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- . . ’ INTRODUCTION .= ‘- ’
\ .
& - - i -
; ' S v
The Language and Literacy Learning in Bilingual Instruction study
contains four components, The " first three consist of descfiptive studies
.. which examine the implementation of bilingual programs in three distinct
‘ _language environments: Asian, Navajo, and Hispanic. The fourth component
centers around an investigation;conducte&'within the Asian site of certain

v .
. .
. ) . L . -

Cantonese-speaking studenté as they éfféct resulting Engy{sh literacy skills,

This report provides a preliminary descriptiorm of the data analyses conducted
[ : : °

under the fourth component.

The,generai research QUestioqs,of’interesf'inzthe analytic;stu&y were:’
' o ’ : . . - :
What;bilihguafﬁinstructionél practices best foster the acquisition
- and developement of school-reliﬂid langauge skills in the second °
" language (English) of bilingual students? _

What student factors (e.g., age at onset of.extensive“exp05ure to

. English; degree of bilingualism at initial -entry 1nto'program)
; interact with instg‘l.ionélv-ftaCtices to affect acqu151t10n of
English language skills? )

x

w In particular, for a small samp1e~'of upper. elementary students in the
. .t c . . . e ':
Cantonese site, the effécts of ‘relative proficiency in English «and Cantonese
at the time of entry intc' school and mmouht -of - formal schooling in both

Engllsh and Cantonesc were evaluated for their effect on subsequent Engllsh

-,

literacy skxlls (readlng, wr1t1ng, and ofhl ggtﬁéi\language)

»

°

To address these issues .required a .site which offered the. needed

»
a

variation in instructional programs and student characteristics, an instrument

1’; , ‘ ‘ ; R :

O ) . . . ‘,v . e
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student characteristics and cgrtain bilingual instructional. programs for
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package that allowed the'assessment\of the literacy skills of the selected

’
.

sample, and a design- that permitted the.separation of the factors of‘interestf

In the following, report, each of these eomponents’will be detailed:- the site
and sample selection procedure, the deriuafion_ of the dependent and

independent -measures, the construction of ‘the design, the data analyses
r'd { v
l - sy

eonducted, and a d1scuss10n of the results of those analyses. It must be kept.

- . . .1 .

in mind that this report‘is‘only preliminary -- the data analyses have just

been completed, and we have not y had the time requirhd,to fully contemplate

- ’ . P

LS - s

.

their interpretations.

3 ’ . . . , ) ‘ 3, .
4 - . . -

~ S . o L. T . 4

Before continuing, the following c?nventions should .be noted. Throughout -

*
’

this report, "L1" represents Cantonese, the home, or first language of most of -

the- Cantonese site sample. ttiZ?‘represents English the setond language of

'

~ .

the sample. Also, ‘the s te:uil%ich this study was conducted is refered to as

the ‘Cantonese site here/ ratheg than the“isian site as used in the descriptive.

.. , Y

study, since only the Cantonese:speakers,were specifically the focus of this

v+ study. . - - : .
- e . % W SITE AND SAMPLE SELECTION

- A ‘ 2 ) .
- 5 ‘o ' : -
. Loy

®
-

The .Cantonese site prodided':a .number of advantage:- ‘or the type of

‘ retrcspective study we were ‘conducting. First, it offered a wider range of

instr: 'ioual programs than did the other sites included in the descriptive

portions of the study. This was mainly duegtp the L1 literacy training

program that this site's schools offered over a four year period and the'large

B
.

‘number of  immigrants ‘into these schodls who provided an additional

.instructional contrast: ’

. o : ’ N : ,
. L . ] ,

) ~ . N

Further, the confounding of factors, especially that of program and

Ly . - B -

-2-
O
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student 's language proficiency as determlned by ’a. standard test: 'Englisn'"

sits

(1) their yearly district school/grade assignment, (29 'scores from aIf'oral“

ERIC
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linguistic resources, was ‘much 1ess w1th1n the Cantonese’ sémple than w1th1n

the samples that could have been drawn from,the other‘sites.' In the Cantonese
L 3 : &

" sitep students who'spoke any Cantqnese*at‘all during the. offering/of the'yi:,:

literalyy programs could enroll in them. _In the Spanish}site,.placement within
particular b111ngua1 programs depended upon' the crhssifiéation of ’ the

dominant students rece1ved one program, Span1sh domlnant students another,fand
L=

bilingual students, a third program; .Thus, program'and llngulstlc nesourpes,

were perfectly confounded there. -In the Navajo s1te, there simply was no
? ¢ ¢
variation fﬁ preschool 11ngu1st1c resources.‘ almost w1thout exceptlon, the

students were monolingual Navajo speakers when they arr1ved at schooN

‘ - . o -
-

- ' N ' :E:, . :\_ “
A th1rd advantage of the Cantonese site, was, that parenta1 permisslon for

. -
Y3 the Cantonese

student part1c1patlon in the study was- h1ghest“th\¥e.

B

'school record system was the only one in our 51tes“which&bas centrally

' . . .o .
ocated and computerized, thus making the collection of certain student record

information not only easier, but also-less =xpensive. .

‘Identification of the'Population e

Id . . . N ~

B

As noted above, the Cantonese site had a computerxzed record system and

3
)

in the Fall of 1980 a-data tape was obta1ned from them. 11st1ng al1 students

-

who were Currently enrolled in their school district who' spoke any Cantonese

at entry -into the d1str1ct. .The listing for each such student cons;sted,of

.

proficiency tests administerec during their enrollment in the district;(tﬁis
. v , .

was the basis for, their inclusion on the data'tape -- see the Asian site

Ry Lo . . ' . . &
descriptive study report for additional information, on the proficiency test

used), and (3) the name, address, and telephone number of each.parent. Since

g . N N .
-3 . ey e
. . . e
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districts do not as a matter of ceurse arrange student records in the fofmab
. . S . . i R &

M é' ° " p - . .
of longitudinal data, sets, the efforf .required to create this tape was -~not

. . . . . ) - o . ' . ' - ) B
trivial nor unappreciated. - o .
. ( . . Coe . " : S . o
\ !
-Fnom the~ lxstlng ‘of approximétely 350 students,. every -school ‘which ‘
- . \,_f’\

1ncluded 102" or’ more of th1s populatlon (6 schools), was identified so as to
. . ’ . . 4 N

limit the_number of'schools to be visited,for selection'of target students and
- [‘\/" - 13

«w data colkection. This ‘set of students (a total ‘of approx1mately 225 from
E ~

- ] .

grades 1, 3,&4{-and 5) comprised the potentlal sample of target students.

o
™

These part1cular grade levels -were selected for two reasons. First, ol‘ﬂ:;

-~ v ‘

e 2 . ~

students were. more 11kely to have rece1ved some portions of the simultaneous

n L1+L2 literacy._program offered. in the flate seventies. Second younger

students allowed an evaluation of the age on arr1val issue (this analys1s will
[ .
appear in a 1ater report)

< > [ . .

Background Information on Students . : . ‘

. In the next year, the Fall of 1981, the 11st1ng was updated to conta1n

only .those students who re-enrolledfin the six selected schools (approximately

lBQ); For each student, a complete yearly“instructlonal program history was

. constructed based on'“language proficiency"(as determined by the oral

- . B . . N -

proficiency test. used by the  district); school attended, and year in- school.
B . T . - I P . <, P

- ) o '-_ . ;v' s . _‘_- 1 . ’ . .' ¢

.Through interviews with administrators and,rev1ews of district documents, we ™ -

? determ1ned what programs were offered year by year, ‘at which schools, .and. for
N T e .. - - . .
h1ch “student class1f1catlons ofl-language ‘profchency.. Slnce _prognam - .
.. .~ W

ass1gnments were lnade by adm1n1strators based on’ language prof1c1ency test

v ry

-, scores and program ava1lab111ty,. hav;ng " the. 1nformatlon above._fqr each
e ‘ . ' - - ) . i ) ) . . - ¢ / . .
‘ stddept,vallowed an_estimation—of thE rnstructxonal prbgram a student shoﬁlﬂ

- A »

- .
.y -

..... have rece1ved each year. ” Slnce the data tape conta1ned some 1ncomplete and ;; 5
: . « . .. N ¢ , -
) . | =4 R L R ' T ’

Q . LA =8 . ] . . . N

; . . . . v
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incopgruent igformatio the amount of L1 training, either in the'dis;rict!s

.‘ . . A_ i bed . . . . - ' - @ . ’ . + . .
simultaneous program or abroad, had tngé estimated Jfor some of the students
a £ 3 r _“ ) . . %
‘ & - ..; P » S o - -
¢ \(lgper to. be updated for eacP selécted target student through sevlral sOurces7///
[ 3 o ) _ . Y. . a S .
-- see the Independent Measures section). o e M

. -

. .

" Target Student Selection

Du;ihg the Fall of 1981;'b;igf*tplgphone inter!iewsgwéég;clnducted with ¢

one parent pf_eaéh of tﬁelpotegtial target students, Each was a%kédfalnﬁmbef

ofﬁiueséions about the student's language skill in English and Cantonese prior

-

. e .
¢ to his. school. entry ip order to verify that the student had spoken some
Cantones& at entry into school. At 'the same time, parental permission wa's

requested to_inérudé'the student in the study should he or she be selected. ,

/ - . '
jBased upon the historical academic record constructed and the information

14 ~

obtained from parents, 158 students§Vere.finally selected for the study with -

approximately 40 students at each oflfour grade levels (grades 2, 4, 5, and

6). An inverse sampling method was used to achieve the most .equitable
distribution of students among the key contrasts in an effort to obtain a,
ey . . ;L / » - . . .

relatively orthogonal design structure (see the Design section below ‘for

[]

e

- . ~

s details). oo et . ) ’ p '

[

o

-~ "

Between the time of initial sample’selection and the completion of the
samp p

’
\

‘student aséess@ents, 12 students dropped from the' sample, all due. to their

¢

fami'lies moving: from the Cantonese site area. - The’ final sample thus consisted

»

’-:of.146 students:, 34 second graders, 38 fourth’grade:s,,37 fifth'gfadérs,_and ..

~

¢ 70 -
- . v

37'sixta graders. o ) . . ' . N
h -i B . évergiew og,Key VariagleQA . [
. ) I . R . . -
. -5 " .
ERIC = SR 19 -
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.’ As‘mentPoned above, the key variabjes of interest focused on certain -
Do Tt : | .

; . N -

stg?ent' and program characteristics and their “é%latidn to  resulting L2
1 1 . .
. } literacy skills. . The following is, a brief int;oduhtion to tife measures

P s

employed "in " this study, It is followed by a’ detailed account of their

derivation. - \\\ o -1

N “.

.
<

" ’ - ... -
The key student characteristic was language proficiency at entry inte

school. The oral proficiency test score, administéred to the student upon

A .

entry into the Cantonese site school, was used for purposes of target student

v

selection. ° After "such selection was cbmpleted and the target- student's

”

‘_parents had been interviewed, measures of exposure g? nclish, both prior to .

school and currently, were created as proxy indices of proficiency.
- . . - 7

~ . S - L

The key instructional variable of interest was the student 's exposure to

~

" Ll. and L2 literacy training. Two‘separate programs were identifiable for

students enrolled in the -Cantonese site schools. From the Fall of 1975 to the

.

Spring of 1979, certain of the Cantonese site schools offered a bilingual

program consisting of both Ll and L2 literacy training. Students receiving

parts of this program thus had some early simultaneous litegécy‘instruction in

.

Ll and L2, followed by literacy training exclusively iég L2. Second, for

" relatively older Cantonese-speaking immigrants who had-received some education

- .

¢  in their country of birth, their initial literacy training was exclusively in

v

. L1, &4nd then in L2 upon enrollment in the Cantonese site schools -- a

sequenced L1-L2 literacy program.

. 1 4 4 N ‘_ . : . s
A third variable was length of residence/in the United States (LOR).

. -—

This.variablé, which'is.a proxy fot amount of exposure to Ethiéh, has been

. ’

found to be of critical importance for L2 acquisition ift previous studies

. _ o -6~ : ¢ : )
Q :

e - [ S
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(e.g;"pummlns§ 1980; ‘Cummins, Swain, ‘Nakajima, Handscombe, $reen, & 'Tran,
1981). . Hypothesizing. that  exposure’ to L2 "natural" langqgge is not as

acquisition of L2 ,academic skills as

. .

- . ., . -

critical fotr these older’stddents in the -
: : v oo- B e A

» . - LT
is expgsure to-L2 formal -lahguage,. the amount of L2 literacy ttaining received
- ., N l. . - . iad . - ’ e .
P - . 4 . - . g - ) v . - s,
. . 2, o i - . < . .
was used as a ﬁore\q{fect medsure of LZ formal language exposure rathér thanm
* . v - 3 -

.-
°

-. 7
.

¥ .
: The main depéndent’ méasures-dealt with L2 literacy skill. Each student's
reading and writing. ability in English, as well as their oral formal language

ability was, assessed. ‘Additionally, each student's standardized test scores -

‘. < ¢ Q \,
in reading and mathematics” were collected for any such ~2sts administered

during their'atgéndance'in the Cantonese site schools. A detailed jaccount of

the derivation of these measures follows, treating the dependent measures

first. -
'DEPENDENT MEASURES

The chief dependent measures focused on L2 literacy:skilh. Gne set of

measures came from the instruments assessing academic performance in reading

and writing, based on the various scales of the Interactive Reading Assessment

System and the Informal Writing Inventory. A second set of measures were from

the formal language ratings based on (1) the students' recorded recall of

story passages, and (2) their verbal déscriptions‘qﬁ their current academic
. . ’ : . ' < .
instructional programs and language usage gathered in the Student Interview
. Y A o : :
As* an additional. L2 literacy index, all standardized test scores in reading

and mathematics were collected for .each student. “fFufEhér, each studén€ s

current Cantonese, reading proficiency was. measured using a parallel version -

.8 .
v v .

(not a translation) of the Interactive’Reading Assessment System in Cantonese.
s . y ...' » ,‘-'1."'.‘ -. : ,

i

.
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Below eéch1offtheydependjyt’measures is*diScussed proVLdjng detail on
’ - . . oL A\ ». ’ i ' . L

. .» the tasks, materials, scoring,' reliability “and des"_

:- Y - (/ Lo s “ } . S ‘Jj o -~

et samplefs performance. F1rst, the. academ1c performance measures of read1ng (in

~ .

saﬁf_’ both Eng11sh and. . Cantonese) and wr1t1ng are treated,.followed by the formal

M ~

N N -
™ { \ * .

Lot language tasks, and‘flnally the standardlzed test .scores,’

Interact1ve-Read1ng Assessment System -'EnglfSh_

'l.. L *
. \ - ) S o ? :’ ’ :.:-‘;'
v . s _ : S L v _
- K 1%!'e'lnteractive Reading Assessment System - English (IRAS-E) was employed
5 ~ for assessing "the students' English reading ability.. The IRAS-E, an
the RaoTh

individually administered -diagnostic assessment system, was designed for
research applications by Dr. Robert Calfee’ and his -associates ~at Stanford
% . e . . -8 . .

'pt1ve statlstlcs on the.

.

wUniVersity. ‘Modeled after the informal reading inventory, it‘_provides'

’ a7 - : . S B :
KR 1ndependent measures of severa? component. skills essential for fluent reading.
- K R _ .
‘nThe“mater;als'in the test were selected to cover a wide range. of skills and

]

knowledge’in the areas of_reading and oral language from the leével usually

\expected of_dbmid—§ear first grada&.to that of a junior high school student:
. _‘ . ° i . oA

The rationale for the tasks appearing in the IRAS-E is‘based on a theory

of-reading as a.set offindependent component skills (Calfee & Drum; 1979).

: . AR R A - y

The areas of knowledge assessed in the system include: greading of isolated

7words, def1n1tlon of common words w1th1n and beyond the student s read1ng

-~ . . .

. N
.. “ s B N
4"‘ -

o ‘} ‘synthetlc.words. Comprehenslon.of connected text vas’also assessed‘1n several

s

. .

vocabulary,‘and selected wond analys1s sk111s based on’ the pronunc1atlon of.

) ) . ‘ \.' '¢.'- M L D ) .
i contexts. ‘The first set of texts cons1sted‘of“narrat;ye paragraphs tyﬂgkalpof

Qo 'those fOund in read1ng texts and" 11teraturf ser1es. %omprehensron (based on.

'_u . [

5 4?'free reca11 an& cued reca11 procedures) was’ assessed for such materlal read

coe . . . Toue F -

aloud. Comprehen51"n through -slbent readrng “of moré:_dlfflcult- expos1tory

o - ). : T S R
texts was also assessed using similar, recall procedures. Further, assessments

a

FRIC -~ oo e I3 T
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‘of ‘narrative comprehension for texts read to the students were made* for those

A . .
: t . S . . . i »

, _'Students who enébuntered\qifficuity in‘nqéding'the narrative passages orally.

.v:Mgferials within each subtest ‘were ordered. by difficﬁity :Efjed upon

grédeQIeVel expecta;ions'of performance. Thus, material contained within the

- «
-
» .

. third level of a given subtest corresponded tof material which. average third.

. ’ » -

.grade students should be ablé.tq handlé. ' .

-

The specific structure for each of the component subtests as well as the

o
.

- scoring - ﬁrocedurgs; employed, are presented below. This 1is 'followeq- by a

"~ A ~ ~

discussic- bf, the IRAS-E reliability assessments, and the. descriptive
statistics for the Cantonese sample's performance. s A

Tasks, Materials, and Scoring _ ‘ o ' N
Each test was. individually administered by trained personnei, taking

approximately 45 minutes to complete. The entire testing

'
y

recorded and the tapesﬁgpd'individual protocols completed by the tester were
'given to trained in-hiouse staff for scoring. As mentioned above, the IRAS-E
) éoptained six separate subtests. Each ohe is discussed below, following the

%tder in which it appeaf@d'ih the testing procedure.

L]

.

Real- word ‘decoding. The first assessment made was';hét of the student's

“ L] . . . . . .’ . . . .
ability to decode real words.. The materials consisted of eight six-word

lists, where lists were ordered such that higher ordered lists contained

Ly

incregéingly more difficult words. based on- word Vfreﬁ@ency: number: of
[ 4 : " .

B '
’

syllables, and cémplexity of létterjsoundvcofTéSpondenee.A Words witiiin a list

~lists and asked to indicate the highest ordered li;t he- thought he coul&érgad.
‘ o . . co

© e . >

Z9-

RRIC 0 Ay

session was tape
. +

- .were equated across these dimensions. The student was presented with the:

.

Aruiitex: provided by enic R



The student was then asked to read the selected list aloud.
* ,

~, -

difficult lists were presented until the student could read at least halfdhne

A

"-words in a presented ' list. Since the -lists were ordered in terms of

~ -

difficulty, higher order lists were not presented under the assumption that.

L1

“ the “student would not succeed on these more difficult lists. Once a list was

T e L d - ’

succeésfully passed, success was assumed for /the’ less diffiCUlt, lower ordered
' - - . < ’ R .

lists based on thé”%ame rationale. - For a student who was successful on the
. Cy . e g . A )

first list attempted, “mare difficult lists were presented until the student

failed to read cbrrectly at least half of the words in a given list. ‘Again,’

. . \

success was assumed for lists not presented which were of a lower order than
-

those‘on'which the student was. able to successfully met criterion,  and failure

‘

was assumed for those lists not presented. which were of a higher order than

’

those on which the student failed to met criterion. ¢

it
- - - .

In scoring the real word decoding scale, each item was assigned a numeric

~ value depending.on the q¢a1i:y of° the response. A value of -3 was assigned to

. ’ . . ’ Q
items given completely correct (disregarding 'dialectical variations), a 2 for

items- which were mostly correct (e.g., initial segment correct, but remaining

segmehts incorrect)’ and a 0 for a wild response Or no attempted response.

)

In deriving .a -scale 'score, a 'critical index " was computed, based
PSS EEEEELR P

. [ ' . .

entirely on the 1lists attempted by the- student, This index supplied

g

information about which list was the highest ordered list on which the student

succeeded, and also, the relative quality of performance between this highest

success list and the next list where failure was obtained. The index

" consisted of an integer value' corresponding to -the order of the list .of

O

ERIC
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If the student failed to read half or more of the words correctly, less

~%




; . . .
) v . ' - ) : - .. P
S . ) : . . : [ o,
: . o ' o
. AL R ’ i . _ . )
. : . Y : o L . : S '

- .

highest success (ranging/from 0 to 8Y, plus a decimal value, which was. the7

° 0

aver!ke of the ratio of assigned p01nts to total poss1b1e p01nts on the

. . . sy
a ' T
. R .

respective 11sts of highest‘suceess and'lowestffailure.'

¥

-

;o . . N - I 4
Definitions. The next task consisted of‘eight three‘word'iist§; each

kL] : ’

list being a subset of the corresponding list of @ords u§ed in the decoding‘

B

task discussed above. ‘The student began this task withjthe lowest 1eve1 list

1

on whigh failure was obtained in the decoding task. For each word read&b&tthe.,

tester, tPe‘student was asked to define it. If an inadequate or questiongble

y définition was given, the student was asked if ‘he could think of another word

e
I . . ' . v “ -

_ which meant the same thing., . If this probe did not produce an’ adeduete‘

response, then the student was read three alternative definitions and asked to

.select the best one. The studend was considered to be successful on a given

2

o list if he could  produce 'aﬁ. adequateg response under any of the above

conditions for at least two of .the items. ~ As in the previous task, the
. . . . ) 4 . - .

student was moved through the lists until that point was found where success
v . ot

was obtained on list N, but fajlure on list' N + 1. Again, success was assumed

.

for an%/untested lists below\(this point and failure was assumed for any

v
« '

untested lists above 1N T .

For the vocabulary definition. task : eech item was assigned a value
g ar .

ranging from 0 to 3 dependent upon the quality of the response. A value of 3

was assigned to any item for which the ,student gave either an adequate
"dictionary definition'", a fairly extensmve_;functional definition, or a
‘ ' . _— L :

synongm. A valﬁe of 2 was given to . poori;,

éssOCiations, or une{ého:ated functional defi
'
>

vtions. A value of 1 was g

a
for cérrect mu1tip1e csfice definitions if the responses to the_ first probes

-

h) -
were inadequate,‘ but the proper’ definition%{yas selected among the three
' - v, L ' s :
. - 2 ‘o o
.- , . : -11- ool .
\‘ ) /s O ’ N

fbut acceptable definitions,
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alternatives. A value of 0 was ass1gned whenever the student gave a wild or.

B
'

‘no response to the f1rst punbes, and then made an 1ncorrecb'choice in the

multiplelchoice-condition; .
e A . .
As in the vocabula?y decoding tash‘,a‘critical index was computed to
. . o, -‘W— . (
characterize performance on' the def1n1tlon task. Again, the integer portien

E 4

.Ef th1s value represented ‘the order of the list of h1ghest success, and the

’dec&mal part the'average of the- prpportlon of ass1gned polnts to possible

i:po;ﬂf%/over the\Tists of highest success and lowest fa11ure. S ,'

ERIC:
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For students whp d1d not have aqyja?ccess in the real word decoding task,

7 Y v.i' a 15y ACEEYY

,,'m',,( “~’r‘ . °
the folloﬁingdthree tasks requlrlngtdecbdlng skills (synthetlc word decod1ng,»
z,
sentence readlng, and,xeadlng ‘compy ion) were not administered (assumlng
: vy R FORE, ST S R
' failufé

apd theibrqpénlng comprehens1on of such @tudents was next assessed
N ‘- ?.f«\- Lo V. 1.\ ,

wdw&« X ‘ : . '

4 5‘ SRR
decodlng.h,

'

F - ¢
ented w1th s#?%llsts of synthetic words, w1th the: f1rst four

~'.‘ [ *"

P

_’f-'%’:“i;;d-.fi G
o o b1ends, d1agraphs, vowel variations and

: conSparQable 1n the h1ghest ordered 11st) Before.being asked to

real words and that they had no meanlng, but that they could be pronounced

like Engllsh words. Each student began this task on the easiest 11st, -and

proceeded to more difficult lists_ as long as responses were attempted on”at

least half of the items within'a list. i < ' -

-12—-

P ¥

In the third component of the IRAS E, the
Ems Q:';lch and the rena1n1ng two l’sts conta1n1ng nine

sz'e‘;ed by d1ff1cu1ty ranging_ from simple

thest words aloud the%studénnfwas told that the items were not .




error. A valuedof 2 was given to’ those responses that were mostly correct =

. . . o ‘.. )
& i v o o . .
A . o . ' ) ’

Fl

e For the 1lists of: synthetic words, each of the items wgs scored as
follows. A value of 3 wasf?ss1gned-to any 1tem that was pronounced without

. »

»
.

