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ABSTRACT
This project is a questionnaire-type

that assesses which sociocultural factors

survey research

influence loss of

mother tongue by Korean immigrant children residing in the

United States.

Ninety-six subjects, in grades 7-12,

responded to the

questionnaires which focused on the family,»schOOl, 1anguagé

attitudes, and students’ languaged use. Factor analysis was

used to exémine twenty variables from the
language attitude, and students' lahguagé
order to provide the parehtal opinions on
mother tongue loés, thirteen mothers were

part of the study.

family, school,
use responses. In
their children’s

interviewed as a

The results of the factor analysis reveal that all 20

variables show very high communality. These variables are

simplified into seven factors, and among these three factors

three factors are enough to explain the loss of mother

tongue in this study. vThose factors are 1l)attitudes toward

students' English, 2)sociolinguistics at home, and

3)grandparent factors.
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 Chépter 1
'.IntroductiOn

Why do language minority sﬁﬁdents come to lose their
.mother tongue(Ll)_by’the‘time ﬁhéy become fluent in‘English?.
VTherloss of mother-tonguevis an issue that almost every‘ |
-'minority‘group iﬁ the United States faceé wifh_its;younger}
: generatioﬁf HoweVér; this lbsé is often acCebted ahd taken
for gfanted‘as parf of bécoming-an AmeriCan;citizen.

:,Since Eishman, Nihirny, defman, and Hayden(l§66)‘
documented the attempt bY»varioué,eghnic groupsito maiﬁtain
theif mother ﬁgngﬁes, it has_beén néfed that oﬁcezEﬁglish isil
learhéd by immigranﬁS and mOstSucceééfuliy and efficieﬁtiY’
by childrén, there is_rapidvloSs,of the minorit?ilaﬁguage’by‘
the gréup; This language shift.té monolingual Ehglishiis
Said tovoccﬁr’rapidly and attains compLetion WIthinvthfeé7v
' geﬁerations (LiebérSoﬁ and Curry, 1971;5Thom§sbn,‘;974;
Lieberson, Déltd,'and.Jthston, 1975; Hakuta and”D'Andrea;
1992, Péase*Aivarez? 19935. ACcording'to‘Peasef  ‘
.Alvarez(l993);be§eﬁSpanish( a lanéuégé thbugﬁt to be -
‘particulafly enduriﬁg~inithe United‘Statésf‘is seidomv‘
maintaiﬁed beyond.thé>seéoﬁd orbthird‘générafion,

Lossrof‘thé:mother tohgue genefally_occurS'asrthé
result of the restriéted useféf fhatvléhguage. SQCh‘

restriction may occur, for example, when one moves to



anotner country and‘beglnsiuSing the:aooietal'language of
that oountry, or ‘when one learns a‘minority mother tongue at
home but shifts to the societal language after learnlng it
‘rn school.] The‘latter‘ls the common pattern among language
lminorities in the Unlted States. Untll very recently, the,--‘
phenomenon of the loss of‘the mother tongue among language
mlnority children in-the United Statee received limited
attention from researchers, educators,'and_the general.
public. One of tne main reasons for this lack of fOCusvis‘
that concern has usually,centered On howrlanguage ﬁinority
students could. best be 1nstructed to learn Engllsh as
rapldly as p0581ble Therefore, the loss of the mother
tongueYWas'notvbeen recognized as a problem until the
concern about«the lost potential (Pease?Alvarez & Hakuta,
l992),alienation, rootlessness, and prOblem of identity
(Skutnab—Kangas, 1981; Wong-Filmore,. 1991), and the
disempowerment‘ofthe minority‘students'(Cummins, 1986,1989)
were pointed out as the predicted} but unintended,
unfortunate coneequences of becOming proficient in the
Engllsh language. |

: Another reaéon-that'the'loss‘of tne mothervtongue has
received limited attention is that(researcners have‘depended
on the linguistic approach for‘explaining or exploring this

phenomenon. Fase, Jaspaert, and Kroon (1992) insist that



langﬁage lOSS’shoulddbe‘undeistood ffom’many areas ofd
research'dealing'withvﬁwhatﬁ is‘being lost as weIlvas with
"how" and "why" this‘happens. However, the liaguistie
approach has only answered the "what" question; i.e;, what
part ofvlanguage is beieg lost. Therefore, Clsoh(l983}
advocates fhat because-language‘itself is not a neutral
factor, the social psyehologieal;faetorsbshould'be
considerediihethisvproeess;v Woﬁd;Filmore(lgél)raiso
emphasizes‘that'the‘less‘of mcher tengue shouid bevstudied
only ia~refereace to the_soeial eonteXt intWhieh the‘
children‘are learning English, specially iﬁ seeietiesalike
the'United'States and Canada where linguistic and ethnic
diversity are not valued. |

When we remembe? that children are products of their
families and sociefgi‘the‘"hew" and QWhy" questions
definifely need to be addressed. That is, a sociocultural
theoretieal approach_might"seem more cemprehensive.to‘
‘understand the social and cultural pressures affecting
language minority children in'situations where they coﬁe to
lose their mother tongues. Holf, in‘the'prefaee of "Beyond ‘
language (1986),“kemphaSizes that the relatienship between
social factors and cultural factdrs should be examined inx
order to‘uaderstand minority students5hOiistically in

addition to the factor of lahguage. ~That is, educators



should look beyond- the language of studehts.to the broader
social and cultural contexts to understand minority student

performance in schools.

i BaékngUnd tQ the‘é£udy

‘This study will:fOCus on’finding 6ﬁt”whatzkindé of
soéiocultural fagtors influénCe Kdreaniimmigrantﬂchildren tQ”"v
iose_their mofhefitdngué duriﬁg théii séhOolzyéars.

Acéording to the 1990 Census,‘Asiathmeridéns
constitﬁte theisecond largest minOrifyiéfter Hiépénicé in
the.United States and KoreanjAmericans ére the sixth largest .
minority groups in.theyUnited States; Howéver/ bilinguai
“éducation résearch séldom deals with these populatioﬁs. A
. search thfough‘the literature reveals a scéttering of works
on Asian- and Koreah—Ameriéaﬁs. ‘Becauéé such materials'do
~not provide iesearéh4based-iﬁfoimation on how Asian- and“
Korean—Americaﬁichildren are‘different from thése frém the‘
other mihérity commuﬁitiesror from the majority communitY/
it is‘difficuit for educators or districts tQ focus C
resoﬁréés onbfhem in‘waysvtﬁatbthéy do.for more numericélly
repfésentea_populatiéns,vSuqh as Spanish Speakers{ This has
led to several COnseQﬁenceé for Koreéntstudents, one“being’

the loss of their mother tonguef



ThelProblem

The.major goal of blllngual educatlon is to help
language minority students movellnto the malnstream
classrooms at‘the approprlate‘academlc ievels of English.‘
Even though this goai'ofbilingual'education‘is plauSihle,
it is usualiy accepted that language minority students often.
remain.academically low achieyers with low self-esteem and
obscured sélf—identitye |

Cummins (1989) argues.that‘these negatiVe‘aspectshare
the product of bilingualreduCation'which pushes‘students to
”give up'their~mother tongue and‘disempowersvthem. Also
Krashen and Bibera(1988) emphasize‘the role of the mother
7tongueuas-background‘knowledge which language minority
.students bring'into the classroom.hln addition‘tokthe't
~ general understanding‘that language minorityhstudentstare
low academic achieyers, it isbusually agreed that language
minorlty students have a low self esteem and obscured self-
1dent1ty Padllla (1991) and Skutnabb—Kangas (1981) ascrlbe
this to the recent blllngual educatlon system whlch forceS'
students to give up thelr mother tongues. Padllla says that
"the result of" requlrlng a student to glve up the natlve
language for the acqulsltlon of Engllsh may be a severe loss
of self—esteem and allenatlon from society" (p.42).' Taylor

(1987) also notes,,”if learning in thehsecond‘language,~



contributes toithé demise in knowledgé and ﬁSéVOf the“
heritage languagé)‘the ;esﬁlts can bevdeQaStatihg" (p.187); .
This means that‘whehfminority children‘iose their‘laHQUage
and gﬁiture,.théYfmay aléo idse'their cul£u£al{identity and
feel a$ if theyvbeiong nowhere, especially in times that aré,
' increasingly anti—immigranf.énd anti~bilihgﬁél édﬁCatiéﬁ.
Ferdmén (1990)'points §ut! "For Puerﬁo;ﬁicahs:iﬁ fhe.
United States, thé S§anish‘language is notJjﬁs£ a meanS‘o£f v
chmunication} it also represénts'théir‘idéntificafion’és
Latinos" (p.190). That 1is, fherevis a ciose linkage betwéen
'language énd idéntifiéation because language-ié more than a
toolvof commuﬁication. |
Skutnab—Kangas'(l981)describeS'how much languagé;
minority children are_subﬁecf'to extéfhal and internal
pressure:"
Children_ftom liﬁguisticxminoriﬁies are subject'té a
stréng.externﬁl preséﬁre to becéme bilingual‘(oriét any.
‘rate to learn the largér community well), §ince their
own language uSually haé limited foicial'righté; ‘in
additién‘to thébexterﬁal s@Cieﬁal pressure, Such
.children are often.alsé éubject.to a st;ong,family
internal pressuré’to become biliﬁgual. Tﬁe pérents
usually wantvﬁheir children to leérﬁ the méjQrity

language well, especially to énsure that they have



better eduCational and‘eCdnomiC prospects than they
themselves had....However, the parents will naturally
aisQ want their:children:to learn their own ianguage |
well(p.79).
¢ TherefOre,‘if,children losé:their*own language (Ll),‘then
they tend to be detached from contact with their parents and
their cﬁltufal and linguistic brigin. And even though théy
. may speak the majbrity laﬁguage perfectly'like majority
‘members? the problems'of-identity will still exist becausé
of the losé,of or the-lack of communicatiVe prdficiency in
their mothéf tongue. ’As Skutnab—KangaS'says;
Children from lingﬁistic minorities thus bear the
greatest pressure tovbecomé’bilingual, and the fisks of
féilure are gravest.for them. This is a strong
argument that thebséhool‘as-aISYStem should feel a
specially great:responsibility for them (p.80) .
Therefore, it is criticélly imporfant for bilingual
education to help‘languégevminority students foster and keep
their mother tongue in order to préserve their cultural
identity/ to‘develop a biculturalbidéhtity.b |
vv‘When we remember the term "eduCation," it»implies
drawing out children's potehtial and makingthem ﬁdre than
they were. However;‘we’See that oﬁf bilingual education‘

system has negated the meaning of education because it has


http:well(p.79

madé éhildrén‘less»than théybwere folbegih witﬁ, Th§t ié/,
iénguage minority'students cbme té‘sChool fluenf iﬁ théir
‘mother tongues and'leave school éssentially ﬁdnblinguai in“
Engiish_(LZ);_bugwith‘négéfiVe self idéhtity‘éna a lack of
'self-confideﬁce:H Thg;efbré}?it'isva prdblem»thét iangﬁage |
minority stﬁdenté édme to»iose‘their’mother‘tdngue by thé |

time théy3becémé flueht'ihTEhglish;'

»Stateméht of the Problem
There is a problem that Korean students‘comé to lose
theirvmother tongue by the‘time they‘become fluent in

English.

