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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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used
usage



Executive Summary . NIE-400-80-0030

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




Executive Summary ~ NIE-400-80-0030

* 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
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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
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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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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.
22
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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
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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 the most limited in English

proficiency.

Entry-exit practices also reflect the changing situations in the
schools. A key consideration in our site selection was‘that there, be,
in each of our.research classrooms, a sufficiently large set of ‘stu-
dents who had been in the program continuously for 2 to 3 years. But
‘the entry and exit practices were such that as students lgarned enough
VEnglish to survive in all-English classrooms, they were ﬁainstreamed,
these being replaced by children who, because they were recently
arrived in the schools, were more limited in their English skills than
their classmates. Hence, many of the classrooms that might have been
suitable choices as study sites could not be selected since they did
not have sufficiently large numbers of students in them who met our
criteria as subjects. We could not have gotten a very reprgsentative

picture of the effects of the instructional practices followed in such




clésses, since the children who are the most successful in learning
the language of school are no longer in those classes, and those wbo
remain have not been there long enough to reveal the effects of the
practices by which they are being taught.
The emphasis on English rather than on native language instruc-
tional ysupport in bilingual programs has meant that in many placeg,
‘\the native language is used mainly to facilitate the delivery of
Qnglish instruction, and not, as we might hope, for the direct
instruction of subject matter. ASs a consequence, we have found that
it was sometimes difficult to distinguish bilingual classes from all-
English ones in many of the schopls Qe visiied during the site selec-
tion period. This, despite.the fact that by state law, such programs
are required to offer at I$ast some subject matter instruction in the
native languages of thes LEP students. While the schools generally
comply with the letter of the law in having classes which are desig-
‘nated as "bilingual", in practice, such classes vary as to how bil-
ingual they really are, and in what form the native lanéuage instruc-
tion takes. Much it seems, depends on ‘how much support there is for
bilingual education in the larger community. The state law regQuires
that teachers‘ in such classes be bilingual, bicultural and certified
to teach in bilinguél programs, but in practice, many bilingual
classes are taught by teachers who meet none of these requirements. A
waiver provision in the law permits teachers who do not meet Qqualifi-
cations for service as bilingual teacheré to serve in bilingual class-

‘rooms for as long as two years, provided they make some efforts to get

certification. However, few of the teachers who lack the language
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skills needed for teaching in bilingual programs are likely to acquire
them'\at thé level needed to teach in school in two years. One find=
in some bilingual classes, teachers who do not know the first fbnguage

| of the students Qellhenough to offer them any instructional support in
that language, no matter how willing they are to do so. In some

cases, teachers know the lanqguage, but do not use it for instructiondl
purposes because they do not believe it is a good idea. Indeed, iéqme
of teachers of bilingual classes we visited, and whom we interviewed
‘in our site selection period admitted that they were opposed to bil-
ingual instruction, and felt it was a.mistake to encourage the use of
the students' language in school. These teachers reported that they
taught only in Englisk, ahd our observations confirmed this. One
might wonder whether these classes should be called bilingual at all,
since they were énly by virtue of tge students’' language skills. Such

classes are bilingual in name only.

The public scrutiny.oﬁ how the schools are dealing with the
instructional needs of LEP students have placed considergblg pressure
on even the most committed bilingual teachers, and this pressure has
affected the bilingual effort considerably over the several years that
we have been engaged in this study. ‘In all but two of our bilingual -
sites, the only subject that was taught in the studéﬂts' Ll's has been
Ll reading. The emphasis on English can be seen most clearly in the
fact that in most districts in the state of California, the academic
progress'of the students in bilingual prégrams as in all other pro-'
grams is assessed in English. Hence, teachers feel they must stress

subject matter instruction in English, and even when LEP students in
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these programs do not know English well enough to understand or to use
that language in the classroom, they are being instructed primarily in
that language. 1In our selection of sites, then, we have had to try to
find classes which, if they are not ideal examples of the programs we
are interested in, are representative of classes in which students of

the two target subject groups find themselves in this area.

2.2. The Districts

Four school districts in thé San Francisco Bay Area participated
in the study. Two are large urbacn districts, the other two are small
rural or semi-rural districts. The Cantonese study sites werea. drawn
exclusively from the two wurban districts, since the Chinese in the
area are concentrated ‘n the two communities covered by these dis-
tricts. The Hispanic sites were dfawn from one of the two urban dis-
tricts, and from the two rural ones. What these districts were like,
. the number of ;chools involved in the study from each district, the
target group studied at each of the sites, and the concentration of

that target group district- wide are as follows:

DISTRICTS TYPE TARGET $ GRP/  SCHOOLS

GROUP DIST |
District A rural | Hispanic 12% School #1
District B rural Hispanic 40% School #2
District C urban Hispanic , 1ll% Schools #3,4,5
Chinese 12% Schools 45,6
District D urban Chinese 35% Schools 47,8
(Asian) -

The rural sites were included in order to make the Hispanic classes

mcce representative of the schools sgrving Spanish-speaking students
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in California. As noted above, the Hispanic population in California

as in other states reside in both urban and rural areas.

The four districts differ considerably in their makeup, as might
be expected. The two urban districts are very large (one has 72 ele-
mentary schools, the other has 62); the two rural districts are much
smaller (District A has 6 elementary schools, District B has 15).
They'differ, too, in the ethnic divgrsity of the student population
they serve, The two wurban districts have students from a great
variety of ethnic and 1linguistic backgrounds. District supplied
language census figures indicate from 50 to 70 more-or-less different
languages spoken in the homes of the students, according to parental
report. (Such figures are difficult to interpret since the Districts
simply count up the different language designations reported by
pa nts. Parent reports are notoriously unreliable, however, since
theré is considerable wvariation in what people call particular
varieties of language, and in how they spell- the inglicized names of
these varieties, Hence, one sometimes finds in school district sup-
plied 1lists of "home languages"™ as reported by parents, more than.one
reference to theusame language (e.g., Taishan, Hoisan, Sze-Yip, Can-
tonese, and Chinese may designate the sime variety--namely, the
dialect of Chinese spoken in the Taishan district of the Canton pro-
vince in China). At other times, the same name can be be used to
refer to a variety of quite distinct languages or dialects (e.g., The
general label "Chinese" is often used to refer to any of the various
languages or dialects spoken by Chinese people although there are sub-

stantial differences among the languages spoken. Varieties such as
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Taishanese, Cantonese, Mandarin, and Shanghainese are not mutually

intelligible, but are nevertheless often counted as one language.)

The two smaller districts have much less iinguistic and cultural
diversity represented among the student population, The lacgest
minority group in these two districts is the Hispanic; note that in
District B, 40% of cthe students in the district's schools are

Hispanic.,

Thé large minority group pogulation in these districts have gen-
erally kept their enrollﬁénts up, despite'the trend in the area for a
decline in school enrollment. 1In the two urban districts, the steady
enrollment‘ has been due in large part to the continual influx of new
immigrants and refugees. In the past few years, the proportion of
majority group students has declined in both. districts, due to fami-
lies moving out to the surrounding suburban communities, and because
of a general decline 1in family size among this group. In adjacent
districts, a number of schools have had to be closed each year bécause
of declining enrollments, but in these two distficts, there has been

no shortage of students.,

Both of the urban districts have had a dramatic increase in the
number of Asian students enrolled in their schools recently, due in
large part to the influx of Southeast Asian refugees into the area in
the last few years, 1In District D, as shown above, some 35% of the
school population is now Asian/Pacific, with Chinese students being

the largest subgroup. The district also has man} Hispanic students,

many of whom are limited in English language skills,




District likewise has sizable enrollments of Asian and Hispanic
students. In he past, the Hisrzanic group was larger than the Asian
in this district,\but the Asians now outnumber the Hispanic slightly
(12% Asian, ll%\\Hispanic). There are some differences, however, in

)

how the two groups are distributed in the district. The Hispanic stu-

dents are found in‘fairly sizable number in 8 of the district's ele-
mentary schools. The Asian students are concentrated at 3 elementary
schools. This of course reflects the residential patterns of the two.
groups, since most of the schools in this district serve the students

who live in the neighborhoods in which they are located.

As can be gathered from this discussioe, Hispanic students are
well represented 1in all four districts, but there are differences to
be found amonpg them across the districts. The most rural of the two
districts (A and B) described here as "rural districts", is District
B. The community it serves consists of a small town with a population
of about 25,000, and the surrounding rural area which is part of a
major agricultural region. 1In coetrast, the community served by Dis-
trict A, while also a small town (population, 40,000) in the same
region, is a popular seaside resort town in which a campus of the
University of California 1is 1located. As one might expect, the
Hispanic‘bopulation in these two communities are somewhat different,
In the community served by District B, many of the Hispanic families
are recent arrivals'from Mexico. A sizable proportion of the Hispanic
families are engaged in agricultural work--the most recently arrived
members of this group are involved in field work, the more settled

ones are likely to have jobs in the canneries and in other types of
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food-processing plants located in the area. The Hispanic families in
the community served by District A are slightly more established,
although there are families who are fairly recent arrivals in this
community too. While many of the members of this community are still
engaged in égriculturallwork, most are employed in canneries and in

other types of farm work rather than in actual field work.

The Hispanic families residing in the community served by Dis-
trict C are similar to these found in the two rural communities in -
that they came originally from Mexico, and many of them have been
involved in farm work. These families are generally more established,
however, although there is a sizable number' who Qave only recently
come to the area from Mexico. The recent arrivals however, generally
have relatives among tﬁe long-time residents of this commﬁnity. Few
of these families are engaged in farm work since there are precious
few farms in the immediate area. Instead, many of the families are

engaged in blue collar jobs or service-type jobs in the community.

The Hispanic families residing in the community served by Dis-
‘trict D are very different from those in the other three communities.
The families in this community are from all parts of Latin America and
the Caribbean region rather than from Mexico, although there are fami-
lies that originate from Mexico as well. There are, among these fami<
lies, many refugees and immigrants from Latin American countries that
have beenvsubjected to political and economic upheavals in recent
years; there are Cubans, Chileans, Guatem2lans, Panamanians, Salva-
dorians, Columbians, and so forth. Many of these families were

members of the middle-class in their home countries; they are educated
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and many of them are professionals. Hence there is much greater cul-
tural, social and educatibpal di§ersity to be found among them than
among the Mexican families found in the other three. communities. No
Hispanic classes were drawn from this district, because of these

differences.

The four districts each had a strong commitment to bilingual edu-
cation and each. had had bilingual programs for at least five years.
Because of the way the study was designed, we had to find schools in
which there were sufficiently large numbers of students in each of the
target classrooms who had begun school witﬁ little or no English, two
to three yeafs earlier, and who had been in the same kind of program
(all-English or bilingual) continuously since they first entered
school. That meant that the districts we selected had to have entry
and exit policies that permitted children to remain in whatever type
of program thgy were attending for at least 3 to 4 years. As pointed
out in the pre;ious section, some districts limit the participation of
LEF students in bilingual or ESL type programs to a short period of
time, the main pfogrammatic goal being to mainstream these students as
soon @as they learn enough English to survive in all-English classes. .
Programs in those districts would'not have allowed us to study the
- long term effects of the instructional practices we are examining in
this study. Districts differ in their entry-exit criteria since by
state law (AB 507, Chapter 1339, Statute of 1980), such criteria are

set by the districts following guidelines established by the CcCalifor-

"'nia State Boa . of Education.




The bilingual programs in the participating districts are largely
transitional in the final analysis. None of the children in the
study's bilingual classes are likely to remain in bilingual' programs
through high school. But they vary in just how long they can expect
to stay in such programs, this depending in part on the district's.
entry-exit policies, and in part on the availability of space at each
 level of the program. Because of the large number of students needing
linguistic help in school, especially in the two urban districts, and
because of esver-shrinking resources, few of the children now receiving
bilingual instructional assistance can expect to continue getting help
for long. Most of them will be transitione§ out after the 6th grade,

if not before then.

2.3. The Schools

The 17 classes that represent the 16 research sites were located
in 8 elementary schools drawn from the four participating districts.
During the site selection process that was carried out in the winter
and spring preceding the study year, some 60 classes in 16 schools
were visited. The study classes were selected from the many we con-
sidered, because they, better than those that were not chosen, fit our
selection criteria, and because the teachers and administrators were

willing to participate in the research.

The schools from which the study classes were selected were all
"Title 1" schools, a fair indication of the socio-economic level of a
substantial segment of the families served by each school. Only one

of these schools had a discernible non-minority group enrollment, the
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school here designated as School #l1, which is located in the semi-
rural community served by "District A". The other schools had near

total "minority group" enrollments.

Each of the 8 schools will be characterized here, to provide the
reader with a picture -of the situational differences that existed

across the research sites.

School #1: This is the school men;&oned above as being the only
one in the study sample with a discernible majority group enrollment.
These majority group students were largely from middle class families,
and lived in the neighborhood in which the school was located. The
neighborhood is an older one in this seaside community, which is a
popular California resort town. The school has a K-6 bilingual pro-
‘gram to serve the the limited EhglishAspeakers among its Hispanic stu-
dents who comprise about 35% of its enrollment., Not all of the
‘Hispanic students who were in need of the program were enrolled in 'it
however, since there were more students who were eligible for bil-
ingual services than there was space in the program. At 'the same
time, no. all of the students in the bilingual clasées were Hispanic
since it is against the district's policies to have segregated
classes. Hence, in each of the bilingual classes iﬁ this school,
there were English monolingual majority group students who could serve
as a potential source of English input for the Hispanic students who
were limited in English skills, and there were in some of the all-
English classes in the school, Hispanic children who were much like
the Hispanic students in the bilingual classes. But while the two

groups were integrated in the bilingual classes as they were in the
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rest of the school's classes, they did not actually interact much, as
our observations seemed to show. The two groups coexisted quite
peacefully, but the cultural and linguistic differences between these

groups seemed to keep them apart.

The "Anglo" students in the bilingual classes were there because
their parents had voluntarily placed them in the progrép, an indica-
tion that at least their parents were interested in \having them
integrated with the Hispanic students, and in having»them\learn Span-
ish. Indeed, these studen received about an hour of inst%uction in
Span1sh \each day, this consisting largely of explicié language
1nstruct1on, involving pattern practice and vocabulary drllls. But
vhile these students were eager enough participants in the\language
lessons, and in the other instructional activities that were \carried
~out dufing ‘the school day, they were pretty much segredated from the
Hispanic students not only socially, which was by choice, \but 1n§trzc-
t1onally as well In the: b111ngual f1fth grade class which was one of
‘the three class?s 1nc1uded in the study sample, the Angl&\ students
vere grouped separately for instruction for much of tbe day. While
they were receiving Spanish és a second lanjuage instruction, the
Hispanic students were receiving language arts instruction in English,
. this instruction being especiaily geared to the_ needs of no&rnative
speakers of English. Of necessity, the Hispanic students r&ceived

their English reading instruction apart from the Anglo students since

they were, due in part to language differences; reading at lower lev-

els generally than the Anglo students. . ‘




The self-impcsed social segregation was in no way unfriendly, it
seemed to us, but at the same time it was quite apparent. Students\of
each group tended to socialize only with members of their own groﬁp,

both in the brief free encounters that took place within the,class-\\
| room, and during the recess and lunchbreaks. The two groups dressed, |
" in fact, in distinctly different modes-- not a small indicator of the
social differences between them. By the fifth grade, dress becomes an
important mark of social group identification, with each group hasing
a distinctive kind of "in-group uniform". The uniform for the Anglo
girls, was a preteen version of California surfer-preppy garb: For
the girls, sweat bands holding "Farrah- Fawcett-styled" hair in place,
alligator-emblazoned polo shirts, designer-jeans, and knit leg-warmers
(even on the warmest days) over the trouser legs. For the -boys, the
favored costume included striped soccer shirts, jeans, down-vests, and
name-brand running shoes. The look for the Hispanic stydents was in
sharp contrast to that of the Anglo students: Long flowing hair for
the girls, longiéh but not lohg hair with modified duck-tails for the
boys. .The uniform for girls and boys alike was a black uni-sex poplin
jacket, white T-shirt, and hlack jeans. The girls, howvever, favored
black cloth Chinese Kung-Fu-type slippers, while'the'boys favored
carefully shined ankle-height.boots with slightly raised heels.

During class breaks and lunch period, the students generally
headed off in different directions to congregate in their favored
places on the school grounds. Thus, while there were English speaking
peers present in the school and in the classrooms attended by the

Hispanic classrooms, there was, from our observation, little direct




help in learning English that resulted from these students being in
the same classes.

n There were two other classes involved in the study  that were
dLawn from this school. These were two third grade classes which
comprised one of our all-English study classes. Aé mentioned above
there were 'Hispanicwchildren at each grade level who would'have~been V
been in a bilingual‘ciﬁss had there been one at the -school. Fhese
children were distributed among the several third grade all-English
classes in the school. We selected the two with the largest number of
students meeting our subject selection criteria ﬁo be included in tbe

study as an all-English study site.

In these classes, the majority group students outnumbered the.
Hispanic students, as the demographic information provided below wil}
show. Unlike the fifth grade students who were near-adolescents,
these third graders did not seem to segregate themselves as completely
on the social level, and they wvere fa; better integrated instruction-
ally as well;“ In one of the classes, the instructional program was
largely organized\ground individualized materials, wvhich the . students
worked on at the{} tables by individual assignment. Since these
tables were generally integrated, the children found themselves ‘sit-
ting and working togéther much of the day despite fact that they were
working at different lévels, and sometimes on Quite d?fferent materi-
als. For brief periods each day, the Hispanic children were separated
~off for directed instruction provided by the teacher-aide who tutorea
them in reading or in language arts. In this class as in the other

thir? grade class in this school, the Hispanic children and Anglo
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children sometimes played together in the school yard during class
breaks, although there was a genefal inclination for them to stay with

their own groups.

School #2: This school was in the other rural district, the one
designated above as "District B". There were differences between the
two schools, the main one being that while located in the same general
area, the community that it served was clearly a rural one. The great:
majority of the children in this school were Hispanic-- generally from
Mexico, and mostly from families that have not been in this country
for long. The families served by this school, Hispanic and Anglo
alike are largely engaged in farm work, and indeed the school waé
located several miles from town, right in the midst of fields and
orchards. There was a large and thriving bilingual eduﬁééion program
at this school, and there was no shortage of children in need of such
instructional assistance as could be providea by the program. 1In
fact, the school was very much a bilingual scho&l, although not every
class was a part“ofithe program. Because the Hispanic families served
by this school were relatively recent immigrants, and because they
were engag;d in farm work, there was considerable i.ransience among the
students enrolled in this school, although it was 1ot as great as we
have found among the Hiéﬁanic students in one of our urban schools.
The teachers at this school reported that the Christmas break some-
times stretched well 1into the spring for children from the more
recently arrived families, who apparently with strong familial ties in
Mexico. During the Christmas break, which is an off-season for farm

work in the area, the families travel back to Mexico for prolonged
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visits which last until work is available again in the fields.

At this school, we had one study class only, a third grade bil-
ingual class. There were Anglu children 1in the class off and on
throughcut the school day. The instructional program was team-taught,
however, with children moving between the various classrooms involved
in the program :ror instruction in different subject areas. The
Hispanic children, because they were receiving a part of their subject
matter instruction in Spanish, tended to be segregated for instruc-
tional purposes for much of the day. The Hispanic children sometimes
interacted socially with the few Anglos in their classes, but it was
infrequent, owing partly to the language differences that precluded
easy interaction, and partly to the way their instructional programs
were structured. At any rate, the children generally stayed within
their. own groups when they were out on the playground during recesses

~and lunchbreaks.

Schools ;; & #4: These were two of the schools in the urban dis-
trict which has been here designated as "District C". These two
schools are located in different parts of town where Hispanic and
Black neighborhoods adjoin and become one. The students served by the
. two schools, until recently, have Eome from these two groups almost
exclusively. 1In the past several years, Indo-Chinese refugee families
have moved into both areas, and hence there are now some Asian c¢hil-
dren there but the student population is still predominately black and
Hispanic in both schools. The two schools are alike in many respects,
but different in others. There were relatively strong bilingual pro-

grams in both schools, but whereas the program is fairly well
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integrated into the 1life of one of the .schools, it is the center of
considerable controversy at the other., At this latter school, from
which we drew one of our bilingual study classes, there has beer open
resentment expressed by the non-bilingual teaching staff err what 1is
perceived to be preferential treatment given to the Hispanic students
in the school. Since this is a Title I school, there are special pro-
grams available for all of the étudents, but for reasons that are
quite complex, the teachers.have come to see the bilingual programs as
being on the receiving end of perhaps more services and attenti;n than
seems fair to them. At any rate, there were several hostile confron-
tations between the two communities that developed during the study
year when some members of the non-bilingual teaching staff at the
school registered complaints to the Districtlgdministrators that_pre-
ferential treatment was being given to the "bilinguals" at the
school--namely, to the students and teachers involved in the bilingual
program. Thest complaints to the District administrators were inves-
tigated, and were found to be unjustified, but they provided evidence
there are rather consider social problems.that exist between the two
communitieé, at least at the level of the teachers who deal with the
educational needs of the children, and that the hostiliﬁies,th&t have
surfaced between the groups are now being focuséd on the bilingual

programs.,

When these problems surfaced, the Hispanic community rallied to
the subport of the bilingual program staff, and of the principal who,
aithough not Hispanic (he happens to be Black), has been extremely

supportive of bilingual education at his school. This show of paren-




tal support for the program helped to quiet some of the difficulty at
school, but it did not resolve the problems which apparently still

exist below the surface in the school.

Such problems have largely been avoided at School #4, “although
the same pofential for hostility exists there. At this school, the
principal has exercised consideraq;e care in insuring that the. K bil- |
ingual program is well~integrat;d into the larger school,  and has,
even to the physical housing of the program; kept the program from
being seen as a separate. entity in the‘schﬁol. There is, in this
school, only one bilingual class at eaéh grade level, alihough there
are many more stuéents at each’'level who also qualify for participa-.
‘tiﬁn in the bilingual program. The overflow children a:e placed in
all-English classrooms, and"hence'virtually ali of the teachers in the
school have had to be involved 1n the education of Hispanic students
who have problems dealing thh the language of school, and hence have
an interest in what goes on in the 'bilingual programs, At this

- school, we had both bilingual (third grade) and all-English (third and
fifth grades) study classes.

There are many ﬁispanic families' that qualify as longtiglx
residents of the neighhérhéods surrounding both schools. The children
in the study, however, are from more recently arrived families since
one of our criteria for partxcxpatxon as subjects was that they should
have started school as non-English or very limited Englxsh speakers.
Some of these families were formerly engaged in farm work, ,but few
Hiépaqic families settle in an urban area such as the one served by )

District C directly from rural areas. The typical pattern is for a
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family to do it in several steps, the first being a move into town
(from farm housing) in a rural or semi-rural community, the next being
a move into a barrio of a ;mall-u;ban area, and then finally, 1into a
barrio of a large u;ban area sucn as the one in which these schuols

vere located.

Some of the families in'these neighborhopds are’no doubt "undocu-
mented aliens", although this is specula;ion on our part. We found
reason for believing that this may be the c;se, however on the day of
a well-publicized crackdown by "la migra", the U.S. Immigration and
Naturalization Sgrvice. For a while after the big sweep through the
barrio, | many' children :were conspicuously absent from schooli Some
"families took ‘small vacgtions away from home during that period, cth-
ers were given trips to Mexico by the.government. Wifhinlg month,
howevéf, things were back to normal, and the children were hard at
| work in schqol_once again. There was considerable transieﬁ?y in both
of this school,'but it was nothing compared to the situation at the
third school in Dis;ricf C, from.which we drew one. of our Hi§panic

study classes.

School #5: Thié school was an especially interesting one, since
it contained in microcosm, all of the problems found in the inner-city
schools of District C. The school is located right at the cusp of
threeo adjoiniﬁg ethnic neighborhoods--Black, Hispanic and Chinese.
Intil rather r;cently, the district was almost exclusively Black in
it§ ethnic makeup. Hence the students who attended School #5 were
mostly black children: until 5 years ago, the student population at

this school was 90% black. Then the Hispanic families began moving
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into the black neighborhocds, since the rentals in this area vere
somewhat less expensive than in the other parts of town. One of the
factogs that made it possible for the Hispanic families to find hous-
ing here was the high rate of transiency among the Black families.
The school reported that during one record-breaking period, there was
a turn-over rate of 80% as families moved in and out of the school's
attendance area. As families moved out, the houses or apartments
became available for rental, and in time Hispanic families had dis-
placed about a fourth of the Black families in the area. At least the
population in the school shifted from 90% black, 10% "other" to about
65% black, 25% Hispanic, and 10% others a few years ago. At that
time, a bilingual program was established in the school to serve the

Hispanic students who were in need ‘of the instructional assistance

such programs provide for limited English speakers.

Another major change began to take place three years ago with the
massive influx of Southeast Asian retugees. The Chinatown area which
adjoins the Black district has been the favored refidential area for
these newcomers, since many of them are ethnic Chinese. However, the
area is quite overcrowded, and there is a severe shortage of inexpen-
sive housing. In fact, it is nearly impossible to find available and
affordable apartments or houses there, since once a family finds some-
thing, they are not likely to leave it. Hence, with.thelsteady influx
dof newcomers, it was inevitable that these Asian families should be
looking for housing in the neighborhoodé in the border area between
the black and Asian sections of town. And with the inclination of the

Black families to move around, there was the possibiiity of finding




vacancies in the apartmen: buildings in the border area. Hence, each
time a Black family moved from an apartment, it was replaced by an
Asian family. 1In very short time (two years énly), the population of
the forﬁerly black neighborhoods has shifted, and become largely
Asian. Nowhefe is this more apparent than in School #5, Where just a
few years ago, the school had been one,with a mostly Black student
population, it is now only 30% black, 20% Hispanic, and 50% Asian..
‘And nearly every day, new families arrive at the school, hoping to
register their children. Most of these newcomers are Asians, but
there have been a few other groups as well. One of the more unusual
ones has been a rather large number of Tigrinyan-speaking children,
‘refugees from Ethiopia whose families have been recently resettled in
the area under the auspices of a United Nations agency. As a result,
the school has been bulging with an over-capacity enrollment. It was .
built for a top capacity of 800 students; at last count there were
1110 students ih its classrooms. In faét, every available inch of
space in the school has been pressed into seryice as classroom Space.
One fin?s classes meeting in the hallways, in the teacher's lunchroom,
and in every broom closet. \Finding space in which we might test the
subjects from the two study classrooms proved to be a marsive exercise
in ingenuity for the members of the research team working in that
school, especially so since there was at least one other research pro-

ject studying classes in the school during the year we were there.

A solution for the space problem at School #5 was found recently
when the District decided to turn it into a year-around school, with a

quarter' of the children "o1. leave" during each period of the school
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year.

The social problems that arose when the school began to change in
its studfht population have not been resolved as easily, however.
Problems similar to those at School #3 have been observed in the past
two years, when the changes in the school became Spparent to the staff
there, Some of the teachers at the school expressed considerable dis-
tress at having to adjust to the needs of a totally different student
population. There has been resentment expressed by parents of the
Black students in the school, and by their teachers over the cost of
the special progfams that the district has had to provide for these
newcomers because of ﬁheir language probléms. The argument has been
that these programs are drawing off resources that should be spent on
the education of all of the children in the school; once again, the
fairness issue. Here, as at School #3; the issue that seems to be at
.the heart of the intergroup cbnflict has been that of .equal treatment
or fairness in the allocation of resources. But'one suspects that the
real 1issues are deeper--they have to do with fear of cultural differ-

ences, and of language differences.

There are Black children in all of the bilingual classes, placed
there for the purposes of integration. There have been objections to
this practice, however. Some of the parents of the Black children
have complained that tﬁeir children are not getting.as'much out of
school as they would in all-English classes. The fear is that because
some of the instruction in bilingual classes is conducted in languages
other than English, their children will be 1learning 1less than they

should in school. One 1irate parent actually sat in his son's
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bilingual classroom and recorded each instance of Spanish used by the
teacher during the course of a school day in order to establish just
how much instruction his son was missing because it was given in a

language he did not understand.

The social and cultural differences that have created these con-
flicts among the adults 1in the school community have prevented the
formation of close relationships among the children too, it seems.
All of the classes in the school are integrated, as noted above; that
" is, there were in all of the bilingual classes in the school (we were
in two third grade bilihgual classes, one of them Chinese, the other
"Hispanic) both target group (Chinese or Hisbanic) and non~target group
students (Blacks or "others"). But while the groups were in the same
classrooms, there was little interaction between them. This was espe-
cially apparent in the Chinese classes, where the language and cul-
tural barriers between the groups seemed to be insurmountable. 1In
addition to the difficulties these children had in trying to communi-
cate acrbss groups stemming from their not having a language in com-
mon, there were also enormous social and interactional style differ-
ences that kept them apart. Although the children were seated side by
side in the same classrooms, there was wvirtually no socializing
between the two groups. The children talked only to members of their
own aqroup, and pretty much ignored the others. This was especially
apparent in the Chinese classes, but it was true also of the Hispanic
classes. Out in the playground, one sometimes observed some inter-

group play, but by and large, the children stayed in their own groups.
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School #6: This school was located right in the heart of the
city's Chinatown about a half mile from School #5. Unlike School #5,
however, with its ethnically mixed student body, this one had Asian
students almost exclusively. Most of the children enrolled here were
Chinese, but there were also Vietnamese, Cambodians and other
Southeast Asian Students. The non-Asiﬁns were few and far bétween--a
Mexican child here, a couple of Black cﬁ?ldren there, and a trace of
other groups here and there. The predominant group was the Chinese,
here at school and in the neighborhoods t%at surrounded the schcol.
There was a Chinese commuhity lcenteryon the grounds adjoining the
school grounds. The commercial district with its busy Chinese mark-
ets, restaurants, shops, and sewing faé{ories was located just two
blocks beyond the schoolyard. Many of the 'parents of the children
worked here in the many small shops and businesses. Many of them were
fairly recent immigrants, and while they were generally a little more
established than the parents of the children at School #5, they shared
much the same background. Sone of them had immigrated to the United
States from China by way of Hong Kong. Unlike the earlier immigrants
(pre-1967) who spoke the various sze-yip regional dialects of Can-
tonese, these immigrants generally speak sam-yip dialects, of which
the Kwangchow dialect of Hong Kong was the major one. Sizable numbers
of residents in this city came as‘}efugees from Southeast Asia. A
great many of these are ethnic Chinese, but there are Vietnamese,'Cam-

bodians, Laotians, Thais and Burmese, too.

The school itself was almost idyllic in its peacefulness. One

seldom saw fights in the school yard, and if children had to be sent
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to the office for any reason, it was usually for "talking too much"

rather than for fighting, or for disobedience. Among the teachers in

this district, School #6 was regarded as "easy duty", despite the fact
that many of its students had language problems. Language problems
notwithstanding, these children were generally very good students--
they worked hard, were cooperative, and were kind to teachers. 1In
short, they were eager students, and they seldom caused trouble; hence

they were easy to work with.

In this school there was a fairly active bilingual program, but
it was in no way big enough to serve all of the many children in the
school who were eligible to be in it. The ;chool had only one bil-
ingual class at each grade level, from kindergarten through the sixth
grade. There were at least 3 additional classes for each grade 1level

which were not bilingual.

