s b

For individuals, learning a language is the opportunity to discover a new
world, and oneself more fully in the process.

For Australia, as the Asia-Pacific region grows in importance, the strength of
our language capacity can ensure global benefits of improved intercultural
understanding and interaction. It" can also open doors for trade and
diplomatic relations, enhance our national security interests, increase our
economic competitiveness and advance our standing as a participant in the
world’s affairs.

The Languages and Cultures Network for Australian Universities (LCNAU)
was established in 2011 with the conviction that high levels of competency
in languages and cultures are fundamental for individuals and nations to be
able to participate fully in this era of globalisation.

LCNAU’s Inaugural Colloguium, held at the The University of Melbourne,
26-28 September, 2011, was both the first gathering of the network, and the
creation of a structure to enable ongoing communication and exchange
among university languages programs and the staff who are employed
within them.

This volume gathers many useful examples of research and scholarship in
the languages and cultures disciplines. It is intended that they will
strengthen the knowledge-base upon which colleagues are working, and to
provide the stimulus for discussion and the exchange of new ideas which will
enrich and empower the sector.
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Introduction

The establishment of the Languages and Cultures Network for Australian Universities
(LCNAU) in 2011 was predicated on the conviction that high levels of competency
in languages and cultures are fundamental for individuals and nations to be able to
participate fully in this era of globalisation. For individuals, learning a language is the
opportunity to discover a new world, and oneself in the process. For a nation, such
as Australia, the strength of its language capacity can, in addition to global benefits
of improved intercultural understanding and interaction, open doors for trade and
diplomatic relations, enhance its national security interests, increase its economic
competitiveness and advance its standing as a leader on the world’s stage. A second
underlying conviction was that a major responsibility for enhancing the nation's
languages ability rests with the university sector. It is essentially through research-
based university curricula that students gain (or not) the linguistic and cultural
knowledge and understanding that they, and the nation, need in order to participate
and contribute most fully as global citizens. Just as crucially, universities have the
responsibility for training the staff responsible for teaching language and culture at

all levels of education.

2011 also saw the staging of LCNAU’s inaugural Colloguium, from September 26-
28, which was accompanied by a special Forum and Workshop on September
26 for sessional staff teaching languages and cultures in Australian universities.
This Colloguium was both the first gathering of the network, and the creation of
a structure to enable ongoing communication and exchange among university
languages programs and the staff who are employed within them. Colloquium themes
and session formats were designed to give practical opportunities for language and
culture academics to explore and develop possibilities for future collaboration in
research and teaching-oriented activities. These proceedings showcase the best of
the presentations given at the 2011 Colloquium. All submissions were subjected to a
rigorous refereeing process to ensure the highest possible quality and we are grateful
to our panel of reviewers for their time and expertise.

The inaugural national Colloquium was a great success — despite the very short
organizational lead time. Participation was much greater than anticipated —
with presenters and attendees drawn from a wide range of language and culture
programs (Asian and European), schools, faculties, and universities, as well as other
educational organizations. In addition to plenaries, individual presentations, posters
and panel discussions, there were also workshops and collogquium-wide discussions
of critical issues, including confirmation of LCNAU’s guiding principles (see Appendix).
Professor Glenn Withers, CEO of Universities Australia, gave the Triebel Lecture
‘Creating a languages future: How Australia can be world best practice in languages
education” — sponsored by the Australian Academy of the Humanities. There was

The Next Step: Introducing the Languages and Cuttures Network for Australian Universities.
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significant emphasis placed during the Colloquium on the critical importance of
LCNAU to be outcomes-oriented in its activity in every field: it needs to show it can
both do things and help to effect positive change and improvement for the sector.
These proceedings are a productive example of this approach.

The proceedings have been put together and published in electronic online format,
with only a small number of hardcopies also made available. The focus on online
publication is specifically intended to facilitate immediate dissemination and access
around the world. The volume is arranged thematically, into seven key areas which
featured at the Colloquium. Plenary papers are designated (PL) within their thematic
category.

Maintaining the discipline brings together four important reports which examine
issues of great significance to the tertiary languages sector; the first three of these
present research initiated by members of the project team responsible for the initial
establishment of LCNAU. Dunne and Pavlyshyn (PL) examine changes in languages
offerings since 2005, and find that despite an increase in less commonly taught
languages (LCTLs), many of these are not institutionally secure. Hand-in-hand with
the lack of security for languages programs is the uncertainty faced by the staff who
are employed within them. On the basis of a national online survey of sessional staff,
Ferrari and Hajek (PL) provide the first data-driven picture of that most vulnerable
section of the workforce upon which the tertiary languages and cultures sector
has increasingly relied. Nettelbeck, Hajek and Woods (PL) take this issue further,
and suggest that the first step in the reprofessionalisation of the sector is accurate
mapping, both current and retrospective, of staffing profiles in languages programs
across the country. This knowledge, it is posited, will enable the sector better to
harness the strength and realize the potential of its staff as leaders, teachers and
researchers. Finally, in what is a major contribution to the understanding of the
issues involved in the teaching of Asian languages, McLaren examines the use of
literature as a medium for teaching ‘critical cultural awareness’ to learners of Chinese,
and analyses the complexities surrounding the choice of texts in the multicultural
classroom.

Languages in and across the sector examines some fundamental issues in the
provision of languages and cultures programs in the Australian context. Giacon and
Simpson report on the precarious position of Indigenous languages at Australian
universities, categorizing the various types of courses on offer and suggesting that
recognition of the importance of language revival via language policy and funding
could help provide a coherent approach to the vital work being undertaken in many
Australian Indigenous languages. A team of language teacher professionals from
across the country, led by Harbon, echoes this need for a comprehensive language
policy and provides a view of language teacher education over the past 15 years.
The group provides discussion of key issues in teacher training, highlighting the need
for a more holistic, developmental and long-term perspective in order to prepare
teachers for the demands of the globalised era. Indeed, in this era, the internet

plays an increasingly important role in languages education, whether |n the actual
delivery of programs, or as a source of information about programs. §chupbach and
Hajek evaluate the web presence of language programs in Australia, wutt? a particular
focus on ltalian programs at 20 universities. In doing so, this study provides a useful
example of how best-practice can be examined and applied across the sector.

The exploration and application of best-practice is continued in Models of teaching
and learning, with four reports which describe program delivery across a numt?er
of Australian universities. Levy and Steel (PL) give an overview of a collaborative
arrangement for languages provision among three universities in South-East
Queensland, highlighting the range of issues which need to be considered by
universities proposing to embark upon similar initiatives. Royer and Grauby describe
another collaborative model, this time in the context of interdisciplinary cooperation
between departments of the one university. They examine the rationale for co-
taught courses, as well as outlining the issues encountered and benefits gained t?y
both staff and students. The next report, by Mullan et al., outlines the peer academic
mentoring program established at RMIT University, and posits it as an effective way
to enhance the learning experience for all involved. Ohashi and Ohashi continue this
examination of the learning experience, suggesting via a study of Japanese programs
at two institutions that the process of language learning is more than language
acquisition, and entails a process which can inform a student’s discovery of identity.

