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Abstract

Title of Document: ENGLISH LEARNERS WITH LIMITED OR
INTERRUPTED FORMAL EDUCATION:
RISK AND RESILIENCE IN EDUCATIONAL
OUTCOMES

Christopher Todd Browder, Doctor of
Philosophy, 2014

Directed By: Assistant Professor Dr. Claudia Galindo, of the
Language, Literacy, and Culture Program
This dissertation examined the educational outcomes of high school English learner
(EL) students with limited or interrupted formal education (SLIFE) to evaluate
theories that explain their educational resilience. School system data and survey
results from 165 high school ELs were analyzed to determine the degree to which
ELs’ homeland schooling had influenced their academic outcomes in the U.S.
Educational outcomes included English proficiency attainment and gains as well as
scores on standardized tests of algebra, biology, and English language arts. Limited
formal schooling (LFS) was operationalized with three indicators for students on
arrival in the U.S.: (1) gaps in years of schooling relative to grade, (2) low self-
reported first language schooling, and (3) beginner-level English proficiency.
Bivariate and multivariate regression analyses were used to estimate the relationships
between the LFS indicators and the educational outcomes as well as the degree to
which school-based protective factors and personal risk factors had influenced the
relationships. Protective factors included perceived pedagogical caring, social

integration with non-immigrant peers, ESOL classes, out-of-school help, and extra-



curricular activities. Risk factors included high social distance, past traumatic
experiences, a lack of authoritative parental support, separations from loved ones, and
hours spent working in employment. This study also examined the role students’
academic self-concept played in mediating and moderating the influence of protective
and risk factors in the resiliency process. The findings showed that SLIFE had lower
achievement on the standardized tests, but that it was largely due to having lower
English proficiency at the time of the test. Lower English proficiency at the time of
the test was mainly attributed to arriving with lower English proficiency and lower
first language literacy. ESOL classes appeared to help students acquire English
faster. After controlling for differences in English proficiency, students’ perceptions
of social distance appeared to predict their academic achievement on standardized
tests better than their academic self-concept and the other protective or risk factors.
This study contributes to our understanding of risk and resilience among SLIFE and

may help inform interventions to support them better.

KEYWORDS: English learners, EL, English language learners, ELL, students with
limited or interrupted formal education, SLIFE, SIFE, limited formal schooling, LFS,
educational outcomes, academic achievement, standardized tests, English language

acquisition, resilience, high school, ESOL classes, social distance, trauma



ENGLISH LEARNERS WITH LIMITED OR INTERRUPTED FORMAL
EDUCATION: RISK AND RESILIENCE IN EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES

By

Christopher Todd Browder

Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate School of the
University of Maryland, Baltimore County, in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
2014



UMI Number: 3637307

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,
a note will indicate the deletion.

UMI

Dissertation Publishing

UMI 3637307
Published by ProQuest LLC (2014). Copyright in the Dissertation held by the Author.

Microform Edition © ProQuest LLC.
All rights reserved. This work is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code

ProQuest

ProQuest LLC.

789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346

Ann Arbor, MI 48106 - 1346



© Copyright by
Christopher Todd Browder
2014






Foreword

When [ first started teaching English to speakers of other languages (ESOL) in
the U.S. public schools over eleven years ago, I thought that I was an expert teacher
who already knew most of what he needed to know. I had about ten years of
experience teaching English as a foreign language (EFL) overseas, a Masters in
Education, and two years of experience training other EFL teachers.

Much to my dismay, however, teaching in the U.S. public schools was like
starting all over. I had to relearn teaching because the students and their contexts
were entirely different from what I was accustomed. The English learner students
(ELs) in the U.S. were so different from those I had taught overseas.

In particular, for the first time in my life, I was encountering students who had
learned how to chat informally in accent-free English like any other American high
school student, but who lacked the skills needed to complete typical low-beginner
level ESOL activities. In their failed and belabored efforts, I noticed backwards
letters, missing punctuation, and other signs of low literacy. I became aware that
some of my students had come to the U.S. without the benefits of adequate previous
formal schooling and literacy in their homeland. At the same time, I was learning
that some of my students had been separated from their parents for so long that the
parents with whom they had only recently been reunited were near strangers. I was
also learning the unimaginable tragedies and traumatic events some had experienced.
Students showed me bullet wounds and other scars on their bodies and told me of

their time as child soldiers or terrifying experiences being separated from their
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families while fleeing from violence during civil war. I was shocked and appalled by
the new world I was waking up to, and I didn’t know what to do, but I was ready to
start learning.

Thus, while working as a public school ESOL teacher, I started my doctoral
coursework and began my research on English learner students with limited or
interrupted formal education (SLIFE). For my first study, I needed to operationalize
SLIFE so I could identify students for a SLIFE subgroup and compare them to ELs
who were not SLIFE. To learn more about the students with whom I had access for
that study, I contacted their teachers from the previous year when they were in the
county’s Newcomer Program. When I asked those teachers to tell me what the
students were like when they first arrived, I was very surprised by what I learned. 1
learned that some of the students I had assumed were SLIFE based on their
performance in my classes had not actually experienced any interruptions in their
schooling before coming to the U.S. In contrast, some of the students that I had not
thought were SLIFE had arrived with many years of missing schooling, low first
language literacy, and very low math skills. Somehow, those students were
performing very well in their high school classes after only a year or two of support
from the Newcomer Program.

These realizations made me become even more fascinated with SLIFE. What
exactly is a SLIFE? How do we identify a SLIFE? Do we identify them by a lack of
time spent in school, or do we identify them by a lack of grade-level skills and

knowledge? Why were some students less educated than others regardless of having

il



schooling without interruptions? Why were some students more educated than others
despite having lengthy interruptions in their schooling?

Those questions led me to my dissertation research, which took me four years
in addition to my Ph.D. coursework. Now that it is completed, I have spent a total of
eleven years working in the U.S. public school system. In that time, I have had the
pleasure of watching many of my students, who would be considered SLIFE by most
researchers, become proficient in English, meet state graduation standards on tests of
Algebra, Biology, and English, complete challenging high school classes, and
graduate from high school. Many of those students are currently attending college
and some have already graduated and entered the workforce.

As these students learned from me, I too learned from them. They showed me
that some people who lack formal schooling can be very well educated. They also
showed me that it is possible for highly-motivated students to make up for many
years of missing or inadequate schooling in a very short time when given help. They
showed me that SLIFE in U.S. public schools are not in a hopeless situation but
indeed benefit from the help them receive. I am happy that I have had the
opportunity to share their journey with them, and so, it is with great pleasure and

pride that I share this dissertation with readers.
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Dedication

I dedicate this dissertation to the students I have known who succeeded in
doing what seemed impossible---overcoming low literacy, limited English, and many
missing years of schooling to graduate from high school when given only four years
to do so. I also dedicate this dissertation to the students who didn’t. I remember you
all fondly. I am proud of you, and I thank you for the opportunity to witness your

greatness. May success come to you all in many different forms.
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Chapter 1: Introduction.

1.1._Background.

For the past four decades, the United States has been experiencing a major
period of immigration. The U.S. Census Bureau has estimated that there are around
40 million immigrants living in the United States, which accounts for nearly fourteen
percent of the total U.S. population (Walters & Trevelyan, 2011). Moreover,
Americans have seen the face of their nation change as more immigrants arrive from
Latin America, Africa, Asia, and the Caribbean instead of from mostly European
nations as they had in the past (Passel & Fix, 1994). Some Americans have embraced
this new diversity, but others see it as a problem and have formed an anti-immigration
movement to slow down, or alter the characteristics of, the flow of immigrants into
the U.S. (Political Research Associates, 2013).

