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Preface

This book grew out of the work of the Center for Research on Educa-
tion, Diversity & Excellence (CREDE). CREDE was a center funded by
the U.S. government' to conduct research, generate knowledge, and pro-
vide services to improve the education of students whose ability to reach
their potential is challenged by language or cultural barriers, race, geo-
graphic location, or poverty. From 1996 to 2001, CREDE comprised thirty-
one research projects around the country that sought to extend knowledge
about the education of the diverse students who make up the U.S. school
population, from kindergarten through grade 12. These research projects
were organized around six themes that are integral to the education of
diverse students: language learning and academic achievement; profes-
sional development; family, peers, and community; instruction in context;
integrated school reform; and assessment. Researchers working on each
theme gathered data and tested curriculum models in wide-ranging set-
tings and with diverse student populations — from classrooms with pre-
dominantly Zuni-speaking students in New Mexico to inner-city schools in
Florida to California elementary schools with large populations of native
Spanish-speaking students.

Following the completion of the first phase of research in 2001, CREDE
researchers extended the knowledge base that can be used to improve
the education of diverse students by carrying out systematic, thorough,
and critical reviews of research related to the themes. Seven synthesis
teams were created, each involving researchers, practitioners, and policy
experts, to survey and critique the available research on a theme and make

' This work was supported under the Education Research and Development Program,
PR/Award R306A60001, the Center for Research on Education, Diversity & Excellence,
as administered by the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) of the U.S. Department of
Education. The contents, findings, and opinions expressed in this volume are those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent the positions or policies of IES or the U.S. ED.
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X Preface

recommendations for future research agendas. The chapters in this volume
report on the work of the team charged with reviewing research on the lan-
guage and academic development of students who come to school with
no proficiency or limited proficiency in English; that is, English language
learners (ELLs). The volume reviews and summarizes scientific research
on three fundamental aspects of the education of ELL students: their oral
language development, their literacy development, and their academic
development.

The team members, in addition to the authors, who guided the syn-
thesis work consisted of Diane August (Center for Applied Linguistics),
Gil Cuevas (University of Miami), Else Hamayan (Illinois Resource
Center), Liliana Minaya-Rowe (University of Connecticut), Mary Ramirez
(Pennsylvania Department of Education), Noni Reis (San Jose State Univer-
sity), Charlene Rivera (The George Washington University), Deborah Short
(Center for Applied Linguistics), and Sau-Lim Tsang (ARC Associates).
We also recognize and appreciate the assistance provided by individuals
who co-authored specific chapters of this volume: Graciela Borsato, Gisela
O’Brien, and Caroline Riches. Their assistance was critical in the success-
ful completion of this work. Finally, we are grateful for the leadership
of Roland Tharp, the director of the Center for Research on Education,
Diversity & Excellence (CREDE) for developing and encouraging the syn-
thesis process, and we thank Yolanda Padrén, assistant director of CREDE,
for her support during the project.



Introduction

Donna Christian

This volume synthesizes research on the relationships among oral lan-
guage, literacy, and academic achievement for English language learners
(ELLs) in the United States, from pre-Kindergarten through Grade 12. It
explores how these findings have been applied in school and classroom set-
tings and recommends areas of focus for future studies in order to improve
education for these students.

Why is it important to assess what we know about the education of
ELLs? The most basic reason, of course, is that we seek to provide, for
ALL students, a high quality education that takes into account their indi-
vidual strengths and needs. The level of academic achievement for stu-
dents with limited proficiency in English in the United States has lagged
significantly behind that of native English speakers. One congressionally
mandated study reported that ELLs receive lower grades, are judged by
their teachers to have lower academic abilities, and score below their class-
mates on standardized tests of reading and mathematics (Moss and Puma,
1995). According to a compilation of reports from forty-one state educa-
tion agencies, only 18.7 percent of students classified as limited English
proficient (LEP) met the state norm for reading in English (Kindler, 2002).
Furthermore, students from language minority backgrounds have higher
dropout rates and are more frequently placed in lower ability groups and
academic tracks than language majority students (Bennici and Strang, 1995;
President’s Advisory Commission on Educational Excellence for Hispanic
Americans, 2003; Ruiz-de-Velasco and Fix, 2000).

These educational facts intersect with the demographic facts to
strengthen the rationale for this research synthesis. Across the nation, the
number of students from non-English-speaking backgrounds has risen dra-
matically. They represent the fastest growing segment of the student popu-
lation in the United States by a wide margin. From the 1991-92 school year
through 2001-02, the number of identified students with limited English
proficiency in public schools (K-12) grew 95 percent while total enrollment

1



2 Donna Christian

increased by only 12 percent. In 2001-02, over 4.7 million school-aged chil-
dren were identified as LEP (the term used in the survey), almost 10 percent
of the K-12 public school student population (National Clearinghouse for
English Language Acquisition, 2003). These students speak over 400 lan-
guages, but nearly 8o percent are native Spanish speakers. Of the remaining
20 percent, the largest language groups are Vietnamese (2 percent), Hmong
(1.6 percent), Cantonese (1 percent), and Korean (1 percent) (Kindler, 2002).

ELL students come to U.S. schools with many resources, including lin-
guistic resources in their native language. However, they enter U.S. schools
with a wide range of language proficiencies (in English and in other lan-
guages) and of subject-matter knowledge. They differ in educational back-
ground, expectations of schooling, socioeconomic status, age of arrival in
the United States, and personal experiences coming to and living in the
United States.

Among ELLs who are immigrants, some have strong academic prepa-
ration. They are at or above equivalent grade levels in the school curricula
and are literate in their native language. Other immigrant students enter
U.S. schools with limited formal schooling — perhaps due to war or the
isolated location of their home. Ruiz-de-Velasco and Fix (2000) found that
20 percent of all ELLs at the high school level and 12 percent of ELLs at the
middle school level have missed two or more years of schooling since age
six. Among Hispanic students aged 15-17, more than one third are enrolled
below grade level (Jamieson, Curry, and Martinez, 2001). These students
are not literate in their native language; they have never taken a standard-
ized test. They have significant gaps in their educational backgrounds,
lack knowledge in specific subject areas, and often need additional time to
become accustomed to school routines and expectations.

Students who have been raised in the United States but speak a language
other than English at home may or may not be literate in their home lan-
guage. Some have strong oral English skills; others do not. Most of the U.S.-
born ELLs begin their education in the U.S. public schools. There they must
learn basic skills, including initial literacy. They may have some prepara-
tion for schooling from participation in pre-school programs, but U.S.-born
ELLs have as much diversity in backgrounds as older immigrant students.

Although English language proficiency is a critical factor in educational
success in this country, there are many other factors that can put students at
risk for educational failure, and a number of these factors tend to co-occur
with limited English proficiency (Garcia, 1997; Tharp, 1997). These include
economic circumstances, race, educational environment, geographic loca-
tion, immigration status, health, and many others. Although research on
all of those factors is relevant to improving the education of English lan-
guage learners in general, this synthesis focuses on such factors only as
they relate to oral language, literacy, and academic achievement.
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The increasing number of students for whom English is an additional
language is particularly significant in light of educational reform that calls
for high standards and strong accountability for schools and students.
Although many states exempt ELLs from state-mandated tests for a period
of time, the amount of time may be insufficient for some ELLs to acquire and
apply academic English. For example, an immigrant student who enters
high school with no English proficiency may be expected to pass tests
for graduation in mathematics, biology, English language arts, and other
subjects, after three (or fewer) years of U.S. schooling.

Federal programs in the United States have also increased the emphasis
on accountability. For example, No Child Left Behind, the 2001 reauthoriza-
tion of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, calls for annual tests
of reading and mathematics for all students in Grades 3-12 (in schools
receiving federal funds under the law) and deliberately includes ELLs in
state accountability systems. Although schools may exempt ELLs from
achievement testing in English for up to three years, they must assess
English language proficiency annually (with no exemption period).
Improved education is key to improving performance for ELLs on these
tests, and research results can inform such improvements.

PROGRAM ALTERNATIVES FOR ELLs

English language learners face the dual challenges of mastering English
and acquiring the academic skills and knowledge deemed essential for a
sound education and a productive future life. Schools face the challenge of
designing programs to help ELLs achieve these goals. As mentioned earlier,
ELL students embody diversity at many levels, including their socioeco-
nomic status, the types of neighborhoods in which they live, the varieties
of English and/or other languages they speak, and their cultural back-
grounds. The challenge is magnified by the fact that these students are
entering U.S. schools at every grade level and at various times during
the academic year. Students who enter at the elementary level, of course,
have the advantage of more time to acquire the language and academic
skills they need (compared to ELLs who enter at the secondary level). The
availability of time, however, does not lessen the need for appropriate and
challenging instruction, from the very beginning, through the first and /or
second language.

Genesee (1999) discusses a set of program alternatives that may meet
the diverse and complex needs of ELLs (see Table 1.1). Some of them incor-
porate content instruction in the native language. Two-way immersion pro-
grams serve ELLs who speak a common native language along with native
English speakers (Howard and Christian, 2002). For both groups of stu-
dents, the goals are to develop high levels of first and second language
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Introduction 5

proficiency, academic development, and crosscultural understanding. All
students experience an additive bilingual environment (one in which both
languages are valued and developed), and academic content is learned
through two languages. These are typically full K-6 or K-12 instructional
programs.

Developmental bilingual programs provide a similar additive bilingual
environment, with a goal of high levels of proficiency in two languages, but
the students served are primarily or solely ELLs. This model, also referred
to as “late-exit” or maintenance bilingual education, uses both English
and the students’ native language for academic instruction and promotes
sustained development of the first language as well as English. Students
generally participate in these programs for five to six years.

In transitional bilingual programs (also known as “early-exit” bilingual
education), academic instruction in the students’ native language is pro-
vided while they learn English (to varying extents and for varying lengths
of time) through ESL classes. As their English proficiency develops, stu-
dents are exited from the program and placed in all English, mainstream
classes, typically after one to three years.

Newcomer programs are specially designed programs for recent arrivals
to the United States, who have no or low English proficiency and often lim-
ited literacy in their native language (Short and Boyson, 2004). The goal is
to accelerate their acquisition of language and academic skills and to orient
them to the United States and U.S. schools. Students typically participate
in such programs for one to one and one-half years. Although newcomer
programs exist in elementary schools, they are more prevalent at the sec-
ondary level. Some programs follow a bilingual approach; others focus
on sheltered instruction in English (see the later discussion of sheltered
instruction).

Other program models offer primarily English instruction to ELLs. This
choice is often made when ELLs in a school come from many different
language backgrounds. In English as a Second Language (ESL) programs
(also known as English language development [ELD] programs), carefully
articulated, developmentally appropriate English language instruction is
designed to meet the needs of students at various levels of English pro-
ficiency. ELLs may receive content instruction from other sources while
they participate in the ESL program, or they may be in self-contained class-
rooms. Students generally participate in ESL programs for one to five years,
depending on their initial level of proficiency and rate of progress. Students
often benefit greatly when programs provide various kinds of support after
they have moved fully into English mainstream classes, to give targeted
assistance as needed. Structured English immersion is a form of ESL pro-
gram taught in self-contained classrooms where most instruction is pro-
vided in English, though use of the student’s native language is possible.
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The core curriculum includes English language development (ELD), and
content area instruction is taught using special techniques for second lan-
guage learners (Baker, 1998). This program type has become most well
known as the approach prescribed by state referenda (e.g., Proposition 227
in California) that restrict the use of bilingual education programs.

Another ESL-oriented program model is sheltered instruction, which is
often found in school systems with ELLs from multiple language back-
grounds. Sheltered programs offer ELLs a comprehensive, articulated pro-
gram where the regular grade-level, core content courses are taught in
English through instructional strategies that make the content concepts
accessible to ELLs and that promote the development of academic English
(Short and Echevarria, 1999). Sheltered instruction teachers should have
ESL or bilingual education training in addition to training in the content
area, and they often form a school team or learning community. Most shel-
tered instruction programs are designed to meet all the requirements for
credit toward grade-level promotion or graduation. Students remain in
them for two to three years. The term sheltered instruction may also be used
to describe pedagogy rather than a program design. Sheltered instruction
practices and individual sheltered instruction courses can be and often are
implemented in conjunction with other program alternatives.

These program models differ in certain dimensions. Some set a goal
of bilingualism for language development (two-way immersion, devel-
opmental bilingual), while others emphasize proficiency in English (ESL,
sheltered instruction). The characteristics of the appropriate student pop-
ulation vary, particularly in terms of the homogeneity of native language
backgrounds. The typical length of student participation also differs, with
some programs being intended as short-term or transitional (one to four
years) and others longer in duration (six or more years). The resources
required vary from model to model, in terms of teacher qualifications (lan-
guage skills and professional preparation), curricula and materials (how
extensive bilingual offerings need to be), and so on.

METHODOLOGY FOR THE REVIEW

Our synthesis is based on a systematic review of the research literature. The
goal was to be as comprehensive as possible in terms of the student popu-
lation, to include ELLs from pre-Kindergarten through Grade 12 of diverse
language backgrounds in educational programs in the United States. Given
the demographic characteristics of the United States, however, most of the
published research on ELLs focuses on low-income native Spanish speak-
ers, and the largest number of studies involve elementary school-aged
students. This will undoubtedly limit the generalizability of the results to
other language and age groups, but it also highlights areas where future
research is clearly needed.
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We convened a thirteen-member team of researchers knowledgeable
about the education of ELLs to conduct the synthesis of research in this
area (see Preface for a list of team members). The team met three times
during the two-year project period to set the parameters for the synthesis,
review the findings of literature searches, and review drafts of sections of
the synthesis.

The synthesis was conducted in three phases, parallel to the team meet-
ings. In the first phase, the team defined the scope of the synthesis and the
research to be reviewed. In the second phase, we conducted searches of
the literature according to the defined parameters and evaluated the doc-
uments identified in the searches for relevance and quality. Finally, in the
third phase, we synthesized the relevant research that met basic quality
criteria and formulated our conclusions.

Phase 1: Inclusion Parameters

As mentioned previously, the focus of the research synthesis is the devel-
opment of oral language, literacy, and academic achievement for ELLs
in a variety of alternative programs, including English mainstream class-
rooms. The synthesis examined only English learners and did not consider
research on ethnic minority or immigrant students except as the samples
and results specifically address ELLs. For the searches of the literature,
the following parameters were set to define which research studies to
include:

e Empirical

* Conducted in the United States

* Published in English

* Focused on oral language development, literacy, and academic achieve-
ment among ELLs, with outcome measures in English

* Focused on pre-K through Grade 12

* Published in the last 20 years (may include seminal works conducted
earlier)

* Published as peer-reviewed journal articles and selected technical
reports (no books, book chapters, or dissertations)

* In the case of literacy, included reading, writing, or reading- or writing-
related outcomes

Phase 2: Literature Searches and Quality Indicators

The synthesis was divided into three parts: oral language, literacy, and aca-
demic achievement. A subgroup of the team reviewed the literature in each
area, considered which articles to include in the synthesis, and compiled
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the research. The subgroups conducted several types of searches. First, we
searched three large databases of language and education materials using
specific key terms — the Education Resources Information Center (ERIC),
Linguistics and Language Behavior Abstracts (LLBA), and PsycInfo. The
key terms for the searches included limited English speaking, academic achieve-
ment (and math, science, social studies), English second language, bilingual edu-
cation, literacy, reading, and oral language proficiency. In addition, team mem-
bers searched a number of education journals by hand (see Appendix for
list of journals searched) and reviewed technical reports from several fed-
erally funded research centers (see Appendix for list). As a result of the
computer and hand searches, over four thousand articles and reports were
considered (at least by title, but most often by abstract).

To facilitate the processing and synthesizing of studies, we developed
a coding system to record pertinent information for each study into a
database. Each entry included the bibliographic citation, type of study,
analytic methods, research questions addressed, information about the
methodology, information about the sample, and the domain of the syn-
thesis that the study addresses (oral language, literacy, and/or academic
achievement).

We reviewed each of the abstracts obtained from the computerized
searches for relevance to the topic and entered those that met the crite-
ria into a database along with the articles and technical reports identified
through hand searching. About five hundred articles and reports were
reviewed at this level. In several instances, articles and reports were rel-
evant to two subtopics. For instance, some studies fit into both literacy
and academic achievement because student outcomes on both reading
and mathematics were reported. Each subgroup reviewed all the studies
relevant to their domain, so some studies were reviewed by more than one
subgroup. We then obtained full texts of the articles, and reviewed their
bibliographies to identify additional resources. When we found relevant
articles in those bibliographies, they were added to the database as well.
Each article was read and annotated, according to a coding framework
for entries into the database. Based on this coding, articles that did not
qualify for inclusion for relevance or quality reasons (discussed next) were
rejected and not included in the synthesis. If two or more articles contained
the same analyses based on the same data, only the more complete one was
included.

The guiding principles for scientific research in education identified
in the National Research Council report on Scientific Research in Edu-
cation (Shavelson and Towne, 2001) formed the basis for the quality
indicators used to examine the articles under consideration. The team
looked for (a) appropriate research design to answer the questions being
posed; (b) research that was well carried out and clearly described; and
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(c) conclusions that were supported by the evidence presented. Some par-
ticular qualifiers were:

* Careful description of study participants (including age, language
and ethnic background, socioeconomic status, other relevant charac-
teristics);

* Sulfficient detail in description of study interventions (including length
and type of treatment) to allow for replicability;

* Description of study methods sufficient to allow judgments about how
instructional fidelity was ensured, where appropriate;

* Full description of testing instruments, data-collection procedures, out-
come measures, and data analytic techniques (all of which are appro-
priate for the goals of the study);

* Empirical outcomes reported;

* Study conclusions and implications clearly and reasonably linked to
data.

The result was a set of articles that could be included in the synthesis for
each topic. The final corpus included in the synthesis contained approxi-
mately two hundred articles and reports.

During the search and evaluation process, studies were coded accord-
ing to information given by the authors of the research reports. Each of the
following chapters includes tables summarizing relevant characteristics of
the studies being synthesized in a given section (e.g., sample characteris-
tics, outcome measures). The descriptions in these tables reflect the terms
used by the authors of the articles, in order to avoid making any infer-
ences about the characteristics (e.g., description of the sample students
as “Hispanic,” “Mexican American,” or “Latino/a”). In addition, the cat-
egories of information provided in the tables vary in some cases across
domains (the chapter topics) in order to suit the research represented (e.g.,
the tables in Chapter 4 include the category “instructional methods” while
others do not). Definitions of abbreviations used in these tables are pro-
vided in Appendix A at the end of the book.

Phase 3: Synthesis of Research

As we reviewed the research studies for relevance and quality, we also
sorted them by themes that captured the features of the research base.
Within each domain (oral language, literacy, and academic achievement),
we grouped together studies that addressed topics like instructional fac-
tors, home/community factors, assessment, and so on. At first, we planned
to examine the research on each domain according to a common set of
dimensions. However, it became clear that studies in each domain clus-
tered in different ways, and we allowed those clusters to emerge from
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the research base. Thus, we developed a framework for characterizing the
corpus of studies for each domain. In some cases, that corpus of studies
was very eclectic and some subthemes clustered better than others. When
we found several studies that addressed the same questions, we could
draw stronger generalizations. When we found only one or two studies
that looked at an issue, we could not generalize. In the discussion, we pro-
vide different levels of detail on different studies, depending on how well
they fit with a group of studies to address certain questions. As a result,
we may only briefly mention some studies in the database because they
do not fit well into a cluster with other studies.

Once we identified the themes for each topic area, we reviewed the
studies in each theme as a group and synthesized them. Various team
members took the lead in drafting the synthesis chapters and then the
entire team reviewed them. At the final meeting, team members revisited
and revised the themes within domains to better fit the research base that
was found, and they identified strengths and gaps in the research base.
As the team finalized the syntheses of research by domain, it developed
recommendations on future directions for research in this area.

ORGANIZATION OF THE VOLUME

The organization of the research synthesis parallels the major research areas
that we explored: oral language, literacy, and academic achievement. Lit-
eracy is divided into two chapters, one dealing with crosslinguistic and
crossmodal issues in literacy development and one on instructional issues.
Different members of the team developed these sections, as authorship
indicates, but worked closely together to ensure comparable methods and
complementary scope. The full team reviewed all the sections. As men-
tioned earlier, the scopes of the three domains overlap, so some studies
appear in more than one chapter. The final chapter offers conclusions that
may be derived from the synthesis as well as recommendations for future
research.

Before moving on to the synthesis itself, a note about terminology and
labels may be useful. This is an area of considerable complexity in studies
that involve students who come from homes where a language other than
English is spoken. Research in the field suffers from inconsistency in def-
initions of categories into which the students may be grouped and incon-
sistent application of definitions to student populations by researchers and
practitioners.

In this volume, “English language learner (ELL)” is used as the term
for students who first learn a language other than English in their home
and community (U.S.-born or immigrant) and then learn English as a new
language. When they enter school in the United States, they may or may
not have some knowledge of English, but they are not yet fully proficient.
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In the past, a more common label for these students was “limited English
proficient” or “LEP.” This term has a legislative history in the federal
government and remains the one in use in federal-policy contexts. Detailed
legal definitions are provided in such legislation as the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001 in order to specify terms for eligibility for services and applica-
bility of various requirements. Other terms often used include non-native
English speaker, language minority student, ESL student, or bilingual stu-
dent. In reporting the results of studies here, our best attempts were made
to determine how the subject populations were characterized; however,
this remains an area of concern in interpreting the research.

For native speakers of English (who may be compared with ELLs), the
label “English-only” (“EQ”) is often used, signifying the monolingual lan-
guage skills possessed by these students. Another convention that will
be maintained in the chapters that follow is the use of “L1” to refer to an
individual’s native or home language and “L2" for the second (or later) lan-
guage. Thus, a native Spanish-speaking student who is learning English
could be described as having Spanish L1 and English Lz.
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Oral Language

William M. Saunders and Gisela O’Brien

INTRODUCTION

For English Language Learners (ELLs) in U.S. schools, developing profi-
ciency in oral English is essential for academic and future professional and
personal success. Developing proficiency in oral English involves acquir-
ing vocabulary, gaining control over grammar, and developing an under-
standing of the subtle semantics of English. At the same time, acquiring
proficiency in English involves learning how to use the language to inter-
act successfully with other speakers of the language. Oral interactions can
vary considerably from exchanging greetings to initiating and sustaining
conversations to negotiating collaborative tasks to giving and / or receiving
directions to telling or listening to stories to delivering or comprehending
lectures.

While the design of programs for ELLs varies in terms of the use of
L1, many programs (that is, ESL pull-out, English immersion, transitional
bilingual, developmental bilingual, and two-way immersion) recommend
daily oral English language instruction until students achieve atleasta min-
imum level of proficiency in English (see Genesee, 1999, for a description
of alternative programs). Moreover, while there are different theoretical
views about the minimum level of English oral proficiency necessary for
successful participation in classrooms with English reading, writing, and
content area instruction (Baker, 1998; Cummins, 1979; Fitzgerald, 1995;
Krashen, 1996), there is no controversy about the fundamental importance
of English oral language development as part of the larger enterprise of
educating ELLs.

Despite the centrality afforded English oral language development in
both theory and practice, the empirical literature on oral language develop-
ment in ELLs is small. Our search for studies on the English oral language
development of ELLs turned up approximately one fourth of the number
of studies recovered for literacy. Of the approximately 150 studies on oral

14
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language development, fewer than two thirds reported actual oral lan-
guage outcomes, and fewer than one third reported oral language out-
comes and also met criteria for relevance and methodological adequacy.
Moreover, the studies that were retained vary considerably; some mea-
sured general oral language proficiency; others measured discrete elements
of oral language proficiency (e.g., vocabulary); and yet others measured
language choice and use. Such variation makes synthesis and generaliz-
ability difficult.

We clustered studies that met our criteria topically. In some topic clus-
ters, we found a sufficient number of studies to warrant firm conclusions.
For most topics, however, the small number of studies allows for only
qualified conclusions that best serve as hypotheses for future research. We
thoroughly reviewed and analyzed the studies that were retained, looking
for every opportunity to utilize data, datasets, and findings to address rel-
evant topics. Given the paucity of research on oral language development,
we thought it best to retain a topic, even if it was addressed by only two
or three studies, in order to encourage and inform future research on that
topic. The following review is organized according to these topics:

1. Language Development
2. School Factors

3. Non-school Factors

4. Assessment

LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT

In this section, we synthesize research findings that establish some of the
major characteristics of English oral language development among ELLs
in U.S. schools (see Table A.2.1 for studies reviewed in this section). Topics
include (1) Specific Features of L2 Oral Language Development, (2) Lan-
guage Learning Strategies, and (3) Personality and Social Factors.

Specific Features of L2 Oral Language Development

Research on L1 oral language development has focused on the acquisi-
tion of specific aspects of the language, such as vocabulary, specific gram-
matical forms, or pragmatic patterns. Our search of the L2 oral language
development literature revealed surprisingly few studies of this type. Thus,
we have a very limited understanding of specific aspects of L2 oral lan-
guage development and, thus, little empirical basis for planning educa-
tional interventions that would promote language development in specific
ways. In light of evidence reviewed in Chapter 3 that specific aspects of
orallanguage proficiency are linked to literacy and academic development,
this gap in our knowledge is of concern. Notwithstanding the overall lack
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of research of this sort, two domains of L2 oral language acquisition have
received some attention; namely, question formation and vocabulary. One
of the major themes that runs through these studies concerns the nature
and development of more academic uses of oral language. In an attempt
to investigate that theme further, this subsection concludes with a review
of results drawn from several studies in the corpus that report correlations
between L2 oral and L2 reading.

Findings from research on question formation suggest that the acquisi-
tion of question forms in ELLs is similar to that observed among monolin-
gual English-speaking children. In addition, more proficient ELLs demon-
strate a wider repertoire of question forms than less proficient ELLs, but
even less proficient ELLs demonstrate some command over English ques-
tion forms and show considerable growth over relatively short periods of
time (six months to a year). Support for this trend comes from research by
Lindholm (1987) and Rodriguez-Brown (1987).

Lindholm (1987) carried out longitudinal and cross-sectional analyses of
natural language samples from young fluent and limited English proficient
(LEP) Spanish-speakers. She found (a) increasing sophistication in ELLs’
questions over a one-year period, (b) question use even among students
with limited oral language proficiency, and (c) significant differences in the
kinds of questions used by limited and fluent English proficient students,
indicating that, with greater proficiency, ELLs acquire increasing command
over more sophisticated question types.

Rodriguez-Brown (1987) found essentially the same pattern of results
as Lindholm among Grade 3 ELLs from bilingual homes who were par-
ticipating in a two-way immersion program. While some students were
fluent-Spanish but LEP and others were fluent-English but limited-Spanish
proficient, the kinds of questions used by these two groups were sim-
ilar in their stronger and weaker languages. These results suggest that
question forms might develop similarly for L2 learners (i.e., regardless
of whether their L1 is Spanish and their L2 is English, or vice versa), at
least for languages that belong to the Indo-European family. Additionally,
students showed equal facility with almost all question types but used
a wider variety of question types in their stronger language. Finally, stu-
dents with low levels of proficiency could transact requests for information
and yes/no questions, suggesting that question use emerges early in L2
development.

Studies on vocabulary development indicate that ELLs demonstrate
greater capacity to define words as they become more proficient. Initially,
ELLs are more likely to define words through simple associations, termed
informal definitions (e.g., cat: “My aunt has one and it’s all furry and has a
long tail.”), and then at higher levels of proficiency through explication,
termed formal definitions (e.g., cat: “A cat is a domesticated mammal which
is related to the lion.”). This line of research, initiated by Snow et al. (1987;
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the source for the examples listed previously) is particularly relevant
because it is one, if not the only, attempt in this corpus to operational-
ize and examine empirically the nature of oral language use for academic
purposes. The protocol used by Snow and her colleagues involves asking
students in a one-on-one administration what relatively common words
mean. Their definitions are coded as informal or formal and are rated for
quality. The most effective responses — high quality formal definitions — do
not presume shared knowledge with the interlocutor, do not necessitate
or attempt to elicit interactive support from the interlocutor, and involve
more sophisticated vocabulary and syntax. All three of these elements are,
according to Snow and her colleagues, hallmarks of language that is appro-
priate for interpersonally decontextualized, academic usage.

Snow et al. (1987) found that among middle-class 2nd through s5th
graders, some of whom were ELLs and others native English speakers
learning French, there was a significant correlation between L2 proficiency
and the quality of students’ formal definitions. Moreover, the strength of
the correlation increased over grades: r = 0.16, 0.45, and o.50 in Grades 2,
4, and 5, respectively. Finally, they found that ELLs with high levels of L2
proficiency scored as well as native English speakers.

Carlisle et al. (1999) corroborated most of Snow et al.’s findings in a
study of low SES Spanish-speaking children in Grades 1, 2, and 3. Carlisle
et al. also helped ground empirically the distinction between formal and
informal definitions. They found a stronger relationship between informal
definitions and receptive vocabulary in both Spanish and English (r =
0.67 in English and r = 0.79 in Spanish) than between formal definitions
and receptive vocabulary (r = 0.36 in English and r = 0.43 in Spanish).
These data fit well with Snow et al.’s original formulation. Both receptive
vocabulary (correctly associating words with picture stimuli) and informal
definitions measure less formal aspects of oral language proficiency. In
contrast, formal definitions measure more formal and academic aspects
of language proficiency. That the pairs of correlations vary substantially
(almost 2 to 1: 0.67 and 0.79; 0.36 and 0.43) suggests that being familiar with
words (including receptive vocabulary and informal definitions) is one
aspect of language proficiency, whereas explicating their meaning (formal
definitions) is qualitatively different.

Several studies report correlations between L2 oral proficiency and L2
reading achievement. Table 2.1 organizes all correlations by study and
grade level. Among the twenty-eight correlations, significant relationships
were more evident among oral measures that are linked to more academic
aspects of language proficiency: specifically, vocabulary (Saville-Troike,
1984), formal definitions (Carlisle et al., 1999; Snow et al., 1987), and story-
retell content (Goldstein, Harris, and Klein, 1993). Goldstein et al.’s story-
retell correlations provide a good illustration. A significant correlation
emerged with their measure of the quality of the content of the retells, as
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measured by the inclusion of details about the plot, setting, and characters’
intentions, for example (r = 0.40), but not with their measure of the quality
of language used to retell the stories, as measured, for example, by the
use of complete sentences and correct syntax (r = 0.12). This same finding
holds for results elicited using language proficiency test batteries (Garcia-
Véazquez et al., 1997; Ulibarri, Spencer, and Rivas, 1981). More specifically,
broader, more academically oriented batteries like the Woodcock Language
Proficiency Battery (WLPB; r = 0.70) and the Language Assessment Scales-
Oral component (LAS-O; r = 0.29 to 0.48) correlated more strongly with
reading outcomes than assessments like the Bilingual Syntax Measure and
the Basic Inventory of Natural Language (r = o0.11 to 0.27) that have a
narrowet, less academic focus.

In a related vein, there is some evidence that the relationship between
reading achievement and measures of English oral proficiency that have an
academic focus becomes stronger in advancing grades, arguably because
both are similarly influenced by schooling and both are indicative of aca-
demic success. More specifically, Snow et al. (1987) found significant,
increasingly large correlations between reading achievement and qual-
ity of formal definitions across Grades 2, 4, and 5: r = 0.16, 0.45, and
0.50, respectively. Garcia-Vazquez et al. (1997) found a correlation of 0.70
between WLPB and reading achievement for bilingual Hispanic students in
Grades 6 to 12, the oldest sample represented and the strongest correlation
reported in Table 2.1.

The relationship between L2 oral proficiency that is linked to academic
uses and academic achievement deserves further research attention, par-
ticularly in the higher grades. As discussed later in this chapter, there is vir-
tually no U.S. research on how classroom instruction might best promote
more academic aspects of oral language development, and there is very
little research on oral language proficiency beyond the elementary grades.

Language Learning Strategies

An added dimension of L2 acquisition is the use of strategies for acquir-
ing language. The use of explicit strategies often characterizes L2 acqui-
sition because ELLs are typically older and more mature than L1 learn-
ers, and they already have competence in an L1. Thus, L2 acquisition
does not call on exclusively implicit processes but can also entail con-
scious or explicit strategies. In this regard, Chesterfield and Chesterfield
(1985a) provide a comprehensive study of the strategies used by pre-
school and early elementary age Spanish-speaking ELLs from Mexican-
American families. The study incorporated strategies that appear to be
directly linked to the acquisition of the target language (language-learning
strategies), as well as strategies that serve L2 acquisition indirectly through
communication with target language speakers (communicative strategies).
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Chesterfield and Chesterfield found a hierarchical relationship among
twelve communicative and language-learning strategies, in ascending
order: repetition, memorization, formulaic expressions, verbal attention
getters, answer in unison, talk to self, elaboration, anticipatory answer,
monitoring, appeal for assistance, request for clarification, and role play.
Strategies at the lower end of the scale (e.g., repetition and memorization)
do not necessarily elicit further interaction and tend to be more receptive.
Those at the middle range of the scale (e.g., verbal attention getters, elab-
oration, and anticipatory answers) serve to initiate and maintain interac-
tion with interlocutors. The higher end of the scale includes strategies that
involve a heightened awareness of language and communication: monitor-
ing, appeal for assistance, and request for clarification. It follows from the
results of this implicational scale analysis that regular use of any particular
strategy implies use of all other strategies lower in the hierarchy.

Chesterfield and Chesterfield (1985a) also found that (a) a substantial
proportion of ELLs” interactions involved language-learning strategies;
(b) strategies emerged over time in the same relative order, although at
different rates and times, for ELLs who began pre-school with more and
less English proficiency; and (c) students’ repertoires of language-learning
strategies developed along with increasing English proficiency. Overall,
this study contributes to our understanding of language learning by estab-
lishing a relationship among learner strategies that had been studied sepa-
rately in prior research (i.e., communicative and language-learning strate-
gies). It also documents the use of strategies among young ELLs and
thereby confirms some degree of intentionality in their language learning.

One limitation to the Chesterfield and Chesterfield research, and studies
that preceded it, however, is that data were collected almost exclusively
through recordings or observations of students” interactions with others.
Thus, the strategies that ELLs might use when they are not interacting
with others were not examined. Indeed, Saville-Troike (1988) found that
ELLs use language-learning strategies even during the silent period, when
many ELLs (six of nine in her study) engage in few, if any, interactions
with other ELLs or English speakers. Saville-Troike’s findings with respect
to the use of language-learning strategies during the silent period help
explain at least one mechanism by which some ELLs successfully acquire
English, in some cases at rates and with outcomes that surpass those of
more social and communicative ELLs, despite lengthy periods of little or
no interpersonal communication with English speakers.

We conclude this subsection with discussion of two studies that focused
on the use of learning strategies by high school ELLs (O’Malley et al.,
1985a, provide a summary of both studies; see O’'Malley et al., 1985b,
for a more detailed explanation of the first of the two studies). The first
study identified through the use of small group interviews the strategies
students used in different discrete and integrated listening and speaking
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tasks; discrete tasks included practicing pronouncing words and learning
vocabulary words, for example; and the integrated tasks included listening
to a lecture and preparing and making an oral presentation. Following pre-
vious L1 research, strategies were classified as metacognitive (e.g., selective
attention), cognitive (e.g., note-taking), and socioaffective (e.g., collaborat-
ing with others). O’'Malley et al. found that students reported using cog-
nitive strategies more often than metacognitive strategies, and they were
more likely to report using strategies with less demanding discrete tasks
than with more demanding integrative tasks.

Based on these findings, O’'Malley et al. conducted a second study
designed to test the effects of an eight-day (50 minutes per day) interven-
tion designed to train students to use metacognitive and cognitive strate-
gies in the context of integrative tasks: listening to lectures and making oral
presentations. Students were randomly assigned to one of three groups —
metacognitive + cognitive strategies, cognitive strategies only, and con-
trol. Students were pre- and post-tested on both listening to lectures and
making oral presentations. Analysis of covariance (controlling for pretest
variation among the groups) found no significant differences on the listen-
ing task but significant differences favoring the metacognitive + cognitive
strategies group on the speaking task. In fact, O’'Malley et al.’s analyses of
the strengths and weaknesses of their training modules suggest that with
refined curricula and delivery, listening outcomes could be improved.

The O’'Malley et al. studies are unique in at least two respects. First, like
other studies reviewed in this subsection, their first study demonstrates
that ELLs use explicit and conscious strategies to acquire language and
to accomplish listening and speaking tasks. Second, their second study
demonstrates that ELLs, at least teenage ELLs, might benefit from instruc-
tion and training in the use of strategies. The first study determined that
students were less likely to apply strategies, particularly meta-cognitive
strategies, to more challenging integrative tasks, and the second study
demonstrated that this weakness or need was amenable to instruction and
training. It is difficult to generalize based on the results of one study, but
the evidence recommends further research. We note this particularly in
light of the fact that this was the only study we located that systematically
examined the effects of instruction and training on oral language outcomes.
We include discussion of O’'Malley et al. in this section because of its rela-
tionship to language learning strategies. With its focus on instruction and
training, it could also have been discussed in the School Factors section.

Personality and Social Factors

Research on personality and social factors has been motivated by interest
in the individual differences that account for variation in L2 proficiency.
Arguably, evidence for such influences could be useful in educational
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settings to the extent that teachers could modify instruction to better match
individual learners’ learning styles or personal characteristics. Researchers
often postulate that children who are disposed to social interaction might
possess language-learning advantages on the assumption that such chil-
dren seek out more interactions with fluent English speakers and will
thereby engender more English input, interactive experiences and, conse-
quentially, language acquisition opportunities. Wong-Fillmore (1976, cited
in Strong, 1983) added a sociocultural dimension to this hypothesis. Among
the Spanish-speaking ELLs she studied, the strongest language learners
were more willing to engage with L2 speakers in order to gain access and
acceptance from that group.

Research by Strong (1983) has expanded our understanding of the
complexities of the relationship posited by Wong-Fillmore. More specif-
ically, Strong analyzed the “natural communicative language” (NCL) of
thirteen Spanish-speaking ELLs in one bilingual kindergarten class com-
prised of ELLs, fluent English proficient students (FEPs), and monolin-
gual English speakers. NCL was elicited during interviews and observed
during play activities. Audio recordings of these activities were tran-
scribed and analyzed for sentence structure, vocabulary, and pronuncia-
tion. Strong found that NCL measures were unrelated to some social styles
but strongly related to others: talkativeness (initiations toward others in
Spanish), responsiveness (responses to others in Spanish), and gregarious-
ness (number of interlocutors in Spanish and/or English). He also found
that the frequency with which ELLs interacted with native English speakers
was associated with some aspects of language proficiency (viz., vocabu-
lary) but not others (viz., sentence structure and pronunciation). Drawing
on the strong and significant correlations between NCLs and talkativeness
and responsiveness (r = 0.65—0.82), Strong argued that the most successful
language learners maintain interaction more effectively than less success-
ful language learners because they are equally capable of initiating interac-
tion and responding to others’ initiations. Strong argued further that mere
exposure to English speakers is probably not as important as the nature of
the interactions that ensue between ELLs and native English speakers.

In a separate study, Strong (1984) examined another social/ personality
factor — namely, integrative motivation — defined as the willingness of the
learner to associate with members of the target language group. Strong
found evidence of a significant, positive relationship between integrative
motivation (indexed by number of nominations of English-speaker play-
mates) and language proficiency among ELLs who began school with rel-
atively high levels of English. However, he found no evidence of such a
relationship among ELLs who began the year with low levels of English
proficiency. Strong proposed that associations with members of the tar-
get language group might result from high levels of proficiency in that
language, rather than the other way around. In fact, when a number of
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playmate nominations was plotted across the year, as students” English
developed, there was an increasing tendency to nominate monolingual
English speakers. These findings suggest that ELLs may need some mini-
mum level of English proficiency before they are likely to begin associating
with monolingual English speakers.

SCHOOL FACTORS

Perhaps no topic speaks more directly to the education of ELLs than school-
ing. One might have expected to find a fairly large body of research that
examined the effects of different types of programs and instructional mod-
els on ELLs’ oral language development. In fact, no such body of research
exists. For the most part, research on the effects of programs and instruc-
tional models ignores oral language outcomes in favor of literacy out-
comes (see Chapter 4) or academic achievement outcomes (see Chapter 5).
Notwithstanding this significant gap in the literature, studies were identi-
fied that speak to issues related to school and classroom learning contexts
(see Table A.2.2 for summaries of these studies). More specifically, in this
section we review research on two topics: (1) Rates of Oral Language Pro-
ficiency Development, and (2) Language Use and L2 Oral Development.

Rates of Oral Language Proficiency Development

The rates at which ELLs achieve oral language proficiency is of consid-
erable interest at least in part because of the long-standing policy debate
about how long ELLs should receive federally funded services. Estimates
of proficiency attainment typically focus on literacy (see Collier, 1987).
With one exception (Hakuta, Butler, and Witt, 2000), no U.S. study pub-
lished within the last twenty years has explicitly addressed the rates of
oral English language proficiency attainment. However, our search iden-
tified a small number of studies that report longitudinal or cross-sectional
oral language outcomes, providing the opportunity to begin to look at
rates of development of oral proficiency over years of instruction and
schooling.

Table 2.2 displays results reported in six different studies. Studies are
organized by their research designs: one-year and multiple grades, longi-
tudinal, quasilongitudinal, and cross-sectional. For each study, Table 2.2
lists the program students participated in (see table notes for explanation
of abbreviations), the oral language assessment instrument, sample or sub-
samples of students, language of testing, and number of students. Mean
scores are arranged by grade level, from Kindergarten to Grade 5. With one
exception (Hakuta et al., 2000, Sample B), all results are reported in terms
of mean proficiency levels based on a five-point scale (see table notes for
the conversions we performed on some datasets). In general, Level 5 is
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interpreted as native-like proficiency, and Level 4 is viewed as sufficient for
participation in mainstream English instruction — that is, proficient but not
yet native-like. Expressing results on a common scale allows us to compare
results across studies, samples, and subsamples. Overall and per year gains
were calculated and are displayed in the far left-hand columns of the table.
Results for Sample B from Hakuta et al. (2000) are explained at the end of
this subsection.

Three studies (Howard, Christian, and Genesee, 2003; Lindholm-Leary,
2001; Thomas and Collier, 2002) include both Spanish-speaking ELLs and
native or fluent English speakers involved in two-way or dual language
immersion programs, wherein both ELLs and native-English speaking stu-
dents learn a second language. Each study reported L2 oral language out-
comes for all students: English for Spanish-speaking ELLs and Spanish for
native or fluent English speakers. Results for these two subsamples allow
for comparisons across different L2s: Spanish and English.

The data reported in these studies vary in terms of the number of
data points, design, sample characteristics, programs under investigation,
and the instruments used to assess oral proficiency, including criterion-
referenced assessments (Bilingual Syntax Measure — BSM, Language
Assessment Scales-Oral - LAS-O, Howard et al.’s experimenter-developed
instrument, and the Idea Oral Language Proficiency Test — IPT), a teacher
rating scale (Student Oral Language Observation Matrix - SOLOM), and a
norm-referenced test (Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery-Revised —
WLPB-R). Thus, caution must be exercised in interpreting the following
patterns. Nevertheless, the results compiled in Table 2.2 represent, to the
best of our knowledge, the first attempt to synthesize results across stud-
ies and examine patterns in the rates at which ELLs attain oral language
proficiency.

A number of noteworthy trends emerge from analysis of these data.
First, it seems that ELLs, on average, require several years to develop oral
English proficiency. More specifically, the results in Table 2.2 show that
means of 4.00 or higher (generally proficient but not yet native-like) do
not emerge before Grade 3 and do not appear consistently across studies
until Grade 5. Even in the dataset that includes students from all-English
programs (Hakuta et al., Sample A), where presumably students receive
maximum exposure to English, means of 4.00 or better do not appear
until Grade 3. Moreover, none of the datasets include means that begin to
approach 5.00 (native-like) until Grade 5. This holds regardless of whether
students participated in bilingual (Lindholm-Leary, Howard et al., Thomas
and Collier) or all-English programs (Hakuta et al., Sample A). Second, and
in arelated vein, ELLs, on average, tend to make more rapid progress from
lower to middle levels of proficiency (i.e., from Levels 1 through 3; see
especially Medina and Escamilla, and Hakuta et al., Sample A) and slower
progress as they move beyond Level 3. By the end of Grade 3, means are
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typically at or around 4.00, but it takes until Grade 5 before means begin
approaching 5.00 (Hakuta et al., Sample A; Lindholm-Leary, Sample H;
Howard et al.).

Third, despite varied measures, samples, programs, and even lan-
guages, rates of L2 oral language progress appear to be strikingly consis-
tent. Inmost cases, datasets with K or Grade 1 means below 2.00 show larger
per-year gains (Medina and Escamilla: 0.61; Hakuta et al., Sample A: 0.76),
and datasets with K and Grade 1 means above 2.00 show smaller per-year
gains (Thomas and Collier: 0.33; Lindholm-Leary, Sample H: 0.40). How-
ever, notwithstanding these differences, the range in rates of development
is generally small. Of greatest interest in terms of consistency are the results
from two-way bilingual studies that show virtually identical average per-
year gains among Spanish-speakers tested in English and English-speakers
tested in Spanish: respectively, 0.26 and 0.28 per year (Howard et al., 2003),
0.33 and 0.33 (Thomas and Collier, 2002), 0.40 and 0.38 (Lindholm-Leary,
Sample H), 0.34 and 0.32 (Lindholm-Leary, Sample L). Even the average
per-year gain of an intensive ESL program (Weslander and Stephany, 1983)
is within approximately the same range as the other programs: 0.43. The
same holds for the all-English program (Hakuta et al., Sample A), when the
large increase from Grade 1 to 2 (1.75 to 3.40) is isolated and the per-year
gain is recalculated based on means from Grades 2 through 5: 0.47 per year.

Identifying and analyzing reliable estimates of per-year gains no doubt
require more systematic sampling of programs and grade levels, more con-
sistent forms of measurement, and more discerning statistical analyses.
Notwithstanding these cautions, at least two hypotheses might account
for the apparent consistency in per-year gains evident in the existing data:
(a) on average, L2 oral language development proceeds at a fairly constant
rate independent of program; or (b) on average, school contexts, indepen-
dent of program, exert a fairly constant or homogenizing effect on oral
language development.

