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ABSTRACT

FIRST LANGUAGE STATUS AND SECOND LANGUAGE WRITING

by
Sheryl Slocum

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2013
Under the Supervision of Professors Patricia D. &agnd Rachel D. Spilka

In spite of growing numbers in high schools anleges, US-resident adolescent
bilingual learners, sometimes termed “English as@nd language” (ESL) or
“Generation 1.5,” are not succeeding academicallyroportion to their monolingual
English-speaking peers. This achievement gap deavin their writing as they enter
college. Depending on the elementary and secorstdigols they have attended,
bilingual learners may have received no extra Bhdearning support (often termed
“immersion”), ESL support classes, or bilingual eation. In addition, depending on
school and community resources, bilingual learhexrse varying knowledge of their first
language (L1): some may only speak it, others naglbasic L1 literacy, others may
have studied their L1 as a school subject, whikest may have studied in the medium of
their L1, either in their family’s home countryiora bilingual education program in the
US. The purpose of this study is to determine wiiall of English learning support and
which kind of L1 education are more likely to prepailingual learners to write English

successfully at college.



This study uses three sources of data: a survégnguage background, a writing
sample, and an optional interview. Twenty-nineegd undergraduate bilingual learners
participated. Their survey responses develop aleraffthe varied kinds of English and
L1 education they received. Each participant’s camication course placement
composition, written as she was applying to colleg@nalyzed with 12 different
measures: six for surface features, four for diss®uhetorical features, and two for
coherence. The writing analysis scores are coe@haith the survey data and enriched
with interview excerpts to discover which formskofglish and L1 education correlate
with high or low writing analysis scores.

The results for this group of participants shouat thilingual education and ESL
support correlate most often with highly-rated camimation placement compositions.
Moreover, formal education in the L1 explains théing analysis scores more
accurately than the kind of language learning etiloicdhe participants received.
Interview data suggests that bilingual educatiosh fanmal L1 education may assist

students’ English composition skills by helpingrthdevelop metalinguistic awareness.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an ghition to the study “First
Language Status and Second Language Writing.”dgatemy motivation for choosing
US-resident bilingual students as the participémtsny study, and bilingual education as
my focus. Next, | detail my research questionstambtheses. In the following part of
the chapter I list a number of the different laliblst have been used for this group of
students and explain my choice of the phrase ‘tpiiad learner.” | then turn to a review
of how bilingual learners have fared in US schobtiescribe barriers to bilingual
learners’ academic success and explore the ide#éh#ialack of success is due, in part,
to discrimination that is part of the fabric of @aciety. Finally, | conclude the chapter

with an overview of the remaining chapters of tiesertation.

1.1 Rationale for the focus of this study

In this part of the chapter | will describe whghose US-resident bilingual
college students as the participants of my studiyteow my interest in them led me to
focus on bilingual education.

My interest in the group of students who are thgigpants of this study
originated when | first began noticing them in mgshman writing classes at a large
state university in the South. Unlike internatiosialdents, who came to the university for
an American degree after finishing high schoohieit own countries, the students that

caught my attention had spent most or all of tlnes in the US. Yet, similar to their



international peers, they seemed to be strugglitly toamprehending and using
academic English.

As | began to gather information about the USekessi bilingual students, |
discovered that their numbers on college and usityecampuses are growing.
Historically, they began entering US colleges andversities in appreciable numbers in
the 1950s and 60s, due to the GI Bill and the Gghts Movement (Matsuda &
Matsuda, 2009). Their numbers continued to incr@asiee 1970s, especially at schools
with open admissions policies (Matsuda, 2005). &then, the number of bilingual
learners on college campuses has continued toaiseyavith growth becoming dramatic
in the 1980s and continuing to the present (Roh&0@9).

A quick look at a few population statistics expkthis trend. In 2000, there were
31.1 million foreign-born people in the US, 57%lieg than there were in 1990
(Drucker, 2003). By 2009, 20% of the US populatimaer 18 was comprised of children
of immigrants (both US- and foreign-born), andsiestimated that the portion will rise to
30% by 2015 (Louie, 2009). At the level of schootadment, it is estimated that US-
resident bilingual students will make up 40% ofeéatary and secondary schools’
population by the 2030’s (Thomas & Collier, 20011jp

These students, consequently, are “fast becorhmatgest ‘minority’ group in
U.S. schools” (Thomas & Collier, 2001, p. 10). Tastest-growing ethnic group is
Hispanic; the population of Hispanic children frages 5-13 is predicted to expand by
47% from 2000-2020 (Williams, 2001). US-residerinigual learners are concentrated
in secondary schools, where they comprise one-tiitde student population. It is

predicted that by 2014, 20% of graduating senialisbe& Hispanic, and seven percent



will be Asian American (Harklau & Siegal, 2009). @sll, “one in five children in the
U.S. is now the child of immigrants” (p. 25). Ulately, many more of these students
will enter higher education. | have chosen, theeefto study a group of students who are
becoming ever more important to university educagord administrators.

As | noted, US-educated bilingual students canmayt@ttention because,
although they had attended American schools, thee Waving difficulty with college-
level English skills. I began to wonder about thelkof education they had received
beforeentering my university writing classes. What wireir elementary and secondary
schools doing to prepare them for the demandsatbaltd be placed on their language
abilities in college? From talking with the studgrtgathered that their education had
emphasized rapid acquisition of English; few ofnthtead formally studied their native
language. Yet, the few who had, seemed to me tlmgy better in English. At teachers’
conferences and in the press, | began to hear amsrabout the effectiveness of
bilingual education as opposed to all-English etlanaThe more | read and reflected on
my experiences with bilingual students, the momvatced | became that maintaining
and developing students’ L1 through bilingual ediwcamight be a more effective
approach than complete immersion in English.

As a result, | designed a study to test the cthian “bilingual education (in its
many forms) [is] an educational structure thatrmptes access to English literacy”
(Franquiz, 2003, p. 420). The claim is put mostiyoby Thomas and Collier, who
conducted a five-year longitudinal study from 1291 of the effects of a variety of
language learning support services on the long-tarxademic achievement of bilingual

students in US schools. Thomas and Collier's stuady conducted at the district level



and included data for bilingual learners in K-Zothgh 12" grade. Their 2001 report
focused on the data from “five urban and rural aesle sites [districts] in the northeast,
northwest, south-central, and southeast U.S,” am¢luded 210,054 student records. At
the end of their report, Thomas and Collier state:

bilingual education...programs...are the only programashave found to

date that assist students to fully reach tH& frcentile in both [first

language] and [second language—English] in allesttbjand to maintain

that level of high achievement, or reach even higgweels through the end

of schooling (2001, p. 333).

None of the other models of education for languagerity students was able to support
such positive, long-term attainment in either thuglents’ first languages in English.
Thus, language minority students in Thomas andi€@Istudy who did not receive
bilingual education were less likely than those vlad received it to attain and maintain
high levels of academic achievement in English.

These findings are supported by other studiesekample, in 2006, Francis,
Lesaux, and August reviewed &tudies conducted between 1968 and 1991 of the
effectiveness of bilingual education in North Anceri They summarize their findings by
stating, “[lJt seems reasonably safe to conclimd bilingual education has a positive
effect on English reading outcomes that are sroatidderate in size” (p. 392). The note
of caution in their conclusion is due to the compiature of second language skills.
After a review of the literature on the relationsbf first language (L1) reading skills to
second language (L2) reading comprehension, Badhbaplains: “After 20 years of
study, it was clear that the variables involvedsagaificantly more complicated than the

set involved in the general L1 reading, the genetditeracy research literature” (2005,

p. 135).



This complexity was sometimes ignored in earliadgs. For example, Francis,
Lesaux, and August found that studies they reviesv@chot account for selection bias—
the fact that children were placed in bilinguahwonolingual programs for different
reasons. In some studies, it was the parents wthalin@sen the placement for their
children; in others, it was the schools that hagaed the children to the educational
treatment they received (p. 396). Yet, parentalsuotubol attitudes toward bilingualism
are part of the complex set of influences on ad&h#uccess in bilingual education.

In another study, Baker chose to review intermati@s well as North American
studies of the effectiveness of bilingual educatlgée also conducted a study of his own
in Canada. His endorsement of bilingual educatinle stronger than that of Francis,
Lesaux, and August, still does not exhibit the merice expressed by Thomas and
Collier. Baker states that “strong” forms of bilueg education (where students receive
long-term education in both languages) “are no gniae of success, but do appear from
40 years of research to increase the probabilistudent achievement” (2003, p. 98).

The complexity of bilingual learning creates aché® ongoing study so that
researchers can continue to account for the mangriathat influence student
achievement. The political climate in the US addgency to this need. Baker explains:

Bilingual education...is not just about a schoolhvwatdual language

policy, provision for children who speak an immigrar minority

indigenous language, or how two languages aralglis&d in teaching and

learning in classrooms. Bilingual education is ated part of national or

regional language planning that, on some occassm®ks to assimilate
indigenous and immigrant minorities, or integraé@nomers or minority

groups. On other occasions, bilingual educatiannsajor plank in

language revitalization and language reversal... @ldeselopments

ensure that politics is rarely absent from debabesit bilingual education
(2003, pp. 95-96).



Politicians and political interest groups ofterzsaipon research findings that support
their agenda and “pitch such research into thedcanlof political competition and
controversy” (p. 105). As a concerned citizen ashdcator, | undertook this study in

order to make my own contribution to the debate.

1.2 Research questions and hypotheses

This section presents my research questions anaypotheses about the answers
| might find. My research questions are:

1) What forms of language learning support did gnsup of college
students experience?

2) How accurate and complex are the surface featfrthe English
writing of this group of students?

3) What levels of discourse/rhetorical and cohezerantrol are seen in
the English writing of this group of students?

4) What is the relationship between the forms ngleage learning support
experienced by this group of students and the acguand complexity of
the surface features, and the discourse/rhetai@hlcoherence control
exhibited in their English writing?

5) What kinds of L1 education has this group ofexe students
experienced?

6) What is the relationship between the kinds okdlication received by
this group of students and the accuracy and contplekthe surface
features, and the discourse/rhetorical controllatdd in their English
writing?

7) What are the relationships between the langlesgaing support
experienced by this group of students, their L1Wkedge, and the
accuracy and complexity of the surface featuresthad
discourse/rhetorical and coherence control exidbigheir English
writing?



In designing these questions to test claims ath@uefficacy of bilingual
education and my own observations about the impogtaf a thorough grounding in the
L1, | had expectations, or hypotheses about whnatskof answers | would find. In
relation to the first research question, | expeaté@dourse, that the participants in my
study would have experienced diverse kinds of lagguearning support and that this
diversity would be made even more complex whemk iato account the different ages
of the participants when they arrived in the US—adable that | will discuss in more
detail in Chapter 2. On the other hand, given thdskof schools that existed in
Milwaukee at the time that the participants in mydy would have been attending
elementary and secondary schools, | hypothesized abthe participants would have
attended a dual language progtahexpected to find widely diverging results foy m
second and third research questions regardingctheacy and complexity of the surface
features and the discourse/rhetorical and coheremuteol exhibited in the participants’
compositions. Yet, | expected these widely diveggiesults to show a pattern. Namely, |
hypothesized that the writing analysis scores wawldhigher for participants who had
received more or more effective kinds of languaggfing education—in this case,
bilingual education.

Likewise, in relation to the fifth research quess, | expected the kinds of L1
education the participants had received to varelyidSimilar to my hypothesis for the
participants who had received bilingual educationelation to the sixth research

guestion, | expected the writing analysis scordsettigher for participants who had

! At the time the participants of my study wereéeandary school, only two dual language schoolstedti
in the city: one for French (Milwaukee French Imsien School, 2010) and the other for German
(Milwaukee German Immersion School, 2012). Howetlezy went up to only the fifth grade.



received longer and more formal L1 education. Bnah response to the last research
guestion, | expected to see the highest writindyamascores for participants who had
received bilingual educaticendlonger and more formal L1 education.

This study will help flesh out the sketchy pictuve have of US-resident late
adolescent and early adult bilingual learners. Moee, the study will provide evidence
that can be used in the national discussion ofrtéets of bilingual education. Before
turning to a review of current literature on thésgics, however, it is important to
establish an understanding of the participantb®fstudy: who they are, and why we

should strive to learn more about them.

1.3 Rationale for the label, “bilingual learners”

I will now explain why | have chosen to call tharficipants in my study
“bilingual learners” even though several other mmexmon labels are available to me.
Spack remarks, “Students are remarkably diversilars no one label can accurately
capture their heterogeneity. Yet that does not saphers and researchers from
labeling” (1997, p. 765). She also warns that wedrnie be wary of labels because, “in
the process of labeling students, we put ourseivdse powerful position of rhetorically
constructing their identities...[Labeling] can leaslto stigmatize, to generalize, and to
make inaccurate predictions about what studentbkadg to do” (p. 765). Yet, labels of
some sort are necessary for communication. Theycals serve a political function by
making a group of individuals visible and thus miikely to receive the benefits that

they may have been denied (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000).



Already in this chapter, we have seen four lalmishe participants in this study:
“language minority,” used by Thomas and Collier &ydhe reports of the National
Literacy Panel; “ELL,” used by Short and FitzsimmptESL,” used in my discussion of
the research questions; and the term | preferntpial learner.” The label, “language
minority,” may be appropriate when we consider @8 ety as a whole, with English as
the native language of the majority of the popolatiBut, in many schools, English is the
native language of only a minority of the studefrisaddition, the words “minority” and
“majority” may conjure a win/lose mentality, hardiyhelpful metaphor for educational
settings. The ELL designation is commonly usedlbynentary and secondary educators
in the state where | teach. Yet, this label is fgotatic. After all, at the elementary and
secondary (and, indeed, tertiary) levels of edocatren’'tall students English language
learners? The “ESL” label is used more frequenyigtllege educators to denote both
the students and the kind of English they are shgdyro many college educators,
however, ESL students are international studentd-yaang people who have been
educated in US elementary and secondary schods, alis unusual to call a group of
students by the name of a subject they study urtlestheir major. Other labels appear
in the literature, including “EL” (English learneficeneration 1.5” (between first and
second generation Americans), “LEP” (Limited Enigliroficient), etc.

Instead of the conventional labels, | have chasarse the phrase suggested by
the National Association for Bilingual EducationARE), “bilingual learners.” In a
memorandum to the Senate Health, Education, LambP&nsions Committee, NABE
recommends this phrase in place of

derogatory terms used for identifying non-Engligre&king students (i.e.,
LEP, ELL). These terms do not respect theses stsidsacademic
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learners, but rather emphasizdimitation and_Englishas the sole purpose
of their education. The continued use of thesecumate terms, not only
stigmatizes these students, but also perpetuates@meous emphasis on
English as the sole purpose for schooling. A mitied term better suited
to describe thacademicandlinguistic behaviors of these studentsaimy
instructional model iBilingual Learner, which reflects learning in both
languages that will yield bilingualism and biliteygand higher academic
achievement (Ruiz-Escalante, 2010, p. 3).

Of course, even the label “bilingual learner” islplematic. When we call students
“bilingual learners,” we are drawing attention tbav supposedly sets them apart from
the pool of undifferentiated learners; we are hgjiting theirbilingualnessWe don’t
usually call attention to the rest of the learneith labels like “single-language” or
“monolingual learners.” Indeed, the current podticlimate of No Child Left Behind
legislation “marginalizes and penalizes [ELLSs] irBUschools,” creating “a de facto
[English-only] language policy” (Menken, 2009, d.3).In this climate, the phrase
“bilingual learner” would seem to be a tool for mdiéying and subsequently
marginalizing the very students for whom | havedumted this study.

On the other hand, one can argue that Ruiz-Edegdachoice of “bilingual
learner” is a signal to change our views of biliaigm. Viewed from the point of view
of monolingualism, bilingualism is “an exceptiotiat causes problems like “language
interference” for bilingual learners (Grosjean, 298p. 4-5). This monolinguistic
orientation leads to the deficit view of bilinguaarners. Seen from the point of view of
the majority of English speakers in the world, hgeare bilingualism—if not
multilingualism—is the norm: “English is the fifstnguage of about 400 million
people,” while there are another “billion peopleordpeak it as a second language...or as
a foreign language” (Weiss, 2005, p. xii). For thajority of English speakers, as for

roughly half of the inhabitants of the globe, bijiralism is a way of life. Thus,
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monolingual speakers of English are the excepidith this in mind, | choose to use
Ruiz-Escalante’s label “bilingual learners” to iti&nha group of students who aneore
than monolingual. The word “bilingual” indicates@cond set of strategies that they
bring to bear on the task of their cognitive depetent, either instinctively or with the

help of training.

1.4 Bilingual learners and academic success

In this section, | describe the lack of acaderatress many bilingual learners
experience in our nation’s schools. In generaingilal learners are not succeeding in
proportion to their monolingual English-speakingicterparts.

Historically, schools have been unsuccessful inginig students of

diverse backgrounds to the same levels of liteemtyevement as their

mainstream peers, resulting in a literacy achievdrgap. This gap is

evident in the results of reading and writing testministered by the

National Assessment of Educational Progress athieistandardized test

scores obtained by states (Au & Raphael, 200078).1
For example, statistics on eighth grade bilingaathers on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress include these figures: only peercent of students who were
currently receiving ESL or bilingual education sb@as proficient or advanced in
reading. In addition, only 20% of students who pealiously received ESL or bilingual
education scored in the proficient or advancedeg&nort & Fitzimmons, 2007). As
they continue into high school, many bilingual leens do not persist in their education.
In her Preface to thReport of the National Literacy Panel on Languagedvity

Children and YoutiNLPLMCY], August reports that in 2004, ten percent of native

speakers of English dropped out of high school. fihee was 31% for English-
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speaking bilingual learners and 51% for bilingwarhers who speak English with
difficulty (August, 2006, p. xii). Of the variougsaups of bilingual learners, Hispanic
youth have the highest dropout rates (Rivera & Hubtacias, 2008, p. ix). For bilingual
learners who manage to stay in school, the pictuséll bleak. Thomas and Collier
(2001) found that bilingual learners who receivedoilingual support but managed to
stay in school through grade averaged at the"@ercentile on national reading tests.
In 2007, the Center for Education Policy reportgmisicant gaps between pass rates of
bilingual learners and overall pass rates on stigte school exit exams (Short &
Fitzsimmons).

The achievement gap for bilingual learners attleenentary and secondary levels
continues to be evident in college. For examplis, seen in college enroliment statistics.
Nationally, while the numbers of Hispanic studesmsolling in college has increased,
“their enroliment as a proportion of the populatsirowed little improvement” (Harklau
& Siegal, 2009, p. 28). In fact, Texas, experieg@decrease in the number of students
enrolling in higher education, developed an in®&to increase the number of
bachelor’'s and associate’s degrees and colleg@iacads from 95,000 in 2001 to
163,000 by 2015. In a progress report, they ndtat tWhite and Black student
participation targets for 2005 have been met,"tbate was a “shortfall in Hispanic
enrollment growth” (Stein, 2005, p. 83).

When bilingual learners apply to colleges, thenydteo pass writing placement
exams at a lower rate than their monolingual Ehegigseaking peers (Mott-Smith, 2009,
p. 120). A California data-sharing consortium ofrgounity colleges, colleges, and

universities found that whereas only 16% of biliagiearners in their schools began their
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freshman year in college level English (as oppdseatevelopmental or pre-college
English), 27% of the total population went straigiid college level English classes
(Patthey et al., 2009).

Bilingual learners continue to experience a léssghtforward path toward
graduation than their monolingual peers. For exauntpe California data-sharing
consortium found that community college “ESL studewho tend to pass their first
[composition] course in higher numbers than [bakills] students, do not go on and
progress through the college-composition curricuaitraquivalent rates” (Patthey et al.,
2009, p. 141). They add, “In fact, once [bilingledrners] reach AA- and Transfer-level
English, their low group GPAs in those classescat#i struggle with the material” (p.
147).

Retention is an associated issue for bilinguahleis at college; their graduation
rates are lower than those for their monolinguarpéHarklau & Siegal, 2009). Louie
terms this the “increasing stratification” of highedlucation: “Asian and White
immigrants are more likely to attain bachelor’'s i&s...Blacks [are] the most likely to
get a certificate or associate’s degree. Finalatirlo immigrants face...substantial rates
of dropping out of high school and college, and lates of college completion.” (2009,
p. 43). In fact, “Hispanic students persist at tiadf rate of White students and made no
gains in persistence between 1989 and 1995 whileed/gained” (Harklau & Siegal,

2009, p. 29).
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1.5 Barriers to success

Many reasons are given for the lower successofdtdingual learners in our
schools. | will review the general barriers facgdllingual learners at all levels of
education and then narrow my focus to the barb#irsgual learners experience at the

college level.

1.5.1 General barriers to success

Economics is one of the first factors mentionedigtussions of the
disproportionate lack of academic success expextehy bilingual learners. Short and
Fitzsimmons comment that the rapid growth of tHegiial learner population in the US
“raises important concerns about whether states hesources...and infrastructures to
accommodate these students” (2007, p. 7). Unforélynadhe schools that have the
highest percentages of bilingual learners oftenatchave many resources. According to
a 2005 report for The Urban Institute’s ProgramBwealuation and Equity Research,
“nearly 70 percent of the nation’s LEP studentseamelled in 10 percent of its schools.
These schools...are predominately located in urba@saiand LEP students are largely
minority and economically disadvantaged” (De Cohe2eterding, & Clewell, 2005, p.

1). In her article on the demographic charactesstif bilingual learners, Louie reports
that a quarter of the nation’s bilingual learneesfaom low-income families (2009, p.
35). She lists key features of the neighborhoodsrevimany bilingual learners’ families
live: “urban, native minority neighborhoods alreadsuggling with the departure of the
middle class, industrial jobs, and investment @gart of the state” with “under-

resourced and struggling public K-12 schools” (2022239).
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De Cohen et al. categorize schools as either “bif” (having a high percentage
of bilingual learners—another phrase for this igthincidence”) or “low LEP.” Each
kind of school presents its own set of disadvardage advantages. In high incidence
schools, “poverty is cited as a ‘serious problesnhiore than 40 percent of principals
and teachers...versus 20 percent or less of stathat schools” (2005, p. 6). High
incidence schools have more difficulties fillingoher vacancies, making them more
reliant on substitute teachers, teachers with fetesm three years of experience, and
teachers who lack certification. In addition, inexkpnced teachers tend to change
schools several times until they become establideading to even less stability for
schools that rely on them to fill vacancies.

Associated with economics, another disadvantagpifiogual learners is that
many of them attend schools with high concentratioinother bilingual learners. The end
result is that they may have almost no interactith native speakers of English, thereby
gaining little practice with the language. As Dyttevy, and Moore comment, “Often
the only person in class using complex languadgjeeigeacher” (2012, p. 340). A second
negative outcome for high incidence schools is tii@y may become overly focused on
basic language skills, unwittingly neglecting imstion in complex academic language
and critical thinking (Au & Raphael, 2000); anddgats may not be taught the important
skill of articulating problems (Bernstein, 2004)I students, including bilingual learners,
who come up through these kinds of programs terith¢s access to a curriculum that
gives them the language skills they need for adedtevel work” (Frodesen, 2009, p.

91).
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On the other hand, teachers and principals atd€ath high numbers of
bilingual learners tend to be more diverse. Dughéar large populations of bilingual
learners, “standardized procedures for identifyithdr s are more prevalent in High LEP
schools” (De Cohen et al., 2005, p. 8), and thealshare more likely to provide ESL or
bilingual support for their bilingual learners {f). They also are more likely to offer
L1—often called “heritage language”—classes foirthieguistic minority students (p.
7). Schools with many bilingual learners usuallgypde teachers and staff more
professional development on English language lagrisisues than low incidence
schools. Teachers at high incidence schools whoatdied are more likely to have ESL
certification along with their other credentialshil¢ class sizes are larger at high
incidence schools, the schools are more likelyffier support and remediation for
struggling students. They are also more likelygarvolved in “parental outreach and
support activities” (p. 8).

Low incidence schools tend to have smaller clessmore experienced
principals, and better qualified teachers; howethey usually have fewer resources for
bilingual learners and their teachers. Bilinguakfeers may, in fact, be overlooked in
schools with few bilingual learners, or they mageige attention because of their
ethnicity or poverty, without extra support for thenguage learning (De Cohen et al.,
2005, p. 17).

If we look at the nation’s two largest immigrambgps, Latinos and Asians, we
can see how De Cohen et al.’s high/low incideneesidin plays out in the population.
Latinos are more likely to attend larger schood #iso have minority populations of

over 88%. These schools have higher student-tdvégaatios and larger numbers of
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economically disadvantaged students. As Au and &elpiote, “school poverty
depresses the achievement scores of all studerts ateast half are from low-income
families, and this effect is even stronger whenartban 75% of the students are from
such families” (2000, p. 174). Asians are alsollike be at larger schools, but only
14.8% of Asians attend schools with more than 88%eorities. Also, the economic level
of the students is slightly better at the largeosth Asians attend (fewer than one third of
the students qualify for free lunch) (Louie, 20pp, 41-42). Attending schools with high
percentages of bilingual learners is not the oaefson for poor academic achievement at
college, but it forms part of the complex intertelas between economics, race, and
geography that affect academic outcomes.

Another barrier to bilingual learners’ succesthat there is “a bewildering
variety of programs, classroom placements, anduaisbnal approaches” for bilingual
learners (Roberge, 2009, p. 13). This multiplitiegins with placement practices: “Most
K-12 schools assess incoming immigrant studentetermine whether they need
specialized language support. However, the quafithe assessment varies considerably
between states and between school systems witfiren state” (p. 13). Each state, in
fact, determines its own criteria for identifyinditgual learners (Mace-Matluck,
Alexander-Kasparik, & Queen, 1998). In additiora¢k state has the freedom to develop
its own assessment system” for documenting fegemadindated (No Child Left Behind)
yearly progress in English and mathematics, (MencR809, p. 104). This patchwork of
placement and testing practices makes it diffitarltanyone to get a clear idea of just

what is happening with English language educatwoss the nation. It also adds
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“disruptions and discontinuities” to bilingual le&rs’ schooling, should their families
move out of a district or across state lines (Rgbe2009, p. 12).

Also affecting immigrant students’ academic parfance are emotional and
identity issues. After two years of observing Latanstudents in school, Valdés
commented, “What has become increasingly cleardasnthat, in coming to this country
and in adjusting to American schools, immigrantistits and their families travel very
long distances. These distances are physical, enabtiand psychological. And for many
of these individuals, the journey from where thayne from to becoming ‘American’
will take a very long time indeed” (2001, p. 9).rlexample, anxiety and depression,
normal reactions to leaving behind a homeland (Rphe2009, p. 10), can affect new
immigrant students’ performance, whatever theieleVhese emotions may be more
intense and last longer if the family fled war ergecution. Home responsibilities for
bilingual learners may impinge on their study tiamel, at times, add emotional strain.
Immigrant children, especially girls, often havel@ltare and housework responsibilities
at home (Fu, 1995). Many bilingual learners spéme in “language brokering and
literacy mediation” for their parents (Roberge, 200. 10). In addition, due to parents’
and older siblings’ work schedules and the struggkurvive economically while
adjusting to the new culture, there may be litfpartunity for students to share their
hopes and frustrations with their families (Towrndé&nFu, 2001).

Moreover, children of immigrants face thorny idgntjuestions. If they identify
with their heritage language, but don’t speakugfitly, they face questions such as, “Am
| areal Chinese?” (Chiang & Schmida, 1999, p. 85). Or thmay struggle with

institutional labels and their implications. Foaexple, a Dominican child may wonder if
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she is Dominican, American, Latina, or Black (R@®r2009). Within their own ethnic
group, newer immigrants may be shunned as “tooveaik” or American-raised
immigrants may be considered “too Americanized”. (fp-11). In developing an
identity, a young immigrant student also has tagete how success (or failure) in

school relates to the identities she is trying on.

1.5.2 Barriers to college success

Economic factors impact bilingual learners’ schewdtcess in a general way, but
they also have a particular impact on those whi wosattend college. Today’s economic
climate has “eliminated many well-paying skilledlirstrial jobs...cutting off traditional
routes of economic integration and upward mobil{fgbberge, 2009, p. 9). At the same
time, college costs are rising; yet, aid is movamgay from need-based awards. Also,
ethnicity and income level affect a family’s wiliiness to use loans (Harklau & Siegal,
2009).

Standardized testing creates an especially frirsgraarrier to entering college.
Tests such as the SAT and ACT “have persistentiyalbias against non-White and
non-middle-class groups” (Harklau & Siegal, 20092®). Aside from the cultural bias
that persists in standardized tests, the vocabollesgme prompts may be difficult for
bilingual learners to understand. For students mhet mentally translate parts of the
English test questions into their L1, the test tinméts may be unrealistic. As Anstrom
observes, to meet state or school standards, bédirgarners “have to perform at much
higher cognitive and linguistic levels than theatime-speaking peers.” While their
monolingual peers are able to focus most of th&énéon on the cognitive tasks of the

test, bilingual learners must also focus on thguage of the test (1997, p. 100).
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Like all incoming freshmen, bilingual learners madjust to the cognitive, social,
and self-management demands of college. Unlikenerity of their monolingual
peers, however, bilingual learners must managem@lland linguistic differences as
well. At times, it may seem as though they muspsegs their own cultural values and
understandings if they wish to meet the demandisedif college courses. Hyland,
quoting Bizzell (1987, p. 131), explains why adijogtto tertiary education may be so
difficult for bilingual learners:

Not only does it confront them with a more compdexi relativistic style

of learning than they knew at school, but they &laee to “employ

cultural and discourse literacies very differeninfrthose of ‘standard

English’ varieties.” These difficulties are compaoled for second

language speakers, particularly as success isipaihcjudged by the

display of competence in a specialist [disciplijawyitten genre. (2000,

pp. 146-147)
To “help” bilingual learners, colleges may giverthextra support, like “remedial”
courses or tutoring, “often referred to as ‘fiximg' their language problems, which is
fondly believed to then facilitate learning” (p.74

If an immigrant student is the first in her famityenter higher education, she
may feel isolated from both her family and the @nsity culture, an experience common
to many first-generation college students but eststed by bilingual learners’ minority
status (Harklau & Siegal, 2009). If this studenainyone in her family is undocumented,
the isolation may be more severe. Besides notfyirajifor federal financial aid,
undocumented students or their families may feastthool or school officials as an
“arm of the state” (Louie, 2009, p. 44). Collegesd to be unaware of how they may be

viewed by bilingual learners’ families or, if thaye aware, may not know how to allay

such fears.
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Upon entering college, bilingual learners ofterdflittle language-learning
support because, at the post-secondary level, Extgash language support is mainly
designed to help international students. The difeeneeds of resident ESL students
traditionally have been overlooked because “theegel TESOL community did not
include resident ESL students within the scopésoivork” (Matsuda & Matsuda, 2009,
p. 58). Bilingual learners, therefore, were shumtéd developmental writing classes
designed for monolingual students at the basitsdkivel.

Developmental writing instructors, as well as eg# professors, are often ill-
equipped to deal with the challenges presente@s&igent bilingual learners’ particular
needs. Instructors and professors may lack “muttical knowledge” and may be
unaware that “previous experience with institutiarea racism, stereotyping, and sheer
lack of faith in their abilities” is part of the bleground these students bring to their
college experience (Stein, 2005, p. 84). Teachansfind it nearly impossible to “get
beyond [the students’] language problems when evialy their work” (Forrest, 2006, p.
107). Also, most faculty are unaware of the prifespf second language development.
For example, they may not realize that, for bilialgiearners who have learned English
predominately orally (through mass culture, oldblirsgs, and peers), their L2 writing
may still rely heavily on their L2 speaking. Coleegourses, on the other hand, focus
more on reading and writing without building onlaskills (Makalela, 2004). The
students, themselves, may be as unaware as tbéspors that there are problems
ahead:

What camouflages and complicates the problem fore@Gdion 1.5

students is that they have graduated from Amerscaools. These

studentsexpectto do well because they have gone through, at leas
in part, the American school system and have gtadyasually
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with a high grade point average, from this systeikewise,

faculty expectthese students to do well precisely because they

have graduated from American high schools” (Goldudh &

Ousey, 2006, p. 17).
Bilingual learners—especially those who are firsivgration college students—may not
“have clear notions of how college learning migtfited from what they [experienced] in
high school” (Allison, 2009, p. 86). While thisasporoblem for all first-generation college
students, it can be intensified by linguistic anttural mismatch with the college

community when faculty are as unaware of bilingaatners’ expectations as bilingual

learners are of the expectations of college-levakw

1.6 Bilingual learners and institutionalized discrmination

I will now explore the role that (often unconsadualiscrimination plays in the
lack of success bilingual learners’ experiencecssing the plight of inner city African
American children in our schools in the 1960s a@s, Tabov wrote, “It is traditional to
explain a child’s failure in school by his inadegyabut when failure reaches such
massive proportions, it seems to us necessarykodbthe social and cultural obstacles
to learning, and the inability of the school towsdjto the social situation” (1969/1972, p.
208). This section of the chapter looks at theadad cultural barriers bilingual learners
experience in their education.

At the interpersonal level, many “post 1965 immigsaare ‘visible minorities;’
their ‘newcomer’ status is more readily apparemt gnus they are more vulnerable to
racial and ethnic discrimination” from peers ordiieg individuals in society (Roberge,

2009, p. 8). Less obvious, and therefore hardezdognize or combat, is institutionalized
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discrimination. As Auerbach explains, “power...is exged by the dominant groups in
two main ways: through coercion (the use of foarethrough consent (willing
acquiescence). Consent, however, is not alwaysethét of conscious choice”
(Auerbach, 1993, p. 11). Some families acquiesaestitutional discrimination out of
lack of understanding of the US school system artti®role of education in a
developed economy. For example, Valdés descrilzesabe of Lilian, who immigrated
from Mexico at the age of 12 with her siblings andther to rejoin her father in Mission
Vista, California. Several months later, Lilian’®ther realized that she would have to
find work because her husband’s salary, which leadhed princely when he was sending
it back to his family in Mexico, could not covertfamily’s expenses. “Life in Mexico
had not prepared [Lilian’s mother] to deal with Bl@n Vista. She felt guilty that she was
letting her children down [by working so many hdutkat she did not know how to help
them, and that she did not have time to go to ddm to learn English” (2001, p. 63).
At the end of Valdés’s two-year study, Lilian hathpd a gang and “turned into an angry
and rebellious young adolescent” (p. 83). Commenim the loss, Valdés explains that
“neither [Lilian] nor her family really understoadhy doing well in school was
important for her future” (p. 83). Such a lack e$ources and understanding leads some
immigrant families to acquiesce to educational ficas that they might otherwise choose
to resist.

On the other hand, some parents eagerly embrase firactices because they
believe them to be in the best interest of theildogn. For example, Au and Raphael
explain that “parents may prefer an English imnwrsipproach because of anxiety about

their children’s opportunities to master the cooethe culture of power” (2000, pp. 173-
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174). Indeed, in spite of the many objections efdderal No Child Left Behind Act,
some bilingual citizen groups see its policies asethod for calling attention to bilingual
learners’ needs, forcing schools with unacceptatdent scores to examine their
programming and eliminate ineffective educatiomakctices. Among these groups are
“two major Latino civil rights organizations in thénited States, the Mexican American
Legal Defense and Educational Fund and the NatiGoahcil of La Raza” (Menken,
2009, p. 111

Some families resist bilingual education becadsa@American mythology of
individuals of exceptional fortitude who managedetarn and succeed in their adopted
language in spite of no language learning suppbdtsoever. It is easy to develop a rosy
view of the past, believing that all bilingual lears in that mythical, simpler time
acquired English with less “coddling&s Lippi-Green points out, that myth
demonstrates “an inability or perhaps even an uimginess to keep separate the written
and spoken languages” (1997, p. 107); acquirinbflar@ncy in a language is not the
same as acquiring academic-level literacy skills.

Also, it is easy to forget that the language skilquired of today’s workforce are
not the same as those required a generation agexBmple, consider how reading has
developed from the act of decoding and understandiie marks on paper to an act that
now “includes photovisual literacy, reproductione@ion of products) literacy,
branching (nonlinear navigation) literacy, and seemotional literacy...[as well as] real-
time thinking, which is the ability to process infmation, such as in chat rooms”

(Sandberg, 2011, p. 91). Given the sophisticatiacoomunication skills needed for the

2 |n 2012, the state of Wisconsin was granted a evdtom certain requirements of the NCLB law
(“Federal Waiver,” 2012).
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21% century workforce, the old sink-or-swim approastbilingual learners, which was
probably less successful than we tend to belisveow counter-productive and
discriminatory: “Parents who refuse bilingual/ESinsces for their children should be
informed that their children’s long-term acadentbiavement will probably be much
lower as a result, and they should be strongly sela@d against refusing bilingual/ESL
service when their child is eligible” (Thomas & Get, 2001, p. 333).

Systemic discrimination—intentional or not—thatuors “between dominant and
subordinated groups” (Cummins, 2009, p. 261) cke the form of misguided
educational practices. At the elementary and seargridvels in the US, for example,
mechanisms for identifying and assessing bilindgeainers’ needs vary from state to
state and even between districts within the saate.sthus, if an immigrant family
relocates after several years in the US, it maytadlde educational “disruptions and
discontinuities” already caused by immigration (Bage, 2009, p. 12). Also, as resident
ESL students move up through the education sydtegnrhay be designated as ESL,
then “English proficient,” then redesignated asdksh learner” multiple times (p. 13).

Sometimes bilingual learners are mistakenly diggdaas having learning or
perceptual disabilities. Figueroa & Newsome (208&lyzed nineteen learning needs
assessment reports written by elementary schochp$ygists for bilingual learners who
had been diagnosed as learning disabled (LD). ®ixfiyt percent of the tests were
administered in English. In spite of this fact, aaf the reports judged any of the tests to
be invalid; consequently, none used any of theradtere assessments that were
permitted. In addition, 95% of the psychologist® ot cross-validate the test results (p.

208). Figueroa and Newsome conclude that the sqisyahologists did “not assess or



26

investigate the possible confounding effects ahgilalism on tests, testing, and
diagnoses” (p. 211).

Another way that discrimination becomes institnéibized is through decision-
making processes that effectively vitiate prograinag are designed to rectify the
situation. Doubtless, few school administratorsosgtto undercut research-based
recommendations for best practices in educatioh. delgetary constraints and the
pressures of special interest groups may leaditdentional neglect of bilingual
learners. Such neglect translates into bilingudleren ESL programs that cannot live up
to their promise, in large part because they hateontinuously developed according to
best-practice models:

Unfortunately, the two most common types of U.®ost services

provided for English learners—English as a Secoanguage (ESL)

pullout and transitional bilingual education—arensglial in nature.

Participating students and teachers suffer oftem fthe social

consequences of this perception (Thomas & Collig97-1998, p. 23).

Ultimately, because “language is one criteriondetermining which people will
complete different levels of education,” the ensuteof inefficient and inadequate
treatment of bilingual learners is that facilitytivthe English language becomes “a
means for rationing access to jobs with high se#r{Tollefson, 1991, pp. 8-9).
Bilingual learners whose English-learning needsuaiderserved in elementary and
secondary school are less likely to continue otottege, perpetuating their
overrepresentation in lower paying jobs and omtt@n’s poverty roles. Figures from
the 2010 census indicate that 15.3% of the gettsgbopulation lives below the poverty

line; however, 18.8% of the foreign-born populatiothe US lives below that line. The

breakdown by ethnicity is more telling: 10.6% oé thon-Hispanic Caucasian, 12.5% of
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the population of Asian descent, and 24.8% of tlep&hic population live below the
poverty line (US Census Bureau, n.d.).

Certainly, inadequate education is not the onlgvan the primary cause of
poverty. Yet education is one of the routes ouytmferty: “Built on the cornerstone of
literacy, education is commonly understood to leekiy to success of all kinds” (Lippi-
Green, 1997, p. 104). However, the way bilinguaters are educated in our schools
often means that “inequality and disadvantage arpgtuated—for the most part

unwittingly” (p. 106); discrimination has becomestirutionalized.

1.7 Overview of the remaining chapters

The purpose of this study is to explore relatigpsivetween the English
composition skills of bilingual learners and thgievious education in English and in
their L1. The next chapter describes two kindsagsy real world gaps experienced by
bilingual learners as they go through the educatisyistem, and the gaps in our
knowledge that make it difficult for us to addréiss real world gaps. Chapter 3 details
the design and methods of this study. The fourthfdith chapters describe the results of
the analysis of the participants’ compositionsdkation to the research questions. The
sixth chapter focuses on the interview transciipterder to develop a sense of the
participants’ experiences of L1 and L2 educatidnaly, the seventh chapter explores

implications and limitations of the study and aug directions for future research.
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CHAPTER 2: REAL WORLD AND RESEARCH GAPS

| have undertaken this study in order to helptflest the current understanding of
bilingual learners. The sketchiness of our curtertterstanding of adolescent bilingual
learners is evident not just in the intellectuard@f research but also in the real world,
where bilingual learners experience several gafiseim education. Thus, the first part of
this chapter describes the real world gap mangdpilal learners experience in their
English language education. The second part oftthpter shows how the real world
discontinuities of their experience are mirroredhia lack of research. The third part of
the chapter examines the role of L1 knowledge lindnial learners’ academic
development and describes the lack of researchisms$pect of bilingual learners’
educational careers. | close the chapter withegfies on the confluence of real world

and research gaps.

2.1 Education for bilingual learners

This part of the chapter describes the various isaafeeducational programs
schools use to support bilingual learners’ acqoisiof English and access to education
and details the gap most of these models leavimgbal learners’ English language
learning. As with the labels for bilingual learnetfse diverse labels for these programs
can be very confusing. Table 2-1 gives an ovenoéthe three main models of language
learning support for bilingual learners in US paldchools: immersion models,

transitional models, and dual language models.
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Table 2-1: Educational Models for Bilingual Learmer

Model Names

Description

Immersion Models’
“Non-Forms”

(also called “submersion” by
advocates of bilingual
education)

Students are placed in ESL classes part of theddygpend the
rest of the day in English-instructed classes. riAfeveral years
they are mainstreamed into all-English instructiarrural and
under-resourced schools, students may receive EStuction
only several times a week or not at all.

