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ABSTRACT
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informal interviews with administrators, faculty, staff, and
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Southeast Asian communities in four of the metropolitan areas. The
study's findings are both summarized and outlined in detail and cover
the following topics: refugees' patterns of English acgquisition; the

 composite refugee English classroom; teacher behavior in those

classrooms: student classroom behavior; measuring student success;
variables affecting student use of English; and relationships between
teacher behavior and student use of English in the classroom.
Numerous Gata tables are included, and data collection instruments
and methodological notes are appended. (MSE)
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PREFACE

Engiish language proficiency has long been considered to be a crucially
important component of effective refugee resettiement., Both resettlement
agencies and refugees themselves identify lack of English as a major barrier
to successful resettlement. The need for refugees arriving in the U.S. to use
English is pervasive and {mmecdiate, reaching into every aspect of resettlement
from social adjustment to exmployment: problems in learning English have beccome
a metaphor for the ayriad dif{ficulties refugees face in the United States, so
much so that refugees conmonly say that the laggest obstacie they face in the
United States is “"English.”

The purpose of the Study of the Extent and Effect of English Language
Training for Refugees (SRELT) project has been to investigate the language
learning experience of recently arrived Scutheast Asian adult refugees,
particularly those with little previous edvration or exposure to Western
culture, and to determine the factors which contribute most to their
successful English acquisitigh. Although the project has focused primarily on
federally-funded English la:..quage training programs, other factors affecting
acquisition were alsc considered, particularly those related to the pre—entry
and current resetilement experiences of refugees. Because refugees bring a
wide range 'of life and language experiences with them to the classroom,
analysis of the broader language acquisition context provides a more
meaningful perspective from which to view the extent, nature, and
effectiveness of English language training programs throughout the country.

- The SRELT project was funded by a contract from the U.S. Office of Refugee
Resettlement. Data was collected between October 1981 and June 1983. The
Study was comprised of three phases, each of which used different
methodologies and collected different kinds of information.

In Phase I of the Study, mail surveys were conducted to gather information
on the extent, nature, cost and efi.ct of English language training for adult
refugees in programs being funded by ORR. Three types of questionnaires were
mailed cut: (1) a regional questionnaire sent to directors of the Regional
Offices of ORR; (2) a state Juestionnaire sent to state coordinators; and (3)
a local questionnaire mailed to 327 direct service providers receiving ORR
funds for providing BEnglish language training to refugees during FFY 1981 and
FFY 1982. The response rates to the surveys was over 708,

During Phase II of the Study, intensive on—-site program visits were
carried out in eight selected metropolitan areas: San Diego, Seattle, Denver,
Minneapolis/St. Paul, New Orleans, Oklahoma City, Northern Virginia/washington
DC and stockton, California. These cities were selected to encompass a wide
range of resettlement contexts and apprcaches to providing E§glish language
training to Southeast Asian refugees. Up to four ORR-funded‘programs
operating in a given site were visited, as well as other selected programs
serving larce numbers of Southeast Asians. In all, 22 progvams were visited
during the Spring of 1982.
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Progras visits included several types of data collection: Informal
dicussions were held with 32 program administrators, over 100 randomly
selected teachers, ovér-400 randcaly selected students and with bilingual
staff. The primary focus of the visits, however, was on direct classrocm
ocbservation, to see and document what was actually happening in the
classrooms, rather than relying only on questionnaires and interviews. The
desian instrumentation for the classroom observations were carefully
developed, so that in principle, one could isolate the effects of teacher,
program and student characteristics on classrocm events. 1In all, over 30C
hours of structured, detailed cbservation were carried ocut in more than 120
classrooms.

» An additional component of the Phase II work consisted of household
surveys of local Southeast Asian refugee communities in four of thc eight
cities in which programs were visited. Randomly sampled Vietnamese, Cambodian
and Hmong households were interviewed—400 households in all. These community
surveys were designed to provide background information about the target
population for English language training, their utilization of English
lanquage training programs, and their acquisition of English. Statistical
analyses of survey data were carried out to determine the extent of service
utilization by different segments of the target population and to identify
factors which impact service utilization and acquisition of English.

The final component of the project, Phase III, involved a longitudinal
study or tracking of a group of recently arrived Southeast Asian adult
refugees. A cohort of 400 recently arrived Southeast Asian adults was
selected at random from the reception lists of voluntary agencies in four
cities: Portland, Oregon; San Diego; Oklahoma City; and Denver. Individuals
were given a standardized oral interview test of English proficiency at two
points in time: early in their resettlement and then again about six months
later. Demographic information about the participants as well as their
histories of English language training and employment were also collected.
The Longitudinal Study was designed to examine the relative effects of early
employment versus early language training on refugees' initial acgquisition of
English.

A series of reports has been prepared to describe the methods, findings
and recommendations of this Study. A summary Public Report and a technical
report for each of the three phases of the Study are available through the
Educational Resource and Information Clearinghouse (ERIC} and through the
Refugee Materials Center, U.S. Department of Education, Reaion VII, 324
Eleventh Street, Ninth Flcor, Xansas City, Misscuri 64106.

This Study was carried out as a team effort by the Literacy and Language
Program at the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. Rey staff included:

Stephen Reder, Project Director

Lead rcle in the overall design of the Study, in developing the
methodology for Phase II, the methcdology for Phase III and analysis
of Community Survey data. Assisted with program visits and analysis
of classroom observation and Longitudinal Study data.
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Mary Cohn, Phase II Cocrdinator

Lead role in planning, conducting, aralyzing and writing up the
program visits and classroom observations. Assisted wich
interpretation of Phase I and III data.

Judith Arter, Phase I;I'Ceo:dinatcr

Lead role in planning, conducting, analyzing and writing up the Phase
III longitudinal Study and analyzing the Phase I data. Assistued with
Phase II program visits.

Steven Nelseng Phase I Coordinator

Lead role in planning, implementing, and writing up the Phase I Mail
Survey. Assisted with program visits in Phase II.

Randy Nelson
Conducted data analysis of the Phase II classroom observation data.

William Hadley

Assisted with conducting the Phase III Longitudinal Study and with
the write—-up of Phase I.

Rosalind Hamar, Lucinda Wong and Karen Green N

Assisted with program visits in Phase II.

\ Susie Barfield

Responsible for support services and material production-as well as
assisting with project management.

The staff would like to acknowledge the many individuals and procrams
whose cooperation and assistance were invaluable to the Study. First are
several groups which are so large that we cannot name all of their members:

o the hundreds of program administrators who took precious hours away
from already pressing schedules to complete the mail survey
questionnaires;

o the four hundred families who allowed us to come into their homes to

complete the community surveys in the Minneapclis/St. Paul, Denver,
Stockton, and Seattle areas;

- o) the teachers and students in the 120 classrooms who allowed us to
come in and observe their classes on several occasions;

o the numerous refugees who participated in the standardized testing
during the Longitudinal Study in Portland, Denver, San Diegc and
Cklahcma City;




-] the many part-time bilingual staff who assisted us in conducting the
program visits and comaunity surveys in Seattle, Stockton, San Diegeo,
Denver, New Orleans, Minneapolis, St. Faul, Oklahcma City and
Arlington County, Virginia.

In addition to these many important but unnamed individuals, a number of
individuals and organizations who played an important role in this Study must
be added. They are:

Phase I

Advisory Board Members:

Jerry Burns
Thomas Dieterich
Thomas Gilligan
Jim Pullen
Joyce Wilson

Phase II

Consultants:

James Nattinger
Joyce Wilson

Field Test Sites:

Kathy Ali, BET/ESL Program
Committee of Spanish Speaking Pecple of Oregon, Portland, Oregon

Nancy Bennani, Refugee ESL
Portland Comunity College, Portland, Oregon

Tou Meksavanh, Refugee ESL
Mt. Community Couilege, Portland, Oregon

Carrie Wilson, Women's Program
Indochinese Cultural and Service Center, Portland, Cregon

Joyce Wilson
Chemeketa Community College, Salem, Cragcn

Study Sites:

Donn Callaway
Griffin Business College, Seattle, Washington

Rachel Hidaka & D ang Dunning
Seattle Central Community College, Seattle, Washington
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Joyce Rruithof
Edmonds Community College, Lynnwood, Washington

Delight Willing & Sara Hogan
Renton Vocational/Technical Institute, Renton, Washington

Paith Boucher & Joy Dorman
Stockton Catholic Charities, Stockton, California

Mary Ann Cox, Martha Rice, & Jane Casserley
San Joaquin Delta College, Stockton, California

Barbara Douglass
Indochinese Orisntation and Employment Program
c-;t:q city Adulé\?chool. San DPiego, California

Adtunn leLtnc:. Boward & Gretchen Bitterlin
Sa§ Diega Community College, San Diego, California
v\ . :

Janet Gummoe
Adult : n Tutorial Program & Southeast Metro Board of Cooperative
Services, Denver, Colorade

Arvin Lankanau
Aurora Public School District, Aurora, Cclorado

Marilyn Weir
Emily Griffith Opportunity School, Denver, Colorado

Annagreta Hojdahl
Delgado Community College, New Orleans, Louisiana

Sharon Rodi & Charles Olmstead
Associated Catholic Charities, New Orleans, Louisiana

Ron Handley & Diane Pecoraro
Minneapolis Public Schools, Lehman Center, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Pat Hatteberg, Adult Homemakers Program
St. Paul TVI, St. Paul, Minnescta

Vang Sing, Educational Coordinator
Lao Family Community Asscociation, St. Paul, Minnesota

Ken Truitner & Janise Rowecamp
International Institute of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minnesota

Nguyen Dinh Thu & Charles Muzny
Vietnamese American Association, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

Elaine Baush, Helen Range & Kenneth Plum
Fairfax County, Adult Basic Education, Falls Church, Virginia
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Jur~ Rigamonti
Mo. .gomery County Public Schools, Silver Spring, Maryland

Bette Daudu
Takoma Park School, Takoma Park, Maryland

Marty Price
Parkland Junior High, Rockville, Maryland
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Kathleen Schrader

District of Columbia Refugee Service Center, Associated Cathelic
Charities, Washington, D.C.

Joyce Schuman
Arlington County Public Schools, Adult and Career Education, Arlington,
Vizginia

Phase III
Test Sites:

Cihdy Jensen
Integnational Rescue Committee, San Diego, California

\
Gwen Plank
Catholic Community Services, San Diego, Calfornia

N Ve

Richard Butler
Lutheran Social Services of Colorado, Denver, Colorado

Richard & Rollie Butler
Cathclic Resettlement Office, Denver, Coloradc

Nguyen Dinh Thu
Vietnamese American Asscciation, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

Sister Ann Wisda & Margaret Barnett
Catholic Sccial Ministries, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

Kathleen Lowry
International Rescue Committee, Portland, Oregon

Father John Nghi & Father Vincent Minh
Southeast Asian Vicariate, Portland, Oregon

And finally, Allan Gall of the U.S. Office of Refugee Resettlement, who
provided continual advice, support and encouragement to staff throughout the
study.
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To all of thﬁlc who helped the Study, thank you very much. Despite all of
this heip, errors were no doubt made. If so, they are the responsibility of
the authors alone.

We hope that future refugees who come to the United States will scmehcw
benefit from these efforts as they go about learning English.




OVERVIEW

Purpose and Approach

The purpose of Phase II of the Study of Refugee English Language Training
is to dascribe the range and extent of English language training for Southeast
Asian refugees, particularly those recently arrived refugees with little
educational background or experience, to examine factors contributing to
refugee language acquisition, and to outline the effects of programs and
instructicnal characteristics.

These issues are addressed through analyses of three kinds of data
collected: Direct classroom observations; informal discussions with program
staff and participants; and the community survey, which profiles the
demographic and language acquisition characteristics of the Southeast Asian
refugees living in the service areas of the English language training programs
studied. The purpose of the program visits was to observe and describe the
actual workings of particular English language training progranms for refugees:
whe is being gaught. what is being taught, how English is taught, and what
characteristics of programs and classrooms appear to be relatively
successful. The surveys furnish a means for looking at the complex
interrelationships among utilization of English language training, refugees'
background characteristics, and the acquisition of English and adjustment to
American life.

Cities for site visits were chosen to represent a broad range of
resettlement contexts. .Facto:s considered in selection included economic and
demographic characteristics, welfare and other social service policies,

numbers and ethnic mix of refugees in the area, and number and types of

<20



English language training programs available. In each locale, project staff
typically visited two to four programs.

The program visits included highly structured observaticns of six
different classes, each cbserved in three sessions. Because of the study's
focus on refugees with limited educational experience, classes from the two

lowest instructional levels of each program were observed. Classes from the

. second highest level in the program were also observed. In addition to the

classrocm observations, site visits included discussions with an average of
four students from each observed class, teachers of each class observed, and
bilingual personnel and program administrators from each program.

Community survey sites (Twin Cities, Seattle, Denver, and Stockton) were
selected from the eight cities based on estimated size of the target group ﬁn
the area, differing econcaic ahd welfare conditions, and the feasibility of
conducting the interviews; such factors as availaﬁility of bilingual
interviewers and the geographical distribution of target households were
considered. In each community survey site, bilingual interviewers conducted
the surveys in Vietnaﬁese. Cambodian and Emong homes. A total of about 100
eligible households were randomly chosen for interviews in each city. The
number of households interviewed in each ethnic group was approximately equal
to their proportion in the refugee population of the area. To be eligible for
the survey, a household he” to have lived in the local area at least one year
and in the U.S. nc more than three years.

mha findings of the Phase II study presentad ia this dccument are based on
over 300 hours of classroom cbservation in 132 classes, discussions with 423
students and 139 teachers, 17 bilingual aides and 32 administrators from the
22 visited programs, as well as survey data from 421 refugee households
comprising 948 individual adults.

Q1
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Study Findings
Refugees' Acguisition of Englisi

Scutheast Asian adult refugees who have come to the United States display
diverse backgrounds and wide variations in English proficiency at entry.
Using self-ratings of English proficiency, the community survey of adult
refugees entering the United States between mid 1979 and mid 1381 shows that
only 208 bad at least 'su:vi;:l'-level English skills, and only 10% were
sufficiently proficient in Engligh to lcok for work on their own during their
first sonth in the United States. ‘Such proficiency at entry was concentrated
anong certain segments of the refugee population-—pen; younger adults; the
relatively educated; those literate in their native language; those who had
Freviously learned a second language (other than English); and among those who
had previcusly taken ESL, either in their country of origin or in a refugee
camp.

Refugees' English proficiency increases as their resettlement progresses.
Among those surveyved who had been in the country l1-3 years, two-thirds (66%)
reported having attained at least survival-level p:aficiency; and more than a
third (37%) reported having sufficient proficiency for independent job
search. These gains in proficiency are not unifc-mly observed across the
acult refugee population: Previous education, native language literagy, ESL
and/or work experience in the United States are all associated with attaihment
of higher proficiency levels as resettlement progresses. Cutting across all
cf these efrfects are the persistent effacts of age on English acguisiticn,
with proficiency decreasing systematically with increasing age across the

lifespan.
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Refugees' Utilization of BSL

Southeast Asian refugees resettling in the United States have taken ESL in
various combinations of settings: In the country of origin (usually as part
of formal schooling), in camp programs, and in programs in the United States.

| Only a small fraction of refugees received Englisn language training (ELT) in
their native countzies. Until relatively recently, the same was true of ELT
‘otzo:ed in the rzefugee canps. Several yvears ago, only a small minority of
reiugees received any Englishk language training in the caaps. The Community
Survey shows that oaly 10% of the refugees who arrived in the United étatcs
petween mid 1979 and aid 1981, for example, reporcted receiving any ELT in
camp. The few who did attend camp programs in those years tended to be those
who -ad taken ELT h;;o:e in their country of origin--young, literate and =
educated men. In this way one could say the camp programs appeared at that
time to be extensions of the educational systems of SOu:he;a: Asia.

In the United States, meanwhile, ELT had assumed the role of a massive
intervention program. According to the Community Survey, three-fourths of the
refugees entering the United'States in the twa-yea§ period between mid 1§79
and mid 1981 had participated in ELT in this country by mid 1982. Almost all
refugees who do participate in BLYT here initiate participation during their
first year of resicence, with diminishing rates of utilization appearing as
resettlement progresses. As English proficiency levels rise and as employment
rates for refugees inc:ease. ELT participation rates decline. Individuals who
nave taken ELT in the United States have averaged roﬁghly 700 heurs of

training during their first three years in the country.
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Impact of ESL on English Aquisition

Service providers estimate instructional costs in their ELT programs
typically to be about $2 pe:r student per hour (although the figure varies
wicdely), from which ELT provision costs can be reckoned to be in the range of
$1,000 ; $2,000 per refugee during the first three years. Since scme adults
learn second languages without formal training at all, it is igportant to
exanine the impact which this service has on the refugee's development of
English proficiency.

The Community Survey assessed the impact of ELT utilization on acquisition
of the language; it collected self-reported measures of English proficiency
fron a large sample of refugees who had been in the United States from one to
three years, together with information about their demographic
chazacteristics, previcus education and literacy, and their employment and ELT
historcies. i

Demographic variables--such as age--and pre-entry experiences--such as
education in the country of origin, native langquage literacy, and previocus
bilingualism--are the primary determinants of English acquisition. These
factors alone account for a great deal of the observed variation among
individual adult raefugees' acguisition of the language. The effects of
post—-entry experiences--such as employment and ELT--pale in compariscon with
these more potent factors. This is NOT to say that ELT is unimportant: Only
after the effects of these powerful demographic variables and pre-entry
gfperxences are controlled can the effacts of ELT pregrams be clearly seen.

Among respondents of the Community Survey, ELT does have demonstraole
positive effects on English acgquisition. Employment, toc, is positively

related to the develcopment of English proficiency, but the effects are not as

strong as those of ELT, especially in the £irst year or so of resettlement.
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Although ELY taken in the camps has a clear effect on refugees’ initial levels
of English proficiency, BLT provided in the¢ United States appears to have a

stzonger effect on proficiency levels attained later in resettliement.

The Refugee ELT Classroom--A Composite Picture

Although one conclusion of the classroom observations in over 100
different classrooms is that there is in fact no "typical® refugee ELT class,
it is possible to describe the range and variation of the classes observed.
Classes ranged in size from 2 to 34 students, with the average student:teacher
ratio at 13.4, and ranged in length from one to four hours.

A group snapshot of refugee students in BEnglish programs at the time of
observations, Spring 1982, shows slightly nmore males (58%; than females, about
two~thirds of the students under the age of 34, and only about one in nine
cver 45. There is a mix of ethnié groups——-most classes centain more than one
ethnic group. One in five students in classes observed had no previous
literacy skills, and over half of the students had less than a grade school
education. In about one~-third of the classes, literate and nan-literate
students are mixed together to sone extent.

As the results of the Community Survey might predict, observations show
proporticnately more men and younger students in higher level classes and
proportionately more women and older students in lower level classes.

Taaxcher Behavisr-~hat Eapemanzc in 31T Classrcems

Analyses of classroom observaticns show that a wide range cf teaching
approaches, methocdolcgies and techniques are used in refugee ELT; there is no
"cne approach® for teaching refugees English. 1a fact, almost every type of

ESL methodology or approach was observed across programs, from a very strict
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grammaz/tzanslation, rote-learning approach in ﬁse in a refugee-run progzam in
Minnesota, to Silent Way in Washington, DC, and Suggestopedia in Washingten
State. Overall, however, the most typical approach to refugee ELT is scmewhat
eclectic, combining structural approaches (what might be thought of as
traditioral “"language lessons®, focussing con specific grammar points,
vocabulary, ctc.f with sone incorporaticn of more integrated‘lessans using
situaticnal or noticnal/functional approaches. In general, structural type
lessons are correlated more with lower level classes and notional/functicnal
;orce HipE.highI: level classes.

Teachers spend a substantial portion of class time (about 508) teaching
survival, cultural orientation, or pre-employment skills; this instruction is
usually incorporated into the English languaje lesson. The overwhelming |
majority of classes, in fact, are taught in Engli~h and English only. Less
than one in ten teachers cobsarved was bilingual, and biiingual aides were
observed in only one in tea classes.

Teachers in refugee classrooms use many kinds of activities. The most
common activity observed is one defined for the purpose of data recording as
“recitaticn®-—that i{s structured, teacher-directed gquestion-answer or drill
activity in which explicit answers are expected. This kind of activity was
used over half the time in over half of the classes observed. Besides v
recitation, activites are distributed over a wide range; a pattern which
‘emezges, however, is that teachers tend to direct activities more often tcoward
student/teacher interacticns (questicn/answer, listening, teacher/student ccla
play, etc.} than student/student interaction or individual seatweork; which
further analyses indicate tnat the pattern might affect how students use

English in class.
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Although the greatest emphasis in the refugee English classroom is on
spcken Engiish. the use of literacy constitutes a very important element in
ciasszoom instzuction. In fact, in over 70% of classes observed, teachers
presented English in written form at least scme of the time., Literacy is used
to instruct both reading and writing and cral English. Most materisls in use
in the classroom are in fact written materials of scme kind, although drawings
and photos, and "realia” o:.:eal obijects are seen occasionally, particularly )
at the lower levels of instruction. Technolegical teaching aids such as audio
or videc tapes are rarely used. The most commen materials in use are in
ordez, blackbcards, E<ooks and worksheets.

The finding that literacy figures so strongly into instruction is
especially important when combined with the findings of the community survey
that education and literacy area strong factors in English acquisiticn.

Purther analyses of classroom observation and discussion with teachers show )
that teachers do take the literacy ability of their students into account to
some extent when they teach; for example they use more drawings ané photos,
real objects, and require more "physical response®” in classes containing
proportionately more students with low literacy skills. EHowever, ocne-£fifth of
the students in classes observed were not lgte:ate and cne-fourth to one-thiréd
of classes mix nonliterate and literate students tcgether. Unless literacy is
ca:efglly taxen into account in class placement, it appears that many

nonlitecate students may find those portions of classroom instruction whicn

An important overall conclusion of classroom observations is that in class
poth taachers and students are overwhelmingly “on-task”, focussed directly on
teaching or iearning English. There is very little wasted time in refugee

English language classes, for example, cut of an hour of instruction, teachers
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spend an average of 58 minutes in instructional activities. sStudents are
generally paying attention participating in instruction to a similarly high

degree.

Student Behavior--What Students are Doing in Classrocms

The most common student behavior observed in classes was coded as "other
en-cask'-ggnc:ally listening, following directions or paying attention in
some way, but not speaking, reading or writing. When students do speak in
class, they usually use English, although they tend to speak to othef students
more often in their native languages, and to the teacher more oftan in English
than in the native language. Students were observed actually speaking English
only one-tenth of the observati .- time, or about six and one-half minutes per
hour. Student behaviors involving the use of literacy--reading silently,
aloud or writing—-comprise a much greater portion of their time in class than
does speaking: For approximately one-quarter of class time, students are
engaged in some activity involving literacye.

In summary, in decreasing order of time spent, students in classrooms are
listening, reading, = iting, and last of all speaking English, implying that

the primary students activities are passive and literate.

Measuring Student Success in Classrooms

Une of the crucial questions addressed by this stu&y is one that remains
extremely difficult to answer. That is "What works in English classes for
adult refugees®™? In other words, what can teachers do to encourage students
toc speak, read, write, understand English and make continued progress over
time in improved competence? One of the constraints of Phase II of the SRELT

study is that observations could only be made of students in classes over a
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very short period of tine--really just a snapshot. There was no way of

knowing beforehand how what was observed in class was related to “"learning”

over time. However, previous research and observations pointed out a few T
dependent variables by which to measure student outcomes which are observable
in class.

The firast of these, "time on-task" (which as meﬁtiened above is "

consistently high in refugee classrooms), was chosen since "time on-task® has
been demonstrated in previous research to be correlated to learning in
children's classrooms and among adults in lower level basic skills classes.
The second set of dependent variables chosen was student speech -
patterns--clocse observations were kept on a randomly-cﬁesen group of
individuals in the class, and then for the class as a whole, how much they
spokc,.what language.Aand under what circumstances. These variables were
chosan based on an extensive literatiure review of research in ESL. Ancther
reason in choosing these types of speech activities as variables is that they
probably most clearly retflect use of English ocutside the classroom in the
*real world" context. The dependent variable emerged as most informative was
one defined operationally as "spontaneous®™ and "elaborated" speech
patterns--instances in which English speech was used in the classroom by
students cn their own initiative--for example, as a way of communicating in a
spontaneocus way not expressly directed py the teacher, or elakeorating on a
r2szense :équested Dy the teacher.

‘ _
us2 Cof

Discussions witn over 4140 students di14d later rewaal that stucsnis
English i1n classroom was for many the only time they used English at .
all--fully one-third of the students said they never speak English outside of

class. But in those classrooms where more student-initiated spontaneous and

elaborated speecn was noted, properticnately more students said they spoke
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Engliside of class; this is not necessarily a causal relationship, but
it islication that patterns of English speech in classrooms might
reflecutside of class.

G most students' speech acts in the classroom are directed toward
the ¢ however, spontanecus, self-initiated “"speaking up™ in English is
slighe often addressed to other students. This observation, together
with .ions from student discussions that students frequently ask native
Bnglikers for help with schoolwork, suggest that social interaction

pattengst students 3ay be important to consider when analyzing language

use auage learning in classrooms.

Classriables Affecting Student Use of English

Actors consistently emerge as significantly affecting student
spontand elaborated gpeech in class. First, as class proficiency level
changnges can be seen in student speech patte:ns.‘ Students at lower
levelheir native language in class more than students at higher levels,
wheresnts at higher proficiency levels engage in a higher level and
amounlk in English. Higher level students speak "spontanecusly® toc the
teachwsnat more often thaq other students, but gverall spontanecus and
elabcpeech is not significantly higher than\for lower levels,
suggesat proficiency alone is not the only factor at work in whether
studeak in class on their own initiative.

Szlass sice also consistantly amerges as correlated to the amount
of stontaneocus and elaborated speech--as classes get smaller, a much

greatience per student of overall spontanecus and elaborated speech

occurs pattern remains in effect even wnen the effects of class

il Ju
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proficiency level are controlled. The smaller the class, the more students
speak English on their own.

Third, ethnic mix also appears to be a factor in speech use, though its
effects are not as strong as class size. In classes with more ethnic groups,
teachers use less of the native language, and focus mcre on studest/student
interactive activities than in classes with fewer groups. In classes with
more ethnic groups, more elaborated English response was observed.

Regressicon analyses of data collected during classroom cbservations show
that factors Deasured which predict that most variation in student behavior in
classrooms are previous background and experiential factors, the strongest
predictors Peing previous education of students. After education, class size
is the strongest Classroom context variable predicting overall student
behaviors involving speech, and by far the strongest predictor of spontaneous
speech in class. Percent male in class also predicts student bdehaviors, and
weaker but still significant predictors are age and literacy of students in
class. The length of time students have been in the United States does not

enter as a significant predictor of in-class student behavior.

Relationsnips Between Teacher Behaviors and Students' Use cf English ia Class

secause of the correlation between student background characteristics and
student oenavior in classrooms and tf wide variety of approaches and teaching
technijues 1n use in the refugee classroom, 1t is not pqssible to say wnhat
~sor<s oest for all students; in fact, tne importance of individual learning
differences strongly suggest that different teacher behaviors may affect
students of varying backgrounds in varicus ways. Ultimately, therefore,
measures such as those outlined above must be weighed against the goals of

individual students, teachers and programs. If we assume, however, that

12
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increased spontanecus use of English is a desired and appropriate outcome, we
can identify some teacher approaches that appear to influence use of spoken
English in classrooms.

Although much of the variation in class behavior can be accocunted for
statistically by background and context factors beycnd the direct control of.
classroom teachers, if class size and class level are held constant,
student jenerated speech is associated with the teachers use of natural
colloguial speech style, classroon discussicna and conversations, unstructured
targeting approach and with the teacher being on-task, student/teacher role
playing aégivities. and other student/student interaction. These patterns
point to the apparent effectiveness of interactive activities in encouraging
students to use English on their own.

Classrooms with more experienced teachers showed a relatively higher
percentage of student use of self-initiated English. Of the teacher behaviors
recorded during observations, it was focund that one way in which mcore
experience teachers differ from less experienced teachers is in their
decreased use cof "recitation® or structured drill type activities. If the
teacher use of recitation is held st;tistically constant, the differences in
student spontaneous and elaborated speech elicited disappear.vevidegce that
cne way more experienced teachers have found to encourage students to use
English 1s to decrease the amount of recitation activities and increase other
tyres of activities.

Firther analyses of ooservation data, together with administractive
interviews also point to the importance of teacher style in increasing student
participaticn and learning. Teacher and administrative discussicns also
suggest that {actors not directly measureanle by the Classroom observations

cenducted in thas study also influence acquisition of English. These include
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affective factors such as student and teacher motivation, attitude and student
study patterns at home and contacts with English speakers ocutside the
classroom. These variables could not be quantified in the same way as
classrcoon abs;;va:ion data. These factors need to be explored in further

rasearch.

Organization of Report

The :amaindn:‘of this report is organized as follows:
Chapter II, Hcthndolngf, outlines study methods and approach.
Chapter III, Classroom Observation, explains the approach to cbservation
results of classroocm observations, followed by details of specific findings.
Chapter IV, Findings of On-Site Discussions, presents the information
learned from discussions with students, teachers, bilingual aides, and
administrators in 22 programs visited.

Chapter V, Community Survey Results, discusses in depth the analyses cf
Phase II community suzvey results from four cities.

These substantive chapters are followed by appendices which contain copies
o§ data collection instruments and discussion guidelines, and additional
details of definitions, data gathering and analysis procedures used in

conducting classrocm observations.
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II

METHCODS AND INSTRUMENTATION o

Introduction
The purpose of Phase II was to describe :he.e::cn: and nature, ;nd effects

of English langusge t;aining for Southeast Asian adult refugees, and to
identify factors asscciated with successful training. The research plan for
Phase II included use of three sets of data designed to provide a broad
perspective for reviewing classroom training for Southeast Asian refugees.
The data thus collected combines information on the resettlement context and
background characteristics of the target populaticn; the viewpoints of both‘
ELT service providers and recipients and extensive direct observation of
classrcom practices and ocutcomes. The three data sets will be analyzed in
chapters which follow:

l. Classzoom observations (132 classes in 22 programs in 8 communities)

2. Pace-to-face discugsions with program participants, teachers and
administrators (22 programs in 8 communities)

.. Household survey of refugee families (100 households were sampled in
each of four community survey sites)

Classroom Observation. First-hand information was needed on what actually

happens in classrooms. In the programs visitad, staif obsarved numerous
classrooms in session. These classrcem observations providad detailed
information about student and teacher tehavicors in the classreoom and
contextual factors in the classroom. The observations were conducted using a
set of objective instruments, Details of the design of the instrursent and the
results of classroom cbservations are prasentad in Appendix III-A and

Chapter III of this repcrt, respectively.
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On-site Discussions. To further inform the classroom observations,
discussions were held with students and teachers ::a; the classrooms chserved,
and with bilingual staff and program administrators. These discussicns were
informal and usually k-ief. Project staff followed discussion guidelines to
assure comparability of data across sites and among field researchers.

Results of these discussions are presented in Chapter IV.

cémnuni:x_Survezg. Data.callection at program sites was supplemented by
household surveys in four cities. These in~home surveys were undertaken to
provide a profile of the Southeast Asian refugees being served by various ELT
programs in the selected cities, as well as those not attending programs. The
randoaly sanpled households interviewed provided a picture of the overall
demographics and pre-entry educational experiences of refugee populations in
the area and the impact of these factors, ELT training and work experience on
acquisition of English. Details of the design and results of the Community
Survey are presented in Chapter V of this report.

Site Selection. Although the initial research plan had called for

observation of only “"successful®™ ELT programs, no consensus emerged as to what
criteria should be reliably used for identifying such programs. It thus
became necassary to use a sité selection procedure that did not depend on
idicgsyncratic or individual judgments of success. Rather than attempt to
identify "successful" programs in advance, and then cbserve how their
cnaractaristics relata to features of the resettlement contaxts in which they

overate {(2.3.., econcmic and demographic variables), contrastive rasettlement
PR - . ~ . - I -

———— e

contexts were identified in advance. Prospective programs were then selected
30 that a range of contextual factors thought to affect program participaticon

or language acquisition would be representad. These factors included
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exployment rates, welfare rates, degres of refugee impact on the locale,
program availability and type anc éo:ontial ethnic gix in classes.

Preliminary data were collected on 22 prospective settings having
significant Southeast Asian refugee settlements. Most major cities having
large numbers of the target population for Phase II of the study--recently
arrived, little~educated Scutheast Asian refugees--were included for
conaige:aﬁion. A mix of medium and large metropolitan areas across the
country was included, as well‘aa four smaller cities. Both cities in the nost
heavily impacted states as ones in states which are not as heavily impacted
were considered. Areas with different econcnic and employment situations were
included for cansig-:aticn. as well as areas characterized by distinct
policies for public assistance to refugees.

These preliminary background data provided high—level contrasts among
resettlement contexts and program characteristics in prospective settings.

The gross resettlement context was specified by several econcmic and
demographic variables. For specifying program types, a major distinction was
made between ORR~funded programs offering only English language training and
those integrating English language training with other social services.

The following data was collected for each cf the 22 metropelitan areas:

1. Demeographic Context

a. total pcpulation

L. estimated Scutheast Asian refugee population

c. estimated percent cof Scutheast Asian refugees arriving in last two
years

d. ethnic mix of Scutheast Asian refugees =

fcm mm cr—————— e e

2. Economic Context

a. unemplcoyment rate as of November 1l9u.
b. welfare grant amcunts
c. welfare eligibility requirements

30 -

17



— — = . - - R C—— -

i. L age Training Context
a. numsber of ORR-funded English language training programs in area
b. nnnbc; of ORR-funded agencies providing only English language
Ce. n;:i::ngt ORR-funded agencies providiang both English language
tzaining and other services
Using these data, poteh:ial.locnlcl were categorized according to several f;
key contextual and programmatic variables: city size, level of refugee . ‘
impact, ethnic mix, velfare rates and eligibility requirements, unemployment
rates, and number and types of English language training programs available.
Grids were generated, comparing prospective cities in these terms. In
cousultation with ORR, these grids were used to select a set of eight
communities zepresenting various English language training contexts,
geographical regicns and ethnic mix of Scutheast Asian refugees'being served.
Four comitunity sucvey sites were selected from these eight communities.

Table II-l lists the eight metropolitan areas chosen for site visits, and

shows scme of the characteristics used for comparison and selection.

Selecting Progranms

After notifying state and regional agencies invelved, staff contacted ELT
program administrators to clarify the purpose of the proposed site wisits,
request that visits be made, discuss any concerns of program personnel. After
programs censented to the visits, if pessible, selection cf three programs
wizain eacn city was made. In scme citias, wnere many programs were 1n

-

operation, it was not pessible to conduct classrcom observations and visit all

Al

ccograms. IZ a3 caty had many programs (such as Twin Clties and Seattiel, rK
first priority was given to ORR-funded programs serving recently arrived

refugees. If there were many such programs, & choice was made to represent a

|
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mix of ethnic groups served and a mix of institutional types or program
emphases. In cities where the major prograss serving refugees were not
CRR-funded, these programs were visited if possible. Altogether, 22 programs

vere selected for visits in eight cities, as displayed in Table II-1l.
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Table II-1
CITIES SELECTED-=CONTEXT

Total Area

Population
Refugee* Unexployment® Welfare* (High=SMSA
Iapact (as of 11/81 U.S. Rates 1,000,000
City (as of 12/81) Dept. Labor Stat.) (as of 12/81 or moze
Oklahoma City Less than 9% Less than 7% $100 or Eigh
total pep. more per
' pecson/mo.
family 4
San Diego Greater than Greater than $100 or High
9% total pop. 7% m0re per
person/n0.
family 4
No. Virginia/DC Greater than Less than 7% $100 or Bigh
98 total pop. more perc '
person/mo.
family & \
New Orleans Less than 5% Greater than Under $100 or High
total pop. 7% more per ’
person/mo.
family 4
Minneapolis/**
St. Paul Greater than Less than 7% $106 or HBigh
38 total pop. more per
person/mo.
family 4
Denver** Less than 9% Less than 7% $100 or High
toctal pop. more per
person/mo.
family 4
Stockton Greater than Greater than $100 cor Low
9% total pop. 7% more per
: person/mo.
fanily 4 n
Seattle** Greater than Greater than $100 or High
9% total pep. 73 more per
person/mo.
family 4

sCcut-offs for unemployment rates, impact and welfare were arbitrary and used

only for comparing cities across different contexts.

**Community sucvey sites.
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Selecting Classes

Within each program visited, the study design called for cbserving each of
six selected classes three times. Each classroom observation was approximately
an hour in length, so that a total of 18 hours of classrocm cbservation was
conducted in each of the 22 programs. The six classes cbserved, wherever
possible, were selected in matched pairs, two classes from each of three
‘levels (as defined by the prograss) of instruction. BGecause the study focus

was on recently agrived refugees with little prior education, two of the three
levels (four cia:sns) were selected fzom the first two levels defined by the

prograz and one level (two classes; from the next-torhighest instructional

isvel within the program. At each selected level, the classes wers chosen at

rfandom from schedules provided by the program. In some cases, two classes of
equivalent level were not available, and the next closest level claxﬂ was

chosen. In a few programs, fewer than six classes were cbserved due Ea

conflicts of scheduling or the small number of classes offered.
Each class was observed for one hour on each of three different days, so

that the influence of such factors as ethnic holidays, substitute teachers,

unusual attendance, etc., could be minimized. All classas were observed using
identical recording instruments and procedures, described in detail in

Chapter III and Appendix III-A. The staff held discussions with all teachers

of classrooms, and salection of students for discussicd was made randcmly from

class lists in the classrocms cobserved.

The *leveler”®

]

Since ELT is not generally organized into proficiency levels which are

,Standardized across programs, the three different level: oDoserved (two lower,

!



one upper) were not necessarily equivalent across programs. For example, the
highext level in one small program serzving preliterates was less advanced than
the highest‘level ocbserved in a larger community college based program. To
facilitats cross-program comparisons and referencing of classroom behavior to
instructional level, an objective gauge of class "level” was needed.

Since individual testing was precluded in this phase of the study, a brief
class exercise was developed and administered once to each class at the end of h
the third and final observation hour. The exercise was a teacher-led
question-and-answer activity. A list of "everyday” questions of varying
difficulty was designed (see Appendix III-C). The questions were randomly
ordered for each class, and teachers asked cne question of each student,
moving sequentially through the room. The observer scored responses and these
data were used to construct a scale of four equally~divided@ class levels
across programns. Appendix III-B describes how student responses were coded,
and how the synthetic "level® was created. The “"ieveler® data are used
throughout this report to categorize classes observed into rough proficiency
levels for comparative analysis.

Takle II-2 below shows the relationship between levels as defined by the
programs {1 being lowest, 3 being highest) and leveler response rates, grouped

~into four ranges. Leveler data was collected on a total of 121 classes. For

the ramainder of thi- repcr%, instructicnal or c'ass "level® refars to class

A17i3ions =v the researchers' leveler response rate.
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Table II-2

" PROGRAM CLASS LEVEL BY REPORT LEVEL
(8 OF CLASSES OBSERVED)

Leveler Responge~—Report "Level”

Criginal

Program “Levels 1 2 3 4 All Classes
1 15.7 9.9 5.8 4.1 35.5
2 7.4 9.1 8.7 5.8 33.1
3 1.7 5.0 9.9 4.8 ¢ 31.4

All Program lLevels 24.8 24.0 26.4 24.8 100.0
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CIASSROOM CBSEIRVATION

Classrocn observation comprised the largest part of the Phase II program

visits.

This chapter presents the design of the classrocm observations, and

the results of these observations. Detailed procedures for cobservation,

w riking definitions, copies of the observation instruments, and a summary of

data analysis techniques are presented in Appendicus 1I11-A to III-E.

t

The chapter is divided into four sections, organized as follows:

1.

2.

3.

4.

Purpose
Design
Overview of Classroom Observation Findings
Results

A. Classrocom and student characteristics

B. Teacher behavior
Ce Student behavior

D. Factors in variation of student and teacher behavior

E. Relationship between teaching practices and student behavior

Furvose

The goals of the classrocm observation were both to catalog the range and

variaticn in approaches to English language training for refugees and the

apparent cutcomes of this training, and to investigate the far more difficult

and cont:ovarsial question about classrooms: “What works in English classes

for Southeast Asian refugees?" Answering this question invelved finding the

relationship between the kinds of training in different classrooms observed,

and the outcomes observed.

43



To ascertain tne nature and variety o£~language training available for
refugees, it is necessary to describe what actually happens in the
classroom--that is, wac is being taught, what they are being taught, how they
;:e heing taught, and what students are doing in class. ebtaining a valid
description of what students experience in class requires the immediacy of
on—-site observations in actual class:;oms, using data gathering procedures and
tocls which would be consistent across many different kinds of programs and
levels and types of classes. ?k; observations resulted in an overall
description of classrooms, and an account of how teaching content, approaches
and nethods, and student nggaviers vary according to differing classroom
contexrs, levels of instruction and characteristics of students.

The second goal of classrcom observaticn, identifying how student cutcomes
are related to specific £eature§ of English training, is more prcglematic.
First, there is a wide divergence of opinion as to what constitutes “success"”
in language learning for refugees, and how that success is to be measured.
Some measure success by program completion, others by attainment of certain
competency levels, others by whether students gain employment or reach
self~-sufficiency. Second, successful language learning, however defined, can
not necessarily be observed at any one time point since learning impiies a
steady progress in acquisition and use of the language; classroom observaticn
cannot capture this progress in class visits over two or three days.
Therefore, the cutccme measures Or student pehaviors ocserved in class need to

Je as closely related as possiple to language behavior outside class, or they

need to ve closely identified with progress through proficiency levels.

Design of the QObservaticn Instrument

The classroom observation was intended to focus on these classroom

features and teacher and student behaviors most likely to be related to
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language learning. 7To inform the design of the classrocm chservation
instrumnent and to achieve the desired focus, a literature search was
conaucted, and ESL and educational experts were also consulted. Because of
the scant empirical research available on classroocm behavior in the adult
second language training, especially for populations similar to recently
arrived Southeast Asian refugees, the design was also based on research in

second language acquisition, bilingual educaticon and classroom evaluation.

Time on Task or Allocated Learning Time

The single variable that appears most cften in educational research to be
related to student achievexent in class is time on task or allocated learning
time (Fisher, et al., 1980). Time on task can be defined as the amount of
time in class that students devote directly to learning activities, rather
than activities such as socializing, passing out papers, taking attendance,
daydzreaming, etc. In design;yg the classroom observatiocons, then, it was
assumed that the more time anf;ask behavior seen in class, the more likely
students might be to be learning Baglish, and that time on task might be used

as one of the desired ocutcome measures in the study of classroom pProcess.

Interacticn Patterns

"o distinguish on-task vs. off-task behavior, the observers must Know what
benaviors are related to language learning. Cucrent theory and research

indicates tnat stuacent interacticn may make a difference in achievement of

second language skills for low level students and language learning (Seliger &
Guingras, 1976; Seliger, 1977) such as the study's target population. The
opbservation instrument therefore recorded students' interaction patterns--

wnetner they were interacting with others, ang with whom they were



- student's self-generated or “spontaneous™ production of L

interacting. Por newly arrived refugees who have little contact with English
speakers outside of class, these interactions may constitute the primarcy

social context for using Enslish.

