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ABSTRACT 

This exploratory study investigated the needs of undergraduate French and Francophone Studies 

majors at Georgetown University. This needs analysis sought to answer three questions: 1) What 

are the communicative needs of French and Francophone Studies majors at Georgetown 

University as perceived by the language majors themselves and by their instructors? 2) What are 

the purposes and motivations that underly French language study in undergraduate French 

majors? 3) To what extend does the Georgetown University French and Francophone Studies 

curriculum reflect and satisfy the communicative needs of French majors? The study identified 

needs connected to humanistic purposes for language study with a secondary need for utilitarian 

purposes related to employment and education opportunities, all of which were underpinned by 

integrative motivation tied to both the linguistic culture and the department of study. Finally, this 

study made recommendations associated with the identified needs of this learner population. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

 The roots of French language study in the United States run deep, with references to its 

presence in American society as early as the education of Thomas Jefferson (Burstein and 

Isenberg, 2010). Extensive history may carry benefits, but respect for such a long period of study 

involves reevaluation of what such study entails, what its objectives are, and what the needs of 

learners have become. In the last century, France has seen three different Republics 

(Boissoneault, 2017) and ceded thousands of miles of stolen territory to its original owners, 

while the United States has risen from young republic to global superpower (Fox, 1944). 

Surrounding these political changes, rapidly developing global technologies and the associated 

export of English have impacted the ways in which language is used, taught, and learned (Chun, 

Kern, and Smith, 2016), making static language pedagogy an impossibility. Given these changes, 

among others, in American and global francophone standing, culture, and identity, a reevaluation 

of French language programs and the needs of its participants becomes not only timely, but 

urgent. 

 Responding to this urgency, the present investigation proposes a needs analysis of a 

university French program. Contextualized by an overview of French language study in the 

United States and an exploration of purpose and motivation for language study, this analysis 

seeks to understand the linguistic and cultural needs of undergraduate French language learners. 

The goals of this study are methodological and pedagogical, local and global, with aims to 

inspire future research foci in French pedagogy studies and in needs analysis to improve their 

utility to French language students. 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

The current study will examine the needs of the needs of French language learners 

beginning here with background on the context of French language study and previous research 

into the needs of this learner population. The influence of the French language has a long history 

in the United States. Beyond the heavy impact of the language on leaders like Thomas Jefferson 

(Burstein and Isenberg, 2010), France was instrumental in the American Revolution, a proxy war 

against its British rivals (Geggus, 2000), which established the importance of French language 

education in the early years of the American Republic for diplomacy with European allies. Study 

of the language remained vital for international relations for at least the next century and a half, 

serving as a lingua franca for European affairs. Following French and Belgian invasions of 

Africa and Southeast Asia through the 20th century, the French language became and remains 

relevant internationally for the global community known today as L’Organisation internationale 

de la francophonie (the International Organization of the French-speaking World). This 

international cultural and political organization highlights the cultural and political relevance, 

both historic and present, of the French language around the world, despite the geopolitical 

changes outlined below.  

 The years following World War II brought about dramatic changes in global politics, 

destabilizing centuries-old power structures and the dominance of the languages associated with 

them. Beginning with the First Indochina War and ending with the Algerian War of 

Independence, the majority of French and Belgian colonies won their independence, marking the 

collapse of global francophone empire (Hargreaves, 2005). Many former colonies, like 

Madagascar and the Democratic Republic of the Congo, have retained the French language in 

official or co-official status—though others have not—so the collapse of colonialism does not 
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mean the total recession of the French language, nor does it devalue the political and cultural 

contributions of global francophone cultures. These changes do, however, mark the dissolution 

of unified power in French-speaking hands, altering the global political and sociolinguistic 

dynamics that influence the purposes of language study. 

 These changing dynamics have dramatic implications for French study in the United 

States. In 1968, shortly after French decolonization, the French language enjoyed its last year as 

the most studied language in the United States, falling behind Spanish in American classrooms 

(Looney and Lusin, 2019, p. 28). Drawing attention to these changes is not to suggest that the 

French language is no longer significant; it remains the second-most-studied language in 

American universities with 175,667 students enrolled in French courses in 2016 (Looney and 

Lusin, 2019, p. 32). Rather, it is important to recognize the history of a language and how it fits 

into a global political and linguistic dynamic to better understand the purposes for which a 

language is learned today. 

 Many Americans may already have some intuition into and anecdotal evidence for the 

reasons to study French over other languages, many of which appear in the literature. Some of 

the consistent themes that emerge, from both students and instructors, are values of aesthetics, 

prestige, culture, and literature (Durand, 2013; Pilon, 2013; Magnan and Tochon, 2001; Treacy, 

2013). It is important to problematize the notion that these values are uniquely French, but it is 

equally important to acknowledge how motivating these values are for French language study 

and their influence on how the language is taught. The description of these values as 

“motivating” begs a larger question of what “motivation” means in language study. 

 Motivation in language study is multifaceted, a complexity that is rooted in the three-

pronged nature of language itself. Language is at once “a) a communication coding system … b) 
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an integral part of the individual’s identity …, and also c) the most important channel of social 

organization embedded in the culture of the community where it is used” (Dörnyei, 1994, p. 

274). Gardner and Lambert’s (1972) early work in motivation describes two types of motivation, 

instrumental, relating to the necessary practical inclinations of language study, and integrative, 

involving the desire to integrate in and communicate with a community of speakers in the target 

language. In this system, learning language as “a communication coding system” demonstrates 

instrumental motivation, learning for “an integral part of the individual’s identity” can be 

categorized as integrative motivation, and learning language as “a channel of social 

organization” falls somewhere in between. 

 Later work, including that of Gardner and Lambert themselves, has shown that “[t]he old 

characterization of motivation in terms of integrative vs. instrumental orientations is too static 

and restricted” (Gardner and MacIntyre 1993), positing instead a more dynamic understanding of 

motivation that recognizes the influence of both motivational sources on a given learner. 

Stemming from this later work, the debate of trait vs. state motivation emerged that questions 

whether motivation is a tacit quality in a learner or a function of a specific learning environment. 

Julkunen’s (2001) work on Finnish learners of English explores state-based motivation on the 

hyper-local level of task and its impact on task success. In this study, the researchers argue that 

motivation is not simply a trait that a learner possesses, but a state that can fluctuate depending 

on the task at hand. These fluctuations that can impact task success demonstrate the importance 

of examining learner motivation on contextual levels, even as locally as that of task.  

  Building beyond the level of task1 or language activity, it becomes possible to examine 

motivation on the level of learner purpose. While both associated with “reason” in daily usage, 

 
1 In TBLT literature, “task” is normally more robustly defined as focused on meaning, involving the filling of an 

information gap, and relying on linguistic and non-linguistic resources for completion (Candlin, 1987). The use here 
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purpose is distinct from motivation in its connection with distinct goals. Whereas motivation is 

the force that drives the attainment of a given language goal, the goal itself and the means to 

reach it constitute purpose.  

The notion of purpose is used variously in research, but an analysis of over 400 articles in 

the Modern Language Review by Lantolf and Sunderman (2001) define four major purposes for 

language study: Humanistic reasons, utilitarian purposes, intellectual development, and pleasure. 

Intellectual development and pleasure, while relevant and cited in the literature (Treacy, 2013 

among others), are based in individual differences rather than generalizable trends and would be 

expected in any language—a student who enjoys the study of language may do so regardless of 

the target language. 

 Utilitarian purposes are common in language teaching, but utility may not be a strong 

motivating factor in the study of French. While utilitarian purposes may have been more 

motivating in the past, Magnan and Tochon (2001) report a 5% drop in professional motivation 

for French study at the University of Wisconsin Madison over three surveys in 1993, 1995, and 

1999.  In fact, Durand (2013) suggests the abandonment of utilitarian justification of French 

study altogether. He, like Treacy (2013), reject the idea that language must be “useful,” citing 

instead its value for the development of critical thinking, global citizenship, a sense of self, and 

cultural awareness.  

 These purposes for French study fit into the Lantolf and Sunderman (2001) category of 

humanistic purposes for language study, the personal, interpersonal, cultural, and identity 

reasons to study language. Alongside the drop in utilitarian motivation for French language 

study, Magnan and Tochon (2001) posit that their students are instead motivated for humanistic 

 
is direct reference to Julkunen’s (2001) use of the word to refer to activities accomplished in and with the target 

language more generally.  
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reasons, supporting the claims of other authors that a humanistic lens is more useful for the 

understanding of French language study than a utilitarian one. In addition to second language 

learners of French, heritage language learners of French—learners of a language who have “a 

cultural or familial relationship to [that] language” (Center for Applied Linguistics, n.d.)—may 

have needs associated with their relationship with their heritage language. These learners are 

show an “intrinsically intercultural attitude” (Kagan, 2012, p. 72) toward the language resulting 

from personal connection, meaning that a cultural lens afforded by a humanistic perspective may 

better suit the needs of this population. This humanistic focus on identity is particularly 

significant in light of Anya’s (2011) investigation of Black students of foreign language. This 

budding research suggests the importance of connection to global ethnic and cultural identity 

over linguistic utility in motivating language study in Black students, citing choices of French 

and Portuguese over Spanish. Considering these perspectives, a focus on humanistic, cultural, 

and identity purposes of French language study become increasingly meaningful in order to 

understand the needs of all students, motivating the prioritization of humanistic purposes for 

language study in this needs analysis. 

 From department websites to Modern Language Association guidebooks, the utilitarian 

lens remains prevalent in explaining French study. This direction is common in French Studies 

research, as explanation veers into the impulse to “justify” the study of French (Couillerot and 

Fariol, 1990; Martin, 2010; Pilon, 2013). As stated previously, French is the second-most-studied 

language in the United States; it is already “relevant” to thousands of students, so there is little 

need to prove it. Even those who have abandoned utility as Durand and Treacy have done tend to 

evaluate French language programs from a top-down perspective, analyzing curricula from a 

programmatic or administrative perspective. These two trends in the research, the justification of 



7 

 

the French language and a top-down methodology, leave a serious gap in the literature, that 

being the perspectives of the students themselves on why the French language is relevant to 

them.  

 The solution to such a gap is a needs analysis, an evaluation of the communicative needs 

of a target population of language learners. Considered the first step in language program 

development and evaluation (Long 2005a), a formal needs analysis is the assessment of the skills 

and knowledge necessary for a language learner’s success. Norris proposes a triadic needs 

analysis that seeks to understand what learners need to know and be able to do as a result of their 

education, the societal benefits from the learners’ education, and the value of this education to 

the programs and practitioners of the language themselves. The latter two analyses situate the L2 

learning in a broader context which, while important, are difficult to assess without first 

understanding learner language needs and are beyond the scope of the present study. 

 While no needs analyses known to the researcher have been published for French 

language programs, successful needs analyses have been conducted for other languages, forming 

a robust methodological base. These needs analyses normally serve as the first step of the cycle 

of program development and evaluation in task-based language teaching (TBLT, Long, 2005a). 

However, while TBLT studies exist in French language learning settings (see Préfontaine and 

Kormos, 2015; Bourgoin and Le Bouthillier, 2021, among others), needs analyses are strikingly 

absent, the goal of these studies being to test the efficacy of TBLT curricula in languages other 

than English. This absence demonstrates a gap in the needs analysis research, hopefully to be 

filled by the present study, and mandates the use of methodology only tested in other language 

contexts. 
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 These analyses have been implemented in a variety of university language learning 

settings, like Serafini and Torres’ (2015) investigation of advanced university Spanish courses. 

This analysis focused on Spanish for Specific Purposes (SSP) in response to rising demand for 

functional Spanish. The study, using survey data from university Spanish students assessing the 

tasks that learners used their Spanish to accomplish and their relative difficulty, applied the 

needs of these students to the development of task-based learning materials. This research further 

developed needs analysis survey methodologies, and it demonstrates the utility and applicability 

of a learner-centered needs analysis on the development of curricula.  

 Needs analyses such as this, however, are heavily utilitarian in motivation, capturing the 

language necessary to succeed in the participants’ professional lives. This utilitarian framework 

for language study is most useful for languages tied to national interests and for learners with 

previously expressed instrumental motivation. Utilitarian purposes are expected for languages 

like English, Spanish, or Arabic, but should not be assumed about French, a language whose 

study is less tied to national interests or imperatives. The absence of these imperatives and 

assumed utilitarian purpose pose methodological problems for French language learning when 

compared directly to languages studied in such different social contexts.  

 Jeong’s (2012) needs analysis of Korean language programs in Hawai’i provides a more 

apt comparison to a needs analysis in French. Jeong sought to better understand the backgrounds, 

motivations and needs, Korean proficiency levels, and challenges for learning of Americans 

studying Korean through the distribution of a survey among students at four universities and one 

high school with Korean language programs. Focusing on the second research goal surrounding 

motivation and needs, Jeong reported that 79% of the respondents were motivated by desire to 

learn about Korean culture, whereas less than 40% of the respondents studied the language for 
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professional reasons. While 40% is still a sizeable portion of the participants, it is notably 

dwarfed by those who studied the language for cultural or, in this framework, humanistic 

purposes. Additionally, when comparing this proportion to courses like English or Spanish for 

Specific Purposes in which roughly 100% of the learners in some courses are studying the 

language for professional reasons (see Malicka, Guerrero, and Norris, 2017; Serafini and Torres, 

2015), 40% is small, highlighting the differences in student needs based on the language studied. 