.o [ . -
(e.g., correct responses except for a minor letter-sound error such as a vowel

shift within vowel family, a stress variant,,or ronunciation of a final "e").
y !,? P

- 3

‘9 value of 1 was g1ven for responses thatrwere partly correct (e g., correct

v
~ ;“

responses except .for a single vowel or consonant suﬁstlt tion or delétloh) A
. A ‘

9

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

g

value of 0 was éssigned for faglure to respond or for mispronunciations beyond

~

those toleérated in the above categories. = Note that the. scoring was fairly,
Lt ' ) 5 k -
stringent--two major errors within an item were syfficient to receive a scorei.
: : ' ) L .<
of 0 (e.g., pronouncing .affremiation as affrematon). { '
! : . . ¥ . )
A ") . , ’ : ) K . %

Sentence reading. ‘In the next task, studentsewii? asked .to read short
: - ! . ' ¥ o

R

Atwo—sentence paragraphs. There were.eight-SUch paragraphs, each selected from .°

I3
~

 the ordered * texts described below. _Each student began with' the first:

B

.paragraph, and continued to more difficult ones if (1), he read the.paragrépn

3

in 20 seconds or less (an average reading rate of 51 words per minute for‘the
lowest ordered-paragraph and a rate of 81 words per m1nute for the hlgher'

ordered paragraphs), ahd (2) for three 1dent1f1ed - critical#é words, at 1east

N
-

two were read correctly. ]

’

For the sentence reading task, a critical index was also computed. The

integer portion of the value represented the level of highest success (i.e.,

v

tnq highest level where both the time criterion of 20 seconds and the accuracy
criterion of at- least 1 of 3 critical words read correctly wete met). The

decimal part of the index was the. average of the proportion .of correct !
readings of the three critical words over. the levels of highest success and"

.
7

. lowest failure. .- 3 , 3

~13-
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"than 150 seconds, then he was asked to retell as much of the.story as he

_could. .After the student finished the free recall

* For students who were not successful in sentence ., reading, the next task,

o v 5

reading comprehension, was not administered, again assuming faildre.since some
. -~ - . . . s P .

skill in isolated sentence reading is necessary for success in reading

connected test. For such students, the listening comprehiension task was the

»

Y

next task administered.

Comprehension., In the next té%k, the student"'s reading compfehension was

assessed. The materials consisted of four well-formed ﬁarratives, ordéred in
difficulty based on word frequency, pumber of words per senéencé,\numberwof
sentences, and number of pfopoSitions expressed per senﬁénce. Each story was
constructed according_toitﬁe principles of story grammar.(Rumclhart,‘1977),

‘associated with each element was a probe question..-A student entered this

-

task at the level of highest success found in the “sentence reading. tas
described above. . The student was presented with the appropriu.e story a.d

asked to read it aloud. If the student was able to read the story in less

’ .
task, any element that was

r

not adequately recalled was then probed with the corresponding question. If

;

/ d . .
"the student “met .the reading time criterion, more difficult narratives were

presented until the criterion was not met, or the highest level narrative

(level 4) had been given. If the student failed to meet the‘reading:timé

'./ . . . . . "
¢riterion, easier stories were presented until success was achieved.

" For studéhts who could nét read albud thezhigheét néfrative level, their
1istenfng comprehension was assgssed'éo; paréllel narrative storiés read to
tbem; .again using the free and cuea recall proced;res. | If the student
;eCalled half o; more of the sfory elements undér either ﬁfee or CUed.recall,

H

‘the next more difficult story was presented until the student failed to meet

| | -1{.- 13

v

———— e,
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this criterion, or the highesp level nérratiye had been given. If the student

failif’ to méet this criterion, listening comprehension of less difficult
. T 00 ‘

stories .was ‘asSessedj_until the recall criterion was successfully met,

Students who showed little difficulty in reading the narrative passages, were

taken through a set o™ three ordered expository passages which théy read

silently. The same recall prdcedures and criterion for success used for the

[ -
: | .~
assessment of narrative listening comprehension were used here.

L | .
r / ’

In’ scoring 7he comprehension componenfs of the IRAS-E each element under

, 1

free and cued recall was scored as "C', completely correct (all or most of the

propositions exJLessed by the element were given co-rectly), "B", briefly

mentioned (onlv some of the propositions expressed in the element§jwere given

) 8 ) B . . .

correccly) "N'', no response (none of the element's propositions. were -

y ’ \J ) ’ ° .

mentioned), or 'lW', wild.response (the student‘s response was unrelated to the
. ‘ R

‘element's propositions).- For any element receiving a 'C’ under free recall,

its associatedLrobe was not asked and*was coded as an "S" (assumed succigss).

i - . . * .
-~ ' i . .

-3

For passages not attempted because the recall criterion. on a more

-

diffiCult‘ passage had been met, elements under free and cued recall were

;Scored as "‘S" assumed success. For reca_l-l assessments not attem ted because
. 3 h B
. . P . .

I

- the recall cgiterion on a less difficult passage had not been met, elements

were scored as "F", assumed failure. For students who failed to meet the

_ W _ o . S VOO .
reading time/criterion for a given narrative, recall was not assessed, and

1

!

: . o . W ' .. . »
story elemen#s under such conditions were also scored as "F'.  The rationale
[ . .

for this:pr%cedure was that students reading at such slow rates would not be

»

able to intégrate sentence structures in a fast decaying short term memory, -
and thus wo‘ld fail to recall the elements adequately. If asked to do so, it

<

was felt thgt the frustration from likely'failure might impair performance on



.subsequent stories at a less difficult level, T °

ey
’ v
e

- " After scoring elements separately for free and cped'reqall, each éléméﬁi
was then assigned a single value ranging from 1 ‘to 8, based on responses. under

- ‘both recall ¢onditions as fol)ows:

free recall value ‘cued recall value combined Value
. S R '8
= C S 8
. B c 7
B B 5
B . UN,W ) &4
N,W. ; C I 6
N,W : "B “ 3 T )
N,W N, W - 1 -
, F F ‘1 ..
. .

[y N . te - N ~.-
Based on these element values, critical ‘indices were computed for both

the teading and- listening comprehepsion tasks. For each, the integer portiqn
of the index represented the level of highest success, based on meeting the
criterion of recalling half. or more of a passage's elements. The decimal

portion of the value was the average of the ratio of assigned points for

combined ‘elements to total possible points over.the level of highest success
‘ ' = . <

‘and lowest failure. Recall that students passing theihighgst narrative level
(levgl 4), did not receive the listening compéehension com#ohent. Under the
assumption that their reading skill-was not limited by their decoding skills,

" but only by their gomprehenéion skills, the scores théy received én,re;ding
compreheﬁgion were used_éﬁ;estimates.of their listening compreheﬂsion”ékill:

Ty

Reliability and Descriptive Statistics *

[

To assess the reliability -of the IRAS-E; "a number of analyses were

-16-




. e . . Lo .
] .
t alpha ‘was computed for total scale

Sy

¥

conducted. First, Cronbach s coefficien

! ,;sgégés for each of 'the " following: ;vocabﬁlafy vdecoding, Vbcabuléry o
. bhefiniyiops,{synthetié wbrd_decoding, segténée Feading-(bepara;e aﬁélyses for” ;’J
tige éndferrors), iiﬁténing comprééeﬂsion (sepagate.analyses for ff;e recall
scores ;ﬁ& CUed;Fecalf scores), and‘}eéding compr;hensipn (séparate ;ﬁélyses
for_boch r;cali é;nditic“s).~“For éentence reading, the‘time meésﬁfe,wa& one

.minus the ‘ratio'of seconds used to complete the paragraph to the 20 seconds

‘allowed, with .all time values of 21 seconds or greater recéiving a value of 0

'S - .
[ - . - B

(e.g., a senténce read in 5 seconds was ' assigned a scoge of

[ 1 -10-5/20:]1 ] or .75). The error measure was.the proportion of the three '

>

critical words in each paragraph read correctly. For the comprehension tasks,

.’ the element codes of meM, Mg MBT Mugw wm  and "F" were converted to the . - \
. * . ) . .

° _ numeric values of 3, 3, 2, 1, l,.and 1, réspectivexy. St } ij

N The reliability coefficients were adjusted for all assumed responses in
‘each scale by subtracting the number of such "responsed¥" from the .degrees of

freédom assqciated with the residual sum of squares, computing the residual

-

v mean”squéres based on. the adjusted degrees'of¢fneedom, and then cbﬁputing the

coefficient using this adjusted residual " mean square. The adjusted
coeffiqients for each scale are presepted in Table. 1. With the exception of
¥ A A _ _ L .

v -~

therhlisteniné comprehension scales, the reliability coefficients are quite ’
acceptable. The reason for the lower values obtained for listening
° - A . . “

comprehension was simply that few students completed this task (due to
. . ‘ % . ] : )

5 .

superior performance in reading comprehension), and for :those that did, most

received only the ubomer level story, thus making the preponderance:of values

a

' in the scale assumed values. : -

’
W ) -
i

The. reliability Acoeffiéients {computéd‘ support the reliability of the

\)é £ . ' S A . -

FRIC .« .- 92
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- TABLE 1

e Rteract1ve Read1ng Assessnent System - Eng]1sh
Reliability na]ys1s on Raw~5cores for Second Through S1xth Grade Samp]e

s Raw Score .
Mean Mean Number N
‘Scal N of N of ‘Item ' of Actual , a
cale , Cases Items*~ Total _SD  Responses (k) _*k
Real Word Decoding 146 45  -95.2 37.5 12,5¢ - .91
" RN ' : o
© Definitions 7 © 146 24 44.9  13.2 7.6. N
Sentence Reading: Time J145 - s 7 0 2.9 1.5 5.8 .96
. ' Errors 145 7 5.2 2.1 5.8 -89
Synthetic Word -Decoding 146 41 . 74.0 36.4  37.7 .97
Read1ng Comprehension: . S - C A |
. v Reteld ‘- 142° . 44. 51.5 °24.8 13.6 .93
o . Probe 147 44 - 54.1 25.1, 13.6 .93
'L1sten1ng Comprehens1on : L ‘ o : - -
\ | Retell 134 24 44,8 9.8 1.9 . .47
. Probe . (134 26 4.1 9.3 _ 1.9 ‘ .4ggx\
“ ) . " W { . V' .

i .

"*Ttems with no variance were deleted from'thé analysis. ¥

Note: A1l sca]es allowed assumed success and failure, and each ofathe reliability
~coefficients was adjusted for the number of such. "responses" by reducing
the residual degrees of freedom proportionately, and then recomputing the
residual mean square and. coeff1c1ent a]pha on wh1ch each was based




- ’ -.) : . . B . ' . ‘ -
total scale -measures, but these did .not. -necessarily guarantee that the

: <e
K / , . ’
a @ . K

.
~o

. ] . 5
a . : . “

isssue, correlations ‘were computed between each total scale value and the

Q
N
E [

1)ré§pective critical index. These correlations ranged from .92 to }98,"and
yd N . . .

thus increase confidence in the reliability of the critical indices. The

,

critical index means and standatd deviations for each subscale are presented

ih.qulé;Z. The data are broken down by curfen; gtade'ievel, but caution must

be taken in interpreting any grade level differences given the sampling plan.

\ Y

Al

employed, : . o ‘ ’ ot
' : 4

) v J.‘ ) - .
. . Given the supportive ‘results
".-r IRAS-E scoré was ‘derived by averaging the six individual .scale critical
i T = . . ) # : R .

indices. Thus, the mpasure obtdined for each student was an avetage. level

-

score, and ‘levels within IRAS-E, recall, are roughly grade-level unitSL'.The

obtained reliability-for the total scale scores was .94 (see Table 13 for a

-, . L \ . _
summary of the reliability assessments for all the dependent measures).

'

P

The correlations among - the' component scale measures are présented in

- 3

Tablé 3. Note that both the scale means and- interscale correlations are quite

* high, suggesting that skifled reading. has been largely achieved. by these

students and that component processes are all well developed.

Interactive Reading Assessment System - Cantonese.
8 : . '/"'

L [ X e J

/ .
The Interactive Reading Assessment System - Cantonese (IRAS-C) was used
. /

-

to assess the students ' current Cantonese reading ab}lity. The IRAS-C was

construc@ed in & manner  parallel to the IRAS-E by Dr. Kenneth D. Howe, and:

revised by Dr. Edmund Chi-Tach Lau, both of Stanford University. They were

guided in hheir work by Dr. Robert Calfee who developed the original

\)‘ T L » I - . _19_ .

ERIC

s : -

24

“~

1 bxiticaf'indices associated with each scale were reliable. To address this .

of thesc reliability measures, an overall

b




TABLE 2 /

| InteractLve Reading Assessment System- -4Eng]1sh =, S

Descr1pt1ve Stat1st1cs on Cr1t1ca1 Indices *for Second Through Sixth Grade Samp]e

¢

Sca]e‘

Real Word Decoding
Definitions o
Sehtence Reading
Syhthefic Word Decodjﬁg
‘Reading Compyehensfon

L1steniﬁg Comprehension

Average Score -

Critical Index Va]ues ’

" Grade 2 'Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6

> .

4.2

>
A}
RN
\1\
.\\\ % .
A
\'~.
._\\\
\\
SN
N
N
>~
. N,

, Total
(N 34). (N=38) - (N-=37) (N=37)  {(N=146)"
X_ SD X_ sD X- sb.  .X_ D | ‘X .SD
4.8 2.2 6.3 2.1 7.1 2.1° 7.5°2.1 6.5 2.3
48 1.3 57 1.5 6.2 1.4 6.4 1.5 58 1.6
4.1 2.6 . 6.2 -2.1 .6.9 1.9 6.7 2.0 6.0 2.4
3.6 . 3.1 5.6 2.5. 6.0 2.5 6.1 2.2 5.4 2.7
3.4 2.2 5821 6.2 16 .6.3° 2.0 5.5 2.3
44 1.8 6.1 1.7 65 13 65 1.6 59 1.8

2.0 5.9 1.8 6.5 1.5  6.6° 1.7 5.8

2.0 -
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. (-TABLE3 T . -
Interactqve Reading Assessment System - Engﬂ1sh -
Corre]at1ons Between Critical Ind1ces for-Second Thrbugh Sixth Grade Sample

. (N 146) ] &

S‘ca'le '. 3. 4 5 6
1. Real Word Decod1ng Co ey .83 .83 . .80 S
2. %efimtwns A . 65 .58 .69, .71
3. Sentence Reading - . . v-'}\» S e .79 .88 .81
4.}/ Psuedo WOrd Decod1ng ) .' T . - 71 .70
. 5 Read1ng Comprehenswn h - .95,

6.. LTstemng \Comprjehenswn O:

. ) o .
v / T

3 &

1'Note: “ATT Pearson correlataon co&ff?&ehts significant'lyx'different from

0atp <.001. - o "

& . i
. ”
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N ¥
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. v )
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P
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L
v
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B
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1nstrument the materlhls

and llsten1ng comprehens1on, _ .‘7' L, g

s

t

-

o - i

and descr1pt1ve stat1st1cz{§pr‘the Qantonese s1te samplets performance. .

P s .
L)

Taéks, Mater1als, and Scorr‘g ';' _’ h TT ' - . ': , R
. ' . x A ‘ ' [y e e Z . » ! ; \ . : . ‘ : 8§
'N'The ratfonale-underIylng the IRASﬁg 1s the same as-that underly1ng the
. } t— 2 / .

Eng11sh vers1on, namely,

]

14 -

. LI

ey : . -
® .
. .

s -

s

éﬁgloyed ;,and the- -scor1ng procedures used are

.

1n1t1ons, 3entence rédding, read1ng codprehens1on,

~.

that sklll in Ch1nese read1ng can be d1v1ded 1nto a

vnumber of 1ndependent com onents.; The subsk1lls assessed in the IRAS C were‘f

N e T In wr1t1ng Ch1nese, two character nepresentatlons are currennﬂy belng
Ao used,Qtrad1t1onal and s1mpl1f1ed characters.= The simplified characters are
W . \ _ R - Lo .
v

* L_,used 1n most of ma1nland Ch1na,- wh1le trad1t}onal characters are 'used in .

‘ d?ff1culty based upon grade—level expectatlons of performance. For“each task,.

(&)

G'

ERIC
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Canton and Hong Kong -and in- the Un1ted States. ‘ The student material's

4 -

developed for the IRAS-C ‘were pr1nted In both character types”nand before
R Ty - . . N %

y .

.testlng; each ,student' was' allowedu to select‘nthe‘_character type of_ the

: ’ > ' " : e Y -
materials to be used in test1gﬁ_ , I e, ("\
’ ... ’ e '

- @

a

v d

he stdaent began wlth the'lowest level and prOceeded to more d1ff1c lt levels

as’ long ds cr1terlon performance for the g1ven task waS)met. Once the student',

Jl

@ . n

presented, assuming the‘student.wouldAnot_be ableﬂto succeed. .
. ’ Ea ’ X - ‘v. - . BT | . h ’ )

PR . ,
L b ‘ .

»owEach;test'was individually administered by one of two Cantonese- speaking
‘. n - . . Ta - R " o " ’ o

o

< ’ v e

. . A ° ‘<

L o - ‘;22;' o L, . Lo e

. Each of the IRAS-C component tasks éons1sted of s1x levels _ordered by

e

-fa11ed to‘reach csiterlon on afglven leyel,‘more d1£f1cult levels were not-

&



* ?‘. . . ' . . L. »...'_v-.‘. - N .' .' ) . ) " . L . . -~
s testers, both ’recélvlpg two day “training. sessions from an in~house staff

4

- bemhef. ‘Each test took approximately 30 minutes, to complete, and the entire

" testing Session was tape recorded. After receiving appropriate training, one
' . .

..> of the testers scored each protocol based on informatt contained on both the

protocol and tapé. _ _ ' .
y . 2 ' . ‘ .o+

. The details of the scoring procedure for each.iasﬁxare presented below,
but in general, each was scored by simply assignimg the ordinal -value of the

. level of the list of highest success. The more detailed scofing algorithm-

‘used'in/thé IRASjE (that of éugmenting the: ordinal level of highest success

‘

with an index of relative performance across the lists of highest success and

¥

lowest failure) was not employed in the IRAS-C. . This was due .to our sense

'‘that tbey adﬂed level - of précision was not needed in distinguishing the

Cantonese reading skill of the students.

-

1 :

~.""  Decoding. The first task assessed the student' s abflity to recognize
. - e ) - ’ c. v

> isolated words. Each of 'the six lists comprising the 8ix ‘levels of this task'
. ‘ d . S R . . "'r,g ’ E
contained six words to be read. The first two lists contained single
. e L .- B ) ) . . - . . . , - . .
character words, the next’ three lists contained doublée character word?r_and

the last list contained words represented in three to .four characters. The

stﬁdegf was presented with more difficult lists as.long as half .or more of the

words'within the a;tedp%ed list were read dorrectly.
o "~ ,,'/.\_. ) ‘

SO Definitions. The next task consisted of six three-word lists, éach list

. . - ——— » . . ‘ : ) <t e

‘being a/éhbsetipf the correspondingvliét of words used in. the word reading
— task abOVe. For eaéh word read ﬁy the tester, the studén: was asked .to define

. ’ ;

v

it. If an inédequate or questionable definition was given,:the student was

f .

asked to use thte word in a sentence. The student was considered to be

. - : ‘ . - ; 'gb.oc 3

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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successful on a given list if adequate. responses were produced under either of

these conditions.

c e -
s ET
.

. ¢ . oL
For students who could not read the words presented in the “first list of

-

the - word reading task, the next f£wo tasks, sentence reading " and reading

. 5 . b
comprehension, were not administered (assuming failure), and tihe listening
-comprehension of such students was next assessed. i

. ~ . *.- xﬁ

Sentence reading. In this task, the students were asked to read, at each

level attempted, three short-uhrelated sentences. Each student began with the

@

first level and cdntinue&,to more difficult levels if (1) the sentence set was

read in 20 seconds or less, and (2) at least half of the words were read

S - -
correctly.

. ) .-
R
. .

For students who were not successful at' the lowest level of sentence

N -
r

reading, +the next task, reading - comprehension, was not administered, again

assuming failure since -some 'skill in iZsolated sentence reading is,necesséry.
-3 for skill in .reading cornnected text. For such students, the listening

comprehension task was the next task administered.

. : Comprehension, In thefnext task, the student' s reading comprehension was

assessed. The materials consisted of six well-formed narratives, '‘ordered in

“ \

. difficulty based on word frequency, sentence length, and number of‘expressed

propositions. As in the English version, comprehension of story elements was
- N .

asséssedlthrOpgh both free and cued recall procedures. Each studenf;began the 3;
task with the first leyel,E;nd continued to more difficult passages if (1) the
‘'story was read in 150 Sécoﬁdg or less, and (2) half or more of the elements
. were adequately mentioned dﬁdgr either recall condition.
[l{llC. : o S =24= o . S

7 - @ v
s
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Once the student failed to meet the criteria for oral reading, listening

. O ' . . .

comprehensio

:

?'ﬁor stories read to the student by the tester wés'assessed,_v

LR

r

_ beginning "ét ‘the level of failure in’ oral reading. Comprehension of more

LA VIR N . .
difficultAstories was tested if the recall criterion of half qifmore elements
- v y e o . 7 . - -". o R

mentio adequately under either free or cued recall was met., .©"* " °

L::Aslﬁenﬂioned above, for each of the fivefIRA87g component tasks, students
recéeived as scores the ordinal value of the level of‘highést success. Below,

v '

~ the’ Feshriptive statistics based on these .scores and the reliability
/vﬁ . ) . . . ) . .
asgessment of the instrument are described.
15. .
IR AP ’ .. .. :
-,*  * Reliability and Descriptive Statistics , o

e ) V o
., 'The means and standard deviations of the success levels for each of the
. _?-;4" etk [ v . " )

tasks are presented in Table 4. Again, the values are broken down. lpy grade

level, but caution must be exercised in interpreting .any grade-level
£ differences for this sample. Correlations between the component scales are

i 4 i
S

presented in Table 5. As can be seen, those scales which are Héavily
dependent upon decoding skills tend to be highly related (decoding, sentence

~reading, and: reading comprehension), as_-are the scales depenQent upon
. S - » . . \ '
+  comprehension’ skill (definitions and“listening comprehension).

. : /, . - BN . A 1

- .

'The reliability of the average IRAS-C 'score was assessed by'bompp;ing

Cronbach' s alpha over the five component scale scores. The obtained value of

.94 indicates- that ‘the average scale‘;gcore is a higﬁly reliable summary

- v
B

-measure of per formance iﬁf this task (see Tab1e  13 for a summary of the

- )

réliabilitytanalysis). b

v ’

Informal Writing Iﬁventory
X 7/ B -

\, s
Elk\[c . . B < . JU ) "'

. . -,
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. TABLE 4 . -
Interact1 ve Readmg Assessment System .- Cantonese
Descnptwe Stat1 stu:s on Success Levels for Fourth Through
S1xt|¥Grade Sample :

Grade 4 Grade 5  Grade 6

31

~TOTAL .
o (N=38) (N=37) - (N=37). (N-=1l2)
- Scale X sb. X s X sb X ..Sb
Decoding ' 1.4 1.3. 1.6 1.8 20 2.0 1.7 1.7
Definitions 2.8 1.2 3.3 1.3 3.5 1.6 3.2 1.4
* Sentence Reading 1.1 i.2 18 20 1.9 22 1.6 1.9
Reading Comprehension ~ 1.5° 1.5 1.9 1.9 2.1 2.0 1.8, 1.8.
Listening Comprehension. 3.3 1.3 3.8 1.6 3.8 1.5 3.6 1.5
Average Score 20 11 25 1.6 27 1.7 2.4 1.5
| ‘ 7 o
|
.( "
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' TABLE 5 -
~ Interact*ve Reading Assessment System - Cantonese'
Correlations Betwee Success Levels . for Fourth Through S1xth Grade Samp1e

(N = 112)
Scale 1 2 3 4 5
1. .Decoding - .65 .85 .83 .75
2. ‘Definitions -89 66 - .71
3. Sentence Reading | v B I £
4. Reading Comprehens%on. ’ v ) - 77
5. Listening Comprehension . | S | ' -

Note: | A11 Pearson correlation coefficients are Significant'ly different from_
0 at p < .001. ‘

4
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32



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. - . . -

The Informal Writing Inventory (IWI) -was used to assess the target

b

student's English-writing skills. The IWI was administefed only to the upper

.. . P ' .. :
grade students, based.on the judgment that the majority of the second grade

. students would not be able to respond to most of the items.

. ‘The instrument, developed by the P. K. Yonge Reading-Writing Project at

‘the Umiversity of Florida by Barbara Kaiser (1981) under the direction of Dr.

Hellen Guttinger, consisted of a series of tasks designed to tap various

writing skills. Each of these tasks, the materials they incorporated, and the

- . . . . . . . . .
. procedures used 1n their scoring, are discussed below. This discussion is

followed by a presentation of the instrument 's réliabili;y and the descriptive

statistics associated with the sample 's performance.

] .
.

Tasks, Materials, and Scoring

The IWI protocols were scored by an in-house staff member trained in
linguistics and language development, ggéisted by'a graduate student from.the
University of Texas at Austin. Both neceivéd two half-dayvtraining sessions
Airected by an individual ?ith previoug experience in scoring the instrument.
Most of the scoring was straightforwardly ”objeétive. For the cdmposition
tasks which required holistic judgment;, interrater reliabili;y was assessed
prior to séoring by having each ‘of the three participants score six protocals,
each containing five cpmpo§itions. On 83% of the ratings there was total
agréement, and 'those .remaining Aifferéd by only one category. Each of the lﬂl

+

component tasks and derived scores are discussed below (in ‘the order in which

PR

they were presented during testing).

.

'Complete sentences. In the first task, the student was presented with

-

.

'eiéht wotd groups, and was asked to indicate which ones formed complete

'

o

. o 33 : . | .
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‘

- . . R . . ’ . ' . »’ . . . . B - . . l'..'
- sentences, | four of which did. The student s score simply consisted of the™

Kl

‘pumber of correct decisions (acceptance §f a complete sentence or rejection of

an incomplete sentence).

