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R - 7 Abstract o - o o

. “Thisvstud§ eramines the communicative, language, and
.academic proficienc1es of first and second language learners
within a school settlng. Thevsample is composed of 304 ] ;
intermediate grade level Limited English. Profic1ent (LEP), |
' bilingual program partiCipants (cons1sting of Spanish and Laov
speakers),and native English speaking students. ‘The data.are
derived from a locally developed assessment system uhich has
shown to be theoretically grounded and psychometrically sound.
The results, based ‘on analyses by subsample, by grade, and
across grades, confirm that there "are qualitative and
quantitative diffgrences.between the groups in all'the
investigated facets of English language proficiency. Meaningful
intercorrelations _among second language, school-based o /f

b
proficiencies are exhibited in LEP students. A statistically

'-_significant association.between receptive communicative

proficiency and academic profic1ency emerges for younger, but not
older, native English speakers. |
A theoretical framework which captures the relationships

Y

among the stated orofiCiencies appears v1able for both LEP and
native English speaking students. Impllcations of these findings
for English as a Second Language and bilingual-education programs

are discussed.
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+  Introduction . 5

Blllngual educators worklng with LJmlted Engllsh Proflclent

St
(LEP) students are constantly reminded that in tran51tlonal

=

n.llngual educatlon programs, Engllsh is the benchmark of
succes. . In other words, in order for LEP scudents to functlon

’effectlvelv in an’ Amerlcan school -setting, ‘their second language

-

(L2) proflclencles must ultlmately be commensurate w1th those of

...... 1

the1r natlve Engllsh specking peers. The purpose of this paper
is ‘to examlne the school-basec oerformance of 1ntermed1ate grade.

'level ‘students with fhe 1ntent of pr‘v1d1ng baseline data for
*:\ 3

utlllzatlon in student assessment practlcer.

Three measures of school llfe are 1nvest1gated- the

/4

.students' dommunlcatlve proflclency, their 1anguage p_oflclency,

'and their academlc proflclency. Each _dimension .is first erolored
within the framework of current language acquisition research.
. -. ) o 4

.Subsequently,fselectvsocioiinguistic and educational variables

that may impact L2 performance are discussed.

Communicative Proficiency, Language Proficiency, and Academic

. Proficiency

'Recent.research has recognized a growing distinctiOﬁ among
‘communlcatlve, language, "and academic prof1c1enc1es. However,
.what is "language proflclency" and how best to measure it
contlnues to be an ong01ng controversy (Baecher, 1982; Rlvera and

Slmlch 1982) ~ This paper attempts to clarify the'meanlng of

these terms as ev1denced by data £from a study of Lao LEP,

Hlspanlc LEP and natlve English speahlng students.




. s '
Communlcatlve proflclency is a reflectlon of a person's

'functlonal language use in naturallstlc contexts.' The emphasis
on meanlngful oral communication 1s-not restricted to the
relatlonshlp of the structural elements within an utterance, but
rather encompasses all the suprallngulstlc features of dlscourse
'(Gottlleb 1983) Contrary to the Chomskyan (1965) conceptlon of
llngulstlc competence, the underlylng notion of communlcatlve
'competence, from which communlcatlve proflclency is derlved
centers on social interaction between~a real speaker-listener
-with differential compeﬁénce within a heterogeneous speech'
community (Hymes, 1971). wThis-adaptation'ofvlinguistic
competence_to the total communication act (Savignon, 1972)
'involues an awareness of social and cultural nuances, of
contextual appropriateness>and‘acceptability, and ofrthe.
pragmatically useful purpose”of.the exchange. - |

Proposed theoretical frameworks have been formulated
identifyinc,the.componentsfof 1anguage (communicatiue)_
_proficiency.as separate, divisible factors. Hernandez-éhavez,
Burt, and Dulay.(1978)Vhave devised-a three-dimensional"matrix'of -
64 1ndependently measurable cells, representlng llngulstlc,
communlcatlve, and soclollngulstlc varlables. Slmllarly, Noa,:
~Sllverman, and. Russell (1976) have constructed a three ’
dlnenslonal cube with each s1de subd1v1ded 1nto four facets.

