


























































































































Presentation

Now that a framework curriculum has been established, how can we
as teachers take this into our classrooms? What appears simple and clear
on paper turns into something quite different as we plan our lessons.

The easiest way to begin is with the goal that is purposely not on the
chart: familiarity with U.S. culture and services. By choosing a topic, or a
cultural context as I call them here, the rest of the goals manage to fall into
place.

Cultural contexts will work best if they are of immediate need and
interest to the students. Teachers should collaborate with their learners
to find out what is important to them when choosing upcoming topics.
Planning out the entire semester in advance does not allow for student
input. Whatever cultural context arises, it can be adapted to the phases
the students are currently working within.

The following list includes some of the many cultural contexts the
literacy-level ESL students may wish to pursue. Some are likely to be
seen in Survival English programs, others in work readiness programs,
while others are more general topics for programs that plan thematically:

Calendars and time Library and School
Clothing Money and banks
Describing people Music and Art
Emergencies and Safety Occupations
Family Outdoor recreation
Feelings Parenting

Food Post office and Mail
Greetings Signs and Directions
Health Time Cards at Work
Holidays Transportation
Housing Weather

Job Interviews Winter activities

For example, a number of students are looking for work and have
expressed an interest in working nearby. One of the students brings in a
flyer they received in the mail from a local produce company (a business
that prepares produce for restaurants and stores) that says the company
is now hiring. The instructor chooses to make this the cultural context
for the next unit. Early in the first week, they visit the company for a
tour. The students are mostly in Phase 4 of the curriculum chart.

Under each of the six goals, the following subgoals can be set for this
particular cultural context:
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Goal 1: (Become Comfortable with School and Language Learning Set-
ting)
e Work with a partner to create sentences or phrases about the trip
to the produce company.
e Workin a large group with the instructor to talk and write about
the trip and discuss pros and cons of working for this company.

Goal 2: (Obtain Basic Literacy Skills)
e  With printed material from the company, work on sounding out
and guessing meanings of words.
e Use creative spelling to write about the experience at the pro-
duce company.

Goal 3: (Obtain Basic Numeracy Skills)
e Practice sorting labels of products from the company.
e  Use the company’s inventory forms to practice counting and cal-
culating types of products.

Goal 4: (Be Able to Give Personal Information)
e Learn how to fill out this potential employer’s application mate-
rials.
¢ Role-play human resource staff member and potential employer;
practice giving and correcting personal information.

Goal 5: (Be Able to Converse on a Simple Level)
e Learn vocabulary related to this workplace.
e DPractice asking supervisor for assistance, instructions.
¢ Role-play co-worker conversations.
e Role-play calling in sick, asking for time off, schedule change,
etc.

Goal 6: (Become More Familiar with U. S . Culture and Services)
e Learn about this potential workplace, the pros and cons of work-
ing there.
e Find out how to apply for this and similar jobs and what qualifi-
cations or skills are necessary.

In summary, the curriculum chart is to be used as a general guide, a
way of organizing one’s thoughts for a unit of instruction. It is not a
format for planning a day’s lesson, but rather a way of structuring a par-
ticular topic. It is very much a guiding tool that requires the instructor
and students to complete the specific goals and tasks. Choosing topics
and subgoals that are of immediate need and interest to the students al-
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lows their voices to be part of the decision-making. This matrix can sim-
ply guide the planning of a unit and help teachers build upon their stu-
dents’ current abilities.

BEST PRACTICES

Our activities in the classroom grow directly from the principles that
we keep as teachers of literacy-level adults. From interviews with teach-
ers, class observations, and my own experience, I gathered a set of 12
principles regarding teaching literacy-level ESL students. They are as
follows:

Hands-on activities facilitate understanding and learning.
Visual aids help students learn.
Connecting the classroom to real life is important.
Physical movement helps students adapt to the school set-
ting and encourages participation.
Connecting oral language to written language is crucial.
6. Incorporating technology in instruction is beneficial for lan-
guage learning and future employment.
7. Frequent breaks are important.
8. Using cultural comparison as a basis for speaking and writ-
ing empowers students and allows for rich language use.
9. Activities that encourage cooperative learning are beneficial.
10. Meaningless copying from the board or textbook is of mini-
mal value.
11. It’s best to give students the time they need to complete tasks
in class, and not assign nightly homework.
12. Talking about how to learn a language (language strategies)
helps students acquire English more efficiently.

To better understand how these principles can be applied, a sample
lesson follows, which is described as it was implemented. After each
section of the lesson, the principles that were put into practice are listed.

