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BILINGUAL EDUCATION

TEACHER TRAINING MATERIALS

The bilingual education teacher training materials developed by the
Center for the Deve]opmeﬁt of Bilingual Curriculum - Dallas address five

broad areas of need in the field of bilingual education:

Series A: Bilingual Program Planning, Imp]ementat1on, g
: and Evaluation
Series B: Language Proficiency Acquisition, Assessment, )
and Communicative  Behavior ‘ -
T Series &: Teaching ‘Mathematics, Science, and Sotial
Studies
Series D: Teaching Listening, Speaking, Reading, and
- _wr1t1ng
Ser1es E: Actualizing Parenta] Involvement

These mater1a1s are intended for use in 1nst1tut1ons of h1gher educat1on,
education serv1ce centers, and 1oca1 school ‘district in-service programs : ’ -
They were developed by experts in the appropriate fields of bilingual educaf
tion and teacher training.

- Series A addresses the critical issue of the effective planning and
implementation of progrems of bilingual education as well as efficient
vprograh evaluation. Sample evaluation instruments and fndications for
their use are included. Series B contains state-of-the-art information
on theories and research,concerning bilingual education, second language

' acquisition, and communicative competenee as well as teaching models and
assessment techniques reflecting these theories and research In Series
C, the content, methods, and mater1QJs for teach1ng effect1ve1y in the |

'subJect matter areas of mathemat1cs, sc1ence, and social studies are pre-

| : s

sented. Technical vocabulary is included as well as informqtion on those’

%




ASpects rarely dealt with in the mogolingual content area course,

Series D‘presents the content area of language arts, specifically the
vital knowledge and skills for teaching listening, speaking, -reading,

and writing in the bilingual classroom. The content of Series E, Actu-

alizing Parentel }nvé]Vement, is directed toward invo]vipg parehts with
the schod1 system and developing essential skills and know]edge for the
decision-making proceSs.

Each packet of the series. contains a Teacher Edition and a
Student Edition. In genefa], the Teacher Editidn includes object{ves
for the learning activity, prerequisites, suggested procedures, vo-
cabulary or a glossary of‘bi]ingua]ltermino]ogy, a bibliography, and
assessment instruments as well as all of the materials in the Student
Edi%ion; The materia]é for the student may bevcomposed of assignments of
readings, case sfudies, written repor{s, field work, or other pertinent
content. Teaching strategies may include classroom observafioh, peer
teaching, semwnars, conferences, or micro-teaching se551ons.

. The 1anguage used in each of the series is closely synchron1zed with

-specific obJect1ves and client populations. The following chart illus-

trates the areas of competencies, languages, and intended clientele.

COMPETENCIES, LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION AND INTENDED CLIENTELE

i

N . AREAS OF COMPETENCIES \ LANGUAGE CLIENTELE
k4

SERIES A; Bilingual Program Planning, ‘ English " Primarily supervisors
: Implementation, and Evaluation :

SERIES B. Language Proficiency Acquistion, . Spanish/ Primarily teachers

Assessment, and Communicative Behavior English and supervisors
SERIES C. Teaching Mathematics, Sc1ence. 4nd Spanish/ * 1 PFimarily teachers
. Social Studies \ English and paraprofessionals
)'/ .
'SERIES D.’ Teaching.Ljstening. Speaking, Reading, Spanish/ Primarily teachers
- and Writing English and Paraprofessionals

Primarily teachers,
parents, and community
liaisons

'SERIES E. Actualizing Parental Involvement Spanish




In addition to the materials described, the Center has developed

a Management System to be used in conjunction with the packets in the

Series. Also available are four Practicums which include a take-home
packel for the teacher trainee. B | B ,
The design of the materials provides for differing levels of lin-
guistic prof1c1ency/1n Span1sh and for diversified levels of know]edge
and academic preparat1on through the selection of ass1gnments and strate«
gies. A variety of“nethods of test1ng the information and sk1lls taught
in real or simulated s1tuat1ons is provided a10ng w1th strateg1es that
w111 allow the instructor to meet 1nd1v1dua1 needs and 1earn1ng sty]es
In genera] the materials are adaptable as source mater1a1s for a top1c
or as supp]ements to other materials, texts, or sy]lab1 They prov1de
a model that 1earners can emu1ate in their own classroom. It is hoped
that teacher trainers will f1nd tne materials mot1vat1on§1;indfhe1pfu] |

in prepaning better teachers fofﬁthe bi]ingual'c1a55r00m¢~

-
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Introduction |

In the past, most teacher training programs and}materials hare been -
,based‘entirely'on “expert's" gnewledge, personal experiences of educators,
and the inductive and deductive reasoning of propram designers and plan-
ners (California State Department of Educatton) Such information is. im=-
-portant but not suff1c1ent enough to risk mak1ng 1mportant educational
" decisions. Therefore, these teacher training packets have been developed

ot tQ bolster the validity of know]edge about b111ngua1 education. Emp1r1ca1
| knowledge 1is certa1n to 1mprove the ability of educators to predict stu-
: ‘dent outcomes of d1fferent types of students, given d1fferent types of
treatments under different types of conditions. ‘

The principleswand application of‘fhe theories and research on communica-
tive competence'(Hymes, Canale, Swain, Cummins, Krashen, DiPietro) in Packet I
are synthes1zed and emp1r1ca1]y and exper1ent1a11y operationalized through - |
_the teach1ng models (D1P1etro, Pusey, Calder6n, Rubio) in Packet II. - Packet
I11 1ntegrates theory and application through discussion of assessment proce-
dures and problems in terms of language prof1c1enty and academ1c achievement.
"The authors--Cummins, Calderén, DiPietro, Pusey, and Rubio--have been work1ng |
co]]aborative]y in search of a research-based theoretical.framework for'bilinﬂ>
Vgual educatien} These'packets represent a'collectton~of~some of the most
current information'on‘first‘and second language acduiSition. The authors
hope that these efforts wi]T trigger application and improvement of these

works for further refinement of bilingual programs.




Topical Outliné

. Linguistic Trends: 50s, 60s, 70s, 80s
. Limitations of Testing Insfrumehté, |
. Form vs. Function Issues
,,ALanguage‘Proficiency Assessment
. A Theoretical Framework o
. AsseSSment of'Entry and Exit Criteria

. Reclassification Process:and Issues

Rationale

Vi“jOne of the major reasons‘for the confused state pfwxhe art of 1anguage
proficiency'assessment in bi]ingUéiubfograms stems from the failure to de-
velop an adequate theoretical framework for relating language proficiency
to atgdemic achievement. Without such a framéwork it iSAimPOSSib]e either o

© ~40 develop ratioﬁa] éhtry and exit criteria for bilingual programs or to
’ L design testing procedures to assess these criteria. This pécket gives back-
ground information for the development of a theoretical framework and also
| © tries to illustrate how the construct of "1ahguage_proficiency" is central

to a variety of seemingly independent iSsues in the education of language

minority students.




Syllabus

ACTIVITY

SESSION LEVEL
1 A1l Pretest and/or review of objectives
N\ (Also, pretest can be used for discussion
questions.) ' o
Presentation of linguistic and bilingual
education trends of the 50s, 60s, 70s
(pp. 21-24 and 45-41 Teacher Edition)
(pp. 15-18 and 39-41 Student Edition)
ASSIGNMENT: |
- ATl o _ ‘
Undergraduates Reread pp. 21-24 and 45-47 Teacher Edition.
Gradgates/Pro- ~ 15-18 and 39-41 Student Edition.
fessionals Read pp. 48-53 Teacher Edition. :
’ : . 42-47 Student Edition.
Read Part 4 by:Cummins,
»
2 ALl Discuss,commun{catiVe competence: definition
and implications for bilingual education. '
| | s
ASSIGNMENT: .
A1l Read Part 2. -
Graduates/Pro- Read Oller, Chaps. 3 and 11.
fessionals

Optional readings: Carrol (1972)
and Chronback, Chap. V (1970)




fessionals ONLY

Syllabus
SESSION LEVEL - ACTIVITY
3 . A1 Oral 1anguége assessment o (
' {Undergraduates . ' o
Sessions #3 and #4) Do Activities I and II. o
: (Grads/Pros do No. I as a practicum.) <J
S -Discuss re]at1onsh1p of oral Jéﬁguage '
& skills and assessment to BICS.
ASSIGNMENT
Al1. ' Read pp 25-29 Teacher Edition.
Graduates/Pro- o 19-23 Student Edition. | ) -
fessionals Read Dieterich et al. article; Carroll (1968) ;]
« Oller, Chaps. VIII and.IX. , Y S
) Optional readings:- Lado (1961)
] ‘ \
4 Undergraduates Do Activities III hnd Iv.
- Discuss assessment of reading sk1lls ‘
in L1 and L2. .

Ae

4 Graduates/Pro- Discuss problems of reliability and -

validity of different types of tests
and of specific instruments. .

Do Activity IIT (Practicum).
ASSIGNMENT : |

- Read Oller, Chap. VII.

12 B



SYHabUs ’ ‘* .¥f€ -

|
. . - , T , . , I
SESSION | ; LEVEL . | ACTIVITY L._:j
¥
5 ’ Undergraduates . D1scuss and follow procedure for student/
6 , Graduates/Pro- reclassification, |
fessionals . , N ‘
‘ = ‘ ,
_ Graduates/Pro- | | ASSIGNMENT:
' fessionals : L
£ = , . x S Read O1ler, Chaps. VI and XIII.

Do Activities V and VI ' (Practicum).. -
Read Part 4.

§
7 Graduates/Prb- | Discuss how the results of assessing
- fessionals writing relates to CALP and ties into
¢ , the reclassification decision.
8 Graduates/Pro- | ASSIGNMENT: | |
- fessionals : d

Do Activity VII (Seminar or Workshop).
Read Parts 3 andr4.
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© Pretest IR

1. What is Communicative Competence?

-

\

2. How have 1inguisti¢ trends influenced the focus of instruction
and assessment?
\

\ _ :
b. What constitutes the major problem(s) of assessing communicative com-
\\\ . . g V |
4., Discuss the difference(s) between-discreie item tests and pragmatic
' and/or integrative tests. :

VL
|

4

e

i
- b Mhat is the difference between Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills
(BICS) and Cognitive/Academic Language Proficiency (CALP)?

)
\

6. Hdw is L2 interdependent of L1? . g

! -
\ .

]

g Whiéh student is apt to achieve better in English by grade 6, the one

who receives more English in grades K-5 or the one who receives more
Spanish? . Explain.

8. What should bé used to exit a student out of a bi]ingua1 program?
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Glossary

| BINEL Basic Inventony of Natura1 Language Test (CHECpo1nt Systems,

“'San Bernardinoy<CA- 92404). .. . s '

s

~BSM: Bilingual Syntax Measure Test (Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovitch

New York).

CAL: Oral Prof1c1ency Test (Center for Applied L1ngu1st1cs. Av1ington
VA 22209). . , :

Criterion-Referenced Test: A test uSed to evaluate the attainment
of particular instructional objectives. The criterion is the
standard of behavior on which a Judgment may be based.

- CTBS: _comprehensjon:Tests of Basic.Skills (McGraw-Hi11, Del Monte

Research Parkﬁ“Monterey, CA '93940). SR ‘g_

Discrete item test A test of separate skills mak1ng up one's total
language competence, for example, elements of syntax or vocabu-
1ary, based on 'the idea that these skills can be 1dent1f1ed as '
unique skills apart from each other (Lado).

Exit: When a student is removed from the bilingual/bicultural pro-
gram and is placed in an English only classroom. Exiting is one
of several a]ternat1ves following reclassification.

‘Expectancy Band: A range of scores on a ‘test of achievement con-

sidered to be "average" for a given age and grade. For the
purposé of these guidelines, the recommended band js defined

as the range formed by scores above and below the average (mean)
score, within which the scores of approximately one-third of

all nonminority students taking the test are found. An alter=-
nate way of viewing this recommended expectancy band is that
approximately two-thirds of all nonminority students taking a
test will have scores at or above the Towest score of the’ band

Fluent Eng11sh Speaking (FES): " Those non-English language background

students who do have the clearly developed English 1angua9e
skilis of comprehens1on, speak1ng, reading, and writing neces-
sary to receive instruction only in English at a level substan-
t1a}1y equ1va1ent to that of pup1ls whose primary language is
Eng 1sh

Formal assessment: Measurement of skills and knowledge accord1ng to
an estab1ished set of criteria,

Hyin: Ilyin Oral Interv1ew Test (Newbury House Pub11shers, wa]ey,

Informa1 assessment: Measurement of skills and knowledge by other
than a formal test.
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Integrative test: A test wheréin several language skills are com- -
bined in carrying out a Tanguage-oriented task, based on the
~ idea that language production or comprehension is not a matter
- of isolated skills but on the comb1ned use of the. acquired
sk11]s (011er; Carro]])

LA§: Language Assessment Scales Test (L1nguametr1cs Group, Inc.,
Corte Madera, CA).

Limited Eng]1sh Speak1ng (LES): Those students "Who do not: have the
., clearly developed English language.skills of comprehension,
speak1ng, reading, writing necessary to receive instruction
only in Eng]1sh at a Tevel substantially equivalent to pup11s
whose primary language is English." EC 52163

MAT - Oral Prof1c1ency Test (Center for App11ed L1ngu1st1cs,

- Arlington, VA 22209). , .

Non—Eng]1sh Language Background (NELB): Students who have primary
language other than Eng]1sh They may be NES, LES, or FES.

Non=English Speak1ng (NES): Students who have virtually no English
skills. v .

Nonminority Students: Anglo students who, have English as their pri-
mary language. ! i o

Norm-Referenced Test: A test which compares E student s achievement
with a populat1on of similar students

Pragmatic test: A test wherein the eva]uee s energies are directed
toward carrying out some other task which is not languge cen-
tered, but in which language must be used such as following.
d1rect1ons or exp1a1n1ng how to do something, based on the idea
that language is not to be analyzed by the testee, but used for
natural or academic communication (Krashen; Swain & Canale).

