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The ph11osoph1ca1 rat1ona1e under1y1ng b1]1ngua1 educat1on in the Un1ted

_a?zf:;_ States has rema1ned strong and appea11ng to those most d1rect1y affected by '

e o the movement” desp1té’the emergence'of adverse p011t1ca1 trends Recent |
o ME -

ER3 op1n1on surveys conducted at nat1ona1 and reg1ona% 1eve S’ Hemonstrate favor-

\ o

abie commun1ty att1tudes towards b111ngua1 pducat1on ra g1ng from 70%\among

's,-i.' H1sp%hics in a nat1on-w1de samp1e (NCBE 1983) to 9?% among Mex1can Amer1cansﬂ

, i 1n San Anton1o (Br1schetto 1983) Th1s perv1stence of. support 1s remarkab1e

! - . w - --“-,
appeared per1od1ca11y 1n the med1a 1" S &_' ‘ '_ . -j_v ,
P S S R .*-
L »j A contr1but1ng factor 1n he1p1ng counteract adverse po11t1ca1 tren

. has been 1mportant advances made over the past decade 1n the;research and :Jig
é.zn know1edge base support1ng b111ngua1 educaq\pn. These aHvances~have been S
- made along severa1 fronts, and 1nc1ude a deepen1ng upderstand1ng of funda- .
menta1 theoret1ca1 pr1nc1p1es, ashwe1? as a more coherei% forma11zat1on ofj “
pub11c po11cy through 1ncreasang1y ref1n§; po11cy ana1ys1s.' Comp1ement1ng o

these advances in. theory and public poli have been cont1nu1ng 1nvest1ga- f.”

ol

t1ons 1nto what one wr1ter Tabe1g the "te hno1ogy" of b111ngua1 educat1on

trans1ate theory 1nto pract1ce Part1cu1ar y noteworthy here have been

_31ons up to th1s po1nt One such core 1ssue re1 tes—to the des1rab111ty of

\"

: separat1nq 1anguages dur1ng content 1nstruct1on 1n b111ngua1 c1assrooms

,'\
. \
r
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. Separat1on~of Lang ges 1n B111ngua1 C1assrooms :.. ?;‘

‘ff}1ona1 w1sdom w1th1n the d1sc1p11nes of fore1gn 1anguage and second

g‘ o pRCa 1on 1n the Un1téd States has d1c§ated that 1anguages shou1d be B

. ‘:'ma1ntafneﬂf“ r1ct1y separate Accord1ng.to one of he ear11est proponents of

’b111ngua¥ﬁéducat1on 1n 1ts modern day vers1on_“rghis 1s part1cu1ar1y cruc1&1

Ject1ve 1s to ma1nta1n both '

_1um) educat1on 1f th <

N . . ::&‘.‘.' \f . 7
’ Tanguage “rathEr\than simp1y to transfer the ch11d aWay from 1ts mother tongue

l.'-)

S another 1anguage" (Gaarder i978 p 58) The unequ1voca1 manner in ﬂh1ch

v:

3{‘vth1s conV1ct1?n has been man1fesﬁed in both of these f1ers attests to the ?GﬁF

'}'extent that it has-been accepted "a pr1or1“ as a gu1d1ng pr1nc1p1e even 1n

| '-the absence of emp1r1ca1 research 1nvest t1ng the quest1on.

The 1ssue 1tse1f neverthe1ess, is of cr1t1ca1 1mportanee/to the c1ass- o
'room teacher for no dec1s1on demands more 1mmed1ate and cont1mu1ng attent1on
.to the duat-med1um teacher than when where and how often to useleach of the
two Tanguages of the c1assroom dur1ng the sch001 day Indeed, 1t m1ght be
reasonab1y argued that. no other quest1on related to b111ngua1 methodoTogy 1s
;:of more centra1 1mportance than that of strateg1es for 1anguage d1str1but1on ji'
’7If dur1ng content area 1nstruct1on 2; From a theoret1ca1 standpo1nt three Tog1ca1
-a1ternat1ves ex1st » | | ‘. | o | B = |
. '_1; :ma1nta1n a str1ct separat1on of the two 1anguages S
“»‘Z;EhaTTow for both 1anguages to be used dur1ng any g1ven content area
f1esson but w1th str1ct gu1de11nes for 1anguage a1ternat1on

3. unrestr1cted use of the two 1anguages dur1ng content area 1nstruct1on

A review of the 11tenature reveals. that” on1y ‘the . f1rst two of the above

"

K ‘a1ternat1ves have proponents among those who have g1ven ser1ous cons1derat1on

| to 1ssues pf 1anguage d1str1but1on in b111nqua1 c1assrooms The th1rd a1ter-.-

}nat1ve wh1ch woqu a]Tow w1th1n it the poss1b111ty of c0nt1nua1 trans1at1onj



"'has been used 1n some areas of the country under the 1abe1 of Concurrent
. Trans1at1on Approach ) _ _4,,‘; | ,

' “) Part1cu1ar1y qx1ous to advocates of the f1rst two a1ternat1ves
‘offered above (anda e
;Efpther respects, are two rad1ca11y d1fferent go1nts of/v1ew) is.the, phenom; .

enon of w1despread "trans1at1dn" (or more prec1se1y,."1nterpret1ng") that“-'

‘ approach The conse sus here seems to be’ based on a be11ef that "when th o

. . <_/ ) v,
: ,.'teacher a1te constant1y, sentence by sentence between the tWo 1anguages,

""‘_Swa1n (1983 ;,B* 41 43) presents an extreme1y 1UC1d case. in SUPP°”t °$ the‘:f‘"

;',?separat1on approach based on. fdur fqndamenta1 arguments

]
.

A f‘J,u . - @ .
as we}L as: constant unrestr1cted movement back and forth between the two

i 4, 3 . ‘
1anguages,“f1nds no supporters 1h the researth 11terature (a1though trans1at1 n

Ea . LA '

. ‘ " N
1nterest1ng po1nt of convengence for what, 1n most
\ i 9 /"'~ <

may common1y take p ace under an. unrestr1cted dua1 1anguage 1nstruct1ona1
SN

Q

- f:express1ng Qpch thoughb1§1rst 1n the one. then 1m the other-ithe ch11d has fio B
. compe111ng reason)¢o acqu1re the new tongue He can wa1t at. most a few |

. seconds and comprehend in h1s*own f1rst tongue" (Gaarder, 1978 p. 60)

At this po1nt however the consensus ends between those advocat1ng an

'.%1nstruct1ona1 approach for content deve1opment that emphas1zes str1ct
A

3

-:separat1on of fanguages, and those that wou1d a11ow for substant1a1 1anguage o

a1ternat1on, a1bett wﬁth1n str1ct gu1deT1nes, dur1ng content area 1nstruct1on}

LTy .
‘1:~fCh11dren "1earn to 1gnore the 1anguage they do not understand o
. because: singe the message is given in both 1anguages, "then there‘-;f '
“is no mot1vat1on to. try t\\f1gure out. what is be1ng sa1d in-
fEng11sh " _ : o ST

2. W1th the 1anguage separat1on approach (LSA) there w111 be greater
.. -contextualization of the:kind that enhances Tanguage 1earn1ng
:z2fs are try1ng to make sense of" what the teacher's -
nd teachers are try1ng to present a message that

.. since "stude
. . message 1is;
. makes sense. !