"Research Question
This study will éXamine‘theﬁfollowing.researdh

question:

— -

What kinds of sociocultural factors influence Korean

immigrant children ﬁd lose their mother tongue?

:Definitionvof Terms.
‘MQthL_LQnguglfefers to the fiﬁst acquired languége or:
| the language primafily:used’iﬁ one's family aé‘a child;
Language loss-refers‘tovchanges ih‘langﬁagé  prbficiency,

- Language loss occurs when minority group members cannot



do the things:with the minority language he or éhe
ﬁsed to be.able to do. For éxamble/ he/éhé uSed to be
-able to share hié/her daily life with his/her‘parents
and now he/she encbuntersjdifficuLty‘déing this. ‘That
‘is, some of‘the-proficiency he/she'ﬁsed toihave‘ié no
longer accessible. | |

§Qgigguitural féctors refef to the factofé coming from thev
cdntextS'withih which sfudents-fﬁnction{ Variables
from their community,\schdél, and family may come under

sociocultural factors.

Theoretical'Framework
This‘study will examine the Contextual Interaction

Model set forth by Cortes K1986). ‘This model is aidynamic
model ﬁhat considers the relationships among. social,
'inétitutionai, élassroom,'and.individual‘factors to
understand the outcoﬁeé of the language minority studénts.

. Cortes introduces thié modél to help:educators improve
their undérstanding of language minority students within the
Pmerican social context and advoates tovincorporate a
'multiplicity of_factbrs that méy ihfluenée educational
achievement‘within>Specific contexts. His schoiastic
arguments sﬁggést the fOllowingéz

1)Single-cause explanation should be rejected for



underStandiﬁg chilarenié ?erformance becauséicﬁildrén;are a
‘peruét of their society,vnét a'pfoduct of vacﬁum. That iS'
, When we try td Undérstahd thé ianguage‘minbrity children's
perfbrmancé; it ié'uﬁreasonablé tQ‘undérStand'their 
perfbrmancevfrom Only Qne géusé.v F6r éxamble,-the.fact that‘
Ehgliéh iS different fromAKoréén‘itselfbcannot»expiain the
loss of Korean for Korean children.

2) Differencés on the same outcomés evén among mihbfity, 
grOUps. For exaﬁple) the féctdrs affecting language lOsS in
KOreap-children may be'different-from those affecti%g
language loss witﬁ Mexicanvand other miﬁOrity-Children.
Thus, the‘COntéxtuél Interaction Model will heip_us.to see
whét selected factors influence Sfﬁdent{s_Kbrean.lahguage

loss.

10



-ChépfériZA
Review of Related Liferaturei

 Uhtil feceﬁtly,ithé.iSSue'Of}mdther fongqe ldés hés nof
| receivéd'enngh‘attention‘tb éohéider itvaAéerious iséﬁe{:
One of thg main'reéSonthaé been thétﬂconcefn'has’éiwaysﬂ
centered dﬁ th language ﬁinority students can bestvbe 
ihstructed so as;to écquifévéompéteﬂCé'ih English aé papidly'
as possible.,‘Anothef'réason_is that'thé reséarch on mother  
btongue'loSS has dependéd‘mostly on the liﬁguistic approach.
.This appréach‘cén.éxpiain about what‘part of the’mother:
rtbngue is being lost. However, wéﬁmUSt reméﬁber that‘
children-afe"the ﬁréducts of their.faﬁily and Society;
Therefofe, edﬁéatorsbshould»eiaﬁinevthe,relatibnShip»between
soCioculturai facfors invadditidhvto a solelyblihguistic
factofs; :Thatiis,ithe»reSear¢ﬁ §f.language lbéslshould bé
done by uhdersténding and sﬁudyinglthe specifiC.contexts
that children>Have éomé-frém; _Aiéo.ﬁhe éndéavors should be
done bn rejecting the,siﬁglefcause‘explanation-on
undefstanding the'lahguage-loss; |

The_review of related literatufe wiil be orgaﬁized.ihto
two seétions. Fitst,’én ovérView.Of_general studies Qﬁ the
loss of mdther tongue will be'brovided. 'Secdnd,‘a‘
descriptioﬁ ofbfhe Cbﬁtextualllnteraction Médelvof lahguage

loss with the’casé of Korean children in thernited States

11
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will be provided. Their societal context and educational

context will be discussed. S

An Overview of General Studies of -
Mother Tongue Language Loss'

It is important to study and understand the
sociocultural contexts in which‘minority students Cbmeito
lose their mother tongué, such contextual factors willl

include:‘parents, schools, peers,vand students themsélves.

Parents

- In 1985, Okimura-Bichard examined»the'degreé-of mother
‘tongﬁe maintenance development in rélation to the‘ieafniﬁg
of English among Jépanese children temporarily'residing in
the UQS.Y She'also-examihed the fsctors whi¢h affected the
individuals' success or failure in their endeavors in the
learning of two langﬁages. ‘This study found thst parents
proved a ciitical factor in the children;s langUagé
blearning, particulafly,in the”degree ﬁo which they
.maiptainedbtheif ﬁother tongﬁe, Japaﬂese; Taft and
Cahill(i98§) also‘found that Children's competense in L1l was
largely a function of the iiteracy level of their:parents
and their interest in’the quslity of theifvchildren‘s
language; In ﬁSome propertiesfof,bilingual'maintenancesand
lsss in Megicsn,backgrqund high;schodl students", Hakuta

12



+ and ﬁ'Andrea (1992)lfound‘thattmaintanante of SpaniSh
proficiencyﬁaf:anjétta‘Was~principally assoéiated with
parent's'languagé‘practiCe in7thé home . That_is;-the.«mdrea
parents tryvto’S?eak'with théit-tﬁiidténuin‘their.mothef
tongUe,‘the more their childreﬁ maintain;their'mOther
tongue.
Wharty(1993)'found that‘88%_of bilingual college.
students,believéd their ?arénts wantéd them toispeakttheir
| mother tongﬁé.while only 13% of the monolingualEngiiSh
'subjects held this belief abqut their parents. That is,
parental attitude towardaspeaking and using their mothet
tongue is an'easentiai factor for language minority Studentsi-
not to lose their mother tangue.

Evén thbugh.some'studies (Stevéns; 1985, Li, 1982)-
supportvthe belief that the longervforeign patents,reSidedv
iﬁ the United State, thevless likely it is that their
children will develop théir»mother tongue, other studies
(Okimura—Bichafd)-1985f.Taft:& Cahill, 1989; Xia, 1992;
.Whafry,v1993) démonstratevthat_minority languages can be
maintained‘over timé as long as parénts support their
children to keep their.motheritongue.

Schools |
' Skutnab—Kangas‘(l981) ahd Cummins (1986) have emphasized

the responsibility of schools in relations to lahguage loss

13



for bilihgﬁal’chiidreh bééauée"fhey have notvchOSen
themselves to becomelbilingual;»they are,forced‘intb K
something“whére a failure often may be a catastropﬁeV
(Skutnab—Kangas?;p.SO); Especially the false aSsumptioﬁ;a
ﬁ;that'bilingual children wholcén speak‘English do not need
special language Serviceé,\acCelerates language minorityv
students to iose their mothef.tongué.' Therefore, ”
Olmédo(l992) hasvarguéd that the falSé assumptions on which‘
some teachers form théir expéctation toward language
minority students need to be chéllenged and changed;
"Extra(1989), in‘his research comparing the ﬁosition'of
ethnicbminofity language vs. Frisian»in Dutch primary
schoois, also found that the quality éf téachers and the
expectation of teachers towards minority’students make a
nofeworthy differences with respect to minority‘language
instruction; As Flores,1Cou$in, and Diaz(i99l) point out
the role of teacher is'one,of a cultural»mediatbr who can
organize the lea;niﬁg iﬁ order‘to ﬁediate levels of
knowledge between the teacher and studenfs aﬁd among
students themselves;'

Furthermore, Kra%en(l992)‘has reported that broader
linguistic input in the minority languages are needed to
encdurége the langﬁaée minofity studénté:to keep their

mother tongués. Taft'and‘Cahill (1989) also found that it

14



is_virtually impossible for the children to develop their‘
mother tongue in the absence Qf‘printed material in their‘
pfimarylanguagé in homes and schools.

That‘is, the false expectation Qf,teachersthWérd
minority students and the léck of‘reading material at
.sChoéls and at home can be c@ntributing'factors which

facilitate mihority student's primaryvlanguage loss. -

stud -
The‘reseaiéh‘litérature indicates that studenté are
proficient laﬁguage users and bring many experiences into
the classroom (Fioreé,-Coﬁsin,& Diaz, 1991).> Okimura—
Bichard (1985) has revealed that children's interests,
atfitudés, and'thé‘éxtent of use of the languégeﬁcontribﬁted
more’significantly to‘the level in Ll'and L2. 1In her:stqdy,
Okimura-Bichard found that there is a great disparity in the
pattern of language deﬁelopmenf.among individuals;.éome
children learn two languages rélétively well,'some do poorly
- in both, some iearn the‘second languagé-at.the neglect.bfu
their mother tongue,_and others iearn,the second language
rather'Sleiy. She,egplained thistisparify between
individuals “theseidiffereﬁceéiwefeinotéttributéble'to
uncontrollabieraétois éUéh‘as the-le?éi:of intelligénceiand_

the yearé of schooling in the first or secOnd}léngUage

15



en?ironment,‘butilargely to;the interaotions‘of’persOnal
views andrattitudes(p 85) . |

Wharry.(l993).also reported that students integrative
motivation to mother tongue is: Significantly related to -
adoption of their. mother tongues t That is, integrative
motivation suggests that if learners want to become a full—,
fledged member of their ancestral language, maintaining of
- learning their mother tongue is an important vehicle for ‘the :
integration.