Just as the media can influence Americans’ views on immigration (Wilson,
2009; Passel & Fix, 1994), so too can reports on the educational outcomes of
immigrant children (Contreras, 2010). Reports about low academic performance
among immigrant children may be used by the anti-immigration movement as a
justification for changing immigration policies. If people can argue that children of
immigrants are somehow hurting our schools or are underperforming enough to give
the U.S. some sort of competitive disadvantage against other developed nations, then
they can also argue that children of immigrants are a “problem” for our nation. Some
may also argue that the money spent on educating children of immigrants is an

unwarranted financial burden on the U.S. with few returns for the U.S. economy or



that the money would be better spent on providing services to improve education for
other at-risk student groups.

Unfortunately, the U.S. government’s current system of reporting the
achievement of immigrant adolescents portrays their outcomes negatively by framing
them as an underachieving group (Contreras, 2010). A particularly important group
showing supposedly poor educational outcomes are immigrant adolescents classified
as English learners (ELs). The negative portrayal of the academic outcomes of ELs is
due to the fact that their achievement is evaluated only by how well they fare on
standardized tests written only in English in relation to their white, middle-class,
English-speaking student counterparts. Rarely is their achievement evaluated by how
much progress they have made since entering the U.S. school system. The evaluation
of the academic performance of ELs generally does not factor in these students’
initial English abilities or academic levels when they first entered the country. ELs
who arrive with little formal schooling, low first language literacy, and/or low
English proficiency are expected to meet the same standards as the average native-
born student regardless of how little time they have spent in the U.S. Furthermore,
when an EL has made enough progress in English to be considered proficient, and is
now more capabale of earning higher scores on these standardized tests, that student
is removed from the EL subgroup and his/her achievement is no longer included in
the data for ELs (Duran, 2008). Due to this, the EL data will always reflect the
achievement of those who have not yet met standards and will always exclude those
who have, and therefore, will always show a failure to meet standards. The result of

this system of evaluation is that ELs are often labeled “low achieving” when they do



not meet normative standards, even if they make better progress in the assessed areas
than non-ELs.

It is within this social-educational context that I frame my dissertation work. I
assert that we need more and higher quality research that examines the academic
achievement of ELs in terms of the academic progress they make over time and
recognizes the resilience they show in overcoming challenges that normally predict
poor educational outcomes in the mainstream student population. This type of
research will better inform the education debate and educational policies for ELs.

Regardless of our feelings about immigration, it is imperative that immigrant
students classified as ELs receive a high-quality education that will provide them with
the required tools to succeed in life if they are to be the future of the U.S. and the
world. According to reports from the U.S. Department of Education, the number of
children classified as ELs in U.S. public schools increased by 51% from 1997 to 2009
at a time in which the general enrollment increased by only 7% (National
Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition and Language Instruction
Educational Programs, 2011). The same data show that some states experienced even
more intense rates of growth during that period. The number of children classified as
ELs in South Carolina, for example, increased by over 800% (Batalova & McHugh,
2010). Nationwide, nearly 11% of all public school students are ELs, but in some
states the proportion is much higher, including California for example, in which 23%
of all students (almost 1.5 million) are classified as ELs.

Although some ELs arrive in the U.S. with previous formal schooling that

makes them very well prepared for U.S. public schools, others arrive with limited or



no formal schooling (LFS), and therefore start their U.S. schooling with a significant
disadvantage. Some researchers have begun to refer to this type of EL by the
acronym SLIFE, or student with limited or interrupted formal education (DeCapua &
Marshall, 2010). It is difficult to know exactly how many adolescent ELs arrive in
the U.S. as SLIFE since the U.S. Department of Education does not require state
departments of education to keep a count of this type of student (Covington, 2008).
However, some researchers estimate that SLIFE account for 10% (Zehr, 2009), 15%
(Walsh, 1999), or even 20% (Ruiz-de-Valasco & Fix, 2000) of all ELs." The New
York State Department of Education once estimated, for example, that 13% of its ELs
arrive with LFS (DeCapua, Smathers, & Tang, 2007). Estimates from California and
Maryland have placed the rate at 20% (Ruiz-de-Velasco & Fix, 2000). One
nationwide survey of programs that serve ELs showed that many high school ELs
could be classified as SLIFE as 20% of the ELs in the study had missed more than
two years of schooling since age six, 27% were at least two years below grade level
for their age, and 38% had very limited first language literacy (Fleischman &
Hopstock, 1993). Missing years of schooling, below-grade-level academics, and
limited first language literary have been used as indicators of LFS (New York State
Department of Education, 2011).

Many researchers and advocacy groups have also claimed that the number of
SLIFE is growing faster than that of the general EL population (Advocates for
Children of New York, 2010; Freeman, Freeman, & Mercuri, 2001; Short D. , 2002;

Ruiz-de-Valasco & Fix, 2000). This would make sense considering that, over the

"It is important to note that, since there is no unified standard for identifying LFS. Students counted as
SLIFE in one study may not be counted as such in another.
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past two decades, the number of low-schooled immigrants entering the U.S. has been
increasing faster than the number of well-schooled immigrants (U.S. Census Bureau,
2007; Greenberg, Maclas, Rhodes, & Chan, 2001). This may be largely due to the
fact that children around the world today are less likely to be in school than children
were twenty years ago (United Nations International Children's Fund, 2011) and the
immigrants entering the U.S. today are more likely to come from less developed
countries with weaker public education systems than they were twenty years ago
(Ruiz-de-Velasco & Fix, 2000). Many countries around the world offer no free
public education above grade six and many offer only half days in very under-
resourced programs (Flaitz, 2006). Even when free public education is available,
children may not be able to attend school if they live in rural areas with no schools, if
they must work to support their families, or if their schooling is disrupted by strife or
natural disaster (United Nations International Children's Fund, 2011). In many
nations worldwide, the percentage of children attending school after grade six is well
below fifty percent (based on UNESCO data presented by The Southern and Eastern
Africa Consortium for Monitoring Educational Quality, 2014). In fact, a researcher
in the New York City Public Schools once estimated that 45-75% of the immigrant
adolescents arriving from certain war-torn or highly impoverished nations such as
Liberia, Burma, Haiti, or Honduras had LFS (Walsh, 1999).

Researchers and policy-makers have deemed SLIFE to be at-risk for academic
failure when they begin their schooling in the U.S. because they are academically

underprepared and need so much support that they are unlikely to receive from most

schools (Advocates for Children of New York, 2010; Walsh, 1999; Siu, 1996; Short



& Boyson, 2012). At the same time, we know little about how to best serve SLIFE
since there is very little research on this population (DeCapua, Smathers, & Tang,
2010; Tarone, Bigelow, & Hansen, 2009; Tarone, 2010; Zehr, 2009). We do,
however, know that some SLIFE succeed in eventually functioning on grade level,
graduating from high school, and attending college despite being burdened with such
overwhelming challenges (Bartlett, 2007; Bigelow, 2007; Short, Boyson, & Coltrane,
2003; Tellez & Walker de Felix, 1993; Walsh, 1999; Zehr, 2009).

1.2. A Brief Description of this Study.

This study implemented quantitative research aimed at understanding
resilience among high school SLIFE by examining their schooling experiences in the
U.S. To do so, I merged school district student-level data with student survey data I
collected in order to examine the educational experiences and outcomes of 165 high
school students classified as ELs. The participating public school district was
predominantly suburban, well-resourced, located in an area of the east coast close to
Washington D.C., and nationally known for its high-achieving schools (Maryland
State Department of Education, 2013; U.S. News and World Report, 2013). I
henceforth refer to this public school district by the pseudonym, “Rainbow County,”
due to its reputation for racial and ethnic diversity and integration.

