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L v P et et b raetrona b i et nmng that o wan
Do b ol b Ul et i Dot et aned Cormuneat ron Studres at
i I NI R R AL Tl e Twer teasaonn ol the Contaetn
Pt L U anstrnctaiona b banguage Lot niinieg . Phee it
Lo e cenom e Tpractrea ks Potentially the mombers ol -an
Lottt on ke ittty colleae conbd between s them Leguire e
T Vo oo e b ncbveated number ol toteragn Langihigen, and it
P it ta apgea e Pt cmeay beean Laniguoges decd can v
cat Poc o bt e b chier andd comvent tonal o channroaom o courte.,
Fovn 11 The dnvces s tunds were avad bab Le, theve e amany. lan-
RITHREE For which ot would be ampeessibbe o sapply teachers on d
Voot o ba s, W econd toasaon in pedagoaieal/methodologieal,
Adult o who o are caeehrng to et e tor o foreian Tangnadge arc
ikl to bave o procise ad individual set ool peasons under lyina
therr e by Ihas meant that the learning process, it 1t is  to

meot th e,
Coonrbe Ditaet e
A BNt PR AR

[V AT T

iTrse teean the p
Syt natl ton o anowiin
GO vt

i rattons e At
tng in most Tk
lrss o tishactor
The  adividuai!
poeed s detorml
cocial,  cconomi
vnee ot lanauaae
anderlying  his

factors, Iond

auccessial cone

demands a heah degree ot individualivation, Both

d o et hodoloaieal consiiderations point in the

foans et ional Tearninag,

”~
carning necds tend to he ol two kinds: those that
Pacl 1l ad demands v posed on the individual by the
b he inds himsedt,  and those which have their
yndhrvidual s nocial, intellectial  or  emotional
Guably a course of second/foreign language learn=-
oly to be embarked upon and brought to a more or
v conclusion when both kinds of need are present.
4 capa ity to feel and respond to both kinds of
ned by a variety of  factors, for example: his
¢ oand linguistic background; his previous experi=

loarning;  his procise peredption of the reasons
noeed and the way this in related to the preceding
Bin  ability to bring a course of learning to a
lusi1on will dopend at least partly on the  degree

to which the expecetations he brings with him to the learnina task

Aarce tultilled by

0.2 Design of t
we®  bascd
conviction that
appropriate  way
the university

{he learning materials he is provided with.

he survey

our rescarch project on  the methodological
arlf-inatructional language learning was the most
of mreting many sccond/foreign language needs in
. Self-instructional learning allows for

individualization both in the approach to learning and in the

jearnina materia
omy . Novorthel

ls, and places a hiah premium on learner auton-~
ess it is (lear that members of a university will

have many featurces in common. Most of them share a common lin-

gquistic backgrou
socicty, have be
taudht to learn
similar cultura
languages and 1

nd, are drawn trom the samc rather narrow band of
en through the samec educational system, have been
in the same way, and in the process have acquired
1 values and similar attitudes to second/foreign

anquage learning. This means that the require-
3 .
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A e bee comnluet T e s vey by et bentanbe ol thie tadend

P LAt oD G Ve e by

The questroni b e wan destaned tn s even coebtene, Thee o
[ Potget b soction ouabt to clrert antormat bon about b -

Jeett banemge backaground o ol Tow::
(1) the datauades they ke
(11) the teadipg and wr ity habtt i o e lan
FITR IS (o questions were anked  abont I tenina
and o speak g haboLus hecause the oval uae ol lan-
GUaee e s mueh ore dittreult to desetihe an terms
ot habttual bebaviour);
i) thee Daneages they haa Learned an o daeatvonad
tnat et at toneg
(re) the  anstructional rethode and matertals they  had
cxperteneed  (elearly thert own perception ot the
foatning o« Xpettenes may not o vetblect the intendeo
bia . ol the methods and materials they  were ex-
poscd to);
(v) their success in lanauage  oxaminations;
(vi) visits  theyv hoad made teo soecong/foreian  lanauaae
cammuni tiong
g (vi1) their  ausessment ol theilr competence in the  tour
~ . . .
Lanauaae skills - understanding speech,  speakina,
voeadiing and riting - in cach ot Che Tanguages

they  knew (sdeh an assessm
cont tdence than comp tonee,
cnnential prercequisite
cohcond/toreign lanouages

nt may Sayomore about
but cont it nte 1 an
or  suceesstul  ouve ol

(viii) the productive difficulties they exporicenced  ib
oach  of the lanauages they know - their € percep=
tions in thi arca may reflect, to some dearee at
least, the: bias of the teachina they: had  been
exposed  to (no questions were asked about ‘recep-
tive difficultics on the ground thatV\euch diffi-
cultics  are much less accessible to investigation
by neans of a aeneral questionnairz);

(ix) information about languaqges (a) that they knew but
said * they*would like, to know better and (b) that
they did not know but said they would like to
know. '
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T Ty T S I Y] R T R S I SR B U I N TR I RN B KA [ Whioy e
ter b R S P T TR PRE R TR TYRN O R TN LI S P SO Y RTRVIPER B RO ERITE
[ T S B S I S TR R RN N R R U PP R Ry B EEVIR R I LR
o toponte U [ERC AR I FRT TR Dbl in, e Pl o verraoh o
t N N TN R Voot i tudl g st ndis ool thie e
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P
G Adimrnins b ratton b Phe gquet oty
TR Lo at rtons, and Ebhes D e e envaed Lo
P o i ctte bt coneaed ae to o opt ton teoantal adiminy trataon
ot the I IR The DTiteroture ctressed the heh non -
IR IR FI Pty Chat unualty characterived ths kanda of sarvey.,
It o ot toempt oo manim e non=fenponse tatenoa stamped/ aldronned
ctiye Lo war oncloned with the qpestionnatre and two  tolltosw-up
Lottt were —ont to abl subjects,  the tirest o tertnight  after
v st tontal e vas osaent o out aned the soecond o tortnight Tater

vl

nt trret we antonded conding the questionnatre tooa randos
el a1 ctudents 1o cTrroty Colleae (HedooY o bat due taoan
phrrnt ot rat e et the  questionnibe wan sent te a0 random
anplo ol graduate students only, carly in Trinity  termo 19HO,
P ncosaitated o gocond phase ol the survey, and the questron -

Gl W sent tooa random sampte ot the undergraduate population
croTranuty College (Hed00) carly o dichaelmas tern 19RO, In
et ros et the Wdministrative orror was a happy  one,  tor it
gutekly  emerged that an some areas at L there were important
Jit forenecs  between  undergeaduat e (UC and  postgraduate  (PG)
cubjects  which a0 single sample migh not  have  revealed 5o
clearly. :

Pl response ol the PG sample was 207 (slightly over 50%),
and the rosponse Gf the UG samplo was 240 (60%). Tables T and I1I
shaw  the distributton of PG oand UG respondents by sex  and  fac-
ulty. In both cases  the non-response rate caused a loss  of
randomlzation.  We dres sonetheless satisfied that oar Jata repre-
sont. o sulficiently broad coverage of . the UG and rc populations
ot Trinity College to enable us to come to some tontative de-
seriptions  regardina  lanquage learning ¢xperience and to form
some  qeneral  hypotheses regarding lanquage  needs. Table III
shows the age distribution of the two samples. Morc - than 80% of

12
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UG subjects were aged bhétween 18 Ard 21 years, while very nearly
75% of PG subijects were aaded between 22 and 35 years.

TABLE I Division by sex anrd faculty of (a)
ir irinity Colleac

all PG students

at the time of the survey and (b)
PG sample
All PG - PG sample
(845) (207) R
Male 6l.1% 54.9%
Female 38.7% 41.3%
No response -——- 2.8%
Arts (Humanities) 44.7% 24.2%
Arts (Letters) 7.8% 19.3%
Economic and Social
Studies 11.4% 8.7%
Maths/Engineering 9.9% 15.0%
Science ’ 18.5% 27.1%
Medicifie/Dentistry 7.7% “2.4%
No regponse -—-

3.4%

TABLE 11 Division by sex
all UG students
the time of the

and faculty of (a)
in Trinity College at
survey and (b) UG

sample
All UG UG sample
(4837) (240)
Male 52.7% 51.9%
4 Female 47 .3%= 48.1%
Arts (Humanities) 18.4% 15.4%
’ Arts (Letters) 3.3% 2.0%
Economic and Social
Studies 15.2% 15.4%
Two-Subject z
Moderatorship *¥ 18.6% 17.9%
General Studies 1.9% 4.2%
Maths/Engineering 12.3% 13.3%
Science - 16.4% 17.1%
v Medicine/bentistry 14.0% 8.8%
No response —-——= 5.8%

13
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TABLE III Age distribution of UG and
PG samples

UG PG

(240} (207}
6-21 80-4% ) 2.9%
22-25 12.1% 37.7%
26-30 3.3% 22.7%
31-35 1.7% 14.5%
36-40 0.8% 10.6%
41-50 == 6.3%
51 ano over - 1.0%
NO response 1.7% 4.4%

N

A third phase of the survey was undertaken in an attempt to
check bhow representative the Trinity College data were ©of the

Irish student population generally. In the event this aim was
not - fully achieveu and the data collected in the third phase - of
the survey can only be treated as a preliminary-exploration. In

preparina for this phase we made a list of all third-level insti-
tutions. in  the Republic of Ireland and divided them into the-
tollowing cateqories: .

Universities; :
National Institute for Higher Education;
Regional Technical Colledes; .
Colleges and Institutes of Education;
Colleges of Art, Music, etc.;

Dublin Colleges of Technology;

Colleues of Caterina;

Colleges of Commerce.

ce

we decidea to take a controlled sample of these institutions and

‘to present respondents with questionnaires in person. ‘. In this
" way we hopea to avoid the high non-response rate that is unavoid-

able when & questionnaire is administered postally. Letters
requesting co-operation were sent to the following institutions;
those marked with an asterisk were eventually visited:

Wational College of Art and Design;
College of Technology, Kevin Street, Dublin;
* gt patrick's College, lMaynooth;
St Patrick's College, Drumcondra;
* gion Hill College of Education (Froebel);
Royal Irish Academy of Music;
College of Cpmmerde, Rathmines:
Regional Technical College, Waterford;
University Colleg:2, Cork;
Reaional Technical College, Tralee;
University College, Galway;
Reuional Technical College, Galway;
School for Hotel Management, Shannon; .
National Institute for hicher Education, Limerick;-

* # * X X X X X

} ' 1:4.
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‘
~

‘* Reginonal Technical College, Athlone;
-.Regional Technical Colleae, Dundalk;
‘Reqional Technical Colleqge, Letterkenny.

Bach inctitution interpreted our requirements in a different way

ang  again we failed to achieve a randomized sauple. Appendix A
presents  tables for the third phase of the survey correspondina
to the main strands of data prosented ir the body of the report.

0.4 Structure of the report

The discursive part of this report tocusses entirely on the
data collected from the UG and PG samples in Trinity College and
is divided into two parts. The first part deals with subjects’

lanquage learninag experience up to the time of the survey. 1In
several important features - especially lanquage backqround and
experience of language learning at: school - the data presented

‘here are likely to be typical not just of university students but
of the population 1in general belonging to the age qgroups

surveyed. Thus our descriptions and hypotheses should be of
interest to all concerned with second/foreign lanauage teaching
and learning in Ireland. The second parc of the report deals

with subjects' attitudes to second/foreign languayes and the
prospect of language learning at the time of the survey; the data
presented here are less likely to be typical of the population
beyond third-level institutions than the data presented in the
first part, but may nevertheless offer some insights which are
relevant to the planning of language courses in an adult educa-
tion context. Each part of the report beagins with a general
chapter, which is followed by chapters on the five second/foreign
languages of the Irish school curriculum (Irish, French, German,
Spanish, Italian) and a chapter on other languages that. subjects
mentioned. Although it was not possible to write up all the data
elicited by the questionnaire, much of ‘the information not pre-
sented in the report was used to verify aspects of the data that
are presented. A brief conclusion seeks to draw together the
different strands of our data and to arrive at tentative hypo- .
_theses relating to (i) general issues in lanauage teachina/
learning and (ii) specific issues in self-instructional language
learning. ’ :

As far as we are aware no survey of exactly this kind has
been conducted previously, so that part of our survey's function
was to.identify areas of language learning experience and issues
in lanquage teaching/learning which might reward further and more
intensive research along these lines. Our interpretation of the
data does not pretend to be exhaustive, but as far as possible we
have presented data in such a way as to allow further and more
detailed analysis. ' '

> Three terminological matters require clarification here.
For 'the sake of simplicity "second language" is henceforth used

o=
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throughout the report for "second/foreign lanquage"; "learning"

“and "acquisition" are used interchangeably and without ‘regard to

current debates which contrast conscious learning with uncon-
scious acguisition; and "post-primary" is used to denote all
forms of second level education in the Republic of Ireland (where
"secondary" refers to a particular kind of post-primary school).

Data are prescnted in percentages when the sub-group under
discussion numbers more than SO and in proportions when the sub-
aroup numbers fewer than 50. In most tables which compare sub-

aroups numbering more than 50 with sub-groups numbering fewer
than- 50 data are presented in percentages. In every case percen-
tages have been corrected to one decimal place and proportions to
two decimal places. This means that all the percentages in a
table do not necessarily add up to exactly 100.0 and all the
proportions in a table do rot necessarily add up to exactly 1.00.
Moreover, in some tables the categories used are not mutually
exclusive, which means that a column or horizontal line of data
may add up to substantially more than 100.0% or substantially
more than 1.00. Wherever practicable "no response" rates are
given; in some cases these are large enough to cast doubt on the
authenticity of an apparent trend.

In all, 48 ‘lanquages occur in the data presented in the main
body of the report and in Appendix A. For the sake of clarity
and consistency languages are listed in.all tables in the follow-
ina order: English as the first language of the overwhelming
majority of respondents; Irish as the first official language of
the state; the four other living languages of the school curricu-
lum in descending order of numerical prominence; classical lan-
guages of the school curriculum (although in some cases "Greek"
includes the modern as well as the <classical language - see
preamble to Chapters 7 and 14); thereafter in qroups according to
broad categories of geographical distribution. "Creole" was
mentioned by one subject; it seems likely that he/she was refer-
ring tc one of the Caribbean creoles. The full list in order of
presentation is as follows:

English
Irish
French
German
Spanish
Italian
Latin
Greek
Breton
Manx
Scots Gaelic
Welsh
Dutch
Portuguese
Danish

. Finnish
Icelandic



Norwegian
Swedish
Lithuanian
Polish
Russian
Serbo~Croat
Arabic
Hebrew
Maltese
Turkish
Afrikaans
Dagaare
BEfik
Hausa
Ibo
Kikamb~
Memon
Swahili
Zulu

. . Bengali
Gujarati
Hindi
Kannada
Pun-iabi
Sanskrit
Tamil
Urdu .
Bahasa Malaysia
Chinese
Japanese
"Creole

An earlier  account of our findings relative to Irish was
published as "Learning Irish: experience and aspirations" 1in
‘Teagasc na Gaeilge 3 (1982-3), pp.35-65.
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Experience of learning Irish, French, German,

Spanish and Itaiian : an overview

ihis  chapter deals ~omparatively with subjects' ‘experience

o learning Irish, Fronch, German, Spanish and Italian. These
Viee lancuaces have in common that they are 1iving languages, are
areat maior ity ot our subjects second lenquages, and are
.0 in the lrish school curriculum. i‘oreover, responses in
retaticn  to  thesoe languagyes account for the areat bulk of our

Lata on  English have sometimes been included for -general

comparative/contrastive purposes in sections of the chapter con-

L cernew  with mroad aspects of the language learning exnerience.

<uch data do not, however, appear in sections which discuss
cortain  detaild of lanyuage background or particular linguistic
skille and «ifficulties, The reason for this is simply that the
fecue of .the chapter, as of the whole report, 1is on second lan-

“ouaoe learnina, “and that for all bui a handful of our subjects

vnglish is thelr first lancuage.

s

ranauage-specific  treatments of subjects' experience of
learnina, .respectively, Irigh, French, GCerman, Spanicsh - and
Iralian are to be found in Chapters 2-6. A comparative treatment
of subjects' experience of learnina languaues. other than English,
lrish, ~French, German, Sparish and Italian is to be found in
Chapter 7. - ' -

1.1 NUMBERS

Since all our subj2cts were studying a= a largely
Enclish-$peaking university, and since the questionnaire they
conpleted was drafted in English, it is safe to assume that

10U% ol rur sample knew. Some English. Percentages of subjects
with a knuwledoe of Irish, French, Gerwan, Spanish-or Italian are
shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1| Percentages of subjects reporting
some knowledge of Irish, <“rench,
German, Spanish, Italian

UG PG
(N=240) (N=207)
Irish ‘83.8% 77.8% '
French 92.1% 90.3%
German 35.8% 35.8%
Spanish 15.4% 19.8%
Italian 7.9% 15.5%



Iif one ranks the languaces speaified in Table 1 according to
the percentaqes of subjects who claimed knowlecdoe of them, the
result for both UG and PG is the followino orde.ine (where 1 =
reported known by the highest nurber of subjects):

Fronch
Irish
German
Spantsh
Ttalilan

[Sage R U

It is porhaps a little surprisineg that Irish apveare. in  second
rather than first position. Fowower, this is prabably fto  be
~explainea by the fact that a number of our subjects were ccucateo
outside Ireland (2f. 1.2.4). Otherwise the abeve rankina corres—
ponds to the relative importance (in numerical terns) of cach of
the specified languaaes in the school curriculum.

1.2 CIRCUMSTANCES AND SITUATIONS IN WHICH CONTACT WITH IRISH,
FRENCH, GERMAN, SPAWNISH AND ITALIAN WAS ESTABLISHED

w

1.2.1 Home

. It is abundantly clear that for oniy a small winority of
subjects was there any connexion between their knowledae and use
of Irish, French, German, Spanish and Italian and their home
environment. Very few subjects claimed to have,acquired one
of these languacges as a first lanauace (Tables 2 and 3).

’

TABLE 2 Percentages of subjects who reported
Irish, French, German, Spanish or
italian as their sole first language

UG PG
{N=240) (N=207)
Irish 0.4% 1.5%
French -—- 1.0%
German 0.4% 1.0%
Spanish - .-

Italian -——i -

ERIC
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Percentaéés of subjects who reported

having acquired English together with
.Irish, French, German, Spanish or
Italian as Jjoint first languages

TABLE 3

English + Irish
English + French
I'nglish + German
English + Spanish
English + Italian

Furthermore,
the
parents
dren) had Irish, French,
language (Tables 4, 5,

German,

UG
(N=240)

0.4%
0.4%
0.4%

was in. current use in their household (Table 8).

.

PG
(N=207)

1.0%

1.0%

only tiny minorities of subjects claimed
people with whom they were most intimately connected
or - where applicable “ their spouses/partners and chil-
‘ Spanish or Italian as a first
6 and 7), or that any of these languages

TABLE 4 Percentages of subjects reporting that
their mother had Irish, French, German,
Spanish or Italian as a first language
UG . PG
. (N=240) (N=207)
Irish 2.5% 2.9%
French 0.4% 1.0%
German 1.3% 1.0%
Spanish -—= 0.5%
Italian —-—- -
TABLE 5 Percentagés of subjects reporting that
: their father had Irish, French, German,
a . Spanish or Italian as a first language
UG - PG
(N=240) (N=207)
Irish 3.3% 3.4%
French —-— 1.5%
German 0.8% 1.0%
Spanish ——— —-——
Italian 0.4% -
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The
gible i
subjects
spoken

TABLE 6

Percentaqges of subjects with spouse/
partner reportina that their spouse/
partner had Irish, French, German,
Spanish or Italian as a first lanquace

UG with spouse/

PG with sbouse/

partner partner
(67) (86)
Irish 3.0% -
“French 1.5% 1.,2%
German 1.5% -—=
Spanisgh 1.5% ---
italian -—- -——
TABLE 7 Froportions of subjects with children
reporting that their children had Irish,
French, German, Spanish or Italian as a
first language .
UG with PC with
children children
(13) (47)
Irish 0.15 0.11
French - 0.02
German —— -
Spanish - -——
Italian —— -
TABLE 8 Percentaaes of subjects living in house-
holds reporting that Irish, French, German,
Spanish or ltalian was in current use in
their household
UG living in PG livino in
household household
(225) (172)
Irish 1.3% 23.3%
French 0.4% 0.6%
German -——- 1.2%
Spanish -—- 0.6%
Italian - -

s

in

one figure 1in Table
that for Irish among PG subjects.

living
their

8 which rises above the

in households claimed that some
household. Corroborative

22 ‘. 16

negli-
About 23% of PG
Irish was
evidence for this
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finding is displayed in Table 9, which shows the percentages
of subjects mentioning thé home environment as a factor in
dlearning Irish, French, German, Spanish and Italian. Only in the
case of Irish does this factor seem to be at all significant.

TABLE 9 Percentages of subjects mentioning hone
environment as a factor in learning Irish,
French, German, Spanish and Italian

UG PG
(N=240) {N=207)
Irish 20.0% 15.5%
French R 3.3% 2.4%
German he 1.7% 1.5%
Spanish -—— 1.0%
Italian 0.4% -—-

The data presented in Tables 8 and 9, taken ‘together
with those presented in Tables 4, 5, 6 and 7, appear to
indicate that for a small but not insignificant proportion of
subjects Irish _ was in some sense and 1in some measure a

language of the home despite the fact that no one in the . -

household was actually a native speaker of the language.

1.2.2 Age - .
" Table 10 shows the ages at which subjects started
learning particular ' languages. ‘The figures in this table
reflect (a) the fact that the vast majority of our subjects
were native speakers of English and therefore began learning
English in their first three years of life; and (b) the fact
that most of our subjects went through the Irish- 3chool
system, where most pupils begin learning Irish in their
primary school Yyears (4-10) and French in their post-primary
school years {11-17}.: . .

As far as German, Spanish and Italian are concerned, in our
subjects' experience they seem hardly to- feature at all before
the age of eleven.” Their showing in respect of the 11-17 age
period reflects the fact that although they feature in the post-
primary curriculum, these languages are taken by only a minority
of pupils.

Not a single subject reported having started learning
English or Irish after the normal school Years - presumably
because most subjects had begun learning these languages
previously. The same kind cf argument would explain the
relatively low figures for Frehchsin the "After 17" column,
especially among UG. Italian and German are revealed .as having

17 23 .-
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been very often taken up beyond the normal school years. As many
UG and nearly three times as many PG reported haying started
Italian after D7 as reported having started it in the 11-17
period; and nearly as many PG and more than half as many UG
subjects as reported having begun German in- the 11-17 period

reported having begun it after 17. Spanish seems less prominent
in this regard (which may be related to the high non-response
rate). Nevertholess, at least as far as PG subjects are con-
cerned, Spani: was reported as having been taken after 17 by
rather more thoon half as many subjects as reported having taken
toup during theill=-17 period.

TABLE 10 Ages at which subjects startoed learning Ivish,
French, German, Spanish and Italian. Percentages
“»late to total numbers of subjects who claimed a
xnowledge of each language

UG
Before 4 4-10 11-17 After 17 No
response
English (240) 92.5% 5.8% 0.4% ——— 1.3%
Irish (201) 4.5% 87.1% 1.5% o 7.0%
French (221) - 21.3% 69.7%.. 1.8% 7.2%
German, (86) 4.7% 2.3% 44.2% 24.4% 24.4%
Spanish (37) —-—- 5.4% 43.2% ) 2.7% 48.7%
Italian (19) ~—— 5.3% 36.8% 36.8% 21.1%
PG
Before 4 4-10 11-17 After 17 No
. . response
English (207)  82.6% 8.7% 4.8% _— 3.9%
Irish (161) 9.9% 77.6% 3.1% o= 9.3%
French (187) 1.6% 13.4% 58.3% 6.4% 20.3%
German (74) 2.7% .= 35.1% 32.4% 29.7%
Spanish (41) 2.4% -—= 36.6% 22.0% 35.0%

Italian (32) -—= .= ©21.9% 53.1% 25.0%

1.2.3 Speech community

The data on places where our subjects learned particular
languages they knew (Table l1) can most easily be summarized if
one divides - the languages in question into two groups: those
known by a majority of subjects (i.e. English, Irish and French)
and the rest. fn respect of the former group our subjects’
learning experience appears more usually to have taken place
exclusively in their own country, but .occasionally to have occur-

red in a country/region where their target language was native as

5
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well as in their own country. It was apparently relatively rare
for Irish or French to be learned exclusively in an environment
where the language was native and it was also rare for any of the
"major" languages to be learned elsewhere than in the subjects'

own countries or in countries/regions where thece languages are
native.

L]

TABLE 11 Where subjects learned English,Irish, French, German,
Spanish and Italian. Percentages relate to total num-
bers of subjects who claimed a knowledge of each lan-
auadage

N 1 2 3 4 5 6
uG
Enalish (240) 87.5% 1.3% 0.4% 6.7% --- 4.2%
Irish (201) 77.6% 0.5% —-—= 14.9% 0.5% 6.5%
French (221) 67.4% 4.5% 1.4% 18.1% 1.8% 6.8%
German (86) 39.5% 20.9% 1.2% 15.1% . —— 23.3%
Spanish (37) 43.2% . 8.1% --- 2.7% -—- 46.0%
Italian (19) 36.8% 26.3% 5.3% 10.5% 5.3% 15.8%
e ) PG
2 N N
English (207) 77.3% 1.0% 1.5% 13.0% 1.5% 5.8%
Irish (161) 72.7% 1.2% -—- .16.8% 0.6% 8.7%
French (187) 44 .4% 1.6% 2.7% 26.7% 3.7% 20.9%
German (74) 39.2% 12.2% 2.7% 18.9% % 1.4% 25.7%
Spanish (4l1) 22.0% 9.8% 2.4% 29.3% 4.9% 31.7%
Italian (32) 18.8% 25.0% 6.3% 28.1% 3.1% 18.8%
Key: 1 =¢In own country

2 = In country/region where language is native

3 = In other place

4 = In own country ané in country/region where

language is native
5 = Other combinations
6 = No response

]
\]

As far 'as the other ‘languages are concerned, most of the
above trends do not necessarily apply. Thus a higher percentage
of UG subjects reported that their experience of learning German
took place exclusively in a German-speaking country than reported
that this experience occurred partly in a German-speaking country
and partly in their own country; a higher percentage of PG sub-
jects reported having learned Spanish partly in a Spanish-
speaking country than reported having learned it exclusively
in their own country; a higher percentage of PG subjects re=
ported. having learned Italian either partly or exclusively
in an Italian-speaking country than reported having léarned it

exclusively in’ their own country. The only entirely c0n-g\
19 2~
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sistent trend with resard’to this group was for places other than
countries or countries/regions
target lanquages are native to be rarely mentioned.

subjects' own

.

where

particular

TABLE 12 Time spent by UG in countries/regions where Irish,

) French, German, Spanish or Italian is native
(N=240)
Iriah Froench Corman Spanish Italian

one week
or less
1 week -

1 month
1-3 rmonths
1-6 months
6~9 months
9 months -

1 year
1-2 years
2-3 years
More than

3 years

12.5%
11.3%

0.4%
0.4%
0.8%

0.8%

19,23

1.7%

9. 2%
3.3%
.3.8%

Q.4%
0.4%

1.7%

lo.43
3.8%
1.3%

0.4%
0.4%

5.0%

0.4%

TABLE 13 Time spent by

in countries/regions where Irish,
French, Germen, Spanish or Italian 1S native

One week
or less
1 week-

1 month
1-3 months
3-6 months
6-9 months
9 months-

1 year
1R “‘years .

M-3 years

More generally, quite substantial percentages of subjects’
some time in
German,

reported having
Irish,

where

Over 3 years

Ir s.

1.0%

7.2%
9.7%
3.9%
1.0%

0.5%
1.0%

1.0%

spent
French,

(N=207)

“rench German
"% 3.9%
20.3% 12.6%
18.8% 5.8%
5.8% 2.4%
1.5% 3.9%
2.9% 1.5%
1.93 1.0%
1.0% 1.5%
0.5% 0.5%

2R

various
Spanish

2
'

Spanish
4.8%
10.1%
6%3%
2.9%
1.0%

1.5%

.

Italian

3.9%

<

14.0% *
4.8%
1.5%
0.5%

1.5%
f

1.0%

countries/regions

or Italian was native
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(Tables 12 and 13). The typical amount of time spent in such a
country/redion seems to have been between one week and one month.

The communicative experience of subjects who reported having
visited Irish-, French-, German-, Spanish- or Italian~speaking
countries/regions is summed up in Tables 14-19. Only in the case
of subjects who had visited Irish-speaking areas did a majority
claim to have spoken only the language native to the country/
reqion f{although the figures for attempts to speak nothing but
French in Francophone countries do not fall far short of 50%).
In relation to the experience of being addressed only in the
language native to the country/region visited, the figures are
somewhat higher generally, thouch Irish and French still have
the edge over the other languages. However, a clear majority of
subjects who had visited such countries/regions reported having
had only Irish, French, German or Italian respectively spoken in
their company. If “one adds in the figures for subjects who
reported having used or been exposed to a mixture of their native
language and the language of the country/region, - one finds that
Irish and French adain (proportionally) lead the field, though
less markedly $o in respect of languages spoken in subjects'
company . .

This pattern causes no surprise. There must clearly be some
relationship- between whether or not one knows a language and
whether or not one attempts to speak it. It is also true that
the extent to which one is addressed in a particular language
will depend in some measure on the impression one gives of one's
ability to understand-it. In other words, trying to: speak a

-

TABLE 14 Language(s) spoken by UG when visiting Irish-, French-,
German-, Spanish- and Italian-speaking countries/

regions
Irish French German Spanish Italian
) (78) (122) (69) (42) (20)
Own language 11.5% 13.9% 34.8% 39.5% - 50.0%
Language of - ' ’ )
country/region 57.7% 45.1% 27.5% 18.6% ' 30.0%
Other language —-—— —_—— —_— 2.3% —-——
Own language : . ‘
+ language of : . i ) ]
country/region 29.58. 37.7% 36.2% 20.9% 25.0%
‘Own language . s : .
+ other language -— 0.8% 1.5% 4.6% e
Language of - v
counkry/region
+ other language - 1.6% ——- -—- —_——
Own language + N -
language of ' » -
country/region . & ] ]
+ other language -—= 2.5% - 1.4% --- 5.0%
21



(%)

language and being addressed in a language must correlate at

least in crude terms with one's-knowledqe of that language. It
is not surprising, then, that the most widely known lanquages -
Irish and French - receive the highest scores in respect of

TABLE 15 Language(s) spoken by PG when visiting Irish-, French-,
German-, Spanish- and Italian-speaking countries/

reqgions
Irish French German Spanish Italian
(52) (118) (68) (55) (56)

Own languaqe 5.8% 13.6% 25.0% 32.7% 37.5%
Lanqguaqe of

country/reaion 61.5% 48, 7. 26.5% 21.8% 16.1%
Other language —-—— 0.9% 1.5% 3.6% 7.1%
Own language :

+ lanquage of

country/region 30.8% 34.8% 26.5% 21.8% 21.4%
Own language

+ other languadge -—-= 0.9% 5.9% 5.5% 7.1%

Languaqge of

country/reqion +

other language - 1.7% 2.9% 1.8% 3.6%
Own language +

lanquage of

country/region

+ other language -——- 3.4% 4.4% 1.8% 5.4%

TABLE 16 Language(s) spoken to UG visiting Irish-, French-,
. German—, Spanish- and Italian-speaking countries/regions

Irish ' French German,  Spanish Italian

(78) - (122) - (69) (43) v (20)
own language 3.9% 7.4% 26.1% ' 07.9%, 25.0%
Language of
country/region 71.8% 58.2% © 30.4% 30.2% 45,0%
" Other language -—- 0.8% _— - _—
own language 0 ~
v+ language of . 3 . )
country/region 21.8% 30.3%° 40.6% 23.3% , 35.0%
Own language + : ) . 3 A
other language . -—- 0.8% ——- 2.3% -

Language of
* cquntry/region +
other language -— _— - 2.2% -
"own language + "
language of
countty/region + -
other language -— 0.8% 4.4% 2.3% 5.0%
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Attempts at face-to-face communication. On the other hand, since

tire alobal linauistic environment is not usually under the con~
trol Of any one speaker, it is equally unsurprising that the
figures relatina  to the deogree to which the languages of non-
anglaophoene countries/ recalons were wused in  subjects' com-

nany are generally high.

TABLE 17 Lancuace(s) spoken to PG visitine Irish-, French-,
German-, spanish- and ltalian-speaking countries/regions

1rish French German Spanish® Italian
(52) (118) (68) (55) (56)
uvn languaae 5.8% 6.8% 25.0% 27.3% 23.2%
Lanauaae of ) ~
country/realon 61.5% 54.2% 33.6% 27 .3% 41.1%
Other loancuage -——— -—- ——- 1.8% 3.6%
own lanouage +
lancuaae of
country/recion 26.9% 36.1% 26.5% 21.8% 14, 3%
own lanauaoe + . .
othér lancuaae -——— G.9% 1.5% 3.6% 3.6%
Lancuaae of '
country/rocion +
other lancuace ——— 0.9% 2.9% ... 3.6%
twn lenguage +
lanauags of
ccuntry/recion + .
other language —— -——- 5.9% - 5.4%

TABLE 18 Lanauace{s) spoken in the,company of UG visiting
Irish-, French-, German-, Spanish- and Italian-speaking
coiuntries/reaions .

Irish French German Sparii sh Italian
(78) (122) (69) (43) (20)
Owa lanauage 1.3% 2.5% 5.8% 2.3% 10.0%
vanguaage of .
_country/recion 83.3% 84.4% 76.8% - 72.1% 70.0%
Other languaage - C e —-—- -— -
Cwn languaae + - i
lanauage of . '
country/reaion 14.1% 13.1% 15.9% 9,.3% 20.0%
Gwn lancuage +
other language -—- - -—- - -—-

‘Language of

country/reaion” +

other lanocuage —_—— 0.8% . --- -—— _——
Own language + :

lanquage of

country/reaion

+ other language -——= e —— C e
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TABLE 19 lanquage(s) spoken in the company of PG visitine
Irish-, Freonch-, Cerman-, Spanish- and Ttalian-speaking
countries/reaions

Trish Froench German Spanish ltalian
(52) (118) (GR) (55) (56)
Own lanquage 1.9% 2.5% 10.3% 10.9% 3.6%
Languaqe ‘of
countrv/recaion 71.2% 78.8% 61.8% 52.7% 76.8%
Other languaae - O.9% 1.5% 1.8% _—

Own lLanauage 4

lanauage of

country/reqgion 21.2% 14.4% 13.2% l6.4% 10.7%
Own lanauaqge +

other languaace - -—- - —— -—-
fvanauaae of

country/reqgion )

+ &ther lanquagqge - -—- 4.4% 1.8% 3.6%
Own lanauage +

lanquacae of

country/reaion

+ other landuaace ——— 0. B3 1.5% -— 1.8%

1.2.4 Factors in the learning experience

Tables 20 and 21 -show the percentaaes of subjects who
mentioned various factors as havina played a role in their

TABLE 20 Percentaces of UG subjects with a knowledge of Enalish,
) irish, French, German, Spanish and Ttalian who men-
tioned various factors as havina played a role in
their coxperience of learninc these languages

Enalish Irish French Cerman Spanish ltalian

(240) (201) {221) (8€) (37) (19)

Home 94.2% 23.9% 3.6% 4.7% -—- 5.3%
School . 2.9% 72.1% 88.2% 45, 4% a8, 7% 42.1%
Friends/acauain- - . .

tances - 0.4% 13.4% 17.2% 15.1% 16.2% 26.3%
University/lan~ ’ ’ .

guage course/

study 0.4% ——— 1.8% 10.5% C2.7% 15.8%
Visits/residence

abroad 0.4% 14.9% 17.7% 20.9% 13.5% 21.1%
Rocks, . films

meaia, music 0.4% 22.9% 33.0% 23.3% 16.2% 26.3%
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TABLE 21 Porcontages of PG subjects with a knowledge of Enalish,
Irish, French, German, Spanich and Italian who men-
tioned various factors as having played a vole in
ttoir experience of learning these languadges

English  Irish French German Spanish Italian

(207) (161) (187} (74) (41) (32)
ttome H7.0% 19.9% 2.7% 4.1% 4.9% ——
Schioonl v.2% 84.5% 72.7% 40.5% 36.6% 18.8%
Frionas/acatuain-

tances 2.9% 17.4% 158.2% 14.9% 24.4% 31.3%
University/lan-

auade course/

study 2.9% 8.1% 25.1% 36.5% 24.4% 43.8%
Visits/r=gsi1ocnce :
abroad 1.5% 10.6% 23.5% 21.6% 22.0% 37.5%
Rooks, filme,

redia, music 27.5%  23.0% 23.0% 18.9% 29.3% 25.0%

TABLE 22 ‘tumbers of references subjects made to personal con-
tacts and tformal educational/cultural factors in their
oxperience of learnina Enclish, Irish, French, German,
Spaunish and Italian

UG PG

FhGLLSH Pe}SOnal contacts 228 189
Formal educational/cultural factors 9 82

IRISH Fersonal contacts 105 77
Formal educational/cultural factors 191 186

TFRENCH Personal contacts . 85 83
Formal educational/cultural factors 272 226

GERMAN Personal cuntacts 35 33
Formal educational/cultural factors 68 71

SPANISH Personal contacts 11 21
Formal educational/cultural factors 25 37

I'PALIAN Personal contacts : 10 22

Formal educational/cultural factors 16 28

2

experience of learning English, Irish, French, German, Spanish

and Italian. Table 22 restates the same information using just
twc categories - "personal contacts" (a conflation of "home",
"friends/acquaintances” and "visits/residence abroad") and "for-
mal educational/cultural factors" (a conflation of "School",

e 23 :IJL'
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"university/lanauaae course and "baoks, filins, media, masic"),

[t is  interesting ta note which ot these sets of factors

appoears ta have predominated ~ and to what ~xtent - in our
subjoctst  oxpericnee  of learning individual  lanquaacs. Since
Enalish  is  the wmother tanaue of most of our subjects it is
natural cnouah that “"personal contacts" should i= this case
have been mentionoed markedly wore  frequently than "tformal
cducational/cultura, factors". Convorsely, it is
urremarkable  that this latter category should have shown a
predominance  in relation o lancuaaes which are not native to
most culvjects  and which tiqgure in the school curriculum  (i.e

irish, French, German, Spanish and [talian).

One notes that . this last-weutioned nredominance  is dis-
tinctly more pronounced in the case of French. It is not diffi-
cult to tina a nlausible explanation for this state of affairs.
Froengh is taken routinely by the majority of ’ second-level
pupils, most of whom are urilikely to have ready opportunities
for cextra-mural contact with French-speakers or the motivation

to create such opportunities. irish is also taken rountinely by
most pupils, but- in this case opportunities to interact with
speakers of the languade (native ana other) are somewhat
casier to come by. As for the "minority" lanauaades - Cerman,
spanish and ltalian - there nay ke an element of choice, and
therefore personal internst, in many subieccts' experience of
learning these lancuages. ‘Thus, amonast learners of these lan-

anages one would expect motivation activelv to seek  encounters,
for example, with native speakers (whether in Irsland or ahroad)
to be generally higher.

this last point is especially relevufit in the case of

German and Italian. A Fair number of suhjects started
learnina German and/or Italian relatively late - i.e. after the
aqge of seventeen (see -ahle 10) - to do which would presum-

ably be very laraely if nou entirely a matter of personal.choice.

As far as factors other than personal contacts are con-
cerned, it is evident from Tables 20 and 21 that the elements
which loom laraest. for Irish, French, German, Spapish and Italian
have to do with lanauage learning in a formal pense - i.e. at
school, at uniyersity or in the context of othi} courses invol-
ving some kird.@and dearee of structuring and re-planning. It
should be noted that a comparison of the number ot references to
school in these data with the numbers of” subjects reporting
havina  taken these lanauages at primary and post-primary school
(seé Tables 23 and 24 and information in 2.2.4, 3.2.4, '4.2.4,
5.2.4 and 6.2.4) indicates that many subjects who had in fact
taken a particular language at school neglected to include school
in their itemization of factors in their experience of learning
that language. In relation to Irish, French; German and Spanish,
school was nevertheless mentioned more often than any other
single factor. In the case of Italian, the category "university/
language course" ‘was referred to more often® than any other.
This category was also referred to 'second most often in respect

3
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et brench Ot thetimang, {(in mugt“vdhwﬁ thee tanguage courses other
that Unive sty courses Spectl i in connexion with this cateqgory
wWebo baught ratber than  solf-instructional.)

Thee only language other than Enolicsh which a majarity ot our

roosnondent teportod  having taken at primary school is  Irish
Clabilee 21) = which g proeciaely what one would oxpect, given
the tact that  nmost ot our subjects went  through  the  Trish
school syatenm (ef . 1.2.2). Howover, it is  notoworthy that a
sieeabhe Wity ol both UG and PG supijects claimed to  have
taken broonch at this level, vroportionally more UG than PG making
the laim, This  seoms to suggest that there is a continuing

and  perhans inereasinag tread towards the introduction of  French
vt vramary beved (et tabie To),

TABLE 23 Percentades ol subjects who reported
having taken knalish, Irish, French,
German, Spanish and Italian at primary

school
LG PG
(N=240) (N=207)
English 97.5% 91.3%
[rish 81.3% 75.4%
Fronch 23.3% 18.4%
Gorman 1.7% 1.0%
Spanish 1.7% 1.5%

1talian -— -

Both Irish and French were repcrted as having been taken at
post~primary school by a large majority of subjects (Table 24).
The fact that the numbers for French in this context outstrip
those for Irish probably relates to subjects' place of educa-
tion. Some subjects received their second-level education in
countries like Britain and the United States, where French

.but not Irish- is on the school curriculum (cf. 1.1). One

notices that in the case of each of these languages more
uG than PG reported having taken it as a subject at post-

primary level. As far as Irish is conceraed this may reflect
the make-up .of the two samples in terias of Irish-educated
versus foreign-educated subjects. With regard to French, on

the other hand, this variation is probably at least partly
bound up with the fact that increasing proportions of Irish
pupils have been taking French at second level in recent
years. :

0Of the "minority" languages German was most often 'reported

, ’ 27
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as  having Dbeen  taken as  a  subjecty at socond  level. Thias
accords with evidence from  the ofticial statistics on  socond-
lovel subject popularity, as docs the indication in the dif-
foronce between the UG and PG Figures  that  the position of
German  in post—primary schools was s* rengthening somewhat in the
1970s.  The relative positions of Spatish and ftalian in Table 24
also  correspond  to  their ovdering in the official  statisties
shoviing  the numbers of pupils taking the different lanauaqges  at
post -priwery level. '

-

TABLE 24 Porcentaages of subjocts who reportoed
havino taken knglish, lrish, French,
German, Spanish and Italian at post-
primary school

UG PG

(N=240) (N=207)

ionstlish 100.0% 87.44
rish 82.5% 74.4%

I rench 91.3% 80.2%
erman 21.7% 15.5%
Cpenish 11.7% 12.6%
1-~1ian 2.1% 1.9%

22.5% of UG (54/240) and 37.7% of PG subjects (78/207)
reported that thoy had studied "or were studying one or more
languaqges .t degree course level, These relativelv high percen-
tages arce ~n indication of the loss of randomization referrea to
in the introduztion.

Paple 25 shows the percentages of subjiects wh¢ reported
having taken English, Irish, French, German, Spanish and
Italian at deqree course level. As far as the PG data are
cep-erned the rankina of Irish, French, German, Spanish and
Italian accordina to percentages of subjects who took these

lanquages &t this level corresponds to their ranking (a)
according .~ overall numbers of subjects who <laimed to know
them (Tab:» 1) and (b) according to numbers of subjects who

reported ‘'saving ‘taken them at post-primary schaol (Table 24).
‘The UG daia presentad in Table 25 ‘do not corvelate quite’ so
neatlv  with other data, insofar as more UG subjec$s reported
that they had studied Irish: at cnllege/niversity  than
reported that they had studied\ French. Moreover, UG supjects
vaf.1ved to German, Spanish and Italian in this context in equal
nunooIs. However, there is a gross corresponderce to the extent
t'.at, as one would expect, heie as elsewhere higher figures are
asscrinced with Irish and Frencir than with Germzn, Spanish and

Ita) .an. v . 34 .
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TABLE 25 Poreentaaes of subijects who reported
having taken Bnolish, Irish, French,
Boeoman, Spanish and Jtalian at dearee
course Jeuvnl

e . PG “

(ho-240) (N=207)
Fnalish IR T A 21.74%
Frish 10.4% 9.2%
Fronch 6.7%° 19. 3%
Corman 258 5.3%
Hroang sh 2.5 % 2.9%
Itatian 208 1.5%

Tahle 26 shows the percentage: of UG and PG subjects who
reportea having taken courses in Bng.ish, Irish, French, German,
spanish and Italian apart trom at school or as major components
in dearoe courses, The much hiaher percentages for PG subjects
in respect ot French and German is to be explained (at  least
partly hv the tact that they would have had more time and
opportunity to take such courses than UG subjects.

The  languaaes most often mentioned by UG subjects in  this
context were German and French, in that order. The PG data con-
cur, excent in the detail that Prench was mentioned by PG more
often  than German, In the PG column one notes the fact that
Ttalian was more popular than Irish and Spanish combined.

-

TABLE 26 Percentages of subjects who reported
havina taken courses in English, Irish,
French, German, Spanish and Italian apart
from at school or as major components of
degree courses

UG PG
{N=240) {N=207)

English 0.4% -—
Irish 2.5% 3.4%
French 4.2% 21.3%
German 5.4% 18.4%
Spanish : 1.3% 2.9%
Italian 2.1% 7.3%

.\
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1.3 LEARNING ITRISH, FRENCH, GERMAN, SPANESH AND DTALEIAN AT
SCHOOL

Thee
l oo Laotage an o Taetor in out suabpectst expericnee ol
Froench,  Georm
wolth  cxamnina in

Lrish,

data taenented an bo2ed ndieat e

that ncehool tonded to

learning

i, spanish o oond Ttalian, It in theretore
iome detail what o sabjects had to sy
Abowt thedr exposure to lanonages at school

1.3.1 lLanguages used as medium of instruction

.

Italicn

thomae e
and 28).
they  had

sub peet e

AT

cnbhgect s cxperteneed Trish, Prench, German, Spanish and
cehool an cobicets to be taught/tearned rather than ay

vehielon

tor teaching/learnina

processes (Tables 27

For oxample, the poreentages of subjects report ing that
oxpoerienced Irish as a medium of
and cecona level  are copsistently well  below  half those ol
that thoy had taken Irish  at  these  levels

Leport ing

instruction at first

TABLE 27 lLanauages used as medin of

1
a

nstruction by subjocts!
t primary school

toeachers

el ah
Triah
Froench
Gormnan
spanish
[talian

o response

B[]
(N=240)

a8, 3w
35.8%
1.7%
1.7
0,4%

1.7%

PG
(N=207)

88.9% ’
34.3%
2.9%
1.0% o
1.0%

1.0%

TABLE 28

Languages uscd as media of
instruction by subijects' teachers

at post-primary school

Fnglish
Irish
French
German
Spanish
Italian

No response

UG
(N=240)

97.5%
36.3%
21.3% .
4 3.8% T
T1.3%
0.8%
19.4%

30 ' AN

AN

PG .
(N=207)

87.4%

28.5%

14.0% v
2. 4%
2:9%
0.5%
1.0%
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[ T P R S TR R N I Proomost sl vt e tehee . Lheny, teachina

e levtane ot cheed Crneluoe presamably the teaching and
oo ot Pt ) veent oon throuah the  medium ol Bnalisgh, A
oo [RERRTE con b b et wr Yooard  ta Fronch,  Goerman,
AR | v' v ' i" 'll‘l .

L

1.1.2 Activities and learning materials in the
langquaqge classroom

tabil T ahovr the percentames ob subjects who o had  taken

v vl ivich, 1oreh,  German, Spanish oana Ttalian at primary

o . Pott sl b perierrea var ious Finde ol prodoetive

Pt Lt e P crnnesten with Jearning these Tondquaaes ot primry
Teovr 4y

Foemana s ob o these data (Table 30) in terms ot the

D g e relerenec: te oral activities (repetition of individual
Cate .y, Vet at o ot whole pbrases or sentences,  ornl arammar

: ey, o convorsation,  debates) as onposed  to written
ettt e (va ilten aranmar  cxeraclses, essays, translations,
war o, i caect work) reveals the followina trehds. . In the

cat ol cnali:h,  reterences to written activities predominate,
waotet 1 bardly cuarprising,  given that most ol our subiects are
pative  speeakove o of Epalish ana that the  festerina  of mother-

tepaue diteraey s aencrally ceen as o major tunction of the
e cchools Pn the cane of Irish and (particularly) French,
el e ta orad o activitios nredominate.  In the case  of o the

e Japauaers oral o nd written activities wero mentioned in
ranol 1y gual preport jons,

Frem o curther re-analysis (Table 31) of these same data in
Vorre 1 Lhe mmmber of roforences to more  self-cxpressive  or
Moreative” activities {essays, summaries, project work, free
conversation, debates) as onposed to wore "mechanical” activities
(repetition of inaividual  sounds, repetition of whole phrases or
sontencos,  oral  arammar exercises, written grammar exercises,

translaticns), where the score for  self-expression is more
limited the follewina  trends emerae. As far as Fnalish is

conenrnea  reforences  to  "ereative" activities predominate in
the G data  {(in  the ratio of approximately 7:6), and refer-
sners teo "mochanical" activities predominate in the PG data (in
rouaghly  the same ratio). In the case of the other languages
there i a  more marked predominance of references to "mechani-
cal” activities over references to "creative" activities *(the
ratio  in most cases approaching or exceedinag 2:1). The expla-
nation tor the wav in which FEnalish stands apart here again
rrobably relates to the fact that it is the mother tongue
ot most ot our subjects. Primary school teachers presumably feel
that their pupils are more likely to be able to be "creative”
in © a lanquaqe with which thev are already very familiar than
in languages the rudiménts of which they are still in the
process of learning. The difference between the UG and PG

Y
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TABLE 29 Product e act vt fen rererted too by Subiects din
Ve latton to bearnine bnaglish, Lrinh, Fronch, Gorman,
Srand el one Ttalioan at priwary seboolc References

‘ e N e s ey et et 0l number o b jeeet s
' Vit b et b e b o ey le vl
vt
Vool trish French  corman o Spantsho Thalion
(2t} (1) (Y) (4) (a) (-)

Pretaat ine
tnarvidual

ot AR BN VAN ] vy Loy, H0,00 -
¢ocpaa oo ’

who e

vl ,

NI T RIS RIE G4, by TR Bt O -
Cral o arannat

A e 6T, 1% LRI (SO AL FAN ) -
wrrtten orans

Al cRerelian BS99 af 9% Th. ol 75 .0% 75 .0% -
beeave v, g a3y g 33,98 RO Thatra -
Translat tans PH Lo TROGH LA § HOLO% T4 . O% -
TN Al et L Jho, G 10, A9 B 0% N0 -
Project wor kb RO 1749 12,0 HO L0 - -
Fre o '

Conversat 1on R TR R LIRS I noLan )y, 0% -
Dievhat e Al .5 RN “ ? = L, m- -

i
rnglish  driste Frenceh  Cernman nanish 1talian
{189) (1he) (38) (2) (3) (-)
Lopeating

individual )

SOunUs 47,13 A7.3% 71.1% 50.0% 66.7% -
Repoeat ina

whaole

nhrases/

sentonces 50,489 H5. 3% Bl.6% 50.0% [ A f-
oral aranmar

axXerclrses 75.1% 66.5% 68.4% 100.0% 66 .74 -
writton aram-

Mnar exercises 90 . H% 63.0% 76.3% 100.,.0% 66 .7% -
Essays BY .99 BB.5% 36.8% 50.0% 66.7% -
Translations 24.9% 71.8% 47.4% - he . 7% -
Summaries 57.7% 44.9% 13.2% 50.0% 66.7% -
Project work 25.9% 4.5% 13.2% -—- 33.3% -
Froe

conver -

sation 49.2% 53.2% 31.6% -—- - 66.7% -
Debates 39.2% 23.7% 2.6% -—- 33.3% -
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TAREL o

)’A'I!I
it
by
turt i
Lo
Ttateon

1
A

.

TABLE 31

Lhalah
ek

bre neh
Conrmanp
panish
[talian

ety [ T e N P TR T B RO AR I Vo e Mceat pae "
" ' oo ot bl g ome sy Tevee o et

Gt e e o el e W et e parodduet e
P o et et gt s o pepect ot bnalanhg
Prr e, o St b e bbb ran at “IirdFVu

(A
>,

R A e
[ / 1o
toutad et caurher ol Faphir ot Number ol
co e e Yod e e et enees reloerencey
ool tor wr it tar ol to written
ot bt e et e et pvnldey
oty ;o S11 Ha
o 4 Jy 472
I L 9l 71
! e 11 4 4
“ 1 49 &
Sttt cexpertoness of "ereative and "mechanical" o

Tpocaet 1wt Tanauaae learning activities in rospect of
Loolach, Trvsh, French, Gorman, Sipantsh oand Italian
At orarreary 1ove]

ric PG

{anuulnr of Mumber ot Number of tiumber of
voterenees roforences reforences  references
to creative te mechanical  to areative to mechanical
activities activities activities activitices
697" 616 495 562
a4t . bB26 3135 630
L 208 : 37 (131
it . 13 : 2 6
7 13 . 8 " 10

Tablv 32 shows the pépcnntaaes.of;subjects,who took English,

Irish,

reportinag
activitices

“rench, German, Spanish and Italian at post-primary level

that they had performed vatious kinds' of productive
11 cannexion with learning” these languages at post-

prirary level .. '




PARLE A2 Pronboct pon ot pe e aeter e te [ I ERTRTEE R
bt oot bearnina Poebae b, brae, et e ity
o b el Tt a o ot oot gy athood o Beberenees
VEe b e e e e ot by ot :d”lhﬂﬂ‘
T VR L R AR ERS YUY RN TR | B FUR N R AN N [IERERIN BN

. el b 1rih foneh e an e h Itk
{0 (1ow) (IR (") (1) ()

Jearp ovant 1 he

todiviauad

ot IR LR Ty PR [ . Y RERIRRN
fopoaat g

whio | [

sentoen I RS L e e N T oo
paloarattoaa

NG e R A YRR e TR ITCENE
vratten ararteet !

