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ABSTRACT
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attitudes, and:-the correlation of the sociolinguistic findings on
language repertoire with widely used current tests were investigated.
Using microethnographic techniques, data were collected on six
third-grade Hispanic children in classroom, home, @and community
settings. Information related to language use, language proficiency,

‘and attitudes toward languagé, bilingualism, and bilingual-educatien

was obtained through a questionnaire. An ethnographic description of
the relationship among comfunity data, parents' data, and children's
language proficiency is presented. Using the lamguage repertoire
collected, the congruency between actual language ¢ollected from the
children and the test content in the Bilingual Syntax Measure and
James Language Dominance Tests was analyzed. Finally, a functiopal
analysis of questions and directives found in the children's
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Abstract ) . : ‘ :
Although language proficiency is currently the §ing]e most important factor
in determining student participation, Tanguage of instruction and program
design in bilingual education, the’concept of language proficiency has net o
adequateiy been defined and 'this has resulted in multiple interpretations
as to the real meaning of the concept. Tests of language proficiency cur-
rent]y used in bilingual education programs measure different aspects Qf
language and as such the scores and levels assigned by these tests are
usna]]& unreiated. Furthermore; presencly available tests are coo narrow
in scope and Teave out a great deal of the children's accuai communicatiye
skills. Content validity in language proficiency tests is usua]iy based
on 1ingujets', developmental psychologists' and/or'educatorg',perceptions
of what children do 1inguistice11y at different ages and/or levels of
proficiency. There are no tests presently avai]ab]e_deve]opedifﬁom a
construct Pased on what children ggn(do 1inguistica11y;’-The present
study is based on a qualitative sociolinguistic perspective. It deals
wi%h the fo]]oning issues: 1) whet third grade children at different )
levels of profiCiency in both L1 and L2 can do linguistically, 2) howv
'their 1ingu1stic performance relates to the language use and attitudes of
the community at,]arge,<3) how their 1anguage’répertoire collected at nome
and school corre]ates and neasures,with widely used current tests, and 4)
how analysis of children's language use in natural settings can bring new

ideas about testing constructs which may be more relevant to children

communicative skills and, as such, their need for bilingual education.

Data from six Hispanic children attending a self-contained bilingual class-

room in Waukegan, I11inois was collected through the use of nicroethnographic
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techhidues. in different settings (classroom, home, add‘eeggﬁnity). To

-

complement the data a socio]inguisticlstudy of the parents of the six
children and a sample of the Hispanic community at large across three (
). a; generat1ons was conducted. Informat1on related to language use, language
 profieiency anﬁ attitudes toward language, bilingualism and bilingual
education was.gathe;ed'through a questionnaire. A description of the
‘re1ationship between.tﬁe\community data, the parents"data and the children's
{anguage proficiency i; pfeseﬁted._IUsing the language repertoire collected,
the congruency between the actual 1aﬁguage colTected from the children
and the test ce;tent in the Bilingual Syntax Meastye and James Language
Dominance Tests was analyzed. Fipa]]y, a functional a"§i§515‘°f questions
and directives found in the ehi;dren's repertoire collected in formal
and informal settings in 3panish aad English was conducted. Adaptations
_ - of taxonomies previously developed by, Ervin-Tripp, (1977) were used—forA
;his analysis. The implications of the study for future research and

‘ 14

for bilingual educat1on are also d1scussed in this report.
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In 1974 the Supreme Court of the United States“opinion in the class
suit Lau vs Nichols mandated that non~Eng11sh-speak1ng (NES) ch11dren
should be provided w1th a mean1ngfu1 opportunity for education in pub11c
school settings. A set of gu1de11nes called the Lau Remedies were pre-
pared to bring school dtétr%cts into compliance with the Lau decision;
otherwise, noncompliance was at the risk of losing federal assistance.

Decisions are made in reéard to nho needs Specia1 help in learning
English thréugh bilingual educatior or other programs designed for this
burpose,and/or language used for instruction in the c1assf60m by testing
children to determine their ianguage proficiency. What is troublesome
is that most instruments used to determine_English language proficiency
levels have not provided to be reliable or valid.

In generai the constructs of curkent1y used tests-are based on
- adult expectat1ons of what ch11dren should be able to produce linguis-
“tically rather than on what ch11dren,do. It is thought that the
dichotomy‘between what tests measure ahd what children do linguistically
make thelre1ationship‘between the content of tests and the child
language reperto1re non- congrueht As such, what teets measure becomes
irrelevant or too narrow in scope to portray the actual r1chness of
the natural 1anguage~reperto1re of children. In this manner, children .
are pena1izeb for not producing what adults feel they should prnduce
and, in turn, it is impossible to aeconnt for the'real communicative
competence ot chi]dren. .

Tests of language proficiency widely used in bilingual programs.

vary in the type of constructs used to measure profigieney. Some of ,

them measure mainly vocabulary knowledge, others measure the use of . ' »




certain gramnahcaT fonnz/ varymg in comp]exxty, still other tests use .

a more complete construct where funct1on as Well as form of Tanguage are.
taken into accognt, to determ1ne 1anguage proficiency. Ev1@ence from
research, Tucker (1977), Bowen (1977, Cumnins (1979), Troike (1981),
Rodr{quez-Brow’ (1979) among others, 1nd1cates a need to 1ook beyond
language profici®ncy when determining the educat1ona1 needs of noﬁ‘Eng11sh
speaking children.

The purpose of this project is: 1) to describe characteristics of . -~

kS

.‘r k ) i]

the community language dse and\éttitudes and their re}atfonships to the o

' ‘familities of the target children in the study, 23 to give examples of , !
ways in which current test instruments and actual children's 1anguege,
are non-congruent, 3) to specifylthe_need fp} hew 1an§uaqe proficiency
constructs which ere based on what chi]&ren can do linguistically and
4) to present Qeta collected from children's natural 1anguagetsa@pﬁes '
Ghich may present somébnew’iheas and/or direction in regard to language

' proficiency testing. New language pro%iciency constructs folldwing this
perspect{Je,sth1d*be more holistic in nature and take into accomnt the'
‘r1chness in language use (form and function) found in children's natura]

» s~ .

language repertoires.

\
|
Review Of The Literature SN
. |
Stud1es dea11ng with the Tanguages used by bilingual children have ' |
genera]]y focused exclusively on the 1nd1v1dua1 . gpeaker, and h1s/her

capacity .to form and‘comprehend sentences in the standard variety of:one

of the two languages (Lance, 1975; Gonzé]ez, 1970). Language behavior in .
specific’ speech s1tuat1ons within'a speech community has been the, concern

of more reé!gi studies which have examined ‘bilingual speech from a

r
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_ different 6erspéct1ve (E19as-0livares, 1976; HcC]ure, 19.77; Poplack, 1979;
| . Zentella, ‘978).,'These stucies<have taken as a scarting point the speech
. connmnity.as a whole and have examined the structure of the total range of
styles available to the speakers through the use of soc1o11ngu1st1c and |
ethnograph1c nethode&ﬁg1es. Basic concepts such peech conmun1ty5 1
. épeech event, speech act; yerbal repertoire and communicative competence
A ‘underline the research and are fundamental to gnderstandﬁng ‘
how language is used in different settings (Hymes, 1974; Blom and Gumpetz,
1972; Guhperz, 196@) The totality-of the linguistic varieties -- dialects,
styles, reg1sters or languages -- available to members of a speech communi -
. ty -- the home, the neighborhood, the schoo1 -- constitute their 11ngu1st1c
or verbal repertoire. In iffect, studies by Hernandez-Chdvez, 1975; Labov,
o 3966"Peﬁa1osa 1989 have demonstrated ‘that there are no single style
speakers and that most speakers fove a10ng a cont1nuum of linguistic
varieties whose se]ect1on depends on soc1o11ngu1st1c factors such as‘
types of speech events, att1tudes towards varieties, forma11ty or in-

)

formality of the speech situation, age, sex, education, eccf

4

. . | ; I1f one agrees that speech is primarily‘socia1 behavior, and that

1]

§t should not be” 11nnted to tHe product1on of grammatical correct

\\\\\

. séntences, then one-can argue as Hymes does that:

- ' A child from whom any and all "of the grammat1ca1 '

fa

sentences of a language might come with equal likeli-

4 .

hood would be of course a social monster. Within the

~ ( »

social matrix in which-it,acduires a system of grammar,

a child acquires also & system of its use, regarding

persons, places, purposes, other models of, comunication,
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etc. -- ali fﬁe components of communicative events,

together yiih atiitudes and beliéfs regarding them.

T
There also develop patterns of the sequential use of

Tanguage in conversation;,address, standard routines,
and the ]ike: 15 such acquisition' resides the child's
sociolinguistit competence (or, more broadly, commun?-
‘cae}ve competence), its ability to participate in its
society as not'on}y a speaking, but also a conmunicagjng
merber. fwhat chilaren so acquire, an integrated theory
of socioTinguistc description must be able to describe.
(Hymes, 1974, p. 75) \
Communicative CO@petence involves both a khow1edge of well formed grammat-

ical sentences and of their appropriate use. Speakers who have developed

~

. sociolinguistid or comunicative competence have developed abilities to n

judbe when to speak, when not)to, what to talk about, with whom, in what
way, when and where. In addition to this, the speakers develop attitudes-
regarding the 1anguages or varieties they use, and the conmun1cat1ve events.
How can we then descr1be the ability possessed by the speaker which
helps him or her to communicate effectively in deferent settings and
situations?: He may ettempt to areive at this description by looking at
various components of speechldeve1oped by Hymes (1971, 1972, 1974) --

setting, participanfs, topics, and purposes. The setting includes the

relevant time and place in which speech occurs; the home, the neighborhood,

the_school playground, and the classroom. The participants are all those __

who take part in communicative events -- sendérs, receivers, and audience.

Topic is a variable that can be defined as an explicitimessage on an
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~_interaction, which hasJinTornmtiona1 context. Pdrppse or end is & vari-

" guistic proficiency within the

P

AT

_according to Hyhes (1971, 1972, 1974) could.deal with the following types

able that can be defined as the goals or.outcomes of a speech event: to .
command, tnse1t, win over, convince, request-information, put d , etc.™ - .
The components of speech can be used as a guide to discover and déscribe ‘ ‘
speech behavior understood in terms of communicative competence (torm
and function) and creativity.

To study ceﬁmunicative competence one has to focus not only on forﬁ
but also on function in 1anguage use, in order to find out how children
use language to QEESTp1iSh their goals. This may incfhde:‘for example, -
units dea11ng w1th requests for information.) How is informati requested
at home? Are requests made to parents: s{m11ar to those made to siblings?

How are questions directed to adu]ts at home? How are questwns directed

to teachers 1n schoo17 Are performat}ves,.dJrect 1mperat1ves statements, e

1nd1rect questions used’ Interpretation w111 be h1gh1y dependent upon the

setting, the types of part1c1pants, the rights and obligations among
the speakers, and the speakers' expectat1ons in regard to the social
situation. Are there special 11ngu1s\qc powers used to show apprec1at1on
in different situations? How does this vary from the school to the home?

0 M . I - \_/ ' [
Thus, a sociolinguistic study of communicative competence and 1in--
amework of the ethnography of speaking,

NI SN
-~ - PN

of prob1eus'or questions' -

(a) Hhat 1s the set of 11ngu1st1c varieties available to the .

e — speaker and the connmn1ty7 “What’ are-the mean1ngs -associated

with these “Yorms-of speech? __ ' e

\‘ —

(b) -What are the contexts or.situations for communication,
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> rnc1ud1ng speak1ng, as defined by the individual,’ group

B "* or community? What meanings are associated with these '

\ contexts? Are they the same or different? - ...

' In summary, what needs to-he studied is the ggt_gf\gftterns wh1ch
reldte forms of speech ahd contexts of situations. In addition, the

. appropriate use of these patterns in dﬁfferent situations, according to
rules of speaking shared by the speech community, should be exghined,
Several qualitative research studies have provided an understanding
of how‘1anguage is used ih the bilingual classroom (Erickson and Mohatt,
1§77; Legarretta, 1975; Walcer and Rodriguez-Brown, 1978; Bruck, Schultz,
and Rodrfguez-Brown, 1977; Schu1tz, 1975). Unfortunately, these studies
> "have not eip1oreq,the relationship that may exist between the adult speech

community and the student community.

>

SR Few researchers (Cunmins, 1980; Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa, 1976)
have addressed the issue of the importance of soc1ocu1tyral and attitudinal
factors 1n the academic performance of students 1earn1ng a second lan-
guage. According to the findings from these studies, a consideration,

v of pure determining the appropriate language in-

struction‘for these chifﬁren is inadequate. Sociolinguistic and ethno-
graphic data from the communit?es.in which the .children and their parents

" 1ive may contribute to the success or failure of programs aimed at . '
prOV1d1ng equa1 educational opportuhltlg%ifar’aTT/etudenté.

. Cummins (1980) 'and others have suggested that there may be a re1at1onsh1p
between a student's poor performaﬁce in L2 (in school situations only) and
the attitudes of the adult community towards the dominant group and~towards

their own identity. That is to say, those who hold a pattern of hostility -
[] L .
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. | . towaregthe dominahb;group and insecurity about their own language and

culture tend to perform poorly, whereas those who have a strong sense of

¢ pride in their own 11ngu1st1c and cultura] background tend to be highly
successfu] in learning in L2, and aregmore motivated to maintain their

Ior1g1na1 1anguage and succeed in school. ‘
Stud1es that assess language usage 1n bilingual communities,” and
. | attempt to identify the ha1ntenanceor‘transfer status of Spanish in the
‘connmnity provide important information needed to understand the children's
attitudes and to help formulate more realistic, and epprdgriate 1anguage
policies and educational programs. As Aguirre and Bixler-Marquez (1980)
~state, language assessment of the student popuiatien is normally restrictedé
to an analysis of the chi]d's first lanquage, the langyage that he/er she
normally speaks, and the language most spoken at home. No information is
gathered about the commun1ty s perceptions, needs and goals'. Aguirre and
B1x1er-M5rquez study of a conmun1ty1r|Northern Colorado indicates that
the1r current bilingual education ﬁrogram fo]lows the guidelines of the
. state's b1]1ngua1 educat1on policy, but does not take 1nto account the
attitudes and preferences of the community towards the maintenande and
deve1opment of its 1ingdistic and cu]tuka}_hehitage. This lack of corre-
spondence between the school district!s policies and the coﬁmunity"s socio-
cw ]1ngu1st1t aims "m1ght exp1a1n‘why many of 6ur b111ngua1 educat1on programs
{ are really not interested in b111ngua115m§ as muth as in their service to

k]

a much large% educational process that s largely bureaucratic in nature”

(Aguirre and Bixler-Marquez; 1980 p. 15).

3

~ In order to understand and evaluate thguage prof1c1ency and Tevels




studies because the edycationa1'attqinmeht'"is shaped by a coﬁb]ex set
of vaFiab]es that includes among. other things demographic patterns;

S soc1o-econom1c status and c1as§ alignments, cultural va]ues, commun1ty
attitudes, community demands, school commitment, and comnunity part1c1pa—

t1on" (So1€, 1980, p. 140).

+

~ The basic.unit for the ana1y51s,of the interaction of language and

¢

social sett1ng is the communicative event (Hymes, 1974). The components
‘of the communicative events wh1ch ‘have been se1ected for the present
study include: (1) the various k1nds of part1cypants and their soc1o1og1ca1
~attr1butes, (2) the mode of commun1cat1on e1ther verba] or wWritten;
E : (3) the languages shared by the part1c1pants, (4) the sett1ng home, *"’//(/
ne1ghborhood clhssroom, (5) the 1ntent or purpose he]d by the speakers,
(6) the topic and comments; (7) the types of events: e.qg., quest1ons,
~ commands, Jokes . ' ‘
. ‘ Recent studies (not necessar11y(6e;i1ng w1th b171ngua1 ch11dren)
‘have not only examined‘]anguage behavior in specific speech situatjons,
., but have also changed ithe unit of analysis from the sentence to speech
acts and events (S1hc1a1r anﬂ Cou]thard, 1975 Erv1n Tr1pp, 1977). These ’
studies have dea]t With d1scourse structure focus1ng on various other

»"

systematic levels such as turns of speaking, conversations, moves,

’ E . ¢

. utterances,.or exchandes. These studies examine) functional diversity

in 1anguage Their findings indicate that there is not always a direct

correspondence between 11ngu1st1c functlons and structura] forms. Ques-
A

tions, for example, are d1ff1cu1t to code because some questions can be

1nterpreted as requests for 1nformat1on others, are imbedded lmperatlves,

while stlll others are s1np1y-rhetor1ca1 (Erv1n Tripp, 1977). Thus, “‘%
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the function of an 1nterrogat1Ve dec]arat1ve or 1mperat1ve sentence may
be served by dlfferent forms. There is then a lack of correSpondence
between form and funct1on because any given speech act can include
several grammatical structpres, and any' given grammatical structure can
be used to perform several communicative~acts (Coulthard, 1977; Hymes,
1971). . |
. . )
Dore (1977) states that form a]one‘BEnnot determine{pragmatic func- o,
tion,tbecause the hearer's interpretEtion of the speaker's communicative
_intent is dependent on various factors that function independeptly of the
' gramnar ‘The fiﬁst step in ‘the formalization of the ana{ysis of the” func-
t1ona1 use of speech according ‘to Labov.is to d1st1ngu1sh "what is being .
said from what is being done" {Labov, 1972,'p. 191). This type of analysis
must re]ate a, sma11er number of sentences written within a grammatical .
framewo%i to a much 1arger set of actions acconp11shed with words.
The speech acts labeled as directives have also been studied among
adults. and thildren becaﬁse they have a“high frequency of usage, often
lead td\gétieﬁ"are easy tq identify and are rich in structural variabil-
“ity (Ervin-Tripp, 1976) Speakers, and especially children demonstrate
their communicative competence when they are able to 1dent1fy d1rect1ves
which have other surfaee forms, such as an 1nfonmat1on quest1on or a state-)
.nent. In these cases, the speaker must have'a know1edge of the function
of the utterance in order to understand it as a request for action. /
‘ Mitchell-Kernan and Kernan (1977) employing Ervin-Tripp's c]ass:;;;:j—‘\\‘
tion'sgheme have examined aspects of the use of directives among black °

Americanaggildren who were 7 to 12 years old. The %nvestigation focused

on (a) the social distribution of directive types used by children, and




(b) the re]at1onsh1p between particu1ar directives and broader ‘interac-
t1ona1 goals, It was found that the ch11dren had acqu1red all of the
conventional forms that d1rect1ves may take in adu]t American English,
that there‘were no differences in age with regard to the’chi]?ren's abi]%ty
te use the various'types of directives, and that they show an Awareness
of the sacial factors involved in the selection of the appropriate diree;
tive forms aceprdjnﬁ to the type of social §ituatton.

Issues such as 1anguage used for instruction in bilingual, programs,
entrance and exit‘criteria; grouping criteria, etc., have been dictated
by the degree of Enhlish langage proficiency of the children attending
these programs, For severa] years now researchers (Tucker, 1977; Bowen,
1977; Cummins, 1979; Rodriguez-Brown, 1979; TRQike, 1981) have noted that
language proficienc§ is but one aspect to be taken into account when deter-
m1n{ng the educational needs of noncgng11sh speaking ch11dren " Other -
aspects«to be taken 1nto<account are cdgﬁr\Hve deve]opment and home .envi-
ronment which according to Cummin's (1979) "1nterdependence" ‘hypothesis |
interact W1th first 1angua;e 1earn1ng to fac111tate or hamper second

1anguage learning and sChoo] ach1evement Bowen (1977}, Tucker (1977)

and Troike (1981) suggest that there is enbugh ddta available to shaw that

~ the language which is used as the medium of 1nstruct1on shou]d be deter—

mined according to socio-cultural rather than linguistic character1st1cs

of the children. Rodriguez-Brown (197Q),found that cognitive deve]opnént

*and home environment,ani;hnggytant factors to be taken into account when

determining language to be used for reading instruction in bilingual class-

-
1

rooms .

1
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Since 1anguage'brbficieﬁty presEntly seems to be the factor which
is mpst heavily emphasized in regard to decigion making in bilingual pro-
grams, it seems necessary to examine actual test instruments, their
< . validity and reliability, and particularly the, language constructs upon s
which they are based to find out whether they are congruent with of meas ure ‘
aspects of language commonly found in children's natural language at ﬁome
and at school.
In regard to bilingual education, there are no language assessment
instruments available at present that accurately test the ability to func-
~ tion adequately in the educational process (aéademic achievement, language
proficiency, etc). De Avila and Duncan (19765‘e§aﬁined 46 tésts of lan-
ggage proficiency and dog%ggncg: 43 measured roagg}ary range; 34 dealt
with ora] syntax comprehension' but only 9 were aimed at measuring
funct10na1 uses of 1anguage Th1s is in splte of the fact that tests
of phono]ogy and” grammar are not accurate pred1ctors of effect1vé part1c1pa-
tion in the classroom ‘or communicative competence as'shown by previous
studies by Savignon (1972), Tucker (1974) anséﬁpshure ana Pé1meqt(1974).
. Language proficiency should be a measure of communicative combetence
as defined by Hymes (1972) and subgequently by-Halliday (I973), where’ |
form a; well as\function of Jgﬁgyage éfe taken into account. Seyeﬁa]
researchers have tried to study‘whekhér'con§1}ﬁéts that focus on_functional

! \

and/or formal aspects of Tanguage are best gredictors of communicative

W

‘ conpetence - ) — ) ~-

! . AR

Savignon (1972) studied the test performance of three different groups
of students studying beginning French. Although ‘the three groups received

the same number of instructional hours, each group received an extra hour
- N _ . - '.} \

1
’
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of activity which differed from group to'group (communicativelski11§, cul-
ture and 1anguageﬂ1ab). End of course tests (one for grammatical competencef
four for communcative competence) showed no significant difference in the
grammatical competence test but the group that received the extra hour of
communicative competence did s1gn1f1cant1y better than the other two groups.
The findings showed that emphasis on basic communicative skitls does not
interfere w1th 1anguage deve]opment and that tests of commun1cat1ve compe- .
tence are better predictors of communicative competence than tests of
grammatical competence.

Tucker (]974) did a study where he tested two groops of'second lan-
guage 1earners (one high and one 1om!in grammatical skills) with a test
of communicative competence and no signiftcant difference in performance
was found in the two groups. That is, the two groups could commun1cate
equa]]y well, despite their d1fference in scores on tests of grammat1ca1

' competence’ These ?Tnding§ again.suggest that grammaticaT compexence‘““\ T

. based tests are not good pred1ctors of comnun1cat1ve conpetence

Upshur and Pa]mer (1974) stud1ed the 11ngu1st1c accuracy of stu-° - . tric.f
dents who had 1earned Eng]lsh through forma1 c]assroom tra1n1ng They
found that linguistic accuracy (as measured by grammar related tests) mas

not a good pred1ctor of their measured commun1cat1ve abilities. D '

These three studies show, in general, how commun1cat1ve competence
tests are better predictors of 1@nguage proficiency than tests of gram-

mat1ca1 competence. , o :

TIaNvws .oy, . t
N ~~ Voo e

In regard to more holistic perspectives in communicative competence , .

“ LRV

testing, integrative views of communicative competence have shown the need

~
o

to evaluate form anoafqnction of language when determining levels of pro-

- »
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ficiency in second language learners. Carroll (1978) has distingujshedl ‘
three levels of proficiency (basic, intermediate.and advaneed). He defines»“
these Tevels in terms of ten evaluation crtteria-which can be applied to
test scor1ng procedures in -integrative test instruments. The criteria are:
size, complex1ty, range, speed, f]ex1b111ty, accuracy, appropr1ateness,/ ,
1ndependence repet1t1on and hes1tat1on. Morrow (1977) has suggested that
commun1cat1ve tasks can serve as integrative tests of the 1earner S com-
municative competence. Morrow (1977) prov1des a 11st of criteria wh1ch
could be used to evaluate these types of tests. They are comprehens1b]1- ’
ﬁtj, approntiatenéss, grammatical accuracy anddnatura]ness of response. _
Functiona] 1anguage,competence is defined as the underlying knowledge
- tocmake utterances in order'to accomplish goals and to understand the
- " utteranees of others in terms of their’goals (Shuy, 1977). Language

~ proficiency cannot be descr1bed accurately unless it 1s assessed in :

communicative situations wh1ch occur naturally. Th1s is needed in order

s
l

to cover a wide range of ‘communicative ski]Ts. In the tase of school

~

children, this should involve the child's level ef facility across different

‘ speech events -- conversat1ons with péers and»S1b11ngs, forma] 1nteract1ons

with teachers, etc., and h1s/her performance within various speech funct1ons

o *

such as requesting and giv1ng information, commanding, persuading, comp1a1n-

1

ing, etc. (Hernandez-Chavez, 1978)., ' LT e e

With 'bilinglial children, the $pecification of the context in.which -

each or both 1anguages are used is relevant because to say that ch11dren
" are dominant or more pr0f1c1ent in English or Spanish_is insufficient. ,As o
§nuy points out, in order to begin to assess language abilities accurately

one has to assess comparative language abilities in a broad number of con-

13
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texts, specifying in detail wsere, under what circumstances, and to what
extent each 1anguage is used, ‘as we\? as the relationships among those

contents (Shuy, 1977) Thus, i§ a bilingual child more dominant or more’

proficient in English at §choo1?, at the neighborhood playground?, with

ygr or his-siblings? One has to consider, then not only a quantitative

dimension but a qualitative d1mens1 n as well. A holistic approach examines

{

- continuum, Tncluding code-switching behavior.