All participating students were classified as ELs at the time the data was
collected, but only some had indicators of LFS that would identify them as SLIFE. In
Rainbow County, students were classified as ELs based on a standardized test of
English proficiency called the LAS Links, which was given when they initially

enrolled in a public school in the district (Maryland State Department of Education,



2013). At the end of each year, students were retested to determine whether they
would continue to be classified as ELs or whether they would be reclassified. LFS in
this study was operationalized as a continuous variable comprised of three indicators
students had on arrival in the U.S., namely, schooling gaps, low L1’ literacy, and
beginner English proficiency (These variables are explained in the methods section
on page 106). Since the LFS indicators were all conditions on arrival, students
differed in the degree to which they had overcome the disadvantages inherent in those
conditions by the time they participated in the study. As LFS was a continuous
variable in this study, it was not a classification to which a student belonged, but a
risk factor of which student could have more or less. SLIFE, however, was
operationalized as a dichotomous, or “dummy,” variable that identified students who
had two or more of the LFS indicators on arrival.

1.2.1. Research Questions.

This study can be considered resilience research since it sought to go beyond
presenting generalizations about the poor educational outcomes of an at-risk group,
and instead attempted to ascertain how some members of that group overcame their
disadvantages to have desirable educational outcomes (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker,
2000). To do so, it attempted to answer the following research questions:

1. How prevalent was LFS on arrival among high school students classified

as ELs in Rainbow County?

2. To what extent was LFS on arrival associated with educational outcomes

for high school students classified as ELs in Rainbow County?

* The acronym L1 is being used in this study to refer to the students’ first languages or languages of
previous formal schooling and literacy in their homeland.
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3. Were school-related protective factors and personal risk factors more or
less prevalent for SLIFE than for the other students classified as ELs in
Rainbow County?

4. What protective and risk factors influenced the educational outcomes of
SLIFE in Rainbow County?

5. How did academic self-concept moderate or mediate the relationship
between protective and risk factors and the educational outcomes of ELs
in Rainbow County?

1.2.2.  Theoretical Framework.

This study builds on academic resilience and motivation theories. Academic
resilience in this study is defined as the attainment of desirable academic outcomes or
trajectories when the presence of risk variables might normally predict otherwise
(Wang & Gordon, 1994; Gordon Rouse, 2001; Gordon Rouse & Cashin, 2000; Alva
& Padilla, 1995; Perez, Espinoza, Ramos, Coronado, & Cortes, 2009). Academic
resilience is a situated and temporary form of resilience that need not correspond with
resilience in non-academic areas of life (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000).
Therefore, a person may be socially incompetent but academically resilient or
academically resilient at one time but not at another. Academic resilience is defined
in relation to “risk factors.” A risk factor’ in resilience research can be defined as “a
psychosocial adversity or event that would be considered a stressor to most people
and that may hinder” developmental outcomes such as educational outcomes

(Betancourt & Khan, 2008, p. 318). An academic risk factor, specifically, is a

’Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker (2000) argue for using the term “vulnerability” factor instead of “risk”
factor, but I have chosen to use the term “risk” factor because my literature review showed it is still the
most commonly used term.



variable that may have a negative causal relationship with a student’s ability to have
desirable educational outcomes (Siu, 1996). Examples could include limited English
proficiency or learning disabilities because those factors can be said to actually cause
difficulties by giving the student a disadvantage. In the case of my study, the main
risk factor believed to cause undesirable outcomes was LFS, but I also investigated
other risk factors reported to be associated with LFS including traumatic experiences,
separations from caretakers, social distance, non-educationally oriented peers, a lack
of authoritative adult supervision, and the number of hours a student spent working at
employment each week.

Academic resilience research typically focuses on identifying the causes of
academic resilience in individuals or groups that have risk factors (Luthar, Cicchetti,
& Becker, 2000). Early academic resilience research focused on personal protective
traits, such as self-efficacy, intelligence, and autonomy, believing they were
responsible for the exceptional outcomes of academically resilient students (Luthar,
Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000) and referred to those positive factors as “protective
factors” (Alva & Padilla, 1995; Hunt, Morland, Barocas, Huckans, & Caal, 2002;
Betancourt & Khan, 2008; Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000). Recent academic
resilience research, however, now generally describes resilience as a process, not a
personal trait (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000; Gordon Rouse, 2001; Waxman,
Rivera, & Powers, 2012). Current research attempts to understand how individuals’
protective factors interact with protective factors in their environment to help them
overcome the risk factors and have better outcomes. In other words, academic

resilience researchers no longer believe that a person is born resilient, but instead,



becomes resilient through experiences and influences. Certain protective factors may
start the resilience process and then lead to success that reinforces those factors. An
example of this is a person who perseveres because he/she has confidence, and then
experiences success, which makes him/her even more confident. This sort of
interaction can be described as a “protective process” (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker,
2000). Thus, in this study I analyze the importance of protective factors in school
environments in facilitating resilience among SLIFE.

Prominent resilience researcher, Gordon Rouse (2001) argues that
psychological processes are important for understanding the resilience experience of
at-risk individuals. Gordon Rouse used Ford’s (1992) Motivational Systems Theory
as a framework for explaining the protective processes of academically successful at-
risk adolescents (Gordon Rouse & Cashin, 2000; Gordon Rouse, 2001). According to
Motivational Systems Theory, motivation depends largely on personal agency beliefs
Gordon Rouse referred to as academic self-concept (Ford, 1992). Gordon Rouse’s
(2001) research with at-risk adolescents found that academically resilient students had
stronger academic self-concepts. Their stronger academic self-concepts consisted of
stronger academic goals, stronger beliefs in their own abilities to achieve those goals,
stronger beliefs they were supported in achieving those goals or at least not
obstructed, and stronger beliefs that those academic goals were personally worthwhile
(Gordon Rouse, 2001; Gordon Rouse & Cashin, 2000).

Other researchers have come to similar conclusions with regard to the roles of
academic self-concept in the process of academic resilience in at-risk students

(Waxman, Huang, & Padron, 1997; Waxman & Huang, 1996). To become resilient,
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students must first have positive academic goals. Whether or not a student has
positive academic goals can depend largely on peer, family, and community
influences (Gordon & Song, 1994; Bankston & Zhou, 1997), but supportive adult role
models nearly always play a strong role in instilling and/or fostering positive
academic goals (Werner & Smith, 2001). Students who feel supported and cared for
are more confident and motivated to make the necessary efforts to pursue their goals
(Wentzel, 1997; Valenzuela, 1999; Alva & Padilla, 1995). When that perseverance is
rewarded, students’ self-concept is positively enhanced, leading to more perseverance
and success (Garza, Reyes, & Trueba, 2004).

Sadly, this process can also often go in reverse. Research shows that
immigrant students often arrive with lofty goals due to their belief that education is a
valuable means by which they can improve their lives (Gibson, 1997). However, as
these students encounter failure, discrimination, segregation, and denied opportunities
for advancement or participation in school, they often begin to believe that
educational success is unlikely and that the rest of their lives in the U.S. will also be
unfair regardless of whether or not they complete their education (Sue & Okazaki,
1990; Alva, 1993; Alva & Padilla, 1995; Gibson, 1997). This feeling of hopelessness
causes them to abandon their goals and efforts. Therefore, this model of an academic
resilience process may also be a model of a vulnerability process that explains why
many secondary school ELs are on downward academic trajectories after arrival
(Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010; Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 2001).

My research examined high school ELs’ resilience in overcoming the

challenge of LFS by integrating resilience and academic self-concept theories. In
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particular, my study focused on the role school-related variables played as protective
factors influencing educational outcomes. The school-related variables included in
this study were sheltered ESOL classes, as well as the students’ perceptions of their
teachers’ level of caring and the level of social integration at their schools. My
research with this model may help us appreciate the resilience of many SLIFE who
overcome great challenges and also help us understand how schools can enable or
disable their resilience. To better understand the influence of school-related
protective factors, I have also studied the potential influence of other risk factors that
may harm SLIFE, including traumatic experiences, separations from caretakers,
perceptions of social distance, a lack of authoritative parenting, and hours spent
working at employment.

