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‘ Many issues related to ‘the improvement of instruction in 3 | -

biTingua] ciassroomsACOuld be more adequately addressed if more
iwere known~about languaoe use in this context. The study reported ‘
N here. based on an extensive corpus of data co]lected over a ten-
N week; peiriod, examines differences in pupil language Jise across ~
. various group settings of the classroom It was found that
studentS\infrequently used their weaker language in the classroom - &
: _ for natura] communication. A functional analysis of pupi] talk, A
| however. revea]ed that the weaker langua was used for~;hhide S

variety of communicative functions.‘ Lt was a]so found that group

A
-

x . - setting had an effect on language use/patt rns suggesting that
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. Variation infLanguage Use‘ﬁattefﬁs‘1n ? ' . ‘
~ e
Two Bilingual Second-Grade Classrooms
. ' . . Robert D. Milk
X2 | . The UniverSity of Texas at San‘Antonio_‘ .
E!EEQ&Q ' e e

The primary purpose of this study was to obtain naturalistjc,

descriptive information on language usé patterns in: bilingual

‘ classrooms. and’ to analyze this information in relation to the

types of grouping decisions that are commonly made by teachers

Despite the centrality of languﬁge-related issues in establishing

| a rationale for bilingual educatjon as well as in implementing :

N .
bilingual programs very little is known about the nature ‘of

'language interaction in bilingual classrooms The bulk of research
conducted in the area of b1lingual education over. the past decade':”
- has followed an evaluation approach focusing primarily on instrucﬂ
tional outcomes\of b1lingual programs and ‘only secondarily oh the
teaching/learning process itEEli Although this product-oriented
approach to research h3§ been necessary due to the highlyipoliticized

)
context w1th1n which.: bilingual biculturgl programs operate in this

"countryi,it is only through process-oriented research that class-

room teachers can learn more ‘about vhat is tgking place in their

.~\classrooms' and about what types of practices'may’be more effective *

in achieving ‘specific aims. - .

The study on}which I am- reporting p;ovides an in-depth look at
pupil language use in two bilingual classrooms It is based on an
e‘tensive corpus of data, collected over ten weeks of full- t1me

observation and. datalcollection in the-two classrooms | v - )
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In order to better address issues that are re]evant to .
practitioners, the.research questions in this study have 'been

formulated within .a framework that suggests alteniftiﬁe courses

of action for praﬁtitioners -~ viz., the e?%ect teachér

grouping strategies on student language use patternst Decisions— f

'regarding optimal grouping arrangements are among the most funda- f

\

‘mental that tedchers must make on a continuous basis These ,
decisions take on even’ greater importance in b111ngua1 education
classrooms, where teachers must deal with different groups based
on language dominance criter1a for -‘reading, 1anguage arts, second

language instruction, and subject area. 1nstruct10n. Moreover ()

d

in programs where dua] language development. is an important goa].
there is concern that c]assrooms be structured in a way that
'students are encouraged to interact in their weaker language.

thus maximizing the potential for second 1anguage acquisition ton/ \
take plgge. ' | ' ' i

At a global levelj the basic research questions being exp]ored

-'1n this study were the following:

1. Do lthe language use patterns of studez}s in bilingua] ;

\_classrooms vary depending on the group settings 1n ; | X
which the interaction takes place? - '

2. - 1F differences are evident, what‘implicatjonl do.they;
have for language deveﬁopment in each of the tno , f_ . fif\(\

'languages of the classroom? \ ,



Description of Sample

The investigation'was carried out in a large, rapidly growing
city in northern Calitornia where over.35lpercent of the students
are of.Hispanic descent.* within this, city, bilingual education
programs are, found primarily in schools that have a substantial \
minority populdtion As a rule, they tend to appear in schools
that serve predominantly low SES communities and the vast maJority
of students enrolled in Spanish/English bilingual programs in thlS

area are of Mexican ancestry.

