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ABSTRACT

Wﬁile researchers generally recommend a 1:1 ratio. of native speakers
(NSs) to non-native speakers (NNS;) be maintained in multicultural preschool
classrooms, these- ideal proportions are often unrealistic in regions where
populations reflect high concentrations of ethnic groups. In these areas, -where
enrolments usually consist of a majority of NNSs, pedagogical modifications may
be necessary to ensure second language learners are exposed to sufficient
amounts of ’meaningful target language input’ which is considered essential for

second language acquisition (Krashen, 1979).

This study investigated the effects of deliberate pairing on NSs and those
NNSs who had low English language proficiency (L) in one multicultural preschool
where NNSs outngmbered‘ NSs by 3:1. Four 'NS subjects were videotaped,"
employing a multiple baseline design, as they interacted with their peers during
a math game activity time. The effec£s of the treatment on four interactional

measures were analysed using Ruvusky’s statistic.

Results, as.predicted, indicated sigﬁiﬁcant differences for three of the four
measures. When " deliberately pai;“ed, both NSs and NNSs(L) took more turr‘ls,v_and
NSs uttered s_igniﬁcantly more directives to their NNS(L)‘ peers than they did
during the freeplay_ situation. Deliberate pairing of NSs and NNSs(L) has been'
shown to be a successful technique for exposing NNSs(L) to increased levels of
target language input in ‘this multicultural preschool. Implications for teachers are

outlined and the role of NSs in multicultural classrooms is discussed.
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I. INTRODUCTION

As a result of the recent shift of investigative . focus from the product to
the process of child second language acquisition, researchers have been videntifying
a number of environmental variables which seem to promote the acquisition
process. Most significant of these appears to be the presence of a natural
language sample which is tailored to the learner’s individual abilities and
interests, focused on meaning rather than form, and contextualized. Such a
language sample may be readily provided by native speaking (NS) peers on
occasions of - authentic communication during natural cross-cultural play.
Consequently, early chﬂdhood educators are beginning to recognize the NS child in

multicultural classrooms as a valuable teaching resource.

The notion that NS children play a critical 1‘"ole in the acquisition process
has 'become generally accepted and. has prompted a widespread call for ~ the
_int,egration of NSs into English as a Second Language (E.S.L.) classrooms. So
significant and consistent are the research .ﬁndings with regard to the benefits of _
mixing NSs and non-native speakers (NNSs) that a number of researchers have
definitively recommended a 1:1 ratio be maintained‘ in E.S.L. preschool enrolments

(Wong-Fi_llmore, 1982).

HoWever, such’ balanced ratios are. not easily achieved in every
geographical -region. Many communities have been populated almost exclusively by
particular ethnic groups who establish -welcoming neighbourhoods for immigrating

friends and relatives. Naturally, the preschool enrolments within these regions

1



INTRODUCTION / 2

reflect these concentrated proportions of particuiar linguistic and cultural groups.
The suggestion to transport very young children out of their local neighbourhoods
to selectively proportion preschool enrolments according to children’s linguistic and
cultural backgrounds would undoubtedly be met with parental resistance. After all,
many other factors such as convenience, friends, teachers and programs weigh
heavily in the decision of preséhool placement. So, in spite of the fact -that most
“educators believe an ideal second language learning enviromﬁent includes a
balanced proportion of NSs, such an environment is often realistically
unattainable. In reality, many E.S.L. preschool teachers are facing NS/NNS ratios

that are not even close to the recommended ones.

The following research study addresses the realify of less than ideal
NS/NNS broportions by fo'cusing on an existing multicultural preschool where
enrolment is determined on a first-come-first-served basis and where NNSs make
up about seventy percent of total students. In S0 doing, this study will contribute
to our knowledge of a language learner’s social and linguistic environment within
classroom situations where the majority of children are NNSs. Its focus on
NS/NNS oral interaction within this = situation will - provide us with important

sociolinguistic data.

Fuxfther, this study. takes a novel perspective in its focus on the NS
rather than the NNS. Traditionally, research in second language acquisition has
focused on the second language learner. However, in this interactive study, it is
assumed that the NS, who is generally well-established. in the skills of the

classroom, is In a better social position to initiate and - maintain cross-cultural
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interaction.

Finally, this study challenges a traditionally accepted view that the
informal, social language acquisition environment is not a manipulable research
variable. In this .study, the oral communication of NSs and NNSs during natufal
and contrived play situations is compared for frequency, duration and interaction.
The natural play situation, for the purposes of >this study, is an unstructured
period of math-related games during which the - children freely choose activities
and partners, In the contrived freeplay situation the teacher encourages NS/NNS
pairs to choose a math activity together. By focusing on frequency, duration and
~interaction, this study assumes that increased oral interaction between NSs and
NNSs. will provide the second language learners with more "meaningful target
language input” which is considered so vital - to second langﬁage acquisition |

(Krashen, 1981).

Findings may either confirm the value of children’s natural and. intuitive
motivation for interaction or question its wvalidity for the purposes of second
language acquisition among - all children. It is possible that the play-based
curriculum found in most North American pfeschools may not provide the best
second language learning environment in situations where recommended proportions
éf NSs to NNSs are not met. By léoking at a pedagogical alternative to
freeplay, this study will make a wuseful contribution to our knowledge of how
children from different cultures interac;c when placed in two different situations.
Determining whether teacher intervention into ‘play can make a difference in the

nature of NS/NNS interactions is a necessary prerequisite to the study of how
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these altered patterns of interaction can affect second language development.

This quasi-experimental study attempts to answer the research question,
"Can the meaningful target language input to which NNSs are exposed be
increased by deliberately pairing NSs and NNSs(L) in a multicultural preschool
classroom?". By investigating the NS/NNS oral interactions within "a classroom
situation where NNSs are the majority, this study hopes to contribute to our
knowledge of language Ilearners’ social and linguistic environment within
classrooms where balanced proportions of NSs and NNSs have noﬁ been met.kIn
so doing, this study undertakes to make practical recommendations for early

childhoqd educators faced with such challenging but realistic classroom enrolments.

The study will be presented in five major sections. Chapter Two, a review
of the.relevant theory and research background to the question, first focusés on
the role of target langﬁage input iﬁ child second language acquisition, then
describes some barriers to NS/NNS talk in preschool classrooms and finally
outlines why and how NS/NNS interaction can be encouraged. A statement of
the problem and justiﬁcation for employing particular devices to measuré
"meaningful interaction" are delineated.- Chapter Three outlines the. research
question, hypotheses, and the experimental method. Chapter Four presents thé
results and diécussion, and Chapter‘ Five summarizes with the‘conclusions of the

study and its implications for educators.



II. THE NATURAL INTERACTION OF NATIVE SPEAKERS AND

NON-NATIVE SPEAKERS IN PRESCHOOL CLASSROOMS
A. HISTORICAL AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Traditionally, - second language teaching methods have emphasized rote
learning practice through audiolingual drills. Based on pl."evailing behavioristic
paradigms, these drills emphasize the isolation of linguistic units of form from
content to avoid confounding a stimulus/response (S/R) relationship with semantic
and other associations. According to behavi(;rist theory, the repebated practice of
such .isolated units is critical in shaping a response to a given stimulus and for
deyeloping eventual "habit strength" (Osgood, 19586). Errors,' considered detrimental
to the formation of target S/R relationships, are ‘car_efully and consistently
correcied. Although the Dbehavioristic theory of éhild language development was
widely accepted by second language teaching theorists wuntil the late 1960’s oi;
ear]y 1970’s, it has been extensively criticized since then as being too simplistic

to explain the very complex process of language learning (Brown, 1987).

. Ausube] (1964) érgued that rote learning through audiolingual drills lacked
the meaningfulness necessary for successful first 'and‘ second language acquisition.
He posited, in his cognitive learning theory, that meaningful learning takes place
through the process of relating and anchoring new material to exi_stihg cognitive
concepts;  that is, learners relate the new learning task. to what they alreédy
know. According to Ausubel, the subsumption of new material under an inclusive

conceptual system facilitates retrieval of the information much more efficiently

5



THE NATURAL INTERACTION OF NSs AND NNSs / 6

than the storage of discrete and relatively isolated entities in an arbitrary

fashion.

Behaviorist theory of language development also failed to account for the
fact that (1) Children create many phrases they have never heard before, and
(2) Children are able to master their native language in a very short time
despite the highly abstract nature of the rules of language. In an effort to
address these inadequacies in behavioristic theory, the generative approach to
child language development becamé the accepted theoretical mode of thinking
during the -late 1960’s. Theorisﬁs from the nativist school of thought aftempted to
explain creativity and abstractness with their conception that language acquisition
is innately determinec_l. Noam Chomsky (1965) and David McNeill (1966) claimed
that we are born with a built-in language acquisition device (LAD) which
predisposes us to a s&stematic and internalized perception of language. Their
explanaﬁon addressed some of the languaée development issues that the

behaviorists’ could not, such as meaning, creativity and abstractness.
g y

During the next decade the interactionists offefed a new theory that
challeﬁged ‘the traditional and fundarnental notion that it is >ne¢essary for
language learnel_"s to ~ develop syritactic structures in order to converse by
suggesting ;che aﬁtithesis; language learning evolves out of learning how to cafry
on conversations. Their "creative construction” view of language learning is
founded on the premise that individuals can “creatively construct” novel sentences
on the basis of a rule system which they are progressi§e137 building.‘ They make

hypotheses -about the language and then test and revise them in interactive
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contexts, based on responses which either reinforce or invalidate the hypotheses
(Bloom, 1978; - Bruner, 1980; Halliday, 1976; ~Hatch, 1978). According to
interactionists, successful language learning cannot take place in the social
isolation that typifies audiolingual instruction. Rather, it requires lots of oral
interaction to both encourage and refine oral communication. Berko-Gleason
(1982:20) describes this recent trend:

While it used to be generally held that mere exposure to language is

sufficient to set the child’s language generating: machinery in motion,

it is now clear that, in order for successful first language acquisition

to take place, interaction, rather than exposure, is required; children do

not learn language from overhearing the conversations of others or

from - listening to the -radio, and must, instead, acquire it in the
context of being spoken to.