1.2.3. Research Design.

This study was conducted in a mid-sized suburban public school district on
the East Coast in the 2011-12 school year and focused on high school students
classified as ELs concentrated in ten schools. It included 199 of the district’s 300
high school ELs. Particularly important for this study were those students who had
arrived as SLIFE. I implemented a quantitative research approach to address the
main research questions by analyzing data from two sources. The first source was
existing school system data. For this, I obtained permission from the Rainbow
County school district to access data for participating students. Those data included
information related to the students’ previous formal schooling, including transcripts
from their previous schools and records from an “intake” interview with the students
and their parents about their home language and previous schooling when they first

enrolled in Rainbow County. I also obtained information about the ESOL classes
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each student took, as well as their demographic information. The second source was
student survey data. For this, | implemented a survey with the participating students
to measure their school-related protective factors, personal risk factors, and academic
self-concept. By the end of the year, I had access to students’ 2011-2012 school year
educational outcomes including scores on tests of English language proficiency, and
state-mandated standardized tests of algebra, biology, and English language arts
referred to as High School Assessments (HSA). Data were merged into one database
with identifiable matching case numbers for each participating student.

To analyze the data and address the research questions guiding this study, I
used quantitative methods, including bivariate and multiple regression analysis
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996; Allison, 1999) to estimate the strength and significance
of arriving with LFS in predicting high school ELs’ educational outcomes, namely
their English language acquisition and performance HSAs. Before implementing
regression analyses, I conducted preliminary analyses to determine whether the data
met the assumptions of multiple regression analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996;
Allison, 1999). That included, but was not limited to, checking for expected and
unexpected correlations between variables that might lead to false conclusions.

The analyses came in several stages. In the first stage, I ran descriptive
analyses to estimate the prevalence of each of the indicators of LFS for students on
arrival (schooling gaps, low L1 literacy, and beginner English) and of a composite
measure comprised of all the LFS indicators. For the second stage, I divided the
students into two subsamples: SLIFE and non-SLIFE. Using those subsamples, I ran

descriptive analyses on the incidence of personal risk factors and school-related
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protective factors. For the third stage, I used bivariate regression analyses to estimate
the effect of each of the factors on each of the educational outcomes for both
subsamples. For the fourth stage, I ran bivariate regression analyses for each of the
LFS indicators and the composite measure to estimate the associations they had with
each of the educational outcomes (English language acquisition, and HSA scores). In
this stage, I also conducted multiple regression analyses (Allison, 1999) with the LFS
indicators, and the other protective, risk, or control variables found to be significant
during bivariate analyses. In the final step I used multiple regression including
interaction effects (Jaccard, Turrisi, & Wan, 1990; Allison, 1999; Baron & Kenny,
1986; Sobel, 1986) to determine whether ELs’ academic self-concepts were playing a
mediating or moderating role in the relationship between the risk and protective
factors and the educational outcomes.

1.2.4. The Significance of this Study.

This study has important theoretical, policy, and practical implications.
Firstly, this study focused on a growing segment of the U.S. student population that
has not been extensively studied (DeCapua, Smathers, & Tang, 2010; Tarone,
Bigelow, & Hansen, 2009; Tarone, 2010; Zehr, 2009). Secondly, this research can be
used to inform the immigration debate by showing a comprehensive picture of the
actual educational outcomes of ELs, who are predominantly immigrants, in a U.S.
school system that is neither underperforming nor under-resourced (Maryland State
Department of Education, 2013). Therefore, this study can inform us as to how these
students fare when they are not placed in failing schools and given inadequate
services, as is often the case (Gandara, Rumberger, Maxwell-Jolly, & Callahan,

2003). Thirdly, this study, with its focus on their progress and resilience, can help
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reverse the negative stereotype of immigrant children as underachievers and thereby
help reduce the stigmatization of immigrant children (Contreras, 2010). Fourthly, by
applying motivational theory to understand the resilience process, this study allows us
an opportunity to learn more about the educational experiences of ELs from an
interdisciplinary perspective. Knowing more about their experiences in our schools
can inform educational programs and interventions for high school SLIFE (Waxman,
Rivera, & Powers, 2012).

1.2.5. A Brief Explanation of the Terms in this Study.

English learner (EL*). EL is a term commonly used to refer to an English
language learner. In the past, it has been used interchangeably with the term “limited
English proficient” (LEP) (U.S. Department of Education, 2011), but many people
prefer the term EL because it does not identify the students by what they are lacking
or by what is “limited” but instead by what they are learning or gaining. Regardless,
students are classified as EL because their English proficiency is “limited.”
According to the U.S. government, people can be considered to have limited English
proficiency (LEP) if they are “unable to communicate effectively in English because
their primary language is not English and they have not developed fluency in the
English language” (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2011).
Interestingly, the federal government allows each state to choose its own tests,
standards, and processes for determining which student has LEP’ so a student

classified as EL in one state may not be classified as EL in another (Abedi, 2008;

* Previous the term English language learner (ELL) was used but this has recently been shortened to
English learner (EL).

3 See http://www.p12.nysed.gov/biling/bilinged/pub/LEPproc.pdf for New York State’s process for
identifying ELs as an example.
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Covington, 2008; Linquanti & Cook, 2013). Under the educational law, commonly

referred to as No Child Left Behind, the criteria, however, is that EL students’

English proficiency be limited to the extent to which it interferes with their ability to
demonstrate their knowledge on the state-mandated tests of achievement used for
accountability purposes (U.S. Congress, 2002).

Limited formal schooling (LFS). For this study I have built on previous
definitions and have defined LFS as a level of previous formal schooling that is
significantly less in both quality and quantity than what students would ideally
receive if they had grown up in the U.S. and attended U.S. schools (Freeman,
Freeman, & Mercuri, 2002). This deficiency could be due to periods of non-
attendance or having attended schools that did not adequately prepare them for grade-
level performance in U.S. public schools. Researchers and policy makers describe
ELs with LFS backgrounds as having fewer years of schooling, functioning at least
two years below grade level in reading and mathematics, and having low first
language academic literacy (New York State Department of Education, 2011; Mace-
Matluck, Alexander-Kasparik, & Queen, 1998). These students are also more likely
to have lower English proficiency on arrival because they have not studied it much
before, unlike many well-schooled ELs (DeCapua, Smathers, & Tang, 2007).

Based on these descriptions, I argue that LFS is not really one factor but
actually a conglomerate of several factors. Those factors are low academic
background knowledge, low L1 literacy, limited English proficiency, and a history of
interrupted, inadequate, or no schooling. I also argue, however, that the concept of

LFS as it is commonly used in educational policy and research is problematic since it
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confounds “formal schooling” (i.e. time spent in school) with “formal education” (i.e.
knowledge or skills typically acquired in school). It is also problematic that some
research and policy documents treat LFS as a dichotomous characteristic that students
either have or do not have. I argue that it is more accurate to consider students as
having more or less formal schooling measured on a continuum, and that previous
formal schooling, or the lack of it, can be multidimensional.

This study operationalized LFS as it is described in the educational literature.
Knowing that it was problematic I conducted analyses with that LFS variable and also
separate analyses for the individual indicators or components of LFS.