This research illustrates that needs analyses can be fruitful even in languages whose study is not 

necessarily motivated by utilitarian purposes, expanding the methodological base for the study of 

French. 

 While this research provides insight into methods for surveying non-utilitarian purposes 

for language study, its methods of assessment revolve around broad questions about motivation 

that result in broad answers like “I want to learn about Korean culture.” If we understand 

language as communicative in nature, it is more important to understand what can be said or, 

more importantly, done in a language, not just what can be known. Changing the focus from 

knowledge and general themes to the actions that can be done does not necessarily force a 

utilitarian view of language. All goals, even humanistic ones, can be assessed in terms of the 

actions associated with them. Such a framework of language as “doing,” no matter what the task 

may be, is particularly useful from a research perspective as well as a pedagogical one. Such a 

focus provides useful data as well as a robust description of specific language needs that can be 

applied to an actionable plan for the evaluation and improvement of a language program. This 

framework of language as doing, coupled with the humanistic and cultural purposes of language 

education, form the base of the needs analysis proposed by this study. 

Research Questions 
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1. What are the communicative needs of French and Francophone Studies majors at 

Georgetown University as perceived by the language majors themselves and by their 

instructors? 

2. What are the purposes and motivations that underly French language study in 

undergraduate French majors? 

3. To what extend does the Georgetown University French and Francophone Studies 

curriculum reflect and satisfy the communicative needs of French majors? 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS 

Context 

The University 

This study investigates the needs of undergraduate French and Francophone Studies 

majors at Georgetown University. Georgetown is a small, private university with an 

undergraduate enrollment of 7,182 students as of the 2017-2018 academic year (Georgetown 

University, “Annual Disclosure Report”, 2017, p. 6). Like all language departments at the 

university, the French and Francophone studies department is small with between 0.55% and 

1.06% of students graduating with a major in French between the years of 2012 and 2019 (Data 

USA, 2020). While the size of the department may pose concerns for the longevity of the 

program—as has been the case with French language departments at other universities (Pilon, 

2013) in the face of declining interest in and even hostility to language study since World War I 

(Wiley, 2014)—the wealth of the institution with $1.7 billion in net assets (Propublica, 2021) 

and its dedication to a liberal arts education (Georgetown University, “Core Requirements”, n.d.) 

protect the interests of the French and Francophone Studies program.  

 While not always reported in a needs analysis, the enrollment and resources of the 

university provide information about the financial needs and external pressures that constrict a 

language program. Differences in financial needs also affect the degree to which the results of 

this study can be generalized across institutions. Georgetown University is small and private, 

meaning that the generalizability of this study is limited when comparing it to large programs, 

public institutions, and community colleges. However, the absence of these pressures provides 

unique opportunities to focus the analysis and any recommendations it informs on the students 

without major considerations for the institutional needs of the program. Given the influence of 
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economic considerations on the generalizability of a study and the changes it can ethically 

recommend, all needs analyses should include the enrollment and finances of the institutions in 

which their analyses are situated.  

The Curriculum 

According to the department webpage, a student must take at least ten required courses 

(at least five of these requirements must be filled at Georgetown) to major in French and 

Francophone Studies. Prospective majors must take two Intensive Advanced language courses 

(these courses meet five times per week), two Gateway to Culture/Literature courses, and six 

upper-division electives. While this curriculum offers freedom with over half of the requirements 

being electives, students’ choices are guided and constrained in that they must take at least one 

elective in each of the following categories: pre-1800 literature, post-1800 literature, culture and 

civilization, and post-advanced language. This last category includes courses like French 

linguistics (both contemporary and historical), performance, and French for professional 

purposes (GU Department of French and Francophone Studies, “French Major”, n.d.). 

 Alone, the requirements of the French and Francophone Studies curriculum are 

unremarkable, serving only to further outline the learning context. However, when compared to 

the requirements of other language curricula, the unique priorities of the program become clear. 

The Spanish and Arabic majors were chosen for this comparison because they have the greatest 

number of content courses and some of the highest enrollment at the university. The 

requirements for majors in the three departments are recorded in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Requirements for Georgetown University language majors 

 Core courses Electives 

French & Francophone Studies 2 advanced language, 2 intro 

culture/literature 

6 content courses of which: 1 

pre-19th cent. lit., 1 post 19th 

cent. lit., 1 culture/civilization, 1 

advanced metalanguage2 

Spanish 1 advanced language, 2 intro 

culture/literature, 2 linguistics 

4 content courses 

Arabic 4 advanced language, 1 

culture/civilization 

5 content courses 

Note. The data in this table came from GU French and Francophone Studies Department, 

“French Major” (n.d.), GU 2021-2022 Undergraduate Bulletin, “Spanish” (n.d.), and GU 

Department of Arabic and Islamic Studies, “Course Requirements” (n.d.). 

 An initial look comparing the departments’ requirements demonstrates a shared 

preference for literature courses in the Spanish and French departments, whereas the Arabic 

department requires a broader introduction to Arabic-speaking cultures and civilizations and 

more extensive language study, requirements that may reflect assumed unfamiliarity with the 

language and culture (only 161 programs in the US offer Arabic courses at the secondary level, 

as opposed to the 3,738 that offer French and the 8,177 that offer Spanish (American Councils 

for International Education, 2017, p. 10)). While the Spanish and French departments may seem 

to share a literature requirement, the French department requires that two additional electives 

must be taken in literature, electives that are replaced by the Spanish department with linguistics 

courses, demonstrating greater weight for literature in the French department and the additional 

priority for linguistics in the Spanish department. 

 The full scope of curriculum priorities for language majors is impossible without a full 

analysis of the content courses that satisfy major requirements. In order to discover these 

priorities, all content courses offered in each department were collected from the Fall 2021 and 

 
2 Metalanguage: Course about language as a concept, contrasting with “language” courses which explicitly teach 

reading, writing, speaking, and listening in an L2.  
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Spring 2022 course catalogue. All grammar courses, courses that do not count toward the major, 

and graduate courses closed to undergraduates without instructor permission (as opposed to 

graduate courses open to undergraduates, with or without prerequisites) were excluded, yielding 

the content courses for majors in each department (French: k = 23, Spanish: k = 42, Arabic: k = 

24). These courses were then coded by content topic, as recorded in Table 2. Courses with 

multiple themes (e.g., Gateway to Literature and Culture) were given as many as two labels. For 

ease of analysis, courses with more than two topics were limited to two dominant themes. 

Though each course could offer multiple topics, averages were calculated against the total 

number of courses in each department. As a result, averages reflect the percentage of all content 

courses that satisfy major requirements in each topic, meaning that percentages total more than 

100%. These data are then represented visually in Figure 1.  

Table 2. Content courses in the French, Spanish, and Arabic departments 

 French Spanish Arabic 

 n % n % n % 

Business 1 6.25% 2 6.45% 0 0.00% 

Culture 4 25.00% 12 38.71% 2 11.11% 
Film 1 6.25% 2 6.45% 1 5.56% 
Geography 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 5.56% 

History 2 12.50% 2 6.45% 4 22.22% 

Journalism 0 0.00% 1 3.23% 0 0.00% 

Linguistics 1 6.25% 6 19.35% 1 5.56% 

Literature/Poetry 9 56.25% 11 35.48% 7 38.89% 

Politics 2 12.50% 5 16.13% 2 11.11% 

Religion 0 0.00% 0 0.00$ 6 33.33% 

Science/Medicine 1 6.25% 1 3.23% 0 0.00% 

Theater 2 12.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 

Total n = 23 n = 42 n = 24 
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Figure 1. Distribution of language content courses by domain in the French, Spanish, and 

Arabic departments at Georgetown University 

Note. For ease of visualization, only the domains that constitute at least 10% of courses in at 

least one of the three departments are represented. 

Literature/poetry courses are prominent in all three departments, but they dominate the 

French department with over half (56.25%) of French content courses studying literature as 

opposed to 38.89% of Arabic courses and only 35.48% of Spanish courses. In addition to 

literature, the French department supplements its education in the arts with multiple theater 

courses (12.50%) that the other language departments lack. Culture courses3 are relevant in the 

French (25.00%) and Spanish (38.71%) curricula, while they are underrepresented in the Arabic 

department (11.11%) which favors the history (22.22%) and religion (33.33%) courses that are 

relatively few or completely absent in the Romance departments. The Spanish department differs 

 
3 Culture course: A course in which the subject of analysis or study is the speakers of the language as (a) people(s). 

Despite heavy overlap, culture courses contrast with the arts which take the product of a people as the object of 

study and history which examines the events of a people, rather than examining the community/ies of speakers 

itself/themselves.  
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from the other two departments in its high distribution of linguistics courses (19.35%), 

demonstrating different priorities for relevant content. 

 This analysis highlights the variation of what constitutes relevant content knowledge 

across language departments and the priorities that underly these content decisions, applying 

figures to course descriptions that can be compared across curricula. The relative frequency of 

arts courses in the French and Francophone Studies department dwarfs that of the other 

departments. These departments prioritize courses like linguistics, history, and religion, topics 

that constitute less than a fifth of all French courses combined, demonstrating the idiosyncrasies 

of each department and reiterating the French department’s literary focus when set against the 

foci of neighboring departments. Echoing the assertion of prior research (see Durand, 2013; 

Magnan and Tochon, 2001; Pilon, 2013; Treacy, 2013) that learners study French for its literary 

value, the institutional decision to prioritize literary knowledge reflects the assumption that 

courses in the arts are useful to French language students and reflective of their needs and 

interests. This understanding of the curriculum and the assumptions that underly its construction 

guide the analysis of learner and instructor perspectives that will question or confirm whether 

these assumptions are grounded.    

Participants 

Participants were collected with the permission and cooperation of the Chair of the 

French and Francophone Studies department the Spring semester of 2022. The instructor survey 

was distributed through direct outreach and with the assistance of the Department Administrator. 

Students were recruited by instructors who distributed the surveys anonymously to 

undergraduates in their courses. Five instructors and three students responded to the survey, and 

their relevant background information are summarized in Table 3.  
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Table 3. Participant background information 

Student Group     

 Class year Gender Age Study abroad 

1 3rd year (Junior) Cisgender man 20 No 

2 3rd year (Junior) Woman 21 No 

3 2nd year 

(Sophomore) 

Cisgender woman 19 No 

Instructor Group     

 Research interests Gender 

1 Culture, Film, Literature, Poetry Prefer not to say 

2 Culture, Linguistics Cisgender man 

3 Linguistics Cisgender man 

4 Culture, Film, History, Literature, Politics Cisgender woman 

5 Literature, Poetry Woman 

 

 Notably, no participants in either group identified as heritage speakers, and none of the 

students had studied abroad in a Francophone region for six weeks or more. Given the small 

sample, instructor age and the languages spoken and studied by both groups could not be 

connected to other background information without identifying the participants. Instructor age is 

not considered in the analysis, and it cannot be sufficiently deidentified, so it is not recorded. 

Languages studied and spoken, however, were disconnected from other identifying information 

to preserve the participants’ anonymity and are summarized in Table 4. The values represent the 

number of participants that indicated knowledge of each language by participant group.  

Table 4. Languages spoken and studied by students and instructors 

 Catalan Dutch/Afrikaans German Italian Portuguese Spanis

h 

 Student (n = 3) 

n 0 0 0 1 0 1 

 Instructor (n = 5) 

n  1 1 1 3 1 2 
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 While no 1st or 4th year students responded to the survey, limiting the breadth of 

responses to the middle classes (see limitations section for an elaboration of this point), this 

group is sufficient for an exploratory study and provides insight into student needs deep into 

their studies. The research interests of the instructor group, on the other hand, are diverse, and 

the distribution is summarized in Table 5.  

Table 5. Instructors’ research interests 

 Culture Film History Linguistics Literature Poetry Politics 

n 3 2 1 2 3 2 1 

 

Materials  

In order to answer research questions 1 and 2, it was necessary to collect student and 

instructor perspectives about the skills necessary to acquire prior to graduation and their 

perceptions of their own linguistic interests or those of their students. These responses, 

supplemented with information about perceptions of the curriculum, could then be used to 

respond to research question 3 that asks the extent to which the curriculum satisfied these needs. 

This information was collected from both groups through a survey, distributed through Qualtrics, 

that collected these data along with participant background information. The surveys differ in 

that the student survey collected additional information on their present abilities in French at the 

time of data collection and their class year, while the instructor survey collected information on 

research interests (if applicable) and number of semesters taught. Both surveys can be found in 

the appendix.  

 Student class year, instructor research interests, and courses taught were collected to 

ascertain whether the sample was representative of the department and as a method to explain 

possible outliers with dramatically different experiences from their peers. In addition, an 
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instructor’s research interests may explain a preference for certain courses over others, making 

this information not only relevant, but key to the current analysis. Biodata on gender and age 

were collected by convention and to ensure that the sample was balanced and representative of 

the population. Genders was presented as a list of attributes from which participants were invited 

to choose as many as were relevant to them with the additional options to not disclose or to write 

in any identity not included in the list (see appendix for details). 