Cloze| procedure., In this cloze task, the student’ was presented with a

ran

short, seven-sentence, well-formed story, where each senténce contained one or

L )

morevblan%s*which the student was asked to complete. For each of the eight

blanks to

Be‘filled, two values were assigned during scoring., First, a point

; . .
was giveﬁ ~1f ‘the inserted material was syntactically and semantically

|

! .

consistent with the sentence frame. Second, the creativity *of each choice was
B ( .

rated, and assigned a value of 0 (no respbnbe),_l (2 fairly common choice), 6:
i \

2 (a relakively creative,. mature choice). . e
| k

Capittalization and punctuation. Tﬁé-ﬁhird task presented the student
I : ot : ' - 2

with fivé unrelated sentences containing no capitalization  or punctuation, and '

the student's task was to rewrite the.sentences supplying sué!} In scoring, a

point was given for each appropriate correction (25 were possible), and a
! .

point wa% subtracted for each unnecessary. change. The student received as a

!

‘score the difference between these two indices.

_ | T
- fe . . .
richer constructions. ’ _ ) ’

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Parkgggph arrangement, Here, the student . was presented with a well-

formed étbry constructed only with short, choppy sentences. The student was

: | . . . f Iy
asked to, rewrite the story by combining the sentences to make the story easier

to read.ﬁ'Ih scoring this task, the number of words written was summed as well

i

as the Enumber of completgﬁ sentences or independent clauses joined by

| 3 . . » > ' .
coordinate conjunctions. The ratio of these two measures was taken to provide
1

an index of the student' s ability to combine the given short senténces into |

g

-.29" 34 o | ’ v
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Sentence selection. In this task, the student vés.shown'a picture and 10

-
@

randomly ordered -sentences, 6 of which could be ordered to form a story
consistent with the action depicted. _ The student was first asked to select
those 6. sentences that would make the best story corresponding to the picture,

", and then to number them to indicate the order they should appear in the story.

u .
> - - , N

Each student received two scores on this task. First, the number of.
correct decisions‘was ohtained by assigning one point for each _sentence that
was appfopriately selected or rejected, Second}kan index Of. the. proper
ordering of the selected sentences was computed as z;llows First, sentences
assigned an order which were not among the six appropriate sentences were
disregarded as were senteno%hich were among those six appropriate

’ sentences, ‘but for which the student did not assign an - order. ‘;This

then defined the set of matches between the appropriate sentence set and

the sentences actually ordered . by the' student: Once this was compieted,
* ‘ : ST T . > COTRREREE.

ordering of the ‘senténce sets waé rectified to disregard any misggtches.
Finally, Spearman's rho was calculated as an index of the correspondence
between the ordering of the sentences selected by the student and the

order those selected sentences should have been given in the story.

Compositions. The final five tasks required the student to compose short

pieces based on five separate scenarios. First, the student was asked to

~ write an informal note to»his_parents explaining his absence in order to'help

a brother fix his bike. Second, the student was asked to write a formal.
letter requesting information relevant to a class assignment. Third:t:rthe
student was shown a picture of a strange creature, and was.asked to create an

imaginative composition describing the creature, where it 1lived, and what it

{
did. In the fourth composition' task, the student was shown six ordered

A

‘ | , | -30-
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s i . . - : . - '

pictures, and-was asked to.write a corresponding narrative. In the final

«

composition task, the student was shown a drawing of a rocket prepared for

launching, and was to simply write a description of those things which seemed

- . .

-

important. ' . N

) . - -
- N R v

. . -

.
.
a

Fof each of the five composition tasks, two holistic ratings Gé;e made.,
The first reflected therstud;nt‘é ability to héndle the mechanics of writing. .
For each coﬁpositioh, a value of 0 was assigned if the writing samﬁle waé too
small to allow a rating. If there was a sufficient’ samp}e, then the
composition was assigned a value ranging from‘ 1 (evidence ,0f serious

-difficu1t§ with writing ponventions--spelling, punctﬁation, capitalization,.
‘apostfophe use, letter form; and so forth) to & (perfect or near . perfect
control over writing conventions). Each composition Qas also -assigned a value
based on the quality of the composition. Again, a value 6f 0 was aséigned for
samples too small to rate, and those  wiEh sufficien;. sample length were
assigned values rangiqg from 1 (little ability shown t0'communic‘a;e %he
information demande& by the task) to 4 (no difficulty in communicating in‘a_

clear, elaborated, and detailed mannér).

¢ Reliability and/Descriptive Statistics
¥

L.

To assess the . intérnal consistency of the IWI, three separate
: e - ‘
computations of Cronbach's coefficient alpha were 'carried out ~ First, for the '

+ sentence selection task, each of the 10 sentences, scored as a
» - correct/incorrect decision, was.combined to form a total sentence selection

scale. The "item means and standard deviations are presented in Table 6, and
. s N . ~ .

the obtainea reliability coefficient was .76. Second, the mechanics and,

quality ratings for each of the five composition tasks were combined to form

.

total mechanics and total quality scale scores. Item means and standard

E l{fC o _ﬁ U '-..L-i,,..f'.4.73l:'.:.;._-...-.3_.6'...--..- S ‘,.._0.,.._.--.--”‘-.--.w;.A.-_.-_'___,_,,._..__.__ﬂ
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. TABLE 6
: Informal Writing Inventory:
Descr1pt1ve Statistics on Raw Scores for Sentence Selection Task,

_ for Fourth Through $ixth Grade Sample (N = 112) .o K
 sentence Number ER X - _Sb |
| q;91 . L s S .36
L2 . .88 PN
o " a0 a6
T g - .83 K .38
5 . o 81 .39
) 6 | ‘ .60 : . .49
7* .78 .44
8. - . .55 ‘ .50
o . T2 . .45
10* , .76 .43
Total Scale Score . 7.85 | 2.39

*These sentences are those wh1c"h could be ordered to form a story consistent
with the action depicted. A value of 1 was assigned for a correct dec1s1on
(a sentence appropriately selected or rejected) and O for an incorrect:
decision (a sentence inappropriately ‘selected or- rejected).




. -

. /

deviations for these are presentedtin'Table 7, and-the obtained reliability

°

coefficients were .91 .and .89 for the quality and mechanics scales;

respectively,
. e

L <

Given -.the adequacy of these measures, én'IWI total scale reliability was

computed. The cloze measures and\the paragraph arrangement ratio were dropped

from the scale since it appeared that these items entailed a different set of

. . . . S °
skills than those measured by the other items. Because the subtask scores
were on different scales of measurement, the items selected for inclusion were
]
standardized (across grades 4 ghrodgh 6), and the resulting IWI total scale

- . b . . )
included the following:. . recogni ion of complete sentences, sentence

capitalization/punctuation (the difference score), sentence selection (both

Q

number - of correct decisions and the order index), and composition (average

. C « . . N
T quality and average mechanics scores). The raw score values for these
. - M . - A .

components are preéented in Table 8. The reliability coefficient (Cronbach's

.85 (see Table 13 for a summar§).

s

‘alpha) for the overall IWI measure was

Formal tanguage Tasks: Student Interview and Passage Retell

i

Two tasks were designed to elicit '"formal'" laﬁguage_samples from the

"students in the study. These were (1) an adplt-student dialogue, the Student
.~ ‘ . .

Interview, and (2) the retelling of narrative/expository text during;xhﬁ

%dminisiration ofv the comprehension component of tﬁe EB&E:E: - Both were
‘carried -out in English at the child's sehool by the samé eééminer, a:
lCantonese-énglish:biliﬁguaL data dollecfor'with teachingleﬁperfence in both’
the United States.and Hsﬁé Kong.; All langu§£; saﬁpie{.éer¢ t;pé rec;rdéd
ﬁsing a standaré cassette recordet and éllapél miéfbphone fastened to the

child's clothing. :




Composition

| Informal Note

Formal lLetter
Imaginative Composition
N_arrative

Complex Composition

Total Scale Score

i

TABLE 7

_ Informal Writing Inventory:
Descr1pt1 ve Statistics on Raw Scores for ‘COmposrtmn Tasks
for Fourth Through Sixth Grade Sample (N .

gua'lltx

X 5D .

‘ 2.09 1.20
- 1.94  1.26
'1.89  1.03

. 1.90 1.00
1.61 1.02
9.43  4.77

34~

.112)
_Mechanics
X  SD
2.38% 1.13
2.37 1.04
2.3 1.02
2.23  1.05 »
2.21 1.02
11.53  4.43
P
* .

39
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TABLE 8

Informa] Writing Inventory°

Descr1pt1ve Statis -on Raw Item onesifor Fourth )
. iz Through*S]xth Grade, ' ,
T e, 7 . Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 " Total
%{ . z ° (N = 38) (N =. 37) (N = 37) (N = 112)
d Item s . X .0 _% _sb _X b X sp.
Recogn1t1on of Complete Sen%gnces 59 1.6 6.8 1.2 7.0 1.0 6.5 1.4
Cloze: Proper Choice. . . 4.2 2.3 5.0 &8 5.0 2.5 4.7 2.5
~) * Creative Choice-’ A . ? 4 2.8 6.2 4 6.4 3.0 6.0 3.1
.Sentence Cap1§g31zat1on/Punctuat1on . : .
. Proper ‘Corréction . . 10.8 4.4 12.9 4.4 13.1 6.1 12.3 5.1
“Unnecessary Change: ' > ‘ 1.8,gg2.1 2.0 2.2 ®4.°19, 1.7 2.1
D1fference _ i%%ju\ 9.0 "4.9-10.9 .4.3& 1107 5.8 10.5 5.1
B , i 3 . Y
Paragraph Arrangais o 43 . ) ¢ ‘ Y o
Number of Wo 75.8 36.7. 76.6 33.0 76.2 34.5 76.2 34.5
Number Ma j SRl e .~ +,.15.1 7.6 14.4 6.4 14.6- 6.5 - 14.7 6.8
Ratio of Words wigiysey " 4.9, 1.1 -5.3 .8 5.1 9 -5.1. 1.0
Sentence Selection: - . Py ‘_gﬁ g . b
Number of Correct DeC1s1ons . 6.7 2.4 7.9 2.4 7.7 2.3 7.4 2.4
Spearman rhp . . St .1 7 .4 7 S - .6 A4 7~
Compos1t1on--Informa1 Note: I=§ﬁ L o o
Quality ’ ' S .. 1.6 1.0 24 1.2 2.4 1.2 2.1 1.2 .
, ' Mechanics’ ' 1.9 .9 2.6 1.2 2.6 1.2 2.4 1.1
: Formal Letter: ‘dﬂf" . D A
Quality 1.4 1.7 2,2 1.3 2.1 1.3 1.9 1.3
Mechanics . =~ 4,,2.0 J 2.5 1.0 2.6 .1.2 2.4 1.0
Imaginative Work: - ) - e
S QuaTity R o 1.5 9 2.2 1.1 1.9 1.0 1.9 1.0
o Mechanics : 2.1 .8 2.6 9 2.4 1.3 2.3: 1.0.
o Narrative: . ‘ .
. Quality-» =~ . . - @6 9 2.2 1.0 1.9 1.0 1.9 1.0
. Mechanics : * "%  ~%®1 9. 2,4.71.0 2.3 1.2 2.2 1.0
. Complex Work: " - Sk A '
Quality 1.4 .8. 1.6 1.0 1.8 1.2 1.6 1.0
Mechanics - 1.9 .8 2.4 1.0 2.3 T1.2 2.2 1.0 /
Average Quality b 1.5 .8° 2.1 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.9 1.0
Average Mechanics 2.0 ,7 2.5 .8 2.4 1.1 2.3 .9
Scale Score? .. -4 6 2.2 7 0.0 .8

L S

- -

1These scores are averaged z-scores for the following items: reco
entences, sentence capitalization/punctuation (the difference score), sentence

'1ect1on (both number of correct deeisions and the ordering 1ndex), and composition
age quality score and average mechan1cs score)

Lo

ition of compliete
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The Student 1nterv1ew (SI) consisted of a,series of questions, ‘some ofig

v kR
¢ ‘. . e

which were - open ended about the child s (1) past and present‘patterns of

t e

language use, (2) 'classroom.fpfqgram'ﬂin‘ previous. years, ~and (3)‘ current
DAL . o

’ . s >

,claSsroom;programi The segments of the 1ntervrew in which Ehe ch11d d1scussed_

.;7‘

his current classroom program and h1s past and present patterns of lanugage,

v 1 4
oy

use , were . isolated for analysis; v'These,=sections of the interview lasted
P ) Q . . ) : RN , . . . = . - .' s
-approximately six minutes. : .. :
. - ) ‘lA : . ) A . X
R : - . i o ) .
g - . i . . . 12 . - A

N

TheiPassage Retell (PR) task in the IRAS-E réouired‘the child to retell

M -

“each passage encounteréd -in oral Areading,_ silent, reading, and listening

comprehension; The retelling of the passage attempted by the student which

.

prov1ded the largest English language sample was used for, assess1ng oral .

5 ) . R . . ‘

languagg performance here.~- L ‘ . N ' Ty T

N

v ‘

The specificicriteria and procedures for scoring the formal oralAlanguage

o
.,

,gsamplﬁp uere based on'a framework' developed at' SEDI. which encompassed "éhé '

. 4 . : " : .
central contrasts between natural and formal language (Calfee & Freedman,

P

19&0;'Canale_&aSwain, 1980 Cummins,'l980 1981 Olson, 1977 1980 Tannen,

«
a

hfl98l; Wells,.1975, l981a, 1981b¥h The spec1f1c rationale and procedure for

L4 .,
.,9
Ve

ERIC
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" scoring ihe.scales are described‘below (the” actual scales may be found in
-Appendix A), followed by a discussion of' the Cantoriese sample's -descriptive

. . Doy

statistics.for'these items, a presentation of a factor analysis"conducted on."

e

the items, and a Subsequent re11ab111ty assessment. A v

- . : . ~

Ceet

Student Interview~' Tasks, Materials, ‘and Scoring - » L RS

. .
- + - >
B A\ ' B - v
° L ° : .

cE ' LR I C o , . v
Scoting was done by .a project staff member with" training ‘in language

. . N
[N : . . . . <7 ‘"

. acquisition. * and language analysis, assisted by a 'graduaté student ]in

N . LT

e S -36- A

. . . -
. o e . -

; L e - . - v - s . r .
e K KA o L . - . .- i L )

o

“The specified section of.each»student_intervieV'was*first'transcribed,A\




" linguistics from the University of Texas at Austin. While listening to. the.

o . # . P < o .
speech of both the interviewer «and the child were taken 1into account. The

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

audio-taped jportion' of  the 'intervleu ‘and viewing ' the ”transcript of the.
d N . .
studenﬂ S. performance, the scorer coded pert1nent features of the performance

"on the “transcrlpt (codes were spec1f1ed for these features). ,lmmedlately

B
o

following . this procedure, the scorer rated the'student's performance on each

of the scales, reviewing the tape and transcript as needed.

. . ¢

B B
. . h

e

In scoring.the various aspects of .the languaée sample,from"the §£, the

-
« .

o

: ’ . - 4 - r ’ - - - - . - ) - < ‘e
rationale for the scoring of eachfcrlterlon is discussed below., :
e . o -
) . v L ' ' ' .
Pronunciation. - The student s mastery of the. phonemes of Engllsh in
. -4

cOnnécted speech was rated. Although prosod1c features (e. % yntonatlon and,

ot

1

stress) were not spec1f1cally rated, it appears that the development of thes<
features approx1mates phonologlcal development. )

hat L4 K W
N . 7 }

.

Interviewer speech. = The interviewer's Trate of: speech and level of

.
»

. : ' » . - ) 3 : .
sentential complexity used with. the child -were rated as' one index of the
child 's ‘comprehension. These‘ aspects of 'the‘ interViewer's speech may be

1nd1cat1ve of her responses to visual and nonverbal cues whlch may otherw1se
4 - .

C—

not be reflected in the audio recordings. - k'" . _ g

' .
¢ . . )
‘ -

Appropriateness of response. A second’ index of the child's comprehension

A 3

" was 'inferred from his responses to the interviewer's comments and questions,

B}

‘under the assumptfon_that lexical and syntactic confusion may give *rise to

inappropriate responses. ’
: : - R _ . r
. : : o : : _— _ .2

Request_for’rgpetfthn. Both direct and indirect requests for repetition ..

'—.“3.7.. . - ' ‘ - Ry

~h



i : ) ! Coe . PO

N ’ ot ’ , < ‘ . . c__ n
- . ’ o 1 3 .

" result of léxical and syntagt{c.confusiong '.,, v e
EE bt _ . L |

) i'. Iq'*" A . - - A«. o  'T; ‘ . o
. " Richness of communication. The-~ipforﬁation the "ch@ld; conVeyed was

[ . 'Y
. o

assessed in terms of quantity of output (incomplete, adequate, elaborated) and
. [ : ) . B} A . v ¢
quality and accuracy of vocabulary used. Use:-of detail was scored, as was the

- ' . - ,
use of precise vocabulary. . : . . s .

y "t . .
. o . . . ° -
. . N

-Inflection of verbs and nouns. Infléctipn of English verbs and houns is -

a commonipgbblem for Chinese?speakers-learning English. The .frequency -of
9. ' 7 ' ’ ' ’ o

‘errors of this type was rated on this scale. A

’ Ed N

Artiéié; preposition and pronoun use. The English'system of articles,"
preposifions,_ and -pronoun bposes ‘many and long~lasting problems for the

Cantonese speaker learning English (Mace-Matluck, 1977), -The frequency of

4

omission or superflous use of these forms was rated. - co o
. _ > N _

-

Syntactic structure sophistication. - 'In this measure of mastery of

syntactic structures, both the level of sophistication attempted. and the
: & - o . . B .‘3' ,‘ .. .
failures in syntactic use were evaluated together. That is, in the case of

»

two children who make the ‘same number.of errors in the conversation, one child

were assessed as a signal of breakdown in comprehension which may be the

.

’

‘may make all errors in "difficult" or more advanced structures (in terms of -

the developmental order of acquisition),.whilé the other's errars,may be found

\

\

. in the use of elementary syntax. The child with ‘errors in the most basic:

structures may ormmay not .attempt more complexﬁstructuresh . Thus’, both the ;.
o : ‘ o R

® M .
i .

willingness to take risks and actual successes were measured on this scale.

5

.

> . .The definition of complexity was made intuitively in these ratings, referring

oM °

A : . ) .: . . - e ..
\ ) _ o . o ‘ . . . L ) . . . RN
V. . . ] 3 _ . o . .
| ) . . e ’A;387
o t’
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.~ broadly to use, of relative clauses, compound subjects and predica:eé}lvand ‘

—_ .



differentiated use of verb tenses and modals.

s
PR

Ease. - The child's feeling of eaqe;&gé reflected by his'tone of voice,
"style of responses, amount and kind of probing by . the intérviewer; and
interviewer's cbmments, was rated. It should be noted that it is CUlturally'

appropriate for Chinese children to @ct in a reserved and quiet manner with

-

. ,adults. - The rating, of 0 (extremely reserved and shy)  §as the category

corresponding to behavig;'judged to be more aloof br shy than the culture

> >

demands. -

B

L

Sociolinguistic appropriateness. This rating relates to the .child®s .

-awareness of the formality of the situation and his ability to adjust his
speech adcordingly. The child-'s ability to ﬁlan .and .execute precise,

explicit, and well-formed responses on demand was rated.

Passage Retell: Tasks, Materials, and Scoring .
. ' v ’
The child's retell performance on allvvassages completed in the IRAS-E

was transcribed.. Scoring wds done by the same project staff member that.
L ! .

scored the SI, assisted by a_graduate.studeht'in linguisticéc(different from

the assistant rating the SI Qrotocols)é Procedures similar to those used in
. 4, . T .

scoring the interview were followed in scoring these. The rationale for each

o K

“formal lariguage dimension rated in the régell samples is discussed below.

- lola 1,
'

4 J

. . - [] - . . ) " . . . .
Pronunciation. . See 'Pronunciation ' above for the rationale for this K
_scale. - ‘ N
h 2 o .F : . ' e -
. ) . . : T "
v ‘Inflection of verbs and nouns. . See " Inflection of verbs and nouns.
\ above. :
\\. . ¢ .
, : ) -39~
o '

ERIC

PAruntext provided oy eric [
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above.

Is

‘device. -

L

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.such as "first", "after lunch',

.8

2

Article, preposition and pronoun use.’ See 'Article reposition and
prep P _ icle, prep

t s
pronoun use' above.

. 1
a

Semantic- appropriateness, See "Appropriateness of response' above. .

. " Syntactic sophistication.

. e P 1
See "Syntactlc structure sophisticatior

e

\ : ' : °

Sociolinguistic appropriateness. See " Sociolinguistic _appropriateness'
i - ' :
above.
“
- -

Cohesion: Verb tense continuity. The childe; success 1n achiev%2g~

‘

grammatical cohesion was measured  in terms of his ability to select and

El

maintaiq appropriate verb tense throughout the retelling of the ,passage.

|

Cohesion: Reference. 1In thic sral: the child's success in .achieving

v 1

gramm;tical coheéion thropgh thé u.c of anaphoric pfpnouns was meaéUred. Sbmg
childpen attempt the /retelling of .the passages without supplying prgpep
. . . ., ’
antecegents for pronouns used (the assumpéionvis that those children assume
phap the l%sgener is already familiar with tﬁe "acto;s";-inv the pagsage);

others use pronouns inconsistently, sometimes with and sometimes without

proper antecedents.

Use of transition expresc.un:.

The children''s success in maintaining
[ . -

cohesion was measured through his use of logical -and structural connectors

v

" the next thing he knew", “when they arrived

‘
[

at the park", "meanwhile". The range ‘and variety of-transition expressions
. ‘ - - P .

were considered as well as the:- frequency and adeqdagy'éf the use of -this

4

- . '_40_' 45 | ‘ ‘ .‘
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

clustered in accordance

- s -
. -

N *

I

Coherence:  Relevance of ideas. The child's succéss in .achiéving

: . P Lo
‘coherence was measured in terms of limiting the information given to only that

’ B

-which- was provided within the.texty, No amplification or digression was

permitted. Assumptions, if inclu&éd,'haa.tb be marked as such.'( .

“ . -~
-
+

Coherence: Consistency of ideas. This scale measured the extent to

. . . . P : - ~ Lt
which’ the child achieved coherence through providing information that was

accurate in content and consistent with ideas within the text.

<

A
%

Coherence: Organization of ideas. - This scale measured the child's

@
.

success in retelling the text“to conform to the discourse structure of the
genre to -which the passage belonged. Elements of expositdry passages are

to their logical relationship to each other, while

) M

.eléments of narrative are temporally organized.

" Awareness of audience. Rated in this scale was the. child''s success in
signaling his%ayarenqss_thapﬁa listener (audience) was present and that a -~

"formal" presentation .was required, as opposed to an .interactive
.',.“ o ) ; . 5 . .

"conversation', .

s
- PN

Explicitness. This scale measured the child's success in stating meaning

explicitly, Frequency?bf use of precise vocabulary and the specification of

criterial features in the form of adjectivals was rated.-

Elaboration. This scale measured the child 's awareness that the message

should be contained within the:linguistic forms per se, and that he should not

\

assume a shared knowléggz\\of' events. The extent. to which details were

explicitly provided was. rated.

46
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. .

Each of thé_ Student Interview and Passage  Retell tramscriptions were
¥ . o .

scored separately. Since item scores within both were not assjgned on the

3

same scale (one scale consisted of only two values and others-:had as many as

{ LT N . ¥ - .

five values), item values were standardized by computing for each the

2]

X 5 .. v
. ) . ‘. . '
proportion ofsthe number of points assigned relative to the total number of

. - N .
' . .-

points possible.

Descriptive Statistics

_Item descriptive statistics for the Cantonese samplé'are'presented in

©

Table 9,:for the Student Interview data, and Table 10, fdr.the Passage Retell

data. Again, the déta;a:e broken down by current grade level. -
1 + . : ° .

- . ,

Factor Analysis .

N » o

1

Given the exploratory nature of the formal language rating framework, .we

' ' >

The factor correlations obtained (under varjpax rotatiof) arg présented in

bt - . w5 -—

-t
L

 Table 11. 77 ' o

24 . . -
, .

Based on these loadings, three scale scores were computed: items were _. .

