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~ The EFFects of Cross- age Tutorlng on _the Oral Fluency of
, the Language Mlnorlty Student

Abstract i

ThlS prodect reports on a study that investigated the

effects of cross- aee tutoring on the oral fluency of 32

language minority California 6th grade students utilizing
hree categornes of English conversation prompts.

| Results indicated that Limited English Proficient (LEP)

subjects outperformed Native English Onlz {NEO) subjects

in a cross-age tutoring setting on one of three prompt

- categories and demonstrated a posntlve attltude towards
cross-age tutortng | :
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Chapter 1
THE PROJECT'S GOAL

The purpose of this project is to review both

' hietorical and'recent research that indicates that |
t ch:ldren may - becone competent and Fluent speakers when |

\ the practlce of cross-age tuter:ng is conblned with an

| exp]:cat oral f]uency Foundatlon._ This project will

| 'Foeus on this theory.v»ln edditien,tthe project will
~explain the'conponents'that'ﬁake up'the theOries'ot |

communicat ive competence and second language acquisition
in education. | | |

| The Focuseef this.preject will be fn answering vital

questions thet teachers encounter‘#hen tbying-to pro#ide

aniadequate seconde]anguage acquféition program. The

»‘aree of concebnﬂfer this stddy is the eFFects eF

cross-age tutoring on the'orel fluency eF‘]anguage

’ﬂinority students. The PPOJeCt will begln wnth an

vantroductron to the hlstorscal perspectlve and recent

research that shows what the trends are and have been in

the Field oF cross age tutoring 1 Few studles conblne



Cross- age tutonlng and oral F]uency A»review of
communlcatlve conpetence and second language aqu:sntlon
will be_lnc]uded to‘glvevthe reader some knowledge QF the
~ scope and bnéadthfofatnis field within regu]ar}education
settings as we]l as blllngual settings.

Thts PPOJeCt wlll :ncorporate the expllczt oral
F}uency nethod of EP!C Ke]ler and Sylvia T. Harner,
vf(1988) as explalned in the book angenaaiign_ﬁamhlLs__
| Ea3l_Eﬂ9lLﬁh.QQﬂi&L&aLLQn_BLAQLJQQS and the use of

'cross age tutoring in the classroom settlng This w:]]
aenable readers who nay w:sh to dupllcate thls prodect to
combine cross-age tutorlng and oral fluency practice in
order to PPOVIde a well ba]anced second language .
acquisition program For the more advanced language
minority student. '

~ The question, "How best do‘wé»teach-our language
ninority‘students’cra}«Fluency?" has been pﬂzzling to
both English as a Second Language (ESL) and mainstream
~ classroom teachers. The'languaga’minority studeni Must
experience the sane'highfquality instructiony high
.expectations for student pehFornance, and meaningful
| naterlals and activities as native speakers do if they
‘are to partxc:pate in the Fu]lest educatlonal exper:ence’
| thevschoola can offer _(Engllsh Language Arts Fraﬂewora
“for California Public Schools, 1986). It is estimated



;4~.= =on uhzldren, and poss;b!y

s

[
T

‘.'J k '

’ h‘t:a-ﬂ:ﬁznujj

““'-‘

more, . are l{n “d in the Engliah }anguage skills needed
’U’to succeed in schools des:gned For Englxsh speak,ng

VraJor|ty chsldren (Engllsh Language Arts Franework and
'\Crtter:a Comn:ttee, 198?) - The nunber of language
nsnor!ty students is growlng dally |

Schools in nany states are. struggllng to Flnd ways ta

- mest this rea educat:oaal concern here is a necess.ty_f‘

:to address the needs oF the vast nunbers of ]anguage

3 ,m1nor|ty atudents |n order to make ora] Fluency more

»'attasnable, and to assure that all lqnguage n:norsty |
'chlldren recelue an educatlonal opportuntty A

- communicat ive- based, cross age tutoring prograh is one‘
'i-strqtegy for helping chlldren wsth

'lnn:ted Englash proflc1ency to achxeve oral Fluency ina

',second language. ‘Thls,strategy cou]d,be integrated with

.cobperative léarninglgrouping Strategies..

D AC»?VQ partsczpatlon (covert/overt behav:or)

LY

7u31n9 technnques to foster the consistent lnvolvement oF ;‘

" the minds of the students |n thelr learnlng
2 Acquusation relates to language gatned via

”f'unconscxpus~eFFort.va~natural, informal process.



73.k Conr nlcatlon conpetence the ablllty to

Vacconpllsh one S personal goals in a manner that d
f,malntalns a relatlonshlp on terms that are. acceptable to |
~ all parties (Adler R. B. & Towne, N., 1990).
| 4. Connunlcative conpetence knowledge needed by a
epeaker or hearer of how 10 use llﬂgUISth Fcrns ‘,‘""”
approprlately {Hynes, 1971). | _’

’ 51d Conprehensnble |nput understandable and B

mean:ngFul language that enablee second language o
. acqulrers to expand thelr language skills It is

_characterlzed as language which the second language

“'gaacqu1rer already knows (1) (1nput ll plus a range oF

_fnew language wh:ch is made conprehen31ble through the use'
’“oF pictures, real|a, dranatlzatlon and other strategles
- 6. Conprehens:on (Bloon 5 Taxonomy - Level #2,
,519563 The learner is expected to connunlcate an |dea or "
thing {event ) :n a new or diFFerent Forn,vte see o

relatlonshlps aﬂong thlngs, to proaect the eFFect of
th!nge Exanples A, Comprehend - to retell, to
translate, to restate; B. Interpret - to deFIne. to c
,1expla|n, to |nFeP, C. Extrapolate - to prodect, to |
1propose, to calculate = ‘_ | |

7. Cross-age act:vaty' any act or work exchanged
‘between students of leFerent ages R

8. Cross_age tutoring any age student assnstlng



‘ke.progress'offawc*hérﬂ age sbudewt - usua]ly an o]der
student aas.stang a younger student . |
9; Fluency: a c0ﬂp1en cuncep fined as ‘aﬁguége
N that p.oduces stretches oF connected dlscourse (Reid, R.
] Gl]bert, F. 1986). | | |
10. Intermediate fluency étage: one of thelnaturalc
secoﬁd‘language'acquisition.stages dﬁriﬁ9 which ankESL»
student can dénonstrate the ability to bespond with
~ expanded seﬁtences uaing prepos:tlona] phrases;
descriptive words and connectora in natura], unrehearsed
i; satuations (Krashen & Terrell, 1983} .
11 Language minority student.’ a student who cpeaks
a nativéqlanguagé other thah‘thei]anguagévspoken by the
' maJority'oF‘the-school population
12. Low anxiéty a state oF the student where
his/her apprehensnon is at a ﬂlﬂlﬂﬂﬂ |
13. Motivation: an inducement or :ncentlve of a
- person’s will or drive to do something that will satisfy
a‘need or desire |

14. Oral fluency: an ease of speaking without

. »obvlous."halt:ng" {Galvan, M., 1986)

15, Pronpts words or phrases that help people to
express what they are trying to say such as 'I'd like to

“know...'



This project is:designed»to ﬂake.ora] Fluency more
"attainable'For the lahguageininority student by | |
'imPlenenting EnglishiéonversatEOn practices in a
cross-ége_tutoh?ﬁg:progrén?' The English cohversation
practices are deéignedlto develop andvenhahce
»conmuhicatioﬁ‘skills, -Iﬁ the appﬁoaCh ﬁséd in this
proJect;,the_téacher‘enphasizes oral fluency by teaching
coMMon Qohds‘and,épréséions {prbﬁpts) in}contexts and
for épecific puhposes-td ensure communicative conpeténce.

 Cr0ss*a9e tutoring_is a perfect‘vehicle for improving
the language njﬁority student’s oral fluency and
communicative conpetehcé. CrOss-age tutoring pPrograms
can be easily implemented; therefore, teachérs can'také
full advantage of thevobportunities, encburaging language
minority studenté to partiéipate in oral activities using
Eng]ish conﬁersatioh practicés that wil} lead toward
communicative competence. o

English conversation practices ihcorporated into this
prOJect,will consist of three sets of pronptsvusingdralj'
fluency approaches to second language acquisition."This
study will require on]yﬁnaterials;éccessib}e‘to the
teacher and student;.thus e]ihinating‘the investment in

costly equipment. It will provide conprehensible



t:es‘#h:chftbeplsyg*' ge nsuor:t siude; | ’h ¥f

o e"plale‘with“ﬁfh;ﬁélJPf pa.ations'F.u.vuhe ueache"';: |

- ~The- cross age tutorlng approach oF the proaect WIllv;
 err1ch the conversatlon practsces by provldlng
'connunlcatlve opportunxtles FaC|]|tated by pronpts fo

i]lenhance oral Fluency oF the Ianguage ﬂ!norxty students»

_  ThlS prodect wlll d|FFer Fron other Pross age tutor!ng o

PaGQPaﬁS in. that it eﬂphaSIZea the use of prompts whnch*

- ;a]low the ESL teacher to develop the conversatlonal

 °k 115 oF language NInorlty students ' Such pronpts and

- re]ated conversatlonal practlce through Cross- age

.fvthe language nlnoraty student convey neanlngFul

.inFormation and ard conﬂunlcatlue conpetence ln Eng]xsh

" The study developed us:ng cross age tutoring w;]l

»coﬂp]enent the ESL currxcu]un, and on]y requnre ﬂaterlals,‘

‘*reada]y avallab]e to the teacher and students These L

’5‘mater1a]s are approprlate For 51xth grade students at the{_'

"zglntermediate F]uency stage oF lqnguage productlon  The.

study is restrlcted to conversatlon practsces employsng
»pronpts at the language ﬂlnor|ty student s level of

"language product:on and |nterests when engaged zn

:'v:tutorlng will ]ower the student S anx:ety leue], and help



o Cross- age actlv:tles wnth klndergartners ‘The

rconversatlon practlces usung Cross- age tutor:ng will |
~ipresent sntuataons in whlch the language nlnorsty studenf
,wall Focus on partlcular prompts to ask for: lnFornatlon 1’
;Fron 3 k:ndergartner - These pronpts w!l] be used in a

Pguage exper:ence }ake approach in which suxth grade
tutors record and dlctate stories ?ron k:ndergarten
tutees. The languaqe nlnornty student will also use ‘.
»;pronpts to show lnterest in the klndergartner 5
~.conbr1but:ons to the actlvlty The study is des;gned to .

”st:mulabe the student’ growth in oral Fluency as we]l as

d.encourage sel¥ confidence, notlvatlon; and a low anxnety‘;V-'

fleuel which wtll, in turn, pronote conmunicattve -
’conpetence durlng cross age tutorlng |
- The purpose oF the conversatton practlces using a'7”

- cross-age tutoring approach will be\to provlde the

'lanéuage'minorify student with"coﬂprehensible pronpts to :

._ be used in actsvxty based SItuatlons without the need For
vexpens:ue equ;pnent or added teacher preparation. The
-greatest values wlll be to: 1) interest the language
minority student in cross- age tutorlng, 2) enhance
conmunlcatlve conpetence and 3) teach oral Fluency in a

comprehens:b}e.ﬂanner.



Chapter 2

Review of Related therature

| ‘This literature beview‘presents'current reseérch'that
indicates that children beconevconpetent énd fluent
precenters, when Cross- age tutoring is conblned with oral
Fluency and connuntcatlve conpetency, 3351st1n9 the
lqnguage nanorlty student in acqu:rlng a second languaqe
Thls Ilterature review will present studies in the
ﬂteachlng of language ﬂinorlty students In addtt:on, the
project will exp}aln Four major compcnents that make up
the Fcundat.en of language nlnorlty students’ programs.
These compgnents will lnclude Cross- age tutor:né,.oral
?]uenty}'cbhnunicative‘conpeience; aﬁd second language'
acquisition in education. The literature review will .
‘begin with an historicaj-perspectiye and then'nécent
'researéh.oF each of these components. The»historicai
pe?spective.will‘tékethé'reader throu9h41982‘while the
“recent studies will review with 1983 through 1991.
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CROSS-AGE TUTORING

S s o

Most reéearbhvon’crbss*age tutoring indicates that

| the acadeﬂsc Sk!l]S of the tutors :ﬂprave as much or more

~ than the skills of the tutored Severa] naJor reviews QF

such studles that support this prenise have appeared.

C}oward {1967), Rosenshine and Furst (19693, Ellson
975),~Dev|n>8heehan et al. (1976), and Fitz- Gibbon

'10??} all concluded that‘tutorial proérqns not only |

contrlbute to the academsc growth of the children who are

- tutored but probably contrlbute to the growth of the

, chlldren who provide the tutoring as well.

Cross-age tutoring also develops academic ski]ls by

enhancing Self;esteéﬂ. Gartnéb,iKohlén, and Riessman

(19?1}‘épeak of the importance of the\“bﬁi]ding of

vse}F—respect“iin the learning process, and McWhorter and

Levy (1971} stress that a tutor ”experiehces success in
an acadenmic situation" and that the succéés can help a
‘tutor deue]op pos:tlve attstudes toward self.

