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" ABSTRACT >

THE ROLE OF NINE LEARNER VARIABLES IN PREDICTiNG' -
THE ENGLISH PROFICIENCY QF FRENCH CANADIAN
TEACHERS OF ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE .

]

< Rosalie Banko

Y

Relationships between‘English profigiency and nine
pfeaictor variables were investigated in a sample of 67
Freneh7speaking EéL teacﬁers enrqlled in' a short-term’
English language immersion program at iouisfana'étate Uni-

versity; The leagnerﬂVariables were se€lf-ratings of English
. Y )
competency in the four traditional language skills, aca-

. . ) ' .
demic TESL training, age, years of experience in ESL tea-

ching, a.speaking task and a writing task. The indices of
b .
English proficiency were 'gathered from -the scoreg of a

standardlzed test of aural comprehen51on, a standardlzed

12

test of wrltten comprehen51on, a paraphrase—recognltlon

test, a cloze test and a 'dictation test. *Correlation and

A

-

multiple stépwiseereq:essiOn analyses were performed. in
order to determine whlch of the predlctlve measures alone

or which comblnatlon of these measures.cguld be used th

’y
B 4 *

present an accurate pieture of second‘Language proficiency.

In terts of both statistjcal significance and meaningful-

«

ness, enly the speaking/task emerged as an important pre-

dictive measure. | —_— >

\




s £

i

fyhatien “*mu”‘tmﬂ@“‘"-”*\*«- R

o

o

o

.8

t

R na

' : ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS . x\;

.

-

0 . ’

Many people have contributed in different .ways to

this study and their efforts are greatly appreciated.
First of all, T would like to thank my director

Professor Bruce Barkman and my readers Professors John A.
Upshur and Joe Darwin Palmer for the encougigement, in-
sights and ﬁelpful'criticism which they so genercusly

Rffered throughout this project.

4

«

Professor Kyle Perkins of Southern Illinois Univer-

.
L]

>

sity graciously a591sted in settlng up thls study and
patiently explained the complexities pf multiple redres~

sion. B

L] ~

-

Professor Stephen Cooper of Lou151ana State Univer-
sity has my heartfelt thanks fqr his cooperetlon during

the 1978 Sunimer Institute for Quebec‘Teachers~
. Py : :

' ‘_\f
I am most grateful tp the participants of the immer-

sion program for submitting to the.testing procedures "which

.enabled me to collect the eorpus of my research data.

I extend nmy deepest apprec1atlon to-Catherine Faure

who so eff1c1ently and patiently edited and typed this

v

thesis.

N
\




v

© *

¢

\ b Apd finally, I want to thank the membérs of my

o ‘ . . | .
-  graduate study group, Jeff Barlow, Frank Bonkowski and
' 4
. . .
Valerie Mollard for their stimulating comments and their
- . v
readiness to provide a helping hand. . .
/ ' ) . <
, .
. ' y ,
AY r
b I3
1 - v
! “ ' ¢
) . ) -~ . v
' - ]
~ ’ \\\\\ ‘ '
» 1
‘ .




i

-
P g i o Y

. TABLE OF CONTENTS .

N

|}

Abstract .

Acknovledgements . .ot

Tafe of Contents ' ,

List of Tableg ' ‘ ‘ ¥
- . . . ‘ . 1

CﬂAPTEB I INTRODUCTION ’ :

Background .

/Statement of the Problem .

L v
Research Question and Hypothesis

CHAPTER II "REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Self- Ratlngs of English Proficiency
‘Academlc TESL Training g
Age ; ' '

* CHAPTER III METHOD = -

1

Subjects'
- Materials

.. Independent or nr'e"di‘ctor variables

. . Dependent or prof1c1ency criterion
‘ ) B varlables

' r_StatistJ.cal Procedures ‘

»

 Page
iid
iv
"wvi
viii

10
le

19

19

23 -

24

25
29

L




[

Y S

vii
N
. ,
/ ) . '
o Page.
CHAPTER IV . RESULTS 32 /
Surmary Statistics 32
‘ ) Correlatlon Coeff:.c:.ents 34
" Profi<21ency crlterlon vam,ables 34
.. Predictor variablés 35
: . Predictor and proficiency crltermn .
variables , 37
) mRegression Analyses 1 oo 3
CHAPTER V . DESCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS, ‘ . 45 .
- : ’ . o
) Intefpretation of the Findings 47
‘ Summary ‘ ) 50
SUggestlons for Future Study 52
. References . 54 ,
Appendices, 59 ) ’




LIST OF TABLES O -

N ’
(O ~ : ' Page

English Proficiency and Years of Formal

Study of English from Xrashen, Jones, '
zelinski and Uspgich 1978 & 11
Intercorrelations between a Cloze- Test, the
Subparts of an-.EFL Proficiency Test an,d years

of EFL Study from ‘Chihara and Oller 1978 12
Tife Allotted to ESL Teaching at the Elemen- _
tary Level” from Georgeault and Danan 1977 2l
Sunmary Statistics for Proficiency Tests 33
Intercorrelations: proficiency Criterion

Variables ‘ 35
Intercorrelatiohs: Predictor Variables 36

Intercorrelatlons Predictor and Proficiency
Criterion Variables . . . 38

Multiple Stepwise Regression of the Michigan

Test of Aural Comprehension and the Predictor
variables - . 41
Multiple Stepwise Regression of the Michiga’n

Test of English Language Proficiency and the :
Predictor Variables 42

-

.Multiple. Stepw:.se Reqression of the Paraphrase-

Recognltlon Tegt and the Predlctor Variables 43

~

:’Multlple Stepw15e Regressmn of the Cloze Test

and the Predjictor Variables , 44
Multiple Stepwise Regression of the Dictation
Test ‘and the Predictor Variables - 44

4




St ey

T e e X s

%

L d

s e e O g 4 TR RIS - e St e € 3 e

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Backgréﬁn&
A serious problem within Quebec's educational gystem
is the inadequate English proficiency of French‘Cépadian
teachers of Engliéh as a second laﬁguaée (ESL) . ‘Givenlthe
far—reachlng pedagoglcal and polltlcal 1mpllcat10ns, few
studies have as yet touched upon it. Howaver, the situa-

tion was indirectly ‘acknowledged by the Quebec Ministry

‘of Education (MEQ) in the early 1970's when it included

En@lish language instruction as part of a program designed

_to improve the teaching of EnglisH as a second language

QTESL)‘ This program was called the "plan de développe-

.ment de l enselgaement des langues" and it allotted

approximately 20 million dollars for TESL. More recently,

certain reports published by the MEQ (White, Daigle, )

Dozois, Lang101s, Pelletier & Cusson, 1976; Georgeault &.

Danan, 1977) specified the inadequate English prof1c1ency

]

of nog-native teachers as one of the major problems facing

»

the profession in Quebec toddy. In addition, university

professors,'parqiculéfly those involved in teaching train- .

L]

ing have begun to voice their concers (Acheson,, d'Anglejan,

a9
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dée Bagheera & Tucker, 1978; -Sheen, 1978; Frith, 1978')4

'
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a T, - . S . 1

.

-, .7 " . |[Therefore, in an effort to -rexﬁedy éhe above—menqloned

AR Y

\ N v

sltuatlon and "to e’nsure the lnstructlon in Engllsh as a

1]

second language to pupllé whose language of lnstructlon

I

- £
' , is French" (BJ.ll No. 22, 1974, Title III, Chaptecr v,

Seection 44) , the M:Lnlstry made var:.ous programs for the

T training and retraining of ESL teachers available on a. ,

prov1nce—w1de basis. Among these is a four-week English | s g :*
lanquage J.Imne:uon program which has been held each summer _ . !
smce’ 1975 at Louisiana state Unlvers.lty (LSU} in Baton . R :
. 'Rouge. lt is sﬁonscred by the MEQ in col.laborat‘ion' with ' . ,g

the Quebec Ministry of Intergovernmental Affairs, the - . '
H : '

P \ Loulslana State Department of Education and the Council for
e the Developmertt of French in Louisiana. AllL" non-native o

N

ESL teachers worklng at the elementary and secondary

levels -of instruction are eligible. They must, however,, ' ' Ny

hold a Quebec teaching permit, be as'sured of a teachinq .

pqmtlon ln ESL for the followmg e!cademlc year and be

" recommended by thelr respectlve school boards Once . N '*

)
. these basic requirements are met, a candidate's level of - . 1)

’ b »

' English proficiency becomes the decisive factor in both

o

3 . the selectlon and placement processes of the LSU unmersxon ,

. programz ' R , .

-
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Statement of the Problem ) ~ ) ’
s . N 4 =

The task of - detérmining  a candidate's proficiency .

level is aﬁ arduous one. The difficulty 1lies “in finding

-~ .

" appropriate "and adequate measures of overall language
p ‘%FL

prof:.c:.ency. Dleterlch Freeman and Crand711 (1979)

examined 39 dlfferent tesEs Y- English larjxguage pro¥i-

ciency or dominance which had been developed in the 10

o

+

s , . .
necéssary distinctions are often blurred “or even oblit-

described in Chapter III of this gaper.

. f . . -

years previous to their study. After having analyzed

the item coritent, instructions and scoring pr0cedu'res'of‘
these tests, the#pncluded that while these’ 1nstruments
mlght separate thosg'examinees with natlve-—llke ablllty

from thpse with llttle or. no ablllty, they are less

lrkely to ldentlfy those whose* language competency lies—="

softewhere between- tﬁe two extremes. The figer yet:

~

erated by test itemd or tasks which do not measure what

. [y . .
they purport to measure. 'The researchers alsoc noted: that,
in ma?y 1nstances, the skills tested were unrepresentatllve

of overall langquage proficiency. Inp other words, numerous

so-called proficiency tests are at best imperfect and

suspect measures of lé.nguage compe tency. For the purposes:

of this study, therefore, profitiency is strictly defined

as the results of the five proficiency criterion variables

*




A

{ . .
¢
i

As stated above, a‘;§hdid9$e's level of English
profidiency is the'degiding factor in the selection-and

placement procédures of the immersion program held at’

P B

LSU. Selection here .is defined as theﬁséreening of appli--
cants for'acceptance or non-acceptance into the proéram

and placement (following Clark, 1972) as the.grouping of

¢

participants into ohe of fou; qualitatively different ESL

instructional courses.

r
<
-

The task ,of th£<:::ection committee is to determine

which applicants ére most in need of ESL training.’ Because
the financial éné temporal constraints imposed by the MEQ
allow neither for interviews with prospective pa;ticipaﬁts
nor for the administration of a proficiency test pri;r‘to

3

departure for Louisiana, the committee must base its de-

¢

cisions upon information garnered from the application

L]
forms submitted by the candidates (see Appendix A for a ;

copy of the application form used in 1978). This informa-
tion inciudes the. following surrogate measures of Englféh
proficjency: (i) self-ratings of English competency in
the four basic language skills; (2) academic TESL fraining;

4

(3 age and (4) years of‘expe}ience in ESL teaching. As

Clark (1972, p. 9)»so'aptly puts it: “..,sstudent—affect—‘-

ing decisions must be made regardless of the amount or

quality of information availaBle ‘to aid- in this task"!

.

