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The ALPBP Teacher Training:Component

-

The teacher tralhing component of the ALPBP project was implemented over
a period'of'two years in two dffferent,locationsi Tucson, Arizona and'BerkeIey,lv"

California.”

'In Tucson Arizona, the teacher tra|n|ng component was implemented in
cooperatlon with Tucson Unif:ed School District (TUSD) and the Unlversity of
Arnzona. Tucson,was selected because of the-dnstrlct’s tnterest |n provgdnng._p
teachers, resource~personnel and adminfstrators.with basic_trainin9 }9 altef‘_;~.'r

native modes of‘aSSessfng‘language proficiency.

TUSD admnnstrators felt that the ALPBP teacher traunlng program in
ethnographnc/soclol|ngu|st|c methodologles would complement their efforts in
developlng a nontrad|t|onal language proflclency assessment lnstrument, the

Language Proflclency Measure (LPM) (TUSD 1981)tA o .

. The general goal of the tralnlng component of the ALPBP project was to

provude a forum wherenn teachers and admlnlstrators would explore the applnca- L

=

tion of ethnographlc/soclol|ngu|st|c theorles and methodologies applned to

language proflclencyuassessment practlces.. In order to accomplish this-goalv

blllngual and monolingual educators were provided with a background in !lnguns- '

'.ttcs, socuolnnguust:cs ethnography of speaknng, measurement, and research
. methodology The expected outcome of the trainlng was that |t would enable i
- Tucson educators to deve]op more effectlve language profuc:ency assessment

'strategnes applucable to thenr part:cular student populatlon

~ The teacher tra|n|ng program at Berkeley,»Calnfornla conS|sted of a

summer course offered through the UnlverS|ty of Ca}nfornla. It was-entntled,

. . oy 4
se 0 . -




e - ""Speaking of English: Teaching the Language Mimority Student." The goals'
- of the course were to'introduoe participating teachers to theoretical issues

involved in educating language mfnorfty-Students;

The process of implementation, outcomes, and eva!uation for;each’of
the tralnlng programs are, in the ALPBP Teachlng Trannlng Report components

A Course on Bnlnngual Language Proflclency Asapssment

B S Susan Philips .
Rl - : Department of Anthropology
"University of Arizona

[l
Ethnographlc/Socnollngunstic'Issueé and the Assessment~ !
- of Bilingual Students' Language Profnclency i
‘- Charlene Rivera . ,
' ALPBP PrOJect Director '
T ' ‘ . Carmen_ Simich
T ALPBP PrOJect Research Assoclate .
S " InterAmerica Research Associates, Ino;
- ’ Langdage-Proficiency-and.Minority'Students
L. Jim Cummins S
o - The Ontario Institute. for Studies in Educatnon
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A CQURSE ON BILINGUAL LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT

Report to N;I.E, and Interamerica '

by
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‘and inappropriate in several key respects that can be remedied ia part

"'educational psychology, and to a lesser degree, cognitive psychology.

-

#"COURSE OF BILINGUAL LANdUAGE PROFICLENCY ASSESSMENT
ovnnvmw |
Part I. Approaches to Bilingual Language Proficiency

‘The purpose of this report is to describe, explain, and evaluate a
)]

course that was taught at the Universi&y'of Arizona by Dr. usan Philips

on Bilingual Language Proficiency. Assessment in the Spring of l980.

The course was funded by ¥.I. E. through a grant to Interamefica intended

to stimnlate hoth teaching and research on the;topic of language proficiency

©

'asSessment._ o . ST o B &

The general purpose of the course was 1o provide hilingual teachers

. with informaticn about approaches to language and language use" that would _gi -

" be: helpful to the teachers in their efforts to assess the proficiency

of their students in Spanish and English. Fron the heginning of the
instructor s involvement in planning the course, the course was intedned

té be "ethnographic" In basic orientation and emphasis, with that ethno-

graphic orientation viewed as innovative in the area of language proficiencf

assessment. The instructor hegan the course with the view that present

' approaohes to hilingual language proficiency assessmentware inadequate p” _

through the joining of hpth theoretical/substantive and methodological‘_'

aspects of ethnographic approaches to lenguege use with the more institu-

tionalized approaches to a language proficiency assessment'associated with.
Because this ethnographic perspective is so crucial to the organization

of the course, an effort will be made to explain why and how that perspective

!




is thought to have potential for improving language proficiency assesSment'

"-processes. 5
In the United States, bilingual education progrmms exist primarily
because of our civil rights commitment to equal education. Childrenrwhosen:"
first language is other‘than English (and these overwhelmingly Spanish in
' i&nsﬁase' baaksrc,und‘) generally have had lower scores on ‘.school. achievement o
| tests than monolingual Enélish speakers ‘and~it has been argued that . v
bilingual education would provide bilingual children with equal access
Ito the education system, and eradicate the achievement score disparities
between bilingual and monolingual.children. _- |
- In fact, such‘eradication of achievemant score disparities has not.
occurred.. One response to the absence of change in achievement scores,v
in spite of bilingual education, has been to criticize the tests that -
measure achievement and to argue that the tests are culturally biased,
and do not capture what the children know, or that the tests don't evern
measure- very worthwhile skills and perspectives being transmitted through
bilingual programs. Within this framework, language proficiency tests. -
have come in for their own share of criticism, and it has be-n argued
that 1f the tests thet measured the children s relatiVe competence (in
eege Spanish and English) were better, then placement of children in
: particular educational programs would be more. effEctive and achievement
| scores would improve. ‘While this is an oversimplification of a veryrcomplexv
set of issues, it sets the seneral framewvork for what T will call an
»ethnpgraﬁzzc critique»A | | ’
From a substantivg point of View, an ethnographic orientation entails

.the notion that_children~s~school language skills,should be viewedfwithin~

.
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| a ‘oroader framework. of culturally acquired coxmnunicative competence.
While cultural dirferences in children S pre-school and outside of school |
. language socialization experiences have ‘oeen recognized for some ethnic
minority populations in this country, notably Blacks and North American
Indians, such cultural differences,have teen given less attention in the
discussion of the educational problems of our ‘oilingual populations. For’ .".
those groups, the linguistic difference has ‘oeen so. salient that it has R ;"
received most of the attention. In addition, there is a tendency anong o
at least Hispanic groups to associate c / ture with food, dance, a.nd other .
very visible marker'sof ethnic ‘or natio identity, rather than theg less
+displayable features of everyday cu.lttée which cemprise :children's. 'soci_al_i., .
zation. R . | -
An ethnographic, and fundamentally anthropologioal, view of language
proficiency is ‘that the concept shou.ld embrace the child's full range of
social uses of language and nonver‘oel signals rather than encompassing
on.‘l.y the narrow uses associated with the transmission of the N.teracy'
skills of reading and writing. We cou.ld then ask what the relationship ‘
is between the child's communicative skills in different doma.ins, and
consider how knowledge of the child's comunicative skills in non-academic
activities might shed light on and help interpret or explain his or her .
patterns of language use in academic activities. . |
A.n ethnographic view of language socialization invokes "culture" and
cultural differences in language socialization to explain the poor achieve-' |
| _ment scores of children from ethnic minority ‘backgrounds. School curricula |
' assume and ‘ouild on a single model of language socialization. Sometimes
‘there is a poor fit ‘oetween the school deropmental model, and the cbild' |

pre-school language socialization experiences. - . 9 .




The developmental model is based on white middle.class children s

pre-schcol lamguage socialization experiences, but the ethnic minority
child's language socialization is- culturally different. Minority children -
come to.school knowing different kinds of things. When they encounter N

, school tests, it is as ir they are asked to perform "Apples” vhen they.
lmow "OrangeS," and no one ever tests for ?Oranges. ; | |

| Stated quite simply, if we are toO meet children where they are as they
come into schools,: and if we are to build on their-strengths, then we

need 2 description of‘the nature or the communicative competence of
children from ethnic minority" backgrounds, so that this can be. done.
We.also need to know hdw cultural differences affect children s classroomv

' behavior, 80" that when a child is having difficulties in school, we can
tell that it is because the teacher and the curriculum presuppose cultural
knowledge in the child that she or he doesn't have. Perhaps we can even
determine what sort of knowledge is involved. In.other words, an' ethno-
graphic perspective entails the advocation of. the concept of. culture and

an explanatory tool in bilingual language proficiency.assessment.

From a methodological point ‘of view, an ethnographic perspective holds
that experimental methodologies can never enable us to grasp the nature of
children S. communicative competence, because such methods by their very
nature alter that competence. Instead, observatio;? participant observa-

‘ tion, and intervieving are recommended as the reaearch tools to be used in -
determining the. nature of children s communicative competence: and the place
of educational testing approaches to language proficiency assessment is

| within that broader perspective of communicative competence. It has also

" been argued that teachers can benefit from being trained to carry.out-

-
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gthnographlﬁ rnsearch on their students' communicative competence because

it will broadﬂn their perspective on their students language skills,
 enable them— O identify students communicative strengths, and to build o

'Von those strﬁnrths and use them in academic cognitive development.

This, thﬂn, was the ethnographic perspective with which the course
. T

wvas begun.

The courne itselﬁ can be viewed ax- an. interaction between this | o _'f17,"

perspective, und the concern of the instructor to meet the nee‘\\“iz;he-

studgnts 4in fhe course. Accordingly, it is appropriate to provide some

_ 'information nbout those students and their concerns.v

The students for the coufse were recruited.through the Title VII - -
program in the Tucson Unified,School District, generally known as District
One, and the Sunnyside District also in Tucson.v All but’ one of the
students wuu inﬂolved in District One bilingual education programs in |

\

one way or nnother. Of the fifteen people who came to class the first

-

" dsy with an interest in enrolling in it 6 were grade school classroom

‘teachers in ffyll" bilingual programs. Four of.theseﬁwere first grade

N

teachers, one_? second gradeiteacher,'and one a fourth grade teacher.

'It~was to‘thls group that the course was most directly addressed. There

were also two teachers in pull-out programs for Spanish Reading who worked

2

with Spanlxh dominant children in the first three grades. There was one .

"high school’ teacher who worked with freshmen in a Title VII bilingual progrmm,

whose studenta were Mexican American, ‘but who vere learning\?panish at a

: bgginninp lavel. Two.@eople in Distriet One were in non-teaching positions

iassociatcd with bilingual programs (a resource person, who spent most of

-

her_time neating-children and'evaluating_tests, and a Title VII evaluator ’




who .uas also the lia.son person: b‘et'weena Di’strict One,- -the courSe instructoi',
" and Internmerica), and three a.dministra.tors were from gr\sfe) schools with
] 3 it !
4 _bilingual progra.ms None of these last. three ended up ta.king the Eourse.

Finelly there was one tea.cher who. worked. with LD students on their C
litera.ry skills in a grade ‘schqol pull-out program. All but two of the | A ;
people were functiona.}.ly ‘%ilingua.l in Spe.uish a.nd. English. /This -range
~esents well the kinds of people who cane in a.nd. out of the course, and " :qr
" the range or kinds of people who fina-llY finished. the course. i _‘ - "
) From the rirst day of cla.ss, it was clear tha.t\most of the tea.chers
were in a fa.irly' difficult position in their roles as a.ssesaors oi' billngua.l
languege proficienc' . They bega.n the schooI yea.r ina‘progra.ms in which they' =
bhagd little dr 'no sa.y in determining which children wvere oplaoed in ‘oilingua.l '?
programs, or which children vere defined as Spa.nish dominant or English " .‘_'\(
domina.nt. Most of these tea.chers ha.d to a.dminister tests designed to : " 7 | ;
mea.sure la.ngua.ge proficiency a.t sScme point during the school yeer, b{t’
they usua.lly -did not reoeive the te&t scores. until a.rter the chi%.d.ren ' '
had moved on. to another gra.de. And most or the tezahers, a.t some point R :_ t ;
‘.during each yea.r, ma.de and a.cted upon decisions th,st could serioule a.i‘feet |
a child's academic progress-decisions that were ‘oa.sed on. their own |
assessment of their students' language skills Should a child ‘oe recommended

@_ e
for lea.rning disa.;bility testing" Should he be switched from the Englis,h

'dominent to the Spanish dominant re&&ing group" And so on. . _.
Genera.lly, the teachers ‘oelieved they vere in a ‘oetter position to
a.ssess their students’ skills tha.n others, sincei“ they see them using

language far more tha.n am/one else, a.nd are proficient bilinguals themselves,

1=




unlik‘eﬂmany administrators'. Someé of the teachers who came 'to ‘this course
were critical of the formal instruments used to measure proficiency, and
skzptical about their validity. Some of the teachers distrust those who .
teat students for learning disabilities ozé the grounds that none of the
formal testins'instruments were in Spanish.’

" At the Same time, none of the teachers had had any forma.l training

in how to evaluate and interpret formal tests, s0 they lacked confidence j '

in their own critical orientation-. And they were clearly aware that their o o

own languase proficiency assessments lacked credibility with administrative

T personnel who made the student placement decisions with. which the teachers

E had to live. Several teachers expressed concern over the fact that they
are not consulted or that their opinions are given little attention in
‘placements decisions that are: supposeo*.‘ :to ‘oasihased ‘on language proficiency v
assessments. |
in seneral, then, the teachers came into the class with ambivalent N
feelinss about bi'lingual language proficiency assessment. On the one hand,
_'they felt their ]mowledge of their students' language proficiency was
. erucial for the child's academic development. On the other hand they
.felt inadequate in their knowledge and anxious over the decisions theJ
wvere making. : " ' ‘
Clearly, then, the primary practical aim of the course ‘oecame to pro-o
vide the teachers with information that would facilitate their language e '.

proficiency assessment activities. “'

. -
bl

“There were three parts to the course. Part I was an overview of
approaches to ‘oilingual language proficiency assessment vith emphasis
ion sociolinguistic and ethnogrephic approaches. Part.~.II i_‘ocus_ed on the S

. LI . O




nature of the child's connnunice.tiire .competence in the "classroom a.nd.'the
tee.cher S assessment’ of bilingual language proficiency in tha.t context
Part III dealt with the child's comnmnica.tive competence in the comnmnity,

and with the effects of cultural ‘oa.ckground on that competence. We will

now consider each sectionv of the course in more detail, |

. Paxrt I: Approa.ches to Bilingua.l La.ngua.ge Proficiency S
The primary purpose of this first five-week section was to introduce
" 'vnrious a.pproa.ches to or definitions of la.nguege pr_oﬁ.ciency the.t can bhe . |

of use to teachers in'tneir language ‘proficiency as'e.ess;nent,‘ and to inta-

, proaches into a 'single coherent view. Above all, it iz_'a;s

Atho'ught to be inp'/o;tant to,"derrelopn.the. notion ‘or commtnicnt.ive. compete\nc'e. ' |
ee tne most integrated a.pproa.cn to la.ngﬁav.geprofici_ency‘,_ a.nd;to_deﬁons'trnte
the a;dvantagee'of such a view over the more strictly lin‘guistic" notions of

,profic:.ency and the more "literacy achievement" 'derinitions of proficiency _
that are salient. in educationa.l testing today.

. - : - / /
' Comimnica.tive Com'oetfence '

There are three a.spects of the concept of comnnmica.tive competence

> that were highlighted in the course° ‘ First, a.ttention wa.-. given to the

f ;_point that commnnicative competence involvee the inrluences of both human |

'oiologica.l me.ke-up and culturn].ly a.cquired knowledge in the determina.tion' ‘ _.

"of the structure of la.nguage. Lectures end rea.ding meterials developed |
. awareness of the biologica.l role of the bra.in in processing langue.ge,

.focu\sins on the la.tereliza.tion of lansuage, and a.ree.s in the ‘orain o
.'essocia.ted with particule.r a.spects of langua.ge structure (e.g. Broc; s -

i'&rea.) Awa.reness of the. cultural dimension of language structure ‘V
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o

vas developed throush comparisons of Enslish a.nd Spanish phonology,

It

' morphology, synta.x a.nd semantic etructure. Evidence of inter-cultural a.nd :

inter-linguistic va.z-ia.tion in la.ngua.ge was a.lso presented through lecture
xna.teria.l on the na.ture of dia.lectal, stylistic a.nd contextua.l va.ria.tion
in language use. In this way ba.sic 1inguistic concepts -were revieved.

Second, a.ttention was: given to the point that communica.tive competence

is a combina:tion of linguistic and social knowledge, and the concept (a.s .

developed by' Dell Hymes) rerers to wha.t a person must know to communica.te

l in a socia.lly' a.ppropria.te ra.shion. The point was made tha.t intre.
: ,1inguistic diversity in dialect a.nd style is ma.tched by a func.tional
d.irferentiation in code use tha.t could a.frect the nature of a child.'

. la.ngunge proriciency in two languases. We discussed Wendy' Redlinger CE

rindings in a. Tucson study of mothers of bilingua.l children thnt reported
their accoun"&'s of which la.nguage they use for va.rious functions/pv.u'poses
with their children—e g the finding tha.t the mothers tend to "scold" .
in Spa.nish, but to praise in English.,

- To incr,ea;e tea.chers' awa.reness of the rele.tion between linsuistic

‘ form and function, tra.nscripts of tape recordings of diverse. situa.tions A

in ‘noth Spanish and English wera provided as cla.ss handouts throughout

the first section or the course. ' Thus, the tea.chers were given transcriptions
-in Spanish of a formal interview on telévision, Ra.dio Fiesta commercia.ls,

| a Spa.nish class at the University of Arizona., and a’ child's re-tel_‘l.ing .

of a ne.rre.tive told to him in Spanish. ,' S -

This concern w‘ith the social. pa.tterning of code use was then expanded

- to include non-linguistic a.spects or connnunica.tive coxnpetence, pa.rticularly
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'non-verbalrsignals. Specifically, the students in theoclass were
- encouraged to considervthe following aspects of’communicative competence
in face-to-face interaction: 1. The Attention Sgructure of face-to-
face interaction, or the ‘behavior of teacher and students that signals'
who is paying attention to whom, 2. The Turn Economies of various t
interaction, or the teacher s and students' use of different formats i
| -'fbr determining who will speak vwhen to whom°'3. Discourse Structire, o
or the way in which different individuals build on the utterances of ‘.A"'
others; L, igggistic Form, or the linguistic properties of the utterances“
of different individuals in various social'settings and from diverse Social
background and 5. Cultural Khowiedge, or the differences in knowledge
that affect cur ability to contribute to verbal interaction in a socially .i :
appronriate and meaningful manner.a | |

In the lecture material on these five»aspects of communicative compe-
tence, emphasis was given to the point that people from culturally ‘
different backgrounds differ-in all of these areas, and that all of
these aspects of'commnnicative comnetence are part of normal human

assessments of language proficiency. The teachers were asked to consfder"

the extent to which these various asnects of commmnicative entered into

" their own: language proficiency assessments.

The third aspect of communicative competence that was. given particular [
g emphasis in the" first section of ‘the course was the developmental process
through which communicative competence was acquired In this section,

the first two features of communicative competence which had been given

,attention,were again raised and.developed further; Thus>there wes
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‘process) a.nd socia.l or cultura.l dimensions (which are the meinosource of

, economies, discourse structure, linguistic form and cultural knowledge, P

: dra.wing hee.vilv on the instructor 's own resea.rch on the Wa.rm Sprinss .

' ta.ken as evidence of attention in the cla.ssroom) for longer periods at
. ea.rlier ases than Anglo children, a. trait tha.t can be directly rela.ted

, to their home socia.liza.tion for stillness and calmness. .

a.nd a.ssocia.ted instructione.l ‘oooklets that there is only' one releva.nt

discussion of the ways in which the development of- comnunica.tive compe—
tence involves both biologicel dimensions (whiéh are the main source of
cross-linguistic e.nd cross-cultural similarities in the developmenta.l

x
diversity in the development of“ communica.tive competence) ~Bot_h _the '
developmen_ta.l process and its ;culturally' specific na.turewere_demonstra.ted' |
through e;;ample_s of.the culturally' specific: devel'opment- of 'vcompetence'in

the five a.spects of competence .just reviewed.: attention structure, turn' |

reserv'a.tion. 'I.'hus, to illustra.te, the discussion of a.ttention structure
suggested that while children s a.‘oility to pay a.ttention to a single -

signalling source senera.lly' increases over time Wa.rm Sprinss India.n '
o %,, - .
children demonstrate a greater capacity to sit still (beha.vior tha.t is

-

-

This notion of culturally specific developmenta.l seq,uences was con-

tra.sted vith the educa.tiona.l a.ssumption implicit in curriculum ma.teria.ls

developmental sequence in terms of which children s 1a.ngua.ge proviciency :

ca.n be measured. _ 4 )
. Some a.ttention was a.lso given to efforts to- la.y out developmental _ :
A : .
models of second language a.cquisition. We discussed the notion that the - IR

age at ,_which a..s_econd _lenguage is a.cquired will a.f-fe,ct the ,e.cquisition"‘_ - - »~

=

17
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procesS'because of the alreadv_discuSsed developmental.stages,in the
brain that affect lanGUBSe'acquisition‘(eig, research on Genie: the notion, .
that one can't pronounce like_a'native i one'learnsiagsecond language
after the age of 14). | | '

| Attention was also given to the conrlict between the currently salient.‘
| view that the’ sequence of acquisition of linguistio form is the same in o
~»acquiring a language as a first or a second language, due to'universal
hiologicallyhbased constraints and the view thst the acquisition of the )
'form of the second language shows interference from the structure of the
first language.' The focus on second_language acquisition of course also jﬂ
entailed consideration of runctional difrerentiation of the two languages -

in the—acquisition process, hut not in any detailed manner.

Avplications of the Concent of cqmmunicative Comnetence in Bilinoual Langgage .

