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Abstract
Theﬁgyrpose of this paperﬂwas to investigate the stability and
rep]icabif{ty of aptilude, attitude and achievement factors involved in
second language acquisitinn, Thirty-one samples of second language students
from five grade levels and seven different geographica]lareasl(in terins
of extent of bilinguality) were given a series of related measures which'
were factor analysed within samb]es. Although the number and type of

variables used fn the samples differed s1ight1y;'a number of primary factors:

emerged. These were defined as Integrative Motive, french Achievement,

Self Perception of French Competence, ngluage Aptitude, Evaluation of the

Learning Situation, Evaluation of the French Teacher, Evaluation of the

French Course, Multilingualism and Semantic Differential. A further set

of analyses involved the factor analysis of the original factor matrices
in order to provide a more rigourous test of the comparability of factors

across samples. The results demonstrated that the factors of Evaluation

"of the Learning Situation, Self Perception of French Competence, French
T

Achiévement and the Integrative Motive were consistent across all grade

levels within monolingual regic.s and across elementary grade levels within

bilingual regions., Similar consistency was demonstrated only for the factors

of Evaluati.. :f the Learning Situation and the Integrative Motive within

bilingual regions for the secondary school level students. Interpretations

for these patterns were offered.
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The Nature and Rep]icabi]it;jz}\Factors in

Second Language Acquisition1

R. C. Gardner, P. C. SmytheZ and R. N. Lalonde

University of Western OnEario
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Many studies have examined the faétorial structure underlying measures
of attitudes, motivation, language aptitude and second-language achievement
?see, for example, Clément, Gardner & Smythe, 1977; Gardner and Lambert,
1959, 1972; Gliksman, 1981; Lalonde, 1982). Although the studies are in
agreement in demonstrating that_poth aftifudina]/motivationa] variables and language

&

-aptitude are rg]ated to measures of second language achievement, Ht is not
é]ear that the saﬁe dimensions.emerge in each analysis. There are, of
course, many reasons for possible differences ;ﬁifactor structures. One

is simply the different analytic solutions. DifferenceS'exist in the initial
factor solutions (centroid, principal axis, principal components), the
criteria for the number of factors, and the fina1-rotationa1 systems used
(graphical, orthogonal, oblique, etc.). A secqnd difference concerns the
type of measures used. . S¢ = studies Jse tests with the same descriptive
labels (e.g., Attitudes toward French Canadians) even though the items
comprising each test differ considerably. A third difference is in the

age of the samples tested, which varies from elementary school to university
level. And, of course,whe studies have been conducted in a number of
different geographical, political and social settings. One can add to this

Tist the further complication that, given the same data, two researchers

can look at the same factor paTtern and arrive at conclusions which on the

R
[ .

surface appear very dkfferent. With so many possible sources of

|

variability, it seemed meaningful to assess the stability and replicability




of factor structures across a nuroer of age ranges and geographical areas.

The major question addressed Here is simply, "What are the primary
dimensions of individual differences in attitudes, motivation and language
aptitude that canxhe_identified in second language acquisition?”, The
question is answered by considering data previoué]y qppublished which
involves c&mparab1e tests administered to a number of different samples.

In this'Way we can e]iminate}many of the confounding factors Tisted above.
To study factor replicability, there must be uniformity in the type of

tests administered to each sample, the type of factor analytic solution
employed, the criteria for factor extraction, the rotational.system used,
and the rules for factor identification. Furthermore, these must be made-
explicit. It would be beneficial, however, if the samples could be dragh
from a wide variety of situations and age ranges. Neéd]ess to say, this

aim clashes to some extent with that of uniformity. If the same tests are
used, there must be some restriction in age range of the samples and the”_
second 1an§uage under investigation. Within somenrestrictions, however, the
present investigation satisfied both objectives by focusing on seven regions
across Canada and five grade levels, though complete compa}ability of
tests could not be maintained across all ages. ‘

The sampling procedure employed does permit, however, a consideration
of other questions which derive from the major one. First, given that
students were sampled across five grade levels, information is provided
about the relevance of the various factors to differen£ ages and stages of
second language training. Second, by sampling students in sevén different
geographical areas, answers concerning regional diffe;ences can be obtained.

In the present instance, some areas can be classified as bilingual in that

=
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‘ (3)
both English and French tend to be used with relative frequency aph the
students have ample opportunity to experience tﬁeih second Tanguage. |
Other regions are better classified as monolingual ones. This is nét to
suggest that English is’used exclusively there. Mény languages including
French are present, but in'general the predominant 1angua§e is English.

F . 0 ' M . ' . /.x)
Opportunities to have experience with Frenth are not numerous.3

Method

Subjects - \\\

~

The data for this "investigation" were obtained from 31 samp]es.of
students drawn from seven regions in Canada, four classified as monolingual
and three as'bidingual. withih aql buf two regions, students were selected |
by classroom from five different grade levels, grades 7 to 11 inclusive.
In one region students were selected from grades é to 12, though the déta | .
fron the grade 9 students is not preseﬁted because the tests administered to
them were not identical with those adminiétered to ‘all other grade 9 classes.
Furthermore, the gradé 12l sample was omitted since it was the only

one at this level. Finally, in another region administrative restrictions
/

permitted testing only of students in.grades 9 to 11. The sample sizes in

to as Ml.to M4 for the four monolingual settings, and B1 to B3 for the bilingual
ones in order to maintadn.confidentia]ity‘(these'codes being assigned randomiy
to the régions).
Materials

The.test; administered to the students in e]ementéry school (the grade

7-8 students) differed s]ighf]y from those administered to the secondary

-
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. school students. The differences resulted for two reasons. First, the

elementary students tended to require more time to complete the attitude
battery than the secondary students. Consequently, in order to finish the
testing within the prescribed time 1im1ts; the attitude battery for the

elementary students omitted some tests (see below). ‘Second, the students

in the elementary schools were much less advanced in their French training

than the secondary students and often had not been introduced formally to

the written aspects of French. As a result, the indices of French achievement'

" employed with them involved more‘?ﬁdfmentary aspects of French and in most

instances avoided recourse to written French. Within both the elementary ~

grades and secondary grades, however: measures of French achievement were

used which had sufficient ranges of difficulty. As a result, the same

measures were used with a]f grade 7 and 8 samples, permitting direct comparisons
of factor composition across these two grade levels. Similarly, identical

tests were used for all grades in the seeondary school, permitting comparisons

of factor structures acfoés those grade levels. Direct comparisons between

the elementary and secondary samples are therefore not meaningful, though

as will be evident many common patgerns are observable,

Following is a description of the measures obtained. Variables 1 to 33
were assessed on both the elementary and secondary school samples.

4
T. Spelling Clues. Scores on this Modern Language Aptitude Test (MLAT)

(Carroll and Sapon, 195§) subtest are dependent upon a student's knowledge
of English vocabulary a§ well as a "sound symb01 association ability"
reflecting a student's capacity to learn correspondenceskbetween speech
sounds and'orthographic symbols,

2. Words in Sentences. This MLAT subtest purports to measure a student's

sensitivity to grammatical structure.




3.

6.

10.

. Need Achievement. This scale consists of five positively worded and

| (5) .
) . }
Paired Associates. This MLAT subtest 'is a measure of the student's rote

f

memory .

five negatively womded items assessing need achievement. A high score
e .

indicates a need to do well in any task attempted. )

Ethnocentrism. Ten items derived from the’'Other Minorities and Patriotism

’

subscale of the California Ethnocentrism Sc¢ale (Adorno et al., 1950)

and the Children's Ethnocentrism Scale (Frenkel-Brunswik, 1949) comprise ’

this measure. A high score on this scale reflects the belief that one's
?

own cultural community is superior to other cultural groups.

rrench Class Anxiety. .This is a five item scale with a high score

reflecting Ss' degree of discomfort about participating during French
" \
class. oo

Attitudes Toward French Canadians. This scale contains 10 positively

/.
worded items relating to Frrach Canadian people. A#igh score indicates
a positive attitude. o

Interest in Foreign Languages. This measure consists:of ten positively

worded items designed to assess.Ss' generq]”interest in studying foreign

Tanguages.

e

Instrumental Orientation. Four items stressed the pragmatic or

utilitarian value of learpind French . A high score i

suggests that S sees ?2rfl¥/6;actica1 reasons for learning French,
, | : |

Integrative Orightation. The four items in this scale emphasize the

importance of learning French to afford 5s the opportunity to interact

socially and learn more about the second language community.

i
)



11,

12.

13.

14.

15,

16.

17.

(6)

Parental Encouragement to Learn French. Ten positively worded items

L}

ask Ss to rate the extent to which their parents actively encourage them

" to study French, A high score reflects a high degree of parental

support.

Attitudes Toward Learning French. This is a 10 item scale adapted from

one developed by Randhawa and Korpan (1973) with half the items worded

positively and half negatively. A high score indicates a positive attitude.

. Attitudes Toward European French People. Because some students of French

oy -«

may view people from France as the most appropriate language models, a

10 item, positively worded scale was developed. A high score suggests a
T/l

" positive attitude.

Motivational Intensity. These 10 multiple choice items are designed to

N
measure the amount of effort Ss expend on learning French. A high score

.represents a high degree of effort.

Desire to Learn French. Ten multiple choice items are included in this

, ~
scale with a high score expressing a strong desire to learn French. This

scale differs from the Motivational Intensity scale in that it indexes

the degree to which Ss want to learn French as opposed to the effort

A

expended. 4

Orientation Index. Ss were presented with four possible reasons for

studying French, two stressing the instrumental, and two the integrative

value. Ss had to choose one of the four alternatives as being closest
to their own reasons for taking‘French,,and each S was classified as
being either primarily instrumental (1) or integrative (2) in ﬁis/her
orientation.

Behavioq!al Intention to Continue French. Ss were asked if they intended

to take French next year. Their answers were coded 1 for yes, 2 for




18.

19.
20. -
\ 21.

I don't knbw, and 3 for no.

Opportunity to Use French Qutside of School During the Preceding Year.

) ’
An affirmative answer was coded 1, a negative, 2.

meber of Years StudyingﬁFFench. The number reported was used.

Number ui Languages Spoken at Home. The number reported was used.

Number of Languages Student Speaks. The number reported was used.

Students' reactions to the concepts "My French Course" and "My French

 Teacher" were assessed by-means of the semantic differential rating technique.

Each

were

22.
23,

v
| 24,
25,

v‘ ?

o 4 , ¢ -, .
concept was rated on a series of seven-point scales with the ends of each
t

" scale being“énchored by pairs of descriptive bi-polar adjectives (e.g.,

friendly-unfriendly). Thé scales used can 9§ found in Gardhgr‘(in press).

Student reactions to their French teacher were gauged by 25 scales which
scored to reflect the following four dimensions:

French Teacher - Evaluation. Ten scales were summed to reflect Ss' general

evaluative reactions to their French teacher. A high score indicates

a positive evaluation.

o

French Teacher - Rapport. Teacher-pupil rapport was measured by five

scales such as approachable-unapproachable, The higher the score, the
greater the perceived rapport and warmth of the teacher.

[ o4

. ! a t g
French Teacher - Competence, S5s' perceptions of their teacher's competence

weré tapped by five scales (e.g., organized-disorganized). A high score
indicates a high degree of perceived competence,

Fréench Teacher - Ingpiration. The extent to which 5s felt their teachers

inspired them was evaluated on five scales such as unimaginative-imaginative.

High scores suggest high levels of inspiration,

L4

10
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The 25 scales used for the ratings of the French course were scored to

;
yield the fo¥owing measuies:

26.

217,
" 28.

29,

French Course - Evaluation. Ss' general evaluative reactions to the

* course were, assessed with ten scales scored so that the higher the score,

the more positive Ss' evaluation of the €ourse. ~

French Course - Difficulty. Five scales (e.g., simple-complicated) were

summed to provide an estimate of the perceived difficulty of each course.

French Course - Utility. Five scales (e.g., meaningless-meaningful) were

used. A high store indicates a high Tevel of perceived utility.

N * h .
French Course - Interest. Five scales such as .dull-exciting were summed

so that the higher the score, the greater the interest in the course.

Variables 30-33 were measures derived from Ss' self ratings on four

aspects of French ability. Seven point scales varying from "Not at all” to

"Fluently" were-used for each skill. The skills were:

30.
.
32.
33.

Se]f-rating - writing.

Se]%-rating - Inderstanding.

Self-rating - Reading. b
Self-rating - Speaking.

.Following are the measures of French achievement. Those used for students

Cin grades 7 and 8 are as follows:

34,

%

Vocabulary. This test consists of 25 items presented in a test booklet.

Each item consisted of a French word followed immediately hy five English

words, one of which corresponded most to the French word. The test was

-also taperecorded in that each French word was read twice, followed by

a four second interval during which time students indjcated their answer.

The higher the score, the greater the French vocabulary knowledge.

11
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35. Sentence Comprehension. This 10 item multiple choice tape recorded

Ea }

test was adapted from the French Comprehension Test - Kindergarten and

the French Comprehension Test - Grade | (Ontario Institute for Studies

in Education, 1974). The first five items consisted of Fren?h statements
presented twice, and the task was to se]éct From four pictufes thé ane
that best illustrated the meaning of each sentence. The second five
items were questions asked ftisice in French; students .were asked to pick'
the.picture from four céoices tHat best answered each question. A high .
score rgf1ects good aural comprehension of French sentences.

4

36. Sentence Understanding. This test consists of 13 items designed to

]

. neasure students' auditory comprehension of French sentences and was

" written specifically for this investigation. Stuaents heard a sentencé

- read twigg in French and then had to decide if it made logical sense or
not, for examp]e,~“Voiéi un garcon; c'est Suzanne". A high score indicates

good sentence comprehension.

37. ,Paragraph Comprehension. This is a 15 item test adapted from the French

Comprehension Test - Kindergarteﬁ and the French Comprehension Test -

Grade 1 (Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, 1974) with suitable
' changes for older children. The students heard three short stories read
twice in French, aﬁd following each story the students were asked to
answer five questions which weée asked twice in French, The children
circled the 5icture chosen from four alternatives which best i1Tu5trated
the answer to each question. A high score indicates goo& aﬁra] comprehension

for extended French passages.

. 7
38. ' Gender Identification. This 30 ‘item test, developed for this investigation,
consist%d of 15-masculine and 15 feminine French nouns arranged randomly.

Beside each noun was written toth "un" and "une" under the headings

12




(10)
Masculine and Feminine. The students heard each noun read twice and
were asked to circle the appropriate gender identification. Half of the
words were common, and the others were 1ess common nouns but were
selected because their endings could give clues to their gender. A high
score 1ndicgtes a sensitivity-to.noun gender and an ability to generalize
from known gender to probable gender. .