-~

‘selected which loaded uniquely on a given factor with an absolute value of .45

>

or higher, and déubly loading items .were droppéd'as were those that failed to
met .the .45 correlation coefficient criterion, Items satisfying the criterion
for a given factor were then averagéd.i The three scale scorgs created and

their component items were: Discourse (all items from the PR task, dropping

L4 A 4 ®

Awareness of Audignce); Grammar'(Péonuncistion; Appropriateness'of Responée;
Inflection of Verbé andENouns;‘Article, Pfeposition and Pronoun Use; Syntactic
Sophistication; and Sociolinguistié Appropriateness -- all ffom the §l); énd
Interactional Style (Requesg for Repetitioﬁé; Ricﬂﬁesé 6f Comaunication;'and

c42- ' | . ' '

47

~conducted a factor anal&sis on thetcombined;itéms from the SI an'd PR tasks.



o , [ 11 T ’
S - . Formal Language Tasks: ' :
Descriptive Statistics on Percentage Scores for Student Interview Ratings

; forj_ag_econd Through .Sixth Grade Sample (. o
. Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade (5 Grade 6 TOTAL

. _(N = 3) (N=138)  _(N=37) (N=37)  _(N=146)

Item : X sb X SD X sD X SD X sb
Pronunciation - _ - 47.1 28.00 55.9 29.3 . 60.1 33.6  60.8° 3.6 56.2 2.0
‘Interviewer Speech = ERY TR 64.5 #3.4 7.6 38.3 689 431 613 435
Appropriateness of Response " .7 55,9 343 737 32.3  82.4 2.9 ~ 75.7 32.5 "72}_57 2.7
Rngque_s.t for Repetition 62.7 #40.0  76.3 3.1  90.1 23.4 *_86.5v 299 79.2  34.4
‘Richness of Communication . L % .\37.0 42.1 35.9 . 58.1 38.2  54.1° 36.1  46.6 37;'
Inflection 6f Verbs“and Nouns 5.9 3.8  50.0 40.3 50.0 44.1 55.4 45,3  52.1 A4l.5
Article, Prepdsition. and. Pronoun Use 58.8 39.8 60.5 40.5 51.4 43.3 54:1 43.1 - 56.2 41.5
.Syntac.tic Sophistication _ ) v 30.1 729.4 43.4 37~'.'“l 45,9 38.9 52.0 36.5 43.2 36.3
Ease : 54.4 31.1  53.9 29.4 55.2 33.4  63.5 304 59.6 31.2
Sociolinguistic Appropriateness : 29.4 30.4 ° 39.5 345 " 486 42.0 1'550.'5 39.0 42.2 37,4

- e é - L 'f" : o
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L [tem

Pronunciation
Inflection of Verbs and Nouns

Art1c1e,wPreposit1on‘and Pronoun Use

Semantic Appropriateness
Syntactic Sophistication

 Soctolinguistic Appropriateness
(oheston: Verb Tense Continuity

Cohesion: Reference
Use of Transition Expressions

. Coherence: Relevance of Ideas.

Coherence: Consistency of Ideas
(oherénce: ~ Organization of Ideas

HAwareness of Audience

ﬁxp11c1tness

| Elaborat1on

THBLE. 1

Formal Language Tasks:

,Mwmﬂwﬁmﬂmowwwmm&mmMerwkahmmf&kwwmmmﬁanm%mh

B

.

"y

3.6

w2

Grade 2. Grade d Grade 5o vGrade,G O TOTAL
M=% - (i) _(_N o[ (L) I (')
Lo 1% IR R R
2 %3 B3 M0 q|§e 07 82 B2 58 %5
B8 W5 BT N6 LRI 00 69 B0 46 N
79 B2 RIWT ORI 85 B3 M5 BE
W04 B8 BL TLE B4 62 BS 63 N9
5(21 A4 W6 AT RS N5 XS B B2 BO
06 B2 NI BI WS N2 ORI B NI BI
BAUS 59 B0 04 29 5 B9 BRI M
W14 618 33 (08 BE 568, TE 5.2 B0
09 06 513 UE B4 B8 - 86 B0 69 21
B9 43 BT W4 BB A3 M0 %5 79
BB B4 61D B4 608 B3 62 BB 565 3.9
W04 W7 RA B B8 B8 13 49
B203 406 %68 02 69 @h RS
L8605 405 103 3.2 74 5.9 3.7
B4 B RTOMY 2 4“? 82 W1

U



TABLE 11
Formal Language Tasks:
Factor Analysis on Combined Items from Student Interv1ews
and Passage Retell for Second through Sixth Grade Sample (N = 146)

: Item : : Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Student Interview: » | ‘ >
Pronunciation . ) .27 .78 .23
Intérviewer S?éech . | ‘%. .26 .62 | .49
Appropriateness of Response . .28 . .48 .25
Request for Repetition S .25 .30 .54
Richness of Communication . .27 2 .84
~ Inflection of Verbs and Nouns .10 .78 -.08 -
Article, Preposition and Pronouh)Use .03 81 . 13
Syntactic Sophistication - . - .26 © .80 .40
Ease : : 10 .04 .64
Sociolinguistic Appropr1ateness o .26 .80 - .36

2 L

Passage Retell: ‘ .
Pronunciation : - | .70 . .40 . .30

Inflection of Verbs and Nouns . - .59 .43 .01
Article, Preposition and Pronoun Use .58 31 .16
" Semantic ﬁppropriaténeés o | 73 .29 .21
- Syntactic Sophistication .64 .45 .24
Sociolinguistic Apérdpriateness— .66 - .37 - 14
Cohesion: Verb Tense Continuity - .46 : .32 S U O
Cohesion: Reference . - . -y .66 . .11 - .06
" Use of Transitioll £xprafiifor ‘ ZC:i .78 .18 .19
_ Coherence: ance .7 .80 N - .09 25
' Coherence: Consistency - X . .65 20 .10
Coherence: Org jon .68 o= .09
Awareness of Audiefice N 7 A [ R L. .36
Explicitness . ' . .67 ' .17 ' :_.34

it

' ETaboration .55 .03 .34

"Note: Unaer11ned coefficients represent items included in the'respective
scale based on the criterion of uniquely loading on a s1ng]e factor

with a valtue greater than |. 45| .

;1 '~ - " _ . 45 5) 1




Da

>
. . . — /
_ . _ : ~ 7,
Ease -- all from the SI). Scale means and standard deviations are presented

-

in Tabie 12, ‘ ' .

)
*
i

: ‘ -
Note that the SI gnd PR items loaded on separate factors even though six

R)

a

of the items rated identical grammatical aspects of the languageé used by the
student. This supports the contentiori that the demands of the two tasks were
quite different. Ir the S1, the student was providing information which the

[

interviewer did not already know, while in the PR task, the étuden; was

providing information that was clearly known to the tester. The latter placed

y .

the student in a much more formal task where the emphasis was not on what was

communicated but on how the communication.was made. The factor solution

e

suggests that there are lingujistic consequences realized in the two different

-

situations. N .

. B “r
< . . ' ' . :
RS

Items from the SI loaded.on two factors in a pattern consistent with that

— ) . . Lt ' ' t
found by Cuﬁmins,,et al. (1981) using similar rakingg in an interview setting.
The Grammar scale consisted of items "which related to linguistic form and -

use of correct apd appropriate English constructions.

8 v

reflectéd ﬁﬁb students '

The facfoJ\of Interactional Style seemed to reflect the students' relative

¢
A

extrover;ek-introverted character -~ a language independe@k factor. Note that

-
T

a

[

the item'

L P TR - . :
quest for Repetitions" was expected to relate to grammar skill-as -
N ' ', o ‘ N |

'it'wastthdﬁghthphat such requests would increase with increased failures in’

°

P

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T
3

comprehension due to poor English comprehension skills -reflected in lexical
and syntactic. confusions, One explanation for why instead it was found to be
. * . ~ .
X . . ~ . | ' . . ) R '
related to the two other Interactional Style items was that relatively

iﬁtrover;ed'students-wbu1¢'not‘be as._ ike1y~gé make such requests evem\when

\b)

‘comprehension had failed. ° : S . ~ . ' Z/



Formal Language Tasks:
Descriptive Statist1cs on Scale Scares for Second throggh Sixth Grade Samp]e S

Grade . ,Grade 4 Grade 5  Grade 6 Total

’ . _(N = 34) (N=38) _(N=137) _(N=37) _(N-=146)
Scale -~ ¥ -sSp X Sb X SO X SO X SD

Interactional Style 49.3 29.9. 57.5 27.6 71.5' 27.4 '68.0 25 3 61.8' 28 6
Grammar ‘ 45.7 24.4 53. 8 28. 9 56.4 32.5 58.1 34 4 53.7 30 4
Discourse : 36.0 29.0 51. 9 23. 7 59.3 25.1 53.9 23.4 50.6 26.4

-
r

Note: A1l scores are averaged item scores which were percentages of po1nts assigned
' relative to the total possible points on the scale.

-
¥ ;

\‘K‘:?

PN
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3

y o .
L y * - .. I's R

The items for the PR task can be_gategofiied in terms of grammar- related’

.
. “

‘and discourse-related features of:

~ - -

.. the same factor (inter-item cofrelatioqs ranged, from .26 to .79). . .This argues

that relative to the‘§l task, linguistic form in the PR task was more related

to discourse abilityvinﬂthis task than to linguistic form as exhibited in the

N v

SI situation. According1§,>we have, collépsed the two sets of items into a
' " Tl :

single discourse scale.- . : , ’

Reliability ) A
L} . . M =
s e . ) P .

., Given _ thdt the factor analysis solution does ,not guarantee - the

w A Y

reliability:lof thel'sdggested ‘scales . the items ‘from the three réspectiven

- scales were  subjected” to- separate reliability analyses. Reliability

: - ".. .1. ,- E' . ‘,f., M - .
., coefficients -(Cronbach's alpha), obtained - for the scales - of Discourse,

'.Grammar,:apd~1nteréqtibnél Style, were .94, .90, and .77, respectively (see

! A ‘. .
Table 13 for a summary of these.analyses). s

- 3

- "l‘.‘:"’ ..
- : 8 Stéﬁdardlzéd Achievement Test Scores

__As noted. in the prévious discussiony afteg\ target selection had béen

+
>

completed, each selecteh student's permanent record file was examined, and all
standardized test 'score information, from each student's first appearance in

) . -

the retelling ‘task, yet they all loaded on

the district schools was recorded. The California Achievemeént' Test (CAT) had
. . - , :
been® used throughout the ‘di'strict for xthe past several' years; percentile

scores served as the primary index of performance. (For some of the sixth

_during third- grade, but examination of ‘these’,protocols showed growth patterns
N . . D . s L ‘\»/;_\“ °
" relatively similar to ‘those from the CAT.)’ o L
*, ! -~ €, : \:' : : N . +

-

\

T

o5 S : _ 4 ,
The ' tésting schedu = /for students in categorical programs (e.g.,

-

)

grade sample, the Metropolitan Achievement  Test percentiles were available .

-

th



O TABLE 13 : A
A ' "2+ Dependent Measures:

' - L Re11abn11ty Summary for Second through S1xth Grade Sample

a . . . . . -.“ ‘,'_ N . ", . _..' . . ;A N o ‘_. ‘: ‘_ A’
B ‘7_.‘52 %4: e ’;I\.'} f L i Off‘ N.of .-;Mean:ItEm' RN A
RSP S Scale -~ -‘,’ . j,e Cases:™ Items L 'Tdta]. - SD e e

interact1ve Read1ng Assessment System EngT1sh 146 6 35~0 ' '11;89tj;94_,‘-f

?

:Informal wr1t1ng Inventovy ‘< A f{ ';~f:'” - 1f2~’: Cﬁ_a" ‘,7 O.Q? R XN ;8551,.
;Formal kanguage Discourse ;af;{.*:A.A RIS ; i4 - '70$;3A‘ 1A3;0s2 ‘.;bﬁiz j‘?
S \ferammar- : Af.;ifw*”-} . uE 6 - 322.0, " 182.6¢ .90 i,;'
3 1854 858 77 -
_ v

3
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FUNCI A

“blllnguai a’&’dlsadvantaged) called for admrnlstratlon of standarszed tests

> .\I

B-orro-in readlng and mathemat;cs dur1ng the falI (September) and Sprlng (Aprll) of
A ) R . 2 .. v ' “; ' T °
el each--year . 0*xam1nation of the records for the students 1n the target

v . : ‘ O . LT, - .
sample -Suggests that the schedule of .adm1n1strat1on " was followed qu1te

<.

e,

. ‘ .

-f,conslstently and comprehens1vely, the amount of missing data was qu1te small

. % -
and 1rregﬁiar1t1es in- the test scores were few im. number. :

[ . -
- - v

In contrast,f_the) very nature of the target gpopulation; posed some

. c B ~

‘interesting challenges for analy51s of long1tud1nal trends. ‘For example, many.'

I -
3 . r

e .of the, chlldrenr entered district 'schools”.fairly' late :in 'their.,elementary

- P

school career, some as‘late asvfifth grade.' Hence; the extent -of the data

ar : - -
° . . .oox

record varied from oné student to another. . Some data were missing due ;ql
e;tended absences or to the" stude%s s.in iFy to completée the test (in

1 I P . ‘ N -
Engllsh) MOre to the p01nt,_because of th Timmigrant status of many of the

on . .. %
youngsters, there was cons1derable var1at10n 1n the entry grade for the target

~

sample; some 'students entered asyklndergartner95'but others~entered ‘as late as

. . IS ) v..‘ . ) ‘ . K. ‘ . '.'

..* fifth or sixth grade. o . T _ » o ey
g .

. . < 2R > co . L. g X L ° i

~ "The most straightforward modél/ for analysis of percentil¢ scores might -
, Jne Tost seralhtforuard moddl; & oF peresneil "
lead .one to ‘conclude-that the absence~of ‘some data points should not be .that
: R - L
. @ L .
' much of a problem, If one assumes that the student s percentlle rank is

relat1vely constant dver the school years, then the’ most appropr1ate~m9del is -

A
- ‘e '

. a horlzontal ‘line through the avallabTe data p01ntS‘ stated most s1mp1y, one
. - N . - .
"';should compute the- average percentlle, aﬁg any. dev1at1on from the average can -
o o v 4 ‘
! Be .considered to be:random error of measurement. Ihe aﬁproprlateness of this .
o " : L ' R S : ! ' Cote e -
- : “ P w A » . 5

model might be questioned for students in general«-- it is almost certainly .

improper for immigrant children from non-English language backgrounds. Such

]

. youngsters, because of their unfamiliaritylyith-English,,are likely to-performv

- N 2 : - S 2 Y

San ot
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~ the number of test scores available, in the time period covered by the scores, W  °
_ : . SAs PR . A

well_ebelow_itheir "true" percentile.'ranhv when first tested‘r-g
difficulty in understanﬂing-:the 'fpstructions and. unfamzllar1ty w1t’
ﬁuu1t1ple—ch01ce format.,? As they be*p%e 7schooled‘.in; the.'conieﬂtggns ofT

Amer1can classrooms, and as they beg1n to master the Eng11sh language, the1r L
. . . . . ;\,_ .. \
percent11e stand1ng should increase to a le#el that more accurately reflec;s

the1r.academic_standing.- Thus, the analytic task;is'to propose'a learning
. B e . . . . . .

k2 . . ~

model’ appropriate to percentile scores;n_ _ \ Co e _". : o .

B
= ~

The nature of the: problem bécomes apparent by looking at a few typical ‘u

)
.
)

protocols (F1gure 1) -The graph showsvthe percent1le'scores in reading and

mathemat1cs for four students selected to repressnt the range of var1atlons in. L

-

Vgrowth patterns. The' vert1cal axis- is marked off .in percentiles;" ‘the

e

‘hor1zontal axis shows the points at which fall and. spring tests ' were

- Tee : ’ i )
administered from second --through sixth grade (no first grade scores were’

v “
- - -

available). As carbe seen in the graphs, there-was considerable variation in

.

. : . . L. S . -
-and in the consistenéy:cf performance. Students 038:and 044 are typical of
students who were tested from:beginning in second.grade up through their grade , .
_ 8 . . Y

‘assignment ‘at the time of the study (f—ifth'grade fot_‘>“student 038, and¥sixth

a v ¢

grade for student 044) Students 055 and 064 in contrast entered the .-

;d1str1ct in the m1dd1e of fourth grade and at the beg1nn1ng of th1rd grade

-

respect1vely,vand had nOt completed s1xth grade at the end of the study._ The

.

f1rst three students 1n the graph were tested in both fall and spr1ng, once ’
. a o ,

: 4
Vtest;ng was initiated, while student 064 was' not tested 1n the fall of fourth

s . -
» . i

grade. L : : . ' - v g '
T LT . RV ) : : . s
v ‘i"?. ) . - ) K . N N . . - ;.n« 2.

. . _ ¥
': ] ’ N .
. The patterns of growth also vary -from one student ’to anotherl For

¥

.mathematics, most students in the targ7t sample showed a tendency toward .an

o
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2 A -
Soe o 1 :. ~
T e .- . " ] o - S - ’ ) - e ‘
increased percentile standing over successive test points-—the four students
: - . o - ) . 'bv ’ R
in Figure 1 illustrate this trend.-- Fluctuations and incongruities do appear. T,

s v

in many of the records; student 044, for instance, performs in a "§3WtootH'}
: s a . . ) o .

fashion during the” second and third grades. Some of these departurés from é'L

. . : , | S .
strict upward trend are no doubt due to random events; others are probably
s i ‘ . . .

associated with changes in the level of the test. and other systematic sources

_ R S ‘ o .

of variation. All such fluctuations were treated as error in the present

Zmalysis. - The growth patterns in reading: were somewhat more complex. :One . .
N W -

common pattern, illustrated by the top three panels in the graph, was ‘a

tendency toward slow .and often inconsistent “improvement. A" second

configuration, represented to some extent in the bottom panel, wds a trend

toward .declining percentile rank from fourth gradé on. In some instances,

' youngsters wpﬁld improve siightly dﬁrihg:the primary grades, and then decline

-tested during the development. sequence, performance mirht -be over- or

O

ERIC
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slowly over the upper elementary years. These pattérns, though complex for

.purposes of analysis, are .in fact consistent with national trends infreading

~underestimated. The next proﬁlem, then, is to construct a more adequate model

- . v i

°
a . -~

L . ‘ I
' in Figure 1, the students in the target

v

achievement. _Finafly; aé'QYﬁ;_

: P . - - - - "
sample were almost always better in /lmathematics than in reading; the upward

trend in mathematics was stronger than’ in reading,béndathe final percentile

.

éﬁhnﬂing in mathematics was generally much higher than in‘reéding, and well

above the national average of 50 percent. .

. Given the‘pyidence that percentile ranks were changing over time, it is
clear that the simplest model, average .percentile,. is "an inappropriate index.
‘ : g ' . - ’

pf standardized ' achievement over time.f} Depending on' when the student was

of performance. As a basic step in this construction, it. is necessary to

* .
~ ‘.

A 1



o.-

'» . )‘J. v
':“-'

this study We decided that an estimate of the - students percentile rank at

- >
’ -8

the ‘end of e1ementary school would serve°this purpose .quite .well. . The goal of

most categorical programs ‘is to help youngsters who are, for some reason, at a
disadvantage to overcome that disadvantage, ‘as soon as pos51b1e, and prior to

entry into the secondary schools if that is feas1b1e. Accordingly, we asked

f

the question; Given the set ,of standardized test scores available for a

student, what is'our best guess . about his or her percentile ranking at the

’ -
tiMe of exit from sixth grade? L S I )
The first approach taken to this question is "th inuFigUre 2. The

f

¢
-

graduation, taking April of the sixth'grade as ‘the zero point on the time

scale, and counting backward in‘time_ Thus,'the test point in the spring of

3 A .
fifth grade is graduation t-ime minus one year, . and so on, much like the

countdown for a rocket 1aunch.. The simplest growth model is a straightline

“

'function, ‘and although 1its workability was doubted, it was chosen as an

.initial m®®®1: for its simplicity. The resu1ts of this approach are shown for

the samp1e protocols"in Figure 2. The fit to the data 1is quite ‘good 1in many

instances. The intercept,provides the critical index -- the value of the
. . ;o » ; ST

linear function in the spring of sixth grade provides an estfmate of the

‘“

child's 'true" percentile ranking, based upon all of the available information

4

from'the.standardized test‘@cores, and taking~into accaunt- the presence of

P ) St 2

. . o . ' ) 3 . '
trends i1n performance over time. To be sure, spring test scores for the.sixth

grade students are available. However, the linear estimate makes {uili use of

"a11.data, and allows the estimation of comparable values for students who have

..\)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

not yet reached the end of the sixth grade,s The slope of the linear function

i o .  -.-54:-*.

horizontal axis was redefined as a measure of yegfs prior to sixth grade,

_deEermine what -index of performance might be most informative for purposes of .

4

60 .
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provides an estimate of the rate of change over ti%F, and indicates>whether

- i‘ e \ . .
the student is 1mprov1ng hlsqgr "her - percent11e"ranking,°or 1s dropping in
. . ' €

° . :v i .I ,

. percent11e rank1ng. L ’ P L ST h ,{,.

P - o ) . ) . : ' Ll .. ‘
As caff, be seen from the examples,; this approach works: well in :some.’

instances, but it i’ quite unsat‘isfactory as a general solut1on to the

problem. The most se 10us d1ff1cu1ty,.v1s1b1e in ¢he scores for students 038

and 055, is that the 1ndex can easily exceed»the allovable bounds; for student-

038, the estimated percentile rank on exit'froq'sixth grade is 110, while - for'

student 055 the .straight-line function=predicts that the student should have"

1to third grade. This problem is

»

not too serious for sthe sample ptotocqls, but in a few. 1nstances, espec1a1Ly

scored ‘in negative percentile ranges prior

those where only two scores were avallabLe ‘for estimatlon,.extreme pred1ctlon§

were obtained (percent11es of 300 or above ‘espec}ally for mathematlcs).

B

S

. . .

‘ &
, -

. o

“ . . -

The second most serious. d1ff1cu1ty is that the patterns of/change are not

Y
: S
N 3

rea11y stra1ght11ne functlons: ﬁhe top panel in F1gure 3, ;more accurately‘

: ESA S
represents the character ‘of the, (pds1t1ve) changes that are l}kely to occur

3

with peﬁbentile scores. Because the.scores are’ strictly bounded between .0 anﬂ“

. . S . ‘ ] . . s
100, the change function is most likely to.take 'an ogival {orm,lwhlch becomes’
more noticeable at the faster rates bf change. (The changes.jn_Figure?Q.are

LY

for the’.case of improvement ingperformahce; a similar argument holds when

O
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4 »

performance, ‘is deterlorat1ng for sdme reason ) There"are' a number of'
. . ]
mathemat1ca1 functlons that have an og1va1 shape (Cohen & Cohen, 1975) or

e ‘

the present ana1ys1s, we chose the log1t functlon because of its mathemat1ca1

v

tractab11;ty: . The logit- function - is " a ﬁ%onllnear' transformation of:'a”

percentile or a proportion; more specifically; it is the logarithm of the odds

< . L3

ratio: o7 . . : oo ,' .

. . - ’ - 756'{‘"“" o 62 ) ,: . | :
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i N
The: growth functions - 1in_ Figure -3 are actually drawn from the logit

functions in the' bottom panel, showing that if growth is linear over .time in
. - . _ - . - |
the logit function, the’ percentile change will be ogival in form, It' should

be noted that between the percentile values of 25 and ?5, the logié is

) ]

virtually a linear function of the percentiles; the "curve" in the functiom
takes place for the more extreme values on the percentile range. '
,: X . R - - *

. " . g '» .;? - . ‘ . . V
We adopted the logit function as the third model of change. The analysis

y . ° _of the.data entailed converting the percertiles to logits for each student,

- fitting ' a stfaight line to the logits, thereby estimating_ the slope and

@

. intercept of the'growtp function, and then taking the inverse of the logit

+ estimates. The .slope values, while of interest for other purposes, are not

-

germane to the gbals'éfﬂthe present study, and will not be discussed in any
. o ; : , "ﬁ ) ’ » 3 “ -
. "‘detail.‘

.