4

R
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| The task of the placement committee is to group the

part1c1pants at the proper levels of ESL instruction. For

that.purpose,'a standardized proficiency test is adminis-

tered upon their arrival at LSU. 1In addition, the following
measures are considered in the placement activities:
(1) self-ratings of English competency; (2) academic TESL

- Lw )
training; (3) a speaking task and (4) a writing task These

_measures can be viewed as 1nteqrative in the sense that they

"‘require atgention to meaning in temporally constrained

” i
"

require "... an examinee. to use more than one of the four

traditionally recognized skills and/or one or more of the
&

.traditionally recognized, components of grammar ..." (Oller,

1979,'p. 38) as wé}l,as pragmatic insofar as they "...

sequences of linguistic elements ..."~Oller, 1979, p.
o ‘ ’ o ,

It is important, therefore, within the context of
the LSU imhersdon érogramj to be able toipredict the
Englieh language proficiency not enly of applican:s but
qlso of participants. In order to do so, nine differeet

7

measures are used. Sinee th&ée nine measures play an
important part’i both the s€lection ang placement pro-
cesses, it makeszeegse tﬁ asr whether or not they are,

statistically speaking? efficient predictors of English

language proficiency. What is the relationship between

- »




\
-

’ . .
these measures and language proficiency?. Do these -same °

measures account for a significant portion of the variance

.

of any of the i@@ibes of language'proficiency? \Is the

variance accounted for by the statistically significant,

‘

{
measures meaningful as well, in the sense that these mea-

. -
I

sures could be used alone to predict proficiency?
L

+

Research Question and Hypothesis“

1

This thesis anestlgates the role of nine 1earner
Z&aJ;Tbles in. predicting the Engllsh prof1c1ency of. French

Canadian teachers of -English as a second language. More

, specifically, the reséarch question is:. what are the best

predlctors of. Engllsh language proficiency of the part101- ‘

X

pants in the LSU immersion program? The predlctor or
ingepehdent variables are: (1) self-rating of listening
skill: (2) self-rating of spéaking skill; (3) self-rating
of reading skill; (4) self-rating of writing skill;" (5) -
academic TESL eraining; (6) agé; (7) years of experience

. - . - . - s
in ESL teaching; (8) a speaking task and (9) a writing

ta%k. The# English languege‘preficiency'data (the dependent

variables) were elicited by means of the following instru-
ments which were administered ‘at the beginning of the

inmersion program: (1) a stendardized proficie;!y'test of

s

PR

- - e .
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aural comprehen@ion; (2) a standardized proficiency test
of written comprehension; (3} a paraphrase-recognition

- . e
test (P-R); (4} a cloze test and (5) a dictatfon test.

\

-

N ‘ .
My ‘research hypothesis is that academic TESL train-

ing and years of experience will be the best prediqtofs .
of English langugge profipienéy.‘ It seems reagonable to 2
assume that the more‘ekposure a second language learngr

has to'the target language, the more profié;ent s/he
becomes. If this is so, thenfthe amount of time spent
studyapgithe targep léngqage or preparing to teéch it,

as weli as the amougt of time spent teaching the language

. itself, éﬁpuld influence language competency. 'The'TESL )
and/or ESL classroom provides an-bpportunity for exposure |
to and use of English for non-native ESL teachers, espe-
cially in the province of Quebec, where government'policies
h;;e made French not only the official but the ;orking

~

language as well.

LY
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CHAPTER II

[+ .

REVEEW OF THE LITERATURE

v

1

‘ . . . . R ) .
Self-Ratings of English Proficiency ) .
N P ’ P :
To date, eight correlational studies have been Lon-

ducted to investigate a possible relationship betweén

self-reports of language proficiéncy and actual proficiency'

-

; )
* measures. Of_ these, three (Chihara & Oller, 1978; Murakami,
1980Q; Oller,“Baca & Vigil, 1977) deal with English compe-_

tency while the remaining five (Gaxdner & Lambert, 1972)

.

are concerned with French competency. With the exception
of Murdkami who recorded 'a .69 (p £ .05) correlation be-
. : #
tween an ESL dictatilon an a self-report of speaking ability,

the results reveal consistently low or negétive correlations
between'the'self—ratings and the proficiency measures.

-
. . «
- f
- ¥
] '
-

These results should be treéated:with circumspection
because valid and reliable self—reporEs are frequently
unobtainable. On the one hand, subjecfs may rate their

languaée ability lower Ehan'it really is. This sometimes

.
-

occurs when they realize that their self-reports -gan some;,

- . L - - :
how affect their future. -For example, by 1978 =-- the

Y fourth year of the LSU immersion program'-— c¢ertain .candi- .

[ . I}

e -
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dates had correctly surmised that they would be refused
- admittance if they rated their English proficiency too
high. 1Instead, they often ane themselves a lower rating ’

and, consequently, several bilinguals or near-bilinguals

enjoyed a month's holiday in Louisiana.

On the other hand, subjects .can succumb to self-
flattery and rate their language ability higher than it
really %g. Gardner, Smythe and Brunet (1977) asked e
Engiish—speakihg high school students to rate their Frénch

o proficiency at five sepgrafe intervals during an intensive
French language program. The data were then‘anaiysed ig‘
a two-factor a;alysis of variance (level o; proficiency
and time of testing). The results showed siénf%icaqt
éffects for all fiye timeeperiods in all skill égeas‘
except reading. They indicated that while these subjects

, - . *
‘'were capable of recognizing their differing flegreeg of

broficiency, their judgements were less accurate at the

Eend to have

»~

before such

Uk y L s
tive ... because they indicate how_student

a glorifiea pe;ceptién of their own skill

i

s

" ,experiepce" (p. 260). .
L \

&




.

Academic TESL Training
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Researchers have been investigating the effects of
formal study on second or foreign language proficieﬁcy for
méfe than a decade, gut the findings of these investiga-
tioﬁs have thus far proved inconq&usive. Krashen, Jones,
Z2elinski and Usprich ({978f c9freléted‘years of f?rmal
study with the scores on the Michigan Test of English ,
Language_Proficiency, a lS—miﬁute compositip and a cloze-
test. The cloze test was scored by both the' ct-word
and the appropriate—woré methods. From tﬁgfresults which
are shéwn in Table 1, the authors concluded th;; English
proficiency is significantly.énd importantlynrelated ﬁo

years of formal English study. This study supg%rts the

findings of a previous study by Krashen (1976) in which he

found a positive relationship (.42, p & .001) Egtwgen

academic TESL background and the scores bp the Sec¢ond
Language Oral Production English (SLOPE) Test.
Chihara and Oller (1978) examined the relatiohsﬁip
between attitudes and‘language'proficiepcy of 123 Japanese
adults taking classes in beginner; intermediate and

' i

advanced English as a foreign language (EFL) in Japan.

.Among the predictor variables was the number of years

10

.the subjects had spent in formal EFL study. The proficiency



Table 1

English Proficiency and Ygars of Formal

Study of English

11

Correlation with Repérted Years

of Formal English Study

Tests® r (onq—tgiléd)
Michigan . .50 p £ -001
Compositicmb . - .34 p £ .005
Cl'OZe (exact) ‘ .47 p £ .001
Cloze (approximate) .45 p & .0'01

L4

Note. From Krashen, Jones, Zelinski and Usprich,. 1978,

p. 259.
ag = 116 for each group.

The lower the composition scores, the fewer the errors.

o

]

variables included a cloze test which was scored by the
exact-word method and a three-part EFL test. As Table 2

shows, the correlations obtained were of similar magnitude

(1976). In-contrast to these two studies, it is interest-

ing to note-that Chihara and Oller concluded that the "t ime

. .
very strongly).with all of the proficiency variables" (p. 62).

td thosefreported by Krashen et al. (1978).andinashén

spent ig formal EFL study correlated significantly® (but not
- ' A

¢

At A g 0w s b
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Intercorrelations between a Cloze Test, the Subparts
of an EFL Proficiency Test and Years of EFL Study

‘

' \ o . a ! .h Years of EFL e
‘ Measures : Study
Cloze . .45
EFL Test
Grammar : ’ .45
Vocabuléry .48
Listening Comprehension ' .46
3 .Note. Froém Chihara and Oller, 1978, p. 61.
Lo Note. p & .001, ‘

aE = 123 for each group.

Lo

Saegert, Scott, Perkins and‘Tucker (1974) cbnduéted
two separate investigations in Egypt .and Lebanon. In the
Egyptian sample, the researchers obtained proficiency data .
from 114 Arabic-speakingQyniversity freshmen by means of the,
Michigan Test qf English Language Proficiency; in the

‘ L;ban;se gamplé, the English Entranée Examinatioﬁ was
adw}nistefed to 71 Arabic—speéiing stﬁdents who were en-

rolled in an intermediate ‘EFL course Eecauée they were not

proficient enough to follow the regular university program.

&

et e s cramrn b ok s Bt ¥ e s e



A multivariate linear regression analysis of the data

[N .
&

re d-significant overall correlation coefficients for

both grpups, i:e., .212 apd .259 (p £ .05) respectively.

» T

Nonetheless, the researchers considered that the amount of

variance accounted for in the proficiency scores was

small. They admitted that no data had been gathered on

either the quality of instruction or the number of hours

spent in formal study per week.. Even so, they concluded

r

that "... proficiency cannot be assessed purely on the ...

number of years of EFL training" (p. 103).
Carroll (1967) assessed the féreign language combe-

tency of 2,782 Américan college seniors studying French,

tutions. Tested at the time of graduation, the subjects
were student§ who had no special language training~qther
than the regqular course of study .and who had not lived

< . y

abroad for any prqlonged‘perioé of time. The proficiency

data were obtained from the various subtests of the MLA

+13

. German, Italian, Russian and Spanish in 203 American insti-

Foreign Language Proficiency Test for Teachers and Advanced

Students. The‘proficiency raéings of the Foreign Service
Institute (FSI) of the United States Department of State

served as the "common basis\for comparing skills and for

comparing languages”" (p. 134). The scores of the listen-

'in@-and speéking subtest scores were equated with the

kN

Fope———

+
e, b e

[
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‘FSI "S" {speaking) £%tings and the reading and writing
subtest sco?es with the FSI "R" (reading) ratings. As a
result of the s;atiéticai analysis of the data, Carroll
found that "the median graduate with a foreign langﬁage
major ‘can speak and compréhend the language only.at about -
an FSI rating of '2+', thét'is, sdmewhere between.a limited
working proficiency' and a 'minimum professional profi-
ciency'" (p. 134). However, he also noted that these ' j
flndlngs should be viewed with caution because of a possible
bias resultlng from the voluntary participation of both
institutions and students in the investigation as well as

v

from the equating procedures used in the analysis.

F 4

,Other studies have also investigated the effects of

: J
formal TESL/TEFL training on-second or foreign language

proflclency, but the results have 'so far been dlscouraglng.

Upshur (1968) examined the effects of formal language _
. » o [ > |
instruction on the,prof1c1ency scores of unlveISLty students

who participated in a seven-week orientation program in 1
American law. The subjeqﬁs were placed into one of three
diffegent gfoups: (1) thése receiving no additional EFL
instruction: (2) those receiving one additional hour dally
and (3) those rece1v1ng two addltlonal hours daily. The
prof1c1ency data were gathe;ed by m%ans of the Michigan Test

1

of English Language Proficiency (Form B revised) which was
Y

’

%




)

administered both at the beginning and at the end of the
&experiment. An analysis of covariance in which the in-

fluence of initial language was partialed. out, revealed

\

"no significant‘effects attributable to amount of‘language
instruction" (p. 113). Upshur concluded that‘mfofeign
language courses may at this time be less effective means

for producing language learning (at least for some
. D .
‘learners) than thefuse of the language in other activities"
. PR -

- -

(p. 124). Because of the small sample size i.e., 10

subjects in each group, this conclusion must be treated

R

with caution.

7

More recent studies {(Clarke, l§80; Monshi-Tousi,

Hosseine-Fatemi & Oller, 1980; Oller, Baca & Vigil, 1977;

i

. . A
Oller, Hudson & Liu, 1977; Oller, Perkins & Murakami, 1980;

.Patgowski, 1980) have likewise found no indications that

formél language study significantly and meaningfuily
affects language competency. The reséarchers performed
different‘st§£istica1 analyses, viz., correlation, gul;
tiple regression, miltiple stepwise regression, two-way
analysis of ;ériance and gathered proficiency data from
various sourcés, viz., cloze tests, dictation tests,
grammar tests, the Modern Language Aptitude Test aﬁd inter=

3

views. Nevertheless, the results were the same. In fact,

,.
T

i

b o st s e it " trmtk o, 3 L

[ RO U S ORISR




the strongeqf relatlonshlp recorded .22 (p £ .05}
(Patkowskl, 1980) aceounted for only 4.84% of the variance
in the syntactlc proficiency reatings. o

Age .