39. Grade. Students' final French grades were obtained from the school records.

The following measures were used with studénts in grades 9-11. Variables
34-36 are subtests of the Canadian Achievement Tests in French (CAT?)(1961).
The CATF is a standardized papér and pencil test that is made up of four parts

and is normally administered to students as ar unpaced test with a one hour time

limit. In .this investigation, the fourth subte ¢ ation, was omitted
ang time limits were imposed on each of the ot..:.v '« .+ ‘htesl, with the
provision that if students completed one subte’ . b time Timit expired
they could return to earlier subtests. This test w . .entd via a tape

recorder. The subtests are:

34. CATF - French Vocabulary. This subtest consists of 35 multiplé choice

items in 5 different formats. Each item consists of a word or phrase
followed by five alternatives. The first three parts consist of a stimulus
word followed by 5 alternatives. Part I (5 items) has Eng]ish stimulus/
French a]tern;tives, part II (11 items) uses a French/French format and
part III (9 items) a French/English format. Part IV (7 items) involves
selecting from among five pairs of French words the one pair in each

item most nearly opposite in meaning to each other. Part V

- presents three French sentences with one word missing, and students must

select from five alternatives the French word that is most apprcpriate.

13
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’ (11)
Students were given five minutes to complete the test. A high score }
indicates substantial French vqcabulary knowledge.

CATF - French Grammar. This subtest consists of 45 multiple choicé items

36.

and is made up of three sections. The first section (28 items) presents
an English sentence fo]]owed'bydits French translation with one word
omitted. The appropriate word from five French alternatives must be
selected. The sécond part (15»1tems) presents a French sentence with

one word omitted with selection from among five French alternatives,

The third section (two items) presents Eng]ish phrases, and the correct
French translation must be selected from five alternatives. A time limit
of 11 minutes was given, A high score indicates a good command of French
grammar. .

CATF - French Comprehension. This test consists of 10 items and is made

37.

up of two sections. Six items relate to three written selections of

‘French prose where there are two questions (in French) about each selection.

Four items are incomplete French sentences, and students are required to
select from five alternatives the word or phrase which most logically
completes the sentence. Students were given five minutes. A high score

indicates a good comprehension of written French.

The following scales were designed to measure the students' aural Fi~~ch

skills rather than their reading or writing ability.

Paragraph Comprehension. This 10 item test was adapted from the MLA

Cooperative Foreign Language Tests (1963). Three stories were presented
via a tape recorder twice in French. Following each story, the student

was required to answer three or four multiple choice questions in French.
The test required seven minutes; A high score 1n&1cates good romprehension

of aural French,
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38. Sentence Completion. In this 10 item test, the students heard an

incomp{ﬁte French sentence read twice, and after each stimulus sentence
they wékg'required to select from four printed French alternatives the
one that best completed the sentence. The test took five minutes. A

high score was indicative of good aural French comprehension.

39, Grade. Students' final French grades were obtained from the school

records. - ) ,

]

Students were asked to evaluate the concepts, French Canadians, Myself,

%

European Fiench and English Canadians by ma%ing use of the semantic differential.
Each'concept was rated on 25 scales, but th; evaluative score cohsisted of

the sum of the following ten scales, properly reflected, good-bad, friendly-
unfriendly, unre1{éb1e-re11ab1e, insincere-sincere, dependable-undependable,
untrustworthy-trustworthy, honest-dishonest, unpleasant-pleasant, k{nd-crue1,

and impolite-polite. A high score indicates a favourable eva’uation. The four

variables were:

40. French Canadians - Evaluative.

41. HMyself - Evaluative.

42. European French - Evaluative, \

43. English Canadians - Evaluative,

Procedure

The students were tested three times throughout the year. The language’
aptitude battery (Variables 1-3) was administered near the beginning of the
academic year, the attitudinal/motivational measures (Variables 4-29 and
40-43 for secondary school students) were administered three to four months
Tater, and the various achievement measures were given three months later

near the end of the academic term.

{

15
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Results and Discussion
Thé data were staﬁdardi;ed within esch school at each grade level.
Following this, Pearson product-moment céére]ation coefficients were computed
among the variabTes for each sample. The correlation matrices were then
subjected to principal axes factor ana]ysesi The highest absolute .correlation
for each variable served as its comnunality estimate. In each sample, all
factors with eigervalues greater than 1.0 were retained so that a uniform
. criterion was used to estimate the number of factors. As a resuitl the number
~ of factors varied from sample to sampie suggesting that the underlying
dimensionality is greater in some areas than others. A
'There iS5 no consistent pattern in the number of factors across age or '
region, and consequently the factor definitions which follow are not applicable
to each sample. The definitions are, in fact, stylized descriptions which
are offered in order to reduce the explanation of each factor matrix.: Tables
A1't5 A3] (Appendix A) present the Varimax rotated factor matrices for the

31 samples. Material will be presented later to indicate the accuracy and

stability of the factors identified.

Idenfification of the Primary Factors

Despite differences in the number and type of variables contained in
Lhe factor matrices for the elementary and secondary school samples, many of
the factors obtained are comparable, and the foilowing descriptions are

applicable to both levels unless otherwise specified. The primary factors are:

1. Integrative Motive. The definition of the Integrative Motive factor 1is

dependent upon a particuiar configuration of attitude and motivation variables.

J LY
Cy
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The integrative motive reflects positive attitudes toward the second language

community (e.g., French Canadians and/or the Europear French), a generalized

interest in learning foreign (or second) languages, favourable attitudes

toward learning the second language, an integrative orientation in second
lanquage study, and a heightened motivation and desire to learn the language.

In terms of the variables comprising each of the factor matrices, this
definition would require positive and substantial loadings frow variables
reflecting~tﬁe desgription just given. These include French Canadian attitudes,
Attitudes toward the European French, Interest in Foreign Languages, Attitudes
toward Learning French, Integrativeness, Motivational Intensity, Desire to

Learn French, French Canadian - Evaluation and European French - Evaluation.

Although these are the major variables defining the Integrative Motive

dimension, other variables could contribute to the factor to the extent that
they reflect comparable attitudinal or motivational properties. One example

of such measures would be the Orientation Index which_genera]]y would contribute
positively to this dimension (reflecting an integrative orientation). Since

it is a dichotomous measure, however, it is potentially unreliable. Inspection
of Tables Al to A31 justifies this conclusion about its unreliability. Its
communality is low, and it seldom contributes to any factor. Another example

is ethnocentrism. Since the Integrative Motive reflects a positive regard

for the second language community, ethnocentrism would be expected to load
negatively on this dimension. Individual differences on the ethnocentrism
scale could reflect other attributes such as nationalism or even intelligence
which could moderate a negative relationship., In fact, the ethnocentrism

scale does contribute negatively to the Integrative Motive factor 22 times,

though substantially so only twice (see Tables Al to A31).
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A third measure that could contribute to the Integrative Motive Factor

is an Instrumental Orientation. High scores on this measure can indicate
that learning French is important and/or that it leads to utilitarian goals.
Discussions of integrative and instrumental orientations oféén treat them
as contrastiﬁg‘ﬂk 1ley, 1969), yet it is possible that individuals who have
~ either orientatiob o will agree that learning the second language is
impol “ant. Inte#rative]y oriented individuals would undoubtedly see the
utilitarian va]ué'of second language acquisition, while instrumentally oriented
people demonstrate some willingness to interact‘with members of the other
~community. As a result, the two orientations would be expected to correlate

(cf. Smythe, Stennett, and Feenstra, 1972) and the instrumental orientation

could load on an Integrative Motive dimension, though it would not be expected

to contribute as highly as the integrative orientation. In fact, the factor
loadings for Integrative Orientation are higher than those for Instrumentality

in 29 of the 33 Integrative Motive factors isolated and less only twice.

Both of these, it should be added, werg in bi]ingué] samples.

II. French Achievement. The'definition'of the French Achievement dimension

is based primarily on substantiaﬁ loadings from Variables 34-39, the objective
indices of French achieveéent in both the elementary and secondary school
. samples. Except for Variable 39, French grade, which reflects the teacher's g
evaluation based on any number of criteria, these mgasures are all dependent )\
upon performance on objeciive paper ind penc.l tests of achievement.. As a
result, this dimension would also reflect variation associated with test-taking
behaviour and ability in general. Because of this, as well as a direct link
between verbal ability and achievement in a second language, it is not

uncommon that the language aptitude indices often contribute substantially

to this dimension. Furthermore, since self-ratings of achievement in a !

/""-\./ T
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second language reflect students' perceptions of their second language skills,

it is conceivable that they too could be included on this factor. They may

not, however; contribute substantially to the French Achievement dimension

in all cases because they undoubtedly also reflect individual differences in
self-confidence, anxiety over language competence, motivation, and the like.

[II. Seif Perception of French Competence. Thi% dimension is defined primarily

by the self-ratings of the four second language skillsj; writing, understanding,
readingz and'spéaking (Variables 30-33). The nature gf this dimension is

such that it could also be expected to share variance in common with objec;ive
indices of French achievement, the measure of French Class Anxiety, and

various'attitudina]/motivationa1 indices.

IV. Language Aptitude. Appreciable loadings from Variables 1-31 the three

subtests of the Modern Language Aptitude Test (Carroll and Sapon, 1959) were
involved in the definition of this dimension. In some cases the factor also
included the objective indices of French Achievement causing some ambiguity

in definition. The label Language Aptitude was applied to the factor in these

cases if the magnitude of the loadings for the three measures of language

aptitude tended to exceed those of the French achievement measures. Otherwise,

the factor was identified as French Achievement. Although it might be argued

that a mQre déscriptive label might be Language Aptitude - French Achievement

in such cases, the use of such a label would have caused confusion in those

samples where an independent French Achievement factor was also isolated.

V. Evaluation of the Learning Situation. This factor is composed of reactions

to twc major features of the language learning context, the teacher and the

* course. Four assessments were made of the French teacher - evaluation, rapport,

competence, and inspiration (Variables 22-25) and four of the French course -

evaluation, difficulty, utility, and interest (Variables 26-29). Often,
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however, students' perceptions of the difficulty of the Frehch‘course did
not contribute to this dimension, Gguite probably because such perceptions
dre less affectdve than the others. The definition of this [factor consequently
required apprec1ab1e loadings from at least the rema1n1ng seven assessments.,
In many instances, some att1tud1na1/mot1vat1ona1 measures also cdntr1buted

to this dimension, or alternatively some of the reactions to the teacher

and/or the course contributed to the Integrative Motive dimension. Such

over]ap is to be expected since it would be reasonab]e to propose that
integratively motivated individuals would tend to have positive affecL1ve
reactions to both the French teacher and the french course.

VI. Evaluation of the French Teacher. This dimension is obviously a subset

‘&.’
of that described above, but the label was emp]oyedﬂﬁn those situations where

the four reactions to the French teacher contributed appreciably to the
dimension while the reactions ftoward the course tended not.to)load on the
factor. Invariably in such situations an independent factor of Evaluation

of the French Course tended also to be isolated. A

VII. Evaluation of the French Course. As indicated above, the definition

of this factor resulted because of an apparent independence between reactions
to the teacher and the course.

VIII, Multilingualism. The definition of this factor required appreciable

loadings from Variables 20 and 21 :he number of languages spoken at home and
the numbey spoken by the student) plus no additional clustering of variables
indicative of a more psychologically meaningful construct.

IX. Semantic Differential, This d1mena10n could appear only in the samples

obtained from the secondary schoo]s where considerable use was made of the
semantic differential technique. This dimension would appear to be due

-

primarily to method variance and is of little re]evance to the present

<0
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discussion, : i
Other factors (generally not labelled) tend to emerge in some’ of the
analyses, but generally thoséféﬁst described are the primary ones which

appear with sufficient consistency to be considered relatively stable.

Table 2 presents a summary of the factors obtained in all the samples. + In

n ' i Insert Table 2 about here

. the discussion to follow, emphasis will be focused on the similarities and

14

differences across these sampies.

Factor Replicability §

An Integrative Motive factor was isolated in each of the samples,

tndicating that this dimension is stable acrosg geoéraphica] regions and
grades. In ggneral, this dimension receives substantial loadings from the
nine var;ables proposed toube the major defining characteristics, though the
semantic different{al_assessments (Variables 40 and 42 in the secbndaryifchool
matrices) are not Eonsiétent features. The hypothesized relétions for- the
Ethnocentrism scale and the Orientation Index appear relatively infrequently,

while that for the Instrumental Orientation occurs on all but one of the 33 -

Integrative Motive factors.' This latter relationship could indicate simply .

that integratively motivated students see the'pragmatic values of learning
French. In 29 out of the 33 factors, French Course - Utility also contributes,
suggestinj that integratively motivated students are not mere idealists.
" They see the usefulness of language study!
There is also clear evidence that an integrative motive is implicated
in the decision to continue French language study in that the Behavioural
Intention to Continue Language Study contributes substantially to this

dimension in 25 of the 33 factors. Although indices of French achievement
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are not comﬁon]y substantial contributors to this dimension (only 8 samples
have at ldast one self report or objective indey of ?renchlachievement
cuntributing appreciably), they do make minimal contributions (i.e., factor
loadings in the range of .26 éo ;29 in 11 monolingual samples and five
bilingual ones): In a total of 24 cases, there is some evidence that the
. integrative motibe is related to second 1anguaqe achievement. Ifishould be

Lo . ¢
stressed that minimal loadings are more 1ikely expected than larger ones simply

because the overlap between affective components (i.e., the integrative motive) p
and performance components (i.e., the achievement indices) would not belthat
great. Furthermore, aspects of measurement variance (e.g., similar test

formats) are not common to the two classes.of variables.

A French Achievement dimension was commbn to all samples except two, the

grade 7 sample in the B2 area, and the grade 8 sample in the M4 region. In

these samples, the objective indices of achievement contributed mostly to the

8

Self-Perception of French Competence dimension, The French Achievement

dimensions identified in the other nine elementary school samples were generally
independent of self ratings of competence. Thére is only one exception, and
that occurs in a sample from a bilingual setting. Among the secondary school C
samples there is a greater contribution from self-rating measures on this
dimension, particularly in bilingual areas. At least one sglf-rating variable
contributes appreciably to seven of these factors, and five of these are from
bilingual regions. That i¢, where there are opportunities to assess one's

knowledge of the second language, there is a tendency for self appraisals of

competence to reflect objective assessments of competence. There is also a

tendency for the French Achievement dimension to relate to language aptitude,

particularly at the earlier stages of language acquisition. Of the nine
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French Achievement factors isolated at the elementary school level, eight
received contributions from at least one language aptitude subtest. At the

sacondary school 1eve[: hgwever, only 10 of the 21 factors {solated include

this aptitﬁde componé@t\il moreover, nine of these were from monolingual b
samples. Clearly, language aptitode is most highly related to 1ahguage

. ' achievement in the early stages of language learning or where language L
learning depends primarily on the school setting.' | ', | s

A Self-Perception of French ‘Competence dimension was obtained in all

but three samples, and these were all, _secondary school samplés from the same
AR ‘\ o *

bilingual region. As indicated earlier, this dimension was not restricted

r

completely to the self-rating measure. In fact, in 17 of the 28 samples an
appreciable contribution was made to this dimension by at Teast one of the
| objectiye indices of French achievement (Variables 34-39), and French grade
(Variable 39) was involved in 12 of these samples. Self-perceptions tend
therefore to have some convergeht ya]idity. A very similar factor was
reported by Qlément, Gardner and Smythe (1977, 1980) in their studies of

students learning English. They identifijed it as Self-Confidence with English

because the self-report indices of competence loaded positively while there
were negative loadings from indices of anxiety. They argued that the»self-
- confidence dimension reflected a positive evaluation of one's uwn skills ah&
an absence of anxiety which resulted from experience in uéing the second
1an§uage in the opportunities provided in a bilingual milieu.
Some evidence }or a similar interpretation is suggested in the present
data. The index of French Class Anxiety contributed negatively and substantially
to this dimension in five of the elementary school samples; moreover, four |

’ of these were from the grade 8 samples, and three were from bilingual regions.