[



o S 3. "S1mu4taneous 1nterpretat1on to wh1ch the task of a teacher : '.;4ﬂ‘
T 'us1ng a -concurrent approach. to bilingual teach1ng can be 11kened":
: S +is 'a d1ff1cu1t task and makes exhausting demands on‘the teacher.\‘f”‘

(2N

4, The separat1on approach "counteracts the natura1 pu11' exerted
" by:the dominant- position of the majority language. It helps to e
o . © . overcome the natural tendency of m1nor1ty 1anguage speakers te
SR < sh1ft to thevmaJor1ty 1anguage "

YIn exam1n1ng Swa1n 'S four arguments, jt seems that the fTrs. three
Frh‘lﬁ-v"i are a1med exp11c1t1y at a reJect1on of, trans1at1on as a u1ab1e szrategy "’
o for dua1 1anguage 1nstruct1on. The Fifst argument speaks to the common
” observat1on in b111ngua1 programs (Coba11es-Vega and Wa1ters 1979 Du1ay
‘ lf and Burt 1978) that when trans]at1on 1s w1de1y emp1oyed dur1hg tontent |
j{':c"" ‘area 1ns§ruct1on,xch11dren-W111 wa1t for the render1ng in the1r pr1mary
S 1anguage and "tune out" when the weaker 1anguage 1s be1ng used | The th1rd
.argument makes the va11d po1nt that cogn1t1ve demands made dur1hg extens1ve ;

\

use of. trans1at1on are excess1ve and unreasonab]e for -an a1ready over- IR

I .

burdened b111ngua1 teacher. The second argument is an extreme1y cr1t1ca1
\

Q.}” one for those who see b111ngua1 c1assrooms as potent1a11y r1ch env1ron-.-v'”
. ments for second 1anguage acqu1s1t1on, It too however seems tb be
ji" o 1,it~. d1rected at a reJect1on.of trans1at1on --°w1th a trans1at1on approach
| v thg teacher 1s essent1a11y d1rect1ng\herse1f (a1be1t unconsc1ous1y) at | |
_;[l".~ _; | twoﬁseparate groups of ch11dren (1 e., those who understand more EngJﬁsh | :é
'.‘:Esl . at one p 1nt and those who understand mdre Span1sh at another po1nt), and |

hence,. g 11ke1y to be prov1d1ng 1nput,vat any g1ven moment that 1s

_/ v
‘ appropr1a for one group yet 1nappropr1ate for the other group.‘ Us1ngv

\;;g- : Krasheﬁs terms (1982) the teacher 1s nbt 11ke1x to prov1de "comprehens1b1e

1nput" ‘for students who are acqu1r1ng Eng11sh as the1r second 1angUage when .

- . . v

e - address1ng students whose pr1mary 1anguage 1s Eng11sh L1kew1se when

>

R P

' address1ng those ch1'ldren whose pr1mary 'language is Span1sh she w1'l'l not &

o 11ke1y be adJust1ng her speech and fram1ng her message in a manner that .
rooL v R o STl
. L T e : p

L R AT SR < T T
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4_ weaker 1anguage Th1s seems 11ke a reasonab1e argument ov-ded that.ﬁf

we are ta1k1ng about aéﬁrans1at1on strategy If however, we were to ;

conceptua11ze a strategy for dua1 1anguage use w1th1n-content area
1essons where1n both 1anguages were used 1n a1ternat1ng fash1on to

deve1op step by step, the essent1a1 po1nts of the 1esson w1thout

v. 'y -,"_ ...’ .
f recourse ‘to trans1ataon, then 2%15 argUmeht w111 not necessar11y ho1d ".";

s wou1d necessar1

,\' !

Under such a: nonstransiat1on dua1 1anguage strategy, an 1mportant e1ement
o .

S w9u1d 1nvo1ve the address1ng of a11 members of the group (1nc1ud1ng a11

' ranges of re1at1ve 1anguage p f1c1ency) throughout a11 po1nts of the

-1esson S1nce the po1nt befng deve1oped at any g1ven moment 1s an ‘-1:

13

r1mportant one for4§2e ongo1ng deve1opment osthe~1esson, and 51nce the

po1nt w111 not ber peated in the other 1anguage both teacher and students

will be work1ng hard together to ensure that the message ﬂS proper1y con- -

e

textua11zed and‘ thus made fu11y comprehens1b1e Under these c1rcumstances

' . 1t seems reasonab1e to eXpect that meaq;ﬁgfuf second 1anguage acqu1s1tJon for'_

both groups of ch11dren 1s 11ke1y to. take p1ace Th1s however, 1s u1t1mate1y"

2 an emp1r1ca1 quest1on, and one that 1s certa1n1y worthy of further 1nVest1ga-1f

t‘°“ ’:Lja;,;a;,va;;g‘w;;,;.,v,. «f,‘ .

In sum, the f1rst three argumeﬁts presented by Swa1n 4in support of the

R

1anguage sepq§at1.n,approach appear to be va11d 1n terms of theJr 1og1c and

to some exbent,«1n terms of the1r emp1r1ca1 support prov1ded that we assume ﬂﬁ

the a1ternat1 strategy 1nvo1ves trans1at1on, None of the three po1nts -T."

serue as a bas1s for reJect1ng a- dua1 1anguage strategy

N B
‘ that 1nvo1ved concuﬁrent use of the two 1anguages w1thout trans1at1on ?The S

&

Jl': fourth po1nt presented by Swa1n however, is re1evant as a- potent1a1 argument

at
kY



6
o aga1nst any concurrent approach regard1ess of whether trans1a£1on is used |
;1,The 1ssue of whether’concurrent use of the ‘two - 1anguag 11 1nev1tab1y :1 |
1ead to a favor1ng of the maJor1ty 1anguage at the expense of ‘the m1nor1ty |
1anguage is an 1mportant one, 1ndeed ‘The ev1dence c1ted by Swa1n tLegarreta, ;
1979) is somewhat weak due to the 11m1ted number of c1assrooms 1nvo1ved <but o
" 'there. are, add1t1ona1 stud1es that conf1rm the tendency of maJor1ty 1a6;:ages
K to be favored when used concurrent1y w1th m1nor1ty 1anguage (M11k 1981
Shu1tz, 1975 Ram1rez, 1980) Nhether or not thvs 1mba1ance 1s 11ke1y toL
' 3occdr when trans1at1on is forbidden and when accompan1ed by tra1n1ng to
- counteract th1s tendency is a question that w111 be exam1ned in: greater depth
| 'by some of the data presented in th1s study . o Co _f 35

. a ‘. . . Y . Vi

A Non-Trans1at1on Approach to Concurrent Instruct1on )
u1\s stated ear11er, the overwhe1m1ng thrust of commentary made regardlng
‘b111ngua1 methodo1ogy ha favored the separat1on of 1anguage dur1ngacontent
_area 1nstruct1on a1though 1n pract1ce var1ous modes of concurrent use'w1th1n”
'-,a g1ven 1esson have been w1de1y 1mp1emented In my search of the 11terature }7’
Q‘L:on b111ngua1 mEthodo1ogy, however, I haVe found on1y one 1nstance of a con- .
”Fcurrent approach that has attempted to proV1de empir1ca1 va11dat1on of 1ts |
. v1ab111ty “The approach 1abe11ed New Concurrent Approach has been 1mb1e-*”?.
&mented\on a sma11 sca1e as a T1t1e“VII Demonstrat1on-ProJect, and~has proV1ded3
™ ‘ ‘staff tra1n1ng 1n the method fo11owed by data co11egt1on ang 1ong1tud1na1 |
:'compar1son of resu1ts obta1ned over a threefyear period (Jacobson 1982a, 1982b 3
1983) : The rat1ona1e constructed by Jacobson for 1mp1ementat1on of non-
"trans1at1on cohcurrent approach 1s based on a ser1es~of pr1nc1p1es wh1ch

.