 The questionnaire includes the language backgrounds of both populations. While 

instructor language background should not heavily influence their perceptions, as they are 

informed by their expertise rather than their membership in the population, student language 

background is somewhat more problematic. Various L1 backgrounds should not significantly 

impact communicative needs in a shared L2, but the possibility that they could impact current 

abilities (particularly if the L1 is closely related to French) is a possibility (see Rothman, 2013 

for a discussion of facilitative language transfer). Keeping data only from L1 English speakers 

from monolingual backgrounds is reductionist and irresponsible, and successful needs analyses 

have been conducted to include heritage speakers of the target language (see Jeong, 2012). While 

the shared target language remains the center of the analysis, the participants’ L1(s) and other 

L2(s) are an important consideration beyond convention. 

 Both students and instructors were asked to indicate how important it is that French 

majors, either themselves or their students, be able to accomplish certain tasks in French on a 4-

point Likert scale. These tasks were developed with respect for the target demographic (i.e., 

young adults) and the range of activities they may routinely be expected to perform. These tasks 

were revised after piloting the study with two participants, the researcher and a colleague, with 

experience with undergraduate coursework in French. Both pilot participants were asked to 
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consider if the range of tasks was sufficient, and revisions were made until joint satisfaction with 

the survey was reached. The final list of tasks is provided in Table 6. 

Table 6. List of survey tasks for students and instructors 

Succeed in a job interview 

Build a résumé 

Teach a class 

Interpret / translate 

           English to French 

           French to English 

Take an exam 

Write a paper 

Explain a grammar rule 

Take courses at a French medium university 

Order a meal 

Receive routine medical care 

Get directions 

Give directions 

Open a bank account 

File a complaint 

Make a hotel reservation 

Purchase groceries 

Get emergency help 

Give a tour of your city 

Express emotions 

Discuss different cultures 

Debate politics 

Discuss intellectual interests 

Chitchat with friends 

Read a novel 

Watch a movie 

 

The term “task” operates within the Candlin (1987) framework of a language learning 

activity that is primarily focused on meaning, whose completion involves the filling of an 

information gap between or among the speakers, that relies on the speakers own linguistic and 

non-linguistic resources, and that has a clearly defined communicative outcome. The first three 

criteria for a task are satisfied by the complex nature of real-world communication as we know 

it, so the criterion of note is the fourth: a focus on outcome. While language is more than an 

amalgam of activities, attention to what learners can do rather than just what they can say refines 
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the scope beyond the general for a truer view of the necessary capabilities of university French 

learners.  

 This understanding of necessary capabilities by graduation was scaffolded by asking 

students to indicate what of a nearly identical list of tasks they were presently capable of 

accomplishing. Beyond extensive testing, the students themselves are the best insight into their 

own learning, as is reflected in practices like ACTFL’s “can-do” statements for language 

proficiency when testing is unfeasible (ACTFL, 2017). As a result, this question about student 

learning is unique to the student survey. Collecting both what students need and what they can 

do demonstrates the extent to which their priorities have been met during their studies. 

 Both groups were asked for written responses requesting their opinions on which courses 

they believe to be most useful to students and which courses could be added to the curriculum, 

either ones that may be absent or that may not presently be prioritized. These data allow for both 

a comparison between student and instructor opinions on course success and deepen the 

understanding of the curriculum and to better inform what recommendations are possible.   

 At the end of both surveys, participants were prompted to schedule an interview to 

expand their responses and provide information impractical to collect in a survey. The student 

interview asked participants to expand on the reasons why they studied French and how they 

intended to use the language in the future. These questions were followed with their interests in 

French, distinct from uses of the language to collect sentiments toward the language. In addition, 

the protocol included questions about the extent to which these purposes and interests are 

reflected in Georgetown University courses. These questions seek not just whether student goals 

are met, but how, collecting information on which course genres are most successful. The 

interview then asked about what feedback students can give in their courses, how this feedback is 
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incorporated into the curriculum, and to what extent course development is made transparent. 

These questions were motivated by Treacy’s (2013) claim that French language student retention 

and success are built on involvement in their department, as they collect information on student 

participation in their learning and curricular decision-making processes. Finally, the interview 

included questions about any gaps in student learning or in their coursework, making space for 

final thoughts and direct suggestions for how to better meet their needs. 

 The instructor interview mirrored the student interview with questions about why 

instructors believed their students studied French and how they intend to use it after they 

graduate. These questions provide information that, when compared to the student interviews, 

demonstrate how closely instructor beliefs reflect the real reasons that students study the 

language. These questions were followed with a question asking how these reasons are reflected 

in their courses, providing specific insight into the motivation behind the courses that they teach 

that cannot be gleaned from a curriculum analysis alone. Next, the instructor survey asked about 

instructor decision-making processes, asking what feedback is collected from students, how that 

feedback influences course development, and how instructors prioritize the content that they 

teach. These questions shed light on the process of course development, providing motivation for 

the present curriculum. Building on the course-development process, the interview included 

questions about transparency, gathering more information on student participation in the 

department that may motivate French language study. The interview concluded with a question 

about instructor perceptions of where students struggle and excel in French language study. This 

question gathers information about course outcomes, and it could provide support for content 

foci. The areas where students struggle may require higher priority, and areas of excellence may 
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permit less formal study. In addition, areas of success and improvement may highlight learning 

needs. Both sets of interview questions can be found in the appendix.  

Procedures 

Both surveys, distributed through Qualtrics, were live between the months of December 

through March, 2021-2022. The student survey was distributed to French course email rosters 

with the permission and discretion of instructors in the department; the researcher was not given 

direct access to student participants. The instructor survey was distributed with the help of the 

department administrator and through direct outreach with instructors via email. A total of five 

students began the questionnaire, and three completed the survey in its entirety. Eleven instructor 

surveys were opened, and eight were completed beyond background information. Of those eight 

responses, three were removed for not meeting the participation criteria (i.e., instructor in the 

French and Francophone Studies department), leaving five responses.  

 The student interview was conducted over Zoom on January 14th, 2022, approximately 

three weeks after the participant completed the survey. The interview was recorded and uploaded 

to the secure Georgetown University secure cloud. The instructor interview was conducted in 

person on March 23rd, 2022, and it was recorded using the Voice Memos app on a password-

protected iPhone. All recordings, auto-generated transcripts, and research notes were destroyed 

following analysis.  

Analysis  

Survey - Uses. The communication activities, both those that students indicated that they 

could do and what they indicated that they will need by the time they graduate, were divided into 

five domains: work/business, education, functional socializing (interpersonal communication to 
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accomplish a utilitarian purpose; survival language), personal socializing (communication to 

develop interpersonal connections; conversational language), and culture/identity. These 

domains were then further separated into the major categories of professional/educational and 

social, as illustrated in Table 7. The list of all communication activities categorized by domain 

and major category is recorded in Table 8. 

Table 7. Domains and major categories of language activities 

Professional/Educational Social 

Work/Business Functional socializing 

Education Personal socializing 

 Culture/Identity 

 

Table 8. List of language activities organized by domain and major category 

Professional / Educational   

Work/Business Education  

Succeed in a job interview Take an exam  

Build a résumé Write a paper  

Teach a class Explain a grammar rule  

Interpret / translate Take courses at a French medium university  

           English to French   

           French to English   

Social   

Functional socializing Personal socializing Culture/Identity 

Order a meal Express emotions Read a novel 

Receive routine medical care Discuss different cultures Watch a movie 

Get directions Debate politics  

Give directions Discuss intellectual interests  

Open a bank account Chitchat with friends  

File a complaint   

Make a hotel reservation   

Purchase groceries   

Get emergency help   

Give a tour of your city   

 

 These metrics build off of Van Avermaet and Gysen’s (2006) categories, adapted from 

the context of immigrant parents navigating their children’s Flemish schools, with the influence 
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of Jeong’s (2012) inclusion of cultural needs in the five domains. This coding schema organizes 

the responses, and it provides both specific themes and broader trends in language use. 

 Once the responses were categorized, the Likert responses were converted into a numeric 

scale with 1 being least (“not important”) and 4 being greatest (“very important”). While 

abstracting from meaningful responses has consequences for their interpretation, numeric 

responses facilitate comparison that may be impractical if maintaining the original responses. 

These values were then averaged, yielding the mean score of importance or comfort associated 

with each language use. These averages were used to compare across communication activities 

to determine their relative importance, and, when categorized using the coding schema, these 

values could then be used to suggest the relative importance of each domain and major category.  

The values of the communicative activities in each language domain were then averaged, 

yielding a score of comfort or importance associated with each communication domain. These 

scores allow comparison on a broader scale between domains to gather a categorical 

understanding of the purposes for learner language use. While it was possible to take averages of 

the language domains to yield scores for each broader category, these averages sacrificed too 

much of the nuance from the domains with limited returns of general trends. As such, trends in 

broader categories were analyzed and compared with the scores that compose them intact. In 

addition, it is important to note that the numeric ratings of importance and comfortability cannot 

be compared as values, as there is no direct relationship between the two concepts. Instead, the 

scores for each were compared within the same concept, importance or comfortability, and the 

differences in ranking were analyzed.  

The qualitative data responding to the open response questions such as those asking about 

which courses were most beneficial and which should be more present in the curriculum were 
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coded using the same schema as the Likert scale data, linking the course types that participants 

found effective to these language uses. The coding system was retained not only to facilitate and 

regulate analysis, but also to expand the scalar responses to generate a more robust 

understanding of abilities, needs, and coursework. Themes that could not be sorted into the 

previous coding schemas were identified, analyzed, and recorded as well. These responses were 

compared both to the participants’ own Likert data and across participants.  

Survey - Purposes. Participants of both groups were asked the importance of different 

interests in French language use either of their students or of themselves. Like the previous 

survey data, this question collected Likert data that were converted from text responses into 

numerals 1-4 rising in importance and averaged to yield the scores for each interest. With the 

average scores established, it was possible to compare each interest with the others and to 

consider the relative importance of each interest against prior responses. This analysis examined 

how the reported language priorities of both groups were represented by the reported interests, 

either their own or of their students. The analysis of use in terms of interest provided a new angle 

for the analysis of language as action, and it provided insight into the purposes of language study 

and the motivations that underly them. 

 Interviews. The two interview responses were analyzed in four passes, as outlined below 

and illustrated in Figure 2. The first drew out themes using the schema of language domains and 

major categories used for the Likert data rating importance and comfort using specific language 

skills. This method guided consistent analysis and allowed for better comparison between the 

interviews and questionnaires as they related to communicative abilities. In the second pass, the 

data were analyzed against the categorical interests with themes being identified in terms of 

underlying reasons for language study. Like the prior coding schema, this additional lens allowed 
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for greater comparability with the survey data, and it provided a deeper look into the motivations 

that underpin French language study. Both methods connected the survey and the interview data, 

facilitating analysis of data without the limitations of a questionnaire. In the third phase, 

responses were coded for features that promoted student involvement and engagement. These 

features were opportunities for students to provide feedback, evidence that instructors absorbed 

feedback, transparency of the decisions that went into course design and structure, and 

opportunities for extracurricular engagement. These data were collected to better understand 

student agency and motivation, features that underly course participation and contribute to 

learner needs. In the final analysis, additional relevant information was drawn from the responses 

that could not be connected to the previous schemas. 

 

Figure 2. Flowchart of interview analysis stages 
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The elements of feedback and participation in learning decisions were highlighted during 

this phase of the analysis. These elements were considered in connection with student agency in 

their learning and the influence such involvement may have on the satisfaction of student 

linguistic needs and on student perceptions of learning outcomes. This discussion of involvement 

was expanded through an analysis of other extracurricular engagement with the department, as 

collected in the interviews. Like agency, this information was collected to better understand local 

connections and their impact on the satisfaction of student needs. While not necessarily common 

in needs analysis methodologies, the examination of involvement connects to motivation, and it 

is considered in response to Treacy’s (2013) claims that students of French are benefited by and 

even may require involvement in their departmental community for success in their studies. 

Considerations of these two areas of connection, agency and departmental engagement, were 

analyzed separately in the two interviews and compared.  
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 

Survey Data 

Language Uses  

In order to better understand learner linguistic needs using French, students and 

instructors were asked to rate how important it was for French and Francophone majors to be 

able to accomplish a number of language activities by the time they graduate from the program 

on a 4-point Likert scale. Students were asked additionally to rate their comfort accomplishing 

those tasks at the point of data collection. The results from these questions are recorded in Table 

9. 