Reclassification: When a student can be considered fluent English
speaking (FES). Reclassification is distinguished from exit.
Reclassification does not prescr1be that a student be removed
from a bilingual/bicultural program

Reclassification Process: Procedures and criteria used to determine
- when a 1imited English speaking (LES or NES) student has learned
enough English to be considered fluent English speaking (FES).

Reliability: The extent to‘wh1ch measurement_error is slight and the
extent to which the measurement is repeatable. For example,if
a test is given and an alternative form is given shortly there-
after, the scores should be the same for the same person; or if
two people score the same test, the scores should be the same.

SEA: Oral Proficiency Test (Center for Applied Linguistics, Ar11ngton,
- VA 22209). .
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Standardized Test:' A test that is composed of empirically selected
materials; has definite directions for administration, ‘scoring,
and use; has-data on reliability and validity; and has adequately
determined norms. Both norm-referenced and criterion-referenced
tests can be standardized. :

Validity: ‘Thé extent to which an instrument measures what it is
said to measure and not some other thing. :
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Ob jectlves

Upon the complet1on of th1s packet, the student w111 be ab1e to:

1.

Def1ne commun1cat1ve competence 1n terms of Ll and L2 by citing

the Canale & Swain components of communicative competence

Differentiate between past m1s1nterpretat1ons of competence and

competence as it is defined today by citingilegislatiYe terms used
in the past and.the Canale, Swain,and Cummins interpretations of
today. - o

D1fferent1ate linguistic trends of the 505, 60s, and 705, 1nc1ud1ng
the implications of Chomsky's contribution by identifying the

focus of linguistic analysis of each period and discussing Chomsky's
"performance vs. competence." " @
Distinguish between "form" and "function" by elaborating on the as- )
pects of langtuage that refer to form and on those for function.

Discuss "BICS" and "CALP" and the?r 1mp11cat1ons for teacher train-

ing and curriculum development by 1dent1fy1ng the elements of BICS

P

and CALP and how teachers must apply these to the classroom situation.

. Explain the “Interdependence Hypothesis" by explaihing the “Dua]-

e rg" representat1on of bilingual prof1C1ency
Explain the "Threshold Hypothesis" by exp1a1n1ng the. Skutnabb- Kangas
thresho]d i1lustration.
Distdngoish between the different types ot assessment.instruments

by.recognizing an examp1e of each.

‘Be aware of . the fa]]acy of current test1mg procedures for exiting

students out of a program by c1t1ng 11m1tat1ons of (1) current 1n-‘

struments and‘(2);3udgments'by untrained:observers.
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10.

11.

&
Use a multicriteria process for rec]assification by ¢iting the California.
model as an example. | |
Providg/gJ/htionale for using multicriteria for reclassification by

synthesizing dual-language acquisition theory, limitations of instruments,

training, etc.




Part 1——Current Theory and 'Research '
‘Communicative-Competencewas a term was first used by Del]AHymes

'}(1968) to djfferentiate it from 1inguistic competenCe as defined by

Chomsky (1965) In order to’define Communicative Competence, we must
d1scuss some of the ‘theories of modern ]1ngu1st1cs both in terms of

psycho]1ngu1st1cs- (how 1anguage is acqu1red) and soc1ol1ngu1st1cs (how

1anguage is used)

Up through the 1960s 11ngu1sts were concerned w1th the structure

of the 1anguage and with descr1b1ng 1t in terms of its phono]ogy (sound

_ system), morphology (grammat1ca1 1nf1ect1ona1 system) and finally its
'syntax (sentence sgructure). Throughout the 40s and 50s the major em-

‘phasis seemed to be on the spoken_]anguagevand the sound system."Any

effects the work of the linguists*had were more on foreign language

“instruction than on native language 1nstruct1on

' Still concerned with the structure of the language, but in terms

‘of syntax rather than phonology, Noam Chomsky shook, the 11ngu1st1c-wor1d

‘with h1s theory of generative, transformat1ona1 grammar laid out in

his book Syntact1c Structures (1957). He discussed deep structure (the

under1y1ng mean1ng) as d1fferent from surface structure (the sentences

one speaks). To arrive at the surface structure, a speaker "transforms

the deep structure in qne or more ways. Under1y1ng h1s theory of syntact1c
structures was his rejection of the prem1se that 1anguage was a behav1oraJ
response to a stimu]us (a theory which has heavi]y'influenced applied
1inguistics) Chomsky stated- X

1. Language js innate (a product of a th1nk1ng bra1n and not habit
format1on) N

2. Language is ru]e-governed behav1or

QU

,‘.‘
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ectness" ﬁs.ﬁetermined{by'theﬂuSers of the Tanguage and is. .

‘based- on understanding (i.e. meaning cannot be separated from
language). | o

3. "Corp

~4.“A11f1anguages have "universals" or similarities (i.e., processes
or elements in their basic systems). _ ‘

5. Surface grammar (what we see, say, and hear) is only a manifestation
of deep grammar (the meaning, rules, and processes which we use to
produce language). ' . :

~ 6. Our Tanguage competence (our ability to use language) is not always
v accurately reflected in our performance (how we use the language).
(Haskell, TESOL Newsletter, April, 1978).

’ Chomsky;s theory had resounding effects on the fields of Tinguistics'
and foreign yangﬁage teaching as well as on the ted@hing of grammar and

reading in elementary and secondary 'schools. A new interest in linguistic

‘research came about. If 1inguisfic ability is innate, then something could

&

be learned about Chomsky's syntactic theories by observing how small chil-
dfen acquire language. Research by Lenneberg, Brown, and others quick]jﬁ
followed. As'a result of this researéh, Chomsky's original theories about
syntax h&ve'been refined and modified. He himé@]f revised the theory in

g&other book, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax, in 1965.

Chomsky used two terms in his writings which have considerable bear-‘
ing on th%éidiscussion:, "competence" and "performance." He defined
compefenée as what oneyinnately knows about thePgﬁammaticaliyy of his
language and performance as the speaker's ability to usevthi§ knowledge ;@
in concreteisituaﬁions. Combetence is complete, acéurate; and ideal;
performance:is partiaf, fTawed,'and'imperfeCt. |

Linguistic research created intérest in two related fie]ds--psycho]qu
and socio]ogy.v The psychologists -researched language acquisition and créated
a new fie]d]of study-—psycﬁolinguisfics. The soc%o]ogists were interested in
how 15hguag§.was used in social settings and developed another new fieidﬁbf

study--sociolinguistics. According to the sociolinguist, language is used .
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for communlcatfon In 1970, 1n\a paper ent1t1ed “On Commun1cat1ve Compe-
tence,ll D. Hymes built on Chomsky s theory of 11ngu1st1c competence. Just
as a native speaker can Judge whether a sentence is grammat1ca1 or ungrammat-

jcal, Hymes contended he can also Jjudge whether~a sentence is appropr1ate

_ or not when communicating with another nat1ve,speaker. This, we must def1ne

communicative competence as the ability to judge whether the language one

uses is;possible grammatically, feasible semantically, and appropriate so-

cially.

The question then is: How can a person 's’ commun1cat1ve competeniighe?~z>
assessed or determined? In- answer1ng this quest1on one must look at Sl

current status of assess1ng language proficiency and the two approaches to

testing it (d1screte po1nt and pragmat1c) and f1na11y decide how to/ determine’
the -best way of asse551ng communicative competence 1n L1 and L2 for d1agnos-
tic and prescr1pt1ve purposes. There is a dearth of’ﬁnstruments for measur1ng
L1 profic1ency in a language other than Eng]1sh Alfew are available for
Spanish but are lacking for other languages. |

| The National Institute of Education in its 1978 publication, Assess-

ment Instruments for L1m1ted English Speak1ng Students, reviews and analyses

f1nstruments for Ch1nese, French, Italian, Navaho, Portuguese, Spanish,

and Tagalog. Rat1ng cr1ter1a is included as well as crucial assessment
needs and limitations. After perusing their chart analysis, it is quite
ev1dent that these 1nstruments need revision. and technical upgrad1ng and |
are too limited in scope D1eter1ch et al. (1979) elaborate more thoroughly
on the 11m1tat1ons of the tests. For an indepth discussion of these
1imitations p1ease see D1eter1ch s "A Linguistic Analysis of Seme English
Proficiency Tests." ‘

At the present t1me determ1n1ng a student S’ commun1cat1ve competence

is at bestﬂfragmented andk}ncomplete, This 1s due in part to a 11m1tat1on

R2.




, ‘of instrumentation and in 1arge measure to a faulty purpose for carrying

i qut the assessment Instruments are currentiy on the market and others are

ﬂ'being developed to neasure the student s 11ngulst1c proficiency in English
and/or the native 1anguage (These are d1scussed more at 1ength in recom- .
mended readings:) However, the reason for determining the student's com-
municative competence, at least on the part of school administrators, is
often due to legal or bureaucratic pressure from agencies such as the Office
of Civil Rights (OCR) or to the state laws. that require a minimal profi-
ciency level for graduation, rather than to diagnostic and prescriptive use

by the teacher and. the school Some~teachers are aware of the need and are.

concerned about determining the student s, needs but others are not Due to

. ﬂ‘ﬂlJmited instryments, even the concerned teacher is many times not fully

-».- equipped to determine completely the communicative proficiency of the

students.




Part 2—— Entry DlagnOS|s and Prescnptnon

Perhaps one of the greatest m1saust1ces b111ngua1 educators have done

A 4.4\‘

-‘rto the1r Students is to 1dent1fy “them 1ncorrect1y and p1ace them 1n pro-‘— a

grams not adequate to their needs. An appropriate “entry" process “has .
not been emp1r1ca11y tested, and state 1eg1s]ators are st111 emphasizing
d1agnos1s but not prescription. Individual school d1strwcts or teachers
still have to re-d1agnose and prescribe or re- prescr1be once the state-
‘mandated test1ng has been comp]eted. A recent review by the Ca11forn1a

'TJo1nt Leg1slat1ve Aud1t Comm1ttee (1980) found that due to the 11m1ta-
tions in the mandated language assessment 1nstruments schoo]s were not
using cons1stent procedures for assesS1ng pup11s English 1anguage pro- °
f1c1ency Consequently, pupil; 1dent1f1cat1on and classification varied
cons1derab1y among districts and schools in Ca11forn1a (office of the

. Auditor General, 1980). | |

Some current language assessment instruments attempt to assess oral

1anouage (LAs;\BINL, BSM) while others assess other aspects of 1anguage
proficiency’such as grammatica1 competence (I1yin) or know]edge of voca-
bulary. Va11d1ty (measur1ng what it says it measures) is an 1mportant
traitvof any test " Content va11d1ty ijs difficult to achieve since the
components mak1ng up communicative competence are broad and not neces-
sar11y adequate]y descr1bed Thus, choos1ng a representat1ve sample of .
the language components is d1ff1cu1t Accordjng to the California
Department of Education, these instruments lack construct validity (CA
State Dept. of Ed., 1980). _Construct vaTidity refers to how well a
test measures a theoretical concept on which the test is based. Another
trait to be cansidered in.selecting or designing a testing instrument

- is reliability, Would two people of equal competence score the same on




.thedtest?~ If.the person took the test now and again within a short
;?peri’od"of t'ime,.f‘twoui’d -the score be about the same‘? It is probab]y fa1r
fat this point to say there is no one valid’and reliable 1nstrument to
'determ1ne the true or even relative commun1cat1ve competence of a person;
however, that does not mean it cannot be done. ' Some authorities such as
-Dr. Robert Cervantes of the California State Department of Education
‘and Dr. John O]ler of the Un1vers1ty of New Mexico have said that the
Judgment of a teacher with the proper 11nguist1c training is as re11ab1e L
as any test A study conducted by J. Damiko and J. Oller (1980) found ‘ ;
that teachers who were taught to use pragmat1c criteria in 1dent1fy1ng
V]anguage disordered children 1dent1f1ed s1gn1f1cant1y more’ ch11dren and
‘were more often correct in the1r 1dent1f1cation than teachers taught to .
use syntactic cr1ter1a
How can 11ngu1st1ca11y trained teachers assess their students®
communicative competenCe? Testing procedures fall into two fields—;
discretevitem-testing and'pragmatic testing. Discrete item tests are.<'
promoted by psychometricians or psycholinguists. They feel that such
elements as reliability and validity are important characteristics of
any test - Pragmatic tests, on the other hand, are backed hy sociolin—
gu1sts and 11nguist1c practitioners or peop]e from the field of applied
- linguistics who are more apt to depend on skilled intuitive Judgment. The -
first person to‘suggest that both tests have their place in determining
‘communicative or linguistic competence waS'Drr J; B. Carroll, who had both
backgrounds. : ° - .
The discrete.item,test measures some aspect or traitfofulanguage :
-proficiency in each'item: It can be criterion referenced’according}to_
~ some taxonomy such as a vocabulary item, a syntactic structure, or a

'.. reading ski]i. It usually is objectively scored. The'pragmatic.test
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dea]sqw{th performance in a s1tuat1on--the student S capac1ty to use the

language f]uent]y, appropr1ate1y, and correctly Both k1nds of assess-

~

ments\haVe their place, but 1t is 1mportant to know what each’ ﬁan and
. cannot 1nd1cate about the overa]] commun1cat1ve competence of a student.