N e b, BRI U I O, [ O e, e
[DFLEANS ATON ) b, 0w a7, 40 IR AU IEERECE
Troanslat e i Yhooay AR XTI ALK RN RPURRTEY [ERIET
UG Lo o FARAPAN TaoL LIt b T He L0
Progject ver e (BN b 12,7 Toe [EL ) Coee e
I‘l"“’ b - ’

ot e G, [ IS TIRRY] [T v,y Potn Oy
Dbt o 0 he BELENRE) 1.y LRI [N

& e ‘
bona e ey b Foneh Gerrane o Uoana b 1t alyan
(1) [T (166) () {00} ()
Rerporart 1

inarviaui

aounds 27 .60¢ Hl, 1.9 5,4 A, 3 TR
Revoat ine

who e nhr e,/

senteneens: LRI ThHL 0 87 .47 DRI N Tt AN
oral arammar

O e e WdLT7w | A BhH, i 100 e 9,0 RETARE/
Writtoen oromear . '

Xereises 6T H T NS (UM PAN [V P Y AR O |

ToFanavs LOO ey LOO L 0% a0, 6y loe .0 yr. s L 03
Tranaslation: PRI ) B an a7 ,0%  100,0% a2, 3y Tho
aumiaries Q1.4 H, 2% H50.0% 42,31 25,00

Froject work RV XA §.49 9,.4% 7.7 -——-
Froe con- .

veersat ten 54,7 FILH% 54.U% 53.1% 1.5 25.0%
Dobat e TG, 28 45 . 5% la.29 2.1% 23004 -
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Pableos 31 and 34 represent re-analyses of these data  in

LIRS SUTEN rospoectively, ot references to oral as opvosed to
Written, activitios  and “ereative" as  opposed  to  “mechanical”
it e e Tabkl.s 33 rhows  that written activities were con-

Locaovontiy e ationea more Sreguently chan oral activities in res-
baer oo a1 thee livine curricular languaqes at second level.  The
e e Phatant ot Felerenees to written  activities over references

Cral activities is  in general  reldtively  slight, being

poevt parsed L rhe o oase of Ynalish, where the ratio is around 3:2

in thv camco ot 16 and 4:3-.., the case of PG subjects. n likely
TABLE 33 Subiocts! wgpnrienco of oral and written produétive
- " lanauaan loarnino activities in respect of English,
T . . irish, -rronch, German, Spanish and Italian at second
lervel ' : ’
- uc . PG
Sumber ot Number of Number of Number of
\ . ratoronces references references references
tar oral to written to oral to written
. activities activities activities activities
. A . . Y
* T wnalish 438 676 436 - 588
frish 566 726 498 550
I'rench : . 668 721 533 589
Gorman 51 165 - t107 115
Spanish 8h 108 71 K4
7 Bl

*ltalian 17 ) 19

TABLE 34 Subjects' experience of “creative" and "mechanical"
i rrodvctive lapauage learning activities in respect of
Fnailsh,fIrish, French, German, Spvanish and Italian at
~ocond level * . -

S
. : ' N
UG . PG ,
Number of | Number of Humber ‘of Number of -
reforences referfnces references references
to creative to mechanical to creatiye to mechanical
activities activities activities activities .
English - 761 - 353 611 - 413 .
frish 591 701 . 448 - 600
French 550 836 372 - 746
cermarn 90 226 69 153 ol
‘Spanish’ .79 114 59 ' 96
ftalian ©o1a 22 s 7 12
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explanation for the rosition of BEnaqlish in this context has
already been advanced in connexion with Eknalish written acti~
vities at primary level: nost of our subiects are pative speakers
of  Enalish, and the traditicnal role of scheol in mether-
tonaue acauisition relates  to the dovelopment of  veadina  and
writina skills.

with regard to Table 34, the only lannuaae in respect of
which reterences to wore éreative™’ learnxnc activities
predominate  over reterences to nore "mechanical™ activities is
English. Agalin this ppobably reflects teachers' asswnps
tions about what . are appropriate or possible as .mother-
tonguce learnino activities as opposed to second lancuage
learning activities. ‘"he fact that “creative" activities
were mentioned pronortionally rore Jrequpntly by UG than by PG

subjects mav, as in .the case oi Fnglish at primary . level,

relate to recent trends in the teachina of Fnalish. As far

as lanquages other than finglish are concerned, reforencos‘“

to "mechanical® activities consietentlv predominate, this pre-
dominance beina least marked in the case of Irish. The fiprdina
with recgard to lrish may he related rto second-level teavhers'
allowing for more. “creative 90551b111t1cq in Irish on the has
that since Irish, unlike the continental lancquades, 1 rcutlnp—
1y taken at priwary school, pupils ‘will be more :amlllar vith it
and therefore will be ablo to.do pore in it.

“Table 5. shows tho percentages of subiects vho had taken
Enalish, 1risk, lrench, German, Spanish ana Italian at primary
school reportina that they had been exposed to various kinds of
learning materials at that level.

[

In Fable 36 this information is re-analysec in terms of the
numbe s of reifercences to textual as opnosea to non-
toxtual/andio-visual learnina materials. Refercnces to textual
matepials clrarly nredominate except in the UG data for French
and Corman and in the PG wata for sSpanish. as far as French and
Garman are concerned, the eaual numbare of references to
textual and non-textual materials in the UG data as opposoc to
a preponderance of refrrences o textual naterials in the PG
data may roflle a trend towards a qrecater alvarsity of  lang-
uaae learnina matorlalS. Actually, the UG data for ¥nglislh and
lrish also show preportionally areater nambers  of. relerences
to non-textual materials than the PG data, and this mav relate
to a similar trena. The data: exhibiting a - more marked
overall nredonminance of references to textual materials are
those ior English. what has already been said about the tradi-
tional role of school in motber-toncue acguisiticn probably
applies here too.

: 42
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TABLE 35

Lanauange

in relation

Lrarnine
tn learring knalish,
Ceyrman, Spanish and Italian at primary school.

Irish,

materials referred to by subijects
French,

Woforences are oxpressed as percentages of the -

nurmbers of subijects who took each

primary school.

langquage at

Textbooks
Stides
Filustrios
Tapes/yecaras
of  speech
Tapes/records
of  sonas
video tapes
ixtracts ftrcm
newspapers/
riagazines
Literary works

Lanquadge lalb

Textbooks .
Slides
Filmstrips
Tapes/records
of speech
Tapes/records
of sonags
video tapes
Extracts from
newspapers/
magazines
Literary works
Language lab

Fnalish

1234)
92.7%
§.1%
7.7%
lQ.7¢

17.9%

3.a% -

42.7%
85.0%
1.7%

Faaglish
(189)

97.4%
3.7%
4.2%

\
i

5.&§
12.7%
1.1%

30.2%
84.7%
0.5%

Irish

(195)
99.0%

21.5%
14.9%

28.7%
29.2%
3.6%

34.9%
76.9%

1.0% .

Irish
(156)

98.1%
2.6%
1.3%

6.4%
7.7%

23.1%
77.6%
0.6%

French
(56)

96.4%
33.9%
28.6%
60.7%

26.8%
8.9%

26.8%
41.1%
5.4%

. French

(38)

100.0%
5.3%
10.5%

36.8%
23.7%
5.3%

18.4%
50.0%
5.3%

/e
German Spanish
(4) (4) }
100.0% . 75.0%
25.0% 25.0%
50.0% -—-
25.0% 25.0%
25.0% 25.0%
25.0% ., ---
50.0% 50.0%
50.0% -—
50.0% ==
PG
‘German Spanish
(2) (3)
100.0% 100.0%
-— 33.3%
-— 66.7%
—-— 66.7%
50.0% 100.0%
——— 33.3%
50.0% 33.3%
50.0% 66.7%
——— 33.3%

43
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TABLE 36 Subijects' experierce of textual and non-tcxtual/
audio~visual lancuace learning materials in respect of
rpna’ish, Trish, French, German, Spanish and Ttalian
at rrimary level

VIS R

RI ’ D

Ho. o of tio. of NoL ot No. of
refs to reis to refs to refs to
textual nor-textual textual non-toxtual
materials materials matarials materials
Fnglishk 516 116 401 53
trish 411 193 310 29
French 92 az [} 33
Garman g d \ 4 1
Spanish ° 5 3 6 10
[talian - - - -
. '
-
v
’
. Tables 37 shows the percentaqges of subiects who Qad - taken
knglish, Irish, French, “German, ¢« Spanish ana Italian at post-

prirary school reportiria that they rad been exposed to various
kinds of lanauage learnina materials at that level.

.In Table 38 these aata are re—énélysod in- terms of the

frequency with which subjects menticned experience of textual = as_.

Sopposca to non-textual/aadio-visual lanauage learning materials

in the context of post—primary ecucation. [t is noticeable that,

with the sinale oxception of the UG data for Spanish, refer-
onces to.textual naterials qonsistehtly predominaEe. HYowever,
it is alsc the case that in the UG data the preponderance
of references to textual materials over references to non-

‘textual materials is consistently less markecd than in the PG data

(actually being reversed in the case ct Spanish). This may
reflect a trend towards less reliance on textual materials in
lanouage teachina generally. The lancuages in. respect of which
the preponderance of references to textual materials is heaviest
are Enqglish and frish. The explanation for the fact that English
features here in the'way it does presumably relates to what has.
alrecady been said about it in connexion with written learning

activities at second level. »ng far as lrish is concerned, one
might spoculate that the teaching of this language has been
iess influenced than the * teaching of the continental lan-

‘quagés by the audio-visual ‘'revolution" and/or that the above-.
postulatcd assumption that second-level pupils are already famil-
iar with the langquage leads teachers to turn more readily than in
the case of the continenta} languages to the study of literature.

38 <
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TABLE 37 lancuaa ~arnine materials referred to by subjects
i orelot oan te hrelisk, lrish, French, German, Spanish
aua lraliean ar post-urimary school. References are
Cxpresoee as nercentages of the numbers of subjects
ho took cach lanauage at nost-primary level.

uG

Enalish 1rish French. German Spanish Italian

Lanauaage lab 5.0% 2.6% 11.5% 25.0% 19.2% ——-

39,

(240) (198) (219) (52) (28) (5)
Poxrhooks 58.3% ag.5% 98.2% 96.2% 96.4% 100.0%
Slides 5.2% 6.1% 38.8% 19.2% 46.4% 40.0%
F1Tn rins £.7% 0 5.6% 34.3% 21.2% 35.7% 40.0%
Taros/ recoras
or speech 13.8¢% 29.3% 70.3% 44.2% . 60.7% 80.0%
tapes/records -
Noscnas B.3% 24.2% 36.1% 19.2% 42.9% -=-
Video tapes 4.2% 2.5% 12.8% 7.7% 25.0% 20.0%
Fatracts from ’ :
newspapers/
mavazines 51.3% 56.6A% 68.5% 59.6% 42.9% 100.0%
lLiterary works 87.5% °© 95.5% 85.4% 61.5% '53.6% 80.0%
Languace lab G.8% 4.0% 19.6% 21.2% 32.1% 20.0%
PG
Enclish 1lrish French German Spanish Italian
(181) (154) (166) (32) (26) (4)
CTextbocoks 100.0% .100.0%  98.2% 100.0% ’ 92.3% 100.0%
Slides . 5.0% 4.5¢% 21.7% 15.6% 15.4% ———
Filmstrips 8.3% 3.9% - 19.3% . 25.0% 7.7% -—
Tapes/records s
of speech 13.3% 16.9% 57.2% 46.9% 23.1% -—-
Tepes/records
‘of sonas 6.69 13.6% 34.9% 31.3% 26.9% -—-
. Video tapes 2.8% —_——— 4.2% 6.3% 3.8% -—
Extracts from : . '
.newspapers/ .
maagazines 48.6% 55.8% 50.0% 59.4% 46.2% 25.0%
Literary works 96.7% 97.4% 84.3% .96.9% . 88.5% 25.0%
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TABLE 38 Subjects' experience of textual and non-textual/
aucio-visual lancuaar learnina materials in respect of
rnqlist., Irish, Freanch, German, Spanish and Ttalian

at jost-primary level.

it b

roooof Ne.oof o, of

retfs to rei s to refe to

textual non-textual toxtual non-textual

materials  materials materials  materials
English &0 545 91 044 74
Irish 502 142 393 (3
Fronch 552 £64d 386 247
German - 113 9 05 a8
Snmanish 54 s : 59 25
Italian 14 10 3 -
1.3.3 Enjoyment

I laroc najdrity ot our suhiects sSeem to have recarded

lanauaa~ learnince as in princinle enioyable (Table 29).

N

S

TABLE 39 Subijects' expressed opinion on the
: quection: "Do you think lanauage learnina

.is enioyable?"

G
(1i=240) .
ToYes 70.4%
Mo ’ 200, 4%
Ambiauous or
qualified answer 7.1%
Mo response 2.1%

AN

PC

(1=207)

70.1%
22.2%

4.8%
2.9%

in relation to particular language learnine - experiences,
however, subjects' perspect ives were rather more varied.
Tables 40 and 41 summarize subjects' responses in relation to
the livinag curricular lancuages to questions abolt thé languages
they had most and least enjoyed learning at, respectively,
primary and post-primary school. As far as most of these lan-

o 40 .
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quages are concerned, the balance tends to be tipped on the
"enjoyed most" side. This is consistently true in the case of
Fnglish, French, Spanish, and Italian. In the case of German
it is true of the data for primary level but not of the data for

Gocond lewvel, which show a slight preponderance of replies
stat g that German was  the  language  least  enjoyed. In
the it Tor lrish there is a consistent majority of responses in
the  "enjoyvaed Toast " cateqgory. This predominance is consis-

tentiy  clear,  bur o is somewhat heavier in the  data conerning
primary school oxperiences.

TABLE 40 Subjects' expressed enjoyment of
learning English, Irish, French,
German, Spanish and Italian at
primary level (percentages refer to
total numbers of subjects who had
taken each language at primary level)

"Enjoyed most"

uG PG
English 53.4% (125/234) 56.1% (106/189)
Irish 26.7% (52/195) 26.9% (42/156)
French 39.3%  (22/56) $34.2% (13/38)
German - 75.0% (3/4) 0.0% (0/2) -
Spanish - 25.0% (1/4) 66.7% (2/3)
Italian -—- (0/0) -——— (0/0)

"Enjoyed least”

uG : PG
English 13.7%  (32/234) ' 10.6% (20/189)
Irish, 54.4% (106/195) - 50.0% (78/156)
French 33.9% (19/56) 18.4%  (7/38)
German : 0.0% (0/4) 0.0% ° (0/2)
Spanish - 0.0% (0/4) 0.0%  (0/3)

Italian -—- (0/0) - (0/0)

41
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TABLE 41 Subjects' expressed enjoyment of learnino
English, 1rish, French, German, Spanish and
Italian at post-primary level (percentaaes
refer to total numbers of subjects who had
taken cach lanquage at post-primary level)

"Enjoyed nest”

us ] . PG
Fnalish 30.6%  (74/240) 40, s (74/181)
Irigh 21.7%  (43/19R) 23.4% (36/154)
French 35.2% (77/219) 30.7%  (81/166)
Qerman 23.1%  (12/52) 21.9% (7/32)
Spanish 28.6% (B/28) 38.5%  (10/2¢)
Italian RC.O% (3/9) 25.0% (1/4)

"Enjoyec least”

uG rQ
knglish 14.2%  (34/220) 16.5% (l9/1¢l)
irish 32.8%  (65/198) 33.6%  (52/154)
French 21.5% (47/219) 22.,4%  (38/166)
Cerman 23.1%  (12/52) 25 .0 (8/327)
Spanish 25.0¢% (7/28) 11.5% (3/26)
5)

Italian 0.0% (O/

1.4 LEARNERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR PROFICIENCY "IN IRISH,
FRENCH, GERMAN, SPANISH AND ITALIAN

1.4.1 The four skills

In response to duestions about their skills in Irish,
vrench, German, Spanish and Ttalian, subjects in general more’
frequently clained ability in the receptive’ skills (uncerstanding
speech and reading) than in the productive skills (speaking and
writing) (Table 42). '

48 : 42
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TABLE 42! Percentages of subjects' claiming
. ability in the four language skills
in Irish, French, German, Spanish
and Italian

A

UG PG
(t=240) {N=207)
Understanding speech

[r1sh 77.5% 66.7%

French 82.9% 65.2%

German 25.4% 19.3%

Spanish 10.8% 13.5%

[talian 6.3% 14.0%
Speakinag

Irish ’ ‘ 73.8% 61.4%

French - 74.2% 58.9%

German 22.9% ) 16.9%

Spanish 8.3% 11.1%

“ ltalian 5.8% N 8.7%
Reading

Irish 78.8% ° 66.7%

French : 87.5% "67.6%

German 23.3% 23.7%

Spanish 9:6% 15.5%

Italian 6.7% 14.0%

writing .

Irish " 75.0% . 51.7%

- French | 79.2% 49.3%

German 17.5% 11.6%

Spanish 8.3% 9.7%

Italian 5.0% 4.4%

Qur aata on how subjects, according to themselves,
actually make use of two of these skills ~ reading and
writinc - are summarized in Tables 43-46. Consistently among the
most frequently mentioned:  reading matter are newspapers and

magazines. One noticeable difference between the UG and the PG
data on what subjects normally read 1in particular lan-
guages ~is the way in whichk academic articles figure more
prominently in the latter than in the former as far as French and
German are concerned. As for subjects' reports on what they
usually write in Irish, ' French, German, Spanish and Italian,
letters are consistently most frequently ‘mentioned in  this

context. ~ .
43 .

-

43



TABLE 43 what UG subircts who clainea to be able to reaa
lrish, French, German, Smanish and Italian reported
they usually reacd in those languaacs

lrish I'rench German Spanich Ttalian
(189) (210) {(56) (23) (16) ’

Boek s S0 du 5" LR ISLE Y, a4 S O
oW BALde IR il . IR RIS
Colles b, H 13,3 5. 4% H.7% TR RY
Maaaz Lnes 32.8° B 025 H3.05 ER RS 70 .09
Liaht 11t 37.0% 286 .69 26, 8% 17.4% 50.,0%
Serieus it 17.5% 14.4% 16.1% 26.1% 31.3%
Business

letters 10.1% 7.1% 8,99 - 6.3%
Personal

lettoers 15.3% 30.4%% 37.5% 26.1% T 31.3%
hecademic :

articles 22.24% 17.1% & 19.6% 13.0% 25.0%
Conference

napers 4.8% 2.4% 5.4% _— ———
bBooetry : 48.7% 27.1% 19.6% 21.7% L H0.0%
releorans 4.2% 5.2% 5.4% q4.4% 12.5%
Lther 11.1% 10.0% 17.9% -—— £.3%

- ) ) .

TABLE 44 What PG subjects who claimee to be able to read
Irish, French, German, Spanish and Italian reported

© *they usually read in those lanoguaqes
‘Trish French, German Spanish “Italian
(13e) - (140) (49) (32) (29)

Books 42.0% 42.9% 32.7% 40.6% -31.0%
MNewspapors 583.6% 49.3% 44.9% 53.1% . 41.4%
Comics . 2.9% 15.7% 10.7% 9.4% T 10.3%
Madazines 27.5% 52.9% 40.8% 50.0% 44.8%
Light lit. 27.5% 26 .4% 20.4¢ - --25.0%.-.-  ..13.8%
serious lit. 20.3% 30.0% 24.5% 28.1% 24.1%
Business

letters 23.9% 26.4% 22.5% 6.3% - 3.5%
Porsoral o

letters 16.7¢% " 36.4% 34.7% 25.0% 24 .1%
Academic .

articles 14.5% 44.3% 51.0%: 9.4% 24.1%
Conference . .

paners 8.7% 24.3% 28.6% T 6.3% 13.8%
Poetry 37.0% 30.7% 22.5% - 18.k% 17.2%
Telograms 4.4% ~ 10.0% 10.2% 12.5% © 3.5%
Other 12.3% 14.3% 12.2% 9.4% .9%

44
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TABLE 45

arrieies
Toleorams
Poetry

“hinrt

ator tes
ROk
toc Ul
IS TR
et e e s
Grher

vhat UG subjects who claimed to be :ble L» write

[rivh, Yrench,
they usually wrooe

trash
(w0

3.9%
6,01

10,073
1.1

165.0%
23.9%
15 L%

German, Spanish ana

italian reported

in those lar uiaaes
;IW‘H;E- oo apanish ftalian
(tuc) 42) (20) (123
v }LHe 35,04 5P 3%
oh L6074 5.0% —-——
1.64 9.5% 5.0% 16.7%
5.3% 1 -—- 25.0%
113 4% - —--
7.4% 4.8% -——- 25.0%
- 2.4% -—= 8.3%
8.4% 16.7% 20.0% 33.3%
21.1% 21.4% 15.0% 41.7%
11.6% 9.5% 5.0% 33.3%

;nga 46

—

N,

\

Letters \\

hcademic
articles

Newspaper/

magazine
articles
Teleqrams
Poetry
Short
stories
Rooks
Lecture
notes
rMessages
Other

what PG subijects who claimed to be able.to write
Irish, French, German, Spanish and Italian reported
‘hey usually wrote in those lahquages ‘

irish

(107)

43.0%
12.2%
7.5%

§.4%
7.5%

French
(102)

70.6%
9.8%
2.0%

10.8%
4.9%

2.0%

16.7%
29.4%
19-. 6%

\

71

German

(24)
75.0%

4.2%

16.7%
25.0%
25%.0%

=1

Spanish
(20)

85.0%

10.0%

15.0%

5.,0%

15.0%
35.0%
15.0%

Italian
(9)

88.9%
11.1%

11.1%
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Some more aeneral information on the xinds of use subijects
said they had made  of  their lanavage skills in lanaquaaes other
than their rirat (i.e. ter mest of rhem, ir languages other than
English) iy cresonted in Table 47. 1t will be noted that, by anc

Tora, thas loncenage activitico which wero referrod to by the
triahesit prorort tona ol Subcteet s are reecnt jue (listonina,
wWatocho, Fooadine ) ratheer than o croduact v {(conwversing, cinninag,
Wi, Vi thoat Uha e aet bt v e ooy than So I8
Sub et e portod s navines taap tertmee dnvolves writina,

TABLE 47 1¢on .'m".cl‘_igﬁ subdocts reportodag
BWavina mot rheir lanovaacs skilles in
lancuages othoer thon their first

T

it Bl
(V=240 {=2007)
Lretenea to speeci
ror more than o tow
cinutes X 45 ,0% 92.3%
Listonea to radio
P GOT TS M 86.0%
warceted filrs without '
Paubtitles oL as G9.6%
¢ nistened to s20nus 92.5% 93,2%
Fioad newspapers/ )
magazines 90U 90,8%
Conversed with a
toreiagner in own
country £5.4% . 73.4%
Sang songs £5.4% 64.7%
wrote to pen-pal 45.0% ’ 39.1%
watreched telovision
proarammes 80.8% - 78 3%
N -

“Tables 4855 summarize responses to a cuestion which
asked subiects to indicate on a five-point scale how
cifficult thoy found reading, writina, speaking and
understanding  speech with respect to languages - other than
their first., Abstracted from this information in Tables 56 and

57 ar.r the numbers of times specific skills and specific lang-
wages most  otten elicited particular cateqgories of diffi-

‘also clear from Tables 48-55 and from Tables 57-58 that of the

ﬁ 73
89 46 - - » :

'

culty. Some  rurther re-analysis is represented in  Table 58,
“which scts  out the percentages of subjects' resnonses
accounted for by the use .of the "very hard" and "hard"-
categories with respect to particular skills in particular
languaces. It emerges from Tables 48-56 and from Table 58
that on the whole the productive skills (speakina and *
writing) are more generally perceived as difficult  than the
recéptive skills ~ (understanding speech and reading). It is



Tiving curricular lanatiaoes apocified Irish s proportionally
least wicdely porceived as ditficult to operate in and German, by
anu laroe, is proportionally nost widely nerceived as diffi-
cult to oporote in.

TABLE 48 | Cr o dirtienlty ratinag Yor understandina
tvest , rerch, Gormang Spacishoand
wpeentaacs telate o onumber of UG subiocts
et lanaguaoe)

A AN hard normai vasy very No

hara ©oasy response
) GLre 22.4% 33.3% 17.¢% 10.5% 7.0%
1) 8.6 -31.8% 27.2% 11.8% 3.6% 4.1%
) 17.4% 26.7% 26.7% 9.3% 4.7% I5.1%
37) Lo, 8% 20.7% 32.4% 2.7% 8.1% 16.2%
4 )

-—= 21.1% 52.6% 10.5% 15.8% —-=-

TABLE 49 FC subjects' diftficulty ratina for understanding
B _specch in Irish, French, German, Spanish and Italian
‘(percentages relate to number of PC¢ subjects who

knew cach lanquaae) R s .

very hard “" normal . easy very DNo

hard : . easy response
Lrish (161) - 7.5%  13.7%.  34.8%  17.4% ~ 15.5% 11.2%
French (1€7) 17.1% 25.1% 21.9% 17.6% 8.0% 10.2% .
German (74) 23.0% 27.0% 18.9% 12.2% . 5.4% 13.5%
Spanish (41) 12.5% 22.0% 26.8% 9.8% 12.2% 9.8%
Ttalian (32) 3.1% 24.1% 34.4% ° 6.3% 9.4% 18.8%

N -

TABLES 50 UG subjects' difficulty rating for speaking in
Irish, French, German, Spanish and Italian (per-
contaces relate to number of UG subjects who knew
rach lancguage)

: very hard normal rasy very - No
’ hard . easy  response
frish (2G1) 7.5% 25.4% 34.8% 16.9% 8.5 - 7.0%
French (221) 17.6% 38.5% - 29.4% v 6.8% 3.2% 4.1% °
German (86) 20.9% 32.6% 19.8% 7.0% 4.7% . 15.1%
¢panish (37) 18.9% 37.8% 18.9% -——— 8.1% 16.2%
Italian (19) 5.3% - 42.1% 31.6% 21.1% -—— -—-
' . s - 47
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TABLE 51 PG subjects' difticulty rating for speaking in

frish, ¥rench, German, Spanish and Italian (per-~

cach .languaae )

centaaes relate .to number of PG subijects who knew

very

(= hard

Irish (1A61) 1.4y
Froneh (167) 21 4%
German (74) 23.0%
Spanish (41) 22.0%
Ttalian (32) (SRR

hard

I
2703
32.4%
23,48
13,8

norral

i5.
27.
13.
JRIAN ]
21,94

U us 4
S e

o

naAgY

vaory
casy

GLut
S0
GLa%
12.2%
NN

Mo
responge

Y, uy
R
BREN
Ly
.69

— .
P IR DUV

T
TABLE 52 UG subijects' difficulty ratina for readina in
Irish, t'rench, German, spanish ana Italian (ner-
contages relate to number of UC subiects who knew
cach lanauage)
very ' hard normal aasy verv ro
harc fasy response
Trist (201) 5.5% 22.4% 39.3% 15.4% 10.4% 7.0%
French (221) 3.6 24.0% 48.4% 17.7% 2.3% 4.1%
German (86) 246.4% 30.2% le.R3 1l1.6% - 15.1%
Spanish (37) 8.1% 29.7% 29.7% 13.5% 2.7% 16.2%
ftalian (19%) .[--- 36.6% J6.8% 21.1% 5.3% ———
TABLE 53 PG subiects' difficulty rating for readina in
¢ lrish, Frecch, German, Smanish.and Italian (percen-
tages relate to number of PG subiects who knew each
lancuage) :
very hard normal easy ve}y tio
hard easy response
Irish (lel) .08 19.9% . 29.8%  20.5% -'14.9%  9.9%
French (1p7) 8.0% 21.9% 31.0% 19.3% 11.2% 8.6%
Cerman (74) 17.6% 32.4% 16.9% 10.8% 6.8% 13.5%
Spanish (41) 7.3% 19.5% 31.7% 14.6% 14.6% 12.2% °
T Isalian (32) Ce—- 28.1% ,37.5% 15.6% 3.1% 15.6%
. . v -
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TABLE 54 UC subijects' difticultv rating for writing in frish,
Froench, German, Spanish oand ltalian (percentaces.
bolate Lo nueber of UG subdects who knew cach languaac)

e "ohardg normal nasy very Mo

hoar casy responsce
Tries o) [ERIN RS 33.0% 30,1 11,9% 7.0% 7.0%
vrench LU0) T v 35.3¢ 39.4% 9.5% 0.9% 4,19
Cerrman (B ADINLY. 26.7% 11.6% 7.0% —-—— 15.1%
Sranasb (37) Ls.5n 17.H% 13.5% 18.9% -— 16.2%
Ptalion (19 1o, 5h% 17.4% 26..3% 15.8% —--- -,

PABLE 55 tG cubiectst ditficultv rating for writina in Irish,
vroneh, cerman, Spanish and Ttalian (percentages
rolate te number of PG subjects who knew cach
1 inauage) :

very hard normal easy very No

hara easy response
frich (1nl) J3.7% 23.6% 32.3% 11.8% 8.1% 10.6%
French (1e7) 20.5% 28.9% 24 .6%. 9.6% 4.3% 10.2%
Cormar (74 44.6% 23.0% 6.8% 6.8% 5.4% 13.5%
Spantsh (41) 26.8% 26.8% 19.5% 4.9% " 9.8% 12.2%
Fealian {32) Ja.a% 21.9% 21.9% -— 3.1% 18.8%

TABLE 56 Mumbers of times particular cateqorics ol difficulty
were most often used in respect of « ih of ¢t four
skills in the data relating zo 'rish. tvench, German,
Spanish ana Italian

very hard hard ncrmal ~asy very eacsy
G

tUnderstanding v

speonch 0] 1.5 3.2 0 o
Apeakina (6] 4 1 o 0
Reading 0] 2 3 0 ¢
writina 1 3 1 o) 0

PG

Undnrstandf a .

spoeech \ 0 2 3 6] (o]
Speaking \ 0 3.5 1.5 0 0
Keading . 0 1 4 0 (o8
‘Writina- ' 2.5 1.5 1 ¢] o]
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TABLE 57 Humbers of times particular categories of difficulty
sore mast often uscd in resnoct of the four skills
in relation to Irish, Fronch, German, Spanish and
Italian

very nard hard normal easy vary easy

' ' uG
Irish 0 1 3 n ¢}
French 0 2 2 6} (8}
German 1 2.5 0.9 [¢] 0]
Spanish [§] 2.5 1.5 0 0
ltalian 0 2.5 1.5 ¢ 0

PG
e Irich O C 4 o] o
Frionvebo & 2.5 1.5 & (6]
German 1 3 Q 0 Q]
Spanish 0.5 1.5 2 0] @)
Ttalian 1 1 2 4] 0

NOTE: Where ‘two catcqories weré equally often applied to a parti-
cular .skill 1in a particular language and were cpted for more
frequently than other categories, each has been assianed. the
value 0.5 in Tables 56 and 57.
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PTABLE 58 Porcentaues ot subjects! responses accounted for by
use of the "verv hard® and "hard" cateqories with
respoct to particular skills in Irish, French, German,
Spanish anag ITtalian

e PG

Undor ntandine "Irish Jl. 3% 21.1%

spoech ", French } 53.4% 42.3%

i Gorman 44. 2% 50.0%

| spanish 40.5% 41.5%

Frtalian 21.1% 31.3%

Soeaking [rish 32.8% 32.3%

tronch S6.0% 48 .7%

Corman 53.%% 55.4%

“panish . 56.8% 46.3%

[talian 47.4% 50.0%

Ko tia Irish 27.9% T 24.9%

French 27.6% 30.0%

tierman 54.7% 50.0%

Spanish - 37.8% 26 .8%

[talian 36.48% 28.1%

writina Irish 43.3% 37.3%
rronch 46.2% 51.3% °

German 66.3% 67.6%

Spanish 51.4% ' 53.7%

Italian 57.9% 56.3%

1.4.2 Particular productive difficulties

More aetailed information on the perceived difficulty of
producina utterances in Irish, French, German, Spanish and
[tzlian is given in Tables 59-70, which summarize subjects'
difficulty-rating of six aspects of productive lanquage use:

1. "getting the exact form right"
2. “findina the right word for a particular thing, idea,
atc."”

3. "gettitng the word order right”
4. “pronouncing the words properly"”
5. "finding the right turn of phrase for exactly what

you want to say"
6. "cetting the right intonation”.

Tables 71 and 72 ebstract from this information the numbers
of times specific aspects of productive use and specific lan-
guages most often elicited particular categories of difficulty.
Table 73 represents a further re-processing of the information
contained in Tables 59-70; it displays the percentages of sub-
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jects!  responses in which thce cateqgory "ver  hard" or the cat-
cqory  "hard" was opted for in respect ol particular aspects of
production in particular lanquiges .,

1t is  clear trom Tables 59-71 and Table 73 that item 5 =

"tinainag the right turn ot phrase for cxactly what you want to
say  in a particular situat ion" - is most agenerally perceived  as
difficult amongst our subjects, and that this perception 1is
langquage- independent . This iy porhaps explicable in terms of the

complexity of the item, wvhich explicitly ipcorporates a pragmatic
dimension {"in a particular situation®) as well as semantic ("for
exactly what you want to say") and syntactic {("turn of
phrase") dimensions. A more pessimistic interpretation would he
that the second language training received by our sukijects was
least  oftective in the preparation for actual copnmunicat.ion
throuah whatover sccond lanquaae (s) was/werc learnecd. Appar-
ontly next most aencrally porceived as diftficult are items

("gottinu the cxact form right") and 2 (“tindina the right word
for a particular thina, idca, etc."), which in respect of most
of  these  ltanguaaes were rated difficult by about a third to
about a halt of tho subjects  who had taken those lanauages.

TABLE 59 UG subijncts' difficulty ratina for qettiuna the
©exact form right in Irish, French, German, Spanish
and ltalian (percentages relate to the number of UG

subiects who knew cach langquaqe )

vory hard normas casy vory No

hard casy response
Irish (201) 12.4% 33.8% 30.9% 12.9% 4.0% 6.Q0%
Froench (221) 9.5% 26.7% 40.7% 18.1% 2.7% 2.3%
German (86) 27.9% 27.9% 18.6% 3.5% 1.2¢% 20.9%
Spanish (37) 1&.9% 27.0% 18.9% 10.8% 2.7% 21.6%
ftalian (19) 5.3% 31.6% 42.1% 10.5% 5.3% 5.3%

TABLE 60 PG subijects' difficulty rating for getting the exact
form riaqht in Irish, French, Gerwan, Spanish and
Ttalian (percentages relate to the number of PG
subijects who knew each lanquaae)

very hard normal easy very No

hara easy response
Irish (1€1). 8.7% 29.8% 27.3%, 17.4% 5.0% 11.8%
French (187) 9.6% 27.3% 35.3% i 13.9% 3.2% 10.7%
German (74) 24. 3% 31.1% 17.6% | 6.8% 0. 7% 17.6%
Spanish (41) 4.9% 22.0% . 26.8% . 22.0% 7.3% 17.1%
ITtalian (32) 3.1% - 31.2% 37.5% ¢+ 3.1% —-—= 25.0%
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TABLE 61 DO subiects! ditficulty rating for findina the right
vera in trisb, troach, German, Spanish and [talian
(pores nrages relate to the total number of UG subjects
whe Foes oach languaqge)

IXERIN havd nornal DAy voery No

hard, . cany response
irsi (200) TR S U E R I I 1 18.9%  2.5% 5.5%
froeneh (221) 5.0% ¢ 39,87 42.1% 10, 4% 0, 5% 2.3%
Gorman (86) 23,30 26.7% 24 . 4% 4.7% —-—- 20.9%
soanish (37) 1.0 32.4% 21.6% 5.4% 5.4% 21.6%
Ttalian (1Y) 5.346 26.3% 57.90% 5.3% _—— 5.3%

PABLE 62 D¢ subijects' ‘difficulty rating for findina the right
' word in lrish, French, German, Spanish and Italian
(pereontaaes relate to totat number of PG subjects

whty knew cach lanqguage)

very hard normal easy very No
hard ’ easyv response
Trish (161}, A2 36.6% 26,73 14 .3% 4.4% 11.8%
tronch (187) 10.7% 34,2% 34,87 7.0% 2.7% 10.7%
s . Gorman (74) 14.0% 39.2% 200.3% 5.4% 2.7% 17.6%
Spanish (41) 2.4% 24.4% 29.3% 22.0% 2.4% 19.5%
Italian:(32) 3.1% 34.4% 31.3% 6.3% ——= 25.0%

I3

TABLE 63 UG subjects' difficulty ~ating for gettica the word
order right in Irish, French, Carran, Spanish and
Ttalian {percentages relate to the total numuer of
UG subjects who knew each lanouage)

. very haru normal easy very No
hard ensy response
Irish (201) 5.0% 12.4% 39.8% 30.3% 6.5% 6.C%
French (221) 4.5% 21.3% 50.7% 18.1% 3.6% .1.8%
German (86) 22.3% 29.1% 20.9% 4.7% 2.3% 20.9%
Spanish (37) 13.5% 18.9% 35.1% 5.4% 5.4% 21.6% °
Italian (19) == 21.1% 57.9% 15.8% —— 5.3%

v
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TABLE 64 PG sulbdects' ditticulty rating for getting the ward
arder riaht in Irigh, Freneh, German, Spanish and
ltalian (pereentages relate to total number of PG
subjects who knew ecach langnaac )

very hard normal cany very No

hard Un?y response
Irish (161) 3.74% 9,.49% IR.0% 21.7% 18.0% 10.6%
Fronch (187) 4.8% 19, 3% 36.9% 21.4% 7.0% 10.7%
Coman (74) 14.5% . 35.1% 20. 3% 9.5% 4.1% 17.6%
spanish (41) 2.4% 12.2% 24.4% 24.4% 19.5% 17.1%
ftation (32) 3.1% 21.9% 46.9% 3.1% 3.1% 21.9%

TABLE 65 UG subijeocts' difficulty rating for pronouncing the
words properly in Irish, French, German, Spanish and
Italian (perceontages relate to number ot UG subjects
wha. knew cach lanquage)

vory hard normal casy very No

hard easy response
Irish (201) 4.0% 10.5% 34.8% 34. 3% 10.9% 5.5%
French (221) L3.1% 27.2% 33.5% 18.1% 5.9% 2.3%
German (86) 5.8% 16.3% 27.9% 25.6% 3.5% 20.9%
Spanish (37) 10.8% 10.8% 29.7% 18.9% 8.1% 21.6%
Italian (19) 5.3% 21.1% 26.3% 26.3% 15.8% 5.3%

TABLE 66 PG subjects' difficulty rating for pronouncing the
words properly in Irish, French, German, Spanish and
Italian (percentaqges relate to number of PG subijects
who knew cach language)

very hard normal easy very No

hard easy response
lrish (161) 3.7% 6.8% 31.7% 29.2% | 15.5% 13.0%
French (187) 17.1% 20.3% 31.0% 14.4% 6.4% 10.7%
German (74) 6.8% 6.8% "29.7% 24.3% 14.9% 17.6%
Spanish (41) 7.3% 4.9% 24.4% 22.0% 26.8% 14.6%
Italian (32} —_— 6.3%  34.4% 21.9% 12.5% 25.0%
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TABLE 67 UG subject ot difticulty rating Inr Ilndlnu the right
turn ot phracse an Irish, French, German, Spanish and
ltation (percentages relaote to number of UG subiects
who knew cach languaoe)

very hard normal sy vory NG

Lard cany response
Irieh {Jol) 11.ax L K WL 3% 10,04 2.5% 6.0%
French (200D [N b, Y 2301 207 0.9% 2.3¢
Goerman (Kb RUNNE IR 15.1% 1.2% - 20.9%
Sranish (3 / 15,09 40,09, LOLH% 2.7 ——= 21.6%
Italran (v 1o, 58 A7.4% 36.8% -—- -~ 5.3%

TABLE 68 1'G rubicetst ditficultv rating for finding the right
Luxh «! thrase in Llrieh, French, German, Spanish and
Ltalian {(percentaaes relate to number of PG sublects
who knoew cach lanauaae)

very hard normal casy very  No

hard B " easy response
Irish (l61) 12.4% 313.5% 26.1% 12.4% 3.7% 11.8%
French (L87) 272.99% 40.6% 19.3% 5.9% 1.1% 10.7%
Corman (74) 25.7% 33.8% 17.6% 4.1% 1.4% 17.6%
spanish (41) 12.2% 31.7% 26.8% 12.2% - 17.1%
Ttalian {(32) f.3% 46.9% 21.9% -——= —-—- 25.0%

TABLE 69 UC subjects' difficulty rating for getting the right
intopnation in Irish, French, German, Spanish and
ltalian (ercentnqeb relate to number of UG subjects
who knew each language)

vory hard normal easy very No

hard ' easy response
lrish (201) 6.5% 19.9% 39.3% - 21.4% . 7.0% 6.0%
Fronch (221) 13.1% 35.8% 31.7% 12 7% 4.5% 2.3%
cerman {(86) 15.1% 18.6% 31.4% 12.8% 1.2% 20.9%
Spanish (37) 10.8% 27.0% 21 6% 13.5% 5.4% 21.6%
Italian (19) 5.3% 26.3% 36.8% 21.1% 5.3% 5.3%
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TABLE 70 P subjectyst ditticulty rating for getting the right
Cintonation in Irish, Fronch, Germar, Spanish and

Italian (percentaves relate to number of PG subjects

who know cach language)

-t . RS i — e - R

normal vany very Ko

very hard

hard casy response
Trish (161) d.4% 14.3% 12.9% 2.7 14.3% 1.0.4%
Fronch (187) 19.84% 27.8% 21.4% 15.0% 5.90% 1O,2%
German (74) - 10. 8% 12.2% 20,74 2L.6% B.1% 17.6%
Spanish (41) T.3% 7.3% 29.31% 17.1% 22.0% 17.1%
Ltalian (32) 3.1 12.5% 28.1% 21.9% 9.4% 25.0%

TABLE 71 thmbers of tiwes particular cateqgories of difficulty
wore most otften used in relation to Irish, Irench,
Gorman, Spanish and ltalian (cumutatively) in respect
of speciflc aspects of procduct.ion

very hard hard normal easy very casy
UG

wtting exact

form right 0.5 2.5 2 0 ' Q
Finding riuht. :
word 0 2 3 O O
Cotting word

order right O 1 4 o 8]
Pronouncing

words properly 0 0 4.5 0.5 0
Findina right )

turn of phrase o] 5 ¢] [¢] @]
Getting right

intonation - 0 2 3 (¢ 0

PG

Gotting exact

form right 0 . 2 3 0 o]
Finding right °
word 0 3 2 0 0
Getting word

order right (¢} 1 3.5 0.5 o]
Pronouncing .

words properly 0 o] 4 0 1.
Finding right

turn of phrase 0 5 Y] 0 0
Getting right ‘ :

intonation 0 1 4 0 0
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TABLE 72 Mumber ol times particular eateqgories of dif ficulty
were Font ot ten usod in respect of specillic aspects of
production (cumulativery) in relation to [rish, French,
Gorman, sSpanish and Ttalian

voery hard hard normal casy very easy

ne
[ravh 0 2 4 &} ¢l
Vrench O 2 4 [§] 0
Geriman (SIS 3.5 2 0 0]
Spanish 0 4 2 [¢] (o]
Italian O ) 4.5 0.5 0

} PG
Lrinh ] 3 3 ¢] 0
Fronch O 2 4 0 0
Gorman 0 4 2 o] [¢]
Spanish 0 1 3.5 0.5 1
Ttaltan [¢] 2 4 (8] 0

NOTF: Where two categories were equally often applied to a
_particular skill in a particular language and were opted
tor more frequently than other categories each has been
assigned the value 0.5 in Tables 80 and 8l.

‘ ' 7 A : )

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 73 Percentacaes ot subijects! responses accounted
for by wue of the "very hard" and “hard"
catedotios with respect Lo particutar aspects
of frish, Fronch, German, Spanish oand ttaiian’

G P

Gotting eXact torm right frish 46, 3 AHLH'Y
French 16.2% 36.9%

Gorman B0 HY Hh. 4%

Spanish 46.0% 26, 8%

Ttalian 36.8% 34.4%

Finding tiaht word lrish 39, 3% 42.9%
Fronch 44m BY 44.9%

Coerman 50,08 B4 .0%

Spanash 46.0% 26.8%

ITtalian 31.06% 17.5¢

Gott ing word order 1iaht Irish 17.4% 13.7%
French 25.4% 24 . 1%

Gorman S1.2% AB.6%

Spanish 32.4% 14.6%

[talian 21.1% 25.0%

Pronouncing words properly Irish 14.4% 10.6%
French 40, 3% 37.4%

German 22.1% 13.5%

Spanish 21.6% 12.2%

Italian 26.3% 6.3%

Findinag right turn of ~lrish 51.2% 46.0%
phrase for exactly I'rench 71.0% 63.1%
what vou want to say Georman f2.8% 58,5%
in a particular situation Spanish 64.,9% 43.9%
Italian 57 .9% 53.1%

Gettinag right intonation Irish 26.4% 18.6%
French 48.0% 47.6%

German 33.7% 23.0%

Spanish 37.8% 14.6%

Italian 31.6% 15.6%

At the other eond of the scale, items 3 ("getting the

word order right") and 4 ("pronouncing the words properly")
were, as far as most of these languages were concerned, charac-
terized as difficult by around or less than a quarter of the
subjects who had taken the languages in question. Notable ex-
ceptions are, .in the case of item 3, German and, in the case of
item 4, French. Both these exceptions are probably explicable
in roughly similar terms: German word order and French
pronunciation are both widely thought of as °particularly
divergent from corresppnding aspects of Enalish, -and have
o~ &R -
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tradibt pana by oo s mote bt Spaeedn tle teaching oy,

pat e ey, Cietman vk French than o the teaching ot other

Hhp B, presumablyy, thie telatively hoedahitened
e o b trneerlty. A i bar Lo ol araument may he pelevant
Cov b dTreneh data peeararnag dtone 6 (Mactting the raight intona-
ran™) ., an atean vatead o it breultin aeaeral by tow Lo moderate
Protecr e of suboect e bet o by A lmost HOdoab subgects ot respect
el

i thio Chole,  the Dangnoae spescth te data on product Sve
Grrtrcalt e s CFabdes S0 -70 and Table: 70-73) tena to contirm whnt
1 Cngques todd by the Langquage-specil e data on the tour  skilln
Cine 1400 above ), amely that Gorman is o proportionally  more
constabe nt Iy pereerved an daftreult than ot her lanquages., How-
cver, o one bancnaope clearty  emerges from o these particular
vt an Jeant  widelv perecived as o ditticnlt to use  produce
v by
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Experience of learning Irish

2.1 NUMBERS (ct. table 1, 1.1)

Bl .t ot UG subijects (201/240) and 77.8% ol PG subjoects
(Il 72071 had bearned Trish at some stagqe.,

2.2 CIRCUMSTANCES AND STTUATLIONS 1IN WIHICH CONTACT WI'tH IRTISH
WAS BESTABLISHED

2.2.1 tHome (cf. Tables 2-9, 1.2.1; Table 10, 1.2.2)

Vorv fow of our sitbijects reported that Trish was their (irst
lonaaage, that they  han acquired [rish at the came  time  as
Pnglbsh, or that their parents, partners or chiltdren wore native
upeakers  of the Tangquage. on the other hand, although no UG
subjocts  and only  three PG subjects stated that Irish was the
Sole lanquage of their respective houscholds, 3 1G subjects and
37 PG subjects reported that it was used in thoir homes along-
side  Euglich, and only in respect of Trish is the home environ-
ment mentioned as a factor in the language learning expericnce by
more than a handful of subjects. Moreover, 4.5% of the UG who
hadg learncd Irish  (9/201) and 9.9% of the PG who had learncd
Irish (16/161) reported that they had  begun learning the lan-
quage  bofore  school age, and it is possible that ec¥posure to
Irissh in the home was a factor in some of these cases.

2.2.2 Age (ct. Table 10, 1.2.2)

Whilst it was not rare for subjects to claim to have started
learnina lrish before the age of four (sece 2.2.1 above), the

overwhelming « majority of subjects who had learned Irish re-
ported having had their first encounter with the lanquage between
the ages of four and ten - in other words, during the normal

primary school years: UG 87.1% (175/201), PG 77.6% (12L0/161). A
small minority of subjects who had learned Irish reperted having
begun botwern the ages of eleven and seventeen - UG 1.5%
(3/201), PG 3.1% (5/161); but none reported having bequn after
the age ot scventecen.

2.2.3 Speech community (cf. Table - !9, 1.2.3)

Most® subjects who had learncc i1iih specified that this
learnina experience had taken place .n their "own country“: UG
77.6% (156/201), PG 72.7% (117/161). However, a sizeable minor-
ity of both groups (UG 14.9% - 30/201, PG 16.8% - 27/161) repor-
ted that they had learned it in a "country where the language is
native" as well as.in their "own country" - which probably

T
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et bt the Pt Ut Che oy Bace sipent come Uiie i Hhe Gacltaeht

o tiny peaeentaces of b pects who had Teanied h fah (UG o 0%
1o, e 0. o) thee Yeonntay o where the Tanguange P nat jun®
A et A ent Ty, conal btute therr "own o countiy", oand simi-
Larly vty porcentages (oo e oo, rooo.eh - LIel) repor-
Vo bRt e Dt b ned T e i seane conb it fon ot situations
Gt e 'Ix‘Nx the e e nt voned above,

el tue catth o B cabgect s whioo had o Tearned  Trish
(A4, 4 P10l ) b peet unaer g third of PG osubiects who had
Peartod Teanho ol S Skl reported havina viented  the Gaeld-
tacht, Wht Lhve o :»lll*]n".‘!_u Pepor Ledd abonl thear experience af
Yooing o and et Brish oo the Gaeltacht 8 summar ived in
Table . o

J

<

PABLYE 74 Communicative exXperience in the
Gooltacht of subjoclts who had learned
Fvrnh oxpaessed an percentagens ot all
subopect s who had tearned Trish and

visitod the Caettaeht

UG PG

(77) (51)

lrish spoken by them 58.49 62.7%
Irish spoken to them 72.7% 62.7%
Irish spoken in their )

company B4.4% 72.5%
lt1rh and boglish

speken by thom 29.99% 31.4% .
Irish and PFnalish

anoken to them 22,11 27.5%
Irich and Fnglish spoken

in their company Ta. 3w 21.6%

2.2.4 Factors in the learning experience
(cf. Tables 20-26, 1.2.4)

fubjeets' reports on the factors which played a role in
their learning of Irisb suggest that formal educational and
cultural factors rather than personal contacts and relationships
were predominant. This predominance, which recurs in the data for
all lanquages other than English, is in the case of Irish rathe:
less marked than in the case of French, rather more marked than
in the .case of Italian, and of roughly similar dimensions to what
was rfound in respect of German and Spanish.

0f all the various factors specified, the most often men-

tioned individual factor in relation to the learning of Irish (as
of French, German and Spanish) was school. As Table 75 illus-
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Prate,  achood s ment foned about s alten as Al otbeea tachory

coubined oo this context,

. - . - .
PTABLE 15 The tmpor tanee ab schoot an conpat el
wvith all other tactors in sabjecta?
cxprer benee ol leatning drish

e 1

tnbua of  times sohool

ment toned 14! 16
Pumber ot L imes ot hue

lactors ment joned Py 1491 101

Thee vaot major try ot subjecet s vho had Teay tead T inle reported
hav. g taken bboal paimary school: e 9 0 (las, o), [EEET AU NS
(196/161);  ana similar porcont aaes ol auch  subijects pTenorted
aving taken ITrish ot past=primary schoolr UG 9y, 5% (1ag/201), PG
as tw o (154/161). About an ciahth ot subject: who o had learned
[rish report o having taken Trish as a dearee subjects UG 12,4w
(26/2001), PG LL8% (19/161); but only tiny percentages claimed to
have  loarncd  or  studicd Irish by means of courses  other  than
school or dearce courgess UG 3.0% (6/201), PG 4.4% (7/161).

2.3 LEARNING IRISH AT SCHOOL

2.3.1 Irish as a medium of instruction
(cf. Tables 27 and 28, 1.3.1)

over half those subjects who had learned Irish had appar-
ontly experienced the language at school as one school cubject
among many. only one UG and scven PG reported havinag had Irish
as their sole modium of instruction at primary level; eight UG
and cleven PG reported having had Irish as their sole medium of
instruction at post-primary level. 44.1% of UG subjects (86/195)
and 45.5% of PG subjects (71/156) who had taken Irish at primary
school reported having been exposed to some teaching through the
medium of Irish at that level; while 43.9% of UG subjects
(87/198) and 38.3% of PG subjects (59/154) who had taken Irish at
post-primary school reported having had this experience at that
level.

62
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. . .
2.3.3, Enjoyment (cf. Tables 40 and 41, 1.3.3)

o

. ) : K
2.3.2 Activities and learning materials:in the Irish class
(cf. Tables 29-38, 1.3.2)

- In dnsWﬂl to auestions about the kinds of productive activi-

vt theey bad been asked to perform as part of the process . of
Looarnie s Traeh ot x?pnnl, both UG and PC subjects mentioned gral
ce iime e L ore St than written work in rospect of o primary
et eatowinat lees often than written work in respect  of

! cars sechiool, o Pindinas tor Irish in this regard were
P bocr o te those for brench, The Irish data conrcur with
T Gitw  tor o oall the living ecurricular lanquacges  apart  from
Poaglien i choving o marked prdominance of retercnces to more
*“ochanieal”  learnine activities over references to activities

)

i 4 more self-erpressice or “creative" kind in respect. of both
primary and sccond liovel. .
As  far as learning materials are concerned, references to
11l as  opoosed te  non-textual/audio-visual materials are
stently preponderant  in  respect of Irish at both primary
anu second fevel, Such consistency is not. evident in the data
1 o1 French,  Gorman and Spanish.  Moreover, the preponderance of

ST

et orene te toxtual materials is agenerally more marked in

Ui ocasr ot trish than in the case ot French, German, Spanish
and Tralitan, .

[

In resopect both of primary and post-primary school,
markedly more UG and PG subjects said ‘that Iri=h was the
landuaae they had  least enjoyed learning than said that it was,

the danauaae thov had most enjoyed learning. This trend con-
trasts with what was found for English, French, Sﬁanlsh and
Italian, and in its consistency and degree with what as found

Tor German.,

. . '
2.4 LEARNERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR PROFICIENCY IN IRISH

2.4.1 - The four skills (cf. Tables 42-58, 1.4.1)

rbility in ‘the receptive skills, i.e. understanding
specch and reading, in Irish (as in French, Germar, Spanish and
Ttalian) - was more frequently claimed by both UG and PG subjects
than obility in the productive skills, i.e. speaking and writing

(Table: 767}, Interestingly, proportlonally more UG than PG
claimad ability in each of the four skills. :

e 8%

-~



TABLE 76 Ability in the four skills in Irish
claimed by subjects who had learned

Irish
\

) UG PG
(201) (lel)

Understandina speech 92.5% 85.7%

speaking 88.1% 78.9%

Reading 94.0% 85.7¢%

89.6% 66.5% e

wWritina

tar as cur subjects' reported difficulties with the four

As
skills. in Irish are concerned, writing was most often categorized
least

UG and PG subjects as "very hard” or "hard" and
of the four

by both

often as "easy" or "very easy” (Table 77). DMoreover,

skills this was the only one to be placed more frequently in the

“very hard"/"hard" category than in either the "normal"” or the

"easy"/"very easy" category (Table 78). Speaking was consis-—
cateqgory

tently next most often placed in the "very hard"/"hard"
and next least often in the "easy"/"very easy” cateuory ~(Table
However, both UG and PG subjects classed speaking more

77).
often as "normal" than as “very hard"/ "hard! (Table 78).

TABLE 77 Subjects' difficulty rating for(the four skills in

Irish
uG |
(201)-
very hard/ normal #asy/ no response
’ hard - | very easy
Understanding . (
speech 31.3% 33.3% | 28.4% 7 0%
Speaking : 32.8% 34.6% { 25.4% 7.0%
Reading 27.9% 39.3% |° 25.9% 7.0%
‘Writing 43.3% 30.9% | 18.9% 7.0%
Pé
(161)
very hard/ normal Fasy/ no response
hard very easy !
: i
Understanding ; ) i ]
speech 21.1% 34.8% 132.9% 11.2% /
Speaking 32.3% 35.4% \22.4% 2.9% |
Reading 24.8% . 29.8% 5.4% 9.9% }
Writing 37.3% 32.3% 19.9% - 10.6% /
64 /
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TABLE 78 tatcaorization of the four skills +in Irish according
to o tle nighost number of subiects! responses
very hard/ normal casy/
hard : very easy
UG
Lnderstanding speech *
Spoaking *
Keading
Writing *
PG
Understancine speech *
Speakina - *
keading : : *
Wt ing ' *

A,

In other words, the data for Irish, like the data for most’
of the other living curricular languages, corroborate the widely
intuited view that, since receptive skills outstrip productive -
“kills from a fairly early staaqe of second landuage learning,
learners are more comfortable receiving than producing their
target language. UG and PC data do not concur quite so completely
at the other &nd of the scale, but the tendency for productive
skills in Irish to be more generally perceived as difficult than

receptive skills is clear and consistent.

[\ - h
1t 'is noteworthy that, in comparison with the whole set of
subjects who had leatned Irish, those subjects who had visited
the Gaeltacht tended {to report difficulties with the four skills
in Irish less frequently (Table 79).

s 11
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TABLE 79 FPercentaaes of all subijects who had learned Irish
reportina ditticultices with the four skills, compared
with pereentages ol subjects who had visited the Gael-
tacht reportina difficulties with with four skills

UG who had Mo UG who had No
learned response learned response
‘Trish : Irish and
visited
’ Gaeltacht
(201) (77)
Understanding
speech 31.3% 7.0% 13.0% . 5.2%
Speakina 32.8% 7.0% 14.3% 5.2%
Reading 27.9% 7.0% 16.9% 5.2%
writing 43.3% 7.0% 31.2% 5.2%
PG who had Mo PG who had Mo .
learned response learned response
Irish : Irish and .
visited
Gaeltacht
(161) ‘ (51)
- <
Understandjng ’ _
speech " J21.1% . 11.2% 11.8% —_——
Speaking 32.3% 9.9% 27.5% . -
rReading 24.8% 9.9% 13.7% ———
Vriting 37.3% 10.6% 33.3% o e

A similar though not quite so consistent trend is .revealed
if one compares the difficulties reported by the whole set of
subjects who had learned Irish with the difficulties reported by
those subjects who had experienced Irish as a medium of instruc-
tion at second level. In aeneral, difficulties with the four
skills - in Irish were reported proportionally less frequently by
the latter group (Table 80).