Student with limited or interrupted formal education (SLIFE). In
educational literature and policy documents, ELs with LFS have been identified by
myriad terms. The most popular term at the moment, and the term used for my study,
is “SLIFE,” an acronym that stands for “student with limited or interrupted formal
education” (DeCapua, Smathers, & Tang, 2010; DeCapua & Marshall, 2010). This
term is a derivation of the term used by the New York State Department of Education,
“SIFE,” which stands for “student with interrupted formal education” (New York
State Department of Education, 2011). A difference, however, is that the term SIFE
is more restrictive since the New York State Department of Education is very clear
that students must have “had at least two years less schooling” to be considered SIFE.
I, like other researchers, maintain that evidence for missing years of schooling should
not be an indispensable requirement for identifying students as having LFS, as low
education may result from inadequate schooling without gaps (Freeman, Freeman, &

Mercuri, 2002), and newly-arrived students are not always honest with school
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officials about their previous schooling attendance (Advocates for Children of New
York, 2010).°

In what seems to be the earliest literature on SLIFE, researchers discussed
students they referred to as “low-literacy ELs” (Hamayan, 1994), “unschooled” ELs
(Morse, 1997), “underschooled” ELs (Crandall, Bernache, & Prager, 1998), or ELs
with “limited formal education” (Chamot, 2000). It is not clear whether these terms
refer to the same concept because researchers using the terms focused mainly on
describing the students in qualitative research and had no need to operationalize the
term for quantitative purposes. Only New York State has clear protocol for
identifying SLIFE and disaggregates their data from those of other ELs.

English for speakers of other languages (ESOL) is a term used in the U.S.
public schools to refer to assistance programs designed to help public school students
classified as ELs acquire the English proficiency they need to meet state proficiency
standards (Genzuk, 2011; Somerset County Public Schools, 2013). ESOL (also
referred to as ESL) programs are English-only immersion programs not to be
confused with bilingual education.

Sheltered ESOL classes are academic content classes designed for and
exclusively offered to students classified as ELs, in which the ELs are segregated
from non-ELs’ and taught with ESOL teaching methods to make the content

accessible to ELs and build their English proficiency (Genzuk, 2011; Somerset

® Information about previous formal schooling is collected during the “intake” process when a student
first arrives in the U.S. and registers for a school. By a federally-outlined process, school officials
administer a “Home Language Survey.” Researchers have shed doubt on this survey’s ability to
collect accurate information from students and their parents (Abedi, 2008).

7 In this dissertation, I frequently use the term “non-ELs.” Non-ELs may include both native English
speakers and students who were formerly classified as ELs but have met state proficiency standards
and may be currently classified by the state as RELs, or reclassified English learners.
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County Public Schools, 2013). Sheltered classes in Rainbow County high schools
include English Literature & Composition (the equivalent of 9™ grade English), U.S.
History, American Government, and Health. These classes award the same credit as
their mainstream high school versions so they must follow the same state and county
curriculum and help students meet the same standards. As they are ESOL program
courses, however, they must be taught by certified ESOL teachers. As they are also
content-courses, the teachers are often also certified to teach the course’s content.®
Sometimes a certified ESOL teacher will team teach with a certified content area
teacher so both of these requirements are fulfilled. The high school ESOL classes
offered in Rainbow County are described on state documents as sheltered courses.
L1 is an acronym used to refer to a person’s first language or home language,
which for an EL, is a language other than English, although in this study it may also
be an English-based creole that is different enough from Standard American English
to lead to comprehension problems in school. In this study, the L1 was sometimes
students’ language of homeland schooling and/or literacy instead of their home
language as some students were not schooled or literate in their home languages but
were instead schooled in another language (see page 108 for more clarification).
High School Assessments (HSAs) were the state-mandated tests of academic
achievement being used in all high schools in the state in which the study was
conducted (see page 102). These tests were designed to determine whether students

had meet state standards for academic achievement and were a graduation

¥ Teachers of certain courses such as Health or American Government are required by state law to be
certified to teach that content.
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requirement. Students took three of these tests all total: Algebra 1, Biology, and
English Language Arts (10" grade English).

Academic self-concept, as opposed to global or general self-concept, is one’s
perception of oneself specifically in academic contexts (Marsh, Parker, & Smith,
1983; Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 1976). It is an internal characteristic, but it is
strongly influenced by external contexts such as groups and situations, especially
evaluation by others (Diaz, 2003). Therefore, it is an internalization of one’s external
identity as a student or learner. A person with a strong academic self-concept has
positive academic goals and believes in the value of education. A person with a
strong academic self-concept also has strong academic self-efficacy, or the belief that
he/she is capable of doing what needs to be done to achieve an academic goal such as
passing a test or earning a high grade in a class (Gordon Rouse, 2001). Likewise, that
person also has a strong academic locus of control, or belief that “the environment is
facilitative” of his or her academic effort and outcomes (p. 468).

Pedagogical caring refers to the type of professional caring teachers show for
students through the way they support and interact with them in their role as teachers
(Hult, 1979; Wentzel, 1997; Noddings, 1992; Valenzuela, 1999). According to Hult,
“caring” for teachers is not just an emotion, but also a set of observable professional
behaviors, since “caring about™ for a teacher implies “caring for” (1979, p. 238).
Wentzel’s (1997) research on pedagogical caring shows that for teachers “caring for”
students involves observable practices of which students are keenly aware and to
which they respond well. Students in Wentzel’s study identified specific

characteristics of caring teachers that included making a special effort, having clear
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expectations for students’ behaviors as learners and persons, treating all students
equally, showing respect for students as individuals, trusting students, showing
concern for students’ personal welfare, listening attentively, checking work, and
noticing accomplishments.

Positive social integration, in this study, refers to a situation in which
different groups share the same physical space and social space, and develop positive
and mutual respectful social interactions, such as healthy friendships. In the case of
this study, those groups would be ELs and U.S. born native-speakers of English that
typify “mainstream America.” It is important to note that physical integration of ELs
does not necessarily lead to social integration (Duft, 2001; Harklau, 1999), since a
positively socially-integrated school climate would additionally require that non-ELs
respect ELs for who they are, and not be prejudiced, cruel, hostile, or intolerant.

Social distance. Schumann (1976) and others (Portes & Bach, 1985) have
used the term “social distance” to describe the relationship between immigrants and
the dominant cultural group in their host country. Low social distance is evident
when immigrants have plans that involve long-term interactions with the dominant
group, a feeling of respect for the dominant group’s culture, and a feeling that the
dominant group respects them in return. High social distance is evident when
immigrants feel they are only temporarily in the country and have no long-term plans
that involve the dominant group in their host country. They also may not respect the
local language and culture, or even worse, find natives to be rude, unfriendly, hostile,

or prejudiced against them, their culture, or their language.
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Although perceived social distance from mainstream Americans may be
closely related to social integration at school, the two factors are different in that the
first describes how the immigrant child’s family or community relates to the
dominant cultural group as a whole, while the second describes how the immigrant
child as an individual relates to peers from the dominant cultural group at school.
While the child’s experiences with the dominant culture at school surely affect his/her
perceptions of social distance in the greater context (Alva, 1993) and vice versa, the
two factors may also vary independently. For example, it is possible that a child
could have positive experiences with peers from the dominant group at school, but
still perceive prejudice from teachers and a large social distance from mainstream
America (Medvedeva, 2010).

Authoritative parenting is parenting characterized by love, reasoning, clear
and consistent high expectations, and strong support in meeting those expectations
(Dornbusch, Ritter, Leiderman, Roberts, & Fraliegh, 1987). It is contrasted with
authoritarian, permissive, or neglectful parenting in that it provides strong structure
and support while respecting and fostering the child’s ability to reason and make
positive decisions independently of parents.

1.2.6. Conclusions.

In this section, I have introduced my study as a quantitative study of students
classified as ELs in a well-resourced east coast suburban school system with a diverse
population. I have explained that the purpose of my study was to understand how
factors associated with LFS affected the educational outcomes of high school ELs.
This study examined the role of academic self-concept in mediating or moderating

risk and protective factors in ELs to foster resilience. Protective factors examined in
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this study focused on school-related factors, namely pedagogical caring, ESOL
classes, social integration, extra-curricular activities, and out-of-school help.