Table 9. Student and instructor rating of the importance of language activities and student 

comfort accomplishing them sorted by domain and broader category 

Professional / Educational Student (n = 3)             Instructor (n = 5) 

Importance Comfort Importance 

 M SD M SD M SD 

Work/Business 

Succeed in a job interview 3.00 0.00 2.00 0.00    3.20              0.40 

Build a résumé 2.67 0.94 2.00 0.00    3.40              0.50 

Teach a class 2.67 0.47 3.33 0.00    1.80              0.40 

Interpret / translate 2.00 0.00 -    2.60              0.49 

           English to French - 2.67 2.67      -                     - 

           French to English - 3.33 0.47      -                     - 

Education 

Take an exam 2.67 0.94 3.33 0.47    3.60               0.80 

Write a paper 3.00 0.00 3.67 0.47    3.40               0.49 

Explain a grammar rule 1.67 0.47 2.33 0.47    2.20               0.40 

Take courses at a French 

medium university 

4.00 0.00 3.33 0.47    3.40               0.49 

Social Student Instructor 

 Importance Comfort Importance 

Functional socializing 

Order a meal 2.33 0.47 3.33 0.47     3.40          0.80 

    3.00          0.89 

    3.80          0.40 

    3.00          0.63 

    2.60          0.80 

Receive routine medical 

care 

2.33 0.47 2.33 0.47 

Get directions 1.33 0.47 2.67 0.94 

Give directions 1.33 0.47 2.67 0.94 
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Open a bank account 2.67 0.47 2.33 0.47     2.80          0.74 

    3.40          0.80 

    3.20          0.98 

    3.80          0.40 

    2.80          0.75 

File a complaint 2.00 0.47 2.00 0.00 

Make a hotel reservation 3.00 0.00 2.33 0.47 

Purchase groceries 3.00 0.00 2.67 0.94 

Get emergency help 2.67 0.94 2.33 0.47 

Give a tour of your city 2.67 0.47 2.33 0.47 

Personal socializing 

Express emotions 3.33 0.47 2.33 0.47    3.60          0.49 

   3.60          0.49 

   3.20          0.75 

   4.00          0.00 

   3.60          0.49 

Discuss different cultures 4.00 0.00 2.33 2.33 

Debate politics 2.00 1.41 2.00 0.00 

Discuss intellectual 

interests 

3.33 0.47 3.00 0.00 

Chitchat with friends 3.33 0.47 3.67 0.47 

Culture/Identity 

Read a novel 3.33 0.47 3.33 0.47    3.20          0.75 

   3.40          0.49 Watch a movie 3.33 0.47 4.00 0.00 

 

 Following the protocol outlined in the analysis section, the data were then averaged 

across each domain and major category, the results of which analysis are recorded in Table 10. 

Table 10. Student and instructor average importance and comfortability of using language 

in each linguistic domain sorted by broader category 

 Student (n = 3) Instructor (n = 5) 

 Importance Comfort Importance 

 M SD M SD M SD 

  Professional / Educational  

Work/Business 2.87 0.65 2.67 0.51 2.48 0.78 

Education 2.83 0.83 3.17 0.50 3.15 0.55 

 Social 

Functional socializing 2.40 0.71 2.50 0.34 3.18 0.39 

Personal socializing 3.20 0.73 2.67 0.60 3.60 0.25 

Culture/Identity 3.33 0.00 3.67 0.33 3.30 0.10 

 

 Using these data, it was possible to rank the ratings provided and to compare the two 

groups’ responses. The comparison of the two groups’ perceptions of the importance of various 

communicative activities yielded both areas of concordance and divergence. While the order 

differed, both groups indicated that activities related to culture/identity (Student: 3.33; Instructor: 

3.30) and personal socializing (Students: 3.20; Instructors: 3.60) were the most important of the 
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five domains. In addition, activities related to education were ranked second to last by both 

groups (Student: 2.83; Instructor: 3.15). The largest difference between the two groups’ 

perceptions is in their ranking of work/business activities and those relating to functional 

socializing. While the instructors ranked functional socializing as third most important with a 

rating of 3.18 and work/business as least with 2.48, the students indicated the reverse with 

work/business activities ranking third with a rating of 2.87 and functional socializing ranking last 

at 2.40. The rankings of each domain are compared in Table 11. 

Table 11. Students’ and instructors’ ratings and rankings of the importance that students 

of language activities by linguistic domain 

 Students (n = 3) Instructors (n = 5) 

 Rating Ranking Rating Ranking 

 M SD  M SD  

Culture/Identity 3.33 0.00 1st 3.30 0.10 2nd 

Personal socializing 3.20 0.71 2nd 3.60 0.25 1st 

Work/Business 2.87 0.65 3rd 2.48 0.78 5th 

Education 2.83 0.83 4th 3.15 0.55 4th 

Functional socializing 2.40 0.73 5th 3.18 0.39 3rd 

 

 The concordance between the two groups in their ranking of communicative activities 

related to culture/identity and personal socialization demonstrates a general shared priority for 

social communication, a priority which is reiterated with the shared low ranking of educational 

communication needs. While the domains in the social category tend to be prioritized in both 

groups, the mismatch between the importance of the functional socializing and work/business 

domains suggests that students value professional communication skills more highly than their 

instructors.   

The comparison between what communicative activities students found important to how 

comfortable they were accomplishing them showed both concordance and disconnect. Students 

rated cultural/identity activities the most important of the five domains (m = 3.33), and they were 
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most comfortable accomplishing those tasks at the point of participation in the current study (m 

= 3.67). While their average comfort accomplishing personal socializing tasks appears low at 

only 2.67 compared to its high importance with an average of 3.20, the two domains are 

similarly situated relative to the other domains, ranking second most important and tied for third 

most comfortable. Activities related to work/business showed similar values of importance (m = 

2.87) and comfortability (m = 2.67), as they shared rankings as the third most important domain 

and tied for third most comfortable activity type. Functional socialization was rated as generally 

less important (m = 2.40), and students were similarly uncomfortable accomplishing those tasks 

(m = 2.50). The greatest area of disconnect appeared between the ratings of activities related to 

education. Students rated the importance of education activities as relatively low (m = 2.83), 

ranking it as the second least important domain, while their comfort accomplishing those tasks 

was quite high (m = 3.17), making it the second most comfortable domain for the participants. 

While the numerical differences between the two activities does not appear very large, it is 

important to remember that the primary comparison is in the ranking (i.e., 2nd most comfortable 

and 4th most important), not the numeric rating. The student rating and ranking of the importance 

of language activities against their capacity to accomplish them is recorded in Table 12. 

Table 12. Students’ ratings and rankings of the importance of language activities and their 

comfort accomplishing them by linguistic domain 

 Importance Comfort 

 Rating Ranking Rating Ranking 

 M SD  M SD  

Culture/Identity 3.33 0.00 1st 3.67 0.33 1st  

Personal socializing 3.20 0.71 2nd 2.67 0.60 3rd  

Work/Business 2.87 0.65 3rd 2.67 0.51 3rd  

Education 2.83 0.83 4th 3.17 0.50 2nd  

Functional socializing 2.40 0.73 5th 2.50 0.34 4th  
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 Language purposes: The participants were asked to rate the importance of various 

interests in language, and these ratings were averaged to produce rankings that could be 

compared between the two groups. The comparison of interests found that the two groups agreed 

in the importance of almost all categories, demonstrating instructor familiarity with student 

interests. However, one interest, continued education, was ranked differently by both participant 

groups. While the instructor group perceived continued education to be the least interesting to 

their students with an average rating of 2.40, the student group rated it the second most important 

at an average of 3.00, only after engagement with other cultures (m = 3.33). These results 

suggest general coalescence of perspectives between the two groups in terms of categorical 

interests, excepting the desire for continued education which instructors assumed to be less 

important. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 13. 

Table 13. Students’ and instructors’ rating and ranking of language interests 

 Student Instructor 

         Rating         Ranking Rating Ranking 

        M   SD  M SD  

Engagement with other cultures 3.33 0.47 1st 3.60 0.49 1st  

Professional advancement 3.00 0.00 2nd 3.40 0.49 3rd  

Continued education 3.00 0.00 3rd 2.40 1.02 5th   

Linguistic interest 2.00 0.00 3rd  2.60 1.02 4th   

Connection with personal culture 1.67 0.47 4th  2.80 0.75 3rd  

 

Open Responses 

Students were asked open response questions relating to which kinds of courses (defined 

by content, teaching style, or topic) could be more present in the curriculum to improve their 

experiences to answer research question 3. Two students out of three suggested more linguistics 

courses in addition to the French Phonetics that is already offered, and one participant posited 

more conversation courses, connecting in the former case to linguistic interest and in the latter to 
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socializing domains (“conversation” implies personal socializing, but functional socializing is 

also possible). In response to the question asking which course(s) they found most useful at 

Georgetown, only one out of three responded, with French Phonetics and the Fundamentals of 

Teaching French, reiterating a linguistic interest and additionally connecting to the 

work/business domain. While the participant cited the Fundamentals of Teaching French course 

as useful for their learning, they noted that the course had not been offered since they 

matriculated. Finally, when asked what they needed to be able to say or do in French that they 

could not already, none of the three students had specific answers, stating that they did not know. 

 While not thoroughly focused, the student open responses revealed some inclination that 

courses whose language occupied the work/business domain were useful. In addition, while not 

universal, the interest most present in the responses was in linguistics. The importance of the 

work/business domain and linguistic interests contradict the survey responses which ranked 

work/business as the third most important domain after culture/identity and personal socializing 

and to which all three participants rated linguistic interests as “not very important.” However, 

these conflicting responses may be connected to the fact that none of the participants cited a 

defined reason why they studied French.  

 Instructor open responses were more closely aligned with conversational domains. When 

asked a parallel question to that which the students answered of which kind(s) of course(s) (as 

defined by content, teaching style, or topic) could be more frequently offered to suit student 

needs, four out of five participants responded, and each respondent provided answers in different 

domains. One participant suggested additional professional courses, connecting to the 

work/business domain. Another suggested additional conversation-based courses with a 

particular focus in accomplishing everyday tasks like “ordering from a restaurant”, “making 
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hotel reservations”, and “talking about current events”, connecting to both personal and 

functional socializing domains. The third respondent suggested additional courses connecting to 

current events around the Francophone world that had a reduced focus on traditional literature. 

While this response connects most closely with the discussion of current events which was coded 

as personal socializing, a deeper look into the purpose of that communication reveals a greater 

connection to the domain of education and its corresponding language interest. The respondent 

suggested alternative texts to traditional literature like “musicals, travel blogs and children’s 

literature”, suggesting that analysis is the purpose of such communication. Therefore, in addition 

to the personal socializing domain associated with the discussion of current events (the skill that 

students would likely learn), this response was connected to the domain of education. Finally, the 

fourth respondent said that they could not easily suggest courses that would be useful to students 

because useful language depends on their individual interests. 

 Though instructor responses align well with the language domain schema, the limited 

consensus across instructors makes the establishment of trends difficult. Four language domains 

were referenced, work/business, education, functional socializing, and personal socializing, by 

three different respondents. This variety reflects the fourth participant’s response that what 

courses would be useful to students depends on personal interests, reiterating the importance of 

needs analysis as a regular, cyclical practice (Long, 2005).   

Interview Data 

Student Interview 

One student was selected to be interviewed following the survey administration as a case 

study. The participant was a 21-year-old French and Francophone Studies and linguistics double 
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major who had completed the survey over winter break before leaving to study abroad in France. 

At the point of the interview, the student had been staying in France for about two weeks with a 

host family. The student interview began with why they studied French. The student said that 

they “fell into” to the major as a means to maintain their high school language studies after 

having started taking courses to fill a requirement and because their sister had recommended the 

language. The student even said that they had not anticipated staying with the major, but good 

relationships with professors and courses encouraged them to stay:  

Going in, I didn’t really think I would stick with it; I honestly thought like I’ll just 

probably drop it down to a minor at some point, like, I like French, but not for a major. 

But then, I started to … do French at the university level, and was still really liking it … 

and I liked all my professors a lot like I had a good experience in all my classes. 

In addition, the participant said that working for the French department was another reason that 

they continued with the major:  

I was like considering dropping it down to a minor and being just a linguistics major 

because I had like found linguistics and stuff during my first semester. But then I was like 

no, I should just keep it as a major. I work for the department. 

When asked a follow-up question about how the student intended to use their French they 

said “I don’t know, to be honest, I’m not sure I’ll use French in my job [after graduation] at all.” 

While the student was open to teaching French, they were more interested in their language skills 

showing well-roundedness in professional contexts, and they believed that knowledge of another 

language would be useful for linguistics.  
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 Despite a lack of clear intended use, several themes emerged from these responses. The 

student provided limited insight into the specific activities connected to their intended language 

use. However, they made specific reference to interest in professional advancement in their 

desire to appear “well-rounded” and their openness to French language use in a teaching career. 

Though the latter interest connects to work/business, this domain should not be overemphasized, 

as the student’s primary concern was usefulness in linguistics, which may prioritize linguistic 

knowledge over particular uses, at least if the student works in the United States. Instead, this 

assertion reiterates professional interest and establishes an additional French language interest in 

linguistics. Beyond these interests, the most defined reasons that the participant studied French 

were not linguistic, but personal, as their connections to their professors and the department 

informed their decision to major in French.  

 When asked whether their future French language purposes were reflected in their 

courses, the student said no, as most of what they had learned was how to discuss literature:  

I feel like all I know how to do is really like talk about literature and talk about books, 

which is really not that useful. 

The participant went on to say that even courses that are not explicitly literature-based, like Intro 

to Culture, had a strong literature focus. When asked to elaborate on the usefulness of those 

courses, the student said that they “may be useful for a Ph. D.,” though they did not express 

interest in pursuing one. While the participant discussed more practical courses such as Business 

French and French Politics, they said that these did not align well with their professional 

interests: “I’m not into business or politics”. The student suggested instead that a greater focus 

on speaking would help courses align with their interests, as they were “a little thrown off 

sometimes” during the first few days of their study abroad experience in France. In addition, the 
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participant said that their courses were missing the informal language that is most useful for “la 

vie quotidienne,” as the participant put it (i.e., daily life). The student expanded this response 

with the suggestion of courses in study abroad with provisions like “this is what you do in 

France” or “Study Abroad 101” which included how to order a meal and other essentials. These 

essentials even included pragmatics, as the participant recounted “I said ça va to the lady at the 

grocery store, and she just gave me a look,” indicating the challenge of choosing contextually 

appropriate greetings. The participant also suggested that beyond survival speaking, 

presentational speaking would be useful, as it was still relatively unfamiliar. Finally, the student 

suggested that other themes that included other modalities and functions of more contemporary 

culture such as film would better align to their needs, as “not every class in the upper division 

needs to be literature-based.” 

