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Abstract

CURRENT TRENDS IN MEASURING AMERICAN UNDERGRADUATES!

PERSIAN LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

The intention of this report was to identify what were the current
assessment methods being used nationwide by the Persian instructors to
measure the Persian language proficiency of their American undergraduate
students, and to ascertain what research, if any, has been conducted to
verify the validity and reliability of the assessment methods. Relatedly,
this report also investigated what were the current attitudes among
Persian instructors toward Persian language proficiency and future'research
needs relevant to Persian language proficiency;

To accomplish this study,.a 12-1tem questlonnalre was mailed to U.S.
1nst1tutlons of higher education with accredited undergraduate programs ’
offering Persian language classes, Seventeen Persian instructors pro-
vided the data for this report. The response rate for this survey was
85 percent. ~

The quantitative data supported all the hypotheses of this report.
Pirst there were significant differences in the attitudes of Persian
instructors toward an operational definition of Persian language pro=-
ficiency. Vhile the majority of the instructors perceived proficiency
in Persian as .an ability, the respondents did not agree upon the specific
language skills for Persian proficiency. Secondly, the respondents
reported using diversed methods to measure the proficiency of their
students.

Regarding Persian proficiency research, virtually little empirical
research has been conducted by the Persian instructors. For many of the
instructors, intuition serves as hard data relative to their assessment
- methods., The majority of the respondents expressed willingness to
contribute to further proficiency research. Most of the instmctors
prefer that additionai learming materials be developed for the various
levels of stud§.
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, CURRENT TRENDS IN MEASURING AMERICAN UNDERGRADUATES'
PERSIAN LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

Y

. REZA' ASSADI “
Western Michigan University

.

Second language proficiency is a popular, wide-ranging topic. Various

vtheorists and practioners, each attempting to describe second 1anguége Pro=

ficiency from the vantage of their discipline and idiosyncratic perspectives,
have tended to study only parts of the phenomenon, concentrating mainly on
the proficiency of children and adult learners whose second language is one
of the modern foreign languages such as Spanish, French, German, or Russian.

However, in recent years, the focus of some scholars and researchers has

been on proficiency with uncommonly taught languages. These scholarly ef-
forts have usually occurred in isolation of one another, with little oppor-
tunity for intra~ or interdisciplinary sharing of theories, assumptions,
information, or research data. Such is the case with the paucity of studies
about Persian 1angt§age proficiency. The major purpose of this paper is to
provide a comprehensive report on the .current evaluation methods, evaluation
research, and the attitudes among Persian instructors toward assessment of
Persian language proficiency of their Ame’rican\undergra,duate students.

It is w;.dely believed that second language proficiency is measurable.
Evaluation of proficiency is also considered in‘bégra.l to the goals and
guidelines for seecond language learning, instructionél methods, and learne
ing materials (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, 1982).
Presently, different kinds of evaluation techniques abound; various crit.eria‘
for proficiency measures-also coexist (Lado, 1961; Vallette, 1967, 1981).
Moreover, there is growing concern and demand for additional research and

<

alternative strategies for measuring second language proficiency with uncome
monly taught 1angua.gqs (President's Commission on Foreign Language and Inter-

national Studies, 1977; Boufford, 1980; Department of Education, International

Research and Studies Program, 1982). ' .




The term "proficiency" or"(;, , L(.) aass " is not used within the contexts
of available Persian learning materials. There is, th"ough,ﬂj.n implicit notion
that upon completion of the various exercises and dr:.lls, the learner will be
able to speak, read, or write Pers:.an to some degree. Persian mstructors
have been determining and describing the degree or level of proficiency attained
by their American students. Excépt for the Persian Avchievement Tests developed
by Dr. Mehdi Marashi in 1974~75, not many details are mown(about .contemporary
Persian language proficiency research, nor about the format and contént of the
different proficiency measurements currently being used by Persian instructors
nationwide., Although the current trends in Bersian proficiency research and
test methodology are inextricably bound with the Persian instructors' perspece
tives on proficiency, there is virtually no information about their attitudes

toward proficiency. ' '

Although Persian and IEnglish are part of the Indo~Buropean classification
of languages, both languages have little in commbn.‘ For instance, American
undergraduates who study Persian need to adjust to a different spatial oriente
ation. Instead of starting from left to right, Persian is read and w:ritten
with a modJ.f:Led version of the Arabic alphabet--quite different from the Fng~
1ish alphabet. Moreover, Persian has been characterized as a "mediumehards
fangua.ge‘for Americans to learn (Pei, 1966). From another perspective, Persian
is regarded as an "easy" language (Mace, 1962, p. v) and "child's play" in
comparison to studying Arabic (Engels, 1963, p. 260)., Most learners with ine
ci‘eased exposuxle to Persian tend to acquire "a certain workiﬁg knowledge "of
Persian, the intricacies of Persian grammar have been consciously mastered by
only a few, if any, foreigners”(Windfuhr, 1979, p. 9).