The Fact that cross-age tutor:ng works has béen'well
documented by the studseo of Dillner '19? )y Elliott
_(19?3); and Robertson (19?1).,.Cross -age tutoring



1

| generateé‘acédenic‘endféobielfgrowth,'aocep*énCeVoFV'\'

: reSpGﬁSioi}it“;'increéeedise?? wo.th, and soc:a}

L understand:ng At?uhe'eane' ﬂe,‘st neet | rd:utdua,

fneeds, provndes sndluldual attentlon, and IS acadenxcallyl

1«.product|ue whlle belng personally enJoyable (Dl]lner, '
,_;19?2, Elliott, 1973; & Robertson, 1971). ,
| By beconlng the teacher, the tutor assunes a

: teqeher 5 characteristlcs oF competence and ¥1uency

nccordxng to A]len (19?6) th:s role theory |np1tes; in-ht

"heFFect, that one becones what one does

However, one study that does not seen to support thls

.:t,ro]e theory is that by N:llls and Crowder (19?4) Inh :

*_the;r study of cross- age tutorrng, the tutor group did

“}not shou any galns ouer the control group ln thelr role

fas teachers Tutors in the progran recelued cons;derable .

jtralnlngy and the tutorang was done ln a hlghly

'5structured s:tuation In speculating on why the tutors

. ;u:d not show the expected ga:ns, the quthors suggeet thatp

»‘fthe structure and tralnxng lnterFered with the ,
,relatlonshlp between the tutor and tre tutored They
posut that ]ees structure wou]d perh ps haue he]ped

'hdeuelop “posntlve, Flex1b1e re]atlonfhlps“'between the

 tutor and the tutored and would perh ps haue helped

,tutors galn more academlca]]y

ThIS suggests that a 1ess Fornal role, nore that oFda;“



 »»Fr1end than teacher, n:ght allow for more tutor N
'developnent Thls theory may have some va]sdtty snnce lt :
'has elenents of a se]F Fulfllllng prophecy .The" |
expectatlon oF tutornng nakes Frlendsh:ps more llkely to
voccur than would otherwsse have been the case and may
~help tutors develop conf|dence and esteen This in turn
rdevelops the tutor’s conpetence and oral Fluency
Gartner, Kohler, and Riessman (1971} also plnp0|nt
the advantage of the relatlonshlp between teach:ng and
' learn:ng to the tutor ~In thelr study they say that  A
;j',"every cha]d nust be given the opportunlty to p]ay the
 teachnng rcle, because xt is thraugh this role that
 he/she nay real]y }earn how to learn e They present |
the:r concept oF |n319ht developnent dUPIHQ the tutorlng

process as

:>fftbe épportunity oF observing énother»in the
:tprocess of learntng, perhaps leadlng hlﬂ to
reflect upon»hls own,learnlng,pnocess.... ThlS
opportuﬁity7nay inCrease his own awareness of
| the}patterns-ofﬂleahnihg;~Foriin'ordér to_teéth
"andther'he’hay need td'cail upon“his Own experiences’

B inAleabnjngfand’how.he 1earned-{19?1; P. 62);‘

~ Thelan (1969) also speaks to this concept of insight
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the tutor'n“ Jﬂob ao a teacher bu

)
v
=3
[43]
oot
[l
U’

>
r.'E>

3s 3 "ésearcher; conductzng an investigation into the
teachsng learnlng process.” (p 229y |
Related to the ldea that teaching is a learnlng

Process enhanced by a tutor s self- esteen IS the concept
of “}ocus of control . Thxs is the bas;s for a theory
oFFered by Chand]er (19?5) Accordlng to th:s theory,~
lndtvlduals who Feel they are in contro] of their lives
and,envrronnent {so,cal]ed-nnternalai-tend to be more
academically successful than‘thdse.wno‘believe more in
luck or chance or who tend to be dependent on others
{so- called externa]s) The need, accordlng to Chandler,
!s For a program that moves the externals "toward |
‘internal lccus‘oF Personal contrc],__and he sees tutdning
.b& IowféchieVingcexxernals.as“a,waydio eFFect,this,changé
{n;n335).: Thevactfoﬁ tutorin9 wiI1 hélpﬂa student, at |
7,leaSt.dn»externaig_becpmevnoré active in.the‘]earning'

~ process and may result*in~"incnéased~ndiivation and‘ o

learning for the tutor" (p. 3361, o vv
| This idea o ‘}earning»For the tutor was also explored
in the studies of-Lipnitt and‘Lbhﬂan~{19GSJ, Thef‘said‘
that:insights‘are deuelopéd,dUPing'the croSs-age'tutoring
prdcessnabdut one’szown.abii?tjes-énd.skills rather‘than
intc,the“subjéct because Cnossfége'iutoringdgives‘thed_

cposs—age'tutcrsxan,bppdrtUnit9'to ftegtnand develop
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their owh kﬁdwledge.“ Through=tutorin9»cboss-age tutors
are ab]e to see their ora] fluency ablllt:es and
communicat ive sk:l]s develop in order to present their
“knowledge and,understandlngvoF a subJect to another
~person. »., | : | |
| Morgan ahd*Tdy {(1970) arrived at a éinilar
~conclusion.  They Found that tutorlng prov:des
"ldenth;catlon with the problens and process of
teaching" and found that th|5 pchess is related directly
to learning. | e |
:Another‘pPOCess of tutoring that is related to
learning; the utllaty theory, reFers to how the knowledge
of tutorxng skills is used by a cross- age tutor. Reading
skllls,_for example, are used by a cross-age tutor not
Just for reéding’bﬂt also as the focus of the tutoring
session. As such, the5kn9wled9é or skill téftutor takes::
on.greater-aignificance;vthere ﬂéy be more notivation for
the cross-age tutor (who is the learner) and the result
may be thétthe subject is more réadily leérned or
“understood better. Lippitt and Lohman (1965) talk about
 the "signi?icance" of the knowledge'the cboss-age tutor
has. Expandlng a bit on this concept Gartner, Kohlery
and Rlessnan (19?1) stress the utsllty of the tutor’s
'knowledge,»a utility that gtves;greaten significance to

the knowledge'and promotes understanding.
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f;* is easy to inagane tutor develop:ng a greater
""peCt For Know! edge beha""e it is s:gns?:cqwb, useFul;
and a nedlun oF exchange With this respect For ~
knowledge tutors can lnprove their understandlng and
learning. | .
Bargh and Schul (1980, p. 995} worklng wlth col]ege
students,‘speculated that one reason that tutors might
improve their understanding or know]edge Was the "verbal
and nonverbal reanforcenent glven by the student." where
"smiles, nods,.and statements such as...’l understand
now’ would enhance the learning of the tutor." They
- looked at academic'tutoring and, though they also
‘speculated that reinforcement from the tutored may
enhance the tutor’s learning, their results indicated
that the act of tutoring itself was_notvwhat improved the
tutor’s 1earnin9._ It was rather the interaction between
the tutor'andjtuteevwhich enhanced the leabning. ‘Thjs
learning took place partitularly when the tutors dealt
with the material orally.»'Barghvand Schul‘theorizéd that
"verbalized stimuli were méré like]y to be remembered
than nonverbalized stimuli.” (p. 593) o
In 1977 Hartley applied powerful review methods to
the literature on tutoring. ‘Applying meta-analysis to
findings on mathematics teaching in elementary and

secondary schools, Hartley showed not only that the »
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"veffécts of tutoring’weré,pOSitive{ but:that’they‘wére
'_stroﬁger than eFFécts from such other individua]iiéd‘
Eteach:ng nethods as conputer based instruction;

progranned nnstructlon, and lnstructlon wlth lndIUIdual

| learning packages. Hartley a]so showed that the effects

- of utor:ng were espeCIally strong in some types of
studies and relatively weak in other types.

Cohen and Kulik (1981) reviewed Hartley 5 analyS|s
They conc]uded_that,sunce her ana]ysrs was restricted to
the area of hqtheNQtics eduéation and cognitive gains;
she could not determlne whether tutorlng had posxtlue
effects on attltudlnal and aFFectlve outcomes of
teaching. Flnal]y,'Hart]ey s analysis suffered from a
methodologicai wéakness,‘HShe combined effects on those
being tutored and on those‘prOviding‘tutoring; The

esults of thesé eFFects should havé been descr ibed
ééparately as outcomes for student tutOrs‘andvoutCOHes'
or student uteeé

A meta-analysis of 65 school tutoring programs done
by Coheny Kulik, and.Kullk‘(1982) revealed positive
effects on the academic performance and attitudes of both
those who'heceived tutoring and those who served as
tutoré. vStﬁdenta gained a better understandihg_of and
developed'nore positive attitudes toward the nateriai

covered_in the tutorial program.
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Only Willis and Crowder (1974) and Bargh and Schul

. (1980) shOW‘that'CPOSSfagé thtoring_does‘not work if the
situation is too highly structured. It does not work when
the tutors are‘overlyftrained. These researchers
conclude that the aCt oF,thtoring itself does not improve
the tutor’s learning. However, the bulk of the research
studies reviéwed»here indicates thét tﬁtoring works if
the tutors experience‘Favorab]e results. It works when
there is.positfue self-esteem. It works if the tutors
remain flexible and are willing to be Friends and
teachers. t works #hen the tutors get personally
involved in academic achievement and are‘giuen the
freedom to teaéh in their own personal way. It works
when the tutors gain ski]ls and abilities to present

"~ knowledge aFter being involved in the teaching/learning
process. It works when the tutor feels useful and there
is interaction'between\the parties. Thelan (1969 ),
Gartner, Kohler, and Reissman (19710 and Hartley (1977)

all support a theory of cross-age tutoring.



Several studles since 1983 also support the idea that
cross-age tutorang has a posntlve impact on the tutor.
Wheeler (1983) worked at natchlng abilities in Cross- age
tutoring. E]eventh graders wsth mlnlnal reading abilities
were aSSIgned a prlnary child who was considered a slow
reader. The tutoring program expanded to include
students‘kith math diFFicu]ties as well. MWheeler found
that when abi]itiés were matched, the learning may be

greater because the student tutors not only pulled
| together for Book’di9cussions; but pulled together for
competency skills, debates, and passed their own courses.
While Wheeler’'s study Focused on hlgh schoo] age
students, Ellis and Preston (1984) deslgned a PPOJeCt in
which Fifth graders tutored first graders using wordless
picture boéks. They found that in the éase of a
bilingual first ghSder iho was'not speaking complete
English séﬁtences,'the tutor encouraged words and phrases
from the child. They speculated that in bilingual .
programs, both laﬁguages could be developed.

Also in 1984,'Maher and'Bennett researched a
cross-age tutoring program in which pdp{]s enrolled in
the special\eduCation‘prograns of a high school and

classified as emotionally disturbed served as cross-age
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'p l ‘enr 11 d in the “Fe”

“tutors t P! |
prograns of an elenentary schoo] and c]assxf:ed as -
veducab]e nentally retarded Thlsvresearch pProgram
end0rsed the cross- age tutoring as a practical and ,
potent:al]y eFFectlve approach to provldlng supplenental
|natruct|0n For nxldly handlcapped puplls in pub]nc
schools. The pupils who served as the cross- age tutors

~ showed marked increases in the completion of acadenié |
work assigned them in their classes and in the accuracy
oF thelr perForﬂance on tests and qulzzes taken.

Recent reviews of tutorlng programs in specxal
education settings have concluded that both cross-age and
peer tutoring conFigurations appear to be promising types
of interventions for social and academic benefits
[Scruggs, Mastropieri, & Richter, 1985; Scruggsk&
Richter, 1985). Researchers Osguthorpe, Scruggs; & Hhite
‘(1984} state that both cross-age and-peer‘tutoring
‘represent effective and versatile.interveﬁtions for
special and remedial settings, and certainly appear to be
positive a]ternatives‘to independeﬁt seat work‘or
pra¢£icexqctivities Scruggs 4 Osguthorpe (19861,

: work|n9 with learning dlsabled (LD) and behav1orally
disordered (BD) students acting as tutors of younger LD
‘and BD students, found that students enployed as

cross- age tutors gained gene ral chOdlﬁg sKi l]a) but did
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’,»not gainm in sk»l]s that were a d!rect conponent of the
:tutorlng actlvxties, as did their tutees In contrast;
peer tutors and tutees gqlned in both specaFlc and
general readang sk:lls It was Found, howeuer, that

oss age tutoring may hold more potentla] for 900141
gains. HWhen this StUdY'la looked at from the language
ninoritf tutorial setting} the pOtentiél’Forysocial gains
could serve as a caty]yst.For an ESL cross-ége tutor to
develop oral F]uéndy skills in order to maintain a |
relationship between tutor and tutee.