‘;,suggest potent1a1 counter-arguments to the poonts ra1sed by Swa1n and others 3
hY

"51n advocat1ng str1ct separat1on of 1anguage dur1ng b111ngua1 content area

' 1nstruct1 on

Wl ' . . L X ~ _.
- o . LI . B




A summary of the most sa11ent arguments on- beha1f of a non-trans1at1on L

,*concurrent approach to b111ngua1 1nstruct n m1ght 1nc1ude the fo11ow1ng

po1nts

1.1“The fundamenta1 pedagog1ca1 Just1f1cat1on 11es on the f1ve ways'

s L S -

e e 3

v
R \ . o
’. (3

in wh1ch thTS approach can. 1ncrease "t1me on task" and thus '

g max1m1ze “academ1c 1earn1n§7;nme in-a b111ngua1 c1assroom

A A faster response is obtained dur1ng content 1nstruct1on,. '

’enab1ﬁng the lesson to fJow more smooth}y

r“fb; 'There is no need to dup11cate the teach1ng of curr1cu1ar N

content (as is always.the case with a. trans1at1on approach
- and somet1mes the case with LSA). . .\\J oy ,AJ_P

fa_c.' C1assroom management prob1ems are 1essened (and 1ess t1me

Tost) as the need. for team-teach1ng or for group1ng by .
f'1anguage preference is. e11m1nated :

d'\\S1nce the 1nstructor is d1rect1ng the 1ésson to the’ ent1re

\group of students (and not flip-flopping back and foeth),
all students are max1ma11y 1nvo1ved in the 1esson at a11
t1mes. o -

e. ‘A11 studentshave equa1 access to the teacher W1th‘some :
"teacher/aide" 1nstruct1ona1 models ‘using a -separation . "~ .
approach, bilingual students tend to -work more frequently .
with the:aides, and engage in less teacher-initiated inter- .
action. - This, in-turn, diminishes- the amount of "academic . -

.'1earn1ng t1me" for b111ngua1 students. (Ort1z,<1280 p..15).

.va11ow1ng b111ngua1 ch11dren to draw/on the full rahge of'the1r>

'3711ngu1st1c resources wh1ch 1nc1udes e1ements from both 1anguages,'rf'

";Acomb1ned w1th a use of commun1cat1on strateg1es that are fam111ar

L ;to the ch11dren enab1es them to. focus on 1earn1ng the concepts

"n'fbe1ng presented dur1ng content area 1nstruct1on w1thout the 1ssue

'T'of 1 nguage cho1ce~art1f1c1a11y 1mpos1ng a.d1stractfon from.th1s o

<

process IR j' S L=

.j;Us1ng both 1anguage$ dur1ng a11 content 1nstruc\an promotes the

<.

: 1equa1 status of ‘each of the two Tangauges and thus, 13 more 11ke1yi '

.

. i - »



« 8

.

. ﬂjdi“to encourage a ba1anced d1str1but1on of the two 1an9“age$ (Ja°°bs°“= "

’7f1933 p. 146) (W1th LSA, the home 1anquage is often re1egated to

j W

-

:‘?\ T ‘"ﬂess academ1c" subJects ‘and is not used for the more ‘"techn1ca1“_; =
e subJect areas such‘as math and sc1ence) v l !
‘ \4 Both 1anguages a‘devewped concurrent1y, s1nce re1evant vocabu1ary
| and concepts w111 appear over. the course of any g1ven lesson 1n each
‘of the two 1anguages Moreover, because the teacher is. address1ng
- a heterogeneous group w1th d1fferrng re1at1ye 1anguage prof1c1enc1es,.
,tboth 1nput and 1nteract1on strateg1es aré mod1f1ed to accommodate T

" those who are 1ess ‘than fu11y prof1c1ent in the 1anguage be1ng e

~

: ‘used at any g1ven moment These mod1f1cat1ons enhance second

‘language acqu1s1t1on for- those students who are re1at1ve1y 1ess '
‘nprof§c1ent 1n one of their two 1anguages |
5.'<Language a1ternat1on strateg1es are common1y used in b111ngua1

B commun1t1es Incorporat1ng those aspects of . 1anguage a1ternat1on

5

v~~n:;that ats pedagog1ca11y Just1f1ab1e 1nto b111ngua1 methodo1ogy

_ "cou1d accomp11sh one of the most cher1shed but a1so 1east
lvE{:?atta1ned goa1s nog‘oniy 1n b111ngua1 educat1on, but in a11 'f.
gi mieducat1on sett1ngs that of br1ng1ng c1oser together the schoo1 A i_
."'1 and the commun1ty" (Jacobson 1983 p 148) ' A

@

'-‘_ The rat1ona1e for a New Concurrent Approach therefore in summary form,

is based on the fo11ow1ng f1ve arguments (1) 1t 1ncreases the amount of L?ﬁ |
| academ1c 1earn1ng t1me (ALT), which" 1n turn 1eads to greater ach1evement,

(2) the focus dur1ng subJect area 1nstruct10n becomes (for studentso the
o ('fﬁi .

content and the development of concepts not 1anguage, (3) by prov1d1ng .

[

o equa1 ‘status for the two 1anguages the approach promotes " psycho1og1ca1

S

c11mate conduc1ve to the use: of the home 1anguage in sp1te of externa1 ﬂ;

~ '
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pressures“ (Jacobson, 1983 p- 8) (4) 1t encourages second Tanguage vau1-11'

. s1t1on, and (5) because 1t draws on Tanguage behav1or patterns present 1n 'i“f.f
\the commun1ty, 1t promotes a cToser reTat1onsh1p between schoo] and -‘;f[vi:
comunty. S | .,,t._;. : ‘7'f ~’?;~=‘; - _.;;,;;f,a;; ~,m: ) “.:.3,

. _ﬁ,.. U1t1mate1y, the va11d1ty of these f1ve arguments Can onTy be determ1ned' ‘

’through emp1r1ca1 means There 1s spme eV1dence to suggest that the f1 th

”argument 1s at’ Teast based‘on correct assumpt1ons about the soc1oT1ngu1s-

. t1c context 1n wh1ch many Span1sh Eng11sh programs funct1on (Hernandez-Chavez,_
' [ ]

ff 1978 Agu1rre, 1980 Agu1rre and B1x1er-Marques, 1980) The f1rst argument

'.-reTated to achx/uement, w111 be addreSsed by evaTuat1on reports soon to be T
Q

"rcompTeted by a dem/nstratﬁon proaect 1mp1ement1ng the New Concurrént Approach

. 4 X .
_in San Antonto The fourth argument, reTated to second Tanguage acqu1s1t1on

-'1n NCA cTassrooms w111 be the subJect of a future stud; eham1n1ng student-'
'teacher 1nteract1on Jn these classrooms The second argument, re}\ted '\
"rto the nature of 1earn1ng 1n b111ﬁgua1 ETE§§}ooms, may become subJect E;“g
to some degree of ver1f1cat1on or reJect1on based on ongq1ng research“onﬂiéa;}i
b111ngua1 1nstruct1on (e g ) T1kunoff 1982) ‘The th1rd argument wh1ch 'f,,LQ
f #ideaTs w1th Tanguage d1str1but1on patterns, ;s\exam1ned 1n th1s study 'L |
v1a an anaTys1s of v1deotape sampTes obta1ned from a 1981 84 Demonstrat1on ‘ ‘,

]
’ ;PProaect 1mp1ement1ng LSA and NCA 1nstruct1ona1 modeTs Jn four d1fferent
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N f} B o Research Quest1ons

