁd no significant difference.

Table 26 summarizes these comparisons. ’
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Summar1¥of'the Investigation

The inA%nt of this study was to invest&gate‘studen:’interests at
the junior high school level in -order to develop a.list of topics of
.conversational interest that could be_usedlinldeveloping communicative
activities for Lhe Frenc§A§1a§srgqm. In the first stage of the study,
one hundred and thirty-six Grade Seven and Grade Niﬁe students from
three juniorihigh schools complefed an oﬁep—énded questionnairé. It
asked them to list questions they would like to ask a nati&é speaker .
of Fredcﬁhfrom Quebec of the same age and of the same or‘different_~>
sex. Sevéhty—five high f;gquency questions generated from‘the‘
open-ended qUeStionnaire'were uséd'to develop a second questidnﬁaire.
This sgcondvquestionnaire washadministered to one hundred and
sixéy—five Gréde-Seven'and Grade Nifie studénts from three other junior
. high schools. These students were”asked to rate the seQenty—five
quesﬁions uéiﬁg a five point Likert séa}e as to whetﬁér or not théy
wouI& be interestéed in -asking a native speakef of French from Quebec»
' that'particular Question.

, A principle factor. component analysis followed by,Kaiser'é

varimax rotation was cbnducﬁed; On the basis Qf Carrell's Scree Test
(1966) and interprgtabiliﬁy, a seventeen factor solution was deemed to
be'approbriate.. During phe factor analysis, it was féund that three -
questions were not ciustering with the others énd were dropped from

the pool of quéstions. Interviews were then held‘with:four Grade

§even students and four Grade Nine students to verify the factors and
. o - ‘ ,
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generate broad topic headings for each factor. A Three-Way ANOVA was
used to make comparisons ahong gender, grade and program for each
factor, and the overall degree of interest in the various categories.

.
The Findings

RR)

This study identigied sgventeen broéd categories of junior high
school éﬁudent interests defined by sevenfy—twb questiéns. An overall
coﬁparison»of the de%;eeloﬁ-intereét in the topics generated found
éome significant diﬁ%erenqgs. .The girls'ilevel of interest in these.
topics was higher §Ran thé boys' and, while the girls' interést

i

increased significéhtly from Grade Seven ‘to Graqs Nine, the boys'
interest decreased. .The female students;not CUrrently.enrolled in a
French prognaﬁ generated the highest level of interest across the
three programs, while the boys not currently'enrolled in a French
program generated ﬁhe lowest level of interés&. Significant
differehées between gender, grade and program in épecific topics of}
interest were also found. There were several two-way interactioné and
one three-way interaction. Specific results for these interactions
jcén be found in Chaptér-V. The findings from_the present study would
supporﬁ previous research results that indicate a differedce between
female interests and male inter?sts. The present_findings also
indicate that there are differences in interests among grade levels as

well between programs.



Implications of the Findiﬁgs

Ay

Interest is an important factor in motivation. Whéther it be in
the French, language arts or social studies classroom, student
interests should be taken into consideration if we are to provide our

[y

students with a motivatiﬁé ana meaningful experience. This study has
provided not only brogd topics that junior high s;hool stﬂdenté are .
interested in, but specific subtopics in each of the categories. This
information is summarized in Table 6. This table could be used as a
reference for French as a sécond language educators in choosing tobics‘
around which to center communicative activities in the second language
classroom. The use of these topicsxshould provide students with the
opportunity o engage in conversation that is ihterestihg and
meaningfui. If intergst influences motivation, as has been previously
suggested, then these classroom experiences should stimulate further
learning. !

In the first st ge of this study the students géﬁgrated_tWO«
. hundfed and thirty-one questiéns that they would be intqgested in
asking a Fremch speaking person\frdm Quebec who was fheir own age and
the same and the opposite sex. H6wever,ksince'the second
.‘questionnaire had to be adﬁinistered within one %lass period and thé
attention span of the students'neéded‘gd be taken into:account, only
seventy-five of these questions were used- to construct the |
questionnaire for the second part of thé/study. Table 27 lists
additional questioni geﬁerated.by the students in Stage One of the

study that were not used in constructing the second questionnaire

owing to these constraints, but-yhich'were also high freduency



interest items. These questions have been subjectively placed in one

of the"catééories that were established in Stage Twp of the presentt
study. This list should be used to supplement Table 6. |

This research should not be looked upon as an end in itself, but
as a contribution to a very important area of educatioﬁal research in

the quest to make léarning an éctive and‘fulfilling experience.

-Suggestioﬁs for Further Research

w

[ L

Suggestions for further research are listed below.

1. The original intent‘of the present.study was to compare the

interests of studgnts éprolled in a French program to those

students who did not have any second language 1earning’experience.

The present study%should be rgpliéated to’ include a group of

students who have had no coﬁtact with a second language in order to

obtain a cross—comparison ;ith the interests of thosg students who

have had exposure to a second languagenlearning sitygtiqp; Such a

éomparisonlshould provide iﬁsighp into,the characteristics of ¢

students -attracted to a second laﬁguage program. )

2. The present study found some differencks in interest between
students enrolled in the Six—Ye;r French program, the Nine—Year
French proégam and tﬁose not currently enrolled in French. Further

) }eséarch.should be conducted that explains the difference.in
stﬁdent interests among different French programs.

3. The students who participated in this study were from a large urban

center in Alberta. A more global piéture of junior high school'

student interests might be disclosed if research were undertaken

51
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which included’ students from the vgrioug parts of the country and
from vart&us tybes of community. . '%ﬁ
4, In the present study junior high school students were su;Veyéd; An
investigation which also included both elementary and s?nior high
school students ;ould reveal existing develgpmental patterns not
discerned by.thisyétudy.‘ ” :
5.bComgunicatfye language teaching centers around the needs and
interests of bbth éhe group and the }ndividual student. Second
language teachers have intuitively'grepared programs to meet these
needs and interests. ‘Résearch whiéh cdm'éfed teachers; perceptions‘
of student interests to ghe actual inte sg; expressed.b§ theig |
students wouldireveal whether teachers' peérceptions are rgflective

of students' expressed interests.

6. The present;study dealt solelvaith French as/ a Second ngguage.w

programs. An investigation which com he interests .of
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"What kind of person are you?" and "What¥would you‘like to be when

J

>

you grow up?", held deep personal meaning for the students.
Further investigation of these two questions;might disclose

important aspects of the life world of juniof high school students.

3



Taple 1 NSRS o

of .-
.