TABLE 80

reporting difficvlties with the four
with poercepntaces of subijocts who had
secand

pereontages ol all subjects who had learned Itvish

skills, compare:i
cxperienced irigh

a5 oa medium ot irstruction at level reperiing
Girtienlries wits thee tour Bkills
G who had No "G wao had No
Tearned response ¢xpericnced response
Trish Irish as a
medium of
instruction
at second
level
(201) (87)
Understanding
speeech 31.3% 7.0% 21.8% 2.3%
Ypeaklnog 32.8% 7.0% 23.0% 2:3%
keading 27.9% 7.0% 12.6% 2.3%
writina 43.3% 7.0% P 39.1% 2.3%
PG who had No PG who had No
learred response ‘experienced response
Irish Irish as a
medium of
instruction
at second
level
(lel) (59)
Understandina
speech 21.1% 11.2% 22.0% 13.6%
Sprakina 32.3% 9.9% 32.2% 13.6%
Readina 24.8% 9.9% 17.0% 13.6%
Writinag 37.3% 10.6% 25.4% 13.6%

Finally on this point, relative to the whole set of subjects

who had learned Irish,
to a variety of learning materials -
visual materials
proportionally * less frequently,
or mainly textual materials
culties proportionally more

- reported difficulties with the: four
whereas those who had used only
at second level reported such
frequently (Tables 81 and 82).

those who at second level had been exposed
including non-textual/audio-

skills

diffi-~
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per ntaages of all subijccts. who had learned Irish

TABLE 81

reporting difficulties with the four skills compared
with percentages of subjects whose learning materials
at second level had included non-textual/audio-visual
materials reporting difficulties with the four skills
UG who had No UG whose No
learned response learning response
Irish materials
in¢luded
a/visual -
. materials
(201) o a7)
Understanding .
speech 31.3% 7.0% 24.7% 6.5%
Speaking . 32.8% 7.0% 29.9% 6.5%
Reading 27.9% 7.0% 26.0% 6.5%
Writing 43.3% 7.0% 39.0% 6.5%
PG who had No ' PG whose No
learned response learning - response
Irish materals
included
a/visual «
materials
{161) (37)
. Understandina . ) -
speech 21.1% - - 11.2% 18.9% 8.1%
Speaking 32.3% 9.9¢% 27.0% 8.1%
Reading 24.8% 9.9% 18.9% 8.1%
Writing . 37.3% 10.6% 29.7% 8.1%

68

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



PABLE 82 ieacentaces of oail o subjoects who had learnea Irish
rop ot difriculticos with the four skills, compared
with covrcentages of subjocts wvho had usad rhly or
mainly Loextual lvoarning materials at sccond. leve 1
revortina difficulties with the four skills

UG who had No UG who had No .
learned response used only/ response
Irish mainly,
textual
learning
) materials
(201) (120)
imunlorstanding . ,
stwech 31.3% 7.0% 35.8% 6.7%
Speaking 32.82 7.0% 35.0% 6.7%
Reading 27.9% 7.0% 30.8% 6.7%
writing 43.3% 7.0% 45.8% 6.7%
.- PG who had No T PG who had No
learned response used only/ response
"Irish : mainly ,
R textual
' ‘ le,arning
materials
. (lel) {121)
Understanding !
~ speech 21.1% 11.2% 22.3% 10.7%
Speaking 32.3% 9.9% 34.7% 10.7%
Reading 24.8%. 9.9% 26.4% 10.7%
Writing 37 3% 10.6% . 39.7% 10.7%
”
g
: 75
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2.4.2 Particular pr&ductive difficulties -
(cf. Tables 59-73, 1.4.2)

0f the six aspects of producing Irish which subjects wer
“laked to rate for difficulty, "findina the right turn of phrase
tor exactly what you want to say in a particular situation" was

most ofton  deemod  "very  hard*/"hard" and least often deemed
Seasy" Mwery  ecasyv' o (Table £3) and  was markedly more often
cateqgor iaed ano "very hard"/"bard” o than "hormal® or  "easy"/
Muery casy®  (Table 84). As was stated carlicr (1.4.7),
this  item was rost widely rated "very bard"/%hard” in respect of

v11 the lancuaaes mentioned by  subjects, and possible reasons
for this have already been discussed.

TABLE .3 Subjects' difficulty rating of different aspects of
speaking and writing Irich

UG
(201)
very hard/ normal . easy/ no
hard very casy response
kxact torm 46.3% 30.8% T 16.9% 6.0%
Riaht word 39.3% 33.8% 21.4% 5.5%
Word order 17.4% 30.8% 36.8% 6.0%
Pronunefgtion 14.4% 34.8% 45.3% 5.5%
Right tur X
phrase 51.2% - 30.3% 12.4% 6.0%
Intonation 26.4% 39.3% 28.4% 6.0%
PG
(l6l)
very hard/ normal easy/ no
hard very easy response
Exact form 38.5% 27.5% 22.4% 11.8%
Pight word 42.9% 26.7% 18.6% 11.8%
Word order ~13.7% 36.0% 39.8% 10.6%
Pronunciation 10.6% 31.7% 44.7% 13.0%
Right turn of :
phrase 46.0% 26.1% 16.1% 11.8%

Intonation 18.6% 32.9% - 36.0% 12.4%

The next most difficult aspects of speaking and writing

Irish according to our subjects appear to be "getting the
exact -form right" and-"finding the right word". Again this is
in line with the trend which emerges from the data for- other
languages (ck. 1.4.2). UG and PG concurred in that more of

them placed these items in the "very hard"/"hard" category
than in either of the other cat:gories (Table 84773 they-differed
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in that, whereas the ¢ categorized the former more often than
the latter as "very hard"/"hard" and less often than the latter
as "normal" or "easy"/"very easy", the PG did the reverse (Table
83). -

TABLE 84 Categorization ot different aspects of speaking and
writing Irish according to the hicghest numbers of
subjects' responses

"v.hard"/"hard" "normal" "ecasy"/"v.easy"
uG

Bxact form *

Right word *

word order *

Pronunciation - *

ikiaht turn ot ovhrase *

Intonation ) *

PG

FExact form *

Riaht word *

word order *

Pronunciation . *

Right turn of phrase *

Intonation . . *

At the other end of the scale, the item which in réspect of
Irish was characterized least often as "very hard"/"hard" and
most often as "easy"/"very easy" was "pronouncing the words

properly” (Table 83). Among both UG and PG subjects this item -
was found "easy"/"very easy" more often than it was found either
"normal" or "very hard"/"hard" (Table _84). After pronun-
ciation  the item in Irish which most often cropped up in

the "easy"/"very easy" and "normal" catqgories and next least
often” in the "very hard"/"hard" category was "getting the word
order right". More UG subjects found this item "normal"” than
found it either  "very hard"/“'hard" or ‘'easy"/"very easy";
while more PG subjects found it "easy'"/"very easy" than
found .it either "very hard"/"ha:d" or "normal" (Tables 83 and
84).

Finally, "getting the right i~rtonation" appears in the Irish
data consistently fourth from the top in the "very hard"/"hard"
section of. Table 83 and third from the top in the "easy!/"very
easy" section. UG subjects classified Irish intonation as "nor-

‘mal" more often than either "very hard"/"hard" or ‘“easy"/"very
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easy", whoreas PG subjects classified it more often as "easy"/
"yery easy" than as either “"yery hard"/"hard" or as "normal"
(Table 84). Once again these findings by and large echo the
findings for otber .lanauages (cf. - 1.4.2).

If one coupares the proportion of all subjects who had
learned Irish reporting particular productive difficulties in
Irish with the proportion of subjects who had visited the Gael-
tacht, reporting such gifficultics (Table 89%), one finds a consis-
tent  proportional decrease in ditticultics poted by BG o in the
Tattoer cateaotrw bat o centrary trond, on the whole, as far as PG
Are coneorned,

TABLE 85 Porcentages of all subjects who had learned Irish
reporting particular productive difficulties, compared
with percentaaes of subjects who had learned Irish and
visited the Gaeltacht reportina such difficulties

UG who had No U¢ who had No

learned response learned response
irish [rish and
visited
Gaeltacht
(201) (77)
Exact forn 46.3% 6.0% 35.1% 3.9%
kight word 39.3% 5.5% 29.9% 3.9%
Word order 17.4% 6.0% 95.1% 3.9%
Pronunciation 14.4% 5.5% 6.5% ' 3.9%
Right turn of } .
phrase 51.2% 6.0% 39.0% 3.9%
Igtonation 26.4% 6.0% 18.2% 3.9%
PG who had Mo PG who had No
’ learneAd response learned response
2 Irish Irish and
visited
Gaeltacht
(l6l) . (51)
Fxact form 38.5% 11.8% 41.2% -—
Riaht word 42.9% 11.8% 51.0% . -—
Word corder 13.7% 10.6% . 11.8% —-—-
Pronunciation 10.6% 13.0% ‘13.7% -——
Right turn of
phrase 46.0% 11.8% 54.9% —-—
Intonation 18.6% 12.4% 11.6% -—
A similar result is arrived at if one compares .- the

7’;272
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particular productive difficulties reported by all Irish
learners with those reported by subjects who had experienced
Irish as a medium of instruction at second level. However, in
this case the PG data diverge rather less from the UG data (Table
H6).

TABLE 86 Prreentaaes of all subjects who had learned Irish
reportinag particular productive difficulties compared
vith nmercentaqes of subjects who had experienced Irish
a5 a medium of instruction at second level reporting
cuch difficulties.

UG who had  No UG who had No
learned response Irish as response
Irish medium of

insgtructipn
at second

level
(201) coe G (87)
txact form 46.3%, : 6.0% 37.9% 2.3%
Right word 39.3% 5.5% 37.9% 2.3% *
word order 17.4% 6£.0% 14.9% 2.3%
Pronunciation 14.4% 5.5% 12.6% 2.3%
Right turn of N
phrase 51.2% 6.0% 46.0% 2.3%
Intonation” 26.4% 6.0% v 21.8% 2.3%
PG who had  No PG who had No
learned response Irish as response
Irish ‘ ) medium of
instruction
at second
level
(lel) (39)
Fxact form 38.5% 11.8% 32.2% 10.2%
Riaht word 42.9% 11.8% o 35.6% ) 10.2%
word order 13.7% 10.6% 5.1% 10.2%
Pronunciation 10.6% 13.0% 8.5% 10.2%
Right turn of
phrase 46.0% 11.8% 57.6% 10.2%
Intonation 18.6% 12.4% 20.3% ~lo.2%

A neater pattern emerges from a comparison of the particular
productive difficulties of the entire set of subjects who had
learned Irish with the productive difficulties of subjects whose

~oo TFigh léarning "materals- had included--non-textual/audio-visual=:
materials. The trend for proportionally fewer such difficulcies -
to be reported by the latter group was completely consistent
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amongst UG subjects and disturbed by only a very sliaht counter-
trend in just one category amongst PG subjects (Table 87). bore-
over, UG and PG subjects who had used only or mainly textual
learning materials consistently reported slightly more such dif-
ficulties than the generality of subjerts who had learned Irish
(Table 88). - f

TABLE 87 Porcentades of ail subjects who had learnod 1rish
reporting particalar productive difficultics compared
with percentages of subjocts whose irish learnina
materials at second level had included non—tgxtual/
audio-visual materials reporting such-difficulties

UG who had No - 'UG who had No
learned responsce used a/v response
Trish materials
at .second
L . . level
: R {201) (77) .
! . . i
Exact form ' 46.3% 6.0 37.7% 6.5%
Right word 39, 3% 5. 28.6% 6.5%
Word order 17.4% 6.0% 11.7% 6.5%
Pronunciation 14.4% 5.5% . 7.8% 6.53
Riaht turn of £
phrase 51.2% 6.0%" 44.,2% . 6.5%
Intonation 26.4% 6.0% . 16.9% 6.5%
PG who had No . PG-who had No
learned response used a/v response
Irish materials
- at second )
. : level
(161) (37)
Exact form 38.5% 11.8% 32.4% ‘8.1%
Right word 42.9% 11.8% 43.2% 8.1%
Word order 13.7% 10.6% . 10.8% 8.1%
Pronunciation 10.6% 13.0% 2.7% - B.1%
Right turn of
phrase ; 46.0% 11.8% 40.5% 8.1%
Intonatien 18.6% 12.4%  + - 13.5% 8.1%
v/
R - \ )
- e
\ e O
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TABLE 88 Peorcentanes of all subijects who had learned Irish
reporting particular productive difficulties compared
with pereentaces of subjects who had used only or

nainly

Iivwact form
rRiaht word
word order
Pronunciaticn
Right turn of
phrase
Intonation

kxact form
Right word
Word order
Pronunciation
Right turn of
phrase
Intonation

textual Irish materials at
reportine such difficulties

UG who had

learned
Irish

(zol)

46.3%
39.3%
17.4%
14.4%

51.2%
26.4%

PG who had
learned
Irish

(161)

38.5%
42.9%
13.7%
10.6%

46.0%
18.6%

second level

No

response

.0%
.5%
.0%
5%

oo &

.0%
.0%

[oa =)}

No

response

11.8%
11.8%
10.6%
13.0%

11.8%
12.4%

UG who had
used only/
mainly
textual

materials

at second
level.
(120)

50.8%
45.0%
20.8%
16.7%

55.0%
29.2%

PG ,who had
used only/
mainly
textual
materials
at second
level
(121)

. 39.7%
43.0%
14.0%
13.2%

48.8%
20.7%>

No
response

6.7%
6.7%
6.7%
6.7%

No

response
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Chapter 3

[4

Experience of learning French
3.1 NUMBERS (cf. Table 1, 1.1)

92.1% of UG subijects (221.7240) and 90.3% of PG subjects ,
(187/207) had learned Froench ar 5o staac,

1.2 CIRCUMSTANCES AND SITUATIONS IN WHICH CONTACT Ryl
WAS ESTABLISHED

/!

3.2.1 Home (cf. Tables 2-9, 1.2.1; Table 1O, 1.2.2)

Oonly tiny minorities of the subjects who had learned French
roported 1t as their native langnage, or as the native ldnguade
ot their parents or partners. No UG and only one PG reported
French as  the native language of his/hcer children. Similarly,
only tiny propartions claimed that French was used in their
houscholds or that their home environment was a facter in their
experience ot learning french. No UG and only 3 PG claimed to
have started learning French before normal school ade.

3.2.2 Age (cf. Table 10, 1.2.2)

. A majority of subjects.who had learned French reported that
they had started learning French between the ages of eleven and
seventeen, that is to say, during the years normally associated
with second-level education: UG 69.7% (154/221), PG 58.3%
(109/187). However, quite'a substantial minority of subjects who
had learhed French reported having begun learning. it in what
would normally have been their primary school years (4-10): UG
21.3% (47/221), PG 13.4% (25/187). It has already been men-—
tioned (3.2.1) that only a handful of subjects who had learned
French (UG 0.0% - 0/221, PG 1.6% - 3/187) placea their first
learning encounter with the language in what are normally the
pre-school vears. Rather more (UG 1.8% = 4/221, PG €.4% -
12/187) claimed to have started Yearning the language.after the
age of seventeen. 7 N . T

1

3.2.3 Speech community {cf. Tables 11-19, 1.2.3) .

A majority of UG subjects who had learned French (67.4% -~
149/221) and just under half of PG subijectswywho had learned
“ronch (44.4% - 83/187). reporfed that they had. learned it in
their "own country",_ - which for most of them meant

~f¥eland. "~ A sibstant®al ‘minority of both-samples (UG 18v1%: mmme

40/221, PG 26.7% .~-50/18 reperted that they had learned it both
in their "own:* country" and in a "country -where the language

is native". However, orly a few reported having learned French
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vl g oty s v here at o ds nati (UG 4.5% - 10/221,

boons : 'noa e atheer than suach a eountry or their
AT RE , EE TANAR S DL7w - 5/187) or 1n combinaticons

BT T N O Sty than the one mentioned above {us 1.8% -
: CLoher e Ty

s v 5, ore thon half of both UG and G subjects who
g loarteea bronch clabmed to have vicited a French-~speakin
F g

Tt H (%1

RSN IO Wooaume (Y21 001), PG 64,2% (120/187). Pata on the

et e rehy e o' and exposure to bronch Jigured  in o such
N P oot aut g ol 'P”-. .

“hnIP UU Sontunioat bve oxpeticac in Prench-
Ltearing countrics of subijects who had
loarned French, expressaod as percentages
af all subijects who had learned French
and visited such countries

i

na PG
BE! 1120)
I yo theam 4y, L0 47.5%
[ te them V7 L00R 51.7%
i 1 rhedr )
H1,0% 74.2%
natueen
et b R 33, 1%
na English ’
ot s thom 3,6 36.7%
caoonaileh
o4kl gomnan i 14.2%

Y. 2.4 Factors n the rarning expelieice
tef . Tables 20-26. 1.2.4)

o the various toctors which were reported by
hiave  be anerative in the langquage
CRpeer1 nee,  dn respect of Frenohoas of all languages
bFrog,toh, taose of a formal olucational or cultural
His fraguently mvnrxor.d than those of a more
wang, feauily, this r.attern is  more pronounced in
data than .n the data tor the other languages -~ a fact
“aire ady been npoted and discussed (cf. 1.,2.4 above).

Wit Teooarid

sf whe Tarmal nducatlonnl and cultural factors mentioned in
¢vint 10w te learning Fronch, school was predominant, belng refer- .

. ©4° subiects more often than all other factors combined
i subdincts not wvery markedly less often than all other

cormpinaod {Table @0).
M «
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TABLE 90 The importance of school as compared \
with all other factors in subjects’ :
experience of learning French

UG P

INumbor of times school mentioned 195 136
Number of times other factors

ment ionad 162 173,

A not inconsiderable minority of subjects who had }lcarned
French reported having taken it as a subject at primary school:

UG 25.3% (56/221), PG 20.3% (38/187); and the vast majority of

them reported having taken it at post-primary schwol: UG 99.1%
(219/221), PG 88.8% (166/187). 7.2% of UG subjects (16/221) and
21.4% of PG subjects (40/187) who had learned French had studied
1t as part of a degree course; the PG showing in this context was
thus markedly stronger than the UG showing. 4.5% of UG 'subjects
(10/221) and 23.5% of PG subjects (44/187) who had learned French
had learned or studied it by means of courses other . than
school or deqr.e courscs; the percentage of PG subijects in this

cateqgory was thus again markedly higher than the percentaqge of
UG subijects.

‘3.3 LEARNING FRENCH AT SCHOOL

3.3.1 French as a medium of instruction
(cf. Tables 27 and 28, 1.3.1)

Most subjects who had learned French at school reported
never. having cxperienced it as a medium of instruction. Only
four subjects (all PG) stated that they had been taught
entirely through French at primary level, and only two (both PG)
that they had been tauyht i irely through French at post-
primary level. 7.1% of UG sabjects (4/56) and . .8% of PG
subjects (6/38) who nad taken French at primary ¢ .1 reported

. having had some experience of French as a medium 2 instruction

at that level, while 23.3% of UG subjects (51/219) and 17.5%
of PG subjects (29/166) who had taken French at post-primary
school repor ted having been exposed to some teaching through
the medium of French at that level. .
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3.3.2 Activities and materials in the French
classroom {cf. Tables 29-38, 1.3.2)

Wittt retferonce to the kinds ol productive  activitics thoey
ol cnaaaed an o whitat learnine Pronch at school,  both UG and PG
b et tended to mention ory o work more  often than written
wotk in ronpeet ol Fronch at primary level and less often  than
written work in respect of @rench at o post-primary  level,  the
Froneh  data in this reaard being rather similar  to  the Irish
data, Retoronees to activities of a more "mechanical® nature in
resnect  of the learninag ol French at both  primary and  post-
primary  level are - as in respect of the learning of  all other
lanaguages apart  fram Fnelish at these: lovels - wvery much
Mot +e provalent  than refercnces to activities of a more self-
CXptessve or "ereat e kind.

With  tegard  to Jangquage learning materials, UG subjects
g roned  non-textual/audie-visual materials precisely as  often
s curely textual materials in respect of Prench at primary level
and more than tour {ifths as c¢ien as purely textual materials in
freitect of Froneh at post-primary level. In PG responses refer-~
cnices to puredy textual materials consistently and clearly out-~
ctrip relerences to nen-textual/audio-visual materials.

3.3.3 Enjoyment (cf. Tables 40 and 41, 1.3.3)

Nearly two (1tths of UG subjects  and more than a third of
PG osubiects who  had taken Fronch at primary sc ool said that it
was  the languaue they had most enjoyed learning at  that level,
whilst just over a  third of UG subjects and just under a {'“th
of PG subjects who had taken French at primary school said it
was the  lanquage they had least enjoyed learning at that level.
Thus o much higher proportion of UG than PG reported strong
reactions to French at primary school.

Jus. over a third of UG subjects and just under a third of
PG subjoeuts  who had  taken French at post-primary school
claimed  that it was the language they had most enjoyed learhing
at  that level, whereas rather less than a quarter of each

cample said that it was the language they had least enjoyed
learning at that level.

In its ueneral trend this pattern of responses .orresponds
to what was found in respect of English, Spanish and Italian.
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1.4 LEARNERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR PROFICIENCY SN FRENCH

1.4.1 The four skills  (ct. Tables A42-56, L.a.1)

Amonagst bl sobgects who had Learned Froneh, abibity in the

toceptave dkalls Creading and understanding speech)  was cons

patently mote breanent by Claten d o than  ability in the  pro-
ductvene skills  (weiting and speakina) (Table 91). « This is in
Pine with the findinas tor lrish,  Ger Spantsh and Ttaltan.,

y
Proportionally  more UG than PG claiy ibitity in cach ol  the
teur skilla,

TABLE 91 Subjectse olaimed ability in the fom
akilla in brench

1Y PG
221) (187)
Cnderstanding specch RISINRAY 72.2% .
Specakona BOLOHR 65.2%
Weoadnn 96, 0% - 74,09
Wi ort oo BA.00 1,6%

Tho data Cresentod  in Table o ofter support tor the
wicdo v ld vicw  that learners cond o to perceive second
Tanaga.s e ptron as less problematic than second  language
oroduct oo, An analysis of our subjocts! difficulty ratina for
[ tovar tancuage skitls {‘able 92) roeveals, however, that
wheroas amongst PG subjects writing and spealing French  were
indeced  tated as ditficult more ofton than understandinag spoken
Feoncl And readina  #rench, in the UG data it 1is speakina
and o rstanding spoken Fronch that appear at the tor of the

. Wy hara "/ "hard"  tablo. This Tast findine constitutes a
et genee trom the general trend of results in this context  and
v te related to the particular t orspoctive Analtorhones seem

. b on Frepch phonoloay and - Lonetics  (cf. comme-nts  on

firrreultes  with Fronch  intonatien and pronunciation, 1.4.2

aned oL T .
It is o oalso oo stina te. pote that whilst a 'majority of
suhjeats Wi Fad Lo oen Yronch (in the case of UG subijccts a
vory  larac majority) e aimed ability in each ot the four
LR ekl e vn_btrench’ fTablo ¢%), in both the UG and the PG data for
Femes tnree of the four tkii18 =Twritifa,— - cpeaking  and under-
sradin? grecch = wers mors otten placed in th very  hara“/
Mhard"  category than in olthos the "nermal”  or the  "easy"/

muery oasy" catoaory (Tabl:s 92 and 93).
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TABLE 92 Subjectse o ity ratinag tor the four skills in
s

Frenuch

uaG
(221)
vﬁry hard/ normal casy/ no rasponse
hard very oeasy
Understanding
spoeech 51.4% 27.2% 15.4% 4.1%
Speaking 56.06% 29.4% 10.0% 4.1%
Reading 27.6% 48.4% 19.9% 4.1%
St Ina A6 2% 30,49 1O.4%. 4.1%
. , PG
(187)
vory hard/ normal easy/ no response
hard very casy
nderstanding -
speveh 42.3% 21.9% T25.7% 10.2%
Specaking a8.7% 27.3% 15.0% 9.1%
Roadinug 29.9% 31.0% 30.5% N 8.6%
Writineg 51.3% 24,6% 13.9% 10.2%

TABLE 93 Cateqorization of the four skills in French according
to the hiahret n abers of subjects' responses

¢ y hard/ normal easy/
hard very easy
UG
ratanding speeoch *
Speakrng *
Roading *
writing *
PG
Understandirg speech *
TTSpAAaking *
rReading *
writing *
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In comparison with the whole st of Luojects who had
learned French, those subjects who had learned  Yrench  and had
visited a French=speaking country tended to report. difficulties
with the tour skills in Froneh  less  froanent ly (Table 94).

TABLE 94  Pereontages of all subjects who had learned French
roportang ditficulties with the four skills ompared
wilh peree. aepes ol subjectowho had learned French
and visited o French=-speaking country reporting
thos diftticulties

"
UG who had No - - 06 who ad * No
Tearned response learned ’ response
Froench French and

visited
a French-

) speaking
country
(221) (121)
Understanding
1}\“\‘(’}) ;)1."" . 'l.l’( 4/‘.()?. 1.79»
Speakinag N6t 4.1 52. 1% 1.7%
Reading 27 .00 4.1 23.1% 1.7%
Writing 46.,2% 4.1% 44.6% 1.7%
PG who ha Mo PG who had No
Yearned e v learned response
Fronceh : French *and
visited
French-
speaking
. country
(138 (120)
14 ~tandinn
: 42.3% 10.2% 50,813 5.0%
RPN 20.7% 9.1% 42.5% 5.0%
Renee oo 29.9% 8.6% 20.8% 5.0%
Wy H51.3% 10.2% 45.8% 607

09
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TARLE 9%  borcontages ol all subijects who had Tearned Fronch

veporting ditficultles with the four skills comparoed
with percentages ol subjects who had exporienced
Fronch as o medium of instruction at post-primary
cohool teport ina such ditticulties

No UG who had No

UG who had ‘
{earned L enponse cxpoericneed response
Froneh French as
a medium of
instruction
(221) (51)
Understandinag
Gpneh B34 4.1% 49,0% 2.0%
RESTRNT N ALY sl f , AL 49.,0% 2.0%
Reading . AN A1y 23.0% 2.0%
writing 46,203 4.1 41.2% 2.0%
. PG who had ¢ No PG who had No
learned response experienced response
French French as a
N medium of
instruction
(187) (29)
Understandina
:',[nn'(’h 42.3% 10.2% 20.7% 6.9%
Speaking 48.7% 9.1% 31.0% 6.9%
Reading 29.9% B.6% 17.2% 6.9%
Writing 51.3% 10.2% 37.9% .. 9%

likewise, a comparison of the difficulties with the four
sitlls reported by the whole set »f subjects who had learned
Fronch with  those reported by subjects vho had exper ienced
I'rench as 4 medium of instruction at post-primary school
(fable 95) reveals that such difficulties were consistently
reported propoartions lly more frequen*ly by the former than by the
latter group. )

Neovery cle . ond emerges from a comparison of difficul-
ties ith the .. ar skills reported by subjects whose French
lmarnii.g materiale at post-priwary level had included non-
textual/audivo-vis ! materials with those reported by the gener-
ality of subject: «ho had learned French (Table 96) . Likewise,

“from a comparisou between difficnities - reported by subjects

whose French learning materials at second level haad been
evelusively or mainly textual .od those reported by the whole
s0t of subjects who had learned French, there emerge two con-
tradictory treods. PG subjects s the former category
repor ted mor:« difficulties, whrzeas UG subjects in the
same égteuory repocrted slightly fower diffici:lties (Table 97).
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TABLE Y6 Porcontages ol ol subjects who had 1 arned French
Loporting diltlicuttics with the four skills compared
withspercentages of subjects whotse French learning
materials at post-primary school had itncluded

audio-yisual materia' reporting s Cifliculties
[ e e e+ m e e = -
e who baa s Ho Lt whione NO
Poatned ronponne I'rench FOSPONSe
French learning

materials
wore partly
a/visual

- (o2 (168)
Understanding
speoch Hio4r 400 52.4% 4.8%

HSpeaking HE. 6% 4.14 55.41% 1.8%

Readlng 20 4.1% 26.2% d.8%

wWriting 46.2% A.1%% 46.4% 4.8%
Py who had  No PG whose No
loearned response Fronch response
Froonch learning

E matorials

were partly
a/visual

(187) (107)
Understandinad
speech 42.3% 10,24 43.0% 3.7%
Speaking 48.7% 9.1% 52.13% 1.7%
Readina 29.9% 8.6% 26.2% 3.7%
Writina 51.3% 10.2% 45.8% 3.7%
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TABLE 97  Porceentages of all subjects who had learned Froench
roporting ditteulties with the ftour skills compared
with poercontages ot subjects whose French learning
Fater ials at post-primary level had been oxclusively
o manly textual

“
e who haa No UG whose No
learned respontse Fronceh responsas
Fronch loarning

materials
had beoen

textual
(221) (48)
oo ot anding
Sy I 4.1 H2.01% -
Speakinag Yoo b q,1% H4.2% —~-
Reading 27.6% 4.1% 27.1% -——
Writing 46.2% 4.1% 41.7% ———
PG who haa Ne PG whoseo No
learned responsce Froench response
tronch learning

materials
had been
textual

(147) (56)
Undorstandina
Greech 42.3% 10, 2% 46.4% 8.9%
Speaking 48.7% 9 1% 51.8% 8.9%
o ng 29.9% 8.6% 30.4% 8.9%
Writing 51.3% 10.2% 58.9% 8.9%
3.4.2 Particular productive difficulties
{(cf. Tables 59-73, 1.4.2) ‘
The aspect of producing French most often characterized as

"yory  hard"/"hard® and least often as "easy"/"very easy" by
subjrcts  who had  learned French was "finding the right turn of
phrase  for exactly what vyou want to say in a particular
situation” (Table 98). which was duemed "very hard"/"hard" by
an absolute majority of s b jects who had learned French (Table
99). The French data . ncur here in general terms with the
data for all other lanquages mentioned by subjects (cf. Tables
and discussion in 1.4.2).

Next most ditficult according to our subjects seem to be
"getting the right intonation” and "finding the right word”
(Table 98), both of which items ware categorized as "very
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ot Mhaodt by Mot - b peet s CHG and PR than cateanrieed
them asoelthen Mhorma T oot My Meery cany 't (Table o)y The
porcetyed redatnne 0 trenlty ol “finding Cthe ight word"
cotrepoids farrly o clensely o to what was tound in respect of the
othier o bannnage:. (i1, 1.d..0). Subject ! ansessment ot
"ot ting the pght Tt onat tan®y, an o the othed hanid, 14
probably Fanguaae- spect! e, A prethaps should o he taken
tagqether with thear  annesament ol "pronouncing  the  words
propet by, Thio  Tant itew apjears consitent by fourth  iu the
Tyery hard"s "hard" and aormal sections ol Table 98, and  more
subjects trom both the UG ardd 6o roups ovaluatoed 1t as "very
bat ™ "hard" than A "norwal™ o Measny"/"very  casy® o (Tabde
a9y, what  link:s  PFrench  pronunciation and intonation, of

course, oo thee Lact that they both relate to French phonology and
phonet 1o, which  analophomes ane commonty held to perceive as

Poamot e tror Lol roh phonology oo pb et res - ther-tore ditficult
- thet ot o vapweba by wert ey, Coperdagonieal attention (ot
discunsion ot this pornt in 1o o subjectst rating ol the
aral o oaural sk bl in  Fronchy o).

TABLE 98  “ubjecto' difticulty vating for diftorent anpeots
ot upeaking and wilting ¥rench

U

(221)
vy oy novmal casy no
har v Ty oansy resSpoase
Bxact torm 36 .2 40.7% 0. 84 2.3
Riaght we v 44.8% 42,19 16O, 9% 2.3%
Word orvder 25 .8% 50,74 21,7 1.8%
Pronunciacton 40, 3% 33.5% 24 .0 2.3%
Paaght turn ot
phras 71.0% 23.1% 3.6% 2.3%
Inton:» .on 48.,9% 31.7% 17.2% 2.3%
PG
(187)
very hard/ normal casy/ no
hard very ~asy responsc
Exact form 36.9% 35.3% 17.1% 10.7%
Right wo:a 44.99% 34.8% 9.6% 10.7%
Ward ordet 24.1% 36.9% 28.3% 10.7%
Pronunctiation 37.4% 31.0% 20.9% 10.7%
Right turn of
phrase 63.1% 19.3% 7.0% 10.7%
Intonation 47.6% 21.4% 20.9% 10.2%
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TARLE 99 Catcaot ot ton ol dhibterent aspects ot producing
Prenieh Sccoatainag to the hiliahest numbea s of subjects!
Posipont e n

very hard’ norma t casy/
o d vOry cany
e
Feaet tarnm ¢
Froht T *
Wl d oo den ~
Pronunciat ton *
Kight turn ot phrase *
Intonation . *
'
G
P e * -
bovdiie wet o *
Vil o et *
(AN R IV IR B N A -
Raight oo Cooehraee *
Tntonat b *

S Consistently o titth  trom thes-top of the Mvery hard"/"h .. d"
Lection  of Table 98 15 "eotting the exact  form right". This
Lt vaneat . to be wore  wiaely perceived as difficult
amonast our 0 culbbjects, more of whom  categorized it as  "very
hard™, “bard” than as “"normal" or Measy"/"very casy", than amongst
our UG subjecty, more of whom placed it in the "normal"
cateqory than in either of the other two (Table 69). More-
over, in the UG data this item appears third in the "casy"/"“very
casy"  section  of Table 98, wherras in the PG data it appears
fourth in this same section. The fact that the difficulty
rating of this item is relatively low in the French data
as conpared with its rating elsewhere is interpretable as a
raroilary of the fact that pronunciation and intonation received
a4 1 orticularly  high difficulty rating in the French data in
comparison with thelr rating in respect of other languages.

The  iter  <hich is apparently leart widely perceived  as
diltiteult  amongst  both UG and PG subjects ° ‘'getting.the word
order. right™, W' h consistently appears at the bottom of the
“vory hard® "hard”  ction of Table 98, high in the "easy"/"very
ecasy" saction, and .t the top of the "normal” scction. An abso-
lute majority of UG subjects ~'-~ ~-d this item as "normal" rather

than “"very hard"/"hard" or * ' ary easy", and more PG sub-
jects  placed it in the "norm ce ory than in either of the
other two (Table 99). This . .cited a similar pattern of

responses in rospect of most «r tne other languages specified by

87 E’E}



Vi abege ot

,
O tho whiodo, [-tw[vux!lun‘llhl towetr produoctive dittarenttyen
e e ted Dy e e whio Pl Dot tnor Froneh and badn ated

Vot e e e con by than by the generality ol sk poet s
whiee oot e o0 T et th frend boeing destinet by pore mavked
[N Pt han v bhae Ui it ("Pabile oo

\

TABLE 100 Pereent pges ol Gl subpeets o who haa Yeanned IFrench
Teport pog et tendar prodactive ditficultios corvared
with poreentanes ot subjects who hat! Yearned Frouch
and b visatesl o Freneh sspeaking country reporting
Sl tE et

e who hod Noy G whe oad th
Pt need Lol learned P ponte
11 ench : Fronceh and
vinited a :
Fronch- "
sipecak b
country
(a2 (121
boaaet Lo h e RISRA 34,04 [
rihht word IS RN 4.0 1.7
Word oraer Hohd 1.8 REFREY 1.7%
Proaanctat ton [ TR R 3.0 1.74%
Byabit taan ol
phtase PATNSES R S ToL 2t 1.7
Intonation 48,4 R 41.3% 1.7%
! P v had Mo PG who had "o
Levar ned response learned rOsponse
French French and
visited a
R Fronch-
speaking .
country
NORED! (120)
Csaret tot 36,0 . 1O 7% 31.7¢ 9.2%
Riaht word 44,49 1O.7h 40, 0%, Y.0%
word order 24.01% 1o, 74 21.7% 9.2%
Pronuncdat 1on Y7L LO. 7 ¢ 249, 2% 9,29
Right turn of
phraze 65.1% 10.7% 55.8% 9.2%
fntonat ion 47.6% 10.2% 36.7% 9.2%
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TanLe 10l Pl contaces ol abb o subagects win teel i pned French

Peporting produet pue At bret e co L aed with
Pt centaae s of subgects who o dexpes renced Froench
A medbtam ot anst it don ot Aant level reporting

such adrtbrenlt e

L who had o hNo Uooowoo had Nor

Fenorned Loipantie expericoneed Conponse
Freneh Fronch osoa

medium ope ™
nstruction

(20 (h1)
Pxa st torn R ' 2.4 27.5% 21.6%
Praht word Ad.8% ) an,1% - 21.6%
Ward orher LB | I.8% 23.5% 21.6%
Frotamerat ton Ao, RIRE) 13.4W RETN X
Rianht tarn of R
BALEE 7.0 PIRRY ) 72.6% 2L 6%
Intonat ton AU R 2039 41.0% 21.0%
PG who had  No PGowno had N
learned response voxperrenced  resp
Froeonch French as a
. medinm of
1nstruction
(1u7y (2")
FExact torm .U lO.7% 41.4% 37.9%
Frght word 44, 9% 7 10.7% 37.9% AW
Wor b orde: R I S 10,.7% 10.3% RV REAY
Pronunciat ton 3704 107 34.05% ~7
traght turn ot
phrase (\-%\.l‘n To.7% 62.1% §7.a
Intonat 1on 47.6% 10.2% 41.4% N
v 7 ! ’
A similar trond emerqas if one compares the productive

difficultics reported by all subjects who had learned Frenc¢h
with those reportyd by subjects who had experienced French as  a
medium of instruction jat second level. The latter group reported
proportionally  fewer difficulties in respect of wost aspects of

. producing Freach {Table 101). .
No particularly clear pjcturc emerges from a comparison of

product ive  difficulties repdgted by all subjects who had learned
I'rench with those reported by learners who had been exposed to
non-textual/audio-visual materials at  post-primary ovel,

. liowever, to the extent that a treud is discernible it is for
this latter group to report proportionally fewer difficulties

in respect of most items (Table 102). N
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TABLE 103 Percentaqes of all
reporting particular
with percentages of sub
or mainly textual
primary school repor

subjects who had learned French

productive difficulties compared
jects who had used exclusively
French learning materials at post-~
ting such difficulties

UG who had

learned
French
(221)
txact form - 36.2%
Right word 44.8%
wWord order 25.8%
Pronunciation 40.3%
Right turn of
vhrase 71.0%
Intonation 48}9%
PG, who had
learned
French
(187} |
Exact form 36.9%
Right word 44.9%°
Word order 24.1%
Pronunciation 37.4%
Right turn of .
phrase 63.1%
Intonation 47.6%

No

response

2.3%
2.3%
1.8%
2.3%

2.3%
2.3%

No
response

10.7%
10.7%
10.7%

10.7%

10.7%
10.2%

UG who had No

used only response

or mainly

textual

learning

materials

(48) R

31.3% ; 6.3%
41.7% 6.3%
10.4% 6.3%
41.7% 6.3%
75.0% 6.3%
68.8" 6.3%

PG who had No

used only response

or mainly

textual

learning

materials R

(57)°

37.5% 12.5%
50.0% 12.5%
25.0% 12.5%
39.3% 12.5%
69.6% 12.5%
51.8% 12.5%
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Chapter 4

Experience of learning German

4.1 NUMBERS (cf. Table 1, 1l.1)

35.8% of UG subjects (86/240) and 35.8% of PG subjects
(74/207) had learned German at some staqge.

4.2 CIRCUMSTANCES AND SITUATIONS IN WHICH CONTACT WITH GERMAN
WAS ESTABLISHED .

4.2.1 Home (cf. Tables 2-9, 1.2.1, Table 10, 1.2.2)

only tiny proportions of subjects who had learned German
claimed that it was their first langquage or the first language

of their parents. No .PG and only one UG claimed that German was
his/her partner's f{‘rst language, and no subjects reperted Cerman
‘as their children's first language. Oonly two'subjects (both PG)

rzported that German was used in their household, and only hand-
fuls of subjects claimed that their home environment was a factor

_in their experience of learning German or that they had started’

learning German before normal school age.

4.2.2 Age (cf. Table 10, 1.2.2)

Consistently more subjects who had learned German reported
having begun learning the language between the ages of eleven and
seventeen - that is during the normal post-primary school years -
than either earlier or later: UG 44.2% (38/86), PG 35.1% (26/74).
only 4.7% of UG subjects (4/86) and 2.7% of PG subjects (2/74)
who had learned German claimed to have bequn learning 'German
before the age of four, and only 2.3% of UG subjects (2/86) and
no PG subjects who had learned German claimed to have started
learning it during the normal primary school years - i.e. between
four and ten years. Howéver, quite a sizeable minority of both
groups reported that they had started learning the language after
the age of seventeen: UG 24.4% (21/86), PG 32.4% (24/74).

.

4.2.3 Speech community (cf. Tables 11-19, 1.2.3)

Just under two fifths of both UG (39.5% - 34/86) and PG
{39.2% - 29/74) who had learned German reported having learned it
in their "own country" - that is. for the vast majority of them,
Ireland. Quite substantial percentages claimed to have learned
Cerman in a "country where the language is native" (UG 20.9% -

.18/86; PG 12.2% - 9/74) and in such a country as well as in their

"own country" (UG 15.1% - 13/86; PG 18.9% - 14/74). Only tiny,
percentages (UG 1.2% - 1/86, PG 2.7% - 2/74). reported having
learned German in a place other than ‘their "own, country" or a
"country where the language is native", and references to com-

92

i - 98 | | SRS B



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

binations of places other than the one mentioned above figure not

at all in the UG data and only barely in the PG data (l.4% -
1/74). '

More than half of both the UG and PG subjects . who had
lnarned German had visited a German-speaking country at some
stage: UG 54.7% (47/86), PG 64.9% (48/74). The communicative
experience of  German these subjects reported having had during
such visits is summarized in Table 104.

TABLE 104 Communicative experience in German-
speaking countries of subjects who had
learned German, eXpressed as proportions
of all subjects who had learned German
and visited such countries

uG . PG
(47) (48)
Ge:rman spoken by them 0.341 0.38
German spokén o tnem 0.38 0.44
Gorman spoken in their ‘
company 0.79 0.65
German and English
spoken by them 0.47 0.27
German and English
spoken to them 0.47 0.29
German and English
spoken in their company 0.17 - 0.13

4.2.4 Pactors in the learning experience
(cf. Tables 20-26, 1.2.4)

The German data, like those for ‘all other languages apart
from English, show a distinct and consistent fpreponderance of
references to formal educational and cultural factors over refer-

. ences to “personal” factors in subjects' reports on the factors
which played a role in their language learning experience. The

deqgree of this preponderance in respect of German is roughly in
line with what was found i1 respect of Irish and Spanish.

School was the most prominent of all the various factors
mentioned by both UG and PG subjects. Although it certainly does
not feature so strongly as a learning factor in the German data
as in the French and Irish data, it was mentioned here more
often than any other single factor - more than half as often as
all other factors combined in the UG data and about two fifths as
often as all other factors combined in the PG data (Table 105).
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TABLE 105 The importance of school as compared with all other
factors in subjectst expericnce of learning German

UG PG
Mumboar of times school was mentioned 39 30
nmumber of times other factors mentioncd 64 74

only tiny minorities of subjects who had learned German (UG
4.7% - 4/86, ‘PG 2.7% - 2/74) reported having taken it as a
subject at primary school. A maijority of UG subjects and more
than two ftfths of PG subjects who had learned Cerman had
takcn it at post-primary school: UG 60.5% (52/86), PG 43.2%
(32/74). _The percentage «f PG subjects with a knowledge of
German who had studied it at degree course level (14.9% - 11/74)
was more than double that of the UG subjects in this "~ category
(7.0% - 6/86). As far as courses other than  school and
degree courses are concerned, whereas rore than half the FG
subjects who had learned Cermar had learned or studied it by
means of such courses (51.4% - 38, '4), only 15.1% (13/86) of UG
subjects with a knowledge of German had mad< use of such courses.

4.3 LEARNING GERMAN AT SCHOOL

4.3.1 German as a medium of instruction
(cf. Tables 27 and 28, 1.3.1)

Of the four UG and two PG subjects who had taken German at
primary school, all reported having been taught through it at
that level. On the other hand, of the n ch larger numbers
of UG and PG subjects who had taken German at post-primary
school, only about a sixth of each sample claimed to have ex-
perienced German as a medium of instruction at that level: UG
17.3% (9/52), PG 15.6% (5/32).

4.3.2 Activities‘and learning materials in the German class
(cf. Tables 29-38, 1.3.2)

With regard to productive activities associated with learr- '
ing German, subjects who had taken Germar. at schuol tended to
mention oral work and written work in approximately equal pro-
portions in respect of primary level and written work some-
what more often than oral work in respect of post-primary
level. The results for German are in this respect comparable to -
94
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those tor Spanish and, with regard to post-primary level experi=
oner,  Italian. [n the German data - ag in the data  for all
other  languaaes apart {rom English - refercnces to "mechanical"®
lanquaue  learning activities consistently and markedly outweigh
reterences to move self-expressive or "rreative" activities.

Au  far as learning materials are concerned, refecrences to
pure ly textual materials here as elsewhere gqenerally predominate
over reterences to non-textual/audio-visual materials. Excep-
tional. in this regard are the 4G data in respect of primary level
German, where references to non-textual and to textual materials
occur  in equal  numbers. The preponderance of references to
purely textual materials in the PG data is mor. consistent and
more pronounced.

4.3.3 Enjoyment (cf. Tables 40 and 41, 1.3.3)

Threo of the four UG subjects who had taken German at
primary level said that German was the language they had most
onjoyed  learning at that tevel, and none of the four said it was
the lanauaae he/she had least enjoyed at that level. No strong
reactions cither way were reported by PG subjects in respect of
German at primary level. :

Reactions to German at second level were remarkably bal-
av ~d. 23.1% of UG (12/52) and 21.9% of PG subjects (7/32) who
had taken German at post-primary school stated that German was
the language they had most enjoyed at that level, and similar
percentages of both groups (UG 23.1% - 12/52, PG 25.0% - 8/32)
stated that it was the languave they had least enjoyed at
that level.

The German data therefore show no clear preponderance of
"~njoyed most" responses. Thes2 data thus stand between the
English, French, Spanish and Italian data on the one hand, with
their more marked preponderance of "enjoyed most" responses,
and the Irish data on the other hand, with their preponderance
of "enjoyed least" responses.

4.4 LEARNERS' PERCEPTIONS OF 'THEIR PROFICLENCY IN GERMAN
proe—

4.4.1 The four skills (cf. Tables 42-58, }.4.1)

As Table 106 indicates, subjects who had learned German
were relatively modest in their claims as to what they could do
in the language. ra the whole PG subjects tended to make fewer

o
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claing than UG subject s, [n respect of Georman as  of - Trish,

Fronch,  Spanish and Ttalian, greater  proportions  of both UG
and Pa subjects claimed ability in  the receptive  skills
(reading  and  understanding  speech)  than in the product ive

akills (writing and speaking).

TABLE 106 Subjocts' claimed ability in the
four skills in German

/
! uG PG
" (86) (74)
Understanding speoch 70.9% 54.1%
Speaking 64.0% 47.13%
Reading . 65.1% 66.2%
Writing 48.8% 32.4%

TABLE 107 Subjects' difficulty rating for the four skills in

German
UG
(86)
very hard/ . normal casy/ no
hard - very easy roesponse
‘Understandigg . .
speech 44.2% 26.7% ™14.0% 15.1%
Speaking - 53.5% 19.8% 11.6% 15.1%
Reading 54.7% . 18.6% 11.6% 15.1%
Writing 66.3% 11.6% 7.08 15.1%
PG
(74)
’ very hard/ normal easy/ no
hard very easy response
Understanding ] '
speech 50.0% 18.9% 17.6% 13.5%
Speaking 55.4% 13.5% 17.6% . 13.5%
Reading" 50.0% 18.9% 17.6% 13.5%
Writing 67.6% .6.8% 12.2% 13.5%
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With dogard  to subjectst peported difficuitios with the
tour ki lls in German (Tables 107 and 108}, of the four,
writing Wit most often categorized as “very  hard"/"hard®  and
Least  often as "normal® or "masy®/"very easy” by both UG and PG
Lubjoct s, At the other eond of the secalo, understanding specch
consistently appears at the top  of  the “pasy"/"very easy"  and
"normal”  soctions  of Pable 107 and at the bottom of the “very
hard”/"hard"  section. UG and PG osubjects differed  in thedr
astessment ot reading and speaking. In the UG data reading and
apeaking appear respectively scecond and third in the "very hard"/
*hard” section ol Table 107, third and sccond in the "normal"
arction, and cqual sccond in the "ecasy"/"very casy® soction., In
the PG data, on the other hand, the positions of these two skills
is roversed in the "very hard"/*hard" and "normal” gsections of
Table 107, although it the "easy"/"“very easy” section they again
came equal second.

TARLE 108 Categorization of the four skills in German accordin
! g
to the highest numbers of subjects' responses

vory hard/ normal easy/
hard very casy

uG
Understanding spoecch * i
Speraking *
Reading *
Writing *

PG
Understanding specech * o
Speaking *
keading *
Writing *

A
In other words, whereas in the PG data the productive

skills were more often rated as problematic than the
roceptive skills, which is in line with other findings and
accords with what one would expect (cf. 1.4.1 and discussion in

2.4.1 and 3.4.1), in the UG data it was productive and recep-
tive aspects of dealing with the written language which elicited

* most "very hard"/"hard" responses. Given the indications’

that UG subjects' experience of learning German was more typi-
cally school-based than that of PG subjects (cf.  4.2.2, 4.2.4),
one is tempted to conclude that the explanation for this
divergent irend in the UG data ljes in a particular pedagogical
preoccupation with tha written forms of the .language.
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The motst  striking feature of the findings prosont ed in
Tables 107 and 108 i one which is common to both UG and PG
data. UG and PG osubijects were atooone inoea teqorising al
tour skills in German as "very hard"/"hard" wore otften than  at
"pormal? or Meany"/"very earv',

In  comparison  with the whole set of  subjecty who had
loarned  German, | those subjcects who had learned Gorman and  had
visitoed a Gorman-gpeaking  country consiintent ly reported fower
difficultios with speaking  German  and understanding  spoken
Gorman.  On o the other hand, these latter consisntently reportoed
more difticulties with writing German. UG subjects in the latter
aroup also reported more difticultics with reuard to rveadina the
lanquage, whercas  the PG data show np trend either  way  (Table
109). 9

SO Y

TABLE 109  Por sentages of all subjects who had Joarned German
reporting difficulties with the four s«kills compared
ith percentages of subjects who had lecarnod German
_.. “and had visited a German-speakina country
reparting such difficultics

UG who had No UG who had Mo
learned resporrse learned response
Goriran German and
visited a
German-=
speaking
LA ' . country
(86) (47)
Understanding R
specch 44.2% 15.1% 40.4% 6.4%
Speaking 53.5% 15.1% 44.7% -, 6.4%
Reading 54.7% 15.1% 59.6% 6.4%
Writing 66.3% 15.1% 70.2% 6.4%
PG who had No PG who had No
learned response learned response’
German German and
visited a
German-
speaking
country
(74) (48)
Understanding .
speech © 50.0% 13.5% 47.9% 4.2%
Speaking 55.4% 13.5% 54.2% 4.2%
..~ Reading ) 50.0% 13.5% 50.0% 4,2%
Writing 67.6% 13.5% 70.8% 4,2%
98
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With teqgard to the evidenee beating on the poadible offectn

Gl the  oxpeticnes ol German as oo mediam ol fnntruction it
Second Tevel,, PG who had had German atoa medinm of inslruction at
second lovel reported on the whole proportionally mare, and UG
in o thin cateaory  proportionally  fewer ditficulties  with the
Jour  skillso in Corman than the generality of PG and uaG who
Wad Tearned  Gorman (Pabie 110), However, it would probably be
ddvinable  to o treat these finagings  with  caution, aiven the
very Sl numbers ot subjects who had expericneced Geeman as a

Gledium ol instruction amd the very high "no response  rates o in
oenpect o of this guestion,

TABLE 110 Percontages of all subjects who had learned German

reporting ditticultios with the four skills compared
with porcentaqes<ol subjects who had experienced
Gorman an a medium ol instruction at post-primary
sohool reporting such dilticulties

¢y whao had Mo 06 who had No

Learned 1esponse coerman as regsponse
Corrnaan a medium of
instruction
(86) (9) -
understanding
spoeeeh 44.2% 15.1% 33.3% 33.3%
Speaking H3.5% 15.1% 33.3% 33.3%
Reading 94.7% 15.1% 22.2% 33.3%
wWriting 66.3% 15.1% 44.4% 33.3%
PG who had No PG who had Mo
learned responsie Gorman as response
Gorman a medium of
u\instruction
(74) (5)
Understandinc
speecch 50.0% 13.5% ) 60.0% 40.0%
Speaking 55.4% 13.5% 60.0% 40,0%
Reading 50.0% 13,5% 60.0% 40.0%¢
Writing 67.6% 23.5% 60.0% 40.0%

The eovidence regarding CGerman learning materials in this
context is also contradictory (Tables 111 and 112). On the one
hand, there is a trend for proportionally fewer difficulties with
readinc and writing in German to be reported by subjects whose
Germar learning materials at second level had included non-
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toxtimalZaudio vicual matepbaln than by the gqenerality ol nubjectn
who  chad Toearned German, On the ot he hand,  this  same trend
pmerqen, an thice cane Jor ol o ki bla, o respect ob subjeats
who  had  wsed mainly or exclunively textual German learning  ma=
torialn gt secomd Tovel, 1t should bee noted onee again that one
i doaling here with relatively amall aub-groups and, in seven ol
the eight sets ob Lrgurens, relattvely hiiah "no responne® rated,

PABLE LIL Percontages ob all subjects who had learned German
reporting difficultics with the four skills compared
with percontages of subjects whote German learning
materials at second level had included non-textual/
audio-visual wmaterials

e who had No UG whoae “No
Loy ned roaponse learning response
German materials

included

a/visual

materials
(2¢

{86G) 9)
Understanding
spooch 44.2% . 15.1% 51.7% 17.2%
Speakina 53.5% 15.1% 62.1% 17.2%
Reading 54.7% 15.1% 44,8% © 17.2%
Writing 66.3% 15.1% 34.5% 17.2%
PG who had No PG whose No
learnmd response learning response
German : materials
included
a/visual
maierials
(74) (17)
Understanding
speech ®50.0% 13.5% 41.2% —
Speaking 55.4% 13.5% 58.8% -
Reading 50.0% 13.5% 41.2% -
Writing 67.6% 13.5% 64.7% —
1' la)
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TARLE 1) 2 Ceentagen of all nobjects who had Tearned German
oporting ditticutticon with the four nkilly compared
with porcontagen of aubjectn whone German learning
materials at necond bevel were exelugively or mainly
textual

oG who had

No G whone No

learned reuponte learning regponse
German materialn
wore only/
mainly
textunl
(HO) (19)
Understanding .
spoech 44.2% 15,14 36.8% 15.8%
Speaking 53.5% 15,1% 47.4% 15.8%
Reading S54.7% 15.1% 36.8% 15.8%
vt ing 6O, 3% (PR 42.1% 15.0%
PG who had No PG whose No
learnoed responise learning responye
Guerman . materials
werg only/
mainly
textual
(74) (18)
Understandina
speoech 50,0% 13.5% 38.9% 27.8%
Speaking 55.4% 13.5% 38.9% 27.0%
Readina . 50,0% 13.5% 33.3% 27.8%
Writing 67.6% 13.5% 55.6% 27.8%

4.4.2 particular productive difficulties
{cf. Tables 59-73, 1.4.2) <

The German data concur with datd for other lanquages in
tegard to the aspect of production most often characterized by
subjects as "very hard"/"hard" and least often as 'normel" or
"easy'/"very easy" (Table 113). The item in'question - -find-
ing tl.e right turn of phrase for exactly what you want to say
in a particular situation" - was classed as "yery Jard"/"hard"
by an absolute majority of both UG and PG subjects who
had learned German (Tab}e 114; cf. Tables and discussion in

1.4.2).
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TABLE 113 Subjects! ditfticulty rating tor ditterent abpects

FExact form
Right word
Word order
Pronunciation
Right turn of
phrage
Intonation

Exact form
Right word
Word order
Pronunciation
Right turn of
phrase
Intonation

ot apeaking and writing German

e
(e )
voery hard/ notmal
hard
G5 .H8% L8.6%
H0.0% 24.4%
hl,2¢v 20,9%
22.1% 27.9%
62.8% 15.1%
33.7% Jl.aw
G
(74)
very hard/ normal
hard
55.4% 17.6%
54.1% 20.3%
48.6% 20.3%
13.5% 29.7%
59.5% 17.6%
23.0% 29.7%
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t‘.l:.‘,'/ no
very eany PN
q.7n 2.9%
AL 20,99
7.0% 20,9%
29.1% 20,9%
1.2% 20,9%
14.0% 200,99
cany/ no
very eany response
9.5% 17.0%
8.1% 17.6%
13.5% 17.6%
39.2% 17.6%
5.4% 17.6%
29.7% 17.6%
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TABLE 114 Cateaorization of different aspects of German
accordinag to the highest numbers of subjects'’
responses

very hard/ normal easy/
hard very fasv
UG
SEMacL ornm *
raght oword *
Word order * .
Pronungiation ) *
Richt turn of phrase *
Intonation *
PG
kxact forrn *
ight word *
word order *
bronunciation *
Rioht turn of phrase * :

‘dntonation **

"Finding the right word" and "getting the word order right"
tend to anpear around the middle of the "very hard"/"hard" sec-
tion, the "normal" section and the "easy"/"very easy" section of
Table 113 - although it should be noted that both these items
wore very markedly more often categorized as "yery hard"/"hard"
than as "normal" or "easy"/"very easy" by both UG and PG subjects
(TaBle 114}). The perceived difficulty of "finding the right
word® is apparently language-independent (cf. 1.4.2). * That of
"ges - ing the word order right", on the other hand, can plausibly
be attributed to the fact that German word order. is in many
respects rather different from English word order, and that it
has therefore traditionally attracted a good deal of attention
from Analophone teachers and learners of German (cf. discussion
in 1.4.2)

At the bottom of the "very haxd"/"hard" section of Table 113
we find "getting the right intonation® and "pronouncing the words
properly" - in that. order. These items also appear, 1in reverse
order, at the top of the "easy"/"very easy" section of the table.
In addition, both figure at the top of the "normal" section.
"Getting the right intonation" was classed more often as "nprmal"
oF as "easy"/"very easy" than as "very hard"/"hard" by PG, but
hore often as "very hard"/"hard" by UG (Table 114). "Pronouncing
the words properly", on the other hand, was more often. cat-

. eqorized as "easy"/"very easy" than as "normal® or "very hard"/ -

"hard" by both UG.and PG subjects (Table 114). These results are

. in line with the general tendency (from which only the French

data diverge) for subjects to rate phonetic/ phonological aspects
of the languages. they know as difficult less often than most



other aspects of those languages (ct. 1.4.2).

