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Abstract:

This paper discusses the project of full on-line delivery of an
mtroductory Serbo-Croatian (Bosniac, Croatian, Serbian) course at
the Arizona State University Critical Languages Institute. The issue of
tailoring technology to meet diversified needs of a wide range of
learners (from heritage speakers of the three Serbo-Croatian speaking
ethnic communities to professional non-hetitage learners) is in the
center of the discussion.

Introduction

This paper discusses the project for providing full on-line
delivery of introductory Setbo-Croatian (BCS—Bosniac, Croatian,
Setbian), i.e., the equivalent of traditional Serbo-Croatian 101 and
102, at the Arizona State University Critical Languages Institute (CLI,
http://www.asu.edu/cli). Following the meticulous analysis of data
from three years of hybrid delivery (traditional in-class lessons with
on-line homewotk and other out-of-class assignments) and a careful
needs assessment in varied Setbo-Croatian learners’ communities,
courseware for full on-line delivery has been developed, including
multimedia content, clickable texts, interactive drills, and lexical lists.

The following aspects of the project will be discussed in turn.
After elaboration of the goals and parameters of the project, includ-
ing the institutional setting, the varied groups of learners, the techno-
logical potentials and limitations, etc., the theoretical background of
the project will be addressed, comprising both underlying L2 acqui-
sition theories and proficiency assessment. This will be followed by a
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detailed description of the e-learning objects and authoring tools de-
veloped for the course. The final two sections will then address the
limitations of e-delivery of the coursework as well as the follow-up
development for this project.

Objectives and Parameters

One of the hallmarks of the early twenty-first century is the
shifting locus of educational encounters from the traditional fixed
classroom to the Internet. Language instruction is not an exception in
this respect. There is a demand for on-line language learning. The
need for this is particulatly strong for less commonly taught lan-
guages, few of which are offered regularly in university and commu-
nity college classrooms nationally, and for which there are signifi-
cantly fewer qualified instructors.

At present, there are two audiences driving the use of lan-
guage instruction either entirely on-line or combining traditional
classroom instruction with hybrid e-learning components: prospec-
tive learners and institutions of higher leatning. Among prospective
users, the following groups have been less well setved by traditional
classtoom instruction and will benefit from the availability of e-
learning language modules for less commonly taught languages: 1)
heritage language learners; 2) English native speakers with marital or
other family ties to the speakers of less commonly languages; 3)
English native speakers with scholarly or professional interests in the
region; and 4) students at community colleges and universities where
such languages are not offered. Potential students may be hindered
by the inaccessibility of traditional in-class instruction because of time
conflicts or sheer distance from centers where less commonly taught
languages are offered. For universities, the impetus to create hybrid
and on-line courses lies in the need to use limited resources to pro-
vide broad and democratic educational opportunities. Even the larg-
est publicly funded universities cannot afford to offer classtoom in-
struction in a full complement of less commonly taught languages,
which could possibly suffer from lower enrollments than other
classes.
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An obvious solution to meet the needs of both potential
learners and university providers is to organize the delivery of foreign
language instruction via the Internet. This has indeed become a major
pathway for the delivery of English as a second language and for
Western BEuropean languages commonly taught across the United
States. Numerous on-line resources are available, such as Purdue
University’s Online Writing Center <http://owl.english.purdue.edu/
internet/owls/index.html>, the Interactive Spanish Center <www.
studyspanish.com™>, the German On-Line Distance Education Net-
work <http://www.goethe.de/uk/was/sprache/golden.htm>, etc. If
we compare the availability of on-line resources for these languages
with those for less commonly taught languages, there is a clear dis-
crepancy. As noted in the University of Oregon Yamada Language
Guide <http://babel.uoregon.edu/yamada/guides.html>, less com-
monly taught languages are largely bereft of on-line learning oppoz-
tunities.

Considerable differences exist within the group of less com-
monly taught languages. Most notably, ample materials are available
for Russian language instruction, such as Rusnet <http://www.
rusnet.org>. Rusnet has been developing advanced distributive e-
learning objects for some time, following a clear set of method-
ological guidelines while employing state-of-the-art technology. In
contrast, most other less commonly taught languages face a paucity
of instructional materials, a lower quality of textbooks, dictionaries,
and other resoutces, and the lack of a methodological framework.
Indeed, the quality of much of the on-line e-learning materials has
been mixed and lacking clear proficiency expectations.