Age has frequently bgén cited as one of the variables

A

wﬁich‘greatly influence'language learning. Penfield and

Roberts (1959) hold that cortiral lateraljzation of the

" left hemisphere of the brain is complete at puberty. This,

¢

they argdg, is the reason why adults experience difficulty
1 . .

in\learnihg a second or foreign language.  Lenneberg (1967)

also believes that this aspect of neurological matﬁration

is complete at puberty and suﬁpoffs his beliefs with find-

.

ings from aphasia and mental retardation. However, his

critical period hypothesis is addressed specifically to the

1

guestion of firét language acguisition. With regard to
second or foreign language learning, he states that "... a
person can iearn to communicate at the age of forty ..."
because "... the cerebral organizatiog for language learn-

ing as such has taken place during childhood, and since

{
natural languages tend to resemble one another in many

.fundamentél aspects, the matrix for language skills is

present" (p. 176).

16
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The subjects in the present study réhge in age from
i e
' 25 to 58 and few studies have been conducted to examine
-
the differences in attainment in second languagé learning ' (/

bthéeh children and adults. In dddition, many of these
stu@}e; are concernedgprimarily with accent (Neufeld, 1980;
Oyama, 1976).

Snow and Hoefnagel-Hohlg.(1978) examined the relation-
ship between the age and rate of attainment of 69 native . L
anlish speakers 1;Z;ng in Holland. The subjects were 49 *
children and 20 adults who had been studying Dutch over a
one-year period. The proficiency criteria data Qere th;
scores on a battery of tests which measured proﬁtnc;ation,
auditory diéc;imination, morphology, vo¥®abulary, senténcé
repetiti®n and translation. A one-way analysis of variance
showed that while the adults éurpassed the younger children
in the acquisition of morphology and syntax, their ra£e '
of attainment was inferiér to that obtained by the teen- .
agers. When interpreting their findings, the researchers.
sﬁggested at perhaps'teenaéers are better second languaqé '
learners't n adults eor children. Another possible éxpla—

\

nation waslfhat the teenaéers might have frequently found
'themselves in situatlons in Which Dutch was necessary

A ¢
whereas the adults in the study had encountered few such ¥

situations.
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.. ' Patkowskl (1980) investigated the effect of age on
: ‘ ,gf ' the syntactlc proflclency of 67 non—natlve adult melgrants
r% s L 4

to the United States. The subjects, mostly professionals,

had been in residence foryat-lé;st five years; some had

] : ' spent as long as 61‘years in the'counfry. kThge proficiency
. data were the averaged grades given by two raters of
written transcripts osﬁé tapé—recorded oral inieéQiew which
was similar to the FSI proficiency interview test. The

e

. . Pearson product-moment correlation coefflcient between the

age of arrival in the United.States and the syntactlc

‘ rating showed a strong negative relatlonshlp (; -‘- .74,
i . p £ +001). A second-order partial correlation coefficient

> (r = -172, p <;.OOll indicated no significant change in
© the gelhtipnship when the effects of informal exposure and
formal instruction were removeé. The relsearcher éoncluded_

’ . ) that "these results'”,ﬂ appeared to stfongly support the
‘ hypothesis of an age-related limitation on the ability to

acquire full command of a second language" (p. 461).

'
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* CHAPTER IIL

.. ' METHOD

" Subjects

In 1975, the first year of the program, there were

) some 400 applicants. By 1978, however, this number had
dwindled to approximately 130. Because of this, all

eligible applicants were selected; in fact, only'94'of the

Y

ot

available slots were filled. Those applicants not accepted,

were pefused for one or more of the following reasons:
J ¢ .
(1) they were native speakers of Ernglish; (2) they were

-

pilingual; (3) they did not hold a Quebec teacﬁing permit; -

(4) they were not going to teach ESL the following year;
) g;)/they were substitute teachers or (6);they were not
Jrecommended by'éheir respeétive school boards because they
were considered disciplinarylproblems._'Consequently, those

applicants who were selected are representative of the

kind of ESL teac@ermfor whom the prograﬁ was intended. ,//
‘ . Ny RN | R
L “« | /
The subjects in the present study are 67 of the 94
o' o ‘ . &

+

participants in the LSU immersion program held from July 3,

1978 to Augdst 1, 1978. They were chosen because thiéfhad' A
- \ N ' /
- - - — \\’ -
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complete dossiers in termé of £h§ ihdependent aﬁd dependent, -
variable data. Native speakers of French, they taught ESL
in varipqs areas throuwghout Quebec: 23 (34%) at the
elementary level of instruction and 44 (66%) at the second-

L

ary level.® Twenty-seven (40%) of the subjects were male
and 4Q (60%) were female. The averade age was 37.57 years

with a range of 25 to 58 and a standard deviation of 8.83.

The subjects ave'faged 5.78 years- of experience in the

e

ESL classroom. This experien'ce ranged from 0 to 20 yvears
with a standard deviation of 4.17 (Some subjects were to
begin teaching ESL for the first time in September, 1978).

When this study was conducted, the amount of time allotted

e

to the teaching of ESL in the province depended, to a large

extent, -upon the 1level of instruction and the discretion

e -

of the individual schbol boards. Georgeault and Danan

(1977) found t}l{'at for all grades at the secondary,levef,

the ampunt of time ‘was relatively unifo;:m, .ranging from )
200-250 minutes per week in all school l;oards: However, they

noted a much {greater disparity at the elementary level as

“‘Table 3, summarized from their,report, illistrates.

RGN

h

With regard to academic background, 36 (54%) of the

-

subjects had undergone some form of TESL training. Of

- M i ,i%;,w=mm-~ -

r
L
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. . Table 3
Time Allotted to ESL Teaching
at - the Elementary Level
Minutes per Week
Grade Mean " Range
4 57.5 30-80
\/\ . ’ . ‘
5 78.0Q 3Q-150
6 83.0 30-150
2 87.0 60-160

.Note. From Georgeault and Dan'ari, 1977,
pp. 24-25. ‘ '

’

31n school boards where this grade
exists.

* '|
'tj_hesé, 15 held TESL Certificates from Quebec universities,
five held B.A.'s, one held an M.Ed. in TESL and 15 had

taken a variety of courses, e.g., ESL conversation, compo-

21

. s : .
sition, methodology. Nevertheless, 31 (46%) of the subjects

had h4& no previous ESL or TESL training whatsoever. The
immersion program was their first exposuré to ESL t/raining
of any kind, In order to deal with suéh diverse back-
grounds, the researchex"s calculated 45 cc’mtact hours as

equal to .three credits. The subject pool, therefore,

&

s
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averaged 246.67 contact hours of academf;: TESL training )
with a range of 0 «to 1350 and a standard deviation of
374.47. In other words, they averaged 5.47 ‘th.ree-crec_ﬂti

courses or 16.42 credit hburs..

s

»

The LSU immeréion pProgr am provides faor formal English .
language instruction in an English laﬁgu‘age environment.
This formal instruction consisted of two hours of speech
gourses and two hours of English courses Iiresented every .
morning by néti‘ve English-speaking-p’roféssors. Sins:e. the
subjects ha‘d been placed at one _of four ESL proficiency' .
levels viz., beginnérs, low intermediate, high intex:rilediaté
‘or advanced, the. content for eath course diffefed accord-
-ingly (see Appendix B for a copy of the course déscriptions). .
To allovw for more frequent contact with native 'English
speakers, the subjeéts were also required to register for
one of the "short coﬁrses'; offered by the LSU Department
of Continuing Education such as tennis, photography, ball-
room dancing or ka'raite.. In addition, they were encoufaged

to participate in the wvarious cultural and sports activ-

ities both on and off campus.

} /
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Materials ‘ . i

. Independent or predigtor variables

1, 2, 3§ d. Sel’f-raﬁings of English proficiency. The

. subjects were asked, in théir~native language, to rate their -

English competency in the 1listening, speaking, reading and

Al

writing skills. The following five-point scale was used:
(1) excellent; (2) very good; (3) good; (4) wéak and
(5) nil. .

8

5. Academic TESL training. 'Ilh.e‘\academic TESL prep-

“

dration of the subjects was calculated in terms of contact

v

hours.

»

‘ 6. Age. The subjects' age at the beginning of the

. . ) ‘ s
immersion program was noted.

0 . b
7. Years of experience in ESL te'aching. The subjects'

vears of experience in ESL 'teachiing was calculated.

. 8. Speaking task. Prior to departure for Louisiana,
the subjects were reqiested to prepare a recording assign—:

ment and send it to LSU. This assignment was a speaking,

task which consisted of two parts: reading aloud and answer-

ing questions. For the first part, the subjects were re-

quired to read aloud a passade in English (see Appendix C

for a copy of the pvassage) . 'The passage can be described

23
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as easy with a readability store of 87 (following Flesch,
1948). It represents a grade~three-level text for native
English speakers (following Fry\\,\\.lg 77Y. Although the

' suﬁjecté were pemitted‘to rehearé\e the passage before

v

recording it, they‘we'aré asked to read 1t as naturally as
possible. ’i‘he passage too.k two to thr\e‘e\ minutes to read.
For the second part, the subjects were regquired to
~answer three questions extemporéheously in English. They
* could spénd two to three minutés replying;to each question
and could use preparatory notes. However, they were asked
not to write out their answers nor to read them. 'The
three questions were: (1) describe the most interesting
place in Quebec you have visited; (2) briefly summarize
y.our study and‘learning of, the English language and (3)
‘what do you do in yoﬁr leisure time? Explain.

Each recordir;g assigmment was graded by two LSU
profeséors. According to the director of the immersion
program (personal communicatio’n), the raters -- all natjve
.speakers of English -- worked intuitively but in light of

the experience acquired from the three preceding LSU

"immersion programs involving Quebec .ESL teachers. They

’
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. . ~
did not employ a rating sheet but kept in mind criteria

such as those suggested by Harris,(1969, p. 84) and wére

influenced by a variety of items ranging from: pronunciation

and fluency to vocabulary and structurxes. They used letter
grades to indicate an overall appreciation of the speaking
task. The researcher assigned numerical values to the '

letter grades and then averaged them.

9. Writing task. The subjects were also required
to write a paragraph‘in English and send’ it tq LSU prior:
to the .immersion program. They could choose from one of
the following topiecs:: (1) my most pleasant (or most awful)
classroom experience; (2) what a teacher (or student) of
English most needé and (3) what I expect Louisiana to be
" like. Each\paragraph was graded by two professors from

the LSU English Departmgnt.‘ The criteria employed were

those usually applied to samples written by native speakérs.

The raters used letter grades to express an overall appre-
- ciation of the paragraphs., The researcher assigned numer-

ical values to the letter grades and then averaged them.

Dependent or proficiency criterion variables

[

1. The Midhigan Test of Aural Comprehension. This

test, developed and standardized by the English Language

Institute of the University of ‘Michigan, presumably assesses

y

/
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a non~native's comprehension of spoken English in a class-

1 4

. L J
. room lecture situation. It contains 9Q items in a multiple-~

choice format. Form Two was used and raw scores were

. analyzed. -

2. . The Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency.
This test was also developed and standardized by the English

Language Institute of the University of Michigan. It pre-

<

sumably measure& the English proficiency of a non-native
speaker in the areas of grammar, vocabulary and reading

comprehension. It contains 1QG0 itemé‘in a writcen mu}tiple4

choice format. Fdrm G was used and raw scores were analyzed.