At the secondary level, anxiety contributed to 11 of the factors, four of which

~
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were from bilingual regions. Such results suggest that given a bilingual

a

region or a sufficient level of compefence 50 that opporfunities exist for
the student to use the‘language, there will bé a negative relationship
between anxigty and se?f-perce{bed.bompetence. Clearly, however, the
association is not suffiéient]y pronounced amdﬁg these English speaking
students to justify- the cénc]usion that this ref]ect;@the Self-Confidence

dimension reported by Clement et al. (1977, 1980). In fact, Clement (1980)

and Giles and'Byrne‘(1982) héve proposed that Sé1f-Confidence would play

a more important role among minority gqroup members learning a majority group

wIu
]

language because of the greater number of situations where individuals would

be expected to use their 1anéuage skills.

The dimension of Language Aptitude was-obtained with only three of the

11 elementary school sémp]es and 12 of the 20 secondary school samples.
Clearly this increased representation at the higher grade levels reflects
the rinding reported above that at the secondary school level the aptitude

tests did not contribute very frequently to the French Achievement dimension.

What is evident in this set of Language Aptitude factors 1is that, a]though‘
objective indices of French achievement make some contribution (six of thé
15 factors), there is a close association between Language Aptitude and
French grades. Of the 14 matrices where grade was. included as a variable,
it contributed to this dimension 1] timés. .

The factor Evaluation of the Learning Situation was obtained in 25 of

of the 31 samples, and the twp factors which are subsets of it, Evaluation

of the French Teacher and Evaluation of the French Course were each obtained

in five other samples. Why the total configuration should form two independent

components in those five samples is not clear. Similarly there is no apparent

N
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reason for the isolation of an Evaluation of the French Course factor in region

M2, grade 8, when an Evaluation of the Learning Situation factor had already

been identified. Nor is there a clear reason why only an Evaluation of the

French Teacher factor was isé1atgd in region B2, grade 10. Quite possibly, in .

some settings reactions to the learning situation are less homogeneous than in others.

The Multilingualism dimension appeéred in 16 samples. The major defining

features of this dimension involve more than one language spoken by the student

s
¥

and in the home, and there is not any othér var%ab]e which'coﬁ$1stent1y Toads
on this dimension. In six.samples the varfab]e Opportunity to Use French
contributes tg%this dimension: suggésting possibly that in these cases
"Multilingualism" implies primarily students from French-English-homes, but
this pattern does not characterize the other ten samples. It would seem that
this dimension reflects | variability which

is due to non-English backgrounds in the sample.

A Semantic Differential factor emerged in 17 of the 20 samples obtained

from the secondary schools. Ten of these received substantial contributions

from the measure of Attitudes téward’ the turopean French (Variable 13) probably
because this variable was not that Yighly related to other variables in the
matrix but overlapped considerably with Variable 42 (European French - Evaluation)

L

which was a majér component of the Semantic Differential dimension. No other

consistent pattern is evident.

R

Sivteen factors were classified as Not Labelled primarily because the

configurations did not suggest any meaningful interpretation. Of these,
seven were from monolingual regions and nine from bilingual ones. They were
not particularly more frequent in either the elementary or secondary samples,

and there seemed to be very little similarity in them from sample to sample.
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Tney are best 1nterprgted'as being idiosyncratic to their respective samples
and might indicate that too many factors were extracted in these sampies.

Reiationships Among The Factors v

In order to determine the comparability of the factors across the

. different regions, further analyses were conducted. One such analysis,

“involved all the elementary school samples, another was concerned with the

{
secondary school samples from the monolingual regions, and the third.was

|
performed wjth the secondary school samples from the bilingual regions. | :

In each anaT?sis, correlations were coffiputed between the factor loadings
reported in Tables Al to A3l. For example, treating the variahles as subjects, 4
we calculated the correlation of the loadings on factor I for grade 7, Eegion
M1, with those for each of factors II, Ill, etc., for that region as well as
the loadings on every other factor for all the elementary school samples. in
fact, the correlations between tne loadings qf all the elementary school samples
were calculated. The resulting correlation matrix, therefore, treated the
factors themselves as variables, and summarized the extent to which the
loadings on any one factor were similar to those on any other factor. This

matrix was then subjected to a factor analysis to determine the extent to {

which common factors existed across the various regions.

The Elementary School Samples >

The Varimax factor matrix for the elementary school samples is presented

in Table 3. The seven factors presented were all factors with eigenvalues

7 . e e v e e e e e e e ey e

Vgréater than 1.0, Inspection of the matrix demonstrates that in general the
factors described above were replicable across the various regions and
generally quite independent of other factors from the same region.

Factor | receives appreciable loadings (i.e., greater than £.40) from

13 "variables". Nine of these were Evaluation of the Learn{ng Situation

b

. _ L e e e
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factors described above, two were Evaluation of the French Tedcher factors,
and two were Evaluation of the French Course factors. Clearly this factor

demonstrates that Evaluation of the Learning Situation is a stable and

consistent factor across these two érades and these regions.

Factor Il is not so clear cut. Thirteen "variables" define this factor.
Although six French Achievement factors contribute to this dimension (five
from monolingual areas), three labelled as French Achievement do not.
Furthermore, four contributions to this dimension are from the Not Labelled

factors, and three are defined as Language Aptitude. Although Factor II is-

tentatively defined as a French Achievement dimension which is common‘to $ix
of the samples, it is clear that it shares variance in common with language
aptitude and other attributes which are relatively idiosyncratic to the region
concerned. |

Factor III demonstrates the relative stabi]ify and consistency of the

Self-Perception of French Competence dimension in that 11 of the 12 defining

"variables" are identified as Self-Perception of French Competence in their
samp]es.‘ Only one variable was identified differently, and that was not
labelled. ]

Factor IV is best identified as the Integrative Motive dimension in that

11 of the 15 "variables" comprising this factor are Integrative Motive factors.
The remaining four represent Evaluation of the Learning Situation or Evaluation

of the French Course factors. The Integrative Motive dimension is obviously

stable across samples though in some samples it is related to reactions to
aspects of the language learning situation. |

A11 five of the factors r=ferred tovas Multilingualism in the elementary
school analyses contribute to Factor V, and in addition loadings are also

obtained from one "Not Labelled" factor and one Evaluation of the French Course
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-
factor; these both from the same sample. In general the loadings on this

factor tend to be low, indicating that the definition of the Multilingualism

dimension is-not that consistent across the various samples.

Factor VI is defined by 11 "variables", eight representing French
Achievement factors, two characterizing Self-Perception of French Competence
and one referring to Multilingualism. Only one of the French Achievement
factors does not load on this factor, %uggesting that this dimension reflects

a relatively stable factor of French Achievement which, unlike Factor II,

also identified as French Achievement, is relatively independent of language

aptitude or other factors. It should be noted furthermore that, whereas
Factor II included only one of the French Achievement factors from bilingual
regions, Factor VI includes all those factors defined as French Achievement
in bilingual areas and all but one from the monr. .»gual areas. The emergence
ot these two dimensions (Factors II and VI) refiects in a cross sample
situation thg confounding of French achievement and language aptitude which
was noted in the previous analyses as well as the somewhat different
character of the French Achievement dimensions in different regfons.

Factor VII is defined by only two "variables" and is not readily
interpretable.

The Mono™ ngual Region Secondary Schools

Table 4 presents the rotated factor matrix for the secondary school

samples from the monolingual regions. In this analysis, nine factors produced

— — v — — A — U mas — = —

eigenvalues greater than 1.0, but rotation of these nine factors produced

two that were essentially unique. For this reason, only seven factors were

finally rotated. The interpretation of all seven factors is very clear and

28
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requires little elaboration.

Factor I receives appreciable loadings (i.e., greater than %.40) from
14 “"variables" derived from Integrative Motive factors, two from Evaluation
of the French Course, and one reflecting Multilingualism (Variable 26).

Obviously the Integrative Motive dimension is relatively unique and common

across all the samples.
Factor 1I is more heterogeneous in content but is tentatively iden.ified

as Language Aptitude.‘ The five Language Aptitude "variables" load substantially

on this axis, as do five "variables" defined as French Achievement and one

as Mu]ti]ingda]ism. This dimension is clearly not unique in content emphasizing
either 1énguage aptitude or French achievement components in different samples,
but it is represented in all but one of the samples.

Factor IIl is clearly the Self-Perception of French Competence dimension

being defined oniy by the 11 "sariables" bearing this name. It is both unique
and consistent..

* Factor IV is the dimension of Evaluation of the learning Situation. Nine

"variables" have this Tabel while in two regions the subsets of this factor,
Evaluation of the French Teacher and French Course respectively, define this
dimension. It is possibly significant that these two samples are from grade 11,
pointing to the possibility that in some areas reactions to the learning
situathn tend to become heterogeneous as students become older.

Tweive "variables" define Factor V. Nine of them are Semantic Differential

dimensions, and three were Not Labelled. Clearly the Semantic Differential

dimension is both unique and consistent across samples.

Factor VI is a Multilingualism dimension; all seven "variables" defining

it are Multilingualism factors. Only one Multilingualism factor does not
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contribute to this dimension suggesting that, although the dimension

apt ared to involve different variables in the different samples, there

of

did tend to be some consistency across most samples.

Factor VII is best identified as a French Achievement dimension since

twelve "variables" reflect such achievement. As before, the dimension is
not unique, however. Three "variables" involve Language Aptitude, one
Self-Perceptions of French Competence, and one Semantic Differential variance.

4
/

The Bilingual Region - Secondary Schools

Table 5 presents the rotated factor matrix for the secondary schools in
the bilingual regions. As before, seven factors were retained for rotation

from the ten with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 because this seemed to best

Insert Table 5 about her

— e e e e ma s — o mm e Smbe oo

reflect the dimensionality. When ten factors were rotated, three produced
essentially unique components. Even when the seven factors were rotated,
however, the resulting structure is ggnera]]y less clear than those presented
above. -

Factor I is defined by 16 "variables", 11 Integrative Motive factors
which represent all nine areas, two Not Labelled factors, two Evaluation of
the Learning Situation factors, and 6ne Evaluation of the French Course

factcr. As before, the Integrative Motive dimension is relatively unique

and common across samples.

Factor Il is clearly different from any factor reported thus far and
represents a mixture of eight French Achievement factors, six Self-Perception
of French Competence factors, two Not Labelled, and one Multilingualism
factor. Moreover the loadings differ substantially across areas. Particularly

in some bilingual contexts, it appears that French Achievement and Self-
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Perception of French Competence become linked more so than in other areas
and even mre S0 than monolingual regions. This pattern would be expected
if the ge..ralization made earlier were correct that considerable exposure
to the other languaae 1is necessary to make self-confidence an important
determinant of secund language acquisition. |

Factor III is clearly the Semantic Différentia] dimension. Of the nine

"variables" contributing to this factor, eight are Semantic Differential

factors, and one is Not Labelled.

Factor IV is primarily a Language Aptitude dimension. Seven "variables"

describe Language Aptitude, and three reflect French Achievement. It would
seem that in the bilingual regions Language Aptitude tends to be more unique
than in monolingual settings and fairly consistent across samples.

Factor V, identified as the Evaluation of the Learning Situation dimension,

is defined by 10 "variables", seven referring to Evaluation of the Learning
Situation, two to Evaluation of the French Course, and one to the Integrative
Motive. As in the other analyses, this dimension is generallv unique and
consistent.

‘Factors VI and VII are not readily interpretable. Factor VI receives
substantial loadings from seven "variables", five Not Labelled, one Self-
Perception of French Competence, and oné Multilingualism factor. Factor VII
is defined by two dimensions of French Achievement and one of Multilingualism.

In both factors the loadings are relatively low.

These results with respect to the relationships among the factors are important

because they demonstrate the general consistency of factor patterns across

ages and language training as well as different cultural settings. Within
n\,>\
the elementary school settings,
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the factor patterns umderlying Evaluation of the Learning Situation, Self-

Perception of French Competence, Integrative Motive, and French Achievement
are clearly articulated and consistent from age to age and region to region.
This pattern is also true of secondary school students from monolingual

regions. In this latter situation too there is evidence of a consistent

- Semantié Differential factor reflecting primarily the greater number of
variables using this technique for the older students. This pattern is only
partially maintained with secondary school students from uilingu%l regions

where the Integrative Motive, Evaluation of the Learning Situation, and

Semantic Differential factors demonstrate the greatest consistency across

ages and regions. These latter samples show inconsistency, however, in the

French Achievement and Self-Perception of French Competence dimensions which

tend to merge with each other. It is as though in bi]ingué] settings actual
achievement and perceptions of competence are intermingled.

A very meaningful interpretation of these findings is that once students
are old enough and have sufficient language skills, those who wish to can
avail themselves of the opportunities that present themselves and establish
self-confidence in their ability. If this is the case, it would suggest that
Giles and Byrne (1982) need not restrict their theoretical model to minority
group members learning the language of the majority group but instead 1lirX
their theorizing to opportunities in the community to make use of those skills
that are developed. That is, self-confidence and language achievement would

. appear to be associated, even among majority group members, in settings where
the other language is present and students can assess their level of competence.
This of course is also true of minority group members learning the majority

language.
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Another difference between the bilingual and monolingual regions is
the clear and consiste.t distinctiveness of language aptitude in the bilingual
regions. In bilingual regions, many opportunities exist Eo learn the
language, and thus many factors can be involved. In such contexts, it is
reasonable fo éxpect that language aptitude would appear as a relatively
replicable diﬁen§jon distinct from second language achievement. In monolingual
regions, on the other hand, language aptitude tends in some contexts ton¥
merge with French achievement, so much so that the patterns are relatively
unstable from age to age and region to region. The difference again would
seem Lo reflect the availability of opportunities to achieve proficiency. In
monolingual regions, most language aéquisition is quite likely centred in
the school situation, and with such limited opportunié%es those with high
aptidee would be expected to profit more than those with less. This is
largely the prediction which follows from Carroll's (1962) model of second
language acquisition.