Berliner and Casanova (1986) belleve that cross-age
tutorlng not only gives students opportunities to work
with each other, but it also shifts the responsibility
for learning beyondvthe_peacher, to the students
themselves. fBecauSe it closély resembles the family
3§tuation of the oldeb helping the youngerg it is
_probablynpreFerable to peer tutoring. This shows that
cross-age tutoring in the school éetting»could be a
preferab]e'eﬁuironnent when patterned after the family
situation. In the case of many of the Hispanic language’
minority students this would resemble a Familiar role
they are a]reédy often cal]ed,upon to use in the family
setting'— the older helping the-?ounger (PeﬁaloSa, 1980).
As cfoés-age tutors this role could help language

'minority students become competent presenters by
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Sassi (1990) al 0 concentrated on older students
h"‘"}ng younger atudents He znu:ted a group of
klndergarten students to UISIt another school and learn
'aFron some 9|xth grade studente Due to this tutoring
experience, the klndergarten students developed better
verbal skllls, and used their imaginations. Both the
tutors and tutees used technology as a common ground For
learning. The sixth grade tutors were to introduce their
'younédpeers te the world of conputebs; The tutors |
enriehed their ski]]s}in‘punctuation and spelling. They
also developed a sense of responSIblllty for PPOVIdIﬂQ
effective 1earn|n9 experlences to the younger ch:ldren
The kindergarten class was also better prepared for their
upcoming computer instruetion in'the-First'grade because
they had lessons from their own private tutors. This o
study points out the effectiveness of a kindergarten -
sixth grade cross-age tutoring span with academic
benefits and enriched skills for both tutors and tutees.

Labbo & Teale’s (1990) investigation into cross-age‘
reading; provided oppobtunities for fifth graders to |
improve their own reading by’reading stonies to very
young children. Although COnsidered on]y a pilot study
because of the small nunbenaof students involved and the

lack of an adequate control group,'the‘inveStigation did

04



suggest that.a croSS-age.readingvpnogran is a promising
way of ﬁélPinQHPOOP_readers.in‘the upper elementary B
grades to improve their reading. .IF‘reading can be
inproued in this,wayi.cculd'nat oral fluency and
commuﬂicati@n skills of language minority students also

“improve in a cross-age tutoring program?

- Studies since 1983 support the idea that student to
student tutoring is favorable. It is favorable when
abilities are matched. It is favorable when used in a
bilingual settihg. It is favorable and helps the
retarded. These views are supported by the statiscally
significant studies of Wheeler (1983), Ellis and Preston
(1984}, and Maher and Bennett (1984). Only Scruggs and
Osguthorpe’s (1986) sfudy shows that peer tutoring and
cross-age tutoring both help academically, but the
cross-ége'tutoring may allow for social gains that the

peer tutoring does not.

Cn any o0 - +Ani o

Much of this review has presented studies focusing

on: 1) the tutor {(role, esteem, and locus of control),
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‘into subject or se]F or the teachlng learnang process)

Some theories do assume more re]atlve 1nportance
Certainly role, |ﬂ3|ght, lacus oF control, and esteem all
may play a part,rn‘a tutor’s learnsng,‘but perhaps most |
inportant is simply tineion task,\'Tutorsvspend.nbre time
on the activity than nontutors, trying to make it | |
 conprehen3ib1e.and'tine then becomes one of the mechanics
of the situation and a significant variable.

Tlne on task varies with each tutor as leqrnlng to be
~a competent and fluent presenter of the materials used
becomes a very important factor when‘working.with
language minority students ahd‘comprehensible input.
Cross-age tutoring would appear to be oné.way»of allowing
a language nunorlty student more t:ne to use the newly |
acquired ]anguage Only the prodect of E]lls and Preston
{1984) made any reference whatsoever to the bullngua] |
- aspect of tutoring. More research is needed to know the
ePFects of cross-age tutor|ng on the language ﬂlﬂOPIt}

- student both as tutor and tutee.



ORAL FLUENCY -

e_.Ora]”flneneyin,thfs'révieW‘will be‘defined as an

. eaee7o¥ speéking without obUiOue"halting’i(Galveni

'._d1986} Thls review wlll show that oral F]uency :s an

;1nte9ra] part oF speaklng, lxsten:ng,'and pronuncuatlon ‘d
when Ianguage ﬂtnoraty students are trylng 1o achleve |
'comnunlcatlve conpetence Thad .’ﬂ. S

| In 1976, Loban conducted a study whlch showed that
fthe process of Fluency is a character:stlc Hlth .

| d:nd|v1dual leFerence and does net change WIth age |n the

range of the subJects he studled In the sane yeqr,

‘°edNong Fa]lnore reported that oral Fluency oF l:nlted

'efEnglish proFacaent {LEP} speakers IS dependent upon the’
i_degree to whlch they have been exposed to people us:ng
 En9l|sh Fdr" Fu]l range . oF uses If LEP speakers hear»
Engllsh used in llnlted Functxons, they are llkely Flrst‘
to ]earn set phrases and chunks oF language, and only
\,ater to nanlyulate the conponents oF the language systen
oducelve}y {Hong- :],nore, 1976). _' | |
There are. two nador currents that run through any ESL |

course in ora] conﬂunlcatlon {Murphy, 1991) The Flrst



subset of both speakihg and'liste ing skill developnent:

| while the second focuses upon broader aspects of |
interpersonal communication, nane]y Fluency in speakingk_
~and ]isténihg. Based»upon needs analysis of such factors
- asxthe‘students’ eddcationa] and social goals, their
proficiency.leve]s ih ora].1ahguage;’and their'preferréd_
learning styles; the sdund_systencan'be introduced;
5exaﬂined, and pradticed {p. 60). | | |
Stev:ck {1978} wrote over a decade and a half ago

that in the teaching of pronuncnatlon,-»

qll too often, seIF consc;ousness leads to tension,
tens:an leads to poor performance, poor performance
_}eads to Frustrat:on, Frustratlon leads to added |
‘tension, and so on around a downward spiral.
7(p 146}

‘Thus it was that Eslava & Lawson (1979) developed

- person-to-person connunlcatlve practlce activities such
as project work in order to allev:ate some oF the
‘}downward splra] eFfects Meloni & Thonpson {1980) helped
focus oral language through ora] reports. | Donahue &

: Parsons (1982) used role plays to Focus upon broader

aspects o?'rnterperaonal connun:hap:on. Scarcella (19?8)



- 26

says that practice in sociodrama is of fundamental

importance to oral focuses.

| Earlg’studiesﬂsuch‘as Loban’s (1976) Fully
eﬁcoﬂpaSses*thé_research trendé Presented here. His
study indicates that»ora] fluency is achieved through the
same steps hegardless‘OF age;' Oral fluency is,achieved_
through "heaﬁing" the sound system of the language. Oral
expression ﬂuét be valued by the learner and must be
meaningful while he/she is allowed to operate in a

tension-free atmosphere in order to enhance performance.
Recent studies

Garber (1984) worked on ﬁotiuation Strategiesvfor

oral expression. His work showed that two points must be

kept in mind when structuring the classroom environment.

The first is that any activity that may be devised myst
have meaning for the student. Any opportunity for oral
expression that is‘created.husi be one that is valued by
the learﬁer. | o A |
Second, the occasion for oral expression must be

'pérticularly well defined so that the studeht has a
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wor k'b}e t ucture wi thia wht h to ?ornu} e a.d tter

”t”express adeas In order to elxnanate nany poorly deflned

'v,.structures For oral express:on, Yorkey (1985} attenp ed

",to dellneate these structures by provlding practice For,:g

d‘gaps |n 1nfornat|on as the students encountered them.
Pennlngton & Rlchards (1986) Further extended the
idea uf express:on ‘They believe that pr aee onn
'eegnental leuets needs to be integrated with broader
level coﬂnun!cat:onraotlv1tresaln whlch}speakers}and f_ |
| lieteners engagefin a,procees oF'eXchangtng,neaningful:'

information. This concern energes'partly'in response to

o the ]:terature on Connunlcatlve Language Teachlng (CLT)

whtch enpha5|zee purposeful and neanlngfu} uses of

o languaﬁe in L2 classrooms {Murphy, 1991)

Nhlle prevlous studues |nvest|9ated the exchange oF

ﬂean:ngful;lnformatton,‘a study conductedvby‘Streln_&

- Chapman (1987) asked;whethertlexioal-aVaiIabilityVaF?ectsv

the length,eCOﬂPIeXityt”order of mention and fluency of

crildren’ utt erancea" Spech.cally, they attempted to

deternlne whether manipulating dlscourse support and word,

..Frequency would cause utteranoes to vary in ]ength,
'.,ronplex1ty (as :ndexed by nunber oF verbs), nunber of

V?e”'words precedlng the target word, or F]uency Unllke the

.early studies oF Loban (1976), these results showed that

»the number of responses conta:nrng»the target word varled'



with age and'the’nunber of responses interacting with
discourse’support varied as well. Earlier studies varied
t#ith age'andtdisceurse support‘cenditien‘and Fluency‘ )

~uarled wath dnscourse support cond:t:on Streim & . o
= Chapnan 5 (1987) F:ndlngs suggest that the auazlab:llty fﬁ
- of words, or their reFerents, |n worklng Memory may alter
the syntactic organlzatton of a to -be- Fornulated |
'utterance and nake subsequent productlon of the utterance
more Fluent - but on]y if the word or referent is
fauallable before the process of Fornulat|on beglns

In erder to nake the oral product:on more Fluent,
~1|sten|n9 instruction should play an inportant role in
»oral connun:cat:on currlcu]a Chanot (198?) says that
]:ttle attent:on is gtven to the student g llsten:ng
absllfles :n ether acadenxc preparatory courses l For
‘th:s reason Jasten.ng and: connections between listening,
~speaking, and pronuncnatson energe as central components
-eoF ESL oral communication. | blnu]atlons were the oral
connunscatlon actlu1t|es used by Crooka]] e OxFord (1990}
to help nake the connectlons between ]lstenlng, speaklng,
and pronunciation. | .‘ | o
A conceptual Franework proposed by Murphy (1991)

| enphas:zes that Focused attention upon a. single eonponent
-of oral connunlcation is |nsuFFxc:ent - The theory of

]anguege that underlnes Murphy 5 Framework acknow]edges



language processes. 'Atténtipn to one area of oral
»comnﬁnication ought to bé'complenentedby attention to
others as systematically as possib}e;. Each subset of
oral communication needs to be fﬁcorporated-within-any

informed curriculum design.
‘ qumm-\n:: Al bﬁcnni C+u,r|5en

Recent studies show that oral fluency is achieved
when one listens well, practices speaking, and-inpﬁoves
prbnunciation. The search for ways to integrate the
areas of speaking; Iistening, and pronunCiatioh will
proue’inperatiue as ESL'teachers and methode]ogists
~attempt to clarify theoretical approaches, curriculun
designs, and classroom practices while providing diversé
opportunities for the devélopﬂent of oral language

proficiency for second language learners of Engliéh;
Summary of .QEE] Fluency

Hhile this review-oFFerédynany diFFerent approaches
to attain oral fluency, sone.iﬂportant work has been done
toward providing the learner of a second language actual

experiences other than through sinulations or other
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contrived situations to develop dra]vfluency. More
research is needed to inplenent‘real ]iFe situations that
’ previde’the practiéé»?oﬁ érallFluencylwith innediate
réIeVance and‘fnportance  Perhaps the-Focué'oF these
relevant s itu abions coald be linked to the effects of
‘crOSS-age~tutorln9~ln order to;study oral fluency of the
langauge nlnorlty student If the person- tb-person |
activity used |n cross-age tutoring can be made re]euant
to both the tutor and tutee ‘then perhaps the purpose for
oral fluency takea Oon new :nportance and sagnlflcance
There would be no need to contr|ve situations in which
fluency neede to be practiced and anstead oral Fluency

could be put to real use ‘tutoring another person.
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© COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE

Connun;cative conpetence is the know]edge needed by a

uspeaker or hearer of how to use lanU|st|c Forns e
approprzately (Hyﬂesx 19?1)

‘Most of the stud:es rev;ewed here dea] wlth the

»comnunlcatlve conpetence oF the young child. Avron Noam

:Chomsky was an American 1|n9u13t who revo]utlonlzed
modern 1:n9u13tlc theory, especsally the ana]ysns oF
"}anguage acquxs:tlon He was a proponent of )

;transformat:onal granmar Has vxew of campetence was -
3 assocnated echUSIvely wlth knowledge of Pules of ,
grammar. | | |

, Hynes (19?2}, however, put Forth a theory oF
‘connun:catxue conpetence that comprlsed knowledge (and
: abillties) of Four types: _f |
1. Nhether sonethlng lé'poséible}

2 Nhether sonethlng |s feas:ble by vlrtue oF the o

:ﬂeans of 1np1enentat!on avallab]e,"_.‘
f 3 Hhether soneth:ng lS appropr;ate ln relatlon to a
’context in whlch it is used and evaluated

4 Hhether somethlng |s in Fact done; actually
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perforned. and what lts doing entalls (p 281, hus . i
’enphaSIS} : ,
Hymes {19?2) has suggested that factors such as
memory and perceptua] strategles should be |nc1uded in
._the notion of commun cat ive eeﬂpetence He also ;wclude;
probability rﬁles of'oCcurrence in his connunicatiue‘_
'conpeience model that seems to be an important aspect of
language use that is ignored in almost all other nodele
of communidatiue‘coneetence,. Hymes (19?25 explicitly and -
Campbell and Na]es'(19?0)'inplicitly adopt'the notioh,
that 3 dis nct.on exists between communicat ive |
coﬂpeteuce and perForﬂanae Accordsng to these
theorists, thns latter notion refers to the actua] use of
knowledge of the rules of grammar. '
-The connunlcatlon ekllls of language minority

studentslneceesitate'a‘FuJIer understanding of

mmunicat ive competence and {communicative) perferﬂance.
Conﬁunicative competence is a relationship between
.knowihg the rules OF-grannar'_ granmatical competence;
and knowing the:rules‘oF language use —}socio]inguistic‘
competence. ~Communicat ive perFernance is the realization
OF.the abdve+neﬁtioned conpetencieaaahd their interaction
in actual comprehensible discourse. Almost all
researchers dealing with communicat ive competence

- maintain this distinction between communicative
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conpétence'énd'perFornaﬁCe. Onejexception is Kempson |
‘{19??),}who‘édopts‘Chonsky’s'(1965)'stron9 position that
: Cbnpetehce.refers exclusively to rﬁles of grammar and

identifies the notion of Connuniéative‘conpetence with a

theory oF:pérFornanCé. Kenpson‘reasons’as follows:

"A theofy charactehising a speaker’s ability
1o use his languagé appropriately in context, a
vtheory of connunicative conpétence, is sinp]y.a
performance theory" f19??:54-55}.