L N

o

SAMPLE LESSON

Language Experience Approach: Produce Company
9:30-10:30 Field Trip

During this hour, all students in the program carpool to a nearby
produce company for a tour with a manager. The tour takes place in
English, with more advanced students helping the lower levels with dif-
ficult vocabulary. Literacy-level students are engaged and listen care-
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fully, but appear to comprehend very little of the manager’s explana-
tions. However, the tour is very visual, and it is not difficult to under-
stand what the workers and company do.

During the field trip, the literacy-level teacher takes Polaroids of vari-
ous important parts of the company. The literacy-level students offer
suggestions and point at places she should photograph. She takes eight
shots altogether.

Principles put into practice:
s Hands-on activities facilitate understanding and learning.
¢ Connecting the classroom to real life is important.
¢ Physical movement helps students adapt to the school setting
and encourages participation.
e Activities that encourage cooperative learning are beneficial.

10:30-10:45 Break
Students carpool back to the school and meet in the classroom, all
levels together.

Principles put into practice:
¢ Frequent breaks are important.

10:45-11:00 Response to the Produce Company

A teacher leads a discussion about the pros and cons of working at
this particular company. A list is generated on the board with student
and teacher input. The teachers are careful to list positive things about
the job. (Since this program is job-readiness oriented, the lessons often
focus on possible employers and reasons to accept or not accept certain
positions.)

Students ask questions, including some about the medical insurance
and company pay policy. Although the literacy-level students are not
actively participating, they do appear to be listening intently, and they
ask each other questions in the L1.

Next the teacher asks students what jobs they know and why these
jobs could be good or bad. Some native language is used among the
students. Literacy-level students appear to tune out of the discussion at
this point.

After a couple of minutes, the literacy-level teacher chooses to pull
her students out of the large group and continue in their own classroom.

Principles put into practice:
¢ Connecting oral language to written language is crucial.
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11:00-11:45 Students Generate a Text about the Field Trip

“What was the first thing we saw at the company?” the teacher asks.
A short conversation follows, with mostly one-word contributions from
the students. The teacher validates every response. Next the students
are put in pairs and given one of the Polaroids. They are asked first to
talk to each other about their picture, to think about some words that go
along with it.

The teacher circulates and helps students remember what machines
are called and compliments their ideas. Next, the pairs are asked to write
down a sentence that describes their picture. Students work intently to
create sentences, talking to each other in both English and the L1. The
teacher circulates and hints, but does not write or spell for the students.
They may consult past notes as needed.

When each pair has something to say, they are asked to turn to a
nearby pair and share their pictures and sentences. The pairs check each
other’s work and offer suggestions. Now each pair sets their picture and
sentence on the table, and students mill around, looking at each one and
deciding what order the sentences should go in. They stand up and look
at and read each one, and talk to each other about which goes where.
After a few minutes, they decide on an order for the sentences and pic-
tures. The pairs write their sentences on the board in their order. The
teachers write them down quickly as well:

Trucks bring food to the company.

People wash the food.

Sometimes machines wash the food.
People check the food.

People chop the vegetables.

People put food in bags.

People weigh the food /how many pounds.
The company sells the food.

First the teacher reads the sentences aloud and explains any ques-
tions about meaning. Students repeat after her. Then students are asked
to read the sentences in unison. Finally students are asked individually
to read their sentences aloud.

XN U PR

Principles put into practice:

e  Visual aids help students learn.
Connecting the classroom to real life is important.
Connecting oral language to written language is crucial.
Activities that encourage cooperative learning are beneficial.
Physical movement helps students adapt to the school setting
and encourages participation.
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11:45-12:00 Break, or Quiet Time to Read

Students are given time for a break. Some students leave the room
for a break, while others look intently at the board and at their notebooks.
Some students read aloud to themselves or each other. Some students
take this time to copy the sentences into their notebooks. Some help each
other understand by using the native language.

Principles put into practice:
e Frequent breaks are important.

12:00-12:15 Sentence Scramble

The teacher returns, and they read through the sentences one more
time. For a couple of minutes she points to individual words and asks
students to read them. When they struggle, the teacher helps them sound
it out by looking at each letter. Then the teacher erases the board and
asks students to close their notebooks. She hands each student a half
sheet of paper with the sentences typed on it, in mixed up order. She
hands out scissors and students cut the sentences into strips.

Next students must read and put the sentences in the correct order
(as they had been on the board). As they finish, the teacher checks them
and points out errors. While others are finishing, students are asked to
read their sentences to a neighbor.