Transitional Models
“Weak (Subtractive) Forms”

(also called “transitional
bilingual education” or simply
“bilingual education™

Students begin with 90/10 or 50/50 (or less, 08Q@)
bilingual education (see below). The percentagelof
instruction is lowered over several years untilalielasses arg
taught in English, although students may contimusttidy their
own language as an elective “heritage langtiagass. ESL
methodologies are used for English class and pgdsibother
English-instructed classes.
Students are placed in ESL classes and a heraagedge
class for part of the day and spend the rest oflétyein
English-instructed classes. After several yeatslesits are
mainstreamed into all English instruction, but ncantinue
taking a heritage language class. It is unlikelt B8BSL
methodologies are used for anything other tharEie class.

Dual Language Model$
“Strong (Additive) Forms”

50/50 Dual Language
(also called “dual language
immersion,” developmental
bilingual,” “50/50 bilingual,”
or simply “bilingual

_education”) ]

90/10 Dual Language
(also called “90/10 bilingual”
or simply “bilingual
education”)

Students receive 50% of their instruction in eastgliage
every year that they are in the program. The laggud
instruction for particular subjects is usually ched after a
specified period of time; e.g., science may behaugthe L1
for the first year, and in the L2 for the secondryetc. ESL
methodologies are used for the English-instructasises.

Students begin with 90% of the instruction in trd@minant
language; the percentage of native language iniruis
lessened over several years in order to ease studémthe
50/50 model. ESL methodologies are used for thdiging
instructed classes.

3 A bilingual learner who attends a school that isfteansitional or dual-language bilingual eduaaticay
still experience immersion if the school is unabl®ffer instruction in her L1.

* One of the difficulties faced by people who wistdiscuss the merits of the various models is tfzatt
the phrase “bilingual education” may denote anthefdual language and transitional models.

® Classes designed to develop bilingual learnersaielcalled “primary language” classes in the fizfd
bilingual education; throughout this study, howeVerill refer to them by the more generic name of

“heritage language” classes.

® Thomas and Collier (2001) refer to “two-way” arsh&-way” dual language programs. In two-way
programs, all students in the school learn in temiguages. In one-way programs, only the bilingual
learners learn in two languages; classes for mogodil English speakers are conducted only in Emglis
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2.1.1 Immersion models

Historically, of course, many immigrant childrenthe U.S. entered American
schools and received no special treatment—a de fachersion model. Children who
could accommodate quickly to the new language aitdre of their classes stayed in
school if their families could afford it. Othersofped out after several years—if they
ever attended school at all. Skutnabb-Kangas ttaidack of English language
instruction a “non-form” of support (2000, p. 578hd it still exists, especially in rural
areas where there are few resources and few béligarner§ This kind of English
language education is also called immersion or stg@aming because the bilingual
learner is completely immersed into all-English@aing. Other phrases for this form of
English language education are “subtractive edocabr “submersion” because the
result for the learner is often that the L1 remaindeveloped and may even be “lost” or
forgotten as she becomes integrated into the layegaad culture of her American peers.
Immersion is the weakest of the eight kinds of kstglanguage education identified by
Thomas and Collier. They state, “English languagerers immersed in the English
mainstream...showed large decreases in reading atidatlaievement.... The largest
number of dropouts came from this group” (200133¥).

Today, however, many schools offer English leagrgnpport for linguistically
diverse students, especially for “newcomers,” aleitdor teens who may speak little or

no English because their families have just imntggtanto the US.

" Technically, immersion programs that take no adequate measures to assure that bilingual leaaners
able to access academic content as readily asntiogiolingual English-speaking peers are not complia
with the law: “Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 01964,Lau v. Nicholsthe Equal Educational Opportunities
Act of 1974,Castafieda v. Pickard make clear that districts have a dual obligatmtetich English and to
provide access to academic-content instruction’ld¥s 2001, p. 14).
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The minimal kind of support for bilingual learnessESL instruction. ESL is
usually delivered as a “pull-out,” a class thairigilal learners attend while their NS
peers are in English/language arts classes. Thengatyes of pull-out ESL classes are
that they are relatively inexpensive for schoolsause, like music or art, ESL can be
taught by a single teacher several times a wedkiferent groups of students at different
grade levels. Also, trained ESL teachers are abdetommodate students from diverse
language backgrounds in one class. Another advamtfgull-out ESL instruction is that
for most of the day bilingual learners are integdatvith monolingual English-speaking
peers, thus increasing their opportunity to pickamglish quickly from peer-to-peer
interactions. A disadvantage of pull-out ESL istth@ing pulled out for “special classes”
tends to segregate ESL students from the othess, Aking pulled out of class for
special lessons tends to stigmatize the studecg$vieg the services. Furthermore,
several hours of ESL each week are not enoughlposhedents master the language
skills they need to understand their textbookssarateed at school (Conklin & Lourie,
1983).

Besides pull-out ESL classes, there is a “push¥intlel of delivery, in which an
ESL teacher who is assigned to either a partialéeasroom, subject, group of students,
grade, school, or even group of schools either tee@thes a class with a content teacher
or is in a content teacher’s classroom as a resdardhe bilingual learners in the class.
When two teachers work well together, this arrangi@nean greatly enhance the
educational experience for all students in thescle®wever, working relationships and
power relations between the two teachers can na&entodel potentially problematic.

Also, bilingual learners in this situation can feehspicuously singled out.
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The optimal form of ESL instruction is often dered via “sheltered”
methodology. Sheltered instruction methods (SQinated at the university level in
response to the “transition problem,’ the dilemafavhat to do with students who
possessed intermediate proficiency in the lango@gestruction yet weren’t ready to be
optimally successful in regular academic coursesit{en, 2011, p. 187). It later made
its way into K-12 teaching with a subtle changemmphasis. Instead of being a kind of
temporary, protected instruction that preparedmégliate or advanced students for their
future entrance into mainstream monolingual clags$dsat the K-12 level was
particularly concerned with making the mainstreamriculumaccessibléo ELLS even
before their language skills were fully developéa. 187-188).

By now, Sl in K-12 education is a “research-lobaed validated instructional
model” in which trained “teachers are able to desigd deliver lessons that address the
academi@and linguistic needs of English learners” (CenterAqplied Linguistics,

2012). Sheltered instruction assists bilingualress in continuing their learning in
academic subjects while also learning the Englstabulary and structures needed for
those subjects. Often sheltered instruction usébdeks that have been adapted for
bilingual learners, with controlled vocabulary andra exercises or questions to focus
attention on language as well as on content. Famg@le, a sheltered unit on the scientific
method might also include an exercise on the gramaldormation of conditional
statements: “If we add salt to the mixture...” Shelteinstruction can benefit other
students as well as bilingual learners because msiaigients struggle with language
structures used to communicate disciplinary knogéed\lthough sheltered instruction is

a best practice form for delivering ESL instructidrdoes not support continuing
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development of bilingual learners’ L1. When usethaut any bilingual education, it is
still a subtractive model of English language edoca

The placement of sheltered instruction in the gatg of subtractive models is not
meant to lessen the value of sheltered methodaoBhen if the US had a robust
bilingual education system, many schools would ftitl it impossible to provide
bilingual education for every bilingual learnerigestheir doors. For instance, how can a
rural school provide bilingual education for theldfen of a single family from Burma?

In such cases, sheltered education combined witld gohool-parent relations is a best-
practice option. However, it may not seem practicachools with low numbers of
bilingual learners if these schools assume it rhadelivered to a class that consists of
only bilingual learners. In addition, it is oftearssidered too expensive (Anstrom, 1997)
because teachers usually need dual certificatign, ESL and secondary science) as well
as training in sheltered methodology.

All forms of ESL support, while preferable to imra®n, are still considered
subtractive when bilingual learners’ L1s are nahfenaintained or developed. As a
result, as bilingual learners become more comftetabd proficient in English, it is
probable that they will simultaneously lose fagilit their L1s. Even with no loss of L1
facility, it is unlikely that the students’ L1s Wwdontinue to develop and grow so that they

can speak equally comfortably in both languagesialbat they are learning in school.

2.1.2 Transitional models

The least effective kinds of bilingual educatioa &ransitional programs. Thomas
and Collier explain that the goal of transitiondingual education differs from the goal

of the stronger forms of bilingual education:
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Transitional Bilingual programs are moving towatis goal of all-

English instruction while students in... [Dual Lange&lmmersion are

moving into half a day in each language. The goghé Transitional

Bilingual Program is to mainstream students insodh-English

curriculum; whereas the goal in...[a Dual Languageainlersion Program

is to promote bilingualism and biliteracy. (2001,126)

Skutnabb-Kangas states that the goal of both wedkan-forms of English language
education is “assimilation and strong dominancéhémajority language” (Skutnabb-
Kangas, 2000, p. 593). In a less polemical desonpif transitional bilingual education,
Tong, Irby, Lara-Alecio, & Mathes (2008) state, fBaexit [transitional bilingual
education] is the most common first language (b%jructional model in the United
States, with the goal being a strong command ofi&ngnd quick mainstreaming into
English-only classrooms in a certain period of tifge 501).

Transitional programs are offered primarily foe ffirst two to three years of
schooling, after which bilingual learners are magamed (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007).
Thomas and Collier find that students who receigeditional kinds of support “do not
close the achievement gap after reclassificatiehp@cement in the English mainstream.
Instead they maintain or widen the gap in laterge@001, p. 333). As minimal as they
are, transitional bilingual programs are an optmmonly a small percentage of bilingual
learners; for example, before California abolishéithgual education, only 29% of the

state’s bilingual learners were enrolled in traos#l bilingual programs (Valdés, 2001,

p. 14).

2.1.3 Dual language and developmental bilinguatation models

Dual language and developmental bilingual edungtimgrams are said to
promote “strong” forms of bilingual education besawstudents emerge from these

programs speaking, writing, reading, and understgnigvo (or more) languages
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(Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000). The difference betweevtbekinds of programs has to do
with who the students are. A dual language prodiawolves both native English
speakers and native speakers of another langudlje same classroom, with the goals
of (a) full academic language proficiency in L1 @ahd second language (L2) and (b)
high levels of academic performance and cross-@lltinderstanding” (Tong et al.,
2008, p. 501). The students in developmental hihglassrooms, on the other hand, are
only or primarily bilingual learners. Developmenidingual education is termed “one-
way” bilingual education, while dual-language prgs are “two-way.”

Short and Fitzsimmons explain that these moddidiagual education teach
content as well as language classes in both L1 anifleally through 12 grade (2007,
p. 30). Based on the results from their study, Thsind Collier state

...90-10 and 50-50 one-way and two-way developmdnliagual

education...programs...are the only programs we hawed®o

date that assist students to fully reach tHe rcentile in both L1

and L2 in all subjects and to maintain that levidiigh

achievement, or reach even higher levels througletid of

schooling. The fewest dropouts come from theserprog (2001,

p. 333).

As opposed to the subtractive models of immeraimhtransitional education,
dual language programs are termed “additive” (Cunsml989) because instruction in
the L2 is added to continuing L1 instruction. Unéorately, strong forms of bilingual
education are rare in the U.S. Part of the probgestaffing a bilingual program, since
teachers must be capable of teaching various dshjestudents’ L1. In addition,
teachers must be able to use sheltered instrueteithodologies when teaching content

classes in students’ weaker language. Other obstézicreating dual language programs

are the current political climate and communitygegtions of the relative values of
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English and the other language(s) in the programseB on the experience of the rural
schools in the northeast that were attempting ta@0-10 model into place, Thomas
and Collier state, “Politically, it was difficulotpromote the 90-10 model to some of the

principals and parents.” They explain, “The preegorteach more in English is strong”

(p. 57).

2.1.4 The case of newcomers

It is important to remember that bilingual leasekperience yet another
complication that must be added to the Englishuage learning gap: immigration. To
be sure, many bilingual learners are born anddarséhe US, but many also arrive after
they have already begun school in the home coulmimpigration after schooling has
begun creates a discontinuity between the hometgo(its language, its culture, and its
methods of education) and the US (its languagéuieland methods of education). A
child’s age upon arrival (AOA)and whether she has studied English (or evenestiri
English) are variables that must be taken into aetwhen sketching the complex
picture of her education. In addition, Wright (19@#scovered an additional layer of
complexity for some of the bilingual learners irr Beudy: whether they were born in the

country or arrived at a later date, some of thdestis were sent back to the family’s

8 Because of the significant difference AOA may maktheir results, different researchers studying
bilingual learners choose different AOAs to lintietr sample of participants. For example, Bosheg%)
limited her study to bilingual learners who hadrbern outside of the US; Khirallah (1999) stipatht

that the bilingual learners in his study have asle8 years of US secondary schooling (AOA would be
probably be <16); for Joo (2005) the country ofjori(and therefore AOA) did not appear among the
criteria, but the students had to be literate @irthl; etc. Thus, the bilingual learner subjectsdne study
may not be comparable to those of another. Forsthidy, | am defining a bilingual learner simplyaasy
student who has graduated from a US high schooldredalso considers a language other than Engtish a
an L1 (AOA =“0" to about 17).
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home country for a year or two during their edumrain order to maintain family
relationships and strengthen the children’s L1liskihd culture.

Superimpose this complex picture of country oforj immigration, and
migration onto the chart of the different model®dtication for bilingual learners, and
you have an incredible array of possible educatiscenarios: a 16-year-old (late AOA)
bilingual learner with no English skills may be irareed into an all-English program at
the high school in the rural town her family hasrigrated to; an eight-year-old (early
AOA) war refugee who has never attended schoolestin a dual language school that
does not offer her first language; a 14-year-atk(lAOA) who has studied English as a
foreign language in her country arrives in a sclibat has a well-developed ESL
program, but every summer she is sent back todaheelcountry to live with her
grandparents because she is betrothed to the dwar &dther’s business associate
(studying at a Canadian university, the young nsaexpected to return to the home
country to take over his father’s share of the ihess).

To understand the educational implications of doisiplexity, it helps to imagine
a worst case scenario, such as the first scenaea o the list above. For late AOA
newcomers who land in immersion or transitionalgpams with only minimal ESL
support, Thomas and Collier estimate that the ahumpp into English is like a one-to-
two year interruption of schooling because, uihigyt learn enough English, they cannot
access the content-area teaching they would haaeeeeiving in their own country
(2001, p. 334). Bilingual learners who experiertie €ducational scenario “have to

make more gains than the average native-Englishkepenakes every year for several
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years in a row to eventually catch up to gradellevegery difficult task to accomplish
within the remaining years of K-12 schooling” (1343.

In fact, for any bilingual learner who enters sahwith little or no English
language skills, there is a lag time as she actdisn® the language and the culture of the
school. How long is the “lag”? Unfortunately, théseno simple answer. “Individuals
who attempt to learn a foreign language differ catcally in their rates of
acquisition...This is perhaps the clearest fact apgerdond language acquisition] that we
currently have” (Sawyer & Ranta, 2001, p. 319). adldo the language-learning and
acclimation lag is the time a learner will needhtove forward in the curriculum once she
can understand it. Cummins explains, “English Laad@rs are not standing still waiting
for English language learners to catch up...ThusjigEim¢ganguage learners must catch
up with a moving target” (1996, p. 63).

In his analysis of data on 1,210 newcomers to @anaschools, Cummins found
that “it takes at least five years on the averémemmigrant children who arrive in the
host country after the age of six to approach gramens in L2” academic language skills
(1981, p. 148). Cummins does not describe the Emd¢ginguage learning models used in
the programs from which he drew his participantli€r, on the other hand, specifies
that the newcomer students she studied were ifladeseloped East coast ESL program
that even offered several sheltered classes aett@ndary level. Over a nine-year period,
Collier studied the academic progress of 1,548 teveemiddle-income newcomers who
had little or no English skills but tested at gréeleel in their L1 upon entry into their US
school. She found that, on average, the studeetiede‘4-8 years or more to reach the

50" [normal curve equivalent] on standardized testesacall subject areas” (1987, p.



39

637). Finally, Thomas and Collier found that bilirad) learners who were bilingually
schooled reached parity with their monolingual Esigpeers in four to seven years
(2001, p. 334), but they do not make it clear whaethe bilingual learners were

beginning their educational career in the US, oetivar they had begun school in another
country. In spite of the unknown factors in eaaldgt we can see that immigration adds

another significant gap to a bilingual learner'si@ational experience.

2.1.5 Educational models for bilingual learners dredreal world gap

As described in Chapter 1, different states—ev#ardnt districts—have
different criteria for identifying bilingual learn& In addition, different states have
different mechanisms for testing bilingual learngesarly progress. Even bilingual
learners whose families do not relocate during ttl@idren’s school years may
experience sudden shifts in educational policiesraathods as administrations, sources
of funding, and local politics change. The tramsis from elementary to middle to high
school may cause a bilingual learner to crossididines and experience a shift in the
educational model she experiences. All schoolosiidof course, experience shifts in
educational philosophies and practices as they rfroue school to school or class to
class and as administrations come and go, but nmguall English-speaking children
seldom experience shifts that place them into cd&sss using a language they are
unfamiliar with or have only partially masteredliBgual learners, on the other hand, are
much more likely to experience sharp gaps betwleemainguage they are capable of and
the language they need in order to learn the coofaheir lessons.

Valdés’s case study of Lilian (mentioned earlieCihapter 1) demonstrates the

kinds of educational gaps bilingual learners redylkaxperience. At the age of 12 Lilian
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experienced her first educational gap when her aratioved the family from Mexico to
the US. Valdés tested Lilian’s Spanish languagss#ortly after Lilian began her US
schooling at Garden Middle School. Although Liliai8panish skills were not advanced,
“She had a good notion of what texts were and lwwead them as well as a clear sense
of what writing involved. She had basic L1 acadeskitis upon which to build” (2001,
p. 66). Garden Middle School, however, had no gued program and was therefore
unable to build on those skills, causing Liliaretqerience her second educational gap.
With no English skills, Lilian was placed in thenlest of the school’s three ESL classes.
She did not prosper in the program, partly becaes#ber she nor her family understood
the importance of education in the US (a third gaplving cultural awareness), but also
because Lilian’s English was so weak that everaWwest ESL class was too advanced
for Lilian to understand (a fourth gap).

During the summer after her year at Garden Midatleool, Lilian’s family
moved across town, which transferred her into ght district (a fifth gap). Her new
school, Crenshaw School, had few ESL studentd)esonly language learning support
was a class for newcomers. Valdés’ describes theamaers’ class, which Lilian
attended all day, except for PE and lunch: “All wiere enrolled in grades 5 through 8
(about 25 students) were placed in the newcomssi@dam. Therefore Lilian, who was a
well-developed eighth-grader, was placed in theesalassroom with very small fifth-
graders who still behaved and looked like littlddien” (p. 76). The developmental
difference between Lilian and the other studeitts §ixth gap) seemed to solidify
Lilian’s defiant demeanor. Probably, by now sheng of our nation’s drop-out statistics.

Perhaps even in a strong dual language programnlwould not have prospered,;



41

however, the gaps she experienced in her edudaéiem assured that we will never

know.

2.2 Adolescent bilingual learners and current reseah

In this section of the chapter, | describe thé laicresearch on adolescent
bilingual learners and discuss reasons for this. lac

Research on the effectiveness of the differentatiional models for bilingual
learners has focused mostly on the elementary $tdwad. While this focus is
understandable, it is time to extend our studiexdier to begin to develop a sense of the
long term effects of the differing educational misder bilingual learners.

Thomas and Collier’s study was unique in thabliolved the academic careers of
bilingual learners through the end of high schdidst studies of the efficacy of the
various educational interventions used for bilindearners have been done at the
elementary level. This fact is evident from resbasviews done by various teams of the
NLPLMCY, whose charge was to “identify, assess, symthesize research on the
education of language-minority children and youithwespect to their attainment of
literacy, and to produce a comprehensive repofuatiag and synthesizing this
literature” (August & Shanahan, 2006, p. 1). Themaeviewing studies of the effect of
bilingual education on English reading achievenieannd 20 studies written mostly in
the past 20 years (they included several earligtias), only two of which were
conducted at the post-elementary level—one in gbwgnade, the other in ninth (Francis
et al., 2006). The team reviewing studies of tliri@nce of students’ L1 literacy skills

and habits on their L2 reading achievement fouedtimbers similarly limited; of the
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31 studies published in the previous 20 years fmly had been conducted at the post-
elementary school level—all four at the tenth gredel (Dressler & Kamil, 2006). In
2007, Short and Fitzsimmons published a repoitédgdarnegie Corporation concerning
adolescent English language learners (ELL) in tBeadd pointed out that “On the
whole, the research for adolescent ELLs is spdttg current knowledge base is much
more extensive at the elementary level than it teamiddle and high school levels”
(2007, p. 39).

The scarcity of studies on older bilingual leasnsrunderstandable and even
necessary in the development of second languagmatd research. Looking back in
history, we know that bilingual education has alsvayisted in the US. As our nation
began, bilingual education was nothing extraordin&mas simply the way groups of
immigrants who had fled religious persecution pregaheir children to be productive
members of their communities and their nation—onatnique for its principles of
religious tolerance (Schiffman, 1996). By the |&890s, however, the predominant
immigrant groups were no longer fleeing religiogsgecution. This shift occurred
concurrently with the emergence of public educatidhe rise of the common school
movement, which led to the formation of public salscas we know them today, was
partly grounded in the mission to Americanize thenigrant, and more importantly, the
immigrant’s children” (Louie, 2009, p. 36). The uésvas that by the 1920s bilingual
education in public schools had all but disappeaaad American linguistic culture had
become English-monolingual (Schiffman, 1996). Theas no need to study bilingual

education because, officially at least, it did ewist.
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Bilingual education regained the national spotligith the passing of Title VIl in
1968, also known as the Bilingual Education Actiriual education in this first version
of the act was designed to be temporary, just emtappelp non-English-speaking
children transition into English (Levy, 1982). dtmatural that research began at the
elementary school levels, where bilingual educaivas being instituted in order to
transition US-resident bilingual learners entetigdergarten and first grade into all-
English education before they had finished elenrgrgehool. The history of bilingual
education in this nation has favored researcheaekamentary school level.

In addition, methodologically, it is easier tolete the effects of educational
interventions in the early elementary years bethilren have additional factors
influencing the outcomes, including past experiengith school, experiences with other
educational innovations, favorable or unfavoral®®onal associations with the
languages in question, attitudes of influentialrpequestions of ethnic identity, etc.
Moreover, Portes and Hao, who conducted a studyef 5,000 eighth and ninth grade
children of immigrants in Miami-Fort LauderdalepRtla, and San Diego, California.,
state that they chose middle school children “bsean the dearth of school dropouts”
(1998, p. 273). If researchers wish to represenethnic minorities attending the
nation’s schools accurately, they are practicafhited to the lower grades “because of
the steeply rising rate of school attrition, parkizly among certain ethnic minorities” (p.
273).

The huge influx of immigrants in the wake of thenhigration Act, however, has
made itself felt, especially as newcomer childremreow entering schools at levels

higher than Kindergarten and first grade. The qaesif how best to educate all



44

bilingual learners—US- or foreign-born, pre-schadmentary, middle, high school, or
college—has become a hotly debated issue, caussegurchers to turn their attention to
the effects of bilingual education and bilingualismeducational attainment. Yet, as
Short and Fitzsimmons conclude, “Because of theipaaf research demonstrating
outcomes for [adolescent] students, programs wistirmake research-based reforms
have little published or definitive work to guideetn” (p. 39). | undertook this study to
increase the available research on older adolesoehyoung adult bilingual learners and

the effects of the various English language edanatiodels they have experienced.

2.3 L1 knowledge and current research

Next, | will describe research supporting the séatihat continuing education in
the L1 is necessary for bilingual learners. | wlldo explore the role a student’s L1 can
play in her L2 schooling and the explanations fat tbeneficial role. | will then
enumerate the ways bilingual learners can continei€levelopment of their L1. Finally,
| will relate the real world gap bilingual learnersperience in their L1 development to

the scarcity of studies of the effects of L1 knadge on L2 academic performance.

2.3.1 Incomplete acquisition and attrition of the L

In this section, | describe the second real wgdd experienced by many
bilingual learners, the gap in the developmenhefrtL1 knowledge. Although they and
their families are often unaware of it until itte late, many bilingual learners
experience slower development in and even losisenf L1. For the eldest child in an
immigrant family, L1 loss usually begins when shéees L2 preschool or kindergarten.

For subsequent children, the slower L1 developrardtL1 loss often begin as soon as
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they interact with their older siblings (FillmorE991; Merino, 1983). For many bilingual
learners, the result is a widening chasm betweem.thspoken by children and their
parents (Fillmore 1991, 2000; Kouritzin, 1999) thety be exacerbated by the gulf
between the language of the home and the languabe schools. The resulting lack of
communication affects the continuing acquisitiorbiihgual learners’ L1 and ultimately
may impact their academic success.

An example was reported by Merino in a1983 artaddeut a longitudinal study
she had designed to “focus on the acquisition oflamguages simultaneously” by
Hispanic school children in the San Francisco Bag 4p. 278). Her study began with 41
“balanced bilinguals, that is, they [were identifiey parent, teacher, student, and school
records as children who] could speak and underdiagtish and Spanish with equal or
near-equal proficiency when they entered schotfieatge of five years” (p. 281). Two
years later, she studied 32 of the same childrendthers had moved away) and
discovered that for 50% of them, “Spanish producteteriorated to a significant
degree,” and, for another 25% of the children,rtB@ianish production “[demonstrated]
no gains” (p. 286). Merino was surprised by thelifig because “The original intent was
not to study loss but to focus on the acquisitibiwe languages...Language loss was an
unexpected byproduct” (p. 278).

A little over a decade later, Portes and Hao, wisbsey of language adaptation
in over 5,000 middle school students was descrdaelier, found that “English is alive
and well among second-generation youths, but thgulages their immigrant parents

brought with them are not” (1998, p. 288). Ported Hao add that “general trends
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observed in these data are the near-universal let®lof English; the almost equally
strong preference for English; and the dearthudrit bilinguals” (p. 290).

Fillmore explains that in the US, formerly “thestoof the ethnic language
occurred between the second and the third genesabiecause second generation
immigrants rarely used the ethnic language enoogmpart it to their children.” Now,
however, “the picture has changed dramatically...Eemwent second generation
immigrants can be described as bilinguals” (200@03). While | quibble with
Fillmore’s restriction of the word “bilingual” to &an only dual bilinguality, | agree that
few bilingual learners today can be called “bala@hloinguals,” a term that has been
used to describe people who have approximatelyl égcifity in two (or more)
languages.

In her recent study of what happens to the “wedlkafra bilingual child’s two
languages, Montrul addresses the question of wh#thechild actually loses L1
knowledge, or whether her L1 acquisition has siny@gn arrested or delayed before it is
able to become complete. After a review of recamdiss, she concludes that both loss
and delayed development occur: “children who seaknority language that is not well
represented in the larger speech community...arghtrisk of language attritioand
[italics added] eventual incomplete acquisition0@8, p. 123). Furthermore, the long
term effects of incomplete acquisition on a childlsare “more dramatic” if the socially
stronger L2 is acquired simultaneously with the L1.

Long before the publication of the studies thatnifol reviewed, in 1979

Cummins hypothesized that these dramatic effectkl@so be seen in a child’s L2: “the

° “Weaker” is a technical term referring not to therits of the language itself but, instead, tosheaker's
less frequent and less fluent use of the languagemost immigrant children whose “family language
not fully supported in the community,” their L1tlsee weaker language (Montrul, 2008, p. 93).
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level of L2 competence which a bilingual child attais partially a function of the type
of competence the child has developed in L1 atithe when intensive exposure to L2
begins” (p. 233). In her book, Montrul supports hgpotheses with evidence from recent
empirical studies. Cummins’ hypothesis has yeta@impirically supported, but evidence

of the value of a strong L1 to achievement in tRddnds it credence.

2.3.2 The role of a strong L1 in L2 academic achnegnt

In their introduction to the volume reporting tivedings of the NLPLMCY,

Diane August and Timothy Shanahan state that ieé€emple research evidence...that
well-developed literacy skills in the first langwagan facilitate second-language literacy
development to some extent” (2006, p. 14). Gend3eea, Dressler, and Kamil were
responsible for the section of the NLPLMCY abowssrlinguistic relationships. In their
introduction, they summarize major conclusionshef $tudies in that section of the
report, including that

reading comprehension ability in the first language found to correlate

significantly with reading comprehension in the@®t language under

most conditions (typological distance, languagéustadirection of

transfer, age of learner, and tasks). The evidalszesuggests a

facilitative effect, in that processes underlyiegaing comprehension,

when developed in one language, are predictiveading comprehension

in the other (2006, p. 165).

Reading is not the only language function thatefienfrom a strong L1. For
example, in a special project in California to ilmye school readiness skills for low-
income Spanish-speaking children, the districttectéda strong [preschool] programme
in school readiness skills in their dominant larggjavhile [providing] at least 20

minutes a day of English as a second languagaugigin” (Campos & Keatinge, 1988,

p. 299). Historically, the Hispanic children hacceaged two standard deviations below
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the mean on the district tests, while English-momgplal children had scored above the
mean. By the end of the three-year program, th@iSlpapeaking children’s scores were
the same as the English-speaking children’s s¢pre&02). While the project results do
not conclusively demonstrate that the supportierHispanic children’s L1 caused them
to score higher on the district test, they do shmat strengthening the children’s L1 did
not hurt their scores and may, in fact, have helped

A longitudinal study of Portuguese-speaking imrargrchildren in Canada
provides an example of the benefit of a strongdrll reading and interaction skills.
The study documented that “both literate and casateynal skills in [the Portuguese-
speaking immigrant] children’s L1 are significanttated to the development of literate
and conversational skills in L2” (Cummins, 19919p). A strong L1 can also benefit the
acquisition of English writing skills. For instaned the community college level,
Patthey et al. found that students who came to fobiool with “better academic literacy,
even in another language, are more likely to aegiie written communication skills
they need and succeed in college coursework.” (200946).

A final example demonstrates the global academligevof a strong L1 for
bilingual learners. The study by Portes and Haeakad that “fluent bilinguals retained a
strong advantage in all measures of academic pesioce. For example, the bilingual
students had a net 8 percent advantage in stamddrdiathematics and reading scores

over their monolingual peers, and their GPAs weagriicantly higher” (1998, p. 290).

2.3.3 Reasons that a strong L1 is academicallyfloade

Various explanations have been given for why gjroh skills often correlate

with stronger L2 academic performance. In the afeaading, Genesee et al. found
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explanations that related the ability to decodatpd L2 words to L1 phonological
awareness. Note, however, that phonological awaseisenot the only factor they
mention, nor is improved word recognition the ordgult:

the strong correlations found between first- arabed- language word

reading performance across studies show that swddmo are better at

word reading in one language are also betteriatlite other. This

relationship could be a result of factors spedticeading in the first and

second languages, but there is some evidenceloénde of nonlinguistic

skills related to general cognition (2006, p. 165).

For processes of text comprehension, Geneseefetiatl that “bilingual students
who read strategically in one language also readegfically in their other language” (p.
165). The evidence in the studies they reviewedeasitg that this result was a facilitative
effect of knowing how to read in the L1: if a statl&nowshowto comprehend reading
selections in her L1, she can apply her strategmwedge to L2 reading selections.

Montrul’'s work on the effects of “unbalanced deyhent” of bilingualism in
immigrant children provides another possible exalem for how a strong L1 can aid L2
academic performance. Montrul finds that in unbe¢ahbilingual development “the
grammatical system of bilingual children in eithe@mguage...can be dramatically
compromised” (2008, p. 93). A compromised gramnahgstem may not prevent a
child from learning in school, although it is haodimagine that it would not negatively
impact reading comprehension. Certainly, compronasen underlying understanding of
a language’s grammatical system must make it muattenging for a child to
demonstrate her knowledge in writing. Unfortunat@lyacademia “writing is perhaps the

central means by which our individual life chanaes enabled or restricted” (Candlin &

Hyland, 1999, p. 3).
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Genesee et al. point to the facilitative effeeit tknowing how to write in the L1
can have on composition in the L2: “skills assaaiatvith the writing process developed
in one language appear to be available for apphicad the other and thus demonstrate
facilitation” (2006, p. 166). Kibler describes tfaeilitative process: “L1 use can be an
important scaffolding strategy in solving problemmgnaging tasks and task goals, and
accessing language forms” (2010, p. 123). For tin@esits in her study, “The opportunity
to use their first language provided an importggartunity to draw upon a range of
existing linguistic resources to accomplish thetimgi task with which they were
presented” (p. 137).

Given the benefits of a strong L1 to L2 readind amiting tasks, it is not
surprising when Thomas and Collier find that “Th@isgest predictor of L2 student
achievement is amount of formal L1 schooling. TrererL1 grade-level schooling, the
higher L2 achievement” (2001, p. 334). What is gs8ipg is how little schools are doing

to harness that facilitative effect.

2.3.4 How to maintain and develop students’ L1

Thomas and Collier’s findings about the value ofedl-developed L1 were based
on the best practice schools they had been resegyclual immersion schools, where all
children’s L1 was developed daily along with the?. Dual language models, thus,
attempt to build L1 in order to also increase Ladmmic achievement. Currently,
however, few bilingual learners are able to atteumch schools. Some bilingual learners
are able to maintain, if not continue developimgitt L1 through the other bilingual
education model, transitional bilingual educatidheir L1 development will be minimal,

however, especially after they transition into th&nstream program.
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Aside from participating in bilingual educationlitgual learners may receive L1
education in several other ways. Attending schoohe home country, where the
language of instruction is the L1, is an obviouywareceive grade-level schooling in
the L1. Unfortunately, the grade-level L1 schoolawgnes to an abrupt halt when the
family immigrates, which can happen at any poird student’s education. An additional
problem with this way of obtaining grade-level Ldueation is that the home country
schools probably are not dual language immersiboas. The L2 (in this case, English)
is, at best, a foreign language class that taleedbr one hour a daf As a resuilt,
although newly arrived immigrant students will hal#ained grade-level education in
their L1, their English may be undeveloped or naistent. Another way for students to
receive home country L1 education occurs when psusend their children back to the
home country for a year or two. Unless the homenttgischools the children attend,
however, provide dual language education, the imid English will suffer. In addition,
without coordinated effort on the part of their {aes and their schools, children are
likely to suffer academically from the disruptiooistheir academic programs.

Another way to receive schooling in the L1 isdke heritage language classes in
the US. However, in elementary and secondary sshtos option is available to only a
small percentage of the nation’s bilingual learngrshe early 2000s, only seven percent
of US secondary schools offered heritage languageses (Brecht & Ingold, 2002). In
addition, attending a heritage language class one & day will not offer the same
advantages as a dual language immersion progrdimuSng Thomas and Collier’s

statement about the value of formal schooling elth as a baseline, an hour a day in a

19 A percentage of newcomers who enter our naticctissls have attended schools with dual immersion
or dual immersion-like programs, but they are theegtion, not the rule.
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heritage language class, especially over a nunfbgraws, is certainly better thaio
schooling in the L1.

Bilingual learners may receive “schooling” in thels through private
organizations. In her study of immigrant childredacademic achievement in England,
Wright (1992) briefly examines the L1 educationgreoms provided by extracurricular
programs, religious institutions, and volunteeramigations. She points out that, unlike
heritage language classes offered for academidt ctieelse classes have no quality
control standards. The teachers may not be trambdritage language education; in fact,
they may not even be trained as teachers. Alsgemeral, there are no attendance
restrictions for these classes, which may affeat ttmroughly the instructors are able to
teach the language. When a religious institutidarsfthe classes, the L1 may be a
classical version of the language rather than éreion spoken by the students and their
families. Wright surveyed her participants who radiied such classes, asking for their
impressions. The responses ranged from “very usaifal “fun” to “time-wasting” and
“propaganda” (p. 138). Wright concludes that iindikely that a child attending such
classes will develop the kinds of skills that vaillow her to do L1 academic work at her
grade level.

A final method for developing L1 literacy skillsiside of school is self-
teaching—with or without the support of concernachity members. Clearly,
independent language learning requires concertgdavah-informed action on the part of
parents and the student. Given the economic situati many bilingual learners’
families, parents’ time and energy are not ava@dot this kind of endeavor. In addition,

while some of the family’s economic status may be gimply to the parents’ inability to
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speak English, many immigrant parents must wotkwatpaying jobs because they have
not received much education themselves, makingei enore unlikely that they can
conduct the L1 education of their children. As dostudent conducting her own L1
education, this endeavor cannot begin until sledd€nough to make the decision to
study. She will also need to access resources ioustg—even if they are only the
adults around her—for her instruction. In shortdese of the conscious and concerted
effort required for self teaching, it is unlikelyat active, busy parents or young people
will be able to teach or learn the L1 to levelsieglent to Thomas and Collier’s “grade-

level schooling in the L1.”

2.3.5 The gap in studies relating L1 knowledgedadamic achievement for college-

level bilingual learners

As we have already seen in the discussion of tledaresearch on bilingual
education and older adolescent bilingual learrtbese is a concomitant lack of research
on the relationship between L1 education and L2@cec performance for bilingual
learners at the college level. In this case, howedkiere have been studies done at the
college level, but they have been focused on tlaioaship between the L1 knowledge
and L2 performance of international ESL studentsthilongual learners. Murphy and
Roca de Larios recently reviewed studies from tie®ipus two decades that focused on
college writers’ use of L1 during L2 composition igphy & Roca de Larios, 2010).
According to their data, the past two decades Baea 21 studies of L1 use during L2
composition. However, participants in only two bétstudies are resident bilingual
learners, and both of these studies are basedkemathe data set (Cumming, 1989,

1990).
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The lack of TESOL studies of college level biliagjlearners began to change in
1999 with the publication of the bookgeneration 1.5 Meets College Composition: Issues
in the Teaching of Writing to U.S.-Educated Leasnafr ESL(Harklau, Losey, & Siegal).
The editors gathered and published the articléisaim book “to initiate a dialogue on the
linguistic, cultural, and ethical issues that attésaching college writing to U.S. educated
linguistically diverse students” (p. vii). Ten yedater, articles that continued the
dialogue were collected and publishedSeneration 1.5 in College Composition:
Teaching Academic Writing to U.S.-Educated LearnéfSSL(Roberge, Siegal, &
Harklau, 2009). The publication of these booksd@mse much to aid our understanding
of bilingual learners at the college level, but eaf the articles in the two volumes has
explored the relationship of the bilingual learn&ks knowledge to their work at college.
Although neither volume mentions L1-L2 effectgsihot a shortcoming because the
books are not designed as research reports. Inshegdare intended to aid instructors of
bilingual learners to “understand the breadth bdbarly approaches to the generation
1.5 topic, the current debates and controversigswuding the topic, and most
importantly, the variety of curricular and pedagagiapproaches for working effectively
with generation 1.5 students” (Roberge et al., 2p09ii).

Yet, if the relationship of L1 knowledge to L2 deanic achievement is important
at the elementary school level, it must also haveesbearing on questions of academic
success at the college level. Ortega accuses cbeeaiin the area of second language
acquisition of a “persistent lack of engagemenhulite language needs of linguistic
minorities, which is reinforced by our largely mdingual approach to L2 learning and

teaching” (2005, p. 325). Based on findings regagdhe value of L1 knowledge for
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achievement in the L2, | have designed this stodyegin engaging the question of the
L1 needs of bilingual learners that, if addressealy facilitate their success at the college

level.

2.4 Closing thoughts

It is my contention that gaps in research havklifeaconsequences. We lack
research about how knowledge of their L1 and thieoua kinds of language learning
educational programs affect the academic performahtate adolescent and early adult
bilingual learners. This lack of knowledge is paliti responsible for the academic
struggles some bilingual learners experience asréech college. A number of good
reasons can be given for the spotty knowledge we:hHao many bilingual learners drop
out of upper grades, making them a difficult popotato study; initially, bilingual
learners were not present on college campusesmbens large enough to be noticed; the
field of TESOL did not notice bilingual learnerschese it was focused on the task of
educating international ESL students; the diversitils and levels of L1 knowledge
among bilingual learners makes it extremely difiti¢a study the L1-L2 relationship for
college-level bilingual learners; etc. Such reasamedegitimate, but when used as
excuses they play into the discrimination that@dl easily creeps into our best intentions.
Institutionalized discrimination is not any singlerson’s fault, and often it is no one’s
intention, but it happens.

This study was designed to begin addressing tyws gathe research by
examining compositions written by bilingual learm@rho are at the “entry to college”

level. Having completed their preparatory educatibay are poised to begin the more
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advanced schooling of college. After collectingadan their language backgrounds, L1
knowledge and use, and educational history, | coetpd to the results of the analysis of
the placement compositions they wrote before begintineir college studies. This
comparison revealed patterns in the relationshgbwéden their English language
education, their L1 knowledge, and various aspefctiseir L2 writing. In short, | was
looking for a kind of “shadow effect” of the paipants’ L1 and L2 educations.
Documentation of these shadow effects will be ardmution toward closing the research

and, ultimately, real world gaps experienced bingual learners in our country.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS OF THE STUDY

This chapter presents the research design and dsethused to conduct my
study. First, | discuss the rationale for my cha€gualitative methodology and the
motivations behind my choice of study site (Alveollege) and participants (current
undergraduate bilingual learners). When considardight of my research questions, the
site and participants | selected had implicatiadtie particular methods that would be
most helpful in that context. Accordingly, | des&ithe reasoning that led me to the
choice of three methods: survey, writing sampldysng and semi-structured interview.
In the second, third, and fourth sections of theptér, | present the instruments | used
for each method and my methods of analysis.

Tables 3-1 and 3-2 provide an overview of thegleand methods of my study.
Each table presents a three-phase design: thenpraty phase, the primary phase, and
the final, or follow-up, phase.