Proficiencz Assessment
The first section of the course also covered two speciric aspects of

the application of the concept of communicative COEPetence" in the Practical’.l

e

activities of bilingual.language proriciency assessment in schools.

| First, it was suggested that educators ar- interested in variation in .
?
students language proficiency primarily in relation to variation in '

scademic achievement, and more specifically in relation to explaining poor |

'1academic achievement.
When a child does pOorly in school, there is a need to determine what

sort of educational program will improve the child's performance. That ::i

need in tura has given rise to various mmmmoaz mmmwomcs for explaining

vhy a giVen ohild is doing poorly. The choice among explanatory frameworks
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'willvih tufn dctermine-thc choice of speciol program- chosen to improve

a the performance of a givcn child. Sevcral;explanatorylfrancworks were

discusscd to illustratc this notion to the teachcrs. lQ‘ The nofmal cnrvc:"

In all skill areas, some pcoplc do better th&n othcrs, and if this‘
variation, inhcrcnt in any normal population, is mcasured pcrformancc
will be distributed along a noxmal curve. In this class,'this variation’

was characterizcd as- probcbly biologically bascd, although in practicc

poorly undcrstood. No spccial programs are called ror~when poor perrormancc __"

is vicwcd within, this-framcwork. 2. Learninngisabilitics' When poor .
P . n

pcrformancc is explained in tcrms or a lcarning disability, a spccial

*

program dcsigned to ccmpcnsatc for that disability is thought to bc callcd

for. 3. Linggistic dirfcrcnccs" Ir a child.is thought 0 be doing poorly

due to the fact that he is bilingual and more compctcnt in a language other

v than thc one bcing uscd ror-instruction, bilingual educction is thought

to be callcd rOr for that child.

Thc tcachers\in thc class had alrcady cxpnessedﬂthcir concern that

thc wrong c;planatory-rramework is ortcn uscd in "diagnosing and "trca.ing":

bilingual childrcn who are doing poorly in school, although they did not

o

cxprcss their concern in those.tezms. Particulazly, thcy were conccrncd

that children who are bilingual'arc labelcdvas having lcarning disahilities,

when thcy don't. This notion was cxponded through a key point of the .
coursc, namcly that there is a nccd for another cxplanatory framcwork,v
namcly the noticn of CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE.

The point hcrc was that culttral dirfcrcnces in communicativc competencc

 and in the-dcvelopmcntal scquenccs.in the acquisition or;communicativc _
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competence can cause children to be unable to comprehend what they are

_being taught dn the classroom. .Sgch'a'causal frameworh-should berone

 of the options considered in-attempting to explain and do something |

about difficulties children are having in school.

This notion also entailed a criticism of educational testing, namely

that formal measures of bilingual language proficiency, or testing instru- .

ments, ‘do ndt allow for or recognize cultural and stiuational differences
in language use, but rather capture only limited aspects of communicative
competence within a single cultural framework., | |

This point was pursued in the context of general discussion of the '

_ role ‘of educational testing in language proficiency assessment which

dealt with ‘both the methodological and suhstantive aspects or testing.

First the instructor lectured’on the differences and relative;adyantages~;;

of communicative ccmpetence. the experimental methodology controls data

collection through presentation of the same stimuli in the same environ- '

ment to all SUbJects by structuring the situation for the subdects.

Ethnographic methodology inyolves collection of data through observation

‘of naturally occurring activities.' The experimental methodology has the
“adwantage that mnch comnarahle data can be quickly gathered, and the dis- :

- advantage that it is difficult to determine what the relationship of the

testing situation is. to naturally occurring uses of language. The-

thnographic methodology>has the advantage that naturally occurring uses

. of language and relatiVe skills on tgpse uses are assessed, hut the s

~of the psychological experimental methodologyuof educational testing~and' -

"the anthropological ethnographic methodology associated with the concept.,'
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disa.dvantages of that largc amount of directly coxnpa.ra‘ole material ‘an
dirrerent individua.ls cannot be o‘ota.ined quickly.

Through discussion olea.nguagc proficiency a.ssessmcnt instrumcnts
tha.t a.re used in thc Tucson schools, which, were a.va.ila.blc for cxamina.tion, -
tc_a.chci-s were ‘shown how they could.‘. rea.dilv dcterminc what a.spectS’of
commn.nica.tiifc-compctcncc*w‘ci-c“ocing measured 4'oy diffcrcnt t'ests. Two
points were siven ps.rticula.i' a.ttcntion: First, any givcn tcst usua.lly
rocuscs on some limitcd aspect of control of linguistic form, and trca.ts .
it as if that a.spcct (c 8. voca.‘oula.ry', syntax) could sta.nd for thc wholc-
of la.ngua.ge. ‘Which a.spccts a:c focuscd on can hc rca.dily idcntificd. A
.~Sccond, it is importa.nt to dctcrminc whcther ver‘oal skills or a combina.-..-il.'. ;
tion of ver‘oal a.nd litcre.cy skills is 'bcins tcstcd.. Tcsts tha.t rcquirc N
thc child. to examine printcd ma.tcrials for eny purposc _1;55, literac:r skills o
with verbal skills, and may confound the two. o

' The scncral pra.ctical purpose of this d.iscussion was to convey- to

the teachers tha.t thcy must Imcw wb.a.t the tests test and how thcy tcst, LT

*  so that they'cén supplement test rcsults with thcir ovn gathering or :

inrormation on skills that a:c oot tcstcd ‘oy the tests, yct are rclevant |
+to school a.chievement. This fina.l point ‘orought us to the second sectionA
of the course, which focuscd on tea.chcrs la.ng'ua.ge proficicncy' asscssmcnt A.

" activities in the cla.ssroom. .
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'Part'IIi Communicatire Competence in the Classroom‘

The general goal of the second part of the course was to teach
the teachers t0 carry-out ethnographic observation in their classrooms, o
1 and.to use that. skill in increasing their awareness or the nature of
their students communicative competence in the classroom. |

The means used to accomplish this goal vas a research proJect in ;’

assessment activities, or to do an ethnographic description or their own [
evaluation activities and the interpretive procedures ‘they use in assessing
-students proficiency. There were no assigned.readings ror this section
of the course, and the insclass lecture and discussion activities were
’ organized entirely around the facilitation of. this proJect.g_

. In the first phase of the project, the teachers were required to pro-.

vide an initial description of their language assessment procedures. '
Bach student in the class was asked to rank a group or lO of their students_
J.xin terms of their relative language proficiency in hoth Spanish and

| English. Thns there would he two separate rankings, which could involve
either the same or different children. They were asked to descrihe the-

. aspects- of the children s,communicative competence that they attended to -
in making their language proficiency assessments, and the contexts within
the classroom which they relied upon in making those assessments. -The o
instructor made it clear'that those in the class vho were not regular '
classroom teachers would be ahle to adapt the’ assignment to their interests
and~practical circumstances.' | .

The second phase of . the prodect was the collection or language use

data in the classroom.. The teacherslwere asked‘to tape~record the;studentsfv

| which the teachers were to descrihe their'own hilingual language proficiency o
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the:r had ranked in the language use activities in both Spanish and

‘. English that the teachers use as a ‘oasis for their language proi'iciency _ L
lassessments. They' were then to transcribe 10 minutes of the Spanish

. activity and 10 minutes of the English aotivity'.

The third phase’ of the- research pro.ject was the a.naly‘sis of the

data base in terms of. the extent to which the ‘oehavioral evidence of the

,//

children s language use actually corresponded. with the teacher s initial

'bilingual language proficiency assessment. Specirically', the teachers

| were to determine whether the’ students who had been ranked as more pro-

s .

: v the transcripts B
ficient :Ln a given language actually displayed. gr-eter amounts?of whatever

. qualities the teachers had indicated. they' eva.luated. positivg]_y, v Thus, :

* for example, if a teacher initially indiceted that she used size of |

vocahulary or words with three or. more sy'llahles as a criterion in

evaluating languase proriciency', then she was to determ:.ne whether the '

students she had ranked as more prof:.cient actually exhihited more three

'or more sy'llable words in their speech than those she viewed as less proficient.

Where the students ‘oehavior conflicted with the teachers in:.tial A
evaluations, they were asked to indicate why they' thought this had occurred.

Finally', they' were asked to compare their éwn assessments of the students' :

' language proficiency with available scores rrom f'ormal tests of langué.ge

proficiency, and discuss reesons for any' discrepancies between their own

' evaluations and those of the tests. '

There were several reasons for developins this particular proJect as

‘a means for teaching teachers how to do ethnography First of all,- other
| approaches to classroom communicative competence did not seem compellingly'

'. promising. The approach most consistent with the instructor s own _ _'

Lx
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research and vriting, and‘one quite'consistent with'the'first part-of
the course, would have been t0 encourage the teachers identification

of cultural patterns in* classroom language use that are speciric to,}‘
the Mexican American community, and.that could be arrecting either
_children s performance on formal tests of language proficiency, or
'their\seneral achievement patterns. ~ - . =

| A Ho;ever,iidcntirication of Such patterns Would‘have7been dirficultf'
without concemitant attention to such patterns in Mexican American
i.community contexts where they are likexr to be more readily in evidence.
| So it was thought best to reserve this approach for the final section or
the course. Had the instructor s research.background been in Mexican
American language use, rather than North“American Indian language use,
this is the approach that would have been taken. !

T A second possible approach would have been to rocus on,contextual
variation in children's: use of language in the classroom and .on individual
.students' variation in language use skills depending on the situation.
'The purpose hefe would have. been to. make teachers aware that one cannot
determine the overall nature or a child's language proficiency from any
single context anymore than one can on the basis of a language proficiency
teet. However, to\take this approach vould have been to assume that the -
'Eteachers were in ract unaware or the children s variable behavior, and it

s not clear that they were thus unaware. In point of fact, it was not

known how teachers in bilingual prosrams go about evaluatins their students'.fz

\.

language proriciency. ;i*' 'f-.'° , - ,‘g; o .
Ultimately, however, the primary reason for focusing on the description q:

Tand evaluation or the teachers’ language proficiency assessment processes

L ﬁ?zf
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was'practical."The purpose of.the course was to provide;the;teachers ‘

with knovledge-and'skills that would be useful'to.them»in.carryingiout :_;;;)'

.language proficiency assessment activities.j That purpose presupposes'that o .

bilingual teachers have and snould have an important ‘role in language :

,proficiency assessment. Yet in practice, the teacher s role is ambiguous,.""

as vas indicatedvin the Qverview of the course. Teachers obviously have
far more opportunity to assess children s language skills than other

:school personnel, and they act on those assessments in’ their roles as .

nteachers continuously" Yet many of them feel that-the mador academicf A;f"

decisions based on language proficiency assessments, such as who will;:

be. placed in what program, are out of‘their heads. - And it is clear that

teachers often lack credibility with administrators in suoh decisions,. :

s0 that for example, the results of a test can be given priority over B

a teacher s evaluation of a child's language skills. Why they lack .
-credibility\is not clear._ This state of afrairs exists in a vacuum of,

-‘ knowledge about what teachers actually do when they assess their students"'

bilingual language proficiency. | | .
- A description of the way in which teachers decide who speaks English :

and Spanish well or - poorly should be useful for a number of purposes.

Fbr the teachers, it should help them become able to articulate to othersf

R Just how they make their decisions, nelp them substantiate their decisions&~

- in dealing with administrative personnel who doubt their abilities in this

-

~,
N

areae It should also enable them to' more easilY enEaSe in self- o o
L

evaluation of theirpown'assessment procedures, particularly.when_theirl

| deseriptions can bevcompared_with those of other teachers so that they

©a L




can learn from one'anothera Such description also enables them to compare
-their approaches with that offered by outside resource people, in this_“a;"i'
case the instructor'of the course. ,’_ ”},.. ,r;,i ,-q~,f S

For'educati°nal'adminiStrative'Personnel interested invimprdvinéd.

bilingual language proficiency assessment @Eacedures, Such descriptive
information should be useful. in devgioping & more systematic approach £o ."‘
Lthe incorporation of teacher assessment processes in the overall\assess-ﬁ
ment of bilingual language proriciency. It administrative personnel agree
that tests are always limited and quite specific in what they assess’ and N
fthat additional sources of information should be used~in making decisions _,!
}that will affect students' academic experience, then the teachers'
assessments are a natu;al logical, 3/;icient and useful source of informa— :
. tion.. But the teachers' assessment procedures cannot be used systematically i
1f no one knows what they are. '-' o flgi . ‘{,f‘ v-" 'f'-iddf n,_
Fbr all these reasons the teacgers' researcn proJect was developed, o
As'was indicated earlier, in-class activities for Part II oi the course
-entailed presentation of material that'mculd be useful to the teachers j‘”
."in carrying out their projects.' One such activity was the presentation

andxdiscussion of properties of language use that the teachers might o

\‘ibwish to focus on as a fuudamental part of- their assessment process. Theyvv.
fﬁwere given a handout ‘that encouraged them to consider which,eir any, of
'gthe rive aspects or communicative competence discussed earlier (attention
.“tstructure, turn economy, etc.) entered into their assessment. |

o In addition, they had been given transcripts of classroom interaction "'.f

-rrom both Anglo and<Indian classrooms along with the paper by S Philips, '

."Getting the Floor in thc Classroom.?, Discussion of the_transcripts‘and“~

L - S
2 . o . _ Al L
R e . - .




’the child's use of anaphora was appropriate - i.e. could the rererent

‘that would be rocused on in Part III’of the course.
SN
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' vthe paper focused on the fact that teachérs obviously ratifv utterances '

- ,cr some students more than others. An erfort was made to characterize the'

= m”‘““ »

' 4-£apects of language use that were being thus explicitly evaluated. The .‘

'klapects of language use being evaluated included. 1. The factualt; o

correctness or'the child's utterance (e.g. cats don't bark) 2. The'fc'

1linguistic'appropriatenesa of the child's'response in terma of word class -

\.»"

* categories (e.g.aQ What did the bird do?” A “Pretty - is rejected'_: ..j.
because~it isn!t a verb. 3.. The topical relevance of the child' o

,‘utterance, b Whether the child‘was talking out or turn, and 5. Whether

' be'identiried? The list was. not meant to be comprehensive (because it 4 S

'was based on a small set of transcripts), but rather suggestive, and the

teachers were . again encouraged to consider whether- hey rely on any of 4

,these aspects of language usc in their assessmnnts. j

Through lecture~presentation, the teachers were acquainted with Basil

‘Bernstein's characterization or elaboratednand restricted codes. The ,'.73

b

teachers were: encouraged to consider whether they negatively evaluate such

features of 'restricted code” ‘as shorter utterances, coordinate but not

: suhordinate clauses and heavy use or anaphonic pronguns.» Berns ein s

’

4~account of the relationship between code use and social organizational .

features or language socialization in working class versus middle class

homes was -also explained, to stimulate the teachers' thinking about issues

»

Finally, the Bilingual Syntax Measure was reviewed.

- The first paper the teachers turned in described their student rankings

. Aof Spanish and English proficiency, the criteria underlying those rankings,',.

and the 1anguage uae situations observed by the teacher on which those ‘ 2’/ |




“&j' : o rankings‘were based;_ Then during the week that the teachers were tape :

: o recording thair classes,'the instructor went over their first papers to,;”
'«t: pull.togetherf:*report to give back to the teachers weich compared their

;“u-_; : .r approaches s0 that they could learn from one another. The salient features

- i_. of‘the teachers' descriptions (most of which were reported in clasa)

T included the following: . B |

S Many of the criteria for language proficiency that the teachers'{

‘ said they use were very academic in orientation. Quickness of ipudents" :~';

e ' : responses, reading comprehension, ahility to grasp new concept readily,

_Ll. . , and.ahilityfto do tasks independently are examples of such criteria. _For;

. | the teachers then, language proficiency is merged with academic achieve-~-;_*

ment.to some degree.: This is not surprising.. In practice nrobably all

» of our-language nroficicncy assessments are situational/domainpspecific.

Since’ teachers main profess onal function is he evaluation of academic

- progress, 1t. is appropriate that those as ' ts of language use which

reflect academic achievement would h\'the salient in their conscious o
discriminations.,,f ' :

fae o - Most of the teacher identified features of linguistic structure ,'

among-the dimensions of 'anguage use relied on in.making language nro~'<
o ficiency assessmnnts, .Syntax and vocabulary ‘were most often m@ntioned
aa aspects attended to,.but examples were too infrequent for it to ‘be clear ’,?

E what was intended,/btﬁeiia%‘u ﬁhe nOt%uis teaghe greater the use of

: synonyms, and the less recourse to the other language, the more proficiency.

ad

‘;3,,f. ) Proper word order, particularly having the adJective before the noun in

English and after the noun in Spanish, was one syntactic criterion teachers

L _'L;%%jikiipp;?asgw:?i?ti}epié:diftgig apy;, _E




. mentionediinclass. Correct use of. verb tenses and syntactic complevity '. t .
were also mentioned.‘ No teacher mentioned pronunciation as a factor in
‘. these papers; Greater rluency was also taken as evidence of greater
! \fproficiency in both.Spanish and English. : N

3. There were several otten-mentioned aspects ot language use that .’
were specific tg the assessment of _i;_gggg;_as opposed to monolingual
language proriciency. Code-auitching or mixing of language was mentioned
repeatedly as evidence or‘less language proficiency. While the'teachersv‘ *I
recognized the social genesis of code-switching and did not ‘view it as )
stigmatized, all.of them were committed to programs in which Spanish and
English were kept separate, so that for’any given lesson, or participant .

| structure, their intent was to use only one. language rorfthe entire ' -
? activityz Thun while their-students entered their bilingual programs _
./ with much mixing or lansuages, the teachers made it clear that the studentsl>i
 were to try to stay in the cne language in which the teacher initiated o
the" learning activity Given this approach, switches into the . "other"
. language were interpreted by the teacher as evidence of lesser control of
' the lansuagc of the lesson. Af ' . v-"’ '

The teachers also repeatedly mentioned "theflanguage or the home" as
a.dimcnsion.of their ass asment process. In other words, ir thevteacher
knew that Spanish was spoken in the student -1 home, she was- likely to '
attribute more proficiency in Spanish,to him or her; This aspect or ' -:l o
language use was set aside until Part III of the course. - ) | -A |

h Mbst of the teachch‘indicated that they rely almost etclusively | f“i,

on,organized lesson acti/ities in which they controlled the interaction -




-2~
as the contextunl bssis for their lansuage proficiency assessments. All

of‘the srade school teachers relied particularly henvily on reeding g; g

. ac tivigz. Only two teachers gave syst matic attention to contextunl varie-~_-

tion in children s lansusge proficiency, .'t in their discussions and more ﬁ
inrormally in other reports, thers was dis ussion or contextual variation -
"in.amount of studcnt talk, presasing'thc' rgence of "amount of talk""
- an important variable in bilinsunl languase roficiency assessment. _Two‘
pstterns of assessment were evident in this renlm First, some tecchers

\

indicnted.thnt they were uncertain about the ‘roriciency of their lowest

ranked students because the children spoke so A’ttls that it was difricult
to evaluste them. Second, some tenchers indics ed thst they had students',h

who spoke very little when the whole class met th the tescher as e group

)
where participation is voluntary, but were proriciently responsive in

h~"small groups where everyone is expected to take a turn BecauSe of this
second pattern, the teschers were unwilling to asstciate lack of talk with
.Alack of proficiency and felt this second group. may get unrepresentative :
scores on ornl language proriciency tests. . | X~ - ' T
5. On the basis of the teachers’ descriptions ahd the instructor 's
observations in six of the teachers' bilinsual classrobms, it becsme o

\ . N
evident that there is rarely if ever complete functional eoniValence between}

;Spanish snd English in such classrooms Ihe two langusgesvare slways to »

'some dcsree used for different purposes. | R c .
C The most common psttern in the early‘grades wns this°' The school ~'_f; 1.‘1

”‘dsy began ‘with the whole cls-s meeting with tHe' teacher, and the ectivities | ‘
'or this time (Pledge of Allegience, calendsr review, roll call, announce-";"

";'w?ments) were slternstely in Spnnish and English, with alternnte days or -




o _examined, using the, following format.

25+

.weeks for each. - The reading- 'groups:' were either'always‘ in Spa'nish or -
a.lways in English, v(ith brief stilted forays into the other language |

. through TESL or SESL that ‘most or the teachers viewed as ineffective.

This shou.ld cause us to q_uestion whether the transrer of reading skills
rrom Spanish to English can ‘oe matched 'oy a transfer of the verbal languege
use skills associated with reading groups.' Math was the academic activity
: moet likely to involve preview/rev:l.ew alternation in both languages, ', |

'but here too. qome teachers reported staying in one language. All of

'. the teachers seemed to have 2 ‘oetter sense oﬁ the students' competence in .

one language, usually Spanish, tha.n in the other, and they' made thie clear |

. in their descriptions.,”

By the time this first paper came in, it was apparent that the people _ o

' taking the course were overwhelmed with the research pro,ject as . a whole. o

The two main concerns were first that they were ‘oeing ash'ed to do tasks :

that they *lacked the skill and ]mowledge to do, and second that the oro,ject

req,uired too much time and energy, was too much work. Because of th:.s, )
the instruct‘or' developed a final format for the ana.'l.y'sis of the taped ‘
transcripts that was more structured and limited. in rorm than had been

B originally intended. First, rather than requiring the Lteachers to N

_ ooerationalize their ‘awn criteria (e. g. decide what constituted evidence

' in the transcript of good oral reading or verbal fluency or complex syntax) >

.2

' the instructor selected and operationaliZed most of the criteria to be . ‘

L. First the teachers were asked ta look at two features in both

C f‘:'Englieh and Spanish from the Bilingual Sy-ntax Mea.sure.‘ For each language o

g 'one feature that is thought to ‘oe acquired rel§tively early' was used
' : ' o= Lol

-
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(presence of‘articles,\e g la, elt the, a) and one'feature'acquired'
relatively late (direct and indirect obJect pronouns in Spanish, and S,
the Past irrecular tense for verbs in English) These’ particular P

features were also chcsen because it was expected.that they would oceur -

relatively frequently. The teachers were asked to give the number of

' correct" uses of these features in relation to the number of instances o

where they should haye occurred._
There were sevcral general reasons for drawing features from the~j_
Bilingual Syntax Measure.~ First that test is based on syntactic features,}fgi

and,a number of the teachers had said they attend to syntax;in making =

: languase proficiency assessments. Second, it seemed that use of the test

features wculd facilitate comparison of test features with teacher-identified r“.
features. Use of such features would also facilitate discussion of. their

occurrence in 2 test situation compared with'their occurrence in ordin_ry

: classroom interaction. Finallj, because the teac ers had expressed so much f»‘

j'uncertain,ty over the assignment and viewed it as too difficult, it seemed
'impcrtant to give them some festures that would be . easy to identify and

.°easy to count in their transcriptions. s

L]

N A third feature the teachers were asked to examine in both Spanish;'

’

.and English.was the frequency of code—switching.‘ This feature of students'.
'Jﬁlanguage use was identified by the teachers as ohe they rely on in language

’proficiency assessments, and because this aspect of language use is'

distinctive to bilingual language proficiency assessments, it seemed an

appropriate variable to examine for this couree.

