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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Learning English through Bilingual Instruction
rinal Report on NIE-400-80-0030
Submitted to the National Institute of Education
by :
Lily Wong Fillmore, Principal Investigator
Paul Ammon, Co-Principal Investigator
garry MclLaughlin, Co-Investigator
Mary Sue Ammon, Research Psychologist
university of California, derkeley

Project description:

"Learning English througn gilingual Instruction” was a three
year research project funded under through the Part ( Agenda which
investigated the effects of instructional practices and patterns of
language use in bilingual and Englisn only classrooms on general’
academic development and on the anevelopment of the English language
skills by LEP students. This study was designed specifically to
determine what instructional strategies are most effective for
helping LEP students acquire the Eng.ish language skills they will
need in order to participate fully in the society's schools. The
researcn questions tnat guided the rtudy were:

1. What instructional practices'best;/foster'tne acquisition and
development of school-related language skills in the second
language (i.e., English) of bilipgual students?

2. What student language characteristics interact with
instructional practices to affect the acquisition of second
language skills? « /

The study was thus concerned with /tne develpment of the language
skills needed for school partipation, and for learning from
teachers and textpooks. During /the first year of the study, the
Researcn Team determined just what kinds of English language skills
were required for academic development by going into classrooms and
studying in detail tne language used by teachers and students in
tne conduct of formal instructional activities. We also
investigated the linguistic demands of the textbooks that students
at tne third and fiftu grades are expected to handle. The outcome
of tnat year of work was a battery of oral and written language

~assessment instruments which was later used to assess the language

learning outcomes reported in this study. The period of the main
investigation which took place in 17 <classrooms was one school
year. The 17 classes were at the third and fifth grades, and
included bilingual and English only classes that served Chinese and
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Hispanic backyground students. The following table shows how the
classes were distributed by type, graoce level and L1 background of
tne studnnts :

vistribution of the 17 Classes

N dil.ngual Classes Englisn-only Classes
3rd 13 .. 4 Hispanic 3 Hispanic
\ 4 Chinese 2 Chinese
oth 4 | 1 “Hispanic , 1 Hispanic
1 Chinese 1 Chinese

Total = 17 =1u Bilingual = 7 English-only

Tne subjects of the study were all of the Chinese or Spanish
L1 students 1n the 17 study classes with 2-3 years of exposure to
tnglish; there were 157 of them who met our selection criteria.

The purpose of the study then was an investigation of the
extent to which features of classroom life such as instructional
organization, instructional approach, instructional language use,
student characteristics, class composition, and ciassroom
environment affected gains in oral language development (production
‘and comprehension), written language development (reading and
writing) and general academic development (reading achievement,
language arts, math). ‘

Methods.

Tne methods used in this study included testing (language,
reading, writing, etc.); classroom observations whicn focused on
learners and on teacners; audio and -video recordings of lessons
whicn focused on tue instructional pracrices employed by teachers
and tne 1nstruet10na1 exper1ences of learners.

1. wural langyage development was assessed by "Tne Shell/Rock
Game", a simulated science lesson. Language produced by the
subjects during the "lesson" was assessed for grammaticality,

structural complexity and informativeness. Non-verbal and

verbal responses to commands and questions based on
information "taught" during "the lesson" formed the basis for
our assessment of the subjects' comprehension of English.

2. MWritten language development was assessed by (1) reading
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tasks whicn assessed knowledge of English vocabulary, s
and  textual conventions witn an emphasis on
interpretation strategies and comprenension (we were
interested in reading accuracy); and by (2) writing
which assessed productive capacity with written Engli
terms of composition, style, and genre (i.e., expositor
narrative).

3. Acadenic achievement was assessed by the CTBS Test give
all school districts in California in May of each s
year.

4. The instructional practices and patterns of instruct
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language use which made up our independent™ variables
assessed by ratinyg instruments based on the audio and
recordings. that we had collected during the study year.

Findings:

There were four major clusters of instructional variables

~ were found to be critically related to lTanguage Tearning.
| _ : They ca
described as (a list of the instructional features containe
tnese summary variables is appended):

1. QUALITY uF TEACHING

2. QUALITY UF LEARNING ENVIRUNMENT
3. QUALITY ufF INSTRUCTIUNAL LANGUAGE Las linguistic input]

4. AVAILASILITY UF UPPURTUNITIES Tu PRACTICE  ENGLISH
interactions witn peers and teachers)

The instructional variables were found to interact in co
ways with two types of learner variables: :

_—1. Initial proficiency in Englisn
2. Etnnic group

An important preliminary finding of the study was this:

L1 usage in oiliggual classes: We found a reluctance o
part of teachers in Dilingual classes to use the Li1's of th
students for instruction. A precise measure of the language
by teachers in our bilingual classrooms revealed an average

were "
video
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of tne students' L1's just 8%, relative to the use of English and
teacher silence (the range was O to 24%). The growing emphasis on
English, even in bilingual classes, “stems from the increased
pressure on schools and teachers everywhere to provide LEP students
with the linguistic means to make a rapid adjustment into English
only classes. Our observations indicate, however, that the amount
of English used in classrooms serving LEP students is not as
crucial a factor as the way it is used.

The major findings of the study were:’

1. vifferent aspects of instructional practices and classroom
experiences influence the development of comprenension vs.
production skills.

2. The instructional practices tnat were found to influence
language development have differential effects on learners
depending on their initial level of proficiency in English.

YR
L]

The instructional practices that influence language
development work differently for <hildren, depending on their
cultural/etnnic background.

4. Tne role played by the teacher depends on tne concentration
: of LEP students in the class and scnool, and on the avail-
ability of Englisn speakers to interact with.

More specifically, tne following relationships were found
petween our 1ndependent variables, and oral langua¢ce development:

variables that influence the development of PROUUCTIUN
skills in Englisn:

1. "Interactional opportunities" were related to
gains in production for everyone, but--

--There was a greater effect for Hispanic
students than for Chinese students.

--There was a greater effect for students
with low initial proficiency in English,
generally. (The Chinese students were an
exception--they got more out of interactional
opportunities when they were at intermediate
levels of proficiency.)

2. "Quality of the learning environment":

--Significant gains for Chinese students with
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low initial levels of English proficiency in
classes that were high on this variable.

--0pposite effect for Hispanic students!

"Quality of instructional language" and,
"Quality of teaching" were both related to gains in
production skills for all, but--

--The greatest effects were related to gains for
Hispanic students.

--There were relatively minor effects on Chinese
‘students, even at the lowest levels of initial
English proficiency.

variaoles tnat influence tne development of LUMPREHENSION
skills in Englisn: , ,

1.

Percent time in teacher directed activities ,formal
lessons, teacner directed discussions, etc.) was
related to gains in comprenension for gveryone.

"Quality of tihe learning environment":

7 -=Related to gains in comprehension for Hispanic

students at all levels of English proficiency.
--Related to gains for Chinese students only when
they reach an intermediate level of English
proficiency.
"Quality of instructional language":

--Related to gains for the Hlspanlc students, but not
the Chinese. :

"Interactional opportunities":
--Related to gains for the Hispanic students, out not

the Chinese. In fact, the Chinese did worse in
~classes that were high on these varlables'

Factors that were related to gains in comprehension

SKlllS for tne Chinese students:
* Verbal practice in teacher-directed lessons

* Practice giving extended responses in lessons
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* Upportunities for oral participation in instructional
activities :

* Individual nelp given by teachers to students

vonclusions tnat can be drawn from our findings are these:

1. All learners profit from opportunities to interact witn peers
who speak the target language, but the Hispanic students
profit especially. The more opportunities they find to use
English with peers, the more they gain in production and
.comprenension,

2. Cnhinese learners profit from interactional opportunities
with peers only after they have reached intermediate
levels of English proficiency.

3. Chinese learners profit more from structured, relatively
noise-free learning environments. This factor is related to
gains in production and comprenension for them. It is related
to gains in comprehension, but not production for Hispanic
learners.