. .. . - ) ’ : - ’
L - . . . ] -
N

“ }Thé‘ egtimation_wbrdcédure,“will,.bemuillustratediub§~mthel,four;wptotgcols

i

logit scalef’ Thetlogit'scale has a centerpoint of 0, cofresponding to the

. - Lo L. . T
50th percentile, and positive and mnegative values above- and below the

2 - N - 1 - - N - * -.. N
. centerpoilnt, Straightline fupctions have been. fitted to each of the plots,
. . N , . . - . . N

* . . o

~te I

,  ql"The élope ‘§s~thé’ rate of change, mostly determined by the. distance between -

 kxtreme percentile values, if such exist in the data. The intercept at the
_ i . , . ..

exit’ point from sixth grade provides a value from which percentile ranking at
that time can 'be determiped -- this estimate is the logarithm" of the.odds

.ratio, d%d'tninformatqu_except to those familiar with logarithms. It can be
. ’-\;; d - e ’ B
shown by a relatively.simple mathematical proof that the percentile value, P,

NE
.
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ldiscpssed‘eérlier. In.FigEré 4, these protocols have béen.réplotted using a

o Yt
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:can be obtained ffom the logit .by the fprmula,.
P=(Cel/ Celvryyxioo 7 7 T o o7t
- o . - . v - ’ T ..I . ) i."_' - ‘

- -

For instance, the logit intercept at sixth éﬁh@g for studeﬁt?QBS-equals
s C S . - R ‘ . - :
T 4,0 e470 equals 55; anfd.so the percentile corresponding to .the*logit.of 4.0

E— .

is (55 / (55 + 1) * iOO;iwhich equals'98.0;‘ If you compare fhis:estimaie

Qith'the one derived from the_linear model ip_Fiéqfé,3, y0u_wi1}!sée that‘bbthf

’egtimatés are high;'but the Linea; médel giVes én‘out-of;bou;d'estimﬁte of  Wg‘
- 110‘. The aost atfractivé feature of the idgi; modgf is that the' estimates -

will never go oﬁt of boun&s - the.prédictions for achievement pércentilesv:
) * “is

aiways fall between.-0 and 100, és they should. The estimates from the linear

. ahd logit models are actually quite similar for many of the cases, as can be
[ . A . . ' - ce

L. i - L . -
seen in Figure 5, ‘whieh shows a scatterplot for the. reading scores (the

mathematics scores behave quite similarly). The logit function generates .

estimates that remain.in bounds (the relationship is 'curved" at the ends of
the scatterplot), but note that the logit estimates. tend to be more extreme
. shen only a few test scores'a;e available for analysis (the cluster of points .

to the rig'; and below the main body of the data). . ' » G ey

v
o

f the logit model did not remedy all of the problems
4 . .

evident in the standardized scores. Random fluctuations, variations due to

3 . . . . . -

changes in test level or repeated- testing with the same test, and changes in
test, are all reflected in the logit -function as well as in the linear
-t ’ * Lo ’ ' ' ) ‘

function. 1In addition, nonmonotonic trends in performance are problematic for

‘either of thé-modéis in the simple form being employed here. For instance,
there is evidence in some of thg reading protocols that students hepéfif f{b;' )
‘the ipstructiohal program in~‘thg’ ear1§ primary ‘years,.lbut éhen.»u;dergb a
relative decline in the later 4€1emgntér¥ grades --u-the tendency first to' '

7
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’

'm‘athematics o abi1it~y'/ (CAT-Math) . and . a -'language independent - factor
‘(Interactional -Style) were: deriVed. Cantonese teading ability was indexed via

the IRAS-C measure.ﬁ Table 14 presents the correlations»between these measures
K .
(the CcAT predictions have m‘t been tabled since they representf estimates

. the end of 51xth grgde while’bhe others are Values taken at the end of three

v e ') ¢

,different grade 1eve1s).» , . 4 ] B . ‘ 4 : o
y o " "INDEPENDENT MEASURES
Ry e 68 :
“ - ) LI

1angau‘ge» ab lity (Discourse i and __Grammar). . In- addition, a measure of ‘

By ) o " ’ T ’
., . = ; .- - v . . -
J N * I - S
v - ) ; coL * = ‘.' .‘ " « v
improve .and thén,to fall babk requires a more colplex .multigagameter model.- "
:' i ._- .' !. _. ' . 7 . b : M --'.o‘,;-‘ 4'; _‘ c‘: LA - ) = ’ o
By . . * s v .ol e
’. 1 . . : - o e . N
l-;inally, fluct'u'ations /in Ehe amount 'of standardized test i‘nformation
affgctéd -the, stabilityif the estimates. For a few students in the target
2 . A Lol . ¢ '. o < ; .
.population, no standardized test scores had been collected (N =4), or .‘on1y-_
- "a J p ! ) L )
partial test data weré available.' These students were not 1nc1uded in the
@nal_yse‘s. Other students were tested only twice, which prov1des the absolute
minimum for ‘%nalys:.s.; «12 "students fell 1nto this category ip the upper-grade,
N R N . .
s‘ample. The .largest gropo‘rt\ion of the students had test scores at three or
- & Qa
mote time intervals (mean"== 57\ S D. = 2 7) which prOVidéd _a reasonably
adequate basis for estimating the parameters of . the model -- if some of the
- { L o P .
tebores\ fell within the midr-ange" of-penfomance,' as was generally but ‘not
~always the, case. ' In short, there were many pitfalls }n this relat;ive ly
mundane data source; : but we: tha.nk— that the exit - estima’tes represent a
. ~ . L. R ‘
reasonably acCUrate‘ estimate -of percentile rank on standar%’ized instruments,
. l" . Q' N L4 ; . . . v‘. .
_and. we, used these estimates in our subsequent regression analyses‘.-
E ‘-p' 2 . P N . M o fe T B . . -
) . 4 l. . sk . . o ) )‘ . »
In’ summary,. t‘ following mea75ures of .En.glg.sh 11teracy skills were
A . . ¢ . .8 ™ ’ -
_Created: reading (IRAS-E and CAT-Reading‘) writing (IWI), and formal *oral




.. TABLE 14

© Dependent Measures: .
Corre]at1ons Among Measures for Fourth through Sixth Grade Samp]es(N“- 112)

.
~ °

\

» Sca1e | 1 2 3 4 ‘5 6
1 VInteract1ve Reading Assessment System-Eng]1sh - .79 ".BZ"_t7o; .;50.'-.?0
2 _Informa1 Wr1t1ng Inventory - .64 ;Zéﬁe .46_"-}25!"
3. . Formal Language. Discourse ‘j .f4 ,..58. -.30
4.. | N 'Gnammar - -. 5{? -.43.
5 Interactional Sty]e - -.21,
6 Interact1ve Read1ng Assessment System-Cantonese , -

-~

Note:' A1l Peard
p < .03 T%

sgorrelation coefficients are significant]y different,trom 0 at
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introductory'remarks abdve, the maln 1ndependent varlables of 1nterest for

S . )
<

th1s study centered around (1) ‘the 11ngulst1c resources the students brought

o' T R -8

» S .
‘to.%tHe . 1nstruct10na1 /programs they rece1ved _and  (2) the instructional
- - .
A 7 < : DR . \ .ot ' -
\programs themselvesgi_ Below; the 5pec1f1c ‘meastres of these varlables of

' - L
. .

interest are presented in detail. What 1is discussed are the "r

~- the inform#tion sources used to create variables for inclusion in the

o

prediction’ of Englishﬂliterac§ skill. The translation of these measures into

the design structure is the focus of the section following this discussion.

Parent Interview

One of the pregursor variables of interest in the study was the

linguistic  resources the child brought to school (ice., relative

.

. . . - . . . ) - - ’ .
‘bilingualism). Since the study was historical in nature, there were limits in

the way the assessment of preschool linguistie_reshurcesycould be approached.

It was decided that interviewing parents about their childs' linguistic

interactions prior to school would provide-%n,adequate)data source. Being-
suspicious of asking each parentbto rate their'childs'.language abilities in

English and Cantonese .prior to school entry, parents were - instead asked to.

3

describe what the  relative usage of Engllsh and Cantonese was among various

tpeople present_during the childs' preschool years.' Under the assumption that

°

the students. were all normal (we have-no evidence that .any ‘of them were
language lémited)h’eXPOSure to English (versus Cantonese) should be a fairly
. ., . i 3 .

y

ood estimate of the students' ability in English relativé to his ability in’
g . . Ity g1l ; bt

-Cantonese,

Q -

ERIC .
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Procedure

‘The interview was conducted in person in the Falkwofﬂl981'byﬁope>of'two,

- ‘. . - '

. =6b |

L o 70 \ o "

I3 B N . .
: ot - . . V\ L - " X N N .
. - ) T (PN L ]
o0 . o Y <. ' L .
. .. PR . - . [ . .

"As’ can be seer” in 'the.;general 'research' questibnshfpresente&ijin_gthe_.'

" predictors
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‘trained by a SEDL staff member over a‘one week périod.

: . . v ‘s ey . ¥ . - . ) M .
lnterviewers, both well known within the Cantonese site .community. Both were

- ]

- » L

bilingual, the other,‘Cahtonese dominaht. "All interviews were conducted it

the preferred language of the interviewee, mostlchosi%g Cantonésé(
questions éther than those related to the sﬁudenté' linguistic resources weré

asked of the parents, their relevance to the current analysis was limited

”
. B

Lu, and Dong (1982).

B

on the Cantonese sample, see Maéngatluck, Hoover,

5

based

Concerning the students ' linguistic resources, each parent was asked “to

x

relative amounts of -English and Cantonese

rate the

b

student’ to each of the following people prior to school entry:  father, : .

mother, grandparents, other adults livin t home, siblings, and eets. - Each
g % » N _ p ¢

A

was_also'gsked the relative amount of English and Cantonese spoken by these

individuals to the target student prior to .school entry. Similarly, the same
[ 4 -
1 — C, e
questions were asked about the linguistic interactions taking place..among the

same sets of people currently. : ' : v

- Ta
A .

For each set of interactions, the interviewee was asked how much of the

time Cantonese. was' used by the student with the individual of interest (or

vice versa), and responded by selecting one of five ordered categories. '

. T

Scofing and Reliébility» o . _ Y

, .
- ° .

- - e e -
N . e

From these categories, a scale score of the relative amount of English

usage was created for each i@feraction based on the following- correspondence:

_ﬁsﬂ ' Response Category . . . Assigned Scale Value .
~ -Cantonese all of the time, never English s o1
©  Cantonese most of the time, sometimes English’ .2
Equal usage of both Cantonese and English " o 3

. . = . _ _65_i o o . '; .

- 7

One interviewer was .

"Although

—-;fdr a full description of these parts of the interview and descriptive data

spoken by the target
) . .
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P
LI - .

Cantonese very little of the t1me,\most1y Engllsh T. . T3
Never Cantonese always Engllsh R w8 o ‘;'-1 3 e *

. C RN . . o o .' _ . . . P
For the ratings.based on preschool experience,. two scales were created,

B .

one based ‘upon the interactions of adults with’the target student, :and a
) - . . [ .

second based upon the .interactions ‘of siblings and peers with the ‘target

student. The individual items (8 in theé first scale and 4 ip the'seﬁond
scale) were entered into a reliability analysis (see Table 15 for deseriptive

4

statistics), and the obtained coefficients (Cronbach's alpha) were .93 and

.95,> respectively. Similarly, two scales for. current English usage

‘.

interactions with the same set of individuals were computed. These were also
subjected to reliability analyses, and the obtained coefficients were .91 and

.92, for the adult. and non-adult interactions, Trespectively.  These "high

reliability coefficients and .the equality of the _item means within _scales

1

' . . . . 5 ¥ -
argue for a consistent pattern of linguistic usage among the relevant set of

individials.

-

Summary Measures and Descriptive Statistics _ ‘ 7

Based on the above results, f0ur values“were created, avepaging items for

the adult and non-adult 1nteractlons, respectlvely, 1n preschool and current

k3

time frames. The descriptive statistics for these scale values .and their'

2

" intercorrelations are‘presented in Table 16. Note that in’ the aggregate the

o

El%nguage of the student-adult - interactions tended over time toward more

5y !

Engiish, but. not nearly as markedly as did the int2ractions with peers or
siblings. - T ‘ S

o

o

) >
f

.

' The next step involved creating a preschool English exposure measure by

v

averaging’ﬁhe~two preschool measures, adult and non-adult. Here the  adult
N A - ; .’
- ; R : ) -
S _66_ . C oy




TABLE 15
Parent’ Interviews: '
Re11abiT1ty Ana]ys1s on English.Exposure Scale Scores for

-’4:

—67-

Second through S1xtH*Grade Sample (N 146) o
Sca]e " | .Items . Mean Item Total . SD a

Preschool Eng]lsh Exposure Adult 8. o 9.3 . 3.3 .93
. - Peer s 5.6° 2.9 95
Current English Exposure: Adult. 8 - 12.8 4.8 .91
| Peer h 10.4 - 12.3 .92

5 ‘ .

‘ é & S

A



. TABLE6
' Parent Interview:

.48

Descriptive Stat1 ics and Correlations for Enghsh Exposure=® )
- Scdle S¢ores for Second through Sixth Grade Samp1e (N = 146)
. | o Correlations:
~_. | L _Lor e1a dons:
FScﬂe - Mean - _SD 1 2 -3 4.
- 1. ,'Preschoo1 EngJ'lsh Exposure Aduit 1.2 41 - .58 .54 | .21
2. Preschoo1 Enghsh Exposure‘ Peer ' 14 ",‘_.:7'2‘ ’ : .-g .54 © .30
3. Current Er‘wh Exposure Adu'lt '1.6' -+ .60 -
"4. Current English Exposure ‘Peer | 2.6 ; .58 , -
. . - ’ f oo
o :r" l
) N
\ /
7 » \ .‘
- A ) ) . " )
T' K
N . A Y
e

P
[N 29
B e
2y

|

L)
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measure was doubly weighted”;relative to the peer/sibling measure, the

- . s [

rationale being that adult language was probably more critical in initial
~/ . -~ .o .

language acquisition than tha;'lbf siblings. A current English - exposure.
measure was also(created by taking the simple average of the_curfent Ehglish

(3
-
-

adult and non-adult exposure measures. o P

Since the responses the adult interviewees gave were most likely based on
their recollections of the informal linguistic interactions between the
individuals of interest, these scale values most likely characterize the

students’ relative- E?glish exposure received ‘outside the classroom {i.e.,

L Q

usage of '"natural" language). ' | - e “a A
’ Instruction o L
. ‘ 4 . - - . . . S o
L . 4"_ . % . . A ‘4\"_‘ y . )
Z ‘ }5 The key instructional variable of interest was theﬁstuﬂents"equsure;to<‘

" .+ Ll and L2 literacy training. «. Recall thﬁf the Cantonese site offered two -
distinet instructional constrasts, one based oh foreign schooling and one. .

- », - -

, based on WSA schooling. 'Beloﬁ‘éhé'derivation of the relevant instructional
" variables is discussed. o ) o o -
e . R : a 4’ . ’ ‘
Ll kiteracy Training }
; PR : / - "
For relatively . ent Cantonese-speaking immigrants, their sc¢hooling had

v

consisted of initial exclusive L1 litgraiE training in their country of birth

followed by exclusive L2 literacy training in the Cantonese site schools (a

. . . . w.' . . M .
"sequenced L1-L2 instructional program). For older USA born and relatively

5 v ° A .

L earlyférijyiag immigreqts{'theif schoo1ingfhaq gopsiéped of'simhl;aqgoqs Ll

;hd‘iz lftérééy iﬁ%trhéﬁ}bﬁ'(Ll{lfteracy~prég;ams?ﬂeiﬁg pfﬁéred iﬁfyaripgslli;‘M‘
) ﬁchoolg‘at the'Cantonése ;i;e';t‘VQrious'timeé'from 1975776_Fhrodgﬁ\}978;79§}a;
followed by exdiusivé Lﬁ‘fii7ér;cy iﬁstfu§£i§n ”4~i;§' siﬁultapeéqs; Li+ﬁi:w_

RIC S T

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



instructional program.. '’ . ' ' .

Students in tHe study who had received literaty training exclusively in

1 v I

Ll_prior to coming to the United.States.attended Chinese,language schools in

.
3
-

either Hong Kong or V1etnam, w1th the exceptlon of a [few. students who were

.

prev1ous1y schooled 1n ‘the Peoples Republzc of Ch1na.' A brlef'descrlptlon of
N . ot B . L l \‘ ..
typical schooling in those areas follows. B . C o SO

. - [ .
¥ . | . . -
i

Sequential L1-L2 Program. Elementary school students in Hong Kong attend

to‘ seven SubJect areas wh1ch correspond roughly to* those fincluded in

. \.

M A

elementary curr1cu1um in. the United States (Ll Language Arts, Math English as

- >, ' .
Y "

a ‘Eoreign Languagé, Phys1ca1 Education, ”Music, Soc1a1 Stud1es, Science,tv

vy, . N . . e

Health, Art). One .teacher is ,}esponsible»‘for a11 Lnstruction for

Ho.
1 G

approx1mate1y 40 students. Typically, th1s 1nstructlon is prdv1ded through

d1rect teach1ng 1nvolv1ng the full " group. Literacy tra1n1ng.;n‘Ch1nese is
- .. . B F - . . |-. 3 - N

Id

:- -. ; - ) * L ‘ ) - 3 . |
* ‘character -writing, compos1t P .and oral “language development are integrated
- ~ é& - - e, ST

P

and incﬁpded within a singfeﬁsubjegt matter block)§% Reading instruction is

”, -

]

~'school approximately four hours per day‘.'Ié;truction is offered-daily in six

. provided within a Total Language.Arts approach~Qi.e.,;thevteaching'of reading,

often presented:through'a\modelling procedure in which the teacher firgt reads.

. - . .
’ . . - " \

through the target passage once -or twice while the-students listeh'énd vieMr

\

the material. Nextl 1nd1v1dua1 students are asked to read the passage aloud

- . The teﬁcher~1nterr$§ts this process to- exp1a1n the”meanlng of characters or

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

, "

phrases as needed. ‘Instructional materlals for readlng are typ1ca11y passages

A\
' qu;ten on: the Jhalkboa;d or are contahned 1n a read1ng textbook deemed to be

M .

W

“c¢lass are instructed with thé same textbook.  Seldom arejfldshcards'and'other

such -‘material used, nor are suppleﬁentary or library books commonly used 1in

N . . ., . . ‘ o

: -70- 76t. ‘ - l”: a

approprrate-for the grade legvel of_the students.’ All chlidreg’ln a particular-



N

the‘cﬁﬁssroom instruction. Three subject areas recéive,the?primary emphasis

in the elementary classroom: Chinese Language Arts, Math and English as a

Foreigﬁ _Language.v English instruction (approxim tely 30 minutes per day)
a‘

focuses he§v1ly on grammatical structures and qthe written aspects .of the.
"11anguage. ‘ Seldom,do students in theseﬂschools develop fluency - in ‘speakigg

A

(English to any great extent o _ K .
(. B T . . . -

-‘ ‘ '\ . . 8

2

In the Chinese Language Schopls ﬁf* Vietnam, e1ementary studbnts attend
'school approx1mate1y seven hours«per day. Class periods are 45=m1nutes_long

[

“

’ > ’ . . [ .
with "a. 15 minute'recess betweenwclasses.,_There is a 2 hour lunch break at’

-
»

"which time the childrén go hor2. - Instruction ,is offered daily in basic"

N l
s

-sub ject areas (1 e, Chinese Language Arts VietnameSe as_a Second Language'

¢
-

Social Studies, Math, and Science). Other subJects (e. g., Phys1ca1 Education,.

. " Music, Abacus; Art, Dictation, Handcrafts) are prov1ded once a week. ‘The

Ry

students also attend a weekly»assembly in which thelﬁocus is on moral training
and school discipline. AIl_instruction,.except’;he Vietnamese*classes; is

carried out 'in‘iChinesep‘ . Thé* students are ass1gnéd 'homerrk daily,
P .t . . a‘ .
A N . N ‘ L. ‘ .- N ‘y~. L. & A
. particulgrly,in character writing and.math. The consequences are 51gn13&cant - .7
M . - "“l,‘
1f homework-is not completed and turned in: daily “Orfe teacher 1s-responsible

N »
RN e
s ; . "

for a11 instruction in a part1cualar class. : Typically, this;instruction'is .

. provided through d1rect teaching 1nvolv1ng the “full group. Literacy training .

: fn Chinese is quite s1m11ar to that prov1ded in the Hong Kongwschools. It is.

. . - : EN ~
Y
o

characterizéd bygmdch modelling§lrpte learning,“and.driLl. R . ' .

. s .-
[} \ ] R . . - -

~Simu1taneous L1+L2',Program. The. L1 literacy programs of'ered in the

d

.

’

ok

o Cantonefe 51te cons1sted of ‘a da11y 30 minute per}od devoted to 1nstruction 1n
A e
reading and writing in Chinese (see fhe As1an s1te descriptive study report N

<

o x
. v

for a detailed description of the programsﬁgffered durln§7fhrsiperlod)~ This -
L : - = : ' <

L
cet

- . -

. , | | -
Q ool C=T71- -
ERIC™ 0 2 T T
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was additional instruction beyond the‘L2\1iteracy instruction provided for all

@

students,

sALoding. Asamentioned»earlier; during\;amplelselection, a compiete yqéfly

‘:Enétruétional ﬁrogram histof& was conétructed for ‘each pot;ﬁtiald }aﬁget

student based on langauge proficie;;y,_school afEended, and year in'schdol.
4 . . ) . . -

" After target'selection was komplete, target student parents were contacted,

. and in-depfh 'paren: interviews with eacH ‘were coﬁduc;ed, partly to obtain

. \ P :

information: about previou schooling. All target students ‘were also

.7 . . s . - \ .

»  interviewed abqut their schooling history, as-was each teacher who was still
teaching . in .the Cantonese site schools who instructed any of the target
students in?previous*yeagz (see Appendix B for copies of these interviews).

Employing data gathered from these parent, student, and teacher interviews,

the yearly program assignments each targét student received were updatgd,

- - ot

these previously having been based .on proficiency test SCorgsLahdgprev'éhs.

school/grade assignments’. Fot’each_student's record, the number of semesters
. R G .
of the relevant L]l literacy training program received (semesters of sequential
' PR i i ‘

L1-L2 or simultaneous Ll+L2);-ﬂas sﬁmmed. ///

L4

L2 Literacy Training .

T

Previous work in ‘the area of second ianguggg acquisition Jhas shown that

)

{ -
AN ° . . :’ 4
length of residence (LOR) in the L2-speaking country is a powerful predictor
I i, . S
- * ' . ‘it B
of attaineq L2 academic proficiency (Cummins, et al., 1981). The explanation .
/for the effect\has been that LOR is a proxy variable for exposﬁre to L2, which;
is the critical variable. . Given th rgument that_academlsiprof1c1ency in L2 :
LY is supported by exposure to L2 fbraéd *language rather than exposure to L2 f
- natural .language; we "determined the number df;semesté}sxof'formal schooliflg L

5

. - s . . ) .
. each student received in L2. ' 'For students rebeiving,the simultaneous LI1+L2

- . .

N i S ST IR

RICT O T

L L4 »
s
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received also entered into the sum of the number of semesters of L2 training
. ) . > . v o . ;
received, since the Ll component was an additional offexing beyond the normal

]
N

"
LR

L2 program. ' .

DESIGN

-

In the sectionslbelpw, the motivation for the design structure of the

' PR K ¥

a

study and the procedyres’used :in deriving it are discussed.; The definition of

the specié%& contrasts used in the regression analyses are also prisented.

Rationéle : .

a

» : E .
. The "study was designed as z retrospective study since the questions of

s

>

. . n by
interest concerned the effects ,of instruction taking place over a relatlveTy

long perioduof time, but neither funding nor time allowed a.longitudinal'sfudy

‘to be conductéd. This of course places certain limitations wupon the -
. 3 , . . I3 Y . .

B
. . -
¢

interpretation of the results 'given that udir§ct measurement of certain

1

-~ [

-

critical. factors was not possible. Further, the .study was .not a true
_ experiment -- we could not define instructional programs and randomly assign
: . ’ . . W~ - . -
. " ' . ! ' »

students t~ them. ‘Again, this also places limitations on the.interpretébility

.

‘of the data. ’ﬂt\ ‘e . . . ')¢{
- . - " N ) . "‘ ) . ‘ ‘ . B - .
. - i _ , -
t . The gQals of a true experiement, however, were kept in mind in striving
- . ;)\' ’ N i
Lo LN

for a close approximation to an-orthogon#lh design.  ,This was done in order to
-, . avoid the t:hreait‘Q of a weak collinear solution in the
. . ) . . " ~ . . . »
brought about by a general confounding of the key factors. A dumber of

%

. N
-- ., methods: were emgloyed-id‘atﬁacking this problem. }
IR . :, ) ’ ° j" 4 : '." : .,

1
°

. I} el

R g .

" First, our preliminary analysis of the Cantonese site district revealed a
. ‘. ) ) E . L) .

| x N .
o - ': N ‘ . . .. : . ' . ) L . ‘- X
ERIC . . : 79 R |

Ve P . “ -
: -

program provided by the 'Cantonese site school district, each such semester

regression anglyses-
4 L

L



’ ' C ) : : . o : S
. N . - ) ! . e ' !
much more reasonable degree of independence_among factors relative  to" the =
‘e - ‘

‘- g

other sites reviewedx " Second, we "sought equal representatlon of. students

"Wlthln the varlous éells of the -design since unproportional sample ‘sizes

°
8

! result in nonorthogonal.factors. As mentioned earlier, an inverse sampling

v
.

, technique was employed irn selecting target,studentsFinvtr}ing to achieve this.

Initially, a larger sample than needed was drawn,'the distribution of this
' n
sample over the factors of interest (as pre11m1nar11y defined) was analyzed, - —

and then proport&onately fewer 1nd1v1dua1s in those over reptesented cells and

'proportlonately more individuals - in those under represented cells were

randomly select d. - Note that.this.procedure compromised the generalizability’
of the design to 'the original population becéuse’of the unequal <Sampling
o : e - ,

' rattos, but' since the main thrust of the study was the estimation of treatment'-f

; T 4 ~
effects, this issue was not critical.

.

: v . . . \ - - '. \
.. The third procedure used to enhance the orthoggnality of ™the design

structure was to nest certain'contraéts/yithinuotﬁers. A factor A -is nested
in a second factor B if éach 1ew£1 (or category) of A occurs in exactly one

> ! v 3

level of factor B. In opposition, a factor A is crossed with a second factor B

) if.e&ery-leVel of A'occurs“in_eueryiievel of B. . oo o :
-7 ' | )\V;l;)i ©oe T s ) R ' A
) To 111uséra€e/{he advantages of nEstlng,'cons1der the followlng\ The B :

.
l ‘ .

