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Abstract

This study examines two questions involving students in a
transitional bilingual education program learning to read in a
second language. The first question deals with the impact of
second-language (L 2) text structure on comprehensi on processes,
whilethesecond dealswiththelevel of oral languageproficiency
necessary to comprehend L2 texts. Findings demonstrate that
comprehension“errors’ begin at thewordlevel and expandtothe
sentencelevel (or beyond) inorder for thereader to makemeaning
fromthetexts. Oral languageproficiency provedtobeaninadequate
measure in determining “ correct” comprehension of L2 texts. A
genericprocessor or wholegroup model of instructionisinadequate
in meeting L2 readers' needs because the generic processor
perspectiveassumesthat L 2 |earnerscometo school with similar
linguistic backgrounds, experiences, and cultural perspectives.
Thefocusof transitioninstruction should beonindividual learning
needs, assessed inamanner that enablestheteacher to determine
the cultural, linguistic, and cognitive interplay between the text
and the reader. Knowing students and their families, along with
their instructional needs, will enableteacherstohelpL2learners
move towards a generic processor model with more success.

I ntroduction

In attemptsto increase achievement and accountability, literacy teaching
and learning have been the focus of recent reform efforts (Freeman & Freeman,
1999). Although second-language (L 2) literacy learning has been investigated
in the past (e.g., Carrell, Devine, & Eskey, 1988; Steffenson, Joag-dev, &
Anderson, 1979), there has been a continued call to research the reading
processesof L2 learnerst (Au, 1998; August & Hakuta, 1998; Bernhardt, 1991;
Chamot & O’ Malley, 1996; Fitzgerad, 1995g; Fitzgerad & Noblit, 1999; Gersten,
1996; Jiménez, Garcia, & Pearson, 1996; K erper-Mora, 1999; Koda, 1996).
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Issues specificto L2 literacy learning have appeared from theresearchin
thisarea(Anderson & Roit, 1998; Fitzgerald & Noblit, 1999; Reese, Garnier,
Gallimore, & Goldenberg, 2000). Thisstudy examinestwo of theseissueswith
regard to comprehension. First, how are the comprehension processes of L2
learners transitioning to English reading affected by L2 text structure? In
other words, what syntactical text structures might be problematic for students
transitioning from Spanish to English reading? Second, what istherole of L2
oral proficiency with regard to L 2 text comprehension?

There are not many studies investigating bilingual literacy processes
among elementary-age students (Comeau, Cormier, Grandmaison, & Lacroix,
1999; Ramirez, 1994). Moreover, therearefew qualitative studiesthat alow for
“in-depth analysis of fewer subjects with a broader number of variables”’
(Gonzalez, 1999, p. xv) enabling “ obstacles’? from the L2 learners’ perspectives
to be uncovered. This paper reportstheresults of abilingual (English-Spanish)
study investigating errors from student-generated written recalls. The
researcher’sintent was to cometo a better understanding of L2 students’ text
interpretationsand to ascertain what role, if any, L 2 text structure (syntax) and
oral proficiency played in their comprehension of texts.

Literature Review: Second-Language
Reading Cognitive Processes

There are several comprehensive reviews of the literature with regard to
L2 reading in general (e.g., Bernhardt, 1991; Fitzgerald, 1995b; Geva &
Verhoeven, 2000; K erper-Mora, 1999; Ramirez, 1994). This paper focuseson
the comprehension processes that L2 readers experience, as well as the L2
oral proficiency necessary to successfully comprehend L2 texts as a native
speaker might comprehend them. It isrecognized at the onset that reading is
a complex cognitive process involving more than language proficiency to
understand texts as native speakers might comprehend them; however, oral
language proficiency is commonly used by teachers to make instructional
decisions and used as a readiness indicator for program placement or to
transition students to L2 reading (Goldenberg, 1996). As Cummins (2003)
points out, there is a misconception regarding the three levels of language
proficiency. The basic interpersonal conversation skills (BICS) are generally
acquired within 2 to 3 years, enabling L 2 learnersto communicate effectively
using cues (i.e., facial expressions, tone of voice, intonation, gestures) during
their everyday use of language. Thisisthe level of proficiency most native
English speakers have acquired upon entering kindergarten. The second tier
pertains to the student’s knowledge of how discrete language skills (DLS)
(i.e., punctuation, grammar, and conventions of print) functionintheL2. As
the students progress through the grades, their knowledge of DL S grows and
becomes more complex. If thefirst-language (L1) DLSclosely alignwith those
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of the L2, these skillswill be acquired faster. Finally, the cognitive academic
language proficiency (CALP) needed to succeed when reading about abstract
concepts (especially in the upper grades) generally takes 5 or more years to
attain. Many in education base their instructional decisions upon students’

first tier of language proficiency (BICS) without considering students’ DL Sor
CALPintheL1 ortheL 2. At thetime of thisstudy’sdatacollection, thedistrict
utilized criteria for transition that included L1 reading and listening
comprehension, aswell as L2 oral proficiency and listening comprehension;

however, most of the participants were in a transition reading group based
upon teacher judgement and had never had the transition readiness criteria
administered to determineinstructional placement. In addition, many districts,
in states that do not have bilingual programs, base program placements upon
thefirst tier of oral language proficiency.

To further complicate matters, teachers generally teach asif al students
are at the same placein their learning development. This*“generic processor”
model assumes that all students comprehend or interpret texts the same.
Learningisviewed asgeneric or “onesizefitsall” andisplayed out by asking
“known answer questions” (Heath, 1983) to check comprehension. It is
assumed that all studentswill glean the same meaning from texts, all students
will understand concepts in the same way, and all students bring the same
knowledge about the English language with them to school. This is not
accepted as an accurate view of learning or reading processestoday (Freeman
& Freeman, 1999).

L2 Reading Processes

Reading model s designed specifically for L2 learners have been available
for sometime (Bernhardt, 1991; Carrell, Devine, & Eskey, 1988). It isimportant
to note that these models were created based on studies with L2 adult
participants. Cognitively, children have been found to think as adults; however,
children lack the experiencesthat enable them to processinformation as adults
(Carey, 1985). Theauthor contendsthat children approach L2 reading differently
than adults. As stated earlier, little work has been published to date that
focuseson bilingual children’sL 2 reading processes. Thisraisesthe question
of generalizability to younger, less experienced L2 readers. Although it is
problematic to assume children become L 2 readers akin to adults, many studies
have taken that leap without considering the problems of this approach. At
timeswhen reading theliterature, it isdifficult to discern the age of participants
because studies that may or may not have included children are cited to
support statements. For the reader’s information, where applicable, work
concerning L2 children has been marked with an asterisk following these
citations. In this review, every attempt was made to only include studies that
had children as participants.
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Another issue stressed by Garcia, Pearson, and Jiménez* (1994) concerns
the many bilingual program models found throughout the United States. One
district or school might define “bilingual” differently than another district or
school. These variables point to theimportance of Gonzalez's* (1999) call for
morein-depth investigations of participants’ school environments, aswell as
what Freeman & Freeman* (1999) term “external factors’ (culture, L1,
socioeconomic status, etc.) that contribute to the overall education of our
language-minority children.