Lanquages Used

In the English classes, students’ speach is not always in English, but .
1}. The incidence Sf Ll was therefore
recorded as ancther contextual feature of student interaction. It was‘nat

sometimes in the native language (L

assuned either in the ooservations or the analysis that speaking Ll
necessarily constitutes off-task behavior, but its use needed to be documented

to get a cocmplete picture of possible learning strategies and patterns.

Spontanecus and klaborated Speech

Research on second language acquisition also suggests that certain speech

‘behaviors in LZ reflect successful language learning, particularly a

2 (Krashen, 1976).
It was therefore decided tc track instances of students' spontanecus use of
English in the classrcom. Ancther speech patterzn, labeled here “"elaborated”
speech, was alsc distinguished. Elaborated speech was defined as speaking

English in a lengtny or compiex way, such «s expanding on what somecne else i{n

the class haes said.

Literacy

Spoken English is not the only language behavior observable in
classrooms. Reading and writing skills are both taught explicitly and used as
toels for teachiny and learning. Previocus research indicates that literacy is

an important factor in acquisition of English and use by Scutheast Asian adult
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tefugees (Reder, 1981, Reder and Green, 1583). The observation instrument
therefore recorded student and teacher use of reading and writing in the

classcoon.

Methodological Constraints

Although motivation and other social and affective factors are coften
mentioned as being related to second language acquisition, these variables are
difficult to observe reliably in classrooms, though some of the behavior
resulting from such motivators; such as spontaneous speech and willingness to
ask questions or speak to other students in English, might be measured.

In sunmary, the student behaviors chosen to be measured in the classroom
cbservations were language used, interaction patterns, use of spontanecus or
elaborzted speech, use of literacy, and ovaerall on-task behavior. The
detailed working dcfinitions used by observers are contained in Appendix
III-A. Besides tracking student behaviors, the.clasarcom observations were
designed to :ece:d‘the context in which the behaviors occurred. Therefore,
classroom characteristics such as class size, and physical environment and
teacher instructional practices were recorded during the cb#e:vaticns.

A classroom observaticn context “"checklist" was designed to record the
range and variation of teaching practices for Scutheast Asian refugees. The
information recorded included both content of the lessons, énd appreoach and
technigues used by the teachers. A copy of the checklist and the working
definitions for its use are included in Appendix III-A.

For purposes of the analyses which follow in tnis chapter, student
behaviors were considered the dependent variables, and context factors were
considered the independent variables. Our previous research had shown that
student background characteristics such as age, sex, previous education and
literacy are important variables in language behavior; therefore observations
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als0 noted the sex and approxinmate age of the students in the class.

- Estimates of other background characteristics were nade fron infornmation

provided by four randomly chosen students from each classroom with whom brief
discussions were held after class--results of these discussions are presented
in Chapter IV.

Bach class chosen was observed on three different days, taking 40-50
minutes for each observation gsession. The cbservation instrument was broken
into four sections:

(1) A "Context Checklisi," which tracked classroox instructional
practices, and such factors as presence of bilingual aides and the
physical environment of the classroom;

{2} A "Classroom Spontanecus and Elaborated Speech" form, on which
observers recorded instances of spontanecus and elaboratea speech con
a classroom seating chart;

{3} A Student Behavior Checklist. Pive students were chosen at random
from the seating chart in Section 2-—actual. behaviors were recorded
for one minute intecvals, two times for each student. These _
behaviors were broken down by (1) language spoken, {2) interaction
pactern (with teacher or other student), (3) whether speech was

directed by teacher or was spontanecus or elaborated, and (4) reading
and writing behaviors. Off-task behavior was also noted; and then

(4) Checklist #l1 was repeated.
All observations were identically timed using timing tapes, and all cbservers
used identical procedures for conducting the observations. Additicnal details

of procedures can be found in Appendix III-3.

Qverview of Classrocm Observation Findings
Observations ¢of a large number of classes in many different types of ELT
PIOGIrams miKes L1t poOssidle to uescripe the general range and variation of
instructional practices and student classroom behaviors in Scutheast Asian
refugee classrooms. Although various student behaviors are typical of certain

English proficiency levels, it remains extremely difficult to say for certain
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which student behaviors observable in classrcoms constitute eutccﬁe measures
of :uccaiigul learning.

ubsn:vaé&pn data shows that certain instructional approaches are
associated .with certain types of student behaviors. The backgrounds of all
Southeast Asian refugee students are not alike, however, and what works for
one student may not be sﬁccensful for another. The results of the classroam
observations as well as those of the Community Survey strongly suggest that
student background characteristics have a great impact on language behavior in
class and EBnglish acquisition in general. Because of the varying backgrounds
and experiences students bring with them to class.'ne one ingtructional
approach can be_said to work best for all studenﬁs. In fact, a good deal of
the variation in student behavior observed in these classes can be accounted
for statistically by factors outside the direct control of teachers, including
student age, sex, education, literacy, class size and ethnic mix of stu’'ants.
Nevertheless, some student speech behaviors are highly co::glated to
instructicnal practices——whether these behaviors constitute measures of
*success” depends on the particular English language g:aining goals of the

students, teachers, and programs concerned.

General Classrocm Characteristics

Forty percent of refugee classes are held in the morning, another forty
percent in the afterncon, and twenty percent in the evenirng. The siortest
class lengta of classes 1s one hour, the longest éou: hours=-=-the most typical
class lengtn is hetween two and taree hours.

Coservaticns show that in two-thirds of refugee ELT classrooms the
physical environment is comfortable and appropriate, with no environmental
cetractors to instruction. In the remaining cone-third of classes, there are
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some envizonmental detractors, :hc“g?st common being overcrowded classrooas,
high noise level, bad heating, dilapidated buildings, and presence of children
in the classroom. |

Classes range in size from undez S tﬁ*i: students, with about half of the
classes containing 10-20 students. Thu‘avc:ign class size is 13.4. These
clasies are both smaller than class sizes (student/teacher fatio) reported in
the Phase I survey for programs nationwide, and er than the
student/teacher ratio reported in the Phase I surveys in the particular
programs observed. These differences in reported aag\sn:n:vcd 8ize may be due
to differences oetween enrollment figures and actual ;égcndance, or to
attrition cccurring between the tine of reporting and th; time of
observations, some Of which took place toward the end of terms. The slightly
higher reported estimates of attendance nay skew,estina:es of cost per student

hour, making the official cost appear lower than it actually may be.

Student and Teacher Characteristics

Tn; students cbserved in Phase Il program visits are fairly :ﬁbresentative
of refugees attending programs nationwide. Characteristics of these students
were compared to data collected in SRELT Phase I national survey of loccal
English language training programs for refugees. The students cobserved have
accut the sane distributian between men and women as nationwide--with slightly
more men attending classes than women--and approximately the same age
distriouticn. Sxxty-sgven percent of students coserved were under age 34,
compared to 70% naticnally. The slightly older population coserved may be due
to tne class selection procedure (which selected two lower level classes, and
one upper level class from each program); findings of the observations suggest

that lower level classes tend to have older students.
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statistical analyses show that certain background characteristics of
students tend to be highly correlated both to one another and to the
proficiency level of the classes they attend. Classes at higher levels tend
to contain younger studsnts, nore males, and students with nore education.
Lower level classes tend to contain students with less education and literacy,
and more women and older students. Regression analyses show that the three
student characteristics of sex, education and age alone predict almost half of
the differences in classzoon proficiency level. The length of time students
have been in the United States is not statistically correlated to the level of
the students' classes; "new" students apparently enter at all levels of
instruction.

The ethnic distribution of SoutheaselAsian refugee students in classes
visited is similar to the ethnic distribution of students attending programs
nationwide, representing in order Vietnamese, Khmer, Lao, Emong, Mien and
Ethnic Chinese groups; slightly more Emong, and slightly less ethnic Chinese
are represented in classes observed. This diffezence is due to the fact that
several of the cities visited had at the time a larger percentage of Hmong in
the refugee population than in other impacted areas in the countzry. One-
quarter of all the classes observed serve ohly one ethnic group, while the
remainin. 75% have two or more ethnic groups in the same ciass.

The literacy profile of the students observed is virtually icentical with
tse@ mationa. profila: Approximately 20% of ;ne students ooserved are not

iliterate in any language. The yrevious educational experience of students
;usé:ved L5 approsinateld;y tae séne as tne naticnal average, tiaougyh Coere are
twice as many students in classes observed who had no previous education as
students in programs nationwide, again probably aue to the selection of lower
level cliasses for observation. Thirty-one percent of students opserved have

nad noc previous eaucation, and 614 have less than a sixth grade education.
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Teacher ngggg:g:ist;gg

The average experience of the group of teachers observed is a little over
four yvears. Teachers have gained most of their experience in‘:hc programs in
which they are presently teaching. Mn the average, these teachers well exceed
the average minimum experience requirements listed for tsachers in the Phase I
suzvey. There are approximately twice as many female teachers as male
teachers; teachers of both sexes and the entire range of experience teach at
all instructional levels. Eight percent (14) of the teachers are
bilingual--most observed bilingual teachers are men; bilingual teachers are

present in all instructional levels.

Summary of Instructional Patterns .

Altnough analyses of eiass:eon observation data show that various asp‘cts
of teacher instructicnal patterns change to some extent with class size, level
of classes, and characteristics of the students in them, gene:al instructional
patterns of refugee English language training programs can be cutlined. (The
section of this report titled Teacher Behavior presents the detailed results
of the 20 teacher variables reccrded.)

Teachers spend a substantial portion of class time (50%) teaching
survival, cultural orientation, or pre-employment skills. This instruction is
ysually incorporated into the English language lesson, and is taught in
English. Teachers spend 50% of class time on what might be fegarded as a
traditional "language® lesson--instruction in general grammar, vocabulary,
reading, writing, etc. There is no one instructional approach in use; in
fact, teacning approaches ranging from traditicnal grammar-~translation to
notional/tunctional approaches can be fouad in English classes for Southeast

Asian refugees. The most typical approach appears to be somewhat eclectic,
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combining structural approaches emphasizing discrete parts of language with
instruction in more integrated skiils cof conversation and literacy. |

In the overwhelming majority of classes (S1.3%), English is the only
language of instruction used by‘tho teacher; few classes offer any form of
translation into the native language. Only 8.1% cf the teachers are
bilingual; in just one in ten classes are bilingual aides cbserved, suggesting
that althougn fzt of local English language service providers report that they
use bilingual personnel (SRELT Phase I survey) as Classroom aides, Bnc
bilingual staff person is prodbably shared by many classes.

Much variation in classroos instruction can be accounted for statistically
by the way teachers interact with students, the way they group them, and the
differences in oral or written focus. Most instruction is addressed to
ciasses as one large group, thougn small groups and individual instruction are
occasicnally used. The responses which teachers request and the feedback -they
give to students during class appear Lo encourage more interaction between
teacher and student :a:hc: than between students. EHowever, a whole range cf
other k;nds of activities are in use in ESL classes for refugees, with much
individual variation from tcache: to teacher.

Although tne greatest emphasis in English langquage training classes for
refugees is on spoken English, the use of literacy constitutes an important
element of classroom instruction. Most materials in use in classroom are
written materials of some kind, though drawings, pPhotcs and realia can be seen
occasionaily, especially in lower level classes. Technological materials such
as tapes and videos are rarely used. In over 70% of English classes, the
taacher presents maglish in written form at least some of the time, either as
a means of instruction in spoken English or as a lesson in reading and
WZiting.
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The f£inding that literacy figures into a large proportion of instruction
is important. PFusther analyses of the classroom observation data show that
many teachers do take the literacy ability of their students into
consideration to scae extent, and adjust instruction by using acre drawings
and photos requizing physical response and emphasizing money, numeracy and
time skills in cla:;as with lower literacy abilities. However, one-£ifth of
scudents in refuge« English language classes are not literate. Unless
literacy is taken into consideration in class placement, it appears that many
noniiterate students may find those portions of classroom instruction which
assune literacy s.knls inaccessible.

An important £inding of teacher observations is that teachers axé alilso
very much on task. There is very little wasted time in classes, or time spent
on administrative details. In an allotted hour of class time, teachers spend

2

an average of S8 minutes on instructional activities.

Summary of Student Behavior

Like teachers, students are on~task for a very large part of the class
tine: 96% of student behavior is directly related to instruction, and this
pehavior varies little amongst levels, class sizes, and types of students.

The most common behavior (45.5%) cbserved in classes is behavior that was
cogded as “other con task"--that is, not reading, writing, or speaking. "Other
on task" was usually recorded if students wera listening, paying attention or
following directions. Student behaviors involving use of literacy, that is
reading silently, reading orally, or writing comprise ancther quarter of class
time (26.6%).

Wher. stuaents do speak in class, they usually use English, althougn they

tend to speak to other students in the class more in their native languages
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than in English. Students were observed actually speaking English 10.6% of
the cbservation time, or about six-and-a-half minutes per hour. The findings
suggest that most student speech in class is directed toward the teacher
rather than to other students, but students spontanecus speech in English,
that is, self-initiated "speaking up,” is slightly more often addressed to
cther students than to the teacher. This observation, plus indications from
student discugssions that students frequently ask other students for nelp with
schoolwork, together with the finding that more spontaneous speech can be seen
in classes with more ethnic groups, suggest that social interaction in the
language classrooca may affect learning patterns. Students use not only the

teacnes, but eacn other as resources for practicing English.

How Teacher and Student Behaviors Vary

what teachers teach, that is, the general content and focus of the
lessons, changes little with the level of the classes, though more VESL is
taught at higher levels, and more focus is put on money/numeracy and time at
lower levels. How teachers teach, however, changes in various ways. At
higher levels, teachers tend to take a more unstructured. approach, with
students encouraged to engage in discussion and to call out answers rathes
than wait toc be called on. A significant way in which teachers vary
instruction at higher levels is in the use of literacy. More written
materials are used, and teachers tend to present English more in written form
at nigher levels than at lower levels. At lower levels, more nonliteracy
cased matetials such as pictures and real objecté are used to aid instruction
tnan at higher levels. As might be exXpected, cCertain student and teacher

penaviors change as the proficiency level of the class cnanges.
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Although students at lower levels read significantly less (both orally and
silently) than students at higher levels, they are just as likely to write in
class as students at higher levels. It may be that students in lower level
classes use class tine to actually learn to write, while students at higher
levels may pPractice writing as homawerk and regard writing in class as a tool
rather than as an end in itseif.

Students at lower levels use their native language more than higuher level
students, both with the teacher and other students, whereas studen’.3 at higher
levels engage in a higher level and amount of talk in English. Eigher level
students tend to speak spontaneocusly more coften to the teacher, though the
overall spontaneous speech level is not significantly higher than for lower
levels. This suggests that praficiency alone is not the only factor
determining whether a student "speaks up" in English in class In fact,
students at lower levels we; e seen speaking English to other students about as
often as at higher levels, again suggesting the importance of stuaent-student

interaction in self-generated speech.

Class Size

Teaching practices differ py class size mainly in classroom management
approaches. The data indicate that teachers are more able to interact witn
students individually in small classes than in larger cnes. Further anaslyses
' show class si1ze as having no significant currelation with students' behaviors
which are not relating to speaking. An important difference in smaller and
larger classes is that a much greater incidence per student in overall
spontaneous anda elaporated speech in Englisn occurs as classes pecome
smaller. These data suggest that the smaller the class size, the nore likely

individual students are to speak English on their own initiative in c¢lass.
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Teacher Experience

Analyses of observation data show very few teacher behaviors to vary with
teache: experience. One significant way in which more experienced teachers do
differ is that they use éggg‘f:ecitation' in classes, that is, less structured
drill or questions and answer activity. Classrocms with more expeficnced
teachers show students having higher per student use of spontaneous or
elaborated English speech. If the use of recitation is held constant, the
difference in spontanecus speech disappears between experienced and less
experienced teachers, indicating that one way which more experienced teachers
have found to elicit English speech is toc reduce the amount of recitation type
activity they use. Experienced teachers also tend to use wmore drawings,
photos and tapes than less experienced teachers, and to correct more often by'

recuing students.

Teacher Bilingual Ability

Although the number of teachers in this sample is small (8.1%),
statistically significant differences are noted in-their teaching apprcaches
and student response. Teaching apprcaches of bilingual teachers differ from
non-bilinguals mainly in increased use of the native language in class and the
greater emphasis that pbilinguas teachers tend to place on reading and writing
in class. Bilingual teachers observed spend less time on instructional
activities, aithough the proportion of time on-task is still consistently very

high, and students are scmewnat less on-task in classes where the native

language 1s used.

W
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iex, Age, Previous Education and Literacy of Students

Since student sex, age, previous education and literacy are so highly
correlated to the proficiency levels of classes, the wavs in which classes
differ by level, discussed above, closely resexble the ways in which they

differ by characteristics of students.

Ethnic Mix of Classes

In classes with more ethnic groups, teachers qse less of the native
language, and focus activities more on student/student interaction than in
classes with fewer Sroups. Students in classes with more ethnic groups used
less of the native ianguagn with the teacher, and use more elaborated English
with other students. The differences in student behavior by ethnic mix of the
classes again show the importance of student/student interaction in refugee

English language classes.

Predictors of Students' Behavior

In regression analyses of variation in student behavior, class level does
not emaorge as a predictor of student behaviors but is cyerpoge;ed by those
student characteristics which are related to class proficiency. Education,
percent male, literacy and age are the significant background predictors of
the student behaviors measured. The length of time students have peen in the
United States -lces not enter into the regression eguation predicting behavior.

After education, class size is the strongest classroom context variaple
predicting the student behaviors measured. Class size is by far the strongest
predictor of spontanecus speech i1n classes-—-smaller classes predicting more
spentanecus English speech. Ethnic mix cof classes is also a significant

predictor of penavicr. The only classroom or student characteristic

39

53



significant in predicting time on-task is literacy. These anailyses again
demonstzate the influence of student background characteristics on classroom
use of £nglish, and the apparent positive effect of smaller class size and

ethnically mixed classes on oral English.

Relationships Between Teacher and Student Behavior

Although much student behavior is strongly influenced by background
factors over which teachers aay not have direct control, soxe instructional
patterns are associated statistically with the student behaviors observed.
Correlation matrices were created for ail te;chcz behaviors and student
behaviors measured, and for these analyses were again performed holding level
and class size constantgﬁ éhcse analyses show general relationships; much
further analysis would have to be performed for specific groups of classes to
determine which teaching practices "work" for specific individuals or groups.

Strongly associated with student-generated speech are teacher use of
necural, colloguial speaking style, classroom discussion as an activity,
teacning conversation, using unstructured targeting and teacher being on-task
in class. In addition, with class sizes and level held constant, teacher/
student role play activities and other student/student interaction are ailso
correlated with students speaking English on their own. Negatively associated
with student generated speech is teacher use of nati;e language in class and
the use of :eci:a:ion activities. These patterns point to the apparent
eftectiveness of interactive activities in encouraging students to use
Englisn.

Those teaching patterns associated with students being on—task are tne use
of DOOKkS, classroom discussion, listening activities, and learning to feaa and

write. Associated with students being off-task are individualized instruction,
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teaching of survival skills, the use of overly formal English and teaching
content in the native language. These findings are more difficult to
interpret, particularly since such a high overall level Gf on~task behavior is
seen in refugee English language classes. The only teaching behavior that is
associated both with students speaking spontanecus English and students being
on~task is the use of discussion as a class activity.

A canﬁa:isan of tha same teachers teaching at different levels with
different teachers teaching at different levels in the same programs shows
that individual teaching style may be a factor influencing student behaviors
of tine on~task, spontanecus English speech and elaborated English speech.
These are the same behaviors that are related to teacher experience. It
appears that a teacher's personal style may be impc:tad; in influancing these
behaviors, and as teachers gain more experience, they find more effective ways
of eliciting student response.

In summary, the classroom observations show a wide range of instructional
practices being used in refugee ESL classrooms. Teaching patterns are
correlated with classroom context, including class size and ethnic mix of

class and student characteristics, including background, and age and sex

characteristics, present and proficiency level. Proficiency levei of classes,
in turn, is closely related to educaticn, literacy, sex and age of students.
Teacner characteristics such as experience, personal teaching stylie, and
bilingual capability also influence instructional patterns. Literacy,
interaction ana grouping patterns, language used and integrated vs. structural
approach are important ways in which instruction is differentiated amcongst
classes.

Much cf tne variation in student behavicrs in class, that is, observavle

language outcomes, can be accounted for py differences in student background.
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Sti1ll, variables which may be in control of programs such as class size and
ethnic Rix of classes also appear to influence student cutcomes. Small class
size particularly seems toO be an important detl;minnn: in students speaking
English in class. Teaching practices do influence student language behavior
in important ways and éc:tain instructional choices appear to influence the
amount ot‘English talk students generate and the time in class they spend
on-task. The next section of this chapter presents the data recorded of the
classzoom and presents in more detail statistical analyses of results

discussed above.

Classroom Observation Results
General Characteristics of Clagsrooms
Environment, Instruction fime. In most classrocams, the environment is
adequately suited for instruction. In about one third of the classrocms
visited some detractor was noted, however, such as bad heating, external
noise, Of overc:awded“class:oems.-.Tahle III-1 below summarizes beginning

times of classes observed.
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Table III-l

TIMES CLASSES BEGIN

Number of Percentage of
. Time of Day Beginning Time Classes Classes
Morning gsce 7 5.8
. 0830 14 11.7
..... - 0900 12 10.0
0930 5 4.1
1000 2 1.7
1030 2 1.7
1100 1 0.8
1130 4 3.3
TOTAL 47 39.1
Afternoon 1200 9 7.5
1230 9 7.5
1300 11 8.2
1330 8 6.7
1400 4 3.3
1500 2 1.7
1600 4 3.3
1700 2 1.7
TOTAL 45 40.8
Evening 1800 15 12.5
1830 7 5.8
1900 2 1.7
TOTAL 24 20.0
(;0
A
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Thizty-nine percent of the classes observed are held in the morning, 41%
in the afternoon, and 208 in the evening. As shown in Table III-2 below, the
shortest classes are one hour, the longest four hours. The most typical class
length is between two and three hours. Since classes were chosen at random
from the entire range of the programs' course offerings, this distribution is
likely tc be fairly representative of times and lengths of English classes
cffered for refugees.

Table III~-2
LENGTE OF CLASSES
Minutes | Number of Classes Percentage of Classes

60
75

90

120

135

. 150
165

180

195

210

240

s
beown

. [ ] [} [ ]
VeWHEO®WWW®

(-
o SN OAN DN W
[

[+ 5]
O b
.

[+ 4]
™

Class Size. Average class size observed was 13.4 students. The observed

size is scmewhat smaller than the average class size creported in the SRELT
Phase I survey. The discrepancy suggests that there may be a difference in
enrcllment figures for programs and in actual attendance, or that some
attrition had occurred between the time of reporting on the survey and the
timne class visits tock place.

whatever the reasons for the difference in reported class size and
observed class size, inaccurate estimates of actual attendance may skew the
estimated cost per student, making the cost appear lower than it in fact 1is,
and making it important for administrators to ascertain actual class size to

accurately measure the size and costs of their programs.
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Tacle III-3 summarizes the distzibutiocn of class size. o

Table III-3
CLASS SIZE
Percent of Classes
Number of Students Percent of Programs Observed in Phase II
Per Teacher in Phase I Survey Visits
5- 3 12 28.1
10-1¢ ‘ 23 28.9
i5-19 23 23.1
20-24 18 10.8
25-29 - 10 1.6
30=-34 3 0.8
35=-39 1 g.0
40+ 3 0.0
Mean 13.4

Student Characteristics—Who Is Being Taught

Southeast Asian refugees participating in English language training

programs cbserved are not a monolithic group, but a composite of many
different groups, whose language needs, acquisition, and use may vary. The
rasults of Phase II observations show that refugee students represent diverse
background characteristics, and include a wide range of ages, ethnic groups
and educational experience. |

Sex, Age, Ethnicity. Approximately an equal number of men and women were

observed in classes, with slightly more men attending classes. Most programs
observed contain men and women in the zame classes. The average age of

students observed was 29 years, although students range in age from 18 to over
60. One quarter of the classes have only one etnnic group in the class, even
though most contained a mix or two or three g;oups. Students in the programs

onserved are fairly representative of ethnic groups in programs nationwide,
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with Vietnasese comprising the largest group observed, followed in order by
Khoer, Lac, Emong, Ethnic Chinese, and Mien groups.

Tables III-4 through III-7 summarize sex, and age characteristics of
students cbserved in classrooms and compare them where possidble, to the
profile of students nationwide as zeported in the SRELT Phase I nationwide

survey of English language training providers.

Table III-4

OVERALL SEX DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS

National Student Profile

Classes Observed Phase I Survey
Male 55% 58%
Female 45% ‘ 42%
Table III-5

MIX OF MALES/FEMALES IN CLASSES OBSERVED

Percent Male Percent Female Percent of Classes

g- 9 91-100 3.9
10- 18 81- S0 7.5
20- 29 71- 80 8.5
30- 39 6l- 70 i10.8
40- 51" 50 13-6
SU- 59 41- 50 1¢0.3
60~ 69 31- 40 13.4
70~ 78 21= 30 10.5
80~ 89 1l- 20 1i.6
SU=-100 g- 10 10.0




Table III-6

AGE OF STUDENTS OBSERVED COMPARED TC NATIONAL AVERAGE

1=

National Student Profile

Classes Observed* Phase I Survey
Age 24 or under 29.1% 31.0%
25=-34 37.6% 39.08%
35=44 18.1% 15.0%
45 and over 13.0% 11.0%

*These parcentages are based on reports of four students chosen randomly from

each class cbserved.

zthnicity. Table III-7 shows the ethnicity of students cbserved in Phase

II compared to the national profile. Students in the programs cbserved are

fairly representative of ethaic groups

in programs across the nation, with

slightly more Hmong and less ethnic Chinese than in the Phase II sample.

Table IIXI-7

ETHENICITY OF STUDENTS OBSERVED COMPARED TO NATIONAL PROFILE®*

National Student Profile

Ethic Group Students Observeg* Phase I Survey
Vietnamese 36.5% 36.4%
Khmer 19.9% 15.6%
Lac 16.8% 18.8%
imcng , 15.3% 10.5%
Mien 4.1% 2.4%
Etnnic Chinese 7.4% i1..2%
Other 0.0% 4.08%

*These percentages are based on self-reported ethnicity of four stucents

chosen rancomly from each class.



Eethnic Mix. Classes vary with respect to the number of different ethnic
groups within a class. Throughout this report, whenever ethaic mix is
referced to, it will mean the number of different ethnic groups in a class.
Por example, a class with a low ethnic mix might contain students from only
one etanic background, whereas a class with high ethnic mix would contain
students irom several ethnic backgrounds. Some programs are targeted for
particular students in ethnic groups, and somne classes within programs cffer
bilingual teachers or aides in particular languages.

p

There has been little agresment as to whether classes containing only cne
group aze more or less successful. In the SRELT Phase I survey, for example,
ona factor menticned as detracting from student success was interethnic
conflict. 1In interviews during program visits, some teachers indicated that
classes with only one ethnic group are most successful, while others felt that
a mix of groups is most effective.

Tanle III-8 below shows the ethnic mix cf students in the classes
observed. As the table indicates, one quarter of the classes Observed contain
only one ethnic group in the class, moat classes contain two o¢r three ethnic

groups in the class, and only 8.3% contain four ethnic groups.

Table III-8

ETHNIC MIX OF CLASSES OBSERVED

Percent of Classes

One ethnic group only in class 24.0%
Two ethnic grour~ in class 45.5%
Three ethnic groups in class 22.3%
Four or more ethnic groups in =tlass 8.3%
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Literacy. Table III-9 below depicts the literacy profile of the classes.
For purposes of this analysis, literacy was defined as one year of school or
more, ©r a response by students that they were literate in some language. AsS
the table shows, in 648 of classes, all students have some minimum literacy
skills. In seven (5.8%8) of the classrocas, however, there are no students who
are literate. Classes appear to be divided to some extent on the basis of
literacy skills of students, non-literates are likely to be plaied in classes
with other non-literates, and literate students grouped together.
Approximately one-third of refugee ELT classes countain a mix of literate and

non=literate students. .

Table III-9

DISTRIBUTION OF LITERATE & NON-LITERATE STUDENTS IN CLASSES OBSERVED

Percent ¢f Students Literate* Percent of Classes .

(¥ .8

1-20 0.8
21-40 8.2
41-60 7.4
61-80 14.0
8§1-99 0.0

108 63.6

*sased on reports by four students chosen at random from each class.

Table III-10 shows that the overall literacy rate of students interviewed
15 80.4%. The table also shows the literacy profile of the students

nationwide as reported in the Phase I survey of this study.

i
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Table III-10

OVERALL STUDENT LITERACY

National Student Profile

Students Observed Phase I Survey
Literate in some language 80.4% 81.2%
Non-literate in any language 15.6% 18.8%

Education. Table III-11l shows the educational background of the sample of
individual students pulled from classes observed compared to the national
profile. Thirty percent of the s:udegcs randoaly chosen from sach class have
nc previous education, compared to 15.2% naticnally. The differences in
education are due to the selection of classrocms cbserved—-—more lower level
classes ware purposely chosen. Otherwise, students observed have apout the
same educational background as refugee students nationwide. They range in
educational experience from no previous education to over 12 years. As Table
II1I-11 shows, in over half the classes cbserved, the average previous
educational attainment of the students 1is less than six years, or about a

1

grade school education.

Table III-1ll

PREVIOUS EDUCATION OF SAMPLE STUDENTS

National Student Profile

Years Percent of Students Observed* Phase I Survey
J 30.5 15.2
i=3 9.8 19.6
-0 21.0 28.8
7-12 35.9 31.8
L3+ 2.8 4.2

*Based on reports on randomly chosen students from each classroom
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Student Comggsitfwn by Legel;: Intercorrelations of Student Characteristics

Many student characteristics are highly intercorrelated, and also

correlated with the proficiency level grouping of the class. For example,
there is a stzong positive correlation between previocus education and level of
ciass, and there is a negative correlation found between age and class level.
That is, more older students are in lower level classes.

Classes at the higher levels tend to contain more yocunger students, more
males, and students with more education. Though the exact extent of literacy
cannot be ascertained from the data collected from classroom observations or
the short discusaions held with students, lower level classes contain more
students with less education, and fewe:kliteracy skills, as well as more women
and older students. The middle to highest level Classes are virtually 100%
literate. Seventy percent of the classes at the first level (lowest 25%
leveler responses}ate as discussed above) have more than two-thirds womeﬁ.
Conversely, in 70% of the classes at the highest level (highest 25%) there are
more than two—-thirds men in the class. Ethnic mix does not vary sionificantly
with class level; both hign‘and low level classes are as likely to contain all
cne ethnic group or several. It is important to note that time in the United
states is not significantly correlated to class level, that is, the time
students have been in the U.S. here does not statistically predict their class
level.

Taple III-12 below shows the correlations amenyst various student
characteristics and classroom characteristics. An "o" indicates no
statiscically significant correlation was found between the two variaples, "+°
shows a positive correlation, "++" a strong positive correlation; "-" a

negative correlation, "~-" a strong negative correliation. For example,

looking at class size ana level, "++" is shown, indicating that there is a
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positive correlation between the two, that is, increasing education is
correlated to increasing or higher class levels. The table shows that
previocus education, literacy, average age and petcent nmale in class are
strongly correlated to increasing class levels. Education is strongly
correlated to literacy, and to being male reflerting the diffe:entiai access
to education for men and women in Southeast Asia. For similiar reasons,
literacy is stiongly positively correlated with being male, and negatively
correlated to age, that is, older pecple tended to be less literate in this
sample. Older people also tend to have less previous education, and to be in
classes with more women. Class level is positively correlated to education,
literacy, percent male, and negatively correlated to age. Class size,
however, is not significantly correlated to class level-—there are small and

large classes at all levels.

Table III-l2

CORRELATIONS OF CLASSROOM LEVEL, CLASS SIZE, AND
SELECTED STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Class Time in R Male Ethnic
Level U.S. Education Literacy Class Mix

Time in U.S. o)

Education ++ (o

Literacy ++ o ++

$ of class male ++ o ++ ++

Average age - o - - -

Ethnic mix o Q o o) +

Class Size o Q o] o] Q o

Key: © = no significant ~orrelation

Positive Correlaticns Negative Correlations
+ = p .05 - =p .05
++ = D .01 -- = p .01

+++ = D .001 -—— = D .001
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Regression Analvsis--wWhich Student Characteristics Predict Class Level
A regressicn analysis® of student characteristics and class level was

performed to determine which student characteristics are most important in
predicting class level. The percent of males in the class is the strongest
predictor of higher class level. Next important are educational background
. and average age--more education predicting a higher level, greater age
predicting a lower level. These three student charactaristics, sex,

education, and age statistically predict 47%, or almost half, of the variation

in classroom level. The importance of these background characteristics in
Ernglish acquisition will alsc be seen in the resuits of classroom .

observations, Chapter IV below, teacher interviews, and the community surveys

reported in Chapter V.

Teacher Variables

The teacher characteristics chosen for analysis as possible variables in
student and teacher behavior observed are teacher sex, experience, and
attitudes about certain program features and teaching. Information on
background attitudes was gathered during the discussions with classroom

1
teachers.

*
See Appendix III-B for explanation of data analyses used here.

.Much of the information from teachers was not quantifiable or suitable for
the xinds of data analysis used for classrocm obsecvation, though pos<ibply
important to their behavicr and sztudent response. The detailed results of
these interviews are discussed in Chapter IV of this report.

Q 23
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in the classes observed, there were approximately twice as many female

teachers as male teachers--65.3% of the classes observed had female teachers,

8 .6¢ male, and 3.8% of the classes had team teaching including both a male
and a female teacher. There are no differences in levels taught by male or
female teachers; all levels are taught by both sexes. However, most bilingual
teachers are men, probably reflecting the higher educational status of men in
tnese ethnic groups.

There are no differences in sex of the teacher by proportion of male or
female students taught--that is, men and women teachers are both equally
likely to teach classes containing more men and classes containing dore women.

Teacher experience. Table III-13 below shows the total teacher experience
in ESL or working with rzefugees and their experience with specific refugee
programs visited.

The average number of months total experience for this group of teachers
is 50.4, or a little over four years. Experience ranges from two months to
over eight years, with about a third of the teachers having under two years

experience, a third with 2-5 years of experience and a third five or more

Table III-13
TEACEER EXPERIENCE

Percent of Teachers

Refugee cor Experience in
Months Experience ESL Experience Program
12 or under 14% 35.7%
13-24 months 17% 20.0%
25-36 months 118 16.5%
37-48 months 119 10.48%
49-60 months 14 5.2%
6l+ months 33% 12.2%
Average 5.4 months 34.5 months
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years. There are no differences in exper.ence between nale and female
teachers, and there are no differences in experience in the levels of classes
taught--both beginning and advanced classes are as likely to be taught by more
exper ienced teachers (see Table II-14 below). The experience of teachers
within the specific programs visited ranges from one month to 20 years. (In
these last cases, a few career home-econcmic teachers have been retrained for
a new focus toward ESL instruction for their program, which have recently had
high enrollments of refugees.) The teachers observed have been in the
programs an average of 34.5 months, or just under three years. These data
suggest that most teachers come into the programs with some previcus teaching
experience, though about 758 of their teaching experience has been gained in
the program in which they are currently teaching.

The eaucational background of the teachers or whether they are full or
part-time was not recorded during the site visits for each teacher. However,
information froa a&ministrative interviews and conversations with teachers
indicate that a large proportion of teachers hold a B.A. degree and many have
M.A. degrees in ESL. The results of the SRELT Phase I survey show that 38.5%

of service providers require a B.A. for a full-time teaching position; 7.3%

Table III-l4

TEACHER EXPERIENCE BY CLASS LEVEL

Average Months

Average Months Experience With
class Level in Program ESL and/ocr Refugees
1 28.4 53.1
P 29.4 55.2
3 35.9 55.0
4 33.7 43.9
Mean 32.0 49.4
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requirze an M.A. for part-time teachers. Only 1.3% ¢of programs responding to
the Phase I questionnaire required four or more years relevant expsrience.
The teachers cbserved generally exceed minimum experience requirements of
programs nationwide.

Teacher bilinqualism. PFourteen (8%) teachers observe the use of students'
native langquage for scme portion of the class. 1In the great majority of the
classes observed, teachers are native English speakers, and do not speak any

of the students' native languages.

What Happens in Classrooms
‘The next sections of this chapter deal with the aggregated results of

teacher and student observed behavior in all classrooms visited. Scne
features of classroom behavior vary with different class size, level, and

characteristics of students and teacher. A discussion of how student beBlavior

varies, and how teacher and student classroom behaviors are interrelated

follows the aggregated results.

what is Being Taught

Teacher Behavior. The classroom observation instrument recorded data on
) *
instructional content, approaches and techniques. The discussion below
presents the overall results of the classroom observation checklist, which

recorded teacher behaviors in classes. For each item recorded, the actual

"A copy of the actual form used to track this information is included in
Appendix III~E, as are detailed descriptions ¢f the procedure followed for
its use.

1§12}
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results of the Observations a:§ shown. A detailed explanation of working
cefinitions for the checklist is included in Appendix III-A. 1In the tables
present, the category is shown, along with the possible choices on the
observation checklist. After each possible choice, the ("N") number of
chservations is presented, then the percentage of these observation periods in
which the behavior was noted, "none,” "some"™ (less than half the observation
éeriqd), or "a lot" (more than half the observation period). The choices
anongst categories are not necessarily mutually exclusive-—-for example, a
teacher could use books “"some,” blackboard "some" and tape "a lot" during one
cbservation period.

Lesson Content. Since many states and prograns incorporate survival
skills, orientation and pre-employment training intoc their English programs,
SRELT :taff noted the lesson content of refugee English classes. Topics a-h
in Table III-15 below are those topics which might incorporate American life
skills, or "survival skills®" into the lesscn. "Other®" was recorded only if
the content of the lesson was a non-specific "language" lesson such as a
general grammar or reading lesson.

During approximately one~half class time, the lessons have no cultural
orientation or survival skill content. General cultural orientation or
survival skills are incorporated into the lesson to some extent 208 of the
time. This is followed by employment orientation at 12%. It appears that
teachers generally use a good portion of language instruction time, about 508,
to instruct refugee students in survival skills. Sometimes these skills or
intormation are taught in the native language (as 'i-Ll, content®
indicates), but they a:é usually integrated into English langquage

instruction. Teachers in refugee ELT are indeed iastructing students in
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needed life skills; as the results of the community survey will show, it is in

teaching survival skills that programs seem to be the most effective.

Table III-15

LESSON CONTENT

8. To what extent did the leason content emphasize:

Cateqory N None Some A Lot
a. Madical orientation 686 97.8 0.4 1.7
b. Housing 686 95.0 1.3 3.6
c. Money/numeracy/time 688 93.2 2.2 4.7
d. Transportation 686 96.9 1.0 2.0
e. Shopping 685 56.6 1.0 2.3
f. Employment orientation 687 8§7.8 3.1 8.2
g. Other cultural orientation/ :

survival skills 690 78.3 4.9 15.8
h. &ESL for specific jobs (VESL) 685 98.4 0.6 1.0
i. Lj content 686 87.7 g.9 1.5
j. Other 697 40.9 10.2 48.9

Lesson focus. The results of classroom observations show a wide
distribution of lesson foci, with no one language component receiving the most
emphasis. Some classes may focus only on grammar, others only on conversation
or vocabulary. The smallest portion of time is spent on explicit teaching of
pronunciation, in spite of the fact :hgt site discussions indicate that many
students and teachers alike (see Chapter IV) feel that pronunciation continues
to be ona& barrier to students' ability to communicate in English ocutside the
classroom. These data must be viewed with caution, however, since there is no
evidence that proportion of class time spent in any of these areas necessarily
equals haw much is needed or learned. |

Data from the classroom checklist show a range of approaches and lesson
emphases peing used in refugee ESL classrooms, from a traditional

grammar-translation approach to the use of newer apprecaches such as Total

7
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‘Physical Response and Suggestopedia. The results also suggest that most
teachers sonetimes use structuralist approaches, breaking language into

. aiscrete parts for instruction. The teaching of conversation and "other"

- {which includes language notions and situational English] shows the presence
of a notiocnal/functional or language situational approach also in use in

refugee classroons.

Table I1I-16

LESSON FOCUS

To what extent were the following explicitly taught?

Category N None Some A_ Lot
Learning to read and write 686 6l.5 10.5 28.0
Grammatical patterns 675 67.4 9.6 23.0
Vocabulary 086 57.3 15.2 27.6
Pronunciation 679 8l.0 11.¢6 7.4
Conversation 684 69.0 11.0 20.0
Other 674 82.6 4.3 i3.1

How English is Taught

Langquage of instruction. The overwhelming majority of refugee ELT classes

use English as the only language of instruction, and only one class observed
usec no English at all. Discussions with students (presented in Chapter IV]
indicate that many beginning students have little or no opportunity to use
snglish outside the classroom. The observatic~ that over 91% of classroom
language is English (see Table III-16 below)} is an indication that during

- class teachers are exposing students to the English langlage as much as
possiple.

Besides language instruction, other information such as refugee

orientation, survival skiils, and job corientation is also usually presented in

&nglisn.
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Table III-1l7

LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION

(N = 700Q)
Language of the teacher:
English only 91.3%
Other 1.0%
Englisn and another 7.7%

As table III-18 below indicates, the incidence of teacher use of
formalized English or pidginized, unnaturally simplified English occurs
infrequently. Most teachers use natural, colloguial American English, thereby
providing a model for the language style which students are most likely to

enccounter ocutside of school.

Table III-18
TEACHER SPEECE STYLE

To what extent did the teacher use:

Category N None Scme A Lot
Formal English 606 93.4 4.6 2.0
Natural/colloquial English 494 4.3 3.2 82.4
Pidgin English 607 82.9 5.4 1.6

As shown in Table III-17 above, only S.1% of classes observed had
bilingual teachers. As Table III-19 below shows, some classes alsc use
bilingual aides, who are present in only one in ten classes. English speaking
aides are aiso present in one in ten classes. When aides are present, they
participate in teaching, interpreting or other duties, including clerical help
for the teachers,; taking attendance, readying materials, etc.

The results of the Phase I survey of the SRELT study show that 78% of
local Englisn language training service providers use pilingual personnel 1in

one or more capacities, and 42% use bilingual perscnnel as aides. The
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classroom observations indicate that bilingual personnel are present in only
one in ten classrooms, suggesting that bilingual staff tend to be shared by
many classes in a program. Presence of bilingual aides is not related, in
these class observations, to the length of time students in the class have
been in the U.S., another indication that use of aides may be based more on
availability than student need. Since a few of the teachers (88%) in the
classes observed are bilingual, it again appears that most refugee ESL
students are taught English using English only, without the help of

translation intoc their native languages.

Table III-1S

CLASSROQM AIDES

How many aides were present?

Classroom Aides Average Number Per Class
Bilingual 1
English only .1

AIDE ACTIVITY

To_what extent did aide emphasize:

Category N None Some A Lot
Teaching 352 S$7.7 .6 1.7
Individual tutoring 349 98.9 0.3 0.9
Interpreting 354 §7.2 1.1 1.7
Taking students out

of class 349 99.7 0.3 0.0
Other 384 86.5 8.9 3.0
61
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Teacher Interaction Patterns

Teachers Tanage classrooms in various ways, ooth in terms of grouping of
stucents, interaction between teacher and student, and how teachers direct
students to interact with each other. '

Gzouping. The observations show that most teachers direct instruction to
the entire class. The use of small groups within the class is uncommon, and

individualized instzuction alsc infrequent.