These theories of communicative competence posit
interesting views that warrant careful consideration of
communiicative competence and performance of languagé
minority students as cross-age tutors. However, another
view that must be considered is that of grammatical
competence in ConJunction with communicat ive competence.

‘One of the first empirical studies dealing with
grammat ical competence and communicative competence in a
rigorous manner is that of Savignon (1972). She studies
the communicative skills and grammatical skills of three
groups of college students ethlled in an introductory
audiol ingual French course in the United States. These
groups will be referred‘to,as the coﬂmunicatiue

‘competence {CC);grohp,vthe'CUlture group, and the



grannaticél conpetence'gnoup'respectively.'.She found L
'_'thai a}though‘there_were no sighiFicant differences at

. the .05 a]phayleu91 anongu9roups on tqsts dF-gréﬂnatical'
conpetence,vthe"CC’ghopp;SCOred significantly higheh than
the other twoigrbups on'fouh Cpmnunicativé'tests she |
develo?ed; Her_repobted Fihdingkthat‘the.CC grbup did
‘>‘Justfas ﬁell,on the grannétical‘teéts as-thé other two
groups éuggests‘that attention to basic comnunication
skills does n6t interFereiih'the developrent of

grammat ical skii]s.

| Hong*Fillncre’s'{19?6}>stady of five new arrivals to
~ the United States from Mexico addressed the effects of

~ basic communication skills éF the Foreign ]anguége child
~and éxahined the connuniéative coﬁpetence of second"
language (L2) chiIdren.‘ These children were paired»with
Anglo peers and their conﬂunication Was tapéd over»a
period of a school year. The children incréased their'
knowledge of the target language reﬁarkably. Sometiﬂes
this increased knowledge was inadequate in gettfng across
intentions'butjthe peerérwere able to fill in the gaps.
As the linited'English proficient {LEP) students became
Fluent_Eng]iéh pericienif{FEP) students, they learned to
'ﬁanipu}ate the‘cémponentsvof'the }anguageisystéﬁ |
productively} ‘This:hanipulation of the‘Conpénents helped

the students hone in on their grammatical as well as



Munby (1978 claims the view that comnunicat:ve

competence incl udea grarnatscal conpetewce and is to be

| preferred to the ulew that it does not, since the former

yiew loglcally excludes two p0331b1e ‘and nnaleadnng

conclus:ons Flrst, that granﬂatlcal conpetence and
communicat ive competence should be taught separately; or
the FOrﬁer should be t#ught before the'latter; and
ueccznd, that gramnatlcal conpetence is not an essential
component of communicative competence. This second
reason is important becaUse there are~rules of‘]ahguage
use that wduld be useleés without rules 0? gr ammar. Bbth
- sets of hules are necessary to communicate effectively.

The theoreticallfranework that underlies Munby’s model of
| communicatiwe'COﬂpetence;consists'oF three major -
components: a sdciocultural orientation, a sociosemantic
view of linguistic knowledge, and rules of discourse. |
His sociocultura] orientation component is based on

Hymes' work. Hynés presents his sociocultural component

s "what the socia] meaning or value of a given utterance

is. An utterance may be inappropriate in a particular
social context (e.9. saying good-bye in greeting
-someone ). Munby’s sociosemantic view of linguistic
,knowlédge is baéed on language as semantic options

der ived Fron:social7structuhe.'-This allows speakers to
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‘realize what.they'Canisay (semantic option) as determined

by what 'they'cén"do {social étruCture}"“Munby’s'laet

:conponent, rules oF dlscourse looks at coherence 'It”

- concerns :tse]F wlth the relat:onshlps to be derlved from

contexcual meanlnga of spoken expreSSIons

~The soczocultural, sociosemantic and rules of
discourse components, althocgh not named as such, were
lnvestlgated by Ml]ler, Chapman, and Bedrosian (1977) who
concerned thenselues with the peer- related comnunlcatlve
k .nteractlons of the nildly deuelopnentally de]ayed

k T1dn
il LU
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nd fo u.d that th y“c0ﬂﬂ"ﬁly exhibit expresszue
‘]anguage problems. -They concluded that unusual
cdiFFich]ties‘in‘Child—child communicative interactions
were to be expected For,ni]dly delayed children, even in
‘conparieon to nondelayed children matched in terms of
developmental level. These results were generally
consistent with those of Kamhi and-dohnston (1982} who
found that minimal diFFerences existed between
deve]opnentélly delayed children and a develdpmental]y
matched Qroup of nonhandicapped children in interaction
contexts mot including peers. When viewed in the light
of language;ninority-students workiongithla second
anguage, should difficulties in communicative. |
. i.teractions berexpected ina cross-age~tutoring progranm

when compared to native language speakers of the same



grade level wo rk:ng in a like_program? 'This possibility
should be carefully considered. | o

In '9?3, Shatz and Gelman conducted a atddy compar ing
tbe interactions of nonhandicapped children s speech to
peers (or adults} with children's speech interactions
with youngér'children. They found that the'adJustnents-
made by both interactions para lel each other. This
study was revzewed to see if communication skills would
differ when speech interactions of‘dfFFerent age levels
were compared. Sinbe‘the adjustments made by the
different age levels paralle] each other, it would be
interesting to see if the same findings could be rendered
to the speech interactions of the langﬁage minority
cross-age tutor when the communication skills may differ
due to the use of a non-native language. A means of
testing these speech interactions coﬂ]d’prove quite
valuable. R

A study which prouided‘a means of testing
communicat ive competence was suggesied by Morrowl(19??}
 through the use of discrete-point testing that may be
expected to address the learner’s competence in assessing

a communicative interaction in the fellowing terms:

A. The settings to which it might be appropriate}
B. The topic which is being presented.
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C. The function of the utterance. |
D. The nodélity-(op'attitude} adopted by the
speaker?writehe .
The presuppositions behind the utterance
The role the speaker/wr;ter is adoptlng
.iThe status implicit in the utterance

. The leuel of Fernallty on wh:ch the speaker/wrlter

¢y m om

g

~ is conducting the,:nteraction.
1. The mood QF the speaker/writer. (p.28).

It is important to note that Morrow includes grammat ical
,accuracyeanong»the evaluation criteria for integrative
tests but eXc]udeseit for discrete-point tests of
communicat ue corpetence These»criteria can be an
assessment tool of the conmunicative competence of a
cross-age tutor when evaluating the communicative
interaction that takes,place in a tutoring session.
Canale and Swain (1980) propoee a theoretical
~framework for connunlcatlve conpetence and examine its
srp]scat:ona for second language teaching and testing.
eThey posit that the studyeof sociolinguistic competence
is as essential to the study of communicat ive cOnpetenee_’
as is the study of grammatical conpetehce* Cohﬂunicetive
conpetence is vlewed by them as a subcomponent oF a more

general language competence; ‘and connunlcqtlve
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Ferfornaﬁce is v:ewed as one Forﬂ of nore general
']anguage perfornance Thus thelr tentatlve theory oF

. connunacative conpetence nlnanally xncludes four main
competencies: granmat:cal canpetence, soc:ollngu:stlc
competence, d:acourae h0ﬂpetence, and strateg:c
.Conpetence. This theory focuses mainly on verbal
communication skills.} Canale’s (1983) objective to this
entire theoretica] Franéwobk is to "pnéparg,ahd encourage
learners to exploit in aﬁ optinal way their limited
conﬂunicatiﬁe;conpetence in the second language in order
to participate in actual communication situations"
(Canale 1983:17) |

. | . ‘ .c" . ' . » ) |

Early studies have shown that communicative

competence is achieved when the lea.neb uses Jénguage in
context as presented in the thlrd conponent of Munby’s
- {1978) model. Memory and perceptual strategies of
communicat ion skllls should be included in a B
communicative competence nodel as reflected by the work
‘ oF Hymes (1972). HKhile Chonqky (1965} and Morrow (19?7)
be}ieée communicat ive conpeténCe is based on a knowledge
of the rules of grammar and Qrannatical‘accuracy, other
- researchers such as Canale aﬁd Swain (1980) point to the

|

b
|
|
1
i
-
|
|
i
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importance of inc}ading_90ciojualturaluorientation;

sociolinguistic competence, and a knowledge of the rules

vSavignon’s {19?2) eablieh ment ioned research was

f}\]"n\u\r‘ h\l LN 'I ln
TULIUWEY Uy WU i

[y

1983 in which she def ines
communicative conpetence\as'fﬁynaﬂicg interpersonal,
”cahtext specific;‘relative,’ﬁbt abso]ute, and depends on
the cooperation of all the partICIpants |nvo]ved"
}(Savlgnon,.1983.9} ~ Thus, the comnunlcatlve adJustnents
véttenpted by language nlnorlty tutors and tutees involved
in context apec:Fic actl ltles could be strongly
:nF]uenced by their |nterpersonal cooperatlon |
Both Guralnick and Nelnhopse (1984) and Guralnick and

Groom»(1985 & 1987) identified deficits in peer-related
social competerice and play |nteract|ons of young mildly
delayed preschoo] children wlth nonhqndlcapped preschool
children in nainstreaﬂ playgroups. They concluded that
communicative adJustnehts occurringyin accordance with
the characteristics of one's companion are inportant
aspeéts of any assessment on communicative competence.
V,Although‘this study Focused‘on‘mi]dly delayed and

nonhandicapped children the fact that communicative



addustnents are nade between these ch:ldren paral]els the

, connunlcatxue adaustnents sonetlnes attenpted by language

minority students when trylng to be conpetent and Fluent
'presentere in social and acadenlc settings.

The studies of Levy (1986} and Leuy, Schaefer and |
Phelps (1986) both conc]uded that partlc;pat:on in

SOCIOdPaﬂatIC play centers buulds the language competence‘

-~ of young chlldren when the play centers are carefu]ly

-des19ned to lnc]ude a uarlety of thenes‘and pProps. These -

‘stud.es were conducted wlth nonhandicapped k:ndergarten
age students and 3- and 4-year- old chl]dren Being as
play centers can bu;ld'the language competence-of'yeung
children, perhaps the xnteract|on oF a cross -age tutor at
1p]ay with a k;ndergartner can bux]d the ]anguage |
.eonpetence of both the tuter and tutee. Th;s might be
particul arly bene.ae,al if used to,buxld the’language_’
conpeience’ofv}anguage ﬁinerétu Studente;n_uuch oral
';1an9ua9e pneduction takee place while at p]ay Thls
cou]d enhance language conpetence ’

Isbell and Ralnes (1991) conducted an observatlonal

"study in whlch they tnvestlgated the eFFects oF three

- types oF play.centers on the oral language productlon of

yo'ng-ch“dren The play centers :ncluded blocks,
heu"e.eep:ng and a chang:ng thenatlc center ,The .