~ language use in specific situations,\with \different interlocutors and for

dif?erent purposes. Fﬁrthermore, language Variability should-be seen as
an-aséet rafher tﬁan as a liability. {Tradithonally, and especially in‘

educat}ongl cirp]es,'bi1ingua1 childrén are ci sidered highly profjcient
in a 1anguage_when that language fes bles the ne‘used by a monoiingua]
speaker. However,\as'Lavandéra (1978) points out, it is 6n1y in bi1}ngua11y

defined settings and situations. when the bilingual's total verbal reper-

~

. toire is fully used. In those settings, the speakqr is able to activate

all thevvarieties possess .by him or her, mix them, and thus take advantage

of his or her\Who1e;range of linguistic competencies.

~

t

gu1st1c reperto1re then one must take into account,the whole 11ngu1st3c

o~




The\Purpdse of this study is to reyiew qualitatively: a) the issue -
of congruency between hhat‘children produce linguistically in natural
settings and what eommonly used tests ofllanguage proficiency measure,

'b) the predictability, in terms of language proficiency levels, of a .
wide]y used test of language proficiency and each of its subtests and
)‘the a]ternat1ve efforts in deve]oplng holistic constructs to meaiure

language proficiency. The data for the study describe aspects of the

communicative competence of children who are at different levels of

.prof1ciency in English and Spanlsh by focusing on the use of quest1ons \

and commands in d1fferent sett1ngs Furthermore the re]at1onsh1p between
sociolinguistic information gathered- from the comnun1ty and the ch11dren s
11ngu1st1c prof1c1ency is discussed.* : ' )

Research Quest1ons

The generaiﬁpurposes of the study are: .a) to describe characteristics
ef the community ianguage use and ettitudes and their re]atienship to the
.fami}ies of the target children in the study, b) to determine the congruency
between the language constructs used to measure language proficiency and
the natural language reperto1re of target children as co]]ected\1n the

:d1fferent settings and c) to determine the functional use of quest1ons and
commands in thejiirget childrén's speech and variations related to their
different levels of proficiency. * -, | |

Specifically, the studj~tries to explore answers to the following

; v . §,

questions:

1. Nhat«is the re]at1onsh1p between the commun1ty 1anguage use and

att1tudes‘ahd the»target ch11dren anq the1r parents languagé use

9

in>different settings? ‘ S , L

"

AR
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2. what does the data on the communlty 1anguage use te]] us about >

the re]at1onsh1p between language used1n the community and

Q

1anqpage used in the school setting?

h

3. Ywha1w1s the relationship between the natural 1anguage produced ‘
g b; the target ch11dren and what different tests of language
prof1c1ency measure7 Are tests measuring what ch11dren know
b , and produce7 Is there a , need for new test constructs? ‘
To -answer these questions, the- fo110w1ng sect1ons of the report w111
a) present data collected from classroom observat]ons which will clarify
the subject and school selection process and 1ead'to better knqw]edge bg;'?‘f
thé‘character1§tics of theqc1assroon and children involved'in the study;
b) descfibe Janguage use,patterns,and attitudes }nformation cc]ﬁected Y
through questionnaires and obse}vations which will lead to an Understanding
~ of the Hispanfc conmunity at 1arge'and its Yelation t6<tho§e of the family

° + of the target children 1nvo1ved in the study, c) ccnpare the content cf
current tests used to measure language prof1c1ency and the actua1 ch11dren S \
1anguage repertoire as c011ected at home and at school, so as ta deter-
mine their congruency @nd/or predictability of levels of prof1c1ency and
d) analyze the use of questions and directives of the target children accord-’
ing to their proficiéncy’]eve]s in order to determine their feaéibi]ity,

. to be used as pa(t of a commun1cat1ve competence model to measure,1anguage

prof1c1ency based on what children can do 11ngu1st1ca11y

Methodo]égy , ¢

;‘ The Schoo1 System

The waukegan Commun1ty School D1str1ct 60 is-a middle class d1str1ct

Lo :,w1th a population .of 12, 345 ch11dren. It is comprised of 17 eTementany
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schoo1s, three junior high schools, two high schools and a large special
edﬁcat1on program, 1 »
Eleven of the elementary schoo1s, one junior high and one high school
1 have bilingual programs. The bilingual program provides services to 8262
chf!dren, mostly from Spanish speaking béckgrounds (Mexican, Puerto Rican
and Central and South American).

Procedure For Schosl Select1on .

In ch0051ng the ch11dren to be stud1ed in this project, we started

by visiting th1rd grade bilingual programs in three different schoo1s.

-~ ." These schools have a large enrollment of Hispanics. i
The researchers visited and observed each classroom ‘for two days

e ‘ - wlth the. consent of the teachers\- Infonnat1on on the structure and

s et 5 e v
S g T T ——————
E —— -

organrzat1on of the classroom as well as the students wés co11ected
School A The c1;ssroom-obserVEd in school A had 30 students at-

tend1ng second and th1rd~grade1 There were 15 students in third grade.-
Accord1ng to the teacher, who 1s an Anglo-American with & good command
of Spanish, 11 of these students were proficient in Spanish‘(]eve1s 4
and 5) but not as prof1c1ent in English. None‘of the students'though

<, \ were pro}1c1ent in English (13 out 'of 15 were at least 1eve1 3, wh11e
\\ N those rated at level 4 SE‘“‘not eligible to participate in the pro-
' gram). The levels of orofic1ency used by the State of Ill1no1s corre]ate
highly Qith those. described by Ed D&fvila in the Language Assessment
ScaIes {see Append1x A). .

“ +

The cTaSSroom has 1 ood partition in the m1dd1e so as to diyide
J

second and third graders for learning purposes. The structural organ- s

] ‘ !

. rzatwn of the classrpom appears in Figure 1.
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Figure 1

CTassroom in School. A
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Aithough the first and third grades were separated by a wood partition
‘.during the tigeé that we visited, students were moved from one side to the
- .other side for aétivities such as‘reading. Occasionally both 2nd and 3rd
graders were 1nc1uded. ' - !
The content areas were covered mainly 1n English, a]though the bilin-
- % gual aide was more dominant in Spanish and she had a very strong accent in
English. Although the teacher in this class gave her consent tg.be ob-
IHQEFvéd, and was as&g@Sgghteaeh\és she'would everyday, shé.§ppeared very

uneasy with visitors ard the children were tense.
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This factor, plus the fact that most children in the class were of
High Spaniish-- Low English proficiency (according to the teacher report
and our,subsequent observations) influenced us to look for the children

for our sample in the other two classrooms and, if possible, from only "

- . ~ ~

one classroom. ‘ . 7 .
School B. The classroom observed in school B includes 14 third
. graders. In all, it has about 45 students attending grades 3, 4 and 6.
This ctassroom-had children.who stayed. there during the entire school
day while others attended the bilingual classroom only for certain periods
depending on their English proficiency and thgir reading‘leve’iln-~~
" The composition of the third grade group was more heterogeneous than
in school A. E1ght of the-children were high in English prof1c1ency
_{level 4 or 5), six were reported by the teacher to have ]ow '
proficiency in Spanish, anq two were highly proficient in both
'Spanish'apd”Eng1ish.(1evéﬁ'4-or~50. One child was reported having low
proficiency in both languages (1evel 3), whereas Ehildréﬂiﬁé;é'reported
as being highly proficient in Spanish (level 4 or 5) and low in English

proficiency. .- .

X The physical organization {or structuré)yof this classroom is
111ustraﬁfa in Figure 2.

‘ There was a teacher and a teacher aide 1n the classroom. Both of

éhem were nat1ve speakers of Spanish with native-like commaad of English.

~ Spanish and Engiish were used for instruction. Usually the teac?ér§gide
handled activities in Spanish and the teacher did most of the English
instraction. Basically the children spent most of tlie day gjﬁher doing

reading in Spanish and/or English and Math. Some of. the children came to

' 19 : »




Figure 2

, "~ Classroom in School B
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the classroom to get assfgzshce related to their work in the, "regular"

y classroom.
- _ } In this class w; were able to find most of the children needed for
our sample. Only the child with no proficiency in English and high pro-.
» ficiency in“Spanish- could not be found. C€hildren with no proficienéy in
' English were very hard to find due to the f that these observations and
. ' ‘the data collection took_91a;e dur%n%);:}Jas;.two months of ?choo1. \
After qbservatioqsrgnd fo*lgrfng the teécher's‘?s;imationxof the
children's language proficiency in L1 and L2, several children, which

. , ' . .- L -~ ~
could be chosen as subjects, were tested with the Language Aﬁgsssmentt

)

4




Scp1?s to determine their profﬁciency levels in L1 and L2. Subsequent]y,
they were intervieweq by the researchers in order‘to place them in pro-
ficiency 1eve1;.‘ Their parents were also asked to assess the language- -
proficiency of their childrenL1 and L2). Several children were chosen
as poss%b]e subjecps. One reservation which we had ébodt using children
from thi§ classroom was that there was'a lot of mobility not only within
¢ th;.ETassroom but to other classrooms in the school. Thié would have made,
it harder to video tape a chiid for the duration of the project.
\J// Schoo] C. The classroom observed in school C was a third grade self-
contained bilingual classroom. It was unique in_the district in that .
there were English speaking children (Anglo and é]ack),'children from- .
Hispanic backgrounds whowere proficient in English,and Hispanic children
.with 1pw'proficiency in English who needed bilingual eaucation. Instruc-
tion was given {n both Eng]ish'and Spanish and the curricu]um included
Spanisﬁ;instruction; A1t of the childven,‘in~genera1, had a good attitude
toward 1anguage§ and people from different cultural and 1ihguistic backgrounds,

~
as reflected by their desire to particpate in this classroom where they not

i

only learn Spanish, but share experiences with ¢hildren whowenejust learn-
3 w

) ing English. L .

t

The teacher was a native speaker of English born:in\Latin America
of U.S. ‘American parents. She spoke Spanish well. The teacher aide was,
a nat1ve spaker of Spanish w1th an adequate knowledge of Eng11sh She had

2 definite_preference for Spanlfh when ta1k1ng to ch1ldren in the class-
\ h ‘

room.
4 \

.

% )

|

1 - N .

. \

. ) N I < ' |
. 4

The physical erganization of the classroom can be seen in Figure, 3. L
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'?5gure 3
C]a§sreom in School.C
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The tehcher had the following weekly schedule which she would change

when the need arose. . '
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+ Spanish
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(LEP group)
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’ch1]dren with Tow or no prof1c1ency in English were sent out of the class-

“the reeuTts of the LAS test.

" 1In genena], reading instruction took place in the morning. The four
room to work hnth the teacher alde in réad1ng in Sparfish, Eng11sh vocabu]ary
development and. worksheet assignments “from the English reading series.

There were 24 students who stayed full time in this classroom. During
the morning, about six more children joined the class for reading instruction.

Most children in the class were English speaking and could have been

- attending school in an af% English setting. There were four children,

two boys and twp girls who had Tow.proficiency in English. These
children were highly proficieht in Spanish, with the exception of one
whose proficiency in both 1enguages was considered to be low (level 3

or lower in each language),_according te, the four proficiency critehia_‘
gsed for eubject selection., These criteria included the'1enguage pro-

ficiency ratings given by parents, teachers and researchers, as well a

The School Selected For The Study

-

The researchers decided to conduct the study 1n Schoo] c aftfr thex

three schools were visited, and children were chosen from two classroems

in different schools (B and C). The reasons for selecting all the chdehen
v

from the same school and classroom were as fo]1ews: a) the third grade -
classroom in School C ingluded children who met all the different profi-
ciency'requirehents in L1 and L2 needed for the study, é) the children
attended'the bilingual class duriné the whole school day; and c) there
was w1]11ngness to cooperate on the part of the teacher, Who also seemed

o

to be more at ease with visitors in the classroom than other teachers .

'
- \




in their c1assrooh. - )

The‘echoo1 population of School C reflects the different cuTtura]
and 1inguistic-beckgrounds of Waukegan., Of the 724 students, 47.5%
are Latmo,3 15.6% Black, and 36. 9% Anglo. A 1arge per cent of the

students are bused from other area schoo]s There are 40 teachers in the

school and the princ1pa1 is Latino. The school has a large Title I com-
ponent, as well as a b111ngua1 program that spans through grades K-- 6
and includes nine teachers who are responsible for instruction 216 ch11dren

Subject Selection

The purpose of the subject selection was to find children of Hispanic
origin at each of six different levels of Spanish and English proficiencies.

High Eng]ﬁsh'Proficiency -- High Spanish Proficiency

—
-

Low Spanish Proficiency

2. #igh English Proficiency
3. High English Proficiency -- No Spanish Profic{ency
4

Low Eng11sh Prof1c1ency -- Low Spanish Proficiency
5. Low Eng]1sh Prof1c1ency -- High Spanish Proficiéncy
’ ' —

' G.f No Engish Proficiency -- High Spanish Proficiency

The degrees of proficiency used are the ones described by De Avila
(1975) in the Language Assessment éca]es (LAS). The descriptions ap-
pear in Append1x A and apply-to both Spanish and English. ‘

The 1nvest1gators v1s1ted.anﬂ observed ch11dren 1n three b111ngua1
classeg to ;e1ect the subJects ‘Each classroom was observed for at least
two days. Field notes were collected descr1b1ng such aspects as focus-
ing on program structure teacher cooperation, and physical env1ronment

3

Next, teaehers were asked to report their perception of language

proficiency ]egé]s and behaviof,‘etc.,'of ehi1dren who seemed to be good

1
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targets for our study. These\chiLdren‘yere'ieéfea‘with the LAS to deter-

mine their jevel of language proficiericy in both Spanish and Englishs -
Subsequently they werefinterviewed by the excerimentereiehd assigned to
proficiency levels (in L1 and, L2) and the parents were asked for their
perceptioh of their child's prof1c1ency in L1 and L2. In a11 there
were four criteria for subject select1on. teachers, parents and experi-
menters rating of ch11dren s language prof1c1ency and scores on the LAS

p

test. Based on thlS criteria, 14 ch11dren were selected as potential
rﬂ

.subjects:

. Table-1
Subject Potential Bank

i Total Boys Girls

High English High Spanish 3 1~ 2
(Level 4 or 5) (Level 4 or 5)

High English Low Spanish 5 3 2
iL'ev_el 4 or 5)v (Level 2 or 3) .

High Eng.Hsh No Spag(is.h 1 - 1
(Level 4 or 5) (Level 1) e

Non English . High Spanish 2. 1T .
(Level 1) (Level 4 or 5)

Low English High Spanish 27 1 1
(Level 2 or 3) (Level 4 or 5) |

Low znglifﬁ\ Low Spanish 1 1 -
(Level 2 or 3) (Level 2 or 3)

(Nate: The Non English--Righ Spanish girl is two

years older than the rest of the group.)

p_




bafa“tdliection S

After the researchers visited and observed the classroom, they became
familiar with the children and visited their homes. Field notes were
-;d1lected at these times to complement the dafa collected from video tapes.
Within the next two weeks after the observation period, each child
was video taped for one whole day of school. The target child wore a
Tapel microphone during the taping session. A w%reiess migrophone was
tried at first but problems with frequency interruption mada it impossible
tolusa for data collection purposes.; A stationary camera (Sony AVC 3250)
~ .. was used for data co]]ection The camera was focussed on the tar§e£ child
and the ch11dren around him/her. |
Subsequent]y,fch11dren were video taped for at 1east one hour at
. home playing with other children and also video tapad at’ a p;cn1c for
twd hours'Wﬁere all six children interacted. fhis video taping wasﬁdone
with a Sony ‘AVC 325Q‘stationary camera. Several audio recorders were o L
used to coltect data id areas where the camera was not recording.
Furthermore, the parents were audio-recorded during the intarview in
order to collect some parent language data which will bé discussed later

,

in this report. ( . 4 ’ R v ]
Parents‘of‘the subjects as well as about 25 peop]é in the Hispanié ‘ ’
conmua1ty .each. from three different age groups (84 people in total sample)
were chosen randomly and 1nterV1ewed in regard to their language usé
patterns and their linguistic attitudes. '
Data on 1anguage use patterns, and attitudes towards 1anguages
and bilingual education were coﬂ]ected from the parent sample and the

84 members of the subject's home community. Data were collected using

27 . o .




survey instruments, audio-taping, and field observations. Observations
were made durihg visits to the community by the researchers and the
community liaison who is a native of the community studied and a teacher
aide at the Waukegan Pubiic Schaols. Before the parents were interviewed,
the opjectives.of the projecf were explained to them. The interviews,
which fdoﬁoplace in the subjedté' homes and were tape recorded,were con-
ducted in Eng]i;h or Spanish according to the ipférviewee's language
preference. | |

The Family and Community Language Survey Questionnaire developed for
this study (see Appendix B) is aimed at gathering'data on sociological
aspects, 1aﬁguage use patterné, 1inguistié competence, and attitudesltowarq
languages and bilingual education.‘ In developing this questionnaire, the
principal investigators consulted several other data gathering instruments
which were designed for use with bitingual populations i.e., Fishman et al.
(ié?l)andOrnéfeiﬂx1972)l The former surveyed Puerto Ricans in New York,
while the latter dealt witﬁ Mexi can popu]atjons in Texas.

After interviewing the parents of the target children, the question-
naire was admlnlstered orally to 84 residents of the community. Tais
randomly seleeted samp]e included men and women of varying ages, most of
whom had ghlldren or siblings attending bilingual programs in ‘Waukegan.

Chi square tests were carfaed out to determine significance levels for each
one of the variables in the quesgibnnavie in relation to age and/or sex.

“ - A1l of the respondents were extremel} cooperative, gave extended
answers in a majority of the cases, and made 1ndependent comments on some

of the 1ssues 1nvolved in the quest1ons. This 'allowed us to gather still

more linguistic and attitudinal data.

s 7




Data Analysis
A transcription code system was developed to analyze the video taped
data. The information coded incauded the following:
| 1. Locatibn of interaction or utterances (in the case of solliloquia)
2. Speéker: TC = farget child, AC = another child, T = teacher,-
Exp = experimenter ) ,
'3. Transcription (only conversations in which the target child Qas
involved were transcribed)
4. Context (information relative to the lésson, activity, etc.)
5. Immediate situation (é brief description of yhat is happening
between people invo]vgd in the interactién) _
6. Translation (if in Spanish) / |
The transcription system was explained to several assistants who’
transcribed the tapes. Ap experimenter was available to clear up any
ambiguity, especially at the'beginnfng of this data analysis. ‘§ubsequent1y,
a different assistant checked the same tape to assure the re]iabi]ity‘and
validity of the information. o
A system to cpge target children interactions was designed, with the
same information from the transéripts.‘ An interacﬁion wag defined as a
seriesléf conversational turns by two or more speakers around a common t
activity or topic’which.are temporally related. A listing of thesg inter-
actions per child constitute the language repertoirg for thé study.

This repertoire was quantified accord{ng to the numbef of utterances.
Utterances are defined as units of speech (sen£ence;; ph}ases; words) which
express an fdea andfor intent. Spanish and English Ltterahces for each
child have been COUnte&. llt‘is important to c]arif;”that the number of

- 29
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For further ana]ys1s questions and connands which appeared in the

hxnteractlons were stucfled according tb a spec1f1c c'lassiﬁcatwn deve'loped

by Erv1n-Tr1pp (1977). These speech acts were chosen because of their

1

high frequency of occurrence ameng children and their variation accord-
ing to social factors. Subsequently, questions and cdnnands which
appeared in the different categories were classified by the c]assroom
context inm wh1ch they occurred (1 e. during Math, Read1ng act1v1t1es,
etc.). j; -

The questtonnaires given to perents and other members of the community were
c0ded‘by hand and subsequent]y‘pIaced in a computer disk for further analysis.
Frequency and oreakdown pef age group and sex were ce]cu]ated using
the SPSS system (Nie, et al., 1975). For each variable, a Chi Sguare
significant test was carried out to determine significant gifferences

among the age groups and by sex. The results of this analysis will be
' © . { C7

discussed later.

Ah Ethnographic Description Of The
Community, The School And The Subjects

General Sociological Background Of The Community

Waukegan is a small city of about 67,300

inhabitants which is Tocated
!0 miles north of Chicago, I11inois, The oopFIPtion of Waukegan,which had
been predominant]y)An§1o-Ame¥ican in the past has received a steady inf]u; ‘
of Hispanics in the last ten years, who come to the area to raise the1r
children in an urban environment that st111 has the characteristics of a
snall town. Today 13.6% of Naukegan 3 popu]at1on is H1span1c. The data
show that this popu]at1on is different from those which have been the sub-

jects of other studies in Texas (0roste1n,1975 ‘Amastae, 1978, E1{as-

S |

{
j_c;; ke
&



.011vares, 1976) New Mexico (Hudson Edwards and Bills, 1980 Ortiz, 1981),

Califormia (Sanchez,'1978), and New York (Att1nas1, 1979) 1in regard to

patterns of m1grat1on. socio-economic status, and educational attainment.

v A ¢ A A W AN ¥ 8t s o e

These patterns affect the 1anguage proficiency of the subjects, ‘their
1anguage'patterns in terms,ot 1angua9e*maintenance and shift, and their
attitudes toward English ahd'Spanish, toward varieties of those languages,
andnbilingualteducatioﬁl“ We assume that the Community's attitude will,

in turn, affect the children's attitudes«towa;d both languages ,, as well as
the children's language profieiencyh

The sample may be characterized as follows: Of the 84 people surveyed,

54.7% were parents‘of‘stuoents attending hi]inghal programs 1in the city; 36.9%.
" were junior or high schooj students, ano 8.4% were re1atives or other people

‘ related to the students as indicated in Tab]e‘4A.‘

There were three  age droups. “Those who werealo-éodyears'o1d, 41.7%; those who |
were oetween“21 and 40 years old, -32.1%; and those who were 41 years of age or

_o]der, 26.2%. These age groupings will be referred to as group ﬁ, group 2 and

group 3 hereafter as 1nd1cated in Table 4B. There were 56.3% females aﬁd

- 43.8% males. ™ . _ ' :

0f the tptaI saﬁp]ea‘ohiy 14.3% of the subjects were born on the
United States mainland S1xty-s1x per cent were born in Mex1co 16 7% in .
Puerto Rico and 2. 4% in other Latin Amer1can countries. Th1s is the f1rst
samp]e studied"in the United States wh1ch shows such a great number of*
foreign bom subjects (85 8%) ¢ A breakdown by age demonstrates that on]y
14 8% of those in group 2, were born in the Un1ted States, where as 85 2% -

weré foreign-born, (P < U]X Twenty-two per cent of the "youth" sample,

@

‘group 1, were born in the United States whi1e¢seVenty-s1x per Cent were L

?
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Table 4 . . . : ]
- Socio-Economic Background Of Community Sample ~ —  ~ -
. . ¥ . : N
,,,,, st N - pu— - -
¢ A, | hesponderts L S R , Numbar of Children
< € 1in ramily LI
Father 13 214 |
$ Mother . 28 3.3 bor2 n w7,
) Srandparent 1 2 3.4 o 22.6
Relative of Student 4 4.8 5-§ 18 29,0
. Grade School Student 9 10.7 ¥ore than 7 1% 2.6 .
High Sl Stwdent 22 26.2 .
Other 2 2.4 .
4 1
- — R Femily Income . . N’ %
5. |{Age erowp X 3 : = C
, | Less than $4,000 € &8
- W-220yeas0ld b B 417 ' $4,000--$8,000 13 191 -
21 - & yars old{Z 27 Rap $10.000--$14,993 ° 3 44
41+ years old 3 23 26.2 1}, 4 ‘15.“’:‘]9.999 18 26.5
. $20,000 or more 18 26.5 .
- = - . . Don't Knoe IR
€ fsex L 3 K O -
Female ' 45 56.3 . h)
Mle' %, a8 I. | Octwpation s
» ¢ . * Unerployeg 2 9.8
N Hows e f f% 4 49
0.5 |Pidee of Bireh X3 Laborer % 13.5
. Maintenance ¥ “®
f “[nttad states 2 1.3 Qeraar o N
Kexico 5% 66.7 Teacher Afde 1. 1.2 )
i Puerto Rico . 14167 Professional é X 2.4
. Latin America N 2 2.4 Other {Student) , ~ .{
Kusber of Years ) * .
B linthevs. .. _ X% % - = -
J. | Years of Schooting X 3 .
e 6 wonthie2yesrs W3 W85) . e 2]
. 2.1 months—5 mrs M 0.5 oo 783
5 1 Mths~10 7 8.3 Elecentary School 3 WS
. ™ ]o 1 mm“w n‘n "zo -+ 2381 LR - _J‘W’OI' High School, —27 X.T 2 -
AN my 14fe 10 1.8 . ¢| High School 17 20.2
— . College * 4 4.8 '
N . N i . '
i o, (St Mmst x| * K. |Descent or Grigih = x ¢
7 First Generation B ®3| . | Sriemo ’; 6;:
Secons Cenerstion ., ¥ &2.9 . ¥exicano .
- Pwertorriqueiic 214
Third Senerstion % 0.7 Nexican homri oo s o8 -
Fourth Gemeration [ 2 A | . |Latino 3 36
_ Other oz 2.4 —_ 4

. - ¢

born outside this country, (P < 001) It appears that this is not only
a predonnnantiy foreign-born populat1on. but that their resadent1a1
patterns are also d1fferent from* the popu]at1ons preV1ousTy ment1oned
Tab1e~55 shows that the maaor1ty of our sample'(56%) his 11ved xn the
United States for only a relatively brief pexﬂod of between s1x months and

— - » - -
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i, five years; 8.3% of the sample has lived-in this country for the last ten~
~Syears . Gnty'1i 9%;o£ the total sanp%e;haye lived in Waukegan all of theém;,.
4ives Furthermore, most of the respondents have come difectly from__
Nex1co (66.7%) or Puerto Rico (16.7%) rather than frofa other parts of the
Unjted States P 0 e A o
Thus, one can see from Table SF that the majority of those'1nterV1ewed

are second generation *‘e51dents (42.9%), whereas 39.3% be‘long to the

* first generat1on as indicated in Table 5F For the purpose,of th1s '

$tudy f1rst g_nerat1on was defined as one who is fore1gn born but has

taken up res1dence in the United States. .Second generation refers to the

first family member who was born in the United States. A breakdown by
age 1nd1cates that the maJornty of group 1, those who are 10 to 20 years
old, are second generat1on res1dents, whereas the maJor1ty of those who

are 40 years of age or older are-first generat1on res1dents '

-~
-

Studlesudeallng"watth;spanacs 1n’the~Unated States point out that -~ - -
this group, and especzal]y those of Mex1can or1g1n are at the lower end -
) of the socio-econom1c scale (Ne1nberg, 1977 Sanchez 1978). Accord1ng
to the Census Bureau 1980, the median 1n99ne for Hispanic families is
$14,023 compared to $21,023 mediah annual income for all U.S. families.
| These soc1o -economic: patterns have not led to increased mobility for the
.—H;sganxc~pepa4at%en;—and-th%s fact has—affected'the1rr13nguage‘perfbrma T T T

&

_ance sk111s 'Hlspan1cs tend to 1live in barr1os w1thout many opportun1t1es}

!

for econom1c advancement and thus are unable to move out As a direct

consequence of this segregated housing and emp]oyment pattern, Hispanics
. tend to maintain their Spanish proficiency and be h1ndered in their

' : acqu151t1on of Enngsh . -

. - . . L
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Gur present survey pa1nts a.somewhat d1fferent picture. As can be
' ‘““’seen 1n Tab1e~5H thefpopu%at1on studied has a higher }eve1eof 1ﬂcome
,and has completed more years-of education than the samples surveyed in

other studies. Table AH also shows that 53% of our subjects earn more
f ¢ -

than $15,000 a: year ' ,

The difference in income may be ddesgg,tﬁéxfact that in many of these

househo1ds both husband and wife are emp1qyed 1n factor1es located in the
; area and consequent1y, have a higher joint 1ncome than those cited in

Census figures. )
‘ »
It should'be emphasized, however, that this is a joint income which

t

' must be usually shared by large fami1ie:§i~1n effect, the majority of those

surveyed have more‘than five children (59.6%), with 30.6% having more than
D

seven children as seen in Table 46. The majority of those who work have

" jobs in factories, where they work as laborers or maintenance workers

-

as shown in Table 31. &

Our sample also d1ffers in regard to educat1ona1 backgrounds 91.7%

have comp1eted‘e1ementary school, 57.1% have f{nlshed junior high school,

““ and 25% are high school graduates, (P< :001). (Only.8.3% are illiterate.)

