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X ' ' I. INTRODUCTION

A

Traditionelly, educational regeprch has had & hierarchical structure.
In the research pyramid, the researcher is assumed to be the possessor of
nuperior.tnovledge and is therefore responsible for decisions on critical
issues for research as vell as methodology and dissemination of result;.
The hierarchy imposes a distance bétween researcher and teachers and
establishes a relationship such as that scen Yetween supefior and subordinates.
There is little notion of interdependénce and not much real shared power,
leadership, or contr91. This leads to a ''teacher de{icit" approach to
research, where tﬁe teacher is viewed as lacking the expertise to be directly

involved in the formulation of initial research questions or the process

2

of research design. Teachers are thus passive receptors. They provide b

their classrooms for the context of the research but remain outsiders in

the prgpesé. Yet, ultimately, they are prevailed on to implement the "model”
that results from the iesearcg in which they have had little or no input.

It. is ldttle wonder, then, that the educational models that have been ceveloped
by rese;rchers have farely been implemented successfully in the schools.

A recent Rand study clearly stated that prograns basea on theorgtical

recearch, with little teacher input, had a poor rate of suﬁcess in being
implemented. On the other hand, Rond found that where teachers had becn
involved in prograrmatic changes, tﬁe guccess rate was higher. Thus,
involvement of teachers was seen to be a kev element in the success of

program innovations.
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This involvement of teachers that appears critical to educational |
innovation can be generated into the research process by a.chingf in emphasis,
a lﬁift'from the traditional hierarchical'aﬁproach to a functional-collaborative
one; This lpproa;h would have as key eléﬂz;ts: a horizontal rather than
hierarchical interaction between researcher and teachers, less focus on
Yoles and more on functions, shared power and responsibil ngoing feed-
back, and greater involvepent in decision-making by p#;m;lementors.
% oy v :

This final report will seek to document the functional-collaborative

process in the development of a bilingual teacher inservice model for
instruction of Limited English Proficiency students. The following qﬁestions
will be addressed:
1. What are the current educational practices in prq:iding bilingual
education for Limited English P?oficiency (LEP) students in thc'
Boston and Cambridge scheol systems?
2. VWhat 40 teachers, administrators, and district educational advisery °
. commith;;s Teport as the criticél issues to be researched in order /
toAprovide successful progra%s}for these LEP students?
3. How was the collj%brative process implemented to identify critical
‘esearch questions?
4. How was data gathered to answeglyhe research questions?
5. Whaf are the conclusions that can be drawn from the research da;a?

o

6. What are the implications for reﬁgarch practice &and policy?

{ - ¢ ‘ '
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' JI. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE

This study was conducted in two major school districts in the state

of Massachusetts, Boston and Cambridge. The Boston school district serves
one third of the~Has;;chusetts bilingual population. Ten thoysand limited-
English-speakers are served in transitional bilingual programs. Approximately

half of the bilingual population is Spanish-speaking. The;e are also the

y
following language groups: French, Chinese, Greek, Haitian, Italian, .

Portuguese, and Vietnamese. The Cambridge school district has 594 Limited

Al

1
English Proficiency students in Grades K-8. Pilingual programs are

a

provided for five different language groups: Greek, Portuguese, Haiiian.

Chinese, and Spanish. More than 55% of the district's bilingual population

‘

are Portuguese-speakers.

I111. CURRENT EDUCATIONAL PRACTICE
REGARDING MINORITIES

P .

The single major influence on thg Boston and Cambridge school districts
in the last ten years has been court-ordered desegregation.. Boston Has
complied with the desegrcgation order in three ;ays: first, by busing children
from variohs communities to schools‘that Leve previously beeu homogeneous
as to socioeconpmic level; second, by creating bilingual prog;ams in schools
that have traditionglly had a monolingual pfogram and staff; and finally,
by reéssigning school perscnnel. ‘

The fntegration of children from varying gsocioecemonic levels and

cultura® backgrounds, programratic changes, and rev staff eesignments have
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"crcat‘d such ;hrnéil An the schog; communities. There have been numeTOus
~£1tcd'1niinnccs'bf overt .n& visible alienation between staff and students.
This has been especially noted 1n.b11ingual programs that have been cstabiishgd ‘A ‘
in previously wonolingual schools. The Director of Bilinguel Education
noted that bilingﬁal teacherplf;lt alienated in these schools. He stated
that there wvas little or no communication between bilingual and monolingual'
teachers. | \ ' |
In February 1979, Cambridge was cited for noncompliance, in violation
of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, for failiﬂﬁrto provide equal
educational opportunity for children of limited Eng}ish-;peaking abiiity.
As a result, Cambridge uﬁdertobk steps similar to those in Boston to comply
to federal regulations. Fhile Cambridge implemented bilingual prog;é?s
whenever possible in cultural communities, the diversity of language éroups
and the mandates of'desegrcgation caﬁscd them to be faced with busing students
and reaésigning personnel. Interviews with school directors {n the Cambridge
} district;uho received bilingual programs were once again permeated with
statements referring to the alienation on the part of staff and the lack
of communication and articulation bet;cen bilingual and regular English
programs.
* This lack of communication between staff and programs is particularly
noteworthy due to the nature of bilingual education'in-Boston and Cambridge.
In general, bilinéual programs.in these districts are transitional in their
enphasis and regard the learning of English as the ultimate goal. Llittle

enpﬁnsis is placed on language maintenancé;' The Massachusetts Transitional

Educational Law (1971) reads:




L

Every school age: child of limited Enslish ebility
not enrolled in existing private school systems
shall be enrolled and participate in a Transitignal
Bilingual Education Program for a period of three
years or until such time that he/she achieves a
level of English language that will enable him/her
to perforw successfully in classes where instruction®
is given only in English. _
. L .

Transitional bilingual programs put emphasis on the native language

only for initial concept .development. The objective of these programs is

to teach English and eliminate native language usage by Grade 3.

After three years in the bilingual program, children are usdally
(

transitioned into the: mainstream or regular English curriculum. The

process of how children are prepared to be mainstreamed from bilingual SN

proJLams has not ‘been eddressed in either the Boston or Cambridge school

district. There are no specific transition criteria regarding acadenic

goals or English skill proffciency. This.ofter Tesults in the trensiticning

of children who lack the academic or social skills to be successful in

standard English classrooms. This fact has been clearly noted in the

Cembridge schools, where over 60~ of transitioned students were not functioning

at grade level in English. A large petrcentage of these children hud to

return to bilingual programs because of poor academic Qr.social ad;ustment

to the totally English mainstream.

A teacher needs survey was taken in the Bo;ton and Cambridge school »
districts for the 1979-80 school year. Over 90% of the teachers in Cambridge
responded to this survey. One of the most pressing concerns of teachers
was the peed to establish transition criteria, including articulation of

+ educational goals, along with open linet of communication between programs.

952 of the teachers in Boston gave first priority to thede same issues

-l

BEST COPY AVAILABLL




These qeed surveys, elong with the failures :..qxtxn; from curreng

eduEetionel practices, indicate the neid for a staff--development process that
B r ) . .

will laad to more successful implementation of transitional bilingual,

sducation programs in the Boston and Cambrjidge School Districts.

¥

. IV. METHODS |
8L
A. SITE SELECTION

The gesie underlying interest of this etudy—revblved around staff

developuent in relatiomgto transitioning'stueepts from native language to ) ‘

English language progremmihg. The study design called for a selection ofl ) + \

schools that represented a diversity of language onups. Schools were

N

also selected with respect to their interest in smaff development activity. " P
Two elementary echools were selected as sites for .he stud) The

Harrington School, vhich was chosen as the Cambridge site (K-8); ‘15,

locat%d in a Portuguese community. The school has a Portquese and Haitian.

biliﬁgual progfam. Haitian children are bused to_the school. The

schoolfe bilingual.program is focused on transitioning childrgn into English

programs by-tﬁe third grede. The direceor of the school asked that the-

school be included in the Study He stated that staff development programs

previouslv conducted at the school had a low success rate. He said that

teachers from native language,_English-as-a-Second—Ldnguage. and standard

English programs were openly hostile to one another. The peEd for staff
»

. development in the area of transitioning students was recognized recently,

when forty ghildren who were transitioned to the third-grade English program’

could not function successfully and had to return to native lenguage'

+

programs. This failure occurred despite the fact that these children had
-5~ %
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roc&@vcd Engl1ih~nl-g-80cond-nan§u;ge instruction foi'thre;'yea}s.' The
ncho§1 dircctor,qiatcd that he would personally do everything he cbuld to
fuciiitltc the ic;carch project.’ |
. The Hlttahnnt School in Boston, uhich vas aiso chosen for this study,

provides a bilingual t’&nsitional program for Chinese- and Spanfsh-speakers
.1n Grades K-5. ™>Students are bused to the school. The Mattahunt School
utilized s loosely dcfinedllevellng,éethod for t;ansitioniﬁg students.
There yas ;o definite trantition criteria. Teachers at this school
exprgfsgd an inteféit in the research proiect at a staff meeting. The
séhool diréctor feigg&ated the need for a teacher inservice programnthat
. would address the is;ue of transitioﬂing studedts. N
The two schools participating in the study had the following variables:
e Bilingual, native language, ESL and ttandard English classroom

teaghers . | ; ®

r .
e Qrade levels from Kindergarten io Grade 8

,Diverse non-English lidguiqtic groups (Be;ton - Spaniﬁh{ Chinese;
‘ ) a

’Cambridge -~ Portuguese, Haitian) ‘ '_ N .

. Differentidl(gﬁaffing ‘

- . Various_te;chiﬁg:methodologi;s )

o Dive?se grgufiﬁg and curricula

_® Broad range of school organization and management

"o Transitional bilingual programs
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B.. cox.mown'r. APPROACH

Collaboration as a process has at its core cooperative behavior.
1nt¢rdcpcnd¢dce, and a nonhierarchical structure. Interdependence includes .
Joint decision-making and agreed upon authority.nnd responsibility. A non-
. hieraréchical structure means tﬁat power is shared between 1ndividuals and’
is based on kn;wledge or expertise ;ather than on role function. Therelis ‘
n.nceting;of boundaries between roles‘and a pattern of‘interlction.dC§endent
on a negotiated order between individuals, groupg. and the largér context
in which people work.

Coliaborftion is guided by group commitment to agreed upon goals.
jHutually exclusive objgcgives are replaced by interlocking objectives.

?bis means each person depends on others_to some extent for goal attain-
ment. Deuts;h (1973) states that mutual dependency and interlinking

-

objectives have 4 positive correlation with the attainment of goals.
r * . .

In this brojpct,ﬁthe coldpboration process was used to develop a. )

.

~———

bilingual teacher inservice model. The process as it was implemented at ‘

the scgqol sites ;tressed #pterdependence between the research team ahd
schoo} pe;ﬁonneli Goal setting for the_ptéject outcomes &55 a joint
process. The structure'of‘goal attainmentswvas determined by the tfachers,
who were recog;ized as the ultima£e implemeﬁtor; of outcomes. Tgé
principal investigator served as collqbqrator, guide, mentor, negotiator,
and synthesizé?. The term "collgbormentor" was coined4fo depigt thel
principal investigator's role as & coliegiﬁe-in researé% rather than a¢ an

. s [
authority figure who would direct the project toward pre-established goals.




. . *

* The primary responsibility of the research team wvas to bring school

personnel ‘Aito a responsive condition for eolla’ion by establishing and
ivrs

1;t.r reinforcing collegisl relations between d e staff members. The

stage was first set for collaboration by conducting individual interviews ’

vith school personnel involved in the projest. .During these interviews,

4ndividual objectives for the research project were acknowledged. Later,

-~ . .
at a group meeting, the reeearch team reported individual objectives and ) q@&
manifested how they could be linked together as complementary elements in
establishing group goals. ’

This approach gave credence tq.tne importance of individual objectives
butllino established from the beginning the avareness that in otde{\to
achieve these objectives, staff personnel must interact with the larger
_system or educttional community.' Thus, a majét role of the research team:
in the collaborative effort wae to interlini and syntheiize objectives'and-
mobiliZe the cooperation of school personnel toward goals of mutual benefit.
Cooperation was the value Stressed as being consistent with the collaborative
process. This cooperation involved a meeting of boundaries between
_individual objectives so that they they were integrated as part of the
overall goal of transitioning children successfully. The ke) collabo:ﬂfive
processes that were imﬂ&enented as s;;ool sites included:

1. Establishment .of Goals and Orientatdon to Decision-making

2. Reciprocity between Internal Social Stability and Externar\

¢ Value-shd%ing

3. T cher Ownership of Outcomes as Implementors

4. Interdependence - Open Communication and Patterned Interactive Teams

'

) ] -8~ -

* BEST COPY AVAILABLE

w ll | . B ._u.



y - Sﬂ Task Orientation « Functional Role-taking

6. Snbpoft Sylfcml -ZContinual Feesdback by Pairing of Rgincipil
Invcltigntor vith One Kcy Staff Magmber it Each School

7. ‘Thngiblc Outcome d Product of Prac:ic:& Relevance - , ‘. ’

8. ‘I-plcncntation by V¢achcrs as Principal Agents of Change

Each of these collaborative processes were integrated to apsver the o

. vresearch question that~vas of foremos; impﬂktance to all school personnel

How can children be wmore !uccessfullé/ttansigioned from native language

to standard English programming?

| Implementation of key collaborative processes at échool sites:
o . L, ¥
1. Establishment of Goals andwOrientation to Detision-making

'Initially. the two school school district sites, Boston and

v Caubridge, were involved in the establishment of goals for the‘
’ .

~

research project. The first meeting involved school persoknel from
r? '

both sites, including bilingual (native language) teachers, English-
. agva-gccégd—Languagé_teachers; I;andard.classroom teachers, school
pfiﬁcipals, élassrbom iides. district curriculum specialisis, bilingual
. staff coordinat&rs, and directors of bilingual education. This
“total involvgment" established the collaborative frame of ref;rence
that vﬁuld be used throughout the project. It was believed that any | T
educational change that resulted from the project would be better |
| accepted and implemented 1£'ali'school personnel had involvement and
"commitment to rfoject goals; This approach also served to integrate
- | rather than to segregate bilingual staff from the larger or collective.

. .4
school cpmmunity. Interaction of bilingual with other school personnel

-9-
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was poted to be aapaeially iapoftant in achool'%iftriéta that are
sandated By lav to implement a transitional bilingual program. The
goal of bilfmgual education 1% to prepare chiidren to be'aainatrcamed
. 4ato standard English orogramming. Children's auccosa in the main- -
aqraan*yaa.notad to bo g3r¢ct1y related to how well program goals

»”

coincided, especially in terms of teaching strategies and skill

1

aaquoncea \

During the first collactiva weeting, tha principal investigator
identified keyspdssues in bilingual education and’ discussed thc goal
::\aqveloping a bilingual teacher inservice model for taachers as

"4mplementors of bilingual programming. TM’icollaborative process was
claarly dafined as‘the most effective method for arriving at a model
that would be of practical benefit to teachers. It was noted that
thé p:ocess ‘of collaboration would serve the ultimate purpose of

& \,afiabliahing communication between programs, resulting in wore
- auccassful transitioning of students

L ‘At the initial meeting, participative decision-making uas,‘}so
stressed, along with shared pover and responsibility between research
tean and school persotnnel. It vas stated that through the process of
collaboration, researchers and staff would decide collectively on the
 .‘direction and design of the rcsearch. ‘6chool personnel were invited
to state perceived needs of bilingual programs as part of the total
school organization. Again it was emphasized that the bilingual’
program ;as pot an entity in and of itsélf but a part of the total
school organization. School personnel were tegucsted to complete a

needs. survey at this peeting (see Appendix).

- =10~
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'2. !.ciprocity betveen Internal Social Stability and External

Value-sharing :
The second stage.in the collaborative process consisted of

1nﬁividua1 intervievs with achool_pcrsonnelg‘ingluding advisory.

committee members, conducted by the.rc-earcﬁ team. The purpose of

these meetings was to recognize personal needs, togcllrify

individuals' real ang espoused values,'.nd to provgde.nurturing

for individual perspectives. The reason for nurturing is based on .

the premise that ipgividuals have almost unlimited ﬁoteﬁtial to

respond to change in the total school context. In order for this

pdt;ntial to be realized, support must be given for the feelings

held by individuals. Once individuals feel recognized as important

contributors to the total school organization, an internal iocial

stability is established. This means that individuals begin to

f‘;l l1ike insiders and not outsiders to the change process. They.

fcfl they are in control. thereforc. school personnel were

reinforced éor expressing their feelings and ideas. An effort was

made to help teachers distinguish between real and espoused values.

Teachers were confronted when a discreﬁancy existed betwveen cspoused7

values and actual behavior. When confronted, teachers often openly

admitted that while they beljeved in coope;ation and mutual inter-

dcpendence,-they rarely interacted with other staff members in actuality.

Bilingual and standard English teachers each expressed a feeling of

alienation. Bilingual teachers statqed that they were not considered an

integral p;rt of the school community. They said that bilingual programs

wvere lcgrtﬂated from the total school progran. Standard English and English-

v -11- C
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ps-a-Scc@nd-L&uguagc teachers stated that they ofﬁcn felt thrcateﬁed |
by bilingual :-.cnéz-. The school principal cxprissed a sense of
fruotratio# in trying to get total staff coopcrqtion. The

' frincipal at the Cambridge site n;tcd that bilingual and regular
English classroom teachers had not interacted in his twvelve yeoars
as director of the school (see Appendix for letter vritten after

_\, the study). Parent advisory committee members reported the poor ' 4
success rate of students vho achichd in native language classrooﬁs
but could not adjpst academically or lgfillly when they uer;
transitioned to standard English clatsfooms.

School personnel noted that there was a lack of social and

\D

academic reciprocity between school programs. While bilingual and
regular €lassroom teachers prided themuel;;s on "collegial"
relationships within their rcspéctive group;..they acknowlﬁdged that
th;re éas no intergroup communication. Memb‘ii of each group stated
that it was the other group w\-*: was responsible for this lack of .