_chn]dren were both nale and fenale ranglng in age Fron



4.8 10 6.2 years‘cf age. The atudy xamined 1 language d’
fluency, haﬁﬂunscat:on units, utterances and vocabu]ary |
diversity. .Results showed that the subaects were more
verbally F]uent, used nore connunlcatlon units and

- produced nore dluerse vocabulary in the block center;
followed by the changlng thenatlc center, wlth the least

'flanguage produced and less dlverse vocabulary used in the
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~ housekeeping center. The results suggest that the block -

'uenter can effectxuely prov1de young ch:ldren with
‘ _~0pportun.t.ea to use their language Fluently and to use
more dluerse vocabulary. The block center c0uld be used
:to proulde language experlences For young chlldren with
k}ess,?luent language and less dluerse uocabulary Th:s
 study could help deter mine the ulﬂdo of activity ceuters
that’shou]d bevdeveloped For.language F]uency of minority
»students involved in cross-age tutorlal programs.
| Language conpetence ]eads to lnteractlve
communicat ion; there?ore a comnun;catlue approach to
language teaching starts with a theory’of language asv
coﬂnunication,_uhich implies that the‘goalvdf language
| teachihgvis to‘dévelop'"cohnunicatiue conpetence;“»ﬁThe'
'uuderpiuninpa bF fhisfapproaéh include a comﬁitmgnt to
the role oF:teaChing in which the interaétive process, in
turn, requlres activities which promote learnlng and :

support the learntng.pnocess. They should be acttv:tles
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dthat students percelve as real connunlcatlon |n whlch

o language IS used For carrylng out nean:ngFul tasks

.de_(Rlchards 8 Rogers, 1986} In any approach whnch

'f'stresses oral comnunlcat:on it is ;nportant to reduce

- stud ent anxsety .n th vsecond lenguage (L2) enuaronnent

»Horwltz (1990) renlnds us that nany ce]lege students who

| o are not specnf!cally prone'to forejgn_]anguage anxlety__,

'enay'Still‘suFfer Fron‘cbnnunicetiongeppnehension\(Fean;eFﬁ
~public speaknng) He Finds that'the nore interestingfan_"
”‘aCtlUltV; the more likely that students w;ll be able to :
'n»ferget,;heir 56 F COBaCIOUSﬂ&aS and becene xnvolved |n S

achieving the

COﬂﬂ'ﬁiCSuer geals of an actav: y_

Recent stud:es have shown that conmunlcatlve |

‘ keempetenee is: strongly dependent on |nteractxve _"‘ e
‘_cemuunicgtior Moat OF bhe;e Stﬂdi&a :nuelved chlldren : |
at play who encountered a stress Free enulronnent in j{dn

';which to connunlcate

furthe. reseqrcb ia warranted to discouer the

‘"lnF]uence oF p]ay centers on young chlldren who are more
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X”Hiveree §ndén}tfre and soc:oecerom:c level. Results From.
"auch iny estigateons eou prou'dc the addlt:onal | |
551n$ornatxon necessary to form appropr:ate group
conposutlon that would encourage the oralvlanguege‘;‘

| ipreduc;ion’OF'individual children. Vuong—Fillnopé (1976)
studied the eoc:al interaction oF second language (L2}

ch:ldren and thelr connunlcat:ve competence. Horwitz

(19901} ‘Was one researcher who addressed the effect of the o

-Fore|gn ]anguage c]assroon and attenpted to attend to the‘

‘taFFectlve domain in the Forelgn language classroom by
‘shlftnng the |nstruct|enal Focus to the learner. Perhaps
an lnvestagqtlon shou]d be conducted to examine the
cenﬂunlcat;ue conpetence of- L2 children workrng as

cross- nge tutors because cross age tutorlng could be

1lored dtrectly to the lnstructional focus oF both the .

tutor and tutee

Other research issues that could'be‘addnessed aPe the

following:
- A. Not only nay;learners be cognitively unprepared to
‘handle certain aspects of communicative competence in the

’second language;'but.native speakers of the second

language may vary theinvleﬁe] of tolerance'of grammatical

‘and sociolinguistic errors accerding to:the age of the

learner, other things being equa
“B. Investigation onthe‘construct, content, and



cbncurrent Qalidit? of various'connunicatiﬁe tests now
available is needed in determining the extent to which:'
levels of achfeveﬂent on suchvtestsvcorreSPOnd to
_adequaie or inadequate']evels oF'connunicative competence
in the 5econ€ }aﬁguage'aé pePCeived by diFFerent groubs
of native speakers for different age groups of learners.
This testing is relevant to the proper placement of

language minority students into existing ESL classroom
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programs. HWhen ESL programs do not exist the tests could

'provide a Focué to establish a program that best meets
the needs éFlLimited‘English Proficient (LEP) students.

C. Savignon's (1972) data give no information on the
learners’ ’F]exibility’ iﬁ handling communicative
functions and interactions on which they have not been
drilled. |

| D. HWithout motivation; learners who have an adequate
level of communicative coﬁpetence may not have the desire
to perform well in‘the second'language. Investigations
are needed to diFFePentiate why such-students may do
quite well on more competence-oriented communicative
tests but quite poorly on more performance-oriented ones.
The relevance of this issue is to find methods to
motivate the learners to a3 performance-oriented level
commensurate with their competence-oriented communicative

level.
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~ SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION IN EDUCATION

"The'Fourth‘cdnpoﬁent;ofgtheVliterature_reuiew will
address seCond-languagé acquisifion in education for the

language minority student{!
-. . N ‘ ‘.

The Bilingﬁal'Education Act (Title VIT of the
,Elenentary and Secondary Act) 1975 defines its target
‘group as language minobity children with limited English
~proficiency, without regard Forvtheir individual langﬂage
-~ usage. The Suﬁrene Court décided,ih Lau v. Nichols
1974) that it was a denial oF\equa] educat ional
opportunity for the school districts not to provide
special programs for students who do not understand
English. | | |

Regarding the responsibility‘to teach others who do
-not understand while ]earniﬁg a second ]anguage, Cazden
{1976}, in her study of language contexts for bi]ingua]sJ |

53ys:

We all learn something best by having to teach

~ each other; self-confidence is built when a



-,jch:ld can successfully Fulflll such a ]eadershlp

’rele. the connunxty is st?engthened |
‘“when nenbers understand that havlng partlcu]ar
. knowledge‘or sk|11,entaxls a responsibility

t0>teach othehé‘nhofdon’tg'(pp.?44905

“Thefresearehyof Cnnnfns (19?9)didentifies»an

undeb]ying language profiefency in'bilinguals.

R -

. Bilingdals, in his view, do not have a separate store of

'concepts in each of their']anguages, but. rather a‘single
,»stdre of knowledge wh:ch can be expresaed in either |
language. Accordlng to this enter dependence hypothesxs,
what‘ié’]earned»;n.thefway ofvconcepts ;5 learned on]y
once, and thereafter transferred to the SeCOndvlanguage

whenever'adequate proFiciency;in it has been acquired :

{Cummins, 1979). This is inportani because when Concepta'

are transferred to a second language the ability to

- expand the udcadulary of the second language also takes

place thus expanding‘the\acquisition of the new language;

‘Pesearch‘and accumulated experience make it clear

~ndthat the ach|sst|on of a second language in a]l its

- dlnenSIOns takes nany years (Cunﬂlns, 1981}

Nhether ]earnlng English as a native or second
language,‘a person can be expected to Progress through a

series of ]:ngurst:c stages, from the simplest one-word
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B utterances to the nost complex grannatical constructlon
’The Fact that a student 1s at a low 11n9unst|c stage in
;no way Indlcates that he/she is |ncapable oF nasterlng

fnore sophlstxcated language (Gonzales, 1981)

Anong the approaches to second language |nstructxon’

V‘fIS ‘one that may. be c]aSS|Fied as connunlcatlve based In‘~[

) connunlcatlve based lnstructnon, goa]s, teaching
‘technlques, and student eualuatlon are all based on
f’behav!oral obdectiues deflned ln terns of ab:lltles to f‘
'l}connunicate neasages (Brun?:t 4 Johnson, 19?9) Thxs hast

led the proFess:on to nodlfy the use oF other approaches’

'7‘_!n the darectlon oF connunlcatnue based approaches,

fespecsally when teachxng a second language to language j

'f,n.nor:ty chlldren b In add:tlon, these approaches are

’based |npl|c|t]y (or sometsnes exp]:c;tly) on the sane )

[ftheory oF Ianguage acqu15|t:on, nanely, that in order to ,1”’

""R'acqutre a language, students need a PlCh acqulsltlon

‘envlronﬂent in. whlch they are Pece1v1n9 comprehens:ble f,f‘fd'”‘

-,input in Iow anxuety sltuatlons {Terrell, 1981) _The. _:'

 input provlded ln an act|v1ty |s comprehen51ble; drawnngr

B .fon concepts that the ]earner already has deve]oped

h'through the Flrst language and engaglng aspects oF
kcognxtlve/acadenzc ]anguage proF:c:ency auailable Fron N

dthe F:rst language (Kessler and Guunn, 1981}

Meanwhlle, ﬂaktng the classroom a safe place to take"



a risk encourages student part|c1patlon ln the actlv:ty
' ‘Th§s in;turn relates to a low affective f:lter;
contributing posutlue]y to the language acquxsatién'

_ process This type of iﬁput corresponds closely to
-Krashen s (1982) view of optimal input - conprehenssble,
~meaningful, and re]evant to the language learner.

The interaction of the 1anguage acquirer with peers
who‘areknative sPeakersyoF’the second language also
serves to generate input. HNhén a cdoperative learning
atnospheré‘has been established, children can feel free
to correct and help each other,'rather than compete with

each other.
| Sunmani_Q£_HisLQticﬂl_RaLaQﬂsiixa

Cazden;s (1976) study shows that best second
language learning comes from teaching each other. The
second language 1eabnin9»needs to be connuﬁicative based.
~Interaction of second language learners needs to take
place in a real rather than éontrived'situation; and a
Streés-Free environment. Cooperative learning can be
employed to provide‘a streés4?hee environment #here
~second language learners can Ccnnuniéatekwith native

speakers.



R 50

It seems that ]qngque used. For conuersat:onal
purposes is quate different Fron language used for school
»learnlng, and that the Forﬂer deuelops ear]!er than the
latter {Snowy 1984} , ,

In Krashen’s theory, Focus on the neanlngful use of
language is Pequ191te to the language acquisition
process. Krashen and Terrell {1983)kdevised the Natural
Approach, a nethodology.which emphasizes that language
acquisitibn occurs in only one way: by understanding

messages. Théylspecifically‘state that:

He acquire language when we obtain comprehensible
input, when we understand Qhat we hear or read in
‘another language. This means that acquisition is
based primarily on what we hear and understand, not
what we say. The goal, then, QF elementary
language C]asses, according to this view; is to
supply comprehensible'input, the crucial ingredient
in language 3cqui3ition and to bring the student |
to the point where he/she can understand

language outside of the claserom.. When this
habbeﬂsi the acquirer can utilize the real world as

well as the classroom, for progress. {p. 1)



51

Chamct 5. {1983} theory predtcts that second language ud»

'acqu:S|tton wlll occur in subdect natter clasaes taught
in the secend language lF the ch:ld can Fol]ow and .
vunderstand the lesson She also belleves that chlldren -
: ; need to acqunre experlence and exPert;se |n the B
"5>Functaonal use oF }anguage in a]l areas oF the |
‘dcurriculun o i o | |
- On the other hand, Cunnnns (1984), ¥ound evsdence

”q\that wh:le ch:ldren nay plck up oral proF!Clency in as B

d:t“lttt]e as two years; :t nay take Fsve to seven years to |

v’-acqulre the‘“deccnceptualized“ language akllla necessary f‘
3 to Functlon aucceesfully in an all English classroon fa.f
’chsld 5 Engltsh skllls nay be Judged as adequate '1n an'
| :nFornal conuersatxon, or euen on a s&nple test, but this

may not ?ean that the Chl]d g skslls are adequate For B

qunderstand:ng a teacher’a explanation oF a concept

Dral profxcsency |n lnforma] conversatlon and the o

""vp;ueta] role oF aoc:al anteract;on lﬁ second language _7

V'tacqu191t§on is supported by the study done by

B “Hong- Fl]lnore {1985) of Hexacan |ﬂm19rant ch:}dren in the

’i]]Unlted States She reports that students who are not

":f" proFiCIeht in ‘the target ]anguage do not provlde adequate

. nodels F?r each other Th:s is not to say; however, that -

‘all non natzue peer grouping should be avonded ~On the

|

|
o

' |

l

|
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fcbntraryg Sueh“groﬁpsdcan.provideseenforfablea | o

| ’dennironnents-jn”nhieh'{he studentsdcan pract?ce‘giving'
'output and negetiatingfForsneaning;_ Thefdangeri it would
”seen; cenes»when.nen-native peers are the najor’source bF_
~input during the language acquvs:tlon process Perhaps o
,itris'Porter (1986} who sums it up best: | | o

though learners cannot prevlde each ether w;th
“the accurate grannatlcal and soc:ol;ngu1st|c
‘,; input that natlue speakers can proulde them,
~ learners can oFFer each other 9enu1ne | |
;cenrun!catlve pract:ce, tncludxng the negotlatlons
r‘iFdr;neanlng that mnay. ald second ]anguage
aCQUISltIOH (1986,_p.‘220].

Effective second language learnlng can be related to B
two PF!HCIP]SS | '
1. The nnterre]atsonshlps between graphlc and IInQU|stlc

lnterrelatlonshlps between the ]lnguxstlc modes } can be

'reallzatlons of meaning (as well as the

,exp10|ted to make comnunlcatnon clearer and lower the

“,languagerbarr:er for students who are ]earnsng subject

matter know]edge in a second ]anguage {Early, 19891].

\'_Both r‘cmponents of thls principle (graphic and

]rngu»stlc) are used in the prodect presented in Chapter




3, although the linguistic factor figures more

o prohinently than does that of the graphic'factob

- 2. EFFectlve ]earnlng of a language Mmeans, among other'

things, learnlng to use a language to socnallze, 1o
learn,_to query, to make belleve and to wonder" (ngg &
;u}en, 1989‘ |
In the teachlng of ESL; speaklng, 1|sten|ng, and
proﬂunc;atjon.need to be placed wlthin-the broader

contekt”dfuora] communication. It Fal]s to the teacher

«n
L]

to decsde when to work on pronunc:atron; when to wcrk on

- broader ﬁkrils oF lnterpersonal connunlcatleﬂ, when to
eﬂphaS|ze either speaking, lzsten:ng, or. pronun91atlon,
and when_to\atm for varying degrees_of integration.