'Children were generally placed in bilingual or al:i-Engliish
classes at the kindergarten level, more or less on a first- come-
first- served basis. Usually, only the most limited English speakers
were placed in the bilingual program, although if parents insisted,
their children might get in, provided there was space. As a result,
the bilingual classes at this school generally had a higher concentra-
tion of limited English speakers than elsewhere in the District. The
third grade bilingual class from this school was involved in the

study, as were two of the three all-English third-grade classes,
P

Th /principal of the school was not a supporter of bilingual edu-

cation, N\and has said he thinks children should not remain in such
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classes for more than a year or two at most. In his view, placement
in bilingual classes should be reserved for just those students who
are the most limited in English, and it should be regarded as tem-
porary. According to the principal, the proper aim of these classes
1s to teach the LEP students English as quickly as possible, and they
should be transitioned out of them as soon as they gain survival

skills in that language.

The principal is not alone in these views, A number of the
teachers who are not involved in the bilingual program in the school
have voiced essentially the same sentiments. The iz-'e of bilingual
education has been particularly troublesome at this school. The site
administration of the school has kept the program size down to one
bilingual class at each level, despite the growing need for more such
c{asses at all levels. There have been efforts, in fact, to reduce
the program 1in the school from its present size. Several years ago,
parents who supported the program forced a confrontation with the
school's administrative staff over the issue of whether the program
should be centinued at the school in its present form and <size. The
parents on the school's advisory committee refused to endorse its con-
solidated application (which secures funds from the state for a
variety of educational programs) unless the bilingual program was

included in the plan.

The parents in the school are generally guite supportive of the
bilingual program. Indeed, ‘most of them believe in bilingual educa-
tion, whether their children are in the school's program or not. As

might be expected, the great majority of the children classified as
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LEP students in the school are not enrolled in the bilingual progranm,
since, as was mentioned earlier, the need for such instructional ser-
-vices far exceeded the available space at each level. . Byt this did
not mean that they did not get bilingual education, since-Chinese
parents are not easily thwarted. Many of the children who|were not in
the bilingual program, and indeed many of those who vere as well
attended Chinese school after the school day, where they iearned to
read, write and think Chinese, in the way that their parents believed

proper Chinese children should.

School #7: This school, in many respects was like School #6,
although it was in a different city. Like échool $6, it is located in
the very heart of the Chinese sector, the one in this city being sub-
stantially larger and older than the one in which School #6 is
located. However, while the Chinatown area in this city 1is almost
entirely Chinese, the scﬁool is not as exclusively Chinese as is
School #6. The district (District D) has a desegregation policy which
requires that all of ther schools in the city be fully integrated.
Children are bussed around the city in order to achieve this full
integration. Hence, there are Black, Hispanic, Filipino and a var'ety
of other students -t this school, while many of the children whe live
within walking distance of this school are bussed each day to other
schools in the district. Not only was the school integrated, the
classes generaliy were as well. In the two bilingual classes involved
in the study (a third grade "flip-flop" class involving two teachers,
and fifth grade self- contained class) there were students represent-

ing the ethnic groups other than the Chinese enrolled in the school.
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The groups generally got along fairly well, but while there was more
social interaction across groups in the third grade than in the fifth

grade class, the groups generally did not mix much.

Another major difference between this school and School #6 was in
the size of its bilingual §rogram. At %chool $#7 there were at least 5
Cantonese bilingual classes at each grad@ level. The principal, and
indeed the entire school staff was ve\y supportive of the bilingual
program. The bilingual program was an integral part of the school's
instructional program rather than a perXpheral-effort. The teaching
staff included both tilingual teachers who\were of the same ethnic
groups as the children served by the biyingﬁal program, and English.
monolingual teachers who were not of those\ groups. These English-
monolingual teachers were teamed with bilingual teachers in "flip-
flop" arrangements, whereby each team of two teachers, one bilingual
and the other English monolingual, served two classes of students,
exchanging them on alternate days. On the days that a particular
class was with the English monolingual teacher, the students received
their instruction in whatever‘subjects that téachet taught entirely in
Ehglish. On the days that the class was with the bilingual teacher,
they received some of their insFruction in the first language. This
plan was used in a number 5; the schools in this district, and it
effectively doubled the number of students that could be served in the
program (here as everywhere, ‘;he number of children that could be
accommodated by the bilingual proé;am was limited at least in part by
the availability of linguistically qualified teachers. The plan had

another important benefit, or so it appears to the observer: By
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involving the English monolingual teaching staff in the bilinqual pro-
gram, some of the social and philosophical differences that divided
the faculties of the other schools in the sfudy sample were not so
apparent here at this school, or at .School #8 which also followed the:

same plan.

From our conversations and interviews with teachers and adminis-
trators in this school, it was clear that there were differences to be
found émong the teachers as to how they viewed bilingual education
philosophically. but the differences ha& much less to do with the
approach (that is, méking use of the students' home languages in
school for instructional purposes) than with how they viewed the
objectives of this approach. There were those| who, in agreement with
the district's general policy, saw the objective of bilingual, instruc-
tion, as the means by which the transfer of LES students jinto all
Engl%sh programs might be facilitated. There were others who told us
thata§uch programs ought to be promoting 1linguistic developmént and
functioning both in English and in the children''s home language. How
much hative language support the children received in their bilingual
classes varied consideraﬁly, according to our \observations. There
was, for example a considerable difference to be found between the two

A

classes from this school which were invclved iﬂ the study. 1In the
third grade class, the children received a short pe%iod of Cantonese
reading instruction every other day from the teachef aide, this being
pretty much the substance of the home language component of the bil-
ingual program. The teacher occasionally commented to the students in

their home language, and the aide, when she interacted with the chil-
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dren did use the home language, but there was no other use of that
language for instructional purposes. In contrast, in the other
class--the fifth ‘grade Cantonese <class drawn from this school-~the
children received much more Cantonese instruction, Here, Loth the
teacher and his assistant used Cantonese for instructional purposes.
- The assistant taught calligraphy, reading, music and art in Cantonese.
The teacher taught reading in Chinese, and he conduct®d some discus-
sions occasionally in that Hanguage. Such variation in practice was
fairly representative, we believe, of differences in commitment to
bilingual education represented among the faculty of the bilingual
program. Nevertheless, the general commitment to such an approach was
much more favorable at this school than at most of those we have
visited, 1including those at which we have conducted this study. At
this school, it was possible for a child tc remain in the bilingual
program throughout the elementary years, something that was possible
at few other schools we have visited. 1Indeed, there 1is very strong
community support for native language maintenance, at least within the
ethnic community. There has been since the early settlement of this
Chinatown, parent supported Chinese language schools which many of the
. children growing up in the community have attended after their regular
public school day. A substantial proportion of the Chinese children
attending School #7 (whether in the bilingual program or not) attend
such schools each day aftef school. Hence, while the first language
instructional component of the bilingual program in this school varied
depending on the inclinations and the philosophical bent of the indi-
vidual teachers, many, if not most of the children in the school were

receiving an education in their home language.
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School #8: This school, located across town from School #7 in an
industrial area was one of those to which children from the Chinatown
sector were bussed each day. The school is situated in the neighbor-
hood of a public housing complex whose residents are largely Black.
There are also Samoans and some Filipind families 1living in the

development, but few, if any Chinese families,

The school, like most other schools in the district 1is fairly
well integrated. The Black and Samoan students lived in the neighbor-
hood, and walk to school, but the others are bussed in from varibus
parts of the city. Because of the massive bussing program that has
been required to achieve this integration of the city's schools, the
district has a dual schedule plan, whereby some of the elementary
schools begin at 8:00 AM each day, and end at 2:00 PM, while others
begin at 9:00 AM and end at 3:00 PM. School 48 was on the early
schedule. Hence, the children who were bussed into the school from
across -town began their schcocol day at a very early hour. The Chinese
children in our bilingual third grade study class were picked up at
various pickup pcoints in Chinatown as early as 7:00 AM each day, in
order to be taken to this school in time for class. Most of them had
to leave their homes as early as 6:15 or 6:30 in order to be at the
stops when the bus arrived, The teachers and administrators reported
an excellent attendance record for these children, despite this unap-

pealing schedule.

However, while School #8 was as well integrated as School #7, the
classes themselves were not. The children in the bilingual classes

were nearly exclusively Asians (most of them were Chinese, but there
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were .also a few Vietnamese,nCambodians\and Laotians@in those classes’
as well), Thus, while the children ’were atténding an integrated
school, they did not have much contact with anyone other than Asiar
students who were largely limited English'spgakers. Theyu arrived at
school each day shortly before 8, and while they had a few minutes to
socialize with one another in the yard before the be}l rang signalling
the beginning of the school day, they tended to stay within their @wn
groups. Quite often, the children in our study;clgss would enter- the
school building before the bell rang on one pretext or another, in an
attempt to get into their classrooms even before the 'beginning of
class. SOme‘ of the children would do everything they could to avoid
.being in the schoolyard. During recess, they used every éxcuse_ they
hcould find to stay indoors--they had papers that needed:finishing,
‘work books to check, and so fort’ The cultural differences to be
found / among the children in School #& were gnuite great, hence, it is
not surprising that social mixing would not have béen easy. But at
‘the same time, the segregéted classes did not allow them much of a
chance to get to \discover whether +there were common grounds for
interaction. The Asian.children were strangers in this neighborhood
school. They dressed differently, talked \differently, and behaved
differently, and they did not fit into the social world of the play-

]
" much in their own groups, and’hence the other children in the school

yard. When they could not agg§§ being -outside, they stayed pretty
had little charce to get to know them. At the egg of the school day,
they climbed back into the busses to be transported back to their own

world.
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This pattern ot integration without interaction is a fairly com-

‘mon one, despite the best intentions of the district administration.
The social and linguistic barriers between’ the ethnic groups  in
schools such as t...s one can hardly be broken down just by placing
children together under one roof. At the same time, they do not break
down easily even wvhen children are fully integrated, and are placed in

the same classrooms.

2.4. Characterization of Individual Classrooms

Seventeen classes participated in the study. Their distribution
by grade level, program designation, and by.language background of the

students were as fbllows:

e

L1l of Students in Classes

Cantonese Spanish
Grade 3 4 bilingual classes 4 bilingual classes
2 English only classes 3 English only classes
(6 total) (7 total)
Grade 5 1l bilingual class 1 bilingual class’
1 English only class 1 English onlv class
‘2 total) (2 total)

]

In this report, ?ach class is referred to by a unigue code which indi-
cates iﬁs grade level (i.e?ﬂ "3" or "5"3, the L1 Sackground of the
students (i.e., "C" for Cantunese or "S" for Spaniuvh), and a class
number (1 to 7). Thus, the class which is referred to throughout as

"3S1" is a third grade Spanish class which is the first of seven such
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claszes. The first four third grade classes on this numbered list are
-the bilingual ones (classes 1 thrnugh 4), while the others are English
only (classes 5 through 7). The two bilin%ual fifth gracde classes are
designaved "1"'s in cur class codes, while the English only classes

are "2"'s, The following is a listing of the class codes:

L1l of Students in Classes

Cantonese Spanish
Grade 3 Bilingual classes Bilingual classes
3Cl 381
3C2 3S2
3C3 383
3C4 354
English cnly classes English only classes
3C5 385
3Cé6 3S6
387
Grade 5 Bilingual class Bilingual class
5Cl - 581
English only class English only class
5C2 582

2.4.1. Demogrephic Variables ‘

—

Classrooms participating in the study varied considerably on a
nunber of dimensicns that can be relevant to the amount of peer
interacticn and amount of English versus first language input ﬁarget
rhildren received. The data to be presented concerns four types of
demograrhic information -- the relative percentages of cihildren capa-
ble of speaking different languages in the classroom, the distribution
of ethnic categories in the classrooms, the proportion of foreign-born
to U.S.-born students in the classroons, and the number of children in

each classroom who spoke little or no English &t the beginning of the

year.




2.4.1.1. Lanquage Background of Children

Tables 2.1 to 2.3 and Figures 2.la to ¢ display the' percentages

of children speaking various languages in the different classrooms at
wﬂfie third and fifth grade in the Spanish and Chinese samples. For the
purposes of these tallies, a distinction was not made about whether a
language was learned first, second, or thiréc in a child's life,. Con-
sequently, some of the categories total more than 100%. It should be
noted that because a number of children entered and left classrooms
during the year, it was necessary to calculate two percentages for
many cells of the tables. The first number indicates the percentage
of speakers of a language who wefe present in the classroom during the
entire year (or at least from October of 1981 to May of 1982). Numbers

inside parentheses indicate percentages of speakers who were present

in classrooms at any time during the school year.

In this regard, it should be noted that the Chinese classrooms in
the sample' were on the whole much more stable in terms of students
arriving or leaving during the year than were the Spanish classrooms.
That is, the Spanish cle:ssrooms exhibited much higher transience of
students, with one bilingual classroom having 43.6% of its students
arrive or leave between October and May. In general, 21.4% of the stu-
dents in the Hispanic classrooms were transient, versus B8.6% of the
students in the Chinese classrooms. Thie . .ference was statistically
significant (chi square = 17.8, df = 1, p < .001). However, for the
most part, the percentagés of children in each language-speaking group
- arriving or le viig during the year were approximately proportioral to

their frequency in the classrooms. That is, no one language-speaking
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Table 2.1

Percentage Speakers of Various Languages

in Hispanic Classrooms®

Others:
Chinese, Vietnamese Hebrew,
English Only Spanish Tagalog Cambodian, Laotian Hindi

b
3rd Bil 15.0 (19.0) 61.6 (81.0) .7 - -
(N=147)

"3rd All-Eng 50.0(66.6) 26.6 (30,0) 1.1 (1.1) 2.1
(N=94)

hY

Total 3rd

Grade 28.6 (37.3) 48.5 (61.0) .8 " (.48) .8
(W=241)

5th Bil 25.7 (42.9) 48.6 (57.1) , = - (2.9)
(N=35)

Sth A]-l"Eng 43.8 4006 (4308) 301 " 904 -
(N=32) |

Total 5th .
Grade 34.3 (43.3) 44.8 (50.7) 1.5 4.5 (1.5)
(N=67)

Total Spanish

Sample 30.0 (38.6) 47.7 (58.0) 1.0 1.0(1.3) .7 (1.0)
(N=308)

s

Note. Percentages within classroom, type of classroom, and age group may not sum
to 100%, since some trilingual ctildren were counted more than once.

a
The base number of studeats in each c¢lassroom on which the percentages were
calculated included children who were in the classroom the whole year and also those
who arrived after October of 1981 or left‘befare\yay 1982.

Numbers outside parenthoses indicate percentages of speakers of eachAlanguage who
were present in the classroom the whole year. Numbers inside pareutheses indicate
percentages of speakers who were in a classroom all or only part of the year.

66a




. a
in Chinese Classrooms

Table 2.2

Percentage Speakers of Various Languages

Other Other SE

English Only Cantonese Chinese Dialects Vietnamese Asian Lang. Spanish
3rd Bil 9.8 (10.6)®  69.9 (80.5) 17.1 16.3 (17.9) 1.6 -
(N=123)
3rd All-Eng 9.2 58.5 (66.2) -(1.5) 21.5 (27.7) 7.7 (9.2 4.6 (6.2
(N=65)
Total 3rd 9.6 (10.1) 66.0 (75.5) 11,2(11.7) 18.1 (21.3) 3.7 (4.3) 1.6 (2.1)
(N=188)
5th Bil 6.7 (6.7) 93.3 (93.3) 23.3 (23.3) 26.7 (26.7) - -
(N=30) '
S5th All-Eng 20.0 (20.0) 60.0 (60.0) 3.3 (3.3) 20.0 (20.0) - -
(N=30) '
Total 5th 13.3 76.7 13.3 23.3 - -
(N=60)
Total
Chinese 10.5 (10.9)  68.5 (75.8) 11.7 (12.1) 19.4 (21.8) 2.8 (3.2) 1.2 (1.6)
(N=248)

Note, Percentages within classroom, type of classroom, and age group may not sum to
100%, since some trilingual children were counted more than once,

4The base number of students in each classroom on which the percentages were

c2'culated included children who were in the classroom the whole year and also

those who arrived after October of 1981 or left before May 1982,

bNumbers outside parentheses indicate percentages of speakers of each language who
were present in the classroom the whole year.

6€6b
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Numbers inside parentheses rejpresent
percentages of speakers who were in a classroom all or only part of the year. .




Table 203

Percentages of Speakers of Various Langunges

by Grade and Classroom:

Monoling. Other Other
English Cantonese Chinese Dialects Vietnamese S.E. Asian Spanish Other

Grade 3 Chinese

3¢ N=26 15.4 (15.4) 65.4 (69.2) 11.5 (11.5) 7.7 (7.7)

3C2 N=34 20.6 (26.5) 52.9 (70.6) 8.9 (8.9) 38.2 (44.1) (2.9) (2.9)

3C3 N=30 86.7 (93.3) 13.4 (13.4)

3C4 N=33 3.0 (3.0) 75.8 (87.9) 36.4 (36.4) 3.0 (3.0) 3.0 (3.0)

3C5 N=34 58.8 (67.6) ' 14.7 (26.5) 8.8 (11.8) 8.8 (11.8)

3C6 N=31 19.4 (19.4) 58.1 (64.5) 0O (3.2) 29.0 (29.0) 6.5 (6.5)
Grade 3 Hispanic

351 N=31 29.0 (29.0) 71.0 (71.0)

352 N=139 7.7 (7.7) . 76.9 (92.3)

3S3 N=4] 17.1 (22.0) 41.5 (78.0)

3S4 N=36 8.3 (19.4) _ 63.9 (80.6)

355 N=34 50.0 (67.6) 0.0 (2.,9) 2.9 (2.9) 26.5 (26.5)

356 N=30 56.7 (70.0) 30.0

357 N=30 43,3 (60.0) 23.3 (33.3) 6.7 (6.7)
Grade 5 Chinese A

5C1 N=30 6.7 (6.7) 93.3 (93.3) 23.3 (23.3) 26.7 (26.7)

5C2 N=30 20.0 (20.0) 60.0 (60.0) 3.3 (3.3) 20.0 (20.0)
Grade 5 Hispanic

551 N=35 25.7 (42.9) 48.6 (57.1) 0.0 (2.9)

582 N=32 43.8 (43.8) 12,5 (12,5) 40.6 (43.8)
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group was over-represented in this transient population. (See Table
2.4 for data concerning transience frequencies and proportions within

the various language groups.)

Returning to the above tables and figures concerning the
languages spoken by children 1in the target classrooms, a number of
interesting contrasts can be seen between the Spanish and Chiﬁese
classrooms (Tables 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3, and Figures 2.la to c). The
Chinese classrooms, both bilingual and all-English at both the ,third
and fifth grades were predominantly composed of Cantonese-speaking
children and had relatively small numbers of monolingual ‘English
speakers in them. As can be seen, the percentages of monolingual
English speakers in these classrooms ranged from 0 to 26.5 but aver-
aged only 10.1% in the third grades and 13.3% in the fifth grades. In
the Spanish sample the third grade bilingual classrooms look much like
all the Chinese classrooms, with a large proportion of speakers of the

minority language (here Spanish) and a much lower percentage of monol-

.ingual English speakers (ranging from 7.7 to 29% and averaging 19.0%).

However, the Spanish third grade all-English classrooms were strik-
ingly different in compositioh, with a much higher percentage of
monolingual English speakers (ranging from 50 to 70% ). The two Span-
ish fifth grade classrooms exhibited a still different pattern, with
approximately equivélent numbers of Spanish speakers and monolingual

English speakers.

Another difference between the Chinese and Spanish classrooms was
that the Chinese classrooms ,contained a considerable percentage of

children speaking languages other than just English or Cantonese.

Ay
A
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Table 2.4

Transience of Students in Classrooms
By Crade and Ethnicity

1

Numbers of Speakers Arriving or Leaving

Grade by Ethnicity, Engl. Monol. Cantonese Spanish Speakérs of Other
Classroom Type, Speakers Speakers Speakers Languages
and Classroom |

!

Grade 3 Chinese 2(10.5)2 18(12.7) 3 |
Bilingual 2(15,4) 13(13.1) AX
All-English 0 5(11.6) 1 3

icl 0 1 ' \
3cz2 2 6 :
3C3 0 2 \
3C4 0 4

3C5 0 3 1 3
3Cé6 0 2

Grade 5 Chinese 0 0 \

|
Total Chinese Sample 2(7.4) 18(9.6) 1 3 !
Grade 3 Hispanic 21(23.3) 30(20.7) .
Bilingual 6(21.4) 27(23.1) |
All-English 15(24.2) . 3(10.7) \
351 0 0 !
352 0 6 \
3S83 2 15 \
3S4 4 6 .
3S5 6 0
3S6 4 0
37 5 3
Grade 5 Hispanic 6(20.7) 4(11.8) 1
Total Hispanic Sample | 27(22.7) 34(19,0) 1

Numerals in parentheses revresent the percentages of transient students

relative to the total numbers of students speaking each language
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Overall 12.1% of children in the Chinese classrooms spoke another
Chinese dialect, 21.8% spoke Vietnamese, 3.2% spoke another Southeast
Asian language 1like Burmese or Laotian, and 1.6% spoke Spanish. In a
large number of cases this was the result of children speaking multi-
ple dialects and languages--three and sometimes four languages or
dialects. In the Spanish sample of classrooms on the other hand, ohly
about 3% of the children in the classrooms were identified as speaking

a language other than Spanish or English.

2.4.1.2. Ethnic Background of Children

Table 2.5 shows the distribution of children in the target class-
rooms by ethnic background. Again the first number represents the
percentage of children who were in the class:ioom for the entire school
year (from October to May); the number in pareﬁtheses represents the
percentage of children who were iﬁ the classroom at any time during

the school year.

It is obvious from the tables‘that Chinese children tended to
predominate more in their classes than did Hispanic children. Chinese
chilaren constituted 75.1% of their classes, whereas Hispanic children
constituted 58.7% of their classes. This difference was statistically
significant (chi square = 14.91, df= 1, p<.00l). There were also
fewer Caucasians and fewer blacks in fhe classes with our Chinese stu-
den.s. Taken together, the percent of Caucasians and blacks 1in the
classes ‘containing our Chinese children was 10.2%, while it was 35.5%
in the classes containing our Hispanic subjects. This difference was

statistically significant (chi square = 53.1, df = 1, p < .001),
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Table 2.5

Percentag> of Students of Different Ethnic Rackgrounds
by Grade, Ethnicity, and Type of Classroom

Classroom Type Chinese Black Hispanic Caucasian Other Asian L Other
Grade J Chinese 173 (195) 73.9 (73.8) 7.5 (7.2) 1.7 (1.5) 2.9 (2.6) 9.8 (10.8) 4.0 (4.1)
Bilingual 110 (12)) B4.5 (85.4) 9.1 (8.9) - - - - J.6 (1.3) 2.7 (2.4)
All-FEnelish 63 (72) 54.7 (54.2) 4.7 (4.2) 4.7 (4.2) 7.8 (6.9) 20.3 (23.6) 7.8 (6.9)
Grade J Hispanic 205 (268) 18.5 (19.0) 6l.4 (61.5) 16.0 (15.2) 2.4 (2.2)
Byl ingual 129 (173) 6.7 (15.0) 79.1 (78.6) 3.1 (2.9) 0.7 (0.7)
All-Enplish 76 (95) 25.0 (26.3) 3.6 (30.5) 38.2 (37.8) : 5.3 (5.2)
Grade 5 Chinese 60 8.3 5.0 - - 5.0 10.0 1.6
Bitingual 3o 86.7 0.0 - - - 3.3 -
All-Fnplish 3O 10.0 - - 10.0 16.7 3.3
Crade §'"ispan1c 59 (68) 20.0 (19.1) 49,1 (48.5) 16.9 (22.0) 1.8 (10.2)
Bi11dgual 27 (39) 63,0 (57.1) 37.0 (42.8)
All-Enelish 32 (33) 40.6 (39.3) 37.5 (39.)1) 21.8 (21.2)
Total Chincse 233 (255) 75,1 (14.9) 6.8 (6.7) 1.3 (1.2) 3.4 (3.1 9.9 (10.6) 1.4 (3.5)
Total Wispanic 264 (336) 19.3__(19.0) 58.7 (58.9) 16.2 (16.6) . 4.5 (3.8)

A Numerals outside parentheses indicate the number of students in each proup who were in the classrooms for the eutire year, Numerals
inside the parentheses indicate the number who were preuent in the classrooms at any time during the school year.
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For both Chinese and Hispanic géﬁﬁles, the bilingual classes con-
tained a greater\ percentage of children of the same ethnic gqroup as
our target subjectyg than did the all-Englicsh <tlasses. Across the
third afd fifth/ grade samples, the percentage of Chinese was 85% in
the biiingual clalsses and 60.2% in the all-English «cla:ses. This
difference was significant (chi square = 18.4, df = 1, P < .001).
For the Hispanic classes the percent of Spanish in the bilingugl
classes was 76.2% and 33.3% in the all-English classes. Again the
difference was statistically significant (chi square = 48.6, df = 1, P

< ,001).

/’ Y
Table 2.6 shows the percentage of studénts of different ethnic
backgrounds by grade and classroom. It can be seen from the table
that the Chinese all-English classrooms (3C5 and 3C6) contained the
greatest variety of children from different ethnic backgrounds, as_did

the Hispanic all-English classrooms (3S5, 3S6, and 3S7).

/
2.4.1.3. Foreign Born ¢hildren in Target Classrooms

rl/

Table 2.7 shows the percentages of children born in this country
and elsewhere, The children in the Hispanic class;gdﬁs tended to be
born predominantly in the United States (54.3%), whereas this was less
likely to be the case in the Chinese classes (31.2%). This difference

was statistically significant (chi square = 24.0, df = 1, p < .001).

Children in bilingual classes were more likely to be born outside
the country than were children in all-inglish classes, especially at
the third grade level. 1In the Chinese third-grade classes 76.8% ,of

the children 1in the bilingual classes were born outside of the U.S.,
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Table 2.6

Percentsge of Students of Different Ethnic

Backgrounds by Grade and Classroom

9,&rade 5 Hispanic

/ 551 62.9 (57.1) 37.0 (42.8)
552 40.6 (39.3) 37.5 (39.3) 21.8 (21.2)

Chinese Black . _ Hispanic | Caucasian Other Asian Other - Missing
. Grade 3 Chinese
acl 87.5 (87.9) 12.5 (11.9)
3C2 69.2 (72.7) 26.9 .(24.2) 3.8. (3.0)
3C3 93.3 (93.7) . 6.6 (6.2)
- 3C4 89.6 (87.8) . ' : 6.8 (9.0) 3.4 (3.0)
3C5 50.0 (50.G) - 9.3 (7.8) 6.2 (5.2) 3.1 (6.2) 25.0 (28) 6.2 (5.2)
3C6 59.3 (60.6) ' 3.1 (3.0) 12.5 (12.1) 15.6 (18.1) 9.3 (6.0)
Gfade 3 Hispanic .
351 29 (29) 70.9 (70.9)
352 87.7 (88.1) 8.1 (6.7) 4.0 (5.0) . 4.3 (4.5)
353 ' 30.4 (27.2) 65.2 (68.1) ' 3.9 (2.5)
354 11.5 (12.8) 84.6 (82) (2.5) ‘
3S5 55.5° (60) 33.5 (28.5) 3.7 (2.8) 7.4 (8.5)
356 8.1 (6.6) 30.6 (31.6) 57.1 (58.3) 4.0 (3.3)
Grade 5 Chinese
5C1 86.6 (86.6) 10,0 (10) 3.3 (3.3)
5C2 69.9 (69.9) 10.0 (10) 16.6 (16.6) 3.3 (3.3)




Table 2.7

Pércentage of Students According to Place of Birth
by Grade, Ethnicity, and Type of Glassroom

Place of Birth

Classroom Type n® : us China Hong Kong Vietnam Mexlco Otlier Minsing
Grade 3 Chinese 173 (195)  27.7 (26.8) 19.2 (20,0) 8.6 (16.8)  27.7 (29.4) ' : 4.2 (4.2) 2.4 (2.6)
. Bt tngual 10 (123) 24,2 (23.7)  25.2 (25.4), 20.5 (18.8) 27.1 (28.6) 1.8 (1.6) 0.0 (1.6)
_ Al=Enplisah 63  (72) 13.8  (32.3) R.4 (10.2) 15.2  (13.2) 28.8 (30.R) 8.4 (8.8) 5.0 (4.4)
‘rade' 3 Wlapanic 205 (268)  $5.3 (53.3) ' 35.4  (36.0) 2.9 (2.6) 6.3 (7.8)
" Biltnpual 129 (173)  42.4 (39.1) 45.4  (46.7) 2.2 (1.7) 9.8 (12.2
© Al1=-Fngl igh B (95) 8.1 (78.9) 17.5 (16.8) 0 (4.2
irade 5 Chincse 60 44.9 3.3 20.0 31.6
M11npual 10 40.0 6.6 23 10.0 )
All-Engl ish 30 50.0 - 16.6 1.3
irade 5 Nispanic 59  (68) 50.8 (51.4) 8.9 (18.2) R.4  (R.B) 1.6 (1.4)
81 inpual 27 (3%) 4R (51.4) S1.8  (45.7) 0.0 (2.8)
AV =Enplish 12 (1 51.1  (51.5) 28.1  (30.3) 15.6  (15.1) 1.1 .(3.0)
Total Chinese 233 (255) 32,3 (31.2)  15.0_(15.9) 19.0_(17.5) __28.1 (30.0) - “'___;.3_.7()____(_1..2)______q,_7 L9
Total Nispanic 264 (336) 54.3  (52.9) e e e 36,2 (16.5) __6  (3.8) 5.2 (645)

Numerals outside parentheses indicate the number of students fn ecach proup who were In the classrooms for the
inaide the parentheses indicate the number who were present in the classrooms at any time during the

J9

cntire year, Numerals

school year,
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whereas 1in the all-English third-grade classes the figure was 66.2%.
In the Hispanic third-grade classes 54.6% of the children in the bil-
ingual classes were born outside of the U.S., whereas in the all-

- English third-grade classes the figure was only 21.5%.

There was greater diversity in the origins of children in the
Chinese classes than in the Hispanic classes (Table 2.8). The
Hispanic children tended to come from Mexico or to have been born in
the U.S. 67% of the children in the Chinese classes were born in

China, Hong Kong, Vietnam, or other Asian countries.