More data and information have been published about various aspects of the
proficiency of adult native Farsi speakers who learn English as a second lan~
guage than about the second 1angua-8‘e proficiency of American undergraduates
who study Persian. TiHe Ehg'lish proficiency research with native Farsi speakers,
to date, has focused upon some of the problems Iranian studen‘bs ha.ve with
English verb forms (Mamuchehri, 1974), English phonology (leahy, 11980), as
well as personal and linguistic factors which facilitate their profibiency
in Fnglish (Monsohi-Tousi et al., 1980), Ixcept for Dr. Marashi's (1975)
testing project, Persian 1a.ngua.ge proflciency has not been extensively ine
vestigated,




. 3
Over four centuries ago, the term "proficiency" was initially used to
specify the level of fluency attained by an adult speaker of German (_‘I_?lg
Oxford English Dictionary, 1933, p. 1430). Since then, various scholars
and researchers have been trying to discover how proficiency is attained;
how to measure it; and wha.t promotes, hinders, or delays the attainment of
la.nguage proficiency. Nowa.da.ys proficiency is a popula.r descriptor which
is still being used to designate the ultimate level or highest degree of
achievement in language learning and usage. Although a majority of Pro=
, fessionals agree that proficiency is attainable and measurable, the quest
i contimues to further investigate second language proficiency with lmeom-

monly taught languages.,

The objectives of this report can be summarized in the following eight

questions: (a) Is there professional consensus among Persian instructors

about an operational definition of Persian language proficiency? (b) What

methods are currently being used by Persian instructors to measure the Pro=
ficiency of their American undergraduate students? (c) How f;equently have

the particular Persian proficiency measurements been used? (d) What kinds

of language proficiency are presently being assessed'\'by Persian ins,tructors'.i

(e) What empirical research, if any, has been completed relevant to investi- o
gating Persian proficiency measurement methods and American undergraduates! ’
attainment of proficiency in Persian? . (f) What types of feedback are being

used to commmnicate information about the students! Persian language pro-
ficiency? (g) Is there any significant correlation between the American
undergraduates! Persian proficiency score and their score for second language
aptitude? (h) What are the current attitudes of Persian’ instructors toward
research of Persian proficiency measurement methods a.nd. their students' Pro=-
ficiency in Persian? Relatedly, what do the Persian ins'ln'.'uc'tors ‘consider to
" be the top priority need in future research of ‘Persian 1anguage proficiency?

1




ETHOD - .
'§gl_2|_ ects. ’I‘o accomplish the sta e;fo“baectives of this report, an analytica.l
survey was conducted. ctober, 1982, a twelve=item questionnaire was
prepared and mailed f 34 U.S. institutions-of higher education which re-
portedly offered a ersian iangua.ge program for American underg:r:a.dua.tes.
However, at the time of the su.rvey, nearly.a dozen of 'bhe Persian programs ]
which were originally 1isted in the Linguistics Society of America's _
Directory of Programs in L stics in the U,S. & Canada (1982) had been
terminated or were unresponsive to the mailed questionnaire and follow-up
telephone calls. A total of 17 Persian instructors from among éO instructors
of Persian responded to the questionnaire. According to Dr. Earl R, Babbie
(1973), this 85 percent responsaem'rate was sufficient to analyze the data ‘

and make conclusions regarding current measurement trends, research, and

‘professional attitudes.toward Persian language proficiency.

'l_r!_s_!'l_'_q_l_'l_l__ep_! . The data for this i‘eport ‘Wwere obtained by means of a 12-item,
self-administered questionnaire designed especially for this.survey. Dr.
Imaj Ba.shiri and Dr, Gernmot L. Windfuhr, reknown experts in Persian 1a.ngua.ge
study, initially reviewed the content validity (Ar;} et al., 1972) of the
questionnaire and its format, Based on their suggestions, a new two-paga-*
questionmnaire with a dozen open-ended questions 'was duplicated and mailed
to Persian instructors natiohwide (see Appendix A). “

Definite efforts were made to respect and protect the respondents’
anonymity and confidentiality of their responses. No personal data such

as name, age, etc. were requested. All the questionnaires which were returned
would be kept for one year then shredded by the project director.

34 U.S. institutions of higher edncation reportedly - effera.ng Persia:n language
study for American undergraduates. Persia.n instructors were requested to '

write the:.r responses to all the questions then use the self-addressed stamped
~ envelope to return their questiomnaires by Ocj)c:ber 26, 1982, Ten Persian in-
structors had sent their questiommaires by the due date. Sher‘bly thereafter
a reminder letter along with anofher copy of the survey questionnaire were
sent to each of the non-respondents. As Dr.‘ Babbie (1973) suggeefed, a




telephone follow-up was made to urge the non-respondents to return their
copies of the questionnaire. .
Dr. Robert Brashear, the statistician for the project, calculated the
‘response data. This report included both the qualitative and quantitative
data from the respondentsy. Cophes of this report were then mailed to the
17 Persian instructors who have supplied the survey data, The respondents

were asked to review and comment on the contents of this repbrt.

responses to .the survey questiommaire itgms. As Dr, Fz:ed Kerlinger (1973)
.pointed out, descriptive statistics help to make the qua.ntitative data

meaningful .
Results. = The intent of this report was to investigate the current 1982-

83 trends in the methods of assessment belng used by Persian instmctors to
measure the Per§ia.n language proficiency of their undergraduate studentss
to ascertain what research has been conducted to establish the reliability
and validity of their assessment methods and research related to attainment
of proficiency in Persian; and to determine the Persian instructors' ate ’
titudes toward an operational definition of Pers;f.an language proficiency
and toward further research relevant fo Persian language proficiency.