. The youngest group is the most edutated Fifty-three per cent of those’

who are younger_ than 20 years of agé have f1n1shed high school, whereas

-

"Among our samp1e, women have had more years of schooling than men.
. Eleven per-cent of-the men are i11i¢erate as ‘compared to 6.7% of the women.
- At the other end of the scale, seventeen per cent of the men have finished

high school, whereas 22.2% of the women have a high sch001 d1p1oma

-

——

~\.35 -
o T~

. none of those who are over. 40 yeafs of age'has a high scﬁoo1"a*p16ma-*~——-———-

P
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school domain.

¥

With regard to the way the respondents perceive their descent or
origin, the great majority of those of Mexicdn ancestry’rejected the
- .

label EChicano" or "Mexican-American" in favor of the é]assification of

“"Mexicano," which indicates their loyalty to the country they left in

' the pursuit of a better 1ife for their families.

Language Use And Language Proficiency

As was the case with the previously mentioned studies, we examined
language use in six different domains of social interaction (Fishman,
1971): homg, neighborhood, work, religion, inner-self, and media. We
have thus used a number of behéviora]ly separatgﬂdomains which are de-

rived from discontinuous social situations and are commonly associated

with a patticu1ar language or a particular variety of that language. Fish-
men {1971) has proposed (based on Férguson‘s work) that certain languages
or lénguage varieties are used in certain domains; he has postulated a
cempartmentalized»sociolinguisfic situation called diglossia. For example,
™ such.a situation the home domain would be'qne in which Spanish is used

predominantly, whereas'Eng1ish would be the major language in the work or *

According to studies done'oﬁ langhage maintenance ang)shift in
the Southwest (Amastae, 1978; Ornstein, .1978; Ortiz, 198%). the use
of Spanish and English is divided pgtween two major social functions.

Spanigh is used for most intragrouplyommunﬁcation while English
is primarily utilized as the out-group language for purposes of

intercultural communication with the dominant society. It is important
to observe, however, that in most of these studies it waslfbﬁnd tﬁat
even in the home domain the influence of Eng1is§ was evident. It appears
that the influence of English in the family setling occurs main1y4

| %
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through'sipTing interaction. As Ortiz (1981) noticed in the comnunity
of Arroyo Seco in New Mexico, most biTingual communities of the United
States seem to be und®hgoing a process of sociolinguistic readjustment
by’gttenpting to conso]idate and reconcile assignments, conflicts and
re1ationships Bgtﬁeiﬁ?Sﬁanﬁsh‘and;EngJisht~

In comhunities‘which are closer to[the Mexican Border, there seems
to be a tenuous and at times uncertain dig]ossic relationship (Amastae,
1978; Limon, i981). As such, each language is used in specific domains
of }nteraction. There are other ‘comunities, such as East Harlem in New

York (Attinasi, 1979), where the 1anguage'environment consists of the use

of B%th.Spanish and English, rather than one or the other. Spanish and

English are seen*as being equally appropriate in most domains. Both

Yanguages are used in daily social interaction, each with its own struc-

tural integrity (Attinasi, 1979).

- Is %ﬁéié”i‘fgﬁct{ona1 separationgpf\the two languages in any of the
contexts (home to media) observed and reported in Waukegan? First of all,
one nm;t remember that we are dealing with a very recent migration and

-'~O¢c‘

thus; Spanish st111 fu1f1lls ~most of the community's s commun1cat1ve needs.

-.—..IM"“Y_“ ("’,

As 1s seen in Tab]e 5, 1nteract10n with adu]ts (parents, grandparents and .

’ spouses) is conducted pr1marily in Span1sh Th1s pattern*d1m1nashes

when the subjects alternate with their ch11dren and friends. In those
situations a higher percentage of a combinatibn‘;f both 1an§uages cap be _
observed. When adults interact in the neighborﬁood (ta]king'to other
'neidnbors and shopdﬁngi.’respondents report that they choose with eqtal .
_frequency to speak' in Spanish Onfy, or in English, or in a combination .
of Eoth Janguages.. This is done-desnite the fact that’the majority 3;

~ & . 37 ’ . . 3
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Table 5

COMMUNITY SELF REPORT OF LANGUAGE CHOICE IN SOCIAL DOMAINS

'thgir)shopping is gone at neighborhood stores which sell Hispanic products

¢

"% “OF 'RESPONDENTS USING -
=
(%] >
= .
-4 ‘i = 19%) !
v ) w B0 2
‘ & L 8 5. 8
z > S E = o’
g > = - 2 £
4 2 E g . % =
. " -t v U4l [%a] -d [ g
DOMAINS E 2 . ¥ » £ =2 2
Home; To Children 1.57 | 9.8 3.6 241 6.0, 2.4 24. ,
Home, From Children 2.01 | 37.0 3.7 235 86 9.9 17.3
Home, To Parents 1.47 . 4.8 16,9 2.4 6.0 22.9
Home, From Parents 1.3 | 51.8 7.2 9.6 3.6 4.8 22.9 !
Home, To Spouse 0.93 | 39.7 3.8 12.8 --- 1.3 42.3 |
Home, To Friends 2,18 { 42,9 7.1 33.3 4.8, 8.3 3.6 |
Neighborhood, To Neighbors |2.73 | 35.4 6.1 20.7 13.4 22.0 2.4 ‘
Neighborhood, Shopping 2.89 | 28.6 6.0 31.0 9.5 22.6 2.4
Work, To Friends 2.01 | 6.0 2.5 14.8 4.9 18.5 43.2 .
Work, To Superiors 1.78 | 13.8 2.5 5.0 5.0 28.8 45.0 A
Church ) 1.92 | 60.2. 6.0 19.3 --- 12.0 2.4 o
Praying 1.81 | 69.9 . 4.8 7.2 3.6 13.3 1.2 ‘
Dreaming 2.00 | 60.2 3.6 205 6.0 9.6 - q‘
L4stening To Radio * 2.77 | 26.8 1.2 -43.9 7.3-17.1 3.7 \
Watching TV T {3 | T2 36 sz 21724 12 S—
Movies 2,98 | 15.5 --- 31.0 8.3 31.0 14.3 -
Read Papers 2.87 1 23.8 1.2 19.0 7.1 345 14.3 |
\Read Books v |2.60 1 37.3 2.4 . 33.7 6,%\@18.1 2.4
Read Magazines, 2.63 | 33.7 4.8 22.9 8. 2.0 1.2
. ¢ > < o

e

and which are managed by s_panish-Speaking or bilingual employees. e
When one examines the question of 1anguage.cho1'ce among the surveyed - —- 3

population, it becomes clear that the home domain is still clearly dominated

by Spanish even among those who are younger than 20 years of age. }ha's oV

situation also becomesf"evi dent in other more, intimate domains such as that

of religion and other inner-speech situations, In other social domains
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.. such as 'the mass media, it is obvious that the alternation between

’ Spanish language retention in this domain is sti1l higher than that reported

~group 1 (10-20 years old) claim to havé spoken Spanish as their first ; -1
\

proficiency in Spanish --.eépeéia11y in reading and writing -- decreases

k]

Spanish and English can be Te’lat)ed to generational differences. With ‘ -
regard to Spanish radio, for example, 43.9% of the sample réports alternat-.
ing between English and Sbanish radio, and 24.4% says that they mos%]& Tisten

straté‘thaton1y14.3% of group 1 listens to the radio in Spanish, whereas

RS

\
|
|

to the radio in English, (P € .005). A breakdown by ages, however, demon- }
|
|
|
|
|

54.5% of group 3 listen to the radio primarily in Spanish, (P < .005).0
In general, then, as language proficiency in English increases, the . use
of Spanish in the\medié domain diminishes, especially in group 1 (those who ' ‘

.

are younger than 20 years of age). However, it needs,to be pointed out that

by other studies. ) . o

With regard to the preferred language for reading books, 39.7i{repbrt i
g books in Spanish, of which the majoriiy.came from group 3, (P £ .05)
Peresting to observe that 47.1% of the youngest group reports a

rTgh percen ag-\of,Spanish used. This may be due to the fact that many

ries in Spanish which come from Mexico‘§hd are sold at neighborhood stores.
In effect, most qutheir'practice in reading comes\;;§§ this typé of read-
ing material which is much more informal than classroom reading material.

l
|
:
1
\ R |
adolescents ahd young people, especially women, are very fond of love sto- fl
' |
|
|
|
- —— Thé results of the survey indicate that Spanish_is_the mother tongue

of the great mgjor%%y of the respondents. Al1 the MEmber{ of the three age

groups spoke Spanish first. Seventy-six point five per cent of those in

language, (P < .05). Although it has been shown for other populations:that

[

as proficiency in English increases, the pgftentage of those who are -




{

profic1ent in Span1sh is ‘higher than 1n previous studies across a]] age

groups. Tﬁe "natwe" Tevel of prof{cféncy cTass1f1catwn decreases for .

- - >

Spamsh as we get 1nto readjng and writing sKills,

T~

With regard to current ]anguage proficiency in Spanish (Table 6), ’

. Tab]e 6

P

’ SELF REPORT ON LANGUAGE ACQUISITION -
AND CURRENT LANGUAGE FLUENCY

SPANISH  BOTH ° ENGLISH
% % %
%
FIRST LANGUAGE UNDERSTOOD |. 88.0 \ 4.8 7.2
FIRST LANGUAGE SPOKEN 86.6 3.7 9.8
| FIRST LANGUAGE READ 81.9 2.4 15.7 |
2 , , FIRST LANGUAGE WRITTEN - 81.7 L2, 173
: LANGUAGE OF MOST FLUENCY | 62.7 .  25.3 12.0

S

[

-
4 . ’ S o
.- R T N o e — - - |

one still sees that a high percentage of the respondents (62.7%) say that
. L] .

Spanish is the language in which- they are most fluent. Ninety-five point

five per cent of those Wﬁa .are -older than 40 reported Spanish as, the lan- 4

quage in which they, were most fluent, as coinpared to 59.3% of those who

Forty-one point two per cent of the youngest respondents, Group 1, rew

are 20-40 year:s, 0ld, ~and 44 1i of the ]0-20 year old group (P < .02). .
fluency in both 1anguages, and 14.7% report that English is the language <
in which they are most fluent, (P < .005). ,
--~—————T~ab4e—7—shws~thewcomumty~s~se}f—mport—of"£mﬂf§h'and‘ Sﬁaﬁ‘“h o
?1ngu1st1c _competence, It can be seen here that with regard to the whole ) (
conrr{unity very few Eubaects rate themsetves as hav‘mg "good" or "natwe :
1ike" ’skﬂls 1n speaking, readmg and writing in English, These speakers }
1
1
l

are much more. proficwnt in Spamsh even in te_r? of wrttmg skills. There

v . are also generatwna‘l differences w1th regard to English speaking a "




~ ¢ Tab]e 7 o
‘ ) . ) N
“ ‘ \ " COMMUNITY SELF REPORT OF LINGUISTIC COMPETENCE ~
o : -t R DI B -3 T - s - o
’ | % |NONE VERY LITTLE ACCEPTABLE GOOD MATIVE |, |
LANGUAGE CAPABILITY| ¥ | % 3 % . % % J
SPEAK ENGLISH la.85117.3 ~ - 288 " 28,7 12.3 1.3 | .
UNDERSTAND ENGLISH -{ 3.08 | 12.2 26.8 23.2 171 20.7 Lo e
READ ENGLISH 2.87 | 25.9 16.0 23.5 13.6 210
WRITE ENGLISH 2.74|28.8 21.3 20.0 8.8 21.3
SPEAK SPANISH 4.48 | 1.2 62 1.4 13.6  71.6
UNDERSTAND SPANISH |4.60 |---- 5.0 2.5 20.0  72.5
READ SPANISH 4.01 | 2.5 12.4 15.0 21.3  48.8
WRITE SPANISH 3.98 | 7.6 8.9 1.4 22.8  49.4
- 4

)

proficiehcyl The majority (80%) of those who are 40 years of age or older

rate their Eng]ish speaking ability as “none" or "very little," as compared

to 48.1% of group 2 (20 40 years o]d) ‘and 23.5% of group 1 (10-20 years). o

Of those«hhe ahe 10 to 20 years old, 38.2% rate their English proficiency

as "acceptab]e," 14.7% as "good," and 23.5% as "native" like. Although

the respondent's oral cemmand of English is high, theih writing skills are
- Timited on this Tanguage. i . LT o SRR -~

Attitudes Toward Languages And Language Variefies

Respondents were also asked to g1ve a se]f report evaluating the kinds

of Spanish and Eng]1sh used by them, as well as the kinds of Span;/hhspoken

&

L . in their surround1ng areas.

B Aov~$evera1-seud+es«haye—exaH+aeﬂ<d+$£eeen%—vap4et4esrnf Spanish present in

H1span1c communities of the United States (Sanchez 1972; El¥as-Olivares,

1976) As in the case of other Span\sh-speak1ng communities throughout

the world, speakers in the 'U.S. have' access to a var1ety of speech styles
o ‘ which have been broadly 1abe1ed Formal, Informa] and Mixed Forma]Span1shjs oo

R ‘ the prestige standard vanlety used by educated speakers. Informa] Span1sh

R




is referred to as a yariety which is not necessarily nonsstaﬁaénd and )
which undergoes several linguistic changes, such a§'dé1e;ibn'offéertain
~sounds, regularization of irregular verb férms, etc. Mixed refers'to
! thewvayiety that déVeIOps in language contact situations known as code- '
switching in which Spanish andrEngTish are used in the same discourse

even when participants, setting and topic remain\themsame. Examples-of

these speech styles were given to the subjects who were answering ithe -

attitude questionnaire. Table 8 and § indicate that with regard to the

'l

*Hu;ttiple answers permitted.

C g w.Jable 9

s

EVALUA’TIQN PFSPANISH SPOKEN 1t NAUKEGAN *

3

MUMBER OF RESPONDENT

Table 8 ‘ .
PERSONAL EVALUATION OF ENGLISH AND SPANISH USED*
, I ' NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS
J PAXIMUM N = 84
FORMAL ENGLISH 14
| INFORMAL ENGLISH 52
ENGLISH MIXED WITH SPANISH 50
FORMAL SPANISH %
INFORMAL SPANISH - 71
| SPANISH MIXED WITH ENGLISH. |  _ e

MAXIMUM N = B84 .
FORMAL SPANISH 15 v R
 INFORMAL SPANISH .63 . -
SPANISH MIXED WITH ENGLISH ¢ 67 '
'(*ﬂuitip’le answers pemmitted.
\ ! 4 -
E) ! »

'; ! [ ’ ! .'. , ) v
r3 4 K ! 2 )
¥ 42 . ' . I ;‘
/- o ‘

. Y . .
v % C . + ‘
.2‘ P ‘ 5519 - ;
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. ) ‘Spanish used by the respondents, 71 say they spoke informal Spanish, :
L. . _ 46 that Spanish was m1xed with English, and only 30 selected the category of
formal Spanish. In the case of English, the 1nforma1 var1ety of English
. and another type of English mixed with Spanish had a h1gher index of selec-
L tion than formal English. As was expected, tolerance for mixed var1et1es ‘ ¢
. was higher among those belonging to group 1 (10-20 years old).

When the subjects were asked to rate the kinds of Spanish spoken .in
Waukegan they were more critical (see Table 10). Only 15 thought that
formal Spanish is sgpken in Waukegan. Sixty-three thought that informal
Spanish is used and 66 selected the mixed variety. Groups 1 and 2 were '
the ones that selected mixed and informal Spanish the most.

The community as a whole has a remarkably positive attitude toward o

Spanish language maintenance. As can be seen in Table10.77.1% think that

Table 10-

AﬂITUDES TOWARD SPANISH AND LANGUAGE MIXING

!
R 1

\

1)

i £

€S NO
3 '] % )
i N -
SPANISH DECREASING IN
A | YOUNGER .GENERATION. . . | 4.2 313 22.5 -
- SPANISH SU'OULD-BE USED IN SCHOOL [77.1 ~ 12.0 0.8 |
SPANISH SOULD BE TAUGHT ’
AS SUBJECT" 95.2 3.6 1.2
SPANISH USED IN SCHOOL SHOULD BE
SAME SPOKEN BY THE CHILD AT HOME |50.0  42.9 7.1
SPEAKING FORMAL SPANISH WILL
HELP TO SUCCEED IN LIFE 28.4  48.1 23.5
i CHILDREN SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO
MLX BOTH LANGUAGES IN CLASS 0.5 11.0 8.5
*
TEACHERS SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO |- .
. i || MIX.BOTH LANGUAGES .IN CLASS. " .| 75:6- 15.9 85 Y ™

_ Spanish should be used in schoo'l and 95. 2% would 1ike that language to be )

¢ taught as subject matter. A large percentage of those surveyed (74.43)

want Spamsh to be taught all the way to 12th grade (Taple 1). It is L
1mportant to pomt out that people in group 2 (those who are 20- .40 years . ,

SN N old) have the h1ghest percentage of positive answers followed by 74.3% of, '




Table 11 =~

NUMBER OF YEARS SPANISH SHOULD BE TAUGHT -

KINDERGARTEN -- 1ST GRADE - 1.2
15T -- 3RD GRADE 2.4
ATH -- 6TH GRADE | 3.7
KINDERGARTEN -- 6TH GRADE 17.1
ALL THE WAY TO 12TH GRADE 74.4
K DON'T KNOW 1,2 '

.3

*

- group 1 (10-20 yeqrs o1d) and only 68.2% of group 3 (40 years old.or older). .
Groups 1 and 2 will probably be more influential than groub‘3 with regard
. to attitudes that will shape the future of bilingualism in this community.

Furthermore, most parents belong to group 2 and they are the ones that

have 1nf1uenced their ch11dren s language preferences.
The younger groups (10-20 years o1d) have the highest percentage of
t61erance for mixing Eng1jsh and Spanish in the classroom on the part of
T -~-«studentswas well -as- teachers. e
' - Despite’ the strong pos1t1ve attitudes towards the ma1ntenance!of
Spanish ih this community, vis a vis the learning of English, the respon-
. dents realize that English is the language they need to master to achiéve
; upward mobility (see Tahle 12) and to obtain a job. " However, one must pay
) ‘attent1on to the percentage that the category "both" has for questwons such
as "wh1ch 1anguage wou]d yau use all the time 1f you could?, " and “wh1ch
language 15 mqst advantageous?"( The respondents also realize that the
- acquisition of formal Spanish is not totally necessary to achieve suceess

in 1ife’ as this-is. & precominantly English-speaking society.

L - - » - ' .
Q . . RN . AN
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, Table 12 *

- * ATTITUDES TOWARD ENGLISH AND SPANISH
i i i - o LT "SPANISH @6?H‘" ENGLISH K T
. ] : % ) v % %

LANGUAGE ‘MOST ADVANTAGEOUS - * S . e X
TO KNOW IN U.S.A. , 13.8  40.0 6.3 | ¢ '

. LANGUAGE MOST ADVANTAGEOUS TO | . |
KNOW IN BILINGUAL NEIGHBORHOODS 28.9  44.6 26.5 ‘:
LANGUAGE MOST USEFUL TO'
GET A JOB IN U.S.A. 3.6 2.7 68.7
LANGUAGE YOU WOULD USE ALL
THE TIME IF YOU COULD 19,5 61.0 19.5 . ,

| WHICH LANGUAGE IS THE MOST BEAUTIFUL 3.4 - 54.4 10.1 A

A
. .
3

- Overall, the results indicate a strong attitude of ~suppor"'c for main-
taining Spanish as well as the conviction that children can learn both
1anguages' at the same time without jeopard%’zing the acquisition of Engh‘éh

(Table 13). Their definition of bilingual education is at odds with .

!

Table 13
‘ - b ¢ < '«’};w"
'DEFINITION OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION
, ¥
¥ v I el . ‘.*, RN b
‘ .| LEARN ENGLISH, KEEP' SPANISH S E X ok G .
- o | LeArN EnGLISH ORLY T SAI FUA S s
.| SPEAK BETTER FQR-SELF IMPROVEMENT -{ 8.3 i
' . ~ L LEARN IN SPITE: OF-LANGUAGE RS XY S :
. (CARE FOR EDUCATION OF L2 STUDENTS 2.4 e
- . NECESSARY FOR SUCCEEDING IN THE U.S. i 4.8 e
DON'T KNOW - ) : P REA ] g




- current U.S. language policies. Almost forty per cent (39,3%) of the

' «

" respondents think that bilingual education involves not only 1earn1ng

English but maintaining Spanish as well. N

* The Tanaet Children Parent Sample -

* It was previously stated that the children's language yse needed
to be studied in relationship to tHe‘cqmmunity's pattern of language use
and tnat their level of‘1anguage proficiency may be a function of their
parents’ Tanguage proficiency and their att1tudes towards bilingualism.
We ‘will now- address ourselves to this issue and the quest1on of how ’

representat1ve the parents of the six target children are when compared

to the community as a whole.,
“

The sociological background of the ten parents 1nterv1ewed is com-
parab]e to that of the rest of the community as a whole. The1r attitudes

< aremost-closely aligned with group 2, those who are twenty tO*forty years

— - B P ——

old:. This is'also the age.group to which six 6ut of the ten parents pe]ong. ’
It fs evident, npwéVer, that the parents sub-sample has been.in\haukegan
y 1onger than the'rest F1fty per cent of the parents have lived in the
.area between 10 and 20 years as compared to 2.1 -5 years wh1ch is the
) mode fgr the community. However, the maaor1ty of the parents sub-sample
:(80%) are first‘geherationfimmfgran%s,7- with regard-to generation of ‘
residenge in the U.S." -- as compared to the commun%ty at large which s, a .
. second generation community. | _ i
The patterns of language atquisitiun witnin the parent's sub-sample ~. o
are sim11ar4 N1nety per cent of the parent s sub-sanp]e spoke Span1sh as | 'f"?