~ Based on these factors (ethnic background of students and .

| . .- ’
SES status of the surrounding‘community) a "typical" elementary
school district containing bilingual education programs was

1dent1f1ed

-

. within thlS district, two second-grade classrooms were _

selected based on two criteria first, that they be located in

a school which contained a fully functioning bilingual program

_for at least grades K-4, and second, that the participating ' ,

teacher be experienced bilingual teachers, Jjudged as "highly

effective" by both their principals and by the district's

bilingual resource teachers. ' '

.i within each classroom, . a random stratified sample of »

"students :;s.selected.for participation w1th an equal numbe
of students from each of ‘the three languagé dominance groupsi:

(English dominant, Spanish dominant, and balanced»bilinguall

‘being represented in the sample. (The.basis for classifying

students gas ‘the Language Assessment Battery, administered by

* .- .

the district at the start of the school year. )
' | *i’é.j
. 45;



Method X ]
The method being followed for collecting data involved

naturalistic -audio- recording of children as they pursued their
normai classroom activity .The ‘investigator was presqﬂ/‘during
all of the recording,.and obtained copious: contextuaiization
notes to accompany the transcripts Each participant was
recornded for one full school day. "The recording procédure
involved havind the students wearva“vest with a small wireless
microphone contained in an\inner pocket. The students knew they

ere being recorded Approximately 80 hours of recordings were

obtained following this procedure

. Group setting contrast were made a]ong two dimen51ons . o .
| (a) group size (i.e. large group vs. small group) -6nd (b) e,
1nstructiona1 mode (teacher-directed vs. individual work) S ?ﬁ
. : The data anaiysis,prboedure 1nvoived imposing two 3x2x2 .

'post hoc designs (qia'age dominance by sgx by group s(ewg)

t

on each criterion variable. ,

. Criterion Variabies 25 . .

., : . - - . IS

Three_criterionzvagiabies were selected to measure
' - f Y

{ - )
-ianguage use. JThe first involved "amount of -talk" in the two -
<

1anguages of the classroom, ‘and was obtained using stppuatches i L
_The second variable was “compiexity)K; speech", and mwas deter- .
mined by performing,a T-unit_anaiysis of student utterances. :
] The third aspect of language use examined was “1anguage{functionsﬁ, ,\\\\

, Focusing on the uses to which the two languages of‘the classroom

T . ~ o

.
f . . . B . . kY
’ N * .
k) - L] . - ! - . .
: . . ) . .
’ o " . - N ’ t, ’ '
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were put. A speech act categ?r_y system deve]oped by Nood et al
(1977) was adapted to code student utterance!‘ as to their functf’on

. This system contained seven superordinate categories (contro]
fee]ing, informing, ritua]izmg, imé’gining, language to se]f

w

rehearsal speech), and a tota] of 78 speech acts (see Tab]e 1).,

An inter-rater reliabilit_y of .90 Was estab]ished for the system >

Problerhs t o ] . | | . e .
Two problems that were_encountered in fFonducting this resear '
_ . 1Y - /

/

as a whole using i.igl(t s extension of Kappa (Frick aySenmel, 1978).
- \ i

are worthy of note: R _ ,
’ - _; » |
1. The first probl 1s re]ated to. the difficulty involved, ey
' o in attempting to samp'"le 1anguage behavwr Initial \/ﬁ
| attempts to set a\‘easonab'le timg/period in which to
’ . ; sample student lagguage use -in each group 5etting
_were unsuccessful due to the 1nsﬂabi1ity f the _ \(
_variable /Since’}‘) rehab]e recording period couM
be estabhshed the initia] plan -bf recording each
student for set periods of time in each group setti g."
- < - had tp be abandoq?d in fav r. of an a]te}rnatlve st teg_y - | )

mply obtaining the inax.imum amount®

g\, Which involved
1 . e '

recording possiple (set at:one full day pér child).
PEEPS N ' -
; t\’lative strateg:y necessitated a zange N