Theorists (e.g., Cummins, 1981) hypothesized that bilingual studentsare
able to transfer knowledge from their L1 to a second language when they
become proficient in that language (Gersten,* 1996). Krashen* (1988; 2002a)
includes reading in this equation, stating that “once you can read in one
language, thisknowledgetransfersrapidly to any other language you learnto
read. Once you can read, you can read” (2002b, p. 5). Jiménez, Garcia, and
Pearson* (1996) used think-alouds in an attempt to invoke cognitive and
metacognitive strategiesfromtheir bilingual participants. Cultural and linguistic
familiarity with the text created a qualitatively different experience for the
readers. They found that reading expertise and explicit L1-L2 vocabulary
knowledge affected reading comprehension when the bilingual participants
were more focused upon strategies that helped them dea with unknown
vocabulary. Also, the less proficient bilingual reader believed that her
knowledge of English reading only facilitated Spanish reading, whereas the
more proficient reader felt there was areciprocal relationship between thetwo
languagesin assisting her comprehension of L1 and L 2 texts. The monolingual
reader, free from vocabulary and prior knowledge demands, was able to
concentrate on the interpretation and comprehension of the text as a whole.
These varied metacognitive perspectives point to the different processes
students attend to while reading.

Valedez Pierce* (2001) synthesized perspectivesabout L 2 reading models
stating that the process of reading in L1 and additional languagesis similar,
except for two important variablesthat L 2 readersbring to their reading situation.
These variables are prior knowledge and L2 proficiency (see also Chamot &
O'Malley*, 1996; Peregoy & Boyle*, 2001). Koda (1996) pointed out that
connections between thewords of the text and the context (global knowledge)
brought to the reading task by the reader are “bi-directiona” in that they
interact and ultimately influence text comprehension overall. She also posits
that when students learn to read in the L2 after the L1, “there is greater
probability that L 1 experience effectsinteract with other factorsin shaping L2
processing procedures’ (p. 458). Geva and Verhoeven* (2000) hypothesize
that L1 and L2 readersdiffer in their level of word recognition efficiency but
rely on similar strategies and underlying processes when comprehending
texts. On the other hand, Grabe* (1988) states that some students may need
direct instruction regarding the application of certain reading strategiesin the
L2, asall reading strategies do not automatically transfer from the L 1.
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Ramirez* (1994) summarized theliterature onliteracy acquisition among
L2 learners, noting that “the use of extratext-based knowledge, reading . . .
strategies, and metalinguistic awareness of literacy conventions play an
important rolein L2 literacy acquisition” (p. 95). His summary demonstrated
that “effectively” interpreting second-language texts, as the mainstream L1
student or teacher might interpret them, requiresmore onthe part of L2 learners.
SinceL 2 learnerstypically have different experiences and linguistic knowledge
than L1 speakers, unknown vocabulary and diverse backgrounds preclude
and interrupt the interpretative process.

Role of L2 Ora Proficiency

Anderson and Roit* (1998) highlighted the controversy behind the notion
that a student must be “orally proficient” in the L2 before beginning to read
that language. They believe that due to the increasing diversity among the
U.S. school-age population, it isno longer conceivable (or equitable) to wait
for L2 oral proficiency to develop before beginning to read inthe L2 (English).
Anderson and Roit concludethat L 2 reading should be* promoted” for certain
L2 learners and “not avoided” for others (p. 51). With proper instructional
methods, students can learn strategies that will enhance their reading ability
inthe new language whileincreasing oral proficiency.

Goodman, Goodman, and Flores* (1979) assert that L 2 reading instruction
should begin when thelearners show receptive understanding. Barrera* (1983)
has shown that learning to read in the L2 provides a reciprocal relationship
between oral language proficiency and L2 reading ability. In other words,
learning to read in the L2 assists and develops oral language proficiency,
whileincreasing oral proficiency assists and improves L 2 reading ability.

Inabilingual study, Langer, Bartolomé, Vésguez, and L ucas* (1990) stated
that meaning-making strategiesin Spanish and English were what distinguished
the better English readers among bilingual fifth graders. Oral language
proficiency in Spanish and English did not appear to enable text
comprehension; rather, students’ ability to make meaning of the texts proved
to beamoreimportant variable.

Cummins (2003) and Krashen (2003) also advocate the “power” of
extensive reading for L2 readers because it is by reading that students have
access to the low-frequency vocabulary and grammatical structuresfound in
texts, as opposed to the high-frequency vocabulary and syntax of everyday
conversational language. Freeman and Freeman (2003) discussthe goalsof a
word-recognition approach versus a sociopsycholinguistic approach to
reading instruction. In the former, written language builds upon an oral
language base, whilethe latter emphasi zes the construction of meaning based
upon the interaction of cues from the text and the background knowledge of
the reader. Onereason using aword-recognition approach is problematic with
L2 readersisthat teachers may delay reading instruction until acertain level
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of oral proficiency hasbeen reached. Freeman and Freeman go on to state that
L2 classroom teachers often work on readiness skills, vocabulary, and
pronunciation to the exclusion of reading. Because students pronounce the
words correctly when reading does not mean that they comprehend the text
accurately; L2 oral proficiency isnot the only factor to consider when teaching
reading to English languagelearners (ELLS).

In sum, recent research regarding L 2 reading processes appearsto support
differing cognitive processes for children reading and comprehending L2
texts, compared with L1 readers. The literature also demonstrates the
supporting role that L2 oral proficiency plays, rather than purporting a
necessary or central rolein “accurate” text comprehension. ReadinginthelL 2
should not be delayed for many L2 readers whiletheir L2 oral proficiency is
developing (Anderson & Rait, 1998) and should emphasi ze meaning-making
over decoding (Langer, Bartolomé, Vasguez, & Lucas*, 1990). The tiers of
language necessary for academic success in English (DLS and CALP)
(Cummins, 2003) should be developed simultaneously, building upon the
knowledge EL L sbring to school with them.

Theoretical Framework

Asmentioned earlier, Gonzél ez (1999) advocates the use of aframework
based upon cognitive psychological theory to investigate issuesin bilingual
education and L2 learning. Thisapproach to research allowsthe understanding
of “internal representational and thinking processes involved” (Gonzélez,
p. xvi). It enables the effects of external factors such as culture and language
to befactored into the analysis, while internal factors such as developmental
variables are also considered. Thisultimately leadsto amore comprehensive
understanding of within and between group differences while opening doors
for students, improving teacher practice, and generating knowledge about L 2
readers’ cognitive processes. Because reading is an “interactive and
multidimensional process,” it requires different featuresto be considered when
analyzing L2 readers data(Ramirez*, 1994, p. 80). L 2 |earners make meaning
from textsviatext-based and reader-based features (Anderson*, 1999; Barnett,
1988; Bernhardt, 1986, 1991; Koda, 1996). By examining students’ written
retellings of texts, researchers can extract and categorize differences in
understanding or comprehension into text- and reader-based features. Thus,
researchers are able to investigate L2 readers’ comprehension in multiple
waysand analyze datafor “potential relationshipsin and among thetext- and
reader-based features’ (Bernhardt, 1991, p. 171).