In Canale and Swain's (1980) hypothes1zed model, three °
components c‘ communlcatlve competence are named 1. grammatlcal
competence (lexiival items: and llngulstlc rules): |

2. sociolinguistic co.vetence (discourse and sociocultural
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-ruIes); and 3. strategic COmpetence (verbal.and non#verbal
strategies). Bachman and Palmer (1982) emplrlcally examlned

"these components in a’ construct valldatlon study u51ng a

7mult1trart—mult1method.des1gn: The results yielded a model of one

-general and twofspecific trait factors.,;*

The ev1dence of the~presence of a general factor lends

‘ support to the un1tary hypoth51s of language proficiency. This

p051tlon, -that second language ablllty represents an 1nd1v151ble
rather than a componentlal or compartmentallzed competence; has

ga;ned recent attention in the 11terature. "In Language in

Educatlon. Testlng the Tests (1978), Oller, Gunnarson,~Stump,
Strelff, .and Perklns each report studles wh1ch 1nd1cate that L2
test performance 1s pr1marlly dependent upon a global language
prof1c1ency.' Oller and Hinofotis further suggest that language.
proflclency accounts for as much as 64 of the varlance in the g--
factor of 1ntelllgence. ﬁBased on their research on adult L2 5/'
learners, once . the common varlance on a varlety of language tests
‘1s explalned, there rema1ns no other meaningful variance._

- The correlate of global language proflclency and. IQ is
',grounded in llteracy-based skllls and thus represents an
academlc-centered language prof1c1ency (Cummlns, 1980, 1981a) A
second aspect of language proficiency, clalms Cummlns, not
faddressed by Oller and hls colleagues, encompasses the surface
manlfestatlons of a speclflc language exhibited in soc1al
s1tuatlons. In the theoretlcal framework that Cummlns offers,
the developmental relatlonshlp between these prof1c1enc1es is

'captured along two contlnuums, one perpendicular to the other.

For purposes of this paper, literacy dependent language,use
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.~ ' L3 . . M N \7 ) o L3 .l L3 V
equated with context-reduced communication is considered language

proficiency while faceeto;face interaction;'descriptive of
context-embedded situations, is considered communicativel
proficiency. Communicative proficiency is contingent“upon.oral
input and“entails the receptive and-expressiveiﬁse of an acquired
language system w1th1n a soc10cultural context Language‘ )
proficiency,'on the other hand goes beyond the generalized
notion of a student's ability to.perform language-related tasks;’
it is specifically tied to the meaning of the. printed word.

.. Beyond communicative and languageiproficiencies; however;
students must demonstrate mastery -of .concepts in designated
: curricular areas. This knowledge of course content, in essence,
“is academic proficiency. Accordlng to SaVille—Troike.(1984)”
the vocabulary related to specific subjeCt matter is the most'
important-aspect-of proficiency for academic achievement. In;'
_addition to this tripartite.of proficiencies, select | \
sociolinguistic and'educational variables may also influence L2
student performance. ‘

m A grow1ng body of research has centered on the role of
‘macro env1ronmental factors on the rate and the quality of L2
.acquisition. The role warious models play in L2 development
‘(Burt Dulay, ‘and Krashen, 1982) and the use of the target
language in the community—at-large as predictors§of L2
acquisition have been-investigated (Eishman, 1976; Swain; 198l).
This study explores the issue of L2 language use outside.the
educational domain hy examining the'affects of three

interactional models: 1. adults within the household;

-

-r




2.. relatives,outside the household, and 3. siblings.

Skutnabb-Tangas and Toukomaa (1976), in studying Finnish

1mmlgrants to Sweden, dlstlngulsh student achievement in. L2 based

on Ll schoollng. Similar anectotal observations have been made

of ch1ldren who have 1mm1grated from Mex1co to the Unlted ;tates
(Tr01ke, 1978) - Thus, the educatlonal varlables mark the amount
- of formal language tra1n1ng and 1nd1rectly, serve as an index of

L1 literacy and.level of conceptual development.

e Statement of the Problems

The f1rst problem addresses student performance in 1nformal
school- based s1tuat10ns (communlcatlve proflclency), in wr1tten
d1scourse (language prof1c1ency), and in content area achlevement
](academlc prof1c1ency) It is antlclpated that native English:
.speaklng students w1ll be"’ the most homogeneous and h1gh scorlng
of the subsamples. Conseqaently, stat1stlcallv s1gn1f1cant
‘dlfferences w1ll characterlze the groups in each of the measured
areas. | |

The second problem deals wrth_the relatlonshlps between the
receptlve and express1ve channels of communlcatlve prof1c1ency
and their respectlve assoc1atlon with language prof1c1ency and-

~

with academic proflclency (asaev1denced in science and social -
lstudies). Meaningful intercorrelations'WOuld yield a substantial
proportion of shared variance, lending empirical support to the
. un1tary factor hypothesis of language ablllty. In.contrast,'non--
statlstlcally significant assoclatlons would demonStrate the ”
: relatlve 1ndependence of the constructs, thus, upholdlng the

d1v1s1ble factor, hypothes1s.