Si—Qing (l990) found that the language distanCe between
the learner's Ll and h2 is‘also‘found.to affect‘their choice
‘of communication strategies;' Therefore,‘the farther:the
language distance between learner's mother tongue and target
language is, the more‘likely'are language minority students
to lose their mother tongue; That is,vstudentsl attitudes
and interests.toward their mother tongue,'and.their
motivation to become a membervof their community, and‘ -
language distance-between the.learnerslel and L2 oan be

significant factors to»retain their mother tongue.

Snmmarg‘
It is very important for educators and researchers to
study children's sooio—cultural contexts surrounding

language minority students to understand the loss of their
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mother tongue. Another in@ortant.thihg is_thatieducators
and researchers recognize that factors from context work
together, not independently, on the loss of the‘mother 

' tohgue with language‘minority students. -

‘The Contextual Interactlon Model of Language Loss w1th the
case of Korean Chlldren

thy do.language minorlty students come to lose their
mother tongue by the time they‘become flﬁent in‘English?
This 1s a common QUestion‘that almost“every,ﬁinority group
faces with‘ite,younger'generation.n HoWever,‘the aneWer to‘
this question cannot be the same for each minority group
becaose,its Sooietal context 1s different each other

_Therefore, the question whyiKoreanvstudents'come‘to
lose their mother tongue by the‘time they become flueht in
English has to be explained withinvtheir‘specific sooietal,
context. ‘How‘their societal context affects the educational

context also hés to be explained.

In this‘context four‘related factors will be discussed:
'1) immigration patterns, 2) language, 3) attitude toward
educatioh, 4) Korean language schools; and 5) parent-child

relationships.
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Immigration Patterhtt

According to OgbuisvconCépté‘of_"immigrant" and
ianluntary" miﬁotitieé, Koreansfiﬁ-the‘United”States can
be'catégorized aé an "immiérant" minority becausé they éfe
voluntary iﬁmigrantsttotthis éountry and'tend to CQnsidet
discrimination and préjudice to’be'dbStaCleS to overcome and
a price that they may neéd to‘pay}to achieVeutheir ultimate
objecti?e of é bettér‘life‘for‘themselves and their
children. They will pay this ptiée even though they are

subordinated and exploited politically;‘economically, and

n

ocially.

Fitst, Koréansuin‘the United States came to this land
of opportunities, by their choice to’havéba better lifevand
al better education. Fﬁrthermore, Korean immigrants'in the.
late 1960's gained the repﬁtation,of being a.successfui
minofity groub——ihdustrious'and education—ofiented. Thué,
froﬁ thé bégihning, most'KOrean.immigrants could enjoy

relatively’favorablé treatment from,the majority.

Therefore,}they have develéped the folk théory‘of success.
ﬁhat they have to do.well inkschool iﬁ order to arrive at
Qheir goal. : | : |
Second,vbecguse Koreans in the,Uhitedetates see their
'geference group . as thetone:theY'left'behind-iﬁ their"

homeland, théy do not feel they have to compete with the
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mainstream Americéﬁ. ‘They>seek ﬁo do things fhéf éan
demonstrate‘their succeSs to their reference group’baékvhomé,_
and nbt‘nécessérily to the‘majbrify'éroup here. |
Third, most Kdreané ih the United States éame from thé
middle or uppef—middle classes. ‘Therefore, they could
afford to start a néw life,'?eceive a good educatién and

tend to be easily assimilated into middie claéé status.

Attitude toward Educatién‘

‘ According‘tQ“ConfuCianftradition/ education is,estéemed
not oﬁly for:its economic value in iater life, but also fdr
the social»status-associatéd with educationai achievement to
Koreans living in Kbrea and to those‘th have\imﬁiérated tb
‘the Unitedbétates. That 1is, educational achievement is not
only a way for financial sécufity but also a measure of
personal growth and status to Koreans.

According to Kim, Séwdéy( and Méihoefer (1980), éven.:
after Korean parents have immigrated to‘thé United stétes,
their goal of education»fér their children doés not change.
Kérean pafents expect high scholastic achievémeht:frbm theif
cﬂiidrén. It is evident‘régardless bf_the parents' length
- of fesideﬁce in ﬁhe United States,;edﬁcatidnai level, or 
'Sdcioeconomic statué (Park, 1981). Therefore; Koréan

parents are willing to'tolerate_adverse conditions such as
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underemployment and extended work,hours as long as they can
provide good educational environments and opportunities fef

their children.

Lengﬁage

| Many aspecfs of'theﬁKerean languageedistinguish it from
_Englieh beside the fact thatithe.Korean:language has a
differentvalphébet‘from‘English.e-Among the majof
differences between Korean_and'English are diffefences.in
grammar, sentence sfructure, and speech sound.

Fifst, Korean language uses honorifics to indicate the
speakerfs attitﬁde toward the addressee-and the person
spoken of;' Honorifics are the‘markinge for pronouns, ﬂeuns,
and verbs for the”elders. And there_are at least four
different levels of epeech—politeFfermai, polite—informal,-
plain,:ahdeintimate style- from which ene-has to cthse-in
everyday dialogue.e Fof_example, when you say‘"Bye," you
'haVe‘to use honorifies tobelders, like "‘ﬁfg;l '7f*ﬂﬂ; ," or
b gz Y or " 7 is proper to the
- youngsters or the friendéywith‘the samefage level.e;
Therefore, if ehildren say "ﬁ; 7f ,"tothe‘elders rathef
than "ﬂt@?[ 7}Aﬂﬁ_ ;" ‘they a£e sﬁbject,tO'be'fidiculed;

Secend, in Korean the sentence structure or wofd order

for a basic sentence is subject-object-verb (S-0-V); in
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“English, it‘is subject—verb-object (S—V—O).‘

. Third, Korean consonants and vowels differ from those
in English nOt\only‘in pronuhéiation but also in thé way in
Whiéh they'éombine tb form utterances and céuse changes when
vcertain,souﬁds come together. There are no differenée in
sounds bétWeeﬁ p and f, 1‘and r, and b and v. And in
English}'stréss can éhange the meahing of words. Howevér,
in Korean language, Stress in a wérd does not cause its
meaning to change, 'in comparison with.English speakers,
Koreans often appear to‘spéak in a mondtone.

Acoording to Liskin—Gaéparro(l982); Korean is one of
the most difficult languages for American students to
masterf’ When American stUdehts learﬂ a foreign language,
‘the easiest languages include French, Italian; and-Spanish,
the nékt group‘in difficulty includes German, and the‘third
most difficult includes Russian and Hebrew. Korean is the
most difficult language to master along with Arabic,
Chinese,’and Japanese. That is, diffefences in grammér,
sentence structure, and pronunciation contribute to this
result. ‘Furthermdre, cultural difference, which behaviors
should.be accompanied with different level of speech, cause
difficulties for American students to learn the Korean

language.
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Kerean-language school -

Accordiﬁg to Takaki(l989)(YKorean5'in Caiifernia‘first
‘estabiishea Korean language sehoels‘in the 1920e‘in
Sacramente,'san Francisco, Dinuba,vReedley,iDelano[
eStockten,'Manteca,vRiveréide(‘Claremont,vUpland? and'Les
'Angeles.‘»sinee Educational TestingMService (ETS) has
'annouﬁced that Korean willebeioffered throggh.ﬁhe Scholastici
AptitudelTeéﬁ (SAT) 1T, theKQrean’language schools have
prelifefated. JAecordihg1to tﬁe‘KQrean'School Association,
it is reportedbfhat there arevabou£‘300 Korean language
Scheols with about 30,000 students iﬁ ﬁhe southern
gCalifernia, as of January, 1996 (KoreaneCentral Newspéper,_
Feb;‘é2,vl996). In these schools'Stﬁdehts meet once a Week
'oﬁ éaturday o£‘Sunday morning, usuaiiy for about fhree hoursie
where‘Kerean language classes and eultﬁral actiVitiee are
provided. The Kofeén community'e‘support of fhese schooisj
demoﬁstfetes the Vélue theyrattachvto their‘Childreh's
 biiinguelism:and uhderstanding of’Koreqn culturekaim,

‘1992). The schools are also a reflection of>Koreéns' high

 ‘f‘standards for education. Children see that school is so

'Ivimpertant that evenipartvof,the Weekend should'be'deveted to
it (Kim;‘Lee( and Kim, 1981), 'With=regard to teaching

Korean tbiehildren'in'public“schoolsp evidence”éhowsethat

pareﬁts favor‘such programs’as long as their children's
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English language development is not'jeopardized (Pak, 1984).

Parent—child relationship

Dréwing bn their Confucian traditions, Korean parents
believe that a positive.parent—chiid relationship depends on
their children's obedience to their elders. In many |
families parents attempt to deveiop,control over their
children with authoritarian rather than egaiitarian
strategies. VTherefore, parents give direction to their
children and children aré to obey their parents's
directions.

From this hierarchicai relationship‘bétween parents and
‘children, Korean children practice thé‘right usage of
honorifics and of levels of speech toward their elders.
Furthérmore,-children afe instructed to obey teachérs.at

school as they do to their parents at home.

Summary

| The societal context of Korean students can be
,summariied:

| First, Koreans in America are an "immigrant" minorityv
group because they‘came to the Unitedetates by choice to
have a better life_énd better educatign. Theréfore, they

have developed the folk theory of success that they have to
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‘ do well in school in*order to arrive at'their goal{
Second, acqordiﬁg to_their_Confucian-tradition andvtﬁe
- reason'foriComing tovAmerica, Kbreans' attitudejtow5rd
educatibn'is positivély,stroﬁg enough to enduie greatv
| personal éagrifiCe tQ’supporf gobd.educational gnvironments
véﬁdlqppogtunitiésvfor tﬁeir éhildrén;‘ .

Third,Koreah'language»is‘diffefent from Ehgli§h in»
grammar, séntencé structufe, and préﬂunciatién besides
différént élphabets} |

Fourth, Kofean'community has Korean»ianguage séhool to
teach Koréan iénggage and cﬁltures to their'younger
genératibns.‘ |

lLast;'Korean‘pafent—child relationship is hierarchical.