Although this a

. T "
&n design it di ha{e the 1mportant advantige of :
viding a richer an monekextenswe ﬁata b‘ase( thar/ orig - /'
4 z . ‘
B naHy env1swned : ,7‘ '
). [ d
-\ ‘ . . ,
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2. A second prob]em arose during:efforts to establish
_ re]iabi]ity for each|of the 78 subordinate categories
in the speech ;\t Ebding system The major difficulty

\\\\\\\\wasicreatedvby the Tow ‘frequency of some of the speech -

acts. Con tly, it was decided to calculate interL

R
rater re iabi]it (using Light 's extension of Kapga) for

- only the|seven s perordinate categories. For the 78
individua]lspeech acts,}a simple percentage ot agreemenf\~/

was ca]cq{ated. r

- S + '

Findings and Conclusions

N

1. The findings obtained in this studyiconfinmed'the=
\ h_y'pothésis that gyoup setting affects 1anguage ’us:é- '

S~
¢ Py

Numerous djfferences were reported r lated to language

use in contrasting group settings. The e fect of

group setting on)ranguage use. however,zs emed to be
K J

mediated by teaching style. In the clas m where

students were trained to work/ toge:ir i

t prevafent in

small groups

«éjassroom P),' academic talk was

vy .
small groups; whereas, in the ciassroom where. the ’ -

M

her favored "direct teaching" ws the primary means
)c

proportion of academic talk occurred in the teacher-

M

directed instructional” mode.

for transmitting knowiedge (ciaj(room .Q), the highest -(\L; ]
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Deépité these mediating factors, a consistent fin&ing
throughout was that the small groyp settings seemed to
proviQe\a$:::hly\(avoré:iz context for language use.

In both ¢ rooms there was more talk in the small

group set ing (Table 2) as well as a higher frequency

- ’ ;‘
(/of s acts. Moreover, in/ the classroom whigh favored

~small group instruction over large group instructioq(

the mean T-unit length of student utterances.was signi-

e

s f1 ntly greater.

3. The ra#ﬁe of speech acts ("range" is determined by the'
; number of different speeeh acts uttered) was broader
duni individual work than during teachi r<directed .
iﬁ;:i:ction (Tabie 3). The impligation here is that
excessive teacher control of student talk may'have

negative effects on oral language qevelopment.

4. Oné of ‘the most stri‘ing findings of this study was
.that the ‘weaker language of all\students._including
"ba]ansed bilinguafs", was' infrequently used in the .

e

‘ c]assroom for na upal communication (Table 4). This
K L] . (Y

find#hg is of nsiderab]e/;nterest given that the -

* - 7

bi]ingua] programs 1n these two schools placed an
fgmphasis on bi]inguaiism as a géjl. There are two
& ,hfactqrs that-sgﬁped to work aga1nst extensive use of '
e ‘ the‘weakg;ilanéuage in thbse classrooms :

[ 4

|
|
/

f

% .
E
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a. Grouping strategies used by the tedchers prevented ‘

significant interaction across language dom1nance )ﬂ"

_ ./grdups in these classrooms. Students were seated .
according to their reading group. ‘These seating
patterns which effect'lvely separated EngHsh *
*dominant. and"Spanish dominantf students, were .

' T

ma'lntained throughout most oN\the day.

- . _ | ._b._ There appeared an 1mp11c‘ft assumption on the part

| \ . . of the teachers that_second lahguage"acquis'ition

| &kes place natdrally in bilingual classrooms

t(\‘w‘ithout any- erd for conscious plann‘lng
." g nt ese c'}ssrooms used theyl' weaker

' 1 ' Uar f talk -in the weaker language. u' -

> )

‘l;tion of functions over mar\§'
. ’ A
| 1 the

} weker language involved the major comnunicatWe1

yfunctions, whereas Tess than one-fourth were of \the

pseudo-comnun‘l;tive type (e.g., rehearsa] spe&ch)

commonly p: ent during formal seeond language ' K
instruction (Table 5). S ‘
¢ Implications { | ' - \
Two major 1mp11cations for eduy‘fonal ppact‘lce cﬂ' | B
. .drawn fra\nrthes'e findings: . _ f . o
. o 4