3; For a fourth variable, the class as a group was given a choice L

'from among four possihle features ‘that they had identified as- relevant in e
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'their_first papers, and that the instructor hnd Judged to be readily
defineable; From among these, the c;ass members identified uencx of
,>speech as ‘the feature they felt was most promising. As a group, they

- agreed to focus on "false starts" as the aspect of fluency to be examined .
| .invtheir-transcripts, and as:a-group they,developed_a more precise-derini-‘;
,ttion of false starts. - o o | | }. N “
o . _ L h. Fbr a firth feature in each language, the teechers were to select
w.one~of their owa. that they felt was particularly Promising and that could
’.l;v ‘ { -h be defined in such a way that others could recognize it and count it. i
| There were several reasons for the emphasis on- operationalizaticn of
'reetures of students' lansuage use and.quantification of behavicral .“ |
'@dirrerences among the students. First, as noted earlier in this repcrt,
'Q. . %”’-vone'purpose of this second nar* of the course was to compare teacher
»ﬂﬁ« SO ‘language proficiency assessme;t with the assessment format of tests. Ir ;' .
| qpantiried the teacher s foci of evaluation and relative rankins of students
chuld be ‘more directly compared with those of the tests.: Second, 1% seemed :
‘yé ; o important td’ determine whether the teachers cculd explain to others what t,"
;Rgi:.**t“”“}“they“do in a way‘that would enable others to look at the same aspects of
language use that the teachers lock at, and thus evaluate and systematically::
o - >Jv”"incorporate teacher’assessment procedures intc routine language assessment

in the schools.

yvis‘ | 5 . Durins'the thirdkpart of the course, the teachers were siven a. summary ‘

P - _ "
' points‘ E '

"o

.3Ef f i f~-- 1 Most of the people whc taped and transcribed their tapes taped

) .,lreading groups)usually in Spanish. The’ heavy use of"- readins grouos-was -

o 33

ilj( _ of their Part I final analyses by the instructor that covered the followins .
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partly motivated by the fact that this is probably the main situation in ;;v-
which verbal language use is assessed.by‘teachers. The second reason for _
~use of this situation is that it can be taped and the tape transcribed -
‘more readily than many other classroom activities, and the teachers had
--been urged to consider such factors in selecting activities %o tape.fs‘

| ';~',2;‘ In the first part of the final analysis, the teachers were asked
| 'to ¢ompare the results of their analysis of‘their students' language use [b B
scores from language proficiency and achievement in the students records
The teachers found the records to. be poor and spotty._ Some could ’ind no f;
such information for~their first grade level-students. The scores avail- :
able to the different teachers were from different tests, making it clear
that there was no standardization in testing in the school district. Nohe
of the teachers found an absolute correlation between their own initial |
. rankings of. their'students and the results of 1anguage proficiency tests, ;“"
although there was a gener correlation., Conflicting rankings were .
usually in themtop half of the groups of students in questions, and most
commonly inyolved one child who talked a lot, and was evaluated more highly
‘oy the teacher then by the test, \ | _ o |

None of the teachers attempted to explain discrepancies between the'

”i tests and their own rankings as they had been asked to do.'i | ..,” :
3 All of those who finished their assignments reJected the features

from.the Bilingual Syntax measure as useleSs for their purpOses, Just as

- they had been verbally very critical of the test when it was earlier dis-

-?_,cussed in class. Generally they said the features in both Spanish and English

'were completely or almost completely controlled by all of their students,v

34
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including all of the studihts at the first grade level. Interestingly
enough, they all also found that direct end indirect pronouns occurred
@
to0 infrequently in. their material to be erfectively evaluated, suggesting
that whatever utterance types normally display _pbronouns in Spanish are Aig

not heing generated by reading group discussions.. The suggestion of-

 one tescher that English verb tenses in generel rather than the Past ‘

T

Irregular-be considered as a userul indicator'or linguistic control was _-'.”'
supported by the others in the class in class discussion._~ ' |

h The discussions of the»variable of code-switching as an indicator

of lesser‘proficiency were among the: most interesting in ‘the teachers' final

analyses. None of them ended up concluding that this dimension of language x
functioned as,they had initially expected it to._ Some members or ‘the
class arrived at the ooinion that there was more code~switching among |
the students they had ranked as most proricient in a given language in
question rather than less.‘ Class discussion of this rinding indicated
that students with good code-switching skills are. generally perceived ft
by the teachers as particularly competent or naturally gifted in language
The instructor informed the teachers *hat her.comparison of the ;i"
dirferent papers and- transcripts indicated that there ‘was. more code—switching
fromySpanish into English than from English into Spanish. Transcripts and"
observations from £ive dirferent first»grade classes indicated that in hoth :
languages the amount of code—switching done by the students was roughly
proportional to the amount of code—switching-done by the teacher._ In :

other words in classes whcre the-students switched a lot, 80 did the
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;-teacher."In classe where the students switched not at all, neither did

”‘.Athe teacher. Tt is not clear who is conditioning who in such activity.

_control or the language in.question. The two first-grade teachers who
'f .finished their analyses independently concluded that disfluencies in

Athe form.of false starts were associated with longer'turns at talk ,«i

‘ the teachers ‘had Jjudged: to be their'most proficient. This finding led
'the members of the class to agree that lengp and utterance comnlexitx

: “might be good: features of language to examine in future work of this sind.:
"of the features of language use that they had chosen on their own than

fvf :eatures included errors in oral reading, numher or'student responses -
_'atkanledged and evaluated positively by the teacher, amount of talk (by .
o number of turns, number of words, and number of syllables), correctness.?f
‘ or all verb‘rorms, and<number of words with three or more syllables. The
’ v'teachers who looked at re: ing and nositive teacher evaluations found the f
‘.{,strongest correlations with their own rankings,,which provides rurther -
Affevidence of the extent to which language proficiency and academic achievementv"‘.

. are merged.in the teachers language proficiency assessments..~

-30-

'“}5. The teachers also reJected,flgencx as an indicator of greater .

and more: complex utterances, which in turn,were produced oy the students

‘6. In general, the teachers were more enthusiastic about the utility f‘i

those suggested by the instructor~or decided.upon hy the group. These

e

Those who looked at amount or talk did not rind it to correlate with
]

their rankings, primarily because there was usually one exception to the f."

~
correlation. But the instructor s perusal or reports and transcripts

"taken as & body suggest that in fact there is a8 very strong general correlation‘._»

VI
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*2"use or language were only hourne out some of the time when their\students

‘”.the teacher herself controls. The expansion of that base to other sources. of L l
: |
‘ o

~31-

. betueen amount of talk and positive or. high language proficiency assess- )

ment of a student. S '4vf',~fr_;j P geéf’_

o 7@' Concluding»remarks. The teachers seemed to. feel.that their

awareness of the weys their students use language had been heightened

'b:{ the proJect activities and that their own intuitions about ...heir students

language use was examined more’ closely. The experience did not cause'

' to question their own rankings. , nstead, where students performance in

.

'.xfterms of the teachers o criteria was not what the teachers expected, o .':?m »
“they tended to criticize the use cf those criteria some-and the methodology o
.of the research proJect more. They*believed they were working with.tco
.;little data.for the features examined to be confirmed or‘disconrirmed.rla

f.. The instructor shared this- view, but less strongly than they, naving had

access to all of the»papers and all of the data. It was also clear that

'-Zthe features we examined interact with other features we did not examine

in comrlex and suhtle ways, a point again recognized by both the instructorfg

-

and those who took the course.

i
: -

This suggests that it is generallf quite difficult to operationalize‘ )

" the teacher assessment prccesses, and if: teacher Judgements are more °
“_systematically used in making student program decisions in the future, it .v'
ijjuill probably be necessary to: accept the gualitiative nature of their

: Judgements.

It was also clear-that the teachers’ basis for making language pro- L
- activities 8

'ficiency assessments is in faet almost aiways limited to the academic/which C T

- informaticn was. the rccus ot the third ‘part of the course.'
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Part III. Communicattve Compctence,in the Community

M; »»»»»»» o The general.purpose of this third part ‘of the course was. to facilitate

the teachers' exploration of sources of information on their students'
communicative competence that theJ do not normally use as a basis for
making bilingual language proficiency assessments. As in the second
part of the course, the teachers were given an emnirical research proJect ;iw
to carry outlinvolving~gathering of additional information on the same V
students they'had ranked in the first proJect. And once again the in- :

- class. activities were designed,to acquaint the teachers withaanproaches ‘
that ‘would help them in.their proJects. This time\ however, the proJect
was less structured, allowing the teachers to decide how much time to'f
devote to it, and readings were assigned to accompany the in—class lectures :hf"}
and discussion. | S

Basically the teachers were asked to cons der vhether access to a.

broadened.view of ‘their students communicative competence would give them g
insight into the students' in-class language use and/or alter*the nature

/of the teachers rankings of their students bilingual language proficiency.-,

The third part of the: course was designed to broaden their view of

' their students' communicative competence in two ways., l., First they
were to con31der the nature of‘contextual variation in children s commnnica--'
tive competence, considering how the children communicated in school contexts ‘

i the teachers did ot normally ohserve, and in community contexts. In general,»
then, they were to try to fit or relate the children 8 performance in‘“‘

academic activities into a larger pattern of communicative skillss Thej

were given examples of research ~arried out by William Labov in a New .

.38
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fzs through consideration of the relationship between the students SOcial

 ‘thes~

«
- ;

isrz Black community and by Susan Philips on the warm Springs Indianf '

. ? ervation that indicated that the children's ways of communicating

' ?bre quite different in situations that did not- involve a teacher than )

‘y were when the teacher organiZed the interaction. The purpose of :

nese examples was to encourage them to recosnize that there might very

_?‘.l be more to their children s- communicative skills than they were"m.

ing._

2. The'second way in which the third section of the course was to““_. i

‘-roaden theateachers' views of their children s communicative competence ;“1f l“_g 2

'aczgrounds and their language proficiency as it had been assessed by

<ze teacher on the basis of academic activities. Here the concern was "*:hgvfc";',

7.o fUrther develop the notion, discussed earlier, that cultural dirrerences .

’" ~ocialization for~ccmmunicative competence can be used to exolain some

cor achievement (and low language proficiency assessment) The teachers o

0 were familiarized with.a number of aspects of social background that have

e r!

Zean correlated with school Performance, and\that can be seen as part of

-
-

W

2 child's culture. ethnicity, social class and, in. the ‘case of the Hispanic

ulations, numher of generations removal fromyimmigration to the United

»

L

While the Part III Assignment encouraged the teachers to consider a.

m;'unher of sources of information, problems with the Anthropology Department
,iiman Subjects Committee made it necessary to ask them not to make visits
.._-aco students' homes to gather information or gather information from their
| school riles. Thns they came. to be limited to observation and tape ;

'grecording~of activities taking place on’ the school grounds, and infonnation;*-,
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'a‘oout the children that\ they' had acquired during their normal tea.ching. T
a.ctivities. Those who h ‘ already gathered additional ‘oaokground.
ini‘ornation from other so'_ ces hefores th:.s restriction was’ made were IR

. allowed to go ahead and us that information J.n their fina.l papers. S _."

There were three topics covered in class sessions designed to providei?‘ ‘

informatron that would fac:.li dte the teachers' d.ata collection and

a.nalysis. 'l‘he rirst topic was 'oger Ba.rker S sociolinguistic study‘ of

Tucson;'- The teachers _were. assighed his book. reporting that study', for

'_»several reasons. : First, it was th ught the study would give them e.n

IS

'overview of the patterned relations 'among codes used, the social domains
_in which the:r are used, and. the socis cate oriza'ion of persons using
. them., Second, it was thought that ’oecb use the study vas done in Tucson, o

o it would stimulate the teachers to eval te the study and use a modiried R

Version of Barker s categories in their oW a.nalysis of their students
In—class activity centering a.round the Ba.rker ‘book ‘oegsn with a

'discuss:.on pafticipated. in ‘oy a.ll, of their l_ nguistic and SOClB.l backgrounds, L

g 2r

so that in evaluating ‘the ‘oook, we would all ow the nature of each person S,

"knowledge of the speech comunitr that Barker h studied. _ ‘1’0 our surprise, :

v ‘only one person in the class (and she va.s ‘not of. Hispanic origins) had . ”
grown up in Tucson‘,_ By i’ar the most common patte n was- for the ind.ividua.l s
"pa.rents to have imigrated from Mexico to a sma.ll ' ning town in Arizona, .

and for the teacher not o have coxne to '].'ucson until she went to college A

N - »\

, .here. The teachers were thus hesitant to comment on. he continuing rele-"
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" Amerigan comunity, but quite w‘illing to offer a.lternatives to his linguistic B
typology of codes uaed. by the comunity. .

Bl.rker divided the codes used. in the Mexica.n Americe.n comunity into |
: ’~Sonortn openieh, Southern Arizone dialect of Spanish, achuco, Standard .i’ g
l' Mexican Sp:nish, Nonsta.nda.rd English, nnd Sta.ndard. English. The teechers

; ofrered se\reral epperently more "emic cetegorize.tions. or Spa.nish to cover |

| the Spanish r’e.nge. l. p____ Northern Mexican and Mexico City stenda.rd
‘Spa.nish, 2. frontern. puro le.ced wI.th englicisms, 3. ___/'cocho. simila.r
4o fronters, v‘uut with the inclusion of archaic Spe.nish. tex;.s e.nd. the |
'connotetion ot eme.ll tcwnness ‘and non-standa.rdness, k. gch . |
'_ teechers disagreed. e.'bout the connota.tions or theee words, and did not reel
the.t the typclosy was. complete._ They were encoure.ged to use tHese .
ce.tesories in die*cussing tizeir students' la.nguage skills in difrerent
‘contexts, but nonte. did. T . |
The second topic developed to fa.cilita.te the tes.chers' projects wns
' _‘thl.t of code-svitching. As has a.lree.dy been noted, the tes.chers vere very :
| 1_concerned al;oux how to interpret end deal with ccde-switching, and it had
elnersed as an important rea.ture of their la.nguage assessment a.ctivities. ,
~Their reses.rch in Part I of the cou.rse suggested tha.t the phenomenon
. '_ was complex, ‘out they still felt it was important in la.nguage a.ssessment.
.They vere encouraged to consider thc nature of their students code- |
. switching in diverse contexts a.nd to- re-evalu:a.te its significance fcr
' “oilingual la.nguege proficiency a.ssessment. ' '

\ . P RN

In class, va.rious aspects of patterning in code-switching wers reviewed,

E including’tits correle.tion with. topic, language best known by a.ddress,ee,»_ :

.
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.'degree cf formality of the occesicn, end. the desire to give symbclic
,expressicn to one's cultura.l identity. Ccnsideretion was eJ.so given to

" the dii‘rerent types cf linguistic struef.ural‘ units thet detemine the

' _Juneturee - whieh switehing actua.lly takes pla.ce.‘ The pcssibility ‘that -

' vlesaer proficiency in students' 'languege* use might be sign&lled. 'by

' Mtching within these linguistic unita (i e. switching tha.t vicla.tes
i rules fcr a.ppropria.te ewitching) wa.s ra.ised..' | :
| , - The third. tcpic developed. to fa.cil;.ta.te the teechers. proJects we.s ~
the neture of euJ;tura.l difference in knowledge a.nd. their ccnsequencee e

for petferes c?iianguage use.. Diri'erences in "kncwledge ha.d. alreedy
'.been identiried. in Part: II es a.n a.speet cf communiea.tive ccmpetence tha.t
the teechers migh.t be eve.lua:bing, but this notion ha.d. not been deelt with
,' ~in a thorough a.nd systema.tic ma.nner. To illustra.te wha.t was - involved, L

-

: A“‘a.nd its implicetions rcr cla.ssrcom intera.cticn, the instructor presented

'lectnre ma.terial a.nelyzing a tra.nscript cf W‘a.m Springs India.n firs/t/ :

_.gra.ders enga.ged in a d.iscussicn with thei:;/ tea.cher 5 foeusing on an a.r"icle

in a Weekly Reeder called "Camping Then a.nd Ncw "v 'I'he trenscript i...lus- - - .
; .fbitra.ted the ditficulty the Anglc teecher hnd getting the childreq to ta.lk, ':_

and the rrequency with which she defined their answers to her questions o " |

N r a.bo ut their cwn "campina" experiences as ina.pprcpria.te i /ne way cr e g e

»

a.nother.. The instructor expla.ined. that while both Ang_ s and Indians
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,‘ I : "one can be invited to camp here" for the night and. it can mean . stnying

., ‘. in the invitor': hcme. When Indians do camp, in more of the sensc meant :
B _’by Anglos, it ususlly involves visiting relatives, a pow wow, or engaging
'.; in rood-getting, such as fishing or. bcrry—picking at trnditional Indian

- sites, and not a stay at camp grounds in a park in a pretty place. %

. ) Such dirferences in the nature and organization of experiences can
;. cause people from di:'.'rerent backgrounds ta ha.ve dirficulty understanding

o j‘one a.nother and buildfng on one another's utterances in a meaningml way. v, o

Curriculum materials otten presuppose particular typc\s of experiences R

that only children from some background have had. The teachers-were--

B encouraged to consider how the extent to which a child's background}m:fng AA ‘
Mexican American in culture, rather t‘nan Anglo (whatever that means ) might};'
'arrect his or her communicative competence in various contexts or social
.settings in which he or she participates. For exanple, did some children

.\'display more language nroi’iciency in non-academic activity because of

- _greater knowledge ot’ or interest in the topics being discu.ssed’

. To facil"itate consideration of this issue, the instructor assig'ned
’.res.dings by Mexicagmerican folklorists that deel with sorts oi’ knovrledge '

~ (jokes) which onl:f members of the culture- -can’ nroduce and respond to appro- .

priately She also *ev:.ewed characteristics of Mexican American culture that
L,' are i’req,uentl,f mentioned in the ethnographic literature, suggested ways J[ |
. which such characteristics might affect classroom ‘oehavior, and asked t

teachers to evaluate and respond to these rather stereotyped generalizations.

L The \characteristics‘ revie&ed included.} L. Acceptance of and orientation

'. _ to hierarchical authority, 2. S/trong social involvement with extended -
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:hnilfi/h. Patriarchal orientation within family, assgciated‘with

msle household authority, and preference that,w96;; stay in the home

.. rather than /f b, Stzang. involvemen}:/i tr{e Catholic church / o

.

e///ha eh/en criticized by
tor presented~them with some .-

dirridence, and oniy for lack of o:h///materials but most of the teachers

"‘some Hispanic soci ;/;/ientists, the inst

“n of these qualities the/teachers gaVe several examples of T
hich this backsré//d afrects what their students discuss with

iasm and interest. One teacher mentio d, ror example, that when

Q

,sh:;tried to get her first-graders to(Hiscuss media events they have seen, 0

,she first tries to %ﬁestion th /;héut popular Spanish‘language movies

/'

q -

showing in town, cause/;hg/knows uhe children are likely to haVe seen

those.: Another Ieacher;mentioned that her children try to talk to her :
- about the acti ties at the Catholic Church they are involved in, or T
. may'make ret ences fo Bihle stories, but she reels she cannot develop o
ithese toni s'because of the church-stateuseparation pressures in the o |
vschool. vHowevercinone or the teachers addressed such issues in their

) or the five people taking the course who reported on the Part III v
'assignment, three~concentrated on,observation or their students in contexts ;

. where they did not normally See them and tvo- concentrated on the relation-‘

.- Sl e 44

ship between features of the students' Socialsbackgrqpnd and their language .




proficiency in Spanish and snglisn.' »Thcir general emauanacf- this
| prodect was.that it/uasﬂvery userul to carry out such activities, and.f_,
n Sne gained insight into the nature of the children s communicative skills
k”ffthat could not be- gained throush resular’classroom activities. fu*' |
 Two.of the teachers who observed the students in activities on the

- 'school grounds round a general correlation‘betvnen the students amount

of talk in these situations and in the classrcom. Mbre particularly,

ther tound that the students they’had ranked as<least proficient in at

least one language were loners outside the classroom, and weren't talking

because they veren't vith anyone.' One person taking the courae~round a
child who used Soanish little in the classroom, even when addressed in
Spanish /relied on.it heavily in interaction vith peers in the careteria,

making'plausible the notion that some students see the classroom as a,place"? - /)

ror English, no matter*what kind of program they are in.