- ingeraction. Implicit in the expression of values by each was group
vas a belief in the superiority of that group's programmatic goals.
Bilingual, English-as-a-Second-language, and standard English class-
room teachers acknowledged the fact that children were not being
transitioned successfully from native language to English programming.
Bi}ingual teacher; expressed the fact that they had little or no
information about programs 1nt; which they were trans#tioning students.
Standard English langyage classroom teachers expressed a sense of
frustration in working with students wvho often were not adjusting

well socially or academically: Teachers were especially concerned ;
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. when students who had 3?u§ cxcuidin;ly vell in native linguage

programs did not eontihue to achieve in -ﬁinstrcam English programs. ]
The research team tried to provide nurturing for the feelings

of individuals. Nurturing has as its ﬂlsis a sense of caring. ?he

gcioarch tean members expressed concern for each person as an

1nd1v£duli and for the perspectives that vere important to}him ot her. . -

An emphasis was placed 6n continued development of fgglings.;a;titudes.

and values. Each intervievw between a member of the research team and

a school staff member closed with a restatement of personal needs and

an expression of the need for open communicg}ion and sharing betveen

programs, thus layipg the foundation for“coliaboration.
After the 1ndividual interviews, the research team listed all

needs expressed bf:school ﬁcrsonnel. Second meetings were held

péparftely for bilingual, regular English, snd ESL teachers. It

was thought that in this uay'tcachers would have more freedom to

comment on needs e*prcssed across programs. General areas of

céﬁcern expressed across surveys and interviews vere outlined.

These vere the need for:

- effective teaching strategies in cognitive, affective, and

social areas; | .

transition criteria;
— entry-exit chicklist to be shared across programs; b
~ child-centered rather progr;ﬁ-centered objectives.

An effort was made to engage tbe group in.problem—solving from a

lulti—pcfnp:ttive framework.

-13-
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The third‘noctingiincludod both bilingual and ;tandnrd classroom
teachers as well as other school personnel who.had chosen to participate
in the project. The goal of this meeting vas to eitablish a common
or mutual goal and to initiate external value-sharing through the ~
vroqc;o of colladboration. 'Goals common to both groups were stressed.
Mutual interests were highlighted. Individual and program needs were
noted to be similar more often than different. The process of
collaboration was reinforced as a method of fostering -individual q \
growth and linking people together by overriding individual differences.

| External value-sharing was encouraged by having members of each
group discuss common interlinking objectives of programs in terms of
how to address the goal of successful transition effectively.

The research tean encouruged'teachers to respond to each other's
qustions on programmatic goals. A child-centered rather than.a
program-centered frame of reference wvas cltubli&hed. By the adoption
of a cbild-ccnfered approach, teachers were encouraged to itate
objectives from a unified perspective. Objectives from both groups
were‘tiven consideration in relation to how they suggested goals
that were dependent and in fact influenced by the other group. 1In
seeking to ansver the question of how children can be successfully
transitioned, teachers were encouraged to provide each ofher with
infornation on teaching strategies as vell as academic and social
programmatic goals. The fOCus in stating prograﬁmatic goals ::s on
problenm finding &nd sclving rather than on placing blame for the

overall lack of success in transitioning students.
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Ag this laoting.‘toachors decided cétioctiv11§ thl} :ﬁ;LESu;QVJf
the rgocnrch project should be: R ‘ o
1. 7o clearly delineate 1;nzungé7fonching l:tit;liCI used in
bilingual, Englidp-ao—n—ﬁ;cond-Langunge. and itindnrd English

[y &
classrooms; .

2. To develop an entry-exit language skill checklist that uopid '
Cut across programs. |

School advisory cbumittee members and othefkschool personnel reinforced
the need for the research to be directed toua;d these goals. *They
suggested that in addition to cognitive language teaching strategies,
affective and social strategies should be consid;red. The |
bilingual curriculum specialists expressed a conce}n for identifying
teaching strategies that would link programs. English%hs-n-Second-
Language classes were noted to be important iﬁ‘bridgind native
f;nguage and mainstream English programs. !

3. Teacher Ownership of* Outcomes as Implementors

4

The explicit purpose of the fourth meeting was to formally
establish teachers' ownership of the research problem both as

collaborators in research and as implementors of oytcomes. Teachers

~
. t, N

were recognizcd at this meeting as the implgmentors.of research outk.
comes. It was therefore expligitly atated by the research team that.
‘teachers should have the most influence and contrql over the design
of the r055arch and expeéted outcomes. Teachers vere therefore
colicifed to work with the research team in developing a research
design thit would conform to the goals set fortg at the previous
meating. This close collaboration between teachers and reasearchers

! -15-
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. S
vas noted by school personnel to b‘:.p’a. factor that contributed wost
to the success of the p]rjapt. A critical component of this collaboration’

in rvegard to outcomes i that individuals gain greater mastery Oover

oo, ~
tasks and wmore skill and knowledge of processes when they have some
{nfluence over design and implementation. Teachers vho have 1nFut
in determining the goals of research and the methods of attaining

the gbala vill be more likely to implement the results. Through

" the procaas of collaboration. teachers have a feeling of internal

control over the organizational environment. This results in increased
commitment, 1nvolvement. and investument in task outhmes. Thus,
frojact goals have a higher probability of being implemented. The
success rate is significantly higher than for cases in vhich research

goals are determined solely by outside researchers.

4. r}gtardependence - Open Comnunication and Patterned Interactive Teams

School personnel were divided into "patterned interactive teams.'
These were five teams of six people at each school site. Members of
aaaas'wera grouped by ‘interests, skills, knowledge, abilities. grade
levels, and roles. A typical interactive team was composed of two
bilingual taachers;.a standard English classroom teacher; an English-
aa-a-Sacond;Language’taachtr; a research team member; and an
,administrator. curriculum specialist, or school advisory group member.
These teams were termed "patterned' because an effort was made to
include a cross section of members. The teams vere interactive to ¢
the extent that tﬁey functioned a:.unita concerned with a common
functional ;oal.f The tasks of the groups were to deliﬁaata teaching

strategies in the cognitive, affective, and social areas of' language

16~
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and to list teaching methods and types of teacher feedback to students.

The -tratcg;os.]ltthods. aqdwfoodbick vcr§ to bc.bao;d on observable
teaching behaviors. Tq accomplish this task, groups met on a weekly
basis for ten weeks. - ' Do

: ' )

The focus on functions or tasks caused emphasis to shift from

bilingual vs? English classroom programs to stfategics that vere

Foumon to both programs. Permeable boundaries between programs

o AN

' cnéouragea. Perceptions that g;oup néhbers had of each other began

gradually came to be acknowledged by group members. The fo;us on
{unctional 1nfcrd¢pendence of overall gojls'qontinull to in;réase.
There was also notiz to be a greater emphasis on "we'-néss tha; on
“they"-ness. Movement ogﬁindivndunl members across groups was

to change. As the boundaries between programs were crogscd by mutu;l
go:ls.vcompetition between individuals and programs decreased and the
nded to segregate programs‘in order to maintain identify was reduced.
Thoégﬁ;as less need for individuals to be concerned with a -
éo;solidation of resources. Groups interchanged ideas. There was a
continual ongoing process of feedback, evaluation, and modificat;on.
Emphasis was placed on identifying teaching strategies common t9.§9fb__
programs. Integr_a.tion of ideas and interdependénce of group menbers @

I

wvas noted. In fact, the group tasks became secondary to the process

\ ¥
of collaboration itself. School personnel began to interact on an /

interpersona%\level. -Trusting. friendly attitudes with a positive

dnterest in the others' welfare-and a readiness to rihpond to the

others' needs and requests were by-products of the cqllabotative
effort.

~17-
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It appgared th’t_collaborativc goal stryctures encouraged

| positive tnicrpc:oonal relationships characterized by mutual liking,

positive attitudes gouard the other, and feelings of obli;ation,-

| to consider the other's point to view. ﬁfhis support; the evidence

that even when indivddual; come from group§ with high levels of

conflic;. cooperation in achieving mutually desired goals produces

booitiveztntcrg(oup and ﬁnterpersonal relationships (Shefif. 1961;
g

Lewicki, 1969). This in turn leads to more successful goal

attainment.

5. Task Orientation - Functional RoléAtaking

A collaboration process starts with the nature of tﬁe task and,
buil&s structures sround it rather than starting with a prcdefinea
structure and force-fitting the task to {it. Therefore, the inieé- }
active'iegﬁg' task of identifying {eaching strategies, methods, and
fegdback.gradually ovoivcd into the construction of a classroom E
obgervniib; igstrument. The instrument was not designed by the.
réﬁiar;ﬁ team and 1mposed.on teachers; it was the result of tpe

Do collaborative process. The construction of the observation instrument
| thiblg& teiéherc and other school personnel to practice skills directly
|

) relagéd fo educational research. Teachers themselives défiﬁed
R
} : . -Lﬁéﬁgﬁiqtpl objectives in cognitive, affective, and social areas of

¥ ?i‘ﬁguage. The purpose of defining objectives, methods, and feedback
ey . _

e, hﬁﬁijsto wmirror specific classroom practices that occurred in the
>~ 4 - 7 'n-z‘-z’g_( : I
)ﬁhggvg.gonﬁcxt teacher-student interaction across subject areas.
.‘:j%g'h';: .

" -

" : Another critical feature of the collaborative process was the

" focus on function rather than role. A ncgoti,ted order resulted

£
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» which v@s not hieraréhical, with researchers taking the dominant role,

but vas based on expertise rilqtcd to particular tasks in organizing‘

the research design. Thus, while teachers' expertise in dclincating :

instructional oﬁjcctives vas acknowledged, the researchers' expertise

in organizing the information into a practical research instrument

- /
was equally accepted. During the planning stage for the develop

of the 1nltruhmnt; the research team articulatcd'that normal
hierarchical processes would be abandoned and wouid be replaced by '
the principle that sach ta;k should be completed by the most expert

pcrion. regardless of_po;;tion.

)
~ There was a continual exchange of ideas. Roles were constantly R
changing as tasks called for differept expertise. Decisians on Qhat .
vas to'be included in the instrument wvere made by all persons, with
cpusensus-aé tﬁe goal. All members of the group had equal power.

; &his functional approach is significantly different from the
ﬁicrarchicai approach of most research mﬁﬁeis. vhere the researchér
dékernides the nature and the outcomes of the research design. There,
researcher's role is eievated abéve that of teachers or others wh; ’ '

are directly involved in the:rcsearch. Directives are issued

according to & hierarchical model; there is no:participative decision~
- making: | ,

The functional approach to research empléyed in the process of
collaboration focuses less oniroles and mgre on funciions or tasks.
These tasks }ather than th; hierarchy of roles become the impetus

for collaboration. Tasks need to Qave diversity, creativity, and g .

. flujdity built into them. Functional role-;aking fosters a high

22 . _'
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degres, of vork-orient‘h behevior end unxinizes productivity. '.;

Tvo of the most important processes in the functional epproach'ﬁ'f y'f'g <
«,...gre. problem-solving and communication/information flow. ConfliCt‘y;
resolution is based on cooperative problem-solving nerhohologies. i

Thus, when there vas a difference of opinion regarding the ° ',fff'

' 3

objectives to be included in the observation scale, group nembersiufof"f

collectively reviewed the inclusion or omission of items.
— P . l’

Ihe communication or information flow is horizontel rether f

than vertical. This means that there are no top-down, issued mandates

- »

Everyone has equal power. Power is replaced in many instences uith

i

group preferences.

The result of the functional tesk-oriented approach was the LIN-VEN -

Language Observation Scale. Teacher-defined objectives were“nOted

* "

by researchers to be implemented in classrooms &S instructional : ﬁ

r

cneins. Each of the elements of possible instructional chains wvas
difcussed and agreed upon. Coding sheets were collectively designed;t -
The research team then focused on how chains could be enaly;ed. ’ o
Teachers decided that the research_team should initially‘observe all ' ?4‘;
programs..cooing strategies. Llater, teachers would be taught to

code on the instrument and 3bserve each other. The purpose of using

the language observntion scale was to document the areas of 1anguage

: uhere 1nntruction vas concentrated in each of three progrnms: native
language, English-eo-a—Second-Langufge, and standard English class-

'roons The u1timnte outcome would be to utilize'%he resulto to

eoordinate instructiom between programs. Earlier, it had been

collectively determined that children must develop expertise in all

LY




. . |
. . . ’ L . w )

thrcc'ar;as of lqngu}gc (cognitive, affcciivc. and. social) to be

air

' auéccllfully Iniustrcannﬂ and that these language skills should be

) . A
developed across languages and prograns.

6._ Support Systems - Continual Feedback by Pairing of Principal
» -7

Invgitiggtor with One Key Staff Member at Each School
As intejactive teams engaged in probiem finding and solving,

..... \ : .
the process of continued feedback became very importent. The feed-

~ dback systen in the process of collaboration leghﬂ to match rewards
with the degree of interdependence inherent in the task. Inter- ) *
» personal feedback occurs when team wembers see themselves as i [
resources to one another in achieving goals of nutu;i benefit.

The research team, however, buile fcedbaék into the collaborative
process by-building'in devices to recognize and support inter-
dependence béte}gg interactive team members as well as téams. Based
on the behaviofal axiom that revards should closely follow the
b;havior ;hey reward, verbal praise was given immediately to_those

3 ¢ team members who sought to involve their fellows in decision-making.
Written notes followed verbal feedback. Thé'director of the school
vas also intim:tgly involvgd'in the feedback\brocess. He #cheduled
conferences with individual team mehbers to compliment them on
their collaboration. ‘The‘principdd began every stg}f weeting by

' thanﬁing teachers for participating in the research project and
noting the value the ultimate outcome-was going to have on the total

‘ Theé superintendent also gave positive feedback to teachers %y

|
|
|
\
|
‘ lchooi’organizqtion as well as on the lives of individual studefits. '
- periodically attending meetings and by writing positive memorandums.

21~
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Positive parental feedback was gained at school board meetings when

r

the collaborptiye process and the goals of the research project were
. - «

discussed.

Monthly social meetings, including coffees and potlucks, were

planned by the research team to encourage positive socdal interaction -

among staff members.
2

The most significant feedback for ‘the collnborative process
occurred as staff members began to interact, in staff rooms and after
school by sharijig techniques, ideas, and information about students
reléQInt to inStructioﬁzk planning;. -

The uecona piit of the feedback process vas the pairing of the
principal investigator with one influential, respected school staff -~
lePbert The school staff member became the on-site coordinator of
of the project. Being on-sitg gave the added advantage of being |

L4

able to organize the project from the inside.

-

The interaction of an outcidcr (principai investigator) and the .
insider (school site manager) proved to be a highly significant R
clement 1n the overall collaborative research design. Whereas the
principal investigktor could bring an objectivity to the 1dent1fication
of school needs, the key schtél person brought the subjectivity of |
" knowing the interworkings of the lystégrfrom an inside perspective.

Weekly meetings bethen the principal investigator and the school ‘ -
site manager maintained a successful vorﬁing balance between th; 1Atut
of- outlide ;esearchers and that of inside staff members on an ongoing ‘

basis. The nupport of this 1nf1uential staff member provcd to b.

{nvaluable in determining the direction of the research projcct at )

’
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X‘*&P“‘ lntervala.- The aite !ﬂﬂ““ also gave contimual. feedbaqk

to teachere. maintaining the high level of enthuaiaam fog the -

" project. rlnally. the aite aana;er served as the coordinator of

¥

(AN

¢
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L
achool Teetings and dilleminatOr of- information to schobl ltaff and

to the achool as a8 wvhole.
?. Tangible Qutcome - Product of PraCticalJRelevance

hd . -

The achool ataff and"reaearch team agreed at the end of the

project that the development of a product of mutual benefit vas

crucial to the success Pf the collaborative process. Collegial

’

relations were established as'iéacﬁers'ahared their knouledie and

£

- expertise and saw the results of their efforts in the concrete

fOﬁ? of an obaervation scale. This statement adheres to the findings

of Chapin (1957) and Deutsch (1960) "These researchers found that

cooperative groups engaged in developing a producnm:equiring .
collaborative lcti\ity wvere found to have greater, coordination of
effort, greater attentiveness to other group members, orientation to

4

the goal, and cqntinueo cooperative relationships. AR ' A
The teaching observation scale was the first successful
cooperative endeavor of teachers who had not interacted in fifteen

years. The success of this collaborative effor&égas the tmpetus for

a second collaborative effort. wvhich was to have a8 major impact on

school programming and curricula.

The second collaborative effort was the development of grade
37

level entry-exit langua;e checkliste (K-l. ‘;Sf\é-S) Teachera from
the three programa (native language, lnglieh-aa-a-Second-L.n;u...

and standard Engliah classrooms) developed th; entry-exit langusge

i
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checklists vith the research teanm. These checklis;nlhsd a continuum
of skills 15 each of th; folloving linguagc areas: Teceptive,
expressive, functional, social, affective, reading, and writing (see
Appcndix). The skills were sequenced according to developmental
acquisition. Reseprch team members collaborated with tcachcri in’
| dcv010p1£g test items for each skill.
The development of this checklist cauncd.ghdnges not only in .
programmatic goals and the grouping of children but in working \ i
collegial rclationshipq beiuecn teachers. This fall (1981), tcachérs-
y tested %11 incoming kindergarten and first-grade children on t.he, ‘ :
‘HEbnt}nuum/entry-e;i; checklist, both in native language and in English, |
not ohly in the project school but throughout the district. Childrenl;k

-

|
| . .
; : are grouped according to the results of the testing. Teachers from
all three prograas (native'languige. English-asqa-Seéond-Lanﬁuage.
r ‘ . ; .
and standard English classrooms) are meeting veekly to' collaborate

o ideas for teaching language skills. XAll three groﬁpt. however, ' ; -

are tcaching'the lamc:skills wﬁethcr in native language. or English. A |
v N Tcacﬁing strategies that were rcsgirchcd on the observation scaie

are tied to activities. . K& _ ST o

The entry-exit checkli;fl ?ic';ur:ently ‘crving as criteria for
transitioning children from nafiyo language to fqglish classrooms. -
| Chirdxan/in:er cchgol with a J@vérsity of languagp.lkilin.‘ However,
~ - children must master a percentage.of language skillt inlall.lasﬁugge"
areas to be transitioned. Teachers now have an instrument on vh{ch

to base. their collaboratidﬁ and instrd%tiona} strategies and can

plan together to establish a continuity of icachinl,ﬂethpdn and ’ . '

: t
=24~

27




okilll'aérooo programs. This tesults in toashcrs' not duplicating
their efforts. The checklist of skills is passed from teacher to
teacher. The first-grade teacher thus continues fn;truction in
language skills that the child did not master in kindergarten.