¥®. Perkins-Yorio Paraphr?fe—Recognition Test. Devel-

oped by K. Perkins and C. Yério,‘this test contains 50 iltems

4 .

in a written multiple-choice format (see Appendix D for a

- copy of the test). The subjecté read a stimulus sentence,

then were asked to choose the correct paraphrase from four
possible alternatives. The test included items on passive
constructions, word morphology, modals, layered possessives,

relative clauses, entailment, presupposition and ambiguous
* [4

‘constructions.

4. Cloze test. The written cloze test used in this
\L .
study (see Appendix E for a copy of the passage) has a
reading ease score of 81 (easy) and contains ‘language

similar to that found in pulp fiction magazinés (following

4

. _ 26
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Flesch, 1948).  According to Fry's readability index (1977),
it is a'graée-four—ledel text. A certain amount of un-
mutilated lead was left at the beginning of the 222—&ora
passage whereafter every eighth word was deleted, producing
a test of 25 items. A loﬂgef‘éloze test might have been
administered but overall testing time was an important

consideration for the researcher.

For reasons of economy, the exact-word scoring method
{Taylor, -1953) was used rathér than one involving synonyms
%
or semantically acceptable words. At the time this study

was undertaken, previous investigations (Irvine, Atai, &

‘ Oller, 1974; Oller, Baca & Vigil, 1977:; Stubbs & Tucker,

. L4
1974) had 'shown fhigh correlations between the two proce-

dures. More recent research, powever, tends to be contra-
dictory. Although Streiff's (1978) findings seem to confirm
the previously-cited studies, Alderson (1979,'1980L seems

tg suggesE that differen; scoring methods as well as
different'deletion rates ¢an produce different correlations.
In addition, Hinofotis (1980, p. 127) found that "on the
bagis of the standard deviations and reliébility coeffi-
cients, ... the acceptable-word scoring method provides

more accurate information about ESL proficiency levels".
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5. Dictation test. Thg dictation test (see Appendix
F for é copy of the passage) has a reading ease séére of
46 (diffiguit) and contains language similar to that found .
in academic magazines (following Flesch, 1948). According

* ‘ to Fry's readability graph (1977), it represents a grade-

eleven—level text for native speakers of English.

.The dictation test was adm;ﬁistéred as follows. First,
£hé passage was read in toto at normal COnve;satiéial.speed
while the‘subjects‘iistened but Qid not write. Each sen- .
tence was then read twice. Pause§ Qerg inserted at natural
breaks and punctuation was suppiied. Finally, the passade
was read again ig\its entirety so that the subjects might

' check their work. When scoriﬁg the dictation,’ the resear-
chér counted two point§ for each correctly sequencea éontent
yord and one point for each‘correctly sequenced function.
word. The rationale behind this procedure is that content
words ordinarily carry more semantic .thrust than function .
words, Punctuation and spelling errors were not counted

unless they involved the distortion of word morphology or

pronunciation (Johansson, 1973; Whitaker, 1976; Oller, 1979)




‘as for example in the writing of "mail" for "mall",

for "youth", "greasy" for "gréssy"

”

-
&
»

"W

it's

for "its".

maximum possible score for the dictation was 220.

Statistical Procedures

!

you"

The

The purpose of this study is to determine the ﬁest

predictors of the English language proficiency of the par-

ticipants in the LSU immefrsion program.

Proficiency,

in

this instance, is defined as the results of each of the

five proficiency criteria variables; each test will be

predicted separately. In order to do so, a mulfiple

il

regression analys‘s was performed.

.

This particular tech-

nigque was chosen because of its ability to sélgct the

minimum number of predictor variables which significantly

: 1?ccount for the maximum amount of variancde of the profi-

ciency criterion variables.

29

In addition, it is well suited

to deal with more than orie independent variable at a time

as well as pandle continuous variables i.e., those which

express gradations by indicating differences in quantity .

© or degree (Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1973).

It should be

pointed out that all nine independent variables in this

investigation can be termed continuous.

o

’

¥

2w

o me s ntear g -

e e WKL 4 b o)+ % s

S




. A stepwise solution was used since the researcher
" was primarily concerned with optimal prediction and con-
sgquently did not éséablish an a priori hierarchy for
entering the predictor variables into t?e regression equa-
. tion. In this instance, as Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973,
pP. 98) indicate: "“the.order of entefing the variables does
not matter". fgstead, the criteria formselection of the
best predictors was the statistical{significance oﬁ‘an‘
. independent variable's F-ratio for both entry into and
removal from the-regressioh equation, the increment of
the variance it accounteé gorhin each of the five dependent
variables and finall¥, the meaningfulness of its contribu-
tion (following Kerlihger‘& Pedhazur, 1973, pp. 291, 327;
Nunnally, ".1978, pp. . 185-187). a
5 ' ' ' \

Lgt us now briefly consider the stepwise solutﬂah\
In the first step, thé predictor variable which has the
i highest'correlation (multiple R) with the dependent vari-
able and yhiéh has a significant ¥-ratio is found. Heré,
) multiple R (which ranges from Q éo 1.00) can be treated as
simple r (which ranges from -1.00 through 0 to +l.Od)
because it is not a cuﬁulative coefficient a; are the others.

In each succeeding step, the variable accounting for the

largest amount of variance (change in RZ) is entered,

.

2
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‘?\i A
always on the condition that it has a significant F-ratio
("F to enter"). This variable is the one that has the B

highest partial correlation of all the variables not in

the equation in the preceding step, F-ratios ("F to-remove")
are again calcul'ated to deternine the significance. of each
other vari'able already in the equation foﬂllowing entry of
the last variable into the equation. If the variable is

not significant, it'is removed. "The Ia'.nalysis is terminated
when no variaiale not in the equaﬁ-ion has an 'F to enter’

that exceeds the pre—specified F for entering and no vari-

able in the equation has an 'F to remove' smaller than the

-

L]

pre-specifiéd F for removal"” (Keriingér‘ & Pedhazur, 1973,

p. 291). | | '

* Statistical significtance, -however, is not -kthe only
reason for keeping a predictor variable. The researcher
must also decide whether or not the significant variable
is meaningful as well. If the variable is not meaningful
but merely trivial,‘ then {:he resear?her may discardv it.
This decision rests upon the researcher in accoraance with
the objectfyes of the stu?iy in guestion. For the purposes
of this study, a meénin%fu; predictor variabl#d is one which
c‘ontribute"s more than 10% of additional variance to the

4 ¢
explanation of a proficiency Friterion measure. ¥
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.. CHAPTER IV .

* RESULTS ;
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* The research question addressed in Chapter I of this

thesis is: what are the best overall predictors of the

!

English iénguage proficiency of the participants in the LSU -

immersion program? In order #2 answer this question, the

. .

relationship between the predictdér variables and second

— Ll

language competency must be examined not only in terms of

. . » .
the¥#¥ statistiecal significance but also in terms of their
LI

.meaning and importance€: Can any of the independent measures

, , S
R . alone or any combination of these measures be used to pre- v

. * '] —
, . : C, Y ’ . s
. dict a relatlvely‘accura%e g}cture of language proficiency?

v £

. . ‘ ‘ e . I 2
) Summary Statistics - ‘ .

"

The means and standard deviations were calcu}ated for:

.

the proficiency criteria data. Since the maximum scores

~

[

N ' - were different for each test, it was necessary to convert

/é them into standatd .form ive., to find 2 scores which, while _
'providiné a linear transformation, leave the shape of the
A - . L ..
scoxg distribution unchanged (Nunna;ly, p. 121). 3eliabil—

v ~ ¢

i)
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ity estimates were also obtained by applying the Kuder-
Richardson formula 21 (Ary, Jacobs & Razavich, 1979).

The red#lts are Presented in Table 4.

13

‘Table 4 . .

é

Summary Statistics for Proficiency Tests

R -
s N ﬁ» a . o
Test . No. Mean SD K=R 21

MTAC 90 65.72 12.97 .90

MTELP 100 61.40 15.43 .91

P-R 50 39.96 , 8.17 .90

Cloze g5 15.09 4.09 .67

-

' g
Dictation 220 163.94 35.88 .97

-

Lt Y
. Note. MTAC (Michigan Test of Aural Comprehension).
MTELP (Michigan Test of English Language
© Proficiency) .
P-R (Paraphrase—Recognltlon Test) .

. A
Note. n = 67 for each test.

-

N aMaximum score for each test.

L T :
“PThe K-R 21 formula assumes item independence and,
consequently, the reliability estimate for the
déctation is being overestimated.

N\

»
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.

As the standarqh?eviations indicate, the scores on
all the tg;ts reveal ?béd variability. Reliability esti-
mdtes are.higﬁ with the exception of the cloze test. Its
modest reliability c%;fficiené suggests that the test was‘
perhaps unsuitable ﬁé the sgbjects' levels of proficiency
or insufficient-in length. Although the bass?ge c;n be
considered easy (following Flesch, 1948) and represents
a grade-four-level tgxt for native speakers‘(following
Fry, 1977), the mearr score is 15.09 ¢60.36%). In addition,
it would appear that the subjec£54 wide range of academic
TESL training (0 - 1350 hours) héd an effect upon the dis-

~

tribution of scores.

;
. \\. ~
o N N

- , v

~

/ « -
N

Correlation poefficients
Y ,
> < .

Proficiency criterion variables. In order to specify

L 4

the degree of relationship among the profiéiehcy tests them-

selées, Pearson product—momént correlaﬂions'wére calculated
among all dependent variables. As Table 5 illust;ates,
these coefficie:ts indicate that the five test instruments:
méasure; to a lérge extent, similar language skills. The
relationships between the cloze test ahd the ofher measures‘
wkre the weakest recorded, a prbbéble result of’the low

J . 4
réliability of the’cloze test itself. . Ed

-

" q
™ »
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Intercorrelations: Proficiency Criterion Variables

Cloze _ Dictation

Test MTAC MTELP P-R
MTAC .8054 .8178 .6631 ..7884
MTELP ! .8237 .7203 .8107
P-R . .7209 .8677
Cloze .7534
Dictation '

Note. MTAC (Michigan Test of Aural Comprehension).
: MTELP (Michigan Test of English Language

Proficiency).

P-R (Paraphrase-Recognition Test).
Note. p & .05 for all correlations.

Note.. n = 67 for each correlation,

Predictor variables.

Tablg 6 indicates the degree

of relationship which exists among the predictor, or in-

dependent, variables. 1In general, the results reveal

consistently low or insignificant correlations with the

exceptions of .7402 (speaking and writing tasks) dnd .6928

(self-ratings of 'listening and speaking abilities). Two

modest correlations are also recorded: ,5319 (self-ratings.

of listening and reading abilities) and .5228 (self-rating

of reading ability and speaking task). This is a fortuitous ,

r
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result because it becomes difficult to account for the
variance in the dependent variables in an unambiguous

. ) -
manner when the independent variables are substantially

intercorrelated (Darlington, 1968; Goldberger, 1964;

Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1973). . . ’ .

Predictor and proficiency criterion variables. Table 7

reveals the degree of relationship between the predictor
and the proficiency variables. The rating scale for the’
seif—reports ranged from one (exgellent) to'five (qil):

the grades assigned to the speaking and writing tasks ranged
from two (A) to 11 (D). 1In other words, the lower ghe
numerical rating, ‘the higher the self-evaluation and the
gradles on the speaking énd writing tasks.- These scoring\.