Parents givé directidﬁwto their»children; childreﬁ obéy

their parents'’ direction.

It'is important‘tb;uﬁdérsténd that the éocietal factors
,diréctly affect‘thé scﬁle'é»éonteXt and pcheés. Usually
.the‘séhbol'svconteXt and process include educational ihput:
factors, étudéﬁts qualitiés, and-instructionél elementé.
.These three areas affect éach other. Both the‘general
educationél input\fécfofs and studenfs qualitieévinfiuence'

the selection and implementation of instructional elements.
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In this section, educationalbinput factors, parent
involvement or,parent—teacherirelations along with student

attitudes toward the Koreanvlanguage will be examined.

Educational input'factore

| Park(1981) reports that teachers‘regard Korean
students as membera of a "model minority".with exceptional
academic,ability. He explains that,Korean studente'
comparatively high educationachieVement-seems to be‘
associated with values like conformity,and,respect for
authority, key eiements of'the Confucian tradition'of Korean
families. Another eXplanation ie that'Koreans know that
‘.high educationai achievement or_credentials.are their best .
‘hedge againsthdiscrimination eyen though most Korean
students and their parents recognize'thatfas members of
minority group they wiiliencounter diecrimination in the job
marketa(Gibson & Ogbu, 1991). That:is, positive teacher
expectation toward Korean students comes from their
Confucian'traditiOntwhich-vaiues education and'respect for
authority and from special endeavor‘to obtain high
educational achievement in order to protect themseiyes‘from
discrimination. Furthermore, the hierarchical relationship
between Korean parents and their.children seemsito‘be |

extended to their schOol life with teaChers byYShowing their
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obediéncevto théir teachers 

However, positive teacher éxpecfations toward Kofean
Studénté ddeé‘not alwéysvbenéfit Korean students. Assuming .
that Korean studentsare doinngeil, teaéhers ﬁay hot.create
a fqll,rangé of leéfning:opportunities. For éxémplé, a
teacher‘may‘allowaoréan childrén to work alone if they
reéist participéting in small‘groupé. .Although ﬁhese
children may do wellvon fhéir.own,'they néed té-develoﬁ the
‘linguiétic, social, and academic skills required fdr suéCess'
in group‘situations. Through coéperati&e learning
‘activities, for'eXémple,{Korean’students"can learh not only -
acédemic content but also.social»skillé such as how to leéd :
a group, how to help others who are:ﬁaving trouble, and how
fo master the oralblanguage‘skills that_afe important for
success in gréup wqfk (Kagan, 1986).

_ The Attornéy General's Asian and,Pacific AdviSory

~Committee (1988)'réports that schools ip the United States
~ have not ihstitﬁted Korean'languagé programs that_Would'
better prepare‘KOIean studenté fdr fhé interdeﬁéndent world
of the future.’ That is, thé abséncevof the Korean language}
culture,‘aﬁd,history from the“curriculum,may increase the
.ambivélence of:Korean;Ameriqan studentsltoWard’their native
language énd heritage,vthereby créatiﬁg mofe psychol5§ical

stress and addifioﬁal conflicts with their parents,
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siblings, and members ofithe extended family.

Parent Involvement/Parent—teacher Relationahip

Korean parentS‘hithf respéct’achool teachers‘and'
administrators according to their Confucian tradition. Most
parents consider it‘their responsibility,to‘assistvthe
school‘by deferring to the authority of teachers, These
parents believe thatitneir role is-to resbect, listen,_and
‘foilow'theaprofessionai judgement‘of teachersf vTherefore;
they are reluctant to,oarticipate in school functions and
' confer'with teachers_becauseithey are broughtiup to defer to
Lthe‘authority of.edncators.‘iFurtherﬁore? they are not
confident in their ability;to speak English and they are in
the‘reaiity that they;should‘work for‘long hours.

When we think that student's success depends in part on
the quality of the relationshio betWeen their parents and
teachers, it is'important»that'oarentsvand teachers must
'corporate to_freeiy share information‘to\suppOrt students'
edncatiOn;'_HoweVer,_the_reiationshipibetween KOrean parents'
and teachereefails to.proVide the‘backgroundginformation
needediby teachers because‘of the parental lack of
confidence‘in their ability to’speak English, their
Confucian-tradition to obey;the teacher, and the;economic

preSSure.to work long hours.':Americannteachers‘also fail to
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understand Korean etudents because they can not communicate
with Korean parents} Another reaeon is that American
teachers do not‘have the opportunity to be informed about
Korean'culture in their process of formal education (Darder,

~1991) .

Students' attitude toward L1

"Very little reSearch hae,beenidone on Korean'studentsi
attitudeS'toward their primary language (L1). ‘However, from
the informal talks with Korean.students and from beckground
‘ information, it appears that Korean students' attitudes
toward their L1 is rather negative. They report that they
nave been:in and out‘of‘Korean.language schools in their
elementary and high school years because their parents
forced them to go and that they did not want totgo,there3for
various reasons. The-reasons include:
lf They have a perception that‘Koreen is very difficult to
learn because,it_hasmhonorifics,and different levels of
speech,
‘2)‘They did not feelnthe’neeo to learn_Korean:becauee
English is the only acadenic lanouage at school,
3) They felt they are busy enongn even with the regular
school work, . ' ‘

4) They alwaye felt that they can't speak Korean perfectly

28



because fheir‘elders alwaYS‘pick on and laugh at their
pronunciation and.éxpréssions ianoréan,,
.'55 Theyvhave had littie chance to relaté>their Korean
; cﬁlture_andvlanguage to their séhool‘work,
6) All of students communicate with their siblings and
Korean-friends in English, aﬁd |
) Sixty four out of 75 students respond in Engiish with
'theiﬁvparents whéthet parents speak‘in Korean or ih Engiish.
Tﬁeée fihdingé iﬁdicate that the language distancé
between Korean and English is going:to affecﬁ their choiée :
of Cdmmunicétion'strategies‘(Si—Qing,»1990) and that they |
are aptbfo give‘up théif mother tongue when it‘isvnot
‘related to their school work. Niyekawa (1983) admits that
invcase'of'an Asian language with its own orthogréphy and
literal tﬁadition,wit'is extremely difficult;‘at least under
preQailing coﬁditions'tqday/-to go beyond'maintenance‘of L1
at fhe basic intefpersonal_commﬁhicétiVe‘skills (BICS)
levels asfthé child pfogresées,in English to upper grades in
the sécbhdary schOol'becauséifhéréiié no lingﬁiSticv_
felationshipfbetweehkil‘and‘LzléXéebt‘With the Hindi
_languagés that are distantly'réiatedw> Therefore, thé
;'chiid‘s Vocabulary and literacy in L1 could well lag far
behind those éf L2.

Sue and Padilla (1986) indicate that verbal scores of
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AsianbStudentsIOH'the‘SCholaStic Aptifude TeSt(SAT) are far
behind those of WﬁiteZStudenés'eVen though math scores of

‘ Asian‘Students afe;bettér than Whites. These score
difference Havé inflﬁénced'Koreén parents‘on forcing‘fheir
éhildren tofépend more time bn leafﬁing Eﬁglish. Even
though,Korean parénts‘haVé a strong desire for‘their
childrén t§>keép their mother tongue and culture[ théir
aspiration’for their»chiidren's‘academic sﬁccéss ﬁight be
unconécioﬁély §tronger than’thaf;, Thétéfére; Korean‘v
studeﬁté can concentfaté On»Engiishbwithbut any conflicts
with their parents»not tQ use'KQreéﬂ language even at home.

as the grade gdeslup;

’Why db language minority stﬁdénts:come.to lose'their
mother téhgue,by_the time théy beéome flueﬁt‘in English?
| Even'théugh thiskis a common qUestiQn thét almost e?ery
minorify gfoup féces with its younger generation, the answer
tb this quesfioﬁ canhoﬁ be the samevfor'éach minorityu§rdup-
bécausevits:sobietal context.iS‘diffefent.from eaéh other;}

In'thé.casé of“K§rean childreﬁ in the United States the
followiﬁgs caﬁ»bé:éaid-(see_Figuge,l):' | |
First, the vitality between the wish tﬁat Koreans keep theif‘

culture and language and the aSpiratiOn-that they provide

30



good educational opportunities'caﬁ play a critical role.
Second, parents' lack of confidéncé_ih their abilify to
speak Ehglish has influence on parent—teachér relationShip
and parental involvement at school..

Third, the.school system itself does not provide KQrean
students access to their language'andvéulture through
curriculum and teachers' knowledge.

Fourth, language &istance has influence on Korean students'
attitude towafd L1.

Last, Students'vperception of the‘Ll is hot related to their

academic work affect their ianguage loss.
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dachanter 3
Design/Methodology

‘This study was7designed to aSSess‘Which sociooultural
factors rnfluence the,loss of their mother tongue by Korean
inmigrant ohildren.b in’order,to discover predominant
natterns'amanha larde number of sociocultural variables,
questionnairthype survey Was condnoted'ahd the factor‘
analysis was used With.the snbjects of Korean immigrant
students, in addition to the students' questionnaires,
interviews were oonduoted‘with‘Korean mothers to get more
'haokground information ofvfamily and to‘get‘parental
opinions and observations about their children's nother

_tonque,-

Subjects

Subjects in thlS study were nlnety six . T- 12th graders
who live in the eastern basin of southern‘Callfornla ‘and
.whose parents are Korean

The Korean 1mﬁ1grant students conSJsted of 16 seventh,
20oelghth, 16 nlnth 15 tenth 14 eleventh and 15 twelfth
graders.- bverall» there were 51 boys and 45 glrls All of
them were attendlng publlc schools.

They‘were contacted 1nd1v1dually or as a group of 2- 5

students and asked -to fillvoutfthe questionnaires. Of the

33


http:order.to

96 samples collected, 29 samples were collected from Friday
night_youth group meetings Qf two Korean churches in the
area. All of questionnaireé were collected between December

7, 1995 and February 15, 1996.