F1rst of a]], what is a d1screte 1tem test, and what use should be

made by the teacher of, uch tests7 A d1screte51tem test, accord1ng to S JNPEEL

its proponents, is. a more reliab1e way of,measur1ng tra1ts, sk1lls, or ,~gzw}f‘

know]edge s1nce it measures on]y one th1ng at a time and usua11y a11ows !
RS

«fdr 11tt1e subJect1v1ty in scor1ng It may be mu1t1p1e cho1ce, match-~

s/f_ :gﬁnng, f1lT 1n the blanks (01029)345.‘.
'f’:g‘

but on]y one answer is correct :

4 \:dtd{:!

~and there is no d1scuss1on as to what "correctness“ enta1ls. An item

"

.éﬁlnmy deal with a problem of vocabu]ary, oﬁ syntax,rof comprehension, etc.,
but other variables will be controlled, sincedthe item will be on]yna. |
sample of‘%hé=1arger domain. Most teachers are famiiiar with'discretet‘d
«jtem tests, s1nce most standard1zed tests fol]ow this format. |
- - D1screte 1tem tests have their use by teachers 1n d1agnost1c and
prescr1pt1ve ways It helps the teacher to know that Johnny may be ab]e:
to recognize the difference between /s/ and #z/ on an aud1tory d1scr1m1-A
- nation test. He may evep be able to produce them correctly when read]ng_
a list of minimal pairs but in spontaneous production still conste,them.'
l S How, then, .can "performance" or "use“ of -language be measured7 Prag-
| matic test1ng 1nvo]ves a s1mu1ated expernence where the student must put
o - to use in an integrative “spontaneous" way his controls of the lan-
guage in a product1ve way Good 1anguage teachers have always done this
in the1r class s1tuat1on through role p1ay1ng or paired d1alogues o§§

; 1nterv%§ws. It does have 1ts problem in that the scoring may be hi@h]y;

subjective. What determines correctness? What about the child who on 1§'
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- for years before that. The test consisted of severa] parts, three of

| '. ‘ . . , . __YU". . , k: ) ) e
the playground may be very productive but in any structured test situa-

" tion freezes or makes nervous mistakes? How can you make sure that the

structure or vocabu]ary‘joﬁ'want to examine appears in the speech sample?
In the U.S., pragmatwc tests have become 1ncreas1ng]y popu]ar as

oral 1anguage prof1c1ency measures haVe appeared and pressure has core

upon schoo]s to determine a ch11d s proficiency in a g1ven 1anguage “In

‘other parts of the world, part1cu1ar1y in the Br1t1sh Commonwealth, these

. tests have been around for some time This author reﬁembers administer-

1ng the Cambridge First Leve] Test of Eng]1sh Prof1c1ency in a Third

World country some years back, and versions of the‘test have been around

LY

~which were an oral interview, an objective reading comprehension test,..

and a writing samp1e; The oral interview also consisted of severa]lsub—
parts:

(1) The 1nterv1ewee chose one of three kinds of personal exper1ences
to relate (i.e., a trip he had taken, a movie he had seen, a
frightening exper1ence he had had). .

(2) The 1nterV1ewee reacted to several v1sua1 cues for descr1pt1on

(3) The interviewee chose a topic from a choice of three (domains
of philosophy, history, etc.).to ask and answer quest1ons.

In each section the 1nterv1ewer was to rate, on a five po1nt sca]e of

-

fair to exce]]ent, the student s fluency, contro] of syntax, pronuncia-

1 tion and 1ntonat1on, and vocabulary selection. In order to achieve in-

terrater reliability, intervfewersrspent two days interViewing_persons
of varying'degrees of E2§1ish_proficiency and agreeing'on what constituted
each of the,degrees on the five peint scale. |

-CLOZE'PROCEDURE

-One of the types of pragmatic_ tests recommended by John Oller in

- his book, Language Tests at Schoo}) is the "Cloze" test. A Cloze test -

& . . BN

)




can,Be used tp test reading comprehension skills as well as more dis-

crete grammar points.. To qualify as a pragmatic test, the best proceduee

-is .to delete every "#th" word after the first sentence. For examp]e,'in

a passage of approximately 60 words one might omit every 5th word. The

number of words the persoh can supply correctly is an indication of his

sk111 in comprehend1ng and process1ng the mater1a1 Care must be taken

“in the select1on of the passage, since even for nat1ve speakers it has

7.

been shown that material wh1ch is outside the exper1ence or is not "scr1p7.
ted" in the braih of the reader is difficult to reconstruct and bring
closure to. The test can be scored in two ways: 1) exaqt words or 2)
contextualyy appropriate words counting_as correct: ,

President Reagan was recently shot. The man who shét (him) is now
Tocked up (in) a prison. He will (soon) - contextually appropr1ate - ‘
be brought to trial. ‘ someday) - exact ’ '
John Oller also emphasizes thé importance of meaningful tasks. The
ego of the person being tested must be involved. He suggdests retelling
a story or a movie, taking'a dictation, executing a series of instructions -
and/or writing an essay as ways of testing the person's performance in

the language.
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S ACTIVITY I

' ~
Assessing Oral Language in L1

Age: K-1
Pragmatic Test

Task: %h}]d ;s to see some p1ctures and te]] a story about the p1ctures '
Ilyin v .

-

1. As a group, decide what aspects of 1anguage will be assessed such as
pronunc1at1on, syntax, vocabulary, creativeness, sequence Choose
a minimum of four of the above or add your own, “

2. vg]op a rating scale for each of the aspects you have decided to
SS What constitutes a low, fair, good, or excellent level of
prof1c1ency7

3. D1SCUSS10n and eva]uat1on

a. On what basis did you choosé the aspects of 1anguage you shou]d
assess? what will these aspects te]] you?

-

b. How can ‘the 1nformat1on gained from such an assessment measure
aid you as a c]assroom teacher?

c. What problems do you see with this kind of test? for the ch1]d?~
for the evaluator?

d. How reliable is it? Does the persona]1ty of the ch11d or the
administrator affect the outcome?

’

e. Would the task be equally suitable for other age groups7 Why?

f. Would the grading scale be d1fferent for a different age group?
Why?

" g. Discuss how this assessment measure could be modified for an L2
situation for the same age group. What additional linguistic
skills would the administrator need? Would the critéria chosen
in Task 1 be the same?




-GUIDELINES FOR DISCUSSION QUESTIONS : h .
ACTIVITY I |

The aspects of language chosen to assess should give the greatest ..
amount of information on the stages of language development.
Example: Vocabulary and sequence reflect cognitlve skills wh1ch
should be reflected in ‘L2 at the K-1 Tevel. .

The information gained from;such an assessment w111 a1d the teacher
in group1ng and meeting 1ndiV1dua11zed needs in’ the c1assr00m

" One problem with this kind of test is its subJect1v1ty The

child may feel uncomfortable. The evaluator may not have the
necessary sensitivity. a v ) &

v

The reliability is dependent upon the ratlng scale. The person-

* ality of both the child and the adm1n1strator will: affect the

outcome of the test.

Yes, the task would be equally suitable for other agefgroups in
assessing native language. . A1l ages can tell a story based on

visual stimuli. ' : :

The rat1ng scale wou1d vary at different age groups, since more
cognitive factors wou]d ,be important with older students

The administrator wou]d need a knowledge of L2 acqu1s1t1on stages.

. The criteria would differ since syntax would become more important

as a measure of acquisition.

P




Assessing Oral Language in L2

29
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ACTIVITY 11

Age: Grade 6

“Discrete item test. (cf BSM II MAT, SEA, CAL) $

Task: Child is to select a picture correspond1ng to utterance he hears on
tape. , o3

Vi

1. As a group, decide what essential functions and structures of 1anguage
a student needs in order to be able to comprehend aud1tora11y How many
of these are needed for proficiency in L2? : .‘

2. Discussion and eva]uat1on

a. On what basis did you choose the essent1a1 functions and structures
you consider necessary for proficiency?

b. How can the information gained. from such an assessment instrument
aid you as a classroom teacher?

c. What problems do you see with th1s k1nd of test?
d. . How reliable is it?

e.. Would the -task be equally suitable for other age groups? - .




GUIDELINES FOR DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
ACTIVITY 11 | | |

If a formal instrument was used, no choice was made. If a Tocal instru- ~
ment was used, attention should'be paid to similarities so that knowing
one.word or concept such as plurality would indicate to the child which
picture is being referred to. More than one word or concept needs to-be

" involved. . o | | - |
A well designed instrument can givg”you information about the listening
comprehension skills of a student for grouping and individualization.
-A poor one will not give you the needed information. :
Problems include: |

1. Choice of picture and statements.

2. Use of simple sentences rather than larger, complexjones.

3. Insufficient integration for valid data.
It probably is reliable.

Yes, the test would be suitable for othér age Qroups.




ACTIVITY 111

' Aésessing Reaéing in L1
~ Age: Grade 4

‘Discrete item:teSt: (cf. CTBS in Span1sh o? Gates-McG1nn1ty,
' - . .CTBS, or other Engl1sh read1ng test )

9.

1. As a group Took at the comprehension and vocabulary subtests ~Are the
-~ selections relevant to the student? '

2. _Exam1ne the manual to see what the resu]ts of such a test can te11 you.
3. D1scuss10n}ann eva]uat1on | |
a. On what basis did jou choose the test?’

. b. How can the information from such an assessment 1nstrument help you
as a classroom teacher?

c. What problems do you see with this kind of test? for the child?
for the evaluator?

- d. 'How reliable is it? Does the persona11ty of the ch11d affect the | /-
outcome?

e. Would a similar task be equally suitable for all age groups?




GUIDELINES FOR DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
ACTIVITY 111

The test should be chosen on 1ts appropr1ateness to the—target popu]at1on.

. Informat1on ga1ned from the assessment can be used for group1ng and 1nd1-

v1dua11zat1on in the classroom. , _ |

Probiems with th1s kind of" test may 1nc1ude biases in terms of culture,
sex, race, etc. These problems are for the child; for the administrator
prob]ems do not exist. The~test is easy to adm1n1ster and score.
Depend1ng on the purpose for wh1ch it w111 be used the test is vaL1d
Standardized tests do meet the reliability criteria. The personality
of the child probably doesunot affect the outcome. T

: No, it is not su1tab1e for‘very young ch11dren who do not read.




ACTIVITY. IV

Assessing Reading in L2

‘Age: Grade 10 (intermediate ESL)

Pragmatic test: Cloze prbcedure

1. As a group select a passage from.a book at the appropriate level.
You might use a book from a series like the Longman's Structural
Readers or the Newbury House Structural Readers. In the passage
decide which words you will delete; you may wish to do every 7th
-word after the first sentence. ‘ ‘

, 2.‘ As a group décide on .3 ratihg scale. * Will other words be accepted or
only the word which appeared in the original text? : -

3. Discussion and evaluation o L.
., a. On what basis did you choose the words to be deleted? Could you i.'l

have made'other.choices?

»

" b How can the information gained from such an instrument aid you as
~ a classroom teacher? Could this same procedure be used as a teach- -
- ing device? ' - ' : : ' :
c. What problems do you see with this kind of test?

d. How reliable is-it? How would the ratihg scale affect the reli-
ability? v

e. Would the task be equally suitable for other age.groups?

f. Would the grading scale be different if the age group were differ-
ent? Why? . : :

37
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 GUIDELINES FOR DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
ATIVITY IV - o

Some.factors, such as d1ff1cu1ty and purpose, affect the cho1ce of words
to be deleted; -for example, in grammar points, articles are easier than:
prepositions; every fifth word is harder than every eighth word. The

. more frequently the blanks appear, the more difficult the test will be.

A high number of nouns, adjectives, and verbs makes the test harder than

- the same nymber. of articles or prepos1t1ons.

%, Ce

This k1nd of test gives c]ues to the students' use of the vocabu]ary
and grammar. It works well as a teaching device particularly when
working- on d1ff1cu]t items, such as prepos1t1ons or verb tenses

One prob]em 11es in the selection of appropr1ate passages, as they can be .

cu]tura]]y b1ased o .

Th1s kind of" test Can be very re]1ab1e It would depend on using the

"exact" word or "contextually appropriate" word in the rat1ng - The lattér

-, can 1ead to problems of re11ab1l1ty

. Th1s task 1s su1tab1e for most age groups after K-] ‘and 2.

The rating sca]e would: not rea]]y be d1fferent.




ATV Y

’Assessing_wr%ting in L

Age: Grade3
.;LPragmat1c test: Nr1t1ng a paragraph .
‘Task: Students will see a short. mov1e. They w111 then wr1te a paragraph (a)

telling why they liked or disliked it, (b) summar1z1ng it, or (c) fin-
1sh1ng it or telllng what came before it.

1. ’As a group decide on-a movie and estab11sh how much time the students
fshoqu have to write, the paragraph s et ,

2. Estab11sh a rating sca]e for a ho]1st1c grad1ng procedure. Include
criteria on content (ideas, vocabulary, sequence, etc. } and criteria
"an mechanics (spelling, syntax, etc. ). What constitutes a. Tow, fair,
good, or exce]lent level of gyof1c1ency?

3. D1scuss1on and Eva]uat1on

a. On what basis did you decide on the criteria for the rating scale?
Are they equally important?

b. How can the information from such an assessment measure aid you
as a classroom teacher7 - .

c. What problems do you see with. this k1nd of assessment7 for the
child? for the evaluator?

d. Nhatfspecia] ski]]s-does the eualuator need if any?

" e. How reliable is it? Does the pensonality of the child in any way
affect.-the outcome\’f :

’

g; Would the grad1ng sca1e be different for a d1fferent age group?
Why? .

‘h. How could a similar test be used for assessing'writing in L2?

~ -
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f. Would the task be equa]]y suitable for other age- group57 B - afﬁf




GUIDELINES FOR DISCUSSION fQUESTIONS
ACTIVITY v

a.

It is highly subJectlve and thus re11ab111ty ts decreased

(Y

‘Content -should probab]y count- much more than hmchan1cs at th1s age.
: Sequence might be mOre 1mportant ‘than speC1f1c vocabu]ary, etc.»