» preschool 11ngu1st1c resources of the students educated ing'the s1mu1taneous
‘ L1+L2 pragram tende,d to show mi;(tur,es of‘ skill im both Cantonése. and E'ngli~sh\~

PR o s S ' . LT
- (since they had.been in the Unxted States for 1 to 5 years prior to beglnnrng:

_schooP) - while the students réce1v1ng the sequenced L1-L2 program,rtended to N

Y ’ 4 o

a¢

be monollngfal Cantonese speakers (glven that most of them had no expdsure to

. : e / . .

s English in th%;r <non—USA country of b1rth) Accordlngly, .the 'initia} ’
oL RS , ol — e e ' Lo
linguistic. resources§ of the-’students",were ¢onfounded wlth ;nstructlonal ' ( _

Q e o ) . =14= ‘\". v . . - - ;

N R
[Aruntoxt provided by eric [ - - - - -
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.resource variable within the program of instruction. The nesting was carried

program, and in order to eliminate this confounding,’we nested this linguistic,

4 -~

: ) . -: . Yo ?
out by (1) dividing the students into two - groups based on instructional

;
. ‘e
s A .

pfogram, ;hus creating the two neétingkleyels, (2) f1nd1ng the mean of the:

- e

“ .

preschool 11ngu1st1c resource measure fo; each group, (3) W1th1n each group,

]
. LY

subtractlng the group mean from each 1nd1v1dua1 s score (thus y1e1dIng 3 mean

‘value  of 0 for the entire group), and' (4) within each nested 'variable,

3 <

assigning a value of 0 to each stident on the corresponding variable nested
Rl o s . v.on ‘ EAd b ‘

" &

¢
s

These methods all contributed to the building of an orthogonal design -

v
o

structure. A discussiop of tfre success of ‘the approach will he” presented

_following the description of the created predictive contrasts. )

]

?

- E? . Predictive Contrasts : o . -

The-following'describes the contrasts creatéd and used as independent‘

measures in the regression analyses reported in the next section. First, the

main contrasts will be, treated; and then, the defined interactions.’ ~

Maid Effects ~ . ..+ . - o o
Lo N R -,

Eight* main contrasts were defined, two crosskd ‘(program of ihstructyon
g A , , d “(program of uctse

o : N g ) ) . i —
and- .gender), and six nested (preschool Ekposure to .Englishy age, currlent

. P ’ : o
~

exposure to English; amount of L2 I%teracy tra1n1ng,,am9£nf ef Ll.literacy

fraining, and Chlngse read1ng prof1c1ency) Two }evels.witbin‘each of the-

03

o _y L . - R

-crosseqd’ factors were' deflned each w1th a -1 and el renresentation. For

e

~

values- nested w1th1n factora, each vas~centered around %ero by subtractlng the-

l_ K .l‘ / ) Al

group mean from the 1nd1v1dua1 scores within the approriate group. Thus,/fhe

- ./' . . . [y /

nésted predlctor values are dev1at10n scores and not the_ or1g1na1 scale scores'

v o . o . £ e RN . #

~

]
.

caw

o,



' (although' the values are on the same scale of measurement). .
' ’ i ' s ) ol A : LT . S

-

- P - ' wy ' Lo
e * In Table 17, each of the contrasts Ls llsted a}ong w1th the respectxve

N " v .
X N d

' group mean'used 1& !tandardlzatxon and - the number of subJects falllng above
) and below thlS valu kl.The:definltlon of each,of-theae main contrasts 1s
: . e e _ o S
! . -'1,’ . 'P «?‘x Y i -
“detarled.belowxnjpﬂxﬁ.

i

Programmof instructionu‘ ThlS variable divided the sample of 112 fourth
. P . v 1] .y <+ ! . .
through s1xth g;a e studentsrlnto two grOups, (1) those 1mm1grant students T

_v. 2 .
¥ : »

who'wer%ﬁfrrsb'

United-Statésﬂ.a'

2 &
thus rece1ved a sequenced Ll-L2 1nstrubtlona1 progLam, and ‘»;

) (2) thOSe students (sdme 1mm1grant84and some Un1ted States born) who recelved

e ‘o . . (

alls of'-their schooling “in- the- Un1ted States' and some of it ‘in the

w ' M ’ v
site » sghools.

's1mu1taneous LP+L2*11teraCy program offeredrln the “Cagtones

"\ . (L.

;he grOup s1zes for’ these.were 46 and 66 respectlvely...The contraSt'was

3 -
- . ~

deflned by ass1gn1ng -1 to the sequent1a1 LI-LZ 1nstruct10nal group, and +1 to _
e, ‘a R 3 b8 - . . -
R ‘the 51multaneous L1+L2 group,..q : Q“"‘ S ¢3- co : L

. !‘ . . R . - .
. - . . . .
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PR . CharactemstmsS . .
e Pibd1ctor - o] . Step BeIn1t1a1, ‘- BzFinal F-Rat1o"
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Constant:
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df(E)
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Note: 'F(1’12d' 10) 2 753 F(l 120,.05) 3.92; F(1,120,.01) 6 85.
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Pred1cted $ixth Grade Exit Percentile Regressed 9n Program,
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) TABLE 26
‘ Formal Language:

Interact1ona1 Style - Summary Measure Regressed on Program
 and Student Charactepistics

Predictor  step  B-Initial - B-Final  F-Ratio =
o fInt]usion Léve] 1. e f; | : R ‘
;- Program o . 1 13.11 - 13.76 . 37.8:
- Inclusion Level 2 < ' —_— - ‘ -
) ‘Gender . - - - -l -
- Gender x - Program . - -3.45 -2.56 1.24
RN Preschool English:  Ll»L2 - v - - - -
, S . L1+L2 - - -
~ Inclusion Level 3- . RS SRR
Age: - . L2 - - -. B
. o c L1+l 5 - . 3.36°
Current English: . L1»L2 3 14.37
L LI+, 4 12.18
Inclusion Level 4 - o ce e
Amount of L2: - LI+L2 ’ 6 5.68
S L1+L2 - -
Inclusion Level 5 : : .
~ Amount of L1: L1+L2 7 2.37 "
A LoLl+2 . - - :
® Inclusion Level 6 . ' T L
Cantonese Reading: LI»L2 - 8 - 2.54 2.54 1.2 . .
A - I - -
" Constant = -62.66 . R = .61
S.E. = 22.50. =
MS(E) *. = 506.20 - R
df(E), = 193 .-
Note: F(1,120,.10) = 2.75; F(1,120,.05) = 3.92; F(1,120,.01) = 6.85. .
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$ - - :
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. ’ "‘.;“ ..v‘\‘ TABLE 27 20
- Interactive Reading\Assessment SySt
“Summary Measure Regresseg:-ai\ $4

Predictor ‘ * “F-Ratio

Inclusion Level 1- o
Program - 86.6
vInc1u§1oh Level 2 - .
Gender -
Gerider x Program 22
.Preschool Eng]1sh 3.2 .
| . n o ] b ®
Inc]us1on LeVel 3 SR o, 5. W) ¥ B Y e 3 1 , -
Age: ' e i W AT ' N2 , - 1.2 - °
» . R 4-8 '
, Current Epg]ish: 2.6
« - o 1.6
~« _ Igglusidn Level 4 )
unt of L2: -
o~ 2.1
" Inclusion Level 5
Amount of L1: 6.9
,‘: ." b' -
Inclusion'Level 6 .
Cantonese Reading: LI>L2* . .
’ . .- Ll+pex ,
Constant = = 2.49 . R = .68 . R
S.E.T = 1.14 R o= ap ol -
MS(E) = 1.30 R? W46 T L
- df(E) = 102 ' ' e o
s ‘ .) S
Npte: F(1,120,.10) = 2.75; F(1 129,.0?) 3.92; F(1,120 51) = 6 .85.
*These ‘variables were not entered in the regreSS1on as they are transforms
of the IRAS-C score. - .
Q -90-  9s E -
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_ .o . Tera i C ’ = R
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students' ége (in -terms of deviations from.the grgup mean) wete entered.
. . 74 ) . . - . B .

. These were forfbwed by the nested variables specifying the students' current

' ' 9

exposure to “English. Next . came the instructional variables: first, 'the .
nested variables for the amount of L2 literacy ‘training received, then the N

nested variables-"for the amount of Ll liiéraCy training. Finélf§; the ngéted'

variables representing the studgntsﬁ (relative) level of Cantonese readiné -

proficiency were entered: e T . }\\ ) .
: » - ’ r : .
. ) . P - T A /4 . . -, -

Thé next column in each table gives the step during which each variablke

entered the equation. Within a given inclusioch level, the variables entered

- v

» .
° - A

in different orders across the anal&ses.depénding upen the magnitude of their -

effects? It was required that the variance explained by any given variable
. . R N . a

- - .

exceed the variance due to error in order

- ¢

to enter the equation. However,

N ~ T

‘values under the F-Ratio column may<'sémetimes be smaller than 1 because,

-~

oécaéioﬁally; a variable entered the equation, but some of its effects were.

negated by a variable entering later, 'due to some collinearity in-the factors

- 7

- o - - - ) 3 ’ * i
. Also, sometimes variables at one inclusion level entered the equatio fter

>

variables at a highe; nuqberedA(aﬁd thus later entered) inclusion level. This
generally occurred when the magnitude of the effect of the vagfable was not
sufficient when initiaily being éonéidered, but- came to exceed thé F-ratio

level after other variables entered and reduced the error variance.
4 . .

u . 2

The remaining two columns specify the B Weighté. The fiFSt gives the S

~
- ~

welght when the variable initially_ente?ed the equation, and the second. gives ’
. v S S

~the final weight after all vardgbles had been considered. If the B wéights

'
?

remained fairly constant from initial to final values, this 1is an.indjcation

v e

that the factors®are relatively independent. If the values changed,\Eﬂsg_gbis—”//f_\

-

is a sign that some of the variables are partly correlated. ; The B weights are

¢ » .

.
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most. informative in relating the” .amount of change -expected in the dependent

-~

variabie for aw charige ‘in the predictor.’ / - -
. s . . . L . - i

[ . D - -
. © N e
.

l§éfore turning to each p;ar«ticulai' ._r.egres‘sibn-, _note_ that in many gages
(IRAS-E, “IWI, Formal Language: '.Dris'cburse and Grammar) the variables entered

-

into the final .solution accounted for approximately 60Z of the variance in

dependent measure ‘performance. ‘Given. that no "pretest” ‘mbasure had been
entered, this represents’a fairly remarkable fit to the data.

.

‘ _ Interactive Reading Assessment System - English
. . C - . .

The results. of regressing the IRAS-E on the independent measures

discussed ahove are presented in Table 20. The first variable to.'enter the
) P . ' : 3 ) . )
equation was program of instrdction, and 1t remained, fairly stab14e from its

intial entry to the final solution (B weighgs of .96 and 1.1, respectively),

2 ~

with a- large® final F-ratio. The next values to enter, again with fairly

stable effects,\were the variables of gender and its interaction with program.

.~ None of the pr,esf\hool‘ English exposure or current ;English exposure variables

made sitgnifi'ca‘nt contributions to IRAS-E performance. The age wab'les

defined under .each instructional group 'made initial, significant contributions,

:

< . . . . R
but for the simultaneous L1+L2 group, the effects were’ reduced by other
o S : . PR

entered variables. : The amounts of L2 I?teracy received under both groups,
however, showed rathér constant and large effects. The final variable entered

was the amount of Ll training Teceived by those students trained 'ynder the

sequential L1-L2 literaly program. .

2

-

. The obtained B weighi: ""for the program of instruction variable ‘was
* .  approximately !+1. Given tHat the twO'gro_ups defined under this variable were
coded as -1 ( tﬁe sequential . Li-L2 program) and +1 (the “simultaneous: L1+L2

7
.y

) S, -95-
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‘half of a grade level improvement for each additional year in age), but it was *

. R e

. : ) ( - / - .
1 .o ) ] e »”

<

program), and thaékthe IRAS-E_\ééale' aﬁbrox{ﬁated grade level units, this .

I ) 1 R 4
. = . . . ) * v . v
polnts qut the 51gn1frcantk3ﬁo grade level difference between the two groups
: - AN - . . l'
in favor of 'the simultanéﬁus L1+L2 program. ‘FThere are many .differences -

. : = o : - . .
between the two groups thdt:may éccounx'f%r such a large effect. Noting the . -
P . ) & N sy
contrasts between the measures that were defined, an@ based upon the an%Iyses
. * . - . .

reported in the literature, the amount of exposure to English seems to-be a

likely candidate. I L

4 N R -

3

The effect for gender (coded -as -1 for females and .+1 for males) reJegls

that' overall, males showed an  advantage over femégés in performance -on the

»

IRAS-E. More importantly, the sig.._.cant gender -by program interaction’

indicates that the gender difference was not constant over p;bgrams. The
. M . C o - % t .‘_- ’ N

breakdown of the dependent measures by program and gender presented in Table

»

28, shows that males. and females schooled under the simultaneous LI1+L2

<

literacy pfogram did equally well in the-aggregrate-on IRAS-E, but phét males .

outperformed females in the sequential L1-L2 program~(baution must be taken in
. ‘o : . L . - : \ -
this interpretation because of the unequal number of observations per cell).

~
-

" The effect_for age féund in_thé sequentiai L1-L2 group shows a curious

¢ &

trend: IRAS-E performance déclined%by approximately a third of a-grade level

for eaech yeér of increase im student age. " For the simultaneous LI1+L2 :

instructional group, an initially significant effect aﬂpea:ed (showing about a

1
~ o

negated when the amount of L2 literacy training was entered.

J . - . .
\
1

Recall “that the scale on which the amounts of literacy training ‘were

-

)

defined wa$ in semester units. Thus, the regression results suggest that for

i

students trained under the sequential L1-L2 literacy progam, each additional

-96~-- 107 ‘ - *‘
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- semee}er of LZ 11teracy tra1d1ng resulre¢ in about one half of a: grade-livel
. ::;' Idrrevedent jin: IRAS-E performance f(see Table 29~ fpr a breakdown of ethe
-l jgldeéendent.;e;sures b;\program, amodnt ;; Eﬁglish instruction,fand gender).
) 'Forr eeudents fin the s1mu1taneous L1+L2 11teracy proéram,' each nadditi;nal
l ?%emester-ofiiz }1terac; tralntng resulted :n abddt one fifth of a grade-level

',1mprovementu_ As'nqted“above,,thiS\variable is correlated with age, but. the
o o L o, - .
éffect measured here’ is. the contpibution.of L2 training on IRAS-E performance

. . v
? -

R . : ° ' ' ‘ . .
atfter the contribution of ;age has-been removed. For those students trained .in _

‘

. o N s .
" the sequential L1-L2 program, each; additional semester of training in

exclusive L1 resulted in about a quarter of a grade-level improvement in L2
oL . L ‘ 3§ ' . ) o
reading skill (see Table 30 for ‘a breakdown of the dependent measures by

- o

progr am, amount of Cantonese instruction, and .gender).

- _ - Informal» Writing Inventory

Turhing,to-Engish writing skills, the results of the IWI regression are

7’

“presented in Table 2I. The first- variable _entered was the instructional
ST - . ' / ' -
- program, and as in the IRAS-E analysis, its effects were stable and large.

The gender variable did not show a significant main effect on IWI per formance,

* but its interdction with program did. 'For those students schooled under the

N -

sequential Li-L2 program, the ohly additional wvariable predicting/ IWI

performance was that of amount of L2 instruction. For those students schooled

under the simultaneous LI1+L2 \program, age made an 1initial significant
. P . ' * , . i

contribution, but -was then reduced by the inclusion of the amount of L2

- training variable, which shewed a small stable effect. . ¢

M ¢ M -

The B weight associated w@ith the program of instruction was approximately

e o ' ’ '\\\ Ty - - : \
" '+.5, which means that \the aggrégate difference between programs on IWI
= o B w S . ; —

performance (as about one standard deviation unit (in favor _of the

-’
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simultaneous¥ L1+L2 ‘instructionalwlérogp). .The direction of the .gender by <
,program interaction :can be ‘seen in Table 28: for the. sequential L1-L2
N . i ) . ¢
program,.males outperformed females by about a ha1f of a standard dev1at1on e

un1t wh11e JAn the 51mu1taneous L1+L2 group, females were bout a th1rd of a
’?s 3

. o ¢ . .7,‘

:\- standard dev1atlon unit abowe males on IWI performance.‘ For the sequent1a1 \f
‘ { ' \f o"' : . .
Ll -L2 1nstruct1ona1 group,'IWI performance 1mproved by approx1mate1y a f1fth

- of a standard dev1atlon'un1t for each additional semester ofuL2 tra1n1ng. ~For~

students 1in ‘the other instructional group, the unique contribution of B2

training after the effects of ,age had been removed were aboutlhalf-that-rate\

., (i.e., about a tenth of a grade level improvement per semester). ' " -
. . .o CAT-Reading and Math o . . o . S
1] ~ X 3 o . | O
e " S e . - Q’/ . . . C gl
- : ’ o . - R . ! . . -p‘ t .
.. J - . oo T L .
o In the next two fegression analyses, the CAT percentile scores predicted
% N » » B ‘ : . . ) 9 «

”for”each“sfﬁdéﬁt“at”sixth”grade‘exit“were“regressed using an adjusted . set of

'predictors; First,’the measure of'current %pglishvexposure was dropped«from
T NN

%hese ana1yses since 1t cou1d not - be adJusted for the sixth grade exit p01nt

v for the- current f0urth and fifth grade students. The amount'bf L2 11teracy

o » \ .

,traln;ng was adJusted to ref1ect‘th1s exit p01nt by s1mp1y add1ng 4 semesters

to _the current}-fourth grader - L2 'tra1n1ng amounts, and 2¢_semesters to the
5 > . " » '-1 : . ) «,“\ ) . .J : : -~

current? fifth graderf L2 .training ~amounts. he results’ of the regression

ana1yses for the CAT*Readxng and CéT ~Math scores'are presented in Tables 22 .-
and 23; respect1ve1y. " o

:
. . I
’ , .

A
. .\'” e - ’ ’ ! ot
. .

For the CAT-Readlng pred1cfe§ percent11es, on1y 38% ofﬂthe var1ance in®

‘ } R
performance cou1d be- exp1a1ned The prqgram of 1nstructlon var1ab1e showed a .

¥ .
Lo . S : S

1Zstabfe, and. re1at1ve1y 1arge effect JUnlike'the previOus two;analyses, no. ..

ender effect was 1nd1cated, either as a main effect or as an 1nteract1on w1th

. , . . . A ‘ } R o

'ﬁprogram. For the.sequentialuLl-LZ gropp,,age showedfan'initial*effect whigh

. e
. : b}

Q@ Lt . e e ' SRR
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- was gfeétly reduced when the adjusted amount of L2 training was entered. The'

A}

-

latter, however, maintained a_stable influence. For the simultaneous L1+L2

 iﬁstructiona1 group, . preschool exposure to Engi&sh revealed a relatively

; . . - . N c . s '
> 'stable effect, as did the adjusted amount of L2'literagy training received.

. . ' . . .
The B weight assbciqted with the instructional program variable is

app;qkimately +12; and reflects a significant 25 point difference between the

KN

two groups (in favor of the simultaneous L1+L2 group). The significant effect
?for“ preschool English exposure suggests that the _more Englisﬁ exposure
children in the simultaneoqs L1+L2 program had, the better their sixth.grade

' predicted CAT-Reading percentiles were. For this same group, each additional

semester of (adjusted) L2 training was associateér with a gain of- about 9

percentilé points. For the sequential Ll:Lngroup, the same trend associated
weeiogitth L2 training appearéed,  but - at about rﬁalf "the growth rate (i.e., 5

‘ ~ . - . H
percentile points per semester of training).

E)

For the CAT-Math pregicted percentiles, ohly- 14% of the variance in

performance could be accounted for with the set of independent variables
S

3

: aerived for predicting L2 literacy skillé; As. can, be seen from Tab1e~23,‘the
._pfograml ogi‘iﬁstruction_ maiﬁtained va small but = stable —effect, -Qith the
simqltaneous L1+L2'instructioﬁaf group- showing an advnntage”of‘apProximately.S
pércentile points in the aggregate; A signiiicant _ge;der by program

. }“inferaction was the only other significanﬁ stable effect found. Again,vfrom.
.ITable_ 28, j;, cany be seen that _hélés. in the¢fsequentialv.Ll—Lé“érbgram
: Qutpefforﬁed |female§,_,buf in thé“ simultanepu; "L1+L2’ instfuctidnal .p;ogram,
_femalés'shoﬁéd superiof ﬁerformaqce to malés{‘ . | '
. \ "Forﬁal Language: Discourse - ~i o

3

@
"

. \ o \“
- | - -99-

&
g
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Table 24 presents the results of the regression analysis: for -the:

‘

Discourse measute derived from the Pas%age Retell formal language rating. As
~ in -the -IRAS-E and IWI. regressions, a relatively large percéntage of the ¥ .

variance in performance. was accourited for by the independent measures employed

, a

‘(approximately 56%)..

.

:The first variable entered, progrém of instruction, showed g stable and "
N .
large effect. Since the Discourse measure was scaled in percents, the *B

weights obtained for this"va!iable show an . advantage of aproximatély 25

percentage points for those students in the simultaneous LI1+L2 ins;ructionél

v
\

: : . . ' . N NS
group. Neither the gender nor the gender by proéram-1nteract10ﬁﬁ¢red1cted
performance in the Discourse measure.. For the sequential Ll-L2 instructional

. T P R . '

group, current English exposure made a stable contribution, as did the amount °

~of~L2--training: - For-the -former;-each -unit-increase- on-the -3-,point -exposure---—--- -
g : C
scale was associated with an increase of about 13 percentage points:  on the.

,

Discourse measure. The effect for L2 training shows an.increase of about 5

perceqtage'points for each additional year of L2 instruction. . A marginal

 effett for Cantonese reading proficiency was also obtained for this g}qpp, and o
» . . N : o ’ . . s v
of about the same magnitude as the amount of L2 training: for each grade

level increase in Chinese reading, there was an associated increase of 5

:v -

percentage .points on the Discourse measure. For the simultaneous LI1+L2

instructional group, an effect for the current English exposure variable was

. i . -

. . . ° . v > .
also found: each increase on the 3 point exposuré ‘scale was associated with

. ]

an increase of about 15 percentage point$ dn the Discourse ‘measure.- .
; : . : .

Formal Langtage:"Gfammar

. o o S .
__Table 25 presents the results of ;he‘regression analysis of the Grammar

-
3

- o v . 5 . . . . H
fneasure derived from the Student Interview. ° First, note that approximately

| . R - | L
EI{IIC o '. o ~-100- 0111 K . ‘l
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fﬁS%‘of the variance in performance on this measure was accounted  for by the
independent measures entered.- Again, a large and stable effect for program -

S

was found, showing that in'the aggregate " the performance of the'simuLtane0us~
L1+L2 instructional group exceeded that of - the sequent1a1 Ll-L2 1nstruct10na1

group by about 40 percentage p01nts.~ For the sequential L1-L2 instructional

‘

group, the measure of cnrrent English expdsure ‘had a v51gn1f1cant initial

v
~

.effect, but this was.eliminated by the amouitt of7L2 training which showed a

3

sma11~but stable independent effect. _For the 51mu1taneous L1+L2 1nstruct10na1
. - " rx ,. ) . t
group, the preschool English exposure measure made ‘an 1nitia1 ‘significant

contribution, but this wa's negated by the inclusion:dfgthe age~var1ab1e. In

: . ) 3 . v R
turn, the effect of this variable waé,reduced by the inclusion of the current‘___//)"

English exppsure measure, which itself was reduced by the entry of the amount

A

of L2 training. The latter ‘variable,, howeVer, had a 51gn1f1cant effect LA

-
' . W .

independent of the other variables: " for 'each additional year‘ of L2
instruction, performidnce increased on. this measure by .approximately’ 14

4 .
L

- percentige points: . h : . . <
Formal Language: ‘Interactional Style
; - . , o N . ’ N ) : N X o . '_ . .-
In Table 26, the results of the regression analysis of the measure of
Interactional Style aré'presentedl Recall that this measure was;deriVed'froﬂ\v4
- the Student Interview, and appeared to tap a nonlinguistic communication B
style. The. overall 'success of the pred1ct10n was re1at1ve1y low (37/
explained variancq).I .
. The program of 1ns§ruction showed a stable and large effect indicating a

51gn1f1cant 26 percent ge paint d1fference hetwee he two gr0ups. The only -

other variable wh1ch ehowed any predictive: power was the amount of L2 braining' Oy
under the sequent1a1 L1-L2 group. »

N e
y ~~ A
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Interactive.Reading,AsseSsment System - Cantonese ; j

'
'
' ) .
PR - . ‘
. . ' . . s
- . . L .
-

l Table . 27 ‘presents the regression analysis of Cantonese“reading 'f
Lmh m ‘ : ’ -
© proficiency. Here, the amount of variance accounted for (464) is greater than
k] '

'thagkﬁound in the Interactional Style measure, but is somewhat less than that
and ,l. . ) . o,
a%counted for in the English academic measures. '

;o .
‘

,fr- Again, a.la;ge and. stable instructional program effect was obtained, but

s [
.

“in the opposite direction of those previously found. Students schooled umd

»

_?%the sequentiaLle*LZ program maintained an approximate grade:and a half leve o
‘advantage oj 'those students in the s1mu1tane0us L1+L2 program, The only- i
. ) '?vflu , ] 0] "‘5
s1gn1f1cant effeét found within the simultaneous L1+L2 instructional groupiwas
f;\.' I-: R . ) / )

an 1mprowement ~of about a grade level in Cantonese reading’

. . 4

R - - - [ PR S U

é%i.}‘LI—LZ pﬂbgram, ‘the age variable -1n1t1a11y showed a s1gnificant effect, but

a
¢ 0"
2

X this W

reduced when the amount ‘of L1 instruction was inc1uded. The latter

i ";‘\ .’f oo “c ©
' = "‘ - ) 3 - - - ’ . p
fﬁJé mapn;:in ‘< a s1gn1f1cant‘ 1ndependent effect, showing an improvement of
[y <f . - t

%inéf%ij’a half of a grade level for évery year of instruction.