The teachers agreed that observation of students in activities not

;f controlled by the teacher should.be»a regular part of bilingual langu e i

proriciency assessment.- But. they felt that ror it to be'practi al, it D
would be ‘best to recommend that teachers observe students,in unsupervised o ?
- activity'in the classroom. They round the cafeteria,to be .an: excellent |

situation for observation, but relt some teachers would find.it a burden

to be required to observe there. They found.the playground a very poor i:'
place to observe, because of the level of activity'of the children._ S

- The-teachers who looked at the correlation between language p‘_ficiency
'i}; and social background were surprised by several of their findilis. One = P

) teacher who teaches Spanish as a second language to Mexican/i;erican ) '»f~~-;; -

o m“'”'- L

students at the high school level round that there vas a strong correlation/{f
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betwe.en the -'studentS‘~' 'identiricnt'ion 'o{f‘ Spanish as thei.rﬂ "‘irst la.nguage, |

B end. her positive usessments of their present Spenish proriciency. In
other words, ‘her good." students were those who hs.d ’oeen en.rly exposed .
to Splnish, a.nd/or had he.d it end lost it. Another tes.cher, .who taught
s.t the first grade level round tha.t there wa.s a strong correla.tion
between high proriciency in Spenish, and ‘cirth in Mexico, snd ‘oetween
high proriciency in English, ‘adnd ‘oirth in the United States. While this
correla.tion might seem o‘ovious, it ha.s a:opsrently ‘oeen disputed among
those working in Tucson in ‘cilingua.l education. This same: tescher found
a strong correla.tion between students’ ‘oirth; order position and proficiency.
Those who were rirst-born in their fa.mily tend-d to ‘oe rnnked as more
proficient in both langua.ges ‘oy this teecher. _ The other tee.chers strongly
agreed tha.t this fa.ctor is a. very promising on- for explaining difrerences :
in langua.ge nroficiency at a.lthough the tee«'hers f’ound sacial ‘oack-' .

| ground information helped them expla.in petterns in their students _

_ communic /te competence, they generally did not reel ths.t teschers : {- :
shog.d/ sul'sriy ha.ve s.ccess to such inrormation, or’ he encoura.ged to

: /'u/se it in makins pla.cemen.t decisions. They felt such informa.tion wa.s

too 'oia.sing, so that/e g 2 chi,ld. who was from Mexico and fourth-'born,.
) vouid be assumed to hs.ve little Enslish proficiency, regardless or his

actual p// formnnce in the language, -

/ I/n the lest sessiOn ot the course, where the tenchers ga.ve ors.l ,‘ . |

ol P

presentations of their pro.jects ror the third part or the. course, the instructor

lsnguege proficiency essessnrent, which addressed the following concerns. K

o B 4b

P




"‘skills the children actually'have, and their relation to academic success.:“ B

‘ wcreatively;. Thus rar it has been assumed that this should be the language

'procedures are c0ntributing'to the continued dirficulty our school

in which a.child should rirst acquire oarticular skills. There are a-

_~The main concern, of course, is that the child be taught in the l'd

language for some- topics and some social domains, but not others. Thus

-

L1e

Increased attention is now beins siven to bilingual language pro- .

.ficiency assessment because some educatora believe that poor assessmcnt

o

SYStems are having in raising the achievement scores or'bilingual

students. An ethnographic approach o bilingual education stresses

V.the need,to develop assessment procedures within a general framework
‘ that assumes culture—specific develOpmental references in the acquisition '
lof communicative competence. It is necessary to empirically determine

‘what those sequences are before teachers and curriculum developers can

3

,build»on already existing'cognitive develooment in their education of

the-children. For this reason, bilingual language proriciency assessment

in all settings should.entail not Just’ evaluation or students' language
| skills in terms of an already known and establishcd set of criteria,

:"but also. RESEARCH, open-ended exploratory research on the nature of’the

Formal.testing is too limited a basis ror determining the. language f.

/

number of facto!gkthat should he considered in making such decisions._i:.-fﬁgggm;x&

in which she or. he has the skills to learn, to acquire knowledge, to think

in which the child is "dominant."' But a child may be dbminant in;onev-.‘" |

A N

asef*“f'“‘

determinej/'




1. In which la.ngua.ge doea the child, ha.ve skills most directly

- '_urell.ted. to whn.t schoole teeoh? ‘I'hie my' meen the vocabulg;_x
of words teachere use  in tee.ching reeding; It mey meen -
| ‘the a.bility to answer questions e‘oout events in books, end
: .the a.‘oilitw' to re«-’cell stories. : _ A_ _
2. ‘In which la.ngue.ge doee the. chilo. show ‘-;he greetest __g_" N |
| In which la.ngua.ge can she handle the greetest diversity of o
: topics and soeia.l situe.tions" - - R _ -
~3. In which langua.g is the ohild motive.ted. to 1earn" - _&._
4, In which le.nsuage do the paren‘!:s wa.nt the ohild. to lea.rn?
At present we do not k:now which or these factors ma.tters most, But
.a.t preeent only' a. ne.rrow dimension ot the f:!.rst ra.etor is ‘oeins used to “ : -

ma.ke decisions abotrt; children s ple.cemenﬁ in progrems

A ‘oroad.er view that encompasses all of these fa.ctors wou,ld. entail a B

. ‘oroa.der a.ssessment or ‘oilingue.l language proriciency thet included. the e

rollowing
'l.. Formal testing

Lor
;‘3

.2 "I.'eecher obsemtion of student’s la.nguage use in a.ca.demic activities. -

5\3‘“«"

- 3..'._Tee.cher o‘osemtion of student's la.nguege use in peer acti!vity,. _

in cla.ssroom or ca.reterie. . T S ,

.

g 1&.’,‘ Inrormation a.‘oout language use in th- ohild's home envi:,‘omnent-- s
-who uses which la.nguege in wha.t context:s, in deeling with wha.t
‘}’.’topics.. | i ' ' L

Wi'ch this intoma.tion, it should ‘oe possi‘ole to de’cermine in which languag;

- ‘the child has the grea.test :'a.nge, and in- wh:tch la.ngua.se ‘cl'(e child has

schoal skills. In pra.ctice, it is likely tha.t vorking-oless children B




». ehildren. It would thus b‘

o

" the ﬁ.rst pe.rt of the projeot in whieh the tea.ehers renked students and
identiﬁ.ed criteria. a.nd situa.tions they' use- in meking bilingual la.ngua.ge

o,

will he.ve fewer sehool skills in either la.nguage thn.n m:.ddle-olass
/e.ppropriete thet they ‘oe ta.ught in the

la.ngmge of gree.test 'Vve, ‘oeeause ;his is the. languege they e.re :nost @

likely' to »p_ioh new skills in. "or' middle-cla.ss ohildren, the: .,langua.ge

ot sohool sk. lls a.nd greet range mey ‘oe the sa.me or different. : In a.ny : ~A '

; the stress on a na.rrow set. or sehoo]. skills he.s worked poorly,

' :so there is a grea.t need to try another approach, and. emphasis on initiel
‘ development of the language of. greetest re.ng/J is 2 very promising avenue
et thie time But ra.nge can Qn.lj‘ ‘oe esta.blished ethnographieall:r, e.nd o
| within a fre.mework ot eultural relativjsm henee the utility of the con~

oept of oommmioa.tive eompetenee foy"%ilingual la.nguage proficiency

' assessment. ' R /

_ Instruetor s Bva.luation a.nd Reoommenda.tions . SPeagt
1. In genera.'L I relt the contents of the eourse were a.ppropria.te

to the. level ot sophistiea.tion a.nd. intellisence of the students in spite

o ot the:.r ‘oeliefs tha.t they eou.‘!.d not ho.nd;l.e the pro.j eot in Pe.rt II. Ii‘ ‘ )

AP

I were to teach the course egain, I would ha.ve to change the pro.jeet

resardless of my ‘oel:.efs, 'because too many. students were too nega.tively

afreoted ‘oy it. Roughly helr of the doZen who intended to ta.ke the

o eourse for eredit d.ropoed out during this period. I wou.ld pro‘oa.bly keepn |

proﬁ.eieney a.sseSsments. Instead of the rest of the ta.sk as :Lt wa.s, I h '

would. ha.ve them tepe a.nd transeribe two situa.tions one that they : o

Yoy

: normally uSe ror ma.king essesements, and one in whieh the same students o

[




will have fever achool Skills in either lansuase than middle-class L

s o .children. It would thus be epprcpriate thet they be teught 1 the
;_ r* "/‘ : 1a.nguege cf greetest range, bece.use this is the la.nguese therf are mcst .
o J'.ikely tq pick up new. skills in. Fcr middle-cla.ss children, the languaged_}'
, ,: ,, _ cr schcol skills and. grea.t ra.nge ma.y he the ‘same or dif.‘i‘erent. In any
e E o . case, the stress on a .narrew set cr school skills ha.s worked P°°1‘17»
L - 80 there is & great ne-d. to try another approach, a.nd. emphasis cn initie.l- BT
| Z" develcpment cf the la.ngua.ge of grestest ra.nge is a very promising a.Venue -
e . at this time But range ca.n only be esta.blished. ethncgraphica.lly a.nd
;_, | vithin & framework cr cultura.l rela.tivism, hence the utility of the con— f |
i.i"x j . cept of commmice.tive competence for 'bilingunl la.ngua.se proriciency a
Lo ) assessment. ‘ RERE ) - ’, :] L 0, RS
3 L - : .' | ,Q' Oznst;r:uetcr s'II*raluaticn and Reccmmendaticns Qb |
L" ) o _. ‘ 1. - In general I relt the ccntents of the ccurse were a.ppropria.te :
‘ C to the level cr scphistica.tion a.nd. intellisence cf the students, in sgite .
~ E . °ot their beliefs ths.t they could. nct handle the prc.ject in Pa.rt II.. Ir; '.
{ I were tc te;.ch the ccurse a.ga.in, I would. ha.ve tc change the prc,ject
L v o regardless cf my ‘neliefs, ’oeca.use tco ma.ny students were toc nega.tively
:ﬁ§fn . a afrected»br it. Rcugh1y~halr of the dczen who intended to take the’
- «

‘ ccurse fcr credit d.rcppea. cut d.uring this period. I wcu.ld prcba.bly keep

ey
.

el

the rirst part of the prc.ject in which the teechers ra.nked. stud;ents and. '

identified. criteria. e.nd situa.ticns they use in me.king bilingua.l la.nguase

-
!
M

%

proficiency aSSessments. Instead. cr the rest of the task as it wa.s, I
¥ .

" would hnve them ta.pec a.nd. tre.nscribe two situa.ticns == _one tha.t they

B ncrmlly use fcr meking a.ssessments, a.nd. one in which the sa.me students S




{773

o .j

i“ thi‘ capacitv- L c
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»are unsupervised or peer-oriented. Then I would asknthem to make general’

“’comparisona of the students proriciency in the twc situations in terms

.of code—switching, topic control and other dimensions of communicatiVe .

competence, and to re-evaluate their rankings.,?

-2,; A course that is ethnographically oriented should really only

7,Thus teacher training needs to include in the following order:;

a; pnderggaduate - all teachers '
l) Introduction to Structure of Language :
(a) Sociolinguistics p‘*

,b'. Graduate - bilingual/ethnic miniority-teachers ..'fﬁ'

R l) Analysis of Tests and Testing. Procedures in Bilingual Education

. Assessment

Pe'rsonnel '

The instructor s background in Spanish was limited to three years

*

1 TenchingﬁAssistant (Olivia Villegas) The TA did library research

acting as an intermediary between them and the instructor in the development

.

O
s

;;be taught after the teachers have other background in language study. f

) 2) AnsEthnograph.c Approach to Bilingual.Language Proficiency

_v‘or poor high school training'and one semester of college. Because she ’

. eourse that her two assistants were bilingual in Spanish and English.

of their proJects.. She also functioned as a bicultural ethnographer of

A
!

. was not functionally bilingual it was crucial to the workability of the o
",’nrbr the instructor and observed in,the classrooms of those taking the course, .

"or the course activities, ofrering invaluable insights to the instructor‘F

i

At
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o ‘the coursc, the R. A. tape recorded a.nd. transcribed interaction in Spanish o -
. L .rrom a miety of scttings to familia.ri e thc ola.ss with ‘the. ra.nge in

k the fom-function rcla.tionship in Spcnish that could. be observcd. through. ‘ 3'

- rsuch. d.a:ba. collection. For thc sccond a.nd third parts of thc course, shc )

duplicntcd thc dnta. ga.thering of thc tcnchcrs' assignmcnts in an addi-.r :

B 2.» Rcsearch Assistant (Ada.h Lce.h Woli‘) In the rirst po.rt of

o

. tiona.l cla.ss so tha:c the instructor could. a.na.lyzc de.ta. a.long wi’ch the

tonchcrs a.nd ga.in insight into thc issucs of concern to thcm.
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~lntroductlonf e E | ',T. . -

The research reported ln thns paper was lmplenented under the Assessment"

of Language Proflc:ency of Blllngual Persons (ALPBP) prOJect‘ The wo-year, B

' .prOJect is funded by the Natnonal lnstltute of’Educatlon (NIE) and admfhus*

-tered by lnterAmerlca Research Assoclates

°

The purpOSe of thns paper is to descrlbe the teacher tra:nlng program

'lmplemented over a two- year perEod |n cooperatnon wnth Tucson Unified School‘

- Dlstrlct (TUSD) | TUSD was selected as the—trainung s|te For ‘the ALPBP proJect

A

because of the dlstrlct s lnterest in the development of unnovative approachesjd |

to the education of language m;norlty students.‘ TUSD serves a- communlty ln

'excess of 500 000. Approxlmately 57 000 students are enrolled ln TUSD schooh.-li'

Approxlmately 16 000, or 28.4%, are Hlspanic, of whtch approxlmately 1l ,000 haVe;.

been |dent|f|ed as hav1ng a prlmary language other than Engllsh . In addltxon, X

‘the school dlstrlct also SerV|ces about l 000 students from,79 various language~: :

',backgrounds R _' _:' 'y-;. - . e ;f;ad

TUSD admunlstrators felt that. the ALPBP teacher trainong program in .

ethnographnc/socnol|nguist|c methodologles would complement thenr efforts in o

_developlng a nontradotlonal language proflclency assessment lnstrument, the"

' Language ProFlclency Measure (LPM) (TUSD 1981) _ The educators who became

v:nvolved in the tralnlng prmgram were teachers and admlnlstrators from the

-

school dnstrlct. Dlstrjct admlnlstrators had an opportunnty to input in the -

content of the program dur:ng the planning stage*through a varlety of phone :

conversatuons and on-site meetlngs. Teachers had an opportunnty to contrn- ’

l

‘ *bute to the tralnlng plan through a needs assessment survey and formal and




o
The general goal of the trannlng component of the AﬁPBP project was to
proV|de a forum wherenn teachers and adm astrators would explore the apphcatnon
of ethnographlc/soclollngulstnc theoruei):hd methodologles applned to language '
~prof|clency assessment practlces.' ln order to accompllsh thls goal bllnngual

’ and monollngual educators were provuded wuth a background ln lIHQUISthS,:‘

socxolnngunstlcs, ethnography of speaknng, measurement, and research methodokxw

The expected outcome of the t alnlng was that lt would enable Tucson educators .

B AN

a

to-develop more effectlve language proflcnency assessment strategies apphcable \-

to thelr particular student populatxon.

The process of establnshnng a relatnonshnp with TUSD admlnlstrators and
teachers took place. over approxnmately a snx month pernod |n the Fall and
wlnter.of'1973 The actual tralnlng was lmplemented in three phases | Phase |

1 consnsted oF a graduatelevel course, offered‘durlng the Sprlng semestqr oF

1980 Phase o was lmplemented in the form of a three Week lnten5|ve work-

! -

shop |n the summer of l980. Durlng thls workshop, the Teacher ObserVatlon

lnstrument (TOS) . was developed Phase lll, the last of the ALPBP tralnlng 3

component |m lemented in Tucson, conslsted.of several stages The Flrst

;xr.‘

conStntuted a preparatlon stage whereln the AEEBP proJect staff ldentlfled |
sallent issues) to be consudered for the flelg te5t|ng of the TOS Follow(ng

the preparatlon stage, a workshop was lmplemented |n the. sprlng oF l98l to

glve teachers mo e formal tralnlng in mlcroethnographlc/Socnol|ngu|stlc fneld

‘methods. 'Thns wa, undertaken WIth the specific purpose of enabllng TUSD

teachers/zo fleld est the TOS ’ The next stage consnsted -of - the development ﬁ'j

of craterla for analyzlng the T0S field test results The Flnaluzatlon of

s

thls process took pl'ce in a two-day meetlng in. the summer of 198l wlth a

he ALPBP PrOJect Dlrector, and'ALPBP Research Assoclate

~ 'TUSD representatlve,




'Phlllps (1981) provxdes a detalled descrlptlon of Phase l The actual

'tralntng pro/ess and outcomes from Phases ik and lll are fully descrlbed
'ln the body of the paper. The conclus:on focu5es on evaluatxve lnformatlon
: |dent|fYIng ltmltatlons and slgnlflcance of the ALPBP teacher tralnlng ;_

program in Tucson.. h

v

Theoretlcal-andeethodologlcal Approach .

Tradltlonally, schools have used a developmental model of acqunsatkm of
-communicatlve skills based on. whlte mlddle-class chlldren s soclalnzat:on -
' experlences. Thls model assumes chlldren come: to school havung the same 4,.‘
baslc experlences at home and in the communlty. lt also assumes that cognltlve

and l|ngu|st|c sklll development follows a rather fixed growth curve whlch

takes as the norm whlte mlddle~class chlldren s developmental character:stlcs. '
-,These assumptlons are reflected in standard monol:ngual currlculum obJectlvesA'

as well as in- the segmentatlon of knowledge by. grade level.' The model Falls :

"nito recognlze culturally dlfferent language soclalazatton experlences of D

Hy

. children from multnllngual/multncultural backgrounds | It lacks the necessary

.

-Flexlblllty ¥o bulld upon varlablllty in ‘the acqu:sntlon of communlcatuve

’ skulls by chlldren of dxfferent cultural backgrounds, and to relate these *TV
.

'skllls to the learnlng of new concepts at school Thls lack of understandlng

", and acceptance of culturally dlfferent language soc:allzatlon patterns of

";communncatlon may be a maJor factor contrlbutlng to the poor performance in
school by language m:norxty students (Note l) |

ﬂecognlzlng the,lnadequacles of° thls tradltlonal model, an ethnographlc/

; socuollngulstlc approach to communncat:ve proFlclency and |ts assessment was .

o




adopted for use in the ALPBP teacher trannlng program

The approach ntanls
both theoretncal and methodologlcal consnderatnons about the nature oS\children's

. ‘ . ,\
language acqulsutlon, language use, and lts measurement._ IR .\X

LN

From a theoretncal perspect:ve, the concept of language proflclency \
‘seen as. embraclng '"the chnld's fuli range of socxal uses. of language and non;-‘

verbal svgnals rather than encompassung uses assocnated wlth the transmissno

)\

of llteracy skllls of readtng and wrhﬂng“ (Phllnps, P. 3).

| in order to operatuonal|Ze thls lnterpretatlon of the language construct,
Brlere s (1979) untegratIVe model of communlcatnve proflcuency ‘was modnfled for

, use in the tralnnng process to lnclude those factors whlch lnfluence chlldren s

language development and language use. The model |llustrated in Flgure l

-

conslsts of’Four baSIC cOmponents'* llnguustlc competence and llngulst:c per-

formance - based on Chomsky s (1965) understandlng of language - and spcld-

llngulstlc ccmpetence and soclollnguistlc performance - based on Hymes (l972)

lnterpretatlon of communlcatlve compptcnce.

_'l’_lgur.-.l A SOCROLINGUISTIC/LINGUlSTlC MODEL oF COMMUNICATIVE PROFlClENCY

(Adapted from Erlero. l979)

«

.

'A o . -»‘ ] . -
' !OCIOLINGUISUC CWEI’!HC!

. =LINGUISTIC COMPETENCE
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of -the lanyuage.
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N : LIGQUlStIc competence refars ‘to. the |ntultlve knowledge a natlve speaker-f;'
has about the rules of the»grammar of hus/her language(s) (i e., phonology,. A
syntax, and the lexlcon) Thls refers, for example, to the tacat knowledge a |
native Engllsh-speaklng student has about when, and how to use both regular and
lrregular plurals, to make verb. and. nOun agreements or to understand the

W

. sounds of the dlalectal varlatlons spoken'ln vartous communltles.

Llnguistcc performance refers to the actual use the speaker makes of
hls/her llnguxstuc competence using the “proper" grammar and vocabulary
v These skills are evudenced in the abnllty to comprehend and speak as well as

- to read and wrlte if llteracy skllls have been lntroduced

Soclollngulstlc competence refers to the knowledge a native speaker has

about the appropriate use of h|s/her language within d|fferent soclal envuron- o

- ments, i.e., the tacit knowledge‘of what to say to whom, for what reason(s); ~

and undér_what‘cfrcuﬁ§tance(s) In the SChool settlng,-lt refers to'the'

-

knowledge a student has of the approprlate rules of . lnteractlon and |nterpre- v

'tatlon when lnteractlng wnth teachers, peers and other partncupants.

.o
i ¢

Socnollngulstnc performance refers to the actual communlcatlve behavuors
.of a speaker Wthh lead other members of a speech communlty to belleve that

he/she is communlcatlng appropr:ately. For example, in U, S. schools teachers

\x

voften expect students to look them ln the eye whlle belng reprlmanded or- when )

o,

respondlngk> I some cultures th's is, °°"5'd=f°d '"aPPFUPrtate, thus, lf a_“l

Jstudent does not prov:de a response approprnate to the culture, a teacher

|

"unfamlluar wnth the chlld's cu]tural background mlght conclude ‘that the student

-

is dzsrespectful or uncooperatuve.




« .8

The ethnographlc perspectnve requlres the applicatlon of methodolognes
whlch ‘support observat:on of naturally occurrlng unteractlons, partlclpant

'observatlons and :ntervuews as research tools For determnnung the nature of

chlldren s communlcative proflcnency Thls ns ln contrast to experlmental

' methodologies Wthh focus on language lnteractlons in contrived rather than

e

"~"atural sett'"gs' 17 the*r verv nature, expertmental methodologles dnsregardg”,

Lg,-a»

'children s natural language abllltles because they focus on knowledge of

\o T

laﬁguage skxlls Wthh ma? lle outsude thelr soclallzatnon experiences._,:g”-@;g‘ o

v - Vv
- “

In an effort to develop observatlonal crnterla to be used ln analyzing

observatlons oF chlldren s naturally occurrlng communlcatlve lnteractlons and
o

relate these to. communncatxve profucxency, ALPBP proJect staff reV|ewed "1-"
;current theoretucal and applled research on the nature of language and nts - '@ K

functlonal uses. Followlng is a brlef summary From that revlew.\7‘?