;Th1s task. g1ves cIues to many cognitive sk1IIs as well as Ianguage B
- skills. It can be used to group and 1nd1v1dua11ze in the cIassroom.

“Problems of Iearnlng sters are lessened by using a mov1e rather*than
Students may find writing
~ hard, and. 1t takes cons1derab1e t1me to score. - . :

ds

a tape by itself, since it is- multisensory.

.

No spec1a1 sk1IIs are needed to administer such an 1nstrument, but

- a knowledge .of I1ngu1st1cs and a; command of wr1t1ng skills are needed
| to grade it, - .

verbal child would have an advantage. .
iy

The task is su1tab1e for m1dd1e and upper grades. *@%ﬁﬁﬁ

Yes. VocabuIary and mechan1cs would become more 1mportant W1th the o
h1gher grades. 4

The same procedure can be used but the rat1ng scale wouId have to be

d1fferent

dy

a
Do e

A'creatiye,'f




Assessing Writing in L2

Age Grade 6

Régeat the activity you did for native landuage making the necessary

modifications in terms of grading séa}e; -

b

ACTIVITYVT

]

/

-




GUIDELINES FOR ACTIVITY VI

Modifications would includes
1. The movie selected would have to be shorter and simpler.

2. One might wish to have the students retell or summarize rather
than finish -the story. , ;

3. Syntéx as criteria would have to reflect developmental stages.

The administrator and gradér would need knowledge about second language
acquisition and skills in measuring the developmental stages.




\ - Part-3—EXxit:- Issue§ and Process ('

PAST MISINTERPRETATION OF COMPETENCE
Historically,,the 1968 Bilingual Education Act was directed at “chil-

" dren who came from environments where the dominant language was other than

Engtish." In 1974 the amendments broadened the definition to children of

1imi ted Ehg]i%ﬁ speaking ability. Then, the 1978 law‘expanded the act's

coverage cohsiderably and no longer required a premature exit (once chil-
dren had gained the ability to ;peak English glthough their overall En-
g]ish.proficiénc might still be 1imited). Nevertheless, stuhen;s were
still hot to bzd:1lowed to continue receiving Bi]ingua] instrucfioh'once. "
- they had devé]oped Engﬁish proficiency (Title VII Regu]atioﬁs, 1974,

o ).
‘ The 1968 and 1374 definitions of the target popd]ation were based 0

éo]e]y on speakiné performance. The 1978 definition encompasses reading

and writing but still basés jts theoretical framework solely on 1angu§ée.

This reljance on 1angdage as the sole determiner of bilingual student
_,Underachievement'has been termed as thg "linguistic mismatch hypothésis"

by CumﬁinS"(1979) and other psychp and soEiofinguists. The occurrence of

this Tinguistic mismatch gtéms fﬁom early attemptg by 1inguistsoto explain

poor acadeyic achievement of minority ‘tanguage children.

As one follows the 1ingqists' trends in the United States, one c&n

see where the majbr emphasis of their research has been in the last 30
© years. Figurg 1 demonstrates these trends (Shuy, 1980). The triangle
i . a]sofserVes to demonstrate the size of the unit of ana1y$is. For instance,
': in the 50s sounds, word endings, i.e., the smallest units of analysis —
vere in vogue. In the 60s Chomsky sbearheaded the concentration on whole

sentences and theiy meaning;‘but by the 70s, 1inguists and sociolinguists,
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H{JE?ETICS; MORPHOLOGY ; STRUCTURAL LINGUISTICS -
C(NTRAS,IIVE LINGUISTICS

SYNTAX; GENERATIVE GRAVMAR, TAGMEMICS

19705 : \  Discoukse ; Discourse AnaLvsIs

Fiure 1

(From R. W. Shuy. "Communicative Competence." A presentation
° at Multidistrict Teacher Trainers Institute, Redlands, CA, 1980, .
and Coachella, CA, 1981. By permission.) . -

by articulating with each other, aiscovered;tﬁet meaning comes~from more
:then the analysis of a kernel sentence. Today sociolinguists, anthropo-‘
]ogists, and psycho]ogists know thaE mean}ng is derived from setting,
part{eipant, role re]ationships, ana verbal strategies that go beyond
the unit of a sentence. Unfortunate]&, the Bilingual Education Act was
written reflecting the top and center portions of that triangle. Studies
on discourse analysis and other recent studies on bilingual education
must not have been considered, since the guidelines were instead based
on the linguistic mismatch hypothesis.

The mismatch hypothesis focused on the visible surface forms of L2
(phonetics, morpﬁology, vocabulary, kernel sentences) and ibnored the un-
derlying proficiencies. Roger Shuy s (1976) "iceberg" metaphor (see Fig-
ure 2) demonstrates the visible 1anguage prof1c1enc1es (those above the

water) and the underlying prof1c1enc1es (below the water). The surface
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structures are those that are taught year after year in English-as-a-

second-language classes, from one grade to another, through pattern drills

and vocabq]ary_]ﬁsts. N

Lincleis Chtkconres Seeait  Reapme  MRITG o

F1Gure 2

~3

A-Deep TO SURFACE REPRESENTATJON OF THE
LANGUAGE CONTEXT ASPECTS OF LANGUAGE

(From R: W. Shuy. “Assessing Oral Language Abilities in Children."
In L. Feagans and D. C. Farran, [Eds.], The Language of Children
i , Figure 9.1, p. 185. Copyright 1982 by Academic

“Press, New York. By permission.)
These same surface forms are also assessed through current langqage pro-
ficiency assessment instruments in order to transition students out of
bi]ingua1 programs. |
The deep structures below the water in Shuy's metaphor are the func- -

tional aspects of cognitive as well as linguistic development. These ,
underlying proficiencies have been "usually ignored-in curriculum as well as
in policy decisions regarding the language of instructidn" (Cummins, 1980).

Consequently, none of the mandated assessment instruments presently deal

2

with deep structures either.
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BICS AND CALP HYPOTHESIS o

‘ Cummins borrowed Shuy's'iceberé métaphor tqo represent his theorJ\of

BICS and CALP. BICS is the basic intefpérsona] commuhicative skills that

everyone acquifes regardjess_of I1Q or academic performance. CALP is ﬁhe
“cognitive/academic ]ahguége proficiency that refers to the dimension of

language proficiency that is‘teJated to literacy Ski]]s (Figure 3);

”

PRONOUNCIATION. MANIFESTATION OF
GRAWAR LANGUAGE IN
VOCABULATORY INTERPERSONAL
‘ COMMUNICATIVE
CONTEXTS

, i
\/\MM/\_A_,/\AMJ
..

COGNI TIVE/ACADEMIC
LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

MANIPULATION OF
LANGUAGE IN
DECONTEXTUALIZED
ACADEMIC SITUATIONS

FiGure 3
THE “1CEBERS" REPRESENTATION OF LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY
Current studies on bilingual education indicate that the cognitive/
academic aspécts of L1 and L2 are interdependent and that the development
of proficiency in L2‘is partia]ly a function of the level of L1 proficiency
at the time when intensive exposure to [2 begins (Lambert and Tucker, 1972;

Cohen and Swain, 1976; Rosier and Farella, 1976; SkUtnabb-Kahgas and Toukomaa, -

- 1976; Cummins, 1977; Troike,“1978; Legarreta, 1979): During a Multidistrict

Teacher Trainers Institute (Riverside, CA, 1980), Cummins and Shuy reworked

the iceberg methaphor to represént the Interdependence HypotheSis of bilingual

" proficiency (Figure 4). The duaT-iceberg methaphor éxpresses the point that

»
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SLRFACOE EATtRES SURFACOE [EATURES

. j Ny
CoanITIVE/ACADEMIC
,é LANGUAGE FICIENCY

FiGuRE 4

-THE “DuaL-IceBERG" REPRESENTATION OF BILINGUAL PRoé’ijch
n"t

ba‘

desp1te the obvious differences between L1 and L2 in terms of the surface fea-

. tures df phonology, syntax, and lexicon, there is a common’ under1y1ng profi-

_-ciency that determines an individual performance on cogn1t1ve/academ1c tasks

in both L1 and L2. This developmental Interdependence Hypotheeis proposes
that development of competence in L2 is partidlly a function of the type of .
competence already developed in L1. If L1 is not deve]opedvto a given level,
L2 will also suffer. Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa (197?) }11ustrated,the‘
resu]ts of degrees of L1 development through the Thresho]d Hypothesis (Figure
5), which proposes that there may be threshold levels of linguistic competence

wh1ch a bilingual ch11d must atta1n both to avo1d cognitive disadvantages

(English proficiency) and to a]]ow the potent1a11y beneficial aspects of bi-

s 8
lingualism to influence his/her cognitive and academic functioning.

‘Testing for the Exit Threshold. The reason teachers and others often .

prematurely assume that minority children have attained~sufficient English

_ proficiency to exit to an Eng]ish-only program is that they focus on the

surface manifestations of English proficiency (e.g., accent, fluency, gram-

47
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mar, etc.) and ignore the CALP which underlies English literacy developmenit.

Fluency in English BICS is no more a sufficient condition for adequate

’

3

TyPe oF BILInGUALISM ~ COGNITIVE EFFECT
//\\ A.PROFICIENT BILINGUALISM POSITIVE
. 'AGE-APPROPRIATE LEVELS ggG:(':T;VE '
IN BOTH LANGUAGES FECT ‘ N
. . HIGHER THRESHOLD
, . ‘ — LEVEL OF BILINGUAL

a /\ B.PART 1AL BILINGUALISM . Ngﬁugg POSITIVE . PROFICIENCY .
¥ : NOR NEGATIVE
= AGE-APPROPIATE LEVEL IN COGNITIVE EFFECTS :
E ONE OF THE LANGUAGES :
< : b

| & . . o

| 3 LOWER THRESHOLD
p=)

.l e C.LIMITED BILINGUALISM NEGATIVE LEVEL ?: BILINGUAL.
= , COGNITIVE EFFECTS . PROFICIENCY
= AGESAPPROPIATE LEVEL ' .
ot IN NEITHER LANGUAGE
.S (MAY BE BALANCED OR
W DOMINANT)
w
-,
)
FiGure 5

’

CooNITIVE EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF BILINGUALISM
{By Jim Cummins. Adapted from Toukomaa and Skutnabb-Kangas, 1977, p. 29.)

development of English reading skills in a bilingual child than it is in

an English monolingual child. Thus, tests such as the Basic Inventory of

Natural Language (BINL) or the Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM) which at-
teﬁbt to focus mainly on "natural communication" should not be‘used as
criteria for exit from a bilingual program. Although there is absolutely
no educational justification for ﬁainstreaming children from a bilingual
program, measures of English CALP (e.g., standardized reading tests) or
L1 CALP are the criterion measures most likely to indicate when children

are capable of surviving academically in an English-only program. The

L3
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“studies revieied above suggest that (1) a realistic exit threshold of

English CALP is unlikely to be reached before grade 5 or 6,and (2) attain-
ment of this exit threshold of Eng]iéh CALP among minority groups that |

.tend \to exhibit poor school performance under English-only conditions

will be strongly related to the extent to which L1 CALP has been promoted

- by the bilingual program (Cummins, 1979-80).

The issue of appropriate "exit criteria" has long been recognized by
State Education Agencies. Both federal And state requirements prijde
firm di}ection for development of exit (sr*reclassificat%on, as the term
Ca]ifbrnid prefers,to-UEe)rguidelfﬁes (see Office fof Civi] Rights Act,
1975; U.S. OHEW, 1977,-1980; Chacon-Moscone Bilingual Education Act of

1976). The California Reclassification Committee found that besides the

-already cited Timitations of 1anguagé proficiency tests, judgments by un-

trained observers regarding the language proficiency of students were of-
ten inconsistent and were‘unduly influenced by the ethnicity-of the ob-
server and the student, by socioeconomic status, by accentedness of §peecﬁ,
and by the setting in which. the observation'took place (Cervantes and
Archuleta, 1979).

Th}s seemingly simple classification decision is, in fact, compli-
cated by many factors. It is, therefore, impérative that a mu]ti;riteria

approach be used to reclassify Limited Engiish Proficiency (LEP) students

‘to Fluent English Proficiency (FEP) students. As,an example of a process

for reclassifying students, the California Mode], which has been adopted

and adapted by Texas and other states, will be utilized here.

Recommendations.of California SBRC: In its August 1979 report the

State Bilingual Reclassification Committee (SBRC) made four recommendations

regarding»the design of a reclassification process:

A
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. Use a mu1t1cr1ter1a system model for the most accurate and
complete assessment of the student skills.

. Use appraisal teams, rather than a single Hnd1v1dua1, to’
review the information collected and to make the classifi-

~ cation and placement. dec1s10ns. Include the student's

- parent on the team and’ensure that adequate notice is given
both of the appraisal team meet1ng and of its dec1s1ons.

. Use local nonminority students as the reference group, and
an-expectancy band defined by the thirty-sixth percentile
and the sixty-fourth percentile, as the lower and upper
boundaries of the band, respect1ve1y, as the compar1son
standard for student ach1evement. ‘

. Provide follow-up. assessment after reclassification to en-
sure that students are correctly classified, are functioning
adequate]y in their placement, and are provided supportive
services as necessary to sustain language and academ1c
growth

RECOMMENDED RECLASSIFICATION PROCESS

There are seven steps in the reclassification process:

Step 1: Reclassification is recommended.

Step 2: The Student Appraisal Team (SAT) membership is
'determ1ned and members are not1f1ed

Step 3: Informat1on is compiled.

Step 4: The SAT meets to cons1der information.

Ste2'5: Classification and placement decisions are made and
.documented.

-8
~-Step 6: Thirty-day follow-up procedures are completed.-

Step 7: Six-month_follow-up procedures are completed.