3 The third- problem explores the impact of student var1ables,~
outside of the test 1nstrument, .on performance 1n English, yThe
provision for learner var1ables.1s necessary as the performance.m
level attained has shown to be dependent upon prior'experience
’and background (Farhady, 1982). Those tra1ts which may serve to

d1fferent1ate LEP student scores from those of natlve Engllsh

speakers.are'the_ones selected,for.study..,

‘Design of the Study

»Identification'and:Selection of the Sample
. Three hundred and four"students in grades three through sixA‘
(3-6) enrolled in nine elementary schools in the third 1argest
- school d1str1ct in. Illln01s part1c1pated in the study.' The'
‘DlstIICt has a student populatlon of 25,000 with approx1mately
2000 students from non-Engllsh speaklng backgrounds. -Two
subsamples were 1dent1f1ed by the students' instructional program~
1. blllngual educatlon program, LEP students, rece1v1ng a minimum
of 90 minutes of daily instruction in the1r flrst or nat1ve
language in add1t10n to Ehgllsh as a Second Language (ESL) ; and
2. nat1ve English speaklng students, recerylng the standard
Distrlct curriculum. | L
The LEP subsample was further- subd1v1ded by the students'

Tflrst language, Spanlsh or Lao, The rationale- for the creatlon

of th1s subdivision was two-fold: 1. to. confirm research f1nd1ngs
'that suggest similar acqu1s1tlon ‘trends among L2 learners (Dulay'
and Burt, 1974; Mace-Matluck (1979), and 2. to a1d in the
_ determlnatlon of thé standarlzatlon sample.'

A random, stratlfledusample of LEP students was selected from

RS
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.the1Sch091‘District‘s.non~English backgrcund census and
indfyidual»building brintouts. The native Englishhspeaking
subsample, for the ‘most part,'represented\an'intactgciassroom‘per'
grade.from'twc matched scthls. Any'language minority student
not in the bilingual educat%on-program'or any student diagnosed
for special’education placementgwas.eliminated f¥om the analysis:j.V
By obtaining a cross-secticn of Students'several S%jectives
were accompllshed I the generallzablllty of the f1nd1ngs 1s‘:.
strengthened 2. the sample is representatlve of the student
population; and 3. individual teacher and program effects are -
: mlnlmlzed. The sample,'categorlzed by grade, by instructional
program, and‘by language, is further characterised»by

0

ethnographic dat%j

Sampie Characteristics~ ' =

The majorlty of the Hlspanlc background students selectea
are of Mex1can descent, having emigrated from Mex1co or having
mlgrated from Texas. The proportlon of Mex1can-Amer1cans
enrolled in the b111ngual educatlon program descends
cons1derably, from 20% in thlrd-grade to 0% in s1xth‘grade. ‘Thish
decrease with age can be attributed:to'the-fact that younger |

students may not have had exposure to Engllsh prlor to their
formal schoollng years,

The:language(s) of use outside the schocl‘domain are
‘cons1dered the prlmary language sources for L2 1earners 1n the
communlty‘at large.' It appears that, LEP students, at the
 intermediate grade levelsi do'not'communicate_exclusively.in the

target language with any of the models cited. Their greatest
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amount of'L2 use is with siblings; an average-oﬁ:4l% of the LEP

\
students interact with the1r brothers and sisters by alternating
Ll and L2, Thls phenomenon, known as code-sw1tch1ng, is a .
creatlve process of 1ncorporat1ng cultural and llngulstlcl

=

.mater1a1 from @th languages into the communication act (Dulay,

[
o

1978). : .