Table 3-1 summarizes the design and methods oselatfa collection.
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Table 3-1: Overview of Study Methods: Data Collecti

Data Collection

and

=
—

11°}

Surveys Identify selection criteria
Preliminary Use selection criteria to identify potential
Phase participants from: ESL Coordinator’s database @
files, Admissions referrals, Faculty/Staff refestal
Ethnic/Cultural student groups, (later) names
suggested by interviewees
Conduct and analyze pilot survey
Create participation request letter
Create final survey on SurveyMonkey™
Writing Samples| Create consent form
Interviews Create consent form
Create interview protocol
Modify interview protocol as needed based on
early survey responses
Surveys E-mail participation request letters wittk ito
Primary survey
Phase Attend ethnic/cultural student group(s) to preset
and distribute paper version of survey
Print and file consent pages
Writing Samples| Obtain placement essay and mak@y c
Interviews Describe interview process and obtaimseot
Make a copy of signed consent and give it to th
participant
Conduct and record interview
Surveys If needed, add follow-up questions to a
Final participant’s interview protocol
Phase If needed, mail or e-mail follow-up questions to

participants who did not consent to an interview,

Writing Samples

No follow-up is needed

Interviews

If needed, check ESL Coordinator’s files to ans
follow-up questions

ver

If needed, e-mail follow-up questions

Table 3-2 presents an overview of the design aeithods used for the analysis of

the data that were generated by the methods repeesa Table 3-1.
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Table 3-2: Overview of Study Methods: Data Analysis

Data Analysis

Preliminary
Phase

Surveys

Number printed consent pages with an individualized
number for each participant

Upon removing consent page, number remaining
survey pages with the participants’ individualized
numbers

Writing Samples

Replace participants’ names with their numbers
Number sentences

Make 3 copies: for master file, myself, and a Gullee-
rater

Interviews

Print participant’'s number and digital recorder’s
recording number at the top of the consent pagdikn
Listen to interview and add field notes at the hagig
of the file that will later include the transcripti
Transcribe first 5 interviews to develop a list of
possible codes

Work with colleague-rater to test codes and develop
index

If needed, add clarifying information from interwig
as footnotes to charts of survey data

-

Primary
Phase

Surveys

Create charts for raw survey data and transfer data
(identified with participants’ number’) to the cksr

If needed, transfer participants’ comments from the
comment boxes into the charts as footnotes
Assign numerical values for L1 use section of the
survey

Add and average numerical data

Create a table for numerical survey data

Writing Samples

Analyze placement essays for accuracy, grammatica
complexity, rhetorical control, and coherence
Work with colleague-raters to correct and refineabh
analyses

Use computer programs with placement essays to
obtain scores for lexical complexity, word coumtga
rhetorical markers

Create tables for all analysis scores

Interviews

Transcribe and code interviews
Maintain and expand code index as necessary

Final
Phase

Surveys

Add pertinent survey information to wall chart for
interview themes (see below)

Writing Samples

Using demographic and L1 data from surveys, create
graphs and tables to display writing analysis ttesul
according to study variables

Interviews

Organize index into themes on a wall chart
Categorize citations from interviews under themes
Add pertinent information from surveys and follow-u
e-mails and letters under appropriate themes
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Describing their “Framework” for the analysis afajjtative data, Ritchie and
Spencer comment, “Although the process is presaagddllowing a particular order—
indeed some stages do logically precede others-e-tharo implication that [it] is a
purely mechanical process” (1994, p. 176). Thislwasaid for the information presented
in Tables 3-1 and 3-2. Indeed, although data dotle@nd analysis are presented on
different tables, some of the actions overlappetliaformed each other. For example,
the first five interviews were transcribed and abds part of the preliminary phase of
interview analysis. Yet, at the time, | was stdhducting interviews—part of the primary

phase of data collection.

3.1 Choice of study site, participants, and methodogy

After a brief description of the experiences fledtme to this study, | will give

the rationale and description for my choice of aesk site, participants, and methods.

3.1.1 History of my interest in the education dirfgual learners

My experiences as a teacher led to me to quedtatHecame the basis for the
research questions of this study, which, in tutngdgd me into the methodology for the
study. My professional training has permitted mé&etch secondary English and French,
college (monolingual) English/composition, and sety, college, and adult EFL/ESL.
During my years of teaching, | became interestatiéncommunication skills of bilingual
learners, especially as they make the transitiom finigh school to college. More
specifically, | wanted to know more about how kgliral learners’ L1 knowledge and L2
learning experiences affect their L2 writing. Thigiosity led to the research questions

and hypotheses listed in the previous chapter.
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In her article advising would-be L2 compositiosearchers, Ferris states, “the
nature of the research question should lead yawralbt toward selection of the
appropriate research methodology to investigat€@@05, p. 226). Yin corroborates, “the
form of the question can provide an important ckgarding the research strategy”
(2003, p. 7). Examining my questions, | see thay tre focused omow. how students’
L1 knowledge and L2 learning experiences relathea L2 writing. Yin advises:

“How’ and ‘why’ questions are likely to favor these of case studies, experiments, or
histories” (p. 7). Case studies and histories addiggtive tools; thus, | chose to use

qualitative methods for my study.

3.1.2. Study site

My current positions as the ESL Coordinator amg@amunication instructor at
Alverno College offered me an excellent opportutdtypursue my research questions. As
ESL Coordinator, | keep a database of all of thé Eplicants and students whose
names come to my attention, either by referral ffaculty or staff or by self-
identification/referral on the part of studentsisTatabase gave me a ready-made pool
of potential participants.

In addition, part of my job is to collect inforntat about students who apply to
the college. One part of the admissions proceat/exrno College’s Communication
Placement Assessment (CPA), an instrument useskf@ral purposes, including
ascertaining readiness for college-level work agi@gianining first-semester

communication course placement. One part of the GRAreading/writing assessment.
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Based on applicants’ performance on this part efatsessment, professional asseSsors
suggest three possible communication course platsmeae-college (a O-credit course
that must be passed before admission to the cglldgeelopmental (a three-credit
course that develops communication skills and entlsa reassessment for
communication course placement), or entry leved {ifst in a sequence of three required
communication courses). In special cases, Admisstoilaborates with other resources
throughout the college for further placement reca@andations, including higher
communication course placements (possibly evenasgipg communication courses
altogether). When applicants are ESL students, baenof the resources brought into the
decision-making process. My role gives me acce§¥a reading/writing assessments;
with students’ permission, | am able research afsebmpositions written under

controlled circumstances.

3.1.3 Study participants

In this part of the chapter, | describe the cidtérused to select participants for
my study and how those criteria interacted withdbetext of Alverno College. |

conclude with an overview of the methods | chogdHe study.

3.1.3.1 Selection criteria

Participants were chosen from Alverno Collegetglstit body according to three
criteria: 1) the participant is a current undergigteé student at Alverno College; 2) the
participant comes from a non-English-language bamtkgd; and 3) the participant has

graduated from a US high school. These minima¢igatgave me several significant

1 Alverno College uses an assessment-as-learnirgligan. It therefore has an Assessment Center that
handles many assessments that are external tgla sourse; the Assessment Center is staffed with
professional assessors.
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assurances. The first criterion assured me thatahéipants and | were legally
protected by Alverno College’s Internal Review Bbaegulation¥. The second

criterion assured me of a wide variety of ESL ggpnts, mirroring the variety of
bilingual learners in the Milwaukee, Wisconsin,arEinally, the third criterion limited
my pool of participants to bilingual learners, ahiating international students who have

come to the US for their tertiary education.

3.1.3.2 Implications of site for participant seiect

Selecting Alverno College as the site for my sthdg two important
implications: my participants would be all one gendut they would be of many
different ages. Alverno College is a women’s catleghen | chose to limit my
participants to undergraduate students, it meanttttiey would all be femaf® | chose to
accept this limitation for the sake of the advaatagf using Alverno College as my
research site. | will consider the impact of thsifation when | explore the implications
of this study in the final chapter.

Although Alverno College accepts only female stiddor the undergraduate
degree program, it has worked very hard to createraculum and practice that is
welcoming to non-traditional students. As a redulthe fall semester of 2010-2011 (the
school year when | conducted my study), the aveaggeof all undergraduates was 25.48
(Alverno College, 2010). This fact meant that thé@ing samples | would be comparing,
while written under the same conditions and atstimee point in the participants’

academic career, would be written by participarith differing amounts of life

2 The study is also approved by the University os®ghnsin — Milwaukee, but Alverno College is thethos
institution.
13 By US law, graduate programs must be willing tmidnale and female students.
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experience. Desiring to maximize the number ofip@dnts, | decided to leave the
inclusion criteria as originally planned. | wouldeck for effects of age in the data

analysis phase of the study; these effects witlibeussed in Chapter 7.

3.1.4 Overview of methods

One source of data for the study was the compasitiritten for Alverno
College’s CPA. In addition, to obtain data abowt plarticipants’ L1 use and knowledge
and their English language education, | chose talgot an online survey. Desiring to
add depth to the survey data, | decided to alsdwciran interview. Yet, | felt an
interview might discourage the participation oftaer kinds of students. It requires a
lower level of commitment for a participant to read to an online survey than to also
agree to a 30-45-minute audiotaped interview. Adasory interview might eliminate
the more introverted and/or busy students. Indéed to its lack of anonymity, an
interview might also discourage the participatiéistodents who did not know me or did
not care for me. Yet, such participants might eewéry ones it would be most important
to include. Not wishing to exclude the experiencethese participants, | chose to make

the interview optional.

3.2 Survey collection and analysis

| will now describe the survey and my methods usedts distribution,
collection, and analysis. | chose to conduct aepbecause it would allow me to obtain
demographic and language use information from eacticipant, it would be a vehicle

for obtaining the participants’ permission to useit CPA compositions in my study, and



65

it would provide a way for me to solicit particigarfor the interview portion of my

study.

3.2.1 Survey preparation
| created an on-line survey using the Gold Plgrabdities of SurveyMonkey®.

The survey had five sections: Consent Page, Baakgrinformation, Education
Information, Language Knowledge, First Language, dse Final Questions (see

Appendix A for a complete copy of the survey).

3.2.1.1Consent page

On the consent page, each participant indicatetstie had read the description
of the study. She typed her name and the dateibtux to grant me permission to access

her CPA composition.

3.2.1.2Background information

| used this section to collect basic informatitwoat the participants and data that
would enable me to examine intervening variablesratées other than language
education that might affect the participants’ L2ngmsition performance. To this end, |
asked for demographic information such as partitgage, birth country, age of arrival
in the US (if she was an immigrant), parents’ caestof origins, etc. Items that were of
significance for the examination of interveningiabtes were those that enabled me to
calculate how old a participant was when she thek@PA and those that elicited
information about a participant’s parents’ occupasi, both in their home countries and

in the US.
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3.2.1.3 Education information

The items in this section of the survey were desilgto give me information on
each participant’s L1 and English language edunatioeeded several kinds of
information. First, | needed to know what countngldanguage the participants began
their schooling in. Second, based on a finding mght's study (1992) about students
who experienced a back and forth kind of schoolsayeral years in England, several in
the “home country,” etc.), | needed to know if atjggpant had returned to her home
country for schooling and, if so, for how many ygeaWright found that, for students who
experienced this shuttling kind of education, therenyears they spent in schools in the
home country, the lower their overall academic esiiment tended to be. At the end of
this section of the survey, | included a charttfar participants to fill in, indicating the
kinds of English language education they had reck{immersion, ESL support only,

and/or bilingual) and the number of years they teagived each.

3.2.1.4 Language knowledge

This section of the survey allowed me to obtaitaddout the extent to which the
participants had studied their L1s and any otheguages (besides English) and to gather
data on one more intervening variable.

Due to the diversity of my participants and thel@ble diversity of other
languages they had studied, | knew | must rely ealfareport tool for these data. Yet, |
was concerned about the accuracy of the data ldvegkive. After all, participants may
be mistaken or, in fact, may mislead the researglsrally not consciously) based on
“unconscious intentions, beliefs, concepts, andesil (Maxwell, 1992/2002, p. 50).

Furthermore, Bosher points out that respondentsiars on a self-report instrument
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regarding their language skills may be “based eir thegree of self-confidence...there
are individuals who are not confident about thigihtranswers [ability to use the
language competently] and those who are confideotitetheir wrong answers” (1995, p.
317).

In her study, Bosher attempted to minimize thednaacy associated with self-
report by asking about Liserather than for estimations of Iptoficiency Bosher based
her work on a model first used by Educational Tes8ervice to ascertain US college
students’ foreign language abilities (Clark, 19&1ark and his team dubbed their
creation a “can do” instrument. | accordingly folled the ETS “can do” model, using
some of Bosher’s adaptations and creating severay@wn to fit the context of my
study. After several items asking how many yeatswanere the respondent had studied
her L1 and other languages, | asked three “cargdestions about the participants’
ability to accomplish a basic task in speakingdneg, and writing, respectively. For
example, the item about writing asks, “What langif{agcan you writat least well
enough to write a note or short letter?” The pgréints are given a box in which to type
their responses.

The final question of this section of the survelksahow often the participants
translate for members of their family. A study bgrber, Orellana, and Li-Grining
(2007), demonstrates that language brokering forlyaand community members
correlates with stronger English reading skillsdpper elementary bilingual learners. |
included the question about translating in casguage brokering might also be related

to stronger English writing.
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3.2.1.5 First language use

The purpose of this section of the survey wasatbey data about the participants’
knowledge of their L1; it had two subsections: “8kiag Skills” and “Reading and
Writing Skills.”* Again, | used the “can do” model to design thenidn this section of
the survey. A participant rates a series of tagkslibking a button that describes how
frequently or easily she does the task in her lot.dxample, in the Speaking Skills
subsection, a participant reads a “can do” desoripf a L1 speaking task: “Describe
your present job, studies, or other major life\atiés in detail, using appropriate
vocabulary”; she then clicks a button correspondmligow easily she can accomplish
this task in her L1: “Not Able,” “With Great Diffudty,” “With Some Difficulty,” or
“Easily.” At the end of each of the subsectiong¢hie a comment box for participants to

add explanations for answers they made and/or #rey oomments they wish to make.

3.2.1.6 Final questions

The last section of the survey allowed me to gqgbarticipants for the interview

and allowed the survey takers to make any finalroemts.

3.2.2 Survey distribution

| developed an initial list of names of potenparticipants from the class lists of
ESL and communication courses | had taught, fromcthss lists of the other ESL
instructor at the college, and from my ESL Coortbhnéiles. However, | was concerned
that this list would yield a fairly undiversifieédsiple of the bilingual learners who attend

Alverno College because those who are referreditelasses or to me as ESL

14 Although the pilot survey had a subsection orefisig skills, | excluded it from the final survegdause
listening is implicated in speaking and is lesgdlily related to writing than the other skills & tsurvey.
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Coordinator are generally experiencing some kindoafdemic difficulty. To diversify

the pool of participants, | contacted the studeatlers of each of the four ethnic/cultural
clubs on campus about distributing the survey &ir throups. Two of the groups
responded. In addition, once the interviews bebamned the interviewees’ “network of
friends or acquaintances” for names (Johnstond),20M2) by asking them to
recommend any peers they thought might be intetestparticipating in the study.
Certainly, the friends’ and acquaintances’ namasecom participants whose
experience with the survey and the interview wergtpre (it is unlikely to recommend
the name of a friend for an activity that we fe@lswnfair or a waste of time). Their
positive recommendations may have added individioalsy sample who were
predisposed to have positive feelings about thie tojpmy study. Yet, given my initial
sources’ bias toward students who had experiencademic difficulty, | hoped the
participants’ recommendations might turn up the @suf bilingual learners | did not
know because they had experienced no particul@eada difficulty, thus balancing my
sample. Indeed, this occurred; although the ingsvees suggested students | had already
contacted, they also gave me the names of othesshath been unknown to me because
of their unmarked progress through the curriculum.

Each potential participant, except for those mstudent club who wanted an in-
person visit, was e-mailed a request letter thadtided a link to the survey (see Appendix
B for a copy of the letter). Students who wereinglto participate in the study clicked
on the link that took them to the SurveyMonkey syrwor the ethnic club that asked for
an in-person visit, | had to adapt the consentdatd collection techniques. | decided to

present the information in the consent form oraiywell as in writing. Furthermore,
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although | used the same survey, it had to be addpt a paper format. For example,
instead of buttons to click on, there were blamk&/lich to make a check mark (see
Appendix C). When | attended the club meeting,Adea out and orally highlighted the
information in the participation request letter am$wered the students’ questions.
Afterward, | distributed the paper surveys to theeé students who asked for them.

In all, | e-mailed 79 requests for participatiordgresented the request for
participation orally to four members of the clubidited in person. Due to privacy issues,
| do not know how many request letters the two etdidlubs forwarded to their
members. However, | know that | received survepoases from participants whose
names were neither on my list nor recommended teyviewees, assuring me that the
student clubs had followed through. Twenty-six stitd completed the on-line survey,
and three students completed the paper surveyiyieh total of 29 participants. |

estimate that this number represents nearly a @y@onse rate.

3.2.3 Survey collection and analysis

| created a numbering system to keep track ofghened surveys. Each time an
online survey was returned, the consent page, whahded the participant’'s name, was
printed, numbered, and filed in a master notebdokgawith the consent pages from the
paper surveys. This system kept the survey daH &sonymous, yet allowed me to go
back and connect it to a participant if | neededsk a follow-up question. Later, when a
participant was interviewed, | checked the masteelmook and filed her interview under
the same number as her survey, permitting me toexrthe interview with her survey

data.
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| created charts to prepare the survey data fer &nalysis. Comments and
explanations that participants had written in toemment boxes or that | had elicited in a
follow-up e-mail were added to the charts as fot#sol converted the data from the “can
do” items on the survey into numerical scores. Eaah do” item is followed by a series
of five tasks to each of which the participantdgrssd one of four ratings. During the
primary phase of my analysis, | assigned a valieath of the four ratings, for instance:
Not Able = 0, With Great Difficulty = 1, With Sonifficulty = 2, and Quite Easily = 3.
If, for example, a participant rated her performr@anteach L1 reading task as “Quite
Easily,” she received three points for each offthe tasks, giving her a total of 15 points
for L1 reading skill&>. For all of the L1 use questions except one, | af#s to compare
the participants L1 use simply by comparing thefaltscores.

The exception to this simple comparison process @uestion 21 (How often do
you speak your native language?) because the résptandid not have to respond to

each item listed below the question. Figure 3-shQuestion 21 in its entirety.

15 On the Background Information section of the syr@uestion 20 (How often do you do translating
and/or writing in English for members of the farffijyalso gave four choices of response. | usedahe
process to convert the participants’ responsesamomerical value.
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How often do youspeakyour native language

a. at home (your permanent address)?

~_ Notatall ______Sometimes __ Often ____Almost Always
b. with your friends?

___ Notatall ______Sometimes __ Often _____ Almost Always
c. in the classroom at school?

~_ Notatall ______Sometimes __ Often ____Almost Always
d. at work?(If you don’t have a job, leave this blank.)

~_ Notatall ______Sometimes __ Often ____Almost Always
e. at church@If you don't attend church, leave this blank.)

___ Notatall ______Sometimes __ Often ______Almost Always
f. elsewhere?If you don't speak your first language anywhergeeleave this blank.)

Not at all Sometimes Often Almost Always

Figure 3-1: Survey Item #20 (paper survey format)

As can be seen from Figure 3-1, this question requane more step to make the scores
comparable because participants who did not hgwlke and/or did not attend church
were directed to leave those choices blank. As thighother questions, each response
choice was assigned a numerical value between DaiNall) and 3 (Almost Always),

and the points were added to arrive at a totaQieestion 21. Depending on how many of
the items a participant responded to, she coulé hgyossible maximum of 18 (all six
items were rated), 15 (five items were rated),2(dnly four items were rated) points.
Thus, each participant’s score was calculated@es@ntage of the possible total of 18,

15, or 12, depending on the number of choicesefhblank.
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3.3 Writing sample collection and analysis

In this part of the chapter, | will describe AlmerCollege’s CPA writing prompt

and how | collected and analyzed it and assureddheracy of the various analyses.

3.3.1 Writing sample background

The cover page of the survey states, “I understiaaidby typing my name and the
date in the spaces provided, | am giving Sheryinpsion to read the essay | wrote for
my Alverno College CPA....” The CPA, administerediost applicants wishing to
attend Alverno College, consists of five assessadigtening, Computer, Quantitative
Literacy (math/algebra), Reading, and Writing (RodBe, personal communication, June
19, 2009). The reading and writing sections of @A are normally administered after
all the other assessments have been completechugjiththere is no time limit for
completing the reading and writing assessmentpstlall applicants complete the entire
placement assessment in one day, “generally...intdbbours” (R. Brodie, personal
communication, June 29, 2009). Applicants must detagghe reading assessment before
beginning the writing assessment because the gtiampts refer to the reading
selection.

For the reading assessment, applicants are gifiga-page article, “Consuming
Nature” by Bill McKibben (1999) and must respondseious comprehension and
analysis questions about it. When they have fidshpplicants are given the writing
assessment and asked to write a composition oofdm® prompts:

1. Write a letter to Bill McKibben giving your ogon about keeping or

getting rid of the blackflies. Be sure you explainy you feel the way you
do so he will understand your position and younkhng on the topic.
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2. Bill McKibben, a respected writer and environmnadist, cares about

people and the issues that affect them. Writeterlea him telling him

about an environmental topic that concerns yould&mxpvhy you feel the

way you do so he will understand your views andigpis (Alverno

College, 2011).
Applicants may draft by hand or on the computesséhwho draft by hand must then
enter their compositions into a word processingypam. After completing their
compositions, applicants must fill out the “Writigglf Assessment,” which prompts
them to “Read over your letter once or twice...” am$wer questions that will guide the
applicants to revise/edit their compositions, i€@&sary, by reminding them of the
qualities of effective writing. For example, on@mpt asks, “In the body of my letter, do
| put each new idea into a new paragraph?” (Alve&Zotlege Assessment Center, n.d.).

The completed CPA compositions are assessed foemplkent purposes and then stored in

students’ permanent files.

3.3.2 Writing sample collection and preparation

The filed CPA compositions are the “essays” theeyirespondents’ signatures
gave me permission to read. When a completed suvasyreturned to me, | pulled the
respondent’s CPA composition from her studentdtl@lverno College and photocopied
it without her name. | wrote the number that | laadigned to her survey at the top of
each page of the copy. | numbered the sentenasscincomposition and made two more
copies so that one could go in my master file, lagotould be marked during analysis,

and one could be used by another rater for inter-raliability testing.

3.3.3 Writing sample analysis

Using a single measure to analyze and compargewtiéxts assumes “that there

is a single profile of highly rated texts” (Jarvrant, Bikowski, & Ferris, 2003, p. 378).
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Instead, writing researchers must realize thatr&imeay exist multiple profiles of highly
rated texts” and, accordingly analyze them for i@t of traits (p. 378) such as
“syntactic and semantic characteristics; prepasdtistructure; cohesion, coherence, and
schematic structure; audience considerations; acidlsiguistic functions” (Ferris, 1994,
58). For this study, | have chosen seven diffeag@as to measure: accuracy,
grammatical complexity, lexical complexity, numladémwords, rhetorical control,
rhetorical markers, and coherence.

For five of the seven areas, | have chosen twasorea in order to obtain a more
well-rounded picture of the skills | am attemptiogmeasure. | was careful, however, to
choose measures that are not directly complementacpmplementarity, some features
replace each other; for example, when a writer os@® pronouns (a characteristic of
highly rated texts), she will necessarily use femauns (also a characteristic of highly
rated texts) (Jarvis et al. 2003, p. 399).

Huckin points out that methods of text analysigehehanged. Previous methods,
focused on “what makes a text readable” (19925p.\8ere carried out at the word,
sentence, paragraph, and text levels. “The new sfylext analysis. . .is more rhetorical”
(p. 84) because we now see texts as “processesldatbeiithin and influenced by
community affiliations” (p. 85). Ferris corroboratby stating that researchers have been
asking “for a more multidimensional approach totten discourse, one which would
consider writers’ rhetorical and lexical choicesaadition to their syntactic ones” (1994,
p. 414). In other words, writing is more than tloé @ using some kind of technology to
record words so that others can read them latesed&ehers of writing also know that

“writers have intentions or designs on readersgtohical analysis “seeks to identify the
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verbal means typically used to achieve these imesitor designs” (Fahnestock & Secor,
2002, p. 177). Thus, the measures | have chosaeargned to analyze both the surface

features and rhetorical features of the CPA contiposi.

3.3.3.1 Surface features

The surface features of the compositions thatlyaed are accuracy,
grammatical complexity, and lexical complexity.
Accuracy

Many analyses of student writing include measofexcuracy. Accuracy is often
chosen as a tool for writing analysis because acgufthe ability to be free from errors
while using language to communicate” (Wolfe, Quiatet al., 1998, p. 33), comes first
to the mind of most teachers who must read thengrif L2 students. Some bilingual
learners seem to struggle with accuracy when wgitirerris & Hedgcock, 1998; Doolan
& Miller, 2012). Moreover, error gravity studiesugafound that “university faculty, in
general, (a) are less tolerant of typical ESL ertban of typical native speaker errors,
and (b) feel that students’ linguistic errors aoghersome and affect their overall
evaluation of student papers” (Ferris & Hedgcod98, p. 199). Accuracy, therefore, is
a significant skill for bilingual learners to dewpl

There are fundamental challenges to measuringacguhowever. Foremost is
the objection that accuracy measures judge L2 gamst native speaker use, which
Ortega rightly terms a “largely monolingual approda L2 learning and teaching”
(2005, p. 325). Of nearly equal weight is the otiggcthat L2 writers’ accuracy may not
be predictive of their ability to develop a thesisl marshal evidence to support it.

Nevertheless, L2 teachers continue to spend mamng tteaching it, perhaps partly
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because they know that “there is clearly a vadtlggtiveen what interests linguists [and
L2 instructors] about language and what seemstéoast everyone else about it”
(Cameron, 1995, p. x). In fact, L2 teachers kndvioal well “the practice of excluding
the few from the privileges of the many on the basit of what they have to say, but of
how they say it” (Lippi-Green, 1997, p. xv). Peraam unconscious reason for L2
instructors’ devotion to accuracy is that it plagesructors in a position of power; they
know the grammar of the language, and the stuatmt's. The logical result of this kind
of reasoning is that instructors collude with tiieli@ance against whom they are so
assiduously arming their students; instructors bexgatekeepers, excluding students
from the privilege of entering into the generalraulum simply on the basis dowthey
state their ideas.

A factor that makes accuracy measures popular gmesearchers of writing is
that, compared to other measures, they are fdndyghtforward. Even though decisions
of correctness and error are not as easy as tleay @olio, 1997), many L2
constructions are clearly inaccurate, making thasy¢o tabulate and quantify.
Consequently, accuracy is an issue all L2 teac®uiswnriters must grapple with,
maintaining its place among the tools of L2 writengalysis. Wolfe-Quintero (1998) and
her team of researchers studied various measugofacy and, among the most
reliable, recommended the two used in this studycgntage of errors per the number of
clauses in the composition (E/C), and percentaggrof-free clauses in the entire

composition (EFC/C).
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Grammatical complexity

Another way to asses writing is to look at compiexoth the complexity of the
sentence structure (grammatical complexity) andctmplexity of the words used
(lexical complexity). Wolfe Quintero et al. (199&searched both types of measures of
complexity and, in the case of grammatical compyexvere able to strongly endorse
those measures that examined dependent clausegerédasome other grammatical unit
(e.g., the sentence). Because sentence boundagissraetimes difficult to establish in
the CPA compositions, this study calculates thegreage of dependent clauses relative
to the total number of clauses in each compos{fi@/C). A second measure of
grammatical complexity is used, the percentagdafses per T-units (C/19

Lexical complexity

Lexical complexity occurs when “learners who haware productive vocabulary
items available to them are able to vary their wardices” (Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998,
p. 69). Engber found that composition evaluatoesnaore likely to highly rate
compositions that demonstrate lexical variety ()92mfortunately, lexical complexity
is far less straightforward to measure than granwalatomplexity. Basically, a measure
must calculate a kind of ratio between the numbbeliferentwords used (word types)
compared to the total number of words used (tokefef) a simple comparison of ratios
will not be accurate because a writer naturallyeetp more of the words she has already
used the longer she writes. In other words, thebarrof different word types decreases
as a text lengtheni order to count up word types and tokens wholetiolling for the

effect of text length, this study uses a free campprogram, Simple Concordance

18 A T-unit (“minimal terminable unit”) is a main alae and any subordinate clauses that go alongtwith
(Wolfe-Quintero, et al., 1998, p. 70).
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Program (SCP) (Reed, 2010). SCP counts the tygkto&ans in the CPA compositions
and then, in order to control for length, dividee humber of types by the square root of
the number of tokens (WYW).

Another way to measure lexical complexity is tokat the “sophistication” of
the words a writer uses. To be considered “soaitgd,” a word would have to be on a
list of “sophisticated” words or, more easily idéetl, noton a list of basic words.
Wolfe-Quintero et al. found few studies of lexisaphistication. However, the few
studies they found at the university level suggjest lexical sophistication may be more
effectively measured if the basic word list consamorethan the first 1,000 most
commonly-used English words (1998). Wolfe-Quintet@l. finish their review of
lexical complexity measures by recommending thesmesaSWT/WT (sophisticated
word types divided by the total number of word tg)pevith sophisticated defined as
words not among either the 2,000 most frequentig wgords or the words on the
“university word list” used by Batia Laufer in hgtudy of lexical sophistication (Wolfe-
Quintero et al., 1998, pp. 114-115).

Laufer worked with Nation to develop a free congoydrogram VocabProfile
(1995) that allows researchers to paste textstivegrogram for analysis. Before
submitting texts to VocabProfile, it is necessarydorrect” them so that the counts will
not be thrown off by extra spaces, misspellingsosy etc. Once a corrected text is
submitted to the program, VocabProfile gives a neindb statistics about the words
used. Among the resulting statistics are four thested: (1) the number of different word
types that were on the list of the 1,000 most comgnosed English words; (2) the

number of word types that were on the list of theosid 1,000 most commonly used
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English words; (3) the number of word types frora itademic Word List (Coxhead,

A., 2000)that are not among the 2,000 most frequently usegigh words, and (4) the
number of word types that are not on the threeeafientioned lists. | added the numbers
from (1) through (4) for a total number of word &g(WT). Then | added the numbers
for (3) and (4) for a total number of “sophistichtgord types” (SWT). To obtain a final

percentage score, | used Wolfe-Quintero et alrsitda, dividing the SWT by the WT.

3.3.3.2 Rhetorical features

Writing a composition under assessment conditi@sshigh stakes for a college
applicant. Although she may not be able to imagiow her composition will be read and
rated, she knows that something she wants maytdehat! to how successful her writing
is. This knowledge creates a rhetorical situatrowlhich the applicant must use her
manner of expression to persuade her readers ti hemnto the college, place her in
“higher” composition courses, or grant her somepfirivilege she imagines can be
gained by writing an effective composition. | chtiseee features for analysis that would
show me what the participants were doing to helpémce a favorable outcome: word
count, rhetorical control, and rhetorical markers.

Word count

One manner of writing, or rhetorical strategy, matudents have learned since
elementary school is to write more words, rathantjust a few. Indeed, when an
Alverno College applicant hands her printed CPA position to the proctor, if the
composition is very short, the proctor will usuadisk her if that is really all she would
like to write. Most students who are asked thisstjoa will return to the computer and

lengthen their essays (S. Witkowski, personal compation, August 17, 2011). Word
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count, therefore, is an important analysis tooklse it may indicate a writer’s rhetorical
awareness. Moreover, Jarvis, et al. (2003) dematestthat higher word counts are
related to higher ratings from college instructoir&2 writers. This finding provides a
second reason for including word count in the asialgf the compositions. Simple
Concordance Program, mentioned earlier, was uspbtade a word count for each
composition in this study.

Rhetorical control

Besides length, another way placement essay wmary arrange their writing to
demonstrate their readiness for college is to asagvaph breaks and the organizational
devices they have learned to use in secondary k@moverall thesis, topic sentences
for the paragraphs, and a sense of introductioreldpment, and conclusion. Di Gennaro
developed a rubric for holistically assessing tietarical control of these aspects of
student compositions (2009, pp. 558-559). Thisystugks di Gennaro’s rubric to score
the writing samples holistically from 0 (no conjrt 5 (excellent control) (see Appendix
D).

Initially, | reread the compositions and assigtiezin a rhetorical control score.
However, by the time | was doing this task, | hadady read the compositions a number
of times and in a number of different ways. My fhanity with the compositions made
me doubt my ability to view the compositions withi@ctivity. To counteract this
possible effect, | asked a group of Alverno Collegructors who regularly assess CPA
compositions for communication course placemeilgo read and score the
compositions. | gave them a short training seswantroduce them to DiGennaro’s

rubric and remind them that this session wouldediffom their regular work with CPAs
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because they would be scoring the compositionRFatorical controbnly. Then |
distributed the compositions; each composition keasl and scored twice by different
readers. The two scores assigned to a composieoa then averaged. If the scorers
disagreed by more than one point, a third instruetad and scored the composition; all
three scores were then averaged. During this psptésok notes to ascertain which
gualities of the compositions influenced the readkeitheir scoring choices. Later, |
compared the scores to those | had assigned; ihaasss, my scores were in line with
my colleagues’. In the several cases where theg wet, | took the composition back to
our supervisor, who had created a process veryasitoi mine for scoring practice essays
by education students preparing for PRAXIS exarhge. &d | looked at the scores and
my notes from the scoring session; together, weelioe score we felt was most
indicative of the rhetorical control exhibited hetwriter.

Rhetorical markers

Writers use words and phrases to direct read#esitson to logical relationships
in their argument. While these words have a granwalgunction, they also help the
reader follow the writer’s line of reasoning. Faaeple, in the previous sentence, the
wordsWhile andalso give semantic as well as syntactic informatihileis
adversative, signaling my readers that the cllwe$e the reader follow. is being offered
in contrast tdhave a grammatical functioilso, on the other hand, signals that my
contrast does not replace the phrasee a grammatical functioit is meant, instead, to
be added to the act of havingr@mmatical functiorof the wordsActing syntactically as
adverbswhile andalsohave semantically alerted my readers that the skeclamnise gives

information that both differs from and adds to itf@rmation in the first.
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Hinkel (2002) calls these words and phrases “riegtbmarkers” and categorizes
them according to function into lists that can barshed with a computer. Based on
Hinkel's work, | chose to search the CPA compoassifor two subsets of one of her
categories of rhetorical markers: coordinating lmggcal conjunctions/prepositions. |
included another of Hinkel's categories, exempdifion markers, with logical
conjunctions/prepositions because words that sigkanplification also demonstrate a
kind of logical relationship. Because coordinatilogjical, and exemplification markers
are “used significantly more frequently in NNS tH48 texts” (p. 141) and are quite
common, | searched for the two subsets separatebydinating words and conjunctions
(e.g.,and, but, bothetc.), and logical (including exemplification) rkars (e.g.because
of, exceptlike, for instance/exampletc.). Ferris, in a small-scale but similar study
found, as Hinkel, that NNS “relied heavily on theewf discourse markers to introduce
their ideas, while native speakers used a greatty of topic-focus strategies” (1994,
pp. 47-58). Presumably, the participants in myptwHo had more schooling in their L1
would be likely to resemble NNS writers by usingrenooordinating and logical markers
than their peers with less L1 schooling.

The SCP program allowed me to search the CPA csitiquas for these words
and phrases. The total number of instances for wacti/phrase in each category
(coordination and logical) was divided by the tatamber of words in the composition to

arrive at a percentage for each category.

3.3.3.3 Coherence

The final set of measures | use for analyzingGRé& compositions is a set of two

coherence measures; coherence is in a categdy@i/n because it is neither the
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analysis of surface features, nor the analysiowof & writer interacts with the rhetorical
situation surrounding her act of composing.

In her analysis of persuasive essays by intermatiBSL students, Connor
emphasized that “a comprehensive model...needs wdmmboth linguistic and
discourse-level features of texts” (1990, p. 68)hér description of the measures she
used, coherence is a “discourse-level feature”galmith but separate from the “rhetorical
features” of the essays she was analyzing. Cormes gn to explain that “Even though
coherence has been of increasing interest to tesaahd researchers around the world, it
is still an elusive concept” (p. 72). Evensen (1)986@ints out that there are two kinds of
coherence: local and global. Local coherence istm@ection of words and phrases to
each other in a sentence; for example, in the pngsmother’s carthe possessive
marker ormotherconnects to the worchar so that we know the car belongs to my
mother. Global coherence, says Evensen, worksdetel of the text; for example,
students are taught to write a thesis statementamadect each paragraph and their
conclusion back to that thesis so that the essayiiged.

Lautamatti (1978/1987) began to develop a metbodtalyzing how repetitions
of a topic (or several topics) throughout a compasihelp create and sustain a sense of
coherence. She stated, “The development of theulise topic...may be thought of in
terms of succession of hierarchically ordered sydies, each of which contributes to the
discourse topic, and is treated as a sequenceas@xpressed in the written language as
sentences” (p. 86). The three kinds of idea seqsetiat Lautamatti focused on were:
(1) sequentiglwhere the new information presented in one serteecomes the topic

(the “given” information) of the next sentence; (@rallel, where the topic of one
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sentence is the same as the topic in the preventesce, and (¥xtended parallel
where the topic of two sentences is the same Haytdre separated from each other by
one or more sentences with a different topic.

Stephen Witte (1983a) used Lautamatti’'s methaomtal structure analysis to
compare the coherence of student revisions of fegsmnally-written text. He found that
the student texts that were rated as less cohleageind higher percentage of different
topics than the more coherent texts (p. 328). Biftading has been supported by
analyses of coherence in completely student-gesebtakts (Ferris, 1994; Rogers, 2004).
Moreover, Lautamatti, Witte, Ferris, and Connomadestrate that “high quality essays
[have] more parallel and extended parallel progoesthan low quality essays” (Connor,
1990, p. 72). For this study, then, the topicaldtire of each CPA composition is
analyzed to yield two scores: percentage of tofges T-units) and percentage of T-units

in parallel and extended parallel progression.

3.3.4 Assuring the accuracy of the analyses

To strengthen the integrity of my conclusionsha tesults and implications
sections of this study, | collaborated with colleag on the measures of writing not
calculated by computer: accuracy, grammatical ceripl, coherence, and rhetorical
control. Because of her eye for detail and expegesith editing, | enlisted the help of a
retired librarian for the analyses of accuracy grainmatical complexity. Additionally,
when disagreements led us to a grammatical quandeopsulted the faculty of an
advanced NS grammar course at Alverno Collegethieocoherence measures, due to

her interest in the evaluation of Spanish compmssti a professor of Spanish language
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was my interrater. As described earlier, my depanta colleagues assisted with the

holistic ratings of rhetorical control.

3.4 Interviews

This part of the chapter describes the interviegigh, participant solicitation, the

interview session itself, and the analysis of titerview data.

3.4.1 Interview design

Using Lincoln and Guba'’s (1985) classificatiortlod purposes of interviewing, |
identified four purposes for the interviews in mydy: triangulation, reconstruction,
obtaining here-and-now constructions, and doing berrchecking. These purposes
developed organically from the study methods amdijin, had implications for how the
interview was designed.

Due to the inaccuracy inherent in self-reportrinstents, | needed to use the
interview as a strategy to check and correct tineesudata. This purpose trfangulation
affected the interview format because differentipgrants’ survey responses would
require different clarification questions. | couldt use a structured interview, in which
“the questions have been formulated ahead of tmeé the respondent is expected to
answer in terms of the interviewer’s framework”ri€oln & Guba, 1985, p. 268). There
were, indeed, core questions that | wished to ask earticipant, yet, | also needed to
add questions tailored to each participant to Wwllgp on unclear or contradictory survey
responses. | chose, therefore, a semi-structutedviaw format, where the script is not a

word-for-word transcript. Rather, it “[includes] antline of topics to be covered, with
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suggested questions” (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009,30)1(For a transcript of the
interview guide, see Appendix E.)

Secondly, because one writing sample producediaigée sitting in a high-stakes
situation (admission/placement at Alverno Collegd)ardly the most accurate gauge of
a student’s writing abilities (Johns, 1991/200anted to add depth to my analyses of
the participants’ CPA compositions. The purposeeobnstructionallowed me to design
a section of the interview to ask participantsgoount their experience of writing the
CPA. My intention was to aid the interpretationranfbmalous writing analysis scores.

Lincoln and Guba explain thaere-and-nowonstructions allow interviewers to
obtain participants’ “feelings, motivations, claing®ncerns,” etc. (1985, p. 268). | was
very interested in students’ perceptions of themguage learning experiences: What did
they think of bilingual education? Did they feeethESL classes prepared them for their
college level writing? Did they have anything thvegnted to say about being bilingual
that | hadn’t asked them about? The interviewees2{and-now comments would add
depth to my understanding and to the results ofthey.

Finally, member-checking “verification, emendation, and extension of
constructions developed by the inquirer” (LincolnG&ba, 1985, p. 268). With this
purpose in mind, near the end of the interviewgdigned a question to elicit the
participant’s views on one of the central questitthrad had motivated my study: “How
much, if at all, does being able to write theisfilanguage help a person write in
English?” It was my hope that this question andeed, the entire interview, would give
the participants, represented by survey data aitthgvenalysis scores, a human

presence—a voice in this study.
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I had two reasons for wanting to hear the paricip’ voices. One is summarized
by Sullivan when she mentions “[enlisting] the \@8f others to guide us along the
way, trusting the other to teach us what we nedchtov” (1996, p. 112). | hoped the
participants’ voices would give me some guidanak aonsequently, make my research
more true to the experiences of those who werenmfg it. | also wanted to conduct
ethical research—"a type of research that is nbt abhoutthe other butor the other, a
research practice that is concerned at the levelathodology—and not simply in its
implications—with the good that it might do” (p. )1 In other words, | hoped the
interview would be part of a dialogue about eduwsatind L1-L2 language relationships
that would perhaps continue outside of my officersd the participants would become
more purposeful consumers of information about hd B2 and their relative importance
in their own, their siblings’, and their childrerégslucational journeys. Later, several of
the participants did, in fact, mention to me tloginviction about the importance of their
L1 to their own academic development, but | dokramw if issues raised in the interview

have informed their discussions at home.

3.4.2 Soliciting interview participants

The last questions of the survey asked if theaedent was willing to be
interviewed about her “experiences of living anarféng with two languages” and, if so,
how I could contact her. In order to interview atjggpant while her survey experience
was still “fresh,” | contacted those who agreedmanterview as quickly as possible. My
goal was for each interview to take place withinesal weeks of when the participant

had returned the survey.
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3.4.3 Conducting the interview

To prepare for each interview, | reviewed the ipgrant’s survey data, adding
any clarification questions | needed to ask hay my template of the interview script. |
added spaces between the questions so that | Wwewdtlle to use the script during the
interview for taking minimal notes. In the headétre script, | typed the number | had
assigned to each participant’'s CPA and survey t&gdhke participant’s name did not
appear on the script.