~ students to oe used for social-interattive purposes. Informai '

| development of the weaker language during subject matter instr

".activities using small groups composed of students fr

‘from this study is that the biiingpai ciassroom context demonstrates
-

First, to achieve more extensive use of the weaker la

in biiinguai ‘classrooms , eachers need to deveiop grouping rategies

should be pursued, as well as science and math probiem;
different

ianguage dominance backgrounds. o . .o

Secondiy. a significant impiication gnat can be drawn . (1///j;—~;\::

[
)

. a tremendous potentiaJ for effective second ianguage devefonment

The widebrange of functions for which al} students used their
weaker language demonstrates that this kind of environment.,if T

properly exploited, can provide an ideal context. for natural”

. e ? ’ ¢ « 4 L 3
. o,
acquisition of a second language. = ~ ‘\. ‘ SRR 4
. [ 3
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o . Table 1 - . o .

Speech Act Category System?

‘AL Control Fun:tion BEREEN
. 1. wanting: "I want some more milk." :
- 2, offer: ‘ . "I'11 help you fix it." "I know what that means."
3. command: - "Get my bike now!"
~bfsuggeation: "Let's read books." i
5..formu1ation. "You're sposed to. pick up .your toys before
. [ you go."
Nt 6. permit' ‘ i "You can play with my boat." o .
7. intend: ; . "I'm going to the store." - -, \é /
8. duery want: ' "You wanna play cards?" ; v '
- 9. query permissibn: - - "May I use your scissors? e
* '10. query intention: . "Are you playing or not?" o : o -
11. promise: i "1'l1l always defend you." -
12. threat:. o "I'm onna tell your mom."

"You'fe gonna fall."
'14. prohibitio "Don)t touch my doll."
15. condition: "If/you help me (I'll play ball too) "

16. contractugl: f "I'lINgive you some candy if you let me have - that.
: . . "

13. warning:’

17. command-v rbalization.

ell her about it," or ''Stop talking right'now."’
18. assent: :

“Sure, Ok," - .

19. refuse: . - "No, I wor't." L - : L.
20. reject: - .. "I don't want to go." e .
.~ 21. evasion: - " "We'll see." or "I don't know." ’
. 22. query justification:  "Why did you do 1t?" | a - .
23. justification: . "Because my mom told me td*" or "It s naughty to )
: ' o . do." or "Children aren't allowed to do that. "
- %24, accdge/tattlgﬁ : - "Mis Flores, él me est4d copiando " : '
*25. mark poésession: - "This is mine." o . S - -
B. Feeling;;pnation‘ i ~ ' - '
’ 1. exclamation:: - - "Wow!" or "Nuts!" s, .
2. expressjion of state/ "I feel just terrible today "Ivreally don't
attitude: . like that program." )

3. query state/a;titude;"-"ﬂow do you fee%unow?" or "What do you think
‘ ; about ' Popeye' :

4. taunt: ‘ " "You're a real baby." . .
5. challenge: : . ."I bet I can stay up later than you." YA
6. approval: L : "You had a nice idea." ) 4 - v /’ i
7. disapproval: E "You did a silly thing." - # . VAR
: © 8. cajole: - " "You know how--come on." S / ~
9. congritulate: , ~ "Good *for you!" : . . ‘ ' poe
10. commiseration: ' "I'm sorry you were 'hurt." . . L ;. /s
11. endearment: S "I'm your best friend." -
'12. tale-telling: . "And then she went to the store and there SHE

Co . - saw my tio ooe oM

¢
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" Table 1 continueo,

s .4 .
13. blaming:
" 14. query blame:
. '15. cpmmand to apologize'
~.:16. apglogy: {
‘17. agree: , »

}_gf, 18. disagree:

19. ﬁ&eject

evasion:

. condition: .