Conclusions

The purpose of this investigation was to examine the stability and
replicability of factor structures underlying second language acquisition
across a number of geographical areas and age groups. Although there were
some differences in factor structure that could be attributed to age of
student or type of region (i.e., monolingual vs. bilingual), the Structures
were extremely robust. This consistency has important implications for
researchers of second Tanquage acquisition.
These findings demonstrated that a number of independent factors come
into play in the second language learning process and that these are generally ¢ .

consistent across samples. As a result, they suggest that future studies in
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'fngi this field should concentrate on a multidimensional approach in order to

tap the complexities involved in this learning process. That is, the study
of second language acquisition should include not only more than one type
of predictor, but more than one criterion measure.

The present data also have implications for models of the acquisition
process and the testing of those models. Since certain factors appear quite
consistently from one data set to another, it seems imperative that they be
included in any models proposed. A recent series of investigations (Gardner,
Lalonde, & Pierson, 1984; Lalonde & Gardner, 1984) have used constructs )
comparable to many of the factors identified in this study as important
aspects of the language learning process., }ﬁese have been investigated as
latent ‘variables in causal models relating to achievement in the language
and have been shown to be significant elements. The qonsistency reported here
suggests strongly that such models would be applicable in many different
contexts. Future research can now be directed profitably to investigating
the imp]ications of these causal models and the extent to which they can be
extended to encompass’ othe< possible variables without being too concerned

that the basic structure ofﬂfﬁé mode] would vary from one r=gion to another.
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Footnotes

This research was supported by grants from the Office of the Secretary
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Because of agreements with the various boards concerned, the various

regions cannot be named. They were, however, drawn from across Canada.
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. Table 1

Sample Sizes for each Grade Level in Each Reglon

Grades
. 7 8 9 10 11
Regions "
M1 201 206 182 182  18L
M2 | 112 BO 177 148 1)
M3 S ¢ 199 X 158 155
ML 238 219 231 204 204
Bl - X X 126 114 73
B2 299 204 203 230 180
33 126 106 72 62 g
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Integrative Motive |

French Achievement

Self-Percention of
French Competence

Language Aptitude

Evaleation of the
Learning Situation

Evaluation of the
French Teacher

Evaluation of the
French Couﬁmi

Hultullngual1sm

Semantic
Differential

Not Labelled

”t!'.ﬁ;‘_ .

Table 2 *
Identification of Factors Obtained in Each Sample

Elementary School Samples

Grade 7 Grade 8-

™ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N
M M2 M4 B2 B3 | Ml M M3 M4 B2 B3

[ [ III [ 1II I [ [ 111 [ III
v Iv IV IV } I III III Iv IV

Ir Ir 1 Ir II |1V Iv v Il I1 11

v v I
oL 111 fir v I Il
18 v
VI 1
v oovoovovil o
IV . VIV IV v

* These numbers refer to the Table Numbers in Appendix A.

39




French Achievement

Self Perceptlon of
Fr

\lntegrative Motive
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Table 3

Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of Factors
from Different Elementary School Samples

Region M3 - Grade 8
Integrative Motive
Evaluation of the French Teacher
French Achievement

Self-Perceptions of French Competence

Evaluation of the French Course

Region M1 - Grade 7
Integrative Motive
Self-Perception of French Competence
Evaluation of the Learning Situation
Mot Labelled
French Achievement

Region M1 - Grade 8
Integrative Motive
French Achievement
Evaluation of the Learning Situation
self-Perception of French Competence
Multilingualism
Not Labelled

Reg%on M2 - Grade 7
Integrative Motive .
Self-Perception of French Competence
Evaluation of the Learning Situation
French Achievement
Multilingualism

Region M2 - Grade 8
Integrative Motive
Language Aptitude
Firench Achievement
Self Perception of French Competence
Evaluation of the Learning Situation
Not Labelled
Evaluation of the French Course

[

1
.94
12
.05
.45

.26
.01
.95
.28
14

.20
.06
.97
.02
N
12

.39
.15
91
.09
12

.05
.05
.05
.85
.22
.16

Il

.02
.04
7
16
.23

.06
.07
.03
.61
.75

.10
.61
.07
13
.03
73

01
.09
13
.76
.14

.03
.79
.33
1
.03
.25
.03

Il
.03
.12
.09
.95
.25

.15
.84
.02
.46
.00

.09
.24
.03
.93
15
.25

.05
.96
.10
.18
.14

.08
.19
.18
.93
.10
.02
.24

Iv

.86
.04
.02
12

.93

.14
7
.05

.93
.06
.10
.05
.01
14

.89
.04
7
.02

.92
-.09
-.07

.19

.45

.26

57

v

.25
1
12
.07
.07

.00
.38
.05
19
.07

.07
.01
.05
.01
.95
.32

.04
.03
.09
.05
.81

.09
.08
.06
.08
12
55
.42

VI

.23
13
.51
.13
.04

.04
.10
.03
.03
.43

.05
.67
.01
.15
.27
.10

.03
.06
.10
.46
.04

.04
.04
.78
.05
.07
.19
15

VII
.0
.16
.16

.04

.62

.15
12
.01
7
.45
.06

.06
.09
.12
21
.07

.04
.23
.16
.00
.07
.01
.30




Table 3 (Continued)

Region M4 - Grade 7 [ [ [Tl
Evaluation of the Learning Situation .89 .03 5
Self-Perception of French Competence 01 .08 .96
‘Integrative Motive 6 .04 01
French Achievement .03 .81 A7
Multilingualism -.05 ~-.05 .24

Region M4 - Grade 8
Evaluation of the Learning Situation 91 -.04 .09
Self-Perception of French Competence K .19 712

. Integrative Motive .23 .04 .30
Not Labelled Jd4 .85 .29

Region 83 - Grade 7

Evaluation of the Learning Situation .89 .03 .00

.02 .20 .86
.08 -,01 -.08

Seif-Perception of French Competence

Integrative Motive

French Achievement -.08 13 4

Language Aptitude -.13 .83 1

Multilingualism -.03 .10 .04
Region B3 - Grade 8

Evaluation of the French Course .52 .06 .18

Self-Perception of French Competence .09 .22 .85

Integrative Motive J1 0 -6 [ -.10
.35 .15 / 15

French Achievement

Evaluation of the French Teacher .86 -.08' -.26
Not Labelled -.03 .79 .09
Region B2 - Grade 7 _
Integrative mMotive .23 0 .08
§elf-Perception of French Competence -1 .fJ .85
Evaluation of the Learning Situation .97 .04 .04
Language Aptitude .15 .79 -.08
Multilingualism .08 .18 .23
Region B2 - Grade 8 '
Integrative Motive .22 .14 14
Self-Perception of French Competence .02 .29 .86
Evaluation of the Learning Situation .95 -0 -.03

French Achievement -.04 .59 21

S
R

Iv

.40
.05
.96
.04
.16

.32
.18
91
1

.33
2
.96

.60

.85

14

.94
.03
.16
.09
.08

.93
.20
.23
-.07

.09

.03
12
.79

.07
.00
.10
.28

.01
.14
.06
.07
.07
.78

.25
.19
.19
.26
.09
.19

.08
.02
.05
.20
.60

12
27
.03
.06

Vi
-.05
.09
.16
.30
-.10

.03

.54
.03
.03

12
A7
.04
.88
.03
.18

.04
13

g7
-.02

-.03
.41
-.14
.29
.60

.09

g2

Vil
1C
.02
.02
.02
.04

12
.07
.06
.03

19
A7
.06
ah

3

.38
.01
21
J1
b
.06

J1
.07
.05
10
27




Table 4
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of Factors °®

from Different Secondary School Samples in Monolingual Areas

-

""f"“—\RR:ion M3 - Grade 10

ntegrative Motive .92 .06 .07 .15 .09 .25 .03
French Achievement .02 .23 1 =10 =30 -.13 - .87
Evaluation of the Learning Situation -.01 -.,08 -.02 .95 4 -0 -4

. Sel1f-Perception of French Competence Jd2  -.01 .91 .09 -.,07 .07 .01
Multilingualism .24 .44 .10 12 31 -.25 .06

Not Labelled Jd5  -.30 -.07 -.34 .61 -.11 -.,08

Region M3 - Grade 11

) Integrative Motive . .92 .16 .02 .09 .07 12 .07
French Achievement -.01 .40 15 -,09 -.15 -.07 .84
Evaluation of the Learning Situation Rk .05 -.04 .96 .00 .05 -.10
Self-Perception of French Competence .03 -.04 .93 .07 -.04 .02 .19
Multilingualism .36 -.20 -.04 .14 .38 .58 -.01
Not Labelled . -.21 -.09 00 .19 -.49- .26 -.16
Not Labelled -.25 ~-.22 .07 .03 47 -.07  -.26

Region M1 - Grade 9
Evaluation of the Learning Situation .01 -.08 .06 .94 21 -,08 -.12
French Achievement .08 .49 .29 -,08 -1 12 12
Semantic Differential .39 31 -.20 .03 .78  -.03 -.09
Integrative Motive 89 12 4 .28 -3 .1 -0
Self-Perception of French Competence .08 -.01 .93 -.02 ~-.07 .00 .1
Multilingualism ' .04 .09 .00 04 -06 .56 .09
Region M1 - Grade 10 /
Semantic Differential .26 A7 -.09 /.08 .85 02 -.23
French Achievement -.15 .02 -.03 ~.23 ~-.14 -.,06 .88
) Self-Perception of French Competence .01 -,02 .90 ,f 2 .04 .04 -.03
Evaluation of the Learning Situation .24 -.05 .07 .93 .03 02 -1
Integrative Motive 93 -.05 ~-.02-. -.01 1 =13 .00
Language Aptitude .39 .66 31 04 -.09 -.01 45
Multilingualism .57 13 .21 .03 -.10 .60 .01
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Table 4 (Continued)

Region Ml - Grade 1]
. Integrative Motive

French Achievement

Evaluation of the French Teacher
Self-Perception of French Competence
Evaluation of the French Course
Semantic Differential
Multilingualism

Region M2 - Grade 9

Evaluation of the Learning Situation
Self-Perception of French Competence
French Achievement

Semantic Differential

Integrative Motive

French Achievement

Region M2 - Grade 10

Integrative Motive

Language Aptitude

Self-Perception of French Competence
Evaluation of the Learning Situation
Semantic Differential
Multilingualism

French Achievement

Region M2 - Grade 11

Integrative Motive

‘French Achievement

Evaluation of the Learning Situation
Self-Perception of French Competence
Language Aptitude

Multilingualism

Semantic Differential

.84
.13
-.08
.04
57
.39
.03

.22
.10
.10
.22

.02

.95
.09
17
A7
-.04
.39
-.02

.94
.04
.22
-.05
-.05
.02
.10

230~

.07
.30
A3
.07

.01
.01

.02
.69
1
.07
41

.02
1
.04
.01
.04
.06
.05

1
14
.06
.09
.53
.25
.24

&7

.08 -.02 .13
.09 .03 -.12
05 .84 .09
.88 .00 -.03
04— 55 —=, 16
0 .06 .7
.18 .09 ~-.2%
.02 .95 .08
95 .01 -.02
.04 -.07 -.02
09 .17 .85
Jd2 .22 .03
.03 -.25 -.10
00 120 L5
1 -.08 -.05
.86 .08 .06
01 9% -.07
.07 .23 .80
27 .20 -,18
1 .02 .08
.06 .03 .15
25 -.08 -.26
.02 .93 .10
.89 .03 .25
07 =21 -.02
J0 -1 .27
.02 .19 .66

-

.19
.04
.08
12

.01
.69

.08
12
.32
.24
21
.07

.01
.05
.13
.02
Bl

13

07
.08
.06
.08

.06
.62

.30

-.11
.84
-.03
27

S § I

.04

-.04
.08
.60

=17
.00
A

10

42

1
.05
.28
.25
.90

.01
.8] '

.03
.69
19
.38




Table 4 (Continued)

Region M4 - Grade 9

Integrative Motive .94 .05 .06 .22 15 .00 .03
Self-Perception of French Competence -.03 -.04 .94 -,09 -,04 -.08 A2

Evaluation of the Learning Situation 14 .10 04 95 =-.02 -.00 .00

French Achievement . .06 14 .33 .09 -.09 09 .85

| Language Aptitude .10 .89 -1 .09 .10  -.03 .10
Multilingualism .01 -.09 21 -.03 -.07 .82 .00

—-=- - Semantic Differential -.33 -.06 ~-.06 13 .81 J1 <13

Region M4 - Grade 10

' Integrative Motive .94 .03 .09 .20 .07 .05 .00
French Achievement .01 .Co .37 -0 -.06  -.02 .89
Evaluation of the Learning Situation Jd2 -.02 .02 .% .01 .02 . -.10

Language Aptitude .01 .84 -,20 -.12 R .05 .13

Semantic Differential 19 -.18 -2 .08 .86 -.09 -.,13
Self-Perception of French Competence .07 -.08 .87 -.10 -.09 .16 .18

Region M4 - Grade 11

Integrative Motive .89 -.16 D1 =13 Jd5 0 =015 .04
Self-Perception of French Competence .03 -.14 B8 - N 01 A4 .46
French Achievement ‘ .05 .69 Jd2  -.02 -.10 -.12 .65
Evaluation of the French Teacher .05 g4 -7 .85 Jd6 0 -.09  -.13
Evaluation of the French Course 74 22 15 43 -.04 .24 A7
Semantic Differential 24 A3 14 .39 .63 3 -.40




Table 5+
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of Factors
from Different Secondary School Samples in Bilingual Areas

Region B1 - Grade 9

Evaluation of the Learning Situation 7 -.08 .04 .00 94 .12 A2
Self-Perception of French Competence -.04 .85 .01 .02 .05 -.09 -.32
| Integrative Motive .91 =15 .03 -.03 27 -.09 .01
| Language Aptitude -,07 35 -.01 .88 -.14 .00 .00
‘ Semantic Differcntial 31 -0 .84~ .09~ .03 -.26- .08
| French Achievement -.05 .54 -.16  -.06 .01 -.03 .52
. Region Bl - Grade 10
Evaluation of the Learning Situation .44 -.07 .07 " .03 .81 -.08 .05
l Sel f-Perception of French Competence .08 93 -.12 J2 =20 -.02 .03
Integrative Motive .92 A7 :}06 -.03 .04 13 .01
Semantic Differential .04 -,23 ° .82 -.19 -,05 -.06 -.06
Not Labelled -.28 -.01 .09 -.18 -.1 .70 .03
French Achievement , .00 .24 .03 .78 =13 0 .37
Multilingualism .28 gﬁ -1 =34 -.06 -.22 .53
egion Bl - Grade 11 : ‘
Integrative Motive .81 .22 -.07 .00 3 -1 15
Self-Perception of French Competence .03 .81 .00 -.03 ~-.10 .10 -.21