The experience of students is the central focus of the next section of the volume,
Student pathways: attrition and retention. As a reflective piece from a distinguished
scholar in the field of languages education in Australia, Forsyth’s report provides an
historical context to the understanding of motivation and objectives underpinning
the student’s experience of language learning. Martin and Jansen’s examination of
the factors influencing attrition and retention is strongly data-driven, being based
on the results of a student study undertaken at the Australian National University.
Using the construct of ‘language capital’, their findings lead them to reconceptualise
categories of students in a way which can help to identify those most at risk of
discontinuing language studies. Schmidt’s examination of motives and expectations
amongst students of German Studies is based on a nation-wide study and finds that
in the context of the diversity and increasing flexibility in university degrees, most
such students have similar expectations and motives for learning German.

Student satisfaction with regard to new ways of teaching is examined in three studies
which describe the incorporation of Technology Enhanced Language Learning (TELL)
in languages programs to maximize learning outcomes. Cordella and Normand-
Marconnet describe the findings of an investigation into the use of blogging as a
pedagogical tool for developing students’ writing skills; Florez examines the use of
wikis for collaborative learning; and Jiang looks at students’ perceptions of a web-
diary task. These snapshots of how technology is being used in the tertiary setting are
strong indicators of the innovation and creativity which characterize the languages
and cultures sector.
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The inseparability of language from its cultural context is examined in three reports
which feature within the theme of the Language-culture nexus. The first, a reflective
piece by Freadman (PL), proposes the use of memory studies to reconceptualise
pedagogy as culture “knitted into” language. Diaz examines the nexus from the
perspective of university policies and philosophies which espouse a commitment to
languages education in the context of internationalisation, and finds little correlation
between institutional goals for student attributes and actual graduate outcomes.
Strambi and Mrowa-Hopkins give a more focused view of the teaching of language
and culture; in their discussion of students’ development of intercultural competency
during conflict exchanges in Italian, they suggest that activities designed to refine
learners’ interpretation and interaction skills are an effective way to develop the
awareness, flexibility and tolerance of ambiguity needed for successful intercultural
communication.

The final section of the volume focuses on the Teaching-research nexus, and features
reports which highlight the role of research in the maintenance and development of
the language and cultures discipline in Australian universities. Lo Bianco’s (PL) report
examines changes to assessments of research impact with the introduction of the
most recent Excellence in Research for Australia initiative (ERA 2012), and proposes
that an alternative view of research value and impact could incorporate the notion
of academic, cultural, citizenship, pastoral and professional responsibilities. Curtis
similarly argues that socially innovative research — such as that which he describes
in the production and reception of a bilingual anthology of poems by an Indonesian
teenager — should have a place in the formal mechanisms for evaluating academic
research. Finally, in what may be viewed as a forward-looking piece for the sector,
Enomoto discusses a means by which the potential of students as researchers may
be developed. Her project, focusing on students of Advanced Japanese, aims to
enhance both language-specific and research skills through the production of written
and oral research, both in Japanese. it provides a model for enhancing students’
generic skills without compromising discipline-specific skills, and in doing so is able
to demonstrate one method by which the graduate attributes espoused in Australian
higher education may be attained.

LCNAU is committed to leading the development of a stronger languages culture
in higher education in Australia. The collection of studies presented in this volume
is intended, through the presentation of some fine examples of research and
scholarship in the languages and cultures disciplines, to strengthen the knowledge-
base upon which colleagues are working, and to provide the stimulus for discussion
and the exchange of new ideas which will enrich and empower the sector. We
look forward to continuing to work with languages and cultures academics across
Australia to achieve this goal.

John Hajek, Colin Nettelbeck and Anya Woods (editors)

1.

Appendix: LCNAU Principles

LCNAU embraces the principle of collegiality, and fosters coordinated
communication among University languages and cultures academic staff —
sessional, contractual and tenured, junior and senior.

LCNAU embraces the principles of diversity and inclusion, and the responsibility
of promoting and defending them throughout the tertiary sector: i.t §tands
in particular for the recognition of the strategic importance of linguistic and
cultural diversity within individual institutions and for Australia as a nation. it
acknowledges the value of each individual language and culture, and it promotes
the greatest possible availability, in Australian universities of a wide range of
Australian, Asian, European and World languages. It believes that all students
in Australian universities should be able to include the study of languages and
cultures in their tertiary experience.

LCNAU embraces the principles that tertiary languages and cultures programs
constitute a distinctive and important academic discipline and that continuing
research is an inalienable dimension of the maintenance and development of
the discipline in Australian universities.

LCNAU embraces the principle that languages and culture programs, because
of their own inherent interdisciplinarity, are well-ptaced to engage in broad
interdisciplinary teaching and research across universities.

LCNAU embraces the principle of coherence, in languages programs, of
fanguage and culture. It fosters systematic review, reflection and monitoring
of improvements in program design and pedagogy for university languages
programs, and provides a nation-wide focus for continuous sharing of good

practice.

LCNAU embraces the principle that student pathways to in-depth study of
languages and cultures should be readily available, including through in-country
study, so that students can attain high levels of expertise of their field of study,
including through higher research degrees; and that students at university
should be able to build on knowledge of languages and cultures acquired at
school /and or at home.

LCNAU embraces the principle of collaboration with language and culture
programs in schools and with teacher education institutions, particularly in
relation to policy work and program articulation.

LCNAU embraces the principles of outreach to other organizations and networks
involved in languages and cultures, in order to share information, experience of

good practice, new developments and research.
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creativity which can lead to a fuller cultural life. And this, after all, is the essential

purpose of education. .
All these objectives will only be achieved if the teaching and study ?re sugplzi:tlzg
by positive motivation, clear understanding of their nature and effective and s

language teaching.

Mario Daniel MARTIN and Louise JANSEN
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Identifying possible causes for high
and low retention rates in language
and culture programs at the Australian
National University: A characterization
of three groups of students crucial for
understanding student attrition

Abstract

In this contribution we summarise the main results of a student retention and
attrition study carried out at Australian National University in 2008—-2009. We
focus on a crucial finding of the study, namely that the dichotomy continuing/
discontinuing to classify students needs to be reconceptualised. Three very
different groups of students are identified: (1) Continuing students who
indicated that they had not considered seriously the possibility of discontinuing,
(2) Continuing students who indicated that they had seriously considered the
possibility of discontinuing (but had continued nevertheless), and (3) Students
who had discontinued their language and culture studies. The second group is
analogous to the ‘at risk’ group conceptualised in other student attrition studies.
Conclusions for future retention and attrition studies are presented.
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1. Introduction

The study reported on in this contribution was undertaken at the Australian National
University (ANU) in response to concerns about apparent high attrition rates in
language and culture courses. The project aimed at identifying possible underlying
causes for low retention rates with a view to seeking targeted solutions, where these
are feasible. The project was a collaborative undertaking by all of the ANU’s language
and culture programs and internally funded. Following a one-year pilot phase, data
for the full study were collected between May and September 2009. Preliminary
results of the project have been presented at various conferences (Jansen et al.
2011; Jansen and Martin 2011; Jansen, Martin and Akerlind 2009; Jansen et al. 2009;
Martin and Jansen 2011). A full report on the project is currently being finalized.