In response to this growing recognition that language learning is .of a
multifaceted nature and cannot be extricated_from social interaction, the study of
conversational or discourse analysis became a major focus of child language
acquisition research in the 1980’s. Clearly, the current research interest in the
communicative functions of _language has important implications for educators as,‘
‘increasi.ngly, sociolinguistics is being seen as a vital element of language teaching.
Advocates- have Begun calling for. increased use of interactional communication
within classrooms, suggesting that if teachérs_ can provide their students with
ample ‘opportunity for. .oral language practice and can evaluate their progréss
within meaningful contexts, then -the linguiétic conditions which these students

face outside the classroom will be more accurately simulated.

The idea that oral interaction should  become a 'major focus in classrooms
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is being widely accepted by language teaching theorists, whether it be in first
language development, or in the devélopment of second language proficiency.
Virtually all theorists agree on the importance of interaction that is contextually
rich, genuine, and focused on meaning rather than form (Cummins, 198‘4).
Krashen (1977, 1979) specifically suggests that interaction which 1is truly
b"meaningful communication" is intrinsically motivating and can trigger the LAD.
Cummins (1984) adds that a central function' of language use is meaningful
communication and warns that when this central function is ignored in classroom
instruction, learning is likely to be by rote and supported only by less effective
extrinsic motivation (Cummins, 1984). He contends that meaningful communication
can be achieved only during occasions of real oral interaction which actively
involves and is of interest to the leafner. It is this meaningful communication,

Cummins maintains, which promotes the tacit acquisition of language.

Although the best methods for encouraging oral interaction within the
classroom may not yet have been identified, 'a new focus in language vteaching
research is emerging. Natural communication, long ignored as a language teaching
device, is gaining increased recognition as a pedagogicél tool. Language teachers
have at their immediate .disposal a teaching device which is potentially

motivating, easy to administer and efficient.

B. THE ROLE OF TARGET LANGUAGE INPUT IN CHILDREN’S SECOND
LANGUAGE ACQUISITION
There is an important disiinction to be made between language learning, which is

conscious and explicit and often occurs within formalized, - didactic environments,
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and language acquisition, which is unconscious and implicit and most often takes
place within natural, interactive settings (Krashen, 1979; Rivers, 1983). Although
language learning can be useful for correcting and refining the formal
grammatical aspects of language, it has limited effectiveness in the  development
of overall communicative corﬂpetence. Educators who direct inordinate amounts of
thei;' students’ language learning time with formal language teaching strategies
may be neglecting certain processes of language acquisition that are critical for
second language development. Furthermore, there may be specific periods during
the development of language proficiency when language learners benefit minimally

from formal, grammatical instruction.

According to recent research into child language development, Aearly
childhood appears to be a time during which language léarners rely primarily on
acquisition for developing their language proficiency ) (Krashen, 1981a).. Olson
(1984) found that NS preschool-aged children focus primarily on speakers’ intents
(what is meant by language) rather than on form (what is said). And Reeder &
Wakeﬁeld (1987), in their recent investigation into speech act comprehension,
demonstrated that younger preschool-aged NSs rely primarily on contextual clues
when decoding linguistic information, ‘while older pfeschoolers showed decoding
tendencies toward -language and away from conte);t. Moreover, there 1is little
evidencg to demonstrate that second language learners follow a ciistinctly different
process of language acquisition from first. language learners. If this is so, then it
follows that ﬁlost' preschoolers who are learning a second language also rely
pfimarily on context-dependént- communicative strategies, at least at the early

stages of language development. Consequently, any feedback they receive which is
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related to the formal aspects of the target language may be ignored (Brown,
1987). If the métalinguistic awareness required to make use of language-based
information has not been sufficiently developed in these very young children, then
it appears that they can make little use of traditional,. formal instruction in their

language learning.

More appropriate to the learning styles of wvery young children are
language teaching activities which are contextually-based and meaningful to them.
Basically, that means activities which ensure children have exposure to the new
language in natural settings. However, research demonstrates that exposure to a
language alone 'does not, automatically lead to acquisition. Rather, the significant
variable seems to be the amount of individual participation or ‘active involvement
in  meaningful communication with speakers of the language (Troike, 1981,
Krashen, 1981a). Most researchers agree that when this méaﬁingful interactive
communication occurs, learners are provided with critical primary linguistic ‘data
on which they can base and test their hypotheses regarding .the use of | the new
language. The resultant "feedback loop”, as it is referred to by Pepinsky and

DeStefano (1983); appears to be indispensable to the acquisition process.

Although it ‘has been demonstrated that adultsv can . prov.ide language
learners with a t,echnically supefior languagé sample than other childfén (Wells,
1980), it is ifnprac_'gical to expect one teacher to provide adequate amounts of
meaningful, interactive target language input to each child in the classroom.
Furtherm(;re, it may be difficult for adults in the preschool 'classfoom to motivate

young NNSs to learn a second language. NS peers, on the other hand, if
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enrolled in sufficient qﬁantities, can ﬁot only provide NNSs with an abundance of
target language input, but may also be able ﬁo provide their NNS peers with
the motivation they need to try out the new language. Simply by engaging in
natural childhood play, NS children iﬁ a. multicultural classroom have the
pbtential to trigger within the learner a powerful and facilitating motivation to

communicate.

Native-speaking (NS) peers may not only be the key motivators needed to
encourage NNSs to learn the target language, but they may also be capable of
‘providing an ideal language sample to their NNS peers. Wong-Fillmore (1976), in
a year-long study; of five Spanish-speaking children, compared child/child to
child/adult discourse: and found that adults asked many more questions, were
more conce.rned with referential meaning énd had a tendency to correct for form.
Child/child talk, unlike adult/child - talk, included word games, sound effects, plays,
songs, imitations etc. Theré was a wider variety of input from children but
fewer, shorter responses. Wong-Fillmore noted that NS peers “provided
encouragement and made every effort to understand what the learner was trying
to say in English". She found that these peers modified their language as much
as adults do for children acquiring their first language. Their sentences tended to
be syntactically simpler, though well-formed and natural. They ~provided lots of
repetition and paraphrase and limited their choice o‘f vocabu]éry. They focused
. mainly on the immediate situation and their langﬁage was carefully -reiated “to
~ activities in whic‘h the children were engaged, thus providing important contextual
clues. There were non-verbal supports such as . gestures, sound effects and

demonstrations. In their verbal interactions, NSs focused on meanings, not forms;
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when correcting, it was for content, not form. They often rephrased and repeated
learners’ sentences by way of verifying their own interpretations or simply made
no comment. No 'Qne ever corrected form. As the learners became mofe
competen£, the NSs’ language became more complex; it was a perfect language
sample, always beyond the learner’s cu‘rrent proficiency level, vyet wusable

(Wong-Fillmore, 1976).

Several other studies into the differences in input modification across
proficiency levels demonstrate that syntactic“ complexity appears to be greater as
proficiency levels increase (Gaies, 1977; Henzl, 1979; Chaudron, 1979; Freed,
1981). Moreover, Krashen (1983) found that in addition to modifying their speech
to match NNS proficiency levels, NSs fdcus on communication rather than
teachintc.;,7 per se. And Long (1980b, 1981a), in a survey of NS/NNS input
modification studies, discovered statistically significant modifications from NS/NS
norms to be pel‘vasive in certain areas. Long noted that in addition to modifying
the input itself, NSs made input comprehensible by cons'}stently modifying the
interactional structure of conversation through (1) self and other repetition (2)
confirmation and clarification checks. These consistent and pervasive ﬁndings'
demonstrate that naturally. occuring NS input modifications can provide NNSs.
with a langﬁage sample that is individually tailored to facilitate their language

learning.

Most second language teaching theorists agree that NSs can provide NNSs
with an ideal language sample. Hence, they recommend ample opportunity be

given to learners to participate in and initiate - a variety of interactive situations
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with NSs where they can feel free to try out the new language and experiment
with it (Cummins, 1980; Lindfors, 1983; Wong-Filimore, . 1982). But recent
evidence suggests that in cases where NS/NNS pl'oportinns are not balanced, the
provision of such a linguistic environment may not be enough to induce

cross-linguistic interaction among very young children.
C. BARRIERS TO NS/NNS TALK

The earliest and most potent motivation for children learning a language
is the desire to talk to another child or adult. But the degree of natural
motivation to learn a language appears to vary significantly between first and
second language learners. A first language learner must learn the language to
communicate and is therefore aided by power_ful, intrinsic motivation. A second
language learner, however, already a member of a linguistic group and able to
communicate with others, is not likely to have that fundamental and facilitating
motivation to learn a new language. Furthermore, in first language acquisition,
the initiative for establishing a social relationship that provides the learner with
interactive. feedback is often ‘assumed by the teacher or parent; in. second
language acquisition,  on the other hand, the learner must bear a Inajor
responsibility for initiating and maintaining interaction with speakers of the target

language.

This situation is accentuated in the child-centred classrooms prevalent in
North America, where children are expected to assume much of the initiative and

direction for their own learning. In these settings, young second language learners
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must play an active role in getting and maintaining contact with NSs to support
their language learning. Obviously, this self-motivation takes a special desire on

the part of the learner to have such contact and to maintain it once established.

Cross-linguistic discourse can be difficult for NSs too, especially if the
NNSs with whom they are attempting to converse have low target language
proficiency. Conversational turntaking between NSs and NNSs can be rather
awkward for the interlocutors. In conversational dyads one speaker finishes a
turn and then the other speaks, each participant making sense of the other’s
remarks in order to continue the flow of conversation. However, when
interlocutors have widely differing proﬁéiency levels, extra time must be taken to
process the message after the speaker hé's ﬁnished but before responding (Gass
& Varonis, 1984). It is nof suprising, then, that some children, although sharing
a classroom with others of differing linguistic skill,‘ may prefer >to interact with
classmates .whose‘ level of proficiency in the language of the classroom

approximates their own.