The case of Serbo-Croatian brings an additional intricacy in
the form of its three ethnic variants (Serbian, Croatian, Bosniac), a
problem shared by numerous other less commonly taught languages,
as demonstrated in a 2001 NCOLCTL panel (Bergman, et al. 2001)
for Cantonese, Rwanda/Rundi, and Arabic. More information about
Serbo-Croatian ethnic variants can be found in Bugarski & Hawkes-
worth (1992) and Okuka (1998).

The objectives of offering introductory Serbo-Croatian on-
line are thus determined by the following parameters:
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a) Institutional parameters,
b) technological parameters,
c) methodological parameters,

d) learner parameters:
d1) needs
d2) capabilities

The institutional parameters at stake here are related to the
cost effectiveness of the program, which involves the following
factors: a) desire to reduce required instructor time and b) desire to
reduce the time needed to design the course. This parameter is not
limited by the level of the institution offering such courses; it is
concurrently related to strategic national needs of creating teaching
capacity at strategic levels (see Brecht and Rivers 2002 for further
discussion).

Technological parameters stipulate a number of restrictions,
primarily in the lack of real-time full visual and audio contact. The
development of the important network of affective ties in class is
thus sertously impatred.

Methodological parameters will be discussed at some length
in the next chapter. In a nutshell, the need exists to adapt the under-
lying in-class methodological framework to a different environment.

Learner parameters stipulate the necessity to address the varied
needs of the learners, ranging from heritage speakers solely interested
in developing basic communicative skills and professional learners
from the government setting interested in reading and listening com-
prehension to graduate students interested in linguistic aspects of the
language. At the same time, the capabilities of the learners to acquite
linguistic skills are highly diversified.

Theoretical Considerations and Previous Research

This project follows a pragmatically determined set of goals
as follows:

a) to bring its participants to ILR level 1+ in reading, with other
skills remaining in the range between 1 and 1+,
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b) to create solid foundations for further development of the ILR
level 2 skills in the intermediate course and ILR level 3 skills dut-
ing the study abroad program in the former Yugoslavia, which is
preceded by an intensive pre-academic-year immersion language
training,

) to serve as a refresher in the intervening period between the intro-
ductory and intermediate course (both taught at the CLI in the
summer with 2 ten-month lapse in instruction),

d) to function as an on-line component of a hybrid summer CLI
course. -

The methodology selected in this coutse is subordinated to
the aforementioned overarching goals. Using the terminology adopt-
ed from Leaver & Shekhtman (2002) (which provides a useful con-
cise review of recent methodological trends), we can state that the
dominating methodological framework in the introductory course
delivery falls under the rubric of the cognitive code approach, inter-
spersed with occasional utilization of communicative approaches.
The intermediate level instruction is then dominated by the commu-
nicative approach, involving the exclusive use of authentic materials,
communicative focus, etc. There are several valid reasons for such
methodological framework.

First, Slavic and other languages with rich inflectional morph-
ology necessitate strong emphasis on form in the initial phases of the
learning process. Secondly, failure to master the form at the ele-
mentary level has historically led to what is known as “terminal level
two plus learners.” Third, numerous authentic materials cannot be
offered at the early acquisition stages as they, by the virtue of target-
ing native speakers at ILR level 3 or higher, cleatly violate Krashen’s
7+1 rule, ie., the principle that only the materials introduced in class
cannot be more than one level higher than the student’s actual pro-
ficiency level (see Krashen 1998). Fourth, the present-day stage of
information technology still limits the realm of role playing and sim-
ilar activities.

The approach is at the same time congruent with basic didac-
tic principles. This is of particular importance with regards to the
progtession of the materials. More complex items ate always pre-
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ceded by less complex ones, and known materials always precede less
known content. 7

Finally, the project greatly relies on contrastive, cross-cultural,
and quantitative linguistics. Being designed for speakers of American
English, the course contains frequent contrastive remarks addressing
the differences between American English on the one hand and
Setbo-Croatian, along with its three ethnic cultures, on the other. The
course operates on the lists of lexical minimum, grammatical forms,
and intentional phrases detived from longitudinal quantitative studies
of linguistic cotpora and instructional process. More information
about these materials is presented in Sipka (2002).