Principles put into practice:
¢ Hands-on activities facilitate understanding and learning.
¢ Connecting oral language to written language is crucial.
e Activities that encourage cooperative learning are beneficial.

12:15-12:30 Letter Practice

Students put the sentences away and open to a clean piece of paper.
As the teacher reads out a word from the text they have written, students
are asked to write down the first letter. They do a couple together to
check for understanding, and then they continue on their own. After
four words (company, people, trucks, food), they check their answers together.
Then they do another 10 words (bring, machines, weigh, bags, put, wash,
bring, machines, pound, to, sometimes).

Now the teacher asks them to write down the first two letters of the
word she says aloud (chop, check, truck, bring). This is obviously more
difficult for the students.

Finally, students are asked to write down the last letter they hear
(food, put, check). Answers are checked together on the board.

At 12:30, students are told that if they have time, they should look
over their sentences again and practice. They will continue with this text
tomorrow.
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Principles put into practice:
e Connecting the classroom to real life is important.
¢ Connecting oral language to written language is crucial.
¢ Meaningless copying from the board or text is of minimal value.
o It's best to give students the time they need to complete tasks in
class, and not assign nightly homework.

CONCLUSION

Adult ESL educators will continue to work with many students who
lack native language literacy. By better understanding who these stu-
dents are and what factors may affect their learning, instructors can gain
perspective on the needs and challenges of this population. Through
student input and careful course design, we can attempt to fill in the gaps
of limited or interrupted education. Only through literacy will students
be able to climb out of the survival English box and become full partici-
pants in their communities. Principles underlying effective instruction
to literacy-level adults need to be put into practice and further explored.
Anumber of techniques that have proved useful in the literacy-level class-
room are outlined here, but clearly, more research and teacher collabora-
tion is needed to spread the word about best practices in teaching ESL
literacy.

NOTES

1This article was adapted from a larger publication, Successful Instruction for Lit-
eracy-Level Adults, with the permission of the Center for Advanced Research in
Language Acquisition (CARLA). The full publication is available as a CARLA
Working Paper through this website:

http:/ / carla/acad.umn.edu/working-papers.html.

Vinogradov, P. (2001). Successful instruction for literacy-level adults. CARLA
Working Paper Series #17. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota, The Center
for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition.

2Some educators claim that ESL students literate in a non-Roman alphabet lan-
guage comprise a fourth group. However, their situation is quite different. These
students are educated, highly familiar with print and fully literate in their native
language but are simply not familiar with the English sound-symbol relation-
ships. Learning a new alphabet is considerably less of a task than acquiring lit-
eracy itself. I do not include this group among literacy-level ESL students. A
person learns to read only once.
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ImAgInArY WoRID

Imaginary world is a world where I am the queen.
It's a world where everyone respects me for who I am.
It’s a world where I don’t have to invent a new me.

Imaginary world is where love is being truthful to yourself.
It's a world where love means completely trusting the other.
It’s a world where I don’t have to act.

Imaginary world is a peaceful place where hatred doesn’t exist.
It's a place where everyone respects, admires & values the other.
It's a place where I could witness all kinds of animals gathering
around the river
without fear.
It's a place where I can watch the orange greenish bird fly
above the lake.

Imaginary world is a place where eyes don’t water.

It's a place where a broken heart is a transgression.

It's a place where promises symbolize a great deal.

It's a perfect place where I have everything I desire.
It's a world where I don’t have to pretend.

Hawa Farah
2000
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Minnesota Assessment Project was a four year research
project examining the participation and performance of LEP
students in the Minnesota statewide accountability system.
This article summarizes some of the findings of this research
as it relates to inclusion, participation and performance, and
accommodation of LEP students in statewide tests. Empha-
sis is placed on the current state of knowledge on testing the
reading skills of students with developing literacy in English
and the issues that surround this process.

With the reauthorization of the Improving America’s Schools Act
(IASA) of 1994, states in the U.S. are creating accountability systems to
ensure that all students reach high academic standards. To meet the re-
quirements of Title I, which states must do in order to continue to receive
Title I funding, all students must be included in these accountability sys-
tems. Further, these accountability systems are required to include as a
primary component a state-level assessment system. Minnesota, like most
other states, has implemented a system of statewide accountability test-
ing in its public schools. This system includes standardized testing of
students in the areas of math and reading at grades 3, 5 and 8 and in the
area of writing at grades 3, 5, and 10. In addition, a system to measure
students’ progress toward high standards has been implemented at the
high school level. In order to gain a true picture of how all of the students
in Minnesota are progressing toward educational standards, it is impor-
tant to include all students in this system. For this reason, the Minnesota
Department of Children, Families, and Learning (CFL) was awarded a
grant from the U.S. Department of Education Office of Educational Re-
search and Improvement (OERI) to study the participation and perfor-
mance of limited English proficient (LEP) students and students with

43



disabilities in the state’s accountability system. This project, called the
Minnesota Assessment Project, was a collaborative effort with research-
ers, teachers, teacher educators and policy makers throughout the state.