The ;-esﬁlts of the analytical survey have been tabulated and summarized,
and, where appropriate, the Persian instructors' resporise rates to each ‘
questionnaire item have been presented in separate tables. The various tables
show the responses to the questionnaire items and how many of the 17 Persian
instructors wrote the responses. o

Table 1 provides a detailed summary of the definitions given for Persian
language proficiency. As anticipated, these data support the original
hypothesis that there were significant differences in the attitudes of Persian

" instructors toward an operational definition of Persian language proficiency.
An operational definition is one that enumerates all the différent subdimen-
sions and variables of a concept into observable events (Axy et al., 1972
Babbie, 1973). In contrast, é. constitutive type of definition merely conveys
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" the general nature of the concept but fails to precisely identify the obsexrv-

able and measurable variables. Essentially, an opera.tiona.l definition includes
anh a.ccuréte description of specific overt behaviors, tasks, and behavioral
criteria relevant to the concept being defined.

Along the left margin of Table 1 there are four categnries-the main
parts of the operational definitions for Persian language proflclency,
namely, definition, specific proficiency skills, proficiency crlterla., ami
proficiency levels. The data shown are the various written definitions for
Persian language proficiency. Throughout Table :1 the descriptor "not
specified" is used to indicate that the instructors did not provide or ine
clude some informatién. Only two Persian instructors did not write anything
for this partlcula:r: item. ‘

The numpers featured in Table 1 are tallies of the instructors' responses
showing how many of the instructors gave the particular answer, For example,
one Persian instructor considgred Persian 1anguag.e proficiency to be "command"
of specific 1m skills: "grammar, read, write, and speak." The criteria
used to indicate whether an undergradua.te st-udent attained proficiency was
demonstration of the four language skills "w:.thout substantial help of a
formal program or tutor and without frequent use of the dictionary."

The majority of the Persian instructors, eight out of seventeen, defined
proficiency in Persian as an "ability." The term "ability" is widely used in
schola:r:lyb discussions and in the professional literature to define and describe
second language proficiency. In total, three of the Persian instructors de-
fined Persian proficiency only in terms of specific language skilis. ‘One
instructor defined proficiency in Persian as "active mastery" of "phonology,
syntax, grammar, lexicon, and the Persian writing system." Two other in-
structors considered Persian language proficiency to be the same as pro-
ficlency with other languages.

Regarding s‘pqcific proficiency skills shown in Table 1, the instructors'

lists were diverse. There was a rande from one to five different skills.
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The maj'or/:i}y of the Persian instructors \tended to include spea.kirfg and rea.ding
Persian in their definition of proflclency. Two instructors cons:.dered ' ]
Persian grammar to be on¥ of the major skills for‘Pers:La.n proflclency. One
instructor also listed cultu.rc literacy along wi'lbh the fcti:r: skills of speaking,
reading, writing, and comprehending to be major skills coﬂtributing to Persian
language proflclency. ., Another instructor mentioned®the ablllty to tra.nslate
the 1angua.ge as a proficiency skill. .

’lherea tends to be consensus among the majority of the Persian'inétructors
-that there are pei:fomance standards for judg.i.ng whether undergraduate st’udents
are prof:Lc:Lent in Pers:La.n. The criteria ranges from general standards such
as "J.ndependent" and "nea:r: native speaker" to more s_pec:.flc standards as o
demonstrating the language skills in Persian "without the substa.ntlal" reliance
upon teacher, learning materials, or dictionaries,

One of the instructors referred to the sta.nda.rds recently establlshed by
the American Council on the Teach:mg of Foreign Languages and endorsed by the
Interagency Language Roundtable. Theizr proficiency criteria model (1980) has
been used by the fedcra.l government and “academicians as the"y‘a.rdstick‘ for
foreigl' language proficiency. For oral proficiency the ACTFL/]I.R model S
consists of five major levels of proficiency: elementary, 1im1ted working, |
’profess:.onal, distingu:.shed,( and native or bilingual proficiency. The model
identified specific criteria per type of proffciency. There is also a set of
criteria for the épea.ker who has "no)practica.l Yroficiency."* .