One should also address the state of the art in the field of
research. The UCLA Language Materials Project <http://www.lmp.
ucla.edu>, a systematic review of available language instruction
courseware, attests that there are no materials which follow sound
methodological guidelines while utilizing the full range of techno-
logical possibilities in order to provide a coherent instructional offer-
ing. Occasional “on-line courses and tutorials” which can be located
on the Internet are merely more or less amateurish impromptu expe-
riments or for-profit ventures and do not answer the needs addressed
in this project.

Moreover, the most commonly used textbooks (Hawkes-
worth 1998, Magner 1995, Norris 1995, Shivi¢-Simsi¢ 1985) are
methodologically inadequate and dated. Our project is thus at the
same time an attempt to overcome inadequacies in classic courseware
products.

Serious projects of on-line delivery of other Slavic languages
other than Russian (SLOTRs) can be found on the Internet, most
notably the Introductory Polish project by Oscar Swan <http://www.
polyglot.pitt.edu/Polish>. The ongoing e-mail exchange among the
colleagues has resulted in a 2003 American Association for the
Advancement of Slavic Studies Convention panel titled “E-learning
Resources for Slavic Languages Other than Russian.”
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Implementation
Institutional Setting

On-line delivery of Serbo-Croatian is a part of the Arizona
State University Critical Languages Institute (CLI, http://www.asu.
edu/cli). The CLI offers intensive summer courses in Albanian,
Armenian, Macedonian, Serbo-Croatian, and Tatar with plans to
include Arabic, Polish, Tajiki, and Uzbek. At the same time, Serbo-
Croatian, along with other courses taught by the CLI faculty, such as
Computational Linguistics of Slavic Languages http://www.asu.edu/
clas/reesc/asucomp and History of Slavic Languages http://www.
asu.edu/clas/reesc/ asugh, are offered at the associated Slavic Section
of the ASU Languages and Literatures Depattment. The institutional
setting mandates that resources developed for on-line delivery of
Serbo-Croatian be transferable, to the highest possible degree, to
both other languages taught at the CLI and to some extent other
courses taught by the CLI faculty.

This requirement of portability across the curriculum has also
mandated independence in terms of excluding proprietary software
and assuming full control over the resources.

Introductory and elementary intensive Serbo-Croatian courses
have been offered at the CLI as hybrid (in-class with an on-line com-
ponent) for the past three consecutive years (see http:// www.public.
asu.edu/~dsipka/syll.htm and http://www.public.asu.edu/ ~dsipka/
syll.htm), which offered an excellent opportunity to conduct a need
assessment survey among participants of these courses. The vatied
groups of users and their needs mentioned previously in this paper
have been identified in this sutvey.

Technology

The imperative of being independent in developing this re-
source—hence capable of uninhibited trans- and cross-lingual
transfer of the objects involved has dictated rejection of technological
solutions commonly used in preparing e-leatning objects. Both the
use of authoring tools (such as Micromedia products, see http://
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www.micromedia.com) and educational platforms (for example
Blackboard, see http://www.blackboard.com) have been rejected, as
they result in dependence on proprietary software and the companies
behind it. All e-learning objects in the project have been created with-
out any proptietaty software, instead using HIML, including forms,
Java Script, cgi scripts in Petl, and Java. Cgi scripts in Perl dominate
the interactive server-side communication, yet Java servlets and ap-
plets have been gradually introduced with plans to expand once Java
Runtime Environment becomes ubiquitous. Authoring tools have
been developed along with e-learning objects. Both the e-learning ob-
jects and authoring tools are hosted at the CLI Web server <http: //
clila.asu.edu>.

All e-learning objects feature cross-platform portability (PC,
Macintosh, Unix) with minimal requirements on the part of the user.

Practically all templates are transferable mutatis mutandis
both trans- and cross-lingually. Moreover, several authoring tools en-
abling the creation of e-learning objects by technologically unskilled
instructors (for example: http://clila.asu.edu/pisi22.htm, http://cli.
la.asu.edu/clitext.htm) have been created. Finally, the aforementioned
course in Computational Linguistics of Slavic Languages <http://
www.asu.edu/clas/reesc/asucomp> covers all technological aspects
of creating e-learning objects, producing thus a pool of technologic-
ally literate graduate and undergraduate students—hence prospective
authors of new e-learning objects.