This phenomenon is not limited to cross-linguistic settings. In integrated
preschools, it has been observed that handicapped‘ and non-handicapped children
tend to sociélize in intéct groups. The non-handicapbed children prefer to interact
with their non-haﬁdicapbed or m{ldly héndicapped peers. (Peterson and Haralick,
1977). And Curran (1961, 1972, 1976) points out that many language students
exhibit the same kind of anxieties and fears as clients in psychotherapy.
Competition, fear of failure, rej_ection and other personal conflicts and hostﬂities,

he warns, can create serious blocks to intellectual learning and need to be dealt
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with productively, if successful, non-defensive language learning and languagé use
is to take place. Peer interaction, central in childhood socialization, contributes to
the acquisition of social and communicative competencies in a manner unlike the
contributions made by interactions with adults (Kent & Rolf, 1979). If children’é
lack of confidence in. their verbal skills is reflected in their social competencies,
then it is conceivable that some childrén who are not fluent in  the language of
the classroom may become unjustly trapped within a vicious circle of linguistic

inferiority and social insecurity.

In her three -year Berkeley Individual Differences Project, Wong-Fillmore
(1982) detected some striking differences among children according to whether
they are inclined to orient their activities in the classroom toward adults or
peers. Wong-Fillmore reported that the Chinese-American children she observed
tended to be more concer‘ned ;vith expectations and opinions of the adults than
those of their classmates._ They appeared to look much . more consistently to their .
teachers and other adults in the room ‘for guidance and support than to one
another. Spanish-American children, on the other hand, werev far more attuned to
their peers. Children of both ethnic groups who were peer-oriented tended to
spend a lot more time talking to their NNS classmates. Whether a child is
peer-oriented or - adult-oriented can have. far-reaching effects on that _child’s
motivat’;on to learn a new language.. And, since lénguage' leafning is so cloSely
linked ‘to motivation, the linguistic cbmposition of :a class can significantly
influence the degree of language learning that takes place. In classroéms with a
high concentration of NNSs, the main reason for learning English is to please

adults. This is alright for children who are adult-oriented, but those whb are
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peer-oriented tend to learn much less in this situation sihce, as noted above,
they spend most of their time interacting with their NNS classmates. In fact,
Wong-Fillmore pointed out that although some highly verbal and socially
competent children in her sample had been predicted to be good language

learners, they learned very little after a year due to their peer orientation.

There is still some debate arﬁong researchers with regard to whether most
children are oriented towards adults or f)eers. Chesterfield et. al. (1982) noted
that in spite of classroom environments designed to encourage child/child
interactions, the majority of most children’s speech is with teachers. In
seventy-five percent of individual observations in their study of peer interaction in
multicultural preschools, children interéctedv more frequently with the teacher than
with peers. This early orientation tOWards adults has also been documented by
Gordon Wells in a longitudinal study of first language development. Wells
discovered that most of children’s conyersations is initially with adults, but
gradually, over the whole. preschool period, the amount of conversation with other
children increases (Wells, 1985):. If this is the case, then Chesvterﬁeld’s fmdihgsv
that the majority of preschool-aged children interact more frequently with the
teacher than with their peers is not suprising.  But with only limited access to
the teacher, who must divide time among -all the children, preschool second
language learners who are adult-oriented may not be receiving sufﬁcienﬁ target

language interaction to learn the new langﬁage.

Even in classrooms where most children are peer-oriented, the nature of

classroom interaction can be significantly influenced by the linguistic composition
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of the class. Selinker, Swain and Dumas (1975), in their study of French
immersion classes, found that children often interacted solely within their lown
secure cultural and linguistic group when language learﬁers comprised the
majority of the class. Even if they did choose to .uée the new language among
themselves, these language learners supplied each other with an imperfect version

of the language as input, resulting in the "junky data" phenomenon.

It is evident, then, that natural, cross-linguistic interaction does not occur
automatically in multicultural classrooms. Even if balanced proportions of NSs and

NNSs are maintained, many barriers to their oral interaction remain.

D. WHY TYPICAL PRESCHOOL ENVIRONMENTS MAY BE INADEQUATE

FOR SOME LANGUAGE LEARNERS

"Freeplay" is a term commonly used by early -childhood educators to
describe that portion of time devoted to child-centred and - child-directed play
within preschool settings. Based on the teachings of Froebel and Dewey, who
profess that children learn best when they are actively engaged in acﬁvities that
?.,Lrev of interest to them, freeplay has been widely adopted into North American
preschool programs. During a typical freeplay period, children are expected to
take some direction for their own learning‘by engaging in self-directed activities
such as block-building, painting, dramatizing, etc. Proponents of freeplay - believe
that children, given the opportunity to take some direction for their own
classroom activities, will intuitivel); embark on an individualized learning process

which capitalizes on their natural motivation to learn. The freeplay philosophy
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has been extensively embraced by educators in all areas of early -childhood

education.

Second language teaching theorists generally agree that freeplay can
provide second language learners with the motivation they need to learn a new
language, but only in classrooms where there are many NSs in addition to the
teacher for them to interact with (Wong-Fillmore, 1982). Where the majority of
students are NNSS, however, the freeplay context may not provide an optimal or
even adequate language learning environment. Primarily, what 1s lacking where
fhere is a high concentration of NNSs is the incentive to learn a new language.
After  all, there is no obvious need for langu'age learners to learn é new
language when they. already speak a language they can use with a majority of

their classmate57

Even where there are balanced proportions of NSs and NNSs, the
freeplay situation may not be the ideal language learning environment for all
chﬂdren. By presupposing that children will naturally binitiate and - assume
responsibility for their activities, the freepléy philosophy neglects to consider
certain individual _characferistics that can play a role in facilitating access to
second language input. Sqme children are naturally verbé.] and x;esponsive to
language. Others are shy and introvefted. A child who ié naturally verbal and
- responsive lto language would probably not only attract more input from the
interlocuter, . but would also encourage further effort on the part of that
interlocuter to get the message across. Wong-Fillmore (1976) found that individual

“children’s abilities and inclinations to interact with speakers of the target
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language largely determines how much interaction and how much language data
the learners. get. Juan, a young language learner in Wong-Fillmore’s Individual
Differences Project, was reluctant to interact with individuals who did not speak
his first language and thus cut himself off from potential input. Of all the
subjects Wong-Fillmore studied, Juan made the slowest p.rogress in English

throughout the year (Wong-Fillmore, 1979).

Consistently high correlations‘have been found between target language use
and increased proficiency (Chesterfield et. al., 1982). But it seems that motivation
and tendencies toward becoming a part of the target language group may follow
a certain level of ioroﬁciency in that language rather than contribute to that
proﬁciency. Strong (1983), in an investigation of social styles and second language
.acquisition of Spanish-speaking kindergartners, compared beginners and advanced
level NNSs and found significantly more integrafive motivation and behavior
tendencies in children who had a higher second language 'proﬁciency than children
who bhad a low level proficiency. Thev results of his studyy indicate that these
integrative tendencies may follow a certain level of proﬁcien_cy rather than
contribute to it. It is conceiveable 'then, that until children achieve a certain level
of competence in the language of the classroom, they may be severely limited in
.their ability - to interact sociallvy. Che’sterﬁeld (1982) .also found children - who were
learning English as a second languagé were able to take Iihgﬁistic advantage of

“their English speaking peers. as their proficiency increased.

"Lily. Wong-Fillmore (1976) identified three stages in second language

acquisition which are evolving concerns of the learner. The first stage and



THE NATURAL INTERACTION OF NSs AND NNSs / 20

earliest concern is to establish social relationships with speckers of the language.
The second stage is to communicate messages to NSs and the third is to be
correct in speaking the language. As noted above, very special skills are required
on the part of the learner to establish social relationships with peers who do not
speak the language. If the learner does not have these épecial social skills, then
arriving at even the first stage of language learning becomes an insurmountable
task; subsequent stages of communicating messages are beyond reach. Strong
offers some advice to educators who want to assist young language learners:
If it is true that second language learning is most enhanced through
exposure to meaningful input and that young children are unlikely to
expose themselves to such input while they are still beginners, " then
teachers should take pains to encourage students from different
language groups to work and play together...In this way teachers may
counteract some of the negative effects of a phenomenon which delays
the point at which young language learners develop inclinations to

integrate socially with members of the target group
(Strong, 1984:12).

E. METHODS OF ENCOURAGING INTERACTION

If establishing social relations vwith speakers of the target language is a
necessary first step in second language learning,‘ and if many preschool-aged
children are not developmentally capable- of initiating and maintaining. these
relations, then it is reasonable to posit that teachers might help young language
learners - to make some initial contacts with their NS peers. How to best
facilitate meaningful interaction between NSs and NNSs, however, is unclear. It
is evident that intervention into the social dynamics of any multicultural

classroom must be entered into with extreme sensitivity. Where some children are
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not proficient in the language of the classroom, there is a very real danger that
these language learners will feel a sense of inferiority due to their inability to
cofnmunicat,e in the target language, especially if the language is the most
prestigious one at school or in the community. Similarly, if .second language
learners are expected to compete academically with NSs pf the language, negative

attitudes can be easily formed towards self and school.

It i1s equally important that teachers be sensitive to individual children’s
stages - of linguistic development and aware of the corresponding limitations. For
‘example, caution must be taken to allow language learners adequate time for
listening to language before production is expected or encouraged. First language
learners typically develop comprehension long before they speak (e.g. non-verbal
response to directions). This reflective listening: is aiso a vital part of second
langﬁage -acquisition. Cummins (1980) warns that if a learner’s first language is
endangered through premature emphasis on second laﬁguage learning, then
"subtractive bilingualism" may occur. This phenomenon can be devastating to a
- learner’s self-esteem as well as his/her future ability to learn other languages.
Given the .very serious consequences that may result when a child is expected to
prodﬁce language before he/she is developmentally ready | to do so, it is

imperative that teachers refrain from aggressive intervention techniques.

Because the key variable in establishing and maintaining NNS ' contact
with NSs appears to be whether or not the learner is motivated enough to
assume some personal responsibility for the contact, this responsibility cannot be

assumed by the teacher. Most researchers agree that where there is a pressing
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need to communicate and the motivation is high, the acquisition process seems to
continue (Taylor, B., 1983). Wells’ Theory of Interpersonal Purpose states that
communication is "an esséntial instrumental means" where the goal requires
collaboration between individuals (Wells, 1985:61). It appears that if educators are
to increase the meaningful target language input that NNSs receive from their
NS peers, they must facilitate natural communicative interaction in their

classrooms.