L Hymes (1964) argues that knowledge of a language nmplles mOfe than an i'bm o

tnnate and subconsclous knowledge of the rules of the language (Chomsky, 1965)

e

|
' He suggests that,language use-wwthnn a speech communlty‘oons:sts of culturally ".* J
: lnfluenced communlcatlon modes, whlch ;nclude systematlc patternlng of speech"l o
l
|
|

s

governed by-social rules.7 He proposes that an ethnographylof speakung us

requnred to desorrbe the patterns of language use |n terms of their d|strabu~ .

© tion and functlon. He categorlzes language in terms of baS|c functuons.
» 0

expressnve, dlrectlve ‘and referentnal - R o o R

Halllday (1973) categorlzes language functlons as |nstrumental, regula-v

e

tory,\lnteractlonal heurtstlc, personal lmaglnatlve and representatlonal

L~

’ The lnstrumental funct:on, accordlng to Halllday, serves to man:pulate the

enV|ronment, to cause certann events to happen, such as “don t touch the stove'"‘”

"63
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etc. The regulatory Functlon serves in controlllng events through the use of_“
approval disapproval, etc. The representatlonal Function refers to the use ,ﬁ
'of language to make statements, convey Facts and knowledge, such as to explaln,‘

sor to. report, etc. The |nteractlonal Functlon serves to ensure soclal maln- ‘

- (=4
®

',tenance ThlS |s exhlblted ‘in knowledge of slang, Jargon, Jokes, polnteness, )

and formaluty expectatlons. The personal Functlon aflows a speaker to- express

@

Feelings and emotlons. The heurlstnc Functlon |nvolves language used to o

acquire knowledge and to learn about the envnronment. Heunlstlcufunctlons are

often conveyed in the form of questlons that wlll Iead to answers Chlldren

make good use of the heurlstlc Functlons in thelr use of “‘wh z questlons.- The
3

|mag|nat|ve functions serve to creat lmaglnary systems of |deas, such as-

telllng Fatry tales wrlting novels, creatlng poetry, etc.“l .-'[fo'--

@

Tough (1974)° conslders tWo baSlC~FUﬂCthﬂS of language- relatlonal and j; o

ideattonal. The Flrst one is used to "malntaln the self“ and the latter one o
s used to dlrect one's self to others' actlons. N sﬁ -f‘s ’ ,_,:f RN

As a result of ethnographlc/soclollngulstbc observatlons of young chlld- s

o a
3

ren's communlcatlve,lnteractlons, wllhlnson}(1975L developed:atllst~of language‘

.@; v.'- ‘ o

a N - . we

functions speclflcally related'to them Because of thelr |mportance in under-

standlng the language use by school chlldren, the functrons are lnsted below.

. a . bl "‘r . . . N .
. . - o e S .

- o © . Functions of Language . .
S 3 EEEI A

Who am [? Establishing and mtlntaining self - o L s

.Lkanguage Ffor anllyzing salf N a,‘ ‘ ', - e o
Language for expressing self : L
(for calebrlting or desplxrlng. mkc. )

'UN!—,

£

vEstale.sthg ard ml.nt-l.ninq relations ' , . .
-Co=gpecating. - .
Empathizing, understanding the other B
Role playing, mimicry . R

-Guidl.nq, dtroctinq l:hi ‘other = :

Who ace you?. |

R~ &

PR §

e
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SR

Who/Whet is . .9 lﬂlving information N
he/she/it? = .- 10 R-oelllng nventavCpnet)

11. Owseribing present events
12 Predicting futuce ‘events -

e o - stataments of intention

statementsof hypothesis .
_ . what might happen - -
» © 13  Anslyzing, clasaifying e
- : , . 18 -Explaining, giving ceason foc -

o : .~ 15 Exploring, asking questions, But in othnr :»‘.’V"w I

. ways alsa, by "sounding ouk” pecple .
+° 16 ‘Reflecting on own/othnrs‘ cneughts .nd
& ., T .”f"11ﬂ9' : .

(Wilkinlon, 1974, pp. 56-57)

-

in her study of‘teacher/chlldren s language nnteraotlons, Fﬂlmore (l979)

()

suggests semeral functlons oF language related to chlldren s productlon and

.49

o

comprehenslon.. Samples of’functxons which she recognlzes as lmportant dur:ng//

Y

' _classroom lnteractlons are: to prov:de and ellclt xnformatlon, to explaln,

P . . . v . , //.
to descrnbe‘ to clarnfy, etc.u B o o

o . . . . . . .

by Cummlns was felt to be lmportant to the study oF chlldrens language use in -

' school Cummlns (1980) suggests that there are two- lndependent dlmenslons of‘

;language proflc:enoy- cognlt:ve~academ:c language skllls, wh;ch are related

re

to lcteracy s#llls, and socnolnngunstuc language sknlls, w@uch are related to -

-

_lnterpersonal communacatlon skllls.

B

Fullmore s (1976) research on ‘the acqulsntlon of Engllsh sk:lls of

flve early elementary school chnldren lndlcates that both aspects’ of language o

)

o

proflclency suggested by Cummlns have unlque but lnterrelated characterlstlcs.'

Both are essentnal for successful achuevement and socnal nnteractuon in the

: classroom._ Flllmore notes that soclollngunstlc aspects of language are

| ¢ruc»al to the acqu:sltlon and development of a second language ln early

elementary school chlldren whlle cognntlve-related Functnons oftan‘become

o

ln addltlon to. research on language functnons, psychollngulstlc research .
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o of l980 by Dr. Susan Phlllps through an agreement wlth the Unlversnty

N

:, more crltscal for older second-language learners because of the empha51s on.»“
x:,.academtc performance at hlgher grade levels.‘ “The . tmpllcatton of Fnllmore s

work is that both socxolanUIstlc and cogn:tlve-academnc language aspects arel
lllmportant/to meannngful and approprlate communlcatlon of second language -

' learners

More recent research on language use in. the classroom Suggests that B {._13

; there are two ouchotomous language dnmenslons One IS more related to the T

service of cognltlon --'academlc-related language functlons == and’ the other

is related to the service of lnterpersonal socual 1nteractzons‘-- SOCIO"

’ affectlve related language FUnctuons (Genesee, lnpress) Successful communl- f: g-”

cation wnth other partlcupants ‘seems to be correlated to the degree to whlch

’the nndnv:dual has mastered both dlmenslons of language use.~v

* The |ns|ghts galned from the revuew of lxteratureotogether wnth our -

‘v

2 4

‘-; experlence as educators of language mlnornty students provnded the basls for°

‘ developlng a framework for tra1n|ng teachers ln language proflclency assessment

N

|ssues utilizing ethnographlc/socxol|ngUIst|c methodologxes.

- oL

P

lmplementatlon of the ALPBP Teacher TralnlngtProgram:' Processvand dutComes:'

| Phase;l°; Bullngual Language Proflcuency Assessment" An Ethnographlc Approach

Phase | of the ALPBP teacher tralnlng program was lmplemented |n the sprlng

f >

.“of Arlzona School of Educatuon B:llngual Program and the College of leeral .%‘

Arts Anthropology Department to co-sponsor a three credlt (45 hr. ) graduate

9 U

/

-2

. course._ The course was- developed to meet the needs of partlcnpatlng teachers.

.- . i v -




5

it Focused on three aspects of language proﬁcnency as they relate to language :

manortty students.

0 Models of Language Proflctency. :
"T'o Language Proflcxency in the Blllngual Classroom, and

o Language Proflc1ency i the Blllngual Communlty

P

Through the course teachers were provnded wuth background |n approaches‘"

to the assessment of language proflclency of language mnnority students. They

were lntroduCed to basuc soc:ollngutstlc and ethnographlc concepts related to

language assessment, and were gulded in the exploratlon oF the nature of

chlldren s language prdf:clency |n both classroom and communlty contexts

‘-Sources oF |nformat|on |ncluded lectures, readnngs,_and dISCUSSIOﬂS.F A-morenf

,;detalled descrrptlon of thss aspect of the trannlng component xs found |n -

Phnllps’ paper, "An Ethnographnc.Approach to Language Prof:cuency Assessment”

a3, N
+*

CO

(nn press)

-
R

-rfPhase ll~. Development of a Student Observatlon lnstrument to Determlne the

Communlcatlve Prof:ctency of Language M:norxty Students The thedretlcal and o

g
m' 4

o methodolognca4 lssues |ntroduced by Phllnps formed the bas:s for development

af Phase Il, whlch took the form of a three-week lntenslve workshop The goal

3

e Carmen SOMIch a SOClOllngUlSt and Robert Carrasco, an ethnographer -

~part|ctpants developed the TOS

. ~,
N

-4

of the workshop was to provnde the partlclpants with practlcal ethnographtc/ -
.soc:odlngulstnc fleld technlques which would enable them to partlclpate in the_fl

'development of a ,teacher obs-ervatlon mstrUment W|th l:he mstructors' guldance g




;vstudents use wuth dlfferent partlcxpants |n varlous classroom sntuatlons.

\., o,

The workshop lncluded a revlew oF the baSlc concepts of °th"°9:aph,q : ¢¥:,;,

‘ monltoring in classroom sett:ngs. V|deotapes of snteracttons between

teecher/student(s) and student(s)/student(s) in elementary bnllngual class-‘,}“7:

v'erooms were used to ald in the development of teachers observation skllls.
: The process was one of gusded dlscovery where. th'ough dlSCuSSIon and brann-

"stormnng, teachers Were made aware of the w:de range of communicatrve skllls

& . @3

" The vldeotapes pronded a means For detalled dlscusslon of teacherfstudent(s)ff*’

, lnteractions VS, student(s)/student(s, interactloqs whlch focused on.:

o - language use, language cholce, code-swltchlng and thelr .";
. relatlonshlp to communlcatlve proflcnency,_ ’ :
. AV

o] students‘ llngulstlc repertoures° and o
-, . | £

o ---soclollngulstlc rules oF lnteractlon |n the classroom. co |

’ ' K ) \t\.j
The dlScusslons resultnng from vuewnng the v:deotapes,were«related to the
teachers practlcal experlence .as ethnographers and partlclpant observers.
\*‘_ _ ; N
. A
After vuewrng the tapes the partlclpants and workshop leaders agreed that

L

teachers were the most quallfled tO'make valld emlc predlctlons about thelr own-

o 1'

. students commundcatuve ebllltles OutSlde obsegyers, it was concurred would not:'

'{generally be aware oF the speclftc rules of nnteractlon lmpluc:tly or expllcntly

¢
. .“

agreed upon hy partlclpants un classroom settlngs o v~4j“‘

‘
’

Early |n the workshop, teachers were asked to llst students' behavlors

Lo

., . ﬁ"

'that, in thenr oplnlon, correlated w:th Engllsh proflclency. The purpose of

the actnv;ty was to ldentlfy partlclpants understandlng of communlcatlve

-5 ~

profrclency Responses From thls lnformal survey, summaruzed in Tahle I were =

.‘,

-

analyzed, and grouped |nto Four Categorles of behaviors These are: -

".A ' Lo . t

LR




_ "o ‘;>1IHQUIStIC behavuors related to grammatucal morphologlcal
e . 5land syntactic skills .in oral speech as well as llteracy
Skl]fﬁ, .. ‘ ’ .

) ethnographlc/soclollngulstlc behaviors related to language
-use considering setting, participants, nomverbal behaviors,
_goals of lnteractlon, language(s) used, by students; T e

-

o .,student background factors related .to' language of the home,?
L language(s) exposure, yeafs of, school:ng, euc., and R

o “psycholog;cal factors related to self—concept and languagr(s) oA a._i-
~ used lﬂ emotlonal lnteractlons. R

Slxty-flve percent of the total number of behaviors ldentlfled were llngulstlc,“
Seventeen percent fell wlthln the ethnographlc/soclollngulstlc category,

‘ ;twelve percent were student background factors and six percent were: psycho-'

»lOglcal factors.. The most freQuently czted llnguistlc behaviors focused on 5;"
Lf“ablllty to, explain, amount of code-swntchlng durlng dlscourse, contrlbutlon '

}’tq dlSCUSSIOﬂ and' lnttlatung conversatlon. word order, command of syntax,:?-'”

and vocabulary as well as the ablllty to complete wrltung ass:gnments were |

—

“cxted as maJor tndlcatorsaof "good" wrltlng ablllty Llstenlng factors se~
v ol -
) lected were "good" receptIVe ablllty and understandlng verbal cues. Only one“_

Jlreadlng sklll, the ablluty to read at grade level was named. o

| Among the most often llsted ethnographlc/soclollngulstlc behav:ors were:
the language(s) students use durlng play sutuatlons the use of nonverbal
behaVlors, "language fluency," and ablllty to 1nat|ate conversatlon with +
:dufferent partncupants in dlsﬁ‘nct contextual settlngs. Background{anforma-= ;
tlon factors c:ted were: language of the home, number of years of schooling;

: |nformatlon in. students cumulatlve flle, ‘and ethnlc background "Language use

-ln the home was the one most often mentloned The psychologlcal factors

]

.
» A

'-'desxgnated were: students‘ shyness or self-consclousness, and language(s)
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lUsed'durlng emotional interagtlonsg_ In short, Xesults from the' survey indi=

9] % i o ) o °

cated’ that' - L D

'v- . . .
B . A . . . A

0 }teaqhers c?lteria for. .judging language prof:cuency is B
_ o 'generally ‘based on a conslderatlon of linguistic’ factors T
"?wcth a partxcular emphasls on oral language skllls,
. e O few teachers include nanverbal language in the}r crlterla'
I of communucative performance, and’ T

o' few teachers consadar, ih their cruter:a, students' LR e

" appropriate use of. language in. terms of contextual ‘and.
psychologlcal factors afﬁectung communtcatlon. '

Low . - -
o . -

‘ I _ A
The communxcacnve profxclency model agapted from Brlere (1979, see Fgure U

’was dnsoussed with teachers, .and related to results from the teacher surVey.A

The purpose in utuluznng thlS model was :o make partlcngants aware that

v
-

language u$e requxres speakers/lusteners to possess more than the knowledge ,}

of the grammar of a language, and that soclgllnguustrc aspects of language -

showid be taked’xnto account when assessung communlcatlve proflclency. After

_ relatlng the model to the:results of the survey, partlcupants arrnved at the

conclusuon bhat there.was a need to consuder the communicatlve proflclency of.

their students ln terms of both lungulstlc and socuollngulstlc skulls

-
V4 v !

, : ~ e - . v . SR
= The review of basnc ethnographbc concepts? dlscus51on of the results From

E

fthe teachers' survey of communlcatlve proFlcnency factors, and a modufled. ;
’socaollngulstlc model df communicatlve proflclency (Brlere, 1979) provuded

,1 the- foundatlon for the lnductlve process used to develop the. TOS

KD . . o . o ‘.1

The major questlons ralsed durlng lts conceptualnzatlon and development
were: ﬁ - .; '." L !

\ . v

What krnds of functnonal language skills does the
language munorlty sfudent bring to school?

_o , ln‘whlch language(sY Socnal contexts, and for what

- . . 71 e
. N . . ‘»\? T . V . . . ) :
. 3 . o . . - -

s ¥ N

purposes does the stugent. communjcate best7 o I




R

-

o . ln which ianguage(s) does ‘the student haVe the w;dest
S contextuai range of communicatxve abniities?

j o, What klnds of communicative skills does the student
~need to master in order to parficipate appropriateiy .
as'a member of the school speech ccmmunity? R .
Important in the process of deveioping the T0S was the seiecticn of
contextual settlngs in whtch to observe students' communicative interactlons, /o
thi ianguage(s) of instruction, directness or'indirectness of "teacher taik 1 g
and classroom organization’ (teacher-centered vs. student-centered) The |
'ianguage characteristics and lnngunstic background of the student were also e
consndered consequentiai For the piannnng of the TOS. Ethnographnc, socTo- |
ilnguiStlc and educatlonai variabies considered sngntfscant were: background ”
of parents, number of snbiings at home, age,gianguage use at home and.” |n the 4

. community, ethnohustoricai and ethnolnnguistnc |nformation.

o .
4 .

.i i . . . o .
The recognltlon that students have varled repertonres of Functlonal

ianguage use in different sltuations and with different partncipants, motnvated

the- seiectnon of some components of speech events suggested by Hymes (1972) as the.

the basls for developing the TOS Tabie 2 descrnbes those components used

durnng the |n|tnai stage of developmcnt.v They were: setttng, partncnpants,_
_channel of communlcatlon, languages used and dlscourse characterlStncs. ',-;g/*i ©

' - . o ' ~:: : //,

SaE TaLez .. o '4.}///*~_’“
COMPONENTS OF INSTRUCTIONAL EVENTS T0 ee CONS10ERED O
IN THE pever.omeur OF THE TEACHER oaseavmon ISYSTEN '

SR o

Setting o Participtnts o 'cﬂugqg':cgn , '-iﬂqumm Discourse Characteristics = .°
Instructional 5 Teacher/Student(s) o speaknng . ‘Engllsh { ’Vcoherence L L.
(fthai) ’ Studenz/S:udent(s)‘ iisten-ng _ 'Spanisn; 3 comp lexity . _

v, . S , " reading . adequacy of vocabuiary R

Non=instructional - . Co o writing = .- S - code=switching
(inFormai) settings : K 4 '

o
7 A7 A




1deally,~an'ethnographie approach.to language profioiency-assessment
;consists of observing a student in the communlty, home and school contexts.\ .
However, because of thevimpractucabnllty of donng so in all three domains,
it was decuded ta obtann communlty and home |nformat|on through student
|ntervnews and other avaulable school records, and to only ob5erve students

Cl

in the school setting.

The advantages and disadvantages of usung the categorles of settung,.
participant(s), soexolingunst;c behaviors, etc., was a critical issue of °

'dlscussion in the development of the TOS After cons:dering the range of
\

dspeech events that usually occur |n a school day, three representatnve

<

s:tuatlons and soo:al contexts were chosen. ln order to assist observers

.. -

.the descr:ptuon of students commun|cat|ve behavuor in the dlfferent lnter-"

’actuonal contexts, baslc questions were developed. The quest:ons prov:de a.

guide to the obserVer in descrublng a student s range of communucat:ve skiTls.

VThe questions and |nteract|ons are descrlbed ln Table 3.

TASLE 3

\ L
OBSERVATION QUESTIONS IN SOCIAL CONTEXTS

[ 2

. Secial Contexts: Adult Directed  Peer Group _ Non=instructional - - Other .
. _lnstruecionel Instructional : E o,
. iy -

.Questi‘ons to be 1. what language(s) ‘and/or ‘nonverbal behavior are uséd’ by the student v

answerad during to communicate?.
‘observations: " When the child does not communicate verbaHy, what evidence do ynu
- see that indicates understanding? Describe’ the behavmr nbserved.
. When the student does not seem to, understand, ‘what does she/he dn
to clarify the situation? Oescrlbe the communlcative behavior :
observed. : ) '

: -Does the student follow the tmphcrt and expiicit rules oF
communlcation oF the socul context you are observmg?

. 9




‘CQnSlStS of four sectlons

| The fneld test version‘of the TOS (Appendux A) has three components:e

-

" Section I:° ;'Background lnformation '_ g
Section ll:  Teacher Observation Data Sheet
: Sectton lll '}Descriptlon of Observatlon Dats

,Secthﬂ l consnsts of a three‘part questlonnanre 'student |nformatnon, opt:mal‘

student lnformatic«n, and teacher :nformatuon.' The ﬂrst part lncludequestlons 4

regardnng basic anformatnon about a student s name, age, sex, birthdate and
language usage. The second part contalns questnons about prewous schooling
experiences and Ianguage(s) ‘used in the home. The thnrd part uncludes questions
about the teacher s language background. Sectnon 11 lncludes four socia] |
contexts used to describe students' comunncatuve behavtors Three bas;c
quest:ons guide the observer to focus on speclfic commumcatuve behavior
Sectlon H conscsts of two parts. A ln part one,’ the teacher summarlzes the

observed student s communncatlve behawor. In part two, extralmgunst:c factors ,

"that may affect students' commumcat:ive abnllty (e.g., physucal R emotwnal

< and/or social)-are described

» A prel |m|nary Usage Manual for use wH:h the TOS was also developed It

0 -lntroductqon _

o Rationale: descrupti‘on of the’ ethnographlc/socwllngmstlc
: theories and methodologles underlying the deVelop-
ment of the. TOS o
. i Y
o ~}iow to use the TOS.

| o G!ossary of terms

———— -

-

The TOS Usage Manua! has not been rewsed since it was-'orig'i_nal_’ly .devéicvpéd =
durmg the second ALPBP teacher trannmg workshop. S :

'iu;;f, T7ﬂ42:,: |
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- The-introduction summarizes the purposé'of the TOS The ratlonale=

3

provides the theoretical and methodologncal approaches Wthh serve as a

framework for an nnterpretatlon of students' communicative proflcnency

',The thtrd sect:on descrlbes how to .use. the TOS._ The glossary of terms deflnes

termanIOgy used ln the TOS and in the TOS Usage Manual

’ Phase 1L1: Toward-a Valndatnon of. the TOS.' lt was recognnzed that before the

TOS could be valzdated .and be of practucal use to teachers, lt was' necessary

to determlne whether-i

o . the selected TOS nnteractuonal contexts sample valnd
: : presentatuons o? students‘ classroom,lnteractlons,

a. :the three questions for each :nteracttonal context :
g solnc:t from the .observer .an accurate’ descrxpmon of
the observed students' functnonal language abllltles,.
o -behavnors descrnbed by teachers focus on a descrlptxon
- of functlonal language use,,._p , _’A
o it is posslble to ldentnfy‘students‘ functlonal ,
' ~ abilities through observation of selected classroom
events, and . .

S

.0 "lt is possible to develop a representatlve number ‘
: ~of communicative performance indicators based on .
identification of functlonal language abllttles. ‘

c o x4 -
.
.