4. Quality teacher directed instruction is important for
all, but especially for the Hispanic students.

5. Hispanic students are relatively more sensitive to the
quality of teacning and to the quality of the instructional
language they are exposed to than are Chinese students.
Chinese learners are mor'e "immune"” to differences in teachers,
because tney tend to "compensate”" for less successful
teachers. ' . '

o. Chinese students profit most from close interaction with
their teachers, and from assPsted practice with the
language in lessons. They depend more on adults for input
tnan they do from peers. They need a great deal of
guided practice especially during the earliest stages of
learning Englisn. :

Implications:

The findings in this study nave important implications for
educators who are concerned witn the education of LEP students. It
is clear that instructional practices and settings work differently
for different groups of students. The kinds of settings that favor
Chinese students may inhibit learning for Hispanic students. Given




Executive Summary NIE-400-80-0030

the right conditions and experiences, both groups can flourisn
educationally, but those -condiiions and experiences must be"
tailored to the cnaracteristics of each group. Furthermore, it has
peen snown that nigh quality teaching and instructional language
use by teachers result in tne development of the English langu.ge
skills needed for aca-<emic learning. Apprenensions over the use of
tne students' L1's in school are unjustified, since tne critical
factors 1n classrooms were lhow teachers wused language and
instructed their LEP students rather than how much English they
used. wvur findings suggest that wultimately thera are no easy
answers in the planning and conduct of programs for LEP students
from diverse language and cultural backgrounds: educators must take
cultural factors into account in their consideration of various
.metaods of for educating LEP students. They suggest that while
factors such as the quality of input and the type of instruction
provided by teacners are important, ultimately there are no simple
answers to the very large question of what works, or what works
best for LEP students. It is clear that educational treatments
interact with group learning styles, and that the quest to increase
the effectiveness of schooling for all children has got to begin
with efforts to discover what works for different groups. Children
do not come to school not empty handed; they bring a wealth of
social, cultural, intellectual and linguistic knowledge tnat they
have acquired through prior experiences in the home and in their
communities--no matter now humble their <circumstances. Their
parents nave given them a language and a perspective on the world.
They have presented them with information on a variety of matters
tnat are of importance to the family and group. The ways in which
parents and other members of tne cultural g¢roup have made this
information and knowledge available are tied up with the group's
. communicative and teaching ¢.yle. Children's wearly learning and
communicative experiences greatly influence their expectations
about now tnings are goiny to be done in other settings.
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Appendix A
THE SuMMARY VARIABLES

Tne summary variables that were found to have the greatest

influence on language development in this study comprised the
following instructional features:

I. QUALITY Uf THE LEARNING ENVIRUNMENT:

--Low noise level (acoustics, movement, level of noise from
outdoor and from surrounding classes, teacher's tone of
voice, etc.)

--Low teacher distractability (teacher stays focused in lessons
. and in interactions with students)

--Learning centered behavior promoted (most of the activities
conducted in the classroom are related to curricular goals;
teacher promotes task-centered behavior)

11. QUALITY UF THE INSTRUCTIUNAL LANGUAGE THAT SERVES AS INPUT
LN.s. uy instructional language as input,

* We are talking about English used as a
medium of instruction ratner than when it is the "content"
beiny taught.

* Languaye learning pecomes "input" wnhen it meets certain criteria:
it is "comprenensible", i.e. it is used in ways that allow
learners to figure out for themselves what the speaker is
trying to say; it is structurally "transparent", i.e., it
is used in ways that allow the learners to figure out how
the utterances are structured; it is language that is being
used for real communicative purpogses.

* Language learning is a collaborative process--both the learners
and target language speakers have got special parts to play.
The TL speakers nave got to modify thair speech when speaking
to learners in ways that allow them to figure out what they
are saying, and to see how the language works. The learners
have got to work at figuring out what the speakers are saying,
since in that process tney figure out how the language works.
The process can get short-circuited in at least two ways--the
TL speakers don't do what they are supposed to be doing, or
the learners don't try to figure out what's going on.
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* The two languages of instruction have to be kept apart. )

Tne following are aspects of the instructional language variable
related to the language used by teachers during lessons:

--Level bf structure and vocabulary is appropriate for LEP
students, given their current level of proficiency in English

--Adjustments in level of English used are based on student
feedback

--Adjustments in level of content being taught are based on
student feedback

--Message redundancy by use of paraphrase, repetition, situational
anchoring

--vependence on Jemonstration, enactment, and realia to get
information across to LEP learners

--Contextualization of information--new information is related
to given or previously learned information

--Exemplification and simplified explanations as needed

--use of explicit discourse markers such.as "first", ‘“next"
"pefore", “that's why..." etc., as aids to comprenension

--Teacher's language is a good model of the target language--
gramnatically, pnonologically, and idiomatically speaxking.

--Calling attention to the language in the course of using it

--Using tne language in ways that reveal its structure, e.g.,
by presenting information in paradigm-like sets, etc.

--Explicit discussion of vocabulary and structure
4
The following are aspects of the instructional language variable
having to do with the way other instructional practices provide
.~ structural support for the input. These help to increase the
students' chances for figuring out or prediciing what their
teacners are trying to communicate to them during lessons:

--Predlctabllxty by time and place what kids are supposed to
be doing

--Consistency and clarity of "lesson scripts"

11
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--Clear lesson phases, these phases clearly marked by
explicit comments on format

--Lessons follow a daily schedule

--Lessons are qnnsistent across days, and across groups
I11. THE INTERACTIUNAL UPPURTUNITY VARIAGLE

The following are aspects of tne interactional opportunity

variable whicn are related to students' chances to practice

the use of Englisn during formal instructional activities:

--Plenty of turns for everyone during lessons (fair and
systematic turn-allocation procedures are used)

--Turns call for extended responses

--Teacners provide assistance as needed by students in oral
participation ("assisted production" througn scaffolding,
modelling, expansions, etc.)

--Helpful, useful feedback provided

The following are aspects of the interactional opportunity
variable wnich are related to peer interaction:

--Availability of target language peers to interact with .

--Seating and grouping that facilitate interaction between
TL speakers and learners

--Freedom to talk and to interact with peers during classtime
" --puilt-in oppertunities to interact with peers on work--
e.g., tnrough peer-tutoring, group assignments, students
given collaborative assignments, encouragement for students
to consult one ancther _
1Vv. THE QUALITY OF TEACHING VARIABLE

--Learning tasks and materials are at appropriate levels for
LEP students '

--Focus on languaye in instruction (attention is given to
language in lessons that are not on language even)

--Language structure and vocabulary are taught (formally

through ESL or during language arte¢ instruction, or
informally--e.g., calling students' attention to new forms,

- 1y -
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defining words, teaching vocabulary during subject matter
instruction, etc.)

--Focus on comprehension (frequent checks on comprehension
during lessons and other instructional activities; paraphrases,
explanations, exemplification, demonstrations, providing
definitions, etc., as needed for clarification; teacher
frequently models interpretive strategies for students)

--varied, effective use of instructional models (not just
rote learning and practice, but empnasis on discovery,
interpreting, conceptualizing, :lassifying, too. '

--Individual nelp given frequently

--Teacher gives informative and diagnostic feedback on work
and on oral performances

--Students are given many opportunities to work together

--Teacner uses content-rich, elaborated language which is relevant,
clear and audible to all

--Teacher focuses on high level skills (comprenension,
integration of operations, strategies, etc.) rather than on
low level or mechanical skills _ \.

t‘
--Clarity of instructional goals (what teacher is getxng at
in lessons is obvious)

--Clarity of expectations (what students should be doing or
getting out of the lesson is clear)

--Richness of content (Not just the bare minimum--e.g., focus
on literary experience rather tnan focus on reading for
information




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We wish to thank the teachers, the children and their parents \ho gave
generously of their time and effort to participate in this study, the
- principals and administrative personnel in the Oakland Public Schools,
the Pajaro Valley Unified School District, the Santa Cruz City Elemen- °
tary School District, and the San Francisco Unified School District,
who helped us get tris project under way.

We would also like to express our gratitude to the following graduate
‘and undergraduate students at the University of California at Berkeley
and at Santa Cruz, and other research staff, who aided in the collec-
.tion, coding, and analysis of our data: Teresa Austin (UCLA), Siew-Tin
Beh-Bennett, Daisy Chan, Wai-Lin Chang, Christinia Cheung (Stanford
University), Ruth Chin, Nancy Diao, Kim Donatelli, Jorge Duany, Marta
Giegling, Elsa Guerrra, Mark Hansell, Kathy Kovacic, Linda Kroll, Tom
Larsen, Richard Leung, Connie Levanthal, Lisa Ling, Monica Macaulay,
David Magier, Patty McClanahan, Cathy McCormick, Teresa Montini,
Teresa Navarro, Mary Catherine O'Connor, Elly Pardo (Stanford Univer-
sity), Leann Parker, Suzanne Peregoy, Celia Reyes-Hailey, Sheryl
Silverman, Elissa Warantz, Cristy Willer, Karen Wong, Romayne Wong,
Pao-Xuei Wu, Linda Yee and Mary Yu.