Before beginning the interview, | went over theotSent to Participate in Taped
Interview” with the participant (see Appendix FsHowed her the digital audio recorder,
including how it saved files by number, not by naifmeso explained that | would take a
few notes by hand on my interview script in caseabdio recorder didn’t work properly.
The audio recorder was not turned on until aftergharticipant had asked any questions
she had about the process and had signed the ¢dosanThe interviews took place in
my private office and generally lasted from 30 @ordinutes. After an interview was
finished, | wrote the file number from the digitacorder onto each page of the paper

script so that | would be able to connect the s$avith the correct audio file.

3.4.4. Interview analysis

To guide my analysis of the interview data, ledlbn several articles written
explicitly to guide doctoral students and novicge@chers through the phases of
gualitative research (Brice, 2005; Doheny-Farin@dell, 1985; Grant-Davie, 1992;
Lauer & Asher, 1988; Ritchie & Spencer, 1994). Doi&arina and Odell (1985)
pointed out that the goal of an interview is tadfiout what the participant thinks;

therefore, while researchers may need to guide itifermants’ attention to the topic,
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they shouldn’t guide too much—not even by recastihgt the participant has said
because that adds our own interpretation intorttexview.

Concerned that | might “guide too much,” | listdrte my first interview the
evening after | had conducted it. This decisioméglout to be serendipitous; not only
was | able to improve my interviewing techniqueyds also able to add notations to the
notes | had already taken in order to clarify taetipipant’s utterances and indicate
sequences | found particularly interesting or urexed. In fact, Doheny-Farina and
Odell suggest that this method is the best wayetprbthe challenging process of
developing the categories that will later be theivaf the codes. Besides making notes
on the interview guide, | created a computer filethe interview and typed in a journal
paragraph of “impressions” about the participartt #re interview. Realizing how
helpful this exercise had been for me, | contintiedpractice for all subsequent
interviews. These two steps—Iistening to the ineato add notes and creating a
journal entry for the experience—were essentiahbse the interviews were conducted
in the midst of a semester filled with teachingnadstrative duties, and meetings. |
knew | would not be able to transcribe the intemgeauntil the end of the semester; by
then | might forget characteristics of the intewss and/or the thread of a conversation
that was partially obscured by ambient noises.

| wanted to begin working with the interview dagsoon as possible while it was
at least somewhat fresh in my memory. Ritchie gmeh8er cautioned, however, that
preliminary to working with the data is a famil@ation stage, which involves immersion
in the data: listening to tapes, reading transsyigtudying observational notes, etc. (p.

177). In order to do become familiar with the d&#chie and Spencer suggest that when
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researchers have conducted more than “a few iet@s’/i(p. 178) they should select
representative transcripts to immerse themselvdschmose my first five interviews to
transcribe in their entirety for the following reas: the interviewees came from three
different L1 backgrounds, they represented both &fe-foreign-born bilingual learners,
they came from three different age groups (19-20a8d 36), and they were at three
different points in their Alverno College careexgtfreshmen, one sophomore, and two
seniors).

| chose to transcribe the interviews in a forrhat Bucholtz identifies as
“characteristic of the transcription of spoken disse in non-linguistic research in the
human and social sciences, which is carried outh®ipurpose not of analyzing
discourse structure but of examining discourseardh{2007, p. 787). | am working
within the field of applied linguistics; yet, theigpose of the interview data is for thick
description and triangulation. For this study, aendetailed linguistic presentation
would distract from the content of the speakersssages. Bucholtz cautions that even a
simplified transcript should indicate “any talk tlveas omitted,” and | have done so with
the use of ellipses. There are some distinct desaidhges to representing speech in this
way. First, as careful as | try to be with my u$@unctuation marks, they still add a
layer of my interpretation to what the speakersengaying. In fact, by not rendering the
transcripts in a linguistically detailed mannemake it difficult for other scholars to
challenge my interpretations of the speakers’ idéehmeanings. | also make it harder for
other researchers to “discover new things in tha"dg. 794). Still, given the focus of

this study, simplified transcription is the besbide.
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After transcribing the five interviews and readihg transcripts, | began “the
process of identifying units of analysis and clg&sg each unit according to the
categories in a coding system” (Grant-Davie, 199272). Grant-Davie explains that
syntactic units (like T-units or sentences) arébfamatic for oral speech because they're
often broken up and/or never finished. He prefefgsodic units,” which last as long as a
speaker “continues to make the same kind of coninen276). The vagueness of
Grant-Davie’s explanation suited me, giving me gssmn not to be overly fastidious
about the end of one unit and the beginning ohtld. | decided to use episodic units
with the understanding that “single passages afteriain a number of different themes
each of which needs to be referenced” (RitchieSpehcer, 1994, p. 182).

| read through the transcripts repeatedly, markinigs and glossing them for the
topic(s) the speaker was discussing. This procelgett me notice recurring phrases and
ideas. After several more readings, | was ablesi@lbp a list of themes or significant
topics based on the frequency with which they nescuthroughout the transcripts, or
their cogency to my research questions, or thakilsgy, unusual quality. Moreover,
because of the triangulation purpose for the imégrs, | also identified segments when
participants answered the clarification questiams &hen they mentioned in passing a
fact about their schooling and/or background thas wertinent to the survey data. These
responses were immediately entered as footnoteshatcharts of the survey data. In
addition, a chart of interviewees’ reconstructiohsvriting the CPA composition was
created and appended below the writing analyse cart to assure that qualitative
information about the CPA compositions would beligaavailable when | was ready to

interpret the writing analysis results.
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My list of significant topics and ideas formed greliminary index for coding the
interview data. | coded two of the transcripts #meh gave the index and uncoded copies
of the same transcripts to an Alverno College comigation instructor so that she could
do the same thing. After our discussion, | moditieel index and we re-coded the two
transcripts together. This exercise led to moréesrens of the index. We used the revised
index to separately code the next three transci@pis subsequent discussion led to fewer
instances of disagreement, making me feel moredemfabout the index. As Ritchie
and Spencer observe, “applying an index is nou#ine exercise as it involves making
numerous judgements as to the meaning and sigmeicaf the data” (1994, p. 182).

At this point, Brice’s description of her struggleith coding the transcripts of
her interviews was very helpful. Brice found thatre of the disagreements between her
and her colleague occurred because her colleagaenine, was not an experienced ESL
teacher. The vocabulary and syntax errors of Bsiparticipants sometimes made it hard
for her colleague to understand them. Brice, orother hand, was accustomed to the
way ESL students express themselves. Also, astdaher, she knew more about the
participants than her colleague did. These sowtksowledge “informed all of the
interpretations | made” (2005, p. 167). Brice’scdission allowed me to maintain a more
fluid notion of the index. | realized that | wouldve to make judgments. | also kept my
index list open-ended, in case of a need to maxtifydd codes as other themes emerged
from subsequent interviews. For example, severtiefater participants spoke at some
length about the support they received from Engdigbaking family and friends as they
were trying to learn the language. After adding EERupport” to my index, | went back

through the earlier transcripts, coding segmentsrevBuch support was mentioned.
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After transcribing and coding the remaining intews, | reviewed all of the
topics in the final index, searching “for patteemsl connections and [seeking]
explanations for these internally within the datitchie & Spencer, 1994, p. 186). As a
sense of these connections emerged, | developed ahvart with three major sections:
“L1” “English Learning” and—the section that linkéldem—*“L1-L2 Relationships.” |
organized the themes and topics from the indekerappropriate section of the wall
chart. Finally, | added references to the codeghutws under the appropriate headings

on the wall chart, identifying each by participanimber and transcript page number.

3.5 Final thoughts

In a chapter on the philosophical bases for L2imgiresearch, Silva describes his
own beginnings as a researcher: “Soon | came todhelusion that a researcher’s
guestions would determine the design [of the studiijs now seems patently obvious to
me, but it was an epiphany then” (2005, p. 4). Whignst heard Silva and others discuss
this concept at the 2002 Symposium on Second LaysgWiting, it was definitely an
epiphany for me. Then and there, | determinedrthatioctoral study methods—
whatever they would be—would flow organically frany research questions—whatever
they were going to be. Although “flow” is a moreageful word than the halting,
recursive process one goes through to discoveothtiets leading from professional life
to curiosity to professional study, in the end, flbev is there.

This chapter has documented that flow, demonsgydtow my research questions
led to my choice of methodology. The selection wdlgative methodology, combined

with my choice of site and participants, led maxfrthe choice of types of methods
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(survey, writing analysis, and semi-structuredmvitav) down to the last detail of design.
A reader should be able to choose any particutartrée.g., a percentage of error-free
clauses or a quotation from a participant about hovdmerican boyfriend motivated her
to learn English) and trace it back to its origmshis chapter. Ultimately, the methods
and questions of this chapter are grounded in mghiag experiences on two continents

and in numerous schools and the many bilinguahkzarl have encountered there.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNING M ODELS

This chapter focuses on data related to therstarch question: “What forms of
language learning support did this group of collsigelents experience?” | will begin by
describing the multiple forms of language learrsngport the participants experienced. |
will then detail the relationship between the maptants’ CPA compositions and the
kinds of language learning support they receivdterAocusing, first, on results
regarding surface features of the compositionsl| f@cus on results regarding rhetorical
features and coherence. | close the chapter by suizing the findings and their
significance for my hypothesis about the relatigpsietween language learning

experiences and composition analysis scores.

4.1 The two large groups of participants

In this section, | will describe the participaofghis study in terms of the models
of language learning support they received dutimaly tschooling. All of the participants
in this study are bilingual learners. As | explainie Chapter 2, | am using as broad a
definition of bilingual learner as possible: | cales any non-English-language
background student who has graduated from a USdulybol as a bilingual learner,
regardless of her age upon arrival, whether shebwas here or arrived in the US only in
time for her senior year of high school, she waglaé to be a study participant.
However, due to the educational disruption causehdving from one country and
language to another, | have divided the participahthis study into two groups: those

who began school in a non-English-speaking couatny,those who received all of their
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elementary and secondary education in US schoatsh Broup is subdivided into
smaller groups that | call “cohort$”™

Before describing the two main groups of partinigaand the cohorts | have
subdivided them into, | must point out that theramother way to group the participants,
which | will use from time to time. The participantan also be grouped according to the
CPA writing prompt to which they responded. Retadit in Chapter 3 | described the
two writing prompts: one asks students to respondaeKibben’s argument for
preserving the black flies, and the other asks tteedescribe an environmental issue
they felt passionate about. Dividing the particiigaaccording to the writing prompt does
not lend itself to exploring the differences caubgdhe kind of language learning
support they received; however, at times it willadpful for examining details about the
compositions.

For the sake of convenience, | term the compasstibat responded to
McKibben’s stance the “black flies compositiongjtahose that described another
environmental issue the “independent compositioBsventeen of the participants in this
study wrote black flies compositions and 11 wroigeippendent compositions.
Furthermore, in both main groups of participantsesthwho began school in the US and
those whose schooling began outside the US—thé Hlas prompt was the preferred

one: among the participants with some educatiosideithe US, 69% wrote black flies

| have chosen to label the participants by numberby name because of the number of participants.
found it difficult to create 29 different aliasespecially since 16 of the participants do notksglish
names. | wished to avoid the conundrum of decidvhgther to use ethnic names for these studentsfand,
deciding to do so, choosing names appropriatentguiages | do not speak.
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compositions; among the participants educated ionliS schools, 53% wrote black flies
composition&. | will explore the implications of prompt choigemy final chapter.

Also, before detailing the two main groups of ggpants, | wish to note that
according to their descriptions on the survey anithé interviews, the ESL instruction
received by all of the participants in this studgswpull-out or push-in. Also based on the
participants’ descriptions of their education, noeeeived sheltered content instruction.
In other words, all of the participants who recdiSL instruction received it for several
hours a day or less; the rest of their classesf@Xoreign language/L1 classes) were
taught in English. The only exceptions are paréioig 05 and 15, who both received
several months of only ESL instruction in the sumpréor to entering US public
schools; during that time, they probably attend&d Elasses every day and may have
received some sheltered instruction to prepare floemntering school in the fall.

Finally, according to their descriptions, noneld# participants received dual language

bilingual education.

4.2 Forms of language learning support received e participants

I will now turn to answering my first research gtien:

1) What forms of language learning support did gnsup of college
students experience?

4.2.1 Participants with education outside of the US

Thirteen of the 28 participants, or nearly halfg#e their education outside of the

US in a country where English was not the langugestruction (see Table 4-1). Their

8 The Assessment Center at Alverno College, hagetected a placement bias related to the essaypprom
(P. Miller, personal communication, April 12, 2012)
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information appears in Table 4-1 in descendingoadeording to the number of years
they received each kind of English learning supgakiing into account their age at the
time they entered the US. | am ranking the parictp in this way based on my
hypothesis that participants who have had moreoamdére effective kinds of language-
learning education are likely to write placementhpositions that have higher writing
analysis scores. Organizing Table 4-1 in this magihes me a quick way to check the
accuracy of my hypothesis. If my expectation igect; the writing scores entered into a

table in the same order should also descend asl ldewn the columns.
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Table 4-1: Participants with Education OutsideWt& According to Type of English
Learning Support Received

Years of School Years of

Outside US and Bilingual Years of Years
Teaching Language d@&adion ESL Support Mainstreamed
Early AOA
Bilingual Education
10 Spanish 4 4 4
25 Spanish 4 2 6
ESL Support
04 Spanish 7 3 2
14 Urdu 2 2 9
Mainstreamed
26 Spanish 7 5
08 Spanish 2 10
Late AOA
Bilingual Education
15 Spanish 7Y 4
19 Spanish 8 4
23 Spanish 8 3 1 EFL 1
ESL Support
05 Arabic 8 4 EFL 4
Y4 ESL
21 Serbian 7 4
09 Serbian 10 3
03 Spanish 11 1

Due to the importance of AOA described in Chagtehe participants in Table 4-
1 are divided into two subgroups: Early AOA andd ADA. To illustrate the importance
of AOA, let me suggest two hypothetical studentsd8nt A, who arrives in the US
ready to begin tenth grade at a school where sieavies bilingual support for all three of
her remaining years at the school; and Studenth®, avrives in another US school
district ready to begin seventh grade and recdi®&is support for only two years before
being mainstreamed as she enters high school. #dthstudent A has had both more and
better English language learning support (threesyefbilingual support as opposed to

two years of only ESL support), student B’'s earR€A may give her an advantage.
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Recall that, as described in Chapter 2, four gbteyears are needed for newly
arrived bilingual learners to catch up academicalltheir English-speaking peers. If
both Students A and B apply to Alverno College dgrheir senior year of high school,
Student A will have had less than three yearsancthuntry when she writes her CPA
composition. Her late AOA is likely to have an ingpan how effectively she handles the
language demands of the CPA composition. StudeahBhe other hand, has the
advantage of having been in the US for over foary®defore writing her CPA
composition. It is possible that, in spite of teeder quality and duration of her English
language learning support, Student B will writdrarsger composition due to the
additional years of “practice” she has had. Thahl@ 4-1 reflects my expectation that
participants who have earlier AOAs are likely tatesplacement compositions with
higher writing analysis scores. Still, within ea®®A cohort,participants who have had
more and/or more effective kinds of language-leay@ducation are likely to write more
accurate, complex, rhetorically controlled, anderent compositions.

Furthermore, | have arbitrarily chosen the enttg high school as my AOA
point of division. | had to choose this number &dily because research results do not
identify a single number of years needed beforevecomer can catch up with her
monolingual English-speaking peers. In his studyn@ins (1981) found an average of
five years, Collier (1987) found an average of fmeight years, and Thomas and
Collier (2001) found an average of four to seveargeFour years appears to be the
minimum amount of time needed. In Table 4-1, treefif a participant began her US
schooling before entering high school, she wilirbthe upper (“Early AOA”) portion of

the table, meaning that | expect the early AOAit@ ¢ner an advantage when it comes to
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writing the CPA composition. Participants who betfagir US schooling at or after entry
to high school are listed in the lower (“Late AOAI9rtion.

In Table 4-1, the cohort who received bilingualieational support is placed at
the top of each subgroup because bilingual edutéia strong form of language
education support, while ESL education and maiastieg are non-forms. Among
various kinds of bilingual education, dual languagecation was shown to be the
strongest. Although none of the participants instudy attended a dual language
bilingual program, some did at least receive biliaigeducation. The organization of the
table reflects my hypothesis that a little bilingsiapport is still more beneficial than
none at all.

The second cohort of participants in each subggvapp is made up of those
who did not receive bilingual education, but dide®e ESL support. It is difficult to
know where to place participant 05 in her cohonglish as a foreign language (EFL) is
often taught in the same way that we teach Fren€&eoman as a foreign language to
our students. When students learn a foreign lareguagpper elementary and middle
school, they often learn it in an academic, grambaesed way, being tested on things
like verb conjugations and reading comprehensitudéhts in other countries who study
English this way must often pass grammar, readingd,sometimes writing exams to
matriculate to the next level of study. The languafthese exams usually bears more
resemblance to the language of textbooks tharettatiguage of everyday interaction. It
is possible, then, that participant 05’s years et nstruction in Palestine may have
incorporated as much, or even more, academic Enigliguage learning support than

participant 21’s years of ESL support in the USeBu living in the US, participant 21
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may be better prepared to understand and commanigtt her peers and teachers, yet
participant 05 may be better prepared to read hglih textbooks. For this reason, |
placed participant 05 at the top of the list of beort of students.

The last cohort in the Early AOA subgroup is mageof the two participants
who received no English language learning suppatording to my hypothesis, their
CPA composition scores should be lower than thésieeoother cohorts in their
subgroup.

Because the participants were asked about onilyghemary and secondary
education, the total number of years of educatwrefch participant equals 12, except in
four cases. Two of the participants, 09 and 14eae a year of school upon entering
the US. On the other hand, two of the participatsand 21, skipped all or part of a

grade in the process of their transition to US stihg.

4.2.2 Participants educated only in US schools

The other half of the participants (15 out of thial of 28) received all of their
education in US school€ Their language education information appears inl&ra-2.
They are listed in descending order, accordingpéonumber of years they received the
various kinds of English language learning suppbgain, participants who received
bilingual support are listed first; next are theg® received only ESL support, and

finally are the participants who received no largguBearning support.

191 am using the phrase “US schools” to indicate tha participants’ education took place in schools
following the United States system of education.ohlthe US-educated participants received their
education inside the continental US except foripaent 06, who attended an American school in
Palestine for two years.
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Table 4-2: Participants Educated in US SchoolspAdiag to Type of English Learning
Support Received

Years of Years of Years
L1 Bijnal Education  ESL Support Mainstredme
Bilingual Education
11 Arabic 10 2
16 Spanish 3 9
ESL Support
22 Hmong S 7
30 Hmong 4-5* 7or8
20 Hmong 3 9
06 Arabic 3 10*
18 Spanish 2 10
28 Hmong 2 10
17 Arabic 2 10
Mainstreamed

07 Spanish 12
24 Spanish 12
02 Spanish 12
13 Arabic 12
29 Hmong 12
27 Hmong 12

*30 could not remember how many years of ESL supglue had received
**06 repeated a year of school

As with participant 05 in the previous group, ghgarticipants in this group are
difficult to place into the table: participants 22, and 30. Chapter 1 described how
language learning support is not always delivenea timely or consistent manner.
Participant 30’s schooling is a case in point. 8htered school knowing no English, but
did not receive ESL support until second or thiradg (she could not remember exactly
when it began). She continued with ESL pull-outmarpthrough fifth grade. There were
no ESL classes at the middle school, but, whemstsein eighth grade, the ESL teacher
from the elementary school began traveling to tiekdie school to meet with the

bilingual learners once or twice a week in ordepriavide them at least minimal support.
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Although participant 17’s support was less intetedthan participant 30’s, participant
17 did not receive ESL support until she entered thrade.

Participant 22, moreover, did not receive ESL supmitially because she was
identified not as a bilingual learner but as ac&kilth a learning disability. She recounts
that she didn’t speak in kindergarten because &lmét dinderstand anything the teacher
was saying. As a result, she was pulled out osdiasspeech therapy during first grade.
The school did not correct its error until her setgrade year, when she was finally
given ESL support, although she was also kept@esip therapy through third grade
(personal communication, July 19, 2011).

Except for participants 17, 22, and 30, all of ¢tieer participants who were given
language learning support received it immediately eontinuously for as many years as
are indicated in Table 4-2. For example, particiddhwas placed in bilingual education
from first through third grade, after which she waainstreamed for the rest of her
academic career. Due to the difficulty of factorthg inconsistent support received by
participants 17, 22, and 30 into my analysis, lehdgcided to organize the table by the
total years of ESL support, without specifying whietheir academic careers the
participants received it.

The data from the two major groups of participaugports the
expectations | had about my first research questiamely, that the participants
experienced a variety of forms of language learsungport, but none of them

attended a dual language program.



106

4.3 Relationships between language learning suppaand surface features of English

composition

I will now describe the results of the study thelaite to the following research
guestions:

2) How accurate and complex are the surface featfrthe English
writing of this group of students?

4) What is the relationship between the forms ngleage learning support
experienced by this group of students and the acguand complexity of

the surface features, and the discourse/rhetaiwhlcoherence control
exhibited in their English writing?

4.3.1 Accuracy

Recall that the two accuracy measures | chossdate: 1) the number of clauses
that are free of error per the total number of &t which yields an average percentage
of error-free clauses (% EFC); and 2) the averagegntage of errors per clause, which
yields an overall average percentage of error (% &ble 4-3 shows that the accuracy
scores for the compositions by the participantssgheducation began outside the US
only partially support my hypothesis.

Table 4-3: Accuracy of Compositions by Participants
with Education Outside the US

Cohort  Average % EFC  Average % E

Early AOA
Bilingual 58 60
ESL 70 37
Mainstreamed 63 61
Late AOA
Bilingual 52 57
ESL 53 72

As | hypothesized, early AOA participants averageue error-free clauses

(EFC) than participants who arrived in the US dolyhigh school. However, the cohort
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that wrote most accurately was not the bilinguadifiooled early arrivals; instead it was
the cohort of early arrivals who received only E&lpport. The writing in the
compositions by this cohort was markedly more aateuthan that of any of the other
cohorts: the early arrivals who received only E8psort wrote 70% of their clauses
without errors, and had an overall error averagendf 37%°. Except for the unusually
high percentage of error in the compositions bylabe arrivals who had only ESL
support, the rest of the scores are too closed ether to be of much significance. To
summarize, among the participants of this study tdgan their schooling outside the
US, as far as error is concerned, there seemsda bdvantage to entering the US before
high school and receiving ESL, as opposed to hihgsupport.

Now | will turn to the accuracy scores for the gasitions by participants who
received all of their education in US schools. t-irsvill show the results separately

according to the writing prompt.

Dtis important to note that, in spite of the ftat the scores of 70% and 37% appear to be
complementary—mirror images of each other—the tveasnres are not complementary for this
population, at least. The fact that the measuresiar complementary can be most easily seen ihdtes
AOA ESL cohort: although a little over half of thelauses were error-free, the remaining clausesrigl
contained multiple errors, giving them an overalberate of 72%. | will return to this topic in @pter 7.
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Figure 4-2: Accuracy of Independent Composition$hayticipants Educated in US
Schools

The black flies compositions by the participantsovattended only US schools
show accuracy results that are exactly contrangy@xpectation. The participant who
received bilingual education has the fewest enmee-tlauses, and the participants who

were mainstreamed average the highest numbersasffeze clauses. In the figure for

2 In all of the figures, the participants are idéet by number along the bottom of the graph.
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the independent compositions (Figure 4-2), on therdhand, the trend supports my
hypothesis: the compositions demonstrate less acgas the kind of language support
program becomes less optimal. However, the sizahfiggences between the individual
composition scores and the smallness of the sasigdan each cohort make the decrease
in accuracy less meaningful.

Figures 4-1 and 4-2 show several interesting iddiad cases. For example, the
accuracy scores for the two participants educatsysin the US and who received
bilingual education are nearly mirror images offeather. As predicted by my
hypothesis, the composition by participant 11, wéaeived bilingual education, (Figure
4-2) scores high for accuracy; along with two ott@mpositions, it ranks third for the
highest number of error-free clauses among all asmipns by participants in both
groups. In contrast, participant 16, who also nem@ibilingual education, wrote a
composition (Figure 4-1) that confounds my hypogiasties with one other
composition for the fewest error-free clauses duatloof the compositions in both major
groups. Looking back at Table 4-2, we can seepéadicipant 11 had ten years of
bilingual education, but participant 16 had onlseth The differences in the number of
years of bilingual education may explain at leashs of the difference in their
performance.

Another observation that can be made about Figivkeand 4-2 is that the
percentage of error in the composition by partietd@? is unusually high. In fact, at
113%, it is the highest error percentage of athefcompositions in both main groups.
Participant 22 is also unique in several ways.tlfsll, on the survey, she stated that her

L1 was “broken English” because that is the languagy parents used with the children.
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From having taught her, | know that one parenth;€se and the other is Hmong; it is
possible that English is their only common langu&ye the other hand, because both of
her parents were working before she began schadicgpant 22 spent the days with her
aunt who spoke “only Hmong” to the children (pergacommunication, July 19, 2011).
In addition, participant 22 was mainstreamed, tpgan speech therapy, and finally
received ESL support as she entered second grade.

After viewing separately by task type the restdtsthe participants who were
educated only in the US, it is helpful to view thema summarizing table.

Table 4-4: Accuracy of Compositions by Participants
Educated in US Schools

Cohort  Average % EFC  Average % E

Bilingual 59 65
ESL 65 51
Mainstreamed 73 37

Overall, contrary to my expectation, the partiatsawvho had bilingual support do
not write more accurately than their peers. Those were mainstreamed average the
highest number of error-free clauses and write titghlowest percentage of error. The
participants who received bilingual education, loe ¢ther hand, write the fewest error-

free clauses and have the highest percentageanf err

4.3.2 Grammatical complexity

Before examining the results for grammatical caxjpy, recall that each
composition was analyzed according to two gramrabtiomplexity measures: 1) the
number of dependent clauses per the total numbdao$es, which yields an average
percentage of dependent clauses for the compo$aDC); and 2) the number of

clauses per T-unit, yielding an average numbetaafses for each T-unit (C/T). Table 4-
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5 shows the grammatical complexity scores for hraositions by the participants
whose education began outside the US.

Table 4-5: Grammatical Complexity of Compositionys b
Participants with Education Outside the US

Cohort  Average % DC  Average C/T

Early AOA
Bilingual 49 2.4
ESL 46 1.9
Mainstreamed 46 1.8
Late AOA
Bilingual 44 2.1
ESL 45 2.0

From the table we can see that the early arrivals received bilingual education
average the highest percentage of dependent clandedauses per T-unit, supporting
my hypothesis. The rest of the scores are too ¢twseny meaningful generalizations.

Table 4-6 gives the results of the analysis ofrgratical complexity of the
compositions by the participants whose educati@mumwed solely in the US.

Table 4-6: Grammatical Complexity of Compositiornys b
Participants Educated in US Schools

Cohort  Average % DC  Average C/T

Bilingual 53 2.2
ESL 43 1.8
Mainstreamed 46 1.8

Again, the compositions by the students who hédduial support are more
grammatically complex than those by the other ctshénd, as with the compositions by
the participants who began their schooling outth@eUS, the compositions by the US-
educated participants who received ESL, as welhi@se by participants who were

mainstreamed, have scores that are too similae tf bignificance.
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4.3.3 Lexical complexity

| used two measures to analyze for lexical conmipte%) lexical variety — the
total number of different word types in a compasitdivided by the square root of the
total number of words, yielding a percentage ofdifierent word types used (% WT);
and 2) lexical sophistication — the total numbesaphisticated word types divided by the
total number of word types, yielding a percentafy#he sophisticated word types used
(% SWT). Table 4-7 summarizes the results for ttramositions written by the
participants who immigrated to the US after begigrschool in their home countries.

Table 4-7: Lexical Complexity of Compositions by
Participants with Education Outside the US

Cohort % WT % SWT
Early AOA
Bilingual 54 8
ESL 57 13
Mainstreamed 53 10
Late AOA
Bilingual 53 8
ESL 54 6

For all the cohorts of participants with educatoanside of the US, the scores for
lexical complexity are nearly the same. The eaiA& appear to be at a bit of an
advantage when it comes to the use of sophisticated types. In addition the early
arrivals who received ESL support use on averaghtbt greater word variety (%WT)
and more sophisticated word types than the otfidisse slightly better results partially
support my hypothesis, because | expected thaeeartival in US schools would give
participants more writing facility. However, | exgied the participants who had received

bilingual education to perform better than the ott@horts, which is not the case with
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lexical complexity. Still, with such small differeas in the averages and with such small
numbers of participants in the cohorts, the resarksnot significant.

Table 4-8 presents the results for the particparito were educated in only US
schools.

Table 4-8: Lexical Complexity of Compositions by
Participants Educated in US Schools

Cohort % WT % SWT
Bilingual 70 17
ESL 61 12
Mainstreamed 62 15

For the participants educated solely in Americgmosls, my hypothesis is
partially supported. As | predicted, the particifsawho received bilingual education use
more lexical variety and more sophisticated wopksythan the other two cohorts.
However, contrary to my prediction, the particigawho were mainstreamed slightly

outperform those who received only ESL support.

4.4 Relationships between language learning suppaand rhetorical features and

coherence strategies of English composition

Now I turn to my third research question:

3) What levels of discourse/rhetorical and cohezezantrol are seen in
the English writing of this group of students?

As in the previous section about surface featuhesthird research question naturally
leads into the fourth:
4) What is the relationship between the forms n§laage learning support
experienced by this group of students and the acguand complexity of

the surface features, and the discourse/rhetaiwhlcoherence control
exhibited in their English writing?
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4.4.1 Word count

The first rhetorical/discourse measure | usessrgle word count. Figure 4-3

shows the results for the compositions writtenHeygarticipants with education outside

the US.
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Figure 4-3: Word Count for Compositions by Partifs with Education Outside the US

As we have seen before, on the whole, the EAOAqpants write more than
their late-arriving peers. The same is not trueydacer, for the group of early arrivals that
received no language learning support. With theeption of the two participants who
were mainstreamed (participants 26 and 08), thdtseso far support my expectation
that immigrant students who have more time to pradheir English language skills will
tend to write compositions that score higher fatohical/discourse features at the entry
to college level.

Among the late arrivals, those who received EStpsut generally write more
words than their peers who were placed into biledguwograms. These results do not
support my hypothesis; | expected that the paditip who received bilingual education

would write more words.
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Word counts for the participants educated in tigedte close enough that their
differences are not readily visible on a graph (Ealele 4-9).

Table 4-9: Word Count for Compositions by Particiza
Educated in US Schools

Cohort Average # Words
Bilingual 377
ESL 358
Mainstreamed 371

We see that the word counts are so close thatd#in be said about my
hypothesis, except in the case of the participahts received only ESL support.
Contrary to my expectation that mainstreamed stisdeould tend to write compositions
with the lowest scores, the cohort that had onli Epport wrote the shortest

compositions.

4.4.2 Rhetorical control

Recall that rhetorical control was marked holeticon a scale from one to five.
The results for the compositions written by papiasits who began their education
outside the US are presented in Table 4-10.

Table 4-10: Rhetorical Control of Compositions artizipants
with Education Outside the US

Cohort Average Score
Early AOA
Bilingual 3
ESL 4.3
Mainstreamed 2.3
Late AOA
Bilingual 2.2
ESL 4.3

Among the early arrivals, the compositions byhaeicipants who were

mainstreamed show markedly lower levels of rhetbontrol, supporting my
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hypothesis. Contrary to my hypothesis, howevebatih subgroups (EAOA and LAOA),
participants who received ESL support write comipass that show more rhetorical
control than those by participants who receiveshgual education.

Table 4-11 presents the results for the particgao had all of their schooling
in the US.

Table 4-11: Rhetorical Control of Compositions by
Participants Educated in the US

Cohort Average Score
Bilingual 3.9
ESL 3.6
Mainstreamed 3.8

All of the participants who were educated onlyhe tJS wrote compositions that
showed similar levels of rhetorical control. Comgreo my hypothesis, there appears to

be no appreciable difference between the diffenmglels of language learning support.

4 .4.3 Rhetorical markers

In the analysis of the participants’ CPA compasi$i, | measured the occurrence
of two kinds of rhetorical markers: coordinatingrkes (e.g., “and,” “also,” etc.), and
logical markers (e.g., “however,” “for example,tgt When looking at the numbers in
this next set of tables, recall that they repreffempercentage of the particular kind of
marker (coordinating or logical) out of the totalnnber of words in a composition.
Hinkel found that nonnative speakers of Englisldtenuse more coordinating, logical,
and exemplification markers in their writing thaatime speakers of English (2002). |
expected the number of markers to increase asdftieipants had fewer years of and/or

less optimal language learning support; in otherdsofor these measures, higher
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numbers mean lower effectiveness of writing. TabIE2 presents the results for the
participants whose education began outside the US.

Table 4-12: Rhetorical Markers in Compositions layteipants

with Education Outside the US

Cohort % Coordinating % Logical
Early AOA
Bilingual 89 27
ESL 68 33
Mainstreamed 58 30
Late AOA
Bilingual 69 27
ESL 51 31

Contrary to my hypothesis about the advantageaweing had more time in US
schools, the early arrivals use more coordinatimdjlagical markers than the late
arrivals. The use of coordinating markers withie ttwo subgroups also confounds my
expectations, with cohorts that had more and/oreneffiective language learning support
using more coordinating markers than those with &sl/or less effective support. The
use of logical markers, on the other hand, is sirndr all cohorts.

Table 4-13 presents the results for rhetoricakeransage by the participants
educated only in US schools.

Table 4-13: Rhetorical Markers in Compositions by
Participants Educated US Schools

Cohort % Coordinating % Logical
Bilingual 75 45
ESL 45 23
Mainstreamed 77 20

Again, my expectation is not met by the composgiwritten by the participants

who received bilingual education. Instead of ughmyfewest rhetorical markers, they use
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nearly the most. Other than that fact, there sderbs no pattern in the usage of

rhetorical markers by the participants who hasgtheir education in the US.

4.4.4 Coherence

To analyze the coherence of the compositionspseltwo measures: 1) the total
number of T-units with different topics divided the total number of T-units, yielding a
percentage of different topics (% Topics) for eacmposition, and 2) the total number
of topics that were in either parallel or extengadallel progression divided by the total
number of topics overall, yielding a percentagetfier number of topics that were in
some sort of parallel relationship (% Parallel &é&hded). Recall that if too many new
topics are introduced in a composition, readergegpce the writing as incoherent.
ThereforeJower % Topics scores tend to be indicative of more patitecompositions.
On the other hand, when a writer composes seveuaits in a row on the same topic
(parallel progression) or refers readers backttpe that has been previously discussed
(extended parallel progression), she builds a sehseherence; the composition seems
“unified.” Thus, higher % Parallel & Extended scores tend to indicate thatpositions
are coherent.

Table 4-14 presents the results of the coheremalyses of the compositions by

the participants whose education began outside/ge



Table 4-14: Coherence in Compositions by Partidgpan

with Education Outside the US

Cohort % Topics % Parallel & Extended
Early AOA
Bilingual 37 67
ESL 38 65
Mainstreamed 33 70
Late AOA
Bilingual 59 49
ESL 39 64

Contrary to my hypothesis, in each subgroup (EADA LAOA), the
compositions by participants who received the laastor least effective forms of
language learning support wrote more coherent cgitipos. For the early arrivals that
were mainstreamed, the difference from the otherdahorts is not very large. However,
between the two cohorts of late arrivals, the déifee is more marked.

Table 4-15 shows the coherence results for thegositions by the participants
educated only in US schools.

Table 4-15: Coherence in Compositions by Partidgpan
Educated in US Schools

Cohort % Topics % Parallel & Extended
Bilingual 44 56
ESL 42 62
Mainstreamed 38 66

Again, my expectations were not met. Among theigpants who received all of
their education in the US, those who received ¢lastllanguage learning support wrote
the most coherent compositions, and those whowedé¢he most support wrote the least

coherently.
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4.5 Closing thoughts

In this chapter, | presented the writing analyssults in a way that explored my
hypotheses in relation to the three models of lagguearning support received by the
participants. It is important to remember thathiiemgual programs experienced by the
participants in my study were unlike the optimalgnams represented in the research.
Therefore, the cohorts that received bilingual etioa are unlikely to support my
hypothesis that participants who received bilingedalcation will tend to write the
highest-scored compositions. Indeed, in the tgmesented later in this section of the
chapter, the cohorts that received bilingual edanatill seldom meet my expectation.

Several of my expectations, however, were fullyparted by the data.
Specifically, as | expected, the participants of sthydy experienced diverse forms of
language learning support. Also, as expected, neceived dual language education. In
addition, as | expected, the analyses of the cortipios yielded a broad spectrum of
accuracy, complexity, and discourse/rhetorical esor

On the other hand, the writing analysis resultelation to my hypotheses
regarding the beneficial effects of early AOA aimbisg forms of language education
were less straightforward. Tables 4-16, 4-17 aid@® $resent a graphic overview of how
this particular hypothesis of mine fared. In thalea, | rank the cohorts according to the
averages of their scores. It is important to remamtliiat a higltank is notnecessarily
the same as a high numerieakrage because for some measures a “high” average
means low ranking. For example, a high percenthgéferent topics meant that the
composition lacked coherence; therefore, a cohitrt tive highest average in this area

would receive the lowest ranking.



Table 4-16 is a hypothetical table. | have incthddor two reasons. First, it

presents the key for reading all tables of thietipat will be used throughout the
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dissertation. Second, it demonstrates how thedabbteild appear if my expectation

about the efficacy of strong forms of language atioa had been borne out by the data.

Table 4-16: Hypothesized Summary of Results Rarsk&kgrording to Cohorts

Measures used in the analysis of the compositions
(Measures are presented in the order in whichwerg discussed in the chapter)
(Longer measure titles are abbreviated, e.g., P&EFof Parallel & Extended Parallel)

EFC E DC C/IT WBEWT #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP
B H H H H H H H H H H H H
E m m m m m m m m m m m m
M - - - - - - - - - - - -
B = Cohort that received bilingual education Highest ranking

E = Cohort that received only ESL support
M = Cohort that was mainstreamed

m = rféddnking (in subgroups with only 2
cohohis,ranking is omitted)

— = lowest ranking

Table 4-17 shows the rankings of the resultstergroup of participants who

began their education in their families’ home comst

Table 4-17: Summary of Results Rankings AccordinGohorts for Participants

with Education Outside the US

EFC E DC C/T WBWT #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP

Early AOA

B - m-~ H H m~| -~ m m| m-~ H m~4  my

E H H -* m-~ H H H H - - - -~

M m -~ -* -~ -~ | m~ - - H~ m H~ H
Late AOA

B -~ H -~| H~| -~| H~ - - - H - -

E H~ - H~| -~| H~| -~ H H H - H H

~ = averages differ by fewer than 3 percentagetpoin
* = averages are the same

For both subgroups (early and late arrivals) effarticipants whose education

began outside the US, ESL, rather than bilinguppstt seems to result more frequently

in stronger placement compositions. As describelkeeghis finding goes against my

hypothesis about the efficacy of bilingual eduaatiOn the other hand, my expectation
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that mainstreaming would correlate with the weakd3A compositions is generally
upheld by the data for the early arrivals. (Rettedt no late arrivals were mainstreamed.)

Table 4-18 presents the data summary for theggaatits who were educated
only in US schools.

Table 4-18: Summary of Results Rankings Accordin@aohorts for
Participants Educated in US Schools

EFC E DC C/IT WBWT #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP

B - - H H H H~ H H~ m - - -
E m m - -* -~ - - -~ H m m-~ m
M H H m S lm-| m-| m| m- - H| H~| H

Table 4-18 shows that my expectation is somewlygarted, as far as the
relative effectiveness of bilingual education. Araerican-educated participants who
received bilingual support often wrote more higtdgked CPA compositions than those
in the other cohorts. On the other hand, the lowessted CPA compositions by
participants educated only in American schools vedten written by those who received
ESL support. This result is contrary to my hypotbéisat the participants who were
mainstreamed would write the lowest-ranked CPA cositfons.

In comparing both Tables 4-17 and 4-18, one seboklations is consistent. In
both main groups of participants, the compositioypghe participants who were
mainstreamed consistently scored highest for bolleience measures.

When summarizing how the results in this chapate to my hypotheses, it is
important to remember the small number of partigipan this study, especially once that
number is divided into eight cohorts. Still, foetparticipants in this study who began
their educational careers in a different countrgf EBmguage, ESL language learning

support generally correlates with more highly-rahik#A compositions. By contrast, the
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immigrant newcomers in this study who were mairsstred generally wrote the lowest-
ranked compositions. For participants educated ionilge US, bilingual education
correlated with more highly rated CPA compositiomsre often than either ESL support
or mainstreaming. Finally, in both groups of papants, those who were mainstreamed
tended to write more coherent compositions thatigyaants in the other cohorts. | will

discuss the findings about mainstreaming and colera greater depth in Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS RELATED TO L1 KNOWLEDGE

This chapter focuses on data related to the relseprestion: “How much
instruction in their L1 has this group of collegedents experienced?” The first major
part of the chapter describes the different wagaident’s L1 can be developed, and
divides the participants of this study into groapsl cohorts based on how formally they
were instructed in their L1. After describing therticipants’ L1 instruction, the chapter
details the results of the analysis of the paréiotp’ CPA compositions in relation to the
kind and amount of L1 instruction they receivede3é results are displayed in two
separate parts of the chapter: one focusing orethdts of the analysis of the surface
features of the compositions, and the other fogusmthe results of the rhetorical
features and coherence analyses. | close the chaititefinal thoughts summarizing the
findings and their significance for my hypothediat the relationship between L1

knowledge and L2 composition scores.

5.1 The two large groups of participants

This part of the chapter describes the particgahthis study in terms of the
status of their L1 knowledge. Montrul (2008) exglothe effects of being a speaker of an
unsupported minority language, finding a numbepassible outcomes: the L1 develops
more slowly than the language of monolingual cleifdm the home country; the L1
development may be arrested at a certain pointitimgual learner may actually lose

some of her L1 knowledge; and her confidence inLieabilities usually decreases.
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Therefore, as in Chapter 4, the participants whotweschool outside the US are treated
separately from those who attended only Americlioais. Living and attending school
in the milieu of one’s L1 is very different fronving in a country where the family
language is not supported by the larger sotiety

| will describe data from the analysis of the casigons by each group of
participants in relationship to the following resgaquestions:

5) What kinds of L1 education has this group ofexg# students
experienced?