In Table 1. the ma.joritj of the respondents did not describe the levels of
proficiency. Except for the ACTZEL7]I.R model referred to in the prcvious'
paragraph, three of the instructors mentioned levels which reflected their
class divisions: beginner or element‘ary, intermediate, and advanced. One
of the Persian instructors specified the levels of proficiency as "ranging.
from knowledge of a few phrases to ngw native spea.ker ab:Ll:Lty."

<
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-TABLE 1 PERSIAN INSTRUCTORS' DEFINITIONS OF PERSIAN LANGUAGE PROFLCIENCY

n

Definitions: Command | Active [|Same as Not Specified Ability
: Mastery |Other A .
Lan~
. ) guages
' Total Responses: 1 1 2 5 8
Proficiency Grammar |Phonology|Same as} Speak |Compre-|Speak Not Speak |Speak |}Speak Read Read Read
Criteria: Read Syntax Other hend Compre~ }Speci= CompreJ Read }Read Write ]Compre~ {Compre-
Write Grammar |Lan=- Speak fhend jfied hend {Write |Write Speak [hend hend
: ) Speak Lexicon [guages JRead Read ...~ ] Compre= Speak
© |Writing : Write " lhend Write
- |System ’ Culture ‘ Trans-
. ‘ | 1late N
Total Responsess: 1 1 _2 1 1 1 _ 2 1 2 2 1 1.
Proficiency Without [Not Same as{Cayrry |Inde- AC‘I‘FL/IL; Not Depart-] Inde- W:I:thout Iducated |[Near ~jwith
Cfgteria: substan-{Specified |Other |on pendentd (1980) Speci={ment's |pendenbjexten— native |native |diction=
ial help Lan- ele- 1y model . fied |(re- ly sive speaker |speaker (axry &
of forma] guages [mentary search need - texts
program conver— * Jobject for in-
or tutor; sation ivess struc-
without handle tor,
frequent < ungloss coach-
use of %g ks ing or
. diction~- N - diction
e
ary . aries
Total Responses: 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 1.
Proficiency Not Not Same as |Elemen- {Not ACTFL/ILH Not 1st& |Not Beginmr|{Not Ranges [Not
Levels: Speci- SpecifieqOther |[tary Speci- {(1980). Speci=-{2nd Speci-|Inter- [Specifiedfrom Specified~
» fied Lan=- level [fied jmodel fied |Jyear |[fieéd |[mediate k?ogledgé
guages . Advance fof few
phrases |
to near
ative
speaker
. bility
. . ’
Total Responses 1 1 2 1 L; 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 1




The diversity of qpinions in defining Persian language proficiency tends
to be reflected in the ways Persian instructors measure proficiéncy with their
students. The data in Table 2 support the hypothesis that there are significant
differences in the kinds of measurement methods currently being used by Persian
instructors to assess the language proficiency of their American undergraduate
students who st'udy the language. The majority of the instructors reported that
they use teacher-made tests. Two instructors did not mention any details about
their measurement methods, One instructor answered the item stating that "a
test" was administered "to see how well they do," however, no further details
were included about the test. Only one instructor reported using standardized
tests, namely, the Persian Achievement Tests. Thirteen Persian instructors
identified various teacher-made tests, The. interview method seemed to be used

by many instructors to measure proficiency.

TABLE 2 ° PERSIAN PROFICIENCY MEASUREMENT METHODS

Persian Pro- Not Test |Standard- : - Teacher-~made Tests
ficiency Speci- ize Test
Measurement fied
Methods:
Total Responses:s | 2 1 1 - 13
ainds of . |vot |Not |Persian |urit- |writ-|Inten| Tped|ora1|In- |Read
) Speci- | Speci=| Achieve= |{ten ten [|view Vrity ter= >
‘fied fied |ment Tests & ten |viewp
& Oral ' Read{ with
A5=15 min. , ' edu=-
interview © jcat=
ed
. A . ' naki
Total Responses: 5 1 1 3 5 4 1 1 sn;iah:r 1
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Table 3 shows some additional details about the content of the various
proficiency assessments being used and how often the assessments are administered.
The proficiency of American undergraduates tends to be measured with materials
vhich are familiar to the students. In some cases, the students are also tested
on unfamiliar texts or information, Persian instructors reported that they
use their tests on a regular basis (formative evaluation) to assess proficiency.
Some of the instructors stated that they only make finallevaluations (summative
evaluation) of their students' proficiency in Persian,

A ¢

TABLE 3 TESTS CONTENTS & EVAULATION SCHEDULES

o

Tests Contents: - " Familiar Unfamiliar ‘ Not
Material Material - . Speci=
. fied
Total Responses: 6 ) 2 9
Types of Texts Read- '‘Ques- Conver- Per- Read Not Not
Materials: ings tions sation sonal ings Spéci- - Specie .
units Eixtem fied fied
", pexrim '
ences
‘Total Responses 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 9
Fvaluation Schedules: ' Formative (frequently) Summative (final only) Not
: Speci-
e fied
Total Responses: 3 8 6

Regarding the reliability of the various proficiency measurement: methods
currently being used by the4Persian instructors, ﬁine instructors reported
that they "did not know" whether other instructors or colleagues were using
their ﬁarticular methods to assess Persian proficiency. One of the instructofs
stated that a "colleague at another university had administered the same
test and evaluated it jointly." Another instructor pointed out that "several
others seemed to think that it [the test] works." Three of the instructois
did not write an answer to this questionnaire item. . In response.:to the inquiry
about the reliability of their assessment methods, three instructors mentioned
variougvagencies which used the same kinds of testing and ratings for proficiency,
The agencies cited weres Foreign Service Institute, Princeton University, and
the National Association of Selfeinstructional Programs.