No very clear picture emerges from a comparison of produc-
tive difficulties reported by the whole set of subjects who had
learned German with those reported by subjects who had learréd
German and had vicited a German-speaking country (Table 115).
It is true that UG subjects in the latter category tended to
report proportionally fewer difficulties. However, the trend
which emerges from the PG aata in this context runs in the oppo-
sitc direction except in respect of pronunciation.

TABLE 115 Percentages of all subjects who had learned Germa
reporting particular productive difficulties compgred
with percentages of subjects who had learned. German
and had visited a German-speaking country reporting
such problems ’

UG who haa No UG who had No
learned response learned response
German German and
visited
a German-
- speaking
country
(86) (47)
Exact form « . 55.8% 20.%% 55.3% 19.1%
Right word "50.0% 20.9% 44.7% 19.1%
Word order 51.2% 20.9% 48.9% 19.1%
Pronunciation 22.1% 20.9% 12.8% 19.1%
Right turn of :
phrase 62.8% 20.9% 63.8% 19.1%
Intonation 33.7% 20.9% E 29.8% 19.1%
PG who had No PG who had No’
learned response learned response
German German and
visited a
German-—
speaking
country
(74) ! (48)
Exact form 55.4% 17.6% 60.4%; -~ 6.3%
Right word ‘ 54.1% 17.6% 54.2%} / 6.3%
Word order 48.6% 17.6% 54.2%/ - 6.3%
Pronunciation 13.5% 17.6% 12.5% 6.3%
Right turn of R
" phrase 59.5% 17.6% 64.6% .. 6.3%
Intonation 23.0% 17.6% . 25.0% 6.3%
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TABLE 116 Percentages of all subjects who had learned German
reporting particular productive difficulties compared
with percentages of subjects who had exper ienced
German as a medium of instruction at second level
reporting such difficulties

UG who had tio UG whc had No
learned response German as response
German a medium of
instruction
(86) (9)
Exact form 55.8% 20.9% 22.2% R 33.3%
Riaht word 5G.0% 20.9% 33.3% 33.3%
Word order . 51.2% 20.9% 22.2% 33.3%
Pronunciation 22.1% 20.9% 11.1% 33.3%
Right turn of . : . :
phrase 62.8% 20.9% 44.4% 33.3%
Intonation 33.7% 20.9% 33.3% 33.3%
PG who had No PG who had No
learned response German as a -‘response
medium of
. instruction '
. (74) (5)
Exact form 55.4% 17.6% 60.0% ) 40.0%
Right word 54.1% 17.6% 20.0% 40.0%
Word order 48.6% 17.6% 40.0% 40.0%
‘Pronunciation 13.5% - 17.6% -—— 40.0%
Right turn of .
phrase 59.5% 17.6% 40.C% 40.0%
Intonation 23.0% 17.6% - 40.0%
The trend which emerges from a comparison of the

productive difficulties reported: by all subjects who had
learned German with those reported by subjects who had

_experienced German as a medium of instruction at post-primary

school is for proportionally fewer difficulties to ¢ be
reported by the latter group. This trend is almost
completely consistent, with just one area of the PG data not
conforming to it (Table 116). One notes, howéver, the  very

small numbers- of subjects in the latter category and the high "no
-response" rates throughout. :

r
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TABLE 117 ' Percentages of all subjects who had learned German
reporting particular productive difficulties compared
with percentages of subjects whose German learning
materials at second level had included non-textual/
audio-visual materials reporting such difficulties

UG who had No UG who had No
learned response used a/v response
German materials
(86)° o (29)
Exact form ) 55.8% 20.9% 51.7% 17.2%
Right word 50.0% 20.9% - 44.8% - 17.2%
Word order 51.2% ~ 20.9% 55.2% 17.2%
Pronurciation 22.1% 20.9% 24.1% - © - 17.2%
Right turn of ‘
phrase 62.8% 20.9% 69.0% 17.2%
Intonation- 33.7% 20.9% ' 34.5% 17.2%
PG who had No ‘PG who had No
learned response used a/v . response
German N materials-
(74) i (17)
BExact form 55.4% } 17.6% 64.7% -—-
Right word - 54.1% 17.6% = - 58.8% -—-
Word order 48.6% - 17.6% 52.9% ) -
Pronunciation 13.5% 17.6% - 23.5% -—
Right turn of .
phrase 59.5% 17.6% 70.6% . -—-

Intonation 23.0% 17.6% 23.5% | -
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TABLE 118 Percentages of a'l subjects who had learned German
reporting particular productive difficulties compared
with percentages of subjects whose German learning
materials at second level had been mainly textual
reperting such problems

UG who had No UG who had No
learned response  used only/ = response
German mainly
: textual
materials
(86) (19
Exact form 55.8% 20.9% 52.6% 15.8%
Right word 50.0% 20.9% 36.8% 15.8%
word order 51.2% 20.9% ) 47.4% 15.8%
Pronunciation 22.1% 20.9% 15.8% 15.8%
Right turn of .
phrase 62.8% 20.9% 52.6% 15.8%
Intonation 33.7% 20.9% . 31.6% 15.8%
PG who had No PG who had =~ No -~
learned response used cnly/ response
German ma:nly ' i
textual
materials
(74) - (18)
. Exact form 55.4% 17.6% 50.0% 22.2%
Right word 54.1% 17.6% 44.4% 22.2%

" Word order .- 48.6% 17.€% 44.4% 22.2%
Pronunciation 13.5% 17.6% 16.7% 22.2%
Right turn of : ’

phrase 59.5% ° 17.6% 55.6% 22.2%
Intonation 23.0% 17.6% 16.7% S 22.2%

UG subjects who had used a variety of German learning ma-
terials at second level, including non-textua ' /audio-visdal ma-
terials, roported proportionally more difficulties-. with word
order, pronunciation, getting the right turn of phrase and in-
tonation than the generality of UG subjects who- had learnead
German; PG subjects who had used such materials consistently
reported more productive difficulties than the generality of PG
subjects who had learned German. UG subjects who had been ex-~
posed exclusively or mainly to textual materials at second level
consistently reported fewer productive difficulties thaa the
generality of UG subjects who had learned German. PG subjects
who had used only or mainly textual materials at second -level
.also reported fewer difficulties except in respect of pronuncis
ation (Tables 117 and 118). -
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Experience of learning Spanish

In this chapter there are no tables equivalent to
Tables 8C and 87 in Chapter 2, ‘“Tables 95 and 101 in
Chapter !, and Tables 110 and 116 in Chapter 4. The
r.ason ‘or this is the smallness of the relevant sub-
aroups for SpanisH. '

5.1 NUMBERS (cf. Table 1, 1.1)

15.4% of UG (37/240) and 19.8% of PG subjects (41/207) had
learned Spanish at some stage. :

5.2 CIRCLMSTANCES AND SIYUATIONS IN WHICH CONTACT WITH SPANISH
WAS ESTABLISHED s :

5.2.1 Home (cf. Tables 2-9, l.2.1; Table 10, 1.2.2)

No subject claimed that Spanish was his/her sole first

‘language, although gwo PG claimed that they had learned Sp=nish

and English simultaneously a$ their first languages. Only one
subject (PG) claimed that his/her mother's native language was

Spanish, and only one (UG) reported that his/her partner was a.

native speaker of Spanish (and English). ‘No subjects claimed that
their fathers or children were native speakers of Spanish.. Only
one .{(PG) reported that Spanish was spoken in his/her household,
only two (both PG) stated that their home environment had beea a
factor in their experience of learning Spaaish, and only one (PG)
claimed that he/she had started learning Spanish before normal
school age. :

5.2.2 Age (cf. Table 10, 1.2.2) )

Of both UG and PG subjects who had learned Spanish, more
reported ' having begun learning the language- between the ages of
eleven and seventeen, that is during the normal post-primary
school years, than either earlier or later: UG 0.43 (16/37), PG
0.37 (15/41). Only one subject (0.02) of the 41 PG who had
learned Spanish claimed -to have started learning it before _the
age of four; and only two (0.05) of the 37 UG who had learned
Spanish claimed to have started learning it between four and ten
years. As far as subjects beginning Spanish after the age

of seventeen are concerned, of the 37 UG subjects who had learned.

Spanish there was only one in this category (0.03). However,
about .one fifth-(0.22 - 9/41) of PG subjects who had learned
Spanish reported having started learning the language after the
age of seventeen, : .
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5.2.3 Speech community (cf. ‘Pables 11-19, 1.2.3)

sbout two fifths of UG subjects (0.43 - 16/37) and about one
rifth of PG subjects (0.22 - 3/41) who had learned Spanish
reported having learned the language in their "own country® - in
other words, for most of them, Ireland. 0.08 of UG (3/37) and
0.1 of PG subiccts (4/41) claimed to have learned it in a "coun-
try where the language is native". Nore of the UG subjects and
anly one of the 41 PG subjects (0.02) who had learned Spanish
reported having learned it in a place other than his/her ‘“own
country" or a “country where the language is native". Whereas
only one of the 37 UG subjects (0.03) who had learned Spanish
claimed to have learned it in a "country whare the language
is native” as well as in his/her "own country", well over a
quarter (0.29) of 41 PG subjects who had learned Spanish made
such a clain. Two further of the 41 PG subjects who had learned
Spanish (0.05) reported having learned it in | thei: "own
country", a "country where ‘the language j3 native", and "another
place™.

Over half of both the UG and PG subjects who had learned
spanish clained to have visited a Spanish-speaking country at
some stage: UG 0.54 (20/37), PG 0.66 (27/41). The reports of
these subiects on their use of and exposure to  Spanish
during such visits is summarized in Table 119.

TABLE 119 Communicative experience in Spanish-
speakirj countries of subjects who had
learned Spanish, expressed_as»proportions
ofs all subjects who had learned Spanish
and visited such courtiries

uG PG
(21) (26)
Spanish spoken by them 0.43 0.42
Spanish spoken to them 0.57 0.42
Spanish spoken in their
company 0.86 0.65
Spanish and English
spoken by them 0.29 0.31
Spanish and English
spoken to them 0.24 0.42
Spanish and English
spoken in their company 0.14 0.23

.5.2.4 Factors in the learning experience
ef. Tables 20-26, 1.2.4)

In relation to the learning of Spanish, as in relation to
the learning of othér languages apart from English, there is a
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preponderance of references to ! formal educatiorasl and cultural
frctors over references to personal contacts and relatlonshlps
ia subjects' reports on factors in the language learning experti-
ence. This preponderance is of roughly the: same order as
that which emerges from tne Irish and German data. o

0f all factors, t'e sinole most frequentl!v mentioned in
respect of Spanish was school (Table 120). In the UG data
schoul was referred to as often as all other factors
combined, which approximately corresponas to the = trend
diwcernible in the date for Irish and French. In the - PG
Spanish data school was mentioned about a third s often as all
other factors combined, which tends more in the direction of

tne pattern for Goerman and Italian.

TABLE 120 The importance of school as compared with
all other factors in subjects' experience
of learning Spanish

UG PG
Number of times school mentioned 18 15
Number of times other factors
ment ioned 18 . 43

B Only 0.11 of UG (4/37) and 0.07 of PG subjects (3/41) who
‘had learned Spanish reported having taken Spanish at primary
school. A clear majority of both UG and PG who had learned
Spanish, on. the other hand, said they had taken it as a
subject at post-primary school: UG 0.76 (28/37), PG 0.63
(26/41). Similar ‘proportions of UG and PG subjects claimed to
have studied the lanquage .as part of a degree -.course: UG. “O. 16
(6/37), PG 0.15 (6/41); this-diverges from the tendency discer-
~nible in the English, Irish, French, and German data for pro-
.portionally more PG than UG to fall into this category. With
regard to subjects with a knowledge of Spanish who réported
having learned or studied it by means of a course-other than a.
school or degree course, the proportlon of PG subjectsin--this -
. category (0.15 - 6/41) was nearly twice as high as the Propor=""——__
_tion of UG subjects (0.08 - 3/37).

5.3 LEARNING SPANISH AT SCHOOL

5.3.1 Spanish as a medium of instruction
(cf. Tables 27 and 28, 1.3.1)

One of the four UG subjects and two of the three PG subjects
who reported having taken Spanish at primary school said they had
experi~nced Spanish as a medium of 1nstruct10n at that level.
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AN

Of those "who reborted having taken Spanish at post-primary

school, the proportion of PG subjects claiming to have experi- -

enced some ‘teaching through Spanish (0.23 - 6/26). was markedly
higher than the proportion of UG subjects. making the same claim
(0.11 - 3/23). C .

5.3.2 Activities and learning materials in the Spanish class
(cf. Tables 29-38, 1.3.2)

Subjccts who had taken Spanish at primary school tended to
mention oral productive activities about as often as written
productive activities. In respect of Spanish at second
level, productive written activities were mentioned more.often
than productive oral activities. These results correspond
roughly to what was found for German. References to
"me *hanical" language learning activities .in ‘the Spanish
data - as elsewhere apart from in the English data - consis-
tently predominate over references to more self-expressive or
"creatlive" activities.

Wich regard to language learning materials, the Spanish
findings do not wholly conform to the general tendency  for
references to textual materials to predominate. Whilst
references to textual materials dc outweigh references to

non-textual/audio-visual materials in the UG data concerning
Spanish at first level and in the PG data concerninc Ospanish at
second level, in the PG data on Spanishat first leve. and “in
the UG data on Spanish rat second level it is the refer-
ences to non-textual materials which are preponderant.

v »

5.3.3 Enjoyment (cf. Tables 40 and 41, 1.3.3)

Of the four UG subjects who had. taken Spanish at. primary
school, .one said it was the language he/she had most enjoyed.at
that level and none said Spanish was the language least en-

joyed. Of the three PG subjects who had taken Spanish at primary

school two said Spanish was the language they had most.enjoyed at
that level and none said it was the language least enjoyed.

UG reactions to Spanish at second level were more
balanced. Eight “of the 28 subjects who had taken Spanish at
post-primary school (0.29) said that it was the language. they had
enjoyed most at that level, whilst seven of them (0.25) said it
was the language they had enjoyed least at that level. PG
reactions in this context, on the other hand, tended markedly .
in the "most enjoyed" direction. Whereas ten of the 26 PG sub-
jects who had taken Spanish at post-primary school (0.39)
reported that it was the language they had enjoyed most at

™ that level, only three of them (0.12) reported that it was

© the ‘lanquage they had enjoyed least.
AR :

~.
.
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The findings for Spanish with regard to enjoyment of .the
language as a school subject are thus broadly similar to those
for English, French and Italian, insofar as "most enjoyed" res-
ponses géenerally outweigh "least enjoyed" responses.

5.4 LEARNERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR PROFICIENCY IN SPANISH

.

5.4.1 The four skills (cf. Tables 42-58, 1.4.1)

Claims made in respect of subjects’ ability in the four
language -~ skills in Spanish (Table 121) were, like similar
claims made in respect of German, relatively modest in level. As
in the case of Irish, French, German and Italian, fewer claims
were made in respect of the productive skills (writing and
sgeakinq) than in respect of the receptive skills (reading
add understanding speech). UG subjects tended to be more con-—
fident than PG subjects in the claims they made in respect
of writing and understanding speech, but’ less confident

than PG subjects in their claims concernlng reading and speaking.

TABLE 121 Subjects' claimed ability in the four
skills in Spanish '

UG . PG

(37) (41)

Understanding speech 0.70 . 0.68
Speaking 0.54 0.56
rReading 0.62 0.78
Writing 0.54 0.49

As far as subjects' difficulty rating for the four skills in
Spanish is concerned (Tables 122 and 123), in both the-UG and the
PG data the productive skills were consistently more often
classed as "very hard"/"hard" and less often classed as "normal”
than the receptive skills. UG subjects categorized all four’
skills as "very hard"/"hard" more often than as "no'mal" or
"easy"/"very easy". _ PG subjects did the same with writing,
speaking and understanding speech, but categorized reading as
"normal® more often than as "yery hard"/"hard" or "easy"/"very
easy".
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TABLE 122 Subjects' difficulty racing for the four skills
in Spanish

very hard/
hard
Understanding
speech Q.41
Speakilne 0.57
Reading .38
Writina 0.51

very hasd/

Understandina
speech .

Speaking

Reading

Writing

hard

uG
(37)

normal

.18
.30
.14

[cRaNoNs)

PG
(41)

normal

0.27
0.20

0.32
0.20

easy/

very easy

2000
—— 0O
(Ve lo Yool

easy/

very easy

0.22
0.24
0.29
0.15

no
response

0.16
0.16
0.16
0.16

no
response

“TABLE 123 Categorization of the four skills in Spanish

according to highést numbers of Subjectql reshgnses

Understanding speech
Speaking
Reading

Writing

Understanding speech
Speaking
Reading
Writing

very hard/ normal
hard
UG
*
*
*
*
PG
*
* ,
* _:
*
113 .
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0Of subjects who had learned Spanish, those who had visited a
Spanish-speaking country “tonsistently reported proportionally
fewer difficulties with the four skills in Spanish than the
generality of subjects (Table 124).

&,

TABLE 124 Proportions of "all subjects who had learned Spanish
reporting difficulties with the four skills compared
with proportions of subjects who had learned Spanish
and visited a Spanish-speaking country reporting
such difficulties '

UG who had No UG who had Mo
learned response visited a response
Spanish Spanish-
speaking
: country
(37) (20)
Understanding
speech 0.41 0.1l6 0.20 0.15
Speaking 0.57 0.16 0.40 0.15
Reading 0.38 0.16 0.30 . 0.15
Writing 0.51 0.16 0.40 0.15
PG who had No PG who had No
learned response visited a response
Spanish ' Spanish-
speaking
country
(41) . (27)
Understanding
speech 0.42 0.10 0.30 0.07
Speaking 0.46 0.10 0.37 0.07
Reading 0.27 0.12 0.22 . 0.07

Writing 0.54 0.12 0.44 0.Q7

Proportionally fewer difficulties with the four skills in
Spanish = were -reported by PG subjects whose Spanish learning
materials at post-primary school had included non-textual/
audio-visual materials than by the generality of PG subjects who
had learned Spanish {Table 125); the UG data show no clear trend
in this area. A comparison of the numbers of difficulties repor-
ted by subjects who had used only or mainly’ textual Spanish
learning materials at post-primary schodl with those reported by
the whole set of subjects who had learneéd Spanish yields
somewhat. contradictory results (Table 126). ‘
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TABLE 125 Proportions of all subjects who had learned Spanish

reporting difficulties with the lour skills

compared with proportions of subjects whose Spanish
learning materials at second level had included
non-textual/audio-visual materials reporting such
difficulties

UG who had

learned

- Spanish

"Understanding’

speech
Speakina
Reading
Writing

Understanding
speech
Speaking
Reading
Writing

(37)

0.41
0.57
0.38
'0.51

PG who had

learned

Spanish
(41)

0.42
0.46
0.27
0.54

No
response

0.16
0.16
‘0.16
0.1l6

No
,response

0.l0
0.l0
0.12
0.12

121

115 -

UG wao had

used a/v

materials
(19)

0.47
0.58
0.37
0.47

PG who had

used a/v

materials
(12)

0.33
0.33
0.25
0.42

No -
response

0.16
0.le6
0.l6
0.16
No
response

0.08
0.08
0.08
0.08
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TABLE 126 Proportions of all subjects who had learned
- Spanish reporting difficulties with the four skills
compared with proportions of subjects whose Spanish
learning materials at second level were exclusively
or mainly textual reporting such difficulties

UG who had No UG who had No
learned response used only/ responsge
Spanish mainly
textual
materials
(37) {(9)
Understanding
speech 0.41 0.16 0.44 0.33
Speaking 0.57 0.16 0.56 0.33
Reading 0.38 0.16 0.22 0.33
Writing 0.51 0.1l6 0.33 0.33
PG who had No PG who had No
learned response used only/ response
Spanish mainly
textual
materials
(41) (13)
Understanding
speech 0.42 0.10 0.46 0.08
Speaking . 0.46 0.10 0.54 0.08
Reading 0.27 0.12 0.31 0.08
Writing 0.54 0.12 0.46 0.08

5.4.2 Particular productive difficu’ .ef
(cf. Tables 59-73, 1.4.2)

In respect of Spanish as in respect of other languages, the
item which subjects seemed to find most difficult was "finding
the right turn of phrase for exactly what you want to say in a
particular situation”. This was consistently most often ‘classed
as "very hard"/"hard" and least often as "easy"/"very easy"
(Table 127). More UG and PG subjects found this itém ‘"very
hard"/"hard" than found it either "normal" or "easy"/"very easy"”
{(Table 128; cf. tables and discussion in 1.4.2),

The, next two places in the "very hard"/"hard" sections of
Table 127, . as in the case of most of the other living curricular
languages (cf. 1.4.2), are occupied by "getting the exact form
right" and "finding the right word for a particular thing, - idea,
etc.”  These items also appear mid to low in the "easy"/"very
easy" sections of Table 127. Both items were categorized more
often as "very hard"/"hard" than as "normal" or "easy"/"very

: *

L . 122 , 116



[ N

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

casy"™ hy UG subiece s (Table 128). PG subjects, however, classed

“Yindinag the 11aht wora" more often as "normal" than as "very
hard"/"hard" or "easy"/"very easy", and "getting the exact form
right™ more often as "easy"/"very easy" than as "very hard"/

“hard" or “normal":(Tnblo 128).

& . ' -

v

TABLE 127 Subjercts' ditficulty ratinags for different aspects
of speakKing and writing Spanish ’

—_— e -

uG
(37)
very hard/ normal easy/ no
hard very easy response
Exact form 0.46 . 0.19 0.14 0.22
Riant word 0.46 0.22 . 0.11 . 0.22
Vord order 0.32 ° 0. 35 0.11 0.22
frénunciation 0.22 .0.30 0.27 0.22
Riaht turn of N
phrase 0.65 ° 0.11 0.03 0.22
Intonation 0.38 0.22 . - 019 .. 0.22 - .
) PG
(41)
very hard/ . normal easy/ no
hard very easy response
Fxact form 0.27 0.27 0.29 0.17
Right word 0.27 0.29 0.24 ° 0.20
Word order 0.15 0.24 0.44 0.17
Pronunciation . 0.12 0.24 0.49 0.15
Riaht turn of ; . . .
phrase, - 0.44 0.27 0.12 . 0.17
Intonation T 0.15 | - 0.29 0.39 0.17

3 Findinas at the other end of the scale are also in - line
with results for most of the other languages (cf. 1.4.2). Con-~
sistently . least often categorized as "very hard"/"hard" aAd most*
often as ™Measy"/"very easy" was ‘"pronouncing the words
properly". Consisgtently next from the bottom of the "very hard"/
"hard" se¢ctions of Table 127 is "getting the word order right",
which appears " third from the top of the "easy"/ “very easy"
section in the UG data and ‘secondy from the top of this section
in the PG data. Both these items were more offen classed as,
"nprmal® than as "very hard"/"hard" or "easy"/ "very easy" by . UG
subjects and more often as "easy"/ "very'easy" than as "very

‘hard”/“hard" or "normal" by PG subjects (Table 128).
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“Getting the intonation right" appears here, as in respect
of most other languages (cf. 1.4.2), in a mid to low position in
the "very hard"/"hard" sections of Table 127 - third from the
bottom in the UG data and equal second from the bottom in the PG
data. 1t correspondingly occupies a mid to high position in the
neasy"/"very easy" sections of the table - second from the top in
the UG data and third from the top in the PG data. Whereas UG
subjects more often cateqorized it as "very hard"/"hard" than as
“normal" or "“easy"/"very easy", PG subjects more often classed it
as ‘“easy"/"veory casy"” than as "normal" or '"very “hard"/"hard"
(Table 128).

TABLE 128 Categorization of difficulty ratings of productive
aspects of Spanish according to highest numbkers of
subjects' responses

JG
very hard/ normal easy/
hard very easy
Bxact form . *
Right word *
Word order .k
Pronunciation *
Right turn of phrase *
Intonation *
PG
very hard/ normal easy/
hard ) very easy
Exact form . *
Right word v . - _

" Word order - : s *
Pronunciation . : *
Right turn of phrase . * } s
Intonation . o *

R .
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TABLE 129 Proportinns of all subjects who had learned
Spanish reporting particular productive problems
compared with proportions of subjects who had
learned Spanish and visited a Spanish-speaking
country reporting such problems

Exact form
Riaght word
Word order
Pronunciation
Riaght turn

of phrase
Intonation

Exact form
Right word
Word order
Pronunciation
Right turn of
phrase
Intonation

- Those PG subjécts who had learned Spanish and had visited a
consistently reported fewer productive

UG who had
learned
Spanish

(37)

0.46
0.46
0.32
0.22

0.65
0.38

PG who had
learned
Spanish-

(41)

0.27
0.27
0.15
0.12

0.44
0.15

Spanish-speaking country,

difficulties

(Table 129).

No
response

0.22 "
0.22
0.22
0.22

0.22
0.22

No
response

0.17
0.20
0.17
0.15

0.17
0.17

UG who had
visited a
Spanish-
speaking
country
(20)

0.45
0.50
0.25
0.20

0.65
0.40

PG who had
visited a
Spanish-
speaking
country
(27)

0.26
0.22
0.11
0.07

0.37
0.11

than the generality of PG subjects who had
Spanish; no such clear tendency emerges from the UG data however

No
response

0.15
0.15
0.15
0.15

0.15
0.15

No
response

0.19
0.19
0.19
0.19

0.19
0.19

learned



| - -

" rABLE 130 Proportions of all subjects who had learned Spanish
reporting particular productive problems compared
with proportions of subjects whose Spanish learning
materials at second level had included non-textual/
audio-visual materials reporting such problems

UG who had No . UG who had No
learned response used a/v response
spanish materials '
(37) (19)

Exact form 0.46 0.22 0.47 0.16
Right word 0.46 0.22 0.47 0.16
Word order 0.32 0.22 0.32 0.16
Pronunciation 0.22 0.22 0.26 0.16
Right turn . .

of phrase 0.65 0.22 0.79 0.16
Intonation 0.38 0.22 0.37 0.16

pPG.-who had No PG who had’ No
~.learned response used a/v response
Spanish materials
(41) (12)

Exact form 0.27 0.17 0.17 0.08
Right word 0.27 0.20 0.08 0.08
Word order 0.15 0.17 —_———— 0.08
Pronunciation 0.12 0.15 0.08 0.08
Right turn of

phrase 0.44 0.17 . 0.42 0.08
Intonation 0.15 t0.17 0.08 . 0.08
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TABLE 131 Proportions of all subjects who had learned Spanish
reporting particular productive problems compared
with proportions of subjects who had used exclusively
or mainly textual Spanish learning materials at
second level reporting such problems

UG who had No UG who had No
learned response used only/ response
Spanish mainly
textual
materials
(37) (9)
Fxact form 0.46 0.22 0.33 0.33
Right word 0.46 0.22 0.44 0.33
Word order 0.32 0.22 0.33 0.33
Pronuncation 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.33
Right turn
of phrase 0.65 0.22 0.56 0.33
Intonation 0.38 0.22 0.56 0.33
PG who had No PG who had No
learned response used only/ response
" Spanish mainly
textual
materials
(41) (13)
Exact form 0.27 0.17 0.08 0.15
Right word 0.27 0.20 e 0.15
Word order 0.15 0.17 0.15 0.15
Pronunciation 0.12 0.15 ———— 0.15
Right turn of
phrase 0.44 ‘0.17 - 0.39 0.15

Intonation 0.15 0.17 ———— 0.15

PG subjects who had learned Spanish using materials  at-
post-primary school which included non-textual/audio-visual
materials likewise consistently reported proportionally fewer
productive problems than the generality of PG Subjects who ‘had
learned Spanish (Table 130).  Again, however, no such
trend is discernible in the UG data (ibid.).

Interestingly enough, PG subjects who had used exclusively
or mainly textual Spanish learning materials also reported pro-
portionally fewer difficulties with particular aspects of pro=
ducing Spanish than the generality of PG subjects who had learned
Spanish; in the UG data - here characterized by a relatively low
pase figure for the sub-group and relatively high "no response”
rates -the picture is once again confused (Table 131).

' : 21&,012‘7 ' -
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Experience of learning Italian

In this chapter there are no tables equivalent to
Tables B80-82 and 86-88 in Chapter 2, Tables 95-97 and
101-103 in Chapter 3, and Tables 110-112 and 116-118 in
Chapter 4. The reason for this is the smallness of the
relevant sub-groups for Italian.

6.1 NUMBERS (cf. Table 1, 1.1)

The difference between the UG and the PG figures in regard
to learning Italian is quite striking, the percentage of PG
subjects who had learned Italian (15.5% - 32/207) being nearly
double that of UG subjects in this category (7.9% - 19/240).

6.2 CIRCUMSTANCES AND SITUATIONS IN WHICH CONTACT WITH ITALIAN
WAS ESTABLISHED

6.2.1 Home (cf. Tables 2-9, 1.2.1; Table 10O, 1.2.2)

No subject reported Italian as his/her first language or as
the first landuage of his/her mother, partner or children. One
UG subject reported that ‘his/her father was a native speaker
of 1Italian. Ttalian was not reported by any subject to  be a
language of his/her ‘household, althoug one UG subject did.
claim that his/her home environment had been a factor in the
experience of learning Italian. No subject claimed to have
bequn learning Italian before normal school age.

6.2.2 Age (cf. Table 10, 1.2.2)

Well over a third of UG subjects (0.37 - 7/19) and more than
half of PG subjects (0.53 ~ 17/32) who had learned Italian repor-
ted having begun leatning it after the age of seventeen - that is
to say around or after the end of the normal schooling period.
An equal proportion of UG subjects (0.37 - 7/19) but only. about
a Fifth of PG subjects (0.22 - 7/32) who had learned the language’
reported having started learning -it between the ages of eleven
and -seventeen. Only one of th 19 UG subjects (0.05) who had
learned Italian and none of the PG subjects who had learned
Italian reported having begun learning it between four and
ten Yyears. No subject claimed to have begun learning Italian
before the age of four.’
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6.2.3 Specch community  (cf. Tables 11-19, 1.2.3)

More  than one third of UG subjects (0,37 - 7/19) and nearly
one titth  of PG subjects (0019 - 6/32) who had learned  ltalian
roported having learned it in their "own country" - that is, for
most ol them, Treland, somowhat  fewer UG subjects (0,26 -
6/19) but  somewhat more PG subjects  (0.25 - 8/32) who had
tearned  Italtian elaimed to  have learned it in a "country where
the langquage is native". Uniformly small proportions of subjects
who  had  learned Ttalian reportod having learned it in a place
other  than  their "own colintry" or a ‘country where the
lanauage is native®: UG 0.05 (1/19), PG 0.06 (2/32); . whilst a
combinat ion of thrse last twoe learning situations appeared in the
Foports  of  only tws UG subijects (0011 - 2/19) but of nine PG
subijects (0.28 - 9/32) whoe had learned Italian. The combination
veountry where the language is  native". and "another place"
(i.c. other than "own country" and "country where the langage is
native") was also olicited in respect of 1Italian, but only
twico: UG 0.0% (1/19), PG 0.03 (1/32). -

Abhout hall of the UG subjects (0.53 - 10/19) and more than
tour fitths of the PG subjects (0.84 - 27/32) who had learned
ltalian reported having visited an Italian-speaking country.
Those  subjects'  reported communicative oxper.ence of Italian
during such visits is summed up in Table 132.

TABLE 132 Communicative experience in Italian-
speaking countries of subjects who had
learned Italian expressed as proportions
of all subjects who had learned Italian
and visited such countries

uG PG
(10) (26)
Italian spoken by them 0.60 0.31
{talian+8poken to them 0.70 0.42
Italian spoken in their
company 0.80 0.73
Italian and English spoken
by them 0.20 0.50
Italian and English spoken
to them 0.20 0.31
Italian and English spoken
in their company . 0.10 0.19
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6.2.4 Factors in the learning experience
(cf. Tables 20-26, 1.2.4)

In respuct ot talian, as in respect of Irish, French,
German and Spanish, subjects' reports on  the fac.ors which
played a role in their language learning experience  show a
preponderance ot reforences  to  formal educational and
cultucal factors over roferences to more “personai’ factors.
This preponderance ‘s, .10owever, less marked in the Italian
data than in the data tor any of these other langquages.

Moreover, the showina of school as a facter in  the
experience of landuage jearning is less prominent in the
Italian data than in the data for ITrish, French, tlerman and

Spanish (Table 133). Although UG subiects mentioned school in
this context more frequectly than any other single factor and
nearly half as often as all other factors combined, PG sub-~
jects actually mentioned it less often than any other sinale
factor apart from "nme an¢ only about one seventh as often as
all other factors compined.

TABLE 133 The . aportance of school as compared
witl, 2'1 other factors in subjects’
experience of learning Italian

uG PG

Number of times school was mentioned 8 6
Number of times other factors

were mentioned 18 44

None of our subjects rlaimed to have taken Italian as a
subject at primary school.. Morcover, only about a cuarter of UG
(0.26 - 5/19' and an eidhth of PG (C.13 - 4/32) reported having
taken it at post-prima-y school. A markedly higher propor-
tion of UG stbjects (0.32 - 6€/19) than of PG subjects (0.09 -
3/32) wno hud learned Italiin claimed to have taken it or to be
taking it as nart of a degree course, and in this regard the
Italian data sre excsptional. On the other hand, the Italian
data follow <he . -cal trend in revealing that a higher propor-
tion of PG subjuc.s 10.47 = 15/32) than of UG subjects (0.26 -

5/19) who had lear~-Jd Italian reported having lesarned or studied
it by means of cour .2s other than school.or dearee courses.
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6.3 LEARNING ITALiaAN AT SCHOOL

6.3.1 Italian as a medium of instruction
{cf. Tables 27 and 28, 1.3.1)

Of the five UG subjects who reported having taken Italian
at post-primary school, two (0.40) claimed to have experienced
the: lanquage as a medium of instruction at that level; only
one  (0.25) of the four PG subjects who reported having taken
Italian at second level made this claim.

6.3.2 Activities and learning materials in the Italian class
(cf. Tables 29-38, 1.3.2)

The Italian data concur with the data for the other living
curricular lanquages in showing a preponderance of references to
written productive activities over references to oral pro-

ductive activities in respect of language learning at second
level. Subjects reporting on their experience of Italian at
school also ftollowed learners of Irish, French, German and

Spanish in consistently mentioning "mechanical™ activities more
often than "creative" activities in connexion with the langquage
class.

As for Italian learning materials, references to textual
materials are consistently rore numerous than references to
non-textual/audio-visual materials. This is again in line
with tendencies  discernible~ in most of the data for other
lanquages.

6.3.3 Enjoyment (cf. Tables 40 and 41, 1.3.3)

Three of the five UG subjects (0.60) and one of the four PG
subjects (0.25) who had taken Italian at post-primary school
characterized it as the language they had most enjoyed at that
level. No subject said that. Italian was the language he/she had
least enijoyed at recond level.

The data for 1Italian therefore resemble the English,
French and Spanish data in showing a clear preponderance of
"most enjoyed" over "least enjoyed" responses in respect of the
language as a school subject.

- - 131
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6.4 LEARNERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR PROFICIENCY IN ITALIAN

6.4.1 The four skills (cf. Tables 42-58, 1.4.1)

Tho level of claims ot ability in the feur skills in Ttalian
(fable  134) 15 on the whole proportionally below the  level of

claims made in  rosooct  of  Lrish and French but oencrallv
above the level of claims made in respect »f German and Spanish.
The Italian data concur with the data for [1Irish, French,
German and Spanish in showina a consistent trend for subjects

to claim ability in the receptive skills (reading and understan-
dinq speech) more readily than in the productive skills
(writing and speaking). PG subijocts tended to be more confident
than UG subjects in their claing as far as the receptive  skills
were concerned, but less contident than UG subjects in regard
to the productive skills.

Jo

TABLE 134 Subiects' claimed abilitv in the four
skills in 1talian

UG PG
(19) (32)

Understandina
speech 0.79 0.91
Speaking 0.74 0.56
Reading 0.84 0.91
Writing 0.63 0.28

With regard to subjects' assessment of the difficulty of the

four skills in Italian (Tables 135 and 136}, the produc-

tive skills were consistently more often deemed vyery hard"/
"hard" than were the receptive skills, and consistently less
often deemed "normal" or "easy"/"very easy" than"wére the
receptive skills. Moreover, whereas writing and speaking’were
both consistently categorized as "very hard"/"hard" more often
than as "normal" or "easy"/"very easy", reading was categor-
ized more often as "normal® by PG subjects and equally often as
"normal" and "very hard®”/"hard" by UG subjects, and understanding
speech was more often’ classed as "normal" by UG and PG ‘subjects
alike. . i

N P
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TABLE 135 Subjects' difficulty ratings for the four
skills in Ttalian

UG
(19)
very hard/ normal vasy/ no
hard verY easy response
Understanding :
apeech 0.21 0.53 0.26 ———
Speaking 0.47 0.32 0.21 -—=-
Reading 0.37 0.1317 0.26 ———
writing 0.58 0.26 0.16 -~
PG
(32)
very hard/ normal easy/ no
hard : very easy response
Understanding
speech 0.31 0.34 0.16 0.19
Speaking 0.50 0.22 0.13 0.16
Reading 0.28 0.38 0.19 0.16
writing 0.56 0.22 0.03 0.19
TABLE 136 = Categorization of the four skills in
Italian according to highest numbers of
subjects' responses
very hard/ normal easy/
hard very easy
UG
Understanding speech *
Speaking *
Reading *
Writing *
PG
Understanding speech *
Speaking *
Reading *
Writing *

127 133 _



In comparison  with the generality of UG subjects who  had

learned Italtan, these  who had visited an  Ivalian-speaking
country on  the whole reported  fewer difficalties ,with the
tour nk}llu in lttalian {Tablce 137). on the other hand, a
St llat o compar thon an tar  as o PGosubjects? roports aroe

concorned 1 ietds g consistently contrary trend (ibid. ).

TABLE 137 iroportions of all subjecty who had learncd Italian
reporting difficulties with the four skills, compared
with proportions of subjecta who had learned Italian
and visited an Italian-speaking country reporting such
diftficulties

UG who had No UG who had No

learned response visited an response
Italian Italian~
speaking
country
(19) (10)
Undeistanding v '
specch 0.21 —-——— 0.10 0.10
Speaking 0.47 ——- 0.30 . 0.10
Reading 0.37 ———- 0.30 | 0.10
Writing 0.58 -——-- 0.60 0.10
PG who had No PG who had No
learned response vigited an response
Italian Italian-
speaking
country
(32) (27)
Understanding '
speech : 0.31 0.19 0.33 . 0.11
Speaking 0.50 0.16 0.52 0.11
Reading 0.28 0.16 0.33 0.11
Writing 0.56 0.19 0.63 0.11

6.4.2 Particular productive difficulties
(cf. Tables 59-73, 1.4.2)

The data for Italian are entirely in line with the data for
the other languages as far as the aspect of production most

often deemed "very hard"/"hard" and least often ‘"easy"
"yerv easy" is concerned (Table 138). This item - "findifig
128
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thoe right turn ol phlqn} for eRuct ly what. you want to say in  a

particular  mituation” - wan judyed  to be "vory hard"/"hard"
by an abtsolute majority of  both UG and PG nubjects who had -
toarned  Ttalian  (Table 139;  ef. tablen and discussion in
[NE DR I :

Mext most  otten charactoerized as "very “hard"/"hard”  and
Least  otton as "eany/"vory ecasy"  were  “getting the exact
torm vight " and  "finding the right word for a particular
thing, idea, octe" (Table 138). Agqain this finding forma
part of a pattern of responses common to most. other languages(cf,
1.4.2). More UG subjects cateqgorized both these ltems as "nor-
mal® than as "very hard“/"hard" or as ‘“easy"/"very easy"; more
pe subjects also found "aetting the cxact form right" ‘“"normal"
than found it  "very hard"/"hard" or "eaay"/"vdry.easy", but PG
subjects  classed  "finding  the  riaht word" more often as
"yoery  hara"/"harvd" than as "notmal" o "easy"/"very casy"
(Table 139), '

f

TABLE 138 Subijects' difficulty rating for different aspects
of speaking and writing Ttalian )

UG,
(19)
, very hard/ normal casy/ no
! hard very casy response
Exact fnr% 0.37 0.42 0.16 0.05
Right wor 0.32 0.58 0.05 0.05
Word orde . 0.21 0.58 0.16 0.05
Pronunciation 0.26 0.26 ] 0.42 0.05
Right turn of Co \
phrase 0.58 .37 -—== 0.Q5
Intonatign 0.32 0.37 . 0.26 . 0.05 \°
PG " . .
(32)
very hard/ normal ea%y/ - no
' hard : very easy response
Fxact fprm 0.34 ' .~ 0.38 0.03 ,  70.25
Right wbrd 0.38 0.31 0.06 "0.25 -
Word orjder 0.25 0.47 . 0.06 0.22
Pronundiation 0.06 . 0.34 0.34 0.25
Right #urn of o ’ ; -
phrase¢ 0.53 0.22 ——— 0.25 -7

Intonation 0.16 0.28 0.31 . 0.25

a
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Thee thtens items whiech conatatent Iy tiaure ot the ot her end
ot the  neale ares the same in the cane ob Ttalran s Pn the catties
of  most of the othet Lanquane o mamely  "pronouncing the wordn
propee fyt, "ottt ing the 1 tahn tntonat ion™ and “"agetting  the
word crdor right®. Tn o both the  BGo and  the  Pa data Mpronoun-
cing  the words proper Iy appears ot the top ol the feany"/"very
cany"  soction ot Table 114 and was more otten  eatogorived  an
Maany " /Mvery cany ™ than an My Bard" /" hard® (Table 139)0 "Cot-
Fing  the right dntonation® alao appears mid to low in the "very
hard"/"hard®  nectionns of Table 1138 and hiah in the Meany®/“very

cany"  tscections, U wan classed more often as "pormal® than  an
S N

svery hard®/"hard® or "easy"/‘very cany® by UG subjeets and more

often as  Meany"/  “very cas/"  than an “normal or “yery

hard"/"hard" by PG nubjecta (Table 139). "Gotting the word
ordor  riaht™  appears mid to 1w in the "very hard"/"hard®  nec-
tions  of  Table 18 and  altmo around the middle of tlhee v/
"yery cany sections, amd wan consintently catogqarized more orten
as "normal®  than as "very hard"/Chavd®  or feasy"/"very cany"
(Table 139). N

)

TABLE 139 Catogorization ol diftferent aspectt of producing
Italian accordinag to highest numbers of subjects!
responses

very hard/ normal casy/
hard very oeasy
8] ¢]
Exact form *
Right word . *
Word order *
Pronunciation *
Right turn of phrage *
Intonation . *
PG
Fxact form - *
Right word *
Word order *
Pronunciation - L
Right turn of phrase *
~ *

Intonation

.

A comparison of the numbers of particular proauctive

o 136'130‘ )
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difficulties reported by all subjects who had learned Italian
with those reported by subjects who had learned Italian and had
visltoed an TItalian-speaking country yields no clear’ trend
{Table 1409,

T a

® TABLE 140 Proportions of all subjects who had-learned

Italian reporting particular productive problems
compared with proportions of subjects who had

learned Italian and visited an Italian-speaking o
country reporting such problems :

UG who had No UG who had® No ,
\ ~ learned . response . visited an response
Italian Italian- ARCE
T ‘speakingg . :
: country A
(19) . (10) .
Exact form « . 0.37 0.05 . 0.30 —-——
" Hight word 0.32 0.05 0.50 , ——

. *  Word order : 0.21 +© 0.05. " 0.10 =——
Pronuncitation 0.26 . 0.05 0.10 & ————
Right turn ) :

of phrase 0.58 0.05 0.70 ° ———
Intonation . 0.32 0.05. - 0.50 ————
PG who had No PG who had No
learned response visited an response
Italian Italian-
. P speaking °
’ country °
N (32) - (27)
Exact form 0.34 0.25 0.37 0.22
Right word 0.38 V.25 . 0.41° 0.22
Word order 0.25 0.22 0.22 0.22
Pronunciation 0.06 0.25 0.04 0.22
Right turn of ’
phrase : 0.53 0.25 0.56 0.22
Intonation 0.16 0.25 0.15 0.22:
Vs
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Chapter 7

Experience of learning languages other than English,

Irish, French, German, Spanish and Italian

with the exception of Latin, the numbers of respondents
réporting a knowledge of any individual language other
than English, Irish, French, German, Spanish and Ita-
lian are very small. Thus much of the data supplied by
our respondents in respect of such other languages can
have only anecdotal significance, especially since
individual languages flit in and out of the data accor-
ding as the response rate varies. For this reason the
information presented in this chapter is limited to the
numbers of subjects reporting contact - with languages
other than ©nglish, Irish, French, German, Spanish and
Italian and the circumstances/situations in which con-
tact with such languages was established.

It should be noted that ““roughout this chapter "Greek"
embraces the classical - the modern language. No
respondent distinguished between the two, but it seems
. likely that some replies referred to the modern rather
than the classical language. "Creole" was mentioned by
one subject; it seems probable that he/she was refer-
ring to one of the Caribbean creoles. :

\

7.1- NUMBERS v g .

More than half our UG subjects (52.9%; “127/240) and Jjust

under three quarters of our PG subjects (72.0%; 149/207) claimed

to know one or more languages other than English, 1Irish, French,

German, Spanish and Italian. The details are set out in Tables
141 and 142. The two most obvious facts that emerge from these
tables are that a much wider range of '"other languages" was

mentioned by PG than by UG subjects, and that more subjects -

both UG and PG - claimed some knowledge of Latin. than .of .any .

other language 1in the "other languages" category. One factor
that helps to explain the former is the higher proportion of
overseas students in the postgraduate population; the latter is
to be accounted for in terms € the place Latin has traditionally

occupied - and to some extent still occupies - in the Irish post-

primary school curriculum. . - .

];2323132



TABLE 141 Percentages of UG subjects
o claiming knowledge of languages

other than English, Irish, French, :

German, Spanish and Italian

(N=240) ..
Latin ' 43.3%
Greek . ) 4.2% I
Scots Gaelic : 0.8% '
Welsh ' . 0.8%
) Dutch ' . 2.5%

. Portuguese '0.4%
Danish : 1.3%
Finnish 0.8%
Swedish 0.4%

. Russian 1.7%
Arabic 0.4%°
Hebrew . 0.8%
Afrikaans 0.8%
Ffik . 0.4%
Ibo 0.8%
Swahili 0.8%
Gujarati 0.4%
Hindi - 0.8%
Sanskrit : 0.8%
Bahasa Malaysia 0.4% .
Chinese . 1.3%
Japanese : : 0.4%
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TABLE 142 Percentages of PG subjects
claiming knowledge of languages
other than English, Irish, French,
German, Spanish and Italian

(N=207)
. Latin 57.0%
Greek 3.4%
Breton . 1.0%
Manx . 0.5%
Scots Gaelic . 2.4%

Welsh 1.9% °
Dutch R 2.9%
pPortuguese - 1.5%
Danish 0.5%
Finnish 1.0%
Icelandic 0.5%
Norwegian - ' 1.0%
Swedish ot 1.0%
Lithuanian . 0.5%
Russian : : 5.8%
Serbo-Croat ) 1.5%.
Arabic - -3.9%
Hebrew ' ' 1.0%
Turkish ’ 0.5%
Afrikaans . 7 1.0%
Hausa ’ 0.5%
Kikamba ~ 0.5%
Memon . 0.5%
” swahili . 0.5%
Zulu ' . 1.5%
. Gujarati . 0.5%
Hindi 1.0%
Kannada . 0.5%
punjabi : 0.5%
Sanskrit 0.5%
. Tamil i o 1.0%
Urdu . . ) 0.5%
Bahasa Malaysia. 1.0%
Chinese i : 1.0%
Japanese 0.5%

"Creole" . 0.5%

S 140
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7.2 CIRCUMSTANCES AND SITUATIONS IN WHICH CONTACT WITH LANGUAGES
OTHER THAN ENGLISH, IRISH, FRE 'CH, GERMAN, SPANISH AND
ITALIAN WAS ESTABLISHED

7.2.1 Home

3.3% of Us (8/240) and 6.8% of PG subjects (14/207) reported
a language other than English, Irish, French, German, Spanish or
Italian as their first language or one of their first languages.
A language-by-language breakdown of these figures is given in
rable 143. 3.8% of UG (9/240) and 6.3% of PG subjects (13/207)
claimeu that their mother had a- native language other than
English, Irish, French, German, Spanish or Italian, and 4.6% of
UG (11/240) and 6.3% of PG subjects (13/207) made this claim in
relation to their father. 3.0% of the 67 UG and 9.3% of the 86
PG subjects - who had a Spouse/partner reported that their
spouse/partner had a native language other than English, Irish,
French, German, Spanish or Italian, and 0.15 of the 13 UG and
.0.09 of the 47 PG subjects with children' claimed ‘that their.
children had a native language other than English, Irish, French,
German, Spanish or Italian. 1.3% of the 225 UG and 3.5% of the
172 PG subjects living in households reported that a language
other -than' English, Irish, French, German, Spanish or Italian wa
in cufrent use in their household. . :

It . is clear from Table 143 that some of the individual
"other languages" feature in the data solely or mainly by virtue
of thei{}hqving been a.first language of a particular subject or
subjectgs ' The impression that certain individual "other
lanquageS" were predominantly the home languages of the groups of
subjects who mentioned them is reinforced if one takes into
account! subjects' reported experience of learning articular
“other /languages" before the age of four (Tables 144 an 145). .
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TABLE 143 Proportions of subjects reporting a knowiedge of
particular languages other than English, Irish, French,
German, Spanish or Italian who claimed to be native
speakers of these "other languages"
UG PG
Dutch (6) 0.17 Dutch (6) 0.17
Finnish (2) 0.50
Serbo-Croat (3) 0.33
. Arabic (8) 0.88
1bo (2) 1.00
femon (1) 1.00
Gujarati (1) 1.00 )
Kannada (1) 1.00
Tamil (2) 1.00
1.00

Chinese (3)

7.2.2 . Age

TABLE 144

BAge at which UG subjects reported having started
learning languages they knew other than English, -
Irish, French,.German, Spanish and Italian. Pro-
portions relate to number of UG subjects who knew -
each language

Latin (104)
Greek (1lu)
Scots Gaeli
Dutch (6)
Danish (3)
Swedish (1)
Russian (4)
Afrikaans |
Efik (1)
Ibo (2)
Swahili (2)
Gujarati (1
Hindi (2)
Chinese (3)

No data pro
Arabic, H

Before 4 4-10 11-17 After 17 No response
—_—— 0.04 0.30 -—- 0.66
——— —_—— 0.30 0.30 - 0.+40
c (2) —— -——- -—— 1.00 -—-
0.17 - -=- - 0.33 0.50
_— _— — 0.33 0.67
Ceee e e 1.00 —
—- —- - 0.25 - 0.75
2) _— _— 0.50 - Q.50
1.00 - -— -— -—-
1.0Q — _—- -— . e
. —-—— 0.50 0.50 —— N -
) 1.00 - -—= - -
0.50 — - - 0.50
1.00 - =-=- - = — -—-

vided in respect of Welsh, Portuguese, Finnish,
ebrew, Sanskrit, Bahasa Malaysia, Japanese.

Co142
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TABLE 145 Age at which PG subjects reported having sta;ted
learning languages they knew other than English,

Irish, French, German, Spanish and Italian.

Pro-

portions relate to number of PG subjects who knew

each language

Latin {1ls)
Greek (7)

Scots Gaelic (5)

Welsh (4)
Dutch (6)

Portuguese (3)
‘Danish (1)

Finnish (2)

worwegian (2)

Swedish (2)
Russian (12)

Serbo-Croat (3)

Arabic (8)
Hebrew (2)

Afrikaans (2)

Hlausa (1)
Memon (1)
Swahili (1)
Zulu (3)
Hindi (2)
Kannada (1)
Punjabi (1)
Tamil (2)
Urdu (1)
Bahasa

Malaysia (2)

Chinese (2)

No data proviaed in respect of Breton, Manx, Icelandic,

Before 4

0.17
0.50

0.33

0.63

1.00

1.00

0.50

0.50

0.50

11-17

0.15
0.14
0.50
0.50
1.00

After 17

0.01
0.14
0.20
0.50
0.50
0.67
1.00
0.50
0.50
0.42
0.13
0.50

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

0.50

Lithuanian, Turkish, Kikamba, Gujarati, Sanskrit,

Japanese,

"Creole".

1 143

No response

0.82
0.71l
0.80
0.50 °
0.17
0.33

0.50
0.58
0.67
0.50.
0.67



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

It is noticeable that (especially if one excludes Latin,
which still features on the curriculum of some Irish Schools)
responses concerning the age at which "other languages" were
first encountered tend to cluster at either end of the age-scale;
that is, in the "Before 4" and "After 17" cateqories (Tahles 144
and 145). 1t is not difficult to find a plausible expianation
for this tendency; languages other than the normal Irish curricu-
lum lancuages presumably figure in the data largely because (a)
they were the home languages of particular subjects, in which
case they were typically learned early (cf. above, 7.2.1), and/or
(b) they were learned as a result of interests anc neecds which
developed outside the context of home and school, in which case
they were typically acquired around or after the end of the
normal school vears.

Many of the languages feature exclusively at one or cother
end of the age-scale. Serbo-Croat, Gujarati, Meémon, Ibo, £fik
and Kannada were consistently reported by respondents to this
question as having been begun before the age of four, whereas
Russian, Portuguese, Norwegian, Danish, Hebrew, Welsh, Scots
Gaelic, Urdu, Punjabi and Hausa were consistently reported as
having been started after the age of seventeen.