. query/justification
. 'Justification:

'*24 -joking/'kidding"

/

4'

/ C. Infofmitg,Function

1. ostension: .
2. statement:

- 3. questipn-—positivel
) negative:
4. content question.
5. wﬂ& quest{on

; 6. query name: .
s 7. response:

.9, deny: '
10. reject®
11. evasion: .
- 12. condition:
N 13, justific‘ation-
. P

*25 self—congratulationr .

. * | ‘ .o " L | | 4,

""John broke the glass, not" ne,
"Who wrote on ithe wall’"
"Say ybu,re sorry.'

"I'm so¥®y I broke your picture . R

"I hate him too " :

"I think you're wrong--he's nice.' N !
(same as control) T '
(same as control) . -
"1'd like her if she was nice to me." - . -
(sat as control) - ) i

(sa as control) . ‘ -

(laughing) '"Carlog trae: calzdnes puesto
"Look, I finished . : ." .

"That 8 ?gointing) the car I like.' oo
"I never hit other- people.' - : _
"Is that your car?" . % Lot e

"4ho runs fastest in your neighborhood?" B
"Why does he always win?" :
"What's. that thing called?"
"Bill tuns th{ fastest "
"You're right "o

"No, you're mistaken." o
"No, it's not terrible." N\ - B
(same as cqg:rol) ' :
(same as cofttrol)- ' C
(same “as control, but wider in scope‘includes RN
v+ all supporting material)

L

*14. explain (e.g., whatlhappened or how to do’ something, .or what somékhing

~ means:

*15. reporting (i.e;;,ﬁhat

someone else said)

D. Ritualizin ng Function

1. greetings.
2, farewells:
'3., turn~taking:

" 4. call:

5. avaiﬁ}bility response:

6. request to repeat-"‘-
7. repeat '

(to substitute teacher) "First we spell it;jthen

v,

we write it." .
"She said that you're not ‘funny, you're smart."
Shie, sl Pk 5§

-/

"H.i " . - o o -
"See ya' later.' : -

¥'And what do you, think?" or all nonverbal cues

signalling the back ‘and forth flow in’ conver-

sation.
"Nancy. . ." "Mira, mira" (attention-getting)
"Yeah' "You ca11ed me?" -
"Say that. aggin.

‘"1 ‘said, “Give it to me.'" (other rituals include?

-introducing someone, welcoming a person,
acknowledging another"s new status, and so on.)

P
i
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o2, non~refliitive: C o L

*K.

Rehearsal Speech biﬂ

(includes language play)

1. exemplifying Le.g,’ . Teacher: "Can you use At in a sentence?"
usipg a word- in,a Student: “My og went.to you.' :
sen tence) “ ‘ "/ .

- 2. practice spe ch (a res- (In ESL class}.Teacher' Are you weariﬁg.a4

ponge which|is evsluated' \.'skitt?" _ .
on basis " df correct usage? 'Student' "Yes, I aghwearing a skirt "

A

NN Y ’ ..
~, - L \)f, .
. . .

# Thesé tegories %sre added by the investigator" o
Adapted f:om Wood et aI..(1977), which in turn was based on Wells (1973)

® Ll ‘v ,.9,
H »

. -

- ' : AN L * T ‘
. e : . > ' i
,Table 4 ~continued. \ . ”
RZ - '
#8. formulas: : 'TThankjoUvédymuoh.“
E. Imaginitig Functidn B ..
v 1. commentary, fantasizing (student passes pencil through vest frill)
N pretending: . - "Mira, escqy cosiendo.' .
o ! T . 1 ) ‘ o
*T T.oan ‘to. - A -
. *J. Langgg€eggo Self » o L
1. reflective.‘ : R (to, self) "That's an easy way'tg count'go';eg."
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' " Mean Amount of Talk in:Dominant Langua_gea by e, '

. “ ) . . R R . . . “‘ ,-i“
..~ , Language Dominance and Group Size% La?‘ge*Group (LG) vs. ,SNQGyoup. (s¢) - -
‘., " ’ P ‘ - * o R - ' N\ 1”