Thetheoretical framework selected had to allow for microanalyses(Trueba,
1989) of individual comprehension while coding L2 readers’ understandings
of texts. This was necessary to determine “obstacles’ experienced when
learning to read inthe L2. Bernhardt's (1991) sociocognitive framework for L2
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reading fit the criteriabecauseit allowed for theflexibility of: (a) language use
for the reader when recalling his or her interpretation of texts, (b) L2 oral
proficiency levels, and (c) different text types and levels. The text-based
features, or featuresthat are found within the texts, include word recognition
(word-level or translation errors), phonemic-graphemic decoding
(misidentification of wordsbased upon oral or visual similarities), and syntactic
feature recognition (meaning-based errors between and among words at the
sentence level) (see Table 1). Reader-based features, or features inherently
found within the reader, encompass prior knowledge, intratextual perception,
and metacognition, albeit all that isreported hereisbased upon the qualitative
analyses of written recallsfocusing on text-based features. (See Avalos, 1999,
for the complete study, including quantitative analyses and findings
concerning reader-based features.)

Freeman and Freeman* (1999) call for a“ sociopsycolinguistic”’ theory of
reading focusing on external factors (culture, L1, socioeconomic status, etc.)
and errors made by the reader to determine strengths and weaknesses.
Meaning is constructed and reconstructed by the reader while using three
cueing systems together: the graphophonic (written and sound), syntactic
(wordsand grammar), and semantic (meaning) systems of language (Goodman,
1965). The combination of sociological and psycholinguistic literacy theories
brings to light the importance of the three cueing systems available to the
reader, based on background knowledge and prior experiences. As readers
construct meaning, background factors interact with the cueing systems
available to the reader, leading to the construction of meaning; whether it is
the meaning the author intended depends upon the reader’s knowledge of the
cueing systems and similar background experiences. This study utilized
sociocognitive (Bernhardt, 1991), sociocultural, and psycholinguistic (Freeman
& Freeman, 1999) approaches to data analysis in order to comprise external
factors and individual errors.

M ethod

Setting and Participants

This study took place at an elementary school located in a southern
Cadliforniacity with apopulation of over 235,000 people. The popul ation of the
school was about 900 students (preschool through sixth grade) at the time of
the study. At the time, the school had the largest minority student population
within the district and was characterized by ahigh L2 learner population and
low socioeconomic status. Ninety-three percent of the school’s population
participated inthe federally funded free or reduced-price meal program. During
the year of data collection, 82% of the students were Hispanic, 10% non-
Hispanic White, 6% African American, 1% Asian American, and 1% other.
Sixty percent of the Hispanics enrolled were designated as limited English
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proficient (LEP) according to district criteria. These studentswereplacedina
setting that enabled them to receive instruction in their native language
(Spanish) to transition them to English reading instruction. Generally, this
transition took placein third or fourth grade, but the population’shigh mobility
rate (over 40%) necessitated bilingual teachers through the sixth grade.

Tablel
Bernhardt’s Text-Based Features

Feature Definition Example of error in this
category
Word Recognition Mistrandation; Text read, "A woman
incorrect use of came walking up the hill.
semartic 'Galal Kiss!' she called.”
interpretation. Student wrote, " . . . a

lady named Kiss." The
student interpreted
"called" as the Spanish
“llamar" [to be named].

Phonemic-Graphemic | Misidertification of Text read, "Un Haltillo
words based upon de Cerezas [A bundle of

visual or aural cherries]." Studert
similarities wrote, "Un haltillo de
cervezas [A bundle of
beerg]."
Syntactic Feature Misunderstanding the | Text read, "She was
Recognition relationship between | their owner. . . .
and amongwords at | Dorothy was an
the sentence level American, but she had
come to live and work
in the Swiss Alps."

Student wrote, "Their
owner lived and worked
in America."

Thirty fourth-grade students were randomly selected by phase of L2 oral
proficiency (Preproduction—Phase 1; Early Production—Phase 2; Speech
Emergence—Phase 3; and Intermediate Fluency—Phase 4) and L2 reading
transition levels (Beginning or second-gradelevel; Middle or third-gradelevel;
and End or fourth-gradelevel). TheL2 ora proficiency phaseswere determined
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by theteachersviathe Student Oral Language Observation Matrix assessment,
conducted 4 months prior to data collection. The transition reading levels
were determined by teachersusing established district criteria(L 2 oral language
proficiency and listening comprehension, and L 1 reading comprehension and
writing proficiency). Of the 30 randomly selected participants, 22 received
parental permission to participate (mean age = 10.9 years) (see Table 2 for
detailed participant information). All of the students had been classified as
LEP and placed in a classroom with L1 instruction upon school enrollment.
The participants in the study were either receiving Spanish language arts
instruction (Phase 2 students) or were at the beginning, middle, or end of
transition to English language arts.

Classroom reading instruction

Participants came from various classrooms; some had transferred from
multiple school s between kindergarten and fourth grade. Teachersat the school
had differing philosophies regarding the teaching and learning of reading.
Some were more traditional in their instruction than others with the more
traditional teachers using basal series and direct instruction; however, the
majority emphasized meaning construction over decoding. In addition, this
Title| school had the resources to reduce class size during language arts, and
students were grouped according to instructional needs for guided reading,
even inthe middle and upper grades. Teachersthroughout the school planned
thematically and integrated content and language arts instruction.

Data Collection and Analysis

Thedatacollected and analyzed included student records, written recalls,
and prior knowledge surveys. Theresearcher gathered written recall protocols
from the 22 fourth-grade participants to assess reading comprehension
processes both intralingually and interlingually (within and across languages).
Thewritten recalls were gathered over a period of 6 days and totaled 241.

Data Collection

Sudent records and recalls

Student records included LEP files containing longitudinal oral English
proficiency data, district transition criteria scores, standardized test scoresin
boththeL 1 and L2 when available, and teachers' running record analysesthat
provided a reading level with comprehension (see Table 2). These records
provided in-depth information of participants and served to triangulate the
complete data set (see Avalos, 1999, for acomplete report).
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Following Bernhardt’s model, texts were selected by the researcher and
passages excerpted (approximately 100 to 125 words per excerpt) for the
participants to read and recall in writing. The excerpted texts contained
approximately the same amount of words found within a running record
assessment, and the typical number of words that would allow students’
comprehension and reading levels to be assessed (Johns, 2003). Five of the
texts were written in Spanish and six in English, including narrative and
expository passages from second-, third-, and fourth-grade textbooks (Hann
& Jones, 1965; Harcourt Brace, 19973, 1997b; Scholastic, 1996; Silver Burdett,
19844, 1984b, 19853, 1985b). For the purpose of this study, these texts are
viewed as “authentic texts’ because the passages (with the exception of
Hann & Jones, 1965) were selected from booksthat were either actually used
by the teachers or available to the students as supplemental resourcesin their
classrooms. Therefore, students were exposed to these texts on adaily basis
and the texts are, thus, described as “ authentic” in the sense that this was the
reality of print for L2 studentswithin the context of school. Hann and Jones's
(1965) piece was selected so that a narrative expository passage could be
included within the text types.