" ~

.f;;gin the introductory remarks, this report provides a'preliminary

studx Given that these analyses have Just been completed, we - have not had
Lt L ’I‘ -
. e L
é} the time needed to develop their: interpretations or integration. As éuch no -
A . :
ifff attempt w111 be made here to provide this needed account, ‘but it will be din-.

4

¢luded in a forthcoming<report. .
. LY
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. 113

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



s
.

_REFERENCES - : : ‘/

’ Caifee, R. C., & Drum, P. A.‘(Edg;s, Teaching readiqg.iﬁ ébmpensatégy

" classes. Newark, DE: International Reading Association, 1979,

Calfee, R. C., & Fréedman, S. Understanding and comprehending. Paper

* presented at the Center for the Study of Reading, University of Illinois,
Champaign, IL, May 1980.

N oo
< : _ s

N

Canale, M., & Swain, M. Théoretical bases of communicative approaches to

second language teaching and testing. Applied Linguistics, 1980, 1, 1-47.

T
. . ! ( "'\. . -~
Cohen, J., & Cohen, *P. Applied multiple regression/correldtion for the

behavioral sciences. Hillsdale‘New Jersey: Erlbaum, 1975.
Cumminé,fj, The cross-linguai dimensidns of language proficienéy:

1

Implicatidﬁs for bilingual educatiqh and the optimal age question.

TESOL Quarterly, 1980, 14, 175>-187. B 3

5

Cummins, J. The role of primary language development in promoting
3 . - - I . ) . , . .
educational success for language minority students. In California State
X . - S | ' g
Department of Educatio?, Compendium on bilingual-bicultural education, 19817

PR

V'Cummins,.J., Swain, M., Nakéjima:fK.;ﬁmaﬁdscombe,-J., Green, D., f Chau;:'

s

T, Linguistic interdependence among Japanese and Vietnamese immigrant
students. Paper presented at fhe Language Prqfiéiency Assessment Symposium;

Airlie House,.Virginia, March, 1981.

Kaiser! B. M. Informa} writing inventogi. Gainesville, FL: State

,'7Department of Education, 1981. _ _ ’ '
-103- ‘114

?



. . N
P
PR K

.

| . . . A P : . o
Mace-Matluck, B. J. The order of acquistion oﬂ:certaln oral English .-

"structures by native-speaking chirdégﬂﬁpf Spénish,'Cantonése,.Tagalogs and
Ilokano learning English as a eecond.ianguége»between the ages of five and

7

ten. Unpublished doctoral<dissertaﬁion, University of Texas at Austin, 1977.

Mace-Matluck, B. J., Hoover, W. A., Lu, J. Y. H., & Dong, D. Language and

literacy in bilingual instruction. Paper presented at the annual conference

of the National Association for Asian and Pacific American Education, Seattle®

WA, April 1982. " -

- .Olsomn, D. R. From utterances to test: The bias of language in.speech»

and wr}ting. -Harvard Educational Review, 1977, 47, 257-281:

Olson, D. E. On the language and authori’ . Journal of
Comvaus  on, 1980. . S

'Ru&elhart, D. Understandin% and summarizing brief stories. In D. Laberge
N : . R . o ’
& S." Jay. Samuels (Eds.), Basic processes in reading:. Perception and

cdmprehénsibn{ Hillsdale, New Jersey: Erlbaum, 1977, ﬁp..265-303.

Ténnen, D. Oral and literate -strategies in. spoken and written discourse.

Paper presented at Literacy in the 1980°s Confgfénce, University of Michigan,

SN .
‘ /\Ann Arbor, MI, (June 1981. ~

' .

IWells, G. Coding mapual for ﬁhe‘description of child speech (revised

edition). Bristol, Ehgland:  University of Bristol, 1975.

N~y

104- 1;& ..' | ' -

EODMEa S






Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Appendix A

Formal Language Scales for Student Interview
and Passage Retell



SEDL ‘»2.1q:€z : Langunge nnﬁ'theracy Learnng n B1lingual Tnstrection e
S STUOENT INTERVIEW ' L
ScorLL Trfterfa and Tating-Scale .

B

- hme . Giade___Date i  School 5 Teacher /.
1. PRONACIATO | N 7, MRTICLE, PREPOSITION, PIMM s
0 . hard.to understand 0 nany forws ontted or used superﬂously
1 “not native- llke. but |ntell|g|ble 1 afe onitted or used superflously
© 2 Vike mative, excopt lor 3 4 phonemes o2 n errors of oidssion or superflous use
3 1ike nativé, excépt for'1-2 phonewes -
§ kemtive ' - ssvmcm STRUCTURE sovmsncmyc
0 (NTERVIENER SPEE%!!‘ . o -0 g:::::msnon stgndard use of siq)le syntax. foy elnborated
0 tendency to paraphrase . 1 few complex structures, mry ‘arrars n siple syntax '
-1 slover and-simplified - .2 uses fow complex structures,. few errors fn siwple Syntax .
2 gt noriml, rate and of noml comlpxity | 3 uses sone conplen structures (and mdals). makes few errors
(with norme) feedback) ~ {n sinple syntax |
s 4 native like ue of syntuctic structures
| 3 pnowcnon OF APPROPRIME RESPONSES | , Ll
S 0 mmy responses semantically inapproprlate “ASE N ) L
N afew responses inappropriate AN extrmly reserved or shy e '
2 )l responses smntically appropriate 451 resarved but cooperative-
o (wfth normal feedback) - ‘ 2. clearly tease
A, REQUEST FOR REPETITION - " B 1] SOELOLINUISTICALY ORRPRINTE rowsmucwa: |
0 no response nor request for repetit on | |
v .0 mny disjointed sentences widor siwple subordinm clnuses
Cy mpe:zsu:::stgo:mréngut‘%n 7" oy, 11ty wel1-forned declarative sentences - .
: c{ | "“ " e”g' eoatition 1 smdlsjuinted sentences andfor single subordinate sy
_ occasfona] request for repe | xcdasive vse of "Hller" yords and-comectors; 2 fev vell-
o resKonds to all questlons or statements  fored declatative sentecss ¢
) without request for repetition "2 nodlsjoihtns 4 sentences; sowe single subordinate clmes. e
5. RICHNESS OF INFORMATLON CMICMED e b "gcmm:f ¢ :fd:gller; mds‘andlor mnecessary connectorsi
USRI omed declarative sentences -
0 ma;::::::l Incoplete mnosyllubic vy 'rmlm'lce of'ngl-fm'doclargtm w;tencﬁ; some il i
; G te'single 8 o clauses; few, any. !
1 answers adequutey with some detall . - tpproprit
2 answers elnboratel;e uith dotafl and ,’ & words and umgcessiry Eomecyir, | ‘ -
- specific vocabulury | oo . ‘ . o
6. INFLECTION OF vms D uolms | | IR ’~
0 " nany errors SR ) - oo

l occasiomal errors. | : Yo | | |
~ 10 errors | ( | - : |




r

’
]

1S

| Mucmur'g. %)

[}

IMS muge

0 hord-to wnderstand ,
1 not native-Tike, but intelligible
2 ke mtlve, except for 3:5 phonemes
~3 Hke mtive, except forlthunm '
§ Hee llatlve ;

- 12: IWRLECTION OF VERBS MD IWIS

0 Wy errors ‘
occasfonal errors
2'% n0-8Frors

13. MTICLE, PREPOSITIW PMII e

0 mny fores onltted and/or used suporfluusly
1 a few omitted or used suparflously
2 merrors of omlsston or superfloas use

1. SEHANTIC APPROPRIATENECS .

0wy utterlhces semantically {nappropriate
| a few responses semntically inappropriate
2 all responses stmantically appropriate

5. SWIACTIC STRICTURE SOPMISTICATION~ ~

0 generally noa-standard use of simple syntax,
. few elaborated structures ittwted

.1 fo conplex structum. my ervors In single 19,
o synte

T3 uses ?eu complex structum. few orrors in
" siuple syntax® '

3 uses some complex structures (lnd wdals), .

‘ lalzes few errors: in sinple syntax
4 ative Hke' use of syntactle structures -

1. U5E OF SOCTOLINGUISTICALLY APPH’HMTE FORW/
STRUCTURE .

0 many dlsjolnted sentences andfer single sub-- |

. ordinate clauses; few, 1f any, well-formed
"declarative sentences
1 sone disjointed sentences and/or ‘$ingle sub-
ordinate clauses; excessive use of "filler"
j words and connectors o fen vell-formed

1--. Onnrnr

SEDL 2.18.82 lang‘a cnd lltarlcy lumlng in Blllngual Instmctlon
‘ ' i “ v PASSAGE RETELL -
¥ Q Soorl nj Criterha cnd mln1 Scale
,l'!“" ‘ - Gradg'~ - Date 'Sdml L Teachr
A1, PRONUNCIATLON ' 2 o disjointed sentencas, some single sub-
v © ordimte clmmocculml ue of *filler"

Nords and/or unecessary comctors, Some
wall-formed declarative sentences

3. provalince of wall-formed declarative
sentences; some appropriate single sub-
ordinate clauses; few, 1 day, “filler*
words and unnecessary. conne III‘I

. GIWH\IICN. CORESION - CONTINUITY OF YRR TENSE

0 genoval dliconthuclty of verb tense, nlpes
vorb tonse Indiscrintately

cccastonal use of:Imppropriate verb tense
silntaing continutty of Yerd tense but
inappropriate for discourse genre
saintalns continuity of verd tense;
appropriate for dlsqnum fonre

I8, GRAATICAL CONESIIN - unm

0 - propar mtmdcuts olm for lny
snaphoric pronowns -

1 {nconsistent use of: proper ntecedants ing
" anaphorlc pronowns - '

2 consistent use of propcr |ntqcedmts and
snaphoric pronouns - 4

KE OF TRAKITION EIPESSIOS -

.0 00 attespt to use Idglcll md structunal -
+ Connectors
1+ "som attespt ot use of Togical andfor
~+ sbructural connectors
2, uses Toglcal and structural connectors

1

- adequately -
20, COHERENCE - RELEVRACE, OF 1DEAS

0 mny uttorances are frralevint to the text
‘1 fow ubterances are Irrelovant to the text
o2 all-utterances ape'velevant to the test

[ 75 el

21, CNERENCE - cmstsmcwms unum ‘

0 mn tlun e 'Mt" of | forqtlm glven
{5 Inconsistent within ORtext

1 one bit of inforsstion gl NS Incon-
sistent within the text

¢ il Informtion glven 15 cons’ stﬂ}
ulthlnthnm ‘

2. mm ORMIZATIONOF 106K

0 elements of the pussage are given lh
randow ordar; HiEtle'evidence of
“Indwledge of the discourse structure -

l some elements of the passage are’ ,mn
In Toglcal order, some avidence o
kovledge of the discourse structure

2 elements of the passsage given are In
Vloglcal order. Evidence of knowledge
of the discourse structure {s apparent

23, MAREES OF NOIEKE - SIGWLTF B
PERFORMNCE"

0 nouseof ‘spuchl' volce or slrul that
| pcrfornnu is sbout to beg
1 usas "spectal” wolce and/or signal “?: .
" audibly-that a *performance” {s about to
begln. {I g.s Clears thmt. uses sbock
rases, such o3 0K, allright, follmd
y 0 pause) '
. EMICIMSS PRECISE llSE 0F VOCMllAlY ;

0 wcabullry linfted essenthally to -
eralized terms; fou adjectivaly
1 Uttle use of specific voctdiulary, 12
wrds; som adjectinds ,
0 we of specific vocabulary, more than two
words; severa) adjectivals -

25, ELABORATION - PROYIDES DETAIL

0 provides little detai)
1 provides some detal)
2 provides much detal]

I
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- .-, PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE/ENGLISH VE_RSION ey - : :
- INTERVIEWER . . . NAME or e S
INTERVEEW ‘Dgu'E?. et e g'rmz OF nmznvrm T,
A "r';: TELEPHONE CALL . on HOME VISIT 'ro D.ETERMINE THE LANGUAGE OF 'mE o
" POTENTIAL TARGET s'nmzm: . g . o _
e Eello, 1 am ) L I am worklng w1th e ' N :E
| : e (your name) TN ~ (name of school)
,f-:?th ’F1fbt, let me’ ask you 1“ ‘you have recelved a letter from ' '
o I telllng you about the study and 1nd1cat1ng
) c SR el -_') ‘e - B -

) ")thét"_‘If'vould be éalﬁrig you? ST S R

g

FF TES, cmmm BY SAYING SCMETHING LIKE] —
S v / .“‘ T

.~ — -

| j-',. AT you héfg a fewﬂmlnutes, "1f it's conven1ent,f etc., I would l1ke

-, . to ask you a few que$t1ons. e .
R a ¢ -3“
‘ : ] S v : - T I '
,* ‘IF HESIT ASK IF YOU CAN CALL BACK AT A LAEER DAIE. MAKE SURE YOU'
- : A DA EANDTIME L . . .
o "*IF YES ASK UESTIONS 1.7, and 9= 16 Iermlnate 1nterv1ew- say: Thank you very
- . much, “You've’been very helpful. If your chlld 19 selected for the“cccond part
‘ " - of the study we will be calling you again. _
. WHEN YOU COMPLETE THE TELEPHONE CALL OR HOME VISIT -CHECK ONE OF THE
o 2 .‘FOLLOWING. S _ : i

v

« .

,Parent Interv1ev scheduled (by phone) i.Timcyb' " . - Date’

. Parent Interv1ew completed (by phoné): j" 'f e
‘Parent Interv1ew scheduled (home v131t) Tlme' ; . . Date - _ e

!

- 0

"Parent Interv1ew completed (home v181r)

- .iParent could n:f be ¢ontacted ‘ e . »

; ) ﬂ o o S |

1) Pare%: reru§ed‘t0“grant*interv&ewr—_ _ - - - e
N T ERETE -110- . ]_23 S

’ \
. v -
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. - ‘ . :
AR " PART II
’ FAMILY INFORMATION' - L
- <o - _ a
1. How long have you lived in 7.
1.,1essthan1y‘," -« _': )
< 2. 1 to’'2 years . ° A ' ’
‘ 3.. 3 to 5 years - . :
, 4. 5 or more years & .
_— : ‘ . /
2. Was . . enrolled at ' ___ | . last year?
o (TS name) . .~ (school)
~ 3. Besides - - , do you have any other chi]-.dren?v-'
. (TS name) ' _ . L k
Yes No ____ . A
[IF YES, saY: | SR -
- 4, What are their names? ° .
Name Grade ' Age .
oy’ Sibling—i- e e _
= - : _ = # - o
s~ ° ©  sibling®2. . ' -
s . 'Sibling 3. ‘ . _
- - siblipg 4. . - /
" ¥ sibling 5. *- -
sibling 6: - '
, s : -
. . "sibling 7. “ o L
oo ,fa:get Student ' N e )
- * [NOW ASK. FOR CHILDREN'S AGES. SAY: | ° | | ¢ .
’ 5. How.old is- "7 And What. grade is he/shein (1981-82)?
[1F CHILD IS NOT IN SCHOOL, WRITE "NOT IN SCHOOL" UNDER GRADE COLUMN |-
| 124 ¢ ¢




, - o
;¢ 6. Were there'otherjfamily members living in the home befo :
‘ went to school? Yes No o : ' .
- [T ¥8s, ASK: ] BB
: . ‘ . ’ . :
How were they related to - ? LIST: |
1. B . ) ‘3. B . s 5. .
2. &, , - 6. | -

7. Oh, how about you? How.many years of ‘school did'you complete?

| IF _HESITANT, SAY: |

"Well, let's go on to the next question."

8. How about your huspand/wife? How mény years ofvschobl did he/shg

S

complete? ' o : . v
e L IF HESITANT —SAY:- )} . ... .. .. . . . o i i

"Well, let's go on to the next question."
i PART TIA. LINGUISTIC INTERACTIONS
PRE-SCHOOL LANGUAGE USAGE R
"Let's get back to the tme befo_ré your child went to achool.”
| . , - S
9. Where were you living approximately two years before L
. . - (TS)

_engered school? : » -
- (city, state, coumtry)

&

”é) In which neighborhood?'

‘Comment :




10.'

11,

“o

12.

What 1anguages were' spoken at: home?

4

IIF THE ANSWER IS BOTH ENGLEEEAAND NATIVE, . THEN GO TO Q 10bgj

L 4

EUg{fsh ¢ :
a. Was . s_poken at , :
' home? NL SATET .
No Yes
Go to Q.11 N I :
b. How much of- the time would
' you say was spoken
‘in the home? (Chegk the
following:) ' *
IF HESITANT, PROMPT BY SAYING:

"WOULD YOU SAY" (READ LIST BELOW) }

" ‘Most of the time

~TNatjve
‘a. Was English spoken aphom_e‘?v "

No Yes
"Go'to Q.11 l

How mucf of the time would
you say English was spoken.
in the home? . (Check the
following:) ‘

I S
TF HESITANT, PROMPT BY SAYING:
"WOULD YOU SAY" (READ LIST B

Most of, the time

Equal in both - Equal in both -
" Very little of the time Very-l:.ttle of-the tme S
Before . went to school, which languages did he/sheiuse

. (TS) ' i
vwith‘you’.f
SWER IS ENGLISH, OR BOTH'ENGLISH AND" NATIVE. LANGUAGE )

THEN ASK ABOUT ENGLISH IN THE FOLLOWING QUESTION. IF THE R IS NATIVE
_LANGUAGE THEN ASK ABOUT NATIVE LANGUAGE 1IN THE NEXT QUE

\\'

How much of the time would
you say’ used
(TS)
» with you?

/
o]

All of the time

Most of the time

Equal in both

Very little of the time
Never '

Il,IIII
T B

IF HESITANT PROMPT BY SAYING.
(READ LIST ABOVE)

:  "WOULD YOU SAX HE/SHE USED

How about you, whlch languages d1d you use Wlth
. i .

How much.of "'the *'time ‘wéuld .
you say . i used
' (TS)

mtgx yoG° ' v
126

(TS)

All of the time
Most of the time : ’
Equal in both

Very little of the time
‘Never - : '

AT

1L =



13‘

14.

15.

16.

17.

Before :

- TS

*fhlslgir father/mother’

How much of the time
would you say '

. TS

used - with :

his/her father/mother?

5

How about her/his .mother/father, what languages did she/he use with

‘How much of.the time would .

you say she/he used
with ' ?
TS-

Before _" i
TS .=

her/hls brothers and slsters°

, Howfmuch'qfrthe time would you
say _ used S

TS

v ~
-

ﬂow about her/his_brothers/siéters, which languages did they use with

How much of the time would

you’ "say they used

. with

TS

Before

TS
her/his frieuds’

How much of the time would
you say -,-»used

TS

with her/hls'friends?

i
1T

= ~ with brothers/sisters?

|-

E

L

|

[THEL

.

N

|=

T =

[THET b=

to schoo1, whiculgmguagesdid-he/she-use.with"j

2

v

-

All of the time

Most of the time ,
Equal in both -
Very 11tt1e of the time
Never .

-

TS -

.Ali of the time

Most of the time

Equal in both

Very little of the time
Never :

went to school,'whiéh languages did she/he use with

All of the time

.Most of the tlme

Equal in both
Very little of the time
Ngver '

TS

-All of the time
. Most of the time

Equal in both
Very little of the time
Never

went to éhhpol, which lanéuages-did she/he use with

PN

“All of the time
‘Most of the time.

Equal in both
Very little of the -time
Never

.‘,.\- )




_18. How about her/his friends? Which 1a.,g‘qage.did they use with =

.

“ - -

. ‘ o E . _
All of the time
Most of the t:une :
Equal in both - ' :
Very little of the time -

Never .

How much of the time wouldy"oix
say they used with
? T

TS

|l||| [=

¢ '

GO TO Q 23; PART II—B “IF THERE WERE NO GRANDPARENTS OR OTHERS LIVING

AT HOME. / .

he v . : ‘ ) . . . )

19. Before’ went to school, which la"ngﬁages did she/he use with
TS . .. | -

her/his grandparents 7.

All. of ‘the time

Most of the time

Equal in both . '
Very little of the time
rever .

How much of the tiie would you
say used

TS .
with her/his grandparents?

||‘||| [
||||| =

20. How about her/h:Ls grandparents, ‘which languages did they use w:.th

TS
How much of the time would you ___ ____ . All of the time
say they used ___ with —__ ___ Most of the time
o . 2 . Equal in both
TS T ] ’V@.T—?llttle of the time
. R - - Never ,
21. Before went to school, which language did he/she use with
. TS - , .
?
(Other from Q#6)
R How much of the time would - All of the time '
P you say - _used Most of the time
.TS . Equal in both
. with . 1? : -Very little of the tme
(Other from Q6) ___ ___ Never- ,
’
22, How about, , which languages did he/she use with
" (Other from Q6) ' TS
E N
How much of the time would 'All of the time
you say he/she = used 7 .. Most of the time
o . : ’ ' Equal in both
with ? __ *Very little of the time
s —_ __ Never

FRIC . 12




e 3 .

PART IIB. LINGUISTIC INTERACTIO&S‘ s ¢

”///' : .~ CURRENT LANGUAGE USAGE
. SAY: TNOW Iin?s TALK ABOYT THE LANGUAGES — " USES NOW."
P | o & TS

*23. Which languages does .. use with you NOW?

o ' . TS ; : .

L

v : N
Bow much of the time would
you say uses

TS
with you?

All of the time
Mbst.of the time
Equal in both
Very little of the time
Never

LY .

24. How about you?

/
{

‘ ‘ ' All of the time .
How much of the time would

Most of the time

LEELE B LEEEE
PEEE = F T

you say you ‘use. Equal in both
. Very little of the time

"~ 25, Which languages does ___ ~_use with—his/hermfather/mogherﬂﬁowg" o

TS .
s L

All of the time

Most of the time

Equal in both ",
Very little of the time
Never

_ How much of the time wodld. -
you say - ~ uses
Ts -,
with his/her father/
mother now?

TEEL
TEEE =

26, Which languages does father/mother use with ' NOW?

»

-How much of the time would All of the time

LT = g
wn

RN

you say he/she uses Most of the time
. Equal in both
with NOW? N Very little of the time
' TS

Never

‘ T __,.,_.‘__,__ T “"‘“—'"7"""' T “.- ~ —:lg‘9~ - -:T, N . ,__ﬁ;

e e e e



27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32,

" ™Jlow much of the time would you

PR

Which languages does -
T TS E N
use with Her/his slsters/brothers —— — All of the time
NOW? - —_— — I 4
. Most of the time
How much oéhthe tlme would you say . Equal in both
uses:’ with them? Very little of the t1me
TS . _ Neggr : :
How about . them? Which languages do they use with NOW?
_ . ’ o ' - TS
How much of the time would you say E N ] :
they use - with ? All of the time
' : . TS K Most of the time ©
: Equal in both
Very little of the time
o Never
Which languages does use with her/his. friends NOW? i
=5 . . o
How much of the time would you say E N .
_ uses with . All of the time
. TS ‘ . Most ‘of the time \* .
them? C i Equal in both ~ .
: . Very little of the time
. . Never ad
How about her/his friends? What languages do they use with ' NOW?
' TS
. . 2
How much of the time would you say E N.
they use with ; <7 - All of the time
' ' ’""““*”‘;*‘ﬁi!Eé3::::i::=::F:::::Mb§t=uf=the=&ine

Equal in both .
Very little of the time
Never .

JTIF THERE ARE NO GRANDPARENTS OR OTHERS LIVING AT HOME, GO TO Q-35. 4‘

Which 1anghages does _ use with her/his grandparents NOW?

» T8 ‘ E N
How much of the time would you say
uses

All of the time
Most of the time

TS " Equal in both
with them now? Very little of the t1me
Never
h . NOW?

All of the time

Most of the time

Equal in both

'Very ‘little of the time -
Never .

say they use with
oy ') . B

TS

Which languages do her/his grandparents use'wit
E_

T =

1



33. Which languages does ‘ugse with __ . ° Now?
: - TS Other -

. 'How much of the time would N

you say __ . uses
| _ with him/her?

¢

All of the time

Most of the time |
Equal in bhoth ' ‘ ”
Very little of the t:une

,||,||||_m
L

Never
34, How about him/her? Which languages does he/she use w:.th . 'NOW?
‘ TS -
How much of the time wonld E N i .
you say he/she uses 4 All of the time " .
with . o Most of the time
TS ) Equal in both .
o Very little of the time
: - Never

PRE-SCHOOL ACADEMIC ABn;m

35. Before your child went. to school could he/she do some things which, are \

usually taught in- schoul" : Yes ____ No [ IF HESITANT, ASK: @'
T , OBl ME /SHE, .
o - i ’ ‘ * RzAnmouus'rouqls
[ IF YES, ASK: | . ' ‘

36. What were some of those things he/she couid do?

PLACE A CHECKMARK (v )- BY ANSWERS RESPONDENT GIVES IF THEY ARE ON THE LIS’I‘ ‘
WHICH FOLLOWS. IF THEY DO NOT APPEAR ON THE LIST, LIST THEM IN THE SPACE *

. - yPROVIDED. IF PARENT DOES NOT RESPOND SPONTANEOUSLY TO Q-36, MENTION m

¢ -+ | _ITEMS LISTED AND CHECK (/) EACH I'I'EM UNDER PROBE COLUMN. .