Following a brief overview of previous research, this contribution presents a
key feature of the full study related to language retention and attrition. It focuses
on interpreting the results of the statistical analyses undertaken to characterise
three groups of students. These are committed language students, students who
are still studying languages but had been thinking of discontinuing, and those who
had actually discontinued their language and culture studies. We consider this
characterisation crucial to understanding the situation of retention and attrition
in language and culture programs, as it moves the conceptualisation of language
attrition away from the continued/discontinued language study dichotomy. Reasons
of space preclude the consideration of motivation to study languages, but this aspect
of language learning is addressed in the full report of the project.

2. Findings from recent studies in language attrition

Unlike attrition of university study in general (see for example James 2001; Taylor
and Bedford 2004; and DEST 2004), the problem of attrition in Australian university
language and culture courses has not until recently been studied systematically.

A first, unpublished study was a review of the Diploma in Modern Languages
(DML) at The University of Melbourne (Roever and Duffy 2005), for which an overall
discontinuation rate of around 60% had been established. The study investigated
six languages (French, German, Italian, Chinese, Japanese and Indonesian) by
interviewing 13 staff and 50 current and past students individually, using semi-
structured interview guides. With respect to discontinuation, this was found to be
most prevalent in the earlier stages of study. Seven reasons were found for students’
deciding to discontinue their language study. The most frequent of these involved
problems with high ‘workload’, ‘wrong placement level’ and ‘personal’ reasons of
various kinds.

Two Australia-wide studies on beginner language courses were conducted by
the Australian Academy of the Humanities and documented in two reports: LASP
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1* (Nettelbeck et al 2007) and LASP
\ al. 2 (Nettelbeck et al. 2009). Both h ifi
sections on retention and attrition in language and culture progr)ams. 2 specif

begi:::rLgSP 1 sFudy sought to provide: (a) an overview and understanding of
' urses'ln languages and cultures Australia-wide; and (b) best practice
in th.ese courses in a range of educational exponents. The latter involved

detailed stucfly of 10 universities and at least 10 languages and cultures Thz ::0(;’9
used a multi-method approach, including questionnaires, classroom ot.':servatign\s/

and interviews. Unlike LASP 2, this firs i
, t study involved staff i g
than students as informants. ! st nterlocutors), rather

With respect to the question of retention and attrition, which is our co
here,. data were collected longitudinally over five semeste'rs from two ¢ ;Cer"?
the ﬁ.rst starting in 200§ and the second starting in 2006. The 'study found tza(t);tcfr-
;r;\/ﬁrstc thort, re_termon from beginning to third year level was on average only

b, let a very similar pattern for the second cohort (Nettelbeck et al. 2007: 14)
Retention rates were found to vary considerably, among institutions, as wéll as w.'th' .
thgn_m The following four reasons for low retention rates transpired’ from com ents
solicited from the participating universities’ interlocutors (Nettelbeck mentS.
15): Many students were seen to: ek et 2l 2007

* start alanguage as an elective in a later year;
* have problems with the heavy workload;

¢ be frustrated with their slow progress;

*  experience time-tabling problems.

With respect to the first reason, the report stresses that “even a single semester of
.expen.ence of learning a new language is not a waste oftime” for anumber of rea .

mcludl.ng tr'\e need for “life-developing experience such as travel” and “learnin ast:)ns‘é
other h.ngulstic systems and the cuitures that nourish them.” (Nettelbeck et alg 20((;;'
16): With reference to future studies, the report recommends that “a lar é-s | .
nataonal study of retention and attrition should also be undertaken immegiat(;:la’Ea
This recommendation was realized in LASP 2, which was essentially a follow-up st :Ii .
of LASP 1, involving the same 10 universities, plus an additional one. ey

LA§P 2 (!\lettelbeck et al. 2009) was intended as a semi-longitudinal student
survey involving two hard-copy questionnaires to explore retention strategies and
the use of technology enhanced tanguage learning. As in the case of LAS?D 1 tze
s.tudy was. restricted to beginning students. Regarding retention and attrition, th
first questionnaire, which was administered in first semester 2008 obtained 2'962
resppnses tco 14 mostly pre-determined questions regarding stu;ients' acadel i
profile, their language background, intended length of study and motivation :Ijllc
second questionnaire, administered in second semester, 2008, obtained 51- 81(e)
responses. This second survey aimed at a longitudinal dimension’ which, ho '
could not be formally realized, since student identity was not cont;olled f(;r mever
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The main conclusions drawn from the study are various. Four of these identify
potential problem areas related to the exploration of student attrition, namely:

«  Late enrolment: 50% of students were found to be starting a language later than
in their first year of study. This is seen as a significant contributing factor to
attrition. With reference to the LASP 1 report, short{er)-term language study
in itself is, however, not seen as negative, but requiring attention in course
planning and design. Note that in the remainder of this contribution we refer to
this group as ‘late starters”.

«  Mixed proficiency cohorts: Only 38% of beginner students were found to have
no previous background in the language, the others having a range of previous
experiences, including a “not insignificant number” of students who had
successfully completed year 12", (Nettelbeck et al. 2009: 12). By the same token,
50% of beginner students of Japanese and Korean indicated that they were
native speakers of Chinese. The report regards mixed proficiency as problematic,
because it creates ‘perceptions of disadvantage’ affecting student motivation.

+ Workload perceptions: ‘many’ students were found to be experiencing the
workload as higher than expected (Nettelbeck et al. 2009: 19).

«  Attrition does not appear to be caused by perceived quality of teaching: The
results from the question about changed intentions in the ‘second survey
indicate that almost twice as many students (= around 266 students) intended
to study the language for longer, rather than shorter than was their original

intention. As the reasons for this were stated overwhelmingly as the course
being ‘more interesting’ and/or the teaching being ‘better’ than expected
(rather than ‘less work than expected’ or other reasons) the conclusion is drawn
that “high attrition does not appear to be caused (and may in fact be mitigated)
by perceived quality of teaching or course interest” (Nettelbeck et al. 2009: 19).

The LASP 2 data were collected in the same year as those of the full study at the ANU,

which we present in this contribution. The ANU researchers sought to complement

the wider study in a number of respects. Because it focused on only one university,
it was possible to widen the range of students and study these in greater depth.