As part of this four year grant, researchers at the National Center on
Educational Outcomes at the University of Minnesota conducted several
studies to gain a better understanding of the participation and perfor-
mance of these students in the accountability system. This article is a
brief synthesis of the findings as they relate to LEP students, especially in
the area of reading tests. The issues discussed are organized under three
major topics related to the research conducted during this project: inclu-
sion, participation and performance, and accommodations.

Over the years that the project took place (1996-2000), the knowledge
base on including LEP students in graduation standards grew consider-
ably. As the new accountability system in Minnesota has been refined so
have educators’ and researchers’ understandings of the issues facing stu-
dents, parents, teachers, and policy makers. This article summarizes some
of the research from the Minnesota Assessment Project that has influ-
enced our current understanding of ESL students’ participation in these
tests. Some of the terminology has also changed over these years such as
the growing preference for the term English Language Learners (ELLs)
over the policy term Limited English Proficient (LEP) students. In this
article the term LEP will be used because it is the term still used at the
state and federal level and is consistent with the language used through-
out the Minnesota Project reports, even though the authors acknowledge
the overemphasis this term puts on limitations.

INCLUSION

Some people may ask why it is important to include LEP students in
standardized reading tests when they may not yet be fully proficient in
English. There are several reasons that LEP students need to be included
in educational accountability systems. First, the Improving America’s
Schools Act of 1994 (IASA) requires that all students, including LEP stu-
dents, be included in statewide accountability systems. Second, in Min-
nesota students must pass the eighth grade Basic Standards Tests (BSTs)
in reading and mathematics and the tenth grade writing tests in order to
be eligible to graduate from high school. Not graduating from high school
can have a severely negative impact on students’ post-secondary educa-
tional achievement and work prospects (Boesel, Alsalam, & Smith, 1998;
Coley, 1995; Hodgkinson & Outtz, 1992). Third, if a school system truly
wants an accountability system to reflect the progress of all students to-
wards high achievement, all students need to be included in the system.

As part of Minnesota Assessment Project, parents of LEP students
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and LEP students themselves were interviewed in focus groups after the
first round of Basic Standards testing in order to better understand their
opinions and concerns about the testing system (Quest, Liu, & Thurlow,
1997). Parents in all of the focus groups reported that they wanted their
children to take advantage of all of the educational opportunities avail-
able to them in school so that they could be productive and contributing
adults in the future. This included taking part in the statewide testing
system. One mother said that the tests are important in showing that her
son is successful in school. Other parents commented that the tests are
necessary to ensure that students can read, write, and do basic math-
ematics skills the parents viewed as essential for students continuing their
education beyond school. However, parents were quite unclear about
how the statewide testing differed from other tests given throughout the
year.

Students in the focus groups also wanted to be included in the sys-
tem. Although some students did not understand the purpose of the
tests during this first year of testing, those that did felt that they could
pass them and graduate from high school if given the support and op-
portunity to do so. The focus groups demonstrated a clear need for bet-
ter communication about the Basic Standards Tests with LEP students
and their families. Focus groups recommended the following ways of
communicating with parents of LEP students: (a) sending home written
notes, (b) communicating with social service organizations or commu-
nity elders, (c) utilizing native language media such as newspapers, (d)
using the native language of the parents to communicate with parent
organizations that are active in some schools, and (e) including testing
information in registration meetings at the beginning of the year.

PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE

Although policy may require students’ participation in accountabil-
ity testing and students and parents may advocate for inclusion, LEP stu-
dents and students with special needs have often been left out of account-
ability systems in the past (Zlatos, 1994). For this reason, part of the re-
search conducted during the Minnesota Assessment Project examined
the actual participation of LEP students in the state’s testing system. The
participation rates for eighth graders taking the Basic Standards Tests
during 1996 to 1999 are shown in Figure 1. During these years several
factors played a role in students’ participation. When the BSTs were first
offered in 1996, they were optional and only about 80% of all eligible
students in the state took part in the testing (Liu, Anderson, & Thurlow,
2000). In 1997, school districts were able to choose between the BSTs and
another set of standardized tests. It was not until 1998 that the BSTs were
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required to be administered for accountability purposes. Comparing the
data from 1998 and 1999, it can be seen that LEP students’ participation
was high, that is, near 90% each year, and increased slightly from 1998 to
1999. Under Minnesota testing guidelines, the only LEP students who
can be exempted from testing in eighth grade are those students who
have been in the country for less than one year and also have very lim-
ited English skills.