To determine students’ prior knowledge of passages and content sel ected,
asurvey (seeAppendix A) was completed (in English or Spanish) prior to data
collection. This was done after the topics and passage titles were discussed
with the participants’ five teachers to determine the amount of instructional
time (if any) spent on each. The fourth-grade classroom teachers had not
used the passages selected. When participants were asked to self-report
information on the prior knowledge survey, only 18 of 242 possible responses
(13%) indicated previous knowledge of the texts or concepts (see Appendix A
for asampling of responses).

Recall procedure

Over aperiod of 6 daysat the end of the participants' fourth-grade academic
year, the researcher pulled the students from their classrooms to collect the
data. Students were asked to read the selected passage excerpts and
immediately write what they recalled from these texts. Prior to reading each
passage, the students were prompted orally by the researcher and in writing
asfollows:

Read the following passage. When you finish, turn the passage over
and write everything you remember so that afriend would be ableto
understand what you just read. You may writein English or Spanish,
the choiceisyours. Take your time when reading since thereisn't a
timelimit, and remember, youwill bewriting about what you areable
to recall from the text when you finish reading. Once you turn the
passage over, you will not be able to ook at it again. If you have a
guestion, pleaseraiseyour hand sothat | canassist you. Whilel can’t
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help you with the reading of the text, | will be able to clarify the
procedure for you. When you are writing about what you have read,
do not worry about correct spelling. How you spell isn’t asimportant
as your thoughts and what is written. Try to sound out the word.
However, if you need help with spelling, raise your hand and | will
assist you.

The prompt was read aloud first in Spanish and then in English as the
researcher explained the recall procedure to the students. There was no time
limit for reading the texts since the focus of this study was on L2 reading
comprehension rather than fluency or speed.

Data Analysis

While part of alarger study, the focus of the data analysis for this paper
is the qualitative coding of written recalls into Bernhardt’s three text-based
features. Based upon text-based recall errors creating alternative
understandings of thetexts, the researcher looked at therecall datato determine
text- and language-based variabl es affecting comprehension. (See Appendixes
B and C for examples of textsand recalls.)

Recall analyses

Johnson’s (1970) method of scoring recall protocols was adapted by
Bernhardt (1991) and used for data coding purposes. After the texts were
selected, three fluent readers of English read the English texts individually
and marked all placesin thetext wherethey naturally paused or stopped while
reading. Three fluent Spanish readers completed the same procedure for the
Spanish texts. Thiswas done to establish “pausal units’ so that the passages
could be divided into comprehensible chunks of language based upon the
main ideas and supporting details of thetexts. These pausal unitswere analyzed
for interrater reliability between the three English and the three Spanish readers.
Agreement was reached on 99% of the Spanish and 100% of the English texts.
After the passages were divided, each pausal unit was scored from 1 to 4;
units scored as 1 were considered the least important in comprehending the
main ideas of the text, and those scored as 4 were considered very important
in understanding the main ideas. Once more, the three English-language and
the three Spanish-language researchers established an acceptable interrater
reliability (100%) for the scores after the discussing differences.

Student recallswereanalyzed in asimilar fashion. Their individual ly written
summaries were divided into chunks and coded according to the pausal units
established by the three English-language and the three Spanish-language
readers (see Avalos, 1999, for examples of coded data). Thereafter, the
participants errors were coded into Bernhardt’s text-based features (see
Table 1). Reliability checks were completed with two others to ensure that
therewas agreement in coding therecall “chunks’ into appropriate categories.
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Aninterrater reliability rateresulted in 100% after discussion and verification
of consistency across different text types. Again, space limitations preclude
the author from reporting results of the entire study here.

Srengths and limitations of the study

The strengths of the methodology used for this study include the ability
to analyze students' understandings of texts at amicro level while factoring
out individual differencesamong oral proficiency levels. In addition, limiting
participants to one grade level benefited the study in a couple of ways. First,
selecting students from one grade level enabled more control over differing
maturity levels, reading levels, and student interests. This resulted in more
reliable and generalizable findings to similar- or same-age L2 populations.
Second, the researcher selected passages from different texts with one grade
level or curriculum in mind, thus facilitating passage selection.

An advantage to using this procedureincluded no “interference’ (positive
or negative) between what the student actually recalled and what the student
might have recalled if prompted with questions. In addition, this situation
somewhat mirrorswhat L 2 |earners must undertake when tested or completing
tasks without teacher support. These advantages were also found to be
disadvantages because the participants were not accustomed to this
procedure. In their classrooms, as in most classrooms, comprehension was
assessed by teacher questions, worksheets, or journal activities. Also, while
inclass, studentswere generally allowed to look at the textswhen summarizing,
answering questions, or even when taking standardized tests. These
differences in what the students were used to doing in their classrooms, and
what they were asked to do for this study might have skewed the dataslightly.

The use of these methods with children versus adult participants is
something else that must be considered. Bernhardt (1991) had college- and
high school—age participants in her study; their L2 reading and cognitive
processing abilities were different than those of children. It could be argued
that these methods are not entirely applicable to a younger population. To
give L2 readersatext and ask them to summarize the content isachallenging
task; however, an overwhelming majority of recallswere written in Spanish,
even when recalling English texts. Having the option towriteintheir L1 or L2
provided participants the opportunity to use their dominant language in
recalling thetext (Bernhardt, 1991); however, to writeasummary isaskill that
children generally develop when there has been an instructional emphasis,
and thismight not have been the case for these participants. Another limitation
wasthe small number of participantsfor generalizability; however, thedesign
iswhat Gonzélez (1999) advocates in order to look in depth at the interplay
between cognition, culture, and language. This study was an ambitious effort
torecognizetheindividual needsof L2 learners stemming from different texts
and L2 oral proficiency levels. The unassisted interaction between the reader
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and the texts resulting in students’ comprehension or interpretations of the
texts is what was sought for analysis. The use of recall assumed that the
student understood enough of the text to be able to write about it. This might
not have been the case for all students. More bilingual research is needed
among younger L2 learnersacquiring Englishwhilelearning to read. However,
what is reported here is viewed as important work that contributes to the
knowledge base regarding L2 reading comprehension processes.