In this sample, moreh§§B'students rely solely on their first
language when speaking with relatives" out81de of thelr immediate
> household than"when 1nteracting with‘adults with whom they .
reside. On the average,‘él%,partakes in unilingual (L1)
conversatlons with relatives while 72% of this group~converses
only in L1 at home with adults.- The remalnlng percentage reflect
students who engage in bllJngual dlscourse“w1th the stated
models,lan expected and normal consequence of two languages in
contact (Burt, Dulay, and Krashen, 1982) . - p

The number of years LEP students have been schooled in the
Unlted States 1nclud1ng their enrollment 1n blllngual educatlon
:programs are 1nd1cators of thelr amount of exposure to’ the
Amerlcan educatlonal system. Except for a few students at the
" third grade level, no other blllngual program part1c1pants in
:grades 3-6 have attended ‘American schools for as’ many years ‘as .
| their natlve Engllsh speaklng peers.» In fact, approxlmately 30%
‘to 40% of these students have been 1n.schools here less than one
year, . _

The data suggest that, within the LEP group, there is a R

direct correspondence between grade (age) and the amount of . se

education in the students' native land,- While 64% of the .

4

W
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younger LEP students (those in grades 3 and 4) have attended - .

school outs1de of the contlnental United States, th1s percentage

increases to 97%-for older LEP students=(those in grades 5 and.

7

6). It can thus be 1nferred that while all LEP students have

acqulred L1 communlcatlve prof1c1ency, the older ones have a

stronqer Ll conceptual and llteracy base built on prev1ous-

-

'educatlonal eXperlence, therefore, exhibit greater academlc and

'language»proflclencles. '

Sources of Data.and Procedures for Data Collection

2

The Bilingual Data Sheet was des1gned to capture those

student .variables that may affect L2 acqu1s1tlon and learnlng.

Supplemental to the Schooi D1str1ct's computer prlntouts, 1t

supplied the summary data collected from parent questlonnalres

and from student interviews, o

K ?

For testing the probléms, a locally developed assessment'%

-
;{nstrument.was used. It ‘was spec1f1cally des1gned as a two- {
tiered system with the purpose ‘of serving as a norm-réferenced

- Mmeasure for the LEP populatlon of a school d1str1ct whlle us1ng
native Engllsh speaklng students' performance as a cr1ter10n

3

referent, By 1nclud1ng prov1s1on for the three stated

&

proficiencles, it servés as an 1nd1cator of what constitutes

!., - ) s ) i ' _..
%'. o‘ ’ . - - .

learning in-lg school~setti1g.

- The first tier is: 1ntegrat1ve in nature, consisting of an
integrated set of receptlve and expresslve language 1tems —

RO (communlcatlve proflcle cy) and a multlple—ch01ce cloze passage
(language prof1c1ency). ~The second‘t1er LS d1screte—p01nt, based

on the science and social studies curricula (academic

0}
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proficiency) and uses=illustrations as well-as print to cuxzvey - :

concepts. The prototype 1n Engllsh on which data for thls study
were collected represents the 1n1t1al phase in the development

' of a multlllngual assessment -system,

. Orlentatlon to the administration of the 1nd1v1dual and

,

group subsectlons of the 1nstrument and to the collection of

©

student data was prov;ded in a ser1es of . tra1n1ng S€SSlons for
~.Dlstrzct staff and for. cooperatlng educatlonal agencies prior to

the testing period. All data were gathered 1n the Sprlng of

1983 \At that time, the re11ab111ty and the validity" of the
assessment instrument were documented in varlous va11dat10n

studles (Gottlleb 1985). . ’

e =

- & . W - -

Treatment'of the Data

B B c

The assumptlon of equal varlances between ‘the des1gnated

subsamples is tested with one-way analy51s of var1ance (ANOVA)

Rellablllty coeff1c1ents for each palr of subscale measures are

/ -

obtalned by Pearson product—moment correlatlons. Multiplé

o (“ ?‘

regresslon equatlons are formulated toﬁassess the o
1ndependent and comblned effects of selected predlctor varlables
on student performance. Stepwise regres51on procedures are

*1n1t1ally used for each of the dependent varlables (subscale

1 4

scores). Subsequently, those var1ables that prove stat1st1cally

-

51gn1f1cant are re—entered -to create a more par51mon10us model

-




Analyses and Results

To determine'if meaningful differencesiexist‘between the
population means, the one-way ANOVA procedure is used. The
results of the LEP/natlve English speaklng student comparison by
grade and across grades for each of. the subscales (communlcatlve
pr‘flclency, language proficiency, academlc prof101ency) and for'
total performance are statistically significant (p< .001 in all
cases). Their~fore, it can be concluded that. LEP students' means'
are oharaoteristically unique from those of their native English
speaklng peers. ‘ | L

One—way ANOVA's betweel the H1span1c LEP and Lao LEP
subsamples.bonfirm that there are statistically significant

differences between these students' me=n scores on total.