Table III-20

GROUPING

To what extent was instruction addressed to students?

Category N None Some A Lot
As a whole Ggroup 698 ‘ 7.3 13.2 79.5
In small groups 621 93.2 2.4 4.3
Inagividually at their seats 623 82.2 6.6 11.2

Activities. Teachers in refugee classrooms use many kinds of activities.
The most common activity is one defined for purposes of data recording as
recitation, including teacher directed group activities with cvert responses,
such as question and answer pattern practice or other drills of some sort.
Besides recitation, other activities are distributed over a wide range, as

Table IIXI-21 shows.

Teachers direct activity more cften toward student/teacher interactiocn .

(recitation, listening, teacher/student role play) than student/student
interaction or individual seatwork. The rare incidence of testing and
assessment observed may be due in part tc the fact that teachers knew cf the
Séudy's classroom visits in aavance, and generally did not schedule any
testing for days when project staff would be observing their classes.

84
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Table III-21

ACTIVITIES

To what extent did the teacher direct student activitx towards:

Category N None Some 2 Lot
Board work/displays 687 88.4 6.8 4.8
Seatwork 683 79.6 5.4 i4.9
Testing/assessdent 668 98.2 0.1 1.6
Recitation 668 31.4 18.1 50.2
Discussion 681 80.3 8.5 11.2
Listening/coaprehension 680 78.7 10.1 11.2
Role playing~teacher/student 687 98.1 1.2 0.7
Role playing-student/student 685 96.4 1.8 1.9 \
Other teacher airected-—— ‘ ﬁ
student/student interaction 684 87.3 6.4 . 63 '
3.4 12.2 ]

Cther ’ 671 84.4

Targeting. There are several different ways teachers intg:act with
students to elicit response in English. Teachers in refugee classrooms most
commonly chocse a directed targeting approach, asking a pa:tichla: student to
respond. Also common is an unstructured approach in which students respoﬂd as
they wish. Less often, teachers also ask for unison responses as well or work

with individuals at their seats.

Table III-22

TARGETING OF STUDENTS

To what extent aid the teacher use the following targeting methods?

Category N None Some A Lot
Unison 674 62.8 17.5 19.7
Unstructured 8672 50.6 _ 24.1 25.3
Directed 666 38.2 19.8 41l.0
Voluntary 886 -93.7 2.9 3.4
Individual at seat 677 83.6 4.1 12.3
Cther 688 §5.3 1.2 3.5
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Correction. The most frequent correction pattern is immediate correction
of the student by the teacher. .Cer:ection by other students occurs
inirequently. The freguena use of teacher recue (repeating the qguesticn or
giving a partial answer) suggests that teachers are encouraging students to
éo::ec: themselves, 3 skill which may be important in English acquisition and
use outside of the vlassrcom. The data also suggest that some teachers choose

te cocrect students infrequently or not at all.

Table III-23

CORRECTION

To what extent was the corrective feedback style:

Category N None Some A Lot
Imuediate teacher correction 641 44.3 12.3 43.4
Teacher solicitation

answer elsewhere 675 82.1 4.6 3.3
Teache: recuing student 651 55.6 14.1 30.3
otner stucent correction 674 87.1 9.9 3.0
other 665 v2.8 1.2 6.0

How cnglish is Presented. The materials used in the Enclish classioom and

tne medium, wnether spoken or written, differentiate English classes for
refugees. As mentioned previcusly, the written word is 3 very important
component of instruction, though emphasis on oral English is ewvidenced by the
opservation that English is presented orally to some extent in almost all
claéS&su

As tne taple below indicatas, Enclish is ccmmonly presented ooth Qrally

in' in written form, with very few classes isiag no oral English at ail, and

oniy one-gfourth of the classers 1sing ro written English in instructica.
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Table III-24

PRESENTATION OF ENGLISH

To what extent did the teacher present English?

Category N None Scme A Lot
In written form 667 26.3 38.1 35.6
Orally 655 5.2 14.8 80.0
Nonverbally 652 96.0 2.6 1.4
Other 654 98.3 0.3 1.4

Response Required. In over 75% of the classes, teachers require no
written response, whereas in only 123 no speaking is required. Physical
response is required in less than one out of ten classes. Most teachers
of refugee ESL are placing more emphasis cn spoken English than written
English in the classroom. This finding corresponds to the response of
teachers interviewed; more teachers feel speakiﬁg to be more important
than writing for refugee ESL students. Though teachers and administrators
alike frequently mentioned Total Physical Response as a very effective
classroom appruach for lower level students, it is only used in about 78

of the classrooms.

Table III-25

RESPONSE REQUIRED

To what extent did the teacher regquire a3

Category N Nene Some A Lot

Written response 669 72.6 8.0 18.4
Spoken response - 630 12.2 10.2 77.6
Physical respanse 8§73 82.9 4.0 3.1
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The providence of written Englisa in class may presume student literacy.
Remember that the random sample of students in these classes shows that about
20% of students are not literate, and literate and non-literate students are
mixed in some classes. The observation that teachers in 26% of the
observations do not use any writing indicates that the literacy ability of
students seems to be taken intc account by some teachers. Still, the use of
literacy as an instructionail :éol in 70% of classes suggests that many classes
or portions of classes may be inaccessible to non-iiterate students, making

careful placement of these students essential.

Teacher Materials

The observations show that teachers use & wide range of materials in ESL
classes, with board writing, books, and worksheets being used most frequently.
Most materials in use are based on written language. Drawings/photos and
realia are used infrequently, and technological materials such as £ilms,
videos or tapes are rarely used. Taole III-26 shows the ranges and emphasis

on cifferent classroom materials.

Table 1II-26

TEACHER MATERIALS

4. To what extent did the teacner use:

Category N None Some A Lot
a. goard writing 668 49.1 21.4 29.5
b. BoOCKS 668 75.4 §.2 20.4
C. Worksheets 872 77 .2 4.0 i8.8
d. Literacy props 674 92.1 2.2 5.6
e. Drawings/pactos 680 8l.8 4.1 14.1
f. Films/video 681 99.4 8.0 0.6
g. Tape 682 897.8 0.4 1.8
n. Tangible objects 677 92.6 2.1 5.3



Student Materials

In over half tne observaticn periods, students werge using written
materials at least scae of the time. As the table below shows, students
alsc use other materials, but infrequently. In just six clasases observed
did students use nc materials at any time. Again, in the use cof materials
by students, literacy appears to play an impertant part in ESL instructicn

for refugees.

Table III-27

STUDENT MATERIALS

5. To what extent were students using at their desks at teachers direction?

Categery N None Scme A Lot
written materials 690 41.7 14.8 §2.5
Tangible objects 674 56.0 1.6 2.4
Other 680 89.0 3.4 7.6

Qverall Patterns

rFace; Time on Task

Teachers' pace in refugee classrooms averages about one-half hour per
tcpic or activity. Teachers change the focus or content of their lesson
.2 times per seven-minute observation period or on the average of abcut one
to two times per hour. It is important to note that overall teachers spend
over 97% of class time on direct instruction, with little wasted time or

tine spent on activities other than English instruction.
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Table III-28

TIME SPENT ON INSTRUCTION

uesticn Average Number Per Observation
(7 minutes)
i3 How many changes in lesson
content occurred? 0.2
2Q How many interruptions coccurred? g.1
Percent of Time Spent
21 How many minutes ¢f the seven
minute period were spent on

ingtructional activities? 87.3

Factor Analysis: What Patterns Tend to Co-occur

To examine yﬁicn teacher bshaviors tend to occur together, a factor
analysis was performed. Factor analyis is a statistical technique which
attempts to reduce the number of variables in a data set without losing

ortant information. To do this, groups of variables which are highly
intercorrelated are treatecd as a single variable. Each of the new variables
are referred to as factors. The first factor derived accounts for the most
intercorrelation, the second factor for the next highest amount and sc on. In
the technique we used (known as principal axis factor analysis with rotation),
each facter produced 1s uncorrelated with any other factor. ,The names that
are assigned to each factor were cnosen to best describe the important
oehavicr variables which are related to 1it.

A factor analysis of teacher behavior observation indicates that certain
teaching patterns are correlated and tend to occur with others, as shown in
Taple III-21 at the end of this section. The table shows which behaviors of
the opservea teacner pehaviorsg are related to each factor and their
corralation with the factor. The factor accounting for the mest variation in

teacher behavior incluaes items which groupea around factors of grouping and
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lanyuage medium, with GROUP RECITATION as opposed to INDIVIDUAL SEATWORK.

That is, whole group work and presentation, spoken response, recitation and
direct response tend to co-occur, but tend not to occur when there is
individual instruction, sesatwork, taréeting the individual at his or her seat,
and the requirement of written response. Written responses, individual
instruction, and seatwork activities tend to co—occur.

After the groupy RECITATION vs. INDRIVIDUAL factor was accounted for, the
second group of items which emerges are those which might be seen as a
literacy factor, TANGIBLE OBJECTS vs. WRITTEN lessons. In other words, the
teachers tend to present English in written form when the students are using
written materials, and these behaviors tend not to occur when the teacher or
students use tangible objects, or when a physical response is required.

The third factor which emerges after Factors 1 and 2 have been accounted
for is a group of teacher pehavior patterns which could be described as a
focus factor: STRUCTURAL/GRAMMAR oriented vs. FUNCTIONAL or SITUATIONAL
oriented. That is, occuring togather are discussion, employment crientaticn,
Joo specific ESL, and lesscons in which language structure is pnot explicitly
taught, and teacher asking students to correct each cother, while grammar
oriented lessons, and lessons containing no survival skill components, tended
to occur together.

The first factor, GROUP RECITATION vs. INDIVIDUAL SEATWORK, is not highly
correlaced to cthe proficiency level cf the class; these behaviors tend to
co-occur at alli proficiency levels.

Factors 2 and 3 appear to pe related to proficiency level of classrooms,
with WRITTEN focus correlated more with higher levelis, TANCIBLE OB&ECTS mcere
at lower levels., Similarly, FUNCTIONAL/SITUATIONAL approaches tend to be
correlated, with higher proficiency levels focus, and STRUCTURAL/GRAMMAR based

lessons with lower levels.
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Table III-29

CLASSROOM TEACHER BEEAVIOR CHECKLIST: RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS

Pactor 1l: Grouping and Lanquage Medium

Correlation
Behavior Observed with Factor
Group Recitation Instruction as whole group .66
Teacher presented English orally .63
Teacher required spoken response .79
vS. Recitation activity .58
Individual Seatwork Instruction to students individually -.73
Seatwork activity -.70
Targeting students individually -.67
Written response required -.63
Class Proficiency Level .19
Pactor 2: Literacy
Tangible OCbjects Students using tangiblie objects .58
Teacher using tangible objects .73
Physical response required .67
vVS.
Written Teacher presented English in
written form -.71
Students using written materials -.86
Class Proficiency Leved -.45
Pactor 3: Focus
Structural/ Grammatical patterns explicity taught ~. &2
Grammar Other content (grammar or non-survzival) -.52
vS.
Functioral/ Discussion activity .42
Situational ‘ Lesson focus “other®™ (not
language structure .46
Lesson content ‘
employment orientation .42
ESL for specific jobs .42
Teacher asks students to correct
each other .47
Class Proficiency Level .38

R
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Student Behavior: What Students Do In English Classes

Table III-30 bel;w lists the means recorded for various student
bebaviors. The mean indicates the average number of occurrences of the
behavior per student, during the observation pericd. Numbers are not
meaningful, in themselves, but couparisons of the means reveal patterns of
student behavicr in the refugee classroom. Appendix IIi-A contains a detailed
explanation of how behaviors were coded and working definitions of the terms
used in the following section.

Types of Student Behavior Observed. The most common student behavior

observed falls in the category of other on task behavior.®™ This category
includes behavior in which students are on task, for example, listening,
paying attention or écing as directed, but not speaking, reading, or writing.
This behavior occurs over three times more often than the next most common
aétivity, reading silently, and four times more cften than all behaviors noted
for speaking English. These data indicate that on the whole, students listen
in class far more than they speak, read or write English.

Reading and writing are the :ext most commonly obserwved student
behaviors; reading silently occurs seven times more often than reading
orally. J3peaking English, either spontanecusly or at &the direction of the

. “eacher, occurs about as cften as writing, but far less than listening or
r2aading. Znglish speech as a ra2sponse to teacher diraction of some soxt was
3een “wic2 as often as student-generated sbPeech, sucdesting that students in
C.d353ICCMS ara more iikely to use speech as repetition or response to the

teacher than as a communicative medium.
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Table III-30

SUMMARY OF STUDENT BEHAVIOR

Mean
SPAVE (Spontanecus Average) 6.3
ELAVE (Elaborated Average) 0.2
Behaviors:
1. DR (Directed Response) 7.9
2. ST {Spontanecus English to Teacher) C.7
3. 8§ (Spontanecus English to Student) .5
4. ET (Elaborated English to Teacher) 0.6
5. ES (BElaborated English to Student) 0.5
6. LT (Native Language to Teacher) 0.2
7. LS (Native Language to Student) 2.0
8. RO (Reading Crally) 2.0
g. RS (Reading Silently) 15.1
10. W (Writing) 11.5
11l. G (Other on Task Behavior) §5.5
12. CT (Off Task) 3.9
13. Q (Observer Can't Tell Behavior) 2.5
14. QT (Student Speaking tc Teacher,
Can't Determine Language) 0.1
15. QS (Student Speaking to Student,
Can't Determine Language) 0.8
Composite Variables:

ENG (Spontaneocus & Elaborated Var.) 4.6
LANG (Native Language) 2.2
READ (Read Oral & Read Silent) 17.3
? (Observer Can't Tell Language)

On Tasx (1,2,3,4,5,8,9%,10,11) 85.29%
fercent on Task 96.03

The nignar incidence of reading silently, writing and other cn task
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noninteractive tDenavior far more often tnhnan interactive behavior,

One of tne mosc important overall observations of student behavior is

that, regardlaess what students are doing in class, the percentage of time
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on-task iz consistently very high--over 96% of student time is spent on task,

in behavior directly related to classroom instruction.

Student Lanquage

As Table III-30 above shows, like teacher speech, most student speech in
classrooms {s English speech. However, students tend to speak their native
languages to other students more than they speak English to cother st;aents,
while they speak English more often to the teacher. This observatiocn might be
accounted for by the fact that very few teachers observed were bilingual. It
is not possible to ascertain from these observations whether students at their

desks were reading or writing a language othar than English.

Interaction Types

The results of the observations evidence that most student Eﬁglish speech
is directed toward the teacher rather than to other students. However,
students' spontaneous speech in English, which is most likely to be used to
communicate socme need, request scmé clarification, explain, or socialize, was

slightly more often directed ¢to other students than to the teacher. Students

speak to each other in their native language more frequently than they speak
spcentanacusly tc the taacher either in English or the native language. Both
cZ these £inilngs suggest that students may use each other frequently as

L2arning cascurzes 1a class, and that the social aspect of speech may te a

Factor Analvysis: Patterns of Student Behavior

A factor analysis of the student behavicrs was performed to show which

behaviors tend to cluster together, and in what general ways classroom

O«
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behavior varies. The same procedures for factor analysis were used as for
factor analysis of teacher behavior. ]

The £first factor which emerges is READING vs. OTHER ON TASK (listening,
following di:ectiéns). Reading tends not to occur when "OTHER" is
recorded. That READING should emerge as the strongest factor reinforces the
other observations of this study which indicate that an important way in
which ESL classes for refugees vary is in teacher and student use of
literacy.

The second factor is ELABORATED SPEECH. BRElaboratad Average, Elaborated
Speech to Teacher, Asking Questions in Class and cverall level of English
are correlated to this factor. Of all the relationships seen amongst
student behaviors, in 132 classrooms observed in student behavior, behaviers
related to the READING and ELABQRAEEﬁ SPEECH factor accounted for 508% of the
variation seen.

The thizd factor is SPONTANEQUS SPEECH, with Spontanecus Average,
Elaborated Average, and Spontanecus Speech to Teacher tending to occur
together. Pourth is a factor in which use of native language to othet
students cccurred with the "Question®™ category of behavicr, where the
observer could not tell for sure what students were doing. This factor
indicates that observers tended to be unsure of behaviors in classrocms with
more naci /e ianguage sceecn. The Ii1fth significant factor i{s WRITING vs.

Aeyye T ) - - . - - - P ; : . g8
: 2 SeAC 22NaA7LCIS were chservad s IC-CCCurIIlng 3LInillfantly Wit

2TER. e
WRITING, thnat i3, neither speech nor r2ading seem to go ~n «when stidents 1ira
writing., That "2choz was sellom rocorded with wroliing L3 2rokaziy due o
the fact that writing is so clearly identifiable as a task that "Other on

Task" would rarely be chosen by an opserver if writing were alsc happening.
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Factor 1l:

Read ing
vsS.

Other on Task

Factor 2

Elaborated Speech

Pactor 3

Spontaneocus Speech

FPactor 4

Native Language

Factor S

Qther
Vs.

Writing

TABLE III-3l

FPACTOR ANALYSIS: STUDENT BESAVIOR

Behavior Measures

Reading Silently
Reading Orally

Qther on Task

Elaborated Average

Elaborated to Teacher

Checklist Item - Communicative
Speech

Overall Level of English

Spontaneous Average
Elaborated Average
Spontaneous Speech to Teacher

Ly to Student
Q - Can't Tell Behavior

Writing

Other on Task

~)
i

Correlations
with Pactor

8.79
0.53
0.64

0.89

~0.50



variations in Teacher and Student Behavior by Classroom,
Teacher and Student Characteristics

Class Level

As measuzred proficiency levels of classes increasa, certain aspects of
instruction and student response change to ascertain how refugee classrocoms
vary by level. The data collected during classroom observations was broken
down by 4 class levels, as measured by the leveler discussed previously in
Chapter II.

As Table III-32 below indicates, signi:icant ways in which teacher
behavior varies by level is in teacher use\af writing. At higher levels,
teachers present English in written form more than at lower levels; similarly,
bopks are used more at higher levels than lower levels, and s;udents are using
more written materials at the teacher's direction at higher levels. On the
other hand, at lower levels, teachers use more literacy props, suchvas word or
letter charts, and uore tangible objects, drawings and photos. As discussed
above, lower level classes tend to contain fewer literate students, and it
appears that teachers do adjust scme of the materials they use in classes with
nonliterate students, using graphic representations and literacy props to some
extent, instead of using cnly written materials.

T™hough more discussicn occurs at higher lesvels; other classroom activities

ic ~et vary. Iowevez, a1t lcwer lawvels, there are Tore different <Kinus ot
ACTLviTies wnLIn SO AcT Zall ondar oany of tha cther catageriss in o tna
chserwvation instzument and are, thercefore, coded "other.,” The use of

ERIR ‘e 8 A~ I - s < < Al HEP Y e tmrte N mmia et .
1i8€arant Rinds 9f acsalositias Sor lower lavels i1z Tornme sut Dy SiscuroiTod

neld with teachers, who mention that for lower level classes, partlcularly
non~literate classes, teacher-prepared materials are often used, and

innovative activities must be tried.
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At higher levels, teachers use more "unstructured®™ targeting, that is,
students generally respond on their own, without being specifically asked
to. At lower levels, more physical respensevis tequired of the stu&ents.

Teachers use "pidgen®™ or simplified, non-colloquial English rarely, and
then only at the lowest level of instruction. There are no differences by
level cbserved in the number of bilingual aides in class, suggesting again
that the use of aides may be mcre based on availability of aiues than
proficiency of students. There are also no differences by level in the
percentage of time the teacher spends on direct instruction, or the number
of interruptions observed.

These findings demonstrate that teachers adjust their teaching choices
to consider the English proficiency level of the students. Many appear to
be taking into account the background characteristics of students, for
example, by using scme alternatives to literacy for nonliterate students,
and focusing on immediate survival needs such as money and numbers for low
level, often nonliterate, students. The overall amount of literacy used in
the classrooms shows that teachers use reading and writing as a major tool
for teaching English, and suggests that though student literacy i{s taken
into account in instruction, much instruction still assumes literacy.
Though the 2 are differences in activities by level, there are no
significant differences seen in lesson focus. That is, lower and higher
level class 5 are both just as likely to focus on learning to read or write,
grammar, vecabulary, pronunciation, or conversation. Similarly, most
aspects of lesson content do not vary by level, except that English for
specific jobs (VESL) is used more at higher levels, and money/numbers/time
is included mocre at lower levels. What teachers teach does not seem to

change much with levels, but how they teach changes in various ways.

Ve
C.

77



Teacher Behavior--Variation by Level
Table III-32 below summarizes those teacher behaviors which vary

significantly by class level. Only those itums which, when a test of variance
was performed, vary signi:icansly by different levels, are presented here. 1If
an item or behavior category does not appear on this chart, there were 534
statistically si. ‘icant differences in classes of different levels for ;his
behavior. For each item or categery, t&e checklist item number is listed,
then the overall mean for all classes is shown. The mean is computed from the
choic;s: Nene (1.0), Scme (2.0), and A Lot (3.0). Next, the average for each
Class level is presented to show the direction and amouas of variation. The

statistically computed P ratio and correlation coefficent are shown.

Table III-32

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN TEACHER BEHAVIOR BY LEVEL

Check~-
list Level F .
Iter No. Behavicr Mean 1 2 3 4 Ratio Corr.
3 English
presented
in written form 2.1 1.9 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.82 0.25
4 Teacher
Materials:
Book 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.6 3.94 08.30
Lit. P!OPB 1.1 1.2 1.1 lol lol 3012 "0.25
Drawings/Photos 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.2 3.05 ~0.1s
) Student Materials .
Written Materials 2.0 1.8 1.9 2.1 2.3 5.08 0.32
6 Activity
Discussion 1.3 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.6 8.49 0.38
Othﬂl' 1.3 1-‘ 1.3 103 1.2 3033 -0-26
8 Lesson Content

Money/Numbers/Time .1 1.2 1.1 1ll.1 1.0 6.24 -0.36
ESL for Specific |
Jobs 1.0 1.¢ 1.0 1.0 1.1 3.06 0.25
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\ ‘ Table III-32

R Continued
Check~ :
list ' level g
Item No. Behavior Mean 1 2 3 4 Ratio Corr.

9 Targeting of Students
Unstructured 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.9 1.8 3.89 Q.25

10  Response Required \ .
Physical Response 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.0 3.35 -0.30

11  Teacher Speech Style
Use of Pidgen Eng. 1.1 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.0 4.69 -0.26

Table III-33 below lists thoss student behaviors which vary signitiegntly
by class level. Overall, students at higher class levels differ from students
at lower levels in two behavioral categories: elaborated and spontaneocus
English speech,.anﬂ reading.

As night be expected, the overall level and amcunt of talk in English is
signif icantly higher at higher proficiency levels. Students produce more
spontaneous h to theKteachcr, and more elaborated speech to the
students. EZE::::. it is important to note that their overall spontaneocus
speech average is not significantly higher than lower levels, suggesting that
p:afictcncy alone may not be the most important factor in whether or not
students speak English spontanecusly in class.

At lower levels, students are not as likely to expand on topics, ask
questions in class, or speak to the teacher in English, but students at lower
levels were seen speaking to each o:;er in English about as often as at higher
levels. Again, student-student inte:actiop, or aame’social aspect of the

classroom seems to be an important factor in students using English in class,

R
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tegardless of proficiency level. Stndgnts at lower levels use their native
language more, both to the teacher and to other students.

At higher levels, mcre reading is observed--students spend twice as much
time reading at the highest levels than at the lowest levels. However,
students do not write more at higher levels. In fact, scmewhat but not
significantly more w:it#ng was observed at lower levels. This observation is
pechaps due to the fact that in beginning classes students may use class time
to learn to write, while the writing at upper levels may be done as homework, -
or that upper level students may have different strategies for learning new

materials.

Table III-33

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN STUDENT BEHAVIOR BY LEVEL

Overall Level

Behavior Measured Mean 1 2 3 4 P-Ratio Correlation
ﬂnﬂnitﬂm RQSM“ 609 607 8.5 7-7 4.5' 3.5 ‘an
SS——Spontanecus

English to Student 0.9 0.6 2.7 1.2 2.9 4.6 0.16
BET-=Elaborated

English to Teacher 0.6 8.2 0.6 6.5 1.0 3.7 0.34
RS——Reading Silently 15.2 11.8 11.9 16.3 20.3 5.7 0.28
QS--CObserver Can't

Tell Language .

Student is Speaking

to Student c.8 .4 0.8 0.6 1.4 2.8 0.21
Elabocrated Speech

Student to Teacher 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.4 7.4 —
ENG~ Spontaneous

& Elaborated

Speech Average 4.6 2.8 5.1 4.3 5.7 4.7 0.30
READ-~~Read Silently

Read Oral . 17.2 13.7 12.9 18.7 23.4 6.5 0.29
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Table IXI-~33

, Continued
Overall Level
Behavicr Measured Mean 1 2 3 4 F-Ratio Correlation
To What Extent
20 Students
Ask Questions 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.7 4.5 0.25

How many students
were using English

that is:

Mechanical 1.5 1.8 1.4 1.5 1.2 10.3 -0.41
Meaningful 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.2 1.7 7.2 «0.21
Communicative 1.8 1.4 1.7 1.9 2.4 20.8 0.60

Despite difference in student behavior between proficiency levels, there
is no diffarence in the percent of time stucdents spend on task, all
proficiency lnv;ls showing very task oriented behavior.

Teacher Behavior Class Size

Table III~34 below summarizes the significant variation in teacher
behavior by the size of the class. The table is set up like Table III-22
ahovet

Teacher bshaviors vary significantly by class size in certain groups of
behaviors which might be seen as classrocm management approaches. For
example, instruction is brokan up into small groups more when classes are
larger. Also, teachers require more unison response in larger classes,
whereas unstructured response is more comion in smaller classes--it is more
manageable to allow students to call out the answer in smaller classes than in
very large ones. In smaller classes, there is signficantly more recuing of

individual students as a way of correcting them than in larger classes. As
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might be expectsd, these data show that teachers are able to aldress students -
individually more in ssall gl:s:.s-thcn in larzge ones.

Some difference in lesson materials, lesson focus, and content is also
noted by class size. Smaller classes use books more often, larger Classes
‘focus mOre on money, numeracy and time. Teachers of smaller classes tend to
teach more grammar and language structure, whereas larger classes focus on
these areas less o:tin. These are, however, no other significant differences
in lesson focus or contant by class size, suggesting that eiacher decision on
what to teach are not heavily inzlncnc?d'by class size factors, but approaches
to teaching are influenced by class size.

As can be seen from the table below, for some items (those marked with *),
a statistically signficant difference is noted in the teacher behavior in

4
Table IIX-34

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN TEACHER BEEAVIOR BY CLASS SITE

Check~-
list
Item Behavior Mean (1-9) {(10-15) (16+) F-Ratic
2 Group size:
whole group?® 2.7 2.7 3 2.8 5.8
small group 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 5.2
individual®* 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.3 3.7
3 Teacher presents
English orally* 2.7 2.7 2.9 2.6 5.6
4 Materials:
books 1.4 1.6 1.5 1.2 4.2
tape 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 3.7
6 Activities:
seatwork? 1.3 1.4. 1.2 1.4 4.2
recitation® 2.2 2.0 2.4 .1 4.5

*Variance is not linear-—middle group differs

15}
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Table 1II-34

‘Continued
Check~-
list . ‘
Iten Behavicr Msan (1-9) (10-15) (16+) F-Ratio
7 Pocus "other® 1.3 ' 1.2 1.2 1.4 3.9
8 Lesson content
money/nuneracy/ ,
tine 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.2 3.3
9 Targeting - .
m . ’ ' ;.5 1.‘ 1.6 1.3 6.8
unstructured* 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.6 5.4
11 Correction
tesacher recue*
student 1.8 2.0 1.7 1.6 5.0
14 Teacher speech
style:
pidgen English* 1.8 2.0 1.7 1.6 5.0
1S Aide activity *
' ®ot rar® 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.2 3.7
17 No. of bilingual
aides per class 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 1.2

*Variance is not linear-—middle group differs

largest groups. These findings must be interpreted cautiously, as some of the

differences may be due to random variation. In these niddle-sized groups,

more instruction as a whole group is noted, and less individual instruction.

Also, more instruction is given orally and moce coral response is required.

T are is less ssatwork in the middle~sized group, and more unstructured

targeting and discuasion.
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Class Size by Student Behaviot. Classzoom cbservation analyses .do not
show correlation betwestt class size and student behaviors which are not

related to speasking. That is, there are no obsexved differzences between
smaller and larger groups in reading, writing, or "other" (usually listening),
nor in overall time students spend on task. Alsc, students do not vary in |
their use of native language by the size of the class. An important
cbservation, however, i.p that the smaller 'the class size, -the more spontanecus
and elaborated speech to the teacher occurs. A much greater incidence of
overall spontanecus and elaborated speech is also qbu:vcd. These data
indicate that the smaller the class size, the more opportunity there may be
for studerts to speak. f.uge class size ssems not to affect behaviors which
are not related to speech, pQSSiﬁly because they are essentially non-
interactive tasks--that is, reading, writing, and listening da not require the
response of another person.

Table III-35 bolau' summarizes those student behaviors which vary
significantly by class size. The table shows only those behaviors for which a
significant differsnce was found by class size. The tables show the overall
mean for all classes, then the means for each of three class size groups. The

P-ratio follows the means for each class saize.
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. Table III-35

]
SUMMARY QF SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN STUDENT REEAVICR BY CLASS SIZE

Mean

Clansg Size

_(1-a9)

10-15)

16+

Behavior Measured
ST—Spontanecus

English to Teacher.

ET--Elaboarated
Snglish to Teacher

?=-Qbssrver Can't
Tall Behavior

Total Spontanecus
to Student and
Teacher

Total Blaborated
Speech to Student
and Teacher

English Spontaneous
and Elaborated
Total

I'.l Total

Non-English or

Observer Can't
Tall

To What Extant
Were Students
Using English
That is
Mechanical
Communicative

2.6
0.6

2.5

0.2

4.6

2.2

5.6

3.5
1.1

.7
i1.4
0.4

6.3

1.7

3.9

1.3

3.0

g.3

2.3

1.0

0.2

4.4

2.2

5.5

e
«~1 tn
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1.3
C.4

3.5

8.3

C.1

3.0

2.7

T.4

1.6
i.7

194

12.5

7.4

7.5

45.8

16.4

10.8.

3.2

10.5
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Teacher Experience
‘Table IXI-36 below shows the behaviors whick vary significantly by teacher

experience. As can be seen from the table, analyses of observations of
teachers with a range of expezience show very little overall variation in
teacher bshavior by uspe:icnée. Thesa findings do not necessarily indicate
that teaghers do not change their approaches over time, rather that the
direction of change, if any, seets to be different for different individuals,
so that classroom cbservations 4o not show great coverall differences in
tr cher hchavﬁe: by experiences.

Bowever, there are a few items which vary significantly with teacher
experience. More experienced teachers tend to use less ':eeitatioa.' or
st:uetu:e& drill or question-answer type activities in their classes. They

alsc tend to use more drawings, photda, and tape in their classes.

Table III-36

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN TEACEER BEEAVIOR BY TEACHER EXPERIENCE

-

Months Experience
Checklist . 30 mos. 31-60 60 mos. } g
Itex No. Behavior Mean or less nos. or over Ratio
¢ Materials
Drawings/ .
Photos 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.5 3.49
Tape 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 .32
6 Activity
Recitation 2.2 2.4 2.0 2.1 4.84
11 Correction
Tchr. Recue 1.8 1.8 1.6* 1.9 4.35

*Variation is not linear~-middle group differs

?
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Table III-37 summarizes the variance cbserved in student behavior by the
experience of the teachrr. Spontangous speech in English to the teacher,

elaborated average, and cverall spontanecus and elaborated speech increase

RN significantly in classes with nmozre experienced teachers. Since less £requent

’ use of recitation is the most q.‘.gniﬂcant difference in teacher behavior by
experience, an analysis was run to see if the use of recitation might account
for the variation. 1If use of recitaticn is held constant statistically, the
differences in student spontaneous speech by teacher experience disappear.
This finding strongly suggests that one way more experienced teachers
encourage student talk is to reduce the amount of structured repetiticn,
question and answer, and drill activities that they use, and increase other

types of classroon activities.

Table I1IX=-37

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARI.A‘!IOK IN STUDENT BEHAVIOR BY TEACHER EXPERIENCE

Behavior Mean ' 30 mos. 31-60 60 mos. Al

Measure All Classas or less BnOS, or over Ratio Correlation
Elaborated ‘

Average 6.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 3.62 a.l4
Spontanecus ‘

Native Language
to T.&chl! °Q2 0-2 OQS* 0.1 3-36 "0.10

All Spontanecus
Elaborated Speech
. Composite 4.6 3.6 §.7 6.3 5.64 C.24

*P(2,119) Significant at .05
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Teacher Bilingual AbiLity
Bilingual teachers d_.ffer from teachers who are not bilingual in

instructional patterns that have to do with use of the native language and use
of reading and writing. Table III-38 pelow shows that bilingual teachers use
more native language in class; their English is patural and more colloquial
than teachers who are not bilingual. They present English more in written
form, place a g:cnﬁsr focus on learning to read and write, and use more board
wziting than other teachers. Coanversely, they require less spoken response,
do fewer student/student interactive activities in class, and use drawings and
photos less often. Bilingual teachers observed spend slightly less time on
direct iustructional activities than monolingual teachers. Discussions with
these teachers and with other bilingual personnel in programs indicate that
staff with bilingual capa#iliticn often are called upon to do certain intake
and administrative tasks, and help students with daily problems.

The differences in student behavior observed when a teacher is bilingual
mainly have to do with students' uze of their native language. Coapared to
classrooms in which the teacher is not bilingual, students use thuir native
language more with the teacher as well as with other students. Even if level
is taken into consideration, and held constant :tatiitically, the use of
native language is still higher in classes with bilingual teachers at éll
proficiency levels. Table III-39 shows the differences in student behavior
noted when a teacher is bilingual. As the table also shows, there is more
"directed :espcﬁsc' in classes with bilingual teachers, possibly refle ting
traditional teaching methods by bilingual teachercs. &\\

when class size and level are aeld constant in analyses of ways in which
teacher behaviors are related to student outcomes, te#cner use of LL in
classes is correlated to more cff-task behavior.
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Table III-38 e

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN TEACEER BEEAVIOR
BY TEACHER BILINGUAL CAPABILITY '

Teacher Not Teacher P ¢
. Sehavior Mean _Bilingual Bilingusl Ratic Correlation Ry
Language by Teacher 1.2 1.0 2.4 652.4 0.92 ?
Group Size (instruction
addressed to individuals
at seats) t led 1.3 : i.§ 4.2 .18
English Presented in ‘ ’
Written Form 2.1 2.1 2.3 ¢.1 .18
Materials:
Use of Board Writing 1.8 1.8 2.1 6.9 0.23
Use of Drawings/Photos 1.3 1.4 1.1 6.4 =0.22
Activities:
Other Student/Student
Interaction 1.2 1.2 1.0 7.7 -0.25
4 . .
Lesson Focuse
Learning by Reading '
and Writing : 1.7 1.6 2.3 29.5 .46
Content:
Content in Ly 1.0 1.0 1.3 51.8 .55
Reaponse Required:
Spoken Response 2.7 2.7 2.4 11.7 ~0.30
Correction Peedback
Teacher Recue 1.8 1.8 1.3 il.¢ -0.30
Other (including
explanation in L) 1.1 1.1 1.5 20.6
Teacher Speech Style:
Natural/Colloquial
English 2.9 2.9 2.3 48.8 -0.54
i Aide Activity: \
Teaching 1.0 1.0 1.2 5.4 G.29
. $ Time Spent on
Instructional
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SUMARY OF SIGWIPICANT VARIATION IN STUDENT BESAVIOR
BY TEACEER BILINGUAL ABILITY

DR~~Directed
Response 7.9

LI--Native

Language
tc Teache:r - Q.2

LS--Native

Lanquage to .
Student - . 3.0

" -=QObserver
Could not
Tell Behavior 2.5

LT + LS 2.2

Table III-39

Teacher
Behavior. Measurg Mean Not Bilingual Bilingual F=-Ratio

7.4

.1

1.8

2.2

2.0

Teacher

12.0

0.8

3.4

4.3

4.2

4.96

12.84

6.10

2.52

11.75

Correlation

0.20

0.31

G.22

-0.14

.30

Variation in Clgga:can Behavior by Student Characteristics

Sex of Students

Table III-40 below summarizes the signi“icant variance in student behaviocr

by the percentage of male or females in the class. Since the percentage of

males or fexales in a class is highly correlated to class level, as shown in

the table below, the way classes vary by sex closely reseanbles the way they

vary by level, with more elaborated speech in classes with more males, and

more reading in classes with more males.

As with higher levels, overall

spontaneous and elaborated speech is higher in classes with mozre males.

Classes with a higher percentage of females spoke significantly more of

the native language to the teacher in class than classes with more males.

There was an observed tendency for lower lsvels also to speak more of the

native language, but the difference was not statistical;y.signiticant.
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The discussions held with students after class (see Chapter IV) also sh&w :
some differences in reported language behavior by sex, suggesting that for
cultural orc ;;EEEIin:;al reasons, men speak more English ocutside of class.

More men than woaen 1nt¢:yieuod said that they speak to the teacher cutside pt\
class and p:ac:iec English outside of class. Whatever the reasons Eo:'nalea |

- using more English in class, scme of that behavior seems to carry over into

the world outside‘at English class.

Table III-40

. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN STUDENT BEEAVIOR
" BY PERCENT OF MALES AND FEMALES

608 Fenmale 31~-59% Male €608 Male P

Eehavior Mean 08 Male 31-59% Female 308 Pemale Ratio CQr:elation
Elaborated
to Teacher 0.6 0.2 8.5 1.0° 7.16 0.35
Elaborated
31 to
TQlGth 0-2 0-5 001 0.1 - ‘0035
Reading
Silently 15.1 S.9 13.3 21.2 12.88 0.40
Other on
Tuk_ ‘5-5 50.2 ‘503 ‘0.‘ 0-19 -0008
ENG~All
Spontaneous
All Elab. 4.6 3.0 5.4 5.4 6.33 0.33
LANG=-{se
of I‘l to
Student &

’ Tesacher 2.2 3.1 1.9 1.7 . 4.32 ~-0.32
READ--Read
Oral/Read
Silent 17.0 1l.7 14.9 24.0 12.08 0.40
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Literacy and Edycation
As discussed above, students' literacy and education are closely

correlated to class levels they are in, 8o that most of the changes in teacher
behavior by lnvc; also change with the literacy and educatonal background of
the students. For example, classes with less literate students use more
drawings and photos and tangible abje:ts,Eand deal more with money, numbers, -
tine, and lbopp;gg. They ternd also to have more content p:cscﬁted in the

native language, anc more physical response required.

‘Bthnic Mix

Another classroom characteristic examined was the number of different
ethnic groups found in a classroom. From earlier analyses, it was found that
ethnic mix is unrelated with the level of the class, but is moderately goiat.&
_to class size. Teachers in more heterogenecus classes use less of the native
‘ language;vteache:s of more heterogenecus classes increase their use of |
natn:ai/collcquial English. Lecs of their classroom content is general
language or grammar. Use of unison response tenda to increase as the number
_ of groups increases. Table III~4l below summarizes the significant
differences in teacher behavior by increasing mix of ethnic groups in cl.ass.

Table III-42 displays the relationships between student behavior and
ethnic mix. One of the most interesting results is that ethnic mix is
strongly related to elaborated speech between students. In classes with more
ethnic groups, students speak more to each other more in class than in classes
containing only one or two ethnic groups. This £indifig again points to the

importance of other students as resources for practicing the language.
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Table III-4l o
SUMNARY OF SICNIFICANT VARIATION IN TEACHER BEHAVIOR ?i
BY ETHNIC MIX OF CLASS
Number of Ethnie G:oggs
Behavior Measured Mean 1 2 3 4+ P Ratio Correlation
Language Used By _ _
- TelCh‘r » 1.2 1.5 1.1 1.0 1.0 8.9 —035
Activities:
Testing 1.0 1.0 i.0 1.0 1.2 7.2 «19
Bole Play-Student/ .
Student* 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.1 2.8 .19
Other Student/
. Student Interaction 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.1 3.¢ 18
Other Activities 1.7 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.% 3.5 =219
Lesson Focus
Conversation?® 1.5 1.3 l.6 l.4 1.7 2.9 .13 |
* ‘
Content '
VESL 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.2 6.6 .20
Other (including
gramsar, genecal T
langquage) 2.1 2.3 2.1 1.9 1.9 3.8 -.29 )
Response Required
Unison* 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.8 1.6 &.7 26 s
Correction
Other (including
explanation in
Ll) ~ 1.1 l.3 101 1.0 l.3 3.2 -nu
Teacher Speech Style
Natuzal/Colloquial 2.9 2.7 2.9 3.0 3.0 3.6 .28
Aide Activities ' N
Take Students Qut \
’ of c%asa 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.3 | 20
/
L] \\"
*variation is not linear )
f’
a3 | /




Thg use of native language declines as groups become more hetercgeneous.
Thcsultzcnds can be seen in native language speech for both student-student,
and student-teacher interactions. Significant contrasts are also found
between for off-task and on~task variables, and for oral reading. The
differences both for teachers and students are difficult toc interpret and
require further inquiry. In summary, ethnic diversity is associated withr

students speaking English to one another and with a reduction in the use of
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f oy \\ Table IXII~42

\ SGHHARS cr S#GNI!ICANT VARIATION IN STUDENT BEHAVIOR BY ETHNIC MIX

\ .

N ///
ST . Number of Ethnic Groups in a Class

Student Behavior Variable 1 2 3 4 F*
Elaborated/Student 0.2 8.2 0.7 1.8 4.45
L1/Teacher 0.7 0.1 0.0 6.0 5.40
Reading/Oral 1.2 1.3 3.4 4.8 5.91
Off-Task 2.7 4.7 4.6 1.2 3.52
Reading Total 15.7 15.9 19.2 21l.5 0.88
Percent On-Task 96.9 94.8 94.9 98.5 3.11
N of Classes 28.0 55.0 27.0 16.0

Variations in Studernt Behavior bgfreachc: Attitudes, Teacher Gender

An analysis of variance in teacher gender and attitudes toward program
variables and student needs (all discussed in detail in Chapter 1V}, shows
that student behaviors are not significantly affected by these teacher
attitudes, nor by the gender of the teacher. This finding does not mean,
however, that teacher attitudes may never affect student behavior, only that
of the particular attitudes which emerged as a result of the teacher
discussions, no differences in student behavior were noted. The finding that

teacher gencer does not affect student behavior significantly is important--
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male and female students apparantly respond similarly to eithez male or

fenale tcach(::.

Summary of Variation
Table 43 on the following page shows the overall patterns of variance in

student behaviors by claszsroom cha:net:zisti:s‘that have been discussed
above. A "yes" under the cha:ae:n:i;eie for any behavior means that that
behavior did vary significantly with the characteristic. A "+yent”
indicates a positive correlaticn, for example, as class level increases, RS
(zeading silently) tends to increase. A "~yes+" means that the variation
wss\ﬁtstisgically significant, but negatively correlated, for example, as
spontanecus spesch increases, class size tends to éoerease. .