The Fntry-txit Language Skill Checklist and the LIN-VEN
Observiation Scale, developed through collaborative efforts of
teachers and researchers, have had a major impact on the school
districts involved in the research. The director of the Canbridge
‘district reported the folldwinz tp'the school board in November,
1981:

The collaborative effort of the bilingual
teacher research project has had two important
outcomes: First, and most significant, it has
resulted in collegial relationships across
programs. Secondly, the teaching observation
scale and Entry-Exit Checklist have directly
caused major programmatic changes which have
already bgen noted to be of ‘positive benefit
to children. ' '

- 1n suﬁmary. it may be stated that tgp collaborative effort of

teachers worlgng as researchers along with a research team achieved

the project goal of developing transition critefia. Through the
;rocess of collaboration with researchers, teachers developed tvo
important {instruments. The deyelopment of these tools, however,

vas not 8 theoretical endeavor that had no practical 1mp11;ation§,
13.1; Sften seen in research. Contrarily, teachcr; highly involved

and committed as researchers hav; transferred this enthusiasm as
implementors of"tgi'iclcarch'outCOan. acting as change agents. This

has resulted in positive changes in collegial relationships as well

as in curricular innovations that are of direct benefit to students.

-25- ~ ;
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STAGES OF COLLABORATION - SUMMARY | ‘

STAGE ONE Orientation ~ Set Overall Coals

Ressarch t;am. teachers, other school
personnel, including school advisory
tean menbers, clarify and initially
{dentify research goals. Meet vith
total school staff. Distribute

L]

vritten néeds survey to total group.

STAGE TWO Establish Internal Stability - Individual
Nurturing

Conduct individual interviews with each

’

staff member. Interviews should be
r semistructyred and designed to give

nurturing and provide acceptance for

4{ndividual needs, considering real and
espoused values. Conclude each inter-
viev with the introduction of the idea

of common value-sharing.

r !

LN
A
- .. . rad

e

STA#% THREE Establish Internfl Stability - Group
Conduct scp-rate.mcgtings for diverse

¢ groups (ex.: native language, ESL,
standard English). Clarify research

problem from group perspective. c

-26-
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STAGE FOUR

STAGE FIVE
¢

Establish tntarnnl'liability bo;uccn
group menbers by dii?daning program-
matic objectives. Extend: this to
common cxtcrnai value-sharing by
alluding to total school organizational

goals.

External Value-sharing - Teacher Owner- - e

ship of Outcomes as Igplqmentors

Total staff meeting including all
' 4

diverse program groups (native language,

o

ESL, standard English). Discuss
collaborative aéproach and orientation

to decision-making. Focus on similarities
of needs acro;s programs. Establish
citornal valug-ih’ring and common goals.
Put the greatest cmphasic on teachers’
setting research goals as'implcmcntorsl'

of outcomes. B o8

Interdependence - Open Communication and

Patterned Interactive Teams

Croup school personnel in teams of five
or six people. ;People should be grouped
by nkiil. interest, and program affiliation.

Croups should have diverse members ludﬁy

bo27- | h
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STAGE $1X

r

STAGE SEVEN

' d

S

I T T

represent all programs. Maintain

flexibility and fluidity betwveen
groups, illouing group members to
change groups as appropriate to

research outcomes.

Task Orientation - Functional Rblcs

Clarify And define group tasks.
bcvelop a functionai approach to role-
taking according to knowledge and
cxpetﬁise rather than status.

(Develop research instrument. Ex.:
LIN-VEN Scale of Langulg; Use.)

n

Support Systems - Continual Feedback

Design support systems for tcadhch to
gain continueﬂ feedback especially
feedback immediately following bchavior
Pair principal investigator with
{influential schodl employee at each
site. Arrange for continual information

flow betwgen outsider and insider.

-28-



$TAGE EIGHT

) STAGE WINE

' d

STAGE TEN

STAGE ELEVEN

On-site Research Occurs

On-site ros;arth occurs with use of
instrument dcvclogcd collaborativclfa‘
by togchcrl and research team. :

Analysis of data.

Dcvclophcni of Product

Development offproduct based on
research results. ~The producé
should have practical relevance
to the school as a whole. The
product'i use should encourage
and reinforce further use of the
collaborative process (ex.:

gntry-cxii checklist/continuum). - 4

Implcméntntion of_?roduct
Teachers, as implementors and
change agents, integrate products in

their 1nstructioﬁ‘1,approach.

Evaluation of Product and Process -

Design Inservice Model

Inservice model should include steps 19
in collaboration as well as specific
uses of product as it affects positive

programmatic changes.
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i g_smgg ng' IGN AND INSTRUMENTATION
The design of this study is & Tepeated lﬂat#tcn_analysi- of variance

(ANOVA) design’ Classrooms comstitute the units of snalysis. Between-unit
factors include school sites (Boston and Cambridge) and language |
composition of glauirooms. In addition go standard English‘cla-sroonk.
lng;1uh¥i|-a-Sccond-Languakc. Portugucsc.ASpaninh. Haitian.'aﬁd Chinese
classrooms were used in this 'tfﬂy- Content areas of instruction (eg.,
zeading, locia; studies, math) were vithin-unit factors. The ptipary
dependent variable was the pattcrnnd chain that characterizes telc‘er-
student 1ntcracti;ns per observation. These pattermned chpin; are broken
up in subsequent analysis to determine the relative cff;ca;y of certain
segments of the chains (eg., teacher's objectives, teacher's method) in
uccountini for variance in oﬁtcomc variables. 'Frequency of student-:

1tiat:d interactions with teachers or peers are also measured.

Data wvas ahalyzed at Harvard University. The Data-Text stafis:iéal
analysis package was used on an IBM 360 computer. The Daiﬁg?ext cysteﬁ ’
1l'part1;ullr1y vellflu;ted to lhalylis requirements, inciuding treatment
of unequal cell sizes, its dcviatioﬁ of residuals, and its-provision of

\chpcatcd ANOVA options.
quaﬁnedAcomparisons ve;e-cmploycd to test ansver-specific questions
relating to 1nstru;tional objectives, methods, - feedback and continued
tenchcr—ntudent“interact1on. Specific questions posed by the rctf;rch are:
1. -How do naiive language, ESL, and standard English clasﬁ;ooms
compare in Cerms of amount_of time spent in each of the language

% ' areas (cognitive, affective, aﬁd oocialf?

1 | , e
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2. Uhic? pro;rele have more ehild—iuitieted 1nterect£5ns? Pew
' , 3. Bow do primary lrldll (K-S) in all pro;rans compare ‘with
| upper grades (4-6)?
4. Bow do native language pge;rime compere‘viih English programs?
$. What types of—teecher feedback result 1n'bont1nues;11néuiltic
/ 4{nteraction between teacher and student or etudeé;\:pd peers?
Ansvers to these questions vere obteine& by correlationsl analysis.
.+ This analysis was performe§ to hnpifeot differepcee between programs - and
/ language groups. Chi Square analysis vas used to examine differences
betveen programs. However, the main goal of this analysis is not
significance testing but a measure of vh’t goes on in the classroom,

4

Instrumentation

7

L
. The LIN-Ven Scale of Languege-Teeching Strategies is an 1nstrument

colleb?retively developed for systematic observation end anelysis of adult-
child verbal interections in clessroom settings. The scale focuses on
three functional uses 6f languages: cognitive, affective (personal),

and social. The premise on which this instrument is based is that the

T teacher is the key figure in the c1iiif&um:“vho“provtﬁet—pfecf%ee
opportunfties for chilaren to learn language across the three areas. The

objectives the teacher formulates to give children 6pportunities to express

themselves are not measured on the instrument as discrete events but as
instructional chains of verbal interactions. With rﬁ,pegs\to verbal
communication, the instrument records each 'interaction in terms of links

which make up the instructional chain. These include: Who Initiates,

Teacher Objectives, g}rectidn‘pf Flow (to. child or to zropp). ?h!gigil

Method, Langu;ge Method, How Student Uses Language ortunities,
-3l
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.'FbcgUgck from Tcaghgr. and Continued Interaction (oce f:;}’/‘S
L;n;uagc learning is highlighted on this instrument’ by the category

W)

which plnpotgts how the child takes advantage of language opportunities.

Rasearch 1nd;catcs that prnct1§¢ 4s crucial to language learning (Seliger,

1977). '!tictici is dcfincd by Seliger al any vcrbal interaction bctwccn

" from two classrooms which were part of the research study:

the learmer and thc toacher or others in the lcarnin; cnvirqnment
Prnctico occuru vhcn what the teacher does causes the child to respond
wverbally. Thcrcforc._chains that elicit cxgcnded discourpc are said to-
allov more practice to take plagc. Practice can be measured quantitatively
‘as the number of chaing:that result in extended discourse. Although the
;@ilc focusés on teacher-initiated interactions, & frequency count is diso'
tgkcy of children'| ;n1t1at¢d interactions, following EP‘ bqlief.that
‘ehildren whp 1nitiaét causd a concomitant input from others and therefore
gain more practic; opﬁortunitids. o .
'Tciching strategies are the focus of the observation scale. It is the

8
teacher who, by giving feedback to the child, either encourages O

L4

discourdges continued linguistic interaction (practice opportunities).

_Thi;,cin be noted in the following examples of {instructional chains taken

Examgle'l - Cognitive Chain

3 Teacher Objective (Cognitive) =

I1dentifies or labels:
"What is the capitolkof Massachusetts?”
2 Direction -

To group o ’ /,




- Mathod Physical B

Context-oriented (The question vas related to th§ social studies Iésson.)

Method Lan‘gige .
Questioning

How Student Uses lahguage Opportunities

Identifies or labels:

“Boston."

Feedback from Teacher

Yes."

Continued Interaction

Siops

This chain was a common one found across'pfograms. The feedback the

teacher gives the student, '"Yes," causes the interaction to stop. Feedback

such ag soliciting more information ("Tell me more about the city of Boston.")

would cause the interaction to continue with the concomitant value of

giving the child more opportunity to use language.

-

Examgle 2_~ Affgctive Chain

15

Teacher Objective (Affective)

%

Elicits students' free expression of feelings:

"How do you \ful about what you did in school today?" /

Direction

To group

Method Physical -

Context-oriented (Discussion of feeling was related to the story.)

i
|
Method Language ) ' . :

Questioning




17  Now Student Uses Language Opportunities

Expresses feelings:
*I had i horridble. day 1n—lchool-today!"

16 Feedback from Teacher

Rejects:

1 Jon't'vnnt to hear that."

2 Continued Interaction
Stops .
This cbaig)ic coded as 15, 2, 1, 4, 17, 16. Theteacher's tejcction'.

of what the child said cﬁded:the verbal interaction and thus failed to

cncourage.incrcased language production (pradtice). SR | X
In another classroom the chain vasb13. 2.f1. 4, 14, 1. T$e feedback

from the teacher vas 14, to build on the child's feeling ("Tell‘ne what o

made you féel badly."). This resulted in continued interaction.

Examgle 3 - Social Chain o o e | ,(”\\f\if‘

- 19 Teacher Objective (Social)

Focuces lessons around group interaction: o ‘ ' f S
"We are ‘bing to'pIQy'the "Bunny Came.' 1 am goiéﬁ Ep Fell you
how to play the game. You draw....”
\3, 2 Direction |
To group

!

| Method Physicgl

. l "
. _ ¥
Context-oriented (Tbe game was related to reading lesson.)

6i Method Language
Explaining

-3
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Role-plays

- :< 22 Foodoick frou-Tooghor o f*.f . o \:

13

S . :
.. Builds on social dialogue ) L S '

1 Continued Interaction

The téacher's feedback in this chain continyed linguistic interaction

C -

- - by building on oocial dialoguo.
Tho length of the chain determines the extent of verbal interaction..

It 1= oloo impor:;nt to note in which area the interactions nro.concent:ated

o q.;eruino wvhether children are rocoiving practice in all :h*.; fnﬂzﬁional
arsas. Concentration of linguistic interaction was notcd to-vary.
lignificantly across programs at both school oites. English-as-a~Second-
'Lan;uage (ESL) instruction, in both "pull-out" and bilingual classes, vas '
notoi'to have virtually no use of.affcctivo or personal lgnguage. On the
other hand, the affective use of .language was highly concentrated in native
llangua;& classrooms, incluoing Portuguese, Spanigh, Haitian, and Chinese
(ooe Data Analysis).

with respect to the characteristics of classroom settings, the

obsorvation instrument records Class Size, Class Description (nat’vo

1anguage ESL, otandard English other) Dominant Language. Level. and

“

Coatent Area. , ; \;;// - : ‘
i ) - !

The correlation of tcachers verbal communiontion wvith students’

responses and the loarning environment within each time span observed ) {
. : . * ] .

provides a milti-dimensional picture of teacher-student communication

patterns.

Validity

The validity of the instrumnnc.has been astablished by the consonance
« of findings about specific classrooms oxpronocd by oduoational specialists

-35-
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berving in ;'conlultant'qaplcity."HorcoVor. data collcct:d in a varicty‘
‘of settings (over sixty-two claulyooa;'and across four language groups - .
Portu;ucac. Spanish, Haitian, and Cbincle - ysing native-langua;c-lpcakors
as coﬁctl) p;ovcd thnt\thc instrument could be used to measure language
“4nteractions that proved consistent with teachers’ p;ogrammatic goals in v

-those situations. .

Reliability ’
- ’ . -

Internal consistency: Patterns of communicatidh of tcachérs in twenty-

Q :

classrooms observed on twelve separate days were generally consistent.
Intc;-coder'rc%iability: Corrclatinn of the data collected by pairs
of observers in sixty-two classrooms, coding the same communication at the
same gime,‘resulted in an overall mean of .986. This means that inter-
coder reliability wvas extremely high. Spécific inter-coder reliadilty
coefficienfs for each link in the instructional chain .are as folfﬁws:
-{Lanzuage Use -_Cog‘&t1ve/Soc1:1/Aff¢ct1ve Objectives - 1.0
~ Teacher Objective -~ 1.0{ | |

Id

- - .-Teacher Feedback
Coénitive - .989
Affective ;';§7§'
Social - 1.0
- Initiator -~ Child/Teacher ~ .915
- Physical Method -~ .944 ¢
-~ Interaction Continued - 1.0
~ Direction of Comnunicaiton Flow (to)
Yem]:e - .969 <
le = .956
/\ i? - .981 -36-

~ = Language Method -~ 1.0
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) lhn LIN-V!N Scale of Language Use nvbido the cxtr)nc co-plcxity of
othnt roeoatly dovclopod {nstrumants. It uho rocords ‘a desper level of

dif!crcn;tltion than the vull-knovn !lundcrl toc hique. 81nc¢ the

obocrvatton 4s based ' on behavioral objcctivcs of tllchltl that can be

obufvid dirtctly. it pcnitl the coder to record- inttructioml ehaim <
‘without uking {nferences. Since the l_c_hle is not overly complex, it can

de coded livc. thus avoidtng the costly and tinp-conluning proccsc of

&
taping and.transcribing thn cpisodcs to be analyzed. novevcr. it can also

)

bc ulod cffcctivcly to code verbal 1ntcractions form videotapes. This is

fv*.:ptcially ulc{pl 1n initial training and for ;iving teachers' feedback.

g

L

Thc instrument prOVidcs quantitative data on vhat 1s observablc during

ﬁ lpcctficd tine span - in effect, & “photograph” of the adult-child inter-

¥

lction. Ihc 1nstrunent can alho be uned for nummdiivc gcncarch (program

bvaigitioab to pssccs the types of linguistic 1nt¢:actions that™are taking

placc 1n the clatardbms ;nd in what domains they are conccntratcd.

..,. % .
Vo Lsaguage v;riablcs th;t are assessed on the scale_ycqp_of relevance

.y
° ‘ »

to-;pachcfu icrocs,progripko

{\

The use of these variables is supported by

L J

lit;ratutd nnd potnd go be.impcrtant to childt

.3

Tho sanle codes n;ny

en's communicative fluency.

dinensfgnx of Lgnguage vhich were deemed 1uportant

by :iachern.nq ttlnsitfon cr#;eriﬁ'&et arc not easily unasurcd on tcnts ) .

Ior cxaup1¢.‘vxoduptiwo lantuage in thice &unctional areas 1‘ important e
L4

'fo: trnns&tiun. yct thii language cqnnat bc uaalurad on pencil and paper

Systcmatic obhcrv&caén‘ on the othcr hand, can |
. e . ] 3
The opportunitie&

-uitiplt-choicc tcstl.

aalost luab tactors by noting how.thc chifd retponds.

1n ogch thl 1: also recorded.
R l'.. RN '_-. _j'- e : ., ] . .. &

e PN S
- - ay B N » -~
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}n formative ressarch it is important to ulio-i pch.vior objicttvcly

and to restructure the learning environment, 1f mecessyry, on the assessdent. -

?‘In. LIN-VEN Scale of Laqguagc Use enables teachers :0 

entify patterns of

werdal tnlnructionil"chqinl vithin their respective clégsrooms. Teachers

-
-

in this study were also able to gét & firsthand view of verbal patterns g

4n other clas@roons by coding teacher-student intepactions in those class-

TOoOMmS.

In summary, the LIN-VEN Sclg; of Language Use can be used as a measure

of classroom verbal interdction. Coders cin manifest classroonm 1ntcr;§tion
paii'rns by.rocording dircctly obiqrvablc teacher and student behaviors
linked by an 1nstructipnal chain. In ¥his.projcct, the sehl; vas used to:

1. Record language tcaching strategies 1; various programs in three

| areas (cognitive, affpct;vc, and social);

2. Specify those instructional chains t.at elicit extended discourse;

3. rScnkitize teachers to thcif own patterps‘of comnunication;r = .

4. Differentiate between communication patterns across classrooms

and progfams' ' - - . -
5. Assess the lharhing an;ronment. the tcacher s objectives, and the

k]

children's language bchavior in relation to tcachcr feedback.

.4

" The scale can serve to link program objectives through instructional

chains. thus making the transition process more continuous for children.