_performance for grade 3 {F = 5.0, df = 1/42. p< .05) and for

£
S A

‘grade 4 (F = 6.1, df = 1/40, p< .05) but not fo. the upper .
intermediate‘grades. In both 1nstances, H1span1c Lx® students
.have the higher mean score:

The intercorrelation matrices of suhscale.scores form a
pattérn along grade (age):lines for the natiue English speaking
group._ Younger students' (1n grades 3 and 4) communloatlve
scores for recept1ve language (CCl) ‘are. strongly related to . |
reading (r = .57, and .50, p< .001) and are also stat1st1cally
s1gn1f1cant when paired with soc1al studles (r = .32 and 33 |
p< 05) These d1rect relatronshlps may be a residual effect of : ," .

:-oral language development and/or oral readlng strateg1es stressed

in the pramary grades. Older students' (in grades 5 and 6)-

#

receptiue language scores, in contrast, are independent_of'the
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other.subscale variables.~ For these students; receptive language

tasks dealing’ with the general school env1ronment bear little
relation to those necessary-for reading comprehension or for
ademic achievement

Correlation coefficients of expressive language
(communicatiVe‘proficiency) coupled with language proficiency
and with academic profic1ency for the entire native English
.speaking subsample do not reach statistically Significant levels.
This result contrasts with that for LEP students whose express1ve
communicative proficiency (CCll) is directly related to reading
(x ='.50, p< ;OOl), to science (r = .35, p< .001)’and to
social studies (r = .40, p< .001). Table 1is a |
summary of the intercorrelations among the profic1ency‘éubscale

scores of LEP and native English speaking students.

The communicative proficiencies of the sampled native
‘English speaking students are distinguishable from their. language
" and academic proficienc1es.4 This absence of a meaningful
relationship denotes that language use associated with the
informal curriculum of the school is autonomous from that of the
formal curriculum. In other words, Ll communicative Y
proficiencies in social contexts w1thin the school enVironment
_does not guarantee successful_academic achievement. |

Whilefthis independence of constructs holds for older .
native English speaking students, it does not for the younger

ones, fhe direct link between communicative proficiency .and

achievement in grades 3 and 4 may be indicative of a Ll threshold

15
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level for these students. Supportive of this finding is the L2
1earning model (UhlfChumer, 1951), in which, preciseiy at this
point, acquisition is bridged to learning, basic interpersonal_'
,commuhicatioh-skills are joined with cognitive academic langquage
prefieiency, and higher level cognitive and_linguistic:precesses
are introduced. |
_ School~based communicative proficiehcy of LEP studentsmar
the ;ntermedlate grade levels is 1nd1st1ngu1shable from the1r
academlc prof1c1ency. Thus, for this group, L2 acqu1s1t10n is
not divorced: from conceptual learnlng in L2, The statlstlcally'
's1gn1f1cant relatlonshlps (p< .001) between the sets of paired -
'subscale variables may be ev1dence that the average LEP student
in a b111ngual educatlon program has\not, as yet,. reached a
threshold 1eve1 or that L2 acqu1s1t10n and learning occur
51multaneously. h f I o . e ; 7
Cuﬁmins,(1976; 1979) has postulated rwo threshold levels ef

language proficiency that vary according to the linguistic and

”"cognitiVe'demands of the -curriculum. Therfirst, or lower one,

. must be attained by bilingual chilaren to'avdid cognitive
disadvaﬁtages and the-secohd or higher'one, is necessary to
allow the potentlally ‘beneficial aspects of b111ngua11sm to
1nfluence cognltlve growth Thus, it appears, that while for
" native English speahang studehts there may be azsrhgle threshold,
. foér LEP~students there may be dual thresholds to cross. *
If LEP students are to‘shccessfully transition into

monolingual ciasSrboms, they_need to demonstrate L2 literacy. At

- the intermediate grade levels; reading becomes the major medium

L :
- :
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"of "instruction (Durkin;'1978-79)."Using muitipie regression
analers,pGB%_of the variance in reading.(language proficiencyl-
is accounted for by the~students' first language (English Sé%;
Spanlsh 1%) and by their communlcatlve proflclency (9%) .