Design

The course is designed in such manner that one can select
either Serbo-Croatian in its entitety or one of its three ethnic variants
(Bosniac, Croatian, Serbian). This strategy solves the problem often
encountered in the in-class setting that some heritage speakers exhibit
reluctance to study the areas not directly related to their ethnic vari-
ant. The four versions of the course satisfy both heritage speakers
(who use one of the three ethnic variants) and professional learners,
who are, as a rule, interested in the language in its entirety. At the
course design end, this strategy remains cost effective, as ethnic
variants of the coutse are designed by modifying the Serbo-Croatian
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version. In addition to offering a solution for full on-line delivery of
languages with ethnic and other variants, this aspect of design pro-
vides an opportunity for hybrid courses in that heritage speakers en-
gage in homework and other off-class activities with material solely
devoted to their ethnic variant. The identical strategy has been
employed in case of the CLI multilingual chat client <http://clila.
asu.edu/chat/chat.html>, where four separate chat rooms for this
course are designated.

While four versions of the course (Serbo-Croatian, Bosniac,
Croatian, Serbian) solve the problem of varied needs among prospec-
tive participants, the different levels of capability among the partici-
pants are addressed by a popular general presentation of the materials
while concurrently providing links for more linguistically and intel-
lectually sophisticated users. The difference is illustrated in Appendix
1 using the example of a general desctiption of the consonants and a
description in an additional link for sophisticated users. This strategy
eliminates the objection, often encountered in the traditional setting,
of the presentation being overly slow or unsophisticated for some
users while at the same time being overly swift and sophisticated for
other users.

The design operates on a frequency-based list of lexical mini-
mum of about 1,500 Serbo-Croatian lexical entries and similar lists of
mntentional phrases (approximately 300) and basic inflectional forms.
The progression of the material follows general didactic principles.
This means, for example, that the cases with less intricate endings,
which are synthetically marked in English (e.g., the Accusative as in
English him as opposed to be) are treated prior to more complex ones
which are at the same time more distant from their English counter-
patts (e.g., the Locative/Prepositional).

The course is divided into nine lessons, with the first and last
ones amounting to approximately twenty hours of coursework each,
and the remaining seven lessons forty hours each. The last lesson
does not introduce any new material, but rather summarizes and con-
solidates the material covered in the previous eight lessons.

Each lesson consists of nine distinct components. E-learners
are advised to cover them in the following order:
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Table 1
Standard Lesson Co ponents

In addition to the components enumerated in Table 1, sum-
mary grammatical tables, lexical and intentional minimum lists, chat
rooms, etc. are accessible from multiple points in the course. The
same is true of external links, primarily in the cultural competence
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section. Finally, drills are accessible not only from their respective
section but also from other elements of the course.

Exemplary fragments of Cultural competence, Grammar, Vo-
cabulary, Intentional competence, and Norms sections are provided
in Appendix 2. The remaining three sections will be discussed in turn.

Interactive drills include a wide range of tasks presented in
several different formats. The tasks include monolingual and bilingual
lexical selections, selection of appropriate morphosyntactic forms,
" demonstrating listening and reading comprehension, using the most
appropriate communicative device, demonstrating the ability to fol-
low directions, etc. Formats include fill-in-the-blanks, multiple
choice, clicking on the appropriate area, etc. Examples of such drills
used in the hybrid course design are available at: <http://www.
public.asu.edu/~dsipka/SIEX.HTM>. Sample lesson one of the off-
setver version of this project <http://www.asu.edu/clas/reesc/
scr101> (password scrl) offers further examples of such drills. The
full version of the course, accessible to students by providing their
password, is at http://clila.asu.edu/scr101. It should be noted that
the order of assignments is generated randomly, which provides an
electronic equivalent of shuffling a stack of vocabulary cards (ie.,
each user encounters a different sequence of 1.1 words for which
she/he is asked to provide L2 equivalents). Finally, it is worth men-
tioning that lesson texts feature ensuing drills related to the content
of each particular lesson.

Quizzes employ identical drill formats, yet in this case the
uset has a limited time to complete the task and the results are stored
on the server. Appendix 3 provides an example of the quiz used in
lesson one, along with its immediate evaluation and information
stored on the server.