\Ecsidca the differences already discussed above, the table shows Clearly

that éﬁ task behavior, both total and percent oa task, dces not vary with

any of the classroom characteristics masasured.

: #
Regression Analysis-—To What Extent Can Variance in Student Behavior Be
Predicted by Classroom and Student Characteristics

Stepwise linear regression analyses were performed to determine how much
variation in student behaviors were associated with differences in classroom
contexts and student characteristics. The analysis gives an indication

which of the contexts or student characteristics are most important in

predicting student behaviors.*

*See Appendix III-B for an explanation of analysis used.
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Table III-43

REGRESSION ANALYSIS

'

PERCENT OF VARIANCE IR STUDENT REHAVIOR ACCOUNTED FOR BY STUDENT AND CLASSROOM CHARACTERISTICS

+ = Postive Corralatioq

= = Negative Correlation

*‘tium Clamsroom Spontancous and Elaborated Speoch Form

. Total §
Increasing Increasing Increasing Highar & Highar Increasing Increasing Longer Variance
Class Sixe Class _lLevel Av e Age Nale Rthnic Mix Bducation Literacy Time U.S. ccounted Fox

Behavior: }

Spontaneous Averago

{from CSES)* 24 3 27

Elatorated Average "

{(from CSES)*® 16 4 20

&

Directad Response -3 3

Spontanecus English

to Tewcher -8 3 2 13

Spontuncous English

£ Student =3 3

Elaborated Knglish

tao Teacher -9 15 20

Elaborated English

to Student 6 3 9

Native Lanquage

toe Teachor 3 - 6 - 4 13

AN

Niatjve Language "

ta Student N =7 7

Reading--Ozral s 10 5 15

Ruadimki-~-Silent 3 17 20
__kritiig -6 )
Cumpraatt e

All Spontancous &

Elaborated Speech -10 8 18

All Spueaking ot Nutive ‘ ’

&

Lunguage 8 8

All Reading 17 3 20

Faercunt an Task 3 3

Lovel of English 11

{amount & level) 2 -s 30 37 L




Table 44 shows the results of stepwise regression analyses in predicting
s:u&cn: bchqvia:slttca classroon and student characteristics. Values in the
table represent the variance of the behavior variable which can be accounted
for by the classroox or student characteristic. Predictor variables with
higher values were entered intoc the regression equation before those with
lower values. The sign associated with the value indicates the direction of
the :elation;hip between the variables. For example, when predicting the
average apentancnhs speech in a classroom, class size accounts for twenty-four
percent of the variation. Literacy, in combination with class size, accounts
for an additional three percent of the variance. In total, twenty-seven
percent of spontaneous speech average can be accounted for by classroom and

student characteristics.

Summary of Regression Analysis Results Q

By looking down the columns of Table 44, thosc characteristics of
classrooms and students which seem to predict student behavior most strongly
are readily apparent. Class size appears to be an important factor in
students using English spontaneocusly, or in a lengthy or complicated way,
®"elaborated.® Class size does not predict any behavior which is not dependant
on social interaction, such as reading or w:it}ng. or generally be.ng on task.

Many of the stﬁden: and classroom variables are strongly correlated with
one another. This explains why sor of the variables that would be expected
to be important in predicting a given student behavior may not appear in the
regression equation. For example, only two variables are shown to nredict the
average amount of elaborated speech--perceint male and ethnic mix. Elaborated

speech has already been shown to be highly related to class level, this level

would expect to be an important predictor. Class level does not appear in tne
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Table JIT-4¢ “ B

SUNMARY OF VARIANCE IN STUDENT RENAVIOR BY CLASSROON CHARACTERISTICS

Ovarall Increasing Increasing Increasing Taeacher % Nale Increasing Increasing
Roan Class level c Size r iepe Bilingual Class Education Literacy
buhaviors:
1. ol (Directoed Response) 7.9 -yes no no +yes no no po
2. &T (Spontanecus English -, Q.7 1o -yeos no no no no +yes
to Teachear)
3. S5 {Spontaneaus English 0.9 tyes no tyes no , no tyas tyas
to Student) ‘
4. ET (Elaborataed English 0.6 +tyes - ~yas +yas no 3 tyss *yas *yes
to Teacher}
5. kS (Eleboratod i-:nquéh .5 no na no no tyes n no
to Studant)
6. LT (Native Lamjusje to Teacher) 0.2 no no -yeas tyes -yes -yes no
LS (Nutive Language to Studant) 2.0 no n no +yes no -yes ~yes
8. RO {(Readling Orally) 2.0 no no no ne no tyes *yas
by 9. RS {Roadiiyg Silently) 15.1 +yes no na no no tyss *ves
10, W (Writing) 11.5% no no no _ho no no no
It. © (Uther on Tusk Behavior) 45.5 no no no no no ~yes -¥as
i2. OT {Off Task) 3.8 no no no ' no -yes po ho ,
i3. @ (Observer Con't Toll Behavior) 2.8 no +yes nc tyes -yes no no kg
4. QF (Studuut Speaking to Teacher, 0.1 no no no no no no no
Can't Doteraine Languaqge)
15, @8 (Student Speaking to Student, 0.8 ~yas no no no o -yes no
Can’t Determine Language) i
Citaponite Variables: ‘
Btk (Sponteneous & Elaborated Var.) 4.6 tyas -yas +yss no yes tyes +yas -
LA (Nutive laikjuaye) 2.2 no tyas no tyas yes -yes
Koad (Road Oral & Read Silent) 17.3 +yes no no no no tyes ~yes
- ¢ (Uhsaiver Can't Tell Language) no no no -yes tyas
Uy Tauk (1,2,3,4,5,8,9,10,11) 85.2 no no no no no no no
Putcenit On Task 96.0% no no no no no no no
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equation because of its high correlaticun with percent male in the
classroom. As gi:h any set of predictors in & regression equation, the
predictors cannot be considered causes. This is obvious in the above
example. The proportion of males in a classroocm does not determine the
a:nu#t of elaborated spesch, but they can serve as a guide for later
hypothesis testing. |

Two vaciables which do not enter into these equations are time in the
United States and class level. Class level relates to most of the student
behaviors, but its contribution to prediction is overwhelmed b, other |
related variables. Length of time in the United States, however, shows no
important relationships with any of the assessed stvdent behaviors.

Though msany behaviors vary significantly by class level, when all
charactezistics of the classroom are taken into account, class proficiency
level does not emerge as predicting much variance in :gudcnt behavior. It
appears that éhose behaviors which are currelated with :lasa level are
predicted acre by the gender of the students in the class. Even though
gender of students in the class and class level are also correlated, the
regression shows that, possibly, some feature of "being male" or “being
female” in ESL classes is an important variable in classrocm behavior.
Cultural patterns of behavior, different background experience, such as more
education, and differing contacts with English in the United States may be
some of the reasons for differences in behavior, although these explanations
are very tentative.

The gender of the students in class is significant in predicting several
bebaviors; the possible reasons for this observation have been discussed
above. The extremely high pc:cen:agé of variation accounted for by gender

of the students in prédicting the composite variable “"level of English®™ (the
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annnnt and communicativeness of languaye used in class), reinforces cthe
other findings that behaviors may differ by gender. These data do not show
that learning is necessarily different by gender, only that classroos
behavior, which may or may not be transferred oqtsid’ of class, differs.

Average age emerges #3 a significant factor in predicting the use of
native language in class——older students use acre of their native language.
They also tend to be in lower lavel clasacs.‘bue. apparently, their age is
aore significant in predicting whether they uill‘spcak thelr language in
class than their Bnglish proficiency level. Tha community survey data
discussed in Chapter 7 below shovw age to be an important factor in language
acquisition.

T™he ethnic mix of students in class predicts scme variance in elaborated

average, elaborated speech to other students, use of native language, and

ozal reading. Students of diffi:cn: ethnic groups do talk to each other in
class, and these data suggest that the more mixed a class is, the more
likely students are to talk at length to other students in English. 1In
these data, there is no evidence that mixing groups hinders any of the
behaviors related to speaking English to the teacher or to other students.
Litezacy of students in class is significant not only in predicting
"1iterate® behaviors, such as reading, but also seems to affect how much
spontanecus speech students use in class. These data and the finding that
literacy is the only background factor found to predict time on task suggest
that nonlitezate students may not be completely acculturated into the
classroom setting, thereby spending a little less time directly on task,
and, pethaps, hesitating to speak unless directed to. That nonliterate
studeats are slightly less on task may also suggest, as discussed in the

results of teacher behavior, that some parts of the :lass which involve
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litercuy are simply inaccessible to them, and they cannot fcllow Ehc lesson
or stay "on task.®

Previous education is the strongest characteristic in predicting the
behaviors measured, predicting not only reading, but strongly predicting
elaborated spesch, although not predicting spontanecus speech. Of
particular interest is the finding that the less education students have
had, the more writing is predicted in class. Possibly, less educated
students are simply learning how to write while in class. Students with
aocre education may have developed other learning strategies for class than

\\H:iting. Previous cducieian will be shown in the teacher discussions and in
QSQ coamunity survey to be an important factor in acquiring BEnglish beyond ‘F
the classroca.

Time in the U.S. does not predict any of the student behaviocrs
measured. Other experiential factors and features of the classroom such as
class size appear to be far more important in student behav.or than just the
amount of time spent in the U.S.

The coluan in Table 44 wvhich shows the total variance accounted for by
thesc‘class:oen and student background characteristics, shows that all
variables measuring student generated English were predicted quite well by
context and student background. For generalized speech variables, 18% or
more were predicted by these variables. This means that a signifioant part
of what occurs in classrooms is not in the direct contzol of the teacher,

- although the teacher should be aware of their effects on genavio:.
Smaller class size and more ethnically mixed classes are related to more
Engiish speech in class. Szall class size in particular appears to have a
positive effect on speaking English. Regression analysis results for each

variable measured are discussed below.
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Spontgnecus Averaqge. Spontanecus Speech Average, as measured by the
Class Spontanecus .anéd Elaborated Speech ebsa:vatian.to:n (see observation
instrument Appendix III-E and explanation in Chapter II), is predicted
strongly by class size, with smaller class p:idicting more spontanecus
speech. Literacy «lso predicts spontanecus average, with more literate
classes speaking more, but the effects of literacy are much 1§ss than the
effects of class size.

mgg;tﬁ Average. The percentage of males in the class is the
stzongest predictor of elaborated average, meas'red by the Class Spontaneous
and BEilaborated Speech observation form. E;abo:at.d speech is also predicted
by the ethnic mix of the classes, classes with more ethnic groups predict ng
scmewvhat more elaborated speech.

Directed Response. 15; only p:edicto:'of variance for directed response
is gender of students-—classes with more women predicted more di:ectad‘
response, though this variable only accounts for 3% of the total variance in
dizected response, suggesting that tercher direction may be more important
than student or classroom characteristics in predicting this behavior.

Spontanecus English to Teacher. As with Spontanecus Average, class
size, followed by literacy, predicted together 118 of the variance on this
behavior measure.

Elaborated English to Teacher. The education of students in the class
is the strongest predictor of Eiabo:ated English to Teacher, accounting for
158 of the total variance in this behavior—the higher the education, the
more alaborated speech to teacher observed. Class size alsc predicts
elaborated 2nglish to teacher, accounting for 5% of the variance. The

smaller the class size, the more elaborated speech is likely to occur.
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Elaborated English to Student. The characteristics et'elasses or
students which predict elaborated English to other students are the ethnic
zix of the class (63) and the li:::acy of the students (3%). In classes
with more elaborated English, there are likely to be more ethnic groups andv
students with a higher litezacy rate. .

Native Lanquage to Teacher. Th:cg characteristics are significant in
predicting the amount of native language spoken to the teacher--the
pc:eentagg of males in the class (-6%), the ethanic mix of the class (~4%),
and the class size (+3%). Classes with more women, fewer ethnic groups, and
greater numbers of students #:n associated with speaking mo:é of their
native langage to the teacher.

Native Lanquaqe to Student., Literacy is the only signficant predictor

of the use of the native language - other students, and predicted 7% of the-

total variance in this behavior. In classes where students axe‘less
literate, more speaking of the native language to other students is likely
to occur.

Reading Orally. Bigher ethnic mix accounts for 1l08% of the variance in
zeading orally, and literacy 5%.

Reading Silently. X . sation of students is a sﬁ:ong predictor in
vhether students read silently i{n class, predicting 17% of the total
variance in reading silently. Three percent of the variance is predicted by
a higher percentage of males in the class.

Writing. Education was the only sigificané predictor of writing in
class—i{t predicted 6% of the variance. It is important to note that the
less the education of the students in the class, the more writing was

predicted,
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Spontaneocus and xiabc:a:ed Speech. The occurrence of spontanecus or
elaborated spesch is again strongly predicted by smaller class iize'{leiltk
and increasing education of students (8%).

All Speaking of Native Lanquage. When speaking native language to
teacher and speaking native language to other students are combined, ncne of
the characteristics which predicted the separated behaviors energe as
significant, rather, only age predicts overall speech in the native
language, with older classes speaking more native language, accounting for
8% of the total va:innc‘.

All Reading. Reading orally plus reading silently are together
predicted only by educaticnal leval of the studeants (178} and percentage of
‘nales (38); in this combined variable, ethnic mix drops cut as a predictor
of reading.

Level of English. This composite variable is taken from the classroom
observation checklist, and combines the level of English (mechanicai,
meaningful, or communicative) with the overall amount of student talk in
class-——a higher "level of English" as neasured here would be one in which
more communicative speech was occurring, in greater amounts. A very strong
predicto: of the level of English is the percentage of males in the class
(30%), weaker but significant predictors are class level (28) and average
age (5%). Classes with more males, in higher levels, and younger students
would likely have a higher composite "level of English.®

Percentage cf Student Time on Task. Though no characteristic of classes

or students strongly predicted time on task, literacy of students in class

was the only predictor, (3%).
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Relationships Between Classroom Instruction and Student Behavior
The data di-cussed above show that much student behavior may be

detersined by previous experiences over which a teacher has no dirzect
contzol. In this section, the correlations between the teacher behaviorcs
observed and the student behaviors observed will be analysed, to determine

which teacher behaviors are related to vwhat students do.

To examine how different instructional approaches influence what
students do in the classrocm, the vacriables from the Classroom ehocklist.
(teachar bchaviezsj were correlated with information ttdn the student
bchav;c:s and observations of spontanecus and elaborated speech. Results
from this analysis will {lluminate general trends, but will not be |
particularly sensitive to weak relationships. The context variables which
were aore closely associated with the student behaviors were examined .in a
sigilar manner, but were 00 ganiral to use in this analysis.

The values from the classroom checklist are means of the two
observations over three days. The sane is tcue of the student behavior
variables. Four analyses were conducted. Correlation matrices were
coaputed for the :n:ign unaltered data set, for the data after holding class
level constant, after holding class size éanstant. and after accounting for
the joint influence of class size and level. <Class size and level of the
class have been identified as important influences on teacher and student
benavior throughout this study. Controlling for their influences is |
important because it enables examination of the underlying relationships
between instruction and student behavior. To simplify the correlation
matrices, only correlations above 0.15 were considered. This.was

approximately the level required for statistical significance, and indicates
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that over two percent of one variable can be predicted by the other.
Correlations of note were broken into three categories: (a) betwen 0.15 and
0.25 were considered weak, (b) between 0.25 and 0.33 were considered
moderate and (c) above 0.33 were considered strong. Most of the conclusions

cited in this analysis are based on moderate or strong relationships.

Classroom Practices Correlated with Students Speaking English
The first group of student behaviors considered student-generated or

elaborated English speech. The instructional apﬁ:aachcs and techniques
which are most strongly associated with student speech are: oral
presentation of English, classroom discussion, the use of books, teaching to
read- and wrgsc and conversation, unstructured targeting, instruction in
grammatical ;attc:na. requiring spoken responses, using recue as a8 feedback
style, using natural Bnglisa in the classroom, and teacher being on—task.
Classroca practices not associated with student English speech were:

teacher use of native xanguaéc.‘:eeitation, unison targeting, instruction in
money, numeracy or time, the presence of English-speaking aides and
instruction in native language content.

Many of these results seem self-evident and others are difficult to make
sense of. Part of the difficulty can be explained by the influence of class
level. EBigher level classes tend to have more studnnt-gcnerated’speech.
Therefore, some of the characteristics of the higher level classes are
correlated with English speech. Similarly, ena:aegc:istics of lower level
classes are associated with a lack of student English speech.

To adjust for the intluences; the effect of class level was accounted
for statistically. When class level is held con::antf classroom practices
found toc be associated with student generated speech were: oral response,
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discussion, unspecified deskwork, conversation, unstructured targeting, use
of natural English and being on~task. Not associated with student English
speech were: use of L., boardwriting and unison targeting.

Just as some methods otﬂinle:uction are found only in upper level

classes, some are used primarily in small classes. Classroom Ranagement zay

prohibit large groups from doing what may work well in smaller classes. The
combined effects of class size and level on students' English speech amends
the above 1i. 1en further. When class size and class level are held
constant, successful in eliciting speech were: use of discussion,
teacher/student role playing, ather student-student int‘:actians.‘
conversation, unstructured targeting, the use of natural English and being
on-task. HNotice that socially interactive activities seem to enccurage use
of English, while associated with a lack of ;tudcnt-genq:ated speech vere
recitation (structured drills) and the use of native language. These
findings are not su:prisiﬁg. but lay the'g:ounduark for further inquiry. Of
greater interest is what ;anhing methods elicit student speech at different

levels of instruction; this analysis was not performed.

Classroom Practices Associated with On-Task Behavior

The second issue examined locks at which teacher behaviors are
associated with students being on-task. After accounting for the influences
of class size and class level, the téaching patterns most associated with
being on-task are: the use of books, discusaie#. listening activities and
learning to read and write. Associated with students being off-task are
individualized instruction, the teaching of survival skills, the use of

overly formal English and teaching in the native language content. However,
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the cverall amocunt of on~task activity was very high, that is, almcost all
activities that were observed show a high level of student involvement. T§¢
activities with lauei student involvement are those that don't keep all
students actively inteczested through a lack of petsenal participation or

-

relevancy.

Influe ' of Teaching Style

To this point, this chapter has been examining teaching practices and
conditions, student behaviors and attitudes, and the :elatfgnlhip between
them. As a result, :an; teaching practices that appear to be zelated to
student-generated English speech and working on—-task have been identified.
The same teaching methods do not work equally well Eaf everyone, however.
It is well documented that teaching style is also an important component in
teaching effectiveness.

Teaching style may be defined as the methods and techniques that
tsachers have chosen and developed that characterize their approach to
teaching. Teachers develop patterns of teaching methods for a number of
reasons. Their tcachihg approach may reflect what has worked most
effectively for them in the past. Or pechaps it may reflect the materials
which are available for use in the classroom, or the program's educational
philosophy. Teaching styles are influenced by the teache:'s personality and
experience, by the subject being taught, by the students ;nd their
interaction with the teacher, by the physical conditions within the
classzroom, and by the larger social context in which the instruction takes
place. Thus, teaching styles are adaptive behaviors by teachers which may

differ in overail effectiveness.
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To examine what classzoom practices teachers bring with them from class
to class, we glosely examined the teachers who were observed teaching in
acre than one classroom. During the study, nine teachers were observed
teaching classes at §if£¢:cnt levels. To study these teachers' patterns of
behaviors, tnoi:Aela:::aal methods were eolpcfud with the teachers who
. taught classes in the progranm at the same levels. In this analysis, the
levels originally assigned to the classrocmus by the program were used,
instead of the new levels which were determined through classroom
observation. Appendix ix_:—n expiains in detail the procedures for this
analysis, and charts the statistical esults.

There were certain teaching practices which were found to have lower
variances for the duplicate group than for the ;ampatiscn group. I;*ctﬁe:
words, the fallewing practices were things teachers took with them from
class to class :cga:dlcgs of level taught: (1) the use of literacy props,
{2} the use of tapes, (3) navin§ discussions in the classroca, (4) using
rocle playing between the student and teacher, (5) instruction in grammatical
patterns, (6) instruction in ;ocabula:y, {(7) work on pronunciation, and (8)
certain t,pes of feedback styles. Theic variables fall into three broad
categories: (1} the use éf materials, (2) lesson activities and (3)
emphasis on formal English skills. In these categories, teacher style
appears important. Since the comparison group is composed of teachers in
the same programs who are teaching students at camparable.levcls, the
external sources which cbuld account for these results are largely
controlled. It is also important to note where differences between the
groups do not occur. The two groups do not vary in size of class, methrods
of English presentatiocn, methods of targeting, lesson content or the nature
of the student response required.
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The student behaviocrcs which are more consistent for the group of

~ duplicates were (1) time on task, (2) spcntanegus English speech, ard

(3) elaborated English speech. These three student behaviors are probably
the most important dependent variables measured in this study, and all are
heavily inflhlnced by toachc:'stylc.‘ Recall that teacher experience also
was related to these bshaviors. It appears then that a teacher's personal
tesaching style is a very important influence on student behavicrs and that
as teachers gain more experience, they f£ind more effective methods for
producing student-generated speech and other on~task activities.

At this point it is important to interject a word of caution. These

results are based on a very small number of teachers. The study was not

"designed to give a full analysis of this question and the teachers used in

the analysis were included largely by chance and not design. The results
are interesting, but should be regarded as an initial inquiry rather than a

final analysis.
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FINDINGS OF ON~SITE DISCUSSIONS
Discussions with students, teacheri, bilingual personnel and
administrators were held at each program visited. This chapter presents the

results of thc;c discussions.

D ions with Students
Discussions with students were held to gather background information on

students in the classroom coserved, ascertain reagons f£or program
participation, find out individual attitudes toward language learning, and
to find out styategies for learning English. Thc discussions ware kept as
short as possible, from 5-15 minutes each. Obse:vg:svtalkod with the
students before or after class, or during b:qaks. Cooperation was excellent
and there were very few refusals.

Students talked with project staff through interpretecs if they wished,
or in English if they preferred. Using a random numbers table, observers
chose four names at random from the class list of each class visited. If a
student selected was not attending class that day, another name was chosen;
if a student declined to participate, another student was askeéd. Project
staff used discussion guidelines to gather consis:nnﬁ information across

sites. These guidelines are included in Appendix IV.

Characteristics of Students Particirating in Discussions

AS shown in Table IV-1 below, researchers talkeu with 423 students in 22
programs. Over 56% were under 34 years of age; only l3% were over 45 years
of age. The youngest student was 13; the oldest, 68 years. Slightly over
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half of the students we:e male. The students represented all the major
ethnic groups of Southeast Asian refugees: ibeut ong~thizd Vic:namtsc;
one~£ifth Khmer, 17% Lao, 17% Hmong and Mien and 7% Ethnic Chinese.

Sixty percent of the students had been in the United States cne year or
less, while only 10% yad been here more than two years. These students were
attending English 1an§ulgc tzaining scon after arrival in the U.S. The
Community Suzvey data‘discussnd in Chapter V alsc indicatas that acst
tefugees attend programs within the fizst few months of their arrival.

The students in programs vizited come from a range of educational
backgrounds, though most have limitad education in their native countries:
slightly less than one-thizd have no previous education, and approximately
another one-third have six years or less education. Slightly more than
one-thizd have a seventh jrade aducation or higher; only 2.8% have attended
school past the 12ta year. In this sample of students, 80.4% are literate

in some language, while one~£ifth are nonliterate.
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Table IV-l

PROFILE OF STUDENTS PARTICIPATING IN PEASE II DISCUSSIONS
COMPARED WITH NATIOMAL STUDENT PROFILE®

il3

*Prom Study of Refugee English Language Training Phase I Survey

134

(n = 623)
i ' Students Interviewed Natiocnal Profile*
(April=June 1582) (FPY 82}
Age 24 or under 29.1% 31.0%
25-34 37.6% 39.0¢
35=-44 18.1% 19.0%
45 and over 15.2% 11.0%
Sex Male 54.18% 58.0%
Fenale 45.5% 42.0%
EBthnic Vietnanese 36.5% 36.4%
Group Khmer 19.9% 15.6%
Lao 16.5% ig.8%
HEmong 15.3% 10.58
Mien 4.1% 2.4%
Ethnic Chinese 7.4% 13.2%
Other .08 4.08
Previous 0 years 30.5% 15.2%
Education 1=3 years 9.8% 19.63
4~6 years 21.0% 29.5%
7~12 years 35.9% 31.5%
13+ years 2.8% 4.28
Literate
in Some
Language 80.4% 8l.2%
Length of 0-6 months 20.2% 30.5%
Residency 7-12 sonths 40.2% 27.1%
in U.S. 13-18 months 19.1% 15.18
19-24¢ sonths 8.7% 16.6%
25~-30 months 5.5% 5.3%
31-36 months 4.2% 2.7%
36+ months 2.1% 2.6%
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Representgt S

The students, selected from the classes visited and with whom discussions
weze held, ace fairly representative of Southeast Asian students attending
ORR~funded English language programs nationwide as Table IV-1l above shows.
The major difference between students nationwide and the group selacted for
discussions is that the sample is less educated (30.5%3 have no previocus
education) than students overall, of whoa 15.2% have had no previous formal
education. The reason for the larger representation of less educated students
is to be found in the site and classrocn selection procedure, which focused on
students with lower educational background. All but twO programs chosen were
those that cffered ELT to refugees with little educaticnal background; more
lower program ievel classes were observed than upper level classes. In both
the group sampled on-site and the entire student population (based on the
Phase I survey data), however, about two-thirds of the students have less than

six years of education.

Student Strateqies and Attitudes Toward Learning Bnglish

Table IV~2 shows student responses to questions which reflect attitudes
toward learning English, and some of their sirategies for acquiring English.

Itens l-4 summarize student study patterns, and some Of their use of
English outside class. The table presents the numnber of students who
responded in these categories, and the percentage of students responding.
Abcut two-thirds of the students said that they practice English outside of
class; another one-third said that they do not speak English except in English

cliass.
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Table IV-2 &

RESULTS OF STUDENT DISCUSSIONS

STUDENT STRATEGIES AND ATTITUDES TOWARD LEARNING ENGLISH f
{ Responses $ Students g
Practice cutside class “
o 1) Yes 285 67.5 :
2) No , ' 137 32.5
. who practice Bnglish with . o
. 1) Children 24 8.5 -
2) Other relative 27 9.7 g
3) American friends 41 16.7
4) Non-American friends 56 20.1
5) Other S8 20.5
6) Yore than cne 72 - 25.9
Study\outsidc class
1) Yes 243 67.1 b
2) No ) 115 32.9
Talk to teacher outside class E
1) Yes 260 62.8
2) %o 154 37.2
Who talk to if problems with schoolwc Kk ;
1) No one 46 ‘\ 10.9 :
2) Relative 56 20.4
3) Teacher 102 24.2 ‘
4) Aide or counselor 31 7.4
S) Other 89 1.1
6) More than cne above , 68 15.9 .

what think the most difficult part
of learning BEnglish is

1) Bverything 100 23.6
2) Writing 27 6.4
3} Reading 17 4.0 ;
4) Speaking 51 12.1 X
5) Understanding 6 1.4 ;
6) Pronunciation 57 13.5
7} Other 97 22.9
, 8) More than one of above 68 16.1
what think easiest thing in learning
English is N
o 1) Nothing . 180 44.9 .
2) Writing 30 7.5 -
3) Reading 28 7.2 :
4) Speaking 39 9.7 .
5) Understanding 2 .5
6) Copying 12 3.0
7) Other 82 20.4
8) More than one above 27 6.7
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That a substantial number of students do not speak English ocutside class
is an important consideration in assessing the effects of what happens in
the ciassroom. It may iadicate that these students feel they are not yet
ready to speak English, or may have nc occasion or need to do so. It also
i-ana that tat many cefugees, the contact with EnglishAand English speakers,
especially teachers, in ELT programs is.thcir sole means of contact with
native English speakers in the first months after arrival. Those students
who said they practice English cutside class were asked to identify whoas
tacy‘p:aeticed with: 17.3% practice English with their children or
relatives; another 13.28 practice with friends who a:-’ggg*'Amcrican,' that
is, native English speakers. This means almost a third of the practice is
with non-native Enélish speakers; just as shown in the classroom
observations, refugees apparently use each other as sdppa:t and rescurces
for learning English ocutside class. Students (14.7%) stated they practice
English with Americans they considered t:ien§ss another 13.7% mentioned that
they practice English with more casual contacts such as people on a bus,
doctors, Sponsors, Of when sShopping or at work. Another 17% of students who
speak English outside class zeported multiple sources for practicing
English.

About two-thirds of the students said that they speak to their teachers
in English outside the clas:: >xm setting. Another two-thirds of the
students indicated that they study English on their own outside of class,
almost exactly the proportion that say they speak English outside class.

Students reported various sources of help with schoolwork problems:
10.9% said‘no nelp is available if they have prcblems:; 31.6%, about

one-third, ask teachers or aides in the program for help; 20.4% ask

5
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relatives; 21.l18 report using "other® sources of help for study including
friends, other students, books, tapes and dictionarzies.

These findings indicate that though many refugee students have little or
no contact with English outside the classroom, they do use other rescurces
to help them acquire the language. It appears that many rely on community
self-help—-that is, help from children and relatives or other refugee
friends. Some, but fewer, go to American friends for help and practice;
others simply use their English skills in their daily litc.x A few refugees
supplement class by using alternative strategies involving iﬁte:acy or
technology such as study from Dooks, dictionaries, TV or radic.

Table IV-~-3 on the following page shows the differences in ftudcnt
reported study and practice, or contact patterns ocutside class by class
proficiency levels. Students in higher level classes use English more
outside class. It is difficult to state a causal relationship here:
students who can speak English better speak it more ocutside class, and those
who speak mora outside class have a higher proficiency. It could be that
roth contact with English outside class aids acquisition and classrooa
learning facilitates English contacts outside class. Of interest is the
fact that there are no significant differences reported by students in
different levels as to whether they study at home—--lower level students are
equally as likely to study. That studying is not related to level but
contact {(Practice is.Aiggéi;ts that interaction with English speakers may

ge mere closely :eIxfga to aquisition than solitary study efforts.

Correlations from Student Discussions

Table IV-4 summarizes correlations among selected student acquisition

strategies and whether students are male or female. Gender was Chosen as a
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test variable since classroom observations showed that, overall, gender is
the strongest predictor of many student speech behaviors, particularly
elabozrated and spontanecus speech, and is highly correlated to previous

education and litecacy.

Table IV-3

STUDENT ENGLISH CONTACT BY CLASS PROFICIENCY LEVEL

Level Sigificant

Mean 1 2 3 4 Difference?
Student practices
outside of class 67 .52 .65 77 0 .74 yes
Student does not
practice outside class .33 .48 «35 .23 «25 yes
Student studies
outside class .56 49 63 .58 .54 no
Talk with teacher
cutside class .61 .43 56 67 72 ves

In Table IV-4, "o® indicates that no significant correlation was found
petween the variables, "+" a weak but significant correlation, "++" a
stronger correlation, and "+++" a very strong correlation.

As the table shows, even though the same percentage of students said
they practice English outside class as said they study outside school, there
was no relation between the benhaviors. In other words, those students who
said they study outside class are not predictably those who said they
actually gra;tice English outside class. However, there is a strong
correlaticon between practicing English outside school and talking to the
teacher outside class—--those stu&ents Qho told us they speak to the teacher
outside class are likely to be the same ones who Practice outside school.

Also, males are far more likely to practice ocutside of class than females.
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Table IV=¢

INTERCORRELATIONS FROM STUDENT DISCUSSIONS

Yes Yeos Yes

Practice Bnglish Study OCutside Talk w/Teacher

Qutside Class Class Outside Class $ Male
Practice
English —— o e -+
Qutside Class )
Study Outside !
Class L m— - © (+]
Talk w/Teacher ,
OQutside Class [ — ——— () ++4
% Male - — o

Key: No signiticant'ca::olaticna: o

Negative correlations:

- P «35
- - P .01
- - - p .001
Positive correlations:
+ P .05
+ + P .01
+ + + P .001

Males alsc speak significantly more to the teacher cutside class than do
females. However, as the table alsoc shows, there is no significant
difference between males and females in whether they study outside of
class. These data suggest that men may have access to different strategies
for learning, being far more likely to use English outside a classroom
setting. The finding that studying outside of class does not differ by

iz\\ gender suggests that background characteristics such as education or
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cultural vaziables, which have been shown to be highly correlated to gender
rather than hard to quantify "motivation,” may account for some differences
in English acquisition between men and woden noted in other parts of this
studvy. - |

Table IV-2 above shows the results of two attitude va:iahlcl :epcrtdd.by
students. Project staff usually asked what aspects of learning English
students thought were "hardest” and "easiest" rather than asking whether
students liked learning, the program, their teacher, etc. This question was
chosen because it was felt that the latter type of question might be too
leading, and students might be uncomfortable discussing any negative
attitudes with outsiders.

As the table shows, 33.7%, or over anc;thi:d of the students, said that
*geverything® was hard about learning English, and 10.4%3 said the most
difficult ;spoct had to do with literacy, that is, reading or writing. A
very small percentage thought that understanding was most difficult; 13.5%
aentioned p:onuneiatien?ha the most difficult aspect of English; and 22.9%
mentioned niscellaneou:’ptge: things as being "most difficult,® including
vocabulary, specific graﬁnaticgl features, spelling, strange alphabet,
memorizing. On the other hand, almost half, or 42.6%, of the students said
*"nothing" was easy about learning English; 13.8% mentioned reading and
writing as easiest; 9.2% speaking.; but only 58 understanding. Other
categories, such as listening, repeating, numbers, and pairticular
grammatical features, were mentioned as "easiest® by 19.4%.

The distribution of these attitudes indicates that there is apparently
ﬁucn individual variatior in studeng attitudes toward learning English.
More importantly, a large proportion of students feel that much about
®"English,” or learning English, is not easy. Remember that classrcom
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cbservations discussed in Chapter II, show a very high rate of on-task
behavior, and teachers noted a very high rate of attendance among refugee
students. Also, amany students study ocutside of class and p:aéti;. outside
class. This suggests that even though these students acre very recent
arrivals and language acquisition is felt by many to be difficult, once
students are attending programs, they are directed toward the goal of

learning English.

~Student Program Participation
This section will discuss findings from the student discussions on how

refugees learn about the program, why they choose it, how they get there,
and how long they stay in programs. Table IV-5 susmarizes student responses
relating to program participation. Pifty-six percent learned of the program
from a friend, :clagive or sponsor; another 32.2% indicated that they
learned about the program from other sources, inciuding Volags (Voluntarcy
Agencies), MAAS, church groups and "just learning” about the program. Onily
10.5% of the students indicated they learned about the program by referral
through a welfare agency.

Almost half of the students said they chose the program simply “to learn
English" or for cother reascns, including teachers who speak their language,
good reputation oz good teachers, because the school is free, or because the
school provides childcare. About a‘qua:tn: of the students said they chose
the program they were attending because they were referred by friends,
relatives, or agencies. Another 21.3% said they go to the particular
program because it is close by. Very few indicated they chose the progranm
because it was the only program available. These discussions suggest that

recently arrived refugees choose programs for the most part based on
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Table IV-35

PROGRAN PARTICIPATION--RESULTS OF STUDENT DISCUSSIONS

Student Progran
P cipat

Eow learned about program

1) Priend

2) Relative

3) Sponsor

¢) Welfare referral
5} Other

Why chose this progras

1) Because of referral,
: same as above
2) Program is close by
3) 7c learn English
4) Only program available
5) Other

S
How tc get to school

l) Bus
2) Walk
3) Car
4) Other

How long in this program
{nonths)

ORI A LN
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Number of
Respondents

74
83
44
136

96
89
69
29
135

150
139
74
20

96
56
59
32
21
50
17
17
19

21

13

23.0
21l.3
16.5
6.9
32.3
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requizement, ceferzal or convenisnce, and less often on the reputed merits
of the program. The importance of accessibility and convenience is
clpﬂesizcd by the fact that over three-fourths of the students said they
'unlk or take the bus to school.

In this sample, 51.2% of the students had been in the program three

. aonths, about one term or less, 76.2% of the students had been in the

progzam less than six months, and only a small fraction, 4.6%8, had been
attending the program more than a year. The large proportion of students in

the p:og:anjundc: six months suggests a rapid turnover of students within \\\\

N

\
programs and participation in ELT programs soon after arrival.

Discusdsions with Teachers

Project staff talked with the teacher from each class observed, a total
of 139 teachers. The discussion served several pQ:poccs: they provided
background information on the teacher so that the effects of the teacher
background characteristics on classes observed could be measured. The
discussions alsc gathered teacher views of effective ESL instructional
approaches for refugees, and their perceptions of what student
characteristics contribute to or inhibit Ianguagc learning. Teachers also
dicussed their role in and attitudes toward :hQ‘ELT program.

Project staff used consistent guidelines, included in Appendix IV, for
these discussions. Teachers were assured that the discussions were
confidential, and that no individual responses would be identified.
Overall, teachi:s were extremely cooperative and the discussions provided

many informative viewpoints on English language training for refugees.
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Texcher Perceptions of Student Attendance
. Tanle IV-6 shows teacher reports of student attendance rates a d

pc:e‘;god reasons for non-attandance.

Teachers' estimates of daily classroos attendance rates averages 80.88.
Most teachers (ss.sc)'s:ae.d that students come to Class dDecause they are
aotivated; only 16.4% stated that students come to class”bccauscvattondanen
is mandatory. The table shows the percentage of teachers who menticned
various reasons for non-attendance: some teachers menticned several
teasons. The acst often mentioned reason for not coming to class was
tillness, followed by appointments (welfare, doctor, etc.) and working. Next
acst frequently mentioned were lack of transportation gnd childcare, |
fcllowed by frustration, lack of motivation, work search, family probleas,
or being too tired.

Prom the teachers' information, it appears that refugees who do not
attend class have good reasons for not coming-—-most are attending to health
problens or are actually working or lookingvta: work. External barriers
such as inavailability of childcare and transportation do seem to prevent
sone students from attending class. Again, difficult to measure affective/

motivational factors may also play some part in attendance.

Teacher Views of Important Teacher Characteristics

Teachers were asked what combination of traits or experience are best
for teachers cof English to refugees.

Teachers mentioned personal attributes as important mo:c.otten than they
nentioned specific knowledge tﬁd experience in ESL. Those teachers who
mentioned personal attributes feel it is important for the instructor to be.
patient, emphathetic, committed, flexible, and cutgoing, and have a sense of

humor.
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\  Table IV-6

'TEACHER PERCEMTIONS OF STUDENT ATTENDANCE
\4

: AN t of Teachers
. Student Attendance \\\- H‘gtiggggg:
Reasons for Coming: \\
Required | \\\ 16.4
NMotivation/learn English \& 83.6
Reasons for Non-Attendance*® \\
Iliness \ 45.
working \ 25.2
Appointment | 23.7
Child care T el . _ 19.4
Transportation o oA 8.0
_ Frustrated/not motivated : 14.4
Looking for work 10.8
Tired 8.6
Pamily problems 7.9
Welfare cut 7.9
Moved 4.3
Weather 4.3
Attending other programs 2.9
Helping friends/relatives 2.9
Other 10.1
Average Daily Attendance:
%
Over 75% 78.8
50-75% 14.8
508 or under 7.4
Overall average attendance 80.8

*These categories are not mutually exclusive. Respondents could mention more
than one categorcy.
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Next frequently, ESL experience and training is considered important,
followed by knowledge and understanding of refugee culture. Accnrding‘to
thess tsachers, both student and teacher affective factors appear to
iatlkcncc language learning. These tzaits say of cousse be results of
previcus experiences and background, but these £indings point again to the

importance of the social aspects of English use in the classzoom.

Barriers to Effective Teaching

Teachers menticned many different factors which they believe inhibit
effectiveness as a ﬁcachu:. These fall mainly into three categories:
p:og:an'ot external constraints, student characteristics, and teacher
characteristics. Program or external constraints that teachers feel impedeé
effective teaching are job insecurity, time limitations on number of hours a
student can study, large class size, multi~level classes and high turncves,
lack of bilingual help, no preparation tise, inadequate materials, need for
better training and staff communication, and lack of curriculum.

The perceptions of large class size as disadvantagecus adds to the
evidence cf classcroom obtc:vations that ssaller classes promote more English
speech. The classrooms observations also corroborate the teachers'
perception that there is a lack of bilingual help--only one in ten classes
cbservpd had a bilingual aide for any part of the class period.

Student characteristics that teachers saf impede teaching effectiveness
arce ess@ntially the sane a*tno:c they feel inhibit student success:

\
cultural differences, lack.of literacy and education, lack of contact with
English outside class. Some ELT teachers mentioned personal constraints as
1ﬁnibizing teaching, including training or experience, and English
pronunciation (bilingual teachers).
147
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Table IV-7 shows teacher responses to Questions about their attitudes and
relationship to the program. As the table shows, over two-thirds of the
teachers consistently gave indications of a positive relaticaship with the

. progzam, feel they are supportsd, have influence on decision making,
| coamunicate with other teachars, and follow a program curriculum. The othez
one-thizd responded negatively to these qunseions;

The results of the items on Table IV-7 were cross~tabulited to see if
:e:pon‘ia were intercorrelated. No significant correlation was found between
the items, that is, teachers responding "no® to cne question were just as
likely to respond “"yes" to another guestion-—these attitudes appear not to be

interrelated.

Tavie IV=7

TEACHER DISCUSSION: THE TEACHER'S RELATIONSHIP TQ‘%BE PROGRANM

$ Yes 3 No
Pollow a curriculum | 68.1 31.9
Feel they have enocugh materials, support 69.7 27.7
Feel environment is appropriate 69.7 29.3
Know what other teachers in program 73.6 23.0
are doing

Feel they have sone influence on 60.7 39.3

decision making in program
) Are ever evaluated 73.6 25.6
Get feedback on evaluation | 64.2 35.8

Q
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variance in Student Clagsroom Behaviors by Selected Student and Teacher -
Interview Responses ) ' -

A& analysis of variance was performed on the student behavior measures
by selected responses tO teacher and student interviews. These questions
vere (1) whether or not teachez follows a cut:ieﬁlul. (2) whether or not
teacher feels she or he is supported, (3) whether sgudcnts talk with .
teachers, and (4) whether students practice outside class.

No significant variation was found in students' classrocm behavior
wg.tha: or not the teacher followed a curriculum or felt they were suppe:éiq\\
adequately. Some significant variations in class behavior were found by
reported ;tudcnt behavior outside class. Students who do not talk to
teachers outside class and students who do not practice outside clats‘a:- in T\§
classes which use more "Dizected Response® in class, possibly a reflection ’
of lower Bnglish proficiency, since Directed Response has been shown to be
one function of level.

As might be expected, students who speak to the teacher in’class also
tend to talk more with the teacher outside class, widreas students who do
nct talk to tbei; teachers use more of the native language in class. More
oral and silent reading is used in class by students who speak with their
teacher outside of class, likely also a function of class level, since those
who don't talk to their teacher in English outside class and don't practice
outside class read significantly less in class. Those students who do not
talk to the teacher in English outside class arcisignificantly more often
off-task in class than those who speak English to their teachers. Also,
those students who do not practice English outside class or with the teacher

don't speak English as much in class.

| 14y
ERIC o s




. "'—Si'«‘ .

k.
. \ . K}
Thesc'cc::clncions are not surprising, since they are sc closely rel&;:gﬁ\\\\\\\‘_:

to measured class level, and therefore 'p:eticiency'-stﬁé&nts whose English
ability is limited are just less likely toc speak English, inside or ocutside
class. What is important, however, is that these correlations strongly

suggest that speech patterns measured in classrooms reflect Bnglish language

behavior outside class.