7.2.3 Speech community

In respect of "other languages" the consistently most often
used category in response to the question "Where did you. learn
the language(s) vyou know?" was "in my own country”, and the
second most often used category was "in the country where the
language is native" (Tables 146 and 147). Of course, the use of
these cateqgories must be differently motivated from language. to-
language and from individual to individual; this is to an extent
true of the data in general, but must be a particularly signifi-
cant factor in the case of these "other languages". For example,
the fact that all subjects who had learned Latin and who answered
this question ticked the "in my own country" column in respect of
this language presumably simply reflects the place of Latin on
the school curriculum, whereas the fact that the single subject
who had learned Memon ticked the same column almost certainly
signifies- that for him/her in this context "own country" and
"country where the language is native" referred to the same
place. . .

¢
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TABLE 146

Where UG subjects reported having learned languages

they knew other than
Spanish and Italian.
UG subjects who knew

English,

Irish,

French,
Proportions relate to number of
each language

German,

Latin (104)
Greek (10)
Scots Gaelic (2) 1.00

No data provided in respect
Arabic,

Key:

ghinese

[ W IS S

H

In
In
In
In

Other combination

No

1

0.31
0.40

Dutch (6) 0.17
Danish (3) —_——
Swedish (1} ——
Russian (4) ———=
Afrikaans (2) - 0.50
Efik (1) 1.00
Ibo (2) 0.50
Swahili. (2) —-—
Gujarati (1) 1.00
Hindi (2) -—-=
-“Bahasa
Malaysia (1) 1.00
(3} 1.00

ebrew, Sanskrit,

own country

2

0.20
0.33
0.33
1.00
0.25

1.00

3

0.25

0.69
0.40

0.50
0.67

of Welsh, Portuguese, Finnish,
Japanese.

country where the language is native

another place

own country and country where the language is natlve

response

2

~
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TABLE 147 Where PG subjects reported having learned languages
they knew other than English, Irish, French, German,

Spanish and Italian.

PG subjects who knew each language.

Proportions relate to the number

Chinese (2)

No aata provided in respect of Breton, Manx,
Lithuanian, Turkish, Kikamba, Gujarati, Sanskrit, Japanese,

"Creole™.

"Key:

In
In
In
In

AU bW

No

1

Latin (118) 0.19
Greek 0.43
Scots Gaelic (5) 0.40
Welsh (4) ———
Dutch (6} —
Portuguese (3) ————
panish (1) . ————
Finnigh (2) 0.50
Norwegian (2) ~———
Swedish (2) —-——
Russian (12) 0.50
Serbo-Croat (3) = 0.33
Arabic (8) 0.88
Hebrew (2) 0.50
Afrikaans (2) 1.00
Hausa (1) ——=-
Memon (1) 1.00
Swahili (1) —_———
Zulu (3) 0.33
Hindi (2), - 1.00
Kannada (1) 1.00
Punjabi (1) ———
Tamil (2) 0.50
Urdu (1) -—-
Bahasa

Malaysia (2) © 0,50

own country

2

1.00

1.00

0.50

3

0.33

4 5
0.50 ————
0.33 ——
—ég— 0.33
-— 0.50
0.50 ————
0.13 —
0.50 —~———
0.50 —
— 0.50
Icelandic,

country where the language is native

another place

0.81
0.57
0.60
0.25
0.17
0.33

0.50
0.50
0.67
0.67

0.50

own country and country where the language is native

Other combination

response-,

146
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7.2.4 Factors in the learning experience

. As Tables.148-~151 show, there was considerable lane  ig2-to-
language variation in the range of factors reported s having
played a role in subjects' experience of learning ‘cther lan-

guages". In some cases there was a clear preporder.:.e of refer-
ences to eiither formal educational/cultural facter: oT to ‘"per-
sonal" factors, while in other cases responses Jerw amore evenly
distributed among the various categories. ¢ {n *he case of

Irish, French, German and Spanish, school .c»"23 i2ry large in
subjects' perceptions of their experience o l.d.ning many of the
"other languages" (Table 152). -

\\\\ TABLE 148 Factors reported by UG subjects as having played a

role in their experience »f learning languages

K other than English, Irish, French, German, Spanish
. and Italian. Proportions relate to the number of
UG subjects who knew each language.

_ 1 2 3 4 5 6
Latin \{104) 0.02 0.34 —_—— 0.02 0.01 0.05
Greek —- 0.50 0.10  —==e  _o-m- ———-
Scots Gaelic (2) ==-- 0.50 —— 0.50 —— 0.50
welsh (2 -———= — —— 0.50 ——— 0.50
Dutch (6 0.33 - c.33 ———- ——— 0.17
Danish ( ——— 0.33 0.33 ———- —-——- 0.33
Swedish ———— —— 1.00 ——— N 1.00
Afrikaan —— 0.50 ——— - ——— ——
Efik (1) N - = 1.00 ———— m——— mm— ————
Ibo (2) \\\\1.0 -- ———— = ———— ————
Swahili (2) 0.5¢ ———- —— —— -——
Guejarati (1) 1.00 S ———— ———— ceem Cmmee
Hindi (2) - N -——- 0.50 ——— ——— 0.50
Sanskrit (2) —-—— 0.50 -—— ——— —— ———
Bahasia N .
Malaysia (1) ——— 1.00 ——— ——— ——— ————
Chinese (3) 1.00 - ———— —-——- ———- m——— meee

No data provided in respect of Portuguese, Finnish, Russian,
Arabic, Hebrew, Japanese.

Key:

Home

School - .

Friends, ‘native speakers
University, language course, study
Travel N ’
Literature, ‘media, music

| T (I
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TABLE 149 Factors reported by PG subjects as having played a
role in their experience of learning languages other
than English, Irish, French, German, Spanish and
Italian. Proportions relate to the number of PG
subjects who knew each language.

1 2 3 4 £ 6

Latin (118) ———— 0.21 —-—— 0.03 —— 0.07
Greek (7) ~——— 0.14 ———— 0.29 ——— —
Scots Gaelic (5) ---- 0." " ————— 0.60 —_—— 0.20
Welsh (4) ———- —-— 0.50 0.75 —_—— 0.25
Dutch (6) 0.17 ——— 0.67 0.17 - 0.33
Portuguese (3) ———— ———— 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33
Finnish (2) 0.50 ————— 0.50 0.50 —— ————
Norwegian (2) ———— 0.50 0.50 —— —-—— 0.50
Swedish (2) ———— .00 0.50 —_—— ———— ———=
Russian (12) ———- ——— 0.08 0.33 _———— 0.08
Serbo~Croat (3) 0.33 —-—— ———— 0.33 0.67 ~———
Arabic (8) 0.88 ———— ——— ——— 0.13 0.13
Hebrew (2) ———— mmee -——— 1.00 ——— ——
Afrikaans (2) ———- 1.00 0.50 ——— e -—
Hausa (1) ——— ——— 1.00 ——— 1.00 . ———
Memon (1) 1.00 —— ——— —— —— ———-
Swahili (1) ——— -—— 1.00 1.00 —— ——
Zulu (3) m—— —— 0.33 ——— ———— ——
Gujarati (1) ——- —— 1.00 ———— —— -l
Hindi (2) e 1.00 ——— e — —
Kannada (1) 1.00 —— e —— ——— ———
Punjabi (1) —— ——— 1.00 ~——=- 1.00 -~
Tamil (2) 1.00. =----. 0.50 ———— 0.50 ——
Bahasa .

Malaysia (2) ———— 0.50 —— ——— —— ———
Chinese (2) ———- 0.50 0.50 ———— e ———
Japanese (1) ———— - -———- 1.00 1.00 ———-

No data provided in respect of Breton, Manx, banish, Icelandic,
Lithuanian, Turkish, Kikamba, Sanskrit, Urdu, "Creole"

Key:

Home

Schéol

Friends, native speakers
University, language course, study
Travel

Literature, media, music

AU bW
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TABLE 150 Languages in respect of which
. orly formal educational/cultural
factors were mentigned by

respondents

.-

UG

scots Gaelic
welsh h

afrikaans

.

Efik o

Sanskrit
Rahasa Malaysia

. PG

Latin

Greek’

Scots Gaelic
Hebrew

Hindi

Bahasa Malaysia

TABLE 151 Languages ip respect of -which
only "personal® factors were
mentioned by respondents

UG

Ibo
Swahili
Guijarati
Chinese

PG

Hausa
Menon
Zulu
Guijarati
Kannada
Punjabi
Tamil
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TABLE 152 Thes importance of school as compared with other
factors in subjects' experience of learning lan-
guages other than English, Irish, French, German,
Spanish and Italian .

UG PG
-

School School Schiool School
mentioned ment ioned mentioned mentioned
more often as .often as more often as often as
than any any other than any any other
other single single factor other single single factor
factor factor
Latin Scots Gaelic Latin Norwegian
Greek : Danish Swedish Chinese
Afrikaans Afrikaans
Bfik Hindi
sanskrit Bahasa
Bahasa Malaysia

Malaysia \

A detailed account of the proportions of subjects claiming a.
knowledge 'of particular "other languages" who reported hav.ng
taken the ‘"other languages" in question at primary and pist-
primary school is provided by Tables 153 and 154. Similar
details in respect of degree courses and other kinds of courses
in the "other languages" are presented in Tables 155 and 156.

TABLE 153 Proportions of subjects claiming a knowledge of
particular langugges other than English, Irish,
French, German, Spanish and Italian who reported
having taken these languages at primary school

«

Latin (104) 0.10 Latin (118) 0.04 ’
. . Welsh (4) 0.25
Dutch (6) . 0.17 Dutch (6) 0.17
Finnish (2) , 0u50
Serbo-Croat (3) 0.33
Arabic (1) 1.00 Arabic (8) 0.88
Afrikaans (2) 0.50 Afrikaans (2) 1.00
Efik (1) 1.00 ) s
Ibo (2) 0.50 ‘ v
Hindi (2) ) 0.50 Hindi (2) 0.50,
Kanpada (1) 1.00 -
Tamil (2) 0.50
Bahasa Bahasa . :
Malaysia (1) 1.00 ) Malaysia (2) 0.50
Chinese (3) 0.67 ’
r— s )
150 4 .
144



. TABLE 154 DProportions of subjects cldiming a knowledge of
particular languages other than English, Irish,
Irench, German, Spanish and Italian who reported
having taken these languages at post-primary school

UG PG
Latin {104) . 1.00 Latin (118) 1.00
Grovk (10) 1.00 Greek (7) 0.86
welsh (2) : 0.50 - . .
Lurteh (6) 0.17
Finnish (2) 0.50
Swedish (2) 0.50
wusstan (4) 0.25 Russian (12) 0.17
Serbo-Croat (3) 0.33
. Arabic (8) 0.88
- ~ Afrikaans (2) 1.00
Etik (1) 1.00
bindi (2) 1.00 Hindi (2) 1.00
Kannada (1) 1.00
] Tamil (2) 0.50
lahasa Bahasa
malaysia (1) 1.00 Malaysia (2) 1.00
Chinese (3) 0.67

TABLE 155 ~Proportions of subjects claiming a knowledge of
particular languages other than English, Irish,
French, German, Spanish and Italian who reported
having taken degree courses in these languages

. UG ) PG

Latin (104) 0.03 Latin (118) G.09
Greok (10) 0. 20 Greek (7) G.l4
. Scots Gaelic (5) 0.80
Welsh (4) 1.6
Russian (4) 0.25. Russian (12) 0.0¢
Arabic (8) 0.13
Hebrew (2) 1.00

Sanskrit (2) 0.50 .
Chinese (2) 0.50

ERIC
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TABLE 156 Proportions of subjects claiming a knowledge of
particular languages other than English, Irish,
French, German, Spanish and Italian who reported
having taken courses in those lanquages other than
school °r qniversity/colleqe courses
UG PG
Latin (104) 0.01
Greek (10) 0.20 Greek (7) 0.29
. Breton (2) ) 0.50
. Scots Gaelic (5) 0.20
. Welsh (4) 0.25"
Dutch (6) 0.67
Portuguese (1) 1.00 Portuauese (3) 0.67
Danish (3) 0.33 Danish (1) 1.00
Finnish (2) Q.50
Norwegian (2) 0.50
Swedish (2) 0.50
. : Lithuanian (1) 1.00
Russian (4) 0.25 Russian (12) 0.58
Arabic (1) 1.00 Arabic (8) 0.13
. Hebrew (2) 0.50
Sanskrit (1) 1.00

a4 Py .
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Chapter 8

Attitudes to second languages and interest in
language learning : an overview with particular
reference to Irish, French, German, Spanish and Italian

Insofar as this chapter deals with data on individual
languages, like Chapter 1 it focuses on Irish, French,
German, Spanish and Italian. Data on attitudes towards
particular languages other than English, Irish, French,
German, Spanish and Italian are presented in Chapter 14.

- 8.1 ATTITUDES TO SECOND LANGUAGES

8.1.1 Subjects' attitudes to languages they already knew

The overwhelming'majority of both UG and PG subjects res-
ponded affirmatively to the question "Are there any languages you
know but would like to know ,better?" - UG 92.1% (221/240), PG
85.0% (176/207). An affirmative response to this Qquestion.
impliess a recognition that languages to some extent already
learned may be useful in the future; but of course it .says
nothing about the <uality or success of the learning experience
to date. Tt is.postible that some subjects felt that they would
like to improve their existing knowledge of a second *anguage
because they had pleasant memories of the learning process;
whereas the desire of uther subjects to know better a language/
languages they already knew may have arisen from dissatisfaction
with the level of proficiency they had achieved — they may even
have experienced failure when attempting to use the language
as a medium of communication. - ’

Table 157 shows the percentages of subjects reporting ‘that
they would like to know different languages better. The distri-

_bution of Irish,. French, German, Spanish and Italian here corres-

ponds broadly to their distribution in the schools except in the
case of Irigh and Spanish. This emerges clearly in Table 158,
where the number of subjects who reported that they would like
to know each language better is expressed as a percentage of the

total number of subjects reporting a knowledge of that language.

For whatever reasons, French, German and Italian commanded almost
exactly the same degree of. loyalty .among subjects who had
learned them; whereas Spanish and Irish lagged a long way behind.
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TABLE 157 Percentages of subjects reporting that
they would like to know better Irish,
French, German, Spanish, Italian. Per-
centages relite to the total numbers of
subjects who reported that they would
like- to know better a language that
they already knew.

UG PG

" (221) (176)
Irish 31.7% 28.4%
French 77.4% 65.9%
German . 29.9% 27.8%
Spanish 7.7% 11.9%
Italian i ‘6.3% 11.9%

TABLE 158 Numbers of subjects reporting that they
would like to know Irish, French, German,
Spanish or Italian better, expressed as
percentages of all subjects reporting a
knowledge of those languages

UG PG
Irish 34.8%  70/201 31.1%  50/161
French 77.4% 171/221 62.0% 116/187

. German 76.7% 66/86 66.2% 49/74
Spanish = 46.0% 17/37 51.28 21/41
Italian 73.7%  14/19 65.6%  21/32

Table 159 shows the percentages of subjeuts reporting tiher
they had learned each language at post-primcz, school sho alac
reported that they would like to know it better. Corparisons
with Table 158 show that school-based learning had no .on.istent
influence on subjects' interest in knowing each language better.
For Irish the percentage of subjects who reporced that tihey had
learned the language at school and said they would like io Know
it better is very slightly higher than the percentage -f. all
learners “who said they would like to knrw  the ° lenguage
better. For French the percentage i:' margiaally higher ~mong
UG and higher by 8% among PG. For Germam the percentage is
nearly 10% lower among UG and marginally lewer among PG. ~ For
Spanish the percentage is 4% higher among UG but more than
12% lower among PG. Italian was rarely -taken at school., A
comparison of Tables 158 and 159 provides a useful reminder of
the frequency with which German snd Italian among UG and German,
Spanish and Italian among PG had been learned in ciZcumstancas
other than at school (cf. 1.2.4, 4.2.4, 5.2.4 and 6.2.4 above).

l 5 5 350
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TABLE 159 Percentages of s:bjects roporting that.
t.ey had learned YIrich, French, German,
Syanish, Italian at post-primary school
who said they would like to know that
lanauage better

UG PG
1sigh 35.4% 70/198 31.8% 49/154
Fronch 78.1% 171/219 69.9% 116/166
Carman 67.3% 35/52 65.6% 21/32
spant sh 50.0% 14/28 38.5% 10/26
Italian 40.0% 2/5 50.0% 2/4

TARLE 160 Percentages of subjects achieving Grade
A or B in the school-leaving (or equivalent)
exam in Irish, French, German, Spanish,
Italian who said they would like to know
that language better. Percentages relate-
to the total number of subjects reporting
that they had taken a school-leaving exam
in each language.

uG . PG
Irish 34.0% 18/53 37.3% '19/51
French 74.2% 49/66 55.6% 25/45
German 50.0% 8/16 50.0% 4/8
Spanish 37.5% 3/8 50.0% 5/10
Ltalian - 33.3% 1/3 0.0% 0/4

A cumparison of the percentages of all subjects who took
each langquage. at school and said they would like to know it
better (Table 159) with percentages of subjects achieving Grade A
cr B in the school-leaving (or equivalent) examination in each
language who said they would like to know that language better
(Table .60) reveals an inconsistent relation between examination
success in a particular language and a desire to know that lan-
gquage better. Only in the cases of Irish and Spanish in the PG
data are the percentages in Table 160 higher than those in Table
159; in all other cases they are lower. This may indeed indicate
a tendency for examination success to give a sense that learning

has been satisfactorily completed. R

8.1.2 Subjects' attitudes to languages they did not Kknow

The great majority of UG and PG subjects responded affirm-
atively to tha question "Are there any languages you do not

) 151 ‘—15-6 |
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know but would like to know?" - UG 80.8% (194/240), PG 74.9%
(155/2071}. Table 161 shows the percentages of subjects who said
they would like to know a lanquage/languages they did not know
specifying Irish, French, German, Spanish and Ttalian; and 'Table
162 shows the level of interest in-these five lanquages by ex-
pressing  the number of subjects who said they would like to know
each language as a percentaqe of all subjects who did not report

a knowledge of that lanquaqe. Chapters 9-14 discuss the level
of interest in cach lanauage in more detail than is.
appropriate Therce. In general three Dpoints emaerge clearly
from Table 162. First, French remained an automatic

first-choice foreign language for a substantial proportion of
subjects (the figure for PG is surprisingly high); second-
ly, German was clearly rated an important language - perhaps

- one that many more of our Subjects would have liked the oppor-

tunity to learn at school; thirdly, the level of interest
expressed  in  Spanish in no way matches its importance as an
international language.

TABLE 161 Percentages of subjects reporting that
they did not know but-would like to know
Irish, French, German, Spanish, Italian.
Percentages relate 'to total numbers of
subjects who reported that they would
like to know a language that they did
not know already.

uGg - PG

(194) (155)

Irish 5.7% 7.1%
I'rench 5.7% 12.3%
German 45.9% 47.7%
Spanish 22.2% 20.0%
Italian 18.6% ©21.3%

TABLE 162 Numbers of subjects expressing an
£ interest in each language expressed as
v a percentage of all subjects who did
not know that lanquage

uG PG
Irish 28.2% 11/39 23.9% 11/46
French 57.9% 11/19 95.0% 19/20
German 57.8% 89/154 55.6% 74/133
Spanish 21.2% 43/203 18.7% 31/166
Italian 16.3% 36/221 18.9% 33/175 .

157
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8.2 SUBJECTS' REASONS FFOR INTEREST 1N SECOND LANGUAGES

8.2.1 Subjects' perceptions of the advantages of second language

learning
Pable 163 shows subjects' views on the advantages ol second
langquage learning. UG and PG agreed on three things. First, the
advantage most comeonly perceived has to do with travel, tourism
and holiday:s abroad  {(thouah UG attached equal importance to the

wocial advantaues of second lanquage learning); secondly, the
same percentages of UG and PG saw cross-cultural understanding as
an advantage; and thirdly, both groups (but especially UG) saw
litt o advantage in lcarning second languages for academic pur-
poscs. The positive attitude to second languages discussed in 8.1
thus seems to identify itself with tourism and to a lesser degree
with cross-cultural understanding, whoreas in their attitude to
academic sctudy subjects reflected the overwhelimingly monolingual
bias ot their, environment. As regards the other six categories
of advantage attaching to Second language learning, there are
some interesting divergences between UG and PG views. On the
ohe  hana UG appear to have taken a more sanguine view of the
possibility of second language learning issuing in oral com=
munication: 32.9% of UG but only 19.3% of PG mentioned Jjob oppor-
tunities as an advantage of second language learning; 43.3% of
uG but only 20.3% of PG mentioned the social advanlages
of second language learning; and 22.9% of UG but

TAP v3 Percentages of subjects specifying dif-
ferent advantages of knowing languages
other than one's first language

uG - PG
(240) (207)

T'ravel, tourism .

work abroad 43.13% 46.4%
Employment and

business

opportunities 32.9% 19.3%
Academic work 1.3% 6.8%
International

communication 22.9% 12.6%
Social advantages 43.3% 20.3%
Self-development 28.8% 34.8%
Cross=-cultural

understanding 32.5% - 32.9%

Increased awareness
of own language '
and/or culture 4.2% 7.3%
Access to foreign
literature, : :
cinema, theatre 16.3% ~19.3%
No response - 10.8% 10.6%

153
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only 12.6% of PG ment ioned international communication ag an
advantaqe. on the othor hand PG attached somewhat greater
importance to specific intellectual and cultural advantages of
second language lecarning: 34.8% of PG comparced with 28.8% of
UG mentioned self-development and broadening of horizons;
19.3% of PC compared with 16.2% of UG mentioned access
to foreign literature, cinema and theatre; 7.2% of PG compared
with 4.2% of UG mentioned an increasod awarcness of  one's  own
language and/or culture.

8.2.2 Subjects' reasons for wanting to know better
languages that they already knew

Pables 164 and 165 show the distr.bution of reasons given by
UG and PG respectively for wanting to know: better a language/
languages that they alrecady knew. Hecause subjects often speci-
fied more than one reason, and in some cases in respect of more
than one language, it is necessary to focus on the distribution
of reasons (rather than the percentages of subjects qiving dif-
ferent reasons) in order to establish broad trends across all
languages. In the language-specific chapters that follow reasons
are discussed in terms of the percentages/proportions of subjects
specifyina them. The key to Pables 164 and 165 is as follows:

N

1 Conversation :
1.1 travel abroad/holidays
1.2 conferences/academic situations
1.3 work/business
1.4 social purposes

2 Practical value
2.17 listen to radio, news nedia
2.2 career purposes
2.3 general study purposes .

3 Reading
3.1 technical/academic
3,2 literature

4 General interest .

4.1 self-improvement

4,2 pleasure

4.3 for the sake of knowledge

4.4 challenge of learning
5 Importance of the lanquage

5.1 within EEC/internationally

5.2 to gain access to other languages/

' literatures

5.3 to understand other peoples/cultures

5.4 as part of one's cultural heritage
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f tpecial interests ‘
6.t liking for the lanauage

2 , 6.2 liking for the sounds of the language
6.3 have friends in country o who speak
the language
6.4 personal reasons

6.5 cultural reasong

6.6 the language is cany to learn

4.7 already have dome knowledge of the
language

LY

Fxroeept in one respect the pattern that emerdes  from Tables
164 and 169 is very similar to the pattern emerging from Table
163 (subjects' views on the advantages of knowing second lafi-
quages,  8.2.1). The use of languages for conversational purposes

accounty  for 41.6% of UG responses but only 30.1% of PG re-
SpPONseSs. This divergence is largely accounted for by two fac-
tors: UG specified general conversational use and using lan-

quages for purposes of work/business more frequently than PG.
Reasons to do with the practical value of languages account for
13.3% ot PG responses but only 4.8% of UG respoases: in particu-
lar PG specified career and general study puyposes more fre-
quently than UG (this is the one significant point of contrast
with Table 163, 8.2.1). Whereas reading accounts for 8.0% of UG
responses, it accounts for 15.9% of PG responses, the largest
factor 1in this divergence being the proportion of PG responses
specifying an interest in literature. General interests account
for 5.2% of UG responses and 8.8% of PG responses. The impor=-
tance of lanquaqes accounts for 21.0% of UG responses and 12.3%
of PG rrsponses, -UG giving greater prominence to the importance
of lanquages within the EEC/internationally. Special interests
were almost equally important for both groups, accounting for
19.0% of UG responses and 19.8% 46f PG responses.

Conparing the different languages with - one another, the
widest spread of reasons 1in both Table 164 and Table 165
attaches to French and German. This is predictable in view of
the numbers of subjects interested in improving their ‘knowl-
edge of these two languages (French: UG 171, PG 116; German:
UG 66, PG “49). - The somewhat smaller spread of reasons
attaching to Spanish and Italian among PG (Table 165) is probably
to be explained chiefly in terms of the smaller numbers of

155 ].(;()



TABLE 164 Distribution of rcasons aiven by UG subijects who
knew Irish, French, German, Spanish, Italian for
wanting to know thosc languaqes better. Percentages
refer to the total number of reasons glven in respect
of e¢ach language.

lrish French German Spanish Italian Total
(87) (273) (100) (22) (18) {500)
1.0 6.9% 15.4% - 4.6% 16.7% 10.4%
1.1 —_— 26.4% 26 .0% 40.9% 27.8% 22.4%
1.2 - 0.4% 1.0% - -— 0.4%
1.3 - 7.3% 13.0% 18.2% -— 7.0%
1.4 - 0.7% 4.0% 4.6% —— 1.4%
2.0 ——- 2.6% — 9.1% —— 1.8%
' 2.1 1.2% - 3.0% - - 0.8%
2.2 3.5% 0.7% 1.0% — _— 1.2%
2.3 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% ——- _— 1.0%
3.0 2.3% 2.6% 1.0% — 11.1% 2.4%
3.1 3.5% 1.5% 4.0% —~—— _— 2.2%
3.2 2.3% 4.8% 2.0% - ~f 3.4%
-/
4.0 - 0.7% 1.0% — _— 0.6%
4.1 1.2% 1.5% 2.0% - 5.6% 1.6%
4.2 ——— 1.8% 2.0% ——- —— 1.4%
4.3 - 1.1% 3.0% _— 5.6% 1.4%
4.4 —- -— 1.0% - _— 0.2%
5.0 ——- — —— — ——— ——-
5.1 ——— 12.5% 12.0% — ——— 9.2%
5.2 —_— —— - _— -— _—
5.3 1.2% 2.6% 2.0% 4.6% _— 2.2%
5.4 55.2% ——— PR -— -_— 9.6%
6.0 —— S - —_— L - -— .
6.1 13.8% 6.2% ~~8,0% 4.6% - 7.8%
6.2 2.3% 1.1% 1.0% —_— 11.1% 1.6%
6.3 - 2.2% 5.0% 4.6% C - 2.4%
6.4 2.3% 0.7% 1.0% _— 5.6% 1.2%
6.5 1.2% 1.5% ~—- S— 5.6% 1.2%
6.6 —- R, 1.0% — 11.1% 0.6%
6.7 2.3% 4.8% 4.0% 9.1% — 4.2%
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TABLE 165 Distribution of reasons given by PG subjects who
knew Irish, French, German, Spanish, Ttalian for
want ing Lo know those languages better.  Percentages
roter to the total number of reasons given in respect
ol coach language

Irinh Freneh German Spanish Italian Total

1Y) (205) (97) (39) (43) (459)

1.0 4,0% 5.4% 5.2% 7.7% 2.3% 5.0%
1.1 4.0% 25.4% 21.7% 15.4% 23.3% 20.0%
1.2 - 1.5% 1.0% - - 0.9%
1.3 1.3% 5.4% 4.1% -— -—- 3.5%
1.4 1.3% 1.0% —-—— -——— -—- 0.7%
2.0 -—- 0.5% 1.O% e - 0.4%
R - 2.0% 3.1% —— 4.7% 2.0%
R 1o, 7% 7.3% 3.1% 7.7% 2.3% 6.5%
2.3 -—— 2.9% 10.3% —-— 9.3% 4.4%
1.0 -—— 2.9% 3.1% 2.6% 2.3% 2.4%
3.1 L.3% 3.9% 7.2% 2.6% 2.3% 3.9%
3.2 12.0% 7.8% 11.3% 7.7% 11.6% . 9.6%
4.0 —_— 2.9% 2.1% -——- --- 1.7%
4.1 2.7% 6.3% 3.1% 5.1% 2.3% 4.6%
4,2 - 1.5% 1.0% -—— -— 0.9%
4.3 1.3% 0.5% 1.0% 2.6% ——- 0.9%
4.4 —— 0.5% 2.1% —_—— -—— 0.7%
5.0 -—— -——- ——- —-—— -———— —_———
5.1 1.3% 4.9% 3.1% 2.6% -——= 3.3%
5.2 1.3% 0.5% - ——— 2.3% 0.7%
5.3 - 2.0% 3.1% 5.1% 4.7% 2.4%
5.4 32.0% 0.5% 1.0% —— 2.3% 5.9%
6.0 1.3% 0.5% -—- —_—— ——— 0.4%
6.1 4.0% 2.0% 1.0% 7.7% 7.0% 3.1%
6.2 1.3% 1.0% ——- 2.6% 2.3% . l.1%
6.3 -——— 1.5% ——- 2.6% 2.3% 1.1%
6.4 1.3% 0.5% 1.0% 2.6% —-—— 0.9%
6.5 2.7% 2.4% 3.1% 5.1% 2.3% 2.8%
6.6 2.7% 1.0% 2.1% 12.8% 4.7% 2.8%
6.7 13.3% 5.9% 5.2% 7.7% 11.6% 7.6%
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sub jectn interested in these  lahquagens the  pveanonn not.
given  tor  both  Spanish and Itallan are among - Lhone upecified
least otten tor French and German with the oxception of 9.1,  the
importance ot the lLanguage within the EEC/internationally. Among
UG the spread ol reasons given tor wanting to know Spaninh  and
ltalian bolter is very narrow and qroeatest prominence is aiven
to  oral/transactional use of the two languages in travel abroad/
holidays or in work/business, Spaninh eapectally seems to he

thought  of as  a  holiday Tlanguage. Three features  of UG
responses for Ttalian stand out trom thosce for all other
languages {(Table 164):  11.1% of responses specilied an interest
in reading ltalian generally (the next highest percentaqge for

this cateqory is 2.6% for French); 11.1% of responsest expronsed. a
liking for the sounds of ltalian (the next highest  figure  for
this ecategory is 2.3% for Irish), and 11.1% of responses im-
plied that ltalian was casy to learn (only one other langquage,

German, drew this responsce, and from a single subject). This
may imply a stercotype of ftalian as a musical ‘and poctic
lanaquaege that is easy to learn.  However, the small sumbers of

subjects  responding tor Spanish (UG 17, PG 21) and [talian (UG
14, PG 21) make it noecodsary to treat these results with caution.

tinally, the position ot Irish in relation to the other
languages  requires brief comment. Although in straightforward
numerical ~terms it is the second most popular language after
French, the spread of reasons that subjects gave for wanting to
know Irish better is markedly narrower than the spread of
reasons given in respect of French and German.., By far the most
frequently given recason for wanting to know Irish ‘better is
the importance of the language as part of subjects' cultural

heritage, which accounts for 55.2% of UG and 32.08 of PG *

responses. Career purposes accounted for 10.7% of PG but only
1.5%4 of UG responses, while the desire to read Irish literature
accounted for 12.0% of PG but only 2.3% of UG responses. It seems
that the cultural importance that subjects attached to Irish did
not oxtend to oral communication for transactional or social
purposes: reasons associated with oral communication are
very poorly represented in the Irish column in Tables 164 and
165.

8.2.3 Subjects' reasons for wanting to know languages
they did not already know .

Tables 166 and 167 show the distribution of reasons given
by UG and PG respectively for wanting to know languages that they
did not already know. The key to the tables is the same
as for Tables 164 and 165 (see 8.2.2 above). As with the reasons
subjects gave for wanting to know better a language/languages
that they already kpew, so here thc reasons given in respect of
each language are discussed in terms of the percentages of

158
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aubpeets givine  toeemn the  banguage cipecblh be chaptorn that
tollow, In Tabbier 1o and 167 an o Tablen 164 and 16% tocun on
the aidtribution ot reatons makes iU ponaible to dincorn broad
trends aceransn ol Laomquages,

TABLE 166 Distribution ol reasona given by Uu subhjects who'
did not knew triah, Freach, German, Spanish, Italian
for wanting to know thone lanquages.  Percentagen
roefor to the total number of reanons given in respect
of caach lanquaqge.

J—— - - . B vt e i ae = e m—— v
Trish . Fronch German Spanish Italian = ‘Total
(13) (14) (126) (61) (52)" (266)
.o [ ] Tol# 19,60 16.4% 15.4% 14.3%
1.1 e A42.9% 22.2% 19.7% 34.6% 24.1%
1. - - 0.8% —_— - 0.4%
1.3 - --- 15.9% 1.6% 5.8% 9.0%
1.4 —-- —_ --- - ——— —--
2.0 0 -—- - 0. 8% 4.9% 3.9% 2.3%
B --- --- --- --- ---
2.2 ——- --- O.8% 1.6% —-——- 0.8%
2.3 ——- — 0.8% - 1.9% 0.8%
3.0 -—- o= 5.6% 3.3% 3.9% 4.1%
1 -—- T.1% 2.4% 1.6% 1.9% 2.3%
1.2 --= 14.3% 3.2% 4.9% 9.6% 5.3%
4.0 - -—- 0O.89% 1.6% -——— 0.8%
a.1 ——- —_— 0. 8% ——- ——- 0.4%
4.2 - - N.8% 3.3% —-— 1.1%
4.3 --- 7.1% 0.8% 3.3% - 1.5%
4.4 --- —-- Coee- 1.6% —— 0.4%
5.0 --- S -~ --- m—e —~-
5.1 --- 14.3% 15.9% - 11.5% 7.7% 12.4%
5.2 —- - -—- 1.6% ——— 0.4%
5.3 23.1% 7.1% 4.8% 3.3% - 4.5%
5.4 46.21% --- -—- -——= C=—-- 2.3%
6.0 -- --- -—- - --- ---
6.1 = --- 3.2% l.6% 5.8% 3.0%
6.2 ——- -~ - 0.8% : 3.3% 1.9% 1.5%
6.3 - -—=- 4.8% . 9.8% 3.9% 5.3%
6.4 - —_— . --- -—- - -—
6.5 15.4% -—- 0.8% l.6% 3.9% 2.3%
6.6 --- -—- 0.8% 1.6% . —— 0.8%
6.7 -—- - - 1.6% ——- 0.4%
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TABLE 167 Distribution of reasons given by PG subjects who
did not know Irish, French, German, Spanish,. Italian
for wanting to kno# those languages. Percentages
refir to the total number of reasons given in respect
af cach language. . - ?

lrish French ~ German Spanish Italian’ Total
(13) (27) [(104) (43) (54) (241)
1.0 -— - 1.08% 2.3% -—- 0.8%
[ 7.7% 37.0% - 27.9% 37.2% 29.6% 29.9%
1.2 . - - -—- - -— -
1.3 -—- 3.7% 5.8% -—- S 2.9%
1.4 -—- 3.7% 1.0% -—- -—— 0.8%
2.0 R - - - - - e— il
2.1, === -——- 1.0% .2.3% 3.7% 1.7%
$2.2 30.8% 0 -=- 6.7% . 2.3% 3.7¢ 5.8%
2.3, 7.7% - 11.1% 6.7% - 1.9% 5.0%
“3.0 --- --- 1.0% 2.3% P 0.6%
3.1 -== - 7.7% - 1.9% 3.0t
2 - 3.7% 2.9% 4.7% 7.4% . 4.1%
0. 7.7% -—- © . 5.8% 2.3% ©3.7% 4.1%
.1 7.7% 11.1% 3.9% 4.7% 5.6% 5.4%
.2 e -—— -—- 2.3% 3.7% 1.2%
3 D -—= 1.9% - -—- . 0.8%
o4 - e 1.0% 2.3% -—- ‘ 0.8%
- . s
o —_— —-— -— - -— -—
.1 -~ , l4.8% 7.7% 9.3% 3.7% . 7.5%
.2 - -—- —-—-. —— 1.9% 0.4% >
.3 15.4% 7.4%. 8.7% 16.3% 11.1% 10.8%
o4 15.4% -—= -—~- --- - 0.8%
6.0+ -v= BT Tee- 2.3% o Ee 0.4%
6.1 7.7% ERET T 1.0% - - 0.8%
6.2 — - .1.0%8  —-- ——— 0.4% -
6.3 . T --- e 1.0% 7.0% 1.9% 2.1%
6.4 R 3.7% - 3.9% ~—- N - 2.1%
6:% - 3.7% 2.9% . 2.3% 13.0% 5,0%
6:6 - e -— : - 5.68% 1.2%
7 o C e R 1.9% 0.4%

B As-Wifh Tables 164 and iﬁs, the overall pattern that emerges
from: Tables 166 and i

167 is very similar to the pattern .emerging

" from, 'Table 163 (subjects' views on the advantagés . of knowing

Réoond,}anquagés} 8.2.1vabove). The use of languages for conver-.
sarional__purposes. caccounts. for 47.8%_of UG responses. but _only .
“2.4% of 'PG responses. These figures are broadly similar to

rose -in respect of languages that subjects knew but said they

wauld like to know better (cp. 8.2:2 above); and the divergence
~stween UG and PG is large€ly due to the same two factors: 14.3%

-



of UG responses but only 0.8% of PG responses focussed on general
conversational use, and 9.0% of UG responses but only.2.9% of PG
responses focussed on the use of languages for purposes of work/

business. Reasons to do with the practical value of languages
account for only 3.9% of UG responses but 12.5% of PG responses;
as with languages that subjects knew but said they would like to

know better, so here PG specified career and general study pur-
poses more freguently than UG (again, this is the one significant
point of contrast with Table 163, 8.2.11). Reading accounts for
11.7% of UG and 8.6% of PG responses (in the case of languages
that subjects knew but said they would like to know better there
was a difference of some 7% between the two .groups). General
interests account for 4.2% of UG but 12.3% of PG responses. The
importance of languages accounts for 19.6% of UG and 19.5% of PG
responses, UG again giving somewhat greater prominence than PG to
the importance of languages within the EEC/internationally.
Special interests also were once more almost equally important to
.both groups, accounting for 13.3% of UG and 12.4% of / PG res-
ponses. ) .

Amongst UG subjects German and Spanish had tﬁe widest
spread of reasons. Travel abroad/holidays and general/ conversa-
tion were prominent among the reasons given for wanting to know
both lanquages: 22.2% and 13.5% respectively for! German;
19.7% and 16.4% respectively for Spanish. The importance of
the language within the EEC/internationally was also;/a sSubstan-
tial factor in either case, accounting for 15.9% of responses
in respect of German and 11.5% in.respect of Spanish. . However,
whereas work/business accounted for 15.9% of responses in respect
of German, it accounted for only 1.6% of responses in respect of
Spanish. For Italian . travel abroad/holidays /(34.6%) and
general conversation (15.4%) were the dominant ‘reasons that
subjects gave: for wanting to know the language. Like
‘Spanish, 1Italian was not Strongly associated with/work/business
opportunities (5.8% of UG responses). French and Irish, with the .
smallest number of subjects wanting to know them, elicited
the smallest spread of reasons. For French the most significant
reasons were travel abroad/holidays (42.9%), litergture (14.3%),
and the importance of the language within the EEC/internationally
(14.3%); for Irish they were cultural heritage (46.2%). and
cultural understanding (23.1%). '*

Among -PG subjects German had the widest spredd of reasons,
with travel abroad/holidays accounting for 27.9% jof responses.
for Spanish and Italian travel abroad/holidays \was the domi-
nant reason (37.2% and 29.6% of responses respectively), .and the
next most frequently specified reason was cultural \understanding
(16.3% for Spanish and 11.1% for Italian). As in tHe case of UG,
so with PG the smallest spread of reasons attached' t French and
Irish. The dominant reason given for wanting tq know French
was____travel _abroad/holidays (37.0%); the dominant reason
given for wanting to know 1Irish was career\ considera-
tions (30.8%), with scarcely a mention of reasons \that would
‘involve the use of the language for purposes of eve yday oral
communic?tion. .
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8.3 CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH SUBJECTS ENVISAGED USING SECOND
LANGUAGES

95.8% of UG (230/240) and 95.2% of PG (197/207) reported
that they would like to know better a language/languages they
already knew and/or would like to know a language/languages they
did not already know. Table 168 shows the circumstances in which

these Subjects envisaged using second languages. In view of
the findings reported in 8.2 it is hardly surprising
that - tourism is by far the most frequently envisaged

circumstance of use, substantially more popular even than
emerged from Tables 164-167. Academic work/research occupies a

similar position aere to the position that emerged in 8.2: not a
majority interest, but a significant minority of PG subjects
apparently believed that proficiency in se¢ond languages could
enhance their study options. Likewise cultural pursuits are a
minority interest whose individual character again seems to
have appealed . more to PG-than to UG subjects.. By contrast, the
popularity of reading/literature, work/business (especially among
PG subjects), and - conversation with relatives or -friends
emerges in Table 168 with a strength that one would not have
predicted on the basis of the findings reported in.8.2. Finally,
it is worth noting that the minimal rating given to
write/correspond is reinforced by the fact that all the other
activities mentioned in Table 168 could be pursued successfully
without recourse to the writing skill (among them academic work/
research and work/business are perhaps the areas most likely to
require the writing skilll. - ’ -

e

TABLE 168 Percentages of subjects reporting that
they would like to know better a language/
languages they already knew and/or would
like to know a language/languages they did
not already know who envisaged using second
languages in different circumstances

UG PG
(230) (197)
As tourist/with :
tourists 72.6% 95.4%
Reading/literature 47.0% 61.9%
Academic work/
research 7.4% 17.8%
Work/business 44.8% : 48.2%
Conversation with .
relatives/friends 35.2% 34.5%
Cultural pursuits 5.2% 9.1%
Write/correspond 0.4% 2.5%
Generally 3.9% 0.0%
No response 13.9% 14.7%
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rable 169 shows when subjects who reported that they would

like to know - -ter or would like, to know Irish, French, German,
Spanish and .lian envisaged using those languages. Very few
subjeocts ucom to have wanted urgently to use their chosen lan~
ctaae (=), amona both UG ané PG more subjects wanted to use

Prench Irinh now and in the future than wanted to use
choer o in the futura; whereas more subjects wanted to use
3 i, tnanich o and Italian  in the future than wanted to use

now  Aand 1n the future. A possible explanation for this
c1iterenee 15 tihat many nmore subjects had learned French
and lrish than had learred any other languages, so that French
any Irish wor: the languages that most subjects were likely to
envisage ir, now as well as in the future.

R
ST

TARLE 169 Percentages of subjects. reporting that
they would like to know better a language/
languaaes they already knew and/or would
like to know a language/languages they did
not know who envisaged using second
languages '"now", "in future", and "both"

UG
(230)
now in future both
Irish S 2.6% T 4.3% 11.7%
French o 1.7% 20.4% 24.8%
German 1.3% 31.7% 20.0%
Spanish 0.4% -13.9% 8.3%
Italian 0.4% 10.4% 5.7%
" PG
(197)
now in future both
Irish 2.0% 1.5% 8.6%
French 4.1% 10.2% 23.9%
German G.6% 23.4% 19.8%
Spanish 1.5% . 8.6% 7.6%
Italian 2.5% 11.7% 7.1%
0 N B
163
TP
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8.4 EXPRESSED NEEDS FOR SECOND LANGUAGES

The Ccata presented so far on subjects' artitudes to second
languages concern what they said they would like to know. A high
percentaae  of  subjects reportina that thoy would like to know
better a language/languages they already know or would like to
know a lanquage/languages they did not alr.ady know also repor ted

a need to  know lanquages  other than thalr f1rst  lanauadge: 36
80.4% (185/230), BG B3.2% (164/197). Talles 170-172 shaw  tie
percentages of subjects aiving different reasons for their woed-
to know languaqges other than their first lanauaae under three
broad headings: "studv", "work/employment/career”, "personal”.
As Table 170 indicates, when the focus of our Guestions was
need rather than would like, academic reasous b=came more

prominent, especially among UG (cf. ‘Tables 164-167, 8.2.2 and

8.2.3). The fact that among PG the most frequently specified

need was. to read periodicals, technical reports and academic’
papers and the second most frequently specified need was for

their degree suagests that a solid mitority of PG recognized a

need to carry their research beyond the limits of mono-

lingualism. Ry contrast, the fact that UG seemed rela-

tively -uncertain of specific needs may simply mean that they

lacked the experience of PG. There 1s some support for this

speculation in Table 171. similar percentages of UG and ' PG

expressed a need to know lanquages other than their first lan-

guage for purposeés of work/career. But whereas UG needs were
expressed mostly in qencral terms, PG needs were ‘expressed -

with a certain deqgree of differentiation.  From Table 172. we

see, perhaps predictably, that the shift of emphasis from

"would =~ like" to "need" causes much less prominence to be-
given to knowing second lanauages for purposes of travel abroad
and holidays (cp. 8.2.2 and 8.2.3: Tables 1A4-167).

TABLE 170 Percentages of Subjects reporting a need .
to know a language/languages other than their
first language who gave different aspects
of study as the reason for their need

UG ’ PG
(185) (164)
General answer ’ 18.9% 18.3%
Degree 6.0% . 11.0%
Literature 2.7% 1.2%
Read textbooks 4.3% 0.6%
Read journals, technical i
reports, papers 2.2% : 14.6%
Knowledge of foreign
sources 0.5% 2.4%
Research 0.0% 5.5%
Combination of above 6.0% 3.0%
Communication with :
other students 0.0% o 0.0%
1 A \-
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TABLE 171 Percentages of subjects reporting a need
to know a language/languages other than
their first language who gave diffexent
aspects of work/employment/career as the
reason for their need

ue PG
(185) (164)
General answer 36.8% 17.7%
‘leaching 6.0% 11.0%
Career -~ research 13.5% 17.73
Communication with :
foreign colleagues 1.1% 6.7%
rRead foreign documents,
journals etc. 1.6% . 5:5%
Contact with foreign
business people 4.9% ., 4.3%
Translation 0.0% : 2.4%
Combination of above 7.0% ,1.8%

!

TABLE 172 Percentages of subjects reporting a need
to know a language/langudges Qther than
their first lanauage who gave different
personal reasons for their need

N

UG PG
(185) (164)
General answer - 1e.9% - 25.0%
Travel 14.6% 14.6%
Holidays 4.3% . 6.1%
Communication with -
friends 12.4% - 12.8%
Pleasure/interest 6.5% 5.5%
Enjoyment/fulfilment of -
' knowing languages 1.1% 5.5%
Reading/literature : 3.8% 3.1%
Combination of above 15.1% 3.7%
1.1% 0.0%

Self-irprovement

[

Table 173 shows subjects' expression of second language
needs in terms of the four language skills - understanding
speech, speaking, reading, and writing. The oral/aural skills
were most in demand, though in the case of PG only by the  nar-
rowest of margins. Writing is’the skill for.which the least need.
was reported. . However, Subjects felt a much more frequent need
for the writing skill than the reasons they gave for wanting to -
know second languages would lead one to expect (cf. Tables 164-

165 ,
Ry



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

167, 8.2.2 and 8.2.3). This may well be a result of the bias
towards textual learning materials and written learning activi-
ties that seems to have characterized language learninag at school
for most of them (cf. Tables 33 and 36, 1.3.2). Table 174 shows
how all subjects asscssed the relative importance of the oral/
aural and reading/ writing skills. The fact that only a tiny"
minority aave precedence to reading and writing skills coin-
crdes with the tendency of, all the other data presented so far
on Lhe use to which subjects would put their knowledgs of  second
languaaes. It may  reflect not so much our subjoects'  greater
practical  need cither teor  the oral/aural skills or for all four
Gkills  as their assumption that reading an< writing skills: are
sconsequent on oral/aural  skills. Table 174, which summarizes the
views of all subjects, shows markedly less interest in the
readina and writing skills than does Table 173, which sumnar-
1zes the views of subjects who felt a-need to know languages
other than their first language.

.

TABLE 173 Percentages.of subjects reporting a need
to know a lanauage/lanquages other than
their first lanquage who specified a need

for cach of the langquage skills

UG PG
(185) (led)

Understanding ,
speech ' 87.0% 88.4%
Speakina b 91.9% ,89.6%
Reading 72.4% 86.0%
Writing 68.6% 64.6%
No responsc 0.0% 0.0%

i

TABLE 174 Percentages of all subjects finding
different combinations of language
skills important in second languages

UG PG
(N=240) (N=207)
’ Listening and ;
speakina 47.1% 46.9%
Reading. and '
writing 2.1% 2.9%
All skills
important : 48.3% 36.7%
‘No response . 2.5% 13.5%

166

171
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8.5 PROSPECTS OF TANGUAGE LEARNING

Of subjects reporting a need to know a language/languages
other  than their first language 83.8% of UG (155/185) and 90.9%
of PG (149/164) also reported that they intended to take steps to
fulfil their need. These fiqures are encouragingly high. Table
175 shows when subjects intended  taking steps to fulfil  their
necd. in gencral PG seem to have been more positive in  their
attitude than UG: 26.9% of PG but only 10.3% of UG reported
that thev intended takina steps within the next six months; and
93,84 ot PG but only 13.6% of UG gave an unspecific but hopeful
response. on  the other hand rather more UG than PG said that

they intended taking steps in  the more distant future.

TABLE 175 Percentages of subjects reporting that
they intended taking steps to fulfil their
need to know a language/languages other
than their first language who gave different
cstimates of when they would take those steps

uG PG
(155) (149)
1-4 months 6.5% 12.1%
4~-6 months 3.9% 14.8%
6-9 months/next year 16.8% 4.0%
1 year 12.9% 10.1%
1-2 years 16.1% 14.8%
2~5 years 10.3% 4.7%
nLonger 1.9% 0.7%
Not definite/as
soon as possible/
devends 13.6% 24.8%
Studying now 12.3% 14.8%

No response  ° 5.8% 0.0%

8.6 APPROACHES TO LANGUAGE LEARNING

8.6.1 Preferred methods of teaching/learning

Table 176 shows all subjects' reported preferences among
five general approaches to teaching. The comparatively
even spread of figures across the different approaches tends
to confirm the intuition that multi-media presentation offers
the best chance of success in any teaching situation, since it is
likely to cater for the widest range of individual preferences.

It may be that the use of drawings and of speech situations in

which the learner is not a participant come at the bottom of
the list simply because they are the ones that subjects had
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‘least often used. The relative prominence given to speech

cituations in which the learner is a participant coincides neatly
with a fundam ntal tenet- of the communicative approach to

‘language teaching: that learning is most likely to take place

when the target language 1S used as a vehicle of mean.ngful
communication. :

e e e ———

TABLE 176 Percentages of all subjocts exXpress-
ing preference for different approaches
to teaching

uG PG
(N=240) (N=207)
Explanation with
drawings 21.3% 18.8%
Oral explanation 37.9% 33.3%
Written explanation 34.2% 40.6%

Fxpl:nation in a

speech situation

you can observe 28.3% 27.1%
Explanation in a :

speech situation

in which you can

participate 38.8% 36.7%
No response 21.7% 20.8%

TABLE 177 Percentages of all‘subjects express-
ing preference for different methods of

learning
uG PG
(N=240) - (N=207)
Write it down : 62.5% 61.4%
Listen to it . 27.9% 35.3%
Read written
explanation 23.8% 32.9%
Repeat it aloud 32.1% '44.0%
Mo response 22.1% 19.3%

Table 177 summarizes all “subjects’ reported preferences
among four different approaches to learning. The prominence
given to writing is to be expected in view of the ‘position it
occupies in Western educational systems. Perhaps more
significant = is the fact that oral repetition is the next most
favoured approach among both UG and PG. The reason for this may
well be the prominence given to oral repetition in subjects"
previous language learning experience; but it sucvgests that
language laboratory drills may bear some relation to sponta-
neously deployed learning strategies. ’

) .
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8.6.2 Choice of course

‘fahle 178 shows the percentages of subjects reporting a need
o know -a lahauage/lancuages other than their first language who

nxpressed preference for different arrangements for language
learning. In general subjects preferred courses involving a
teacher _to  self-instruction, though significant minorities
of both UG and PG were prepared to learn from course book and
tapes ‘dines  or  from  course  book and television programmes.
aleo, subiects  preferred  to be taught in a group rather than
individually, and among both UG ard PG there was a marked prefer-—
oo tor taught courses that included the use of a language
laboratory  over taught courses that did  not. These results

provide some cncouragement for a system of self-instruction based
on  the: lanauage laboratory, though subjects' strong preference
for group work over individual work implies that self-
instructional learners need to be given an opportunity to meet
other  learners to discuss commmon problems and -share in-
sights into the learning process, perhaps within a framework
of learner counsellina. 2

’

TABLE 178 Percentages of subjects reporting a need
to know a language/languages-other than
their first language who expressed
preference for different arrangements
for language learning

UG PG
(185) (164)
T'eacher + group 38.4% 36.6%
Teacher + individual 18.4% 21.3%
Teacher + language
. ldb + group 51.4% 44.5%
Teacher,+ language .
lab + individual 15.1% 18.9%
Self-instruction using .
books only 6.5% " 9.8%
Self-instruction using :
books + tapes/discs 28.7% 34.2%
Radio course + book 8.1% . 8.5%
Television course + .
book 12.4% 17.1%
No response 0.0% 1.8%

Table 179 shows the percentages of Subjects reporting a need
to know a language/languages other than their first language who
gave difterent reasons for preferring one type of language course
to another. Three things emerge clearly; UG and PG placed
roughly equal emphasis on the importance of learning . as a
member of a group; UG were twice as concerned as PG that they
needed the expert guidance of a teacher; and UG were more than’
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_TABLE 179 Percentages of subjects reporting a need to
- know a language/languages other than their

first language who gave different reasons for
preferring particular kirds of language course -

Teacher needed as
expert/quide

Group motivates

Group provides chance
to learn from
others' mistakes

Group good for
conversation

Group provides
companionship/

enjoyment . _ .

Depends on teacher
Depends on group/
homogeneity

" Depends on methods/

books

Flexibility

Can learn at own pace

Can learn at own
convenience

Easily available

Good teaching aids

Low costs

Good for basic skills

Individual tuition and
effort preferred

Individual attention
possible/important

Personal communication
important

Avoids embarrassment/
.inhibition

Close to real-life
situations

Good for pronun-
ciation/intonation

Inconvenient

Boring

Most ¢:lective/
practical

This is what one is
used to

Easier to concentrate

Depends on what is
available at time

Would like to try

No- response

uG
(185)

41.1%
10. 3%

PG
(164)

21.3¢%
14.0%
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twice as concerned as PG with Qquestions of pronunciation
and intonation (this may be because for them the experience of
learning lanquages at school was more recent than for PG).

Table 180 shows percentages of subjects reporting a need to
know a lanauage/languages other than their first language who
said they would consult different institutions/individuals when
choosing a lanauage course. UG and PG broadly agreed in giving
greatest  prominence to people with experience either of a
particular course or of language learning generally; and to

teaching ostablishments and their publicity materials. UG gave
ruch greater prominence than PG to "third parties" and “"person-
nel department of place where language may Le used”. Relatively

tow subjects said they would consult no one. The higher percen-
taae of those who did occurred among PG.

TABLE 180 Percentages of subjects reporting a need
to know a ‘language/languages other than
their first lanauage who said they would
consult different people/institutions when
choosinag a lanauaae course

UG : PG
(185) «.3)
Percon with experience .
of a certain course . 49.7% 43.3%
Person with experience
of language learning 48.1% 40.2%
Publicity of teaching
establishments 28.6% © 34.1%
One teaching N
establishment 6.5% 11.6%
More than one teaching -
establishment 35.7% 33.5%
Subject's lecturer/
employer/superior 10.3% 15.2%
Third parties 33.0% 15.9%
Personnel department of
place where language
may be used . 17.8% 8.5%
No one . | E 11.4% 15.9%

No response 0.0% ¢ . l.2%

: \
8.6.3 The location of language courses that subjects were
following/would like to follow

Table 181 shows the location of language courses that sub-
Yects reporting that they would like to know better a language/
Janguagés ‘that they already knew and/or would like to know a
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L7
language/languages that they did not already know, said they were
following or would like to follow. Most responses indicated
courses where subjects were living or near to where they were

living. The category "Where the language is spoken" (which
includes this country for [rish and English) is more stronglyv
represented =~ among those .who intended to follow - a language
course at some time in the [future than among those who were
already fearning. This may indicate that when a course of
learnina is actually embarked upon, financial and other prac-

tical constderations play a dominant role.