.04 .04 .30 .01 .88 .01 .06
a7 -8 -1 .69  -.09 2 -.30

Evaluation of the Learning Situation
Language Aptitude

Semantic Differential .01 -.18 .80 -.03 03 -.15 .15
Not Labelled .04 -1% -,09 -.38 -.13 .65 -.01
French Achievement -.09 74 .05 41 -,06 .26 .20
Not Labelled 43 .21 5 =15 =10 .18 .10
Region B3 - Grade 9
. Integrative Motive .85 -.12 .08 .23 .01 00 -.12
French Achievement =17 .70 .03 23 -9 15 .50
Evaluation of the Learning Situation -.06 ~-.13 12 .02 .94 .06 -.05

Self-Perception of French Competence .08 .67 -.10 -.22 07 -.44 -,33
} Semantic Differential .08 .09 .83 .22 .06 .07 -.22
\ Multilingualism _15 .46 =21 .14 -7 -.08 . .02
Not Labelled -.06 .41 -09 -.23 -.01 44 -.34

4/




Table 5 (Continued)

"egion B3 - Grade 10

Evaluation of fhe Learning Situation .49 2 -,09 -.07 .80 -.04 -,06
French Achievement .07 A3 -.07 .37 1 .09 .30
Not Labelled -7 -.05 .61 -.01 .39 .27 .17
Integrative Motive .78 ~.12 21 -.06 16 -.09 .25
- Self-Perception of French Competence -07 .64 00 -3 1% -.02 -.08 |
Not Labelled | -.05 -.42 .02 .11 -.05 .46 .2 |
. Language Aptitude -.09 -.13 .22 .66 6 =017 .03
“““““““““ Region B3 - Grade 11
Integrative Motive .55 A7 0 -0y 2?0 -1 =29 -.14 _
Self-Perception of French Competence -.06 .88 -.01 -.08 -.04 -,18 1
Language Aptitude -.13 -,02 -.05 57 .05 A3 - .05
Evaluation of the French Teacher .29 -.16 01 -0 .80 -,08 -.37
Semantic Differential -.04 .08 .83 -.02 .24 A7 -.05
Not Labelled 64 .10 .27 .00 06 -.34 .03
Evaluation of the French Course .57 -.33  -.19 .05 .16 .34 A7
French Achievement .33 49 -.01 .41 .19 22 -7
"agion BZ - Grade 9
Integrative Motive .94 A3 .05 .02 .18 -.08 -.08
French Achievement 12 .9 -.08 .07 -.04 -.06 .18
Evaluation of the Learning Situation -.01 .01 .22 -.01 .96 01 -.04
Language Aptitude .22 .06 .00 .81 01 -.32  -.16
Semantic Differential 21 .02 .93 -.07 07 -,12  -.10
Multilingualism ' -.26 -.33 .13 .28 -,12 .42 .03
Region B2 - Grade 10
Integrative Motive 71, .18 -.25 -.04 51 -.01 -.26
) French Achievement .13 94 -.12 00 -,10 ~-.14 13
Language Aptitude .07 .29 -.08 .91 .07 .04 -.09
) Evaluation of the French Teacher .01  -.,14 .20 .07 87 ° -.16 .20
Integrative Motive Il .83 7 .00 .20 .07 01 =00 .39
Semantic Differential . 00 -.03 .82 -.09 ) .20 -.18

45




Table 5 (Continued)

Region B2 - Grade 11
French Achievement
Evaluation of the Learning Situation
Integrative Motive
Language Aptitude
Semantic Differential
Not Labelled
Integrative Motive .11

&

A

44

.08
14
.88
1
.06
.01
.70

.96
.09
.03
A2
21
.05
g4

.07
14
.22
21

81,

10
10

.08
-.05
-.05

.83
-.07

.19
-.09

-.15
.94
-1
.01
.19
.05
.23

-.01
.03
.04

-.N

-.06
.61

-.29

a7
-.16
10

22
-7
-.19
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Table Al Grade 7 Region M!
I I1 III
Spelling Clues 048 ~-,05 -.04
Words in Sentences - 0 07 .07
Faired Associates L02 —.06 . 16
Need Achievement 21 -, 02 .18
Ethnocentrism -.06 L7 . 00
French Class Anxiety - 00 -,21 ~-.17
French Canadian Attitudes 81 -,02 . O
interest in Foreign Languages . BO 13 12
Instrumental .73 L6 A1
Integrative .84 .08 .14
Farental Encouragement 69 16 O
Attitudes - Learning French .81 .19 . 2b
Attitudes - European French .74 06 .08
Motivational Intensity 71 .24 .18
Desire 2 . 20 22
Orientation Index -. 05 L0900 =L 0F
Behavioural Intention -52 -,09 -.2
Opportunity to Use French -3 =21 -.04
No. Yzars French Study 07 L0000 -.08
No. Languages Spoken at Home 01 .44 J17
Mo. Languages Student Speaks -.04 .52 D6
French Teacher - Evaluation el . Qb . 8%
French Teacher - Rapport 20 .16 .81
French Teacher - Comprehension .18 13 . B0
French Teacher - Inspiration .47 .08 72
French Course - Evaluation .71 L0 .44
French Course - Difficulty -20 =-.04 -.15
French Course - Utility . 68 . Q5 .8
French Course ~ Interest 65 10 . 4%
Self-Rating - Writing .26 .61 .02
Sel f-Rating - Understanding 10 7T Y-S
Self-Rating - Reading 22 56 -.07
Self-Rating - Speaking 27 . 67 11
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Table A Grade 7 Region M4

I
Spelling Clues -.16
Words in Sentences -.19
Faired Associates L5
Need Achievement .18
‘Ethnocentrism -.18
French Class Anxiety e -.17
French Canadian Attitudes 22
Interest in Foreign Lanquages .25
Instrumental .14
Integrative . 29
FParental Encouragement 22
Attitudes - Learning French . 47
Attitudes - European French .18
Motivatiqonal Intensity ¢ S5
Desire \\\m .49
Orientatiom Index .17
Behavioural Intention -7
Opportunity to Use French -.28
No. Years French Study -, 09
No. Languages Spoken at Home -.04
No. Languages Student Speaks .00
French Teacher - Evaluation . 87
French Teacher - Rapport .B2
French Teacher - Comprehension “.83%
French Teacher — Inspiration . BS
French Course - Evaluation ' 71
French Course - Difficulty -. .34
French Course — Utility .64
French Tourse - Interest .71
CSelf-r - .ing - Writing .14
Sel f-Rating - Understanding .18
Self-Rating - Reading .14
Self-Rating - Speaking .18
Yocabulary - Junior 16
Sentence Comprehension - -.12
Sentence Understanding . D4
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Spelling Clues
in Sentences

Words

-
o

Table A4

Faired Associates
Need Achievement

Ethnocentrism
French Class Anxiety

Grade 7 Region E2

) 11 ITI IV

-, 02 ~-,03 .04 .
11 .14 .07 . B
.19 .00 L0 W37
A0 -, 01 .11 .44

-, 02 =-,02 -.13 -.40

04 ~12 —.16 - 02

French Canadian Attitudes .78 .14 I ! P i
Interest in Foreign Languages 77 .21 .11 <05
Instrumental 75 1 L5 - 01
Integrative .85 L .12 02
Farental Encouragement 64 A .06 .12
Attitudes - Learning French . B2 17 25 L10
Attitudes ~ European French 67 12 .14 LOT
Motivational Intensity .67 17 « ST o2

Desire

Orientation Index
Eehavioural Intention

.80 .18 23 .11
= 00 .0 12 =20

_-lsb "_-1_..." —-(:)9 —014
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No. Langs. Speaks ¢
Fre. Teacher-Evaluat’n
Fre. Teacher-Rapport
Fre. Teacher-Comp.
Fre. Teacher-Inspir’'n
Fre. Course—-Evaluation
Fre. Course-Difficulty
Fre. Course~Utility
Fre. Course-Interest
S-R - Writing

§-F - Understanding
S-R - Reading

S-R - Spealking

CATF -~ Vocabulary

CATF - Grammar

CATF - Comp.

Aural Faragraph Comp.
Aural Sent Complet’n
Grade

French Can—Evaluat’n
Myself - Evaluation
Europe Fre.-Evaluat™n
Eng. Can-Evaluat’n

Grade 9
1 II
-, 07 06
-.06 =-.05
05 —-.07
.14 16
. 04 146
-.01 -,37
10 ~-,05
. 0% .16
o 21 10
10 . 08
-.01 W13
. 45 P2l
A9 —-,02
.« b . 24
e D13
-, 00 .08
-.29 ~-.19
-.05 -.19
- 19 .77
LOD P
.10 i !
.88 .05
.81 -.01
72 -, 02
.75 =.00
.67 .18
-.18 -.,3ZT
. 40 ey
Y- 11
.07 .99
.08 .79
-. 05 .68
06 .79
~.04 ey
09 11
-2 00 .09
-.01 09
.08 .08
. 29 22
o -.09
a2 27
. 40 .09
29 .18

63

Region

ITI

-

61
.25

-
3]
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T

01
O3
-.04
.19
12
.18

.20

ol
. A

~y

.04

"y =T

-.02
-, 05
-, 09
L7
L2

11

. 0%
.04
. 1b

.04
-.07
.54
.50
23
.10
.45
2

-, 09
.23
02
.16

IV

-.01
.05
.11

~
"o el

-.08
-. 04
S0
.18
.16
.09
04
.96
.16

[
. ot

.26
.18
-.14
.01
-, 23
-. 20
.18
. 24

e ] —
. aod
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11
10
.05
.18
-.02
L 02
07
-. 10
-, 04
L 02

L 03Z

- 02

W

-, 04
.05
11
. o0

-.07

-, 09 .

.60
.77
S0
773
.54
.74
.45
70
.77

-,.45
-.2%
Q09
o
« 26
P i
17
20
30
62
-.08
70
.98
21

. 17

.15
.08
.15
.04
. 08
. 1B
16
« 35
.17
21

10

VI

.08
-, 01
11
- 17
17
.05

"
" et

. 00
I:B
b
L] 18
07
. 12
- 1’1

- T

-1
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Table Al4

Spelling Clues

Words in Sentences
Faired Assaciates

Need Achievement
Ethnocentrism

French Class Anxiety
French Canadian Atts.
Interest-Foreign Lang.
Instrumental
Integrative

Farental Encouragement
Att.-Learning French
Att.-European French
Motivational Intensity
Desire

Orientation Index
Eehavioural Intention
Opportuni ty-Use French
No.:r Years French Studvy
No. Langs. Spoken/Home
No. Langs. Speaks

Fre. Teacher-Evaluat’n
Fre. Teacher—-Rapport
Fre. Teacher-Comp.
Fre. Teacher-Inspir’'n
Fre. Course—-Evaluation
Fre. Course-Difficul ty
Fre. Coursze-Utility
Fre. Course-Interest
S-R - Writing

S-R - Understanding
E-R - Reading

S5-r - Speaking

CATF - Yocabul ary

CATF - Grammar

CATF - Comp.

Aural Faragraph Comp.
Aural Sent Complet’n
Grade :
French Can-Evaluat™n
Myself — Evaluation
Europe Fre.—-Evaluat’n
Eng. Can—-Evaluat’n

rade 9 Region
I II ITI
L0100 =, 01 .01
12 L1000 L 06
L OO -, 05 . O=
29 .19 .19
-, 17 L0 =,08
- 20 -.24 -,03 -
. B4 L, 02 . 05
.78 16 .21
73 L3 .00 -
. 85 1T OS5
.49 L0900 -, 10 -
.81 .04 A
e 10 L6 -
. 64 .18 =i
W79 07 . 29
-.06 -.221 L0700 =
-.49 -,05 -,26 -
-. 2B -.06 L0 -
LO7 ) .17 LOT
-. 07 AT -, 03 -
SOt . 0OF 0l
.14 16 . BS
15 O3 .82
11 . 09 . 81
. 54 LO7 e 70
W85 -, 01 . 60
-2 =09 -.20 -
. 66 .08 . 47
.64 —-,01 57
I i) .75 L 02
.14 67 OS5
.09 77 11
1S .76 .12
.01 12 . 05
-. 02 .19 .10
L0700 =012 -.12
05 . 20 . D&
.04 eS| .14
.19 . 20 . 09
.48 -.06 . 14
-, 0= 07 . 29
.58 -.01 .10
.01 . 08 1S

~Ne
.21
0%
LOZ
09
. 2B
e
LOZ2
L02
L O3
LO2
. 20
SO
.S
o 30
L1
.41
.04
A
.07
.19
L2
. 20
LOZ
.04

~A
. b oo
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.16
.14
25
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* at e
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.19
.64
67
S0

cT
v )

b3S
» \54

-

. OO0
L 00
.04

. 36
.42
.40
.54
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11
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-.18
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.06
L 09
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.18

Y
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-
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.01
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-.09
.09
.08
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.10
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, 00
.04
. 08
-. 06
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-.17
, 08
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w17
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-. 0%

hrdan ]
o ! he
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.08
.12

-.18

-. 15
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-, 08
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-, 08
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I
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1S
-, 06
. 08
70
.48
-, 07
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Y
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. 08
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-, 05
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.21
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VII
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.04
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. D6
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Table A1D

Spelling Clues

Words in Sentences
Fai'red Associates

Need Achievement
Ethnocentrism

French Class Anxiety
French Canadian Atts.
Interest-Foreign Lang.
Ingtrumental
Integrative

Farental Encouragement
Att.-Learning French
Att.-European French
Motivational Intensity
Desire

Orientation Index
Behavioural Intention
Opportunity-Use French
No. Years French Study
No. Langs. Spoken/Home
No. Langs. Speaks

Fre. Teacher~-Evaluat’™n
Fre. Teacher-Rapport
Fre. Teacher-Comp.
Fre. Teacher-lnspir™n
Fre. Course-Evaluation
Fre. Course-Difficulty
Fre, Course-Utility
Fre. Course-Interest
S~k - Writing

S-r - Linderstanding
5~R -~ Feading

E~R - Speaking

CATF - Vocabulary

CATF - Grammar

CATF - Comp.