Specifically:

e  The ANU study took a cross-sectional approach, including all levels of language
study, rather than studying the beginner level only.

o It targeted not only enrolled students, but also those who had discontinued.

e The questionnaire was much more detailed {well over one hundred questions,
as opposed to fourteen in the LASP 2 study).

e The study identified students who had seriously thought of discontinuing but
actually had continued, and their reasons for doing so.

e It identfied reasons why students were continuing with their language study,
that is, what motivated students to continue.

e It undertook a more in-depth statistical analyses of the data.
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e University-internal statistics were us i
: ed to complement the in i
guestionnaire. P formation

Following a brief description of the findings of the pilot study at ANU, we will
concentrate on describing the three groups identified by the full study.

3. Preliminary findings from the 2008 ANU retention
and attrition pilot study

Data collected during the pilot phase of the ANU study included an online survey
with 254 responses from students who had enrolled in a beginner course in 2007 and
Yvho were either continuing or had discontinued their language and culture study
in 2008. Using descriptive statistics, comparison of means, correlations and other
conven'tional statistical methods, the two groups were compared with respect to:
(a) thel.r language background; (b) their reasons for enrolling in an ab-initio course:
(c) t!’nelr experiences of [anguage study and outcomes; and (d) their reasons foni
continuing or possibly discontinuing or their reasons for having discontinued their
language study. While some differences did emerge, the comparison found overall
a surprising lack of differences between the two groups with respect to the core
chara.cteristics investigated, i.e. students’ backgrounds, reasons for enrolling and
learning experiences and outcomes. Among the few differences that did emerge

were that discontinuing students appeared: (a) to commence their language study;
later than continuing students; and (b) not to study the language as a compulsory
component in their degree. While the former connects to one of the key findings in
LASP 2 (i.e. late enrolment), the latter was not investigated in the LASP studies.

With respect to reasons for discontinuing, the analysis identified 12 reasons as
most lm'portant. While none of these stood out as singularly important, a strong
correlation (60% or more) was found between nine of these, which were su;'nmarised
collectively as “performing unexpectedly poorly in the course”. Some of these are the
same or similar to those identified in the LASP studies:

* Not being satisfied with progress;

* Expectations not being met;

* Not enjoying the course content;

*  Not liking the way the course was taught;

*  Finding the course too difficult;

*  Finding the workload too high;

* Not receiving good grades;

*  Falling behind in one’s grades and unable to catch up; and

*  Feeling that other students in the class speak the language better.

With respgct to the 14 pre-determined reasons for continuing, eight were found
to be consistently regarded as important. Topping the list {more than 80% of the
responses) were:
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s | think knowing more than one language is important;
e [ enjoy learning the language; and
¢ | feel that I'm progressing well.

Other reasons cited which had agreement in more than 65% of the responses were:

e [like the way the language is taught;
* [t would be a shame to give up at this stage;
e [like the learning materials;

e | get good marks/grades; and
e The workload is manageable.

in the context of a study on motivation and retention in Australian university §tudents
of German Studies, Jansen and Schmidt (2011} undertook a factor analysis c.>f the
data from the full ANU study pertaining to reasons for ‘discontinuing’ (discontmugd
students) and ‘thinking about discontinuing’ {continuing students): The 'analy.S|s
identified four underlying factors, weighted equally: (1) ‘having difficulties vylth
language learning; (2) ‘negative learning experiences, often contrary_ to expectation;
(3) ‘practical, external reasons; and (4) ‘affective reasons’. An analysis of reasons for
continuing was not undertaken in the context of this study. The study also pr.esented
results from an Australia-wide study on student motivation, however these involved
a different data-set which focused on students of German Studies only (for the latter
see also Schmidt 2011).

In conclusion, while Jansen and Schmidt (2011) found similarities between a
subgroup of continuing students and discontinuing students, the pilo’s study found
some differences between the students who continued language studies and those
who had chosen to discontinue language studies, the overall picture was that the
groups differed little in statistical terms. This called for further data collection, and a
more sophisticated statistical approach in analysing the data.

4. The full 2009 ANU retention and attrition study: ~
methodology

The full ANU study commenced in 2009. As did the pilot study, the full ANU follow-up
study aimed at investigating retention and attrition in language and c.ulture proglja.ms
at the ANU and placing the results in the context of language retention and attrition
at Australian universities.

Specifically, the study aimed at exploring reasons for:

»  studying a language at the ANU;

e continuing language study at the ANU;
e thinking about discontinuing or deferring language study at the ANU; and

e discontinuing language study at the ANU.
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4.1 Subjects and response rates

The students targeted were all enrolled in a beginner or later-year language and
culture course in first semester, 2009 (at the HECS census date). The study also
targeted students who had been enrolled in a language and culture course in first
semester, 2008, but who had discontinued language study. A total of 1321 students
were surveyed, specifically: 432 who were enrolled in a beginner course; 530 who
were in a continuing or more advanced course and 321 who had discontinued their
language study. 38 responses were excluded from the analyses, because they were
invalid or incomplete. The response rates, calculated over the total number of
students enrolled were for:

*  Beginning students 51%

* Continuing students  38%

* Discontinued students 31%

4.2 Instrumentation

An extensive questionnaire, expanding the pilot study questionnaire, was developed
and implemented online, using Apollo® software. The questions were mostly pre-
determined, some with open options for further specification. There were three
versions of the questionnaire: One for beginning students (with 110 questions), one
for post beginners {with 125 questions), and one for discontinued students {with 111
questions). Most questions required answers on a 5-point scale, for example: ‘not
at all important’; ‘not very important’; ‘of some importance’; ‘very important’, and
‘extremely important’.

The questionnaire contained four or five main sections: All versions were
essentially identical with respect to the first four sections: (1) Background information;
(2) Reasons for studying the language; (3) Experience of language study; (4) Reasons
for discontinuing, or thinking about discontinuing. The questionnaire for post-
beginner continuing students had an additional section: (5) Reasons for continuing.

4.3 Data collection

The data for the full study were collected online between May and September 2009.
Subjects were recruited via in-class announcements, supported by online postings,
with follow-up reminders via email. Where possible, the questionnaires were filied
out during a class in a computer lab. Follow-up emails were sent to students via
their ANU email addresses, ‘reminding’ those who had not yet participated that
they could still do so. Discontinued students were recruited via emaijl throughout.
Continuing students were also encouraged to contact former fellow students who
had discontinued fanguage studies. I-Pods and book vouchers to be won were offered
to all participating students as incentives.
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4.4 Data analysis

As in the case of the pilot study, conventional statistical methods were used initially
to try to find significant differences between continuing and discontinuing students.
The bigger sample allowed for finding more differences, but a clear overall picture
that differentiated the two groups could not be found. We therefore explored
several ways of basing the analysis on a classification that would go beyond the basic
dichotomy of continuing/discontinuing. Using the qualitative descriptions of the
reasons student gave in the open-ended sections of the survey for having continued
or discontinued their language studies, a new classification was explored and tested
statistically. This new classification was based on students’ commitment to language
study, and their circumstances, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Classification of students’ commitment to language study

Commitment to Continuing Students Discontinuing Students

language studies

High Did not consider discontinuing Wanted to continue, but had no
choice but to discontinue

Low Seriously thought of discontinuing  Thought of discontinuing and discon-
but continued (or had to continue) tinued

The data exploration showed that meaningful statistical results could be found with a
subset of the data where such a classification could be asserted from the qualitative
data. In particular, a Canonical Discriminant Analysis of the resulting classification was
carried out that showed very promising results. Unfortunately, the low number of
students who belonged to the category of high commitment but who had no choice
but to discontinue forced us to collapse the discontinuing students into one group.?
Then a Discriminant Function Analysis was used to explore the sample according to
the following three-way classification:

¢ Continuing, not thinking of discontinuing (Committed)

e  Continuing, thinking of discontinuing (Doubters)

* Discontinued (Quitters — including both low and high commitment to language
studies)

The names in italics are the shorthand names used to refer to these groups in the
remainder of the contribution.