. S%udent Dié:tribution Agcording. to Sex and Prggram ir Sfage One of the Si:ug/

B
TN S Program
4 Ch Y o

. ‘)q; ; . . . . =t . ‘ //
Genderl- 7-62 . 962 7.95  g-g¢° 72 . of . Total
_Male b . e 167 - 12 7 s 3 7
Female” . 2Aa 20 . M g EIS R 84

l ' y ! " : : " . ' N ) : L4 . *r
.Total . . 38. B 23 , .26 o7 A4 0136 .

) ‘ )

Cov

Note. - dIndicates Grade .7 six year program.  PIndicatés Grade 9.six year program.

:CIndicates»Gra_dé 7. nine year program. 8 gIndi'ca'tes Grade 9 nime year Ipr‘ogrgm.

e . ) L . . | . . . o
Indic‘:a-ég;[;rade 7.mot currently studying French. vvfIndic'ates" Grade 9 not currently -

‘studyintijrench, S S AR . : “‘*’ oy -

A S



Table 2° a . e 'ngé&

‘Catégor;es of Interest Used in Stage One of the Study

.

0y

'Familys Facts ‘ s \ Pl'e‘rsonal I-nfof
. R . .‘!‘_
Fa'mil)'e Relaﬁio;%r;ips‘ ( o _ ‘Pefson‘al Qualities
FaéH’inn; ; ' Preferences s
Friends: Attitudes - BETSE Quebect ‘Attﬁit;ude
F‘riénds:, 'Fa-‘cts ‘ E k FO‘.uebe'c: Cultu;e ,
qu?.bieé ‘ . ' N " Quebec: D;scription and Tfav"el
Home. ?.pdaLlulng oot . . ) . ‘ Quebec: Food ‘
" Interests/Activities | j ~ School: Attitude
Jobs. ., . . ‘ ' School: Informatli‘on.
Lessons . o . o  Sports: Activities
s

Likes and Dislikes Sports: Likes*

Movies o - Television
Music: Information e - Travel
_ . e
. ! . 3 . Y k3 :
Music: Personal Activities : Vehicles

.

Music: Preferemces

Note. : The categories -are listed ‘ln alphabetical order..



Table 3

Seventx—flve High Frequency Questlons Generated in Stage Dne of _the Study

BREA YA

Faailx: Facts

How many bro@hers and sisters do ,you
have?

Do you have any parts?:
- What do your parents do for a living?

. Fam;ly. Relatlonshlps

What is your faHilYklike?¢

What are your brothers and sisters like?

What are your.parents lie?

. Fashions

What kind of clothes do you 1ike?
What kind of -clothing is in style?

Friends' Attltudes

What are your friends like?

Are you interested in boys/girls?,

What do you like in boys/girls?

What is your boyfriend/girlfriend like?
What is (are) your best friend(s) like?
Friendss Facts o : .; rix

Do you have a t:aoyf‘rlend/glrlf’rlend’7
Do.yop haue,lotsﬁgﬁ:frlends at school?

Hobbies

What are your shphbies?

* Home_and leing : s e

What is your home like? ~ Gie
What is your bedroom like?
Have. yody ever, moved?

‘Interests/ActiviEies’

What do you do in your spare tlme°
~What doyou like to read?
Do you' like parties? .
' : g N
Lessons x
£E320Ns 4
Do you take:lessons in anything outside
of sghool?

Likes and Dislikes

wﬁat are;you; likes and dislikes?
What do you like to -talk about?

B

" What problems do y

Movies

What kind of movies do you like or
dislike?. »

What is your favorite movie?

Musics lnformation

who are the popular musicians. in
Quebec? L o

4

mus1c. Personal Activities

Do you play any musical 1nstruments°

Musice Preferences

What kind. of mysic do you }ike?
, Who is your Favorlte singer or group°
What is your .favorite song?

Personal Information

e

What is your name?

. Where do you live?

How old are you?

Where were you born?

Uhat would you llke to be when you grom
up?

When is your birthday?

What is your phone number? S

Personal Qualities

What kind of  person are you?

What hopes and ero you have?
Have? o

/

What kinds of foodiao you like?
»Wihat kinds of “animals do .you like? o

What is your faverite colon?
What is your favorite drink?

Uhat is it like to live in Quebec?

Quebec: Culturél’

what holidays do you celebrate in
-Quebeqy

- Do -a lot of people speak Engllsh in
Duebec°

56



Table 3

v

Seventy-five High Frequency Questions Generated in Stage One of the Study (Continued)

Quebec: Description and Travel

How is -Quebec different from here?
Da you have a major shopping mall like

West Edmonton Mall?

' Qﬁébec: Food

What klnd of foods do they eat in
Quebec? . y
What are the good restaurants?

~ School: Attitude

ra

- Do you like school?

What are your favorite subjects?
What are your teachers like?

What do you like amd dislike about
school? -

e

School: Information .

What school do:.you go to?
What are your-marks like?
What grade are you in?

What is your school 1ike?
mhat subJects ‘do you take? -
" yhat is your best subject?

Sports: Likes

‘Travel .

' Vehiciesff

Sports¢ Activities

b

3

What kind of sporks dd you play?

What kind of sports do you like?

» What is your favorite sport?
Who is your favorite sports personallty°

o

Television

what is your favorite TV show?
Who is your favoritg actor/actress°
What TV programs do you watch?.
What soap operas de—yau—match°

“

’

4

Where have you travelled?’

" What weuld you like to know. about

Edmonton?

1

What .is your favorite car? N
Do you have your learmer's permit?

57



Table 4

s

“Student Distribution According to Sex and Program in Stage Two of the Study

.

.

i} . - Program

‘/;. .

vll . ' 1

Gendel, . 7-62 g9-gb 7-9¢. . -g-g9d 78 of Total
‘ 9

Male-' - i 6 12 15" 16 12 .13, (A
Female . ° 18 13 15 23 8 14 91
Total =~ ¢ 2"- 15 3. . 27 . 165

o S - . K]

: SRS

K3
g

Note. aInd{Egteé G

¢

[

7

rade 7 six year program.

bIndicateé Grade 9 six year program.

CIndicates Grade 7 nine year program. 91ndicates Grade 9 nine year program.

'

e \ N . .
: IndicateS'Grade 7 not currently studying French. fIndicates Grade 9 not currently

studying Frenqﬁﬁ

V.
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Table S

e

Total Dopulatioﬁ

Orthogonal Factors Derived From the Interest Ratings of the

I
what are your Favorlte
' sub3ects° .769 -
What is your best
-+ subject? .722
“What' sub jects do you
take? .652
What do you like and
dislike about school?
.627
what do you do in your
spare time? .583
Do you like school? .580
What do- you like to read?

read? .426
- What is your school
© like? 315
What are your teachers
like? .386
o v

What kind of foods do
they eat in Quebec?
.736 )

What"holidays do you

celebrate in Quebec? .653

Who -are the popular
mUSlClanS in Quebec?
570 .
- Have you ever moved?
.539
What are the good
restaurants? .499

VII

What kind of sports do
you like? .B856

What kind of sports do

ou play? .8

whgt lg ygur faQ' ite
sport? .752

Who is your favorite
sports. personality?