Discussions with Bilingual Staff
Discussions were held with 17 bilingual staff persons in seven

progzams. These discussicns were meant to inform questicns about the tasks

and probleas of bilingual staff in programs. Typically, bilingual personnel

were extremely busy, and some could naﬁ schedule discussion time for this
study; the bilingual staff represented capabilities in Vietnamess, Hmong,
Khoer, Lac, and Chinese languages. Ali but one had an education of high
schosl or above, and all but one had had previocus cxpt:innec in resettlemsent
or ESL work.

Bilingual staff perform a variety of functions including interpreting,
teaching or acting as teachers and doing clerical work, intake, an&
cqunseling. Many aze asked to £ill several of these functions in the
program. On the average, these aides said they spend 45% of their time
actually in the classroom. Most of the bilinguals have contact with
students ocutside of class or program=--often, students call them at home.
Students come to bilingual personnel for all types of assistance both in
language and help and referral in solving everyday problems. Those
pilingual staff who mentioned problems with their work indicated language

prooiems, cultural differences and understanding the teachers as among their
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difficulties. Almost all the bilinguals, however, feel that the programs
and teachers support them in their work and respond to their suggestions.

The ﬁilinguals said that several different kinds of language skills are
needed by members of their communities; they most often mentioned that most
communities need survivali English and language skills to help find.wo:k and
live in the community. Most feel that more emphasis should be given to
speaking than writing, though about a third think equal emphasis should be
given to speaking and reading/writing skills.

8ilingual personne) suggested ways to best fill students needs,
including having two teachers, one from the ethnic group and one native
English speaker, teaching survival skills, cutting out extras and spending

more time on improved training.

Discussions with Program Administrators

During the program visits, discussions were held with the person
directly responsible for supervision or coordination of Englisn language
training for refugees, as well as with administrators of special programs
within the general programs, and administrators of additional sites for
English language training, such as neighborhood branches of the
institution. In cities where it was impossible to.conduct an in-depth
observations at all the major English language training ptog;éhs for
refugees, add.tional discussions were also held with administrators of other
programs. These discussions elicited information on program features and

&
program management, and administrative opinions on strengths and problems of

particular programs and possible sclutions to these problems. Project staff

talked to 32 administrators in the 22 programs visited. Though guidelines
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for discussions with administrators were also used (see Appendix IV), the
in-depth, more unstructured nature of the interviews was not suitable for
coding and data analysis in the same way as information from student and
teacher interviews. Therefore, results were grouped by topic and
synthesized. |

Admin strators irn ELT procrams repreient a wide range of experience in
social services, education, and administration. The majority have had
previous experience administering or teachiny ESL, and many hold graduate
degrees in ESL, linguistics, or education. Four of the administrator . are

bilingual in one or more of the Scutheast Asian languagei.

Administrator Roles

Administrators of English language training programs for refugees f£ill
many roles; their functions often vary with the size of the progi u and the
degree of specialization of thei:lpositionﬁ Most administrators see their
primary responsibilities as supervising and coordinating teachers, choosing
or developing curriculum, minaging resources and contracts, and acting as
liaisons with state and otler refugee agencies. Many administrators feel
that toc much of their time is spent on proposal writing, recordkeeping,
budgeting and other requirements of contracts, and too little is spent on

the supervisory needs of the actual instructional programs.

Barriers to Effective English Lanquage Training; Suggested Solutions

These administrators identified several ptoblem areas in ESL delivery
for refugee students. They can pe categorized as: (1) problems resulting
from inadequate funding, (2) state or local educational peolicy, and . ?
{3) barriers resulting from the backgrounds of the students themselves. ]
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Although some of the problems are program-specific, there is a broad
consensus among the administrators as to the major problems. Inadeguate
funding and uncertain funding cycles are nost frequently mentioned as
ba::ic:s to providing high quality English language training for refugees.
Related to funding Prcblems are lack of full-time teaching staff.. large
class size, and inadequate staff training.

Maximizing Resources. Administrators noted that a number of creative
solutions are being tried by their programs to overcome these barriers to
effective ELT. Larger programs such as community college systems have
combined several funding sources with ORR funds, such as local community
college funds, or ABE and CETA monies, to provide continuing ESL training to
those refugees who still need English training, but whose eligibility for
ORR funded programs may have expired. These administrators felt there is a
need for continuing English language training beyond the survival level, a
need that many administrators believe will cdntinue for many years to come.

Administrators mentioned other ways they have maximized limited funds,
such as making an agreement within a local a:e;rthat certain programs will
specialize in one sort of training, for example literacy training or
vocational ESL, thus making efficient use of teache;s or aides who are
trained in these special areas. To solve problems of inadequate staffing
due to limited resources, some programs have set up volunteer components
which have met with varying dcg:ees‘gﬁ success according to the
administrators interviewed. The factor felt to be most important in
implementing successful volunteer programs is the use of a  d volunteer
coordinator, since volunteers need adequate t:gining and supervision.

voiunteers are used by programs both to support teachers (as clerical or
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instructional aides), to tutor, and to actually instruct classes. Two
programs utilize VISTA volunteers as social service assistants, or tutors
and instructors. An alternative solution for understaffed classes that has
been triecd suéccsltuxly by a few programs is using student-teachexs from
TESOL programs at local universities; the students receive credit for their
wOrk in the program.

Policy Barriers, Sclutions Tried. Policy factors which many
administrators say hinder effective English language training include state
inposed time limits on hours of instruction, frequent change in direction or
exphasis of state plans, and uncertain funding cycles which provide little
notice of change and make long-range planning difficult. Several
administrators noted- that their programs or states have softened the iapact
of uncertain funcing cycles and limitations on student attendance hours by
judiciously using supplementary, non-ORR funds. Others have implemented
forward-funding cycles to insure that at least qQuarterly planning is
possible. Local or state institutional policies regarding the hiring of
full-time personnel were seen by some as severely affecting the quality of
the services they could provide, since many excellent well~trained teachers
in community college systems are not permitted to work beyvond a small number
of hours, even though there is a shortage of qualified teachers in some
dreas with large refugee populations.

Barriers Related to Student Background. Administrators also mentioned
that student background and economic circumstances have an impact on the
effectiveness of training provided. usack of previous education is often
mentionea, as well as the need for transportation and child care. From an

aaministrative point of view, however, those background factors were seen to
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be far less important at the program level than the factors affecting

funding, planning, and staffing.

Teacher Qualificati nd Background

There i.i some variation of opinion among adminstrators regarding which
teacher cx_xiucmutica or backgrounds are bazt fcor Southeast Asian refugee
students with little or no educational background. For example, though iany
administzrators believe that experience with adults ig desirable for teachers
in their programs, others are of the strong opinion that experience in
elementary education is most beneficial to low level students. Most
administrators see previous ESL experience as a desirable or required
qualification, along with background in working with refugees or different
cult_:u:al Groups«g Though not as important as previous experience, formal
training in ESL or linguistics is also seen as helpful. There was a broad
consensus that individuals teaching refugee students must be patient,
empathetic, and cultucally ceansitive. Administrators and teachers tend to
mention the same qualifications for teachers, though administrators put more
emphasis on experience, while teachers placid greater emphagis on

perscnality traits.

Staff Management and Training

In the programs visited, staff management styles range from quite formal
and structured to very informal and unstructured, and vary with the size of
the program (the larger being more structured), the accessibility of central
meeting places, and the management style of the administrators. Informal
communication is considered as effective as more formal means of
communication if administrators remain accessible to teachers and receptive
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to problems. In some of the programs visited, staff meetings are a
regularly scheduled activity, while in others staff meetings are held only
when needed. In some of the snill:: programs, staff meet informally so
often that they feel no need for more structured meetings.

| Administrators bave different ways of structuring visiting classes and
evaluation. Some administrators visit classes only rarely, while others
visit classes weekly or daily.

Only six of the programs visited use formal evaluation, most

administrators preferring more informal teacher evaluation, because of time

restrictions, lack'ot cvcluatipn procedures, or personal preferencs. In
general, smaller programs located in one site use more informal staff
management, while those programs which are very large or are pact of a large
institution use acre formally zrticulated and regulated ncn;gcm‘nt
approaches. As seen in Phase I survey results and teacher interviews,
programs seem to place aore emphasis on the process of éelivn:ing English

language training than on evaluation or outcone measures.

Training

These programs offer various opportunities for staff training. In some
prograns, staff in-service training is a high priority, and workshops in new
or specialized ESL aproaches and techniques are given on a regular basis.
Many programs rely heavily on meetings of professional organizations,
particular state affiliates of TESOL, to provide continuing education for
staff members. A few programs take advantage of training offered by State
agencies, and in one case, training had been offered by the ORR regiocnal

office.
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Cther administrators feel that their budgets or time do not allow for
extensive staff training, and staff must arrange training individually,

based on personal interests or needs.

Curricula

Of the 22 programs visited, administrators of only four said that theirz - .
program has no written cucriculum, or that the curriculum was still being
developed. All other programs have a written curriculum, though the
curricula vary in scope and specificity. Many programs use State guidelines
as their curriculum guides, or as a basis for their curriculum development.
Some programs do recommend certain books or materials, and a few even have
curricula designed around particular required books. Many curriculum
guidelines are statements of competancy objectives by level. The competency
goals in these types of curriculua guidelines usually include both
linguistic skills and life "survival® skills for refugees. MNany
administrators experienced in refugee education see this kind of competency
based curriculum as most effective for :otugc‘ students. There is a broad
consensus among administrators that teachers shcould have discretion in the
materials and methods that they use in implementing the required

curriculum. (The classroos observations show 3 wide range of materials and

. aethods is in use across programs.)

Student Assessment and Placement

Adninigttato:s indicated that several kinds of student 9lacement.and
assessmen:\are used by their programs. However, administrators repeateuliy
emphasizel the need for an assesament and placement tool that would be

appropriate for students with little educational background.
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Noat programs use, at the ainimum, an oral interview to initially place
students. Many programs use only an oral interview, ind no written
assessaant, either b.éause there is no time or staff to administrate a test,
or they feel it is unnecessary. Sone programs use background information on
age and previcus education, along with an oral interview to place students,
and have found it guite successful. The results of the classrocm
observations, student interviews and community survey of this study suggest
that using background information on education, literacy and age to help
place students, particularly if no other assessment tool can be used, may
help in placing students appropriately.

Of those programs using written tests to place students initially or
aove them between levels, aost use instruments prepared by the program. The
assessaent tools are often very specific to the student population served by
the program. Other programs use sgﬂnda:dized tests, inclnding‘thg John
Test, STEL test, Ilyin Oral Interview, and, for higher levels, the Michigan
Test. Programs who have a large number of non-liiterate students often test
or ascertain students' literacy skills before placement, since
administrators generally feel non-literate students should be grouped
together because of their special instructicnal needs. Only one program
visited does systematic follow-up on students after departure from the
program. Many administrators indicated that follow-up would help them
demonstrate the effectiveness of their programs, but is virtually impossible
to conduct because of staff time and exéense required and mobility of the

student population.
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Effective Approaches and Materials for Southeast Asian Refugees with Little
Educational Background A |

Because the SRELT study focus is on English language F:aining fa:'
refugees, particulacly for refugees with limited educational backgrounds,
administzators were asked which teaching approaches and materials they
consider to be most effective for these students. Tse:c is a broad
consensus that one particularly successful approach in these classrocas is
Total Fhysical Response. Administrators suggest the use of real ocbjects and
photographs in class, lﬁd ROSt agree that the initial emphasis for
non~literate students should be on oral language rather than written
language. Administrators feel that basic, survival literacy should also be
introduced to these students.

A striking difference of opinion was voiced by an adﬂinigtzatn: of a
program cun by a mutual assistance organization whose students are alnost
exclusively persons with little literacy or educational experience; this
program uses traditional methods of writing, copying, translation, rote
repetition and memorization as an introduction to Engliah,(since in their
opinion, students and teachers are most comfortable with the traditional

teaching approaches used in their native country.

Program Planning

Programs which provided English language training before the recent
entry of large numbers of Southeast Asian refugees have seen many changes in
the direction of their programs and English language training 'in general.
Other programs have been created specifically to fill the need for refugee
English language training. Both programs are undergoing continual change as

pudgets, pclicies and student populations change.
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Nany administrators note that their programs havc.hocaqo more structured
and better crganized since 1978. They feel curricula are better
articulated, materials are acre available and standarxdized, and special
classes have been instituted to meet special needs of incoming groups. Most
progzams have responded to the changing needs of their student populations

. and now have special literacy classes for those recent refugees with little
er no previous education. Others have instituted vocational ESL and provide
aore job orientation than previously. In recent months, there has been a
decline in student attendance in some programs, because of outmigration to
other areas, or funding cutbacks. The funding cutbacks have zeant scme
reduction in auxiliary services previously offered within the context of the
English language training program. Administrators say that programs have
responded to a decrease in funding by reducing the number of teachers,
offering fever levels or types of classes, increasing class size, or
reducing the number of class hours offered.

Administrators see their programs as :eappnsive and constantly changing
to meet the needs of th-i:reli.n:uln. The directions their programs will
take in the next few yvears depend, most believe, on the decisions of the
makers of refugee policy at a national ana state ilevel, and on the numbers
of refugees they will continue to s@:vc. Many of the administrators of
smaller program= believe that their programg will be phased out in the next
few years, while the administzrators of the larger programs, particularzrly
community colleges, feel that English language training will be offered as

long as there is a need for it in the local community.
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Stzengehs of Programs

Administators were asked toxid’ntity those elenents of their prograxs
which they believe are particularly strong or successful. The most
frequently menticned program strength is a gocd teaching staff. Skilled and
comnitted staff are considered important program assets. Some program
adainistrators feel that the greatest ltzcngths of their program are good
coordination with other services for refugees, and performing well in the
important social function that an ESL program can play in the refugee
adjustaent process.

Other administzators see the strengths of their programs in specialized
classes that they offer, such as what they consider to be cutstanding
literacy training or an excellent vocational education program, or in
peiticularly innovative or successful program features, such as a very
successful volunteer program, an excellent learning resource center, Or a
credit-tuition program.

Administrators generally identify several components of their program as
being particularly strong. However, many simply state that the progran's
stzrength is serving student needs, ci:he: the students overall or 3 specific
student, such as a very low level nonliterate or new arrival. It is
important to note that different programs have different strengths, and
these might be considered in placing refugees in certain programs wi:hi; a
city, for example, or in creating cooperative efforts for English language
training delivery or staff training. Discussionu with administrators show
that many creative and effective structures, methods, and techniques have
been developed within programs for refugee stﬁdents. and efficient sharing

of information among programs is likely to be beneficial for all.
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COMMUNITY SURVEX

Surveys of Scutheast Asian households were conducted in four of the
eight cities in which ELT programs were visited: Twin Cities, Denver,
Stockton and Seattle. These surveys were designed to: (1) provide
background demographic information about the refugee comsunities being
served by ELT programs; (2) gather information about ELT service utilization
in these communities; and (3) measure development of refugees' English -
language proficiency. In designing the overall study, it becane clear that
assessing the impact of BLT requires information about both program
participants and non~participants; controlled comparisons of the English
proficiency of ELT recipients and non-recipients are needed tc assess the

impact of the programs.

Method

Resource coanstraints necessitated a small, relatively simple survey. A °
total of no more than abcit four hundred nousehclds could be sucveyed,
approximately 100 in each city. Furthermore, because of this limited sample
size, all Southeast Asian refugee groups could not be included. Three
groups of refugees were therefore selected: Vietnamese nationals (including
both ethnic Vietnamese and ethnic Chinese), cémbodians and Hmong {from

* Laos).

Questianngires were developed which bilingual interviewers used to

collect information about all individuals in a household (operat.inally

defined as all persons sharing the domicile at the time of the interview).

Only one person per household was directly interviewed (typically a senior
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male adult), who was asked a few questions about the household as a whole
and then a series of parallel guestions about each adult nmember of the
housshold. Previcus household surveys of this type with Southeast Asians
{(e.g., Reder, 1981: #ulltn. 1982) have found this to be an effective and
eflicient means cf collecting information about both the household and its

aenbers.

Sample Desiqn and Selection
The population was sampled from Vietnanese, Cambodian and Hmong

households Lq the four cities which had resided in the given city at least
one year and in the United States no more than three years as cf the
interview date. These residence requirements were imposed to focus the
survey on adults mcost likely to have been served by current ELT programs for
refugees (cf Reder, Nelson and Arter, 1982).

A 2:]1 mix of households listed in current telephone directories and
households living in large "clusters® was sampled in each eity.(in Twin
Cities, listings from both the Minneapolis and St. Paul di:gcto:ies vere
used). Thus, of the 100 households interviewed in each city, 67 and 33
housebolds, respectively, comprised the "directory” and “cluster®
subsanples, as shown in Table V-l.

Directory subsamples were drawn randomly from published listings of
potential Vietnamese, Cambodian and Emong surnames. The sizes of the three
groups' lists were used to estimate the relative sizes of the local groups,
and subsamples were drawn in proporticnal sizes, as displayed in Table V-1.
A list of “"clusters” for each popuinticn group was developed in each city.
Interviewers made rounds through randomly assigned clusters in a fixed

order, searching for eligible househola.
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city

Twin Cities

Denver
Stockton

Seattle

City
Twin Cities

Denver
Stockton

Seattle

TOTAL

. . . BRI REEERLEY Y .. - - [ . S
3
i

raﬁlc V-1

SOUSEHOLDS IN CITY AND POPULATION
GROUP AND SUBSAMPLE TYPE

SAMPLE DESIGN

Subsasple Population Group
Directory Listings For

TOTAL Directory Cluster Vietnamese Cambodian Emong

100 67 33 513 162 928
100 67 33 333 83 193
100 . 67 33 137 93 114
100 67 33 229 118 87
400 268 132
(1008) (67%) (33%)

SANPLE COMPOSITION

Subsample Population Group
'Birectory Listings For

TOTAL Directory Cluster Vietnamese Cambodian Hmong

119 78 41 48 12 35
96 64 32 51 is 30
91 66 25 43 28 19

115 70 45 62 26 27

421 278 143 204 82 135

(100%) (66%) (348) (48.5%) {19.58) (32.1%)

b
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For households selected f:aura directory, initial telephone contact was
made by a bilingual assistant., Up to three calls were n%de to contact each
sampled household, at varying times of day and days of :QF week. If the
family contacted through the published listing had a diff%xent address (but
the sane telepnone number), the household was considered eligible providing
that the other requirements were met. If another housenold had the sampled
phcne number, it was considered not eligible. If the residency requirements ]
for the city and the U.S. were satisfied, the household was invited to
participate, after beim, assured that participation was voluntary. The
purpose of the study was carefully explained. Cverall, cocperation was
excelient and refusals were few. If the person agreed t§ participate, an
appointment was scheduled for an in-home interview.

Por households in the “"cluster” subsample, the procedure was similar.
All cluster visits were made during evenings or weekends. If an adult
zember of the selected population group was home, the purpose of the study
was carefully explained. If the residency criteria were met, participation
in the study was in&itod: if the person agreed to participate, the interview
was conducted immediately. If no cone was home, or if the household was not
eligible or did not wish to participate, the interviewer moved on to the
next unit in the cluster.

Because multiple interviewers worked simultanecusly over a short period
of time, it was not practical to stop the survey in a city after exéctly 10C
eligible households had been interviewed; a substantial numner;of moved or
otherwise ineligible households was encountered on the telephone and walking
lists, and interviewers did not know how cghe:s were doing with their

assigned lists. Thus, a slightly larger number of interviews was completed

than had been planned, as shown in Table V-1. Nevertheless, the target
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mixture of subsamples was closely matched, and data were retained from ail
oligibii houseﬂs&ds interviewed.

The purpose of utilizing the two sampling procedures was to minimize the
ingevitable bias of working from telephone directories alone. Techniques are

available for weighting the subsamples so as to minimize the sampling bias,

but preliminary analyses have not indicated a strong nead to do so for this
teport. The twe subsamples will therefore be pocled for the remainder of

this report.

Interview Instrumentation and Procedure

Questionnaires were dnvelgped, translated into Vietnamese, Khmer and
Hmong language forms, and pilét tested in Portland. After revision, the
instruments wnt through the mandatory Federal OMB Clearance procedure. A
copy of the BEnglish version is included in Appendix V. Q

The in:erviews were conducted in either vVietnamese, Khmer or Bmong by
carefully trained bilingual assistants. After explaining the purpose of the
survey and answering any questions that arose, the interviewer asked a few
questions about the household as a whole:

G number of pecple

© number of adults (age 20 or older)

© bow long the household had lived in the domicile

o was there a telephone

© was any member of the household receiving public assistance
(AFDC, GA or other cash assistance from the government)
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The interviswer then asked a number of parallel questions about each adult

=1

(20 or older) member of the household:
O age, gender

o years of education (native country), languages spoken,
languages read or written

o arrival dates in U.S. and local city
o presently working? ever worked in U.S.?

© English proficiency: 1st month in U.S. Current
general rating (5 pt. scale)
competency 1 (ves/no)}
competency 2 (yes/no)
competency 3 (yes/no)
competency 4 (yes/no)

o) amount of English language training:
in native country
in refugee camps
in U.S. (in other cities)
in local city (for each program)

English Proficiency Measures

Since the focus of the survey was on ELT and English acquisition, let's
look more closely at how information was collected on these critical items.
English proficiency measures were based on self-report. The respondent
rated the English proficiencies and competencies of himself or herself as
well as those of other adult household members. Five ratings at each of two
points in time (first month in the U.S. and the present) were elicited for

each adult (ten ratings per person in all). Ratings of general proficiency

{"How well does speak English?") were made on a five point
scale. The alternatives were stated orally before each rating was made:

*hot at all,” "just a few words,” "a little," "fair®™ or “"well.”
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In add{tion, four specific competencies were rated on a yes/no basis:

1. *Can speak English well encugh to take the bus, make
change, get help by him/herself in an emergency?"

2. *Can carry on simple English conversations with
friends?" '

3. “Can carry on sinple English conversations with
strangers?

4. *Can speak English well enocugh to look for a job by

him/herself?” .

Although such subjective ratings of general proficiencies and specific
competencies may not be as reliable as standardized test scores or direct
performance measures, previous surveys of refugee populations in the U.S. have
relied on them exclusively. Obtaining large-sample measures of oggeg,kinds
has n .. proved to be feasible in past studiegfwwgn;thifﬂaéé.vstudies such as
those of Pullen (1982) and Reder (1981) have demonstrated the internal
consistency and descriptive utility of such self-report measures. Thece is
some new evidence that suggests that such ratings have substantial validity
when compared with more objective measures. Reder, Green and Sweeney (1883)
studied a cohort of Homong refugees whose English skills are being tracked over
a period of time. The Hmong adults in the study had their Baglish proficiency
measured in a variety of ways, including éhe self-reported ratings described
above as well as a standardized test (the B.E.S.T. test, developed by the
Center for Applied Linguistics) of English lanquage capabilities developed
specifically for Scutheast Asians. Reder, et al. report a correlaticn, for
: example, of about 0.8 between the B.E.S.T. test scores and the self-reported
rating of general English proficiency. There is thus good reason tc suppose
the measures reported here are suitably valid. Further information on this is

available in Phase III of this Project, in which
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both the B.E.S.T. test and self-reported proficiency measures were

adainistered to a sample of refugee adults.

ELT Participation

Individuals' participation in BLT was reported in several categories. The
duration and intensity of instruction were reported for each program adults
had attended, including programs in their native country, in refugee camps and
in the United States. For each location, the duration and intensity of
training taken were reported in weeks (or months) and hours per week. From

these data, the number of hours of service received in each location was

computed.

Results

Household Characteristics

Household size. The distribution of the 421 sampled households across
cities and ethnic groups was displayed above in Table V-1. The average
household size is about 5.6 persons; Table V-2 displays a breakdown of average
household size by city and population group.

Average household size is largest in Stockton and in Hmong households, and
smallest in Seattle and in Cambodian households. But these inter-city and
inter-population differences are not consistent everywhere in the table; the
Emong have the smallest households in the Denver sample, for example. A

two-way analysis of variance, shown in Table V-3, indicates that the effects
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Table V-2
HOUSEHOLD SIZE

by City and Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnamese Cambodian Emong ALL
. Twin Cities 4.83 5.58 6.02 5.50
Denver 5.78 5.20 4.93 5.43
Stockton 6.62 . 5.83 7.58 6.57
Seattle 4.94 4.19 : 6.64 5.14
ALL CITIES 5.47 ( 5.16 6.11 5.62
Table V-3

EXAMPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE:

BOUSEBOLD SIZE

Source & Variation Ss DF .MS P Significance
City 143.1 3 47.7 7.5 -001
Population Growth 75.6 2 37.8 6.0 .001
City x Population 71.7 .6 12.0 1.9 .08
Residual 2466.6 3s0 6.3
TOTAL 2732.1 401 6.8
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of both city and population group are highly significant (p <.001) + whereas
the interaction between city and population group is not statistically
significant (p .05), the rssults for Denver's Emong notwithstanding.

Aduits per household. The number of adults (individuals aged 20 and
older) per household is broken down by city and population group in
Table V-4. In contrast to total household size, there is little apparent
variation here among either cities or groups. Analysis of variance indicates
that neither the nain effect of city nor population group is statistically V
significant. The fact that total household size varies by city and group
whereas number of adults per househcld does not iﬁdicatn that households

differ primarily with regard to the number of children and adclescents present.

Table V-4
ADULTS (AGE 20 & OLDER) PER HOUSEHOLD

by City and Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnamese Cambodian Emonq ALL
Twin Cities 2.23 2.25 2.15 2.18
Denver 2.33 2.67 1.93 2.26
Stockton 2.52 2.34 2.58 2.48
Seattle ' 2.37 2.04 2.56 2.34
ALL CITIES 2.36 2.29 2.24 2.31
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Tenure in domicile. Respondents vere asked how long the Lousehold had
been living in the present house or apartment. The average tenure waz 13.3
months (cemember, the household had to have lived in the local city at least a
yeasr tc have been eligible for sampling). Compared to their average lengths
of residence in the city (22.2 months) and in the United States (25.7 months),
this figure suggests a high rate of mobility among recently arrived Southeast
Asians. Table V-5 displays a breakdown of tenure by city and population
group. Analysis of variance indicates that only the difference among

population groups is significant (F(2,390) = 8.79, p(.om.

Table V-5
TENURE IN DOMICILE (months)

by City and Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnamese Cambodian Hmong ALL
Twin Cities 17.7 14.2 12,2 14.6
Denver 17.9 15.3 13.7 16.1
Stockton 13.8 13.2 16.1 14.1
Seattle 18.4 11.5 16.2 16.3
ALL CITIES 17.1 13.2 13.9 15.3

Public assistance. Two thirds (67%) of the households were receiving some

public assistance (types of assistance were not distinguished) in Spring

1982. The breakdown of public assistan&e by city and population groups is

172

151



Table V~6

PERCENT OF BOUSEHOLDS RECRIVING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

by City and Population Group \‘
Population Group )
city Vietnamese  Cambodisn  Emong  ALL
Twin Cities 56 | 42 | 98 76 .
Denver 54 27 23 40
Stockton 100 97 100 99
Seattle 50 77 42 = 54
ALL CITIES 63 70 70 67
displayed in Table V-6. There are very pronounced diffecences in public
assistance rates among the cities: almost all of the Stockton households
received some public assistance. By comparison, only 40% of tblo househclds in
Denver reported receiving some type of public assistance. /

Iin contrast to these major differences among cities, there are relatively

~ small overall differences among population groups in use of public assistance.

Analysis of variance confirms these perceptions: differences among cities are
highly reliable (F(3,390) = 4l.20, p_{.ﬁﬂl), whereas there is no significant

difference among ethnic groups (?(5’,390) = 1,02, p( .05).
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Individual Characteristics

;Charactcristics cf households were coﬁsidc:ed above. In this section,
characteristics of the 948 individual adult members of those households will
be presented. The composition of the sample of these individuals is shown
in Table V~7. Their characteristics will be considered chronologically:
background characteristics (i.e., factors determined before entering the
U.S.} are considered first; next, data related to immigration into the U.S.
are described; finally, indicators of resettlement experience in th:> U.S.

are examined.

Table V-7
ADULT SAMPLE COMPOSITION (AGE 20 & OLDER)

by City énd Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnamese Cambodian Emong ALL
Twin Cities 100 27 127 254
Denver 117 38 58 214
Stockton 107 69 49 225
Seattie 131 55 69 255
ALL CITIES 455 189 304 948

Background Characteristics

Age. Dividing the average number of persons aged 20 and older per
household (2.31) by the average household size (5.62), the percent of the

population 20 years of age and older can be estimated to be 40.18. Thus,
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the estimated proportion of the pcpulation under 20 years of age is 59.9%.
For the Hmong, Cambodian and Vietnamese groups, the corresponding estimates
are 63.38% 55.68, and 56.9%, respectively. The substantially higher
percentage for the Emcng is consistent with their relatively high fertility
rate. Combining these estimates with the individually reported age data for

adults 20 and older, the age profile of the three groups is presented in

Table V-8.
Table V-8
AGE DISTRIBUTION

By Population Group

Population Group
Age Vietnamese Cambodian Emong ALL
under 20 56.9 55.6 63.3  59.9
20-29 19.0 16.7 14.0 16.3
30-39 12.5 14.5 9.8 11.6
40-49 7.4 6.3 5.8 - 6.5
50-59 2.8 4.5 3.1 3.2
60+ 1.4 2.4 4.0 2.5

—————

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
average age
of adults
(20 and older) 33.9 36.3 36.9 35.4
l'v:
Y]
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Although the Emong population has the largest propertion of persons
under 20 years of age, the Vietnamese group has (among individuals aged
20 or older) the largest proportion of persons under 30 and the youngest
mean adult age. This may well result from the relatively large number of
unacceonpanied Vietnanese minofs who immigrated to the U.S. and the tendency
of Vietnamese to marry late and stay in school longer than the other
groups.

Sex. There are slightly more males (53%) in the adult sample than
females. A b:eakdcgn of the gender distribution by population groups and
cities is presented in Table V-9. The percentage of males differs
significantly from 50% only among the Vietnamese group, and there is no

statistically significant variation in the gender ratioc by city.

Table V-5
PERCENT MALES

by City and Population Group

-

Population Group

City Vietnamese Cambodian Hmong ALL
Twin Cities 55 42 52 50
Denver 56 55 54 34
Stockton 57 46 51 52
Seattle 62 49 48 35
ALL CITIES 57 48 50 53
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Age and gender afe cross~tabulated in Table V-10, pooling the three
population groups. The relatively even distribution of males and females
across all age groups can be seen in the table. There does appear to be a
slight trend with age: relatively more females with increasing age. Many
other population characteristics are presented below in terms of these age and

5
\

gender groups. \

Table V=10
xymv MALES AND FEMALES
by Age
Age t Males = & Females
20-29 5.8 45.2
30-39 53.3 46.7
40-49 51.8 | 48.2
50-59 49.3 50.7
60+ 48.2 51.8

Education. The mean number of vears of education in the native country is
broken down by city and population groups in Table V-1l. Overall, the amount
of years of previous schooling averages 5.1 years. As the table shows,
however, education is far from uniformly distributed among the various
groups. The Vietnamese are consistently the most educated and the HEmong the
least, with Cambodians in the middle. The differences are dramatic. The
Vietnamese have an average of nearly eight years of education, whereas the

Hmcng average only slightly more than one year. Only one gquarter (26%) cof the
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Table V-1l
YEARS OF EDUCATION (NATIVE COUNTRY)

by City and Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnamese Cambodian Hpong ALL
Twin Cities 10.4 6.0 1.3 5.3
Denver 8.1 5.5 2.3 6.0
Stockton 6.2 4.5 1.0 4.5
Seattle 7.2 4.1 c.8 4.8
ALL CITIES , 7.9 4.8 1.3 5.1

1

Emong had some previocus education prior to coming to the u.é., whereas 638 épd
91% of the Cambodians and Vietnamese, respectively, had same”prio: 1
schooling. As we shall see, these differences are eritical determinants of
the groups' subsequent English acquisition. s f?
Analysis of variance indicates that différenees among groups (?(2,849) =
266.7, p £ .001) and among cities (F(3,849) = 14.63, p (.001) ‘f are highly
significant. The ordering among cities is of considerable interest: in
decreasing order of education, Denve:,'Twin Cities, Seattle an& Stockton.
This is the same order found above for these cities' employment rates. It is
not at all surprising that education and employment status should be
correlated for this pépulation {after all, this is a societal pattern
throughout the U.S.). What is su:p:isigg is that background differences among

refugees of a given group——such as their educational status--exist among

resettlement cities; for each of the population groups, individuals in Denver
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and Twin Cities have higher educaticnal status than their peers in Stockton
and Seattle. There is a hint in these data that the overall ecconcmic
environient, more favorable in 1982 in Denver and Twin Cities than in Seattle
and Stockton, is influencing the settlement of these refugees. Perhaps the
more educated Qenbe:s of a g:oup‘tend to migrate selectively towards areas
where their employment prospects are better, whereas the settlement of less
educaced segments, whosc employment prospects are dim nearly everywhere, is
determinad by other factors. Further data are needed to clarify such matters.
In addition to wifferences among population g:&ups and cities,
individuals' age and gender are also closely related to their educaticonal
attainment. Table V-12 displays years of education for various age and genders
segments. At all ages, men have considerably more education than their female

peers; overall, men average 6.3 years whereas women average 3.7 years of

-

%

Table V-12
YEARS OF EDUCATICON (NATIVE COUNTRY;

by Age and Sex Segments

Age somen Men ALL
20-29 4.4 7.0 5.9
30-39 $.7 7.0 3.9
40-49 3.0 5.1 4.1
50-59 i.1 4.2 2.8
60+ G.4 2.8 1.6
Aled : 3.7 3.3 .1
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education. In all groups, boys have had —ore access to schooling in
Scutheast Asia than girls had . Although this difference is present in all
age segments in the table, it is less pronounced in younger segments,
refliecting the historical trend towards increased democratization of

schooling in Scutheast Asia.

Bilingualism. Since the focus of the study is on English language

training and acquisition, individuals' previous experience with other second
langdages may be of cohside:able importance. Although linguistic status was
reported separately for individual languages in the survey, the data have
been collapsed acress all langquages the: than English and the person's
native language to form a measure of whether the individual was (at least
partially) bilingual before coming to the U.S. (Previous knowledge of
English will be considered laﬁgr.)

Table V-13 indicates that slightly less than half (44%) of the adults
speak a second language besides English. ‘The incidence of bilingualism,
measured in this manner, varies significantly among the population groups,
with the Hmong having the highest rate (62%8), the Vietnamese the lowest
(32%) and the Cambodians an intermediate rate (44%). Because the second
languages spoken by these groups vary (it is principally Lio for the Hmong
put French for the Cambodians and Vietnamese),.differences among the
population groups should be interpreted with caution.

There are also substantial differences in bilingualism among the age and
gender segments. Table V-14 breaks down these data by age and gende: At
all ages, substantially more men are bilingual than women, no doubt
reflecting their more extensive contacts with outside groups in Southeast

Asia (in trade, in the workplace, in the military, etc.). The
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Table V-13
PERCENT WHO SPEAK A SECOND LANGUAGE (EXCLUDING ENGLISH)
by City and Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnamese Cambodian Hmong ALL
Twin Cities 40 52 68 55
Denver s 45 80 49
Stock ton 14 52 33 30
Seattle 37 29 55 40
ALL CITIES 32 . 44 62 44

Table V-14

PERCENT WHO SPEAK A SECOND LANGUAGE (EXCLUDING ENGLISH)

\\ by Age and Sex Segments
Age women Men ALL
20-29 30 49 40
30-39 33 54 44
40-49 43 52 48
50-53 33 57 43
60+ 38 70 54
ALL 34 53 44
15,
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gender-related differences in bilingualism seem parallel to those noted
above for educational status. On the cother hand, the distribution of
bilingualism by age is the opposite tc that observed for schooling: there
is increasing bilingualism in older age segments, both for men and for
women.

Literacy. Another individual characteristic included in the survey
because of its potential link to English acquisition was literacy, defined
in the survey as the ability to read or write a language "at least a
little." Literacy was reported individually for each language (other than
English). To facilitate compariscns among population groups, & measure was
developed which counts literacy in any language other ;hén English,
including the native language (the most common form cftliteracy for the
Hmong). AS noted with regard to bilingualism, differences among population
groups in literacy rates should be interpreted with caution (since they may
represent different accomplishments). Table V-15 displays the percent of
adults who are lié;rate in some language, broken down by city and population

groups. Overall, 58% are literate.

Table V-15
PERCENT LITERATE IN ANY LANGUAGE (EXCLUDING ENGLISH)
by City and Population Group

Population Group

. City Vietnamese Cambodian Hmong ALL
Twin Cities 100 70 36 65
- Denver 56 74 51 58
Stocktoen i35 65 35 35
Seattle 96 53 36 71
ALL CITIES 68 64 39 38
16l
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As is the case for education and bilingualism, signif%cantly more men
(68%) than women (47%) are literate. Thisz difference holés at all ages.
There are also proncunced effects of age on literacy rates; for both men and
wonen, literacy decreases sharply with increasing age. The differences here
are quite marked; less than one-fourth of individuals aged 60 and older are
literate, compared with two-thirds of those in the 20-29 segment. Among men,

over three-quarters of the youngest age segment are literate.

Table V-16

PERCENT LITERATE IN SOMI LANGUAGE (EXCLUDING ENGLISR)

by Age and Sex Segments

Age Nomen Men ALL

. 20-29 54 76 66

30-39 - 52 B 1 I >t

40-49 46 62 54

50-59 25 69 46

60+ 21 26 23

ALL 47 68 58
Summarv. A number of interrelated background characteristics have been

examined in this section, many of which may affect individual refugees'’
overall adjustment and acquisition of English: population group, age, gender,
education, bilingualism and literacy. Table V-17 summarizes the

interrelationships encountered thus far.

1 ‘5‘(;
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Table V-17

SUMMARY OF BACKGROUND DIFFERENCES

Characteristic

Source of

Differences EDUCATION BILINGUALISM LITERACY

POPULATION Vietnamese have Hpong have the Vietnanmese have

GROUP the most educa- most bilingualism, the most liter-

. tion, Hmong the Vietnamese the acy, Hmong the
the least least least
{(Cambodians intermediate)

AGE Education Bilingualism Literacy
decreases with increases with decreases with
age age age

SEX Men have more | More bilingualism More literacy
education among men among men

Bducation and literacy tend to follow the same pattern, not surprisingly,
since educational experience is typically the predominant means to becoming
literat« Bilingualism, on the other hand, is distributed in a soméwhat
different manner, reflecting the multiple types of experience and contacts
involved in acquiring second languages. The consisteﬁt differences cbserved
between men and women reflect the gengrally wider range of contacts and access
to resources which men enjoyed throughout Southeast Asia, a pattern we shall
gee has continued to exert itself in refugee camps and during the early stages

of resettlement in the U.S.

Migraticon to the U.S.

. The sample of households was purposively restricted to those. who had been

in the United States 1-3 years at the time of interview; a small percentage of
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the individuals in the sample falls ocutside of that time frame since only
the hnéschald head's (i.e., the person interviewed) eligibility was
screened. The vast majority of the sample arrived in the U.S. in the
two-year period between July 1979 and June 1881, as shown in Table V-18.
The first row of the taﬁlc is a breakdown of adults' arrivals by six-month
inte:vais. wWithin the sampling period, the distribution is skewed towards
esarlier arrivals: 32.4%, 26.7%, 22.3% and 13.4% of the sampie arrived in
successive six-month blocks. This reflects the progressive decrease in
arrivals of Southeast Asian refugees during that time period. Arrivals over
tine in each of the population groups are exhibited in the three rows
below. There are some differences in the arrival patterns of the three
groups, corresponding to their immigration patterns during this time period
(at least for those who eventually settled in these four cities). Nearly
808 of the Emong sample arrived between July 1979 and June 1980, whereas
less than half of the Vietnamese sample and slightly more than half of the
Cambodian sample arrived during the same period. Vietnamese arrivals
declined only slightly from the beginning to the end of this pe:iod,_whe:eas
both Emong and Cambodian arrivals declined sharply. Thus, the population
mix of the arriving sample varied sharply over time, as shown in Table
V-18. The table shows tha' both the earliest and latest arriving
individuals in the sample were predominantly Vietnamese, wherezs arrivals
tween July 1979 and June 1980 were predominantly Emong.

Careful attention will need to be paid to this changing mixture of

arrivals as the kppa:ent effects of time in the U.S. are examined below.

Pravious research (Reder, 1981) has demcnstrated how the apparent effects of
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Table V-18

ARRIVAL OF ADULT SAMPLE INTO THE U.S.

Time in U.S5. More than 2-1/2 to 2 to - 1=-1/2 to 1 to Less than

at Interview 3 vrs 3 vrs 2=1/2 vrs 2 yrs 2=1/2 vrs 1l yr

. Arrival Date: Before July-Dec. Jan.—June July-Dec. Jan.—June After
July '79 1879 1980 1980 1981 July *81*

. % of Sample 2.8 32.4 26.7 22.3 13.4 2.4

$ of Vietnamese 3.6 24.7 23.8 - 27.4 17.0 3.6

% of Cambodian 2.7 39.9 13.3 23.4 18.6 2.1

% of Emong 1.7 39.3 39.6 14,1 4.7 0.7

*Under~represented due to sampling desigh

Table V-19

MIX OF GROUPS IN SAMPLE BY ARRIVAL DATE

Percent of '
Arrivals Before July-Dec. Jan.-June July-Dec. Jan.=June After

which Was: July *78* 1979 1980 1980 1981 July ‘81+
Vietnamese 6l.6 36.2 42.3 58.4 6.5 72.7
Cambodian i9.2 i4.9 10.1 21.3 28.2 i8.2
Hmong i9.2 38.3 47.6 20.3 1l.3 8.1

*Under-represented due to sampling design.
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increasing time in the country on linguistic and ecomomic adjustment may
confound the true effects of adjustment over time with changes over time in
the characteristics of arrzving refugees. In a survey of a large Hmong
community, for example, Reder found progressive changes in individuals’
educational, linguistic and literacy status with increasingly later arrival
dates. Por a variety of reasons, earlier arriving groups (the first
"waves”) were better educated, more literate, and more exposed to Western
society.

To examine such trends in the present sample, background characteristics
are broken down by acrrival date in Table V-20. None of the characteristics
Qa:ies regularly oveQEQ;me; nor is any characteristic substantially
correlated with arrival time, as shown in the leftmost column of the table.
Educaticn, for example, at first decreases and then later increases with
later arrival dates, reflecting the changing mixture of incoming refugees.
The literacy rate of new arrivals declines slightly over time, but the
overall correlation with time is null. Bilingualism also shows a decline,
but only for the most recently arrived groups, and is accordingly only
weakly correlated with time. Unlike scme previous studies, there is much
less time-grading of background characteristics in this sample. This may

permit a more direct assessment of the effects of time in the U.S. on

resettlement cutccomes,

Settling in the United States

Information was collected about several facets of individuals'
resettlement experience in the U.S.: the length of their residence in the

U.3. as well as in the local city; their present and past employment status
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Table V-20

BACKGROUND CEARACTERISTICS BY ARRIVAL DATE

Correlation
BACKGROUND with Before July-Dec. Jan.-June July-Dec. Jan.~June After
CHARACTERISTIC Arrival Time Suly '79* 1979 1980 1980 1981 July *81*
Years of -.13 5.0 4.8 4.3 6.0 6.0 7.1
Education ' -
Percent 15 35.0 48.0 51.0 47.0 19.0 18.0
Bilingual '
{excluding
English)
Percent .04 6S.0 6l1.0 60.0 56.0 52,0 36.0
Literate
{(excluding
Englishj
*Under-represented due to sampling 6es£gnz‘J
18y
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(whether they had ever worked in the U.S. and whether they were currently
working); ELT training received; and English proficiency (reported for both
the first month in the U.S and the time of the interview).