- In order . to clarlfy these lssues and |n preparatlon for fleld testlng of ‘

s

the TOS,: partlclpants were - further tralned in the use of mlcroethnographlc/

.soc|ol|ngulst|c field methods to |dentlfy how chlldren use language for

functlonal purposes. The workshop was organnzed by Charlene Rivera and Carmen ‘

S:mlch. lt was expected that part:clpants would galn a better understandlng

.o{ what students need to know in order to accompllsh commun|cat|ve tasks
SN 4

oy /
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“to the observation tasks outlined in the T0S. . The workshop was organized as

1o a review of basic concepts of language prof:ctency and
~ language \\profnclency assessment, v

o a revlew of the anthropologucal ornentatnon of "doung
ethnography"_nn classroom settings;

[ a review ;k\the nature and intent of the TOS, and

o a formal lntroduction to functional uses of language
~ in the school: home, and: community settings and. their

relationship. tp the teacher obserVatlon tasks outllned
ﬂtn the TOS, \\ R : .

¥

The fleld testlng of the TOS was lncorporated lnto the two-day sesslon.u
: Teachers were paired and assi ned to dlfferent schools to, observe students
from klndergarten to nlnth grade in chosen lnstructlonaJ events. Each teacher
recorded hus/her observations lndIV|dually. The half day observatlons were
to be recorded in terms oF functlonal language used . by the observed students

and other partlcnpants, e. g., teacher, peers, etc. Two teachers were assnoned

to observe the same student in order to compare observatlons and nncrease

g R

observer rellabullty. Followxng the observatlons, instructors and partlclpants_ .
d|scussed the problems and rewards of the experlence Based on thelr nnsights '
lnto the process, small groups rev1ewed the experlence, bralnstormed, and -
dlscussed poss:ble "lndlcators" of communlcatlve proflciency Partlclpants

valso made recommendatlons for changes in TOS content and format.

Efforts in the Development and Valldation of the TOS ln late May, l98l

: a meetlng was held bctween ALPBP project personnel and 3 representatave from ;

Tucson Unufxed School Dlstrlct. The purpose of the meetlng was to deVelop

crnterua for analyzlng the TOS Fleld test data/ The crlterla agreed.upon was:

Y
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o whether the observer answered the three questions for
 each of the four soclal contexts posed in the TOS (see
Table 3); |

af whether the observer provcded a complete and accurate ‘
‘description of the social contexts observed; -
o whether the observer descrubed a student s behavnor
in terms of functlonal language use; and R

0 whether the observer s summary of ‘the observatlon
~ recommendations for student placement were represen=
tative of their descrnptlon of’ the student s functlonal
, language abnlutnes. '

: Because the TOS was at the fleld test stage, the ALPBP staff were con*l

Cerned that TUSD would attemﬂt to ldentlfy ”lndncators“ of . oommunlcatnve

, profuczency based only on the fleld test. However, after revnewnng the fleld '

test results,'the concensus oF the ALPBP staff and the TUSD representatlve

'=rwas that, at most, the data could provnde a sample llst of communlcatlve o

functlons related to Ianguage profnclency |dent|f}ed at the tnme of the Fneld R

test.' Most lmportantly, it was concurred that the data could not compensate

for an ethnographnc/soclol1ngu|stnc ‘study of natural language use ln elemen- - o Z%
tary classrooms to nnvestngate what 5@595 of speaklng“ (Hymes, 1972 1974) | |
or functnonal uses'of language that are ava:lable to partlcnpants in school
settlngs.v Based on ldentlflcatlon of relnable and valnd tndlcators, lt would

then be posslble to determlne what socnollngulstlc skllls students need in

. J . B . s
order to be cnns:dered proflcnent communncators " Once reliable and valnd ;/(ff

_:nd:cators are ldentlfned, 1¢ would then be possuble to formally valndate/ihe

-

- ~ : .. . . g . . ,//
- - e i

: TOS or any other s;mllar lnstrument

-2




~ Conclusion -

. -

In this conciudang sectlon, the limitations and sign:fucance of the ALPBP-'

teacher training prpgram in Tucson are described The purpose is to provnde
; / -

evaiuatlve informatlon regarding the ethnographic/sociollnguistlc approach to

language proficiency assessment.

Limntations of an Ethnographnc/Socioi|nguist|c Approach to Language Proficlency

Assessment The inmltatnons of the approach were found to be related to its -
lmpiementatton in actuai classroom sntuatlons rather than. to |ts conceptuai

framework (Phiiips, in press). The most s:gnnflcant determ:nants of successfui

|mpiementataon in Tucson were found to be:
»

O'f'-the worknng reiatnonshsp between teachers and adm:nastrators, o

o the tlme requnred to become fam:har with the ethnographic/
sociolinguistic orientatlon ‘to language proflciency

--:assessment,‘
'o ' the educatnonai background of teachers' and o ',' .
o o the characteristlcs of the ethhographic/socloinngunstlc

The workxng.Reiationshnp Amogg TUSD Educators. Cooperatton of educators

to participate in any tralnnng program is hnghiy related to the working reia-
tlonship between teachers and admlnlstrators. -In the case of TUSD, ‘some
tensnon was Evndenced between teachers and’ admuwstrators because ofinadequate

o

|
|
|
|
approach. ‘ . . : ' Ty - .
|
|
i
1
|
|
|
communncatuon between the two. On the one hand, teachers sometimes feit |
_ impotent and frustrated because they ‘were not aiways 5uff|c|entiy nnformed ST
. about the admlnnstratIVe detaxis whlch affected them On the other hand
| it wag evudent that |nternai schooi dlstrlct changes and pressures were

refiected in the adminnstrators' reiatlonship with the teachers, and for this

S reason, adminustratrve detaiis were not aiways communucated to teachers




Desplte th:s tenslon, the gradual |nvolvement and acceptance of the ndeas

',presented durtng the ALPBP tralnzng sesslons became a motlvatlng force for ‘A

both teachers and admlnlstrators to cooperate fully

-
. -

A The Tlme'Factor. Tlme to asslm:late basnc theoretlcal concepts and ta,

,become experienced un thenr applucatlon was ‘found to. be a problematnc aspect
oin the trannlng of the Tucson teachers‘ The time alloted For tralnlng was~5"AA
negotiated by ALPBP staff wnth the TUSD llalsons and was. lnmnted prnmaruly
' - by dnstrnct constrannts. R ’}f D ; ‘."]“Q o 155
Although each of the threesphases of the traunnng,program was carefully
.planned dnfflcultles arose |n coordnnatrng 5ufF|c|ent leave tlme for teachers
to attend extended trarnrng sess:ons. ‘Short lntermlttent;sesslons~were not ,'eiﬁif
s generally posslble'because the major~consultants1Were not ln the}Tucson\arealb.iezs

'_The partlclpatlng teachers found that the short |ntense tralnlng sessnons d|d

, %
not always allow suff:clent time to absorb and understand the new theoretlcal
Aconcepts being lntroduced._ One teacher summarlzed the feellng by 1nd|cat|ng V:.‘
* that -the "time Ouas) too rushed " She felt "overwhelmed wlth lnformatlon.” ;
rOther'teachers suggested that more time should have been glven for addltlonal
*practice'and~demonstratlon of observat:onal technlques ldeally, partlclpants

concurred, tralnlng sesS|ons should be d:Strlbuted throughout the- school

year to allow for clarlflcatlon of theoretical concepts and the:r appllcation

in the classroom.
‘ ' ¥

Teacher-EduCational Background eachers do not generally have a° back-

grcund in child. language development or second language acqulsltnon lssues s -

- - . o

They are not- famlllar Wlth con‘munncatnve patterns of nnteractlon of multncultural/

multlllngual student populatlons, nor are they famll:ar wnth the ratlonale '.l"




for assessnng language proflclency ln Tucson, |t was found that teachers .
hlghly correlate Engllsh language proflclency wlth knowlcdge of d|screte"
grammatlcal/phonologlcal ltems The p artlcrpant survey (Table l) conflrmed '
that blllngual educators were not consclously aware of how soclocultural |
| varlables;;nfluence the manner in whnch morphologlcal phonologlcal and'

s

lexical items are lntegrated snto cohe5|ve dlscourse. Teachersu concerns vvnf “

regardlng the assessment of students' language proflclency were, |n general, ‘1 i

focused on ease of test adm:nlstratlon and |nterpretat|on of teSt results j{—

i rather than with the nature and scope of chuldren 's language and lts

val|d measurement. A general recommendatlon from the |nstructors who worked

-

: WIth the teachers was that courses |n llngulstlcs, |nclud|ng chlld language '

L ..

development, second language acquasutlon, and language profuclency assessment,.

be |ntegrated lnto undergraduate prOgrams so that the new generat:on of

N

teachers is prepared to deal wlth the complexltles of asSessung the language

LI

proflclency of language mlnorlty students.

Characternstlcs of ‘the EthnOgraPhIC/SOClOlIHQUIStIC Approach he
\

approac‘?\ requnres systematnc observatlon, by a partxcxpant observer, of students' . '

language use fn naturally occurring communlcatnve sltuatlons ln dlfferent domalns'f
communsty, home and school ﬁThe role of partlcnpant observer has two d|mens|ohs.
that of a detached o"bJectlve obserVer, and that of°an actxve partlclpant As‘,;_.
such it requlres a person to observe and, at the same tlme part|C|pate in
communxcathe |nteract|ons from a detached yet focused perspectlve.. o

' ln attemptnng to utnllze.thls approach in the TOS it was found that ChlS
dual Tole can, and generally ls, problematlc because ltrequlres that the o
teacher concentrate attentlon on the communlcatlve behavnors of one student

~

whlle sumultaneously malntannxng the teacher role provldung meanungful learncng

23




Vorientatlon to thc nature of language and language brof;ciency assessment is B

activities for aii-students in theﬁclassroom.: However, because of the nature

of the TOS which favors observatlons by particlpants ‘who already have an o

“insiders” knowledge of social ruies of ianguage use in each :ndnv:duai ciass-.f

P

room, it was declded to use thls approach

- .

| Sign:flcance of :he Ethnogrgphlc/Socioiinguistic Approach to Training Teachersfi””

in Language Proflciency Assessment Issues Desplte the iimitattons described -

: above, there were{severai significant outcomes from the ALPBP teacher training'~sf

approach to ianguage proflcwency assessment. The maJor outcomes were.:r~t -

T

d : ,teachers' awareness of the hoiistic nature of languagg.»-f .

) changes in. teachers phiiosophy oF education ‘as refiected T
~ 'in their self-assessment of classroom organl.atlon and
: management practices; and i _D~ o

o the deveiopment of an ethnographlc/sd oiunguusttc ST j.t S
' ~ianguage proficiency instrument, the S. : . ' '
' , /

t Teache:s' Awareness'of the Hoirstic Nature of Language. The hoiistlc »

-

O

an lmportant aspect of thc ethnographic/sociolinguistic approach to ianguage
proficiency assessment. WIthin this non-traditlonal approach ianguage

proflcxency ls deFuned as knowiedge of the grammar . oF a ianguage together

2

wnth knowiedge of the ruies of ianguage use. . In addition to llnguistlc var:abies,"'

°

1 socnocuiturai and socroiungunstic variables, such as setting, participant(s)

‘w

toplc(s) of interactlon, ianguage(s) used at home, schooi and’ community are

lacknowiedged. ThlS approach is in contrast to the more tradituonai one where |

1

‘the maJor crlterlon for evaluating language- proflclency IS knowiedge of

't.speclﬁic grammaticai and phonoioglcai items wnthout conSJderatron of the P

: ruies of interactton and Oother sociocuitural and socioiinguistlc variabies

N - . 0-

Jthat affect communlcatlon o : S




The observatlons of chuldren s communucatlve nnteract:ons and class -

'_dPSCUSSIOnS provdded the opportumnty for teachers ta become more conscnous of

L

the Inﬂuence -of soclolingulstnc factors in chnldren 's language use. Awareness’

of- the holustlc nature of Ianguageemotnvated partlc:pants ta reanalyze thenr

"'understand;ng of Ianguage use and lts role in classroom~¢bmmun|cat|on and

learnnng One teacher summarlzed '”l gained addational |n5|ght lnto communi- L
_cation;asta‘whole package." Another teacher said “l now understand.communuaj‘
a 'cation Is:notfonly Verbal  One teacher indlcated "(l ‘am now) more observant

of the manner in whuch chnldren communlcate...l have" learned‘mo focus on the

R functuon of communncatlve b&havnors.. to not only Insten to whaf is or is not

sald ‘but to pay more attentlon to- how the message is communlcated "o

Chgﬁges in Phllosophy of Educatuon.: The understandlng and acceptapce of
_ - K
‘_the ethnographnc/soclol:nguustlc approach ‘and subsequent changes in phllosophy

' of, educatlon were evudenced by comments and d|5€U55|ons between partlcnpatlng

o P N

teachers and\msstructors. Through the trauning, teachers became more. conscnous

of the’need t expose children to dlfferent sxtuat:ons ln order to promote'
_ motlvatuon and learnlng through a varuety of communlcatnve |nteract|ons w»th
‘ . 'Y

. dufferent partuclpants |n varlous socnal contexts ThlS understandlng

| : -

'|nf1uenced some teachers to modnfy thelr v:ews regardlng classroom organlzatxon

: and management. One teacher xndicated "(l now) organlze phys:cally |n order: -
to allow for more Freedomﬂof ;nteractlon.“ Anoqher teacher stated 'H feeb'an,i‘
: V;lncreased sensltlvnty to the percept:ons chlldren have of theur envuronment, R

l’especially of thelr school environﬁent.f ! feel more acutely aware of the

PR

‘.'_various levels of actlvnty occurrlng in the classroom and school

L . ‘e
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The Development of the‘TOS. The deVelopment of a nonétradftfonéivinsgtu?

‘ N S W
-} . ) > : b ¢ I .
// ment,‘the TOS was another significant dutcome.of the ALPBP training. The TOS

',//Kf © s the flrst Instrument whnch attempts td relate focused teacher observatlons '

P of students' funct:onal language usa in cIassroom settings andocommunucat:vea

|
" " proficlency. The development of the TOS hs lmportant hecause it has the :

Y
[

; > potentlal of prov:d:ng teachers w:th an 1nstrument whlch acknowledges the

'g“ i the TOS |tse|f ls not yet val:dated and possibly never wlll be, it representsu
e . S _ o
‘ an-important :nnovatlon in. language prbfudlency assessment pract:ce which has,
1 o .
U :
- far reachung implncatlons For'educators servncnng language mlnorlty students.,

R ‘A-« ‘ . o . ‘- 4 . . . ‘- ) _J V » . 5 K .. ’

Ca - S,

wsde range of communlcatlve abllittes of ]anguage mnnorlty students. Alth&ugh' o
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) Bachground and Aims"' Co B | L S f)

A

The purpose of this report is to describe and evaluate a Five-

v

week course onalanguage proficiency and minority students taught by Jim

Cummins and Lily. Wong Fillmore with the assistance of Kip Anderson as
- . part of the 1981 Berkeley Summer Program for Teachers. The course was

. developed within the context of the Language Assessment Project awarded to

InterAmerica by the National Institite of Education in October, 1979.
addition to® the funding of research in the area of language proficiency
assessment, ‘the. project sought to develop a teacher training program,; :
vhich‘would provide educatorsvwith”an understandingfof language’assess-:y |
mﬁt _issues. . . - : . “ . : S :

The first phase of the teacher training component was implemented »

in Tucson, Arizona by means of _a course taught by Susan Phillips of the

University of Arizona. This course emphasized the potential contributions

) e y

" of ethnographic approaches to language proficiency assessmentA {'

The preseét course was entitled "Speaking of English. Teaching the

-

'\Language.Minority Student" In developing the course we took the: position

’ that the issue of language proficiency agssessment, could be discussed ade- -

quately only within’fhe context of the language minority student'’ s total

ﬂ,vl.ﬁ

educational situation. Thus, the first two ‘weeks of the course were

directed towards helping students<understand the hroader theoretical
issues invoived. in the‘education'of'language minority students (e.g. the
rationale for bilingual education, the nature of language proficiency, |

b

how language is learned etc ), the practical implications of the research

e .
) B . -
. RN : -
° T LY ’ ‘ 88
N . .
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findings and theoretical constructs were discussed in the third week,
while in the fourth week approaches to language proficiency assessment |
were integrated into this context. In the fifth week students presented
f'inservice workshops which they had developed on the basis of the course

tcontent. The course outline is presented in Appendix l o B B

Chatacteristics of Students

. : 3
Of the 22 students in the course, 11 taught at ‘the elementary

level, 8 at the secOndary level, and,3 taught adults. The: majority Were

: either ESL .or regular classi>sm.teachers, only three were hilingual 'y:- 5 "';}
teachers. The threermajor categories of reasons for participating.in R

. the course were- l. to learn more about the process ‘of second language
(L2) acquisition, 2. to gain more knowiedge about appropriate ways of

language proficiency assessment' and 3. td find out ways of helping

regular teachers cope with ESL students in their classes.

N

About half the students taught in the Oakland School District
and severalwexpressed dissatisfaction with the BSM which is used for ,\
sessing 1imited English proficiencv in, Oakland For example, one

teacher reported that "in my'district many ESL teachers deplore the

BSM test as a viable evaluation of 1anguage proficiency

¢
~

Students Initial Views oﬂ'(a) Language Pfoficienqy and (b) Educational
Practice and Policy for ‘LEP Students ,

«

Students were~asked on the first_day of class forltheir,under-'

4

-

\standing &f the. term "language proficency" and for thain views on appro-

%

.

priate educational policy towards LEP students. The purpose of this




vas twofold. first to provide the instructors with information on what‘

background and assumptions stuydents were bringing to the course, and
_ second, to provide “pretest“ information against which growth in under-

standing the issues could be.assessed.\ “The questionnaire completed by "

5

I . students isipresented in Appendix 2. - ;
/f<~ , . (al Language Proficiencgrv

Most students stressed the fact that language proficiencj
b ‘ involved the ability to communicate adequately with native speakers

i“ ' of a language. The following example is tYPical' .véf

. - - “The individual would be able to’ communicate clearly S
T ' - - (to make himself understood), understand what is : -
1 ) . commuhicated to him, read and understand the writtemn = i
: }language, and go about his. everyday life (job) comfort—i
*F. o ‘ably., o : ,

., Several students made the point that there are many different “‘ »hyi»;

iR 5 - levels of language proficiency and that the "adequacy" of an individual'

proficiency is not anm. absolute but must be considered in terms of the
- linguistic demands ‘of her/his situation and aspirations. One student

anticipated some of the points that would be dealt with in the first two

weeks of the course by pointing out thatzm

-{" : i o "Communicative skill requires learners.to know the .
o~ *  functions of the language in addition_to grammatical
“‘f{\ . ‘knowledge of the language, while reading.and writing

' skills require more explicit knowledge of the language.

v @ i

‘?t' A ) Educationzlbggaetice and Policy for LEP Students e -
— N . , X :
. . L . : ,
1{" g é : S Not surprisingly, students responses to this question tended to
%f”_ e T reflect their own - teaching situations. General principles of appropriate.
; . . - - . / )
i 0 . R S . T L O .
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teaching were stressed rather thnn program methodologies (e.g. ESL vs.
Bilingual etc.) Among the principles mentioned were. - the importance T

of promoting st:uden'tsl motivation to’learn‘English and their'confidence

~im their ability to. dh so; - reinforcing students self-esteem and ensuringgf

that program conten: is culturally appropriate - diagnosing'individual

f student needs;'— inyolving parents, introducing writing as. an integral

part of an ESL program. Some students stressed the importance of bilingualp"h‘

_ programs while others argued for "strictly adhering to the teaching of

' acquiring skill. in English"' however,’ most,students did not consider the 1
issue in "either/or" terms The- following is a’ good example of this

integrative approach.

"The most important principles around which education for
LES/NES students should be developed are.the same as those
for all children: children will learn when they are pro-
vided with experiences-and activities at an academic level

‘which guarantee., success and in-a language which they under-

stand, and when they are provided with a significant other
(teacher, parent, other child),. who already possesses the

8 | skill being "taught", with whom to interact during the exper-.

,ience. This holds ‘true for language as well as. reading,
writing, mathematics or any skill worth learning."

-
e

e ¢

'-Course Description o ) ' e 7f IR }f

The general format of the course and reading and assignment proce—
"dures are descrihed in the tourse‘outline (Appendix 1) and will not be
repeated here. The assignments were designed not only to help students

. articulate the issues and reIatJ them to* their previous experience but

_ also to provide £eedhack to the instructors about issues that required .

"

’~more treatment. Assignments were discontinued after the third week,both”

’ because students were working intensively on-their groupvihservice'projects 1«5'-§

., %, - -
. . . . . .

"




and also because the instructors were having°difficulty in keeping up to-A
date with the assignments. However, the assignments appear to have been = . . ‘
especially valuable during the first two: weeks in‘helping students relate |
© to their own experience the considerable amount of theoretical readings K
,they were required to. do. An e;ample-of the critical‘reflection.process
that the assignment procedure encouraged!is given.ianppendir:3.
Students' reactions'to'the.heavv theoretical‘emphasis”during;thel-_;ffik
first two . weeks was surprisingly positive._ As;is‘evident’fromltheicoursev:‘
- outline, a broad range of- complex issues was covered in a short period of
time and students were required to carry a considerable reading and assignslf
ment load. Bowever, it was clear from the assigmnents and clas‘#noom discus-»*' ’
sion that a(large majorify of students saw the theoretical tssues as rele- f;

vant to their. practical classroom coneerns, with the result that they com—

mitted themselves intellectually to grappling with the ideas.

K ; " During the first two -weeks considerable'discussionftook place‘abouti
| the merits or otherwiSe of bilingual education in the'United States, "This |
interaction resulted in modification of the views both of those who'were |
unreservedly negative as well as those who were unreservedly positive. The |
, former appeared ready, for the most part, to acknowledge that some forms .
bl of bilingual instruction.were pedagogically worthwhile in certain circums {Q,j
stances, while the 1atter gained an. apgreciation of the real difficultiesif
pf implementing viable bilingual programs in ‘some urban situations and 1
the conflicts associated with bilinghal education within schools and dis-.s.