11

Who is your favorite
singer or group? .784

What kind of music do you

1like?.  .793
What "is your favorite y
song? 711

Do you like parties?

What is your favorite

drink? . .417

Do you have a major

shopping mall ‘like
West Edmonton’ Mall?
357 » .

v

What is your family like?

‘What are your parents

like? 751

What is your home like?
.628

What are your brothers
and sisters like? .478

VIII

. How old are you? .701
hat school do you go

to? .496

' What grade are you in?

_ Where do you live? .479

When is your blrthday°
477

. What is your phone

number?. .463

How many brothers and
sisters do you have? ’
448 |

Where. were you born’7 .377

I

What is your
boyfriend/girlfriend
like? .B04

Are you interested in
boys/qirls? .718

Do you have a boyfrlend/
girlfriend? .680

~ UWhat do you like in.

boys/girls? .637

What kind of clothing is
in- style? ,407

What kind of clothes do
you like? 370

VI oo

What TV programs do you
wateh? 657

What kinds of foods do
you like? ..B36

What is your ‘favorite TV
show? .570

Who is your favorite
actor/actress? ~.477

What is your favorite
movie? .441

What kind of movies do
you like or dlsllke°
.433

X

What problems do you
have? ,755

What ‘hopes and dreams do

_ you have? ,582

What  are your likes and
dislikes? .535

What do you like to talk
about? .499

What is your bedroom

like? .430
What are your marks
like? .399



Table 5 : v : ’
Orthoqonal Factors Derived from the Interest Ratings of the Total Population (Continued)
1 ' ’ :

X _ @ X1 ‘ XIT

How is Quebec different ' What are your friends ‘ Do you have any pets?
from herggds 717 “  like? .688 .752
What -is it like to %Eveﬁ . Do you have lots of What kinds of animals do
" inm Quebec? .685 ~ friends at school? .617 - you like? .B76
Do a lot of people speak What is your best friend
Englisgy in Quebec? .S565 . like? .605
What would you like to What are your hobbies?
know about Edmonton? 414
467 ’ : .
XIIT XIv ) XV
What do your parents do ~  What is your name? -.621 Do you have a learner's
for a living? .716 ~ What ‘soap operas do you permit? 670 :
' . © . watch? ,390 What is your favorite
~car? .523
» XVI . : TXVIT
Do you playégny musical Wphere have you . :
instruments? .776 . travelled? .737 .o .

Do you take lessons in
anything outside of
school?  .413 .



ble

StudentAIntefest Inveqtory

#1 School ‘ . ¥8 Personal Information
P ,
What -are your favorite subjects? How old are you?
What is your best subject? What school do you go to?
What subjects do you take? - ) llhat grade are you in?
What do you likg.\and dlsllke about Where do you live?

school? O " When is your birthday?
What do you do l‘n mur spare time? - - What is your phone number?
Do you like school? ‘.How many brothers and sisters do you
What' do you like to read? - have?
What is your school like? ' "’phere were you born?
What are your teachers like? L4

’ #9 Personality .
#2 Leisure Time Activities
‘ What problems do you have? .

Who is your favorite simger or group" What, hopes and dreams do you have?
What kind of music do you like? "' <. What are your likes and dislikes?
What is your favorite song? : What do you like to talk about?
Do you like parties? . What is your bedroom 11ke?
What is your favorite drink? ' luhat are your marks like?
Do you have a major shopping mall llke

West Edmonton Mall? “ w3 10 Cultural Comparisons

What soap operas do you \uatch'7 .
How is Quebec different from:here?

#3 Relatlonshlps ce What is it like to live in Quebec?
Do a lot of people speak English m

What is your boyfrlend/glrlfrlend lJ.ke'7 Quebec?”

Are you interested in boys/qgirls? What would you like to know about

Do you have a boyfrlend/ irlfriend? . Edmonton?

What do you like in boys?girls'? .

What kind of clothing is in style? #1 Friends and Hobbies

What kind of clothes do you like?
: What are your friends like? )
#a Ouebec Culture . Do you have lots of friends at school?

What is your.best friend like?
WUhat kJ.nd of foods do they eat in : _ What are.your hobbies?
- Quebec? : : _
What holidays do you celebrate _in..—————- §12 Animals
Quebec? -
Who are the popular musicians in Quebec” Do you have any pets?
Have you ever moved? what kinds of . animals do you 1ike?

What are the good restaurants?

#13 Parent Factors
#5 Family Life '

k Nhét do your parents do for a living?
What is your family like? ' Co

WUhat are your parents like? #14 Name .
What is your home like? . . '
What are your brothers and sisters like? What is your name?
#6_Entertainment B ' » K15 Cars
What TV programs do you watch? Do you have a’ learner's permit?
What kinds of foods do you like? . What is your | favorite car?
What is your favorite TV show? :
Who is your favorite %ctor/actress? #16 Extra Curucular Actlv:.tles
What is your favorite movie? . 4
What kind of movies do you llke or Do-you play any musical instruments?
. dlsllke” . F ) Do ¥0u take lessons in anyth:.ng out.side
# 5 t S o . ' : school?
7 Sports .
- 4 : . #17 Travel
" What kind _of sports’ do you hke" | ‘ . '
" What kind of . sports. do you play?.: ;' Where have you travelled?

‘What is your favorite sport?’
" Who is your favor:.te sports personahty”
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Table 7 ‘ . “

| ] \ ' .
HoyU; E£atimate of Reliability For £ach Orthogonal Factor and Total Study

[}

FACTOR 1 ' FACTOR 7

Number of items = 9 . Number of items = 4
Mean = 30.65 L Mean = 13.40
Stamdard Deviation = 7.18 Standard Deviation = 3.85

Hoyt Estimate of Reliability = 0.83 Hoyt Estimate of Reliability
FACTOR 2 FACTOR 8

Number of items = 7 . ' Number of items = 8

Mean = 25.11 Megn = 31.53

Standard Oeviation = 5.64 ; Standard Deviation = 5.36

Hoyt Estimate of Reliability =.0.77 Hoyt Estimate of Reliébility
FACTOR 3 'FACTOR 9

Number of items = 6 e oo Number of items = 6

Mean = 22,33 e Mean = 17.44

Standard Deviation = 4.80
0.79 1 Hoyt Estimate of Reliability

Standard Deviation = 5.43
Hoyt Estimate of Reliability

Fgﬁroa 4 ‘ . FACTOR 10

Number of-items = 5 Number of items‘i 4

Mean = 15.04 - Mean = 15.22 :
Standard Deviation = 4,91 Standard Deviation = 3.91
Hoyt Estimate of R%}iability = 0.74 Hoyt Estimate of Reliability
FACTOR 5 & FACTOR 11