Research indicates that specific communicative interactions may motivate
NSs to modify their input to make it comprehensible to the language learners.
Long. (1983), in his study into the input modiﬁca‘tions of NSs in NS/NNS dyads,
found no significant change from NS/NS conversation when the situation involved
communicating information to others who lacked it, or "one-way" tasks.
Modifications occurred only on those tasks where two-way input.. was required. He
posits that classroom discourse is rarely motivated by a one-way exchange of
information. - Rather, participants must be information equals (e.g. engaged in
problerh-solving ‘'or games 'fc.)'r entertainment). Brulhart (1985) similarly found
differences on interactional measures were, in general, greater for tasks requiring
a two-way exchange of information, especially conversation vand game’ playing. She
suggests that it is some aspect of the verbal feedback provided by the leavrners
that prompts NSs to adjust th.eir‘ speech and to  avoid or repair conversation
breakdown. Johnson and Paulson (1976) point out that practice .is most effective
when it is conducted in a responsive environment in which what 1s said bif one
leamer matters to another or othér learners, because. they fp_ay, in turn, have to

respond to what is said.
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In summary, researchers overwhelmingly recommend that teachers facilitate
NS/NNS interaction in preschool classrooms by encouraging natural, interactive
communication. Activities which are mediated through langué.ge but not focused on
it, and which prompt a two-way, collaborative exchange of information should be
provided. Above all, activites should motivate the interlocutors to communicéte

naturally.

F. RESEARCH QUESTION AND HYPOTHESES

The central focus of this study is to investigate the ciuality and quantity
of meaningful target language input NNSs with low English language proﬁcienc.y
levels (NNSs(L)) receive from their NS peers in one multicultural preschool during
both typical.. freeplay periods anc.i. contrived: NS/NNS(L.) dyads. The research

question to be addressed is:

. Can the meaningfﬁl target language input to which NNSs(L) are
exposed be increased by deliberately pairing NSs and NNSs(L) in a

“multicultural preschool classroom?

The research hypotheses derived from the question are:

1. NSs will contribute more turns per episode in NS/NNS(L) interactions if

they are paired deliberately during periods of freeplay.

2. NNSs(L) will contribute more turns per episode in NS/NNS(L) interactions if
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they are paired deliberately during periods of freeplay.

3. NSs will utter more turnabouts in their conversations with NNSs(L) if they

are paired deliberately during periods of freeplay.

4. NSs will utter more directives in their conversations with NNSs(L) if they

~are paired deliberately during periods of freeplay.

By measuring frequencies of turns, turnabouts and directives that occur
during NS/NNSj(L) interactive episodes, this researcher sought to obtain an
indication of both the quantity and quality of talk between interlocutors. The
number of turns a speaker contributés to the construction of a topic indicates ‘the
degree of participation that * speaker maihtains in an interaction, as well as
providing some insight in.to the linguistic environment beiﬁg provided to - both
participants in the interaction. Turnabouts and directives, on the other hand, are
considéred to be discourse facilitating devices (Sﬁatz, 1982; Torrance & Olson,
1985), ‘and, as such, indicate a desire on the 'part' of the speaker to maintain

and extend an interaction. These measures will be discussed in operational terms

in Chapter Three.

For the purpoées of this .study, only those turnabouts and directives
produced by NSs were recordéd. It was projected, on the basis of a.vpilot' study,
that the numbers of turnabouts and directives likely to be produced by NNSs(L)
\;vould be minimal. This is not ‘suprising, given that they are complex discourse
devices and consequently, may be beyond the language and cognitive developrﬁent

~of many young -children (Shatz, ,1982).‘ As this researcher sought to measure



THE NATURAL INTERACTION OF NSs AND NNSs / 25

significant  differences between two pedagogical methods, the frequencies of
turnabouts and directives were recorded only for the NS subjects, who were

considered to be more capable of producing these devices.



III. A STUDY INTO THE ORAL INTERACTION OF NATIVE SPEAKERS
AND NON-NATIVE SPEAKERS IN FREEPLAY AND CONTRIVED NS/NNS

DYADS
A. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

A single subject, multiple baseline design was employed to assess ﬁhe
effects of deliberate pairing of NS and NNS(L) pre-school aged children on four
discourse behaviours:

1. the number of turns per episode NSs have with NNSs(L).
2. the number of turns per_.episode NNSs(L) have with NSs.
3. the number of turnabouts per episode in NSs’ conversations with NNSs(L).

4. the number of directives per episode in NSs’ conversations with NNSs(L).

Most researchers agree that language learners should be exposed to
abundant "meaningful target Ianguage interaction"”. Althdugh descriptive terms such
as "actively' involved" and "engaged" have been used "to portray NNSs receiving
meaningful target language interaction, no specific measures have been identified
to determine what constitutes such interaction. This researcher selected the above
measures  as 'iﬁdices of the quantity and quality of interaction fhat take’s place
between NSs‘ and NNSs(L);’ Bs’ investigating the number of NS turns per episode
(#1), this study sought to .determine how many timés NSs . directed target
language in.put to their‘ NNS(L) peers during baseline and treatment phases of
the experiment. Alﬁhough sheer amount is not as critical in NS/NNS(L)

interactions as is ‘the quality of those interactions, frequency and duration of

26
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target language input are significant factors in assessing the quality of the

language learners’ linguistic environment.

The number of turns a NNS(L) takes in an interactional episode (#2) can
be helpful in determining not only frequency and duration but also the degree of
participation thé NNS(L) takes in thé interaction. This study assumed that the
more turns NNSs(L) took in exchanges with NSs, the more actively involved
they were in . the discourse, and hencé, the more meaningful target language

input they received.

Both tﬁrnabouts #3) and directives (#4) are considered to be discourse
facilitating (Shatz, 1982; Torrance & Olson, 1985). An interlocuter who uses such
devices in discourse sets up expectations for the ot.;her speaker to reSpond. The
bresence of turnabouts and directives in ‘NSs 'speech to NNSs(L) indicates that
NSs are making attempfs to maintain and extend the discourse with their
" NNS(L) peers. These four variables will be discussed in detail in the

Transcription and Coding section of this report.

The d‘iscourse behaviors outlined abové were the dependent variables in
this study. They were measured at one 'week intervals ‘along a multiple baseline
désign over a beridd of ten. Weeks. The bas'eline phase forv each subject was
progressively extended; that is, for subject #1 the baseline phase was threé
weeks, for éubject #2 it was four weeks, for subject #3 it was five weeks and
for subject #4 the baseline phase was six weeks in duration. ‘Similarly, the

treatment phase (deliberate - pairing) for each - of the  four subjects. was
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progressively reduced; that 1is, the treatment phasé for subject #1 was seven
weeks in duration, for subject #2 it was six weeks, for subject #3 it was five
Weeks and for subject #4 the treatment phase was four weeks in duration. The
gradual introduction of the treatment phase at regular intervals served to control
for history by reducing_ the likelihood that differences in the amount of talk
‘might be attributable to the number of days a subject had been in school, which
may have some effect on that subject’s degree of comfort. This design also
increased stability by ensuring treatment was introduced and withdrawn on
different days, thereby reducing the possibility of results being attributable to
certain events at school, teacher variables or other special circumstances. Finally,
by wusing four subjects within a multiple baseline design, the treatment effects

were replicated within the experiment.
B. METHOD
1. Subjeéts

The subjects were four N-S children who atteﬁded Sexsmith community
preschool, where enrolment was on a ﬁrst-come-ﬁrst-servéd basis and where thel
proportion of NSs to NNSs was 1:3 in both the bmorningv and afternooh classes.
The subjects ranged in age from 4.1 to 5.0 years. They were randomiy 'seleéted
from the total 10 NSs regiétered in the morning and afternoon classes and all
scored average -or better on thf_a Peabody Picture‘ Vocabulary Test (Revised -1981)

(PPVT-R).
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The NNSs in the program consisted of twenty children, aged three to five
years, who spoke Cantonese, Mandairin, Punjabi, ‘Hindi or Italian as their first.
languages.. For the purposes of this study, the NNSs were assigned to two
groups: those with high English receptive vocabulary (NNS(H) and those -with low
Engiish receptive vocabulary (NNS(L). Assignments ‘were made on the basis of
PPVT-R test scores. .Those NNSs achieving av standard score of 80 or better
were assigned to the NNS(H) group; those scoring below 80 were assigned to

the NNS(L) group.
2. Grouping Instrument

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised (1981) was administered
to all the children in the preschool in October anci readministered iii May. The
PPVT-R assesses receptive English yocabulary and is commonly used with NNS
children as it does not require the child to speak at all, but only to point to
the correct picture. Although this test has a high positive correlation with
academic success, it has ‘been criticized as being invalid for  the purposes of
assessing E.S.L. children. The purposes of using the test for this study, however,
are mainly pi*agmatic. First, in consideration of the‘ fact that this test was being
routinely administered to ‘the children at this preschool semi-annually, it was
decided that an additional testing session .would be an unnecessary hardship for
these very young children. Second, ‘there was no measuring instrument currently
acceptable as a valid and reliable instrument for assessing the second language
skills of this groiip- of preschool multicultural children. Third, the objective of

. using the instrument in this study was to arrive at broadly defined categories of
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high and low English language proficiency, rather than precise proficiency scores.
Finally, if the test, as .it is accused, assesses E.S.L. children unfairly, and
consequently assigns them artificially low scores, then this serves only to add

credence to this thesis.
3. Data Collection
a. Baseline Observations

The teacher scheduled a one hour math game aétivity time to take place
in the classroom on one day per week. During this period the children were free
to choose and engage in math-related games and activities. The wide selection of
math games and manipulable materials available in the classroom were based on

Mary Baratta-Lorton’s Math Their Way program, which is designed to encourage

open-ended mathematical concepts such as matching, - sorting and counting. The
children were familiar with the activities as the math game activity time had

been a regular part of their preschool program throughout the year.

There was one regular classroom teacher in the classroom as well as a
temporary assistant teacher on practicam. They were requested to interact as

little as possible with the subjects ‘during the five minute observation periods.