}z

At each step the‘purpose of the step is described, personnel and other
resource requiremenfs are indicated, and procedures to be employed are

' detailed. A complete flow chart of the process is included in Section III

* This issue is still pending legislative acceptance.

9y



‘e

¢,

of the Key Tkaiﬁer{s Manual (198d§'EVailab1eAfkomhihekcéiifdfnia State

Department's Office of Bilingual Bicttural Education.

N )
1

' RECOMMENDED READING FOR PART 3

.011er, John Nﬁ, Jr. Language Tests at School. New York: angman, 1979.

Chaps. 6 and 13. B
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Part 4—-Wanted A Theoretlcal Framework for |
‘Relating Language Proficiency to Academlc
. Achlevement Among Blllngual S’tudents1

It is arQUed in the présent paper'that a major’reason ‘for the ¢on- "
fused state of the art of language proficiency assessment in bilingual
programs (and 1ndeed for the confus1on surrounding the rationale for bi-
1ingua1 education) stems from the failure to develop an adequate theoret-
‘f' - ical frgggﬁbrk for relating language proficiencyvto academic achiéVement.
Without such a theoretical framework it is impossible either to dgveiop
rational entry.ahd exit criteria for bilingual progréms or to desigh tesf;
ing proéédures to assess these criteria. Before,elaborating the present
theoretfca] framework, I shall briefly outline the evolution of its cen-
tral tenets. The purpose of this is two-fold: first, to illustrate how
the construct of "language proficiency" is central to a variety of seem-
ingly independent issues in the education of langudge minority and majority
studeﬁts; and ﬁeéond, to help clarify how the present framework is related

to theoretical constructs elaborated in previous papers.

Evolution of the Theoretical Framework

c : Consideration of the appargntly contradictory influences of bilin-
gualism on cognitiQe and academjc functioningrreported in the research
literature gave rise to ar initial hypothesis régarding the re]étionship
between bilingual ski]]é and cognition. Based on the fact that the devel-

opment of age-appropriate pkoficiency in two languages appeared to be

associated with cognitive advantages and that the attainment of only rela-

§ @ it

* Written by Jim Cummins, The Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, Tbronto,

59,

0ntar1o, Canada.




t1ve1y 1ow levels of b111ngua1 prof1c1ency was assoc1ated with cogn1t1ve |

of 11ngu1st1é{prof1c1ency.

d1sadvantages, it.was hypothes1zed that there may. be two thresho]d 1evels

v

the first, lower, threshold had to be attained

by bi]ingual children in SrQer-to'avoid\cognitive_disaﬁvantages and the

" second, higher, threshold was necessary to allow the potentially beneficial

oaspect§ of bilingualism fo influence cognitive growth (Cummins, 1976, 1979;

Toukomaa and Skutnabb-Kangas, 1977).

>

TYPE OF BILINGUALISM

A.PROFICIENT BILINGUALISM

AGE-APPROPRIATE LEVELS .

IN BOTH LANGUAGES

CoGNITIVE EFFECT

POSITIVE

COGNITIVE
EFFECTS

HIGHER THRESHOLD

LEVEL OF BILINGUALISM ATTAINED

/\ B.PARTIAL BILINGUALISM

AGE-APPROPIATE LEVEL IN
ONE OF THE LANGUAGES

LEVEL OF BILINGUAL
NEITHER POSITIVE . PROFICIENCY
NOR NEGATIVI

COGNITIVE EFFECTS

LOWER THRESHOLD

AGE-APPROP IATE LEVEL
IN NEITHER LANGUAGE

(MAY BE BALANCED OR
DOMINANT)

Ficure 1

C.LIMITED BILINGUALISM -

LEVEL OF BILINGUAL

NEGATIVE PROFICIENCY

COGNITIVE EFFECTS

CosNITIVE EFFecTs oF DiFFereNT TYPES OF BILINGUALISM

(By dim Cummins.

¢

Adapted from Toukomaa and Skutnabb-Kangas, 1977, p. 29.)

The postulation of two thresholds wés clearly speculativg, but the

hypothesis has proven useful in interpreting subsequent research findings

(e;g.,Duncan and De Avila, 1979; Kessler and Quinn, 1980).

One of the

issues raised by the hypothesis has recently emerged as a central ques-

tion. in the educational debate about exit criteria in the context of U.S.

c3




ibi]inguagpprograms; namely: ~ "When d0e§_a_language:minorityHStudent have

sufficient'English proficiency (i;e., a threshold level) tofparticipate

effectively in an a]] English c]assroom?"

However, the hypothe51s d1d not. con51deern anyl/ppth the nature of

the bilingual proficiencies which constl_,ted the "thresho]ds," except

to note that the thresholds wou]d vary according»to the_linguistic and

and cognitive demands of the curriculum at different grades.. This was

considered to be an empirical issue; however, as the continuing debate

about exit criteria demonstrates, the relevant empirical studies remain

to be done. ' 'v _ v e

The threshold hypothe51s was intended to prov1de a framework for
predicting the cognitive and academic effects of different forms of bi-

11ngualism However, 1n its 1n1t1a1 formu]ation (Cuminins, 1976), the

“

relationships between L1 and L2 proficiency were not explicitly con51dered

The threshold hypothesis was later (Cummins, 1978) supplemented by the

"Interdependence" Hypothesis which suggeéted that L1 and LZ academic proé
ficiencies were deve]opmental]y interdependent, i.e., in educationa]icon-
texts the deve]opment of L2 proficiency was partially dependent upon the

prior level of deve]opment of L1 proficiency. Thus, as reported 1n1t1a11y

by Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa'(1976) and replicated’in sﬁbsequentvétudiesc -

(see Cummings, 1981, -for a review), older immigrant students (10432 years
old), whose academic proficiency (e.g.;,literacy skills) in L1 was well
established, developed L2 academic proficiency more rapidly than younger.

immigrant students. They also attained higher levels of L1 academic pro;

ficiency.

Following Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa (1976);a distinction was made
between L2 "surface fluency" and more cognitively and academically re]ated

aspects of language proficiency (Cummins, 1979). Because the literacy

»

e
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- ficient". nd capable of surv1v1ng in an a]l Eng11sh classroom.

sk111s of many Tan;uaae;m1nor1ty students were cons1derab1y be]ow/age-

approprIate 1eve1s, it was suggested that the ab111ty of these students
to converse in peer-appropr1ate ways in everyday face-to-face S1tuat1ons

(1n both L1 and L2) represented, in some respects, a "11ngu1st1c facade"

' h1d1ng large gaps in academ1ca11y related aspects of L1 and L2 prof1c1ency

(Cummings, 1979; Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa, 1976). However, -it was

'strongly emphasized that 1anguage mjnority students' educational deficits

were a functfon of inappropriate treatment by the school, and that their

basic cognitive abilities and command of the linguistic system of their

-L1 were in no sense deficient (e.g., Cummins, 1979, p. 240).
. In subsequent papers (Cumm1ns, 1980a, 1980b) these two as ects of

language prof1c1ency were referred to as "basic 1nterpersona1 commun1ca-

tive skills" (BICS) and® "cogn1t1ve/academ1c 1anguage pr.f}c1ency“ (CALP).

The distinction was formalized in this way in order to facilitate commu-
" nication to practitioners'invo]ved in educating language minority students.

" As outlined later in this paper, the failure of educators to take account

of «this distinction was (and is) actively contrihuting to the academic

fa11ure of 1anguage m1nor1ty students. For example, because students ap-

.

pear to be able to converse eas11y in Englishy psychologists often'cdnsi-

] \der it appropr1ate to adm1n1ster an 1nd1v1dua1 norm- referenced verba]

IQ (CALP) test. Sﬁm11ar1y, students are frequently ex1ted from b111ngua1r

~ -classrooms an the assumpt10n that because they~have attained apparently

‘vf]uent English face-to- face commun1cat1ve sk1lls they are "Eng11sh pro-

Q

The CALP-BICS d1st1nct1on wa;\\ut‘a d1st1nct1on between "communica-

t1ve“ and “cogn1t1ve" aspects of language prof1c1ency It was emphas1zed

@ \

(Cumm1ns, 1980b) that BICS referred on]y to. some sa11ent rap1d1y deve]oped

.'aspects of eommun1cat1ve prof3c1ency and that children's soc1a1 and prag-

l, -
. - \e

e
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matic communicative skills encompassed much more than the re]ative]y’superiQ
ficial aspects (e g., accent, fluency etc.) upon which educators frequently
. based the1r intuitive Judgments of 1anguage m1nor1ty students' Eng]1sh pro-
ficiency. S1m11ar1y, it was stressed that CALP was soc1a11y grounded and
cbuld only deve]op within a matr1x of human interaction.”
/Nithin the framewdrk of the'CALP-BICS distidction the Interdependence
.Hypothesis was reformulated in tefms of the "common underlying proficiency“
.(CUP) model of bilingual proficiency in which CALP in L1 and L2 (e.g.,reedé
ing skil]s) were regarded as manifestations of one underlying dimension
. (Cummins, 1980a, 1980b)# This common under]ying‘proficiency/is theoreti- = |
cally capab]e of being deve]oped ‘through 1nstruct1on in ejther language
(see the "dua1-1ceberg“ d1agram in Figure 2). Thus, instruction in Span1sht

in a U.S. b111ngua1 program for language minority students or instruction

in French in a Canadian French immersion program for maJor1ty students is

@

~not developing only Spanish or French academic skills; it is developing

. also the general cognitive and acadimic abilities which underlie English
A ot

SURFACE FEATURES

SURFACE FEATURES
L1 . OF |

OF

ComvoN UNDERLYING
PROFICIENCY

‘ \ FIGure 2

Te DuaL-Icenere REPRESENTATION OF BiLincuaL PROFICIENCY

.




achievement. Hence the rapid transfer of literacy skills across languages is
observed in these programs. Whether or not instruction in a particular
. language (Li'or L2) will successfully develop CALP will depend on socio-
cultural factors as much aé pedagogical factors (Cummins, 1980b). |

- In the present paper the distinction. that was made between CALP and
BICS is elaborated 1nto a theoret1ca1 framework for relat1ng language
proficiency to-academic ach1evepent among bilingual students. The terms
, "CALP" and "BI{S" are not used because of concerns expressed about'pGSsible
mi;interbretation of their meaning and implications; however, the basic
distinctions highlighted by these terms are unchaﬁged. fhe_necess{ty to
-make such distinctions can be illustrated by the confused sfate of the

art of Tanguage proficiency assessment in bilingual projrams.

Language Proficiency Assessment in Bilingua1 Programs

A cursory examination of the many tests of 1anguage prof1c1ency and
dom1nance cdrrently available for/)ssess1ng bilingual students (see, e.g.,
De Avila and Duncan, 1978, Dieterich, Freeman and Crandell, 1979) reveals
uenormous variatidh in what they purport to measure. Of the 46 tests ex--
" +amined by De Avila and Duncan (1978), only fbur included avmeasure'éf pho-\.
neme production; 43 claimed to measure various levels of lexical abilfty,
34 included items assessing oral syntax'comprehension, and 9 attempted
to assess pragmatic éspects of Tanguage.

This variation i; language tests is not surprising in view df the
lack of consensus as to the n;ture of Tanguage proficiencj or "communica-
- tive competence." For example:'Hernéndez-Chévez, Burt and Dulay (1978)
have outlined a model of»]anguagg proficiency comprising 64 separate com-

ponents, each of which, hypothetically at least, is independently measur-

able. By contrast,'01]er and Perkins (1980) have argued that




a single factor of global language proficiency seems
to account for the lion's share of variancé in a wide
variety of educational tests including nonverbal and
verbal IQ measures, achievement batteries, and even
personality invengories and affective measures. . . .
the results to date -are . . . preponderantly in favor
of the assumption that language skills pervades every
_area of the school curriculum even more strongly than
‘was ever thought by curriculum writers or testers.

(p. 1) -
This global dimension is not regarded by Oller (in press) as the only
signfficant factor in laéguage proficiency, but the amount of additional
variance accounted for by other factors is relatively modest.
| The considerable evidence thai Oller and his col]eaguesy(e.g.,O]]er

and Streiff, in press) havé assembled to show that academic and cognitive
variables are strongly related to at least some measures of all four
general {angque skills (1listening, speaking, reading, and}writing)
raises an jmportant:issue for the assessment of en;ry and exit criteria
in bilingual programs: fo what extent should measures of language pro-
ficiency be ré]ated to measures of academic achievement? In other words,
to ‘what extent does the construct of language proficiency overlap with F
‘thé constructs of "intelligence" and academic achievement?

This theoretiéq] question has rarely“been.askéd§ instead, researchers
have either askedmonly the empirical question of how language proficiency
is related to achievemeﬁt (often expressedﬂin terms of the relation be-
tween “oral language" and reading) or else ignored the issue entirely,
presumably because they do not consider it relevant to language profi-
ciency assessment in bilingual education. However, the theoretical issue’
cannot be avoided. 'fhe’relationship of language profiéiency-to academic
achievemept must be considered in view of‘theAfacg that a central purpoée
in assessing minority students' 1angugge dominance patterns isvto assign

students to classes taught through the language in which it is assumed

38
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they are most capable of learning and in which they will most readily
acquire academic skills. If'measures of language proficiency bear no
relatiohship to students' acquisition’of acadehic skills, their relevance
in the contéxt of entry and exit criteria is open to question. This .
issue requires theoretical resolution rathéf than empirical because, as
will be discussed below, some language measures correlate highly wifh
achieveﬁent“whi]e others show a negligible relationship. Without a
theoretical framework withjn'which language proficiehcy can be related
to the development of academic skills, there is no basis for choosing
between‘alternative tests which are clearly measuring very different
things under the guise of "language proficiency."