Number of items = 4 . Number of items = 4
Mean = 12.18 . Mean = 13.10
Standard Deviation = 3.9 Standard Deviation = 3.10

'Hoyt_Estimate of Reliability = 0,77 o Hoyt Estimate of Reliability
FACTOR 6 ' ‘ FACTOR 12

‘ o :

Number of items = 6 . . Number of items = 2

Mean = 20.37 - Mean = 6.55 ‘

Standard Deviation = 2.25
0.79 Hoyt Estimate of Reliability

Standard Deviation = 5.14
_ Hoyt Estimate of Reliability

]

1}

i

0.81

0.72

0.68

0.77

0.54

0.7
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. Number of items = i\ _%“

- Hoyt Estimate of Reliability

Table 7

foe

i

¢

Hozré Estimate of Reliability For Each Orthogonal Factor and Total Study (Continued)

B

i ' 4

FACTOR 13 ! b

Number of items = 1
Mean = 3.13 y
Standard Deviation = 1.28

Hoyt Estimate of Reliability = N/A

FACTOR 14 S

Mean = 4.76

W
Standard Deviation = 0.82

N/A
FACTOR 15

Number of items = 2

. "Mean = 5.78

§

Standard Deviation = 2.17

' Hoyt Estimate of Reliability = 0.50

FACTOR: 16

Number of items = 2

Mean = 5,74

Standard Deviation = 2.05
Hoyf ﬁstimate of Reliability

FACTOR 17

Number of items =1

Mean = 3.97

Standard Deviation = 1.07
Hoyt Estimate of Reliability

3
FACTOR 18 - TOTAL
S

Number of items = 72

Mean = 246.36

Standard Deviation = 33.67
Hoyt Estimate of Reliability

"

i}

i

0.49

/A

0.9
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Table 8

Subtest Intercorrelations for the Seventeen Factors Generated in Stage Two of‘the Study

64

A

Variable

- t 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1M 12 13 14 15 16 17
1100
2 22 100 o .
3 4 53 100 g
4 s2 28 8 100
5 30 3. 14 28 100
6§ 22 59 25 25 3 100
7 16 18 1 22 2 28 100
8 4 17 18 3% 20 5 -3 100 ’
9 44 28 27 33 3% 25 2 31 100
10 48 -7 =6 46 48 -2 6 33 29 100 ‘
1177 5128 28 40 49 24 16 20 45 34 100
12 4 32 1% 26 20 27 1 3 38 13 27 100
13 17 3 10 15 2% M -4 514 15 19 6 100 .
% 10 4 16 4 11 S5 4 3B 3 8 4 9 -1 100

15 1 4 3% 11 -0 38 2 -6 5 -15 4 3 -3 0 100.
16 40 23 12 38 21 2% 6 24 22 ,3 3B .3 13 8 5 100
17 22 17 4 2% 4 22 19 16 18 18 19 19 5 -6 10 16 100
Total 72 61 46 67 47 55 30 S5 63 48 65 52 23 20 28 50 33

_4

Note. (Correlation multiplied by 100 for clarity.
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—Jable 10 o" ’ 68
'+ Apalysis of Variance For Sex, Grade .and.Program : /
s Source of T . oo )
"-Variation af . k. - MS * F
" School . 5 - )
Sex s 1 : e 878.280 - 20.082%
Grade (G) U~ 1 TN o 13.576 0.310
Program (P ‘ S2 ‘. 55.373 4. 1.288
. SxG 1 . 35,945 * 0,822
S xP 2 ' 135.828. 3.108*
Gx P 2 ©48.621 , 1.112
S xGxP 2= "~ 98.696 . ' 2.257 -
Residual 153 ' 43,734 o
.. Total 164 @
0t . ‘ . 3 . e
LeiSure Time , v
. Activities B - . -
Sex {§) = ", 1 , ' 220.643" “7.348%
Giade {G) 1 . . (K 1 1,280
Program (P)- . 2. . 3.518 < 0,783
o SxG -~ ’ . 1.0 S ‘ 92,576 3.083
S x P 2 : ‘ o B4.4B1 . 2.147
GxP . - 2 N : 1.356 0.045 2
Sx G xP > o 2 K - 47,088 - 1~,588 .
" Residual - 153 . 30.028 !
Total 164 : S
*Relationships " } . ’
~Sex - (S). . 87.123 3.141
Grade (G). ; ", 131,549 4,742%
.. Program (P) - + 5,049 1. 07182
. S9.x G i 160.693 - 5.793%
S x-g . 2 - 30.250. . _ . 1.090
G ox B _ 54.4B4 R -1.964 »
SXGxP 12,035, 0,434 -3
Residual’ 27,739 . o ey
fota' B O
. -Quebec Culture v .
Sex (S) . 1 221,005 10.039* —
Grade (G) . . 1 11.457 & 0.519
_ Program (P) 2 42,577 1.930
.5 x G : - 0 . o 98.495 . 3 «4B5¥% ,
. SxP L2 e 40.942 ¢ 1.856
GxP . 2 7.797 oo 000352
.S xGxP 2. 6.420 . 0:291
"+ Residual « 183 ST < 22,058 ! S
: Total. 184 " " IR . -
. -Family Life o - . Lo sl : r
L Sex {S) 1 / ' 103,769 - ~7.,140% .
° Grade (G? 1 N . 0.0Q0 : \/ . 0.000 -
- Program_ (P). 2. ' 50.075 C U 3.045%
AL LE S 1 C 43,70 i 2.970
S x P e 3-2' : . © 4,951 : B.3417 - "
LB ox P NG 2 . 22,155 3 1.524
S xGxP e 2 5.058 0.348
.. Aesidual . » 153 144534 -
" Total 164 T . , >
- A ST i .