6) What is the relationship between the kinds otdlcation received by

this group of students and the accuracy and contplekthe surface

features, and the discourse/rhetorical controllatdd in their English

writing?

Similar to my expectations about the participatgsguage learning education,
my expectations are that the participants will hexperienced a variety of kinds of L1

education and that those who have received moneaidr1l education will write more

highly-rated CPA compositions.

5.1.1 Participants with education outside the US

The focus of this chapter is how the writing asaydata relate to the
participants’ knowledge of their L1.This new foqugans that, to test my hypothesis that
participants with more L1 education will write mdrghly-scored compositions, | must
reorganize the participants’ ranks in the tablesti€@pants who received more years of
and more formal forms of L1 education are now pdaaiethe top of their cohorts.

Consequently, as shown in Table 5-1, the parti¢goamose education began outside the

22 Although several of the participants in the stadg refugees from war-torn areas, none of them has
experienced the extreme disruption that happensatoy refugees. All of the participants of this stuecho
began their education outside the US progressedailyrthrough their countries’ educational systeamd
continued speaking and studying in their L1 at sthatil immigration, except for participant 15, ah
dropped out of school while living in Mexico.
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US are listed in descending order according tantireber of years of education they had

in the home country.

Table 5-1: Participants with Education Outside W&

According to Amount of Formal L1 Education

# Years
Bilingual Ed  Total Years Home Caynt
# L1 & # Years teritage)  US Schools  Stays >1 mo
L1 into High School
03 Spanish 11 1
09* Serbian 10
L1 into Middle School
19 Spanish 8 4 4
23 Spanish 8 3(+1) 4
05 Arabic 8 4
15** | Spanish Y5 4 4
26 Spanish 7 5 4
04 Spanish 7 5
21** Serbian 7 4 2
L1 Elementary School Only
10 Spanish 4 4 8
25 Spanish 4 2 (+2) 8
08 Spanish 2 10 3
14 Urdu 2 11

*Recall that participant 09 repeated tenth grgoenuarrival in the US.

**Recall that participants 15 and 21 skipped satigooling upon arrival in the US.

Montrul states that “even though linguists consitiat the basis of native speaker

competence is acquired between the ages of 3 attdldren’s knowledge of language in

all areas continues to develop and goes througifisignt changes after the age of 4”

(2008, p. 132). In fact, certain aspects of adidtdte language use are learned into

adolescence. Montrul describes studies of adolétdedevelopment demonstrating that

older monolingual children are still in the proce$sicquiring syntactically complex

features of their L1, especially if these featuass more characteristic of written than

oral varieties of the L1. These findings would hetsurprising to high school teachers

who help their students learn to write term papagye effectively in debates, and read
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classic literary works. With this later linguisaoid metalinguistic development in mind, |
have divided the participants in Table 5-1 inteethcohorts: those who studied in their
home country into their high school years (L1 iKHigh School), those who immigrated
right after or during middle school (L1 into MiddBxhool), and those whose families
immigrated to the US while they were still in elertagy school (L1 Elementary School
Only).

When several participants had the same numbezarkyof education in the home
country, those whose education continued in bilahgmograms upon their arrival in the
US are listed before those who were supported ovitih ESL or were simply
mainstreamed. Several of the participants also studied theiak® heritage language in
high school, and that is noted in the table. Intamid simply to complete the academic
record, | include a column in Table 5-1 giving tb&al number of years each participant
spent in US school. For example, we see that jaatit 19 had four years of bilingual
education upon entering the US, and she had adbtally four years of US education;
therefore, all of her high school years were speatbilingual program. In contrast,
participant 10 also had four years of bilingual tion, but she studied in US schools
for a total of eight years; thus, her bilingual edliion began and ended before she
entered high school.

Finally, recall that in Chapter 2 | noted thaw¥ifright’s study some families sent

their children back to the home country to attecttbsl there for several years. While

% Because none of the bilingual programs used duidrsion, | am not “adding” the years in the home
country to the years of bilingual education to\arat a total number of “years of L1 education.tie

home country, students generally study all subjeotsept foreign language) in the L1. In the biliag
programs experienced by the participants in thidystthey may have studied several humanities stgje
in the L1 (literature or history, for example), lthis would not allow them to develop the academic
vocabulary and conventions af subjects in their L1. Essentially, for the pag#ts in this study, much
of their L1 academic language development was tadeshen they entered the bilingual programs af the
US schools.
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none of the families of the participants in thisdst chose to send their daughters back to
school in the home country, a number of them dié their children home for extended
stays during summer vacations. None of the paditgpin this study took L1 classes
while vacationing in the home country, but, esplcfar participants whose families
immigrated to the US when they were young, the m®of being surrounded by the L1
may have added to the development of the langUdgelast column in the table records
the number of times the participants returned éir ttamilies’ home countries for stays

of longer than one month.

5.1.2 Participants educated only in US schools

Table 5-2 presents the participants who were @ddaanly in US schools,

according to if and how they have studied their L1.
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Table 5-2: Participants Educated in US SchoolspAtiag to
Amount of L1 Education

# Years # Years L1 Studied Home

Mid+HS dHHS L1 Study Independently Country
# L1 Bilingual Ed Heritagé at Church Prior to CPA Stays >1 mo

L1 in School
11 Arabic 2+2 0 1
07 Spanish 0 2+4
02 | Spanish 0 2+2 5
24 | Spanish 0 S5+3
16 | Spanish 0 0+2
18 | Spanish 0 0+2
13 Arabic 0 1+0 2
L1 at Church Only
17 Arabic 0 0 4 4
29 Hmong 0 0 2
30 Hmong 0 0 1
No Formal L1

27 Hmong 0 0 Y
06 Arabic 0 0 Y 4
20 Hmong 0 0
28 Hmong 0 0
22 Hmong 0 0

Recall that in the second chapter | described/éin®us ways bilingual learners in
the US are able to receive formal instruction igirth.1. The most obvious ways would
be through school bilingual education or heritaayjeglage programs. Because | am
interested in the development of formal, acadeniskills, | am most interested in
bilingual and heritage language education conduatied elementary school. For the
bilingual education and heritage language claskesgfore, | will note only the number
of years of middle school (Mid) and/or high sch@é8) that the participants attended
such classes.

Another way bilingual learners can receive indiarcin their L1 is through after-

school community and/or church-based L1 classehdbty one of main the goals of
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church-based L1 classes is the ability to readttimgregation’s scriptures and hymnals,
which are generally written in more formal, litgraegisters of the language.
Consequently, Table 5-2 notes the participants attemded such programs, even if they
did so during their elementary school years. Oflithgarticipants in this study who were
educated only in American schools, eight had stutheir L1 at a religious institution.
None of the participants in my study was as cyrataiut her classes as some of Wright's
participants whom | quoted in Chapter 2 as calthregr community-based classes “time-
wasting” and “propaganda” (1992, p. 138), but resittid they indicate that they had
attained high levels of literacy from the clas$es. example, participant 30 began
classes at her church when she was about ninedeecau

5-a: | wanted to read Hmong so bad so that | cad tiee Bible and the

songbook. [The classes taught me] to recognize letters and how to

pronounce them and how the vowels are used (liheg2.

Participant 30’s opportunity to attend L1 classedesl several years later when her
family left the church. Similarly, participant 1@stribes the simple textbook used in her
Arabic class as

5-b: a side of pictures and then a side of jusbAraand it would say,

‘Connect the lines’ and...simple things like...‘thisrpen ate an apple’ in

Arabic...It wasn’t very expanding my vocabulary (kn@0-64).

Finally, some bilingual learners do not want omad have the opportunity to
study their L1 formally. Among the participants witid not study their L1 formally at
school or at a church, several had still managesdiudy their L1 as a subject
independently (usually with the help of family mesn&). However, only participant 27

appeared to have worked persistently at develdpend.-1 independently with any

seriousnesbeforeshe took the CPA. Although during the interviewsals impressed at
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the effort some of the participants were curreptifting forth to develop their L1, the L1
knowledge they were in the process of gaining atithe when | interviewed them
would not have influenced their performance onGR&A composition. In contrast,
participant 27 indicated that her independent lagguearning lasted for about two
years. Her father, who had been a teacher in Lefisdimmigrating to the US, insisted
that his children learn to read and write Hmongth&refore spent several years teaching
his children to read and write their L1. | do nabkv the quality of the L1 education he
gave his children. Still, I have ranked her firsthhe cohort that never studied their
language formally because the kind of independé&nnktruction she received was
similar to formal L1 education and may have given & grasp of more formal registers
of Hmong (used primarily but not exclusively in Hngpchurches).

As in Table 5-1, | have noted only middle schadd &igh school years of
bilingual education in Table 5-2. In fact, it wasted in the previous chapter that just two
of the US-only educated participants—participaristd 11—received bilingual
education. Participant 16’s bilingual educationwoed from first through third grades;
ended at such an early age, the academic regfsfgramish she was beginning to gain in
third grade probably did not continue to developth® other end of the bilingual
education spectrum is participant 11. She begaedugcation outside of Wisconsin and
attended the most rigorous bilingual program of afthe participants in the study. She
was in the program for ten years before her famibved to Milwaukee, where she was
mainstreamed. She explained that, although she sawdied math or science in Arabic
in the bilingual school, she was required to sthdgh Arabic language and Arabic

literature. In the Arabic literature classes, thegd all kinds of literature—not just the
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Koran, but stories, articles, etc.—and had to wpdpers about them in Arabic (personal
communication, March 29, 2012). For this reasormj@pant 11 is placed at the highest
rank on the chart; the program she attended wagrsbto give her strong L1 academic
language skills in the humanities.

The column in Table 5-2 that gives information atihe participants’ L1
learning outside of school is more detailed forpgheicipants who studied their L1 only
at a religious institution. | added the number @&nrs each participant attended a church-
based L1 program because, for these participdmss the only formal L1 training they
had. In an analysis of the impact of their L1 knedge on their L2 writing, it is
important to know how many years these participanidied at their respective church-
sponsored schools.

In the cohort of participants who have not formaliudied their L1, participant
06 is ranked second due to the four times shedtamed to Palestine. Like the
participants ranked below her, participant 06 ighle to read or write her L1. However,
her four stays in Palestine totaled more than years (she attended an all-English high
school for Americans while she was there for a ywar stay). She commented,

5-c: | actually studied the numbers. The numbeneweasier for me to

study, so I'm great at reading the numbers, greariing my name, but

that's about it. (lines 23-28)
For her minimal literacy in Arabic, therefore, bpkd participant 06 just below
participant 27.

Clearly, Tables 5-1 and 5-2 support the first Higpsis for this chapter, that “the
participants of my study will have experienced dsesforms of L1 education, ranging

from no L1 training to formal L1 education in therhe country.”
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5.2 Relationships between L1 knowledge and surfadeatures of English

composition

I now turn to the writing analysis data to demaosigt how the scores for the
various measures relate to my hypothesis thatggaatits with more formal knowledge
of their L1 will write more highly-scored CPA comgitions. As a corollary, | expected
the writing analysis scores to decrease as paatitgphad fewer years of formal L1

education and fewer L1 literacy skills.

5.2.1 Accuracy

Recall that | measured accuracy by the percerdbggor-free clauses (% EFC)
and the percentage of error (% E). Table 5-3 shtbe/sccuracy averages for the
compositions by the participants whose educatigaben another country.

Table 5-3: Average Accuracy of Compositions by iegrants
with Education Outside the US

Cohort Average % EFC Average % E
L1 into high school 51 76
L1 into middle school 53 63
L1 in elementary only 68 45

The averages in this table are contrary to my thg®is. | hypothesized that the
cohort that received the most education in thein cauntry would write the highest-
rated compositions; however, their compositionsevibe least accurate. Instead, the
cohort that came to the US in elementary schootentoe most accurate compositions.

Table 5-4 shows average accuracy scores for theddompositions written by the

participants who were educated only in US schools.



Table 5-4: Average Accuracy of Compositions by iegrants

Educated in US Schools

Cohort Average % EFC Average % E
L1 in school 72 39
L1 at church only 62 53
No formal L1 63 56

Table 5-4 supports my expectation for the US-@ualycated participants who
studied their L1 formally in school. Their CPA coagtions score higher for accuracy
than the compositions by the participants in theeotwo cohorts. The accuracy scores
for the participants who studied their L1 in a atiusponsored program and the
participants who did not study their L1 are tooitanto indicate any difference between

the cohorts.

5.2.2 Grammatical complexity

Recall that grammatical complexity was measurethbypercentage of dependent
clauses (% DC) and the average number of clausek-peit (C/T). Table 5-5 presents
the average grammatical complexity scores for Hréigypants who began their schooling
in another country.

Table 5-5: Average Grammatical Complexity of Compaoss
by Participants Educated in US Schools

Cohort

Average % DC

Average C/T

L1 into high school 55 2.2
L1 into middle school 42 2.0
L1 in elementary only 46 2.1

The averages for the percentages of dependersedaimown in Table 5-5
partially support my hypothesis. The cohort thaereed the most education in their L1
wrote compositions with the highest percentageepiethdent clauses. On the other hand,

the cohort that | predicted would use the leastplerngrammatical structures, the
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participants who entered the US during elementelnpal, actually wrote with more
grammatical complexity than the participants whteesd during middle school. The
scores for the average number of clauses per Tammioo similar to be of significance.
Table 5-6 shows the results of the grammaticalpterity analysis of the
compositions written by the participants who wedacated only in the US.

Table 5-6: Average Grammatical Complexity of Compaoss
by Participants Educated in US Schools

Cohort Average % DC Average C/T
L1 in school 47 1.9
L1 at church only 51 1.9
No formal L1 40 1.8

The numbers in the table are fairly close. Howgethex averages in the table mask
several interesting comparisons between the indalidcores for the participants who

were educated in the US. They are displayed inrEigtL.

70
60 1+

50 1\ /
40 \\//—' \\\ // % DC
30 - N——— L C/Tx 10

20
10

11 7 2 24 16 18 13 17 29 30 27 6 20 28 22

Cohorts: L1 in School L1 at ChurchNo L1 Education

Figure 5-1: Grammatical Complexity of CompositidnysParticipants Educated in US
Schools

I would like to make several comments about Fiditfe In the cohort with no
formal L1 education, we see that participant 27 @®avrote markedly more

grammatically complex compositions than their peeggcept for participant 22, whose
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case | will discuss next. Recall that participansZather taught her and her siblings to
read and write Hmong. Participant 06, while narhte in Arabic, had studied the
rudiments of Arabic literacy while living in Pal@s. In contrast, neither participant 20
nor participant 28 had learned to read or write Hgidn addition, while participants 27
and 06 wrote more grammatically complex composditiran participants 20 and 28,
their scores on this measure were not as highose thf the participants who had studied
their L1 at a religious institution. These smaltadpoints support my expectation that
more formal L1 education will result in more highlgted L2 writing.

The only two participants whose compositions staneusually high for
grammatical complexity are participants 11 andA&&.ording to my hypothesis,
participant 11’s composition should be exceptignsitong because she is the only
participant who attended a rigorous bilingual ediecaprogram. In addition, participant
11’s high score is not surprising because her caitipn generally receives high scores.
Table 5-7 compares the writing analysis scoreshifercompositions by participant 11 and
participant 22.

Table 5-7: Comparison of Scores on Measures of &My by
Thirty-third Percentiles for Participants 11 and 22

# EFC E DC C/IT WTWS$ #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP

1] H [H]JH[H[H]IH][H][H] -] - [ m][ -

22 - | - [ H|IH] -] - T H] m|[ - - m| -

H = ranked in the top ¥3percentile

m = ranked in the middle $%ercentile

- =ranked in the lowest $%ercentile

m- (or any two symbols) = ranked between the tex@@ntiles

From Table 5-7, it is clear that while the higlammatical complexity scores are
not unusual for participant 11, they are surprigorgparticipant 22. | will discuss this

discrepancy in Chapter 7; for now, | will createeav table (5-8) that eliminates
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participant 22’s anomalous scores from her cohasterages. Recall that participant 22
is somewhat of an enigma; the extremes in her s@nd the way her parents’ two
different languages forced the family to use pritgdnglish make her situation unique.
Eliminating her scores may skew the results fordodort, but keeping her scores in the
overall average also may skew the results.

Table 5-8: Average Grammatical Complexity of Compaoss

by Participants Educated in US Schools — Modifigd b
Eliminating Participant 22’s Scores

Cohort Average % DC Average C/T
L1 in school a7 1.9
L1 at church only 51 1.9
No formal L1 35 1.5

When patrticipant 22’s scores are eliminated, ifferénce is more pronounced
for the grammatical complexity averages of the cotith no formal L1 education. The
modified table now tentatively and partially supigsany hypothesis that participants who
had not studied their L1 at all would write witlsgéegrammatical complexity than those
who had studied their L1. Unlike my prediction, hemer, there is little difference in
scores between those who had formal L1 educatidriresse who studied their L1 in

religious settings.

5.2.3 Lexical complexity

| used two measures of lexical complexity: 1) ¢@kivariety, meaning the
percentage of different word types (% WT); andh#) percentage of different
sophisticated word types (% SWT). Table 5-9 prestre averaged results for the

participants whose education began outside the US.
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Table 5-9: Average Lexical Complexity of Compogitso
by Participants with Education Outside the US

Cohort % WT % SWT
L1 into high school 54 4
L1 into middle school 52 8
L1 in elementary only 58 12

The results for this group of participants aretcany to my hypothesis. |
hypothesized that the participants who had the mbgtducation in their own country
would write higher scoring compositions; instedud participants who had no formal
education in their L1 used the most lexical varesty the highest percentage of
sophisticated words.

Table 5-10 presents the lexical complexity resiatghe participants who were
educated only in US schools.

Table 5-10: Average Lexical Complexity of Compaxits
by Participants Educated in US Schools

Cohort % WT % SWT
L1 in school 65 18
L1 at church only 60 14
No formal L1 61 11

While the lexical variety averages are all tocselto each other to be particularly
meaningful, the use of sophisticated vocabularysha spread of averages that supports
my hypothesis. As | had expected, the participadtgcated in their L1 used more
sophisticated vocabulary than the participants eutlany formal L1 education. The
scores for the compositions by the cohort who saitheir L1 at religious institutions
average between the two extremes, but the diffeeare not great enough to support or

refute my hypothesis.
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5.3 Relationships between knowledge of L1 rhetoritéeatures and coherence

strategies of English composition

| turn now to the results of my analysis of thetdrical and coherence
features of the compositions. As a reminder, tle¢attical and coherence results
will be examined in relationship to the hypothdbast “the writing analysis scores
for the compositions in this study will be higher those participants who have

had more years of formal L1 education.”

5.3.1 Word count and rhetorical control

In this section of the chapter, | am going to dsscthe results for both word count
and rhetorical control analysis. Because eachesddtanalyses yields a single number for
each composition and the results for each areaimilis unnecessary to present them
separately. Before turning to the tables, remerttirthe compositions were rated
holistically on a five-point scale for rhetoricardrol. Table 5-11 summarizes the results
for the participants whose education began outbieéJS.

Table 5-11: Averages for Number of Words and RheabControl
for Compositions by Participants with Education g the US

Cohort # Words Rhet Control
L1 into high school 310 2.7
L1 into middle school 253 2.6
L1 in elementary only 364 3.3

The results in Table 5-11 do not support my hypsithbecause the participants
who received the least L1 education wrote the mostls and demonstrated the most
rhetorical control. However, the cohort | expedieavrite the highest-rated compositions
had higher average scores than the cohort of paatits whose families immigrated

while they were in middle school.
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Table 5-12 presents the results for the compaostiny participants whose
education took place solely in the US.

Table 5-12: Averages for Number of Words and RheabControl
in Compositions by Participants Educated in US $tho

Cohort # Words Rhen@ol
L1 in high school 360 3.7
L1 at church only 311 3.2
No formal L1 408 4.1

The average scores for this major group of pawicis show the same trend as
those for the participants whose education begésidmithe US. The cohort | expected to
write the lowest-rated compositions—the particigamith no formal L1 education—
actually wrote the highest-rated compositions, cantling my hypothesis. On the other
hand, the cohort | expected to write the strongestpositions (those who studied their
L1 in high school) wrote more highly rated compiosis than the cohort who had studied

their L1 in church-sponsored programs.

5.3.2 Rhetorical markers

To examine the participants’ use of rhetorical kees, | analyzed the
compositions for the percentage of each of two «kioidmarkers: coordinating and
logical. Recall that higher percentages of markems to correlate with compositions that
overuse these markers to signal thought relatipssfihe results for the participants who

began their schooling outside the US are presentédble 5-13.
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Table 5-13: Averages for Rhetorical Markers in Cosipons
by Participants with Education Outside the US

Cohort Coordinating % odical %
L1 into high school 41 34
L1 into middle school 61 25
L1 in elementary only 82 36

The results for the coordinating markers suppgrhypothesis. The cohort with
the most L1 education was able to coordinate idgdmut overusing words and phrases

such as “and,” “but,” “and so,” etc. The cohorthvibe least L1 education relied on
coordinating markers more heavily than the other ¢t@horts. The results for the use of
logical markers, on the other hand, do not suppgrhypothesis: the cohorts with the
most and the least L1 education average nearlgahme percentage of logical markers.
The middle cohort uses fewer logical markers thdreeof the other two.

The results for rhetorical marker use by the pgrdints educated in only US

schools are displayed in Table 5-14.

Table 5-14: Averages for Rhetorical Markers in Cosipons
by Participants Educated in US Schools

Cohort Coordinating % odical %
L1 in high school 63 24
L1 at church only 80 26
No formal L1 50 25

We see very little difference in the use of logjiwarkers between the three
cohorts, but the differences between the use afdoaating markers is marked. Contrary
to my hypothesis, the cohort with no formal L1 eatiom wrote compositions that used
the fewest coordinating markers. The cohort thatlike most was the one that had

studied their L1 outside of school.
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5.3.3 Coherence

Recall that for a composition to be consideredeceht, it must not introduce too
many new topics (% Topics); therefore, compositiorth lower percentages of topics
are considered to be more coherent. By contragitehipercentages of parallel and
extended parallel T-units (% Parallel & Extended)icate that a writer has succeeded in
semantically signaling connections between theouartopics she has discussed. The
coherence results for the compositions by the @pants who began their education
outside the US are presented in Table 5-15.

Table 5-15: Averages for Coherence in Compositions
by Participants with Education Outside the US

Cohort % Topics % Plalag& Extended
L1 into high school 37 66
L1 into middle school 45 59
L1 in elementary only 39 65

The results for coherence partially support mydtlgpsis. The participants who
studied in their L1 into high school average thghlesst scores, as my hypothesis
predicted. However, the participants who had thastleducation in their L1 also wrote
compositions that averaged nearly the same scbheecdhort that wrote the least
coherent compositions was the cohort that immigrédehe US during or just after
middle school.

Table 5-16 displays the results for the participarho received all of their

education in US schools.
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Table 5-16: Averages for Coherence in Compositions
by Participants Educated in US Schools

Cohort % Topics % Parallel & Extended
L1 in high school 42 62
L1 at church only 43 61
No formal L1 35 61

From the table we can see that all of the averagesimilar. The only cohort that
stands out is the cohort with no formal L1 edugatiGontrary to my hypothesis, their
compositions are more coherent because they irteoftwer new topics as they are

writing.

5.4 Closing thoughts

Tables 5-17 and 5-18 summarize the findings iati@h to my expectation that
the more years a participant was educated in harlamguage, the more highly-rated her
composition would be.

Table 5-17: Summary of Results Rankings AccordingGohorts for
Participants with Education Outside the US

EFC E DC C/T WBWT #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP

L1HS | -~ - H H | m-] - m| m - | m~| H~ H-

LIMS | m~ m - - -~ m - - m - - -

L1Ee | H H m m H H H H H| H-[ m~| m-~

~ = averages differ by fewer than 3 percentagetpoin
* = averages are the same

The results for the participants whose educatagah outside the US do not
support my hypothesis. According to my hypotheasis,participants who arrived in the
US when they were in elementary school would hanttem compositions that
consistently received the lowest scores. Instdwead; tcompositions never averaged the

lowest scores and, in fact, usually averaged thledst scores. Interestingly, however, the
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cohort that averaged the most grammatically comafekcoherent compositions was the
one | had predicted would write the strongest casitjpms: the cohort of participants
who had studied in their home countries into higho®l. Finally, it is surprising that the
cohort that generally wrote the weakest compostiaccording to the measures | used,
is the cohort made up of participants whose fasdigived in the US while their
daughters were in middle school. Their years obstihg in their family’s home country
should have given them a good foundation in théirdnd their AOA should have given
them enough time to catch up with their monolindtiaglish-speaking peers.

Table 5-18 summarizes the overall results forpaicipants who were educated
only in US schools.

Table 5-18: Summary of Results Rankings Accordin@aohorts for
Participants Educated in US Schools

EFC E DC C/IT WBWT #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP

Formal | H H m | H | H H m m m| H~| m~| H-
Church| - ~ - H H* -~ m - - H -~ -~ K
None | m~ | m - - m-~ - H H - m~ H| -*~

The results for the participants educated only$schools partially support my
hypothesis. The participants who received bilingadalcation (and, therefore, the most
formal L1 education) average the highest writingres. In fact, the averages for this
cohort were never the lowest of the three groups. Sirong averages for the participants
who received bilingual education support my hypsihéhat more formal knowledge of
the L1 correlates with stronger CPA compositionswiever, my hypothesis predicted
that the participants that received no formal Laicadion would average the lowest
scores. Instead, the cohort that received somadttuiction through religious institutions

averaged the lowest scores.
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CHAPTER 6: THE PARTICIPANTS’ EXPERIENCES

In Chapter 4, | explored the language learningseup(bilingual, ESL only, or
mainstreaming) received by the participants in stugly in light of my hypothesis that
participants who received more as well as morecg¥fe language support would write
more highly rated compositions. Then, in Chaptdrexplored the participants’ formal
L1 education (at school, at church, none) in ligihtny hypothesis that those with more
as well as more formal knowledge of their L1 wowidte more highly rated
compositions. My last research question bringsethes factors (language learning
support and L1 knowledge) together:

7) What are the relationships between the langlesgaing support

experienced by this group of students, their L1Wkiedge, and the

accuracy and complexity of the surface featuresthad

discourse/rhetorical control exhibited in their Esig writing?

In this chapter, | examine the writing analysisadatrelation to my
hypothesis about the positive value of bilingual@tion (the best practice
language learning support) and my hypothesis albheupositive value of formal
education in the L1. In order to do this, | devote section to each of the kinds
of language learning support: mainstreaming, ESipett, and bilingual
education, respectively. | use the writing analglsita and the participants’
descriptions of their experiences to develop aretstdnding of the role L1
knowledge can play for students in each kind ofjleage learning support. After
discussing the three kinds of language learningasupl turn to an examination

of the value of L1 knowledge for the bilingual lears in this study and then end

the chapter with some closing thoughts.
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6.1 Mainstreaming

In this section, | examine how mainstreaming esdb the participants’ writing
analysis scores in light of my two hypotheses.

Only two of the 13 participants (15%) who had betheir schooling outside the
US were mainstreamed; in contrast, of the 15 ppatits who attended only US schools
six (40%) were mainstream@dinterestingly, the participants who were mairestned
were less interested in being interviewed tharother participants. Of all of the
participants from both major groups who were maagasned, only two (7%) wished to
be interviewed. In contrast, interviews were gibgrsix (86%) of the participants who
had bilingual education and nine (69%) of the payéints who had received only ESL
support. The difference in interview participatdoes not seem to be based on personal
acquaintance with me. | knew 50% of the mainstrehpagticipants before they
participated in the study, and | knew one of the tmainstreamed participants who
agreed to an interview. It is possible that thenseamed participants were not
interested in being interviewed because they lieltiéast identification with the
population named in the participation request tetstudents who are immigrants or
children of immigrants.” Or, perhaps the title oy study (“First Language Status and
Second Language Writing”), which appeared in th& fine of the request letter,

discouraged their participation. Whatever the catiselack of interview data for the

4 The fact that so many US-raised participants weatnstreamed may lend support to an observation
made by Wright (1992) that bilingual learners biorthe L2 country are more invisible and therefare
less likely to receive language learning support.
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mainstreamed participants means my understanditigeof must be less nuanced than

for the other groups of participants.

6.1.1 Mainstreamed participants whose educatioaregtside the US

As we saw in Chapter 4, for participants who betj@ir schooling outside the
US, mainstreaming appeared to be the least efeentiwans of support. The two
mainstreamed participants who began their schodliigide the US were participant 08
and participant 26. In Chapter 4, | showed thaprgrthe cohorts whose education
began outside the US, the averaged writing anasgsises for the two mainstreamed
participants ranked lowest on 50% of the measures.

Yet, individually, the compositions by participarit8 and 26 scored very
differently. Participant 08’s family immigrated te US from Mexico after she had
finished second grade; participant 26, on the dtlaed, attended school in the
Dominican Republic through the end of seventh gtasfere moving to the US. Given
my hypothesis regarding the value of L1 knowledyeeffective L2 composition skills, |
expected participant 26’s composition to be moghlyirated than that of participant 08,
and, indeed, it was more highly rated, even if anbrginally so. Table 6-1 compares the
rankings of their scores.

Table 6-1: Comparison of Rankings on Measures oMtRing by Thirty-third
Percentiles for Participants 26 and 08

# EFC E DC C/IT WBWT #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP
26 - - m -* - m-| m| m-| Hn H H| H*
08| H H| m-| -*]Hm|] H - - m - m | H*

As we can see, participant 26’s composition ranka lhigher percentile than participant

08'’s for six measures, while participant 08’s cosipon ranks in a higher percentile for
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only four measures. Interestingly, for the two meas where their rankings are the same
(C/T and P&EP), their scores are tied.

Because my first hypothesis predicts that pasicip who were mainstreamed
would write compositions that generally ranked lovall of the writing measures, both
participants’ high rankings are a bit puzzling,esplly because the high rankings are for
different measures (except for P&EP). Having beamstreamed may, therefore, may
not be therimary reason for the high rankings—if it were, | woulgpect both
participants to rank high in the same areas (asdltewith the use of parallel and
extended parallel references for coherence). Usimgey data, | speculate that AOA may
have played a role in the high rankings that 26 Gthdeceived. With most of her years of
schooling in English in the US, participant 08 veratcomposition that scored in or near
the top 38' percentile for accuracy and lexical complexitynger exposure to English
and more time to practice it may have been bemficr her accuracy and English
vocabulary development. Yet, given the way thetilmg of immigration works—
diverting children’s attention from academic leamas they focus on acquiring English
and, thus putting many of them permanently behned tmonolingual English-speaking
peers (Collier, 1987; Cummins 1981; 1996; Thomasdilier, 2001), participant 08 may
not have been placed in the more rigorous collegpgratory classes. In fact, due to their
lack of grade-level English skills, bilingual lears are often shunted into lower-track
classes (Fu, 1995; Hoffer, 1978; Lay, Carro, Tigmann, & Leong, 1999; Townsend
& Fu, 2001; Valdés, 2001; VanHorne, 2009) wheredtiistic input...is generally
poorer, tasks are more mechanical, and classro@mraation tends to be minimal”

(Roberge, 2009, p. 14). Participant 08’s accessitbpractice with sustained academic
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writing, therefore, may have been limited, makinigss likely that she would write a
composition that would score high in areas likengratical complexity, word count, and
rhetorical control.

On the other hand, participant 26’s low accuramyes but more highly rated use
of rhetorical markers and coherence devices maxpkined by her late AOA and,
therefore, stronger L1 development. Staying inhtbie country through the end of
seventh grade would have given participant 26 peastice with accuracy (24% of her
errors are with verb marking for tense or numb@r).the other hand, the longer period of
time before immigration may mean that participadtad begun learning how to
develop a topic in an academic paper. Her L1 egpe& of writing and reading academic
compositions may have led her to produce a relgtivere unified placement
composition that fulfilled rhetorical expectatiossd signaled relationships between
ideas without over-reliance on rhetorical markers.

From patrticipant 08 and 26’s cases, | speculaerttainstreaming, while not
generally helpful for newcomers, may still offeveeal some advantages for younger
newcomers who will have time to develop a broade&abulary and more of an intuitive
feeling for correctness. Also, a broader vocabuia@gn asset for creating coherence in
compositions because a writer can refer to her togoics with synonyms. This may
explain the strength of the mainstreamed parti¢gdarse of parallel and extended
parallel references in their compositions. Ovefadever, for the two participants in
this study who began their schooling outside the th& disadvantages of mainstreaming
outweighed the slight advantages associated wittadg AOA. In addition, older

newcomers who are mainstreamed may be in a betseign (relatively speaking) than
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their early AOA mainstreamed peers because thed@ik students bring to their L2

tasks more knowledge of how to use language ineamadsettings.

6.1.2 Mainstreamed participants who were educatédin US schools

For bilingual learners in this study who attendetyy US schools, on the other
hand, mainstreaming, while not as effective asgilal education, seemed more
effective than ESL support at preparing studentgifdry-level college writing. Two of
the six mainstreamed participants who had beenatedionly in American schools
agreed to be interviewed, and a third participamteva letter to explain several of her
answers on the survey. All three of these partidipdescribed a relatively easy
transition into English. Participant 13, who coms&lEnglish as her L1 although mostly
Arabic is spoken at home, stated,

6-a: Honestly, | feel like that was just a naturalent to school, | went

to Head Start early. My mom put me into it beforebefore my age...she

put me in earlier. So, right when | couldn’t evearstalking | was in

English school (lines 46-56).

Participant 02, whose parents both arrived in tBead children, explained,

6-b: | was introduced to both languages throughpargnts...My mother

spoke an equal amount of spanish and english t@ntemy father spoke

spanish more than english to me. | learned engfisiugh my mother

because she grew up with english (personal comratioig May 31,

2011).

Participant 07 wrote,

6-c: Being raised in my grandmother’s householdghier aunts + uncles

spoke English, + upon entering school, | spoke Bhdpersonal

communication, November 27, 2011).

It would appear that these participants, withyeadquisition of both their L1 and

English, were ideally situated to be mainstreanyed, as Table 6-2 shows, their writing
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score rankings do not completely bear this out wdmmpared to the score rankings of
the other US-only-educated mainstreamed particgpant

Table 6-2: Comparison of Rankings on Measures ofMtRing by Thirty-third
Percentiles for Mainstreamed Participants Educ@telg in the US

# EFC E DC C/T WBWT #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP

07 m - - - m H - - - - Hm H
02 H H m H - - m m H H m m
24 H H Hm m Hm| m- H H H H H H
13* H H m m - H - m - m m m
29 - - H m H m H H - - m- -

27% m m m m - - m H - m H H

*These participants have the same numbers of ldddle and high rankings

If mainstreaming were an ideal placement for pgrdints who begin school with
knowledge of two languages, we would expect padicis 13, 02, and 07’s rankings to
resemble those of participants 24. Instead, oatl@8 compositions, participant 07’s is
one of two tied for receiving the most low rankingle compositions by both participant
13 and 02 fare better, ranking in the top and nei@® percentiles most of the time.

In Table 6-2, | list the participants in descemdarder according to my
hypothesis that more formal L1 knowledge facilisat® writing. Participant 07
therefore, who studied Spanish as a heritage layggfiam seventh through 12jrade, is
at the top of the table, while participants 29 ai@dwho did not study their L1 at school,
are at the bottom of the table. Participant 07ty Vew rankings are surprising, given the
extent of her L1 education. In addition, participad’s very high rankings are also a
surprise, given my first hypothesis that mainstregmvould tend to correlate with low
scores. In order to speculate about these anomhbtigs to data collected by the survey.
Table 6-3 presents the survey data about L1 use ¢jadhered from the mainstreamed

participants who were educated only in US schools.
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Table 6-3: L1 Use Factors for Mainstreamed Pafdicip
Educated Only in US Schools

Frequency Frequency of Languages that Participants’ Parents

# Speaking L1 Language Brokering Speak Read Write

07 33% not at all Spanish Spanish Spanish
English English English

02 39% not at all Spanish Spanish Spanish
English English English

24 78% almost always Spanish Spanish Spanish

Basic English| Basic English *

13 28% often Arabic Arabic Arabic
English English

29 78% often Lao, Thai, Hmong Hmong
Hmong, English English
English

27 33% often Hmong Hmong Hmong
English English ) English ()

*Participant 24 wrote: “a few English with mistakes
& = applies only to the father (i.e., although betiparticipant 27's parents speak Hmong and English
only her father is able to read and write Englisar mother reads and writes only Hmong)

Participant 07 did not wish to be interviewed; leeer, from the survey question

about the participants’ ages, | discovered thaig@pant 07 was a nontraditional student

who wrote her placement composition when she wpsoapmately 54 years ofd By

that time, she had her own life and home and ettdnhat she used Spanish only 33%

of the time. Thus, when she wrote the placementpomition, composing in either her L1

or her L2 was probably seldom practic8gossibly impacting her performance on the

CPA.

In light of my hypothesis regarding the value @fmhal L1 education, it is not

surprising that participants 02 and 24, who hadh Istudied their L1 in middle school and

% The survey asked the participants for their agestheir birthdates. Knowing their age at the tinteen
they took the survey and the date when they wiwl placement assessment, | was able to estimaite t
age at the time that they wrote their placemergsssaent. Depending on a participant’s birth date,
however, my estimate may represent their age byeaetoo many or one year too few.

% Montrul’s study suggests that adults do not loss+aaforget’—their L1; “rather, attrition in adidtmay
decrease or simply slow down the resources negefsahe implementation of the available knowletige
(2008, p. 90).
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for part of high school, wrote compositions thadl In@ore high rankings than their peers
who had little or no formal L1 study. In additiathough participant 24 did not consent
to an interview, on the survey she noted that eeith her parents was able to write
English, and both of them were able to speak aad oaly “basic English.” Furthermore,
she estimated that she used Spanish about 78% ofrté and noted that she “almost
always” translated for her family members.

In their longitudinal study of the academic effecf language brokering
(translating for others who speak less Englishyneg Orellana, and Li-Grinning
demonstrated that elementary school students vegoéntly engaged in language
brokering scored significantly higher on standagdizeading tests by the time they were
in the upper elementary grades than their peersdihonly moderate or no language
brokering (2007). Indeed, translating encouragesidvelopment of metalinguistic
awareness, which is helpful when writing compossicAlthough Dorner et al.’s study
was conducted with elementary children, it is palssihat frequent language brokering is
beneficial for older students as well as for youngethat the advantages accrued in her
early years (if participant 24 also translatedrfer parents as a child) gave participant 24
a “boost” that continued to pay off in a cycle aglier comprehension, higher test scores,
higher self-confidence, etc. If this is the cateyay not be mainstreaming that was
particularly beneficial for participant 24; rathemay have been the continued
development of and interplay between the L1 and_&ydavoring my hypothesis

regarding the value of L1 knowledge for L2 composit
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6.1.3 All mainstreamed participants

The survey and interview data from the participantthis study who were
mainstreamed revealed another drawback to maimsingastudents who are
mainstreamed are unlikely to maintain and to caideveloping their L1 and, therefore,
may lose confidence in their L1 abilities. Tabld @resents the results of the “can-do”
responses on the survey, where respondents ratedmor difficult it would be for
them to accomplish certain tasks in their L1. Beeathe participants were not asked to
dothe task (e.g., “Introduce yourself and talk tdees using appropriate, respectful
language”) but merely to indicate how easy or diffi it would befor them to
accomplish the task in their L1, | interpret theuléing percentages as revealing more
about the participants’ confidence in their L1 skihan their actual L1 abilites.

Table 6-4: Percentages of L1 Confidence for “Cari-Dasks
for Participants who were Mainstreamed

Participant Speaki Reading Writing

26 93 67 73
08 93 93 73
07 100 93 73
02 80 93 93
24 87 87 87
13 80 27 0

29 100 100 100
27 100 40 33

| wish to make two observations about the dathimtable. First, the data comes
from responses to a self-report instrument. Asisgwé the percentages indicate, self-
report is not particularly reliable. For examplartgripant 29, who has studied her L1 for
only two years in a church-sponsored program, hare monfidence in her L1 reading
and writing abilities than participant 26, who atled school in her native country

through the end of seventh grade.
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The second observation relates directly to theothgses of this study. In general,
the participants express less confidence in theirdading and writing skills than in their
speaking skill§'. The reading and writing tasks listed in the syraee not extremely
difficult (e.g., “Read and understand personatkhstand notes,” “Read popular novels or
stories without using a dictionary,” “Write a padggnouncement,” “Write an essay
describing your own or your family’s journey toghiountry,” etc.). While a monolingual
English-speaking college student might feel aelikiss confident about her ability to
write an essay describing her ancestors’ journelgedJS, most of the tasks would not
cause her to rate her skills much lower than 10086é.bilingual learners, however, lack
such confidence in their L1 abilities.

This lack of confidence was also expressed bywlemainstreamed participants
| interviewed. Participant 13, whose role as alieaof basic Arabic to children in the
program at her mosque gave her reason for morerrttan less confidence, said,

6-d: I'm from Raam in Palestine—...they speak Fahlahrabic...so this

kind of Arabic, it's, um, it's kind of informal, sit’'s very—it’s hard. | can

speak that kind of Arabic, but when you want toaspeith formal...you

know, sometimes it's very difficult for me. So,drcdo small talk but

couldn’t talk from my heart..(lines 114-123).

Participant 02 commented,

6-e: | think | kind of learned English more thara8jsh, so | do have more

difficulty like just speaking it a little bit, | ihk, because | have more of an

accent...If I'm in Mexico like and they're talking to me i8panish...and

| think | need more confidence just to speak béideg 6-8, 67-70).

After exploring the backgrounds of the two papasts who had begun their

education outside the US and who were mainstreamped arrival in the US, |

" participant 02 is the exception. | speculate thiatis because of a trip to Mexico, which she réstied
about during the interview: “| remember...lI was hafpimy cousin with her homework, and she was kind
of in the same level as | was. So then | would teduker...” (lines 38, 43-46)
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concluded that it was possible to explain the A& participant’s higher scores as a
possible effect of her longer years of L1 educat&®imilarly but with more certainty, |
found that, for the mainstreamed participants wheskecation was only in US schools,
more L1 knowledge generally correlated with high2rcomposition scores. Given the
value of L1 knowledge for the mainstreamed parénip in this study, therefore, it is
unfortunate that mainstreaming appears to underomeeof bilingual learners’

advantages for academic achievement: their L1 dentie and skills.