Lesson texts are central to the design of this project. All les-
sons follow the unified format of a clickable text. The idea of a
clickable text entails the capability to obtain various information
about all word forms in the text by clicking on the word. In its pres-
ent design, the information is obtained in four smaller windows
encircling the text. The upper two of the four windows contain a
bilingual glossary entry and the inflectional tag respectively. Further
clicking on the glossaty entty provides possible forms of inflected
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words in a new window. The lower two windows contain mnforma-
tion about lexical relations (e.g., female equivalent of a masculine
noun, etc.) and information about variant markedness. Clickable text
additionally features the capability of listening to the audio recording
of the text. Appendix 4 offers an example of such clickable text.

Cognizant of the labor-intensive manner of developing les-
sons in the clickable text format, we have created an accompanying
authoring tool which creates clickable text lessons and extracts all
lexical items used in the text. The authoting tool is available for pe-
rusal at http://clila.asu.edu/clitexthtml. Other similar tools are
available at the CLI server services page, with plans in place to add
numerous additional authoring tools.

Limitations

The principal limitations of this course are sparse human-to-
human interaction and limited exposure to interactive real-life situa-
tions. The course thus remains skewed toward reading and writing
skills with moderate coverage of listening comprehension and in pat-
ticular speaking skills. Although there are devices, such as chat rooms
(as a surrogate of a direct communication), depositing recordings of
one’s pronunciation on the server for instructor’s review, etc., aimed
at alleviating this situation, the only real answer to this problem is
realization that, at a higher level of instruction, the participant has to
engage in in-class or study abroad immersion learning expetience.
Another possible, although partial, solution involves contacts with
native speakers in the leatnet’s environment. Returning to our param-
eters discussed above, we can be confident that several years from
now technological parameters will no longer present a hurdle, as full
audiovisual direct communication will become ubiquitous. However,
institutional parameters (i.e., desite for cost effective use of the
instructor’s time) and vatious user-related parameters, such as the
desire to study at one’s own pace, will continue to limit this project in
the field of spoken communication.

Other limitations ate specific for this project and possible to
overcome in a shotrt period of time. These limitations include the not



On-Line Delivery of Serbo-Croatian 107

so attractive aesthetic side of the graphical interface and the moderate
quality of the sound recordings.

Follow-up Development

Once this project has been tested (primarily dutring the 2003
summer CLI) and offered as a course at ASU (probably in the spring
of 2004), the following lines of further development will be followed:

a) monitoring and updating the existing Setbo-Croatian course,

b) developing similar courseware for other less commonly taught
languages at the CLI,

©) measuring effectiveness of particular segments of the course and
comparing it to results obtained in a traditional in-class setting,

d) establishing a hub for screened on-line assessment of proficiency
levels in Serbo-Croatian, using the CLI chat server to anony-
mously connect an evaluator from anywhere in the world with
equally dispersed test takers.

Conclusion

The case of Serbo-Croatian e-offering at the Arizona State
University Crntical Languages Institute (CLI) demonstrates that, all
challenges notwithstanding, on-line delivery of a less-commonly
taught language can be used as an effective addition to traditional
educational encounters. Concurrently, Serbo-Croatian e-leatning ob-
jects offer a viable model and ready-made templates for other CLI
languages. It 1s, however, of crucial importance to remain cognizant
of the limitations stemming from the sparsity of human-to-human
interactions and from technological considerations. E-learning of less
commonly taught languages should assume a more prominent role in
both instructional and research cycles in anticipation of a steady
growth of both demand for such delivery and technological capabil-
ities. Experiences from the ongoing Serbo-Croatian project, once
their assessment has been conducted, can offer insight into both im-
pending challenges and tangible advantages of e-learning for less
commonly taught languages.