" procedures resulted in negative correlations in spite of

' the fact that the relationships of the self-ratings, the

speaking task and the writing task with the proficiency

3

variables were positive. Therefore, in order to avoid

any misinterpretation of Table 7, the signs for these cor-
relations have been reflected in order to show the actual
pbsiti&é relationships. In general, the correlation coef-
ficients.shOW'low or iﬁsignificant relationshigs betﬁeen

’

the independent and dependent variables. Six (13%) of the

i
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Table 7

Intercorrelations: Predictor and : ' ]
Proficiency CGriterion Variables ‘

Predictor . .
Variables MTAC MTELP P-R .Cloze Dictation
Age .0644 L1271 . Q067 .0086 .0634 ;’
S-R L* .3727 .3248 .3668 .3358 .3992"
S~R S* .3790  .2879 .3201 .2816 -3472
S-R R* .3613 .5497 .4730 .4324 .4730 .
S~R W* .2170 .359% .2911 .2563 .3544
EXP 1749 .2262  .2311  .1610 .2811
TT ' ..3101 .3893  .2702  .2392 . .3511 "
. LJ
ST* .7402  .7308  .7286  .6235  .6896 i
WT* .5849 .6295 .5252 .4483 .6035
Note. S=R L (Self-rating of listening ability).
S-R S (Self-rating of speaking ability). o i
S-R R (Self-rating of reading ability).
S-R W (Self-rating of writing ability).
EXP (Years of ESL teaching experience).

TT (Academic TESL training).
ST (Speaking task). ; L.
WT (Writing task).
MTAC (Michigan Test.of Aural Comprehen51on)
MTELP (Michigan Test of English Language
Proficiency).

e P-R (Paraphrase-Recognition Test).

Note. For r 2 .24; p &£ .05.
Note. n = 67 for each correlation.

* Negative signsg reflected.
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45 coefficients indicate modest relationships. The self-
report of reading ability accounted for 30% of the Qariance
in the Michigan Test of énglish Language Proficiency.
Thirty-eighﬁ'per cent of the variance in the scores of the
cloze test was explained by the-speaking task. The writing

task accounted for 40% of the variance im the Michigan Test

of English Language Proficiency, 36% in the dictation test,

34% in the Michigan Test of Aural Comprehension and 28% <

in the paraphrase-recognition test. .

Four (9%) of the coefficients révéal stronger,reﬂg—
tionships. ' The speaking task alone explained'is% of the -
variance in the Michigan Test of Aural Comprehension, 53%
in the Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency, 53%

. in the,ﬁaraphrase-recognition test and 48% in the dietation

test. .

Regression Analyses

Separate multiple stepwise regression analyses were

» . .
carried out for each of the criterion measures. As stated i

in Chapter III of this study, this type of operation allows !
\i N ‘' ’ .

for a close examination of the relationship between a de=

o s e

pendent, or criterion, variable, and a set of independent,
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or predictor, variables. At this point, it is impéftant
to mention certain principles underlying multiple correlas
tions. As explained by Nunnally (1978): (1) a strong
relatiqnshi§ between an independent ;nd dependent variable
tends to result in a high R; (2} R will not be less than
the highest correlation obtained between the dependent
variable and any ane of ﬁhe indépendent variables; (3) low
.cofrelatioﬁs among the independent variables theméelvés:
will produce a larger R; (4) R reveals estimates which
zero-order correlations are often incapable of and (5) the
numbef of predictor variables does not greatly &ncrease R,
Bearing these principles in mind, let us Aow exémine the
C

results of the regression analfégs;

Table 8 shows that threé independent variables i.e.,
-the speaking task, the writing task and the self-report
of writing ability aré significant predictors of the
Michigan Test of Aural Comprehension. Of these, however,

only the speaking task contributes meaningful variance

(55%) .
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Table 8
Multiple Stepwise Regression of the M‘Ehigan Test of
! Aural Comprehension and the Predictor Variables
r . .
Predictor Multiple = Increase F value
Variables Step ‘R RSQ RSQ to enter df
ST 1 .7402 .5478 | .5478 78.7568 1, 65
WT 2 .7725 .5967. .0489 7.7568 2, 64
S-R W 3 .7881 .6210 .0243 -  4.0425 3, 63
. . .

Note. ST (Speaking task).
WT (Writing task).
S-R W (Self-rating of wrltlng ablllty)
RSQ = R square

N

Note. BAll F values are significant at p ( .05 level.

With fegard to theLMichigan Test cf ﬁnglish L§nguage
Proficiency, Table 9 reveals that seven of the nine inde-
pendent variables are significant predictors. Taken to-
gether they explain 70% of the variance in the criterion

measﬁre, élthough the speaking task alone accounts for 53%
. ‘ 2 ,

of the total variance.

The data in Table 10 indicate that only the speaking
. task and the writing task emerge as significant predictors

.of the paraphrase-recognition test. As was the case for the
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Table 9
N
Multiple Stepwise Regression of the Michigan Test
of English Language Proficiency and the
Predictor Variables
Predictor Multiple Increase F Value .
Variables Step R RSQ RSQ to Enter 4df
ST 1 .7308 .5340  .5340 74.4968 1, 65
WT 2 ©.7826 .6125 .0784 12.9494 2, 64
5-R R 3 .7956 .6329 .0204 3.5095 3, 63
Age 4 .8074 .6518  .0189 3.3733 4, 62
S-R §'¢ 5 .8226 . .6766 .0248 4,6758 5, 61
TT 6 .8332 .6942 .0176 .3.4469 6, 60
s-Rw © 7 .8373 .,70l11  .0069 1.3596 7, 59

'Y

Note. ,h ST (Speaking task).
WT (Writing task). ‘
‘8-R R (Self-rating of reading ability).
S-R S (Self-rating of speaking-ability)}.
TT (Academic TESL Training).
S-R W (Self-rating of writing ability).

Note. All F values are significant at p £ .05 level. .

. Note. RSQ = R square. -
{ ‘

n

i

Michigan Test of Aural Comprehension, the amount of.variance
explained by the speaking task (53%) is meaningful whereas
that contributed by the writing task is too small to 'be so

considered. . : ’ ]

A

e




- g

43

v

Table 10

* Multiple étepwise Regression of the
Paraphrase-Recognition Test and the
Predictor Variables

Predictor Multiple Increase F value

Variables Step R RSQ RSQ to Enter df
\ <
Speaking . ’
rask - 1 .7286 .5308 .5308 73.5468 1, 65
Writing

Task 2 .7455 .5557 .0249 3.5821 2, 64

Note. All F values are significant at p & .05 level.
Note. RSQ = R sqguare. Y

With the exception of the speaking task, none of the

4

other predictpr variables contributed significantly to the

explanation of the criterion cloze measure. As Table 11
illustrates, it explained 39% of the variance in the test
instrument.

- Table 12 shows that both the speaklng task and the
writing task are 51gn1f1cant predictors of the dlctatlon

test and together explain 55% of the variance in the measure.

Again however, the variance accounted for by the writing

task is too small (8%) to be considered meaningful.

-
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Table 11

14

Multiple. Stepwise Regression of the Cloze Teast
and the Predictor Variables '

v

Predictor Multiple Increase F. Value
Variable Step R RSQ RSQ \ to Enter df
/ \
] . ' |
! speaking \ ,
Task 1 .6235 .3887 . 3887 41.3378 1, 65
Note. All F values are significant at p < .05 level. N

Note. RSQ = R™ :

Table 12

LY

Multiple Stepwise Regression of the Dictation
- Test and thg Predictor Variables

Predictor Multiple Increase F Value
Variables Step R RSQ RSQ to Enter df
? 3

Speaking ) ‘ a
Task 1 .6896 .4756 .4756. \ 58.9488 1, 65
Writing ' . ‘ |

Task 2~ .7426 .5514 .0759 | 10.8230 2, 64

. \

i

Note. All F values are significant at Elk:.oé level..
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS .

. " This thesis inyestigated the role of nine learner

variables in predicting the English language proficiency

' ! of 67 French-speaking participants in a short-term English

M. 3,

language immersion program held at Louisiana State Univer-
sity in 1978. The sam%}e_popplation wére elementary and
secondary ESL teachers posse;sing a wide range of second
language abilities, academic TESL training and years'of
ESL teaching experiénée. The principal éoncern of the

investigation was whether the learner variables which

Bt w M v o e ai e, M R A0

R

s figured prominently %n the\selection and placement proce- ) .

dures of the -immersion program were adequate predictive 1
. . measyres of second language proficiency i.e., the results

of the five criterion measures used in this stgdy.

As shown, in Table 5, a substéntial relationship exists

among the tést instruments themselves which supposes that,

L in general, they measure similar language skills. In addi-
L] N

: tion, the standard deviations recorded in Table 4 indicate

that Ehese mBasures effectively discriminated among theé pro-

“*

g e
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ficiency level¥ of the suﬁjects. The one possible:éxcep- '

i

tion is the cloze test which proved to be the least rellabié
.?f all the measures. Low rellablllty is s;ggested by gller
(1979) as one of the factors which may produce low corre-

‘latrons. , °

The *resekrch guestion wagmspecifically cogcerned with

) = ‘
finding the best overall predfctor*éf the English language

N ‘
»proficiency of the participants in the LSU immersion pro-

' ; hd 7
graim. Sincé}%he researcher was interested in both the
! x

statistical significance and meaningfulness of the predictor

o

variables,'correlati§ﬁ and regression analyses were performed

in order to deterimine which of these measures alone or which

’ ’,
combination of these measures could bs'used to present an
~ L g »

adequate view~of'1éngﬁége competeﬁcy. The research hypo- h
- e

the31s was thd#t academic TESL tralnlng and years of ESL
teaching exﬁé}ience would be the best indicators because

@
the TESL and/or ESL classroom offers non-native English
} .

A
speak€rs in a $¥ench environment an oppdrtunity for expo-

: ' )
sure fo and use of the target language_on a regular basis.

The data presented in Chapter IV of thlS thesgis do not
. < ¢
-support this hypothesis.. - - A
¥ v @ *

-

/—-.
\

PRI S

Sk e - e

_ S R R AN



K

Aw

Interpretation of the Findings . .
W

. * - t ‘

/ . ) The speaking ta\sk emerged as the best overall pre-
~ - - -
dictor of language proficiency. Alone, it explained the
following percentages of variance in the five dependent

F 4 variables: (1) 54.78% in the Michigan Test of Aural Compre-
2 ,
hension; (2) 53.40% i\rr the Michigan Test of English Lan-

guage Proficiency; (3),53.08% in the paraphrase-recognition

test; (4) 38.87% in 'the%éelnz&e test and (5) 47.56% in the
. y

e dictation test. The simple co%i‘relations between this
task and all tile proficiency measures range from .6896"

‘= to .7402. | Since they are substantial, the results are _ h

hardly surprising. " As Nunnally (1978) qontendé, a high R

is to be expected under e circumstances. The speaking

tarsk, therefore, reveale elf to be a signifiéant and

meaningful tool with regaf o predicting second language

' competency. ~ ' ¢

A

*The writing task also%‘explained a significant addi-
tional amount of variance in every dependent variable

except the cloze test. The largest amount was 7.84% in

L4

the scores on the Michigan Test of English Language Profi-
\ ciency. In spite of its statistical significance, the

researcher views it as an unimportant predictor because the
. . . 7

time needed to pefforrr{ and grade the task is uﬁproportidnal

to the amount of additional variance it explains.

-
‘

1*3 .

i+ ' ) L )




*

In a simple correlationaldanalysis, the wrifing
task would have assumed more importance than ig warranted.
éecause of its fairly strong relationship with four of
the five dependent meas?res (Table/7L, the task accounted

forf 34.21% of the variance in the scores of the Michigan

Test of Aural Comprehension, 39.62% in the Michigan Test

;fof English.Langﬁage Proficiency, 27.58% in the paraphrase- .r\;

‘tecognition test and 36.42% in the dicfation test.  Yet
)

r

- the regression analyses show that its contribution is

, .
greatly”decreased when it is entered into Ehe equation along
’ . . -

with the speaking task. The amcount of additional wvariance
explained is reduced to 4.89%, 7.84%, 2.49% and 7.59%

respectively. ' ’ . ‘ B

“ The 3imple correlation betweenithe speaking task and
the writing task is strong (.7402), but the d$peaking task
"correlated more highly witﬂ the criter%on measures and
sétvgd‘more adequately as a predicéor. Neﬁer£heless,“the

I

marked relationshipﬂbetween the two tasks is a serious
s

. problem in respect to the interpretation of ?the data. As

already mehtioned, Darlington (1968), GolQberger (1964)
Kerlinger™ and Pedhazur (1973) and Nunnally (1978) ‘argue "
thaé such substantial relationships renﬂer unambiguous-

explanations of the variance almost impossipie. In other

. .
N a -
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words, in the presence of highly intercorrelated pre-
dictor variables, it is difficult to untangle the inde-
pendent contribution of each predictor to the variance

&
(Darlington, 1968).