We also thank Louise Cherry Wilkinson of CUNY, who participated i.
this project during its first two years, Lois-Ellin Datta, Reynaldo
Macias, Judith Orasanu and Blanca Rosa Rodriquez, former research off-
icers and administrators of the National Institute of Education who
guided the work during much of the primary phase of the project, and
Carter Collin, the project officer at NIE who has guided, prodded and
supported us through the final phases of work. We could not have done
'this work without the patience, ideas and understanding of these help-
ful professionals. . -

We wish too to acknowledge the help given us by the administrative
staff 1n the School of Education at Berkeley. Most of all we thank
Frankie Temple, Jill Thurman, Susan Sanchez, and Ken Fisher for their
help in the business management parts of the project, and Dean Bernard
Gifford and Administrative Officer Ron Choy who supported us finan-
cially through the final stages of this work.

14




N

TABLE OF CONTENTS

List of Tables ¢ o & e e s s s = e F e o s & e o

List of Figures. . . « ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o s o o o o« o

Chapter

1.

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY. e s e e s s oe e e

1.1 Purpose and Description of the Study. . .

1.2 Overview of This Report . . . . . « « « .

1.3 Research Design . . . « « & ¢« ¢ « ¢ « + &

1.4 Instructional Features in Bilingual Education

1.4.1 Language Use . . . . . ; e o o o o ; .
1.4.2 Classroom Organization . . . . . . . .
1.5 Situational Variables . « . « ¢« ¢ « « « &
l.6 Learner Variables . . . . . . ; .l. e e

1.6.1 Age at Introduction to English . . . .

1.6.2 Language .Group Membership. . . . . . .

1.6.3 Individual Differencer . . . . « « « «

1.7 Language Skills Needed for School . . . .

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDY SITES . . .

2.1 The Social and Political Context of the Study

2.2 The DisStrictsS « « o ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o

2.3 The SChools ¢ e & 8 & e & e B e e+ e+ e

2.4 Characterization of Individual Classrooms

N 2 04 . 1 Oemographic Variables e & & o e e o o

Language Background of Children. . .
Ethnic Background of Children. . . .

Foreign Born Children in Target Classrooms
NES and Low LES Children in Target Classrooms.

ii

15

vi

ix

14
14
16
18
20
20
21
22

26

28
28
35
41
64
65
66
68

69
70




2.5 Characteriz.ition of the Target Subject Sample

3.

4.

2.4.2 CTBS Achievement Data. « « o « « « o« + o &

The Nature of the CTBS Test. . . . .

Descriptive Findings on the C14S . . . .

2.6 Non-English-Speaking Subject Sample . . . . .

TEACHERS AND INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES: THE INDEPENDENT

VARI ABLE L] [ ] L ] L] L] L] [ ] [ ] L] L ] L] L] L] L ] [ ] L] [ ] L]
3.1 Teachers and Classrooms . « + s « o« o o =
3.1.1 Tearher Characteristics. . . . . « . &

Background of Teachers . . . . . . .
Teachers' Proficiency in English . .
Support Services for Teachers. . . .
ESL and Other Pullout Services”. . .

3.112 Activity Structure in the Classrooms .
3.1.3 Teacﬁer Language Usage in Instruction.
3.2 1Independent Variables . . . . .'. - e o e
3.2.1 1Instructional Practice Variables . ..

" Noise and Activity Level . . . . . .
Distractability. . . « « + « « « o &
Academic Work Orientation. . . . . .
Peer Interaction on Schoolwork . . .
Instructional Model Use. . . .. . .
Good Teaching, . . . « « + ¢.¢ + « =
Low Skill Teaching . . . . « « « + &
Language Teaching and Feedback . . .
Individualized Help. . . .« « « « . .
Informative Help on Oral Production.
Feedback on Written Work . . . . . .

Extended Responses Required and Modeled.
Op, ortunities for Oral Participation . .

Written Responses Required . . . . .

3.2.2 1Instructional Language Use Variables .

ORAL LANGUAGE VARIABLES. ¢« .« .+ + « &+ s o o &
4.1 Oral Language Assessment Instruments. . .

4.1.1 The Shell and Rock Games . . « » « o &

iii

72

73
78

86

"89

90
91
91

92
93
94
96

99
110
115
115

115

121
123
126
129
132
140
144
146
149
153
154
159
160

161

177
179

183



40 1.2 Scoring Procedures e o o . - . . .o' * e o e e e ¢ o .

Production . « « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 o e o e e 0w o .
ComprehensSioN. « « « « o o o o o o o o o o o s o o o

5. MAJORFINDI‘NGS...»....................
5.1 Oral Language Data. . . « « o o o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ & ; . e e
5.1.1 Pretest Data: Shell Game. . . . o o « ¢« & « « o 70 -
5.1.2 Posttest Data: Rock‘Game. .« o . ; e v e e o e s e e e
5.2 Oral Language Gains Related to lnstructional Variables. .
.5.2.1 Cofrelational Data « « o o ¢ o o 0 v e e e e e e

5.2.2 Differences between Groups of Children . . . . . . . .

5.3 Summary Variables . . « ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o 0 o s e e e o e

5.4 The Effect of Initial Proficiency Level and Cultural
Ba CKg round * L 4 * L] . . [ ] . . L] . . . . . L] . . . . . - L 4 *

5.4.1 Production Dependent Variables . . . . . . . « « « . &
5.4.2 Comprehension Dependent Variables. . e e e e e e e

5.4.3 Summary of Findings on Production and Comprehension

GainS. e o ®o © ® ® o ® 8 e e ® & e e e 6 e s * s s ° »

5.5 Comparisons of Classes by Overall Gains in Proficiency. .

- 5.5.1 Gain in Production, Loss in Comprehension. . . . . . .

5.5.2 Loss in Production, Gain in Comprehension. . . . . . .'

5.5.3 Loss in Production, Loss in Comprehension. . . . « « .
5.5.4 Gain in Production, Gain in Comprehension. . . . . . .

5.6 The Effects of Instructional Structure and Patterns of
tanguage Use on Oral Language Development . . . . . . . .

5.6.1 Characteristics of Classrooms at Settings for Language
Learning . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ @ ¢ o s o e 0 e e e 00 o .o

How Participant Structure in Lessons Affects
Language Learning. « « o« « ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o

Structural Characteristics of Lessons That Work for
Lang‘.‘age Learningo . . . . . . . e o . . [ 2 [ [ . L]

iv

17

188

189
195

197

197

197

210

211

211

214

215

216
217

223

232

235

239

243

244

246

248

248

250

256




"5.(.2 How Language Use in Lessons Affects Language

Characteristics of Teacher Talk that Works

6. THE NES SUBSTUDY . . . . . .

7

6.1 Introductiog;,. e e e s .

g
-

6.2 The Problem Discussed .

6.3 MethodS . « v o o o o « &

6.3,1

Subjects . . . .. .

L3

6.3.2 Data Collection Procedures .

6.4 Findings. . . . « ¢ « .« &

6.4.1
6.4.2
6.4.3
6.4.4
6.4.5

6.4.6

. Common Practices . . .

ESL Instruction. . . .
Instructional Roles. .
Coordination . . . . .

Language Practices . .

‘The Role of Classmates

6.5 Sﬁmmary e o s s s s s s

7 . CONCLUSION * . . . . . * . L J

7.1 summary of the Findings .

7.2 The Cthnography of Bilingual Classrooms

7.3 Bilingualism and Biculturalism in

7.4 A Final Word. . . « « «

References

Appendix A .

Appendix B

Appendix C

Appendix D

the Classroom .

L3

Learning.

as Input.