A total of 106 independent variables were checked for their degree of statistical
association with propensity to discontinue, i.e. the variable used to classify the
data into the three groups above. Based on the ANOVA function output the model
determined 79 variables significant in the analysis.? The significance was based
on the Wilk’s Lambda value and its significance. Hence, only the variables with
significant Wilk Lambda were considered for the final Discriminant Function Analysis
and remaining variables were dropped from the analysis.*
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4.5 The ANU setting

The study surveyed 21 Asian, European, Middle-Eastern and Classical languages
taught at ANU in 2009, namely:

Arabic Italian Spanish
Cantonese Japanese Vietnamese
Classical Greek Korean Thai

French lLatin Tetum
German Mandarin Turkish
Hindi Persian Russian
Indonesian Sanskrit Urdu

As in the case of the LASP 2 study, retention rates varied according to languages.
The overall ANU-wide real retention rate from 2008 to 2009° was 54% (that is, 46%
of students who were enrolled in a language course in 2008 were not enrolled in
language studies in 2009).

The analysis of enrolment data in 2009 showed that 9.6% of the total ANU student
load corresponded to language courses, and that 10.5% of the first year student load
corresponded to language courses. When compared with the figures provided in
LASP 1, this puts ANU in the upper half of universities surveyed by Nettlebeck et al.
(2007: 11). In 2009, 36% of the language load was composed of students enrolled in
beginner language courses, which, when compared again with the figures provided
in LASP 1, places ANU among the minority of institutions where beginner courses do
not constitute more than 50% of enrolments.

When students were classified as students commencing an ANU degree in
2009 and students continuing an ANU degree in 2009, as shown in Table 2, it was
found that 30.1% of the first year language load was composed of students who
were already studying at ANU. These are the students referred to as ‘late starters’
above. The figure also shows that 21.5% of the commencing language student load
is composed of students who enrol directly in later year courses, that is, students
whose knowledge of the language they study allows them to start at a post-beginner
course.
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Table 2: Language enrolments in 2009 discriminated by level and commencing/con-
tinuing status. Source: ANU Statistical Unit (Load_2009 Pivot Table)

Table 3: Cross-tabulation of level of language study in 2009 and propensity to dis-
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Commencing | Continuing Total Percent Percent

Level ANU degree | ANU degree Commencing | Continuing
First Year Languages 202.1 87.1 289.3 69.9% 30.1%
Later Year Languages  109.4 399.9 509.3 21.5% 78.5%
Total Languages Load  311.5 487.0 798.5 39.0% 61.0%
First Year ANU Load 2,118.6 687.4 2,806.0 75.5% 24.5%
Later Year ANU Load 574.4 4,962.0 5,536.4 10.4% 89.6%
Total ANU Load 2,693.0 5,649.4 8,342.4 32.3% 67.7%
P e}rfemff "T_"g‘;ages 9.5% 12.7% 10.3%
in First Year Loa All enrolment figures are
Percent of Languages o o given in EFTSLs (Equivalent
in Later Year Load 19.0% 8.1% 9.2% Full-Time Student Load).
P ntage of Lan- Usually 1 EFTSL = 8 students

ercentag 11.57% 8.62% 9.57%
guages at ANU

5. The 2009 full ANU retention and attrition study: An
overall quantitative analysis of the data

The main purpose of this section is to characterize the three groups identified in the
Canonical Discriminant Analysis, by exploring how these groups differ from each other
when several background, attitudinal and education variables are considered. The
variables we consider in this contribution involve general basic characteristics, the
degree of freedom in students’ studies, their perceptions about being forced to study
or discontinue a language, students’ previous exposure to languages, perceptions
of difficulty of language study, sense of progress, perceptions of workload, teachers
and the learning environment, and finally the effects of students’ grades/marks. A
detailed analysis of each of these variables can be found in the appendix. Due to
space constraints we have left out from consideration in this contribution a range of
variables related to the reasons for learning languages, as well as the variables that
only differentiate between two of the three groups. We have also omitted a detailed
presentation and discussion of the statistical significance of the variables under
consideration. All this information will be available in the full report of the project.

We will begin by exploring basic student characteristics.

continuation
Whether continuing or discontinued (questionnaires)
R L Beginner Post-beginner | Discontinued
ki N

Nickname ame on graphics 2009 2009 2009 Total
No response or

No response not applicable 3 10 0 13
Did not think of

Committed discontinuing and | 318 298 0 616
continued
Thought of

Doubters discontinuing but | 111 212 0 323
continued

Quitters Discontinued 0 0 321 321
Total 432 520 321 1273

Table 3 shows how the sample data is distributed when the three characteristics are
cross-tabulated with the level of language study at which students were at the time of
the data collection. The two important facts seen in the table are that the number of
beginning students who declare themselves committed to language studies is much
higher than those who doubt if they will continue. Still, 25% of beginning students
already doubt if they will continue in their first semester of language studies. This
corresponds to Nettelbeck et al’s (2009: 13) Australia-wide finding that 25% of
beginning students declared that they intend to study a language for only one or two
semesters. The proportion is even higher (40%) for students who are in the second
or subsequent years of language studies, something not explored by Nettelbeck et al.
(2009) because their study was confined to beginning students. The table does not
give us any information on students who discontinued their studies. To learn more
about them, and the other two groups, we have to consider the outcome of a more
detailed analysis, as presented in Figures 1-11 in the Appendix. Based on this analysis,
we have been able to characterise each of the three groups, first on the basis of their
most prominent characteristics (i.e. those found to be prominent and unique to one
group when compared to the other two) and then considering additional relevant
characteristics to contribute to a fuller, more rounded characterisation.

" Committed students: In this group we find students who said they never seriously

thought about discontinuing their language studies. These are what language
teachers usually consider their ‘ideal’ students; they are their best learners, self-
motivated, appreciative, yet discerning, and perceiving their past and present
language learning as rewarding. Their most prominent characteristics are:
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« They would have chosen to study a language regardless of whether this is
compulsory or not in their degrees.

o They perceive teachers’ skills, feedback, approachability and availability, as well
as the teaching materials and the language learning environment in general as
better than expected.