.gtricts. Jay Kleckner, Principal of a multi—ethnic Oakiand school, gave a

AY
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In the third week the practical-classroom implications of-the’

-

theoretical constructs were considered.‘ Ways°of:structuring L2 input -

- sa that it would be comprehensible to language minority students were )
examined in‘light of the processes of language acquisifion and academic |
development identified in the first two weeks of the course. -we attempted
to show how language assessment should and could.be an integral part of
any approach to teaching language minority students. The monitoring of
students output by the teacher should serve as feedback whereby s/he—can
assess the success of past instruction and structure future L2 input in

- e

such a way that students.can make sense pf it.

ficiency assessment was explicitly examined It did-not take long to .

~

- LEP students were of limited use to the classroom teacher.

P4

centrated:mn'ways in which teachers could become sensitive to manifesta—:

Thus, we con-

tions. of students proficiency in the classroom._ Susan Phillips account
r
.of the ways in which an ethnographic orientation could contribute to this

LY

" process was extremely valuable. in complementing the more psycholinguistic,

.

orientation of the instructors; ‘The taxonomy of classroom oral 1anguage

how teachers coyld develop informal assessment procedures for individual:

students in theif classes. o

’—.

_This theme was continued in ‘the fourth week in which’ language pro- .

establish tbat most commercial tests developed to assess proficiency among

=

(Appendix'é) developed.by-Lily'Wong Fillmore served as a basisdfor showing:




. The same orientation was emphasized in our earlier (second ané .
third week) discussions of assessment of written language.‘ The integrationi-'
of assessment with actual.pedagogical procedures (e.g. using cloze as both .
' a teaching and assessment tool, miscue analysis of oral reading etc ) was f
considered much more useful than contrived test encounters (e g. standard-.
ized tests) for the classroom teacher.' Thus, in assessing both written
"-and oral language we stressed.using students ,naturalistic 1anguage output

~as’ feedback by means of which teachers could appropriately modify their

subsequent instructional input.

In the final week students: presented their‘”inservice packets" to .

o

-the class. They had worked on-these in small groups throughout the previous o

' four weeks and the results showed that there is no shortage of creativity
and ingenuity among classroom teachers. During=the week we made our own '

individual language experience books, role-played a sceptical school faculty

B .

heing inserviced analysed a videotape of an ESL class,’and even made igloos -

out of parachutes( ), all in the name of language proficiency development

’

l
T

- and assessment.= '

‘o

Some examples of the procedures teachers produced for language pro—f‘
ﬂ .

. ‘ficiency assessment are. shown,in Appendix 5. These were intended not as 1'

: "final products" but rather to’ provide inservice participants with examples ,:

’ of the kinds of procedures that might he developed. ‘ -'7',.j »”l;--.
."Post-test" Views(% ) '_ o .t'f ' "_ TR . .
_ SRR - o ST : ’ e -
N - On the last day~of class students were asked to again answer the B

two questions they answered at the’beginning of the course (Appendix 2)

.;94"-?- |
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Langg_ge Proficiency

a -
Y.

o Most responses again emphasized the central role of adequate

’.communicative skills in any. conceptualization of 1anguage proficiency. L

However, a considerably'greater proportion of students incorporated e

l

notions of situational appropriacy and communicative néeds of speakers -
| and listeners in the criterial dimensions of proficiency. There was a 4
',clear shift towards viewing language proficiency in relative rather/than

' absolute terms. For example. . : S ;'.; L '/ .
) : : _ e
g ...The most central attribute ‘of language proficiency,
. < then, is the needs of the speaker...Anyone who is handi~ ]
b capped in achieving his/her goals by a lack of control N
: . over-a language is not proficient...,_- R
. o va-
1¢"we never are | roficient“ in a 1anguage. we are. con="
stantly. expanding,»refining and improving our usage.
Children do this same thing in the early stages of their'
a 'acquisition. vt /, : . » o
"'Language proficiency is ache1Ved when a speaker has
reached a level of communicative competence such that com—J
~ prehension and production.fall in the quadrant of being . .
cognitively undemanding even in c!E;gxt-reduced situations .
(refer to Cummins' graph). A spedker may be fully pro-
ficient in one area of languagg in a given context and - _
. yet be inadequate in proficiency‘in another context." -

‘o’
‘.o Q T ) - C
Several students showed a greater appreciation of the complexities ®

&

_of the construct 6f language proficency' for example'__h

"After all the discussion these past weeks on language
proficiency, I find the term even more difficult to define. ...?‘
AR
"I've come to view 1anguage proficiency as kind of a ghost, SR
/ without any real form or definitionm. . Throughout the course
. wé've discussed so many aspects of proficiency ‘that I find
- 4t hard to define it without a specific context, i.e. high .
N schoql adult school, survival on the job. My: .ideal of -
o . proficiency is that the L2 student will be able to express
e more than functional phbrases(e.g. "I would like to cash a
"~ " check", "How do you do, this.or that’", ete.) but to be able
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_to. express feelings or'discuss abstract or “context-reduced" R
ideas, using the appropriate ‘idiom-or- dialect orbwhateVEr S
y o . phrases that dre necessary for "competent communication Dot
.- R (another ghost...)" L o SR P _'_;:wf
| .. ‘ ‘ - . | ‘ » . NEW A“U_ /4 . h . e
W) Educational Practice‘and Policy for LEP Studemts - - - - . -

3 o ’ - ‘ . N . .
The influence of the interaction among students as weIl as- of the PR

. b

'.'-lectures and readings'is very evident in responses to this question. There';:'5

<.

was a major shift towards emphasizing meaningful communication in the class:; ]"

0"

rqom and being sensitive to and making instructional use of students back-g'.ff

°.v . N

W o ground experience.‘ Several stﬁdents alsoénentiohed the importance of using
. ° ] » &
. Py "1anguage.experience" procedures not just for teaching initial reading but fOt

: developing language skills in generala There was a mmnh greater degree of

]

_— specificity in "post—test" recommendations ‘than’ in the pretest where the 'i.

"‘principles tended to be somewhat vague (eg. "encourage self—esteem _moti-glf.'i

vate students"»etc.). ST T ;"L”g .

Among several students who were initially doubtful about the merits”?
of bilingual education there was a shift towards acknowledging the validity
of bilingualism as & worthwhileeducational goal and theiimportanoe of ( . 3?lf;

students Ll in the learning of LZ.. For example, among the most important _g;;r

’”~
-

principles mentioned by two such students were°_ ﬁg. L ‘.’:‘j.;;..v -_;g:g_;
"Literaey in Ll and .2 (whicﬁﬁrepresents a change for‘me .J-j e
for I now tend to’ think ‘that the bilingual programs . should ot
' be omes of maintenance, recognizing indivzdual -differences . ... *
and parents' wishes) o _ , ;_°‘w co
e strong' foundation in the home 1anguage,‘%specially in-g.f;vl?'f
_ R .'reading and writing, will make it-easier for students to .
B ‘ - 'transfer skills to the second language 1earning*“ R

- - . et
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-

o Assessment issues were emphasized by several‘studénts in’the,post;

example:

2

test which contrasts with the absence of such concerns in the pretest.’ For

“"Agsessment of language proficiency in L1° and L2 before

attempting any kind of L2 acquisition program (this would.. .
have to be done by not relyjng on tests that are already Y
in existence; perhaps by combining a formal test with o

greater weight placed on teacher‘observation) "

. "Assessment procellures should be established to adequately "

determine the language acquisition needs of these students.

ae

i

The following eloquent statement summarizes some'of.the major o

principles ‘that should guide program development for language minority

students:

e

"Education for the minarity ] nguage.child must be implementedf |
with conSideration'for'the'fo lowing principles: -

- A child cannot learn in a la guage he or she does not .
understand.

- Language learning depends upo the learner s actiVe

participation in the process.

.

- New and difficult concepts can be more effectively learned L
in the person's strongest langu ge. New language can be o
more effectively learned upon concepts the person has
already mastered. This involves cognitive demand from the
concept Or ‘the language, but not\both. - »

-_"Redundancy" facilitates 1anguage learning' when the,meaning"
is apparent in the context. ' . '

- children who feel good about the stuff (culture, language, A
experience) they bring to school, will be more easily,
,happily and successfully engaged in the learning process.

’Course Evaluation

A
N

o

On the -course evaluation form given to all students in the Berkeley

“t

Summer Program for Teachers, students were agsked to rate the course and

‘@




-'instructors on four point scales (excelleni - poor) and also to say what

they. liked best and least about the course

11

] 1
|

2
P
\

to complete the form and their ratings werf as fol' w8

course evaluation:

ioinstructors evaluation:

e

Student comments also showed a high degree. of satisfaction withh.
the course. These are presented in Appendix 6.
vation was ‘that parts of the course were too theoretical and not - practi- _f'

cally-oriented enough; on the other hand several students commented on

"excellent.% Alj 5

good "3

.excelfent - 19

good v 1

t

@

the appropriateness of the theoretical/practical blend

,'put it "my interest in things cerebral has increased ten-fold"

’
™

'~Conc1uding Comment

Many of the teachers commented that the opportunity for extended

interaction.and sharing among themselves was extremely valuable.

P

| also, as iﬁstructors, the interaction with such a committed and intellec—

tually vigorous group of people was one of the highlights of the course.

T

Both of us learned.a great deal.

We are_aware that we.have_not'provided the participants withianj_
' instant solutions tb the problems of languagevproficiency_asSessment(they"
. ot . € : ’ S

face. To have even attempted’to do so would have~heen futile, given the

ptesent state: of‘the art.

‘ transmitting an. orientation in which language proficiency assessment is

’

o .

R era e o e s e e e nmemiothm L ¢ mm e me amr m e

What we hope we have succeeded in doing is '

98

wedos 10 weme htmamames - W -

EETRICTE Y

Twenty tudents-were present

The - only recurring reser—

.As one student ,.



viewed as an 1ntegral pa;f/of the entire teaching. process and.in which

P - ESL and bilingual eéyé/gion are seen as two sides of the same coin rather

.~ o

than in opposit%gn/fo each other.-

Eld

: o
ERIC
e
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. APPENDIX 1 (p. 13 - 18) ST

" Education 374E

SR -~ 'SPEAKING OF ENGLISH; -
B TEACHING THE LANGUAGE MINORITY STUDENT

1981 Summer Session for Teachers
University of California, Berkeley -

> ‘ Instructors: Jim Cummins, Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, .

: ' Toronto ° o e T
. Lily Wong Fillmore, University of California,
‘Berkeley. -

- Dlscuggiqn Lééder: Kip‘AndeEéon, University o%TCaJifoEnYé,,Berkeley

vGuesf Lecturer: Susah u. Philllpé,'UniVerslfy of Arizona, '
) Tuason (Week 4) . -k

. Office Hours: Jim Cummins--Tuesdays, 1:30 *0'3:30,Lqum .TdTman;Héll'

- Texts: Lindfors, -Judith Wells: CHILDREN'S LANGUAGE AND LEARNING, Englewood
| Lo Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1980. (Available at the ASUC Book-
i S store on the "SSFT" shelf in the Textbook Department) B

e B Cohen, Andrew D. DESCRIBING BILINGUAL EDUCATION CLASSROOMS: The
s ‘ | Role of the Teacher in Evaluation. Rosslyn VA: The National
: Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education (Avallable from Cummins).

Goodmari, Kenneth, Yetta Goodman & Barbara Flores: READING IN THE
BILINGUAL CLASSROOM: Literacy. and Biliteracy. Rossiyn, VA: °

from Jim Cummins) - »

- General Format: Classes will ‘generally comméhCe with small group (10 or so
P ' per group) discussion/orientation sessions (for around.30 minutes).

o . and’ group-work-sessions during which participants will w
' projects. - The project work wi.Il involve designing and producing -an in-
service .package in the following three areas: 1) General-approaches

LTt o Projec+ groups will be formed‘accérdfng to the target gradeelevel\Oflfhe..;

s E _inservice package being developed, namely K-3 (2 groups), 4=6, 7-12 &

S . “adult.  The final week of the course will be devoted to class presenta-
{2 . +ions of these in-service training packages which will be available for -

e ' . . participants to copy for use in their own schools and districts.

° -2

" tion of the topic 1f class.

Géidiag‘for.fhe‘cburse‘will be on an'S/U“baéis oh\y; w1+h.grade~a55ign- '
ment to b%ude#ermined by overall participation in Thefcourseéfcomplefibn
- of assignmenfs;-and:qualify'ofjfhe final group “project qprk.‘- - ot

’

" The National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education. '(Avallable. R

o , - These are fol lowed by a lecture on the day's topic by one of the instruc~
tors or ‘guest lecturer (ca. 75 minutes) and 2 break (15 minutes). After -

" - +he break, there will. be a class discussion of the topic (ca. 60 minutes), .
ork on their group

N to the education of»Ianguageaminorify'sfudenfs}.(2), Principles and prac~
' tice of developing language skills; (3) Language proficiency assessment. -

' Readings: on each of the daj1y +dpics will generally follow fﬁe.presenfaf h




'WEEK | (June 22-26) BACKGROUND AND APPROACHES : ISSUES IN THE TEACHING
: AND TESTING OF LANGUAGE SKILLS : ' -

. e

Monday (June 22) ¢ “f- s . _.' : .

- '\

A. Toplc' Overvlew of +he Course' Nollons of Language °roflclency

B. Readlng Asslgnmen+ Llndfors, Chapter l (An overvlew of flve dimensions
of language)

C. Assignment: List (2 ‘coples) wha+ you belleve are +he most common mis=
concepflons about language proflclency.

o

IyéSdgv (June 23):

A. Topic: Cognlflve and;Academlc Asnecfs of Language Proficiency .' N
B. Readings: Llndfors, Chapter: I (Communlcaflveﬁpompe*ence) -

Cummins, Jim: "The Role of Primary Language -Deve lopment In -
b Promoting Educatfénal Success for Language Mlnorlfy Sfudenfs".;, '

(Pages 1-21 only)

C. Asslgnmenf Write out questions/criticisms of Cummlns' Framework
! S (Use carbon To make 2 coples, please)

Wednesday,(June 24):

R. Topic: Social and Pragmaflc Aspects of Language Proficiency
Bu;ﬁReadlngs- Llndfors, Chapfer 12 (Communlcaflve»compefence, teachers
and children) : , o ‘ vt

C. Assugnmen+ Do either #1 or #7 of fhe exercises in Llndfors. PP 34l-348.f'
or. a. language sample analysls of your own cheoosing.

Thuredayi(ﬁunerS)‘ R S R Q\’J

v - . ) ) . . N B

'4 L4

A. Topic: Oral Language Proflclency and Readlng

B. Readings: Wells & Raban. "Oral Language and the Developmenf of Reading" -
Lindfors: RECOMMENDED FOR THOSE WHO HAVE HAD NO PRIOR COURSE-
WORK IN LINGUISTICS OR IN CHILD LANGUAGE ACQUISITION)
‘Chapters 2 (Nativé Speaker. Abi1ities),  Chapter 5 (Perspec- .
t+ives on ‘anguage Acquisition), ,and Chapfer 6 (Language Acquis= .
tion: evelopmenfal Sequence). . :

v ‘

,.C. Asslgnmenf . Réflect on flrs+ week's content and write out any. ques+lons,

ce ~ .-criticisms, etc..that you might have. - Please use a carbon to
' ‘make 2 coples. v . :

7

Friﬁéy (June 26): 1nle|dual werk on readlngs;,asslgnmenfs._ -

i T




WEEK 2

2.7

(June 29-July 3)° HOW IS LANGUAGE ACQUIRED?

" Monday (June 29):

A.

- B.

Tuesday (June .30):

Topic: First Language Acqulslfion

Readlngs Lindfors, Chapters 7 (Language acqufélflon- Acflve processlng
in an Intefractive envlronmenf) ‘and 8 (Language acquislflon, Teachers '
and children)

(And for those who need the background, Chapfers 5 & 6 of Llndfors |
‘as well.-See Ihursday, June 25 readlngs for defalls)

Topic: How Are Second Languages Acqulred?

Thursday (July. 2):

A
8. Readlngg”' Llndfors, Chapfer l5 (leferenf languages teachers and
> " children); Tucker & Gray paper (Cummins will have Thls‘ﬁor you).
C. Asslgnmenf Identi fy from your own experlence and lnfulflons +hose _ _
: ~ aspects of second language acquisition that make it hard for - .
some people;to learn languages after the’ first. (Please make
T2 copies qf.fhis assignment by using your ‘carbon paper)
" Wednesday (July I) - . - '7, : . . ‘ |
- A. Toplc:' lssues I'n Teaching The Language Mlnorify Sfudenf
B. ‘Readings: CummlnS-(same paper asslgned~for.Tuesday,»June 23), p» 2l'+o~end.;
: C.'-Asslgnmenf Wrife—oul (with carbon dupllcafe) one Theurefical and/or

~empirical criticism of Cummins® argumen+

L -
a

o,

Toplc. Blllnguallsm and Blllngual Educaflon

,A.'
B; Readings:" Cohen, Descrlbunq Blllngual Educaflon Classrooms (see.fexfs)
~- ' Flllmore, "Thoughts on the Non-English-Speaking Sfudenf" -
' (FT'lIimore will. give you Thls paper ln class)
C. Assignmenf erfe-ouf Gwifh carbon- dupllcafe) some prlnclples of language '
: , “that ought to be taken .Into accounf in language teaching and
assessmepf \ B :
Frlday (July 3): Individual work on prOJecfs and asslgnmenfs .' .
~N ®
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-

WEEK 3 (July 3- JulyglO) METHODS AND APPROACHES TO TEACHING LANGUAGE MINORITY
L STUDENTS | |

Monday (July 6):

A. -Toplc: Teachlng Englishffo Non-Natlve Speakers: Explicif Approaches

.B. Readtngs ‘Lindfors, Chapter 3 (Componenfs of Language STruc?ure)

Terrell, "A Naturalistlc Approach to Second Language Teaching"
(Cummlns wtll give you this paper in class)

K3

Tuesday (Jufy 7):

A. Topie: Teaching English Through Content lnsfrucflon (Lndirecf Approaches) -
' B. Readings: -Lindfors, Chapfer 9 (Language In Learning) & Chapfer 10
) (Language In Learning, Teachers and Ghildren) .

Wilson, "The [mmersion effect" (Cummins,will‘glve this to you)
=

'C: Assignment: Do #7.on page 347 of Lindfors.

Wednesday'(Jufy 8):

A. Toplc: Text as lnpuf for Language'Learning :

B. Readings: Goodman, Goodman/& Flores (the whole. Thing) ‘Beil "The
_Emperor's New Cloze" (Cummins will glve you this); Haskell,v
"Putting Cloze into the Classroom" (Cummins will give you .
this too) o DU ~ .

- C. Assignment: erfe up one or more fechnique using Texf as inpuf for
language learners that has worked wel{ for you. .

Thursday (JﬁTW 9)

~A. Topic: - Idea Pot-luck:. Methods and Materials =~ _

B. Readings: A paper by Susan Phiilips (TBA)

C. AssfgnmenT: Please do the exercise In’ Cohen, pp. 29-34.

Friday July 10): lndavidual work on prOJecfs and asslgnmenfs

-

:,1():}




17.

WEEK 4 {July 13 - Jufy 17) APPROACHES TO LANGUAGE PROFIC!ENCY ASSESSMENT

 Monday, Guly I®: -~ °

A. Topics Overvlew ‘of Assessment Prdcedureé'

B, Readings: Sec+|on | of NIE Report on Testing and Assessmen+ "Valldffy’
and Reliability". (Cummlns will provlde) ' '

.G Asélgnmen+: TBA J.

Tuesday, (July 14):

. .. . l R ° ) " ' . .l ’
A. Topic: Ethnographic Approaches to Classroom interaction
(Guest Lecturer: Susan U. Phillips)

B.. Reading: TBA

R ; . C. Asslgnmen'l'-~ TBA B

{E - Wednggday, Wuly 15): .j o . : CL o .
.
\

% ‘ A- Topic: E+hnographic Approaches to Language ProficIency Assessmen+
P (Guest Lecturer: Susan U..Phltlips) v ,

B. Reading: TBA

lgf o %_ c. Assignﬁén+°r 8A - o B o .Qf, ;“;

_; ‘Thursday, (July 6): N | ' i: | o #ﬂt ’-'
3-3 e 1 ' A. Toplec: Na+ura|is+ic Approaches +o Language Proflclency Assessmenf h %
Y?' , 3 B.--Readingsi. Fnllmore paperle+ on. Ianguage proflcnency assessmen+ | L
~ . Friday, (July (7): Indnvndual work.on projec+s.and asslgnmgnts _ B :
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WEEK 5 (July 20 - July 24) APPLICATION & PROJECT PRESENTATIONS

~ Monday, (Jqu ZQ):

P

. ‘Topicf " .Group I, K-3 Presehfa%tdh.
'Tueédéy, (July 21):
| Topic: Group' 2, K-3 Pfespnfafion‘
Wednesday, (July 22): ;
Topie: Group 3, 4-6 PEesen+a*ion . . \.'_ 7 o t. L o¥
Thursday, (July 23): = .,
Topic: _ Group 4, 7-!2 & Adult Preséﬁfaffdn.
‘Friday, (uly 24): . g
Tobic: - Synthesis and Course Evaluation
Y
v T . J
. g .
A :st_
P
ey
. ’ .‘ .
= ' . . e
'\ _‘ |
;f‘
, 108




© APPENDIX 2 (p.- 19 - 20) . 19,
Education 374E. - - |

Questionnaire \ A ' “June 22, 198]

- Name _ - : . _Summer phone

Home Address (permanent)

Present positton and/or futhfon'

| Scthl/DisfrIcf-

-

Grade levels you are primarily involved with: ‘K-3 '4 6 7-l2 . College 5

-

'Any prior courses related to fhns one7 (e g., ESL, L2 Acquisifion, Llnguis+ics, :
Bilingual Educafion, etc.) - ' :
none__ :
1-2
3+

Check whether you have fluent (F), Iﬁferhediqxe (1) or negligible (N) knowledge
of the following Ianguages : . A _ :

French F. I _N_ . U F N
~ Spanish F_+k N __ ' . S FL L N

‘German F 1 N . F 1™ N

Whaf'do-&od-hopé fo get out of this course? | S | ,

n

B T . -

o

Have you any research or pracflcai experlence in tThe use, of Ianguage proficnency
Tesi‘s7 ¥ so, which one(s)? . e

L.