»

TABLE 181 Porcentages of all subjects reporting

that they woula like to know better a lan-
guaqe/languages that they did not already
know and/or would like to know a language/
languages that they did not already- know
who gave different locations for the lan-
guage course(s) they were following/would
like to follow

Were following

uG PG
(230) (197)
where vou live 16.5% 17.3%
Mear where you live 14.8% 15.2%
Elsewnhere i vour own
country 6.1% 5.6%
where the language is
spoken 6.5% 9.1%
No response 62.6% 58.4%

Would like to follow

UG PG
(230) (197)
Where you live ° 23.0% 28.9%
Near where you live 23.9% 26.9%
Elsewhere in your own
country 7.8% 5.6%
where the language is
spoken 14.8% 11.2%
No response 39.1% 33.0% .

177
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8.6.4 Travel to country/region where, the target language is
native and cqntact with native speakers of the target
language during the course of learning

The overwhelming majority of subjects who reported a need
to know a language/languages other than their first language said
they would like to visit a country/region where their target
lanquage is native during their course of language learning: ‘UG
97.8% (161/185), PG 92.1% (151/164}. All UG and ‘“he overwhelm-
ing majority of PG in the same category (93.3% - 153/164) said
that they would like to meet or speak with native sipeakers of
tiheir  taroet  langquaqe. These responses coincide with the very
positive® attitude towards second languades in general
retortod in 8.1 above-. But chey also imply a commitment to oral
commiunication through the target language(s) which was much less
stronaly _oxpressed in subjects' stated reasons for wanting a
rnowledge of sccond languages (cf. 8:2 above) and in their view
of the circumstances in which they would use second languages
(cf. 8.3 abovel. CAN

Table 182 shows the different periods of time specified for
residence  1n a  country/redion where their target language is
native by those subjects who favoured such residence during their
course o!f language learning. It is perhaps sigdificant that the
specitic periods most frequently named by both UG and PG, 1-3
months and 6-12 months, are respectively the minimum period in
whicli substantial learning is likely to be achieved and the
period most likely to be associated with short-term work con-
tracts. The tendency of subjects to prefer longer to shorter
periods of residence is repeated in tneir clear preference for

longer over shorter unspecified periods of residence.
- A

TABLE 182 Percentaces of subjects reporting that
they would like to spend time in a-.country/-
region where their tardét language is
v i native during their course of language
learning who specified different periods
of such residence -

UG PG
(181) (151)
0-3 weeks 2.8% 8.0%
3 weeks-1 month 7.7% 10.6%
1-3 months . 24.3% 21.2% _
R 3~-6 months 7.2% 4.0%
6 months-1 year 22.1% 17.2%
1-2 years 9.4% 4.0%
2-3 years 3.3% 4.0% .
Indeterminate short . 2
period 3.9% ' 8.6%
Indeterminate long o
period " 16.0% 21.2%
No response 2.8% 1.3%

v
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lariguage . The  same general picture omerges from  both tables:
travel to  a country/region  whoere the taraet language is spoken
amd contact. with native speakers of the target language are
e much  more often  as  accompanying different stages of
the learning proeesa than as something to be postponed until  the
desited  bovel of rro(iciuncy in the target language has been
achieved, i

Frnally, Table 185 shows that those subjects who had
lready  visited a country/region where their target language is
nativee wore more likely than those who had not to want to
repeat the expericnce or to meet native speakers of their target
lanauage as part of the language learuing process.

TABLE 185 Desire to visit a country/region where the target
lanquag~;is native and to meet native speakers of
the taraet lanqguage during the course of language
levarninag: subjects who had already made such a
vinit compared with subjects who had not

Subs ject o who had already visited a country/region where their
taraqet lanquage is native

G who had. UG in UG in PG who had PG in - PG in
visit o " this this visited this this
count rys category cateqgory country/ cateqgory category
region who vho region who who
whoreo wanted to  wanted where wanted to wanted
target repeat to meet target repeat tc meet
lanauaa the native langquaqg~ the native

is native rmxperience speakers is native exr.erience speakers
2013/240 163/203 164/203 187/2017 138/187 140,/187
Hd.6% B8O. 3% 80.8% 90. 3% 73.8% 74.9%

Subjects who had not visited a country/region where their

k target language is native

| ' .
JG who haad UG in UG in PG who had PG in PG in

not visited this this not visited this this
a country/ cateagory catecgory a country/ category category.
region who who region who who
where wanted wanted where wanted wanted
target to make to meet target to make to meet
language such a native language  such a native
is native visit speakers is native visit speakers
37/240- 21/37 21/37 20/240 13/20 13/20
|
15.4¢% 56.8% 56.8% 9.7% 65.0% 65.0%
175

130



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Chapter 9

interest in learning Irish

9.1 ATTITUDES TO IRISH

9.1.1 Subjects who reported that they knew Irish
(cf. Taoles 157-160, 8.1.1) ’ '

Ao we saw 1 Chapter 2, 43,89 of UG subijects (201/240) and
77.8% of PG subjocts (lol/207) roported that they had learned
Trish at some stage. Of the UG who had learned  lIrish, 34.6%

(70/201) said they would like to know the lanauaqge better; of the
PG who had learpec  rish, 31.1% (50/161) said they would like to
know the languaqe better. These percentages compare very un-
favourably with the percentages of subjects reporting that they
knew French, German or Italian who said they would like to know
these  languages  better and comparatively unfavourably with the
percentaqe  of subjects reporting that they krew Spanish who said
they would like to Kknow $panish better (cf. Table 158, B.1.1).
Clearly lrish bencfited less than-fully from subjects' generally
very positive attitude to second lanauages.

9.1.2 Subjects who reported that they did not know Irish
(cf. Tables 161 and 162, 8.1.2)

Because of the position that Irish occupies in the school
curriculum it was not expected that many subjects would ke in a
position to specify Irish in answer to the question "Are there
any languages that you (.o not know but would like to know?" In
“ict Irish was specified by 4.6% of UG subjects (11/240) and by
5.3% of PG subjects (11/207). The UG group represanted 28.2%
(11/39) of UG subjects who 'did not report a knowledge of Irish,
and the PG group represented 23.9% (11/46) of PG subjects who did
not report a knowledge of Irish. These percentadges conpare
unfavourably with the rorcentages of subjects reporting that they
did not know French or German who said they would like to know
these languages but are somewhat nore ancouraging than the per-
centages of Subjects reporting that they did not know Spanish or
Ttalian who said they would like to know Spanish or Italian (cf.
Table 162, 8.1.2). Again Irish benefits less than fully from
subjects' generally positive attitude to second languages, though
less markedly than 1in the case of sub jects who already’ knew
Irish.

181
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9.2  SOME CHARACTERLISTICS OF SUBJECTS WHO REPORTED THAT THEY Khibw
[RISH BUI WOULD LIKE TO KNOW IT BETTER -

9.2.1 Age at which learning had begun

Table M6 sbose the agen at which subjects who knew  lrish
bt satd  tney woald Tike to know it better began  learning  the
Linauaae,  compared  with  all  subjects who had learncd Irish.
amona UG the percentage ot subjects reporting that thoey 4 bequn
Jearnina Uhe Lansuaae Lotore 4 years is higher for ther  ~ho said
vheer owould ke to know Irish betver than for all learners  of

Trahg grang G, oW Ve, the reverse is the case.  Whereas in
Lot at oot e o0 U nub et s the same percentage reported  that
Phe oy fed deian beat ol Jrroh betwern the ages of 4 and 10, PG
whe atd they wouid Tike to Rnow Irish better reported about 10%

Fote otten than all i who had tearned Irish that they had  begun
Lot Ba the Tanovne: © dnctween tae aacs of 4 and 10, 1t should be
moted rhat none op che handful ot subjects who reported that they
[ R R O R E A 111ah after the age of 10 sald that they would-

:
Tise ot mnow lrasct bt ter, T tpo response® rates in Table 186
L : P Lndieate a highey lowel of interest among those
ato T tie would Like to know brish better tharn among  all
o Tras

TABLE 186 v 0 2 all aabiiects who knew Irishsaid they

G arntne tre- latauage. commared with oage at
x . Gt waie saadd Ty Kreew Drash o but o weald like
4 ot raeteao sard tnew bod bequn learning the
LRRE
CAatY L who UG wne had o AT PG whe ©6 who had
Yagd otaced learned had Jearned learned
) Iro-h Collashoand Irish Irish and
' wousd Trre would like -
Lo krew to Know
1t bty o it better
{0 (70 (161) (50)
clote ) ovear R P 3 9.9V, 6.0%
R : Bl HTobw PT.6% 88.0%
I - Db e - 3.1 2.0%
J.'. ' il - et = - - -
N (e KR I ) 4.0%

9.2.2 Siust.ons/cirewarstancen in which “righ had been learned

Covh UG aumjectn et anew Trimh bud casg thoey would  like
: Teki on (7077 reported that they had  taken
g s (70,70 repocted that they had

S1oa.al TON

i Lo .
taket rimary Sdhool. (f e PG osubiiects who knew
Toavnh would Tike to kaow 14 Lettor, 96.0% (48/50Q)

<182 B



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

oot tod

(A8 ) e orted

sehool,

bl
S N E
Leearner
to Lanw th
<now Trash

vy the Gae
Tevartier s ot

t
it

that

theey

o

who1

oo batiaaae
bt b,

Ltacht
Triath,

that

)

. 1
trah ana

broadty st b catterns ol clreanstane
fre-h brnd o beeoa dearneed, st b oall
Sevond by b those eho sand they would Tike
frttor, v For V0 who card theey would bike to
the
vt ulightly 1ose preminent  than tor  all
while contact with trienai/native noeakers was

had taken e o paty school and b6 0

they had s crach  at post-primary

home cnvitonment and visits  to/residence

slightly more prominent o bors PG owho said they would like to know

Iraish bett
B IR S
[T R

Beost b iy
went roned

ot oall
S, 0
oo

TAULE 187

i .
LR RATEPEE
S

.

.
s

ol

TN
(R
vl

Gohice

home

i

[SITR
! L
Pirowhio
e
Yo
1o that
atton
B T I P
oty
i
)
.

aatd

LA

cnvironment, contacts with tricnds/native
S bar eontes, and Pooks i mediosmusie

A A shoan ton A‘-l P Pooar ger e ot I,"i!ih.

woula tike to know Trash  hetter
o c than the  correspondina qroups
ferriad Trashy foeerthelosa 1t Tis elear
Cor oot sabiects snmply overlooked
the o noor bearned Trish.

a i

e atanetees tnowhiteh Troaosh o had been

troah o andd ()

vaald Tyke ta

. e
ERTRI
i
L. 0t 1o Sl
. B () way o, o Gt G
‘s N . L Vot
- Ll Y ouE
6, N e ! iye RIS
St S . .
. . L I -
Vil M Tt he taplon ior
Tt to oy o 1 Ui



Gae Tt et wWin o tess ranilreant for osubigects who knew Trish o bt
cata oo would Tk to kpow it bt g than travel/residoence
abrandt  was tor subjects who knew French or o derman but said  they
ot Dok o hnow French/German bettor (¢t ., Table 197, 10,.2.2
i Ut a2 [ but of . also 9.2.6 bhelow),  on the other
Lt her o Mo cnvitondent figures much more prnminﬁntly"for
v than tor brench and German., In this connexion it is worth
Aot o that amona those subjects who knew Irish but said they
vonld s to Kknow 1t better, cne UG and one PG had  a  Tather
whooso tirst lanauage was brishy one UG and one PG had a  father
who was bilinausl an Trish and bnglish; and two UG and two PG

Had o rother who was bilidgual on Irish and Fnglish. Three UG

v W PO reported oxperience ot using Irish in a  houschold,

Whale o Cwe BG sub et repertod that they were brinaginag up their
B to [EEES S O O T PO

o
1 ooperhaps worth noting also tha! among UG who reported |

ot teeov had bearned trish o other  ways  as “well as  at
b b, ks (a1 id they would like to know the language
1o tdentical to the percentage of all UG reporting
Pt thees lnowr Trish who siaid they would like td know the language
Uty wbe e duldh (33782) ol PG who reperted that they  had
et ot Tracsoan o other wavs as woll as at sehool said they  would
Lt too o thee lananage bett.eer,  which oxe ods the figure  for
Al Toarers o Trash by 9wy

Y.,2.% Irish as a medium of i1nstruction
{ef . Tables 27 and 28, 1.3.1; 2.3.1)

TR Cosub)ecta w0 had taken Irish at school and  said

i viontd oo to know 1t better,  47.1% (5/70) o ported  that

: b exps rronend Trish as a meatum of 1potrestiocn T primary
Dol ana 4300 (31770) reported *hat they o ad ov,o . ced Irish

¢ ! yopeedum ol rnstruction at post rimal vel, 1 eose  flaures

doald b compared with those for all UG Yes:rces ¢t “rish: i7.1%
{

foported  having oxpericnced Irish as @ mad.. ©f in.truction  at

1oand Jdo9% reported havine exrwciene . 1rish as  a

nstruction gt post-primary le. . DT I Of the

Sts who hacd faxen Irish at primar . and  said  they

vO KA hotroer,  43.8% (21/48, .eported that ‘tonay

REATES 5 URE S TSIV SN B medium of instruction at that  level;

Seo ey w0 had taken Trish oat post-primary level

tieew woula oo+t ks v better, 31.3%  {(15/48) re-

Pt theee gl e frish as a medium of instruction
[ ST R LN - : Thess frenr e should be compared  with
Pnede Ter o allordy © o Tirish: 4f v reported having experis
Lol Lrran an o o Vastructe: rrimary level and 38.3%
ol b hawlial e e tad Yrashog 'dium of instruction at
Tt e vy e, Whereas - ouwpes e, of Irish as a medium  of

Srruchlien may have contritmted to UG desires to know the lan-
v bert ey, thee Seeverse may be the case among PG )

VG
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9.2.4 FEnjoyment (ct. Tables 40 and 41, 1.3.3)

of G osubjects who said they would like to know irish better
and had taken lrish at school, 27.1% (19/70) reported that Irish
wast the language they had most cnioyed learning at primary school

and 2756 (19/69) roported that Cish was the landuaqe thuey had
most onjoyed learning at post-oniasary school, The correspending
fiqures for all subjects who he l Laken rish o at school vere 26.07%
at  primary level and 21.7% at vost-primary level (cf. Tables 40

and 41, 1.3.3). ot PG subijects who said they would like to know
lrish botter and had taken lrish at school, 14.6% {(7/48) reported
that Irish  was the language they had most enijoyed  learning  at
primary school and 31.3% (15/48) report -1 that TIrish was the
Lanauade thev had most enjoyed loarninag gt post-primary school.
The cortecponding Craqurdd tor albl PG osabjects whey had taken lrish
At cchool wore 2609% at priwary level and 23.4% at post-primary
Nleved, Thus  our  data ofter no consistent correlation  between
enjoyment ot «learning irish in the past gnd a dosire tor a better
knowledge of  the languaae in the future.

y.2.5 FExamination success in Irish

Phe  agority of both UG and PG subjocts who knew Irish but
sarel they  would Trke to kpow 1t botter reported that  they had
gatne: gt least Grade © in the heavinag Certificate in Irish: UG
T 0 /70, PGo60.0% (30/50). The hiaher percentade for UG
hore: indreate that school experience inf Lluenced their atti-
tade o furthern learning more strongly than it influenced PG
att 1tudes, Thore 1s further evidence  that acadrmic attainment

pay have beon among tho tactors that produced a positive attitude
to Irish. Of the PG wno had  taken Irish at post-primary school,

51 reported  that they  had achicved an A or B grade in the
Leaving Cortificate in Irish (ct. Table 160). Of this sub-
group 37.13% (19/41) said they would like to know Irish better,
which 15 6.2% higner than the percentag of all suhjects
reporting  a knowledde of lrish whn said they would like to now
the lanauage be-tter (31.1% - 50/161). However, among ULu sub -

jects the percentade of those with » or B in the leaving Certifi-
cate  in lrish who said they woule L. o to know Irish oectter was
34.0%  (18/53), which 18 marai~o -v less than the percentane of
all subjects who know Trish but s & .y vould like to know it
hettor {39.4% -~ JoS19u Again vy data 7o not reveal a consist-
ont  crend ameng U6 and v subjects.

9.2.6 Visits to the Gaeltacht

35.7% (25/70) of the UG anc 410.0% (20/50) of the P~ wto knew
frish but said they would lik. to know it bette~ repsoted that
th~v had visited the Gacltacht; the corresponding “1quiies for all
feanars of Irish are: UG a8.3%, PG 31.7% (cb. 2 2.3). The

18"') 180

.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Prpot ity ol subt ety who knew Trish o but said they would like to
pnow 1t better ana had visaited the Gaeltacht reported that = they
Had ataved not less than one month:s UG 76.0% (19/2%), PG 85.0%
(17200, Table  1BB  shows the commmicative expericnce in the
GaclUacht renorted by those subjects,  compared with the communi -
Cat e eNpe enee o theg Gacltacht reported by all subjects  who
et ana bl v ted the Gacltacht o Comparison between all
Loatmn s ab Lrash And those who sand they would like to kpow the
Pangutae better teveals no clear pattern of diveraeneoe,

— e ————— e -

TABLE 188  Communicative oxperience in the Gaeltasht reported
Lo subjeet o who knew [rish and had visited the Gael -
tachit compared with the communicat ive experiecnce in
th Gaeltacht reportod by subjects who said they would
Jike to know Irish better and had visted the Gaeltacht

All DG UG who said ALl PG PG who said
who had they would whe had they would
learned like to know loeoaped like to know
trish Irish boetoer ri Irish better
(77) (25) al) (20)
Spoke Trah Hhdw 44.0% G2 7% 65.0%
were spoken tao
in lrinh 72.7% 8O % 62.7% 60.0%
franh spoken
1o ther company IR [SENA 72.5% 75.0%
SooKke lrish o ana
Gw Lateruaae RUR ) 24,00 31.4% 30.0%
Spoken toodn Trish
and own o languadge LI 'Y 16.0% 27 .5% 35.0%
Irich and own '
Language spoken
tn thelr company 14.3% 12.0% 21.6% 20.0%

9.2.7 Subjects' assessment of their command of language skills
in Iricsn (cf. 3.4.1)

f.able 184 shows the percentages of all learners of Irish

Ciatming competence in the four language skills in Trish compared

with the porcentages of subjects who said they would like to know
Irish better claiming competence in the four skills in Irish. PG
o knew  Irish but sald they ‘would like to know it better were
rore contidont in claiming competence "in each of the four skills-

0 Ir»inn than were all PG who had learned Irish. UG who krew
[t1ah but said they would like to know it better were marginally
sie confident  than all UG who had learned Irish as regards
- 181
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under standing speech, speaking and vt ina, tuat marainalbis less
conf ident as reoards reading,

PABLE 139 Porcentaaes of all subjects who knew Irish eolaiming
competonce in the tour Pangnage skills in Irish, com-
parcd with percentages ot osub jeets who said thoy woulc
like to know [rish better clainina competoence in the
tour language skilbts in Irish

UG who NG who PG who PG who

- know knew know knew
[rish I[rish lrish Trish
but said but said
they : thoey
would would
like to like to
know it know it
boettor botter
(201) (70) (lel) (50)
Understanding sipeech 92 .5% 92.9% 85.7% 9h . 0%
Speaking 88.1% 91.4% 78.9% 80.0%
Reading 94.0% 92.9% . 85.7% 92,0%
writing B . 6% 92.49% 60.5% 74.0%

9.3 REASONS FOR WANTING TO KNOW IRISH BETTER/KNOW IRISU

9.3.1 Subjects who reported that they knew lrish but would like
to know it better (cf. Tables 164 and 165, 8.2.2)

Table 19U shows the percentages of subjects who knew Irish
but saicd they would like to know it better reporting different
reasons for wanting a better knowledge of the lanquage. The
compatutively  narrow spread of reasons that subijects qave for
wanting to know Irish better has already becn commented on
(Tables 164-165,°8.2.2). By far the most prominent of the reasons
given was the importance of the language as part of Treland's
cultural heritage. This accounted for 55,2% of UG responses
(46/87) and was mentioned by 68.6% of UG; while it accounted for
32.0% of PG responses (24/75) and was mentioned bv i8.0% of PG.
The high rating given to the cultural importance of Irish
should be compared with the reason wh ' most subjects wished to
improve their knowledge of the contincntal - European languages
taught in 1rish schools: a desire to use the lanquaage for pur-
poses of work and travel/holidays abroad. It seemns that among
those who already knew Irish, an interest in further learning of
the language was likely to be accompanied by a commitment to its
cultural importance; since reasons associated with the use of the
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lanauage as oo medium of comuunicat ion figure only marqginally the
cmphasis  seems likely to tall on past rather than present  cul-
ture,

TABILE 190 Percentages of subjocts who knew Irish but said
the would like to know it better reportir~ different
reasons for wanting to improve their knowledge of
the language

— [ WSS

UG PG
(70) (50)
1.0 Conversation generally - 6.0%
1.1 Travel abroad/holidays 8.6% 6.0%
1.2 conferences/academic situations -—— a—
1.3 Work/business —-——— 2.0%
1.4 Social purposes ——— 2.0%
2.0 Practical value generally ——- -——
2.1 Listen to radio/news media 1.4% -
2.2 Careor purposes 4.3% ° 16.0%
J.3  General study purposes 1.4% -
3.0 Reading orperally L 2.9% -——
3.1 Technical/academic 4.3% 2.0%
3.2 Literature 2.9% 18.0%
4.0 General Lnterest —_——— —-——=
4.1 Self-improvement 1.4% 4.0%
4.2 Pleasure ——- -
4.3 For the sake of knowledge - 2.0%
4.4 Challenge of learning - ———
5.0 Importance of the language generally -—- -
5.1 Within EEC/intecnationally - 2.0%
5.2 To gain access to oth~r peoples/cultures —_— 2.0%
5.3 To understand other pcoples/cultures 1.4% —-—-
5.4 As part of one's cultural heritage 68.6% 48.0%
6.0 Special interests generally -—— 2.0%
6.1 Liking for the language 17.1% 6.0%
6.2 Liking for the sounds of che language 2.9% 2.0%
6.3 Have fri~nds in country or who speak
: the language ) —_— ———
6.4 Personal reasong 2.5% 2.0%
6.5 Cultural rcasnns ’ 1.4% 4.0%
6.6 The languace isn easy to learn - 4.0%
6.7 Already have some knowledge of the
language : 2.9% 20.0%
183
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9.3.2 Subjects who reported that they did not know but would
like tu know Irish (cf. Tables 166 and 167, 8.2.3)

TABLE

191  Proportions of subjects who did not know Ibuat saia
they would like to know Irish reporting ditterent
reasons tor wanting to know the landuagre

uaG v

(1) (112

1.0 Conversation generally 0.1t
1.1 Travel abroad/halidays ' - 0. v
1.2 contferences/academic situations - ———
1.3 Work/business -——— ——
1.4  Social purposen . - ——
2.0 Practical value guineralbly p ~— -
2.1 Listen to radia/news media ’ ——— .
2.2 carecor purpofies _— 0. 16
2.3 General study purpor oo -——- 0.09
3.0 Reading generally i - ———
3.1 Techniceil/zacademic ——— ——
3.2 Literature —— ———
4.0 General interest -—- 0.09
4.1 Self-improvenent - 0.09
4.2 Pleasure " _— ——
4.3 ror the sake of knewledge ——— ———
4.4 challenge of learning —— .
5.0 Importance of the 'inauaage generally - _——
5.1 Within EEC/internationatly _—— S
5.2 To gain access to other peoples/cultures —— —-———
5.3 To understana other peoples/cultures 0,27 0.18
5.4 As part of one's cultural heritage 0.55 0.27
6.0 Special interests gqenerally P ———
6.1 Liking foo the lanquage - .09
6.2 Liking for the sounds of the language —_—— ——
6.3 Have friends in country or who speak .

the lanquage —— -
6.4 Personal reasons - _—
6.5 Cultural reasons; : 0.18 -
6.6 The language is casy to lear: -y --
6.7 Already have some knowtedge « Che

lanquage — ——

Table 191 shows the proportions of subjec. id not know

but said they would like to know Irish report oy w.rferent rea-
sons for wanting to know the language. The UG in this category

84
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- rd
ot et 0 atranet conadon ol the topdeney  already  noted  among

[RITEE whoo hivew Tranhe but aaaed they upuld Vike to know it better,
Poctentng chiet Iy oon the caltaral twpartance of the Langquage . AL
it sight 1t Secms that Fhis pattern s not ropoated by the PG

whio ciand they did net tnow but o wodald Loke to know  lrish. They
padneod a0 hroader eread ot reasons thano P, and  only  0.27
(4 11 specitaedt P fanes s a part of their cubaral heri-
[ Vo e ton ety to know the Tanguaae {(two ol thene
thyp e subepoet e daver o cond reation, in om A% career re-
quitements anoo1n the other liking for the language).  Howewver,

o, (1) nad they needed irish ot careet purposet; and since
I omany cases brishoisoonly a ostatutory and nobtoa communj cative
Sarener pequirement, it ig possible that these Five subjects were
peterting to an aspect of the cultural importance of Irish and
Nt enbhressing a4 desite to use the tanguage as a medium of every-
day commpnteat ton, .

4.4 CLRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH SUBJECTS ENVIGAGED USING IRISH
(1. Tables 168 and 169, 8.3)

9.4.1 Subjects who reported that they knew Irish but would like
to know it better

The cipenmstaneres in which use of trhe language was envisaged
by aubjects who knew Jrish but o said they would like to  know it
better  are  shown in ftable 192, Perhaps the most  significant
Figures in this table are the "no response! percentages. In view
ol the dotnmanee of the cultural importance of the language among
Phe rooasons. b et s v for wanting to know lrish better, it is
oothaps not o entively fancitul to suggest that 50.0% of UG and
0 of 6 oconld not think of any reelistic clrcumstances in
whiteh  theoy  aight ase Trish, (It should be noted that the "no

TABLE 192 Percentages of subjects who knew Irish but said
they would like to know it bet'er envisaging
different circumstances in which they might use
the langquaqge

SI PG
(70) (50)
As tourist with tourists 20.0% 8.0%
Reading/1itotature 34.3% 16.0%
Acadeomic work/resecarch 4.3% -
Work/businesy 17.1% - 12.0%
Conversation at howe or with
frivnds/relatives 22.9% 24.0%
tural nursnits G033 -——-
St ing/correspondence - 2.0%
nerally 4.3% —
NO T reLponse ‘ ) 50.0% - 70.0%
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oot b gut e e e Lorabhe, P ot e anr ked by oy,
treany tive cor e ooy To e o A trgqure s tor oot A RIEYI
tpstn a1t Vit e bl oes png 2 sy, KT

Tat b 108 bow:s. When ub oot o owho new brgh " ey
wou ot Tkt boow b hetter cnvcged e b Vo Hiow
and vt tnture heaviby oatwergho bt Larat LRI RN
Chow and "o the tatare ", Bt oorn the "no o pospon et
Jrongld o e et notoad, ot there are o aoce ke dly
Y Phopa Yhe vt oo it "o tesipogeie ' fgnres coy Fronch,

Goetwean, o Spantah vl Ytalean,  and oness vares PR et that
suboyect Comnd 1t e b tiealt to envisage e b Lt b
Scrvcinor e vt the ot e banguages,

TArLE 19 When ded s oabe et Shoo e trush b aonaed
vhew wonld Take t fnow 1 Db bern ey b nage
vty e Do g

143 b
(7)) {huor)
How 1 .44 N 4,09 :
Tor U tat e d.61 -
Sond i o e DL hY R I
S respontie l.a4 T4 .00

9.4.2 SuﬁjocLs who reported that they did not know but would

1i¥e to know Irish

TADBLE 194 Numbers ot subijects who did not know but
aaid thoy would like to Know lrish -nvisaaing
Al torent, circanstances in which thewv might
use the language

UG PG

| : (11) (11)
]
A tonrist/with touriste 027 R
Reading/literature” ‘ 0. 46 0.5
Academic work/reseaceh - - SIRSR!
WOork, hus 1 ness 0,079 0,36
Conversa-ion at home or with N
frioads/roelatives : .73 0.7 '
Cultural pursuits ‘ ‘ - 0.09
writ ing/correspondence ! ——— -
Geanrally . -—- -
No vosponsoe : D04 0.09
N ;
-
1 9 1 86
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Chapter 10

Interest in learning French

10.1 ATTITUDES TO FRENCH

10.1.1 Subjects who reported that they knew French
(cf. Tables 157-160, 8.1.1)

As we saw in Chapter 3, 92.1% of UG subjects (221/240) and
90.3% of PG Subjects (187/207) reported that they had learned
French at some stage. Of the UG who had learned French 77.4%

(171/221) said they would like to know the language better; of

the. PG who had learned French 62.0% (116/187) said they would
like to know the language better. The 3 significantly higher
figure for UG may have arisen because UG are nearer to their
school experienc. than PG and less likely to have developed
specific seccnd language needs. :

.

10.1.2 Subjects who reported that they did not know French
(cf. Tables 161 and 162, 8.1.2!

Of the UG subjects who had not learned French, 0.58 (11/19)
said they would 1like to know the language; of the bt sub-
jects who had nSt learned French, 0.95 (19,/20) said they would
like to know the- language. Interestingly it is the PG rather
than UG whc here seem to demonstrate the status that French often
has of an automatic first-choice ‘foreign language.

3
.

10.2 SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF SUBJECTS WHO REPORTED THAT THEY
KNEW FRENCH BUT WOULD LIKE TO XNOW IT BETTER

N

10.2.1 Age at which learning had begun

Table 196 shows the ages at thch subjects who knew French

. but said they would like to know it better began learning’ the

language, compared with all subjects who had lnarned French. The
divergences between the two categories are probably not signifi-
cant, since they correspond quite closely to the divergences in
the "no response" rate. Certainly there is no evidence to asso-=
ciate one age of beginning learning more closely than any other
with a desire to know the language better. -

1 N Nlss
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TABLE 196 Ages at which all subjects who reported a knowledge
of French began learning the language, compared wita
ages at which subjects who said they would like to
know French better began learning French

All UG UG who said All PG PG who said

who knew they would who knew. they wotld
French like to know French like to

bt French know Frgnch

better better

(221) (171) (187) . (116)
Before 4 years —-—— 0.6% 1.6% 0.0%
4-10 years 21.3% ©20.5% 13.4% 16.4%
11-17 years " 69.7% 73.7% 58.3% 62.1%
After 17 years . 1.8% 2.3% 6.4% 7.8%
No response - 7.2% 3.5% 20.3% 16.4%

10.2.2 Situations/circumstances in which French had been leyrned

24.0% - of UG subjects (41/171) and 19.0% of PG subjects
(22/116) reported that they had taken French at primary school;
94.2% of UG subjects (161/171) and 90.5% of PG subjjects
(105/116) reported that they had taken French at post-pr:mary
school. Table 197 shows the situations/circumstances in vhich

TABLE 197 Situations/circumstances in which French had been
learned by {(a) all subjects who knew French and ()
subjects who said they would like to know French 4

better
All UG UG who said All PG PG who said
. who knew they would who knew they wonld
French like to " French like to
know -French know French
better better
(221) (171) (187) (116)
Home environment ) 3.6% _4.1% 2.7% . 1.74%
School 88.2% 87.7% 72.7% 76.7%;
Friends/native N
speakers 17.2¢ ° 21.1% 18.2% 16.4%
University or
other course . 1.8% 2.3% 25.1% 28.5%
Trave’/living
abroad ’ 17.7% 17.0% 23.5% 25.0%
Books and literature/ .
films/media/music 33.0% 32.8%. 23.0% 25.0%
_No response - 6.3%¢ 12.9% - 17.7% 16.4%
189 ’
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subjects who knew French but said they would like to know it
better reported that they had learned the lanquaqe, compared with
all learners of Fronch. The diverqgences between the two
categories are small, in most cases winimal. In this context a

_number of subjects clearly overlooked school as a situation in

«

which they had learned French. 81.0% of UG subjects who had
learned French in other ways than just at school (98/121)
and 67.3% of PG subjects in the samce cateqgory (66/98) said they
would like to know the lanquage better: in both cases a
slightly higher fiqure than the proportion of all learners of
French who said they would like to know the lanquage better
(77.4% and 62.0% respectively).

10.2.3 Frenc: as a medium of instruction
(cf. Tables 27 and 28, 1.3.1; 3.3.1)

Of all subjects who knew French but said they would like to
know it better, only one PG subject reported having experienced
French as a medium of inscruction at primary school. 24.6% of
UG subjects (42/171) who said they would like to know French
better reported having experienced French as a medium of instruc-
tion at post-primary school; the corresponding figure for all UG
who had learned French is 23.3%. 10.3% (12/116) of PG subjects
who said they would like to!/ know ¥rench better reportad having
experienced French as a medium of instruction at post-primary
level; the corresponding figure for all PG who had learned French
is 17.5%. ’

10.2.4 Enjoyment (cf. Tables 40 and 41, 1.3.3)

of the subjects who had taken French at primary school and
said they would like to know the language better, 43.9% (18/41)
UG and 36.4% (8/22) PG said French was the language they had most
enjoyed learning at that level. These figures are slightly
higher than those for all learners of French who took the
language at primary school: UG 39.3%, PG 34.2% (cf. Table 40).

Of the subjects who had taken French at post-primary school
and said they would like to know the language better, 37.3%
(60/161) of UG -and 29.5% (31/105) of PG said French was the
language they had most enjoyed learning at that level. Again the
UG figure is slightly higher than the corresponding ffiqure for
all UG who had taken French at post-primary.level (35.2%). How-

-ever, the PG figure is marginally lower than the corresponding

figure for all PG who had taken French at post-primary level
(30.7%; cf. Table 41)}. » .
10.2.5 Examination success in French ) v c

A majority of UG (74.3% - 127/171) and of PG (53.5% -
62/116) who said they knew French but would like to know it

‘better, reported that they had gained Grade C or above in ‘the

190
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Leaving Certificnte or an eduivalent examination in French. The

U figure is somewhat higher and the PG figqure somewhat lower
than the corresponding figures for Irish (ef. 9.2.5), but the
difference is probably-‘not significant. ilowever, here as in the

case of  lrish, the higher figure for UG than for PG seems to-

confirm that examination success has a qreater influence on UG
than on PG attitudes.

10.2.6 Visits to French-speaking territory

53.8% of the UG subjects (92/171) but only 29.3% of the PG
subjects  (34/116) who said they would like to know French
better reported that they had visited French-speaking terri-
tory; the corresponding fiqures for all learners of French-are:
UG 54.8%, PG 64.2% (cf. 3.2.3). 0f the UG who said they would
like to know rrench better and had visited French-speaking terri-
tory, 37.0% (34/92) had stayed for between two weeks and one
month and 31.5%% (29/92) had stayed for between two and three
months . Of the PG in this category 23.5% (8/34) had stayed for
botweon two weeks and one month  and 35.3% (12/34) had stayed
for between two and three months. Table 198 shows the communica-
tive wexperience in French-speaking territory reported by these
subjects, compared with the communicative experience in French-
specaking territory reported by all subjects who knew French and

had visited such territory.

TABLE 198 Communicative experience in French-speaking terri-
tory reported by (a) all subjects who knew French
and had visited French-speaking territory and {(b)
subjects who said they would like to know French
better and had visited French-speaking territory

All UG UG who said All pG TI.° who said

who knew they would who knew they would
French like to know French like to know
French better French better
(121) (92) (120) (34)
e .
Spoke French 45.5% 44.6% 47.5% 41.2%
Were spoken to
in French ' 57.9% 58.7% 51.7% 47.1%
French spoken
in their company 83.5% 85.9% 74.2% 61.8%
Spoke French and .
own language 38.0% 63.0% 33.3% 55.9%

were spoken to in

French and

own language 30.6% 40. 2% 36.7% 47.1%
French and own .

language spokén .

in their com,any 13.2%. 13.0% "14.2% © 35.3%

191 IQR
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10.2.7 Subjects' assessment of their command of language .
skills in French (cf. 3.4.1)

Subjects who knew French but said they would like to know it
botter claimed to be able to understand spoken French, read,
sptak and write French in the percentages sct out in Table 199.
UG subjects who said they would like to know French better were
marginally morc confident than all UG learners of French with
regard to understanding spoken French and reading and marginally
less confident with regard to speaking. PG subjects who said
they would - like to know French better were on averagc some 5%
more confident than all PG learners of French in assessirny their
command of the language skills in French. . .

TABLE 199 Skills in French claimed by (a) all subjects who
knew Fronch and (b) subjects who said.they would like
to know French better

All UG UG who said All PG PG who said

who knew they would who knew they would
French: *like to know French like to know
French better French better
(221) (171) (187) (116)
- Understand
speech 90.0% 90.1% 72.2% 76.7%
Speak 80.5% -~ 80.1% 65.2% 70.7%
Read 95.0% 96.5% 74.9% . 81.9%
Write 86.0% 86.0% 54.6% 59.5%

™~ 10.3 REASONS FOR WANTING TO KNOW FRENCH LETTER/KNOW FRENCH

10.3.1 Subjects who reported that they knew French but. would
like to know it better (cf. Tables 164 and 165, 8.2.2)

AS Table 200 shows. among subjects who knew .French the
reason most often given for wanting to know the language
better was the desire to be able to converse in French for pur--
poses of travel. This was mentioned by 42.1% of UG and ac-
counted for 26.4% of all UG responses under this head; and it was
mentigpned by 44.8% of PG and accounted for 25.4% of all PG re-
sponéés under this head. 11.7% of UG and 9.5% of PG expressed
an linterest in conversation for work purposes. 19.9% of UG
but only 8.6% of PG said they would like to know the language
better because of its international importance. 13.8% of
PG but only 7.6% of UG said they would like to know the lancuage
better in order., to get to krow French literature better.
11.2% of PG but only 2.3% of UG taid they would like to know
French better for general purprses of self-improvement. However,
10.3%. of PG and 7.6% of UG r: orted that they would like o>

»
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know French hetter because they had some knowledqge of the' lan=-
qguage already. 12.9% of PG also reported that they would like to
know French  better  for carcer purposes; thesc may have been
most ly prospective teachers.,

TABLE 200 Percentages of subijects who knew French but said they
would like-to know it better reporting different
reasons for wanting to improve their knowledge of
the lanquage

[ - R, <
UG PG
- (171) (116)
1.0 cConversation generally 24.6% 9.5%
1.1 Travel abroad/holidays 42.14 44.8%
1.2 Conferences/academic situations 0.6% 2.6%
1.3 "ork/business 11.7% 9.5%
1.4 social purposes 1.2% 1.7%
2.0 Practical value generally 4.1% 0.9%
2.1 Listen to radio/news media —— 3.5%
2.2 Career purposcs 1.2% 12.9%
2.3 Gencral study purposes 1.8% 5.2%
3.0 Reading generally 4.1% 5.2%
3.1 Technical/academic - 2.3% 6.9%
3.2 Literature T.6% 13.8%
4.0 General interest 1.2% 5.2%
4.1 Seclf-improvement 2.3% 11.2%
4,2 Pleasure : T2.9% 2.6%
4.3 For the sake of knowlecdge 1.8% 0.9%
4.4 ghallenge of learning - -— 0.9%
5.0 “Importance of the language generally — -—
5.1 Within EEC/internationally 19.9% 8.6%
5.2 To gain access to other peoples/cultures - 0.9%
5.3 To understund other peoples/cultures 4.1% 3.5%
5.4 As part of cne's cultural heritage —_— 0.9%
s 6.0 Special interests generally —— 0.9%
6.1 Liking for the language 9.9% 3.5%
6.2 Liking for the sounds of the larguage 1.8% 1.7%
6.3 Have friends in country or who speak
the language ) 3.5% . 2.6%
6.4 Personal reasons 1.2%  -0.9% .
6.5 Cultural reasons . . 2.3% 4.3%
6.6 The language is easy to learn ——— 1.7%
* 6.7 Already have some knowledge of the '
’ language 7.6% 10.3%
193
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10.3.2 Subjects who reported that they did not know but would
like to know French (cf. Tables 166 and 167, 8.2.3)

As  Table 201 shows, amony subjects who did not know but
gsaid they would like to know French, the most commonly stacd
reason was a desire to be able to  converse  in the lan-
quage for gencxal travel/holiday purposes, This was mentioncd by
0.55 of UG and agcounted for 0.43 of UG responses under this head

TALLE 201 broportions of subjects who did not know but sald
they would like to know French reporting different
reasons for wanting to know the language

uG PG
{(11) (19)
1.0 Conversation generally 0.0Y _———
1.1 Travel abroad/holidays : 0.55 0.53
1.2 Conferencensacademic situations ——— ———
1.3 Work/business —-—— 0.05
1.4 Social purposes -—- 0.05
2.0 Practical value generally - -
2.) Listen tn radio/news media -—- -—
2.2 Career purposes , —-——- -—=
2.3 General study purpbdses —— 0.16
3.0 Reading generally - -——
3.1 Technical/academic 0.09 ==
3.2 Literature 0.18 0.05
4.0 General interest ‘ - -—-
4.1 Self-improvement _ : -—- 0.16
4.2 Pleasure g ——- -—
4.3 For the sake of knowledge 0.09 -
4.4 Challenge of learning ——— ~——
5.0 Importance of the language generally _— -
5.1 Within EEC/internationally. 0.18 0.21
5.2 To gain access to other pedples/cultures -——= -—
5.3 To understand other peoples/cultures 0.09 0.11
5.4 As part of one's cultural heritage - -
6.0 Special interests generally —— -
6.1 Liking for the language . -——- -
6.2 Liking for the sounds of the language - -
6.3 Have friends in country or who speak
the language ’ ——— -——-
6.4 Personal reasons —-=- 0.05
6.5 Cultural reasons i -— . 0.05
6.6 The language is easy to learn - -—-
6.7 Already have some knowledge of the
language ) . m- ———
194
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and it was mentioned by 0053 of pooand aceounted tor 0.37 of PG
responses under this head.

10.4 CTRCYUMSTANCES IN WHICH SUBJECTS ENVISAGED‘USING FRENCH
(cf. Tables 168 and 169, 8.3)

10.4.1 Subjects who reported that they knew French but would
like to know it better :

Predictably the circumstances in which subjects who knew
trench  but  daid  they would like to know it better envisaged
using FPFrench are closely-allied to their reasons for wanting to
know French better, as a comparison of Table 202 with Table 200
shows | Tahle 2031 shows when these sublects envisaged using
IFronch The  high "no respanse” rate in these Tables should be
noted. Although not as high asiin the corresponding tab’es for
Irish (Tobles 192 and 193, 9.4.1), they are more than high enough
to  cast  some doubt on the degree of practicality attaching to
subijects' desire to know French better.

TABLE 202 Circumstances in which subjects who
said they would like to know French better
envisaged using IPrench

UG ’ PG
(171) {116)
As tourist/with tourists 57.3% 47.4%
Reading/literature 26.3% . ©23.3%
Academic work/research 2.3% 12.1%
' Work/business 32.2% - 34.5%
Conversation at hom. or N
with friends/relatives 20.5% 19.8%
Cultural pursuits 1.8% : 4.3%
Write/correspondence 0.6% 2.6%
No response 33.3% 41.4%

TABLE 203 Wwhen did subjects who said they would like to
know French better envisage using the language?

"

UG . PG

(171) (116)

Now L 1.2% 4.3%
In the future 24.6% . B.6%
-Both 31.6% 36.2%
No response 42.7% 50.9%
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10.4.2 Subjectn who reported that they did not know but would
1ikf* to know lFrenoh

' The Lireumstances  in which subjects who did not know  but
said  theyl would like to know French cnvisaged using French  are
clotely re C‘[*'(l to their reasons for wanting to know French, as a
comparison not Table 204 with Table 201 shows. Table 206 ghows
when these subjects envitsaqged using French. Compared with Tableu
202  and 203, the "no response” rate in Tables 204 and 205 is
negligible, However, the size of the subgroups desceribed in the
latter  tables makes it impossible to draw any  firm conclusions
from this divergence,

.

PABLE 204 Circumstances in which cubijects ‘who
did not know but said they would like to
know Fronch envisaged using French

uaG PG

{(11) (19)
AS tourist/with tourists 0.82 0.95
Reading/literature 0.27 0.56
Academic work/rescarch 0.09 L —e-
Work/business 0.18 0.32

Conversation at home or
with frionds/relatives 0.18 0.26
No response 0.09 0.05

A i

TABLE 205 When did subjccts who did not know but said \
they would like to know French envisage using
the language?

UG PG

o (11) (19)

Now 0.18 0.16
.In the future 0.46 0.53 v

Both . 0.27 0.26

No response 0.09 0.05
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Interest in learning German

11.1  ATTITUDES TO GERMAN

11.1.1 Subjects who reported that thoy inew German
(cf, Tables 157-160, 8.1.1)

At we  saw in Chapter 4, 35.8% of UG subjects (86/240) and
15.8% of PG subjecty (74/2%]) roported that they bhad learned
Gorman  at Some stadge. 0f ‘subjects who knew German 76.7% of UG
(66/86) and 66.2% of PG (49/74) said they would like to know
German better, These fiqures are broadly comparable to  the
percentages  of  subjects who knew French and said they would
like to  know it bottor: UG 78.5%,  BO 62.0%  (cp. 10;\1.1

awbhove ),

.

11.1.2 Subjects who reported that they did not know German
(cf. Tables 161 and 162, 8.1.2)

Ot the subjects who did not know German 57.8% of ' UG
(89/154) and 55.6% of PG (74/133) said that they would like to
know the lanquage.

o

11.2 SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF SUBJECTS WHO REPORTED THAT THEY
KNEW GERMAN BUT WOULD WOULD LIKE TO KNOW IT BETTER

11.2.1 Age at which learning had begun

L

TABLE 206 Ages at which (a) all subjects who knew German and
(b) subjects who said they would like to know German
better had begun learning the language

All UG UG who said All PG PG who said

who knew they would who knew they would

German like to German like to
- know German know German,
better ‘ better

. (86) (66) (74) (49) .
. ... Before 4 years 4.7% 1.5% ° 2.7% -
' 5-10 'years 2.3% - ——- 2.0%
11-17 years 44.2% 45.5% 35.1% 28.6%
- After 17 years 24.4% 28.8% . 32.4% 34.7%

No response 24.4% 25.8% " 29.7% . 38.8%
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Tabile 06 sin the agen at which subjeetn who  natd  they
would like to know Gorman better had hogun to learn the Language,
compared  with  all learners ol German, The same bhrowd  pattern
omerges Lor both ecateqgorices ot subjectn, However, it ixn worth
noting  that among  subjectsn who said they wonld  like  to " khow
German boetter o higher porcentage had Logqun' learning the language
after the agqe ot 17, Thin may imply that o high degree  of
importance Sittaches to German as oo Langqunge  with o vocat itonal
relevance,

11.2.2 SituatMons/cirtumstances in which Geranan had been learned

Table 207 shows the situations/clircumstances  in which
swbjocts  who <aid they wourd 1ike to know German better reported
having learned  the  lanquage,  compared with  all learners  of
German., A4 with Irish and French, #5o here a number of subjects
clearly tailed to mention school under this head.  No cleor trend
cerges trom Table 207, .

TABLE 207 Situations/circumstances in which German was learned
{a) by all subjects who knew German and (b) by sub-
jects who said they would like to know German better

All UG UG who said All PG PG wito said
. who knew they would who knew they would
German *iko to know German like to know
! rman German
i better batter
(86) (66) *(74) (49)
Home environment 4.7% 1.5% 4.1% ---
School 45.4% 48.5% 40.5% 38.7%
Informal contact
with native
speakers 15.1% 18.2% 18.9% , 16.3%
University or .
other course , 10.5% 10.6% 36.5% ' 38.8%
Visits to German-
speaking '
territory 20.9% 22.7% 21.6% 20.4%
German books and
literature/ ’
films/media/ '
music 23.3% ' 27.3% - 18.9% 22.5%
No response 20.9% 21.2% 28.4% 30.6%
203 T
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(1.2, German oo medium of inntroetfon
(el, Tablen 20 and 28, 1.4.1; 4,4 1)

Or gl subgect s who krew German bintoand they woutd ke 1o
hiiow 1t e b, e UG e Vaken Getman ot pbaumaty sehiood; t hee
dame pepondont o experronced German o an ey am ol in
rnctian o al prumary schools o Anong subrfectn who sand they wonld
Piher Lo Know German ot U and who b taken Gernean At pant -
Py nehood, L0  oF G (828 aml O 1o ol e (/01 ) had
CRper teteed German s mediun ol Pty uct ton ot thal leevel,

Tl it e ate markedly tower than thone Tor all et i o

Gotman who had taken Gorman at post - primary gchool and had o ex-
pertenecd  German as o med e ot ingtruction at that leevel (UG
DL = 9/50; PG O = W32),

11.2.4  EBnjoyment  (c¢f. Tablesn 40 and 41, 1.1.1)

O the UG subjects who had taken  Germaa ol post -primaey
dehoot  amd  aard  they would ke to know the  Fanguayge het ter,
DL {903%)  sadd  that German wiw the lanquage they  had  mont
chnoyed  Teatning at o that level;  this in mnrginally hjgher  than
the corresponding Tigure tor all bG who had takon German at post-
primary level (0,23 = 12/52). Of the PG osubjects who had taken
German a1l post —primary school and said they would like to  know
Lhe  tanquage better, 0019 (4/21) vaid German was the languaage
they had enjoyed learning most at that level; this is marginally
lbwer len Lhe corrcesponding Figure tor all pe who  had  taken
Gorman 4t post-primary tevel (0,22 - 7/32).

11.275 FExamination success in German

0,60 (21/739)  of UG and 0,48 (10/21) of PG who said  they
would like to know Goerman better reported that they had achieved
Groadde € or better in the Leaving Certificate or ‘an  equivalent
oxamination 1n German, These  fiqures are’ lower than  the
correspondinag tiqures for Irish and French (cf. 9.2.5, 10.2.9),
but once aqain there is evidence that among the factors causing
subijects  to want to know German better examination success was
likely to be more importapt for UG than for PG.

11.2.6 Visits to Ge

! 0.64 (42/66) Hf the UG subjects and 0.55 (27/49) of the PG
subjects who said they would like to know German'better reported
that they had visitjed German-speaking territory. The correspond-
ing figures for all learners of German are: UG 54.7%, PG 64.9%
{cp. 4.2.3). Of ‘the UG who said they would like to know German
botter and had visited German-speaking territory, 0.02 (1/42) had
stayed for one week or less, 0.21 {(9/42) had stayed for between
two and four weeks, 0.55 (23/42) had stayed for between two and’
three months, and 0.17 (7/42) had stayed for between four and
six months. Of the PG in this category, 0.22 (6/27) had stayed

204
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for one week or less, 0.33 (9/27) had stayed for betweén two and

four weeks, 0.22 (6/27) had stayed for between two and three.
months, and 0.19 (5/27) had stayed for between four and six
months. Table 208 shows the communicative experience in German-

speaking territory reported by these subjects compared with the
communicative experience in German-speaking territory reported by
all  subjects who knew German and had visited German-speaking
Territory.

TABLE 208 Communicative experience in German-speaking terri-
tory reported by (a) all subjects who knew German and
had visited such territory and (b) subjects who said
said they would like to know German better and had
visited such territory

all UG UG who said All PG PG who .said

who knew they would who knew they would
German like to know German like to know
German better German better
(47) (42) (48) (27)
Spoke German 0. 34 0.17 0.38 0.04
were spoken . .
 _7to in German 0.38 0.36 0.44 ' 0433
German spoken :
by others in . ] A
. their company 0.79 0.71 : 0.65 0.70
Spoke German :
and own .
lahguage - 0.47 0.55 . 0.27 0.52
" . Were spoken to .
in German .
and own
language 0.47 0.55 0.29 0.52
German and own :
language ’
spoken in-* ’ .
their company 0.17 - 0.24 - 0.13 0.30

—

11.2.7 Subjects' assessment of their command of language
‘ skills in German (cf. 3.4.1) :

As Table 209 shcws, UG subjects were generally more
confident than PG in claiming command of the four language
skills in German, the one notable exception to this being the
reading skill among all PG who had learned German. Aamong UG
subjects who said they would like to know German better,
command of the receptive .skills was claimed in almost the same
proportion as among all UG who had learned German. However, UG
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o Wal 4



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

who said they would like to know German better claimed@ command
.of the productive skills somewhat less frequently than  the
totality of UG who nad learned German. Among PG, subjects who

-said they would like to know German better consistently claimed

command of the four language skills less frequently than = the .
totality of subjects who had learned German. It is of - course

possible‘ that subjects who said they would like to know

German better measured their command of the skills against

more precisely defined objectives than the totality of sub-

jects who had learned German. If so, this could produce a

more pessimistic view of their competence in German.

TABLE 209 Command of language skills in German claimed by
(a) all subjects who knew German and (b) subjects
who said they would like to know German better

UG who UG who PG who PG who
had would like had would like
learned to know learned to know
German German German German !
better better
(86) (66) (74) (49)
Understand
speech 70.9% 71.2% 54.1% 53.1%
Speak 64.0% 60.6% 47.3% 40.8%
Read 65.1% 66.7% 66.2% 61.2%
Write 48.8% 43.9% 32.4% 26.5%

¢

11.3 REASONS FOR WANTING TO KNOW GERMAN BETTER/KNOW GERMAN

Y

11.3.1 Subjects who reported that they knew German but would
like to know it better (cf. Tables 164 and 165, 8.2.2)

. Table 210 shows the percentages of subjects reporting that
they knew German but would like to know it better giving
different reasons for wanting a better knowledge of the language.
PG gave greater prominence than UG to conversation in general and
for purposes of travel abroad/holidays, whereas UG gave greater
prominence to conversation for purposes of work/business. PG
attached greater practical value to German than UG, especially as
regards study; and PG likewise attached much greater importance
than UG to reading German, especially German literature. By
contrast UG laid greater stress than PG on the importance of
German within the EEC/internationally and to an established
liking for the language. : ’ ’ .
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TABLE 210

Percentages of subjects who knew German but said

they would like to know it better giving different
reasons for wanting to improve their knowledge of

the language

—
swN - O
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Conversation generally

Travel abroad/holidays
Conferences/academic situations
Wwork/business

Social purposes

Practical value generally’
Listen to radio/news media
Career purposes : -
General study purposes

Reading generaliy
Technical/academic
Literature

General interest
Self-improvement

Pleasure

For the sake of knowledge
Challenge of learning

Importance of .the language generally
Within EEC/internationally ) .
To gain access to other peoples/cultures

"o understand other peoples/cultures.

As part of one's cultural heritage

Special interests generally

Liking for the language

Liking for the sounds of the language

Have friends in country or who speak
the language

Personal reasons

Cultural reasons

The language is.easy to learn

Already have some knowledge of the

- language

202

UG
(66)

39.4%

1.5%
19.7%
6.1%

4.6%
1.5%
1.5%

1.5%
6.1%
3.0%

1.5%
3.0%
3.0%
4.6%
1.5¢%

18.2%

3.0%

13.6%
1.5%

7.6%
1.5%

1.5%
6.1%

PG
(49)

10.2%
42.9%
2.0%
8.2%

2.0%
6.1%
6.1%

20.4%

6.1% °

14.3%
22.5%

4.1%
6.18%
-2.0%

2.0%

4.1%

6:1%
6.1%
2.0%

-—— |
2.0%

2.0%
6.1%
4.1%

10.2%
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Saaauan

.2 Subjects wno reported that they did not know but would
like to know German (cf. Tables 166 and 167, 8.2.3)

TABLE 211 Percentages of subjects who did not know but said

they would like to know German reporting different
reasons for wanting to know the language

N
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but
for

uG PG
(89) ~ (74)
Conversation generally 19.1% 1.4%
Travel abroad/holidays 31.5% - 39.2%
Conferences/academic situations 1.1% —-———
Work/business ' 22.5% 8.1%
Social ‘purposes - 1.4%
Practical value generally 1.1% -
Listen to radio/news media - 1.4%
Career purposes 1.1% 9.5%
General study purposes 1.1% 9.5%
Reading generally 7.9% 1.4%
Technical/academic >.4% 10.8%
- Literature } . 4.5% 4.1%
General interest 1.1% - 8.1%
Self-improvement 1.1% 5.4%
Pleasure . . o l.1% —_—
For the sake of knowledge . 1.1% 12.7%
Challenge of learning -——- - 1.4%.
Importance of the language generally - —
within EEC/internationally 22.5% 10.8%
To gain access to other peoples/cultures -—- -—-
To understand other peoples/cultures 6.7% 12.2%
As part of one's cultural heritage -——— ——
- Special interests generally -— -—=
.Liking for the language : 4.5% 1.4%
Liking for the sounds of the language 1.1% 1.4%
Have friends in country or who speak
the language 6.7% . 1l.4%
Personal reasons . -—— 5.4%
Cultural reasons : 1.1% 4.1%
The language is easy to learn 1.1% —_——
Already have some knowledge of the

language '

Table 211 shows the percentages of subjects who did not know
sajid they would like to knbow German giving different reasons °
wanting to know the language. ~Both UG and-PG gave greatest

203 208
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prominence to conversaticva for purposes of travel abroad/
holidays, "but UG attached much greater importance than PG to

_ conversation in general and conversation for purposes of work/

business. PG gave greater prominence than UG to the practical
value of German for career and general study purposes. Both
groups attached relatively little importance to reading German
literature, but PG were more intecrested than UG in reading German
for technical/academic purposes. Again UG gave greater promi-
nence than PG to the importance of German within the EEC/interna-
tionally, whereas PG gave greater prominernce to cross—-cultural
vederstanding.