265

266

285

285

286

293

293

294

298
298
309
311
314

315

- 320

321

326

330

333

337

344

347

359

376

400

411

L]



2.1
2.2
2.3

2.4

2.5

2’.6~

2.8
2.9
2.10

2.11
2.12

2.13

2.14

LIST OF TABLES

Percentage Speakers of Various Languages in
Hispanl’c Classrooms...........'...........'..'.....Gaa

Percentage Speakers of Various Languages in
Chinese Classrooms ...............................OGGb

Percentages of Speakers of Various Languages
by Gtade and Classroom '.."...'l'"'.'.'....."'...GGC

Transience of Students in Classrooms by Grade
and EthniCity .......O'................"...........67a

Percentage of Students of Different Ethnic
Backgrounds by Grade, Ethnicity, and Type 8
Of CIassroom .......l.............O..................6'a

Percentage of Students of Different Ethnic
Background by Grade and ClaSSIrOOM eceeeesssessessssobia

Percentage ¢f Students According to Place of
Birth by Grade, Ethnicity, and Type of
Classroom .................................'.'.'....69b

Percentages of Foreign Born Students by Grade

and Classroom .............'.....'.'...............70a

Percentages of Students with Little or No
Previous Instruction in Englxsh Prior to
tudy Year by Grade, Ethnicity, and

Classroom Type ........-.....................'.....'70b'-

Percentages of Students with Little or No
Previous Instruction in English Prior to
stUdy Year by Classroom ......................O....7la

Means and Standerd Deviations of Spring 1981

CTBS Reading Performance for Whole Class ...cet000.79a

Performance of Classrooms on CTBS Reading,
Reported by stanine ._..........'................'..Bla

Means and Standard Deviations of Spring 1981
CTBS Language Arts Performance for Whole

Class .........'.'........'...........'...........'alb

Performance of Classrooms on CTBS Language
Al‘ts, feported by Stanine .o-v-ovoovoo'oo-ooeoovooov82a

.
i

vi

1Y




2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19
2.20
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5
5.1‘
5.2

5.3

5.4
5.5

5.6

Means and Standard Deviations of Spring 1981
CTBS Mathematics Performance for Whole Class.......84a

Performance of Classrooms on CTBS Mathematics,
Reported by staqine .......................'.......84b

Distribution of Subjects in Final Target
Sample by Classroom, and Grade X Ethnicity

Groups ® 0 0. 0000000 0000 0000000000000 00 0000000000009 000

87a

Distribution of Target Subjects According to
place °£ Birth V...'............-........)..-..........87b

Amount and Type of Educaation in American
Schools for Target Subjects ...ceceeeesenccrcesessaBBa

Distribution of NES Subjects by Classroom and

GradexzthniCity .'.............................'..89a

Language Background of the 19 Teachers in the

study......'...'.'......'..O......'...........'.'.....'92

Percent of Time Devoted to Three Different Types

of Activity Groups across SiteSeereececcaceaceecenssal03

Time Spent by Students in Teacher-Directed vs.:

Self-Directed Activities in the 17 ClassroomS........107

Teacher's Use of English, Spanish, or Silence
and Minutes between Instances of Translatione.ceeeo.s.113

Teacher's Use of English, Cantonese, or Silence :
and Minutes between Instances of Translation....ee...113

Production Scores by Class and Language Group '
on preteSt (O‘lhell Game)’.....................000000000197a
z-Scores for Production Items by Class and Language

Group on Pretest (Shell Game)..ceceeeoosscocsseoesssslIBa

Comprehension Data: Percent of Subjects Correctly
Responding to ltems of Varying Degrees of

Difficulty by Class and Language Group on the

pretest (Shell Game)OOOOOOOO0.0000.00000...O..O..'..0198b

Production Scores by Class and Language Group
on posttest (Rock Game).......'...‘.................Ozloa

z-Scores for Production Items by Class and Language
Group on Posttest (Rock Game)..eeeeeeeessoencsenasess2l0b

Comprehension Data: Percent of Subjects Correctly
Responding to Items of Varying Degrees of



5.7

5.8

6.1

Difficulty by Class and Language Group on the
posttest (Rock Game).......0000.0000000000000000000.0lea

Significant Interaction Effects from Regression
Analyses for Summary Variables (Initial Ability
X Summary Variable)..i.iieeeeeseeceecsseccstsononsseeess2l7a

‘Third Grade Classes Ranked by Gains in English

Proficiency and by Beginning and End Test

Scores..000000000000000000000000000000000_000000000000235

How NES Students Were Accommodated in ClasSSeSeeeeee.. 298

L VI




LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 2.1la Percentage'Monolingual English Speakers
' and Cantonese Speakers in Grade 3
Chinese Classrooms............0000000000000066d

Figure 2.lh Percentage Monolingual English Speakers
~ and Spanish Speakers in Grade3
Hispanic Classrooms...............000000000066d

Figure 2.,lc Percentage Monolingual English Speakers and

Cantonese or Spanish Speakers in Grade 5
Classrooms..000.000.000000000000000000000.00.0000066d

ix




CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND QF THE STUDY

l1.1. Purpose and Description of the Study

The research project, Learning English Through Bilingual Instruc-
tion [NIE 400-80-0030)], was one of seQeral commissioned by the
National Institute of Education and the Part C Coordinating Committee
with . the goal of determining, through research, how best to meet the
educational needs of the limited English proficiency students in the
society's schools. This study was one that was designed specifically
to determine what instructional strategies are most effective for
hélping LEP students acquire the English language skills they will
need in order to participate fully in the society's schools. 'Several
large 1issues were examined in the study. These issues, which were
raised in the original Request for Proposals, called for an examina-

tion of the manner in  which instructional practices followed in

. classes serving LEP students affect their learning of English, and tor

an investigation of the extent to which learner characteristics such
as age and first language background interact with the instructional

practices of interest to affect their outcome.
The specific research questions that gquided the study were:

(1) What instructional practices best foster the acquisition and

development of school-related language skills in the second

language of bilingual students?




(2) What student language characteristics interact with instructional

practices to affect the acquisition of second language skills?

The study was thus concerned Qith the development of the language
skills needed for school participation, and for learning from teachers
and textbooks. In conducting the study, we examined the many ways in
~which teachers; provided language learning opportunities for students
as they presentéd subject matter instruction to them each day, and we
also examined the ways in which students, as individuals, made use ‘'t
the language learning opportunities they found in their classrooms.
In addition to this primary focus on the learning of English language
skills, we were also concerned with establishing just how the various
instructional practices we were studying facilitated the educational
development of LEP stuéents in the learning of subject matter and
basic skills, In other words, we were interested in discovering how
these instructional practices influenced the overall academic develop-
ment of LEP students. |

We want to emphasize here that our purp.se has been to study the
effects of certain instructional practices followed'in'clas;es serving
LEP students, and not to evaluate the effectiveness of the classes
themselves, or of the programs they represented. Educational programs
vary enormously in how they are implemented and, in many respects, it
is futile to talk about effectiveness in terms of "programs". What is
described administratively as an English as a Second Language [ESL])
program in one school may be completely different from ESL programs in
other schools, and classes within the same program in a given school

may differ widely. Similarly, when one looks closely at classes that




are described as "Bilingual", it is easier to find differences among
them than it is to find commonalities, By definition, bilingual edu-
cation in the United: States involves

the use of two languages, one of which is English, as mediums

of instruction for the sime pupil population in a well-

organized program which encompasses all or part of the curri-

culum and includes the study of the history and culture asso-

céat?d with the mother tongue (U.S. Office of Education,
'1871). |

In reality, "bilingual" programs vary wideiy in how well they
match this descriptioﬁ. They may all begin with the same idealiza-
tion, programmatic goals, and orientation, but just how they get real-
ized depends on a variety of different factors. Classrooms (and, it
goes without saying, educational programs) are enormously complex
social entities. Teachers and students have conventional roles to
play in a classroom, but they operate under the influence o£Aal} sorts
of individual vicissitudes; what they.do, and how they respond to one
another depends tn a large extent on the interaction of hidden .and
often wunrecognized individual concerns. These concerns can stem from .
a large_numbér of sources. Children are products of their cui;;;;;:
and of their early experiences. Their parents, families, friends and
community can influence the kind of expectations they have of school
and .their motivations and attitudes towards education as well, which
in turn can affect their functioning in school (Ogbu, 1978; Heath,
1983; Hess & Shipman, 1968; Keeves, 1972; Smith, 1968). Thé academic -
performance of these children depends at least in part on their own
expectations, motivations and attitudes, but it also depends on their

teachers' expectations, and motivations for them, as we have learned
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from research (Braun, 1976).