Essentially, what is at issue are the criteria to be used in deter-
mining the validity of language proficiency measures in the specific con-
text of bilingual education. Nhefher we are talking ébout content,
criterion-related, construct, face, or ecological validity, our procedures
for determining validity are always baséd on a theory regarding the nature
of the phenomenon being measured. In many cases, however, this theory
has remained implicit in language test devg}opment for bilingual students

and, where the theory has been made explicit, the construct of language

‘-proficiency has usually been regarded as independent of the constructs

of intellectual and academic abilities.
Thus, it is reported (see Oakland, 1977, p. 199) that on the Basic

Language Competence Battery there is 1ittle or no increase in scores

across the elementary grades among native speakers. This is intérpreted
as evidence for the construct validity of the battery in that it is in-

deed measuring "language knowledge" rather than intellectual abilities

- or educational achievement. In arguing against "language deficit" theories,

many sociolinguists (e.g., Labov, 1976{ Shuy, 1977) have simi]ar]& assérted

o8
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that language proficiency is independeﬁt of cognitive and academic performance.
Shuy (1977, p. 5), for example, stétes that "rather compelling evidence

rejects every claim made by those who attempt to show 1inguistic corre-

lates of cognitive deficit."

One apparent implication of the theoretical position that “1angudge
proficiency" is independent of intellectual abi]%ties and academic acﬁievé—
ment is that language measures such as the'integrative tests (e.g., oral
cloze, dictation, elicited imitation) used in the research of Oller and
others (see Oller and Perkins, 1980; Oller and Streiff, in press) would have
to be rejected as invalid to assess the construct of “language proficiency"
because of their strong relationships to achievement and IQ.

Many theorists would regarq_any form of éontrived test situation as o
inadequate to assess 1aﬁguage proficiency, Arguing instead for procedures

which assess children's language in naturally occurring communicative situ-

5

ations (e.g., Cazden, Bond, Epstein, Matz, and Savignon, 1977; Dieterich

et al., 1979). For‘example, Dieterich et al. argue in relation to an
elicited imitation task that “it mirrors no real speech situation and is
thus of questionable validity in aésgssing proficiericy" (1977, p. 541).
Although the requirement that proficiency measures reflect "naturally
occurring speech situations" is a basic principle of validity for many
theor1sts few pursue the issue to inquire whether or not the communica-
_tive demands of natural face-to-face situations are 1dent1ca1 to the com-
municative demands of classroom situations. In classrooms, students’
opportunity to negotiate meaning with the interlocutor (teacher) is con- ’
siderably_reduced as a result of sharing him or her with about 25-30 other
students, and there is considerable emphasis on developing proficiency in
processing‘written text where the meaning is supported largely by linguis-

tic cues rather than the richer "real-life" cues of face-to-face communication.

o
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| These issues are being raised not to argue against the assessment of
"language proficiency" in.natufa11y occurring situations but rathef,to §how
the need for a theoretical framework wﬁich would allow the construct of
language proficienc& to be conceptua]ized'in relation to the acquisition of
academic skills in bilingual programs. The urgency of thfs need can be seen
from the fact that the most commonly used tests of language proficiency and
dominance for minﬁriiy students clearly embody different theorética] assump-

. tions in regard to the relationship between language proficiency and achieve-
ment. The Language Assessment Scales (LAS) (De Avila and Duncan, 1977), fbr
example, are reported to show consistently moderate correlations with academic

- achievement, whereas the Bilingual Syntax. Measure (BSM) (Burt, Duléy, and '
“Herndndez-Chivez, 1975) and thé Basic Inventory of Natural Language (BINL)
(Herbert, 1975) tend to show much lower éorre]ationsﬁwith achievement (see’
Rosansky, 1981, for a'feview). A11 of these tests showed Tower correlations
with achievement than teachers' raiings of students' chances for academic
achievement if inétructed only in English (Ulibarri, Spencer and Rivas, 1§80)l
This teacher va}iable accounted for 41 percent of the variance in reading
dchievement, and the BINL: BSM, ang LAS added only zero, one and four percent
respectively, to the prediction of reading achievement.

Apart from the issue of their relationship to academic achievement, the
validity of these tests can be ques%ioned on several other grounds. For
examp]e; Rosansky (19%9) points out that the data elicited by the BSM English
were unrelated to datajelicited from taped naturalistic conversation of the |
same individuals. Thg' LAS Spanish language c]assifiéation is reported to
underestimate the Spanish proficiency of nétive Spanish speakgrs considerably
as assessed by-either teacher ratings or detailed ethno]inguistic analysis of

chi]dren's speech in a range of settings (Mace-Matluck, 1980).
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This brief survey of assessment issues in bilingual education suggests
that a major reason fon the confused state of the art is that the develop-
mental re]ationships between 1anguége_proficiency‘(in L1 and L2) and aca-
demic performance haQercarcely been considered, 1et alone resolved. The
confusion about the assessment of "language proficiency" is reflected in
the varied criteria used to exit ‘language minority}students from bilingual

Y

programs.

"English Proficiency"-and Exit Criteria

Laeg of English proficiency is comhon]y,regarded by policy makers andv'
educators as the major cause of language minority studenfs'.academic failure
in English-only programs. Thus, it is assumed that students require bilin-
- gual instruction only until they have become proficient in\Eng1ish. Logi- |
5ca]1y, after students have become "proficient in English," any difficulties
they might encounter in an English-onty pnogram cannot be attribqted to lack
of English proficiency. N\ |

If we combine this apparent logic withrthe fact that the immigrant stu-
dents generally appear to acquike a reasonably high level of L2 fluency within
about 1% - 2 years of arrival in the host country (Cummins, 1980c; Snow and
Hoefnagel-Hthle, 1978), then one might assume tnat two years of bilingual ed-
ucation should be sufficjenf for students to make the transition to an Eng]ish-t
only program. This line of reasoning is frequently invoked to justify exiting
students out of bilingual programs after a re]at1ve1y short period. It is as- |
sumed that because students can cope adequately with the commun1cat1ve demands
of face-tp-face situations and may appear quite fluent in Eng11sh, their English
proficiency is sufficiently well-developed to cope with the communicative de-

mands of the regular Eng]ish;on1y curriculum on an equal basis with native

English-speaking students. - )
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There is considerable evidence to suggest that this logic is false.
Bilingual programs which have been successful in developing a high level of

English academic skills in language minority students have usually maintained

instruction in L1 throughout elementary school. Usually it is only in the

latter grades of elementary school that students.approach grade norms in
English reading skills (see Cummins, 1981 for i,feview). In a similar way,
it has been shown (Cummins, in press) that it took immigrant students whor
arrived in Canada after the age of six, five to seven‘yéars on the average,
to approach grade norms in academically related éspects of English proficiency.
Thué, it clearly t;kes considerably 1oﬁger for language minority studenté to
deve]op'age-appropriate academic skills in English than it_does to develap
certain aspects of age-appropriate English face-to-face communicative skii]s.
It follows that students exited on the basis of teacher judgments or 1anguage
tests which primarily assess face-to-face communicative‘skills are likely to
experience considerable acédemic difficulty in an English-only pfogram, and
many will manifest the well-documented pattern of cumulative deficits.

The dangers of unanalyzed notions of what constitutes "English pro-
ficiency" can be illustrated by an example from a Canadian study in

-

whith the teacher referral forms and psychological assessments of 428

. language minority students were analyzed (Cummins, 1980c). This partic-

ular child (PR) was first referred in grade 1 by the school principal

3

who noted:

PR is experiencing considerable difficulty with grade 1
work. An intellectual assessment would help her teacher
to set realistic learning expectations for her and might
provide some clues as to remedial assistance that might -
be offered. ‘

- No mention-was made of the child's English-as-a<second-language (ESL) back-

ground; this only emerged when.the child was referred by the secohd_grade
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teacher in the following year. Thus, the psychologist does not consider
| > o .
this as a possible factor in accounting for the.#iscrepancy between a
Verbal 1Q of 64 and a Performance IQ of 108. The assessment report read
as follows:
Although overall ability level appears to be within the
low average range, note the significant difference between
verbal and nonverbal scores. . . . It would appear that
~ PR's development has not progressed at a normal rate and
consequently she is and will continue to experience much
difficulty in school. Teacher's expectations (at this time)
should be set accordingly. . . v
What is interesting in this example is that the child's face-to-
face communicative skills are presumably sufficiently well developed that
the psycho]ogfst (and possibly the teacher) is not alerted to her ESL
background. This leads the psychologist to infer from her low verbal iQ
score that "her development has not progressed at a normal rate" and to
advise the teacher to set low academic expectations for the child, since
she "will continue to experience much pifficu]ty in school." There is
ample évidence from many contexts (e.g., Mercer, 1973) of how the attri-
bution of deficient cognitive skills to language minority students can
become self-fulfilling.

In many of the referral forms and-psychological assessments analyzed

in this study, the following line of reasoning was invoked:

Because language minority students are fluent in English,
their poor academic performance and/or test scores cannot
be attributed to lack of proficiency in English. Therefore,
y these students must either have deficient cognitive abilities
. or be poorly motivated ("lazy"). ~
In a similar way, when language minority students are exited from bi-
1ingual programs on the basis of fluent English communicativé skills,
it appears that their subsequent academic difficulties cannot logically

be attributed tb "tack of English proficiency." Thus, educators are
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7 1ikely: to atrTbute these d1ff1cu1t1es to factors w1th1n the student, such as
" ow academic ab111ty" (10). |
‘ These misconceptions der1ve from the fact that the relationships between
“language proficiencyh and academ{c deVe]opment have not been adequately con-
| sidered among either native EngTish-speaking or language minority students.
In the remainder of this paper a_theoketica1 framework is deve]oped for con-

ceptualizing these relationships.

IS

A Theoretical Framework®

On the basis of the foregoing analysis of the confusions which exist
both in current language prof1c1ency assessment techn1ques and in “procedures
for ex1t1ng students from b1]1ngua1 programs, three minimal requ1rements for
a theoretical framework of language proficiency relevant to bilingual educa-
tion in the United States can be outlined: Fjrst; such a framework must in-
corporate a developmental perspective so that those aspeets of ]anguage_pfo-
ficiency which are mastered early by native speakers and L2 learners can be
distinguished from those that continue to vary across individuals as develop-
ment progresses; second, the framework must be capable of allowing differehces
between the linguistic demands of the school and those of interpersonal con-
texts outside the school to be described; thifd, the framework must be capable
of allowing the developmental relationships between L1 and L2 proficiency to
be described. ’(

Current theoretical frameworks of "communicative competehce" (e.g.,
Canale, 1981; Canale and Swain, 1980) do not meet, and were not intended to
meet, these requirements. Canale (1981) distinguishes grammatical, socio:
]inguistic,'discourse, and strategic competencies but states that their re-

lationship with each other and with world knowledge and academic achievement

is an empirical question yet to be addressed. Although this framework is
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extremely useful for some purposes, its applicability to biTingual educat1on

is 11m1ted by its static nondevelopmental natUre and by the fact that the
relationships between academic performance and the components of communicative
competence in L1 and L2 are not, considered. For'example; both pronunciation
and 1exica} knoﬁ]edge would be classified under grammatical competence. Yet
L1 pronunciation is mastered very early by natiVe Speakers,'whereas lexical
knowledge continues to develop thfodghout schooling and is strongly related .
to academic performance. |

| The framework outlihed below is an attempt to conceptualize "language
-proffciency" in such a way that the developmental interrg]ationships be-
tween academic performance and language proficiency in both L1 and L2 can

be cons1dered It is proposed only in relation to the development of aca-
demic skills in bilingual education and is not necessar11y appropriate or
app11cab1e to other contexts or issues. Essentia]]y, the framework tries

to integrate the earlier d1st1nct1on between basic 1nterpersona1 commnica-
tive skills (BICS) and cogn1t1ve/academ1c language proficiency (CALP) into

a more general theoretical model. The BICS - CALR distinction-was'intended‘
to make the same point that was made ea;lier in thi§ paper: namely, academic
deficits are often created by teachers and psychologists who fail to realfze
that it takes language minority students considerably 1onger to attain grade/
age-appropriate levels in English academic skills than it does in English
‘face-to-face comunicative .skills. However, such a d1chotomy over51mp11f1es
'fhe phénomena and*rfsks misinterpretation. It is also difficult to discuss
the crucial developmental issues in termg of the BICS - CALP dichotomy.

The framework presented in Figure 3 pibposes that in the context of bi-.

Tingual education in the United States, "language profjciéncy" can be con-

ceptuafiied along two continuums. First is a continuum relating to the

range of contextual support avéi]ab]e for expressing or receiving meaning.