¢ They find that the support they receive from fellow students is right or better
than expected.

e They are satisfied with their progress in language learning.

e They report that they have learned more than expected about the culture(s) of
the language studied and the writing system of the language.

e They get higher marks and rate concerns about getting bad marks as more
important than the other groups.

« They are concerned when language classes are too big.

Compared with the other two groups, Committed students show the following
additional characteristics:

o They rate their previous experiences of language learning as rewarding.

o Their expectations about the degree of difficulty of learning a language were
more realistic than those of the other groups; most of them perceive this as
expected, or even less than expected. The same can be said for the difficulty of
learning grammar in particular.

o The level of language knowledge in their families and peer group is higher than
for the other groups. They are more likely to have a family background in the
language they are studying, or to have studied the language previously. They
also consider it important to continue studying the language when they have
previously spent time in the country where the language they study is spoken.

e They are more likely to be international students. -

Quitters: In this group we have students who have already discontinued language
studies. We already know from the pilot study that this is a mixed group of students,
including students who may have wanted to continue their language study, but had
to discontinue because they had no other choice, and students who voluntarily
discontinued, because they chose to complete a major in another discipline or
because they were dissatisfied with their language learning experience. Their most
prominent characteristics are:

e They are more advanced in their undergraduate degree, or have completed
their degree.
e  They are older of age.

e language study is not compulsory for their degree and they are freer to choose
whether or not to study a language.
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¢ They consider it extremely important that people discouraged them from
studying the language.

e  They consider other study commitments more important than language studies

Compared with the other two groups, Quitters show the following additional
characteristics:

e They get lower marks than the other two groups, but rate concerns about
getting bad marks as less important than for the other groups.

e  They consistently rate teachers’ skills, feedback, approachability and availability,
as well as the teaching materials and the language learning environment in
general, as lower than the other two groups.

Doubters: In this group we find the students who reported that they had seriously
considered discontinuing language studies, but were still enrolled in a language
course at the time that the survey was administered. Typically, these are the
students who struggle with their language study and who have either not studied a
language before or they feel that they did not get much out of the experience. Their
outstanding characteristics are:

e They find the workload of learning a language too high.

¢ They are not satisfied with their progress in language learning.

¢  They perceive that they have fallen behind in their study and cannot catch up.

¢ They feel that the fact that their friends are discontinuing language studies is
very important for considering discontinuation.

Compared with the other two groups, Doubters show the following characteristics:

* They are less likely to have studied the language before.

¢ When they have studied a language before, they rate their previous experiences
of language learning as less rewarding than the other two groups.

* They perceive that the degree of difficulty of learning a language is higher than
expected. The same can be said about the difficulty of learning grammar in
particular. .

* The level of language knowledge in their families and peer group is lower than
for the other groups. They are less likely to have a family background in the
language they are studying, or to have studied the language previously. They
feel less encouragement from their family to study languages.

¢ They are less likely than the other two groups to feel that they have freedom to
choose whether or not to study a language. They are also more uncertain than
the other two groups when asked if they would have chosen to study a language
regardless of whether or not this is compulsory in their degrees.
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s A significant proportion of them (25%) considered it extremely important that
people discouraged them from study languages, but this proportion is lower
than for Quitters (almost 40%).

e They receive lower marks than Committed students, and only slightly higher
marks than Quitters, but while Doubters rate their concern about receiving
poor marks as less important than Committed students, they are more likely to
perceive this as important than Quitters.

6. A possible overall interpretation of the data

Our previous characterization of the three groups allows us to identify among the
students who were studying languages at ANU in 2009 two different groups, one of
which, the Doubters, are analogous to the ‘at risk’ group found in general attrition
studies of the first year experience (cf. Mclnnes 2001). Such students are likely to
discontinue language studies, unless compulsion to study a language in their degree
or external pressures, i.e. from family or work prevent them from doing so. These
are also the students who are more likely to be sensitive to mixed proficiency groups,
high workload, or pressures to discontinue language study (for example, from the
English-dominant Australian language contexts or from advising academics who do
not value language studies).

Following Bourdieu (1977, 1991) we hypothesize that the idea of students
entering university with a certain amount of ‘language capital’ could be useful to
characterise the groups. Bourdieu (1991: 76) argues that “all speech is produced for
and through the market to which it owes its existence and its most specific properties.”
In our context the speech or writing produced by students in a second language will
be evaluated in the market of university language studies. And those endowed with
more language capital will be able to obtain more profit (higher marks) and more
opportunities (scholarships to study abroad, invitations to do honours, etc.).? In our
interpretation, students who speak a language other than English (LOTE) at home or
have a partner that speaks a LOTE will have more language capital than those who
speak only English; students who have parents who have [earnt foreign languages,
travel abroad or are in constant contact with native speakers of the language they
study will have more language capital than those who have monolingual English-
speaking parents, never travelled to a non-English-speaking country or have primarily
contact with monolingual English speakers; students who had a good experience of
language learning prior entering university or have been exchange students to a non-
English-speaking country will have more language capital than those who had no
or frustrating exposure to language learning and have not been exchange students;
students who began to study as beginners a cognate language of a language that
they have studied before (e.g. students who start to learn Spanish when they know
French) will have more language capital than students who began to study a language
without previous exposure to language studies or a cognate language; and so on.
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Using this construct, the amount of language capital brought in when entering
university will be the crucial difference between Committed students and Doubters.
Quitters will lie between them, mainly because the category of Quitters itself is
composed of students of high and low fanguage capital. We do not have enough data
to be able to explore how much the language capital affects the two subgroups of the
Quitters that we have postulated. However, this is an important issue which should
be addressed in further studies.

The two other most important factors that characterize the data as a whole are
the issue of late starters and the issue of compulsion of language studies. The former
is more important for the Quitters, and our data clearly shows this. The second is
more important for the Doubters. However, as Table 4 shows, there are still 47%
of Doubters, for whom language study is not compulsory and 36% of Quitters, who
have discontinued despite having been required to study a language (see also the
description of Fig. 2a in the Appendix).

Table 4: Cross-tabulation of compulsion to study languages in student’s degree in
20089 and propensity to discontinuation

Does your degree
require compulsory
language study?