1Us LJanko dipka

Appendices

Appendix 1 |
General Description of the Consonants vs. Additional
Link for Sophisticated Users

a. General Description (fragment)

| Serbo-Croatian B is pronounced in a less
B,b | tense manner than its English counterpart.
| Click here to heat it

Although the c sound exists in the English
language (e.g., blitz [blic]), it is never used
at the beginning of a word. Click here to
hear it in the initial position

In the English language there is only one
sound between these two Serbo-Croatian
(ch as in cherry). The ¢ sound is harder
than its English counterpart while the ¢
sound is softer. Harder means that your
tongue has to be stiffer and it has to press
against the palate with a limited surface.
Softer means that your tongue has to be
sloppier and press against the palate with a

)«
<
3
o)
o
'®N
On
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wider surface. Click here to see the posi-
tion of the tongue. Click here to hear ¢&.
Click here to hear ¢.

Serbo-Croatian D is pronounced in a less
tense manner than its English counterpart.
In addition, Serbo-Croatian is a dental
sound whereas it English counterpart is
pronounced by pressing the tongue against
the lower palate. In order to pronounce
the Serbo-Croatian D correctly, one has to
lower the tongue and press it against the
upper teeth. Click here to see the position
of the tongue. Click here to hear it

b. Additional Link for Sophisticated Users (fragment)

Contrastive remarks: There are substantial differences between the two consonant

systems. The following table illustrates English approximates of Serbo-Croatian

consgnants.

Spelling

T
p-2

ample

English Equivalent Ex

S

s
B

-,

™ a;%r/mn U
e e

(=}
w
[
=

=i (]
jun
=
=3
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Appendix 2
Exemplary Fragments of On-line
Course Components (Fragments)

a. Cultural competence

o onapdatef Republic of Srpsks i Bans Lk (Moo spelied Banjshis fnerally Beys gesmre) Enghsh ok yet avaiiable dor
m Sarsjeve and Sa:a?almsa mnk“x the pictures now and r"gau T 1pon completien of thi b &

Inssgnis of T Republic: uf Sepsion {orgnal spelling Fepubies Srpsial. B

insignia of the Federation of Bosnia and Merzegovina (orginel speling: Federatija Bosne | Hercegovine)

Mvms atfiiation af Serve, Craams, and Basnias Muslings s almost pediety comslaned with sthnithy. Serbs are affiiated with the ;

Chureh, Croats belong to the Crontiar Dathelc Chicch whereas Bosnian Muslims aitere tn he istands Cororanity |

" of Bania and Herzegodna (English not yet swsilable for the istamic Conwmunity page. luek stihe mmm i o yeadd i upon
o ommgietion of the course). A cangideralie mlmtxer o pecple in gaeh of the tnee conb

Religious affilistion

ot pngage n rel
Eorh of the rugals, sore of whuthoeall e mmuum:u Wsswhou s powrse.
R Dittorences jn atlitudinat and bebavioral pattéms
<
A ose sbserier vl gttereymes in e puttenns of daly e sery thee Arerican ad Serbo-Cruaan

Epiealing cuknms Ms}at difteraribating features of the reginn can be summanzad as falime:

1. Lesser seval stratfieation than in the WSA
2. Strsoger cormusity ahd Mnskin tes than in the USA
R | anser nrnsance of the law b aubiie i than i e LGA

b. Grammar (presentation and drills)

Nowun Pattemns and Thelr Major Exceptions S
To retapinde, Bree majur pamems of nOMIRG infietton are ag follows:

mulmmbl{n&}

feminne i ®

; SRR 580 illa %
nower. ol 8 RPN o

A!kimug}» st rxevuns follow these defaults, :her@ are srnall Groups of peung maﬁ&e@ch o gondor vs. inflection! xs'ne
corrospondent 5, and also those which form the plurel in o fferent manner.

In this lesson we witl mention two iegutar infloctional pattams; é

« femiting nouns ending in a consonan § ., with & s
» masculine souns ending in&n-a

nounz should be it on 9 casa-by-case basis. Most of them ands in .8t lurthere gre
algn w%ugr meswim nouns Wit the sams sequance sl the end For sxampla, kost hong' is feminine, most Tadge’ is
masculing, The founs Semseives have e miastuling ersdings in the nominalive {5t R‘mi easo) singitar and plural. Howeves ol
N Wwwcmmmmmmhmm - oritings. Henco: ]

o ; é«} ﬁ*«w«wgl, % «% o 2 ﬁ{\x
?2 wehica lost Big bone'
1 velike kosb i bones'

?&mmne a0

Masculine nouns anding in and .2 should also be remamberad on s case-bycase basie. Thay typicaly denote masciline
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Verb to be Drills