2.4.1.4. NES and Low LES Children in Target Classrooms

Turning to the guestion of how many children 1in each classroom -
spoke little or no English, since we ourselves did not administer-
language tests to all members of each class, we counted the number of
- students in each class wh6 either were in an English-speaking cléss-
room for the first time or who had experienced only between one month
and one year of schooling in the U.S. during the previous year.
Although this gives only an approxihate idea of the number of NES and
low LES students (since children learn language at very different
rates) it probably does provide a rough count of the number of chil-
Aren who were 1in the beginning stages of learning English in.each
classroom and grade X ethniéity group. It should be noted that these
tallies include childreh whose first language was any other language
except English, not just children whose first language was either Can-
tonese or Spanish. Table 2.9 displays the percentages of students with

little or no previous instruction in English prior to the study year
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Table 2.8 ]
Percentages of Fbteign Born Students
by Grade and Classroom /
/ /
Us China Mexico Hong Kong Viet Nam / Other Missing
Grade 3 Chinese S
: 3C1 50.0 (47.9) 16.6 (15.9) 20.8 (23.9) 12.5 (1179) ' '
3C2 26.9 (23.5) - 3.8 (5.8) . 61.5 (61.7) 3.8 (2.9) 3.8 (5.8)
3C3 3.5 (3.3) 53.5 (53.3) 17.8 (16.6) . 25 (26.6) :
3C4 20.6 (24.2)  24.1 (27.2 41.3 (36.3) 10.3 (9) C 3.4 (3)
3C5 37.0 (32.3) 14.8 (14.7) 14.8 (11.7) 25.9 (3&.3) 7.4 (8.8)
-3Cé 31.2 (32.3) 3.1 (5.8) ~15.6 (14.7) ~ 31.2 (29.4) 9.3 (8.8) --9.3 (8.8)
: - , i . : ~ / .
Grade 3 Hispanic : ' ' . /
S 29 (29) 70.9 (70.9) ] . 3-
352 — 47.9 (43.1) 27.0 (29.3) / o 25.0 (27.5) ~
353 48.1 (38.6) 40.7 (54.5) j 7.4 (4.5) 3.7 (2.2)
354 42.3 (42.1) 53.8 (44.7) } / 3.8 (2.6) 0 (10.5)
385 81.4 (82.8) 14.8 (11.4) : i 3.7 (5.7) '
356 76.5 (76.6) 19.1 (20) / 4.2 (3.3)
Grade 5 Chinese / .
5C1 40  (40) 6.6 (6.6) 23.3 (23.3) 30 (30)
- 5C2 - 50 (50) 16.6 (16.6) 3§.3 (33.3)
' i
Grade 5 Hispanic i
551 48.1 (51.4) 51.8 (45.7) : . 3.0 (2.8)
552 53.1 (51.5) 28.1 (30.3) | i, : 15.6 (15.1) 3.1 (3)
' / /
10 T "
1 | / / 102




Table 2.9

Percentages of Students with lLittle or No Previous Instruction

In English Prior to Study Year by Grade, Ethnicity, and Classroom Type

No Previous

Less Than 1 Year

Total NES and

3.3

Instruction Instruction Low LES
Grade by Ethnicity Stable & Stable & Stable &
and Classroom Type Stable ‘ransient Stable Transient Stable Transient
'Grade 3 Chinese
(n= 163,194)3 4,3 7.2 18.4 i9.1 22,7 26,3
Bilingual
(n= 108’129) 4.6 8.5 23.1 23.3 27.8 31.8
All-English
(n= 55, 65) 3.6 4,6 9.1 10.8 12,7 15.4
Grade 3 Hispanic .
(n= 189, 241) 2,1 2.9 5.8 5.0 7.9 7.9
Bilingual
(n= 115, 147) 3.5 4,1 7.0 6.1 10.4 10.2
All-English .
(n= 74, 94) 0.0 1.1 4.1 3.2 4,1 4.3
Grade 5 Chinese
(n=56, 60) 1.8 1.7 12,5 11,7 14,3 13.3
Bilingual .
(n=26,30) 3.8 3.3 11.5 10.0 15.4 13.3
All-English
(n= 30) 0.0 0.0 13.3 13.3 13.3 13.3
Grade 5 Hispanic
(n= 57, 68) 7.0 10.3 0.0 0.0 7.0 10.3
Bilingual
(n= 26, 35) 11.5 11.4 0.0 0.0 11,5 11.4
All-English
(n= 31,33) 3,2 9.1 0.0 0.0 3.2 9.1
Total Chinese
(n= 219,254) 3.7 5.9 16,9 17.3 20.5 23,2
Total Hispanic
(n= 246,309) 4,5 4,5 3.9 7.7 8.4

3 The ©irst sample '
the entire year.

group at any time during the school year.

- —

n' indicates the number of students who were in the group for
The second numeral indicates the number who were present in the
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by grade, ethnicity, and type of classroom. As in previous counts,
two separate calculations have been done for each category of student,
one giving the percentage of NES and low.LES among the stable members
of each class, and one giving the percentage of NES and low LES among
both stable and transient members of each class. Overall, the percen-
tage of children in the classes with no previous exposure to schooling
in the U.S. was fairly low. Only 3.7% of the children in our Chinese
classrooms for the entire year were non-English-speaking by this cri-
terion. In the Hispanic classes, the percentage was about the same --
3.3%. However, the percentage was larger in the Grade 5 Hispanic bil-
ingual classroom, where 3 of the 26 stable class members were newco-
mers to American schooling. When the category of children with some
exposure to English during the previous school year is added to the
previous count, a different picture emerges. Within the Chinese class-
rooms overall, 20.5% of the stable class members had had one or less
years of schooling in the U.S., whereas only 7.7% of the students in
the Hispanic classrooms fit that classification. The percentage of
NES and low LES students was especially high in the Grade 3 Chinese
bilingual classrooms where better than a‘quarter of the students were
relative newcomers (27.8%). At th® third grade, for both Chinese and.
Hispanic classrooms, there were more than twice the number of children
in the bilingual as in the all-English classrooms with one year or
less of English schooling. Three of the four fifth grade classrooms
had approximately the same number of relative newcomers among the
stable class members (3 or 4), but the Hispanic fifth grade all-
English classroom only had one such student. Table 2.10 presents the

sare data for each classroom separately. This table indicates
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Table 2.10

Percentages of Students with Little or No Previous Instruction
In English Prior to Study Year by Classroom

No Previous One Y ., or Less Total NES and— ——
Instruction Instruction Low LES
Stable & Stable & Stable &

Classrooms Stable Transient Stable Transient Stable Transient

Grade 3 Chinese

3C1 (n=25,32)2

, 0.0 6.3 0.0 12.5 0.0 18.8
3C2 (n=26,34) 15.4 17.6 23,1 20.6 38,5 38,2
3C3 (n=28,30) 3.6 6.7 32.1 30.1 35,7 36,7
3C4 (n=29,33) 0.0 3,0 34.5 30.3 34,5 33.3
3¢5 (n=26,3%) 7.7 8.8 15.4 14,7 23.1 23.5
3C6 (n=29,31) 0.0 0.0 3.4 6.5 3.4 6.5
Grade 3 Hispanic
351 (n=31) 3,2 3.2 16.1 16.1 19.4 19.4
382 (n=35,39) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
383 (n=24,41) 8.3 7.3 8.3 4.9 16.7 12,2
3S4 (n=25,36) 4.0 5.6 8.0 5.6 12.0 11,1
3S5 (n=27,34) 0.0 0.0 7.4 5.9 7.4 5.9
3S6 (n=25,30) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
357 (n=22,30) 0.0 3.3 4,5 3.3 4,5 6.7
Grade 5 Chinese
5C1 (n=26,30) 3.8 3.3 11.5 10.0 15.4 13,3
5C2 (n=30) 0.0 0.0 13.3 13.3 13.3 13.3
Grade 5 Hispanic
551 (n=26,35) 11.5 11.4 0.0 0.0 11.5 11.4
552 (n=31,33) 3,2 9.1 0.0 0.0 3.2 9.1

8 The first sample "n' indicates the number of students who were present for the

entire year. The second numeral, when it appears, indicates the number of students
present in the group at any time during the school year, i.e., the total number
of stable anrd transient students.
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enormous variability within the grade X ethnicity and classroom type
groups in the number of of NES and low LES students. For example,
though the Chinese third grade bilingual classrooms averaged 27.8% NES

and low LES students, classroom 3Cl had no stable class members of
this type, and classroom 3C4 had 34.5% of its students in these
categories. There was also considerable though less extreme variabil-
ity within the other grade by ethnicity grcups,’ as can be seen by

examination of the percentages for each classroom in those groups.

2.4.2. CTBS Achievement Data

Data were collected from the school digtricts on students in the
seventeen target classrooms in an attembt to assess the level of
academic functioning in those classrooms at the beginning of the
1981-82 school year. Students' scores on the Reading, Language Arts,
and Mathematics subtests of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills
(CTBS) for Spring or Fall of 198l were obtained not only for target
subjects but fcr other class members as well. Since the administra-
tion of the CTBS is a major part of the standardized testing program
conducted by the school districts, virtually all students had been
tested, and their scores were readily obtainable from the districts.
This fact was an important consideration since the test represented

the only standardized measure on which targets and their classmates

could be cgmpared in this project.
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2.4.2.1. The Nature of the CTBS Test

The publisher of the CTBS, McGraw- Hill, claims that all levels
of the test are designed to draw on the following five intellectual
processes: recognition, translation, interpretation, application, and
analysis. Each item requires that the students perform at least one
of the following operations:

-recognition or recall of information;
-translation or conversion of concepts from one form

of language (symbolic or verbal) to another;

-comprehension of concepts and their interrelationship;
-application of techniques, including

fundamental operations;
-interpretation beyond stated informatien.

While the same form of the CTBS was used for all testing (Form S,
published in 1973), the levels used differed according to the grade in
which they were administered. Since the subtests were not identical
across all levels, a brief description of the subtests by level is

provided.

Level C,

Level C is considered appropriate for grades 1.6 to 2.9. The
battery consists of three subtests in the skill areas of Readirlg and
Language Arts and two subtests in the area of Mathematics. For each.
skill area a total score is obtained by adding the raw scores for the

corresponding subtests.

Reading. The Reading scale is comprised of a vocabulary and two

comprehension subtests. The wvocabulary section 1is made up of 33




items, for which the examiner reads a definition, and the students are
asked to select the word referred to from a group of four words
printed on the page. The words defined are found in reading material
at the following grade levels, as determined by the EDL gggiggg Core

Vocabulary (Taylor et al., 1969): six words are at Grade 1, siax. at

Grade 2, nine at Grade 3, and two at Grade 4. The distractors are
drawn from antonyms as well as contextually related and unreiated

words,

Reading comprehension is tested by means of the "sentences" and
"passages" subtests., In the 23-item sentences test, sfudents are
asked to select the word that best comrpletes a sentence (both semanti-
cally and syntactically). Since reading skill per se is not being
measured, responses have been chosen so that the majority are feadéble

by second graders, as determined by the EDL Revised Core Vocabulary.

The following dist-ibution of grade difficulties is reported by the
publisher: 13 percent at Grade 1, 48 percent at Grade 2, 17 percent at
Grade 3, with the remaining 22 percent at a fourth grade level. The
passages subtest is made up of six passages from which 18 items are
drawn. Students are asked to answer questions requiring literal
recall, wuse of contextual cues, or interpretation or selection of the
main idea. As with the sentences test, words in the passages are

drawn predominantly from the first and second grade levels.

Language Arts. For the Language Arts scale, spelling, mechanics,

and expression are tested. The spelling subtest consists of 34 words.
The examiner reads the word aloud and uses it in a sentence. Students

are to determine whether or not the word presented 1is spelled
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correctly. They mark their decision by chcosing the smiling face for
correctly spelled words, and the frowning face for misspelled words.

o
The 23-item mechanics test focusses on punctuation and capitali-

zation. The ll-item punctuation section tests the students' knowledge
of the use of commas, periods, question marks, and exclamation points.
- Each item contains one or two sentences. At the beginning'of each item
one of the above punctuation marks is presented in a circle. The stu-
dents are to determine if it is needed, and if so, its location. It us
focussing on rules of capitalization are presented using the same or-

mat.

The 22 items of the language expression test fcllow the format of
the sentences part of the Reading test. For each item a sentence is
presented in which a word is missing. Students are asked to read the
sentence and choose the word which best completes it. This test
assesses the students' knowledge of standard English. The majority of

distractors involve incorrect syntax or non-standard English.

Mathematics. For the Mathematics Scale, only two Subtests are

involved., 1In the computations test, students are to perform ten addi-
tion, ten subtraction, and ten multiplication problems. Addition and
subtraction problems are presented bothAvertically and horizontally
w%th one-, two-, and three-digit numbers. Only one digit multiplica-.
tion problems are given, all horizontally. Each mathematical opera-

tion is timed separately.

In the concepts and applications test the 25 items are read aloud

to the students. The test measures basic operation skills (numbers,
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measurement, and fractions). Students select from pictorial, numeri-

cal, or printed responses.

Level 1,

Level 1 is'appropriate for grades 2.5-4.9. While the subject
areas covered by this level are identical to that of Level C, the sub-
tests and format vary. As stated previously, for all Jevels the total
score for each'subﬂect area is found by adding the scores on the con-

stituent subtests.

_ Reading. For Level 1, the Reading section involves only a voca-
bulary subtest and one comprehension subtest. The vocabulary measure
is based on 40 items. For each item, a phrase is presented in which
one word is wunderlined. Students are to choose a synonym from four

alternatives provided. The words selected for inclusion were based on

A Revised Vocabulary: A Pasic Vocabulary for Grades 1-8 (Taylor et
al., 1969a). |

The reading comprehension subtest measures skills in literal and ‘
critical cowmprehension, A majority of the 45 items, based on seven
reading selections, are claimed to tap critical comprehension and to
involve commoﬁ emotions and experiences as well as informative

material.

Language Arts. The Language Arts scale consists of the same sub-

tests &s those in Level C, i.e., spelling, mechanics, and expression.
Each of the 44 spelling words are presented to the students in a sen-

tence. The students are to read the sentence and determine if the
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underlined word is spelled correctly. 'The students mark the appropri-
ate space for "right" or "wrong." Each item is used to assess a
specific spelling rule. Words of appropriate reading difficulty were

drawn from A Revised Core Vocabulary (Taylor et al., 1969). As with

Level C, the mechanics subtest examines punctuation and capitalization
skills in sentences. There are ten items for each skill area. The
expression test is comprised of 40 itews which tap aspects of linguis-
tic expression 1including: standard English, syntax, diction, and

organizational skill.

Mathematics. The Level 1 Mathematics scale also involves compu-
tation, concepts, and applications, but séparate scores are reported
for the latter twn areas. Each of the basic mathematical operations
(addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division) is tested with
twelve items in the computation section. The remaining 50 items are
divided evenly between concepts and application questions. The con~-
cepts items assess students' ability to comprehend mathematical con-
cepts and their interrelationships, as well as their ability to con-
vert concepts expressed in one form (graphic, numerical, or verbal) to
another. The concepts assessed include number systems, measurement,
set theory, geometry, and numeration. The remaining gQuestions are
designed to assess the problem-solving abilities of the students in

the areas of algebra, measurement, reasoning, and set theory.

The Level 2 test is appropriate for grades 4.5-6.9. The number

of the subtests and their format at this level are identical to that
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of Level 1, Consequently, only the differences in the nature of the

subtests at this levell are noted below. N | \

\
In the vocabulary| part of the Reading test, words have\;een drawn

from An Advanced Vocabuylary for Grades 9-13 (Taylor et al., 1969b), as

wvell as from A Revised Core Vocabulary: A Basic Vocabulary for Grades
. \ ! — Y

1-8

In Language Artﬁ, the number of items for the spglling subtest
- has been increased from 44 to 50. The expression féuﬁtggg_hﬂas also
been increased in 1length by 5 items. Another asbéét of efﬁective
expression-~ clarity and eéonomy of expr2ssion-- is examined at Level
2, in addition to the skilié previously méntioned. The remaining
changes can be found in the mathematics conéepts and appliqatiohs sec-
tions. While the number of items has been remained the same, the con-
tent areas have been broadened. At Level 2, the concepts section
includes questions involving graphs, and the applications subtest

examines students' knowledge of percentages and numeration.

2.4.2.2. Descriptive rinhdings on the CTBS

All findings are reported in standard scale form be.ause they
allow the assessment of students' achievement regardless of the
level(s) used. For the purposes of interpretation of these scale
scores, comparisons arc made between the means of each whole class in

our study and the CTBS standardization sample.

Before proceeding with these comparisons, it 1is important to
characterize the standardization sample. This demographic information

wvas obtained by the test publisher in Spring 1973 from the schools
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that participated in the standardization study. Data provided by

schools concerned characteristics of'the student population feor the
school, and not for the specific classrooms tasted. According to the
test publisher the percentage of students in the standardization sam-
ple who spoke a language other than English outside of school or came
‘from homes in which a language other than English was spoken was 8.8%.
The ethnic groups represented inciuded: 8.5% Hispanic, 16.8% Black,
and 74.1% other. |

In addition to presenting means and standard deviations of the
standardization sample, as a basis for comparison, stanine equivalents
for each classroom mean have also been rebofted; The values have been
included in an aftempt to more clearly characterize the level of func-
tioning for the classrooms as a whole., One is cautioned against draw-
ing comparisons between the levels of performance of the various
classes. It is important to keep in mind that the composition of the
classrooms varied widely in terme of percentage of native English
speakers, and NES and low LES children. For this reason, direét com=

parisons between classrooms have been avoided,

Reading. The CTBS reading performance of all students in each of
the seventeen classrooms is presented in Table 2.11. Means and stan-
dard deviations are reported for subtests as well as total score.
Data are pfesented for individual classrooms and for grade X ethnicity

groups.

The scale score means and standard deviations for the standardi-

zation sample for Level C are as follows:
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Table 2.11

Means and Standard Deviations of Spring 1981
CTBS.Reading Performance for

Whole Class
Grade by Ethnicity R _VOC R_SENT R_PASS - R_TOT
and
Classroom na Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Crade 3 Chinese (131) 321.25 50.41 276,12 26.20 276,16 27.64 315.08 45.58
3C1 (20 326.50 43,16 274.85 19,68 278.45 22.31 317.55 34.61
3c2 (16) 304.12 23.94 266.65 24.33 272.50 28.04 306.00 37.71
. 3C3 (20) 300.85 43.37 269.00 28.44 267.65 32.55 296.10 49.09
3C4 (27) 334.31 65.83 281.64 30.76 274,96 33.52 325.89 54.80
3C5 (22) 327.09 44.74 278.14 23,63 282.18 18.33 317.91 36.70 .
3cé6 (26) 324.62 54.56 281.12 26.08 279.35 27.45 319.77 49.50
Grade J Hispanic (114) 302.29 48.64 273.04 26.55 267.94 3fj20 299,27 46,07
351 (17) 315.67 57.20 275.19 25.49 273.71 34?32 315.53 50.37
352 (16) 288.94 22,22 271.81 21.36 265.38 26424 292.31 29.63
383 (11) 305.18 56.76 268.82 37.87 272.27 40.79 297.09 65.69
354 (23) 312.91 49.05 282.87 17.46 272.26 25.03 309,26 33.94
355 - (27) 285.48 43.93 262.96 26.00 259,30 33.09 280.11 41,87
3s6 (12) 313.33 52.13 272.92 137.14 266.42 36.00 306.00 59.85
356 (8) 299.50 53.77 281.63 20.50 273.88 24.06 307.50 44.62
RVOC . R COMP R_TOT
na Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Grade 5 Chinese (37) 392.45 69.22 443.68 72,71 414,05 66,53
- 5C1 (21) 376.91 56.68 427.95 61.45 395,24 50.85
5C2 (16) 4;3.81 80.50 464,31 82,78 438,75 '77.64
Crade 5 Hispanic (45) 403.84 80,94 409.64 79.83 397.24 80.16
551 (24) 411.71 99,56 422,38 97.66 408.54 99,26
552 (21) 394.86 53.43 395,10 51.34 384.33 49,77

calculaved is greater than the -repcrted n.

3 The reported.n corresponds to the number of subjects on whom the total score was
calculated. 1In some cases, the number nf subjects on whom subtest values were




Standardization Sample: Grade 2.7

Test Mean SD
R Voc 330 58.0
R Sent 288 31,2
R Pass 284 30.3
R Tot 326 59.2

As can be éeen, the mean of only one of the 13 third grade class-
rooms, 3C4, was above the standardization mean for the vocabulary
test. This was the only case in which any of the classes at the ‘Grade
3 level obtained a mean score above that of the standardization sam-
‘ple. This classroom, 3C4, was also more variable than the comparison

sampie on the vocabulary test.

An examination of the levels of performance for the individual
classes reported by stanines gives a more complete picture as to the
levels of performance for the individual classes. These values are
repo:ted in Table 2.12. As can be seeﬁ, with the exception of 3S5 on
"sentences" and."passages",‘gil classes were functioning at an "aver-
age" level on all Reading subtests, receiving stanine scores of four,
five, or six. (Stanine scores betveen one and three would signify
below average levels oi' performance. Similarly, mean performance
yielding s;§nine scores between seven and nine would be indicative of

above average levels of achievement).

For Level 1, which was administered to our fifth graders in the

Spring of 1981, the mean scores and standard deviations of the stan-.-

dardization sample are the following:




Standardization Sample: Grade 4.7

Test Mean SD
R Comp 443 88.3
R Tot 422 78.6

In the fifth grade sample, only one classroom, 5C2, scored above the
standardization sample mean. .Examination of the standard deviations
reveals that the two lower scoring classes, 5Cl and 552, were also the
‘most homogeneous, The stanine equivalents of the fifth grade class-
robm means for Reéding are also reported in Table 2.12. As with the
third grade groups, thé fifth grade classrooms are also all function-
ing at an average level as evidenced by their stanine scores of four

or five,

Language Arts. Performance on the Language Arts measures pro-

" duced some interesting results. In Table 2.13 these data are

presented., The sténdardization sample- means -for Level C, administered

to our third graders at the end of their second grade year, are.

reported below:

Standardization Sample: Grade 2.7

Test Mean SD
LA Spl 394 6l.1
LA Mech 369 51.7
LA Exp 377 75.1 \
LA Tot 358 65.9

Comparisons of the classroom averages to the standardization sam-

ple means show that all thirteen third grade clacsses as wholes scored

8l




Table 2.12
Performance of Whole Class on CTBS

Reading Reported by Stanine

rade by Ethnicity

(T

and Stanine Equivalents
Classroom R VOC R SENT R PASS R TOT
rade 3 Chinese
3Cl1 5 4 4 5
~3C2 4 4 4 4
- 3C3 4 4 4 4
3c4 5 5 4 5
3C5 5 4 5 5
3C6 5 5 5 5
rade g_ﬁispanic‘ ‘
381 4 4 4 4
352 4 4 4 4
383 4 4 4 4
354 4 5 4 4
- 385 4 3 3 4
356 4 4 4 4
387 4 5 5 4
R VOC R COMP R TOT
de 5 Chinese = .. . L B )
5C1 4 5 4
5C2 5 5 5
rade 5 i'ispanic
551 5 5 5
582 5 4 4
//l
//
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Table 2. 13

Means and Standard Deviations of Spring 1981

CTBS Language Arts Performance for

Whole Class
Grade by Ethnicity LA SPL LA MECH LA EXP LA TOT
and -
Classroom na Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Grade 3 Chinese (133) 380.91 51,58 390.61 74.85 372,41 53,18 360.27 66.06

3cl (21) 382,10 38.14 435.62 53.83 371.52  42.39 377.38 52,41

3c2 (17) 387,71 45.43 384,71 73.53 357.00 38,42 349,24 41,13

3c3 (20) 383.45 46,57 377.90 85.43 349.85 47.80 348,60 67.88

3C4 (27) 368.46 66.94 376.43 94.83 365.22 71.86 352,15 95.66

3C5 (23) 373.87 52,35 381.52 51.44  387.04 30,94 ~ 354.83 41.60

3C6 (25) 393,68 49,50 391.24 66.82 395.96 57.96 376.32 67.86

Grade 3 Hispanic (98) 338.29 52,78 360.63 78.52 361.24 56,69 326,61 67.34
3s1 - (17) 351.38 63,93 372.82 72,07 381,00 48,30 346,00 62.45

382 (5) 330.40 26.74 318.33 50.55 346,50 22,98 298,20 30.60

383 (10) 341,00 61,85 347.00 91.63 345.00 76.35 312.40 94.94

354 (21) 343.82 47.32 378.41 65.33 363.33 39.86 334.86 40.57

385 (25) 326,63 44,43 342.04 87.44 348,52 56.98 312,88 65.02

3sé (12) 337.92 64,23 381,00 90.58 377.33 73.76 338.67 98.29

387 (8) 330.13 50.86 366.75 71.62 360.75 70.85 324,13 67.24

Grade 5 Chinese (38) 467.24 65.15 ~460.47 91.10 441.24 70,55 441,40 72,73

’ 5C1 (22) 468.46 50,76 . 455,14 93,50 426,36 60,14 435.14 56,62

5C2 (16) 465.56 82,81 467.81 90.18 461.69 80,27 450,00 91,77

Grade 5 Hispanic (43) 420.14 72,57 422,98 72.30 430.27 87.57 406.44 73,08

- 581 (24) 414.88 67.55 428.38 80,49 451.21 103,34 414,29 85.60

582 (19) 526,45 79.50 416.16 61,90 405.15 56,68 396.53 53.99

3

N

ﬁ'

2 The reported n corresponds to the number of subjects onwhom the total score was
calculated. In some cases, the number of subjects on whom subtest values were
- calculated is greater than the reported n.




Table 2,14
Performance of Classrooms on CTBS

Language Arts Reported by Stanine

rade by Ethnicity

. and Stanine Equivalents
Classroom LA SPL LA MECH LA EXP LA TOT
rade 3 Chinese
3C1 6 7 4 6
3C2 6 5 4 5
3C3 6 5 4 5
3C4 5 5 4 5
3C5 5 5 5 5
3C6 6 5 5 6
rade 3 Hispanic
351 4 5 5 5
352 4 3 3 3
383 4 4 3 4
384 4 5 4 4
385 3 4 4 4
3S6 4 5 4 4
387 4 5 4 4
LA SPL LA MECH , LA EXP LA TOT
rade 3 Chinese
5C1 6 5 4 5
5C2 6 5 5 5
rade 5 Hispanic
- 581 4 4 5 4
582 5 4 3 4
8la
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below the mean for spelling, yet all six of the Chinese and three of
the Hispanic classrooms scored above the mean on the mechanics test.
Only the Chinese all-English classes (3C5 and 3Cé6) were above the mean
on the expressions test. Two of the Hispanic classes were also found
to perform at or above the standardization mean on the expressions
test. Since the subtests are combined to form total score, it is not
surprising to find that only three classes, all of them Chinese, per-
formed above the comparison sample mean for the total Language Arts

scale.

The stanine equivalents for the Language Arts measures are
reported in Table 2.14. These values suggest that all of the third
grade Chinese classrooms were functioning at an average level, for
‘their stanine scores were between four and six. One class, 3Cl,
obtained a stanine score of seven on the mechanics subtest. For the
third grade Hispanic classrooms, the stanines were predominantly four
or five. Two Hispanic classes yielded stanines of three. Performance’
for 3S3 resulted in a stanine score of 3 on the expressions subtest
while 3S2 performed at the third stanine level on mechanics, expres-

sion, and total score.

‘The variability within the classrooms is markedly similar as evi-
denced by the reported standard deviations. Four classrooms do not
follow this pattern, 3S2 exhibits much less variability, but this is
most probably due to the size of the sample for this class. The
remaining three classes, 3C4, 3S3, and 356, are more variable when
compared to the others. As mentioned previously, such differences may

be due to the differences in composition of these classes.
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The means for the standardization sample for Level 1 are given
below. As can be seen, by comparing the performance of the fifth
grade classes as reported in Table 2.13 to that of the standardization
sample, 5CZ was the only class which as a group performed at that
level on the total Language Arts test, and this class was below the
mean on the expressions subtest. While 5Cl did score above the mean on
the spelling subtest, it was below the mean for mechaﬁics and expres-
sion. Neither of the Hispanic fifth grade classes scored at or above
the standardization mean on any of the language measures. The means

and standard deviations for the standardization sample are as follows:

Standardization Sample: Grade 4.7

Test Mean SD |
LA Spl 440 70.2
LA Mech 461 88.2
LA Exp 470 76.7
LA Tot 440 76.7

The stanine scores, as reported in Table 2.14, show that although
the classes were performing below the mean of the standardization sam-
ple, they were performing at levels which would be regarded as average
for their grade. Only one claés, 552, failed to fall within this
"average" range for all subtests. The mean score for this class on

the expressions subtest was equivaleht to a stanine score of three.

Mathematics. The present discussion of CTBS achievement of the

classrooms taken as wholes concludes with a discussion of performance
on the CTBS Mathematics measures. Again for comparative purposes, the

means and standard deviations of the standardization sample are given
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below.

Standardization Sample: Grade 2.7

Test Mean SD
M Comp 305 35.9
M Con&App 255 ~ .8
M Tot 308 42.4

The means and standard deviations for each of the seventeen
classrooms is reported in Table 2.15. All of the Chinese third grade
classes averaged well above the mean of the standardization sample on
the subtests and the total score. Among the-Hispanic classes, only 3S1
and 354 scored above the standardization mean on the computations
- test. 381, 352, and 356 scored above the mean for the concepts and
applications test, and the remaining class averages were within six
poin;s of the standardization mean. 381, 3S4, and 356 had total scores
wQ}ch.exceeded the standardization sample mean; The remaining classes

were within 15 points of theitotal mean value,
AN

The stanines, as reported in Table 2.16, are particularly wuseful
for characterizing the level of performance for the classes on the
Mathamatics measures. The Chinese sample included classes where per-
formance on the math measures could be considered above average for
this grade level. Four of the sia Chinese classrooms had stanine
scores of seven. Two of these classes, 3C3 and 3C4 obtained stanine
averages of seven for total score. 1In the Hispanic sample, 2ll of the
classes were performing at levels which could be considered average

since they all obtained stanine scores of five or six.
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Table 2, 15

Means and Standard Deviatisns of Spring 1981
' CTBS Math Performance for

Whole Class
‘Grade by Ethnicity M COMP M CON & APP M TOT
- and ,
Classroom na Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Grade 3 Chinese (134) 338,18 31.83 269.32 25.80 340.49 34,73

3Cl1 - (21) 343,67 37.33 269.00 30,94 340.10 38.38
3C2 (17) 324,77 39.65 270,77 24,60 333.65 43.54
3C3 (20) 343,50 21.15 273,40 22,74 347.70 27.04
3C4 (28) 346.11 18,86 269.96 25,57 246.00 26,22
3C5 ' (22) 325,30 37.23 265.09 28,40 330.77 39.76
3Cé (26) 341,27 31.02 268.39 24.06 - 342.00 34.75
| Grade 3 Hispanic (115) 306.34 32.10 255.98 24,79 308.95 35.38
351 (20) 319.75 26.91 260.00 20.17 321.90 26.80
3s2 (16) 302.38 22.10 256.94 19,41 306.50 25.06 *
3583 (11) 303.91 41,08 251.82 27.86 305.46 44,11
3s4 (22) 316.96 32.23 254,23 25.35 316.0C 36.46
3s5 (26) 296.22 32.96 251.19 23,29 300.77 35.16
3s6 (12) 302,83 28.84 270.00 33.47 308.00 45,72
357 (8) 204,25 39,39 . 249,13 28.24 294,88 38.39
M COMP M CON M APP M 10T
na Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Grade 5 Chinese (38) 419.24 30.77 432,90 63.61 422,71 72.86 413.50 42,75
5Ci (22) 417.84 31.84 432.27 54,71 406,96 64.72 405.05 32.49
5C2 (16) 421,19 30.15 433.75 76.09 444,38 79,49 425.13 52,73
Grade 5 Hispanic (43) 411.79 50.00 392,80 56.88 381.46 53,83 398.47 52.72
551 (24) 412,54 56.89 370.31 60.42 364.00 57.13 400.46 63.29
552 (19) 410.84 41,20 411.74 47,35 396.16 47.47 395.95 36.81

% The reported n corresponds to the number of subjects on whom the total score was
calculated. In some cases, the number of subjects on whom subtest values were
calculated is greater than the reported n.
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Performance of Classrooms on CTBS

Mathematics Reported by Stanine

rade by Ethnicity

and
Classroom M COMP M CON & APP M TOT

rade 3 Chinese

3Cl 7 6 6

3C2 6 6 6

3C3 7 6 7

3c4 7 6 7

3C5 6 6 6 .