6.2. ESL Support

In this section of the chapter, | explore readonshe contrasts in the writing
scores of the two main groups of cohorts that haeteenced ESL support. After
discussing possible reasons for the differenceselinterview and survey data to enrich
my understanding of the compositions. Then | dbsdiie participants’ attitudes toward
ESL support and end the section with concludingitfnds about ESL support.

The relationships between ESL support and thengréanalysis scores were
nearly the opposite for the two main groups ofipgrénts in my study. Bilingual
learners who began school in another country ammreteived ESL support in the US
wrote CPA compositions that scored in the tofJ B8rcentile more often than their peers
who were mainstreamed or placed in bilingual edangirograms. Conversely, bilingual
learners who experienced the entirety of their anad careers in US schools and who
received ESL instruction wrote CPA compositiong Stred in the lowest 33

percentile more often than their peers who werengte@amed or placed in bilingual
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education programs. How can ESL classes be souhétpdbne group of students and of
so little help to another?

Part of the answer to this question may have twitlothe historical focus of
TESOL and the differing needs of the two groupstafients. Recall that | explained in
Chapter 1 that TESOL’s main focus was internaticbadlents: “the college TESOL
community did not include resident ESL studentdinithe scope of its work” (Matsuda
& Matsuda, 2009, p. 58). This focus led to what sdiaia and Matsuda call “the erasure”
of bilingual learners to the profession. Elementang secondary ESL administrators and
lead teachers who attended TESOL would have atteselesions on theories and
methods appropriate for international learnershSuethods assume the learner has
studied her L1 in a traditional, grammar-based &y has probably also been
introduced to English in a grammar-translation fashlit also assumes that international
learners have seldom interacted with native spsakfefmerican English and therefore
need communicative strategies and training in Acaericultural practices and
preferences.

Methods based on these assumptions would wotl faell with newcomer
students who have little or no experience with Aigegar culture, but who have a
foundation of education in their own country. Ttazhal ESL methods, however, would
be less well-suited to students who do not havedarcational foundation in their L1,
who have not studied English from a grammar-tramsisstandpoint, and who, being
raised in the US, are already familiar with thelsgpolanguage and the culture. Thus, the

group of participants who began their educatiotheir own countries would tend to fare
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better with ESL support: the methods traditionakgd by ESL teachers would be more

compatible with their needs.

6.2.1 ESL support and participants whose educékgan outside the US

Recall that in Chapter 5, for the participants sgneducation began outside the
US, those who had more years of formal L1 tendesrite compositions that averaged
lower scores than those who had fewer years ofdblrh education. This trend was
contrary to my hypothesis about the positive vaiiiel education. Now | wish to
examine more closely the internationally-educat@digipants who had ESL support (the
most effective form of language learning suppartjelation to their years of L1
education. Table 6-5 shows the score rankingshimESL-supported participants whose
schooling began outside of the US.

Table 6-5: Rankings on Measures of L2 Writing byriiathird Percentiles for
Participants with Education Outside the US who Reckeonly ESL Support

# EFC E DC C/IT WBWT #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP

L1 into High School
03 - - H m Hm - H m H Hm m m
09 m m H H m- - - - m - m Hm
L1 into Middle School
05 H H - - m m m m H H H H
04| Hm m m m - m Hm| Hm m m Hm H
21 - - - m m m- m m- - m- - -
L1 Elementary School Only
4] H | H| m| m|[| H] H|] H|] H| m]| m]| m]| m-

Based on my hypothesis that more education in fheill be related to stronger L2
writing, | expected a downward trend as we readrdthe columns; however, this is not
S0, except, to a degree in the scores for logieakers (Coord and Logi) and, perhaps, in
the column for grammatical complexity (DC). Thibl@ashows several other surprising

results.
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First, considering the short time participantsa®d 09 were in US schools (one
and two years, respectively), it is surprising tingir compositions scored as high as they
did. Participant 03 did not consent to an intervibwt as a 17-year-old immigrant from
Mexico, it is likely that she had some exposur&nglish at school and through the
media before her arrival in the US. Participant@®the other hand, had not studied
English before coming to the US—she was studyingr@a, instead. In spite of
participant 03's probable exposure to Englishs ppassible that the two participants’
years of L1 education may be part of the explanato how well they wrote. When
asked if it had been helpful or more difficult toer “coming into a new language already
having one that [she] knew really well,” particip®9® answered,;

6-f: For me it is obvious that it's so much easiecause | knew

something. The good example of this is my friendsy-bmst friend...she

came 15 years ago. (I came seven years ago.) 8eeasie who is really

really strong and really good in writing essayg, Ibu the one who is

really really really good in applying ideas, beirrgative becausehiave®

ideas... It is Serbian—it’'s not English. | can apalythat | learned there

in English. ...l can’t apply theocabularybecause it’s different, but |

apply techniques... (lines 361-381).

Perhaps, having experience with thinking and wgitmtheir L1, the late-arriving
newcomers were able to write compositions thatestbrgher than those of students who
had immigrated a few years before them.

Participant 14’s high scores are another surpWiéth only two years of
education in her home country, she would tend itevar low-scoring composition
according to my hypothesis. However, having arrivethe US so young, she had ample

time to work on bridging the achievement gap traues with the disruption of

immigration. Also, participant 14 also clearly eygd languages; she reported that her

8| use italics to indicate when the participant éagized a word while she was speaking.
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parents had multilingual friends so that she waslus interacting in Urdu, Punjabi, and
Hindi at home. While several of these languages lb@ago similar as to be mutually
intelligible, she also loved Spanish and had stidiéor six years.

Participant 14’s strong rankings in Table 6-5faat, can divert attention from
participant 21's unusually low scores, especialhewwe consider that she, like
participants 05 and 04, arrived in the US afteishing seventh grade. One interesting
fact about participants 14 and 21 is that partitidal repeated a year of schooling either
upon arrival in the US or after her first year im@rican school, while participant 21
skipped a year of schooling as she entered thlttfough repeating or skipping a year
of school doubtlessly is not the only explanationthese two participants’ unusually
high or low scores, it may have played a role.

In conclusion, although more L1 knowledge doestrastslate into higher L2
writing scores for the newcomer students in thuslgt it is possible that the late arriving
newcomer students are able to bring more acadeetia-kmowledge to their L2 tasks,
allowing them to write stronger compositions th@awoomers who have been in the US a
few years longer. Only early arrivals with theirmgayears of L2 exposure seem to be

able to surpass the late arrivals.

6.2.2 ESL support and participants who were eddoamdy in US schools

In Table 6-6, we see the rankings for the pardictp who received ESL support
and were educated only in US schools. As with #méigpants whose education began
outside the US, | have organized the table accgrirthe participants’ years of formal

L1 education.
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Table 6-6: Rankings on Measures of L2 Writing byriythird Percentiles for
Participants Educated Only in American Schools Wieceived only ESL Support

# EFC E DC C/T WBWT #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP

L1 in School
18 Hm | m | m| m|[ H|] m| m| m| m| H|] -| -
L1 at Church Only
17 m m H m - Hm - m m m - -
30 m- m m m - m - - H m m m
No Formal L1
06 H H m- - Hm - m H m - H H
20 m m - - m- m H m H Hm{ m- m-
28 - - - - - m m m H H H Hm
22 - - H H - - H m - - m- -

The first four columns in Table 6-6 show rankinigat are somewhat consistent
with my hypothesis; as the years of formal L1 ediocedecrease, the accuracy and
grammatical complexity of the participants’ compiosis tend to decrease. The
participants with no formal L1 education (06, 28, and 22), for example, have a
number of rankings in the lowest'3gercentile in the first four columns, while the
participants with more formal L1 education (18, aid 30) do not have any low
rankings in the accuracy and grammatical complecotymns.

In addition, the composition by participant 18,onk the only ESL-supported
US-educated participant to have studied her Lhettiddle school or high school level,
has fewer low rankings than any of the other piiats in her cohort. Although none of
the last four participants in Table 6-7 had recgiaay education in her L1, participant 06
had picked up a small amount of literacy duringtthees she lived in Palestine.
Interestingly, she had also been held back a yealementary school. These two facts
may be part of the reason that her rankings agét}i higher than expected, given her

lack of formal L1 education.
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6.2.3 Participants’ attitudes toward ESL support

Interestingly, although no interview question dihg requested a description of
ESL classes, the participants had quite a bityeabaut them. Table 6-5 summarizes the

kinds of comments about their classes made byrdiifegroups who received ESL

support.
Table 6-7: Comments about ESL Classes from Interata
Group % Positive % Equivocal % Negative

Began school outside US;
had only ESL support 53 12 35
Educated in only American
schools; had only ESL 21 21 58
support
Educated in only American
schools; had bilingual 29 8 63
education and ESL suppor

Looking at Table 6-7, it is important to remembeat ESL instruction may be the
only form of support given to bilingual learners,itomay be offered as part of a bilingual
education program, which is why | include the comtadrom the participants who
received bilingual education. As can be seen frloentéable, ESL classes never receive an
overwhelmingly high rating. However, more than &%) of the comments made by
the participants who began their education outiddJS are positive. In contrast, more
than half of the comments (58% and 63%) made ab8Sutclasses by participants
educated only in US schools are negative. If ththods used by ESL teachers are more
compatible with international students and newhvad immigrants, it is not surprising
that the group of participants who had been newesmeuld have more positive ESL
class experiences and, therefore, would make nmasiéiy® comments about ESL

support.
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6.2.3.1 Positive comments about ESL support

Comments made during the interviews provide irtsiigio internationally-
educated students’ experiences with ESL supportn&acomers—especially late
arrivals, ESL classes were a lifeline. ESL teachéen helped them navigate the
overwhelming adjustment to American school. Tosiltate how overwhelming that
adjustment is, participant 21 described the figiriof her first day in her US school:

6-g: | had no clue; | just knew how to say “Hi.” &hremember that day |

went to my school—I was ninth grade. And my teachs&ne told me, do |

have money for lunch. And all of sudden | was sgat her; | had no clue

she was asking me. And then she tried to explamepwrite on the

board, still I couldn’t get it. Then she grabbed fmehand and took me to

cafeteria and then | understood (lines 1-15).

For many newcomers, their ESL teacher was the #uejtturned to for explanations—
academic and cultural. Participant 09, who arriaethe age of 16, explained,

6-h: ESL was the onliest [class] where you run wi@mre stuck, when

you don’t know anything. Miss M was the teacheruYuast go to her; she

always knew how to help (lines 131-136).

Because of the assistance and understanding neavsoeaceive at a time when
they are particularly vulnerable, many become h#ddo their ESL teachers, classes,

and peers. Participant 21, who said of her ESLherat loved her” (line 46), explained,

6-i: | kind of was more familiar with her, and shas spending more time
with me if | need it. So then later we were goadrfds (lines 53-57).

Participant 14, who arrived in the US after onlptyears of school in Pakistan,
explained that she liked her ESL classes so muwathstie didn’t want to give them up:

6-j: When | came here | was six, and that’s whigatned [English]...|
had to repeat first grade. | just didn’t feel condible speaking English,
and so my ESL teacher suggested that | shouldast@xtra year. . .In
third grade they started taking me off of it...bliked to skip class for it,
anyway [aughtef (lines 1-11) .
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Participant 09 felt grateful for the help she rgedifrom ESL peers:

6-k: Somebody was always there who knew EnglishSarthian—kids

who came before us. So they would always help udidri’'t had a tutor,

but I had my friends and they helped me a lot flib27-130, 137-139).

As indicated in Table 6-5, the comments about E@bport were less positive for
the participants whose entire schooling was iniBe This is not to say that they had
only negative experiences with ESL support; oncihrgrary, participants acknowledged
that ESL support was helpful for them. For exampéeticipant 30 reminisced,

6-1: During the individual meetings that | can renteer, like in second or

third grade...she only had two or three of us at o8cethat was really

nice that we had that particular time with her...tlelly helped (lines 40-

48).

Participant 17 commented about the helpfulnesepélementary school ESL classes:

6-m: They made it a point to have us to do handaetivities for us to
understand different concepts...it definitely madesisier (lines 122-127).

6.2.3.2 Negative comments about ESL support

All of the participants—those who had been edutatdely in American schools
as well as the newcomers who received ESL suppat-amumber of negative things to
say about ESL classes as well. Some of the redsptiwir negative comments were
global issues that are not necessarily within th@rol of ESL teachers, but other
criticisms may be important for ESL professionalfiéed.

For some US-educated bilingual learners, ESL sumamne too late and/or
intermittently, as we saw in Chapter 4 with thetipgrants who did not receive ESL until
later in their school careers in spite of entesngool with little knowledge of the

language. Or, too little ESL support may have b@ewided. Participant 06 commented,
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6-n: There was like once a week I'd get pulled frdass and taken aside,
but, I don’t think that helped much (lines 52-56).

Sometimes ESL classes were too crowded. Particiiarkplained:

6-0: Actually, 1 wasn’t that happy because ESL beaicidn’t pay that
much attention. Even though | loved her, at first didn’t pay much
attention...because...we were big group and she cdutarus just on—
more time—on one person (lines 44-51).

Other problems with ESL were more particular t libcal situation. For
example, two of the participants in the study, @@ a8, experienced push-in ESL
support. Participant 28 did not seem to have agtapinion, negative or positive, about
the push-in support:

6-p: There was an ESL Hmong teacher there, butaseinvthe class with
us. So then sometimes we’'ll just split up into greuand then...we would
speak to him, and then switch back and forth (IB@<!3).

Participant 17 is the Arabic-speaking participahbvinad positive memories about the
hands-on activities in her early ESL class. Inrlggars, however, she was embarrassed
by the push-in ESL support she received.

6-q: My fifth grade year, where they just had bakycan assistant stay
with me in my clas§the assistant was there for a few other ESL sttgjen
too—none of them were Arabic speakevkjch, | mean, at the time it just
felt so, like—I felt so, uh, alienated in a waysfjbbecause, like compar—
you know, all the other kids are fine, and I'misgtwith an assistant right
next to[laugh] me! (lines 78-96)

The mismatch between traditional ESL methods aBdaised bilingual learners
needs that | mentioned earlier also may have play@de in participant 17’s negative
experiences with ESL support.

6-r: Ironically, at the time | was a very good teri | was a very strong
reader, but it was my speaking that was the isSaevhen they test me,
they test me on my reading and writing. And | wks,|“l don’t have a
problem with this. This is what | understand.” &ert they were, “Oh,
then, you don’'t need...ESL.” I'm like, “No, but | Bthave a problem with
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speaking.”...l'd feel like they didn’t know what target. What they were

trying to help me with was what | already knew.. ihththey just made

the assumption that all of us who did have Englisla second language at

the time, we all had the same barriers and the sssues. They didn’t

take so much into consideration what were my wemaktp (lines 135-149,

108-118)

Other criticisms made of ESL support had to do wiuttat went on inside ESL
classrooms, something ESL teachers can controtlaaclge, if necessary. For example,
recurring criticism of ESL classes was that theyea®t rigorous enough. Participant
01 began her US studies in eighth grade, where steéviel ESL support which

6-s: helped me—I cannot say they didn’t (lines683-

However, after the first quarter of ninth grades slnopped her ESL class because

6-t: they mostly focused on my homework...which | wakoking for

that. I didn’t want them to do my homework, | wathte learn English

(lines 71-77).

Participant 17 opted out of the ESL push-in suppbet was receiving

6-u: because | noticed it didn’t really—it wasn’uai of an assistance,

her being next to me. | think it was just kind &l she’d go over my

work with me. But it was like, ‘I can read!’ (lind€0-106).

When asked how well her ESL and mainstream Engletses prepared her for college,

participant 15 laughed.

6-v: | don’t feel that they prepared for collegealit Not even ten percent!
(lines 49-50).

Perhaps this lack of rigor, along with the generaktice of pulling struggling
students from class for remediation, leads tornh@ession that students who get pulled

out for ESL can’t handle things on their own. Eighthe nineteen interviewees (42%)

29| did not use Participant 01's writing analysisadi this study because, unlike the other pasicig, she
was biliterate before learning English. Howevesal no reason to exclude her interview data abaut h
experiences.



167

made statements that implied that ESL supportristiadents who “need help,” who
“can’t do it on their own.” For example, particige1 explained,

6-w: | said that | want to try it on my own and demv | do. So | got out
of ESL, and | did very good” (lines 62-64).

The participants in this study spoke admiringlyrdgérnational Baccalaureate (IB) high
schools. They seemed to feel that IB schools hadtifongest educational programs in
the city and held their students to the highestdsdeds. Knowing about this high opinion,
| interpret participant 05’s remarks as an implmathat ESL support is for students at
“lesser” schools:

6-x: lwentto P___ [High School] and they h&®i_, of course,

there...Then lwentto R____ [High School], but tkey't have ESL

there—it’s a IB school” (lines 21-29).

Participant 14, who loved her ESL class so muchgha skipped her mainstream classes
to attend it, suggests that struggling studentsugnstaying in ESL a long tim®

6-y: [In my ESL class] it was just five of us, ateby didn’t...know any

English at all. Like, they were still in Englishesvwhen | stopped in third

grade, so they were probably having a really hiané {lines 17-21).

Finally, ESL support is perceived as somethingstadents who are somehow
different. In an e-mail, participant 02, whose nestBpoke English fluently because she
had spent most of her life in the US, suggestetdBEBd& support may be for children
whose parents don’t speak English well:

6-z: | didn’t attend ESL classes because my pargrike English well;

therefore, | did not need any additional help (peed communication,
July 11, 2011).

%0 Although participant 14 was referring to her paarslementary school, Valdés explains that itdsyv
difficult for slightly older children to exit ESLlasses: “All too often, students who enter schodhie
middle school years become what some practitiomave referred to as ESL ‘lifers.” They will remain
ESL for the rest of their academic lives” (2001, 4). For some of these students, Valdés suggeatténibt
learningis perhaps a milder, less oppositional form ofstasce” (p. 3).
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Participant 30’s words suggest that ESL suppdudrisninorities:

6-aa: They didn’t have enough minority then, arel/tidn’t have a ESL
program yet (lines 20-22).

Even participant 06’s phrase for her ESL pull-aygort is indicative of difference:

6-bb: I'd get pulled from class andken asidditalics added] (lines 53-
54).

One reason ESL classes may lack rigor is the lohdstivities that are used far
too often—although ESL instructors are not the amlgs that resort to seatwork and
workbook pages as a means of controlling the @dadspreparing students for high-
stakes standardized testing. For instance, paatitip8 described her ESL class:

6-cc: | just remember that...every day for a cowgflbours we’'d just go

to the ESL class, and there we were just taughEtigdish...and go

through the punctuation and all the nouns and prosidlines 24-29).

Participant 30, while describing why she liked B&L class, mentioned several activities

that tend to make classes less rather than maeotig,

6-dd: So that was really nice that we had thatiqdar time with her
to...work on worksheets and going through thingsefid4-47).

After reading over her placement composition, pgréint 23 explained why it was (in
her opinion) so weak:

6-ee: what | can say is...all my years in high schosk never do big

writing—like never—only had questions in readingyar Jaughing,

never writing! (lines 63-70)

At its worst, the lack of rigor in ESL classesnadl as in the low-track courses
ESL students are often shunted into because ofltei of English skills (Fu, 1995;
Valdés, 2001; Roberge, 2009; Dutro, Levy, & Mo@@12), plays into the sexism and

racism interwoven into our social institutions. &éamparticipants alluded to this in their

comments about their ESL and other classes. Batltipants 15 and 23 arrived from
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Mexico and began high school in the US. As “tradhiéil” Mexican girls, neither had
expected to continue her education after high d¢tioey were planning simply to get
married and raise a family. Both participants espeel the feeling that their teachers had
not tried hard enough to open their minds to offwssibilities. Participant 23 described
how slowly she progressed in her English classddlan speculated that part of the
reason for this may have been the teachers’ low@&spions for her (she applied to
college based on her father’s urging, not her teth

6-ff: For some people it's easier to learn otheglaages. Like, one
student in one year he didur levels.[Laughing] And it took methree
years to do the four levels!...It might have bdehink | was kind ofslow
[laughing] learning.[Not laughing] Maybe | wasn’t sure if | was going to
college. | wasn’t expecting to going...because I'onira little village in
Mexico, so | never kind of dream about going tdegp. | said, like,
“Impossible!”...I never have that dream. And | don'’t feel like | waso
prepared, maybe becaypause]l wasn't expected to come to college
(lines 21-34, 41-43).

Participant 15, who had dropped out of middle stiMexico only to find she
was required to attend high school in the US, laemame an advocate for higher
education. After several years at college, shemetito her US high school to urge
teachers to raise their expectations for bilindeafners:

6-9g: | think a lot of times the schools are resole for this. Just
because we don’'t—I didn’t take the initiative, ddit know that | was
going to need it, | didn’t realize it until | cant@the real world. And then
| realized; | wished | would have gone back to thdays and change it,
but | couldn’t. So I try to go back to the schonbld try to present. Well, |
presented my paper to them and explained to themithaffected me.
And the ESL teachers were in agreement with metlaeyactually—once
| showed them the paper—they encouraged me torgride the
principal so they can change that. Because thatreething that has
affected a lot of people (lines 125-142).

Participant 18 echoed participant 15’s criticisnd anggested that racism may

play a role in less-than-rigorous curricula. Shairesced about how little she
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comprehended of the CPA reading passage becahse laick of strong English reading
skills:
6-hh: A lot of it stemmed from my grade school. Were predominantly
Hispanic and...| felt like because of that we weregta at different—I

guess—academic standards...| think that...the fundaateeot my
English learning still wasn't as strong as oth¢lises 114-130).

6.2.4 ESL support and the two main groups of padits

Finally, it is interesting to compare the ESL-sopipd participants across the two
main groups. According to my hypothesis regardimgualue of formal L1 education, |
expect that the participants whose education beg#side the US will have higher
rankings than the participants educated only intBe Table 6-8 compares the
percentages of high, medium, and low rankings &chegroup".

Table 6-8: Comparison of Percentages of High, Middhd Low Rankings for All
Participants who Received only ESL Support

Participants with Education Participants Educated
Outside the US Only in the US

Rank Percentage Rank Percentage

H 25% H 20%

m 32% m 36%

- 22% - 31%

Reading across Table 6-8 we can see that, as fgddibe compositions by the
participants who had more global exposure to theiranked in the highest thirty-third
percentile more often than the compositions byptrgicipants who lived only as
linguistic minorities in the US. Furthermore, thapositions by the participants who
began their schooling immersed in their L1 receirekedly fewer low rankings than

those by the participants schooled only in the US.

31| did not include mixed rankings (i.e., Hm, m-)tire participants’ percentages. | wanted to compiare
numbers of clearly high, middle, and low ranking$yo
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6.2.5 ESL support conclusion

To summarize, while participants made a numbgositive comments about
their ESL support, especially in regard to theit E&achers, their comments also
revealed that ESL support often lacks rigor. Tagklof rigor ultimately colludes with
the institutionalized racism in our society, pretveg a number of bilingual learners from
reaching their potential. Specifically, for the fp@pants in this study, ESL support was
most beneficial for those who began their schootintgide the US and, therefore, for

participants who had the most global and formaMdedge of their L1.

6.3 Bilingual Education

Now I turn to a consideration of the differing timg scores for the two main
groups of cohorts that received bilingual educatfgain, | explore possible reasons for
the contrasts in their writing scores. Then | cdasthe connections between writing
analysis scores, bilingual education, and educatiohe L1.

According to my hypothesis about the value ofngilial education, the
compositions by the participants who received bilial education should average the
highest writing analysis scores in both major ggouphapter 4 demonstrated that my
hypothesis was not upheld for the participants Wbgan their schooling outside the US;
instead, the participants who received ESL supgeataged the highest writing analysis
scores. On the other hand, my hypothesis was uyalde results for the participants
who were schooled only in the US; those who recebibngual education did, in fact,
average higher scores than the other two cohotteeingroup. Again, the question

arises, why is the same kind of education effedtiveone group but not for the other?
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This question will be answered as we examine tie fda the participants who did not
benefit as expected from bilingual education—thei@aants who began their education

outside the US.

6.3.1 Bilingual education and the participants vettucation outside the US

Bilingual education was not as effective for tlatigipants whose education
began outside the US for several reasons. Onenrdasoto do with AOA. The best-
practice bilingual education programs describe@hapter 2 use the dual language
model. Recall that in dual language programs, &t practice is for children to begin
school in a bilingual program, preferably with mofehe instruction in their stronger
language (L1) until they ultimately receive 50%ludir instruction in each language.
Yet, none of the participants in this study whodretheir education outside the US had
participated in bilingual education in their honwuntry. Therefore, the US bilingual
programs they entered were thigist experiences with bilingual education. A newcomer
entering a bilingual program in ninth grade (adipgrants 15 and 19 did) will not have
the benefit of easing into the L2 as did her USeatled peers who began their bilingual
education at age five or six.

This explanation, however, brings up another fssxplanation for why the
compositions by the bilingually-educated particifganho began school outside the US
did not score as high as | hypothesized they wolhe. explanation is, simply, that none
of the bilingual programs attended by the partictpan this study were dual language
bilingual programs. All of the participants who haegun their education outside the US
and who entered bilingual programs upon arrivahanUS were speakers of Spanish.

Their main complaint about the programs they edteras that there was too much
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Spanish and not enough English being taught orespdkis possible that some of the
participants had unknowingly entered developmdnitaigual programs designed for
older newcomer students and were therefore supgogedeive most of their instruction
in Spanish. If this is the case, it seems an oddottum design. Will older newcomers
have enough years to taper from 90% Spanish inginj¢o 75%, to 50%? Also, if the
predominance of Spanish is by design, shouldn’tahienale be communicated to the
students and their families so that their coopenawill facilitate the beneficial effect of
the school’s program? It is possible that such camipation did take place; students
sometimes listen selectively, and parents withtéohknowledge of US educational
practices may not be able to comprehend the schowéntions.

Whatever the cause, the internationally-educapehiSh-speaking participants
who entered bilingual programs felt that too muplar8sh was spoken in their US
schools. Participant 15 described her experieneataring high school after a
preparatory summer of intensive ESL in another. city

6-ii: Then we moved to .lwentto S Higinool and

[lengthening words dramaticallyhen | [quickly] didn’t speak English at

all' [Laughtel...The only...classes that | had that were English—thadl

they taught English—was the ESL classes. But ewen.Bnglish class

was in Spanish. ...The last year in high schowpk an English class.

... That was the only one...that was English-Englisld, dut that was it.

... That was hard when | came to college (lines 20-39)

Participant 10’s description of her bilingual pragr was ambiguous and equivocal. | will
include my questions in this transcript.

6-jj: Participant 10: | was put in fifth grade, atieé classes were, you

know, taught in English and Spanish. So, you kniayat a little bit of

both, but | was still, you know, learning Englisttlae time.

Sheryl: So they were considered bilingual classes?

Participant 10: Right, yeah, considered bilinguatses.
Sheryl: So how many years were you in those bifihglasses?
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Participant 10: Fifth grade, sixth grade, sevem#tug, and eighth grade—

four years. We were in, you know, pretty much aly ¢ong in—in the

bilingual classes. And then, you know, some classae like—like art

and music, you know, they were taught in English.

Sheryl: Then in ninth grade, what kind of classes?

Participant 10: Ninth grade, it was all Englisht,kyou know, there were

some teachers, you know, that, um, spoke Spanisht, Wwas—And then,

like all the students spoke Spanish, you knowt 8@s —it was a little bit

of all Spanish, but it was mostly English (lines@@.

In participant 10’s recollections, the non-acadealsses, such as art, which are taught
in English, are contrasted with tb@ingual classeswhich may signify that the bilingual
classes were academic subjects like history onseid_ater, when participant 10 exited
the bilingual program, some of the teachers andfahe students spoke Spanish, so that
school was little bit of all Spanish, but it was mostly Eisjl From this description, |
cannot tell if the Spanish and English were usedrdiely, if instruction mixed the
languages.

Best practice bilingual education teaches acadeomtent in both languages
(Baker, 2003), using the L1 and L2 “in separatérutdional contexts” (Thomas &
Collier, 2001, p. 335) so that “teachers do noeegpr translate lessons in the second
language, but reinforce concepts taught in oneuagg across the two languages in a
spiraling curriculum” (Thomas & Collier, 1997-1998, 25). Bilingual programs where
teachers mix languages, translate, or neglect agadel instruction risk outcomes such
as those witnessed by Wu, who discovered that fsgradic first graders (who had been
taught only the English alphabet with Spanish tetims) believed thahanzangapple)
began with the A sound in Spanisiiheja(bee) began with the B sound, amslado(ice

cream)began with the | sound (2004-2005).
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When | asked participant 10 how well she felt Beglish-language education had
prepared her for college, she focused on speakilig and how it was her boyfriend, not
her classes, that helped her develop her Englisakapg skills.

6-kk: I really used to have this big—tlsrongaccent, but, you know,...1

think it really didn’'t prepare me. ...I had a frienénd we used to talk on

the phone all the time, and | used to ask limgh voice] “[his name],

what is thisword?” ...[normal voice] Through phone conversation, that’s

how | developed my speaking skills. ...| waslly interested in him, but

it was, you know, kind of that love-struck jokedanif | was interested in

him, then | had to speak English with hjlmughter] (lines 133-134, 162-

171, 183-186, 191-201).

In contrast, participant 25’s middle school bilirad) program apparently did not
mix languages.

6-Il: Participant 25: Even though it's bilinguakehspeak English.

Sheryl: So what makes it bilingual...?

Participant 25: Just ‘cause the teachers they Kdpanish but they won’t

speallaugh] and they won’t write it. They just say, “If you haa

guestion you can...ask.”

Sheryl: And the books are all in English?...

Participant 25: Uhm-hm (lines 5-14).

Commenting on the teachers’ “no Spanish” policytipgant 25 said,

6-mm: It helped me, ‘cause my main language is Spao as | learned,
I'm like, “Now | know both.” It helped (lines 21-25

| do not want to imply that the participants whaalhreceived bilingual education
had predominantly negative things to say about thikngual programs. One of the
advantages of a bilingual program for newcometkastheir heritage language teachers
are able to connect their L1 to English. For exampérticipant 15 described her
realization that the bilingual program was imprayher L2 understanding. At first, she
confessed, she was a little miffed when she wakdoé would have to take Spanish

6-nn: It was like, “Oh, Spanidldisappointed voice]l know Spanish,
right?” 1 wasn’t really willing to take it (lines4446).
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Later, she noticed that the L1 grammar lessonsekeher understand English.
6-00: It was really helpful because it relates.eLikhen we talk about the
subject [of] adjectives, those are similar to tipa@sh. ...[It's] a lot easier
to remember and to relate to them (lines 112-118).

Participant 15 explained how having a strong fotiodan her L1 helped with thinking

about concepts in English,
6-pp: You think of the language that is your fiestguage first, and then
you translate. So, by knowing...the first one wélert your ideas...come
easier (lines 121-124).

Participant 23 added,
6-qq: If you know the basics of one languaigetiis case, Engligrand
you know your own languages, you make it play—yakenit work (lines
87-90).

Clearly, bilingual education can be beneficialrel@ newcomers, especially

when teachers help newcomers make connections &etiveir L1 academic and

linguistic knowledge and what they are learninguiml about their new L2.

6.3.2 Bilingual education and participants educatelgt in US schools

Among the participants whose entire education wasnerican schools, only
two received bilingual education. Table 6-9 compdhe score rankings for their
compositions.

Table 6-9 Rankings on Measures of L2 Writing byriyxthird Percentiles for
Participants with Educated in the US who Receivéidddial Education

# EFC E DC C/IT WBWT #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP
11 H H H H H H H H - - m- -

16 - - - m m m - m m m- - -

Participant 11’s rankings are generally high. Ictfaut of all of the compositions, hers is

one of the two that ranked in the tog%38ercentile on more than 50% of the measures.



177

The composition by participant 16, on the otherdhaaceived nearly the opposite kind
of scores. The similarities and differences betw&ertwo participants, both of whom
agreed to be interviewed, ultimately support mydtipsis about the value of bilingual
education.

Both participants come from families in which bp#rents have at least some
college education. Participant 11's father had igrated to the US in order to attend
college here and graduated with a Bachelor’'s degrbasiness, and her mother had at
least several years of college education eith#rerlJS or in Lebanon. (Participant 11's
description of her mother’s education was not cteathis point.) Currently, participant
11’s father works as a software manager and helnenais a teacher. Participant 16’s
parents’ education was entirely in Nicaragua, whieeg both worked as accountants;
upon immigration to the US, participant 16’s pasdmécame a car wash owner and a
tailor. In addition, neither of the two participariegan her schooling in Milwaukee.
Participant 11's family moved to Milwaukee when stees ready for tenth grade;
participant 16’s family moved to Milwaukee in tirf@ her to enter fourth grade.

Both participants came to college with no previoakege experience. At about
17 years old when she wrote her placement assessoraposition, participant 11 was a
traditional student, planning to enter collegeraft@duating from high school. At her
high school, participant 11 took several Advanct®&ment courses, for which she
received college credit. (The results of her plaseitest confirmed her exemption from
the freshman composition sequence.) Participamtdsabout 23 years old when she

wrote her placement composition; she was marrieldha one child. Unlike participant
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11, she had no Advanced Placement credits ondesdript; her CPA results placed her
in the pre-college program.

Remembering the role that personality plays iratguisition (Fillmore, 1989), |
note that one other similarity these participahtss is that they are both energetic,
dedicated personalities. | had not met particiddnaintil | interviewed her. In my field
notes from that day, | commented,

She is a chemistry major, biology minor. She dassaant to be a doctor,

but says that she has a strong interest in s@saés and hopes to use her

scientific knowledge and skills to make the worldedter place to live

in... The student impresses as extremely competésta8iculates her

ideas in such clear, concise, forceful languagelthant to put many of

her sentences up on posters around my office (Ag¢iR011).
| had met participant 16 a year earlier, when s#ienteered for my pilot study. Like
participant 11, she is motivated by altruistic go&he is majoring in Community
Leadership and plans to go straight into a Masgogrram that will enable her to work
with women and children (April 19, 2011). What gpecially impressive about
participant 16 is the time and effort she puts improving her L1 (Spanish). In high

school, she elected to take Spanish for two years:

6-rr: 1 said, “Well, since | speak the languaggnilght as well learn how
to write grammatically correct” (lines 42-47).

In college, she continues to study the languageeprown by reading Spanish
newspapers online as well as books and articlembyof her favorite Spanish-language
journalists, Jorge Ramos. She researches

6-ss: a lot of information about my country in Sisarand every two years
| try to go back home (lines 46-58).

Desiring to continue developing her Spanish wriskgls, she uses the computer to

practice writing:
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6-tt:...try to leave Spanish blogs, or whatever, parsh websites....|

have a lot of cousins. Thank goodness for FaceBuakse we could do

instant message...and | do tell them, “Okay, if | sagnething wrong,

remember, you know, | grew up here. I'm not likeiyguys; so just let me
know if I...type something wrong.” So they do tell nidike that (lines

126-141).

Certain differences in their backgrounds may haa€le it harder or easier for
participants 11 and 16 to excel in written Englifgn;example, it is possible that the
socio-economic status of their parents in the U$ beaa factor. Also, although both
participants’ families moved during their schoolipgrticipant 16’s family actually
moved twice, first from Nicaragua to Florida whdre svas 3 years old, and then later
from Florida to Milwaukee. She therefore experiehg®re geographic and cultural
dislocation than participant 11. However, | susplkat part of the difference is the
quality of their bilingual education programs. Assdribed before, the program
participant 11 attended was the most similar t0-&® dual language program. In
addition, participant 11 was fortunate enough tanltdis program for eleven years.

In contrast, participant 16 received only threargeof bilingual education. This
took place when she began school in Florida. Skerited her bilingual classes:

6-uu: The teachers, they would teach like SpaaimghEnglish, like a

mixture because there were students there thatalidpeak any English

at all. So the teachers taught in Spanish and &ngines 13-17).

When | asked her to clarify if the two languagesenspoken by one teacher or if there
were two teachers, one who spoke Spanish and ooespdke English, she said,

6-vv: No, it was the same teacher (lines 22-23).

After three years, participant 16 moved with henifg to Milwaukee, where she was

mainstreamed.
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With only two participants to contrast, | cannadka any definitive statements
about the value of bilingual education for bilinglemarners educated only in the US.
Clearly, participant 16 experienced more academsiugtion than participant 11. The
writing results for participants 11 and 16, howekr support my hypothesis about the
value of bilingual education that “participants wheve had more and/or more effective

kinds of language-learning education” will write radnighly rated L2 compositions.

6.3.3 Bilingual education and L1 knowledge

Table 6-10 presents the score rankings for ahefparticipants who received
bilingual education. In each major group, the jggrtints are organized in descending
order according to the number of years of formakHdilication they had.

Table 6-10: Comparison of Rankings on Measures2ofMriting by Thirty-third
Percentiles for Participants who Received Bilingadlication

# EFC E DC C/IT WBWT #W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP

With Education Outside the US
L1 into Middle School
19 m m H H m - m- m- - m m- m
23 m m - - - Hm - - H H - -
15 - m- m- - m m - - H - - -
L1 Elementary School Only
10 m- m- | Hm m H m H m - - m- m
25 H Hm m m - - H m - H H H
US Education Only — L1 in School
11 H H H H H H H H - - m- -
16 - - - m m m - m m m- - -

According to my hypothesis about the value of hbwledge for L2 writing, the
rankings should decrease as we read down the cslumithin two cohorts they do.
Participants 19 and 23, who attended school threugjith grade in their own countries,
wrote compositions that were more highly rated tharticipant 15, who attended school

in her own country through only part of seventhdgraquit school, and then skipped into
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ninth grade when she entered the US. Likewiseigyaaint 11, who was in a bilingual
program through tenth grade, wrote a more hightked composition than participant
16, who had three years of bilingual education w$tembegan elementary school and
two years of heritage language study in high school

The cohort that does not support my hypothedisasniddle cohort, participants
10 and 25, who both attended school in their hoowmizies through fourth grade.
Participant 10 attended a bilingual program uh& €nd of middle school; she was
mainstreamed in high school. Participant 25 attdradbilingual program only through
the end of elementary school; later in high schelod studied her L1 as a heritage
language. Given what we have seen of the relatipregtbilingual education to the
composition scores of the participants with edwratiutside the US, it is not surprising
that participant 10, with twice as much bilingudleation as participant 25, writes a
lower-scored composition. It is even less surpgsimen we recall that participant 10’s
description of her bilingual program was, “a litdé of all Spanish, but it was mostly
English.” Recall that participant 25’s descriptiminher bilingual program, on the other
hand, indicated that the teachers kept the twouages separate. The different
descriptions of the two bilingual programs, alonthvparticipant 25’s study of her L1 as
a heritage language in high school, lead me toudgecthat she may have gained more
formal knowledge of her L1 than participant 10. iHere highly-rated English
composition, therefore, may, in fact, support mpdthesis about the value of formal
knowledge of the L1 for L2 composition.

| have suggested that the scosgihin the cohort of early-arriving participants

support my hypothesis about the value of L1 knog#ed et, the fact remains that the
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compositions by the later-arriving participants,(29, and 15) are less highly rated than
those by their early-arriving peers (10 and 25)tiesresults in Chapter 4 revealed, in
this study, bilingual education did not seem todsgmparticipants who began their
education outside the US. Instead, ESL was the bestficial form of language
learning support for them. Montrul’s investigatiomo L1 attrition in children leads her
to claim that

vulnerability to L1 attrition in L2-acquiring chiten gradually decreases

with age, tapering off at around age 8-10. After éige of 10 years,

language loss is unlikely, especially in minoréapnguage-speaking

children who start L2 acquisition at this age aritbware still exposed to

the minority language (2008, p. 131).

Perhaps, given most bilingual education prograangd)hasis on development and
maintenance of L1 skills, older immigrant childi@me better served by ESL support with
its emphasis on the acquisition of English. Livindamilies that are speaking their L1
and that often maintain contact with family anefas in their former home country,
these children are still receiving the regular bput that Montrul refers to. | do not,
however, believe that bilingual education is ineftal for older immigrant children.
Rather, | suspect that bilingual educatamit is often deliverethay underserve older
immigrant children. Older immigrant children woulddnefit from bilingual education’s
best practices: advanced education in the L1 ieracontinue the development of L1
academic registers and the acquisition of higheslthinking and subject-matter skills,
along with enriched ESL classes teaching the adddhBnglish skills needed to continue

into US higher education (e.g., language skillsdieergent discussions, literary analysis,

science lab reports, mathematical problem sohatg).
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6.4 The value of knowledge of the L1

In this chapter, | have investigated the relatgmbetween my two major
hypotheses about the value of bilingual educatmahlal knowledge for L2 composition.
This section of the chapter uses the participaxperiences and insights to develop an
understanding of how adolescent and young adutttghill learners struggle with and
also benefit from their L1 knowledge in order toitoue growing and learning in an L2

environment.

6.4.1 Drawbacks of L1 knowledge

It would not be fair to the participants or toitrechievement if | neglected to
mention the drawbacks of bilingualism. Particip2ahtstated flatly that having an L1
other than English was just plain hard:

6-ww: ...because there was nothing close to Englisids; so my first

language didn’t help me much. It was very difficliityou...know only

one language, it's very difficult to learn nextdarage (lines 113-120).
Several other participants echoed the difficultyinding English words to express

themselves. Participant 02 said:

6-xx: | don’t know, I think it's harder to write ta do it in English,
even...speaking English, a lot more difficult (link$4-149).

Participant 10 explained:
6-yy: Sometimes I'll be wanting to...say some...redliy word, and, you
know, | have it in my head i8panishbut then irEnglish...l would-
wouldn’t know how to tie that into my paper (liné25-438).
The participants were quick to point out thatucls cases, translation was

definitely not a good idea. Participant 09 desdatitiee result of trying to translate her

ideas into English.
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6-zz: | know | have so many ideas and | know whaamhtto say and
explain, but I don’t know how. So | would take &qe of paper and then
write in my language and then try to translate bynag dictionary and
stuff, which didn’t work. ...It doesn’t make any senshen you read it
[laughtel] (lines 167-178).