’ ' . . - . ) ’ ‘. (B \
‘Table 10 B St S TR -69'
Analysis of Variance For Sex, Grade and Prdgram (Cont:inhed) -
Source’ of - o ‘ Lo N
Variation_'- . df o ‘ ms o F
Entertainment : : , S5 _
Sex (S) 1 54.605 . 2,084 .
Grade’ (GZ 1 6.850 v o 0.261 _ T
Program (P 2 ' 36.63 Ty o 1.398 R
5 x G 1 ©10.410 oo 0.397 . .
S xP 2 50.276 : . 1.919 : "
G xP 2 10.549 c e 0,403 .
SxGxP- " . 2 : _25.279 : S - .018 B :
[Residual 153 26.206 - e W -u
Total : 164 . ; A ?
.-Sports . ‘ . C ‘ . s o ) 1'{ ’ﬁ
Sex (S) S , 132.195 .. 9.437% :
Grade.(GZ‘ ' 1 oo 46,527 . 3.321
Program (P) 2 ‘ 4.733 . o 0.338 ..
SxG ¢ 4 ] 0.942 : 0.067
S xP . o2 ' 37.964 o 2.709 - |
G xPy . 2 I 5.045 o . 0,380 7
SXGXP . R 1.869 | Py .
Residual , 183 - e - 14,008 . . . , e
Total » o 164 : o A ‘ L
Personal - ,.. R R .‘\ HR o
Information™,; "~ r- n N ' : o . ) /
" Sex (8] ' 1 29.208% ’
Grade (G) - T 1,382
Program (P) - 2 . 0,885
S'x 6 N R , , ‘ T 0,000 0
2 xp T R X I
CxP R 2ye Mee . - LGB0y
SxGxp B @ zﬁ‘ﬁ% RENPPARSS () 5 ' g J "0.256 - SR
Residyal . -~ 153 R 123,686 L L »
”-Tt.Jt'a‘l - 164ﬂ ‘. | ‘ S o e '
" Personality g ' ‘ ST
Sex (9) - W 575.316 - 29.457% .
‘Grade (G) . 1.0 o ©1.593 : 0.082,
+, Program (P) - 2. ' 15.889. - 0.814
5% G T 24.5%6 . . 1.258 L
S xP - 2 - o 41,100 ¢ - 2,06 S
Gx P : ‘ 2 S ©oT 3,649 - - 0.187 : o
CSxGxP e L2 11.892 ., 0608 -
Residual o 153 S v oqgs3n v - S : ,
B Total X : 164 S ‘ ' o _ . g 3
Cultlral = . O S o c T ‘,,“ .
lCompzt’ﬁons R ot O LT : IR
Csek () 1 T 458,671 L -1 R
 Grade {G) - S S S coa 27232 1.977- o
' Program (P) 2 4911 « 0,397 .
Sx G : 1 T 6.016.. .~ 20,637
s& p-. 2 35.216°77 (o .o 2,857 :
CxP . .20 e ©224820 ¢ T T TUALBBs T g
S X GxP . 2 s LT 21512 S ieer
- *Residual - - 153 C © 13,775 PR
Total i\ N |-UR : : S T S N




' Table 10

Analysis of Variance For Sex, Grade and Program (Uorﬁtmued) .

t-h
ot

Source of

-

Total

Variaiion Ldfl s Fr
, F‘lrient':lsq,and ’ .
. Hgbbies B .

Sex (sz ) R . a?.gos 5. 146%-

Grade (G A . 1.077- 0.116

Program (P) 2 24,468 2.628

SxG - - SR 11.647 1.251°

S x P 2 , o 6.647, 0.714

gvx g o S R %.025 0.217

S x G x s v : .966 0.426 .
"Residual 153 . © 9,309 ‘
Total 164 R

Animal’s o .

' [":FS‘ 1 105.529 ., 25,670 -
.Grade (G ) 1 21.964, 5.343%
Program (P) 2 5. 028 1,223
S x G . -26.820 6.524%
5 xP 2 . 15.367 3.738%
Gxp 2 F 2.522 0.614
SxGxP 2.493 0.606 .
Residual 153 T SosaAMm :

Tntal 164
. . W
- 'Parent Factors - ‘

'gexd(szc ! . {13.39'9 ' 0.628

rade ) - 0.823 O 7

Program’ ZP) ‘ 2 ! © 1,937 1%&

S x G 1 0.015 0.0p9
S x.P 2 © 7 0.09 0.054
W xP 2 - 0.587 0.347

: S X .}_(IP ' 5% : ' 0.1632 s .0.078

) a: 1 R 1.890 )

- Toté® 164 ' - SN

Name .

Sex () 1o 0.015 0,026

~Grade {(0) 1 - © 0,182 0.233
- Progran () 2 w 0.566 0.7

i S E 1.756 - 2.708

- P S 1.762 2.717

G x E - 2 . 1.622 7N 2,501

% G x -_— 2 1.088 1.678

Residual’ , ‘13%\') -0.648 '

:Tatal 188~" ~ v :
—— - X " ’ .

Gdars ; L N
@sexd(szc o : RO A 0.281
8rade L ’ 08 11.,994%

. ,»fgrogram EP) 2 © 90640 2.358

Sxg I 7.567 1.890

S x 2 a . 17.672 4. ,475%

g X E P g oo ) - - 20.639 5.156%"

x G 'x . S . C 2,09 0.522 .

Residual - 153 o 4,003 L
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Table 10 Yoo L )
Analysis. of Variance Far Sex, Grade and Program (Continued) o
“Source of . S * .
Variation df . s F
Extra—lﬁ:ri‘cular . v
Activities . . :
]
Sex (S) 1 ©49.500 ¢ 14,289"
Grade (G) 1 4,185 . \ 1.20
Program (P) 2 5.603 : 1.617
S xG 1. 27.914 ! 8,057
Sx P ; : 2 19.108 5.515*
"G x P 3 2 0.481 0.133
SxGxP . i 2 . 11,50 3.320%
Residual ‘ 153 . 3,485
Total 164, - . L .
. Q : S R
1 R Y'Y - T 6.896" i
1 CL2.4M »12.273 S
2 . -0.493 _ 0 D.454 N
1 "o s 0.855° 0,788
2 sy 2,282 7 A © 2,106
2 N 0,352 0 8 0.325 .
‘ ' 2 .2ye” - 1.9399 : 1.844
Residual ' 153 1.084
Jotal 164 : A
TOTAL - _
Sex (S) . . 271104.017 . 29.,489%
Grade (G) 1 79.002 0.086
Program { 2 508.769 . 0.554 &
S x G 1 4885.011 . 5.402% "
Sxp-* 2 . 2893.020 % ;o 3.148% .
. 2 - - . 1228.008 1.336 .
P, . 2. L 341,97 0.372
igal o153 K 919.117 -
¢ ‘.- N 15a . -

Note. ¥@k<. .05



Table 11~

, ‘
* |

1 « |

Mean of Subtest Scores for Each Factor Which Showed a Significant Diffefence .

1y

Gender Grade Program
Factor ' Male Female .+ Seven Nine Six ‘Nine =~ . No ,
— : Year Year French
. . ; ‘
Schiool 27.96  32.85 | ,
‘ , . i 14 ’
Leisure Time 23.82 - 26.15
Activities ' ’
Relation- ) 23.38 21.58
ships ter 9 M
Quebec ©13.68 16415 e
Culture . b . <
R4 ' -

~ "Family Life 11..22 12.97 &9 12.81 . 10.83

Entert3ng s T ' f

y Y @

‘Sports 4. h 12 56 '
. . o 7 ' .