It 19\Jnterest1ng to note that both Swa1n and Jacobson, 1n.arguing ﬂ' S

e :
- g

.for contrast1ng 1anguage d1str4but1on strateg1es, base thEJP arguments on‘Af.:f

(va s1m11ar assumpt1on that deve1opment of the nat1ve 1anguage 1s a necessary

| .prerequ1s1te for successfu1 outcomes in b111ngua1 educat1on Hence, ]t is
. . & I. ‘\
: ‘not surpr1s1ng that each of them, wh;1e argu1ng for qu1te d1fferent 1nstruc-

’tnonal strateg1es, shou1d 1nc1ude as a key e1ement 1n the1r pos1t1on a con- 17*

~ f‘ﬁ?‘.
cern tﬁat a fa1r1y ba1anced d1str1but1on bf the two 1anguages be preserved ’
“ed .
. =1n the c1assroom as ‘a means ofsfoster1ng growth 1n both of the 1anguages 2'

".. . . - A . . Sl .

| The research questions exam1ned in th1s study focus on var1ous facets ey
'Jf‘of the 1anguage d1str1but1on patterns for Span1sh and Eng11sh dur1ng content
'area 1nstruct1on 1n four classrooms 1mp1ement1ng contrast1ng approaches to~
-db111ngua1 methodology. the Language Separat1on Approach (LSA) and the New
-leoncurrent Approach (NCA) Two sets of questm@ns are~1nvest1gated the »
\f1rst set 1nvo1v1ng a contrast between the two approaches and the second

set exam1n1ng spec1f1c areas of concern w1th1n the more controvers1a1 and

1ess w1de1y app11ed of the two approaches S i e vy the New Concurrent Approach

A Language D1str1but1on Patt‘rns for LSA vs. NCA R
. . C 4, . T, ,‘Q-.‘l_' 3
S ,.“~" 1.f To.. what extent are the funct1ona1 d1str1bht1on patterns focﬁﬂ;; -
. .~ .. the two Tanguages (Spanish-and.English):similar in c1assrooms
_ . ;f1mp1ement1ng these two a1ternate approaches? _ o
_._‘;,"{z.f'w hin each- approach are there d1fferences between 1nd1v1dua1
e ¢ . téachers in the1r 1anguage d1str1but1on patterns’

]

Y . ,_.

“;fnfﬁ. Dfstr1but1ona1 patterns of Span1sh and Eng11sh w1th1n thé NCA

| 3 Are teachers 1mp1ement1ng the: NCA able to maﬁnta1n fa1r1y

ba1anced use of the two 1anguages of 1nstruct1on’ 'f<; 2.

.ij§: Q’}VA: Qﬁ' Is there a tendency %B encourage 1ntrasentent1a1 code sw1tch1ng
N : when 1anguages are not str1ct1y separated dur1ng 1nstruct1on?
B e T _ S Ly o
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5 Do students Tearn to follow the lead of the teacher 1in us1ng
the two Tanguages of the cTassroom? :

H6. when Tanguages are used concurrentTy dur1ng 1nstruct1on, 1s

- there -a tendency for participants to switch back and forth .

« between the two- Tanguages over reTat1ve1y short stretches of
. discourse? ' _ o
Method

Data Source Dur1ng 1981 - 84, a T1t1e VII Demonstrat1on ProJect d1rected
_aby Jacobson (1982) from the D1v1s1on of B1cu1tura1-B111nguaT Stud1es at The
a Un1vers1ty of Texas at San Anton1o was 1mp1emented in coTTaborat1on w1th the

Southwest Independent SchooT D1str1ct in. San Anton1o The proJect, 1nvoTv1ng

Tf,’four teachers in two sc ooTs, foTTowed the academ1c ach1evement of part1c1- i

,_§pat1ng students as they progressed e1ther from K-2 (2 cTassrooms) or from -
'grades'1-3. In one schooT the LSA was 1mp1emented 1n two cTassrooms, |

. whereas in the-otherfschooT NCA was 1mp1emented Each -of the four part1c1-

' pating'teachers was videotaped every_twovweeks wh11e‘conduct1ng a Tesson
~ to students.6. | | | | - v_ . |
o The data source for th1s research study cons1sts of the v1deotape sampTes
obta1ned during content area. 1nstruct1on over the course of one year (1982 83)
.of the proJect 7 There are a totaT of 33 Tessons represented in th1s

sampTe (see TabTe 1), w1th each Tesson runn1ng typ1ca11y between 20 25
minutes. | | o |
| L | (Insert TabTe 1) |

i ubgect AN four teachers are Mex1can Amer1can and are prof1c1ent 1n

Span1sh and EngT1sh Teachers C an D (NCA) are femaTe and. 1n the1r 1ate-

20" s w1th 4 and 6 years of teach' g exper1ence respect1ve1y Teacher A R
(femaTe) and B (maTe) are in the1r earTy 30's,. and possess '8 years of
teach1ng exper1ence. o

The d1str1ct in Aﬁ1ch the schooTs are Tocated is.in a sem1 rura1 area;



4

. ! gaﬂ . o ~ :,f'. - .
“in the southwestern outsk1rts of San Anton1o In the two schoOTs in which

| the Demonstrat1on ProJect 1s Tocated Mex1can Amer1can students form ap—
prox1mate1y 66% of the totaT schooT popuTat1on The maJor1ty of these students
are from 10wer to- Tower-m1dd1e SES and a maJor1ty of them arr1ve at sch001

hav1ng had e1tﬁer pr1mary exposure to Spanish or e1se extens1ve exposure '
to both‘T“Wgsaqgé_ln the.home. E

‘ Procedure ‘ The 33 v1deotaped Tessons 1nc1uded 1n ‘the sampTe were V1ewed

2

»
by the 1nvest1gator, and extens1ve notes obta1ned in order to prov1de con-

-

textua11zat1on 1nformat1on for the subsequent anaTyS1s The 1essons were
8
transcr1bed, then subJected to various ana1yses in order to. address the '

~ six research quest1ons - :-,‘=
a3 ' . ,
Data-Analysis The unit of measurement for funct10na1 ana1ys1s of the teachers'

. .language 1str1but1on patterns is the utterance “Utterance" is here def1ned,,-
fOTTomind§Cherry (1978), as "a mean1ngu1 un1t of speech usuaTTy bounded by
-a pause of one second or more " Teacher utterances were coded by funct1on,
: us1ng a category system adapted from wood (1978), and prev1ous1y used by

M11k (1980) ;é o . . R S . S

. (.Insert TabTe‘Z) R

TabTe 2 descr1bes and prov1des exampTes of the funct1ons 1nc1uded in
the category system. A re11ab111ty study exam1n1ng CP1teP10n-reTated coder o
: agreement with this system was carried out in connect1on w1th a prev1ous T"".
-study (M11k3_]980, p. 142) and the foTTow1ng Kappa coeff1c1ents obta1ned
: Inform,,K =’{81; ControT K= 94 Fee11ng,nKA 90 R1tua1,,K’- 1. 00
- Imagine, k = T.OQ. The overaTT Kappa coeff1c1ent obta1ned for aTT coded ,"

2 categories_wasAK =v,90; No further re11ab111ty stud1es have been conducted

gRIC o o s e e
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in conJunct1on w1th the study reported here however because the nature

 of the data is qu1te s1m11ar (i.e., f1rst/second grade b111ngua1 classroomv
ldata), there 1s Tittle reason to be11eve that re11ab111ty of the cod1ngs
-should be s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent from what was prev1ous1y estab11shed
_In order to m1n1m1ze potent1a1 error 1ntroduced 1n the cod1ng process, all