Hakuta et al. (2000; Sample B), the final dataset listed in Table 2.2, makes
a unique contribution to this discussion of rates of L2 oral development.
Hakuta et al. report cross-sectional proficiency data (age equivalents) for
randomly selected Grades 1, 3, and 5 ELLs based on the WLPB-R. These
data differ significantly from the other data reported in Table 2.2 for two
reasons. First, WLPB-R is generally viewed as more academically oriented
than most available oral proficiency instruments. Second, WLPB-R is a
norm-referenced assessment with norms based on the performance of
native English-speaking children. As Hakuta et al. explain, “[WLPB-R]
was selected because it was felt to be the best measure available to indi-
cate the student’s academic competitiveness with English-speaking peers”
(p. 6). Indeed, Hakuta et al.’s Sample B results stand in sharp contrast to
other results in Table 2.2 that show ELLs at or close to proficient by the
end of Grade 5. Despite gains from 1st to 3rd to 5th Grade, Hakuta et al.’s
results show ELLs performing substantially below English-speaker norms
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at all grades, and the gap between ELLs and English-speakers actually
widens from 1st to 5th Grade. By Grade 5, ELLs are performing 3.5 years
below native-English speaker norms. We cannot rule out the possibility
that the below-norm results are simply unique to Hakuta et al.’s sample.
In the meantime, the question remains: Do the criterion-referenced mea-
sures and teacher rating scales commonly used in research and at school
sites underestimate or establish a low ceiling for proficiency, one that falls
far below native English-speaker norms?

Language Use and L2 Oral Development

Several studies in the corpus examined ELLs’ language use in the class-
room. Based on the assumption that language use contributes to language
development, researchers have investigated ELLs’ language choices, the
nature and outcomes of peer interactions involving ELLs and fluent English
speakers, and the relationship between Lz use and L2 proficiency. All of
the studies to be discussed focused on language use during interactive
classroom activities, including paired activities, cooperative groups, and
independent work time when students are allowed to converse and assist
one another. During these activities, ELLs were free to choose to use either
L1orLa.

In general, the evidence suggests that ELLs’ language choices tend to
align with the dominant language of instruction. Chesterfield, Chesterfield,
Hayes-Latimer, and Chavez (1983) investigated the language choices of
Spanish-speaking ELLs in bilingual pre-school classes. In classes where
teachers tended to use more English throughout instruction, ELLs tended
to use more English with their peers. In classes where teachers tended
to use more Spanish, ELLs tended to use more Spanish. Chesterfield and
Chesterfield (1985b) also report language use data for Grade 1 Mexican-
American ELLs, half of whom were enrolled in “English” classes and half
of whom were enrolled in Spanish bilingual classes. In the English classes,
ELLs used English during peer interactions a majority of the time. ELLs in
the bilingual classes used Spanish a majority of the time. Among Grade 2
ELLs in Spanish bilingual programs where at least a majority of instruction
was delivered in Spanish, both Milk (1982) and Malave (1989) found that
ELLs were more likely to use Spanish during peer interactions; in fact,
Malave found students using Spanish over English by a ratio of 6 to 1.
Finally, among Grade 4 ELLs who had participated in Spanish bilingual
classrooms through Grade 3 and were then placed in an “English-only”
class, Pease-Alvarez and Winsler (1994) found a substantial increase from
the beginning to the end of the year in students” use of English in their
classroom interactions (53 to 83 percent).

While the studies reviewed thus far focused on language choice during
classroom interactions, another topic represented in the corpus examines
explicit attempts to cultivate interaction between ELLs and native or fluent
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English speakers. Most programs for ELLs incorporate some provision for
the integration or mixing of ELLs and native or fluent English speakers
(see Genesee, 1999). The assumption is that such integration, aside from its
potential social benefits, provides ELLs with worthwhile language learning
opportunities. The corpus of peer-interaction studies, however, suggests
that creating such opportunities and producing positive oral language out-
comes involve more than simply pairing ELLs with native or fluent English
speakers.

Several studies suggest that pairing native or fluent English speakers
and ELLs, in and of itself, may not yield language-learning opportuni-
ties. For example, in a study of naturally occurring interactions among
kindergartners during play situations, Cathcart-Strong (1986) found that
the response patterns of native English-speaking peers did not depend-
ably provide interactions that would be expected to contribute to ELLs’
language development. She concluded that such interactions might only
come from adult interlocutors or in response to more carefully structured
tasks. In a related vein, Platt and Troudi (1997) describe the case of a Grebo-
speaking girl enrolled in a mainstream English classroom where the teacher
relied almost exclusively on native-English-speaking students to support
ELLs" classroom participation. In fact, the ELL child’s interaction with
her native-English-speaking partners rarely provided language learning
opportunities, primarily because class assignments were well beyond her
language and knowledge, and her English-speaking peers were at a loss as
to how to assist her. Similarly, Jacob et al. (1996), in a study of cooperative
learning groups comprised of Grade 6 ELLs and native English speakers,
found few instances that served as language learning opportunities for
ELLs. The researchers concluded that interaction in cooperative groups is
heavily influenced by the nature of the tasks and by the students’ interpre-
tations of the tasks. In this class, ELLs and native English speakers tended
to cut short their interactions in order to complete assigned tasks in the
allotted time: “Just write that down. Who cares? Let’s finish up” (Jacob
etal., p. 270).

Other studies (August, 1987; Peck, 1987) confirm the important role of
tasks and also the training required of native English speakers to help
them become language-learning facilitators. However, they also suggest
that there is probably a minimum level of oral proficiency ELLs require in
order for them to benefit from structured paired activities, at least in terms
of verbal participation. August (1987) employed specific tasks to guide
interaction between six- to ten-year-old ELLs and fluent English speakers
and found a significant relationship between the frequency of verbal inter-
actions and L2 proficiency. ELLs with relatively high levels of proficiency in
contrast to ELLs with lower levels of proficiency interacted more frequently
and extensively with fluent English peers. Similarly, Peck (1987) carefully
selected and then trained a Grade 2 native English speaker to teach games
to nine Kindergarten Spanish-speaking ELLs of varying proficiency levels.
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Language outputs correlated with proficiency levels such that high- and
middle-level students, in comparison to low proficiency students, spoke
significantly more and displayed more sophisticated vocabulary.

Johnson (1983) tested the effects of a program (Inter-ethnolinguistic
Peer Tutoring, IEPT) that incorporated specific tasks and training designed
to promote more extensive interaction between ELLs and fluent English
speakers (FESs). The study was conducted over a five-week period.
Matched pairs of ELLs and matched pairs of FESs (16 ELLs and 18 FESs;
5—9 years old) were randomly assigned to either the treatment or control
group. Interactions before, during, and after the five-week treatment were
observed and coded. Data were analyzed for group differences over time
and at the end of the treatment period. Results favored the treatment group
but also revealed an interesting pattern that emerged over time. By the end
of the five-week period, ELLs and FESs in the treatment group were inter-
acting significantly more than ELLs and FESs in the control group. How-
ever, the difference emerged over time because verbal interactions between
ELLs and FESs increased slightly for students in the treatment group but
declined considerably for students in the control group. At least in this
case, the treatment seemed to help ELLs and FESs maintain interactions
that — to the extent the control group is representative — typically taper off
over time.

A corollary issue concerning language use is whether increased L2
use results in increased L2 oral language proficiency, on the one hand,
and enhanced academic achievement on the other. Two of the studies
already discussed also analyzed L2 oral outcomes associated with L2 use
(Chesterfield et al., 1983; Johnson, 1983), and another study examined rela-
tionships among L2 use, oral outcomes, and reading achievement (Saville-
Troike, 1984). The findings of these studies are suggestive but by no means
conclusive. Findings from the Chesterfield et al. and Saville-Troike stud-
ies, in particular, help unpack and also qualify the potential effects of
L2 use.

Johnson (1983) administered three oral language proficiency assess-
ments to ELLs prior to and immediately following the five-week IEPT
treatment: Language Assessment Scales (LAS), Peabody Picture Vocabu-
lary Test (PPVT), and the Child-Child Communication Test (CCCT). To
investigate the relationship between the amount of interaction in English
and growth in English proficiency, Johnson calculated partial correlations
(controlling for pre-test) between post-test proficiency scores and mea-
sures of the frequency of ELLs’ interactions with FEPs. None of the partial
correlations, however, was statistically significant. Johnson also compared
pre- to post-test gains of the treatment and control ELLs on the PPVT and
the LAS. A significant difference favoring the treatment group was found
on the PPVT but not on the LAS. Thus, IEPT contributed to vocabulary
growth, but within the five-week period there was no identifiable relation-
ship between individual students’ L2 use and their gains in L2 proficiency.
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In contrast, among pre-school ELLs and over a longer duration of time,
Chesterfield et al. (1983) found significant and positive rank-order correla-
tions between increased L2 use and increased L2 oral proficiency. However,
results suggest that while there may be a positive relationship between
English use and oral gains, ELLs (particularly young ELLs) might bene-
fit differentially from teacher and peer interlocutors depending on their
level of L2 proficiency. Among relatively less proficient students, gains
in L2 proficiency (mean length of utterances) correlated significantly with
increased interactions with the teacher (rho = 0.93). Among relatively more
proficient students, gains in proficiency were significantly correlated with
increased interactions with peers (rho = 0.83).

Saville-Troike (1984) found positive and significant rank-order corre-
lations between English use and oral proficiency among nineteen ELLs
ranging in age from 7 to 12 (Grades 2—-6). Students’ parents were partici-
pating in a one-year graduate program for foreign students. The year of
the study represented the first year of L2 exposure and instruction for all
nineteen ELLs. The overall amount of students” English verbal interactions
(percentage of English interactions sampled across an entire 5.5 hour day)
correlated significantly with their end of year language proficiency rank-
ings on the Northwest Syntax Screening Test (r = 0.69) and with their mean
length of T-units determined through interviews (r = 0.50).

However, while Saville-Troike found that L2 oral language proficiency
was associated with overall L2 use, there was little evidence among her
first-year ELLs of any relationship between use or proficiency and aca-
demic achievement. Specifically, none of the study’s measures of English
language use correlated significantly with standardized measures of
English reading (CTBS): total interactions (r = 0.19), interactions with child
(r = —0.06), and interactions with adults (r = 0.13). With one exception,
moreover, none of the study’s measures of language proficiency correlated
significantly with CTBS reading: NSST (r = 0.29), Functional Language
Survey (r = 0.14), Bilingual Syntax Measure (r = 0.26), interview-based
measures of verbosity (r = 0.40), mean length of T-unit (r = o0.11), and
grammatical accuracy (r = 0.03). Only vocabulary (the number of different
vocabulary items students used during interviews) correlated significantly
with CTBS reading: r = 0.63.

Saville-Troike herself identifies a number of possible reasons for the
failure to find a link between L2 oral language use and achievement.
First, the oral language proficiency instruments in her study may not
have captured the kind of language proficiencies that are implicated by
academic tasks and tests (like CTBS reading). Second, interpersonal com-
munication, despite or perhaps because of its social/contextual nature,
may not be a particularly fruitful means of promoting oral language pro-
ficiency in the service of academic achievement, at least not for students
who are just beginning to learn L2. In many cases, students’ interpersonal
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communication with each other and with native English-speaking peers, as
well as with teachers, could be successfully negotiated with gestures and
single words, providing little opportunity for academic language devel-
opment. Third, among the students who most quickly began initiating
and carrying out interactions with peers in English, not one was in the
group that scored highest on the CTBS. To the contrary, the five students
who scored highest on the CTBS at the end of the year used little or no
English at all in their interactions with peers throughout the whole first
half of the year. In fact, three of these five students relied exclusively on
their L1 to clarify and discuss academic assignments during the first half
of the year. Saville-Troike speculates that, at least with this population of
first-year ELLs, access to other L1 speaking peers and adults might make
a stronger contribution to academic achievement than opportunities to
engage in interpersonal communication in English.

NON-SCHOOL FACTORS

The most extensively documented non-school factor related to oral lan-
guage development is language use outside of school, specifically at home
with family and also among peers. The research investigates the relation-
ship among oral English language proficiency, out-of school English lan-
guage use, and L1 maintenance. Although the number of studies reviewed
is small (see Table A.2.3 for a summary of studies), they yield a fairly
straightforward finding — English language use outside of school is posi-
tively associated with ELL’s oral English development. At the same time,
the corpus of studies also begins to unpack the very complex relationship
or tension between learning English on the one hand and maintaining L1
on the other.

Pease-Alvarez (1993) collected self-reports on immigration history and
language use from the parents of fifty-five Grade 3 ELLs of Mexican
descent. Four groups were established ranging from “child and parents
born in Mexico/speak mostly Spanish in the home” (Group 1) to “child
and at least one parent born in United States/speak mostly English in the
home” (Group 4). Oral English proficiency results based on the English
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (EPPVT) were closely associated with
immigration history and home language use, with means increasing suc-
cessively from Groups 1 to 4: means = 52, 62, 85, and 9o, respectively.

Umbel and Oller (1994) examined samples of thirty-four children at
each of Grades 1, 3, and 6 matched for SES (middle class), parental edu-
cation (high school grad or better), and parental occupation (3 or 4 on
four-point scale, where 3 = sales and clerical workers, and 4 = profession-
als and managers). The parents of all students in the sample spoke both
Spanish and English and introduced their children to both languages at
birth (simultaneous bilinguals). Across the sample, students whose parents
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reported using Spanish and English equally at home averaged about 0.4
standard deviations higher on the EPPVT than students whose parents
reported using more Spanish than English (mean for Spanish-English
equally is 97; for more Spanish than English is 9o; sample standard devi-
ation, 0.16). This sample is unusual in that the children are simultaneous
bilinguals who had exposure to both languages in the home since birth.
That is not necessarily typical of the ELL population at large. Nevertheless,
it is noteworthy that an association between English use and proficiency
emerged in such a population.

Hansen (1989) examined the learning rates of 117 Spanish-speaking
ELLs in Grades 2 to 5 in bilingual classrooms over a one-year period using
English auditory vocabulary (Stanford Diagnostic Reading Tests, SDRT) as
an outcome measure. Students were assessed in the fall, spring, and again
the following fall. Using regression analyses, Hansen found that the pro-
portion of English and Spanish used in the home (1 = exclusively English
and 7 = exclusively Spanish) was the best second-order predictor of sub-
sequent English vocabulary achievement, better than language use with
peers or language use in the classroom. Prior English vocabulary scores
accounted for 65 percent and home language use accounted for an addi-
tional 10 percent of the variance in subsequent English vocabulary scores.

While all three of the studies described herein present evidence of a
positive relationship between English use outside school and oral English
proficiency, there are at least three qualifiers that need to be taken into
account. First, although the development of L2 oral proficiency is likely
aided by L2 use outside of school, it is not necessarily impeded by contin-
ued development and use of L1. Second, at higher levels of language and
literacy development, English use outside of school may not be as critical
as English use in school. Finally, L1 and English use in the home are inter-
related, and the nature of the relationship and the impact on children’s L1
and English proficiency are likely mediated by sociocultural factors.

Regarding continued development and use of L1, while Umbel and
Oller (1994) found significant mean differences in English vocabulary
attributable to differences in English-Spanish use at home, they also found
that students with better Spanish vocabularies tended to have strong
English vocabularies. The results of regression analyses indicated that
Spanish vocabulary, followed by grade level, and then home language
use, accounted for, successively, 27, 33, and 36 percent of the variance in
total English vocabulary scores.

Regarding the limits of English use outside school, while Hansen (1989)
found that English use at home contributed to English receptive vocabu-
lary, he found a more complex relationship between various language use
variables and reading comprehension. While the proportion of English
and Spanish used in the home remained a significant predictor in some
analyses, classroom language use and task-oriented peer language use
also proved to be significant and, in some cases, superior predictors of
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L2 reading comprehension. Hansen concluded that while home language
use makes a critical contribution to oral language development in general,
language use at school probably plays a more critical role in supporting
higher levels of language and literacy development.

With regard to the possible role of sociocultural factors on L1 use in
the home, we revisit Pease-Alvarez (1993) and Umbel and Oller (1994).
Among working-class families of Mexican descent that varied in terms of
immigration history and Spanish-English use in the home, Pease-Alvarez
found an inverse relationship between English use and proficiency on
the one hand, and Spanish use and proficiency on the other hand. Across
four groups that ranged from “child and parents born in Mexico/speak
mostly Spanish in the home” to “child and at least one parent born in
United States/speak mostly English in the home,” Pease-Alvarez found an
increasing progression in English vocabulary scores (from 52 to 62 to 85 to
9o for Groups 1—4, respectively) and a decreasing progression in Spanish
vocabulary scores (from 71 to 61 to 52 to 46 for Groups 1—4, respectively).

In contrast, among middle-class, bilingual families of Cuban descent
who began introducing their children to Spanish and English at birth,
Umbel and Oller found no relationship between English and Spanish
use and proficiency. Half the sample reported using English and Spanish
equally and the other half reported using more Spanish than English at
home. Children from the former group demonstrated higher levels of
English proficiency, but there was no difference between groups in terms
of Spanish proficiency. Means were identical and virtually at norm (i.e., 96
with a norm of 100) for this sample of simultaneous bilinguals.

The contrasting findings of Pease-Alvarez (1993) and Umbel and Oller
(1994) suggest that the relationship between L1 and English use and its
impact on L1 and English proficiency might be mediated by cultural or
class variables insofar as their respective samples varied along those lines —
working-class families of Mexican descent and middle-class families of
Cuban descent. We located no studies that shed light on the potential cul-
tural differences in this matter. However, we found one study that provides
self-report data indicating that attitudes toward L1 maintenance can vary
across classes within the same culture. Lambert and Taylor (1996) found dif-
ferences between middle- and working-class Cuban-born mothers living
in Miami in their perceptions of the importance of their children learning
English and Spanish. While mothers in both samples reported strong
overall support for learning English and maintaining Spanish, working-
class mothers tended to place greater emphasis on learning English, and
middle-class mothers tended to place greater emphasis on maintaining
Spanish. Working-class mothers tended to associate learning English with
improving one’s economic status; their ratings of their children’s English
fluency correlated positively and significantly with their own perceived
economic status. No such correlation emerged among middle-class moth-
ers. Rather, middle-class mothers tended to associate maintaining Spanish
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with maintaining the family’s cultural identity; their ratings of their chil-
dren’s Spanish fluency correlated positively and significantly with their
own sense of self-respect. No such correlation emerged among working-
class mothers.

The small number of studies reviewed in the section limit the generaliz-
ability of the findings. However, it seems quite clear that the relationship
among L2 development, L1 maintenance, and language use is quite com-
plex. (See also Schecter & Bayley, 1997, for a case study analysis.)

ASSESSMENT

The assessment of oral English language proficiency is commonplace in
U.S. school districts that serve ELLs. In a survey of ninety-three randomly
selected school districts from the ten states with the highest numbers of
ELLs, Cardoza (1996) found that virtually all districts assessed oral English
proficiency at both program entry and exit. For those students whose par-
ents indicated upon enrollment that a language other than English was spo-
ken in the home, 9o percent of the school districts administered an English
orallanguage proficiency assessment to determine students’ language clas-
sification and program placement. Eighty-eight percent of the districts also
reported using an English oral language assessment as part of their pro-
cedures for reclassifying students as fluent English proficient (FEP) and
determining whether or not to place students in mainstream English pro-
grams. The vast majority of districts also reported using an English reading
assessment at both entry (72 percent) and exit (93 percent), and most said
they assessed L1 oral language proficiency at entry (64 percent). Only 34
percent of the districts, however, reported assessing L1 oral language at
exit. The most commonly used instruments are the Language Assessment
Scales (LAS), Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM), and the Language Assess-
ment Battery (LAB). More than 8o percent of the districts reported using
one or more of these three instruments for entry and/or exit assessments.
Other instruments mentioned, though with substantially less frequency,
included the Basic Inventory of Natural Language (BINL) and the Individ-
ualized Developmental English Activities Placement Test (IDEA).

While the assessment of oral language proficiency is commonplace,
research on the validity and reliability of commonly used oral language
assessments is not. Our search identified six studies, most of which focus
on issues related to validity. In this section, we examine validity from the
following perspectives: technical information provided by test developers,
intertest correlations, predictive validity, classifications of students, use of
monolingual test norms, and monolingual versus bilingual assessments.
The section closes with a discussion of one study that illustrates the chal-
lenges involved in developing reliable and valid oral language measures. A
summary of the studies reviewed in the section is presented in Table A.2.4.
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One should not assume that the technical qualities of commonly used
oral language assessments have been rigorously or successfully evaluated
and documented. Merino and Spencer (1983) evaluated the technical man-
uals for the English versions of several oral language assessments: LAS,
BSM, LAB, BINL, and the Bahia Bay Area Oral Language Test (BOLT).
Nine items were evaluated for each assessment: Classifications, Criterion-
Validity, Content-Validity, Construct-Validity, Test-retest Reliability, Inter-
scorer Reliability, Internal Consistency, Inter-examiner-Reliability, and,
finally, Norms. The quality of documentation on the tests was evaluated
on a four-point scale: no information provided, information provided
but inadequate, information provided but not thorough, and informa-
tion thorough and adequate. The BINL and LAB provided information
on only three of the items. The BOLT had information on almost all
items, but none were judged satisfactory. The BSM and LAS provided
information on at least six of the nine items, but neither received con-
sistent satisfactory marks: BSM I received satisfactory marks on five of
nine, BSM II on three of nine, LAS I on four of nine, and LAS II on
only one of nine. Based on this review, Merino and Spencer concluded
that schools should use none of the assessments to gauge students’ pro-
ficiency in English. It is possible that the technical information provided
with current editions of these assessments is more complete and adequate
on a wider range of criteria. However, we know of no recent and simi-
larly comprehensive study of these or other currently used oral language
instruments.

The validity of tests is often established by examining their correlations
with similar instruments reputed to assess the same skill or skills. Oral
English language measures typically used to evaluate ELLs do in fact cor-
relate with one another, despite the fact that they often emphasize different
elements of oral language. For example, based on assessments of ELLs in
Grades 1, 3,and 5, Ulibarri et al. (1981) found significant moderate to strong
positive correlations (r = 0.76, 0.74, and 0.58 at Grades 1, 3, and 5, respec-
tively) between the oral subtest scores of LAS, which evaluates vocabu-
lary, syntax, and story retelling, and BSM, which focuses exclusively on
syntax. Based on assessments of Kindergarten and Grade 2 ELLs, Schrank,
Fletcher, and Alvarado (1996) found significant and positive correlations
(r =0.75 to 0.91) among the oral subtest scores of LAS (and Pre-LAS for K),
the WLPB-R, and the IPT-1. The highest correlations all involved WLPB-R:
0.91 with Pre-LAS among kindergartners, and 0.81 with LAS and IPT-I for
second-graders.

Another way to examine the validity of assessments is to evaluate
the consistency with which they classify students into specific levels of
performance. Significant positive correlations mean that different assess-
ments rank-order students from low to high similarly. However, most oral
language assessments come with recommended cutoff points for different
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levels of proficiency (e.g., non-proficient, limited-proficient, fluent-English
speaking: NES, LES, FES). Thus, when states, districts, schools, and/or
researchers choose a particular oral language instrument, they simulta-
neously choose a set of criteria and cutoff points for classifying ELLs.
Ulibarri et al. (1981) found dramatic differences in the classifications pro-
duced by LAS and BSM. Despite their moderate to strong positive cor-
relations, the two assessment instruments utilized substantially different
cutoff points. Indeed, across more than one thousand ELLs in Grades 1,
3, and 5, LAS and BSM produced the exact same classification (NES, LES,
and FES) for only 32 percent of the students: 51 percent of the sample was
classified as “fluent” by LAS but “limited-proficient” by BSM; 17 percent of
the sample was classified as non-proficient by LAS but limited-proficient
by BSM.

MacSwan, Rolstad, and Glass (2002) conducted an evaluation that
focused specifically on the validity of “non” proficient classifications. When
ELLs are assessed in English upon entry to school, non-proficient classifi-
cations are quite common. However, MacSwan et al. analyzed the Pre-LAS
results of Spanish-speaking Pre-K and Kindergarten ELLs who were classi-
fied as non-proficient in Spanish (n = 6,118 of a total of 38,000; 15 percent).
Among other things, the study found that most of the non-proficient classi-
fications were attributable to students’ difficulty with the last two portions
of the test (sentence completion and story retell). Sixty-seven percent of
the students classified as non-proficient scored 8o percent or higher on
parts 1-3, and 51 percent scored 8o percent or higher on parts 1—4 (acting
out commands, naming items in pictures, identifying pictures that corre-
spond to uttered phrases, and repeating sentences). Space does not allow
for a full explication of their discussion of weighting, scoring, and adminis-
tration issues that also contributed to non-proficient classifications. How-
ever, MacSwan et al. provide sufficient evidence to recommend cautious
interpretation of non-proficient classifications. That this study focuses on
misclassifications in L1 (possibly 50-67 percent false negatives) brings the
problem of misclassification into sharp relief. Undoubtedly, similar mis-
classifications occur with English assessments as well.

Predictive validity refers to the accuracy with which a test predicts per-
formance on other target measures. For example, do oral language mea-
sures predict success in mainstream English classrooms? Results from
both Schrank et al. (1996) and Ulibarri et al. (1981) suggest that more
academically oriented instruments and instruments that sample a broad
range of oral language skills produce stronger correlations with estimates
of mainstream success than less academic instruments with a narrower
focus. Schrank et al. (1996) used teachers’ ratings of students” academic
language proficiency as an estimate of success in mainstream classrooms
and correlated those ratings with students” scores on WLPB-R, LAS (and
Pre-LAS for K), and IPT. WLPB-R, typically viewed as a more academically
oriented instrument, yielded the highest correlations with teachers’ ratings
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(r=0.80),and IPT-, typically viewed as less academically oriented, yielded
the lowest (r = 0.68).

Ulibarri et al. (1981) conducted two separate analyses to gauge the pre-
dictive power of LAS and BSM. The former provides a broader assessment
of oral proficiency, focusing on vocabulary, syntax, and story retelling,
while the latter is narrower, focusing on syntax only. Based on classifi-
cations produced by each measure, Ulibarri et al. conducted analyses of
variance with standardized measures of English reading and math for each
of Grades 1, 3, and 5. LAS classifications produced significant results in the
expected direction for both reading and math at each of the three grade
levels: NES, LES, FES. BSM produced significant differences only between
the FES and LES groups and only in four of the six analyses. Ulibarri et al.
then conducted stepwise regression analyses designed to predict reading
and math achievement at each grade level, using as predictors teachers’
ratings of student achievement and preparedness for mainstream and an
oral language measure (either LAS or BSM). For every regression analysis
(Grades 1, 3, and 5 for each of reading and math), teachers’ ratings proved
to be a better single predictor than either LAS or BSM. However, along
with teachers’ ratings, LAS results added significantly to the prediction
in four of six analyses (overall R-squares ranged from 0.34 to 0.56; LAS
contributed from 0.03 to 0.08 to the overall R-square). BSM did not add
anything significant over and above teacher ratings. Taken together, both
studies suggest that mainstream placement decisions are likely best served
by a combination of informed teacher judgments and oral measures that
are academically oriented and broad in scope.

Some oral language proficiency assessments publish norms, which
allow test users to compare students’ results to that of the norming group.
At least one study suggests that comparing the oral language results of
ELLs to norms derived from monolingual samples can be problematic.
Fernandez et al. (1992) report two important findings based on their anal-
ysis of Spanish and English receptive vocabulary results (Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test-Revised, PPVT-R, and the Test de Vocabulario en Imagenes
Peabody-Adaptaciéon Hispanoamericana, TVIP-H). Their sample consisted
of 396 Spanish-speaking preschoolers from Miami, two thirds of whom
were of Cuban descent. First, the Cuban American students in the study
sample responded differently to the list of Spanish words on the TVIP-H
than the Mexican and Puerto Rican children who comprised the norming
sample. Some words that were difficult for the study sample were easy
for the norming sample; other words that were easy for the study sample
were difficult for the norming sample. Although both groups were native
Spanish speakers, the Spanish lexicon acquired by students in Mexico and
Puerto Rico and that acquired by the students in Miami varied, making
comparisons between the study sample and the norm group problem-
atic. The implication here is that practitioners or researchers would not
want to interpret norm-referenced results, either for tests of L1 or L2 oral
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language without some knowledge about the composition of the norm
group and its relative comparability to the students being tested.

Second, Ferndndez et al. also postulate that independent L1 and
L2 receptive vocabulary assessments of young bilingual students (here,
Spanish-English bilinguals) likely underestimate total vocabulary in cases
where a child knows particular words in one language but not the other.
Citing data from another study (Umbel et al., 1992), Fernandez and her col-
leagues estimate that approximately 75 percent of a young bilingual child’s
vocabulary might be constituted by pairs (e.g., English and Spanish ver-
sions of the same concept), and as much as 25 percent in each of L1 and L2
might be comprised of singlets (concepts lexicalized in one language but
not the other). L1 assessments fail to capture the concepts lexicalized only
in L2, and L2 assessments fail to capture the concepts lexicalized only in L1.
The authors argue that a more comprehensive assessment of the linguistic
development of bilingual children should account for vocabulary across
both languages and employ norms based on a bilingual population, not
monolingual samples from each language.

A final topic related to oral language assessments concerns how oral
language is measured. All of the assessments discussed thus far consist of
tasks designed to elicit and evaluate samples of language use under on-
demand conditions. In general, this is no different than most other assess-
ments used in schools to measure reading, writing, mathematics, or any
other domain of knowledge and skill. Like most other assessments used
in schools, most oral language assessments should be recognized for their
limitations: They do not capture and measure the breath of natural lan-
guage use both in and outside of school, and the evaluative information
they provide about students should not be overinterpreted. Commins and
Miramontes (1989) provide a good demonstration of this in their detailed
ethnographic study of the oral Spanish and English language use of four
5th and 6th Grade native Spanish speakers. Based on general classroom
observations and assessment results, students were judged by their teach-
ers to be lacking conceptual knowledge and full language proficiency in
both languages. In fact, the authors’ qualitative data analyses (200 hours
of classroom observations and 50 hours of observations outside of school)
revealed that students were more proficient in both Spanish and English
than their teachers had been able to determine. Moreover, students showed
higher levels of proficiency in their language use outside of school than
they did in classroom settings. These results were arrived at through far
more extensive and intensive observations and evaluations than classroom
teachers can ever be expected to complete, yet the study offers a caution-
ary tale: even the best oral language assessments and teacher observa-
tions likely sample a small set of language skills from a narrow range of
language tasks and contexts. (See also Gonzalez, Bauerle, and Felix-Holt,

1996.)
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Before ending this section, it is important to point out that while it is easy
to criticize oral language assessments on a variety of grounds, developing
better assessments, especially ones that try to capture students’ day-to-day
language abilities, represents a substantial challenge. Work by Gomez et al.
(1996) illustrates this point. Gomez et al. provide a detailed account of their
unsuccessful efforts to develop and validate a language observation scale.
The research team tested their scale against several measurement crite-
ria including interrater reliability, stability over time, internal consistency,
criterion-related validity, and also efficiency. None of the five widely used
observational scales Gomez et al. reviewed prior to their own development
work met any of these criteria, and none had been evaluated for any more
than two of them. Among the several findings they report, Gomez et al.
found that few of the attributes of language use prescribed in the theoreti-
cal literature could be successfully operationalized (seven of twenty-three).
Of the seven attributes that were successfully operationalized, only four
could be observed and evaluated reliably by the research team. In addi-
tion, the research team found it extremely difficult to produce stable scores
over time. Gomez et al. estimate that one would need to collect and ana-
lyze a minimum of six 30-minute language observations over a two- to
three-week period in order to achieve appropriate levels of stability. As
the authors note, such extensive observations are impractical for school
personnel.

CONCLUSIONS

Studies of language development suggest that question forms develop in
L2 following the same progression observed among monolingual English
children. With increasing proficiency, ELLs demonstrate a wider reper-
toire of question forms, but even less proficient, young ELLs demonstrate
some command over English questions and show considerable growth
over relatively short periods of time (six months to a year). Similarly, with
increasing proficiency, ELLs also demonstrate greater capacity to explicate
what words mean through formal definitions; however, even beginning-
level ELLs, as early as first grade, are able to articulate word meanings
through simple associations or informal definitions. This capacity to expli-
cate word meaning is an example of academic language use. Existing
evidence suggests that the academic uses of language are associated with
higher levels of oral language proficiency and with literacy achievement.
Clearly, however, much more needs to be done to clarify the precise nature
of academic oral language proficiency, independent of literacy and, at the
same time, in relationship to traditional constructs of literacy.

More proficient ELLs also demonstrate a wider repertoire of language-
learning strategies. Those strategies, observable in ELLs as young as
four to five years old, appear to be hierarchical and emerge in the same
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relative order, from receptive strategies to interactive strategies to language
and communication monitoring strategies. At least one study suggests
that explicitly teaching ELLs how to use strategies effectively, especially
metacognitive strategies, might be beneficial, at least for older ELLs. While
it is not possible to generalize based on one study, strategy instruction
has a reasonably strong basis of support in other domains (see Chapter 4).
Thus, it would be important to establish the effects and nature of strategy
instruction as applied to listening and speaking, in particular for ELLs of
different ages and at different levels of proficiency.

Studies of social and personality factors indicate that ELLs can develop
L2 skills without a predisposition to associate with English speakers. In
fact, some level of English proficiency may be necessary before ELLs are
likely to begin associating with English speakers. Moreover, exposure to
English speakers is probably not as critical to language acquisition as the
use of that exposure and the interactions that ensue.

A small set of studies suggests that ELLs require several years of school-
ing to attain L2 oral proficiency. Progress from beginning to middle levels
of proficiency is relatively rapid, but progress from middle to upper levels
of proficiency is slower. Moreover, rates of growth, at least based on exist-
ing studies, appear to be similar for English-speakers learning Spanish
and Spanish-speakers learning English, and more similar than one might
expect for ELLs in programs that vary in terms of their relative emphasis on
English and L1 usage (all-English, two-way, and developmental bilingual).
This finding might be idiosyncratic to this small sample of studies, or it
might be indicative of a reliably constant rate of oral proficiency develop-
ment. Alternatively, it might reflect a general lack of instructional attention
to oral language development once students advance to middle levels of
proficiency.

Clearly, additional research is needed that documents rates of oral pro-
ficiency development. Some may take objection to this proposal insofar as
rates of development or proficiency attainment tend to gloss over consid-
erable individual variation. Nevertheless, with schools under considerable
pressure to establish criteria for adequate yearly progress for ELLs, such
data are critical. States, districts, and schools throughout the country are
trying to define criteria for adequate yearly progress, essentially, without
the aid of any empirically derived estimates.

There is also a clear need for research that examines systematically the
relationship between L2 oral language development and instruction. We
simply do not know empirically the extent to which the rates at which ELLs
achieve oral proficiency can be accelerated. We do not know empirically
the extent to which oral language development is amenable to instruc-
tion, whether defined in terms of direct instruction, natural language
approaches, and/or content-based approaches, all of which are discussed
in the ELL literature and none of which, apparently, has been systematically
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investigated in terms of oral outcomes. Given this gap in research, it is not
surprising that teachers tend to express confusion about how best to sup-
port the English oral language development of ELL students (see Gersten
and Baker, 2000).

The majority of studies clustered together under the topic of school fac-
tors focused on ELLs’ classroom language use. These studies suggest that
ELLs are most likely to use the language used to deliver instruction in
their interactions with peers and teachers. Interactive activities that pair
ELLs with native or fluent English speakers can provide language learn-
ing opportunities for ELLs, but careful consideration must be given to the
design of the task, the training of non-ELLs, and the language proficiency of
the ELLs. It also appears that increased L2 use is associated with improved
L2 proficiency. At the same time, several studies imply that while use and
exposure are necessary conditions for language learning, they may not
be sufficient conditions, especially when it comes to achieving higher lev-
els of proficiency involving more academic uses of language. The content
and quality of L2 exposure and use are probably of equal if not greater,
importance than L2 exposure and use per se. Morever, at least one study
(Saville-Troike, 1984) reminds us that classroom language use is a vehicle
for both language and academic development. While the use of L2 may
contribute to L2 proficiency, for students just beginning to acquire English,
the use of L1 may make a stronger contribution to academic development.

According to the research reviewed on non-school factors, there is a
positive relationship between English language use outside of school and
oral English proficiency. However, this finding is qualified by three other
findings. First, although the development of L2 oral proficiency is likely
aided by L2 use outside of school, it is not necessarily impeded by con-
tinued development and use of L1. Second, at advanced levels of English
language and literacy development, English use outside of school may not
be as critical as English use in school. Third, the relationship between L1
and L2 use outside school may be mediated by sociocultural factors: The
emphasis families place on maintaining L1 relative to learning L2 may vary
across cultural and/or SES groups. Unfortunately, these findings on non-
school factors are limited by the small sample of studies on which they
are based. It should be noted, however, that our sample is small primarily
because among the many studies that focus on non-school factors, very
few include measures of oral language development. It seems important
that future research attempt to incorporate such measures in order to estab-
lish empirical links among home, school, and community factors and the
language development of ELLs.

Regarding assessment, most schools in the United States with at least
moderate numbers of ELLs assess oral English language proficiency upon
entry to school and to inform program exit decisions. However, most oral
language instruments are imperfect and produce results that should be
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interpreted cautiously. Most tests in use have not been subjected to rigorous
evaluation; classification cutoffs for proficiency levels can vary from one
test to the next; normative results can be problematic depending on the
match between examinees and the norming group; and non-proficient clas-
sifications can be inaccurate. In short, all oral language assessment results
should be viewed as a sampling of students’ overall oral proficiency. Pre-
dicting success in mainstream classrooms — typically, the process of deter-
mining whether or not to reclassify ELLs as FEP —should involve multiple
sources of information and is likely best served by oral language instru-
ments that are more academically oriented and broad rather than narrow
in scope. A significant qualifier to these findings, however, is the dated-
ness of some of the studies that support them (e.g., Merino & Spencer, 1983;
Ulibarri et al., 1981). However, our search located no recent studies that
evaluated the validity and reliability of more current generations of oral
language assessments. This represents a critical area of needed research.

As a closing remark, this chapter shines a spotlight on an area of the
curriculum - oral language — that typically remains in the shadows. This
hasbeen consistently noted by researchers of L2 development (see Fillmore
and Valadez, 1986), by researchers of L1 development (Loban, 1976), and by
scholars who document the history of the English Language Arts (Squire,
1991). Loban (1976) places blame partly on the fact that oral language is
impervious to paper and pencil assessment and, therefore, has not been
incorporated into the high-stakes testing system that greatly influences
curriculum and research in the United States. The results of our review
confirm what seems to be a continuing neglect of oral-language research.
For the most part, English oral language development for ELLs has over
the last twenty years continued to remain in the shadows of literacy and
mathematics, the mainstays of high-stakes testing.
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Literacy

Crosslinguistic and Crossmodal Issues

Caroline Riches and Fred Genesee

INTRODUCTION

Crosslinguistic relationships between the L1 and the L2 as well as cross-
modal relationships between oral and written language provide a basis
for discussing research on the reading and writing development of ELLs.
There are two fundamental and inescapable reasons why this is so. First of
all, the learners under consideration, by definition, are acquiring literacy in
English as a second language and have an ongoing developmental history
in their first language. As a result, the relationship between their L1 and
their L2 figures prominently in much of the research on reading and writing
development in ELLs. In fact, relatively little research looks at L2 literacy
development in ELLs without reference to their L1. Second, since reading
and writing in any language implicate both oral and written modes of lan-
guage, the relationship between oral and written language in the L1 and L2
of ELLs has also been a primary theme in much of the research reviewed
here. The questions are: What is the relationship between oral and writ-
ten language development? Is it the same for native English speakers and
ELLs? The following specific relationships are examined in the sections
that follow:

1. L1 oral proficiency and the development of L2 literacy,

2. L2 oral proficiency and the development of L2 literacy,

3. Specific component skills or abilities related to oral and written lan-
guage and the development of L2 literacy, and

4. L1 literacy and the development of L2 literacy.

The crosslinguistic and crossmodal relationships identified herein are com-
plex and interwoven. Consequently, a number of the studies reviewed
focused on more than one of these issues. For example, Lanauze and Snow
(1989) and Langer, Barolome, and Vasquez (1990) examined the relation-
ship between L1 and L2 literacy development and considered aspects of
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both L1 and L2 oral proficiency. Studies such as these are discussed in all
of the relevant subsections.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

A number of theoretical perspectives have served as the impetus or start-
ing point for many of the studies reviewed here and these warrant some
consideration before proceeding with our synopsis. The developmental
interdependence hypothesis (Cummins 1981, 1991) recurs frequently in
many studies (see MacSwan and Rolstad, 2003, for a critique of Cum-
mins’s hypothesis). This hypothesis defines the nature of the relationship
between the L1 and the L2 of ELLs and in so doing distinguishes different
types of language proficiency. On the one hand, some language skills are
fundamentally interpersonal in nature and characterize everyday social
conversations and usage. These skills are thought to be language spe-
cific. Interpersonal communication is usually embedded in meaningful
and immediate contexts so that the meanings participants seek to convey
are supported by shared context and, moreover, the participants are able
to actively negotiate meaning directly through feedback to one another.
Context may be shared by virtue of common past experiences or by the
immediate setting in which communication is taking place. A face-to-face
conversation about a movie that two people have seen is an example of
context-embedded communication. The speakers have the shared experi-
ence of seeing the movie that they can draw on when discussing it. Talking
abouta football game thatboth speakers are watching is another example of
context-embedded communication. These language skills are often impli-
cated in oral uses of language, although not necessarily, and are acquired
relatively quickly in the first language of all normal children.

On the other hand, other language skills serve more complex cognitive
or academic purposes and are characteristically used in decontextualized
ways, such as during educational instruction. Decontextualized language
skills are often associated with written forms of language (e.g., reading a
history textbook), but not necessarily since they can also occur during oral
language use —such as during a lecture on history. Because the conversation
takes place without an immediate or explicit context, care must be taken
to provide context and details that will make the message meaningful.
Returning to our movie example, if the conversational partners are talking
about a movie that they have not both seen, then background information
or “framing” is required on the part of the person who has seen it to make
sure that his or her meaning is clear and to explicate personal views about
the movie because the participants have little recourse to immediate con-
textual cues or shared experiences to draw on. As Cummins notes (2000, pp.
68-9): “the essential aspect of academic language proficiency [underlining
added by authors] is the ability to make complex meanings explicit. .. by
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means of language itself rather than by means of contextual support or par-
alinguistic cues (e.g., gestures, intonation etc.).” Indeed, success in school
in the long run ultimately depends critically on students” ability to read
about or express abstract, complex ideas without the benefit of past expe-
rience or concurrent contextual cues.

Academic language proficiency is posited to be part of “a common
underlying proficiency” made up of knowledge and abilities that once
acquired in one language are potentially available for the development of
another (Lanauze and Snow, 1989; Royer and Carlo, 1991). Literacy-related
abilities fall into this latter category. When one has learned to read, then
there are many components of reading that can be used in learning to
read another language. While interpersonal communication skills and the
language abilities that underlie the use of language in contextualized situ-
ations are often acquired relatively rapidly in a second language, research
suggests that more time is needed to acquire proficiency in an L2 for aca-
demic and decontextualized uses — it is reported that five years or more
may be required for ELLs to develop proficiency in English as a second
language for academic purposes that is comparable to that of same-age
native speakers (Collier, 1987; Cummins, 1981, 1992; Lindholm and Aclan,
1991).

An additional related theoretical construct that has been addressed in
this corpus is the threshold hypothesis (Cummins, 1979, 1981; Toukomaa
and Skutnabb-Kangas, 1977; for example, Lindholm and Aclan, 1991,
examined in this issue). The threshold hypothesis posits that both lan-
guage and cognitive development are enhanced if certain levels and types
of proficiency are attained in either or both the L1 and the L2. In con-
trast, linguistic and cognitive enhancement are less like to occur if learners
acquire limited competence in one or both languages. Together, the inter-
dependence and threshold hypotheses raise a number of theoretically and
pedagogically important developmental issues concerning the crosslin-
guistic and crossmodal aspects of language and their crisscrossing effects
on bi- and multilingual development. These issues continue to be at the
forefront of research into the development of literacy in bilingual settings
(Cummins, 1997).

Echoing a contrastive analysis framework (Lado, 1957), some studies in
this corpus have examined differences and similarities between ELLs” L1
and L2 and their effects on the development of reading and writing abilities
by ELLs. According to the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis, learners will
have difficulty acquiring aspects of a second language that differ from their
first language, but their acquisition of a second language will be facilitated
by similarities between their first and second languages. A contrastive
analysis perspective is evident, for example, in studies that have examined
similarities and differences in sound — letter correspondences in the L1
and the L2 and their effects on L2 writing development (e.g., Fashola et al.,
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1996; Zutell and Allen, 1988) and the effect of crosslinguistic cognates on
vocabulary development (e.g., Hancin-Bhatt and Nagy, 1994; Nagy, Garcia,
Durgunoglu and Hancin-Bhatt, 1993). These effects are commonly referred
toas positive and negative transfer. A number of studies in this review have
sought to identify instances of positive and negative transfer from the L1
during L2 literacy development.

Other articles in this corpus are based on interlanguage principles (e.g.,
Cronnell, 1985; Tompkins, Abramson, and Pritchard, 1999). Interlanguage
theory postulates that second-language acquisition is dynamic and char-
acterized by a series of intermediary stages, from early to advanced, that
reflect influences from the L1 and from developmental processes associ-
ated with the target L2. For example, Tompkins, Abramson, and Pritchard
(1999) identified patterns of L2 development that were similar to those
of English L1 learners. Such effects are commonly referred to as devel-
opmental because they reflect developmental patterns that characterize
native speakers of the language in question. Interlanguage theory is one
of a group of contemporary theories that emphasize cognitive strategies in
L2 acquisition (see Chapter 3 in Ellis, 1986, for an overview).

We now turn to a review of research related to each of these develop-
mental conceptualizations. We have included tables highlighting pertinent
details of the studies at the end of the chapter.