-

The scale vas developed through a collaborative cffors beeween teachers

and researchers in an attempt to 1dcntify and document teaching strategies
N\,

f‘in\hativc lan;EEZQ. En31ish—al-a-Sccond-anguagc and standard Enrlish

classrooms. The 1dcntification of teaching stratesies was to serve to

unify instructional processes. It vas noted that the consistent application

"
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D. DATA COLLECTION " ,

., of teaching strategies across programs would greatly facilitate the

:;g?oi;ton procesa tor{gh&idron. fhup. c¢hildren uogld not waste valuadble
learning :1&- adjusting tp various approaches. A consistently applied
proirl-'tyat develops children's firat and second language in all three
Janguage aress vas the ultimate goal. Thy:. teachers were given feadback
on Uhit'thpy wvere .doing to facilitate language learning for children by./2
prqvidin; then vith opportunities to use language in cognitive, affective,

(R}

and social aress.

&

7
<

Classroom observ,tiéns v;rc codcd.by paired ob:crvcrsfaiing the LIN-
VEN Language Observation Scale. 'Observcr; vere paired by language group.
Native-langu&gé-speakers vere ufed to record teacher-student interactions
in Portuzucse.\Spani:% Haitisn, and Chinese classrooms. Observers vere
dnitially trained to coﬂ? on the observation scale through the use of
vidootl;es. This 1n1tia1 txaining vas followed ;3 actual classroom
visitations for one v!ek. During this period, the principal investigator
or thq‘ﬁcad,fesearch assistant coded vith other research assistants on the
observation scale. ' s

There ver; twenty-four research assistants, wvho coded classroom

observations in pairs. In a five-month-peribd. these Yesearch assistants

céiﬂectively made over aix thousand classroom observations in sixty-two

_classrooms across school sites. Observations were equally divided befween

native language, ESL, and ltaﬁdard Englilh élassropms. Five million

i instructional chains vere collected. Classroom visitations ucrgrpsually

fifteen ‘to thirty minutes in length. . An effort was made to observe in

-39~ . ' v
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clgslrooin during presentation of different subject areas.

. ¢ .
Weekly mestings were held with research assiftants. During these .
) ! : g

meetings, schedules were handed out. Any difficulty in coding was also

addrosocd: In fact, the observation scale was revised tventy times

P

before a f£inal version was used for co . Thc revisions of the scale

- were based on researchers' experience with actual classroom observation

and confinucd staff dnput. During the initiasl phase of dataﬂcollcction.

the teschers rvqyested that outside researchers code teaching strategies

in otdcf to maintain objectivity. However, one of the final phases of

the research included teachers' observing and coding each other on videotapes

as vell as duriﬁg classroom visits arranged by the school director.
(f

”
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I. LIN-VEN SCALE OF  LANGUAGE USE

1. LIN-VEN CODING SHEET




sne LIneVEH BCALE 6F LANGUAGS VSE--TEACHING sTaNTERGIRS . g
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(1o Dnitiates 2. Teacher Cbjoctives 3. Direction] 4. Method 1 3 methos 6. Mov Btulent Uses 7. Peathack .0
’ - T Physical | . lenmeese | lenquege Opportunities Prom Teacher 1
1.0md | KAY itive - Simple 1. Female 1.context-oriented 1.soliciting A) Cognlitive
2, Teacher 1.vecai] epecific inlo Child 1.non-contept info 1.nog-verbal tecponse 1.a0n-verbel ;'s
2.gives focte 1. Mels ‘ 1.4ctlting 2.0totes yes/ne 2.0tetee yos/an/et )
J.1dentif 1ee or Jabele : cnitd l.ayestionting d.repetition ):“,.."
4.1derk {10 procedures, 4.wodel lng 4. tdentify/1obel §.questions
dicections ). Growp 3. command ing S.cleriftees .

S.deacribes or deflines
b.clerifies or cotegorites '

].peer promptin
8.code svitchin

s |

S.alves lacte ’
:}ltloﬂ. ’
aboretes ~ addicionsl

S.onponde (syntan)
7.00l1ctte more (nfe
0.adde nev taformstion

. |(8) _Cogmtttve - Nigher Level 9.%ole nlaying | B.performe an sctivity 9.correcte
i 7.compeehension 110.00ctolizing 9.chorel response 10.commende
S.appltiea rules 11.bridping 10.code switching 11.modele
9.eveluates & drows 12.chunking 11.deecrtbe or dclltbi 12.cues
0 conc lueione N 1).trensleting 12.comparee II
.compares & contvreete 14.cuelng 1).eveluates ) aAf
11.enslyzes - 13.narrating 14.analyzee ' (1;-:'::::.:!"“'""
12.eyntheslzes ’/\ 16.comment ing 15.eyntheaizes ’ 14.0ullde an chtid's ’
1).crentes or produces 7.0ther 16.crestes | ',“".'.
4. tdentiltes, lobele 17.expressce (eellngs 17.crictetnee

)

or describes feelinge
13.011cite otudents’ free

17.nivee pereonal -eouuc

n
22.1denttl tew mnlt&;o or
plossantriee !

2V.structures activit
arownd goclal funct toRs
of lenguape’

14.arranges soclel group
interertions between
dowminent & wecond-
lenguage learners

13.1dentiflen noclal voules

18 . homor

19.glves overt dm+olon -

Liat €

JEY RVALARLE

10.1neerte humor

expresstnne of emotion of concarn’ fe

16.expreseses concern for 10.completine 19.00ctolfises
stedenta’ feeling & 21.velates to pervonsl 20.pute ototemant finte
vell-betlng enper fénce ‘socisl cenmtent

21.00he for grewp

16. judges behavior o I(c) loclol participation
11.peer prompticg 22.%wt1de on soctel °
[(D)_Sociel 1).e0clelizing dlslogue

19.focusen lepnons around 26.vrole plays 23.0ullde on eoctal

growp lnt@:,nrtlon 13.veee sociel enpresstions - cuatons ' '
20.focusae 1shpuage In 6 amcnittes 2¢.0ther f

formal (soctal eft, gewe) 16 fwitstes 35.,,, reoponse N
21.focuses longuoge 17.no reeaponee :

informal eft 78.0ther
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_ TEACHING STRATEGLES -
. . [ )
1 2 3 ] b} 6 9 8.
tnit1ater Teacher Direction to METHOD Student Teacher Cont "¢
T/C Obj's C:M-F/Grp. Physica] Language Response Feedback . Interact
. I
M
L
— — ¢ . -
. S——— ‘ v
Observer: Teacher: Rm. /
6ate: ) . Time: Sch: Cicy:
‘Class Description: ( )Native Language ( )Standard Curriculum - ( )ESL Other: _ -
Dom. Lang: . (‘)Engush © ( )Spanish ( )Portuguese ( YHaftiagn ( ) Chinese ( )Greek . Other:
Grade Level: ()X ()2 ()3 () ()5S ()6 Other:
Content Area:  ( )Math ( )Sclence ( )Reading ( )La;ignage Arts ( )Social Studies ' Other:
Class Size: )0-5 ( )6-10 ( )11-15 ( )16-20 (.)21-25 ( )26-30 Other: C
b 48
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The analysis of tcachinz'ttratcgicé is based on a comparison of three
| 1notrhctlon41 programs: native ian;uage,,!nglioh-as;a~Sccoud-Lan;ua;e
(ESL), and standard Egglioh. Linguistie ;laosroom int;factions were
obocrvcd_;n these programs and documented on fhe\LIN-VEN Sgalé of Language
Use. The clincntnl unit of analysis 4s the 1ustru§tional chain. '
Instrudtional chains are compared across pfogramo to identify contiﬂgities
or discontinuities in language 1nt¢raétions in cognitive, affective, and
social ;rcao. Instructional chains are further analyzed link-by-link to
reveal how progtans have similar of dissimilar organization and difCCtion.
Each‘of the three programs an;lyzed are intcrrclated in the
transition process. Childr;n are transitioned from native Ianguagérto
ESL and finally to standard English ‘classrooms. Therefore, the purpose
of this analysis is directly related to the initial resgirch goal: the
‘;ltabf;shmcnt of transition criteria based on the continuity of research.
'objectéves, instructional okiils. and 30.1; acfoos programs. r
_WTHe rco“rch data is analyzed to answer specific questions relating

to'tﬁe instructional process in native language, ESL, and standard £qglish

classrooms.

-~

1. The first question is: What is the percentage of teacher obgectivgs

that occur in cognitive, affective, and. social areas in each program?

4
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1@.3&0: “Mative Standard
Objectives Language ESL English
Cognitive ' ' .
'.1IP1.§ . 432 _ 812 73%
: : —
Cognitive . T - '
Complex 10% 162 1T
Affective 36% _ 12 122 | /-
Social 1% Y 2%

It appears that all three programs concentrate instruction in the
simple cognitive. ESL classrooms have the highest percentage of
instruction in this cognitive area.

The previous chart can be further summarized by combining simple

_ ~
snd complex cognitive into one catetory, cognitive, and combining

8 .

affective and social into socio-affective.

\

T 'Percentage of Instructional Time ‘
‘Native Language ESL Standard English
Cognitive’ 83% ' 97% - 86% )
$—
Socio-
Affective 4B% 32 14%
W/\ .

In natiﬁe'langu;ge classrooms there is a nice split betwveen cogni;ive
and socio~affective uses of language. English4as-a-8econd&Languaqe classes
have 97% of the obsefvcd instructional chains 1nf¥he cognitive area of
.language use. These cognitive instructional chains include 81% in the
simple cognitive. Standard Enzli‘h classrooms have 861 of instructiénal‘
chains concentrated in the cognitive area. | )

This analysis of teachers' objective 1ndicgtc|;£hat there s little

-42-




Econtinuity'actéuo progfams. The greatest differences are betveen native

lingua;c and lngl1nh-aifaf8¢cond-Laa.uc;c classrooms. This is especially
;1;nificsnt as ESL programs serve as the bridge betveen native language

and standard English classrooms in the transition process. !SL.cIaslrooms_
are rcsﬁoﬁsiblc for dc?elopina children's laniuage in ill.thrcc languag;
areas, yet the analysis of this data 1ndicitcs that little or no time

is lpint in socio-affective aress. This discéntinuity that exists

between native language and ESL classrooms is important for two feasons.
First, children are not exposed to the locio—affecti§¢ uses of language
that are important for pheir success in mainstream English programs.
Scconq‘ there is a big adjuitment or "culture shock for children going
from native language classrooms, where teaching objectives are nicely
divided between cognitive and socio-affective uses, to cognftively—
oriented ESL classrooms. This dara suggests that socio-affective areas

of lan;;age must be carefully considered for \integration in ESL programs -
so that,the transition process will ﬁe more continuous }or childfen.

_}hé fact that there is a low percentage of teacher objectives

conccntratcd in socio-affective areas oé language in standard English

. clqssrooms results in little cxposure to these uses of English for

.
™

second language-spcakers. Uhilé dominant firct-iaaguage English-speakers
are cxbosed to socio-affective uses of English at home, lccond language-
.pcakeri‘usually communicate in the native language at home and therefore
are dependent on t#ﬁ school cohtcxt‘fdr learning these language uses. *.
This data confirms standard English classroom teachers' and school

advisory téam menbers’ hypotheses that children are not exposed to the

RN
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loc£9~a!foct;§c usés of language in ESL programs. They do mot, therafore,

hava these uses of lan;uipe. vhich have popn.found necessary for good

" adjustment to mainstresm English programs. Children from mative language

classrooms have been termed “anti-social." They often segregate them-
selves from Englilh—only-spcaking peers upon transition to mainstream

English programming. They have also been noted to code-switch to thg;r

| 4
pative language to express their feelings and to socialize. These reactions

may be a clue to children's poor development of socio-affective language

in !nglisﬂ.

2. 'The second question addressed by this research is: How do

teachers' objectives in primary classrooms (K-3) compare to those in

upper-grade classroom (4-6) across proprans and language areas?

‘Teaching Objectives - Kindergarten through Third Grade
! Native Standard
| Language ESL English

| cogntttve Simple 53. 6 87.9% 75.8%
Cognitive Complex | 6.61 | B.0% 10.61  {
Affetive | 30.4x 152 | 1wz | °
Social . 9.4% 2.6% 172 1

All X-3 programs focus teaching objectives in the simple cognitive.
ESL, however, has the highest percentage of ciﬁ; cognitive teacher

objectives.

-
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) lthlehing Obicctivoo,; Crades Four through 8ix .
"] Wative ' " $tandard
. lLanguage ESL English - .
Cognitive Simple &4.32 84.22 72.12 '
’ Cognitive Complex | 12.9% 14.92 14.5%
Affective 27.7% 0.3% 11.5%
Social 15.1% 061 | 1.92

. The instructional patterns in Gradcs'6-6 are similar to those seen

-dn Grades X-3. Instruction in the cognitive dbmain is focused in the

simple cognitive. Although there are higher'pcré;ntagcn of cognitive

complex teacher objectivcs. the percentage of these objectives in the

a

upper grades is not significantly higher than that seen in primary grades.
A summary of these iablci in made in the following two tables by h

collapsing cognitive and social affective areas.

~

-

. ' Teaghing Objectives -~ Kindergarten through Third Grade
| Native _Standard
) Language ESL English v
i " Cognitive 61% | 9sex 87%
Socio-Affective - 39% LY - 13% L—
¢ ¥
Teaching Objectives ~ Grades Four thrqugh Six . '
Native . ) Standard /
. _.Language ESL English
K Cognitive 57% 99% 89%
s Sotcio-Affective 43% . ¥ 4 | 112 ‘\L ' - )
Y v
e O | . %




;i;.; !t *' °f""""‘d ‘h‘t ‘b'fi il lnrc nocio-lffoctivo use of language . S,
"-:’ﬂ ‘h‘ Pfl-‘fy lfidcl. ‘hﬁt! ﬁlI1V0 lln‘ua;o instruction 1s cnphasizcd

igi.“.v'lbunvpt.~$n ccuparing upphr and lowor grade clarsroorms, there s mo

6

i@:’f;fuignificnut aifforcncc bctvccn 3r0ups in any of thé three programs. 1‘&

e lativl langulgc clasnroont maintain the almost equal oplit bctuoon

‘...... e = .

T ‘ :co;nittvc and socio-affoctive language uses. ESL clasﬂmooms continue to

.Pnnifcst cognitive toléhipg objectives. Standard English classrooms

3.  The third questipn addrocccc the belief that Romance lanzuages. gy

such as Spanish and Portuguese. are

and therefore

i
' ‘also hqavily conconttitc instructional objectives in the cugnitivu domain.
"affective languages

nPl.C. uuphatis on socio-affective linguistic interactions. Thus, the

ques:ion must be poscd

How do thc uses of language compare across language

.3f0ups including;;panish PortugueseJ Haitian, Chinese, and English?

-~ ' .
‘[ ‘ Program Teaching Objectives
‘ T Eng2ish Spanish | Portuguese Haitian- ‘Chinese
.éogﬁitive , _
Simple 97.0% 34.67% ¢ 56.72 41.1% 31.8%
bognitive .
Complex 12.2% 15.9% - 10.4% |
Affective «3.0% 47.3% 2).9% 30.42% 46.1%
Social 18.12% 9.2% 12.6% 11.7%
ﬁ;fotalgho of
1n8tructiona1 2@36 2819 2926 1825 1933
qhainq
. s, o .
"";ﬁ '.;!hq collapsed variables, cognitive vs. socio-affective, are manifested
K _ -
.7+ 4n the chart below. | ]
J o . B * f ’ .
: : XY -46~
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Program Teaching Objectives-

. English Spanish Portuguese Haitian Chinese
Cognitive 97.0% | 44.6% 68.8% 57.0% 42.2%
$ocio- ’
Affecgive 3.0% 55.4% .z 43.0% 57.8%

The comparison of all five programs_reveals that English classis

as documented on the iIN-V;N Scaic,gg Language Use.

Wl

still appear to be the most cognitively oriented. Romance languages,
Spanish and Portuguese, are not more heavily weighted with socio-affective
language objectives than Haitian or Chinese. The Chingse classrooms, in

fact, have the highesi percentage of socio-affective teacher objectives

Native language classrooms appear relatively similar. The high

language classrooms.

The following questions reveal how other

1inks in the ihstructional chain compare across programs.

percentage of socio-affective language objectives seen in native language
classyooms as compared to English classrooms gives further support to the

r . .
noted discontinuity between teacher objectives in English and native

4. Who initiatgy most of the interactions in each program?

Initiator Native Language ESL Standard;gnglish 1
Child 3217 6.3% 4.8%
Teadchér 67.32 . 93.72 95.22

- N :

Native language classrooms have many more interactions initiasted by

[

=47~ .

children. Child-init1ated interactions sccount for 32.7% of the ;ntcractions L

4n native language classrooms. In ESL classe§, children initiated 6.3% of




o AR %\‘ e N »
. hiueétbno. and 4.8% of utu_fa_ctiom vere inithtod. by children in standard
| ln;ifbh classrofms. The difference in percentages of child-igitiafed
_1ntorac;iono ggain-pqinto'to fho-diocontihqi&f betwveen nftivc and English
- language c%aosroona{' Child;on vho are transitionkd to English pro;r;ms
are eonfro;todﬂvith a very different classroom structure. These children,
who were encouraged in native language classrooms to init{ate verbal |
sequences, are expected to sit, listen, and rc;pqnd to teacher-initiated
interactions. This diffcrohcc in programmatic otfhctu}e nay make adjusgﬂ' -—
ment difficult for some transitioned children. In comparing English aﬁd

native language programs, the ;featostjpercentage of child-initiated

"dnteractions occurs in Chinese classrooms.

English
"ESL &
_ Standard
.Initiator English Spanish Portuguese Haitian Chinese
. Child 11.12 17.2% 26.8% 31.1% 45,32
‘Teacher 88.9x | 82.8% 73.2% 62.9% 56.7%

Al} native language programs, however, have a higher percentage of
| child-initiated interactions vhen compared to English programs. .

‘5. What is the percentage of classrgom time spent on teaching

objectives in cognitive areas-across programs?