3C6 7 6 6
rade 3 Hispanic

3s1 6 “5 6

352 5 5 5

3s3 5 5 5

354 6 5 5

3S5 5 5 5

356 5 6 5

3s7 5 5 5

M COMP M CONC M APP M TOT

rade 5 Chinese -
’ 5C1 6 5 5 5

5C2 6 5 6 6
rade 5 Hispunic

581 6 4 4 5

552 6 5 5 5

84b
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The performance of “he fifth grade classrooms on the CTBS math
tests 1is also reported ir Table 2.15. The values reporﬁed for 581
require some explanation., As the footnote explains, the reported "n"
corresponds to the number of students for whom the total score was
calculated. For eight of the students in_the'SSI class, scores were
not availéble for either the concepts or the applications subtest.
The scores of these eight students were included however in the calcu-
lation of the means for the computation subtest as well as for total
score. This fact explains why 5S2 has a reported total score mean
lower than that of 5S1 even though the subtest means for 552 exceeded

those of 5S1 on the concepts and applications subtests.

All Grade 5 classes performed better than the standardization
sample on the computations subtest. The two Chinese classes were above
the mean for both the concepts subtest and math total, and 5C2 ‘had' a
average mean on the applications test which exceeded the standardiza-
tion mean. The means and standard deviations of the scandardization

sample are as follows:

Standardization Sample: Grade 4.7

Test Mean SD
M Comp 390 49.0
M Con 415 73.0
M App 414 77.6
M Tot 394 59.1

As the stanine equivalents of the mean scores (reported in Table
2.16) suggest, all of the fifth grade classes were functioning at an

average level (wi'h stanine values between four and six). In fact,
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only 5S1 had any stanine scores below five. The three other fifth
grade classes had average stanine scores on all math tests of five or

six.

In summary, these data suggest that overall the classrooms
included in this study were functioning at an average level. Few
classes had mean stanine scores of three or lower, which would have
suggested a below average performance. Likewise, few of the classes
had average stanine scores of seven or above which would have sug-

gested above average performance.

2.5. Characterization of the Target Subject Sample

3 7’.

In selecting the target subjects for detailed studfmxduring ‘the
data collection year, we wanted to find classrooms with approximately
ten children vwhose first language was either Cantonese or Spanish and
who had had minimum exposure to English before coming to school.
Because of this latter goal, wherever possible, we selected foreign-
born as opposed to U.S.-born children. In addition, we looked for stu-
dents in bilingual or all-English classrooms who had éxperienced
enough exposure to English in school (two to three years) to make ifl
possible for them to use English as the language 6f instruction, at
least to some extent, during the year in which we would monitor their
progress. Fourth, we tried to find children who had been placed con-
sistently in either bilingual or all-English classrooms. ﬁﬁnally,
parents o?fchildren selected on these gfounds had to agree to allow us
to stud;‘their children, to observe and test them Periodically during

the school year. 1In order to obtain enough subjects for study in some
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of the classrooms we had decided to study, departures had to be made
from these selection goals. 1In general t... selection criteria were
relaxed more for the fifth grade than for the third grade sample,
since the data at this grade level was seen more as an in-depth case
study comparison of one bilingual and one all-English class in each
language, rather than as a parallel to the method comparison being

done at the third grade level.

Because of classroom rearrangement by schools after the beginning
of the year and because of subject attrition during the course of the
school year, the number of subjects in participating classrooms
varied. Table 2.17 displays the distribuéion of the 157 target sub-
jects remaining in participating classrooms at the end of the year,
their mean age and age range, and the relative numbers of male and
female subjects. Table 2.17 also summarizes these statistics for the
four grade X ethnicity groups and for the grades and the sample as a

whole.

As'mentioned above, vherever possible, foreign-bo;n children
rather than U.S.-born children were selected as target subjects. This
selection rule was based on the assumption that overall children not
born in this country would have iess exposure to English and American
" culture before starting school than children born in the U.S. Table
2.18 summarizes data concerning place of birth of target subjects in
each of the classrooms and in the grade X ethnicity groups in our
study. Since it is possible that among the foreign born some places of
birth would afford more early exposure to English and western culture

than others, a breakdown of exact place of birth among the foreign
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Grade by Ethnicity

Table 2,17

Distribution of Jubjects in Final Target Sample
by Classroom, and Crade by Ethnicity Grouping

Ages as of September 1981

Total All

and Total Total Total ,
Classroom Number Females Males Mean Range
Grade 3 Chinese 60 26 34 8.47 7-9 to 10-1

3C1 12 3 9 8.40 7-11 to 9-5
3C2 9 3 6 9.31 7-9 to 10-1
3C3 8 4 4 é-‘zs 7-9 to 8-9
3C4 10 3 7 8.31 8-0 to 9-0
3C5 11 8 3 8.42 7-9 ¢o 9-5
3C6 10 5 - 5 8.19 7-10 to 8-8
Grade 3 Hispanic 57 26 v 31 8.60 . 7-3 to 10-6
3s1 10 3 7 8.53 7-11 to 9-~7
352 11 8 3 8.30 7-9 to 9-3
383 5 2 3 8.83 8-6 to 9-3
3S4 12 5 7 8.87 8-1 to 10-5
385 8 4 4 8.66 7-10 to 10-6
3S6 4 1 3 8.85 7-10 to 9-6
387 7 3 4 8.30 7-3 co 9-1
Grade 5 Chinese 19 8 11 10.46 9-10 to 12-0
\ 5C1 11 4 7 10.62 9-11 to 120
- 5C2 8 4 4 10.25 9-10 to 10-0
Grade 5 Hispanic 21 9 12 11.28 9-~4 to 13-0
551 10 6 4 11.15 9-4 to 12-5
- 582 11 3 8 11.39 9-10 to 13-0
Total 3rd 117 52 65
Total 5th 40 17 23

157 69 88 -




Table 2,18

87b

/ - plstribution of Target Subjects According . » \
' +o Place of Birth '
Grade by Ethnicity - : ' ' e
qadd o e |
Classroom (N) . U.S., . Mexico Puerts Rico - Unelass., China  Hong Kong Vietnam Burma
' Grade.Q/Chinese (60) 13 ' V _ - 14 .- 18 14 1 '
el (12) — 2 3 o 3
3C2 : (9 - 1 - 7 1
3 (8) - 5 2 1
3C4 | (10) - 3 2 5 -
3C5 (11) 5 2 . 3 1
3c6 . (10) 3 1 4 2
Grade 3 Hispanic  (57) 25 ‘ - 1
e —F | (43.9) - ' (1.8
| 351 —(10) % : |
' / 3s2 . (11) 7 1
S 83 (5) 2
. 3S4 ' (12) 4 ,
/ 3s5 (8) 4
/ 3sé6 (4) 1
357 () 3
Grade 5 Chinese (19) 3 . - 10! 6
(15.8) (52.46) (31.6)
' 5CI (11) - _ . - ) 6! 5 - ,
2 5c2 (8) 3 ] | - 4 & 1 130
Grade 5 Hispanic  (21) S . 16 2 |
) (14.3)  (76.2) (9.5) E
55T —(10) - 0 - }
552 (11) 3 6 2 O .
|




F

born has been included.

!

Though one gpal was to find childreh with two to three years of
exposure to gndiish in the school, thds wvas not always possible, A
decision/ was made,, for example, not to eliminate from the study chil-
dren whd had been\retained in earlier grades for various reasons. 1In’
the fifth grade clasaes, especially, it. was difficult to £find enough
childred meeting thn§ criterion of two to three years of school

. [
exposUﬂe to English in the school environment than did the third

experiefce. Thus the target fifth grade students in general had more

graderT; In addition there was more variability on this dimension at
| .

the f£ifth grade than at the third grade. In one case, a fifth grade

subject \ho was essentially a non- English speaker was included for

study, singe %he number of students who fit the ideal criteria were so

few in that\flassroFm. Table 2.19 displays data on the mean years and .'

range of school exberience for subjects in the various classrooms and

-in the grade x\ethniCity groups. This table also contains the mean
\

years and range of type of school ‘experience for the children in tar- |
get classrooms. As can be seen from this date, in order to obtain a
large enough sample for the study, it was necessary once again to
depart somewhat from the goal of finding children with consistent
school backgrounds in either bilingual or all-English classrooms. 1In
making such departures, less weight was given to the type of kinder-

garten class children had been placed in than was given to the type of

first and second grade class they experienced.




Table 2.19

Amount and Type of Education in American Schools
for Target Subjects

Grade by Ethnicity Total Number of Years in Years in
and Years in School Bilingual Class All-English Class
Classroom (N) Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range
Grade ‘3 Chinese 60 2.4 1-4
3C1 (12) 2.5 2-3 2.5 2-3 - -
3C2 - (9 1.7 1-2.5 1.7 1-2.5 - -
3C3 (8) 2.0 1.3-3 1.7 1.3=3 0.3 0-2
3C4 (10) 3.0 2=-4 3.0 2-4 - -
3C5 (11) 2.5 1-3 0.3 0-1 2.2 1-3
3C6 (10) 2.3 1-3 0.1 0-1 2.2 1-3
Grade 3 Hispanic 56 2.8 1-4 2.7
351 (10) 2.9 2-3 2.7 1.5-3 0.3 0-1.5
382 (11) 3.1 2-4 3.1 2-4 - -
383 (5) 2.5 1.5-4 2.5 1.5-4 - -
354 (12) 3.0 2-4 2.8 2-3 0.2 0-1
385 : (8) 2.5 1-3 - - 2.5 1-3
356 (4) 3.25 3-4 0.8 0-3 2.5 0-4
387 (6)° 2.3 1-3 0.2  0-1 2.2 0-3
~Grade 5 Chinese 19 3.9 1-5
5C1 (11) 4.0 2-5 4.0 2-5 - -
5C2 (8) 3.8 1-5 0.3 0-1 3.5 1-5
Grade 5 Hispanic 21 3.6 0-6
581 (10) 3.9 0-6 2.4 0-4 1.7 0-4
582 (11) 3.3 2=5 0.6 0-2 2.6 1-5

3 Background information not available in school records for one subject in
this class but will be available when parent interview information is coded.
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2.6. Non-English-Speaking Subject Sample

In the modification of the design of this study, one change that
wvas made to the work undertaken during the 1981-82 schédi year was to
add a second category of subjects to those already described that were
being studied in the third and the fifth grade classes. This group
consisted of students in each of the selected classes who began the
Study year (September, 198l) or rame into a classroom being studied
| during the year with little or no English at all, or those who had
been in the school program only part of a year prior to Fall, 1981.
Thus the criteria for 1inclusion in our NES sample were: current
enrollment in existing classrooms, first language consisting of Span-
ish or Cantonese, little or no exposure to English prior to September

1981, and less than a year in a bilingual or all-English classroom.

As Table 2.20 indicates, the 22 NES students were unevenly
divided among the existing classrooms being studied. There were more
than twice as many Chinese NES subjects as Hispanic NES subjects at
-the third grade (12 versus 5), but there were more Hispanic NES than
Chinese NES subjects at the fifth grade (4 versus 1).Seventeen of the
twenty-two NES subjects were in bilingual classrooms, and 14 out of
this 17 were in bilingual third grade classrooms. This table also
indicates how evenly divided this NES sample was in terms of the rela-
tive numbers of boys and girls it contained. The mean age and age
range of.these subjects have not been included, since this informatioﬁ
was not available for most of the students at the time of data collec-

tion.
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Table 2,20
Distribution of NES Subjects by Classroom

and Grade by Ethnicity

Grade by Ethnicity,

Classroom Type, Total n * Number of Number of
and Classroom Females Miles
Grade 3 Chinese ‘12 6 6
Bilingual 9 4 5
All-English 3 2 1
3C1 ' 0 0 0
3C2 5 2 3
3C3 2 1 1
3C4 2 1 1
3C5 3 2 1
3C6 0 0 0
Grade J Hispanic 5 3 2
Bilingual 5 3 2
All-English 0 0 0
381 1 1 0
352 0 0 0
3S3 2 1 1
3s4 2 1 1
3S5 0 0 0
3sé6 0 0 0
3s7 0 0 0

_férade S Chinese

f—y
o
f—y

Bilingual:5Cl1 1 0 1
All-English:5C2 : 0 0 0
Grade 5 Hispanic 4. 2 2
-Bilingual:5S1 2 ' 1 1
Al1-English: 582 2 1 1
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CHAPTER 3

TEACHERS AND INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES:

THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

This chapter consists of two major parts. In the first (Section
3.1), we describe the teachers and the classroom programs involved in

the study according to three general domains. These domains are:

(1) Characteristics of the teachers: their language background,
experience, and the support systems that were available to them
(Section 3.1.1). ,

/

(2) The organizational structure of instructional activities in their

classes, and how much time each teacher devoted to different

types of activities each day (Section 3.1.2).

(3) The teacher's use of language for instructional purposes; e.g.,
the use of English in class, rather than the students' Ll; the
functions served by each language, and the extent to which teach-
ers kept the two languages separate rather than translating (Sec-

tion 3.1.3).

In the second part (Section 3.2) the instructional practices that
we selected for examination as independent variables, and the methods

wve followed in assessing aspects of those practices are discussed.




3.1. Teachers and Classrooms

3.1.1. Teacher Characteristics -

Altogether, a total of twenty teachers were involved in the study
during the year of data collection, although only nineteen can be
counted as fuil participants. The teacher of one of our fifth grade
classes (for Spanish speakers) was given a different teaching assign-
ment two and a half months after the beginning of the school year; we
were able to continue studying the class through ﬁhe school year afterz
the replacement teacher agreed to participate in the study. The 19
teachers ranged in age from the mid-twenties to tﬁe mid-fifties, the
majority of them in their thirties and forties. Most of them had 'had
several years of teaching expefiende in their current schools,
although the one that repiaced'the teacher after two :and a half months.
was a first year teacher. In all, these teachers covered 19 classes,
although only 17 of these were actually involved in the study. 9 of
the 17 classes served Spanish speaking-stﬁdents, the 10 others served
Cantonese students, It will be recalled from the site descriptions in
Chapter 2 that two of the Cantonese classes were team-taught. In both
cases, one Cantonese bilingual teacher and one English-speaking monol-
inqual teacher team-taught two bilingual classes. Only one in each
pair of classes participated in the study. -In each case,‘the English
monolingual teacher handled the English reading and language arts por-
tion of the curriculum, and the bilingual teacher managed mathematics,
social studies, science and whatever L1 instruction that was provide

for the students. 1In one, the students changed teachers midday, and
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in the other, they alternated between teachers by days.

In general, the teachers in the classes that were designated as
"bilingual™ by the schools were bilingual (the exception being the two
English monolingual teachers who were teamed with the bilingual teach-
ers in the just mentioned Cantonese bilingual program. Table 3.1 will

remind the reader of the designation of the 17 classes:

3.1.1.1. Background of Teachers

These bilingual teachers varied in their L1 proficiency (from

what we could determine by observation), and in the extent to which

| Table 3.1
Laniguage Backgrounds of the 19 Teachers in the Study

Class Group Grade Designation ~“Teacher(s) Language
3C1 Chinvse 3~ Bilingual TClA & ‘English
TClB Bilingual (E=L2)
3C2 Chinese 3 Bilingual TC2 Bilingual (C=L2)
3C3  Chinese 3 Bilingual TC3A & English
TC3B Bilingual (E=L2)
3C4 Chinese 3 Bilingual TC4 Bilingual (E=L2)
3C5 Chinese 3 All-English TC5 English
3C6 Chinese 3 All-English TC6 Bilingual (E=L2)
381 Hispanic 3 Bilingual TS1 Bilingual (E=L2)
382 Hispanic 3 Bilingual TS2 Bilingual (S=L2)
353 Hispanic 3 Bilingua’ 783 Bilingual (E=L2)
384 Hispanic 3 Bilingu: 'l T64 Bilingual (S=L2)
385 Hispanic 3 All-Engl s.. TS5 English
356 Hispanic® 3 All-Englisi  TS6 English
387 Hispanic 3 All-Englizan  TS7 English
5Cl1 Chinese 5 Bilingual TC7 Bilingual (E=L2)
5C2 Chinese 5 All-English TC8 English
561 Hispanic 5 Bilingual TS8 Bilingual (S=L2)
5 Alil-English  TS9 English
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they used the Ll in their teaching. As Table 3.1 shows, all of the
classes that had been designated as bilingual had bilingual teachers.
All but one of the Cantonese bilingual teachers were native speakers;
the one who was not (TC2) had grown up in a home in which Cantonese
was spoken, but he did not learn it wuntil later in life. This
teacher's command of Cantonese was adequate for social interaction,
but it was not so for teaching. In fact he rarely did use Cantonese
in class except when he was working with individually with non-English
sp2aking students. Only two of the Spanish bilingual teachers (TSl
and TS3) were native speakers of Spanish. The other three had learned
Spanish as a second language largely through formal study. Two of
them (TS2 and TS8), houwever, were as proticient and fluent as native-
speakers in Spanish since they had ‘lived in Spanish-speaking coun-
tries. The third (TS4) was far less proficient, but was able to com-

municate more or less adequately in Spanish.

3.1.1.2. Teachers' Proficiency in English

The English language skills of the veachers varied Loth between
native and non-native English speakers, and within the two groups.
Although neither the teachers' English skills nor their L1 skills were
not formally assessed, differences in comprehensibility and grammati-
cal correctness were noted by members of the research team.who had the
opportunity to visit the classes. Objective ratings of the teachers'
language skills were done on the basis of audio and video tapes that
were collected in classrooms. On the whole, most of the teachers were
fully competent in their English skills. All but one of the bilingual

teachers were more proficient in English than in the cther language,
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and that teacher was completely fluent in English if not altogether
"grammatical"”™ in her |usages. All but one nf the teachers ?SE the
all-English classes were native speakers of English, the one who was
not a native-speaker (TC6) was nevertheless completely proficient in
its use, although her pronunciation of English was not altogether

native-like.

3.1.1.3. Support Services for Teachers

Conditions varied somewhat as to the availability of aides and
other in-class support services. All of the teachers had the help of
at least one instructional aide, but the amount of time they ‘could
count on such help varied widely. Several teachers had aides in the
classroom for only one hour each day. At the other extreme was one
teacher who had as many as ¢ additional persons helping in the class-
room several times a week. This fifth grade teacher had the help of a
bilingual aide to tutor che NES and LES students .n her classroom for
two aﬁd a half hours each day, a Title 1 aide that tutored in math and
social stud%es one and a half hour each day, a student teacher who
worked in the class for 10 hours per week, a college student intern
(pre-teacher training) three hours each week, and math and reading
labs for her students for thirty minutes each of four days during the
week., In contrast, anather fifth grade teacher at a different school
had ‘one aide who worked with the three non-English speaking Laotian
students in her class for just three hours each week, and virtually no
other assistants. Differences such as this not only affected the
efficiency of the teachers, they also affected the amount of contact

that the LEP students had with adult English-speakers whu could
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provide them with exposure to the language to be learned.

Several'te+chers had interns (teacher trainees) in their class-
rooms during #he study year, and these trainees provided some help
while they werelthere. On the average, however, teachers could count
on about 3 hour% of teaching assistance each day. Only a few teachers
had full-time ai?es. Typically, the aide was a bilingual (although
not always in th?_"right" language), where the teacher was not, and in
most cases, thes; aides were assigned to work with the students in the
class who knewiéhe least English. The assignment of aides to classes
was sometimes doﬁe in strange and mysterious ways: in one school fhe
aide for a Spanish bilingual class was a.Tagalog-English bilingual.
She could provide{ neither native-language support to the Spanish
speakers ' in the class, nor could she provide useful English support
for them since her English was heavily influenced by Tagalog. and was
therefore not a sﬁitable model for the students to base their learning
of English on. In some of the English-only classes serving students
from a variety 65 language‘backgrounds, the aides seldom knew more
than one of the Llﬂs spoken by the NES and LES students. As a conse-'
guence, only a f?w students received any native language support in

such classes.

| On the whole, the aides tutored the students in their native
language when it Iwas possible, and in English when it was not. The
role of the instructional aides varied considerably across classes.
In some classes, the aides functioned as auxiliary teachers, and regu-
larly offered group instruction in a Qariety of'subjects. In a couple

of classes, the aides did the bulk of the L1 teaching: they provided
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whatever Ll reading and wAiting instruction the students were given,
In both cases, the aides were fully qualified teachers (they had been
teachers in their home countries before coming to the U. S.). In two
other classes, the teachers turned over the responsibility for working
with the least English proficient students to their aides entirely,
and the teachers themselves rarely interacted with them. In some
classes, the aides were regarded strictly as "helpers": they graded
papers, made dJdittoed copies of worksheets for the teacher, prepared
materials for instructional activi;ies, and cleaned up after them,
These aides had no role at all in working with the students. (For
further discussion of the role of aides, see Chapter 5, which reports

on the NES substudy.)

3.1.1.4. 'ESL and Other Pullout Services

In addition to the aides that worked in the study classrooms, all
of the teachers enjoyed additional outside support_services. In one
school from which 3 of the 17 classes were drawn, math and reading
labs were available for students to attend for special help. 'Mgny of.
the students in our target classes took advantage of these labs jwhich
were designed to provide whatever help was needed in those sybyjects,
including help with the language. There were also an hour-long liprary
period each week in most of " the schools, wherein the whole class
visited the school library, and either were provided with some sort of
specially gquided liéerary experience by the librarian, or were given

opportunities to select books for independent reading, to 1look at

displays, or to use materials that vere set up at learning centers.
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Pullout ESL instruction constituted yet another kind of support
service for teachers; such services were avaiiﬁble for students in 8
of the 17 classes. What this instruction consisted in, however,
varied from place to place. The ESL pullout classes we observed were
of three major types: a) those that emphasized English phonics and
reading using early or remedial reading materials, or packaged materi-
als such as "DISTAR"; b) those that offered NES and LES students
language help and tutoring on the work assigned to them by their regu-
lar classroom teachers, and little else; and finally, c¢) those that
actually provided formal instrﬁction in English, usually in'the form
of pattern or vocabulary drills based on materials taken from sets

such as the "IDEA" Kit or "Peabody Oral Language Development Kits".

The amount of pullout services available to students varied éon-
siderably across sites. In one school, the most needy students were
giQen four 45 minute ESL lessons each week. In another school, stu-
dents received only‘two 20 minute lessons per week. The services that
were available to individuals depended somewhat on how much help they
needed, but more critically, on how great the demands were for such |
services at each school. The greater the number of non-English speak-
ing. newcomers there were at a school, the fewer services any indivi-
dual student could hope to receive there. The schools were not able
to add classes as needed during the school year, apparently. As new
students arrived, they were packed into already tight ESL schedules.
Oftentimes, newcomers who knew no English at all could be accommodated
only by moving other students around or out ¢f the ESL program alto-

gether. Students who knew barely enough English to get by were
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dropped from classes, or they were given fewer sessions per week than

vere helpful to them;

In the case of one Chinese bilingual class (3C2)} pullout ESL
services were available for the most limited speakers of English at
-the beginning of the school year, but\they were dropped from the pro-'
gram after 3 months because space in‘fye available ESL classes had to
be made for the many new non-English speéking refugee students that
were showing up at the school. The bilingual classes in the school
wvere filled to capacity, and the hewqomers were being placed in
English-only classes.. Top priority for pullout ESL instruction was
given to the NES students in the EngliSh-oniy classes because their
teachers were thought to be in greater need of language supp?rt than
were the teachers in the bilingual classes. The teachers in the all-
English classes were not geared up to provide language instruction as
a rule. If the NES and LES students were to get any instruction in
ESL,f they had to get it elsewhere. The biiingual program, on the
other hand, was seen as having been set up just to provide the spe-
cialized language instruction needed by such students, and the teach-
ers'in those classes Qere expected to be capable of providing fhe ESL
instruction needed by their NES and LES students. There was some
sort of ESL instruction provided in most of the bilingual classes,
although “wh#t was called "ESL" varied considerably, as did the amount

of time and thought devoted to such instruction, just as in the pul-

lout classes.




3.1.2. Activity Structure in the Classrooms

The 17 classrooms in the study varied according to the ways their
teachers chose to structure instructional activities in them. This
had the effect of varying the amount and kind of language input and
experience available to the LEP students in a numbgr of ways. As will
be discussed later in this chapter, the acquisifion'and development of
second language skills depends on adequate exposure to the target
ianguage as it is used byrproficient speakers, and on opportunities to
practice wusing it in direct comnunication with speakers. Such
linguistic input serves as the data or evidence on which learners éfe.
to bése their learning of the language‘itself. In any classroom
situation, there are two major sources of linguistic input for LEP
students: from adults, that 1is, the teachers and personnel in the
class who can interact with the LEP students either individually and
or in groups, in formal instructional activities 'or-in informal

activities; and from English-speaking or bilingual classmates, either

in group learning activities, or in individual contacts having to do

with schoolwork or otherwise. How the class is organized, and how
instructional activities are structured can greatly affect the quan-
ﬁity and quality of input from both sources. Where classes and
instructional activities are organized in ways that coﬂstrains or oth-
erwise limits the kind of contact that students can have with each
other, LEP students will get little input from classmates. The amount
of language input available to them from teachers depends very much on
how instructional aétivities, both formal and informal, are organized.

Different activity structures or lesson organizations result in dif-
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ferent amownts and types of teacher language, and in the size of the

audience for that language.

Activity structure can be described in a number of different ways

that are relevant to linguistic input. For example, it can be

categorized accordihg to the way in which the students 1in the class
are subdivided for instruction. There are three basic alternatives.
The first can be described as "whole class" instruction whereby the
" teacher -has everyone in the class engaged in the same activity at the

same time, and where the teacher talks. to everyone at once. In this

case, every student in the class is exposed to everything that the

teacher says, and presumably, what is said constitutes input for all.
The amount of practice students get in using the language themselves

in this type of activity depends on the kind and amount of verbal par-

ticipation teachers iuvite from them. The second common arrangement

: !
can be described as "small groups", wherein students are subdivided
into subsets for instruction, and the teacher works with just er

group at a time, while the other members of the class work either on

\

their own, or in groups without a teacher. Often, the teacher assis-=

tant supervises the work of the studunts who are not involved in group\

\

instruction with the teacher. This is a common setup both for reading~\

and math instruction where a class may be subdivided into as many as
five groups, and the teacher divides his or her time with the groups.
In such instructional arrangements, how much teacher input individual
students get depends on how freguently their groups meet with the
teacher, for how long. Each group works with the teacher for only a

percentage of the time (say, a fifth, a fourth, a third, etc.,) of the
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time devoted to that activity, depending on how many groups ~the
teacher has to work with., The other popular configuration is "indivi-
dual instruction” where students are given assignments to do on their
own; these seatwork assignments can involve workbook exercises, self-
paced supplemental materials, journal or story writing, self-selected
reading materials, and the like. In this case, there is little
interaction with the teacher; teachers may interact with individual
" students when they ask for assistance, or in the course of monitoring
the work of students while they work, but otherwise there is no "for-
mal instruction” during such activities. Categorizing instructional
activities according to the size of the group involved can give a
rough picture of how much teacher input students get in classes, but
wé\also recognize that it can be misleading too. During instructional
activities that are organized around individual work, teachers can and
often spend a lot of time working with individual students who need
special help. This kind of one on one teaching can be extremely use-
ful to students, both for the specially tailored help they are given
on their schoolwork, and for ;he language input that they receive.
When teachers talk to students individually, the talk is much more
likely to be adjusted to a level that is appropriate for them than is -
the language teachers use in group lessons. One of the reasons for
giving students 1individual work assignments is that this then frees

the teacher to provide this kind of individual assistance,

A second major way of characterizing the structure of instruc-
tional activities with respect to amount and type of linguistic input

they provide for langquage learners has to do with the extent to which
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they are directed by teachers. There are various degrees of teacher
direction. At one exﬁreme, there are those activities that are quite
free of teacher involvemeﬁt. Students are given work to do on their
own or in groups, and while this work is monitored by the teacher, the
teacher does not make any presentations, or does not otherwise become
the center of the activity. Students may consult the teacher, or the
teacher may check on the students while they are working, but in gen-
eral, the teacher is not directing the activity. At other extreme,
there are activities that can be described as "teacher-directed", les-
sons which are teacher structured and paced, wherein the teacher
presents materials to be covered, and leads the participants (whole
class, group or individuals) in discussion of the materials. in such
activities, the language used by teacher in presenting the materials
to be learned is a poﬁential source of linguistic input for the LEP
students. Whether or not it works as input depends on what language
is used, and just how it is used (more or this later). In between
these two extremes are activities involving various degrees of teacher
supervision. 1In some, teachers may make a short«'presentation, then
give the students individual or group assignments to do on their own

for a time, and then direct the class in discussing the activity.

In our efforts to characterize and compare the instructional pro-
grams in the 19 classrooms in the study (rather, the instructional
practices experienced by the 17 classes involved in the study) we
looked at the observational data we had collected of activity struc-
ture both in terms of grouping and in the degree to which they were

teacher structured. Let us consider first the findings of our exami-
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nation of grouping practices. As Table 3.2 shows, the 19 teachers
varied in the degree to which they tended to structure classroom

activity.

The figures given on Table 3.2 were computed by sampling instruc-
tional activities recorded during several different days of observa-
tions in each of the 19 teacher's classrooms. The sampled activities
consisted of a minimum of 207, and a maximum of 496 total minutes of

. observations per classroom. Recording materials included audio and
video recorded 1lessons, and field notes allowed us to compute the

amount of time that students were involved in "whole class", "small

Table 3.2

Percentage of Time Devoted to Three Different Types of
Activity Groupings Across Sites

Class Teacher NholeClass SmallGroup Individual Mins. sampled

19% 42% 246
45% 25% 283
30% 1 46% 310
Sl% 32% 235
~28% 36% 215
22% 48% 424
32% 19% 439
12% 66% 455
37% 36% 487
43% 29% 485
12% 45% 270
31% 25% 496
30% 22% 462
48% 17% 255
14% 60% 255
39% 34% 449
24% 39% 533
28% 34% 485
26% 39% 280




group”, and "individual" activities in each site. As shown on Table
3.2, all of the teachers made use of the three grouping patterns in
structuring activities. However, differences between the teachers
se;ving the Chinese students and those serving Hispanic students can
be seen when percentage of time spent in different arrangements are
compared, 7 of the 9 teachers of the Hispanic classes spent more than
35% of the time in "whole class" activities. 1In contrast, only ¢4 of
the 10 teachers 1in the Chinese classes spent as much time in such
activities. The lowest percentage of time in whcle class activities
was 17% in Teacher TC3A's classroom, and the highest was 49% in TC5's.
In general, the teachers in the Chiﬂese classes tended to preferred
individual activities for their students: this arrangement was used
more than 35% of the time by 6 of the 10 teachers in Chinese classes,
wvhile only 4 of the 9 teachers in Hispanic teachers used it as fre-
quently. Small group arrangements were about equally popular with the
teachers of the Chinese and Hispanic classes. They were used more than

35% of the time by 3 teachers from each group.