\ ‘
h ° .
! - .




»l' X » 10 . '
/ R ° . B
PROBE _ SUBJECT ° C ) LANGUAGE _ PERSON WHO TAUGHT STUDENT- ..
_ Count I . _E _N Moth Fath Unc/Aimt Gparent sib 0
Say ABCs : _Et _N Moth Fath Unc/Aunt, Gparent Sib O
| Read _ - _E -_N' ‘Moth Fath Unc/Aunt Gparent Sib o y
- Write .+ &E _N . Moth Fath Unc/Aumt Gparent Sib 0 | -
v . - - . ;;f,;é
Draw Pictures Moth Fath Unc/Aunt Gparemt Sib. 0 -
Make Rhymes  _E _N Moth Fath Unc/Aunt Gparent: Sib O |~
Sing Songs " _E _N.. . Moth Fath Unc/Aunt Gparent -Sib O
Color Moth Fath  Unc/Aunt Gparemt Sib 0O
I (List Other:) ' _E _N Moth Fath Unc/Aunt Gparent Sib. O
. _E _N Moth Fath Unc/Aunt Gparent Sib 0
I _E _N Moth Fath Unc/Aunt Gparemt Sib O
_E _N. Moth Fath Unc/Aunt Gparent Sib 0
. _E _N Moth Fath Unc/Aunt Gparent Sib O
37 ° In what,lsnguage(s)Mid —. ___  learn to @gpunt? [ CHECK AND CONTINUE BY SAYING
G T TS : - . .
38. Do you recall who taught him to count? [ REPEAT QUESTIONS FOR EACH ITEM ON LIST ]
PART III. PRE-SCHOOL LINGUISTIC ENVIRONMENT (PAST USE)
. 39. At home; before your child went lo school did he/she watch television?
Yes No
» L)Go to Q-40.
[IF YES, ASK: |
. T
"a) What languages were spoken on those :
television programs watched? E N
TS | ‘ .
o Lo - 132




b) How much of the time would you say ; "' : vwatChedtelevisiqn
\; . programs in Engllsh’ : , TS P ) .
N S (0 “ All of the time
o ' » T Most of the time

4 . “ ¢ . ——

Equal in both
Very little of the t:une
- - . Never -
40, At home, before your ch:le went to school d:l.d helshe llsten to rad:l.o
P progrm’) ) . ) i
‘ " Yes No ' o : o >

o [; Go to Q-41.

0 [ IF YES, ASK: |

’ a) In what languages were those radio program - - listened td‘.
. TS
E N )
b) How much of the time would you say ' listened to the radio
in Engl:.sh" .

All of the time

Most .of the time
Equal.in both

Very little of the time
Never _ _ .

|'|1|-| “

. __41. At h ww;mL:.maQML.,. _did you receive any .geysl;aper (s)?

;Go .to Q-42

| IF YES, ASKJ

a) How often were the newspapers delivered? - Once a-day : %ee a month
Once a week ce a month

/

b) What languages were the newspapers written in? : .
All in English
“Mostly in. English
— o . Equal in both
. : ___ Very little English
: - None in Efiglish’

-
.

c) Who read the newspapers? mother siblings ‘ other
T ; father grandparents ' C .

...42. At home, before _your ch:le went to school did you subscribe to any
magaz:l.nes9

Yes No L
o : L)Go to Q43 133 _




| IF YES, ASK;J }
a) About how many did you subscribe to?
. .
: b) What languages were the magazlnes vr1tten 1n?

A1l in English °

Mostly in English
Equal in both
Very little English

® None in English
c) Who read the ﬁagaz;ﬂés? mother . siblings other
) i father grandparents :
43. How about books? Were there books in the home? Yes "No
; iy ' I'QGo to Q=44
‘[ IF YES, ASK: |
) a) What types Qf books did you religious
have around the house? , children's
movies
encyclopedias

other °

'b) What language(s) were the books writtem in?

reference (dlct1onary, atlas)

All in Engllsh .

Mostly in English

= T THNNCI S ——
-

Equal in both
Very little English
nggﬁ}n ‘English

othér ! ) *

c) Who read the books? mother *~ siblings
' ' father ‘grandparents

PART IIIB. HOME LINGUISTIC ENVIRONMENT CURRENT USAGE

£y

44, Does your'child watch television now?’ Yes No
~ ———
' Go

v

[IF ¥Es, A5K: ]

a) How much of the time would you say
‘, : - watches television
b . s . N v

' " in English? ST

> [

LT b=

5 | |"I‘|L_| =

I

to Q-45

.

.Al1l1 of the time

Most of the time

Equal in both :
Very little of the time
Never :

<% 45. At -home, does‘hhe/he'listen.po radio programs?

.

[ IF YES, ASK: |

‘ No o
j-}do to Q-46



_ﬂ a) How much of the time would you say j§ﬁ .

listens to the radio=in |

English? TS _
) All of the time : TR
. . - Most of the time .
_____ Equal ‘in both- S .;g
Very little of the time J
) " Never
46. Do you receive the néwspaper? Yes No R :
Lyco to q-47 L
a) How often do you get_fhe newspaper? Once a day > Once a month =
- Once a week Twice a month
b) What’ languages are the newspapers 411 in Eﬁgli:h &
written in? Mostly in English s
. Equal in both
~ Very little English
i None in English
c)_.Qho feads‘the newspapers? motﬁér siblings qther
: . : father grandparents '
’ . - ¢ ® o : - ‘ ’
PART TVA. NEIGHBORHOOD LINGUISTIC ENVIRONMENT PRESCHOOL K
. [ 4 — -
"Let's get back to the-paat." ) B
47. Before your child went to school what language(s) ‘were used in. your
immediate nelghborhood?
| IF THE ANSWER IS BOTH ENGLISH AND NATIVELTHEN GO TO Q47-bJ
. | o g
English Natjve S :
a) Was sppken in the - a) Was English spoken in the
NL : : : ?
neighborhood? ' .neighborhood?
No .  Yes No Yes
Go o' QuB kd Go to’ Q48

b) .
» say :

the nelgkborhood’ *
(Check the following: )

_Most of the time
Equal in both

Very little of the time

How much of .the time would you.
was sroken in

b)

135 .

How miich of the time would
you say English was spoken
in the neighborhood?

YCheck the foliawing:)
Most of the time

Equal in both d
- Very llttle .of the._ tlme«mﬁ.w_

et



.

L ' -

[

- 48. W your child #nt € school, what language's were used in the local

iy TR “businesses (i.e., bakery, store)?
4%  How much of the time would you
say that was dBed?

o

L

All of the time .

Most of the time -

Equal in both .
Very little of the time > ™\
Never e

RERAAR

. 49> Before— yohr ciild went to school what languages were used in churches

; # in the nelghborhoect’ : .
by < 4‘“’\, E N , .
¥ —— .
) St - ~ All of the time
How much-of t:he time would you . Most of, the. time*
g say that was used? ‘ ' Equal in both
IIT e s : . . Very little of the time '’
R S ‘ ' - Never

, 50.- What "languages were used in various social’ gathei'ings (i.e. ,7 weddings, _ '

4 N ﬁrthdays: parties, etc.)? N ‘ D _ » ]
- All of the time ‘ '
Most of ‘the time
- Equal in both

How much hf the time would you *
‘.that ’ _ was used?

A

i,lllIJ [

# g Very little of the time . . .
A Never P
PART IVB. CURRENT NEIGHBORBDOD t.mcmsnc - ERTTRONIENT f =

- .
’ ;’

We are just about through. ‘I am going to ask you some questions about
&hat langu&ge is used in the immediate nelghborhood. : _ ' R

' 51. " What languages qre spoken in the neighborhood now? <
[TF THE ANSWER IS BOTH ENGLISH AND NATIVE, THEN GO TO Q51-b ]
e . T ' . .
. _English L _ Native
. ‘a) Is spoken in' the neighborhood? a)- 1Is.English spoken in the neighborhood
" No Yes - . No Yes )
Lo to 052 l - Go to Q-52
. .b) How much of the time would you say °  b) How much of the time would you say
. is spoken in the ne13hborhood" English is spoken in the neighborhood!
. NL - (GHECK THE 'FOLLOWING: ) , | - (CHECK THE FOLLOWING:)
‘ ___Most of the time . - ___Most of the time
i Equal in both - —__Equal in both .
7 ;. Very little of the time 136 —__Very little of the time i




PR | J 15
; R o ‘
B { i R } f*f" Vo .
N —_— : . ( ".,'g'"\"' - ) ., . _ B
‘_q-;52. What langﬁages-are‘spoken'in the local businesses now? . . ‘ S
| How much of the tlme would you . ) E N : . g
- ; . - . " . . X . ’ . .. - . '
sayithat__ s wsed? -t | All of the time ~ -
S R o Co . Most of the time” s
R : ot . . Equal in both - .
' - St I . : Very little of the t1me
- B ~Never, - .
'z ‘ . — ’ . - L
53. What languages are spoken in churches around. the nelghborhood now°‘ 1-7
\ How much;qf‘the :imeqquld you . E AR
say that S -+ 'ig used® All 'of the time
- © s T, - Most of the time
Equal in both . -
- R Very 11tt1e of the tlme’
Sl S . . ' Never
: . » ‘ i ) ) \. » o.. ) - , N - ) - ) ‘
‘54, What languages. are used in socigl gatherings (parties, weddings...) now? -
How much of the time would you L "E N
say that - ' - is used? . o All of the tlme.
T S v e - ' Most of the time, :
? .- Equal in both . o
__ . Very little
;o ‘ - ! o - Never
- ‘ B S X n Lo
¥ PART IV-C. _ PARENT "I'ZJ‘CPECTATIONS AND" ATTITUDES .
55, As pqrents, what are the most lmportant th1ngs yOu would llke to see your
" child learn in school’ . : N A
» . e, ‘ * . : . ,
B . Lo o LIST _ . L

[y St

Academic- Subjects - A . Attitudes/Social Behaviors
. “ R A’-V"“-VQ‘ . : . e : ( : a
* - ¢ L . )
, - ._ ° . R )
R T B o . . -
i3 4 * N . D
: — ] .‘/\
-A ° i . ] . ) 4
N ) . [
" ‘l . LY v \‘ A .
: ) _ .
- L h AR
S o
s iy |
o 0 « . - L - - >
' > 1 3 7 S ) B )




| ASK Q-56 ONLY IF ACADEMiC SUBJECTS WERE.MENTIONEDfi. :‘ :
"56.'jIn what languages would you like for your child to learn the 1tems you
ment1oned° Engllsh , Natlve

’

IF PARENT(S) DOES NOT RESPOND TO Q—55 THEN SAY iﬁ W ABOUT..." (AND
. READ THE FOLLOWING LIST)

E ) In what 1anguages would you
. : S . like your child to learn oL
. a. Speaking D L *these subjects° ;
. 'b. . Reading Y ) t L
‘c. . Writing .
~ d. Mdth
;e Social Studies
- £. ‘Music/Art
. 1 , < '
SAY
*© s57. 1 have just one last question. 'Is there anything else-yod would like to
: say about the languages you and your children use at home?
COMMENTS: S T
v )
N 'AV”ﬂ
Ay
Thank you very: much for your time and 1nformat10n.- I am sure i? will
s help us learn more about language learning. R |
. 3 ' - N . v : - Lo \\
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'Southwest Educat1ona1 Deve]opnent Laboratory

'STUDENT INTERVIEN/ENGLISH VERSION I :7
| _Graded s v,
' ‘ / ’ _
| Néme‘of Target S%ddent SRR E“ _ Schoo'l~
Homeﬁoom'TeBCher ' ' | '~ Grade
_fIntérview Daf;f R I Ihfervieyer

T

< : : ~
N - . )
4 B - w7
- , . .

| INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS ARE IN CAPITAL LETTERS DO NOT READ THESE INSTRUCTIONS
TO THE STUDENT. | S |

L

-

1. INTRODUCTION g

.

-l
AT THE BEGINNING OF THE INTERVIEW IT IS ESSENTIAL THAT THE INTERVIEWER PUT THE
'STUDENT AT EASE. THIS WILL BE DONE BY CONVERSHNG WITH HIM/HER ABOUT ANYTHING
WHICH SEEMS APPROPRIATE AT THE TIME. IT IS ALSO ESSENTIAL THAT THE INTERVIEWER
ESTABLISH VERY ELRLY INTO THE INTERVIEW THE LANGUAGE WHICH THE STUDENT FEELS .
MOST COMFORTABLE IN. THIS IS TO BE DONE BY ASKING HIM/HER WHICH LANGUAGE HE/
.| SHE" PREFERS AFTER ONE OR TWO SHORT INTRODUCTORY QUESTIONS SUGGESTED INTRO-
. | DUCTIONS ARE- PRESENTED ON P. 2 (OVER) - _

&

'l

SN :.f 1 . -,}1535;5; |




1. INTRODUCTION

"Hi! I'm - f , L o . -What's your'name?“

-t

'ﬁHow old are you?"

"Where do you liverw A

THE FOLLONING QUESTION ON LANGUAGE PREFERENCE MUST BE ASKED AND. THE RESPONSE MUST
,BE RECORDED THE INTERVIEWER SHOULD THEN PROCEED IN THE PREFERRED LANGUAGE .

'"Nh1ch language do you prefer to speak°" B ,N' ~ No Breference).

"How many brothers or 51sters do you have?"

"Do you J1ke to pTay (k1ckba11) e.g,)..-?" '

BEEN ESTABLISHED WITH THE STUDENT OR THAT THE. STUDENT IS BEGINNING TO FEEL
COMFORTABLE WITH HER.

1. .EDUCATIONAL‘hISTOBY

HE PURPOSE OF THIS SEC S LEARN AS MUCH HE STUDENT'S PAST SCHOOLING
'AS POSSIBLE. THE FOCUS SHOULD BE ON LANGUAGE RELATED AREAS.  THE INTERVIEWER
'SHOULD TRY TO OBTAIN THE INFORMATION L. .TED UNDER EACH COLUMN BELON ~ PROBE WHERE
NECESSARY BUT DO NOT LEAD THE STUDENT IS

"I would 1ike to learn as’ much as I can about your school I want you to tell me
some things that you can remember about school. Let's see how much you -can remember——
- Can you tell me who your teachers were and what schools you were in?"

Teachers/SchooTs L - Teachers/SchOOTS
Gr.K "7"f.. - | Gr.3
Gr.1 ] A |
Gr.2 o . | o
"Now let's start with First grade. You said Ms./Mr. - o was

your teacher. D1d you have any other teachers in first grade’" v

[ ’ ) M
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b

Year/Grade f " Teachér(s) a) ' b)
o ' (as named above) "

"Now tell me some of the things you remember about Ms./Mr. . 's class." -

| READING' IS PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT. DO NOT, HOWEVER, INSIST IF THE STUDENT DOES
NOT REMEMBER OR IF HE/SHE IS.UNWILLING TO TALK ABOUT IT. - IF MORE THAN ONE
TEACHER WAS MENTTONED, ASK ABOUT OTHER TEACHER'S CLASS AS WELL.

§gglgg£ " A B C D E F G H I J K NA QEQEE;.' |
0 3 ep -9 120 158
‘Reading-E | » 1 | . |VYes|No
Reading-N. - ' _ . | 4 1 Yes | No
ESL/Eng. . - ' | Yes | No
Native Lang.Dev. B 1 | Yes | No
Math-E - || | I, |
Math-N ) i
. Sc{ence-E
~ Science-N oy -
~ Soc. Stud.-E !
. Soc. Stud.-N
Culture-E
Culture-N , , _
Other (List) B », , -
"What language(s) did Ms./Mr. _; use with you most of the time?
E N
‘"yhat language(s) did Ms./Mr. o ' ' use with you most of the time?"

&

£ N
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Year/Grade iy Tea;her(sf a) ___b) |

., T - (as named above) ' | o

-"Now tell me some ‘of the things you remember about;Ms./Mr. ’ 's class."
. . 0 . '." . ! . Pm 1

READING IS PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT. DO 'NOT, HONEVER, INSIST IF THE STUDENT DOES
NOT. REMEMBER OR IF HE/SHE IS UNWILLING TO TALK ABOUT IT. IF MORE THAN ONE ’
‘TEACHER WAS MENTIONED, ASK 'ABOUT .OTHER TEACHER'S CLASS AS WELL.

Subject | ,
' N A B C D
0 39 “

F 6 H--I J K NA

. ' s : : Groups
é%/ op. 120 150 o

Reading-E 1 - ~ | | Yes | No
Reading-N 1 . BE o Yes | No
ESL/Eng. K e e | Yes [ No
Native Lang.Dev, 3 : . ‘ .o .Yes | No’
‘Math-E ' | ‘ ‘
. Math-N
Science-E
- Science-N' .
- Soc. Stud.-E | | . q
Soc. Stud.-N “ . 1 a o
" Culture-E. _ b ' ' e ‘ | ¥
Culture-N | ' ' |
~ Other (List) 1 i

3 -7

‘"Qh;t?1ah§uage(s) did Ms./Mr. __ ) : usé with you most of the time?
E N o |

"What language(s) did Ms./Mr. c ____use with you most of the time?" '
E N
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- : . M

Year/Grade - ‘ Teacher(s) a) T - b)

: - (as named above) :

"Now te]] me SOme‘a: ghe th1ngs you remember about Ms./Mr. B 's C1aSS;":
‘ ) . ) e X

[
. 0

READING‘fS PARTICULARLY‘IMPORTANT DO. NOT, HOWEVER, INSIST Ié THE STUDENT'bOES -
- | NOT REMEMBER OR IF HE/SHE IS UNWILLING TO TALK ABOUT IT. IF MORE THAN ONE
| TEACHER WAS MENTIONED, ASK ABOUT OTHER TEACHER'S CLASS AS WELL.

" Subject “ R ' R S Groups
i A B C D E F G H I J K NA '
0 3p 68 99 1290 159

.Reading-E - i I R Yes | No '.%,
_Reading-N | | R Yes | No_ -
ESL/Eng. | ' 11 - . lYes |No
‘Native Lang.Dev. , , ' ' 1 Yes | No
‘Math-E ) ' |
" Mgth-N n
* S¢1ence-E ' . | 17
Science-N | i ‘
Soc. Stud.-f |
Soc.. Stud, N~ || [ feeef AT il 0
“Culture-E ' |
Culture-N
Other (List)

— . . . &
- - e

"What Jaﬁguage(s) did Ms./Mr. ' __use with you'most of the time?

E N | .

"What language(s) did Ms./Mr. | -~ use with you most of the time?" -
c . , _ .
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‘Year/Grade | 'Teachef(S)_ a) b)
' N\(as named above)

s

"Now tell me some of the things ybU"remember about-Ms./Mr. ' 's class."

READING IS PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT. DO NOT, HOWEVER, INSIST I? THE STUDENT .DOES
NOT REMEMBER OR IF HE/SHE IS UNWILLING TO TALK ABOUT IT. IF MORE THAN ONE -
' TEACHER WAS MENTIONED, ASK ABOUT OTHER TEACHER'S CLASS AS WELL.

Subject o S | " o Groups
B A vB c D E F 66 H- I J K "NA - ) g
: 0 30 .69 99 120 15¢ - ' F
Reading-E - || : e - : Yes [No ||
Reading-N . 1. Yes | No I
ESL/Eng. 1 1 o | { Yes | No |
Native Lang.Dev. v ] ' ' - | Yes | No
'Math-E ’ ] '
Math-N
Science-E §
Science-N -
~Soc. Stud.-E [T
Soc. Stud.-N
Culture-E
Culture-N “
Uther (List) ' ’

“what language(s) did Ms./Mr. | use with you most of the time?
E N ‘ |
"what language(s) did Ms./Mr. __ . " use with you most of the time?"

E N | :
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IT1. CURRENT INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM:

HE PURPOSE OF THIS ' ~<AVP TTH! TN

ENGLISH. THE INTERVIEWER SHOULD ASK THE STUDENT TO SPEAK IN ENGLISH ABOUT
HIS/HER CURRENT PROGRAM. , ‘

) B { .
"Let's talk about yoyr present grade level. What can you tell me about your
class this year? Tell me in English."

Year/Grade Teacher(s) a) . b)

-

(as named above)

Subject “ . o S - ' - Groups
. .A B-C,.D E F GG H-I J K NA -
.0 . 3P 6p -~ 99 120 159
Reading-E - . ' | - | Yes ANo
Reading-N 1 » Yesr No
ESL/Eng. - ‘ X | Yes ; No
Native Lang.Dev. ” A A;_*Eﬁﬁs No
Math-E i ~ i i
Math-N o ' . N O
. . . ] . .
Science-E ‘
Science-N . » _ _
Soc. Stud.-E L N \ Mol ‘ e
Soc. Stud-.-N ' ‘
Culture-E - - | N,
'Culture—N , - 1 .
Other (List) . : m I
"What 1angua§e(s) does Ms./Mr. - ' use-with you most of‘the.timg? _
'E . N . .-
"What language(s) does Ms./Mr.___ _ use with you most of thgjtime?“'i
‘€ N | |
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Iv. ;LANGUAGE RESOURCES

THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION IS TO TRY TO DETERMINE WHICH LANGUAGE(S) THE -STUDENT
SPOKE ON ENTRY INTO.SCHOOL AND WHICH LANGUAGE(S) HE/SHE SPEAKS NOW.

3 .

1. Nhich 'IanQuage(.s) did you.speak before iy camé to school? E N
| " How much ofﬂfhe time would you . | _E. > N I )
- say you used ) ? ' A11 of the time
ggcg thler)\twned ./ T_ Most of the time -
5 ___ Equal in both i
__ ___ Very little of the time
— ___ Never
- D/K
. . . : T s -
.2. Which anguage(s). do you speak now? r N
How much of the time would you E l .
‘Say you use T A1l of the time
(Tang. =entionel® T Mostoo'f tﬁé time
- above 0-2) — T Equal in both
% - ___"Very little of the t1me
: o Never
L , V. INTERVIEWER'S COMMENTS =
INTERVIEW CONDUCTED IN: <E N . *
{
\,- I'd B S X L f
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J/
, . TEACHER INTERVIEW
i Areas of Discussion A\
Language } - ~* Social Behavior
Resources ' . Peer-Peer >
Use , Peer-Adult
Academic Performance - ; Physical Health
.Language - o Appearance. :
ESL - - : ‘General Health
Content : . : _ ‘
Instructional Prog. o ‘ ‘Pareﬁ;ﬁlnvo]vementl
Reading | - Frequency of contact
- language ' For what purpose
- grouping : ' . ,
- time blocks . . Lo , o
Use: of Native Language - ' -
o ‘ ' f3
V5'~’§!H§§i3“f
._(_/» "" .\,v.:_u;,"' .a.
oo , .




‘TEACHER INTERVIEW

- Teécher ' | - Grade/Year

TS . . . School

- - = — -
. . : . -
-. @ .
. . ) .

1. LANGUAGE |
| Rating of TS's oral .language (global)

ME

ED '

BIL o 3

ND ' :

MN ’

Can't Evaluate .

II. INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

| ~lalslclole|lF|e {u]1]alk |na.
© Daily: . ) 3p 60 9p | |129] |15p Groups
Cea Reading-E “ ' < I - Yes No -
Redading-N , ' Yes No
¢+ ESL/Eng - o A | . Yes No
Nat. Lang: | | 1 | .

Dév. ! ‘ . - | . Yes No
Math-E ‘ 1 |
Math-N ) ‘
0 Science-E - ~ ' “
Science-N « L - ,
Soc. Stud-E || L1 s |
Soc. Stud-N ' - ' - o
Culture-E - |
Culture-N - '
Other (List)

Is

L3 S

Commeqts:
. s




| . .'5.
III. ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE , ' e
..Aboye . - . | .Below . |. Can't

o

. Exce]]ent Average"‘Average AVETEQE" Poon.»vaaluate
Overall - e A - : ; '
. - Read1ing-E B | _ | \
- -Reading=N , . " Xii
- ESL/Eng - - j » -
Content Areas |- | RN | | A s

"IV.. SOCIAL BEHAVIOR

Gets along well with classmates. Yes No Sometiﬁes D/K
Discipline problems in class? : Yes No  Sometimes D/K
Works Independently? Yes No Sometimés- D/K ’
Volunteers Answers? (Raises hand)  Yes No /,Sometimé§~ D/K o
~ Comments: - ‘ ] ¥
: E —
V. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE/HEALTH ' :
- Generally healthy appearance? ~ Yes No b/K
Negat1ve physical character1st1cs7 Yes No D/K év, q'v?
’ Absence due to illness? Frequent]y Sometimes Se]dom .@eve?\ D/K
Comments: N | S : L
_ - - : - :
NI. PARENT INVOLVEMENT = P
‘ Contact with parent(s): - Frequent]y . Sometimes Seldom'y"Never 'ﬁD/KAt
Reason for contact: . ng]sc1p11ne Academ1céAch1evement Never
Who initiates contact? - Teacher _" Parent(s) '
Comments: ' _
- . .‘ ',,. «"i
0 . s i
. _ ~u ;
P o 149
) : - : - v ) 7