4

’ J | | e




o Cognitive Objectives
Standard '7otnl
Teaching Native English Number of
Objectives Language ESL Curriculum "Otservations
Cognitive
imple
1. Recalls :
information 8.52 7.2% 7.2 426 '
2. Gives - "
facts 10.7% 13.52 ‘{ 12.4% 630
3. Labels 5.71_ 23.7% 15.9% 667 - '
4. ldentifies ' ' %
procedures 12.0% 21.6% 31.0% 1048
S. Describes | '
or defines - 2.8%2 R8.7% 5.42 358
6. Clarifies
or categorizes 0.62 3.3% 1.12 94
Cognitive
Higher
Level
7. Compre-
hengion 1.52 4,32 9.1% 212 -
8. Applies
Tules 2.4% 33N~ 4.3% 137
9, Evaluates —
or dravs \ .
conclusions 1.4% 0.4% 1.5% 65
10. Compares
and contrasts 0.4% % 1.8% 59 _
r}l, Analyzes 2.0% 2.9% 109
12. Synthc- |
sizes 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 12
13. Creates
or produces 0.4% 0.0% 0.12 32
] ““9'
r
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There vas a total of 6,426 classroom observations. Out. of these, -
.3.969 sanifested tnatrvfttounl objectives in the co;ﬁitivc domain. The | ~
greatest mumber of observations, 3,223, Qm: in the simple cognitti; area.
Only 726 linguistic interactions were documented as h'ig_hcr cognitive.

The otlplc-cognitivc objccttﬁcs that occurred most frequently across

programs were Cives facts, Labels, and Identifies procedures. About one

Quarttr of the verbal interactions in ESL classrooms were directed at
lllbciing. Alnost.anothcr quarter of the interactions were focused on
-}dcgtifying procedures. Standard English claslroqms spent approxim&tcly
| one third of obicrvcd.clalsroom time 1d¢nt1fy;ng procedures. Native
language classrooms spent sixnificmtiy less time identifying
'proccdukcw (12%), giving facts (10.7%), and labeling (5.7%2) 4n
gﬁ,;o-parisoh to ESL and ltl;dltd English classrooms. This could reflect
the facé that native language classrooms vere less ébgnitively-orientcd

l

'ovcrnll.;

6. {How do upper grade lgvel (4-6) and lower grade level (K-3)

teacher objectives compare across programs?




’ -t ‘

. s W |
Cognitive Objectives by Grade Levels ‘
Teaching Objectives f Native Language ESL Standard English |*
boxe3 | 46 -3 | 46 | k3| 46 |° ‘
o Cognitive Simple ; ' i
— ) i
| ' : { {
i 1. Recalls : o i
‘ dnformation 4 12.42 11.52 8.82| 3.1 ' 5.12 8.4%
; 2. Gives facts . 20,4 | 10.3% § 14.0%] 12.5% ! @.sx | 14.5%
L3, Labels __9.5x 1 4.3x ! 23.9%x] 23.4% ! 18.9% | 14.3%
4. ldentifies i ' ‘ L. ; -
procedures —+ 12,73 | 11.02 | 23.3%] 17,4 | 36.01 | 28.2%
3. Describes - ! ] \ i 1
or defines 4.4 2.62 i 9.9%| S5.6% . 5.3% 5.5% T
6. Clarifies X : o ;
or categorizes | 0.53 | 0.5% ¢ 6.5%] 2.23 ! 1.7x | o0.8% |
Cognitive : ! i |
Higher Level ! : ‘ w
B b 1 ]
8. Applies rules . 3.2% 1.6% 1.52 | 1.52 ' 0.9% 11.5%
9. Evaluates 5 ; {
or dravs ! : ! -
F_conclusions . 0.42 - 1.6% 0.0 | 0.92  0.8% 1.8% o
10. Comparcs' ! : |
and contrasts 0.22 2.3 . 0.2% | 2.8% : 0.0% 2.7%
1 r;;, Analyzes 0.0% 1.9%  0.0% | 2.8%x | 3.4% 2.6%°
| 12. Synthesizes 0.0 0.1% 0.0 | 0.0% 0.0% 1.1%
13. Creates
or produces . 0.92 1.92  0.0% | 0.0% 0.8% 0.8%
Native languize. ESL, and standard English classroous appcar.to have
_rclltivoly similar patterns in lower and upper grades. There are £lightly | @

more higher level cognitives in the upper grades. Standard English classrooms

have the highest percentage of higher cognitive skills

fg . -31" - K7




The coipart.on-o! lh;{g;h'and native language clqlarpons.ﬂinclud;ng
 Spanish, Portuguese, Maitian, and Chino;o. Teveals that in English class-
'tpo-l. labeling 1s by far the teaching objective observed most wften.
Teachers spend 83.3X of classroom time in verbal 1ntoractioéo that are
based on labeling. Alihon;hplaboling nev words is a significent part of
ZSL clssses, the large ano::;/yf.tinc spent on these objectives may be

axcessive. Spanish, Portuguése, Haitian, and Chinese classes spend the . E \
33 .

\

highest pgrcentage of classroonm.time on the teaching objective 6f
information recall. The percentages across language programs are:

Spanish, 10.7%; Portuguese, 12.2%; Haitian, 11.2%; and Chinese, 12.1%.
. . w
Identifying procedures was observed to closely follow information recall

a8 8 teaching oB}octivc'in these classes.

7. What is the percentage of clasgroom time spent on teaching

r . .
objdceives in the affective area across programs?

. .

Teaching Objectives | Native Standard | Number of
Affective Language ESL English | Observations

ib. Identifies, .
labels, or '
describdes fcgling‘ 4,92 0.0% 0.62 144

15. Elicits
students' free
expression of
emotions.

16. Expresses
concern for
students' feelings
__and well-beinp

17. Gives personal

18. Judges behavior

J
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Bative language classes far exceeded ESL and standard English classes in

iho percentage of elnilroo- time spent on affective teaching objectives.

The greatast difference in programs uul'ngcﬁ between nntiic language and

BSL classes. tsy tlassrooms spent almost no time on teaching objectives

ihut-toqaircd children to use affective language. While there was slightly

\

wore affective language use in standard English classroois. the overall

percentage vas not ai;nificnnt. Thus, children who learn English in

school are rarely exposed to affective language uses.

8. Hov do lower and upper grades compare in the use of affective

teaching obfectives?

Tolching"
Objectives
Affective

Native Language
K-3 4-6

ESL

Standard English
K-3 4L-6

14. Identifies,
labels, or
ddscribes
feeling

6.7% 4.9%

I

0.0z 0.02

1.32  « 0.2%

|15’6 £licits
stydents’' free
expression
of emotions

6.3% 3.8%

0.02 . 0.0%

0.0% 0.8%

16. Expresses
concern for
students'
feelings and
vell-being

1.5%

w2

0.0%

0.0%

0.4% 2.2%

1. Gives
personal
message

8.42 9.32

. ]
L4

0.2 ! o0.0x!

5.8% 4.42

18. Judges
behavior

5.7%

3.02

1.12 0.32

4.32 3.8%

ro
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Thare vas a higher percentage of affective teaching objectives in

prisary classrooms (K-3) in native language programs. civih; personal

massages and eliciting students' expression of feelings occurred most

often.

1ittle or mo use of affective lndgun;c. Standard English classrooms had

Primary and upper level ESL classrooms were similar in having

slightly more affective teaching objectives in the primary grades.

' Civing personal messages and jusging behavior were the tesching objectives

that were manifested to the greatest extent in classroom verbal inter-

sactions.

g

9. Mow do native language programs cbmpare in percentage of

affective tcacﬁing objectives? Affective objcctiﬁcs vere manifested

across native language programs as seen in the following chart:

——

Affective

Tcashing Objectives ¢

: Spadish

Portuguese

Haitian Chinese

14. ldentifies,
llycil. or '
desctibes

- feeling

11.9%

2.92

1S. Eldcits
students' free
expression of
feeling

6.7%

4.32

'16. Expresses
concern for
students' feelings
and vell-being

5.6%

2.02

6.22

17. Gives personal
messages

13.92

6.5%

18. Judges
behavior

4,7%

16.42%

3.62

6.32

-S4
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Chinese programs had overhll the greatest percentage of verbal inter-
sctions directed tovard i!fccttv- teaching objectives. ' The greatest
percentsge of verbal interactions were directed toward olicitiu; students'
trfg osprnuq&on of emotions and giving personal messages. Spanish and
Haitisn prograns folloved Chinosc prograns in affective language use.
Gtvti; personal messages wvas the affective objfcttvo utilized most in |
these programs. Portuguese prograwms had rolat;vcly {ovcr affeactive

tesching objectives.

10. What 1i.theAp¢rc¢nggge of classroon time spent on teaching

objectives in the social area across programs?

1 Native Standard | Number of
Teacher Objectives Language ESL English Observations

19. Focuses lessons
around group inter-

actions 3.7% 1.2% 0.6% 182

'20./ Focuses languege
in formal social
situations (games) 1.52 6.2% 8.52 47

21. ‘Focuses language
in informal social )
- situations 3.3% 0.5% 1.6% 176

27. ldentifies
amenities or

plessantries 1.2% 0.5% | 0.3% 44

23. Structures
activities around
social functions

of language | 0.8% H"o;;z 0.0% 23

24. Arranges social
group interactions
between dominant

and second-language-

learners 0.5% 0,02 | 14

25. Identifies @4 ‘
social roles 1,82 " 0,43 | 8%
- -85~ ¥
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Social Teaching Objectives | Native Language .tsi Standard English
' E o
k-3  4-6 K-3 | 4-6
1
9. Focuses language around
roup interactions 6.72 9.2% 1.7 0,0%
0. Focuses lessons 4n /3 /

Mative language classrooms had overall a significantly greater number
of teaching objectives in the social area. Vc;bll.intcrqétiont in native
language clulcgooll focused around group interactions in informal
oitﬁqtionn. Standard ln‘ii-h prograns, on the other hand, focusc& on
language interactions in formal aocial‘-ituftionu. There 1s noted to be
no continuous flow of social teaching objectives from nat1§c language to
ESL to standard !ngliuh. This is especially significant for children
who are transitioned across prograﬁ;. Children Qho have experienced group-
centered fessons in pative language classrooms are transitioned to.ESL
and English languagctclassrooms.'uhich focus on formal 1nd1v1d§alistic
rather than group-centered lessons. Thus, children -qst‘ﬁot only adjust
to the English Janguage but to a new pcdaﬁogical method.

'

,.ﬁl. How do lover and uppef'cleantagy_;gjdes compare in use of

fuocili:tégchiqg,ob;gg;ives?

ormal social situations '
ames) 2.7% 2.2% .ﬁ.zz 6.0%

1. Focuses language

n_informal situstions 5.0 5.6% 0.7%2  0,0%
EZ. Identifies amenities ‘ . S '
r pleasantries : 0.8 - 3.3% 0.6%

3. Structyres activities
round .ocial-functiqns

f language . _1.2% 1.0% _0.02 0,07

4. Croup interactions
etwveen dominant and

-language-speakers 1.2% 1.62 0,02 . 0,0%
[ . .
S, ldentifies social roles 0.8 . 23.0% 0.0% .

\
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;only 0.2 4n primary grades. Primary ESL classes had 1.7% of instructional

J
v
i

Out ot tho 990 astive lan;ungc claslroon observations cqaully dividcd
batveen upper and lover grades, ;roup-focnlcd teaching obJQCt1v0| vere
documented as composing 6.7% of cr.d.- K=3 and 9.2% of Grades 4-8

. 1nsttuctional time. Croup-focused linguistic interactions were significantly

higher in both lover and upper grades in mative language clllltDOIl The
. smphasis on group-intcructious vas slightly grcatcr in the uppcr ;radcs.
A larger percentage of language lessons were directed toward informal
Tather than formal iituationl. Teachers in native language classrooms
allo.-to some extant, arranged interactions between don!hant-!nglish- and
nccond-language-speqke;s.

ESL classrooms had 8 of a total of 982 classyoonm obscrvatigns.

~

directed toward formal social lntcractions_in upper grades. There vere

time devoted toward group interactions. This is in comparison to 02 in
7

uip:i level ESL classes. Other than these two social objectives, thére

was little focus on social objc;tivcs.

Ld

L3

“Standard English classrooms had 8.5% of instructional time spent on
teaching objectives in forimal social lituations*in the upper grades.

This .ocial teaching objecrive, hovever, did not appear in lc\ir grades.
i

uOvcrall. there was significantly littfg 1nltruction?1 time concerned .

with social objectdves. It is also important to n?te that nlthough&ESL
and standard English were t{lnsitionalqprograms, there was no attention
pinccd on pairing dominant-English-speakers ;1th sécond-language-speakers.
This s especially significant since this method h;s been documented as an

effective language learning strategy.

-\57- ,




Social’ Teaching Objectives Spanish | Portuguese Haitian | Chinese
19. Pocuses laniuage :

| _around group interactions 6.32 7.0% 14.42% 12.5%
20. ;;enncn lessons in '
formal social situations 3 _

| _(games) : 4.0% 2.52 0.0% 0.02
21. Focuses langauge in
informal situations 3.1% 2.62 3.6% 9.2%
22, ldentifies amehities
or plessantried S.8% 0.4% 0.8% 0.2%
23. Structures activities -
around social functions .
of language _1.8% :u 0.3% 3.22 0.22
.24. Arranges social \\
interactions betveen N
douninant and second- A :

| _language-speakers 0.0% 1.42 0.0% 0.0%"
as. Idintifics social '
to@&s . 2.2% 1.22 ‘ _3.2% 1.9%

14

Haitdan programs had the highest percontug£ of instructional time

foc@iid oo group interactions. This vas followed by Chincsé programs.

4

. Chinese programs had the highest number of linguistic interactions chused

on informal language usage.

13.

What is the direction-of fhe verbal chain:

to the female child, or to the group?

to the male child,

1 Direction of Verbal Chain Native Language ESL Standard English
g o ‘ . . .
Female Child 21.92 202 23%
Male Child 37.02 25% 302
T¥Grqgg 41.12 362 462
-$8-
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The flov of verbal interactions 1s similar in the three progranms. - &
The greatest sumber of interactions are directed tovard the group. The
4s a slightly higher percentage of verbal interactions directed toward

. “
sales.. This is seen more in native language classrooms.

14. Is there any difference in direction of the verbal chaing

in Jower grades (K-3) and uppe;;;radcs(é-6)?

&

|
. Grades k-3 )
Direction of Verbal Chain | Native Language ESL |  Standard English
Female Child | 28,01 |21.2% 16.27
Male Child | 26.5% 29,32 | 42.3%
Group : 45.5% 49.5% 41.5%
[
T Grades 4-6 ' r
‘Direction of Verbal Chain J Native Langusge ESL Stanéard English
Female Child , | 19.0% 17.1% 27.9%
| THale ¢hi1a - . 20.1x - | 16.8% 23.7%
. Group : jo..o'z' | 66.0% 48 .42 B

~

Crades KTJ in native language and ESL have similar directional patterns
of verbal fl&w. Verbal chains are ibouf OQu;lly divided betéi;ﬁ individual
child -nlc/f;ﬁalc and group. Sgpndird'tnglish classrooms have a'd;cpropériiqnate
amount of verbal interactions ﬂirectcd tovard male children.

' e ¢

Grades 4-6 have the majority of verbal 1n:¢ractions,£1rectcd toward

e

,

the group. This 1s especially ddfcd in native langsuge anﬁ-ESL classrooms.

‘. 9 ,"i&
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- pirection of - S L

“Werbil Chatn ' injliih" -I@lniuh " Péi;u;uo.c Haitian | Chinese
o ”‘ih-l. Thild. | 33.0% . gL S U 76,08 | 31.5%
[ ¥ale cnxxd A 11 S 37 12 "25.8% 12.0% | 58.5%
“Grow | 7—3*;62.;4r; Qi.hz T §7.0% | 23.3% |

v thc eonbin&tion nf tSL ahd standard En;lish prograns rcvcals that .aver

‘ﬁ

_half of clalsroou vcrbai intcractionn are directed toward the ;roup. The

o b4
flon ot vcrbtl cbaial to 1ndiv16u:1: rcvcals that tcachcrn direct more

1nt¢taction tavard icmnlcu.

In conpqring nativc languaie classrooms, Spanish and Portuguese classes

. » ! ‘ -
are very similar. Whereas Haitian programs direct most interactions toward
. X - - [ -

the group, Ehineie programs appear to be more male-directed. This fact wmay
be cxpldinbd by the higher percentage of uaics in Chinese programs.

\). .
_ . 16. How do physical methods compare across programs?

v . . . ’ .
Phyli;il Method Native Language ESL. .IStandard English
" [ Context-Oriented 57.9% " [B6.9% |.  '15.8%
" Non-Context-Oriented 26.92% "~ [13.1% 24.2%

_ There vere 2, 790 obaorvationl rocordcd 4in hative languagc classrooms.

PEFN

llgost three dunrtcro (72 92) of these linguistic interactions were context-

oricngod. All pative language programs tended to structure linguistic

1g,gguctiyus around lubjcct -nttcr or socio-affective topics of discussion..
} o

Thn other quarter of rorbal 1ntcractions were largcly social in mature

\\ -60-
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and tnwolvod af!octivc language uno.

Standard ln;ltsh prograns lodknd similar to native lna;uagc class-
gooms in overall percentages. Out of 2,134 oblcrvationl in English ' Y
classrooms, 75 8% vere context-oriented and 26 2! were nou-contcxt-;ricntcd
Although on the surface tbc pcrccntagel of linguiltic 1ntcractionl vere
gpillr. further analysis of opccific ¢hains rccordcd in the twvo programs
rcvcalcd li;nificant differences. Uhsrcal contcxt-oricntcd v;rbal chains
.4in pative lnn;uagc classroons 1ncludcd co;nitivo. fooctivt, lnd lotial
~  areas ‘of language, the chainl in standard Englilh clausroalm vere !or ghc
 most part cognitively oriented. Thc non-contcxt-oricntcd ehains did not'*‘"
foculgpn affective language use for socfo~affective tcachcr-ltudcnt | |
dialoguc. as they did 1n nativc language classroons, but rather on W,

.

'Judztng student or group bcbavgsr in terms of diuciplinc ~ Non-context- . NS

N . - RN

oricntcd verbal chains in standard Englilh classrooms wvere one-ﬁay

g | oununigntioul '4n that they were verbal chains that did not clicit“\ . wﬁ  iha:\=
:tudcnt response. ‘ ' , ‘ o N \%;,:\
lSL cllllll had the highest percentage of contcxt-oricnicd vcrbal‘\ | ?gx
. “chains. Of the 2‘510 classroon observations’in tSL classrooms, 86 9%
vere characterizcd by simple cognitivc teaching objectives related to Co \';

labeling and vocabulary dcvclopmmnt in subjcct areas. Th¢-13.11 of-noﬁ-

eoutcxt-origgtcd linguistic dnteractions were uuch likc ttandaru English

-~

o classrooms in that judging student behavior was thc -olt frequently L’

documented. objective. .
‘ : A éupnilon of context- and uon~contcxt-oricntod verbal 1nt¢ractiom

.scross prograns and grade levels tcvcalcd that native language claslrooms

t4
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had tho higholt percentage of eontinuod verbal interactions.