[ their first 1anguage, wh1ch is understandable since the major1ty are First
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‘“ generation residents. None of the parents understood English first, in
. contrast with the comuuity data where 7.2% understood English first, then g
‘_Spanish or bothelanguages. Only one parent reported understanding both |
' languages first. This was one of the parents of a child who was p]aced
at level 5 in English. The parent’s sub-sample surpass the rest of the
' community in skilas in reading;ang;writinguaswindicated on a self report

.

measure. ] .
. The parents o.f the six target children reported positive attitudes _
- . toward Emghsh and bﬂmguahsm as d1d the community at 'Iarge The parentsf
' “sub- samp"le tended to rate Enghsh as be1ng more 1mportant 1n bilingual -

: neighborhoods than the rest of those surveyed. This 1s probably due to
their pattermn of longer res1den@ the _area. -

. The same attitudes were reported by the parents' sub-sample when they
were asked what the advan‘tage\was in knowing Spanish when looking for a
~ job and which language they would prefer to use all the time. None of

the parents thought Spamsh -was helpful in getting a job, and one- hird
(33.3%) chose to use English all the time if possible, with an even distri-

bution between the three alternatives (use Spanish, English or both).
There were s'imﬂar results regarding language use in social domains
:q'n the conmuhr’it;"sahlpleuand‘the parents'’ sub Sample (see Table 6). The -,
only d1 fference between the conmumty and parents sub-sample data is that
the 'latter uses Spamsh more across all domams than does the corrmumty at
large%ﬁxcept when attendmg church, watching T. V., and readmg newspapers.. .
.~ With-regard to the _parents.' self report of linguistic competence in ‘
English, only the mothers of . two of the 1eve1 5 children consider them-
! i | - se_l_ges to be nat‘lve speaker:s oﬁ Eng_hsh,. They also evaluate the1r Spamsh

- . { . -

- . - - 5 < - . .

N . : - S o —
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_Paula as well as_her older hrother who speaks English well in spite of .

’ski]ls highly. The father of two of them was also very proficient

in Eng]1sh and this is probably why Ana and Christina have reached level 5.
Paula is an extraord1nary case for she ig‘a 1eve] 5 although her mother
evaluates her English speaking skills as "very little," her reading skills

as "acceptable" and she reports no skills in writing. Almost a1l the

interaction between Paula and her parents and relatives is in Spanish.{

César's mothér has bgen in U.S. f?r less than two ye;rs and has. no
skills in Endiish at all. Her older children have to serve as internreters
whenever she needs to communicate in English. César, Paula, Juanita and J
José's parents all teport native competence in Spanish although the majority
report fewer skills in reading and particularly in writing. Pau]é's case
may be exp%a1ned in terms of the positive attitude on the part of her .
parentg for her learning English. Slnce they have lived in the U S.A. .

longer than the LEP children's parents, that influence is already shown in

using mainly Spanish at home.

As is the case with the community at large, the>parents of the six
target children have very positive attitudes tqward hilingualism, the
maintenance of Spanish and the teaching of that language in ;cnoon They
statethat they want their children to acqu1re English and maintain Spanish _
so that they may have better job opportun1t1es, be ab]e to communicate
with family members if they go back to the native countries, and be able

i

to interact with recent newcomers from their country offorigip. The fol-

Towing statements reflect these attttudes.

"Porque si 1leva uno el puro lngles tal vez uno no pueda vivir a}]a

Con los mismos problemas que 1legamos aqua Jlegamos p}]a.
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- +

. ] "Because if one only knows just English perhaps one wouldn't be
i . /\ T e T e \~--~\ v J
T -~ ~able to 1ive there. We would return there with the same problems we ;

.
“came here with." ST , o ) ‘ J

3

"No 10 necésitan (eT espafiol) si se quedan aqui ... perp un bilingie
tiene mejores beneficios aqufi." ’ ‘ . l
"One doegn't need it (Spanish) #f one stays here -- but a bilingual

e . has better advantages here."

"Sf“sirvé (el espanol) porquE'muchos siguen 1legando de México y

< .. 1

entonces de todos modos el idioma no muere alli.'

(g§3 it's worthwhile (Spanish) because many people keep coming from

! -

. ‘ Mex1co and that way the 1anguage doesn't die.’ IR

Some of the parents b]amed their dropping out of school.on 1anguage
prob]ens and Tack “of ‘counseling. One of the parents pornted out to ‘one

< of the investigators that she wants her daughter to speak both languages . - |
K : ! .Y .
L <

. ®so shewon't ge-out like me.* O f ] ]

uThe majority of ghg studies dealing with language usage in Hispanic - «
communities have pointed out (Hudson-Edvards and Bflls, 1980; So1é, 1980)
- N that Hispanic comnunities such as those of New Mexico in the Southwest, |
or Miami, Florida, represent yet—anpther example of a sh1ft from Spanish ' ‘

l

|

monolingualism to English monolingualism. Other studies, however, state

the need to consider the sociolinguistic dynamics of communities such as

the Rio Grande Valley in South Texas (Amastae 1978) or East Harlem in
. New York (Pedraza, Attinasi and Hoffman, 1980) as cases 1n which these:
communities aim toward a more stable balance of both Tanguages.. It remains
to be seen if the latter situation may be one that developes in waukégan )
provided that the community's attitudes and desires are re1nforced by
Tanguage planning efforts almed at ach1ev1ng a stab]e b111ngua1 commun1ty. .

v
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. The Schoo]J’The Classroom, The Target Children And Their Teachers

- ;ﬁe s;hoo \<After‘observxng the three schools and choosxng’ch1ldnen, :
from two classrooms in d1fferent schools (B and C) as possxb]e target '
subjects, School C was chosen to carry out the study. There were several
reasons why we chose all children from the same school and classroom:
a) children with all the different profigienc; profiles in L1 and L2 v
needed for the study were found in the third grade classroom in school C,
b) the su?jects spent the whole school day in the bilingual class, and
c) the teacher was very wiH]ing to cooperate in the study and.seemed to.
be more at ease with visitors in the c]aséroomt

The school is attengég by 724 chi]drén from different cultural and
linguistic backgreunds k47.5% Létinos,%@lﬁ.G% Blacks, if)p% whites, 1.0%
othgf). A large per cent of the school population is Bused. The school —-
has a large Title I component. The échoo] principa] iSrLatino.) There
T jf.areJl’O teachers.. 'UL the school. _ The bilingual prog m_in this SC}IbO] N —
“ o spans through grades K--6 and it has nine teachers 1nstrvct1ng 216

(R
-

¢hildren. ) e
* ~
The school building an o*d and a new wing and it is well kept (S

and'organized. A floor desCription of the school can be seen in Figure 4.

\ The classroom. The classroom where the data for the study was

collected is 1 of 31 in the schfol. It is situated on the floor of the
. new wing of the school (see Figure 4).

~

v " The classroom is well lighted and aired. The desks are movable, = - -

Generally children haye their own desk although they may have to change

desks or move to a différeﬁt table for group activities.

s o 50
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The target children.  Figure 5 3hows a plan of the classroom and

—

4

the place where each one of the students sits during -activities when i:he

whol

- L
e classroom works together. .
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"Figure 5

Subjects' Seatirié Arrangements
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Table 14 iden>1‘ fies the children by name-according to their proﬁéiency
descriptions in Spanish and Eng{ish. . )
. Table 14 .

Children's Name and Proficiency Description

3l

Paula High E - High S

Ana2 Hi)gh E . Low S
Carmep High E - No S

, Junita LowE - HighS
César NoE - m;hs

José LowE -

Low S
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0 , '
Paula. Paula is proficient in both Spanish and English. She attended

the bil1ngua? pregram«uhile learning English. In thefclassroom she takes
‘the role of the socializer. She gets along with everyone and re]gtes well
with all chi]dren She can successfully switch from Spanish to Standard’
English to Black English within the same interaction.

She sits at the same desk all the time, except for reading instruction.

During the morning activities she usually sits with English-speaking children.

F%gure 6, shows the intermediate area of the é]assroom where she sits. In

’ .Figure 6
Paula's Physical Classroom Environment = C
1 _Door |
D D 0 O O Teacher
e 2= 10 g
2 2
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 the gfterndon Daisy (a Latina) iakes Hénri‘s seat and Martha (Latinp) sits
- ~‘at—Mini’s-desk;‘-Figure-s‘shows the.posiiio;‘of the.vidéo tape camera dur- “_4
ing the day of Paula's recordiné. In her case, the language proficiency & |
Jevel was rated as a 5 in both Spanish and English on the following ‘
criteria: LAS test, teacher judgment, investigators' interviews. Only |
her parents rated her Spam‘sh proficiency as Level 4 (which is stiTl .hi gh).
The following is an example of Paula's story retelling spontaneous .
speech section in the LAS jﬁ_§panish and kng]ish. »
Paula's Stor& Rete]liﬁg _

y English: There wés a big animal. He wanted to drink énd
he saw a bow]. He wanted to drink 1em9nade aﬁd“qp got‘sickn'Then,
the friends, the big one, brought him some food, the middle one‘
brought him flowers and the little one brought him a flute gold.
Then, they told him, ifihe was feeling good and he told them a
’ubjt>Qg§tgtn_/”‘ﬁ_»»__f[ . I
Spanish: Una vez habfa una gigant¥ y le gustaba comer y
' . funa vez quiso comer en un "bowl" y e;a pintura y se enfermo
porque no le gustd porque era pintura. Se sjntia md} malayse " , fi
en_ferm('). Luego vinieron SUS‘amigos y’e'l gigante el mas grande. le ‘
trajo pan, e]‘médiano/grande le .trajo unas flores y el grande/
r . chiquito una trompeta de plata y luego le dijo ya me siento mas

o

mejor. Que dice luego, que dice, no me voy a comer pintura.
Paula lives with her parents and an older brother in a rented apart-
ﬁent in an integrated white-Hispanic low SES neighborhood. Paula's mother

reports oral and reading ability in English and in Spanish. The family

1

v
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" uses more Spanish than English for communication at home although they
- - - - -prefer to- Hsten to the-media (i.e..,. radlo, newspape’% etc,) inm English. -
Ana. Ana 1s proficient in Englishrand shows low profic1ency in
Spanish. A sample of her production 12;

Spanish and in English is shown -

in the story rete11ing section of £he\LAS as fo]iows:

Ana's ,story retelling
' English: The monster likes pink lemonade. He drank
something he thought it was pink lemonade, and it ﬂas pink
'ink. Then, the next day he felt sick and then, the three
monéters came_and the big one gave him some fruit, the mid-
d]e size gave him_some green flowers and the little one

! " gave him a_golden—flute. And then.he said he felt a 11tt1e -
. “ “

G - b1t better.
Spanish: La mujer. Ella, ella comid pintura. Se . _
gnférmé,\ Lg§<gmigp§,1es_di§ pan y f]ores'ngna’trompetaf

¢ o
N ~— -

Bien un poquito. e < !

[

The area of the classroom where Ana éits is integrated. Latino-
Span1sh speakers, Latino-English speakers and Black and Anglo children s1t
1p.thqtzare§ for mostrof¥th¢ day. Occasionally (i.e., for read1ng 1nstruc-
tion) children go to one of the.long tables in the classroom for reading
instructioh. She interacts mainly with Carmén and Stacy who,grewgng1ish e

!

-speakers.
~ Ana lives in a middle class ne1ghborhood with her younger brother

and her mother. They speak Cmainly English at home. Her granmother lives
"~ nearby and .Ana spends a great amount of time at hér grandmother's who’

L&

‘sbeaks mainly Spanish.

‘ o 55 . h . e
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- fitienty jnISpanish. The following s a sample of her oral production

] n ‘her 1earn1ng Span1Sh“so that Carmen can comunicate better With her
stepfather who speaks on]y Span1sh She is an above average student

-Usua]ly she is 1nv01ved in c1ass work SO she doesn t ta1k much with class-

class neighborhood. She has an older sister and a younger brother 11v1ng

Carmen. Carmen 1s"Er6?icient in English but shows almost no pro-

as related to the story retelling section of the LAS.

Carmen s story rete]]ing -

English: The monster was drinking pink ink. He
got really sick and his friends came and gave him some
__Ppresents. The big-one gave him fruits, the middle one
some green flowers and the smallest one gave him a gold
flute. And the L.. the monster said he will never drink
pink Tnkn‘°“ L . B o
Spanish: -Comer pink paint. . .. = .. R
Carmen has attended the monolingual c1assroom since kindergarten.

She is now attending the bilingual classroom due to her mother's 1nterest

mates when she, is work1ng, except for less structured situatjons such

as art and Spanish instruction.

Carmen's direct physieiT enﬁfr;nmedt_ip the classroom is the same
as Ana's which is shown in Eigure 7. She-genera]]y_refuses to talk in
Spanish with Span1sh prof1c1ent ch11dren in the c¢lassroom., Most of her
gnteractions in the classroom are with the teacher and Ana inkEng1ishi

At home, Carmen 11ves W1th her mother and stepfather in a middle

56




‘
. e e
!

Figure 7
" Ank, Cirmen and José's Physical
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Note: Chart shows the camera location for the classroom
. videotaping for each subject i{ndividually.

at home. Mosf of her life she has spokeh only English at home. Recently,
+ Spanish has been emphasized at home due to the fact that her stepfather
" speaks only Spanish. ! . |
gg§§. ~José’was describéd as a child with low proficiency in'bbth

Spanish and English by the criteria used for subject ée]ection.' He came

-
-

to the USA five yéars ago. He is attending a bi]inguél education progfam
'tdvimpfbvéﬂﬁ?s English so, he can attepd a m&nq]ingué1 classroom.
A samﬁié'bf'dosé“g,Ora1 brbduction on the stpry'rete]]jﬁg subtest 6f‘

the LAS follows: ‘ o ‘ B

"t




Jogk's story retelling '
oeeee s s s palie Themonster ... He Said-he never drink - e

- - \ - . . . . . |
lemonade because he is sick. His friends going to see

¢

him and he brought some food. \ \
Spanish: La senora comio pintura y no le gustﬁi

Dijo que ya no voy a comer mas pintura. Y el gigante

e

granae le trajo paq.‘ E1 gigante mediano“1e‘trajo‘f1ores_
y el g1gante pequefio le trajo una trompeta de plata.
The teacher believes that Jos€ may have some 1earn1ng problems. In
- the\g]assroom, he spends a lot of time with a small group of Low English

proficiency chi]dren mork%ng on English reading and language arts and

Span1sh W1th the teacher a1de _ This group meets either in a test1ng room

in another sec*.on(rfthe schooﬁ or at a 1ong tab]e 1n the c1assroom

Iﬁ:thgigma]1 group, José is more active in school work than

during sessions involving the whole classroom. Even in this situation
. he 15 ‘very hesitant about everything he does At times, other children '

4
ke
.

""" 4n the group or even the teacher*a1de make negative remarks about him.,

-;’ LR In the 1arge group activities José sits in the same physical
ST “envirgnment as Carmen and Ana (see Figure 7).‘ There he interacts more -
& - ' : o '
" *, wWith Gilbert who ‘is considered a behavior problem, Carmen and Ana do

i -

x

PR ‘ not lxke to interact with h1m‘ In genera1 he does not get much.

:"

[
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. attention from the tgachef_gr the other students when he is seated in

that corner.
I;

i
1

At home, Jos€ 1ives with his mother, father and several older

siblings. Both pérents speak only Spanish at home and listen to the

.
>

media in Spanish. Both parents work full time so José'spends most of

his time at home by himself or with an older brother, They Tlive in an

integrated (white-Latino) neighborhood. Parents report that José talks

a 1ot‘with friends on the phone but he is not outspoken when adults are

around. This nﬁy be a case where the topic, setting and person are the

" main determinants of the level of proficiency of an individual. In

cases similar to this one, language proficiency should be explained in

regard to each one of the factors described above to make it relevant

|

to the individual and his/her real needs.

Juanita, Juanita was described as a child of high’ proficiency

1

in Spanish and low proficiency in English by the criteria used for sub-

ject selection. A sample of her oral production as collected from the.

.

sfbry‘rete]]ing subtest of theVLAS follows:

59 ) >
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Juanita's story retelling,

e

Eng]ish: The monster is drihkiho painting and he is:

sick and three friends ... . .

N
Spanish: Habia unavez una gigahtfta morada que comid .

helado rojo y se puéo enferma y dijo que era pintura roje

y le regalaron una mata y una trompeta y dijo que ya no P

volverd a comer o}ntura\nghca mas. - - Lo

Juanita is a very dedicated student aslépown by.her classroom behayior (i.en,

participation, task oriented, etc.). Despite her lack of English pro-
ficiency she iélberceived as a good student by teachers and §tudents.'*5he
is gooa'1n other subjects, especially. when the} are introduced in Spanish.
She follows instructions and does worksheets and homework as to]d In the‘
class, she sits w1th the low English proficiency group who works with the
teacher aide most of the time, except for act1v1t1es 1nvo]v1ng,§he whole
c]ass. E1ther 1n the small or who]e class situat1on she 1ikes to part1c1-
pate and compete fu]]y 1u\c1assroom eot{r1t1es. - -
During the whole class activities she sits in_an 1ntegrated part of
the classroom. Her 1uned1ate phys1fa1 c]assroom environment is 11]ustrated
‘ﬂin.figure 8. P 'l ‘ ~
| She tends to interact with everyone in the classroom, eyen.when she has .
trouble communicatidﬁ, but she prefers'to re]ate to other Lating.girls
“jn the class, especially in more informal settings (i.e., art session).
| She has been 1n the USA for 1ess than one year.((;he lives with her
mother. father, grandfother and two younger sisters. They live in a Tow

.-

SES neighborhood composed of mainly Latinos and whﬂtes. .Spdn{sh is the

. main language used at home even when listening to the media. Juanita's -

[ - ’

. 160 o
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- mother and grandnq;:her stay at Beme and they try to ,:t1mu1ate and help the
. T e
chﬂdren a great deaT wh'lch seems to enhance the1r se]f 1mage Fand motiva- ne
tion m the school settmg as seepn by Juanita's performance m schoo]
f,esar. Cé'sar—-shw shows_high Spamsh prof1c1ency and very Jow English
proficiency (Level I- IIv}. A sample of his story .retelling performance
in the LAS follos}  —ooo. o oo )
. ) o A . - s . ‘ “ i i i ‘c ‘ .
César's story‘retelling - : - - <

e

(On'ly when asked; no spontaneous speech.)

’QEnghsh

Do

o ﬁ( monster ..+ The monster he drinks ink. He 1s sick, he
‘""fi/- - o says he does hke it. He are sxck. ~
—_— 61 “
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Spanish: Un gigante que.querfﬁ'éomer una sopa de
fresca y no era de fresa era-pintura y-estaba muy enfermo _

y al rato se mejord un poquito y dijo que ya no iba a

comer mas, pintura.

-

C€sar has been in the USA for less than a year. He is a very out-

going and friendly boy, who tries to relate to everyone in the classroom

°

in spite of his difficulty in English. In the class is very interested

in learning English.

-

During most of the day he sits with the teacher aide and the other -
children who are learning English at a long table in the classroom or in N
a testing room in. another area of the schbo'l.,h For activities when the

whole class par“t1c1 pates the conf1gurat1on in h1s classroom environment

is shown in F1gure 9

He is surrounded by either Ang'lo-AmeNcan or Latino children who are .

T e ———

uEnghsh proficient. In whole class s1tfuat1ons Cesar tends to inter¥ct ;‘»

X

ma1n]y with Arturo who is bﬂmgua] but he ]1kes to interact with other o
chﬂ‘dr_en as well, A‘lthough he tries very hard to learn and practice

English, c»rios can be a. behamor prob”lem-sa the teacher has to assert

My

cgntrol over him co“”*stantly. ‘. . : C~eal

e

[

© . At home, César lives with threeslbrothers and h1s mother who 1is 4’, e

unemployed. They 1ive in a low SES mixed Hispanic-Black ne1ghborhood

His mother did not finish e]ementary school and has no Eng’hsh profi c1et1cy

" at all. Spanish is the on‘ly ‘language used at home. They ]1sten to the

-----
re

s

Spanish media as we'l]

~— . —
4 /




- ‘ " Figure 9

César’s Physical Classroom Environment
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R The teacher. The teacher is Anglo-American and is fluent in both
N e ' '
“r

Spanisﬁ.and Eng]isﬁ., She is in her second year of teaching. She is vér&

1

, -, organized (as reflected in her classroom management,téchniques and in

iy

. her work plans) and committed to her tdaching. Usually she prepares

., lesson plans for the teacher aide to work with the Tow English proficiency
PR .o ‘L ’
g groug,1n~span1sh,and/or English reading’ and Tanguage.arts. °She has set

—- j;outi%es in the classroom but she is wii]ing to change the routines as
needed. She kéeps diséip]{ne in the classroom, althoughjchildren'are

free to move around at certain times of the day or during certain activi-

- ties. She'is pleasant and has good rapport with her &tudents.

, ~
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The teacher aide. ~ The teacher aide 1s Puerto Rican. She is a

native Spanish speaker; she knbws Engllsh,well, a]though she speaks

u1th a strong accent She prefers to speak in Spanish and prefers to
..relate to the H1span1c students in the class. She s in charge of most ' . ﬁ
of -the agtivities in Span1sh reading, English reading and lagguage L B i
arts with the four low English proficiency students. She helps the . ‘
teacher correct papers forlthe whole class. Although the teacher . {

specifies the activitiesto be carried out with the students, she spends

a Tot of time speaking to them in Spanish on topics of ifterest to the °

children. _
f Relationship Between Current Tests o
. Used To Measure Language Proficiency . { . M
And Children’s Actual Knowledge Of Language LT e

Rationale And Problem
' ' * A E=1

Tests of language proficiency widely used in bilingual programs yary , = -
in the type of constructs used to‘measure proficiency Some tests measuré -
vocabu1ary knowTedgé, others measure the use of certain granmat1ca1 forms - “*”":t
.varying in complexity, still other tests use a more complete constF%ct, . -
where function as well form of Yanguage are taken into account to deter-
mine danguage prof:icienc , ; < M - ' §

In genera1 though, th test construéts are base& on adu]t eXpecta-
tions of what children should be able to produce linguistically rather :
than on what children actually do. It is as though the dichotomy between . . :E
what test measure and what children do linguistically make the relation- .
ship between the content of tests and the child's language repertoire non- ' -
congruent. As such, what tests,measure becortes irrelevant or 00 naﬂ}ow ‘,ﬁg?~§3Um..
in scope to portray fu]ly the actual-richness of children’ s natura] i Coor

ianguage repertoire. Thus, chwldren are pena]1zed for not produc1ng

what adults,-as test deve]opers. fee] they should pro&uce and, in tirn,_
1t'EiJTTOSSIb]e to account for the real. communicative competence of ch11dren."
ToVdeal with these issues qualltat1ve analysis of the Tanguage ) _
repertoire of the six cnnldren and the content of existing tests was undertakep,
. ' - v T
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Interactions obtained in classroom settings. and homes were analyzed.
| ‘We do not intend to make generalizations from the findings at this, stage. |
The different Tevels of proficiency of the chitdren in the study, though,
were representative ef children attending bilingual programs and,, as such,

! . . . . LN
their language behavpor may be similar, in terms of their communicative

repertoire per level. Finally, it is not the intent of the paper to make

i

® judgments, about the tests. used in the analysis.

The intent of the study is to bring up examples of ways in which

1
b

current test instruments and actual children's language are non-congruent,
so as to specify the need for new constructs which are based on what
children can do linguistically. As such, it is expected that most, if

“ )  not all of the different aspects of communicative competence will be .

)

R 1nvoTved in the detefm1nat1on of language proficiency in bilingual
(
o ch13dren Tests deve?oped from this perspect1ve should be more ho]1st1c

7 ‘ 4 ‘
- 1u>nature and take into account the’ richness in language yse {form and _

- ,,i' “functron) found~1n'ch14dr€n s natural language repertoires. '
3
’ Fﬁeregard to moré holistic perspectives in communicative competence

SR test1ng (1;e., cloze tests), 1ntegrat1ve ‘views of conmun1cat1ve competencf

- > »'

< bzve shown the need to evaluate form aﬁd function of ]anguage when deter-
,mxning 1eve1s of profxcxency in, secand 1anguage learners. Carroll (1978)
has distlnguished three Tevels of prof1c1ency (basic, intermediate and ‘
. advaqged) He def1nes levels in terms of ten eva]uat1on criteria which

: {el ' . ‘ . .
°¥""“9""*d il s pdLures.An-1ntegraLl .tasg‘.an;t:wmnts

.

. The cr1ter1a are: size, complexity, range, speed, flexibility, accuracy,
appropr1ateness, independence, repetition and hesitation. Morrow (1977)

has suggested that communicativd tasks can serve as integrative tests of

the learner's communicative competence. Morrow (1977) provides a list of

4 ) N - 4
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criteria which could be uged to eva]date‘these‘types of tests. "They
are comprehensibility, app}ppriatenesss_grammatica] accuracy and natural-
ness of response. |

The following section of' the report presents 'some data wh1ch m@y
shed further light on the issue of pred1ctab111ty of commun1cat1Ve com-

~ petence through grammat1ca1rs communicative Competence tests.

The issue of congruence between test constructs in language pro-
ficiency tests and children's language repertoire will be explored by’
comparing and describing examples which illustrate the _relationship

between what the test measures and what the children actually produce

o

,lingustically.