Teachers in educational programs serving LEP students are subject
to special pressureslthat are seldom recognized either by tbeir col-
leagues or by the general public. while all educational programs are
subject to evalﬁation, few are as closely scrutinized ¢- monitored as
are bilingual programs. There}is a substantial segment of the Ameri-
can public which believes that the only appropriate educational goal
for LEP students is to learn English quickly and thoroughly, and thus,
the only justification for bilingual instruction would be that it
accelerated the learning of English. Such programs are " often
evaluated on the basis of whether the students they serve are learning
English fapidly, and on little else, Hence, many teachers are reluc-
tant to use anything but English in their teaching, out of a belief
that any use of the students' home language in schoél will delay their
learning of English, And so the purpose ot bilingual education is
‘often subverted from within, and the children do not receive the bene-
fits that could be theirs, if they were being: taught at least some of
the time in a language they understood easily. Studies comparing the
outcome of such classes with all- English classes would show no
difference in outcome, because, in fact, there are no real differences

in practice between them to be measured.

Research in second language learning is showing that there ~are
enormous individual differences to be found among children in how fast
and well they learn a new language and that the sources of this varia-
tion can be found bo;h in the way learners approach and deal with the

complex task of learning a. new language, and in the way learner




characteristics interact with the language-learning situation. The
instructional practices and student characteristics that we have exam-
ined in this study are ones that on-going research on individual
differences in second language acquisition have identified as major
sources of wvariacion among children in how fast and how well they -

manage the learning of the school language (Wong Fillmore, 1982,

. 1983),  The instructional practices that appear to affect.language ...

learning most directly are those that have to do with how classroom
.lessons are structured and 6;ganized, and with how language (espe-
'cially English) is used for the actual teaching of subject matter.
Situational variables stemming from instructional policies with
respect to the schooling of limited English speakers can also affect
- language learning, the most important of these being policies that
affect class composition. Some classrooms in which such students find
themselves are composed entirely, or almost entirely of non-English or
limited- English speaking students while others hﬁve both students who
are fluent in English and students who speak little or no English.
Student -characteristics that appear to be important sources of varia--
"bility in language learning are those that affect the individual's
ability to make use of whatever opportunities are available in the
classroom to learn the new language, with the occasions on which
English is being used in instructional activities by teachers and

classmates being instances of such opportunities.

In this report, we present findings that reveal the intricate
ways in which instructional, situational and student variables

interact to influence the development of English language skills by
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LEP students in school.

1.2. Overview of This Report

This report is divided into seven chapters. The first, the
present chapter, deals with the background and design of the study.
~The second chapter characterizes the classrooms and subjects in our
study. We also ﬁresent demographiq information about the schools and
,.about-our students by classroom, an@ characterize the classes with
respect to their initial.level of functioning on standardized achieve-
ment tésts. In the third chapter, we describe the characteristics §f
the teachers, the instructional p:actices..they followed, and the
| situational variables, all oftvhich constituted the independent varif
ables examined in this study. The fourth chapter deals with the char-
acterization of the language skills of the children in our study, and
presents detailed'iﬁ&ormation about the procedures we used for assess-
ing proficiency in oral language skills. 'In the fifth chapter we .
. present the major findings of the étudy;: We provide descriptive'
| information, by class and/or by grade and ethnicity group, concerning
the initial and final levels of functioning of the children on our
oral languréo measurés, and we discuss the analyses of these data
against the independent variables examined in the study.l The sixth

Ehapter presents the findings of a desCripfive substudy that dealt

"with the NES newcomers in the seventeen classtooms involved in the

study. These students posed a special problem for the teachers since
they had much greater needs for linguistic and instructional assis-

tance than Jdid the LEP students who had been around English much

%
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longer. How the a.fferent schools and teachers dealt with their spe-
cial needs is discussed in some detail in this chapter. Chapter seven
is a concluding chapter in which we discuss the instructional implica-
tions of the findings presented in this report, and comment on con-

tinuing aspects of this work.

1.3. Research Design

We were concerned in this stﬁdy with two types of factors: the
effect of instructional practices on language learning, and the extent
to which learner characteristics such as age and ethnicity are likely
to interact with such instructional practices to affect their outcome.
The design of our study represented an attempt to deal not only with
instructional issues but with some majoer aspects'of guestions that now.
dppear‘to be the ‘crucial policy issues concerning the education of

NES/LES students.

Policy makers considering the future of bilingual education are

bound to ask the following questions:

(1) Does bilingual education do what it is supposed ‘to do? (i.e.,
Are NES/LES students enrolled in such programs really getting
more out of school linguistically and academically than they

might without bilingual education?)

(2) 1Is bilingual education as effective a method for helping NES/LES

students develcp English language skills as are more "straight-

forward" methods such as intensive-English instruction, ESL, or




immersion in English?

(3) Do LES/NES students really need special help learning English,

and if so, for how long?

At preseat, these questiors are probably impossible to answer..at
least when asked in this form. A basic prdblem is that it is not at
 ““311“61ear'exact1y'what'the“crite}ia'of.succes§ should be. Wéth regard

to the learning of English, it is generally understood thdt\NES/LES ,
| children should be enabled to learn znough of the kind oflEnglish that
is needed fdr success in the English-speaking world, particularly the
- world of the school. But what kind of English is that, and how much
-is enough? We and others have made considerable progress“én identify-
ing the English ianguagé proficiencies that might be critig§1 and 1in
developing. ways to measure them, but a final test of our efforts in
this regard requires longitudinal follow-up data on what ‘happens 'to
children who are exited from bilingual programs with varying levels of

proficiency in English.

The problem of establishing an appropriate criterion /i of success

arises also with regard to the goal of helping NES/LES children main-
tain normal academic progress. What is "normal" progress foryIsUch
children? The use of national, or even local norms is Questionable in
many instances because'we are concerned with children who come from

ethnic or socioeconomic groups in which even native ‘English-speaking

- --children score below average. Moreover; it is possible that, at least

for some children, the transition into a second language necessarily

reta:dsltheir academic progress, and that it takes them a relatively
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long time to get caught up again, even under the best of circumstances
one can reasonably expect to find in schools. Again, long-term longi-

fudindl data are needed to explore such a possibility.,

Finally, even if absolute criteria of success in bilingual educa-
tion could be.specified, it .is highly unlikely that one could give an
answer to the guestions posed without saying the answers depencl upon
particular features of bilingual instructional programs and of the
students they serve. Obviously the Significant Instructional Features
studies were 3ntended preciselyvto increase our understanding of. the
ways in which program differences and learner differences affect the
outcomes of bilingual inst;uction. It shoﬁld“be equally obvious that.
such differences could have important implications for -educational ,

pelicy, as well as for theory.

Given the problems involved in identifying ‘absolute levels of
- English proficiency and academic achievement as criteria of success in
bilingual education, along with the desirability of considering

differénces among programs and students, it seemed better to adopt a

comparative approach to the question of effectiveness. Because we

- could more easil} identify the directions in which students should be
moving, we are comparing different types of NES/;ES studepts in dif-
ferént -types of instructional programs to see which ones have moved
farther or faster in the desired directions. We are using this‘ com-
parative approach both to 1look at different types of bilingual-
instruction relative to each other and also %o look at instruction in
English only classrooms. Thus the question in this study is not what

is the best type of bilingual program but what are the best type of
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31




instructional practices for a given type of NES/LES child.

'Essentially our project;involved ‘three separate sﬁudies. The
primary one called for a comparison of the effects 6n development in:

English oral and written language abilities

(1) of various instructional practices in bilingual and all-English

clas8rooms

§ and Hispanic)

(3) within two grade levels (third and fifth).

(2) serving two ethnicity groups (Chines

Thus, we have carried out an intensive.study of students with two
to three years of exposure to English in 17 classes, 13 at the third
grade level, and 4 at the fifth, divided between classrooms labeled
bilingual and‘English-only'and between the two ethnicity groups being
studied.- Figure 1.1 summarizes 'the research design of this part of

our project.