Pgrsongl » 29.19 v 33,44 ’:;}‘#. . 4

Personality " 15.30 19 19 R S

' oo ¥

Cultural + 1611 16.12 T * S . R

Comparisons o & 3 N

Friends and 1242 1365 ~ o x" S

Hobbies: : L Lo . - .

. ; .. -':\\ & . i

. Animals 5.69 7.25 6.95 5.23, ., : %

. . 3 : v U
Parent ' ! .
Factors - . - . ¢
Nafne L . ! . ' \ .
Cars ' \ ANy 5.18 .26 -

* Extra- - 5,11 6.25 S .
Curricular.” . . p '
Activities - ’ /

Travel '/3.73' 4.16 : 3 :
Note. - "No' French' refers to programs where students are not currently enrolled in

French but may have had some g{eumus exposure to a second language learnmg situation.
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Table 12 , Yoo . N

Mean Scores for Total Questionnaire by G‘er;der and ,Grade

. . | . Grade //

Gender - ° ' ‘ P B - 9 .

Male . v 238§ . 226.51
Female: . 251. ' < 263.46

SR '

2504t T - .
:' 94 . . : L Legend \ - - .
5 2404 ‘ : o——0 Male :
~ - i Female
o 230 T
. <ZI \ 1 L N
h‘220‘> \ >
2 x\ N 3

. | )y, | . .
1
s, , & ) , |

R . c—,‘° - S .
Ay . ’GRADE= S
. ‘ N ‘) .
‘ , . :@# o - E . ”[ﬁw.,“, ; )
'o o ? o : S
.Figdrﬂé L -Cdmpafi‘son ,p? mx&%:i'weéngsn&ér and Gradg for Total Ques‘tionna:t.re
N s K : L o . o v ! [T
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Q’N_q__ 'No Fré\hch' refers tq‘programs ‘where students are not currently enrollewn\

*‘Table 13

,7‘4

Kl

. s ¢ R ) P N ) L o .
i i ) stionnalre.
Figure 2. Cgmparlson of Nearws Egtwge‘n Ger\der‘ gnd Program’ for Totél ng_ : .

i

S

':S:‘ - : P R . T AT
Mean Scores for Total Questignnaize DLGehder and Pfoqfam ) i
. . 1 M . 5 . L
a p ’! »'
. rogram .
H o : - " '{' - » y
Gender N - Six Year Nine Year "No French
Male 237.78 o | .237.03 " 220,72
Female | : : 260.42 252.45 265.36
“ . '
: . |
’ .o” .l
- ; |
[ ! . * -
. A N ) A ‘.
. .«
: ¢ .
3| -
- W . L "~ ) :
ca 270+ ; .
-o ., L
S 1. . P
! - * o ’ ¢ e -
— 260 ~ o - )
L‘ﬁ C T - - -7 - “
. ' W i
F 250+ . : _
2T e Legend $ -
N < . ’ &l a - - L
ey : ®] " g0 Maje .
N\ © 240+ . —
A O— } w---x Female ‘
w ' A
O 2307 > N
- { ’
" 2201 ;
/r b X 5 ) ”
U 1 T L gl
o8 { A
~ e & " < .
- ' ~ N
| R PROGRAM @‘ R
- ;
AT :
T ' 4 - - Bn

- French but may. have- had some .. prevmus exposure to a second language 1earnwg situdtion.

° P
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~Table-14 = o e
Mean of Subtest Sco(g/fgr Factor 3: Relatidnships by Gender_ and Gpade
v . N : :
Grade ~ e v
. ) . N A . ‘:‘m ’\\ ‘."‘-—'———. A ; ! ,
Gender e : 7 8", .
’ T : : ‘ C e~ -
Male T 23.85, ' 19,73
Fema'le.' : 3 . ¥ 23,000 Y S 2300 g
B ‘ . A o . l v
I
K ,‘\ ) Y . ©
= : | & . * "
- '“ W . . ‘A*‘ A:B W S {ﬁ"-c\fﬂs‘
G - S ' "
£ F) . >
& b - ‘ . ]
. Y
w &
8 N Legend
” 40.4 " o——0 Male
- ’ . ’ -—-
P i . ‘ % --~-x Femaie
w .
~ 30
a
A T .
? 204
. u. » . .
) Q Fage s
"z e‘10 .
w,. . A
= ' R
o . @ )
v QQ,E‘ * Q\Q " ~ "
'06 g .bﬁ
*ob{_ Q)‘p .
- @
. ‘ L
GRADE |
N\ .
24

V

- - « > . H - R "3
Fiqure 3. Comparison of Means Betueen Gender and Grade for Factor 3 Relationships
figuie . ,-ame [ . ! , > - '
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Table 15 - . .
means of Subtest Scores for Factor 4: Quebec Culture by Gender and Grade
Grade
Cendgr . _ 7 g
Male 14.30 1347
. i J . :
Female .. 15.20 16.94,
» : ‘.
-
.- R -
.-&nﬁ. " - !
. - . Q- LT
" "‘n ‘o R 4 >
e ¥y
’ 3 . .ﬂ&,&‘ -
o
' . i ’ ' ’. .
s ' [ KO
8 ‘q . S g y ‘. v
O sl A .
g 4‘&.‘1‘1 ,ﬁ‘, - ‘i £A
“u ‘. e g——o0 Male |
B30T R : . % - Femal
RE -—--=x Fema
2 pap M o , ¢
20 L ,
"5 b - -~ ,.“""‘..v;;fg_‘.g—_‘—___.—-___“x ‘
z 10 o o, -0 -
Cowl o ' g
= .
3} *Tol ; T .
N . . LI » ’
N 40_ ' \Q
: ', Q‘(oe, bﬂb\; \
\ob. O )
G, . [ .
: | ' \
GRADE
- o
Vs ’, : . .
) Figut'e 4, Comparison of Means Between Gender and—6rade—for—Factor 42 'Qiebec Culture.

RN



" Table 16

Means .of Subtest Scores for

Factor 12: Animals by Gender and Grade

—

Figure 5. .Comparison of ,Means Between Ggn
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Table 17 " Ui .

Means of Subtest Scofes fox; Factor 16: Extra-Curricular Actiuig‘&ﬁ;&ﬁemﬂer and Grade
Grade .