.
'

Test Constructs And Predictabi1ity"0f Language Proficiency levels

In selecting subJects for the present study, one of the criteria
" {used was the tanguage A%;essment Sca]es (LAS) results. , The LAS is based
o on the premise thét 1andbage.cons1sts of four pr1mary subsystems 7the

,

phonem1c system, the referent1a1 system, the syntactic 'system and the

~ _ pragmatic system. The test 1nc1udes five subtests described as phonemic,

,minimal sound pairs, 1e§1;a1 or vocabulary, and sentence comprehension

¢ T N
.and production (a storxfretel]ing subtest which measures pragmatic use

of language). 3

~
g

For most of the sik ghildren chosen in the sample, the LAS%RESthS

showed levels of prof1c1ency which were. the same as at least two of the

2O e e e
a———a,

other three cr1ter1a 1nvo1ved in the selection proceSs, namely the prOfﬁ-‘

ciency levels as determined by the teachers, the investigators and the

parents. Only’ 1n three cases, and with the Spanish proficiency test, "was

there a difference between the levels assigned by the other criteria and’

Pl N
K




the LAS results. An ‘analysis by subtest was done to determine whether all

1

. 'subtests or some of them were better pred1ctors of proficiency levels.

The LAS: Manua1 and Technical report (De Avila, 1975) does not explain the

method. used to determtne the cut off points whlch de]1neate the d1fferent

levels.

[

écore Description
- 85 to 100 Totally fluent in EngHsh
{(or Spanish) ‘
75 to 84 Near fluent in English
(or Spanish)
- 65 to 74 Limited English (or Spanish)
T (. speaker
‘ { 55 to 64 (ion-EngHsh (or Spamsh) - <} L
b}
, N speaker, apparént-lin- i .
y , RS guistic deficiencies y ®
. i - B B f. o R ) 7\ _ ) N . - i,
~ : ¢ %54 and & *fon-Engl1sh- {or Spanish) 5 £ S
1 ¢

1
¢

Interpretation Of LAS Scores In Terms Of Levels

The cut-off points are described in Table 15.

Table 15,

Speaker, total linguistic

deficiency

3
: , s . Y

A per cent of right answers per subtest was determ1ned for each
subaect Iaﬁle 16, (A and B) shows th1s 1nformat1§n as well as fhe sub-
test prof1c1gncy 1eve1s using the same breakpo1nt$ as for the total

scores. The data were rev1ewed to determine wh1ch subtests and how often

the subtestrscores dlffered by two or more prof1é1ency levels from the
{
Subtest scores were defined as nonacongruent with the

Lo

total score.

tota1 score 'when there was .@ difference of two or more levelis of prof1-'

*

Eidncy between the subtest.and the total score, ~ "
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Table 16

Per Cent of Responses, According to Subtests

A - English Test

"

Celar

) Payla Ana CIrmeh Jose Juanita
Subtest % Level Y  level | % Level | % Level | % level | % Leve)
1 Phonemes 100 5 93 5 96 5 70 3 86 5 47 1
i Minimal Sound Pairs OO : 5 100 5 19 5 90 5~ |9 5 47 |
f11 Lexicon .- 100 ' 5 100 5 100 5 |67 3 75 4 72 '3
- 1V Oral Comprehension 00 5 9 5 90 5 70 3 w0 60 3
¥ Pragmatic Use . ©?
of Languaye* - 4 .- 5 - 5 .- 2 -- 2 -- 1
Eotal LAS Score 1 , .
nd Level 86 5 98 5 95 5 57 2 57 2 43 1
PFor subtest ¥ a level was assigned according to different factors (see' De Avila 1975).
- /
' B - Spamsh Test . ‘
’ : Paula An3 Carmen Jos& Juanita Tesar
Subtest . % Level % tevel | 2 Level | % Levei | 2 tevel | & tevel],
1 Phonemes 8% 5 80 4 86 5 73 3 93 5 37 1
11 Minimal Sound Pairs | 80 4 60 2 45 1 - 95 5 95 5 95 5 .
R TII Lexicon {00 5 94 5 92 5 100 5 97 5 94 5
2 1y Oral Comprehension NGO 5 % 5 oo 5 fwo 5} 4 f% 5
S ¥ Pragmatic ¥ o ¢ ] :
{ | of Languagex? Zos | o2 v | - {\fz qeel 5 flel, S
‘ Togal LA? score 95 5 61 2 50 | 1 I% ‘4 96 5 90 5
N _Nbf‘_ L n LEVQ - '
I - A w1 s |

-~

**For subtest Y atevel was 1ss*gned according to coherence of content of the sﬂtﬁo;j/_.mrepea‘téd:’ ..
syntactic efrors, word combination, complieteness of sentences, accuracy of story.

Y . PR

A review of the data in Tab1e15 shows that for twe Engl1sh test on j

six occasions the subtest prov1ded a score (1eve1) twp or mOre 1eve1s re-
moved from the 1eve1 assigned by the total score. In th]s case, the ‘i
levels shown 1n the ‘subtest were ‘usually higher than the-Jeve1s ass1gne%
by the total score.' This difference in levels appeared in three d1fferent
ubjects and only with the Tow Eng]1sh prof1c1ency subaects (TQVels 1,

and 3) who were 1earn1ng Eng11sh as ‘a-second language, .. In genera1, it

A A

. can be said that each one of the individual subtests is a good pred1ctor .

of the total Jevel of proficiency for English proficient children but T

1




1
’

d tended to vary some with Tow English proficiency ch11dren. especially the

- lexicon and mipimum sound pairs. For that reason then the whole LAS
English test score is a better predictor of the 1anguage prof1ciency of
the students. The story retelling subtest (pragmatic use of 1anguage)

g/ | proved to be as good a preJ:ctor of English proficiency as the total
swre for a1l children. | x

In the Spanish form of the LAS three of the five subtests (phonemic,

1ex1ca1 and oral comprehens1dn) produced scores with two or more levels of

A}

‘ ,j~ C d1fference from the total score. Students were overscored by the subtest
. " while the total score shﬁhed much 1ower proficiency in Span1sh These j
subtests by themse]veswerenot good pred1ctors of 1anguage prof1c1ency
levels, especially in ekildren who were not highly prof1c1ent in that lan=:

guage Aga1n, the onTy’subtest which seemed to predict the” levels of |
-.1\ "~-'-

X
prof1ciency of the: chlidren tested;as we11 as the~tota{ test 'score Was

5.

the pragmatic use of 1anguage subtest wh1ch measured commun1cat1ve .

RS,

competence as determined by the construct used for scoring this sec-
"‘“\'\“~ R ‘ ~t'ion. h s

'Since the LASh?s one'of the most wfde]y used tests of]anguage pro-’

A A
. N

3

ficiency in bilingual programs, it seems worthwh11e to do 2 1arger study

3

! to determine if these dtfferences between: the tota] and subtest scores ,

occur often enough to ca]] for a reyiew of some of’ the subtests. ;
Our LAS data (see‘Tab]e 16) seem to go a]ong ‘With f1nd1ngs by Savignonz
(1972) Tucker (1974) and Upshur and Palmer (1974) which indjcate that com=" -

......

municative competence tests are,-~in genera], better predictors of 1anguage

N

prof1ciency than grammat1ca1 competfnce-based 1nstruments.
Since the previous: stud1es were done with co11ege students, these

‘findings.suggest’that.the same holds true for younger children who are

!
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learning a second language or who still have not attained full develop-

ment in their first language.

Congruency Between Some Tests Wiqeiy Used To Determine Language

‘ Proficiency And The Children's Actual Language Repertoire

- While some tests used to measure the language proficiency of bilin-
gual students are based on constructs where several aspects of 1anguage

are measured {i.e., LAS)i others measure language proficiency by Tooking

at only one aspect of language (i:e., vocabulary or syntax).

1

~ The James Language. Dominance test is based on a VOcabu1any (produc-

" tion and comprehension) construct. It is a test widely used in bilingual

programs to detenn1ne the ch11dren s ‘levels of language prof1c1ency
A1though the test 1s to be used with K through second grade children,
schoo] districts a1so use it at the h1gher elementary grades. The test
has a form in Span1sh and one in Engl1sh both have the same vocabu]ary
1tem§~ : ?‘<%'“ «;~.\ O ' . ‘
éach form of the test conta1ns a section on producc1oh—and one—on
comprehension of vocabulary. TheffesfjWas developed to evaluate the
"language competence” (James, 1974, p. 10) o% students in Spanish and
in English., Although the manqa] states that the items are listed in
~erderaof§o%ff{cd1tyjcdames,/19]43 p. 11), thefe'is no eéxplanation of the
criceria used for item selection.
> Using the Who}e corpus of utterances which appears in the interac-,
tion reperto1re of each subject in the language prof1c1ency study, we
checked to determine how many of the 1temshwh1ch appeared in the James
Language Dominance Test also appeared 1n the ch11dren S 1anguage reperto1re

+

oollectedﬁdgr1ng a whole day of schoo], This content analysis may give us

I’

¥ < ’
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S an idea as to whether "the -items in the test occur frequently ip children's -
speech and whether the words are indeed organized in order of difficulty.
: The anilysi of the.English production subtest shows that 9. items

. out of the 20 items appeared in the children's ;chool 1angua§e repertoire.
Six items appeared ﬁn the repertoire of two of the three‘children who
were proficient in Eng]ish while none\of these items were used by ‘the

, other ch}]d José, who was rated ]ow in prof1c1ency in Span1shtand

. * English, produced three items. ‘

ot The items which appeared in the school repertoif® were fostly those
‘which were related to school (book, pencj], sitting, ta]k1ng, eat1ng,

' scissors and home) One interesting f1nU1ng is that items ﬁ1sted in Eng-
]1sh such as talking, eating, sitting, and drinking do not appear often as
ing forms in the children's utterances but just as. talk, eat,sit and

S drihk This verbal form seems to be more common in the ch11drep s language

; . . . f . ;s - . L.
> . L o . . b4

reperto1re

In the case of the home repertoire e1ght items appeared in the children's
home repertoire. They mostly appeared in English prof1c1ent cpﬁ]dren. Some |
of the items in the test were the same as‘they appeared in the 5chool's
repertoire (houee,lpéncil, eating, talking,sitting). Thus, in reaiity :
on three new items appeared and with ver& iow frequency (two times maximum) .

Oply 12 of the 20 1tems appeared in theggotal data and the lgrqer number of |

R

3
occurrences was found 1n the ch11dren who were proficient in English.
' Nheh we exam1ned the English comprehension subtest, on]y four items
e appeared in the ch11dren 3 schoo] repertoire (show, cha1r, swimm1ng and :

dog). The __g_fonm 11sted in the test did not appear when a ch11d used

l

i




Y

[T

swim which are at the beginning and at the end of the test; a spypr1S1ng

"_f1nd1ng 1f one assumes the items are ordered by d1ff1cu1ty 1eve1 - T

R

schpo] reperto1re (p1ato come, habla and 1ap1z) Thus on1%\e1ght‘1tems \
out of the 20 appeared 1n the children's tota1 co1iected reperto1§e‘ N E
3 .
. Four 1teqs from the Span1sh comprehens1on sub}est appeared 1ithe schoo1 o
S S 4 ' o -

Six items appeared in the home repertoire data angf”two of them had -
occurred in the school repertoire {dog and swimming); In all, only
eight items occurred>in the overall chi1aren's repertoire out of the 20
which appear in this subtest.

Only four items in the Spanish productipn subtest oecnr at least
once in the school repertoire of the six children. Again, casa (home)
appears to be common, together with other items which could be' related

to school activities (t%jeras, sentado, 1ibro). Six.items appeared in

the home repertoire, They were used only by the two chi1dren who were

highly prbﬁ1c1ent in Span1sh Four of these items did not appear in the

ey
. .
- V"‘Vni—\m# E
i

reperto1re (1umbre, zapato,xduerme and nadaﬁg These ltems dd’not eppear :

as 1lsted in the test but mod1f1ed according to ethnic d1fferences or

d1scourse preference of ch1]dren (fuego,,ten1s, dorm1 -and nadar) Six:

1tems occurred ' in the home reperto1re of these, five were new items

" (carro, cuchara, estufa, S11Ta, 11ora). In all, only 9 out of 20 items \ -

appeared in the total collected repertoire for the six children.

In concluswn, we four{dc that.only. a»véx.;y smaLme:t..,of ‘the ;ctf't{id wygaﬂl £

44
Ianguage reperto1re, in terms of number of utterances was taken 1nto

account in assessing the child's language proficiency v1a the vocagé:)ry
jtems in the test (range froh 3 6% to 8 4% 1n Eng11sh and from 0% to 4 2% -

AN LN, -e > w0
e AN W « S e Lo

in Span1sh). From this perspect1ve, the chi1dren may seem ‘to be much
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less proficient than they would appear to be if the whole children's Janguage
B = repertoire was used in the assessment. Since this is a content analysis com-
paring test content to chi]dren;s actual language use in natural settings,
we are not trying to imply that the children did not know the items in the
. test:but that they may not occur with“high frequency in natural language
settings. Part of the problem is that tests are usually designed by’adu]ts,:

a according to adult expectations of what children can do, rather than from

!

observations of what children actually do do. The data, as analyzed, show’

3

. Tittle congruence in terms of vocabulary used by children and what this test
e of vocabulary measures. In general, \the test tells us very 11tt1e about the

vocabulary the ch11dren have mastered and almost nothing about their 1anguage

3

proficiency. N |
QAnother test widely used in bilingual programs is the Bilingual Syntax

o Mea%%re (BSM)(BGrt eg al, 1975) Th1s test measures 1anguage prof1c1ency 1n

terms\of language dev%lopment us1ng a s§ntax conétruct Syntax wasgch sen* £

. _a e S PTG T

7 - PSR

] as %rmeasure of brof1c1ency because the authors thought thgt: 1) Vogabulany
varies accord1ng to exper1ence and b1]1ngua1 children have veny heterogenous
backgrounds (soc1aJ]y and culturally) 1n terms of experience; 2) Pronunc1a-

- ‘ o t1on var1es a great déal across d1a]ects and 1d1o]ects, and accent as an aspect

. of pronunc1at1on is an 1nd1cator of othgr aspects such as SES, ethn1c1ty, etc.’,

. than of 1anguage prof1c1ency and 3) Funct1ona1 use of language is hard to

é. ; s e ,hwphpduce sxgtgm@tnqajly, eff1ciegt1y aqd natura]ly 1n large numbers gf ch11dren
BN

" The test has a fonn in Span1sh and one in Engl1sh and the score As

—— L mainly based on the use of d1fferent grammar structures wh1ch appear in

chi]dren ‘at dtfferent stages of 1anguage deve]opment The test uses the ' B

t

o "structured conversat1on" (Burt el a] 1975, p. 14) techn1que of e11c1t1ng

~ ' . [ , ’
e A ‘ . \‘47 " Kl 5 {




schools. This test places children -in*five proficiency 1eve1s:

\profic1ency, Levels-3, 4 and 5 are determined in terms of particular-

natural speech. It was developed and normed with K through second grade
students, although it is often used with older children in eiementary

Level 1 °
-- no_proficiency, Level 2 -- some comprehension but not oral production
groups of structures acquired hierarchice]]y by children as they are at
different levels in‘the language acquisition process., Cut-off points to
define levels were determined by setting up points where at least 75%‘cf

the children had acquired a specific set of structures. Thus, a score

of 95 100 1nd1cates the child 1s at Level 5 (Proficient), a score of ‘

85- 94 1ﬁd1cates Level 4 (Intermediate), and a score of 45-84. or Tower , . ™

corresponds to Levels 1 or 2, depending on the degree of comprehension. ‘
Table 17 lists the different structures that both tpe Spanish and

the*Engiish tests measure. ' \ .

¢ g
§ 4 !

m%, e e 3 ' .
Ty “ iwli%%%iewmfwwe SUSUSSSNNNIEE & 5
< -
! ‘ List of Structures Measured by Items in BSK 2
SN Spanigh English: *
Structure . Structure
1. Present Indicative 1. Short plural \
2. Possessive, article 2. Plural copula
. 3. “Adjective Gender 3. Singular Copula .
4. Copula (estar), article 4, krticle T,
< 5, Copula (estar), adjective gender 5 Procressive ing, plural
. ) auxiliary, plural copuls
6. 'Progressive (endo/ iendo) ~6, Article, plural copula
o 7. Copula (ser) i ] 7. Singular ‘auxiliary, singular
% § ! ‘ copuie.’prticie N .,
8. Past Sub unctive (Perfect) 8. Progressitve-ing - vk
9, Reflexive (se) indirect object = 8. Long plural ’
o ) U pronoun, infinitive - T g ,
10. Reflexive (se) direct and 10. Perfect conait1¢nai
jndirect object pfonouns - . { )
11. Refiexive..(se), conjunction n. POSSCSS‘VC S i o
, . {que), present subjunctive - ' ' )
12, Reflexive (s€), article, direct  12.- Past irreguiar - S

and indirect object pronouns

" Conjunctions{que), present
subjunetive :




o o, : ’ . ;. -
Each test (Span1sh ‘and En911s‘) has 18 items which measure Tndividoal -

«struttures or severa1 of them wh1ch occur together as listed. The first

s ) elght ‘structures are part .of the proficiency reperto1re of ch11dren at
Levels 3 and 4 wh1le the other five appear in Level 5 ch11dren qrofnc1ent
1n Eng11sh) . )

With tﬁ;i“data at hand, a check of each chiTd’s classroom interaction
repertoire was carried out to determine how many of the structures listed
- - . —-— -actually eppeared jn their natural interactions. . o
" Tables 18 and 19 show the list of structures measured and the total .

NPT -~‘

nimber of octurrences per ch11d 1n English and in Span1sh“ The criteria

~ M e S
- - . ¢

- -
Table 18 .
- . ! Vd B "
L 2 — ¢ . ’
' Structwres Measwred by Itess (n the SSA and Their .
N Occwrrence in Children’s Total Lenquage Repertoire Collected ;
\ . ‘eLisH Fom . )
T Tealiciency ] Proficiency Proficioncy Praficiency | Proficioncy Proficiency
e e e e e - B . ‘-enitd Level S Cevel § fevel 5 Lew) 3 Level) 2 Level | .
" ‘ Paule Asa Carwen Jose | Jwmnita ] Tesar -1 -~ "
Kotal umm Total use: 95 | fotal Use: 127 [Total tke: 19]Total Use: 19 {Total Use: 26 -
e . Structwres ¥ Occwr-] ¥ Occor- %77 Ocour- T Ocowr 7 Occur- 7, Oceor-
T - rences ’l resces| rences] remces{ 3 | remces| rences| S >
e =) . 1. Short Plercal - | T~ 410.3.] & J.6.3] 16 [12.6 2 [0.5 - | -- A
S ¥ 2. Plerat Comwle o el el 7 lss| o0 sy | -] - 4t
o7 3. StegulerCioels ‘e fnel e ju] s {m4 o aa ¢ [ne] 13
5 - e seticre - T 2 Teal 19 loo} 32 o} 2 frodt 3 iss] -t o
Ll |5, rregressive-ing, Blwral ¥ )
A - sixiitery, plwral comls s |as 3 |2l s {63} - |- 1V ]s3] - |-
e b €. 'kﬂ:ler’lml copuls 1 . S LW .. - - - - -~} - ..
GO § A h’il@r‘m Hary ﬂn- N ol AN L N N i oL
FTR Tgwtar’ tosela snd srticle ] .2r-fual -5 |53 7 I's3dF 1 l6g e f-) 2 4N _
By oy 8. m;ue-m ' 17 |90 ¢ | 631 10 |79 2 }10.9 s jlea T {38
: . e, temg et T a sl o - el - -l - - 3
13 “[107 “perfect Conditionst £ N [ W) R DY R Bt Bl ot Bt ek IR
‘ . Pessessive slve] s s 2 jrel - || -1 - -0~
: : 12. Past rregelar 23 .2 a8, |53 s [nel 7 I 1] s.3 9 0.8] -
. S, Tretadcorms of = .. - .
NURT . hrilost o iy ST o | (=X . 59 1%3 17 RIS )
.~ ¥
N : of Ytteronces N : .
AN fng Tested Structores 27.8 20.7 21,5 n.ni 2.0 21.8]  «
R\ - .

K N .
- N v
« - .
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Table 19

Strictures Measwred by items s the 391 snd their

LN Occurrence is Children’s Tetal Lonovace Revertoire Coliected
SPAR| SH FOM
—__| Preliciexy Fraliciency | Froficiency | Preficiency | Froficiemcy Froliciency
OH" ‘t tevel S ~Level 3.2, level 1 tevel 3 Level S - Lt.nl S
Poula [0 1 Cormes Jose Jenita Cevar
kotel Use: 28 |Total Use: & Totad Use- 2 [Total tne: 31 {Totst thes 102} Total (e n

Strectwres P Ocowr - # Ocewr- # Dccwr- ¥ Ocewr f Ocewr § Occur
1 rences ) % remcest 3 remces| 3| remey 3 3 rences] “%-}
1. Preseat indicgtive -- - re .. - 1 3.2 2 2.0 6 1.8
2. Pesessive, i€le - ol B . . - - - 2 5.2
3. Adject! 2 1.1 - T - .- - 10 9.8 6 7.8
8. Copula (ester), orticie. 8 j28.6 - .- 3 9.7 13 12.7 5 6.5
5. Copula (estor), adjec-

tive ,udef) 1 36 .- - 1 1.0 3 139
§. ProgessTve {ando/iendo) 1S IV

saiifery (estar) 1 ael - .- 1 a2 v jwe) e 0s52
7. Copuls (ser) 13 %.4 3 1] 2 100 7 22.6 37 %.3 21 R7.3
8. Past Swhjwnctive

(Perfect) 1 faef - - ¢ {nsl - -
9. feflesive (33}, indirect ’

shject pronown, infini.

1. tive - o - -- - - - -- .-

ho. Seflestive (se), direct . - . ] ¢

and Indirect object .

pronouns LI 5 3 S - 7 l228F n o8] 13 247
hi. lﬂ:uir (;e). confunc- , . 4

tiom . present <

m-:fn -1 - v lazl 2 dao] 3 |23
LIZ. hﬂnln {se}, article / !

direct omd Indirect /

shject pramewns - s 1 25 - 3 9.7 - !, . 3 3.9
3. wction { 3 i

‘] c';’m,m;-;akfb . LI ) .- - £ |12 LAY 3 {3
total Corpws af Total ~ - Il . -
teronces in Spnish .1 187 11,] '9 287 . 953- | 552 '
[

. | .

h.‘,;“f,:{,""§§',::'(',ﬁ,, 150 6.9 2.2 0. |/ 10.7 1.9

*fote:

»

_ for Leve] 3 performance is -that the children produce §ix or less of the
i -

%

*

>

Conversation in Spanfth with Lmperisenier miinly sonasyllahles.

/ : "

1

structures }ﬁsted from items 1 through 8. Level 4 ildren gre'those who

produce seven or'more of the first elght 11sted,strdttures (tested through

-_— P

Level 5 ch11dren are those who perforn{well im six out of

-

the e1ght items which measure the use of structuré nine through twelve -

ten 1tems)

as listéd in Tab‘iels and nine through th1rteen as/hsted in Table 19. '

The Eng]lsh test results show that a 1arger (in numbers) and' more
var1ed number of structures appeared in ch11dren prof1c1ent in English

(LgyeT 5 according to our criteria} while yevy few were used by chtldren

,/., .

ot . v

. _.36
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at prof1c1ency T“‘éT§“T 2‘5h373“‘fhe gTes .L‘ often—found—dn-all——-

- - students were the singular copu]a, the pregressive and- the past 1rregu1ar

'0f these, only the past irregular is among the five structures which deter-

mine Level 5 proficiency according to test performance. The long plural ’ &
and the perfect conditional appeared infrequently in the balanced piling;al
sybject. They did not appear, in the q;her two Engfish proficient gubjects
in the saﬁple. |

— ., = The analysis of the total repertoire indicates that most of the

- structures ’ppearéd in the English proficient chi]dren. ~In general this
test uses a very low percentage of the total 1anguaae repertoire fo

) determnne the'Tanguage “proficiency of these children (from 12.9 to 27 8
per cent). If one actounts for only a sma]] sample of the children’s
1anguage.repertoire then one s virtﬁa]]y ignoring a-large sample of

what ch11dren can do T1ngu1st1cal1y and is measuring only what adults o]

feéi is 1mportant in 1anguage prof1c1ency

Tables 20 A and B show the occurrence of the dif{é;ent English struc- -
tures at home and in school separately. Thgse tables dempﬁstrate that
"even the low Eﬁg]ish proficient children qsé more'English at home than
S o they do inAgchoolu This may be due to %he‘ﬁsre structured sitGatioﬁ in

P ‘ . o
- : the classroom and the fact that these LEP children are grouped together __ . _

for instruction. Maybe if these children interacted more with Engiishl

speakers the patterns will change. At home, the data were collected in

’ \.“ KRR ERER

situations which involved children playing with sib]ings and friends; in -~ -
those situations it appeared that English.was used more frequentiy in

spite of "the low proficiency of the subjects. L ‘ \ RS
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{ ' A - Structwres Mesiwees 3y Jtem 12 thr B3N and Thesr
| . o Octwrrence s Catlorer’s Senool Lasguide Repertaire
[ B ; 1% FO
> P rroficiency Froficvengy Fratacienty Frofaciency | Profacreny | Prefacaersy
o6 Leve) 5 vel § tevel § ‘Ll 3 Lered 7 tewe” *
¢ [0 j - Carves Jose Surits Cese
’ Katal tae, 31 [Total vie 451 Toza) Ure o8 {Totsl vie 8 {Tatal vse 12 {Tota) vae 24
: . . Strctvres P Ocowe- » Occor- FOccr.] o Occwr- s Ocewr- » OcCor-
. rences] % eyngest 1 resces’ $ restes 1 3 rences) 3 renses
1 Srrt Pleral 16 17.% 3 [R} 15 EH 2 28 .- 2 24
2. Plyms) Ceovln t 381" .- e 7 lb.} ‘we . - .. .l
3. Stepular Ceouls 25 4 7.4 16 .6 21 31.9 1 12.2 2 167 ] 84
, 4. Atiche 3 6.6 n Zz‘l $ .3 2 2% 1 3.3 . -
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€ Artacle, plursl cowle 1 1.1 3 2.0 - . . - . “oel £ -
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wlpr eoouls e prttcle - - 1 2.0 - . = - 1. L
£ Propennineng wohes| ¢ f22] 9 (a2l D2 ReL A fua| 1 ud .
. 8 Leng Piyre) - - - - - - - - .. P
. i Perfect Cencitions) H 2.2 - - - - -, .- . .
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_as such, these_tggtsrover]ook a great deal pf tbe-ch11dr¢n s linguistic

- When. we examined the Spanish test data, we found that a ]argé and
more varied number of structdre;’agpeared in the more Spanish-proficient
children (Level 5). Only one structure copu]a'(ser) appeared in-all
subjects. One structure {reflexive (se), indirect-object pronnun, infini-
tive) did not‘appear in any of tne subjects.l It is interesting to note
that the balanced bilingual subject, Paula, produced only two of the
five structures required for Level 5 and each structure appeared only once.