_cod1ng of funct1ons 1n th1s study was performed sole]y by the 1nvest1gator§-

-
[}

'.'5 - o Results '

. Research Quest1on #1 To what extent are the. funct1ona1 d1str1but1on patterns _

for the two languages (Spanish and English s1m11ar 1n classrooms 1mp1e-
ment1ng these two. a]ternate approaches’ '

Th1s quest1on aggregates the data for the two teachers fol§prng each
approach (Table 3), allow1ng a gﬂoba] compar1son of the funct1ona1 d1str1-.."

but1on for the two 1anguages across the two approaches W1th1n the LSA,

. (fnsert Table_3)”

'the most sa]1ent d1fferences in the d1str1but1on patterns for Span1sh and

" English’ are for Control, where Eng11sh is used more than tw1ce as frequently,':,

relat1vely speaking (22 5% vs. 10 9%), and for I‘form, where Spanish is used'

o relatively more often (43 2% VS. 33 1%) For-the other funct1ons, the.d1s-_.f

- tribution 1s remarkably s1m11ar “for the two 1anguages Within the NCA 'the.

"'l

d1str1but1on patterns for the two languages are s1m11ar a]though there is” .

a sl1ght tendency to use. Eng11sh ‘more for Control, relat1ve1y speak1ng

(1724 vs, 3.2%).

(insert~Figure 1)
'~ The oVeraTT simi]ardty of the'patterns of.languagefusejfor LSA and'jf

“

“>NCA can be apprec1ated 1n F1gure 1, which provides a v1sua1 compar1son of

the funct1ona1 d1str1but1on for the two approaches

+
.
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i Research Quest1on #2 w1th1n each approach are. there d1fferences between
' 1nd1v1dua1 teachers 1n the1r Tanguage d1str1but1on patterns? :

(Insert Table 4) '_ _'
 Within the LSA, both-t-eachers' used-‘En'gT'ish'reTativeTy more often for

controT than Span1sh aTthough the d1screpancy is- part1cu1ary marked for
Y

- Teacher B w1th1n the NCA a s1m11ar d1fference is ev1dent f0r Teacher D,

-with' reTat1veTy greater use of Inform statements than Quest1ons. (Her vff

o ratio of Inform Quest1ons 1s 1. 23 for Span1sh and 1. 59 for Eng11sh

'whereas it 1s Tess than 1. U for aTT other teachers) Th1s may be 1nd1cat1ve ,
of a teach1ng styTe that is more Tecture or1ented than fnqu1ry-or1ented

' Beyond th1s m1nor d1fferences ex1st in some other categor1es but none are

s

part1cu1ar1y str1k1ng Oy

Research Quest1on #3 Are teaChers jmplementing the NCA able to ma1nta1n
fa1r1y baTanced use of the two Tanguages of 1nstruct1on? .

: ‘.

) ,.-(Insert Table 5) -
~Calculation of'thevreTatiVe'use of Spanishhand'Ehéiish by the two NCA
} teachers (Table 5) reveaTs overall greater use of Eng11sh aTthough the com- ‘

| .pos1te d1str1but1on of 42 5% Span1sh to. 57.5% Eng11sh represents fa1r1y soT1d

Span1sh use given the, heav11y Eng11sh-or1ented goals. of the d1strict s tran- 3

E s1t1onaT b1T1nguaT educat1on program It is not possible to ‘make a d1rect
compar1son on th1s quest1on with the two LSA cTassrooms s1nce the v1deotape
' sampTes obta1ned there 1nvoTve either aTT EngT1sh or aTT-Span1sh Tessons
NevertheTess 'since under the LSA the aTTocat1on of Tanguages to spec1fﬁc

'content areas (EngTTsh for:Math, Sc1ence, HeaTthvand P.E.£ and Span1sh for o

S ‘but not for C. Teacher c 1s un1que in be1ng the onTy one of the four teachers

Ce



| kt
”r'Soc1aI Stud1es, Art and Mus1c) resuIts 1n an approx1mate1y 1/3 Span1sh_'
"to 2/3 Eng11sh d1str1but1on by the end of second grade, it 1s quite .
‘poss1b1e that the NCA, with a 42 58 Span1sh/Eng]1sh rat1o,may actuaIIy.
_y1e1d greater Span1sh use in the cIassroom than what 1s obta1ned by a
: separat1on approach as typ1ca11y 1mp1emented under current pract1ces
o It is worth not1ng that the two NCA teachers var1ed substantwaIIy IT
'nnfrom each otﬁer 1n the1r overaII Span1sh/Eng11sh d1str1but1on pattern o
'(39 61) VS. 44 :56) .. Th1s is not surpr1s1ng\ S1nce 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences
T'w1th respect to reIat1ve Ianguage prof1c1ency, Ianguage att1tudes, and
cIassroom context wouId appear 11ke1y to 1nf1uence heav11y the overaII }n
' ,d1str1but1on pattern for the two Ianguages e ’1 N " : A
Research Q;est1on #4 Is there a tendency to encourage 1ntrasentent1a1

code- sw1tch1ng when Ianguages are not str1ct1y separated during: 1n-',;
struct1on? -

[
"r‘k"

. Out of“the 3450 teacher utterances coded in the NCA samp1e, only

~ four 1nstances Of 1ntrasentent1a1 code sw1tch1ng were recorded 10

Research Quest1on #5 Do . students Iearn to foIIow the Iead of the teacher :
in us1ng the ‘two languages of the cIassroom? e .

- A card1na1 "d1scourse ruIe" of an NCA cIassroom is that pup11s must
}i"foIIow the Iead of the teacher in terms of Ianguage cho1ce - j. e., they
shouId respond 1n the same Ianguage tha% the teacher Iast used Indeed thewy
~whole approach 1s based on the assumpt1on that th1s “ruIe" can. be uncon-' . ;
sc1ous1y acqu1red by students through 1nd1rect means and that 1t w111 be |
.‘cons1stent1y app11ed once 1t is acqu1red TabIe 6 compares the two Iessons
(one for each teacher) from the ear11est po1nt in the school year (September),p
with the ‘two. Iessons that- were Iast recorded during. the schooI year (March) -

-: ,1n terms of the extent to wh1ch th1s d1scourse ruIe is foIIowed by the pup11s

(Insert TabIe 6)

T o . ' . . E T * . ’ ) ' A
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'"The resu1ts 1nd1cate that the "Tanguagé{choice" rile (i e., students'must
.answer or respond 1n‘the same Tanguage be1ng used by the teacher at that

part1cu1ar moment) s’ rareTy violated =- the rule was v1oTated onTy s1x

»

t1mes in- .the 554 teacher/student exchanges exam1ned No'd1fference was "s
'found between earTy,1n the’ schooT year and Tater in the year but the fact

,that most of the ch11dren had aTready spent one year in an NCA chssroom

*

undoubtedly exp1a1ns the extent to wh1ch the ruTe was aTready be1ng foTTowed
: earTy 1n the schooT year. . "' SRR o '~_7_f} RN “:3ﬁ]

Research Quest1on #6: Nhen Tanguages are used concurrentTy dur1ng 1nstruc-
tion, is there a tendency for participants to switch back and forth _
- between . the two languages over reTat1ve1y short stretches of d1scou“E?

- .