Results

As Bernhardt (1991) posits, student recalls contained all error types for
L1 and L2 texts. Thedegreeof error varied depending upon the language and
structure of the text (L1 or L2) and the accuracy of the conjecture. In other
words, some errors were problematic with regard to comprehension while
otherswere not. For example, the use of “ cuarto delosvisitantes’ (“visitor’s
room”) for “ dormitorio de las visitas’” (“visitor’'s bedroom”) as written in
iMusica maestra! (second-grade Spanish text) (Williams, 1996) was not
considered problematic because they are synonymous. On the other hand,
the translation of “owner” as “boss’ could create problems for the reader
when posed with questions or retelling the story because the meanings are
not necessarily synonymous (see Table 1 and Appendixes B and C for
examples). Reported here are the problematic text-based errors, or those that
might lead the student to an alternative or different understanding of the text
when compared with the understanding gleaned by anative speaker. All recalls
reported here were translated with corrected spelling and/or grammar for the
ease of the reader. Space limitations prevent the inclusion of al texts and
recallswithin thismanuscript; however, AppendixesB and Cinclude excerpted
textsand recall samples.

Word Recognition Errors

Errorsin this category involved word-level or translation errors. When
readingintheir L1, the participants made fewer word recognition (WR) errors.
Limited recall of L2 texts and English-Spanish semantics, along with alimited
knowledge of English syntax and vocabulary, appeared to be problematic. For
example, as indicated in the paragraph above, one participant interpreted
“owner” as“boss.” Thetext read, “ Shewastheir owner, Dorothy Eustis,” and
the student (L EP Phase 4) wrote, “ Their bosswas alady, she had many dogs.”
(See Appendix B for the complete text excerpt). Probing the student would
clarify the interpretation; however, if completing atask (e.g., a standardized
test) that does not allow for teacher or peer support, thismight lead to further
misinterpretations and become a problem when answering set questions. Other
examples of WR errorswithin student recall, as compared with the actual text,
areprovidedinTable 3.
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Table3
Examples of Word Recognition Errors

Student | LEP | Text levelitype Recall and analysis
code(s) | phase

4 4 2-1 Narrative |" ... (illegible) owner came, it was a woman
her name was Galla Kiss she was the owner
of the dogs." [Interpreted "called” as the
Spanish "llamar” (to be named).]

9 4 2-1 Narrative |" ... about Gala and Kiss an American [who]
went to livein. . . " [Interpreted names "Gala"
and "Kiss' as belonging to one person.]

12 3 2-1 Narrative |". .. alady named Kiss." [Interpreted the
name "Kiss' to be the woman's name rather
than the dog's]

21 2 2-1 Narrative |". .. and alady gave each of the dogs a kiss
and the dogs wert to play again." [Interpreted
the name "Kiss' as a verb.]

1 2 2-1 Narrative | "Barks' as in "river banks' [possibly
interpreted as financial institutions], " . . .
habia dinero" [" . . . there was money"].

12 3 2-1 Narrative | "Rivers' interpreted as "charcos [puddles].”

8 4 2-1 Narrative | "Rainy season” interpreted as "primavera

Expository [spring]." "Mate" interpreted as "hijos
[children]."
7 4 2-1 Narrative | "Owner" interpreted as "boss."
9 4 4th Expository | "Clothing" interpreted as "cloth.”

English-Spanish semantics

Many students used the Spanish meaning of aword to interpret English
text. These errors were made across L2 proficiency levels and text types. In
some cases, false cognates interfered with student comprehension, but this
error category had other roots aswell. Recalls from the lower-level L2 texts
(second- and third-grade narratives) had problematic errors, asdid the fourth-
grade narrative and expository recallsfor al studentsregardless of oral English

proficiency.
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The second-grade narrative recalls had many errors related to the
following excerpt: “A woman came walking up the hill. ‘Galal” ‘Kiss!’ she
caled” (Moore, 1996). Students4, 9, and 12 interpreted “ called” asthe Spanish
verb “llamarse,” whichisliterally translated as“to call oneself.” The common
English translation of “llamarse” is “to be named”; therefore, the students
appeared to create meaning by literally translating and naming the woman
“Gala Kiss,” rather than using “called” in the context of summoning.
Interestingly, thisbeginning transition text (second-gradelevel) iswhat caused
the most WR difficulty for participants of all the texts used in the study. This
text which theresearcher (and morethan likely the majority of teachers) thought
to be easier to comprehend—because it was from alower level reading book
(second grade)—actually had more misinterpretationsdueto literal trandations
fromL1toL2acrossproficiency levels, aswell asamore complex syntactical
structure.

Itisapparent by examining Table 3 that WR errorswere made by students
at all proficiency levelswhenreading L2 narrative texts. Although WR errors
were also noted for the expository texts, these errors were not considered
problematic and did not lead students to alternative understandings. For
example, acommon error found in the expository recall wasthe mistranslation
of “city” as" pueblo [town or village].” Because these terms are sometimes
used i nterchangeably, they werenot included in Table 3. A possible explanation
behind thelack of expository text WR errors might have been alack of content
comprehension, resulting in the students’ inability to write much about what
was read. Expository text recalls were typically limited in scope across
proficiency levels.

Limited knowledge of English syntax and vocabulary

Limited vocabulary knowledge appeared to create difficultiesfor students
across|anguages and proficiency levelsand was predominantly found within
recall of L2 texts. Thevocabulary WR errorsin L1 were primarily wordsthat
were not commonly used (e.g., “ hatillo,” meaning “bushel”), whereasthe L2
WR vocabulary errorsincluded what native English speakerswould think of
ascommon terms and concepts (e.g., boss, rivers) aswell asuncommon words
(e.g., mate, clothing). Students 1, 7, 8, 9, and 12, asshownin Table 3, provide
examples of other problematic interpretations of L2 vocabulary. Oral English
proficiency levelswere not found to be the predictor behind WR errors since
all students had these errorsin their L1 and L2 recalls.

Phonemic-Graphemic Errors

According to Bernhardt’s model, phonemic-graphemic errorsincludethe
misidentification of words based upon oral or visual similarities. Theseerrors
were also found throughout. (See Table 4 for examples of these errors.)
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Many students had difficulty with “popular” versus “populated” across
proficiency levels (in the excerpt from the social studiestext). It appearsthat
participants interpreted “populated” as “popular.” “Popular” has the same
meaning in Spanish asin English, indicating similar wordswith the same root
could be another possible source of comprehension problems. Phonological
awareness and differences between the L1 and L2 isanother important variable
when comprehending L2 texts. In Spanish, the letter “G” sounds like the
English“H.” Thispresented aproblem for Student 2 astheword “ German” (as
in German Shepherds) wasinterpreted asthe name“ German [Herman].” This
interpretation led the reader to write about “ aboy named German” rather than
German Shepherds.

Syntactic Feature Recognition

Syntactic feature recognition (SFR) errorsinclude meaning-based errors
between and among words at the sentencelevel. Thiserror category includes
interpretations that differ from what the author intended, beginning at the
word level, but compounded by the complex syntactical structure of the
sentence. |n other words, the syntax or structure of thetext can lead to semantic
(meaning-based) errors. These errors were found to be present in L1 and L2
across all proficiency levelsand text types.