In addition to the speaking :Icmd writing taskis, five
other learner variables likewise proved signifiea'nt.. for
the Michigan Test of Aural Comprehension, the self-report
of writing ability accounted for 2.43% of the variance.:
For the Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency, vthé‘
self-report of reading abi;.}ity, age, the self-report of
speaking abXlity, TESL training and the self-report of
writing ability were sigg‘ificant predictoi:s, explaining an
additional 2.04%, 1.89%, 2.48%, 1.76% and 0.69% of the
common variance respectively. .Degpite their statistif:al
'significance, their contribution is trivial because the

amount of additional vEirithnce accounted for by each measuife .

is too small to be meaningful.

. . ' ' 2
The low‘ simple correlations betV(een the self-ratings /
and the proficiency measures support the f:’.indings ;Sf
previous studies (Chihara & Oller, 1978; Gardner & Lambert,
1972; Murakami, 1980; Oller et al., 1977) which showed ,
little or no relationship between 'self-e:raluations of  m

N t . L, N B
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of language skills and language proficiency. The one
possible exception is the .5497 simple correlation re-
corded between the self-report of reading ability and

the Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency,

[

Summary

The hypothesis that academic TESL training and years
of ESL teaching experience are '/adequate predictors of
'second language 'proficiency was not supported by the data
gathered in this study. Formal study emerged as a signif--
jcant predictor for only one of the proficiency measures, ’
the Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency. Explain-
ing 1.76% of the wvariance in the scores, it can”‘scarcel‘y
be treated as a meaningful measure. In fact, the highest -
simple correlation recorded between academic'TESL training

and any of the criteria variables was .3893.

These results sﬁpport previous findings’ (Carroll, 1967;
Chihara & Oller, 1978; Saegert et al., 1974) which showed
that formal study was significar{tly but not very impor-
tantly related to second la}nguage compe tency. 'Nonetheless,
this ¢onclusion must be treated prudent‘ly because, as in

the case of Saegart et al., no data was amassed on the

* ' -
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-, .quality of instruction, the number of hours of 'formal
study per week or the time interval between classes. ‘In
addition, no information was obtained on whether the TESL
courses followed by the subjects were conducted in English

or in the subjects' native language.

With regard to years of ESL teéchinq experience, the:
highéét simple correlation between this predictor and any
" of the proficiency variablesynever exceeded .2811. As '
the regu;ts of the regression analyses show, ESL téaching
experience was not a signi‘ficant‘ pred&ctor; indeed, this

S ,"ﬁ";a‘riablé was never entered into the equations becau;e of
an insufficient F level.

- To this researcher's knowledge, no studies have been
’COndﬁcted which include this particular variable as a
predictive measure and, consequently, no comparisons can
be made. | It 'can only bey suggestéd that, based on this
investigatidn, years of ESL teaching experience i‘s at best
a weak indicator of English proficiensy. I+ should be
poinéed out, however, that no data was accumulated . on
whether the subjeéts actually conducted their ESL courses .
entirely in Englz:.sh or on the extent to which French was

used as the language of.instruction.

: . _ ‘ ) \
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In sum, the speaking task seems to be the best over-
all predictor for each of the./dependent‘ variables studied

~in this investigation. Perhaps the research hypothesis
iaas unconfirmed because this task is a robust, global,
integrative instrument which taps an underlying general
language competencé.i ‘Simply put, academic TESL training
and years of ESL teaching experience'do not necessarily'
entail the integrative use of langt'xage as the speaking
task appears to d’o. At any raté, of the nine learner vari-
ables used in conjunction with the 1978 LSU immersion pro-

gram, this task alone served adequately as a predictive

measure.

Suggéstions for Future Stx.:@y ;
‘ -

The findings of this investigation should be treated
pi'udé’nﬁly, particularly in.light of the strong intercorre-
lation betwéen two,of the predictor variables viz., the
speaking task and the writing task. The results would have
been more conclusive if other methods such as factor or
'commonality analysis had been used along with regression

analysis to try to untangle the effects of the learner

variables on the proficiency measures.

v
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Furthermore, the small sample size does not allow
for the generalizability of the findings tbo different
situations. One of‘thg weaknesses inherent in multiple
regression concerns the reliability of the regression
’weights. As Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973) point out,
‘regression coefficients tend to flﬁqtuate in the presence

of different samplgs and to have large margins of standard

error. It would be necessary to replicate the study with
a minumum of 100 different subjects in 5 different place.
The subjects should also be as iepresentative as possible.
Since R2 is usually overestimated, a large, representative

sample would'hélp,feduce the bias.

»
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“ LA DIRECTION GENERALE DU DEVELOPPEMENT PEDAGOGLQUE
’ SERVICE DE' RECHERCHE ET EXPERIMENTATION
4
E Stage en Louisiane ,
]u . o, -7 Et& 1978 : ‘
1 ’ ‘ .
' L | ﬂ Ic ' ‘ "
’ - M . HE D'INSCRIPTION . ‘ ) Vo,
» & M ' ‘
Y "’"‘" - 3 » -
1. €Eommission Scolaire:
Oy . - ¥ Adresse:
) "
2. Nom et prénom du & o .
b ‘ candidat < P B ) e
T - ’ * . ’ . . ‘ e
Adresse :
I8 1 4 . . . . i
L S « , ‘ . .
ﬂﬁ;%@%o de téléphoéne ’ - ' B '
. a l'écple: ‘ :
Y ! 7 »
. . 3 la résidence: o
. . - s '
. Etat civil . [ ‘ 2 .
. . , :
) Date de naissance :
v/WB. -*Fonction : ‘ . )
LA e .
I ' . ¢ : v ;
. Niveau d'enseigne- X : ' . :
ment . . .o . ) ' ‘ o \
< oo X - : . iR :
Pernier brevet d'en- ' L
~ seignement obtenu : . S R
\ ) o , . - , ~ ' . .
v - \ s '
v - \ ' o . * h
. _ » -
L * . '/\ - - - - ’ i
)
o 3 ¢
- ot of - y .
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- ,, ) 0 4 bt

langue seconde

Nombre d'années v
de service g PRIMAIRE | SECONDAIRE
- an génédral - ‘
) - en enseighie- o ‘
‘ ment de .l'an-~ M
& el glais, T

' %

&

i Les renseignéments suivants permettront un meilleur classa-
ment et une meilleure planification deg cours.

A

¢
U

4., ,Avez-vous ‘d&id suivi des cours de perfectionnement en
vue d'améliorer votre connaigsance de la langue anglaise?

-

Non Oui

"

o

veuillez joindre une’ copie des relev&s de notes ou = *

Ettegtations. "~ . :
Spéficifer: - , . ‘ . ' -
ASN AR INSTITUTION | ' DIPLQME OU CERTI- A
- " FICKT OBTENU DURBE | ANNEE
LN
s "
& ] T N .
——
g i Y14 :
Ay i Q& : A . . ?
» o . * - ) |
-y ’: “ -
» ' ! 4 , s 1 " =
. . / "
- , ’ ) ‘ q {
. ‘ ’ . ) ‘\‘ , \“
Lo g Y- C
w ’ ‘ ‘ 4 ) =
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sion en langue anglaise?

.

v

* Appkndix A, p.

P A € F VAT 2 e gy W feaest i el

’

5., Avez-vous déji3 participé 3 des expérieﬁces d'immer-
(Exemple: vie dans une g
famllle éhglophone, travail dans, un milieu anglophone). R

o .

3 ot

pas
-

Speflcler: .

6. -2bémment év;Euez-vous votre compétence en langue anglaise?
« . . " °
- Compréhension orale .
. . o,
" Expression orale ) .

Compréhension &crite =

, ‘ 2 ’

Expression écrite .

- Grille d'é&valuation: 1. Excellent :
2.- Tréds bien - .
ﬂ\‘ 3. Bién N .|
. 4. PFaible .
5 Nul .

gr@ | S

Quelles sont les raisons au1 vous portent & poser votre
- cand%ﬁafﬁre? , i v
| it — ... - . :
/" L R
. : S . ' -, .
3 -
[l ‘€ d m_ -~
v . ‘ J
Date: ) . R .,
. - Y :
g /
[ T sl = .
, : Signature T

~ R \ -

Veuillez retourier cetté'fiéhe 3| votre dommission scolaire .
qui la retournera 3 la Direction g&né&rale du Developpement
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1978 LSU IMMERSION PROGRAM )
COURSE DESCRIPTIONS :

Ty, »

- Group A -~ Advanced

.SPEECH 1051
Thévpuréose of this course is to provide a sophisti-
’ catedunjgrstanding of the sound system of\the language,
theory of and experience in various kinds of sgeeéh per-
formances, and improved facility in discussing ébstract,

philosophical subjects.

’

-
4

Clasiflectures present all ‘the sounds and symbols of

v

'common American‘%Pglish,‘5tressﬁkin§s_of modulation and

offer detailed information of some of the segmental sdunds,

',especialiy those that‘do not occur in‘Frean'and those
that afé éimilar to but not identical with French seg-
mental sounds. Regular drills in "aural discrimiﬁation

supplement the lecture. Theory and some limited practice,

i * . L.
with stress and intonation are included.

]

¢

Lectures . and class discussions offer some theory

behind the following speech activities: prob;em—solving.

a
"
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discussions, making speeches and analy21ng characters in’
llteratur‘\\\Durlng class, the members participate in dis-
cussions, give speeches and make reports.
t .
One requiréﬁent for the course is participation in
an extra-class activity Such as writing a,neWspapepjfpre-
paring a sight-and-sound show, rehearsing and performing

a short story, or preparing manuals of information. Except

for an initial informational meeting, this work is done

%

outside of class.
-

&

A

Field trips offer experience in the use of English
and alsonprovide insighﬁs into ,contemporary life in the

area.

ENGLISH 2025

The purpose of this course'is—£o~provide a}géneral
int;q@uction to the study and appreciation of fiction.
Special emphasis- is placed on the works of Faulkner, ‘
Hemiﬁgway, Steinbeck, Anderson, Porter, Welty and Aiken
as Qell as on English translations of selegted‘sho%t

. ) ' . P
stories of. de Maupassant and Turgenev.. In the reading and

-

analysis of the short stories and the novels, attention

is given to vocabulary, idiom and pronuneciation.

A

«
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1978 LSU IMMERSION PROGRAM
COURSE DESCRIPTIONS

Group B - High Intermediate

SPEECH 1051

L
]

The purpose of'this,cqurse is €6 provide a sophisti-
cated understanding of'the.sound systeﬁ of the language,
theory of and-e*perience in various kinds of speech per-
formances, and improved facility in discussing abstract,
philosophical subj:cts. : '

1

Class lectures present all the sounds and symbois of
comnfon American English, stress kinds of modulation and i
offer detailed information on some of the segmental sounds,

é)espeéially those that do not, occur in French and those
that are similar to but not identical with E;ench segmental

' sounds. 'Regular drills in aural discrimination supplement

the lecture. Theory and some limited practice with stress

and -intonation are included.
. .

Lectures and class discussions offer some theéory

Ld

behind the’following speech activities: probiem—solv;ng
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rd

discussions, making speeches and analyzing characters in

literature. During class, the members participate in ,

discussions, give speeches and make reports.