These findings suggest an assoc1at10n,of higher readlng
(language proflclency) .scores w1th natlve English speakers and
w1th H1span1c LEP students. Communlcatlve proficiency, as -
deflned by the school domaln, appears 1nf1uent1al in the
demonstratlon of language proflclency that has been drawn from a
broader experlentlal base. Knowledge of speclflc currlculum-
based concepts (academlc proflclency) has no stat1st1cally
s1gn1f1cant eﬁfect on readlng when’ the.passage 1s devoid of such

.'COntent.- | v ‘ ‘ o

The second series of regres51on equatlonq'are dev1sed to
assess LLP students' L2 proflclen01es as a functlon of a
‘set of soc1011ngu1st1c and educatlonal variables. The - f
hlerarchlcal decompos1t10n method to test the B's ylelds two
1ndependent varlables which exert stat1st1cally s1gn1f1cant
effects on communlcatlve'proflciency; namely, "years of education

,outside the United States" (p< .05) and "years of participation

ﬁin a bilingual education program" (p< .Ol) '

Among the varlables 1nvest1gated the "number of years
. of partlclpatlon in a bilingual-education programP is the
strongest predictor ofnL2'receptlve"and‘express1ve
communicative proficiency for LEP studentS'(r square = .14) .
This f1nd1ng suggests that blllngual educatlon programs may serve

T to: 1. facllltate the L2 acquisition process by prov1d1ng

opportunity ‘for social interchange; and 2. promote acculturation

.17
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to the American'schooi'climate. As years of education in the
United States“ is nulticollinear w1th “years in a bilingual
reducation program" (rz= .65) and with "years of residence in the'
United States (x = 87), by assoc1ation, it also serves as a

-

barometer of LEP students’ ccmmunicative proficiency. ,
Apparently; the amount- of eiposure to the ed&cational milien in
the target language has a pos1tive erfect on -being able to
interact in that enVironment |
- The second statistically significant variable, ﬁyears"
of education outside.the United States"( has a negative
influence on the developﬁent of L2 oral communication skills |
for LEP students. -In other words, the greater the~ ‘
'educational input in L1 outside the American school milieu,
the more the likelihood that L2 acquisition has'not |

-

“occurred Exposure to L2, 1nteraction in L2, and acculturation
~

A

to L2 appear to be requis1te to the development of L2
_ communicative proficiency. ' \

The negative impact of years of education outs1de the
continental United States" on L2 communicative proficiency
kloses its statistically Significant;effect when L2 language and
acadehic proficiencies are nahed.the dependent variables;

- These results provide indirect'snpport-for the interdependence'
”hypothesis (Cumnins, 1979) and uphold the position of
transferability of literacy~based tasks (Thonis, 1981). 1In
contrast w1th communicative proficiency, which appears to be
language spec1fic,'academic proficiency may be dependent ‘ ‘

‘upon underlying, universal cognitive processes.

“r
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Theoretical and Practical Implications of the Findings'

Analysis of the data indicate that‘intermediate grade

level LEP students' demonstrated second-language (L2)>"

'prOficienqies are distinct from their native English speaking

peers;‘first'language {L1) proficiencies. These flndlngs provide

empirical support for Cummins' (1981z) theoretlcal framework

- 1llustrated below. Superlmposed onto<the dual contlnuum are the

-

deslgnated areas of 1nvest1gat10n as 1nterpreted from the LEP and

1

native English speaking (NES) student data.

' COGNITIVELY UNDEMANDING

A ) B v B ) : . . . K
Communicative Language
-proficiency of - proficiency of
- NES students . ~ NES students :
CONTEXT- = = " ' - CONTEXT~
EMBEDDED _ ' : EE REDUCED S
o B v .~ Académic . . - “

- S proficiency of
- NES and LEP students

‘ . _
Communicative Language '
proficiency of proficiency of’
LEP students LEP students -. o
c S

iaCOGNITIVELY DEMANDING" (p.'12)

In deflnlng each sector, Quadrant A, for LEP‘students
represents 1nforma1, social 1nteract10n more typlcal of thev
everyday worldaout51de the classroom (Cummlns, 1984). This form
of communlcatlon, by .being outside the scope of the schOol |
.mllleu, has not beén explored in this paper. However, ithappears o
thatnthe L1 interpersonal coﬁmunication of native Eng;ish | |

v




speakers characteristically belong to quadrant A. The

. .communicative language tasks required of schooling (in L2) for
LEP students occupy Quadrant c. ' They may be cons1dered at the
context-embedded end of the curriculum as,_for the most part,v