 Here, the student was explicit about the areas in which their education had not satisfied 

their linguistic needs. Rather than the language in the culture/identity and educational domains 

necessary to study, analyze, and discuss literature in academic settings, the student suggested that 

survival French in the functional socializing domain would have been beneficial. The student 

was finishing their second week of study abroad at the time of the interview, and this expressed 

need was in direct response to the language necessary in this new context. This functional 

socializing was connected to personal socializing, as the participant linked pragmatically 

appropriate responses to the broader idea of language necessary to survive in an immersion 

context. In addition, the student suggested a wider variety of courses with professional uses, 

indicating that simply offering courses with such foci were not sufficient for all students.  

 The next question asked about the feedback that instructors received from students in the 

development of courses and in their teaching practices. Beyond course evaluations at the end of 
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each semester, the student suggested that it was possible to communicate with professors outside 

of class and that they seemed generally receptive to changes:  

I think there’s no specific way to, but I think most of the professors that I know would be 

receptive to like an email that said like ‘I didn’t agree with this in the course or 

whatever’. 

However, the student said: “I’ve usually had good experiences”, meaning that they had seldom 

needed to reach out to instructors with feedback. 

 The responses on feedback were then directed to the transparency of the curricular 

decision-making process. The student said that syllabuses were clear in their expectations, but 

the connection to a broader curriculum was less obvious, saying of course sequencing: “I dunno 

about transparent.” The student then said that it seemed that professors primarily teach their 

interests, rather than choosing courses that suit learner needs. However, the student 

acknowledged that more went into course development, but they only knew how much went into 

course development from their work in the department: “I know a lot more goes into it than that, 

but that’s just because I work for the department.”  

 In this section, the participant suggested that the pedagogical and curricular decisions that 

determine the major curriculum were not necessarily clear. While the response seemed neutral, 

their tone bore the edge of complaint, suggesting desire for the decision-making process to be 

more transparent. This analysis is supported by the quick hedging and assertion that “a lot more 

goes into it,” defending the instructors with whom the participant had had “good experiences.” 

Notably, this sympathy for the curricular decisions to which students were not privy was rooted 

in the participant’s knowledge of and involvement in the department.  
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 While touched upon earlier in the interview, the participant responded to direct questions 

on whether there were any gaps in their French education and what else, if anything, was missing 

in Georgetown University course offerings. The student described three major areas that could be 

prioritized more highly in the curriculum: contemporary culture(s), professional courses, and 

speaking opportunities. First, the student reiterated interest in cultures that reflected everyday 

life, particularly regional cultures with which they were unfamiliar. Next, the student suggested 

that their needs would be better met by more professional courses beyond business and politics, 

though they acknowledged the difficulty in suggesting specific courses without a future language 

goal in mind. Finally, the student suggested that courses with a greater focus on speaking would 

better serve there needs, particularly using language “necessary for survival in France”. Here, the 

participant commented that a greater diversity of assessment types might be useful to satisfy their 

linguistic needs, mentioning a greater focus on presentational speaking. 

 For cultural interest, culture itself is the subject of the language activity, and the resulting 

communicative abilities are in interpersonal conversation (e.g., discussing cultures, expressing 

beliefs, etc.). As such, the prioritization of contemporary culture reflected in the data suggest 

both culture/identity and personal socializing domains. The discussion of professional courses 

clearly suggests communication activities in the work/business domain, but the comments on 

speaking are less clearly labeled, as the language required would depend on the nature of the 

course. However, while variation is probable, the participant specifically referenced survival 

speaking, suggesting language in the functional socializing domain. These suggestions for 

courses that would suit the student’s linguistic needs demonstrate a spread across many language 

domains, excepting the education domain, which is not mentioned. Though the 

professional/educational category is represented in recommended professional courses, language 
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in the social category dominates the recommendations for courses that would better satisfy the 

participant’s linguistic needs.  

 Examining the student interview in its entirety, several themes emerge. The interview 

revealed a range of relevant communication domains, with only the education domain remaining 

virtually absent. Digging deeper into the domains that the student found useful, the functional 

socializing domain is present across their responses, informing both their answers to where gaps 

may be found in their knowledge and to which courses may be useful to them. The dominance of 

the functional socializing domain contradicts the survey data in which students rated this domain 

as the least important of the five. However, the challenges that the student expressed in “survival 

French” may reflect the fact that language activities in the functional socializing were also 

ranked least comfortable in the student survey. Language in the work/business domain could be 

drawn from the responses indicating a preference for professional courses, but the lack of clarity 

into what language would be required of these courses makes the presence of the work/business 

domain less definitive (for example, the Intro to Teaching French course that the respondent 

referenced by name would feasibly require just as many personal and functional socializing 

activities as work/business, particularly when preparing students to teach in the United States 

where many workplace activities may take place in English). Instead, the dominant theme in 

these responses is language for the purpose of professional advancement, supporting the position 

of professional advancement as the second most highly rated interest category in the survey. In 

addition to this theme, linguistic interest in the language emerged. The consistent presence of this 

theme is surprising considering that it was rated “not very important” by all participants in the 

survey, but it is important to note that the interview participant was a double major in French and 

linguistics. As such, linguistic interest in the language connects to professional advancement, 
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making the discrepancy less surprising. Finally, the culture/identity language domain is present 

in the student’s interest in cultural courses, reflecting a strong interest in engagement with other 

cultures. However, the student said that they were interested in contemporary culture(s) studied 

in non-literary settings using various genres of text. To simply suggest the importance of cultural 

engagement in the responses ignored the form of culture that the student preferred, that being 

contemporary cultures taught using non-literary genres.  

 Beyond the trends in the interview data found using the survey schema, two major 

themes resonated throughout the interview: the lack of specific purpose for French language 

study and non-academic connection between the participant and their studies. Just as was the 

case for all survey participants, the interview respondent repeated a lack of specific intended 

purpose for French language study. When pressed as to why they studied French, the student 

consistently cited the importance of their connection with the department over functional 

purposes for language study, leading the analysis into the theme of personal connection. These 

connections focused on positive relationships with instructors and work opportunities in the 

department, connections that supported language study even without a specific linguistic 

purpose.  

Instructor Interview 

One instructor agreed to participate in a follow-up interview. The case study instructor 

presented here was an experienced teacher of French language and culture with a specialty in 

19th century literature and culture. The instructor revealed that they teach a range of courses, and 

that they teach all levels other than introductory. In addition to language courses, the instructor 

habitually taught Gateway to Culture courses and upper division electives, providing an 

important perspective on content courses in the department. Of these content courses, the 
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participant referred to a primary focus on cultural studies within their research focus in 19th 

century literature that addressed literature, history, and visual culture. Regardless of the course 

the instructor taught, they always included some literature. 

 The first pass of analysis connecting responses to communicative activities reveals a 

strong presence of the culture/identity domain through the focus on cultural studies. The 

additional communicative activities involved within these cultural courses were not explicitly 

stated, but the ability to speak about intellectual interests and the associations with these topics 

and higher learning suggest personal socializing and educational domains. Upon the second pass, 

these topics appear most connected to the categorical interests of engagement with other cultures 

and continued education through the analysis of Francophone cultures and the associated 

intellectual skills that are useful for higher education.  

 When asked why students studied French in connection with their purposes and interests, 

the participant discussed two categories: students in general and those at Georgetown University. 

Students often take French courses to complement other interests, pursuing double majors or 

minors in conjunction with related coursework, in preparation to find career opportunities and 

live or study abroad. However, students often study French with no particular purpose beyond 

continuing their studies following high school. At Georgetown, many students double major in 

areas like government, history, literature, and linguistics, often with the aim of practical 

applications and professional opportunities. In addition, the respondent identified two groups of 

cultural interests.  

I think there’s some people who are genuine Francophiles, … people who have been 

fascinated by France from a young age or might be interested in the more like sort of 

stereotypical ideas that we have when we think of France … and then I would say that we 
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have more and more students, and specifically here at Georgetown, who are not just 

interested in a kinda traditional French model, but also in kind of the larger francophone 

world.  

In response to increasing interest in the latter group, the respondent reported changes to this more 

global model of cultural education in recent years.  

The question outlined above seeking the reasons why students study French is connected 

to the following question that asked how students intend to use their French. The instructor 

responded that students often studied French for professional purposes, both locally and more 

broadly, citing examples of employment in a nearby francophone bakery and opportunities in the 

non-profit sector, among others. In addition, many intend to study abroad—this generally being a 

requirement, though loosened in response to the COVID-19 pandemic—and others hope to live 

in francophone countries.  

 Several themes emerge from these responses. First, the responses suggest heavy influence 

of professional interests from the employment opportunities mentioned by the participant, both 

local and global, in conjunction with other interests and alone. These interests suggest activities 

in the work/business domain and secondarily in both the personal and functional socializing 

domains. Student interest in study abroad suggests interest in continued education, an interest 

that is supported by activities in the education, functional socializing, and to a lesser degree 

personal socializing domains4. These cited purposes and intended uses of French language study 

indicate strong connections to the professional/educational broad category. 

 
4 Study abroad may include any domain of communication and support a wide range of interests, making this 

analysis of such purposes appear limited. This expansiveness is determined by individual differences in students and 

how they may use their experiences, but some universalities can be extrapolated. Study abroad is universally an 

educational experience, requiring language in the education domain, all students living abroad need language to 
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 In addition to more functional purposes, these responses indicate cultural foci as well. 

The interest in francophone cultures and the language associated is reflective of the 

culture/identity domain, and the groups interested in French and global francophone cultures 

demonstrates interest in engagement with other cultures. It is possible that these interests include 

the desire to engage with personal culture and identity, as student may seek to connect with 

global francophone cultures for reasons such as ancestry or personal affiliation, but this cannot 

be said for certain. Whether related to their own cultures or for the purposes of engaging with the 

cultures of others, the instructor was clear that cultural interests were meaningful to their 

students.  

 The discussion of students studying French for no specific provides a new layer to the 

analysis unaccounted for in the initial analytic schemas. This purpose, or lack thereof, echoes the 

student interview, and its consideration is therefore especially meaningful, even though it cannot 

be accounted for with the established coding schemas.  

 The next question asked how course topics were chosen at Georgetown. The instructor 

described two different kinds of content courses, the Gateway to Literature and Culture courses 

and the upper-division content courses. While the former are required courses offered each 

semester, the principle difference between the primary features that distinguish Gateway courses 

is that they are relatively introductory (i.e., without prerequisites beyond a language requirement) 

and that they “conceived of a class that’s going to be literary in nature, and there are going to be 

certain kinds of assignments that are going to be writing intensive” must have a literary 

component. The content of the courses is up to the discretion of the instructor, and the course is 

 
survive, indicating functional socializing, and one of the defined purposes of study abroad is to connect with locals, 

suggesting some language necessary for personal socializing. 
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“taught very differently depending on who teaches it”. However, Gateway meetings are held 

regularly to compare which texts are taught, to prevent redundancy, and to determine program 

goals, providing input and refining the content selection process. The determination of upper-

division courses is even more free. A curricular committee confirms all course requests, but the 

instructor reported that there is limited functional pressure to alter syllabuses, though instructors 

are usually receptive to their colleagues’ suggestions:  

There’s not a ton of accountability, so like, people will say a variety of things, and 

generally people will take the suggestions seriously and modify and everything, but 

nobody’s there on the first day to say ‘let me see what you’re teaching!’ 

In the cases of both Gateway and upper-division courses, “the goal is essentially for instructors 

to teach their research interests”.  

 When asked what feedback they took and how it affected their teaching, the instructor 

gave two categories of responses: feedback available for instructors and how they received 

feedback themselves. Feedback from peers is available upon request in the form of course 

observations, either from external evaluators or other instructors, but it is mostly used by those 

seeking tenure. Evaluations are taken from students at the end of each semester, and instructors 

receive that feedback. The participant said that they take course evaluation feedback very 

seriously, particularly when determining texts. In addition, the instructor described “taking the 

temperature of the class day-to-day” and making updates accordingly in response to student 

feelings, particularly surrounding course materials: 
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I often ask a lot ‘How did you find the readings? Were they hard? Were you able to keep 

up with it? … I’ll do that throughout the semester, and if it seems like something really 

was too long or just kind of fell flat, then I’ll just take it off of my syllabus. 

The instructor described a situation in which they made significant updates to a course in 

response to such assessments while teaching a literature course. While asking students about the 

texts, the instructor and students alike reflected that all the sources were written by men, and they 

considered what that meant in the context of the #MeToo Movement. In response, the instructor 

removed the last text and replaced it with one written by a woman. The instructor cited this 

moment as indicative of the influence of student feedback on their teaching, and, when asked 

how these changes were received by students, they confirmed that the responses to such updates 

were positive.  