For example, the excerpt from the second-grade English text Buddy, the
First Seeing Eye Dog (Moore, 1996) read, “‘Galal Kiss!’ she called” (see
Appendix B for the compl ete excerpt). Thisshort phraseis problematic because
the verb “kiss’ was used as anoun (adog’'s name) and “called” was literally
translated by some students. Students wrote, “...[illegible] owner came, it
was awoman her name was Gala Kiss, she was the owner of the dogs’ (LEP
Phase 4); “There were two dogs named German and Kiss’ (LEP Phase 2);
“Therewas aboy named German and he had two important police dogs’ (LEP
Phase 2); and “ ...alady gave each of the dogs a kiss and the dogs went to
play again” (LEP Phase 3).

Narrative texts and SFR errors

While students recalled certain aspects of the texts, there were
comprehension gaps and/or alternative understandings. For example, in a
fourth-grade English text called The Gold Coin (Ada, 1991), Juan was athi ef
who wanted to steal an old woman’s gold coin. Students 9, 11, and 16 made
Juan the protagonist of the story and “the woman” the antagonist; Student 18
made “the woman” Juan’s wife; and Student 19 wrote about searching for a
gold coin that belonged to Juan. It isimpossible to determine exactly what
other factorswereinvolved in leading students to misinterpret the text; prior
knowledge or vocabulary limitations are possibl e explanations. Upon further
examination, however, it appeared as if these errors were rooted in other
categories (i.e., word recognition, phonemic-graphemic, etc.) and then built
upon each other as Bernhardt’s (1991) theory predicts. For example, inreading
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“Galaand Kiss” (Moore, 1996), one participant (LEP Phase 3) interpreted
“Galaand Kisswere amost old enough to begin their training. But they would
not become police dogs or rescue dogs’ as “ Some people trained their dogs
but some don’t.” The student did not interpret the text as the author intended,
and while it might not create major problems for comprehension of the main
idea, it has the possibility of leading the student to misinterpret other
vocabulary or ideasin the context of training or not training dogs. Thiswould
lead to difficultiesin comprehending subordinate detail s, a problem pondered

by Fitzgerald (1995a).
Table4
L2 Text Phonetic-Graphemic Errors
Student | LEP | Text levelitype Recall Analysis
code | phase
1 2 2-1EnNar. |"...the police | Text was about German shepherds
came." being trained to be police dogs .
"Palicia" is the Spanish word for
"police”; student used knowledge of
Spanish to construct meaning.
2 2 2-1 En Narr. | "There was a "German" (as in "German shepherds’)
boy named interpreted as a name due to Spanish
Germen. .. " "G" phoneme sounding like an English
"H" (Herman).
16 3 4 EnNarr. |"Hetold alady |"Jane" used for "Juan."
which her name
was Jane."
2 2 SSBF Narr. |"...thenava |"Marinero" (naval or "of the sed”)
commander of used for "Mariano” (name of
Mexico and of | commander was Mariano Guadalupe
Cdifornawent | Valgo).
to the war in
boat."
16 3 SSBF Narr. |". .. fourteen "Fourteen" used when text read
men with guns . | "forty."
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Expository texts and SFR errors

More problematic SFR errors were found within the expository recalls
than the narrative recalls across languages. Expository texts were dense and
filled with referencesto distances (mileage), dates, and facts. The Bear Flag
(Hann & Jones, 1965), an expository text in story form, was also problematic
for students. Two students, for example, did not appear to recognize the
difference between the U.S. (national) flag and the California (state) flag
(Students 3, 21). Asrecent immigrants from Mexico (the country of originfor
all participants), they probably did not realize that each U.S. state hasitsown
flag; Mexico does not have state flags, only one national flag.

Although there was a higher rate of SFR errors for L2 expository texts,
students at all proficiency levels made SFR errors with similar problems.
Students (LEP Phases 2, 3, and 4) interpreted “populated” as “popular”
(phonemic-graphemic error), in turn generating SFR errors in order for the
student to create meaning when recalling the English social studies text Los
Angeles (Silver Burdett, 19844).

Itiswell accepted that written and spoken language are different (Sperling,
1996). Texts written by and for native speakers assume a level of language
proficiency and background experiences. These resultsindicate theimportance
text structure plays on beginning L2 readers’ interpretations of text. Another
insight from these findings includes the fact that there are more appropriate
texts for beginning L2 readers that are not characterized by reading level
alone. It is not necessarily the readability of the text (typically a measure of
how many syllables a text’s sample of words contain). It appears a text’s
syntactical structure and how closely it isaligned with spoken English would
be a better predictor of successful L2 reader comprehension.

Summary of Findings

WR errorswerearesult of literal trandlation and limited vocabul ary. Words
with the same root but different meanings and limited L2 phonological
awareness appeared to be problematic for students making phonemic-
graphemic errors. There werethree factors contributing to the syntactic feature
recognition feature across proficiency levels contributing to misinterpretations
of text. First, this error seemed to begin at the word level and advanced to
larger misinterpretations at the sentence level. Generally, participants were
abletorecall sometext details; however, therecall often had adifferent word
in place of akey word, leading to different understandings of thetext. Second,
for the majority of the participants, the expository textswere moredifficult to
accurately recall than the narrative texts. Thisunderscores Cummins's (2003)
levels of language proficiency and theimportance of using expository textsin
the early grades asread aloud texts with appropriate visual support for ELLS.
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Third, although not new to thefield of reading education, aligning background
knowledge with content is key in helping students comprehend texts as the
authors intended.

Although WR, phonemic-graphemic, and SFR error types were evident
within all text recallsacross proficiency levels, SFR errors appeared to be the
most problematic for the participants. These errors seemed to build upon
word recognition or phonemic-graphemic errors when the readers attempted
to make meaning of thetexts. Students appeared to misinterpret textsbeginning
at the word level; these misinterpretations then stretched to the sentence
level and beyond so that students made sense of the texts. These small
misinterpretations would often lead to gross misinterpretations of the text as
awhole.

The dataindicate that oral language proficiency levelsin the L2 should
not stand alone in determining the amount of support L2 readers might need
in order to “ correctly” comprehend texts. Although the text-based features of
Bernhardt’s framework were the focus of this paper, these comprehension
errors stemmed from an interaction between text- and reader-based features.
Differing errorsweretheresult of theindividual experiencesand participants
L1-L 2 syntactical knowledge (e.g., previous knowledge of text topics,
familiarity with language structure). This demonstrates the importance of
teacher support when transitioning L2 learners from Spanish to English,
regardless of their L2 oral proficiency.