From the table, it can be seen that two configurations of activi-
ties were common to a number of teachers. A pattern consisting of
more whole class and small group activities than individual activities
can be seen for 6 teachers (TC1B, TC5, TS2, TS4, TS5 and TS6). A
second pattern consisting of a preference for either whole class or
individual activities can be seen in. the classrooms of another 7 (TS3,
TS8, TS89, TClA, TC3B, TC4, and TCB). Students in those classrooms were
.involved in small group activities less frequently than they were in

whole class or ‘individual activities. A less- common configuration
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consisted of more frequent use of small group and individual activi-
ties than whole class activities. This can be seen in the classes of
three teachers (TS2, TC3A, TC7). Finally, two teachers (TC6 and TS7)
made heavier use of individual activities than any other type of

arrangement.

Activity structure when looked at in terms of grouping, however,
can be misleéding, especially if we are concerned with what it can
tell us about the amount of exposure LEP students can get to English
in wvarious classrooms. The reason we considered activity structure
from the standpoint of grouping was that we assumedtfhat children in
different classrooms are exposed to widely differing amounté of active
involvement with teacher and peer language input over the school year,
based on the way activities are organi;ed. This ‘examination indeed
gave us a rough comparison of different organizational patterns that
existed across our study classrooms. It did not, however, give us a.
.very accurate picture of how much contact individual students had with
the users of the target language. The time students ‘spent in whole
class and in small group was not necessarily spent in shared wverbal
‘activity; in fact, it was quite frequently spent in individual work.
Writing, for example, was a "whole class" activity in many classes;
during the period devoted to this subject, all of the students worked
by themselves in their journals or on essays. According to our cri-
teria, we had to cateqgorize such lessons as "whole class activities"
since indeed everyone in the class had been given the same assignment,

and they were working on it at the same time.
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What we discovered when we took a second look at activity struc-
ture, this time by the amount of time inrdividual students spent in
teacher directed instructional activities versus self-directed activi-
ties gave us a gquite different picture of the instructional experience
of the students in our seventeen classes. The percentage of time they
were engaged in instructional activities that did not involve teacher
intervention or direction was always greater than the figures shown on
Téble 3.2 for 5individua1" activities. In some classes a substantial
part of the small group and whoie class activities consisted, in fact,
of assignments which were given to studcnts to work 6n by themselves.
Table 3.3 shows how the 17 <classes compared in activity structure

looked at in terms of teacher involvement.

The figures on this Table 3.3 are given for classes rather than
for teach?rs, since the aim in this analys.s was to determine how much
actual time our LEP subjects spent in instructional activities in
which they were exposed to the kind of linguistic and academic input
teachers could provide them over the course of an average school day.
In order to derive figures for the two team taught classes (3Cl and
3C2) each of which split its time between two teachers (alternate days
for one, and alternate sessions for the other), times were taken from
observations spanning three or four days and averages were computed
from them. The method we:fqllowed in arriving at the figures presented
on Table 3.3 was to record the amount of time our target subjects
spent in teacher directed instruction, sclf-directed seatwork, or col-

laborative group work. Because there was little evidence of the third

category of activity, it was combined into the self-directed work
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Table 3.3
Time* Spent by Students in Teacher Directed
vs5,' Self-Directed Activities in the 17 Classes

Class Tot.Inst TchrDirect SelfDirect Transition/Pullout
Code Mins/Day WC* or Grp SW* or Grp or Unaccounted
3C1l** 260 6lmins (23%) 153 (59%) 47 (18%)

3c2 225 61 (29%) 114 (51%) 45 (20%)

3C3** 260 123 (47%) 127 (49%) 10 (4%)

3C4 225 72 (32%) 133 (59%) 20 (8%)

3C5 225 115 (51%) 100 (44%) 10 (4%)

3C6 225 10 (4%) 210 (93%) 5 (2%)

381 225 115 (51%) 110 (49%) 0 (U%)

382 250 85 (34%) 135 (54%) 30 (12%)

383 225 40 (18%) 175 (78%) 10 (4%)

354 225 45 (20%) 115 (51%) 65 (29%)

385 225 110 (49%) 115 (51%) 0 (0%)

3S6 250 85 (34%) 150 (60%) 15 (6%)

387 250 18 (7%) 200 (BO%) 32 (13%)

5Cl 300 80 (27%) 210 (70%) 10 (3%)

5C2 300 60 (20%) 180 (60%) 60 (20%)

581 300 140 (47%) 160 (53%) 0 (0%)

58" 275 64 (23%) 165 (60%) 46 (17%)

*Time by average number of minutes each day and percent of daily
total instruction time; WC = whole Class, SW = Seat Work. **The
times given here for the team-taught classes were computed by
combining the time the students spent in different types of
activities in both classrooms, and averaged over the course of
several days.
category. The observational materials used for this analysis con-
sisted of audio recordings and fiecld notes that were made d'ring all-
day visits to the classrooms. Recording of activities involving our
subjects began as they arrived at scnool in the morning and ended as
they left at the end of the day. Times were noted fcr the time they
spent in various types of activities, and observational notes were
made of what was done during these activities, what materials were

covered, who 1interacted with the students (teachers, aides, class-




mates), in what language and the like. 1In doing these observations it
became evident that the students in a given class did not necessarily
have the same instructional experience. When the practice of dividing
students into subgroups for instruction was discussed in the previons
section, it was noted that teachers divide their time among groups,
working with each of them for a2 part of the period devoted to a given
subject. Some teachers took extreme care to see that their instruc-
tional time and attention were equally distributed, and that all stu-
dents in the class got the help they needed. Other teachers paid less

attention to such matters.

We found in some classes that differené groups got widely varying
amounts bf teacher attention; as a result, different students had very
different sorts of experiences in their classes. In one class, for
example, students were divided into 4 reading groups; each group spent
a part of the hour long reading period being instructed by the teacher
and the rest of the time doing seatwork. The teacher worked with the
highest group first each day, after briefly going over the workbook
assignments for the other three groups. When she was done with that
group, she would take the next highest group, and so forth. On the
first day this teacher was observed, she spent 25 minutes with the top
group, 17 with the second group, 12 minutes with the third, and a
scant 5 minutes with the lowest group. On the second observation, she
spent 23 minutes with the top group, 20 minutes with the second
group, 10 minutes with the third, and 8 minutes with the lowest.
Si~ce most of our subjects were in the lowest two groups, they were

getting on the average Jjust 8.75 minutes of teacher directed small
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group reading instruction peyv day. 1In contrast, the two top groups
were receiving an average of 21.25 minutes of reading instruction from
their teacher each day. 1In computing the amount of teacher directed
instruction students received in this classroom, we used the average

for the lower groups since that was where our subjects were.

An examination of Table 3.3’will shov that in general, the stu-
dents in all of our sites spent a good part of each day engaged in
instructional activities that could be described as individual or
self-directed. 14 of the 17 classes spent over 50% of the day at such
activities, Two classes were extremely high 1in activities of this
type: 3C6 and 3S7 which spent 93% and 80% of each day respectively
engaged in individual learning acfivities. The lowest was 3S5 with

44%.

The amount of teacher directed instruction available to our sub-
jects varied enormously across sites, from a low of 4% (3C6), to.a
high of 51% for two classes (3C5 and 3Sl). As ;might be expectéd,
there was a negative correlation between teacher directed instruction
and self-~directed instruction. 1In general, however, teachers who did
a lot of formal teaching tended to balance it off with equal amounts
of individual work assignments. With those who did relatively less
formal teaching, the amount of time they had students working on indi-
vidual assignments was inversely proportional to the amount of time

they spent engaged in teacher directed instruyction.
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3.1.3. Teacher Language Usage in Instruction

A number of sets of data were collected which incorporate exam-
ples of actual teacher language in the classroom. Audiotape record-
ings were made regularly thoughout the year as an accompaniment to
different observational exedrcises. One observation schedule, per-
formed six times over the year, specifically focused on the teacher,
and thus generally provided good samples of teacher language. A
second schedule followed individual target subjects many times over
the year, wusing a portable tape recorder in a backpack og the child.
These samples contained teacher language only when the child happened
to be working close to the teacher during.the recording period. The
third kind of observation was conducted in order to get a general
description of classroom events, and these recordings, which were made
at the beginning and middle of - the year also contain samples of

-

teacher language.

In addition to these, video recordings were also made at least

twice during the year for a total of a minimum of four full days of

tape °‘or each class. We did not receive permission to make video
recordings in one of the participating school districts, but we did
make additional audio recofdings to compensate for this. The video
recordings contain the best record of teacher language, as they ére
generally uninterrupted, and are easier to interpret and code because

of the extra information provided by the visual mode.

Given these many and varied samples of teacher language, it was

necessary to devise several different coding systems in order to get




at the different aspects of usage that were of concern in this study.

The first of these was a simple coding system which yielded the
information we needed on usage patterns in classrooms; it allowed us
to get a fairly detailed picture of the teachers' use of the languages
of instruction (English and the students' Ll in the case of the bil-
ingual classrooms), information on the degree to which, and under what
circumstances English was used, what teacher language the children
were exposed to,“and the functional characteristics of that language.
The system we devised for this coding necessitated only a single moni-
toring of each tape and no transcription. While listening to the
tape, the coder: (1) timed each event, (2) timed the teacher's use of
English and L1, (3) assigned each utterance or utterance unit to one
of nine functional categories and recorded it on a tally sheet, (4)
categorized the reason behind each instance of language switch, and
marked it on the same tally sheet, and (5) described the event accord-'

ing to content and activity structure.

" An event was defined as a lesson or transition period, whose
boundaries were determined by a changg in either content matter (e.g.,.
from math to reading), or in activity structure (e.g., from whole
class to individual), Timing was effected by the manipulation of
three stopwatches. One wagcﬁ measured the elapsed time of the event.
A second was activated when the teacher began an utterance iﬁ English
and stopped at the end of a dialogue, such as a question/answer rou
tine, or stopped at the end of a dialogue, such as a guestion/answer
routine, or after ! .cee seconds of silence if there was no reason to

expect continued dialogue (for esample after a directive to "be
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quigt"), or at the onset of talk in the other language. The third
stopwatch registered time spent using Spanish or Cantonese, and was
operated according to the same principles. The difference between
elapsed time and the teacher's English and Spanish/Cantonese talk was
| computed as a measure of "teacher silence". Periods -of teacher
silence might be :‘accompanied by children talking among themselves,
reading out loud, or engaging in a class discussion. Alternatively
the whole class might be silent during a test, a seatwork assignment,
or quiet reading. 1In order for the amount of child language produced |
during an event to be assessed, the coder made a subjective rating of
the children's language participation on a five-point scale from very
high to very 1low. If an utterance was repeated, the coder w;ote'an
"R" in place of a line, and a "C" if it was in Chinese, an "S" if in
Spanish. The most striking finding in doing this analysis concerned
the very limited use of the students' Ll's by the bilingual teachers.'
Table 3.4 shows the breakdown of 'language use by the teachers of the
Spanish speakers,%and'Table 3.5 shows the patterns of use for the Can-

tonese group.

Teacher TS2 was the only teache. to use Spanish freguently (24%
of the timeé), while three others used it 8% of the time, and the fifth
just 2% of the time. Nearly all of the bilingual teachers made some
use of translations, but only four of them relied on it to any extent.
Teachers TS1, TS3, TC3B and TC7, averaged one translation every 3 to §
minutes. The effects of this practice will be discussed in the sec-
tion on teacher language use variables later in this chapter. There

were . in addition to the instances of translation which were zounted

112

157




~ Table 3.4
Teachers' Use of English, Spanish, or Silence, and Minutes
between Instances of Translation

Mins. betw. Total mins.
Teacher $ Engl. % Span. % Silence Translation campled

- D - - - - D W S D D D D D D D D D D D D D S D G D S D D En S D S D D D R S D = D D D e S S S S G P S G - W e o

TS1 60 8 32 5 487
TS2 49 24 27 6 119
TS3 53 8 39 3 270
TS4 58 . 2 41 16 496
TSS 69 NA 31 NA 462
TS6 62 NA 38 NA 251
TS7 63 NA 37 NA 255
TS8 52 8 40 7 177
TSS 49 NA 81 NA 280
Table 3.5

Teachers' Use of English, Cantonese, or Silence, and Minutes
between Instances of Translation

Mins. betw. Total mins.
Teacher % Engl. % Cant. % Silence Translation sampled

TClA 64 NA ‘ 36 NA 246
TClB 54 1 45 -- 283
TC2 30 0 70 0 375
TC3A 59 - NA 41 NA 235
- TC3B 46 6 48 3.5 215
TC4 30 1 69 31 483
TC5 54 NA 46 NA 439
TC6 14 NA 86 NA 455
TC7 41 10 49 3 449
TC8 5% NA 46 NA 533

| here, lexical mixings in which a, say, Spanish equivalent to a single
vocabulary item or phrase was embedded in an otherwise English utter-
ance. Such occurrences were two short to be timed on a stopwﬁtch and
were therefore not even considered part of the teacher's talk in Span-
ish. Generally teachers talked more often than they were silent.
The most vocal of the teachers (TS5, TS7 and TC1B) 76%, 69% and 64%
of the time they were in class, while the ratio for the rest was about

60:40. The teachers of Chinese speakers used even less of the
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students' L1 than the Spanish group, and they generally talked much
less. The only one of the Chinese bilingual teachers who used Can-
tonese to any extent at all was TC7, the teacher of the fifth grade
bilingual class. The only othei Chinese bilingual teacher who used
Cantonese much was TC3B. The other two Chinese bilingual teachers'
use of Cantonese was negligible, They used it for explaining things
to individual students, but they rarely if ever used it during formal
instructional activities. Teachet TC2 used it only durinq informal
contacts with students. It should be noted that in both thé' Chinese
and the Hispanic bilingual classes, the aides made considerably
greater use of the students' L1l than did the teachers. They . tutored
individual students in the L1 as needed, generally, and in a few
cases, they did some formal instructing to groups as well., We did not,
however, systematically study the language use of the teacher's aides

as we did for the teachers.

. Among the teachers of the Chinese students, three were %ilent
substantially more than they talked (Teacher TC2, TC4, and TCGX, and
the figures for the other teachers generally shcwed higher propor%ions
of silence than for the Spanish group. It is not surprising tha% the
three teachers who talked the least were also the three who made \the
greatest use »f individual seatwork activities. As we shall see,\the
reduced amount of teacher input available to students in these cléss-

rooms did affect their development of English over the course of the

school year.

The second analysis that was p~rformed on the language used by

teachers 1in these classes involved a considerably more complex coding
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scheme which allowed us to look at qualitative dimensions of this
language. In that analysis, the English used by teachers during
instructional activities was examined from the standpoint of whether
or not it fitted the characteristics of "linguistic input"., The pur-
pose of this examination wasE;o try to determine how the language used
by the teachers affect the l§nguage learning efforts of the students.
This latter analysis and the q§riables that derived from it are dis-
cussed in considerable detail in a later section in this chapter:

i
1

i

3.2. Independent Variables

In the remainder of this cHPpter, we describe the instructional
practices that we selected for examination as independent variables,
and the methods we followed in assessing aspects of those practices.
First, we discuss variables that relate to instructional aspects of
the classroom (Instructional Practice Variables), then we discuss
variables that relate to how language was used in the classroom

(Instructional Language Use Variables).

3.2.1. Instructional Practice Variables

3.2.1.1. Noise and Activity Level

This variable was derived from ratings on twe closely related

‘characteristics of classroom life: noise lﬁvel, and physical activity
|

and movement level. High ratings on these Qimensions indicated a low

level of noise, physical activity and .movement in the classroom
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generally: that is, they were low enough not to distract students who
were trying to work, or to prevent students from hearing the teacher.
Our observations revealed considerable variation on these dimensions.
There was, in some classrooms, little movement or noise for large
periods of the school day. Students spent much of their time at their
desks, and worked silently on individual assignments. The only sounds
one heard for extended pefipds of each day were those of pencils or
eraser§ against papers, pages turning, occasional whispering, and
sométimes, a sigh or two. 1In contrast, theré‘were, in other class-
rooms, a constant movement of objects and'persons and, as one might
expect, a level of noise that was in keeping with the physical
~activity in the classroom., Students worked at their assigned places,
but they also moved about the classroom to get materials to work on,
to seek help from the teacher or classmates on their assignments, or

to check on the progress of friends at work or on the current status

of the pencil sharpener.

Noise and activity levels were notable characteristics of dif-
ferent classrooms, but it should be said that very low levels of these
did not necessarily add up to a positive feature. With as many as 35
children and two adults at work in one room, a certain amount of move-
ment and noise can be expected. In fact, well-designed classroom pro-
grams pfovide students with varied instructional experiences and
activities, At any given time, there might be several different
activities going on in the classroom: a teacher instructing a group
in one part of the room, an aide helping another across the room, and

students working independently on assigned or self-selected materials
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at other locations. Such varied activities can gencrate a fair amount
of noise and movement, all of which are natural by-products of learn-
ing and growth in a busy classroom,. It 1is only Ywhen noise and
activity reach levels that interfere with mental concentration or the
ability to hear that they are problematic. Extremely low levels may
in fact indica*e the kind of rigid control that is not particularly

conducive to learning and intellectual development.

Several factors which appear to be influence the amount of
activity and concomitant noise level in classrooms. Control is one,
Some of the noisiest classes were those with teachers who had diffi-
culty maintaining control. It was not.for want of trying in most
cases. Such teachep%ﬂgtnded to expend considerable effort ‘in estab-
lishing 'order, although all too often, their efforts.resulted in an
incfease, rather than a decrease in the general noise level since they
had to shout in order to be heard above the din. Teacher tolerance is
another factor. Some of the noisier classrooms were ones with teach-
ers.who were simply more tolerant of a noisy environment. They seemed
to regard the noise and activity in their classrooms as a natural out-
come of children who are busily at work. A third factor influencing
the noise and activity levels found in classrooms had t¢c do with the
acoustics and physical housing of the classroom. Three of the 19
classrooms involved in the study were lccated in "open pod" buildings,
yhich housed from 6 to 8 classes each. There were partitions in these
buildings dividing the space into "classroom" areas, but as they did
not completely enclose them, each area was>open to the noise and move-

ment of the others. Although carpeting and furniture dampened the
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sound in these pods somewhat, the noise emarating from the activity of
as many as 240 students and 16 teachers and aides under one roof was
at times, was nearly deafening. In such situations, not only did
teachers have to compete with the noise coming from the other classes,
they also had to fight the acoustics. Anything quieter than a shout
tended to get lost in the space, so children and teachers alike had to

shout almost, in order to be heard.

The three teachers who found themselves 1in such classrooms
responded quite differently to the special challenge presentei}by the
physical setting. Interestingly, how well they managed depended in
‘large part on how the various factors infiuéncing noise and activiiy
interacted in their classrooms; that is, it depended on their ability
to maintain an orderly and controlled environment despite the distrac-
tions from external sources, on their tolerance for noise and confu-
sion, and on how they structured the learning activities in their‘
classrooms. One was able to handle the situation very well. She was
extraordinarily calm and business-like, and had a calm, business-like
class of students to work., Although surrounded by extremely noisy
classes, her classroom area was a peaceful ocasis in the pod. She
occasionally complained about the constant commotion that went on :in
the classrooms on all sides, as she tried to make herself heard, and
her lessons were sometimes drowned out completely by the ambient noise
in the pod, she generally managed to rise above it all, A second of
our teacﬁers, in a similar situation, was much more bothered by the
noise around her. She was troubled by a very soft voice, which did

not carry well enough to be heard in the cavernous pod. This teacher
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resorted to organizing much of her instruction around individual
instruction in which she worked with just one student at o time, or as
small, small group instruction where, seated just inches from her stu-
dents, she could make herself heard. Her <classroom was one of the
noisier ones in the sample, and indeed inlthe building. While the
teacher was working with individual students or small groups, the rest
of the class was supposed to be working on individual assignments; the
5tudents mostly did work, but they also did a lot of talking as they
worked, and some liked to break the monotony of work with occasional
strolls around the classroom as well. Hence this classroom was
noisier than most, but not bothersomely so; since the teacher did not

N {
seem tomind it. “ .

\

The teacher who was especially bothered by the open pod arrange-
ment apparently had little tolerance for noise, and had students she
fel. needed frequent reprimanding about talking too much, about being
out of their seats, about not staying on task, and the like. Instruc-
tion in this class was conducted either as whole class events, in
which the teacher presented materials tb the entire class, or as seat-
work assignments which students were supposed to carry out on their
own. A certain amount of talking and movoment ‘was inevitable, since
the students liked to consult the teacher, and one another on these
workbook or individual assignments. The whole class lessons were par-
ticularly difficult for this teacher: she tried to make herself heard
above the noise by talking above it, and although she might start out
fairly calm in the early morning, her voice became iﬁcreasingly shrill

as the day wore on. By early afternoon, she was often hoarse. and
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irritable--which didn't help her tolerance for the nc¢ise and confusion
in the environment. When the teacher's irritation began to show, the
students in this class tended to become more unruly, and louder, with

the result that the teacher would become more irritated,'and so on,

How noise and acfivity level in the classroom can affect language u
learning may o: may not be obvious. The point is that in order for
students to learn what is being taught at school, and to develop their
skills in the school language, they have tb be able to hear what their
teachers and classmates are.saying. A noisy classroom is probably not =
an optimal learning environment for anyone, but it is more problematic
for students who are not fully proficient iH the school language than
it 1is for those who are;;Research (Dornic, 1979) has shown that the.
less proficient one is in a language, the more one's comprehension of
that language is affected by exFraneous noise. Students who are fully
pro%}cient in English can ofteﬁ figure out what classmates and teach-
ers are saying, e%Fn in the noisiest classroom environments since they:
know the language well enough to'fill in the gaps in what they do
hear. When students are not fully pcoficient 1in the language of
. instruction, which was the case for many of the LEP studenté in this
study, they have difficulty enough undefstanding what is being taught,ﬂ
even under the best of conditions. If they have any diffic.lt; hear-
ing what 1is being said as well, they will get little out of the
experience. But while classrooms that are too noisy puse one kind of
problem for language learners, ones that are at the other extreme can
be just as problemétic. Classrooms that are extremely quiet are so by

virtue of students not being permitted to do much talking. 1In order
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for students to develop proficiency in a language, they need practice
in speaking it. From the language learner's point of view, the best

kind of situation is one in which one can hear, and be heard.

3.2.1.2. Distractability

This variable consists of ratings on a single dimension, that is,
on the extent to which teachers permitted themselves to be inter-
rupted, or distracted from what they were presenting in'lessons. Dis-
tractability 1is a trait that is usually considered in relation to the
behavior of children in instructional settings, rather than as ‘a
characteristic pf their teachers, but in fact, we have been persuaded
by our classroom@observatigns to regard this as a teacher charac-
teristic that needed to be examined. It can be difficult for teachers
to cover all the materials that must be taught and to accomplish all
they would like to do in the time allocated for each lesson when they
have to deal with the demands for time and individual attention coming
from as. many as 30 students at a time. And yet, teachers db have to

be responsive to individual interests and special needs.

Like the previously discussed variable, a high r?ting on this
one indicates low distractability. This variable? and the noise and
activity level variable are correlated to a high degree, owing in part
. to the relatedness of both variables to teacher control. Some teach-

ers exert such a high degree of control in their classes, that they do
~not allow anything to interfere with the course they are following.

Others are easily diverted, both by things that students might bring
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up during 1lessons, or by matters that arise in the course of their
teaching, Students frequently bring up tangential points, and some
teachers allqy the class to follow these up to such an extent that
they lose track of Qhat they were trying to teach in the first place;
Others stick strictly to the materials at hand, and will not consider
anythihg else, even when potentially relevant or interesting side-
points are suggested. One of the factors affecting this variable has
to do with how open teachers are to student contributions during les-
sons: some welcome their comments; other do not. Students participa-
tion in some classrooms is limited to responding to specific Questions
which teachers ask in order to determine whether the students under-
stand the materials that have been taught. Another factor is
approachability. Some teachers encourage students to let them know
whenever they don't understand, or when they want help in their work;
others prefer that students wait until they are asked specifically if

they need help or whatevar.

Control, however, was the factor that was most closely associated
with this variable. The teachers who were the least distractable were
the three who exercised the highest degree of control in the class-
room. One was relatively approachable, and another was fairly open to
student participation; but all three were teachers who left no doubt
as to who was in charge in their classrooms. Of the three teachers who
were found to be the most easily distracted, two were very approach-
able, and permitted their students to interrupt them anytime at all.
One of them was a teacher who invited a high degree of open discussion

in her lessons as well, All three were teachers who could be
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described as having a fairly low level of control over their classes,

and things were often quite noisy in their classes.

How is this teacher characteristic relevant to language learning?
Teachers who are easily sidetracked in their teaching may not provide
the continuity and coherence in the presentation of lessons that .
enable students to make use of the insftuctional language spoken dur-
ing these lessons as linguistic input. On the other hand, the

language used in 1lessons taught by teachers who do not tolerate

interruptions may be egually unusable as input. When teaching LEP
students in English, teachers must make constant adjustments, both in

the materials that are being presented, and in the language that is

being used. These adjustments are ordinarily based on feedback pro-
vided by the students as they respond to the 1lesson. When students
indicate that they comprehend what is being-taught, teachers can con-
tinue with thewlesson; when they indicate that they do not understand,
then teachers need to make adjustments in the way they present their
materials, or in the language they use. An intolerance for interrup-
tion may go along with a general insensitivity to the need to consider‘

student response and feedback in teaching. This is another wvariable

in which extremes at either end may not be conducive to language

development.

3.2.1.3. Academic Work Orientation

This variable comprises 3 dimensions on which classroom programs

were rated: the extent to which children were engaged in work, or



were "on task"; the extent to which time during the school day was
devoted to academic learning activities rather than make~work activi-
ties or. games and crafts; and the extent to which there was evidence
of preplanning and teacher preparation in instructional activities and
events. Together, these three dimensions add up to an "academic fac-
tor", one which provides a measure of a teacher's overall instruc-
gtional focus. Some diversity in activity 1is desirable, of course.
Children may derive maximal benefit from school even if they do not
spend every minute of the school day engaged in serious study. They
need breaks in their work, and they can learn useful skills through
craft activities, and by playing games. But in order to acquire the
academic skills and knowledge they are expected to get from school the
biggest part of the day must be devoted to academic learning. Activi-
ties that are focused on developing basic skills and on imparting sub-
ject matter to the students have to be the main focus of a teacher's

instructional program.

The teachers varied somewhat less on this variable thgp on many
of the others on which they were rated. More of them were rated high,
.than low on this dimensior. 13 of the 19 teachers ran their classes
in such a way that students were largely engaged in work designed to
develop academic skills and knowledge (i.e., they were given ratings
of 5 to 7 onal to 7 scale). Teachers who emphasized academic learn-
ing in their programs were also ones who tended to do a 1lot of pre-
planning' in organizing their programs. They had mate}ials prepared,
and usually had activities organized well in advance. The lowest
rated classes were ones in which there was a large percentage of

. "4 ~
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"down-time" (that is, time spent on transitions between activities,
in getting students settled down for activities, or in students doing
nothing at all while waiting, say for assignments) and in busy work,
or pointless activities, Inadeguate planning by the teacher, or poor
organization was a major problem in the case of several of these
classes. Because they did not have events planned or materials
prepared in advance, these teachers sometimes wasted a lot of class-
time looking for things, or in makeshift activities that did not work

out., These makeshift activities frequently involved make-work tasks

e

(e.g., having students copy texts from the blackboard into their note~"

books; having them trace pictures of objects whose names they were
supposed to be learning from illustrated dictionaries, and then color-
ing and cucting them out, before pasting them into their notebooks.)
These 1low classes were ones in which teachers tended not to monitor
student work closely, so that students were often less engaged in
their work than they might have been, In the two lowest rated
classes, as much as a third of the(éigggl/day’hééjiikely to be spent
on pointless activities, (e.g., making color paper collages of
aquarium scenes as a "science" activity, or spending the afternoon
playing television inspired games such as "Family Feud",) A substan-
tial part of each day in all 6 of the low rated classes was freguently

frittered away either in busy work, or in doing nothing at all, but

the two lowest classes were particularly poor in this regard. Not

only were there a lot of pointless activities, but students tended to
waste an inordinate amount of time in getting to work, whatever the

task.
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This variable is one which more likely affects academic 1learning
1., general than language learning specifically. In 5 of the 6 classes
which were rated the lowest on variéble, from 18% to 20% of each
school day was found to be lost between activities, or in extraneous
activities (this does not include those activities that might be
judged as "non-academic" or as academacally pointless), but in matters
such ag ~=~--=----- . Even assuming that\everything else they did in
those classes were equal in educationél value to that of the instruc-
tional activities conducted in the 10 ciasses in which less than 5% of
the time was lost between activities, £he students in these 5 classes
are still getting subétantially less instiruction each day than the
students in the 10 higher rated claﬁsegx However, the instructional
prog-ams in the high and the low rated classes are, as a rule not
equal in quality, owing to the cons%icﬁoﬁs lack of planning and to
the lack of educational focus in the iow classes. 1f quantity and
quality in the instructionail progrém provided for language learners
play any part at all in the development of language skills, this vari-
able 1is an important one to consider, whether or not it can be shown

to be related to short term gains on test scores.

3.2.1.4. Peer Interaction on Schoolwork

This variable consists of a single dimension on which instruc-
tional programs were rated, and that was on the extent to which peer
interaction on school work was promoted and actually took place. As
one might expect, this wvariable is generally correlated negatively

with the low noise variable since children working and talking with
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one another will result in a higher level of noise than children work-

ing by themselves. Severgl aspects of instructional programs relate to
this variable: activity s.ructure and teacher control. A major fac-
tor was in how teachers organized their instructional programs. Teach-
ers who made use of arrangements such as peer teaching whether formal
or not generally had classes in which there was a higher level of
child interaction than teachers who emphasized individual work or
teacher directed instruction in their programs. 1In fact, the lowest
rated classes on this dimension included both the class with the
teacher who made the heaViest use of individual focused instruction,
and the one who made the greatest use of teacher directed instruction,
Only 4 of the 19 teachers made much use of peer teaching arrangements,
and of these only 1 made it a predominant, formal aspect of the pro-
gram. Students in this class (one of the bilingual "flip-flop"
classes) received as much as an hour and a half of peer teaching each
day. However, these peer teaching arrangements were not symmetrical
ones in which each 1individual 1is in turn both tutor -d tutee.
Instead, the arrangements invoived the pairing of "advanced" students
with "low" ones, with the advanced ones always playing the role of the
tutor and the low students the role of tutee. The arrangements in the
other classes were 1less formal. Teachers might assign students to
work together on some writing assignmen:, cr they might assign some of
them to tutor or monitor the work of others. In some classes, interac-
tion between students was fortuitious. Students were not assigned to
work with »each other, but teachers did notL prevent them from tilking
with one another while they worked either. Whether or not these

classes were rated high on this variable depended on the extent to
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which the students appeared to be actually talking about work.