L1 ORAL PROFICIENCY AND L2 LITERACY

Much contemporary theory on literacy education emphasizes the need to
draw on students’ sociocultural experiences (e.g., Heath, 1983; Hudelson,
1994; Maguire and Graves, 2001) and their preexisting knowledge about
reading and writing, including emergent literacy (e.g., Sulzby and Teale,
1991) as a basis for the development of initial literacy abilities in school. The
same arguments have been made for students learning to read and write
in their second language. According to this perspective, the critical early
literacy-related and sociocultural experiences that ELLs have developed in
their L1 can be used to advantage during L2 literacy development. From a
pedagogical perspective, this could involve direct instruction in the L1 (as
in forms of bilingual education) or in English-only programs with some
kind of pedagogical recognition of the existing resources that ELLs have
already developed in the L1 (e.g., use of folktales that are familiar to ELLs).
In contrast, others have argued that promotion of ELLs’ L1 oral proficiency
detracts from their L2 development and especially the development of L2
literacy because it deprives these learners of valuable learning time in
the L2 (Porter, 1990; Rossell and Baker, 1996). This is sometimes referred
to as the “time-on-task” argument. This view assumes a sequential and
mono-linguistic relationship between oral language proficiency and literacy
development in a given language. Inherent in such a view is the notion
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that L2 reading and writing development proceeds autonomously from
L1 proficiency. The studies reviewed in this section (see Table A.3.1 for a
summary of these studies) examine the effects of L1 oral proficiency on L2
literacy with respect to general aspects of L1 ability and with respect to
more specific aspects of L1 ability. We begin with the former.

The role that L1 oral proficiency plays in the development of L2 literacy
has been examined in global ways in terms of the extent of L1 use out-
side of the school setting. A number of these studies used national data
sources and multivariate research designs and found that use of a language
other than English at home had no or only a weak or indirect relationship
with literacy achievement in school (Buriel and Cardoza, 1998; Fernandez
and Nielsen, 1986; Kennedy and Park, 1994, Nielsen and Lerner, 1986).
There are a number of exceptions to this general trend, but even the effects
reported in these studies are circumscribed. More specifically, Buriel and
Cardoza (1998) compared three generations of Hispanic ELLs and found a
significant negative relationship between L1 oral proficiency and L2 read-
ing development in the third generation cohort, but found no relationship
between L1 proficiency and L2 reading development in the first and sec-
ond generation cohorts. Kennedy and Park (1994), comparing Hispanic
and Asian background ELLs, found that speaking a language other than
English at home had a negative relationship with standardized reading
test scores in English for ELLs with Asian backgrounds but not with other
measures of reading achievement. Moreover, no such effects were reported
for the Hispanic cohort. It is particularly noteworthy that, notwithstanding
these exceptions, all of the large-scale studies cited found that other factors,
such as socioeconomic status, sense of control, aspirations, and amount of
homework, were more significant predictors of reading achievement than
was L1 use outside of school. In other words, L1 language use was gen-
erally less predictive of subsequent L2 reading development than other
psychosocial factors. The link between L1 use and other factors outside of
school and L2 literacy development in school is discussed more compre-
hensively in the “Language of Instruction” section in the following chapter.

Generally speaking, studies that have examined the link between more
specific aspects of L1 oral ability or usage (e.g., emergent literacy, being
read to at home) and L2 reading and writing development in school report
“that early literacy experiences support subsequent literacy development,
regardless of language [emphasis added]; and time spent on literacy activ-
ity in the native language — whether it takes place at home or at school —is
not time lost with respect to English reading acquisition, at least through
middle school” (Reese et al., 2000, p. 633). More specifically, Reese et al.
(2000) found that family literacy practices, regardless of which language
they occurred in, and L1 emergent literacy were significant predictors of
L2 reading achievement in later grades. Following from this, a number of
studies found that ELLs can draw on L1 experiences and abilities to the
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benefit of their performance on L2 literacy tasks, especially when given
explicit opportunities to do so. Langer et al. (1990), using rigorous quali-
tative analyses, found that ELLs successfully made use of competencies in
their L1 to make sense of L2 reading tasks. For example, they found that
ELLs drew on words and ideas in their L1 especially when reading in the
L2 was difficult. Lanauze and Snow (1989) found that students who were
orally proficient in their L1 but not their L2 as well as students who were
proficient in both their L1 and L2 exhibited similar levels of complexity,
sophistication, and semantic content in their L2 writing. Lanauze and Snow
note that writing performance in the L2 can surpass oral proficiency in the
L2 in some cases. Accordingly, they go on, if proficiency is developed in the
L1 (Spanish), those skills can transfer easily to the L2. In further support of
the recruitment of the L1 in L2 reading, Saville-Troike (1984) reports (albeit
descriptively) that the majority of top achievers on measures of L2 reading
made use of their L1 during problem solving.

In summary, the findings outlined in this section suggest that, with some
exceptions, measures of general L1 language proficiency or usage outside
of school have not been found to relate consistently to the L2 literacy devel-
opment of ELLs in school. Viewed differently, use of the L1 does not seem to
detract from ELLs’ L2 literacy development. Furthermore, it would appear
that more specific measures of L1 oral proficiency or usage —and, in partic-
ular, those that are related to literacy — have a more significant and positive
developmental relationship with L2 literacy than do general oral language
proficiency measures. For example, ELLs with early L1 emergent literacy
experiences and skills appeared to be able to utilize these experiences in
the continued development of literacy abilities in the L2. In addition, ELLs
were able to draw on existing L1 oral abilities, either in the absence of sim-
ilar abilities in the L2 or in addition to similar abilities, in the service of L2
literacy tasks.

The role that L1 oral proficiency plays in L2 literacy should be consid-
ered in future research in more systematic ways, particularly with more
direct measures of L1 oral proficiency. In the majority of studies reviewed
here, L1 oral proficiency was assessed very generally, using self-report
or global indicators, or was simply assumed. Since much of the research
reviewed here suggests that certain levels and aspects of L1 oral proficiency
are related to L2 literacy development than others, more attention to the
precise nature of this relationship is needed if these relationships are to be
explicated clearly.

L2 ORAL PROFICIENCY AND L2 LITERACY

Although a certain minimum level of general oral language proficiency
in L2 is undoubtedly necessary for L2 literacy development, the relation-
ship between L2 oral and L2 literacy development appears to be more
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complex than the relationship between L1 oral language and L1 literacy.
As discussed in the previous section, L2 literacy often draws on knowl-
edge and experiences linked to the L1; thus, L2 oral proficiency is likely
to play a different role in the L2 literacy development of ELLs. In other
words, the contribution that L2 oral proficiency makes to L2 literacy devel-
opment in the case of ELLs may be composed of specific aspects of L2
oral proficiency that work in a complementary fashion with L1 oral profi-
ciency (Peregoy and Boyle, 1991). Research reviewed in this section (see
Table A.3.2) supports the notion that the development of L2 literacy can
proceed with limited L2 oral proficiency if students have sufficiently devel-
oped abilities in their L1 (e.g., Lanauze & Snow, 1989; Reese et al., 2000).
In such cases, it appears that L1 oral proficiency and emergent literacy in
the L1 can fill gaps in L2 oral proficiency as it develops. This does not
mean that L2 oral proficiency does not contribute to L2 literacy develop-
ment since, as Reese et al. (2000) have noted, ELLs who begin school with
well-developed L2 oral abilities achieve greater success in English reading
than children with less well-developed L2 oral language abilities. How-
ever, the findings from these studies underline the important contribution
that L1 abilities can make to L2 literacy development when dealing with
students with limited L2 oral proficiency. Furthermore, a consideration of
the differential roles that L1 and L2 oral proficiency might play in relation
to L2 literacy development could help to define more clearly a number of
important constructs that are often used when investigating these issues;
specifically, the constructs of developmental interdependence, common
underlying proficiency, and the thresholds of oral proficiency necessary to
promote L2 literacy development discussed earlier.

Lindholm and Aclan (1991) sought to identify whether or not there
is a threshold level of bilingual proficiency that results in enhanced lev-
els of L2 reading achievement, as proposed by the threshold hypothesis
(Cummins, 1991). More specifically, they examined the relationship among
high, medium, and low levels of bilingual proficiency and English L2 read-
ing achievement among Grades 1 to 4 elementary school ELLs. Since the
students’ levels of bilingual proficiency varied primarily with respect to
level of L2 proficiency (with L1 oral proficiency assumed), their study per-
mits us to examine the link between L2 oral proficiency and Lz literacy.
The authors report that although there was a trend for scores on English
reading measures to increase in accordance with increasing levels of bilin-
gual proficiency, there was no significant difference between proficiency
groups on reading measures in Grades 1 and 2. However, by Grade 3, the
same year in which English reading instruction was introduced, differential
effects of bilingual proficiency were evident with high levels of bilingual
proficiency being significantly related to high levels of L2 reading ability.
By implication, these results suggest that high levels of L2 oral proficiency



Literacy 71

can enhance L2 literacy development to a significant extent. In support of
the threshold hypothesis, they also found that only the highly proficient
bilingual students reached grade-level norms in English by Grade 4. In
concluding, Lindholm and Aclan (1991) emphasize the need to evaluate
student achievement in bilingual education programs from a long-term
developmental perspective in order to determine the true effects of bilin-
gualism on L2 literacy development (see also Cummins, 1992).

The remaining studies reviewed in this section focused on discrete
aspects of L2 oral proficiency, to identify those specific features of L2 oral
proficiency that contribute significantly to L2 literacy development. Stud-
ies that have addressed this issue have identified a differential relation-
ship between L2 literacy achievement, on the one hand, and specific facets
of L2 oral language proficiency on the other hand, with L2 oral abilities
that are linked to academic tasks being more highly related to L2 liter-
acy development than general L2 oral proficiency. Saville-Troike (1984)
found that diversity of L2 vocabulary was significantly related to reading
achievement, whereas general oral proficiency and verbosity were not. In
a multiple-case study, Peregoy (1989) compared the L2 reading abilities of
high, intermediate, and low L2 oral proficiency groups. She found a gen-
eral correspondence between levels of L2 oral proficiency and L2 reading
comprehension, and evidence for differential effects of specific compo-
nents of oral proficiency at different proficiency levels. Lack of vocabulary
knowledge resulted in reading miscomprehension at all levels, but it was
particularly detrimental for low-level students, where lack of syntactic
knowledge also impeded reading comprehension. Perez (1981) found that
direct instruction in aspects of L2 oral competence specifically related to
literacy (e.g., multiple word meanings, sentence patterns) resulted in sig-
nificant improvements to the L2 reading scores of third-grade ELLs. In a
study by Royer and Carlo (1991), L2 listening comprehension, as measured
by performance on a sentence verification task, was a significant predictor
of L2 reading performance, second in importance only to L1 or L2 reading
scores.

Goldstein, Harris, and Klein (1993) and Peregoy and Boyle (1991) both
examined the relationship between L2 reading comprehension and L2 oral
proficiency as measured by knowledge of surface structure elements (e.g.,
grammatical complexity) versus deep structure elements (e.g., informa-
tiveness of responses). Goldstein, Harris, and Klein (1993) used a story-
retelling task as a measure of L2 oral proficiency. The students’ oral
retellings were scored in two different manners, first for surface structure
features and understanding and second for underlying story structure and
in-depth understanding. They found that the results from the deep struc-
ture analyses were more highly related to L2 reading comprehension than
were the results for the surface structure features. Peregoy and Boyle (1991)
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compared high, medium, and low level reading proficiency groups on four
oral proficiency measures, two that reflected relatively surface level lin-
guistic abilities and two that reflected deeper cognitive-linguistic abilities.
Their results provide some evidence for the differential effects of deep ver-
sus surface structure features insofar as the intermediate and high groups
differed significantly on two of the four measures, including the deep struc-
ture feature of “informativeness.”

These studies considered together provide evidence that certain features
of L2 oral proficiency are more directly related to L2 literacy than others.
However, since the specific aspects that have been examined are diverse,
it is difficult to draw definitive conclusions about which specific features
are consistently related to improvements in L2 reading and writing perfor-
mance. Clearly, more research is needed to clearly identify those aspects of
L2 oral proficiency that contribute more directly and reliably to L2 literacy
development.

In sum, findings from research in this and the preceding section on the
link between L1 and L2 oral proficiency and Lz literacy development pro-
vide evidence for both crosslinguistic and crossmodal effects. It appears
that aspects of both L1 and L2 oral proficiency are linked to L2 literacy
development and that the relationship between oral and literacy develop-
ment in ELLs is more specific and complex than might have previously
been thought. The link between L2 oral proficiency and Lz literacy that is
revealed by extant research points to a nuanced role for L2 oral language
development, with academic- and literacy-related L2 oral proficiency being
more important than general communicative competence in the L2. At the
same time, the contribution of specific L2 oral language abilities to L2
literacy development needs to be considered with reference to the linguis-
tic knowledge and real-world experiences that ELLs acquire through the
medium of their L1. That is to say, it would appear that L1 oral language
experiences and knowledge are critical developmental factors in ELLs’
L2 literacy development, and that L2 oral proficiency may contribute in
a complementary and specific manner. Furthermore, the relationship of
oral proficiency in both the L1 and L2 needs to be considered more specif-
ically in terms of how they might contribute to a common underlying
proficiency.

In the following section, we review research that focuses on discrete
aspects of L2 literacy development, often referred to as component skills
or abilities, such as phonological awareness and vocabulary development.
Because these components are, arguably, more easily definable and mea-
surable than other, more complex aspects of reading and writing develop-
ment, they have yielded relatively clear results and might serve as a basis
for conducting further research on aspects of L2 literacy development that
are more complex in nature.
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COMPONENTS OF LITERACY DEVELOPMENT

The studies reviewed in this section (see Table A.3.3) are diverse in their
focus and approaches but are considered together because all look at spe-
cific components of reading and writing. At issue is the extent to which
L2 literacy development is influenced by common underlying language-
related abilities that apply to virtually any language, as in studies dealing
with phonological awareness or, conversely, by language-specific abilities
that emanate from the L1 or the L2, as in studies dealing with spelling or
cognate vocabulary.

Phonological Awareness

Research on L1 reading has established that phonological awareness is a
significant correlate of successful beginning reading development (Adams,
1990). Phonological awareness is the ability to analyze and manipulate the
sounds that make up oral and written language and can be assessed using
a variety of tasks: rhiyme detection — what two words sound the same at the
end: pat, pan, cat?; phoneme deletion — what sound is left if the sound “k” is
removed from the word “cat”; blending —what word do you get if the sound
“s” is added to the word “top.” The causal relationship between read-
ing and phonological awareness has been shown to be bidirectional, with
certain aspects of phonological awareness playing a fundamental role in
facilitating early reading acquisition, while reading acquisition itself facil-
itates the emergence of yet other, more sophisticated aspects of phonolog-
ical awareness (Adams, 1990; Snow, Burns, and Griffin, 1998). The causal
role of phonological awareness in reading acquisition is also supported by
intervention studies that show that children with difficulty learning to read
exhibit statistically significant gains in reading ability following training
in phonological awareness (Torgesen et al., 2001) and also by research that
shows that poor and good L1 readers differ significantly from one another
on tasks that tap phonological awareness, suggesting that phonological
awareness is a decisive factor (Wagner and Torgesen, 1987).

The research reviewed in this section examines phonological awareness
in L1 and L2 and its relationship to L2 reading. A critical question at the
heart of this research is whether phonological awareness and its relation-
ship to reading acquisition is tied to a particular language or whether it
is a meta- or common underlying linguistic ability that has crosslinguistic
repercussions, as noted by Durgunoglu, Nagy, and Hancin-Bhatt (1993,
p- 454): “The ability to hear small components of spoken language may be
highly correlated between languages.” The corpus of research reviewed
here is small since our literature search was limited to studies that exam-
ined the link between phonological awareness and reading directly; that is
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to say, the study had to have measures of reading to be included. Although
few in number and diverse in focus, the studies reviewed here all point
toward the same general conclusion; namely, that phonological awareness
is a common underlying ability that is linked to oral language develop-
ment and is shared crosslinguistically — phonological awareness in one
language (e.g., L1) supports phonological awareness in an additional lan-
guage (e.g., L2) and, in turn, reading acquisition in that language. The
results from instructional studies also suggest that phonological aware-
ness in the L2 can be developed through direct intervention, even if L2
oral development is itself somewhat limited, adding further evidence
that phonological awareness is a metalinguistic or common underlying
proficiency.

That L2 phonological awareness is significantly related to L2 reading
development, as L1 phonological awareness is linked to L1 reading devel-
opment, is evidenced in research by Carlisle et al. (1999). They found that
English L2 phonological awareness contributed to English L2 reading com-
prehension. Durgunoglu, Nagy, and Hancin-Bhatt (1993) point to phono-
logical awareness as fundamentally crosslinguistic in nature based on their
finding that Spanish L1 phonological awareness was a significant predic-
tor of English L2 word recognition. The crosslinguistic interdependence
of phonological awareness is supported further in an interesting study
by Roberts and Corbett (1997) that showed that instruction in English
L2 phonological awareness significantly improved Hmong L1 phonologi-
cal awareness. Evidence for the trainability of L2 phonological awareness
comes from Roberts and Corbett (1997) and Terrasi (2000), who found that
direct instruction in phonological awareness in L2 English significantly
enhanced phonological awareness in that language. That phonological
awareness can be promoted independently of general L2 oral proficiency
is supported by Durgunoglu at al. (1993), who found that L1 phonological
awareness was a more significant predictor of L2 word reading ability than
were either L1 or L2 oral proficiency.

Orthographic Knowledge

While the findings from studies of phonological awareness argue for
crosslinguistic influences that are common in learning any language, stud-
ies that have examined sound-letter correspondences and spelling report
evidence for both language-specific and common developmental influ-
ences. Thus, on the one hand, it appears that L2 spelling is subject to con-
trastive L1-Lz2 effects in line with a contrastive analysis perspective — that
is to say, differences in sound-letter correspondence in the L1 and L2 can
result in negative transfer from the L1. On the other hand, ELLs" English
spelling patterns have been shown to reflect developmental processes that
are also exhibited by native English speakers.
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Evidence of negative transfer in spelling comes from studies by Fashola
et al. (1996) and Zutell and Allen (1988), who found that Hispanic ELLs
erroneously applied Spanish L1 phonological and orthographic rules when
asked to write selected words with contrastive English/Spanish spelling
patterns. In a descriptive analysis of writing samples, Cronnell (1985) also
identified L1 influences in L2 errors. In contrast, Tompkins, Abramson,
and Pritchard (1999) failed to find such negative transfer when they exam-
ined naturally occurring spelling errors in the writing journals of ELLs
from different language backgrounds and English L1 children; the authors
suggest that the ELLs may have avoided using words with contrastive
patterns in order to avoid errors. The only errors differentiating the ELLs
and English L1 students in the Tompkins et al. study were those involving
inflectional endings, a finding also reported by Cronnell (1985). The stu-
dents exhibited largely developmental patterns in their English spelling,
patterns that were also exhibited by native English speakers. Such target-
like error patterns argue for developmental language learning processes
that characterize both native speakers and L2 language learners of the same
language.

Research by Hsia (1992) that used both phonological and spelling mea-
sures to examine L1 transfer effects on L2 development suggests that such
effects may be more likely in the early or beginning stages of develop-
ment when learners lack knowledge of more appropriate, target-like fea-
tures of the new language. More specifically, Hsia examined the influ-
ence of Chinese-background ELLs” knowledge of L1 Mandarin syllable
segmentation patterns on their phoneme and syllable segmentation abili-
ties in English and found that, although there was an initial Mandarin L1
effect, English native-like phonological constraints were subsequently and
quickly acquired.

Cognate Vocabulary

Research on ELLs’ recognition and use of cognate relationships between
L1 and L2 vocabulary has shown that ELLs can make use of L1 vocabulary
knowledge to determine the meaning of cognate vocabulary in L2 text. All
of the research on this issue has examined ELLs of Hispanic background.
More specifically, Nagy etal. (1993) and Jimenez, Garcia, and Pearson (1996)
found that more successful L2 readers were better able than less successful
L2 readers to explicitly recognize Spanish-English cognates and to make
use of their knowledge of cognates during reading. These researchers,
as well as Hancin-Bhatt and Nagy (1994), also found that the ability to
translate cognates from L2 to L1 was linked to individual students’ pref-
erence to speak Spanish and their level of bilingualism and, in particular,
their knowledge of Spanish vocabulary, arguing, once again, that ELLs’
L1 need not be a distracting but rather a facilitating factor in L2 literacy
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development. Finally, Nagy et al. (1993) and Hancin-Bhatt and Nagy (1994)
have found that Spanish L1 ELLs are better able to make use of spelling than
morphological similarities to recognize cognates, although use of morpho-
logical similarities increased with grade level. Thus, instruction in specific
morphological similarities between cognates might contribute to the L2
literacy development of ELLs by enhancing their knowledge of these oth-
erwise underused cognate relationships.

In sum, findings from research on specific components of reading and
writing support the conclusion that L2 literacy development can be influ-
enced by both common or metalinguistic abilities as well as by features of
language specific to the L1 or L2. Research focusing on phonological aware-
ness provides clear evidence that such awareness appears to emanate from
a common underlying ability that can be developed either through the L1
or the L2 and is manifested in both L1 and Lz literacy development in vir-
tually the same way. However, more crosslinguistic studies of metaphono-
logical awareness are needed to ascertain to what extent and in what ways
this is true. Research also indicates that such metalinguistic abilities can
be developed autonomously in the L2, even when learners have limited
proficiency in the L2.

Research concerned with ELLs” orthographic development found evi-
dence for influences from the L1 as well as from the L2, in the latter case
leading to developmental patterns that are similar to those of native speak-
ers of the L2. Research that has investigated cognate relationships between
vocabularies in the L1 and the L2 provides a clear example of how ELLs
can draw on knowledge that is specific to the L1 in developing vocabulary
in the L2.

Research focusing on orthographic patterns and cognate relationships
between languages both suggest that ELLs can benefit from direct instruc-
tion about systematic functional and structural differences and similarities
between languages and such instruction enhances crosslinguistic facili-
tation. Arguably, the use of L1 language-specific knowledge or abilities
during L2 literacy tasks may serve to fill gaps in the learners’ competence
when they have not yet acquired target-appropriate knowledge of the L2.
Learning patterns that echo those of native-speaking readers and writers
seem to emerge as L2 learners advance in their L2 literacy development,
as is to be expected. Clearly, transfer of orthographic and cognate vocab-
ulary knowledge is more likely in languages that are typologically similar
(Spanish and English) than for typologically different languages (e.g.,
English and Chinese). Much more research is needed to explore cross-
language relationships in languages that are not alphabetic and that are
otherwise typologically different from English.

Further research in these areas, especially with different language pairs,
is needed to further our knowledge of the precise nature of putative
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common underlying abilities, as well as to determine how systematic rela-
tionships between the L1 and the L2 can be exploited by ELLs in their L2
literacy development.

L1 LITERACY AND L2 LITERACY DEVELOPMENT

Research on the effects of L1 literacy on L2 literacy development is the final
issue in our survey of crosslinguistic/crossmodal relationships. Although
the “time on task” view of L2 development might oppose promotion of
L1 literacy on the grounds that it reduces the time ELLs have to devote
to L2 literacy development and others argue that it is a source of inter-
ference or confusion, research such as that by Nguyen and Shin (2001)
supports the view that competence in L1 literacy does not retard L2 lit-
eracy development. Much of the evidence concerning the effects of L1
literacy development on L2 literacy development comes from research on
program comparisons, initial language of instruction, and various instruc-
tional strategies — all of which is reviewed in other chapters. These studies,
reviewed elsewhere in this volume, examined this issue in relatively gen-
eral terms by comparing students’ general levels of reading and writing
achievement in both languages.

What remains to be discussed in this section are more specific develop-
mental relationships between the two literacies; that is, the specific ways
in which Lz literacy develops in bilingual contexts. This has been exam-
ined by examining specific aspects of literacy and specific types of learners
(e.g., successful and unsuccessful ELL readers/writers). In this section,
the concept of a common underlying proficiency (as proposed by Cum-
mins) is reconceptualized as a common underlying reservoir of literacy
abilities. The concept of a reservoir suggests that ELLs develop various
literacy abilities that are then available to them when reading or writing in
either language. Furthermore, ELLs who remain proficient in their L1 also
develop abilities specific to their bilingual state (e.g., use of cognates); thus,
the concept of a reservoir becomes a bilingual reservoir. As the following
section sugggests, differences in literacy performance may be due to dif-
ferent ways in which ELLs develop and draw on this common underlying
reservoir of literacy abilities. A summary of the research included in this
section of our synthesis is provided in Table A.3.4.

Effects of L1 Literacy on L2 Literacy Development

A number of studies mentioned previously with regard to the relationship
between oral proficiency and Lz literacy also explored the effect of L1 liter-
acy on the development of L2 literacy (e.g., Royer and Carlo, 1991; Langer
et al., 1990; Reese et al., 2000). These studies found that the relationship
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between literacy in the L1 and the L2 is at least as significant as, if not
more significant than, that between L2 oral development and L2 literacy.
These findings, in turn, argue that developing literacy in the L1 does not
detract from literacy development in the L2 but rather supports it. To be
more specific, Reese et al. (2000), discussed previously, found that ELLs
who were identified as the best L1 readers were deemed able to transi-
tion to English reading instruction earlier than other students and that
early L1 reading abilities were a significant predictor of English reading
abilities assessed eight years later. Additional evidence in support of the
additive effects of L1 literacy development comes from Collier (1987) who,
in a cross-sectional study, examined the link between length-of-residence
and age-of-arrival on ELLs” English reading achievement. She found that
late elementary grade ELLs with at least two years of L1 reading instruc-
tion reached grade-level equivalence in English reading more rapidly than
those with little or no schooling in the L1. However, older ELLs (who
arguably face relatively cognitively demanding L2 academic tasks) did
not achieve grade-level equivalence as quickly as younger ELL students
despite the fact that the former had had more years of L1 literacy devel-
opment, suggesting that the issue is complicated by the nature and level
of the reading tasks required of the learner. Royer and Carlo (1991) found
that the L1 reading abilities of ELLs in Grade 5 were the best predictor of
their L2 reading achievement in Grade 6, thereby providing corroborative
evidence for the supportive effect of the L1. These findings suggest that
L1 literacy needs to develop to a certain level if it is to benefit L2 literacy
development.

A number of studies that have looked at the acquisition and use of
specific literacy abilities across languages corroborate this general rela-
tionship. Buriel and Cardoza (1998), Lanauze and Snow (1989), Langer et
al. (1990), Jimenez et al. (1996), and Jimenez (2000) have all found evidence
for specific parallel abilities across languages. For example, in a study of L2
writing among Grades 4 and 5 Hispanic ELLs, Lanauze and Snow (1989)
found that ELLs exhibited similar profiles with respect to the complexity,
sophistication, and semantic content of their writing in both their L1 and
L2; this was evident even for students who were not orally proficient in
their L2. These findings suggest that ELLs are able to apply abilities devel-
oped in their L1 to L2 literacy tasks. This pattern is further illustrated when
the literacy profiles of successful and less successful readers are compared.
Langer et al. (1990), Jimenez et al. (1996), and Jimenez (2000) found that
ELLs who were successful readers were successful in both languages, and
ELLs who were unsuccessful readers were unsuccessful in both languages.
These studies all uphold the notion that successful literacy development in
bothlanguages appears to be supported by a common underlying reservoir
of literacy abilities and that L1 literacy can contribute to the development
of this reservoir of abilities.
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L1 and L2 Literacy Strategies

Research that has examined the strategies used by ELLs during L2 literacy
tasks provides further insight into the nature of the additive relationship
between L1 and Lz literacy. Research in this corpus has examined this issue
in two ways: by comparing the strategies used by ELLs during both L1 and
L2 literacy tasks; and by comparing the strategies used by ELLs during L2
English reading tasks with those used by native English speakers.

Research that has compared the strategies used by ELLs during L1
and L2 literacy tasks has found that successful and “unsuccessful” ELL
readers/writers employ different strategies (Calero-Breckheimer and
Goetz, 1993; Jimenez, 2000; Jimenez et al, 1996; Langer et al., 1990,
Miramontes, 1987). More specifically, but perhaps not surprising, success-
ful ELL readers/writers employ a number of effective strategies, such as
using context and inferencing, monitoring comprehension, and invoking
prior knowledge, whereas unsuccessful ELL readers employ a variety of
ineffective or less sophisticated strategies (Padron and Waxman, 1988).
They fail to draw or adjust inferences; they often invoke irrelevant prior
knowledge; and they view completion as more important than compre-
hension (Jimenez et al., 1996). Of perhaps more interest, this research also
found that successful readers/writers demonstrate use of the same strate-
gies during both L1 and Lz literacy tasks, and they view reading in the L1
and L2 as similar activities or processes with language-specific differences.
Jimenezetal. (1996) reported that successful ELL readers/writers were able
to deploy a variety of effective “bilingual” strategies, such as searching for
cognates, judicious translation, or use of prior knowledge developed in the
L1. In contrast, the less successful ELLs viewed reading in the L1 and the
L2 as separate abilities and saw the L1 as a source of confusion. That the
unsuccessful ELL readers/writers viewed L1 and L2 reading in these ways
suggests that they had not developed an understanding of the common-
alities in L1 and L2 literacy and, as a result, were unable to draw on sim-
ilarities and connections between their two languages in the service of L2
reading and writing. Jimenez (2000) suggests that unsuccessful ELL read-
ers may need opportunities to learn about similarities between the writing
systems of their two languages and to become more aware of bilingual
strategies that would encourage them to draw on knowledge resources in
the L1 to enhance their literacy abilities in the L2 (see also Langer et al.,
1990).

At the same time, research that has compared L2 (i.e., ELL) with L1
English readers/writers has found that their strategies differ. More specif-
ically, L1 English readers have been shown to use significantly more and
different strategies in general than ELL readers (Padron, Knight, and Wax-
man, 1986; Knight, Padron, and Waxman, 1985). Bean, Levine, and Graham
(1982) and Miramontes (1987, 1990) found that ELLs pay closer attention to
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textual features than L1 English readers. For example, Miramontes (1987,
1990) found that good Spanish readers paid significantly more attention
to graphic representation and grammatical structure in both L1 and L2
reading than good English readers. Although these researchers report no
apparent loss in comprehension by ELLs, they suggest that the strategies
used by ELLs in their English reading are inappropriate because they are
not the same as those employed by successful L1 English readers. However,
the reading performance of the ELLs as reported in this study does not back
up this claim. Rather, the pattern of strategies employed by successful ELL
readers and writers may be more appropriately construed as an equally
effective but different path to literacy development in comparison to that
exhibited by L1 readers and writers.

An explanation of the differences between successful ELL and L1 read-
ers can be offered in terms of the former’s having access to a bilingual
reservoir of literacy abilities and strategies in contrast to the latter’s mono-
lingual pool of resources. Langer et al. (1990) and Jimenez et al. (1996)
add support to this possibility by providing evidence that successful ELL
readers maximize what they know by using their L1 to translate, elaborate,
and hypothesize when making sense of English text. Edelsky and Jilbert
(1985) have made a similar claim: “children’s bilingualism increases their
options for making meaning” (p. 69). Such a notion sees reading in an L2
as part of a larger, bilingual process. Such a process is also supported by the
research discussed earlier with respect to L1 spelling patterns and cognate
vocabulary (see also Nagy, McClure, and Mir, 1997, for evidence concern-
ing L1 syntactic influences on determining unfamiliar word meanings in
L2 reading). It follows that attempts to get ELLs to adopt strategies that are
similar to those of monolingual English readers may be misguided because
they fail to acknowledge and draw on the full capacities of bilingual learn-
ers, which necessarily encompass contributions and knowledge from two
languages.

Other Issues: Text Types and Genre

We finish this chapter with a final issue that deserves consideration but
has received scant empirical attention; namely, ELLs” need to develop pro-
ficiency in different types and genres of literacy if they are to achieve their
full literacy potential. Jimenez et al. (1996) and Langer et al. (1990) note that
some ELLs have difficulty with academic or cognitively demanding types
of texts (e.g., they find reports more difficult to read and understand than
stories). Jimenez et al. (1996) also note, in comparing successful L1 English
readers with successful ELL readers in English, that the two groups dif-
fered qualitatively in terms of their concern for detail and the types and
level of sophistication of the connections they made during literacy tasks.
Bermudez and Prater (1994) suggest the need to provide opportunities
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for ELLs to develop more sophisticated expertise in the use of persuasive
discourse, while Langer et al. (1990) observe that ELLs who are transi-
tioning to English literacy have difficulty interpreting decontextualized
reading comprehension questions, a finding also reported by Field (1996)
in a descriptive study of ELLs who were transitioning to English literacy.
Two studies that differ significantly in their focus, and due to the case-
study nature need to be interpreted with caution, also support the notion
that ELL readers/writers can develop social and critical aspects of L2 lit-
eracy in ways similar to that of English L1 readers/writers (Samway, 1993;
Urzua, 1987). Bringing these broader literacy issues back to a consideration
of the construct of common underlying proficiencies, as Jimenez (2000) and
Galindo (1993) suggest, ELLs need literacy-development experiences that
are connected to their bilingual abilities and bicultural status.

In summary, research that has sought to define the relationship between
L1 literacy and L2 literacy has found that L1 literacy does not detract from
Lz literacy developmentbut rather contributes to and supports its develop-
ment. In effect, ELLs with successful L1 literacy experience progress more
quickly and successfully in their L2 literacy development than ELLs with
no prior L1 literacy. Research also provides evidence for parallel abilities
across languages, thereby supporting the construct of a common under-
lying reservoir of literacy abilities. In brief, the evidence reviewed in this
section indicates that there can be additive developmental effects of L1
literacy development on L2 literacy development. This does not mean that
L2 development is unimportant because, as Reese et al. found, ELLs with
pre-school literacy experiences in either the L2 or the L1 are advantaged
with respect to later reading acquisition. This issue is discussed further in
Chapter 4.

Research that has examined the strategies employed by ELLs in L1 and
L2 literacy tasks provides further insight into the processes of L2 reading
and writing. Studies show that successful ELL readers and writers use
similar strategies in both languages, whereas less successful ELL readers
and writers do not, apparently not capitalizing on the commonalities of
literacy across languages. Furthermore, successful ELLs also make use of
effective strategies not available to successful monolinguals; strategies that
draw on knowledge of and relationships between the L1 and the La2.

Finally, studies that have focused on the context and content of liter-
acy activities suggest that more attention needs to be given to developing
ELLs" abilities with respect to deeper and more cognitively demanding
aspects of literacy. Research has shown that certain text types, such as fac-
tual reports as opposed to narratives, pose more difficulty for ELLs, as do
more decontextualized literacy tasks. Researchers suggest that develop-
ment and success in these more demanding literacy tasks can be facilitated
by drawing on ELLs’ sociocultural knowledge, including their L1 as well
as L2 experiences.
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CONCLUSIONS

The various L1 and L2 as well as oral and written proficiencies discussed
in this chapter contribute in different yet complementary ways to L2 liter-
acy development. These abilities appear to contribute to the development
of a common bilingual reservoir that serves both L1 and L2 literacy and
create an awareness of systematic relationships between languages, allow-
ing ELLs to draw on existing L1 knowledge in the service of L2 literacy.
Furthermore, it appears L2 literacy is, in a sense, more than the sum of
its parts, as ELLs appear to have unique abilities that result from their
bilingual status.

Research that has focused on the relationship between L2 literacy and
oral language proficiency in the L1 and L2 reveals a relationship between
oral and written language in ELLs that is specific and complex. In partic-
ular, research that has examined the influence of L1 oral proficiency on L2
literacy found that not only does it not detract from L2 literacy develop-
ment, but also that specific aspects of L1 oral language proficiency, such as
L1 emergent literacy, are more influential in L2 literacy development than
general aspects of L2 oral proficiency. It also appears that ELLs make use of
L1 oral proficiency to draw on prior knowledge and experience, either in
the absence of or in addition to similar levels of L2 oral proficiency, in the
service of L2 literacy tasks. Findings from research concerned with the rela-
tionship between L2 oral proficiency and L2 literacy development suggest
that a certain level of L2 oral proficiency needs to be attained for a sig-
nificant relationship to be evident. Furthermore, as with L1 oral language
proficiency, specific literacy-related aspects of L2 oral proficiency, such as
diversity of vocabulary and in-depth text understanding, appear to be more
highly related to L2 literacy abilities than do more general or surface-level
L2 oral abilities. Moreover, it appears that L2 literacy development can
proceed to some extent even with limited L2 oral proficiency, provided
that consideration is given to linguistic and prior experiential knowledge
that ELLs have already acquired through the medium of their L1. If future
research supports this conclusion, it would follow that instructional con-
sideration of aspects of both L1 and L2 oral language could optimize L2
literacy development, arguably beyond what can be achieved through the
L2 alone. In sum, L1 and L2 oral abilities can contribute to L2 literacy
development in a complementary fashion.

Results from research that has examined specific components of reading
and writing further define L2 literacy development to include a complex
set of influences, including common underlying proficiencies, influences
from the L1, the learners” knowledge of relationships between their lan-
guages, and typical developmental processes linked to the L2. Research
on phonological awareness suggests that such awareness is a common
underlying ability that, once acquired, is manifest in both L1 and L2
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literacy development. The findings reviewed here suggest that phonolog-
ical awareness can be developed through the L1 and applied to the L2
or developed through the L2, even if ELLs have limited L2 proficiency.
The influence of the L1 is evident from research that has looked at the
development of L2 spelling. Studies using word lists that contrast spelling
patterns between the L1 and the L2 show L1 influence or “negative transfer
in ELLs” spelling errors. On the other hand, studies that examined spelling
errors spontaneously produced by ELLs found that other types of errors
correspond to developmental patterns specific to the L2, similar to those
made by native speakers. Research that has looked at the effect of cognate
relationships between the L1 and L2 on L2 literacy development provides
specific evidence of how ELLs can utilize knowledge of the L1 in acquiring
vocabulary in the L2. However, this same research indicates that knowl-
edge of specific orthographic and morphological correspondences can be
enhanced, suggesting that there is a potential for crosslinguistic facilitation
that is underutilized in L2 literacy development.

Perhaps the most direct crosslinguistic relationship discovered in this
review is that between L1 literacy and L2 literacy. Research on this relation-
ship finds that L1 literacy supports L2 literacy development. ELLs with
initial L1 literacy experiences, such as emergent and family literacy, as
well as those with well-developed L1 literacy experiences, progress more
quickly and successfully in L2 literacy development. Research findings
reviewed here also provide evidence for parallel abilities across languages,
supporting the common underlying proficiency, or reservoir of abilities,
construct. These parallel abilities are evidenced quite consistently in stud-
ies that focus on the strategies used by ELLs in L1 and L2 literacy tasks,
where ELLs who are successful in L2 literacy tasks use similar strategies in
both their L1 and their L2, viewing literacy in either language as a similar
event. Less successful ELL readers and writers use different and less effec-
tive strategies and see L1 and Lz literacy tasks as different. Furthermore,
ELLs appear to utilize different yet effective strategies in L2 literacy tasks
in comparison to monolinguals, strategies that appear to stem from their
bilingualism. The research reviewed in this section supports an additive
effect of L1 literacy on L2 literacy development and support the construct
of a common bilingual reservoir. It also provides the basis and impetus for
future research to investigate ELLs’ literacy abilities in both languages in
terms of shared and effective strategies, as well as their unique bilingual
strategies.

The final set of studies reviewed in this chapter calls attention to an
additional set of issues related to the content and types of literacy tasks
that ELLs confront in school. This research suggests that ELLs need more
exposure to and instruction relevant to complex genres of literacy.

When considered together, the crosslinguistic and crossmodal influ-
ences on L2 literacy development that have been reviewed in this chapter



84 Caroline Riches and Fred Genesee

form a complex yet coherent picture. At the same time, it is important to
note that the picture is at best preliminary and considerably more research
in most domains is required to draw stable and definitive conclusions.

References

Adams, M. 1990. Beginning to read. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Bean, T., Levine, M. G., & Graham, R. C. 1982. Beginning ESL readers’ attention to
the graphemic features of print. Reading Improvement 18(4), 346—9.

Bermudez, A. B., and Prater, D. L. 1994. Examining the effects of gender and sec-
ond language proficiency on Hispanic writers’ persuasive discourse. Bilingual
Research Journal 18(3—4), 47-62.

Buriel, R., and Cardoza, D. 1998. Sociocultural correlates of achievement among
three generations of Mexican-American high school seniors. American Educa-
tional Research Journal 25(2), 177-92.

Calero-Breckheimer, A., and Goetz, E. 1993. Reading strategies of biliterate children
for English and Spanish texts. Reading Psychology: An International Quarterly 14,
177-204.

Carlisle, J., Beeman, M., Davis, L., and Sparim, G. 1999. Relationship of metalin-
guistic capabilities and reading achievement for children who are becoming
bilingual. Applied Psycholinguistics 20(4), 459—78.

Collier, V. 1987. Age and rate of acquisition of second language for academic
purposes. TESOL Quarterly 21(4), 617—-41.

Cronnell, B. 1985. Language influences in the English writing of third- and sixth-
grade Mexican-American students. Journal of Educational Research 78, 168—73.

Cummins, J. 1979. Linguistic interdependence and the educational development
of bilingual children. Review of Educational Research 49, 222—51.

1981. The role of primary language development in promoting educational
success for language minority students. In Schooling and Language Minority
Students: A Theoretical Framework (pp. 3—49). Los Angeles: National Dissemi-
nation and Assessment Center.

1991. Interdependence of first- and second-language proficiency in bilingual
children. In E. Bialystok (ed.), Language Processing in Bilingual Children (pp. 70—
89). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

1992. Empowerment through biliteracy. In J. V. Tinajero and A. F. Ada (eds.), The
power of two languages: Literacy and biliteracy for Spanish-speaking students. New
York: McGraw-Hill.

1997. Cultural and linguistic diversity in education: A mainstream issue?
Educational Review 49, 99—107.

2000. Language, power and pedagogy: Bilingual children in the crossfire. Clevedon,
UK: Multilingual Matters.

Durgunoglu, A., Nagy, W., and Hancin-Bhatt, B. 1993. Cross-language transfer of
phonological awareness. Journal of Educational Psychology 85(3), 453—65.

Edelsky, C., and Jilbert, K. 1985. Bilingual children and writing: Lessons for all of
us. Volta Review 87(5), 57-72.

Ellis, R. 1986. Understanding second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.



Literacy 85

Fashola, O., Drum, P., Mayer, R., and Kang, S. 1996. A cognitive theory of ortho-
graphic transitioning: Predictable errors in how Spanish speaking children
spell English words. American Educational Research Journal 33(4), 825—43.

Fernandez, R. M., and Nielsen, F. 1986. Bilingualism and Hispanic scholastic
achievement: Some baseline results. Social Science Research 15(1), 43—70.

Field, M. 1996. Pragmatic issues related to reading comprehension questions: A
case study from a Latino bilingual classroom. Issues in Applied Linguistics 7(2),
209-24.

Galindo, R. 1993. The influence of peer culture on Mexican-origin bilingual chil-
dren’s interpretations of a literacy event. The Bilingual Research Journal 17(3—4),
71799.

Goldstein, B., Harris, K., and Klein, M. 1993. Assessment of oral storytelling abil-
ities of Latino junior high school students with learning handicaps. Journal of
Learning Disabilities 26(2), 138—43.

Hancin-Bhatt, B., and Nagy, W. 1994. Lexical transfer and second language mor-
phological development. Applied Psycholinguistics 15(3), 289—310.

Heath, S. 1983. Ways with words. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Hsia, S. 1992. Developmental knowledge of inter- and intraword boundaries:
Evidence from American and Mandarin Chinese speaking beginning readers.
Applied Psycholinguistics 13(3), 341-72.

Hudelson, S. 1994. Literacy development of second language children. In F. Genesee
(ed.), Educating second language children: The whole child, the whole curriculum, the
whole community (pp. 129-58). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Jimenez, R. T. 2000. Literacy and the identity development of Latina/o students.
American Educational Research Journal 37(4), 971—1000.

Jimenez, R., Garcia, G. E., and Pearson, P. D. 1996. The reading strategies of bilin-
gual Latina/o students who are successful English readers: Opportunities and
obstacles. Reading Research Quarterly 31(1), 9go—112.

Kennedy, E., and Park, H. 1994. Home language as a predictor of academic
achievement: A comparative study of Mexican- and Asian-American youth.
The Journal of Research and Development in Education 27(3), 188-94.

Knight, S., Padron, Y., and Waxman, H. 1985. The cognitive reading strategies of
ESL students. TESOL Quarterly 19(4), 789-91.

Lado, R. 1957. Linguistics across cultures. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan
Press.

Lanauze, M., and Snow, C. 1989. The relation between first- and second-language
writing skills: Evidence from Puerto Rican elementary school children in bilin-
gual programs. Linguistics and Education 1(4), 323—39.

Langer, ]. A., Barolome, L., and Vasquez, O. 1990. Meaning construction in school
literacy tasks: A study of bilingual students. American Educational Research
Journal 27(3), 427-71.

Lindholm, K., and Aclan, Z. 1991. Bilingual proficiency as a bridge to academic
achievement: Results from bilingual /immersion programs. Journal of Education
173(2), 99-113.

MacSwan, J., and Rolstad, K. 2003. Linguistic diversity, schooling, and social
class: Rethinking our conception of language proficiency in language minority
education. In C. B. Paulston and G. R. Tucker (eds.), Sociolinguistics: The essential
readings (pp. 329-40). Malden, MA: Blackwell.



86 Caroline Riches and Fred Genesee

Maguire, M. H., and Graves, B. 2001. Speaking personalities in primary school
children’s writing. TESOL Quarterly 35, 561-93.

Miramontes, O. 1987. Oral reading miscues of Hispanic students: Implications for
assessment of learning disabilities. Journal of Learning Disabilities 20(10), 627—
32.

1990. A comparative study of English oral reading skills in differently schooled
groups of Hispanic students. Journal of Reading Behavior 22(4), 373-94.

Nagy, W., Garcia, G., Durgunoglu, A., and Hancin-Bhatt, B. 1993. Spanish-English
bilingual students” use of cognates in English reading. Journal of Reading Behav-
ior 25(3), 241-59.