 When asked about the other factors that influence the decision-making process in terms 

of which courses are taught and how, the instructor spoke extensively about the effect of 

COVID-19 on teaching. Having spent multiple semesters teaching virtually, the instructor had to 

“rethink [their] way of doing things,” reducing the number of readings, providing additional 

creative assignments, and taking time to check in with students emotionally. While these changes 

were made in response to virtual learning, the instructor has kept these additions with positive 

responses from students. The instructor discussed increased group work and “informal time” 

(conversation both among students and with the instructor) as a key change in the structure of 

their courses, providing additional communication opportunities in the personal socialization 

domain. In addition to these dramatic changes, the instructor said that they modify course 

offerings in response to student interests. The instructor provided the example of offering fewer 

courses with a purely literary focus in response to increasing numbers of French language 
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learners in the School of Foreign Service, altering the curriculum to better serve the perceived 

needs of their students.  

 When asked about the transparency of the processes that determine course offerings, the 

most transparent process seemed to be daily “temperature checks” referring to the daily task of 

assessing student feelings and progress. Here, the instructor reiterated that “it seems like they 

[the students] appreciate it,” highlighting the positive responses to course individualization.  

 In response to questions about the areas in which students struggle and those in which 

they excel, the instructor said that abilities were variable. However, the instructor suggested that 

there were consistent challenges from students who just take courses to satisfy requirements, as 

their language goals are often to end their language study. While students are “generally really 

strong,” students may be having increasing difficulty with longer texts.  

I think that students have a harder time now reading very long texts … I have found it 

more successful to put more shorter texts in my syllabi now. I would say maybe that’s an 

area of weakness, but maybe that’s not a weakness! Maybe we don’t have to read 

incredibly long texts. 

Here, the instructor reflected on their students’ abilities and made changes in response to their 

preferences and strengths, even suggesting that an area traditionally associated with weakness 

may simply reflect changing needs and learning styles. Regardless of the reasons, these changes 

had an influence on the materials that the instructor uses in their classes. Not only does this 

response reflect student preferences in shorter, potentially less traditionally literary texts, it 

reflects the influence of changing student needs and preference on course instruction. 



49 

 

 Finally, when asked about how students could get involved in the department, the 

instructor cited various opportunities. Beyond the French Cultural Association, students may also 

participate in work-study in the department (this being the position that the student interview 

participant held), research assistantships, research fellowships, and a French language living-

learning community where students can live and are encouraged to speak the target language and 

may participate in cultural enrichment activities in a relaxed environment (i.e., without a 

language pledge). Despite these opportunities, the department does not offer teaching 

assistantships.  

 According to its webpage, “[t]he French Cultural Association aims to promote interest in 

the French language and culture … through French coffee hours, French movies, and French 

cuisine,” and events have a primary focus on the use of French language at all levels. This 

extracurricular promotes language activities in the culture/identity and personal socializing 

domains while supporting cultural engagement purposes. While the actual language used 

depends on the personal decisions of the participants, the living-learning community’s offerings 

of cultural activities in the target language surrounded by informal communication fosters similar 

language domains and interests. In contrast, the research opportunities and independent studies, 

while also likely varying based on individual language choices, are primarily oriented to the 

education and possibly work/business domains. These provide educational and professional 

experience that support interests in their corresponding categories. The language required for 

work-study opportunities may vary dramatically, and some may not require French language at 

all. However, participation in such programs implies professional interests, regardless of the 

language involved. In summary, the French and Francophone Studies department offers a 
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number of opportunities for personal engagement that require and develop language activities in 

a wide range of domains and for a number of purposes.  

 Examining the instructor interview as a whole, the responses are more clearly defined by 

theme than those from the student interview. The instructor’s responses repeatedly referenced 

professional purposes that were likely accomplished through language activities in the 

work/business domain. This trend resembles that of the student who also cited the importance of 

professionally minded courses, but these responses contradict the instructor survey responses 

which rated work/business language activities as the least important of the five domains. 

Language relating to the culture/identity domain and secondarily to the personal socializing 

domain weave through the responses from the instructor’s own course offerings, those offered by 

the department, and the instructor’s perceptions of student needs. These cultural language 

activities, reflective of the interest in engagement with other cultures, were consistently tied to 

literature, contrasting with the student responses that such a heavy focus on literature was not 

useful. However, the instructor discussed the transition from longer, more literary texts to shorter 

materials that varied in genre. This change, made in response to student interests, encapsulates 

the student respondent’s desires for cultural courses moving forward, reflecting convergent 

perspectives between the two participants.  

 This transition from longer canonical texts to shorter more contemporary ones stems from 

student feedback and the instructor’s perceptions of student needs, a feedback form that the 

instructor found vitally important in their teaching practices. Despite the importance of outside 

perspectives on courses, accountability to students and instructors alike was shown to be limited. 

This lack of transparency and accountability is confirmed by the student interview, as the 

respondent suggested that what little they knew about the course development process stemmed 
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mainly from their involvement in the department. While not necessarily universal, the instructor 

interview revealed that such involvement was available through a variety of pathways involving 

several language domains and purposes. Beyond demonstrating the department’s interest in 

involving students in their learning outside of the classroom, these responses may suggest that 

the community involvement that was so meaningful to the student respondent’s language study 

was, if not typical, not exceptional.   
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION 

Uses 

In light of the above analysis of the language activities and their perceived importance 

and comfortability by the two groups, this section will discuss the language uses of the learner 

group. The findings of this analysis have discovered a wide range of language uses, intended and 

present, across all domains and major categories. Within these uses, several major conclusions 

can be drawn. Beginning with the broad strokes of the major categories, both student and 

instructor responses show a preference for the social category (functional socializing, personal 

socializing, and culture/identity) over the professional/educational categories. These responses 

suggest a strong need for language activities in these domains, reflecting conversational, 

culturally engaged language. It is important to note, however, that the kinds of cultural activities 

should be considered. The student interview participant was adamant that literary language was 

overly present in their coursework and that texts that engage with other forms of culture, 

particularly contemporary culture, would be useful to them. This perception is not unique to the 

student group, as one survey respondent referenced a desire for less classical texts (e.g., 

“musicals, travel blogs, and children’s literature”), and the interview respondent suggested that 

the shift to such texts was ongoing and positively perceived by their students. The materials and 

activities selected that respect student cultural/identity and personal socializing needs should 

therefore be chosen with care and consideration for other language genres. 

While the observation that social language is perceived as important generally holds for 

the two groups, a major exception lies in the functional socializing domain, which was ranked as 

less important by the student group. Activities in this domain were additionally ranked as least 

comfortable for students. While these responses may seem to suggest that functional socializing 
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is a less important need for French students, the student survey suggests that functional 

socializing activities may be more important to students than initially reported. The student 

interview respondent spoke to struggling with these very activities during their first few days 

studying abroad, and they said that courses addressing this very point would be useful to their 

education. The strong need for survival language is reiterated by the fact that language in the 

functional socializing domain was ranked lowest on the scale of comfortability. The discrepancy 

between the survey and interview responses as well as the student and instructor perceptions of 

student needs may reflect the fact that, at the point of survey completion, none of the student 

participants had studied abroad, making these survival language skills appear distant. This 

change in perception with international experience may reflect a misunderstanding of what 

language will be useful to students that is supported by both the survey and interview responses 

where students stated that they did not have a specific intent to use their French after they 

graduated. Studying a language without specific plans for use is not a new phenomenon, as 

Abbott (1981) discusses such students in his description of Teaching English for No Obvious 

Reason (TENOR). Under these circumstances, learning is certainly still possible, and over-

emphasizing professional uses can have consequences for learning, as “[e]ducation must not be 

allowed to become a mere governmental training-ground for the work-force” (Abbott, 1987, p. 

48). The absence of specific usage goals means instead that it is important to prioritize interests 

that may inspire students and to provide learners with opportunities for reflection on their futures 

using the target language.  

Within the broad category of professional/educational language, the data demonstrate 

both areas of concordance and disconnect with implications for student needs. First, both the 

instructor and student groups ranked educational language as the second least important of the 
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five domains, reflecting a shared perspective that other linguistic activities are more important 

for undergraduate majors. However, students rated their comfort in these activities second 

highest of the five domains after culture/identity activities. This familiarity with these activities 

could be explained in two ways: these activities are a familiar part of broader education and/or 

they have an outsized presence in the French and Francophone curriculum relative to their 

perceived utility. Activities related to education (e.g., writing research papers, taking tests) are 

present in education throughout a student’s life, and this genre familiarity may result in genre 

transfer from the L1 to the L2 (Wei, Zhang, and Zhang, 2020) and contribute to student comfort 

in this domain. It is also possible that these conventionalized—and often necessary for functional 

purposes in higher education—activities are prioritized beyond their ability to satisfy student 

needs. A deeper analysis of syllabuses along with focused questions for both groups on this topic 

are necessary to draw firm conclusions on the extent to which either explanation is influential in 

this case. 

An area of disconnect was found in the language associated with work/business between 

the two groups. While students ranked work/business language as third most important (still 

below personal socializing and culture/identity), instructors ranked this language as least 

important for their students. This finding suggests that students perceive language associated 

with this domain as more important than their instructors do. However, the importance actual 

language involved in this domain was not universal across activities. For example, all students 

rated interpretation and translation as “very important” (a 4 on the numeric scale), while they all 

rated grading a paper as “not very important” (a 2 on the same scale). Which work/business 

activities would truly satisfy student needs requires further investigation, but these stark 

differences across activities in the same domain may reflect specific professional purposes in 
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which interpretation, an activity associated with professional life and applicable in other areas, is 

more likely to be useful to them than grading a paper, an activity only useful for teaching. The 

somewhat mixed response to work/business domains, both in these sense that the importance of 

such activities was not uniform and that their importance was perceived differently by the two 

groups, should be considered with the fact that none of the student respondents had a strongly 

defined professional purpose for language study. 

Purposes 

Building off the analysis of student interests in French language study, this section 

discusses learner purposes for study. As introduced in the discussion of uses, the student 

responses did not suggest specific professional goals for French language use, though 

professional advancement was ranked as the second most important interest in language study 

for both groups. This interest without the specifics of a professional goal demonstrates general 

professional purposes for French language study while possibly acknowledging some 

uncertainties. One uncertainty that may contribute to a lack of set professional goals is openness, 

either due to personality or to constraints on the job market, to a variety of career options. 

Beyond possible lack of knowledge of the future, this uncertainty may reflect a lack of 

knowledge of how French can be applied professionally. Whether applied directly or 

tangentially, Treacy (2013) argues the importance of articulating the professional applications of 

French language study to make undergraduate French majors better informed and better 

equipped to use their language studies after graduation. Providing resources, both as enrichment 

and as aspects of the curriculum, that inform students about what opportunities are available after 

graduation and that can connect them with those opportunities may help students define stronger 

purposes for language study and refine their learning priorities. Once this purpose is better 
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defined, it will be easier to determine trends in what language activities are useful to students, 

streamlining teaching to efficiently satisfy learner needs.  

An additional complication in the definition of student language purposes comes from the 

purpose for continued education. Though not referenced in either interview, student survey 

respondents rated continued education just as highly as for professional advancement, and 

instructors rated continued education as the least important of the five interests. This discrepancy 

suggests that the student participants are interested in or are considering graduate degrees using 

French language, while instructors may view this purpose as less interesting to students. The 

rates of graduates who use the French language to pursue continued education could be 

determined through surveys. Still, these responses suggest a greater interest in higher education 

from the student group than the instructor group which may contribute to different ideas of what 

preparation to use the French language in the world will entail. As is the case with professional 

purposes, it may benefit students to communicate opportunities for higher learning using the 

French language in addition to employment options. 

Motivations 

This section discusses the underlying motivations surrounding language study as 

developed from the analyses of purpose and qualitative interview response. Initial inspection of 

the uses and purposes of French language study shows evidence of both instrumental and 

integrative motivation, though the latter appears to be the greater influence. Instrumental 

motivation associated with utilitarian purposes is most present in the rating of professional and 

educational purposes, rather than in functional socializing or survival language (though the 

ambivalent perceptions of this category have already been discussed). These responses suggest 

that the idea of “utility” for students that underlies their instrumental motivation lies in 
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opportunities for advancement, whether professional or educational. This finding is unsurprising 

given two factors: the dire threat of unemployment and the expectation to succeed associated 

with prestigious universities. The former case is the more obvious force, as lack of opportunity 

following graduation may negatively affect a learner’s quality of life. In the latter case, there is 

pressure to live up to the “host of institutional constraints that glorify content, product, 

correctness, [and] competitiveness” (Brown, 1990, p. 10) associated with prestigious institutions. 

Both cases are linked to post-graduate opportunities and coincide with research in extrinsic 

motivation, or motivation that is generated externally and imposed on the learner (Dörnyei, 

1994). While extrinsic motivation may seem like a domineering learning setting that may have 

negative impacts on students, extrinsic factors, if linked to autonomy and learner self-

determination, may be internalized to generate intrinsically motivated learning (Desi and Ryan, 

1985). In sum, evidence that motivation is spurred by opportunities for advancement aligns with 

previous research in motivation, and it highlights the importance of engaging student agency in 

their learning. 

While instrumental motivation is clearly present in the data, the integrative motivation 

associated with personal and cultural connections with language study may be more meaningful 

for this student population. This motivation is partly built into the prioritized language activities 

of the student group, as the group reported activities related to culture/identity and personal 

socializing to be the most important domains. In addition, the student group rated engagement 

with other cultures most highly of the interest categories, suggesting a desire to connect with a 

new community of speakers associated with francophone linguistic cultures. This integrative 

motivation was further elaborated in the instructor interview through their description of two 

groups of students, the archetypical Francophiles interested in the cultures of metropolitan 
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France and those interested in global francophone cultures. Framing students as one of these two 

categories implies the strength of cultural engagement as a motivating factor in this instructor’s 

students, so much so that the type of their desire for cultural engagement can be used as a 

categorical descriptor.  