The 1ntent of th1s quest1on 1s to address the'"f11p flop" . 1ssue -= 1. e.s

b

the cohcern that a concurrent approach encourages frequent go1ng back and
‘forth between the two Tanguages. The quest1on is an, important one because,fn‘
- if the 1nput provided by NCA teachers 1s to be of the k1nd that woqu st1m-'
:,uTate acqu1s1t1on by those pup11s for whom 1t is the1r weaker Tanguage (an
'1ssue not addressed by th1s study) then 1t must not on1y not involve. "F
'trans1at1on, but it. must also occur in suff1c1ent "chunks of d1scourse"
ifor EY compTete 1dea or a fuTT message to be’ compTeted The d1ff1cu1ty '
in address1ng the quest1on, however, is that there is no emp1r1ca1 nor -
theoret1ca1 bas1s on wh1cﬁ‘to estab11sh what a reasonabTe "chunk of d1scourse"
K that woqu accomp11sh th1sngoa1 m1ght be." U1t1mate1y, w1thout further re-t'
search 1nto ‘this 1ssue, the dec1s1on of what the ideal 11m1ts for "number

o .
of’ utterances between sw1tches" shoqu.be 1s an arb1trary one, but 1t seemsi o

reasonabTe to at Teast assume that &5 ‘er extremeTy short "chunks" (e. g-s .
‘\ vd .

3-4 utterances) or extremeTy 10ng stretches {e. g.s 50 teacher utterances,f.h

-which woqu typ1ca11y 1nvolve 8 - 10 m1nutes of cTass 1nteract1on w1thout a

18
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sw1tch) wou1d v1oTate the fundamentaT rat1ona1e for NCA The 1ntent of th1s :

T

-quest1on, therefore, 1s str1ct1y descr1pt1ve -- viz. ,,do the teachers-man1fest
"imore or Tess moderate sw1tch1ng behav1or when 1mp1ement1ng the NCA 1n a

.',reaT cTassroom context? “;“ . ',, "'--‘ R

S

: | (Insert Table 7) ‘ , o
Tab1e 7 reveaTs a h1gh QegreiLof var1ab111ty in sw1tch1ng behav1or ‘ ','
for the two teachers The range for "mean number of utterances per d1s-

course un1t" for each teacher is broad (rang1ng from 7 2 to 31 3 for: A

,,.a"d from 12 9 to 63 8 for B), and in each case the pooTed standard dev1a-
'ﬁ‘t1on for aTT the Tessons was very c10se to the overa11 mean Th1s var1ab111ty '
is not part1cu1ar1y surpr1s1ng, g1ven the w1de var1at1on in the natdr and
Acontent of‘the Tessons 1nc1uded in the sampTe (e g., soc1a1 stud1es essons
'focus1ng on§h1story vs. math 1essons 1nvoTv1ng work w1th man1pu1at1v s)
' Desp1te the overall var1ab111ty, hoWever, there 1s some c1uster1ng 1n the

'm1dd1e around the mean: for Teacher A f1ve out of the e1ght Tessons were

. "" w \-

6 from the mean, and for Teacher B f1ve out of ten 1essons were + 5 for the :

t;mean From th1s we can get a sense of. a "typ1ca1" Tesson for Teacher A 1n- ;?

,’,,voTv1ng from 7 - 15 utterances in each Tanguage before sw1tch1ng, and for’

fTeacher B from 16 - 25 utternaces. }

As we observed 1n Quest1on #3 the d1fferences between the two teachers h

. are str1k1ng, w1th the centra1 ("typ1ca1") range not even over1app1ng It 17~
is 1nterest1ng to note that the teacher who. sw1tched more‘frequentTy (A). is '_ _

. also the teacher who ended up atta1n1ng the. 1east baTanced d1str1but1on ‘

.-;’pattern (39% Span1sh to 61% Eng11sh) Whether or not th1s re1at1onsh1p is

[

a mean1ngfu1 one. cannot, obv1ous1y, be determ1ned but th1s observat1on does ‘

R ra1se an 1mportant quest1on for NCA 1mp1ementat1on--- v1z s whether, in, orderi‘

'»to obta1n~greater ba1ance in the d1str1but1on of Span1sh and Eng11sh, 1t

)
P
rox
R
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‘“1m1ght not be des1rab1e to have Tess sw1tch1ng (1 e.;.a great mean number of

'

utterances per "d1scourse un1t") than the 7 to 11 range man1fested by Teacher_;

“A 1n four out of" e1ght of her 1essons. fb : o7 A”' N ’ ‘)~’“
T R e v ' S o S

. ‘ﬁwfx“ .;“ﬁﬂﬁ‘ ) ';‘i_f”T' D1scuss1on ;L- i ”/f .': _ fﬂ':"_ \{ ‘:
The data presented here, although not address1ng the cr1t1ca1 1ssues ef
‘ i ach1evement outcomes nor of:gecond 1anguage acqu1s1t1on, do prov1de some
._bas1s for argu1ng that maJor concerns re1ated to potent1a1 adverse effects on;M
_l1anguage use somet1mes assoc1ated w1th 1mp1ementat1on of a concurrent )
',japproach may be unfounded No d1stort1ons in terms of funct1ona1 d1s-"’ :
. tr1but1on patterns were observed in. the NCA c1assrooms and the d1str1but1on fﬁ;
"'of 1anguage funct1ons obta1ned in c1assrooms us1ng a separat1on approach and .
"Lthose using a concurreht approach were remarkab1y s1m11ar. .Other fears |
. assoc1ated w1th concurrent use of the two 1anguages --'e. g:, execess1ve' S
‘ -.sw1tch1ng and the encouragement of 1ntrasentent1a1 code SW1tch1ng -- were .
rnot substant1ated by the data. Although the NCA teachers d1d manﬂfest some '
lhtendency to favor Eng11sh the overa11 rat1o ‘of Span1sh to Eng11sh use .
(42 58) was. not excess1ve1y unba1anced F1na11y, conv1nc1ng ev1dence sis
. presented that a fundamenta1 assumpt1on under wh1ch the New Concurrent‘\ |
.Approach 1s based - v1z.,.that students 1earn to, "fo11ow the 1ead" of the y a
' ._teacher 1n terms of 1anguage cho1ce - 1s in fact be1ng met in these c1ass-
. rooms. Th1s 4is an 1mportant f1nd1ng,.because the potent1a1 effect1veness of :
NCA is based on the not1on that teachers can be tra1ned to make)de11berate A;ﬂ.
:A dec1s1ons regard1ng 1anguage cho1ce (thus avo1d1ng random sw1tches) and that
_students can read11y acqu1re a cfgssroom d1scourse ru1e that unconsc1ous1y
Jd1rects them to "fo11ow the 1ead“ of the teacher 1n terms of 1anguage cho1ce. y
There are 1mportant 11m1tat1ons in th1s study, the most sa11ent of wh1ch

is the sma11 number of teachers 1nvo1ved 1n the samp1e. The system used to fs




© the teachers in one 1anguage than for the other. If so, a poss1b1e focus

.19

Yoo

- \code 1an9ua9e'functions (Qﬂestions 1 and-2)‘suffers from theﬁsame'deficienciesf

'_ as all such systems -- V1Z s the number of categor1es and the . operat1ona1

s
def1n1t1on of those categor:es are essent1a11y arb1trary Moreover, because

1

of the mu1t1funct1ona1 nature of many utterances, the. cod1ng of teacher j,'

".utterances 1nto s1ng1e, d1screte categor1es 1nev1tab1y ra1ses some d1ff1cu1t1esg

.1n the cod1ng process. F1na11y, because the ana1ys1s is. based on v1deotaped

samp1es, there 1s a1ways the poss1b111ty that the,]anguage behav1or obta1ned

',on these record1ngs is. not fu11y representat1ve of the c1assroom 1anguage

behav1or of the teachers 1n the absence of the v1deo recorder. The fact \?'