During each observation the subject wore a bib-type apron which was
fitted with a battery;operated remote microphone. An identical apron with an

inactivated microphone was worn by another student to reduce the focus of
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attention on the subject and to permit each child in the class the opportunity to

wear the coveted apron.

The sequence of observations for each 6f the subjects was randomly
determined at the beginning of each observation day. One baseline observation
consisted of a subject being video énd audiotaped for a five minute period while
engaged in freeplay during the math game activity time. As the Sexsmith
preschool had been a research céntre for four years, the children were
accustomed to video cameras in their classroom and had become generally
oblivious to them. However, in order to ensure that the observations interfered
as little as possible with children’s normal interactions, this researcher restricted

the video equipment to the rear corner of the classroom.
b. Treatment

. The math | game activity time was also used for the treatment phase of
the experiment, with the only variance being the deliberate pairing of NS and
NNS(L) children. Manipulative math games were considered ideal tools for
bridging the cultures as the objects and ‘patterns used were likely to be familiar

and appeall'ing to most children.

The - treatment was designed to impose as little as possible on normal
classroom routines. On treatment days, the regular classroom teacher was asked
to select a NNS(L) child who might naturally interact with each NS subject. The

teacher was instructed to encourage the NS subject and the selected NNS(L)
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partner to choose a math game together by saying, " NS Child’s Name , and

NNS Child’s Name , I.would like you to choose a math game together today.

You can be partners”. Audio-videotaping began immediately following the teacher’s
initial request. Thé teacher was instructed to make one more request if the NS
and the NNS(L) did not begin to interact. If the pair failed to interact after two
teacher reqﬁests, no more requests were made. The audio-video recorder continued
to focus on the NS subject for the allotted five minute time period, whether or

not the intended interaction actually took place.
4. Transcription and Coding

Five minutes of audiotaped data were transcribed for each of the forty
~samples and the videotaped record of the subjects’ nonverbal "activities during the

observation periods were noted.

The wunits of analysis were interactional episodes between talkers.
Interactional episodes consist .of' a series of semantically related topics which may
be linked by similar subjects, predicates or other semantic links (Scribner & Cole, -
1981; Doré, 1980). For a sequence to be classed as an interactive episo.de, each
dyad member had . to exhibit at least one interactive behavior toward, or
contingent upon a partner. Turns, the discfete COntributiéns of different speak‘ers.
to the constructio.‘n of a topic, are marked by the terminal boundaries of possibly
complete utterances (i.e. word, phrase, clause or sentence, depending oﬁ its

context) (Sacks et. al., 1974).
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Turnabouts are devices used for extending communication, and, along with
coordinating conjunctions, are the strongest correlates of global conversational skill
(Torrance & Olson, 1985). They are turns in which a speaker both responds to
the listener’s prior turn and makes another request of the listener to fespond
again (Kaye & Charney, 1980; Torrance & Olson, 1985; Shatz, 19'86).' In the
following example, Rebecca responds to Jasbir’s prior turn and then sets up an
expectation for Jasbir to resvpond again:

Jasbir - "We ride the car?"
Rebecca - "O.K. I'm going in the car. Quick! Get in!"

Also discourse facilitating are directives which can take the form of direct
questions, indirect questions, clarifications, requests for action, or suggestions.
Although they are minimally-linked backwards in conversations, they act to
maintain the discourse by being maximally-linked forwards. The following

examples are directives:

""Wanna hide?" (direct question)
"You know what?" _(indirect question)

Jasbir - "Let’s make big house". »
Rebecca - "You want to make a castle?" (clarification)

"Let’s feel them, Jasbir". (suggestion)

"Come here, Jasbir!" (request for action)
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5. Reliability Assessment

Another rater coded ten percent of each of the data sets. The percentage
‘of agreement ranged from 69%. to 88%, with an overall inter-rater reliability of
83%. The area of difficulty arose from inexplicit instructions regarding the
identity of directives and turnabouts which resulted from an inadequate ‘t;raining
period. Once these areas of deficiency were rectified, general agreement was

reached.
C. ANALYSIS AND HYPOTHESES

The data were graphically plotted and trends identified both descriptively
and statistically using Ruvusky’s statistic. Ruvusky’s statistic has traditionally
been used in n-le'dical‘ research, but is particularly suitable. for any multiple
baseline design which has a small ‘sam‘ple. The statistical method of analysis will

be discussed in detail fn-Chapter Four.

For the purposes of analysis, the research hypotheses outlined in Chapter

Two are now restated in operational terms. They are:

1. The number of NS turns in NS/NNS(L) interactional episo_des will incréase

when NSs and NNSs(L) are deliberately paired during math games.

2. The number of NNS(L) turns in NS/NNS(L) interactional episodes will

increase when NSs and NNSS(L) are deliberately paired during math games.
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The number of NS turnabouts in NS/NNS(L) interactional episodes will

increase when NSs and NNSs(L) are deliberately paired during math games.

The number of NS directives in NS/NNS(L) interactional episodes will

increase when NSs and NNSs(L) are deliberately paired ‘during math games.



IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

All analyses demonstrated that when NSs and NNSs(L) were deliberately
paired the quality and quantity of their classroom interactions increased
substantially. Graphic illustrations portray pre- and post-treatment differences for

~each of the four measures in the predicted directions.

1. Number of NS turns per episode
2.  Number of NNS(L) turns per episode
3. Number of NS directives per episode

4, Number of NS turnabouts per episode

Statistical analysis confirmed that in all cases except NS turnabouts per episode

differences were significant to the [p<.05] level..
1. Number of NS Turns per Episode
a. Results

The number of NS turns p.er episode rese significantly for each of the
four subjects when - treatment was introduced band these values remained'
“consistently higher than baseline levels over the entire treatmént phase. In one
isolated case,'. however, Dana (NS) initiated interaction with Janet (NN_S(L)) during
the baseline phase,A and took a total of fortyv-five turns during an episode _Which
continued ‘for the entire five minute observation period. On this particular day,

the teacher had introduced the concept of working with partners. She had asked

36
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one of the subjects, Erin, to choose‘ a math garhe with Hardeep (NNS(L)) and
had also asked four other children to work in partners. Although the teacher
had not requested that Dana choose a math game with a partner, it appears
that Dana may have decided to do just that. For on this day- she. interacted
With Jahet (NNS(L)), changing manipulative materials three times during the five
minute observation. Dana obviously wanted to be in control - of the interaction,
directing Janet several times, (Ya, come on, let’s‘ play with this, Janet.", "We're
not allowéd. Don’t be a pain.", "No, that’s not the way how you do it.") but
when Janet indicated her choice for a math game by simply sitting down on the
floor to play with the one she had chosen, Dana complied with her non verbal

statement by saying, "O.K., O.K., We’ll play that, O.K.".

It appears that Dana chose Janet to be her partner during the math
game activity time that day, and persisted in maintaining the interaction using
whatever methods she could. If this was indeed the case, then Dana’s high
number of turns with Janet could be considered, in effect, to be a treatment

score.

At any rate, the value for this single baseline obser;ration is obviously
much higher. than the average two turns that NSs took over the other seventeen
baseline observations (Figure 1). bThe range of scores, with the exception of the
forty-five in. question, feil between ‘zero and eighteen. Sixteen of the eighteen
scores bwere below five turns per episode. Twelve were one - o.r less than one.
Since this episode is not representative of the general baseline 'trend, it has been

treated as. an outlyer for the purposes of the statistical analysis. That is, Dana’s
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score of forty-five has been replaced by her mean baseline score of 14.75 turns

per episode.

Ruvusky’s statistic was employed to determine the significance 0f' the
treatment effect. First, baseline scores for each subject and each observation were
recorded. Then a mean treatment score was determined for each. subject based on
that subject’s entire treatment phase. These scores were recorded for each subject
on the day that treatment was introduced and were followed by the letter "b"
to denoﬁe mean treatment score. On each occasion that treatment was introduced
(days 4 through 7) a rank of one was given to the highest score, two to the
next highest score, and so on. When treatment was introduced for the first
subject, allb subjects were ranked. Wheﬁ treatment was .introduced on subsequent
occasions, all subjects except those who previously received the treatment were

ranked. Scores and ranks are summarized in Table 1.

Results - indicate that when treatment was introduced, each of the four
NSs took ‘substantially more turns when interacting with NNSs(L) than they did
during the baseline phase. In every case the treatment score significantly

"~ outranked all baseline scores.
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Table 1. Number of NS Turns per Episbde: Baseline Scores, Mean Treatment
Scores and Ranks

NS Subjects| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 0 2 0 23b
2 0 1 18 14.75 20b
3 4 0 0 5a 4a 18b
4 1 1 0 6a Oa la 21b
Ranks= 1 1 1 1 ZR=4

b. Discussion

Thé fact that NSs took more turns during the treatment phase of the
expériment suggests that NSs, during interactive episodes with their NNSs(L)
peers, had longer conversations and were more engaged in the interactions when
NSs and NNSs(L) wére encouraged to choose math games toggther than when
ithe-y’ were left ‘t,o théir» own interactive devices. It is possible ‘that even though
dialogué was often difficult, ‘the NSs felt a sense of commitment to maintain
interaction with their NNS(L) partners, after they had been asked by their
teacher to g:hoose a gamé with a NNS(L) classmate. They were presumably more
capable of initiating and maintaiﬁing the interaction, being both more proficient .in

the language of the classroom and often more familiar with North American
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social conventions.

It is evident from the transcriptions that on those occasions when NSs
and NNSs(L) took many turns during an interaction, they were engrossed in
their activities and turn-taking was self-motivated. In the following sequence,
Jordan (NS) and Stephanie. (NNS(L))) are building a tall tower using snap blocks.

Their dialogue testifies to their genuine absorption into the play.

Stephanie - "Oh, oh! It broke."”

(They fix it.)

Jordan - "Come. Hold it. I think it’s going to burst! Just - I’ll put this...
-Yow! (noises)

Stephanie - "You do this. Hold this."”

Jordan - (noises as he holds it.) o

Stephanie - (picks it up) "Hey! Judi! Judi! (the teacher) [To Jordan] "We
make it O.K? (takes tower across classroom and returns with it) "Hey!
Hey, Jordan! Here’s what you made! Oh, no! Oh!