FIGURE 1
Participation Rates for the Minnesota Basic Standards Tests 1996-1999

31996
W 1997
[11998
W 1999

All 8th Graders LEP 8th Graders All 8th Graders LEP 8th Graders
Reading Reading Math Math

Figure 2 shows the passing rates for the BST reading and math tests
during 1996-1999 for all eighth graders and for LEP eighth graders. The
passing rates in 1997 dropped slightly from those of 1996 for both groups,
which may be due to the fact that the percent correct needed to pass the
test was raised to 75% in 1997 from 70% in 1996. Since 1997, however, the
percentage of all students passing the reading test has increased steadily
from 59% to 74%. These gains have mirrored the gains of LEP students
on the reading test. The passing rate for LEP eighth graders has risen
from 8% in 1997 to 22% in 1999. In comparison, passing rates for the
math tests have remained more stable over these years for all students,
including LEP students.

Because initially LEP students seemed to have more problems with
the reading tests than the math tests, much of our research on perfor-
mance and test accommodations concerned the reading tests. To increase
understanding of how LEP students perform over time on the BST read-
ing test, the Minnesota Assessment Project also assessed the performance
of students who did not achieve a passing score for graduation purposes
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FIGURE 2
Passing Rates (Percent Passing) for Minnesota Basic Standards Tests
1996-1999

80+

3 1996
B 1997
01998
m 1999

All 8th Graders LEP 8th Graders All 8th Graders LEP 8th Graders
Math Math Reading Reading

in the first round of testing for the school years 1996-1998 and subse-
quently retook the tests. Specifically, we asked if there was a range of
first-time scores that predicted passing the test on the second try. Be-
tween 1997 and 1998, 20% or fewer of LEP students who retook the BST
in reading passed. In contrast, among all students, 52% passed the read-
ing test on the second attempt (Spicuzza, Liu, Swierzbin, Bielinski, &
Thurlow, 2000). LEP students who scored below 64-68% of reading test
items correct on the first attempt had less than a 50% chance of passing
the test the second time. However, there was a small group of students
who scored below 25% correct on their initial test attempt but still passed
the test (scored over 75%) on their second try. Knowing that LEP stu-
dents struggled with the reading tests and also recognizing the impor-
tance of including these students in the accountability system, part of the
research conducted for the Minnesota Assessment Project focused on ways
to reduce the barriers that might stand in the way of students best dem-
onstrating what they know on these tests. The most common practice for
reducing these test barriers are test accommodations that address test
setting, format, or presentation factors that may adversely affect a
student’s performance.

ACCOMMODATIONS

Although testing accommodations seem to hold some promise for
helping LEP students better demonstrate what they know on standard-
ized tests, a strong knowledge base does not yet exist on the impact and

ESL STUDENTS AND MINNESOTA'S BASIC STANDARDS TESTS 47



appropriateness of testing accommodations for these students. Many of
the accommodations allowed for LEP students on statewide tests were
originally developed for students with disabilities and may not be ap-
propriate for LEP students because they do not address the language bar-
rier (Rivera & Vincent, 1997). Surveys of state accommodation policies
for LEP students have shown that the accommodations allowed as well
as the definition of LEP varies by state (Rivera, Stansfield, Scialdone, &
Sharkey, 2000; Thurlow, Liu, Erickson, Spicuzza, & El Sawaf, 1996). Some
states allow no accommodations on any tests. In some states, accommo-
dations, especially translations, are not allowed on the reading tests al-
though they are allowed on the math tests. The question remains how to
accommodate for the barriers of emerging language skills when the test
is a test of reading English.

Table 1 shows the accommodations and translations allowed on the
Minnesota Basic Standards Tests. In Minnesota, an accommodation is a
change to the test or test setting that does not alter the standard being
tested. A translation, on the other hand, may alter the standard being
tested and thus results in a special designation on the student’s transcript
(“Pass-Translation”) when the test is being taken as a graduation require-
ment.

As part of the Minnesota Assessment Project, researchers looked at
accommodations in two ways: first, what accommodations are being used
by LEP students in Minnesota and second, what accommodations not
currently available might be helpful to help LEP students better demon-
strate what they know on the tests.