¥

7 v

\ . o /o - e ) .
S d'\/ ’ Classroom P - LT C]assroém\e/
N . ' . v o

R U T Jsg' '\ ‘Pooled l.l S%ﬁ Poo]ed "ﬁ‘j
A____ " . . . . . , ) . ‘
Lang Dom Mean S.D. "Mean S.D. St ev ‘Mean é _Mean S.D. St' Dev. -
©SD° . 20.0 11.0  41.6 -15.4 16.2 TLo1n7sd 5' 13.7° 7.8 6.7

. . ./(

BB . 0.2 9.6, 30.0. 7.7 8.7 11.4 .2.9 . 22.2 10.7 - 6.8
.*’ 3 . fo ) ‘ - ’ ‘. . ‘ - . . ¢
- ED '18.3" 14.5 32.6 23.9 16.3 - '15.1 8.9 2.1 11.0 9.9 -

-

g g

Overall 19.5 10.8 '34.8 154 - ' 12.5- 55 18.8 9.8

..a Number of secondsﬁ talk/10° mmutes . BB = Balanced bi]ingua] -
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TABLE 3 '

..

. -Mean Number of D1fferent Speech Acts Pérformed in the ‘.

,Dommant Language: Tq.pher-dwected (A) VS, Ind1v1dua1 WOrk (B)

CLASSRooM P~ % CLASSROOM Q
, ' ' Pooted ' - Pooled '
A__S.D: B S.D. St.Dev.” A s.p. B _S.D. St. Dev.)

Span Dom 17,348 T33.3 2.3 8.9 . '16.8 7.6 16.8 3.1 4.5
. Bal Bil %25 63 " 35.5 5.3 ‘8.17 150 7.0 21.8 8.3 , 8.4
‘Erg Dom ' "%,33.8 7.6, 8.0 . 20.3 0.9 35.0 9.6 1.0
i A . B o * T
S.D. = Standard Deviation ' : -
)
. |
N | J-. | ’ : ' ! > v A
‘c -- ) L% N
‘-f . _[

. . - h -‘-'\TABLE" 4 oo ‘ .

.~ Mean Amount of Talk in Neaker Langugge by Language Dom1nance

9. A
T and C]assr‘bom e .. .
- . . v, ) ' v K ‘ .
. P o _ ‘::‘- . . — . » \
R c]assrogm | T Lt Classrooni Q " . Pooled
S » Mer"“'e - S.D. . " Mein S.D. __St. Dev.
’ -, , . ] . S B

’ .8 -
Span Dom /» ®, A. .
Bal Bﬂ "/ .’3;\., ‘ kz.'s "

0.4 ) 1.2
_ "1‘!‘2 o ’ .-‘1,8

Eng Dom . .1; 0.1 T v IR B ¢
Overall 1.1 ' 1—8 k'l..l'.‘
= Nﬁmber of sedonds talk/10 minutes Standard Dev1at1on
. \ ' . A B4 ! o ’
o A s <y . 3




"TABLE 5

Dist_r.'ibut'on of Language Functions:

s

[ 34

I} A R Weaker Language of Pupil

(% of Total) .= . L . -

Classroom P Classroom Q , - _ b

¥

64

02

\ | ‘ .

| ;. | ri» ;S.D.Af ' _wkg"‘:ﬁs.p. N
Control” 3.6 121 -/ T 2007 2.4 )
Feelihg- 3.8 5lgi o et ,mfs.sl‘ B

Inform 301 292 39,5 ;2;6;;_ ‘ e

+ Ritual l w3 3, 1O 17.3 R

Imagine ' o~o_.; 0.0  ‘ o " 7 0.0 S0 - T

3.5 5.2 R | L. R

Lang to&‘lf o

Rehearsa] Speech 27 5:

\

' 36.3

< . 155

3140

'_~ s.D.

= Standard Deviation 4

e~ .