Gender T g

Male | % 5.45 \‘, ' 4,83

Famale ‘ L 5.66 e ' 6,76
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Table 18 | . o A

Means of Subtest Scores for Factor 12: Animals by Gender and Program

~ Program ' -
Gender | "Six Year : Nine Year " No French
Male . 5.39 6.16 5.32

Female ' 6.90 . 7.00 8.18
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Table 19 Coen
means of Subtest-Scores for Factor 1: School by Gender and Program
' Program
. y
Gender Six Year Nine Year No French
‘ ! L Y
Male 31.96 27.87 25.48
Female 32.29 33.13 33.14
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Table 20 ‘ ' _ r 0. i
Means of Subtest Scores for Factor 1B: Extra-Curricular ActYuvikirs by Gender and Program
. ! Ea g

i

) ¢

. - R W Program ) ’
Gender ““§ix Year ‘ " Nine Yenr No French
Male 6.06 5.29 L 4.20
Female . : 5.68 6.58 L ? 6,50
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Table 22 .

Lo
N - /

; ’
v

‘Means of Subtest Scores for_Factor 8:

Personal Informatidn by Grade ang Program
° Iy N :

: S Progr'am‘:"l '
- P : ’ ) : ;ﬂ’ * .
Grades - Six Yeat . Nine Year No Erench
1+ . . / . .
7 ‘- e 3280 » 31,60
9» - ‘ /. N -
9 o 33.52° o 29.95° ~ 30052
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Table 23 . : ", ) ,
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Table 24 ) !
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. A N
Means of Subtest Scores for Factor 16: Extra-Curricular Activities by Gemder, Grade—and

T ] o - :
Program g : ’ ‘ \ k
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20 v - A 5 '
Progtam . o7 e : 2 S '
f : “ - —F
"Six ‘Year S N ‘ '
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mal.é .- . 3 . 6 . 33 ' N N . 540 92—,
Female .. - ‘ 5.33 ' . : 6.15
‘f\!ir“\e‘Year . : J' - L | 1 |
" Male . ¥ 6.07 o 4.56
Female , . : S 5.47 . - 7.0
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Table 25 L . o ‘ o

m&flcant Two-way Interacnons o ' ' . \ o "

Gender Versus Grade { ' . \ - b N
. - N .Y ' : ? *

86,

" Male o . Female
Grade Seven . . Relationships . ) —
a . ) / ° ’ . ' "
“ . . . . . Animals . o ,
Grade Nire : . .. | - Extra-curricular Activities ..
Quebec Culture :

. ! . N
. ’ - L,
\ . . > ‘

; ) .,'\‘L N . H
ender Versus Program .
‘ - N 7 Mmale Female
» \ o i P
Six Year = - . - "\_‘/ ' v
Nine Year . : Extra-curricular(Activities
. . R Animals A \
Ne French ' af o . Cars -
: School ‘ C
< e .
v \
i} - . o ]
Grade Versus Programy - ”
Gradejev,en . Grade Nine
Six Year ' ' - 4 Personal Information
Nine Year : ot ' ' : X
No Fremch ¥ Coe P | Cars -

- =y .

.Note.A "No French’ refers to programs where students are not currently enrolled in

French but may have had some prevmus exposure to a second language learning situatxon.
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Table 26

Cross—c@arisan of High Interest Topics Generated by Boys.and S

- ! "o N - .

! ‘ . Study - " . 1

i . M ' - . j“ ' ” v

Student Gil. & —-(‘/ Scaglidla, " Jores. Kulmatycki
Group - Geneivive o : : ~

A} S . N v-s‘ ' ' )

" Grade 7 . - e , '

Boys . , Sports - te & . Relationships

' e ' Cars ‘
Girls Relationships . Animals _
<y (Oating, Boys Quebec Culture
“ & Girls) ‘ ) ‘ .
Leisure Tipe =~ - ’
. . : Activities ' .
' - . ‘. (Méic' . , B
: J_;)'Partie‘s) ) 1
- M ifamily Life . :
Both Animals ‘ ) : . Sports
A - " Travel ’ Cars )
< Y A . Leisure Time
; " - Activities
‘ , : . Family Life
. : Travel
Grade 9. ‘ ’ ' " ) - /,
Boys #ports © . Sports - c
A T -Cars ’ T
, ) . N ‘
— \ -

Girls = Relationships Relationships. . Relationships - v
s (Love, Sex) (Boys & Girls) N Quebec Culture.
N, .+ Lelsure Time Leisure Time , . Animals

Y . Activities : Activities :

. ; “(Pop Music) - . (Music) S S

A " School’ Family Life s
] B ] > o, \ ' .

Both, Animals . Animals . ) " Sports

o ' : School | , e © . Cars - ’

® o . ; Schogl

Family Life
: . . Leisure Time
/] o Activities -~
. - __
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Table 26 .. '

Croésicomparigﬂn of High Interest Topics Generated by Boys. and Girls (Continued)’
~ \ . : . .
N Stud ‘ | R '
o T A . udy .
' - . . . R . -
Studént Gil & fScagliola Jones . Kulmatycki
Group Geneivive . » : :
Junior :
‘High . . : o
Students . PR
Boys tf  Sports Sports* * Sports
AR o Cars ‘ Cars* .
. Girls ' . : ) Relationships School (School, = School
. ‘ (Dating, Boys ° Teachgds)® Leisure Time
. & Girls) Leisure Time. Activities
o Leisure Time : Activities Quebec Culture
: © - Activities {Music)® Animals
(Music, Animals* | Travel”
* ., - Parties) : -
w . k] -
Both Animals Relationships”. Relationships
‘ School (Love, Entertainment
. “Travel . . Opposite Sex)* - Cars . e
' o Entertainment '

(Movies, TV)* '

L. s

>

Note. *The study by Jones (1981) inclided. students in grades five through nire.

Equivalént topié;headings used in other ‘studies are iﬁcluged in brackets,

’ -,
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' Table 27

~Addf€ional Questions of Interest.

#1_School

Who are the teachers you like or \.'

dis;&ka
. Do yoygip@long to any teams? '

what kind of extra-cuspicular activities

are there in your scheol?
Are you on stedent counedl?

»

12 Leisure Time Activities

"00 you like shoppln? o
What do you do for fun?

Do you like to- dance?

Do you like listening‘to music?

-

#3 Relationshlps‘ _ e

Do you wear makeup?

#alouebec Culture

#S Family Life Y

Are your parents divorced or married to
someone elsg?

#6 Ente:;alnment

Do you llke going ta the moV;es”

-\
#7 Sports . *
What are your.favofite teams?
3 B .
. . .
)

S

. . +
8 Personal Information

Do fu speak Fremch and Enfgli;.h? .

Do ffou do drugs?

Do*you smoke?

What reliqioA are you?

How much o you welight and h,w tall are
you?.
Are you popular?

What part of Quebec do you
Do you babysit?

#9 Personality Nage:
%sﬁt are your interests?

. » .
#10 Cultural Comparisons

Do you like Quebec?

£11 Friends and Hobbies

Dobyou have a best friend? .

Do you tollect anything?

#12 Animals

What is your pet's name?