Personal risk factors examined in this study included traumatic experiences,
separations from caretakers, social distance, negative peers, a lack of authoritative
parental supervision, and hours spent working in employment. I hope this study will
give readers insight into the role schools play in influencing the educational outcomes

of ELs in general and SLIFE specifically.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review.

2.1. Introduction.

The purpose of this literature review is to summarize the existing research on
the educational outcomes of SLIFE. Because of the scarcity of research on SLIFE, 1
draw on research on language minorities, ELs, refugees, labor migrants, immigrants,
Hispanic-Americans, and Asian-Americans. This review is based on a much larger,
more comprehensive literature review that covered hundreds of documents and
identified many more factors that may be affecting SLIFE than what is presented
here. However, in the interest of space and focus, instead of presenting all those
findings, I present only those that are the most relevant to my theoretical framework
for explaining resilience in SLIFE. I use Motivational Systems Theory (Ford, 1992)
as the primary organizing framework for this literature review because it is
considered to be one of the most comprehensive theories of motivation, or personal
agency, in explaining resilience in the educational outcomes of at-risk students
(Gordon Rouse, 2001).” Motivational Systems Theory integrates research and theory
on students’ environmental factors--namely their perceptions of their school
experiences--with students’ internal factors--namely academic self-concept, which is
comprised of academic goals, beliefs about the personal value of education, academic

self-efficacy, and academic locus of control (Gordon Rouse, 2001; Gordon Rouse &

? Besides the work of Gordon Rouse, who directly cites Motivational Systems Theory, much of the
resilience research offers explanations of strong personal agency (i.e. tenacity, autonomy,
perseverance, invulnerability) that are very compatible with Motivational Systems Theory (Waxman,
Rivera, & Powers, 2012; Perez, Espinoza, Ramos, Coronado, & Cortes, 2009; Garza, Reyes, & Trueba,
2004; Rumbaut, 2000; Werner & Smith, 2001; Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000; Alva & Padilla,
1995; Wang & Gordon, 1994).
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Cashin, 2000; Ford, 1992). By using Motivational Systems Theory as my main
theoretical framework, with its focus on personal agency, I go beyond simply
identifying factors that generally predict success or failure, and instead, develop an
explanation of why some students tenaciously persevere through hardships that would
defeat other students. In applying this theoretical framework, I hope to contribute to
our understanding of the process by which SLIFE become resilient.

This review begins by describing how LEP affects the educational outcomes
of ELs, then describes how LFS additionally affects those outcomes, and finally,
analyzes protective and risk factors for resilience. In its examination of risk and
protective factors, this literature review briefly discusses some of the important
factors that are beyond the immediate control of school staff and educational policy
makers, but mainly focuses on those that are within the sphere of influence of school
staff and policy-makers, to ensure that this dissertation has practical and policy
applications. Furthermore, in the discussion of protective and risk factors and their
effects, I frequently refer to their interactions with issues of academic self-concept, as
these interactions are assumed to be central to the process of resilience in educational
outcomes in Motivational Systems Theory (Gordon Rouse, 2001). Finally, this
chapter ends with the conceptual model for explaining the educational outcomes of
SLIFE that guides my research and presents the research questions addressed in this

study.
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2.2. Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal Education (SLIFE).

2.2.1. Limited English Proficiency (LEP).

Not all the students in this study had LFS, but all were classified as ELs by the
state in which they lived based on a state mandated test of English proficiency called
the LAS Links, and therefore, had limited English proficiency (LEP). Without
English proficiency, it is difficult for students to learn what they are supposed to be
learning or demonstrate their knowledge on tests and assignments in English (Burt,
Peyton, & Adam, 2003; Heubert & Hauser, 1999; Abedi, 2008). In fact, some
researchers have even stated that LEP may be the most influential variable in
determining educational outcomes for children of immigrant parents in English-only
schooling (Glick & Hohmann-Marriott, 2007; Gunderson, 2000). Lacking the
required English proficiency in English-only schools often leads to disappointing
outcomes for ELs, which in turn can cause them to slip into hopelessness and settle
for lower educational and career aspirations (Gandara & Contreras, 2009) and slide
into downward academic trajectories (Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010). Thus, if a school
does not offer bilingual instruction, having LEP puts ELs at risk for academic failure
(Garrison-Fletcher, et al., 2008; Gandara, Rumberger, Maxwell-Jolly, & Callahan,
2003).

The detrimental effects of LEP on a student’s academics are serious, because
the acquisition of English can take a long time. Even when provided with special
English classes (i.e. ESOL classes), ELs generally take many years to acquire the
English proficiency they need to be successful in school. Some studies estimate the

time at three years on average (Conger, 2009), while others estimate it to be as high
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as five to seven years (Cummins, 1981; Thomas & Collier, 2002; Hakuta, Butler, &
Witt, 2000; Collier, 1987).

Research shows that, until they have acquired enough English proficiency,
ELs’ educational outcomes are generally adversely affected. For example, while
immigrant students tend to have higher GPAs than native-born peers of similar
race/ethnicity and socio-economic status (Kao, 1995; Kao & Tienda, 1995; Fuligni,
1997; Rumbaut, 2000; Dinh, Weinstein, Kim, & Ho, 2008; Garcia Coll & Marks,
2009), immigrant students with lower English proficiency generally have lower
grades than immigrant students with higher English proficiency (Rumbaut, 2000;
Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010; Crosnoe & Turley, 2011). Yet, despite the disadvantages
associated with low English proficiency, ELs from certain immigrant communities
tend to maintain unusually high grades largely on account of the strengths of their
immigrant communities and families, such as their strong beliefs in the value of
education, higher rates of homework completion, greater time spent studying, and
better attendance (Bang, Suarez-Orozco, Pakes, & O'Connor, 2009; Gibson, 1988;
Park, 2001).

Even when they have very high GPAs, however, ELs tend to perform below
average on standardized tests of academic content (Gibson, 1988; Park, 2001; Flores,
Batalova, & Fix, 2012; Abedi, 2008; Uro & Barrio, 2013; Office of English Language
Learners, New York City Department of Education, 2009; Batalova, Fix, & Murray,
2007; Crane, Barrat, & Huang, 2011), even after controlling for other variables that
may explain lower outcomes such as race/ethnicity or socio-economic status (Kao &

Tienda, 1995; Zhang, 2003; Stiefel, Schwartz, & Conger, 2010). This is true for both
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reading (White & Glick, 2009; Rumbaut, 2000) and math (Kao, 1995; Glick &
Hohmann-Marriott, 2007; Conger, 2009). Yet, in spite of their lower standardized
test scores, ELs make greater gains than non-ELs in scores on standardized tests over
time and have similar test scores to non-ELs when they eventually become proficient
in English (Batalova, Fix, & Murray, 2007; Office of English Language Learners,
New York City Department of Education, 2009; White & Glick, 2009; Stiefel,
Schwartz, & Conger, 2010; Uro & Barrio, 2013).

Researchers also generally agree that LEP is a significant predictor of dropout
(Rumbaut, 2000; Ortiz-Licon, 2009; DebBurman, 2005), but not all researchers agree
that ELs have higher overall dropout rates than members of other groups with similar

19 method of

demographics. One study using U.S. Census Data and a “‘status rate
estimation showed foreign-born youth with LEP dropping out of school at a rate of
18% whereas the overall U.S. dropout rate for children of native-born parents was
below 14% (Ruiz-de-Velasco & Fix, 2000). But a different study using an “event

rate””

estimation method showed ELs had a dropout rate similar to or lower than the
non-ELs in the study (White & Glick, 2009). More importantly, studies using the
event rate estimation method have shown that the EL dropout rate seems to depend
largely on the type of support the ELs receive. Programs that provide appropriate

support such as bilingual education and/or well-designed ESOL programs have very

low dropout rates for ELs (Fast Buffalo Horse, 2007; Bartlett, 2007; Short, Boyson,

' When using a status rate estimation method, researchers base their estimation of “dropout” on all
people ages 16 to 24 who have attended a U.S. school at some time, do not have high school diplomas,
and are not currently attending schools (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2002).