One requirement for the course is participation in
an extra-class activity such as writing a newspaper, pre-
paring a sight-and-sound show, fehearsing and performing
a short story, or preparing manuals of information. Except
for an initial informational meeting, this work is done

outside of class.

a Field trips offer experience in the use of English

©

.and also provide insights into contemporary life in the

area.
ENGLISH-2025 ' AN
. ()
. English 2025, as designed for high intermediates in

{

the program, focuses on two particular areaé of study:

short fiction and composition. Nine short stories by
representative American writer e.g., Williaﬁs, Hemingway,
Thurker, Jackson, White and Btﬁart, are assigned for their
portrayal of a wide range of Americanrculéure aﬁq)for the . -
opporgunities they afford for increaseé reading compre-

hension and practice in literary interpretation.

[}
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* Btudents are regquired to'writé three short papers
onrtopiCS‘aealing with plot, characterization or style in’
the sto;ies. The purpose of these assignments is to en-
couragé the student to develop further his skills in clear
and idiomatic written expressién and to guide him to a

deeper understanding of the stories. Other class activi-
ties include idiom drills, dramatization of ghrée of the-
stories and field trips to points of interest on campus

and in the’city.
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1978 LSU IMMERSION PROGRAM
COURSE DESCRIPTIONS

L]

Group C - Low Intermediate

SPEECH 1451

Designed to improve listening -and speaking abilities,

the course covers theory and practice of pronunciation.
- \ . ri
Attention is given to phonetics, stress, intonation and

‘rhythm through lecture and practice drills. Daily work in

the lahguage laboratory reinforces these skills.
' \_ éommunicatiﬁe‘competénce and fluency are developed in
small gr&up sessions led by the instructor who alternates
daily with a graduate assistant. Included are interpersoﬁ;l
comnunication exércises, problem-solving diécussion, idiom
exchanges, improvised dialogues and role-playing. ZIndivi-
dual ;ral presentations are givep each week: repOris,
demonstrations, informative speeches and oral interpreta-

tion of poetry, prosg/or scenes from plays. Students choose

their own topics, to allow flexibility for special interests

T

PR

i
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Weekly fieidytrips after class hours supply cultural

e . . Ny hd .
insights and additional stimulation for conversation.

ENGLISH 10045

. Students ;nAEnglish 1005, a course'in composition-and
grammar review, are. held responsible for material covered
in three princ{pal'areas: vocabulary building and éevélop—
'ment, reading:and listening compreﬁension and writing skills
deveiopment and composition. Daily work involved oral drills
with idioms as well as exercises in grammar review and
usage. Additipnally, students read and Qiscués both con-
tent and wvocabulary in stories taken from the reader as
well as articles from local newspapers. Thrée out-of-class
compositions of approximately 500 words.eachiare required
and weekly quizzes‘covering voéabulary and grammar are

-]

given. : "
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1978 LSU IMMERSION PROGRAM
COURSE DESCRIPTIONS

3

Group D - Begiﬁners

«

W

SPEECH 1051

'The objectives of this course, especially'desigped
to meet the needs of native speakers of French, include
improvement of aural éomprehensipn, pronunciati;n,\fluency
and communicatiye‘competgnce in spoken English. |

Brief lectureé, explanations of theory, demonstrations,
listehing and épeaking exercises, and drills are used to work
on target phonemesland such aspects of rhythm aststress\and
intonation. To develop communicative abilities,‘stuQents
participate in role plays and dialogue exéfcises, in struc-
tured discuésions and conversations, and in other activities.
Most classwork is done in small‘gfoups which afe'led by the
. t
instructor or a teaching assistant. Daily laboratory work
teinforces material presented in class.

[ 4
Occaéionél weekday field trips provide cultural in-

sights as well as opportunities for realistic communication

and subject matter for in-class discussions.

’

o e s

[N
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ENGLISH.1094 . \{
English 1004 is primatiiy a course in liézéning com-
prehension. Its aims are to help the student incréase
his listening comprehedsion, to promote expansion of his
vocabulary and to improve his reading skills. The course

A

cdnsists of brief reading assignments which prepare the

student for a lecture in class*\éictation of key words to
‘be used in the lecture, repeated delivery of the lecture
while the students use auding prompts (word-for-word scripts
with words which the student must learn to ignore masked),

ﬁote—taking and tests on the lectures. 1In addition to the

P

‘training in listening comprehension, the course provides
idiom drills, grammar lessons in basic English usage%ghnd
field trips to places of interest on campus and in the:

4 t

city. 4 : : ;. .
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e

READING PASSAGE

&+

"I der why they don't answer ," thought Jane as
she liébened\to the ring on the other end of the line.
"It's only eight thirty. That steakhouse should be open

now."

Just ‘then Marge entered from her room next door.
"Who are you calling?"  she asked, as Jane hung up the

receiver. "I didn't mean to interrupt.”

"It's OK," said Jane. "I was just hungry and thought
I might go out for a hamburger, bhut that steakhouse across '
the street doesn't answer. They shouddn't be closed -this
early, though. 1It's only half past eight."” She started
to dial again but thought better of it. "Maybe we could
go to that hot dog stand on the corner. You hungry?"

Marge paused before %eplying, as if she were not sure
whether she were hungry or not. “I guess so. I can finish
all my homework afterward. I still habe.to read about
aphasia, cleft palaté, and stuttering for Fhaﬁ quiz tomor- \"1
row. It's pretiy interestingdnthoughrﬁ '

"Yeah, that's a pretty good course, isn't it," said
Jane in full agreement. "I enjoyed it" last s¥mmer. Too
many tests, but an interesting coflrse. How long before

you'll be ready te/go’"

"Just a feW‘more minutes." Marge.ducked out the door,
leaving Jane to gather up her purse and keys and jacket.°

~She looked quickly in her wallet to be sure she had some -
money . .

~

¥

R
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»

\ s
4 If*Bill calls while I'm out, I'll miss him," she

mused. ™"But he'll call back. And he didn't promise to
acall anyway. Just said he might, which is sort of a mess.
I wish he would commit himself to something, either to

call or not. This wishy-washy attitude is too mugg".

She stopped ahd thought a minute. "Do I have every-

thing? - I have my driver's license, money, and kgys. That's ¢
it." fy S .

»
©

Marge,met her in ﬁhe hall. "Do you want a hot dog
Qr a sandwich?" she asked. "Thét place next to Kraft's

makes good sandwiches. And they have milk shakes, tea,
coffee, and soft drinks.”

p .
N "I don't care," said Jane. CWhich do you want?"
‘ R

"Anything's fine with me. I guess it's a good thing . ‘ ’
we're not particular, isn't it."

And the. girls walked past the desk and out the back
door. - ‘ ' ‘

f 4

»
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— - DIRECTIONS : : J
o i From the sug@ested answErs (a, b, ¢, 4), cﬁoose the -
: \ - one which is similar to the ‘given sentence 0 o
. : Lo ) , ) ' /’/
a ? o N @ . . : . ’ ' - - .
- " 4 1. The athlete got plenty of rest after the race. i
' oo a. The athlete received a,lot of money after the race.
-+ ' B. Someone gave -the athiete an important glft after
o -, ..~ the race. ™
& ~c©. The athlete enjoyed plent\\oérrelaxatlon after the’
oy ., race.
‘- T , d. " The athlete became very famous after the  race.
i ) Py he \ o
. ( 2. John shou hate bought the car. ‘ .
’ . c a.. John bouqht the' caf' PR . ‘9 A
. . b. John didn't buy the car. * - - - o )
N+ . * . , c. John is going to buy the car. - e L .
; " . (.N d. John should buy the car. . ‘. {f‘ .. T
- _ , ‘ “3;7 Tom was told to turn’the llghts out geforé“closiﬁgig
< . . the. lab. e S W L
;, S o cL . B o . “
.o “ e a. Somebody told Tom ‘to turn tﬁe llghts out beforeﬁ
.. : I closing the lab.
-~ . b. T6m decided. turn the llghts out before closlng
. . ' . the lab.
v - .» . €. Turning tie 13 hts*out before'closing the lab waé?
i o Tomis ldea.,
. e ( d, Tom had told somebody to turn‘the llghts out before

: . olosxng the lab. L ..
Lo, . T

4.7 It's 1mportant to remember that every forexgn“student‘

/ . ~ should be reglstered with” the governméht by January 31
%, . . . of each year.: A R , .
v L . a. It's not necessary for forelgn students to ever
‘e SR register with the government ‘
.5 . ) *b. All}forel n studeats must reglster with the govern-
, ({ T ' ment at t begln ng of/each year and that's
7 . t  important.e

i

Yo c. Foreign studentSushould remember that feglstratlon
& , with the government is not. important.

" . . ~d. Foreign §tudents may' or mag not ;eglster with the
?///" g government by January 31 ‘of ea&h,year.“ e

.
L

-
|
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“Alice has been a‘ secretary for five Years.-

The

-

.

<,

My mother gave the man a bag.
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famous singer -ended her g:ec1tal w1}:)a\\ olk song.

The first Song" the famous _singer perfo\/med was
a. folk song. :

song.

.The famous singer began her rec1tal with a folk

The famous s:Lnger started heér recltal w1th a folk

song.

Song. R -, ) . - - [
A .

man took my’ mother s bag and ran awayc

The man gave my mother a bag.

My mother and the man' ran away.

;. My mothér had a bag and the'man took it.

" The fzimous singer flnlshe,d her recital w1th a folk

A}

4

4

..a. Alice was’'a secretarﬁl o Vo
» b, Alice, used to be a secretary. :
‘. Aljcé- a secretary. f .
d. Alice was never a secret%ry. Lo - '
- . i .
If they had had” more ‘time, Bob and David would have
visited more of thelr Lriends fin Chicago. . ‘
a. Bob and D‘av:.d dldn t visit thelr frlends.
. b." "'Bob.and David visited all.of their friends\ |
c. Bob and David visited some of their friends'
d.. Bob and Igavn_d don"t ha “any frlends in fhlcago.
Thé man V'Dromlsed to tell thep uth to the co&(tee.
é“." The man" said ‘that he would tell no*lies to the
- comtnlttee )
b. ".*The' man said he gquldn tn talk to 'the cemma,ttee.
_+-c.  The man dldn't prOmlse to tell what ﬂctually
3 happened C &
~d, The man dl.,dn't promlse to talk to the comm.lttee.
".'Sam %ave Johh the hook his -brother ﬁmght him several . .
. Years ago. Who has the” book" : e . ‘
* a. John. ‘ -\' )
.~ b. Sam. g ' ¢
¢. Sam's - brother, h * y
d. Jovhn's brother. — \ e
- ’ . . 5 #
- » ) . .
- ; <
‘o <Ry f- O
Yo g ‘ v .
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_ The new textbook has been written by one of the tgea-
chws» at the Institate. {
~a. The Ins‘tltute wrote theé new textbook.
b. 'No teacher at the Institute has ever written a. .
‘ textbook.
- C. There is a new textbook and a teacher at the

E Institute wrote

.,

o

Lt.

o o

d. Teachers at the Institute have never written text-
books. <
e
That Carlos and Juan got 80 on the profigiency test
without studyinggvery much 'surprised the rest of the
class. :
- a. Nobody-was surprised that Carlos and Juan got 80
on the prof1c1ency test because they had studied
a lo
b. Carlos)adnd Juan were surprised that they got 80 on
the proficiency test beaguse they hadn't studjed ' i
very hard. ‘
c. Although Carlos and Juan studied very hard, they ‘
were surprlsed that the rest , of the class got 80
on}the proficiency test. *
d. rybody in the class was surprised that Carlos
and Juan got 80 on the proficiency test because
they had not studied very hard. ) L
Our visit to the country was very restful because we
had been working very hard. )
a. We were never able to relgx in the coun{:,ry.” .
b. Our visit to the country wlds bad for our nerves.
C. We were very relaxed after our visit to the country . -
because we didn't have to work there. !
d. We were very tired in the country because we had 5
to work there. o :
, ” y
The house near the shore of the lake ‘was destroyed by N ;
the storm last nlght . :
.
a. clie storm destroyed the shore of the lake! Y1€st ,
ight.
b. The storm destroyed the houseﬂnear the lake last
“night. :
c. The 1lake destroyed the housq near the shore 1ast
. night. /
‘d. Thére was a storm last pight and it destroyed the
shore of the lake. . : . It
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|
The judge determined that the report contained an
obwvious untruth.

a. The judge showed that the material in the report
- was clearly correct.

b. The judge didn't prove that the report yaswtrue.