(The tower falls apart.) Stephanie - "I make it too!"

Jordan - "Ahh!"

(They laugh and try to catch it as it falls.)

Jordan - "Oh no!"

Stephanie - "We pick it up."”

(They put the pieces together again.)

(They both make noises together.)

Stephanie - "Hey! How you get this?"

Jordan - "Ahh! There’'s a tower!"

Stephanie - "You ready? Yes, come back."

(The tower falls.)

Jordan - (laughs)

Stephanie - "It fall. I make it." _

Jordan - "Oh! ...seven, eight...ahh! ahh! ahh! Timber! ahh!" -

Stephen Krashen (1977, 1979) has suggested that interaction which is
truly "meaningful communication" is intrinsically. motivating and can trigger the
LAD. And Jim Cummins (1984) contends that meaningful communication can only

be achieved during occasions of real oral interaction which actually involve and
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are of interest to the learner. It is this meaningful communication that seems to
promote the subconscious acquisition of language. Clearly, dJordan and Ste'phanie
ére focusing on‘ their activity, not on their language. But they are undoubtedly
acquiring increased language skills through their motivation to purposefully

communicate.

It was not always easy for the NSs to maintain their conversaﬁions with
NNSs(L). Qf'ten their interactive attempts would break dowﬁ when the
interlocutors were attempting to communicate on a conceptual level and could not
rely on non-verbal and other communicative strategies to help get the meaning
across. In the following sequence, for example, Dana finally gives up after many
attempts to gain information from Stephanie (NNS(L)).

Dana - "Let me see the stickers." (She stands up,b goes to Stéphanie and
picks up the stickers.) "Who bought these for you?"

Stephanie - "My sis- my grandma.” (She takes the stickers back from
Dana.)
Dana - "and where?"

Stephanie - "My grandpa."
Dana - "Where did he buy it from""

Stephanie - "Um, the money. {unintelligible} (She takes the stickers back
again.) :

Dana - (louder) "Where did he buy it from?"

Stephanie - "um, I don’t know."

It seems that the more genuinely interested NSs were in an exchange " of

information, the more persistent they were in their attempts to communicate.
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2. Number of NNS(L) Turns per Episode

a. Results

The number of NNS(L) turns per episode increased significantly in all cases once
the treatment was introduced (Figure 2). In fact, mean baseline levels of 6.4
turns per episode increased to mean treatment levels of 27.1 turns per episode.
Using Ruvusky’s test, all treatment scores consistently outranked baseline scores

(Table 2).

Table 2. Number of NNS(L) Turns per Episode: Baseline Scorés, Mean Treatment.

Scores and Ranks

NS Subjects] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 0 5 0 21b
2 0 0 24 18 45b
3 3 0 0 2a 5a 21b
4 2 . 1 0 abs Oa 4a 20b

1l
N

Ranks= 1 ‘ 1 1 1 ‘ . ZR
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b. Discussion

In choosing to take so many turns during interactive episodes with their
NS peers, NNSs(L) were actively involving themselves in the discourse and
therefore exposing themselves to abundant amount-;s of target language input. It is
likely that their child-centred, self-initiated interaction may not only provide these
young language learnefs with ~the input, practice and feedback that is so
essential to second language leafning, but it may also provide them with
ihtrinsically' motivating experiences that can promote the ‘subconscious acquisition
of language. The NNSs(L) too, like the NSs, may have sensed the commitment
that "partners" connotes. In »fac‘t, -during Hardeep’s pairing with Erin, he said, at
one point, "Erin, no. My Erin.", as he directed her back to join him at the

table.

Generally, a balanced sequence of turn-taking was evident in NS/NNS(L)
intel;actions. Even though many NNSs(I.) had not yet developed sufficient second
language skills to maintain a conversation with their NS partners, they were
undoubtedly aware of | turn-taking conventions. They consistently responded to NSs
statements and directives with imitatidns‘,’ repetitions and gestures at appropriate
interve.ls during their interactions. 1’0 has been 'suggested' that these imitations
and other reactions are a strategic response to the dobliga’cion to take a turn

when.'linguistic skills are underdeveloped (Shatz, 1980; Boskey & Nelvson, 1980). -

Catherine Garvey (1984) suggests that the turn-taking skills of young

children are fragile and are likely to be most effective in interchanges with one
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other person. Garvey refers to a study conducted by Ervin-Tripp which found
that children younger than four and one-half years had difficulty following
fast-paced exchanges and were often interrupted, or interrupted others. It is not
suprising, then, that Garvey identifies interchanges with one other person as the

preferred and most frequent type of interaction of young children.

In addition to being the preferred type of communication among young
children, dyadic interaction makes wide-ranging provisions for personalized learning
techniques and strategies. The data from this ‘study indicate both NSs and
NNSs(L) creatively _and .uniquely modified their communicative strategies when
interacting with each other. NNS(L) input duri.ng these interactions ranged from
barely perceptible to very extensive oral participation. All forms of participation
during ‘baseline and treatment phases of the e};periment. were accepted and
encouraged. This personalizatioﬁ_ of NS/NNS(L) interaction not only allows for
greater flexibility in individual learner preferences, but also facilitates increased
levels of participation and attentiveness, .which, if present, indicate a - greater
tendency. on the part of the learner to process target langﬁage input (Strong,

1983).

In the following example, Dana (NS) and Michelle (NNS(L)) are using
sponge numbers and a large ‘die. Michelle, who has very limited English lanéuage
skills, manages to take regular turns during her interaction with Dana by using
nonverbal communication and repetition. Michelle’s regular turn-taking suggests she

is actively involved in the interaction.
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Dana - "O.K. Now. I'll roll the dice first, O.K. I'll roll the dice (x3)."
(Michelle gives the die to Dana.)

(Dana rolls the die.)

Michelle - "Two". .

‘Dana - "I'll roll the dice, O.K?"

(Dana rolls the die.. Michelle picks it up.) ,
"~ Dana - "That's one. Where’s a one, one, one? There’s one right here. I
picked a one.”

(Michelle rolls the die.)

Dana - "Two. Oh! I knew you were going to take two. Two’s right..."
Michelle - "Two, two, two." .

Dana - "Two!" (points to the die) "Put-put it next to me. See one, then
comes two." ' :

Michelle - (picks up the two, finds a card that has two dots on it, and
puts the numeral two on top of it) "Hey! Two! Two!"

Dana - "You're after...um... This is two!" (points to where Michelle should
put it) ‘ :
(Michelle complies.)

Dana - "And now- it’s my turn to roll a play. Here it comes!" (rolls die)
Michelle - (catches die) "Four!"

Dana - "Hmm? Um, let me see." (holds die with Michelle) "One, two,
three, four, five, six." (pointing to dots on die) "Six, ha! I knew I would
roll a six." (picks up numeral six and the card with six dots) "Ya."

3. Number of NS Directives per Episode
a. Results

Directives, = which are discourse facilitating, occurred very inf'requently
- during the - baseline p‘hase (Figure 3), with the exception, once again, of Dana’s
V(NS) extended interaction _With Janet (NNS(L)). On this occasion, Dana addressed
twenty-six directives to Janet, com‘pared to an -average 0.9 directives during the
entire baseline period. Once' again, . this .extraofdinarily high wvalue has been
~ replaced  with Dana’s mean _baseiine score for the purposes of the statistical
“analysis. Once a more representative value has been substituted for the outlyer,

the statistical significance is readily apparent. For each of the four subjects, a
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rank of 1 is achieved when the treatment is introduced (Table 3).

Table 3. Number of NS Directives per Episode: Baseline Scores, Mean Treatment

Scores and Ranks

NS Subjects| 1 2. 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 0 0 0 6b
2 o 19 3 13
3 2 0 0 la 2a 10b
4 0 0 "0 abs Oa la 7b
Ranks= 1 1 1 1 ZR=4

b. Discussion

Although directives can be blatant "orders" for action, they can' also be
questions requiring a response, -indirect questions, clarifications, or suggestions for
action. In spite of the fact that NSs used many directives in their interactions
with NN’Ss(L)_, the NSs were not necessarily controlling the interactions. In this

example, Dana (NS) and Stephanie (NNS(L)) negotiate regarding which math
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game they will share. It is Stephanie who eventually succeeds 'in having her
choice accepted.
Dana - (selects a game) "Let’s take this!"
Stephanie - "No".
Dana - "Ya". _ '
Stephanie - "I want other one. Don’t want play with that". (runs to the
science table, rolls up her sleeves and puts her hands in the water bucket.)
Dana - "Let’s play with this one". (walks towards Stephanie carrying a
game under her arm.) ' :
Stephanie - "Let’s play this one".
Dana - "O.K." (She puts down her game, rolls up her sleeves and joins

Stephanie in the water.)
Dana and Stephanie proceed to experiment with floating and sinking objects.

4. Number of NS Turnabouts per Episode
a. Results

Although the number of turnabouts increased in three out of four cases
' (the number of turnabouts for Subject #4 remaining at zero throughout both the
baseline and treatment phases) the increases were not sufficient to produce a
statistically signiﬁcaht result (Table 4). However, graphic illustrations indicate this
pattern in the number of turnabouts once the treatment phase was introduced
' (Figure 4).

Prior to tréatment{.no turnabouts were préduced by any of the four NSs. During
treatment, _ﬁowever,» some turnabouts were produced‘ and during one treafment

observation Dana (NS) uttered six turnabouts.
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Table 4. Number of NS Turnabouts per Episode: Baseline Scores, Mean
Treatment Scores and Ranks

NS Subjects| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 0 o 0 0
2 0 0 0 0o 2
3 0 0 0 0 o 0
4 0 0 0 0 Oa Oa 0
Ranks= 0 1 0 0 ‘ ZR=4

b. Discussion

It is likely that the lanéuage and cognitive development of these young
children is not sufficiently advanced for them to produce complex discourse
devices .éuch as turnabouts, which both respond to the previous speaker and
make demands on that speaker to i‘epl& (Shatz, 1982). But ‘the fact that some
turnabouts were produced during the treatment phase when none at all were
pfoduced during tile baseline phase suggests that when NS.sv and NNSs were
deliberately paired, their .discourse was extendéd more frequently. It may be that
these children, when paired‘, assumed some measure Qf commitmentk to interact
with their partners; hence, there was a marked increase in the number of

discourse facilitating directives and an  attempt to increase those devices such as
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turnabouts.
5. General Discussion

The transcribed- data from this empirical research study yield more than
duantitative results fegarding the interaction of NSs and NNSs(L). In‘ addition to
numerical data, the transcriptions exemplify the creative communicative strategies
that young children regularly employ when they attempt NS/NNS(L) discourse. If
a child is motivated to become a participant in NS/NNS(L) conimunications, that
child, dx;awing from some internal knowledge of how language. works, can readily
summon up a variety of conversational devices that serve to maintain and
extend the dialogue. Following are some -examples of the frustrations and
" successes experienced by the multicultural preschool aged children in this study

during their attempts to communicate.