’In'gfnera1, a very low percentage (from 2.2% to 15%) of the total
number of the children's utterances were used in evaluating Janguage pro-
f1c1ency by using the BSM syntax construct In particular, the Spanish
test used much 1ess of the subgects total repertoire than did the Engl1sh
test., It seems again as if current “test constructs are too narrow to !

A'vr

cover the r1chness of reperto1re in the Chﬁ%dren s natura] language and, .

abilities. ' T !

- e e e =

-+ - Jable 21 A and B shows the ana"l_ysig_ ggnayﬁthwthe school and home Sp;;;lm'sh

language repertoire's data separate]y Pau]a,lthé’balanced bilingual L

subject used much more Span1sh at home tﬁhn in schodl This is due in

_ part to the fact that she was grouped W1th Eng]1sh_speakers in the class-

room while at home she p1ayed with b111ngua] or monolingual Spanish

speakers. Table 12 § shows that a venylléwiﬁEFcenta§e~o$'thé’%ome‘1an:
guage repertoire was taken into accoant in determ1n1ng language proficiency
in Span1shlthrough the BSM This may be due to the fact that the Spanish
used in the classroom was much 1ess forma] than the English used there.

In the case of the BSM most of the.structures measured in the test

appeared in the language repertoire of the children studied, More
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Eng11sh than in those less proficient jn_thosg4§ﬁnguages Nonethelbss,
the test seehs to measure anly what adults feel children should know to be
proficient in aclanguage and leave aside most of what ¢hildren do in terms
of cénnmhicative skills. .This héppens in spite of the fact that current
"research shGWS'cbnmunicative skills to be better predictors of communica-
tive_competence and language proficiency than are grammar or vocabulary
The main prob]em with current test constructs is. that they are based

on adult expectat1ons\3f what ch11dren can do rather than on what they = -~

actually.do 11ngu1st1cally Theré 1s a need to find-new test constructs e

for measuring Janguage proficiency wh1ch are more hol1st1c in nature and

show a knowledge of or are based on what cv11dren do w1th language. These

wader perspect1ve where fo -' ne ’on of 1anguage are 1nVo1ved and where

source of information about the language -

. natural language samples are
proficiency of each subject.

The Use Of Questioﬁs And Directives By Eight Year 01d ) -

Hispanic Ch11dren In~Forma1 Ahd Informal Settwngs

Use Of Questioning S%rateg1es z o b

- Rat1ona1g and problem. This section of the study.examines the way -

Hispanic children, who are at fﬁfferent levels of profichency in English

! 1

and Spanish -ask que§tions of their peers during natural classroom inter-
action and in other informal contexts (i.e., home). The identification

of the social variables that influence the types of questions the children

use will,alsp,be'di§cus$ed. We intend.to see if there are any differences
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in the types of questions used‘by children who are more proficient in'oﬁe
or the other language when compared with children who are less proficient
in the same 1éhguage. o

As Ervin-Tripp (1977) has stated, certain communicative acts are
especially suitable for functional “anguage analysis. Questions, for
example, have a high frequency of occurrence, requ1re responses by the

addressee and the audience, and are used to connwn1cate a variety of

T el T s
. Some studies have been done whqch deal w1fh the quest1on1ng stratecnes

- 1ntent1ons

used by English monolingual ch11dren who were the same age as those in-

! " cluded in this study. (Ervin=Tripp, 1977; Dore, 19773 Peck, 1978). However,

most of the issues yaiseh in those studies dealt yith a comparison of
. children's and adults' discourse patterns. In our study we examined the 4
repertoinre of queq41ons used by six children of Spanish-English speaking
' background who are at d1fferent 1eve1s of‘prof1c1ency in both languages

pPata and discussion. The data for this study come from the child-

Moee e e me— . e oo N
o

child and.ch11d-teacher 1nteract$onboth‘rnside and out51de the classroom

which were extracted from transcr1pts of the videotapes which were made. .

[

Interactions are def1ned as a series of conversat1ona1‘g?rns by two or more
K speakers around @ coﬁmon aetivity of topic, and Whicﬁ are temporally re1ated.
A“tota1 of 555 quest1ons were contained in the tota1 data corpus, {home

and school contexts). Table 22 lists the types of quest1ons and how each

was classified:- The data were coded 1ndependent1y by two experienced

e
' cgders to assure lnter-rater re11ab111ty )
. - ' C
- ) L& s\
T 82 .
. - e e e ool . _
. ’ ! : W
‘ , 39 |




“Table 22 ' : -

Repertoire of Questions and Examples of
Communicative Intentions and Their Meaning

-

A

Requests: for Information .... solicit information about the identity, loca-
tion, time or property of an object, event or
situation; e.g., ¢En cual pagina vas tu?

Requests for Clarification .... solicit more specific information when the
R IR r \ child has failed to understand thc. referent
of the previous utterance; a reason or —

explanation; e.g., Which one?

—
— e

-

Requests for Approval .... to request a judgement or an attitude about- -
events or situations; e.g., Do you think this
“looks good? -

'
t

. Al "
! - .

_Requests;fgr“Action ..,{f§g1jcjt tﬁg listener to perform, not tplperfo;m;
) or stop to perform an actionj~e.g:, José, (prestame
esta goma? -

Request for Permission .... solicit permission to perform an action; e.g.,
Miss Jones, can I finish this?

Yes/No Questions ....-solicit affirmation or negation of the propositioné]
content of the addressor's utterance; e.g., Are we -
TN leaving now?

. Rhetorical Questions .... solicit a listener's acknowledgment to allow
~ spéaker to continue; e.g., Did I collect this
one? A1l of them. I'11 tell you right now.

¢

Hesitation Questions .... answer a question with another question, showing
i hesitation and insecurity; €.8., Here .... living
- room? ) . \ . .
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Number and Percentage of Questions Asked Per Child in the Classroom
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o Number and Percentage of Questions Asked Per Child in Informal Settings
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Frequency by‘]quuege\and proficiency. A frequency count of the
questions in the data corpus demonstrates that questions occur more often
iﬁ the language in which the child is more proficient. The children who

were more proficient in Spanish showed the following distribution: Juanita:

Spanish 132, English 53 César: Spanish 103, English 12. The English

dominant children also questioned more in English than in Spanish. Ana
asked 74 questions in English and only two in Spanish, while Carmen asked
6% questions in English and none in Spanish. Although Paula and Jos@ .

were rated as having equal proficiency in both languages, level 5 for the

. former and level 3 for the latter, they still showed a preference for one

‘ language over another when questioning. Paula made 73 questions in

English and 16 in Spanish while QOsé made 14 in English. Paula's high
frequency of English questions may be explained by the fact that she
spends most of her t1me with Anglo- K%er1can students Josg, on the other
hand, socializes more W1th the LEP students in the ¢lass and is not well
accepted by the English speaking students.

Formal contexts (classroom). An analysis of classroom questioning

patterns showed that requests for information had the highest frequency of

occurrence in both 1anguages 1% the c1assroom (39.1% for English and 47.2%

for Spanish), followed by yes/no quest1ons (15.1% for English and 24 4%

for Spanish). Requests for permission, requests for clarification, ‘and .

rhetorical questions had a hggher incidence of occurrence among children

who were more proficient ir English (see Table 22). ‘ : .
After comparing the types of questions asked according to leyels of

prof1c1ency, 1t was found that 1n the forma] classroom context in English

as well as in Spanish, children asked more 1nformat1on quastions followed .

4

F ' 4 "




by yes/no questions. The third most frequeﬁt]y used type of request in’
this'context was requests fot approval (in Spanish), and permission
requests (in English).

A11*of the Spanish questions in formal contexts were asked by José.
if we compare his. production of questions with thosé of students who are
Tevel 5 (in Spanish), we find that his ordering by frequency is: (1) In-
formation questions (33%), (2) Requestsfor clarification (25.6%), and (3)
Requests for action {17.9%J. In English formal contexts, once again José
accounts for most of tge requests (73.3%), since César (level 1) asked
three questions in English, and’Juaqita (Tevel 2) only one of them. José's
ordering of,the requests were qs‘fo]ioﬁsf (1) Hesitation guestions (36.1%),
(2) Requests for clarification (27.2%), and for information (27.2%). We
can infer from these data that children who are at levels 1- 3 have more
comprehension than production in terms of requests. Although José appears
>tohhave asked more guestions than all the students who are at levels 1-3
iﬁ EBg]ish, we see that most qf his requests are hesitation questions
(36.1%) which shows his 1inégistic’insecurity. With regar@éto.Spanish,
however, José demonstrates more competen%S in terms of his-know1edge and
repertoire of question}ng strategies. Theéﬂgke also demonstrate that
there is a considerable difference between Tevels5 and levels 1-2 in
terms of the level of interaction. Level 1- 2 students asked only four
questions in both languages, out of a total of_33§ req:e§ts which were
recorded in formal contexts.

It needs to be pointed out that the reason some of the children, asked

certain types of questions in one of the two languages may be due to the

existing classroom structure The timited Eng1lsh proficiency (LEP) stu- j .

dents in this samp]e were perhaps 1nvo]untar11y isolated from the rest of
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the students most of the time. _They generally worked in small group
situations with the teacher aide, and the interaction tended to be-in
SpanisH. Even when the groups were reading in English, the children asked
the teacher aide question; in Spanish to which she also replied in Spanish.
At the same time, there is a tendency to group thdse students who are

equa]]y“proficient in bpth languages with English monlingual students.
This was the case with Pauld who was thelnost])aTanced bilingual of the

@ group and was always assigned to work with the English monolingyal stu-
dents. It may be that her opportunities to méintain and imprgve her
Spénish proficiency were curtailed while she continued to develop her
proficiency in English

Types of activities. We related the types of questions asked to the

types'of activities in.which the children were engaged to.see if there
were any types of questions that were asked more frequently in one situa- -
tional contekt than another. Tables é?, 28, and’29 show the types of
questions asked accordiﬁg to the tyfe of activity: Language Arts, Reading,
Math, and Art.in English, §panish and .both Tanguages respective]yl Another
category included here is informal talk. The category of "informal t;1k“
as Qefined before (see page 50)‘is less formal than the type of interac- 4
tion wh%ch occurs during a structured activity dealingwith Reéding or
Math, Qut is mqré formal than the interactjons recorded in typically
informal settingé such as playing at home 6r at the park. ‘ It occurred
ma1n1y when students were interacting among theMse]ves in th£ c1assroom
With regard to the total percentage of questions used in the dlf-
ferent categorigs_ggee Tab]g 29), we find that the ordering is as

follows: Language Arts (39%), Informal Talk (21.3%), Art (20.1%),




Occurrences
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+ Req. Info.

, Req, Clarif,
Req. Permis.
Req. Approv.
Yes/Mo Ques,
Req. Action
thet. Oues:
Hes{, Ques.
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Types of Questions _Accordlng to Types of Activities in the Classroom

. _ SPANISH
; INFORMAL TALK
, (Breaks, Class-
LANGUAGE room cleaning,
ARTS READING MATH ART etc.) TOTAL
Total Use: 94 |Total Use: 13 |Total Use: 12 |Total Use: 18 Total Use: 22| Total Use:152
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Occurrences
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Req. Info,

Req. ’Chrif.
Req, Permiss
Req. Approv.
Yes/Mo Ques.
Req. Action
Rhet. Ques.
Hesi. Ques.

Table 28

|

Types of Questions According to Types of Activities 1n’ the Classroom
ENGLISH ‘ ‘

LANGUAGE

M

!
i

i
i

INFORMAL

'

TALK

(Breaks, Class-
room cleaning,

ARTS READING MATH ART  etc.) TOTAL
Total Use: 38 [Total Use: 16 | Total Use: 25 Tot.aliu'se: 50 |Total Use:50| Total Use:179
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29

INFORMAL TALK
{Breaks, Class-

, wmm‘:gca READING, MATH ART :‘;’?;c‘""'"g‘ TOTAL *

Total Use: 132 Total Use: 29 |Total Use: 37 Total Use: 68 |Total Use: 72 |[Total Use: 338
2:5“;:;2::: Occ..| % | Occ. £ Occ. | % Occ. 3 Occ. | % Qcc. gapt:;o
Req. Info, 65 |49.2] 14 |48.3 | 18 | 48.6 | 21 09 |27 |NS|MUs | LI
Req, Clarif, | 17 |12.9{ 3 [10.4 6 |16.3 | 14 '|20.6 | 2 2.8| 2 | 12.4
Req. Permis, 1 .8 1 3.4 1 2,7 8 1.8 | 12 | 16.7f 23 6.8
Req. Approv. 6 | 45| 1 | 347 - - § {.73}) S 69| 17 | 540

| YesMoQues.| 21 l205] 8 |216 | 9 [263] 7 10.3] 15 ‘|20.8] 66 [ 195

Req. Action 4 1 30) - | - 2 s4| 8 1.8 1 1.4 15 § 4S5
khet. Ques. 2-) LS| - | - 1 | 27 S 23| 6 83| M4 | 42
Hesi, Ques. |, 10 7.6 2 6.9 | -- - - - 4’| 56| 16 47




Math L]O.%%), and Reading (8.6%), which are more structured, teacher-

;)’ v

directed dctivities.
Nhen we examine the types of questions tha§ occur tne most during
tne different activities, we find that tne majority of the requests for
information were asked during the Language Arts activities (49.2%) , whereas
the majority of the yes/no questions occurred duriﬁg Reading ;ctiVities
(27.2%). Activities-dealing with Art account for the highest percentage
of Requests for clarification (20.6%), Requests for Approval (7. 3%), and

Requesfs for Act1on {(11.8%), The majority of the Reguests for Permission

MR

~

(16.7%) and of Rhetorical quest1ons (8.3%) occurred dur1ng the 1nforma1

talk interactiph. ‘
Not al} utterances were composed of full propositions. Many questions

consist of only one word requests for clarification, such as "huh?” which

is a recurrent pattern in children yith 10@ proficiency. This pattern

was observed frequently with Ana when she tried to. have a conversation

with one of the researchers in Spanish.

Some of the quest1ons were amb1guous Yes/no questions seemed similar

PO ¥

on certain occasion to requests for approval, and requests for information

could also have been coded as imbedded imperatives. However, after looking
at the context,the real function of the utterance became clear, as in the
following example, in which the question is a request for action rather
than a request for(infbrmation: ‘

César: jTienes 13piz grande?
(Do you have a big pencil?) (waits for pencil)
~ Préstaselo®a José.
+ (Let José use it.)
Arturo: No sabia que eras su amigo tantito.
(I didn't know you were his'friend.)
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César: Tantico nomas. Pré§t55é1o pa cer el work y mis na.
(Just for few minutes, . Let him use it to work and nothing else.)
‘ (F1-2)
Rhetorical questions seem tO be a more sophisticated level of language use.
The majority of the r@etorica1‘questions in English were used by students .
who had a high Tevel of proficiency in that langyage, €.9.,

Paula: These are my pencils.
Mimi: One is mine. \
Paula: That's .. How am I going to erase them?
Mimi, could I have your eraser?
' (E8-3)
It is obvious from the preceeding example that the addressor does not
" expect to get an answer to her question (Howlam I going to erase them?)

and thus, continues with thé next request for actibn. An interesting
x . kind of discourse pattern occurs when guestions are used to answer other
| questions when sgeakers do not want to commit themselves to a dein}te
answer, e.g.,
T: How would you feel about this friend of yours
telling your teacher?
'‘Paula: Sad? ;
T: What would you‘want to' do with that friend? 4 /
Paula: Beat him?
(£8-B)
These types of answers are particularly noticeable in the speech of José:
a very Tow p;oficiency speaker in English, whén he tries to communicate in
that 1angu§ge, e.g.,
| Té José, te11 me where are these people going fo,s1eep
José: Here ... 1iving room?

T: Okay.  No, in the bedroom.

95
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T: Where did you put your milk?

Jose: In here. y

T: What's that?

Jose: The refrigerator?

N (A2-2)
Thespeaker“s answering of a question with another question can also be
interb;eted as a need for reassurance,

Jogé's hesitation and;insecurity in answering in English was increased
by the attitude of the teacher who often ignored his questions continued to
speak without paying attention to him. Furthermore, he did not seem to be
accepted by the rest of his classmates who felt that his Spanish discourse
relied too heavily on 1exica1‘items which they did not consider appropriate
for classroom interactions. Theywould regularly laugh at him when he made
mistakes which contfiputed to his feeling of insecurity and to his hesitat-
ing questions, e.g., | |

T: But this here is a rug. It's on the ....

Josg: Rug? (Everybody laughs; Jos& looks embarrassed. )

T: 1It's on the floor. The rug is on the floor.

* Although Paula also used this patte;n in her discourse once in a
while, her answers marked by intonation did not produce the same derisive
° reaction as José's, beéause'Paula was a leader in-ihe class due to her high

préficiency in both languages. |

One can see theq that the same types of questions are asked in both

Tangﬁages, although children who are more proficfent in English seem to

have accei{ to a greater variety of questioning strategies. In addition,

the type of setting or activity will influence the Tanguage in which the




; questions are asked and, consequently, in a bilingual class children have
to be given an‘opportunity to work in different aroups so that they are
not isolated from acquiring a richer language experiente. ’ °

Informal contexts. Data on questions asked in informal

settings were also extracted from the transcripts. These data come from
ehild-chi1d interactions which occurred in three types of informal set-
tings: at home, playing et the‘eerk,rand interacting during a picnic
attended by all the children.

A total of 237 quest1ons were coded in the informal sett1ngs As pre-
viously noted, Tables 25 and 26 1ist the number and percentage of questions
asked per child in these informal contexts, in both Eng]1sh and Spanish.

As was evidenced in the formal contexts, requests for information showed
the highest frequency of occurrence in-both English (49.2%) and Spanish
(33.7%), followed by yes/no questions (25.3%'for English and 49% for
Spanish). in Spantsh as well as in English, no hesitation questions were
recorded in this settinét In both languages, the lowest frequency of
occurrence were shared by requests for approval (1.6% in English, and 0% in
Spanish), and requests for permission (4.8% in English and 1.2% %n Spanish).

If one compares questions asked in English in formal and informal.
settings one sees that the ordering is the same: (1) requests for informa-
tion, (2) yes/no-questions, and (3) requests for c]ar1f1cat1on With
“regard to questions asked in Spanish, however, the highest percentege of
questions were yes/no questions, f611owed by requests for information, and
by requests for c]ar1f1cat1on No hesitation euestions were recorded in

informal sett1ngs, and the 1owest frequency of occurrence was shared .

between requests for permission and rhetorical questions.

+
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An examinatddn‘of the types of questions adked in informa] settings‘
according to levels of prof1c1ency shows again that there is a big. dif- - e
ference between tHe competence demonstrated by level 5 students compared ’
with the one exhibited by students who dre at the 1- 3 1eve1s of language
proficiencyﬁin both languages. Students at higher proficiency levels
exhibited a higher frequency of quest1ons arid a wider range of quest1ons.

In 1nforma1 contexts, level 5 Students used 131°questions in Span1sh :
as opposed to 23 questions asked by level 1-3 students. "In English
informal contexts, 1eve1 5 students used 47‘quest$ons whereas 1eue1 1-3
students used only 16. It is important to point out that“the higher,
percentage of questions used in Spanish is due to the fact thatiJuanita )
(1eve1 5) was taped at her "home playing with siblings and fr1end§ for a‘
Tonger period of t1ne than the rest of the students. Eighty three of thé '
154 questions in Spanish were asked by her (53.9%) (see Table 26).

With regard to the types of questions used in informal settings,
the ordering of the questions asked';n Spenish by level 5 students was as
follows: (1) Yes[No questians, (2) Information questions, and (3) Requests
,tqr c1arification.' Students who are at level 1-3 use a Highet percentage

| of information questions followed by requests-for4c1ari?ication and by
yes/no questions. \ . >
:when level 5 students asked questions in English in intormél contexts
the ordering was as fo]]dws: (1) information questions, (2) yes/no ques-
‘ t?ons and (3) requests for c]ar1f1cat1on. Students who are at levels1- 3

usedthe111ghest percentage of 1nfonnat1on quest1ons (75% in all contexts).

The rest of .the types of quest1ons are d1str1buted equally (6.2% for all

- of them) (see Table 25). \“:E T
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In compar1ng the use of questidns across sett1ngs we f1nd that
requests for 1nfonnat1on have the highest. frequency of occurrence ‘in both
languages in aill contexts, followed by)yes/no questions and by requests

for information. Requests for pehmission have a higher percentage of

occurrence (13.1%) in formal contexts than in informal ones 16%),‘perhaps

due to the fact that in formal contexts those questions %ere addressed
to the teacher. The same can be said for requests for approva] (10. 4% in
formal contexts as opposed to 1.6% in 1nforma1 sett1ngs)

Use Of'Directives :

Ratjonale and problem. The speech acts known as directives or

requests for action were also chosen as the focus of this investigation
-

rathér than other types of speech acts because like questions they occur.

frequently among children, often lead to action, are easy to identify

and vary accord1ng to the soc1af s1tuat10n and the setting (Ervin-Tripp,

Since the range of directives goes from the exp11cit 1mperat1ve to

»quest1ons and h1nts, the competent speaker of a speech community must be

H

able -to-identify directives whose surface form and function differ. Thus,
when one of the target children says to one of heh peers in an 1nforma1
interaction “Hay que limpiar" (Me or somebody has to clean up), she is
not making a statement but hfnting to the hearer that something needs to
be-done. This is a request ‘'stated in an 1nd1rect manner The hearer in
this case has knowledge of the function of the utterance and thus is able

to interpret the ‘declaratiye sentence as a dxrect1ve.,

The types of directives which w111 be used in th1s study fu1f11

d1fferent semantic funct1ons for speakers as ErV1n‘Tr1pp has. pointed out:




Statements allow the listener not to respond
‘: - S % : s~verba11y at all; interrogatives allow the non-compliant
' listener to reinterpret the directive as an information
) o questidns; imbeddeg jmperatives allow the compliant
listener te reb]y'as if he had acteq voluntarily.
Indirection protects both barties from the ehbarraSs-'
ment in explicit non:conpliance. (E}vin-Tripp, 1976, p. 51) o
' Mitchell- Kernan and Kernan (1977) have examined the use of directives amopg
1 » a g;oup of black American ch11drenjw1th1n an age range of 7 to 12 years.
P_,—‘mThe research focused on the social d1str1but%oﬁvaf ‘directive types used
by the children. The data base £bn§f“iéﬂ ofwdmcectlves used in role p1ay-
ing situations and examples from other more natural types of interactions.
0f a t&tai of 261 directives recorded, 15 were statemépts of need, and ° -

e

the majorify were imperatives. The study concludes that the children

stud%ed had acquired all the éohveﬁtfona] directive forms proposed by
Erv1n Tripp (1977) for adu1t Amer1can English: No différences in age were
found with regard to the ch11dren s ability to use the various types of
directives. The children were also aware of~the relationship between
social factors and use of directives abcordingAtordifferent settings and
situations. Mitchel]-Kgrnan and gernan (1977) point out that the high per-
cehtqge of imperatives qsed’inqthe role-playing ;ituations was in part a
function of the situatio® portrayed in.the ‘role-play, and the type.of‘

interpersonal functions that the directives were intended to serve. - -
In order to demonstrate communicative competence children must then .
\ , ‘

be ab]é to identify and comprehend as directives utterances that may have =T

T other surface forms, and be abTe to select from a large repertoire those ! ‘
R © forms -that have sttuational appropr1ateness. T oo T B
' 100 )




B Déta’and‘d%scuﬁsﬁon.