How relevant this variable is to English language development
would appear to depend on a number of situational factors: how far
along students have already gotten in their mastery of English; how
inclined they are to use English during these interactions; and the
nature of the interactions that take place between students when they
are talking about their work. Students who are fairly advanced in
English development will profit more from these interactions since
they are more likely to have the level of proficiency in that language
required for talking about their school worlfo Those wh> are beginners
will profit from interactions with peers about school work in English
only if those peers are fairly competent in that language. Otherwise,
such interactions may actually be counterproductive where language
learning is concerned. Ordinarily, however, when students who do not
speak English well interact, they do so in their primary language,
provided they share a common first language. When LEP students with
different primary 1languages work with one another, the language they
use is a partially learned version of English--and this may or may
not be adequate for talking about their work. 1In some cases, teachers
get around this problem by pairing students who are fairly proficient
in English with ones who are less so, a practice which results in the
LEP students getting better language input and practice than they
would get in interactions with peers{who were no more proficient than
they in English. But here again, whether even these well-engineered
peer interactions wcrk for language learning depends on the nature of

the interaction itself. The language spoken during a peer-tutoring
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session is often quite limited. The following is fairly typical: the
tutor's assignment is to drill the tutee on a list of spelling words;
the tutor calls off a word; the tutee spells it, either in writing or
orally; the tutor indicates whether the tutee was right or not, then
goes on to the next word if it was correct, or has the tutee try again
if it was not. Little input or practice can be gotten out of such an
interaction, so while this kind of activity might benefit the develop-
ment of academic skills in general, it may have no effect on language

development.

3.2.1.5. Instructional Model Use

This variable relates to the approaches teachers take in present-
ing instructional materials to students during lessons, and in struc-
turing the lessons by which such materials are taught. Two separate
rating dimensions figured in this variable, one related to the extent
to which the teachers varied in their use of models of instruction,
and the other in their apparent flexibility in using them. 1In consid-
ering model use, we looked both at methods of presénting information,
and at the organization and structure of lessons. There are a variety
of ways of looking at the structure qf lessons: structure can be
viewed in terms. of the size of the group being taught (whole class,
small ygroup, or individuals), in the rolé played by the teacher during

the lesson (one can distinguish teacher directed lessons in which ‘a

teacher takes the role as the center and main organizer, of the learn-
ing activity, and serves as the source of the information to be

taught, and child centered lessons in which the teacher's role 1is to

-
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reflect and clarify student ideas, to facilitate the activity), or in
the degree and manner of student participation in lessons (it can be
active, where the mode of participation is discussion or practice, or
pasiive, where participation is limited to listening or observation).
Methods of presenting materials to students can be characterized in
terms; of the beliefs they reflect in teachers as to how children learn
and /what constitutes learning. The following are examples of methods

we considered in our ratings of teaching approaches together with the

models of learning they appear to reflect on the part of teachers:

(1) Teachers present materials or demonstrate procedures which their
students are to 1learn or to put to use in exercises. The view
behind such an approach is that'knowledge can be transmitted by

exposure, and that learning occurs through observation.

(2) Teachers present materials such as poems, associations, facts and
correspondences to be memorized. The emphasis here is on rote
learning based on the belief that memorization and imitation con-
stitute effective ways of learning certain kinds of information

or skills,

(3) Teachers present Questions, passages to be read, or other materi-
als for which specific responses are elicited or modeled, and
then children practice giving responses to other instances of
like stimuli for which they receive selective reinforcement. The
views behind this approach are that certain kinds of learning
take place most efficiently when learners are given practice in

making the desired responses, and that the reinforcement of
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(4)

(5)

(6)

desired behaviors will facilitate learning.

Teachers present rules or concepts with their defining attri-
butes, 1illustrate them by offering sample instances and nonin-
stances, and then give their students practice in applying th;
rules that have been taught. The view here is that the training
comes from this kind of practice will transfer to other situa-
tions as when students encounter new problems whose solution call
fbr the application of the same rules or understandings. The

approach is one that emphasizes deductive learning.

Teachers present instances of a concept and then has students
work out the concept and its defining attribution. They may also
elicit data or instances of a concept from the class, and then go
on -to have students figure out how to categorize these. The view
behind this approach is that students learn principles most
efficiently when they have figured them out for themselves, and
that the training they receive in such activities will result 1in
their learning strategies for understanding other like phenomena.

The emphasis here is on inductive learning.

Teachers present puzzling events or situations for students to
explore or to react to during a lesson. The view is that such
experiences will develop the ability and inclination to confront
new situations by seeking to understand them, and to look for
meaning by analyzing apparent facts, rather than to take them as
granted, This approach emphasizes the development of analytical

and interpretative skills.
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It should be emphasized that in our ratings we did not assume
that one or another of these approaches was better than the others, or
that any of these approaches would be appropriate across the board.
what this wvariable consists of are ratings on the variety and flexi-
bility in applying them in their programs of instruction, We did
attempt to rate teachers on the extent to which they made use of
specific ones of the approaches described here, but gave up because we
we could not determine the extent to which a given approach was used
by each teacher based on the data we had available to us. We did,
however, rate teachers on how effectively they were using the models
we observed, but that rating has been 1incorporated into the "good
teaching variabie" which is discussed below rather than into the model
use variable discussed here, Variation and flexibility in. model use
may be as relevant to language learning as they are to academic
learning since the kind and amount of linguistic 1input and practice
available to 1learners through the different models of teaching can
vary substantially. This) of course, assumes that the more varied the
opportunities that are available to LEP students to hear and practice

English, the more likely they will be to learn it,

3.2.1.6. Good Teaching

This variable concerns "teaching skill" in general, although its
chief component is language use in teaching. It should be noted that
while this variable is similar to, and <correlates highly with the
"instructional language as input" variables (see Section 3.2.2), the

two sets of variables differ somewhat in focus and were derived from
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dif{erent sets of rating dimensions. The emphasis in the present
variable is on the promotion of subject matter learning, and on how
teachers wuse language as the means for imparting information and
developing academic skills in students. The emphasis in the input
variable 1is on extent to which the language used by teachers promotes

language development.

Differences between the dimensions that make up the two variables
will be commented on as they come up in the discussion. This variable
comprises eight separate dimensions on which teachers were rated.

Several of these relate to the effectiveness of approach.

(1) How effectively did teachers use the teaching models (for exam-
ples of teaching models, see the description of the model use

variable above) they employed?

(2) To what extent did they focus on teaching high level skills (for
example, those involved in comprehension, integration of opera-

tions, or generalization)?

(3) To what extent were the students in the class being asked to per-
form learning tasks (whether in oral or written work) that were

appropriate for their levels of learning proficiency?

It should be noted that we wéte concerned in doing these ratings
with the effect of instructional practices on academic development,
and not on language development per se. In this variable, our rat-
ings on appropriéteness o{ level were concerned with the level of work

being assigned to children, rather than the appropriateness of the
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level of the language being used by teachers in pygsenting this work
to them. Language is not irrelevant here, however, in that an impor-
“tant cbnsideration in rating the match between the levels of learning
tasks assigned to children and their levels of learniﬁg proficiency

was whether the lanquage demands of those tasks matched in any way the

children's proficiency in the language. The rating dimensio that
figured in the input variable was concerned speci;ically wjthhﬁ”match
~ between language used by teachers in their ﬁ%eseqtation of materials
to students given their apparent proficiency in the language of .

instruction,

The second aspect of this variable relates to a concern with

c®mprehension.

(1) How freguently did teachers c¢he 'k with children to determine
whether they were being understood by the students {for exanple,
to what extent did they use overt checks such as "Do you under-

stand?" or "Do you want me to go over that again?")?

Ty
(2) And, to what extent did teachers repeat or modify previous utter-
ances, either by upgrading, downgrading or paraphrasing them, in

‘an effort to improve undersiﬁbding on the part of the
- ¢

The third aspect of this variable has to do with a concern with
language itself in the course of teaching. indent(To what extent did
teachers produce countent relevant énglish whieh was audible to most
of the class?) The intent here ‘was to get at'the.ditferencgs we
‘observed among teachvrs, not just in the amount of English )they pro- .

duced in class, but 1in the uses to which they put it. By "content.

A
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relevant English", we had in mind its wuse 1in providing information
about the content of instruction, giving explanations, and the like
rather than in giving instructions or in its ordinary social uses.
Students who are just le'vrning English need to hear how it is used by
native speakers for dealing with a full range of communicative func-.
tions in agﬂ instructional setting. How do English speakers use
English for explaining, describing, narrating, or instructing? How do

they ask questions, or make reguests of one another?

Other rating dimensions related to a concern with language were

these:

¢

(1) To what extent did teachers attempt to promote vocabulary
development in the course of their teaching (for example, did
they explain the meanings or uses of words encountered in les-

sons?): and,

(2) How frequently did they draw attention to language itself in
activities where language was the means rather than the object of

instruction?

In the ratings that went into the effective instfuction varisble,
‘'we were .dealing 1in part with the academic appropriateness of what
teachers were doing in their classes, and in part, with the appropri-
ateness of the language they used in the course of their teaching._
There is a ‘téndency on the part of many teachers who work with
lahguage minority students to aim much too low in tLellevel of the
content they present to students, and in the language they use in

teaching them. They stick with plain, unadorned, and at times, ever
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oversimplified presentations of the materials to be learned. Hence,
they may avoid teaching subjects they believe their students will have
difficulty understanding, or to withhold enrichment of any kind in
their teacl'.ng on the grounds. that such students have to be taught the
basics before they are given anything else. This kind of view gen-
erally led to a strong emphasis on the development of basic skills
across rthe classes we have studied, although scme teachers focused on
much lower level basic skills than did others. (That variation is cap-
tured in the rating variable, "Low Skill Teaching", yhich is described

A
below.) -

A few teachers erred in the cother direétion; they tended to teach
at levels ;?at were appropriate for the higher achieving bilingqual and
Eﬁglish speéking students in their classes, but not for the LEP stu-
dents who lacked the language skills and the prior experiences needed
for dealing with the materials as presented. One of the teachers who
was not rated particularly high on this variabie actually had one of
the best overall programs of instruction in our sample in terms of
enrichment, level of instruction, and the like. Several times a week,
for example, she conducted "art appreciation” lessons in whicp she
showed slides of paintings or sculpture, and then led the ;iass in
discussions of characteristics and meanings of those works of art.
Hence, she was rated high on enrichment in her program, and relatively
low on "low skill teaching", as one might expect. The 1language used
by this.teacher in her instructional program was mature and rich; she
gave the children opportunities to hear, if no: learn to use, wordu

such as "surrealism” and "imprescionist". She was thus rated high on
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her use of content-relevant English. However, when the rating dimen-

sions focused on the question of the extent to which adjustments were
made in the presentation of the material depending on evilence pro-
vided by the students as to whether they were ¢ollowing what was being
taught or not, then this teacher was rated lower. While she made use
of slides and prints in these lessons, much of what was to be learned
was conveyed linguistically. The teacher point2d out aspects of the
paintings to be noted by the students, she compared them with others
that the students had seen earlier, and she characterized the various
styles represented by individual paintings, but this was done entirely
in lecture style. She spoke rapidly, and seldom slowed down or made
any adjustments in her presentation based on student feedback; she
depended on everyone being able to keep up with her, and 1indeed the
majority of the students in the class appeared to be able to do just
that. The LEP students, nowever, were genefally not able to keep up.
The program in this class might have been good for everyone, had some
lingyuistic accommodations been made for the sake of those who needed
be shown what aspects of the paintings were being talked at each point
along the way, or who needed a slightly slowerlpaced presentation in
order to make oﬁt what was being said. The LEP students' found it
difficult to follow the lessons, not only because the language used
in the 1lessons was unfamiliar or because the materials were diffi-
cult, but because the students had no wav -~ ..iguring out what the

teacher was saying about the slides.

There were teachers in our sample who were able to teach at a

fairly high level and to make use of fairly complex and rich language
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in their teaching, but nevertheless managed to present their materials
in ways that allowed their LEP students to participate in lessons, and
to get something out of them even though <they did not wunderstand
everything that was going on. Our observations have led us to conclude
that it is not enough simply to provide LEP students with opportuni-
ties to hear English as it is spoken by teachers and classmates in
school, it is also necessary to offer them the means for figuring out
what is being said, and for discovering what principles guide the use
of that language. These teachers (they were among the highest rated
on the Good Teaching variable) gave us reason to believe that it.isw
possible to provide language minority students with an enriched pro-
gram of study, and to expose them to a .rich and varied use of the
school language from which they can derive meaning even before they
ﬁre fully proficient 1in English. These teachers emphasized the
development of higher order knowledge and skills 1in every subject
area. Wwhether the subject was reading, mathematics, spelling or
social studies, they were concerned with helping the students wunder-
‘stand and interpret what they were learning. These teachers put a
great deal of effort into the development of vocabulary in building
the students' comprehension skills in connection with all subjects.
They spent a lot of time discussing the meanings of words and texts,
and making sure the students understood what they were reading or
hearing. When students gave any indication that they did not under-
stand (either because of the language or the content) these teache: ;
would repeat, or present the materials in some other way, sometimes
paraphrasing them, but often enough demonstrating or illustrating the

point non-linguistically as well.
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Our observations reveal that such efforts generally paid off,
both in language gains for LEP students (to be discussed in Chapter
4), and in their academic development as well. 'The students in the
classes taught by teachers who were rated the highest on this dimen-
sion profitted from their teachers' efforts. One of these was a
teacher who featured literature in his rather than any single aspect
of it); two teachers had mathematics programs that were focused on
developing an understanding of mathematics operations and concepts,
their efforts resulting in unusual gains in math achievement for their
classes (one of these was a thiré grade Chinese bilingual class (3C2),
the other was a third grade Hispanic English class (35-)); several
teachers had language arts programs that promoted writirng as a form of
communication, and their students developed unusual skill  and

enthusiasm for writing.

The ratings on this variable ranged from 6.65 to 1.50, with the
median rating being just above the mid point in the 1 to 7 scale at
3.52, so it would appear that our teachers ran the full gamut in qual-
ity. The question as to just how this variable affects language and
academic development should be obvious. 1Instructional effectiveness
depends partly on how teachers present the materials to be learned,
and pa.-.ly on what they emphasize in their teaching. The varied use
of teaching models, the tailoring of instructional activities for the
sake of students, and the focus on the teaching of higher level skills
are instructional practices that we assume improves academic develop-
ment in students. Similarly, a commitment to successful communica-

tion, a continuing effort to develop vocabulary, and a focus on
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language use are instructional concerns that surely promote both
academic development and the development of language skills in stu-
dents. Teachers who are concerned with comprehension will find ways
to help their LEP students understand what is being taught, even when

the materials are difficult.

3.2.1.7. Low Skill Teaching

This variable consists of a single instructional characteristic,
namely one in which teachers were rated on the extent to which they
tended to focus on the teaching of "mechanics", 1lower level skills,
basic operations or simple facts. As pointed out earlier in the dis-
cussion of the Good Teaching variable which included ratings on the
opposite practice (namely, focusing on the development of higher level
skills in instruction, such as those 1involved 1in comprehension and
interpretation, or ones required for the integration of operations),
most of the teachers in the sample (that is, all but seven) tended to
emphasize the development of basic skills almost exclusively, and pro-
vided relatively little enrichment in their programs. Few of others
ever went beyond a basic coverage of the curriculum. Their focus on
teaching the basic skills of school to their students may not have
been misplaced, given +{he fact that so .uany of them had to cont :nd
with iearning problems stemming from experiential defic.ts as well as
language differences. Nevertheless, the teachers in the cample did
vary in the extent to which they wu. ied at develcping anything beyond
the most mechanic.:? level of control over such basic skills. A con-

cern with the development of 1low level s5kills led teachers ¢to
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emphasize accurate decoding rather than compre. :nsion in their reading
programs, on correct spelling and handwriting rather than learning how
to use words or composing texts in their language arts programs, on
learning the mechanics of computation rather than on understanding
arithemetic operations in their mathematics program, and on memoriza-
tion and rote learning rather than on figuring out what things mean,

or how they work in other areas of the curriculum.

Some brief descfiptions of practices that are focused on the
development of low level mechanical skills will show how such an
instructional emphasis can influence academic development and language
learning. Let us consider ways of conducfing, say, reading instruc-

tion that reflect this kind of bias.

(1) Teacher has students read in round-robin fashion, =ach one in the
reading group reading aloud a passage from the reader. Teacher
corrects reading errors, and occasionally provides defiqitions
for specific words in the text. She/he may ask the students to
"look up" the words they don't know in a dictionary, and asks
them to read the definitions they find to the rest of the group.
Discussion >f the text itcelf is limited pretty much to factual
matters (e.g., "Who did Billy see coming down the street?" "what

does

Teacher goes over the materials to be covered for the day, focus-
ing on the procedures to be followed in completing the day's
assignment. Students are given assignments (sections to read,

workbook pages to complete, or supplemental materials to work on)
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which are to be completed independently. The remainder of the
'reading period 1is spent with the students working individually,
and without direct guidance from the teacher. The teacher moni-
tors the students as they work, but unless they have specific
problems on which help is needed, the teacher does not provide

any additional "instruction" during the period.

.(3) Teacher goes over the workbook assignment from the previous
period by asking the students by turn to give their answer to the
next item on the page. If the answer is correct, the lesson con-
Atinues. I1f the answer is wrong the teacher either .ries to eli-
cit the correct response from that stuéent, or from someone else.
Few comments are made concerning correct responses, and only
rarely are explanations provided, even when students respond

incorrectly.

It should be emphasized that the practices described here are
ohly samples; no one of them by itself is indicative of a teacher's
overall focus in teaching, since teachers generally work at a wvariety
of levels in their teaching. 'That focus can be seen only in relation
to the total instructional program. Our ratings on this variable were
made in consideration of the overall balance‘maintained in programs
between low and high levels of instruction. Much of the instruction
that we observed in our sample classrooms was directed at the develop-
ment of basic skills, as noted earlier. Our ratings on this variable
reflect that observation: the range (on a scale of 1 to 7) was 4,00
to 7.00, with 11 of the 19 teachers rated at 5.00 or above. The eight

who received ratings below 5.00 ‘were the teachers described earlier as

142

187




having included some enrichment activities or activities that promoted
the development of higher level skills in their instructional pro-
grams, which otherwise were directed towards the teaching of basic
skills. The other eleven stressed the development of low rather than
high level shills with the extent to which they departed from an
exclusive concern with low level scores reflected in how much below 7

they were rated.

This. variable generaily correlated negatively with the "Good
Language Teaching", but it should not be concluded that "Low Skill
Teaching” necessarily means ineffective teaching. In fact, the
teacher who earned the highest rating on tﬁis‘rating (7.00) was, from
all evidence, quite effective in what she did. The students in her
class (3C6) made respectable gains in academic achievement as shown by
gains in CTBS scores; our observations of the classroom indicate that
the instructional environment maintained by this teacher was one that
promoted good learning habits and behavior. Her class received the
second highest rating on the extent to which students appeared to be

"on-task" and engaged in learning activities (see variable #2 above).

This variable is more likely to affect academic development than
language development, since it deals with the content of instruction
rather than with how it is conveyed linguistically. How much influ-
ence it might have, however, is a gquestion that cannot be answered

easily since so many factorc are involved in learning.
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3.2.1.8. Language Teaching and Feedback

This variable combines ratings from 4 aspects of teachers'
instructional programs, 2 of them obviously related, and 2 of them
less obviously so. The related aspects are these: (a) Teacher fre-
quently 'plans and carries out instruction concerning the structural
aspects of English; and (b) Teacher freqguently promotes the acquisi-
tion of metalinquistic concepts, e.g., verb, sentence, etc. Forming a
close clustcr with them were the following: (a) Children are fre-
quently given immediate feedback in oral production situations; and
(b) Teacher frequently has children participéting in whole class
activities, not just seated that way. The élustering of this eclectic
grouping of variables can be eiplained in this way: The structural
aspects of English, when they are taught at all, tend to be covered
during the time devoted to "language arts" instruction in most
classes. In some classes, language arts instruction consisted almost
entirely of workbook activities: children were assigned exercises to
complete in their workbooks, lists of spelling words to memorize, and
occasionally, short essays to compose. Many of these exercises were
concerned with the "structural aspects" of English, for example, suf-
fixation, verb morphology, pronominaiization and the like. Teachers
usually went over the procedures for completing these exercises with
students, but théy differed as to whether or not they provided
instruction abéut the structural meanings or functibns of such gram-
matical forms and processes. Those who did, tended to emphasize it a

lot, and hence were more 1likely to be <calling attention to it

throughout the school day.




How immediate feedback on oral production relates to this is
somewhat more subtle. Teachers .differed a lot in how they saw their
roles. Some were more "traditional”, and believed that certain sub-
jects, grammar being one of them, have to be taught if they are to be
learnﬁg‘at all. We found that the teachers who emphasized grammar in
their programs were generally those who did a 1lot of "teacher-
directed" instruction. (This combined variable correlated .595 (sig.
.012) with amount 6f teacher directed instruction.) In most classes,
when there was actual instruction in English grammar, it was done as
whole <class .- instruction. During such activities; students were fre-
quently éalled on to participate orally, and on those occasions, they
were especially likely to get feedback on the form as well as the sub-
stance of their verbal contrib%}ions. Not all teachers did this kind
of 1instruction, as we shall see.when the instructional organization
variables of teacher directed activities versus independent seatwork
activities are discussed. About a ﬁalf of our teachers regarded them-
selves as "facilitators" or consultants in learning. They made
assignments, went over procedures for completing assignments, and they
monitored the students while they worked, providing assistance and
instruction to individuals or to the <class, as the need for help
arose, Such teachers conducted relatively few group or whole class
lessons per se, during which students m{ght be called on tc partici-

pate orally.

The ratings on fhis combined variable ranged from 1.50 to 5.54
(on the scale of 1 to 7), with the median at 3.56. It would appear

that although there was little instructional emphasis on the grammati-
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cal aspects of English or feedback given to students on their oral
productions in many of our classes. In only 5 classes (those rated at
4.75 and above, namely 3Cl1, 3C3, 3C4, 3C5, and 3S5), did teachers
appearlto regard it as a subject that deserved major instructional
attention and effort from them. Not surprisingly, their classes were

among the top gainers in z-scores on the Language Arts Subtest of the

CTBS.

3.2.1.9. Individualized Help

This wariable consists of ratings on : .st one aspect of teaching,
that is, on the frequency with which students are provided with
instructional assistance, clarification or tutoring by teachers on an
individual basis. In many classes, teacher assistants provide much of
the individual help that is given to students. One might expect that
the amount of such help Ehat teachers themselves provide studen.s
would be inversely related to the amount of teacher directed instcuc-
tion they engage in, and directly related with the amount of time they
have students engaged in independent seatwork activities. One of the
reasons some teachers seem to prefer independent seatwcrk for students
over group or whole class instruction is that it frees them to give
individualized attention to those students who need the most help.
However, the view that teachers can provide more of the specially
tailored instruction that is the most useful to students if they are
not tied up in group instruction for much of the day was generally not
supported by our observations. Quite the opposite, we found a gen-

erally positive relationship in classroums between amount of teacher
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directed instruction and ind{v}@ualized help, and a negative relation-
ship between it and amount of i;dependent seatwork, although 1in each
case, the relationships approached, but were not quite significant.
Ratings on this variable ranged from 2.00 to 6.00, with a median of
4.50, 1indicating that in general, most of the teachers found time to
provide a fair amount of such help. The teacher who was the highest
rated on this variable, was also ‘the one, who did the most teaching,
the three who were rated the lowest were among the teachers whn did
the least formal instruction, It would appear that the same teachers
"ho did a lot of formal teaching also managed to provide a consider-
able amount of  individualized help to students. Those who relied
heavily on independent learning in which students were given assign-
ments did not always provide as muzh ind.vidual help as one might

expect they would.

The help given to LEP students on an individual basis cén be
essential to their academic and. language development. Until LEP stu-
dents become quite proficient in English, they will have difficulty
comprehsnding fully the explanations or instructions they receive in
group lessons, since the language used by teachers in conveying such
information is seldom comprehensible or transparent enough to allow
them to figure things out for themselves easily. Teachers who are
especially skilled in working with LEP students can, by combining
clear simple language with demonstrations and illustrations, manage to
successfully teach their students much of what they are to get out a
lesson. This is most easily done when all o: the participants in the

4

lesson are more or less equally proficient in the language, and are at
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the same level in the learning proficiency as well. In most cases,
however, students can be qrouped by level of learning proficiency, but
not language proficiency. Hence LEP students mav find themselves
grouped with classmates who are much more proficient in English than
they are. Teachers then have a much harder time providing the
linguistic help needed by the LEP students. This is not to say that
~group instruction is not an appropriate way to teach them; quite the
contrary, in most cases, it constitutes the most efficienttway of pro-
viding LEP students with the linguistic experiences that aliow them to
learn English. Such group learning experiences are invaluable since
they provide [LEP students with opportunities to hear how the language
théy are learning 1is used by competent speakers. But as for content
learning, students who are especially limited in English may get 1lit-

tle more than the gist out of a group lesson.

The language used in teaching LEP students must be tailored to
their level of understanding, and has to be accompanied by demonstra-
tions, enactments and other non-verbal cues that illustrate the points
being made verbally. The less proficient students are in the language
of instructicn, the more they need of such help; even with help, how-
ever, they are not likely to get any kind of detailed understanding of
the content being taught. The problem is that the level of linguistic
modifications that allow 1low English proficiency students to figure
out what is being said are not easily managed in group instruction,
especialiy when the learners in the group vary in language profi-
ciency. What is appropriate for some students may not be for the

others. Ordinarily, adjustments are based on feedback provided by the

148



learners as to whether they undersiand what is being said or not. When
they appear to understand, then teachers can continue with the lesson.
when students appear not to understand, then teachers repeat,
rephrase, or try other means of communicating the information being
taught. For that reason, help given on an individual basis is essen-
tial to learning. 1In working with individual students, teachers can
determine how much help is needed, and they can tailor the presenta-

tion in ways that benefit the student most.

3.2.1.10. Informative Help on Oral Production

This variable consists of three characteristics on which teachers

were rated:

(1) the extent to which they provided students with 1informative,

diagnostic or explanatory feedback in oral production situations;

(2) the frequency with which teachers monitored children's work in

progress; and

\3) the freqguency which which teachers allow or request target chil-
dren to provide additional responses when initial ones are

incorrect.

Not surprisingly, this variable correlates with variables 8 and
9, both of which dealt with aspects of feedback provided by teachers
on the oral production of students. The present variable concerns the
quality and timing of feedback given in connection with student per-

formance. Considerable variation was observed among teachers in the

149




kind of feedback they gave students on oral participation in lessons,
or on work they were doing. That variation is reflected in our compo-l
site ratings for this variable; they ranged from 1.67 to 6.00 with a
median rating of 2,67, 1In the lowest rated classtooms (l1.67 to 2.17),
the following practices were quite typical: during group lessons,
teacher lets students know if their responses to elicitation questions
are correct or not, but provides no hint as to why given responses are
judged to be correct or incorrect; typically, when' students give
incorrect responses, the teacher occasionally give them another chance
to redeem themselves, but more often than not, will call on someone
else to supply the "correct" response;. during seatwork periods,
teacher keeps the students "on-task" as they work on their assign-
ments, reprimanding them when they appear not to be working, answering
questions about the procedures when they are raised, but otherwise

leaves the students to work on their own.

In contrast, the following practices were observed in the higher,'
rated classrooms: the teacher frequently asks students to tell the
group how they arrived at a particular response, and then elicits from
other students reasons why they think the response is correct or not
(the two top rated teachers on this variable frequently summarize the
reasons that are offered, thus providing & restatement of the point
being taught); when students give incorrect responées, the teacher
gets the student to rethink the question, and then offers another
opportunity to get it right; the teacher observes students while they
are working oh seatwork assignments and checks to see whether or not

they understand what they are supposed to be learning (sometimes byk
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asking individuals to describe the procedures they are following, or

by providing 2dditional explanations when needed.)

This variable is concerned with instructional practices that are.
an important aspect of teaching. Teaching can be seen as consisting
of a number of operations: a major one consists of the presentation
of the materials to be le:rned, whether in the form of written texts,

or in the form of oral presentations; a secondary one in which stu-
“dents are guided through an examination or consideration of those
materials whether in the form of ‘a teacher directed discussion, or in
the form of written discussions; and finally one consisting of exer-
cises in which students are asked to appiy Qhat they have been taught
to problems‘or new situations. Instructional success depends on what
is done at each step. In the first, new materials are presented to
the students; success depends on how well the teacher or textbook
wiiter has judged what the learners will need to be told in order to
make sense of the content, and on how the materials are organized and
presented. In the second operation, instruction involves checking to
determine what. the students have understood of the materials that have
been presented, correcting misapprehensions and mislearnings, and con-
solidating newly acquired knowledge into previously learned structures
of knowledge: success depends in part on how the discussion is set up
(how the activity itself is structured, the kind of questions asked,
the way turns are allocated, etc.), aﬂd even more important, on the
way teachers deal with student contributions to the discussion, When
teachers provide explanatory or informative feedback, they are in fact

\
providing additional instruction in ways that may be more meaningful
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to the students than are their formal presentations since this added
instruction 1is builds on things that the students have already
learned, whether correctly or not. When teachers don't provide this
kind of added information, students are left to figure outlﬁor them-
selves why particular responses are acceptable while othe.s are not.,
Some students can do this, but others can not. 1In the third opera-
tion, instruction involves the assignment of exercises‘which have stu-
dents demonstrating their understanding of the materials, or practic-
ing the skills they have been taught. Successful instructioﬁ depends
on students being provided with guidance in the form of corrections,
explanations, additional information, modeling of procedures, and
reinforcement. In those classrooms in which student work was not mon-
itored while in progress, misunderstandings or mislearnings wére fre-

grently not discovered until the work war graded.

The relevance of this instructional variable for content learning
is obvious; it 1is also relevant for language learning. What others
. say in response to learners' attempts at communication in the target
language can be the most useful and important kind of linguistic feed-
back and input they can be given. By the way others respond, they can
judge whether or not they have successfully communicated what they had
to say, and they are given an opportunity to hear what other speakers
of the language might say in response. When teachers are helpful and
informative in giving LEP students feedback whether on their wverbal
contributions or on their work they are also providing them with use-
ful and informative linguistic input on which they can further their

learning of the new language.

152




I T TR . Sl

3.2.1.11. Feedback on Written Work

-rm. —— . —

This variable consists of ratings on one feature of teaching,
namely, the extent to which teachers provide students with infcrma-
tive, diagnostic or explanatory feedback on written assignments or
homework. As in the previous variable (410), the concern here is with
frequency and quality of the feedback given to chilédren on their work,
this time on written work rather than on oral productions. Here
again, teachers vary greatly in the feedback they gave students on
their work, Ratings ranged frcm 1.00 to 6.50, 2 of the 19 teachers
involved in the study could not even be rated since we could not
determine what kind of feedback they gave étudents on written assign-
ments. Well over half of those we could rate (that is, 9 of 17) were
given ratings of 1.00 or 2.00. In some of the lowest rated classes,
teachers were often very late in gradiné and returning written assign-
ments to students. In those classes, whatever feedback was given to
students was of limited usefulness to them"since so much time had
passed before their papers were returned to them that they had forgot-
ten the point of the assignnent. In the other classes, written work
was graded and returned soon enough, but all too often, there was lit-
tle in the way of informative or diagnostic feedback given to the stu-
dents. Errors were marked and the work was graded, but students were
given no other explanation or diagnostic information on them. A com-
mon practice for teachers was to have students correct their own or
each other's papers. After having students trade papers, teachers
would call off the correct answers which the students would mark, or

they might call on students to give read the answers to the items in
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turn., Once graded, these papers were sometimes collected and the
scores recorded, but often enough they were simply handed back tc the
students. Students receivec mno additional feedback on their work
unless they went to the teacher to ask for explanations about the
grades they had been given, something that many of the children found
hard to do. At the other extreme were the few teachers who routinely
provided a great deal of informative feedback to students on their

written work. The highest rated teacher, for example, had a 2 or 3
minute inaividual conference each aay with every student in his fifth
grade concerning the written work they had done the prior day. The
remarks we observed this teacher making to students on their work
indicated that he had apparently gone over their work rather care-
- fully, and that he freguently gave students individual assignments
Jbased on his assessments of prior work. Another teacher who was
highly rated on this variable frequently selected student pap:rs to
discuss with the entire class. The papers selected for discussion by
this third grade teacher appeared to be nnes that contained common

mistakes, or were exemplary ones.