There were occasions when creative attempts at communication did not
work. In this example, Hardeep (NNS(L)), who spoke very little English, is
observing Jordan (NS) building with blocks. Hardeep watches Jordan, inches closer
and knocks a block with his foot.

Jordan - "Don’t! Why you...AHH! -

(Hardeep exits...A few minutes later, he returns.)
(Hardeep taps Jordan on the shoulder.)

Jordan - "Ow!" ‘
(Hardeep points to his block structure.)
Jordan - "Yeoww!" (runs back across the room to his block structure.)

More often, however, sincere attempts at NS/NNS(L) communication were
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met with success. NSs and NNSs(I) often maintained their discourse by relying
on such conversational = strategies as nonverbal signals, repetition, prosody,
nonsense words and general word play. In the following example, word
substitution is used by Karen (NNS(L)) and accepted by Dana (NS). The two
girls are engaged in putting small round sea shells into egg carton
compartments. .Earlier, Karen had asked Dana, "What is this?", as she carefully
studied a shell, felt it, smelled it, tasted it. She received no reply from Dana at
that time.

Dana- "You take--you take a lot. (givés handsful of shells to Karen) You

~ have--you have to sort them. You have to sort them out.

Karen - "OK." ' .

Dana- "These are--the rest are--the rest are mine." (gives hersélf some.)

Karen - "Yolk." (putting shells in her hand, one by one.) "Yolk.” (holds out

her hand to show Dana) "Yolk. Look. Yolk. You take some yolks. Yolk.

Take out some yolks first. Yolk." (points to Dana’s pile .of shells.)

Dana - "Put all the yolks in there!" (puts shells in egg carton)

Karen - "Ya, yolk." (puts shells in box)

Dana - "Yolk, yolk, yolk ..."(as she drops each shell into hox)
It is possible that Karen was not familiar with sea shells but linked them with
their egg carton container. Once Karen had labelled them "yolks", however, Dana

accepted the initiation as word play and obligingly took a role in maintaining the

discourse.

Word play is even more evident in the following example where Tina
(NNS(L)) and Rebecca (NS) are matching coloured geometric shapes to pattern
cards. Rebecca has just dropped some pieces on the floor.

Tina - "Oh, no! Wooka, wooka, wooka, wooka, wooka, wooka, wooka."

(picking up the pieces) _
Rebecca - (laughing) "Wooka, wookal!” (loudly)
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Tina - "Wooka, wooka." (gets another card) "Oh, this is é hmmm... blue."

During another observation, Dana, again using the shells, interacts with

Stephanie (NNS(L)), using prosody and repetition:

Dana - "white, white, shelly, shelly" (puts shells in a line on the table)
Stephanie - "white, white, shell-" (one drops to the floor) She laughs and
picks it up.

Later,

Dana - "Look! Mine’s all sh, sh..."

Stephanie - "Mine too!"

They both make rhythmic noises together as they put their boxes together to

make one.)

Familiar phrases and the chunking together of unprocessed segments of
language were also used by NNSs(L) to contribute to the dialogue when it was
their turn. In the following example, Michelle (NNS(L)) .ﬁnds a candle in a

bucket of water:

Michelle - "Candle!"

Dana - "O.K."

Michelle - "Happy birthday to you,

Happy birthday to you,

Happy birthday to Dana,

Happy birthday to you." :

(Holding the candle, she pretends to blow it out, then hums the tune
again.) '

Bernie (NNS(L)  relies on phrases he has heard on a télevisiOn program to

participate in turn-taking in this interactive episode:
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Jordan (NS) - "Oh my god (X2), are you finished?"
Bernie (NNS(L)) - "No way! Decepticons!"
Alvin (NNS) - "Oh, oh! Decepticon jet is attacking!"

Bernie - "Decepticon blow up, ah!"
Jordan - "Are these-"
. Bernie - "Decepticon!"

It is evident that through the use of wvarious conversational devices, this
multicultural group of preschoolers is managing to communicate. During occasions
which actively involved and interested them, NSs and NNSs(L) participated in
extended periods of discourse. Most frequently, these interesting and involving
occasions of NS/NNS(L) intefaétions occurred during periods of natural, authentic
play, when the participants were intrinsically motivated to maintain and extend
their con§efsations. The following sociodramatic play episode, thich occurred
during the deliberate pairing of Jasbir (NNS(L)) and Rebecca (NS), exempliﬁes‘
‘the tremendous possibilities that an intrinsically motivating situation can have oﬁ
language acquisition.

Jashir - "Daddy!"
Rebecca - "What?"

Jasbir - "Daddy!"”
Rebecca - "What?"

Jasbir - "I want to go in that car!" (pointing to a chair)
Rebecca - "You know what, Honey? We're going out somewhere."
Jasbir - "Daddy?"

Rebecca - "You know what” We have to go out somewhere.

~Jasbir - "I want to do that.”
Rebecca - "No, kid! No! We have to use all these kids to get in the car.'
~Jasbir - (makes car noises)

Rebecca - "You broke the car!"

Jasbir - (laughs)

Rebecca - "Give me that key now.'

Jasbir - (makes car noises and laughs) "It’s gone car. It’s gone car. It'’s

gone there." (points upwards and laughs)
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Later, after Rebecca interacts with Samantha (NS), Jasbir taps Rebecca on the

shoulder and says,

"It’s going! Car is going!"

Surely this type of involving discourse constitutes "meaningful interaction".
B.oth the NS and NNS(L) have immersed themselves in the episode, assumed
roles, and have initiated their own ideas to keep the play going. Communic.ationb
has become an essential means to achieve a desired goal, suggesting benefits

over and above the strictly-defined skills studied formally.



V. CONCLUSIONS, RESIDUAL QUESTIONS & IMPLICATIONS FOR

TEACHERS
A. CONCLUSIONS

We began this study by asking the question,

Can the meaningful target language input to which NNSs(L) are
exposed be increased by deliberately pairing NSs and NNSs(L) in

a multicultural preschool classroom?

On the basis of the study, we can conclude by answering the question
affirmatively. With reference to the research hypotheses, nﬁmbers 1, 2, and 3
were conﬁrmed.. There were insufficient numbers of - turnabouts to permit
conclusive tests on hypothesis number 4. All significant treatment effects were in
the direction predicted. Results indicate significant increases in the frequencies of
NS turns, NNS(L) turns and NS directives, when NSs and NNSs(L) were
deiiberately paired.  This investigation‘ ‘of two pedagogical methods clearly
demonstrates that teacher intervention into the freeplay situation provided some

NNSs with an enhanced language learning environment.

Most researchers recommend that learners be given ample opportunity to
" participate in and initiate language in a variety of interactive .situations with
NSs, where they can feel free to try out the new language and experiment with
it (Cummins, 1980; Lindfors, 1983; Wong-Fillmore, 1982). But this study reveals
that simbly prouidinngNSs('L) the opportunity to use language in ways which are
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meaningful to them, is not enough to stimulate NS/NNS(L) interaction in a

classroom situation where NNSs are the majority.

The freeplay philosophy, commonly subscribed to in early childhood
programs, presupposes that NNS children will naturally assume the responsibility
for exﬁosing themselves to target language input. However, it fails to take into
account certain learner characteristics that may delay or prevent peer interactions
in certain environments. For example, Strong (1983), in his study of
Spanish-speaking kindérgarteners, fouhd there was significantly more integrative
motivatidn and behavior tendencies in children who had higher levels of target
language proficiency. And Chesterfield et. al. (1982) similarly found children who
were learning English were able to take more linguistic advantage of their

English-speaking peers as their proficiency increased.

This study has illuminated the fact that the NSs in a multicultural
preschool also have more integrative motivation and behavior tendencies towards
their NNS peers as the target language proﬁciency of the language learners
increases. Further, this study reveals that when a teacher assisted NSs and
NNSs(L) in initiating .contéct by deliberétely pairing them, the NS/NNS(L) dyads -

were able to sustain interaction.

Simply exposing NNSs(L) to target language input,. however,. does not
automatically.lead to "acquisition. Rather, it appears that the learner must ehgage
in -interaction which facilitates intrinsically motivating ’'meaningful communication’

in order to trigger the LAD (Krashen, 1977, 1979). "Since language acquisition is
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unconscious and explicit and most often takes place within natural, interactive
settings (Krashen, 1979; Rivers, 1983), and since early childhood is a time
during which learnérs rely primarily on acquisition for develop'ing their language
proficiency (Krashen, 1981a), it follows that language teaching activities for young
children should be mediated, as much as possible, through natural peer

interaction.

The results of this stuay. demonstrate that the deliberate pairing of young
NSs and NNSs(L) encourages the natural peer interaction that is the essence of
their communication. Providing language learners with many opportunities to
engage in these real, authentic communicative episodes, and assisting them in
initiating NS/NNS(L) conversations has been shown to be a successful technique

for exposing NNSs(L) to increased levels of meaningful target language input.

B. RESIDUAL QUESTIONS

There are residual questions, however, stemming from this study, which

remain unanswered. In this final chapter, 1 shall address two of these:

1. Is the sociolinguistic environment within multicultural classrooms sufficiently

stimula"cing for NSs?
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2. What are the long-term sociolinguistic effects of deliberate pairing of native

and non-native speakers?

1. Is the sociolinguistic environment within multicultural -classrooms

sufficiently - stimulating for NSs?