While engagement with other cultures was rated most highly of the five interest 

categories, connection with personal culture was ranked lowest. This priority for engagement 

with other cultures, rather than with the learners’ own, suggests a xenophilic orientation, 

demonstrating desire to connect with the cultures of others (Dörnyei, 1994, p. 275). Such a style 

of motivation implies that students will be kept engaged and satisfied through the acquisition of 

language and knowledge that will better equip them to participate in the cultures of others. 

However, it is important to recognize that such an orientation and motivational style may not be 

universal across learners. None of the participants identified as heritage learners who may need 

to connect with francophone cultures to better understand themselves. Learning about other 

cultures with a xenophilic orientation rather than an identification orientation (a motivational 

predisposition to connect language study with the self (Dörnyei, 1994, p. 275) may not be useful 

to this population. In addition, it is possible that these students already feel that their identities 

and perspectives are represented in their studies or in dominant culture, reducing the imperative 

to connect French language study to the self. Anya (2011) identifies low enrollment of Black 

students in language courses with missing connections between language study and their own 

experiences. Further investigation that highlights the perspectives of underrepresented 

populations like heritage language learners and students of color is necessary to confirm the 

extent to which this style of motivation is shared across all student demographics. 
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The findings that integrative motivation is a stronger underlying factor for French 

language study in this population supports the push of researchers like Treacy (2013) to prioritize 

cultural purposes for language study over utilitarian ones. However, the presence of utilitarian 

purposes, fed by instrumental motivation, for future opportunities cannot be ignored. As such, 

while the data support the prioritization of language that fosters cultural purposes for language 

study, Treacy’s rejection of utility would be contrary to the interests of this student population. 

In addition, given the assertion that “not all courses in the upper division have to be literature-

based,” it is important to reconsider the conventional wisdom (see Durand, 2013; Magnan and 

Tochon, 2001; Pilon, 2013; Treacy, 2013) that these humanistic or cultural purposes for French 

language study are primarily literary in nature. 

The examination of student engagement in the department deepens the discussion of 

motivation. The instructor survey participant revealed a wide range of opportunities from 

cultural organizations to research opportunities for students to get involved in the French and 

Francophone Studies department. These opportunities were highly influential in the student 

interview, as the participant attributed them by name as a factor in their continuation with the 

French major. However, while the instructor respondent spoke at length about the connection 

between these opportunities and language, the student did not mention the language involved. 

Instead, they cited their connection with the administration of the department and their rapport 

with their instructors as contributing factors to continued study. This response may be initially 

surprising, as it has little to do with language. However, it supports Treacy’s (2013) claim that 

administrative involvement of students, even for activities that do not involve French language, 

are effective motivators that improve enrollment and retention in French programs. This form of 

motivation is described by Dörnyei (1994) as consisting of three parts:  
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1) course-specific motivational components concerning the syllabus, the teaching 

materials, the teaching method, and the learning tasks; 2) teacher-specific motivational 

components concerning the teacher’s personality, teaching style, feedback, and 

relationship with the students; and 3) group-specific motivational components concerning 

the dynamics of the learning group. (p. 277) 

Rather than connecting learners with a community of speakers as in traditional integrative 

motivation, they are motivated by a connection with a community of learners and teachers. In 

this sense, engagement relates to all three of these aspects of motivation. The transparent 

incorporation of curricular feedback connects to course-specific motivation, integrating students 

into their own learning process. In addition, this feedback process may generate rapport with 

instructors and their methods, illustrating teacher-specific motivation. Finally, opportunities for 

engagement in the department and with other learners beyond the classroom generates 

community among learners and may additionally help learners better connect with any 

instructors and administrators involved in these activities. As such, this form of engagement 

connects students to their learning through teacher- and group-specific motivation. 

This form of motivation may additionally be linked to student agency in their 

coursework. While the instructor interview revealed great pains to alter instruction to cater to 

student needs, both interview respondents spoke to limited opportunity to give and receive 

feedback beyond course evaluations. The primary additional form of feedback, fed by instructor 

intuition, was daily “temperature checks” that could have major impacts on course content and 

direction. Crucially, the instructor reported that these changes were received positively, 

suggesting the benefits of connecting students with the content of their learning. While this 

process is important, the student participant did not seem aware that instructors made these kinds 
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of modifications. Considering the positive responses to the incorporation of feedback, it may be 

useful to make this process transparent to students, making them feel like partners in their 

learning rather than subjects. The student interview demonstrated some knowledge from their 

involvement in the department of the process of course development, and it even contributed to 

their sympathy for courses that did not meet their personal needs. Clarifying the factors that 

determine pedagogical and curricular decisions and even formalizing a process to regularly take 

student input may improve student integration into their learning, improving their motivation. 

“Motivation has been widely accepted … as one of the key factors that influence the rate and 

success of second/foreign language … learning” (Dörnyei, 2009, p. 117), meaning that such 

additions that foster student agency could not only improve user experience, but also better 

satisfy student integrative needs and improve language outcomes.  
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CHAPTER 6. LIMITATIONS 

 Given local constraints and the size of the participating department, this needs analysis 

was heavily limited by the number of participants, particularly in the student group. As a result, 

the individual differences that could influence responses including the effects of study abroad or 

class year on reported needs in the student group or the effect of research interests in the 

instructor group could not be included in the analysis. In addition, a small sample size may affect 

the generalizability of the claims even to the local department. For example, two out of the three 

student participants studied linguistics as well as French, and their linguistic needs may partly 

reflect their other coursework. However, this needs analysis is an exploratory study, and the 

small sample size does not affect the validity of the data as they exist; it means instead that they 

must simply be recognized within a smaller context. 

 Limited sampling is not unique to the participants, as the exclusivity of data collection to 

Georgetown University necessities specific uses of the data. As explored in the context section, 

Georgetown is a small, elite university, and the locality of this context may affect the lives and 

needs of its students. The data are partially framed as the needs of undergraduate French and 

Francophone Studies majors in the United States, but full generalization to this broader 

population will not be possible without further research at multiple institutions, not only for the 

sake of numbers, but also to consider or eliminate the effects of contextual factors. 

 This analysis is rooted in prior literature, but it suffers the methodological limitations of 

exploratory research. Beyond the impossibility of statistical analysis in the face of small sample 

sizes, the imbalance of survey items limits the data collected. This concern is primarily present in 

the linguistic domains of functional socializing and culture/identity, as the former includes seven 

survey items, whereas the latter only includes two. This imbalance is partly reflective of 
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alterations in the coding, resulting in the change of several items from culture/identity upon 

closer examination after the survey was released, and it is partly reflective of the nature of these 

categories. Functional socializing is a heavily influential and varied category, making its 

extensive presence intuitive. However, the imbalance of items must still be considered as a 

limitation that should be rectified in further research. 

 In addition to imbalance, the number of items on the survey was limited by what would 

be considered burdensome to participants. The list of linguistic activities cannot be exhaustive, 

and the set of items was limited to what was considered feasible for volunteer participants. This 

list should be revisited and ideally expanded in further research, particularly if compensation 

would be available to justify more extensive questioning.  

 Finally, the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic cannot be ignored in the results of this 

study. Emotional burdens of changing modalities and ways of life may have negatively affected 

participant turnout, but it may also have affected the results of those who participated. The 

instructor interview respondent referenced the impact of COVID-19 on their teaching (see results 

above), and the changes associated with historic moments may further impact language learning. 

Such considerations were beyond the scope of this study, but their effect on students and 

instructors may limit the generalizability of the results.  
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CHAPTER 7. IMPLICATIONS 

 This exploratory study has implications on three levels: local, global, and 

methodological. The first concern of any needs analysis is the local community that is its subject. 

This analysis has illustrated the linguistic priorities of French and Francophone Studies majors at 

Georgetown University from both student and instructor perspectives, along with an analysis of 

student capabilities, interests in present and future French language use, and perspectives on 

engagement. Together, these data articulate student linguistic and cultural needs, allowing for 

evidence-based course development, teaching strategies, and enrichment opportunities that better 

satisfy these local needs. 

 While extrapolation from a singular context should be done with care, this study has 

implications for undergraduate French language learners more globally as well, particularly 

when compared to previous analyses of this learner population. The results of this study support 

Treacy’s (2013) assertion that utility may not be the primary reason that Americans study 

French, but they question the claim that utility is an insignificant factor, particularly in the 

professional and educational spheres. In addition, student responses, while culturally and 

humanistically inclined, did not show the positive attitudes toward literature predicted by 

previous research. Firm answers about the needs of this learner population cannot be provided in 

this study, but this preliminary analysis may begin that process and open avenues into further 

inquiry on the topic. 

 In addition to early provisions of data that may inspire further research, this study 

provides support for appropriate methodology for languages like French that may be learned for 

humanistic purposes rather than utility. This analysis demonstrates that it is not only possible but 

beneficial to focus on personal and cultural uses for the analysis of such languages, marrying 
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usage-focused frameworks of language learning with cultural goals. These methods can be 

applied to further needs analyses that center humanistic purposes of language study. 
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CHAPTER 8. CONCLUSION 

 This needs analysis responded to the question of what the communicative needs in the 

French language are for French and Francophone Studies majors at Georgetown University. This 

response came from two sources, French majors and their instructors, and their perceptions of 

what these students could do and what they would need to be able to do in and with French by 

the time that they graduated. However, within the unambiguous preference for cultural language, 

evidence was found that a literary language may not satisfy these cultural needs. The analysis 

identified a dominant need for cultural and personal language coupled with a secondary need for 

language useful for future employment and education. In addition, the analysis found ambivalent 

responses to language necessary for functional communication, as student perceptions of this 

language did not align with either those of their instructors or with the language they found 

useful on the ground. 

 This study sought to determine the purposes and motivations of French majors, and it 

found evidence of a primary purpose to engage with other cultures. This interest demonstrates 

humanistic purposes for French language study, suggesting priorities for the content to be taught 

that may best support this interest. However, professional purposes were also meaningful for 

students, even though students were not certain how they could use their language in the future. 

These purposes are supported by strong integrative motivation, as demonstrated by student 

orientation toward engagement with other cultures and the need for cultural and personal 

communication methods. In addition, strong evidence of meaningful connection and engagement 

with the department was found, reflecting the importance of these connections to support French 

language learning. 
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 Given the results of this study, the cultural focus of the Georgetown University French 

and Francophone Studies department supports the linguistic needs associated with the humanistic 

purposes and integrative motivation found in its students. However, it may be necessary to 

question whether such a strong literary focus supports these needs, as not all humanistic purposes 

are the same. In addition, the uncertainty of future uses of the French language may make 

catering courses to student needs difficult. Supporting students in determining a direction and 

providing resources for securing future opportunities would be useful in response to this 

uncertainty. Finally, given the importance of integration into the department for this learner 

population, providing increased transparency into the course development process and a 

formalized method to provide regular feedback may foster personal investment in French 

language learning. These developments, supported by the needs, purposes, and motivations of 

French language learners, may deepen student and instructor experience and improve learning 

outcomes. 
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APPENDIX: SURVEYS AND INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS 

Student Survey 
 

 

Start of Block: Default Question Block 

 

Q3 Please read the following information carefully and download this form for your 

records: Student consent  

    

The study: This study seeks to better understand the French language communicative needs of 

Georgetown University undergraduate French and Francophone Studies majors. The aim of this 

work is to evaluate student language use and future purposes in French from a variety of 

perspectives in order to assess the curriculum’s success in satisfying these linguistic needs. The 

ultimate goal of this study is to create a framework for improvement of American French and 

Francophone studies, to better understand the communicative needs of French language learners, 

and to promote student agency in their own learning.    

    

 Conditions for participation: Participants must be 18 years or older at the time of participation 

and be either a declared or prospective French and Francophone Studies major.   

    

Potential benefits of participation: The data collected in this study may inform improvements 

in the French and Francophone Studies program, benefiting your education and that of other 

students. In addition, reflection on your French language capabilities in conjunction with your 

linguistic needs and plans for future language use may be beneficial to your personal learning 

process.    

    

Anonymity statement: All responses are completely anonymous. Your name will not be 

collected or recorded, and any possible identifying information will be removed from the data 

before the results of the study are shared. Your responses will be viewed exclusively by the 

researcher, but he will have no way to identify individual participants. Your participation will 

have no bearing on your grades or university standing, nor will it impact your relationship with 

the researcher, instructors, or administrators.    

    

Withdrawal: If for any reason you do not wish to continue the study, there is neither process nor 

penalty for withdrawal. Simply close the survey without selecting “finish.” However, in order to 

maintain anonymity, there is no way to alter or remove individual responses after the survey is 

completed.    