186
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Table 4 presents the data about the validity; of the various Persian pm-
ficiency measurement methods. Ten of the instrudtors did not make any comments
about their tests results. Seven of the Persian instructors considered their
measurement methods to be quite adequate. None of the respondénts expressed

any dissatisfaction with their proficiency tests,

TABLE 4  PERSIAN INSTRUCTORS' EVALUATION OF THEIR PROFICIENCY METHODS -

Bvaluations: Very Very Good Satisfactory Not
Good Positive ] Specified
Total Responses: 3 1 2 1 10

Most of the measurement methods used to assess Persian language proficiency
have been used for a decade or longer. The data in Table 5 show the number of
years the proficiency tests have been utilized by the various instructors. The
Peréian. instructors who specified the length of usage did not clarify whether
they revised their methods periodically or just recycled their methods for the
new learmers. Eight of the instructors did not state how long they used their
assessment methods. Six instructors of Persian reported using their proficiency

measurement methods for ten or more years.

TABLE 5 NUMBER OF YEARS . i

-Yea}sz Over a : Decade Three . Less than Not
Decade ' Years a year Specified

Total ‘

Response: 4 2. ' 2 1 8
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Table 6 shows ’gfhe unanimous negative responses shared by the 17 instructors

regarding language aptitude testing. The Persian insgructors were asked to
report any significant differences they found betw
attained in language aptitude and Persian proficiehty. 1 the instructors

seem to consider this particular item to be irrelevant proficiency in Persian.
However, Dr. Rebecca M. Valette (1980) points out that students who achieve

high language aﬁ‘git-ude scores tend to learn a new language "more readily" than
students with lower scores. The 17 Persian instrﬁctors did not require nor

use language aptit-ude scores in predicting their s‘t:udents:i attainment of

e scores their students

proficiency in Persian.

TABLE 6 LANGUAGE APTITUDE TESTING '

Language Aptitude Testing: | . Not Required Not Used
Total Responses: 17 17

So far, the data, which have been presented, provide relevant information
on the current state~of-the=art in Persian language proficiency measurement
methods., Another portion of the survey questionnaire was devoted to an in=-
vestigation of the i’ersian instructors! attitudes toward further Persian
language proficiency research, ]

There were diverse opinions among the 17 Persian instructors regarding
which topics or areas need further rasearch and investigation relevant to
Persian language proficiency. In Table 7 the data support the hypothesis
that there would be significant differences in the attitudes of Persian
instructoré toward empirical research ﬁhi‘ch should be conducted, The majority
of the instructors preferred the development of Peréian teaching materials,
particularly for advanced learmers and for composition skills., Only one
instructor expressed interest in preparing Persian proficiency tests and a
test for Persian culture literary, : '




" TABLE 7 RESEARCH NEEDS

Needs: lcurri- Morkshop Persian Teaching Materials Proficiency Tests Not
* culum ' ' : Specified
Kdevelop-
ment R
Total
Responsess | 1 1 8 2 5
Specific |Persian Nation- Elemen- pdvancedModern ext—- | Texts & } Compositio quency for the | for Not
Topics: programs ide & [LearningCollo ooks& | video Texts tudy of four each Specified
C ‘ eeting finter- ter~ [Persian jtapes .’§ tapes on- exical itemqd language | leaxning | ’
0 dis~ ediate fials on Persian grammar | skills | level
uss & mater-  Persian | social structures | & ' °
eter- fials ‘kyntax | behav- or the ‘culture
ine " r iors, 1ded literacy
kills strate . aterials
or Per- ‘egles &
ian prot culture
Jficienc
Total :
- Responses: 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 +1 -1 1 1 5




In addition to the identification of speéific research needs, the 17

Persian instructors were also asked to state whether they would cooperate

in future research projects about Persian language proficiency; and to

specify what contributions they were willing to make to proficiency research.

As shown in Table 8 the majority of the 17 Persian instructors expressed in=

terest in making,\g:r:ious contributions in further investigations and studies

of Persian language proficiency. Three instructors did not want,to be in- \
volved in research, Three other instructors stated their willingness to
contribute to proficiency research but theyk'd.id not specify in what capacity

or area of study.