Need Stitements

\

Imoeratives

- Imbedded Imperatives

Parcission-directives

H

- Question directives

In this part of Fhe study we are focusjng'on
the repertoire of directives used by the six target children who ﬁere at
differént~1evels of proficiency in Ehg]#sh and Sﬁanish:
primarily from child-child interactions in the classroom (in structured
' and unstructured situations), and outside the é]assroom (at home playing
with other children, during a visit to a'parg and during a picnic).
After examining the inﬁefactions, a total of 506 Hirectﬁves were

coded in the total data corpus.- Table 30 Tists the types of directives

Table 30

; . Repertoire of Directives and Exmples of
Comunicative Intentions and Their Meaning

© sftuations; e.g., T May 1 see that bock"

e " Speaters mst share rules in structured sity-

h

»
[N

The data come

[

i
Requests foraction directed primartly to .
subordinates; ¢.9., 1 want 2o sweep the rooe;
Oh man, 1 need 8 pencil.

feduests for action directed to fasilier
peers or suordinates; e.9., Stop, she is
Mstening; Yete para alli.

Requests for action directed often to
unfazilfar people or people of higher

rank.’ These are wsudlly wsed with titles,
stdress terss, popstponed tags like OK and
could you, and mitigated fores such s
‘please’; e.G., ¥ould you put the cands

fn that?; Ko te les comas todavia Luct, okay?

-
Regquests for action directed primarily
20-people cf 3 Mwer rank tn formel’

Pueds ver €307 ~.. . - .

Requests fOr action {n which often the
agent of the sPeech act is o=ftted, S0
that xiswnderstanding is possidble |
because the resulting form is the same
as an information question; e.g., DO
you have the time?

Requests for action which require {nference.
“stiods ) end an mdtnumﬂng of habits and -

motives in less stmctund settings; ¢.9.,
1 don’t understand this; Hay que limpfar. N
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taken from a taxonomy developed by Ervin-Tripp (1976, 1977). It a1sd/?ﬁt"'

c]udes the codes, def1n1t1ons, and examples of each type of directive.

We can see from this tab1e that the targgt children have access to the

majority of the types of directives which have been observed in other

studies (Ervinf;rippm 1977; Mitchell-Kernan and Kernan, 1977), that is,

the repertoire does not only include the obvious imperatives or direct

commands as well, such as imbedded imperatives, questions directives, and
_hints.

The most common types of directjves across all children studied in
this project were: (1) g#xplicit imperatives, and (2) imbedded imperatives
which were used to express imperative intent. Explicit imperatives are
the most obvious kind of difectivé which normally includes a verb, and, if
it i§ transitive, an object and'somg;imes a beneficiary, i.e., Wait:,

Stop it., Tr§e1ol There are occasions in which elliptical forms are

utfered when the action reduegted is obvious to the speaker and the

hearer,'i.e., Cream and sugar (Coffee with cream and sugar); Aqui (Ponlo

aquf). : ’
| Enbeddéd imperatives are directives in wh%ch the requested act is
: precedea by an introductory phrase, i.e., Would you hand me that?, ggg
favor, trdemelo. Understandinq the type of situation and settiné is basic
here as Ervin-Tripp (1977) points oth;/If one asks: Can you swim? Inside'a\
}oom this will be 1nterpreted as a yes/no quest1ons However, the same
question asked by a.swimming pool can’ be 1nterpreted as a réquest for action.
. A number and per cent count of the directives data (Tables 31,32, 33, 34)

demonstrates that directives occur most often in the 1anguége in which the

'

1
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. Table 31 |
. ¥ ! s ) ) *
Musber and Percentage of Directives Used by Child in the Classrdom .
, ENGLISH - :
Child Paula Ana Camn' José Juanita tésar Total Nusber
' Directives Us
Level ; > > 3 2 L cross Children)
Trotal Use: 33 |Total Use: 32 |Total Use: 21 |Total Use: 3 |Total Use: 1 | Total Use:2 Tota913USe .
Occurrences A v ;
and Percent Occ. 3 Occ. % Occ. 2 Occ z Oce. 4 Occ. z Occ. 3
Need Statement 3 10 8 25 2 9.5 13 _ 13.9
{mperatives 21 60 16 S0 16 7.2 1 3 100 1 PlOG- 2 100 59 63.4
Ivbedded Imp. 10 K 1} 4 12).5 , 2 9.5 16 17.2
n | 2 2.1
Permis. Dir. 2 | 6.2 .
Ques. Dir. '
Hints s 2 6.2 1 4.8 . 3 3.2
/
of " " .
L 113




. NeedStatement

Tmperative
Imbedded Imp.
Perwis, Dir.

Ques. Dir.
Hints -

Table 32

Nusber and Percentage of Directives UsedA by Child in the Classroom

o SPARISH N
N, T T D - - - - —
Paula Juanita César José Ana Carmen otal Number of
irectives Used
5 "5 5 3 1-2 1 cross Children
Total Use: 13 {Total Use: 2 Totaf Use: 11 |Total Use: 13 | Total Use:0 |Total Use:0 otg; Us
Occ. | % Occ. 2 Oce.. ] Occ, ] Occ. | % Occ. | % Occ. | %
‘ -
2 leasl 2 {10 | 3 {273 | 10 |m.9° 271 |69.2
1 7.6 63.6 2 15.3 10 25.6
1 7.8 1 2.5
1 9 1 2.5




Child

Level

Occwrrences
and Percent

» MeedStatement
) » inperative,”

" Persis. Dir.
Ques. Dir.
Hints

Table 33

Nusber and Percentage of Directives Used by Child in Informal Settings
«  ENGLISH

-

Paula

- Ana

Carmen

Juanita ‘'

César

5

5

5

2

1

Total Mumber ¢
Directives Us
Across Child

Total Use: 20

Total Use: 13

Total Use: 80

Jotal Use: 7

Total Use: 32

Total Use: 3

otal Use
115,

Occ. 3

Occ. 4

ch. 3

Occ. p 3

. Occ. p 3

s

Occ. | %

Occ.- A

T

2 5

77

ki

7.5

 Inbedded Inp.

15.

6 |15

~

7.6

2 1.7
9% [83.5
13
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‘ , Table 34 \ | ‘
: - ] '
Number ind Percentage of Directives Used by Child in Informal Settings - | ,
o " SPANISH ‘ 3
Chijd , Paula :luanita Cesar Jose Ana Carmen ?f':lt?::is)eﬁsgg
fevel 5 s 5 3 1-2 1 T;'t‘:isu::”d"“‘ ,
* [Total Use: 5 |Total Use:231 T'otal Use: 14 |Total Use: 7 |Total Use: 1 {Total Use:l 259
Gccurrences [ocs. | % [Oec. | 8 [Occ | 8 Occ | % [oe [ 3 Joce| 8 || 0o % .
NeedStatenent 1 | 0. ’ 1 |o.3
 imperatives | 4 .80 |69 {732 | w |wo | 7 oo 108 769 |
Inbedded Imp. 54 |23.4 v oo | 1 |00 56 [21.6
Permis. Dir, B R K .
“ques. ote” | 1 Lo & {17 - - I s 1o -
Winfs 3 |3 o . 3 '
. » * . . | .
- , ' g ‘40 ’ L ‘

.
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child is'moré proficien;._ The number of directives used by each phi]d is
inf]uenéed by an additional factor which needs to be taken into account which
js the type of actjvi}y ih which the children are engaged. The number of
Span%sh directives used by Juanita for example (n = 231) is considerably
‘ highgr than those used by the rest of the subjects. The interactions
at home in which Juanifa Qas involved were predominént]y games in which
she was the leader (playing house,(p]aying school, etc.), and this accounted
for the very high percentage of different types of directiyés which were
used. Furthermore, Juanita has a very strong personality and is accus-
tomed to ordering‘frieﬁds to do things at school as she does With her
younger brother and sisters at home.
-_ One hundred and thifty~two directives were used during the clasgroom
interaction in both languages (39 in Spanish and 93 in English). .In Eng-
‘1ish4as weI] as in Spanish, imperatives and imbedded jmperat{ve§ aﬁcounted
fof'the majori£y>of the’airectives uséd Sy the chi]dren. Tﬁe lowest
frequency of occurrence were shared by permission directives (2.1%) and
question directives (2.5%). Need statements had also a fow frequency
'of occufence: None were used in Spanish whiie 13 were used in English.
of the‘374 direétives used in informal settings, once again the same
pattermn emérges} \imperatives had a freqdency of occurrence of 77.5%, and
jmmbedded imperatives were used 18.4% of the time. No permission direc-

.- tives. were used at all in any of the two languages, and the rest of the

three types of directives'(need statements, question directives and hints)

»\’

had a similar low frequency of occurrénce in both Tanguages. r

i
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In examining the use of directives according to ieve]s of proficiency,
we find again that d1rect1ves are used in the language in wh1ch the child
is more proficient. Level 5 students, for example, used a tota] of 93
directives in English, whereas students at English levels 1-3 used only
six English directive; A similar pattern cén be observed in Spanish.
Students at levels 1-3 used 13 d1rect1ves as opposed to 26 used by level
5 students. A1l of the 13 directives for level 1-3 ch1]dren were actua]]y
only used by José (level 3). Thus, children at levels 1-2 in Spanish\did
not produce directives in the second 1aﬁguage, and those who were at levels
1 %3 in Eng]ish used only direct imperatives. Direct commands account also

for 76.9% of the directive forms used by Jose. o

Judging from the-types and directives exh1b1ted by the

six target children in their taneous speech and in their formal inter-

actions in the classroom, one can say that they have receptive competence

in all of the conventjoha1 forms that questions and directives may take in -

English andcghenisﬁ: This jnc]uaes two functional dimensions: the identi-

fication and comprehension of questions and directives, and the selection

- of these speech acts which are qppxopriaté to the social situation in which

. they.are a part

In terms of actual production of the wide range of quest1on1ng
strategies and directive form, such as that one described for monolingual
speakers (Dore, 1977; Ervin-Tripp: 1977; Mitchell-Kernan and Kernan, 1977;
Peck, 1978), i£ varies accord{ng to the levels of language proficiency

students 'possessed in each language. The data consistently show that

students who are at level 5 proficiency ask more questions and use more

“dlrectlves than those who are at 1ower 1eve1s of prof1c1ency 1n Eng]1sh

~and‘Spam‘sh - ’




Furﬁhermére, developmental factors may account for the Tow™frequency
of occurrence of more complex types of questions and directives, such as
rhetorical duestions and hints.

There a;e other factors that influence the number and type of these
speech acts used: the context of the interaction, the social situation
and the type of audience present during the interaction. In effect, the
number and type of questions will depend on the type of actiyities in
which the children are engaged. In the classroom, for example, more ques-
tions are asked during language arts and art than during math and reading,
which were more structured, teacher-directed acti;ities. '

In the case of children which show low proficiency in both languages
(such as José) there may be other extra-1ipguistic factors that need to
be explored to explain fheir Tow levels of proficiency in both languages. "
Our data show that; for Josél 10@ expectations on the part of the téacher
and teacher aide result in less participation by José in classroom activi-
ties. The data show that there is a recurrent pattern where José is

retd . .
~f‘h§, ignored by the teacher and the teacher aidé who prefer to call on other

students. This fact, as well as his passive personé]ity traits, may

—

i

- | ~account for some aspects of José's actual 1jn§uistic production.
It is importaht to point out that the students who are at Tower levels

of proficiency fn English (José, Juanita and César) spent a great per-
dentage of their class tﬁne]earning‘languége arts which was taught by the .
'Hispanic teacher'aidq,\ecd thus their interaction tended to be in Spanish.
This social factor may explain in part their Tow production of English
forms. These children also interacted mainly with other Spanish dominant ' |
children and had few opportunities to try' out their developing English |

¢
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. skills in the classroom context. There is a similar situation with the
high Eng11sh - Tow Spanish students (Carmen and Ana) who 1nteracted mos t
of the time among themselves or with the Anglo teacher, and thus had fewer
opportunities to try out their developing competence in Spanish. There is
a need to examine this recurrent‘interactional pattern of‘perﬁaps invo]un-

»

tary segregation and give low-proficiency. students an opportunity to mix

more with students who are at higher 1e§e1s}of proficiency in the'second
1anguage. This integrative approach is especially needed for those stu-
dents, such as Paula, who are at present eoua11¥ proficient in both
languages, so that they are helped to develop and maintain both languages.

hY

Implications For Educational Research

Findings from th1s study have 1mportant 1mp11cat1ons for further
research. First of a11, it shows a need to develop test constructs
which are integratiye, and based on what children can ‘do rather than
what adults expect them to do. To this end, riore research is needed to o e
explore children's language use both in forma1 and informal natural set-
tings. The present study is an initial step in this direction and is not
conclusive in regard to the specifics of the most'apbropriate manner to -

. n use new test constructs in order to test language profdciency; ‘
From the prev1ous statements, it is evident that before any new
constructs are developed or conceptualized, the concept of 1anguage pro- Y
ficiency should be redefined, in terme of the type of prof1c1ency needed
(i.e., proficiency to succeed in school vs. proficiency to succeed in
every-day 1ife) more analytical research in this, area is needed.
Discourse. analysis 1nvolv1ng form and function in children's lanauage T

'y

use in formal and informal settings shou]d be emphasized 1n future research

<
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and should be related to language proficiency and language development in
bilingual settings, so that new knowledge concerning the language used by

bi]inguaf children in different situational contexts may be explored

.
4

further.
More studies in the area of children's language use for different
purposes and involving different speech acts (negations, questions, etc.)

among children at different levels of proficiency and with larger popula-

. tions are necessary to improve the state of the art in this area.

It is necessary to explore in depth the community's atsitudes towerd
English and Spanish and toward bi]inguel education. What effect would
these attitudes have on the\outcomes of bilinguaﬁ programs as they relate
to children 1earn1ng English, maintaining Span1sh and being able to ach1eve
at grade level in an Engl1sh c]assroom7 It.is necessary to look at the
relationship among the var1ab1es descrlbed above wjtﬁin individual families.
In addition, variables such as 1angﬁage preference as home-and length of
stay in-the U.S.A. shoh1d be. examined to see how thej\inf1uence the rate |
of second language learning in Hispanic children who attend American schools.
In terms of 1mp11cat1ons for b111ngua1 education per se, this study

found that current tests used to assess 1anguage proficiency only tap a

" very small part of the Qilinguai child's,linguistic repertoire. These

qualitative findings seem to eorrespond with more quantitative information

reported in the Executive Summary of ‘the Report*of the Nationa]‘Institute

‘EoEducathon on the Testing and Assessment of the Title VI Language M1nor1ty |
Proposed Rules (NIE 1981) The Execut1ve Summary states that the current
tests used to measure 1anguage prof1c1ency .seem to assess different aspects

of 1anguage such as. syntax. phono]ogy, lexicon apd do not accurate1y predict




the speaker‘siahi]ity to‘communicate‘in'a 1anguagei This brings uplthe

issue of‘re-defining the concept of language pro?iciency. What type of’ .
language proficiency shenld bilingual educationntny to. enhance'in non-
English speaking chi]dren?&_snould it be proficiency né&cessary to succeed
in school, or proficiency fo succeed in 1ife? ,

The study shows a need. to Took at the)fonn as well as the funcfion
of 1anguage nhen determining language proficiency. Bilingual programs‘
need to use more integrative, mu]tifaceten tests (multiple subutests; for
~neasuring communicative competence in bilingual students. As shown in the
predictability eection of ‘this report, communicative skills are good predic-

. tors of cemmunicative competence and, as such, should be usen more widely
than they are at present tg determine language profic{encyl

« Another importént educationaﬁ impTication of the study is that thoée

des1gn1ng bilingual programs need to learn more about the community from

\ which the students -come. Educators need to become aware of the connwn1ty s
attitudes concerning language use in different settings anq 1anguage
preferences so as to provide the community with+a bilingual program which
is congruent with cne 1in§uistic values in the area.

s ) %%e Conc1u510n

Language prof1c1ency has been the s1ng1e most 1mportant factor in

'determ1n1ng student participation, language of 1nstruct1on -and program
. design in b111ngu£1‘educat1on sett1ngs The concept of 1anguage prof1c1ency’
S ‘though-, has not been we]i def1ned and th1s has given rise to mu1t1p1e

) 1nterpretat1ons as to the rea] meaning of the concept. A current report

from NIE (1981) shows that tests. of 1anguage prof1c1ency common]y used ) v




)in bilingual programs measure different aspects of language and as such

the series. and levels assigned these tests ere_usua]]y_unre]ated.

fhe perspective whi presented in this study is that currently-

" used tests may have been measuring aspects of lenguage'which are irrelevant

to actua] children's Ianguage occurring in hetural'settings; these tests
appear to-be too narrow in scoﬁe when considering the language pfoficiency
of the students. As it is now, a large amount of the target children's
language produétion is omitted in‘the assessment of communicative skills by
;bnveﬁtionai methods.

The study presented in this report is a qualitative sociolinguistic

view of: 1) what third grade children at different levels of proficiency

in both L1 and L2 can do lingusitically, 2) how the children's 1ingu?9{isu

performance relates to the language use and attitudes of the community at
. 1arge 3) how the children's language repertoire collected at home and

* schoo} correlates with what current, w1de1y used tests measure and 4) how

the ena]ysig of chi]dren's]anguage use in natural settings can lead to new
jdeas about testing constructs which may be more relevant to children's
conhunicative skills and&su1timate1y, their need for bilingual education.
The subaects of the study were six Hispanic students attending a self-
contained‘b111ngual program. Each student presented a d1fferent 1anguage
proficiency profile in both Spanish and Eng}1§h in terms of the prof1c1ency

‘leve]@s\descﬁbed by De Avila (1976). - .-

ualitative study of this nature'wOQId be incomplete if we, 1ooked

only at the children in the school setting. It'is important’to.laok at

ch11dren as participants in interactions in different contexts (home and ,

schoo]) and with different people (teacher, c1assmates siblings. ) It is

A
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for this reason that, through observatiops and questionnaires, at home and
fa{ sghool,-anethnognaphy of .how the school, th;ic]assroom and the community

-at large may contribute to the children's actual language behavior is
included in the study.

' In the c]assroom, it was d1scovered that, although ch11dren had a 1ot
of freedom of speech and movement, the LEP (low Eng]1sh proficiency)
children were placed together for most of the school day, wh11e\H1spani;
children, oAce_they attained high English proficiency, were seated in
the classroom only with English speakers. This classroom format may hinder
the LEP children from learning English and it may cause the balanced bilin-
gua] subjects. to lose proficiency in L1 (Spanish).

In terms of the community ethnograph%c study carried out across three'
age groups (10-20 years old, 21-40 years old and 40+), it provided the re-

' s;aréhers with,some baékgfound inférmation on the cqommunity's language use and
attitudes toward language and bilingual educationg we also found that the
parents of the target children studied were in the 21;40 year old category. "
These data show, for example, that children's proficiency in L2 may be
determined by 1angdage use preferences and attitudes toward L2 at home and
in the cpmnunity. In children who have been sugcessfu] in L2 learning,

fin’spite of L1 being‘fhe most impor;anf Janguage at home, it seems as {f
Qbes%des‘per§ona]ity factors, the parents' -attitudes toward.L2 and length
of stay in the U.S.A. have been the influential faétorg on their learning
of English. X |

‘In terms of the re]at1onship between currently used tests and the

éhi?dren s natuna] language repgrto1re collected, the data discussed here

. show that. measures ‘'of communicative skills ;are better predictors of




language proficiency levels than tests which measure mainly formal aspects

of ianguage. This finding'corroborates results described by Savignon {1972),

Upshur and Palmer €1974) and Tu;ker (1974). —

‘ When reviewing the re]ation;hip.between tngmlgngyaéewusﬁdbby chj]dren

and the language measured by two wiﬁe]y-used tests of language proficienc&,

it was found that when the two tests were used (one measuring vocabu]aryz‘

the other meashring syntax) to analyze students' language, only a minimal

part of the students' total repertoire was taken intp account in that analysis.
Finally, in an attempt to introduce new ideas for more comprehensive

ways of looking at language proficiency and determining communicative

competence levels in children attending bilingual programs, an analysis &

~of the children's use of questions and directives in relation to their

language proficiency and context was carried out using adaptations of

previous taxonomies déveloped by Ervin-Tripp (1977) and Dore (1978). In
generai;tﬁt was found that children usually produce more gquestions and/onéy,ah
directives in the language in which they feel more comfortable and that ‘

all children have access to and uée a large repertoire of quéstion and
directives forms in eithep Spanish or Ehglish. The use of certain forms

or functiornsin questions and directives occur ina specific language only

when the child is proficient init.

ben

* 7 This study is but the beginning of an attempt to find ways to measure
1anguageprof§ciency in a way that is relevant to children's actual language

use and which includes a greater proportion of their natural repertoire.

- It is the authors' view that tests currently in use are mainly based on

adult expectations of what children have to-do to be assigned to a certain

- level of proficiency. However, we believe that new test constructs should

~ B i - -
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be based on what children can actually do in natur§1fsettings. In general,
there is a great need to define language proficiency in terms of the goals

)

which bi1%ngua1 education is supposed to meet. As such,lit is necessary
to finauout|whether ve areu1ooking at language for success in school and/or
: in 1ife. ' In regard to new-tesfing constructs, it is necéssary to think in :
terms of more integrative and/or multipart iests which will measure form
as well as function in language.
Findings of _this study are not conclusive. More qua1itétive studies

ms or functionsof Tanguage (i.e., use of nega-

“the use of specificC
tions, code switching) 'are heeded. It is important, too, to explore

whethe}'any discriminant factors in language usé found from these qua1i£a-
tive studies are c0@m0n1y found in large populations of children. In this
(way more valid genera1i;ations can be made in regard to these factors and,

at the same time, it will facilitate the determination of reliability and

validity in new tests to be developed. . - -
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Footnotes

Information provided by school district according to their records as
of September 30, 1980.

Information provided by school district according to count taken on
May 1, 1981.

Hispanic and Latino are terms used“interchangeabxy throughout this
report. Both terms refer to individuals of Spanjsh_descent and are
connn%]y used interchangeably in the Midwest.

Information provided by school district according to the 1980 U.S.

Census.




Appendix A
English Proficiency Levels -- Explanation

Proficiency Leyel I. The students in this group do not speak,

understand, or write Eng11sh, but some may know a few 1so1ated words or

expressions.

Proficiency Level ;I. This group inc]udes'chi1dren‘with little
knowledge of English. The speakers in this category often have great
difficulty in comprehending andﬂspeaking English. Consequently, attempts
at elicitation often are met with silence, a repetition of the questions
or gestures (pointing, nodding, etc.).

-~

Proficiency Level III. Speakers in this group have difficulty compre-
. b e
hending many things in the English language. Elicitations of many types

of constructions frequentﬁy will be met with silence or repetitions of what
has been said. However, they are sufficiently in control of theilanguage

] ) to communicate, us1ng poor]y formed syntactic construct1ons A]though
these ch11dren may occas1onal1y produce good phrases and s1mp1e sentences,
they genera]]y will fail to provide a noun with the proper preceding
article, be unable to manage agreement between subject and verb because
of the inability to make the appropriate correlations between person;

1

number gender; and subject-object forms for pronouns, and will have .

‘d1ff1cu1ty d1st1ngu1sh1ng singular and plural forms of nouns. Difficulty

‘

w1th the auxiliary verb is most evident ih this range. 0m1ss1on of the
verb, (espec;a11y forms of "be") 1is also character1st1c of this group of
speakers These speakers have been exposed to the major sound syStem in
English and to the basic syntactic structures. They are usua]iy et the

Pre-primer stage-in 11terany ab111ty., fo N o

| - 126. Ty "4< J




~ Their heading ability is usually 1-2 yeérS‘be1ow that of Eng]ish\ségpk—

s
L} ‘ N
. Proficiehcy level IV. Speakers in this group both comprehend and

respond to Eng]1sh better than those in Level III. Howeve?, they often
do not respond without the use of one of the prompt1ng techniques.
A1though they tend to use a large nymber of ppor]y formed constructions,
these devjant forms'wi11 alternate with their well-formed counterpahts.
Their 1anguage fact]ity‘could be described as being in a state of flux.
ing students. Thus , while they will continue to make the same general ‘
kinds of "mistakes" as those in Level III, they will not be making them

so frequently. If these students are excluded at this state of the1r
language development it would doom them to "failure." Therefore, they—w111
continue to receive bilingual classes to insure continued academic growth
and re1nforcement

Proficiency- 1eve1 V.” This group “includes competent English speakers.

These speakers‘both comﬁFéhéﬁd‘ahd Fespond in English. They have inter- e
nalized the rules for most we11-formed,constructions,'and the%r syntactic
Tapses are relatively minor.. These lapses are of the type that may

pers1st1nto adult speech, mark1ng them as s11ght1y dev1ant by m1dd1e class

\,standards. These speakers in many cases have been e11m1ﬁated from bilingual

or TESL classes, but require some other sort of supplementary language .

[o]

program. ‘Examples of the ktnds of syntactic lapses that occur among
these- speakers are mainly problems with the auxiliary verb and with the
use of the negative. These students usually are reading c]dsefto or on 2

~

gfade Tevel. .