‘Instruments
Questionnaires contained 49 item (See Appeﬁdix 1). 20
out of 49 items were five—point Likert-type scaled énd othér
ltems were asked‘tobobtain background‘informatibn (age,
gehder, birthplace, length of stay in the U.S., etc.)
 Iﬁ order to find out which sociocultural factors
.influénce the loss of‘mdtherrtbngue, variables from_the
family, school, students' language attitude, and students'
Sociolinguistics'were examined. Variables from each category
were:
Family variables (FM)
.parent's length of residence in the U.S. (FM1)
.grandparentS' language chOicé(FMZ)
;parents' language choice (FM3)
fparents' languége attitude towafd English (FM4)
.parents' language attitﬁde toward‘Korean(FMS)
.reéding materials in Korean at home (FM6)
Schooivvariables (SCH)

.teachers' language attitude toward subject's English (SCH1)
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.eohooi curriculum(SCHZ)
.reading maﬁerieis aﬁ SohoolfSCHB)
‘Korean friends (SCH4)
Student langUage aftitﬁde variebles(SLA)
.Language perception toward Enoiieh(SLAl)
.Lahguage‘pefoeption‘toward Korean(SLAZ)
.Language ettitﬁdevbetween Englisﬁ and"Korean(SLA3)
.Korean as onebofforeign léhguages(SLA@) |
.Lenguage ettitude’toward English(SLA55
.Language eftitude toward_Korean(SLAG)
‘Student Sooiolinguistics variables(SS)
.Sociolinguistics Qith gréndparentsfSSl)
.Sociolihguietics withopafehts(SSZ)’
.Sooiolinguistics with siblings(SSB)
.Sociolinguistics with Koreaﬁofriends(SS4)
In eddition to the-etﬁdehts' qﬁestionnairee, interviews
- were conducteq=with Seventeen.Ko;ean mothers whoeebohildren o
‘participated in-this‘study,“The purpose of,parenﬁal
infe£§iew was_to get morebbaokground informetion offaﬁily'
and to get'parentai opinions and obeervatiohsbabout their
children's mother'toﬁgﬁe.' Interview sheet was developed by
>the researchef and oontains 36 iteﬁe (See'Appenoix 2) .
Sevenfeen mothers who had consented were intefvieWed and

recorded on audio-cassette tapes. All the'interviews were
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done between December 7, 1995 and February 15, 1996.

‘Préceduré

A factor analysis procedure wastused to eXaminé which
sociocultural factors-clustér to the variable of:language
loss. That is} for the burpOSe of reducing the large number
of variables to the smaller number of factors,‘factor
analysis was applied to the original variables froﬁ the
questionnaires of student subjects. Statistical Package for~
Social Science (SPSS) for MS WINDOWS 6.1 version was used to
analyze the data.i

Twénty items from students"questionnaireé, question;
#5 and #17—35,‘were usedvfor factbr.analysis. These
questions.were Likert—sbaled. Th?ee major steps were
followed:> |
1. preparation‘of a Cdmmunality matrix,
2. extraction of the‘initial factors—the.explorationvof
poésiblé data‘reductiOH, |
3. rotation of alterminél solution-the search for simple and
intérpretable factors. | |

Information frdm 29 items from students' questionnaires
~and patent interview wereiused to get.more'background
information and opinions of subjects' mother tongue

proficiency.
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Chapter 4
Analy81s and Results

This study began w1th the hypothesis that Korean
minority chlldreh come to. lose their mother tongue by the
time they are proficieht in English.ﬁ»In ofder to test this
hypothesis, the.following_Questiens were asked of students
and parents respectively: First question was that “Could you
speak Koreah when you were a child?”(Student QueStionnaire
#10) and that “Could your child speak Korean when she/he was
young?” (Parent Interview sheet #6). Table 1 giVes'the
summary statistics on this question from students and
parents. | | |

" Table 1. Frequencies of the speaking ability of Korean when
the student subjects are young

vStqdent #10 ‘ Parents #6
Did you speak' Could your child speak
Korean v Korean when she/he was
when you were a young?
‘ child? | - :
Yes P! 14
No | 4 | o 3
Total | 96 = ; 17

Over 95% of participants could speak Korean when they
were young. But, three mothers reported that their children

could not speak Korean even when they were young because
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they‘were taken care of by non Korean speaklng caretakers
-and their parents spoke 1n Engllsh to them
The second questlon was about when chlldren started
uslng more Engllsh than Korean. To the question #12 of
parent»interview sheet""When do you think your chlld
started u51ng more Engllsh7"'mothers reported that their
kchlldren started u51ng more Engllsh than Korean rlght after'
they started thelr schoollng and that flnally around 3-4th
grade, they seemed to have hard time expressing themselves
in,Korean toitheirhparents.
‘Theythird question Was about their current
: proficiencyh;evel%in‘Koreanand English. Student .
Questionnaire'#l3, "I can speak English better than Korean.
(1:Strongly Agree‘; 5:Strongly Disagree)" 'and #16, "I can
understand Englishvbetter than Korean. (S:Strongly Agree -
1:Strondly Disagreef" were'questioned, The mean scores ont
‘these items are 4;3 and 4.217respectively and-that indicate
that student part1c1pants think they can - speak and |
understand Engllsh better than Korean. That 1s,‘the
sUbjects‘of_thls study were very confldentfon'their English
'.'proficienCy while they,thOudht they were yery‘poor in,'
" Korean. .
uThe fourth.question was aboutdparentsf satisfaction with

the languages of their child. To the parent interview
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Queetioh #34{ "Are you'satisfied with>yeur child's.Koreen’
’lahguage berformance?" Seveh'motherrsaid they areisatiéfied;
..ten mothet/ not satisfied. ‘To the questlon #35, "Are you‘
setlsfled with your chlld's Engllsh performance°" 16 mothers
agreed.b | |

| TherefOre; these have proved that the hypothe51s that
Koreen chtldren come to lose Korean by the time they are

e.prof1c1ent~ln Engllsh,'proved,to be cOrrect.

Ahelyeis ef Date

yFQr,the pufpose of redueing the'variableS'ofvfamily,
sehool,‘students;_language attitude, and studentst
Soeioi;hguistics3to”the‘factet or factetsyof effeeting the
less-ef,motherytongue, three major‘steﬁs Were folleWed:
First; e communality matrix wae prepared to see hewvmuch theﬁ‘
“iptepettiontof veriahee cen”bevacceunted for the common
factors. Seeend(:thevinitial fectors weteVextracted by the
method ef Prineipal Componehte Anélysie in order to'explOre
:pessible data'reduction;ﬁ Thira, a Vatimax rotation was
‘ecenducted'to simplifyﬂthe sttuctute of fector‘matrix,
seiectieh<of:afsolution'Whieh Clearly'identifies,the
distinctycluster of variéhles which fotmﬂthe‘facter or -
factots. o -

The basichguidelines for arriving at the‘finalbnumber"
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. of factors were to eliminate‘those.variableS:that shared
less than 30% in Communality and to cut off the factors
whichvhad low ;oadings. Each factor was named according to

the variables which obtained a‘loadingiof .40 or greater.‘

Reéults
Ali 20 Variablés éhoWed.very high,cémmunality;kfrom
_.47535vto .86190-(See Tabié 2) . Gbrsﬁch(1983)‘defiﬁes’the
comﬁﬁnality’aS:folloWing:
~'By définition( the Communality'of‘a Variable:isbthat
perértiQn‘dfvits variance that can be accpunted for by
thévcommon'factofé..;For.exémpie;’if the.@dmmunélity is
'.75;‘tHé Vérian¢e‘of:the,variablé as fepfodubedvfrom
~only thé‘cémmoh factorévwould be thrée;féurths of its
-observéd Vériénée'(p;gg).,
;For.examﬁlé, frbm Table 2)‘Variable FM§19,»parents; language
choice, has thévcommuﬂality‘of .8619Q; That i$/ aboﬁﬁl86v%
of Vafiance of‘FM3i9 can be‘explainéa>byvthé_féCforvor -
.féétors’extfacted; 'Therefore,:ali éO-Variabieé éontribﬁte 
. _td'éXpiainvtﬁe»factof,or'factors extracted‘with séme“il

‘reasonable variance. -
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Table.z. thmunality of Variables

Variablev Communality
FM319 o _f86196-
SS5118 . | | .8s690
| FM217 o ©.84063
scH127 | .80984 .
§s220 - . 79651
FM529 | .78387
| sLa224 o .77895
SLAS530 ~ | 77763
FM3le - 77695
SCH333 ' | 73451
FM15 - 71919
SLA631 | .71869
Ss422 j  ' »355896
| ss321 ';64671
FM634 . | .co0ss0
.spAlzj _ 60311
| stazas | s71es
‘sLag26 | .sosa
SCH232 47879
SCH435 | .47s3s
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Initial factor extraction by the method of Principal
Components Analysis revealed seven factors with eigenvalue
greater than one (see Table 3), and thus seven factors with.

the potential of having substantive meaning.

Table 3. Eigenvalue,'percehtage of variance (pct. of wvar.),
and cumulative percentage (cum. pct.) of each factor

factor eigenvalue - pct.of var. cum.-pct.
1 3.37602 ‘ 16.9 16.9
2 ~3.01515 = 15.1 32.0
3 o 2.37529 11.7 43.8
4 | . 1.58955 | 7.9 | 51.8
5 ~ 1.40886 7.0 - 58.8
6 , S 1.16102  ,v‘ : 5.8 64.6

7. 1.08556 - 5.4 ©70.1

That is,‘factorll expléiﬁs 16.9% of the language loss in
this study; factor 2,‘15.i%; factor 3, il.7%;:and so on.
Therefore, these seven factors explain 70.1% of the 1anguagé
loss in this study.‘ But the factor plot in rotated factor
spage (Figure 2)'ShOWS‘that facth 1, 2, and 3 are enough to

explain the loss of primary language in this study.
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| Figure 2 _ .
Factor plot rotated factor space

. 1.0_‘
VFac.tvorz o.oh

B
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T 00
- Factor 1

Thé first factor‘has fhree.StatEmen£s clearly
aSSOCiaféd With'the attitudes toward sﬁudents‘ English.
" That is, the attitudes of”parents,.teéChér,.and'student
' towardvétudent's English'can‘explain the loss of studeht's
mothef toﬁgue;"The éecond factof élso‘has.thrée stétements
aséociatéd withnhéw.muchistudents Speak Koréan‘at home with
ithéir parenté and siblingé. Theréfbre;‘this factbr»haé been
labelled as speaking Koreén at'homé. The third faCtor,
thoggh somewhat difficult to Clearly label with one’name,
seem fo be assoéiatéd with‘the qrandpéfents. That is, how

much they speak with their grandpafents in Korean can help

43



us understand loss of their mother tongue;
Table 4 shows three factofs.and actual statements

asSociéted with the factors are listed in Table 5.