TABLE 8 CONTRIBUTIONS OF PERSIAN LANGUAGE INSTRUCTORS

Persian Instructors! Willingness to Total Responses:
Contribute to Persian Proficiency
Research: ‘
Willingness:
Yes 14
No 3

Specific Contributions:

Develop Proficiency Tests

Develop Persian Teaching Materials
Provide Syntactic Frame

Not Specified

O DN

An item was included on the survey questiommaire to ascertain what the

current methods were for reporting the Persian proficiency level to students

-and prospective employers who may want to know that information., The respond=-

ents listed a variety of methods for proficiency feedback, Table 9 shows

which methods are presently being used for students and their future employers.

The majority of the respondents stated that they did not prepare information

' for prospective employers.

.
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TA.BLE 9  PERSIAN PROFICTIENCY FEEDBACK METHODS IN JUSE

Feedback Methods: - Total Responses:
Feedback for Students: d
Grades
“Hrror correction
Personal counseling
Students! performance
Not specified

N NDW O

Feedback for Employers:

Letter of recommendation
Employers'! rating forms
Not specified

-t -t ON

Three additional kinds of data were collected relevant to the state-of=thee
art in measuring and researching Persian proficiency., First, the respondents
indicated whether they were native or non-nati\;e speakers of Persian and
whether they were trained la:fxguage instructors. Table 10 presents the data
of the. inétrq.ctors qualifications. The mé.joi'ity of the Persian instructors
are non-native speakers who are trained language professionals., No other
demongraphical data were collected.

TABLE 10 PERSIAN INSTRUCTORS' PROFILE

Persian Instructors! Profile: - _ Total Responses:
Native Speaker of Persian 4
Non~native Speaker of Pers1a.n 12: .

Not Specified ' I
Trained Language Instructors ' 15
Self=trained Language Instructor 1
Not Specified 1

A major assumption regarding language proficiency is that the testing and
rating of profi.ci'e'ncy are integral to the instructional methods, currculum,
teaching materials and learning objectives (American Council on the Teaching of
Foreign Languages, 1982)., Currently the Persian instruetors are using a
variety of texts and materials in their classes for Persian. Table 11 displays
the titles and descriptions of the teaching materials., The majority of the
instructors tend to use commercially available texts. '
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’ TABLE 11  PERSIAN TEACHING MATERTALS

Persian Teaching Materials: . Total Responses:
" Textbooks Elementary Levels ) ‘ o
Iraj Bashiri., QPersian for begimners: Pronunciation 1
and writing, -
Iraj Bashiri. Persian syntax. ¢ o 1
Foreign Service Persian, | . 1
Michael C. Hillman. Fundamentals of Persian reading 1

and writing, ,
Michael C. Hillman. Colloguizl Persian. “ A
Mehdi Marashi. Let's read Persian, ‘ v
Donald L. Stilo & Jerome W. Clinton., Spoken and written 2

modern Persian: An elementary text.
Manochehr Sottodeh. Persian for English spea.k:.ng Eeo;gle I. 1

W.N, Thackson.* An introduction to Persian, ~ e 1
Gernot L. Windfuhr & Hassan Tehranisa, Modern Persian . 4

elementary level,

N
K N »

Spoken Persian, ' 1
Textbooks Intermediate Level: ) ,
Michael C, Hillman., A Persian reader. 1
Mehdi Marashi. A self-instructional course in reading 1

and writing Persian. "
, M, Mazzaoui & William Millward. ‘Social and cultural 1

. - selections from contemporary Persia.

Manochehr Sottodeh. Persin for English speakihg mg;gle.II.
Gernot L. Windfuhr & Shapour Bostanbakhsh., Modern Persian
intermediate level,

O\ =2

Textbooks for Ad\‘ran.ced Levél: » N
Re Avery et al. Modern Persian reader III,

Classical texts.
Firdawsi., Shahnameh,
Nizam ol Molk, - Siyasatnameh-Mazadalk story.

. Satadi, Gulistan.

-t el el L
.

Tapes: '
Iraj Ba.shiri. Persian for beginmers: Pronunciation
and writing, Tapes and aud.:.o-'visua,l slides.

Mehdi Marashi, ILet's read Persian. Tapes. _ 1

Gernot L. Windfuhr & Hassan Tehranisa. Modern Persian

eldmentary level. Tapes.
Mehdi Mazp.'ash:i.. Tapes for Self-instructional course in 1

reading and writing Persian, .

L Spoken Persian. 30'Tapes, = o . 1

-




17 )

TABLE 11  PERSIAN TEACHING MATERIALS (continued)

Persian Teaching Materials: Total Responses:

Teacher-made Materials:

Elementary level
Intermediate level

\N AN

The total responses for Table 11 far exceed the total of 17. The Persian
instructors reported using various combinations of texts and tapes, texts only,

'

or teaching materials and other texts for the levels of Persian taught at

the:Lr institute of higher educat:l.on. . )

Pers:Lan is one of the uncommonly taught 1a.nguages vhich American under- : ,»"1
graduates are studying. To gain a perspective on the ‘mumber of Amer:l.ca.ns
enrolled in Persian classes, the instructors listed how many undergraduates
were taking classes 7'; the va.z'j.ous levels of study., The enrollment survey is :
limited only to the 1980's., Table 12 summarizes the enrollment figures. as ' : |
well as the types of lea:mmg oppor‘tun:.tles which are available to American
undergraduates who want to study Pers:La.n. The majority of the American | .
undergraduates’ who study Persian do so in a traditional classro‘om setting; _ .
however, there is a trend toward alternative learning settings such as
directed studies and reading programs as well as self-instructional programs.