The second study we undertook was an examination of the language
'learning opportunities and experiences in our target classrooms of a
second group of students, whose‘preQious exposure to English ranged
from 0 to 1l year at the beginning of the study year. The aim of thisv
study was to describe the differences found among our target class-
rooms. in how the problem of newcomers was handled. Data were collected
on how such students were incorporated into the various classrooms,‘
who taught them, how much direct instruction in English they received,
how teachers dealt with their speciﬁl language needs within instruc-

tional activities, how much interaction occurred between these
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students and the more advanced ones, and how much participation in

learning activities was invited from these NES students.

The third study.subsumgd in this project involves a comparison of
'the effectiveness of bilingual and éll-English programs in enabling-
NES/LES students to make long-term academic progress. That is, ih
‘addition to the intensivg study of students in our target classrooms,’
we also looked at the progress over a three to five year period of an
additional number of students selected from among those who Spoke litf
" tle or no English when they entered school. Some of these students
were in bilingual programs initially but Qeré exited before the study
. year; others arefstill in bilingual class;s; and still others have.
been in ,all-Eﬁglish classes from the'time of their school entry. To
do this compariéon, we looked at ¢the district language proficiency
test data and achievement test scores (CTBS) on these children_gd§ng'
back five years. Many of the children.in the Spanish bilingual pro- .
gram were tested both with the Engiish'and the Spanish versions of the
| CTBS for several years, thus Qllowing us to consider their performance
on the English vergﬁon, in the light of their performance when tested
in their first language, which is the language in which they have also
been receiving a part of their subject matter instruction. ' Because
annual test scores were made available to us, we have been able to
examine the academic progress of these students longitudinally. 1In

addition to the test data, we gathered information on these students
from their schools and teachers. This additional information has made
it possible for us to relate the test data to the Students' educa-

tional experiences. This report treats the first two aspects of the




study. The third part constitutes some of the continuing work of the

project mentioned above.

This report deals primarily with the influence of instructional

practices on the development of oral language skills. How they influ-

enced the development of written language skills (reading and writing) "

in English are discussed in a second volume which is forthcoming.
. These instructional variables treated in this report were relevant to

written language development as well,

-

1.4. Instructional Features in Bilingual Education

\
!

In this research we have tried to examine all those instructional-"

practices that were likely to influence the learning of the language

skills needed for school. There were a numbef\of variables differen-

tié%ing_classrooms that were likely to affect language learning. Cer= |

tain of these variables seemed to us to be especially important.

.1.4.1. Language Use

Perhaps the single most important way in which bilingual programs.'

. differ instructionally concerns the -use of home language and the
school language in classroom settings. First of all, there is the
question of how the two languages were used foriinsfructional pur-

poses: Which subjects are taught in which language? Are both

languages "used in a particular class perioc? We found considerable

differences across clqeses: in some programs, nearly everything was

taught in both languages, in others, everything was taught in ode

14
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. ._ l .
language only--namely, English-- with occasional translations provided

in the other language.

The language spoken by teachers constitutes perhaps the most
important source gf exposufe to the target language available to LEP."
This was the case whether they were speaking English or the native
language of the students, Children acquire the forms and structures
associated with mature and.formal usage by being exposed to \yhem ving
‘the context of use. For these childrén as for most children, senool is
the place where the forms of language needed for academic learn1ng and
mature communication are modeled and pract1ced How well the teacher ]
language serves as 1nput for language development, however, depends\on
how it is used. We felt that it was 1mportant to look at how teache&s
in our classrooms used the child's first and second languages. We\
were interested in the separation vs. non- separation of the two codes,\
the extent to which each was used for instructional vs. other pur-
poses, the extent to which modifications were made in the use of a
language, and the extent of involvement of students in the languages'

instructional uses.

Another factor related to language use in the classroom concerns
fhe explicit teaching of .the child's second language (the target
language)., How large . a role does instruction in English as a Second
Language (ESL) play in the instructional program? Programs vary from
having no ESL at all to being almost exclusively devoted to such an

‘approach.  What we tried to discover was whether ESL makes a differ-
| ence, especially in settings where English was also being used as an

instructional medium for the teaching of regular school subjects.
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Another issue relating to language use in bilingual classrooms
has to do with the amount of translation that occurs in the classroom.
Some teachers apparently believe that while LEP children <hould be
taught ‘in English, they will not understand anything unless they are
~able to hear the.same material in their first language. These teachers
- tend to teach in English, but they nearly always provide translational
equivalents or explanations of the material in the other language as
well. This translation approach can take the form of (a) back-to-back
translation, in which the teacher first says something in English and
then gives an immediate tfanslational egquivalent for it in the other
language, or (b) language élternation, in which the other language is
used for explanations or expansions of the materials rather than for
exact translations., How effective are such approaches? To answer
this question, we compared classes in which teachers tended to use
“language in this manner with classes in which teachers folloﬁed the
method of teaching lessons directly in English or in the first

language while keeping the use of language alternation to a minimum.

1.4.2. Classroom QOrganization

How lessons are organized can also affect the extent to which
they constitute language developmeht opportunities for children with
limited proficiency in English, If was therefore important to look at
the extent to which student participation was invited in the class-
room, the frequency of language-oriented instructional activities, the

clarity of instructional tasks, and the amount of time spent on vari-

ous types of participatory activities.




ow students are

1In addition, there is the guestion of grouping.
grouped can aftect the extent to which they have contact with English
-Speakers, the level of instruction they receive, th .ovgggll exposure
they have to English, and their need to’learn it., We ;iamined in
| particular the different experiences children had in classes that
were organized around teacher-directed group activities versus classes
.that were organized around individualized or self-directed 1learning
activities, Previcus research 1led us to believe that learners in
'open-type classrooms have to play a much greater role in getting
needed exposure to the target language than do those in teacher-
directed classes (Wong Fillmore, 1982).. In teacher-directed <class-
rooms teachers tend to talk to students in groups more frequently than
is the case in open classrooms, As a result,,evéry student in -such
classrooms receive a certain amount of exposure to fhe target
language, whether or not they are inclined to interact with speakers
of the language. Situations in which teachers interact with students}
even if it is in groups, can be considered "free" exposure to the tar-
get language, in a sense, since students do not have to play much of aA
role in getting it., In open classrooms, interaction between the
lteacher and student tends to be one-on-one., Some of this interaction -
is initiated by the teacher, and so everyone is likely to get a cer-
tain amount of exposure to English, but there is a limit on how much
such interaction any individual can get. The student plays a major
role in getting as much contact with speakers of the language. But
not all students find it easy to play their part in such interactions. o
It takes a\ lot of social skill to initiate and sustain the kind of

interactions 'which can provide the input needed for language learning.
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Some children are more skilled at getting this sort of input (high
input generators), while others are not. Hence, some children tend to
get ' more contact than others with teachers and other students who can

help them learn the target language.

The importance of classroom organizéfion is particularly ‘obvious
in cases - where there is a marked imbalance between language learners
and students who are proficient speakers of English. 'In situations -
where; the class is made up of almost entirely limited proficiency
speakers of English, the teacher and the aide (if there is one) are

likely to be the only sources of second language input. While one-

- on-one interaction is ideal for language learning purposes, there .is

only so much of it to go around. Teachers may get around to every
student a few times each day, but anyone who needs or wants more prac-
tice using the language wil; have to seek out teachers or classmates
-who know it, and interact with them, How students manage to learn the
target language in such classrooms was anbther of the questions we

raised in examining our data.