Discussion

According to the results of this study, Figure 1 depicts avisual model of
the variables and processes employed when L2 students are reading. The
variablesdemonstratethat L 2 readers do undergo different cognitive processes
when comprehending L 2 texts. Surrounding the variablesarewhat Reeseet al.
(2000) termed “antecedent” factors (i.e., socioeconomic status, schooling,
stimulation, experiences, parental education level) that influence the entire
reading process. Text- and reader-based features, along with the text type and
topic, and L1 and L2 proficiency appear to be filtered through a“meaning-
making” lens, individual to each learner. Thislenstakesthe reader beyond the
word level to the sentence level; thus, the SFR is central to the meaning-
making process. This creation of meaning for each reader appeared to be
based upon two major variables. First, the interpretation of aword or phrase
using background and cultural knowledge or experiences contributed to an
interpretation of the text. Second, knowledge of vocabulary and syntactical
structures appear to be key when comprehending texts in both languages.
Not all studentswith greater L2 oral proficiency did well, just as not all with
lower L2 oral proficiency did poorly. This may indicate the importance of
exposure to various text typesto aid L 2 reading comprehension.
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It may be said that all studentsfollow similar cognitive reading processes,
in that every student, regardless of language, possesses the antecedent
factors, and to varying degreesthe text- and reader-based features surrounding
each interpretation. However, there are certain variables that L1 readers do
not typically have to deal with (e.g., “limited” knowledge of L2 syntax and
semantics). In addition, diverse experiences provide different background
knowledge, thus adding to thelist those variablesthat are processed differently
by L2 readers. All of these features vary from student to student depending
upon their knowledge of the topic, language, and text structure. Finally, as
briefly mentioned in the section above, L 1 reading ability isanother variable
unique to L2 readers that could act as an obstacle or as a facilitator when
learningtoreadintheL 2 (Geva& Verhoeven*, 2000). All of thefeaturesand
variables appeared to work together in order for the student to create meaning
from the text. Based on the results of this study, it is hypothesized that the
“accuracy” of meaning created is reflected by a student’s knowledge of the
topic, vocabulary, and L2 structure.

Instructional Implications

Teachers can facilitate the L2 transition process when knowledgeable
about individual student needs; therefore, these data demonstrate the need
to steer away from the “ generic processor” perspective of reading processing
when a student is learning to read in the L2. A generic processor or whole
group model of instructionisinadequatein meeting L2 readers’ needs because
it assumesthat all students are the same. For example, using comprehension
assessments with predetermined right and wrong answers (i.e., recitation
guestions) assumesthat L 2 |earnersare coming to school with similar linguistic
backgrounds, experiences, and cultural perspectives. Sandra Cisneros, notable
author of The House on Mango Street (1984), explains how the generic
processor model affected her when she was a young student. When reading
different novels, she could not understand what an “attic” was because she
lived in an apartment. There were other features of houses mentioned that she
had adifficult time conceptualizing (e.g., why anyone would want to gointo a
basement when the mai ntenance man went there only when he had to). Cisneros
realized that the houses in the stories were not “her house,” and it was a
“horrific moment” (Cisneros, 1993). Assuming that all readerswill understand
in the same way is problematic, yet it is easy for teachers to do just that.

By recognizing theindividual needs of L2 learners, teachers will enable
them to succeed within the generic processor model of assessment (i.e., norm
reference tests). Instructional decisionswill be guided by students’ needs to
make academic gainsin an L2 and adiverse cultural context (e.g., experiences,
linguistic, phonemic, cognitive). Ways to approach this challenge include
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using recall as atool to determine students' instructional needs (Cooper &
Kiger, 2001), adapting aguided reading model (e.g., Fountas& Pinell, 1996) to
meet L2 learners’ literacy and language learning needs (Avalos & Rascon,
2002), using carefully selected multiethnic literature (Au, Carroll, & Scheu,
2001) and taking timeto know the families of L 2 students (Peregoy & Boyle,
2001). Instructional approaches such as these allow for teacher access to
student thinking. In other words, teachers are able to better understand their
students’ thinking by asking probing questions such as, “Why do you think
that?’ or, “How do you know that?” when puzzled by aresponse or elicitation.
When L2 learners answer, there are typically good reasons why students
believe what they do.

Knowing students' familieson apersonal level also providesinsight into
students’ and families' experiences, challenges, triumphs, and sorrows. For
example, if achild is consistently tardy, falling asleep in class, or arriving
unprepared without books and homework, knowing the situation at home
would lead to shared solutions between the teacher and parents, rather than
judgments concerning the family by school personnel. Working with parents,
instead of for parents, will lead to more effective solutions for the many
challenges recent immigrantsface (Reardon-Anderson, Capps, & Fix, 2002).
Teachers or designated school personnel could conduct interviews upon
children’s initial school enrollment that would open diverse windows of
knowledge, allowing teachers to establish a true partnership with parents.

Teachers are key in determining what is needed to successfully prepare
L2 learners for the generic processor models of assessment and instruction
commonly used today. Using written recallsin classrooms could be viewed as
aviable means to that end, enabling individual needs to be identified while
teachers guide students from a learner-specific teaching model to a more
generic or whole-group model of instruction.

Conclusion

This study utilized a recall analysis procedure that provided insights
regarding individual text interpretations and oral language proficiency as a
measureto determine L2 text comprehension. Thereisaneed for moreresearch
of this kind (among similar and different populations and across varying
educational contexts) with afocus on comparable variables. |deas for future
research include replication of these methodswith different textsand students,
using a recall assessment method to determine comprehension and
instructional decisions; using cognitive academic language proficiency as a
measurein lieu of oral language proficiency; and using mainstream and diverse
student populations to examine differences in cognitive processes across
cultures and languages.
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A more proactive stance is necessary with regard to instruction for L2
learners making the transition from L1 to L2 reading. As Gonzalez (1999)
advocates, measures taking into account the interface of cognition, culture,
and language must be developed to accurately assess bilingual readers
transitioning from onelanguageto the other. Viewing reading as an individual
process at the onset of L2 reading instruction calls for an initial focus on
individual processing needs, with agradual progression towardsamore generic
model over aflexibletime period. All L2 studentswill not achievethe gradual
progression to ageneric processor model at the same rate; in fact, some may
never reach that point. There will always be individual needs as L2 readers
make progress and differentiation of instruction is necessary, specifically at
the beginning transition stages. AsL 2 students become more proficient readers,
teachers can focus more on “reading to learn” (rather than “learning to read”),
building uponwhat isknown (e.g., cultural relevance of texts, prior knowledge
or experiences, discrete language skills, vocabulary development) and
emphasi zing cognitive academic language proficiency to enable L2 learners
to achieve successin U.S. schools.
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Appendix A

Prior Knowledge Survey Questions
(Administered in English and Spanish)

Students chose to write their responses in English or Spanish and were
freeto ask the researcher questions, or have the researcher read the question
to them. Samples of written responses are included:

1. What isthe scientific concept of convection?

* | don’t know.
* It iswhen cold water is heating, it gets hot.
* Convectionislikeakind of gasesor liquids.

* | forgot.