.Very often parents of NSs are hesitant to enroll their -children | in
multicultural classrooms. Their concern is reflected in some commonly asked
questions, such as: "Won’t my child be held back in a classroom‘that .enrolls
‘many NNSs?" Some teachers, aé well as parents, instinctively feel that NSs in
multicultural classrooms are exposed to an insufficient quantity of language at or
beyond their present levels of linguistic development. Hence, they fear their
children’s languége will not develop as rapidly in a multicultural environment as

it might in a classroom made up entirely of NSs.

This argument may sound logical on the surface, but research into the
role of NSs in mﬁlficultural classrooms, although just beginning, is demonstrating
some very - positive effects for NSs in multicultural programs. First, NSs in
multicultﬁral preschool classrooms are exposed to. much language' at and beyond
their present levels of development. The present study, m fact, reveals that NSs
direct most of their peer talk to other NSs and to those NNSs who have hi.gh.
levels of -English language proficiency. Other research into children’s natural

interactive patterns indicates that preschool children speak more often to their
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teachers than to their peers (Chesterfild ct. al, 1982). And Wells (1985),
reporting on his thirteen year long Bristol Language Development Study, states
that it is adults, and particularly parents, who most often sustain and extend
the conversaﬁons of chilc‘iren‘ who are learning their first language. It seemé that
the major linguistic value of peer interaction is generally attributable to the
repeated practice childreﬂ deriv.e from conducting - conversations. with their
playmates. Actually using the language in meaningful situations provides language
learners with a perfect atmosphere for making and testing their hypotheses about

the language.

It is evident »from this study and others tha’_c NSs in multicultural
classrooms have numerous opportunities to practice using language with teachers,
NS peers, NNS(H) peers and NNS(L} peers. In‘ fact, in having s¢ many
pFOtential language partners at diverse levels of linguistic development, NSs in this
classroom are learning important facts about their 1anguage. They are learning
that in order to maintain and extend communications, they need to modify their

language in ways that make it comprehensible to their partners.

It vhas‘ been well-documented that vadults’ language to young children is
~ different from adult-directed speech. Sentences are short, simple, well-formed - and
well articulated (Brown & Bellugi, 1964; Snow, 1972). Buf Shatz gnd Gelman
(1973) discovered thét even four year olds adjust their speech when talking to
two year olds. They found that four year olds’ speech vmodiﬁcations were not
based solely on linguistic considerations, but, to a greater degrée, on attentional,

social and cognitive considerations. The older children, incorporating social
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conventions of sequencing and turn-taking, and using feedback ffom their two
year old partners, managed to provide a language sample which was adjusted to
the individual needs of the language learners. It appears, then, that .children who
are learning to modify their langilage in ways that make it comprehensible to
their partners are developing special metalinguistic awareness as they continually

.adjust their speech in response to their partners’ levels of proficiency.

NSs in multicultural .classrooms are also less likely to develop ethnocentric
perspectives. Lambert (1967), in an international study into the development of
stereotyped thinking in children, fbund that "figid and stereotyped -thinking about
in-groups and out-groups, or about own groups in contrast to foreigﬁers, starts
dﬁring the preschool period when children are trying to form a cdnception of
themselves and their plaée in the world". He suggests that the '.ethnocentrism
wbhich develops when differences and contrasts are highlighted can have
perrnanent. cor.lsequences. Young NSs who attend school in a multicultural
environment develop social and c>ultural awareness that _éan_ help to promote
positive ‘attitudes towards cultural and linguistic groups different fr;)m their own.
With the Canadian government’s recent entl'renchment of mult;lculturalisrn into the
country’s constitution, it appears that those children who have early oppOrtunitieS
to develop f“riendshiﬁs -within . an ethnically diverse group will beneﬁt in the

future.

2. What are the long-term ' sociolinguistic effects of deliberate pairing on

native and non-native speakers?
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This question cannot, of course, be answeréd prior to conducting
‘longitudinal studies to investigate the problem. However, we .do know -that young
children are powerfully motivated to leérn about the world in which they live
and possess .a drive to iﬁteract that appears to motivaf,e -an internal desire to

master some form of communication with others.

This study demonstrates that children’s natural motivation to interact can
be impeded by linguistic and cultural barriers which interfere with their attempts
to communicate.‘ Results suggest ‘that in classrooms where enrolments reflect a
majority of NNSs, those NNSs who have low target language proficiency are
often being left out of natural classroom interaction. If NS/NNS(L) interaction is
triggered by some mutually attractive object or conversational topic, these children
are capable of conducting extended periods of interaction through the wuse of
conversational - devices such as nonverbal signals, repetition, prosody and word
play. But, as this study reveals, the incidences of natural NS/NNS(L) interactions
are rare in these classrooms, unless these very young children are given some

assistance with initiating such interactions.

Tfaditional ESL programs emphasizing rote language drills, not only
deprive children of the neceSsary motivation they need to ven‘gage in meaningful
- communication, but they may also exacerbate social problems. By segregéting
NNSs(L) and assigning them to modified programs, educators may be unwittingly
perpetuating the myth that NNSs are academically inferiqr to NSs. Teachers who
include NNSs in regular- classrooms where they are giiren many opportunities to

engage - in meaningful interaction, demonstrate to others that NNSs can be
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intelligent and capable students.
C. IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHERS

Although the results of this study are, strictly speaking, not generalizable .
to other populations, the sample used is ’no; radically different ffom that facing
many early childhood teachers in preschools, vdaycéres and - kindergarten
classrooms. With that in mind, I would like to make two suggestions, based on
the findings, as to what teachers might do to provide their students with a

positive language learning environment.

1. Teachers should maximize opportunities for real oral communication in

their classrooms. .

While there seemé to be general agreement among researchers that
language acquisition is facilitated when learners are actively engaged in
comprehending and using the  target language in a meaningful way, many
classroom teachers are still not providing their students wi’th opportunities for
peer ‘interaction. The idea of using student talk as a language teaching strategy
is not a'new.v concept. There has been a étrong movement awéy ffom highly
structured, teacher-centred, grémmar—based teaching, in favor of task-oriented,
corﬁmunicatively-based,' learner-centred teaching., But, for many Vof us, there
remains ‘an incompatability between "noisy" .classrooms and teachers’ ability to

direct classroom instruction in an effective way.
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It has been suggested that it is not the amount of target language input
that learners receive that increases the rate at which they acquire a new
language, but rather, their active involvement in using the language (Strong, 1982,
Wong-Fillmore, 1981). Our - goal as language teachers must be to maximize
opportunities fpr' our students to ehgage in using language in méaningful ways.
A non-threatening atmosphere, where students can actively make hypotheses about
the language and then tést them in interactive contexts, providés the best
environment fof practicing language. Learner_s can then, by using inputv.and
feedback from their partners, become active creaiors of language, rather than
passive recipients. Furthermore, putting NNSs(L) in learner-centred communicative
situations, rather than teacher-centred ones, places the  responsibility for learning
squarely on- the learner, - not the teacher. If the learner assumes this
resp.onsibility' within the classroom, he/éhe will be more likely to maintain it

beyond the claséroom.

2. Teachers should take some measures to encourage NS/NNS(L)

interaction.

This study - has demonstrated that in a preschool classroom where the
majority of children are NNSs, the provision of a supportive, student-cenﬁred
environment was not enough to motivaté NS/NNS(L)Enteractiont Teaéhers should
encourage NS/NNS(L) contact by creating .situa_tions wher_e NSs and NNSS(L) will
be " motivated to communicate with each other. This sﬁudy confirms Michael
Strong’s (1984) suggéstion_ that we cannot assume fhese very ybung children will

seek ‘each other out naturally, especially in the beginning of our programs.
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Results clearly indicate there is limited interaction between NSs and NNSs(L)
when they are left to their own interactive devices. However, given some initial
assistance by a sensitive and understanding teacher, these multicuitural children
can maintain long, intensive interactive episodes. Children who have initiated their
own interactions are more likély to be actively involved in real oral
communication which is of interest to them. A word of caution needs to be
expressed here. In taking control, teachers must be careful not to monopolize
initiatives by the éhildren. Sensitivity to individual needs is obviously a necessary
prerequisite to teacher intervention. By .creating situations where children will
want to communicate with each other, teachers are assisting thém to overcome
cultufal and linguistic barriers that delay the point at which NSS and NNSs(L)

would naturally be motivated to interact (Strong, 1984).

This study has contributed to our knowledge of how language learners’
social and- linguis'ﬁc venvironment is affected by the linguistic composiﬁon of a
class. As stated in Chapter One, é' number of researchers recornmend a 1:1
ratio of NSs to NNSs in preschool enrolments to provide an optimal ‘environment
for language learning (Wong-Fillmore, 1982). But this study, focusing on ' an
enrolment “scenario typical of many early childhood classrooms, illuminates the
fact that in preschool classrooms whefe recommended NS/NNS proportions have
not been met, children’s natural interactive patternsb may be radicall)> altered. In
these classrooms, the typigal freeplay situation does not generally stimulate
NS/NNS(L) interaction. Consequently, many young language learners rhay not be

receiving the target language input they require to learn. the language.
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There are other, more practical reasons that justify the deliberate pairing
of NSs and NNSs(L) in preschool classrooms. Although there are no
comprehensive figures available for preschool enrolments, a 1988 Vancouver School
Board survey indicates 43.9% of the students eﬁrolled in Vancouver kindergarten
élassrooms speak English as a second language. This is the highest percentage in
the history of the survey, and there is no indication these numbers will decline
in the future. As one early childhood teacher often has the dubious responsibility
of teaching ﬁf’oeén to twenty children, many teachers find it difficult, if not
impossible, to attend to the myriad needs that all these children have. If we can
utilize NSs in multicultural classrooms to assist in the provision of target
langu'ageb input for NNSs, especially with such positive sociolinguistic results, then

it makes sense to capitalize on a potentially rewarding situation.

Finally, in promoting the natural interaction of NSs and NNSs in their
classrooms, teachers have a rt'asponsibil‘ityv to discuss the benefits of multicultural
classrooms for = NS children with parents, with other teachers and Witi]
educational administrators. Encouraging positive attitudes .towards other people,
regardless of their’ cultural. or lihguistic backgrounds, vcan' only ‘be beneficial to us‘

all.
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