Murphy (1991) says thatfweIl4}n£orned decféions are

grounded in (a) familiarity with the related literatﬁres;

(b} discussions of issues raised in the literature with

co]]eégﬂeé;'(CJ teééher exberinentation with different

instructional opt ions at the levels of approach, desxgn;

and-procedure, and (d) regular reu:s:on of the '
curriculun.v These eFforts.should eventually lead to
competent énd-?lﬂent‘presenters in both éociél and |
acadehic settings The conpetency and Fluency of the
'presenters lles at the core of any course in ora]
»fconﬂunlcataon deSIQned For speakers oF Engllsh as a

,second }anguage S



. Such a course in oral COnnunicatidﬁ'deSigned for ESL
,speakers using real Eﬁglfsh conversation practices is
presented by Keller and Narner (1988} This‘wdrk |
. presents pronpts that aide the natural sound and flow of
.an Engllsh conversathn. These»prcnpts are used to
intrédUCe'a'tabié of conversatioﬁ;'to'link what one has
to say to what ‘someone has Just sald to agree or
disagree; to respond to what one has heard Keller &
Warner (1988) pos:t.that if conversat ion occurs.without
the use of pronpts} “peop]e wili think'wé aré,wery
direct; abrupt, and even rude;..The? {prompts) show our
attitude to the person we éne 5peakin9 to and to what
(sdhe is saying" {p. 4). “
The work of Keller & Harner (1988) uses three k:nds

of prompts: opening, linking, and responding. Open;ng

- prompts are used to help intboduce ideas inio a

conversation. They are not only used to start a
conversation, but also to introduce new ideas during a
conversation. ‘Linking prompts are used to move a
convehsation in a diP?erent direction, or give someone
else a chance. Linking proﬂptérare designed to reduce
vnisundersténding between people because Keller and Warner
(1988) Find‘that ﬁisunderstanding “comes Fﬁom how they
{people) say sonething, not what they_say" (p. 351,

‘Responding prompts allow one to agree or disagree at

o4
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df??énent’lééélw,1{éféhéw‘3'&n;iée,' sbe.e?, or polite
n'intereSt Success?ul conversat:ons depend partly on how
one responds to what other peop]e say Kel]er & Narner
| 5(1988) also p05|t that when pract:cnng the pronpts, the
. language is more ;nportant than the content oF whqt is
sa;d . o |

These pronpts used in conversatlon practlces cou]d

rserue as the deSIgn of an oral connunlcatlon course For
fluent Engllsh proF;c;ent students. Oral Fluency inned
’|n such a course cou]d be perfected nn a cross age
tutorlng program.‘,The cross-age tutoring program coﬁld
develop the cbmmunicntive competence oF second'languagev
]edrners by prov;dlng an avenue for then to practlce
»conuersatlons u5|ng pronpts learned in second ]anguage :

~acquisition.

As in connﬂnicative conpetence,*épeaking,']fstening;
and pronunciation are aiso important components of second
Ianguage learning. Recent studies show that sécond‘ |
j 1an9uage acquiéition is achieved based on understandfng.
.SufFiCient tine‘ié a necessary component to allow the‘»
eecdnd‘]anguage‘learnen'to connect the’various\pnocesses‘

of language learning to a cognitive level oF:acquisition.
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. 'Thie’cognitiuekieuel can be‘enhanced by the design of 5

| carrsﬂ"}ur :nce.porat:ng the understandlng eF prompts and
then usnng the prompts in conversatlon practlces These
fpractaces can than be nade rea} by ut;1121n9 then ina
cross-age tutonlng settlng to beneF:t the socnal and

academic progress of all students :nvolued

C: 1 ) A2

The euplonaffon'ef"several'theonetical positions of
cross age tutor:ng, oral Fluency, connun:catuve o |
‘;conpetence, and second ]anguage acqu151t:on on language

alearnlng and ut:llzatson PPOUIde a base from which a
framework for lnteract!ve ora} conﬂunlcatlon_can be
'deueloped threugh crocs age tutor:ng Opportunities must

- be prou1ded For students to practice us&ng language ina
~range of contexts llkely to be encountered in the target
’.,cu]ture Active connun:catlve interaction among students -

must take place Opportunltxes should be provlded For
bistudents to practlce carrylng out a-range of Functlons
e‘llkely to be necessary in dealing with others in the

- target culture Cross age tutorxng is one way in whlch
this can be acconpllshed Obvlously,‘sF second language
students are neuer gtven ‘the opportunlty to use ]anguage

beyond the.senten e,]evelltn classroon practice |



- activities, the dévelbpﬂent of these and other important

o

iscourse skills will be negiected‘ Again; cross-age
tutorxng opens up that avenue whereby the second language
]earner can practlce some of the newly acqu1red language

anva true-to-life settlng with real life results.
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Chapten 3
 THE PROJECT

| “This préJeCt‘jThe‘EFFects‘oF Cross-age Tutoning on
v'vthe Oral F]uency oF Language Mlnorxty Students, was
developed to lntegrate Peal ]:Fe sntuatlons in a

cross- age sett:ng for F}uent English prof;c:ent students

A ar:e*"'of.pronpts were included to allow for

“individual diFFerences in language abi]ity and interest
The English conversatlonal practlce actzv1ty was chosen
io challenge the cross—-age tutors to use a variety of
,;prompt eets, such as.openrng,prempte.and responding
 pronpts~with‘thein-kindengartenfbuddiee,"Funthermore,4
‘__ihe study.ailows Fo?’English converéetion‘practices ina
're}eeant.activii?. Cross-age tutofékdeUEIOp oral fluency
"and”eonnunicative compeience in their second langauge,
English. This pno&ect\Qorke’with andvbegine'to answer
ihe question: "How best do we provide opportunities for

- our language minority students to develop‘orallfluency?“

“The real life activity emphasizes basic communication

competence through the concept development of prompts as -



- a neans'tb-ééhiéve’oral*¥lﬁenéy * The.éctikjt$ éon9ists
B of ﬁéing'*ﬂSking'Fon InForﬂation Pbdﬂpts‘{Set‘i},'such‘
‘as "T’d I:ne to kuow;;l”7"7ellsno a Story’ pronpto (Set
2}, such as ”F;rst " and ’Showlng Interest’ pronptav{Set o
3},.such as'”ﬂtght.” Set 1 has Four proﬂpts, Set 2 has |
| ‘nine'pbﬁnpté_and,Set_S has s;x PPOnpts. (see Appendix A}
These ?éomptS’are available}?n'the.wbrk’by Kelleb‘and '.
' Narner‘(f988} neﬁtiﬁnédfin Chapter 1) Both the cross age |
‘tutorlng and the pranpt aCtlUItleS are supplement to
“the dlstrsct adopted program. Each activnty asks the
language nsnor:ty student to work wlth soneone in order
to engage in canueraatsans.  Eauh‘3et QF_proﬂpts in

Keller:and Warner’s book has from three_to sixteen

vv"prOﬂpts

- The actlvlty used in thls prodect and shewn
»v’graphrcally on the-next page; centered aroundkthe
l_gathering*of a"story,basedfon the7cross4a9e‘tutor’s
" computer generaied pictﬂré‘Froﬂ thchoﬂPﬁteb progran
idwriter® by J. & J. Pejsa (1984) (see Appendix B) and
the tutor’s gbility to use the pfonptavtc Belp’elfcit a
: lstcry,Fron.the kindergarten buddy. _The activity‘iﬁcludés

~ steps that lead to the development oF-ora]yFluencyg’usin9 

 su§t4b1evphraSeS or pﬁonpts'to develop a story, and
llstensng to other people to show !nterest The ’Showlng

Interest’ ,set anc]udes three different Pesponses The



Graphic of Project

Treatment Group

Phase 1
Computer Graphics
1 Week; 1 Period

Phase 2
Introduction, Instruction &

Demonstration of Prompts
1 Week; 2 Periods =

Phase 3
Practice of Prompts
Peer Setting
1 Week; 2 Periods

Phase "4
. Story Gathering in
Cross-age Tutoring Setting
3 Weeks; 3 Periods

y

Control  Group .

Phase 5
Story Gathering in
Cross-age Tutoring Setting
2 Weeks; 3 Periods

R

Control & Treatment Groups

Phase 6
Dratts of Stories

Compiled on Computer
3 Weeks; 6 Periods

J

‘Treatment ‘Group

Phase 7
Commentaries
5 Weeks Later; 1 Period
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,chdss-aée tufor Could‘éinply'use one of the phrases in
fthe ’Show:ng Interest’ set; such as 0K, " or use}the'
| phraﬂes Hhr?e the ?andergartner is speak:hg,- ait for
| pauses or For»the}klndergartner to Plnlsh speaking. This :
.aﬂd‘other activities like it éénsists'oF,idéas and M
~situations that could be developed as supp}eﬂental
langua ge ard cawuersatann act:u;t;es in aondunctlon with
any ESL prqgram. :

‘The prompts, chosen by the teacher, were arranged by

topic and actiuity to enhance the different stages of

i
i

w

nguage fluency among the cross-age tutors.

ﬁpﬁn%nnpf;nh Al Ikﬁ an;eﬂ+

A tharough research of the literature was made to 
attain cross-age tutoring activities and studies,
including oral fluency references; communicative
competence projects aﬂd'seccnd»};nguage acquisition
programs. A true-to-life situation was chosen which
could be completed with a minimum of preéaratéon by the
teacher and caﬁpleted independently by language minority
students thh a flunnt Ievel of English PPGFILIEPC? The

sane procedure was. used in gatherlng the data from both

s
pos-
1]

Cross- age‘tutars’ group and the control group of

:llf‘x
HL -

=
£
paws
rm
[{e]
oasnd
:-r
‘J

nglish "pe“

PS5, Thss ‘nc uded 2 tr.qd uﬂPQSEd



,,QEE fi} a k:ndergartner (the storyteller}, (2) the

| cés age tutor usang a pronpt such as “"Could you tell
ﬂe.; 2" {the pronpt user) and 31} 3 dnta ccllecuer (the
erompt Leu;tep ‘ ,

The prompts chosen were brtef, us:ng clear and
.'cenczﬁe language. Only the ?anguage m:nerlty students
were asked to practzce the pranptq once among themselves
using the triad Farmaf' The practece included allls:xth
graders as storyteller, pronpier and Colléctor. Because
this activity was going to use only ﬁictures to generate
a story From a kindergartner; only wordless picture books

-~ were used for practice with the peer group. The teacher

62

circulated and observed to see'th 2t the task was properly

undarstood and meaningful practice_uas attained by all

3

he students could see how well their practice had gone.

To obtain the necessary data the project included:
1) Introduction to and instruction
in the use of prompts
2) Practice with several prompts
33 A real life activity

4) A compilation of a final praduci

subjects. A review of their tally sheet was discussed so
b
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5} A graup oF crass age tutors

6) A controi group

In nrder ta utz}cze a desan oF two qroups'- a

;csﬁtreivgrc nd a treatment greup (21 % pronpt use

»Fr quen e } X oral Fluenﬂy leue}s (”} Sﬂuera} phases

"-ye"e .nrtaated which are expla:nﬂd ln deta;] under

MuithQ&Qal in this uhapter Przar to the cross- age
‘adforang per:ods the subJects created a coﬂputer
'f’génerated plcture uszng the camputer pncgran entltled

"?:dwr:ter
e:f.g h :Embc » ‘

The subjects came from an '}emert

'-uc‘

!.IJ

ary schoa}'se?véﬁg
K-é‘ftudents frem thrﬂe cities in Sout hern California.
' The q*udent population oF the school was 8{9 at the time

of the study. The schoal praf;ie of ethnic popu}atiﬁn

was 434 Hispanics (49.47), 249 Anglas (28. 473y 170 Blacks

(19}44215vand 26 Othérsv(2.62}. The scheol services 146

‘Limited English Proficient (LEP) students. ‘The’étudents~

came Frén a middle socio-economic ]éuél»in’?hn-
| LONNUHIIIES served by t 'hﬂ‘schOOI QF thP Fourteen‘
el mentary schnolv in the dsstr'rt - the schgel used :n

this study ranked seventh.