2. What do you know about the history of LosAngeles? What are the major
industries or businesses?

* | don’t know.
* Coca-Cola.

* Inthe Gold Rush, alot of peoplecameto Cdifornia.
They stayed in Los Angeles.

* LosAngelesis avery big city with many parts,
like Chinatown and Olvera Street.

* | don't know because | have never been to Los
Angeles.

* | know there are gangsinthecity...
3. What isthe history of our state flag?

* | don’t know.
* The stars and stripes.
* The stars.

* The flag is blue and white and has 50 starsin a
square.
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* Therewasthistime when peoplewanted to settle

in California but they didn’t want those rules, so
they carried aflag that had abear onit and fight for

the land.
4, What do you know about life cycles?

* | don’t know.
* Thecycle of lifeisimportant to nature.
* | never heard of life cycles.

5. Have you ever read the following stories?
Yes No

* The Gold Coin by AlmaFlor Ada

* iMusicamaestro! by VeraB. Williams

* La estrella de Angel by Albert Blanco

* Un hatillo de cerezas, by Maria Punal

* Why Spider Lives in Ceilings by Joyce

Cooper Arkhurst

*“Galaand Kiss,” Chapter 1 from Buddy,
The First Seeing Eye Dog by Eva Moore
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Appendix B
Sample Narrative Text and Recalls

Transition B (Second-GradeL evel) Text Excerpt. Moore, E. (1996). Buddy, the
first seeing eye dog. New York: Scholastic.

Gala and Kiss, Chapter One

Two dogs were playing in the spring sunshine. They were frisky, young
German shepherds. They livedin aplace called Fortunate Fields. It wasin the
mountains known as the Swiss Alps.

Many German shepherd dogslived at Fortunate Fields. They weretrained
for important work. Some became police dogs. Some learned to deliver
messages. Some were taught to find people who were lost.

A woman came walking up the hill. “Galal Kiss!” she called. The dogs
raced over to the woman. She wastheir owner, Dorothy Eustis. Dorothy was
an American, but she had cometo live and work in the SwissAlps. She raised
and trained the dogs at Fortunate Fields.

Gala and Kiss were almost old enough to begin their training. But they
would not become police dogs or rescue dogs. They would not be like any
other dogs born at Fortunate Fields. Something new was about to happen.

Sample Recalls (edited and corrected for the ease of the
reader)

LEP Phase 4

| read a story called Gala and Kiss. Once there were two dogs that were
playing in the mountains and then their owner came it was a woman
named Gala Kiss. She was the owner of the dogs.

A girl lives in the mountains. Every day she was outside of the house
looking at the things in the mountains.

| read about Galaand Kiss. They were playing. They lived in the country
where everything was quiet.

Thereweretwo dogs playing in the mountains. They could train them to

beapolice dog, to rescue people, and to find peoplethat arelost. But this
dogsweren't likeall dogs. They were different.
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LEP Phase 3

Two black dogswere playing in the park and onelady givesakissto each
dog and the dogs will go play again.

Firstly | read that al dogs like to play in comfortable and pretty places.
One day alady came the lady was called Kiss. The dogs ran as if they
were playing racesto her, they were running around her.

The dog lived in the mountains one day they were lost but a lady found
the dogs.

Many Germanstrained for special work. Some of them were dog trainers.
They went to other cities and worked.

LEP Phase 2

| learned that there was a boy named German and he had two important
police dogs and every day he took them out and the mother of Jerman
was named Dorothy and she was born in America.

| learned that some children were playing in the mountainsand then alady
came and she saw the dogs and she gave them something to eat. The
dogswerelost and like the children they left those dogs al one since they
didn’t know from whom they were, they |eft them instead of took care of
them. That isall | learned from this story.

Therewere two dogs named German and Kissthey lived in the mountain
and rescued people and they got lost. Then alady arrived and spoke to
them and now they were not the dogs that rescued lost people.

It was about two dogsthat are at the mountain to hel p people some came
to be police dogs and save people at the mountains or somewhere else.
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Appendix C
Sample Expository Text and Recall Responses

Science Text Excerpt (Fourth Grade). Silver Burdett. (1985a). Slver Burdett
Science. Morristown, NJ: Silver Burdett.

What is a Life Cycle? Lesson 1

If you have heard crickets “singing” outdoors this year—will you find
them there again next year? Where do crickets come from?

Early inthefall, male crickets“sing”. Thisattractsthe female, making it
easier for her to find amate. Later on, thefemale lays her eggsin the soil.

After theeggsarelaid, the adult cricket often dies. But theeggsarealive.
In each egg is everything needed to make a new cricket. All winter the eggs
stay in the soil. Then, in spring, the eggs hatch and tiny crickets come out.
Each will have legs, eyes, and a mouth. But none of the crickets will have
wings.

Little by little, the baby crickets grow and change. By late summer, they
are adultswith wings. If they are females, they can lay eggsin the sail.

Crickets go through stages:

Egg Young Adult
(linedrawing (linedrawing (linedrawing of
of ego) of young cricket) adult cricket)

When a cricket has completed its stages, it has gone through alife cycle.
A lifecycleisall the stagesin thelife of oneliving thing.

Sample Recalls (edited and corrected for the ease of the
reader)

LEP Phase 4

| learned that there are bugs everywhere and they can leave eggs under

the ground or thrown on the floor or they can leave them on aleaf or in
other places they can leave the eggs and you have to be careful not to
step on the eggs some are not careful because they can't see or because
they are sick with something.

| read about the cycle of crickets, how they grow and how they’re born.

Firstit's eyes[eggs?], then babies, then adults. They leave their parents
when they grow their wings. The cycle goes on forever and ever.
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Crickets sing there are males that lay eggs the eggs grow but when they

are little, the crickets don’t have wings. When they grow they do have
wings.

LEP Phase 3

| learned that the grasshoppers have baby they hide them under the earth
and when they come out after one year, they are adults.

When cricketsarelittlethey have mouth, eyes, and all that, but they don’t
have wings. But when they’ re adults, they do.

The men make nests at the nights. The women make the baby in the dirt.
When the baby grows, they will learn how to make a nest.

LEP Phase 2

Thiswaswhen someinsects have eggs. The eggs break (hatch) and make

changes in the heat, the mother dies and the babies change and change
until they die.

It's about crickets that sing, then they die, they hatch and they’re at the
soil and then come new crickets.

| learned that cockroaches live under the ground and that their family is

very nice and that in one year they grow and another year they grow
more and the other year (they grow) bigger. It takesthreeyearsto grow to
be adults (reach a mature age).

Endnotes

! For the purpose of this paper, L2 |earners are described as elementary-age students
learning English as a second language after learning to read in their primary language

(Spanish).

2 The word “obstacles’ is not used in a negative way; rather, it is being used to
emphasize the different cognitive processes encountered by L2 readers. It is the
author’sbelief that L2 readers bring arich knowledge base to the classroom; however,
teachers must be aware of student differences and individual needs in order to be
effectiveteachers.
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