This means

¥

¢hat verbal interactions involved tqachnr fesdback vhich cncouraged

;. further student language. Native lnntuagc classrooms vers also the only.

grovp to ‘have vurbal chninl that -nrc divtdcd acroes co;nit}vo. sffective,

ulioot exclusively cognitivcly otiontcd.
(

ﬂon-contcxt-oticntcd affective

- snd locial areas. tSL and otnndard Englloh classrooms tended to be

A\

,M&”
oL

'“, chains vere uscd by tcachqrs. for thc most pqrt to ®Judge student or
group behavior. h ) \.
A Y
17. :
“f: Language Method _ Native Langusge | - ESL | Standard English
1. Soliciting Information’ 191 | 9.2 213 -,
| 2. Drilling 0.6% 23| . 083
1.3 Quoctioninﬂ;. 27,32 52.71 2 63 6% -
| /4. Modershp .1% 6.72 3.8
1 §. Commanding _ 12,92 5|13, 22 19 7% s ‘\
"-,':_'.--4 mnmm N B UF sy - o|sax-| - a3 2%
{2 Peer Promputng - 1. o281 Lo  3.s7 i 2.22,
a Code-wit.chinj ‘ Lt 0.3% :‘&“{" _03‘22 | oas N
) '. A N i:'.{\ lol‘bz B ' .-Qo ‘z : \\ o. lz_ o
. . ° .. i v ‘ n - ) L ,_ M la
10. _Socillizi K s 972 ‘la.ox . 2.3
|11, Bridatng - Qo 0.82 10 S 0.1%
12.. Chunking S 1.3% 0.0 | _ 0.0%
13 Translat&_&ﬁ ; : i 1.5% 0.4% 0.1%
16, Cueing WO 2.3 2.32 1.3%
T LI PO RO : . I
13, _yarrgggnx_ L ‘gi ;;h‘,-ﬁé 8.4% { 0.7% 0.7%
16, Gogmenting | NG Y BRI W) 2.1% 5.9%
[yr.cogher i 0 v, o3 0.0 0.0%
(’:\n e [




h'All tﬁroc programs (native language, ESL, snd utaﬁdard English

cliilroo-u) utllt:id questioning as the main language method for
{ostruction. ESL classes employed a Questioning approach io learning for
over hnlf of classroos time. This is compared to thc 43 62 of classroom
tise lpcnt by standard English classroons and 27.3% spent by mative
Jangusge classroons. Explaining and commanding were noted to be the
aext most used methods. -There was no significant difference in lover
3rnd§a (ﬁr}):and upper grades (WF6). F .

. Native l;n;ut;e classrooms sppeared to have the most Jiversifiqd
language teaching methods. Socializing and modeling, especially, were
obacr;jd 1n these classrooms to a greater extent than in the other two
prograns.

A co;paritgg of native language programs manifested Sﬁlniah aéd
'Chinacc‘pfo ams to be making thc most use of socializing and role-playing
as t-aching methods. Spanish and Chincse programs spent 13.42 of the
claséroom time. obocrvcd on socializing and '9.82 on rolc-playing Baitian

progtams appeared to be the only native language group which cncoura;ed '

peer prompting as a language learning method (10 62).

18. Mow do ESL classes build on the natural languape learning strategies

: bf children?

illt is significant to mote than ESL programs spent lJittle or no observed
classroom time on language teaching methods such as socializing (1%2),
peer prompting (2.5%), bridging (0.1%), chunking (0%), and cueing (2.3%).

(See Aépcndix for definitions of language teaching methods.) Although




M B
.

» B
\ -gh.u llllﬂlﬂ nthodo have bun docunnud a0 tho natural ncoud-hng\un

learning strategies of chlldrcn. they were not employed to any oignificant .
LY

extent in ESL teaching. . Therefore, it can be stated, based op_tho_pb-crvationq

documanted, that ESL classes do not build on the natural language learning

styategies of children but rather rely on standard questioning tochniqucs.

Nov do students use langusge opportunities dn cognitive aress
across progranms? L

How Students Use S . -
Langusge Opportunities - o )

‘(Cognitive) | / Native Language ESL Standard English
1. Non-verbal yesponse L 7.5% ' 3.8% 5.42
2. States yes/no T 4.5% 6.52 4.5%
3. Repetition 2.82 6.42 0.7%
4. ldentifies/ ‘
or labels 6.9% 28.8% 14.2%
g;.ciCi- facts T~ 14.4% 11.5% wex - | 1
7 6. Questions 7.3% 2.4% 5.2% )
7. Elaborates
or gives additional :
-4nformation 2.7%
“8. Performs an .
activity 10.82
" 9. Choral rcqunsé 4.5%
1 . Code-switches 0.5%
111. Describes or
defines . _ 1.7
12. Compares 0.5%
13. Evaluates - . 0.7%
14, Analyzes 1.2
15. Synthesizes 0.32
16.. Creates 0.92
) -63-
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‘cafiar-q'- use of language ?pportun;ttcs vas rcvialndnto be directly
+# zelated to the precesding links in the verdal chain, tQaching objcgtivo and
x.nguagc'toachin;'a-ihod. 0f the 6,429 documented observations across
programs in the cognitive area, the grestest percentage of children’s
tt:fonsco v.rc'catc;ortzcd a.i gives facts, 1dcdt1fics.or labels, und
perforns an activity. Children gave facts, identified, labeled, or |
performed an activity 4in tqiponsd to the l;ngu;;c tcaching mathods of
questioning -nd‘cxpluinin;. _Th@ instructional technique of qncstioﬁiﬁg
rcquiycs children to give {act’. 1d¢nt£f;. or label. qAn explanation

: given by a.tc.chtf 1s often followed by children performing an activity.
Tbc'vcry lov percentages of ehildycnfl Tesponses across programs that

manifest higher level cognitive skills, such as comparing, evaluating,

objectives that pl;cc-cuphasis'on verbal interactions requiring higher
. I : ' ' : . - -
level cognitive lkillg. The highly limited number of c@ildrcn'l Tesponses

1n‘hfihcr cognitive areas was evidenced in uﬁpcr‘;radcn as well as in

© "  snalyzing, synthesizing, gpd creating, airror the dearth of teaching
lou;r grades. Although there was, howvever, a slightly_pighcr percentage
|

dn the upper grades, it vas not a li;nifiéant amount of the total number

‘of verbsl interactions recorded.

ey
e,
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A i;.h“ lavel Eative lLanguage ESL. - | Standard English
. Cognitive Responses E-3 A-b ‘K=3 46 l"3 4-6"
s or ¢efines | 1.2 1.6z | 4.2x) 2.6z] oz | 2.2
_Compares KX 358 | 0.0x] 2.22] 0.2 } 0.42
Bvalustes: 0.2% 0.3 | o.0x] 1.2x§ 0.4x § 2.92
__anslyses 0.22x | o.02 | 0.02} 0.63| 0.42 1.6
gynthesizes 0.0% 122 | o02f 0.02] 0.22 0.63
Craates 3.2 ¢ 1.2% | o.xi 0.9%] 0.5 i 0.72

OVQrall. pative language classes had the lar;cnt parcentage of
children l-vorbal-rosponsca 4n Grades X-3 recorded as bi;hcr cognitive. o |
Doscribini or dofining and crikting vere the predominant responses. ESL o J
claoscs had the greatest pcrc;niagc of responses categorized as dcscribcs
or defines. Thil'-ny rc!lcct an extension of thc lover level response
of identilying or labeling.

Standatd English classrooms had the largcst pcrqcnta;c of hi;hcr

loch co;nitivc responses in the upper ;radcs. The highest pcrccnta;e

r
vas ovaluating. vhich vas 2.92.

This percentage, hovever, did not reflect
a lt'nificant part of the total number of 3, 360 verbal 1nteractions v
rcc;rdcd in Crades &-6. -
A comparison of native language programs reveals that Haitia;\‘nd
Chinese progfnns had tgc greatest number of children's responses in the
| Qi;hcr cognitivc area. Portuguese programs, hovcvcr._hnd ;yc greatest

pumber of children’s responses labeled "ereates."




Nigher lavel ’ @
Cognitive Rasponses Spanish Portuguese Haitian Chinese
or defines 1.92 1.3% _3.22 | . 1.8% !E —
0.42 0.72 1.6 1 1.2v |
tes y ] o.02 | 0.43% - 0.0% 1.5%
s 0.62 0.72 0.62 3.2%
| Bzgthglizcs 0.03 0.4 . 161 | o0.02
__Creates i 0.2 _2.42 | 0.0 0.0%
Toal |_2.91 6.1 7.02 1.72

ortunities in hffc

across programsf

- How Students Use Language ‘
Opportunities (Affective) Native Language ESL Standard English
17. Expresses fealings 11.8% 0.22 0.4%

7

J8. Bumor . -~ 1.1% 0.62 0.6%
19. Cives overt ‘ '
'cxprcssion of concern i 0.4% , 0.42 1.22
20. Complains 1. 0.82 - 170.0% 0.5%
21. Ralates to ; '

_personal experience : 4.62 0.02 0.5%

Children 4n native language programs were observed :nsponding wvith
an cxpt;nsion of feelings three times as oftonﬁas children in the other
two programs. There were mo significant differences between upper and
lover grades. § ., |
The 1,861 classroom observations in ESL pro;rans revealed that only

4

0.2% of children's responses cdeld bc cato;orized as expression of
looltngt.“ $imilarly, th 1.130 obsprvat}onc in standard English class-

: |
zooms manifested only 0/4X of childran's responses in this éategory.

\ -fhb-
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u;uy uputmt.

L.!hll lnr;c dtocrcpancy betvwesn native language and English progra-s is -

It 48 dndicative of the abocnco of ctfacttvo

objocttvtl sat forth be teachers in English programs. The use of

affective objcctivcn 4n the classroon is oopocially dmportant for

. .
oocund-Ilnsulqp lesrners. These children express themselves affectively

at bome in their native tongue and are therefore highly dependent on -

1o English.

the school to provide practice opportunities ;n affective language use

The following chart conparoo English programs (ESL and ‘standard

‘

'lhglith) with native lan;ua'c programs.

]

~ Chinese programs Seen to elicit the greatest number of

responses on the part of children. Chinese programs are closely followed

by Spanish and Haitian programs.

-

prograns are revealed to give,

_ comparison of native langusge and English programs,

’
//

Bov Students Use.

Language Opportunities ’

(Affective) English Spanish Portuguese Ha{tian Chinese

177 Expresses feelings 0.0% 8.1% 6.92 11.2% 18.62
_Je. Bumor 0.0% 1.32 0.52 0.8% 1.7%

19. Cives overt : , S

sgggcssion of concern Q.0% 0.0% 0.1%2 __0.8% . 0.8%
_20. Complains 0.0% 0.4% 0.7% 0.0% || 2.0% |

21. Relates to | : 4
__personal experience 0.0% AT 2.4% 6.4\2\—'\.‘ 3.4y *®

affective

It 1is significant to note that in a

children 4in English

in effect, no affective responses.

\




students usié language opportunities in social areas across
, .

programs?

o

Bov Students Use Language

Opportunities (Social) Native Langusge | ESL | Standard Eng)ish
| 22. Peer prompring 1.82 0.82 0.3%

23. Socializing , 7.82 0.1 0.0%
| 24..Role play 1.02 0.0% *0.0%

25. Uses social : -

expressions and amenities 1.02 0.2% 0.72

26. Imitates . 0.4% 0.72 ~0.72

'27. No response ©1.9% 17.0% 21.91.

28. Other 0.42 0.0% 0.0%

Student rcsponlos classified as social occurrcd almost exclusively

: in nativo language classes. Socislizing and peer prompting were the

rclponsoo used most frequently by childron. Thoro vere no significant
diffornncol across grade levels or langua;c groups.

It is interesting to note that the category "mo rooponoe" had

significantly high percentages in standard English and ESL classcs. Almost

one quarter of the children's roactions(tn standard tpglish élaolrooms and l

172 of rcactio&s in ESL classes were classified as no response. This is -
ind;cativo'o('v;rbai chains that do not elicit extended discourse. The
hiiﬁfpcrccntagc of ESL cﬁildron'l roipon;os in this category is cigniftéant.
especially in relation to the fact that chiléron learn the second ;an;unge
to thcﬁcxtcn: that they are given pracgice oppartunities. Verbal clains
that 4o not elicit chgldrcn!g_vorbal rosponcos'do not cﬁcoura;o second-

W

language learning. -
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Peeddack from Teacher
(E:!F‘t".) ) Mative language ESL | Standard !n;lith
1. Won-varbal 2.12 2.43 .33
2. States yes/no/OK 3.9% 27.%x |  9.9% -
3. Repeats 5.62 13.3% 9.9%
4. Questions 3. 1.3% 1.1%
3. Clarifies .82 9.7% | .7%
6. Expands (lyntlx) -1.0% 0.52 ~1.2%
7. Solicits more | " E
information $.9% 1.72 4,12
8. Adds nev ) _ .
__doformation 8.42 | 0.82 _31.92
9. Corrects 3.72 4,42 b}
10. Coumands S.42X 2.62 6.02
_11. Models 1,63 121 1.2
_17, Cues 0.82 2.72 _0.2%
. Total classroom time: 49.2% 74.12 83.62

'ffhc verbal feedback the tclchcf gives is one of the most important
1inks in the 1nott;ctioqai chain. The teacher's feedback either continues
F?fJHﬁfb‘l 1n:¢raction or ends it. Feedback that elicits student Tesponse
;1vco childrcn pruc:icc opportunities. This 1s espacially important for
ISL ltudontl. who }carn the .ccond language only to the extent that thcy are
given these pract;ccioppor:unitics. | s

Teacher feedback to students such as "yes,” "no," "OK," or repeating -
ends the inl:ructionll chain and verbal 1n:ctaction. iSL ci‘iics. vhich
are most eonccrncd,vi:h tca;hing language, hnvc thc bi;hcs: percentage of

e
4+
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‘ 9
- gescher fesdback Tesponses in the ,nulaolox category (27.52). This feed-

dtlcontinultion of the vurbal intersction. Rasponses

Sack zesults in
categorised as “tc ats” .ccount for 13.3% of the verbal teacher feedback in
4n ISL classes. ¥l other categories that result 4n discontinued verbal
4nteractions, “corroctn and “commands,” were also highly prevalent in ESL
classToons . | |

Inttvc 1|n;ua;¢ and standard !n;lilh classes gave less fchback that
led to dilcontinucd verbal tutoractionl. ‘Only 3.9% of native language
tnach.tn' fcodback wvas categoriszed as "states ycn/noIOK.‘ Stlndard.!nglioh
teachers' feedback in this category vas 9.92.

The teacher feedback categories that gesulted in a cantinuatioﬁ of
vnrbnl interactions were: “questions," "expands, " "lolicitl sore information,”
wgdds more information, “godels,” and "cues."  These renponucn vare found in
the ;r,‘icit nusber in native language and lt:;dard English classrooms. s

Uhilc overall. standard .English classes h;d the highest number of e
t-scharn cognitive feedback rcnponncl (83.6%), the 75312 cognitive feed-
back responses in ESL classes led to significantly fcvcr"qontinugd verbal
chntns.. | o ‘ " '

The higher pcrccnta;c@ of coguitivc tcacbcr fccdback in :nglinh
classes as compared to L9.22~1n native \Janguage clanlcl reflect .*:ft

the cognitive orientation of these classrooms. .

23. .Bow does cognitive teacher fee

@




A

‘ hodbuk frow Teacher ' NeXive Language - BSL Scendard mgluh‘
‘ (Cognitive) K 46 x-3 &-6 g3  4=6 -
0z | o0.3% 127 : _2.,.21_'__2491_
—3.2x | 4,2%) 8,33
tie 492 | 6,21 | 9.31110,72 9,01 |
6. Expani¥® _ _L&J_JM—_ML_Q&L_M__J&_
7. Solicits more i : | _ i
4nformation : 3,)%. 6.5% o.0pt 2331 2.3 U 4,57
8. Adis nav v _ .ti
Ftnfomtion : 6.9% l je.23 | 082} 3 ox| 11.02 .81
9. Corrects T 393 ¢ sy | 223fi0a3l 103 ' 10.2% |
110.  Commands 3.4% i om% ! 3.23] 0.92 ‘12,73 1 0.9%
11. Models .73 ¢+ 3.6 1 1.0 1.651 0,03 L_1.63
12. Cues yor i sz laazloenl O 03 0,9%

Cognitive teacher feedback did not 8iffer significantly st lower snd
‘uppdr}quh‘ levels. There vas 8 slightly greater gumber of verbal responses
that 'icd to the discontinuation of verbal {nteraction in the lover g_udn

o (K=3) 10 pative ian;un;c classrooms. Upper grades in sll programs had

sonevhat more {nstructional chains that led to continued verbal chains.

24. Bow does cO {tive nucher. feedback differ across langusge grougs?

e
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Feedback

. | Snglish
from Testher . (Itondatd ln.ltoh : B
(Colnttivn) snd ESL) gSpanish Portuguess Raitian | Chinese
2. States yes/

" ”’“ i 37.‘: 6.-31 ‘.51 °o°z loéz |
4, Questions 14.4% 1.4% 4.7% 3.22 3.2%
s, Clarifies 17.4% 3.42 6.72 A0r | 11.8%

-, §. Ixpandd »

(syntax) 1.7% 0.0% 1.4% 1.6% 0.9%
7. Solicits ' .
BOTE {nformation s.82 - 3.4% 5.9% 1.6% 9.2%

O AMdds nev . '

1nfo;!gt1on' 12.7% 3.62 9.5% 25.02 5,7%
9. Corrects . 6.1; 4.9 .72 ¢ ] 1.2% 2.3%
11. Models 2.7% 2.7% ;.az 6.0% 10.5%
12 ues 2-9% 0.91L, 1!12 ' 1061 0.0%

tgglish pro;runs had 8 significantly hi
' :ospSuocl in the cate

“clarifics.“ Teachers in Chin

from children than

English programs.

actions.