This variable is one that is clearly relevant to the development
of written language skills for all students, and may also be relevant

tvr academic learning as well.

3.2.1.12. Extended Responses Required and Modeled

This variable was derived from ratings on three separate teaching

characteristics:




(1) The frequency with which teachers ask gquestions that require
extended oral responses (that is, that call for more than a sin-

gle word or short phrasal response);

(2) 'The frequency with which teachers require target students to com-

pose extended written texts; and,

(3) The extent to which the teacher's language could be considered a
"good language model", (that is, can be characterized as using
rich, elaborated language, appropriate vocabulary, structurally
well-formed sentences, clear articulation, accurate spelling,

etc.

Combined ratings for the 19 teachers ranged'from 1.33 to 6.33 on
this variable, with a median of 2.99. The lowest rated teachers were
ones who almost invariably structured "discussions" in ways that did
not require students to do anything more than supply short answers to
elicitation questions. The gquestions they ask are call for specific
answers, for example: "Who can tell me what the past tense of "hold'
is?" or, "What do we call plants thaf grown in an aguarium?” These
teachers seldom asked quesg&ons that invited any real discussion such
as we observed in classrooms that we rated higher on this variable.
Similarly, the teachers who were rated low rarely asked their students
to compose extended texts as other teachers did. One of the lowest
rated teachers had her third grade class copy a short essay that she
wrote on the board each day, but as far as we could tell, she never
once during the year had her students composing longer than a sentence

on their own. The purpose of the daily copying exercise was never
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clear to us (nor to her students f{or that matter), although it some-
times occupied much of the daily period_&hat was assigned-to "language
arts". . Another low rated teacher had ier students writing in English
every day, but they were never required to produce texts that were
longer than a sentence.. Her practice was to give the students a list
of English words (for example, "silk", "nest", "strong", etc.) which

they were to use in sentences, and they did: "This is silk", "This is

a nest", "This is strong", etc.

In contrast, the highest rated teachers were ones who required
frequent compositions, letters, journal entries, and the like. The
highest rated teacher had the students makiﬁg daily entries in their
journals. They were 1invited to write down their most private
thoughts, and they did even when those thoughts were about the
teacher. One student, who felt that he had heen unjustly reprimanded
by the teacher, vented his anger in his journal, knowing that it would
be read by the target of his hostility. The teacher did read it, and
returned it to the student, with a few written comments on the organi-
zation and structure :° the entry. Another teacher had her students
doing a lot of letter writing, mostly to local and national leaders.
One assignment this teacher gave her third grade class was to write to
President Reagan to express concerns that the class had raised during
a social studies discussion about hunger in America. During the dis-
cussion, the students who were themselves the children of newly set-
tled migrant farmworkers had much to say about being poor and hungry-

-~everyone seemed to know someone who used to be so poor they didn't

have anything to eat. This teacher led the discussion adroitly, and
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allowed her third graders to share their experiences with one another.
The letter writing experience gave them an opportunity to practice
communicating their thoughts in writing to someone they thought should

be informed about the problem.

Interestingly, our observations showed that the teachers who gave
their students the greatest number of opportunities to develop and
exercise oral and written language skills were generally -the same
teachers who were the best language models for them. The teacher men-
tioned above as being the highest rzted on this combined variable lav-
ished linguistic attention on his students throughout the day.
Because many of the children in his classroém were quite limited iﬂ
English proficiency (beside the many LEP students in this class, there
were also several newly arrived non-English speakers), the language
used by this teacher during morning sessions (when reading, math and
social studies were taught) tended to be carefully modified and rela-
tively simple. Nevertheless, compared to many teachers who limit their
speech in talking to limited English speakers to short, stilted, unna-
tural phrases, this one was 1inclined to use expressions that were

entirely idiomatic, although he spoke without the flourishes and

embellishments of his more natural style.

The language he used in talking to the class during the after-
noons was markedly different. The afternoon session which began each
day with a period this teacher dubbed "Super-silent Reading" was

devoted to language arts--literature (fiction and poetry daily), jour-
nal writing, sharing, oral language development. During this part of

the day, the teacher seemed to shed the linguistic restraints that
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were necessitated by the situation, and would use a rich and varied
set of words and structures in communicating with his class. He
greeted the students (waiting eagerly outside the classroom door for
the afternoon session to begin) with a special saying or ditty that
related to the theme of the day's language arts lesson. On one of the
days we observed him, for the (n)th tir: (it was apparently a class
favorite) he greeted the students with a broad grin, an ostentatibus
bow, and the old saying, "Come into my parlor, said the spider to the
fly!" The ensuing lesson that day involved a discussion of how the
world would appear from the perspective of a spider sitting in its web
high above everything., During this period, "the students were 1invited
to imagine themselves as a spider on the ceiling of their choice, and
then to tell the class (and later to write an essay) about what they

~ had seen.

In contrast to the teachers who were rated highly on this wvari-
able, the ones who 1least freguently gave students opportunities to
produce extended oral and written language responses tended to be
somewhat taciturn and sparing in their own speech. One of the lowest
rated of the teachers on this characteristic was someone who rarely
gave any explanations, and in fact rarely talked in class. In a tally
of talk versus silence, this teacher was found to be speaking just 14%
of .the time, and silent B86% of the time . The top rated teacher was

speaking 54% of the time, and silent just 46%.

This variable is concerned with the quality of the language stu-
dents are hearing and practicing during the course of the school day,

and as such it 1is «clearly relevant for 1language learning. The
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development of mature language skills whether in oral or written form
depends on exposure and practice, But the gquality and quantity ofl
language use in the classroom serves an important function beyond that
of providing opportunities to hear and use the new language. One of
the ways in which children develop mature thinking skills peing
encgaged regularly in discourse which allows them to observe the way in
which others deal with ideas. By listening to a teacher who is
skilled in presenting information or in explaining ideas, children can
learn how to organize information, and to lay out reasoned arguments.
When they participate actively 1in these discussions, children get
practice in formulating and presenting their own thinking to others.
The aim of this kind of practice is clarity in communication, but the

ultimate payoff for learners is clarity in thinking.

3.2.1.13. Opportunities for Qral Participation

This variable is based on ratings of the extent to which teachers
provided opportunities for all of the children in their classes to
participate orally in instructional activities, either by calling on
them or by opening the floor to volunteers. Ratings ranged from 2.00
to 6.75, with a high median of 4.25 indicating that in most cases,
turns for oral participation were fairly well distributed. 1In assess-
ing this variable we focused on oral participation in class discus-
sions, irrespective of the language in which these discussions were
conducted. In Section 3.2.2, the focus was on opportunities for oral
participation in English. Although the two are highly correlated, the

teachers who were rated high on the present variable were not
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necessarily as high when opportunities for participation in English
run activities were considered. Some teachers tended to call on LEP
students when the instructional activities were conducted partly in
the L1 (i.e., bilingually) of the students, but not when they were in
English only. The teachers who were rated low on this variable were

ones who tended not to use systematic turn-allocation procedures, or

were inclined to favor only the most eager students with turns.

- 3.2.1.14. Written Responses Required

This last variable is based on ratings.of the extent to which
teachers required written work from students as a regular part of
instructional activities, Ratings were generally guite high on this
item, ranging from 2.00 to 6.67 with a median of 5.75, indicating that
in most cases, teachers did require written responses from students on
a regular basis. The type of written responses children were called
on to produce varied considerably as noted earlier in connection with
Instructional Variable $12 when the guestion of whether or not teach-
ers were requiring extended oral or written responses was discussed.
In the present ratingé, we were concerned not with the kind of written
responses required, but simply with whether they were required at all.
The three lowest rated teachers on this variable (2.00 to 3.00) seldom
required their students to produce any written responses beyond those
called for 1in workbook exercises. The aforementioned teacher who had
her students copy a 4 or 5 sentence essay from the blackboard each day
as part of their language arts experience is one of them. Aside from

this one writing task, the students in her class did no other writing
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except as required in their reading and spelling workbooks. The stu-
dents in the other two low rated classes were required to do a little
writing occasionally, but it was not regular enough to add up to much

use.

In contrast, the righest rated teachers frequently gave written
assignments to students in connectiaﬁ with all content areas. A third
grade teacher, for example, had his students creating word problems
for addition and subtraction problems. Another teacher had students
writing down the words of their favorite sonqgs from memory. Yet
another teacher had students 1listing in their notebooks words they

were seeing or hearing for the first time.

3.2.2. Instructional Language Use Variables

The set of classroom variables characterized as Instructional
Préctices in the previous section focuses on the development cf
academic language skills that are depen.ent on formal 1instruction:
reading, wuriting, spelling, "grammar®, etc. Some of them are also
relevant to the development of second language skills which have to
be learned, but cannot be taught, per se. These include the abstract
rules of grammar (in the linguist's sense of "grammar"), meaning and
usage that enable the learners to speak and understand the language,
and to read and write as well. According to current linguistic
theories, the deepest and most critical kind of grammatical knowledge,
that which undergirds language ability and proficiency, is acquired

quite unconsciously, and remains pretty much below the level of aware-
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ness in those who know the language. This knowledge consists of an
enormously complex and abstract system of rules that govern, among
other things, the sound and meaning relations in the language, the
arrangement of forms into structures, and the meanings and functions
that particular forms and structures take on in different contexts. At
present, the linguistic knowledge that learners have to acquire in
order to speak and understand any language at all (including English)
is not well-defined or understood either by linguists who specialize
in the study of linguistic knowledge and language learning behavior,
or by educators who specialize in the teaching of language. This is
@U(not) to say, of course, that language educators know nothing about
language 1learning, nor that language teaching is a futile enterprise.
Not at all. Much 1is known about the “"surface _aspects" of many
languages: their sound systems, their morphological forms (e.g.,
words and other meaning bearing elements), their structural patterns
and their pragmatic uses., These can be, and are taught, to second
language learners through some formal programs of 1language instruc-
tion. The English as a second-language (ESL) programs that weré
available in some of our sites generally aimed at providing LEP stu-

dents with formal instruction on these aspects of English.

What can not be taught is the system of abstract and not well-
understood rules which give the surface features of language their
form, meaning, and function, and which regulate usage. Learners have
nto acquire these all-important aspects of language, pretty much
without formal instruction. That does not mean that they can learn it

entirely on their own, however. They have to have the help and colla-
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boration of people who already speak the language in order to discover

how the language 1is structured, and how it works. Speakers of the
language play a crucial role 1in 1language 1learning by providing
learners with "linguistic 1input", speach samples produced in the
course of interacting with learners which eventually permit them to
‘discover and acquire the sauwe set of rules the speakers have. Accord-
ing to theorists, language samples contain evidence of the rules by
which they were originally composed and used. By analyzing such sam-
ples, it is possible to discover the underlying knowledge involved in
generating them, This is a greatly oversimplified account of what
language theorists believe, of course. Nevertheless, their view gen-
eraliy is that learners acquire language by the process of analyzing
(largely at an unconscious level) the linguistic data that speakers
provide them in the form of speechosamples. Their analyses eventually
result in the discovery of much of the system of abstract grammatical
rules that speakers of the language possess. In the process of sort-
ing these rules out, the learners acquire them, and in doing that,
they acquire the language itself, Basically, any competent Speaker of
the language can provide the help needed by its learners. One does
nbt need to be a an expert in language learning, or a teacher even, to
help in the learning'of a language. One simply has to be a competenf
speaker of the 1language, and be willing to use it while interacting
with those who don't know the language, but need or want to learn it.
Parents and other family members are, without question, the best pro-
viders of such assistance, judging from their success in helping
babies learn 1language. They élmost always fiqure out what it takes

to help new members of the family learn the language of the home, no
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matter what that language happens to be. Much of this happens when
parents do what cones naturally to them; only rarely are they aware of
the part they play in language learning, or of what is involved in the

process itself.

And in the case of a second language as English happens to be for
many children in cur 'society, thec help needed for language learning
comes from classmates and friénds and teachers at school. English
speaking classmates are very important, but there aren't always enough
of them to go around, and they are sometimes not interested in
interacting with classmates who do not know English already. Thus,
teachers play a major role in providing LEP.studeﬂts with exposure to
English and help in learning it as a s2cond language. They make it
possible for all of the students to get access to the language to be
learned, and they can also provide students with exposure to precisely
the kind of language that they have to learn--namely the structures
and forms that are wused in academic settings and materials. The
language that teachers use in formal lessons and in other types of
instructional activities can serve as input for the language learning
that the LEP students have to do on their own. The language produced
by speakers of the target language becomes input when it meets certain
conditions. First, it must be produced with thevlearners' needs and
linguistic limitations 1in mind. Speakers, recognizing the fact that
the learners are less than fully proficient in the target language
make adjustments in the form and content and content in communicating
with them. These adjustments generally have the effect of making the

language wused somewhat easier to understand. Researchers who study
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the language which speakers prcduce for learners have found that it
tends to be structurally simpler, more repetitive, and more "regular"
than ordinary language. The adjustments made by speakers for the sake
of learners are not always helpful to them; in talking to learners,
speakers sometimes use "foreigner talk" forms, language that has been
made ungrammatical through reductions and simplifications, in the mis-
taken belief that simplifications rather than simpler usages will make
things easier for learners to understand. More often than not, how-
ever, when speakers make adjustments in their speech in the interest
of communication the result is helpful to the learners. Speakers often
accompany what they say with gestures, demonsgyations, and enactments
in - trying to communicate with learners, Thé&e speech accompaniments
can provide a certain degree of redundancy, which can helb the learner
figure out what people are saying. Non-verbal cues are an important
source of information for learners during the 1initial stages of

language learning especially.

In this section, a second set of instructional variables is
described, this one consisting of features of instructional language
use in classrooms that enable it to serve as "linguistic input".
There 1is some overlap between the two sets of instructional features.
For example, the practice of using repetition, explanations, para-
phrase, and exemplification when students appear not to understand is
treated in both sets of variables. However, in the first set of rat-
ings, we considered such adjustments irrespective of language. 1In the

case of the bilingual teachers, ratings reflected their language prac-

tices in the Ll and in English. 1In the present set of instructional
!

165

210




language features, ratings were based solely on the English used by
the teachers. The purpose of this set of ratings based only on the
Ateachers' use of English for instructional purposes was to determine
to what extent their patterns of language use influenced the LEP stu-
dents' of English language skills., Two types of data were used in
assessing the instructional language variables. The first was sup-
plied by the Research Assistants who had spent the school 'year con-

ducting observations and testing students in each of the seventeen
classrooms. Each RA completed a debriefing form at the end of the
year in which they assessed the classroom on a large number of
instructional variables (See Appendix D). Among them were a series of
detailed questions concerning the patterns of instructional language
usage the RA had observed over the year. The purpose of this debrief-
ing form was to collect the RA's impressions that could later be com-
pared to tlie more careful analyses that we!would be doing‘on the basis
of the video and audio recorded data that had collected during the
year. The evaluation began, however, with the ratings that ¢the RA'S
had provided us of their general impressions of the extent to which

the teacher exhibited the following behaviors and strategies:

Second language input:

1. Language tutoring (e.g., modeling answers, patterning
answers, labeling, expansions, language explanations,
corrections of child utterances, etc.

2, Eliciting language (e.g., asking guestions, prompting
" with slots, prompting with models, calling on students
to talk.

3. Formatting statements (Instructional directives, ,
announcements, structural comments) /

4. Content taught verbally (providing information, /
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explanations, etc.

5. Content taught nonverbally (demonstrations, illustrations,
enactments, etc,)

6. Modifications of previous utterances (upgrading, paraphrasing,
downgrading, repeating with expansions, repeating with
simplifications, etc.

Teacher feedback and response:

1. Evaluative feedback to answer or utterances (e.g.,
evaluating or correcting)

. 2. Confirming, acknowledging feedback (teacher lets students know
/ whether or not they have communicated successfully)

/ 3. No feedback (e.g., no response, or ignores student)

4, Reguest for feedback or confirmation (teacher checks to see
whether or not students understand)

5. Rescue in L1 (Teacher translates or prompts in L1 when
students appear not to understand)

6, Rescue in L2 (Teacher answers for child or models response in !
when child fails to respond)

Social control and response:

1, Behavioral directives (including requests for attention)
2. Evaluating behavior (reprimands or praise)
3. Response to compliance with directives

4. Response to rejection of directives

Our research assistants were directed tb use a rough scale begin-
ning with 0 (for never)'to 4 (for very frequently) on this checklist.
Later, and without reference to this earlier rating form, they
prepared check sheets using the same list of teaching behaviors along
with a list of student behaviors based on the video tapes that had

been collected, segment by segment. On this check sheet (which is




attached as Appendix A), the R.A.'s merely checked each item if there
~was any evidence of it in a given segment of tape. These checksheets
were not tallies of teaching behaviors, they were merely indications
that the checked behaviors had occurred at least once in a given seg-
- ment. These checksheets served as guides for us as we went through

the taped materials to do our ratings of teaching behaviors.

A set of 38 descriptors of aspects of teacher's instructional
language wuse, and of structural or organizational features that
affected the number and kinds of opportunities available to LEP stu-
dents to hear and practice using English in the seventeen classrooms
was used for deriving this set of data. Thése ratings were based on -
the audio énd video recorded data that we had collected in the class-
room over the course ot the year, and based on a set of observations
that the PI conducted in the classrooms during the study year. The
rating form is included here so the reader can see what was included

in this set of instructional features.

Figure 3.1
Rating of Instructional Language Use Relevant to L2 Development

Rating Comment
[1-7/NA)

Instructional language features

[1.e., the language used by teachers in formal
lessons and during other teacher directed
instructional activities conducted in English]}:

01 Teacher produces language in presenting -
lessons and in leading discussions which,
from the perspective of the LEP students,
seems to be clear, relevant, coherent and
easy enough to follow.
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02

03

04

06

07

S

09

Teacher uses structures that seem to be at ——--
appropriate levels, given the language

level of the LEP students involved in the
activity.

Teacher uses vocabulary that seems to be --=-
at appropriate levels, given the language
level of the LEP students involved in the
activity. (N.B. But since vocabulary
choice depends in part on the subject
matter being taught and in part on the
language level of the students, lexical
choice has to be judged both in the context
of specific lessons and also from the
perspective of the students. The words
that are used should be appropriate and
reasonably precise, however.)

Adjustments in the level of structural or ----
lexical usage appear to be based on.feedback
provided by students as to whether or not

they understand what the teacher is

sayinqg. Adjustments are made upward or

downward as needed.

Teacher makes adjustments in the level of ——=-
the content being presented as required,

based on student feedback. Adjustments

are made upward or downward as needed.

There is evidence of message redundancy —=--
in the presentation of lessons, by use

of repetition and paraphrase. (That is,

teacher often says things in more than

one way to get her/his point across to

the student.)

The language used in lessons tends to ----
be high in situational anchoring.

(That is, the language used by the

teacher is often keyed precisely to

what she/he is doing, or to the activity

at hand.)

Teac .er makes frequent use of enactment, ———
demonstration, pictures and other realia

in the course of presenting lessons to

LEP students.

Teacher often relates new or unfamiliar ——
language, information, and experiences
to old or previously learned materials.
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(Contextualization of new to given or
known whether to help orient learners
to the new experience, or to help them
put them figure out what is going on
is the concern in this item.

10 Teacher makes frequent use of various -—--
forms of exemplification in her/his
presentations. Examples can be instances,
functions, or variants even.

11 Teacher makes use of explicit discourse ——=-
markers such as "first", "then", "hefore",
"for example", "Let me explain®, "I have
three things to tell you about", "Let me
say that to you in a different way", etc.
to help the students follow what is being
presented. These comprehension aids are
meant both as structural devices that help
the listener to sense the orcanization of
the lesson, and as traffic signals that
allow them to sense what direction the
discourse is taking.

12 The English used by the teacher during ————
formal lessons and in other instructional
activities is native-like in grammaticality
and pronunciation. It provides the LEP
students with a clear and adequate model of
standard English.

13 Teacher frequently calls attention to ——=-
language in the course of using it for
instructional purposes. (That is, the
teacher comments on meanings, usages, or
the functions of language whether or not
lesson deals specifically with language.)

14 Teacher tends to present information ——--

in paradigm-like sets. (That is, the

teacher often uses the same syntactic
structures repeatedly in a given

exchange. Each sentence differs

from the others in particulars, but

they are structurally similar. The

result should be "structural trans-

parency" rather than repetitiveness.)

15 The teacher often discusses vocabulary mm—-
items explicitly (not just during '
language arts or reading instruction).

16 The teacher often discusses grammatical -—--
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17

structure explicitly (not just durin?
language arts or reading instruction).

The teacher emphasizes communication -—--
and comprehension in her/his lessons.

(That is, the teacher often indicates

that she/he is more concerned about

effective communication and under-

standing in presentation of subject

matter than she/he is about control

or efficiency in covering all of the

materials at hand.)

Instructional Language Features Related to Content:

18

19

20

It is usually clear what the teacher's -———-
instructional goals are for a given

lesson. (That is, it becomes obvious

to the students what the teacher is

trying to teach them during the course

of an instructional activity.)

The content being covered during formal ==
lessons appears to appropriate for the

grade level., (While the curriculum may

have to be adjusted because the children

are limited in their English proficiency,

1t should not be reduced to curricular
pablum--a relative judgment is called

for here.) :

The teacher often tries to inject some ~e--
richness into the materials that are

covered in the curriculum. (The

teacher does not provide the students

with a bare minimal coverage of the

curriculum just because they happen to

be LEP, but tries to go beyond that

by giving them experiences and teaching

them things that add some enrichment

to their education.

Structure of Lessons:

21

It is usually clear what the teacher ——--
expects the students to be doing or

getting out of a given lesson. (That

1s, it should be obvious to the students

what the teacher expects them to be

doing, or what she expects them to

getting out of what she is teaching

them.)




22 The structure and conduct of lessons ——--
in this classroom are well-enough
established so it can predicted by
time and place what the students
should be doing (and learning)
throughout the school day.

23 The teacher has established consistent ——--
lesson formats (or scripts) for lessons
in each subject area (e.g., reading,
math, science, etc.)

24 There are clear and well established ———-
phases in each lesson. The students
appear to know what is going to be
happening in each phase, and they seem
to know what is expected of them
throughout the lesson.

25 There are clear lesson boundaries. ———-
It is clear when lessons taught by
this teacher have begun, and when
they have ended. Teacher signals
the beginnings and endings by
by well established verbal or
non-verbal cues,

26 The lessons in this class follow a ----
daily schedule, and this schedule is '
generally adhered to.

27 This teacher's lessons tend to be -
consistent across days for a given
group, and across groups for a given
day. Each group gets a more or less
equivalent experience, both in time,
and in the quality of . he experience.

Opportunities for Students to Practice English in Class:

28 Everyone (particularly the LEP =---
students in the class) gets ‘
turns for verbal participation in
teacher directed instructional
activities.

29 Students are called on to give -—--
extended responses during teacher
directed instructional activities,

30 Students in this class have many ————

and varied opportunities to engage
in verbal practice and recitation
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using English each day.

31 Students in this class are free to ———-
talk with one another during class.
They are not discouraged from
working together, or from talking
with classmates while working,

32 There are many students in the class ——--
who know English well enough to
provide input for the LEP students
(English monolinguals anc bilingual
students who are fully proficient
in English).

33 The LEP and FEP students (bilingual ————
or monolingual) take advantage of
opportunities to interact with one
another during classtime, and they
make use of English during these
interactions.

34 LEP students in this class have many --==

opportunities to interact with Engl-

ish speaking classmates because they

are grouped together for instruction

during the day, or because of seating
arrangements. The social dynamics of

the class favor interactiorn between.

the two groups.

35 There are built-in opportunities for ----
students to interact with one another
in English during class (e.g., formal
or informal peer teaching, groupwork).

36 The teacher provides ample feedback ———
in English to students on their verbal
participation,

37 The feedback which teachers provide ————
for the students is useful--e.gq.,
they consist of expansions, subtle
correction through rephrasings, etc.

Lanquage Separation:

38 The teacher keeps the two languages ———-
of instruction completely separate,
and neither engages in language
switching nor in translation. (The
separation might be by person, subject
or by session.) ' ‘
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Note that the specific focus in this set of ratings is the use of
English in instructional activities, not the use of the students' Ll.
Instructional language use in general (whether the Ll or L2) is rated
on the "Classroom Features Relevant to Language Learning” form. There
means a certain amount of duplication of effort in the case of the
English-only classrooms, since the ratings that were done there was on
English too; many of the items on this list were not on the other, so

it has to be done for every teacher.

)

Four major aspects of instructional language usage were assessed
by the use of this rating form. The first related to characteristics
of language as "linguistic input", the secénd to the communicative
content of the language that is produced in instructional activities,
the third to structural characteristics of instructional activities
that appear to affect the utility of the language as input, and the
fourth to aspects of instructional organization that affect the extent
to which LEP students find opportunities to practice using English in

instructional activities.

Ratings were done in the f-llowing way. The same audio ard video
recorded materials that were used for the ratings that yielded the
previously discussed set of instructional. variables served as the
basis for this set. Ratings were made on each of the 38 descriptors
of language usage after viewing or listening to the recorded materials
that were available for a given cluss. Separate ratings for each
class were done on the recorded materials for a particular day of
observations and were averaged for each feature over however many days

0f recorded materials that we had.
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Ratings on these language use descriptors were grouped for
analysis in several ways. These 38 features Zed into 11 combined
variables related to language use in the classroom. The 11 combined

variables were these:

1, Good input (items 1-17)

2. Appropriately adjusted content (items 18-20)
3. Structural support for input (items 21-27)
4

. Opportunity to practice English in teacher directed
instructional activities (items 28-29)

5. Oppor%unities to practice English with peers (items
31-33 .

6. Built-in opportunities to interact with classmates
who speak English through peer teaching, grouping,
or seating arrangements (items 34-35)

7. Total practice in English

8. Teacher provides useful feedback (items 36-37)

9. Language separation

10. Percent time in teacher directed instructional activities

ll. Percent time in individual seatwork

The students' progress in language learning over the course of
the study year was examined against this set of variables as well as
.the set of in:.:.uctional practices variables described earlier in this
Chapter. These variables were later combined into larger summary
variables by statistical means that are discussed in Chapter &. The
features of instructional language usage covered in this set of rat-
ings found their way into two main summary variables, namely one that

is described as the "Instructional Language as Input" variable, and
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the other that we can %'escribe as the "Opportunities to practice using
English with peers and teachers" variable. The first incorporates the
input, content and structural descriptors listed on the rating form
(i.e., variables 1 to 3 above) while the second consists largely of
the interactional opportunity items (variables 4, 5, and 6 above).
Both will be discussed in some detail in Chapter 4 since they, along
with a number of the instructional practices variables that have been

described previously were found to influence language learning in our

seventeen classroom in crucial ways.
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CHAPTER ¢

ORAL LANGUAGE VARIABLES

In general, our language assessment was aimed at the kinds of
English language proficiencies that are important for school learning.
It seems obvious that speaking listening, reading, and writing are all
important language activities in school, but language assessments in
the past generally have not done justice to the full range of school-
related language skills.. Some assessments, for example, focus
entirely on the child's knowledge of syntax. Others test the learner's
knowledge of English vocabulary exclusiveiy, or at particular abili-
ties such as those involved 1in sentence repetit&pn, or auditory
discrimination of minimal phonetic contrasts. Few of the instruments
currently used £or‘éssessing langquage proficiency are based on perfor-
mance in tasks that bear any relationship to actual uses of the target
language in the real world. The usual approach is to glicit a sample
of the child's speech, or a measure of the child's performance in a
task based on knowing some aspect'of the language, and to conclude
that that constitutes a reasonable representation of what he knows and
can do -with the language in other situations. * Implicit in such an
approach aré the assumptions that 1) all uses of a given language draw
upon a common core of linguistic knowledge, and 2) that core consti-
tutes the essence of language proficiency. What this view overlooks is
the likelihood that each mode of language use makes unique demands on

the language user.




There has been considerable interest in recent years in estab-
lishing the differences that exist between the linguistic abilities
and skills involved in using written language and those involved in
oral language, and in determining ~hat implications such differences
may have for education. We have argued that eveﬁ within these two
domains, further distinctions need to be maée with regard to the
demands of one task or another (MclLaughlin, 1985; Wong Fillnure,
1982). There appear tb be important differences between the talk that
is used for teaching and learning and that which is used for other
purposes (Edwards and Furlong, 1978). Moreover, it seems likely that
‘each mode of language use entails a number . of dimenéions or facets
that should be distinguished. Consequently, we have tried to assess
each mode of English ﬁroficiency in as much depth as possible, by hav-
ing our subjects perform a variety of speaking, listeniné,»reading,
and writing tasks that are as nearly like those they have to perform
each day 1in school as feasible, and by looking at their performances

in a number of different ways.

In some respects, we have attempted to simulate in our language
assessment procedures, the kinds of communicative demands that are
placed on children when they are taught in English. The language
skills and knowledge they have to apply in dealing with our tasksg are .
all those that they have to use in dealing with instructional activi-
ties that are conducted entirely in English. 1In other respects, we
tried to'probe beneath the surface of <children's response to such
demands. Our aims have been to establish how far our subjects have

rrogressed in their learning of English based on their performance in
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our tasks, and to determine how adequately they can handle English
instruction based on what they have learned. In addition, we have
collected parallel data on our subjects' performances in their first
languages, whenever that was feasible. Our gecal in this regard was
not to measure language dominance per se, but to assess the impact of

first-language proficiencies on second-language learning.

4.1. OQral Language Assessment Instruments
\

In this section we discuss the rationale underlying the develop-
ment of a procedure for assessing oral English language proficiency in
LES students, and discuss what it can reveal about the development of

English language skills in second-language learners.

The first problem we faced in developing this procedure had to doA
with deciding the kind of language skills to be assessed. This was not
a small problem. The tests of language proficiency which are widely
used for the <classification and placement of NES/LES students into:
special programs assess various aspects of linguisﬁic skills, although
few of them focus on more than one or two specific aspects linguistic
ability., A given test, for examp;e, might  assess vocabulary
comprehension or production exclusively, or it might narrowly focus on
assessing the extent to which a small set of grammatical morphemes or
particular sentence patterns appear in the speech of learners. Others
focus on assessing the ahility to answer Questions or to imitate test

sentences. The best of these assess a range of such skills.
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Nearly all such tests assume that when one learns a language, the

levels of development throughout the system being acguired are more or
less equivalent, Hence a sampling of any part og/ the system will
reveal the state of the whole. They also assumq/that the linguistic
skills being measured are general rather than fﬁnctionally special-
ized; hence the demonstration of language skills in a test performance
will predict how well the student will be -able to function in . any
other activity carried out in the language, independently of whether
it is an academic activity or one that is strictly social. The idea
behind this view of language proficiency is that language knowledge is
unitary and homogeneous, To test language proficiency, one simply'
needs a small sample--no matter what its source--and that suffices.\
The tiny sample would reveal the state of the whole, and whatever pur-‘\\
pose the whole can serve can be discerned from an examination of the

bit [ ]

The approach we took in deciding what language skills to assess
was to conduct a functional analysis of the lrnguage students actually
have to handle if they are to participate effectively in claggroom
learning activities. We went into classrooms to study the language
used by teachers in their teaching of lessons. We assumed that if
students are to learn what they are supposed to get out of those les-
sons, they must be able to understand the language being used in them.
Further, 1if they are to get full benefit out of these activities, the
students have to be able to produce the language required for partici-
pation in such lessons. All-day observations were conducted in 12

third and fifth grade classrooms over a four month period; some of
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these classes werefdesignated as bilingual ones by school officials,
~and some of them, alQ-English. Some were like the classes we eventu-
ally selected as res?arch sites for this study, but some were not. We
wanted for our inves&igation of classroom language requirements "a
representation of the full range of demands that LEP étuden;s might
enccunter in the kind of schools they were likely to attend. Record-
ings were made of full range of instructional activities conducted in
the twelve classrooms on audio-tapes, and observational notes were
made during these on-site visits which enabled the later descriptions
of the instructibnal events that had taken place during the day.
- Representative activities were later transcribed, and the form and
functioﬂ'of the language used by teachers and students was analyzed

and described (Wong Fillmore, 1982).