Nagy, W. E., McClure, E. F, and Mir, M. 1997. Linguistic transfer and the use of
context by Spanish-English bilinguals. Applied Psycholinguistics 18(4), 431-52.

Nguyen, A., and Shin, F. 2001. Development of the first language is not a barrier
to second language acquisition: Evidence from Vietnamese immigrants to the
United States. International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism 4(3),
159—64.

Nielsen, F.,, and Lerner, S. 1986. Language skills and school achievement of bilingual
Hispanics. Social Science Research 15, 209—40.

Padron, Y., Knight, S., and Waxman, H. 1986) Analyzing bilingual and monolingual
students” perceptions of their reading strategies. The Reading Teacher 39(5),
430-3-

Padron, Y., and Waxman, H. 1988. The effect of ESL students’ perceptions of their
cognitive strategies on reading achievement. TESOL Quarterly 22(1), 146—50.

Peregoy, S. 1989. Relationship between second language oral proficiency and read-
ing comprehension of bilingual fifth grade students. NABE Journal 13(3), 217-
34

Peregoy, S., and Boyle, O. 1991. Second language oral proficiency characteristics
of low, intermediate and high second language readers. Hispanic Journal of
Behavioral Sciences 13(1), 35—47.

Perez, E. 1981. Orallanguage competence improves reading skills of Mexican Amer-
ican third graders. The Reading Teacher, 35(1), 24-7.

Porter, R. 1990. Forked tongue: The politics of bilingual education. New York: Basic
Books.

Reese, L., Garnier, H., Gallimore, R., and Goldenberg, C. 2000. Longitudinal anal-
ysis of the antecedents of emergent Spanish literacy and middle-school
English reading achievement of Spanish-speaking students. American Educa-
tional Research Journal 37(3), 633—62.

Roberts, T., and Corbett, C. 1997. Efficacy of explicit English instruction in phonemic
awareness and the alphabetic principle for English learners and English proficient
kindergarten children in relationship to oral language proficiency, primary language
and verbal memory. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 417 403.)

Rossell, C. H., and Baker, K. 1996. The educational effectiveness of bilingual edu-
cation. Research in the Teaching of English 30(1), 7-74.

Royer,]., and Carlo, M. 1991. Transfer of comprehension skills from native to second
language. Journal of Reading 34(6), 450-5.

Samway, K. D. 1993. This is hard, isn’t it?: Children evaluating writing. TESOL
Quarterly 27(2), 233-57.



Literacy 87

Saville-Troike, M. 1984. What really matters in second language learning for aca-
demic achievement? TESOL Quarterly 18(2), 199—219.

Snow, C. E., Burns, M. S., and Griffin, P. 1998. Preventing reading difficulties in young
children. Washington, DC: National Academy of Sciences.

Sulzby, E., and Teale, W. 1991. Emergent literacy. In R. Barr, M. Kamil, P. Mosenthal,
and P. Pearson (eds.), Handbook of reading research (Vol. 11, pp. 727-58). New
York: Longman.

Terrasi, S. 2000. Phonemic awareness skills in kindergarten students from English and
non-English speaking homes (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 441
220).

Tompkins, G. E., Abramson, S., and Pritchard, R. H. 1999. A multilingual per-
spective on spelling development in third and fourth grades. Multicultural
Education 6(3), 12—18.

Torgesen, J. K., Alexander, A. W.,, Wagner, R. K., Rashotte, C. A., Voeller, K. S., and
Conway, T. 2001. Intensive remedial instruction for children with severe read-
ing disabilities: Immediate and long-term outcomes from two instructional
approaches. Journal of Learning Disabilities 34, 35-58.

Toukomaa, P., and Skutnabb-Kangas, T. 1977. The intensive teaching of the mother
tongue to migrant children of pre-school age and children in the lower level of com-
prehensive school. Helsinki: The Finnish National Commission for UNESCO.

Urzua, C. 1987. You stopped too soon: Second language children composing and
revising. TESOL Quarterly 21(2), 279-303.

Wagner, R. K., and Torgesen, J. K. 1987. The nature of phonological processing and
its causal role in the acquisition of reading skills. Psychological Bulletin 101,
192-212.

Zutell, J., and Allen, V. 1988. The English spelling strategies of Spanish-speaking
bilingual children. TESOL Quarterly 22(2), 333—40.



a8enguey 1030 Jo s — swerdoxd
Sunum pue Surpear sisATeue SNOLIBA U] —
ut Aousmoryord a8enSuef uo1ssa13a1 ‘sye)g — SAITYM
1930 10 uedg passasse-J[og — gto'9r =u-— rendurpq pue
Sunum pue Surpear ur sordures ren8urjouowr Sug —
JUSWAARIDE 0] Paje[ar Kouapyord Sug passasse-jjag — 9DUSTUIAUO0D (paymadsun soruedsrpy
A1oanisod a8en3uer 130 S9100s ‘suostredwod sapeid) rendurpq pue (98671) UASPIN
pue Sug ur LousYOI] — 159} Arenqeooa pue Surpedy —  dS umiq pue unpipy - ooyds ySig  rendurjouow uyg — pue zopueuiaj
S9100s urpear 1Mo[
pey Louspyoid ero
17 19)ea18 Y3IM 9SOy, — S2100S sisATeue
‘uoneroudd pit 380} Burpear pazipiepuejg —  UoOIssa1dar spdynuw
sa100s Surpear pue saqerreA GqS — /SUOT)R[ALI0D
punogyoeq a8enue| (en8uoy oo pue ‘VAONY ‘sieig — vsn
umiq drysuorye[ar oN — aden3uey swoy Adusioyord 00€“11 "xordde = u - UI9)SoMUINOS
uonerauad pI€ uel s[fs  uedg UaNLIM pUE [€IO 10 3[edS sardwres ‘surexdoxd
Aoexayy pue Lousnyord 1d t) punoi3xoeq aGenJuer SDUSIUSAUOD snotrea “oruedsip]
[e10 17 1jea1n) —  uedg ‘suonerdse [euonedonpa ‘suostredwod d3 uonerouad (8661) eZOpIELD)
‘uoneIausg puz pue Jst :arreuuonsonb/foamg - umiq pue dS unpip TI ‘01 PpI€ “puz st pue [arng
sj[nsay (Bunst renred) ug1sa(q Yoreasay sapern sonsHRPeIeY) sIoyny
SAINSEITA] WO ardureg

Aovaar] T puv Aauayold (v40 T U0 Saipni§ Jo Aivuwiung 1€’V a14vL

€ MALIAVHD OL XIANAJIIV

88



(panu13uo0)

SIS SurLaysues)
jou a1om sadenue]
y0q ut xo0d waIp[IyD —

Sug 03 uedg
woIJ S[[INS PaLIajsues)
Sug ur 100d ;nq

uedg ur poo8 uarpyd —
RULE
Sunum juapuadapur
pey sadenguey JUSJUOD
y10q ut poo3 WBIPIYD —  duewads pue ‘uonednsnydos
sadenguey yjoq ‘Ay1xa1dwod 105 pai0ds sey
ur 100d waIp[IYd UeYy) Sunim uondrrosap a1mdr g —
a3enSuey pajeonsnydos (are2s [100d 10 pood] jurod SUOTJR[IIOD ‘S)e)G —
pue xarduod T ‘SIS [e10 uo Afrewrrd gf=u-
arow pasn sadendue| Ppaseq Inq ‘paurquiod sordures 1D ‘usArEL
30q U1 poo3 uaIpIyd S[[B[s Surpear pue [ee ‘[eIo) 9DUSTUSAUOD ‘[9AJ] MmaN ‘surerdord
pue d3 Sug ur 100d 1nq 9497 Lousnyyord aGenZuer Aouaroyyord Suer jo rengurpiq ur (6861) moug
uedg ur poo3 uarpy) — passasse-1ayoed) 3uy pue uedg— suostredwod d3 umig ¢4 ‘soruedsr 17 uedg pue azneue]
SUOTJR[21I0D
suersy ‘sisATeue
I0J SuTpear ur sar0ds uorssardar sydynuw
1S9} pazIpIepue)s pue aandrosap :syeig —
awoy je 3ug uey LPY0 (€' =)
a3enguey Sunyeads umiq S9I100s SURDLIDW Y/ -URISY —
drysuoryeror aane3aN — 389} Surpear pazipiepuelg — (256't = u) sweidoxd
soruedspy 10§ sa100s saperd Suy payrodai-Jog — suedLawy-OruedsI — snotrea ‘apdures
Surpear pazipiepue)s 110339 JUapNYS sardures aprmuoneu
pue sapeid 0} JUeAS[ALIL ‘sa[qerrea esrdojoydAsd SDUSIUDAUOD ‘SUBRDLIDULY
awoy je Suy ueyy [e100s ‘punoidspeq a8endue| ‘suostredwod dg -uersy (V661)

oo adenguef Sunjeadg—  awoy arreuuonsanb /foamg - umiq pue dS ungipm o pue -owredsipy  reJ pue Apauuey

89



Juswa AT DR

Gurpear £
apern) pajorpaid uiny
ut yorym ‘Aousngord 99 =u-
Sug pue Aoerey (p1y> 03 pnore Surpear ardures wopuey —
uedg jyusSrowe Srom ye Aoeray uedg 1o Sug reurpnirduo| —
pasorpaxd seonoerd 30 asn syuared) seonoerd Aoeay suostreduwod eare y)) ‘soppduy
Aoexoyy Arure, —  ATrurey :smarazejur swoy ypdap-ug — d3 unppm Ly so1‘sT1d rTuedg  (0007) ‘Te 39 9s9Y
JUSUIDASIDE [OOYDS
uo wsiengurfiq
JO 109533 aA13E39U ON] —
juedyTudIs S2100S  SISATeue 1030ej ‘Sjelg — swerdoxd
9IOW SI0}0€J IS}0 s159) Are[nqesoa pue Surpeay — 0001 "xoxdde = u - snorrea
“parefar ATySmy jou MO °saS ‘Aousgord Sunum  spdures 9ousTUSAU0D ‘spimuoneu
Ayniqe Surpear pue pue Surpear uedg ‘Aousrogord ‘suostredurod ‘sotuedstp] (9861) 1OUII]
Kouaroryord a8endue1—  Sunum pue Gurpear Suy :Aoaing — d3 unppm 41 rengurg pue Uss[PIN
s@unper Aousroyord T [e10 — sanseawt
T pue 1] [reoax aZessed aanerenb
ur Surpear paydLIud U9)LIM pue [e1o ‘suorsanb 2AndIsap :syeig —
uedg ur adusjedwo) — |, Surqoid,, Surpear-ysod ‘suonsenb TT=u-
S1X3} L, AUdWIUOISIAUD,, SuTpeal SurLmp SaIpNJS ase) —
J[NOLJIP SIOW YHIM ‘suostredwod (3r0dar pue A103s)  Apnys oryderSouyye
os A[Surseanur 9x9)  sadessed ad4) x93 /a1ua3 JusIayyIp parrela( — VD UIdyjIou
Sug jo Surpuejsiopun T :suorssas Surpear adesseJ — sordures ur weidoxd
y1oddns UOT}BAIDSO WOOISSE]D) — SOUDIUDAUOD ren3uiq (0661)
0} uedg jo a8paymouy sauanyoIrd ¢ pue 17 :Sp10da1 ‘suostredurod ‘sawoy Tendurfiq zanbsep pue
U0 PaI[aI SJUIPNI§ — [OOUDS pue SMIIAIJUI JUSPNIG — d3 unpm 9 woxy sotuedsip]  ‘owojoreg ‘1a8ue]
sj[nsay (Sunsry renred) uS1sa(q Yoreasayy sapern sonsLRPEIRYD) sIoyny
SINSEITA] SWOdINQ ardureg

Qo
(ponuyuod) 1°¢v a19vL



Gurpear Sug
o a3y 03 adenduey
JAT}RU PISN SIDAJIYOR

doy Sjomo € —

S41D
3} JO SaI02s 153NS Jurpeay —
(8uq) amses\ xeyudg renduryig —
(8uyg) £eaing a8en3ue] euonoung —
(Bug)
3597, SUTUPAIOG XLIUAG 1SOMULION —
UOIORIIUI eqIaA ‘asn adenduey
‘SUOTJRAIISAO WOOISSE[d [SH —
OFUT JUSJU0D
pue [eonewwerd ‘osn adenduey
:3Uy UI SJUSPNIS YITM SMITAIIU] —
s1030ey Lyrpeuosiod
‘a8en3ue swoOY :SMITAIIUT
Iayoed) pue juared rewroyuy —

sisATeue
aandadsoriax

‘sye3s oAdIIoso(] —

6r =u-
ordures aduaruLAU0D
‘suostredurod

d3 urgim

pawmnsse Aousyord uedg —

1891, AousYOI ]

©aP] 10 INSELIJA XLJULG [enurfig
:Kousrdyyord adenSduey Sug —

L speiny ur sduewrogiad
SGurpear 3uq jo s)s9) pazipiepue)g —
SPI0231 [OOYDG —

(s41d

‘IgVH) uononsul jo adendue|
Ul §3893 Surpear pazipiepueig —

(suonuaAu0d

jurrd jo a8paymouy ‘pnore

pear £103s uo uorsuayRIduwod

[ero ‘spunos Surpuodsaiiod

pue s1o19] Ajryuspr ~3-9)
juswssasse Aderayn] Afres uedg —

sisATeue
S [PUOT}R[O1I0D
‘sisATeue yped :syeig —

(Lep /urw of)

uonONIISUI

11 pueIsH

ym wrerdoxd

Sug weansurew

‘sarjTurey

pareonpa-[Pm

W01 “9yera] I

‘spunoidsoeq 1]
ISIAATP WO STTH

(g61)
roL-d[iaLg

91



Gurpeas Sug ur a3eraAe [9A9]

operd ye Sururroyrod dS ySipy -
€ 9peIn) ur pajIe)s

Auo uononmsur Surpear Sug —

$2100s urpear s2100s (Surpear) g1 —

VAONY ‘syeis -
(W/HTT“1eT) M0 -
(NTT ‘NTT) WnTpaN —
(H*1'HeD YSH -
:d8 Aousmoryoxd renSurq
pue
(91 =u) ¥ apern) —
(S£ =u) € apern) —
(1£ =u) z opern) —
(L8 =u) 1 opeIn) —
opeid Aq paprarp
(06 = u) 17 3uyg -
(651 = u) 17 uedg -

(uedg ur
uononsur 3urpear
[er}Iur) uoISIaWIWI
Sug /uedg

uo d8 mo] pue wnipay XIIJRJA] UOT}RATISqQ) 98endue] :sardures Kem-om) “eruroyie) (1661)
pazodsino Apuesyrudis dS Y3y — [eI0 yuapnIS§ Uo sa100s dg QOUSTUIAUOD ‘suostredurod WIDUHIOU ‘I uepy pue
:Copern  pue ug Adousnyord enduriq - d3umiqpueunpipyy v€cr ysiBug pue oruedsipy wjoypury
(saamyonas £103s jo sad£y
— 1adoap) sisATeue amjonys
£K103s {(aur[A103S JUDIAOD JO
juswrdo[eAap ur asn Arengedoa saperd
$9100s uotsuayardurod Surpear pUE JINJONI}S dDUIJUDS ISI[IEd UT UOT}eoNpa
pue sIsA[eue 21njonus aoeyans — doeyans) ampadoid Suriods [en3urfiq paAradax
uey) $9100s UoIsuayardurod pIepuels [spoyeow JurIods T “paddeorpuey
Surpeas pue Liqe Surpaifiols  ‘([se) [[9191 AI103S pazipIepue)s) SGurureay
umiq drysuonerar 19yeain) — 9[edg JudwIssassy a8endue| 103 swexdoxd
uorsuayarduwod 3o apedsqns uononpoid [eip — SISAJeue [PUOLRILIOD ‘S)elg — ur “eruIoyeD) (€661)
Surpear pue sisA[eue 1S9, JUSWASIYDY E=u- UIOINOoS Jo urepy pue
amyonys £103s pajdepe umiq [enprarpuy £poqes  jo ordures sousTuLAU0D SIOLIISIP T UT S[OOYDS ‘SLIIEL]
uone[arod aansod yuedyudig — 3seyqns uorsuaypiduwod Surpeay — ‘suostredwod d3 ungyp 69/ < woxy sT1q doruedsipy ‘Ura)sproo)
SIS (Sunsty renred) ugIso(q YoIeasay  apero sonsLREIRYD s1oyny
S3INSEIA] WO ardureg

Aovaar] T puv Aauadyold (pi0 < Uo Saipni§ Jo Aivmiung

'T°C'V 419VL

92



(panur3uo0)

(s199d Buyg aaneu yyim red uo)

9sEd dATIR[AI YJIM pudyprdwod
pue apodap 03 a[qe d3 ySrpy —

Aymoggrp yim pusyaidwod pue
9podap 03 d[qe dS sjerpawajuy —

Surpuayaxdwod pue

Surpooap ur A)noyIp swanxa
parensuowop dnoid mo| —
Surpear c]

d3 moj 103 uorsuayarduwod

Gurpear pajeyr ey

papraoxd aouejsisse “1oaamoy

‘uotsuayardurod Surpeax

papaduur a3paymou onpoejuAs
pue A1e[nqesoA pajrury —

uorsuayardwod Surpeax

<] pue Aousmgord [ero ¢
umjq duapuodsariod [eruan) —

Aousyord rero
27 Jo spoadse (uorsuayarduwod
pue SSSUSAT}RULIOJUT) 2INJONIS
daap pue (ssaupaurioj-fom
pue Ajxedwod [eoneuruerd)
3INJONI)S ADJINS J0] PIPOD
pue PaqgLIdsueI) :U0SS9 dOUSIIS
paje[nuurs Jo UoTjensiunupe
[enp1Arpur ysnoay
passasse Aousroyord [ero ¢ —
010D
103 suonjeuedxa pue ‘suonysanb
sotoyp-apdnnur £q pamoroy
sogessed ¢ ajerrdordde
jo Surpear JuafIs pue [e10 —
aur| yoes Jaje
suororpaid pue suorjejerdiaur
yew 03 paxmbar ‘owry
© Je dur[ auo pear it ‘suorsanb
uorsuaypIdwod adroyd-adymnu
£q pamorjoy “Apuars pear
pI€ pue puz ‘A[[e1o pear jst
:sadessed Surpear ¥ jo samseawr
uorsuaprdwod Jurpear Sug —
SS9UJORLIOD [edTjewueId
pue ‘Ayxardwod eoreuruuerd
‘JU9IU0D dURWAS Suﬁms_w 10§
pa100s aouanbas arnjord surexy-t
woiy Sur(e)£10)s :dInseawr
uononpoid a8enguey rexo Suyg —
$9100s 3593 Aouamyyord
[ex0 uo jred ur paseq
“Ioydes} Aq S[9AS] UOTIONIISUT

(3591, Surpeay
onsouder(] pIojueIG JO 1S3qNs
Burpear prom pue Lrenqesoa

A1031pne uo soueuriojrad
0} Burproooe pausdisse)

(6T =u) mo1—
(8T = u) ayerpauLIaju] —
(0T =u) ysiy -

:sapdues 2dUSIUDAUO0D “S[oAJ]
d3 Burpear jo suostredwod
d3 umiq pue unpipm

aandrsa( syeig —
(z =u) mo1-
(2 = u) ayerpawIaju] —
(t=w) ysiy -
:sardures
oudIURAU0D “sdS [9Aa]
Kouamyyoxd Surpear Suy jo

Gurpear Suyg ur juswade[J — uostredwod ‘Apnis ased-ardimnin

swerdoxd
Sug weansurew
pue uoneonpa
[enduriq ‘v
WIDU3}I0U Ul S[O0YDS
[EINITWIS pue ueqin

€ g€ ‘s71d oruedsipy

wexdoxd rendurq
[euornjisuer}
4 ‘s719 1] uedg

(1661)
d1kog pue
KoGara g

(6861)
KoSa1ag

93



soueurrojrad

Burpear jo aanorpard A1ydry
Kouardyyord Suy [ero 19yearn) —

JUSWASTDE

Gurpear pajorpard umy ur yorym

(s41d
‘gavd) uononnsut jo agenue|

U $359) SuTpeal paziprepuelg —
(suonusAuod
jurid jo a8paymowy “pnore
pea1 £103s uo uorsuayprduwod
[exo ‘spunos durpuodsariod
pue s19)39] Ayruapr “3-9)

juowssasse Aoeray Ajres uedg —
(prmyo 03

SUOTe[a1I0d ‘SISATeUe e —

‘Aousyord Suy pue Aderey pnore Surpear ‘SIom je Aoerd| 99=u-
uedg juaSoure pajorpard uedg 10 3ug jo asn syuared) ordures wopuey —
soonoerd Aoerany Afrure — soonoerd Aoerayy Afrurey reurpnrduo — earR ‘v ‘soppduy (oo07)
L opern) 'smarazajur swoy ydep-ug — suostredwod d8 unpip Ly so7 ‘s714 1] uedg “Te 39 959y
syeys pagoadsun —
sysay-3sod pue -a1J —
SIopear (&L=
ur s3dedu0d 03 pajefaI sanIAnOR uononysur remgar ;0D — paymoadsun
S[OIJU0D 0} o3en3uef [e10 ‘pay 19yoe} (2= wexdoxd
paredwod A103uaauf 3s93-3s0d “UOTJUSAIDIU] [BUOONIISU] —  UOIJUSAISJU] [PUOTIONIISU] Y[ [ — ‘Tooyps drjgqnd
uo juswaAoxdur yuedryudis 3s93-3sod pue -axd 03 Juawrudisse payadsun sexar, ‘17 uedg
pamoys dS (paugep jou) y[ - Arojuaauy Surpeay 9AndLdsar ] — ym dS umiq pue unppy € Ayurofews ‘oruedstyy  (1861) Za1d
d3 y8ry pue syerpaurrajur
UM} SSOUDAT}RULIOJUT
pUe SSaUPIULIOJ-[[oM paunap JoU :sjelg —
U0 S9OURIdJJIP JuedyTudig — (uedg ur ue8aq <€ “Sug
sd8 Surpear ur uopgonsur gurpear uedaq
Y31y pue Mo um]q saInseauwr Gz awrerdoxd Sug wreansurewr
[ U0 90oUdIdHIp JuedyrudIg — ur 61 “wexoxd uoreonpa
duanyoid [e1o ¢ renSuryiq ur g€) LS = u [ejo] —
SIREEN| (Sunst renred) ugrsa( YoIeasay  Jpein) So1SLIdRIRYD sioymy
S3INSEITA] WO0dINQ srdureg

(panurjuod) z€v a14VL

94



S4dLD
A} JO SAI0S 3SANS JuTpedy —
(Bug) amseajy xejukg rendurprg —

(Bug)
Aaamg a3enZue [euonoung —
(Bug) 1891,
jou prp Surusang xejukg 3soMyIoN —

AJ1S0QI9A ‘JUdUWIOASIYDE SUIpLal  UOIORIDIUI [EqI9A asn adenduey (Aep /urux o€)
UM paje[ar1od Appuedyrudis ‘SUOT)EATISO WIOOISSE[d [SH — UonONISUL I pue
(eyep mararayur) uogonpord OJUT JUSJUOD pue 159 ynm wrexdoxd

Gug [exo ur pesn sweyr  eonewwreid ‘asn adenduey :3ug sisA[eue Sug wreansurew

A1RINqEO0A JUSISJJIP JO IDQUINN] — UT SJUSPNYS YIIM SMITAIU] — dA13dadsoxjar “syeys aandinsacg — ‘SaI[TUIR} PajeONPd

jsaiqns s1030ey AjrTeuosiad 6r=u- -[[@M WO} “9)eIa)I]

Surpear uo juawAdTOE o1paId ‘oGengue[ swoY :sMITATOIUT ordures aduLTULAU0D 17 ‘spunoidxoeq
Jou pIp $2100s 359} a3enue| — I9ded) pue juared [ewroyuy — ‘suostredurod d3 unp 0—T 17 9SIOAIp WOIj STTH

Gurpear 3ug jo 103o1pard sasATeue uorssar3ax
189 puodas S[[B[s Suruaysi| Jug — pUe [BUOI}R[ILIOD :S}RIG —
9 opeIn) je $2100s uorsuayarduod reurpnmrduo —
uorsuayardurod Surpear Sug Burpear z] pue 17— oY =u-

jo 10301pard 3s9q S apeIn) je $2100s uorsuayarduwod ordures sduLTULAUOD

uorsuayarduwrod Surpear uedg — Buruaysiy T pue 17— ‘suostredurod d8 unpp 9-S sT1q 11 uedg
pauwmsse ALouaryord uedg —
389 AduemdnyoI ] VAAL

10 InseaA xejukg rendurrg
:Kouamdnyord a8enduer Sug —

L apern) ur sduewriojrad Surpear
Sug jo 389} pazipiepueig —
SPI0231 [00YDG —

(¥g61)

o101,
-o[[aes

(1661)

ofe)
pue 140y

95



Suyg
ouedny)) 10 agendueprajur
‘uedg 03 paynqrie aq ued

s10119 jo uonprod juedyudig —

Arenqeooa Suyg ypm

parea1100 Apjuedyrusis
ssauareme [ed13o[ouoyJ —

ssaudreme

ear8orouoyd pue

T pue I ut ATe[ngedoa

JO ssauaAIsud)Xa £q

Arenqeooa

‘rewrurerd “‘uvogenunuoid

“Burreds uedg :ad£y £4q

poarissep sojdures Sunim
ur szoxxo Surrads Sug —

(LvD

Jo 3593qns) uotsuayardurod

Gurpear ug -
(suonruyap [ewLIojur pue
[PULIO)) YSe} UOHIULop
Kremqeooa uedg pue Sug —
ssouareme
[eordorouoyd Sug —
Sug ur s389) UOHEOHUIPT
PIOM-19}139] pue
uorsuaypIdwod Jurusysry —

Bug u (SYVL) SIPIS
sisAfeuy £1031pny Jo 1S9 —

aandrosap :syeig —
(26 =u) g opeIn) —
(84 =u) € apern) —
orduures
9DUSTULAUOD “suostredwod
d3 umiq pue unpip

sisATeue uorssardar ‘syeyg —
LG =u-—

VD ‘sapeduy so
‘sassepd renduryq

9‘¢  owos ‘s77q 1] uedg (5g61) [[PUU0ID

werdoxd rendurq

paurerdxa uorsuayardwod (dIAL/9-LAdJ) sumnsay Surrdg pue e — QduRURIUTEW
Surpear ur sdueLIRA §3$9} A1e[NnqedoA ordures souaTULAUOD ‘oZednyD
3o uonxod yuedyrudig — aandeoar Suy pue uedg — ‘suostredwod d8 unpp €21 ‘sT114 17 uedg (6661) "Te 32 JYSI[IRD
sjnsay (Sunsiy renred) ugrsa(q Yoreasayy Jpern) sofsLReIEYD) sioyny
S3INSEIA] WOdIMO drdureg

Juaudojanacy Aovaazi T Jo sipys juauoduio) uo saipnis Jo Aiwwung € € v a14VL

96



(ponu13u00)

$10}0€J 9sn / punoIdoeq
a8enSuef pue
Ayqiqe vonyersuer; ayeudod
umiq drysuornjerar sey
UOTje[SURI} UT 9DURLIEA
O yjunowre juedyruds
10§ pajunodde sayeudod
uedg jo a8paymowy] —
saxiNs umiq sdiysuorjerar
onpeurasAs Sug —
uedg jo a3paymouy] pajrwury —
sajeugoo-uou 03 paredwod
sa1eu300 Jo uonru30a1
ut puax; rejuswdopad(g —
s1o119 (sisAreue
aansenuod 3ug 03 uedg)
pajorpaid uo syusprys
19p[o pue 1o8unok
pue “ug pue uedg
UM} 9DUDIDJJTP JUedYIUSIG —
ssauazeme [edrdojouoyd
10 uon U031
PIOM UJIM 9JL[I1I0D
jou prp Lousnyord
[exo Sug pue uedg —
uonu30da1 prom Juyg
pue uedg yjoq jo 103o1pard
juedyTUdIS B SsoudIeme
Teordorouoyd uedg —

ysey Sunyoyew drysuonerar
Xgyjns onewa)sAs uedg-Suy -

uonTu800aI 1389 sisATeue uorssardax
Aremnqeooa ou/saf uedg — ardnmuw “VAQNYV :s1eig —
yse} (65 =u) g opern) —
uorje[sue) ajeudod-uou (1¥ = u) 9 apeI) —
pue ayeudood uedg o3 Sug - (96 = u) ¥ apery —
arreuuonsanb :sordures
asn o8enGue| — 2dULIULAUOD ‘suostredwod
arreuuonsanb punoidyoeg - d3 umiq pue unpip
syeig —
(Y€ =u)Sug 11—
3893 Surypads Sug — (§€ =u)uedg 17—
sGurypods aAnsenuod sordures
uedg/3ug 10] Pa3oa[es  IDUSTUSAUOD ‘suostredurod
spiom Sug uowrwod ot — d3 umiq pue unpp

uonugodar piom
Suy 03 uedg :s)s03 105SURIT, —
53593 uonIUS00a1

prom Sug pue uedg — sIsATeue uorssardax
(gy1-21d) sys03 Aousroyord ardnnu “sisAteue

Texo Sug pue uedg — [EUOT}L[O1IOD 1S}e)g —

1S9} ssaudIEME Le=u-
reor3orouoyd uedg - ordures sousTULAUOD

159} AI[Iqe Suruueu 19)39] — ‘suostredwod d3 unpp

SUI00ISSE[d
renguiiq
0T “A31D 3SOMPIN
98xe[ jo seare
Sunyeads-ysruedg
Apueuruwopazd
Ul S[00oYds ueqin

89 € 57749 1] weds

payoadsun
weidoxd ‘v
wraynos ‘1 Sug
9°CCe pue sT1714 1] uedg

wer3oxd renduryiq
[euonisuer}
1 ‘8719 1] uedg

(¥661) A3eN
pue peyg-unuep]

(96671) e 32 e[oyseq

(€661)
yeyg-unuer pue
A3eN ‘nSoundingy

97



sisATeue aanejenb

SMIIAISIUI JUIPTIG — ‘syeys aanpdrrosag —
s3ur[elar 1xa1, — (€=u)
juswssasse A3a1ens Suyg ur s1epeal (Nyssadons
pnoye surny paydwordun 3ug rendurjouoiy —
/paydwor — (€=u)
SI9pEaI [NJssaddnsun 3uq ur s1opear [nyssadons Burjooypos ren3uryiq
pue [nyssadons AqreurSrew oruedsrpy — JWOS “SIOLIISIP
ojur uoneZII039)Ed 159} (8 = u) Bug ur s1opear [ooYos T ur
s1apear pazIpiepue)s pue I9ydea], — [nyssaoons oruedsrp] — spooypos € ‘17 Sug
[nyssadons oruedsIf] g arreuuonsanb sordures pue (sje19)1[Iq pue
I1e £4q pasn Sunyersuen pue punoIdyoeq JUSWISSISSE  IDUSTUIAUOD ‘suostredurod renguryiq £qrezo) (9661) uosIesJ
A3ayens unypress ayeudo)) — 93parmouy JoLL ] — d3 umiq pue urgipg L9 sT1g otuedsiyy  pue ‘ereq) ‘zauawi(
3 pue [ooydsaxd
ULDLIdWY papuslje
pey/papuspe
pue [ooyds
VAONY ‘Sieig — pusseam a8enSuey
jrede syjuowr 9SAUIYD) papuane
9 ‘suorssas 3urnsa) T — ST ULIEPURIA] —
yse} uoneIuIwdas (S =) sawoy
duLuLs uy — I 9peID) ULTepue I — sse a[ppruw-roddn
sk} uonjeIuaW3as (ST = u) Y uLrepuUe I — ‘-3[ppPIW WOJJ ‘eare
swauoyd urrepueA — (St=u)ySug 17— uo3sog 1oyeard
awny 1940 parmboe s3urrods sordures ‘I 9peIn) 03 Y
SJUTRIISUOD NI[-OATIEN] — POIUSAUL S,UdIP[IYD) — SDUSIUDAUOD ‘suostreduwiod 17 ULIEpURA pue
S309JJ9 uTeW JULdYTUSIS ON — 1$9) ssaurpear Jurpeay — d3 umiq pue unpip Iy uspredrapury 17 Sug (<66T) ersy
s} nsay (Sunsty renaed) ug1sa(q Yoreasay apein sd1jsLIRRIRYD sioyny
SINSEITA] SWO0dINQ ardureg

(ponuyuoo) €€ v a19vL

o}
(o)}



(panu13uo0)

sT14 1oy sured 1odre| —
sd3
y30q 10§ sured juedyrudig —

d3 1 ur st Suowyy 10§
Burpuoaiq pue Sunuswdas
‘SuruAyr Suowry
ur yuawaAoxduur juesyudig —
sd8 oD 10
AL Ut Bug 17 UeY} JUSISHIP
Apuedyuds jou sT1q -
d8 D ur 5774 ueyy
ssouareme edrdojouoyd
JO SIINSEAW JWOS
uo 1oy3ry Apueoygrudis
pa10ds d8 ¥ 1 ur sT1q —
Sururen Teordojoydiow
UM padueyud
aq pnoo ‘sayeudod
se sprom Gurzrud0oa1 jo
ssauareme dnsmaurrejowr
uo juapuadop
“3ug 03 93parmouy
[eorxo[ uedg jo 1oysueiy —
uonyru8odax
97eu300-Uou I9A0 J3eudod
UT 9DUSIDJIP JUedyIusIg —

$1S9}qNS SsaUDIEME
rear8orouoyd Suyg 9 —

359 Aouesmdryord
3ug SV1-91d — ST1d 104 —
SySe} SsaudIeME
rear3orouoyd Suyg —
SMITAIOIUL
AdeIyI] AJTurey ‘smMarAIjul
“UOTJRAIISAO WIO0ISSE]D) —

uorsuayarduwod
Gurpear Sug -
sareudod-uou
pue sajeu8oo
jo81e)-uou /3od1e)
JO $3893 ArR[NqEd0A
ou/saf 3ug pue uedg —
sareudod jo81e)
30 3593 @o10y-a[dn A —

(Lzze =u) Sug 17—
(o¥ =u)
sT71q oruedsrp] Afurewtrj —
sordures
2dUBIURAUOD ‘suostredwod
d3 umiq pue urgipg
SISATeUR 9JRLIBATNUW ‘S)e)G —
sdnoxd
[1e jo Sunsay-isod pue -a1J —
(OD 03 reTTUIIS = U) SIsSE[D
uostredwod feuonIppe ¢ —
(Bug 1711 ‘ST
soe 17 T “Suowry] 1741 =
u) uononIsur ey 0D —
(Bug
17 €1 ‘s71q Suowpy 1]
91 = u) 3ug ur uonONIYSUI
reor8orouoyd ogadg T —
JuWIUSISSE SOUSIUDAUOD
ym suostreduwrod
d3 umiq pue unpp

sisATeue uorssar3ax
sdnmu “VAONVIA ‘S1e1s —
VL=u-

ardures aduaTIAAU0D
‘suostredwod d8 urgypg

payoadsun
wexoid “uojsog
JO NOS S[ooyDSs
ueqin ‘syuapnis

17 Sug pue
M oruedsrp Ajrewrig (0007) 15R1I9],
payadsun
weidoxd “yD
UIdYIOU Ueqingns (£66T)

M ‘st1SugpuesTig  39GI0D) pue S}RqOY

surer3oxd
Auo-3ug
pue uoneonpd
ren3urfiq ‘spooyds
Areyuawape ueqin
96y T ‘774 171 uedg (€661) Te 32 A3eN

99



s3urrads pasusnpyur-uedg
pajorpaid azowr paonpoxd

SJUSPNIS [NJSSIONS 3893 Surypads Sug —
SS9 — §S2DONS 1S9} 0} sdrysuonear 2AndLSap s)elg — surer3oxd
Surprodoe padnoid usyp — SweU J19)39[-punos Q0L = u-— renguryiq ‘spooyds
opeid £q padnoxd Sunsenyuoo Sug-uedg 105 ordures sousTuLAU0D UI9)SEapIWl UegIn (8g61)
USUM S9DUSIJJIP ON — Pa)03[as SaLI08ajed prom § — ‘suostredwod d3 unpp Y€z o8rer‘s71q 17 uedg US[[Y pue [[oInZ
sasAeue
aaneenb ‘VAONV ‘siels -
(or =u)
3ug 17 ‘v pue € sapern) —
{o0UPS WAy
(o1 = u [p103gNS)
3uqg 17 (¥ ape1n)
S=u‘(¢oprin)S=u-—
(o¥ = u rejoiqns)
reyuswdoranap (rounpy ‘oe “Suow] ‘dg)
a3en3uerrojur d3 31 yoea woug ‘(¥ ape1n) VD [e1uad
A1981e] 99 03 SI01I0 PaMOYS S=u‘(¢opern) S =u- ‘pagyadsun
stsATeue aaneyeny) — TOOUDS WOdUT-MO swerdoxd quanyye
S[OOUdS umiq :UOT)O3[aS WOpPUeI “(JOOYds I pue awodur
SDURISIITP JUedPTUIG — pue ape1d ‘punordyoeq MOJ T ‘S[OOYDS (666T) preyoIg
d3 a8enSuey jo ssaypredar s3unrim reumof a3en8uer) suosrredwod ¢ ‘st Sug pue s1| pue ‘uosweiqy
suraeped 3urpads refrurg — ur s1ox1 Surpads Suyg — d3 umiq pue urgip ¥ ¢ JSIDAIP M ST ‘supjdwoy,
2AndLsap :s)elg —
Sug w
uononysur resrdojouoyd
ofyads uoTUd AT —
paisay-isod pue -a1J —
s} nsay (Sunsty renaed) ugrsa(q Yoreasayy apein) sdnsLRpRIRYD sioyny
SINSEITA] SWO0dINO ardureg

(panurjuoo) €€V a19VL

100



(ponu13u00)

105 a1e0s 3d-t) punoidyoeq

SaI100S

159) Surpear pazipiepuelg —

SI[qeLIeA SHS —
(anSuoy

yjow pue ‘odenJue|
awoy “Aousmdryord
uedg uepum pue [eio

siseue uorssar3ar apdynua

SuoTje[aIIod ‘'YAQONY :Sieis —
00¢‘1t "xoxdde = u —

suwrea3oxd

3s91 Surpear uo 1931y par1ods aden3uer-uedg sordures Snotrea ‘ygn
S[IB{s Ade1ayr] uedg 1ojeard ‘suonjexrdse feuoneonpa 9DUBIULAUOD ‘suostreduiod 3somnog “oruedsipy (8661)
UM SJUSpPNIS UoTjeIouad-pIf — :2areuuonsanb £oaing — d3 umiq pue dS unpip TI ‘01 uoneraudad pIf ‘puc st eZOpIE)) pue [orNg
s1oy1am se dofeaap oy S1oMIeW VAONY ‘syeig —
papaau 3sInodsIp aaIsensod 9SINOdSIp dAIsensIad (61 = u) 3ug swerdoxd
JO [9A9] 1oy31Y e 2aRY 10§ POPOd SUILIM  OJUI pawESnSUTeW Apeal[y — wearjsurews pue
JOU Op STTH powearjsurew aarsensiad jdwoxd (8T =u) 187 ur - ISH VSN 1SomMynog
e Sunsa8ans ‘sd3 umiq prepuess 03 asuodsax sardures aouaTULAU0D ur s[ooyds Aj-rouur (V661) 109301
Q0UIDHIP JuedYIuUdIS ON — Ul uaptam ‘sapdwues Aessq — ‘sasATeue d3 umig ¥ T ‘s714q 11 uedg pue zopnuiag
VAONY s3e3S —
(ex =)
1S Touurdag —
(g1 =)
"ISH d¥eIpauLIdIU] —
(Fr=u) VD ‘sepeduy
[erpawey Sug 17— so “‘wrerdoxd
(91 =u) 7ISH ur sT14 Jeuurdaq
Burpeas jo [oad] orureyderd oy payi8 Suyg 17— pue djerpaurLIul
uonuaje arow Apuedyrudis sey sajdures sousruRAU0D ‘st Sug (2g61) weyern)
pred sjuopmys 75 Suruurdeg —  uonedyyULP! drwayders) — ‘suostreduwod d3 umig jad [eTPaWaL pue PajyIo) pue ‘OurAdT ‘ueag
sj[nsay (Sunsty renaed) u81sa( Yoreasay  dpern sdisLRPeIRY) sIoyny
SAINSEIA] WOdINO ardureg

Rovaa317 T puv Aovia117 T U0 Satpni§ Jo Auvuiung v-€'v a1avi

101



uedg
pue Sug ur uorssnostp d3

suopsonb uorsuoyerdwod  padej-orpne/pade;-o0apIp —

sIsATeue aAnejTeng) —

VD “ereqreq

jo sonewderd Sunardiajur suonsanb 0L =Uu-— BJURG “WOOISSE[D
A13991100 pue “SurdusIajur uorsuayprdwod Surpearx ardures ren3urjiq reuonisuern}
Aynoyjip pey syuapmig — 0} SI9MSUE UDJIIA — souaruRAu0D “‘d3 uryipm 14 ‘s71g 1] uedg (9661) porg
o)W
103lgns xardwod arow 0}
anp Ajqeqoid ‘e jo sypoadse
druIdpEdE YIm AJnoysip
3s93ea13d padudLIadxy —
CI-—zr a8y
Arprder ysow
SULIOU [9AS[-0peIS PaAdNPY — SUIpear ur Sa100s 1S9} YIS — aAndusap :syeig — werdoxd
TI-§ 93y Sug ur Surjooyos ghé't =u- 7ISH ‘3se0)) iseq uo
27 jo yuawdofanap JO s1eak Jo TdqUINN — suostredurod [aaar-aperd was£s [ooyds orqnd
orwapede ut ssardoxd prder  eartre uodn s[[ps Aoerayr| — pue ‘9oudpIsa1 Jo YP3u9[ a3xe[ ‘spunoidyoeq
jsowr 10§ 1T ut Surjooyds [eALLTR ‘Tearsre jo ade ‘9g-LL61 a8en3uef
JO SIBdA T JO WINWIUTA — uodn Aduanryord Sug — WOIJ BJEP [EUOTI9S-SSOID)  IL‘Q‘9 ‘Y  juaroyrp SZ woyy sT1q (£g61) 1017100
[reoax 3s13 arowr
m paje[ariod Apanisod
‘uedg ur sa1393e13S IO — ISIPPAY asn A3areng —
suopsanb uorsusyardwod asn A3ayens jo Gunrodax
U0 $21008 1YS1y oo15 Surpear 101y —
m pajefariod Apanisod  suonsanb uorsuaypiduwod
Sug ur sar8ayens a0 — aotoy-ardumA — SIsA[eue [PUOT}R[21100
payearIod AySry (Pap102a1 SYDRqY00] pue pue VAONY ‘Sieis —
sad£y £8ayems ‘o8enuey owry Surpear) remdwod 9T =u-— wexdoxd uoreonpa
Jo ssa[predar sardajens jo uo syxa} uedg pue Sug o[dures aduaTULAU0D ren3urjiq A3 uexay, (€661) Z3009) pue
I9qUINU dWes Pasn sjudpnig — Jo Surpear aury £q aur] — ‘suostreduwod d3 ungypy ¥ € 1ofew ‘s71q 1] uedg QWY OdIg-0I3e))
sj[nsay (Sunsty renaed) u81sa( Yoreasay  dpern sJisLRPeIRy) sIoyny
S3INSEIA] WOdINO ardureg

(panurjuod) ¥°€'v a19vL

102



(panu13u00)

SI9peal [nyssaoons oruedsipy
g e £q pasn Sunesuer pue
A3ayens unydress ayeudo)) —

8uans e se punoidyoeq
aden3uel-Tenp Mara syuapNIS
sday yorym ‘uononsur
Surduarreyd Apanmudod pue
‘JueAd[ar A[[RIN}Nd ‘DAISUSS
Aqreonsmury 105 310ddng —
Guissaooxd
159} 0} pajear suonerado
2AnTUS0D dISeq pUe AdeIa)]
JO SSOUDIEME PISEIIIUT
pamoys sSurpuryy jusSrouwry —

syuawarinbai s, 1ayoes) Joawr
0} JOUURWI B UT PUE S)SIIOJUL
UMO I19U} JO SUWLID} UT SJUIAD
Aderay pajerdioyur syuapnig —

paydwoxdun /payduworg —

SMOTAIOIUL JUSPINIG — sisATeue
s3ure1ar xo — aanerenb ‘syeys aandrosag -
Juowssasse (€ = u) Sug ur s1opear
A3ayens pnofe-yunyy  [nyssedons 3ug [enSuIOUOIAl —
(€=u
Suyg ur s1epear [Nyssaddns
AqreurSrew oruedsrp] —
(§=u)Sug ur

SI9pEaI [NJssaddnsun
pue [nyssaoons
Ojur uoryez1I0393ed 359}

Ppazipiepue]ls pue Joydea], — SIopeal [1NJSsadons UMCGQMMI -

arreuuonsanb sordures

punoidyoeq juswussasse SDUSTUDAU0D “suostredurod
93parmouy oL ] — d3 umyq pue urgypp
sisA[eue aaneeny) —

uondNYsUL

Gurpear o139ens fendurg —
“UOT)USAISIUT [EUOTONIISU]
(¥ = u) sz1ayoear —
(9—¥ =u) ssep
UO©d WOIJ SJUdPN)S [ed0,] —
(t = u) oruedsry 17 Sug —
(rg = u) 779 17 ueds -
:SSE[D UOrEdNPa
reroads renduryiq 9-F apern)
auo pue sasse [engurfiq
1engaz & apeir) duo pue
¥ apern) omy woiy sapdures
QDUSIURAUOD ‘Sjuapnjs
[€20] pue WOOISSe[ D)~

SJUapPNS [€D0] M
SMITATIUT pue SuTpear

Gurmp spnore-yurny —

SMITAIUT JODEI], —

SUOT)RATISqO WIOOISSB[D) —
srouyred Sunrim

umiq speunol andorerq —
syuaAd Aderay
WOOISSE[D JO SSUTPIOdaI

orpne “‘uoreAIasqQ —

sisA[eue aaneeny) —
y=u-

ardures
douaruaAu0d ‘d3 unpip

Surjooypos renduryiq
SWOS ‘S)OLIISIP [00UDS
T Ul SJOOYPS € je ‘s1]
3ug pue (ayeray1[1q
pue enguiiq
L‘g  A[re1o) s14 oruedsipy