¢. The judge showed the error that the report

. contained.
d. Everybody knew that the report was full of lles
except the judge. 3

"Had Tom known they were coming, would he have-waited
for them?", asked Mary.

a. . Tom knew they were coming.

b. Tom didn't know they were coming.

c. Mary is asking if Tom knew they were coming.
d. Tom is asking if ‘they,h were coming.

Tom met Jane at his best friend's brother's house.
Where did Tom meet Jane?

as At Tom's friend's house.

b. At Jane's house.

c. At the house of a brother of Tom's frlend
4. At Tom's brother's house.

The mailman carried the bag which cofitained the letters.

a. The mailman had a bag; there were no letters. in it.
b. The mailman carried the letters in a bag. .,

‘¢. The mailman carried an empty bag.

d. The mai.%nan carried the 1etters"in his hand.

Tom did his homework and Mary did too

a. Tom did his homework but Mary didn" t

b. Tom did not do his homework but Mary, sdidn't.

c. Tom did his homework and Mary did hers.

d. Tom didn't do his homework and Mary didn't either.

"Never will I repeat .a thing like tiﬁaf", said, Alice
to her pa:rents‘.

~ Alice is making a promise to her parents.:

Alige is asking her parenté a gquestion. ) s
Allce s,parents are asking her a gudestion.

Allce *s parents are-making her a pronmise.

.

‘

3
4

¥
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I dldn t know that Mac hadn't been killed after, all.

a. Mac was kllled but I didn't know it. 0
b. Mac wasn't killed and I knew it.

c. I knew that Mac was dead.

d. I didn't Know that Mac was alive.

Visiting relatives can be boring.

a. Relatives who are visiting are lnterestln‘g

PN

b. Relatives who are v151t1ng are not borlng ’ ' "
c. To visit relatives is enjoyable. -0
d. To visit nelatives is not enjoyable. . w

"Could'y61} open the .door, please?"
a. I know that something will happen in the future.

b. I am asking if you were able to open the-door.

C. I know that something happened in the past.
d. I am asking you to open the door.

Tom said that he doesn't beat his wife anymore.

He admitted that he had beaten his wife in”the past.
He said that he had never beaten his wife. .
He said that he still beats his wife.

. He didn't say that he'd stopped beating his wife.

a0 o

"Barry goes to the movies every night; we seldom do."

a. Barry seldom goes to the movies.

b. ‘Barry and we go the movies every night.
c. Barry and we seldom go the movies.

d. We do not go to the movies often,

My friend's sister lives in Blrmlngham, which is a
suburb of Detr01t. .

a. My friend lives in a suburb of Detroit.
b. I have a sister who lives in Birmingham.
c. My friend has a sister who lives in Birmingham.
d. My sister has a friend who 1lives in Birmingham.

The man who won the contest in 1971 married the girl -
who won the contest in 1972,

a. The man won the contest in 1\972 and then married
the girl. '

b. The girl won the contest in 1971 and then married
the man.

¢. The man marrled the girl and she won the contest

in 1971. N
d. " The man won the contest in 197T§ﬁkhe agirl won the
contest in 1972, and now they are marrie
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28. The joke wasnk? very funny; yet, the audience laughed §
unendingly.

a. There was no end to the audience's 3laughter.
b.” The audience didn't laugh at the end of the joke,
because it-wasn't very funny.
c. The auwdfence stéppéd laughing when they realized
‘ the joke wasn't very funny.
A ‘ d. 'The audience started laughing before the bad
joke ended. ’

24. Paul asked his brother's advice because he couldn't
decide which car to buy.
. I

. . a. Paul had difficulty deciding which car to buy.

N b. Paul knew which car to buy. .
P c. Paul “asked his brother to buy the car. S g

: d. -Paul's brother bought a car following his adv1ce

30. I saw my father's bus;ness associate's calling-card
lying on the floor. — .

b a. I saw my father and his business associate lying
on the floor.
b. I saw my father's associate lying on the floor

.¢. I saw my fatHer's calling-card lying on the floor.
d. I saw my father's associate's card lying on the
floor. ~ .
\
31. Tom hadn't intended on staying up so late but his y
friends didn't leave until midnight. ‘ ¢
T a. «Tom wanted to stay up until midnight.

'b. Tom wanted to go to bed early. ,
c. Tom didn't want to go to bed early. 4
d. Tom's friends left early so he went to bed.

32.% "Henrysmust have arrived@already ‘

v " a. 7T conclude that Henry has arrived.
b. Henry should arrive. ]
- ¢c. 'Henry had the obligation to arrive. . t
d. It is impossible for Henry to have arrived. IR

33. The'police found'Alice and Tom in my father's car.

* . a. My father found Alice and Tom in his car.
b. My father.has a car and the police found Alice ' ;
and Tom in it. ;
¢. My father found Alice and fom in a police car.”
d. My father's car was 'found by the police.
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Bill is too tired to talk to.

a.: We can't talk to Blll hecause we are too tired
. to-talk. e

b. Birl can't talk to us because we are tired.

c. We can't talk to Bill because he is too tired.
d. We are too tired to talk.

The salesman's untruthfulness surprised us. "

a. The salesman was truthful and that didn't surprise
us. : )

b. The salesman was a liar and that didn't surprise us.

Cc.. The salesman's 1nstructlons were to tell the truth
and he did.

d. We were surprised at the ‘salesman's lles.

36.‘

37.

38.

~ b

-Jim was said to have been seen leaving the scene of

the crime accompanied by a blonde woman.

a. Somebody said that Jim had seen the blonde woman

leaving the scene of the crime.

b. Jim and & blonde woman said that they had seen
someone leaving the scene .0of the crime:

c. A blonde woman said that she had seen Jim accompé-
nied by, someone leaving the scene of the crime.

d. Somebody said that they had seen Jim and a blonde
woman leaving the scene of the.crime.

4

-

Neither her daughter nor her son was at home when
Mrs..Wilson returned. Who was at home?

a. Mrs. Wilson's son.

b. Mms. Wilson's daughter. ‘

c. No one. ) .
d. Both son and daughter 'were there.

The rain seemed endless during the spring.

|

a. The rain continued to fall on through the spring.

b. The rain stopped falllnﬁksoon after the spring
began.’

c. There was no rain during the sprlng because we
had an unusually dry season.

d. It rained only once during the spring.

J*";

§

-
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because Mary made them.
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4

+John Smithiwho introduced the.speaker who re-

ceiv the first award ever given two years ago.

Smith received the first award two years
ago and he introduced the speaker.
b. John Smith introduced the spéaker; the speaker
received the first award two years ago.
c. John Smith introduced the speaker and another John
Smith received the first award two years ago. .
d. The speaker introduced John Smith and he had re-
ceived the award two years ago.
N
Although John hates vegetables, he ate the beans

)

a. John likes beans.

b. John likes Mary.

c. .John doesn't like Mary.

d. John likes vegetables, except for beans.

We will never take a test again without studying."

a. We promise never to take a test again without -
- studying. '
b. In the future we will never study for a test.
Cc. We are going to take a test but we are not going
to study. %

"d.. We won't take a test again if we have to study.

can't pay my bill for three more weeks.

I
a. I'll never be able to pay my bill.

b. 1I'll be able to pay my bill in three weeks.
c

d

I paid my bill three weeks ago.
I will not pay my bill. '

His father is said to have been a genihs.

~a. A genius said that he had been his father..

b. His father told people that he was a. genlus.
c. People said his father was a genius. .
d. His father said that.he had been a genius,

You -got a C but you cah do a lot better.

a. You can do better than I can do.

b. You can do better than you actually did.
¢. You can do better than I did.
d. You can't do %ny better than you did.
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Flying airplanes can be. dangerous.
a. Airplanes that are flying can be dangerous.

'b. Airplanes that are flying are safe.

c. To fly airplanes is safe.
d. To fly airplanes is not dangerous at all. .

If I knew the answer I would tell her. \

a. I don't know the answer,

b. I will know the answer.

¢. I knew the answer.

d. I have 'known the answer for a long time.

Tom didn't manage to close the door.

a. The door was open and it is now closed.

b. The door was open and it still is.

c. The door was closed and it is now open.

d. The door was closed and it remained closed.

I saw my mother's sister's dgg. Who owned the dog?
a. My aunt. ‘ '

. b My mother. )
& o \

c. Me. , Vs
s. My sister.

That important steps shéuld‘be‘taken to solve the
pollution problems that affect our cities is clear
to everyone. }

a. Nobody thinks that the pollution problems that
affect our citieg are really serious.

" b. Everybody thinks it is clear that something ought”

. to be done to stop pollution in the cities.

c. The pollution problems that affect our cities
are not very serious, and everybody thinks that' s
very clear.: ,

d. Not everyone is sure that there is .a pollutlon
problem in the cities.

The lion's constant restlessness fascinates the crowd.

a. The lion rests all the time. > b
b. The lion never rests. .
c. The lion is never’restless. .

d. The crowd enjoys seeing the lion resting.

. R e e
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NAME : ' ‘ DATE ;

DIRECTIONS: 1. Read the passage quickly to get a general
' understanding of the main idea.

2. Write one word Ain each blank.

3. Check ‘'your answers.
3

Three grains - rice, wheat and corn - are the world's most

important food plants. Rice yields more food from each

-

acre than any other grain. In parts of: Asia ., there is a
‘ . A . ,

warm, damp climate where rice can grow the year around.

Asia grows -more rice than any other paxt of the world .

Everything depends on the rice harvest; when an Asian

has .pno job, he often says that his ric;e bowl is broken.

Wheat is another important grain. It grows in many parts

of the woril.d and covers more land than any other

grain. But the big wheat growing regions are in the United .

States, Canada, Russia and Argentina. Fields of ripe
wheat look Yike ° geld in the warm summer sunshine. Flour

from this wheat is -used to make bread.

v

~——

Corn -is an important grain that comes from __the
Americas. Corn is sometimes called maize. In _many '

34
u¢.§
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Indian villages of South America, corn is the main

&

food. In these villages, corn planting _and harvesting

are timgs of prayer and festi&al. In the‘high
mountains of'Guatemala, Indians carry their seed corn
to the church to be blessed before they plant it. And

when the c¢orn is ripe and ready to be gathered, _there

is a festival. The festival is a _time  for fun. It is’
' ' o ¥
a time for singing and dancing. Y

-

. . .
.
A o . - v fe L h . - )
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From the Capital, the university lies just six
blocks up State Street. Here you will find the specialty
shops that cater to contempora;y tastes and to youth. The
end of State Streetjust at the foot of the university is
now a mall - eventua ly traffic will be banned from the y
eritire street - and (on clear summer days students lounge
and stgdy on the gr@ssy” slopes at the foot of the hill
that has become the symbol of the school.

. - N

The University of Wisconsin arrived on the scene in
1849. Built on the site of a former Indian village on a
steep slope covered with blackberry bushes, it has hecome
‘one of the most beautiful campuses in the country. 1Its
. _buildings are characterized by Bascom Hall which crowns
the hill and its famous statue of Abrahma Lincoln at its
front. '