Wwhat resulted from these efforts was a charactérization of the
language functions children are expected to handle in instructional
activities, and a description of the skills they must have in order to
participate in these activities (many of these being linguistic skills
that teachers expect students to have). The approach we took to
assessing the development of oral English language skills in our sub-
jects has been to look at the degree to which they had acquired, and
were able to handle, the Lind of language teachers assume children
have when they instruct them in English. Our aim was to develop a
test that had ecdlogical validity: one that assessed the ability to
handle the wvarious functions of academic English that students

encounter in instructional activities. These functions included:

(1) Instructional language functions:
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Procedural language
Turn allocation statements
Formatting and instructicnal statements
Contextualizing statements
Directives concerning behavior, participation-

Language used in exchanges of information
Explanations
Descriptions
Relational statements (new to old information)
Definitions and exemplifications
Summaries and recapitulations
Requests for information, explanations, summaries
Requests for feedback and confirmation
Evaluative statements

(2) Productive language functions:

Self-initiated speech
Explanations
Descriptions
Informational statements
Requests for help, clarifications
Requests for information
Requests for attention, turns

Responses to teacher elicitation seqQuences
Opinions solicited by teacher
Information as rejuested by teacher
Illustration of prints as requested
Instances of classes, categories as reguested
Summaries ok restatements as requested

Restatements\of information provided in the lesson

\
A

3\
A

Further, our goal was t§ assess the language skills required for
handling such functions pretty much in the way children were called on
to demonstrate them in school; hence we designed an assessment pro-

cedure that resembled an actual classroom lesson, thus insuring that

the procedure had a certain degree of face validity.
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4.1.1. The Shell and Rock Games

The procedure we devised took the form of a science lesson in
which our subjects are taught some information in a format that is
similar to a real classroom lesson, The'language used in it can be
characterizced as formal "teacher talk", the kind of language English
speaking teachers use in formal lessons in to convey information to
students, to explicate them, to instruct students in what they are to
do, and in eliciting verbal responses irom them. It is language which
can be characterized as highly decontextualized. While some of the
express:'ons that are used -have guite well-established conventional
uses in lessons and thus the speaker's communicative intentions can be
understood without reference to the language that was actually spoken,
much of what 1is being communicated in this simulated lesson can be
understood only to the extent that the learner actually understands
the language that is used. There are two versions of the instrument:
one is a lesson on shells, which we call "The Shell Game," and the
other is a lesson on rocks, which (for symmetry) we call "The Rock
Game," The Shell Game is the instrument used to establish the level of
oral language proficiency the subjects in our study had at the begin-
ning of the study year and the Rock Game was used to assess their oral
language proficiency at the end of the year. The two are identical in
format, but as it turned out the Rock Game was somewhat more difficult

(a problem we will discuss later).

Each involves an audio-recorded lesson which is set up in a way
that has the subjects actually interacting with and responding to a

canned teacher, verbally and nonverbally. There is a collection of
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actual materials to look at, handle, and talk about-- shells in one,
rocks in the other. The purpose of the procedure was to “teach" the
students some information tﬁey could put to use in carrying out some
simple tasks as directed, and about which they could éalk, in response.
to elicitation guestions put to them by the taperecorded teacher. 1In
fact, however, it did not matter so much whether they were actually
"learned" what was being taught as it was for them to be able to get
the gist of it what had been said, and to be able to give it back, or
to make wuse of it in responding to guestions about the content. One
of the problems we faced in putting together ‘the instrument was in
getting children to respond to a taperecorded voice. Because of the
unnaturalness of talking to an inanimate object such recording
machine, many children simply do not respond to it. It is hard enough
at times to get them to respond to flesh-and-blood interviewers. To
make the 1interaction as realistic as possible, we arranged things so
the subject heard both the stimulus tape and their own voices through
the same :channel wvia a pair of Sony walkman-like headsets. The
resulting auditory feedback of their own voices heard in juxtaposition
to the recorded teacher's voice was strangely intriguing; it had the
effect of giving them the impression of speaking with the teacher over
the telephone, or perhaps on the radio. 1In any event, this auditory
gimmick was just strange enough to trick just about everyone into
thinking that they were actually dealing with a real teacher. With
few exceptions we were able to get a more than adequate measure of
their performance through this procedure. The language used in the
lesson was designed so that no matter what or how the children

responded, they would receive some appropriate feedback. This had the
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effect of involving them totally in the task.

The lessons were constructed in ways that made them suitable for
.children from first through the end of fifth grade. We used the tests
only with 3rd and 5th graders, but we piloted them on children as
young as first graders. This was necessary since we wanted the same
instrument

to be usable with both of the grades that our subjects would be drawn
from, and no matter what their level of language proficiency. We
;oped that by providing all of the information needed to answer the
questions and to complete the tasks that we would be asking of our
subjects, and by having the lessons deal with topics and subject
matter of equal interest to children in the first 5 grades, we would

be able to handle the entire age range we were dealing with. What ve

aimed for was a procedure that would get at the language level of the

children, and not the educational level nor the academic aptitude of

these children.

The Shell and Rock Games were thus designed to teach children
about some things they could talk about and do during the test. The
procedures gave them information about shells and rocks, and it then
had them talking about certain of them and arranging them as reguested
by the taperecorder teacher. The language used is like that wused in
classroom lessons. The teacher told about the shells or rocks that
the subjgcts had before theh. The children could thus examine the
materials that were being discussed or described, and they see what

the teacher meant, provided they understood what she was saying.

185




Although the children had the materials that comprised the topic
of the 1lesson before them, they would have been able to get the gist
of the teacher's utterances only if they knew the language. As men-
tioned earlier, much of the language used in the lesson was decontex-
tualized and required that the children understand the language, in
order to interpret what was being said or what they were being asked
to do. The items were generally arranged from easy to difficult ones,
and the information that was given in the lesson built up gradually so
that the ability to ccnprehend and handle each subsequent item
depended on information and experiences that had been provided previ-
ously. Tfanscripts of the Shell Game and the Rock Game are found in

Appendix B.

The tests were administered individually and the test administra-
tor kept a record of the nonverbal responses made by the children as
they progressed through the lesson. The verbal responses were audio-
recorded, and later transcribed. There was also a list of additional
specified prompts that the researcher supplied if the children did not
‘respond immediately. The idea behind these is tlat these prompts help
to move the task along and make it possible for us to get through the

task.

To convey something of the flavor of the children's responses,
some sample responses from children at various levels of proficiency
follow., The first sample is from a third grader at a quite low level

of English proficiency after three years in school:

(Q: Where do marine animals live?)
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A: "In she house."

(Q: what is a mollusk?)

A: (Pointing at one of the shells) "This one?"
(Q: "Why do mollusks need shells?")

A: "Because he don't got some bone."

(Q: "Describe the starfish.")

A: "It um 11ke some little little tiny rock.
(Q: "Why isn't the starfzsh a mollusk?")

A: "Because it not a star."

The following are some sample responses from two somewhat more
proficient, but as yet obviously imperfect speakers of'English, also

third graders:

(Q: "Can you tell me why it's called a.starfish?")

A: "Because it, because it looks like a star."

(Q: "Can you describe the starfish?")

A: "It looks like a ti-~-a tiny rock and like sands too."

(Q: "Describe the other side of the starfish.")

A: "The other side looks like a, some tiny nails in it.

Like that and threads, like threads too."

(Q: "Can you tell me why it isn't a mollusk.")

A: “"Because it doesn't have shell. It only can swim
but it .3n't mol. It is a marine."

(Q: "why is it called a starfish?")

A: "Because it look like a star."

(Q: "Describe the starfish.")

A: "It touch--ah--sometime it touches, a like a wall."

(RA: "A wall?")

A: "Yeah, a house a you could ah, ah, if you touch ah,
somebody house you ah, you feel like that.” '

(RA: Ah, ah, how’{

A: "Like, llke, a 11tt1e rockses.

(Q: "Describe the other side.")

A: "Ah, the ah, the side of starfish has look like a
corn."

(RA: "Like a cone?")

A: "Corn! Yeah, c-o-r-n.

(RA: "Oh, like a corn. Why do you say that?")

A: "Ah, the outside of the side, the shape of corn,
f1ve corns--N, ah, five little, ah, five ah,
five corn over here, one is chopped off though
Look like ah, look, ah, banana inside. Like a
banana. 1If you chew 1t it will, it look like
this."
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Finally, some sample responses from another third grade student,

this one who is almost fully proficient in English:

(Q: "Do you remember what a marine animal is?")
A: "Uh something that lives under the sea, and
used to have animals in them, but not no more".
(Q: "what is the shell for")
A: "For protecting the animal-- that live in 'em."
- (Q: "Wwhat is a mollusk?")
A: "A mollusk is a --a marine animal --a marine animal
that--that lives in a shell."
(Q: "Tell me why they need shells?")
A: "They need the shells to protect them from other animals--
that could eat them."
(Q: "What would happen to these little animals if
they had no shell?")
A: "The other animals of the sea would eat 'em."

4.1.2. Scoring Procedures

In devising a set 6f procedures for analyzing and scoring the
Shell Game (and Rock Game) test data, we decided to adopt a multiple
"analysis schema which would give wus separate scores for' different
aspects of language proficiency. It was our belief that a single glo-
bal score of the child's oral proficiency on the Shell Game would be
misleading. For one thing, there is research evidence showing that

comprehension and production may ae./elop at somewhat dif&grent rates,

and that 1in -.general, language .::: 1ers may understand new forms and
structures well before they can produce them. This suggested that we
needed to examine these two aspects of language performance
separately. Further, it seemed that there were a‘variety of ways to
assess productive capability of learners based on samples of their

speech.. Our aim was to obtain as complete an assessment of our
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subjects' ianguage capabilities as we could derive from a multifacted
examination of their performance in the test. We <closely examined
every aspect of their responses to instructions and questions (the
language they produced in their verbal responses and the actions they
performed in their non-verbal ones) to determine how well our subjects

understood and could speak English.

4.1.2.1. Production

We eventually decided on production measures that took into
account a number of dimensions: how grammatically well-formed (i.e.,
"correct”) an individual's utterances were, how grammatically complex
they were, and how informative an individual's responses were to the
questions that were asked in the test (i.e., how much of the informa-
tion requesteéd in each guestion was actually provided in the
response), Thus our scoring procedure consisted of three components:
(1) Well-Formedness, (2) Grammatical Complexity, and (3) Informative-
ness. Scoring was done at the item level in each category. That is,

the response to each of the items in the test that were included in
‘our analyses were coded separately in each of the three categories
according to the criteria listed below. Responses sometimes consisted
of short phrases and sometimes of multiple structures; ratings were on
the entire response, with the volubility of the response generally

reflected in ratings of informativeness.

Well-Formedness. This category referred to the grammatical
correctness of the structures used by the subject in producing

responses to the test item. We were concern*d here with
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appropriateness of lexical choices and idiomaticity of expression as
well as with the welli-formedness of the grammatical constructions
used. Two advanced graduate students in linguistics (both of them
specialists in syntax and linguistic pragmatics) coded transcriptions
of the children's responses (with each item judged separately) accord-
ing to the following criteria:

0= No response, no attempt to answer the gquestion.

1= Restricted or inappropriate use of words; serious

grammatical errors resulting from omissions of
forms or word order problems: e.g.,

Q: What is a mollusk?
A: What--dis what? Dis for? Dis what?
or,
Q: Why do mollusks need shells?
A: For dey b'oke it...for dey cou' touch it, and

lookit. (=For they broke it...they could touch
it, and look at it.) :
2= Some grammatical errors, but less serious ones,
involving circumlocutions and simplifications;
disjointed and non-idiomatic responses: e.g.,
Q: Can you describe the starfish?
A: It touch, ah, sometime it
touch like a wall...like a house ah, if you
touch ah, somebody house you, ah, you feel like
that. (="It feels like a (stucco) wall; if you
touched (the stucco wall on) somebody's house,
you (would) feel like that".
3= Nearly free of grammatical errors; minor flaws in
expression, perhaps, resulting in somewhat disjointed
and slightly non-idiomatic responses: e.qg.,

Q: What do you think would happen to these little
animals 1f they had no shells?

A: They--they will die, if they don't have bones.
(="They would die, if they had no shells [because
they have no bones"].)

4= Responses are nearly perfect in form and expression,
although they might include restarts, etc.

Q: Do you remember what a marine animal is?

A: Uh something that lives under the sea, and
used to have animals in them, but not no more.
(-"...ag? [the shells] used to have animals in
them. ..

To insure that the coders -understood and were in agreement on the cri-




teria being wused, we had each of them rating the tests of all of the
subjects from several different classes, After discussing the
responses on a few of the protocols together, the coders worked
separately on the tests done of the subjects from three of th- 17
classes in our study. Becaugé\no verbal responses were reqguired for
some of the test items only certang ones had to be coded. There were
24 such items in the Shell Game (and an equivalent number in the
Rock): %s 9, 10, 15, 24, 28-34, 38, §9, 41-43, 46, 52, 54, 61-65. The
degree of agreement on "well-forhgdness" for the three classes (31
cases) that were coded by each linguiét was .88. This degree of agree-
ment was found on total Shell Game well-formedness scores forrindivi-
dual students in three classes coded at the beginning, middle, and end
of the coding period for the Shell Game. The later checks on inter-
rater reliability were done on a few individuals drawn from three
classes rather than on all of the students in those classes. The same
procedure was followed in determining the reliability for the follow-

ing two categories.

Grammatical Complexity. This relates to the structural complex-

ity and variety of the structures produced in response to the elicita-
tion items on the Shell Game. The concern here is both with the com-
plexity of separate utterances, and with the the relational coherence
of multiple structure responses. The coding scheme was as follows:
0= No response
1= Fragmentary responses--one or two word responses or
phrasal responses where, given the way the question

was framed, a more complex response was called for
(e.g., Questior: "Where are you going?"

Answer: "Store"
rather than "To the store")
191
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2= Single, simple sentences.

3= Simple sentences conjoined by "and", or a series
of simple ‘sentences. Sentences containing complex
verbal complements and those introduced by "because",

4= Responses 1involving a series of propositions with
at least one subordinated logical relationship between
them; relativized constructions.

5= More than one subordinated clause; cohesive ties between
propositions marked explicitly; embedded constructions.

In the case of Grammatical Complexity, the reliability between the two

coders on the Shell Game was .96.

¢

Informativeness. This is an assessment of the amount of informa-

tion actually provided by the student in responding to the question.

The coding scheme was:

0= No response, or "I don't know"

l= Minimal response or not a full response to the question
(This does not mean a full sentence is required, but it's
less than one should be able to get away with, given the
way the question was framed), .

2= An adeqguate response given the way the question was framed--
but no more than what is called for.

3= More than called for by the guestion as an adequate response;
it meets the demands of the guestion, and adds perhaps
a contrast, or offers another dimension.

4= An expanded response that goes well beyond the simple
demands of the guestion; a multiple dimensional response
with many details, or specific information. .

In this case the reliability between the coders was .90.

How do these measures relate to each other and to other measures
of oral 1language proficiéhcy? We correlated each of these measures
with each other and found a correlation for the Shell Game of .61
between Well-Formedness and Grammatical Complexity, .65 between
Well-Formedness and Informativeness, and .81 between Grammatical Com-

pPlexity and Informativeness. For the Rock Game the correlations were




Grammatical Complexity, .8l between Well-Formedness and Informative-

ness, and .96 between Grammatical Complexity and Informativeness.

We also correlated Shell Game measures with raters' judgments of
oral language proficiency based on segments of a taped child interview
in which the children described everyday events in their 1lives (how
they had spent the previous day). In this case, we used an adaptation
of the Foreign Service Institute proficiency scale for Jjudging the
proficiency of our subjects. These ratings were done by the same two:
linguists that did the coding of the Shell and Rock Gaﬁe protocols.
After listening to each speech sample, the two raters scored the
speaker along a 5-point scale for fluency and pronunciation. Inter-

rater agreement over all children was in the .90s for both measures.

The correlations between the measures of oral language profi-
ciency derived from the Shell Game and the assessments of pronuncia-
tion and fluency based on the sQeech sample from the child interviews
were very low (from -.11 to +.11). One possibility we faced was that
one or ooth of the procedures was not giving us a good assessment of
how proficient the children really were. A comparison of the two
types of raw data we were using (that is, Shell and Rock tapes with
the interview tapes) showed that the pictures we had gotten from the
two procedures were reasonably.accurate. The problem was that profi-
ciency 1is not always reflected in fluency and pronunciation. Some
language learners can produce speech that 1s wvery well-formed and
quite conplex, and yet not be particularly fluent nor good at English
pronunciation. Others can say a lot and with great confidence or

sound quite native-like, but make a lot of grammatical errors in their
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speech. This would suggest that pronunciation and fluency are not at
all good yardsticks for measuring language proficiency. And yet, it
is obvious that quite frequently, teachers do form judgments about the
linguistic proficiency of children based on how freely they speak, and
on their pronunciation. These data data support the possibility of
what Skuttnabb-Kangas called a whereby a child may be judged to be
quite proficient in a language on the basis of oral fluency, but may
not be very péoficient at all on the aspeéts of oral language profi-
ciency that are important for successful classroom functioning. What
these deta say is that language.proficiency is not a giobal concept,
that there are different kinds of language .skills required in dif-
ferent situations and that even within a single situation, such as the
classroom, oral language has to be examined in a number of different

ways.

A final of set of correlations was run between the Shell and Rock
game measures and CTBS scores taken in the Spring of 1981 (our study
began in the fall of 1981) and in the Spring of 1982 (when our study
concluded). The CTBS scores were based on three language subscales--
spelling, mechanics, expression--and total score. Correlations
between the initial CTBS scores and a combined score on the Shell game
(the total z-score obtained'by adding z-scores for Well-Formedness,
Grammatical Complexity, and Informativeness) ranged from .26 to .4l.
The correlations for comprehension scores on the Shell game (as meas-
ured by the Weighted Comprehension score--see below) and CTBS measures
ranged from .40 to .60. Correlations between the scores on the Spripg

1982 CTBS test and a combined z-score on the Rock game (obtained in
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the same manner) ranged from .12 to .40. Comprehension scores on the
Rock gawe (again measured by the Weighted Comprehension score) and
CTBS measures ranged from These correlations suggeét that there is
some overlap between our measures (especially comprehension measures)
and what is measured by the CTBS, but that the overlap accounts for
less than half of the variance, even on comprehension ratings. This
can be explained by the fact that the CTBS requires reading skills,
but our measures were essentially oral language measures (but not
measures of fluency and pronunciation). Essentially, then, the Shell
and Rock games measure something different from what tests of surface

fluency measure and from what the CTBS measyres.

4.1.2.2. Comprehension

We deterﬁined how well the children wunderstood what was being

said to them on the basis of how they
responded, both verbally and nonverbally to the test items. This
judgment was made by the interviewer; points were assigned to the
child according to whether prompts were needed and according to
. whether the response showed full, partial, or no understanding. What

were were after were appropriate responses rather than correct ones

necessarily. For example, when asked how many sheets of papers were
in the box of materials used in the test, a child, miscounting the
papers, might have given "3" as the answer rather than the correct one
which would have been "4", 1n our coding procedure, the child would
have been given full credit for the answer since it indicates that he

understood the question. The child need not have made a ‘"correct"




response tc have shown understanding of the question.

Initially, we had hoped to determine in an apriori manner what
items would be more difficult for the children because of their struc-
tural and pragmatic properties. We developed an elaborate coding
scheme for rating items in terms of these features. But the children'
did not reward these efforts by confirming our judgments of diffi-
- culty. At times, they had all kinds of problems with items we thought
were easy. Even more exasperatingly, they freguently had no problems
understanding the items we thought were very difficult. Consequently,
our final analysis of comprehension ability was based on how difficult

the items were empirically for the children.

Specifically, we determined, for our Chinese and Spanish samples,
which items fell into five different levels of difficulty, beginning
with the most difficult in Category 5 and ranging to the least diffi-
cult in Category 1. We then computed the percent of the items in each
of the five categories that each child understood correctly. To have
understocod the item correctly, the child had to show full understand-

ing in responding, without any prompts being supplied.




CHAPTER 5

MAJOR FINDINGS

In this chapter we discuss the principal findings of our analyses
relating our independent variables to the development of oral languag;
-~ proficiency. First, we present pre- and posttest data from thé Shell
and the Rock games. Then, we look at the gain from pre- to posttest
scores for the children in our sample. We then looked at patterns of
change across our classes and attempt to relate these patterns of
achievement to classroom characteristics. Tﬁe principal analyses are
discussed next, in which we relate the development of oral language
‘comprehension and production skills ta instructional practices and
language wuse variables in the classroom. The chapter concludes with a
discussion of the patterns of instructional language use which influ-

enced language learning.

S5.1. Oral Language Data

5.1.1. Pretest Data: Shell Game

Data from a small number of subjects on the Shell Game had to be
disregardcd because they failed to respond to any of the items or
because of irregularities in testing. The eventual number of cases

where the data for both the Shell Game and the Rock Game were

appropriate for statistical analysis was 151. Table 5.1 1lists the
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Table 5.1

Production Scores by Class
and Language Group
on Pretest (Shell Game)

Mean and Standard Deviation

Well-Formedness Grammatical Complexity Informativeness

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Grade 3: Chinese
3C1 (n=10) 3.13 .24 2.35 .53 1.73 .43
32 (9) 3.14 .32 2.18 .40 1.72 .19
3C3 (8) 2.38 .58 1.36 .79 1.37 .55
3C4 (6) 3.14 .20 2.28 .54 1.92 .43
3¢5 (11) 3.20 .31 2.49 ~48 2.06 .35
3C6 (10) 3.33 .26 2.61 .50 2.05 .31
Grade 3 Hispanic
381 (10) 2.99 .22 2.37 .41 1.72 .30
382 (11) 3.02 .69 1.92 .81 1.59 .54
383 (5) 2,91 .56 1.47 .52 1.18 .40
384 (12) 3.12 .43 2.11 .62 1.73 .42
385 (8) 3.08 .46 2.41 .50 1.86 .39
386  (3). 3.40 .35 2.00 .38 1.64 .23
387 (7) 3.31 .35 2.18 .52 1.69 .29
Grade 5 Chinese A
5C1  (11) 3.14 .42 2.31 .26 1.94 .25
5C2 (8) 3.25 .51 2.34 .64 2.14 .59
Grade 5 Hispanic
581 (9) 3.28 .50 2.01 .54 1.76 .37
582 (11) 3.25 .20 2,73 .53 2,08 .36
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mean and standard deviation by class and language group for scores for
Well-Formedness, Grammatical Complexity, and Informativeness on the
Shell Game. Recall that Well-Formedness is scored on a scale of 0 to
4, as in Informativeness, but that Grammatical Complexity is scored on
a scale of 0 to 5. Because of these differences in scoring, we con-
verted all scores to z scores, calculated separately for 3rd and 5th
grade data. These z scores for, the pretest (the Shell Game) are given
~in Table 5.2. The table also lists the total 2z score, obtained by

summing the 2z scores for all three scoring categories.

It can be seen from the table that the classes that did best on
the Shell Game were 3C6, 3C5 and 3S§5 (based on Total score). The

poorest classes were 3C3, 3S3 and 5S1.

Table 5.3 shows the comprehension data for our subjects by class
and language group. These data are in the form of percentages of
correct responses to items of varying degrees of difficulty (Category
V is the most difficult and Category I is the least). The table also

shows a Weighted Comprehension Score obtained by the formula:
5 (8 V) + 4 (% IV) + 3 (% III) + 2 (% II) + (% I)
On the basis of the Weighted Comprehension Score, the highest

classes at the beginning of the year were 3C6, 3C4, and all 5th grade

classes (althouch 5Cl1 was somewhat lower than the others). The lowest

classes were 3S3, 3C2 and 3C3.
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Table 8,2

2-Scores for Production Items
by Class and Language Group
on Pretest (Shell Game)

Mean and Standard Deviation

Well-Formedness Grammatical Complexity Informativeness Total

Mean S.D. " Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean
Grade 3: Chinese
3C1 .13 .56 .17 .82 -.20 .93 .10
3C2 .15 .74 -.08 .62 -.21 .44 -.14
3C3 -1.61 1.34 -1.26 1.22 -1.04 1.28 -4.01
3c4 .15 .46 57 .84 .26 .99 .48
3C5 .29 .72 .39 .75 .57 .81 1.25
3C6 .58 .59 “.59 .78 .55 .72 1.72 ¢
Grade 3: Hispanic
381 -.22 .48 .41 .66 .09 .72 .28
382 -.15 1.51 -.31 1,32 .03 1.31 -.43
383 -.40 1.19 -1.05% .85 -1.21 .97 =2.¢°
384 .05 .93 .00 1.22 .11 1.01 .16
385 -.03 .99 .48 .81 .45 .96 .90
386 .67 .76 -.18 .63 -.10 .56 .39
357 .46 17 .11 .85 .02 .70 .59
Grade 5: Chinese
5C1 ~-.09 .84 -.03 .57 -.20 .59 =-,32
5C2 .13 1.02 .04 1.45 .27 1.39 .44
Grade 5: Hispanic
581 .05 1.41 -.62 .85 -.45 .95 =1.02
582 ~.04 .56 .51 .83 .37 .93 .84
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Table 5.3

Comprehension Data:
Percent Correct Responses
to Items of Varying Degrees of Difficulty
by Class and Language Group
on Pretest (Shell Game)

Mean and Standard Deviation

Weighted
Category: \ VI III II I Comprehension
Score
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D,
Grade 3 Chinese
3C1 .36 .22 .61 .23 .71 .17 .79 .16 .90 .13 8.85 2.50
3C2 .21 .18 .28 .14 .56 .22 .63 .22 .81 .18 5.91 2.47
3C3 .25 .17 .26 .27 .52 .29 .65 .28 .88 .12 6.02 3.16
3C4 .43 .21 .52 .14 .74 .18 .91 - .08 .91 .11 9.23 2.24
3C5 27 .21 .33 .18 .66 .20 .76 .14 .90 .09 7.10 2.32
3C6 .45 .18 .75 .15 .75 .16 .85 .10 .95 .07 10.16 1.66
Grade 3 Hispanic
3s1 .35 .20 .49 .24 71 .17 .84 .10 .92 .11 8.42 2.40
3s82 .36 .31 .48 .25 .61 .28 .81 .18 .93 .07 8.12 3.41
3s3 12 .11 .19 .15 .43 .18 .53 .25 .78 .17 4.47 1.86
384 .30 .20 .44 .22 .69 .23 .76 .14 .95 .06 7.83 2.65
3s5 .26 .14 .37 .29 .63 .12 .79 .11 .92 .0S 7.19 2.12
3586 .20 .17 47 .27 .67 .27 .78 .14 .91 .08 7.33 2.94
3s7 .24 .08 .39 .20 .64 .14 .80 .12 .91 .11 7.21 1.65
Grade 5 Chinese
5C1 .40 .26 .56 .21 .67 .16 .82 .12 .92 .07 8.80 2.52
5C2 .69 .27 .81 .29 .87 .28 .95 .09 .93 .12 12.12 3.48
Grade 5 Hispanic

581
582

.48 .19 .62 .25 .85 .15 .92 .10 .93 .05 10.20 2.22
.61 .20 .72 .16 .73 .20 .77 .12 .94 .08 10.59 2.20

1 198b

246




A comparison of the relative rankings of third grade classes on
comprehension and production shows that two of the three third grade
classes that were highest in production, ranked relatively 1low in
comprehension. One of them (3C5) just missed being on the list of the
lowest ranked classes in comprehension. Only 1 class (3Cé6), the
highest of the 13 third grade classes overa}l, was equally high in

both comprehension and production:

X
N

Class Rank in Frod, Rank in Comp.
3Cl1 (9) 3
3C4 (5) 2
3C5 2 (10)
3Cé 1 1
385 3 (9)

Of the four classes that were the lowest of the thirteen third gcade
classes in beginning comprenension and production, three were ranked

almost egually low by both measures of proficiency:

Class Rank in Prod. Rank in Comp.
3C2 (10) 12
3C3 13 11
382 12 (5)
383 ° 12 : 13

. A comparison of thece classes listed indicates that‘four pf the
five highest classes were Chirese and one was Hispanic, while the four
lowest classes were equally divided between Hispanic and Chinese. Two
of the five highest classes were bilingual and the remaining three,
English monolingual, while ali four of the lowest ranked classes were

bilingual. Orie might be tempted to conclude from the foregoing that
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the Chinese classes were better in acquiring English than the
Hispanic, and the English monolingual classes were doing a better job
than the bilingual ones in helping the LEP students pick up English.
That, however, would be an oversimplification of the differences

between the clasaes at the top and the bottom.
(

Thevgreater exposute that the students in the monolingual classes
have had to the wuse of English in instruction apparently does give
them a slight edge over the students in bilingual classes, at least in
picking up English. It should be noted, however, that the differences
between classes were not great, and thus the academic ‘benefits of
receiving bilingual instruction may nevertheless outweigh the adval.-
tage that monolingually instructed students enjoy by picking up.
English just a little bit faster. Actually, the differences in begin-
ning “nglish proficiency that we found between biiingual and monol-
ingual classes may be associated more with their instructional and
situational characteristics than with tbe kind of program they hap-
pened to be. The English monolingual classes, as a rule, had smaller
concentrations of LEP students in them, and this generally meant that
there were more opportunities for the ones that were there to interact
with Engliéh speaking classmates. We shall see that this wes a vari-
able that had a major effect on the development of productive aspects

of proficiency during the year of the study.

Even more critically, a number of instructional variables may
have been 1involved in determining which classes were high to begin
with; and which were low. We cannot, of course, say much about them

with regard to the levels of English proficiency our students had as
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‘the study began since we were not able to observe the <classroom pro-
grams our subjects had experienced prior to the year we studied them,
We will, however, do so with respect to the changes we found taking
place in their levels of proficiency during the study year, and thei.
is no reason to believe that the instructional variables that influ-
enced language development during that year would be greatly different
than those that influenced development in previous years. But while
we can say nothing very specific about the instructional treatments
that might account for the differences we found in beginning levels of
English proficiency, there are some observations we can make about the
prior educational experience of our subjects related to situational
differences that could be seen between the highest and the lowest

classes.

Let us consider the classes that began the study year with the
highest levels of English proficiency. What were they like, as a
group, and how do they differ from the clas