A310 wI9)SaMpIUI —
Sug weansurew
‘oruedsrpy 17 Sug -
Sug weansurew
0} pauornIsuer)
9°¢ Y ‘s 1] uedg —
> [endur(iq papusye
Asnorasid ‘ygn
3somuynog ur 3unes
I ueqm ‘sT7q 1] uedg

(9661) uosreag

pue ‘emien) ‘zauswi(

(0007) Zouawil(

(£661) opurren

103



sadenGue|
30q ur sa18a3e1)s asayy pasn
sardajens Sunpjew-3urueaw
Po0S Y3Im sjuapnys asoy ], —
suopeuerdxa
pue sajdwrexs s1apear 1o100d
‘sasu0dsa1 PazZI[eNnIXxajuodap
pue joensqe
arouwr papraoid s1opear 10339y —
uonsanb jo ad4y pue
!(3ug 190 uedg) aden3uey
pue (s3r0dar 1940 Sa1I03S JO
Surpuejsiopun 19339q) 91uad
10§ S}09JJd urewr yuedyrusig —
S[ID[s Suriysuern
jou a1om sagenue]
yoq ut xood waIpyD —
Bug 03 uedg woy
S[DYs paxraysueny 3uy ur rood
nq uedg ur pool uarpy) —
SIIBIS Suntm
juapuadapur pey saenduey

sduner Aousnyord ¢ TeIO —
[Teda1 a8essed uapim pue
[exo ‘suonsanb  3urqoid,,
Gurpear-jsod ‘suonysanb
, JUSWIUOTSIAUD,
Gurpeas Surmp
‘suostredwod (3rodax
pue £103s) sadessed ad £y
X3} /91Ua3 JUSISJIP T
:suorssas Surpear adesse —
UOTJRAIISO WOOISSE[) —
sapusnyord ] pue 1]
SSISSE 0} SPIOII [OOYDS
PpU® SMIIAISJUT JUSPNIG —

JUSJUOD DTjULWIdS

pue “uoneonsnydos

‘Ayxardwod sey Sunrim
uondrsap amydLJ —

30q ut pood udIpyD) — (r00d
sadengue| 10 poo “areos jurod-z
yroq ut 100d UIpIYd ‘ST[D[S [e10 uo Afrrewrid

ueyy a8enduey pajeonsiydos
pue xa7dwod a1ow
pasn sagenuey yjoq ur poold

poaseq) paurquiod
S[IDYs Surpear pue
‘Tene “Tero :Aousnryord

samseaw aATjeyEnb ‘sjeys
aAndLsap “YAONY “S1els —
TT=u-
SaIpNys ase)) —
Apnys
sryder8ouyye pafrelaq —
so[dures 90ULTULAUOD
‘suostredwod d8 urgympy

SUOLR[LI0d “VAONY 'Sels —
6=

Sug pue uedg ur 100] —
(z1 = u) uedg

ur poo3 g ug ur 100 —
(lr=u)

Bug pue uedg ur poon) —
sajdures aduaTIOAU0D

wexrdoxd pen3uryiq
“RIUIOJI[RD) WISY}IOU

‘sawoy ren3urjiq (0661) zanbsep pue
g woxy soruedsipy ‘awojoregq ‘rodue]
1D

“USARE] MAN] “S1edA
¥—1 105 urer3oxd

uarp[yo pue d3 Sug urzood  o3en3ue[ passasse-1ayoea} ‘19431 Adouspyord a8enZuey ren3ur(iq ur usaq (6861)
nq uedg ur pool uarpy) — Suy pue uedg - jo uostreduroo d8 umig Sy pey ‘soruedsrp 1] uedg MOUG pue dzneue|
sj[nsay (Sunsty renaed) u81sa( Yoreasay  dpern sJisLRPeIRy) sIoyny
S3INSEIA] WOdINO ardureg

(panurjuod) ¥°€'v a19vL

104



(panur3uo0)

uorsuayardwod

ur 9A1O9JJ0 Afrenba

ng ‘sd8 sourunUO POXIA
pue Sug pood woiy Surpeax
SBuyg ur sarderens JuazayjIp
pue sardajens Surpear
uedg pasn A[nyssadons

sopear uedg pooo) —

sadenguef yyoq
UT JX9) JO WLIOJ O} UOT}US}je
arow pred Apueoyrudis

sopear uedg pooo) —

Aypiqesp

Gurpear jou - Aousnyord Sug
Jo ey Terauad Sunsadans
“3ug ur x93 Jo Surueawr
urejaz jou prp dS Gurpear

uedg ur pajqesrp Sururea| —

sadengue|

30q UT 3xd} 0} A[oSO[d

210w pardype jey; sardajens
Surpodap pasn A[uajsIsuod

s1apear uedg pooo) —

1x3} a3 03 £[9sod
arow Apueoyrudis paraype

s1opear uedg jo sdS yjog —

] pue 177 ur Surpeas

payorus uedg ur sdusyedwo)) —

s1opealr
100d pue poo3 pajenjuarayIp
Kouanyord Suyg

ueyy) Joyjer sar3ajens poo) —

Surpeey —
sIsA[eue andSIA —
SuoIssas urpear [e10) —

sSuryesar
pue sisAJeue andsIAl —
suonoa[as Surpeal papeis) —
K1oyuaur Surpear andSIA —

(oz =)

[ooypds je Sug ‘woy je
uedg 17 :0URUTWOP-PIXIA —

(01 = u) uedg Loera
[enrur :s1opear uedg pooo) —

(or =)

Sug ur Aoera)1] [enur ‘owoy
je Suq :s1apear Sug poos) —

juswrugrsse

90URTURAU0D “UosLreduwod

d8 umiq pue unpm

sisATeue 1030e§

PUe 99U5S “VAONY ‘S1elS —
6=u)

uedg ur pajqestp Surpesy —
(or =)

Sug ur paqesIp Surpeay —
(or =)

uedg ur s1opear pooo) —
(or =)

Bug ur s1epear poox) —
ardures
9DUBIULAUOD ‘suostreduiod

d3 umiq pue urgpg

wexrdoxd pen3uryiq
[y Sug-uedg
‘}SoMIN0G Ay} ur
SIOLISIP [0OYDS UreqIn
9Cy o3re[ T “soruedsrpy

werdoxd
ren8uryiq Suyg /uedg
VO Ul PLisIp
[ooypos ueqin a8re|
9“6y ursjooyos ¥ ‘oruedsiy

(066T) sayuoueIT

(£g61) sayuowrearjN

105



sfen3urfiq ueyy
sardayens azowr Apjuedyudis
pasn s[en3urjouoy —

juowdoressp Aderanr|

77 Sug >eq spjoy 17 ut
90ua3odWOoD Je) OUIPIAD ON] —

Aoexayy 17 ur sousyedwod

38T

pIom papeis juswssasse
yomb oZar(q ueg -

$91008

(paurquod a3enJue|
pue Surpear) [vS -

sapnjme ‘@duarayard

‘aduajedwiod z] pue

ardures
ADUSIUIAUOD “Suostreduwod
d8 umiq pue unpm

UOT}L[21I0D I9PIO MUel ‘sjelg —
oL =u-

(5g61) ueuIXRAN
pue ‘uorpe 3y
(9861) ueuIXRAN
pue y8ny “‘uorpeq

XL ‘uoisnoy
“pagyadsun werdoxd
¢ ‘¢ ‘st 3uy ‘s11g 1] uedg

j10da1-jJ[as pue sa100s 177 JO (SO 9T ‘9[edSs JII) ordures souarueAu0d payadsun urexdoxd (r007)
1VS JO uonje[arIod 019z 1edN —  arreuuonsanb jrodar-jrag - ‘suostreduwod d8 ungypy 8-S ‘ST TH 9SOWERUIRIA uryg pue uaAn3N
sasAeue [euorye[@1I0d
pPue VAONYV ‘Sieig —
1X9JU0D (§1 =u) 173ug -
Sug ur spIom asuasuou Jo (v =)
Gurueaw “ad10yd ody A — wei3oxd
(&quo urex3oxd ren8uryiq) weansurewr Suy ur 1] uedg —
Jxe3u00 Gurpear Kousyord Gurpear uedg - (1¥ = u) wrexBoxd werdord wreanjsurew
3uq ur sprom Ierjruueyun q9VL ren8uryiq ur s 1] uedg - pue rendurq
jo Surueawr Surssang ‘Kouaroryoxd Surpear Suy - sardures OLISIP [00YDS
uayMm 3 paymouy d1JOeIuAS arreuuonsanb SOURBTUAUOD ‘suostreduwod ueqn ‘st uyg pue (L661) mN
17 Aq paduanyjur spendurig — punoidyoeq a3enue| — d3 umiq pue unpipy gL s711g oruedsrp 17 uedg pue ‘@D 43eN
Aouanryord
Sug [exo0 pajrwr| 10w
JO 3nsa1 9q Aew Inq ‘Sur[elar sasATeue
Ul $21008 1MO[ Auedyrudis 10}0€j pue [BUOT}R[ILIOD
pey s1apear uedg poos - OYPS "'VAONYV ‘s1e35 -
s)nsay (Sunsry renaed) ugIsa(q YoIeasay  apern sonsHReIeY) sIoyny
SAINSEIA] W0dINO ardureg

(ponuyuod) ¥'¢v a1avl o

10



(ponu13u00)

uondngsur
Surpear Sug 03 uonIsuen

0} 3sa17180 s1apea: uedg jsog —
JuawRAdNYDe Surpear Z spern)
pasorpaxd wmy ur ypmym
‘Kousnyord Suyg pue Aoerey
uedg juaSrouwra pajorpard

soopoerd Aderayy Afrure —

sar3ayens ayerrdorddeur
pue pajeonsiydos ssof
Pasn SJUSPNIS [NYSSAOONS SSA —
sured Surpear
UM pajerdosse Ajpanedau
so13ajen)s aanedau ¢ —
srenguryiq £q payo usyo
jsowr suoryedadxa Iaydeay —
arowr Apueoyruds suorsanb
Gunereua-j[as pue ‘s[rejop
10§ Suryoress “Gureryueduod
pasn sfen3urjouoiy —
sa1391e13S JULIYJIp pasn sdo) —

(S4.LD ‘g4 VH)
uononysur jo adenguey ur

$3s9) Surpeal paziprepuelg —
(suoryuaauod jurid
JO 93pa[mouwy| ‘pnoje peax
1038 uo uvorsuaRIduod
[e10 ‘spunos
Gurpuodsariod pue s1op9]
Ajmyuapr ~3+9) yuowissasse
Koexoyy Afres uedg —
(P1yo 03 profe Surpear
“j10Mm Je Koerayy uedg
10 3uyq jo asn syuared)
saonoeld Aoerayy Arurey
:smarazayur swoy yydop-uy —

arreuuorsanb

A3oyens Surpear woy-br —
3s93 Surpear

onsougerp piojueig —

K10yuaAur Surpear
[remyq woiy sadessed
Surpear a[Iym pnofe surnyy, -

SIsA[eue [PUOT}R[21100
‘sisATeue yyed :syeig —
99 =u-
ardures wopuey —
reurpnyr8uo| —
suostredwod dS urnyp
sisATeue
uorssar3ar adnnuu ‘syerg —
g=u-
a1reuuonsanb
K3ayens pue 3593 Surpear
jo Sunsaj-ysod pue -a1J —
ordures 9dudTULAUOD
‘uostredwod dS unppg

1591} ‘sye1g —
(S =)
sren3urjouow 1] uyg —
(cz =)
sren8uryiq 1 uedg —

vare ‘y)) ‘soeduy

Ly soT ‘s714d 11 uedg (0007) "Te 32 9593y

wexoxd g7 A
WID)SoMUINOS 10few
Ied9U UMO) [eLISnpur

[rews ‘s71q 1] uedg

(3861)

She UBWIXEAA PUE UOIpeJ

107



uaIp[ny Suryeads-Guy aaneu
03 xeyruats a3enguef jo romod
PUE 9DIO0A “DOUSIPNE JO ISUDS

© Jo seare S[[s dofeAdp sT1q —

Sunum jo suoneniead
I8} YSNoIy) paouspIaa

Sunrim Teunol anSorerp -
'D30 oeqpasy
‘SUOTSSaS SUnLIM
‘ssado1d padey-orpny —

S9110}s UMO pue 19ad
JO uoneN[eAd S,UdIP[IYD) —
SMIIAIDIUT [EULIOJU] —

c=u-—

Apnys reuonearasqQO
sisA[eue aaneeny) —
(z =) 9 opero -
(z=u) ¥ opein) —

(T =u) € opern) —

(¥ =u) zopein —

wrearjsurewt
0} pauonisuer}
9V ‘STTH ueIsy iseayinog

sasse[d 1sq

(£g61) enzin

Sunum jo syaoey Auew S9OUDIDJUOD sordures mo-nd 10§ MaN
JO SSouRIEME PRy SJUapMIS Sunum padej-orpny —  9ousTULAUOD ‘suostredwod aeysdn ur jormsip
pamoys sisATeue aanyeIeny) — UOT}EAIISAO WOOISSE]D) — d3umiqpueurgypy 9V €c [ooyos adre[ ‘s11q (€661) Aemureg
Gurpear Sug jo 10301paid 3s9q
puodas s[Is Suruaysiy uyg — sasA[eue uoIssaIdar
9 opeIn) je $9100s uorsuaRIdurod pue [PUOT}R[D1I0D ‘S}RIG — VI
uorsuaypidwod Surpear Sug Gurpear ¢ pue 17 - 6V =u-— ‘aohjoY “weidoxd
o 10301paId 3s9q S apeIn) je $9100s uorsuaRIdurod sardures aouaTULAU0D [en8uryiq reuonisuer (1661)
uorsuaypidwod Surpear uedg — Quruaysiy ] pue 17— ‘uostredwod d8 ungypg 9-< ‘s714 1] uedg ofIeD) pue A0y
pawmsse Louspyord uedg -
3s91, AouamdIyOIJ BIP] 10
amses Xejug rendurfrg
:Aouspyord a8enSuey Sug —
L ape1n)
ur sdueurroyrad Surpear
Suyq jo s3s9) paziprepueig —
SPI0d3I [0S —
s} nsay (Sunsty renred) ugIsa(q YoIeasay  apern sd1jsLIRdRIRYD sIoyny
S3INSEIA] SWOdINQO ardureg

(ponuyuod) ¥°¢ v a19vL

108



4

Literacy

Instructional Issues

Fred Genesee and Caroline Riches

INTRODUCTION

Literacy instruction is undoubtedly one of the critical focal points in the
education of all children — native English speakers as well as English lan-
guage learners (ELLs). Literacy is both an end in itself and a means to
other ends since, without formal education, most children would not learn
to read and write and, without reading and writing skills, children would
not be able to learn and function effectively in school and beyond. Clearly,
there are challenges in teaching reading and writing to ELLs that exceed
those that educators face when teaching native English speakers. The focus
of this chapter is on research that has examined the instructional, family
and community, and assessment issues related to reading and writing by
ELLs. For purposes of this review, reading and writing include the production
or comprehension of written language and behaviors related to the production and
comprehension of written language — for example, strategies for comprehending
unknown written words or engagement in reading and writing activities. This
encompasses a broad range of outcome measures, as will become evidentin
the following review. The studies were categorized into four broad topics:

Instructional Approaches
Language of Instruction
Family and Community
Assessment

B P NR

INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES

Research reviewed in this section has examined a wide variety of different
methods, techniques, and strategies for promoting the reading and writing
skills of ELLs. Each study was classified according to one of three major
approaches to instruction: (1) direct, (2) interactive, and (3) process-based
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(see Hillocks, 1984, for a similar taxonomy). Briefly, direct instruction
emphasizes the explicit and direct instruction of specific reading/writing
skills or strategies. Interactive instruction emphasizes learning that is medi-
ated through interaction with other learners or more competent readers and
writers (e.g., the teacher). The goals of interactive approaches include spe-
cific literacy skills and strategies, and they also include literacy-related
outcomes including, for example, engagement in reading/writing and
interest in literacy. Finally, process-based instruction emphasizes engage-
ment in authentic use of written language for communication or self-
expression. Process-based approaches deemphasize teaching the compo-
nent skills and strategies of reading and writing in favor of learning through
induction.

These approaches are not mutually exclusive. A given classroom inter-
vention can entail features of more than one approach. For example, to
some extent, all instruction involves the teaching of specific skills and a
social context in which teaching and learning take place; and, all instruc-
tion entails some kind of interaction, at the very least with the teacher. In
fact, many of the studies classified as direct instruction involve interactive
methods. For example, Padron (1992) taught specific comprehension strate-
gies using reciprocal training methods, and Klingner and Vaughn (1996)
used cooperative learning and cross-age tutoring methods. We view the
studies as falling along a continuum of approaches from direct instruction
to interactive to process-based approaches. Some studies had a relatively
distinct constellation of features with a central focus that fitted into one of
these three classifications. Such studies are treated in that category. Some
studies, like Padron (1992) and Klingner and Vaughn (1996), were com-
posed of different approaches with equal emphases. These are discussed
in conjunction with each appropriate approach. Thus, Padron (1992) is
included in the Direct and the Interactive Instructional sections because
it examines classrooms in which a combination of direct instruction and
reciprocal teaching were employed. A handful of studies did not fit into
any of these categories (e.g., a study on suggestopedia, a method that
emphasizes relaxation and the use of music to prepare students to learn
a new language). Such studies were excluded on the grounds that single
studies of unique techniques lack sufficient generalizability to be useful.
The majority of studies examined reading as opposed to writing and stu-
dents in elementary school as opposed to middle or high school. In other
words, most of this research focused on various aspects of the reading
development of ELLs in elementary school.

In the sections that follow, we describe each generic approach in greater
detail, and we review evidence for the effectiveness of each. All relevant
studies are summarized in Tables A 4.1, A.4.2,and A .4.3. Details about stu-
dents, specific instructional methods, research designs, outcome measures,
and results are included. Space limitations do not permit discussion of all
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studies, and the reader is referred to the tables for details of studies that
are not reviewed in the text.

Direct Instruction

The studies in this category highlight direct instruction of specific skills that
are considered essential for all students learning to read and write. Direct
approaches to instruction are based on the twin assumptions that reading
and writing consist of interrelated but discrete subskills and that these
skills are best taught explicitly. For example, students are taught new
vocabulary items explicitly or given practice discriminating among sounds
and matching sounds to letters. Another characteristic of direct instruc-
tion is its orientation to evaluation. The effectiveness of direct instruction
is assessed directly and with respect to discrete skills, for example, by
testing students’ vocabulary knowledge or their spelling skills explicitly.
Direct instruction is thought to be particularly appropriate and desirable
for minority language students on the grounds that they are at risk for read-
ing and writing development and, thus, they require explicit and focused
instruction in the requisite skills that comprise reading and writing.

A summary of the studies that are reviewed in this section is presented
in Table A.4.1. Despite arguments in favor of direct instruction (e.g., Snow,
Burns, and Griffin, 1998), our search identified few studies that met our
inclusion criteria — only ten. Research on direct instruction has focused
on reading and paid little attention to writing (except see Bermudez and
Prater, 1990; Echevarria, Short, and Powers, 2003). Within the domain of
reading, text-level skills enjoyed the greatest attention (Bermudez and
Prater, 1990; Hernandez, 1991; Kucer, 1992 [also included in Interactive
Instruction section]; McLaughlin et al., 2000; Padron, 1992; Rousseau and
Tam, 1993), while three studies examined vocabulary skills (Avila and
Sadoski, 1996, McLaughlin et al., 2000; Ulanoff and Pucci, 1999). With
the exception of the Kramer, Schell, and Rubison study, which examined
Hispanic ELLs in Grades 1-3, research has focused on learners in Grades 3
to 7/8. Consequently, there is little empirical evidence concerning the
effects of direct instruction on writing at any grade level or on reading
and writing among early primary school (K-2) or high school ELLs. More-
over, none of the studies examined ELLs whose L1 was not Spanish and,
in particular, ELLs whose native language is typologically distinct from
English, such as Chinese.

All three studies that examined vocabulary report significant improve-
ments in performance (Avila and Sadoski, 1996; McLaughlin et al., 2000;
Ulanoff and Pucci, 1999). More specifically, McLaughlin et al. evaluated the
effectiveness of a vocabulary-enriched curriculum that included “direct
instruction in vocabulary to deepen word knowledge of high-frequency,
grade-appropriate words; instruction in strategies such as how to infer



112 Fred Genesee and Caroline Riches

meaning from text, using cognates and recognize root words; and activi-
ties outside the classroom to extend and deepen students” understanding
of word meanings” (McLaughlin et al., 2000; p. 134). The participants were
Grades 4 and 5 ELLs of Hispanic background and English-only students.
Half of each language group was assigned to the treatment group while
half were assigned to the control group; assignment was based on conve-
nience. The control and treatment group students were drawn from the
same schools, but no description is provided of the former’s instructional
experiences. After two years of exposure to the treatment, ELLs performed
significantly better than control students on measures of knowledge of tar-
get vocabulary, polysemy, morphology, and semantic associations; there
was no significant difference between the groups on the PPVT. Moreover,
the gap between the ELLs and English L1 students was attenuated by
40 percent after two years of exposure to the treatment condition. How-
ever, the ELLs continued to score significantly lower than the English L1
students.

In the Avila and Sadoski (1996) study, Grade 5 ELLs of Hispanic back-
ground were taught new English vocabulary using a Spanish keyword
method. Students in the control condition were taught new English words
using a translation method. Students exposed to the keyword method
demonstrated significantly superior word-knowledge skills in English in
comparison to the control group. The advantages of the treatment were
evident immediately following intervention and after a delay of one week.
These findings also attest to the effectiveness of cross-language skills train-
ing, an issue we return to later. Finally, Ulanoff and Pucci (1999) found
that Grade 3 ELLs exposed to a preview-review method of vocabulary
development had greater post-treatment scores (m = 14.87) than did ELLs
who had been exposed to a concurrent translation treatment (m = 7.33)
and control ELL students (m = 10.44). In fact, the concurrent-translation
group scored significantly lower than the control students. There were no
significant differences between groups at pre-test.

We identified only three studies that analyzed the effects of direct
instruction on English text-level reading skills that used statistical pro-
cedures (Bermudez and Prater, 1990; McLaughlin et al., 2000; and Padron,
1992); among these, two reported significant advantages (McLaughlin,
2000; Padron, 1992) and one reported nonsignificant advantages (Bermu-
dez and Prater, 1990) for students who received direct instruction. Three
additional studies in this group provide narrative descriptions of the
effects of direct instruction on reading performance (Hernandez, 1991;
Kucer, 1992; Rousseau and Tam, 1993) and, thus, must be interpreted with
reservation.

Padron (1992) examined the effects of direct instruction on Grades 3 to 5
Hispanic students’ use of specific comprehension strategies: (1) question
generating, (2) summarizing, (3) predicting, and (4) clarifying. There were
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two treatment groups, each of which entailed twice-weekly, 30-minute
sessions for one month; one treatment group was given reciprocal train-
ing and the other question-answer—relations training. In the reciprocal-
training group, teachers discussed why some students experience diffi-
culties understanding text. This was followed by sessions during which
the teacher modeled the four targeted comprehension strategies, follow-
ing which students were given opportunities to use the strategies. In the
question-answer group, the targeted strategies were taught by having
students classify comprehension questions according to what strategies
they could use to arrive at an answer. Students” use of the strategies was
assessed by the Reading Strategy Questionnaire (RSQ), a self-report meas-
ure. Students in Control Group 1 were introduced to the same story as
that read by the students in the treatment groups, and then read it silently,
with none of the special training. Students in Control Group 2 took the
RSQ but had no special intervention; they then remained in the class and
received instruction in a subject other than reading. Control 2 assessed the
effects of prior exposure to the questionnaire on post-test performance.
In response to the RSQ, students in the reciprocal-teaching group indi-
cated that they used more “strong” reading strategies (i.e., “summarizing”
and “self-generated questions”) than the control students, while students
in both treatment groups reported using fewer “weak” strategies (e.g.,
“thinking about something else” and “writing down every word in the
story”) than the control students. There were no differences between the
treatment and control groups on the remaining ten strategies surveyed in
the questionnaire. The design of this study is exemplary in its inclusion of
alternative treatment and control groups. However, the question remains
whether their self-reported increase in the use of certain strong strategies
was actually associated with greater use and whether it resulted in greater
comprehension; this was not examined by Padron. This is a more general
issue of relevance to studies of strategy use; namely, whether increased
use of specific strategies that are the object of direct instruction actually
improves reading comprehension (see also Kucer, 1992).

Rousseau and Tam (1993) examined the decoding and comprehen-
sion skills of eleven- to twelve-year-old Hispanic students with speech/
language impairment following direct instruction using a keyword method
alone, a listening preview method alone, or a combined keyword plus lis-
tening preview method. Student performance was scored numerically, but
there were no statistical analyses of their results and, thus, these findings
must be qualified accordingly. Although the lack of statistical analyses
limits the significance of these results, this small sample study (n = 5) is
noteworthy forits research design. Each student was observed initially dur-
ing a baseline condition, followed, in order, by keyword alone, listening
preview alone, and combined keyword plus listening preview treatments.
This design allowed the researchers to examine the relative effects of these
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two types of intervention, alone and in combination, holding individual
student differences constant. This study is also noteworthy for its attention
to ELLs with speech and language impairment, a group that is not well rep-
resented in current research. The keyword method alone produced better
performance than listening preview alone but not as high as the combined
treatment condition.

Bermudez and Prater (1990) examined the effects of direct instruction
on both reading comprehension and writing in Grades 3 and 4 ELLs of
Hispanic, low SES backgrounds. Writing performance was assessed using
measures of fluency, elaboration of ideas, and organization of ideas. Stu-
dents’ comprehension was assessed post-treatment by a series of questions
that tapped their literal and inferential understanding of three selections
from their basal reader. Students in the treatment condition first read three
selections from their basal reader; they then engaged in brainstorming and
clustering of ideas about the topic of the stories, with the assistance of the
teacher; and, finally, they wrote a paragraph about the topic. The inter-
vention was brief, lasting only two days. Students in the control condition
also read the stories from the basal reader and wrote a paragraph about
them. They too were engaged in a teacher-led discussion of the stories
prior to writing about them; but, in contrast to the treatment condition,
their discussion was based on questions from the basal reader. Students in
the treatment group received significantly higher scores than the control
group on elaboration of ideas in their writing; but there were no differences
between the groups on written fluency and organization. Moreover, there
was no significant difference between the treatment and control group on
the comprehension measure.

McLaughlin et al. (2000), as reported previously, found that Grade 5
ELLs who had been taught using a vocabulary-enriched curriculum for
two years scored significantly higher on a cloze/comprehension test than
ELLs who had not had this instruction. Moreover, the gap in reading com-
prehension between the ELLs and English L1 students was reduced from
1.06 standard deviations after year one of the project to 0.50 standard devi-
ations at the end of year two, a reduction of approximately 45 percent.

A number of additional studies have examined reading comprehen-
sion but provide only narrative descriptions of student performance
(Hernédndez, 1991; Kucer, 1992, 1995; Rousseau and Tam, 1993). We have
included these studies in our review despite this limitation because of the
paucity of studies on direct instruction and in order to give a comprehen-
sive overview of extant work with this focus. All three of these studies
report post-treatment improvements in ELLs" reading performance, but
these findings must be interpreted with caution. Hernandez (1991) found
that instruction in reading-comprehension strategies delivered in Spanish
to Hispanic students in the summer prior to Grade 7 resulted in statisti-
cally significant gains in their reading comprehension in Spanish and, most
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important also resulted in use of these strategies during English reading.
Because Hernandez’s analysis of the transfer data is only descriptive and
the data were based on only seven students, the results must be interpreted
cautiously. These results, along with those from Avila and Sadoski, are nev-
ertheless theoretically and practically significant because they address the
issue of crosslanguage transfer of reading comprehension strategies. More
research is clearly called for to examine this possibility further.

Kucer (1992) used modified cloze reading lessons to teach Mexican-
American ELLs how to use context clues when they encounter words they
do not know how to read. The intervention took place over the course
of the Grade 3 school year. Kucer observed that 93 percent of the stu-
dents’ responses to unknown words in the cloze passages were contex-
tually appropriate. However, interviews with the students indicated that,
despite their good performance on the cloze passages, they often misun-
derstood the teachers’ intent in using them. Kucer cautions that it is not
sufficient to directly teach reading and writing strategies. Students also
need explicit explanations of how and why they are useful, and they must
be motivated to use them.

The effects of direct-skills training have also been examined on auditory
discrimination (Kramer, Schell, and Rubison, 1983) and writing (Bermudez
and Prater, 1990; Echevarria, Short, and Powers, 2003). The Kramer et al.
study is included on the premise that auditory discrimination is a precur-
sor to acquiring sound-letter knowledge and early decoding skills. Kramer
et al. (1983) examined the effectiveness of a four-week auditory discrim-
ination training program in English for Grades 1 to 3 Spanish-speaking
ELLs. The premise of the intervention was that poor discrimination skills
may hamper Spanish-speaking students’ initial decoding skills in English.
The sound pairs in English that were taught during the training sessions
were selected because they are difficult for native speakers of Spanish.
Post-treatment testing included contrasts that were taught as well as some
that were not taught. Control students received none of the discrimination
training. The treatment students discriminated significantly better than
the control students on all sound pairs that were taught and, as well, on
additional pairs that were not taught.

Echevarria et al. (2003) compared the writing skills of Grades 6, 7, and 8
ELLs with diverse L1s following one year of instruction by trained teachers
using the Sheltered Instruction (SIOP) method developed by Echevarria,
Vogt, and Short (2000). The end-of-year writing scores of the SIOP students
were compared to those of a similar group of ELLs. Analysis of covariance
with beginning-of-year scores as the covariate were conducted to com-
pare the students’ results at the end of the school year. There were statisti-
cally significant differences in favor of the SIOP students on total writing
score, language production, organization, and mechanics; there were no
between-group differences on the focus and elaborations scores. As noted
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previously, Bermudez and Prater (1990) report advantages for ELLs fol-
lowing direct-writing instruction using brainstorming and clustering on
elaboration but not on fluency or organization.

Interactive Instruction

A recurrent issue in literacy education concerns the nature of the broader
social context in which students learn to read and write. A number of the-
oreticians emphasize the importance of interactive learning environments
to promote reading and writing proficiency (e.g., Cummins, 1984; Slavin,
1995; Tharp, 1997). In interactive learning environments, learners engage
in literacy activities with one or more other learners or with more mature
readers and writers (like teachers, parents, or older students). In this way,
students learn from others, initially by observation and subsequently by
internalizing more mature literate behaviors exhibited by others. In con-
trast to learning in direct instruction, learning in interactive instructional
environments is indirect or mediated by such social interaction. Interac-
tive approaches are favored by some on the grounds that teachers and
parents who are competent readers and writers can provide learners with
individualized guided instruction that corresponds to their zone of prox-
imal development, in line with Vygotsky’s theory of development and
learning.

Some researchers have argued that interactive learning environments
are especially relevant to ELLs because of the diverse sociocultural back-
grounds of these students. More specifically, interactive approaches sup-
port individualized teaching and learning in line with the heterogeneous
learning needs and styles of ELLs. Interactive learning environments are
also thought to reinforce participant structures that some ELLs are used
to in their homes but which differ from mainstream American culture.
These participant structures emphasize group versus individualized par-
ticipation, collaborative versus competitive demonstrations of compe-
tence, and learning by observing versus learning by talking. Interactive
learning environments entail multiple participants engaged in collabo-
rative work and, consequently, extended opportunities to learn through
observation. Learning from models is also thought to be advantageous
for students from minority-language backgrounds who have not had
extensive extracurricular experiences with adult models of literacy; the
same could be said of majority-language students from low-literacy back-
grounds. A further argument in favor of interactive approaches comes from
the notion that reading and writing are more than mere cognitive activi-
ties. They are linked to a culture of literacy (Hudelson, 1994). Interactive
strategies recognize and promote the acquisition of this culture in addi-
tion to the specific language/cognitive skills that comprise reading and
writing as cognitive activities. Descriptions of the learning environments
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TABLE 4.1. Sample Descriptions of Interactive Learning Environments

e.g. 1: from Calderon et al. (1998, p. 157) “teachers assign students to four—
member, heterogeneous learning teams of students, who work together to help
each other learn...” “... the interaction and practice with peers helped
students develop fluency and comfort with English.”

e.g. 2: from Fayden (1997, p. 25): “The teacher was the model for reading. As she
and the children reread the book many times over a period of several days, the
teacher gradually withdrew herself as the children assumed more and more
responsibility for reaching the book.”

e.g. 3: from Klingner & Vaughn (1996, p. 276): “At first, the teacher models use of
these strategies by ‘thinking aloud” as she reads through a text. The teacher
then leads students in a text-related discussion, assisting them in strategy use
and gradually withdrawing support as it is no longer necessary. As students
become more proficient. .. they take turns being the ‘teacher’ and leading
discussions about text content.”

e.g. 4: from Klingner & Vaughn (2000, p. 70): “...it is based on the theory that
cognitive development occurs when concepts first learned through social
interaction become internalized and made one’s own.”

of a number of the studies reviewed in this section are presented
in Table 4.1.

In keeping with the broad range of goals of interactive approaches to
literacy instruction, a wide variety of specific interactive teaching /learning
environments has been implemented and examined in the literature (see
Table A.4.2). The diversity of interactive techniques for literacy instruc-
tion exhibited in this body of research is, in turn, reflected in a diversity
of reading, writing, and literacy-related outcome measures. Table A.4.2
provides a description of the outcomes examined in each study that were
relevant to our review. A number of the studies used norm-referenced
measures of general reading; others used discrete-point tests of specific
reading skills related to vocabulary, letter identification, and the lexical
and propositional content of written text, to give but a few examples. Still
others examined students’ use of reading strategies and reading-related
behaviors, such as helping, engagement in reading, perceptions of control
of reading, and interests and attitudes. The latter are termed “reading-
related” in this review since they assess reading indirectly. Some teachers
and literacy specialists argue that such behaviors, while ancillary to read-
ing per se, are important components of a developmentally appropriate
program of reading instruction. They argue further that these ancillary
skills are particularly important in instruction for ELLs who have no or
limited exposure to literacy outside of schooling and, thus, require instruc-
tion that attends to the broader context of reading; the same could be said
of native English speakers with limited literacy experiences before coming
to school.



118 Fred Genesee and Caroline Riches

The majority of studies examined text-level reading comprehen-
sion skills (Calderon, Hertz-Lazarowitz, and Slavin, 1998, Cohen and
Rodriquez, 1980; Doherty et al.,, 2003; Echevarria, 1996; Goldenberg,
1992/93; Klingner and Vaughn, 1996; Saunders and Goldenberg, 1999; and
Syvanen, 1997), including the use of strategies related to reading com-
prehension (Fayden, 1997; Klingner Vaughn, 1996; Padron, 1992). Three
studies examined vocabulary comprehension skills (Doherty et al., 2003;
Klingner and Vaughn, 2000; Kucer, 1992), and only two examined writing
(Calderén et al., 1998; Goldenberg, 1992/93). A number of studies exam-
ined other reading-related behaviors, including reading fluency and accu-
racy (Blum et al., 1995; Li and Nes, 2001), engagement in reading (Blum
et al,, 1995; Klingner and Vaughn, 2000; Martinez-Roldan and Lopez-
Robertson, 2000, also included in Process Approaches), and use of aca-
demic discourse (Echevarria, 1996). With the exception of Echevarria, all
other studies that examined reading-related behaviors provide narrative
descriptions of their results and, thus, must be interpreted with caution.
With the exception of Echevarria (1996) and Klingner and Vaughn (1996),
both of whom examined middle-school students, all other studies exam-
ined students in elementary school. There were no studies of pre-school or
high school students.

A number of general trends emerge from these studies. First, it appears
that interactive instructional strategies can be effective with ELLs, as
argued by its advocates. Virtually every study in this corpus reported that
ELLs in interactive learning environments demonstrated improvements in
reading and writing or behaviors related to reading and writing as a con-
sequence of participation in an interactive learning environment. This was
shown in studies that used between-group designs (Calderén et al., 1998;
Padron, 1992), within-group (pre-post) designs (Fayden, 1997; Klingner
and Vaughn, 1996, 2000), and regression designs (Doherty et al., 2003). It
was also shown in studies that provide only narrative descriptions with
no numeric or statistical data (Blum et al., 1995; Kucer, 1992; Li and Nes,
2001; Martinez-Roldan and Lopez-Robertson, 2000). A number of these
narrative reports also suffer from small sample sizes — five or less in some
studies (Blum et al., 1995, Kucer, 1992; and Li and Nes, 2001).

The exceptions to the overall pattern of improvement following interac-
tive lessons were Syvanen (1997), Goldenberg (1992/93), and Cohen and
Rodriquez (1980). More specifically, Syvanen (1997) found no significant
difference in improvement from pre- to post-test among Grades 4 and 5
ELLs who had participated in a cross-age tutoring treatment on a district
reading achievement test in comparison to a sample of seventy students in
regular classes elsewhere in the district. Without proper control measures,
however, it is difficult to know if the comparison group was comparable in
other respects to the ELLs who were the subjects of this study. Goldenberg
(1992/93) reports no significant differences in literal comprehension
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between students who had participated in instructional conversation (IC)
lessons in comparison to students who had had basal reading (BR) lessons,
although he reported that the IC group demonstrated more complex and
sophisticated conceptualizations of the theme of the reading lesson in their
written essays.

As well, Cohen and Rodriquez (1980) report no advantage for Grade 1
Hispanic ELLs who participated in interactive group-oriented classrooms.
The latter study warrants some discussion since it compared the reading
achievement of students exposed to two contrasting modes of instruction —
high intensity (direct) skills instruction (HIL) and group-oriented interac-
tive instruction. This is a powerful design since it serves to evaluate the
impact of different approaches rather than simply show that a specific
approach can result in improvement. Cohen and Rodriquez (1980) found
that ELLs in HIL classrooms demonstrated higher reading comprehension
scores on the CTBS than did students in the interactive classrooms.

Notwithstanding these exceptions, this corpus of studies indicates that
interactive instruction can enhance reading comprehension skills related
to both vocabulary and text-level material, writing skills (although the evi-
dence here is scant), and other reading-related behaviors, as described pre-
viously. Again, however, itisimportant to keep in mind that the research on
these other behaviors must be interpreted cautiously owing to its narrative
reporting procedures.

The Saunders and Goldenberg (1999) study warrants some discussion
here because it exemplifies a “component building” approach to instruc-
tional development and evaluation that could serve as a model for others.
Specifically, they examined the effects of two instructional components —
IC and literature logs (LL), on the performance of Grades 4 and 5 ELLs
of Hispanic background. Students were randomly assigned to one of four
groups: LL only, IC only, IC+LL, or control. Students” were tested for their
factual and interpretive comprehension and for their understanding of
the themes of a story about “giving.” In the LL lessons, teachers met the
assigned group of students briefly, gave them prompts, and asked them to
write about personal experiences that were related to the story. Students
then wrote learning logs independently, and the teacher subsequently
engaged them in a discussion about the similarities and differences in their
experiences and those of the characters in the stories. In the IC lessons,
“teachers attempted through discussion to clarify the factual content of
the story and develop students” understandings of the more sophisticated
concept of giving ...” (Saunders and Goldenberg, 1999, p. 287). Students in
the control group did not participate in small group discussions with the
teacher. Instead, they worked alone or with a teaching assistant on read-
ing and writing activities related to social studies. Students in the LL +
IC group scored significantly higher than the control group on story com-
prehension, and students in all three treatment groups were more likely
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to demonstrate an understanding of the story themes than students in the
control group.

There was an interesting and important interaction effect for the “under-
standing of story theme” measure that involved the ELLs and English-
only students. In particular, English-only students benefited from all three
treatments, whereas only ELLs in the combined LL+IC group benefited
significantly (statistically); in other words, there were no significant differ-
ences between ELLs in the IC-only and LL-only groups in comparison to
the control group. With respect to factual and interpretive comprehension,
all students showed enhanced performance in the combined condition in
comparison to all other conditions. Overall, the effects of IC were some-
what stronger than those of LL, arguing that given a choice, teachers are
advised to choose the former. Implementation of the combined approach
is recommended otherwise since it clearly benefits ELLs the most (see also
Rousseau and Tam, 1993).

A second trend to emerge from this group of studies is the effec-
tiveness of interactive approaches with ELLs from a variety of back-
grounds, more specifically, with ELLs from low socioeconomic status
(SES) families (Doherty et al., 2003; Fayden, 1997; Padron, 1992; Golden-
berg, 1992/93; Saunders and Goldenberg, 1991, 1999), ELLs with learn-
ing disabilities (Echevarria, 1996; Klingner and Vaughn, 1996), and ELLs
with emergent literacy skills (Blum et al., 1995). The findings from Blum
et al. must be interpreted with caution owing to the descriptive nature
of their data. There is also evidence that interactive learning environ-
ments benefit ELLs from diverse ethnolinguistic backgrounds: Native
American (Fayden, 1997), Chinese American (Li and Nes, 2001), and His-
panic American students (e.g., Calderdn et al., 1998; Doherty et al., 2003;
Echevarria, 1996; Goldenberg, 1992/93; Klingner and Vaughn, 1996, 2000;
Kucer, 1992; Padron, 1992; Saunders and Goldenberg, 1999). Li and Nes's
results on Chinese Americans are based on narrative descriptions only and,
thus, must be interpreted with caution. Overall, students of Hispanic back-
ground were the focus of attention in most studies. In light of the apparent
language socialization differences among families from different cultural
backgrounds (Ochs and Schieffelin, 1984), more carefully designed, in-
depth research is warranted on the effectiveness of interactive approaches
with learners of other backgrounds.

Third, interactive approaches also appear to be effective with ELLs in
middle school (Echevarria, 1996; Klingner and Vaughn, 1996) as well as in
elementary school (see Table A.4.2 for those studies). However, as noted
previously, studies on ELLs in high school are lacking. This gap is of par-
ticular concern given the critical role that reading and writing play in the
mastery of academic subjects, such as mathematics and science, in the
higher grades.
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Finally, interactive approaches appear to be effective in promoting
reading-related behaviors; that is, engagement in reading and writing and
an understanding and appreciation of literacy in its broader sense, as well
as text- and word-level comprehension skills. As noted previously, how-
ever, all of the studies that examined reading-related outcomes provide
only narrative descriptions, arguably owing to the general and complex
nature of these outcomes.

Process Approaches

Process approaches emphasize student engagement in authentic literacy
activities with significant communicative goals. Typically, students are
given extended opportunities to engage in free reading or writing and
in reading and writing activities in which communication is emphasized,
such as dialogue journals, literature logs, or free reading/writing. Engage-
ment in reading and writing activities may be individual or interactive —
dialogue journals or free writing, for example, are usually individual
activities, whereas shared literature can entail group activity. Children’s
literature is a common vehicle for implementing process approaches since
literature exposes learners to authentic written text, is engaging, and allows
learners to relate to written language via their own experiences, if materials
are well chosen. As Roser, Hoffman, and Farest (1990) indicate, literature-
based literacy programs provide a number of advantages to ELLs: they
“(1) offer exposure to a variety of children’s books, (2) contribute to a rich
literary environment, (3) motivate responsive reading, (4) encourage vol-
untary reading, (5) expand the learners’ reading interests, (6) help learners
grow in language, reading, writing, and thinking, and (7) help learners
discover their own connections with literature.”

Process approaches are distinguished by the view that language is holis-
tic — reading, writing, speaking, and listening (as well as their component
subskills) co-occur under authentic conditions and they, therefore, should
be taught and learned together. See Table 4.2 for some sample descriptors of
process-based instruction in studies reviewed in this section. Proponents of
the process approach view the distinctions between the subcomponents
of reading and writing that are emphasized in direct skills-based
approaches and even some interactive approaches as artificial. Moreover,
they argue that focusing instruction on subskills is less likely to succeed
because it focuses students’” attention unduly on the component elements
of literacy while distracting them from the ultimate goal — reading and
writing for authentic communication and self-expression. This is not to say
that process approaches are indifferent to the mastery of spelling, grammar
skills, and so forth rather, they view the acquisition of these subskills as
anatural by-product of engagement in communicatively oriented reading
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TABLE 4.2. Sample Descriptions of Process Approaches

e e.g. 1: from Gomez et al. (1996, p. 218): “Students in the Free Writing group ...
selected their own topics, and could write for as long as they wanted. Students’
writing was not subjected to error corrections. .. teachers responded to each
student’s writing through written comments. Students were then invited to
respond ..., thus creating a written dialogue. In the Structured Writing
group ... topics were assigned by the teacher, and the students wrote
intensively, in nine minutes of concentrated writing time. Students were
instructed to work alone and quietly ... Writing samples were subjected to error
correction by the teacher. ... Students were directed to focus on avoiding those
errors on their next writing sample.”

e e.g. 2: from Kuball Peck (1997, p. 217): “The classroom was a print-rich
environment in which skills were learned in context as part of a whole. For
instance, the teachers modeled reading and writing on a daily basis. Recipes,
songs, stories, and daily news were charted in front of the students.
Child-dictated stories were transcribed by the morning teacher . .. thus, skills
were presented in context. Fragmented instruction, in which skills are taught in
isolation, was not offered.”

and writing. In fact, most evaluations of process approaches included in
our review use direct assessments of reading and writing skills (see, for
example, Roser et al., 1990; Schon, Hopkins, and Davis, 1982; and Schon,
Hopkins, and Vojir, 1984). The question is, how effective are they at pro-
moting acquisition of specific reading and writing skills in the absence of
focused or direct instruction in such skills?

Whole language can be viewed as a special case of the process approach
since it shares these tenets of other process approaches. Indeed, a defining
characteristic of whole language is its emphasis on the integrity of reading,
writing, speaking, and listening (and their respective subskills). Whole-
language philosophy asserts that the acquisition of literacy skills occurs
naturally, like the acquisition of oral and aural language, through involve-
ment in authentic, meaningful uses of written language. There is wide
variation among whole-language programs with respect to the instruction
of the component skills of reading and writing.