9 they are non—literacy dependent. The cognitively demanding
dimenSion of communicative profic1ency manifests itself in the
soc1al, cultural, and linguistic-nuancesfembodied in American o

schools.
- Th\\academic profic1ency of both LEP and native English

~speaking students can be plotted at the intersectlon of the two

continuums. IChe previously reported statistically Significant w

differences‘between the.groups in this area~may therefore be
attributed to=social/cui“ural factors (Troike, 1984)~and/or to
linguistic factors rather than to spec1fic learned concepts.
Reading (language profic1encyli:s the most context-reducea
actiVityvof,the,test battery as it reliesicwclgsively on -
linguistic cues to meaning which are presented'aLla\discourse;w
level of analysis. For native English speaking student. - who
surpass'the criterion level of 80%, comprehensiOnrof a passage
that is within their experiential and linguistic repertOirec is

relatively cognitively undemanding (quadrant B) For LEP

-students, a’ higher level of cognitive iuvolvement is required to .

process language,ln an_unfamiliarized.schema with relatively B
greater~iinguisticfcdmplexity (quadrant D). *
L " These findings aid in the development of empiricallyébased
and educationally sound’entry and exit criteria for ESL and-
bilingual education programs. . The data suggest that language

.development emerges ih three stages:,l. social language outside

/ .
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the sChool context; -2. informal and formal language within the
'_school; and 3. continued formal 1anguagebtied to curricular:
content. The first"two,stages may or may not occur
s1multaneously but are 1equ131te for sustained academic growth.

Although the development of L2 social language (phase 1) for

LEP students may not be addressed by the school teachers should
be aware of 1ts value for- 1nstruct10nal plannlng. It appears-
that L2 1nforma1 and formal language development w1th1n an

_ educatlonal settlng (phase 2) is a unlfled process for LEP
students. Therefore, the admlnlstratlon-of a battery of L2 tests

would bé redundant in most instances. For initial placement

purposes L2 assessment should be confined to the meagsurement of
communlcatlve and language proflclenc1es w1th the entire
blllngual program, LEP population serv1ng as the standardization .

sample. ‘ | : - o , -'\4/3

’

Continued formal language development, most assoclated with
achievement {phaseil), 1s.represent1ve of academlc prof1c1encv
At thls stage, native Engllsh speaking students demonstrate an
?ablilfV'tO dlfferentlate informal, expres51ve sc ool language
from Jnformal\and formal receptlve language tasks. If LEP
students are expected to achieve at a ;ate commensurate with' ,

their native Engllsh\speaklng pee’s, then the1r patterns of L2
proficienc; should approx1mat’ those of Ll students. It is onlyg
at this time that IFP sturent\\should be considered for
transition. -Exlt criter;; in L2, therefore, need to be more

comprehensive in nature in order .2 a;séss the full range of ) .

proficiencies.and to obviate a "false positr\;s" approach to -

21
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instructional.programﬁing (Curtis; Ligon, and Weibly,‘lBBO);

Tied toﬁthe establishment of- these criteria are;
7sociolihghistic ahd educational variables Which ptovide student
backgrpundhdata;_ It;appears‘that first language, when it is
English dt Spanish; has.an impact on readihg (lanéuage.
proficiency) in'EnQ;ish. Among*Hispanic-LEP4stﬁdents, first
language-also impacts L2 academic prbfieiency but not L2
communicative proficiency. |

~ The variable:"Ll Spanish" ‘but net ﬁLl Lao“; 1s-a .
stat1st1cally slgnlflcant predlctor of performanCe for- the tested
areas of the - formal or academic currlculum. The stat1st1cally
51gn1f1cant-1ntergroup_d1fferences_1n mean raw scores and the
meaningful contribution of "L1 Spanish".to the prediction ef Léi
academic prbficiency-makesﬁpfogram monitoringrfor transition‘and:

for exit a more complex issue. As testing for L2 academic _
proficiency produces more heterogeneous results, it may be more

«rrropriate to develop Separate norms for each LEP subpopulation.