25.

4id teschers in the ©

gories vgrates yes/no/OK,

This type of feedback

How does affective teacher feedback

ese programs tondcd to

" “repeats,”

81

"qucstionu."

:hcr programs. Chinese programs

showed sore feeddack 4n the modeling category than other pative language

differ across grograms?

;htr'nunbcr'of tolchof f.odba;k
and
lélicit mOTE {nformation
also
and

encouraged continued verbal inter-




Peedback from Teacher Mative Lingusge tSi Standard iiglinh
‘L-(Alfqgttvc) | - - \ .

13. Praises and " ?
] _encourages 9.12 6.7 6.82

14. Builds on ' | "~

chi}d's feelings ' 5.22 0.4% 0.2%
< T . e

15. Shares own : . '

16. Rejscts 1.92 - | 0.2% 0.6 .
o < hi.

17. Criticizes 2.82 : 0.92 2.12
]1:18. Inserts bhumor ' $.42 : 1.22 0.72

- Total classroom time: 27.12 _ 9.42 |- 12.1!

-2%. Over one quarter of teachers' wverbal feedback responses in native

language prograns vere in the affcctivc area. This s compared to 9.42 <=

"

- ) :
4n ESL classrooms and 12.12 in standard English programs. The category

- “builds on children's feelings" vas noiid to result in the most cqntinued

~ werbal intersctioms. . This seans that tcachcrn' fccdback.vhich built on

rr
ehi;ﬁrcu s fcclingl caulcd {ncreased verbal input from chiidrcn.- The

category prailcs and cncouiagesq'vas highly. dcpcndug; on the type of

. prailc ot cncouragengn: given as to vhether it continuod or ended the

vcrbal ehain Vhile praise and encouragement such as "Good; tell me more . .
about 1t ;cnded to contiuuc vcrbal {nteractions, one-word utterances

such as "rinc" or "Good" uoually cnddd verbal interchange.

26. Bow dods affective ‘teacher feedback diffcr in lover and u

.! .d‘.'? . _ O
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roups?
r/ .
1 .
Feedback - English .
from Taacher (Standard English *
(Affective) and ESL) Spanish | Portuguese | Haitian Chinese
13. Praises L -
and encourages 16.72 5.92 ?_AZLOZ 9.72 12.82
14. Builds on | 5
|_-child's feelings 0.62 3.2% o063 &.8% 7:1%
15. Shares own , : ' : _
feelings 7% 1.7% 2,93 | 5.0% 3.7%
16. Refects 0.82 0.52 0.7% _0.8% 0,42
17. Criticizes 3.02 2.7% 2.62% 0.0% 3. 1%
18. Inserts humor 1.92 2.3 b 1.5% 0.02 11.6%
/.
+ ’
< -4~
-~ . ."E 8:’ . [ 3

. X R N— ; : . : - ——
'l Pesdback from Teacher Mative Languege | = BSL Standsrd English ,
(Affective) k-3 4~ -3 46 k-3 4t ,

o eatons s N

] encoyrages 36.7% | $.92 1 7.1% 3.7 $.)1 4,43
14. Builds on o

| _shilg's feelings 6z | 3.2t |osxlooz] o001 i 0.3
15. Shares B ' |

| feelings ;}_‘LL: .7,7% | 0,02 } 0.0% )02 2.0%

116 Refects 0.8y ‘| ©0.52 | 0,22} 0.02 1.5% ' _0.1%

1 17. criticizes 301 ¢ 2.7 |3.23) 001} 4.4 ( _0.8%
16, Inserts humor | 3.9y ! 273 |3.61, 0011 Q.08 L1

Mative language classes tended to us

in the upbcr grades.

e slightly more affective feedback '

ESL and ‘standard English classes, conversely, tended

to give more affective feedback in the lower grades.

27. Hov does affective teacher feedback differ lcri!l language




L

Portuun prograns spent the .rnt'ut nrcntuq'ol ehuroo- time
01*‘3) ,uuug and ucouu;gu otudcnn. l‘luu progrm mro followed
by hgluh (16 7!) and ﬂulnuo (12.01) vtogrm Cbtncu prograns had the

cr—— -

tm of affectivé teacher _!udback that uog___mcmagcd language input
o the part of children. Chinese prograns were also noted to have more

bumor inserted into.daily classroom. 1ptofactip§i. )

Iudback from Tnchcr "Jatdive Language ESL $tandard English
(Social) . | _
| 19, Soctalizey * _6.63 —0.6%
20, Puts statament e
e | tnto social gontext % 2.02 0.43 1.3%, .

21. Asks fof group . ‘

'__lcru?;nt&gn 2.0% 0.02 03 I l
22. Suilds on ' : \ /
social dialogue 9.9% 0.62 _0.3%

1 23. 3Alds on .
socisl custom l 2.7% 0.02 0.2 i
24. Other . 0.5% 0.0% _0.62

{_25. Wo_response 0.92 | ;ng 22.12

llauvc hn;uagc classrooms far exceeded !:SL qnd lundard Inglish
prograns in soclal as well as in affective tnchc: feedback. Taachers in «
astive hnguau chutom cncouu.od childrcn to give more verbal input
" by socializing and buildia; on socisl dialogue. ESL and lundnrd English
pngrm spent a significantly mn"pcrccfxuu of classroon time engaging
10 social discourse. Verbal interactions in English classrooms elicited
wivuu;l gather than group participation, for the most part. This 4s

4
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otptucnt auu. qmcuny for m cluuu.

AJ:‘;uih iho iiterature

siggests that ehﬁdun lurn s ucond mgun.c paturally, through social

couversation, 14ttle ot

action $w ESL classes.

to learn the ucial forns of

ot ho was spent on this Ion of li.n;ututtc inter-

'nuu. chudun ‘'d4d not have churm opportunittn

3;

4
thc !n;ltlh language th.t;arc;lo nccollary

There vas moted to be very little d

upper and lower grades across prograns. Native language

for daily cosmunicative eancounters. % ..?'
29, HNov does 80 {al teache} feedback differ at jover snd u 1;r ade
Jevels?
; . {
Feedback from Teacher | Native Langusge | | ZSL Standard English
(Social) : k-3 4-6 -3 &-6 x-3 &-6
'R
9. Socializes 9.2% 5.6% 0)2%; 0.0% 0% ! 0.9%
20. Puts statement 4\. ‘
| gnco social context -l 1.82 202 | o.sx! 0.0z _1.3%x ' 1.3%
21. Asks for group ' ' ‘\\ |
| _participation 12.6x ' _9.1% | o.03f o0n1 0.0% 0.5% |
22. Builds on 3 | IR
| socis)’dislogue .61 § 252 | 0.9 o.0x] o0.4% : 0.3% |
23. Suilds on SUPRE : ‘
| _socisl cystom 2.7 1 1.7% 0.2%; 0.02 0.0x ! 0.0%
. A
|_26. othes 091 | 0.7 | o0y ooz o.ox i 0.9%
'|_25. Wo _response o.01 . 0.0% |33.01j29.2af 3b.ox | 17.83

{fference in social fcchack in-

classes lp.nt 'y

sligbtly greater percentage of clntlroon ttnc livin; locinl lcodback 1n

the primary grades.

wpper and lover grades

There vere,

4n ESL and ltaﬁhard Inglish classroous.

hovever, no significant differences in



!bodback | English | .
from Teacher (Standard ln.lish ' S
(Social) snd ESL) Spanish }rortuguonc Maitian | Chinese
19. Socializes _0.0% _sox | ayax | 6ax 1 6.92
20. Puts '
statement into { SR
__socia) dontext | 1.7% 4,32 063 - | 3.2z | -3.1%
- 21. Asks .
for group 4 ’
r-rstgmtion 0.32 _8.43 3.3 210,63 \i 8.2%
22. Builds _ : . ¢
on social : '
_gialogue 0.2% "2,y 1 2.2% o83 | s.ex 1
23. Builds on | . | ..
socisl customs | 0.2% L 6% | sex  lanoaz ! 693
2& Other 0.6% 0,0% _0.02 0.0% _0,0%
j__25. No yeiponse 31.5% 0.0% _.0.02 _0.0x | 0.0

ﬂiitian and Chinese classes were noted to have the largest percentages

.

of teacher feedback that vas catcgori:od as socializon." Haitian programs
'-inifo;god the ;xi:E\nt number of teacher feadback responses (11.32) that

built on social customs and asked for group participation. These programs .
were cloocl; fﬁllov;d by Spanish .n& Chinese programs. b | \\N\
) In .:;crally evaluating percentages of social lcodback across programi.

it should be obicrvcd‘:hnt the combined percentages of social fccdback in

EZSL and ltiﬁdard English classrooms is significantly less than in each of the

n.ii§¢ groups. This poingp to a discontinuity iﬁ the type ot.language

feadbsck in pative language and English programs. Hhiio children receive . 4

a significant amount_of affective and social feedback in pative langusge
o - : ’

«)7-




i
"..u... this 1o mot muum in ESL or standsrd u;u.h pu;mn . This

may, to some extent, rnult in the difficulty some children upcruacp in

ghe transition process. p)

J3. rograns have more

Continued Verbal |

Ianteraction , Native Language. | ESL Stendard English -
1 1. Continues 63.32 ) 27.82 43.32 ]
L2 ggop_- 36.7% 712.22% 36.7%

. Mative language classes have more continucd verbal intcractionl tﬁan
oithcr ISL or standard !nglinh prograns. !hin {ndicates that dnstructional
chains in native language classrooms clicit more vcrbal response from
children. ESL classes were found to have the lowvest aumber of continued
_werbal chains. ‘Children in these classes vers noted to have the fevest

opportynﬂtics £0 use lan;uagc across tho cognitive, affcctivc. und social

© Sreas. CGnsidcring the fact that ESL clallcs are the link or bridge “i

bc:vccu nativc language and standard English classes, language dnstruction
bcconon very" relevant to students’ success in the process of transition
£ron native language to In;lilh} thil data reises the question of vhether

ZSL classes are aJQQuatcly‘brcparang students for this transition.

e

/

4
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A comparative snslysis of native Inn;nigi. English-as-a~Second-
Language (ESL), and standard l;llish programs vas made. Thoio%x thoula;;'
glnsorﬁa- observations, including five million {nstructional chains,
gevealed discontinuities fn programs across all 1inks of imstructional

" 9The first link of the chains, Who Inittntc;. sanifested that native
}

Janguage claoproo-s had a lignificahtly Iargor number of child-initiated

werbal interactibns. Uhoroal one third of'tho verbal 1ntoractionl n
mative language classrooms vere ¢hild-initiated, only 4.3X were child-
dnitiated in !n;lilh pro;ra-s This data implies that English prograns
are much moTe tonchor-diroctad. Litt1¥~opiortun1ty 4s given children to -
ho:o-c acttvoly {nvolved in setting the direction of verbal cxchangol

that ocan in the classrooms. N ¥ ]

The second link of the {nstructional chains snalyzed was Teacher .

Objogttv! There were again 1nnprtnnt'diftcrcncos revealed across
.pro;rlns Native lnn;un;e classes had an almost equal split between .
1n;tructional tinc spent on cognitive (532) nnd socio-affective (482)
teaching objectives. ESL and standard !n;lilh'progranl. contrarily, put
almost all of thoir instructional cnphanis on the cognitive donnid English-
aa—a-Sccond-Ltn;uago prograns spent 971 of classroom time on cognitive tcaching
objectives and 3 in oocto-a!foctivc aress. Standard English classrooms
spant 862 of the time in cognitive lnd 14X 4n oocio-af!octivo areas.

This difference 1n langua;c cnphasis in particularly uotcvorthy in ’
. . ] .



3

Py ’
'4& of ouluth; hov ISL programs ssrve as the brup bomon uuvc
xaa.uagc and .tlndard English 'ro;ta-u Tho !act that thare 1: Such a :

large discrepancy betwesn pro;ra-n indicates that ISL tnstruction does not

 #ulf4l]l this brid;ing function. The uu vﬁh which children are transitioned K

co standard English progrn-s ;rcn;ly dcpcuds on hov ESL prograns dovclop
all aress of the lnglilh language. To bs successful in ctandard English

‘programming, children must be able to communicate on a personal and social

evel as well as on a cognitive level. The development of socio-affcctivc

Jangusge tl especially tlportant for pative-language-speakers who sre only
.:polcd to these aspects of the language at school. Socio-affective
coununication at home is usually {n the lirpt language.

Thc fact that the development of socio-affective language is important
4s confirmed by second-language acqui;ition ltudic.. This research

.V

dndicates’ qﬁat tho development of socio-affective lan;uage nqt only results
r 7

4n better co-nunicntivc ability but allows students to -nkc a better

1 K
/
ldjnl&l‘nt to the lccond lnn;uago and culturc

Thc third 1ink of the instructional chainl. Direction of Flow, accounts

for the direction of verbal communication, to th‘\::ZId or to the grouy. '\

Vhereas native language ﬁro;rans tended to direct guistic interactions
\ LY ™

to 1ndi§iduall. ESL and standard English programs were group-oriented.

This indicates that children vho are used to individualized {nstruction 19 native
Janguage programs .;c'cuddonly immersed in ESL prograns, vhich do not pr§vid¢ .
this type of instruction. This may be a criti?nl point to consider in terms of .

trannitlaning children successfully from native language to English programs.
> &
Croup instruction rarely accounts for lin;uistic prolicicncys Thus,

» =8 . \

\
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/The ﬂlth 1ink of the mtmuml chains is y_mg_mm language

| . -:Ml had & different emphasis across programs. ZsL cluou spent Over )

30X of mstructional time qunttonu;. Over half the instructional ehiu
eollected in ESL classes asked children to 'ucntify or label something.
The most typical question was: "What 48 this?" Instructional chain elements

/ware as follovs:

Teacher Objective - To identify or label , 0
Direction - To group

Physical Method -~ Context-oriented
Fni\uic Hoiho_a_ Questioning
- Student Use of Language ity = Label

Continued Interaction - Stops

_ 'l'hu {nstructional chain allows little opportunity for children to use
Inglish in verbal discourse. |
Sundard lhglilh churoon spent 43X of tmtructioml time questioning
ltudlnts. ‘Commanding was the second most utniud language msethod in tSL
and oundard l‘.nglioh classrooms. .
llltivc hngua;o churoom. on the othcr hand,. spent only 27.32 of
classroon instructional time questioning students. Other language methods,
such as peer prompting, oocu\uzing. and narrating, vere also ;;vgr{ emphasis

4p these classrooms. Native language classes vere shown to cgn;c actively

4in language methods that encouraged chil.dnn to respond with oocio-af_fcctive @

"as well as cognitive sut»‘u‘ts. _
.  This response of children, or Hou Student Uses Language Opportunities,

[
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u.:u sixth 1ok 1o the instructional e&'u-.' ltmlcnu' use of language
=08t .hqr;y zeflected teaching objocttnp.@ltudcuto tn native language
dum gAvVe many mOTS tupmn uto;ortud ét socio-affective, -irtoring
the mhuu on cocto-afueun teaching objectives 4n thuo classrooms.
Acuvtttu in udn language classrooms were noted to oncéuruc active e ‘
hn;uln 4nterchange bc' en ot Children in ESL classes, contrarily,
were lfldon engaged in gctivo iociul discourse. Childun 4dn these classes
gave one-word responsés most frequently. Classroom observations in ESL |
Prograns revealed that little nitontion wvas given to arranging practice

opportunities for q,édnd-lad;ua;c-lpoakcrs to use the English language in

3 ,
social conversatde , ’ 1
\ v ,

‘ The sevent!

Mative hn;\p;c teachers gave feedback in all threg aress of Janguage,

vh‘orm_’ 4{n ZSL and standard English classrooms, teachers pri?nruy ;avc

conitivo feedback. o 5 ' ,;i

. . " n . . . K |

Tbc final 1link in the hstructiomlﬂchainu is COntinucd Intcractton. ﬂ

Magive language classes had more docunented continued verbal chains. This

can be "ntorpritod to mean that teachers in native language cl\anroou ;;vc

ﬂtt. feedback tlut encoufgged children to use language. Most instructional

mu':\ in ESL pr7;rm stopped rather continued. Therefore, children in .