As was the case for the other approaches discussed in this chapter, there
are a number of ways in which process approaches are conceptualized,
operationalized, and evaluated (de la Luz Reyes, 1991). Table A.4.3 summa-
rizes the variety of instructional techniques and foci that were investigated
and the outcome measures used to evaluate them in the studies included
in this review. The description of the outcome measures in Table A.4.3 is
not intended to be complete. Rather, it illustrates the wide range of out-
come measures that have been used in this research, in keeping with each
program’s particular conceptualization of the approach. To be more spe-
cific, a number of socioaffective variables (e.g., attitudes toward reading;
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self-concept as a reader/writer; engagement in reading) figured in a num-
ber of these studies along with more conventional outcomes measures,
such as spelling, grammar, and standardized test scores. Proponents of
process approaches regard it as the preferred method of instruction for
ELLs on the assumption that they are particularly responsive to the special
language learning needs of ELLs.

Like research on the other approaches, the research in this corpus
focused on word level (Schon et al., 1982) and text-level reading skills or
reading-related behavior (Carger, 1993; Kucer and Silva, 1999; Kucer,1995;
Martinez-Roldan and Lopez-Robertson, 2000; Roser etal., 1990; Schonetal.,
1982; Schon et al., 1984). In contrast, there was also a focus on the devel-
opment of writing (Carger, 1993; de la Luz Reyes, 1991; Gomez, Parker,
and Lara-Alecio, 1996; Kuball and Peck, 1997; Kucer and Silva, 1999). All
of the studies examined students in elementary grades, except Schon et al.
(1984), who examined students in high school (Grades 9-12). ELLs of
Hispanic backgrounds were the only student group to be investigated.

Overall, evidence of the effectiveness of process approaches is mixed.
Six studies report advantages for students exposed to process instruction
(Carger, 1993; Gomez et al., 1996; Kuball, and Peck, 1997; Kucer and Silva,
1999; Martinez-Rolddn and Lopez-Robertson, 2000; Roser et al., 1990),
but with the exception of Kucer and Silva, all other studies provide only
narrative descriptions with no statistical analyses of their results; and two
report results only for reading-related behaviors (Carger (1993): expres-
sion of emotion during pretend reading in one child; Martinez-Rolddn and
Lopez-Robertson (2000): engagement in reading. Two studies report no
statistically significant advantages on standardized tests of reading (i.e.,
Inter-America Reading Test, MAT) for ELLs who experienced process-
based literacy activities in comparison to control students (Schon et al.,
1982; Schon et al., 1984). Schon et al. (1982) examined Hispanic ELLs from
low SES families who were in Grades 2—4, while Schon et al. (1984) exam-
ined Hispanic ELLs from low SES families in Grades 9—12. Yet others report
less favorable outcomes for students in process-based literacy classrooms
(dela Luz Reyes, 1991; Gomez et al., 1996). Of particular note, Gomez et al.
(1996) report that Hispanic ELL students who received “structure-based
lessons” in the summer prior to entering Grade 6 outperformed students
who received extended opportunities for free writing, an activity that is
often associated with process instruction.

Evidence for the effectiveness of process approaches to literacy instruc-
tion is even more tentative when careful consideration is given to method-
ological factors. While these studies vary with respect to the detail and thor-
oughness of the descriptions they provided of the instructional approaches
under investigation, overall, many suffer from inadequate descriptions of
the actual literacy activities. This is especially true of those that examined
whole-language classrooms, but it is not only these studies that suffer such
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problems. For example, Schon et al. (1984) note that “Teachers in the exper-
imental group were instructed to provide at least sixty minutes a week of
free reading time and to do everything they could to help their students develop
positive attitudes towards reading.” (emphasis added) (p. 14).

A number of researchers, even those who argue for a process approach,
called for a balanced approach that incorporates some direct instruc-
tion of specific skills, as needed, embedded in process-based activities.
For example, Kucer and Silva (1999), noted earlier, comment that “...it
is overly simplistic to assert that students will improve their literacy
abilities by being immersed in a garden of print; that is, students will
improve in their reading and writing due to the maturation process, regard-
less of instruction....” (p. 365). A similar conclusion is drawn by de la
Luz Reyes (1991) following a study of the writing abilities of Grade 6
Hispanic ELLs in classrooms where dialogue journals and literature logs
were used to promote development: “Overall, mere exposure to standard-
ized writing conventions did not improve the students” use of them”
(p- 291). In response to this situation, Kucer and Silva recommend that
“...when it is determined that a child is encountering repeated difficulty
with a particular dimension of written language, focused instructional
events would be developed that explicitly teach over time the matter
in which the child is experiencing difficulty. In these lessons, not only
is the child shown what to do, but also how it is to be accomplished”
(p- 366).

Clearly, considerably more research is necessary to come to firm con-
clusions about process approaches. In particular, more research is called
for that identifies the critical features of this approach as well as the nec-
essary conditions for successful implementation of such approaches. In
the meantime, current evidence suggests that process approaches alone
are not particularly effective at promoting the acquisition of reading- and
writing-specific skills unless provision is made for such a focus.

Methodological Considerations

Methodological concerns that are particularly relevant to specific
approaches have been discussed in the preceding sections. Here we address
methodological issues that emerge from a consideration of all three bod-
ies of research. There is clearly variation in the methodological strength
of individual studies. In their favor, many studies are noteworthy for
the detail and care that was taken to provide descriptions of the actual
implementation of specific instructional strategies. Doherty et al. (2003)
and Echevarria (1996), moreover, assessed the fidelity of implementa-
tion of the IC approach that was the focus of their investigations. While
highly recommended, this is not a common practice in this entire body of
research.
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Future research on the effectiveness of alternative instructional
approaches would benefit from a number of methodological improve-
ments. Systematic use of objective measures of learner outcomes and
appropriate statistical analyses of these outcomes is critical to determine
the magnitude and reliability of instructional effects; a number of studies
noted in summary Tables A.4.1, A.4.2, and A.4.3 provided only narrative
descriptions. As well, some studies used small sample sizes, making gen-
eralizability difficult. Small sample sizes can be justified in ethnographic
studies that entail in-depth descriptions of student involvement in reading
and in studies of special populations that are difficult to identify (e.g., ELLs
withlearning/language disabilities [see Echevarria, 1996, for an example]).
At the same time, follow-up studies with larger samples are called for to
confirm trends noted in such studies. None of the small-n studies reported
such follow-up research. Long-term as well as short-term assessment of the
impact of instruction is also highly desirable, for obvious reasons. In the
majority of studies reviewed here, students from Hispanic/Latino back-
grounds were examined, leaving open to question the generalizability of
findings to other groups. Clearly, there is a need to investigate ELLs from
a variety of minority ethnolinguistic groups.

A number of studies examined the effectiveness of specific instructional
approaches for students with special challenges. In most cases, these stu-
dents were identified as learning disabled or impaired on the basis of their
standing relative to district norms. It is possible that students identified
in this way face a heterogeneous group of challenges, including language
impairment, dyslexia, and learning disability. While these impairments
converge the longer students are in school, there are good theoretical and
practical reasons to believe that they are initially different forms of impair-
ment that, arguably, call for different forms of remediation (e.g., Bishop
and Snowling, 2004). For example, specific language impairment is not
the same as a general learning disability (see Leonard, 2000, for a review),
and appropriate intervention for the former is different from appropriate
intervention for the latter. Future researchers are encouraged to differen-
tiate special learning needs of ELLs and to identify learners with different
needs using appropriate selection criteria. Without more differentiation of
students with special challenges, our understanding of how to meet their
particular needs will remain sketchy.

When examined as a whole, this body of research suffers from the
“one-off” syndrome - that is, single studies by a researcher or team of
researchers on a specific pedagogical issue or approach in a specific school
and district. This style of research may reflect the pressures on university-
based researchers to “publish or perish” and/or the need to provide
answers quickly. Whatever the precise explanation, such an approach
leaves many unanswered questions about the reliability and generalizabil-
ity of reported results. Future research that entails long-term, sustained
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efforts and multiple samples in different communities would contribute
significantly to our understanding of how and when these approaches
work. Also relevant to the issue of generalizability is the diversity of ways
in which variations of an approach, such as process-based approaches, are
operationalized. On the one hand, flexibility in the way an approach is or
can be operationalized is realistic and desirable so that the particular needs
and resources within particular classrooms can be addressed. On the other
hand, the lack of uniformity or coherence in the way approaches are imple-
mented compromises generalizability and replicability substantially. It is
incumbent on researchers to provide not only sufficient detail about the
implementation of the approach they are investigating to ensure that they
are studying what they say they are studying but also to provide informa-
tion about the reliability of their descriptions, which, as noted earlier, is
lacking in many cases.

LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION

An ongoing issue among theoreticians, researchers, and professional edu-
cators has been the benefits, or disadvantages, of providing instruction
through the medium of ELLs” L1 (for more discussion of this issue, see
Chapter 5, this volume). A number of arguments for this (Cummins, 2000;
Thomas and Collier, 1997) and against it (Porter, 1990; Rossell and Baker,
1996) have been made. These will not be reviewed in detail here because
of space limitations. However, in short, proponents of L1 support argue
that L2 reading acquisition is facilitated if instruction is provided in a lan-
guage that students already know so that skills acquired in the L1 can
transfer to the acquisition of reading and writing in the L2. Opponents of
L1 support argue that it detracts from acquisition of the L2 because it gives
the learner less instructional time relevant to the L2 — the time-on-task
argument.

A lot of research has assessed the impact of instruction through the L1
versus instruction through English alone. The primary way in which this
issue has been addressed is by comparing the performance of ELLs who
have received instruction in the primary grades through the medium of
only English to that of ELLs who have received instruction in their L1
along with English instruction. Studies using these methods comprise the
majority of studies that were uncovered. Another way in which this issue
has been addressed is by examining the performance of ELLs in bilin-
gual education to that of native English speakers to ascertain if ELLs in
bilingual programs are more or less likely to achieve parity with native
English speakers (see Burnham-Massey and Pifia, 1990). The corpus of
studies reviewed here is summarized in Table A.4.4. Chapter 5 provides
an extended review and critique of this and related research from the per-
spective of academic achievement.



Literacy 127

Before proceeding with a discussion of the results of this research, it is
useful to provide a methodological overview of them. The focus of this
work has been on elementary-level students since the case for bilingual
instruction or initial instruction through the students’ L1 applies primarily
to students who are receiving initial reading and writing instruction. The
choice of language of instruction to optimize educational outcomes is also
an issue for ELLs at the middle and high school levels, but we did not iden-
tify any research on these age groups. A number of studies have examined
the short-term impact of bilingual instruction on students’ literacy devel-
opment in Grades 1, 2, and 3 (Calderén et al., 1998; Carlisle and Beeman,
2000; Fulton-Scott and Calvin, 1983; Lindholm and Aclan, 1991; Saldate,
Mishra, and Medina, 1985); other studies have examined the medium-
term impact of bilingual instruction on students in the senior elementary
Grades 4, 5, and 6 (Burnham-Massey and Pifa, 1990; Friedenberg, 1990;
Fulton-Scott and Calvin, 1983; Gersten and Woodward, 1995, Howard,
Christian, and Genesee, 2004; Lindholm and Aclan, 1991; Mortensen, 1984;
Ramirez, 1992); and some have examined the long-term impact on students
in Grades 7 and 8 (Bacon, Kidd, and Seaberg, 1982; Burnham-Massey and
Pifia, 1990; Gersten and Woodward, 1995) and in one case in Grade 11
(Burnham-Massey and Pifia, 1990). Examination of impact of bilingual
forms of education on student achievement in the early as well as later
elementary and middle grades isimportant because it highlights the impor-
tance of sustained, coherent instruction through the L1; we return to this
point later.

The majority of studies have employed standardized tests, including
the California Test of Basic Skills, Stanford Achievement Test, Iowa Test
of Basic Skills, Woodcock-Johnson, Metropolitan Achievement, SRA, and
Texas Assessment of Academic Skills. The use of standardized tests is an
important feature of these studies since it makes it possible to evaluate
practices related to language of instruction in the same way as in English-
only programs. Moreover, the population of students who contribute to
the norming of standardized tests is carefully selected to represent target
levels of achievement in school and, thus, use of such assessment instru-
ments ensures objectivity and generalizability that could be compromised
if only local instruments were used. Other outcome measures have also
been employed in single studies: GPAs (Fulton-Scott and Calvin, 1983) and
locally devised rubrics for scoring writing or oral language skills (Ferris
and Politzer, 1981; Howard, Christian, and Genesee, 2004; Kuball and Peck,
1997).

Overall, the studies within this corpus report similar results; namely,
that, in the long term, ELLs who receive some reading instruction in the L1
in the primary grades demonstrate the same or better performance in L2
reading as ELLs of similar linguistic and cultural background who have
received initial literacy and academic instruction in English only (Bacon,
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Kidd, and Seaberg, 1982; Calderén, Hertz-Lazarowitz, and Slavin, 1998;
Carlisle and Beeman, 2000; Friedenberg, 1990; Fulton-Scott and Calvin,
1983; Gersten and Woodward, 1995; Lindholm and Aclan, 1991; Mortensen,
1984).

ELLs who receive initial instruction through the L1 do not always
demonstrate parity with comparison groups or test norms in the early
grades when L1 instruction is predominant. A number of studies have
found that it takes several years before parity is achieved. Gersten and
Woodward (1995) report advantages for ELLs in an English immersion
program in Grades 4 to 6 compared to ELLs in a transitional bilingual pro-
gram but no differences in Grade 7. Fulton-Scott and Calvin (1983) report
that there were few differences between ELLs in bilingual-multicultural
programs and ESL programs in the primary grades, but that the perfor-
mance of bilingually instructed students was superior to that of the com-
parison group by Grade 6. Calderén et al. (1998), Mortensen (1984), and
Saldate et al. (1985) also report that ELLs who received bilingual instruc-
tion demonstrated superior reading performance relative to comparison
groups, but again after participating in the program for some years.

Evidence of equal (or superior) reading achievement in English among
ELLs who received reading instruction in the L1 has also been reported
for ELLs with learning disabilities (Maldonado, 1994) and for ELLs of
Cherokee background (Bacon, Kidd, and Seaberg, 1982), two groups of
learners who are at added risk in school — risk due to their minority lan-
guage status and their learning handicap in the case of Maldonado’s learn-
ers and risk due to their minority indigenous cultural status in the case of
studentsin the Bacon et al. study. The Maldonado study is particularly note-
worthy because it entailed random assignment of ELLs with disabilities to
bilingual and English-only classrooms. More specifically, twenty students
with learning disabilities from one school were randomly assigned to either
an experimental group that received integrated bilingual special education
or a control group that received traditional special education in English.
The two groups were taught for three years in otherwise similar class-
rooms by similar teachers. The experimental group received instruction in
Spanish for all but 45 minutes per day during the first year and received
balanced language instruction (50 percent English; 50 percent Spanish) the
second year. English was the only language of instruction during the final
year. Instruction for the control group was conducted only in English. Per-
formance on the CTBS (pre- and post-test) showed that students in the
bilingual special education class were superior to students in the English-
only group at post-test. The students in the bilingual special education
program actually scored lower than the control group at pre-test, indicat-
ing that they had made even greater gains than the control group than
their post-test results alone would indicate. Replication of the Maldonado
study is warranted to address methodological weaknesses, in particular, to
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ensure that the only or primary instructional difference between the learn-
ing disabled group who received instruction through the L1 and those who
did not was the language of instruction.

The cumulative effects of participation in alternative educational pro-
grams for ELLs has been examined in a large-scale, longitudinal study by
Thomas and Collier (2002). Since that study is discussed in detail in Chap-
ter 5, it is not reviewed in detail here. Suffice to say that they report that
ELLs who were in mainstream English-only programs and had received
no special services scored lower by the end of high school than ELLs who
had participated in some form of bilingual education (i.e., early- or late-exit
bilingual or two-way immersion).

In alongitudinal study of the performance of Hispanic ELLs and English
L1 students in two-way immersion programs in Grades 3 to 5, Howard
et al. (2004) found that both ELL and English L1 students showed signif-
icant improvements in English reading and writing from Grades 3 to 5,
but that the ELLs performed significantly lower than the English L1 stu-
dents on both measures at all grade levels. ELLs in TWI programs received
initial literacy instruction in Spanish. The difference between the ELL and
English L1 groups could be due to a number of factors. First, the ELL
students were significantly more likely than the English L1 students to
come from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, as measured by parental
occupation or free/reduced lunch. Second, the ELL students may not have
been in the two-way immersion program long enough to reach parity with
their English-speaking peers. In support of this possibility, Collier (1987)
has reported that it can take from five to seven years for ELLs to achieve
grade-appropriate scores on standardized reading and language tests in
English (see also Cummins, 2000). ELLs have the triple challenge of acquir-
ing the societal language for both social and academic purposes, acquiring
new academic skills and knowledge, and adapting culturally to their new
environments, all at the same time. This calls for developmentally coher-
ent curricula that span several grades and for adaptations to assessment
programs that take into account ELLs” long-term developmental trajecto-
ries. Longitudinal studies are critical if we are to ascertain and understand
the long-term results of particular instructional strategies or approaches, a
point we return to in Chapter 6.

Finally, Burnham-Massey and Pifia (1990) compared the CTBS reading
and language subtest scores of ELLs who began instruction in Spanish
with those of English-only students longitudinally from Grades 1 to 12.
The ELLs’ percentile scores increased from Grades 1 to 5, at which time
they had reached the 46th percentile in reading and the s5oth percentile
in language. Later comparisons in Grades 7 and 8 showed that the ELLs
scored at the same level as the English-only students; both scored around
the 5oth percentile on language, but only at the 35th—41st percentile levels
on reading. The results were not compared statistically, and no explanation
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is given for the drop in reading scores from Grade 5 to 7. The students were
subsequently compared in Grades 9 to 12 using GPAs and scores on the
High School Proficiency Test. The ELLs performed as well as the English-
only students at all grade levels on reading and writing, but again no statis-
tical analyses were carried out. Although these results must be interpreted
with caution for reasons that have been discussed, overall, they suggest
that the long-term language and reading development of ELLs who begin
elementary education in Spanish can be equivalent to that of English-only
students.

Taken together, the results of these studies provide little support for
the time-on-task argument against bilingual forms of education for ELLs.
Further evidence against this argument comes from a longitudinal inves-
tigation by Ramirez (1992) of three program alternatives for ELLs: struc-
tured immersion, early-exit bilingual, and late-exit bilingual. A subset of
Ramirez’s analyses compared the performance of ELLs in three versions
of late-exit bilingual education that varied with respect to the amount and
consistency of L1 instruction. Ramirez reports that ELLs “who were pro-
vided with a substantial and consistent primary language development
program learned ... English language and English reading skills as fast or
faster than the norming population in the study” (Ramirez, 1992, p. 39).
In other words, more exposure to the L1 in school did not result in slower
L2 development, as would be predicted by the time-on-task argument.
Ramirez took considerable care to document the instructional practices of
the target programs in his investigation.

Additional evidence that questions the time-on-task hypothesis comes
from Ferris and Politzer (1981), who compared the writing skills of native
Mexican-born and U.S.-born ELLs. The former group had received their
first three years of education in Spanish in Mexico and their subsequent
education, until Grade 8, in English in the United States. The second group
was born in the United States and had received all their education in
English. Although the writing skills of the U.S.-born and educated group
were superior with respect to verb inflection, verb tense, and pronoun
agreement, there were no significant differences on many other measures of
writing: number of details, clarity, coherence, completeness; on frequency
counts of fused sentences, incorrect punctuation, article agreement, use of
possessives; or on T-unit analyses (average number of words per T-units,
average number of clauses per T-unit, average clause length).

Before leaving this section, a comment on random assignment might
be useful. Previous critiques of evaluations of bilingual education have
discounted this research on the grounds that most studies do not include
random assignment (Rossell and Baker, 1996). One of the primary argu-
ments for the use of random assignment is linked to the issue of gen-
eralizability. Random assignment of subjects to experimental conditions
permits researchers to rule out potentially confounding extraneous factors
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that might account for significant or nonsignificant effects. However, ran-
dom assignment is not always possible or appropriate when it comes to real
schools. First, it is difficult, for ethical and political reasons, for a school dis-
trict or ethics review board to enforce random assignment, without parental
permission, to such different educational options as English-only and bilin-
gual. Second, there is no realistic or legal way to ensure that participants
in bilingual programs would remain in programs following initial random
assignment; as a result, long-term participants in such programs could
no longer be said to be randomly assigned. In addition, since choice is
the hallmark of education in the United States and in current implementa-
tions of bilingual education, a randomly assigned group of students would
not be a valid reflection of the kinds of students and families who typ-
ically select such programs. However, convergent findings from studies
that have employed different assessment instruments and analytic tech-
niques, as well as different groups of students in different regions of the
country, is a realistic way of providing evidence for the generalizability
of the effectiveness of bilingual or any other form of instruction for ELLs
(see NRC Principle 5: Replicate and Generalize Across Studies, 2002). The
research reviewed here, arguably, provides this kind of evidence (see also
Chapter 5, this volume).

FAMILY AND COMMUNITY

The studies reviewed in this section examine literacy development in rela-
tion to home-related factors, such as SES, language use at home, number of
books and literacy practices at home, parents” values and aspirations, and
home-based factors, such as the impact of school-initiated interventions
in the home (e.g., the impact of using audio-books at home on students’
reading performance; Blum et al., 1995). Factors related to oral language
development in the home and its impact on phonological awareness, or
other reading-related skills, are discussed in more detail in Chapter 3. In
principle, one might also expect community-related factors to play a role
in the development of reading and writing skills in ELLs (e.g., the extent to
which written forms of language are evident and useful in the community).
In fact, we uncovered no studies of this nature.

Investigations of family and community factors are important because it
is often argued that ELLs are at-risk for reading failure or difficulty because
of their lack of exposure to or engagement in literacy outside school. This
assumption is itself subject to empirical verification. A thorough under-
standing of the language experiences of ELLs in the home and community
would be useful for developing school-based literacy activities that build
on these students’ total language experiences, especially those language
experiences that support literacy development. Moreover, evidence that
home- and community-based literacy activities can enhance ELLs’ literacy
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development would be welcomed news because it could provide addi-
tional resources for promoting literacy development in school by drawing
on the assistance of parents and communities.

Two predominant variables in this research are socioeconomic status
and home-related literacy practices and resources. These two variables
are highly interrelated. SES was assessed in terms of eligibility for free
lunch. Eligibility for free lunch is linked to parental income which, in turn,
may be linked to parental occupation and education and, ultimately, to a
variety of literacy practices and resources in the home (e.g., literacy skills
of parents, their engagement in reading and writing on their own behalf
and with their children, and availability and use of books). It is important
to recognize that there may be a discrepancy between the current SES of
parents of ELLs and their education because immigrant parents may be
relegated to low-level jobs in their new communities despite high levels of
education and occupation in their communities of origin. We review these
two issues separately but recognize that they are likely concerned with the
same proximal family influences.

SES and Literacy Development

With respect to SES, Kennedy and Park (1994) and Reese et al. (2000) both
report significant correlations between SES and the standardized reading
test scores of middle-school ELLs. Kennedy and Park examined Grade 8
Asian and Mexican American ELLs while Reese et al. examined Grade 7
Latino students. Tompkins, Abramson, and Pritchard (1999) report that
ELLs with diverse L1 backgrounds attending relatively high SES schools
were more likely to use conventional English spelling patterns than ELLs in
less affluent schools. In contrast, Buriel and Cardoza (1988) report that SES
was unrelated to the standardized English reading and vocabulary scores
of Grade g first- and second-generation Mexican American ELLs living in
the Southwest. Personal aspirations were the most significant predictors
of these first- and second-generation students’ test results. SES made a
modest contribution to the vocabulary scores of third-generation students,
explaining an additional 3 percent of variance; SES did not account for
additional variance in the third-generation students’ reading scores. Ima
and Rumbaut failed to find a significant difference in SES between limited-
English proficient (LEP) and English proficient ELLs of Southeast Asian
background in regression analyses that examined the influence of a variety
of factors on school achievement. In line with the Ima and Rumbaut results,
Thomas and Collier (2002) also report that SES accounted for a relatively
small proportion of variance in the reading scores of ELLs in different
program options.

The discrepancy in these findings may relate to mitigating factors. SES
is itself not a causal variable but represents a number of other proximal
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variables that are causal in nature, such as reading practices and the avail-
ability of reading material at home. Thus, studies that include a constella-
tion of such proximal variables may yield different results with respect to
the influence of SES depending on which specific predictor variables are
included in the analyses and the validity and reliability of these other
variables. In other words, some multivariate studies may have elimi-
nated the statistical influence of SES on reading and/or writing scores,
thereby giving the impression that SES is unrelated to literacy develop-
ment. In fact, from developmental and pedagogical perspectives, the fam-
ily, individual, and sociocultural variables associated with SES are of more
significance than SES per se because they carry with them practical impli-
cations of some import. In contrast, SES alone implies little of action-
able consequence. This is evident as we turn to the next set of studies,
those that look at family-related literacy practices and their relationship to
literacy.

Family Literacy Practices

Studies of proficient and precocious ELL readers provide one source of evi-
dence for an association between home-related factors and literacy devel-
opment (Jackson and Wen-Hui, 1992; Pucci and Ulanoff, 1998). Pucci and
Ulanoff (1998) found that proficient ELL readers from minority-language
backgrounds had more books at home, enjoyed reading more, and felt they
were more proficient than less proficient ELL readers. The students in this
study were in Grade 4 and were Hispanic. In an interesting related study
of precocious ELL and precocious English L1 readers (in Kindergarten and
Grade 1), Jackson and Wen-Hui (1992) found that the two groups were
similar with respect to home-literacy experiences. More specifically, the
parents of both groups reported that their children read at home at least
two or three times a week; both groups were read to at home; both groups
had someone help them identify letter names, spell words, and under-
stand word meanings; and, in addition, both had attended some kind of
pre-school. However, the samples of these studies were quite small (twelve
in both cases), making generalizability difficult. More important, it is not
clear what the causal factors are in these studies — were these ELLs profi-
cient readers because of parental involvement in their children’s reading
or did these children’s precocity/proficiency in reading prompt parental
involvement, or both?

In a variation of these studies that have examined naturally occurring
home-based literacy practices, Blum et al. (1995) examined the effective-
ness of a school-initiated intervention that was conducted in the homes of
ELLs of diverse L1 backgrounds with no L1 reading ability. In the interven-
tion, audio recordings of stories were sent home with students to support
their reading at home in the absence of other sources of support. Blum et al.
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report that the reading performance of these Grade 1 students benefited
from this initiative. However, their results are based on observation only
and their sample was small — only five students. This type of intervention
warrants more attention, with methodological enhancements, because of
its potential educational importance. The Blum et al. (1995) results along
with the Pucci and Ulanoff (1998) and Jackson and Wen-Hui (1992) results
have important implications for extending opportunities for literacy devel-
opment to include parents and home literacy training.

Atthe other end of the literacy spectrum, Hughes, Schumm, and Vaughn
(1999) examined the homes and parental literacy practices of ELLs with
learning disabilities (LD). More specifically, Hughes et al. compared the
homes of Grade 3 and Grade 4 Hispanic students with LD to those of sim-
ilar students with typical patterns of development with respect to types
of reading and writing activities, the desirability and feasibility of reading
activities, and facilitators and barriers to parents helping their children to
read. They found few differences between the homes of these two groups
of students — the most common activities in the homes of both groups
were reading to the children or having the children read to the parents;
both groups of parents valued home reading, but the parents of children
with LD found it more difficult to help their children read than did par-
ents with average or above-average readers; and both groups of parents
reported that the most common barriers to supporting their children’s
reading development at home were lack of communication with the school
and lack of knowledge of English. Evidence from this research on home-
related factors suggests that while parental and home-related factors may
be associated with learning /reading proficiency, they are less important in
explaining learning (i.e., reading) disability. Arguably, the latter is due to
endogenous limitations in children’s general cognitive or language-specific
capacity and, thus, may be relatively insensitive to variations in family
influences.

L1 Use at Home

A major issue concerning home/community factors and English literacy
development is the extent to which use of and/or proficiency in the L1
affects ELLs’ proficiency in English literacy. This question has been exam-
ined in a number of studies in which multiple independent variables have
been used to predict L2 literacy outcomes including, for example parental
levels of education and SES (as noted previously); educational aspirations,
expectations, and values; homework patterns; use of the L1 and L2 at
home; and immigration and medical background (Buriel and Cardoza,
1988; Duran and Weffer, 1992; Hansen, 1989; Ima and Rumbaut, 1989;
Kennedy and Park, 1994; Reese et al., 2000). Taken together, the results
from these studies suggest a complex multivariate relationship between
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L1/L2 use outside school and Lz literacy development in school. Impli-
cated in this complex relationship are generational status (e.g., whether
students are first-, second-, or third-generation immigrants; see Buriel
and Cardoza, 1988), the cultural backgrounds of students (e.g., whether
students are Mexican American or Asian American; see Kennedy and
Park, 1994), type of outcome measure (e.g., auditory vocabulary versus
text comprehension; see Hansen, 1989; and standardized test scores versus
course grades; see Kennedy and Park, 1994), and type of predictor measure
(e.g., oral language use versus literacy; see Reese et al., 2000).

Hansen (1989), also reviewed in Chapter 2, investigated the relationship
between gains in English reading (and auditory vocabulary) scores on the
one hand, and language use in the classroom, at home, and with peers
on the other hand, among Grade 2 and Grade 5 students from Spanish-
dominant homes in the San Francisco Bay area. They report that, after
prior levels of reading comprehension were accounted for, students” use of
English at home and in the classroom accounted for significant portions of
variance in reading scores (18 and 9 percent, respectively). In other words,
ELLs who used more English at home and in the classroom scored higher
on tests of English reading than did ELLs who used English less often in
these settings.

Research by Kennedy and Park (1994) suggests that the significance of
L1/L2 use in the home depends on both students’ cultural background
and type of outcome measure. To be specific, they found that in the case
of Mexican American ELLs, English use in the home was not a significant
predictor of English course grades (r = 0.012) or of standardized English
test scores (r = —0.002). In the case of Asian American ELLs, English use
in the home was not related to course grades (r = 0.05) but was moder-
ately related to standardized test scores (r = 0.08"). Kennedy and Park
note that the explanatory power of their final regression models, which
included other predictor variables, was quite small in all cases, accounting
for between 8 and 23 percent of the total variance in outcome measures,
depending on the measure and the background of the students. Home lan-
guage use was a much stronger correlate of standardized test results than
of course grades.

Buriel and Cardoza (1988) report that the influence of L1 use in the
home on L2 literacy development may also depend on the immigration
history of the student. The students in their study were first-, second-, or
third-generation Grade g students of Mexican descent living in the U.S.
Southwest. Regression analyses indicated that home language use was
not a significant predictor of English reading outcomes (as measured by
self-reported course grades and standardized reading tests) in first- and
second-generation students. In contrast, among third-generation students,
greater English dominance (based on self-reports of the extent to which
English was the first language, the current language of use in the home,
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and usual individual language, among others) was associated with higher
scores on standardized English reading tests and vice versa for students
with less English dominance. Conversely, high Spanish-dominant third-
generation ELLs scored less well on English reading tests than low Spanish-
dominant students. In short, for these third-generation ELLs, there was a
positive correlation between extent of English use outside school and level
of English reading ability. At the same time, third-generation students with
greater literacy skills in Spanish scored higher on the English reading test
than did students with lower Spanish literacy skills. Home language use
did not predict English vocabulary scores among third-generation students
toany significant extent. In brief, high levels of both English language use at
home and Spanish literacy were correlated positively with level of English
literacy:.

The dual significance of both oral English language use/proficiency and
Spanish literacy development is echoed in a study by Reese et al. (2000)
in which they monitored the English reading development of Spanish-
speaking students longitudinally from Kindergarten to Grade 7. Using path
analyses with multiple predictor variables and Grade 7 reading test scores
as the outcome variable, they report that the average number of years that
ELLs’” parents lived in the United States predicted students’ level of oral
proficiency in English (r = 0.32***), which in turn predicted their English
reading scores in Grade 7 (r = 0.43***). In other words, greater oral English
proficiency enhanced English literacy development. Duran and Weffer
(1992) and Ima and Rumbaut (1989) have similarly found that number of
years in the United States has a significant positive correlation with English
reading scores of Grade 10 Mexican American and Grades 7 to 12 South-
east Asian ELLs, respectively. Returning to Reese et al., they also found
that family literacy practices predicted early Spanish literacy (r = 0.22%),
which in turn predicted Grade 7 English reading scores (r = 0.30**). Inter-
estingly, their index of “family literacy practices” did not distinguish
between English and Spanish literacy and, thus, can be interpreted as an
index of literacy in either language. Thus, students who entered school with
some prior oral proficiency in English were advantaged in the long run for
the acquisition of English reading, as were ELLs who entered Kindergarten
with literacy skills in Spanish.

ASSESSMENT

Assessment is undoubtedly one of the most critical aspects of education
for English language learners. It is implicated in virtually every aspect of
their education — from screening or admission, to identification of special
and individual needs that figure in instructional planning, to promotion or
retention. While there exists an extensive body of research on assessment
for native English speakers, this research is of dubious generalizability
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to ELLs for a variety of reasons. Most obviously, standardized or norm-
referenced tests are only valid for students on whom the test has been
normed, and use of such tests with other types of students can lead to
egregiously faulty results and decisions. For example, a standardized test
of mathematics or science administered in English to ELLs is just as much
about the student’s language proficiency as it is about his/her knowledge
of mathematics or science. Standardized tests that have been developed
for mainstream English-speaking students may contain cultural biases that
can resultin underestimations of the competence of students from different
cultural and/or linguistic backgrounds (Cabello, 1984).

To be effective, education must be based on an accurate assessment
of students” knowledge and skills; otherwise, students will be provided
instruction that is too advanced or not advanced enough, redundant, or
simply irrelevant. Despite its singular importance, research on assessment
of ELLs is dramatically lacking. Of the entire body of research reviewed
for this volume, only ten empirical studies related to assessment issues
were uncovered and retained. While these studies address issues of some
importance, their significance is weakened by conceptual fragmentation;
that is, each study looks at a different assessment issue. Thus, the findings
reported by these studies lack utility because we cannot ascertain their
reliability and generalizability.

The diversity of this research can best be illustrated by providing a brief
overview. McEvoy and Johnson (1989) examined the utility of using a test
of general intelligence (WPPSI) as a predictor of early reading scores among
Mexican American students. They found that, indeed, the WPPSI predicted
a significant amount of variance in reading scores when predicting from
age 5 to Grades 1 to 4. Jansky et al. (1989) failed to find good predictive
validity for a five-test screening battery for ELLs of Hispanic background
when initial screening occurred at Kindergarten or Grade 1 with follow-up
for five to six years. Accordingly, they argue for careful selection of screen-
ing tests that are fine-tuned to the specific needs and characteristics of the
students being tested. In contrast, Frontera and Horowizt (1995) report that
teachers can be a valuable and valid source of information concerning stu-
dents who are at risk for reading failure based on questionnaire responses.

Miramontes (1987) examined the miscues of good and disabled readers
whose first language was Spanish versus those whose first language was
English. She found that the miscues of students whose first language was
Spanish (whether they were good or disabled readers) adhered more con-
sistently to the expected graphic and sound cues represented in the text
than did those of students whose first language of reading was English.
She emphasizes the importance of assessing ELLs’ reading abilities in
both languages and also of examining reading processes, not just levels.
In another study, Miramontes (1990) makes the same claims as a result
of research on the miscues of Hispanic students with mixed language
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dominance/proficiency. Umbel et al. (1992) also argue for assessment of
ELLs’ skills in both languages in order to arrive at valid assessments of
vocabulary skills. Cabello (1984) documents alternative forms of cultural
bias in tests used to assess ELLs — bias linked to lexico-syntactic, content
and concepts, social, and cognitive aspects of assessment. She recommends
the use of test items that are relatively free of bias when assessing students
with different linguistic and cultural backgrounds. Similarly, Garcia (1991)
found that the performance of Hispanic students on an English language
reading test was seriously underestimated because of their limited prior
knowledge of certain test topics and concludes that simply diversifying
the topics in a test is inadequate to overcome this bias. In a large survey of
5,472 students of Southeast Asian background, Ima and Rumbaut (1989)
argue that educators must consider the diversity of learners within this
group of ELLs if their educational efforts, including assessment activities,
are to be appropriate and effective.

Collectively, these studies address anumber of important general issues.
However, it is difficult to provide recommendations from this corpus
because the research is so fragmented. Some observations that can be
derived from this corpus relate to importance of:

1. Assessment in both languages in order to arrive at complete and
valid assessments of ELLs" abilities and difficulties (Miramontes,
1987; Umbel et al., 1992).

2. Multiple sources of information when assessing the learning needs
of ELLs (Frontera and Horowitz, 1995; McEvoy and Johnson, 1989).

3. Different kinds of information about ELLs and tests that are dynamic
and tailored to specific needs and characteristic of ELLs; in particular,
assessments should be free of cultural bias, sensitive to students’
relative proficiency in each language, and sensitive to developmental
patterns and to first-language reading (Miramontes, 1987).

4. Distinctive patterns of reading and language development among
ELL subgroups that can serve as valid points of reference for diag-
nosis —in other words, one should not assume that there are singular
or simple profiles that validly characterize the reading difficulties of
all ELLs who are below grade level (Goldstein, Harris, and Klein,
1993; Ima and Rumbaut, 1989; Merino, 1983; Miramontes, 1990).

There is clearly a need for much more research in this field if we are
to address these issues with empirical evidence. Additional key questions
deserve attention:

1. How can we best identify the strengths and weaknesses in ELLs’
L2 (and L1) reading skills and, in particular, those who are below
grade level in reading performance? In a related vein, do ELLs from
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different L1 backgrounds demonstrate the same patterns of difficulty
and strength?

2. Can the L2 reading skills of ELLs be calibrated in some way that
would permit appropriate placement of students in English reading
programs?

3. How canwe distinguish ELLs who are suspected of impaired reading
from those who simply have incomplete mastery of the L2?

4. Can standardized English and content-area tests that are mandated
by state regulations be adapted for use with ELLs to make valid
inferences about their reading and academic progress relative to
mainstream students?

5. Is it possible to develop tests of English reading and language that
are not biased against ELLs in inappropriate ways?

CONCLUSIONS

Studies of alternative approaches to reading and writing instruction indi-
cate that interactive approaches have much to recommend them. Most
evaluative studies on interactive approaches attest to their effectiveness.
Moreover, they are effective for students with typical as well as those with
impaired capacities for learning, although the evidence is limited and def-
initions of impairment are often overly general and lacking in precision.
We previously cautioned that the distinctions used to categorize studies
of instruction are not mutually exclusive. In fact, a number of studies con-
sist of combinations of approaches. Direct and interactive instruction was
frequently combined —a number of studies of classrooms that were catego-
rized as direct instruction included interactive components (e.g., Padron,
1992), and many interactive learning environments included direct-skills
instruction (Doherty et al., 2003; Goldenberg, 1992; Saunders and Golden-
berg, 1999). The evidence suggests that different forms of direct instruction
can be effective for teaching word-level and text-level language skills and
that it can be effective crosslinguistically. Our present understanding of
the effectiveness of direct instruction is limited by the relative paucity of
research on this approach.

The importance of direct instruction as a component of an overall plan
of instruction is indicated by the results of process-based approaches. The
effectiveness of process approaches is mixed at best, with some studies
reporting advantages for students who were in process-oriented literacy
classrooms, but many reported null advantages and even disadvantages.
Researchers who examined process approaches pointed out that simply
exposing students to literacy-rich learning environments is not sufficient to
promote acquisition of the specific skills that comprise reading and writing.
They argued that focused and explicit instruction in particular skills and
subskills is called for if ELLs are to become efficient and effective readers
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and writers. Thus, the fundamental tenet of process-based approaches that
direct-skills instruction be avoided is the source of its weakness. Unless
process-based instruction is able to provide additional evidence to the con-
trary, the results to date do not recommend this approach.

The best recommendation to emerge from our review favors instruction
that combines interactive and direct approaches. Classrooms that combine
interactive with direct instruction provide instruction in specific reading
and writing skills within carefully designed interactive contexts, such as
Instructional Conversations. Interaction between learners and teachers, be
they adults or more competent students, is a mechanism through which
adaptation and accommodation of individual differences and preferences
can be accomplished. Carefully planned interactions in the classroom are
also both the medium for delivering appropriate instruction about liter-
acy and academic material and the message, insofar as the very language
that is used during interactive instruction embodies many key features of
language for literacy and broader academic purposes. Direct instruction
of specific skills ensures student mastery of literacy-related skills that are
often embedded in complex literacy or academic tasks. Presenting direct
instruction in interactive learning environments ensures that it is meaning-
ful, contextualized, and individualized. The choice of methods will depend
inlarge part on the objectives of instruction and learner characteristics. Cer-
tain methods, such as the keyword method, will be appropriate for vocabu-
lary development, while others, such as brainstorming, will be appropriate
for text comprehension and writing. At the same time, it is important to
point out that the emphasis on authentic, meaningful, and individualized
literacy activities that is the hallmark of process approaches is probably a
critical element of all literacy programs. It is a matter of balance and focus —
extant evidence suggests that an exclusive focus of the sort emphasized by
process approaches is probably not optimal.

A comprehensive and coherent plan for instruction calls for more than
specific techniques or methods, be they interactive or direct in nature.
Educators need comprehensive frameworks for planning and delivering
a whole curriculum. The Five Standards for Effective Pedagogy (Tharp
et al., 2000) provides such an overarching framework. “The Five Stan-
dards articulate both philosophical and pragmatic guidelines for effective
education. ... they do not endorse a specific curriculum but, rather, estab-
lish principles for best teaching practices . . . for both majority and minority
students” (see CREDE, 2002, for more details). The standards emphasize
teaching and learning through interaction but also accommodate direct
instruction as appropriate. In light of the evident need to focus on spe-
cific components of oral language and reading and writing for academic
purposes, the SIOP framework developed by Echevarria, Vogt, and Short
(2000) deserves consideration at the same time. SIOP is of particular rel-
evance to the present discussion because it focuses on how language can
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be adapted to make academic content comprehensible and, vice versa,
how academic instruction can promote acquisition of language for aca-
demic purposes. It incorporates both interactive and direct instructional
approaches.

While direct and interactive instruction are generally effective, we do
not have a full understanding of the scope of their effectiveness. More
evidence with respect to the specific language-skills domains over which
each approach can be said to be effective is needed. There is considerable
evidence with respect to text-level reading skills but limited evidence
concerning vocabulary, spelling, phonological awareness and decoding,
and writing skills. By strategically focusing on different learner outcomes,
researchers could expand our understanding of the scope of effectiveness
of these approaches.

Research concerning the effectiveness of direct and interactive forms of
instruction alone or in combination at different grade/age levels would
provide valuable information about how to adapt these approaches to
learners as they progress developmentally. One might imagine that direct
instruction is particularly effective for acquisition of certain skills at certain
stages of development and less effective at other times for other kinds of
skills. Similarly, interactive instruction and particular forms of interactive
instruction alone or in combination with direct instruction might be par-
ticularly effective for teaching certain skills at particular stages of devel-
opment. The studies by Saunders and Goldenberg (1999) and Doherty
et al. (2003) provide research models for better understanding the effec-
tiveness of combined approaches to instruction and the components that
they comprise. More research that examines the relative merits of alter-
native approaches to instruction would provide educators with valuable
comparative data with which to decide among alternatives, as well.

Research with respect to language of instruction has focused on whether
use of ELLs” L1 for initial schooling (and especially literacy instruction)
enhances, impedes, or has no effect on the development of reading and
writing skills in English. Collectively, this body of research indicates that
use of the L1 during the primary grades of schooling does not retard L2
literacy development. To the contrary, in some cases, ELLs who participate
in primary school programs that provide L1 support generally achieve the
same or superior levels of reading and writing skills as ELLs in English-
only programs by the end of elementary school or middle school. Thus,
contrary to the time-on-task hypothesis, ELLs can accommodate instruc-
tion in two languages without costs to their English-language develop-
ment. At the same time, ELLs who receive initial instruction in their L1
can achieve parity in English literacy with native English speakers and,
when they do, it usually takes several years of schooling. Participation in a
bilingual program does not lead to parity with native English speakers in
all cases, indicating that it is not sufficient to simply provide instruction in
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ELLs’ L1 and English to achieve parity with native English speakers. Atten-
tion must also focus on type and quality of instruction. It is for this reason
that research on alternative instructional approaches for ELLs is so critical.
Unfortunately, there is insufficient research concerning additional instruc-
tional factors in bilingual classrooms to draw conclusions regarding the
joint effectiveness of language of instruction and instructional approach.
Moreover, the precise impact of use of the L1 for initial literacy instruc-
tion is not entirely clear since the sole independent variable in most of this
research is language of instruction with little control in most cases for other
possible mitigating factors.

Research on the role of family and community factors on L2 literacy
development reveals an interesting but complex picture. On the one hand,
ELLs who begin school with advanced levels of oral English language pro-
ficiency tend to achieve higher levels of English literacy than students who
lack proficiency in English and, conversely, ELLs who are Spanish domi-
nant upon school entry tend to achieve lower levels of proficiency in L2
literacy. On the other hand, ELLs with enriched literacy experiences during
the pre-school years in the home, whether in the L1 or the L2, and ELLs with
literacy skills in Spanish prior to school entry are likely to achieve higher
levels of proficiency in English L2 literacy than ELLs with less enriched
literacy experiences and less developed L1 literacy skills. The influence of
English language use/ proficiency outside school on English literacy devel-
opment in school may also depend on the cultural background of students
as well as their parents’ length of residence in the United States. English
language proficiency upon entry to school appears to play a more impor-
tant role in English literacy development in school the longer the family
history of residence in the United States. Other factors, such as personal
aspirations, appear to be more important than L2 proficiency among first-
and second-generation immigrants. Oral English proficiency also appears
to be more important among Asian American than among Mexican Ameri-
can ELLs, although these results are statistically modest and are based on a
single study and, thus, deserve replication before substantive conclusions
can be drawn about the role of cultural background.