'"5;that both teachers and students had been subJected to b1week1y v1deorecord1ng

sess1ons-for a: fu11 year pr1or to the po1nt where the corpus 1s 1n1t1ated
'however, prov1des some protect1on aga1nst th1s potent1a1 d1stort1on..:

Severa1 1mportant quest1ons for further research are ra1sed by th1s study.L

i)
=,F1rst, }t wou1d be 1nterest1ng to 1earn 1f the funct1ona1 range for spec1f1c

_ ;_funct1ons (for examp1e, for contro1 or for fee11ng) 1s ‘more. extens1ve for

1

., for 1n-serv1ce tra1n1ng m1ght 1nvo]ve the further deveiopment of teachers

'funct1ona1 range 1n the1r more restr1cted 1anguage. A second area for further'w

study m1ght 1nvo1ve a content ana1ys1s of the NCA transcr1pts to determ1ne |

.

‘Jthe extent to wh1ch there 1s over1ap 1n conceptua1 ntent when 1anguages are’

sw1tched Th1s 1nformat1on wou1d he1p address the cbncern that a concurrent

';Iapproach 1nev1tab1y 1eads to a certa1n amount of trans1at1on Th1rd1y, 1t

wou1d be 1nterest1ng to 1earn if cu1tura1 content tends to be carr1ed more %

P ,
"“VHn one 1anguage-than the other, or 1f there 1s a connect1on between each 1an- ‘

: guage and the k1nd of cu1tura1 content assoc1ated w1th 1t. F1na11y, the most |
: cr1t1ca1 quest1on of a11 1s re1ated to the poss1b111t1es for second 1anguage

'Afacqu1s1t1on when a concurrent approach 1s fo11owed Is there ev1dence w1th1n

rNCA d1scourse patterns that students are exposed to the k1nds of mod1f1ed

BRI ¥
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“interaction and inputfthatjmjght'stimu]ate'agquisitionin\theirfweakeri1anguage?fd

_ Summary
;f; A maJor unreso]ved 1ssue 1n b111ngua1 methodo]ogy revo]ves around the
-gdes1rab111ty of . ma1nta1n1ng a str1ct separat1on of ]anguages dur1ng content area,
' 1nstruct1on. Th1s study 1dent1f1es numerous ‘areds of concern that have been |
:ra1sed in the 11terature regard1ng a concurrent approach to content area 1nstruc-
' t1on, then exam1nes data from a demonstrat1on proJect that has 1mp1emented th1s
-approach under c]ose superv1s1on and on-go1ng ?n-serv1ce tra1n1ng.. The resu]ts
prov1de ev1dence that a non-trans]at1on concurrent approach-when proper]y & fj
'1mp1emented and carefu]]y mon1tored y1e1ds funct1ona1 d1str1but1on patterns ji
»that are s1m11ar to those y1e]ded by a separat1on approach Moreover, the con- f
-current approach does not 1ead to undes1red c]assroom language behav1or, such as
’ excess1ve sw1tch1ng or\\ntrasentent1al code-sw1tch1ng. The language d1str1but1on
pattern obta1ned (42.5% Span1sh use to 57.5% Eng11sh use), a]though favor1ng 7?';.

_Eng11sh, is not excess1ve1y unba]anced F1na]]y, in thef’”mp]e of teacher/student

~'exchanges that was exam1ned students correct]y app11ed thé“NCA "language cho1ce'

| ru]e“ 98% of the t1me, prov1d1ng conv1nc1ng ev1dence that students do 1n fact

. read11y 1earn to fo]]ow the teacher s 1ead in sw1tch1ng from one language to thev“
‘other — a core assumpt1on beh1nd the effect1ve 1mp1ementat1on of a: concurrent ff
_aPproach to b111ngua] 1nstruct1on. L o iff‘3 ~ ""ff . p;h”;>ﬂff{ﬁ:§f5;'f
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1 This art1c1e is. based on a paper uresented at Amer1can Educatnona]

Research Assoc1at1on «New 0r1eans Apr11 26 1984

’

2 There appears to be no d1sagreement w1th respect to the des1rab111ty
.of ma1nta1n1ng str1ct separat1on of 1anguages dur1ng 1anguage arts and read1n§,
:and (for the most part) second 1anguage 1nstruct1on.. For this reason, the
d1scuss1on here is conf1ned to. the 1ssue of 1anguage separat1on dur1ng content

area 1nstruct1on. L

| 3 Among the 1nstruct1ona1.mode1s descr1bed in a monograph déve]oped at the (
BABEL Resource Center (cf Gonza]ez, 1976) is the "concurrent mode]" in wh1ch o
"automat1c (a]ternate) trans]at1on takes p1ace" (p 7) The author, however, 1s) )
mere1y descr1b1ng a1ternat1ve 1nstructﬁona1 mode]s and not advocat1ng the use
)of th1s part1cu1ar mode] Indeed, she po1nts out that th1s mode] m1ght ‘be :

"confus1ng tp the ch11d" and shou1d not be:- w1de]y app11ed I l-“ o

4 "Academ1c 1earn1ng t1me" (ALT) appears to be corre1ated w1th schoo]

9

'ach1evement (cf Denham and L1eberman, 1980)

Lo

5 Jacobson notes that wh11e both 1ntersentent1a1 and 1ntrasentent1a1 1an--.;*
fguage a]ternat1on strateg1es are present in the commun1ty, on1y the former 15

acceptab]e 1n schoo] sett1ngs on educat1ona1 grounds._- "
5 The 1anguage d1str1but1on strateg1es for the proJéct were as follows (a)f

, the LSA a1med for 90% Span1sh (S) -10% Engl1sh (E) at the beg1nn1ng of K1ndergartel
_75% S - 25% E by end of K1ndergarten, 50% S - 50% E 1n the f1rst grade 25% S -_ -

""-,
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75% E 1n the second grade, w1th 100% Eng]1sh proaected by the end of th1rd grade.‘
(b) The NCA strove for 90% S - 10% E throughout k1ndergarten and 50% S - 50% E

\

dur1ng grades 1 = 3 o e ‘[“._ T 1;_

.

'»nf' 7 I am gratefu] to Dr. Rodo]fo Jacobson, ProJect D1rector, for prov1d1ng .
access to th1s extreme]y r1ch database. I wou]d a]so ]1ke to thank Ms Paula 2.;}
Parks,,ProJect Coord1nator, for provid1ng 1nformat1on and for ass1st1ng me 1n |
var1ous phases of the study ' ‘A':. . Coe T

: " ' ' ' ‘
8 I w?uld 11ke to acknow]edge f1nanc1a] support from the Dean S. Research

Fund Co]]ege of Soc1a] and Behav1ora] Sc1ences, UTSA, 1n comp]et1ng these .

transcr1pt1ons. I am a]so great]y 1ndebted to Ms Noem1 TreJo for ass1st1ng me

in the transcr1pt1on phase of th1s research study Do .
P S SR ',‘ : I ;'i . N

_ 3 These f1gures refer to re]at1ve frequenc1es on]y., The compar1sons refer
only to the re]at1ve d1str1but1on of funct1ons !l!ﬂlﬂ the 1essons taught 1n
Eng]1sh and w1th1n the 1essons taught 1n Span1sh Compar1sons shou]d not be
made across 1anguages when exam1n1ng the LSA data, s1nce 1essons 1nc1uded 1n}the |
samp]e are of vary1ng 1engths.vy" ' = h Lo