"' In the event rate method of estimation, researchers use data from a sample and calculate the rate
based on the percentage of participants who officially withdraw from school with the stated intention
of not continuing their schooling elsewhere in the immediate future (i.e. not transferring).
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& Coltrane, 2003; Tellez & Walker de Felix, 1993), while school systems that offer
few services and tend to push kids out after age 18 have shockingly high dropout
rates (Watt & Roessingh, 2001; Derwing, Decorby, Ichikawa, & Jamieson, 1999).
Thus, the evidence of LEP as a predictor of dropout is inconclusive at best and school
support may be a much more significant factor, thus lending credibility to
Motivational Systems Theory with its focus on interactions between school-related
factors and students’ perceptions and beliefs (Gordon Rouse, 2001; Ford, 1992).

In conclusion, studies show that educational outcomes for ELs seem to depend
on the degree to which their English proficiency is actually “limited.” In other words,
ELs with lower English proficiency face a greater challenge than those with higher
English proficiency. Unfortunately, the disadvantage of LEP may linger for many
years since it takes a long time to acquire academic English. Nevertheless, the
outcomes of ELs are remarkably variable and depend largely on contextual factors
such as the influences of their community and the support they are given at school.
Moreover, ELs seem to make remarkable gains on the average and generally perform
as well as non-ELs by the time they have acquired the necessary English proficiency.
Given that the research suggests ELs are often resilient to the academic disadvantages
caused by having LEP in English-only schools, it is a worthy task to understand how
this resilience occurs and facilitate it better.

2.2.2. Limited Formal Schooling (LFS).

LEFS in this study was defined as having low academic background knowledge
and first language literacy as a result of having interrupted, inadequate, or no formal

schooling. Although all students in this study were classified by their state as ELs,
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their previous formal schooling backgrounds varied a great deal. Some students
arrived with formal schooling backgrounds that prepared them very well for U.S.
schools, while others arrived with much less experience in formal schooling.

LFS and educational outcomes. This literature review shows that LFS is a
major additional academic disadvantage for ELs (Thomas & Collier, 2002;
Greenberg, Macias, Rhodes, & Tse, 2005; Office of English Language Learners, New
York City Department of Education, 2009; Suarez-Orozco, et al., 2010; Ruiz-de-
Velasco & Fix, 2000). The following section of this literature review will show that,
even after many years of schooling in the U.S., SLIFE generally have lower English
proficiency, scores on standardized tests, grades, and rates of graduation than other
ELs.

Firstly, researchers have claimed that LFS causes ELs to take longer to
become proficient in English (Thomas & Collier, 2002). In fact, a national study of
adult immigrants in the U.S. concluded that formal schooling before arrival was a
major determiner of English attainment in the U.S. (Greenberg, Macias, Rhodes, &
Tse, 2005). This is particularly true for the acquisition of English reading skills.
Thomas and Collier (2002) concluded that LFS has a negative effect on standardized
tests of English reading. In fact, they concluded that the influence of LFS on
students’ English reading skills is even stronger than the impact of their age at arrival
in the U.S. Thomas and Collier (2002) found that ELs arriving with no formal
schooling were the least likely to develop full proficiency in English reading even
after many years. This may be why even resilient SLIFE who have managed to earn

high grades in high school and eventually enroll in college may continue to have
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lingering problems with academic English that hamper their long term educational
and career goals (Bartlett, 2007; Bigelow, 2007).

Given that SLIFE take longer to develop English proficiency and reading
skills than ELs without LFS, their lower scores on standardized tests of academic
content are not surprising (Office of English Language Learners, New York City
Department of Education, 2009). Likewise, it is easy to understand how having more
difficulty with English and standardized tests would lead to lower grades for SLIFE
(Suarez-Orozco, et al., 2010). Yet, there is ample evidence from qualitative studies
that SLIFE sometimes earn high grades in high school even while they still have
many of the initial disadvantages with which they arrived (Walsh, 1999; Bartlett,
2007; Bigelow, 2007). However, like with other ELs, the high grades may be largely
due to effort, instead of skills (Bang, Suarez-Orozco, Pakes, & O'Connor, 2009).

Since SLIFE tend to have lower standardized test scores and grades, it is
reasonable to assume they also have lower graduation rates. Studies using Census
data show higher dropout rates for recent-arrival adolescent ELs who are from
countries such as Honduras or Guatemala that provide less public education (Ruiz-de-
Velasco & Fix, 2000; Fry, 2005). However, studies from programs in which the
SLIFE were academically supported in their U.S. schooling show very low dropout
rates for SLIFE (Short, Boyson, & Coltrane, 2003). In fact, one study from a school
with a bilingual program reported that the dropout rate for recent-arrival Hispanic
adolescents with LFS was lower than that of Hispanics raised in the U.S. (Tellez &
Walker de Felix, 1993). Other studies have also reported programs in which the

dropout rates for SLIFE were very low because special supports were in place
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(Bartlett, 2007; Short, Boyson, & Coltrane, 2003)."* Thus, we may conclude that
LFS leads to lower graduation rates, but that the effect can be greatly reduced or even
eliminated by providing appropriate support.

In conclusion, studies generally show that LFS is associated with lower
educational outcomes for English proficiency, scores on standardized tests, grades,
and rates of graduation. What these studies do not explain, however, is exactly why
this may be true. For example, we do not know whether SLIFE have less English
proficiency many years after arrival because they have learned English more slowly
or because they arrived with less English proficiency to begin with and had a larger
gap to close. Similarly, we must ask whether SLIFE still have lower math scores
many years after arrival because they started with a greater disadvantage or because
they learn more slowly. Might the lower dropout rates for SLIFE in programs that
provide adequate services be due to the fact that they provide their students with the
academic support they need to close the gap so they can graduate? Moreover, how
does receiving or not receiving adequate academic support affect components of
academic self-concept such as academic self-efficacy and locus of control? And, how
might those effects be influencing students’ effort and corresponding outcomes?
Taking these questions into account is important to better understand the educational
outcomes of SLIFE.

Understanding the dimensions of LFS. In order to understand why SLIFE
tend to have lower educational outcomes, it is important to take into account the

complexity of LFS as a construct. LFS can be conceptualized as a collection of

'2 Examples of such programs are Luperon High School and International High School in NYC. These
programs are not exclusively for SLIFE and have special entrance criteria, so it is not possible to use
such programs to estimate typical SLIFE dropout rates nationwide.
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variables instead of as one variable. The key components of LFS as it is described in
literature are low L1 literacy, LEP, low academic background knowledge (e.g.
knowledge about math or science), and a history of interrupted, inadequate, or no
previous formal schooling on arrival (Mace-Matluck, Alexander-Kasparik, & Queen,
1998; Ruiz-de-Velasco & Fix, 2000). Interrupted education is defined by the state in
which the study takes place as six or more consecutive months of school non-
attendance (not including vacations) (Somerset County Public Schools, 2013), while
in New York it is defined as two years or more (New York State Department of
Education, 2011). Inadequate formal schooling in this study, however, refers to
schooling that may be consistent but does not prepare a student for grade-level
instruction because it lacks the necessary resources; namely, qualified teachers,
instructional time, and supplies such as books. In many countries, school is
frequently closed, is open for only a few hours a day, and/or lacks teachers,
chalkboards, desks, and books (Flaitz, 2006; Hillman & Jenkner, 2004).