Taken in conjunction with the language-of-instruction findings, we see
that the acquisition of the home language and ESL is not a zero-sum game.
Proficiency in the home language does not have to result in reduced English
language skills and, conversely, the development of English language skills
does not have to entail loss of the home language. However, careful con-
sideration has to be given to what aspects of L1 and L2 development are
promoted in the pre-school years. The evidence reviewed in this chapter
and in Chapter 3 indicates that it is not sufficient to simply promote bilin-
gual proficiency in day-to-day oral language skills for ELLs to succeed fully
in English-language school environments. ELLs are more likely to succeed
at English-language literacy if they have had enriched literacy skills, either
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in the L1 or the L2, prior to school entry. Results reported in Chapter 3
indicate further that L1 oral language skills that are implicated in literacy
development are also likely to benefit L2 literacy development.

Parents and schools must play a greater role in promoting literacy in the
home, especially during the pre-school years so that ELLs are better pre-
pared for literacy instruction when they begin school. The same is probably
true for native English speakers who are at risk for literacy development.
Much more research is needed to examine family-based language inter-
ventions so that we have a better understanding of what works, with what
kinds of learners, and under what conditions. At present, our understand-
ing of the effect of home-based language interventions on English-language
literacy development in school is restricted. To date, ELLs of Hispanic back-
ground have been the primary focus of research attention, and studies of
non-Hispanic children have not disaggregated their results by language
and cultural background. There are good reasons to expect that specific
types of home-based interventions will be differentially effective for dif-
ferent learner groups (Steinberg, Dornbusch, and Brown, 1992). Future
research on these issues would fill these gaps in our knowledge.

Finally, with respect to assessment, it is difficult to draw precise or broad-
based conclusions because there is extremely little empirical research on
assessment issues related to ELLs, and the extant research is conceptu-
ally fragmented. A number of critical questions about assessment of ELLs
remains to be answered.
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Academic Achievement

Kathryn Lindholm-Leary and Graciela Borsato

INTRODUCTION

Academic achievement broadly refers to the communicative (oral, reading,
writing), mathematical, science, social science, and thinking skills and com-
petencies that enable a student to succeed in school and society. Because
these forms of achievement are difficult to assess, most researchers have
relied on a more narrow definition that is largely limited to outcomes
on standardized achievement tests. In this chapter, academic achievement
refers to content-area achievement as measured in English mathematics,
science, or social studies (e.g., history, geography); it does not cover the
content areas of English language arts (addressed in Chapter 4), foreign
language or other humanities (music, art, theater), or cognition (except as
it specifically relates to science or mathematics problem solving). The topic
of reading achievement is included if the outcome measure is a standard-
ized test and the study assesses reading and mathematics achievement of
one or more educational programs. While many of the studies included
in this chapter assess academic achievement by means of standardized
achievement tests, others use general measures of school attainment, such
as grade point average (GPA), high school drop-out rates, and attitudes
toward school and school-related topics.

The academic achievement of ethnic and language minority students has
received considerable attention especially as it relates to the underachieve-
ment of Hispanics, African Americans, Native Americans, and ELLs. This
chapter examines only ELLs and does not consider research on the achieve-
ment of Hispanic, Asian-American, or other ethnic minority or immigrant
students, except as the samples and results pertain to ELLs. As well, studies
that focused only on achievement in Spanish and had no outcome measures
in English were excluded.

This corpus of research is summarized in terms of the following themes
that were identified from our initial review of these studies:

176



Academic Achievement 177

* Program Issues

* Language Influences on Academic Achievement
* Instructional Issues

* Family and Learner Background Factors

* Assessment Issues

PROGRAM ISSUES

Research on the academic achievement of ELLs consists primarily of eval-
uations of various program models. Much of this work addresses policy
issues relating to the best way to educate ELLs. These studies fall into two
distinct groups: (1) evaluation studies (n = 16) that compare student out-
comes on standardized tests of mathematics (and often reading) achieve-
ment across different program types, usually bilingual versus something
else (no program, Structured English Immersion [SEI]/English as a Second
Language [ESL], or two different bilingual models); and (2) evaluation
studies (n = 8) describing student progress in a particular program type,
with outcomes related to standardized achievement tests in mathematics,
science, and social studies, GPA, or high school completion/drop out, or
various school-related attitudes. Most studies (n = 12) concentrate on stu-
dents in elementary school. Five studies focused on high school students
to determine the influence of participation in a bilingual program during
elementary school on their current high school achievement. Studies at the
high school level also often examined GPA, high school drop-out or reten-
tion rates, and attitudes. There were an additional six longitudinal studies
that followed students through elementary school into middle school or
high school and one retrospective study.

Comparative Evaluation Studies

The central issue in the debate on the education of ELLs has been
whether research demonstrates educational benefits of bilingual or other
educational programs specifically designed for ELLs over mainstream
English education. Numerous reviews of the research literature have been
conducted; some reviews have concluded that bilingual programs are inef-
fective and others that bilingual education is more effective than English
immersion approaches (August and Hakuta, 1997). The comparative eval-
uation studies reported here were typically conducted to answer the fol-
lowing two policy-related questions: (1) “Is a language education program
designed for ELLs better than no specially designed program (i.e., main-
stream English)?”, and (2) “Which type of program designed for ELLs leads
to better academic outcomes?” Some studies addressed only one of these
questions and some investigations tackled both. This section summarizes
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the empirical evidence from these studies according to these two questions;
see Table A.5.1 for summaries of the studies.

Question #1: How Effective Are Programs Designed for ELLs in Com-
parison to Mainstream Programs? Beginning in the 1980s, research was
undertaken to address the policy-related question: Is bilingual education as
effective as mainstream education in promoting the academic achievement
and English language proficiency of ELLs? These studies were designed
to compare the academic achievement of ELLs in bilingual education pro-
grams with that of their English-speaking peers in English-only programs.
In most of these studies, comparison students were similar in their ethnic
background (mostly Hispanic; Franco-American in one case) and socio-
economic status (mostly low-income). Results varied according to the
grade level of the students in the sample, the type of program they were in,
and the language and subject area (reading, mathematics) of assessment.
In the aggregate, these studies found that students who had received bilin-
gual instruction performed at grade level usually by the fifth grade, and
they scored at least comparable to if not higher than their English-speaking
peers or their ELL peers who were in mainstream English classes with no
specialized instruction.

As Table A.5.1 shows, there were fifteen studies in this group; five were
conducted in the mid-1980s and ten between 1990 and 2002. In this group
of studies, a wide range of grades was represented, from Grades 1 to 3 to
Grades 7 to 12. In all but six studies (Cazabon, Nicoladis, and Lambert,
1998; de la Garza and Medina, 1985; Gersten and Woodward, 1995;
Lindholm, 1991; Ramirez, 1992; Thomas and Collier, 2002), there was little
or no description of what bilingual instruction entailed, except to indicate
that the curriculum was common across the two programs being com-
pared. Even when the bilingual program was described, the treatment, if
any, that the comparison group received was not always clear (Cazabon,
Lambert, and Hall, 1993; Lindholm, 1991). It was also unclear in many of
these studies how long the students had participated in the bilingual pro-
gram. For example, in Curiel, Rosenthal, and Richek’s (1986) study, stu-
dents in the bilingual group were in the program for af least one year. Thus,
these students could have received one, two, three, or possibly more years
of bilingual education. Yet, several studies clearly show that the amount
of time students participate in a program has a significant impact on their
achievement (Curiel et al., 1986; Gersten and Woodward, 1995).

None of these studies used random assignment; three studies matched
students according to nonverbal intelligence (Cazabon et al., 1993;
Cazabon et al., 1998; Saldate, Mishra, and Medina, 1985), and two for
student or other characteristics, such as same school or district, ethni-
city, social class, program duration (Medrano, 1988), along with birthplace
and education of parents, gender, and family structure (Curiel et al., 1986).
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In most investigations, comparison groups did not include students who
were individually matched to students in the treatment group. The stu-
dents in most studies were similar in ethnicity, grade level, and social-
class background, except for Burnham-Massey and Pifia (1990), who did
not specify the backgrounds of the students included in the comparison
group. Sample sizes were respectable (subjects per group ranged from
forty to five hundred) in all but de la Garza and Medina’s (1985), Fulton-
Scott and Calvin’s (1983), and Saldate et al.’s (1985) (n = 2031 per group)
research. Thirteen of the fifteen studies used standardized achievement
test scores in English to assess student outcomes (except Curiel et al., 1986,
and Lindholm-Leary and Borsato, 2001).

With respect to reading achievement assessed in English, only one
school site in one study reported that bilingually instructed students per-
formed more poorly than English monolingual comparison students (see
Table A.5.1). Specifically, Alanis (2000) reported that Grade 5 ELLs in
two-way immersion (TWI) programs score significantly lower than EO
peers in reading achievement at one school site; at the other school site
she examined, however, TWI students performed significantly higher in
reading. In four of the remaining studies, bilingually instructed students
scored at levels equivalent to the English-only comparison groups in read-
ing at the final grade level in which comparisons were made (Burnham-
Massey and Pifia, 1990; Cazabon et al., 1998; de la Garza and Medina, 1985;
Medrano, 1986). In two studies representing three school sites, students
who were educated through their first language significantly outperformed
monolingually educated comparison students in reading (Saldate et al.,
1985; Thomas and Collier, 2002).

With respect to mathematics achievement, bilingually instructed stu-
dents in four of the studies (Alanis, 2000; Cazabon, Nicoladis, and Lam-
bert, 1998; Medrano, 1986; Saldate et al., 1985) and in one school site in
each of Alanis’ (2000) and Thomas and Collier’s (2002, Site #2 in Table 1)
investigations scored higher than English mainstream students in English
math by the final grade level included in the study. Two studies and one
school site in another study reported that students in the bilingual program
scored at the same level as comparison group students (Burnham-Massey
and Pifa, 1990; de la Garza and Medina, 1985; Thomas and Collier, 2002,
Site #1). Bilingually instructed students scored significantly lower than
their English-only peers in only one school site in one study (Alanis, 2000).

Longitudinal and retrospective studies that have assessed high school
students who had been in bilingual programs in elementary school have
also yielded results favoring bilingual programs. Burnham-Massey and
Pifia (1990) report an initial lag in performance on the CTBS reading, lan-
guage, and mathematics subtests for students in transitional bilingual edu-
cation (TBE), but found that they caught up to their English-only peers by
Grade 5 and surpassed them in mathematics (but scored comparably in
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reading) by Grades 7 and 8 (see Table A.5.1). By Grade 11, all students who
have previously been in TBE passed the high school state-level proficiency
subtests. Similar results favoring bilingual programs were obtained in a
study by Curiel et al. (1986), who matched Grades 7 to 10 students on
several background characteristics: gender, birthplace of mother/father,
dual/single-parent family, parental education, and father’s occupation.
They report that ELLs who had participated in a bilingual program in ele-
mentary school had higher GPAs and attendance and a lower high school
drop-out rate than EO Hispanic students who had been in an English main-
stream program during elementary school. The longer the ELLs had had
bilingual instruction, the more positive were their results. Thomas and
Collier (2002) and Lindholm-Leary and Borsato (2001) also report lower
dropout rates for ELLs who had received bilingual instruction in compar-
ison to ELLs in mainstream English classes.

Only one investigation compared the achievement of ELLs in a bilingual
program and ELLs who had had ESL instruction to that of ELLs who
had not participated in a specially designed program (i.e., mainstream
English-only classes) (Thomas and Collier, 2002). In their large-scale study
of four school districts providing specialized instruction to ELLs, Thomas
and Collier (2002) found that, by the end of high school, ELLs who had
been in mainstream classes and had received no special services scored
the lowest in mathematics and reading measured in English and had the
highest dropout rates in high school compared to students who had had
any other type of special services (SEI/ESL, bilingual, two-way).

These studies have been discussed with respect to student performance
in different program types. However, the question remains whether the
students achieved at grade level. As Table A.5.1 indicates, the bilingually
instructed students scored at least at grade level by the final grade in
which they were assessed in English math and reading in five studies
(Burnham-Massey and Pifia, 1990; Cazabon et al., 1998; de la Garza and
Medina, 1985; Fulton-Scott and Calvin, 1983; Medrano, 1986). Students
scored average (or close to average) in math but not reading in two stud-
ies (Cazabon et al., 1993; Lindholm, 1991). In one evaluation (Thomas and
Collier, 2002), student achievement varied by school site and program type,
with the bilingually instructed students in the French/English immersion
program performing at grade level. At the second school site, ELLs in
the TBE program scored at grade level; those in the ESL program scored
below grade level; and the mainstream ELLs scored very low. In Gersten
and Woodward’s (1995) study, the TBE and structured English immersion
groups scored below average in language and very low in reading and
vocabulary. In five studies (Alanis, 2000; Curiel et al., 1986; Lindholm-
Leary and Borsato, 2001; Ramirez, 1992; Saldate et al., 1985), either no
achievement data were reported or students’ level of performance was not
clear.
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In the five investigations in which there was information about Spanish
achievement, students scored at or above grade level in two studies (de
la Garza and Medina, 1985; Thomas and Collier, 2002, Site #2); (slightly)
below grade level in two other studies utilizing the same subjects (Cazabon
et al., 1993; Cazabon et al., 1998); or slightly below average in reading but
slightly above average in math (Lindholm, 1991).

In summary, the question posed in this section can be answered as
follows. Programs that are specially designed for ELLs promote at least
EQUIVALENT and sometimes HIGHER outcomes than a mainstream EO
class. However, if the comparison between a bilingual /ESL/SEI program
and no program/English mainstream is made in the early years of a child’s
education (Grades K-2), it would appear that ELLs in mainstream pro-
grams have an advantage. The extant research also clearly shows that by
the late elementary grades and particularly in middle and high school
grades, ELLs who have received some specialized instruction, particularly
first-language instruction, catch up to and sometimes surpass their com-
parison peers. They score at grade level and are less likely to drop out of
high school. ELLs who had not been in any specialized program but par-
ticipated in mainstream English classes scored the lowest in comparison to
students in any other program and ended their schooling with low levels
of achievement.

Question #2a: Which Model Leads to Higher Academic Outcomes:
Bilingual or ESL or SEI? Ramirez and his colleagues conducted a congres-
sionally mandated four-year longitudinal study of more than two thousand
elementary school ELLs with Spanish language backgrounds (Ramirez,
Yuen, and Ramey, 1991, reported in Ramirez, 1992). The research ques-
tion in this federally sponsored project was: “Which of three alternative
instructional programs designed to meet the needs of Spanish-speaking
LEP students helped them to ‘catch-up’ to their English-speaking peers?”
The three program alternatives were structured English immersion, early-
exit (or TBE), and late-exit bilingual programs. Schools representing the
three models but not individual students were carefully matched so that
the major characteristic that distinguished one program from another was
the amount of L1 instruction provided the students. Students were given
norm-referenced standardized achievement tests, and the Trajectory Anal-
ysis of Matched Percentiles (TAMP) was used to examine the extent to
which students closed the gap with English speakers and made growth
toward grade-level achievement. Ramirez’s study is one of the few studies
that described the instructional model and observed the implementation
of the model under investigation.

Ramirez (1992) reports that the late-exit bilingual program produced
superior outcomes compared to the SEI program, but there were no sig-
nificant differences between the SEI and early-exit (or TBE) bilingual
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approaches. The study concludes that providing almost exclusive instruc-
tion in English does not accelerate ELLs” acquisition of English but may
cause them to fall behind; rather, providing ELLs with substantial instruc-
tion in Spanish may assist them in catching up to their English-speaking
peers in English reading, language, and math. Ramirez also reports that
the better the implementation of the model, the stronger were the results
favoring primary-language instruction.

Collier (1992) reanalyzed Ramirez’s data using normal curve equiva-
lents rather than TAMP analysis and confirmed the results reported by
Ramirez. She reports but does not provide data to show that by the end
of Grade 3, students who received no L1 support were beginning to fall
behind, whereas students who were given some L1 support (early-exit)
kept pace with the norm group, though they were not catching up. Only
the late-exit group was able to make greater growth than the norm group
and achieve at grade level. These students were scoring at the 45th NCE
in English reading and the 51st NCE in English math.

Ten years after the Ramirez and Collier reports, Thomas and Collier
(2002) released the results of a large-scale study with mostly native Spanish-
speaking ELLs. Their sample included four research sites representing
rural and urban school districts and different types of language educa-
tion program options for ELLs. Data were collected for students who were
identified as ELL in Grade 1 through the highest grade they had reached
by the time the study terminated. The students had to have participated
in the same program for a minimum of four years. Thus, they assembled
longitudinal data for a large sample of ELLs, including two samples of high
school students. Their results revealed that ELLs enrolled in SEI/ESL pro-
grams scored lower in mathematics and reading achievement measured
in English and had higher school dropout rates compared to students in
bilingual or two-way programs.

Twenty years earlier, Fulton-Scott and Calvin (1983) had reported sim-
ilar findings in a small study of students in a bilingual/bicultural pro-
gram versus a nonintegrated ESL program (ELLs were segregated in ESL
classes) or an integrated ESL program (ELLs received an ESL program
and integrated with their English-speaking peers). Fulton-Scott and Calvin
report that the Grade 6 students who had received bilingual instruction
achieved at a higher level than ELLs who had received ESL, though the
difference was statistically significant only for the comparison between stu-
dents receiving bilingual instruction versus those receiving nonintegrated
ESL instruction.

In the only study to report contrary findings, Gersten and Woodward
(1995) assessed the achievement of ELLs in Grades 4 to 7 of a TBE program
in comparison to that of ELLs in a SEI program (which they called “bilin-
gual immersion”). The sample included only ELLs who had begun their
respective programs in Grade 1 and continued in the program until they
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were eligible for mainstream instruction. This so-called bilingual immer-
sion (structured English immersion) program included four years dur-
ing which Spanish was used for 30 to 60 minutes per day. Gersten and
Woodward reported that “overall, the data show a consistent pattern. In
the fourth grade, bilingual immersion [SEI] students demonstrated supe-
rior academic performance in all areas assessed. Over time, differences
between the two groups decreased” (p. 232). In other words, they found
differences in Grade 4 right around the time TBE students were transi-
tioning to English, but those differences diminished across Grades 5 to 7,
and by Grade 7 there were no statistically significant differences between
the two groups. A comparison of growth by group revealed that the TBE
students made more progress (growth of 5.2 NCEs) than the SEI students
(growth of 2.4 NCEs), though this difference was not statistically signifi-
cant. Over the four-year time period of the study, results from Tukey post
hoc tests showed significant differences in opposite directions for the two
groups: the total language scores of the SEI students decreased, while the
scores of the TBE students increased. The vocabulary scores remained con-
stant for the SEI students from Grades 4 to 7 while they increased slightly
(3.1 NCEs) from Grades 4 to 7 for the TBE students; this group difference
was not statistically significant.

Question #2b: Which Bilingual Model Leads to Higher Academic
Outcomes: Early Exit or Late Exit? Several studies have compared the
early-exit program model to the late-exit model to determine whether the
greater enrichment and longer duration of L1 instruction in late-exit pro-
grams have a positive, neutral, or negative effect on student academic
achievement. A relevant policy question here is whether one can deliver a
short-term program or whether the program must be longer in duration for
ELLs to demonstrate positive outcomes. Table A.5.1 provides details about
the research methodologies and outcomes of the studies discussed in this
section.

While Ramirez (1992), in his four-year longitudinal study, did not specif-
ically report whether late-exit programs yielded higher outcomes than
early-exit programs, Collier’s (1992) reanalysis of Ramirez’s data did show
higher achievement on the part of students in late-exit programs compared
to early-exit programs. Similarly, Thomas and Collier (2002) report that
late-exit (including two-way) bilingual programs promote higher levels of
reading and mathematics achievement than early-exit (transitional) pro-
grams.

As Table A 5.1 indicates, five studies examined ELLs in two-way pro-
grams in comparison to ELLs in early-exit/TBE programs with respect
to their performance on standardized tests in English reading and math
and their attitudes (Cazabon et al., 1993; Cazabon et al., 1998; Lindholm,
1991; Lindholm-Leary and Borsato, 2001; Thomas and Collier, 2002). At
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the K-2 grade levels, there was either no difference between early-exit and
two-way immersion programs or a difference favoring early-exit programs
(Cazabon et al., 1993; Lindholm; 1991). However, these same studies con-
sistently reported standardized test results, attitudes, and enrollment in
higher-level math courses favoring two-way programs over early exit/TBE
programs by Grade 3 (Cazabon et al., 1993), Grade 5 (Thomas and Collier,
2002, Site #2), and at high school levels (Cazabon et al., 1998; Lindholm-
Leary and Borsato, 2001).

Ramirez (1992) examined late-exit programs to determine whether stu-
dent outcomes were better for programs that used more Spanish in the
later grades in comparison to programs that used more English in the later
grades. His results showed that students in the school with the greatest
use of Spanish and those in the school that used the most English ended
Grade 6 with comparable levels of skills in English language and read-
ing. However, with respect to mathematics achievement, Grade 6 ELLs
in the two late-exit schools that used more Spanish showed greater gains
in achievement than students at the site that had higher levels of English
instruction at the later grade levels even though both groups of students
had comparable scores in Grade 1. That is, there was a difference in achieve-
ment gains when these models were compared with respect to the amount
of Spanish instruction in the curriculum. ELLs at the late-exit school that
moved abruptly into English instruction (similar to early-exit programs)
showed a marked decline in their growth in mathematics relative to the
norming population. In contrast, ELLs in the late-exit program (particu-
larly at the site that was most faithful to the late-exit instructional model)
showed “continued acceleration in the rate of growth, which is as fast or
faster than the norming population. That is, late-exit students appeared to
be gaining on students in the general population” (p. 25).

In sum, comparisons of ELLs in different program types indicate that
students who received some type of specialized program (TBE, TWI, ESL)
scored higher in reading and math than students who received no special-
ized program in mainstream English classrooms. Also, ELLs who received
some specialized program were able to catch up to and, in some stud-
ies, surpass the achievement levels of their peers who were educated in
English-only mainstream classrooms. This research also indicates that stu-
dents who participated in programs with longer exposure to L1 instruc-
tion (two-way, late-exit) outperformed students who received short-term
exposure (early-exit/ TBE). If we consider the interim results for Grades
K-2 (and sometimes 3), we find that bilingually instructed students either
score at lower levels initially than comparison students and perform at
similar levels in higher grades, or they score equivalently in grades K-2
and then outperform comparison-group peers in later grades. This pattern
of results is also evident for other measures of achievement: GPA, school
completion, attitudes toward school, and college preparation. The lower
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scores in the initial grades may account for the popular misperception that
bilingual education is an ineffective means for educating ELLs.

Descriptive Studies

Several studies have examined and described specific forms of bilingual
programs; these studies are summarized in Table A.5.2. The program model
that has been examined most often is two-way immersion. These studies
have all shown that two-way programs were effective in helping ELLs
achieve at or above grade-level in their L1 and progress toward grade-level
achievement or above in English by middle school. In some of these stud-
ies, the focus was on students’ motivation and attitudes toward learning
(Lambert and Cazabon, 1994; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Lindholm-Leary and
Borsato, 2001). The results from these studies have shown that ELLs were
developing positive attitudes toward themselves as learners and toward
school. Almost all high school students in two-way programs responded
that they had no intention of dropping out; they wanted to attend a four-
year college and they planned to attend a four-year college right after high
school (Lindholm-Leary and Borsato, 2001).

Seven of these eight studies include results from standardized achieve-
ment tests in reading and math (de Jong, 2002; Kirk-Senesac, 2002; Lambert
and Cazabon, 1994; Lindholm, 1988; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Lindholm and
Aclan, 1991; Lindholm and Fairchild, 1989) and four included measures of
attitudes (Lambert and Cazabon, 1994; Lindholm, 1988; Lindholm-Leary,
2001; Lindholm-Leary and Borsato, 2001). Three of the studies included
samples of high school students who had or were currently participating in
atwo-way program (Kirk-Senesac, 2002; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Lindholm-
Leary and Borsato, 2001). Most of these studies provide a description of
the two-way model they were studying. Both go:10 and 50:50 models of
two-way immersion were represented in these studies at both elementary
and high school levels.

These studies consistently show that students score very low in English
reading in the early grades and progress toward grade-level performance
by later elementary or high school. They also show that students who
had developed high levels of proficiency in both languages were more
successful at closing the achievement gap in reading with the norming
group by Grade 4 than students with lower levels of bilingual proficiency
(Kirk-Senesac, 2002; Lambert and Cazabon, 1994; Lindholm-Leary, 2001;
Lindholm and Aclan, 1991). With respect to math achievement, all studies
showed that although the students under evaluation had begun elementary
school with low to below average NCEs, they scored average to above
average in English math by Grades 4 to 6, depending on the study (de
Jong, 2002; Kirk-Senesac, 2002; Lindholm and Aclan, 1991; Lindholm and
Fairchild, 1989). The participating students also typically met district or
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state proficiency standards (de Jong, 2002; Kirk-Senesac, 2002) and scored
above district and state averages for ELLs (de Jong, 2002; Lindholm-Leary,
2001).

Three other studies examined students’ attitudes (Lambert and
Cazabon, 1994; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Lindholm-Leary and Borsato, 2001).
These studies found that ELLs had positive perceptions of their academic
competence, bilingualism, and the two-way program itself (Lambert and
Cazabon, 1994; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Lindholm-Leary and Borsato, 2001).
Lindholm-Leary and Borsato (2001) found that the majority of ELLs were
enrolled in college-bound math courses and only 3 percent in basic math.
Further, most of the students felt that they would not drop out of school;
they wanted to go to college; they would go to college after high school;
and they thought that getting good grades was important. Almost half of
the students felt that the two-way program kept them from dropping out
of school and that they were academically outperforming their peers who
had also started school as ELLs.

The results of these descriptive studies are similar to those presented
in the previous section on comparative studies. That is, students who
received instruction through their L1 closed the achievement gap with
native English speakers and exceeded the performance of their ELL peers
in the district (descriptive studies) or in comparison groups (comparative
studies). In addition, ELLs demonstrated positive attitudes toward the pro-
gram, themselves as learners, school, and other cultures and languages.

Other Program Factors

There has been extensive research in mainstream schools on the character-
istics of effective schools and programs. These studies demonstrate con-
sistently and conclusively that schools with high quality programs have a
cohesive school-wide vision, shared goals that define their expectations for
achievement, a clear instructional focus on and commitment to achieve-
ment, and high expectations (Berman et al., 1995; Corallo and McDonald,
2002; Gandara, 1995; Goldenberg and Sullivan, 1994; Levine and Lezotte,
1995; Marzano, 2003; Montecel and Cortez, 2002; Reyes, Scribner, and
Paredes Scribner, 1999; Slavin and Calderén, 2001; Teddle and Reynolds,
2000; Tikunoff, 1985; U.S. Department of Education, 1998). The importance
of these characteristics has been found in studies of mainstream schools
(e.g., Levine and Lezotte, 1995; Marzano, 2003), low-performing schools
(Corallo and McDonald, 2002; Reyes et al., 1999), and bilingual programs
serving ELLs (e.g., Berman et al., 1995; Montecel and Cortez, 2002; Slavin
and Calderon, 2001; Tikunoff, 1985).

We identified eleven studies that examined program factors associated
with effective schooling for ELLs (Battistich et al., 1997, Berman et al.,
1995; Doherty et al., 2003; Fulton-Scott and Calvin, 1983; Lucas et al., 1990;
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Mehan et al., 1991; Mehan et al., 1994; Montecel and Cortez, 2002; Ramirez,
1992; Tellez, 1998; Tikunoff, 1985). Two were large-scale federally funded
studies (Bermanetal., 1995; Tikunoff, 1985) and one was a small-scale study
that examined the features common to “exemplary” programs that aimed
to promote high achievement among ELLs (Montecel and Cortez, 2002).
Yet other studies looked at the importance of school reform (Goldenberg
and Sullivan, 1994; Minicucci, 1996) or adherence to standards (Doherty
et al.,, 2003) in promoting academic success among ELLs. Finally, three
studies assessed the effects of integration and “untracking” on high school
students” achievement (Fulton-Scott and Calvin, 1983; Mehan et al., 1991;
Mehan et al.,, 1994). Aggregating across this corpus of research, programs
that were relatively effective shared the following characteristics:

* Educational personnel shared the belief that “all children can learn”
(Lucas et al., 1990; Tikunoff, 1985).

* There was a positive school environment; that is, one that was orderly
and safe, had a warm and caring community, and facilitated learning
(Battistich et al., 1997; Berman et al., 1995; Montecel and Cortez, 2002).

* Therewasa curriculum that was meaningful and academically challeng-
ing, incorporated higher-order thinking (Berman et al., 1995; Doherty
et al., 2003; Montecel and Cortez, 2002; Ramirez, 1992; Tikunoff, 1985),
was thematically integrated (Montecel and Cortez, 2002), and estab-
lished a clear alignment with standards and assessment (Doherty
et al., 2003; Montecel and Cortez, 2002).

* The program model was grounded in sound theory and best practices
associated with an enriched, not remedial, instructional model (e.g.,
Montecel and Cortez, 2002).

¢ This enriched model was consistent and sustained over time (Ramirez,
1992). Tellez (1998) examined the program placement of close to eleven
thousand ELLs in Grades K-3 and found that one fourth of the students
participated in different program types (as many as three different pro-
gram types in four years). He reported that the greater the assortment of
programs in which an individual student participated, the lower was the
student’s level of achievement. However, he did not provide empirical
data to support this claim.

* Teachers in high quality bilingual programs understood theories about
bilingualism and second-language development as well as the goals and
rationale for the model in which they were teaching (Berman etal., 1995;
Montecel and Cortez, 2002).

Fulton-Scott and Calvin (1983) found that bilingual/bicultural and
integrated ESL programs in which ELLs were integrated with English-
proficient students yielded higher achievement test scores and GPAs than
a segregated ESL program that provided limited opportunities for ELLs to
interact with English-proficient students. These results are consistent with
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other studies that have shown that achievement levels of ELLs are higher
when they participate in programs that are noncompensatory in nature
and that accord them equal status with other students (Berman et al., 1995;
Mehan et al., 1991; Mehan et al., 1994; Montecel and Cortez, 2002).

These findings on effective programs for ELLs are consistent with
research on effective schools for mainstream students. Both bodies of
research show that students, be they mainstream or ELLs, are more aca-
demically successful when they attend schools that provide positive learn-
ing environments that integrate rather than segregate students and that
include a challenging curriculum for all students. Programs serving ELLs
are more successful when they are based on sound theory; when teach-
ers understand the program model in which they are teaching and the
research-based principles of second-language development that undergird
that model; and when students are placed in a consistent and sustained
program.

LANGUAGE INFLUENCES ON ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

Previous research on bilingualism, which is not part of the present
database, has shown that students with high levels of bilingual profi-
ciency exhibit elevated levels of academic and cognitive functioning in
comparison to students with less well-developed bilingual skills (August
and Hakuta, 1997). A similar conclusion can be drawn from a review of
studies in the present database, which we review in this section. More-
over, it would appear that there is a developmental interconnectedness
among language proficiency, literacy, and content skills within and across
languages for ELLs.

We identified five studies that examined the influence of oral language
proficiency in both L1 and English on math achievement (Fernandez and
Nielsen, 1986; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Lindholm-Leary and Aclan, 1991;
Nielsen and Lerner, 1986; Rumberger and Larson, 1998). These studies are
consistent in showing that bilingual students with high levels of profi-
ciency in both languages had higher levels of academic achievement than
comparison students who were monolingual. For example, Fernandez and
Nielsen (1986) used the first wave of the High School and Beyond database
(1980), a longitudinal study of U.S. high school seniors and sophomores, to
examine the relationship of bilingualism to academic achievement (educa-
tional expectations, and vocabulary, reading, and math achievement). They
compared the academic performance of Hispanic bilingual (n = 1876), His-
panic English monolingual, Euro-American bilingual, and Euro-American
English monolingual students. Proficiency in both English and the other
language was positively related to achievement for both bilingual groups
(Hispanic bilingual and Euro-American bilingual). More specifically, the
bilingual Hispanics significantly outperformed their English monolingual
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Hispanic peersin achievement. Nielsen and Lerner also found that frequent
use of the non-English language was negatively associated with achieve-
ment. This finding could be interpreted to mean that the students who
frequently used Spanish lacked sufficient proficiency in English to use that
language more frequently. If this is true, it would reinforce the link between
bilingualism and academic achievement insofar as this latter group of stu-
dents would be classified as nonproficient bilinguals. Nielsen and Lerner
did not define “bilingual” precisely and, indeed, it would appear that it
referred to the students’ exposure to and not necessarily their proficiency
in another language in the home. Nonetheless, this research suggests that
advanced levels of proficiency in two languages may confer advantages
on academic achievement.

Rumberger and Larson (1998) examined the educational achievement
of Grades 7 and 9 Latino students. About 40 percent were identified
as current ELLs, 30 percent as monolingual English speakers (EO), and
30 percent as students who had entered school as ELLs with Spanish as
their home language but were redesignated as FEP speakers. Their results
showed that compared to the EO or ELL students, the FEP students had
higher grades and lower transiency rates, were more likely to be on track
with their high school credits, and showed greater educational commit-
ment. Particularly noteworthy was the finding that the FEP students were
more successful than the monolingual English speakers, despite the fact
that the latter had relatively higher social-class background and might have
been expected to be more proficient in English.

While most of these studies have reported that bilingual students have
higher levels of achievement than monolingual English-speaking students,
only one study in our database examined directly the influence of bilin-
gual proficiency on achievement (Lindholm and Aclan, 1991). More specif-
ically, Lindholm and Aclan (1991) examined a group of ELLs in Grades 1
to 4 in two-way immersion programs in California. They categorized the
students as low, medium, or high bilinguals on the basis of their oral lan-
guage proficiency in each language. The results of academic achievement
testing revealed significant positive relationships between level of bilin-
gual proficiency and level of achievement in math and reading. Moreover,
the students who were classified as “high bilinguals” were able to attain
grade-level results in English reading by Grade 4 and in English math
by Grade 3. Lindholm-Leary (2001) reported similar findings for English
reading, but not math, for Grade 5 ELLs in two-way programs.

Few studies have systematically examined the influence of L1 profi-
ciency or English literacy on content-area achievement. While many of
the comparative evaluation studies reviewed herein discuss reading and
math achievement in each language, most do not examine the relation-
ships between reading achievement in one language with content achieve-
ment in that language or the relationship between content knowledge
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across languages. Only two U.S.-based studies were identified that address
these relationships; both used correlational techniques. Working in two-
way immersion programs, Lindholm-Leary (2001) found that reading and
math achievement scores were significantly correlated within and across
languages: at Grade 6, English reading with English math (r = 0.81*"),
Spanish reading with Spanish math (r = 0.74™), and Spanish math
with English math (r = 0.85"). Moreover, the correlations between math
achievement scores across languages increased across grade levels from
Grade 1 (r = 0.53) to Grade 7 (r = 0.72). Garcia-Vazquez et al. (1997)
also report significant correlations between English reading and math
achievement scores (r = 0.61) in Grades 6 to 12 ELLs. Unfortunately, it
was not clear in what program these students had been or were currently
participating.

INSTRUCTIONAL ISSUES

In contrast to the plethora of research on instructional issues in literacy (see
Chapter 4), there is a dearth of empirical research on instructional strate-
gies or approaches to teaching content. Only five studies examined instruc-
tional approaches or strategies (Berman et al., 1995; Echevarria, Short, and
Powers, 2003; Minicucci, 1996; Montecel and Cortez, 2002; Tikunoff, 1985),
including one report on schools with exemplary programs in math and
science (Minicucci, 1996). Two other studies, discussed previously, investi-
gated instructional factors that were considered influential in a program’s
effectiveness (Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Ramirez, 1992). We also include here
CREDE technical reports that examined various instructional strategies
that could likely have a significant impact on content learning.

Research on mainstream classrooms shows that good instruction is asso-
ciated with higher outcomes, regardless of the type of educational model
that is used (Levine and Lezotte, 1995; Marzano, 2003; Wenglinsky, 2000).
The same is clearly evident in studies of ELL or high-risk students as well
(Berman et al., 1995; Corallo and McDonald, 2002; Doherty et al., 2003;
Echevarria et al., 2003; Goldenberg and Gallimore, 1991, Montecel and
Cortez, 2002; Ramirez, 1992; Guerrero and Sloan, 2001). Describing good
instruction in programs serving ELLs is complicated because of the con-
stant need to balance the academic and language needs of students with
different levels of language proficiency and, sometimes, with different lan-
guages and cultural backgrounds. Thus, it is even more important to use a
variety of instructional techniques that respond to different learning styles
(Berman et al., 1995; Doherty et al., 2003; Montecel and Cortez, 2002) and
language proficiency levels (Berman et al., 1995; Echevarria et al., 2003;
Montecel and Cortez, 2002). However, which techniques are effective in
producing high-level academic outcomes with ELLs is still an open ques-
tion, as little empirical work has been done on this question.
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A number of researchers have begun to address this gap in our
knowledge by examining the extent to which incorporating a language-
development component into content instruction results in better access
to the curriculum and higher achievement (Berman et al., 1995; Echevarria
etal., 2003; Minicucci, 1996). Minicucci (1996) found that exemplary schools
for ELLs coordinated math/science instruction with language develop-
ment, thereby providing ELLs with enhanced opportunities to learn and
practice science discourse and writing. In a related vein, Short (1994) has
discussed the importance of explicit language instruction along with con-
tent area instruction. She advocates developing language objectives in
addition to content-area objectives for ELLs to provide them access to the
core curriculum. Echevarria et al. (2003) report that students who were pro-
vided high-quality sheltered instruction, according to the SIOP (Sheltered
Instructional Observation Protocol) model, scored significantly higher and
made greater gains in English writing than comparable ELLs who had not
been exposed to instruction via the SIOP model. While the SIOP model was
developed for ESL teachers to use with ELLs, the approach is clearly appli-
cable to language development with ELLs in various language education
models.

The promotion of positive interactions between teachers and students
is also seen as an important instructional objective. When teachers use
positive social and instructional interactions equitably with both ELL and
EP students, both groups perform better academically (California State
Department of Education, 1982; Doherty et al., 2003). In addition, research
suggests that a reciprocal interaction model of teaching is more beneficial
to students than the traditional teacher-centered transmission model of
teaching (Doherty et al., 2003; Tikunoff, 1985). In the reciprocal interaction
approach, teachers participate in genuine dialogue with students and they
facilitate rather than control student learning. This model encourages the
development of higher-order cognitive skills rather than just factual recall
(Berman et al., 1995; Doherty et al., 2003; Tikunoff, 1985).

High-quality exchanges between teachers and students also give ELLs
better access to the curriculum (Berman et al., 1995; Doherty et al., 2003;
Montecel and Cortez, 2002; Tikunoff, 1985). Minicucci (1996) points out
that exemplary math and science programs in California had teachers who
were proficient in the language of the students or were trained in second-
language acquisition techniques. Stoops Verplaetse highlights this point
in a study on content teachers’ interactions with ELLs (Stoops Verplaetse,
1998). This study showed that teachers issued more directives to and asked
proportionately fewer questions of their ELLs than of their EP students.
Moreover, ELLs were asked fewer high-level cognitive and open-ended
questions. These results confirm findings from studies of teacher talk in
bilingual classrooms by Ramirez (1992) and in two-way classrooms by
Lindholm-Leary (2001) that found that teachers used mostly factual recall
questions and few higher-order cognitive questions with their students.
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Lindholm-Leary (2001) found that teachers produced the highest percent-
age of higher-order questions when teaching science, though this was not
true of math. When teaching math, as compared to science or social studies,
teachers used a high percentage of directives. Such interaction patterns do
not provide students with opportunities to develop the critical thinking
and discourse skills necessary to succeed in math and science.

In a study of the effectiveness of a collaborative reading approach with
Grade 5 ELLs, Klingner and Vaughn (2000) stress the importance of cooper-
ative and heterogeneous groupings to promote reading acquisition. They
found that students in such collaborative groups spent a considerable
amount of time engaged in academic-related strategic discussion (e.g.,
comprehension checks, elaboration, prompts, feedback). Such grouping
strategies afforded students the opportunity to help each other to under-
stand word meanings related to the content area and to relate their current
knowledge to previous knowledge. Students who participated in these
collaborative groups made statistically significant gains from pre-test to
post-test. Unfortunately, this research did not include a control group of
students who did not receive the treatment. However, this research is con-
sistent with other research showing that cooperative-learning groups pro-
mote higher levels of achievement among ELLs (Calderén and Carreon,
1994; Calderén, Hertz-Lazarowitz, and Slavin, 1998; Calderén, Tinajero,
and Hertz-Lazarowitz, 1992) and that cooperative learning is associated
with effective programs for ELLs (Berman et al., 1995; Doherty et al., 2003;
Montecel and Cortez, 2002).

Research suggests that two other factors promote the educational suc-
cess of ELLs: technology and materials. More specifically, integrating tech-
nology into the curriculum and instruction (Berman et al., 1995; Dixon,
1995) using both languages appears to facilitate student-student inter-
action and, in some cases, learning. Dixon (1995) reports that ELL and
native English-speaking middle-school students could work together effec-
tively on spatial visualization tasks using computers. Moreover, ELLs who
received instruction that integrated technology scored higher on tasks
measuring the concepts of reflection and rotation and on measures of
two-dimensional visualization ability than students who experienced the
traditional textbook approach, and they scored at the same level as the
EP students. With respect to materials, it appears that using a wide vari-
ety of genres of books and many types of materials (visual, audio-visual,
and art materials) improves the success of students in bilingual programs
(Montecel and Cortez, 2002). While instructional materials have received
little empirical attention, August and Hakuta (1997), in reviewing the char-
acteristics of effective schooling for ELLs, found evidence for the impor-
tance of instructional materials appropriate to the needs of these students.
ELLs need access to specialized materials that make the curriculum com-
prehensible to them.
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FAMILY AND LEARNER BACKGROUND FACTORS

Several learner and family background factors have been found to influ-
ence studentachievementin content-area classes and on standardized tests.
Some studies looked at several different background characteristics and
used regression or correlational analyses to assess the relative effects of
each (Fernandez and Nielsen, 1986; Hampton, Ekboir, and Rochin, 1995;
Nielsen and Lerner, 1986). Other studies selected students with different
background characteristics and looked at group differences on measures of
achievement (Lindholm-Leary, 2001). Many studies examined immigrants;
they did not specifically mention ELLs. The following background charac-
teristics that are related in some way to academic achievement have been
examined: socioeconomic status, length of residence or schooling prior to
entering schools in the United States, and prior knowledge. Each of these
is discussed now.

Socioeconomic Status

An extensive body of research on SES and achievement exists in the main-
stream literature (Knapp and Woolverton, 2003). In contrast, there are rel-
atively few empirical studies of SES and its relationship to achievement
in ELLs. Previously, we noted that most of the literature on ELLs includes
Hispanic students from low-income families. Thus, it is difficult to discern
the true effect of SES because of the limited variation in SES among the
samples that have been examined (Adams et al., 1994). Notwithstanding
this caveat, all studies on ELLs that we reviewed report significant positive
relationships between SES and school outcomes:

* Fernandez and Nielsen (1986) found that SES was an important deter-
minant of achievement in Hispanic bilinguals, but less so than for white
monolinguals.

* Lindholm-Leary (2001) reported significant SES differences in reading
and math achievement for Grade 5 ELLs in two-way immersion pro-
grams with free lunch in comparison to those in non-free lunch pro-
grams.

* Hampton et al. (1995) report that SES was the most significant and dom-
inant predictor of academic performance of 160 Grades 3, 6, and 12 stu-
dents in rural public schools in California.

* Nielsen and Lerner (1986) report that SES and ability were the strongest
determinants of educational expectations among 1,637 Hispanic high
school seniors in the High School and Beyond national survey database.

Another measure of SES that has been used in mainstream and ELL
research is parental level of education (Knapp and Woolverton, 2003).
Adams et al. (1994), using data from the ASPIRA Association Five Cities
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High School Dropout Study (Velez and Fernandez, 1991), used GPA as the
dependent variable and language proficiency, language dominance, and
parental education as predictor variables. They did not find a significant
correlation between mother’s level of education and student achievement,
arguably because there was little variation in mothers’ levels of education.
Similarly, Lindholm-Leary (2001) found that parental education was not
significantly correlated with the Spanish reading and math achievement
scores of ELLs. However, parental education level correlated significantly
with achievement scores in English reading (NCE = 29 for < high school;
NCE = 50 for college) and math (NCE = 45 for < high school; NCE = 53
for college).

Length of Residence in United States and Amount of Schooling Prior
to Entering U.S. Schools

Research on length of residence in the United States and prior schooling has
yielded some interesting and mixed results. In a study of Hispanic bilin-
gual, Hispanic English monolingual, Euro-American bilingual, and Euro-
American English monolingual students, Fernandez and Nielsen (1986)
found that the longer (more generations) the family had resided in the
United States, the lower the students’ school achievement. Similarly, Adams
etal. (1994) found that more recent immigrants performed at higher levels
than second- or third-generation Hispanic students.

There is an increasing body of literature showing that immigrants
(Hispanic and Asian subgroups) overall, not necessarily ELLs, achieve at
higher levels than second- and later-generation students (Kao and Tienda,
1995, Rumbaut and Portes, 2001). The studies reviewed here concur with
this research. Collier (1987) and Duran and Weffer (1992) add further infor-
mation to this length-of-residence variable.

Duran and Weffer (1992) examined successful Hispanic immigrant high
school seniors (those in the top 25 percent of their class) and found that
number of years in the United States had a positive correlation with read-
ing achievement. The average number of years in the United States was
about nine years for these students, which was measured as the number of
years in the United States when they were in Grade 9. As a group, these stu-
dents performed at grade level, but for each additional year they resided
in the United States, they performed 1.3 NCE points higher in reading
achievement. Length of residence in the United States was unrelated to
math achievement.