Aural Faragraph Comp.
Aural Sent Complet’n
Grade

French Can-Evaluat’™n
Myself - Evaluation
Europe Fre.-Evaluat’n
Eng. Can-Evaluat'n

Grade @

I I1
-, 07 .09
~, 00 —-,09
-. 01 . 09
22 .07
-.03 -.16
-.11 -.56
A1 =27
19 ~.09
01 LS
12 =02
L2 - 08
.24 .19
AT - 20
A0 02
L9 20
07 -, 22
-.19 ~-.285
- 16 -,15
~.0& A7
L8 = 06
17 A
.84 .04
. BO O3
. B0 01
7T ~.14
B0 24
- 06 —.50
.42 L 20
R L10
-.01 .67
-.08 7Y
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72 .
;32 =004
-.94 -.22
-. 28 02
07 21
25 =07
.14 06
22 .05
el 02
29 04
.29 -.08
.59 ~-.08
-.02 =3
67 02
.58 -.,02
02 15
02 LOT
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O . 08
-, 08 .54
-, 10 .49
-. 04 .47
b .15
-, 09 .1&
.19 « 57
28 .11
17 11
. 20 L02
. (14 .17
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-, 0
-. 01
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S
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Table Als Grade 9

1
Spelling Clues -.01
Words in Sentences . 08
Faired Associates .09
Need Achievement .22
Ethnocentrism .23
French Class Anuxiety -. 06
French Canadian Atts. o7
Interest-Foreign Lang. .79
Instrumental 61
Integrative 71
Farental Encouragement . 59
Att.-Learning French .75
Att.-European French « S5
Motivational Intensity 62
Desire 72
Orientation Indeu 27
Eehavioural Intention -.47
Opportunity-Use French -.24
No. Years French Study .07
No. Langs. Spoken/Home O
No. Langs. Speaks .14
Fre. Teacher—Evaluat’'n 10
Fre., Teacher-Rapport .14
Fre. Teacher-Comp. -.01
Fre. Teacher-Inspir’'n .18
Fre. Course-Evaluation .64
Fre. Course-Difficulty -.28
Fre. Course-Utility . 60
Fre. Course-Interest 61
5-R - Writing 15
S-R ~ Understanding . 2
S-R - Reading .24
5-R - Speaking .24
CATF - Vocabulary .10
CATF - Grammar 12
CATF - Comp. 10
Aural Faragraph Comp. .17
Aural Sentence Complet’'n .04
Fre. Canadian-Evaluat’™n . 3
Myself - Evaluation .11
European Fre.,—-Evaluat’™n . 40
Eng. Canadian-Evaluat’n .07

Region
II III
11 09
. 09 L O
L0 —-,08
. 02 06
. 09 01
-. 37 -.01
. 20 02
. 20 .11
.15 L02
. 20 06
.16 .08
o« 7 . 20
. 24 06
. 3 21
.0 .01
-.17 OO0
-, 46 -.,01
. 48 LOZ
« 39 .12
T L6
.14 .89
11 . B2
11 .81
.09 .7
.24 oS
-.57 -.15
. ! 93
. 18 .99
LTI .14
79 .09
70 .14
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78 11
b3 05
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.14 el
-.11 40
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O
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05
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.08
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Table Al7 Grade 9 FRegion BT

I I1 I11 |QY;
1, Spelling Clues L0 =27 -.14 .11
2. Words in Sentences .30 .05 02 =02
° =. Fair *d Associates .46 ~.13 21 =05
) 4. Nee. Achievement .39 L06 LOI .08
5. Ethnocentrism -. 20 0T -.09 -,08
4. French Class Anxiety J16 ~-.04 ~-,10 =.78
7. French Canadian Atts. .67 .04 —-,08 -,01
g, Interest-Fareign Lang. 57 .26 L5 =02
9. Instrumental 45 —-.06 -~ 00 -.17
10, Integrative 76 -.04 .11 - 20
11. Farental Encouragement . 99 W02 A0 —.17
12. Att.-Learning French T7 = 06 =L 0L .34
17. Att.-European French W il .08 -,073
14. Motivatiqggb'lntensity 6T O3 L0k .46
15. Desire VAR 07 .19 .26
16, Orientation Index -,18 -.05 =-.035 .00
18. Opportunity-Use French L4 .04 L 02 ~-.82
19. No. Years French Study ~. 06 L2200 -=.16 29
~0. No. Langs. Spoken/Hame .0Z 2T -0120
21, No. Langs. Speaks 01 22 L 06 .19
~~. Fre. Teacher-Evaluat’'n; . 06 01 .86 -.08
~~. Fre. Teacher-Rapport ~. 05 .08 g8 -,.07
~4, Fre. Teacher-Comp. 16 .15 .74 -.16
~5  Fre. Teacher-Inspir’n LOT =00 73 L20
~4., Fre. Course-Evaluation .41 -.24 . 60 « 27
~7. Fre. Course-Difficulty -.26 -.50 -,04 -,01
-8. Fre. Course-Utility .41 -.15 b -, 08
. 29, Fre. Course-Interest .22 —.29 . 43 .34
O, 5-R - Writing .24 .26 . O -
71, S-R - Understanding -.02 L4000 =, 07 . 7h
. T2, §-R - Reading 13, W31 O3 .91
7. S5-R - Speaking - 0% 07 —~.04 .86
~4. CATF - Vocabulary .06 .72 =02 . 25
75, CATF - Grammar 11 LTO0 .14 .12 .
~6, CATF - Comp. -, 06 b2 L0507 —-.04 .17 =009
=7. Aural Faragraph Comp. .06 76 -.08 -.12 12 .17 09
~8. Aural Sent Complet'n  -.06 67 -.0% L 12 - 16 —.06 1T
79. Grade .24 54 -, 01 20 .17 ool .08
a0, French Can—Evaluat’: 27 —-.08 -.03 LO2 .59 -.19 w01
41, Myself - Evaluation .26 LO7 FESACIE R RD AT = 07 —.09
472, Europe Fre.-Evaluat’'n = 132 A5 .14 .67 10 1é
47, Eng. Can-Evaluat’n -, 01 N gt . T7 .01 75 =07 —-.06




Table A18 Grade 10 Region M:

I II VII v Y Yl VIl

’ 1. Speiling Clues - 03 LI = 06 = 060 - 08 30 11
. Words in Sentences L 02 AT -, 08 —-,07  —.01 .49 -.10

. 7., Faired Associates OO0 . 28 L0 =01 .14 47 .07
4. Need Achievement .18 -.00 —.11d 1S .15 Ay « 2O

5. Ethnocentrism -, 07 =-,05 - 02 17 =-.27 -.485 L1

45, French Class Anxiety -. 02 LO0 =28 —-.10 04 =, 560 .01

7. French Canadian Atts. o S0 L0 L 03 L7 .64 16 08

3, Interest—-Foreign Lang. A D O R U .24 4% . .41

?. Instrumental 04 L0E . 03 .14 Jhe - 02 .08

10, Integrative .29 .17 .06 .17 .72 .14 .15

11. Farental Encouragement .06 -, 01 .07 RN .58 -.02 .04

2, Att.-Learning French . 20 LO7 10 .44 . 48 .42 .8

17. Att.-European French 59 10 0 13 . .04 e

14, Motivational Intensity .26 -, 06 .11 . b . . b .91

1S. Desire v b . 18 .12 .28 . 29 . 29 X

16, Orientation Index .41 -.07 -.04 -,12 -.01 05 L 0b

17. Behaviouwral Intenticn 1D —.08 -0 -,18 -.029 -.48 -.UC

18. Opportunity-Use French - 02 -1t =20 -0 -.24 .11 -39

19. No. Years French Study -, 09 . 39 LAD LOL L8 -,02 -.07

0. No. Langs. Spoken/Home ~.0Z2 17 L1000 ~- 22 L0110 -1l .47

] 21. No. Langs. Speaks 1l . 08 .19 .04 SO - L .24
“n pEre, Teacher-Evaluat’'n .21 .14 15 .87 L0010 =, 04 —,04

27, Fre. Teacher-Rapport .19 .12 .12 79 -, 01 —-,01 -~,1{C

4, Fre. Teachzar-Comp. 9 .05 . 08 Lol L0 =, 02 ~,.08

= Fre. Teacher-Inspir’n L 07 07 L9 74 L1000 =-,02 05

~4, Fre. Course-Evaluation —.0l -, 20 09 .79 ol 17 .28

~7. Fre. Course-Difficultv .00 -, 06 =-,21 =.00 L07 -.45  —,14

. °g, Fre., Course-Utility -.14 -,18 19 59 . 49 D .04
79, Fre. Course-Interest -, 07 =-,18 9 W7 . o .0 . 36

0., S~R - Writing . Q7 D7 o7 el .08 L7 L0

. 71, S-R - Unrerstanding L09 . 09 .81 L 0% I 11 P22
72, 8-R - Reading -, 02 =.07 .79 .18 07 L 02 L0D

I3, S-R - Speaking .09 .09 . 80 .t L OZ . 13 .08

=4, CATF - Yocabulary -, 03 B0 -,00 ~,01 .05 13 .

75, CATF - Grammar -, 08 70 02 IO =04 . 29 .

~4. CATF - Comp. -, 0O o .04 1l Q2 .07 .14

=7, Aural Faragraph Comp. LOT .38 W01 -1t .14 O .01

“8. Aural Sent Complet’n -. 16 -B1 2 .05 .13 6 =10

9. Grade L3 20 16 .08 0o . bb « 100

40, French Can—-Evaluat’'n 68 .13 . .t ) e -, 08 L0l

41, Myself - Evaluation 51 =, 07 s 20 .25 LO1 , 09 17

42, Europe Fre.-Evaluat’n LB~ 17 LO1 27 .18 .01 .07

4%, Eng. Can-Evaluat’n LI =L 06 11 41 L0 .18 —-.132




Table ALY Grade 10 Region MZ

1 I IT1 v vV VI VII
- 1., Speliing Clues -. 01 LTO =26 .06 02 L0 A2
2., Words in Sentences « 03 LS00 —a16b . 09 .07 . 08 22
Z. Faired Associates . Q3 54 -,02 L0 =-.20 0 -, 04 .11
i 4, Need Achievement .04 .47 .12 W19 2 .33 ~-.14
5. Ethnocentrism -,29 ~-.,52 -.00 . 03 . 04 L2 -.06
4. French Class Anuiety -.08 -.71 -.43 -.04 -,09 -.36 -.1d
7. French Canadian Atts. .74 12 O3 . 07 19 .10 .16
8. Interest-Foreign Lang. .73 .26 .26 .14 .02 . 08 .09
@, Instrumental .59 L0 -, 18 L1 =02 27 O3
10, Integr-*ive .80 12 06 .02 .08 J1E .14
11{. Farer- . Encouragement .52 -.09 -.06 .14 -,02 .11 08
2. Att.-cearning French .74 13 . S0 LI5 0 -, 02 .24 13
17, Att.-European French .77 .17 L1000 =07 17 -.04 .18
14, Motivational Intensity .49 17 .47 . 24 .18 7 =0l
15. Desire .74 S .41 .28 -,02 b 06
16, Orientation Index 25 -0V L0530 -.19 L0700 =010 WO
{7, Behavioural Intention -.41 12 -.08 -.2% -.04 -.47 .23
18. Opportunity-Use French -.Z2Z -, 0% =.40 ~-.03 17 -.24 ~.16
19, No. Years French Study .01 D6 L0 =10 12 19—, 02
~0. No. Langs. Spoken/Home -.01 QT .14 01 L 0h .40 23
21, No. Langs. Speaks .15 L06 D MR I .06 b .26
-2, Fre, Teacher-Evaluat’'n .13 07 . 02 .87 oD 02 07
-7, Fre. Teacher-Rapport .21 L6 - 02 .81 20 =06 .14
24, Fre. Teacher-Comp. -. 01 .18 .20 L.e% J18  -.17 1D /
" Fre. Teacher-Inspir’n .1& .09 -.04 .73 .08 .26 .23 /
o4, Fre. Course~Evaluation .55 -.00 29 60 .04 L34 -, 02 2
~7., Fre. Course-Difficulty -.28 -.08 -.06 - 07 =,11 -.46 -.28
N 28, Fre. Course-Utility Y O3 11 52 —.00 R
~9, Fre. Course—-Interest .47 -, 12 27 .58 .01 .44 08
0, S-F - Writing . -. 10 .01 &7 15 I it L2 21
. 71, S-R -~ Understanding 18 -.Q7 « 79 .09 LS -.08 .14
T, S-FR - Reading 04 -.17 72 05 29 07 A&
=i, 8-R - Speaking .19 -.06 .78 .04 —-.01 COT =000
Z4, CATF - Vocabulary 12 .04 .09 L 09 02 .17 b7
75, CATF - Grammar , Q7 . 2b .14 12 .21 16 .59
m&e CATF - Comp. I L6 032 JIT —L06 L 09 Y-
-7. Aural Faragraph Comp. .20 .22 .22 .13 =-,22 .07 .46
78. Aural Sent Complet’n 11 . 28 . 40 LSO =1l . Q2 41
79. Grade 05 .41 %t 17 -, 01 .24 .48
40, French Can~Evaluat’™n .45 -.05 11 21 b9 -1t i
41, Myself - Evaluation -. 11 Q7 13 20 . o8 21 =18
2, Europe Fre.-Evaluat’n L34 =05 . 18 .14 L7 =~ 00 —.02
47, Eng. Can—-Evaluat’n 04 =, 13 .01 21 .54 .16 ~-.18

69
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Table AZO Grade 10 Region M3

I I1I I1I IV V Vi
1. Spelling Clues -, 11 .51 -.07 -.21 -.01 .01
2. Words in Sentences .07 .48 -.04 -.01 07 =07
7. Faired Associates . .19 .4 -.17 ~-.26 A0 -010
. 4., Need Achievement 17 -.10 . e .11 16 -.14
S. Ethnocentrism - 07 =07 -.09 -.18 -.I95 .00
6., French Class Anxiety -.15 -.2°9 L6 -, 34 —-.12 L2
7. French Canadian Atts. .78 .05 L0484 -,07 .09 .17
8. Interest-Foreign Lang. .80 13 .14 . 08 .14 L2
=, lnstrumental .64 12 .01 19 =22 =04
1J. Integrative .31 .18 10 11 =002 .04
11. Farental Encouragement .99 . 08 L0700 =03 —.09 .29
12. Att.-Learning French .87 «12 21 14 .03 —-.11
17. Att.-European French b7 . 01 .11 . 01 .15 .29
14. Motivational Intensity .7z 08 .19 .52 172 ~.14
15. Desire .39 L2 B D 4 A1 =007
16. Orientation Index L2T —a06 . O 02 .51 .20
17. Behavioural Intention ~-. 46 -.33 L0090 —-.24  -.06 .08
18. Opportunity-Use French -. 35 -.0Z LS —-017 = 3D LOZ
19. No. Years French Study 09 .08 —-.0&6 ~.02 1T .47
20. No. Langs. Spoken/Home L7 -, 08 .09 11 =37 .07
2i. Ne. Langs. Speaks .46 -.08 10 .27 -.44 .04
27. Fre. Teacher-Evaluat’n . 20 .07 .70 08 -—-.01 L0107
27, Fre. Teacher-Rapport .17 .01 . 88 .09 L0060 -, 01
"24, Fre. Teacher-Comp. O3 . O .75 .04 L0O2 01
75. Fre. Teacher-Inspir’n .24 .02 . 24 .08 —-.0% -.07
76. Fre. Course-Evaluation .67 .01 .35 W17 08 .21
~7. Fre. Course-Difficulty -.23 -.26 .09 .05 =-.14 .24
28. Fre. Course-Utility . 68 .11 .41 .2l LO01 = 07
. 29, Fre. Course-Interest .59  -.0L . 58 N L2~ 24
0. S-R - Writing 10 . 29 06 .87 L& —-.18
71. S5-R - Understanding .11 .08 . 14 .78 03 .08
. 2. S-R - Reading L2200 =01 I .73 L0& .06
TZ. 5—-R - Speaking . 08 .01 .19 B85 —.032 .11
%4, CATF - Vocabulary .08 . 7b LOZ 10 .11 -,08
5. CATF - Grammar 25 .76 .04 04 -, 0% -, 12
6. CATF - Comp. 05 L7~ 10 L1200 — 158 .25
7. Aural Faragraph Comp. .01 .47 1T e 17 10
78. Aural Sentence Complet™n -.08 .06 .09 AT S | .14
79, Grade .27 .67 .09 29 —-.04 .77
40, Fre. Canadian—-Evaluat®n .47 .23 24 —.19 el 17
41. Myself - Evaluation .09 ~.16 . 20 2 -3 .41
42, European Fre.-Evaluat’'n .45 -.25 L4200 —,02 .17 . 29
4%, Eng. Canadian-Evaluat’n .00 -, 08 .39 0P L0 22
e 70
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Table AZ1

Spelling Clues

Words in Sentences
Faired Associates

Need Achievement
Ethnocentrism

French Class Anxiety
French Canadian Atts.
Interest—-Foreign Lang.
Instrumental
Integrative

Farental Encouragement
Att.~Learning French
Att.-European French
Motivational Intensity
Desire

Orientation Index
Eehavioural Intention
Opportuni ty-Use French
No. Years French Study
No. Langs. Spoken/Home
No. Langs. Speaks

Fre. Teacher-Evaluat’n
Fre. Teacher-Rapport
Fre. Teacher-Comp.
Fre. Teacher-Inspir’n
Fre. Course—-Evaluation
Fre. Course-Difficulty
Fre. Course-Utility

. Fre. Course-Interest

S5-R - Writing

S5-R - Understanding
S-R - Reading

S~R ~ Speaking

CATF - Yocabulary
CATF - Grammar

CATF - Comp.