The enrollment for American undergraduates is very limited, For example,
in 1980, nine institutions enrolled ten oxr less sfu.dents in“EII.ementa.ry/Beg:‘.nhers
class; four institutions reported an enrollment from eleven to twenty students;
and three institutions enrolled twenty-one or more stude%ts.

Recent geopolitical developments in the Middle EFast, particularly in Iran,
Afghanistan, and Pakista.n, have underscored the significance of the Persian
language in terms of the future of the na.t:l.ona,l security and economic growth
of the United States within those countries where Persian is a native language
(U.S. Congressional S,ubcommittee. of Postsecondary Bducationy, 1981). The
student enrollment in the U.S, for Persian study rema.in:?. stable without drastic
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increases or decreases in the various levels of Persian study., One instructor
reported that there were more foreign students (Arabs and Latin Americans)
studying Pe_rsian than Americans, especially at the elementary level, The
same instructor pointed out that more Iranians were enrolled in the upper-
division Persian classes than Americans. The majority of the Persian in-
structors did not mention this enrollment trend.

o

TABLE 12  ENROLIMENT FOR PERSIAN LANGUAGE PROGRAMS

4
1980
Level: Number of Students !
1=10 11=20 - 21+ Total Programs:
Elementary/Begiming 9 4 3 16
Intermediate 12 4 0 16
Advanced T 1 1 9
Directed Studies/Readings 7 0 0 -7
Other 2 1 0. 3
1981
Level: Number of Students
1-10 11-20 21+ Total Programs:
Flementary/Begimning ‘ 12 4 1 17 f
[ ]
Intermediate : 11 1 1. ~13
Advanced ' 4 1 1 6
Directed Studies/Readings 5 0 0 5
Othexr 1 0 0 1
. 1982
Level: ' Number of Students
1=10 11=20 21+ Total Programs:
Elementary/Begimning 3 5 1 12
Intermediate 10 0 0 10
Advanced ' 8 0 0 8
Directed Studies/Readings 6 0 .0 6
Other : 1 0 0
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obta.ining sufficient data., Since most Persiamn instructors. ha,ve nat published
details about proficiency in Persian, it was anticip'a;ted that they would be
reluctant to answer the survey about Persian proficiency. In order to obtain
their cooperation, no demographic data were requested from Persian instruc-
tors. Along with the questionmaires, posta.ge—paid, self=-addressed envelopes
were sent to them. . The instructors volunteered their time to answer the '

- survey. : : ) '
Although efforts were made to involve all Persian instructors teaching
American undergr:a.dua.tes, no accurate :Lnforma.tlon was . ava.ila.ble regaxrding

existing Persian programs. The College Blue Book(1981), The College Hand=-

book(1982), Peterson's Annual Guide to Undergraduate Study(1962)1listed
only the Uniwebksity of California at Be%ley to offer Persian programs.

_ Although other U,.S. institutions of higher education inelude Persian 1anguage
programs, they were not 11sted in such’ d.irectones.

To complicate the search for Persian programg, some of the programs have
been terminated but' are still published in ‘bhe directories as “existing Pe:.;s:.a.n
programs. For insta.nce, the Linguistics Society of America's, Directog

Linguistics Programs in.the U,S, and Canada(1982) continued to 1ist numerous -
defunct Persian programs such as the ones at Westgrn Michigan University,
Cleveland State Thiversity, University of Hawaii, Stanford University, and
others. ’

Although the survey questiomnaire was carefully reviewed for content
validity, na few of the Persian instructors included additional commeh‘bs about
the wording and relevancy of some the questiommaire items. The questions for
the survey were deliberately formulated as open-ended - questions so as not to
bias or influence the instructors' responses. Even though some of the
questionnaires were returned partially completed, the project director
decided to include in the final tabulation of.the data. In swmation,




~ proficiency in Persian. -
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this study attempted to ascertain what has already been done regarding the

measurement of Persian proficiency and what needs to be done to facilitate

The results of the survey indicated that the Persian J.nstruotors, who
participated in this survey, did not concur on ‘how to define Persian lan-
guage proficiency. While the majority of the respondents angeed that pro-
ficiency was an 'a‘pility; there was no consensus on what specific ianguage'
skills an undergraduate student needed for proficiency 1n -Pefsian. Most
of the instructors tended to identify various skill combinations such as
spea.k, read, and write; another popular com'blna‘blon wa.s! speak, comprehend, .

P

and read Persian, , . . .