11.4 CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH SUBJECTS ENVISAGID USING GERMAN
(cf. Tables 168 and 169, 8.3)

"11.4.1 Subjects who reported that they knew German but would

like to know it better )

As comparison between Tables 212 and 210 shows, the. circum-
stances in which subjects who knew German but said they would
like to know it better envisaged using German are quitc¢ closely
rélated ‘to the reasons they gave for wanting to know German
better, travel abroad and work/business being the most prominent,

among both categories of respondent. In this the pattern of
response for German is the same as for French. Scarcely any
. respondents envisaged using German -for purposes of

correspondence, though presumably some of them would expect the
use of the language for purposes-of work/business to involve the
writing skill. Table 213 shows when these subjects envisaged
using German. -~ As with the corresponding tables for Irish and

_French, 5o here the high "no response" rate should be noted.

TABLE 212 Circumstances in which subjects who said
they would like to know German better
. envisaged using-German

UG , PG
(66) - (49)
As tourist/with tourists 43.9% ' 49 .0%
Reading/literature 19.7% 14.3%
Academic work/research 1.5% 8.2%
Work/business 30.3% 34.7%
Conversation at home or
with friends/relatives 13.6% 14.3%
Cultural pursuits 0.0% 6.1%
Write/correspond 1.5% : 2.0%
Generally 4 ) 1.5% 0.0%

No response . -47.0% ] 42.9%
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language? T e
UG PG T
(66) (49)
Now 1.5% 10. 2%
In the future 24.2% 14.3%
Both now and in the future 28.8% 26.5%

No response - 45.5% 49.0%

11.4.2 Subjects who reported that they did not know but would
like to know German

The circumstances in which subjects who did not know but
said they would like to know German envisaged using the language
correspond broadly with the reasons they gave for wanting to know
“he Janguage, as comparison of Table 214 with Table 211 shows. A
comparison of Tables 212 and 214 shows that in their rate of
response subjects who did not know German expressed a
consistently higher level of interest in using German in the four
most popular circumstances: as a tourist; to read; for purposes
of work/business; in conversation at home or Wlth friends/
relatives. An encouragingly high proportion of PG subjects who
did mnot know German envisaged using the language in academic
work/research. This figure should be set beside the much smaller
percentage of the sama group (10.8% - see Table 211) who in-
stanced reading for academic/technical purposes among their rea-
sons for wanting to know German. Table 215 shows. when _subjects
who did not know but said they would like to know German envis-
aged using the language.

TABLE 214 Circumstarces in which subjects vho did not
' know but said they would like to %“now German
-enyisaged using Ggrman

UG PG

- {89) ) (74)
As tourist/with tourists 70.8% 73.0%
Reading/literature 38.2% . 32.4%
Academic work/research 3.4% 23:0%
Work/business 49.4% 36.5%
Conversation at home or

with friends/relatives 25.8.% 20.3% .
Cultural pursuits 1.1% "5.4%
Write/correspond : - 0.0% : l.4%
Generally / . 2.3% . 0.0% - B
No respouse ’ 1.1%- . 2.7%
K 205 "
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The "no response" rates in Table. 214 and 215 are neg)igible
compared with those in Tables 212 and 213. The same comparative
feature occurred in the corresponding -tables for Irish and

‘French. But whereas the numbers of subjects who did not know but

said they would like to know Irish and French were too low to
allow any firm conclusions to b drawn, ’'in the case of German
there were more subjects who did not know but said they would
like to know the language than subjects who knaw the language but
said they would like to know it better. The difference between
the “no response" rates in Tables 212 and 213 on the one hand and
Tables 214 and 215 on the other seems to imply that subjects who
did not know but said they would like to know German had a mcre
thoroughly motivated interest in the language than subjects wto

knew German but said they would like to know it bett.r.

TABLE 215 When did subjects who did not know but would
’ like to know German envisage usi:i.j the language?

UG Pu

(89) (74)

Now 2.3%° 5.4%
In the future 64.1% 52.7%
Both now and in the future 30.3% 35.1%
No response 3.4% 6.8%



iuterest in learning Spanish

.

12.1 ATTITUDES TO SPANISH

12.1.1 Subjects who reported that they knew Spanish
(cf. Tables 157-160, 8.1.1)

As we saw in Chapter 5, 15.4% of UG subjects (37/240) ard
19.8% of PG suhjects (41/207) reported that they had learred
Spanish at =scme stage. Of these subjects 17 UG (0.46, and
21 pG (0.51) said that they would like to krow Spanish better.
These propoctions are significantly lower than the corresponding
percentages for French and German {see 10.1.1 and 11.1.1).

4

i2.1.2 Subjects who reported that they did not know Spanish
(cf. Tables 161 and 162, 8.1.2) :

Of  the subjects who did not know Spanish 21.2% of UG -
(43/203° and 18.7% of PG (31/166) said that they would like to
kot the language. These fiqures compare very unfa-
wvourably with those for German (cp. 11.1.2) an? suggest that a.
sorse of the importance of Spanish as a world language may not be%
part of our subjects'’ general cultural awareness.

12.2 SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF SUBJECTS WHO REPORTED THAT THEY
KNEW SPANISH BUT WOULD LIKE TO KNOW IT BETTER

a

- . El

12.2.1 Age at which learning had begun.

TABLE 216 Ages at which (a) all learners ofxﬁpanish\and (b)
subjects who said they would like to know Spanish

petter had begun learning the language —
- All UG UG who said All PG PG who said
who knew they would who knew they would
Spanish like to know Spanish like to know

* Spanish . Spanish
better : b:tter
(37) (17) (41) (21)
Before 4 years —_— —-— 0.02 ——
4-10 years 0.05 0.12 ——- -
11-17 years 0.43 0.47 0.37 0.24
After 17 years c.03 —— 0.22 0.19
No response (.49 © 0.41 . '0.39 0.57
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Table 216 shows the ages at which subjects who knew Spanish
but ‘said they would like to know it better had begun learning the
lenguage, compared with the ages at which all learners of Spanish
had begun learning the language. The high "no response" rate
makes it difficult to draw firm conclusions, though the overall
patterns for both categories of UG seem very similar, as do the
overall patterns for both categories of PG. Table 216 provides a
reminder that PG had quite frequently begun learning Spanish
after leaving school.

12.2.2 Situations/circumstances in which Spanish had been
" learned

Table 217 shows the situations/circumstances in which
subjects who knew Spanish but said they would like to know it
better had learned the language, compared with the
situations/circumstances in which all subjects who knew Spanish
had learned the language. Travel/living abroad was markedly more
important for UG who said they would like to know Spanish better
than for all subjects who knew Spanish. As far- as PG are
concerned, the high "no response" rate. for PG who said they would
like to know Spanish better makes it difficult to draw firm
conclusicns. .

TABLE 217 Situations/circumstances in which Spanish had been
learned (a) by all subjects who knew Spanish and (b)
by subjects who. knew Spanish but said they would like
to know it better’

UG who UG who said PG who PG who said
knew they would . knew they would
Spanish  like to know Spanish 1like to know
- Spanish Spanish
better . better
(37) (17) : (41) (21)
Home environment —— -— 0.05 ——
School ° 0.49 0.59 0.37 0.19
Friends/native : :
speakers 0.16 0.18 0.24 0.19
University or
“ other course 0.03 —— 0.24 0.28
Travel/living.
abroad 0.14 0.29 . : 0.22 0.14
Books and litera- .
ture/films/ - : )
media/music , 0.16 0.12 0.29 -0.28
No response 0.38- -~ ¢ —_— ©0.34 0.57
s 208
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12.2.3 Spanish as a medium of instruction

(cf. Tables_27 and 28, 1.3.1; 5.3.1)

The one UG subject who reported that he/she had experienced’

Spanish as a medium of instruction at primary school also said

that he/she would like to know Spanish better. 0Of subjects who
had taken Spanish at post-primary school and said they would like
to know the language better, 0.21 UG (3/14) and 0.13 PG (1/8)
reported that they had experienced Spanish as a medium of
instruction at that level. The corresponding proportions for all
subiects who had taken Spanish at post-primary school are: UG
¢.11, PG 0.23 (cf. 5.3.1).

12.2.4 Enjoyment (cf. Tables 40 and 41, 1.3.3)

The one UG subject who said Spanish was the language he/she
had most enjoyed learning at primary school also said that he/she
would like to know Spanish better.  Of subjects who had taken
Spanish at post-primary level and said they would like to know
the lanquage better, 0.57 UG (8/14) and 0.63 PG (5/8) reported
that Spanish was the language they had most enjoyed learning at
that level. The corresponding proportions for all subjects who
had taken Spanish at post-primary level are: UG 0.29, PG 0.39.
There, thus appears to be a positive correlation between enjoyment
of learning Spanish at post-primary level and a desire to know
the language better.

. .

12.2.5 Examination success in Spanish

Of UG who had taken Spanish at post-primary school and said
they would like to know the language better, 0.64 (9/14) reported
that they had achieved at least Grade C in the Leaving
Certificate or an equivalent examination 1in Spanish; the
corresponding proportion for- all UG subjects who had taken-
Spanish at post-primary school was somewhat lower: 0.57 (16/28).
Of PG who had taken Spanish at post-primary school and said they
would like to know the language better, 0.50 (4/8) reported that
they had achieved at least Grade C in the Leaving Certificate or
an” equivalent - examination in Spanish; the corresponding -
proportion for all PG subjects who had taken Spanish at post-
primary school was identical: 0.50 (13/26). S

12.2.6 Visits to Spanish-speaking territory

0.47 UG (8/)7) and 0.52 PG (11/21) who said they would like
to know Spanish better reported that they had visited Spanish-
speaking: territory. The corresponding fiqures for all subjects
who had learned Spanish are markedly higher: UG 0.54, PG 0.66.
Of the UG who wanted to know Spanish better and had visited
Spanish-speaking territory, 0.63 had stayed up to one month, 0.13

‘had stayed between one and three months, and 0.25 had stayed

between four and six months. Of the PG in this category, 0.36
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had stayed up to one month, D.27 had stayed between one and three
months, 0.18 had stayed between four and six months, and 0.18 had

stayed between ten and twelve months.

Table 218 shows the communicative experience in Spanish-
spedﬂing territory reported by subjects who had visited such
territory and said they would like to know the language better,
compared with the communicative experience in Spanish-speaking
territory reported by all subjects who knew Spanish and reported
having visited such territory. UG subjects who said they would
like to know Spanish better reported a somewhat higher level of
contact with Spanish and less dependence on their own language
than «ll UG subjects who knew Spanish and had visited Spanish-
speaking territory. Qn balance PG who said they would like to
know Spanish better reported a slightly higher level of contact
with Spanish, and slightly less dependence on their own language
than all PG subjects who knew Spanish and had visited Spanish-
speaking territory.

TABLE 218 Communicative experience in Spanish-speaking terri-
tory reported by (a) all subjects who knew Spanish and
had visited such territory and (b) subjects who said
they would like to know Spanish better and had visited

such territory

All UG UG who said All PG PG who said

- ) who knew they would who knew they would
Spanish like to know Spanish like to know
Spanish Spanish
better . better
(21) (8) (26) ' " (11)
Spoke Spanish 0.43 0.50 = 0.42 . " 0.46
Spanish spoken
to them 0.57 0.63 . 0.42 0.36
- Spanish spoken in - : .
. their company 0.86 0.88 0.65 0.73
Spoke Spanish and
) own language 0.29 0.25 0.31 027

Spanish and own
language spoken
‘to them : 0.24 0.13 0.42 0.46

Spanish and own -
language spoken
in’their
company 0.14 0.13 0.23 0.18
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12.2.7 Subjects' assessient of their command of language
skills in Spanish (cf. 3.4.1)

As  Table” 219 shows, UG who said t' -~y would like *to know
Spanish better were marginally more cont! ijent than all learners
of Spanish as reaards claiming competence in the receptive skills

of und rstanding speech and reading, but marginally less
contldrent  as  regards  the productive skills of speaking and
writing. PG who said they would like to know Spanish better were

slightly more confident than all PG learners of Spanish in
claiming competence in understanding spoken Spanish; otherwise
they were markedly less confident.

TABLE 219 Command of language skills in Spanish claimed by
(a) all subjects who knew Spanish and (b) subjects
who said they would like to know Spanish better

All UG UG who said All PG PG who said
who knew they would who knew they would
Spanish like to know Spanish like to know
Spanish Spanish
becvter better
(37) (17) (41) (21)
Understand speech 0.70 0.71 0.68 0.71
Speak ) 0.54 0.53 0.56 0.43
Read 0.62 0.65 0.78 0.52
Write . 0.54 0.53 0.49 0.43

12.3 REASONS FOR WANTING TO KNOﬁ SPANISH BETTER/KNOW SPANISH

12.3.1 Subjects who reported that they knew Spanish but would
like to know it better (cf. Tables 164 and 165, 8.2.2)

Table 220 shows the proportions of subjects who knew Spanish
but “said they would like to know it better giving -different
reasons for wanting an improved knowledge:of the language. Among
UG the dominant reason was travel abroad/holidays; work/business,

‘the practical value of the language, and a desire to build on

existing knowledge of the language were the only other reasons to
be specified K by more than a single subject. Among PG travel
abroad/holidays was again the most frequently specified reason,
though it was quite closely followed by the belief that Spanish
is easy to learn. For the rest PG collectively specified twice

.
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as many reasons as UG. This seems to reflect a less stereotyped
view of the language than is evident among UG and may be connec-
ted ith the fact that'a greater proportion of PG than, of UG
began learning Spanish after the age of 17. 9

TABLE 220 Proportions of subjects who knew Spanish but said
they would like to know it better reportina different
reasons for wanting to improve their knowledge of the

language
‘UG PG
= (17) (21)
1.0 Conversation generally 0.06 Q.14
1.1 Travel abroad/holidays - 0.53 . 0.29
1.2 conferences/academic situations -——— —
1.3 Work/busimess 0.24 -
1.4 Social purposes R 0.06 ———
2.0 Practical value generally 0.12 -
2.1 Listen teo radio/news media - _—
2.2 Career purposes --- 0.14
2.3 General study purposes ) ——— —-——-
3.0 Reading generally - 0.05
3.1 Technical/academic , -— 0.05
3.2 Literature . - 0.14
4.0 General interest — -_—
4.1 Self-improvement o - 0.10 -
4.2 Pleasure -— -
4.3 For the sake of knowledge - 0.05
4.4 Challenge of learning -— -
5.0 *Importance of the language generally | —_——— -—
5.1 Within EEC/internationally -——- 0.05
5.2 To gain access to other peoples/cultures ——— -—
5.3 To understand other peoples/cultures 0.06 0.10
5.4 As part of one's cultural heritage -—- —-——
6.0 Special interests. generally } - —-—-
6.1 Liking for the language 0.06 0.14
6.2 Liking for the sounds of the language - 0.05
6.3 Have friends in country or who speak
the langquage ‘ 0.06 0.05
6.4 Personal reasons --- -+ 0.05
. 6.5 ultural reasons ——- 0.10
6.6 The language is easy to learn - 0.24
6.7. Already have some knowledge of the
<« language : 0.12 “0.14 7

r
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12.3.2 Subjects who reported that they did not know but wohld
like to know Spanish (cf. Tables 166 and 167, 8.2.3)

Table 221 shows the proportions of subjects who said they
did not know but would like to know Spanish givirng different
reasons for wanting to know the language. Compared with Table
220, Table 221 shows a much wider spread of reasons in the UG
column but a slightly narrower spread in the PG column. Among UG

TABLE 221 Proportions of -ubjects who did not know but said
they would like to know Spanish reporting different
reasons for wanting to know the lanquage

UG PG
(43) (31)
1.0 Conversation generally 0.23 0.03
1.1 Travel abroad/holidays G.28 0.52
1.2 Conferences/academic situations -———- ————
1.3 Work/business 0.02 _——
1.4 Social purposes —— ——
2.0 Practical value generally o 0.07 —_———
2.1 Listen to radio/news media -— 0.03
2.2 Career purposes ’ 0.02 0.03
2.3 General study purposes - .- _———
3.0 Reading generally . 0.05 0.03
3.1 Technical/academic . O.' ————
3.2 Literature 0. 0.07
4.0 General interest 0.03
4.1 Self-improvement ; ' 0.0%
4.2 Pleasure ) v 0.03
4.2 For the sake of-knowledge O.. > ——
4.4 Challenge of learning 0.0« 0.C.
5.0 Importance of:the languaye -‘generally -—— -——
5.1 Within EEC/internationally 0.16 0.13
5.2 .To gain access to other peoples/cultures 0.02 ——
5.3 To understand other peoples/cultures 0.05 - 0.23
5.4 As part of one's cultural heritage —_—— _——
6.0 Special interests genérally —— 0.03
6.1 Liking fdér the language 0.02 —_———
6.2 Liking for the sounds of the language 0.05 P m———
6.3 Have friends in Country -or who speak
the language . 0.14 0.10
6.4 Personal reasons . ——— -—==
6.5 Cultural reasons g 0.02 0.03
6.6 The language is easysto learn 0.02 _——
6.7 Already have'some knowledge of the
language * ( E 0.02 ——
¥
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12.4.1
)

3

general conversation
most dominant reason.

comparison with Table 220.

and travel abroad/holidays is by far
1t is worth making three further points of

the

First, subjects who did not know but

said they would like to know Spanish appear to be much more aware

of the international importance of the language than subjects who
“would like

know

Spanish but sa

id they

to

know it bet

Secondly, PG who did not know but said they wculd like to
Spanish attached much dgreat
understanding than UG in the same category, while this reason was

but

communicate

one

12.4

would like to k

now it

er importance

better.

to cross-~cult

_~given by a single PG among subjects who said they knew Spa

Thirdly, the desire

with Spanish-speaking friends was mentioned by

UG and one PG among subjects who knew Spanish but said
would like to know it better, whereas this was propbrtionally the
fourth most frequently specified reason among both UG and PG

" said they did not know but would like to know Spanish.

CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH SUBJECTS -ENVISAGED USING SPANISH
(cf. Tables 168 and 169, 8.3) .

.

‘Table 222 shows

using _the. language.

- in

the table corresponds to the prominence that subjects gave to .
abroad/holidays among their reasons for wan ing to

travel
the language better.

the circumstances in which subjects
knew Spanish but said they would like to know it better envisaged

The predominance

Among UG work/busi
prominent for Spanish was it was in genera

of

the first cate

ness appears to be
1 for German {cp.l1.4)!

ter.
know
ural

nish
to

only -

they

who

Subjects who reported that they knew Spanish but would
like to-know it better

who

gory

know
as

Table 223 shows when these subjects envisaged using Spanish: more
in the future than in the present.

3

.

4

"TABLE 222° Circumstances in which subjects who already

/

knew Spanish envisaged using the language

As tourist/with tourists
Reading/literature
Academic work/research

Work/business

Conversation at home or with
relatives/friends :

Cultural pursuits
‘No response

219
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uG
(17)

0.59
0.29

0.35

0.24

0.18

PG

(21)

0.48

0.24

. . 0.05
3 .0.10

0.19
o * 0.05
0.38
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TABLE 223 When did subjects who knew Spanish but said
they would.like to know it better envisage
using the language?

UG Lo PG

(17) (21)

Now - 0.05
In the future 0.41 ©0.29
Now and in the future 0.35 0.19
No response 0.24 0.48

12.4.2 Subjects who reported that they did not know but would
like to know Spanish

Table 224 shows the circumstances. in which sdbjects who did
not know but said they would like to know Spanish envi-

' saged using the language. Again the predomindnce of the first

category corresponds to the prominence that subjects gave to
conversation generally and travel abroad/holicdays among their
reasons for wanting to know Spanish. The relatively high pro-
portion of these subjects who envisaged us’ g Spanish
for purposes of work/business may once more indicate a greater

awareness of the language's international importance than’

existed at least among PG subjects’ who already knew Spanish (cp.
12.3.2). Table 225 shows when these subjects envisaged using
spanish: in the future rather than immediately.

TABLE 224 Circumstances in which subjects who did
not know but said they would like to know
Spanish envisagéd using the language

) UG . PG
(43) (31)
As tourist/with tourists 0.74 0.87
Reading/literature 0.16 0.36
Academic work/research 0.02 0.07
Work/business 0.35 0.32

Conversation at home or with
relatlves/frxends 0.33 . 0.23
. Cultural pursuits —-———- 0.07
Writing/correspondence : ——— 0.03
Generally . 0.05 ——--
No response 0.07 0.07
215
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TABLE 225 When did subjects who did not
know but said they would like to
know Spanish envisage using the

language?
uG PG
\ (43) (31)
Now 0.02 0.07
In the future 0.58 0.36
Now and in the future 0.30 0.36
No response 0.09 0.23
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Chapter 13
Interest in learning Italian

13.1 ATTITUDES TO ITALIAN

13.1.1 Subjects who reported that they knew Italian
(cf. Tables 157-160, 8.1.1) .

As we saw in Chapter 5, 7.9% of UG subjects (19/240) and
15.5% of PG subjects (32/207) reported that they had learned
Italian at some stage. Of the subjects who knew Italian, 14 UG
(0.74) and 21 PG (0.66) said that they would  like ' to  know
Ttalian better.  These proportions are directly comparable with
the corresponding ones for French and German and markedly higher
than those for Irish and Spanish (ecp. 9.1.1, 10.1l.1, 11.1l.1,
12.1.1). . :

13.1.2 Subjects who reported that they did not know Italiat
(cf. Tables 161 and 162, 8.1.2)

of the subjects who did not know Italian, 16.3% of UG
(36/221) and 18.9% of PG (33/175) said that they would like to
know the language. As in the case of Spanish, these figures
compare very unfavourably with those for German (cp. 11.1.2)
and suggest that Italian culture does not bulk large o©n our
subjects' horizons.

~ .

13.2 - SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF SUBJECTS WHO REPORTED THAT THEY

KNEW ITALIAN BUT SAID THEY WOULD LIKE TO KNOW IT BETTER

15.2.1 Age at which learning had begun

TABLE 226 Ages at which (a) all subjects who knew Italian
and (b) subjects who said they would like to“know
Italian better had begun learning the language

All UG UG who said All PG PG who said .

who knew they would . who knew they would
Italian like 'to know Italian like to know
Italian Italian
better ~better
(19) (14) . ©(32) (21)
Before 4 years -— - . -~ ——
4-10 Yyears 0.05 0.07 -— -—
11-17 years 0.137 0.36 0.19 0.10
. After 17 years 0.37 0.21 0.53 0.43
No response 0.21 0.43 0.28 0.48
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Table 226 shows the ages at whi- 1 subjects who knew Italian
but said they wouvld like to know it better had bequn learning the
lanquage, c.mpared with the ages at which all learners of Italian
had begun learning the language; the high "no response" rate
makes it difficult to draw firm conclusions, Table 226 provides
a reminder that Italian was often learned after the age of 17,
especially among PG. )

13.2.2 Situations/circumstances in which Italian had been
learned

Table 227 shows the situations/circumstances in which sub—
jects who said they would like to know Italian better reported
having learned the language, compared with the situations/circum-
stances in which all learners of Italian reported having learned

‘the language. Friends/native speakers and books and litera-

ture/films/media/music were less prominent factors for both UG
and PG who said they would like to know Italian better than for

“all learners of Italian. University or other courses were more

frequently reported by PG than by UG in both categories, and in

_both cases less frequently reported by subjects who said ‘they

would like to know Italian better than by all learners of
Italian. School was reported more frequently by -UG than by PG in
both categories, and in both cases less frequently by subjects
who wanted to know Italian better than by all learners of
Ttalian. Travel/living abroad was reported more often by PG than
by UG in both categories, and less often by PG who wanted to know
Italian better than by all PG learners of Italian.

TABLE 227 Siﬁuations/circumstances in which Italian was
learned by (a) all learners of Italian and (b) sub-

‘jects who said they would like to know Italian better

All UG UG who said  All PG . PG who said

who knew they would who knew they would
Italian like to know Italian like to know
Italian Italian -
better better
(19) (14) (32) (21)
Home environment 0.05 0.07 -——= -—
School 0.42 0.36 . 0.19 0.10.,
Friends/native - '
speakers 0.26 0.14 0.31 0.19
University or . ' ]
other course 0.16 0.07 0.44 0.33
_ Travel/living
. abroad 0.21 0.21 0.38 0.29
Books and lit./ :
films/media/ ,
music 0.26° 0.21 0.25 0.19

No response 0.26. - . 0.22 0.14
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13.2.3 Italian as a medium of‘instruction
(cf. Tables 27 and 28, 1.3.1; 6.3.1)

The two UG subjccts who reported that they had exper ienced
Italian as a wmedium of instruction at post-primnry school said
they would like to know Italian better. :

13.2.4 Enjoyment (cf. Tables 40 and 41, 1.3.3)

¢ .75 UG (3/4) who had taken Italian at post-primary school
and said they would like to know Italian better serorted  that
Italian was the language they had most enjoyed learning at that
level; the corresponding proportion for all UG who had taken
Italian at post-primary school was 0.60 (3/5). Neither of* the
two PG who had taken Italian at post-primary school and said they
would like to know the language better reported that Italian was
the lanquage he/she had most enjoyed learning at that’ level; -the
corresponding proportion for all PG who had taken Italian at
post-primary school was 0.25 (1/4).

13.2.5 ‘Examination success in Italian

Of UG who had taken Italian at post-primary school and said
they would like to know the language better, 0.50 (2/4) reported
that they had gained at least Grade C in Leaving Certificate or
an equivalent examination in Italian. Oof the two PG who had
taken Italian at post-primary,school and said they would like to
know the languaq: better, one (0.50) reported that he/she had
gained at least Grade C in Leaving Certificate or an equivalent
examination in Italian.

)

13.2.6 Visits to Italian-speaking territory

Of the supjects who knew Italian but said they would like to
know it better, 0.50 UG (7/14) and 0.76 PG (16/21) reported that
they had visited Italian-speaking territory. The corresponding
proportions for all learners c¢f Italian are somewhat higher: UG
0.53, PG 0.84 (cf. -6.2.3) Of the UG who wanted to know Italian
pbetter and had visited Italian-speaking territory, O0.l4 (1/7)

© reported having stayed up to one week, 0.14 reported having

stayed between two and four weeks, 0.57 (4/7) reported having
stayed between two and three months, and 0.14 (1/7) reported
having stayed "more than three years. Oof the PG in the same
category 0.13 (2/16) reported having stayed up to one week, 0.44
(7/16) reported having stayed between two and four weeks, 0.19
{3/16) reported having stayed between two and three months, 0.13
(2/16) reported having stayed between four and six months, 0.06

({1/16) reported having stayed between one and two years.

Table 228 summarizes the communicative experience in
Italian-speaking territory reported by subjects who had visited

219 224
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such territory and said they would like to know Italian better,
compared with the communicative cxpericnce in ltalian-speaking
territory reported by all learners of Italian who had visited
such  toerritory. UG who said they would like to know Italian
better reported on balance less exposure to Ttalian and a greater
reliance on their own language than all UG learners of Italian
who had visited Italian-speaking territory, whereas PG who said
they would like to know Italian better reported rather less
exposure to ltalian but also rather less reliance on their own
language than all PG learnecrs of Italian who had visited Italian-
speaking territory.

TABLE 228 Communicative expericnce in Italian-speaking terri-
tory of (a) all subjects who knew Italian and had
visited such territory and (b) subjects who said
they would like to know Italian better and had
visited such territory : ’

All UG UG who said All PG PG who said
who knew they would who knew they would
Italian like to know Italian like to know
Italian italian
better : better
(la) (7) (26) (16)
Spoke Italian 0.60 0.57 0.31 0.25
Italian spoken
to them 0.70 0.43 0.42 0.44
Italian spoken in
their company 0.80 0.86 0.73 0.69
Spoke Italian and
own language 0.20 0.29 0.50 0.44

Italian and own
language spoken
to them " 0.20 0.57 0.31 0.31
Italian and own
lanquage spoken -
in their
company 0.10 0.14 0.19 0.13

13.2.7 Subjects' assessment of their command of language
skills in Italian (cf. 3.4.1) .

As Table 229 shows, UG and PG who said they would like to
know Italian better showed less confidence in claiming command of
the language skills in Italian than all UG and PG learners of
Italian. As regards the oral/aural skills, the discrepancy is

_much more pronounced between the PG than between the UG groups.

225 a0



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 229 Command of language skills in Italian claimed by
{a) all subjects who hnew I:alian and (b) subjects
who said they would like to know Italian better

All UG UG who said - All PG PG who said
who knew they wouid who knew they would
Italian like to kinw Italian like to know
Italian Italian
. better better
: (19) (14) (32) (21)
Understand
speoch 0.79 0.71 0.91 0.76
Speak 0.74 0.7 0.56 0.29
Read 0.84 0. 64 0.91 0.71
Write . 0.63 0.5C 0.28 0.14

13.3 REASONS FOR WANTING TO KNOW T'TALIAYX SUTTER/KNOW ITALIAN

13.3.1 Subjects who reported that ~hey knew italian but would
" 1ike to know it better (cf. Tables 164 and 165, 8.2.2)

Table 230 shows the proportions of subjects who knew Italian
but said they would like to know it better giving different
reasons for wanting an improved knowledge of the language. As in
the case of Spanish, the spread of reasons given collectively by
PG in. this category is twice as broad as the spread of reasons
given collectively by UG. For both groups travel abroad/holidays

was the most frequently mentioned reason. The next most
frequently mentioned reason among UG was general conversation,
whereas among PG two reasons held second place jointly - an

interest in reading Italian literature and a desire to build on
existing knowledge of the language.

=
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TABLE 230 Proportions ol subjects who knew Italian but said
they would like to know it better reporting different

reasons for wanting to improve their knowledge of
the language
uG PG
(14) (21)

1.0 Conversatton generally 0.21 0.05
1.1 Travel abroad/holidays . 0.36 0.48
1,2 Conforences/academic situations -—— -
1.3 Work/business ’ ——— ——
1.4 Social purposcs —-— —

2.0 Practical value generally - -
2.1 bListen to radio/news media -—— 0. 10
2.2 Carecr purposcs - 0.05
2.3 General study purposes —-—— 0.19
3.0 Reading generally 0.14 0.05
3.1 Technical/academic - 0.CH
3.2 Literature . ~—- 0.24
4.0 General interest - ———
4,1 Self-improvement 0.07 0.05
4.2 Pleasure -— -—-
4.3 For the sake of knowledge 0.07 -——-
4.4 Challenge of learning - -—
5.0 Importance of the lanquage generally ' —— ——-
5.1 Within EEC/internationally --- ——-
5.2 To gain access to other peoples/cultures —— 0.05%
5.3 To understand other peoples/cultures o - 0.10
5.4 As part of ode's cultural heritage s 0.05
6.0 Special interests generally -— —
6.1 Liking for the language -—- 0.14
6.2 Liking for the sounds of the language 0.14 0.05
6.3 Have friends in country or who speak

the language L - 0.05
6.4 -Personal reasons 0.07 —-—
€.%5 Cultural reasons 0.07 0.05
6.6 The language is easy to learn 0.14 0.10
6.7 Already have some knowledge of the

language ——— 0.24

13.3.2 Subjects who reported that they did not know but would
like to kngy Italian (cf. Tables 166 and 167, 8.2.3)

Table 231 shows the percentages of subjects who did not know
but said they would like to know Italian giving differént reasons

for wanting to know the language. Here, as in the case of
subjects who ~did not know but said they would 1like to know
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TARLE 231 Proportins ot subjects who did not know but said
they would like to know Italian reporting different
reasons for wanting to know the langquage

uG PG
(36) (33)
1.0 Conversation generally 0.22 ———-
1.1 Travel abroad/holidays 0.50 0.49
1.2 Conterences/academic situations ——r- o
1.1 Work/business . 0.08 -——
1.4 Social purposes ———— ———
2.0 Practical value generally 0.06 -~--
2.1 Listen to radio/news media ———— 0.06
2.2 Carcer purposes —— 0.06
2.3 General study purposes 0.03 0.03
3.0 Reading generally 0.06 -
3.1 'Technical/academic 0.03 0.03
3.2 Literature . 0.14 0.12
4.0 General interest — 0.06
4.1 Self-improvement ———— 0.09
4.2 Pleasure —-—— 0.06
4.3 For the sake of knowledge ———— ————
4.4 Challenqge of learning —_——— ————
5.0 Importance of the language generally ————— ———
5.1 Within EEC/internationally 0.11 0.06
5.2 To gain access to other peoples/cultures _——— 0.03
5.3 To understand other pedples/cultures = 0.18
5.4, As part of one's cultural heritage ——— —_——
6.0 Spedcial interests generally ——— =
6.1 Liking for the language Q.08 ———
6.2 Liking for the sounds of the language 0.03 ——
6.3 Have friends in country or who speak
the language 0.06 0.03
6.4 Personal reasons ———- ————
6.5 Cultural reasons . 0.06 0.21
6.6 The langquage is ecasy to learn —— 0.09
6.7 Already have some knowledge of the language —=-- 0.03
Spanish, roughly the same number of different reasons were

mentioned collectively by the UG and PG groups. Again ‘travel
abroad/holidays is the dominant reason for both groups. Among UG
it is followed by general conversation, an interest in reading
Italian literature and the importance of “‘Italian  within' the
EEC/internationally; among PG it is ‘ollowed special cultural
interests and an interest in cross-cultural understanding.
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13.4 CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH SURIECTS I'INV[.SI\GI".D USING ITALIAN
(¢f. Tables 168 and 169, 8.3)

13.4.1 Subjects who reported that they knoew Italian but would
like to know it better

Table 232 shows the circumstances in which  subjects who
knew ftalian but  said they would like to know it better
envisaged using the language; the prominence of the first
cateqory in the table corresponds to the dominant reason subjects
gave tor wanting to know Ttalian better. Pable 233 shows when
they envisaged using  the  language: in the tuture rather than
immediately.

TABLE 232 Circumstances in which gubjects
who knew I[talian but said they would
like to know it better envisaged
using the' lanquage

uG PG

(14) (21)

Ay tourtist/with tourists 0.57 0.43

Reading/literature 0.14 0.24

Academic work/research 0.07 0.10

Work/business 0.36 0.10
Conversation at home or with

relatives/fricnds 0.43 0.24

Cultural pursuits ——- 0.10

No response 0.21 0.48

.

TABLE 233 When did subjects who knew
Italian but said they would like
to know it better envisage using
the language?

UG PG

(14) (21)

Now - 0.10
In the future 0.43 0.24
Now and in the future 0.21 0.19
No response 0.36 0.48

13.4.2 Subjécts who reported that they did not know but would
like to know Italian C

Table 234 shows the circumstances in which subjects who
did not know but said they would -like to know Italian

.

hd
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ecnvitdaged  aning the Lt ae The prominence of the firat cat-
cgory  1n the table  corrcapond, to  the  dominant reason these

subjects qave  tor  wanting to know ltatian: travel abroad/
holidays  and  general  conversation, It {49 worth noting that
Vit orost in 1ceading Italian, including Ttalian l{terature,
fq  mueh  more marked omeag these subjects than amongq subjects
whio already knoew ftalian and said they would like to know it
bt tor, The e 06 true of uaing ttalian for  work/busniness
purposet, Table 235 ahows when these subjects envinaged uning

ftalian: in the tuture rather than immediate 1y,

TABLE 234 Circumstances in which subijects
who did not know but said thoy would
tike to know Ttalian cnvisaged
wiing the langquage

UG PG
(36) (33)
Ay tourist/with tourist 0.78 0.85
Reading/literature ' 0.31 0.55
Academic work/research 0.06 0.12
Work/business : 0.28 0.30
Conversation at home or with
relatives/frionds 0.36 0.27
Cultural pursuits 0.06 0.12
Wwriting/correspondence - 0.06
Generally 0.06 -——-
No response 0.06 0.03

TABLE 235 When did subjects who did not
know but said they would like to
know Italian envisage using the

languaqge?
UG PG
(36) . (33)
Now 0.03 ©0.09
In the future . 0.50 0.55
Now and in the future 0.28 0.30
No response 0.19 0.06

It is worth noting how much lower the "no response" rate is
in Tables 234 and 235 compared with Tables 232 and 233: the same
phencmenon was observed in 9.4, 10.4 and 11.4 and may indicate a
higher level of interest among subje¢ts who did not know the
language than among subjects who did.

i
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CIApRe: 14

Interest in learning languages other than English,

Irish, French, German, szmislfnnd Italian

Pt an dn Chapter 7 the nambers of subjects providinag

Coantormation e no oamall o that o except oin one respect the
data s anecdotal o interent rather than ropresentative
slgnilieancoe, For this reason a more Limited range ol
informtion a5 pnesented in o thin chapter than in Chap-
ters 9-13.

[t should bee notod that throuqghont thin chapter "Greok"
ombraces  the ctannical ond the modern  language. NO
respondent digt inquished between the two, but it scomg
Pikely that some replicos veferred to the madern  rather
than the classical Tanguage.

- /"/ ) !

14,1 SUBJECTS' INTEREST IN "OTHER LANGUAGES" THEY ALREADY KNEW

.

! Table 236 shows the percentages of subjects reporting that
they would like to know better a lanquage or languages that they
already knew who specified a lanquage other than English, Irish,
FHrench, v German, Spanish or Italian. In Table 237 the number of

ubjects who reported that they would like to know each specified

other" language better is expressed as a proportion of the total
umber of subjects who claimed a knowledge of that language.
Pables 238 and 239 show the distribution of reasons given for.
wanting to know "other languages" better. ©
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TABLE 236

Subjects reporting that they would like
to know hetter a language they already
kivw apart trom kEnglish, Tvish, Fronch,
Getat, spani=sh oand Hhaltan. Peveentages
rolate to the total numbers ot subjeots
who roeported that they would like to know
botter a language they already knew,

uG PG

{221) (176)

Jatin 2.7% 4.0%
Greck 2.7% 2.8%
Breton —— 1.1%
Scots Gaclic, - 0.6%
welsh ' 0.9% 1.7%
Dutch 0.9% 1.7%
Portuqguese 0.5% 1.7%
Danich S 0,9% 0.6%
Finnish -— N, 6%
Icelandic —— Jv.6%
Norwecgian -——- 1.1%
Swedish -- - 1.1%
Lithuanian —_—— 0.6%
Russian 0.9% 6.8%
Arabic 0.5% ' 1.7%
Hebrew 0.5% 1:1%
Swahili 0.5% -—

Hindi 0.9% ——— .
Sanskrit- 0.5% -
~Tamil . ——— 0.6%
Bahasa Malaysia ) 0.5% Ce—-
Chinese ' 0.5% 0.6%
L.



. : TABLE 237 Numbers of subjects reporting that they
. . would like to know better languages they
A . already knew apart from English, Irish,
French, German, Spanish and Italizn,
expressed as a proportion of all subjects
. reporting a knowledge of- each language.

UG " PG
Latin 0.06 (6/104) 0.06 (7/118)
Greek . 0.60 (6/10) 0.71 (5/7)
Breton L me— 1.00 (2/2)
Scots Gaelic —_—— - 0.20 (1/5)
"Welsh . 1.00 - (2/2) 0.75 (3/4)
*  Dutch : 0333 (2/6) 0.50 (3/6)
K _Portuguesge * ~1.00°'°(1/1) 1.00 (5/5)
%~ -Danish . . 0.67 (2/3) 1.00 (1/1).
X Finnish ) ———- 0.50 (1/2)
- Icelandic .- L m—— 1.00 (1/1)
N Norwegian —_— i 1.00 (2/2)
: Swedish™ . —_—— 1.00 .(2/2)
5 . ‘Lithuanian —_——— T 1.00 (1/1)
‘ ‘Russian 0.50 - (2/4) 1.00 (12/12)
. Arabic o 1.00 (1/1) '0.38 (3/8)
Hebrew ' 0.50 (1/2) - 1.00° (2/2)
Swahili - : 0.50 (1/2) ———
Hindi 1.00 (2/2) -
o Sanskrit 0.50 (1/2) ———
Tamil : P ———— 0.50 (1/2)
Bahasia Malaysia 1.00 (1/1) - '
Chinese 0.33 (1/3) 0.50 (1/2) .
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TABLE 238 Distribution of reasons given by UG subjects for
wanting to know better languages that they already
knew other than English, Irish, French, German,
Spanish and Italian. Prcportions refer to the total
number of reasons given in respect of each language.

No. of 1 2 3 4 5 6
reasons ’
- given
Latin 4 -=--  ===—  0.75 0.25 @ m===  —=--
Greek 5 0.60 ——— 0.40 ——— ~——— ———
Welsh 2 == ===~ :0.50 ===~ -==~ 0.50
Dutch 1 1.00 —===  —m=me mmee e e
Portuguese 1 1.00 —-——- ——— —— —— ——
Danish 3 0.67 ——— ———— ——— ———— 0.33
Russian 3 ——— -—=-. 0.33 0.33 0.33 ———
* Arabic 2 . =-=—  0.50 ====  0.50 ~~==  -~=-
Hebrew 1 1.00 === mmmm, cimeme ——— o
Swahili 1 ———— -——— ———— ———— ——— 1.00
Hindi 2 -===  ——ee === ~=-- 0.50. 0.50
Sanskrit 1 ——— —— ———— ————, ~m—- 1.00
. Bahasa o~
Malaysia 1 ———— ——— ———- —_—— 1.00 ——
Chinese 2 0.50 =-== ===~  ==-=  0.50 ==-=
. Key: 1 = Desire to use language for pﬁrposes
of oral communication
2. = Practical value of language.
: , 3 = Reading
4 = General interest in the language
5 = International and/or cultural .
importance of the language
6 = Special/personal reasons
Note: Each of the above categories covers a :
bundle of reason-types, so that individual
subjects” may have given more than one
reason in any particular category.
229 234
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TABLE 239 Distribution of reasons given by PG subjects for
wanting to know better languages that they already
knew other, than English, Irish, ¥rench, German, Spanish .
and Italian. Proportions refer to the total number of
reasons given in respect of cach languaae.
No. of 1 2 3 4 5 6
reasons .
given
Latin 13 Matuinted 0.31 0.23 0.08 0.23 0.15
Greek 5 ---— " 0.40 0.40 ———— 0.20 -——
Breton 1 ~me=  =m=e ==== 1,00 —-==  ----
Scots Gaelic 4 Q- 25 0.25 ~—=- 0.25 0.25  =-=-=
Welsh 6 . 0.33 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 ——
Dutch 4 0.25 0.25  ~=== -=-= =--=—  0.50 .
.Portuguese 6 ——== ——— 0.17 ——— —— 0.83
Danish 4 ———— 0.25 =-——- 0,25 0.50 ----.
Finnish 1 ——— e ——— 1.00 ———— -—
Icelandic 4 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 =—==  —-=-
Norwegian 2 0.50 0.50  ~=—= t===— === —See
swedish . 2, “m==  ==—=  0.50 0.50 : ====  —=-=
Russian - 22 0.18 0.09 0.18 0.05 0.09 0.41 -
Arabic 3 . 0.67 =-== =—=— —==— === 0.33
Hebrew -3 0.33 0.33 - 0.33 ———— T meee -——
Tamil 1. —— ——— —— ----"1.00 ——
Chinese 2

0.50 ~=== ==== ==-= 0.50 ----

"

No reasons given in.respect of ‘Lithuanian

Key: 1 = Desire to use the language for®
oral communication

2= Pfactigal value of the language
3 = Reading
4 = General interest in the language

5 = International and/or cultural
importance of the language g

6 = Special/personal reasons :
Note: Each of the above categories covers a
bundle of reason-types, so that individual

subjects may have given.-more than one
reason in any particular category.
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14.2 SUBJECTS' INTEREST IN "OTHER LANGUAGES" THEY DID NOT KNOW

Table 240 shows the percentages of subjects reporting that
they would like to know languages that they did not know already
other than English, Irish, French. German, Spanish and Italian.
In Table 241 the numbers of subjects reporting a desire to know a
language they did not already know other than English, Irish,
French, German, Spanish and Italian are expressed as percentages
of the numbers of subjects who did not know each language. Tables
241 and 242 show the distribution of the reasons subjects gave
for wanting to know languages other than English, Irish, French,
German, Spanish and Italian. The data presented in Table 240
have representative rather than merely anecdotal significance
since they refer to all our PG and UG subjects and not Jjust '-to
tiny sub-groups. These data show how few UG and PG .subjects felt
a need for a language other than those included in the second and
third level curriculum. ‘No doubt much of the interest expressed
in the curriculum lanquages was generated by the cultural bias
expressed by their presence in the curriculum in the first place.

TABLE 240 Subjects reporting that they would like
to know a language that they did not know
already who specified a language other than
English, Irish, French, German, Spanish and
Italian. Percentages relate to total num-
. bers of subjects who reported that they
would like to know a language they did nQt
know already. :

i UG - PG

(194) (155)

Latin : 5.7% 2.6%

Greek 4.1% 9.0% °

Breton ' 1.0% 0.7%

Scots Gaelic ’ 1.0% ——

Welsh 2.6% " 1.9%

Putch 2.6% " 3.2%

Portuguese i . 1.0% 4.5%

' Dpanish ——— 0.7%
Finnish 0.5% 0.7%
Icelandic —-—- : 0.7%
Norwegian -1.6% . 1.3%
Swedish 2.6% o 4.5%8
Polish 0.5% -——-
Russian .19.1% 22.6%
Arabic ) 4.6% 4.5%
Hebrew . 2.1% 5.8%
Afrikaans —-—— 0.7%
Swahili . 0.5% 3.9% e
Sanskrit . e 1.3%
Chinese , 5.2% 13.6%
Japanese ’ EE 1.0% . 4.5%
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TABLE 241 Numbers of subjects reporting a desire
to know a language they did not already
know other than English, Irish, French,
German, Spanish and Italian, expressed as
percentages of total numbers of subjects
who did not know each language.

Latin
Greek
Breton
Scots Gaelic
Welsh
putch
Portuguese
Danish
Finnish
Icelandic
Norwegian

- swedish

polish
Russian
Arabic
Hebrew

"Afrikaans

Swahili
Sanskrit
Chinese
Japanese

8.1%

3.5%
0.8%
0.8%
2.1%
2.1%

0.8%

0.4%

1.3%
2.1%
0.4%
15.7%
3.8%
1.7%

0.4%
4.2%
0.8%

4¢]
(11/136) - 4.5%
(8/230) 7.0%
(2/240) 0.5%
(2/238) -
(5/238) 1.5%"
(5/234) - 2.5%
(2/239) 3.4%
: 0.5%
(1/238) 0.5%
0.5%-
(3/240) 1.0%
(5/239) 3.4%
(1/240) . -
(37/236) "18.0%
(9/239) 3.5%
{4/238) 4.4%
0.5%
(1/238) 2.9%
1.0%
(10/237) 10.2% |
(2/239) . . 3.4%

PG

(4/89)
(14/200) -
(1/205)

(3/203)

(5/201)

(7/204)
(1/206 )
(1/205),
(1/206)
(2/205) .
(7/205)

(35/195)
(7/199)
(9/205)

"(1/205).

(6/206)
(2/206)
(21/205)
(7/206)



TABLE 242 Distribution of reasons given by UG subjects for
wanting to know languages they did not know other than
English, Irish, French, German, Spanish”and Italian.
Proportions relate to the total number of reasons
given in respect of each language.

No. of 1 2 3 4 5 6
‘ reasons
given
Latin 12 —-——— 0.17 0.08 ———— 0.75 ———-
Greek 10 0.50 ———— 0.10 0.30 0.10 ———
Breton 3 ———— ———— ———— —-———— 1.00 ———
Scots Gaelic 4 0.25 ——— — ——— 0.75 ——
Welsh 5 ——— ——— ———— ——— 0.80 0.20
Dutch . 5 0.20 ===m  =-==  ——ee -———  0.80
Portuquese 2 ———— m——— ——— ———— ~===~ . 1.00
Finfiish 1 1.00 = =—===  ====  mmem mmms e
Norwegian 4 0.50 ———- ———— 0.25 0.25 ——--
swedish 5 0.60 ~=t=  —=== ===~ === 0.4Q
Polish 1 ———— mmee eeee 2Zee 1,000 -
Russian 44 0.32 0.09 0.11 0.23 0.16 0.09
Arabic 10 0.30 ———— —_—— 0.40 ——— 0.30
- Hebrew 4 - 0.25 0.25 0.25 ——— —— 0.25
Swahili 1 ———— ———— e —— ——— 1.00
Chinese™ 14 0.21 —— 0.07 . 0.21 0.36 0.14
Japanese 4 0.25 -=—- .0.25 0.25 0.25 @ ~==-

Key: 1 = Desire to .use language for
) oral communication

2 = Pragtical value of the language
3 = Reading
4 = General interest in the lénguage

5 = International and/or cultural
’ importance of the language

6 = Special/personal reasons

Note: Each of the-above categories covers a
bundle of reason-types, so that individual
subjects may have given more than one
reason in any particular category. B
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TABLE 243 Distribution of reasons given by PG subjects for
wanting to know languages they did.not know other than
tnglish, Irish, French, German, Spanish and Italian.
proportions relate to the total number of reasons
given in respect of each landuage

No. of 1 2 3 4 5 6

reasons

given
Latin 5 ———— ———— -———- —_———— 0.80 0.20
Greek 16 0.13 0.25 0.13 0.06 0.31 0.13
Breton L —_—— ———— ——— ———— 1.00 ——
welsh 4 eee mme= emee =w==  0.75 0.25
Dutch 6 0.17 0.33 0.17 0.17 0.17 —-——
Por tuguese 12 0.33 0.08 0.08 0.17 0.25 0.08
Danish 1 ———— ——— ——— —_——— 1.00  -==--
“Finnish 1 ———— —-—— ——— 1.00 —— ——
Icelandic 2 0.50 —_——— —_—— ——— 0.50 ————
Norwegian 3 0.33 ———e s Teeae -~——~ 0.33 0.33
Swedish 10 0.10 ——— 0.20 ° 0.20 .0.30 0.20
Russian’ 56 0.18 0.05 0.21 0.07 0.25 0.23
Arabic 11 0.27 ——— 0.09 0.18 0.46 ———-
Hebrew 9 ———— == 0.56 0.11 ——-- 0.33
Afrikaans 1 1.00 —_——— —-_——— - ——- —_——
Swahili 8 0.50 ——==  ==== . 0.25 0.25  ====
Sanskrit 2 - 0.50 0,50 @ —===  —===  ~==-
Chinese 29 0.14 0.07 0.10 . 0.17 0.38 0.14°
Japanese 9 0.33 0.1l 0.11 0.11 —w—=  -0.33

Key: 1 = Desire to use the language for

oral communication

2 = Practical value of the language

3 = Reading
. 4 = General interest in the language
5 = International and/or cultural
importance of the language
6 = Speciél/personal reasons

v

Note: Each of the above categories covers a
bundle of reason-types, so that individual’
subjects may have given more than one
reason ,in any particular category.
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The surveys on which this report is based elicited ai body of
data on perceptions of language learning experience, problems and
needs which is unique for Ireland and unusual anywhere as)regards
its range and level of detail. As we explained in the Introduc-
tion, our interpretation of th& data does not seek to go beyond
the: description of broad trends, “\though as far as possible we
have prescnted the data in such a way as to make further and more
detailed analysis possible. At the same time, a number of gen-
eral conclusions can be drawn.

From the data presented in Part I it is clear that formal
~ducational/cultural factors were overwhelmingly dominant in
subjects' experience of learning languages other than Engiish,
and that school was chief among these factors. As regards
learning second languages at school, the data indicates a per~
ceived imbalance in productive learning activities, written con-
sistently outweighing oral activities at post-primaryilevel and
*“mechanical® consistently outweighing "creative" activities at
both primary and post-primary level. As regards language
learning materials used at school, the data indicate !a general,
and -at post-primary level entirely consistent, prepondérance of
textual over non-textual materials.

In general, subjects had a positive perception of language
learning,  over 70% of both populations reporting that they found
it enjoyable; and on balance learning the individual living
curriculum languages other than Irish and German emerged as an
enjoyable rather than an unenjoyable experience. :

As far as Iriéh, French, German, Spadish and Italian are
concerned, subjects generally claimed ability more frequently in
the - receptive than in the productive skills and ‘perceived the

'.productive skills as difficult more often than the receptive

skills. The most difficult aspect of producing utterances in
these -languages was consistently reported as "finding the right
turn of phrase for exactly what you want to say in a particular
situation® (pérhaps the item on the list which came closest to
evoking the complexity of authentic language use).

Despite many inconsistencies in the data, bn balance the

‘ perceived difficulty of using Irish, French, German, Spanish and

Italian seems to be diminished rather than increaséd by visiting
a country/region where the language is in everyday use, by ex-
periencing the language as a medium- of instruction, and by
experiencing a aood variety of types of learning \materials and
activities for that language. S

B Bt
None of these fipdings is particularly surprisiﬁg, with the
possible excéption of the finding in relation to how enjoyable

.subjects~ found language learning. In most cases our data

provide empirical verification of what we would have intuited.
For this reason the individual departures from theé general trends
take on a particular interest, and in areas where counter trends
occur further study might be worthwhile in an attempt to “-estab-
lish whether our results were freak divergences or are repli-
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cable.

The data presented in Part II reveal that the majority’ of’
both populations had a positive attitude towards second

languaqges. Particularly positive attitudes towards French,
Gorman and Italian cmerged amona those who already knew these
thr. lanquaqes and towards French and German among those who digd
Lot aoready know French and German,

Y pereolved  advantages ef second  language learning 1in
general,  the expressed  reasons tor wanting to know particular
languages, and the envisaged circumstances of second language use
tend to be of a general rather than a specific kind. For

example, travel abroad was consistently more frequently mentioned
than other advantages/reasons/circumstances. Advantages/reasons/
circumstances specifically related tg academic work were rarely
mentioned; and PG showed a greater ofientation towards study/re-
search/self-improvement than UG. Expressed needs in relation to
second languages contained more references to academic concerns, -
however; and again this orientation was more marked among PG than
among UG. A need for aural/oral skills was more frequently
expressed than a need for reading/writing.

An encouragingly high proportion of those subjects who
reported. a need for a language/languages other than their first
language also expressed an intention to learn that language/those
languages. Subjects expressed a wide range of preferences as

regards teaching method, "explanation in a speech situation in

which you can participate" emerging with relative prominence.

" Writing and oral repetition were prominent among -preferred

learning strategies. The . preferred arrangement for language

earning was "teacher + group + language laporatory". Clearly
subjects regarded easy access to language ' courses as very
important. .

The overwhelming majority of subjects wantinm to know second
languages clained that they would like to visit~countries/regions

" where their target languages are in everyday use during their

course of language learning and would like to meet native
speakers of their target language{s), mostly at relatively early
stages in the language learning process.

It is likely that the degree of positiveness with which

. subjects viewed second languages and language learning will come-

as a pleasant surprise to most language teachers, especially at.
second level. On the whole the findings of the report are good
news for multi-media language courses taught in class with
language laboratory back-up. But there are signs of resiStance
to self-instruction independent of class and teacher, which may
point to the importance of a counselling structure "to support
self~-instructional learners. ’
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Al.l

This appendix presents the results of a supplementary
survey conducted amongst the (undergraduate) student
populations of twelve Irish third-level institutions
other than Trinity College (for details see Introduc-
tion, 0.3): ¢ In order to facilitate cross-reference and
comparison, these supplementary data are organized in a
way which broadly matches the arrangement of the 7roe-
sults of the main surveys in the body ot the report.

Al : LANGUAGE LEARNING EXPERIENCE

NUMBERS

TABLE Al Percentages of subjects
reporting some knowledge of
languages other than English.
Ccf. Tables 1, 141, 1l42.