G
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FiGure 3

Rance oF ContEXTuAL SUPPORT AND COGNITIVE INVOLVEMENT IN COMMUNICATIVE ACTIVITIES

~ The extremes of this continuum are described in terms of "context-embedded"
versus "context-reduced" communication. In context-embedded communication
‘the participants can actively negotiate meaning (e.g., by broviding feéﬁ-
vback that the‘message has not begn understood), and a wide range of meantﬂg-
ful paralinguistic (gestures, intonation, etc.) and situatioha] cues support
the language; context-reduced communication, on the other hand, relies prf-
marily (or at the extreme of the continuum, exclusively) on linguistic cues
to meaning and may, in some cases, involve suspending know]edge of the "real
world" in order to interpret‘(or manipulate) the logic of the communication
.appropriately.4 ]

In geﬁera], context-embedded communication derives from interper-

sonal involvement in a shared reality which obviates the need for ex-
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p]icit'ﬁnguisticelabofationof?the message. Context—reduced cdmmunica-» -
tion, on the other hand, der1ves from the fact that this shared reality. |
cannot be assumed and thus linguistic messages must be elaborated pre-
cisely and explicitly so that the risk of misinterpretation is~m1n1m1zed.
It is important to emphasize that this is a continuum and het a diche-T A leiﬁf
tomy. Thus, examples of communicative behaV1ors go1ng from 1eft to r1ght
along the continuum might be: engaging in a discussion, writing a 1etter
to’a close fri%hd, writing (or reading) an academic article. Q}ear]y,
context-embedded communication is more typica1 of the everyday world
. outside the classroom, whereas"many of the linguistic demands of .the
classroom reflect communication that is cleser to the context-reduced
end of the continuum. - b

The vertical cont1nuum is intended to address the deve]opmenta]
aspects of communicative prof1c1ency in terms of the degree of act1ve
cognitive 1nyo]vement in the task or act1v1ty'w.éogn1t1ve 1nvo]vementl
can be conceptualized in terms of the amount of information that must
be peecessed simultaneously or in_close succession by the individual
- in order to carry out the activity.

dow does this continuum'incorporate a developmedtal perspective?
If we return to the four components of communicative competence (grammat-
ical, sociolingustic,.discourse, and strategic) discussed by Canale
(1981), it is clear that within each one some subskills are mastered
more rap1d1y than others. In other words, some subskills (e.g., pro-
nunciat1on and syntax within L1 grammat1ca1 competence) reach p]ateau
1eve1s at which there are no longer significant differences in mastery

between individuals (at least in context-embedded situations). Other

subskills cdhtihue to develop throughout the school years end beyond,
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“Persuading another individué] that your point of view ngther than his/.

depending upon the individual's communicative needs, in particular cul-

tural and institutional milieux. »
Thus, the upper parts of the wvertical continuum consist of communi-

catlve tasks and activities in which the 11ngu1st1c too]s have become

Tlargely automat1zed (mastered) and thﬁg require 11tt1e act1ve;ébgn1t1ve

involvement for appropr1ate performance. At the 1ower end of the con-
tinuum are tasks and activities in which the communicative tools have

notfbeCome automatized and thus require éctiye cognitive involvement.

PR

hers is correct or writing an essay on a complex theme are examples of

of such activities. In these situations, it is neceSSany to stretch

one's linguistic resources (i.e., grammatical, sociolinguistic, dis-

cburse, andcstrategic,competencies) to the 1imit in order to achieve

one*s- communicative goals. Dbviously, cognitive invo]vement;'in the

sensé of amount of informtion processing, can be just.as intense in con-

4

text-embedded as in context-reduéed actinities.

As mastery is developed, specific linguistic tasks and ski1ls_trave1

from the bottom towards the top of the vertical continuum. In other

words, there tends to be a high ]evei of cognitive involvement in task
or activity performence until mastery has been achieved or, alternatively,
until a p]ateeu level at less than mastef& levels has'been réached (e.g.,

L2 pronunciation in many adult immigrants, "fossilization" of certain

;grammatical features among‘Frenchfimmersion students etc.). Thus, learn-

ing the phono]ogy and syntax of L1, for examp]e, requ1res cons1derab]e

;cogn1t1ve 1nvo]vement for the two- and three—year-o]d ch11d .and therefore

these tasks would be’ placed in quadrant B (context—embedded, cognitively

demanding). However, as‘mastery of these skills develops, tasks involving.

)
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them would move from quadrant B to quadrant A, since performance
becomes 1ncreas1ng]y automatized and cognitively undemand1ng. In a sec-
ond language context the same type of deve]opmenta] progression occurs.
As specific linguistic tasks and skills are mastered in L2, they move up.
the vertical continudm.

.The third requirement for a theoretical framework applicable to bi-
. 1ingua1 education is that it permit the developmental interrelationships
between L1 and L2 proficiency to be conceptualized. There islgons}derable
evidence that L1 and L2 profictencies are interdependent, {.e., manifesta-
fions‘of a common underlying proficiency (see Cummins, 1981). .The'evi-
dence reviewed 1d support of the Interdependence Hypothesis p#imarily in-
v01ved academic or "context-reduced" language profieiency because the:
hypothes1s was developed exp11c1t1y in re]at1on to the development of bi-
- Tingual academ1c skills. However, any language task which 1s cogn1t1ve1y
demand1ng for a group of 1nd1v1duals is Tikely to ‘show a moderate degree
of 1nterdependence across 1anguages. Also, other factors (e.g., person-
a]it&, learning style, etc.) in addition to general cognitive skills are
1ikely to contribute to the relationship between L1 end L2, and thus some
cognitively undemanding aspects of proficiency (e.g., fluency) may-also
be re]ated across languages. ‘ |

: As far as context-reduced language proficiency is concerned, the‘

transferability across languages of many of the proficiencies invo]ved-.
in reading (e.g., inferring and predicting meaning based on sampling from
the text) and wr1t1ng (e.g., planning large chunks of discourse) is ob-
“vious. However, even where the task demands are 1anguage -specific (e.g.,
decoding or spelling),a strong re]at1onsh1p may be obtained between skills

~.in L1 and L2 as a result of a more generalized profiéiency (qnd motivation)

to handle cdjritive]y demanding context-reduced language tasks. Similarly,

-
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on the context-embedded side, many socio]inguisticfrules’of face-to-face
communication are language-specific, but L1 and L2 socipTinguistic skills
may be related as a result of a possib]e genera11zed sensitivity to socio-

linguistic rules of d1scourse.

In conc]us1on, the theoretical framework appears to permit the ébm-

p}exity of L1-L2 relationships to be cohceptuaTized wdi]e providing a / ’
more adequate ratid;aqelfor tﬁe essentia11y sidp]e point ‘that academic
skills in L1 and L2 are interdependent.f The framework alse provides the
basis for a task-analysis of measures . of "language prdficiency" which
would allow the relationshjps‘between 1angua§e}measures and academic
performance to be predicted for any particu]ar groub)of”indinduals. Iqé
genera] the ‘more context-reduced and cogn1t1ve1y demanding the language
task the more it will be re]ated to achievement, However, a1though
there are intrinsic characteristics of some language tasks ﬁﬁ%ch make -
them more cognitive]y demanding and context-reduced, these task charac-
teristics must be considered in conjunction witﬁ the characteristics of .
the part1cu1ar 1anguage users (e g., L1 and/or L2 prof1c1ency, 1earn1ng

© style, etc ). For examp]e,_sk111s that have becope»automat1zed‘for na- —=-

- #ive speakers of a language may very well be high]y'cogditive1y demanding

_ for 1earners of that language as-an L2. Thus, we would expect different

relationships between ach1evement and certain 1anguage tasks i an L1 as

§
compared to an L2 context. 5

. : . : : e . -8
~ N ., N

(

Assessment of Entry-and Exit Criteria Revisited

o

The theoretica} framework cah'readity be app]ied'tb'the issue of | | P
the assessment of entry and exit criteria. The problem h1gh11ghted earlier

was that 1f 1anguage m1nor1ty students manifest proficiencies in some

" context-embedded aspects of English (quadrant A),they are often regarded

1
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as having sufficient "English proficiency“ both to follow a regular Eng-
1ish curriculum and to take.psychological and educational tests in Eng- |
Tlish. What isvnot realized by many educators is that because of language
minority students' ESL bacrground, the'regular English curriculum and
psychological assessment'procedures are considerab]yymore context-reduced
and cognitively demanding than they are for English-background students.
‘In other words, students' English proficiency may not be sufficient]y
deve1oped"to cope with communicative demands which are very different,
from those of face-to-face situations.

What assessment procedures should be used for.entry and exit in bi-

(“11ngua1 programs? Given that the purpose of language prof1c1ency assess-

ment in bilingual education is placem ement of students in c]asses taught

- through the language which, it is assumed, will best promote the develop-

ment of academic skills, it is necessary that the procedures assess pro-

f1c1enc1es related to the commun1ca demands of _schooling. However,

in order to be va11d the procedures shobﬂd also reflect children's pre-

vious experience with language. Because the child's language exper1ences
prior to school have been largely in context-embedded situations, the. |
assessment procedures for entry purposes should involve cognitively de-
manding context-embedded'measures whicn are fair to tne variety of L1
(and L2) spoken by the child. However, for exit purposes, it is recom-
mended'that cognitively demanding context-reduced measures be used be-
cause these more accurete]y reflect the communicative demands of an all-
English classroom. If chiTdren are unable to handle the context-reduced
demands of an English test, there is 1ittle reason to believe that they
have developed sufficient "English proficiency" to compete on an equal

‘
basis with native English-speaking children in a regular English class-

room.
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These suggestions derive from a‘theoretiCAI analysis of the relation-
ships between language proficiency and academic performance and clearly
require empirical confirmation. However, without a theoretical frame- |
Qbrk for conceptualizing these relationships, Iegj;iﬁaﬁe empirical ques-
tions cannot even be asked. An example of a commonly posed empirical
question which is essentially meaningless when asked in a theoretical
vacuum is the issue of the rg]ationship betwéen “oral language profi-
ciehcy“ and reading. within‘tﬁé context ofxthe.present framework, "oral

;1aqghage proficiency" COuld/equally refer to cognitive]& undemanding
context-embedded- skills as to cognitively demanding éontext-reduced
skills. As one would expect on the basis of the.present analysis, there
is little relationship between these two aspeét§ of "oral language pro-
ficiency"; also, reading skills are strong}y related to the latter, but
unrelated to,the‘fofmer (see e.g., Cummins;'1981).

In summary, the h&jor reasons for ﬁﬁ; confusion in regard to assess-
ment procedures for entry and exit criteria in bilingual education is
that neither the construct -of language ppoficiencﬁ itself nor its re-
1ationship'to the development of cognitive and académic skills has been
adequately_concebtUalized. The extreme positions (1) that language pro-
ficiency is essentially independént of cognitive and acédemic‘ski]]s, im-

plied by some sociolinguists on the basis of ethnographically oriented
research, and (2) that 1anguaée proficiency is 1arge1y‘indistfnguishab]e
from cognitive and academic skills, suggested by much of the psychometric
re;éarCh reviewed hy Oller and his colleagues, both arbitrarily identify
particu]ar aspects of the construct of 1anguage'profiéfency'with the

totality of the construct. In the present paper it has been argued that

language proficiency cannot be conceptualized as one static entity or as




64 static entities. It is constantly déve]oping along different gjnen-
sjons (e;g., grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic di-

" mensions) and being specialized for different contexts of use among monoQ
Tingual Eng]ish-speaﬁing,as well as}]anguage minority children. In aca-
demic contexts, certain aspectg of language proficiency develop in spe-
ciaiized ways to become the ﬁéjor tool for meeting the cognit%ve and
communicative demands of schooling. ~ A major implication of the preéént
framework is that recognitidn of the very different communicative pfofi-
ciencies required of children in school encounters as compared. to the

one-to-one, face-to-face interaction f}pica] of out-of-school contexts
. Y

js a first step towards the development of theoretically and empirically -

viable entry and exit procedures.
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5 ‘ NOTES

]Th1s paper is a slightly elaborated version of a paper which was ﬁre-
sented at the Inter-Amer1ca Sympos1um on Language Prof1c1ency Assessment
Airlie, V1rg1n1a, March, 1961, and which will be pub11shed in the sympo-
sium proceedings. \

The need for a theoretieal'framework explicitly designed to relate
Ianguage proficieney to academie achievement was brought home to me at -
the Languege Proficiency Assessment Symposium (LPAS) not only as a result
of criticisms of the distinction which I had introduced between basie
interpersonal communicative skills (BICS) and cognitive/academic language
proficiency (CALP) but, more importantly, by the lack of any resolution.
of the issues to which that distinction was addressed. The present theo-
retical framework is essent1a11y an elaborat1on and, ‘hopefully, a c]ar1-
f1cat1on of the BICS - CALP distinction. In add1t1on to the many part1c1-
pants at the LPAS who made va]ueble suggestions, I wou?d ]1ke to acknowledge
‘my debt to John Oller, Jr. and to Merrj]] Swain for many nseful discussions
on these issues.

Much of the vehemence with which researchers have rejected the verba] .
components of standardized 1Q and achievement tests as "valid measures of
either "language proficiency" or cognitive abilities stems from the bla-
tant misuse of such measures with low socioeconomic status (SES) and
ethnic minority students (see for example, Cummins, 1980).. However,
the fact thaf SESeor cultural differences on such measures van be explained
by acculturation to middle-ctass majority group norms does not account
for differences between individuals within SES or cultura]lgroups on
cognitive]y’demanding culfure-specific measures of proficiency . In

other words, it is logically invalid to argue that a particular phenom-

AY
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enon (e.é., cognitive development) does not exist because some of the

tools used to measure that phenomencn (e.g., IQ tests) have been abuged.
3This theoretical framework should-be viewed within a social content.

The language proficiencies described deveich as a result of. various types

of communicative interactions at home and school (see e.g;;'we]ls, 1981).

The nature of these interactions is, in turn, determined by broader societat

factors (see Cummins, 1981). In order to emphasize the socia] nature of

"language proficiency," this term will be used 1nterchangeab1y w1th "com-

municative prof1c3ency“ in descr1b1ng the framework..

4The term "context-reduced" is used rather than "disembedded"

(Donaldson.1978) or “"decontextualized" because there is a large variety
of contextua] cues available to carry ‘out tasks even at the context- reduced

[~

end of the cont1nuum The d1fferences powever, is that these cues are .

”* .
R
p

exc]us1ve1y 1ngu1st1c in nature
5Tt should be pointed out that the framework in no way 1mp11es that

language pedagogy shou]d be context-reduced. There is considerable
evidence from both f1r:¥~and second 1anguage pedagogy (e.g., Smith, 1978;
Swain, 1978) to support the principle that context-reduced language
proficiency can be most successfu]ly developed on the basis,of initial
instruction which maximizes-the degree of context-embeddedness. In
other words, the more instruction is in tune with the experience and
skills the child brings to schco] (i.e., the more meaningful it is), the
more 1earning will occur. This is one of the reasons why bi]ingua]
‘education is, in general, more successful for language minority students

than English-only programs. ~—
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PRE/POSTTEST . FOR' PART 4

I
» -

____ lLanguage proficiency is independent of inte]lectual‘abilities,
~ and academic aChievement.; ' ' . . :

. BICS. and CALP is a distincion between “"Commugicative” and "cog-
nitive" aspects of language proficiency. : ,

“old of 1jnguistic proficiency. :
. L1 and L2 academic proficiencies areﬂdeve]opmentdlly’interdepen-u
" .dent. . S o .