Time in the U.S. The distribution of arrival times was considered above.

The same data can be transformed into the length of individuals' residence in
the U.S.. as displayed in Table V-21 for various population groups and

cities. The average length of time in the country was 25.7 months at the time
of the survey. Analysis of variance indicates there are statistically
reliable differences among populatien groups (as we have already seen) and

cities as well as significant group by city interactions. The sample from

Table V-21
MONTES 1IN U.S (AS OF INTERVIEW)

by City and Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnamese Cambodian Emong ALL
Twin Cities 26.7 28.0 27.7 27.4
Denver 23.9 26.9 29.1 25.9
Stockten 20.8 26.6 27.1 24.0
Seattle 25.8 22.2 26.9 25.3
ALL CITIES 24.3 25.6 27.7 25.7



Twin Cities has been in the country ;he longest on the average. As a whole,
the Vietnamese sample has the shortest average Eesidency in the U.S.,
reflecting the recent increase in their immigration flows relative to Emong
and Cambodians.

Residence in city. The average length of residence in the local city at
the time of interview was 22.2 months, compared with an average of 25.7
nonths for residence in the U.S. .The closeness of these figures suggests
that many individuals had lived only in the one city (2 question which was

not directly asked} rather than haying migrated from another U.S. location.

- The actual percentage of secondary migrants is difficult to assess for this

sanple, anyway, since families whic§ had recently moved ‘rom one city teo
another would not have been eligible for this study (which required at least
one year's residence in the local city).

Exployment. The percent of adults eaployed in various c;ties and

population groups is displayed in Table V-22. These are percentages of

individuals who are employed, unlike the figures considered above, which
were the percentages of households in thch at least one person waé
employed. Overall, 22% of the adults were working at the time of the
interviews. There is significant va:iagion ameong both cities and porulation
groups in these employment rates, patte:;ed in the same way as the household
level data examined above: Denver has the highest rate (45%) and Stockton
the lowest (3%), whereas Twin Cities (27%) and Seattle (13%) are
intermediate. Among population groups, the Vietnamese and the Cambodians
have similar employment rates (25% and 26%, respectively}, significantly

higher than that of the Hmong group (1l4%). The substantial differences in

refugee employment rates among cities, not surprisingly, reflect differences
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Juble V=22
1. ~ENT WORKING

by City and Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnamese Cambodian Hmong ALL
Twin Cities &1 56 10 27
Denver 41 66 37 45
Stockton ‘ ‘ T 3
Seattle 14 9 13 13
ALL CITIES 25 26, 14 22

in local econcaic conditicns. With many zefugees being on the margins of
local job markets, it is to be expected that differences in refugee
employment status among cities wi;l correspond with prevailing differences
among their overall unemployment rates. Table V-23 illustrates this
correspondence. The four citins are listed in decreasing order of refugee
exsployment (middle column), whereas the third column displays the May 1982
unemployment rates for the cities, which generally increase nsying down the
table.

in add’_ion to differences among cities and populations, numerous
background characteristics and experiential factors are closely related tco
employment status. We will see below that many factors impact individuals®
employment status:vfo: now, the familiar breakdéwn by age and gender
segments will provide a preliminary perspective.

Table V-24 displays these data. Many more men (31%) than women (118%)

are working, and the difference is consistent across all age groups. For
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both sen and women, the percent employed is nearly congtant up to age 49,

but begins falling off after age 50 for women and after age 60 for men.

Table V-23

RETGEE EMPLOYMENT VS. LOCAL ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

$ Adults | SMSA Uneaployment Rates

City Currently Buploved (.C.L., May 1982) -
Denver 47 5.9
Twin Cities 34 5.‘)
Seattle 18 10.7
Stockton 14 : is5.0

e

Table V=24 |

'?mmm

by Age and Sex Segacnts

Age Women - Mem - AL
20-29 11 30 ) 22
30-38 14 35 25
— 40-49 i3 33 X
50-59 6 3l 18
_ 60+ o 7 4
ALL 11 31 22
a
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Intctsqfion about hours worked and earnings for the week preceding the
interviow wig collected for individuals reported to be working at the time of
the interview (n = 196). The hours worked ranged from 4 to 64, with a mean of
34.1. About two-thirds (65%) of ghcse working worked 35 or more hours during
the p:eceding week. Their reported earnings for that week averaged §$173.29%
with a median figure cf $152.50.

Information was also collected about individuals' previous work experience
in the U.S. Data about past snd present en#lcynent status are combined in
Table V~25, in which the percent of individuals who have ever worked in the
U.S. is displayed, broken down by cities and population grcups. Overall, 28%

of the individuals have ever worked in the U.S., compared with 22% who were

Table V=25
PERCENT WHO HAVE EVER WORKED IN TEE U.S.

by City and Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnamese Cambodian Emong ALL
Twin Cities 51 56 16 34
Denver 44 68 41 47
Stockton 15 13 12 14
Seattle 17 16 22 18
ALL CITIES 31 31 22 28
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currently employed; the 6% difference represents those individuals not
currently employed who had been employed at scme point in the past.
Comparing this table with Table V-22, a similar distribution among cities
and population groups can be seen.

Table V-26 displays the same data broken down by age and gender
segnents. These data are distributed in the same pattern as seen above for

the current employment status data (Table V-24).

Table V=26
PERCENT WHC HAVE EVER WORKED IN THE U.S.

by Age and Sex Segments

_Age_ women Men_ ALL
20-29 16 40 29
30-39 16 46 32
40-49 16 a1 29
50-59 8 37 22
60+ g 15 7
ALL 14 40 28

Finding employment in the U.S. takes time for most pecple, and refugees
prove to be no exception. Table V-27 displays a breakdown of employment
status by length of residence in the U.S. Not surprisingly, emoloyment rises

) steadily with increasing time in the country. Since we saw above that time in
the U.S. is not a proxy for ethaic or educational status, these results

indicate that refugees' employment prospects have been increasing dramatically
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Table V-27
EMPLOYMENT STATQS

by Time in U.S.

Time in Country (At Interview)

Less than 1l to 1-1/2 to -2 to 2-1/2 to More than
1 ye* 1-1/2 yrs 2 yrs 2-1/2 yrs 3 yrs 3 yrs*

$ Exployed at 6.0 15.4 19.3 20.6 28.0 28.0
Time of

Interview

$ Who Had Ever 4.5 16.9 23.2 28.6 36.5 38.5

wWorked in U.S.

runder-represented due to sample design

during their second and third years in the country, despite the major
recession taking place in the U.s.ldu:ing the same period. Of particular
significance in this regard is the difference between the 1-1/2 year and 3
yvear labor force participation :ates:‘pea:ly twice as many refugees are
working by the end of their third vear in the U.S. as by the end of their
first 18 months. These findings need to be considered in light of the recent
cutback of fede:al cash and medical assistance to refugees from 36 moriths to
18 months; many more refugees might well become employed given the extra
period of time to find work. Notice that these data do not indicate that the
18 month cutback itself stimulated increased labor force participation, as
some individuals argued it would at the time of the cutback; these data were

collected before any individuals had been affected by the policy change.
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English Lanquage Training {ELT)

Individuals have received ELT in a variety o. locales and programs; in
their native countries (usually in conjunction with formal education), in
refugee camps'in Southeast asia, and in :he.United.States (in the city in
which they resided at the time of the survey and/cr in previous U.S. ciéies
in which they lived). Participation in ELT will be reported here by the
mean number of hours of instruction received as well as by the percentage of
individuals who have received any instruction whatscever. The former
measure, the average number of instructional hours, is particularly useful
since it is additive across diffe:eﬁt types of programs or locations,
whereas the latter measure is not. Nevertheless, both measures are needed,
since reporting only tae average number of hours does not necessarily convey
information about the breadth of service utilization.

Table vazg displays overall participation in ELT programs. Each row
presents ELT received in a particular setting: native country, refugee |
camp, or the U.S. The bottom row dispigys‘tatal ELT received in all
locations. Locking at the first row, we see that adults received an average
of 87 hours of ELT in their native country. Relatively few individuals
(17%) , however, received any ELT at all in their native country. Those that
did receive ELT in their native country received s .ubstantial amount (an
average of 512 hours). Even less ELT was received in refugee camps. The
per capita adult training received in camps was only 19 hours. Only 108 of
the adults received any BLT in refugee camps: those who did received an
average of 190 hours. In the United States, ;here has been more intensive
participation in ELT. As shown in the third row of the table, 504 hours of

ELT have been received per capita in the U.S | 1 neariy three-quarters
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Table V-28

ELT PARTICIPATION

- Mean Hours for

Location Per Capita Hours § Received Those Receiving
of Training of Training SQme Training Some Training
Native Country 87 i7 512
Refugee Camp 19 10 1s0
United States 504 , 74 681

ALL LOCATIONS 610 78 782

(74%) of the adult population receiving at least scme ELT; among those who
participated at least minimally, the average number of hours received is
681.

The bottom row displays ELT received in all settings. Per capita adult

training for this sample is 610 hours. Over three-fourths (78%) of the

adults have received some ELT; those that have received scme training
average 782 Lours of ELT. -About 228 of the adults have never had any ELT.
Native Country. Let us now lock more closely at ELT pa:tiéipation in
each of these settings. Pa:ticipation in ELT in the native country is
displayed in Table V~-29. Each row shows data for a different population
group. Vietnamese individuals received the most ELT in their native
country, Hmong the least. Nearly one-third {30%) of the Vietnamese received
some training‘in their native country, and those that did aQe:aged 559
hours; only l10% of the Cambodians, on the other hand, received any ELT, and
those that did received less than the Vietnamese (337 hours); hardly any
Hmong (3%) received ELT in Laos and those that did received still fewer

(260} hours.
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‘Table V=29
. ELT IN NATIVE COUNTRY

for Different Population Groups

Mean Hours for

Populatiou Per Capita Hours S Received Those Receiving
Group of Training Some Training Some Training
Vietnamese 165 30 558
Cambodian 32 10 337

Hoong 6 3 200

Even within a given population group, access to ELT in Southeast Asia
was not uaiform. Table V-30 breaks the participation data down by age and
gender segments. Individuals under 40 received a disp:opo:tienatelsha:e of
the ELT. At all ages, substantially more men than women :e&eived ELT in

their native countries.

Table V=30
BELT IN NATIVE COUNTRY

for Different Age and Sex Segments

Per Capita Hours t Receiving Some Training
Age Women _ Men All Women Men All
20-29 45 180 118 i4 28 22
- 30-39 67 134 103 i9 24 22
40-49 is 73 47 6 15 11
* 50-59 35 32 33 3 6 4
60+ o 65 31 9] 7 4
ALL 43 132 91 12 22 17
183
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The most cczmon neans of accessing PLT in Scutheast Akia for this
population was through formal schocfing: there is & correlation of 0.44
between years of schooling and hours ef ELT received in the native country.
The link between educaticn and ELT in the native country is perhaps best
stated thus: less than 1t of the individuals who never went to school
received any ELT, whereas 26% of those who did go to school received at
least some ELT in their native country.

Multiple regression analyses were conducted to predict individual
participation in ELT in the native countries. Several such analyses were
carried out. Pirst, Hours of ELT received in the native country, ELTNAT,
was regressed on the predictors AGE, SEX, EDIC (years of schooling in the
native country), HMONG and CAMBODIAN (the latter two variables are *dummy "
variables, coded "1" if an individual is a member of that group, "0°
otherwise; a Vietnames: national ﬂeuld.bo "0" on both variables).

The best predictive equation for ELTNAT uses only two of these
independent variables as predictors: EDUC and CAMBODIAN, with CAMBODIAN
negatively associated with ELTNAT after the effects of EDUC are cant:olloé.
Table V~31 displays the beta-~weights of these two significant predictors of
ELTNAT. The adjusted :2 value, .19, indicates that only 19% of the
variance in ELTNAT can be accounted for by linear regression on EDUC and
CAMBODIAN. The beta values indicate the relative potency of each variable
in the predictive equation for ELTNAT. The sign of the beta value indicates
whether the variable is negatively or positively linked to the dependent
variable. In the ELTNAT equation, EDUC has a relativaly strong, pesitive
effect on the amcunt of ELT received in the native country, whereas being
Cambodian has a relatively weak (but statistically significant) neggFive

effect on ELT after the effects of education are held constant.
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Table V-31
REGRESSION OF ELTNAT

Adj. 2 = .19
Variables in the Variables Not in
Equation the Equation
Variable Beta AGE
EDUC <421 ' SEX

CAMBODIAN ~.092 EMONG

That some variables do not enter the regression equation is also
informative. Although substantial gender and aga-related differences in
ELTNAT were observed in Table V-30, AGE an& SEX are not predictive of
t:aining received once the effects of education are controlled. This
indicate:‘ehae the effects of age and gender con ELT received in the country
of origin are indirect, mediated through educaticn; this..ot course, is

consistent with the previous results concerning the link between ELT and

- schooling in Southeast Asia.

That CAMBODIAN enters the predictive equation negatively suggests that,
holding level of education constant (i.e., EDUC is already in the equation},
Cambodians received less ELT than the other groups in their native country.
No attempt has been made here to explore such interactions in detail, nor to
rescale variables such as EDUC to improve the amount of variance accounted
Eo:.e The primary aim of the :eg:essién snalysis is to describe the relative
importance of various factors in determining ELT training and (below) the |

variables predicting acquisition of English and employment in the U.S.

179



Refugee Camps. The number of hours of ELT received in refugee camps in
Southeast Asia is broken down by populatior groups in Table V-32. Parallel
to differences cbserved among ELT in the rative countries, the Vietnanese

again received the most training in refugee camps, and the Hxong the least;

Table V-32
ELT IN REFUGEE CAMPS

for Different Population Grougs

Mean Bours for

Population Per Capita Hours % Received Those Receiving
Group of Training Some Training Scne Training
Vietnamese 29 12 242
Cambodian 18 12 150

BEmong 5 5 101

Cambodians received an Ln;eracdiatc number of hours of training. Although
relatively small numbers of adults received ELT in camps, it must be
renmenbered that camp p:ograns were not fully operational during the time
most of these refugees were in camp.

Thcvb:eakdawn of BELT in camps by age and gender segments is shown in
Table V-33, Although only about 108 of the adults received any ELT in
camps, access to it has been structured in a pattern which is now familiar:
younger persons are more likely to have received ELT in camps, and many '
moze men than women received ELT in camps. Among those who had been to
school in theig native country, l4% received ELT in camps compared to 2.35%

of those who had never been to schocl. Thus the pattern of access to



Table V=33
ELT IN REFGEE CAMPS

for Variocus Age and Sex Segnents

Per Capita Hours % Receiving Some Training
Age Woaen Men All Women Men  All
20-29 S 34 21 4 21 14
30~38 4 18 il 7 10 8
40-49 10 13 11 9 8 8
50-5¢ 0 20 i0 0 6 3
60+ e 3 1 ] é 2
ALL S 23 15 5 14 10

education and ELT in thg countries of origin was re-established in refugee
camps: those with prévgaus education, younger persons, and males all
participated more in ELT in camps. .

Multiple regression anaiyses were carried ocut to predict ELT received in
canps. The dependent variable, ELTCAMP, the number of hours of ELT received
in camp, was regressed on the variables AGE, SEX, EDUC, HMONG, CAMBODIAN,
ELTNAT (all from the previocus regression analysis) as well as ENTRYDATE
(month of entry into the U.S.) and ANYLIT (ability to read or write any
language). The resulting predictive egquation {s summarized in Table V-34.
The table has the same format as Table V-3l.

Notice that individual participation in ELT in camps (s even less
predictable than that received in the native country (adjust¢ed :2 = .09,

compared to .19 in the equation for ELTNAT); only 9% of the variance is

predicted here. The most potent predictors are ELTNAT (indicating that

181203
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Table V-34
REGRESSION OF ELTCAMP

Adi, r2 = .08

Variables in the | Variables Not in .

Equation the Bquaticn o
Variable Beta .7 AGE -
ELTNAT .183 EDUC
BNTRYMONTH -.165 EMONG
SEX .095 KEMER

:poa§ whoxgad received ELT in their native country participated more in camp
programs) ;nd ENTRYZMONTR (its negative bc:a value reflects the recency of
operaticn of camp programs). Holding these variablies constant, SEX enters
(:etlectiﬁg Ehg increased participation of men). The fact that Enac does
not predict ELTCAMP after the effect of ELTNAT and ENTRYDATE are taken into
account indic;t‘s that those who had been in the process of learaning English
were more likely to be served in caaps.

United States., Table V-35 shows the bdreakdown of ELT received in the
U.S. by population group. As noted at the heginning of this section, a very
large fraction of the adult survey population receives ELT {n the U.S.

Table V=35 indicates that, unlike ELT in Scutheast Asia, the various
population groups are equally utilizing ELT in the U.S. Roughly
three-quarters of each group is served, and those'who are trained reported

teceiving an average of slightly less than 700 instructional hours.

21}y
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Table V-35
ELT IN THE U.S.

for Different Population Groups

Mean Hours for

Population Per Capita Hours $ Received Those Receiving
Croup of Training Some Training-  Some Training
Vietnamese 486 72 675
Cambodian 532 76 700

Hmong : 512 74 682

Service utilization is :aigly hﬁi:erm.among the four cities in the
study, as shown in the breakdown by population groups and cities in Table
V- §. The table suggests, and analyses of variance confirm, that there are
not substaﬁtial differences anong either cities or population groups in the
anmocunt of ELT utilization in the U.S. Within a given city, there do seem to
be certain groups (e.g., the Vietnamese in Twin Cities and the Hnong in
Denver) with substantially high levels of ELT utilization, whereas other
groups seen to be utilizing these services at relatively low levels (e.g.,
the Vietnamese in Denver).

The percentage of adults who received at least some ELT in the U.S. is
broken down by cities and population groups in Table V-37. The same pattern
is evident in these data. There is little overall difference among cities

or population groups in the degree of ELT utilization in the United States.



Table V=36
HOURS ESL IN U.S.

by City and Population Group

Population Group

«

city Vietnamese  Cambodian  Hamong ALL
Twin Cities 737 - 354 355 492
Denver 266 431 848 466
Stockton 394 782 600 560
Seattle 584 352 451 495
ALL CITIES 486 532 512 504

Table V=37

PERCENT OF ADULTS WHO RECEIVED
SOME ENG.LISE LANGUAGE TRAINING IN THE U.S.

Population Group

City Vietnanese Cambodian Hmong ALL
Twin Cities 73 67 72 72
Denver 63 79 85 72
Stockton 65 83 71 72
Seattle 86 I3 71 78

/Q:. CITIES 72 76 74 74

1)
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Ancng the age and gender segments, however, util;zation is not unifcrm,

~as shown in Table V-38. There is little apparent change with age in

utilization for individuals up to S0 vears of age; for those 50 or older,
ELT utilization declines rapidly, particularly after 60. In all age groups,
men utilize ELT in the U.S. more than wonnh do (overall, 81% vs. 67%). The

difference is ﬁc:ticula:ly strikihg among the cldest groups.

Table V-38
ELT IN TEE U.S.

for Variocus Age and Sex Segments

Per Capita Hours $ Receiving Some Training

Age Wonen Men All Women Men All
20-29 411 714 573 70 86 79 ”
30-39 496 630 567 78 85 82
40-49 431 672 558 72 84 78
50-59 | 185 421 303 47 74 61
60+ 44 125 83 10 26 18
ALL 390 622 512 §7 81 74

There are many factors other than age and gender which might impact ELT
utilization in the U.S. Muitiple regression analyses presented below
evaluate the joint effects of numerous variables on ELT utilization in the
U.S. But it may be helpful first to break the data down by some additional
variables of particular interest.

Table V-39 breaks ELT utilization down by,ﬁrevious education. The two

top rows contrast adults who have had no education versus those with some
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Table V-39
ELT UTILIZATION IN THE U.S.

by Educational Status

Years Education | Per Capita ' $ Receiving
Prior to Entry , Bours ELT in U.S. Some ELT
None 364 | 67
Scoe 579 77
1-3 476 67
4~6 S61 75
7-11 659 84
12+ 588 79

formal education in their country or origin, while the four bottom rows,
inset to the right in the table, further break down “"scme® education into
various amounts of schooling. The major contrasts between "none” and "some"
are highly significant: Those with some previcus educaticnal experience
participate iligh:ly more (77% vs. 67%) an%ion the average receive
substantially more hours of ELT (579 vs. 364). The relative difference in
hours is far greater than that in percentage served: considering only those
individuals who have takean some ELT in the U.S., those with séme previous
educ .tion received an average 0. 752 hours, 38% more than those with no
previous education (who received an average of 543 hours). 'Tﬁis suggests
that not only are individuals with previous schooling more likely to
participate in ELff but those that do stay in programs longer. This

suggests that programs may be better suited to the needs éf educated or
' {

literate clientele; this will be further clarified below:

f
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Looking at the bottom line of the table, it Can be seen that the more
formal education a refugee brings to the U.S., the more he or she tends to
utilize ELT. This holds up through the highest Category of educational
attainoent (postsecondary)., at which point it begins to dip down (see the

- bottom tov ©f the table). Evidence Presented later suggests that the group
with the bhighest amount of education utilizes slightly less ELT because they
need it less: they had more English proficiency ai: entry ani have learned
English more quickly after entry. Nevertheless, the main effect of
cds:ear.im\ixu clear encugh.
‘Table V-40 breaks the utilization data down by length of residence

. ia the C.S., g‘:wpcd by six~month intervals. Analysis of variance confirms
: \!héf iz e‘vkdil;:t en inspecting the table: although there is no increase in

the é réénﬁage of adults served over the second and thirxrd years of residence

in the ccuntry, there is a iub:tmtial increase in the cumulative hours of

training received.

Table V-40
ELT UTILIZATION IN THE U.S.

by Length of Residence

Per Capita % Receiving
Months in the U.S. Hours ELT in U.S. Scme ELT
12-17 328 73.4
) 18-23 . 439 74.4
24-29 506 76.6
30--38 677 74.1
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There are two possible interpretations of these results. First, almost
all individuals who participate in ELT at all have zlready started their
training during their first year iq\the country, but many continue it
throughout the first three years, so that there is a progressive
accumulation of per capita hours of training across the three year pericd.
A second explanation congistent with these results is that there has been a
change over time in the availability of ELT: Although refugess taking ELT
complete their training during the first year or so, thc:c has been a
progressive decline in the past two years in the amount of ELT which new

arrivals zeceive in their first year of residence. Changing regulatory

'\}initn on the amount of training which individuals can take, among other

factors, eogld be responsible for such ::cndsf

We saw above that nearly three-quarters (243) of the adults have taken
i??‘ ELT in the U.S. In contrast, slightly more than one-quarter (27%) was
in training at the time of the interview. Table V-41 displays a breakdown
of current particpation in BLT by city and population group. Overall, a
higher percentage (38%) ovaanbodian adults were still in ELT at the time of
the survey than the cther groups. The most striking differences, however,
can be seen among the cities: In Denver, for example, only 9% were in ELT,
whereas 57% of the adult refugees in in Stockton were taking ELT at the time
of the interviews. An intermediate percentage, 24% of adults in Seattle and
Twin Cities, were in ELT at that time. Once again a consistent pattern of
inter-city differences emerges: Where relatively large numbers of refugees
are currently employed (Denver), relatively few refugees are currently in
ELT, whereas where relatively few refugees are working (Stockton), many more
are in BELT; intermediate levels of employment status and ELT participation

are found in Twin Cities and Seattle.
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Table V-41
PERCENT OF ADULTS PRESENTLY IN ESL(5/82)
by City and Ethnic Group

‘Ethnic Group

city Vietnamese  Cambodian  BHmong AL
Twin Cities | 41 22 20 22
Denve: 7 10 12 9
Stockton 52 62 59 57
Seattle 21 , 33 14 22
ALL CITIES 25 38 24 27

\
\

To clarify this relationship, crosstabulations of indiﬁiguals' lgbor
force and ELT participation at the time of the intecviews we:;\gnrto:med.
The percentage of individuals not working who participate in ELT (31%) is
twice ar large as the percentage (158) of those working who glso pa:ticigate
in ELT. This is not particulazly su:p:iging. since those who work have
fewer opportunities and less free time for classes.

Other factors may be at work here as well. In many cases, unemployed
refugees (believed they) were required to participate in BLT to remain
eligible for cash and medical assistance. These requlations {(or at least
belief that such requlations were operative) could cleaﬁly inflate the ELT

participation rates for unemployed adults. At the same time, the same

3
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individuals who tend to acquire English quickly and hence tend to complete
their ELT programs qQuickly may alsc be the ones who tend to find work
Quickly. This could also underlie the observed negative relationship
between labor force and ELT participation rates. Clearly further analysis
is required to tease apart the mutual fclationships among English
proficiency, ELT and employment; an attempt to do this is made below.
Before that can be dones, however, a vital set of data needs to be examined
-~ English proficiency.
English Proficiencies

nata\about self-reported English proficiencies are presented in several
sections. Pirst, Englils proficiency levels are reported, both at time of
enliry into gho U.S. and at the time of the interview. Five neasures were
reported for each of the two time points: an overall rating (on a 5-pt.
scale) and four specific English proficiencies, each reported on a yes/no
basis. Differences in proficiency between the time points, indicating
adults' acquisition of English and coming to the U.S., are examined.
Interrelationships among these measures are alsc considered. In the second
section, the various proficiency measures are broken down in terms of
individuals®' background characteristics (population, group, age, sex,
previous education, literacy and bilingualism) and experiences which may
impact their acquisition of English (ELT, time spent in the U.S., and
employment resettlement location status.) The third section analyses the
simultanecus effects of these background and éxperiential variables on the

develcpment of English proficiency.
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Development of Enqlish Proficiency

Self-ratings of English proficiencies had means of 1.4 the first month
in the country and 2.5 at the time of the interview. Recalling that
proficiencies are ratud on a five point scale (with 1 being the iowest
rating), a substantial increase in proficiency has taken place during these
adult refugees tnngte in the U.S. (which, we recall, was slightly over 2
years on the average at the time of the surveys)}. The pattezrn of:
inprovenent can be better seen in Table V=42, in which individual:'
proficiency ratings at entry are crosstabulated against their ratings at the
time of the interview. There are 937 individuals represented in the table

Table V-42

IMPROVEMENT IN SELF-RATED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

Proficiency Raﬁing at Time of Intecview

1 2 3 s Total

Rating 1 211 270 173 35 0 689
for 1st 2 2 14 58 67 7 148
Month in 3 1 0 345 9 58
u.s. ‘ 0 0 1 12 23 36
R S | e _0o _s _s

TOTAL 214 284 235 158 45 937

Proficiency Ratings (“"How Well Do You Speak English"):

= Nou at all

Just a few words
A little

Pair

1
2
3
4
5 = Well
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(those for whom ratings were reported for both time periocds). Each cell in
the 5x5 table contains the number of individugls reporting a particular
coabination of proficiency ratings for the fiést month and for the time of 5
the interview. Por example, the upper left-hand cell contains 211, the
number of individuals reporting the lowest proficiency for both time
pecicds. Moving across that top zow, u§ see that a different group of 270
individuals was rated "1" for their f£irst month in the U.S. and “2" at the
time of the interview. Ancther 173 individuals were rated “1" for their
girst month and "3" for the time of the interview, and so forth. The
extzene right coclumn, labeled "TOTAL", contains the sums of each row, the
total number of individuals having particular ratings for the first month ig
the U.S. (regardless of their rating for the time of the interview). |
Simularly, the marginal frequencies of ratings for the time of the inte:vi;w
is contained in the bottom ("TOTAL") row of the table.

Several points of interest can be drawn fzom the table. First, the
majority of individual adult refugees have improved their English
proficiency since coming to the United States. Cells to the right of the
main diagonal in the Table (i.e., the diagonal running from *#211" at the
upper left down to "6" in the lower right corner) contain individuals whose
proficiency improved since coming to the U.S.; cells on the diagonal
represent individuals whose proficiency remained the same, and those to the
laft of the diagonal represent individuals whose p:oficienc; rating declined
between the first month and the time of the interview. Summing the cells, -

in these three categories, we get the results show in Table V-43. In round
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Table V=~43
Individuals' Change in English proficiency

Between Entry and Interview

Change Number 2
. . Increase 687 73.3
| Same | 246 26.3
i Decrease 4 C.4

.nunbefs. three-quazters of the adults improved, ocne-—quarter remained at the
sane level, and no one lost proficiency.
Similar gains can be seen in isproving the four specific English
proficiencies at the two time points, as shown in Table V-44. Several
Table V=44
* ENGLISE PROFICIENCIES
Pirst Month in U.S. and Present

$ Havi S ific Proficiancies

“Talk w/ ®Talk w/ ®Look :
Time *Survival® Priends” Strangers"” for Job"
lst Month 19.4 17.7 15.4 10.5
in U.S. '
Present 65.2 6C.4 55.1 37.6

inpc:tanﬁ results can be seen in this table. PFirst, from 10~20% of the
adults possessed the specific proficiencies at entry, depending on the
proficiency. Second, the percent;gé possessing a particular proficiency is
well behaved, decreasing regqularly is the apparent difficulty level
increases from "survival® to "independent job search" levels. Third, there
is substantial improvement in these proficiency levels with time in the
U.S.; the proportion of individuals possessing any of these proficiencies

rises sharply from the first month in the country to the time of the survey.

‘-
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By the tise of the interviews, over half of thg adults had the first three
proficiency levels and over cne—thizd possessed the most demanding
proficiency, the ability to look for work indepipdently.

A few other cbservaticns may be in order at this point. It is not
surprising that a small percentage ©f the refugees had these proficiencies
at entry; we saw that scme had studied English integsively in Scutheast
Asia. Others no doubt had intensive prior contact with Americans because of
military activities during the War.

Cne additional proficiency measure can be introduced at this point. The
systematic decrease in the percentage of individuals having the proficiency
as it moves from “survival® to "job search" suggests that thers may be an
underlying scale (this was the idea, of course, underlying the specific
proficiencies chosen for the survey.) FPFor example, i{f we define the
proficiency scale score as the number (0-4) of individual proficiencies an
individual is reported to have, then the scalability of these data can be
readily determined. The more scalable these proficiencies are, the more
accurately one can predict which specific proficiencies an individual has
from only his or her scale score. For example, if the data are perfectly
scalable awarding to this scheme, then i{f we know an individual has a score
of 2, it follows that the individual must have the lowest two proficiencies
and not the higher ones. Another way of looking at pe:fect Scalability is
that if an individual possesses soume given proficiency, then she/he must
also have all proficiencies ranked below it. Departures f{rom these ideal
{but seldom realized) patterns, known as Guttman Scales, can be measured
quantitatively, yielding coefficients of reproducibility. For these

proficiency measures,
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the coefficients are .96 (lst month in U.S5.) and .94 (present time),
ind{cating high degrees of scalability. There iz thus good raascn to
utilize the number of proficiencies an individual is reported to have as an
apprepriate seasure of an underlying English proficiency scale. These
scores, ranging from O-4, will be designated proficiency levels,
distinguished from the single overall proficiency ratings (the five-point
rating) described earlier.

The mean proficiency levels were 0.63 and 2.18 for the firat month in
the U.S. and the time of the survey, :c:p@etivcly. This dramatic rise {n
level of Bnglish proficiency is further illustrated in Table V-435, which
displays the distribution of proficiency levels at the two points in time.
In the first month, for instance, 74% had no proficiencies, and only 7%

Table V=45
SCALED ENGLISE PROFICIENCY

Pizst Month in U.S. and Present

$ at Proficiency Level

S i 2 3 A 20TAL
lst Month in U.S. 74 9 5 5 7 100s
Present 26 14 9 19 32 100

had all four. By the time of the survey, however, only 26% had zero
proficiency, whereas 32% had the maximum of four.

Table V-46 summarizes the foregoing indicators of adult refugees'’
English acgquisition. The six measures considered {the cverall proficiency
rating; the four specific proficiencies, and the scaled proficiency level)
are d’splayed together at each point in time. The bottom rows of the table
display the increase in each measure during U.S. rescttlement, a t-test
value and a statistical significance level fo:the change over time.

] st
Needless to say, all differences are highly significant.
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Table V-~46

CHANGES IN ENGLISE PROPICIENCIES BETWEEN FIRST MONTH IN U.S. AND PRESENT

§ Baving Specific Proficiencies

Population Overall “Talk w/ “"Talk w/ “Lock Proficiency
Group Ratiig "Survival®  PFriends® "Strangers® for Job" Level
ist Month l.42 19.4 17.7 15.4 10.5 .63
in U.S.
Present 2.51 65.2 6C.4 55.1 37.6 2.18
Change 1.09 | 35.8 62.7 39.7 27.1 .38

_ t-value 38.97 25.46 24.84 23.14 17.15 28.21
prob. level .0ul .001 .001 .001 - .001 .001

Distribution of English Proficiency

Results in the preceding section indicate gains in adult refugees’
English proficiencies since coming to the United States. In this section,
the relationships between individuals’ Engiish proficiency and their
background chaiacte:isties and resettlement experiences are exanmined.
Breakdowns of the various proficiency measures in terms of selected Key
variables are considered. ?he breakdowns of lst-month proficiencies are
considered first, followed by breakdowns of proficiencies at thi time of the
survey.

In considering the varicus breakdowns of a proficiency measure against
each of several other variables, several points should be kept in mind.
First of all, we have already seen tha? such variables as population group,
age, sex, previous education, ELT participation, etc., are inter~correlated;

breakdowns of a measure of English proficiency against each of these
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variables therefore will not be independent. An apparent relationship
between sex and !nglish proficiency, for example, might arise not hecause of
a direct causal link between gender and learning English, but because of
b;th (1) a causal link between previcus education and learning English and
(2) a tendency for men to have received more education before coming to the
U.S. Clearly, to laterpret the mutual effects of nuncﬁcus variables on
English acquisition, techniques must be applied which account for the
interrelationships among all variables. Such analyses have been carried out
and are described in a secticn below; for that reason, statistical tasts are

not applied to the individual breakdowns presenied here.
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N

English proficiencies the first month in the U.S. Table V-47 displays a

breakdown of the six proficiency measures by population group. The same
relaticnships prevail among measures for each group. There is also a
consistent pattarn among the three groups for each measure: Vietnamese have
the highest proficiency, Cambodians an intermediate proficiency, and Emong the
lowest proficiency. As mentioned above, other background differences among
the groups may be at work here (for example, we saw that the groups are
ordered in the same way with respect to previcus education, literacy, and

ancunt of EIT received prior to U.S. entry).

Table V-47
ENGLISH PROFICIENCIES: PIRST MONTH IN U.S.

by Population Group

Mean % Eaving Specific Proficiencies Mean
Population Proficiency. "Talk *Tralk w/ “"Look Proficiency
Group Rating "Survival" w/Friends" Strangers” for Job" Level
Vietnamese 1.68 26.5 26.1 24.0 18.7 1.0
Cambodian 1.33 20.3 18.3 13.4 6.0 0.6
Hmong 1.10 8.0 4.7 3.7 1.0 0.2

The six first-month p.oficiency measures are broken down by age and sex
segments in Table V-48. The same general patterns appear for each measure:
(1) among these adults, men have more English proficiency than women at all
ages; (2) there is a sharp decline in proficiency after age 50; scme measures
exhibit age-grading throughout the adult age range (i.e., decrease reqularly
as age increases from 20), whereas other measures do not vary appreciably with |

age cver the 20-49 age range. Until the effects of other age~related .
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variables (e.g., previous education, literacy) are taken intc account, more

extensive analysis of age-related phencmena will not be undertaken.

Table V-48 R
ENGLISE PROPICIENCIES: PIRST MONTH IN U.S.

by Age and Sex Segments

Proficiency Rating Proficiency level
Age Nomen  Men All Women _ Men All
20-29 1.3 1.7 1.5 0.5 1.0 .7
30-39 1.3 1.6 1.5 0.4 >0.9 0.7
40-49 1.2 1.6 1.‘?}i: 0.5 6.7 0.6
50-59 1.1 1.1 1.1 6.2 0.3 0.2
60+ 1.0 1.1 1.1 6.0 0.3 0.2
ALL 1.3 1.6 1.4 0.4 .8 0.6

. “—

$ Baving Specific Proficiencies

*ralk to *Talk to *Lock
“Survival® Friends Strangers* for Job"
Age N M AL ¥ M AL ¥ M ALL ¥ M ALL
20-29 15 29 23 1s 30 24 12 24 19 7 12 10
30-39 13 26 20 16 25 18 10 23 17 10 17 14
) 40-~-49 ‘ 16 29 23 9 19 14 12 14 13 11 12 12
50-59 8 12 10 6 6 § 3 9 6 3 3 3
. 60+ 3 7 3 0 11 5 0 7 4 0 4 2
ALL 13 258 20 11 24 18 10 20 15 8§ 13 10
g 221
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The first-month English proficiency measures are broken down by several
cther key variables in Table v—&sé' Previous education, BLT prior to U.S.
entry, and prior bilingualism and literacy. Clear patterns are evident with
cespact to each of these variables.

All measures of first-month English proficiency increase regularly with
increasing prior education. The effects are very dramatic indeed. The mean
proficiency level (rightmost column) at U.S. entry is an order of magnitude
larger among high school graduates than among those with no previous
schooling. The same holds for the four individual proficiencies. 1Indeed, the
first-month proficiencies of the segnent having 12 or more years of previcus
schooling are nearly as high as the proficiencies of the entire population at
the time of the survey, an average of 2 years after entry: (Compare the s12+"
row of Table V-49 with Table V-57). Perhaps this is one way of gggging the
advantage that previous education brings to the task of learning Ehglish.

Previous education, we recall, is associated with ELT participation prior
to U.S. entry. Previous ELT, both in the country of origin as well as in
refugee canps, is also related to entering Enéiish proficiency, as shown in
the next two breakdowns of Table V-49. The contrast in each breakdown is
between "None® and "Some,” i.e., those having no BLT versus those having at
least some ELT. (The exact hours of ELT are utilized in the more qualitative
analyses presented below.) Strong effe.é.ts of ELT, both in the native
countries and in the camps, are suggested by all measures in these
breakdowns. The effects of ELT received in the native country appear to be

somewhat stronger than those of ELT in camps; {t must be remembered, however,
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Table V=49
ENGLISE PROFICIENCIES: FIRST MONTE IN U.S.

by Selected Population Characteristics

. Mean $ Having Specific Proficiencies Mean
Population Proficiency *Talk “Talk w/ *Look Proficiency
Characteristic Rating "Survival® w/Priends‘ Strangers” for Job" Level

- Previous
Education

None 1.03 6.9 3.8 1.8 0.9 0.13
1-3 yrs 1.12 15.6 8.3 7.3 3.7 0.35
4-6 yrs 1.15 13.1 8.5 10.3 3.5 0.34
7-11 yrs 1.61 25.5 24.8 17.8 15.3 0.83
12+ yrs 2.46 46.2 52.6 43.1 35.5 1.84

ELT in

Native

Country

None 1.19 13.6 10.3 8.5 5.7 0.38
Scne 2.56 47.5 53.8 48.8 34.0 1.84

ELT in

Camps

None 1.3% 17.9 16.0 13.8 9.9 0.57
Scme 1.73 32.6 32.6 29.5 - 15.8 1.11

" Speak a

Second

Language

(excluding

Englishj

No 1.32 l16.8 14.2 11.4 9.0 0.51
Yes 1.55 22.8 22.3 20.6 12.5 0.78
Literate

in Some

- Language
(excluding
English)

No 1.21 10.0 10.0 10.5 7.0 0.38
Yes 1.58 26.4 23.4 1s8.0 13.1 0.82
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AN
chat theose who had some ELT in the native countries typPically received many
more hours of training (an average of 512) than those who received some ELT in
the camps (an average of 1390}. Multivariate analyses presented below will
take the actual number of hours into account.

Breakdowns of the first-month English proficiencies by individuals'
linguistic status also exhibit some clear patterns, as shown in the final two_
breakdowns of Table V~-45. Individuals bilingual in some language (not
counting Engli "), as well as individuals literate in scme langquage (other
than English) tended to be somewhat more proficient in Engligh at U.S. entry
than their monolingual or nonliterate peers. Again, the relative strength of
these apparent effects cannot be gauged until the effects of other variables
with which they are also correlated (e.g., education) are taken into account.

English proficiencies at the time of the survey. Breakdowns of current
English proficiencies reported at the time of the interviews are presented in
the following pages as Tablesvv-so through V-55. Each table breaks down a
different proficiency measure in two ways: (1) by city and population group,
and (2) by age ;nd sex segments.