In 1999, test administrators were asked to record whether a student
received an accommodation on the Basic Standards reading or mathemat-
ics tests given in eighth grade and what that accommodation was. The

TABLE 1
Accommodations and Translations Permitted for LEP Students
Taking the Minnesota Basic Standards Tests (1998-1999 School Year)

*  Audio cassettes in English (math only) e Translations

*  Script of the audio cassette (math only) (math only)

¢ C(Clarification or translation of test directions | ® Oral

¢ Extended time interpretations

¢ Individual or small group setting (math and

*  Writing directly on the test booklet written

¢ Short segment test booklets (math and composition only)
reading only)
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data indicated that less than three percent of LEP students used any ac-
commodation on the reading or math test (Liu, Anderson, & Thurlow,
2000). These numbers seem extremely low considering that for other
student groups who use accommodations on tests, students with disabili-
ties for example, more than half may use accommodations (Elliott,
Bielinski, Thurlow, DeVito, & Hedlund, 1999).

It appears that accommodation use among LEP students in Minne-
sota was underreported or underused or both. The data from the Minne-
sota study could very well be underreported since they were collected on
a separate form from the test answer sheet and the sheet was not filled
out by most test administrators. The lack of research-based information
on what accommodations most benefit LEP students makes the collec-
tion of accommodation use data extremely important. In order for edu-
cators to know whether the accommodations they are providing their
students are useful, they need to know how they are being used. More
states need to collect accommodation information as part of their report-
ing processes. Some states have begun to do so, but it may be several
years before we have enough data to fully assess the state of accommo-
dation use and make the testing situation more equitable for LEP stu-
dents.

Finally, since there are no translations currently offered for the Basic
Standards reading test, some of the research of the Minnesota Assess-
ment Project examined the use and usefulness of bilingual accommoda-
tions. For this study, the reading passage was provided to students in
English and the test questions were provided in a side-by-side bilingual
format as well as aurally in their native language via a tape recorder.
The tape-recorded questions were provided because educators had ex-
pressed concern about the usefulness of written translations for those
students who are not literate in their native language. During the first
phase of this research, nine native Spanish-speaking students took por-
tions of the bilingual version of the test and were interviewed about their
use of the accommodations. This was done to try out the translated por-
tions to make sure they were functioning correctly and also to get in-
depth opinions about the accommodation from a small group of students.

Opverall, the students did not report having difficulty using the side-
by-side translations or the native language tape. Most students used the
written form of the test questions instead of the audiotape. The majority
of students reported using primarily one language version of the ques-
tions (either English or Spanish) and referring to the other form only when
they encountered difficulties. Most of the difficulties were reported to be
unfamiliar vocabulary words. Even though only one student achieved a
passing rate on the test passages, three of the nine students reported pre-
ferring to take the test only in English. Although students were tested
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individually, each room often held two students working in different cor-
ners. The accommodation might have been used more often if it had
been combined with an individual test setting since social pressure seemed
to play a role in accommodation use (Liu, Anderson, Swierzbin, &
Thurlow, 1999).

In the second phase of the study we gave the test to a larger group of
students. Fifty-three native Spanish-speaking LEP students took the ac-
commodated version (with side-by-side English and Spanish written
questions and a Spanish audiotape of questions). Fifty-two native Span-
ish-speaking students took the test in English with no accommodation
and a control group of 101 general education students also took the
unaccommodated test. The bilingual version of the test appeared to be
most helpful for those students with moderate English proficiency. Those
with higher proficiencies did not use the translations and those with lower
proficiencies who relied heavily on the translations scored low on the
test. There was not a significant difference in mean test scores between
the accommodated and unaccommodated LEP student groups (Ander-
son, Liu, Swierzbin, Thurlow, & Bielinski, 2000).

Students in the second phase of this study also reported using the
translations to check unfamiliar vocabulary items. When asked which
version of the test they would prefer to take for the actual Basic Stan-
dards Tests, about two-thirds of the students preferred some sort of bilin-
gual accommodation, while one-third preferred an English only version.
These preferences are interesting considering that very few of these stu-
dents achieved a passing score on the test. Thus even though some stu-
dents did not come close to passing the test, they chose not to use the
accommodations. Perhaps the most important thing that this study of
experimental accommodations demonstrates is that one cannot assume
that because an accommodation is given to a student, that the accommo-
dation will be used. It appears that peer pressure or a student’s level of
comfort in using a translation can affect the use of an accommodation.
Future studies on reading accommodations should take use as well as
usefulness into account. In addition, test accommodation decisions need
to be made on an individual basis.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings mentioned above, the Minnesota Assessment
Project offers the following suggestions to educators who would like to
improve the test taking experiences of LEP students:

e Find out who is communicating with parents of LEP students
about participation in the statewide accountability tests and when
and how that communication occurs. Help your school to figure out
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ways to communicate with families well in advance of the time when

tests are administered. Talk with families about how the account-

ability tests are different from other tests given by the district or
school.