Percentage | Percentage

Nickname Name on graphics Yes No Total | yes no
No response or not ap-

No response | plicable 6 5 11 54.5% 45.5%
Did not think of discon-

Committed tinuing and continued 324 287 | 611 53.0% 47.0%
Thought of discontinuing

Doubters but continued 168 152 320 52.5% 47.5%

Quitters Discontinued 115 203 318 36.2% 63.8%
Total 613 647 11260 | 48.7% 51.3%

7. Conclusion

We believe that the most significant insights from our study of retention in language
and culture studies at ANU are:

*  Retention is not only an issue for beginning students; it is crucial at a stage when
students need to decide whether or not complete a major, or when they decide
whether to go on to honours.
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e. There are three (or possibly four) rather than two groups of students that need
to be distinguished to gain a fuller understanding of retention and attrition in
university language and culture programs. The reason why we initially found
no difference between continuing and discontinuing students in our 2008 pilot
study was because these two groups are composed of very different subgroups,
each one characterised by students with high and low commitment to language
studies.

e Any retention policy will not only have to contemplate people who discontinue
language studies, it will need to look at the students at risk of discontinuing;
these are students who we hypothesize have lower language capital and would
require additional help to continue their language studies. In particular, mixed
proficiency groups affect Doubters negatively because they perceive that other
students have an advantage over them, and see it as a big task to catch up with
them. However, the issue of mixed proficiency groups is more complex than
presented in Nettelbeck et al. (2009), as they can be reconceptualised using the
construct of language capital.

»  Workload perceptions and gquality of teaching and materials are only relevant
to particular subgroups of students. In our case the former is relevant
predominantly to the Doubters, while the latter is predominantly of importance
for the Quitters. Such perceptions should be considered in any language
retention policy and matched with student expectations.

»  Lateentryinto language study is also a significant factor, which is most prominent
among the Quitters. This affects retention rates considerably. Therefore,
identifying such students is important in order to avoid the perception that lower
retention rates are a direct consequence of the quality of language and culture
programs. This should not be an excuse to avoid implementing curriculum
design changes to address these students’ needs (as has been pointed out by
Nettelbeck et al. 2007, 2009). .

e Amongthe most prominent characteristics of Quittersis also the non-compulsory
nature of studying languages as part of their degree. More than half of the
Doubters were enrolled in degrees which require compulsory language study.
Given the needs for language and culture skills in an economically developed
country like Australia, increasing compulsory language study will have to be
considered as an option by Australian universities. In such case developing the
necessary support for students without enough language capital to succeed in
university language studies should be a priority.

Insummary, theissue of attention and attrition has become afocus of renewed interest
in language and culture programs in Australia. To add to the existing knowledge base,
in 2008 and 2009 we designed and implemented a two-phase in-depth study of
students in all language programs at one university {ANU). By collecting an extensive
set of data, and subjecting it to rigorous statistical analyses, we have been able to
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provide, in this study, a series of thoroughly researched interpretations. In particular,
our findings made clear that a simple dichotomy of continuing versus discontinuing
students does not provide a full picture of the retention and attrition profiles of ANU
language and culture students. Three (or possibly four) groups of students need to be
differentiated when considering retention and attrition in depth. Concentrating on
just the Beginner level of language study, while important, is not sufficient if we want
to understand all the complexities of retention and attrition issues in language and
culture programs. The issue of compulsory language study should also be revised.
Australian universities cannot keep graduating monolingual students in areas of
studies where these should have a command of a language other than English, just
because this is politically difficult.

Notes

1. The names of the reports are acronyms of ARC Linkages — Learned Academies
Special Projects scheme under which it was funded.

2. As email was the method of contacting the discontinuing students, we suspect that
some of them may not have received the invitation to participate as only ANU email
addresses (as opposed to personal email addresses) were disclosed to us. We had,
however, no means of estimating how many of them were not using their ANU email
after graduation/discontinuation from ANU.

3. The full list of variables and a more detailed explanation of the methodology will be
available in the final report of the project.

4. The only exception was the variable that classified the gender of the student, which
was considered in the final model because it is a variable that traditionally has been
associated with language proficiency.

5. This retention rate includes students who have completed their undergraduate
degree in 2008, and was calculated using student enrolment data, that is, it is not
the apparent retention rate used when estimating the retention rate by looking at
enrolment figures in second year and comparing these with enrolment figures in
first year, or comparing in the same fashion second and third year enroiments, as
reported in Nettlebeck et al. {(2007: 14-15).

6. We are not attempting an over-economic interpretation of language capital, such as
those found in Chiswick and Miller (2003) or Pendakur and Pendakur (2002), but a
social interpretation of the language learning setting at universities.
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Appendix: A detailed interpretation of the cross-
tabulated variables

Figure 1: Basic Characteristics — Student characteristics
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Figure 2: Basic characteristics — Freedom to study languages :
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Figure 3: Basic characteristics — Perceptions of being forced to study or to discon-
tinue studying a language
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Figure 4: Family and peers
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Figure 5: Previous exposure to language learning
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Figure 6: Perceptions of difficulty of language studies ;
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Figure 7: Difficulties in the language learning process.
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Figure 8: Perception of Workload in learning the four basic skills
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Figure 9: Perception of teachers
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Figure 10: Perception of learning environment
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Figure 11: The effect of grades/marks
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In this Appendix a thorough description of the cross-tabulated variables, shown in
Figures 1-11 is provided. This analysis forms the basis for the characterization of the
three groups of students described in Section 5.

The variables we considered in this study involve (1) general basic characteristics,
such as the student’s year of study, their age and nationality. Then we investigate:
(2) the degree of freedom in students’ studies and (3) their perceptions about
being forced to study or discontinue a language. We then explore factors such as
students’ exposure to languages through: (4) the language background of their
family and peers and (5) their own language learning. This is followed by students’
(6) perceptions of difficulty of language study; (7) sense of progress; (8) perceptions
of workload with respect to the four basic skills; (9) perceptions of teachers; and {(10)
perceptions about the learning environment. Finally we look at: (11) the effects of
students’ grades/marks.

Please note that in Figures 1 to 11 the three groups being characterised are
presented in the same order, from left to right: Committed, Doubters and Quitters (as
identified in Section 4.4 and in the text of this contribution).

Figure 1a shows that, as expected, those students who discontinued language
studies (the Quitters) are those who have been longer at ANU, implying that some of
them have discontinued language studies simply because they have completed their
language major or have completed their studies altogether (the category “fourth year
or Postgraduate” shown at the top of the figure includes those who have completed
their ANU degree). We also have to include here those who quit because their degree
does not allow for many electives, as usually, but not always, electives are available
in the early years, and those who attended just one or two language classes near the
end of their degree (identified as “late starters”). A similar situation is found in the
case of students’ age, as shown in Figure 1b. Those who have discontinued are older
than those who have continued their language study.

Figure 1c shows an interesting fact: améng the Doubters there is a larger
proportion of students who have completed four or more language courses. This
shows that retention is not only an issue for beginner students, as there is a large
proportion of students who doubt if they will continue at the stage when they have
to decide whether or not to complete a language major, or, if they have already
completed a major, to complete extra courses out of interest, or to qualify for
Honours. The figure also shows that there is a large proportion of first year students
among the committed students, and that around 40% of those who quit language
and culture studies do so after they completed more than four language courses,
confirming our characterisation of the Quitters described above, that is, that some
simply discontinue because they were unable to study languages any longer.