L2 proficiency “is partialiy dependent upon the prior: level of

" development of L1 proficiency. ' . :

" The “"common underlying preficiency" of a student is theoretical-

1y uncapable of being developed through instruction in two lan-
guages. ' v - v

IntegrativeJtests are invalid for assessing language proficieney'
~ - because of their s{rong relationships to achievement of IQ.

' Naturally occurring communicative situations are better than
3 contrived test situations for assessing language proficiency.

Imitation tasks are better for measuring comiunicative compe=~
tence. ¥ . _

When students can cope with the communicative demands of face-
to-face situations, they can be exited to an all-English class-
room. oo S

It is only in the latter grades of eiementary school that stu-
dents approach grade norms in English_reading skills.

Context-reduced communication relies on linguistic cues to
meaning and may in-some cases involve suspending knowledge of

. the real world in order to interpret the logic of the comunica-
tion appropriately. a .

Context-embedded communication is supported by a wide range of
meaningful paralinguistic and si;uationa] cues. .

COntexthmbedded communication is where the linguistic messages
must be elaborated precisely and explicitly so that the risk
of misinterpretation is minimized. v B

In context-reduced communication the participants can actively
negotiate meaning. . o

89
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I student can be exited after achieving the first (lower) thresh- *

- /‘t,
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16.

17.

1.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

27.

28.

Today typical classrooms reflect communication which is closer
to the context-reduced end.of the continuum.

- Aécording to Canale, the components of communicative compe -

tence are: grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and -
strategic.

Persuading another individual that your point of view rather
than his/hers is correct is a sample of a cognitively demand-
ing task. '

Any Tanguage task which is cognitively demhnding for a group

- of individuals is 1ikely“to show a moderate degree of inter-

dependence across 1anguagegf

Factors such as "persoha]i%y,f“ﬁeakﬁfng'sinE“ do not contrib-
ute to the relationship between L1 and L2. ’

There js-definite transferability across languages of many
of the proficiencies such as “reading" or "writing." -

Many sociolinguistic rules of face-to-face communication ére
language specific, but L1 and L2 sociolinguistic skills may
be re]ated. . : :

If language minority StudéntsfmanifESt proficiencies in some

context-embedded aspects of English, they have sufficient . .%o
English proficiency to take psychological and educational
tests in English. i ey

' I

Placement tests should inc]ude‘éognitively‘demanding context-
embedded measures.

Exit tests should include cognitively demanding context-
reduced measures. .

The major reason for the confusion in regard to assessment

procedures for entry and exit criteria is that the construct
of language proficiency has not been adequately conceptualized.

Language proficiency is essentially independent of cognitive

.and academic skills.

Lahguage proficiency is largely indistinguishable from cog-
nitive and academic skills.
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ANSWERS TO PRE/POSTTEST FOR PART 4

+
-

Language‘profiéiency js independent ogkjntellectua1 abilities
and academic achievement. )

BICS and CALP is a distinctibn between “"communicative" and "cog-
nitive" aspects of language proficiency. .
A student can be exited after achieving the f{}st (Tower) thresh-
old of linguistic proficiency. : ‘

L1 and L2 academic proficiencies are deve]opmenta11yfinterdepenr
. dent. h

L2 proficiency is partially dependent upon the prior level of
development of L1 proficiency. , :

"The "commion underlying broficiéncy“ of a student is theoretical-

i1y uncapable of being. developed through instruction in two lan-
guages - o ‘ : .

Intégrative tests are invalid for assessing language proficiency
because of stheir strong relationships to achievement of 1Q.

Naturally occurring communicative situations are better than
contrived test situations“forfassessing°1anguagevprof1ciency;

-

;

Imitation tasks are better for measuring commuiicative compe-
o ’ . ;

‘tence.

When students can .Cope with the7communicatﬁve demands, of face-"

to-face situations, they can be exited to-an g]laEng]ish.class-
room. - . L

It is only in the latter grades of:e]ehentary school that stu-

dents approach grade norms” 1h English reading skills.

Context-reduced communication.relies on Tinguistic cues to
meaning and may in some cases involve suspending knowlédge of

“the real world in order to interpret the logic of the comunica-

tion appropriately.

Context-embedded communication is supported by a wide range of
meaningful paralinguistic and situational cues.

Context-embedded communication is where the linguistic messages .
must be elaborated precisely and explicitly so that the risk W

of misinterpretatien is minimized.

In conteit-reduced.communication’the participants can actively
negotiate meaning.., . L

¥

) -
o . .
8 ; o '
2 . . .-
. . , -
@ . N
. o . : . .
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.’15 | T Today typical classrooms reflect communjcatien which is closer
R to the context-reduced end of the continuum. -

.-

17. T'__According to Canale, the components of communicative compe-
., tence are: grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourqp, and
strategic. :

e 18. . T Persuading another individual that your point of view rather
o ' ‘than his/hers is correct is a sample of a cognitively demand-
ing task. - N o .
19. .°T  Any language task whjch is cognitively demanding for a group
of individuals is 1ikely to show a moderate degree of inter-
dependence across languages. ’ 4

20. F Fé%tors such as,"persona]ity;'"1earn?ng_sty1e9 do not contrib-
- ute to the re]@tionship‘between L1l and L2. , =

21. T __ There is.definite tr&nsferability across.lang ages of many
of the proficiencies such as "reading" or erzting." ’
2. T [Many“socio]iﬁgdistiéVrules»of facé;tb-face"" ation are-
) ~ language specific, but L1 and L2 sociolinguistic skills may . .
be retated. . i S ~ " - : .

23. F__ If language minority students manjifest proficiencies- in some *
' context-embedded aspects of English,they have sufficient - B v
English proficiency to take psychological and educational '
tests in English. - - : -

24, T Placement tests shoUld include cognipive]y«demgnding context-

embedded measureés, ' 5 .

-
-

25. T Exit tests should include cognitively demanding context-
’ reduced measures. ‘ . -
. 26. T "The‘major reason for the confusion in regard to assessment
procedures for entry and exit criteria is that the construct
of 1gnguage proficiency has not been adequately conceptualized. -

. [

27. __F  language proficiency is essentially independent of cognitive
| and academic skitls. | ' - '
L A L
-28. _ 'F  Language proficiency is. largely indistinguishable from cog-

B nitive and academic skills. . ‘ . . T

-~

o . X .
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ACTIVITY VII--PART 1 r :

i : ¢

_ Seminar/Workshop on: A Theoretical Framework for Bilingual Education

Mode: Small groué progess
 Time: 1 hour .

Number of groyps° 3

\

Materlals necessary: tCummlns article (Part 4); 3 true-false ques—
tionnaires for Groups I, II, 111; overhead \
transparencies with answers (pp. 95, 99, 103
Teacher Ed1t1on), overhead pr03ector

Et v

Preréquisite: Knowledge of BICS and CALP

-

Task 1]  Time alloted: 30 minutes - o

1. Participants divide 1nto 3 groups and work collectively to answer
the true-false quest1onna1re

d 2. A recorder/reporter writes down the answers and any concerns that
o each question m1ght have generated 2
Task 2 |° ° Time alloted: 30 minutes ' »

]
> - . -
: .

1. ..Ea¢h group receives the other two questionnaires (unanswered)

2. Each rec0rder/reporter reads the group answers and presents dis-
cuss1on concerns‘

‘3. . Correct answers are projected on the overhead.
©~ 4. Further clarification ensues through the participants themselves
. if necessary.

o
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ACTIVITY VII--PART 1 | -

- DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP I

1. _ Language proficiency is independent of intellectual abilities
and academic achievement. :

2. _ BICS and CALP is a distinction between "communicative" and "cog-
nitive" aspects of language proficiency. e .

3. A student can be exited after achieving the first (lower) thresh-
old of linguistic proficiency. ’ ’

4, L1 and L2 academic proficiencies are developmentally interdepen-
dent. : : , o ' .

5. ) L2 proficiency is partia]]y«depéndent upon the priér level of
development of L1 proficiency.

6. ( The "comﬁon underlying proficiency" of a student is theoretical-
- 1y uncapable of being developed through instruction in two lan- °

guages.

7. Integrative tests are invalid for assessing language proficiéncy
because of their strong relationships to ‘achievement of 1Q.

8. Naturally occurring communicaiive situations are better‘than
contrived test situations for assessing language’ proficiency.

&

9. _ Imi%ation task§ are better for measuring communicative compeﬁ
. tence. : : ‘ :
10. “When students can cope With the communicative demands of face-
to-face sityations, they can be exited to dn all-English class-
‘ room. t
11. It is only in the latter grades of e]émentary school that stu-

dents approach grade nQrms -in English reading skills.
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- ACTIVITY VII--PART 1

DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP Il

12.

*\\13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

,

., tion appropriately.

Context-redhced communication relies on linguistic cues to
meaning -and may in.some cases involve suspending knowledge of
~the real werld in order to interpret the logic of the comunica-

Context=embeddéd comm icétion is supported by a wide range of
meaningful paralingujstic and situational cues.
{

Contéxt-embedded cofmunication is where the Tinguistic messages
must be elaborated precisely and explicitly so that the risk -
of misinterpretation is minimized.

In context-reduced communi¢ation the participants can actively
negotiate meaning. . ‘

] ) . - PO
Today typical classrooms reflect co unication which is closer
to the context-reduced end of the cofitinuum.

Acco¥ding to Canale, the components of cormmunicative compe -
tence aré: grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and

-strategic. o

Persuading another individual that your point of view rather
than his/hers is correct is a sample of a cognitively demand-
ing task. ’ o

a

-~




ACTIVITY VII--PART 1

DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP 111

19.

[C

20.

©21.

22,

23.

Any language task which is cognitively demanding’fbr a group
of individuals is 1ikely to show a moderate degree of inter-
dependence across languages. '

Factors such as ”peFSOnalityJ‘“learhing style" do not contrib-
ute to the relationship between L1 and L2.

There is definite transferability across 1anguages’of mahy
of the proficiencies such as "reading" or “wrjting.“

Many sociolinguistic rules of face-to-face communication are

‘ language specific, but L1 and L2 sociolinguistic skills may

be re%*ted.

If language minority students manifest proficiencies ih some
context-embedded aspects of English, they have sufficient |
English proficiency to take psychological and educational
tests in English. :

Placement tests should inc]ude\ﬁhéﬁitiveiy demanding context-
embedded measures. : '

Exit tests should include cognitively demanding context-
reduced,measures.

The major reason for the confusion in regard to assessment
procedures for entry and exit criteria is that the construct

of language -proficiency has not been adequately conceptualized.

Language proficiency is essentia]]y'independent of cognitive
and academic skills. ?

Language proficiencyafs largely indistinguishab]e from cog-
nitive and academic skills. ,

e ftees i s Lt e o
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ACTIVITY. VII--PART 2

a

Seminar/Workshop on: A Theoretical Framework for Bilingual Education

~

Mode: Small group process and individual tasks- - e

Time: From 1 to 3 days

Number of Groups: 4 or 5 (no more than 5 persons in each)

Materials necessary: Part 4; pp. 45-51 (Teacher‘Editio;): 35445
v (Student Edition) or total packet '

Prerequisite: Knowledge and internalization of Cummins' theories.

P8

Task 1 Time alloted: 30 minutes

Participants divide into groups and each is asked to prepare an
outline of how and what they would present to:

school board members (in 20 minutes)
administrators (in 1 hour)

teachers (in 2 hours)

teacher aides (in hour)
Spanish-speaking parents (in 45 minutes)

G P N —
bl

on the theoretita]_framework proposed by Cummins.

Task 2 Time alloted: 30 minutes o y

Each group selects a recorder/reporter to share the outline and
discussion with total group. '

NOTE: Experienced educators will want to elaborate more on the
) discussions as to how these presentations would apply in
their school settings. Additional time should be alloted

for thiis discussion.

' Task 3 Time alloted: 3 hours ,

Participants, working\ individually now, ngvise“and“add to their .
outline for a presentation and develop the transparencies or’script

for a 20 minutes presentation to the audience of their choice; i.e.,
administrators, board members, etc.

h #
. . v
.
. :
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Task 4

Time a]]otéd: 4 hours

Type of facility: 5 small rooms
Participants return to their original groups of 5. Each member
of’ the group will do his/her 20-minute presentation for the
other 4 members. ‘

After each presentation, members will provide immediate feedback
by answering with the following open-ended statements: .

. What I Tiked about this presentation was . . .
. You could probably improve the presentation by . . .
NOTE: Videotapifg of the sessions is"highly encouraged. If
' there is time, they could be sequenced over a longer
period with the total group to make this possible instead .
of 5 groups performing back-to-back. v

B




1.

Posttest
What is Communicative Competence?

How have linguistic trends influenced the focus of instruction and
assessment? , .

~

What constitutes the major problem(s) of assessing communicative
competence?

3

Discuss the difference(s) between discrete item tests and prag-
matic and/or integrative tests. -

-

Wwhat is the difference between Basic Interpersonal Communicative
Skills (BICS) and Cognitive/Academic Language proficiency (CALP)?

T

How is L2 interdependent of L1?

which student is apt to achieve better in English by grade 6, the

one who receives more English in grades K-5 or the one who receives

more Spanish? Explain.

What shdq]d be used to exit'a student out of a bilingual program?

95
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