10 Pup11 utterances were not exam1ned s1nce that 1s beyond the scope ;:i o
~this study.; Impress1ons based on v1ew1ng the v1deotapes and exam1nat1on of
the transcr1pts however are that very few 1nstances of pup11 1ntrasentent1a1

code SW1tch1ng ex1st 1n th1s corpus of data
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o Tablel -

" Number of Lessons in Sample
by»Teacher and by Approach

-

'Appfoéth‘3

© " Teacher - -

Total No. of Lessons

~+  in Sample -

LsA”
Lsh
NCA .~

L

o oLl >

aw e e



T Table 2

Descr1pt1on of

C1assroom Language Funct1ons
-Function f'Desoriptfon" Examp1e
ggntro1l - Elicits a'nonVerba]}response or - v’"Stand up everybody LI
S ~attempts -to inf1uence'behavidr; .M"Todos escriban.su’  *
Includes: - ‘command, request, . nombre."
, suggest1on ‘threat, prohibition, S !
. warning, instructions that direct.
‘students’ nonverba1 behavior.‘
Fee1ing' g ; o -:Expresses an att1tude or state of --'"Fant1st1c'“'
S -mind, related to feelings, likes/ - © "Todos dibujagon sus
dislikes, and humor. Includes:: mapas muy bien." = .
exc1amat1on congratu1at1on, e el m T
approval , d1sapprova1, comm1sera- : 5
tion. : _ . v
“Inform B ‘Prov1des 1nformatwon -?Eath,stategnas7a.
R , TInctudes: statement of fact, - ‘capital city." .
. . affirmation, narrat1on report1ng, "Las aves viven en
- exp1anat1on. - - S n1dos.f -
| Inform Q " Elicits a verba1 response : "What is’ he go1ng to |
(Quest1on) o Includes: .questions that seek : ‘subtract?“
o 1nformat1on or exp1anat1on - "y quien fue George '

L . washIngton7"- .
‘Rityal: Serves to matntainﬂsmooth‘ﬁnter-  "And what do you th1nk7u '
S action or to manage the flow of - L¢"Muchas grac1as."‘ N

 discourse in the classroom. ‘ - ;
Includes: “greeting, call, turn- .y
tak1ng, formu1aqc statement ‘ v v,f;
: ihagine_;‘ A11udes to fantasy or non-rea1 -"Let s pretend we re . :
’ . i _phenomena. : -+~ -Tiving on another. p1anet .
"Inc1udes‘_"pretend1ngJ? fanta- . "Ella va a ser tu
. sizing. o “madre ahora."
.“;\y:’ . Lo A,“ : ' .‘ i Lo : . ‘t
. .L_ ,.\A -; . e ‘ 4 :'~’li'. .
, SR 28 4,
L SRR -



Tab1e 3

- D1str1but1on Patterns for Span1sh and Eng11sh
by Approach (LAS vs.-NCA)

Language Separat1on Appr0ach : - New Concurrent Approach
~ Spanish™ English - _« - Spanish - - - English -

L T L R L %'*

Control . 86 10.9 - 251 2.5 - 19 13.2 3L 1. 2
Feeling 2 03 7 06 . 21" 1 8. e, 3
Inform - - 362 43.2 369 331 - - - 62 141 3 866 12.5
Question  ° 352 M4.5. 473 -42.5 600 39.9 - 737. 36.2.
- (Inf.) | s o F .
‘Imagine 0 0.0 0 0.0 - 0 0.0 5 ..0.27
Ritual: 9 11 14 1.3 - 5 37 3 15

Total 791 100.0 1114. 100.0 1503 99.9. 2037 99.9 .

i . ’
- A | -
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| Table 4

Distribution Patterns for Spanish

‘and English by Teacher

~ Spanish

. Language Separation Approach .

~ Teacher A

English

" ‘Teacher 8

Spanish = English*

New Concurrent Approach.

‘Teacher c .

Eﬂéiishﬁ :u;“

s

" Spanish

S Teachér,ng;:;

_Spanish’. . f'Engjish:.:ll;f' ~

3N

%

%

NC% N % N

“\ o ContrQl
! Feelfhg.

- Inform

zQuestion
(Infy

'”lmégihe

‘Ritual

0.0
1.2 .9°

12,7104
06 1

41,5 . 190

43.9 214

o, -

180
0.2
32,9
47.4 -

0.0 .
1.6

a5t
4.9 199

' 27.4

0.0 6 . Il

. 0.0° -
0.9

i

33.4

37.1

42 8.9 62
 ".3 L1 532;Aﬂoa"~3‘w;
26 47,8 413

184 9 260

S13 27 100

0 00 4. 05. 0

- 8.3. 7157 15.2°.289

‘55,0 395
3.6 ¢ 416

BRI I

40.4

00 101

a2 21, 1.6

o

Tptal:

99.9

473" -100.0 751

100,0;..-1030

99,9 1286+ 100.0°

e ]

TN %
22,5 o
1.8 45 . 3;5f.’ o
38,37 453 " /2 -
amoera



(Re1at1ve Use of Span1sh and Eng11sh
by NCA Teachers . :

e

R S .« .4 Composite "
*  Teacher €~ . TeacheeD . - '(Cand D)

]Percent Spanish™ " aq R 'j}- SRR };f;'nv'u RS
Utterances S .;38f6 ort 44~§4_p o _42.5
Percent English < L SRR T
stterances -, St 8BS ST

3 IR - D e ]
2 Based on 2 total sample of 3540 utterances.
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. Table 6 |
_Pupil Application of NCA . -, .
- "Language»Chqice",Ru1e :

o .

Ci. Ne.of " Mo.of Times o
<+ " Teacher/Student = . , "l anguage Choice" . % Application
‘ Exchanges . s Rule is Followed . . | "of Rule - -

September .. . 137 o S 135 F~3" o E 98.5;"

y . . . o ) ) .

.
- . -
v .
N N ' ) \ v‘.'
N . 7 . -
.V . ’
- x
. . "'l '—-.
. ' . oy
. s
Y ,
: LA ]
*
kA
|
. .
. "‘
v -
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) 'Teb1e_7 h

o | ‘éii/ : _' . Mean No, of Uttérances -
. NS per D1scourse Un1t ' : : S
' o AR ~ in NCA Samp]e T T

Teacher Ay © 7 Teacher B

LesSqn“Ne. - o ,XZ . . SD N N X 8D » Nb-

R . B 2' 24 5 . 300 94 4 -

"25.1 212 7T e, Q6.2 5.6 5

72 38 22 . .7 "25 ¢ 89 8
3.3 2008 - 9Y . 34 0o 2.9 10

31.0  20.1- 4 . 180 <75 .25

W ® N e O P oW

. :_._;_-' . _l_'_":.' »I-.-‘.h.,_.._._:. . L 22 0 . 28,..‘3 . 10 '

88 62 18 22 198 5

a7 co3e 6 . 638 268 - &

Bt e me w T me ws o w

a"D1scourse Un1t" is defined here by 1anguage cho1ce.; It'refers to the number of -
utterances made- by the teacher 1n one Tanguage befbre sw1tch1ng to- the other '
1anguage. ~ . : : AR
be refers to number of d1scourse units 1n the 1esson. ;';r

-
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- SpanlshlEngllah Distribution Pattarna for - 0o T et
- Language Separation Approach va Naw L :

Concurram Approach o

-~

451

aod e TS

30+

Percent Occurrence -

.20‘_._1 i

. ’ o
"4 - A l A l =

" Contrl . . “Feeling - iform - Quaatlonﬂ) " imeagine.. -+ . Ritual,

L ' Language Functlon - ; ff e