-Table 4: Principal components factor analysis with Varimax
rotation (The variables which obtained a loading of .40 or
greater -are bold-lettered.) '

Rotated roading Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 .

- FM428 .91560 ‘
SCH127 -~ - ~ .89300 ' - .1lo0823
SLA530 = - 79946 .15287 -

FM319 L _ .85036 _
$5220 .84555 .23324
ss321 : - 64343 : :
FM217 ; ©.88170
Ss118 ©.10433 .86910
SLA426 _ .12190 .60340
FM529 .13456

SLAG31 .29103 -.19788

FM15 - -.26238  -.26278

ss422 13550 .19580 .24432
SCH435  -.17120 :
SCH232 .25353 .20456 -.12587

SLA224 : -.23211
SLA123 .33919 . -.20934
SLA325 -.17155 .29286 .12919
FM634 .11861 .20418

SCH333 ‘ - =.32773 - —.43698
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‘Table 5:

£

Statements related to each factor /, obtalned in.

principal components factor analy51s The key factors have
' been labelled :

Factor 1:

28,

30.

Factor 2:

19.

20.

Attltudes toward students* English

My parent(s) thinks I should 1mprove Engllsh
(Strongly Agree 5---Strongly Disagree 1)

My teacher (s) thinks I should improve English.
(Strongly Agree 5---Strongly Disagree 1)

I think I should improve English. '
(Strongly Agree 5---Strongly Disagree 1)

Speaking Korean at'home‘

How much do your parents speak to you in
Korean? (Always 5———Never 1) '

How much do you speak to your parents in

o Korean'> , (Always 5———Never ‘1)

21.

Factor 3
17,

18.

How much do you speak with your s1bl1ngs in
Korean? (Always S5---Never 1)

: Grandparents

How much do your grandparents speak'to you in

"Korean? (Always 5—-—--Never 1)

How much' do you speak to your grandparents in as

- one of foreign languages (Always 5-—=Never 1)
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vChaptef 5
Coﬁclusion
The interpfetations Qf ﬁhe resultsiwill,be»ﬁhrased in
>the form‘of three summary Statements'éf'the éonclusions,

- followed by the supporting‘evidence and discussion.

Conclusion T

Korean language status»in the Unitea Statés‘affects
attitUdeé toward Eﬁglishfv‘These attitﬁdes, from the
parents; teéchers,:éﬁa‘studeﬁfs thémselvés,véxplains part of
théilOSSJOf,ﬁotheftongue.'

Factor 1 has three Variébiés‘about éttituaes on -
‘studenté? Ehgiish. These thfee variables were asked in the
form of statements, "My‘parent(S):thinks I should improve
:Epglish." "My teacher(s) thihks‘I should improve English."
and "I think I should imprqve English."vfé each of
statements,vfhe_sﬁbjéétS-bthhis study highly diségree with.
the méans'of 1;989, i.989,”and 2;542. That is, ﬁajority of
student SUbjectS'did not agree with the.stateﬁents that
their parentsand/orteachérs think they should improve
their Ehglish.‘ F@fthermore) even the students themselves
did not think'théybshOuld'impréve their English. That is,
‘-these‘results indicate_that fhé_student participants were

very confident of their‘English language proficiency.
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Language status:référs to»how‘é SOCietyfviéws a -
.particular language;‘it'sivalue, presfigé, and daily»use.
if Society considéré a languagé valuable tovkhow, or as an
aséet, then that language haé a'higher statué than one that
society views as less uééful. vAlso,;sociéty can view one
language_és more:prestigigué than another whiéh élso
influences the Statﬂs-of a languége. >If a socilety ﬁses one-
languagé more‘ﬁhén another, the languége which is used‘ﬁbre
has a‘highef'status. H
Corfes(1972) and‘Swéiﬂ(1983) insist that when minority

cﬁildren do not leérn about their home country,‘théy feel
that the culture and_languagé of fheir_home country is‘less
valﬁed énd_less significant. Seventy—one percent of student
,participants answered that they haVé not learned about'Koreav
at‘school'whiléﬁtwentyfniné peréént‘of fﬁem responded'thatl
they bavé leafned about Korea at schbol;: However, evehv
"studenté'who havé learned aboﬁt‘Korea‘at schbdl»have learned
:moétly thréugh their dwﬁWintéreétsband.éhoides. That is,
Jthey’have leafnéd‘about'Kofea‘while they were preparing
sﬁecial_brdjects} not through the regularléufriCulum, i.e.,
history/1$ciénce,TSOcial Studies,Iénd;etc; Korea Uni&efsity
(1996{’ééﬁductéd afsufﬁey bﬁ the sféte of Korean léﬁgﬁage;'

: énd Cﬁltﬁre‘in‘thé ﬁnited,States. Their subjects was 1,200

Korean residing in‘eight large city in the'States,‘inCluding
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Los’Angeies; This sufvey revéaled that the major obstacle
for‘KOrean students to learn Koreaﬁ is the lack of a motive
‘fof learning Koréan( not the labk of educatiéﬁal facilities
dr conditions. That is, Koreaﬁ students can,ﬁot perceive
the feéson.to learn Korean in this séciety because they‘haﬁe
not had the opportunity tovéppreciate the value "and
significance of their mother tongue.

;Even at homé,‘by hearing Korean and English»from their
‘parénts, theyftend to tune éut fhe language fhey are least
competent in and, asla conséquences, they do‘not even get a
chance to appreciate their mother tongue. Through the
parent interviewé, mothers report fhat fhey use both
vlanguagés, Korean and English, in communication,with tﬁeir
children. They usé Korean especially in the simple daily
conversation; Engliéh, in the sérious conversation related
 tQ their academicimatteré;viThat is, evén»at home, they do
not have the chance to appreéiate the significance of their
mothér tongue and they pérCeive English as haﬁing higher
status than their_mother:tongue;

‘Furthermoré, almost every mothér repofted they
encourage Korean as long asbthat dbeé not,harm-English_
proficiency. Pak(1984) also agreé'with this attitude as
long{és‘their children's English lénguage déVelopmént is not

jeopardized while'léarning'Korean in the public schoéls.
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Therefore, this sometlmes leads to the mlsconceptlon that 1f
‘ they encourage thelr chlldren to learn Korean along with
lEngllsh thelr Lngllsh will be jeopardlzed
_Bes1de the;r‘Confuc1an tradltion'which plaoes'high
- value on the academicysuccess, this»attitudevseems to also
“‘oomexfrom their_immigratlon‘exberlenoe;g ﬁsually Koreansbare“
oategoriéediastvoluntaryvimnlgrants'(Ogbu & Matute—" B
Bianohi,198€).' Fourteen_mothers came:to the_Uniteg1States
with_fathers‘whoywanted-tolhaveta better life and three
mothers'oame‘forfbetter educational degree. 'These nothers
havevaspirations that their chiloren should not suffer
because of language problems, which they have been through
- even. though they have had to pay the prlce of mother tongue
,iloss. That-ls, because llv1ng in the United States 1s not
vtheirvchlldren's choice, but that'of the parents, they have
_gullt feellngs about thelr chlldren exper1enc1ng language
"problems when they start school. Therefore, they»arevvery
nlenlentgin allowing their’ohildrento:speak‘English’even}at
hOmerl Sonetimesltheygseem‘to’expeot thelr children to lose
their mOther‘tongue‘and they tend'to.take‘for>granted their
chlldren respondlng to them in Engllsh and to 1gnore the usey
of Engllsh between 51bllngs | |
These‘attltudesbare dlfferentkfromvthose'of»Mexican—

descent children. Incher_research, Pease¥AlvareZ(1993)
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deScribes thatdmost‘Mexioan parents are’confident that,thelr
y'childrenbwill}not’losgfspénishvand that‘many.Of.the children.
*l'use_Spanish when lnteraoting with_thelr slblings;‘ To‘the
" questiony "Why dO'you think'your'childtoomebto lose'Korean?"
all of Korean mother blamed themselves for not‘teachlng
: Korean-at home, whlle half of Mexican mothers blame
,themselyes and the other half.blame schools for not teaohlng
their children their-mother tongUef' | B
:one other-big'differenoe’between‘Mexicanfdesoent—'and
Korean—descent‘childrenais that'only a few children from the
‘Mexioan?descent,group'reported that English‘ls the most r
important-language‘While 509vof the Korean subjects saw
Engllsh as the most 1mportant language |
| Students who thlnk Engllsh is the most 1mportant,
'language view Engllsh as the language they use most
frequently, and: the language that they speak and understand
v_best. Some students supported thlS view: by statlng that
-"because thlS soc1ety use only Engllsh " and "because |
'Engllsh is the language used at schooli o Students who
‘thlnh Korean ls'the most important’language hold,this Vlew
because Korean was the.first language they learned to speak’
vand‘thellanguage thatvbest represent their‘heritage and it
is the language spoken by their parents. That‘is, these

responses reflect the belief that English is“more
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instrumental while Korean is more integrative.

But, whethér fhey think Korean is important to them_or
not,,the‘loss of the mother tongue has occurred because
Korean has low language status in the United States; The
‘reasons for this are: 1)they have barely learned about
Korean through regularlschool subjects, 25eVen at home, they
use Korean in the simple conversations and Englishvfor more
serious matters, and 3)the immigfation pattern as well as
their Canuciéh tradition takes for grantéd that students
will use}English moré‘than Koreanaeven‘at home'and_with

parents, and with siblings;_

Conclusion IT
Language préctice‘in Korean with parents does not promote
the students' Korean proficiency because childrén initiate
the selection of main Vocabularies in the conversation.
Factér 2 has three sociolinguistic variables related to
,homé. ‘These three variables were asked in thé form of
interrbgativé sentences, "Héw much do your parents speak to
you in Korean?" "How ﬁuch do you speak to your parents in
Korean?" and "How much do you speak with your siblings in
' Koféan?". To each of these‘questions, the subjects of this
study answéred they and their parents mostly ﬁse Korean in

their cbmmunication. Means were 4.319, 3.8279, and 2.180
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'yrespectively}1These results indicate‘thatiwhen students and
: parents:communioate with each other;Atheypmostly use Korean.
Then,‘now does-this factor explain‘a‘largebportlonlof the
loss of their mother‘tongue? The followingsais an |
interpretatlon othhose reasons.