1.5. Situational Variables

Another set of variables that we examined was related to situa-
tional factors. What type of program was-the.schocl argaged in? How
supportive were the school and the,teachefs of the program? How did
this affect the practices we  are interested in? Did the.teachers

adhere to the instructional model that the school was committed to?
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Another important situational variable had to do with the concen-
tration of NES/LES students in schools and classrooms. This concen-
tration affects the freguency and number of contacts LEP students can
have with peer-aged speakers of the target language, which in turn are
likely to affect their motivation for speaking and learning English..
It is also likely to affect the amount of exposure and practice they
get in the target language. The number of NES students presents very
special problems to teachers, since such students ihcrease the range
of language prcficiency levels that have to be dealt with in the
class. One of the difficulties connected with teaching limited and
non-English speakers is that teachers have to adjust the language they
use for instructional purposes in order that it might be appropriately
tailored to the special needs of the students. By the third or fourth
grade, the need for such adjustments is rather small, since even those
students who began school (say in kindergarten or the first gréde)
with no English are able to understand the language quite well,
although they may not speak it fluently. The presence_innewcqmgrs to
the ianguage (NES students), however, chaﬁges the situation. The
adjustments that have to be made in order for these-students to under-
stand are major =-- adjustments that are 1likely to slow down the
instructional process for the students who no longer need that much
help. Several of the guestions that we posed in examining our data
were aimed at assessing the efficacy of instructional practices which
deal with the problem of having students at a variety of language pro-

ficiency levels within the same class.
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1.6. Learner Variables

1.6.1. Age at Introduction to English

In addition to instructional factors and situational variables,
we identified a numver of learner variables that were likely to

interact with instructional practices. The first of these the

student's age at the time _gg introduction to English. The way we
attempted to examine the effects of age at introduction to the second
language was to include children who were introduced to Engligh at age
5 or 6 (the usual age for entering school) and others who first came
into ‘contact‘ with .English at the age o} 8 or 9 (say, by entering

school éround the second or third grade). Since we could not study
‘ fhese two groups of children 1longitudinally 'up to the same grade -
.level, we focused our attention on children who had had about two. or
- three years of English. Children who began school at about age 5 or_“
6 would have been in the third grade after two or three years. Those
" who began at age 8 or 9 would have been in the fifth‘grade after the
same length of time. Thus we studied children in classes at the third
and fifth grade levels. However, very few self- contained,bilingu;l
classrooms were available for study at grade 5, so the tifth grade
data were from just one bilingual and one all-English classroom wvithin
each ethnic group. Conseguently, these data were used »primarily for'
qualitative analyses that checked on the extent to which results
observed in grade 3 are paralleled in grade 5, ‘with subjects whose
introduction to English occurred later. In addition, because some of
our fifth grade subjectk had more or less exposure to English than 2-3

years, we treated them as case-study comparisons of fifth graders who




differed with respect to their ages at the time of introduction to
English. A second learner variable we examined in analyzing our decta
was that of initial proficiency level in English. Although the sub-
jects in the study had had about the same amount of exposure to
English at the beginning of the school year, they differed widely in
how proficient they were in it., Some were almost as proficient as
native speakers in their use and understanding of the language. Oth-
ers were barely able to make themselves understood, and were clearly
had a long way to go before they could be said to be proficient speak-
ers of English. This variable was consideved only after we had begun.‘
to analyze the daté; it turned out to be a critical factor in making

sense of the pattern of findings that emerged in this study.

1.6.2. Language Group Membership

The final learner vaéiable was first language and cultural back-
ground. = The way we approached studying this variable was to select
twb groups for study tnat we believed (from previous research) would
approach language learning somewhat differently. Wé‘fherefore com=
pared the effects of instfuctional practices on the learning of
English by Cantonese-speaking (' nese children and by Spanish-speaking
children. Previous research 'Won:d Fillmore,i983) suggests that these
two gfoups differ; with respruct to how much they turn to adults vs,
peer-age speakers for assistance in language learning. . There were
practical reasons for selecting these groups as well.\tWe had been
doing research with children from these backgrouﬁds and had familiar-A
ity with these two groups. Furthermore, we had among the members of

our research team the linguistic skills needed to study th~se two
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groups.

There are several ways ih which the language bacxground of chil-
dren may affect the learning of a second languaée; The first has to
do with first language interference, a topic which has been studied
extensively in adult second 1language learning. Does the extent to
which the learner's first landuage differ from the new language in
forh} structure, and use affect the learning of that new language?
.Our subjects included native Cantonese-speaking and ' Spanish-speaking
children. While there is some evidence of first language interference
to be found in the speech of both groups, the amount .and .Seriousness
of this interference seems to be aboué the same for both, so the
learner's first language does not appear:, a: least on the grounds o{‘
interference, to warrant a cross-linguistic comparison of these two
groups. Nevertheless, the children's first language experience may.
influence the development of a second language.~barticularly when it |
comes to the development of those aspects of language involved in

literacy acquisition,

1.6.3. Individual Differences

Research on individual differences in second language acquisition
(Wong Fillmore, 1982) has shown that a number of learner characteris-
tics can interact with instructional situation variables to affect the
learning outcomes in important ways. One such characteristic is the
_first laﬁguage background of the child, which was discussed in terms
of ways in which the learner's first language itself might affect the

learning of a second language.
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While there do not appear to be differences relating to linguis-
tic structure pe:r se, there do appear to be 1elevant differences
between the two groups in sociolinguistic variables, in patterns of
language wuse in which the two linguistic communities differ, and in
social and learning behavior. For example, Wong Fillmore and Ervin-
~Tripp (Wong Fillmore, 1982) have observed rather striking differences
'among the LEP children they were studying as to whether they were.
inclined to orient their activities in the classroom around adults or
children. While there were differences in degree to be found among
them, the Chinese children tended generally to be more concerned with
~the expectations and opinions of the adults.in their world than they
were with those of their classmates. They appeared to look more con-
sistently to their teachers and to other adults in the classroom for
guidance and support than they did to one another. By contrast, the
Mexican-American children in the Wong Fillmore and Ervin-Tripp study
appeared far more attuned to their peers socially than they were to

adults. While they obviously liked being around their teachers, they

seemed to turn more to peers for ideas and direction than to their

teachers.

In addition to these broad differences between groups, children

in both ethnic groups differed with respect to the extent to which

they were outgoing and sociable in interacting with their peers.
Children who were more outgoing and sociable obviously tended to spend
a lot more time talking to classmates than did children who were more
guiet ana shy. How do these differences affect language learning?

This would seem to depend on whéther the group with which the child




interacts wuses the targ;t language or not., 1If the sociable child is
interacting with native English speakers, one would predict that
languaée learning would be facilitated, because the child would be |
constantly exposed to good language models. 1If the outgoing ¢. ild is
interacting with non-native speakers, one would predict that language
learning would not be helped, because there would be little incentive
or opportunity to 1learn English. In situations where these sociable
children might use English in their interactions with other 1limited
English spealkers, they would be pfacticing an imperfect learher's.verf
sion of the lang'age, features of which are likely to become permanent

parts of their language system.

Social differences of théé nature have been the focus of a series
of child observations that were also conducted in the classroom in
connection with this study. Our aim in this regard has been to estab-
lish just how individual. and group differences of a social nature

interact with instructioﬁal variables related to the instructional

programs to which our subjects have been exposed in school.

Research in second language learning has also indicated  that
learning style differences iﬁ children may also influence their speed
and success in the learning of a new language. In this study, we have
adapted three measures of cognitive style to study the possible
effects of learning style differences in our subjects. The measures

we have selected for use in this study focus on the following learner

characteristics: (1) ideational fluency, (2) ability to use context,
nd (3) propensity to take risks. Two of the the three characteris-

tics (ideational fluency and the ability to use contextual
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information) have previou&ly been examined in Wong Fillmore and
Srvin-Tripp's study of individual differences on second language.
learning, and the indications are that'they are particularly impor-
tant. In both stddies, ideational fluency was measured by a task that
requires children to think of, for example, a variety of uses for .
everyday objects. In the present study, use of context was measured
by a modified version of Werner and Kaplan'é Words in Context task,
where the child guesses the umeaning ,0of a made-up word on the basis of
hearing it presented in five different sentence contexts. Three items-
were presented to each child in ﬁnglish and three items were presented
in the child's first language (Cantonese or. Spanish). The risk-taking
task, adapted from one developed by Block & élock (1981) invol#es the
measurement of the time and number of trials a child takes beforé-
guessing the color of marbles he thinks aré more numerous in a con-
tainer whose contents are hidden from.view. He is allowed to look at
as many trial samples of one marble as he wishes (reﬁurning each to
the container), until he feels he can make up his mind. The certainty
with which he makes his final guess is aiso measured. The instruc-
tions and sample items for all three measures were translated into
Spanish and Cantonese so that our subjects would be clear about .the
nature of the tasks, irrespective of their current level of knowledge
of English. Students were themsef;es allowed to choose the language

in which this information was presented to them.
\

- Finally, there was the question of family background, What
effect do the educational level of the parents, the amount of exposure

to English that the child has in the home and neighborhood, and fam-




ily attitudes toward schooling and the use of the new language have
on the child's continuing development in the targ?t language? | To
determine the extent to which family differences influence language
learning and school performance, we conducted extensive interviews

with the famjlies of our subjects.