The "lany:=ae(s) of interaction" variables do not appear to
Yy : : :

ol

directly affect school-ased performance of LEP students in
- English. The above_mentioneu ﬁariableS'may,'howeVer, be critical
to L1 development and'to the initiAT,'socializing'phase of L2.

i

acquisition.

leltatlons of the Studx

- Upon reviewing the flndlngs, the llmltatlons 1;herent in
- this 1nvest1gat10n must be consldered : The prlnc1pal ccﬂstralnt
derives from the fact that this study is confined to a llmltcd

number of 1ntermed1ate grade 1eve1 students fram a s1ngle school

22
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. and across grade levels. i

district. Therefore, caution must be exercised in generalizing

-

the results'across all language.minority and majority -students
Generallzablllty is also hampered by the 1nstrumentatlon
used for data collectlon. First, the use of a monollngual
instrument precludes measurement in two languages for the -
bilingual students., Second, th1s study is cross- sectlonal in.

3

nature as the data are derlved from a slngle test administration.

'Although it may measure short*term effects, only-through the

"analys1s of long1tud1nel data can trends and more long-term '

effects be determlned R

The appllcatlon of the flndlngs is also limited to the

extent of the level of ana1ys1s. That is, the subsamples, in

. o

-belng derlned by language fall to capture intragroup differences;

namely, varlances that may be attrlbuted to L2 entry level (1n

2 -
the case of LEP students) and/or to general cogn1t1ve ablllty.

Although the results reflect how well the des1gnated group as a

whole is functioning, addltlonal research on a more m1crolevel ofﬂ

2

analys1s ‘would yleld more comprehens1ve information.

'Recommendatlons for Further Research

Extenslve meta-analyses of educatlonal studies have

-~ i

cons1stently shown aptltude, 1nstruct10n,,bnd env1ronment as

having causal 1nfluences on student learnlng (Walberg, 1984).

L

'Thus, for nat1ve English sPeaklng students, -the core elements of

successful school achlevement have been. 1dent1f1ed Ongglng
research in_ ESL and blllngual educatlon is necessary in.order to

maximize the educatlonal product1v1ty of LEP students.
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ThHe findings of thegSignifiéanﬁ Bilingual Instructional.
Features Study (Tikunoff, 1984) emphasiée that effective

bilingual education programs share many ef the same

characteristics as effective, standard educational programs. Other ]

features identified are found to be critical to the instruction

eof LEP students: namely, 1. substantial L1 instruction; 2. use of

infOrmétion from the studehts' home culture; and 3. integration

of L2 language development with content -area instruction.
Perhaps, then, the-naié-logical area for explorationiis<the

psychological environment of LEP students outside the ciassroom.

]

It might be hypotheésized, for example, that excessive television

viewing, which has shown to have a negativeJéfféct on native
English speaking studentSF.learnihg (Walberg, 1984), has a
positive impact‘on thQ,acqhisition'of,L2 communicative

brofiqiency for LEP students.

In €he compafiSQn of LEF and native English speaking
students, it has been found that the learners' extrinsic
characteristics (experiential background) and the learners’' .

intrinsic traits.(demonstréted profiéiencies) contribute to their
school-based performance in.English.. The communicative,
langunage, and aéademic proficiencies of all students need to be

considered in the educational decision-making process. ESL and

:bilinéual education teachers, in particular, must utilize

fad .

Vthepretically supported and empirically validated data in order

to enhance the‘opportunitigs for_ﬂEP student success in the -

American school system.
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S 5 - ‘

°

g

<]

Iﬁtercorrelatiens_among Communicative, Language,- and Aéadémich:oficiencies of Grade
3 to 6 Limited English Proficient (LEP) and Native English Speaking (NES) Students -

LA

a

o ?

; N
Subscale - 1. & 2. 3. 4. 5.
= v ._SﬁbSample ™
. 5 e ‘ » [ ) ‘ - \? 3 - . -
1. Communicative LEP Students - - S Y LA JA49%kk - I7kkx c43%k%
Proficiency/ 'NES Students - .08 J30%*x -~ 04 .11
Receptive : K ;
2. Communicative LEP Students L50**% L35%R% [ goxwk
® Proficiency/ NES Students- -.01. - -.01 .09
_Expressive e . C :
3. Language  ‘LEP Students : J18*% C17%%
- Proficiency NES Students S23%%% e 33%%x%
- (Reading) ' "
4. Academic ° = LEP Students i Z66x**
*  Proficiency ~ NES Students S G3%%%
.- (Science) s - . ’
5. Aégdemic LEP Students - )
Proficiency NES ,Students , -
(Social Studies) y "

*%  p¢.0L
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