;Mu pro;rm wvere not given tho prac {ve opportunities that research

has gdicand to be crucial to the ghv_glopun: of proficiency in a ucon;l

langusge. ' ) : : . \
These noted discontinuities bctvun prograns make the transition

Process more difficult for children. BESL progrm. ubich are meant to ; -

N
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ge and standard Baglish programs,

waTe uo: documented in gm uuareh as nrfonin; that function. xn

fact, the greatest programmatic shock to -tudmu euu as the -ov¢

_ grom mative language to BSL mtmtlou. The differences in t emz

emphasis and spproach cause ehudun to mnd an inordimtc amsount ol

\
tise in .dj‘hltunt. This foterferes with the expediency with vhich zhcy

deamm h;lhh. It also olo\u down the transition process from utivn “””" V

language to standard pto;un.i.ng. Even vhcn children are said to bo. -
cUNY

¥

Or

cognitively ready for standard Znglish classrooms, they often fail qo
[}

~make an adéquate social adjustment. This uy reflect the lack of

mtwctioul emphasis in locio-affcctivc areas in ESL churoom.
Dilcontinuitin vere ‘1'0 ‘found to exist across protum in language

skill sequences. Teachers vere often noted to be duplicating eac other's

nf!oru. Chndun vere uught‘.. conccpts ail over n;ain in mn-Z rather

than givu'n the English word hbcls for i.novn concepts. As teachers

dcvclopcd thc cntry-cxit hngun checklist, thiu propensity to reteach

nther'than bund on vhat vas known became more and more apparent.

| In summsry, it may be said that the transition process 1s made more

difficult for childun by ﬂpc discontinuitiu that exist across native

language, ESL, and utandard:l‘nglhh progrm both in terms of tuching

nutigi‘u and language skill sequences. A wore continuous flow of

inltructioml chains and language skill sequences across prograas would

not uuly result in easier nnd moTe lucculful transitioning for itudcnts

but would establish _thC‘ comnicat:lon betveen prograns ._é; ;ccssary for

an integrated {nstructional process to take place. / ~ )

/
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vii. $I0N: CATIONS FOR RCH,
' JDUCATIORAL PRACTICE AND POLICY

-

The collabé:ativc effort betveen school staff and the research teanm
hd four t-poxun't” outcomes. -nn:. it nubiiubcd working collegial
tulattonl tctvocn.lchoOI ltlff from native langungc. ESL, snd standard
sh cl‘oncn.' S;Lonq.‘lhc project dcvclopcd s nev collaborativc model
_'tfﬁf,“_b !hs}hdtnl process clonnnt' and stages of rcscarch. Third,

t oduqtu resulted from the colladborative proccusz the LIN-

L

. ;;rhapt the most significant rcuult of any research project \is its
.trﬁééfqraﬁ&li;y. While models have rarely been transferred successfully,
i ;/ 'prqccpdis‘ha;c_faifd -ucﬁ better: The collaborative process, including
o thc ilngiblc products dcvclopod by this project, havc been successfully
trausfcrrcd to other. Qchooln within the districts. This year, as a rcoult'
: pf,thc_projcct (3 dpctcd at one school in Cambridgc. toachgru ghron;hout
;ho diotrict are meeting biionthly to collaborate on the developuent of
- aptry-exit langua;c checklists for Crades 2-8. |
In analyzing the success of this projcct. it -cannot bc enphasized too
strongly that thorc wvere ‘tvo essential contributing elements: the process
‘ . of céilubor.iion a@d the development uf a tangible product of'lutuq;
L_ . benefit. It was ltron;ly stated byseveryone involved in this project

that thase tvo clcncnti vurc crucisl to. 4{ts success. Without the develop-
[

ssnt of the product, tbg.colluborattvc process would not have had the

o e




-;c.'ano. lp._t:t of school ann'-utc changes, just as without the process

;f uﬁ»«utui the product would not have resulted in the collegiality

of staff -l-bors needed to implement the product. Thus, these two ¢lements

were enchl dependent nrubln thst contributed to the projact'- positive -

outeonil\ | i
The 1lplteattons for vesearch that can bo directly derived Irom this

*projoct tclato to the collahorativc process and the productton of a tangible

product. Too oftcn. l?hool Tesearch has been ntrictly a theoretical

. Y . .
endeavor. An outside researcher went into a :il?ol vith a’preconceived

problem that he or she vanted to research. Sc personnel vere the

subjects for study, the "guinea vigs” 80 to speak. Researchers stu&icd
their subjects to document a theoretical issue Tather than to innovate _ﬂuﬁ
_pro;rl-nniic chnn;cs'that would have positive effects on students. -
lnscargy in the past, thcn.:has ingn !ocus;d on a ﬁicrarchical appiouch.
~ The rg,c:fcbor llch st believed to have the expertise to define the -
research ;;oblcn. set up the research design, and coordinste documentation
and cxplanntion of collcctcd data. Other than being lubjccts. teachers
wvere not involved in th; research process. Amazingly gnough, hovever, it
was these same teachers who were éxpected to implement the research out- .
cones of projects with thiy had no {nvolvement and, usually, to vhich they
had"; ;ounit-cnt. |
This hierarchical approach is significantly different from the functional

approach to rcscarcﬁ described in this project. The functional approach

dnvolved school staff in the research process from the beginning. 8School
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.nu uuobouu with the nourch team to ouu clear y the ressarch

‘'prodbles that 1‘,rillvlnt to the plrttculat .chool sstting) Teachers are |

{nvolved h the ruurch dntn. aAn effore u made to allov ‘sveryone to
contribute uccordtn; to their expartise rather than their hierarchical

| position. This tunctionnl lppronch gtvcs crcdcncc to the fact that .

teachers uro‘shc ulti-ngg implementors of any tcocarch,outco-oo. Teachers
who ase strongly c;lnlttod-lnd interested in research goals are thus
more likely to dmplesant the outcomes. | )

While there has bton'n recent enphasis in the research on collegiality,
there has begn little refetence to hov this collc;iniity can be developad.
‘!hia,projcét sets forth the evidence that collegiality is not juit;nnothir
theoretical comstruct but ein be practically estadblished through the process
ot.collnborntion used to Create a tangiblh product. The crogtion of the
yroduct 4s important because dmmediately establishes the success of the
';ﬁllab?titivc process. The product becomes the tangible evidence that a
group of pooplc vere able to vork to;ctber to devise ooncthing of mutual
bcncfit.' There is a sense of pride and ncconpliohncnt. then, that is the
end Tesult of the process, which gives people the politivc feedback to
vse the proccaa again in the future.

The creation of a product also becomes extremely important to the

o
ultimate success of'thc research in bringing about programmatic changes.

$School staff use the product as 8 point of departure for continued

" collaborstion. This was clearly seen at the Cambridge school site. The

zesearch sthool shared the product they developed with other schools in .,

the district. This sharing resulted in s continuation of the collaboiativc\

: \ ~86-
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PprOCEsS 88 :inchoro through the district continued in the development of

.1anguage skill entry-exit checklists for all grades.

Thus, ths functional-collaborative process has docu-ont;d transfer
valve. The prodgét developed as a result of tbo collaboration WAY O may
?ot.ilV.. depending on school needs. The important factor is that |
colllboration}io not an empty process but has feedback built into it
tﬁrough the crintion of q.produgt = the taniiblo evidence of the success
of the process. | s

The ro;utchcr'a g‘ol{ in the functional-collaborative research is

one of guide rather than director. The researcher provides his or her

expertise in a functional rather than a hierarchical role. The researcher

| thus becomes a partner in Yesesrch with school staff. This nev role of

the researcher can be titled "collabormentor.” The ressarcher functions
as co;l‘n;uo and guide through the previously outlined stages in the
collaborative process. |

!ﬁc'pairin; of”ibo principal investigator (outsider) with one influential

school employee (irs{der) 1s an important part of this collaborative process.

. Whereas the principal investigator can bring an objectivity to the -

identification of school needs, the school employee, working as site manager,

_offers the subjectivity of knowing the intervorkings of'thc_o;hdol sys:ém

from an inside perspective. Frequert meetings between the principal al
investigator and site -nnagci maintain the successful working balance
betveen the ipput of outside researchers and inside staff members on_an:

ongoing basis.

ah » »
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. —; .. Rasearch that is ba.od;on this lnﬁctinﬁul-collnbototivc mvdel should
adhere €O the following 'tllllllf |
1. The resaarcher tekes & "!\lnct.uul rather than & htc.nrcbiul role
ln‘t.ucatéh. beconing a colleague with oehool_lt;ff. '

2. Boles in vesearch are functional in that they are based on menbers’

/

contridbuting according éo their expertise.
3. “Teachers are éhn key agents in effecting fundamental change and
thnrotorc_ohould be involved in all phases of research, starting
with a definition of the resesarch probdlem. |
4. Teachers are unlikely t? effect change 8izmply because a researcher
tells them to. Teachers who take an active rather than receptive
role in research, hovever, are more likely to implement research
outcomes. » .
S. !Al!lrch should not be program-specific but should involve s
r.| general school effort. Expertise and talent is thus shared among
_teachers working tav;rd school goals rather than on isolated
programmatic isgues. | .
6. Research should be simed at changing the performance of the group
| tath.r.ihnn individual teachers..

0

7. Collegiality can be defined in terms of peer support. The develop-
- :

sent of collegiality results from teachars' working together to

develop a product of mutual benefit.

8. BResearch must have transfer value so that teachers as researchers

at ooe school site can train dther teachers at other sites in the

98-
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use ©f the school-developed product. Ultimately, the teachers

can train other teachers in the process of collaboration so that

mav products of sutual benefit can be developed. 1;10 approach

both is eont-oflcctivo and tends to}hnvc greater impact through

ttl sultiplier effect. e
In .ulllfy. school research should take a nev fumctional-collaborttivc
approach rather than thn‘htcratchical api&oaeh u.cd in the past. luqfttonalf
collaborativc research givoo CQull roles to research team and school staff
as collaboratorn in research. The rcncatcgcrc thcorctical-cxpcgtilc and
thc teachers' practical knovledge vill producc research gutconns :yat vi;l
Dot only be innovative but, most isportant, ‘will have fracéical relavance.

Practical tclcvancc for rclcarch 4n education is particularly

1-portant ‘st 8 tioe uhon public education ia being qucltioncd in terms of

its practical rcnultl in adequately educating children. There are political .
|toupn uho are currently lobbying for an,"oducation voucher" cyatcm, which
vould.nnnblt parents to use their tax dollars for private rather than for
p;blic education. The premise of the supporters of the vouchir systen 1is
that parents may get &8 better bducation for their childyren through private
schools. If it is true that private education may olfct better instructional
programs, then it follovs that ‘\f public educational system neads to be
1"'°Ygf° It 4s ultimately the teachers in the pudblic school system who

can make educational eﬁangc: that benefit students. Therefore, the role

. /
of teachera in educational research is crucial to 'the and result of program

»

dnnovation, of which they are the implementors.
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°1h. outcomss of ihlo research othld have profound implications for
educational policy makers. To date, biltngnal educational poltcy has been
!oundod ou the premise that all non-lnglilh--poating ltndlntl must become '
fluent in lh;lilh to matriculate through :hn A-nrican public education
systen. HNov ltudnntl wmove to Inglish co-pctcncc has not been diroctly
addressed and 1is currently d;;idcd differently across the states. Since
thare 18 no pational policy en how to educhte mon- end limited-English-
tpclkiii studants, states h.vé'lclcctcd approaches based on. thy philosophy-
rnttonalc of tha bc-t-organizcd and aggressive of the politicul interest
;toupc tcprcscnttng non- OF ltnitcd-tnglilh—spcating students. Regard-
1033 of -.the state policy. no state has Iucccscfully translated policy into .
practicc'vi;h respect to the followving qucctionc Hov can children be §
ttanlitionnd successfully from native lan;uage to English? When are
ltudcntm roady to be transitioned from the anative language or ESL dnstructional
yroltam to standard English programs?

thin research ansvers tbllc questions by clearly sanifesting that the
ot;nnizational and administrative structure translated into policy is not
the key determinant for successfully integrating children 4nto the English
mainstream. What is key is hov the organizational and udninin;rativc
structures across programs permit the inclusion of teaching strategies
that are critical for the development of children's functionai English
language skills. The ¢nphaoic is thuc on teaching strategies and a lahguage

skill sequence (entry-exit cbccklilt) zather than on instructional programs.

It is these teaching strategies, mot the otganikrtioanl program, that
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deteruines the success of transitioned students. !h‘rcforc. s continuous
su.u-ucuml flov based on equitable teaching strategies p'ods to be
astablished betvesn native language, ESL, gnd standard In;li;h.clnnsroo-n.
Since all aative la;guagc prograns are ultifrt;ly concerned with |
transitioning children to English, 1:_10 more instructionally as well
as financially expedient to unify skill {nstruction with -exit
m.uui checklist. This allovs teachers to build om m\un- ’
!r:= program to program and from grade to gtad;l'

Currently, the transitional process is extremely fta;nnniid; '
prograns differ from class to class and school to school. S$kills taught
in all programa-do'not follow any definite ocqucncc.- Teachers do not
coordinate instructional.goals but maintain an exclusivity with regard to
their program affiiiations_ Programs are éoﬁsidcrcd as .opa:;tc entities
zather /than as integrated parts of an educational system. MNative langusge
prograns are conpiqirod distingt from ESL and standard English prograuns,
yet chfidrcn Iro;(;;tivc language programs attend ESL classes and are
eventually transitioned into standard ;;31ilh prograns. What is needed,
then, 18 to largely clininjr; titles of programs which cause them to be
thought J.‘Ln theory and pratticc as separate entities wvith differing goals.
An emphasis .hould instead be placcd on a continuous chain of 1nstruction.

Rather than labeling classes as "native lan;ua;c. "bilingual,” "ESL," o

' 'standatd English” - as separate programs = all these programs should be

grouped under the term "language transitioning.” In thil francwork nativc

language teachers would work in collabbration with ESL and otandard !nglilh
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teachers to develop langusge skills iu both languages along & language  *

skill continuum. Bducators and policy makers would find 'tlu'd*-ﬁation T
of mcutc titles Oxtu-.cly coot-’oﬁtchnt. In this way, -.onul for B |
educational prograas- 'would not be dtvtdcd. cuuoing hcrund

uldnhtnttn nxpcnu. An integration of educational programs is also
educationally expediént 4n that it dqn not cause a duplication of efforts

currently seen in transitional programming. ht\hcr. teachers would be

"working t‘,o'i'cthcr to provide language development for limited- and non-

'English-speskers on an ongoing basis. '’

I:_ appaars that one of the hcto‘rs that may have limited the success

of bilingual education 1is its exclusivity. Ultimately, bilingual programs

are jud;cd according to how well children succeed in school ;ftcr they
enter the lnglilh nin.trum. While bilin;ual education, including
utivt nmxuue instruction, is crucul for the education of LES and NES
.tudcntl. the success of thcu programs is directly related to how they
are utqutod i{nto the total educational system. Bilingual programs must
give ;hudun the skills necessary to "coupctc with English-speaking peers.
Policy makers can contribute to the success of bilingual programs by
iotablishing goals that are complementary rather than oppolc;l to those of
standard lhgl.ilh' programs. By addressing the issues of how trp;ition is
to be acco-plhiud through attention to continuous {nstructional strategies
across prograns and vhen through an entry-exit checklist, the smooth
tnnd.w and the ultimate student success in the mainstreanm can be

accomplishad.
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. . N.1.E. Bilingual Teacher Inservice
- - Resesarch Project '
220 longfellow Hal
. . ‘ Appian Way ° '

Cambridge, MA 02138

y.\ . MEMORANDUM
03 Project Participants
TROM; ‘Linda Vbntr#giia & Btuart .land
DATE: March 27, 4981 |

RE: Entry/Exit Language Skills Chock;ist

In our effort to develop a national model for bilingual teacher
inservice programs we need to articulate what our expectations are
concerning language skills at each grade level. Which language
akills should children have already mastered before coming to your
class? Which ones will you introduce, maintain, or expect them to
master?. . : -

r : :
This Entry/Exit Language S$kills Checklist will focus on how and
when children use language to: ,

1. ask questions

2. -deek more information

3. -create stories

4. state new ideas

S. develop higher order thinking

6. develop social expressions

7. describe feelings and emotions

8. and mbre

On the following pages list the Entry/Exit skills for your crade
Jevel ir each of the Language Arts areas: Oral language, Peading
and ¥ritten Language. N o :

*
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w. |, . - sCHOOL | , ' GRADE
OGRAM ' ( )BILINGUAL ( ) STANDARD - .
ease list the language skills you feel are jmportant in the following aress:

r

I

' | ORAL LANGUAGE | |
mase SRS ‘ — ' L Skills Development
" Entry| Exit
R ’
‘ .
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LANMBAIDGE FUBLIC CMOOL MEPARTMENT

WRLIAN C LarON _ N :
B VEAMYTRNEENT -
3 - . : 139 THORNDINE sYREEt CANSBRIDGE MARACHUSETTS 02141
¥ . .
o . “ ‘.1.\ . .
,,&. ~ - 3

< Harch 6, 1981

CI - ? . | — . . | ’
Dr.k_umh Ventriglia '
Educational Colladorative _ . _
for Greater Boston : _ . ' N
220 Longfellow Ma}) ‘ ‘ ,

Appian Way @
. Cambridge, MA 02138

Dezar Dr. Vonirlglin:' - . o ..

°  The N.1.E. Pesearch Project which has taken Place during this school
Year at the Harrington Schocl has pProven to be very helpful in the observation
of teaching strategies that Tesult in effective student transition in Bilingual
Education. We in the Canmbridge School Department agree with the original
Premise of this project that the training of teachers in this model will have $
far reaching effects within the Cambridge Public Schools and eventually in .
Other school systenms. ‘ .

v

The fact that the N.1.E. Project has brought together the teachers in
wonolingusl ‘and bilingual classroo h a close working relationship has .
onabled the teachers to recognize h others concerns and to come to an \
wndegstanding of each others prodl This recognition has denefited - °
greatly the children n the Harrin on School. -

_ The gcls of this Project will provide the resources to integrate -
Pprogreas in tnglish as a Second unmgg. standard curriculus, and bilingual e

| ’n‘rim. -. . . .\-'. \
- ) r . . /

Sincerely, .
g— -~ G )r't %
fnncis X. Foley “

Master, Harrington $chool
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m tlu process wharedy children tie words to emopu vhich are
koown ia the !1:‘:,1qn;un|o. Syabols, pictures, actions for perception,

end their word-labeling are¢ uicd as a means to build extensive vocabularies. ,

M tln unuq in uhich children imitate phrnn from the second
Janguage. This allows childrcn to repeat phrases holiuticully and cnablo-
' thems to stretch ;bair ability to communicate in oocial'aituationl and to

learn language patterms.
. _ 4

. ~

Creating ~ the final state of language learning, in which children combine
® . . - .

words and chunks of language creatively to cxp*u their deas. Original
. sayings derived fros previously learned chunks of language are the end

zesult of this strategy.

r ) .‘ v ) 7
Jisteming Iif and Sounding Out = & process used by sesond-language learners
“ ‘ ) '

ig'dcvulop tocoptivo aﬁd'cxprcluivc'proficioncy. Meaning is learned ¢

natufailit by the 1istening nctipn of the learner.

Yollov the Phralo'- the strategy employed to utilise éﬁunks of language in
order to learn the syntax of the second language. Constant patterns and
phrgooa\;ro practiced by the learner and are cvontually'variod_by changing

- I

words that follovw the phrase.

Socializing - the process by vhich children lesrn social expressions
holistically, as chunks. Once the social formulas have been learned, they
ean be applied snd practiced ip other similar situations. ;o
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Lopycstting - the learning device through affective,

selective, individual,
Creative,

erbal and nonverba) Patterns,

individual and creative chborlttonl.
socially 8ccepted expressions 8re demonstrated in & naturg)

M‘—ILEB_LB!; = the strategy which bridges cognitive,
and social Predispositions

Children choose different o
upcrinc,q‘

and social initation in role Play.
. 8elected behavior and iction.

and

context.

Sotivational,

into various Qtﬁn of second-language learning.
PPrQaches to integrate their langusge learning
The language learning styles describe

Beading ~ meaning of individual

M‘ ~ internalizing

or chunks g, emphasized.

ﬂghgggntin. = listening

comprehension and 8ccurate reproduction of
Sounds {s emphasized.

d in this strategy are:

words or semantics 1, npbniud;

languige on the level of language patterns
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