The first two tables exhibit breakdowns of the most general measures of
English proficiency: Table v-50 displays the proficiency rating results and
Table v-51 the proficiency level data. The same trends are apparent in thé
breakdowns of both measures. There are major differences among fhe population
groups: the vietnamese have thevhighest English proficiency, the Cambodians
an intermediate amount, and the Hmong the lowest English proficiency. There
are alsoc some apparent differences among the cities; refugees in Denver appear

to have the highest proficiency., those in Stockton the lowest, We have seen
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Table V-50

ENGLISH PROFICIENCY RATING (1-5)
TIME OF SURVEY

by City and Population Group

- Population Gzoup
i City ' Vietnanese Cambodian Hmong  ALL
Twin Cities 3.1 2.7 1.7 2.4
Denver . 2.9 2.8 2.3 2.8
Stockton ' 2.6 2.4 . 1.5+ 2.3
Seattle 3.1 2.4 1.8 2.6
ALL CITIES 2.9 2.6 1.8 2.5

by Age and Sex Segments

_Age Women Men ALL
20-29 2.4 3.2 2.8
30-39 2.3 2.9 2.6
40-49 1.9 2.5 2.2
50~59 1.6 2.0 1.8
60+ 1.2 1.6 1.4
ALL 2.1 2.8 2.5

many other differences among the populations in these cities, however, so
direct comparisons at this point are better interpreted later when the effects
. of potentially confounding variables are controlled.
There are clear cut trends with respect to age and sex. In all age

segments, men have more English proficiency than women do. For both men and
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Table V-3l

ENGLISH PROFICIENCY RATING (0-4)

N (TIME OF SURVEY)
by City and Population Group

Population Group
City Vietnamese Cambodian Heong ALL
Twin Cities 3.2 3.4 1.1 2.2
Denver 2.6 2.8 2.2 2.5
Stockton 1.5 1.8 0.8 1.5
Seattle 3.3 2.4 1.3 2.5
ALL CITIES 2.7 2.4 1.3 2.2

by Age and Sex Segments

Age Women Men ALL

‘ 2&‘29 200 3-1 2.5

40-49 1.4 2.2 1.8

50-59 008 1-8 103

60+ 0.3 0.8 0.5

ALL 1.7 2.6 2.2
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women, there is a systematic decrease in English proficiency with increasing
age. In contrast with the age breakdowns of the corresponding first-month
proficiencies, in which proficiencies were fairly constant through age‘ﬁc (ané.
dropped off quickly thereafter), thg age~grading here is quite smooth across
the lifespan. Tables V=52 through V=55 exhibit the same breakdowns for each
of the four specific Bnglish proficiencies. The data appear reasonably well
behaved and sharp patterns are evident among these individual proficiencies.
In general, the same trends appear across all fau: proficiencies: (i) the
percentage of the population groups having a given proficiency are generally
ordered in decreasing fashion: the Vietnamese have the highest percentage,
the Hmong the lowest and the Cambodians are in between (the only exception (s
for the "survival® proficiency, which a slightly higher percentage of
Cambodians than Vietnamese were reported to have); (2) thers arge substantial
differences among cities (even for a given populatiocn group), with Seattle and
Denver being higher than Twin Cities and Stockton; (3) in all age segments, a
higher pe:centagn of males than females has a given proficiency; and (4) for
both men and women, there is a progressive decrease in the percentage of
individuals having a given proficiency as age increases across the lifespan.
To facilitate inspecting trends across the various proficiency measures,
Table V-56 displays data for all six proficiency measures broken down
separately by city, by population group, by age and by sex. Data in this
table is drawn directly fraom the corresponding figures of Tables V=50 through

V-SSQ
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Table V=52

PERCENT EAVING ENGLISE PROFICIENCY 1: “SURVIVAL®
(TIME OF SURVEY)

by City and Population Group

Population Group
City Vietnamese:  Cambodian  Hmong  ALL
Twin Cities 97 83 51 70
Denver : 65 76 73 69
Stockton 41 64 33 46
Seattle 78 83 64 75
ALL CITIES 68 76 58 65

by Age and Sex Segments

e Homen Men ALL
20-29 62 gs 74
30-39 61 76 69
40-49 52 76 65
50-59 28 67 46
60+ 18 26 22
ALL 54 76 66
228




Table V=53

PERCENT BAVING ENGLISE PROPICIENCY 2: “CONVERSE WITE PRIENDS"
(TIME OF SURVEY)

by City and Population Group

Population Group
: City Vietnamese Cambodian Beong

ALL
Twin Cities 86 85 30 58
Denver 72 84 61 71
Stockton 42 55 20 41
Seattle 86 73 43 72
ALL CITIES 72 70 37 60

by Age and Sex Segnents

Age —Homen Men ALL
20-29 60 87 74
30-39 51 73 63
40-49 35 61 49
50-59 28 50 39
50+ 3 26 14
ALL 4 72 60
229
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Table V=54

PERCENT HAVING ENGLISH PROFICIENCY 3: “CONVERSE WITH STRANGERS®
(TIME CF SURVEY)

by City and Population Group

Population Group
City Vietnasess Cambodian Hxong ALL
Twin Cities 86 8s 23 54
Denver : 64 70 54 63
Stockton é4 46 20 4
Seattle 86 64 22 64
ALL CITIES 70 62 29 §5

by Age and Sex Segments

Age _Wowen _ Men_ ALL
20-29 50 83 68
30-39 44 70 58
40-49 30 53 42
50-58 17 53 34
6Q+ 3 i8 Ll
ALL 39 68 5SS
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Table V=58

PERCENT HAVING ENGLISE PROPICIENCY 4: “INDEFPENDENT JO8 SEARCH"
(TIME OF SURVEY)

by City and Population Group

Population Group

. City Vietnanese Cambodisn Hmong  ALL
Twin Cities 60 78 § 3s
Denver . 56 49 30 48
Stockton 29 19 10 22
Seattle 78 20 4 46
ALL CITIES 57 34 11 38

by Age and Sex Segments

Age Women Men ALL
20=-29 30 58 45
30-39 31 48 40
40-49 23 34 29
S0-59 6 18 11
60+ 4 11 7
ALL 25 46 36

. )
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MNean $ Ravi ific Proficiencies Mean
Population Proficiency *Talk sralk w/ *Look Proficiency
Cha;acggztstie Rating *Survival® w/Friends® Strangers® for Job" Level
Population
Group
Vietnamese 2.9 68 72 70 57 2.7
Cambodian 2.6 76 70 62 34 2.4
Haong 1.8 55 37 29 i1l 1.3
City
Twin Cities 2.4 76 58 54 35 2.2
Denver 2.8 69 71 63 48 2.5
Stockton 2.3 46 41 40 22 i.5
Seattle 2.6 75 72 64 46 2.5
Age
20-29 2.8 74 74 68 45 2.6
30-39 2.6 69 63 58 40 2.3
40~-49 2.2 65 49 42 29 1.8
50~-59 1.8 46 39 34 11 1.3
60+ 1.4 22 14 11l 7 0.5
Sex
wWomen 2.1 S4 46 39 28 1.7
Men 2.8 76 72 68 46 2.6
—
\‘1
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BIGLISE PROFICIENCIES:

TIME OF SURVEY

by Populatiocn Group, City, Age and Sex




Table V=57 breaks down these English proficiency measures by other
variables of interest: previcus education, bilingualism, iiteracy, amount of
ELT taken in the U. S., present partiicpation in ELT and present employment

status. Let's consider each of these breakdowns in turn.

- , Table V=57

ENGLISE PROFICIENCIES
(TIME OF SURVEY)

by Selected Population Characteristics

Mean § _Having Specific Proficiencies Mean
Population Proficiency *Talk "Talk w/  “Look Proficiency

Characteristic Rating "Survival® w/Friends" Strangers® for Job" Level

Previous
Education

None 1.61 44.3 29.5 20.7 6.3 1.01
1-3 yrs 2.24 58.3 55.0 47.7 23.9 1.84
4-6 yrs 2.468 70.9 65.5 59.4 35.7 2.28
7-11 yrs 3.15 82.86 87.8 84.6 69.2 3.24
- 12+ yrs 3.78 87.6 90.6 9l.9 77.3 3.48

[

Speak a
Second
Language
{excluding
English)

No 2,38 57.4 35.6 49.8 35.3 1.98
Yes 2.68 75.2 66.5 6l.9 40.5 2.43

Literate
in Some
Language
{excluding
2nglish

No 1.94 44.0 34.3 28.6 15.8 1.21
Yes 2.92 8l.1 79.9 : 75.0 53.7 2.90

{continued on next page)
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Tablc.vb57 {continued)

Mean A Having Specific
Proficiencies Mean .
Fopulation Proficiency *ralk *“Talk w/ *Look Proficiency
Characteristic Rating *Survival" w/Priends” Strangers" for Job” Level
Months in
the U.S.
12+ 2.58 40.0 35.0 4C0.0 45.0 1.60
12-17 2.53 £9.0 54.5 43.9 24.6 1.82
18-23 2.61 65.7 6303 59.5 “\ “06 2.30
24-29 2.29 67.5 60.7 52.2 34.1 2.16
37+ 2.67 66.7 70.8 66.7 50.0 2.54
Hours of !
ELT in
the U.S.
None 2.14 43.2 41.6 38.0 - 27.1 1.49
1-499 2.44 68.0 56.5 51.2 35.3 2.11
500-999 2.69 80.6 73.7 64.0 43.2 2.61
1500-1999% 2.96 78.2 79.2 79.2 S4.2 2.91
2000+ 3.36 75.9 83.3 - 83.3 S4.8 3.10
Currently
in ELT?
No 2.42 63.8 59.8 53.9 38.1 2.15
7es 2.74 6§8.9 62.0 58.4 36.4 2.25
Currently
Employed?
No 2.33 60.5 53.2 47.7 28.0 1.90
Yes J.13 82.7 86.9 82.7 69.3 3.22

*Under-represented due tc sampling design

English proficiency is sharply graded with respect to previous education
(years of schooling in the country of origin). All six measures of English
proficiency exhibit this dramatic grading. The higher the proficiency level,

the more impact previous education seems to have. One way of {ilustrating
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this phenomenon i{s to compare the percentage of individuals having a specific
prcﬁciimy mong the highest and lowest categories of previous educational
attainment. For example, 88% of individuals having 12 eor ‘mn years of
schooling are reported to have at least a “survival® level of English
proficiency, compared to only 448 of those with m. previous education (a 2 to
1 zatio). Por progressively more difficult proficiencies, the corresponding
figures are 91% vs. 308 (3 to 1); 92% vs. 21% (4 to 1); and 778 vs. 6% (12 to
1).

The next breakdown shown in Table V=57 compares individuals who do and do
not speak a second language (besides English). A relatively small but
consistent difference is exhibited: Individuals who were already bilingual
befcre coming to the U.S. are at higher Englilh p:eéicicn:y levels than their
monolingual counterparts. In these data, the apparent effects of bilingualisa
seen to diminish (unlike the effects of education) as the proficiency level
increases.

The apparent effects of literacy on BEnglish proficiency, shown in the next
breakdown of the table, are much stronger than those of bilingualism.
Purthermore, like the effects of education (and unlike those of bilingualism),
the effects of literacy intensify as the English proficiency level rises.

On the second page of Table V-57, some additional breakdowns are
Presented. Unlike those shown on the first page, these breakdowns are with
respect to experiences individuals have after coming toc the U.S. The first
br;akdoun displays the various English proficiency measures as a function of
the time individuals have resided in the U.S. Although overall increasing
trends are present, they are neither very strong nor particularly consistent.
Time in itself (at least over the 1-3 year span covered by this survey) does

not appear to be a critical factor in adult refugees' development of English
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proficiency. Pechaps the determinants are particular experiences which engage
individuals with the English language, such as ELT, work experience,
friendships with English speakers, etc.; none of these experiaences necessarily
takes place merely bncausu.ct the passage of time.

Some hint of this possibility iz given by the remaining breakdowns of
Table V-57. English proficiency increases regularly with hours of ELT
individuals have taken in the U.S. Detailed examination of these breakdowns
is quite informative. The acet general aeasures of English proficiency, the
proficiency rating (l:cf;:noct column) and proficiency level (rightmost column),
increase over the entire range of ELT hours (even up tc 2000 hours). Three of
the four individual proficiency measures alsc behave in this manner: The
pcrccnéagc of individuals having a given proficiency increases regularly as
the number >f ELT hours increases. The lowest or "survival® level of English
proficiency, however, bshaves somewhat differently. The percentage of
individuals having this "survival® level of English increases with ELT hours

only through about 1000 hours, after which it stays constant or even decreases

slightly. This pattern is quite noteworthy, because it suggests that there is

a group of individuals who never acquire even the lowest proficiency levls
despite very large amounts of ELT.. According to these data, about 25% of the
adult refugees who have had 2000 or more hours of English instruction are
still below even a "survival® level of proficiency. This is not necessarily
surprising: A significant proportinn of older first generation immigrants
throughout U.S. history (not just Southeast Asian :etugees!).have probably not
acquired this minimal level of English proficiency. Furthermore, these
results are consistent with comments from some students and teachers that some

people keep coming to classes but never really learn any English.
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Relationships between Bnglish proficiency and current ELT participation
and current esployment status are shown in the final two breakdowns of the
table. There is a2 mmall but consistently positive relation between current
participation in BLT and English proficiency. There is a much stronger
pasitivnizclation hetn.cﬁ current labor force particpation and English
proficiency. Neither of these relationahips can be interpreted in causal
terms in a straightforward way. The fact that English proficiency and
exployments are positively related, for example, does not indicate that cne
necessarily causes the cther. Similarly, the relatively weak relationship
between current participation in ELT and English participation does not
necessarily indicate a rclativclyvlnall effect of ELT participation on
learning English. We know from Phase I that many students leave ELT programs
because they have already reached their learning ocbjectives, so that students
still in programs, everything else being equal, could well be at lower levels
of English proficiency than many program leavers. Once again, multivariate
analyses, in which many of these potential effects can be simultanecusly
assessed, will be used to identify the causal relationships underlying adult
development of English proficiency. Having examined some of the basic
patterns in the survey data, we now turn to those analyses.

Predicting the acquisition of English. A long history of events take

plaée which shape the eventual resettlement experience of individual refugees
in the United States and their acquisition of English. In addition to their
age, sex ands cultural backgronds, numerous formative experiences in their
native countries, in refugee camps and in resettlement sites in the U.S. may
have a significant impact on their acquisition of the English language.

in a similar way, a long chain of multivariate statistical analyses is

needed tc examine these multiple influences underlying the refugees’
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acquisition of Bnglish. Multiple linear regression techniques are used to
calculate the simultanecus effects of nultiple vasriables on scme independent
variables, such as hours jof ELT taken or English proficiency level. These
technigques enable thg analyst, in looking at a large set of inter-correlated
variables such as thoese survey data, to simplify the description of the data
set and tc explore how well the data "fit® a particular model of cagsal |
influences among the variables of interest.

Thete are, of course, many, Zany analyses ugich might be conducted and
numerous models which can be compared with respect to the data. Numerocus
analyses have been carried out and a wide variety of models have been tested
against the data. Those models which appear to offer the most adequate
descsription of the data will be the ones presentad here.

T™wo interrelateds techniques are used to present summaries of these
analyses. The first is the classical path analysis of Sewall and Wright,
which uses ;he least squares estimation methods of multiple linear regression
to estimate the path weights or strengths of causal links presumed among
various variables in the model. The goodness of f£it of a prticular path
analytic model is measured as the percentage of variunce in the dependent
variable {e.g., English poroficiency) which is accounted for by the
independent or predictor variables (e.g., age, sex, education, hours of ELT,
etc.). These path analytic mcdels have been used to predict the two most
general measures of English proficiency, the proficiency rating and the
proficiency level.

A distinct but closely relateds type of technique will be used to predict
the acquisition of the four specific English proficiencies. For these

measures, the technique of discriminant analysis is used toc predict which

individuals (are reported to) have a particular proficiency, e.g., able to
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speak English with strangers. The advantage of using discriminant analyses
for these two-~valued ‘(ves/no) proficiency measures is that is quantifies the
predictability of individuals' English proficiencies in easily understandable

. terns: ‘thn pezcentage ot'individua;n corzectly classified as having ot not

| " having the given proficiency. The discriminant analyses, using the same least

. squares estimation procedures underlying multiple ragression analysis, compute
a predictive equation as a linear function of the predictor variables, similar
to the regression equations considered above. This equation can be applied to
each individual by plugging in the individual's values on the predictive
vacriables (e.g., age, years of education,...). Discriminant analyses
establish cutoff values, such that if the value cowputed for a particular
individual exce«is the cutoff, the individual is predicted to have the
proficiency in question. Similarly, if the computed value is below an
estaclished cutcff, the individual is predicted not to have that proficiency.
The predictability of the English proficiency nmeasure can thus be stated as
the percentage of individuals who are cor:ectly classifigd by the given
exquation.

To facilitate these analyses, a "weak causal ordering” was assumed among
the variables according to the chronology of resettlement: A variable whose
value is always fixed before or simultaneously with the value of another
varible is assumed to be "causally prior" to that variable. Potehti&l causal
links or paths from variable A to B are permitted only if A is causally prio:.
to B. Thus, because an individual's age, sex and ethnicity are determined at
birth, the corresponding survey variables are causally prior to all other
variables. 1If the survey data warrant such a link, for example, individuals'
gender may be causally linked to their education, but not vice-versa; we are
willing to allow, if the data support it, gender to determine (in part) years
of schocling received in Southeast Asia, gut we would not permit educational

i
Q attainment (a2 later event]) to detemine gender (a prior event).
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Table V=58 shows the weak causal ordering assuneds for the purposes of

these analyses

Table V-38

VARIABLES USED IN THE MULTIVARIATIE ANALYSES

AGE ELTNAT LIT BNGL ELTUS ENG2
SBX L2 ELICANP WORK
EDUC TINUS T™WIN CITIES N
HNONG DENVER
CAMBCO IAN STOCKTON

Native Country Refugee Camps United States

There are six sets of variables in this weak cmal orderings. Any
variable to th:*( left of a given variable i{s assumed to be causally prior to
it, and can be used as a predictor of it in the analyses whlich follow.

In the analyses which follow, these variables have the following
meanings. m is specified in years, SEX is defined at 1 if male and 0 if
female. Population group, which has three values, is coded by the two dummy
variables, HMONG and KEMER (each of which is coded *1" or "0"). The
Vi.etnaieu are not omitted from the analyses; they are designated when both
HMONG and KEMER are coded "0". Years of schooling in the natiave country is
EDUC, and ELTNAT codes hours jof ELT received in the native country. L2 and
LIT are coded "1* if the individual is bilingual or literate in some language,
respectively, other than English. |

ELTCAMP represents the number of hours of ELT received in refugee camps.
TIMEDS is the number of months of U.S. residence at the time of the survey (or
by adding a constant, the time of entry into the U.S.). ELTUS is the number

of ELT hours taken in the U.S. WORK is coded "1® if the individual was
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pacticipating in the labor force at the time of the survey. ENGL and ENG2 are
v.thc English proficiencies reported for the first month in the U.S. ané at the
time cof the survey, respectively.

) ‘\'v\h will now proceed chronclogically (and causally) through these
variables, moving left to right, identifying the relative stzengths (or pgf.h

. weights) of potential causal influences among the variables. The end-goal is
to identify the variables impacting the development of ENG2, the individual's
English proficiency after resettling in the U.S. 4Pa:ti=ula: attention will be
paid to identifying the impact of ELT on English language development.

Stage 1: Predicting previous education. Regressions performed using EDUC

as a dcpcndtnt variable examined the effects of the causally prior variables,

AGE, SEX, HEMONG and KBEMER. Results are summarized in Table V-59.

Table V=59

REGRESSION OF PREVIOUS EDUCATICN

R2 = .43
Variable Beta r sig.
BEMONG -.601 475.8 .0001
SEX .210 67.7 .001
AGE -.189 54.8 .001
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All four variables enteg the regression operation with a high degree of
statistical significance. The magnitude of the Beta weights indicate the
relative potency of the ettccts\the variables have on EDUC when all’ are
considered together. .The sign cf\fhe weight indicates whether the variable
has a positive or negative effect the dependent variable, EDUC. Increasing
AGE has the smallest absolute effect EDUC among these variables, and since
its Beta is negative, it has a negative effect: Everything else equal, being
older (i.e., being born earlier) tends to xesult in less education, presunably
since there was less access to education in Southeast Asia the farther back in
time one goes. ‘\

SEX has a slightly stronger effect on EDUC £han AGE does; since SEX was
coded "1" for males and "0" for females, this indicates greater {access to}
EDUC for sales, everything else equal. Recalling how the dummy variables for
population grouﬁ, HMONG and CAMBODIAN,  weze coded, the fact that their Beta
values are negative indicates that these groups have significantly less EDUOC
than the Vietnamese; the fact that the EWONG Beta (-.601) is more negative
than the CAMBODIAN Beta indicates that the Hmong have stt&l less education
than the Cambodians. The fact that these Betas are larger in magnitude than
those for AGE and SEX indicates that the effects of population group on EDUC
are larger than the effects of these other variables (al:hough all are
significant).

There's not much new in these particular results, since we gleaned pretty
such the same picture from the crosstabulations of EDUC by these variables

above in Tables V-1l and V-12.
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Stage 2: Predicting ELT and bilingualsim in the native countries. Two
parallel sets of regression analyses were conducted on the same causally pricr
variables: AGE, SEX, EMONG, CAMBODIAN, and BEDUC. Regression results for
ELTNAT wece ?:Cl&ﬂtié'IBOVI (see Table V=31). Results for L2 (speak a second
language, excluding English) are presentad in Table V-60. All causally prior
variables ;ze statistically significant predictors of L;. although as a group
they predict only 18% of the variance. Apparently, strong factors other than
those measured detsraine individual bilingualism. As we saw in earlier
breakdowns, bilingualisa is socially distributed in a different way from

education. It inczeases with AGE, and is highest amcng the Bmong and lowest

among the Cambodians.

Table V-60

REGRESSION OF L2

R? = ,180
Variable Beta F sig.
EMONG «494 142.9 .0001
EDOC .319 61.2 . 0001
CAMBOD IAN «1893 31.2 .0001
SEX .153 22.8 .0001
AGE .111 12.2 .001

Stage 3: Predicting ELT taken in camps, literacy {in a language other

\ ~

than English) and tima of U.S._entry. Similar regression analyses were

conducted for each of these variables. (Readers interested in sumsary tables

should
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contact the authors directly.) The variable LIT, incidentally, was placed in
Stage 3 rather than in Stage 2 because many individuals (particularly Hmong)
actually acqQuired literacy during their stay in the canps.

Stage 4: ctl sh proficien first month in the U.S.
Ragression analyses were conducted separately for each of the two most gcno:;;
measures of first-month proficiency, proficiency rating and proficiency
level. Table V-6l displays the results of these nmultiple regression anzlyses.
Two separate equations aze presented in the table; regression equation 1, at
the top of the table, predicts the first-month proficiency rating, whereas
equation 2 predicts the proficiency level.

Relatively large amounts of variance are accounted for by these
equations:s 528 and 32% of the variance in the proficiency rating and level,
respectively. Bach regression equation is summarized in Ehc same way.
Variables which are significant predictors of the particular proficiency
méasure are listed on the left-hand side, together with their standardized
regression coefficients (or "Beta" weights) and the F and p vaiues indexing
the statistical significance o!lthcir contribution to the predictive
equation, On the right hand side of the table, variables a;e listed which
were found not to be significant predictors of the proficiency measure (when
effects of variables in the equation are controlled), together with
corresponding P and p values for the significance test which rejected the
variable's entry into the equation. For example, in Equation 1, we see that
EDUC is the most potent predictor of proficiency ratings, having the largest
Beta value (.474). The P test of the statistical significance of EDUC in this

equation yields an P value of 329.6; the corresponding p-value of ,.0001
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indicates that the likelihood of zuch a large P value being cbserved by chance
alone is less than 1 in 1,,000. AGE, on the other hand, is ndt a significant
predictor of the first-month English proficiency rating, once the effects of
the variables of the equation are controlled. The P value of AGE, were it to
be added to the existing equation, is 0.45, which has ap 0.50 chance of
being observed due to chance factors alone. -

Although the two equations were derived independently, they cxhibvit the
same structure. The same four predictors enter each equation; and with the
sane relative potency. In decreasing order of strength: (1) EDOC—years of
previocus schooling; (2) BLTNAT--hours of ELT received in the native country;
(3) L2—bilingualiss (in a language other than English); and (4)

EITCAMP-——hcurs of BLT received in refugee camps. With the effects of

Table V=61

PREDICTION OF ENGLISH PROFICIENCIES:
FPIRST MONTH IN U.S. MULTIPLE LINEAR REGRESSION

Equation 1l: Dep. Var = Proficiency Rating
adj. r? = ,515

Variahles Tested But Not

Variables in the Regression in _the R.3jression
Beta ) 4 B F _to Enter o
EDUC <474 329.6 . 0001 AGE 0.45 .50
ELTNAT . 343 166.9 . 0001 SEX 0.28 .80
L .116 23.9 . 001 HMONG - 1.37 24
ELTCAMP .054 5.0 . 026 KHMER .  0.43 .84
LIT 2.94 .09
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Equation 2: Dep. Var. = Proficiency Level
adj. r2 = 318

: Variables Tested But Not
e - Variables in the Regression in the Regression

Beta z B T toenter P
EDUC .378 147.6 .0001 AGE 0.37 .55
ELTNAT  .246 60.6 .0001 SEX 0.35 .98
L2 .103 1.3 .001 HMONG 3.16 .08
ELTCAMP .082 8.1 .005 KEMER 0.60 44
LIT 0.43 .51

these vazriables statistically controlled, none of the other variables in the
acdel (AGE, SEX, LI'!I. muc or CAMBODIAN) is signizicmtly. related to
refugees' English proficiencies the first month of U.S. zesidence.

These results are readily interpretable. It is hardly surprising that the
amount of ELT receiwed prior to entry predicts English proficiency right after
entry. BEven though we learned that population group, age and sex impact
pre-entry ELT (particularly in the native country), once the effects of ELT
are taken into account, there are no residual effects of these variables on
the entering English proficienciec. The effects of education, on the other
hand, are patterned quite differently. Like the population group, age and sex
variables, education directly impacted individuals' access to ELT in their
native countries. But, unlike these variables, the effects of education and

bilingualism persist, even after the effects of ELT are cont:élled.
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Stagec 3 and 6: Predicting ELT utilization in the U.S. and Bnglish

|
proficiency at the time of the survey. At this point, additional assumptions

aust be made about relationships among ELT, employment status and English
proficiency to make further headway. We saw above in Table V-S57 that there is
a positive (elationship between hours of ELT taken in the U.S. and English
proficiency. 1If it is a:adned that ELT is causally prior to English
proficiency, then the impact of ELT on English proficiency can be directly
assessed. It is conceivable that English proficiency itself directly impacts
participation in ELT, but such a relationship, if it exists, is not likely to
be a simple linear cne: 1Individuals at both ectremes of proficiency might be
less inclined to participate. Such effects cannct be evaluated in this data
set. So it will be assumed here that the ELT taken up to the time of the
survey is causally prior to English proficiency at that time.

A sigilar assumption regarding the relationship between work status and
English proficiency is also problematic. There is good reason to suppose that
English proficiency may impact employment status (that assumption, after all,
is & major raticnale for funding Eéfugee ELT programs). It is zlso plausible
that employment, through the contacts with English speakers offered in many
jobs, impacts English proficiencies.

With these caveats, we will nevertheless proceed to gauge the relative
impact of ELT and employment on English proficiency. To do thig, WORK will
also be assumed to be causally prior to English proficiency. Additional
analyses (in which WORK is excluded) indicate that the structure of the
resulting model is not radically altereé by this assumption. No assumption is

made regarding a casual relationship between ELT and WORK, however.
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Table V=62 exhibits the rzesults of regressing hours of ELT in the U.S. on
~he set of causally prior variables. Relatively few potential predictors have
a significant effect on ELTUS, and overall conly 148 of the variance is
accuunted for. The most significant predictor is TIMEUS, the length of
residence in the U.S. AGE and LIT are alsc

Table V-62

REGRESSION OF ELT {U.S.)

r2 = .143
»

Variable Beta P sigq.
TIMEUS «202 32.7 .0001
AGE -.183 26.7 .0001
LIT .180 21.0 .0001
SEX .140 16.2 - 0001
STOCKTON .097 7.1 .008

substantial predictors of ELT taken here, indicating that older and
nonliterate individuals are utiliziig ELT less than their younger or
literate peers. Similary, men utili;e ELT more than women, even after the
effects of these other variszbles are statistically contzrclled. The
appearance of STOCKTON here seems to reflect the lack of time limits on
refugee ELT participation prevailing in California in contrast to the cther
cities in the survey (but this is a relatively weak effect).

It is of considerable interest that literacy predicts utilization but
that education does not. This is consistent with, and serves to
corroborate, the findings from che classroom cbservations (Chapter III)
that claés:ocm activities are highly oriented towards literacy, as well as
teachers' views (Chapter IV) of nonliteracy as a barrier to the teaching

and learning of English.
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Table V-63 sumsacizes the regression analyses for WORK, using the
proficiency level data for ENGL (first-month proficiency). About 258 of
the variance is predicted. The most important factor seems to be the city,
not surprisingly, since there are such gross differences among the cities’
exp loyment rates. After those differences are contrclled, SEX (being
male), EDUC, nndhCAKBODIAN impact individuals' labor force participation.
TIMEUS also exerts a positive effect on WCRK; everything else equal, the
longer a refugee is in the U.S., the more likely he or she is to be
emploved (even going against the widening recession in progress during the
time frame of this study, as noted earlier).

Table V-64 displays the regression of English proficiency (again using
the scaled proficiency level measure) on all the cauvzally prior variables
considered in previcus states. Numercus variables enter the equation,
which together predict about 58% of the variance, a substantial amount for

a survey such as thia.

Table V-63

REGRESSION OF WORK

R = .264
Variable Beta ) sig.
DENVER .324 81.7 . 0001
SEX . 200 41.7 .0001
TWIN CITIES .169 20.9 .0001
EDUC .140 14.7 . 0001
CAMBOD IAN .105 11.8 .0001
TIMEUS .088 8.3 . 004
STOCKTCN .078 4.5 .034
ENG1 .123 11.8 .001
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Table V-64

REGRESSION OF ENGLISE PROFICIENCY

. R% = 581

Variable Beta )4 sig.
EDQC .312 73.2 .0001
AGE -.219 €S.1 .0001
STOCETON -.217 48.5 .0001
LIT 144 22.7 .0001
HMONG -.156 22.5 .0001
TINEUS .110 18.2 .0001
ELTUS .109 17.5 .0001
WORK 111 15.6 .0001
TWIN CITIES -.103 1C. 4 .001
SEX . 085 10.1 .002
DENVER -.092 8.7 .003
ENG1 .067 5.6 .018
L2 -064 5.5 019

EDUC remains the most potent predictor. Other background characteristics
which are strong deternine:; are AGE and LIT. BEven with the effects of EDUC
controlled, literacy per se remains a powerful determiner of English language
develcpment. HMONG is a negative predictor of English acquisition, even with
the effects of EDUC and LIT controlled. Although statistically significant,
SEX and L2 ;ESNmuch weaker as predictors of English proficiency.

Several variables reflecting resettlement activities all have about the
same potency as determiners of English proficiency: TIMEUS, ELTUS and WORK
all contribute positively towards the acquisition of English. Even after all
of these variables are statistically controlled, the resettlement context
{i.e., the city) appears tc exert an influence on English language

development. The three dummy variables which code for city all enter
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negatively (with Stockton by far the most nugative), indicating that the
non-dummy-variable city, Seattle, appears relatively conducive to Bnglish
acquisition when these many other variables #:e statistically controlled.
Pinally, it's worth remarking that an individual's entering proficiency, ENG1,
has a relatively small effect on later proficiency, <uite a bit weaker than
the effects of most other variables.

Discriminant asnalvses. As menticned earlier, discriminant analyses offer
ancther means for examining individuals' acquisiéinn of English. Por each of
the four specific language proficiencies on which survey data were collected,
two discriminant analyses were performed. The first attempts to identify
which individuals mastered the proficiency by the first month in the U.S. The
second discriminant analysis attempts to identify which individuals. anong
thocse who had not mastered the proficiency by the first month in the U.S.,
mastered it §y the time of the survey.

Table V=65 displays the results of discriminant analyses conducted for
each of the four specific English proficiencies (for the first month in the
U.S.). The same predictors considered in the foregoing regression analyses
were considered in these analyses. Bach analysis is summarized in a column of
the table. The standardized regression coefficients (Beta weights) of the
predictors in the discriminant equation for a given proficiency are the
numbers listgd in the column for that proficiency measure. If no Beta weight
is entered for a particular predictor in an equation, that indicates that the
variable is not a statistically significant discriminator of the given
proficiency. Por example, the discriminent equation for "survival® level
English proficiency during the first month in the U.S. involves just four
variables: EDUC, LIT, ELTNAT and ELTCAMP. As in the regressions, the larger
the magnitude of the Beta value, the more potent the variable is as a

predictor.
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The number of {ndividual cases in each analysis and the percentage of
cases correctly classified (as having or not having the particular proficiency
during the first month in the U.S.) aze listed in the bottom two rows of the
table. Using only 4-5 predictor variables, betwveen 73-82% of the cases arce
correctly classified by these discriminant analyses, depending on the

proficiency being predicted. .

Table V=65

. PREDICTION OF ENGLISH PROFICIENCY LEVELS
(PIRST MONTE IN U.S.)

BY DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS

Predictors English Proficiency Predicted
®Talk with *ralk with *Look for

*Survival® Priends” Stranqers” Job" .
EDUC -8536 . 700 788 792
L2 .193 . 278 202
m -270 ~e 205 - 211
ELTNAT - 469 - 463 .430 461
RLTCAMP «271 .176 134
% Cases 73.1 80.0 8l.8 81.0
Correctly
Predicted
$ Cases in 942 942 942 944
Analysis

Not surprisingly, these results aré similar to the corresponding
regression analyses. Previous educaticn is the most potent predictor of all
four of the first-month proficiencies, as it was for the <verall proficiency
measures. English language training received in the native countries (ELTNAT)

is consistently the second most potent predictor.
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After these two strongest predictors, the picture varies somewhat
depending on the particular proficiency being predicted. Both literacy and
ELT received in refugee camps predict the "survival® proficiency, not
surprisingly, since basic literacy skills aze needed for many survival tasks
and since refugee camp BLT prograns explicitly taught many “suzvival® type
. English proficiencies. As the proficiency level being predicted increases

frem “"survival® to "look for job,"™ the potency of ELTCAMP as a predictor
decreases regularly (and disappears altogether at the highest level),
reflecting the limited focus and duration of the camp programs (at least those
which this group went through). Previcus bilingualisma ("L2%") is a positive
predictor of iil but the lowest (“"survival®) first-month p:oticiegcy. LIT is
less straightfoward as as predictor. It starts off as a positive predictor of
"survival® proficiency, drops cut of the equation for "talk (English) with
friends,” and predicts the highest prdficiencies negatively. EDUC, at the
same time, is regularly increasing in potency across these proficiencies.
Since EDUC and LIT are closely tied, there is likely some interaction taking
Place between the two in these equations (remember, education has been one of
the key paths to literacy).

The corresponding discriminant analyses of the four proficiencies at the
3ime of the survey are summarized in Table V~66. These analyses, we recall,
are applied only to those inéiviﬁusls who did not have the given proficiency
the first month in the U.S., The discriminant equations are therefore

predicting which individuals actually learned each given proficiency in the

UQSI
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In genscal, the discrimination of learning is quite strong (77-83% correct
identifications). The sams overall structure of predictors is seen here as in
the path analytic models. EIXC, AGE, LIT and SEX are consistent predictors of
learning Enéliah. Indicators of resettlement activities (TIMEUS, ELTUS and
WORK] are predictors of English acquisition of about equal potency. The Emong
seas to acquire the higher levels more slowly than other groups; Cambodians

seen to pick up the lowe: levels more qQuickly than cther groups.

Table V-66
PREDICTION OF LEARNING SPECIFIC ENGLISE PROPICIENCIES

by Discriminant Analysis

Predictors English Proficiency Predicted .
*Talk with "Talk with *Look for
*Survival® Priends® Strangecs*® Job"

EDCC - 406 .503 455 .570
AGE -.466 -, 437 -, 379 -, 188
EMONG -.312 ~-.321
LIT <177 « 269 . 230 .187
STOCKXTON -.432 -.35%7 -.208 -, 342
TWIN CITIES -.212 -, 271
DENVER -.198 -.126 -.228
SEX 219 . 206 « 270

TIMEUS .186 268 208
BLIUS .148 .181 .148
WORK «173 « 204 « 390
L2 227

CAMBCD IAN 318 267 -.178

% cases in

analysis _ 627 623 643 : 688

% of cases

correctly

predicted 77.0 79.9 81.7 83.2
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APPENDIX III-A

PROCEDURES FOR CLASSROOM OBSERVATION

Procedures for Use of the Classroom Observation Instrument

Wheneve:r possible, observers entered a classroom at the beginning of a
class pericd or aftar a break. The observer sat close to the front of the
room, facing the students, positioned in a place which would be uncbstrusive
yet still provide a good view of as many students as possible. During the
ocbservation period, observers did not talk with the class, and were only
introduced if the individual teacher wished.

Using the cbservation forms (see copy at end of Appendix), observers first
noted the time, date, teacher and program, then noted on the cover sheet any
unusual environmental factors such as extreme cemperatures, very crowded
classzooms, external noise, etc. Next, a seating chart was filled out on the
third page of the form (Class Spontaneous and Elaborated Speech——CSES), noting
the sex and apaprozimate age of each student. PForm the mumbers on the seating
chart, five students were chosen using a random numbers list; these seat
numbers were then marked on Page 4 (Student Behavior Observation).

Cbservers then turned on a timing tape, which they listened to through
earphones, that timed each section of observation. Seven minutes were spent
on the first classroou observation checklist, noting some context variables as
occurring: “none®, "some", or "a lot", "a lot" being defined as over one half
the observaticn time and cther frequencies as “"none" or “"some®, ranking the
emphasis on different items., Three minutes were taken to complete the coding

of the checklist.
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Class S neous and = £ S h

After the General Classroom Observation Sheet was coded, cbservers
p:acncd.d to page 3 of the instrument, Class Spontaneocus and Elaborated Speech
(CSES) :

Step 1. The seating chart had been filled in with sex and approximate age
of student when observer first entered the rocm.

Step 2. For a five-minute period, the coder simply checked a box for each
occurrence of spontanecus or elaborated speech observed in the appropriate
square for each student.

Spontanecus Speech was defined as a student-generated speech act in which
students said scmething in English on their own initiative without being
specifically directed to. Elaborated Speech was defined as a speech act in
®ngish which was a longer utterance than directed response called for, or a
complex or lengthy spontanecus speech act. In the data analysis discussed in
Chapter IiI, what is termed Spontanecus Average and Elaborated Average are
taken fraz these counts.

Step 3. After the five-minute intsrval was coded, 20 seconds was taken-to
code the context for the first five minutes, “sweep interval A." Coders
circled cne choice for each item, choosing the category most emphasized during
the five-minute period. Only if there was equal emphasis were two choices
circled. Working definitions were the same as £or the General Classroom
Observation Checklist.

If a clear transition, interruption or break occurred during the
five-minute per.iud, the times were recorded.

Step 4. This procedure was repeated (Steps 2-3) for "sweep interval B."
Display 1 below is a sample of the CSES "box™ for one student in the seating
chart~-this student was seated in seat 32; he was a 35-year~old male. During
sweep A, fivas spontanecus speech acts were observed for him, and cone
elaborated speech act. See the form in this Appendix for an example of the
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and classcroom context form. During sweep B, ths student did not speak

spontanscusly at all, but had one elaborated speech act.

Display 1

Saxple CSES Grid for One Student

Student Behavior anfvatim

Step 1. (Five students had been randomly chosen for observation when the
observer first entered the class.)

Step 2. Using the signals on the timing tape, observers checked the box
next to the behavior first observed in the six-second interval. Only one
check was made per interval. Display 2 below is & sample of an cobservation
grid for one student; the entire student behavior observation is found on the

copy of the cbservation instrument at the end of the Appendices.
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Display 2

Sample Behavior Obn:v:t_.‘.cm Grid
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Display 2 shows student $3, in seat #45 of the seating chart. 1In this
sample, the observer saw the student speaking English spontanecusly to the

teacher (ST} for intervals 1 and Z, then speaking Znglish as part of a
dirzected response (DR} for intervals 3 and 4. During the intervals 5, 6 and

7. the student was speaking his native language to another student (LS), and
during intervals 8, 9 and 10 he was "off-task," tending to a child in the

classroam.

After the obsexver coded 10 six-second intervals for the first student,
Student $2 was observed and coded, then Student #3, until all five students
had been cbserved for 10 six-second intervals.

Step 3. Cbservers then coded the teaching context for the previcus five
minutes, as on the Classroom Spontaneous and Elaborated Speech form.

Step 4. Steps 1-3 were repeated, oObserving the same students a'gain and

coding the context.
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General Classroom Obssrvation Checklist

The last part of the classroom cbservations was a repeat of the General

Classroom Observation.

working Definitions
General Classrcom Observation Checklist., The following is a list of

working definitions, by item number, wnieh‘obso:ve:s used for the General
Classroom Observation Checklist. These definitions were used only for coding
this observation form, and for convenience are alwx used in the discussion in
Chapter III of this report. The working definitions and terms are not the
only or necessarily accepted way of defining the behaviors obsecved, but were
agreed upon by all observers to assure cansisggnt and reliable data gathering
procedures.

1. Lanquage Used by the Teacher:

English and another was coded if any part of the lesson, but not all,

was conducted in a language other than English during the observation
period.

2. Té what Extent was Instruction Addressed to Students as:

a whole group: all students together receiving sane
instruction
in small groups: students divided into groups within class

individually at seat: students work alcne at desk, teacher or aide
helps them individually

3. To What Extent Did Teacher Present English:

in weitten fom teacher used writing or written materials
for instructinn

crally teacher {(cr tape or video) spoke language
orally ~

nonverbally hand gesters cr body movement

other miscellaneous



3.

To What Extent Did the Teacher Use Teacher Materials:

1

board writing teacher writes on blackboard
books books, pamphlets \
worksheets individual sheets !or\each student, either

teacher made or boock copies

literacy props alphabet charts, word cards, or flash cards,
Silent Way charts

drawings/photos prepared or impromptu drawings, photos

films/video novies, filmstrips, TV T

tape recorded speech

tangible cbjects real cbjects such as food, clothing, car
parts, etc.

To What Extent Were Students Using at Their Desks at ‘feachers

Direction (students had ¢to have been usin mate:ia;s at direction of
teacher as part of lesson:

written xaterials bocks, worksheets
tangible cbjects as above
other

To What Extent Did the Teacher Direct Student Activity Towards
cateqo was coded if students were doing activity as part of lesson

instruction) :

board work/displays students write on board, or demonstrate
something on disp h as word charts
seatwork _ work at desk alone, usually silent reading
. or worksheets

testing/assessnment quizzes, tests, ams or other assessment,
either written ¢r oral )

recitaticn activities in which students are answering
questions, dpilling or repeating at
direction of teacher. Responses are
explicit. {

discussion open orx guifed discussion on any topic

listening/comprehension students li$ten to lecture, tape or take
dictation, pbut do not speak

.
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role playing—
teacher/student

role glaying—
student/student

other teacher

directed student/
student interacticn

cther

students act out a part or situatiocn, teacher
takes one role

as above, but students take both or all roles

€

any other activity in which students interact
with each other such as asking each other
questions, helping each other with seatwork,
etc.

any miscellaneous other activities in
class. Included silent reading (oral
reading is 'ggcitation‘), physical response
exercises, etc.

7. To What Extent Were the Following Explicitlv Taught (description of

the lesson focus):

learning to read

grammatical patterns’

vocabulary

pronunciation

conversation

other

To What Bxtent Did Lesscn

explicit literacy instruction or reading or
writing lesson, as opposed to using written
materials for other purposes

lessons in traditional grammar, or pattern
practice, structural drills, etc.

focus on meaning and pronunciation,
individual words or word lists, oral or
written .

focus on pronunciation of words or sounds,
intonation or stress

focus on gpeaking English in context, either
learned dialogs or class discussion

included lectures in native language,
instruction in survival skills, some
vocatiocnal skills such as sewing, etec.

Content Emphasize {(the topic, if any, of

lesson:
medical corientation

housing
money/numeracy/time

transportation

body parts, illness, appointments, etc.

rent, landlord problems, description of
house, etc.

American money, learning numbers, written or
orally, learning to read or say time

take the bus, cars, etc.



10.

shopping
employment orientation
other cultural

crientation/survival
skills

ESL for gpecific ijobs

Ly content

Other

prices, comparison shopping, groceries,
clothing, etc.

English for getting or keeping a ijcb

survival skills and cultural information not
included in any category above, such as
crime prevention, schooling for children,
legal orientation, etc.

English for a specific job or vocation, such
as welding, assembly, cocking, sewing, etc.

teacher spoke in native language, content
could not be determined by observers

miscellanecus “other”™ was usually coded when
lesson was "English®™ language lesson such as
grammar or general reading, but no specific
survival skill content

To What Extent Did the Teacher Use the Folilowing Targeting Methods

{(ways teacher selected students for response) :

unison

ungtructured

directed

voluntary

individual at seat

other

all students respond together

students speak without being individually
called on ‘

teacher chose students for response by
asking questions directly, calling names,
etc.

teacher asks for volunteers

attention given to individuals at their
seats-—the teacher goes around to help

any other, such as students directing next
speaker, etc.

To What Extent Did the Teacher Regquire a:

written response
spoken response

physical response

students write
students speak

students fcllow directicn, manipulate
obiectives, etc.