N
» mmnsﬂyoﬁr ing to Cantyat

» VI 21 YOUF GNeReT MMQWWIWMMVMMW
» Press i Refrash laton to sedispiay the table of pronouns.

i i Croatan of Siovene. N

Jaigam jshpdent. Snee Conveti

1am @ studenl Angeer] L : |

Ongist IS ] : Y ]
) o, 5o : ! .

ey Griup o emles) a2 e : =) Snpprodenumeee g

i

c. Vocabulary

ne o ey =
: ’ "« speiial designations;
oV 'this (clase 1o the spaakery, 1o ‘that (close o the lislenery, ono that (distan! trom both intenlecutorsy,
ovde ‘here {close to the speakery. fu 'there {close 1o Ihe listener)', onde ‘thers (distant from both
interiocutorsy

= verb fo 5o
bitt %o b, sam ‘() sar, 51 {you) are’, jo ‘(helshedt) iy, smo ‘(we) are’, sie “{yell) are’, su'hey) are’

« pragmatic operators:
aﬁa ‘ah (when capluring the impori ofcomemmon)’, 2dravo Wil dwmma ‘bve dobar dan gcoct dafy'

[— Plaaso nole that i1 the struchure oftne §emo-¢.':roaﬁan vosabulary mm sa sysfm finking mascufine and”
$0505m feminine profession names. In the English language professions are only seldom markod by gender as in m:for
oo, (mate) vs, actress (female). This gender division Is much more common in Serbo-Crootian. This means thet
LU more vocabulary Tems should be leamed, There are however two faclitaling Issues with this regard. First, in
- =" pyany cases the masculine form Is noulral. You canthus say Op jo profesor. ‘He i3 a professor (mascullne fom
<o of the wordy and Ona je profesor. "She is & professor Gnasculing form of the wordy whils the feminine form %
remains reserved for females, This meens thel ons should first leam the masculine form and be ablsto &
function with that form afons, Leaming the feminine form should coms th , Sutondly, the feminine form
is darived from the masculine using & limted sal of suffices. The two suffizes found sbove -fea: profesprics -
HYemals msw' and kKinja: mdenm‘!emm stisdent’ are among the most productive ones. One should
B loamm-mas" ices 1o derive & p from magculine one.
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d. Communicative Skills

Lesson Two, Communicative Skills

s S * The communicative skills for this lesson includes the following:

pousy _ ;

frERT Y - « Exprossing features and qualiies:

xR [nmm}[\relb to be]mmm] Maﬂwls profaser 'Marko Is a professor, incun]jverh to bof{adjective] Soba 13
pet s velika. ‘The room s big

et

RIS « Expressing posession;

2] [demonstrativaliverb to ballposessive pranounjinoun] To je muja clovka. 'That is ovy pencit, fnounjjverd

1o bej[pussesive pronoun] Olovie je mojs. ‘Hefshedt is..?

- . Asking ahout professions, sthnie and refiglous background @
BANMOAR . Ke SiiiR (informal) Ko ste Vi7 (formal) Wiho are yeif - expecled answer is eiiber nams or profession, Ba
oy ss 17 (inforaial) Sta sto VI? (rormaij ‘What are you' « wema emméﬂs nationality, ethnic or re!!glons

backir
+'NAOTe precise manners ofasxmg ﬁme quesﬁons will be covmd fafer in the course

Asldng gensral questions: »§
Dalifverd to befﬂxvnwn}[ncwﬂad}mwo] Da i je on profesor? Da i j& ona visoka? 'Is he a professor? js
she 1ali?’, [verb to b} i [prenoun] [noun/adjective] Josu Il onl studenti? Jesu Ji one visoka? *Are they
students? Are they 1ali?*

Legson One, Norms

Tha most undantertal nile of smmmlm spellingis a 111 comspondsnce between the characters @
. character sequences in the case of fhe £.atin §, pfand 4, One character is mus read in the same manner -
gorg N regardiéss ofils posiion, and thers is only-ond ter (or character sequence) representing each solind.
This is formulated by the following fide state by the 19th century Serblan inguist Vuk Karad#ié:

Read a3 it s written, wiils 83 you heer i
This is quite different than the English stiuation, where characters becoms different pronunciation depending

on their contexd and even concrete lexical item, Compare the following examples where the same character
has different sound values in English while it remains stable In its pronunciation in Serbo-Croatian:

' ‘ \,caraf o=pe] . \ Ve
cont e=fg] ;. ~cont ‘tont e=fis]

Mare informution about Sarko-Croatian sounds us well as thel sound ciips are svailable in the section sbowt
the [SOUNDS)

In addition to this goneral difference, there are numercus other minor differences, in particular in with regard to%
the spefilng. Two of such differences are present in this losson:

« The ponoun a7 is never capitaiized unless it iz & e begining of the sertence
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Appendix 3
Example of a Quiz; and Its Evaluation (Fragments)

a. Questions

i

5. The character ¢ 1s pronpunced as Engish:
@chasincham
{35 o6 In plossuns
shasinshy

B Fillinthe appropriats fums

Iptotesor. Y am ¢ professer

onal_Jendentiinje. She is 5 sudent
Tio s Thit arg v’

Kol lom? Who are they

Koy AT WD are you

. Satyou keyhoard t Croian or Sorcian Latin, Pross the divow 1o iston 10 e sound cip. Type in the words a5 you hoard &
THhem onths 1pe.

b. Ewvaluation

m Angvesy C1 somest &
pony i
JRANEE Answer C2 corect £
FRNEAR
5 ARG Answer C3verong! The comrectarmwer is: deda
R
im0 Arsar C4 comect! =
ek v NN
L] Anser OF convectt
saan
S Youhsd 12 somest out of 1€ questions, 80%
e B
s GUE KOG BYIGS SGLESS I8 12 Comect ourt of £ questions; RO %
pooeg
— CORRECT ANSWERR
flo]
A Check the sppropriate choloss
o 1. Serbo-Crowtian s the St language of
E1Serbs, Croats, and Bulgeruns
E38esbs, Crocks, and Sloventsrns
BSerbys, Crouts, wnd Bosnian Musns
2. Checkthe incorract santence:
sz samue H
B Oni sre ovde. H
Tivigte tama,
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c. Stored results

Left: Fri Apr 4 06:44:12 2003
Q1 seen Fri Apr 4 09:38:29 2003
11+

12+

13+

14+

15+

16+

17+

18-

19-

110+

111+

112+

113-

114+

115+

Q1 submitted Fri Apr 4 09:42:09 2003 You had 12 correct out of 15
questions, 80 %

Left: Fri Apr 4 09:44:12 2003
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Appendix 4
Example of a Clickable Text (Fragments)
a. Main lesson page
studant,s % mil) stusent unversty Eveionl Noun Aascuitie Numinative Sngutar
Lesson One, Text Ong:
16 hre T Nigar Wte besd] 10Tk Yeres for Thy Engligh trosestaliong
Zaraver ,
) wting Tireeod o sam st EY : @l\ ]
3 Jetend: Friraval 4o fesnags, . . 4 1
SR Sl
BEE On RS0 3 0B Site,
" Jeiane; Dobsr dant Ko st V¥ i
Hadu Dobier gont 32 e B, ;‘;":; P
ki Jessns AbaT AR B WP Infumat
st v ]
Mty 8 v shusstitaga, =yoeisimmsdans
Wiirar: 1 ja sam snent, 3 ) e
) Sz, DoAferyat Wiz Dovidensal Wlin Rervel : et
Sobi : = : s \.
o v j2 00, T4 jieavet Onode roenr. Yo je stolles. Tamo e tius Onams (& lengs §
Student & 3ol (e
(L) & i forisrle pquivatent

Trgveane f RGN EAISNcRS
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b. Additional window with inflectional forms

Your inquiry student (dictionary fonm) yielded the foflowing:.

student

student nominative singtdar mascidine noun
studenta genfive singufar mascuiipe nourn
studentu dafive singuiar masculine noun
student accusative singular masculine noun
studente vocative singtfar masculine noun
studentom instrumental singular mascuiine noun
studentu /ocative singuiar mascufine noun
student| nominative plural mascufine noun
studenta genftive piural mascuiine noun
studentima dative plural masculine noun
studente accusative piural masculine noun
studenti vocative piural masculine nourn
studentima instrumental plural mascuiine nourn
studentima Jocative plural masculine noun
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