' S APPENDIX B S

Language Proficiency Project ' L

Family And Community Language Survey ,
Encuesta Sobre E1 Lenguaje De La Familia Y La Communidad e

Column 1-3 o ’ : . .
Code Number

Please Cirele The Number You Feel Closest-To Your Answer:
(Por Favor Encierre En Un CircuTo E1 Ndmero Que Mejor Vaya Con Su Respuesta):

-7

Column 4-5
Age (Edad) ‘ b

. T 1. Upto20
' . 2. 20 - 40
3 and up
" Colum 6 :
I. Respondent (Persona,que'qbnﬁestale1 ?G;;tionario):
1. Father - A - 5. Relative of Student
4 2. Mother - 6. Grandparents
- S 3. /'High"SchoQT Student 7. Other
4, Grade School Student
Column 7 i
-~ II. Sex (Sexo) " - . &

3

2. MaleB(Hombre)

. Coiumn 8 T . .
II1. Place of birth (Lugar de nacimiento) Code as: :
U.S. Mainlahd .

Mexico

. 1. Female (Mujer)
F

" Country (Pafs) _
- " City/Town (Ciudad/Pueblo)

-

} [ . .

; B ! . \
} ¢ ‘ ’ '

! o B ¥ b2

v

1

2

3. .Puerto Rico
4, Latin America
5. Spain )

6. Other

128
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v.

. Number of yéars “in the United States?

iCuantos anos hace que v1ve en 1of Estados Unidos?

2
3
4,
5
6

1.
2!

” €o1umn 12

s

J’VI.

Al

. - Texas ) 9. Other (Otro) Spec1fy (Espec1f1que)

Less than 6 months (Menos de 6 meses)

6 months to 2 years (6meses a 2 anos)

v 2.1t05 yea}s (2.1 a5 aﬁosi

5.1 to 10 years 5.1 a 10 anos)
10.1 to 20 years (10.1 a 20 anos)
A1l my life (Toda a vida)

_ Where did you live before coming to I111no1s7
¢Donde vivia antes de venir a I11inois?

Mexico 6. Southwest

Puerto Rico . ™ ° 7. New York

-

_Cubq e 8. Latin Amer1ca

.

T A N ‘.. . -

How many years of-education have you comp]eted’ ) S ,\'

’cCuantos anos asistio’a 1a escuela?

L]

1.

. l M ll i
. B

None (Ninguno) ' -

2.

3.

Elementary Schoo1 (EscueTa Ejemental) , - Ty
Jr. High School (Los dos primeros anos de Secundar1a)

H1gh School (Escue]a Secundar1a)

. ’0911ege (Unlvers1dad)




‘Comm 13

- ¥it, ¥hat is your *oriéa’n -of descent?

{Cuﬁ] es su origen etnico?

1.. Chicano 6.
2. ‘yexicano 7.
' 3. Puertorrigueno. 8.
4. Cubano .
’ 5. Mexican-American ___

. Colum 14-15

Apé] )
Latino

American

Other (Otro) Specify (Especifique) ST ‘

[ .
¢ -

VIII. What is your occupation?
¢En que' trabaja usted? )
" 1 Unemployed (Sin empleo) 6 Clerical (Oficina, tienda)
, 2. Housewife (Ama.de casa) 7. Nurse (Enfermero/a)
3, ' Laborer (Emp]éadog_n 8. Teacher aide (Ayudante de
" fabrica o en el campo) Maestro/a)
4 S o ' te )
4, Mintenance (Mantenimiento, * 9 Teacher (Maestro/a) . i
limpieza) ' 10. Professional (Profesional)
5. Sales (Vendedor/a). 11. Other /N
Colum .16 -
IX. How many children do you have? T
—Coantoshijos—e-hijas—hay—ensu familial — e _
* ) i, . T L LT T e e
e .lc 1 - 2 g N ‘; ) T, ,,;
‘2. 3- 4 RN -
3. 5 - 6 i N -
4, 7-8 ormore”
: s 130 )
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Column 17

' -

s~ X, What was the total combihed income of your family in 19797 T e
o T ZCuanto dmero gano toda su familia en 1979?
1. Less than $4,000 5. $15,000 -- $19,000
2. $4,000 ---$5,999 6. $20,000 or more
3. $6,000 -- $7,999 7. 1 don't kﬁow—(No se)
4. $10,000 -- $14,999

Colum 18

XI. Generation of residence in the United State? - )
' ¢A qué generacion pertenece usted? v

1. Fi rs;__g_nc_eration (Respondent, father an‘a grandfather foreign
born) -
Primera generacwn (E1 que contesta, su padre y su abue'lo
nac1eron en el extranjero).

2. Second generation (Respondent nati ve born; father foreign 5
born) i

) S‘eﬁuﬁ?a"”g'éﬁéfaéfgﬁ (E1 que contesta nacio’ en USA'y su padre
en el, extran.]ero)

w5

3. Thi rd generation (Respondent and father native born grand-

" father foreign born) ’

o Terceraf-generacic{n (Elsgue contesta y su padre nacieron en ‘
USA, el abuelo en el extranjero).

4, Fourth generation (Respondent, father and grandfather native -

, v.”  born) . . -
—--—i - ©  Cuartd generacion (E] que contesta, su padre y suabuelo -
-~

naciefon en USA)".— Co .. ,
Colum 19 o - , ‘ '

+ : . 3
- XII. What x'las the first language in which you understood conversation?
Cual fue el primer idioma que usted entendw‘?

1. Spaiish® 2.  Both (los dos) 3, English

= 131 ] -
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Colum 20

. f
! ¢ ‘ . H !
“ )

. XIII. What was the first language th‘§que?
4Cu51 fue el primer idioma que usted hablo? . o
1. Spanish " 2. Both {los dos) "~ 3. English
Column 21 ‘ .
XIV.  What was the first ]anguage.in which ydu read books and magazines? ' -
¢En qué idioma 1ey6 libros y revistas por primera vez? )
. 1. Spanish 2. Both {los dos) 3. English
Column 22 ' - T
‘XV. What was the'language in which you first wrote 1et£ér§2}
¢En qué idioma escrib16 cartas por primera vez? -
1. Spanish 2. Both {los dos) 3. English
Column 23 '
XVI. Which language do you feel most fluent in? i
zCu£1 es el idioma que usted cree saber mas? o
1. Spanish 2. Both (los dos) 3. English
Colum 24 '
XVII. Which language is the most beautiful? ~
iCual idioma es el mas bonito? .
Y. Spanish -~~~ - 2. Both- {os dos) - 3.-English - - - o ]
Colum 25 o
XVIII. Which language.is the most advantageous to know in the United States?
¢Con cual idioma se defiende usted mejor viviendo en los ! '
EstadosUnidos? . C s agepam s . —ev4
1. Spanish " 2. Both (los dos) 3., English.  __ .i:d
" Colum 26 _ o , ‘
. XIX. Which language is: the most advantageous to know in bilingual
! ‘ neiéhﬁdrhoods?" ' : T
iCon cual idioma se defiende usted mejor en el barrio -donde vive?
1. Spanish " " 2. Both {los dos) “3. English ﬂ
Colum 27 ’ . ' :
"XX. With which language is it easier to get a job? -
iCon cudl idioma es mas facil hallar trabajo? _
1. Spamish ., - 2. Both (los dos) 3. English’ ‘
/ ) S ‘ :
L 132 - R ' -
_ : 144 - 2

v
A
1



Column 28 .
XXI. Which Tanguage would you prefer to use all the time, if you could? S
' $i usted pudiera, tcudl idioma usarfa todo el tiempo? °
1. Spanish 2. Both (1os dos) 3. Eng1i$h ‘
Colum 29 - ‘ R e
XXII. Do you think your generat1on and the younger generation are in
gerieral moving away from the use of Span1sh’
¢Cree usted que su generac1on y la generac1on mas joven estan
dejando de usar el -espanol?
XXI1I. What percentage of Spanish or Eng11sh do you use 1in each of the
"following situations? (Circle one). ‘
éQué porcentaje de espéﬁb1 e ing1é§ ysa usted en cada una de 1as

siguientes situaciones? (Marque una).

.

~ (z
— ic
o ]
ic o
o, -~ N7}
- o ~" '3 w‘,; E o -
1::! '% .Fno\w ‘\g [P AR, )
o o - g.';’ - *
Loeg 7] -— QU c - o -
\o Q TNep= or= [ =
- - L _ K- c = L))
R 7 - | < e = BT =0 -
2 o= 4 — 10 o~ QO L C
. = ce' o+ — 3 L\ © O
w MO T OE O VO
-— - Qe = [ cg o p— o~ U
= ) — [T = td - -
, o © = O (O — oc o -
o >3 P S O
(7] - Q O o~ 45 — 5 | %] - =]
. . PEeE OEO $U o O
- v O (%] ' [ r——— +> ~
- —~ O oo 8% —\o oo
e Lrmeeeta e g i o o S -4 P —X"—l"“-'~ = LV Z = B e
Column 30 - : » ( .
‘ 1. At home Speaki‘ili'iii; .
children. {
* Usted hablando con sus' - A
) " ninos en la casa. I B 3 4 5 0
i .7 N . s o
Colum.31 ° , , S TR %
2. At home, ¢hildren . e . g
speaking to you. : o I
N cu— L =
. Los nifios hablandole a . e
usted en Ta casa. " 1. 2 3 4 5 0 - o
‘s A
N * o - + ' ‘ - s -- 3
' - . 133. . . e
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10 Espaﬁbl)
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gles-
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~A11 Spanish (S

Column 32 ,
' 3. At home, speaking to
your parents.
Usted hablandole a sus

padres en la casa. 1
Colum 33
4, At home, speaking to
you. .
Sus padres hab]éﬁdo]e ‘
a usted en la casa. 1
= Eelumn 38 T T T

5. In your nefghborhood ‘
and among your neighbors.
*  Usted ‘en su barrio, y
con sus vecinos. 1
Co]uﬁn 3 . ‘ .
6. When you -are shopping
at the neighborhood
stores, '
Cuando va a comprar en
. % el barrio. . ]
Colum 36 .
7. At Hbme; épeéking to
your husband/wi fe.
“Usted hablando con su (
. esboso/esposa.  --- 1

11 Engtis

7.

La mitad del tiempo espanol,
- Solo ingl

Mostly Spanish
Generalmente espanol
s Spanish/}% English
la otra mitad ingles.
Mostly English
Generalmente in

Not app]icéble

No corresponde

A

4.
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8. At home, speaking to
your friends. )
Usted hablando con sus’
_ amigos en la casa. A2 3 4 5 0
‘ ’ ' Column 38
9.. At work, talking-to
. your supervisors. ’ )
Usted hablando con su ,
. supervisorenel trabajo. 1+ 2 3 4 5 0 ' ' .
. , Colum 39 K
10. At work, talking to your T
fellow employees. ~
L. Usted con sus companerps ; : . A
- de %trabajo en .el trabajo. -1 2 3 3 - 4 5 0 L
Column 40 . : \ ‘ 2
11.- When you go to Church. ; oL R
e oo oo — - lsted-enladglesia . 1.2 3 4 5 0 s
~- Colum 41 - X ‘ \ IR !
12. , When you pnay. ‘ . ’
o . Luando ust¢d reza. 1 2 3 5 0 .
Column 42 ° - .o '
13. When you dream. ,
.Cuando usted suena. . 12 3 4 5 0~
- . / ; 1 M
PR _ N ' ' ‘
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L4

nglish

A1l Spanish (5610 Espaiol)

Ccolumn 43 _
14. When yod listen to the
. .. .. radio. -
L - Cuando usted oye el radio. 1
4 Column 44 i
S .. 15. When you watch T.V.
I Cuando usted mira T.V. 1
Column 45 .‘
' . 16. <§hen you go to the movies.
; - uando usted va a las , ¢
- pelfanlas. 1
Colum 46 * = | )

17. When yob‘read newspapers.
‘ Cuando usted lee el

”.

La mitad del tiempo_espanol,
Solo inglés

Mostly Spanish
Generalmente espanol
% Spanish/%.English
Ta otra mitad ingles.
Mostly English
Generalmente ingles
Not applicable

No corresponde

A1l E

W

SR ; .. aperiéaigp;. 3 -1
- ~ Colum 47 ‘ .
- .~ 18, HWhen you read- books.
- - e ———CuaNdo y,ﬂs‘/ted lee Jibros. 1
Colum 48 T T T

N et

19. When you'read magazines. .
. Cyando usted lee revistas. 1

’ o




XXIV.

(Put %hékapprpriatehﬁﬁmber 1-5 in each box)"

siguiente esg@la.

cuadro).

Speak Ynderstand

Hablar

{

Entender

s

Read

Leer

Write

Escribir

English C. 49 = C. so\c'. 51 .52

Spanish C. 53 -

XXV. Which of the following kinds of Spanish can ybu handle? (One or more)

C.

54

c.

55

C. 56

),

'

- iQue-clases..de espaiol sabe usar usted? .

Column 57

iColumn 58
2.

iy

Column 59

S

Formal, educated style (Estilo formal, educado)

’
2

3.

XNVI.

Spanish mlxed‘with“ﬁhg11sh‘(Espanol mezlado~con—¢ng1es)
Which of the following kinds of English can you handle? (OneOrnmre )

B

e

ot

1Qué clases de inglés sabe usar usted?

Column 60

1.

Formal, educated style (Estilo formal, educado)

A
S
.

137

H
3

¢

4.
5.

State your language proficiency according to the fo]lowiﬁg scale:

Diga cual es su conocimiento de los dos idiomas de acuerdo a la

(Ponga el numero apropiado del 1 al 5 en cada

‘Nada (none)

Muy poco
(very little)

.. Aceptable .

(Acceptable)
Bien (Good)
Nativo (Native)

Informal, evenydéy style (Estilo informéi,rae todos los dfas)

s e
%,
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Column 61
.l \h,/fél Informal, evéE&daj’styTe (Estilo informal, de todes 10% dfas)’
Column 62 - | ‘ :
3. Engiish mixed withISpanish (Ing]éé mezé]ado con espanol)
XXVII. How would you describe the type of Spanish most frequently used
iﬁ Waukegan? (One or more) '

¥

LQUE clase de espanol se habla en Waukegan?

‘Colum 63

1. Formal, educated style (Estilo formal, educédof
Column 64 | .
, 2. Informal, everyday style (Esfﬂo informal, de todos 1o0s d)/as)
Column 65 | | N ' (
3. Spanish mixed with'?nglish‘(Espaﬁo1 mezclado con ing]ég)
XXVIII. Do you thiqk that Spani;h should be used in school?
' “"&Sé:débé usar el espanol en 1a escuela? o - - - e

-

Column 66
1. Yes 2. No 3. 1 den't know (No sé)
XXIX. Should teag@gfs be a]]gwed to'mix bo%h languages in class? \
iSe les deﬁg‘ﬁermitir a los maestros\qdecmezc1en.1asﬂdos

lenguas en la clasé?

—r —_
>

FN . ¢ . R " . / -
1. .Yes 2. ‘No + - <37 1 don't know (No se) .

XXX. Do you think that children should be allowed to mix both languages

“in class? |

tSe les debé perinitir a los nifios que mezclen las dos lenguas en ST N
R oo Lt 3 © N .

- e

* la clase?




; Column 68 . : , ) ' ‘
e o - vy . v 1 A :
- ! : t

1. Yes 23” No ‘ 3. 1 don't know (No sé)‘
XXXI. Should spanish be taught as a seﬁarate subject Rn the curriculum?
éDeber{é,en;eﬁhrse el égpaﬁb1 como materia en 10s programas de
la escuela?

PO

Column 69
1.  Yes 2. No 3. I don't know (No se)

XXXII. Up to what grade should Sbanish:as a separate subjéct be taught™
in school?

) - 7 - -, o
;Hasta que grado se deberia ensenar el espancl como materia?

Column 70
D A TR 4, K -6
2. 1-3 5. A1l the way to grade 12
. 3. 4-6 Hasta el grado 12
B Y ‘XXXIIi. What kind of Spanish‘§h6u1d~5e taught in the e]ehentéﬁy schooi?"

i1

:Qué clase de espanol se deber{a ensenar en la escuela elemental?

Column 71
- ‘ 1. Formal . | . 5.',1 and'é
2. Inforﬁa] 6. .1 and 3 .
) P y 3 Spanish mixed wifh‘English 7. 2 and 3 |

" (Espafol mezclado con inglés)
4, A1l of the above ,
XXXIV. Do you think that the Spanish used in school should be the same

which is spoken at home by the child?.

f

" . ¢Cree usted que el espaﬁb] que ‘se usa 5P Ja escuela debe ser el
1
mismo que el niho usa en la casa?

v

S~ | 3

FRIC. . S , - FEE . -




Column ‘72
1. Yes 2. No 3. 1 don't know (No sé),
| XXXV. Do you think that speaking a more formal type of Spanish will
.ﬁ/%'*" “ 77 % " help 4 person to sucéeed in life more than speaking informal ,
Spanish or mixing the two languages?
‘ ‘* iCree usted que a los que hablan espanol mas formal les va mejor

en la vida que a los que hablan espanol informal o mezclan el
espanol con el inglés.

Column 73 .
1. Yes 2. No 3. 1 don't know (No 5€)

»

XXXVI. Some people believe that if children are taught in Spanish, they
will fall behind in English? What is your opinion?
Algunas personas creen que si les ensenan en espanol a los ninos,

. C . . .
ellos se van a atrasar con el 1nglé§. iCual es su opinion?

Column 74 J
o S 1. Yes, they will fall behind in English.

(57, se van a atrasar con elinglés.

Ay
s oo . . .
= ‘?. .% . v,% = 5 .

?. They won 't Tearn e1ther language well

>
~~~~~~ L T
,.,.@»m.,,ba(bmm'-va~—rw~~—v~a,»7,mmw.. - e »

. (Np van a aprender n1nguna lengua bien. )

v,
.

3° They’ can learn both languages at: the same time.

} S (P&edgn'épieﬁdéf'TEQ‘dO§'1éﬁgﬁa5“31”mfsm0“tiemaa.)‘:““*““j'”"“”“”wf'
4, Other. : ‘ |
e (otra -respuesta) “
¥ 5, can 1earn both at the same time -- but neither well.

| ,(Pueden aprender las dos al mismo t1empo, pero ninguna bien.)




XXXVII. What is Bilingual Education (for you)?
N ZQué significa para usted Ta Educacion Bilingue?
“Column 75~ 76 ' :

: * ’

XXXVIII. Why do you want your child to receive a Bilingual Education?
_ ¢Por qué'quiére usted que su hijo/a esté en el Programa Bilingue?
Column 77-78 4 )

~

Code System for Questions o
~ 01 Learn L§1,_keep L1, f k ’ .
02 Llearn L 2 '
03 Learn to speak better for-self-improvement
04 Learn Spanish
05 ‘Learning in $pite of language
06 Keép Spanish _
07 Learn the two languages and cultures
: | 08 Self respect, better self-concept
09 Learn and respect heritage

10 Necesario -- good
11 Care for education of L2 students
12 Keep -heritage ’

r 13 -Don't know .
14 Not applicable (blank)
. 15 Refuse to amswer
5 I AT ‘

N B . .
. . . . ’
v . .
149
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Table 4 . ' ' '
- R I
Nusber and Percentage of Uuestions Asked ber (hlg v .
SVAKI 1 - . ' |
Y e 'i
] * |
tevel 5 5 5 3 32 1 | ’ .
- - Totel humter o
Chilg Paula Juanita Cesar Jose Ana Carwen Questions yseo |
by ‘A1l Cnildren .
[Total Use. 3 {Tota) Use: 40 {Total use: 35 |Total Use 28 Total use 0 {Total use 0 [
Occurrences ) :
s and Percent Occ 3 Occ. 3 Occ. 3 Occ.‘ H Occ. T Occ. H Occ. 1
Req. info. I J00 23 | 52.5) 12 4.6 | w0 {3wE | .. - . . 53 sC )
Req. Clanaf. | . | o 1 2.51 - .- ¢ 1182 - - . .. 5 4.7
Mea.Permis. | o -] v jas] 2 [se | [ =TT =T s ] s
feq. Approv. e | - 2 5.0, 2.§ 3wy | - LR E . 6 5.7 E
Yes/MoQues. |. - | -- F i [228] 1 [aa 3 (w2 ] o Foee ] | ]l 25 | 236 '
1l AY
feq. Action - 1. - - 4 [N 3 w2 .. - . =, 7 6.6
fnet. Ques. o | . . . . . 1 3.6 | - .- - - 1 1.0 |,
Moot Ques. | e f oo f 2 Losof e | o | @ {3 ] - ] o =T = 6 | s
Total - 3 ©0 - 3 2 | v .-
- ; k]
2l - ' !
) H .
. Table 5 . .
7 - Ndiver and Percentage of Guestions Asked Per Chilg ’ 4 .
( . , ENGL1Sh .- ‘ -
Level 5 5 5 3 2 1 ‘Ijoul Numoer of \
. e - vestions Uses . 3
tma Pavla Ana Carven Jose Juanita Cesar by A1l Chilgren N B
. fotal Use 44 fTotal Use. 51 |Tota) Use- 48 [Tota) Use. § |Totat Use: | Total use 1 : 3 .
Y
v ﬁ:";:::::: Occ. {2 | oc. 2 |-0ce. "% {oOcc. |3 occ. -3 | oce. | 8 [l occ. s o d
" Req. Info. 21 (ool 28 5| 28 | 5.83| 1 vobwo |- ) .. % | s .
fea- Chartf. |V J22] 0 el s oa b T T T T Tl Lo ' R
. fea-berms. | 1 J 220 - [ ] s fun] [ T Tl 0 | e
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vesmotues. | 6 1181 8 st e e T T o T e e - e
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. Parents of these childremwere contacted to obtain permissioh for
+ . their children to be video taped m different semngs. Once we had their
permission, we checked to see if a chﬂd for each one of the six proficiency
) coninnat‘ion levels (L1 and L2) could be found. in qne classroom. we were
’ - able to locate such a classroom in School C. Originally- we wanted all the
’children to be of the same age group, sex and ethnic background (Puerto
. Rican, Mexican American, etc.). Since that was impossible, we chose
. children from the same classroom and same age group. There were four girls
. and two boys (3 Mexicans, 2 Puerto Rican-Mexicans and 1 Puerto Rican).

The sample is described in Table 2:

Tab!e 2
* Fina]@y]e Description
- A
Proficiency Levels |’ Boy Fin
' High English - High Spanish | | Mexican

et el eeo o pigh-EngHsh- ——bow Spanish- . © — L Mexican-Pwerto Ricanj . .. . . ..

¢

High English - Ho-Spanish’ Mexican-Puerto Rican,

Non-English ~ High Spanish |[Puerto Rican i -
Low English - High Spanish Mexican < . B ' .

Lok Spanish Mexican

C al Low English

. 1

o - Duec to the"f'act that there was only one :subjectj in the Low I-:'hg'lish-High
Spanish.group 'andtone su'bject with Low‘Engsh;Low Spanish proficiency
in School C, these students had to be included’in the sample. This in

o ‘ contrest tc; the selectioh o}' the ethér suhjects‘ where the best subject

- uas chosen among several possib1ht1es, not only in terms of 1anguage pro-

) f1c1ency ~but personahty and’ behawor.

o




d ]

. ¥
total utterahces'ﬂf‘not.a~méqsure of Jlanguage proficiency in-Spanish and

- ~ _ English, Hoquer¢.it1ﬁsfe$pected that a child who is more proficient f“‘ e
- _English-wi11 produce more'utterahces‘in-Eng1ish than Spa@jsh and vice
versa., In bilingual chﬂd_ren4 the languageiQ§éd in inferactions will depend

.

on the situdtioh, the context,: the in%er]ocdié%! etc., involved in the

il

interaction. Utterances, ét times, may‘be just one word‘whi}e others may
) be very complex sentences in form and/or function'and, as ;uéh,‘théy do-
) not reflect the same degrees.of proficiency. Table 3 shows t?e total count
, ﬁo? utterances representing the collected language rebertoire for each child.
i As\gfp1ained before, thisNis in no way a description or\representation of °

the language proficiency of the subjects. "

in
—— ) . {
Table 3 v
T . Language Repertoire 7 L
. y
Per Subject, Language and Setting » P
. ) 4 A. Per Sibject and Languige
T A . - C e o Sydbjest Utterances . N » ‘ .
. . ) * Toul] s 3 L
English [Spanish itz Ty
racha YT TR 2.5 1.0 - \
K Carmen 603 6.7 - 2.7 b \
~ Ana 5% 945 . 5.4 - \
. © oes€ ®¥ B4 o4 2
- Juanita M43 130 887 2.3 . o
’ char 653 W5 B4 4
‘ . 3. Per Langusge, and Sttsiag )
: © . Jubject English ) Spanish ..
. v Totr 15 W[ Sooot | Totsl |5 Hooe | % Sehool .
' tterances - Utserances -
Tala 3 0.1 4.9 187 95 6l
Carven 551 58,3 45.7 120 90 o 10.0
. Ao - M4 5.6 -6 17.6/ .3
Jost -« Y3 8.7 5.3 28t .27 2.2 )
Jumnita Y] 7’3 5.7 sa 6.0 40 ‘
thar . - B %.: 232 7 ° RI 1.3
MOTE: % Home languige was ‘collected mainly from play activities with ~

.- ’ ; siblings and/or friends.

o *ehm’ ish repertoife at schoot includes 3 15 minute talk

' \‘tki‘:hsoiep‘ gf the g:searchers. The conversation.was all in e
: - - Spanish and most_of Ana‘s utterances in Spanish were one word o
I A . utterances (vocabulary ftems). 3 ‘ -~ . o