Figure 1d shows that, in general, international students are more committed to
language studies than domestic students.
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Figure 2a shows that students who have less institutional compuision to study
languages quit more frequently. However, the figure also shows that about 35%
of Quitters were enrolled in degrees that require compulsory language study, and
these discontinued anyway. This could reflect that some students began to study
more than one language towards a major and later discontinued studying one of
them, but also that they changed degrees to avoid compulsory language studies, or
chose different majors within degrees with less strict institutional language study
compulsion {there were at the time “escape routes” for students studying the BA
(International Relations) where they were able to substitute a language major for an
international communication major that only required four language courses plus
linguistic courses).

Figure 2b shows that the proportion of those who are to some extent or entirely
free to study a language or not is the highest among the Quitters, and the lowest
among the Doubters.

Figure 2c shows that the possible fact that the language which students really
wanted to study was not available at ANU was not an issue for any of the groups,
even though the figure is slightly higher for the Quitters.

Figure 2d shows results for the question of whether students would have
studied a language anyway if they would have had the choice of not studying it. The
difference between Committed students and the other two groups is clearly shown
in the figure, as around 90% of the Committed students report that they would have
studied a language anyway as opposed to less than 80% in the other two groups The
Doubters are those who proportionaily report most often that they would not have
studied the language or are uncertain if they would have had they had the choice.

Figure 3 explores perceptions of being forced to study a language or to
discontinue it. As shown in Figure 3a, when the question is asked in general, that
is, when students are asked if there is anything that compels them or forces them
to study a language, there are no big differences between the groups, but Doubters
express more uncertainty about the question. There are no big differences either
in the proportion of each of the groups reporting that they are studying more than
one language, as shown in Figure 3b. However, when a question is asked about the
importance of being discouraged to study a language, as reported in Figure 3c, it is
clear that for Committed students this is not important, but that it is for Doubters,
and even more so for Quitters. Perceptions that other study commitments are more
important are also more prominent among the Quitters, as shown in Figure 3d.

When the importance of having a family background in the language is explored
in Figure 4a, the question is reported as inapplicable for the highest proportion in the
Doubters. When family encouragement to study the language is explored in Figure
4b, there are also mixed results, but for the Committed the proportion of students
reporting that this is very important or extremely important is higher than for the

. other two groups, while for the Doubters it is the lowest. This is likely connected with
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the knowledge of languages in the students’ families and peer groups, as shown in
figures 4c¢ and 4d. Proficiency in the knowledge of languages is more prominent in
the families and peer groups of Committed students.

Previous exposure to language learning is explored in Figure 5. Figure 5a shows
that there is a higher proportion of Quitters who have been exchange students, likely
reflecting that they either have completed their majors overseas, if they undertook
their exchange as university students or that they have undertaken this exchange
before entering university. Among the Quitters in this group exchange students to
ANU are also included, and they are likely to have quit because they had to return to
study in their own university. Figure 5b shows that the importance of having studied
the language prior to the ANU is least prominent for Doubters, and Figure 5c¢ shows
that there are considerable differences between the three groups in how rewarding
studying languages was before entering university. 60% of Committed students
describe the experience as extremely or very rewarding, while more than 50% of
Doubters report the experience to have been only somewhat or not very rewarding,
or not rewarding at all. A similar pattern is found in Figure 5d, where the importance
of having spent some time in the country where the language being studied is valued
less highly by Doubters.

The perception of how difficult it is to study languages is shown in Figures 6 and
7. Figure 6a shows that Doubters report the highest proportion of students finding
the process more difficult than expected (almost 60%). Figure 6b shows that learning
the grammar in particular is perceived as more difficult than expected by more than
50% of the Doubters. A much lower proportion of Committed students, in contrast,
report that courses and learning grammar is more difficult than expected.

Figure 6¢ shows that committed students report that they have learned more
than they expected about the culture associated with the language they were
learning. Doubters, on the other hand show the highest proportion of students who
report that they learned less or much less than expected about culture.

Figure 6d shows that Committed students are most prominent in reporting that
learning to write the language well is more difficult than they expected.

Regarding progress in their language studies (Figure 7a) and specifically the
feeling that they had fallen behind in their language studies and could not catch up
(Figure 7c), a higher proportion of Doubters report that these are serious problems.
Doubters are also substantially more affected by their friends discontinuing language
studies than Committed students and Quitters (Figure 7d). More than 40% of Doubters
also have the perception that the workload associated with language learning is
too high (Figure 7b). This is further explored in Figure 8, where the perception of
workload associated with learning the four basic language skills (understanding,
speaking, reading and writing) is reported. It can be seen that for all the skills a higher
proportion of Doubters report that the workload involved is more or much more

than they expected.
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Figure 9 shows students’ perception of language teachers with regard to
teachers” knowledge (Figure 9a), teaching skills (Figure 9b), advice and feedback
received (Figure 9¢) and approachability and availability (Figure 9d). In all the figures
there is a consistent better perception of teachers by committed students than by
Doubters, and a consistent better perception by Doubters than by Quitters.

The same graduation in perception is found when the fearning environment is
examined in Figure 10. Committed students perceive this as consistently better than
Doubters, and those in turn perceive it better than Quitters. It is especially important
to notice also that Committed students report having more support from fellow
students than both Doubters and Quitters, which suggests that Committed students
cluster in class activities and group work and may-be this extends to social activities
outside class (Figure 10c). Committed students are also considerably more worried
than Doubters and Quitters about the size of language classes (Figure 10d).

Finally, Figure 11 reports the effect of grades obtained in language courses
as a possible reason to discontinue language courses or to seriously consider
discontinuing language courses. Figures 11a and 11b pertain to possible reasons
students indicated as to why they had discontinued or were planning to discontinue
the study of a second language. Figure 11a shows that no group reports that they
thought the language course they had enrolled in was going to be an easy subject.
Figure 11b shows that not obtaining good grades was more important for Committed
students than for Doubters and Quitters as a reason for thinking of discontinuing
language studies. The figure also shows that some 25% of Doubters are considering
quitting language studies based on the grades they have obtained in the past in
language classes, as they consider this reason as very or extremely important.

Actual grades obtained in language classes were incorporated into the database
matching ANU student numbers in the questionnaire data with student databases.
The procedure was carried out by a research assistant and researchers did not have
access to the student ID numbers, because those were removed from the SPSS
file used to carry out the analysis after the data-matching procedure. When the
actual grades obtained in language classes are considered, we find an interesting
correlation between average grade obtained in language courses and propensity to
discontinue studying languages. Figure 11c shows that the averages of Committed
students are systematically higher than those of Doubters, and those of Doubters are
systematically higher than those of Quitters. The effect is most pronounced when
the maximum grade obtained in language courses attended is considered in Figure
11d. Almost 90% of Committed students have in the past obtained a Distinction or
High Distinction in a language course, and this proportion is considerably lower for
Doubters and Quitters.

This detailed analysis forms the basis of the characterizations of the three groups
presented in Section 5. Please note that the student characteristics presented there
are not reported in the order in which they were found in the sequence of figures,
but in an order that allows for full characterizations of the groups under analysis.