Six of the 18 the participants | interviewed (33%aplied that being bilingual was
detrimental to writing native-like English. The wagr; “confused” or “mixed up”
occurred six times in their accounts. Participdis 2lescription of this confusion was the
most striking:

6-aaa: My ideas I think in Spanish and then thmEmnglish, and
sometimes thejmakes a gesture, holding up her hands and inténig
the fingers with each other, laughsjCause when you think in Spanish
and you're going to write in English, it gets cosdd (lines 140-144, 158-
160).

Yet, when several participants mentioned this gsioh, it was with a poignant
wistfulness. They felt the confusion stemmed pdrtyyn not knowing their L1 well and
that, perhaps, the task of writing in English wob&leasier if they knew their L1 more
fully. Participant 30 explained:

6-bbb: Not knowing how to read or write in Hmongpagarly age, and
knowing verybasicHmong...it makes it difficult—and then | was also
learning another language...learning English at by @ge, too. | think
you get confused sometimes because you don’t kmowgh of your own
language. ...I'm fluent in English and fluent in Hngptout | just don’t
feel like | really know either, or in-depth (liné85-149).

Participant 28, also a speaker of Hmong, explained:

6-ccc: | think that that’s what makes it confusingme when | write, just
determining what...just correcting my own grammarg.don’t think it's
a good thing or a bad thing, I just think...it's jalsere. ...But | think
because it's there and just because | grew upiteaitimong and English
at the same time, so I'm kind of mixing both of$kdogether. | guess it
would be nice to be able to learn how to read antéw both language
and be consistent with it and just not get themeahixp....I think it would
be really helpful, and it's gonna benefit you ie flature (lines 141-158).
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Part of participants 30 and 28’s wistfulness @ably motivated by the dominant
society’s monolingual ideology. Instead of notihgit eloquence, teachers and schools—
and the society at large—has been busy noting thissing word endings. In turn,
bilingual learners feel the so-called “deficienof"their language and, raised in a
prescriptivist milieu, note that the deficiency gdmth ways—neither of their languages

“makes the grade.”

6.4.2 Benefits of L1 knowledge

Bilingual education and L1 knowledge are suppdsesork hand in hand
because best practice bilingual education promutégust L1lusebut also L1
development and L1 meta-knowledge—knowledbeutthe L1. In the interviews the
participants gave many examples of how their kndg#eabout their L1 helped them
with the L2. Some of the examples were very ba3sic.example, participant 09
explained how the concept of sound-letter corredpooe is the same across (alphabetic)
languages, even if the sounds are different:

6-ddd: ...the rules are the same. What | mean byighatu read how it's

spelt. For example, in Engligiois/u/. In my language we don’t have

that; 0 is /o/, and if is twoo, you go/o:/** (lines 213-221).
Participant 01, who could read both Greek and Allnammentioned the usefulness of
cognates:

6-eee: But certainly speaking a different languagjes a lot to pick up

the other language... because a few words—many—&ee similarities

that it can relate to (lines 92-95, 98-100).

Participant 06 described how the closeness of Spamid English made English easier

for her husband to learn:

%2 The symbols inside the slash marks are from tteriational Phonetic Alphabet (International Phimnet
Association, 1999, pp. 202-203).
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6-fff: ...reading and writing Spanish helped him plesnd write in
English] because in Spanish and English are-aseclBo it's helped him
(lines 217-221).

First language knowledge is useful for more thacoding L2 words or
recognizing cognates; it can be a resource for mdvanced academic L2 skills as well.
For example, participant 17 felt that attendingtammatical details that are encoded
within Arabic words made her more analytical wheading English:

6-9gg: As a reader and writer because of Arabicrtiore analytical.

When I'm reading somethinggdib look for details because that’s what you
have to do in Arabic. ...In Arabic there might bestidr that sounds one
way, but just with this little symbol on top it ainges everything. So | feel

it made me more analytical where | do notice ddferdetails (lines 232-
242).

Participant 11 explained that knowledge about Langnatical processes helps with
writing grammatically correctly in the L2:

6-hhh: ...if it's a pronoun—if you're talking to mitte people, ...you
know how to, like, change—Ilike at the end of a ygdu would adapt it to
the subject. So if the subject is a group of peapi@ne person, or a
female, or a male, you know how to change your—kmaw how to
correlate the verb and the subject. So, once yowkrow to do that in
one language, you're aware that you need to dariritae second
language (lines 169-184).

Using the analogy of math, participant 05 described knowing how to write papers in
the L1 carries over into the act of writing paperthe L2:

6-iii: 1 used to do very well in math, even hereesH first—and | didn’t

know English. But math is math anywhere. ...And hkhsame with

English, if you don’t know how to write in your owanguage, how are

you gonna get better and do English? (lines 141-185-155)

Finally, the participants explained that knowihgit L1 well helped them to

think. Participant 16 explained,



187

6-jjj: Sometimes | read a book, and | need toevaitpaper about that
book. Sometimes | cannot get my ideas thinkingnglih, so I think in
Spanish. ...It gives me the opportunity to, justnkhmore (lines 170-177).

6.5 Final Thoughts

In this chapter, | have examined all the datdnif $tudy—writing analysis
results, survey responses, and interview transeript light of my two major hypotheses
that bilingual education and L1 knowledge are esldb more highly rated compositions
in English. Often, | found that unexpected reswitsch were contrary to my hypothesis
regarding the value of bilingual education coulcelzplained with reference to individual
participants’ L1 knowledge. With the exception, hgrs, of participant 11's experience,
the bilingual education programs represented mghidy were transitional bilingual
programs, not designed to continue long term deweént of L1 academic registers.
They did not appear to do much to build up theigigents’ strengths in their L1. For the
participants in my study, therefore, L1 knowledgs more explanatory power for their
writing analysis scores than the kind of languagering support they had in elementary

and secondary school.
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CHAPTER 7: IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, REFLECTIONS, AND

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The final chapter of my dissertation begins bydssing implications of this
study for the education of bilingual learners.He second section, | present the
limitations of the study. | follow with a sectioaffecting on the analytical tools used for
my study. The next section explores directionddture research. | close the dissertation

with the voices of bilingual learners and a disaus®f the importance of advocacy.

7.1 Implications for education

This section of the chapter discusses implicatfonsow we educate bilingual
learners, including whether it is advisable forglal learners to bypass a grade, the
efficacy of mainstreaming, the importance of stréomgns of bilingual education, and the

need to strengthen ESL education.

7.1.1 The wisdom of bypassing or repeating educalievels

For the participants in this study bypassing ajpart of a year of schooling upon
arrival in the US related to particularly low Ergllicomposition scores. On the other
hand, the participants who repeated a year of dicigparote compositions that were
among the more highly rated ones for their cohdmterder to support these statements, |
must make two sets of comparisons for each—thedsgra and the repeaters. The two
sets of comparisons relate to the different fodCbapters 4 and 5: | must compare the

participants who bypassed (or repeated) to the gédagicipants in their cohorts
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according to language learning suppart according to their amount of formal L1
education. To this end, | will present two tableslioth the participants who bypassed
and those who repeated schooling.

Only two of the newcomer participants in this sttl5, 21) bypassed all or part
of a year of schooling upon arrival in the US. EaBt1 shows each participant’s
composition score rankings compared to the scaidngs of the other compositions in
her cohort according to language learning supf@tble 7-2 shows participants 15 and
21’s scores in comparison to those of their fiasiguage knowledge cohort. To make
participant 15 and 21’s scores more visible, | haekeled and italicized them.

Table 7-1: Score Rankings byr%B’ercentiIes for Newcomer Participants
who Skipped Schooling, Compared to their Languaggrhing Support Cohorts

Late AOA — Bilingual Support

19 m m H H m - m- m- - m m- m
23 m m - - - Hm - - H H - -
15 - m- m- - m m - - H - - -
Late AOA — ESL Support
03 - - H m Hm - H m H Hm m m
09 m m H H m- - - - m - m Hm
21 - - - m m m- m m- - m- - -
Table 7-2: Score Rankings by'3Bercentiles for Newcomer Participants
who Skipped Schooling, Compared to their L1 Knowke&€ohort
L1 into MS

05 H H - - m m m m H H H H
04| Hm m m m m Hm| Hm m m Hm H
26 - - m - - m- m m-| Hm H H H
19 m m H H m - m- m- - m m- m
23 m m - - - Hm - - H H - -
21 - - - m m m- m m- - m- - -
15 - m- m- - m m - - H - - -

As can be seen, both participants who bypassexbBof consistently wrote the

lowest ranked compositions in their cohorts. Schasblbuld be strongly advised to
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discourage newcomer students from bypassing yéachooling if at all possible. |
understand that the decision to place newcomelsehig sometimes motivated by their
age. This was the case for participant 15, whordsstt how long she was out of school
in Mexico (after dropping out partway through setegrade) and her subsequent
placement when her family discovered that she wagsired by law to attend school in
the US:

7-a: ...it was like...maybe like a couple of yearsnd ¢ghen they accepted

me in high school here. So | was abl¢lanighing] get away with it—

[laughing] skipped...like I didn’t finish middle school. Buteh they

accepted me in ninth gradéaecause of my age (lines 1-9).

Participant 15 came to regret this decision. Skt sa

7-b: ‘Cause it's two years monthsof learning. So | missed a lot of
information or learning experiences (lines 58-63).

Participant 15’s case was exacerbated by her mstthecision that she didn’t
need to keep attending school in Mexico. Yet, pgodéint 21’s composition also scores
lowest in her cohorts even though she moved dyéam seventh grade in Bosnia to
ninth grade in the US. She explains why she skigglath grade:

7-c: | finished ¥ grade [in Serbia], but then we came here...| tookeso

uhhh-uh, placement tests or something? And thelggzime to 8§ grade

(lines 26-31).

For the participants in this study, bypassing gsaskems to have been harmful. This
observation does not offer a ready solution foesdike participant 15’s. Two years
older than the students in the grade she was rfeadshe might not have prospered if
placed with younger students. Nevertheless, whdangalacement decisions for

newcomer students, schools should be aware thasby a grade may have significant

negative consequences.
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participants in this study. Two newcomer particigaiepeated a year of schooling (09

and 14). In addition, one participant whose edocatibok place only in US schools

repeated a grade (06). Tables 7-3 and 7-4 prdsestcbre ranking comparisons for

cohorts that contained participants who repeatbdamg.

Table 7-3: Score Rankings by'3Bercentiles for All Participants who

Repeated Schooling, Compared to their LanguagenireaSupport Cohorts

Late AOA — ESL Support
03 - - H m Hm - H m H Hm m m
09 m m H H m- - - - m - m Hm
21 - - - m m m- m m- - m- - -
Early AOA — ESL Support
14 H H m m H H H H m- m- m- m-
04| Hm m m m - m Hm| Hm m m HmM H
Only US Educated — ESL Support Only
06 H H m- - Hm - m H m - H H
18| Hm m m m H m m m m H - -
20 m m - - m- m H m H Hmf m- m-
30 m- m m m - m - - H m m m
17 m m H m - Hm - m m m - -
28 - - - - - m m m H H H Hm
22 - - H H - - H m - - m- -
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Table 7-4: Score Rankings by'3Bercentiles for All Participants who
Repeated Schooling, Compared to their L1 Knowledgkort

Home Country Ed into High School
03 - - H m Hm - H m H Hm m m
09 m m H H m- - - - m - m Hm
Home Country Ed into Elementary School
14 H H m m H H H H m- m- m- m-
25 H Hm m m - - H m - H H H
10 m- m- | Hm m H m H m - - m- m
08 H H m- - Hm H - - m - m H
Only US Educated — No Formal L1
06 H H m- - Hm - m H m - H H
27 m m m m - - m H - m H H
20 m m - - m- m H m H Hm{ m- m-
28 - - - - - m m m H H H Hm
22 - - H H - - H m - - m- -

From Tables 7-3 and 7-4, we see that participd®t@nd 14 wrote compositions
that consistently had the most highly rated writamglysis scores in their cohorts.
Participant 09’s composition, on the other han@/wgys outranked by participant 03’s.
Interestingly, participants 09 and 03 have venyilsinbackgrounds. Both students’
“almost always” translate for their families; alsloeir parents do not speak, read, or write
English. Each patrticipant’s father had some higltiercation in his own country, but their
mothers did not. In response to the survey questout her parents’ jobs, participant
03 answered that in Mexico, her father was a dantdtexico and her mother worked
[in the] “field.” Their jobs in the US, participafB responded, are “labor.” Participant
09'’s father has been able to maintain his posa®man assembly manager after
immigrating because the workers he oversees aksaksperbian; her mother worked as a
seamstress in Bosnia and has continued to dotse idS.

Participants 03 and 09’s profiles diverged, howewden | discovered that

participant 03 was a transfer student. At the tiha she wrote her placement
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composition, she was about 29 years old and wasfaaing in 30 credits, 15 of them in
Spanish. Participant 09, in contrast, after repgatier sophomore year, continued
straight from high school into college. She waswld® at the time she wrote her
placement composition. Participant 03’s maturitgl &er previous college experience
may explain the strength of her CPA compositiomdty also explain why repeating a
year of school didn’t appear to give participanta@9much of an advantage as it did for
the other two participants who repeated some saigol

For many students, repeating a grade may be aesotihumiliation—almost a
self-fulfilling prophecy of future failure. For neemer students who repeat a grade upon
entering US schools, the feeling is probably léssreeful. Participant 09 did not present
the repetition of her sophomore year upon entahedJS as emotionally painful:

7-d: When | came to high school | was a junior. yasked me, “Do you

want to be junior?” Because | have...two years ohlighool completed

in my country. My dad, he said, “Bgtudent’'s name]if you start as a

junior’—and it was... in the middle of the semesté&ypu’re not gonna

have enough time to learn English before collegie’knew that | want to

go for college, so he said, “Why don’t you go tplsomore year?” So |

said, “Yes, why not?” (lines 19-39)
She had not “failed” tenth grade, nor does she gneindication that she had been doing
poorly in 11" grade in her home country. She was simply repgétém sophomore year
because her father wisely surmised that she waegd s0me extra time to learn English.
The intervening years, the difficulty of expressimgy emotions in English, or even self-
protection may have led participant 09 to sound lgsset than she felt when she was
registering for her new US classes, but | expedtt itteny newcomers who choose to

repeat a grade tend to view it more matter-of-faitthn students who must repeat a

grade because they have “failed.”
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Participant 14 did not choose to repeat first graohd her recounting of her grade
repetition is slightly less positive than partiaip@9’s.

7-e: When | came here | was 6, and that's whearned [English]. And |

had to repeat first grade. | ne\erdecipherableko good, and | just didn’t

feel comfortable speaking English, and so my ESkler suggested that |

should stay an extra year (lines 1-8).

It is possible that participant 14’s indecipherabterd, her explanation about not being
comfortablewith English, and her comment thhe teachesuggested she repeat the year
indicate some residual unease with having to redbdrade, or perhaps some trepidation
at revealing the fact to me, a relative stranger.

The way participant 06 mentions having to repeaa may be more strongly
indicative of shame—felt at the time that she rége#he grade, at least. | was not
acquainted with participant 06 before she tookstineey and volunteered to be
interviewed. Near the beginning of the interviewrtwipant 06 reminisced about having
some difficulties adjusting to elementary schowkrethough she had learned some
English from watching cartoons on television witr Biblings:

7-f: Enteringschoo] | remember struggling the first couple of yednst, ..

back then there wasn't—they didn’t have ESL classeanything like

that (lines 43-49).

Participant 06 didn’t mention that she had repkatelass until near the end of
the interview, after she had told me about a pwa@ling essay she had written the year
before the interview for a peace conference atreendocal college (her essay was one of
four top essays out of 126 entries). | congratdl&ier and told her that, given the topic of
her CPA composition (water conservation), | wasnoiprised that she had developed

into the kind of writer who could write a prize-wimg essay for a peace conference.

After that part of the conversation had finishedials ready to ask my last question, typed
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in bold in my interview scriptHow much, if at all, does being able to write theaist
language help a person write in EnglishBBoldly began with the question, but then
remembered that participant 06 didn’t know how tdevher L1 and had, in fact,
expressed sadness that she had never learnee ittariscript of my fumbled question
and her response follows:

7-g: Sheryl: How much, if at &ff, does being able to—to write—now, for

you—you didn’t know how to read—n write in Araltiat you—maybe

uh—so maybe | should change the question. How mhathll does being

able to—knowyour own language well: help you when you’re then

moving on into learning English?

Participant 06: [silence]

Sheryl: Is it a help? Is it a hindrance?

Participant 06: For me: with the Arabic, and thesng to learn English,

hindered me. | mean, Arabic is so difficult, artiihk when you try to

translate it in your head, so—"How would | sayntiEnglish’—doesn’t

come out the same. It took me a while, | know. hinte a few...summer

classes, and I think, and | was hblitka year. So, being held back a year

actuallywas the best thing ever cause I think being hettk bhatone

year...from then on, | seemed to excel in schoolthirlk it was like 2

or 39 grade (lines 166-212).

It is interesting that participant 06 did not valeer the information about having
repeated a grade at the beginning of the intervielw.possible she simply didn’t think to
mention it, but perhaps she felt more comfortaltier ave had become little better
acquainted. Possibly, she felt freer to reveal oty embarrassing information,
especially after telling me of her current achieeemreceiving my genuine praise, and
hearing me fumble with my final question. Whatether reason for the earlier omission,
once she told me she had repeated a grade, partid@p quickly went on to say that
being held back was beneficial to her. Althougheagmg a grade may have been
traumatic enough to “forget” to mention it earlierthe interview, participant 06 could

not have developed her current evaluation of hakigen held back if she did not have

% In the italicized transcripts of my speech, unidéry indicates words that were emphasized.
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some kind of help: strong self-esteem, supporteilfy members, supportive teachers
and guidance counselors, etc.

It is possible that the brave face participanpQ& on about having repeated was
learned later in life. It may be that an earlienseof struggle and failure are several of
the myriad factors in her life that contributedher being a nontraditional student—
participant 06 was about 34 years old at the tihgeverote her CPA composition.
Sometime before applying to Alverno College, she teeived an AA degree, but she
chose not to transfer in any of her credits. le&ffshe was repeating several years of
schooling again—but this time, it was by her choice

Although repeating a grade may at times be hefpfubilingual learners, it may
not be worth the emotional cost. From the limitednber of participants who repeated a
grade in this study, it seems that the best tin@otso is upon entry into the US school
system, when the repetition can be chosen, ratlerlater, when it is forced. One
wonders, for every participant 06, 14, and 09 wémeats a grade to her advantage, how
many bilingual learners that repeat do not rectiveir self-esteem and leave school as

soon as they are able?

7.1.2 The low return on mainstreaming

In spite of the moderate advantages some of ttiipants in this study seemed
to gain from being mainstreamed, the humanitarrahscial costs of mainstreaming
outweigh its modest benefits. Mainstreaming bilialgearners is an attractive policy,
especially when school budgets are tight. In ditsnvith low incidences of bilingual

learners, it may seem tantamount to a necessigpita of the incentive of federal funds



197

for identifying and serving bilingual learnétsMainstreaming is also attractive to many
bilingual parents—and some bilingual learners thewes—who believe it is the fastest
way for their children to learn English and succé®d & Raphael, 2000; Lippi-Green,
1997; Thomas & Collier, 2001). Yet, the dividentlpays are too equivocal to make it a
wise option.

For example, only one of eight (13%) bilingualrtess in this study who were
mainstreamed performed uniformly well on the wgtmeasures. That one exception
was participant 24, whose L1 use and knowledgeesiertthat of the other
mainstreamed participants. As noted in Chaptee6aibse she used Spanish about 78%
of the time, almost always translated for her pixeand had studied it at the high school
level. For the newcomer students in this study,eoeer, mainstreaming was particularly
detrimental. Also, as discussed in Chapter 6 (sd#€l6-4), a number of the
mainstreamed participants in this study experieaedself-confidence in their L1. In
our global society this is a double waste of huipatential; first, we may lose skilled
bilingual citizens; second, if these students detiddevelop their bilinguality, we lose a
number of man-hours teaching them L1 skills theyld¢dmave developed relatively

effortlessly as children.

7.1.3 The need for best practice bilingual educatio

Bilingual programs that do not systematically tehoth languages to bilingual

learners negatively impact students’ English agtjors their academic learning, and the

34 Under Title 11, school districts receive federabney “to ensure that limited English proficienE()
students, including immigrant children and youtbyelop English proficiency and meet the same academ
content and academic achievement standards thext dtlidren are expected to meet” (Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction, 2009). This po®s an incentive for districts to identify and serv
bilingual learners. On the other hand, district tieceive Title Il money must put programs ancspenel

in place to assure that bilingual learners areeskrv
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development of their L1. The participants in thisdy clearly felt that the result of
bilingual programs was that they did not learn Esigell. Of her three years of
bilingual education in Florida, participant 16 said

7-h: I learned how to speak, like, “proper Englis¥tien | got to

Wisconsin...when | came to Wisconsin, my English vitathat good |

knewEnglish, but not as well (lines 4-5, 10-12).

When asked if her bilingual program had preparediadl for the kind of work she is
doing at college, participant 10, who was in biliageducation programs from fifth
through eighth grade, quickly responded, “It diblit followed her initial response with

7-i: but then at the same time it didn’t prepare hreally used to have

this big—this_stron@ccent, but...I think it really didn’t prepare mettw

the whole high school—going through high schadlgcipherablgwith

all English, so...l have to force myself to spealditd then | have mostly

Spanish friends, so they would speak to me in Spaannd then English

and...so it really didn’t prepare me (lines 139-162).

As described in the previous chapter, bilingualaadion programs in which
teachers speak a mix of the two languages aredmnesi to be the worst model of
“bilingual” education. In mixed-language instructjachildren do not need to attend to
instruction given in their weaker language (usuglhglish) because they know it will be
translated for them. Therefore, they develop thakeelanguage (English) more slowly.
Ironically, in poorly executed bilingual prograntéjngual learners also
do not learn their L1. If we read the interviewnsaripts carefully, we see that this was
the case for several of the participants. Partitig&, who arrived in the US just before
ninth grade, commented wistfully on her older besth academic success; she never said

how many years older he was, but, from her commémtsuld guess that he was four to

six years older. She said of him:
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7-j: When we came here my brother, he was kindikefd dreamer [about
being able to attend college], so he went to MattguéAnd...okay, he’s
accepted! (lines 35-38)

Later in the interview, she commented about thigHar that after being in the US for

only

7-k: like two years, he was in Marquette [Universdoing really good.
But he knew Spanish (lines 80-82).

Yet, participant 23 was born and raised in Mexglte was in a bilingual program for the
first three of her four years of high school. Whgrdt she “know Spanish”? It's possible
that her school’s bilingual program was focusedermr L1 use than L1 development.

With the pressures of and rewards for speakindigingll around them, bilingual
learners learn English (Merino, 1983; Veltman, 200bie problem for our society,
situated as it is in an ever-shrinking globe, & tif the bilingual learners are young
children, according to Montrul they experience biotHoss and a delay in L1
development. If they are older than ten, rathen thhloss, bilingual learners experience
attrition, slowing “the resources necessary forithelementation of the available
knowledge” (2008, p.90). In the comment sectiothefsurvey, participant 10 said
regarding her spoken Spanish,

7-1: Holding a conversation in Spanish using appete words is

somehow difficult for me now because | am surrouhioje the English

language more than Spanish.
In excerpts 7-m and 7-n, Participant 09, who ditthave an option for bilingual
education because her L1 was Serbian (not offeréei high school), described the lack
of L1 development she experienced as well as hategty for remedying it:

7-m: ...because when | was back in my [country] $\waving conversations and

| was hanging out with people close or same ageas..Now, I'm seven years
older; somebody also seven years older comesnmhtso they catched
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[learned]more][of the language] that they transferred that to[wigen they visit
the US]. And...that’s the only way | build [contindeveloping my Serbian]
(lines 254-269).

7-n: Everything in my further education—the all edtion | did in
English—I am unable to explain that education irb&e. When |

decided to change my major to psychology anitdmy mom]

something with psychology area, there is no wagnl explain to her
because she was not familiar in psychology in euntry and her—in her
life, in her language. Smow| have to explain that to her in Serbian, which
| was never—I never heard all these terms. Evenhtdac's degree” and
“master’s degree,” | don’t know the terms in Senbibdidn’t catch that

far (lines 222-244).

Best practice bilingual education includes develeptof both the L1 and L2 so that
bilingual learners can graduate from high schoafident enough to carry on

conversations as young adults who are able to eitelénguages.

7.1.4 The potential of ESL education

We have already seen in this study that thegpatnts made a number of
criticisms of the ESL support they had receivedeAbbserving ESL and sheltered
classes for two years in three middle schools, &afdund that

students did not engage in activities designecet@ldp their ability to

use language to carry out functions, such as agladganswering genuine

guestions; conducting short, routine conversatierpressing needs,

feelings, and ideas; getting personal needs meelojging relations with

others; and engaging in transactions. Even tholghetxtbook included a

number of activities and communicative exercisesgied to develop

such abilities, instruction focused exclusivelytbe grammatical points

included in each chapter (p. 49).

Certainly, not all ESL classrooms fail so dismatyteaching what bilingual learners
“need to become fully proficient in English, to leawnrestricted access to grade-
appropriate instruction in challenging academigesttis, and ultimately to lead rich and
productive lives” (TESOL, 1997, pp. 1-2). Yet, EBtogramming may sometimes be

guilty of trying too little.
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This is not due to laziness or indifference onghg of ESL professionals. In
many schools, ESL teachers are often marginali&sl,. programs are sometimes seen
as service courses, meant to prepare studentshier courses” (Brooks, 1988, p. 30). To
full-time teachers, ESL teachers may seem to be “part-timers” because they teach at
more than one school. Or, they may be viewed apardtof the core faculty because
they have to travel from room to room with theirterals on a cart, etc. Participant 28’s
description of the push-in ESL support she recegieds a glimpse into the kind of
marginalization that may have occurred in one ofdesse¥. Recall that, because all of
the ESL students in her class were Hmong, the $gnovided a Hmong speaker as an
ESL specialist in the English class:

7-0: There was an ESL Hmong teacher there, butdseinvthe class with

us. So then sometimes we’'ll just split up into gr@and then...we would

speak to him, and then switch back and forth” diB8-43).
| suspect that “switch back and forth” did not mélaaxt all students, Hmong or not,
occasionally received small group time with the BE8hong teacher. Instead, from
conversations | have had with other push-in ESthess, | expect that it meant that the
Hmong students occasionally had small-group tintl tie ESL teacher and,
furthermore, that he seldom if ever worked with th@nolingual English-speaking
students or taught the whole class. If the Hmonp €3cher was as marginalized as |
expect, it would be part of the complex set ofdesthat relate to the marginalization of
ESL students, expressed by the participants ofthdy when they spoke of ESL as
something for students that “need help.” In paplacit 28’s case, even if her sensibilities

were spared, other students—and quite possibl$hied” teacher—probably believed

% We have seen this excerpt before in Chapter G(gk6-p), but | wish to reexamine it in the contek
this discussion.
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that the ESL teacher was there for the Hmong stsd&he impression of ESL students
conveyed to their classmates may have impliedtieme was something less able about
bilingual students. As participant 17 commented,

7-p: all the other [monlingual] kids were finen@ 93).

Although | have no doubt that the negative peliocepaf ESL support is part of
the racism that exists in all of our social indtduns, | know from my own experience that
we ESL instructors have at times bought into théhmye speak of our students’
“needs,” we focus on what they “can’t do,” we pi&iESL and bilingual support so that
they can “catch up.” We must change our own petspgeand realize that ESL support is
an “accelerated approach to instruction” (Dutrovy,e&& Moore, 2012, p. 339) for
students who are already on the path to beingguiih bicultural, biliterate global
citizens. And we must begin to teach that way. TES@&SL Standards for Pre-K—12
Studentg1997) offers a preliminary map of the territorg weed to cover. In the
introductory pages to their standards, TESOL oedlitheir “Vision of Effective
Education for All Students.” This vision encompasder bilingual learners: “nativelike
levels of proficiency in English” and “the mainterwa and promotion of...students’
native languages”; for all students: “knowledgerudre than one language and culture”
and “comprehensive provision of first-rate serviaad full access to those services”; and
for teachers and administrators, an understandisig‘all educational personnel assume

responsibility for the education of” bilingual le&rs (TESOL, 1997, p. 3).
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7.2 Limitations of this Study

In this section | present limitations relatediie methodology of the writing
analysis in this study, the diversity and lack duérof the study participants, and the

choice to make the interview optional.

7.2.1 Writing analysis methodology

A serious limitation of this study was the apptodased to analyze the
participants’ compositions. The first problem wikis approach was that only one
sample of the participants’ writing was analyzeldaffTsample, furthermore, came from
what can be seen as a highly unnatural settingllege entrance placement assessment.
Silva and Brice argue that “timed, direct essatstesriously underpredict ESL students’
abilities to write under natural conditions” (20@4,74). This particular placement
composition was not strictly timed because paréiotp were allowed to take as much
time as needed, including returning a second daygdessary, to complete it. One could
argue that a college placement writing assessnanirtore “real” stakes for the writers
than a single essay written in a freshman compuosdiass. Still, the single writing
sample per participant is a limitation of this stubh a larger school than this particular
study site, | might have been able to recruit #icdaht number of participants from an
entering class who also happened to have the gastenian composition instructor.
Doing so would have assured me of several setsrmpositions per participant that
would be comparable because they would have begemunder similar conditions.

In addition, the measures | chose to analyze titengy samples are artifacts of a
monolingually biased view of L2 composition. In @tempt to use measures that were

fairly well known, | chose measures that refledtsel historical bias of the profession, a
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profession that has mostly “overlooked sociopditissues affecting life in and outside
of academic settings” (Benesch, 2001, p. xv). Dras forgets (or ignores) that, although
English is the L1 of around 400 million peoplesithe L2 of anothebillion (Weiss,

2005, p. xii). The monolingual bias of my writingadysis tools also meant that they
reflected an older paradigm that analyzes texisthsy have no context. This kind of
text analysis is carried out at the word, sentepagggraph, and text levels ignoring that
texts are “processes embedded within and influebgetbmmunity affiliations”

(Huckin, 1995, p. 85). While | believe the methamptal triangulation of this study
helped to counteract some of the shortcomingseoattalytical tools, still the

monolingual bias of the measures limited the wawlich | was able to analyze and thus

perceive the participants’ compositions.

7.2.2 Diversity and the participants

Two limitations of this study worked in tandem kvgach other: the diversity of
the population of bilingual learners in this studgd the small number of participants.
From experience | knew how diverse the populatiopilongual learners is, so | planned
accordingly, working carefully on the wording oktkurvey instrument and examining a
number of different instruments other researchave lused for ascertaining L1
knowledge and use. Yet, while | was prepared ferdiversity of my participants’
nationalities, languages, and migration historiésd not comprehended the extent to
which their L1 and L2 learning experiences woukbdbe diverse. That diversity created
more and smaller cohorts than | had expected, whitlrn affected the generalizabiltiy

of the results of my study.
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My participants were diverse in another way natally encountered in studies of
college placement assessments, and that was inagerevious college experience. The
women’s college where | did my study accepts nadiionally aged students; in
addition, because communication skills are taugtdss the disciplines, most transfer
students, even if they have taken freshmen writmgses, are still required to take the
communication placement assessment. | was conc#raethese aspects of my
participants’ diversity might affect the resultsmy study. As discussed in previous
chapters, the diversity of their ages and the dityem their previous college experience
may have been a factor for two participants, pigiat 07 and participant 03. Participant
07 is the woman who was about 54 years old whenvsbie her placement composition.
Her scores were unusually low, given the six yearsiddle and high school that she
studied her L1, and | hypothesized that the weakonéker placement composition might
have been due to the long time she had been @ehobl. Like participant 07, of the 28
participants whose compositions | analyzed, se286f6) were over the age of 19.
Similarly, participant 03's composition was unexeeity strong for someone who had
arrived in the US only in time for her senior y@ahigh school. However, when | looked
at the demographic information | had for her, kcdigered that she had previously
attended college, and 15 of her 30 credits had ete study of her heritage language.
Of the 28 participants whose compositions wereyaeal, six (21%) were transfer
students.

Concerned that being a transfer student and/ogleder might give participants
an advantage on the placement assessment, | ciiesibxl7-5 to track the number of

times non-traditional participants scored in the 38° percentile for a measure.
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Table 7-5: Transfer Students and/or ParticipantsrQtl Years Old:
Scores Ranked in the top™3®ercentile
# EFC E DC C/T WT SWTW#Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP

03 H H H

06| H | H H H| H

07 H H

08 H H H H

16

19* H H

21

30 H

*06 had an AA degree from a community college, thanisferred in no credits
*19 is the only participant who was over 25 but was a transfer student when she took the CPA

From the chart we can see that the non-traditisnalents averaged only 2.1 high
rankings per composition. Traditional studentstt@nother hand, averaged 3.5 high
rankings per composition. In general, then, beikgrmor having previous college
experience did not skew the results in favor oftreaitional participants.

In one respect, however, the participants in rag\stvere not diverse: they were
all female. | did not set out to explore the litera on gender and second language
acquisition and if and/or how cultural backgroundi®more layers of complexity to the
language learning tasks of female bilingual leassn¥et, | wish to acknowledge several
ways in which the gender of my participants mayehaffected the understanding |
gained of bilingual learners in the US. First, Witig1992) noted that the female college
students in her study were usually required to dpeare time at home than their male
counterparts. Wright commented that “some of thengowomen seemed to be
experiencing a conflict of culture, whereas yourajes reported greater acceptance of
and satisfaction with their bicultural position”. (84). The result of this was that 92.6%
of the young women in her study agreed that “2 laggs give access to 2 cultures,”

while only 86.3 of the males agreed (p. 184). leafiy, then, the result may be that my
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participants, who are all female, may actually repworeappreciation for the advantages
of bilingualism and meta-linguistic awareness thauld be true of a more diverse

population of bilingual learners.

7.2.3 The optional interview

A third limitation of this study is that not albgicipants agreed to be interviewed.
The interview was made optional in order to encgeras many participants as possible
to respond to the survey. It also broadened thealpy the study to include participants
who were averse to being interviewed but who weseertheless willing to fill out an
online survey. However, it would have been extrgrhelpful to have interview data

from more than two participants who had been megasted, for example.

7.3 Reflections on the analytical tools used in tretudy

The analytical tools | used for this study taugia two major lessons about the
analysis of L2 composition. The first is simplyecho of what every graduate student
learns the hard way: measures of writing shouldoeatised uncritically. The second is

the value of triangulation.

7.3.1 Measures for L2 Writing Should not be usedridiically

| learned that, while diverse measures may ineraasuracy, they may also
increase confusion. In Chapter 3, | stated thaarnted to choose diverse measures of
writing for the analysis of the participants’ plaoent compositions. In addition, | wanted
to measure both surface features of the composi{ewqg., accuracy, lexical complexity)
and discourse features (e.g. rhetorical contretatical markers). As a result, some of

the measures | chose had little to do with eachrond some had little to do with
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overall writing effectiveness. For example, di Garais rubric for rhetorical control,
which was used for the holistic scoring of the cosipons in this study, focuses
specifically on the rhetorical moves of a simplenpmsition: “The essay has clearly
identifiable essay components, including an intatd, thesis, supporting paragraph(s),
and a conclusion” (2009, p. 558). Defined in thisnmer, rhetorical control and accuracy
do not necessarily go hand in hand. Participawi@e a composition with very little
percentage of error; 81% of her clauses were éreer{the highest percentage among all
of the participants was 89%). However, her compmwsits written as only one paragraph.
In addition, the first sentence does not providen&moduction; it merely states her thesis:

7-q: | feel like reducing the number of flies inwarea is an appropriate
way to please both sides of the argument.”

As a result, her composition scored only a twoajw possible five for rhetorical
control. Using measures that had little to do wei#lch other made it more difficult for me
to develop accurate generalizations about a coriposi

Furthermore, | learned that analyzing a piece ritirvg, especially student
writing, is time-consuming and requires the redearto use her judgment as
discerningly as possible. Even the seemingly moaightforward of measures—
accuracy, for example—require researchers to maleyrdecisions (Polio, 1997). Does
one count spelling errors? What about missing coseatra commas? One sentence
from participant 22’s composition begins,

7-r: Describe the blackflies are you than | thouglat black flies also
suffer...” (s 11).

A researcher’s construction of the writer’s intethabeeaning will affect how many errors

are attributed to the sentence.
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Every measure involves a certain number of thesesibns, including the
analyses done by computer. To facilitate the coemmed analyses, | had to “clean up”
the compositions, forcing me at times to make difti decisions. Two examples can be
found in a single sentence from participant 20's\position:

7-s: These blackflies are extravagant to our comiynys 16).

The VocabProfile program that | used for calculgtiexical sophistication counted
blackfliesas a sophisticated word, since it does not apneang the 2,000 most
frequently used English words. In fact, in McKibtseassay the compound noun is
written as two separate worddack andflies, both among the 1,000 most frequently
used words in English. Rather than skew the sapatstl word scores in favor of the
participants who had writteplack fliesas one word| used thesearch and replace
function on my computer to correct each instandaladkflies While this decision seems
fairly straightforward, not all decisions about abalary were as simple.

The second example in the sentence from partic@s composition (see 7-s)
was less easily solved: what should | do aboutvbie extravagan® Clearly, it is not
being used appropriately semantically, yet it sngmatically correct. Perhaps the student
was trying to recall an adjective she had learnduigh school, a multi-syllabic word
with a shoria vowel and a hard sound:extravagantaggravating exasperating. .all
three fit the criteria. | could imagine all three@art of a high school English class
vocabulary list. The sentence shows that the studsithis word in her passive
vocabulary and is able to use it grammatically ectty, even if not appropriately for the
meaning of the sentence. Perhaps too generoumatita gave her credit for the word

and did not change it. VocabProfile counted it asphisticated word. That single
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instance of a sophisticated word may not have keengh to change her lexical
sophistication score, but there were many morelairdecisions.

Unfortunately, although most of the measures kelttad been used by multiple
researchers, there is a “lack of adequate disausdidata analysis procedures in the
existing literature (Brice, 2005, p. 159). For someasures, | was able to find helpful
“how-to” hints in articles (e.g., Cumming, Kant&aba, Eouanzoui, Erdosy, & James,
2005, 2006; Engber, 1995; Gaies, 1980; Polio, 19@#te 1983a, 1983b), but for others,
all I could do was write myself a list of guidingmciples and try to be as consistent as
possible. Even when using computer programs teeaai a particular score, | became
poignantly aware that the computer programs therasedre the results of someone else
having made a number of these same kinds of quedtie decisions.

Another insight | gained from reflecting on theabical measures | was using
was that not all measures of writing are approeriat every context. Originally, | had
planned to use another set of measures to exahermempositions’ “orientation to
source evidence” (Cumming et al., 2006). This setaiegical choice, since one of the
composition prompts for the CPA was to write td BItKibben “giving your opinion
about keeping or getting rid of the blackflies [5{&lverno College, 2011). In giving
their opinions, the students would probably refethie situation McKibben describes in
his article, and | expected that analyzing how laow often this was done could yield
revealing results. However, as | and another laggueacher applied Cumming et al.’s
codes, interrater agreement posed a serious proBligen our initial comparison of
codes, we returned home and re-marked the compasiteach feeling, “Now |

understand this!” Yet, our second comparison werbbetter. In their article, Cumming et
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al. even admit, “We found that judging the...orieras$ to source evidence involved
more interpretations than did the other indicatargl it was difficult to reach a high-
intercoder agreement on them” (p. 12).

I am not implying that orientation to source evide is an unreliable measure in
general, but for this set of compositions and lfi@se raters, it was. It is probable that the
more explicitly integrated writing task for the TBE generated responses with more
explicit references to source material. The instoms for the task began, “You have 25
minutes to answer the question below by writinggponse based on the information
from the passage...” (2006, p. 73). The instructimnghe CPA compositions, on the
other hand, were more generic: both prompts (bilkek and independent) told students
to “write a letter” to McKibben. Few students wowlgsociate writing a letter with
making references to a source text. In additioithaeprompt specifically directs
students to refer to McKibben'’s essay. Finallys gossible that the quality of the CPA
compositions differed too much from the mid-lev€@HFL compositions Cumming et al.
were examining for the measure to be useful. Atratg, for this study | abandoned the
measure.

Moreover, not all writing measures can be applwed linear way, like a
yardstick. For example, accuracy measures areapliearly: the more errors a
composition has, the less accurate it is. Howdhaet,is not always the case for some
measures. The measures | used for grammatical eaitypére a case in point. In
general, the more dependent clauses a writer gsedause (DC/C) and the more clauses
she averages per T-unit (C/T), the more grammaticaimplex her writing is. Yet, some

novice writers err on the side of complexity. Frample, participant 19 wrote a
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composition that scored among the highest for gratiwad complexity with 59%
dependent clauses (the highest was 62%) and wilvenage of three clauses per T-unit
(the next highest score was 2.9). Example 7-t dgivedast two sentences of her
composition:

7-t: As a society | think we need to stop and thimkt everything has a

meaning and a reason and not to think that we are special or

important than anything else because there morengegur own

problems and necessities. Working together witlerstiis a more viable

solution because we might be able to find a sahutiat can or will

improve the way of living of a community or grouppzople and might

be able to understand the problem in a better washhring different

concern, ideas or solutions with others (ss 6-7).

Based on her entire composition with a numbewuohssentences, | am convinced
that the rosy picture the grammatical complexityres give us of composition 19 is
false. My conviction is confirmed when | view thetrx of participant 19’s score
rankings in Table 7-6.

Table 7-6: Score Rankings by'3®ercentiles for Participant 19

# EFC DC C/T WT 3W#W Rhet Coord Logi Topi P&EP

E
9] m | m|[H[H][m]|] -[m[ m] -] m[ m[ mj

As can be seen from Table 7-6, except for the gratncal complexity scores, participant
19 had written a predominantly average compositisnspect that the grammatical
complexity scores do not really reflect strong cohof the grammatical complexity of
her writing.

Rimmer, who has worked on what he calls “the Gordinot” of grammatical
complexity, has termed the measures | used asi¢étte” but “crude” (2006, p. 507). In
a later article, he suggests that “a more promidingction is to view complexity as the

interaction of grammar and context” (2008, p. s comment is what led me to look
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more critically at the compositions with high lexiccores, as | described earlier. A
critical stance is justified by Huckin, who adwsdéat if the tools you use tell you
something different than your intuition tells ydooat the text, don’t be too quick to trust
the tool: “converging measures...do not guaranteieitgl (1992, p. 99).