Accordlng to parent 1nterv1ews, two'mothers answered
that they use Korean 3, Engllsh and 15 both langnages.
Almost everyvmother reported”communioation'with tneir
children»was limited to:simple Sentenoes. _For example, the
utterances mostly used by’mothers was_"Have you done your
homework?"lfDld*yon eat“drnner° "Do thlS or do that, etc.

- The sentences mostly spoken by their chlldren were also

’ slmple sentences. J For example,‘ﬁYes)" ﬁNo,"iVFine,"'"Given
e allowanoe,": "I am 81ck " etc.l That ls, they_repeatedly
nsed the repetitive vOcabularies,and they rarely oot into
'any:oomplex conversations in Korean.' The pattern of
communication between mothers_and ohildren communicate,is

.thatfmothers uSe both langnages or‘only English and the

' ohildrenispeak‘andtrespond_mostly in EngllSh,. One mother

: reported‘that she_asks;herlsister;ln4lam,vwho can.speak
English betterpthan'she does, tohtranslatepher messages into

‘Engllsh'When‘she:neededlto deliver*important messageS"to her
own'onildl'vsome motners saidvthat‘tney Speak in Engllsh,

whether ‘it is correct or not, when they have to deliver
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important nessages‘related‘to the_aoademic matterbor to give
direotionshthatdshould'notvbe‘forgotten. Korean‘iS'used for
‘the simple daily‘oonversation.d |

| fherefore,.the ¢hildren ingthis“study have‘never had
chancesdto:moveﬁbeyond-elementary level‘use ofdkorean. The
following:exanple‘shoWs‘hoW a 7th¥grade—Korean student and
~ her nothergoommunicatef | |

(ThlS interview was done in Korean and Engllsh
: translatlon is in the parenthe51s )

~ Interviewer: ofojot| | ot 0‘101"? : OJOF756(-/Q1]i,7
: (What language do. you >peak to your child?)

- Mrs. K.: vé}'%p'ii 'oiOP)OJMDr

(I speak in Korean.)

'Intervlewer ZH 'E?”E "ok$ﬂ§h4»f7

(Why do you speak in Korean?)

Mrs. K: APt ol @ 25 e, A3RE
olok2) hyer
(Because I cannot speak English well, I
- speak in Korean )

Inter»viewer: ZE—-I% U’fjgc qt3tol mH
| FA5 w1 a2 ‘ |
(Then, your daughter must be very
‘ fluent in Korean, isn't she?)

Mrs: K: %kf 28z ohFuck = i F3EE
: o{o[:7[5'l~|:|~ e, B oy oAF 4EE
Fn bR og &g vor

-(Not at all. though I try to speak
in Korean 'with her, her
vocabularies are very elementary,

like at best 5-6 years old. ) [Now, o

© her daughter is a 7th grader ]
Mrs{ Klm gave. the example about glVlng her daughter the

dlrectlon of changing 1nto the sleepwear at bedtime.
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 other: TRz Hob Yoref
e (Change to the sleepwear )
‘.jDaughter What is %ﬁ%; ?

Mother: FFE W g %owora B
(Sleepwear is the clothes that you wear at
your bedtlme _ You don t know that yet?)

‘,Daughter:,Oh 'pajama or sleepwear'

Mother: 22, “pajama”il Zot gloj af

o ’(Yes, change to pajama )
- Slnce then,kwhen thls mother has to brlng up "sleepwear" or‘
pajama"dln Korean, she sw1tches the vocabulary 1nto in y
: _Engllsh and keeps the Korean sentence structure whlle her
':ldaughter contlnues u81ng the Engllsh vocabulary Flve other
;mother reported 51m1lar storles ThlS example 1ndlcates
.that chlldren take the 1n1t1at1ve on- language vocabulary
L) selectlon‘ .That 1is,. when chlldren cannot understand some
vKorean vocabulary in theiconversatlon w1th mothers, the
-mothers sw1tch 1nto Engllsh rather than they ‘have children
learn and use them later _Furthermore, when the same Korean
_vocabularles are brought up later 1n the conversatlon,,,
dmothers tend to use Engllsh words rather than Korean ones.
”.iAs time goes by, the conversatlons betWeen mothers(parents)
and chlldren tend to be conducted prlmarlly 1n Engllsh "As

Sac consequences, chlldren are 1051ng thelr Korean vocabulary

,and thelr Korean prof1c1ency ThlS is dlfferent from the
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result of studles Wlth Mexican background hlgh school
,students In thelr research Hakuta and D' Andrea(l992)
report that malntenance of Spanlsh prof1c1ency was
pr1nc1pally‘assoc1ated wlth adult language practlce in the
home. That‘is,'Mechanuparentsbtake the‘lnitiatives ln
their'conversation wlth their:chlldren | | |

| The student part1c1pants in thls study report that they
_ispeak w1th thelr siblings 1n Korean with a mean of 2. 180.
This report agrees,w1th the result:from the data'collected
~from the informal_talks,With'Korean college students:Who'
come toelearn Korean at a local‘University."Allroflu
students, in the Korean7class; communiCateKWlth their"
_51bllngs and Korean frlends ‘in Engllsh
Even‘though research has not been done on how much tlme‘
v_Korean*chlldren-spend‘talklng~w;th thelrvslbllngs, it isv
logical to'assume,that they WOuldtspend nore'time’talking :
'with:theirlsiblings ratherfthan’wlth their parents. o
Thereforef even at hoﬁe, theylare‘nore lihelyhtoxuse English

than Korean. The mothers rarely.asked‘their children to

t?»communiCate between siblings in=Korean5either, even though

vmothers sometlmes ‘pushed thelr chlldren to speak in Korean

to parents.
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N A family system without grandparenfs effects thé‘children's
' loés‘df'their mother»tpngué. | o
.‘ Factor 3 has three variéblés throﬁgh the questions,
"How much»do ybu£ pérentS speék té YOQ in‘Kofean?" "How’much
do you spéak to‘your_grandpareﬁts in Korean?":and "It is a‘
good idea‘for*schools to offerrKOIean.as”One of“Foreign-
laﬁguagé%;" anchvquestidns has mean séores Qf 4ﬂ553, 4.29é,
ahd 4.117‘£espectivély. : | “ |
o B This.expléins that*QrandparentS,andkstudents
commﬁnicété almost egcluéively‘in'KGreaﬁ; But‘the problem
is ﬁhat’Only ten studehﬁs out‘of all participants live with
Eﬁeir‘grandparent(s).‘ That 1is, evén théughvthey cdmmunicétev
With:théir grandparenté in'Korean, the chances to talk with‘
themiare:very limited. Efforts were made to find the -
factors affecting.langﬁage loss between gréﬁpsfliving with
grahdparehts and without them. However, because‘éf thevlackv
of Cases‘of the gréﬁb living with:grahdparents, it‘wés
impqssible to‘comparé between'them. | |
Influenced by Vygotéky's,emphasis on,thé
interdepehdénce'df:childﬁéh‘é1earning'and the Sociélly
,perided reSéurces‘tO‘Support that learning, Moll ahd  '
‘Gréenbérg(1990) emphééize‘that it is impértant to’créate the

specialvcirCUmstances within which children want to learn.
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When it 1s assumed that languagells one of SklllS or values
“to learn, it is crltlcally 1mportant for Korean chlldren to
have-a‘Spec1al-c1rcumstances-tovlearn and practice Korean
language Espec1ally, because‘the Korean language is oner
that requlres marklngs for manyklevels of deference 1n _
'casual speech, one cannot speak Korean w1thout conslderlng:,
one's_ownvsocial nosition‘andvage relative'to,thenpositionl
‘:and agehof onets addressee; | | ‘

o Traglc 1nc1dents between‘Korean grandparents and
grandchlldren are. sometlmes quoted by researchers to show
how terrrblevlt is for chlldren to losevthelr mother:tongue
(Wong—Filmore)199ll. Throuéh'these‘incidents,"lt‘lslsaid
that grandparentsﬂare'the'keepers Who“preServe]thelr
'vcultures and language { And they‘aredthe'messengers‘who Can i
dellyer Korean culture and language to thelr grandchlldren
Parent 1ntervrews indicate that parents_were very lenient
toWard their children's language behavior, gAnd’even‘though
they want'theirtchildren to learn Korean, theirAWish ls‘noti
S0 intensegas that of the grandparents. The parents’ wish_r
is that "If posslble,“ they:Want their childrendtgvkeep
' Korean‘cultureband language.s_But,jthrough the‘lnformal
talks»with thehgrandparents; they,indicated thatiitais‘ah
“must" that their.grandchildren should be ablento speak‘u

Korean, and to know their culture. Therefore,’it is
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concluded that grandparents are more active mediators than
parents in having children practice their langnage and
culture.

To the question, "If you can speak‘Korean; with whom do -
you speak Korean most frequently?" grandparents were the
choice that Korean students want most to talk with in their
mother.tongue. This result_supports the notionithat'
grandparents can be active mediators for their
.grandchildren's.learning Korean.

‘ Students'participants‘highly agree With the statement
that it is a good idea for schools to offer Korean as one ef
foreign.languages. This high agreement indicates that
children wantito learn their mother tongue as one of foreign
languages at school and that they feel school, not home, is
a better place to learn their mother tongue. . But, oniy 29%
of students reported'that tney have learned about Korea
mostly through‘special projects; not through the regular
curriculum. |

This is a different attitude from.that of their
mothers. Every mother participant,vwithout any exception,
accepted reSponsibility for their cnildren'losing their
mother tongue. Indirectly, this indicates that they believe
they are the ones who could and should teach Korean to their

children. But, their children seemed to prefer learning_,

58



their mothérbtoﬁgﬁe_atschddl and»do not blame their
pafents._'Theréfore, When‘the;r'deSiré‘is'not éupported Qy
thé'échoél'aﬁd they’do“not feel home'ié é proper pladebtdv
learn their>mothér tqngue,»they>¢ome‘toflose théirvmother

tongue.