1.7. Language Skills Needed for School

One of the critical issues in our research concerned the nature
of the language skills that students need to have in order to partici-

pate in instructional activities conducted in their classrooms. We

believe that linguistic competence in the literate person is made up

of different kinds and layers of skills. It is too often assumed that
language ability is a single, all-purpose skill, and that students who
know a language well enough to function reasonably well in everyday
social situations also know it well enbugh to- function competently in

the classroom.

As Cﬁmmins (1979) and other theorists have pointed out, the
. language skills needed for ccmplex cognitive activities such as those
\‘involved in literacy, are importantly different from th&se skills that
enable individuals to participate in infccmal social interaction. The
kind of language used in ordinary social discourse has been described
as "situated” 6: "context-embedded."”™ The situation 1in which the
speech .s produced and 1in which the participants are themselves
engaged provides a variety of cues to support the interpretation of

the linguistic part of the activity. This contrasts sharply with the




language of textbooks or the instructional language that goes along
with the use of textbook maferial Such language has been described
as "decontextualxzed"- it is language that is not situated in a social
context or a definite setting, but that can only be understood with
reference to linguistic conventions and textual\1nformatlon.A In point
of fact, it is not decontextualized--since any tht provides a context
for its own interpretation. The kinds of cues that texts'provide for
interpretation are linguistic and textual ones, however; they tell the

reader what :aspects of his linguistic, social, real world, cultural,

or to! cal knowledge must be applied to the reading of the text in

order ‘to interpret it.

The point is that the "decontexthalized" language that typifies
much classroom activity needs to be evaluated in a different manner
from the way in which one assesses more colloguial language skills.
Few of the language assessment instruments that are available commer-
cially are sensitive to this.distinctio?, we beiie;e, For this reason
we devised our own language measurement ‘procedures’ that focused
specifically on assessing the extent to which students were eble to
deal with the kind of language usgﬁ by teachers in formal instruc-
tional activities and by textbook Qriters in the preparation of
instructional materials; Both ourjreading and writing measures, as
wvell as our measures for assessing oral language skills,.were devised
to give us an indication of how well the individual child is acquiring
target language skills of the type that are needed for school. These

i}

measures are described in greater detail in the fourth chapter of this

report.




CHAPTER 2

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDY SITES

2.1. The Social and Political Context of the Study

The study was conducted entirely in California,_ all of the
research sites being in the greater San Francisco Bay Area, and thhzn
2 hours drive of the Berkeley campus of the Unxversxty of Caleornxa.
The region is unxque in its linguistic and ethnxc diversity, with
school dxstrxcts in 1ts urban centers reporting as many as 50 to 70
| different ethno-linguistic subgroups within their student populations.
At the same time, this area is not unrepresentative of other places

with large concentrations §f language different groups.
\

The various subgroups fp the area tend to iive in specific neigh-
borhoods or sections of towﬁ\in their own communities, and whether by
choice or because of circumstapces such as the availability of afford-
able hoﬁsing, these neighbogboods are pretty much segregated ones,
with at most, one or two other ;khnic minority group living in close
proximity. Because of such re;idential patterns, onerfinds children
of these groups concéntrated in ‘particular’ sc§0013‘ in eac¢h city,

rather than integrated throughout that district's schools.

Spanish-speakers comprise the largest linguistic subgroup in the
region (1980 Census figures), as elsewhere in the country. 1In Cali-
fornia they comprise 19% of the total population, a proportion that

seems to be growing. They live throughout the region in both its

¢

/
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urban and rural communities. Asians make up the second largest sub-
group, with Chinese the largést in number among them. Tpcy are
smaller in overall numbers than the Hispanic group, but becﬁuSe \thgy |
are. largely concentrated in the two large urban centers in the area,
their communities are in many respects“ as prominent as are the
Hispanic sectors. Spanish-speakers in the area originate lafgely from
Mexico, although those residing in San Francisco éré from all parts of
Latin America. The Chinese are largely from the Canton region of

China, with a good many of them having come to the United States in

. recent years via a long stay in Hong Keng.  Among the more recent . .

arrived members of this group are many who came as refugees from

ISOutheasthsia.

The schools in the Bay Area are familiar with the special "educa-
tionel needs of ethnically and linguistically different students.
.Indeed, they have been centrally involved in many of the most impor-
tant recent developments affecting educational policies that concern
language minority students in this country. The Supreme Court deci-
sion in the Lau v, Nichols case establishing the right of LEP students
to special instructional assistance with the language of 'school’
involved the San Francisco School District. As a result, the basis
for the so-c#lied "Lau Remedies" which have served as guidelines to be
followed throughout the country was the agreement which was struck
between the U.S. Office of Civil Rights and the District as to what
would be appropriate remedies in the case. ‘These remedies, as we see,
called for bilingual instruction wherever LEP students attend school.

The districts in this region have been in the forefront in the

29

149




i

development of bJ’ingual education programs, with the first ones esta-
blished immediatjly after the passage of federal legislation providing
funds for such programs in 1968. Educators in this area have also
been involved in getting state legislation passed which provides for
the most comprehensive bilingual education programs in the country\

(the Chacon-Moscone Bilingual Educa:tion Act, A.B. 1329, 1976.)

4
The San FranciscofUnified School District has developed educa-

tional centers which/ erve newly arrlved LEP students, and these have

served as models for pther districts in the state and in other parts

of the country} these educational centers, newcomers are given
intensive instrﬁgti7' in English along with instructional support in
their native leng% ges for a year or two to facilitate their adjust-
ment to the Americﬁ/zclassroom. Then these :students are placed in
bilingual classes/ where they are available in the students' native
“languages, and whéfe they are not available (not surprising since
there are students from some 70 different 1linguistic groups
represented in thp D1str1ct s schools), they are placed in schools
/

“where they rec71ve add1t10na1 instruction for a time in English as a

second language

There havq/been large bilingual programs for the two target sub-
ject groups innolved in this study in the two large urban areas since
1969, and for Spanish speakers in the rural areas for the past 5 or 6.
years since the passage of state legislation mandating bilingual edu-
cation for LEP students. But while the schools in the region have
long been involved in dealing with the educational needs of their

linguistically and culturally diverse student populations, and while
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they hLave been Aprogressive‘in developing instructional programs for
these students, they have also been particularly sensitive to politi-
al and economic changes which have, in the past several years
affected public support for programs designed to address the special
néfds of these groups. 1In California as throughout'the country, the
schools have been subjected;to an intense public examination of educa-
tional policies relating'gé LEP students. There has been in the past
several years, an increaseé'concern expressed in the media and in
various public forums q;er the aims of educétional programs serving
these students. The concgrn is that instructional programs that make
use 'of _languages otheﬁ than English may be promoting language divi-
sions in the society, and may, in fact, be 1nstrumgntal in allowing
LEP students :to avoid learning English and to rémain linguistically
unassimilated..:As a result, there.has been an increased pressure on
the schools to demonstrate that whatever is being done programmati-
| cally for LEP students, they will result in their learningv enough
English to make an expeditious and successful transitional into the

]

all-English programs. 1In the past several years, then, the emphasis

has shifted sometimes subtly, and at other times not so subtly, from
providing bilingual instruction for LEP students irn many of the area's
schools to providing them with the linguistic means to make a rapid

transition into all English classes.

In the four districts where we cond ;tgd the study, the effects
of the pressures noted above were to A seen everywhere, if one was
familiar enough with the 51tuat1on to e;aluate it. We found a growing
reluctance on the part of all but the most cgmm1tted teachers in bil-
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ingual classes to use the native language of the studentS\for instruc-
tional purposes. In selecting sites, we experienced consiherable dif-
ficulty finding bilingual classes meeting our selectiéq. reﬁuirements.
and in which teachers were doing much subject matter.ipstfuction in
' the students' Ll's. This is not to say that the students' first
‘languages were not used at all in the classrooms; they were, but not
as much as we had hoped to find for instructional purposes. .Often,\it
was the case that the teachers in such classes used English
exclusively for instruction, and the students' native language only in
informgl interactions. Another common pattern was that if a language
other than English was used at all, it was used by the Teacher's Aide
in tuioring only the students who were 