In one of the few studies to include ELLs other than Spanish speak-
ers along with a wide range of SES levels, Collier (1987) examined 1,548
ELLs who arrived in the United States at various ages and with a vari-
ety of L1 backgrounds to determine how long it took them to reach
grade-level achievement in ESL classes. All the students had started school
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as beginning ELLs and remained in the school system for several years.
It is important to point out that students who tested below grade level
in their L1 and older students with little or no formal schooling prior to
entering the United States were excluded from the study. Collier reported
that students who arrived between the ages of eight and eleven were the
fastest achievers; students who arrived at ages five to six were projected to
require at least two to three more years to reach the level of performance
of those who had arrived at ages eight to eleven; and those who arrived
between twelve and fifteen years of age were the lowest achievers and did
not reach the national average in any subject area except math even after
four to five years of residence in the United States. These results are impor-
tant in demonstrating the significance of L1 literacy skills in promoting
achievement in English for students, particularly those who do not arrive
until the later stages of their education (ages twelve to fifteen), where the
academic language demands are very high.

Both Collier (1987) and Duran and Weffer (1992) show the significance
of length of time in the United States. Both, however, only examined stu-
dents who were successful in school. Unfortunately, Duran and Weffer do
not provide enough information about specific length of time in the United
States and whether students who arrived at particular age ranges, as sug-
gested by Collier, were more or less successful than others. However, it
appears from Duran and Weffer’s average age of immigration that their
successful students were not newer arrivals in the age category of twelve
to fifteen, which Collier found to be the least successful. Regardless, these
studies certainly suggest that ELLs who arrive during the high school
years without sufficient English language skills do not appear in the most
successful groups studied and may appear to have the most difficulty in
catching up to grade-level expectations due to the high academic English-
language demands.

Prior Knowledge

While cross-language correlations have been studied extensively in literacy
domains, they have not been examined in domains related to nonlanguage
academic knowledge. However, there is some research on the relationship
between achievement in science and prior knowledge (e.g., playing on a
seesaw and understanding of levers; riding in a boat and understanding
buoyancy). For example, Lee and her colleagues found that prior knowl-
edge and experience (e.g., playing with Legos) provided Hispanic and
Haitian ELLs with more knowledge of science concepts (e.g., concept of
levers) (Lee and Fradd, 1996; Lee, Fradd, and Sutman, 1995). Lee and Fradd
(1996) also found that students with little knowledge of science rarely used
any (or appropriate) strategies to solve science problems and to understand
scientific concepts. In a related vein, Duran, O’Connor, and Smith (1988)
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found that ELLs’ ability to reason and problem-solve was affected by their
ability to call up relevant cognitive schemata.

Assessment Issues

Assessment plays a central role in the education of all students. Tests are
intended to measure students” performance in order to identify those who
need assistance and to provide feedback on the effectiveness of instruc-
tional methods and materials. Tests are also used with increasing frequency
to make high-stakes decisions, such as whether a student will move on to
the next grade or receive a diploma, which teachers will receive bonuses,
and whether schools will be rewarded or penalized (Linn, Baker, and
Betebenner, 2002). One of the tenets of the standards-based reform move-
ment is that all children, including ELLs, are expected to attain high stan-
dards. In particular, Title I of the Improving America’s Schools Act (U.S.
Department of Education, 1994) mandates that assessments that determine
the yearly performance of each school must provide for the inclusion of
limited English proficient (i.e., ELL) students. In addition, the No Child
Left Behind Act (U.S. Department of Education, 2001) establishes annual
achievement objectives for ELLs and enforces accountability requirements.
The rationale for including ELLs in high-stakes tests is to hold them to
the same high standards as their peers and to ensure that their needs
are not overlooked (Coltrane, 2002). While there has been an increased
emphasis on the inclusion of ELLs in high-stakes tests, research on assess-
ment that is pertinent to this population is scarce. Only a few studies have
examined this issue that met our inclusion criteria and, as a result, we
have expanded the corpus by including research on testing of ELLs pub-
lished by the national centers associated with educational research (see
Appendix A).

A very important question in the assessment domain is whether English
language proficiency affects performance on academic achievement tests
given in English (August and Hakuta, 1997; Solano-Flores and Trumbull,
2003). If students cannot demonstrate their academic knowledge due to
limited proficiency in English, test results are not valid because they reflect
students’ language skills rather than what they actually know and can do
in academic domains. Results from three studies that have addressed this
issue suggest that, indeed, language affects achievement test performance.

* Alderman (1982) concluded from his study of high school students in
Puerto Rico that there is a risk of underestimating achievement if the test
taker is not proficient in the language of the test. Therefore, proficiency
in the language of testing is a moderator variable that should be taken
into account when assessing academic knowledge.
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» Pilkington, Piersel, and Ponterotto (1988) found that, for a group of
children with English or Spanish as the home language, the validity of
Kindergarten measures in predicting first-grade achievement varied as
a function of the predominant language in the home.

* Abedi, Lord, and Hofstetter (1998) found that language-related back-
ground variables were good predictors of performance on the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) math and reading tests. In
particular, length of time in the United States was the strongest predictor
of students” performance in math — the longer the students had lived in
the United States, the higher their performance in math.

Stevens, Butler, and Castellon-Wellington (2000) examined the question
of when ELLs are fluent enough to express what they know on a content
test in English. In particular, they studied how the language measured
on the Language Assessment Scales (LAS) Reading Component, a widely
used test of language proficiency, compares to that used on the Iowa Test
of Basic Skills (ITBS) Social Studies Test for Grade 7. They found that the
ITBS contains content-specific academic language, whereas the LAS Read-
ing contains more generic language, common to everyday contexts. They
conclude that the level of language measured by the LAS is not sufficient
to indicate students’ ability to process the language of the ITBS. Moreover,
they found that even though the LAS Reading test has some predictive
validity for the purpose of determining readiness to take content assess-
ments, its ability seems limited to predicting that low scores/high scores on
the LAS will correspond to low /high scores, respectively, on tests such as
the ITBS. In other words, the LAS Reading test lacks fine discriminability.

Several researchers have called into question the appropriateness of
using standardized tests as measures of academic achievement for ELLs by
pointing out that the norming sample for many commonly used tests seri-
ously underrepresents ELLs, rendering norm-referenced scores on these
tests invalid measures of ELLs” knowledge. Abella (1992) found that Grade
5 students who had exited the English for Speakers of Other Languages
(ESOL) Program were, according to their grades, performing successfully
in school, even though they scored well below the national average on most
subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test. In contrast, Davidson (1994)
found that the use of The 3-R’s (a nationally standardized test normed on
English speakers) with ELLs did not represent a serious statistical viola-
tion of test norms. At the same time, he went on to argue that multiple
measures should be used in order to compensate for the misapplication of
norm-referenced tests. Butler et al. (2000) have pointed out that the Stan-
ford 9 (SAT-9) test is not an appropriate measure to assess the academic
achievement of ELLs because it was designed to distinguish levels of aca-
demic achievement among native English speakers.
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Linn et al. (2002) note that the process of establishing proficiency stan-
dards for state tests has lacked rigor. Review panels, that typically included
teachers and often other interested citizens, reviewed tests and identified
cutoff scores that they thought would “correspond to the level of perfor-
mance expected from a proficient student who is motivated to do well and
has had an adequate opportunity to learn the material” (p. 4). They go on
to note that the outcome of such a process has led to the establishment
of proficiency levels that are so high they are unrealistic. Moreover, when
these proficiency standards were developed, the educators who developed
them were unaware that the standards would be used to determine Ade-
quate Yearly Progress (AYP) objectives or that sanctions would be imposed
if they did not satisfty AYP. From an accountability perspective, a problem
arises because the definition of “passing” varies tremendously from state to
state. Linn et al. (2002) suggest using “scale scores and monitoring changes
in average scores over time in terms of standard deviation units, thereby
avoiding the need for performance standards altogether” (p. 16).

Royer and Carlo (1991) have argued that traditional measures of aca-
demic achievement should not be used with ELLs because of mismatches
between test content on the one hand and educational, cultural, and
linguistic experience on the other. They advocate the use of alternative
methods to assess ELLs and, in particular, they propose the use of the
Sentence Verification Technique (SVT). The SVT consists of reading or lis-
tening to a passage and then responding “Yes” or “No” to test sentences
depending on whether they correctly reflect the information in the pas-
sage. Royer and Carlo found that the reliability and validity of SVT tests
are very good. Other researchers, including Valdez-Pierce and O’Malley
(1992), have recommended the use of assessment procedures, such as oral
interviews, teacher observation checklists, student self-evaluations, and
portfolio assessment, that reflect tasks typical of the classroom; these are
referred to as authentic assessment. Because authentic assessment strategies
ask students to show what they can do, it is argued they provide a more
accurate measure of what students know, independent of their language
skills, than standardized tests.

An important line of research regarding the use of standardized assess-
ments with ELLs concerns test accommodations. Accommodations for
ELLs have been defined as “the support provided students for a given test
event ... to help [them] access the content in English and better demon-
strate what they know” (Butler and Stevens, 1997, p. 5). Abedi (2001) has
pointed out that “accommodations are intended to level the playing field,
that is, to make language less of a factor, or ideally a non-factor, when mea-
suring performance” (p. 2). Despite the potential importance of test accom-
modations, empirical studies informing the use of them with ELLs are
scarce. Findings from these studies, which are summarized herein, suggest
that the language of assessment should match the language of instruction
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and that modifying test questions to reduce language complexity may
help narrow the performance gap between native English speakers and
ELLs.

Abedi et al. (1998) randomly assigned Grade 8 ELLs to one of three ver-
sions of the NAEP math assessment: original English language, modified
English language (the nontechnical language in the original test was made
more readily understandable), and original Spanish language. They found
that students performed highest on the modified English version, lower on
the original English version, and lowest on the original Spanish version.
These results suggest that clarifying the language of the test and testing in
the language of instruction helps students improve their test performance.

Abedi etal. (2001a) examined the impact of accommodations on the per-
formance of Grade 8 students taking the NAEP mathematics assessment.
Five different forms of the test were randomly distributed: original English
language (items taken directly from the NAEP test booklet), linguistically
simplified English, original English language accompanied with a glossary
for the potentially difficult terms, original English language version with
extra time to complete the test, and original English language version with
a glossary and extra time. Their results indicate that most accommodations
helped both ELL and non-ELL students, with the greatest score improve-
ments resulting from the version that included a glossary and allowed
extra time. The only accommodation that narrowed the performance gap
between ELL and non-ELL students was the simplified English version of
the test.

Abedi et al. (2001b) conducted a pilot study of three forms of twenty
NAEP items from a Grade 8 science test: original items and no accommoda-
tion, original items and customized English language dictionary at the end
of the test booklet, and original items accompanied by English glosses and
Spanish translation of the glosses in the margins of the test booklet. They
found that ELLs performed substantially higher under the accommodated
conditions than under the standard conditions, and they did particularly
well under the customized dictionary condition. Moreover, the accommo-
dations did not have a significant effect on the scores of the non-ELLs,
suggesting that the accommodations did not alter the construct under
measurement.

Abedi and Lord (2001) compared the performance of ELLs and pro-
ficient speakers of English on math problems from the NAEP tests and
examined whether modifying the original items to reduce language com-
plexity would impact student performance. Overall, the ELLs obtained
lower scores than the proficient speakers of English. Scores on the linguis-
tically modified version of the test were slightly higher. The language mod-
ifications had especially beneficial effects on the results of low-performing
students: ELLs benefited more than proficient speakers of English; low SES
students benefited more than others; and students in low-level and average
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math classes benefited more than those in high-level math and algebra
classes.

Shepard, Taylor, and Betebenner (1998) found thataccommodations con-
sistently raised the relative position of ELLs on the Rhode Island Grade
4 Mathematics Performance Assessment. Accommodations consisted, for
the most part, of a change in the conditions of test administration, such as
oral reading of the assessment or extended time to complete it.

Castellon-Wellington (2000) investigated the effects of two types of
test accommodations: providing extra assessment time and reading items
aloud, on the standardized test performance of Grade 7 ELLs. Her results
indicated that students did not significantly improve their performance on
the Towa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) Social Studies Test as a result of either
accommodation, even when given their preferred accommodation.

In summary, both federal and state legislation requires inclusion of all
students, including ELLs, in large-scale content assessments. Inclusion of
ELLs “signals the commitment of the educational system to support the
academic progress of all its students; and it ensures the representativeness
of the data reported” (Shepard et al., 1998, p. 1). The use of the same stan-
dardized assessments with all students is, however, problematic. Unless
the students on whom the test was standardized match closely the students
who take the test, the test norms may be inappropriate for the underrepre-
sented students and the resulting scores could be unreliable and possibly
invalid (Davidson, 1994). Moreover, the research reviewed here indicates
that language proficiency and other background factors (e.g., length of
stay in the United States) strongly relate to test performance, indicating
additional sources of invalidity. Results from the few studies that have
investigated accommodations suggest that the language of assessment
should match the language of instruction and that modifying test ques-
tions to reduce language complexity may help narrow the performance
gap between native English speakers and ELLs.

CONCLUSIONS

Before summarizing the major findings from these studies, it is important
to address the question of the generalizability of this body of research.
A major methodological limitation concerns the kinds of students who
have been evaluated in this body of research. Except for three studies that
included Asian language background students and one study with Franco-
American students, all study participants were Hispanic low-income stu-
dents. That most of these students are from low-income backgrounds is
important to stress because these findings might not be applicable to His-
panics from families with higher incomes and parental education. A corol-
lary problem concerns the participants in the comparison group who, for
many of the studies, were appropriately matched in terms of ethnicity and
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SES with those in the intervention group. However, while this is method-
ologically sound, it is important to keep in mind that the outcomes for these
comparison groups may not reflect the average performance of English-
only students in mainstream classrooms.

Another major problem is that the definitions of various program mod-
els are often vague. In some cases, bilingual education is clearly defined
with respect to amount of instruction time devoted to each language and
length of duration of the program (e.g., early-exit or transitional; late-exit
or maintenance) (e.g., Ramirez, 1992; Thomas and Collier, 2002). In other
cases, it is not clear what specialized instruction the students received
in their “bilingual” classroom (Burnham-Massey and Pifia, 1990; Curiel
et al., 1986, Medrano, 1988; Saldate et al., 1985). In nonbilingual con-
texts, sometimes a mainstream English classroom was labeled “structured
English immersion” and, in other contexts, structured English immer-
sion included specialized instruction for ELLs (Ramirez, 1992). Further,
Gersten and Woodward (1995) used the term “bilingual” immersion to
refer to English immersion that included daily instruction through Span-
ish but was interpreted as English-only instruction when compared to
the alternative transitional bilingual education program. Yet, Gersten and
Woodward’s bilingual immersion was similar to what many have called
structured English immersion or just English immersion, while the term
bilingual immersion has been used by other authors to refer to two-way
(bilingual) immersion education (Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Thomas and Col-
lier, 2002). These methodological and definitional differences have added
fuel to the debate on the effectiveness of alternative educational programs
for ELLs.

Turning to general findings — with respect to program issues, there is
strong convergent evidence that the educational success of ELLs is posi-
tively related to sustained instruction through the student’s first language.
In both the descriptive and comparative program evaluation studies,
results showed that length of time in the program and time of assessment
affect outcomes. Evaluations conducted in the early years of a program
(Grades K-3) typically reveal that students in bilingual education scored
below grade level (and sometimes very low) and performed either lower
than or equivalent to their comparison group peers (i.e., ELL students in
mainstream English, SEI/ESL, or EO students in mainstream classrooms).
Almost all evaluations of students at the end of elementary school and in
middle and high school show that the educational outcomes of bilingually
educated students, especially in late-exit and two-way programs, were at
least comparable to and usually higher than their comparison peers. There
was no study of middle school or high school students that found that
bilingually educated students were less successful than comparison-group
students. In addition, most long-term studies report that the longer the stu-
dents stayed in the program, the more positive were the outcomes. These
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results hold true whether one examines outcomes in reading or mathe-
matics achievement, GPA, attendance, high school completion, or attitudes
toward school and self. Further, in one study (Lindholm-Leary and Borsato,
2001), half of the ELLs attributed their positive attitudes toward staying in
school to the two-way program in which they participated.

These findings about the importance of early first-language instruc-
tion are also consistent with Collier’s (1987) research on immigrant stu-
dents who arrived in the United States at different ages. More specifically,
her findings showed that those students who immigrated after they had
received formal schooling in their home country, having already developed
strong first-language and academic skills, were more likely to close the gap
with native English-speaking U.S. students in English achievement than
students who had immigrated at younger ages and were placed in a main-
stream English classroom before they had developed a strong conceptual
base in any language. One additional important point was exemplified in
the research by Tellez (1998), who reported that students who participated
in a hodgepodge of different programs performed at the lowest educa-
tional levels. In the longitudinal studies discussed here (e.g., Thomas and
Collier, 2002), students who received no intervention performed at the
lowest levels and had the highest drop-out rates.

Overall, research is consistent in showing that ELLs who received some
specialized program (TBE, TWI, or ESL) were able to catch up to and
in some studies surpass the achievement levels of their ELL peers and
their English-only peers who were educated in English-only mainstream
classrooms. These findings indicate further that ELLs who participated
in programs that provided extended instruction through the medium of
the students’ L1 (i.e., two-way immersion and late-exit program) outper-
formed students who received short-term instruction through their L1 (i.e.,
early-exit and TBE programs).

Nothwithstanding these positive results, they must be tempered in light
of methodological concerns. As noted earlier, only a couple of studies used
random assignment of students to treatment and control groups. As Willig
(1985) noted, random assignment usually resulted in stronger effect sizes
for bilingual over monolingual instruction. Thus, the results summarized
here may actually underestimate the true advantages of bilingual instruc-
tion. At the same time, and as pointed out in Chapter 4, there are problems
associated withrandom assignment. In addition to ethical issues and gener-
alizability problems associated with random assignment, there is the issue
of random assignment of teachers to classrooms. More specifically, unless
teachers are randomly assigned as well, a clearly unrealistic possibility,
random assignment of students will not provide the methodological clar-
ity that is sought by critics of this body of research. Another shortcoming
of this research concerns the lack of precise definitions of program models
and inconsistent use of terminology. Programs were often simply labeled
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“bilingual” or “ESL” without describing what was actually going on in the
program. For example, there was no or poor specification of the amount of
instruction in each language or the amount of specialized English instruc-
tion, the duration of treatment, and the language proficiency of teachers.
There is clearly a need for carefully controlled studies that consider what
program models work under what conditions and for whom.

The studies reviewed here also indicate that bilingual proficiency and
biliteracy are positively related to academic achievement in both lan-
guages. More specifically, bilingual Hispanic students had higher achieve-
ment scores (Fernandez and Nielsen, 1986; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Nielsen
and Lerner, 1986; Rumberger and Larson, 1998), GPAs, and educational
expectations (Fernandez and Nielsen, 1986; Nielsen and Lerner, 1986) than
their monolingual English-speaking Hispanic peers. In addition, there
were significant positive correlations between Spanish reading and English
reading, between English reading and English math, and between Spanish
reading and Spanish math, suggesting that there are complex but support-
iveinterdependencies in the language, literacy, and academic development
of bilingual students. These results suggest that educational programs for
ELLs should seek to develop their full bilingual and biliterate competen-
cies in order to take advantage of these developmental interdependen-
cies. At the same time, it is important to point out that while the research
findings reported here are consistent with one another and with previous
reviews (August and Hakuta, 1997; see Chapter 3), the actual research base
is scant and consists mostly of correlational studies. A systematic program
of empirical research is needed to determine how the two languages inter-
act and how and under what conditions content instruction through one
language facilitates content acquisition in another language.

Research reviewed here has identified a number of instructional char-
acteristics that are influential in promoting the academic success of ELLs.
Many of these characteristics have also been identified in the success of
mainstream students, including cooperative learning, integrating technol-
ogy into the curriculum, high-quality exchanges between teachers and
pupils, and responsiveness to different learner styles. What distinguishes
research on ELLs from that on mainstream students is the importance
of making the curriculum accessible to students who are not fully pro-
ficient in English. Indeed, research indicates the importance of incorpo-
rating language-development components and sheltering techniques into
content instruction.

While research has examined the characteristics of effective content
instruction, most of these findings emanate from studies in which the
primary focus was not on the instructional characteristics. There is little
research into how to make instruction more accessible and meaningful to
ELLs in areas considered challenging by native English speakers — that
is, science and math. Extant research provides some starting points, but
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a research program that includes students with different language back-
grounds, ages, and previous educational experiences prior to immigrating
should be considered in future research. For example, what approaches
can assist new immigrant students at the late elementary or high school
level to learn content when they have never experienced school in their
home country? Collier’s (1987) research showing the importance of previ-
ous instruction in the country of origin on students” academic success in
the United States demonstrates the importance of including this variable.
A significant factor to consider in examining such learners is the cognitive
overload they experience when learning academic content area through a
second language. With the increasing significance of technology in soci-
ety, research should also include systematic investigation of the impact of
computer-assisted instruction for ELLs. Dixon’s (1995) research is instruc-
tive in demonstrating that technology provides a significant vehicle for
successful learning, especially with helpful peers. Finally, research on the
influence of peer interactions in promoting content learning in ELLs would
provide information on additional contexts in which to help ELLs develop
language and content skills, a point that was raised in Chapter 2.

In addition, socioeconomic status, length of residence in the United
States, and prior knowledge can be influential factors in ELLs” academic
achievement and success in school. Similar to research on mainstream
students, research with ELLs found that there is a positive relation-
ship between a student’s level of SES and their level of achievement;
recent immigrants are more academically successful than second- or third-
generation students; and prior knowledge influences academic achieve-
ment. The paucity of studies in this area is a significant gap in the empiri-
cal literature on learner and family background factors that may inhibit or
promote the academic development of ELLs.

As the reviewed research also showed, there are many challenges in
assessing the content-area knowledge of ELLs. Test norms may be inap-
propriate because of differences between ELLs and students in the norm-
ing samples; and language proficiency and other background factors may
influence test performance. Results from the few studies that have inves-
tigated testing accommodations suggest that the language of assessment
should match the language of instruction and that modifying test ques-
tions to reduce language complexity may help narrow the performance gap
between native English speakers and ELLs. Given the high-stakes nature
of standardized testing, it is imperative to develop assessment procedures
that allow all students to demonstrate what they know.

Taken together, these results indicate that ELLs are more successful
when they participate in programs that are specially designed to meet their
needs (ESL/SEI, bilingual) than in mainstream English classrooms and
when the program is consistent throughout the student’s education. A pro-
gram that is enriched, consistent, and provides a challenging curriculum
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is also endorsed by research on factors associated with effective programs
for ELLs.

Much current research suffers from a short-term perspective; only a
few studies have examined the long-term results of various program
alternatives. Retrospective studies and those that rely wholly on school
records, while valuable, provide incomplete information, and certainly
cannot address the complex teacher and instructional factors that can affect
student outcomes. Indeed, extant research fails to include sufficient infor-
mation on the specific teacher and instructional factors that are associated
with and presumably responsible for successful content learning. More-
over, the oft-asked question, “Which program is best for ELLs?” is overly
simplistic because it assumes that only one approach is the best for all
students under all circumstances.
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Conclusions and Future Directions

Fred Genesee, Kathryn Lindholm-Leary,
William M. Saunders, and Donna Christian

In Chapters 2 through 5, we presented research findings and methodolog-
ical issues specific to each domain of learning. In this chapter, we turn to
common trends in the research findings reviewed in Chapters 2 through 5
and then go on to identify directions for future research.

COMMON TRENDS

Role of ELLs’ First Language

The first notable trend is the influential role that ELLs" native language
plays in their educational achievement. Maintenance and development of
ELLs’ L1 is influential in all domains we examined: oral language, literacy,
and academic achievement. The influence of the L1 was evident in stud-
ies that examined planned instructional or programmatic interventions
(Chapter 5) and those that examined unconscious, implicit processes that
are implicated in literacy and oral language development (in Chapters 2
and 3; for example, when ELLs draw on their knowledge of cognates in
the L1 when decoding words in the L2 or the transfer of reading compre-
hension strategies from the L1 to the L2). In citing evidence in support of
maintaining and using ELLs” L1, we do not deny the critical importance
of English for educational achievement. We noted in Chapters 2 and 4 that
there is an important link between L2 exposure and proficiency and the
development of literacy skills in English. However, theimportance of ELLs’
L1 raises an educational challenge. How can the developmental comple-
mentarity between L1 and L2 be used to their educational benefit at a time
when legislation in some states disfavors instruction through the medium
of languages other than English? Equally important, how can the L1 be
maintained when most ELLs, in those states and others, are in fact enrolled
in programs where English is the sole language of instruction? There is a
need to explore noninstructional uses of ELLs’ L1 in order to determine
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how it can continue to develop and benefit their literacy and academic
development. For example, the use of the L1 could be promoted in family
and community contexts by having parents read to children or children
read to parents in the L1; by providing after-school programs for students
where the L1 is used for literacy or academic purposes; or by ensuring
that L1 books and videos are stocked in public libraries. The effectiveness
of such extracurricular interventions warrants empirical investigation to
determine their impact on ELLs’ educational success.

Developmental Links between First and Second Language

A second major trend to emerge from this collection of studies concerns
the nature of the developmental links between L1 and L2 in the educa-
tion of ELLs. Under one hypothesis, it might be expected that high levels
of general L1 proficiency would be related to high levels of L2 oral lan-
guage, reading and writing, and academic achievement. However, a care-
ful reading of the relevant research indicates that specific aspects of L1
ability (e.g., understanding of paradigmatic word associations, the ability
to provide formal definitions of words, knowledge of L1-L2 cognates) are
more influential in L2 development, especially in domains related to L2
literacy and academic achievement. A similar pattern was found for the
developmental relationship between L2 oral ability and L2 literacy. We,
and others (e.g., Cummins, 2000) have characterized these critical aspects
of L1/L2 oral ability in various ways: sometimes as components of L1/L2
oral proficiency that are related to academic purposes; sometimes as oral
language that serves higher order cognitive processes; and sometimes as
thorough or deep understanding of language in contrast to surface-level
proficiency or understanding. The true nature of these critical features
of L1 and L2 oral proficiency is clearly an important direction for future
research. Although welack complete understanding of the precise nature of
these skills, it is clear that educators should adopt differentiated and com-
plex views of L1 and L2 development and their interrelationship if they
are to optimize ELLs” development of language for academic purposes.
We have sufficient knowledge at this time to devise strategic and focused
language teaching/learning interventions that could enhance the educa-
tional outcomes of ELLs.

Instructional Approaches

Third, interactive learning environments that provide carefully planned
direct instruction of target language skills, as needed, are likely to be
most effective. Moreover, language skills that are linked to literacy and
academic domains should be the target of such instruction. Home-based
interventions or bilingual instruction in school that focus on L1 language
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development should emphasize language skills implicated in higher order
cognitive processes and language for literacy and academic purposes.
There is considerable transfer of these kinds of L1 language skills to the L2
and these are the skills that are associated with achievement in literacy and
academic domains. More specifically, for example, ELLs can benefit from
knowing that there are certain words in the L1 that have the same form as
words in the L2 and that some of these words also share meaning. Even in
English-only school settings, emphasis on English for academic purposes
is likely to have the greatest payoff in student achievement. An emphasis
on language for literacy and academic purposes, be it the L1 or L2, does
not mean that language skills for day-to-day communication should be
neglected. However, development of language skills for day-to-day com-
munication is insufficient to promote high levels of literacy and academic
achievement in school.

Subgroup Differences

A fourth finding to emerge from our analyses of this corpus of studies is the
significance of differences among subpopulations of ELLs. The importance
of differences between students was indicated in research on family and
community variables as well as in research on crosslinguistic and cross-
modal aspects of literacy development. Differences among subpopulations
of ELL students was evident in multiple ways — in their learning strate-
gies, their transfer of skills from the L1 to the L2, their motivations, and
the influence of L1 use at home on achievement in school, among others.
These kinds of differences were found in first versus later generations of
Hispanic ELLs, in ELLs from low versus those from more advantaged
socioeconomic backgrounds, and in ELLs with Hispanic versus Asian cul-
tural backgrounds. Other neglected but important sources of difference are
age or gradelevel upon entry to U.S. schools, capacity to learn (i.e., students
with typical capacities for learning versus those with impaired capacities),
and language typology. Student diversity warrants increased attention in
future research, especially at the current time when accountability, and
especially standards-based accountability, risks overshadowing pedagog-
ical issues linked to diversity.

Time

Finally, time emerged as a significant factor in student learning. There are
two aspects of time that are important: duration and consistency. The effects
of duration were most evident in program evaluation studies. Evaluations
of educational programs for ELLs who were in the program for a relatively
short period of time produced results, in some cases, that differed sharply
from evaluations that were conducted after the students had participated
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in the program for some time. Later evaluations produced more positive
outcomes than early evaluations. It makes pedagogical and developmental
sense that time is important because learning takes time and is cumulative.
As aresult, the true effects of educational programs are likely to be evident
only after some time.

Consistency, another dimension of time, matters. Consistency of educa-
tional experience affords students developmentally coherent opportunities
to learn. Programs that plan for coherence across grade levels and devel-
opmental stages yield more positive student outcomes than programs that
do not. In fact, evaluation studies have shown that students exposed to a
variety of different approaches perform poorly in comparison to students
who have had consistent exposure to the same program over time. This
is yet another reason why educators need comprehensive frameworks for
planning instruction over time, as noted previously. We return to a discus-
sion of the importance of development in planning research on ELLs in
the next section. Continuous, coherent, and developmentally appropriate
educational interventions are absolutely critical if ELLs are to achieve their
full potential in school.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

There is an overarching need for sustained, programmatic research that
aims to build and test models of effective teaching and successful learning
in school settings with ELLs. This calls for research whose primary goal is
theory development. Shavelson and Towne (2002) have made a similar rec-
ommendation in the National Research Council report on Scientific Research
in Education (see “Scientific Principle 2: Link Research to Relevant Theory”;
Executive Summary, p. 7). Single studies with an immediate applied ori-
entation lack generalizability and, thus, applicability to other educational
settings. Widespread application of research findings to the benefit of large
numbers of ELLs is more likely to come from sustained research efforts
whose primary aim is a full and in-depth understanding of an issue than
from one or two isolated studies on a specific topic. Applied research con-
sisting of single studies is not as useful as theory-driven research in identi-
fying the needs of ELLs across the United States. Support for theory-driven
research with extended time frames calls for funding agencies and research
institutes to support research activities without an emphasis on immedi-
ate application. It also calls for political authorities, in their policies and
funding initiatives, to balance “improving education immediately” with
“expanding our understanding” so that education can be improved over
the long run. The latter requires time and material resources.

At the same time, consumers of educational research need to appreciate
that findings about “best practices” do not necessarily mean “single best
practice.” Policymakers and the public at large must come to understand
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that there is not just one way to teach ELLs effectively. To the contrary, there
arealternative ways to achieve satisfactory oral language, reading and writ-
ing, and academic outcomes for ELLs. Indeed, it is highly unlikely that a
single instructional approach or method is likely to be effective for all ELLs
given the diversity of backgrounds, resources, and challenges they bring to
the learning environment, often within a single classroom. Educators need
to be able to make use of alternative instructional approaches to promote
the development of all ELLs under diverse and changing circumstances.
Indeed, it is likely that equal outcomes can be achieved through the effec-
tive application of alternative methods. The important point here from
a research perspective is that research designs that compare one method
against another may be useful to answer some types of questions, but other
designs may be needed when it is unreasonable to expect that there is one
best or single answer. The challenge facing educational researchers is to
identify the successful methods in terms of the circumstances and learners
for which they are successful. To do this, researchers must apply a diversity
of comparison points.

In general, the complexities of the educational enterprise call for varied
and multiple research designs, including case studies, ethnographies, and
classic experimental and quasi-experimental designs. In the field of mono-
lingual language acquisition, for example, case studies and ethnographies
have played critical roles in early theory development; Brown's case stud-
ies of Adam, Eve, and Sara (Brown, 1976) and Heath’s ethnography of lan-
guage and literacy development in children from minority backgrounds
(Heath, 1983) are classic examples. Likewise, in the field of bilingualism,
Leopold’s monumental case study of his daughter, Hildegaard, was instru-
mental in launching research on bilingual acquisition and is still widely
cited for its findings (Leopold, 1949). The case study approach is particu-
larly useful during the initial stages of investigation into new issues or as a
way of developing new theories. At the same time, more controlled exper-
imental and quasi-experimental designs are essential if we are to expand
exploratory investigations in systematic ways, to acquire in-depth under-
standing of particular issues, and to test the generalizability of alterna-
tive theoretical possibilities. Experimental and quasi-experimental designs
are an important way of testing educational theory; they are required to
systematically examine, refine, and elaborate theoretical possibilities and
to test applications. In short, it is unlikely that a single research design
or methodology will be able to address the full complexity and range of
issues faced by educators working with ELLs. As Shavelson and Towne
(2002) note: “. .. scientific claims are significantly strengthened when they
are subject to testing by multiple methods. ... Particular research designs
and methods are suited for specific kinds of investigations and questions
but can rarely illuminate all the questions and issues in a line of inquiry”
(p. 7, Executive Summary).
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We offer suggestions for future research in the following sections under
three main headings: (1) Developmental Research, (2) Learners, and (3)
Classrooms. We end with a recommendation for follow-up state-of-the-art
reviews.

Developmental Research

Research on the oral language, literacy, and academic achievement of ELLs
is fundamentally about learners’ “development” in educational settings —
how student competencies change over time and the maturational, socio-
cultural, and pedagogical factors that facilitate or impede change. Truly
longitudinal research on teaching and learning in settings with ELLs would
be of significant benefit to the education community because it would yield
insights about the complexities of the educational development of ELLs.
Much of the research reviewed in this volume has examined learners at a
single grade level or different learners at several grade levels (see, how-
ever, Howard, Christian, and Genesee, 2003; Reese et al., 2000). As a result,
we have scant understanding of the actual developmental changes that
ELLs go through during the acquisition of oral language, reading and writ-
ing, and academic skills from beginning level to mature, advanced levels.
Research that focuses on ELLs at specific grades can give the impression
that what is true for one age group is equally true for another and what
works at one stage of development works at another. We need longitudi-
nal research designs to test the extent to which this is really true. Lacking
solid longitudinal research, we risk exposing students at different stages
of development to ineffective learning environments.

Investigating the developmental changes that the same learners go
through from grade to grade would contribute to our understanding of
the role of specific maturational, sociocultural, and pedagogical influences
on achievement and how these change and interact as learners mature
and engage in school and community life. Since development is dynamic,
a different combination of learner and instructional factors will probably
account for learning at different grade levels. For example, it is likely that
different components of oral and written language play important roles
in learning to read and write at different stages of acquisition. We know
from research on monolingual literacy acquisition that while phonologi-
cal awareness plays a significant facilitating role in early stages of read-
ing acquisition and, in particular, decoding, its importance diminishes in
later stages. Likewise, when it comes to instruction, it is likely that specific
instructional approaches and/or techniques will be differentially benefi-
cial when learners are beginning to learn to read and write in comparison to
when they have attained relatively advanced levels of skill at reading and
writing. An understanding of these developmental changes can provide a
solid basis for curriculum design and instructional intervention. There is
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a critical need for research on the development of writing skills. This was
by far the most neglected domain of development and yet is, arguably, the
most challenging since it draws on all other skills — oral language, reading,
academic, and cognitive.

In the same vein, future research on the co-development of oral lan-
guage, literacy, and academic skills is critical if we are to understand the
developmental interdependencies of these interrelated skills and if we are
to design educational initiatives that facilitate their co-development. There
is a particularly strong need for research that examines the links between
oral language and literacy development on the one hand and between
oral language development and academic achievement on the other hand.
We also need to know whether the same interdependencies in oral and
written language characterize achievement in different academic subjects.
We have much to learn about the level and kinds of oral language and
literacy skills necessary to promote grade-appropriate academic achieve-
ment by ELLs and whether these depend on the nature of the subject
matter — mathematics versus science versus social studies, for example.
We also need to understand better the differential role of oral language
and literacy (whether in L1 or L2) in fostering academic achievement at
different grade levels as academic subject matter becomes more abstract,
complex, and arguably language-dependent. This is an especially impor-
tant issue in the education of ELLs who enter American schools in middle
or high school and particularly in the case of students who have not had
the benefit of prior education.

There are challenges to conducting developmental research in real
school settings. This can be illustrated in the program of research initiated
by Saunders and Goldenberg, a CREDE study designed to test, over time,
the independent and combined effects of several instructional components
within a successful transitional bilingual education program in southern
California (see Saunders, 1999). During the study, legislation was passed in
California thatled to the demise of many bilingual programs so that the pro-
grams targeted in the study changed. While some of the intended research
was completed (see Saunders and Goldenberg, 1999; and Saunders and
Goldenberg, 2001), the longitudinal aspect of the project, although critical
for investigating the success of students’ transition, was not completed.
Thus, while researchers and funding agencies should plan for sustained,
longitudinal research, they should also be prepared for disruptions in their
efforts that are brought about by circumstances beyond their control.

Learners

As we noted earlier, the lion’s share of research attention has been on
ELLs from Hispanic backgrounds. There is a need for research on the
development of learners from other major ethnolinguistic groups in the
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United States. Students of Vietnamese, Hmong, Cantonese, and Korean
background need to be examined because they are the next most populous
groups of minority students in the United States (Kindler, 2002). Includ-
ing different ethnolinguistic groups is particularly important in research
on the influence of instructional and noninstructional factors in order to
determine if the same constellation of instructional and family/community
influences accounts for learning when students come from different SES
and language backgrounds. Research by Steinberg, Dornbusch, and Brown
(1992) has shown that the particular constellation of factors that accounts
for successful learning is different for Asian American, African American,
and Hispanic high school students. Replication and extension of this line
of research, including factors that are pertinent to ELLs specifically, would
be useful. There is also a pressing need for additional research on ELLs
in higher grades and on ELLs who enter the U.S. educational system in
middle or high school, particularly those with little or no prior schooling.
The learning demands on these students are especially challenging, and
educators need more research on these particular students if they are to
respond effectively to their needs.

We need to expand our understanding of English oral-language devel-
opment in ELLs. English is both a goal of educational instruction and a
means to achieving other goals and, in particular, academic excellence.
Yet, of all the research domains we examined, oral-language development
received the least empirical attention. We need research that describes the
developmental course of oral-language proficiency in ELLs from different
language/cultural backgrounds and in ELLs who enter the United States
at different ages with different amounts of prior education and exposure
to English. Moreover, as noted previously, we need empirical evidence
of the relationship between oral-language development and academic
achievement; for example, what oral-language skills are needed to suc-
ceed in mastering academic subjects and how do these change over time?

Additional research on ELLs with impaired capacities for language
and/or academic learning is also needed if we are to address the needs
of all ELLs, those with typical ability to learn as well as those with various
disabilities. Future research would benefit from more detailed documen-
tation of students’ specific impairments. In this regard, researchers must
be careful to differentiate students with endogenous impairments from
those who are simply delayed in their language learning and /or academic
achievement because of their second-language status. Current published
research has shown little sensitivity to these confounding possibilities.
There is also a serious need for research on the incidence and nature of
impairment among ELLs and on the validity of assessment methods used
to identify such students. Future research into the nature and extent of
impairmentin ELLs in comparison to monolingual English-speaking learn-
ers would be particularly useful because it would indicate whether ELLs
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who have learning/language impairments suffer from the same kinds of
impairments and to the same extent as monolingual learners. This, in turn,
would have considerable implications for the identification and education
of ELLs with atypical capacities to learn. Regardless of ELLs" particular
ethnolinguistic group membership or learning capacity, future research on
ELLs must provide much greater detail about their linguistic, educational,
and family backgrounds.

It would also be useful to conduct research on different groups of ELLs
in the same studies. This would make it possible to ascertain how the oral
language, literacy, and academic development of various groups differ
and this, in turn, would help us to begin to identify which instructional
interventions are appropriate in each case. For example, students may be
(1) truly monolingual ELLs, (2) have relatively advanced levels of profi-
ciency in both the L1 and the L2, (3) have stronger L1 than L2 skills, or (4)
vice versa, have stronger L2 than L1 skills. A fundamental question within
this domain of research is how the linguistic, cognitive, and educational
development of students is influenced by their status as monolingual learn-
ers, proficient bilingual learners, or second-language learners. Addressing
this fundamental question requires careful and detailed information about
ELLs’ language status.

Classrooms

The recommendations for future research in this section focus on classroom
contexts. Our review revealed considerable research on alternative instruc-
tional approaches/strategies for teaching literacy to ELLs and a number
of important general conclusions emerged from that review. As we noted
in Chapter 4, educators need more than an array of specific methods or
activities that they can draw on when planning literacy or academic sub-
jects. They need comprehensive frameworks for selecting, sequencing, and
delivering instruction over the course of an entire year and from grade to
grade. Two frameworks that provide such guidance are the Five Standards
for Effective Pedagogy (Tharp et al., 2000) and the SIOP model for integrat-
ing language and content instruction (Echevarria, Vogt, and Short, 2000).
Taken together, these two frameworks provide tools for planning education
that can incorporate a variety of instructional approaches to ensure that the
learning environment is meaningful, coherent, and individualized. While
both frameworks enjoy some empirical support (see Echevarria, Short, and
Powers, 2003; and Tharp et al., 2000), extension of this work would serve
to expand our understanding of the scope of their effectiveness. Neither
framework is prescriptive but lends itself to variation and modification.
Future research on specific variations of the Five Standards and SIOP mod-
els, alone or in combination, with students from different language back-
grounds, at different ages/stages of development, and for different subject
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matter would help us refine our understanding of the conditions under
which they work well.

Classrooms vary significantly from one another with respect to num-
ber of students, language and cultural backgrounds of students, SES, and
prior literacy training, to mention some obvious dimensions of variation.
Moreover, classrooms with ELLs often change as students enter and leave.
With the exception of Lindholm’s research on the effectiveness of two-
way immersion programs in classrooms with different ethnolinguistic
compositions (Lindholm-Leary, 2001), we have little understanding of how
classroom composition affects teaching and learning or of how teachers
cope with classrooms with different compositions of students. Some press-
ing questions arise: What is the nature of oral-language use, both teachers’
and students’, in classrooms with students whose mastery of oral English is
limited? How can the oral-language development of ELLs be promoted in
classrooms with learners with varied levels of English proficiency? How
can instruction through English be delivered to ensure comprehension
and mastery of academic material in classrooms with learners who have
different learning needs? How does change in student composition over
the course of the school year influence student interactions and learning?
Future research is called for that focuses on the classroom as the unit of
analysis in order to better understand the social and intellectual dynamics
of classrooms and how to design instruction that is effective in different
classroom contexts.

In a related vein, classrooms and the schools in which they are located
donot existin a vacuum. They are part of larger, more complex, and chang-
ing communities. Educators often remark on the relationship between the
school and the community and the efforts they make to bring about col-
laboration between schools and communities. Future research with the
community as the unit of analysis would help move us beyond impression-
istic speculation to empirically grounded knowledge. Some fundamental
questions arise: Does the ethnolinguistic composition of the community
affect the expectations and goals of the community vis-a-vis their chil-
dren’s education and, by extension, the role of their children’s teachers?
What can or should teachers do in response to communities that might
differ from mainstream Anglo-American communities? What can and
should communities do to facilitate their child’s education in mainstream
schools?

While issues concerning teachers and professional development
are dealt with in volume (details in this), we also believe that
attention needs to be paid to teachers, including their levels and kinds of
professional development, their understanding of different instructional
and assessment approaches, their knowledge and application of second-
language acquisition theory, and the processes that are required to ensure
that new teachers acquire competence in using new approaches.
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Future Reviews

In closing, our final recommendation is that systematic reviews of research
findings on the oral language, reading and writing, and academic devel-
opment of ELLs be undertaken on a periodic and regular basis. This would
permit researchers and educators to take stock of current research on the
education of ELLs and of our progress in investigating issues critical to
planning effective education for these learners. In addition, there is a need
for considerably more support of research on the education of ELL stu-
dents. The statistics are clear — ELLs will constitute an ever-expanding and,
thus, important portion of the school-age population. Effective education
for ELLs means planning for their and the nation’s future.
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Appendix A

Definitions of Abbreviations in Research
Summary Tables

Yoile percentile

ach achievement

AM American

assign assignment

bil bilingual

BINL Basic Inventory of Natural Language
BOLT Bahia Bay Oral Language Test

BR basal reader

BSM Bilingual Syntax Measure

btwn between

CAT California Achievement Tests

CcoO Control Group

cog cognitive

comp comprehension

coop cooperative

corr correlation

CTBS California Test of Basic Skills

def definition(s)

diff difference

dom dominant

SABE Spanish Assessment of Basic English
ELL English language learner

Eng English

EO English only

ESL English as a second language learner or program
FEP fully English proficient; fluent English proficient
FLS Functional Language Survey

GE grade equivalent (score)

gp(s) group(s)

GPA grade point average

235



236 Appendix A: Definitions of Abbreviations in Research Summary Tables

gr
grads

hi

Hisp

IC

Integ
IPT
ITBS

K

L1

L2

lang
LAB
LAS-O
LEP

LD
MainEO
MANOVA
Mass
Max
med
multi

n

NCE
non-int
NSST
obs
partic
PIAT
PPVT(-R)
pro

prof

pt

r

rdg

rdg comp
RSQ
SAT

SE

SES

sig, sign
Sp, Span
SOLOM
SRA

grade

graduates

high

hispanic

Instructional Conversations
Integrated classroom

Idea Proficiency Test

Iowa Test of Basic Skills
kindergarten

first/native language

second language

language

Language Assessment Battery
Language Assessment Scales-Oral
limited English proficient
learning disabled

Mainstream English only classroom
multivariate analysis of variance
Massachusetts

maximum

medium

multiple

sample size

normal curve equivalent
non-integrated classroom
Northwest Syntax Screening Test
observations

participation; participants
Peabody Individual Achievement Test
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Revised)
pronoun

proficient/proficiency

point

coefficient of correlation

reading

reading comprehension

Reading Strategy Questionnaire
Stanford Achievement Tests
special education

socio-economic status
significant/significantly

Spanish

Student Oral Language Observation Matrix
Science Research Associates
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stats
SW
TAAS
TABE
TR
TVIP-H

Voc/vocab
wk
WLPB-R
WRAT
wtg

yr

statistical

southwest

Texas Assessment of Academic Skills

Texas Association for Bilingual Education
Treatment Group

Test de vocabulairio en Imagenese Peabody- Adaptaciéon
Hispanoamericana

vocabulary

week

Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery-Revised
Wide Range Achievement Test

writing

year
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