* Encourage administrators and others responsible for remedial
programming for LEP students who have failed the Basic Standards

Test to direct the remedial efforts equally across all groups of LEP

students who have not passed. Remedial efforts focused only on

students closest to passing the test miss students at the low end of
the continuum who may actually make more progress in skills from
one test attempt to the next.

¢ If you are involved in recommending an accommodation for an

LEP student taking an accountability test, make sure to talk to the

student and his or her family about the accommodations available.

For a variety of reasons students may not want to use accommoda-

tions that are available to them. If they want to use a particular ac-

commodation, they may need to test in an individual setting or in a

small group of other students who are using the same accommoda-

tion. Students may also lack skills that are needed to benefit from a

certain accommodation, such as not having strong literacy skills in

their native language.

* Encourage your school and district to make test participation and
accommodation decisions on an individual basis, rather than for the
entire group of LEP students as a whole. What works for one LEP
student does not necessarily work for another one.

¢ Encourage test administrators in your building to record as much
data as possible about which accommodations individual students
are given on a test. Ask to see the data showing which accommoda-
tions are used most frequently by LEP students taking reading tests
and look at how these students perform on the test. These steps will
help you make test decisions that are most appropriate for LEP stu-
dents.

* Work on skills and strategies for dealing with unfamiliar vocabu-
lary in English reading passages.

This article reports on the beginning stages of building a statewide
accountability system that includes all students, with special attention
paid to the issues relating to LEP students. Trends in performance and
participation data in this type of system are preliminary at best and more
years of test data are needed to be able to talk reliably about performance
trends for any students. Educators need to continue to monitor data such
as LEP student performance, participation and accommodation use in
order to refine and improve the accountability system and curriculum
for these students. These data, if accurately measured, could be used to
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create more valid assessment environments for LEP students. When per-
formance information over time is known, the impact of the implemen-
tation of state accountability systems on the education of LEP students
can be examined.
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A BIRD FLYING UP THE SKY

I looked up the heavens on a sunny day,
I noticed a bird flying up the sky.
I wondered what it would be like to fly carefree.
Not troubled about what would happen today or tomorrow.
Not worrying about what to eat the next day or year.

I wished I could be the peaceful &
Unconcerned bird flying up the sky.
I wished I could observe the world with its eyes
Not fearing about what the future holds for me.

I wished I could understand &
Appreciate the meaning of life like the bird.
I wished I could distinguish right from wrong,.
I wished I could accept the world the way it is.

I wished I could conceal the unanswered questions.
I wished I could comprehend the unspeakable questions.
I wished I could value & accept myself
like the bird flying above me.

Hawa Farah
2000
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Review

The MinneTESOL/WITESOL Journal welcomes evaluative reviews of publications
relevant to TESOL professions. In addition to textbooks and reference materials,
these include computer and video software, testing instruments, and other forms
of nonprint materials.

New Immigrants in the United States, Sandra Lee
McKay and Sau-Ling CynthiaWong (Eds.). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000.

New Immigrants in the United States, edited by Sandra Lee McKay and
Sau-Ling Cynthia Wong, presents a wealth of information about the so-
cial and educational implications of immigration which can assist sec-
ond language educators in advocating for their students with colleagues,
school administrators and decision makers. The editors contend that a
reexamination of immigration issues is imperative as public interest in
the topic of language education has heightened because of ever-increas-
ing numbers of immigrants in our nation’s public schools. Furthermore,
they believe that any decisions concerning English programs should be
informed by findings from the field of second language acquisition and
current research on language usage within language minority communi-
ties.

The editors are quick to point out their ideological perspective. They
regard the linguistic diversity of the U.S. as a valuable resource rather
than a problem. Moreover, they argue that “English language learners
have a dual right to gain proficiency in English through effective lan-
guage programs and to maintain their mother tongue if possible...these
two processes are interdependent” (p. 3). Acknowledging that education
alone will not ensure that the newcomers gain access to all that America
offers, the editors include within the text a series of articles calling for a
social and political investment in these language learners.