#13 Parent Factors
#14 Name

#15 Cars

&

#16 Extra Curricular Activitieﬁ/ :
N

‘ \\\-,.
#17 Travel

Do you like ‘to travel?‘
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 STUDENT INTERESTS SURVEY

SCHOOL: - | S (GRADE: Eﬁi____:_.
CAGE: . Are yQu MALE or FEMALE? (Circle one) -
4

1. Imagine you have just met a new person who is French and
- comes frpm Quebea. This person is the same age and sex
as- yo This is someone you would like to be friends /J/
“withe. Imaglne you-are havxng a .conversation with this//
person. What would you like to know about him or het?
What questiors would yoi ask this person? "Please write
down as many thlngs as you can think of.

. . -
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’ M [} \ .
2. What would you like to tell this person about yourself?
" Please write down as mamy things as you can think of. .

’



. 104

) ) 14

3, If this person were of the opposite sex, is there .
anything else or something different you would 1i
know about that person? Are there :any different 'ff - .
questions you would ask him or her? Please write: own °.
as many things as you can think of, S '
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STUDENT INTERESTS SURVEY ‘.

SCHOOL : . GRADE: .
AGE: Are you MALE or FEMALE? (Circle one)

In which'gradeé'havb you studied French?
123456789 (Circle)
Have you studiedva second language other than French?

YES/ND (Circle)

Imagine you have just met a new person who is.French and ,
comes from Quebec. This person is the same age and the )
same sex as you. This 'is someone with whom you would like
to be friends. Imagine you are having a conversation with
this person. What would you like to know about him or her? .
What questions would you ask this person?  Please rate the
following ques;ions using this scale. (Circle the number,)
L -

1 - Definitely would not ask that question.

2 - Not Jlikel to ask that‘question.v ' '¢‘.
3 - Don't know dr no opinion. - |
4 - Probably would ask that-question.
5 - Defiq&tely would ask that quegtibn.
1. What is your‘favorite sport? | 12345
2. Where dé you live? 1 2J3~4 5
3. Do you play any musical instguments? 12345
. 4. What is your favorite TV show? 1 2A3 4 5
5. How is Quebgc,dikferent from here? 12345
6. What is your family like? 12385 :
7. What is your favorite car? ° '1{2 345
8. How old aré}you?, ' : 12345

. - i . P
9. What are your likes and dislikes? ' 123

N

16. Who is your favorite,actor/actress? 123 4 5



I “'*5
\

11, What
12, Do yo
11: What
" 14. What
I'S. What
16.. What
17. Qhat
\ 18. What

19. What
. grow

20. What-

"21. What

22, Do yo
schoo

23. What
Edmon

24. What
25. What
26. Where
27. What

28, Have

Don't know or no opinion.

kind of clothes do you like?
u have a boyfriend/g1r1friend?

kinds of food do you like?

,échool do.you go to?

Y ¢

is your home like?
ig it 1like to live in Quebec?

are your parents like?

kind of person are you?

would you like to be when you ..
up?-

is your favorite movie?
kind of music do you like? \\j

u have lots o@\friends at
17 o

would you liké to know about
ton? : ' '

do you like té talk'about?
kinds of animals do.you 1ike?‘
were you born?

is' your school like? .

b
you ever moved?

29. Do yéﬁwiEEé”pArties?

30.- Do yoﬁ have a major shopping 'mall-
"like West Edmonton Mall?

Not likely to ask that question,

— -

LY

Probably,wéuld ask that question.

Definitely would ask that question.

123

23
1233

123

123

(3%
W

N
W

[ Y Y T
NN NN
w W W W w W

Definitely would not ask that question.

45

»
(94}
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1 - Definitely would not ask that question.

2 - Notgiikely to ask that question.

3 - Don't know or no opindon.

t
4 - Probably would ask that question.

5 - Definitely would ask that question. -

31. What is your phone number?

32

33.
34,
35,

36.

37.

38.
39.
40,

41.

42

43,

44,
45,
46,

47,
48,

- 49,

. Quebec? _ .

. Who is your favorite singer or

group?
Do you like school?
What are your friends like?

Who is your favorite sports
personality? )

What TV ﬁ;ograms do you watch?
What is your fa;orite ;olor?
What‘subjects do yoﬁ take?
When is your biréhaay?

What is your bedroom like?

Do a'lot of people speak English in

~

.‘WBat are'your brothers and sisters

like?

Do you take lessons in anything
outside of school? - ,J/y

\ \
What do you,like in boys/girﬂs?
What are your favorite subjects?
What are.your hobbies?

What ur favorite drink?

wqét are your marks ‘like?

Quebec?
\

Whét holidays do you celebrate 3

I 234

1 234
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1 - Definitely would not ask that question,
2 - Not likely to ask that yuestion,

3 - Don'&,know or no Opipion,

4 - Probably would ask tgat question.

5 - Definitely would ask that question.

50.(ﬂow many brothers and sisters do

51.
52.

53.

54.

55..

-56.
57.
58.
59.

" 60.

61.
62.
63.

.
65.
|
J

. you have?

What is your favorite song?

What is(are) your best " ﬁrlends(s)
like?

Do you have a learner's perTit?

Wha klnd of sports do you play7
Wha:i;;>70u like to read?

.What grade are you in?

What are the good restaurants?
What is your best subje%t? \\

What klnd/cf fcods do they eat in
Quebec?

What kind of movies do you l1ke or

dislike?

What problems do you have?

Do you have any pets?

What are youf teachers like?

What kind of clothing is in style?
What dp,you do in your spare time?

What is your boyfr1end/g1r1friend
like? : :

Who are the popular_musiciansﬁin
Quebec?

1

W W

W

108



 nA:L i;_z r,“.’,. , kv' . .109 .

1 m’Deflnllely would not ‘ask that questlon..

3 2
-

”?10% 1ikely to ask that questlon. t,

Don t know or no. opinLon._ e g

<

Probably would ask that questlon.'

w “#?‘L»;.N.,
i )

. Deﬁlnltely would ‘ask: that questlon. "\ E

g8 What do you Lige'and[dislike'abogte 12345 -
* - school? Y T T PO
69, What soap operas do you watch? 123 4

' 70. What kZnd. of sports"d¢’you like? . 12 3

B~

7. Wher:

ﬁé#e you travelled? "t: 12 3
v72..What'hOPéSQandereéms.db yoh’havél. > v;i 2 3
.73, What is‘your'namé7'. ‘tf R 123

I

' 74,thét‘do your parents do for a. 11v1ng7 1.2 .3

R L R
: "

:;75, Are you 1ntere%ied in boys/gx:rls'7 . 1 2'344 5

LI

-

)‘Kk"‘ fn‘7:Thénk you Véf?:much_for;your help.tk