(N=382)
Irish . 95.3%
French - 88.5%
German : 36.9%
Spanish . -11.0%
Italian 3.4%
Latin 11.8%
Greek 0.3%
Welsh ) 0.3%
Dutch o 0.8%
Portuguese 0.3%
Danish . 0.3%
Swedish : " 0.3%
Russian . ¢ 0.8%
Arabic 0.8%
Hebrew 0.3%
Maltese 0.5%
Afrikaans 0.3%
Dacaare 0.3%
Hausa , ) . 0.3%
Ibo ' 0.3%
Swahili 0.5%
Bengali 0.5%
Hindi 0.5%
Urdu 0.5%
Japanese - ) 0.3%

‘v\ N
L
=
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Al.2 CIRCUMSTANCES AND SITUATIONS IN WH;CH CONTACT WITH
LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGLISH WAS ESTABLISHED

Al.2.1 Home

TABLE A2 Percentaoes of subjects reporting
o first langquagqe otaer than English.
Cr. Tables 2 and 3, 1.2.1; ‘table 143,
7.2.1. ‘
(N=382)
Enalish/Irish bilingual - 1.3%
Irish 0.3%
- French. . 0.3%
Spanish 0.3%
Maltese o C.3%
’ Dagaare 0.3%
Ibo - . 0.3%
Bengal} 0.5%

- TABLE A3 First language of subjects' mothersy

. i + Cf. Table 4, 1.2.1; also 7.2.1,

. (N=382)
English ' v - 93.5%,
- English/Irish bilingual . 0.8%

Irish - 2.9%

French . 0.3%

German R . 0.3%

) Dutch . . ) 0.3%

¥ ) ,Maltese 0.3%

Dagaare 0.3%

Ibo o . 0.3%

Bengali : R . 0.3%

) No response v, 1.1%

TABLE AA._First language of subjects' fathers.
© 7 cf. Table'5, 1.2.1; also 7.2.1.

(N=382)
English v 94.2%
Engligh/lrish bilingual 0.8%
Irish : 3.7%
Germagy . : - 0.3%
Maltdze 0.3%
Daga%re ¢ 0.3%
. Ibo | . . 0.3%
“ Benqali . 0.3%
! - ¢ '
A 2341:),
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TABLE A5 First language of ;Ssubjects' spouses/
partners. Percentages refer to total
number of subjects who reported that
they were living witl a spouse/partner.
Cf. Table 6, 1.2.1; also 7.2.1.

(102)

Enalish ) 92.2%

FEnglish/Irish bilingual 1.0%

English/Afrikpans bilinqual 1.0%

Irish R 1.0%

- French 2.0%

German ) 1.0%

. Dutch 1.0%
Rengali 1.0% -

y
<

TABLE A6 First language of subjects' children.
Proportions refer to total number of
subjects reporting that they had
childr.en. Cf£. Table 7, 1.2.1; also

7.2.}.
o (13)
English i 0.69
Irish ) * 0.08
French - ‘ 0.08
Spanish . . 0.08
Dagaare : -0.08

TABLE A7 Languages spoken in subjects' house-
holds. Percentages refer to total
number of subjects who reported that
they lived in a household. Cf. Table 8,
1.2.1; also 7.2.1.

) (369) -
English . 93.2%
English/Irish bilingual 1.1%
English/German bilingual 0.3%
Irish L S 0.5%
Swahili~ - g 0,3%
No response . 4.6%
D
) 2437 :



Al.2... Age

TABLE A8 Ages at which subjects started learning the languages
they knew. = Percentages refer to total number of sub-
jects reporting a’ knowledge of each lanquage. )
¢‘f. Table 10, 1.2.2; Tables 144 and 145, 7.2.2.

Before 4 ., 4-10 11-17 After 17 No ¢ -

: : response
English (382) 96.9% 1.3% 0.3% -—— 1.6%
Irish (364) 12.4% 55.5% 2.5% -— 29.7%
French (338) 0.9% 2.3% 58.9% 1.2% 35.8%

. German (141) —— 2.1% 37.6% 57.4% 2.8%
Spanish (42) - 2.4% —— 66.7% 2.4% 28.6%
ftalian .(13) -— 7.7% 23.1% 23.1% 46.2%
Latin (45) —-— 2.2% 66.7% - 31.1%
putch (3) -— 33.3% - —— - 66.7%"
pPortuquese (1) -—= —-——= 100.0% -—— —
Danish (1) . -—- -—= -—- 100.0% —-——
Swedish (1)° L ——- -— 100.0% —-—— ’
Russian {2) -—- - == "33.3% 66.7%
Arabic (3) -— 33.3% -—— 33.3% 33.3%
Maltese (2) 50.0% -—- =-= - 50.0%
Afrikaans (1) Cm—— ——- 100.0% [ —— —
Hausa. (1) ' f e -— --- 7 100.0% ———
Ibo (1) 100.0% - -——— —-—— ———
Swahili (2) ——— - 50.0% - e 50.0%
Bengali (2). 100.0% --- - f e -
Hindi (2) C - ~-~ + 100.0% - —_—
“Urdu (2) -—— —— 100.0% -— -——
Japanese (1) - —-——- - --- 100.0% . e==TT

No data provided in respect of Greek, Welsh, Hebrew, Dagaare
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Al.2.3 Speech community

TABLE A9 Where subjects learned the languages they
" knew. Percentages refer to total number of
subjects r- ovortinag a knowledge of each language.
cf. Table 11, 1.2.3; Tables 146 and 147, 7.2.3.

1

Fnglish (382) 83.8%
Irish (364) 77.2%
French (338) 75.7%
German (141) 61.7%
Spanish (42) 52.4%
Italian (13)° 53.8%
Latin (45) 75.6%
"Dutch (3) So-==
Portuauese (1) -——
Danish (1) -———
“Russian (3) 33.3%
Arabic (3) _ 33.3%

Hebrew (1) ~ 100.0%
Maltese (2) S e
Afrikaans (1) 100.0%

Hausa (1). 100.0%
Ibo (1) 100.0%
Swahili (2) - -—-
Bengali (2) 100.0%
Hindi (2) 100.0%
Urdu (2) 100.0%

Japanese (1) 100.0%

-

2 3 4 5 6

2.4% 0.5% 11.0% 0.5% 1.8%
2.5% -—- 14.0% 0.3% 6.0%
3.0% 1.5% 13.0% 1.8% 5.0%
9.9% 5.0% 19.1% 1.4% 2.8%

7.1%  11.9% 9.5% -—- 19.0%
7.7% 7.7% ~-- -—- 30.8%
— 2.2% — = 22.2%
33.3% -— --- --= 66.7%
-——  100.0% -—- -—- ———
100.0% -— ~—- -—- S~
- —— ——— -—- 66.7%
33.3%  33.3% —_— —- -—
— -— 50.0% -—- 50.0%
50.0% - — -—- 50.0%

No data provided in respect of Greek, Welsh, Swedish, Dagaare

Key:

d

Hw N

[~ X5

in own country .

in country/ region where language
is native

in other place

in own country and in country/region
where language is native

other combinations

no response

- :248
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Al.2.4

|

Factors in the learning experience

TABLE AlO

I
Factors that subjects reported played a role

in their experience of learning lanquages other

other than English.

Percentages refer to total
number of subjects reporting that they knew each
language. C[{. Table
148 and 149, 7.2.4.

s 20 and 21,

1.2.4; Tables

Irish (364)
French (338)
German (141)
Spanish (42)
Italian (13)
Latin (45)
Dutch (3)
Portuquese (1)
Danish (1)
Swedish (
Russian
Arabic

)
(3)
3
Hebrew (1
(
s
)

1
3
)
)
Maltese (2
Afrikaan
Hausa (1
Ibo (1)
Swahili (2)
Bengali (2),

)
(1)

" Hindi_ (2)

Urdu (2)
Japanese (1)

1 2

87.9%
1.2¢  93.2%
2.8% 61.0%
4.8%  64.3%
-~ 30.8%
- 86.7%
- 100.0%

- 33.3%
—— 66.7%
—-—  100.0%
50.0% -—
--—  100.0%

100.0% -—-
100.0% -

No data provided in respect of

Key:

school

oUW N

books,

o w23<1£) .

100.0%
100.0%

50.0%

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Greek, Welsh,

4 5 6
1l.4% 4.9% 11.0%
1.8% 10.4% 22.2%

15.6% 21.3% 12.8% .
4.8% 2.4% 14.3%

23.1% 7.7% 23.1%
2.2% - 4.4%
-—= ©33.3% -—
—— —_—— 100.0%

-100.0% —— -
—— -—- 50.0%
-—— —_— 50.0%
- —— 50.0%
Dagaare

home environment

friends/acquaintances
university/language course/study
visits/residence abroad

films, media, music

246



TABLE All Percentages of subjects who
reported having taken different
languages at primary school.
Cf. Table 23, 1.2.4; Table 153,

7.2.4.

(N=382)
Enalish 98.4%
Irish 92.7%
FFrench . 10.7%
German 1.3%
{talian 0.5%
Latin 1.3%
Maltese 0.3%
Afrikaans 0.3%
Ibo 0.3%
Bengali 0.5%

TABLE Al2 Percentages of subjects who
repor’d having taken different
languages at post-primary school.
Cf. Table 24, 1.2.4; Table 154,

7.2.4.
(N=382)
; English 98.7%
Irish ‘ _ 90.3%
French 88.0%
Garman 13.6%
Spanish 10.7%
Italian 1.1%
Latin 11.0%
Por tuguese 0.3%
Arabic 0.3%
maltese 0.3%
Afrikaans 0.3%
.. Ibo : ) . 0.3%
Bengali . ) - 0.5%
'z
. -
25
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Al.3 LEARNING IRISH, FRENCH, GERMAN, SPANISH AND ITALIAN AT

SCHOOL

Al.3.1 Activities and learning materials in the language
classroom. '

TABLE Al3 Productive activities referred to by subjects

in respect of learning English, Irish, French,
<« German, Spanish, and Italian at primary school.
Percentages refer tco total number of subjects who

' took each langt

i1age at primary school. Cf. Table 29,

1.3.2.
English 1Irish French German Spanish 1Italian
(376) (354) (41} (5) (0) (2)

Repeating

individual

sounds 59.3% 84.2% 95.1% 80.0% - 100.0%
,Repeating

whole

phrases/

sentences 69.18 96.0% 95.1%  80.0% -——- 100.0%
Oral grammar . :

exercises 82.2% 91.2% 87.8% 80.0% - 100.0%
Written gram- ' e

mar exercises 93.9% 97.2% 87.8% 80.0% - 100.0%
Essays 94.4% 96.3% 53.7% B80.0% --- 50.0%
Translations 64.1% 8l.4% 63.4% 60.0% -—— 100.0%
Summaries 66.2% 55.1% 31.7% 60.0% —-—— 50.C%
Project work 60.1% 55.4% 12.2% 20.0% - 50.0%
Free : . ¢ :

conversation 71.5% 65.3% 43.9% 80.0%" -——— -—-
‘Debates 59.0% 32.2% 4.9% -—- —-— ———

g
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TABLE Al4 Productive activities referred to by subjects in
velation to learnirg English, Irish, French, German,
Spanish and .talian at post-primary school.
centaqes refer to Lo.al number of subjects who took

Per-

cach language at pe: t-primary school, Cf. Table 32,
1.3.2. :
Knalisk Jfrish French German Spanish Italian
(3'7) (345) (336) (52) (41} (4)
Repeating
- individual
sounds 23.9% 59.4% 86.9% 71.2% 80.5% 100.0%
Repeating
wholen
" phrases/
“=mentences 3L.0% 71.6% 20.8% 80.8% 85.4% 50.0%
Oral grawaar
exercises 51.5% 84.9% 85.4% 80.8% 82.9% 100.0%
Written ¢ im- '
maor exelrcises  83.0% 95.4% 96.4% 84.6% 90.2% 100.0%
Essays a2.0% 98.6% 97.6% 88.5% 95.1% 75.0%
Translaticas 28.1% 87.2% 97.9% 88.5% 95.1% 100.0%
Summariées 76.9% 74.8% 68.8% 48.1% 56.1% 50.0%
Project work 49.1% 26.7% 17.9% 17.3% 14.6% 50.0%
Free con- )
varsotion 64.7% 71.9% 59.8% 57.7% 53.7% 75.0%
Debates 72.4% 49.0% 14.6% 23.1% 12.2% —-——
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TABLE AlS5

Lanquage learning materials reterred to by subijects

in relation to learning Fnglish, Irish, French, German,
spanish and Ttalian at primary school. bPercoentages
rofor to total number of subjects who took ecach lan-
quage at primary school. €. Table 35, 1.3.2.

Enqlish  Trish  Fronch  German  Spanish Ltalian

(376) (154) (41) (%) () (2)
Textbooks T 96.0% 71.2%  100.0%  100.0% -~ 100.0%
Slides 16.8% 32.5% 16.3% 20.0% -— ———
Filmstrips 15.2% 26.3% 41.9% 60.0% - 50.0%
Tapes/records '
. of speoech 20,29 39.3% 73.2% 40.0% -— 50.0%
Tapas/recovds
ot sonas CAUNEN 317.0% 43.97% 40.0% - 50.0%
Videotape
recordings 4.09% 5.14% 17.0% 20.0% -——— 50.0%
Extracts from
newspapers/
magazines 95.3% 16.6% 34.1% 40.0% —-_—— —-——-
Literary works 90.7% 85.3% 48.8% 80.0% —— 50.0%
Lanquage lab 4.3% 2.8% 36.6% 60.0% ——— 50.0%
TABLE Al6é langquage learning materials referred to by subjects
in relation to learning English, Irish, French, German,
Spanish and Italian at post-primary school. Percentages
refer to total number of subjects who took each lan-
quage at post-primary school. Cf. Table 37, 1.3.2.
English Irish French German Spanish Italian
’ (377) (345) (336) (52) (41) (4)
Textbooks 95.2% 99.1% 100.0% 96.2% 97.6% 100.0%
Slides . 12.5% 18.6% 49 . 1% 26.9% 39.0% 50.0%
Filmstrips 13.8% 11.0% 40.2% 17.3% 24 .4% 50.0%
. Tapes/records
of speech 20.2% 35.7% 75.9% 42.3% 56.1% 75.0%
Tapes/records
of songs 14.9% 27.5% 40.8% 34.6% 36.6% 25.0%
Videotape
recordings 8.0% 5.8% 17.0% 5.8% 7.3% 25.0%
Extracts from
newspapers/ .
magazines 64.7% 64.1% 67.3% 53.9% 51.2% 75.0%
Literary works 93.4% 68.1% 83.6% 57.7% 70.7% 100.0% -
Lanquage lab 4.2% 6.4% 23.8%, 13.5% 19.5% 25.0%
I Mhen
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Al.3.2

Enjoyment

TABLE Al7 Subjects' expressed enjoyment of
learning English, Irish, French,
German, Spanish and Italian at
primary school. Percentages refer
to total number of subjects who
had taken cach language at primary
school. Cf. Table 40, 1.3.3.

"Enjoyed most"

English (376) 57.9%
lrish (354) 23.2%
French (41) 29.3%

German (5) ———
Spanish (0) _——
Italian (2) 50.0%

"Enjoves least!

English (376) 12.2%
Irish (354) 64.7%
French (41) 22.0%
German (5) 20.0%

Spanish (O) -—-
Italian (2) ——-

234
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TABLE Al8 Subjects' expressed enjoyment of
learning Enqlish, Trish, French,
jorman, Spanish and ftalian at post-
primary schoul. Percentages refer
to total number of subjects who took
cach lanquage at post-primary school.
cf. Table 41, 1.3.3.

"Enjoyed most"

English (377) 36.1%
Irish (345) 15.9%
French (336) ° 41.7%
German {52) 26.9%
Spanish (41) 26.8%
Italian (4) 75.0%

"Enjoyed least"

English (377) 13.3%
Irish (345) 48.4%
French (336) . 18.2%
German (52) 28.9%
Spanish (41) 19.5%

Italian (4) -—-
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AL. 4 LEARNERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR PROFICIENCY IN IRISH,
FRENCH, GERMAN, SPANTSH AND ITALIAN

Al.4.1 ‘Phe four skills

TABLE A19  Subjects difficulty rating for the tour askills in
{rish, French, German, Spanish, ltatian.  Percentages
rolate to total number of subjects reporting that they
knew cach language.  Cf. Tables 48-55, 1.4.1.

very hard normal casy very no

hard easy response
TRIish (36d)
under stand
speech 10,7 20.9% 33.8% 20.6% 8.5% 5.5%
speak 5.0 25.0% 39.0% 18.1% 6.9% 5.5%
? read 4.7 17.9% 40.7% 22.0% 9.3% 5.5%
write 7.4 25.6% 40.4% 22.0% 4.8% -
FRENCIH (334)
understand
speoech 17.2% 37.3% 28,43 12.4% 4.4% O 3%
speak 14.8% 19, 3% 32.5% 10.7% 2.4% 0.3%
read 5.6% 30.5% 43.2% 16.6% 3.8% 0.3%
write B.6% 39.1% 39.9% 10.4% 1.8% 0.3%
GERMAN (141)
understand
Sparech 2103 27.0% 26.2% 15.6% 5.7% 4.3%
speak 18.4% 36.9% 29.1% 9.9% 5.7% —---
read 16.3% 38.3% 28.4% 9.9% 2.8% 4.3%
write 27 .0% 40.4% 22.0% 3.5% 2.8% 4.3%
SPANISH (42)
understand
spceech 16.7% 33.3% 31.0% 9.5% —— 9.5%
speak 9.5% 47.6% 23.8% 9.5% —-—= 9.5%
read 7.1% 26.2% 38.1% 14.3% 4.8% 9.5%
write 14.3% 35.7% 28.6% 9.5% 2.4% 9.5%
. ITALLAN (13)
understand
speech 15.4% 23.1% 30.8% 7.7% —— 23.1%
speak ’ 7.7% 46,2%  23.1% -—- - 23.1%
read 7.7%. 30.8% 23.1% 15.4% ~== .  23.1%

write 7.7% 38.5% 15.4¢% 15.4%  -=- 23.1%
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Al.4.2 Particular productiv litficulties

TABLE A20 Subjocts' dilticulty rating for ditferent aspects of
producing rish, PFrench, Gorman, Spanish and fTtalian,

Porcontages relate to total number of subjects report-
thg that they knew cach langquage, CF, Tables 59Y-70,
.40,
[CRTN hatvd normal casy S very no
hard oasy  response
IHI5H (364)
oxact form .09 27.5% 39.06% 14.6% 2.2% 6.6%
right word .U 29.9% 40.7% 14.6% 2.7% 6.3%
word order 4.14% 16.2% 42.6% 23.0% 6.3% 6.9%
propunciation 2,79 11.0% 40. 7% 28.48% 9.9% 6.9%
right turn ot
phrase To.7% 1,24 3O 8% H.H% 2.2% v, 6%
intonation 4.4 25 . 3% 41.8% 15.9% 5.8% 6.9%
FRENCH (338)
exact tormn 10.9% 39.3% 37.6% 8.9% 2.7% 0.6%
right word 7.7% 40.8% 41.4% 8.8% 0.6% 0.9%
word order 8.0% 31.1% 45. 6% 12.7% 2.7% ——-
pronunciation 9.2% 30.8%  38.2% | 16.9% 4.7% 0.3%
right turn of -
phrase 18.0% 53.8% 23.4% 4.1% 0.6% -
intonation 12.7% 4l .44 31.4% 11.2% 3.0% 0.3%
4
GERMAN (141)
exact form 26.2% 41.1% 15.6% 7.1% l.4% 8.5%
right word 20.6% 38.3% 24 .8% 5.0% 2.1% 9.2%
wbrd order 19.2%  34.8%  31.9% 7.1% -—- 7.1%
pronunciation 8.5% 19.9% 44.0% 14.2% 5.0% 8.5%
right turn ot
phrase 22.7% 50.4% 15.6% 2.8% —— 8.5%
intonation 15.6% 36.2% 29.1% 12.8% 1.4% 5.0%
SPANISH (42)
exact form 9.5% 26.2% 21.4% 19.1% —-—— 23.8%
right word 7.1% 33.3% 26.2% 9.5% - 23.8%
word order 11.9% 28.6% 23.8% 11.9% ~--- 23.8%
pronunciation 2.4% 19.1% 19.1% 31.0% 2.4% 26.2%
right turn of .
phrase 9.5% 66.7% 19.1% 4.8% - ——
intonation 7.1% 28.6% .33.3% 7.1% —-—— 23.8%
ITALIAN (13)
exact form ~—- 23.1% 15.4% 15.4% - 46.2%
right word 7.7% 7.7% 30.8% 7.7%. —— 46.2%
word order -—- 15.4% 38.5% —— ——- 46.2%
pronunciation ——— 15.4% - 30.8% 7.7% ——- 46.2%
right turn of
phrase 15.4% 7.7% 30.8% ——- ~-—- 46.2%
intonation 7.7% 15.4% 23.1% 7.7% — 46.2%
A~ u'254
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A2 : LANGUAGE NEEDS

ATTITUDES TO SECOND LANGUAGES

subjects' attitudes to lanquages they already knew

PABLE A21 Question: Are there any
languages that you know but
would like to know boetter?
cf. 80101,

{

(N=182)
You B5.6%

Noy 14.4%

TABLEr A22 Perceentages of subjects who
reported that they would like
to know better a language/lan-
quages that they already k naw
specifying different languages.
¢f. Table 157, 8.1.1; Table 236,

14.1.
(327)
Irish 34.9%
French 71.6%
German 36.1%
Spanish ‘ 10.7¢%
Italian 4.0%
[atin 2.8%
Greek 0.3%
wWelsh 0.3%
Dutch 0.9%
banish 0.3%
Swedish 0.3%
Russian 0.9%
Arabic 0.6%
Maltese 0.6%
Hausa . 0.3% -
Swahili 0.6%
Japanese 0.3%
. 255 235523



TABLE A21

Irish (3
I'rench (3
Goerman (1
Spanish (
Ttatian (
Latin |
Groeek (1)
wWelsh (1)
hut.ch (3)
Danish (1
Swedinh (
Russjian
Arabic (3)
Maltese (2)
Hausa (1)
Swahili (2)
Japanese (1

Numbors of subjectn reporting that
they would 1ike to know diftferent
Lanquages bottor, oxpressed as per-
contagan of all subjects reporting
A knowledge ot those languaged,
G tabdle 18, Ba 1.1 Table 237,
31,3t
) 69.2%
) 83.7%
) 83.3%
) - ,100,0%
20,0% °
100.0%
1QU. 0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
66.7%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
) 100.0%

A2.1.2 Subjects'. attitudes to languages they did not already

know

TABLE A24 Qhestion: Are there any
languages you do not know

. ) but would like to know?

. N cf. 8.1.2.

(N=382)
Yes v 66.5%
No , 33.5%
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PABLE A25 Percontagen of subjectn who reported
that they would like to know a lanquage/
lanquages that they did not know specl-
fying differsat languages. Cf. Table
161, 8.1.2; Table 240, 14.2.

{254)

Irish 1.2%

French 7.1%

Corman 51.6%

Sparish 34.7%

Ttalian 27.2%

Latin 3.2%

Greck 3.5%

Wolsh . 0.4%

but.ch 3.1%

! Poyrt agquese 0.8%
Danish 1.2%

o ) I"innish 0.4%
. . Norwegian 0.4%
" Swedish 1.6%

Russian 13.8%

Serbo-Croat 0.4%

Arabic 2.4%

Hebrow 0.4%

Hindi 0.8%

Sanskrit 0.4%

Bahasa Malaysia 0.4%

' : Chinese 5.1%
Japanese 2.8%

O
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TABLE A26 Numbers of subjects reporting that they
would like to know different languages -
“that they did.not already know, expressed
as percentages of all subjects who did not
report a knowledge of each language. Cf.
Tagde 162, 8.1.2; Table 241, 14.2,

.

Iri:. (18) . 16.7%
}ronrn (44) 40.9%
Gorman (241) 54.4%
Spanish (340) .25.9%
Italian (369) 18.7%
Latin (337) 2 43
Greek (381) .4%
welsh (381) 0-3%
Dutch (379) 2.9% —
Fortuguese (381} e T 0.5 %
anish (381) 0.8%
~ Finnish (382} 0.3%
Norwegian' (382) . . . 0.3%
Swedish (381) : ) " 3.0%
. ) Russian (379)" J.2%
N Serbo-Croat (382) 0.3%
Arabic (379} : . 1.6%
Hebrew (381} : 0.3% s
Hindi (380) 0.5%
Sanskrit (382) . T 0.3%
) Bahasa Malaysia (382) : 0.8%
Chinese (382) 3.4% !

Japanese (381). ' 1.8%

A2.2 SUBJECTS' REASONS FOR INTEREST IN SECOND LANGUAGES

W

A2.2.1 5uéjects' perceptions of the advantéges of second
language learning :

~

TABLE A27 - Percentages of subjects specifying different
advantages of knowing languages other than one's
first 1anquaqe._ cf. Table 163, 8.2.1.

(N=382)
Travel/tourism/work abroad 50.5%
Employment and business opportunities 33.5%

Academic work . 5.2% -

‘International communication ' 35.9% °
Social advantages | 24.1%
self-development = : : 24.1%
Cross-cultural understanding : o - 28.0%
Increased aWur»nPss of own lanauage and/or cultire 3.7%
Access to f3.:.7in literature, cinema, theatre 5.8%
No responss . . 9.7%
: .k : : : 258 b
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A2.2.2 Subjects' reasons for wantxng to know better languages
that they already knew

TABLE A28 Distribution of reasons given by subjects for
wanting to know better languages that they already
knew. . Percentages refer to the total number of
reasons given in respect of each language. Cf.
Tables 164 and 165, 8.2.2; Tables 238 and 239,

14.1.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Irish (132) 12.1% 5.3% 3.8% 7.6% 45.5% 25.8%
French (339) 54.9% 6.5% 4.7% 9.7% 9.4% 14.8%
German (172) 64.0% 5.8% 8.7% 4.7% 5.8% 11.1%
Spanish. (50) 42.0% 4.0% 2.0% . 14.0% 4.0% 34.0%
Italian (16) 56.3% 6.3% 12.5% . 6.3% —f— 18.8%
Latin (11) ——— 9.1% 27.3% 18.2% 9/1% 36.4%
Greek (1) -— - - - - 100.0%
welsh (2} 50.0% -—= ——= 50.0% —— -
Dutch (4) 75.0% —-— -—— —— 25.0% ——
Danish (1) 100.0%  --- ——- S F-= -—
Swedish (2) 100.0% === ~m=  =em pen =
Russian (4) 75.0% -—— —— -— fm— 25.0%
Arabic (4) 50.0% -— —— - —— 50.0%
Maltese (2) 100.0% - —— —— ——- —-——
Hausa (1) 100.0% ——— ——— - —— ——
Swahili (3) 33.3%8 -~~~ — ——— . === 66.7%
Japanese (2) . 100.0% -— e —-——-
/' . -
Key: 1 = Desire to use language for purposes

of oral communication !
Practical value of language
Reading
General interest in the language
‘Cultural and/or internatjional

importance of the language
Speclal/personal.reasoné

N N WN
Wy

Note: Fach of the abov: categories covers a
* hundle of reason-types, so that individual
subjects may have given more than one
reason in any particular category.

=62
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A2.2.3 Subjécts' reasons for wanting to knowrlanguages they "~
did not already know

TABLE A29 Distribution of reasons given by subjects for
wanting to know languages that they did not already
know. Pecentages refer to the total number of
reasons given in respect of each language. Cf.
Tables 166 and 167, 8.2.3; Tables 242 and 243,

14.2.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Irish (3) -—- ——- -—-, ===  66.7% 33.3%
French (26) 34.6% = 7.7%. 3.9% 30.8% 23.1%
German (180) 61.1% 3.3% 3.9% 8.9% 11.7%- 1l1l.1%
Spanish (114) 52.6% 5.3% 6.1% 18.4% 10.5%  7.0%
Italian (106) 50.9% 5.7% 3.8% 15.1% 9.4% 15.1%
Latin (8) ——— 37.5% - 12.5% 25.0% 25.0% —-—
Greek (3) 33.3% -—— === 66.7% Sant e
welsh (1) -~ = --- -—= - - --- 100.0%
Dutcn (14), 64.3% — —-——- 7.1% 14.3% 14.3%
Portuguese (2) 50.0% -—= -— —— -—- 50.0%
Danish (4) 75.0% —-_—— === - - 25.0%
Finnish (1) -— -— -— ~== . -—= 100.0%
Norwegian (2) 50.0% -— -— - -— 50.0%
Swedish (7) 100.0% —-——= —_—— —-—— —-—— -_——
Russian (38) 26.3% --- 10.5% 26.3% 10.5% 26.3%
Serbo-Croat (1) -—— ——- -— ~-- 100.0% ———
Arabic (7) 42.9% - —— 14.3% - 42.9%
Hebrew (1) —— _— ——— -— --=-"100.0%
Hindi (1) ~100.0%  --- -—- -— - -—
Bahasa Malaysia (2) 100.0% — -— - ——— -—-
Chinese (16) 37.5% —-— ——— 18.8% " 12.5% 31.3%
Japanese (10) 60.0% --- 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% ———

No data provided in respect of Sanskrit

Kev: 1 = Desire to use the language for
purposes of oral communication
Practical value.of the language
Reading < .
General interést in the language
Cultural and/or international
importance of the language
Special/personal reasons

U W
[ I A}

o
"

Note: Each of the above categories covers: a
bundle of reason-types, so that individual
subjects may have given more than one
reason in any particular category.
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h7.3 EXPRESSED NEEDS FOR SECOND LANGUAGES (cf. 8.4)

TABLE A30 Que- on: Is there any reason why
you must or feel you should learn
or know lanquaqes other than your
first language, or improve your
knowledge of lanquages you already
know? Cf. 8.4

(N=382)
Yes 78.3%
No R 21.7%

~ TABLE A3l Percentages of subjects reporting a need to know
- a language/lanquages.other than their first language
who gave different aspects of studx as the reason
for their need. Cf. Table 170, 8.4.
(299)
~General reasons : ) 29.8%
Degree ' 20.7%
Literature 1.0%
Read textbooks ' 1.3%°
Read journals, technical reports, papers 0.3%
Knowledge of foreign sources ) 4.0%
Research - -—-
" Combination ¢ the above. 2.0%

Communication W1th other students -—

TABLE A32 Percentages of subjects reporting a need to know
’ a language/languages other than their first language
who gave different aspects of work/employment/
career as the reason for their need. Cf. Table
171, 8.4.
- (299)
General reasons : : 32.1%
Teaching 4.08%
Career/research 31.4%
Communication with foreign colleagues 6.4%
Read/write documents, articleés etc. in
foreign language . L ——
Contact with foreign bu51nessmen 3.3%
Translation . -

Combination of the above : 0.3% °

1261 264 : ' . ;
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TABLE A33 Percentages of subjects reporting a need to know

a language/languages other than their first language
who gave different personal reasons for their need.
Ccf. Table 172, 8.4. .

(299)

Gonier gl reasons . 26.1%
Troeey 13.0%
Holidays 6.4%
Communication with tfriends 14.1%
Pleasure/interest 4.4%
Enjoyment/fulfilment derived from knowing

languages other than one's first 5.0%
Reading/literature 2.3%
Combination of the above : 1.0%
Self-improvement 2.0%

A2.4 PROSPECTS OF LANGUAGE LEARNING

TABLE A34 Question: Do you intend to take
' steps to fulfil your language needs?
Percentages refer to total number of
subjects who reported a need for a
language/languages other than their
first language. Cf. 8.5.

(299)°

Yes ' 92.3% -

No : o C7.7%

TABLE A35 Question: When will you take steps to-'fulfil
your language needs? Percentages refer to total
number of subjects who reported a need for a
language/languages other than- thelr first language.
Cf. Table 175, 8.5.

" (299}
1- 4 months ) " 15.1%
4-6 months o 5.0%
7-% months/next year . 0.7%
1 year ’ : 10.7%
1-2 years ' 8.4%
3-5 years 5.0%
longer o 0.3%
not definite/depends/as soon as p0551ble 16.4%
studying now . 18.7%
no-response - ) R 19¢7%

- 263
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A2,5 APPROACHE; Ty LANGUAGE LEARNING (cf. 8.6)

A2.5.1 Preferred methods of teaching/learning

TABLE A2o Percentages of subjects expressing preference for
different approaches to teaching. Cf. Table 176,

8.6.1.
(N=382)
Explanation with drawings 22.3%
Oral explanation 36.9%
Written explanation 27.5%
Explanation in a speech situation you
can observe 25.1%
Explanation in a speeck situation in
which you can participate Y37.4%
No response 21.5%

TABLE A37 Percentaaes of subject.s expressing preference for

6.1.

different methods of ilearning. Cf. Table 177, 8.
(N=382)
write it down ' ’ W . 42.9%
Listen to it 40.3%
Read written explanation 24.1% N
Repeat it aloud . - 30.6%
" No response ] 20.9%

"A2.5.2 Choice of course

"TABLE A38 Percentages of subjects expressihg preference for

different arrangements for language iearning.
cf. Table 178, 8.6.2.

(N=382)
Teacher + group ' 34.6%
Teacher + individual ' 14.7%
Teacher + language laboratory + group 39.5%
Teacher + language laboratory + individual 16.28%
Self-instruction using books only 5.5%
self-instruction using books + tapes/discs 23.0%
Radio course + book 4 ) 5.0%
Television course + book ’ 12.6%
No response ] ’ : 20.9%

266
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This appercix contains the final version of 'the question-
naire used in the survey, prefaced by the covering letter that
was used in its postal administration to PG and UG students in-
Trinity College (the dates in the letter refer to the administra-
tion to PG students). ) o~ S

the general design of the questionnaire and its administra-
tion are discussed in the Introduction (0.2, 0.3). The first
draft was piloted with a selection of rembers of the academic
staff of Trinity College and subsequently with a group of under-'
graduate students at University College, Dublin: I number of
revisions were then made to the Questionnaire before it was
administered to the Trinity College PG sample in. Trinity term
1980. A few additional changes were made in the light of the
results of this first phase of the sur-v, so that the form of
the Qquestionnaire used in Michaelmas t: 1980 with the Trinity
College UG sample (the one reproduced hLere) constituted a third
draft. No further amendments to the questionnnaire were felt to
be required before the third phase of the survey (1981), "invol-
ving . students at third-level institutions other than Trinity

“.College.

The details of the evolution of the questionnaire are set
out below. Throughout, numbers refer to the numbering of
questions in the final version of the questionnaire.

Changes made after the pilot study

- In general, more lines and grids were provided to
facilitate responses; also there were some changes in
spacing.

¢

- In the introductory paragraph two phrases were under-
lined: - “'first language' means the language you first
learned as a child" and "include your first language".

- In questions 3-8 the sentence "Please list languages in
descending order of proficiency" was added.

- In questions 12-22 the words referring to the type of.
educational institutions in question were underlined.

- Question 30 was constituted by combining what had pre-
viously been two separate guestions, addressing respec-

tively countries/regions visited and duration of
visits; subsequent gquestions were renumbered. accord-
ingly:

- In Questions 34 and 35 the phrase "excluding your first
language" was added.

- In Question 42 the phrase "e.g. as a tourist, at work,
with friends" was added. :

¥ 2gg
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o

- Because of problems of overlap with questions 38, 41
and 42, two queStions which had originally immediately
followed question 53 were omitted: "Do you think lan-
guages other than your first language will be useful to
you in your future life? YES/NO" and: "Why?"; sub-
sequent questions were renumbered accordingly.

- In question 56 the phrase "under the following
headings" was added.

Changes made after completion of the first phase of the survey

- Question 2, which had originally read "Is this still
the language Yyou speak best?" was divided into two
parts: (a) "Have you native or near native competence
in any language(s) other than your first language?" and
{b) "If yes, please specify language(s)".

- In questions 87 and 68 the response categories were
reduced and simpliried from

" A hours a,déy/week*
months/years*
{*Delete where not applicable)”

to " hours per week"

The covering letter also underwent certain changes between
the pilot study and the survey proper. Because the pilot . study?
had elicited some unfavourable reactions to the length of the
questionnaire and because we were keen that subjects should
provide us with a maximum amount of information, two paragraphs
were added to-the letter; initially:

We. realize that the attached questionnaire may seem at
first glance intimidating and something of an _ imposition.
Nevertheless we hope that you will give some‘of your time to
answering it; your response is vital to the future develop-
ment of an important new facility in College.

and penultimately:
. ) . -

We shall be most grateful if you will give some of your

time to answering the questionnaire and return it to us by

We also added to the last paragraph a note about arrangements for
the return of completed questionnaires: .
We enclose a pre-paid envelope for your reply; if you prefer
you may leave your completed questionnaire at the Centre for
Language and Communication Studies office - Arts Building,

Room 4091.
22(3£) 268
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UNIVERSITY OF DUBLIN

CENTRE FOR LANGUAGE- AND COMMUNICATION STUDIES

©

% _ ARTS BUILDING

vy TRINITY COLLEGE
: DUBLIN 2

Log72941 Fxto 1560 April 1980

RESEARCH PROJECT ON INDEPENDENT LANGUAGE LEARNING

LANGUAGE NEEDS SURVEY

We realize that the attached questionnaire may seem at first glance.
= “intimidating and something of an imposition. Nevertheless we hope that
you will give some of your time to answering it; your response is vital
to the future development of an important new facility in College.

Since its inception the Centre for Language and Communication Studies
has offered all members of College the facility of learning a language by
private study in the language laboratory.

In order to improve this facility, providing in due course a wider
range of languages and learning materials. specially designed for private
study, we have recently launched a research project on independent (private
study) language learning. This project is financed by the Development Fund.

The project has three aims:

(a) to establish what languages are needed for what purposes;

(b) to investigate the methodological problems raised by
independent language learning;

(¢) to assemble appropriate language learning materials.

This questionnaire relates to the first of these aims. We ask for
your co-operation in establishing what language needs exist in College -
at the moment we have no precise information.

We shall be most grateful if you will give some of your time to
answering the questionnaire and return it to us by Friday 18 April.

You will note that the quest}onnaire does not ask for your name;
anonymity is guaranteed. We enclose a pre-paid envelope for your reply;
if you prefer you may leave your completed questionnaire at the Centre
for Language and Communication Studies office ~ Arts Building, Room 4091.

David Little David Singleton Wilma Silvius

wo 270
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INSTRUCTIONS

Please fill in the form in pen, and answer the questions as precisely as
possible. Be careful to turn every page.

Throughout the questionnaire Yfirst language” means the language you first
lestned as a child. If you learned two or more languages simultaneously as a child
please indicate this in your answer to question 1. Unless otherwise gpecified
"languages you know, can read, etc." include your first language.

A. The first part of this guestionnaire is designed to give us an
insight into your experience of language(s) to date.

1. What ia your first language,, that is,
the language You first spoke aa afchild? -

2 (a). Have you native or near native
compstence in any language(s) other than Yes /Nok
your first language?

2 (b). If yes, please lpéhify language(s)

3. What language(s) would you understand
if they were spoken to you by another
person? Plesse list languages in
descending order of proficiency.

4. What language(s) can you read?
Please list languages in descending order
of proficiency.

*Delete where not applicable

271
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'_5. What kinds of things do ynn normally read in those languages? Please list languages
in descending order ot proticiency and tick boxes as appropriate.

LANGUAGE(S) :

books

nevwspapers

comi¢s

magazines

'light' literature

'serious’ literature

business letrers

personal letters

academi¢ articles

conference papers

poems

telegrams

other

b, What language(s) e¢an you write?
Please list languages in descending ’
order of proficiency.

7. What kinds of things do vou normally write in those lanpusyes? Please list languages
in descending vrder 0f proficiency and tick buxes as appropriate,

_ LANGUACE(S):

letters

© academic articles

magazine/newspaper
articles

telegrams

poems

short stories

books

lecture notes

messages

ather . % . ”

_72
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8., What language(s) can you speak ?

Please list languages in délcendin_g order

of proficiency.

9. When did you start to learn the language(s) you know, including your first

language?

language

age

10. Where did you learn the language(s) you know? Please tick as appropriate, filling
in the languagss you know in the column under 'languages'.

LANGUAGE : in @y own Country

in the country where the language
is native

in another place

11, How did you learn the languiges you know? E.g. from parents, at school, from friends,
through movies, muaic, etc. Please specify for all the languages you know all the ways

applicable.

language

—_—

vays

111
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12. Which language(s) did your teacher(s)
in primary school use as a medium of

instruction?

13, Which 'anguage(s) did your teacher(s)
in _post-primary school use as a medium of

instruction?

14. Which language(s) did your teacher(s)
in Universicty/College use 23 a medium of

instruction?

15. Which language(s) did you take in
primary school?

16. For each language taken in primary school please specify the teaching materials used.

Tick as many as appropriate.

LANGUAGE(S):

textbooks

slides

filmstrips

tapes/records uf'speeCh

tapes/records of songs

videotape recordings

extracts from newspapers/magazines

lit
erary,tgite, (ggem) short

language laboratory

27
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21, For vach language !aken in_post-primary schoel please specify the teaching material used
Fill in the language(s) and tick as appropriate,

LANGUAGE(S):
“extbooks

slides

filmstrips

tapes/records of
sprech

tapes/records of
SOnRY

video-tape
recordings
extracts from
newspapers/
magdazines

literary works
(poems , short
Ktories, ete.)

language
laboratory

22, For each language taken in' post~primary school, please specify the activities
Fill in the languages and tick as appropriate,

you had te perform,

LANGUAGE(S) ¢

repeating
individial sounds

repeating whole
phrases or
sentences

@5al grammar
vxercises

essays

transtations

summaries

project-work

free conversation

.debates !

1
written gram;‘r
exercises ,




23, Which language Jid you enjoy
learning most in post-primary school?

24. wWhich tanguage did you enjoy
tearning least in post-primary school?

25. FPlease fill in the fulltowing box for each of your languages. How many years did
you take the tanguages; did you take them in your final school exam; what was the
examination, Honours or pass? What grades did you get?

. Leaving Leaving numbe r
LANCUACE(S) ¢ Final exam Certificate | Certificate} A Levels other . of Grade

Yes | No (plesse specify

Honours Pass | years
r—;

I | . ;
26. Have you taken/are you taking a language
course uther than as a school or college
subject? have taken/am taking/no*

J7. 1f fes, please Rive as much information as possible under the following headings

;
- what language(s})?

~ name of coyrse(s)/institution(s)

- length of ¢ w(s)
- vapeletion of course(s) . R Yes/No/Not completed yet*

aDelete where nct applicable

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- methods cuploved o the courned(s) . Please laodk ciosely at the porgibitities
Listed below and state tor ecach course you followed the corresponding number,

bo teacher and group

Jo teacher and andividual

oo teacher and Language faboratory and group

we teacher and language Labvratory and individual
S selt-instioction using hooks only
. selt-instruction uaing bocks and re
7o radie course and book

B, television course and beok

ords/ tapes .

peoval peaction to the course{a). (F.p. dod veu like it: were thare certain

f

parts vou Jid not lhikel)




8. In languapes other than your firat have you ever

on No

- lintened to speech for more than a fevw minutes?

liateed to radiv progranmes?

wvatchied tilms without subtitlcs?

listened to songs?

- tead nevspapers/magazines?

converged with « forerpner in youf ovn country

Aung songs?

- written to a pen-pal?

wvatched television programmes?

Please tick as appropriate.

29.  Have you ever bheen to a country/repion

where language (8) other than vour first
language i in general ane? Yoen/to%

if No, please contisue with g

e teter nere ouaet applie e ’
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W, 1t Yes, to which countries/regions and tor how long?

1. wWhich 1, iage did you speak?

COUNTRY/REGION(S)

your iirst language

satge ingeneral
cther (specify)

VoL Whie, languoage

COUSTRY /REGLION(S)
your firsk language
lunguage in genetat
(specity)

neher

v, Whivh language
A4 dpprapriate.
COUNTRY/REGINON(S):
Jour tivst Language
tanguige 1t genrsal

other fapyvcify)

se

did

use

did

u4se

country/region

periaod

T -
Please tick as appropriate.
they speak to you? Please tich as appropriate.
[P PSS U,

they npcdl among themselves when you vere presen.?

Plesm (i N

I o
SRR D B —
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Y. Bow ditticule
difterent Languagens vou knew exeluding yonr § Trat Vanpaaye,
Tor cach laneuage,

FANGEAGE
read
wilte
speak

uderstand

LANGUAGE

read
write
speak

utderstand

{ANCUACY
read
write
apeak

utiders tand

LANCUAGE
read
write
speak

undetrstand

FANGUA GG
read
write
speak

vaderstand

LANGUACE

read
write
croak

unaerstand

specih

speech

speech

speech

specch

speech

dooyou tind it

to read

Tick as appropriate,

LowWrele,

Pleane

peak and understand speech in the

Pill iw o diayram

ey had hattd normal rasy viiry, ¢asy
SN S | —f-
?
\
. very hard hard normal casy very easy
P = l"
very hard hard normal easy very easy
L3
______ cwery hard hard normal easy very easy
. very hard hard normal easy very easy
“
very hard hard normatl o _} very eas
I
|
-
|
—_—— 4. - m——




Yo,
exebuding
Tick am yeny

Voo biest
relate.

" LANGUAGE

ettty the exdct torm tinht g
l(\mnl cawlings, et .

tinding the tight word tar

A oparticulan thing, taea,
ele.

petting the word order right
proncuncing the words

propetly

Linding the right turn ot
uhmm- for cgactly what
Jqut Ly say in 2 {\:Il’ll(n
witoatien

wu
W

petting the pight datonation

LANGUAGE

erting the exact turm right
word endings, et

Linding the right word ftaor
4 particular thing, idea,
vt

poetting the word order right
proneancing the words
Poaperly

tindiag the right turn of

phiady lor exactly what you
wamt to say in o particular
Situdation

ane the Tight intonation

LANGUACE

getting the exact form right
(word endings, voe,)

Haw ditticule dufdid you hind learning the dilferent asp
RTINS i

cots of lanpuages You know

fine.ny the right word for
w particular thing, idea,
et

petting the word order right

pronouncing the words
properly

tinding the right turn of
phrdse for exactly what you
want to say in a particular
situation

vetting the right intonation

Please 1T o a0 diapram tor ever s Languape
very hard ] hard normal |} easy very camsy
,,,,,,,,,,,,, - O O
e — JRS—
very hard hard normal easy very easy
very hard hord normal easy very easy
N
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LANGUAGE . o very havd

{rll‘lng Lthe exact turm taght
word endings, ete,)

finding the right word tor
4 particular thing, idea,
(3 XU

Retting the word otder 1ight

pronouncing the words
properly

finding the right tutn ot
phrase for exactly what you
want ty say in g particular
Si1tuation

Rgetting the right intosation

LANGUAGE . _veay had

petting the exact turm right
tword endings, etc,)

linding the right vord lm
4 particular thing, idea,
ete, :

getting the word order right

pronouncing the words
properly

finaisg the right turn of

phrase [or exactly what you
want to 3ay in a particular
fi1tuation N

getting the right intonation

LANGUAGE very hard

%utting the exact form right
word endings, etc,

finding the right word f¢
a particular thing, 1dea,
ete,

getting the word order right

pronouncing the words
pruperly

_harat normal cany. very casy
3

hard poringl Uy very easy

hard normal easy very easy

finding the right turn of
phrase for exactly®what you
v.:mt to say 1n a particular
si1tuation

getting the right intonation
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woulsd

[

.

Pleas

V).

a0,

Wl

Ate thete any banpuapes you know, but

Tike to know bettey? Yeu/Now

It oven, which banguage (s

Why du you want to know them better?
vospeedty tor each bangaage.

At there any Languages that you do
wotut oWt ke Leokoow”

¢

t Yes, which language (5)°

Yes /No»

Why . you want to know them?

Please specify for cach language

o
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*Delete where not applicabl
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tivk

Inowhat circumstances would you wish to use these banguages?  E.R, as a taurist,
A Wi, with triends, to o ul bouks ot home?  Please specity for each Langaage as
prectaely as posaible,

When wanld you want to e these languages? Please fill in the language and

aoappropriate.

LANGUAGE: . LANGUAGE :
now now
in the tuture o in the
both o both

LANGUACGE : LANGUAGE :
now * now
in the future o i in the
hoth both

future

future

Wi ch language do you find mont musical/elegant/beauntiful?

which languape do you find most unmusical/inelesnt/uply



)

i I part ot the spuestion
Teatning Tanga

Powith cour attitude tawards
ot thiae o taeet \

wb, N die vog e

At nnders tond oy the people and cnltane ol Languages other
than your tirst!

Wl How well e the tollowing statements rellect your attitude . towards learning
Langteges othet than vour tirse!  Flease use the folloving gumta o codesd

. 1]
1w strongly aptes; 0 o« vigee; )= lllfll‘l'idl'tl; 4 = dimagree; 9 = strongly disagree

Cudr
< larecgut bealniny 1w enjoyable . .
~ W ways ool saying things afe interesting
s anteresting to beaan about how other people live
tollowing a banpuage conrse 15 0 worthwhi le hobby e
C ke trying o sprak other Dmguagen, even it T omake mistakes .
w8, Have you ever:
- asked for intormation about lyarning a4 language? - - Yen/No#
Y N .
- tried n} read g manual on language learning? Iy Yea/No*
. I
- discussed with a triend the possibility of language learning? + Yeu/Nor
- visited o language laboratory? Yes/No*
S ovisited an o institute whereothey pive language conrses = Yes/Now

Al lete where not applicable

o
ERIC



W Flease tndicate Uie wrtens Goowhineh theae atatementn rebbect yons teelingn, by
witny the tollowing numiey ode

! . Y- et Ve dinngies

Condy

At rest peoople s hedbd hve dntiereny wavn ot Living wiul acting

Lt nidly fo lean o Conuage when you o alreagy have o language
vl oyour own

toreign wayn and prople ate atrange, dittereut and unappealing

there ik more than one werkable wywtem far exprrasing idvan
the fateipgn way ob saving thingn just does vol make Al

o should nor make tun a0 people who ate dilttevent from yontae !t

olike listewiog to other languages

though the other languages may be hard tor me they probably arv
not hanl for the nativ. speakers

my own lirat language ia aomehow hetter than all other Languages

= 1 teel eabarrassed about apeaking other languages

'

though ditterences in system make it difficull to acquire anothey
© language, these differences must he accepted as nart of
learning .

- 1 auppose foreigners are all right, but I never liked them .

SO0, What are the advantages in knowing languages other than your tirst language?

.
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Co This_part ot the questionnaire relates to your possible
need o learn languages

55. ls there any reason vhy you must,

or teel you should learn or know. language (s)

other than your firut, or improve your Yes/Nok
knowledge af those you already know?

5. 1f Yes, for what reasons do you need o language other than your tircste?
Mlease 5puv1!{ the areas in your lite {n which the language(s) is/are needed
under the tollowing headings:

a

~ study

- work - . .

~ private

PR
.

57. What kind of language skills do you need? Please tick as appropriate.
- writing
- speaking
- reading -

- understanding speech
58. Do you intend to take steps to fulfil your need? Yes/No#*

59, If Yes, when will-that be? Please
state period from this date

*Delete where not applicable

\]&.

. 289

. 288

O
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(108

which ot

- teacher
- teacher
- teacher
- teacher

-~ sell=in

This part of the questionnaire is designed to discover how, on

the basis ol your experivnve to diate, you would seer about
learning a languape you needed

o
the tolloving kinds of courses would you chovse?
and proup

and individual

and language laboratory and group

and language laboratory and individual

struction using tooks only

- welt-instruction using books and tapes/records

- radiov course and book

televis

ion course and book

Please explain your choice in 6C.

In making

~ consult
- consult

~ consult

consult

consult

consult

consult

consult

your cheice will you (Please tick as appropriate}

a person who has experience of a particular type of course
a person whe has experience of language lerning?

the publicity materials of teaching euablishmn:s?'

one teaching establishment?

more Ehan one teaching establishment?

your lecturér/employer/superior?

third parties (byour parents, ete.)?

the personnel department of an establishment where the

language is to be used?

i

consult

no once
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63. Would you like to go to the country/

region where the language is in general use? Yes/Not
64, 'f Yes, for how long?
65. Would you like to meet with uf speak
to native speakers of the language you want
to learn? Yen/No*
66. At what stage of your study would you
like
- to travel to the country where
the language is in general use?
- to meet native speakers?
E.  This part of the questionnaire is designed to elicit what

opportunities you have to learn languages

67, How mich time do you already give to language learning?

hours Per weck

48, How much further time can you give to language learning?

ADelete where not applicable

291

290

hours per week



b4, Where 14 the vaarse given that vou do/contd do? Please tick wnder F otor the
courses you dre alrewly tol lowinig/have followed, and umler W tor the courses you will
follow, v W

S an the dared where you are tiving
S inoan avea oear where you e living
- in anothal plncu'hut in your own couutty

— o the country where the Langoage is spoken

0. Where do yon wermally do your private atudy?  Please tick as apprupriate.

- in the College/institute, ete
- at work
S gear yout place ot owork

= at home

1. What practical prohilems do you have to overcome before you can start scudying
a language?  Please tick as appropriate.

- find a plave to study

- find the money to study
- find the time

- find the right course

- none |

72, Do you find it casier to learn something (Please tick as appropriate)

~ when it is explained by drasings indicating what it means?

when it is explained orally
- when it is written down
- when it occurs in a speech situation which you can chserve

- When it occurs in a speech situation in which you are a
participant .

77. When you want to learn something, do you like to (Please tick as appropriate)

- write it down
- listen to it
- read a written explanation

- repeat it aloud

291




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

F.oo The tollowing questions ask 1o inturmation about yowrsell

o
M. What is yuur age!
75, What is your sex? R -
o

76, What is your occupation?

(a) exaet title {lecturer, foreman, direetor, vtc.)

(b) type ot work done -
77, Do ovon live -

() ateve

(b} in o hausehold/group . o

It 1n a household, what is;the language in general nse? .
78. Do you live together with a special partner/friend? Yes/No*
79, It Yes, what is the first languape of the partner/friend?
A0, tave you any children? Yes/No*

Bt. If Yes, what is their first languape?

82, What is your nationality?

'8)., What is your mother’s occupation? (If mother deceased, pensioned, etc. please

state her last oceupation)
(a) exact title (lecturer, labourer, forewoman, director, ete.)

(b) type of work done

(c) does your mather own her own business or farm? Yes/No*
(4) if own business, . if own farm, how
- how many cmployees? many acres?
none - under 5
1-5 _ 5 - 14
6 - 10 - (R 29
11 - 20 . ’ = tad
21 - 50 50 - 100 .
over 50 - 100 - more



B4, Whal 1a yomn tather's aecupation?  (HE tathg deveatied, pensioned, ete, ploase
state hia last vecupation)

() exaet title (lectarer, lalwurer, foremag, director, ete,)

() type ol work done

() does your tather own his own businens or tagn! Yon/Nas
(v} it uwn busioness how it own larm, how
many cuaployees? napy avyes?
noue _ \ ander S .
1 -9 ) 5 = l4 _
’ 5
/! 6 - 10 . 15 - 29
1 -0 . - a9 ‘
2= 50 7 50 - 100
over 50 ) o = more .
85. Where was your mother barn? R
86, Wherce was your father born?
87. What is your mother's firat language?
88, What is your father's first language?
89, Please state the number of yeats you spent in full-time education and your subjec’
at post-primiry school and College.
Primary school years
Postypriamry school years
College/University Y years
Name post-primary school
‘\} Name College/University
, Subjects post~primary school: . )
1 6
2 A 7
o 3 8
P 4 9
5 10
¢ >
293
» "
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Subjects in College/University

winor dubjects B

mitjot subjects . -

oo, What are your leiduve-time pursuits?

91, Have  ou any plans to go abroad/cmigrate? Yes /Nok

»
w"

*Delete where not applicable
.

ey,
K

e

295 S

294



oo e wectran s concerned with an evaluation o

Flease austcae s aw precisely an possibile,
1o How ameh tioe dlid vou apend answer g the questions in thin £ oom!?
So How dbnd you tind the questiooe! Fany/Hard®

I, Why did you lind thew ecasy/hanl?

o

e Did ovou tind the questionnaite too long/rather long/not too long/normal length*
A H
oo D the guestronnaite mike sense to you? Yoea/Nok

b, Havee you any aother comments on the questionnaire?

/. Didd this gquestionnaire

(1) raise your interest in language learning
(b)) tedave you inditlersnt towards language-learning

{(¢) put you ottt completely

“helete where not applicable

298 -

295



@ Unaversity of Dublin
Trinity College
1984
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