Persian proficiency tends to be measured by Persian ‘instructors in
various ;tays. Mainly, teacher~made tests have been ‘admihistered on a
formative or summative basis to .determine whetﬁ‘er; American fundergra.dua.te
students have attained profitiency in the target language. Interview
and wr:.tten tests were the most popular methods for assessing Pers:.an Pro=
f:Lo:Lenoy. '

. None of the Pereian instructors used the terﬁxs "reliability" or

"walidity" to describe or discuss their medsurement methods, For the

most part, Persian instructors seem to rely upon their own intuition _{:o
decide whether ‘bneir methods are reliable in measuring proficieno'y.' A
few Persian instructors rfeported thet they were using methods which have
been researched by others. Except foerr: Marashi (1975), the other
PerSia.n instructors have not published details or data about theii‘ asesse
ment methods. ),

Regarding further resea:r:ch about Persian’ prof:.c:.ency, most of the
Persian ins.’cructors expressed interest in the endeavor. O.vera.ll, their
main concem was for the development of Persian teaching materials for
the ﬁii‘ferent leaming leyels., The respondents tended to focus on matern.als :

- as well as guidelines, no speoéloally on beha.v:.o:cal research to J.nvestlga.te

factors contributing to /proficigncy or problems Amerq.ca.n students have in
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Conclusion. In summary, this survey has found the following:

1. The Persian proféssionals, who participated in this survey, did not
concur on an bpera.tiona.l definition of Parsian language proficiency. Speci-

fically, they did not agree on what proficiency is, nor on what Persian ;
language skills are needed for proficiency in Persian, |

2. Many of the respondents to this survey still make assessment
decisions based on speculation rather than on the basis of empirical
grounds, _

3o The Persian instructors,who contributed data for this report, use |
diverse methods to measure the proficiency of their American undergraduate }
students who study the language. Their proficiency tests vary in con_:hent, ‘
foma.t, and skill area, '

» 4o The majority of the instructors agree that additional research
about Persian proficiency is warranted; however, they did not concur on
what should be investigated., Most of the respondents preferred that
more teaching materials should be developed for the various learning levels.
The othér research topics mentioned by the instrizctqrs of Persian ares

the development of a Persian proficiency test; development of a Persian 4 :
culture lﬁera.oy tests nationwide workshop for Persian instructors to

identifﬂr and define Persian language proficiency; and evaluation of Persian

language programs, |
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, v o ONNAIRE 23
- CURRENT TRENDS IN G AMERICAN UNDERGRADUATES'
PERSIAN LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

DIRECTIONS: Please answer all the questions. If necessary, use the back of
the questiommaire form. Return the questiomnaire by October 26, 1982,

1. Vhat levelé of Persian are taught in your program and how many Amerjcan
undergraduates are enrolled in each: o

COURSE NUMBER OF UNDERGRADS ENROLLED
- 1980 .

Elementary/Begimming Persian
Intermediate Persian

Advanced Persian

Directed Studies/Readings in Persian
Other (Please specify)

1981 1982

2., What are the particular textbooks, teaching materials, and audio=yisual
means used? .

3. Vhat, in your opinion, is Persian language proficiency?

Q

)

4. Bow do you determine language proficiency? How do you apply your concept
of language proficiency in gauging the proficiency of your students in Persian?

5, How often have you used the method(s) and procedure(s) explained in (2)
and with what results? '
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6. Has anyone else used thi's method(s) of assessment of proficiency? When'f
Would you like to share their reactions?-

4

N

7., Do your American mdergramtes gstudying Persian complete & language aptitude
test before admission into the Persian class? If so, which test is used?

8., Are there any sigrﬁ.ﬁca:it differences in the students' scores for language
aptitude and language proficiency?

N

9, “What type of rcedba.ckhdo you provide for your students, their prospective
exployers, and others regarding the students' proficiency in Persian?

-

2

10,.- What, in your opinion, are the top research topics underlying a sound
program of instruction in Persian leading to a reasonable degree of proficiency
for the undergraduate level? ‘

11, Are you willing to contribute to research leading to a sound program of
instruction and a reliable battery of tests for proficiemcy? What can
you contribute in this area? 1

I

12. Are you a native speaker of Persian? Are you a trained language instructoxr? - :

o »
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Undergraduate Persian Language Programs in the U.S.

11

College:
Boston College, Chesnut Hill, Massachusetts

Universities:

University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona - ;
University of California at Berkeley, Berkeley, California
University of California at San Diego, La Jolla, Califormia
" Columbia University )
John Hopkins University, Ma:dylé.nd ,
University of Illinois at Urbana=~Champaign, Urbana=Champaign, Illinois
Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan
University of Mimmesota, Mimmeapolis, Minnesota
State University of New York at Buffalo, Buffalo, New York
Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio n .
University of Pemmsylvania, Fhiladelphia, Pemnsylvania v
Princetoﬁ University, Princetoh, New Jersey k
Temple University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas
University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah ’
University of ‘Washington, Seattle, Washington
) Univ’ersity‘ of Wisconsin at Madison, Madison, Wisconsin
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