There were 16 subdecte (9 ma]es 3 Fi Fena]es) in the ”_
treabﬂenb 9.0 D rang:ng in age Fron 10 to 13 years They, 
v'wﬂre all of Hespan:c ethntcxty There were 16 subdects
{9 males & 1 Fema!ee} in the contro] group also ranglng
" in age From 10 to IJ years There wene,S Caucaslans, 6\' -
‘_Afro Annrxcans and 5 stpanxcs ' Aii 15 subJécts dF:the -
Pontrol graup hqd Englzsh as thelr natzue language. All

_‘&axtlhtpatznc subdects were sxxth grqdei | Sone;subjécig»

k
ik

g-..

i n both groups also used

oy
i

Services‘of'aﬁ'inStPuctéona}
aidesy a Itbrary Ierk, a hea]th»aides and a CounSeliﬁg
‘entpruentzan speCIalzst AnfinstruCtidnal aidé wdrked‘

.1'ﬁf’h 12 subgecte in the treatnent group and 7 subJePtE’in o

the control qroup The library clerk worked wlth all

subdects fram both the treatment and- contrel groups A

health aide worked thh 1 subdect from both the treatment

and ccntrel graup A counsexzng lrteruenbxon spnc:qlast

‘ﬁsrked with 3 subdncts from the treatment group and 1

 °LbJ9Ct from the control group Horktng WIth all

subjects in the treatment group on]y was 2 b:lxngua}
instructional aide. One ma]e subject in the treatment
group required thﬁfserviCes of 2 instsuctéonai aides for
the v Shnlly handshapped | The tﬁe%tnéht group was
ennolled in a bilingual sixth grade class nuwber:nq °8
ct"dentq "~ The contro] group wWas ennollnd ln»a

- non-bi 1'n9ua] szxtb grade c]ass numbertng 2? students
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! The ksndérgartners tutored by the treatﬂent graup were
errolled :n a P M. kindergarten of 30 students with 17

'_na]es and_13.Fena]es. They ranged in age from 5 to 6
~ vyears. The kihdebgartnehs tutored by tbe control group
were enrolled in~sﬁ A.M} kindergérten of 32 students with
i1 males_andiél‘?enalésf»,They;ranged’ih age Fbcm'S to 6

years.
- .
Prepar EOR and exeuutaon GF the pPOJect s phases
~then proceed&d as Fal}ows '
Treatment Group

| PHASE 1 - Creation of computer generated graphics for

| piétuee stér"telléng._ Tiﬁé:rlififty_minute period

HEEK 1
PcQ’GD 1 ‘
o A period was. schedulnd in th . omputep tab 50 the
subdects could p"epare thezr computer generated qraphlcs

| For the,storytel];ng-actIUItyvoP phase
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PHASE 2 - Introduction, instruction and denonstratian”df

prompts by teacher. Time: 2 Forty minute periods

PERIOD 1 | ' 3 |

The teacher iﬁtroduced*the subjects to a definition
of prompts. Instruction in the use of prompts for
apeninglconuersatfons, For Iihking conversations from one
subject matter_to another; and For responding to people
while engaged in conversations was discussed and |
demeﬁstrated through spontaneous conversations with
subjects as volunteers throughout the lesson. The
teacher concluded the lesson by having subjects copy down

set of six linking prompts entitled 'Demanding

€

xplanations' which they were to pratice For one week.

WEEK 2
PERIOD 2

Once the subjects were Familar with the format of
using prompts; a second lesson introduced them to the
- opening and respﬁnding‘prompts needed for the project
activity itself. Three sets'webe introduced. They
included: | |
1. Faur opening premptS-éntét]ed 'Asking for Information’

2. Nine opening prompts entitled 'Telling a Story’



. Six respcndlng prompts ent;tled 'Shownng Interest’
.€See Rppendzx A} ‘-, "4 o o

| The subJects were Qaven the rest oF the week to
'Famtlapzze thenselves with. the prompts and were

 .9&»0&raged to try thSﬂNGHt,Gn one another.

N PHAEE 3 - Famal:ar: by and practtce oF prompts using

67

| wordless p:cture books to elicit stary fronm own peers in

jtrtads No cross age tutoreng used dur:ng this phasp

Time: 2 F:Fty‘mlnute periods

e
[ B
L Qe
powtn

Thév*eaéher'?Grmed'selectéd.triéds GP_ster?tel]ers

Qrompter; and d%tq col]ecton The triads"were'Selected

in erdeﬂ *o ensure that on}y Ianquage msnor;ty students
. were prqctxcang the pronpts ~The prompter could usa
B h?sfher shaet GF pﬂompts :F they’sball felt insecure.
Fach §rsu§'wa 3zuen two wend}ese pscture b&oks from
whic* the'qtééy*elleﬂ was to tell a story whlle the
'.PPOﬂPte" used *hn prompts from the.vartcus sets of
prcﬂpts ta knep the storytell:ng and conversat:on al:ue

The only menber QF thn trxad w:th a ]ist of the PPQﬂPtS

o was.the‘data callectap; yhase task was to tally the

prompts.
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-

CWEEK 3

| psalcn,z

A sncond per:od was used to Pctate the trzad once to  "

| 'zen%ble the storyteller and prompter to swltch P01e5 The

; sane<data co]lgcton waszused For.both perlods.

"PHASE 4 - Use oF computer agener ated pxctures ‘and promptﬁ

n.’er Pross age tutsr:ng settcﬁg eltcrttng 3t0ries From

'*k:nderqqrtners | T:ne 3 weeks oF thtrty n;nute perzods, L

o Tunsday thraunh Thursday

" NEEKb 4 - 6

Subdects H&ﬂt ta a bt]tngual ktndepgarten c]ass as a -

. cross- age tutor tc work’ w:th the:n ktndergarten buddy'

" 3 Fe&cei; a plece QF paper; thezr k&owledge of cpening
”'and "eqpendtnq prempts, and Gne data coliector equxpped

weth‘a data.eheat and penc:l Only twe trlads wor?ed

each period. A span oF three weeks w%s necessarv ae'some‘

R 3

afternoon per:ode were canaelled due te schoal -wide |
act.vst:ec‘ The pereods were also lznfted to a?ternoon
SessionsgFor.the‘languageamgnorty group.SIRu, thev'

 kindergarten class met in the afternoon.

 -}~The¥ were supplaed wsth therr aomputbr qenerated graphaCI,u



o
',Ccntrgl Group

~ The control group was not taught the_proﬂpts nor did 
they work with the saﬂe'group'QF kindergartners. They

gathered their stories in a separate session.

PHASE 5 f,TPiads formed of native English speakers for
crosg—age’tutoring setting to elicit stories from native |
English speaking'kindergartners.  Time: 2 weeks of thirty

minute periods; Tuesday through Thursday.

WEFKS 7 - &

| ﬁo instruction on the use of prompts was used with
this group. The on]y'sﬂpplies‘were 2 cenputer}generated
picturei‘a piete of papér, and a pencil. The same triad
format of cross-age tutor,; Kindergartener as starytelierz
English

and a data collector was used for the native
kers as well. The control group was different in that

A K]

Fal
=

[Lx]

i':.-
they were limited to morning cross-age tutoring sessions
as the kindergarten they worked with was a non-bilingual

a.m. Kindergarten.
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Control and Treatment groups

Tally sheetsfofgprompt use frequencies were gathebed
from eachgpéup;’-The treatment group had two tallies |
}ccllected from each participating_indiuidual,—ione for
fgtheiﬁvpréctiée session and one for their cross-age
tutoring session. The controligroup”had»only one tally

sheet collected during their cross-age tutoring session.

"PHASE 6 - Rough draft copies of the elicited stories were
collected from both groups for transcription to the
'Kidwriter® computer program Forifina] publication by the
cross-age tutors. Time: 2 - 3 periods of computer lab

for 2 - 3 weeks

WEEKS 9 - 11

Subjects from both groups used computer lab periods
to proofread, transcribe‘and compile stories gathered
from their kindérgarten,buddies. From these comp?lations

}storybooks were published for each Kindergarten.

PHASE 7 - Student commentaries on the usefulness and
helpfulness of the pbonpts collected from Treatment Group

students. Time: One 30 minute period.



;.ee)HEEK 1%

i Subdects Fron the Treatnent Group wrote a connentary
| ss_en how t e pro ts helped them w:t the task oF gathersng fd-
'ji_a story From thelr klndergartner in the cross age "' '

etting. Recollectnon of the nunber of pronpts |

renenbered was “also recorded ln thevr cennentarles {see

| n:,Appendix C Fer examples) ',j‘f

LéQels'oFyoral prnFiCieney'nerelinvestigatndiand?:_

| recorded ¥or al] subdects in the treatnent and control :

"lgreup | These leue]s were based on the lﬂdlildnal_ |
rofici ' (IPT) publlshed :n 19?9 and 1982 by

",Bailard and Tlghe Notes were taken as to the language !

: Hsbatus oF all subdects part1Cipat|ng and were d:vsded
vv»:nto three groups: Eng]!sh Only (EO); Blllngua] Fluent
English PPOFICient [(FEP) a nastery leve]],‘and B:llngual

N dlLunlted Engllsh PPOF!Clent (LEP) Both the FEP and LEP

' r_desxgnatlons were based on the resource spec;alist s

'bl}lngual F:Ies, Fan!]y language survey sheets and IPT
‘1ests as. Pecorded by the sehool dsstrlct |n the Language f*'
Asessment Center The E0 deslgnatlons were based on the

' Fani]y language surveys “and teacher !ntervlew of



";f, subJects

N The lPT was used to deternine ]euels oF oral Fluency
1‘and Engllsh language proF|c1ency The ta]ly Sheets were o
»used and data collected to deternlne the frequency use oF

 the prompts A portFollo oF the subaects' work: wh:lef

'-,_ usxng the pronpts Was kept For publlcatlon oF their

:collected storles Nlth these data, the study w;ﬂl glve :

 results oF oral Fluency ln a cross- age tutﬂrlng satt:ng



Chapter 4
‘ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The Treatment Group was composed of sixth grade
tutors héferred to.as Limited Fnglish Proficient (LEP).
The Control Group was composed of sixth grade tutors
referred to as Native English Only (NEQ). Both groups
worked with Kindergarten tutees. The first hypothesis
states that the LEP Treatment Group will use more prompts
in English with kindergarten tutées than the NEO Control
Group. |

For each LEP subject, two statistics were calculated:
{a) the mean number of prompt uses and (b} the ratio of
prompt uses in the training session to the total number
of pronpt’uses in the cross-age tutoring session.

Figures in this propject are presented in pairs. The
odd number figures always refer to the LEP Treatment
Group while the even nunber figures always refer to the
NEQ Control Group. . | |

The Hilcoxon Test was used to compare treatment and
control groups on cross-age‘tutoring total prompt use.
For both.the LEP and NEO groups there was no significant
differences when considering the total prompt use for

each subject (see Figubes 1 & 2).
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Thts sane test was run three other tlﬂes zn order te

:Hco.“ale *"ea .enu and con "ol g.oupa when the total

'_”‘prompts were broken down 1nto three categorles These j7‘

chategor;es |nc1uded (1) ’Asklng For InFornat:on v {2)
"Tellsng a Story y and (3) ’chowzng Interest’ ,
" The total use count of each prompt in the ’Ask:ng For
_InFornation’-(l) category oF the LEP treqtment group is
nepresented by F:gure 3 uh:]e the tota] use count of each>
ie_vpronpt in the sane category (1} oF the NEO contrdl group 1

1\!5 represented by F:gure 4. Nd stat;stxcally sngnlfacant ,:d

"71dt¥Ferences were Found between treatﬂent and contrd}

”4groups !n the "Asklng For Infornat:on category :
i The total. use ceunt of each pronpt in the ’Tellang a =
| Story’ (2) category of the LEP treatnent group is |
vdﬂpepresented by Figure 5 while the total use count of each,*"
pronpt in the same category (2} OF ‘the NEO contro] group
is represented by Fsgure 6 The HllQQKQﬂ_Ieﬁl was used “
‘to compare treatnent and control groups Frequency count
- of pronpt use in the ’Tellnng a Story category Th e
,ﬁ-fvalue yeelded From thls test was 19 Hhen checked wlth a
'e“table of Hllngxan_& Probablllties for S|gan:cance a

"“'d_value of 21 or less proved to be sxgnlflcant at the 05

lilevel There?ore this comparison proved statlscally
sngnlficant beyond the OS_IeveI,oF s;gnlflcance _Thusn

it was concluded uhetvthe‘treazﬂeﬁt'group’ (LEP



Prompt Count

25

B Prompt Uses

Figure 3

Treatment Group
Asking for Information

I'd like to know

I'm interested in Could you tell me Do you know
Prompts

f



Prompt Count

20

' Figure 4

- Control Group
Asking for Information

B Prompt Uses

15

10

I'd like to know  I'm interested in Could you tell me?