Implicatiohs

Tﬁe analysis’reveaied sgveral‘factofé‘about'loSs of
 mother.tongue WithKQreénchiidreﬁ in the United Stateé.. It
Verified»in:léfgé part that Korean langﬁage loSs,hés been
occurring and thaﬁ the”languégé shifflhas beenito\English.
The”factors.férﬁtﬂe ioéé‘of:mothérvtongﬁe Were anéi§zed‘
across the Socia1'¢ontéxt sufrounding.fhe.students; family,
schobl, and studénts themSélves;:vFrom these faétors, the
‘followings éan,be ihterprefed:, -
l..The language staﬁus 6f Koréan,7iﬁ.the Unitéd States,
affects thé.attitddes’tQWard'StudenﬁS' Engliéh;~vThese
attitﬁdes, from thé parents,iteéchers, and stﬁdents
themselves influeﬁcé the loss of mdfhei tohgué.
2. Languégebraéticé’in'Koréah with'pafents_do not promote‘
thé sfudents' mother tongue proficiency beCause children':
'initiaté the sélectioﬁ of main vocabularies iﬁ English. |
‘3. Faﬁily sysfem.wifhout pareht grandparent§ have éhildren'

lose their mother tongue.
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ThéSe interpretafions tell ﬁs that‘Korean children in'thié
study areinot encouraged_to keep their mother #ongue.

At this pbinty tﬁis study provides an initial picturé
about Whichvdife¢tipn'future.reSearch on_the loss of mother
tohgue shouid bé‘déné:

1. Comparative fesearch aﬁohg different minorities in the
United States should be done on this issue. Even though
littie research has been done, we can understand the factors
 on the loss of the mother tongue are»nbt the same for the
different minorities in the United States. |

2. Longitudinél studies, starting from the pre-schocdl years,
are recommended:for an in-depth study. Eveﬁ though pfimary
language loss begins when children start schooling,
longitudinal studiés have an obvious advantage in providing

information over time.
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Appendix A:

Student Questionnaire

61



1. How would you describe yourself?
a. Korean b. Korean-American c. American
d. Others(Write in)

2. Were you born in the United States?
a. Yes _ ~ b.No

3. If you answered "No" to question #2, when did you come to the United States?
a. when I was younger than one year old
b. when I was one - four years old
c. when I was a kindergartner -third grader
d. when I was a fourth - sixth grader
e. when I was a seventh - twelfth grader

4. If you answered a or b to questlon #3 or you were born in the United States, did you go to
preschool/nursery before you started kindergarten ?
a. Yes b. No

5. How long have your parents stayed in the United States?
a. less than one year '
b. one - four years
c. five - eight years
d. nine - eleven years
e. longer than twelve years

6. What is your gender? ~ a. Boy ‘ b. Girl

7. What grade are yéu in? ' - grade

- 8. Including yourself, how many family members live at home ?

9. How many siblings do you have ?

10. Did you speak Korean when you were a child 7
~ a Yes b. No

" 11. Do you live With your grandparent(s) ?
_a. Yes b. No

12. What language 1s spoken most frequently in your home ?
a. Korean b. English c. Equally in both language Korean and Enghsh
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Beside each of the statements presented below, please circle one letter for each queétion. .

Question #13-16

"a. Strongly Agree
b. Agree '
¢. My ability is the same in both language
d. Disagree .
e. Strongly Dlsagree

13.1can speak English better than Korean.

14. 1 can read English better than Korean.

15. I can write English better than Korean. »
16. I can understand English better than Korean. -

Any comments on questions # ‘13-v16?:(Write‘ in)

ease

® P o o

«
C. .
(¢

o o6 o

[ eNa e R Ny (O}

Question #17-22

a. Always

b. Frequently

c. Sometimes ‘ ‘
d. On special occasions, or rarely
e. Never '

17. How much do your grandparents speak to you

in Korean?
18. How much de you speak to your grandparents

in Korean?
19. How much do your parents speak to you'in Korean?
20. How much do you speak to your parents in Korean?
21. How much do you speak with siblings in Korean?
22. How much do you speak with your Korean friends

~ in Korean?

Any comInenté on questions # ‘17-22?:(‘Write in)

Please
a

S S

circle

oo oo

one
C

o o6 o0 0

letter
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Question #23-31

a. Strongly Agree

b. Agree

c. I don't know

d. Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

Please circle  one _letter

23. It is difficult to learn English. b c d
24. Tt 1s difficult to learn Korean. a b c d
25. It is more difficult to learn Korean than English.  a b c d e
26. It is a good idea for schools to offer Korean a b ¢ d
as one of foreign languages.
27. My teacher(s) thinks I should improve English. - a b c d
28. My parent(s) thinks I should improve English. a - b c d
29. My parent(s) thinks I should improve Korean. a b c d
30. I think I should improve English. a b c d
31. I think I should improve Korean. a b c d
Any comments on question # 23 -317:(Write in)
Question #32-35
a. alot
b. some
c. I don't know
d. not much
e. not at all
Pleas il |
32. How much have learned about Korea a b c d
-1.e., Korean culture, history, and etc.-
- at school in the United States?
33. How much does your school library carry a b c d
books, which are written in Korean
or which are about Korea? .
34. How much do you have books, written in Korean, a b c d
that you can read?
35. How many Korean friends do you have? a b ¢ d e

Any comments on questions #32-357:(Write in)

A9
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36. When you come home from school is there someone who can speak Korean with you?
a. Yes ~ b.No

37. In school, have you leamedvabout Korea?
~a. Yes b. No -

38. If you answered "Yes" to questmn #37, which subject(s) have you learned about Korea n. ‘7
a. language art b social science  c. science d. hlstory
e. others:(Write in) '

' Any comments? (Write in).

39. Which racial background do your best friends have ? (You may circle more than one.)
a. Korean b. Other Asian (Chinese, Japanese, Vietnamese, ...)
c. White-American d. Afro-American e. Hispanic-American

f. Others:(Write in)

40. If you can speak Korean , with whom do you speak Korean most frequently ? (You may
choose more than one answer.)

a. parents _b. siblings c. grandparents ~ d. Korean friends

e. other:(Write in) o

41. Which language do you consider to be most nnportant to you?
~a. Korean ' b. English

42. Why did you determine which language was most important to you in questlon #4 1?
(You may choose more than one answer.)
a. because it is the first language I learned to speak.
b. because it is the language I use most frequently.
¢. because it is the language that I speak and understand best.
d. because it is the language that best represents my heritage.
e. because it is the language spoken by my parents.
f. other reasons:(Write in)

- 43. Do you go to Weekend Korean Language School? .
a. Yes b. No c. T used to go.
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g ‘44 Ifyou answered "Yes " to questlon #43 why? (You may choose more than one answer ) :
- -a. because my parents want me to-go. ‘ ul o

~..b. because [ want to learn Korean. '
, c. because I Want to. commumcate better w1th my parents
o d. because I am a Korean_

e because I.can meet and play with my Korean fnends

- f because I want to prepare for SAT
g other reasons: (Wnte m)

o1
i

45, If you answered "Yes" to qlllestlon #43 how long have you been attendmg?

- 46 Ifyou answered. “No"to the ‘question #43 why? (You rnay choose more than one answer. )
a. because | have never heard about that. T -

b because I am busy enough with school works
- c. because I don't want to learn Korean.

~d. because I don't have transportatlon to go there.

€. other reasons: (Wrrte m)
R |

47. ‘If you an‘swered "I‘usedto go" to question #43, when did you attend?

48. If you anSWefed "l- 'used to' lgo to questlon #43 how long d1d you attend? '

' 49 Please grve me.any suggestrons for you to be a better bllmgual n Korean and Enghsh; ’

l
¥
)
!
|
]
i

Thank you so much b
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APPENDIX B:

PARENT INTERVIEW SHEET

67



Parent Interv1ew Sheet‘ -

What grade is your chlld 1n?

—

l\-) .

What gender is she/he? Glrl o .Boy o

’ b.)

. Was your ch11d born i 1n ;he _Umted StateS‘? ) Y eS' o "No ’

4 If""NO"‘ to #3, when di'(i'he/b_she: come to the United St'ate"s?“ o

v

;Wha‘tl‘anguage do you :speak‘ to your'eliild?i“Korean G Enghsh :

" Both

‘Q\'

Could your chlld speak Korean when he/she was young‘7 Yes

:‘<\)

D1d you send your ch11d to the preschool to have hlm/her learn Enghsh?

'Yesi

“No"'

No »

‘8. How did you have your child prepare for the schooling?

. Have you ever taught Korean alphabets before English oneg,?' 3  Yes |

.. 10. Have you ever asked/forced your ch1d to use spe01ﬁc language at home?'

- Yes No'

11 If "Ye,s"ft‘of#&which language would it be and why?

' | 12 When do you thlnk y{ou:rehi_ld“ s?taﬁed using moreEnghsh? o ﬂ




13 What subject(s) does your child like most?

M Wy you ik s s that sbect?

15 What‘ d: ‘you thmk abOUt your chlld's Korean proﬁc1ency7 , ‘f NEE

~ speaking
understandmg S

- writing
' -V:f';»."readmg

. 16 What do you thmk about your chlld's Enghsh proﬁuency?

S ellont

45 6

o speakmg

- : understandmg

- writing

L 'readmg

v Have you ever been adv1sed from school teacher(s) that your chlld's Enghsh should be‘v.:i” o

L vl‘.-“1mproved7 E Ye_sf‘ TR ..,No

- :: 18 If “Yes what d1d you do to do so" ‘

| -\19 Have you ever felt that you have dlﬁiculty to commumcate w1th your ch11d because of L
o 'language problem? ’__.'*Yesv e ‘No : Lo

20 Howlonghaveyou sayedinthe Uried States?

21, Why did you cometo the United Stated?




22.

23.

Are you happy to hve in the Umted States? | Yes SR 'NO. ‘

What is the most bothersome problem in hvmg in the Umted States?

24,
25,

26

How many famlly member do you have?

Do you send your chrld to the Weekend Korean Language School? ~ Yes

If "Yes" to #25 Why? .

27,

If "No" to #25, why?

28,

Is your child caﬂed by an American name? Yes i “ No

:‘ 2.9.“How.often do you vgo to your child's school ,beeaose:of his/her educational matter?

30,

What do you think is the most important -coneern of your ‘child? -

31.

Whatis- your mos_t important concern t_o your‘ch'rld?f' o

o

What do you_bwa'nt‘you:r ehﬂd tobe?

o33

| .
H

Are you fsatisﬁed‘fw'ithyom child's academic p'erformanee? i ] Yes "

34

Are you satisfied w1th you'r"ohil_d"s Korean language performance? o Yes_‘ :

“NO»‘.
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35. Are you satisfied with your child's English performance? -

Yesv

36. Why do you_.thjnk ydur child is losing Kdreah?

7

- Thank you!
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