]s:There anything yQU'would_like us to know about you? 3

et . ’ . R . < . . R : “




. ) . _ \ ¢ 20‘. (»’
Questionnaire, page 2 -~ - - | : T Education :374E 1 |
. . R ”’ N ! '
What is your present undersfanding of ‘i'he ‘i'erm "language pro_fnc!ency ,
Try to define the ferm as you understand H‘ specifying H's mos‘l' cen‘fral .
aﬂ'rlbu‘i‘es v, N _ . : e
] \ "
X ”‘
A
-
¥ i
.
’ : |
- -
\
\ o
Based on your own experience and/or m‘fuI‘Hons, what are the most impor‘i‘an‘f _
~principles which you feel ought fo guide educational pracﬂce and polucy S X
for language mmorH‘y (LES/NES) s‘i‘uden‘i‘s?# e .
’ A ’ . ‘ ‘
+ SRS
_ N o _}
* S
N . i . h ) ‘:;
: S Y
N - - o ‘_\_ ‘
. ) \\f.
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,Most of what you have stated mak%s sense to me. In facﬁ, 1# B
_conflrms in my mlnd that whatﬁpasses for blllhgual educatlon zn 3? :
most areas (and. certalnly Oakland)is based on.faulty'theorles of

. how second 1anguage acqulrers can’ best achleve Engllsh proficiencyw

in all of 1ts forms. N St - . ."'_;'k o Vgp;,?
| s b
’ The\%erms that you use are new to ‘me and well explalned, and in

many. instances are concrete ev1dence of some%hlng I've suspected

for a long tlme- Teachers who are successful in teachlng language

. p;:ihclency to natlye Speakers as well as non-natlve speakers reallze;
itively perhaps. that llngulstlc and" communlcatxvegln all its. .

-‘forms)competence go hand 1n hand and all languagj 1s 1nter—relatedv

.vand not strlctly compartmentalized.
A W

.“

M I

¢ ' Tor L e

1e What, ;f any klnds of exlt crlterla should,be used 1n a I’j] jf?'
. quallty bilingual Brogram? . - . P
2. Are yoyshm#intaining that all second language acqulsltion ‘ ,j~‘s

~Students should ‘be in a full bilingual program? . ol
3¢ What-role do you see ESL performing in a bilingual studé>ts"'f'
- role of attaining language proficiency in English? -~ -
Le Are there any circumstances you can see an Ll studen% not
- being'in a bilingual:program‘but entlrely in an ESL Program°l1~
© , If so, what are the conditions? N
"5» What types of testlng devices can or should psychologlsts )
use in evaluatlng an Ll child to determine if lack of academic "
- progress is due to lack of English proflclency or a genulne i"
learning disability? Should such students even. be tested R
w. +With such cdulturally biased ‘tesis? s
6. How digd the dlstrlcts.you noted as having quallty blllngual L
' - programs get started given’' the political and monetary hurdles?
7+ Weuld having to.serve only one particular bilingual ‘group S
make the implementation of a quallty bilingual program easier?
-8« ‘In the quality programs you ? ted, were the blllngual staff
. tested for their competency n' the primary language and Engllsh?
9« - Why-do you - thihk the notion of "linguistic mis-match" flgures B
.. 8o greatly in explalnlng the laek of academic progress of - .
- failure of .L1° students in bilingual prdgrams in. the U.S? . =
. Do you think it has to do with an ethnocentric. view or sdcio= -
economlc factors° Or’ 1s¢ even more compllcated than that° T

S
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* "APPENDIX 5 (pb.~ 23 - 28) | _23..__,

. o . PBducation 374B
S . . . | Inservice Workshop
. Grades 9-12
" ASSESSMENT OF THE E.S.L. STUDENT AT THE
- SECONDARY LEVEL - g |

-

I, GeneraI/Problems of Assessment:

. A, Many schools don't even have and ESL program. '

4 _ B Repardless of the level,‘students are "“dumped” into content

.~ area classes with native speakers, o
' _ C.  Many come in without any previous testing

DX Those students who do come in with test scores are still not o
" adequately assessed due to ihe lack of valid éests for ESL students.
i. Problems of,criterion validity: and content validity exist. '
(e.g. The Bilingual Sytax Measure tests for syntaxX and -
grammar usage, but is that a valid measure of language
proficiency?? o T LT
2. ‘The state of Calif. hasn't, approved or recommended any test .
_as valid for the ‘secondary level. * - oo

IT. Suggestior'xs_jfor Assessment:

A. View assessment of language skills as havinga broad base. No one .
) or two. variables are golng to accurately diagnose language proficiency
or predict for academic success. /(evg. correct oral reading --phinetlc
decoding-- does not indicate language proficsiency.) . T

Get a personal history of the ESL student. It can offer valuable
information for your teaching. (3ee questionaire, Pig. 1)

‘C. Pay attentlon to the social skills of your student, both in and out
of class: (e.g. does he initlate guestions? attempt to use the language?
interact with native speakers? - ask foxr help? etc.) o S

D. Be senaitive to students' culture shock experience(especially for o, :
yefugees from Central America and Southeast Asia) --it may be hnrder',l
‘to assess their real capabilitles and language 'skills at the beginning
of your class. View assesment as an ongoing process.. [
o = : . -~ —. . . -

‘E. | Don't expect a student's fluency 4n oral production/conprehension .
to match his writing skills. Oral fluency normally com es 3 to b

. years sooner than written language fliency in second language acqui-

b

B.

‘ g v . e N L . o :
, FoUseall pd's'si}'gle resources pecple--counselors, ESL teachers, student
. . . peers, county resources (some offer translation services), parents =

"?j.f translators. are a.va.lla_.ble), 'thg 'stu_dcn'ts other teachers. -~

= . B ) s ' o




. 11, Suzv;eetion- for Assess...ent (contl

G . Recognize th 9.1: proficiency in English can encompass proficiency in a.
wide range cf language skills. (see unit a.nalysis by 1.7. Filmore on
oral language as an example). Consequently, it's important for you to
determine what partlcular language sld.lls are necessary for partioipation/
success in ysur class. ‘Iour a.s;essmeno should- focus aa.inly on the skills -
{ you choose. -

1. ‘Give your students comprehension questions or a.ctivities that. focus

- on the particular skilds you choose. .

2. Keep an lnformal chart on how .often the student demonstxates the sId.lls
you‘ decide: a.bove. (see the exa.mple a.ssessment chart, Fig. 2) :

- He Focuse on how well the child can communicate. Other arxeas such as spe'.L.-_ '

’ " ing or grammar should not be over-empnasized a.i this point over their

: comprehension skilss. ' ,

b

L

. . . . ) . e . S . S .
Q . . - . . AN
. . ‘\ . . - J

GRADING THE ESL’ STUDENT PROBLEMa & aUGG“‘STIONS

Ma jor questions Do you grade the student by the rela:tive competence qf h:l.s
’ f\ . English skills as compared to.the native speakers ox -

\ . da you grade by ihe amount of effort and/or progress s that®

\? has been a.ooomplished. in lea.mi.ng the second. 1anguage‘2???" '

Problemss 1. Comparing L students to native speakers seems un*air, especl ally.

.\ .. 1f the I3 s%udent is bright and has made excellent progressg. )
\ Moreover, how then can- you use 5ra.dee as a: posi‘hive reinioroemenh. -
2 However, to maintain school d.‘!.strd.c'\. standards means these stu- ‘
. dents must pass some kind of criteria that demonstrates their

C ability to function in the next level.of difficulty. Pa.ss:!.ns
= | \ ' tﬁem may be actually a disservice. -

Response: (you re not going to like this...) There's pro’ba.bly no way you'l.
: . be completely satisfied with the grade you glve to the E3L siudent.,
Whatever happens, don't be overcome’ with the "Guilis". Do, howaver, .
make a point to sit down with the student and discuss his grade with
him, breaking down his grade in the class in to specific areas so
that he can get positive feedback on what hes doing rlght and g0
that you can encourage him ‘o oontinue his ra.te of prq,gress. _

&~ . . o




Floure 1 = Questioua.j.re for ESL Asessment

1. Name: First- . last (Family na.me)-

2.. Address/phone number : _ - .
3. Class scheédule (name of c..ass, teachger.period.) D .
4, Native country- . - CIty- ‘ - ' ) S
_S. -Date of arrival ) . : S
—~="" 6. What language do you spea.k at home" . —
© 7. What is your father's job? What is your nothers Job" ' ' T
8. How long diﬁ.you go to school in your na.tlve country? What grade did you

’ A'finiSh',
- 9. Did you ever study ..nglish’ If yes, for how long? )
10. Did you live a.nywhere else in the Unlited 3States before living in _Union Citv

11.- How many people spesak English 1in your home? uho are they”
,12. - Do you have friends that spea.k Znglish? = - _ , e

The following kinds of infoma%ion would aJ.so be useful to find out bu".: ma.J Ye'
mpuropriate for a questionsire.

10 Age ‘ .

. 2e _Whetner or -not they live with thelr parents :

' @. Number of people in their family here in the U.S. (uving with them, .

. 4, Whether they like living in-the US. . -

_ 5. Whether they were forced to leave thelxr country  (L.es refugee?) -
- 6o Personal aspirations for higher educatlon or jobs ' '

WW%HH*W*

Flgure - - Example Assessment- Chart for La.ngua.ge skills

Subject- Soclal Seiencess: History class - _ coen .
© Unit - Americah Revolution ‘ ‘ L A— : -
- ]} No -attempts _] Attempts /'Attemptsv&‘ I\ISLally )
R L, _ , _ succeeds - suc eeds .
‘ - sometimes .
1. Answers Questions , v iy ~ .
about Trezdings ) L ‘/ -
2. .makes inferences | v’
3. gives opinions’ — e . - —_—
i, restates major event - T e ‘
5. understands vocab. oW r o
6. follows written - B ~
directions. D : : i e -
7. follows oral T R N7 . A o
- directiond . - e e . - —
8, Asks for help  t— . - -\ B )

’




Teest e.c_.m m&. - vé\.r-a..\' s\u\b: Nt‘
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g K\o\’ Cutom g\n.sefamk\. &.uu.s\g;\‘ huw
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| | . | 2.
A Partlal List of.Oral and Uripted’Language Skills
- : : \ o ‘

| O:al Lancuase Skills(;pnnrehension and nroductxon)

' Is the Studéat. a.ble t0m=m | C - | .

expla1n° ' . : . N
- format situations? : - B : ‘
describe? ' , . e :

narrate? ' . S - .
give directionsf, 4
integrate new infromation with old infornation° _
glve examplaes? _ ‘
“define? : e . -
summarize?

designate.main points? -~ : -
give opinions? = Sy
.ask for more 1nfbrmatior? ' ~ ' L
follow .directions? . : P f”*“‘*“'u'f‘
ask for'attention/help? : -
understand rules of behavior in-class? -

- understand procedures of class activities?

" “ask for clariiicaticn’ L e \f ‘ ":. L L

'Writ%ggafanguaég Skills - . | o ___1,' v
Skills involving good st“uctures' ﬂ .

correct grammar usage :

syntax -

sentenc» completeness
appropriate-+woxd choice -
sentence variety —

boherence '
Other skills: s
: organization of ideas AN

coordination of ideas
subbordination of ideas
uses of synomyms .
logic
going from general.to specific
legibllity : .
. creati¥ity A _ o
imagination - '
“reading comprehension skills - L

¢all attention to important details? = 'f 'i\' - ' - .}ff" ;
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ORAL LANGUAG“ Asssssa!sn'r
-'7/» .

_WILL EXPRESS SELF IN- WORDS -

PAR“‘ICIPnTES “ORALLY IN, CLASS,‘-.,

ey

= Sequenc*mx in: corract ovder_,_v;
Where did: the« sto ¥ Bk
Amlddle, end 50 s q“' 3 \,;,(;z* Bt ' :
Can the E!"t_lld. give _thr’undetails .,f;'threa sequentia
Can ‘the dnild:add: af s_e‘ntence. that m.\[’eS‘
"_:i;?g‘{a-x:i,aty:‘uc sen_tencea(active er i

2

etc.:)j'

e : s
g freely W-’r.th' frionds.& Ak iR g
"’1111"8 to speakin faont .of the ¢lass-o ey

Aty
.m."'-,.-

_ sense(whexi_e;_‘y" T
Righly:deccriptives
2 ,*"@‘;:‘?g =

ST skl b
" '-‘wnmrw,mmmsnm

13 .‘}ju

e
SRR g bt S
Ao e R R
2ol ?gfsagé kﬁn&
X Toui's be illin o to-yg..
ore: correctness:- ine spelling-:'orf-g Al
: loqking ror._ is évidence st .c’,”gmm;.'_e
ytrates .dre ativi:ty gmfagiﬁn?
:thing.,thaﬁ g indi" t.i. TR e

,ap:oflcanncy.r»*then tth sgety: :asie
: ;»the wrxﬂ:inar {g* -i‘ncomprahensible'.«‘then ~you~
M

sineeds:, tn.»begx.n‘g*_'q‘" g "i;here i‘«td‘,f'bu.xldqon»
3 . . s.:' . Pl e T N

(ﬁa
BT
v ~V&ID'*QU 'I‘IONS ""-U{" X
wF‘ w;m' 2 rm:-: CHILLNER:
CK:)QF-bHE:

g

,;manv of‘ *.the skz.v..la dni comprehenszom
; s, Prepare ten. semant:.c ;ambiguiti es(as the oev
depicts). .U .Children’s joka: ‘Boolts ‘and ﬂriddle bQOkS:

‘as the da:.ly newspapers: oﬁ.er, good" sourdes. .o
 Tellzthe children(small. group ‘or. individually“_th £ -‘ypu?f'?.h're--'-"-"'
- Aoing to'read some: things,{and “that you: wé‘nt‘i_he/she'(,tﬁ"e‘ni')tq:
5. tell” what\ each.one: Mmeans..:;,Réad the ‘tem,-ask ,.-'.“‘-?ha'.‘t;-‘r'd‘d'-:"ynu'
“u think that means?'® Can it 'mean dnything: else? o rame i ter

.can be used-toipredict an outcome by covering,up tha:. anbiguity
"".'fnr\d askiz;g the child,; . 'wmll probablv rr.ﬁmwn néw?:
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. APPENDIX 6 (p. 29 - 33) e 2.
, STUDENT EVALUATION OF THE Ao ‘
1981 SUMMER PROGRAM FOR TEACHERS )
, ‘1. Number and title of your course: s
2. How would you evaluate this course? -(Check one) )
Excelleént _ Good _ Fair - Poor
‘ 3. How would jrou ev_aluaté your instructor(s)? N o
Excellent | Good _, . Fair ~ Poor .
4. What did you like best about this course? :
. " A R “'.‘V‘E‘: . A. . . . . q | .
5. What did you like least? . ; : o .
©T - >
6. Other comments :

7. What kind of course Cs) 'd..d you think would 'intereétl'yoﬁ or your fellow:

teachers next summer?




LIKED BEST

I 3' rff?.
- Appendix 6 :
‘STUDENT COMMENTS'ON'THE'COURSE

Lo

4

_OTHER COMMENTS AND -
" i NEXT SUMMER CQURSE..

~

1. I had opiniong about ESL and bi- |

lingual education but didn't have

- much idea of what the authorities -
:  thought or what the research indi-|
© - cated until I took this course,

. It definitely deepened my under-
- standing of what I was trying to
do as an ESL teacher. . I enjoyed
- the format and the contrast in
‘Instructors. . :

The -exchange of ideas, activities
~ and experiences between the mem- .
bers of the class, all of whom .
. share a common interest in this
field. S a3

)
<

_____ JLIKED LEAST

A )

, . . : . 3
'Overly'long'lecturés,'deAIing with -
theory, that would not be applicable
to my daily class:oom teachin§, g

. )

. Groupfpresenﬁations,3sharing of
! ideasdwith fellow educators.

t
! .

- Baslc structure of course. The
Practical aspects of the grade- "'
level methods of instruction,
Some are applicable even at the
-~ senior high level. ‘

.FI.most enjoyed the exchange of
ideas from people in‘various
'degrees of teaching ESL. The
research and theory of others
‘enlightened me and helped me
‘formulate new ideas of teaching

-ESL. :
Q

M=

_.Lectutes.c&o.lbng'Sdméﬁiﬁes;' Would ‘|
_have 1iked less '

theory, more prace-
.tical applications, I

Some of .theory lectures could have
been-condensed;'7The1PhillipslleCs
especially could have-been condensed
to a 3 hour lecture. (?) )

£

~ .

long lectures can cause me to tune
out...even if I realize that I need

t .

. = PREFERENCE"

- (what I congidered .to be) abstract '

I'm.afraidAtoo much theo;y 1n'h6ur,i,

the théory to function intelligedtly.

- % More help
I'learned,. .

vi'ji,.

.

Cunmins and Fillmore both impress me

in implementing ideas that :

LA

with their knowledge of current research, ' .|

their abilities‘to_cbmmunicateg their

M -
N

1nteractions,witﬁ'the,class members, and ' i

their enthusiasmffor'theisubjectland'the -

clags. itself. .

| * More practicgliyiériehted.cbﬁrse.

ﬂ*!Mpfe pr@étice,lie$é §heq:y,5= .-

Lo

~at the” senior high level exclusively.

.

120

2,

e

-

| "*ﬁAn‘inténéivé douréé on-tried,énd us ; 'f,
- ‘techniques to use in teaching ESL Students " -

I éﬁjoyed Ehe'infbrmali;x'¢f~the cléés;"“;__
and have gained some very valuable infor-
 mation. - . . V7 S

[




- T e BT R B v B A I
3 a,\\\ . o RS I o . OTHER. COMMENTS ANE\_,
' R o | o A o 7. NEXT SUMMER COURSE °
\LIKED pgsy RN 'LIKED LEAST . ' PREFERENCE
6. Format of Presentations, the link- |, l FE I K I‘fdundiSusan Philiips lectures on. ..
- Ing of current theoretical research| . . I A microethnogqaphy o be of value in = .
. -and suggestions for practical = S S A assessing ‘languag proficiency. - . -
methodology. - - 1 . - , : ~ 1 SR & L e
7. I found out absugrassessment tech- | Reading the paper by Mr, Cumming—~" Presentation™ - IR T g TS .
niques to use in the classroom, \1t’was,toplcogn1tive1y demanding.  .-| very informative. jThgy“gave,mg;pnf -
‘Learned ‘some new techniques for S o SR ' insight into methiods and materials i
promoting o6ral and written skills. ' P S /| used at other levels. - R i
: Realized‘that,the;e are people.in ' o ' ' % This course is well worth theftimé; s f‘
the field who are interested in : : Any teacher who 1g' ce ned for their -
| 'bilingual education as an educa- ' . DT e 11e‘91 i a,gonpern.h ‘;di: e I e
. tional tool, not as a political. ! - _ . jg“P tsii a“§§a§? pr 3?853 s-ou‘{[qusjg,. ;
~ device. L. : , "gr a. ng  ,f. oo S : ’ 5
- 8. The entire course was bepeficial There was anfet;ehsi@e.émoun;.of ‘ I'wgs“undér,:ha'imﬁréséién.thatAﬁfddént_“ §}
_to me. I found all the materials informational material Presented - - assessment was going to be covered. T -

and informative presentations.ex- .in so little time. I feel it would q§sume'tth"waS*oveglbOkéd-bgcauée'it:,.. -
-cellent. I'm glad I took.the" | have been better if the class was 1s so difficult to assess a students® P
course, S a an‘eight week course. R ' potentials, - .. B

- . % Adult ESL methods,
J9. Totally new insights into second | ‘ A : R | Cummins and Fillmbtefq;é-éfgood[bléhﬁ as:
" language acquisition. ITdeas on . A , R /] 1instructors. They complement each chef;.;~
evaluation/assessment of LEP - : L ' S beautifully. o e
studente, group projects. . | | swhing tnvolving BSL/Bltngusl, .
RV L . T ‘ : o o o _Wbuldfdefinitely recommend this course g
: ' ‘ . ' « " . . “] for my entire faculty. R
10. The detailed and intricate fac- _ . | . , . o S This'bourse,shogld have more exposures _
tors of language proficiency, - - S ; ,\in.achool'districtS»impacted'by,1anguage,,;‘
clarification of elements . ' o , o .. | minority studemts. . = Lo
. involved in L2 acquisition and - DR .o R . e arATwnd e E PP
. the brief miscue analysis, _ » N _— .| % Miscue analysis for use with qvaluatign

of language minority'studen;ﬁg' - o
IR e

.




Very productive.

Using other ‘teachers
lectures on 1.2
Passed out in clasg,
er, Jay Kleckner,:

Format waS»vafied, group work was

acquisition articleg

for'resource, ‘

Guésl'lectur~

R N : : - -y _ . . ST -
e N e o — S S T‘*~f; fL_f. T e RO S B
o o , OTHER COMMENTS AND = -
, . T NEXT SUMMER COURSE = |
_LIKED ggsy i __LIKED LEAST ., FREFERENCE". ~ = .

' The opportunity to work wifh other | 1t was difficult for - me to keep ‘up - * More of same, o '

. teachers with similar responsibili- * with the readings and written assign- S : : Jf,f.
ties and Problems ‘in their work. | ments. - . . S S,
The presentation of the most recent| . - ,
research data and conclusions rele-| . S oL U .

| vant to the_issyes‘at‘haud..- - v ' B ' =

' Neéd.ahother'Break,‘not,hsed to
lectures and sitting, ‘
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