The text is divided into three parts and consists of sixteen chapters.
Each chapter presents information, provides suggestions for further read-
ing and includes a list of references. There is no index. The first part in-
cludes historical data about immigration as well as information on the
process of second language acquisition and language maintenance within
immigrant communities. The second part focuses on several prominent
immigrant groups, describing their history, language backgrounds, and
language use patterns. The final section explores the connection between
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successful language learning and social and political decision-making.

In Part I, author Reynaldo F. Macias gives an overview of U.S. immi-
gration from 1664 through 1899, and then offers a vast amount of U.S.
Census data from 1900 to the present to detail what he refers to as “the
full linguistic beauty of the U.S. human bouquet” (p. 53). The statistics
are presented in a straightforward, if overwhelming progression. The
countries of origin of the immigrants, the languages spoken at home by
these groups, the self-reported ability to speak English by the immigrants,
the changes in the non-English speaking population of the U.S,, state by
state LEP K-12 enrollments, and the racial composition of the U.S. (1990
Census) are included. Interestingly, he also includes a table showing the
registration in foreign language classes at U.S. institutions of higher edu-
cation to emphasize his message that the linguistic diversity of our na-
tion can be a resource, not a liability.

In the second chapter of this section, Calvin Veltman presents research
findings documenting the process of second language acquisition within
immigrant groups in the U.S.. This research shows a clear language shift
within all immigrant groups to make English their preferred language. It
also demonstrates that the rates of this language shift to English are so
high that native languages are not maintained beyond the second gen-
eration. Popular wisdom to the contrary, Veltman contends that “there is
no evidence that continued immigration poses any threat to the linguis-
tic integrity of the United States” (p. 90). He emphasizes that all new
immigrants, especially those of school age, clearly are eager to learn En-
glish to make it their principal means of communication.

To substantiate this research, in Part II, the editors take a closer look
at eleven immigrant communities identified by the Department of Edu-
cation as representing the most populous language groups of English
language learners in the public schools. Each chapter begins with an
overview of the group’s immigration history, includes information on
current demographics, and summarizes research on language use within
the community. Because of this format, readers can use the text as a re-
source handbook, picking and choosing which groups to read about.

Of particular interest to Minnesota and Wisconsin readers are sev-
eral chapters on Spanish speakers, one chapter concerning the Hmong,
Khmer and Laotian communities, and another on Soviet immigrants.
Because of its reliance on 1990 Census data when selecting groups to fo-
cus upon, the text does not include any information on our region’s more
recent immigrants. There is no information on African immigrants. Miss-
ing also is information about non-Jewish immigrants from Eastern Eu-
rope. This is indeed a loss because the existing chapters offer insightful
information about the various groups’ immigration experiences and atti-
tudes which could have implications for the language classroom.
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While the chapter dealing with the Hmong community offers little
new information, author M.G. Lopez underscores the changes and ten-
sions within the community as a filiarchal family structure often displaces
the adults’ traditional role in the family and community. The author em-
phasizes the importance of bilingual education as a means to maintain
well-being in the community.

The short chapter on Soviet immigrants focuses on issues of language
acquisition of a more elderly student population. It describes a prevail-
ing skepticism in this group towards all institutions which often results
in dissatisfaction with language instruction.

Part III of the text looks at some of the educational and social impli-
cations of the preceding data. McKay writes of the importance of educa-
tional investment. She points out that while there is no one right way to
educate English language learners, programs which have been identified
as successful share certain features. These programs have high expecta-
tions for their students, demonstrate close collaboration between content
and language teachers, and are committed to parent involvement in the
education process.

Rachel Moran looks at the American public school system, where
local control and local responsibility often are at odds with national im-
migration policies. She advocates increased federal intervention to assist
states in coping with the impact of high levels of immigration.

Finally, Bonny Pierce writes of the problems inherent in subtractive
bilingualism, when loss of the mother tongue has devastating effects on
the learners’ family and community. She argues that “teachers should
strive to encourage immigrant language learners to invest in both the
target language community and the immigrant language community” (p.
459).

As part of the Cambridge Language Teaching Library, New Immigrants
in the United States was designed for use by pre-service and in-service
language teachers and administrators, and could be used in undergradu-
ate or graduate teacher education courses. Reading this book from cover
to cover would be a daunting task; however, it could be used as a source
book for all interested in learning more about issues of immigration and
acculturation. More importantly, for those of us seeking up-to-date fac-
tual information to present to those who make decisions about the lives
of our students, it can serve as a valuable resource.
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