Aural Faragraph Comp.
Aural Sent Complet’n
Grade

French Can—Evaluat’n
Myselt - Evaluation
Europe Fre.—-Evaluat’n
Eng. Can—-Evaluation

Grade

e 1(:)
L05
-. 09
12

01

.69
.78
-y
.76
30
. 86
.95
.73
.82

~mT

o

-.99
~. 09
-.08
.12
-.01
. 16

-~
. et

08
.08
62
-.1&
.71
.94
.24
.14
.19
11
.08
.06
L 07
CO06
.12
.46

.02

-

o ')

.06

10

Il

26
L3O

an

el

-.16
LOT

-
CRR= N

13
L02
.17
.12
-.04
A !
Q0
-.01
W19
- 1"
.8
L0l
LOF
L02
-.04
-. 01
-, 04
.17
-. 30
.16
08
. 26
.47
.26
2l
.87
.86
61
b4
. 69
61
11
-.01
06
04

71

Region M4

ITI

-, Q7
10
Sl

-.12
02
1T

- 02

-.07

- 07

-.08

.06

~.25

- 10

-.28

~eT
O3
L 06
LOF
05
08

-.08

-.84

- 71

-
Y™

~. 65

.05
~.49
-.68
-.02
-, 06
-.08

.09
Q04
- 02

.02

12
-.01
LR

.

-.16

Iv

50
. 49
.97
. 40
-.48
-. 10
.18
. 26

07
-.11
-, 03
13
.08
OZ
.4
-, 07
-.0Q7
(07

-

. At

.10
. Q9
.08
-.14
-.18
-, 09
~-. 18
-.11
~-.14
-.17
-.08
-, 07
02
.04
-. 14
.14
29
. DS
.09
-. 01

-.28

.13

= .07

.28
LO2
12
.41
.14

)
e

=7

17
-.02
.49
LO7
-, 00
-.04
.14
-.08
Q7
-, 00
-, 06

e
o L

16
15
07
.06
.15
11
.01
L2
-, 08
01
-, 06
- 01
~ 01
T
16
16
~ 17

]
[

.46
.72
. 46

VI

- 05
- Q7
L OS
17
LOS
-. 26
-, 02
1S
.11
.15
16
.17
12
20
17
. 00
-.06
-.4°
. A0

lan] —
o

10
.04
- 05
SO0

~m

04
-, 02
.64
Ib:
B2
74
o0
V1T

~me
. L

15
] 18
09

)

.16

[an Tand
1 b’

-.04




Table AZ2 Grade 10  Region Bl

!
I II ITI IV Vv VI VII
- 1. Spelling Clues -.22 .28 -=.08 . 09 .17 .27 =.42
2, Words in Sentences .05 .14 =07 -.07 O S0 . 00
7, Faired Associates LO2 =00 ~,07 .18 21 .51 - 18
) 4. Need Achievement .02 L03 07 LO1 .57 .14 -,07
5, Ethnocentrism -.42 02 =07 =04 -.23 ~-.195 16
. French Class Anxiety -.12 -.,85 .04 24 =30 .06 .01
7. French Canadian Atts. Y 17 .41 . 28 L 02 . 28 27
8. lnterest-Foreign Lang. b .18 .48 -,02 . 44 .11 « 23
2. Instrumental .12 .09 - L2 -.34 .04 OO0
10, Integrative 32 L 22 67 21 23 L0 —.038
11. Farental Encouragement .11 16 .54 —-,03 A7 -0 22 .01
12. Att.-Learning French .97 21 .55 . 00 . 28 .07 . 25
17, Att.-European French 1T 2 L35 LI~ 07 2 .27
14, Motivational Intensity .36 2T 39 . 09 .18 . Qb 17
1%, Desire , 92 12 .92 .01 26 .09 .42
16, Orientation Index CID = 09 =05 00 52 -.08 09
17. Behavioural Intention -.48 -.10 -. 40 11 L0 - 16 ~,.0B
18, Opportunitv-Use French 08 =22 .21 .05 -,47 L5 -, 28
19, No. Years French Study =-.20 S .14 —-,07 L OS5 . 09 .46
20, No. Langs. Spoken/Home .10 A% 10 17 L1 - 03 . 39
=1, No. Langs. Speaks 13 .74 -,08 -.14 11 ~-012 26
~a Fre, Teacher-Evaluat’'n .90 L0100 =09 10 02 i Pnt 0S
=7, Fre. Teacher-Rapport .85 —-.17 =-.,07 L0 OO0 .19 07
24, Fre. Teacher-Comp. 78 -.17 % e —-.05 ey - 02
25, Fre. Teacher-Inspir’n 80 —-,04 17 =002 A2 =-01Z 07
=4, Fre. Course-Evaluation .84 L1700 32 11 L1000 =018 -.01
~7. Fre. Course-Difficulty -.09 -.44 -.27 .19 —-.10 -,3B .07
. 28. Fre. Course-Utility .75 .19 ARt SO U I S DAl Qud
2?9, Fre. Course-Interest .76 i g 27 .16 19 =76 ~.00
0, S-R - Writing 16 .54 17 =011 L2 11 L2
. ~1., S-R - Understanding .1 .B6 .18 L8 —-.02  -.00 .10
2. S-F - Reading -.17 72 i 12 =00 -014 0 —.18
T, S-R - Speaking -.03Z .BZ .14 .14 LT ~-14 - 02
34, CATF ~ VYocabulary -, 032 7T 12 =005 —.002 A .14
%5, CATF - Grammar .08 .74 L6 .0 —-,04 . 22 I 5
6. CATF - Comp. -.17 .64 .17 LI =04 .47 06
*7. Aural Faragraph Comp. .14 .56 L0048 -,09 -,12 . 44 L0
78. Aural Sent Complet’n 10 . 68 .02 .04 .07 . 28 « 30
79. Grade 27 .28 2T =010 10 56 ~.06
4¢0), French Can-Evaluat’™n SO0 .08 12 LS50 =-.11 .19 11
41, Myself - Evaluation 1T -.07 ~,03 41 .28 -.04 -.27
42, Europe Fre.-Evaluat’'n A .04 10 B9 =19 -, 018 .08
47. Erng. Can-Evaluat’n 07 =09 = 03 .67 .18 =-.16 .09




Table AZZ Grade 10 Region BC

I 11 I11 IV Y VI

) 1. Spelling Clues -.12 -.07 57 =02 -.0l L 05
2, Words in Sentences L05 . 08 . 65 LOT .01 A2

, I. Paired Associates 16 -.01 . 06 0O 05 - 20
4, Need Achievement 06 .18 . 22 .13 07 -.01

5, Ethnocentrism 06 02 =017 —-.10 =071 .00

6. French Class Anxiety -0 =79 -.29 ~-,01 -.02 -.17

\ 7. French Canadian Atts. .27 .14 L0 .09 .79 .1E
8. Interest-Foreign Lang. . 45 . o 10 - .18 b =07

9. Instrumental AL . 07 LJIZ O -.08 A2 .17

10. Integrative .41 .15 -,01 02 72 D6

11, Farental Encouragemen* .15 22 =06 L0080 .51 .06

2. Att.-Learning French - .28 .19 23 91 —.02

1. Att.-European French . .4 11 —,00 22 62 .19

" 14.' Motivational Intensity .64 L17 W D6 J1R. LW I6 —.05
15. Desire AT ool . 08 .16 52 —-.04

16. Orientation Index 16 0 W16~ 10 21 .28 .22

7. Hehavioural Intention -.53 ~-,29 -.28 -.11 -.28 .01

18. Opportyinity-Use French -.17 =-.41 =-,01 LSO =32 L2

19. No. Years French Stuay -. 03 o o7 . 11 SO .19 .08

20, No. Langs. Spoken/Home 02 L40 =-,34 -.11 B . 01

21. No. Langs. Spealks . 20 LS52 -, 10 0T L0602

22, Fre. Teacher-Evaluat’n 24 .06 . OF . B3 .17 oD

27, Fre. Teacher-Rapport .2 L 09 .09 76 16 o 20

24, Fre. Teacher-Comp. LOS -, 01 . 0F .76 el .18

25, Fre. Teacher-Inspir’n~ L4000 L0000 L1 L9 1T .08

- 24, Fre. Course—Evaluation .84 :17 .06 .27 .09 .24

-7 Fre. Course-Difficulty -.23F .-.40 =-.S51 =-.01 =-.02 01

28, Fre. Course-Utility . 66 il .14 .19 . ob 26

29, Fre, Course-Interest . 80 12 =07 A 06 .17

I0, S-R - Writing . 20 .71 LB -,01 ~.,07 .06

. Z1. S-R - Understanding .19 B2 =00 LOZ 03I .04
T2, S-R -~ Reading .18 .74 ~.0S L O3 L0 .06

7%, &-R -~ Speaking . 16 . B0 .00 .02 06 —,04

T4, CATF - Vocabulary .04 .61 .41 -,04 .0B -,04

5. CATF - Grammar ' . 14 45 .49 .05 .16 L0

6. CATF - Comp. -, 06 . 46 A L0 .18 -.07

z7. Aural Faragraph Comp. -, 00 .59 L O3 LO9 29 =02

78. Aural Sentence Complet’n -.01 .67 17 .11 25 . Ol

9. Grade . 24 .41 . bb L0 AT -.0l

40, Fre., Canadian—Evaluat’n .19 L0 . 01 24 .48 . S7

41. Myself - Evaluation L6 -, 04 .04 21 O .46

42, European Fre.—Evaluat’'n -.14 AT -,02 .26 . 9 .06

47. Eng. Canadian-Evaluat’n -.10 -0 - " LO7 0~ 06 o6




PR

Table AZ4 Grade 10 Region BZ

1 v 11 111 v Vv VI v’ix%

) 1, Spelling Clues - 07 ~-,08 =-,02 -,03 -.I4 11 .36
2. Words in Sentences -.18 . 24 02 .01 L0700 —-024 « bb
. I. Faired Associates .14 .25 -.I0 -.01 -2t =026 .36
4, Need Achievement ‘ 11 ~-.04 —,08 27 =017 -.16 .26
%. Ethnocentrism -,13 -.12 -,09 -.08 L0 =09 -, 62
&, French Class Ansiety -, 11 -,09 .08 LOT =, 02 =71 . 07
7. French Canadian Atts. L9 -, 23 —.01 B85 -.11 -.06 . 08
8. Interest-Foreign Lang. .39 . =8 .10 .92 LOZ .15 -.12
%, Instrumental 27 .05 21 .49 -0 ~-,27 -.16
10, Integrative .34 LO2 =05 76 =,09 -.12 0 L0t
11. Farertal Encouragement .28 O3 AN 16 -.07  —-.45 .04
2. Att.-Learning French ' .54 L0700 =.16 70 . 08B .18 L 01
1%. Att.-=European French 11 L 09 11 .82 07 . O L2
14, Motivational Intensity .32 o2 ~a12 S0 12 11 =023
1%, Desire ’ .57 g -, 08 . b1 05 L0700 - 11
16, Orientation Index -,08 ~-.07 -=.Z4 .09 27 .24 . ob
17. Behavioural Intention -.279 ~.23 17 =08 -, 26 .4 .06
18, Opportunity-Use French —.19 -, 2T =9 -—-,16 ~.18 -.16 =-.03
19. No. Years Frer h Study -.0Z2 -.,22 LY =I5 —.1R .18 -.21
2. No. Langs. Spe. 2en/Home .17 3T =L 0. .29 =.Z1 .28 -.10
21, No. Langs. Speaks . 20 .45 -,01 S22 =09 27 = IR
~2. Fre. Teacher-Evaluat’n .58 .18 .41 . 27 b -, 07 32
27. Fre. Teacher-Rapport 91 . 18 . 48 « 50 .18 -.16 .21
24, Fre. Teacher-Comp, L 63 i s .49 27 .18 -.035 27
75, Fre. Teacher-Inspir’n . B2 02 .16 o 20 LOS =L, 000 —.11
26, Fré. Course-Evaluation .B7Z . 19 17 29 L06 00 .09
~7. Fre. Course-Difficulty -.17 -.54 L06 - 08 LT =.I9 -.2)
. 28. Fre. Course-Utility .71 .19 23X . 24 L9 =011 .14
29, Fre. Course-Interest .87 0B —-.12 10 .01 0B —-.,08
0, S-R - Writing ~. 06 22 =024 -,0% 700 -,08 —-.03
. 71, 5—-R - Understanding .14 40 -,07 10 AN .15 . 04
I2. 8~-R - Reading 32 .10 07 L O2 71 =12 —.08
7. S-R - Spealking 10 I =045 -, 03 73 o1 -, 04
T4, CATF — Vocabulary .04 .74 .15 L1 .29 07 11
75. CATF - Grammar J21 L7 LT —0000 0 LI00 -015 0 .18
6. CATF - Comp. .08 .62 L5 —-.20 | .00 LO2
Z7. Aural Faragraph Comp. L OZ ! .05 .04 LOZ 0 =021 . 09
8. Aural Sent Complet’n 15 WO —.09 21 IS S B R
79, Grade .21 . 6B .06 17 .17 .29 07
40, French Can—Evaluat’'n .16 L 09 .26 .58 .12 -.1Z o
41, Mysel$ - Evaluation .04 .18 . 56 .08 -.26 -.04 -.05
42, Europe Fre.-Evaluat’™n .06 .17 . 48 « 0D 24 —-,01 16
47. Eng. Can-Evaluat’n .15 01 71 -.04 -4 14 -,09 O