Critically examining the lexical diversity scoresl me to another realization: it is
easy to unwittingly use complementary measuresdRthat in Chapter 3, | described
complementary traits of writing as those that maryoel each other out; e.g., a writer
who jumps from topic to topic—yielding a low cohece score—may be forced to use
transition words and phrases—yielding a high sé@reoherence.) It is especially easy
to unknowingly use complementary measures whemtnesures are relatively new and
have not yet been fully tested. Among these newesasures are various computer
programs created to measure lexical diversity.rAtsting five of the newer measures
for lexical diversity, Jarvis suggests that lexidalersity measures may sometimes be
complementary with holistic measures (2002). Exalgrhigh levels of lexical diversity
might lower holistic scores because the multipleosyyms may make it harder for
readers to perceive the unity of a text.

Participant 25’s composition demonstrates thisl kithcomplementarity in
reverse: her low lexical diversity contributed &r Inigh coherence scores. Participant
25’s composition, in fact, had the second-lowesickd diversity score of all of the CPA
compositions. Yet, out of all of the compositiofts,coherence, hers garnered the third
highest score for not changing topics too often thedsecond highest score for using
parallel and extended parallel constructions. Faazbly the extreme scores, | reread her

composition and found that her lack of lexical dsry facilitated the effect of
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coherence. By using generic words Ipeople they everyone, and humanshe was able
to refer to the people of Johnsburg as well adithman race in a series of parallel and
extended parallel references that, while coheseagted an overall lackluster effect.

Another insight | gained into the research of igtthat is closely related to
complementarity is the concept of compensationclviarvis et al. define as “the idea
that successful writers may be able to compensatedtential deficiencies in their
writing by capitalizing on a few of their strengti{2003, p. 399). Any writer—and
perhaps especially an L2 writer—may deliberatebufoon strategies she knows have
worked for her. For example, participant 09 hachbegating English for less than three
years when she wrote her composition. She deschibethemories about that day:

7-u: ldoremember being nervous about it. . .then whemlesa-and |

knew | was not ready—I didn’t know what to expdmxif | knew I'm

gonna...l didn’t expect...to do good because | knewEnglish is not

good enough. And it'sollege,and it’s serious thing (lines 270-281).
When asked to recall if there was anything shedediberately trying to do as she wrote
her CPA composition because she knew it was a “gitiilg to do when writing, she
answered,

7-v: Participant 09: Yes. When it comes to...thedtre of the sentence,

| always...have a hard time using sim@hortsentences, so | always

want to build my sentence to be a little longerlavie to use the—is it

called semicolon?

Sheryl: Yes.

Participant 09: Yes, and then continue sentenddiave two combined.

[Looking at her CPA compositipBo | can see here | didn’t know how to

use that. | didn’t even have comma, but | do hareeslonger sentences

(lines 282-300).

Of course, memories are notoriously inaccuratephtticipant 09’s composition

ranked average and low for all measures excepinhgrammatical complexity

measures, where her “longer” sentences put itthredop 3%' percentile for grammatical
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complexity. Her compensation strategy (consciousoty probably accounts for the
higher scores.

To conclude this subsection of reflections onahalytical tools of writing
research, the main message for researchers of itiBgus to remember, as Maxwell
cautions, that ‘ho procedures...will regularly (or always) yield eitlsgrund data or true
conclusions’ (1992/2002, p. 49). Indeed, builbisny methodology should be “the
notion that one is not using correctly what onessg uncritically, without a constant
sensitivity to blind spots, weaknesses, changinglitions affecting ecological validity

and viability, and (of course) improvement” (Atkarg 2005, p. 49).

7.3.2 The Value of Methodological Triangulation

The above discussion of the dangers of using megsii writing uncritically
should be ample proof of the value of methodoldgitangulation in L2 writing
research. Without the survey and interview datag@s checks, my interpretations of
my data may have been far more inaccurate thanateey-or example, the responses to
the survey questiotjow often do you do translating and/or writing indtish for
members of the family@ded another possible explanation for particpattose
compositions scored higher than expected, givéreetheir formal L1 education or the
kind of language learning support they had received

| am not alone in the call for studies that usecker” description and more than
one methodology. Candlin and Hyland call for reslears to conduct multidimensional
studies because

writing as text is...not usefully separated from wgtas process and

interpretation, and neither can be easily divoirfceoh the specific local
circumstance in which writing takes place nor frtiva broader
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institutional and socio-historical contexts whicliorm those particular
occasions of writing (1999, p. 2).

7.4 Directions for future research

In this penultimate section of my dissertatiodescribe research topics that are
suggested by the data gathered by this study, #tkauds that | used to gather them, and
the interpretations suggested by the literaturethagbarticipants’ experiences.

In Chapter 2, | pointed out the relative paucitgtoidies on older adolescent
bilingual learners. As | discussed, this groupeairhers is more difficult to study due, in
part, to issues of retention. The issue of retentmwever, makes it all the more urgent
that we learn more about bilingual learners as #ragr and progress (or not) through
high school. Large studies like that of Thomas @odier (2001), which followed
bilingual learners through the end of high schaalj Short and Fitzsimmons (2007),
which focused on the education of adolescent hilith¢earners across the nation, give us
an overall context. Certainly, we need more latgdiss. We also need studies on the
micro level; we need to see adolescent and eadly bdingual learners in their
classrooms, with their friends, in their homeghair jobs, in their communities. We
need to gain the trust of disillusioned adolesbdinigual learners and learn from their
stories, maybe restoring some of their hope irptieeess. My study has contributed to
this work by looking at a thin slice of bilinguadrners at the intellectual threshold of
entrance to college. | look forward to reading donthg more studies of adolescent and
early adult bilingual learners.

Clearly, in the field of L2 composition researae need to continue developing

methods that are less likely to encourage the gnegaleficit view of L2 writing. This
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work has already begun. For example, the study# lafready cited several times by
Jarvis et al. (2003) examined two sets of hightgddimed compositions written by
international L2 college students and discoveratl titrere is not just “a single profile of
highly rated texts...there may exist multiple prcsil€p. 378). We need more
understanding of these “multiple profiles,” theiedrstrategies and “moves” (a concept
from the field of English for Specific Purposesatimake an L2 text succeed. This
understanding, in turn, will help us do a bettdr ¢b preparing bilingual learners to be
effective communicators for the 2tentury. We also may be able to participate in-ator
least withness—their demystification as they comei¢av themselves not as writers who
have problems with English, but as writers who hea@ething unique to offer to the
world-wide conversations being carried on in Erglis

One way to develop this perspective is to exarhih&nglish writing its many
contexts around the world. One of those contextisasof world Englishes. In 1996, Li's
book,“Good Writing” in Cross-Cultural Contexpresented a careful and exciting
comparison of highly-rated high school essays im&e and English from China and
the US, respectively, along with their teacherglarations for the high marks. It is time
for studies comparing highly-rated, non-professidralish-language writing of
bilingual writers from around the world. Using Lixork as a model, we could compare
excellent English-language essays by students §ouath Africa, India, Jamaica, and the
US. Just as interesting would be the comparis@xoéllent high school chemistry lab
reports, well-written middle-school book reviewk;.e

Moving beyond the context of academic writing, ea@ learn much from

comparisons of excellent L2 world-English writimgrin other contexts (e.g. excellent
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political reporting, efficient business memos, papthow-to” manuals, etc.). Connor’s
reconceptualization of contrastive rhetoric aséinultural rhetoric research” (2004)
offers a model for this kind of L2 writing resear@he states that intercultural rhetoric
research is

context-sensitive and, in many instances, goesrizeytere text

analysis....[It] is interdisciplinary...[drawing] onebries and research

methods from second language acquisition, compos#nd rhetoric,

anthropology, translation studies, linguistic diss® analysis, and genre

analysis (p. 291).

In the manner of an apprentice, | tried to put s@m&onnor’s principles into practice by
basing my study on research in two fields, secanduage composition and bilingual
education, and by using the diverse analytic toblaterviews, writing samples, and
survey responses.

In addition, in the future | would like to see dies of bilingual learners who
begin the process of learning their L1 academicallychool. If bilingual education and
academic knowledge of a person’s L1 correlate stitbnger L2 writing, shouldn’t
bilingual learners who begin to learn their L1 sysatically recognize benefits in their
L2 as well? In fact, would the study ahy “foreign” language be helpful? Twelve (41%)
of the 29 original participants in this study h&ddsed languages besides their own at
school. Several of these participants made comneditsating that, for them at least,
language learning facilitates language learning.example, participant 14, who spoke
Urdu, Hindi, and Punjabi because of the multilingtammunities her family has lived
in, had also begun studying Spanish at college c6henented,

7-w: | think because you know...the techniques of howearn languages,

and some of the words sound similar, and it's &&stier to remember

them...it's easier to learn another language whervgoaiready learned
one (lines 90-93).
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A related direction of study is presented by pgéints 01 and 14; each was
already bilingual before learning English—Englisasaparticipant 01’s third language
and participant 14’s fourth language. As mentioeadier in a footnote, after much
consideration, | removed participant 01’s writingabysis scores from the data for this
study because, besides being bilingual, she waadjrbiliterate before learning English.
| did not remove participant 14’s composition sspteowever, because, although she
was multilingual before taking the placement conmpms she was not biliterate. The
cases of participants 01 and 14 raise the quedtiow: would these findings relate to
multilingual learners? The first order of busineasild be to define the word
multilingual. For example, to some linguists, Uhd Hindi, two of participant 14’s
three prior-to-English languages, are simply dig@t the same language (Crystal,
1987). There would be the knotty question of definjust when a person is
multilingual—how many of the “can-do” tasks wouldesneed to be able to perform to
be considered multilingual? Researchers would badecide if they are going to
distinguish multilingual from muiltiliterate, as iddfor this study. With the increased ease
of mobility, it is possible that the ZTentury will bring more multilingual, multiliterat
learners into our schools, facilitating the kinde$earch | envision.

In the field of education, future research mugp leelleges and universities
prepareall elementary and secondary educators to teach bdiigarners. As Valdés
points out, “Programs for immigrant students muesséen as schoolwide initiatives for
which all teachers are responsible” (2001, p. 1¥8).must continue to research and
publish best practices so that educators and teadueators can have models to follow.

Bilingual learners’ diversity and often inadequiaieguage learning preparation make
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their path through education particularly challenggior them and for their teachers and
counselors. It is too easy for us and, thereforéhfiem, to believe, as Fu titles her case
study,“My Trouble Is My English”(1995). It is also too easy to forget that bi- amalti-
lingualism also provide many opportunities. Ouesgsh should help teachers and
bilingual learners see these opportunities andrieseffective ways of claiming them

and building them into strengths.

7.5 In and for their voices

As a beginning toward this goal, | would like tose this dissertation with the
participants’ descriptions of some of the ways thaye discovered and exploited the
opportunities available to them because of théimdpiialism. | will add my own voice to
theirs to call for continued advocacy for more éajole policies for bilingual learners and
their families.

Bilingual learners are often able to turn to tlalvantage the very traits the larger
culture views as a disadvantage. For example, theesimple fact of an accent can be
seen as an opportunity for strength. For partidig®n speaking two languages at home

7-x: helped with pronunciation in a way... | thinklped me not to have
the worst Wisconsin acceaver(lines 201-203, 215-216).

While she obviously has internalized the view @& ttominant society regarding
Wisconsin pronunciation, she has been able to rmuaiptide that her pronunciation
diverges from that of her Wisconsin-accented pef&msther simple opportunity

available to bilingual learners is their life exigeices. Participant 10 pointed out that her
experiences of growing up in the Dominican Repubége provided material for writing

papers.
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7-y: You have something to talk about on your papeu know. You

bring your experiences from where you were rediielin your country,

and you get to write them and tell your story imnypaper. So, you know,

that’s good (lines 439-453).

More significant advantages come from the attenbitingual learners are forced
to pay to details as they work on mastering EngRsrticipant 18 pointed out that the
attentiveness to detail relates to speaking asasgalkading and writing:

7-z: | guess having your mouth move different wisles that when you're

SO young...you’re aware of how you're saying thingsiade me more

conscientious...like when | say things in English€s 204-210).

Participant 17 explained that being forced to foaadinguistic details while writing

helps bilingual learners develop a utilitariantatte toward “rules” that many

composition instructors would covet for their manglual English-speaking writers:
7-aa: When you're writing and you’re reading in yditst language, there
comes a lot of rules—even though they might notersdnse. Like |

know with the English language a lot of people taye’s certain rules

that just don’t make sense. | think you just hda tliscipline where you

understand that not everything will make senseotq fput you have a way

of accommodating yourself to learn it and to untderd it (lines 208-218).

The challenges bilingual learners face can bestliinto opportunities at higher
levels of cognition. As participant 16 described t@mposition process, it was evident
that a well-developed L1 can be a resource fordrBmosing.

7-bb: | brainstorm imoth—English and Spanish—when | write down my

ideas...because sometimes | don’t know how to sayknhglish but Ido

know how to say it irbpanish So...l1 Google it in Spanish and see how

it's translated in English...I kind of get an ide&@Kay, this is how | can

use it, how | can say it or write in English” (I::@05-117).

Finally, bilingual learners are uniquely positidrte gain the critical awareness of

American cultural practices that their monocultyreérs must usually travel to attain.
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Participant 18 told the story of how she used lilergual/bicultural critical awareness to
gently challenge her senior “capstone” course gsue

7-cc: We watched a movie, | can’t even remembertwisecalled, but the
characters’ names wefjghe pronounces them in Spaniggnjamin,
Irene. And when [the professor] was talking abbet, he would say
[English pronunciation]irene and Benjamin. And then, when we had a
one-on-one meeting, | would say it with my accetd.was like, “I really
appreciate that you did that.”

...Then we had watched “Un Coeur en Hiver”...but tharacters’
names were like, Maxime and, uh, | don’t know—thmeyeally French
names. But he was saying them like they said tmetina film. And | was

like, “Well, Dr. , when you watched ‘Un Coeurldiver,” you said it
just like they said it, and when you watched tharggh film you said it in
American way.” ...But it's because Dr. took Fiienso he was

comfortable with saying that, but he wasn’t condbte with talking with

the Spanish accent. And I'm like, “I would appreeid you did that”

(lines 225-251).

As L2 professionals, we are fortunate to be livat@ time in the world’s history
when awareness of multilingualism is on the rig@sprovides us plenty of work to do.

Yet, we also have many opportunities to witnessidpilal learners’ strengths as they

develop into global citizens of the 2g&entury.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Transcript of the Survey Monkey™ Online Survey

In the following transcript, the means by which geeticipants responded is noted after
each entry: Text Box, Yes-No Buttons, etc. The 8umMonkey page breaks are noted in
brackets.

(UWM IRB #09.272 1/21/2011, Alverno IRB-012M-11 $/2011)

Consent to participate in study

1. | have read the description of the study, "Hiestguage Status and Second Language
Writing" in the letter e-mailed to me by Sheryl &lon. | understand that by selecting
"Yes" and typing my name and the date in the spaw@ded, | am giving Sheryl
permission the read the essay | wrote for my Alge@ollege Communication Placement
Assessment and to use the answers | give on thieysto help her understand more
about bilingual writers.

L ves E No
Electronic Signature and

Datel

2. 1, the researcher, agree that | will follow grecedures outlined in the letter.

Sheryl Slocum
January 14, 2011

[page break]

In this survey, | call your family’s (or your parents’) language your “first”
language.

Background Information

1. What country was your mother born in? Text Box

2. What country was your father born in? Text Box



236

3. Where were you born? Text Box

4. If you werenot born in the US, how old were you when you camePélf you were
born here, leave this blank.) Text Box

5. How old are you now? Text Box

6.a. Have you ever attended school in a countrgrdtian the United States? (If your
answer iNo, go to #7 below.) Yes-No Buttons

6.b. At that school outside the U.S., were thesdagaught in a language other than
English? (If your answer i§o, go to #7 below.) Yes-No Buttons

6.c. What language(s) were classes taught in? B@xt

6.d. For each language you listed in #6c¢, state mawy school years you studied in that
language. You may use fractions. Text Box

7.a. Have you ever gone back to your/your parergsve country to spend time with
relatives—but NOT to attend school? Yes-No Butt@hgour answer iSNo, go to #8
below.)

7.b. When you traveled to your parents’ countrg, ybu ever stay longer than 1 month?
(If your answer isNo, go to #8 below.) Yes-No Buttons

7.c. How many times have you stayed longer thamooeth? Text Box

8. Does either of your parents have a college @8gfie may be a 2-year degree, a 4-year
degree, and/or a degree from a college in a differeuntry.) Yes-No Buttons

[page break]
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(Background Information)

9. The chart below is about your education in UWhB¢ates. Read each description and
check the Yes button if you received educatiomfitthat description. Then, type in the
number of years you received this kind of educaitmotihe box to the right. You may use
fractions. If you did not receive education fittitigat description, check the No button.

Description Yes NumberYafars No

Most or all classes were taught in my first
language

At least 3 classes were taught in my first
language, and the rest were in English

| took a class about my first language, but|all
of my other classes were in English

| was in an ESL class, and all subjects ware
taught in English

Classes were taught in English, but | spent
part of the day in ESL classes at least 2 tines
a week

Classes were taught in English, but one was
an ESL class

Classes were taught in English, but an ES|L
teacher came into one or more of the classes
to help

Classes were taught in English, and | met
with an ESL teacher or tutor before or after
school at least once a week

Classes were taught in English; 1 did not
study my first language or work with an ESL
teacher or tutor provided by the school

10.a. Have you studied how to read and write yost anguage somewhere other than
school (for example, at home, at a church-sponssekdol, etc.)? (If your answerhg,
go to #11 below.) Yes-No Buttons

10.b. How many years did you study your first laage? Text Box

11.a. Have you studied any languages besides Bragiig your first language? (If your
answer is No, go to #12 on the next page.) Yes-NtoBs

11.b. List the language(s) you've studied and about long you have studied each.

Language How Long Studied




238

[page break]

(Background Information)

12. What language(s) can yspeakat least well enough to carry on a polite
conversation with a friendly stranger? Text Box

13. What language(s) can ymend at least well enough to fill out a form? Text Box

14. What language(s) can yawite at least well enough to write a note or shorelétt
Text Box

15. What language(s) do either or both of your ptEréor the adults who raised you)
speakwell enough to carry on a polite conversation?t Box

16. What language(s) do either or both of your ptsréor the adults who raised you)
read at least well enough to read notes or letters? Bex

17. What language(s) do either or both of your ptgréor the adults who raised you)
write at least well enough to write a note or letterRt Box

18. What are your parents’ (or guardians’) jobiisthe US? Even if you live on your

own, please answer the question. If your parerasffians are retired or deceased, please
indicate the job(s) they had before. If your pasémniardians have not worked, you may
leave this blank.

Mother Text Box

Father Text Box

19. If your parents had different work or job(s}eir home country, what did they do?
(Leave this question blank if your parents werenldware.)

Mother Text Box

Father Text Box
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20. How often do you do translating and/or writingenglish for members of the family?
(Respondents select one of four buttons: Not gt@dimetimes, Often, Almost Always)

[page break]

Native Language Use

Opportunities for Speaking

21. How often do you speak your first language
(Respondents select one of four buttons: Not gt$dimetimes, Often, Almost Always)

a) at home (your permanent address)?

b) with your friends?

c) in the classroom at school?

d) at work? (If you don’t have a job, leave thiartk.)

e) at church? (If you don'’t attend church, leaves blank.)

f) elsewhere? (If you don’t speak your first langa anywhere else, leave this
blank.)

22. Read the tasks below and mark how easy ocdiffiney are (or would be) for you to
do in your first language

(Respondents select one of three buttons: Not Alllth Great Difficulty, With Some
Difficulty, Quite Easily)

a) give simple information about yourself (plad¢dioth, family members, where
you live, etc.).

b) introduce yourself and talk to elders, usingrapriate respectful language.

c) describe your present job, studies, or othgoniiée activities in detail, using
appropriate vocabulary.

d) tell what you hope to be doing five years froaw, using appropriate words to
express future time.

e) talk about an important topic (for example,g@rdivorce), stating your
position and supporting it with examples and reason

23. If you have any comments about speaking in fiostrlanguage, you may enter them
here. Text Box

[page break]
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Reading Skills

24. Read the tasks below and mark how easy ocdiffiney are (or would be) for you to
do in your first language

(Respondents select one of four buttons: Not AMigh Great Difficulty, With Some
Difficulty, Quite Easily)

a) Read and understand first language schoolesosient to your home.

b) Read and understand personal letters and notes.

¢) Read and understand articles in first langueyesletters and magazines,
without using a dictionary.

d) Read popular novels or stories without usimiconary.

e) Read first language high school textbooks witly occasional use of a
dictionary.

25. If you have any comments about reading in yiostrlanguage, you may enter them
here. Text Box

Writing Skills

26. Read the tasks below and mark how easy ocudiffiney are (or would be) for you to
do in your first language

(Respondents select one of three buttons: Not Alilhy Great Difficulty, With Some
Difficulty, Quite Easily)

a) Write a party announcement.

b) Write a personal letter to a relative or friend

¢) Write down a legend or folk tale that somearld you when you were young.

d) Write an essay describing your own or your fgimjourney to this country.

e) Write an article about your culture that cooddpublished in a first language
newsletter or magazine.

27. If you have any comments about writing in yfigt language, you may enter them
here. Text Box

[page break]
Final Questions

28. Would you be willing to be interviewed aboutiy@xperiences of living and learning
with two languages? Yes-No Buttons
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29. If your answer to #28 iées please fill out the following information. Thedievay
to reach me is: (Fill in only the best option belpw

by e-mail (provide your e-mail address) Text Box
by phone (provide a phone number) Text Box
by regular mail (provide your street address) Bout

30. If you have any comments or questions for rfegge add them below. Text Box

THANK YOU for completing this survey!
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Appendix B: Participation Request Letter

IRB Protocol Number: UWM 09.272 IRB Agwal Date: 1/21/2011
Alverno IRB-012M-11 1/25/2011

Dear (Name),

| am inviting you to participate in my researchdstu‘First Language Status and Second
Language Writing.” Some of you may remember reogh\a similar e-mail from me a
little over a year ago. Since then, the study @sged. So, | am asking you again if you
would be willing to participate, or | am asking yfmu the first time if you did not receive
an email from me last year.

The study is being conducted by me, Sheryl Slodlam a doctoral student at the
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. My purpose isléarn about English writing by
students who are immigrants or children of immiggsahhope to use what | learn to
develop effective education practices. | would lewget more than 25 students to
participate in this study.

If you agree to participate in my study, you will 6ut a survey (see the link below) to
give me a better idea about your educational backgt and how much you use your
family’s language. When you “sign” the first pagefdre the survey, it will also give me
permission to study the essay you wrote for the @amcation Placement Assessment
before you began classes at Alverno College. Theegwvill take 20-30 minutes.

At the end of the survey, a question asks if | imégrview you. It is not necessary for
you to give an interview, but | hope you will bellimig to do so. If you agree to be
interviewed, | will contact you within 2 weeks tetaip an appointment. If you do not
want to be interviewed, it's okay. You can justesel‘no,” and | will not contact you
again.

The information | collect for this study is commht confidential; no participant will be
identified by name. The surveys, essays, and eg@dings will be saved in a locked file
cabinet and on a password protected computer.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. Thmeans you may choose not to be part
of it, or if you decide to participate, you can rgea your mind later. You are free to
withdraw at any time. It is always okay to changerymind.

There are no costs for participating in this stuatyd there are minimal risks. There is no
payment for participation, and your decision wibt mffect your present or future course
outcomes at Alverno College or the University ofséinsin Milwaukee.

If you have questions about the study or studygqutaces, feel free to contact me at the
address or phone number below. If you have questbout your rights as a participant
or complaints about your treatment, you can coriteetnstitutional Review Board (IRB)
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at Alverno or UWM. The IRB Chair at Alverno isgme, phone number, and e-malil
address were givenThe IRB at UWM can be contacted ph¢ne number and e-mail
address were given

If you agree to participate, you may want to kdep ketter in case you have questions
later on.

If you are willing to let me study your essay, @e&lick on the link below.
If | don’t receive a survey back from you, | wissume that you do not wish to
participate in the study. | will erase your namd ammail address from my list, and |

won't contact you again.

Thank you very much for your time. Here is the Itokhe survey:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/787QC8D

Sincerely,
Sheryl Slocum
(phone number and e-mail address were given)
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Appendix C: Transcript of the Survey — Paper Format

(UWM IRB #09.272 1/21/2011, Alverno IRB-012M-11 5/2011)

FIRST LANGUAGE USE SURVEY

NOTE: In this survey, | call your family’s (or yoparents’) language your “first”
language.

Background Information

1. What country was your mother born in?

2. What country was your father born in?

3.a. Where were you born?

b. If you were not born in the US, approximateby old were you when you came
here? (If you were born here, leave this blank.)

4. How old are you now?

5. Does either of your parents have a college @&gfie may be a 2-year degree, a
4-year degree, and/or a degree from a collegaliffexent country.)

YES NO

6. What language(s) do your parents (or the aaitsraised you) speak well
enough to carry on a polite conversation?

7. What language(s) do your parents (or the asitsraised you) read at least
well enough to fill out a form?
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8. What language(s) do your parents (or the asditsraised you) write at least
well enough to write a note or letter?

9. What are your parents’ (or guardians’) job(sthe US? Even if you live on your own,
please answer the question. If your parents/guasdciee temporarily unemployed,
retired, or deceased, please indicate the jobé¢y)ltad before. If your parents/guardians
have never worked, write “unemployed.”

Mother

Father

10. If your parents had different work or job(s}eir home country, what did they do?
(Leave the line blank if your parent was born here.

Mother

Father

Education Information

11.a. Have you ever attended school in a countrgrahan the United States? (If your
answer is NO, go to #12.a. below).

YES NO

b. At that school outside the US, were thes®#a taught in a language other
than English? (If your answer is NO, géti®.a. below.)

YES NO

c. What language(s) were classes taught in?

d. For each languages listed in #11.c. abda&s sow many school years you
studied in that language. You may use ifast
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12.a. Have you ever gone back to your/your parerdsve country to spend time with
relatives—but NOT to attend school? (If your ansisedO, go to #13 below.)

YES NO

.b. When you traveled to your/your parentsirtoy, did you ever stay longer than 1
month? (If your answer is NO, go to #13 below.)

YES NO

c. How many times have you stayed longer tharonth?

13. The descriptions below are about your educatidhe United States. Read each
description. If you did not receive any educatiiinig the description, enter 0 on the line
to the right. If you received that kind of educatat any time during your schooling,
write the number of years you received it. You raag fractions.

a. Most or all of my classes were taught in myt fmeaguage.

b. At least 3 classes were taught in my first laggy and the rest
were taught in English.

c. I took a class about my first language, bubfthy other classes
were in English.

d. Most or all subjects were taught in English in atasthat were
especially for ESL students.

e. Classes were taught in English, but | spentqiahe day in ESL
classes at least 2 times a week.

f. Classes were taught in English, but an ESL teacame into one
or more of the classes to help.

g. Classes were taught in English, and the schowiged an ESL
teacher or tutor before or after school at leaseamweek.

h. Classes were taught in English; | did not stoyfirst language or
work with an ESL teacher or tutor provided by tbhaol.
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Language Knowledge

14.a. Have you studied how to read and write ywst fanguage somewhere other than
school (for example, at home, at a church-sponssekdol, etc.)? (If your answer is NO,
got to #15.a. below.)

YES NO

b. How many years have you studied your fasguage? You may use fractions.

15.a. Have you studied any languages besides Bragiig your first language? (If your
answer is NO, got to #16 below.)

YES NO

b. List the language(s) you've studied andusibow long you've studied each.

16. What language(s) can you speak at least wellginto carry on a polite
conversation?

17. What language(s) can you read at least weligimto fill out a form?

18. what language(s) can you write at least walugh to write a note or short letter?

19. How often do you do translating for membergair family?

Not at all Sometimes Often Almost Always
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First Language Use

Speaking Skills

20. How often do your speak your native language

a. at home (your permanent address)?

____Notat all ______Sometimes ___ Often ____Almost Always
b. with your friends?

____ Notat all ______Sometimes __ Often _____Almost Always
c. in the classroom at school?

____Notat all ______Sometimes __ Often ____Almost Always
d. at work? (If you don’t have a job, leave thiark.)

____Notat all ______Sometimes __ Often ____Almost Always
e. at church? (If you don’t attend church, leavs khank.)

____Notat all _____Sometimes ___ Often ____Almost Always
f. elsewhere? (If you don’t speak your first langeanywhere else, leave this blank.)
____Notat all ______Sometimes __ Often _____Almost Always
21. Read the tasks below and mark how easy ocudiffihey are (or would be) for you to
do in your first language.

a. Give simple information about yourself (placebwth, family members, where you
live, etc.).

Not able With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily
b. Introduce yourself and talk to elders using appate, respectful language.

Not able With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily
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21. (Continued) Mark how easy or difficult it isr@@ould be) to do the following in your
first language.

c. Describe your present job, studies, or otheomdg activities in detail, using
appropriate vocabulary.

Not able With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily

d. Tell what you hope to be doing five years fromwnusing appropriate words to
express future time.

Not able With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily

e. Talk about an important topic (for example, gamijvorce) stating your position and
supporting it with examples and reasons.

Not able With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily

If you have any comments about speaking in youvedanguage, you may write them
below.

Reading and Writing Skills

22. Read the tasks below and decide how easyfoutlithey are (or would be) for you
to do in your first language.

a. Read and understand first language school satieet to your home.

____Notable __ With great difficulty ___ With some difficulty __ Easily
b. Read and understand personal letters and notes.

____Notable __ With great difficulty ___ With some difficulty __ Easily

c. Read and understand articles in first languagyestetters and magazines, without
using a dictionary.

Not able With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily
d. Read popular novels or stories without usingciahary.

Not able With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily
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22. (Continued) Mark how easy or difficult it isr(@ould be) to do the following in your
first language.

e. Read first language high school textbooks witly occasional use of a dictionary.
Not able With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily

If you have any comments about reading in yout fasguage, you may write them
below.

23. Read the tasks below and decide how easyfoullithey are (or would be) for you
to do in your first language.

a. Write a party announcement.

____Notable __ With great difficulty ___ With some difficulty __ Easily
b. Write a personal letter to a relative or friend.

____Notable __ With great difficulty ___ With some difficulty __ Easily
c. Write down a legend or folk tale that someoné you when you were young.
____Notable __ With great difficulty ___ With some difficulty __ Easily
d. Write an essay describing your own or your fgimijourney to this country.
____Notable __ With great difficulty ___ With some difficulty __ Easily

e. Write an article about your culture that couddgaiblished in a first language
newsletter or magazine.

Not able With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily

If you have any comments about writing in yourtfiessiguage, you may write them
below.
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Final Questions

24.a. Would you be willing to be interviewed abgaur experiences of living and
learning with two languages?

YES NO

b. If your answer to #24.a. is YES, pleaBafit the following information. The best
way to reach me is: (Fill in only the best opticidw.)

by e-mail (fill in your e-mail address)

by phone (fill in you phone number)

25. If you have any comments or questions for rregge write them below.

THANK YOU!



252

Appendix D: di Gennaro’s Rubric for Rhetorical Control*°

5 Excellent control The essay is coherent and &lyiorganized with clearly
identifiable essay components, including an intidigun
paragraph, a thesis, supporting paragraph(s), and a
conclusion paragraph.

4 Very good control The essay has clearly identiiassay components,
including an introduction, thesis, supporting pasa(s),
and a conclusion, but the ordering is not always
logical/may not be evident because of missing pardy
breaks OR does not include enough supporting irdt&ion.

3 Sufficient control The essay includes clearpniifiable essay components,
including an introduction, thesis, supporting pasa(s),
and a conclusion, but the ordering is not always
logical/may not be evident because of missing pary
breaks AND does not include enough supporting

information.

2 Limited control The essay demonstrates littl@lence of an academic
essay structure (but there may be an introduction o
conclusion).

1 Little or no control The essay demonstratesuidemce of an academic essay
structure.

36(2009, pp. 558-559) | have slightly modified di Garo’s rubric by changing or adding a few words to
make the wording more similar to criteria alreadgd by Alverno College assessors. | also eliminated

di Gennaro’s 0-score category. Furthermore, | addedtatements about paragraph breaks because this
of particular concern to many Alverno College asses (J. McNamara, personal communication, July 26,
2012).
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Appendix E: Interview Guide

IRB Protocol Number: UWM 09.272 IRB Agwal Date: 1/21/2011
Alverno IRB-012M-11 1/25/2011

Before the interview begins, | will go through tinéerview consent form with the
participant. | will ask her if she has any questio'when she is satisfied, we will sign and
date two copies of the form; the participant wékp one copy, and | will keep the other.
When this is finished, | will begin recording.

Interview Script
First, let me thank you for taking time for thigarview.
Optional A:l want to begin with some questions about youraasps on the survey.
(Ask clarifying questions.)
Required BTell me the story about how you learned your fasiguage.

Additional prompts, if needed:

Did anyone try to teach you your home language?

Did you just pick up by hearing it spoken aroudy

Did your parents speak only their language to youlid they mix languages?

Did you have any older relatives living with youliwing nearby who spoke to
you only in their language?

Required CHave you done anything in the past 5 years to tai@iror improve your
knowledge of your first language?

Can you tell me more about that?

Required D:On your survey, you indicated that you H{axtlicate the kind of ELL
education the participant experiencad)school. Do you feel this was a good way to
prepare you for your future studies?

Can you tell me more about that?
(Repeat for each form of ELL education the paraaipreceived.)

Required ENow I'd like you to remember back to that day wiye took Alverno’s
Communication Placement Assessment. You may remetindieyou read an article
about blackflies and whether the townspeople shgetdid of them or not. After you
read the article and answered questions aboudutyyote a letter to the author, Bill
McKibbin about whether the people should get ridhef blackflies / about . Do
you remember the day that you took the Communiod@iacement Assessment?
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(If the answer is yesiell me what you remember about that day, esgg@alything
you remember about writing the letter.

Required EI'm interested in how your ideas about writing nteywe developed since the
day you took the Communication Placement AssessrSenfirst I'm going to ask you
about what you usei believe about good writing. To do that, I'm ggito show you a
copy of the letter you wrote. This may be sortikd Iseeing a picture of yourself when
you were 13 or 14 years old—you may say, “Oh mydpess, | don’t want to see it!”
That’s a normal reaction, but | want you to holdlthat reaction for a few minutes.

Instead, | want you to take a moment and remeiméeryou felt that day. You
were writing a letter that people were going tadreadetermine which writing classes
you needed to take. You were probably a little nasy and you were probably trying to
do your very best.

Okay, now | want you to take a minute to readiéier. As you read it remember
back to what you were thinking as you wrote it.I he¢ when you've finished reading.
(Give the student the letter and allow time to ré&ad

Remembering back to the day when you wrote thlkirte what parts of it you
felt were good—AT THAT TIME. What did you hope woduinake a good impression on
your readers?f(she exclaims about how awful it is, allow hespeak, then remind her
that she probably didn’t feel that way at the ti@ently bring her back to what she felt
good about at the time.)

(As needed, prompt her to explain why she felt gdmmait certain parts of the letterSo,
you felt good about XI know why teachers might think this is good, butant to hear in
your own words why you felt this was a good thioglo.

Required F:Now let’s fast-forward to you as a college studedfty. AT THIS TIME,
what do you feel are some of the most importantazttaristics of good writing?

Required GThank you, this has been very helpful. | have lasequestionBase your
answer on your experience and on what you've higand other multilingual writers.
How much, if at all, does being able to write tHest language help a person write in
English?

(If necessango does knowing how to write in their first langeagjve people an
advantage for writing in English?

Can you tell me more about that?

Required Hl've asked you all of my interview questions. Isith anyone you know here
at Alverno who | should be sure to send my sureéy t

Required l:Is there anything else you'd like to say beforerhtoff the tape recorder?

Thank you very much for your time and helpful resges.
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Appendix F: Interview Consent Form

This Consent Form has been approved by the IRRB fore year period

Informed Consent IRB Protocol Number: UWM 022
Alverno IRB-012M-11
Version: 1 IRB Approval Date: 1/21/2011
1/25/201

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN — MILWAUKEE
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN TAPED INTERVIEW

1. General Information

Study title:
e First Language Status and Second Language Writing

Person in Charge of Study (Principal Investigator):
e (Namg, Associate Professor, English Department, Unityec§ Wisconsin,
Sheryl’'s Major Advisor
e Sheryl Slocum, researcher, graduate student dainhesrsity of Wisconsin —
Milwaukee

2. Study Description

You are being asked to participate in an audiotapteaview. Your participation is
completely voluntary. You do not have to parti¢gd you do not want to.

Study description:
The purpose of this interview is to
e learn more about your experience of growing up Wwith languages;
e learn more about your experience of writing the Gi34ay;
e help teachers and schools develop effective largyedgcation practices;
e help inform education policies that relate to lglial students.
The interview will involve
e about 45 minutes for the audiotaped interview;
e although the interview is private, you are notdinéy participant being
interviewed; about 9 other participants will bevpiely interviewed.

3. Study Procedures

What will | be asked to do if | participate in the study?
If you agree to participate in the interview youl\we asked to
e give more detail about answers you gave on thesgurv
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e read your CPA essay in order to remember and desgaur experience of
writing it;
e give your opinion about the researcher’s hypothais@ut how being bilingual
affects a student’s writing.
The entire interview will be audiotaped to help thsearcher get the best possible
understanding of your responses.

4. Risks and Minimizing Risks

What risks will | face by participating in this study?
e There are no foreseeable risks for participatingpis interview.

5. Benefits

Will | receive any benefit from my participation in this study?
e There are no benefits to you other than to helpavg scholars’ understanding.

Are subjects paid or given anything for being in tle study?
e You will not be paid or receive any class creditsthking part in this interview.

6. Study Costs

Will I be charged anything for participating in thi s study?
e You will not be responsible for any of the costenirtaking part in this interview.

7. Confidentiality

What happens to the information collected?
All information collected about you during thisentiew will be kept confidential to the
extent permitted by law. | may decide to presertwtiind to others, or publish the
results in academic journals or at academic conéa® | am the only person who will
have access to your information.
e The tape from this interview will not be identifi@dth your name; instead, a
number will be used;
e the tape will be stored in a locked cabinet;
¢ all the information collected for this study wik lwestroyed when the study is
complete.

8. Alternatives

Are there alternatives to participating in the study?
There are no known alternatives available to ytweiothan not taking part in this study
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9. Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal

What happens if | decide not to be in this study?
Your participation in this interview is entirely kmtary. You may choose not to take part
in this interview at any time. If you decide t&egpart, you can change your mind later
and withdraw from the interview. You are free td answer any questions or withdraw
at any time. Your decision will not change any preasor future relationships with
Alverno College or the University of Wisconsin Méwkee.

e If you choose to withdraw from the interview, | destroy the tape.

e Choosing not to participate in the interview or abiog to withdraw from it will

not affect your standing at Alverno College.

10. Questions

Who do | contact for questions about this study?
For more information about the study or the studycedures or treatments, or to
withdraw from the study, contact:

(Name and contact information for Sheryl Slocum’sigaf)

Who do | contact for questions about my rights or omplaints towards my
treatment as a research subject?

The Institutional Review Board may ask your nama,al complaints are kept in
confidence.

Contact Name OR Institutional Review Board

Institutional Review Board Human Research PratadProgram
Alverno College Dept. of University Safety andsAirances
PO Box 343922 University of Wisconsin — Milwaegke
Milwaukee, WI 53234 P.O. Box 413

(phone number Milwaukee, WI 53201

(phone number

11. Signatures

Research Subject’'s Consent to Participate in Resedr:

To voluntarily agree to take part in this studyuyaust sign on the line below. If you
choose to take part in this study, you may withdadany time. You are not giving up
any of your legal rights by signing this form. Ysignature below indicates that you
have read or had read to you this entire consemhfancluding the risks and benefits,
and have had all of your questions answered, aathjtbu are 18 years of age or older.

Printed Name of Subject/ Legally Authorized Repn¢ggve

Signature of Subject/Legally Authorized Represeveat Date
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Research Subject’'s Consent to Audio/Video/Photo Rerding:

It is okay to audiotape me while | am in this stahg use my audiotaped data in the
research.

Please initial: Yes No

Principal Investigator (or Designee)

| have given this research subject information lom $tudy that is accurate and sufficient
for the subject to fully understand the natureksiand benefits of the study.

Printed Name of Person Obtaining Consent Study Role

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent Date
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CURRICULUM VITAE

Sheryl Slocum

Education

Wheaton College, Wheaton, IL BA English 1977
The American University, Washington, DC MA Lingtics/TESL 1983
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee, WI PhD English 2013

Teaching Experience

Alverno College, Milwaukee, WI
ESL Coordinator
Lecturer, Communication

University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee, WI
Lecturer, TESOL Methods and TESOL Materials
Lecturer, Composition

Milwaukee Area Technical College, WI
Lecturer, Composition

Iverson Language Associates, Milwaukee, WI
English Language Tutor

Waukesha County Technical College, Waukesha, WI
Evening ESL Instructor

Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, LA
Instructor, Composition, Literature, ESL Compositio
Lecturer, IEP ESL

Baton Rouge Reading Clinic, LA
Reading and Literacy Tutor

Delgado Community College, New Orleans, LA
ESL Instructor

Marquette University, Milwaukee, WI
Lecturer, Composition

1996 — Present
1993 — 1996

199998
1992 — 1993

1993

1992 — 1993

1991 - 1993

1987 — 1991

1987

1987

1984 — 1986
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Lado Institute, Washington, DC
ESL Instructor 1983

The American University, Washington, DC
Graduate TA, IEP ESL 1982 — 1983

St. Francis Academy, Lumberton, NM
7"/8" Grade Teacher 1979 — 1980

College Générale de Lai, Lai, Chad, Africa
Secondary TEFL Teacher (Peace Corps) 19779 197

Peace Corps Training, N'Djamena, Chad, Africa
TEFL Trainer 1978

Certification

TEFL Certification, Peace Corps, Chad, Africa 1977

Professional Memberships and Service

Member: TESOL, WITESOL, AAAL
TESOL: HEIS Member-At-Large 2008-09; Rules & Resiolis Committee 2006-08

WITESOL: Membership Secretary 2004-07; Preside2203