"None" would be coded for all categories if no response was required.
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1l.

12.

i3.

To Bxtent What Corrective Peedback Style-—Teacher Correction
Approaches. “None would be coded if teacher did not correct students

at any time, or have other students correct:

immediate teacher
correction

teacher solicitation
answer elsewhere

teacher recues
student
other student

correction

other

teacher gives student correct language form
or response immediately after error is made

teacher asks another student for correct
Cesponse

teacher corrects by giving student partial
answer, or asking the question again.
Student corrects self.

students in class correct each other

any cother type of correction, such as
explanation, translation in native language,
explanation of rules, etc. .

Eow Many Students are Using English that is gcede'amoéﬁt and "level
of English. No talk at all would be-cdded "none” on all the

categories):

mechanical
neaningful

communicative

students repeat or do structured pattern
drills

students answer questions on more complex
drillsy but there is only cne correct answer

students are using English in response to
open ended questions, discussion, or to
comnunicate amongst themselves

How was Teacher/Student Generation of Speech Balanced*:

mostly teacher
mostly student

about the same

teacher does most talking

students do most talking

*Note: This item was not included in the final analysis, since
initial analyses showed that ambiguity of the item gave unclear

results



14.

1s.

i6.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

To What Extent Did Teacher Use:

formal English a speech register generally reserved for
formal lecture or writing

colloquial English everyday “consultative" speech style

pidgin English simplified English or mixed English cof

ancther language

To What Extent Did Students Introduce New Materials?

Count mumber of times quest%ens or new materials introduced.

To What Extent Did Teacher Inco rate New Materials and/or Questions?

If $15 above were 1 or more, count number of times teacher responded
or adjusted based on student questions.

Bow many aides were present?

Count bilingual and English speaking aides in class for any length of
tine.

To What Extent Did Aide Activitvy Emphasize:

teaching aide actually teaches part or all of class
individual tutoring aide helps students individually

interpret aide translates from or into native language
taking students aide comes in, take students out for

cut of class administrative or other purposes

How Many Changes in Lesscon Content Occurred?

Count change of topic, activity or focus.
How Many Interruptions Occurred?
Count interruptions in which instruction stops.

How Manv Minutes of Seven-Minute Pericd Were Spent on Instructional
Activitiesg?

Approximate number of minutes.

<65
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Student behaviors. The following is a list of working conditions used for
coding student behaviors. 1

CR | Directed Response. Student is speaking English in
response to specific teacher direction, for example,
unison repetiticn or responding to a question.

ST Spontanecus to Teacher. Student is spesking English
spcntanecusly to teachez; student has not been
targeted specifically by teacher and is just "speaking
up” whether in or out of turn. Speech is directed to

the teacher.

SS Student is speaking English spontanecusly to another
student.

2T BElaborated to Teacher. Student is speaking English to

teacher in an "elaborate” response, either a lengthy
or complex speech act, especially if more than teacher
specifically called for.

ES Student is speaking English in lengthy or complex way
to ancther student.

InyT Pirst Lanquage to Teacher. Student is speaking native
language to teacher.

LoS Pirst Language to Student. Student is speaking native
language to another student.

2T Unknown to Teacher. Student is speaking to teacher,
but ocbserver cannot tell what language is being used.

7S Unknown to Student. Student is speaking to another
student, but observer cannot tell which language.

RO Reading Orally. Student is reading orally.

RS Reading Silently. Student is reading silently.

W Writing. Student is writing, whether at teacher's

direction or not.

c Other On-Task Behavior. Student is cn-task, but not
behaving in any of above ways. Listening, following
directions, and generally paying attention are
considered octher on-task behaviors.

? Can't Tell. Obsarver cannot tell whether student is
on or off-task..

B Off Task. Student is off-task, nct following lesson,
not speaking English or writing. Examples of off-task
behavior are daydreaming, leaving the room,
socializing, attending to children.
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Limitations of Observation and Changes in Procedure

Occasiocnally, a class ended early, or interruptions occurred which
prevented the observer from completing the entire four pages of the
cbservation sheet. In these cases, the cbserver scmetimes chose to eliminate
one sweep of student behavior observations, or eliminated the second classrocm
checklist. These cases were very infrequent and any part of the cbserwvation
instrument which had to be left cut was coded as "missing data® for analysis.
All changes in i::ecedure were noted in the cover sheet for the class.

For very large ciasses. observers alsc noticed they could not accurately
code every instance or spontanecus speech when an animated discussion was

taking place, or when many students were calling out answers at once. An

analysis was therefore run comparing the spcdtaneous speech section by class
sizes, and it was found that large class size did not significantly affect the

reliability of data collection.

Observer Effect

Teachers had been asked to conduct their classes as they normally would if
cbservers had not been there. In some very small classrooms, of course, it
was not poessible to be inconspicucus, and in others, unaccustomed to visitors,
the observer's presence was more noticeable. All of the observers noted that,
in general, the effect of an cbserver presence con the classroom behavior
diminished after a few minutes. A large propertion of students and teachers

interviewed said they perceived little or no change in the normal classroom

activities due to the cobserver's presence.



Field Testing and Training

The classroom observation instrument was field tested in ESL classrooms of

various type levels in the Portiand area. To assure feasibility and
generalizability of the forms, two cbservers tested the instrument in each
class making appropriate revisions to the intrument after each field test.
All observers used the instrument in its present form in at least two test
classes before they used them in the field. To further assure reliability,

each cobserver had a detailed list of definitions for each item coded.
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Il.

APPENDIX III-B

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA ANALYSIS

THE MAJCR DATASETS

A.

B.

c.

D.

r.

*Leveler®” Information (LEVEL)

General Classroom Observation Checklist (CLIST)

Class Spontanecus and Elaborated English Speech (SPONT)

Student Behavior Obsarvation (BEEAV)

Student Interview (STUDINT)

Teacher Intecsview (TCHPRINT)

LEVEL
A. The Data

1. ¥hat: Each student was asked a question in English and the
quality of the response was recorded. The questions varied in
difficulty and were asked in a random order.

2. Why: The ability of the students to answer these questions
serves as an index of their English language skills. This index
enables the proficiency ievels of the classes and programs to be
compared without relying soley on human judgment.

3. When: This data Qas taken once in each classroom that was
visited.

B, How Was the Data Recorded and Analyzed?
1. Wwhat was recorded? Responses by each student to the question

were classified into the following categories:

a. other person answered (Ll)

b. no response (L2)

c. inappropriate response (L3)

é. appropriate non-standard response (L4)
e. appropriate response (LS)

€. appropriate elaborated respcnse (L&)
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III.

2. How was the data summarized? The number of responses in each

category vas recorded for each class. The variable name
assigned to each cateagory is listed above. When another perscn
answered the question (Ll1l), the response was not considered
appropriste and was not used. Thus, the total number of valid
zesponses from a class was the sum of L2, L3, L4, LS and L6.

Several composite variables were created to summarize the
results,

a. Appropriate average (APAVE) was the percentage of the total
responses which were appropriate.

APAVE = (L& + LS + L6)/(L2 + L3 + L4 + L5 + LS6).

b. Ancther variable, APAVEL, was the percentage of response
which were of appropriate standard quality or better.

APAVEL = (LS + L6)/(L2 + L3 + L& + LS + L6).

c. Pinally, the appropriate elaborated responses were called
EIAVE,

ELAVE = L6/(L2 + L3 + L4 + L5 + L6).

The three “"leveler” variables each measured a class overall
ability to understand and respond to questions asked in
English. They varied only in the type of responses which were
deened acceptable.

3. Which variables were chosen from the "leveler® data for use in
later analyses? Two criteria were used for choosing the
variable to be used. The first was "what is most reasonable?"
and second, "does it discriminate between apparent class
labels?" Blaborated speech did not occur very often in many
classes and ELAVE did not discriminate well between low and
mid-level classes. APAVE and APAVEL were highly correlated with
one other; and did seem to separate the classes well. APAVEL
was chosen as the variable.

GENERAL CILASSROCM OBSERVATION CHECKLIST (CLIST)

To describe the process of learning, it is necessary to identify the
setting in which it occurs. The General Classroom Observation Checklist
(CLIST) was designed to document scme of the most important features of
classroom instruction. At the beginning and end of each observation
pericad, our observers took seven minutes to £ill out the checklist. A
copy of the checklist is contained in this Appendix.
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Iv.

How was the data recorded and analyzed?

There ware four different kinds of {tems on the checklist. The first
{(Items 1, 13, 15 & 16) required the selection of one of several
categories. The second (items 2, S, 7, 8, 12 & 18) required the
cbserver to estimate the amount of an activity that occurred in the
classroom. The third (items 3, 4, 6, 9, 10, 11 &14) required the
ranking of classrcom activities by their frequency of cccurence. The
fourth type of item (items 17, 15, 20 & 21) required a number to be
f£illed in, such as the number of aides present in the classrocom. Each
type of item has different scaling properties, that is, it conveys
information in different ways. As they were originally recorded,
sepaczate analyses would have to be done for each type of question.

How the data were to be handled was further complicated by the number of
observations in each classroom. BEach class was to be observed three
times, and during each cbsesvation, the checklist was filled out twice.
Thus, for most classes there were six ratings for each checklist
question. Because of the number of ratings and the different kinds of
questions involved, analyzing the checklist data would be quite
complicated.

To simplify data analyses, several changes were made. Items which
required rankings to be made were recorded into the "None, Some A Lot"
categories used in cther items. If an activity or teacher behavior was
rated as being most frequent (a ranking of 1), it was recorded as "A
Lot". All other rankings were regarded as "Scme®™, and those not ranked
were treated as "None®. 1In Items 15 and 16, a similar approach was
taken. The categories of rsponse in these items (None, 3 times or less,
More than 3 times) were taken to represent ("None, Scme, and A Lot").
Responses of "A Lot" were coded as "3%, "Some" were coded "2%, and
"None® became "l". These valuaes were then averaged across observations
and days for use with other sources of information. Although this
method of aggregation is unorthodox, a comparison of the original data
with the recorded aggregated means convinced the researchers that the
information conveyed by each were essentially equivalent.

The checklist data was combined with other data sets in twe ways. For
comparisen with classroom data, the checklist data was combined across
observation periods within each day (SWEEP) and across the three days of
observation. FPFor comparison with data from the daily observations, the
checklist information was handled so that no aggregation was necessary.

CLASS SPONTANEOUS AND ELABORATED ENGLISH SPEECH (SPONT)

To record the amount of speech that was Jenerated by each student, two
S-minute observations were made. For each student, sex, age and the
nunber of spontaneous or elaborated English responses were recorded by
the observer. A brief description of the classroom context was also
made for each observation period. This information was used to
determine which types of classroom procedures encouraged student

speech. This was also the course of most of the data concerning the age
and sex of the students.
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V.

vI.

How was the ta a8l ?

For each observation period, the number of spontaneocus and elaborated
responses were counted for the entire class, and the averasje response
rate per student was calculated. The observation periocds showed no
significant differences between them, so they were cambined and averaged.

Like the other large data sets, SPONT was aggregated in two ways. To
combine it with classroom data, information was averaged across the
three days of observation. No further aggregation was needed to combine
SPONT with other data from the daily classroon cbservations.

STUDENT BEHAVIOR QBSERVATION (BEEAV)

To describe more precisely what the students were doing in a classroom,
observers selected five students to observe for two S-minute periods.
The behaviors of the five students were classified intc one of 15
categories. Each student was rated 10 times with each five-minute
session. Descriptions of the classroom context were alse recordad for
each cbservation pericd.

How was the data analyzed?

The number of times each student was classified into each category was
recorded and averaged across the five students for each cbservation
period. There were no major differences between the two cbservations.
Thus, the average over both sessions were used in subsequent analyses.
Some of the categories of behavior were cocmbined into larger units for
analysis. These included all of the student-generated English speech
categories, the original language speech categories, the reading
categories and those categories considered to be "on-task™. A variable
referred to as "percantage of time on-task® was also created which
compared identifiable "on-task"™ activities with "off-task™ activities.

BEHAV data was combined directly with other daily classroom observation
data. After averaging across observation days, the data set was
combined with other classroom data.

STUDENT DISCUSSIONS (STUDENT)

To gather information on students backgrounds and attitudes, discussions
were held with several students in each class. The students selected
for this part of the study were selected randomly by the cbserver. The
observer followed guidelines on student selection tc help ensure that a
representative sample was obtained.

How was this data ana;yzed?

After initial analyses were performed on the overall group, class
averages were obtained on the most important questions. On questions
which had respondents choose one of several categories, the percent.je
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of the class which selected each response was calculated. The class
averages were then combined with other classroom data.

TEACHER DISCUSSICONS (TCHRINT)

Discussicns were held with all teachers whoss classes were cbserved.

The questions inquized about such things as experience, current teaching
conditions and attitudes toward the program. v

How was the data analyzed?

After the initial analyses for the entire group of teachers, class
averages were obtained for classes with more than one teacher. As was
done with the student discussions, questions with several categories
were recorded as the percentage of teachers in the class which selected

each option. The class averages were then combined with other classroom
data.
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Appendix III-C

"Leveler" Questions

Whera are you Lfrom?

What's your address?

What's your date of birth?

What do you do when you are sick?

What tine do you 90 home from school?

Where do you live?

What do pecple call you?

What languages do you speak?

Are you married or single? -

What's your phone number?

How long have you been living in the United States?
Eow long have you been studying English?

How do you get to school?

What do you go for a living?

When did you come to (name of this city)?
What kind of transportation dc you take to school?
How many pecple live in your house?

what's your native countcy?

How old are you?

How old were you when you left your country?

when did you arrive in the U.S.7?

What's your name?

When do you come to schoel?

How many children do you have?
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APPENDIX III-D

DATA ANALYSIS--TEACHER STYLE

The two groups of teachers were compared by teaching behaviors (from the
classroom checklist) and by the student behavicrs they elicited (from the
student behavior checklist, and the spontaneous and elaborated speech
observations). Within the groups of teachers who teach two classes, each
teacher is observed twice. In the comparison group, each teacher is
represented only once. The freJuency of each variable to be examined is not
of primary importance in this analysis. What is more interesting is *he
variance of each variable. The variance of an observatieon may be considered
to consiat of two parts: (1) the part due to the differences between thg
different teachers, and (2) the part due to changes by the same teacher from
time to time. It is expected that between teachers, variance is abouat t@e
same for the two groups of teachers. If there is a difference between the
groups, it is expected to resul’. from the greater consister.cy (less variance)
of teachers compared with themselves. To measure the difference in the
variances o¢f the two groups, an P-test was performed. A F-test is a simple
ratio of the varjances of the two groups which takes into account how many
observations were made. Listed in the following table are the significant
results from these camparisons.

There were almost 100 comparisons made between these two groups at the .05
level of significance for both mean and variance differences. There were only
three statistically significant differences found vetween the groups can be
claimed. In contrast, 18 statistically significant differences i. variances
were observed. As expec:ied, the group of duplicate teachers showed smaller
variances than the compariscn group. In only three cases was the trend

reversed-~just about what would be 2xpected by cnance.
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Table III M=l

DATA ANALYSIS--TEACHER STYLE

Duplicates Comparison
Which is*

Mn SD Mn SD T pe Greater?
T.acher Variables .
Boardwriting 2.3 .83 1.8 0.30 2.19 3.14 D,M
Literacy Props 1.0 0.11 1.1 0.21 1.39 3.88 C,V
Tape 1.1 0.16 1.1 .35 0.58 5.00 c,v
Discussion 1.3 0.28 1.3 0.58 0.24 4.29 c,Vv
Role Play/

Teacher-Student 1.0 0.05 1.0 0.12 c.56 5.00 c,v
Grammatical ‘

Patterns 1.3 0.28- 1.5 0.56 0.90 4.13 c,v
Vocabulary 1.2 0.18 1.6 0.40 2.16 5.06 c,Vv
Pronunciation 1.2 .19 l.4 0.43 1.32 4.93 o,V
Medical i

Orientatiocn 1.2 G.34 1.1 0.14 0.93 5.65 D,V
Targeting:Other 1.2 0.36 1.1 0.15 0.57 5.49 D,V
Spcken Responses 2.2 0.43 2.6 0.41 2,15 1.11 C,M
Feedback :Other 1.3 0.35 1.5 0.74 0.61 4.49 c,v
Time on Task 6.6 0.54 6.5 0.16 0.13 12.12 C,V
Student Variabies
Spontaneous to

Teacher 1.2 -1.50 3.1 2.10 2.32 2.04 C,M
Reading Orally 1.4 2.10 0.4 g8.70 1.47 8.66 D,V
Other on Task 1.4 1.8C §.2 5.60 1.32 9.51 c,Vv
Time on Task 0.98 0.02 0.95 0.06 1.22 6.58 c,v
Spontaneous

Average 0.43 .36 0.82 0.80 1.28 . 5.04 C,v
Elaborated ‘ g

Average 0.12 0.13 0.30 0.34 1.42 6.70 c,v

*The value of T which is associated with a probability of .05 with  degrees of
freedam is __.
**The value of F which is associated with a probability of .05 with ___  degrees of -

freedam is __.

Key: Mn = Mean

Standard Deviation
Duplicate

Mean

Comparison 2 7 5

SD
D
M
C
\' Variance
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APPENDIX III-E

CLASSROCM OBSERVAascN COVER SHEET

Ctserver Class ID
Date Teacher
Progzam Scheduled Time
. Day of Observaticn lst __2nd rd

Classroom Environment:

Tvpe of Building

Temperature

External Ncise Level

Lighting

Ancunt of Space

Classroom Location

Children Present No Yes

Other Factors

1. Now make seating chart on Spontanecus Speech Sheet.
Circle seats, £ill cut age and sex.

. 2. Put an "X" through any seats whose student is hlocked from view.
3. Don't collect data on hlocked students.

. 4. Use your random numbers chart and choose 5 students for student
bahavicr olservation.

5. Put the seat number of those students on the Student Behavior Sheet.

. 6. Turn on thw tape and start the general cobservation.
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*Laveler” Tallies"

Cther
Person No Inappreg. Approp. AppICcP. Appreop.
Answered Respense Response Nonstd. std. Elaborated
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TEACHER INSTRUCTIONS FOR USING LEVELER

l.

Please rsad the Questiocns in the order given. Read them word for word,
exactly as written.

Go arcund the room in order, asking the next numbered questicn to the
next student. Don't skip any students—-it's axpected that scme son't
be able to answer the question. .

If the student doesn't answar the questicn, just go on to the next
student in order, asking the next question on the list.

Go down the list and arcund the reom until all students have been given
one Question.

T# you run out of guestions, just go back to question number 1 and
continue arcund. ‘

Thanks for your time and help!

R39



\ SR STUDENT QUESTIONS

ihere ars you fros?

#hat's your address?

Rat’s your date of dirth?

#hat do you do whas you are sick?

Khat tias do you go hose $roa schosl?
likere ds you live?

#aat do peopie call you?:

Wit languages 4o you spaak?

Are you married or single?

hat’s your phona ausber?

liow long have ya& beso living in the nitsd States?
How lang have you hesn studying Esglish?
How dg you gat {0 i:haal?

¥hat do you do for a living?

Ehan did you come to (nase of this city)?

¥hat kind of transportation do you take $o school?
Hos aany people live in your house?

¥hat’s your native country?

How old ars you?

Hom old mere you when you [eft your country?

¥hen did you arrive in the U.5.7

¥hat’s your name?

dhen do you cose to school?

How sany :hildran d5 you have?

Fors 46
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1.

2.
3.

‘.

S.

10,

12,

13.

14.

AFPENDIX IV

et

o] DISCUSSION GUIDELINES

-
-

Administrator Discussion Guidelines
(Note sex; age, ethnicity] What is your background and experience in
vorking with ESL and refugees? :
When was your program set up?
Bow has it changed since then?
What 4o you envision it looking like two years £rom now?
What does your program do best? (What are its greatest strengths?)
What are the greatest barriers the program has in delivering effective
English language trairing? How would you like to see these barriers
overcone?

How do you sese your role as administrator?

What do you spend most of your time doing (planning, budget, supe:vising.‘
teaching, etc.)? . : ‘

Do you ever visit classes? PFormally or informally? Bow often?

Does the program have written objectives? (If yes, ask to obtain a
copy.) Who developed them? 1If there are no written objectives, what do
you see as the primary objectives of your program? How is progress
toward cbjectives assessed?

What follow up is done on exiting students?

Does your program have a written curriculum? (If yes, ask for a CopY.)

Do all the teachers know about it? Is it required that they follow it?

How much discretion do teachers have in planning thoir lessons, choosing
methods, materials, etc,?

Are teachers given planning time built into their day or hourly wage? Do
you think that teachers are overburdened, or is their worklcad about
tight?

Are there regular staff meaetings? When was the last one? Are staff
meetings mandatory?

wnat kinds of inservica :raining have been offered to the starff in the
last year. Are scarff naid to attend?



Administrator Discussions = Continued

16. Do you feel there are any particular BEngiish language training approaches
or matérials that are particularly effective for the target population
(SE Asian refugees with little educaticnal background)? Has the program
developed any of its cwn materials? (Ask to collect later.) What
exphasis o you feel should be placed on literacy training versus
speaking? ‘ \

i7. t teacher characteristics or experience do you feel are best for
ing Bnglish to SE Asian refugees with little or no educational
background?
i8. wWhat assessment techniques does your program use for student placement
and diagnosis? Is it mandatory? What instruments are used? (Ask to
collect a copy later.) Who administers it? )

19. Does your refugee progras have a separate advisory board or other formal
links with employers, other agencies, and/or refugee community leaders?

20. In yeﬁ: view, what are the most important links for programs to maintain
with cther parts of the community?

21. How often do you meet with other local BSL providers? Who sponsors such
meetings?

22. Are voluntesers recruited to help in your program? How are they used?
who does the recruiting? How can volunteerism be increased?

23. Describe the links botween employment services for refugees in your area
and your program?

24. Describe the links among eligibility for Refugee Cash Assistance,
esployment services and participation in English language training.

25. How helpful is your English language program in getting students jobs?
What kinds of jobs 40 they get?

26. In general, how mich do you feel employment helps refugees' English
gkills conpared to class?

27. In your opinion, how can private ssctor support English langauge training
services for refugees?

28. Other comments.
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2.
3.
4.

5.

6.
7.
8.
- 9.

10.

Student Riscussion Guidelines

How did you learn about this program?

why did-ycu chocse this program?

Eow long have you been studying here?

How do you gef to school (transportation)?

How do you practice English outside of class? Who do you practice with?
Do you study outside of class?

For you, what is the most difficult thing about learning English?

What do you think is the easiest thing about learning English?

Do you . and your teacher talk in English ocutside of the classroom?

Who do you talk to if you have problems with schoolwork?

(Note sex and ethnic group here.) How old are you? What is your
Previous education? (If none, ask: Can you read at least a little bit
in youz native language?) When did you arrive in the U.S.?

Do you think my being in class today made the class any different?
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Teacher Discussion Guidelines

=

1. How long have you been teaching here? How long have you been teaéhing
ESL or working with refugees? With what groups?

2. What is your goal for your students?

3. Wha:t do you see as the greatest barrier or impediment to your being an
effective ESL teacher?

4. Do you follow a curriculum designated by the program? If no, why not?

5. Does the program p:oéido you with the materials, training, and other
kinds of support you need? If no, what else do you need? Is the
physical environment you teach in apprepr;ate?

6. When was the last time you had a staff meeting? When was the last
inservice training?

7. How 3o you share teaching problems (formally, informally, who, etc.)? Do
you know what other teachers in the program are doing?

8. Does anyone evaluate your class? Do you get feedhack on it?
9. How do you influence decision making in the program?

10. How do variocus ethnic groups provide input in program design or
implementation?

1l. Are thera special considerations in planning for teaching ESL to this
population compared with other ESL students?

12. what methods do you use and why?

13. What materials and methodrs do you consider most effective for this
population (SE Asian refugees with little educational background) and
level? ‘

14. Fow do vou track students' progress? Is the instrument you use provided
by the program? Is it required by the program? How often do you use it?

15. What are reasons for refugees coming or not coming to class? How is your
attendance (on an average day, what percent of students are there)?

i

16. wWhat is the students' greatast barrier or impediment in\aéqui:ing English?

17. What do you feel the strongest determinant is in students' successfully
acquiring English (e.g., teaching, individual background, family, etc.)?
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Teacher Discussion = Continued

18.

1s.

20.

g

What do you feel is the most important trait or experience an ESL teacher
needs for teaching this population?

How much emphasis do you think should be placed on reading and writing
vs. speaking in learning ESL?

How has my presence in your class affected the class? Were the classes
more or less typical, or different than ucual?

ro
.
w3
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Bilinqual Aide Digcussion Guidelines

1. (Note sex and ethnic group.) How old are you? What is your educatiocnal
background? What is vour work experience with ESL and/or refugees?

2. What kinds of tasks are you called upcn to do?
3. Is your work lcad tco heavy or about right?

4. What are some of the difficulties you have in performing your assigned
tasks? ) )

5. What percentage of your time is spent in classes? What do you spend most
of your time on?

6. How does the program respond to your suggestions?

7.. Do teachers and administration provide you with enough support to do your
‘job? If not, what else could they do to help? )

8. How much contact do you have with teachers in the program outside of
L class?

9. \Qo you have any.ccntact with students outside of class? Do students ever
contact you at home? What do they need?

10. Fram your contacts with students, what do you think are the most
important English needs of students in your ethnic group?

1ll. What are things the program could do to £ill those needs?

12. In your opinion, what emphasis should be given to reading and writing vs.
speaking in English language training?

13. How is instruction here helping students find jobs?

14. How much English do you think students learn in school compared to at
work?
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Interview No.

 APPENDIX V

COMMUNITY SURVEY INSTRUMENT

{(English lLanguage Versicn) )
Form Approved

"OMB #0960-0285
Expires 9-30-82

Interviewer

. COMMUNITY SURVEY .
Study of Refugee English Language Training

Date

City

Ethnic Group -

Perscn Interviewed

Address

Telephone No. "

A. Housencld Information

l.

(913
»

How many people live in your household?

How many adults 20 or older live in your household?

Hew lcng have you lived at this residence?

Do vou have a telephone? (Yes/No)

Is anycne in your household receiving purlic assistance? (Yes/No)
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B.

Individual Information-Background' Characteristics

BEST COPY AVAIiLAG.
Please tell me about yourself and each member of your household aged 20 or older. ‘
wWhat are their names?
'1. How old is 2
2. Sex M, M/F M/P M/F M/F
3. How many years of
educalivn in native
country? vears years years vears years
4. What languaqges does
__ speak?
5. . What lanqguages does
__tead or write
’3 a little?
-~
o
6. When did arrive
in U.S8.7
7. 1s _ working now? Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No
It you :
a. o many hours
dd 0 work hours hours hours hours hours
‘nl,)‘ ‘/uﬁfk?
L. v wuech money ,
did earn
oo ot k/(}t:k‘t; $
H. Has _ vworked an
3 ~c, the poadoin U.8.? Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No
U7~ A :
9, How g hian e
Pived an T years years years years years
\‘l w CIIT S ——" - e g S ———
ERIC (i1t in this arga) months months months months wonths

m_‘_.-._a—x e e




First
Month
in U.S.

First
Month
in U.S.

Pirst
Month
in U.S.

First
Month
in U.S.

First
Month

Now in U.S.

10. a. How would you
best describe | 3
_____'s ability
to speak English?
{choose one)

not at all
« few words
a little
falr

w:ll

[V, - VYR S

. Which of these
things can
do without an
interpreter?

L12
o8

1. take hus,
count change,

Yes/No | Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No | Yes/No | Yes/No Yes/No |Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No

or qget. help
in an emevgency

pragrre e i FYar T & i ol et

-, s - —_——

2. van speak alittle
i English with
staneone they know

Yes/No | Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No| Yes/No |Yes/No.] Yes/No |Yes/No Yes/No Yes/ﬂo:

3. can speak alittle
in English with
strapjers

Yes/No | Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No| Yes/No | Yes/No Yes/No |Yes/No Yes/No

Crman =t e e e e ee e m mmee e -

4. can ook for a

-)Ul) YeS/NO

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No| Yes/No | Yes/No Yes/No | Yes/No Yes/No
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.t

1.

pid study
English before
coming Lo this arca?

Placc?

8L1

How many weeks? weeks weeks weeks weeks weeks
flow many hours

per week? hours hours hours hours hours
Place?

How nmany wecks? weeks weeks weeks weeks weeks
Hlow many hours

per weeh? hours hours hours hours hours
Place?

How Duany woeel s? waeks weeks weeks weeks weeks
Huow unany hours

per vceh ? hours hours hours hours hours

—— i mmmamim 6 e s am e

314
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AFPENDIX IIXI-D

DATA ANALYSIS--TEACHER STYLE

The two groups of teachers were compared by teaching beraviocrs (from the
classroom chucklist) and by the student behavicrs they elicited (from the
student behavior checklist, and the spontanecus and elaborated speech
cbsearvations). Within the groups of teachers who teack two classes, each
teacher is ocbserved twice. In the comparison group, each teacher is
:gj_ggscntld only once. The frequency of each variable to be exazined iz not
of primary importance in this analysis. what is more interesting is the
variance of each variable. The variance of an observation may be considered
tc consist of two parts: (1) the part due to the diffsrences between the
different teachers, and (2) the part due to changes b, the sane teacher from
time to time. It is expected that between teachers, variance is about the
game for the two groups of teachers. 1If there is a difference between the
groups, it is expected to result from the greater consistency (less variance)
of teachers compared with thenselves. To measure the difference in the
variances of the two groups, an F-test was performed., A P-test is a simple
ratic of the variances of the two groups which takes into account how many
observations were made. Listed in the following table are the signi!if:ant
results from these conparisons.

There were almost 100 comparisons made between these two groups at the .05
levgl of significance for both mean and variance differences. There were only
three statistically significant differences found between the groups can be
claimed. In contrast, 16 statistically significant differences in variances
were cbserved. As expected, the group of duplicate teachers showed smaller
variances than the comparison group. In only three cases was the trend

'reve:sed—-ju:t about what would be expected by chance.
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Table IIl=D=}

DATA ANALYSIS--TEACHER STYLE

254

-Duplicates _Cemparison .
Which is
Mn 12) Mn SD T* Fe Greater?
Teacher Variables .
Boardwriting 2.3 0.53 1.8 0.30 2.19 3.14 D,M
Literacy Props 1.0 0.131 1.1 .21 1.39 3.88 c, v
Tape 1.1 .16 1.1 .35 0.59 5.00 C,V
Discussion 1.3 J.28 1.3 0.58 0.2¢ 4.29 C,V
Role Play/
Teacher~Student 1.0 Q.0% 1.0 Q.12 .56 5.00 C,V
Grammatical
Patterns 1.3 .28 1.5 0.5k 0.90 4.13 c,v
Vocabulary 1.2 0.18 1.6 0.40 2.16 5.06 C,v
Proaunciation 1.2 0.19 1.4 0.43 1.32 4.93 D,V
Medical
Orientation 1.2 0.34 1.1 0.14 0.93 5.69 D,V
Targeting :Other 1.2 0.36 1.1 0.15 0.37 5.49 D,V
Spokan Responses 2.2 0.43 2.6 0.41 2.15 1.11 C,M
Feedback:Other 1.3 0.35 1.5 0.74 0.61 4.49 C,V
Time on Task 6.6 .54 6.9 8.16 0.13 12.12 C.v
Student Variables
Spontaneocus to
Teacher 1.2 1.50 3.1 2.1¢0 2.32 2.04 C,M
Reading Orally 1.4 2.10 7.4 .70 1.47 8.66 o,V
Other on Task 1.4 1.80 4.2 5.60 1.32 9.51 c,V
Time on Task 0.98 0.02 .95 0.06 l.22 6.59 c,v
Spon taneocus
Average 0.43 0.36 0.82 0.80 1.28 5.04 c,v
Elaborated
Avarage .12 0.13 0.30 0.34 1.42 6.70 c,v
*The value of T which is associated with a probability of .05 with __ degrees of
freedom is ___.
**The value of F which is associated with a probability of .05 with ____ degrees of
freedam is __.
Key: Mn = Mean
SD = Standard Deviation
D = Duplicate
M = Mean
C = Comparison 53153
V = Variance



APPENDIX III-E

CLASSROCM CBSERVATICON COVER SHEET

. Oksezver Class ID
Cate Teacher
Program Scheduled Time
.- Day of Observation 1st { 2nd 3xd

ry

Classzroon Envircnment:

vpe of BRuilding

Tamperature

External Noise Level

Lighting

Amcunt of Space

Classrocm Location

Children Present No Yes

QCther Factors

1. Now make seating chart on Spontaneous Speech Sheet.
Circle seats, f£ill cut age and sex.

. 2. Put an “X" through any seats whose student is 'hlocked from view.
3. Don't collect data on blocked students.

. 4. Use your random numbers chart and choose S students for student
ehavior observation.

s. Put the seat number of those students on the Student Behavicr Sheet.

6. Tarn on the tape and start the general cohservation.

235
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"lLeveler” Tallies"

AN
Other
Perscon No Inapprop. Approp. AppTrop. Apprcp.
Answared Response Response Nonstd. sed. Elaborated

31

56

—



CGENERAL CLASSKOOM ORSERVATION CHECKLIST Observathon e Koyl
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TEACEER INSTRUCTIONS FOR USING LEVELER

1.

2.

3.

4.

S.

Please read the Questicns in the crder given. Read them word for word,
exactly as written.

Go arcund the rocm in order, asking the next numbered question to the
next studant. Don't skip any students--it's expected that scme sen't
be able tec answer the qQuestion. .

1€ the student doesn't answer the question, just go on to the next
student in order, asking the next Question on the list.

Go down the list and around the room until all students have been given
ocne question. . '

I1f you run ocut of questicns, just go back to question number 1 and
continue arcund. '

Thanks for ycur time and help!



« . . STUDENT QUESTIONS

Ware are you {roa?
Mat's your address?
Mat’s your date of birth?
Rat do you do wham you ira sick?
¥hat tiae do you go hose froa school?
Mare éo you liva?
Mat do people call you?
MRat languages 48 you spaak?
&s you sarried or single?
Rat’s your phone susder?
How loag have ym‘bm living in the Unitad States?
#iow long Rave you desm studyiag English?
" How do you get to schesl?
a3t do you do for 3 living?
Ren did you cose to (name of this city)?
W3t kind of transportation do you take to school?
 Hos sany people live in your houss?
Bhat’s your native country?
How gld are you?
How oid wers you when you left your countey?
¥hen did you arrive 1n the U.S.7
Mhat's your naae?
aten do you cose to school?
How sany chiléren do you have?

Forw 46
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APPENDIX IV
DISCUSSION GUIDELINES

Adninistrator Discussion Guidelines

i. (Notas sex, age, ethnicity) What is vour background and experience in
working with ESL and refugees?

2. When was your program set up? ) AN

3. How has it changed since then?

é. What do you envision it looking like two years from now?

5. What does your program do best? (What are its greatest strengths?)

6. What are the greatest barriers the program has in delivering effective
English language training? How would you like to see these barriers
overcome?

; 7. How d0 you see your role as administrator?

8. What do you spend mcst of yout time doing (planning, budget, supervising,
teaching, etc.)?

9. Do you ever visit classes? PFormally or informally? How often?

10. Dces the program have written cbiectives? (If yes, ask to obtain a
COpY.) Who developed them? If there are no written objectives, what &o
you see as the primary objectives of your program? How is progress
toward objectives assessed?

1l1. What follow up is done on exiting students?

12. Does your program have a written curriculum? (If yes, ask for a copY.)
Do all the teachers know about it? Is it required that they follow it?
How much discretion do teachers have in planning their lessons, choosing
methods, materials, etc.?

13. Are teachers given planning time built into their day or hourly wage? Do
you think that teachers are overburdened, or is their worklocad about
right?

14. Are there regular staff meetings? When was the last one? Are staff
meetings mandatory?

15. wWhat kinds of inservice training have been offered tc the staff in the
last year. Are staff paid to attend?

— 29 340




Administrator Digscussions - Continued

16.

i7.
18,

19.
20,
21.
22.
23,
2¢.
25.
26.
27.

28.

Do you feel there are any parcticular English language training approaches
or aaterials that are particularly effective for the target population
(SE Asian refugees with little educaticnal background)? Has the program
developed any of its own materials? (Ask to collect later.! What
enphasis do you tul should be placed on literacy training versus
speaking?

what teacher characteristics or experience do you feel are best for
teaching English to SE Asian refugees with little or no educational
background?

What assessment techniques does your program use for student placement
and diagnosis? 1Is it mandatory? What instruments are used? (Ask to
collect a copy later,) Who administers it?

Deces your refugee progras have 3 separate advisory board or other formal
links with employers, other agencies, and/cr refugee community leaders?

In your view, what are the most important links for programs to maintain
with cther parts of the community?

How often dc you meet with other local ESL p:avida:s? Who sponsors such

mtings?

e voluntaers recruited to help in your program? How are they used?
does the recruiting? How can volunteerism be increased?

Describe the links between miayment services for refugees in your area
and your program?

Describe the links among eligibility for Refugee Cash Assistance,
exployment secvices and participation in English language training.

How helpful is your BEnglish language program in getting students jobs?
What kinds of jobs & they get?

In general, how nmuch do you feei employment helps refugees' English
skills compared to class?

In your opinion, how can private sector support English langauge training
services for refugees?

Other comments.
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Seee AL

8.

9.

i0.

1l.

Student Discussion Guidelines

How did you learn about this program?

why did you choose this program?

How long have vou been studying here?

How do you get to school (transportation)?

Eow do you practice English outside of class? Who do you practice with?
Do you study ocutside of class?

Por you, what is the most difficult thing about learning English?

What do you think is the easiest thing about learning English?

Do you and yeour éeacher talk in English outside of the classroom?

Who do you talk to if rocu have problems with schoolwork?

(Note sex and ethnic group here.) How old are you? What is your
previous education? (If none, ask: Can you read at least a little bit

in your native language?) When did you arrive in the U.S.?

Do you think my being in class today made the class any different?
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Teacher Discussion Guidelines

1. How long have you been teaching here? How long have you been teaéhing
ESL or working with refugees? With what groups?

é. What is your goal for your students?

3. What do you see as the greatest barrier or impediment to your being an
eff-ctive ESL teacher?

é. Do you follow a curriculum desig.iated by the program? If no, why not?

5. Does the program provide you with the zZaterials, training, and otler
kinds of asupport you need? If no, what else do you need? 1Is the
physical environment you teach in aprropriate?

6. When was the last time you had a staff meeting? When was the last
inservice training?

7. How do you share teaching problems (formally, informally, who, etc.)? Do
you know what other teachers in the program are doing?

8. Does anyone evaluate your class? Do you get feedback on it?
3. How do you influence decision making in the program?

10. How do various ethnic gi.uups provids input in program desicn or
implementation?

1l. Are there special considerations in planning for teaching ESL to this
population compared with other ESL students?

12. wWhat methods do you use and why?
13. What materials and methods do you consider most effective for this
population (SE Asian refugees with little educational background) and

level?

14. How do you track students' progress? Is the instrument you use provided
by the program? Is it required by the program? How often do you use it?

15. What are reascns for refugees coming or nct coming to class? How .3 your
attendance {on an average day, what percenit of students are there)?

._‘
(S 1)
L]

What is the students' greatest tarrier or impediment in anquiring English?

What do you feel the strongest daterminant is in students' successfully
acquiring English (e.g., teaching, individual background, family, etc.)?

P
»
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Teacher Discussion ~ Continued

18.

19.

2Q.

What do you feel is the most important trait or experience an ESL teacher
needs for teaching this population?

How much emphasis do you think should be placed on reading and writing
vs. speaking in learning ESL?

How has my presence in your class affected the class? Were the classes
more or less typical, or different than usual?



i.

2.

4.

S.

7.

8.

9.

10.

1l.

12.

13.

1.

Bilinqual Aidc biscussicn Guidelines

(Note sex and ethnic group.) Bow old are you? What is your educational
background? What is your work experience with ESL and/or refugees?

What kinds of tasks are you called upon to do?
Is your work load too heavy or about right?

wWhat are some of the difficulties you have in performing your assigned
tasks? - .

what percentage of your time is spent in classes? What do you spend most
of your time on?

How does the program respond to your suggestions?

Do teachers and administration provide you with enough support to do your
job? If not, what else could they do to help?

How much contact do you have with teachers in the program cutside of
class?

Do you have any contact with students outside of class? Do students ever
contact you at home? What do they need?

Fram your contacts with students, what do you think are the most
important English needs of students in your ethnic group?

What are things the program could do to fill those needs?

In your opinion, what emphasis should be given to reading and writing vs.
speaking in English language training?

Bow is instruction here helping students £ind jobs?

BEow much English do you think students learn in school compared to at
work? v
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- : | APPENDIX V'

‘ _ COMMUNITY SURVEY INS’ MENT

(English Language Ve . .on)
Form Approved

CMB #0960-0285
Expires 9-30-82

Interview No.

Interviewer
. : COMMUNITY SURVEY
Study of Refugee English Lanquage Training
Date
City
Ethnic Group

Person Interviewed

Address

Telephone No.

&

A. Household Information

1. Eow many pecople live in your household?

2. How many adults 20 or older live in your household?

3. How lcng have you lived at this residence?

4. Do you hava a telephone? (Yes/No)

N
.

Is anycne in your household receiving public assistance? (Yes/No)
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8.

942

3

o

Imdividual Infogimation-Background Characteristics

Plesse tuell me about yourself and each member of your household aged 20 or older.

What 4. .: thetir naunes?

——— e — i . - - -

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

1. How old is R 4
2. Sex M, ® M/F 4/F M/F M/F
3. HOw i years of
educ st tom in navive
country? vears years years years years
4. What lanquages does
_ Speak?
5. What languages does
~__tead or write
a litgle?
6. When did arrive
in U.s.:
7. Is  working now? Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No
If yes:
a. iiow many hours
did ___ work hours hours hours hours hours
Last weok?
b. How much money '
di1d . _earn
faunt week?
‘ 8. Has ~ worked in
*-"‘3‘12 the past in J.5,7 Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No 348
Y. How tong has B
Pived 1 e years years years years vears
\‘l " .- W s . - - ——— e ——— et -
ERIC “(¢i11 iw this arga) months —____ months months months _months




———— e 4

10.

N
~4
~3

a.

b.

a;

First
Month
in U.S.

First
Month
in U.S.

First
Month
in U.S.

First
Month
in U.S.

Now

First
Month
in U.S.

How would you
best describe

__ 's ability
to speak English?
(choose one)

1. not at all
2. o few words
3. a little

4. fair

5. well

Which of these
things can

do without an
interpreter?

1. take bus,
count change,
help
emergoency

or qgoet
in an

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

PP IR 'Y

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yos/No

Yes/N

J. can speak alittle
" in Pnglish with
waneone they know

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/\

3. can speak alittle
in English with
N EIHUTH BT

ook for a

‘I. ¢ edd
joehs

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/N

- e e —
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Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/N

350



1l.

- e

BLT

Did _ study
English bLefore

coming to this areca?

Place?

How many wecks?

weeks

weeks

weeks

weeks

weeks

How many hours
per weck?

hours

hours

hours

hours

hours

Place?

How maby wecks?

weeks

weeks

weeks

weeks

weeks

———— it e A

low wany hours
per wech?

hours

hours

hours

hours

hours

bPlace?

How many weeks?

weeks

weeks

weeks

weeks

weeks

How many hours
j'er woeeh?

hours

hours

hours

hours

hours
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