    

Contact: If you have any questions, comments, or concerns related to the study, please feel free 

https://georgetown.az1.qualtrics.com/CP/File.php?F=F_1KRUSjQaUzPSiDY
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to contact me: Tom Wagner Email: tgw36@georgetown.edu   

    

Consent: I affirm that I am at least 18 years old and that I have read and understand the 

conditions, benefits, and protections relating to participation listed above. I consent to the use of 

my responses for the research purposes of this study knowing that a.) my answers will be 

anonymous and all identifying information will be removed, b.) that I may withdraw from the 

study by failing to complete the survey without penalty, c.) that my participation will have no 

bearing on my grades, status, or relationships, d.) that my responses cannot be changed or 

removed from the dataset after completing the survey, and e.) that I may contact the researcher at 

any point with inquiries relating to this study. 

o I am 18 years old or older, and I understand the conditions, benefits, and protections relating to 
participation in the study. I know that I may leave the study at any time without penalty.  (1)  

o I am not 18 years or older.  (2)  

o I do not consent to and/or understand the terms of the study.  (3)  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If Please read the following information carefully and download this form for your 
records: Student... != I am 18 years old or older, and I understand the conditions, benefits, and protections relating 
to participation in the study. I know that I may leave the study at any time without penalty. 

 

 

Q4 What languages, including English and French, do you know? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q5 Do you consider yourself a heritage speaker of French? (Someone with proficiency in or 

cultural connection to the language of study. E.g., "My parents speak to me in French at home, 

but I speak English elsewhere.") 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

 

 

Q6 What is/are your major area(s) of study? Please list all majors, minors, or certificates (if 

undeclared, please list projected areas). 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q7 What year are you in school? 

o First year (Freshman)  (1)  

o Second year (Sophomore)  (2)  

o Third year (Junior)  (3)  

o Fourth year or more (Senior/Super-senior)  (4)  

 

 

Page Break  

 

Q1 Please indicate how important it is that you be able to do the following in French by the time 

you graduate  
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 Not important (1) Less important (2) Important (3) 
Very important 

(4) 

Order a meal (1)  o  o  o  o  
Succeed in a job 

interview (2)  o  o  o  o  
Take an exam (3)  o  o  o  o  
Receive routine 
medical care (4)  o  o  o  o  

Build a résumé (5)  o  o  o  o  
Watch a film (6)  o  o  o  o  

Ask for and 
understand 

directions (7)  o  o  o  o  
Write a research 

paper (8)  o  o  o  o  
Express yourself 
emotionally (9)  o  o  o  o  

Teach a class (10)  o  o  o  o  
Discuss different 
cultures (yours 

and others') (11)  o  o  o  o  
Explain a grammar 

rule (12)  o  o  o  o  
File a complaint 

(13)  o  o  o  o  
Open a bank 
account (14)  o  o  o  o  

Grade a paper (15)  o  o  o  o  
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Give directions 
(16)  o  o  o  o  

Interpret/translate 
(17)  o  o  o  o  

Read a novel (18)  o  o  o  o  
Debate politics 

(19)  o  o  o  o  
Make a hotel 

reservation (20)  o  o  o  o  
Purchase groceries 
at the market (21)  o  o  o  o  

Get emergency 
help (22)  o  o  o  o  

Take courses at a 
French-medium 
university (23)  o  o  o  o  

Discuss 
intellectual 

interests (e.g., 
literature, history, 

medicine) (24)  

o  o  o  o  

Chitchat with 
friends (25)  o  o  o  o  

Give a tour of your 
city (26)  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

 

Q2 How do you intend to use your French after graduation? You may be as general or as specific 

as you like, but please include at least one sentence. 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Page Break  

 

Q8 What motivates you to study French? 

 Not important (1) Less important (2) Important (3) 
Very important 

(4) 

Professional 
advancement (1)  o  o  o  o  
Engagement with 
other cultures (2)  o  o  o  o  
Connection with 

personal 
culture/identity 

(3)  
o  o  o  o  

Scientific/linguistic 
knowledge of the 

language (4)  o  o  o  o  
Continued 

education (5)  o  o  o  o  
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Q9 Please indicate how comfortably you could do the following in French currently 
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Not at all 

comfortably (1) 
Not so 

comfortably (2) 
Comfortably (3) 

Very comfortably 
(4) 

Take an exam (1)  o  o  o  o  
Build a résumé (2)  o  o  o  o  
Express yourself 
emotionally (3)  o  o  o  o  
Give a tour of 
your city (4)  o  o  o  o  

Discuss 
intellectual 

interests (e.g., 
literature, history, 

medicine (5)  

o  o  o  o  

File a complaint 
(6)  o  o  o  o  

Chitchat with 
friends (7)  o  o  o  o  

Succeed in a job 
interview (8)  o  o  o  o  

Grade a paper (9)  o  o  o  o  
Debate politics 

(10)  o  o  o  o  
Interpret English 

to French (11)  o  o  o  o  
Interpret French 
to English (12)  o  o  o  o  

Explain a 
grammar rule (13)  o  o  o  o  
Write a research 

paper (14)  o  o  o  o  
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Receive routine 
medical care (15)  o  o  o  o  
Teach a class (16)  o  o  o  o  

Ask for and 
understand 

directions (17)  o  o  o  o  
Make a hotel 

reservation (18)  o  o  o  o  
Purchase 

groceries (19)  o  o  o  o  
Get emergency 

help (20)  o  o  o  o  
Give directions 

(21)  o  o  o  o  
Discuss different 
cultures (yours 

and others') (22)  o  o  o  o  
Take courses at a 
French-medium 
university (23)  o  o  o  o  
Open a bank 
account (24)  o  o  o  o  

Order a meal (25)  o  o  o  o  
 

 

 

 

Q10 How old are you? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Page Break  
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Q11 Have you lived or studied in a majority Francophone region or context for 6 weeks or more? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

 

 

Q12 If you responded "yes" to the previous question, where did you live/study and for how long? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Page Break  
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Q13 What kind(s) of course(s) (as defined by content, instruction type, or topic) could 

Georgetown offer more of to improve your French language education? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q14 What course offered through the Georgetown French Studies department do you think best 

satisfies your future French language needs? (This can be one you have taken or one that you 

plan to take) 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q15 By the time you graduate, what do you need or want to be able to do or say in French that 

you cannot yet? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q16 What is your gender? Please indicate all that apply 

▢ Agender  (1)  

▢ Cisgender  (2)  

▢ Enter your own  (3) ________________________________________________ 

▢ Man  (4)  

▢ Nonbinary  (5)  

▢ Transgender  (6)  

▢ Woman  (7)  

▢ Prefer not to say  (8)  

 

End of Block: Default Question Block 
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Instructor Survey 
 

 

Start of Block: Default Question Block 

 

Q3 Please read the following information carefully and download this form for your 

records: Instructor consent  

    

The study: This study seeks to better understand the French language communicative needs of 

Georgetown University undergraduate French and Francophone Studies majors. The aim of this 

work is to evaluate student language use and future purposes in French from a variety of 

perspectives in order to assess the curriculum’s success in satisfying these linguistic needs. The 

ultimate goal of this study is to create a framework for improvement of American French and 

Francophone studies, to better understand the communicative needs of French language learners, 

and to promote student agency in their own learning.    

    

 Conditions for participation: Participants must be 18 years or older at the time of participation 

and be an instructor in the French and Francophone Studies department at Georgetown 

University.   

    

Potential benefits of participation:  The data collected in this study may inform improvements 

in the French and Francophone Studies program. In addition, reflection on the French language 

capabilities of your students in conjunction with their linguistic needs and plans for future 

language use may be useful to your personal teaching process.   

    

Anonymity statement: All responses are completely anonymous. Your name will not be 

collected or recorded, and any possible identifying information will be removed from the data 

before the results of the study are shared. Your responses will be viewed exclusively by the 

researcher, but he will have no way to identify individual participants. Your participation will 

have no bearing on your grades or university standing, nor will it impact your relationship with 

the researcher, instructors, or administrators.    

    

Withdrawal: If for any reason you do not wish to continue the study, there is neither process nor 

penalty for withdrawal. Simply close the survey without selecting “finish.” However, in order to 

maintain anonymity, there is no way to alter or remove individual responses after the survey is 

completed.    

    

Contact: If you have any questions, comments, or concerns related to the study, please feel free 

to contact me: Tom Wagner Email: tgw36@georgetown.edu   

    

https://georgetown.az1.qualtrics.com/CP/File.php?F=F_etFvp0jxjYYjV1s
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Consent: I affirm that I am at least 18 years old and that I have read and understand the 

conditions, benefits, and protections relating to participation listed above. I consent to the use of 

my responses for the research purposes of this study knowing that a.) my answers will be 

anonymous and all identifying information will be removed, b.) that I may withdraw from the 

study by failing to complete the survey without penalty, c.) that my participation will have no 

bearing on my grades, status, or relationships, d.) that my responses cannot be changed or 

removed from the dataset after completing the survey, and e.) that I may contact the researcher at 

any point with inquiries relating to this study. 

o I am 18 years old or older, and I understand the conditions, benefits, and protections relating to 
participation in the study. I know that I may leave the study at any time without penalty.  (1)  

o I am not 18 years or older.  (2)  

o I do not consent to and/or understand the terms of the study.  (3)  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If Please read the following information carefully and download this form for your 
records: Instruct... != I am 18 years old or older, and I understand the conditions, benefits, and protections relating 
to participation in the study. I know that I may leave the study at any time without penalty. 

 

Page Break  

Q4 Which languages, including English and French, do you know? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q5 Do you consider yourself a heritage speaker of French? (Someone with proficiency in or 

cultural connection to the language of study. E.g., "My parents speak to me in French at home, 

but I speak English elsewhere.") 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
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Q17 What is/are your research interest(s) and/or content instruction focus/i, if any? 

▢ Art/Art history  (1)  

▢ Business  (2)  

▢ Culture  (3)  

▢ Film  (4)  

▢ History  (5)  

▢ Linguistics  (6)  

▢ Literature  (7)  

▢ Poetry  (8)  

▢ Politics  (9)  

▢ Sociology  (10)  

▢ Theater/Drama  (11)  

▢ Other  (12) ________________________________________________ 

▢ None/NA  (13)  

 

 

 

Q18 Which French & Francophone Studies courses have you taught? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 



84 

 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Page Break  

Q1 Please indicate how important it is that your students be able to do the following in French 

by the time they graduate  
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 Not important (1) Less important (2) Important (3) 
Very important 

(4) 

Order a meal (1)  o  o  o  o  
Succeed in a job 

interview (2)  o  o  o  o  
Take an exam (3)  o  o  o  o  
Receive routine 
medical care (4)  o  o  o  o  

Build a résumé (5)  o  o  o  o  
Watch a film (6)  o  o  o  o  

Ask for and 
understand 

directions (7)  o  o  o  o  
Write a research 

paper (8)  o  o  o  o  
Express yourself 
emotionally (9)  o  o  o  o  

Teach a class (10)  o  o  o  o  
Discuss different 
cultures (yours 

and others') (11)  o  o  o  o  
Explain a grammar 

rule (12)  o  o  o  o  
File a complaint 

(13)  o  o  o  o  
Open a bank 
account (14)  o  o  o  o  

Grade a paper (15)  o  o  o  o  



86 

 

Give directions 
(16)  o  o  o  o  

Interpret/translate 
(17)  o  o  o  o  

Read a novel (18)  o  o  o  o  
Debate politics 

(19)  o  o  o  o  
Make a hotel 

reservation (20)  o  o  o  o  
Purchase groceries 
at the market (21)  o  o  o  o  

Get emergency 
help (22)  o  o  o  o  

Take courses at a 
French-medium 
university (23)  o  o  o  o  

Discuss 
intellectual 

interests (e.g., 
literature, history, 

medicine) (24)  

o  o  o  o  

Chitchat with 
friends (25)  o  o  o  o  

Give a tour of your 
city (26)  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

 



87 

 

Q8 What do you believe motivates your students to study French? 

 Not important (1) Less important (2) Important (3) 
Very important 

(4) 

Professional 
advancement (1)  o  o  o  o  
Engagement with 
other cultures (2)  o  o  o  o  
Connection with 

personal 
culture/identity 

(3)  
o  o  o  o  

Scientific/linguistic 
knowledge of the 

language (4)  o  o  o  o  
Continued 

education (5)  o  o  o  o  
 

 

 

Page Break  

Q13 What kind(s) of course(s) (as defined by content, instruction type, or topic) could 

Georgetown offer more of or more frequently to better prepare students for their future French 

language use? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q10 How old are you? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q16 What is your gender? Please indicate all that apply 

▢ Agender  (1)  

▢ Cisgender  (2)  

▢ Enter your own  (3) ________________________________________________ 

▢ Man  (4)  

▢ Nonbinary  (5)  

▢ Transgender  (6)  

▢ Woman  (7)  

▢ Prefer not to say  (8)  

 

End of Block: Default Question Block 
 

 

Student Interview Protocol 

What year are you? 

 

What’s your major? 

 

Why do you study French? 

 

How do you intend to use it in the future? 

 

How are those purposes reflected in your courses? 

 

What interests you about French? 

 

Could you provide some examples? 
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How are those interests reflected in your courses at Georgetown? 

 

What feedback do your professors take from students? How does it impact your courses? 

 

How transparent is the process of course development? 

 

Do you see any gaps in your learning? (Linguistic, cultural, professional, etc.) 

 

Is anything missing from your courses? 

 

Instructor Interview Protocol 

What do you teach? 

 

Why do you think your students study French? 

 

How do most students intend to use their French in the future? 

 

How are those intended purposes reflected in their courses? 

 

What kinds of student feedback do you take? How does this feedback affect how and what you 

teach? 

 

How do you prioritize what you teach? What factors inform that decision-making process? 

 

How aware are your students of your decision-making process? 

 

With what areas of French language study do your students struggle? Where do they excel? 
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