‘Do you know?
Prompts ' :

78



' Prompt Count

_ Figure §

" Treatment Group

B Prompt Uses

Telling a Story

Pt P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7

Prompts

-
~C
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| 81
students) pronpt uses For the ’Telllng a Story category
jwas clgﬂi?icantly more Frequent than that of the control
group {NEO students} o

The tota] ‘use count of each pronpt in the 'Showing
Interest’ {(3) category of the LEP treatnent group is
’represented by Flgure 7 while the tota] use count oF each,
pronpt in the same category (3) of the NEO contro] group
 is‘Peprésented'by Figﬁré 8; _Nc'statistfcally»significant
| di??ereﬁceé were found between tréainent\and'contpdl t
groups in the ’Showlng Interest’ category

For each LEP and NEO subject post lﬂdi!idﬂﬂl_
ELQ£1£1£B£X_I&£L (IPT) levels were calculated and pre IPT'_
levels of LEP students only were also calculated For ,
stat:stscal purposes Figure 9 shows the IPT ]evnl of
| each subdect in the LEP group whlle Flgure 10 shows the |
  1IPT levels of each subject in the NEO group. IPT b sco"e

levels are déSignated by letter score levels Fron A

~ through F and‘M' These letter score }evels are aiso |
”asalgned three Eng}xsh speakanq dpssanat;ons based on
grade level at ‘the time of testtng.v The sixth grade
subjects of this ﬁe?earch were based éh testihngor third
~ through sixth grades The three deSIQnatsons for these
grade levels were {1} NES (Non Eng]ssh Speaklng) with
CGPrespond:ng let@er spore/leve]s_oF Ay By and C, (2) LES
(Limited English Speaking) with corresponding letter -
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scohe“eveisvoF D and E,‘(S) FES (F1uent Engiish '
| Speaking) WIth correspondlng ]etter score levels of F . and
‘M. M also was de919nated as ’Mastery of Test.® - ,
In order to be able_to\use these deslgnated levels
~for statistical purposes, it was nescessary to assign a
‘numerical value to the letter score. These numerical

values and designations were as follows:

SCORE LEVELS DESIGNATIONS  NUMERICAL VALUES
o NES g

NES 2

NES | 3

LES B S

LES - 5

FES 6

FES 7

T MmO oW >

Hith these numerical values assigned. the Wilcoxon
fest was used again to compare treatment and control |
‘groups on I?T ieﬁéis " The comparisons were calcu]aied
1wo ttnes on the following conbsnatsons {1} LEP post ahd
NEO post, {2} LEP pre and NEO post One more comparison
Was ca]culated to conpare pre. and post IPT 1eve]5 of the
LEP group alone No stattatscai]v ssgniflcant

'dx¥¥erences were Faund betueen any of the post to post or :



pre to éos{'lPT‘lévels.“» |

For this reasoﬁs'déSCPiptive}anaiy535 Qere-used to
supplement the bUJﬁﬁxQﬂ_Ieii.' A;héuiew'ahd discussion of
‘the treatment groups’ practiéé sessibn and tally éheets
was held to see how well ihe practice had gone. This
generated more interest for the cboss-age tutobing
activity and they looked forward to trying their prompts
in the real-life situation, gathering a story from their
Kindergartner for future anthologies as a whole language
teaching activity. o

For all prompts used; a mean of frequency count for
the treatment group was compared with a mean of Freqﬁency
count for the éontro] group. During the training
sessions; the treatment group was using more prompts. than
the control group {a mean of 16 pre-treatment of LEP |
compared with a mean of 14 post cOntroI'dF NEO} Hhen
post treatment was compared with post control prompt use
they were different with an LEP mean of 18 and an NEO
mean of 14, The cross-age tutoring prompt use frequency
counts recorded from the two groups were comparable (288
treatment; 226 control) as shown in Figures 1 & 2 where
total prompt use of each subdect.can.be seern.

Seven weeks after the.cross—age tutoring
story-gathering activity with Kindergartners, a statement

was collected from the treatment group commenting on tbe

87



| 'uae?ulnesé of thé pﬁ6ﬁp*s Por hes. Engl:sh COﬁvePoa»lOﬂa {
E J w=th their tutees {see Appendix C) They had renenbered
a nean of 8 praﬁpts oF the 19 pronpts orlglnally used |
- The proafreadlng, revsoion and conp:lation of the
»atﬂ?? with graphlcs done during Phase 2 oF the prodect;
‘suhluded an antho]ogy of the Joxnt eFFartg oF i
' kinde.gar ner and cros age tutor stories into book Forn {f
{see Appendlx D for 2 ;anple atorzes) Tbe anthologv Fcr'
the school library helped make the actxvxty more true to
liFe and also gave the pPOJect purpose in the eyes oF the
 cross-age tutors. ' | | |

It was not possib]e‘te haké a totally satisFactQPy"
matching of subJects on IPT levels. The NEO‘gPouP wag:
expected to all be M (Mastery) level because they were |
all native Engl:sh speakers Consequently; only post IPT
lavels were collected and recorded from the NED group
‘0n1y at that ttne and aFter the cross- age tutorlng, storyv
| gathering activity, was rt}dlscouered‘that 3 of the NEO |
students were éCtually at a LES level. The intention\had )
been to compare LES & FES levels Frdm LEP subJects
agaiﬁst'all FESvleve]S from NEO éubJects The'meah post-}
IPT lpvel was 6 for thp LEP group and 7 For the NEO
- group.. Both oF these mean scores were FES des:gnatrons
The IPT ]evels,tnd!cate no stat!sthally_sugnzF;cant

 differences between treatnent‘9roup and control group
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subdects

The tota] pronpt use count For each of the three
categories for the LEP treatment ‘group is represented by
F?gure 11 while the total pronpt use count For eaeh of‘
' the three rategorles for the NEO control group is-
represented by Figure 12. Flgures 11 and 12 represent a
stair-step pattern of prompt use ‘which indicates an ‘
increase of oral fluency df‘thevtreatnent group (LEP)
when compared with the control group (NEO). Data |
collected on catagorzzed prompts corroborate this
hypothesis: There were stattsttcal]y sngnlflcant ‘
anFerences between treatnent group and control group
‘subjects in the Frequency count of Telllng a Story

prompt uses in the cross- age tutoring settlng

A second hypothesrs investigated whether LEP subdects

who gained frequency counts of prompt uses from pre to
post sessions also gained»in IPT levels. Eight LEP
subjects quali?ied for thie"inuestigation..n

~ One subJect'gained 2 IPT levels. Four_subJects
~gained 1 IPT level. Two subjects naintained_sane IPT
levels. One subJectvregressed 2 IPT levels. Thisinay be
significant although it nnst bekremenbered‘that this |
accounts for SOZ'oFethe NEO group. ‘The [PT levels did
not measurefgains in oral fluency for 6 eP the more

proficient subjects who had ceiling scores of 7 on the
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| 'pre'and‘post IPT leuels»were-O}u'Thus theleTvlével» 
. measures used in‘thé beéeérch Mmay ndt'have'been sensitive

énough tQ‘reFlect'difFenences.'~'
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' Chapteh'S, ‘
~ DISCUSSION

ot e

The eFFectiveness of the cross-age'tutoring sessions
as an oral fluency technique for language minority
students was examined. An atteﬁpt.to enhance oral
fluency was made through the use of prompts as a means to
communicate hbre cohpetent]y‘while acquiring EngliSh as a
second language. B |

- This project showed significaht differences in the

treatment and contbol groups in fregquency of pronpts»used

to kKindergrtners in the‘croés-age tutoring setting when
using ’Tei]ing a’Siory’ prompts. However,‘diFferences
between»treatnent and control groups were not evidenced
when the subJects were observed in use of 'Asking for
Information’ prdnpts and 'Showing Interest’ prompts. It
is possible that the significant use of the 'Telling a
Story’ prompts by'the'tneatﬂentVQPOUP simply Suited the
. abtivity and eased the flow of Cdnvebsation for the |
Ianguage minbrity student so as to he]p“hin/her with the
oral fluency of the task. It is also possible that ithe

competence to communicate was enhanced by the use of




prompts. All subJects were able to successfully record,
‘conplle and transcrlbe a story Fron thelr k:ndergarten
tutee. Being as al] subdects used prompts, it is also |
‘concluded that the prompts were he]pFu] in successfully
completlng the actsvity | |

A conparsson of treatﬂent ‘and contro] medians of

Frequency counts for pronpts used with K;ndergartners in

94

{he'¢ress4age"tutorin§'sessiaﬁ indicates that'subjects in

the treatment group were usang the sann amount of prompts
i'w:th the kindergartners as those in the contrcl group.
However, aFter comparlng the means and finding a
difference of 4 points, the treatment group was using
more prompts with their kindergartners than thé contbol
group. Gné possible explanation for thevdifference N
‘between treatment and control groups is that the

: receptnv;ty of the LEP students to using promptis wuth
the:r-ksndergartners.ﬂay have jncreased as a result of

the practice sessions among their own peers, which:'

focused on increasing oral fluency and providing a means

of increasing communicative commpetence with the use of

prompts.
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The inability to investigate the gains or losses in
[PT levels point up the difficulty of finding tests that
are sensitiﬁe measures oF'Eng]iSH acquisitién. The
languagekproficiency‘test used}invthis'research did not
diFFerentiate enough among the,subjects to'al]ow testing
theysignificanée of IPT levels. Future investigations
sheuld‘use tests that are sensitiée.enough to make it
possib}é to correlate language proficiency with data on
~linguistic interactions. In addition,:the language
preFicienCy_test used was not sensitive to the Kind of
langﬁage that children might acquire through
communication in a matural setting. An7iﬁportant
contribution to more effective studies in second language
acquisition would be the‘deve]opiﬁg of a suitable neasure
- of communicative competencé and oral fluency that can be
~implemented with students in the elementary grades.

An incorrect assumpt ion was made regarding the
Ianguage proficiency of the naiive spéakers in the
contro]'group. It was assumed that all native speakers
would be at a Fluent English'Speaking level. Having made
that assumption, no pre-test was'ruﬁ‘on‘the NEO subjects
of the control group. Only a post-test Was run and at

that time it was discovered that some native English

wn
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o cpeakers were actually Llﬂlted Engllsh Speaklng
Therefore, aone results may have been skewed It IS:
‘ _thereFore, the researcher 5 recaﬂﬂendation that pre and
- post tests be run on. natlue Englssh speakers asvwellvas
second language acquisition students | ‘ | o
A]though there were no stat!stlca]ly S|9n|F|cant
: leFerences between the pre and post tests of the-*‘
treatnent group, this (LEP) group dld nake sone galns in

| thear lPT ]evels The galns seem to attest to the

o eFFectlveness of the cross-age tutorxng technlque For

language learning along Wlth the use oF the pronpts as an,.
effective tool For Engllsh conversatlon both ln practice S
and cross age tutorlng settlngs | " , ,

| The results Fron thls research show how leFlcult |t
1v as to :ncrease the Qral F]uency of Englnsh that LEP
Haspanic students speak to their klndergarten tutees

The cross-age tutorlng.helped to.lncrease;the students’
anliSh léHQUage”proFiéiénCy or-td"pbevént'it from
decreas&ng except in the case of one subJect who did
‘decrease the level oF prof:c;ency by levels. Theﬂ
pronpt use tra:ning, however, was strong enough to change‘ ;7

_the language |nteract|on patterns oF the subdect ﬁ]]

. cubdects :n ‘the treatnent group were able to successFully -

=use.the'?Tel}Jn9 a_Story prompts to a s:gnjF;cant»degree

to gathen'avstory'Froh,eaéﬁ’of‘their kindergartners.' ,



Seven weeks Fo]}owlng the last cross age tutor:ng B
,_sess:on, the treatnent group had remembered a mean oF 8
- prompts of the 19 prompts orlglnallly used ,
r..Thevpublxcatlon of the students’ storles'and donating
the béok'tG the sahool,library,'where all their peers can
see and read their wqus,-raisés the self-esteem of the
vlanguage’nin0r§ty,student aﬁd,enCOUPaQes‘them to develop
further Conmunicative cOnpetence‘through,the oral fluency

that comes Frdm’the»practicé of Conversational prompts.
L

These Fandxngs suggest that CPO&S age tutorlng may be
an eFFectlve means of encouraglng snteractlon between
language nxnority students acquiring English and their
tutees. Thié may in turn enhance English language
proficiency. The findings also indicate that cross-age
tutoring may be a pronising ESL technique for developing
the oral Fluency,and communicative competence of the
]anguagé mihorfty‘student, ‘Nhilé the study'provides a |
source For»English conversation practices and a relevant
activity For‘cposs—age tutoré which‘appears to facilitate
the development of oral F]uency and cohnunicative
COnpetence of a language minority studént working with

English as his/her second language, the study also points
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out the difficulty of properly assessing the language
minority student’s oral fluency due to the laék»oF a
measurement tool sensitive enough to measure the

communicat ive conpétence of the elementary student.
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B I'm interested in..._

. S0,

C mppendix A

© PROMPTS

C ASKING FOR INFORMATION

I’d like to Know..._

Could you tell me...?
Do you know...?2

© TELLING A STORY

First,_
First of all,

|  To begin with,_

Théﬂ» 5.

‘AFter~that;-

SQ.théﬂi

At the end,

Finally,
- SHOWING INTEREST

“Right_ o

OK.____

Yes?___

And?

Really?V 

And then?___
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Appendix C

~ Student Commentaries

Example of students’ Connenparies on the prompts, 7

weeks after the cross-age tutoring sessions

5-7-93
Liithot the prompts $ would vot At bam
e 25 mahes g Aindegerntinens fidh. J P prumpts

i Hindinger ,
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Appendix C

Student Connentaries .
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Appendix D

Sample Stories

[y A

i

There are people in the snow. There
alsc is a doo _and cat., The people live
in a house, The people have an oranae
car-.  Hhen they looked up to the shky
they saw an airplane and also clowds,
here are children plauing.

Htory by Juansl

Graphics & compilation by Josest TEA511
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