74




Table AZS Grade 11 Region M1

I I I11 IV Y VI VII

) 1. Spelling Clues -. 11 21 -.24 .14 O D6 .13
2. Words in Sentences L0l .55 -.14 -,0% A5 -013 —.09
. 7. Faired Associates 12 W37 =07 . L5 -, 09 —.24
4., Need Achievement L31 =011 .16 . 09 24 —-,04 29
5. Ethnocentrism -70 =-,41 -,03 .07 -,07 -.205 12
4. French Class Anxiety -, 05 -.22 09 —-,44 ~-,07 O =020
7. French Canadian Atts. .99 . 29 FO3 -.15 .11 .91 .05
8. Interbst-Foreign Lang. .63 .28 . 02 02 .47 .15 .18
9, Instrumental LS50 =017 . 07 24 =, 00 L6 —-.18
10, Integrative .76 .29 .08 .04 19 . 20 11
11. Farental Encouragement .51 -.11 .06 .04 LOT SO0 09
17, Att.-Learning French .40 26 . 18 .29 .68 . 14 .08
17, Att.-European French 21 L2 =12 —,03 .42 .48 -.12
14, Motivational Intensity .38 .09 17 26 62 .14 L 1@
. 19. Desire .47 22 .14 11 62 .07 .14
16. Orientation Inde: . 20 oS 17 LO2 .15 10 L2
1{7. Behavioural Intention -.I7&6 -.20 -.14 -,20 -=.16 05 L2
18. Opportunity-Use French 08 -.2% ~.12 -.01 -.2d4 LE S =L 1T
1o, No. Years French Study .17 .47 15 -.01 =-,22 -.02 .04
20, No. Langs. Spoken/Home -.01 .09 01 A1 -, 06 ~ 00 .95
~1. Np. Langs. Speaks -, Q0 01 01 232 15 . 05 . 45
22, Fre., Teacher-Evaluat’n .14 .10 .87 06 25 —-.04 LO1
2%, Fre. Teacher-Rapport: .14 .12 .81 —-.01 .21 -.01 .19
24, Fre. Teacher-Comp. 09 . 18 .74 06 22 L0900 -7
7%, Fre. Teacher-Inspir’n .04 21 .58 -.04 S - 07 02
ny. Fre. Course—-Evaluation .14 22 T L26 .19 72 .24 ~-,02
~7. Fre. Course-Difficulty .07 - 20 .15 —-.49 -,10 -,08 ~.13%
2g. Fre. Course-Utility .46 . 20 15 .18 .4z G I it
o, Fre. Course~Interest O3 17 .24 .04 77 .18 -.0Q2
0, S-R - Writing . I A2 12 .59 11 1S -0 07
. 71, S-R - Understanding .15 .17 21 Lbb LOT = 03 ol
2, S-FR - Reading LO1 L2 —-.01 71 10 -, 14 .14
7. S-R - Speaking 22 .16 04 71 02 L2000 =06
4, CATF - Vocabulary -.08 . 68 O3 23 26 15 LDE
7s. CATF - Grammar -.0B 72 L 09  ob . =8 11 =00
6. CATF -~ Comp. - 01 30 07 L3 21 b C1E
=7, Aural Faragraph Comp. .14 . 67 15 07 .05 <11 LG
8. Aural Semt Complet’n 11 62 .15 .25 LO& =, 07 LT
782. Grade -. 09 60 0B AW L6 - 02
40, French Can—-Evaluat’™n . 20 07 L6 09 L0232 77 A
41, Myself - Evaluation 25 =19 . 2B i .08 16 « 57
47, Eurcpe Fre.—-Evaluat’n LT -, 08 .01 11 .2 77 L 01
47, Eng. Can-Evaluat’n -.02 =-.04 41 A5 =, 00 . 20 .25




' Table AZ6 Grade 11 Region M2
I 11 Irr . Iv v VI VII
‘ 1, Spelling Clues T L2 =017 .10 .59 2B —.10
2. Words in Sentences LOS .23 -.04 .12 66 -.08 0 .01
. 7. Faired Associates -. 01 L0 —.06 .15 L7 LO2 O3
4, Need Achievement .25 09 .01 01 .09 .24 ST
S. Ethnocentrism - 17 =-,02 .04 .00 -,27 .39 -.48
b&. French Class Anxiety -,17 =-.52 ~-,08 -.14 -.09 -,12 -.10
<. French Canadian Atts. L0 =012 L0900 -, 16 o3 =.14 S
8. Interest-Foreign Lang. .79 .15 15 .14 I Rt 07 20
2, Instrumental ) 64 -,10 .14 LB -, 17 ST - 03
10, Inteagrative .81 LO6 gﬁ .01 09 — 01 .17
11. Farental Encouragement .60 -.05 -,02 SO - 27 L0200 - 1I
12, Att.-Learning French .79 .19 27 . 20 .02 .01 T
17. Att.-European French .29 -.18B LT —.08B o 23 L 0OZ .14
14, Motivational Intensity .é8 .17 21 . 26 05 06 o 22
19. Desire . 80O 21 . 27 .17 07 -, 03 . 1B
16. Orientation Index 0 . 05 .01 P22 SO0 ~,28 L0E
17. Behavioural Intention -.94 ~-.28B - 08 ~.17 -.07 -.10Q L 00
18, Opportunity-Use French —.C2C -, 07 L05  -017 -,02 -.14 .04
19, No. Years French Study .0Z 21 =06 .04 .07 A5 ~.04
N 20. No. Langs. Spoken/Home .12 05 L Q7 o N7 . 0 .76 S
21. No. Langs. Speaks .24 -,0Z .18 17 -, 01 s .28
~n Fre. Teacher—Evaluat'n .13 -.,09 .87 -.04 -.,07 -,Q7 .14
27, Fre. Teacher-Rapport 05 —-.17 .85 -.08 L0 010 10
74. Fre. Teacher-Comp. 11 =01 .87 -.02 -.01 .01 L2
"%, Fre. Teacher—-Inspir’™n D DR o b .81 L5 - 04 L05 —-.01
n4, Fre. Course-Evaluation .28 12 TR 25  —, 09 A1 S
\27. Fre. Course-Difficulty -.12 -.24 -,14 -.25 -.40 .08 . 20
. 258. Fre. Course-Utility A .09 .59 L2000 -, 1T .03 .
79, Fre. Course-Interest .24 11 77 L2000 -, 07 . 18 .
70, 5-R - Writing . 16 L 05 L 70 .24 LO1 .09
. 71. 5-F - Understanding 12 1S LO3Z <76 10 06 L02
I2, S~F - Reading L0700 =010 06 .7z .26 17 =08
T, S-r - Speaking .14 .19 .14 .76 LT - 03 L O3
T4, CATF - Vocabulary .09 LO59 —.11 . 18 S~ 06 .06
5., CATF - Grammar 16 .98 -.17 . .54 —-, 20 ~—,12
&5, CATF - Comp. -.07 .91 .07 .12 .48 ~-.12 -—-.12
=7. Aural Faragraph Comp. -.09 L0 - 01 . 20 14 -,0I2 -.14
78, Aural Sent Complet’n . it TS =086 —a06 06 0T =068
79. Grade O .47 06 . 01 B2 -017 0 = 03
40, French Can-Evaluat’™n 26 -0 22 29 =27 20 -0 18 .44
41, Myself -~ Evaluation 24 -.095 17 L1 -0 25 02 .39
42, Europe Fre.-Evaluat’'n L32 - 22 .42 -.05 L0700 ~ 1T LS9
47, Eng. Can-Evaluat’'n -. 10 -.14 25 SO =013 .04 b6




Tahle AZ7 Grade 11 Region MZ

I I III IV Vv Vi VII

* 1. Spelling Clues .08 . 29 11 LS =030 16 —-.16
2, Words in Sentences 1S .57 L 02 L6 =08 -,02 -,14

. T. FPaired Associates -. 09 52 12 —-.08 L 00 . 08 22
4, Need Achievement . =B A PR’ 19 =02 02 11 21

5. Ethnocentrism -, 20 =.27 13 .11 27 =20 12

6. French Class Anxie LOD =21 -.07 -=-.27 -.17 -.1Z .19

7. French Canadian Atts. .99 21 11 =01 25 .41 -,12

3. Interest-Foreian Lang. .79 .14 L9 - 10 .16 .15 13

9. Instrumental .58 08 —-.02 —,06 L2000 —.17 25

10. Integrative 75 22 11 .01 . 00 .24 . 05
11. Farental Encouragement .46 =-.09 035 .09 O o1 .07

2. Att.-Learning French 77 .16 .24 . 29 .14 06 .07

1. Att,-European French . 39 .01 L0 =05 . 40 .42 07
14. Motivational Intensity .67 el .26 12 24 Q0 .08
1§. Desire . B 19 .21 .19 11 11 .07
16. Orientation Index .16 O . 10 L6 —.01 .44 -.17
17. Behavioural Intention -.31 -.27 =09 -,20 =,06 -,07T .15
18. Opportunity-Use French -.17 .08 -.1% -,26 -~-.05 -.21 L 05
19, No. Years French Study .07 LOZ =, 18 .18 LO2 .42 . 0B
~0. No. Langs. Spoken/Home .12 .01 LT —-,048 .54 -.10 05

. 21. No. Langs. Speaks 17 O LO7 11 . 48 .04 00
o7, Fre. Teacher-Evaluat’n .14 09 . 86 LO1 .01 .14 . 20
7. Fre. Teacher-~-FRapport 1S 06 .82 LOT .04 .17 .00
~4, Fre. Teacher-Comp. L 00 10 72 L0 =, 07 . o 23
25, Fre. Teacher-Inspir’'n .17 =-.02 .78 .08 11 -0 13 .14
~4., Fre. Course—-Evaluation .IB L 10 0O oo L5 -2 ~-.13
27, Fre. Course-Difficulty -.20 =-.2°9 L0292 -.721 -.08 LT .14

. 8. Fre. Course—-Utility .47 .08 . 48 .18 27 -.05 —-.04
29, Fre. Course-Interest 29 .04 .78 . 1® 27 =24 —-,1°9
TO., S=R - Writing .05 . 27 .08 67 L0817 06

o 71. S-R - Understanding .08 O3 .08 .82 02 0T B
72, S-R - Reading 07 19 L 03 .78 L0 . 19
I3, S-R - Speaking L Q0 .15 i 74 =-.1Z .19 .15
74, CATF - VYocabulary .09 . B4 LOT L 09 10 01 OO0
5. CATF - Grammar LO7 .81 ~—-.072 .26 .14 -.11 O3
Z&, CATF - Comp. .20 &4 LOT 16 LOZ T L 0S8 11
77. Aural Faragraph Comp. 10 . 2O .18 19 . 07 L3200 =04
8. Aural Sent Complet'n 1I BTSN B o8 -.14 o ob .14
I9. Grade . .26 7 .24 .14 LOD -1~ 20
40, French Can-Evaluat’'n 24 . 04 2 L02 91 . o 9
41, Myself -~ Evaluation .29 SO 10 ! L2 -, 08 ST
472, Europe Fre.-Evaluat’n 20 L O o7 =05 .S S| .08
47, Eng. Can-Evaluat’'n .08 —-.0Z 29 20 17 - 08 T

77




Table AZE Grade 11 Region M4

1 I I11 v Y Y1
* 1. Spelling Clues -. 02 .12 .61 08 =02 —-.07
2, Words in Sentances -. 07 =-,03% .56 O 14 =07
. Z. FPaired Associates -, 09 -,0I .S L10 01 LO7
4. Need Achievement L0000 ~.02 . 29 . .18 .22
5. Ethnocentrism —.11 —.01 =.56 -.25 -,085 ~.11
4., French Class Anxiety L6 +,48 -.22 -~-.04 -,26 -.11
7. French Canadian Atts. 62 .01 .19 20 26 25
3. Interest-Foreign Lang. .49 10 . 2 .17 .49 .11
9. Instrumental . 66 A1 -.11 =15 .14 L7
10, Integrative .67 . 11 12 04 .37 .21
11. Farental Encouragement .60 LO0% 0 ~,15 -, 030 L0484  -.070
12. Att.-Learning French . b .18 ol ALY .4 .2
12, Att.-European French .47 03 .19 25 W17 .o
14. Motivational Intensity .I7 06 . 2 . 2f) L0 .15
15. Desire .45 .14 .26 .14 a7 .08
16, Orientation Index JOZ =, 14 .18 12 20 12
17. Behavioural Intention -.21 =-,15 ~-.12 -.01 =.55 LS
18. Opportunity-Use French -.07 -.2% L0 -.0T 0 -, I8 07
19, Mo. Years French Study .04 .59 —-.12 -—-.01 L7 ~-.14
70, Mo. Langs. Spoken/Home -.1L0 S R 01 .00 .07
21. Mo. Langs. Speaks ~-.04 .29 —.03 03 09 00
~~ Fre. Teacher-Evaluat'n .03 -.04 L0 . 21 18 1S
~%, Fre. Teacher-Rapport -, 01 —-.04 06 . 34 o3 « 20
24, Fre. Teacher-Comp. L7 —-.04 27 i L7 17
25, Fre. Teacher-Inspir’'n O3 L04  —,07 .74 el L7
-6, Fre. Course-Evaluation .14 19 I s 72 « o7
~7. Fre. Course-Difficulty .04 -.3I8 =-.16 L0 =0T - 07
. 28. Fre. Course-Utility .28 .15 .08 22 S0 .« =7
29, Fre. Course-lInterest L QO .14 02 . 23 .74 o
TG, 5-R - Writing . 0E 67 25 02 , 0 .19
’ 71. 5-F -~ Understanding .11 .78 L1 -0 10 L0 . 1°
T2, S-F - Reading 17 .74 S A ] = 01 11
-, S-F - Spearing .02 .78 09 L2 18 17
4, CATF - VYocabulary . o g 57 =0 L0 16 -0 21
5. CATF - Grammar . . S0 LA =07 19 =22
76, CATF - Comp. 02 . %4 .49 —-.05 e = 00
27. Aural Faragraph Comp. . 09 .47 .38 -.11 -.04 -.18
78, Aural Sent Complet’'n .04 .57 .8 s -.01 - 20
79. Grade 13 12 .64 -, 10 .41 .04
40, Fremch Can—-Evaluat’n .29 L0700 —.06 . 2b ol L1
41, Myself - Evaluation Q7 16 07 y 15 .09 .34
2. Europe Fre.-Evaluat’™n . 09 07 .04 1@ 21 . 6B
47. Eng. Can—-Evaluat’™n .10 L2 —16 11 01 ol
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Table AZ9

Spelling Clues .
Words in Sentences
Faired Associates
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