These components of LFS, however, may not be perfectly correlated or
entirely connected and may have individualized effects on educational outcomes. For
example, one study that examined years of schooling and first language literacy as
separate constructs found the two were not significantly associated (Tarone, 2010).
Other studies have even found that people pass literacy from generation to generation
without formal schooling in some cultures outside of the U.S. (Scribner & Cole,
1978), and that people in some countries are sometimes schooled without literacy
(Robson, 1983). Furthermore, while LFS is generally associated with low English

proficiency, we know that years in school in some countries do not always result in
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English proficiency if those countries have adequate public education but very little
English instruction (Flaitz, 2006). Furthermore, some adolescents may have exposure
to English from using it for various out-of-school purposes in their homelands but
may have never attended school. Finally, while LFS is generally associated with low
math or science knowledge, we know that some students can learn a great deal of
academic content outside of school settings (Lave & Wenger, 1991), and others may
arrive many years below grade level in content areas despite having academic
transcripts that show no interruptions in their formal schooling (DeCapua, Smathers,
& Tang, 2007). Thus, the different dimensions of LFS discussed above may not
always correlate well because the construct of LFS confounds learning with
schooling. Because these components are very different and not completely related, it
may be necessary to examine the effects of the individual components of LFS
separately in order to better understand the educational outcomes of SLIFE.
Schooling gaps. In the U.S., newly-arrived immigrant students are placed in
a grade appropriate to their age, regardless of their previous formal schooling, up
until 9" grade, at which point grade placement is based on credit completion."* For
this reason, it is normal for immigrant students who did not complete 8" grade in
their homeland to be placed in 9™ grade in the U.S. on account of their age. This
situation is what one might refer to as a schooling gap, or missing years of schooling
relative to grade. New York State considers schooling gaps, or missing years of
schooling relative to grade, to be the primary criteria for identifying ELs with LFS

(New York State Department of Education, 2011).

13 See http://iusd.org/enrollment/documents/GradeLevelPlacementforParents2012-13.pdf for a
document from California outlining this policy. This policy is mandated by Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Order 13166 (U.S. Department of Justice, 2014).
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Schooling experience relative to grade placement is one dimension of LFS
that may have important effects, since exposure to schooling through time spent in
school appears to effect people in many ways. One of the effects attributed to time
spent in school, for instance, is the development of cognitive abilities that facilitate
future in-school learning (Bigelow & Schwarz, 2010). Formal school learning, for
example, teaches learners to be able to learn independent of meaning and context
(Tarone, Swierzbin, & Bigelow, 2006; Castro-Caldas, 2004), so learners can learn
from books or classroom instruction instead of relying on direct experience.'*
Unschooled individuals, on the contrary, have difficulty with in-school learning
unless they can attach concrete meaning and experience to what they are learning.
This disadvantage affects all types of learning, ranging from work with grammar
(Tarone, Swierzbin, & Bigelow, 2006) to numbers (Castro-Caldas, 2004). People
who have spent time in school are also better able to categorize objects (Brucki &
Rocha, 2004) and recall sentences word for word after a time delay (Ostrosky-Solis,
Ramirez, Lozano, Picasso, & Velez, 2004). This does not mean schooled individuals
are cognitively superior to unschooled individuals, but simply that being schooled
facilitates future school learning because schooling-type tasks are easier for people
having more experience with those tasks (Bigelow & Schwarz, 2010). So, if an
unschooled person wants to succeed in formal schooling, she/he may first have to

develop the cognitive functions needed for formal schooling before fully benefiting

!4 Examples given by these authors of learning independent from meaning and context include
recalling or repeating pseudo-words, identifying objects in drawings or pictures, and copying drawings
that are purely abstract and non-representative. In these studies, the unschooled individuals had a
stronger need to attach meaning to the meaningless word or picture they were tasked with learning or
repeating. All of these studies admit that it is hard to differentiate the cognitive effect of early
childhood schooling from that of early childhood literacy. I will discuss this issue more later.
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from the formal schooling experience. In other words, unschooled people may need
to learn “how to ‘do’ school” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 107).

Another way previous formal schooling facilitates future schooling is by
preparing learners for the culture of schooling. This is necessary because, within any
culture, formal schooling is a subculture in itself (Ostrosky-Solis, Ramirez, Lozano,
Picasso, & Velez, 2004). It has its own norms and values separate from those of the
larger culture. For example, in schooling, knowledge is often packaged in materials,
such as books, that can be owned, bought, or sold. Knowledge in schooling also
usually comes from, and is controlled by, a single authority figure, the teacher. The
instruction in schooling is generally decontextualized (i.e. removed from its real-
world practical application and placed in a classroom or book) and relies on abstract
concepts, such as theories, principles, formulas, and rules, instead of direct
experiences. And, in schooling, learning is measured through standardized tests and
grades that further commodify learning. In these ways, formal schooling may be
alienating to students from cultures with less formal schooling (Lave & Wenger,
1991) and cause an experience similar to the “culture shock™ a person experiences
when trying to live within a new culture that has different values or beliefs (DeCapua
& Marshall, 2010).

Unschooled individuals do not lack learning experiences, however; it’s simply
that unschooled individuals are accustomed to learning experiences that have
different norms than those of schooling. For example, in out-of-school learning,
information often freely circulates among peers, instead of coming from a single

authority figure such as a teacher (Lave & Wenger, 1991), or, when an authority
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figure is involved, the relationship is more of a mentor or model than of a lecturer
(Lado, 1990). Thus, out-of-school learning values relationships and membership in a
group over books and test scores. Out-of-school learning also involves “very little
observable teaching” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 92) and is generally much more
contextualized and pragmatic (DeCapua & Marshall, 2010), with language used for
real world problem solving, not for discussing abstract ideas (Lado, 1990). So, for
instance, in out-of-school learning, when people discuss the difference between a
donkey and a mule, they probably have the two specimens directly in front of them at
that moment.

These differences in cognition and culture between schooled and unschooled
individuals may help explain the lower educational outcomes for ELs that have
missed some schooling before coming to the U.S. Thomas and Collier (2002; 1997),
for example, found that the number of school years an EL had missed before arriving
in the U.S. was significantly associated with lower English reading scores many years
later in the U.S.

L1 literacy experience is another component of LFS. Many studies suggest
that literacy may be the main benefit of schooling and the primary cause of better
educational outcomes for schooled ELs in U.S. schools (Kurvers, Stockmann, & van
de Craats, 2010; Garrison-Fletcher, et al., 2008; Castro-Caldas, 2004; Thomas &
Collier, 2002; Dufva & Voeten, 1999; Robson, 1983). Experiments involving
magnetic resonance imaging and other similar technology show that learning to read
causes fundamental changes in the organization and functioning of brain (Castro-

Caldas & Reis, 2003), suggesting that many of the cognitive benefits of schooling
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may be explained by the development of literacy skills. The same imaging
technology shows that specific segments of the brain are less developed and slower to
process certain types of information in people who did not become literate in
childhood (Castro-Caldas, 2004). For example, non-literate people are slower to
identify two-dimensional objects (Brucki & Rocha, 2004) and need more lifelike
images (Reis, Peterson, Castro-Caldas, & Ingvar, 2001) with enhancing qualities such
as color (Reis, Faisca, Ingvar, & Peterson, 2006) than literate people. Thus, the
images on which schooling so much depends--such as pictures, symbols, maps, and
diagrams--might be less effective for the instruction of less-literate individuals.

Previous literacy experience in a first language may also help explain the
benefits of previous formal schooling on learning a second language such as English
(Kurvers, Stockmann, & van de Craats, 2010; Garrison-Fletcher, et al., 2008; Thomas
& Collier, 2002; Dufva & Voeten, 1999). In fact, studies that controlled for first
language literacy while estimating the effect of previous years of schooling on current
second language acquisition found no significant effect for previous years of
schooling on second language acquisition (Kurvers, Stockmann, & van de Craats,
2010; Robson, 1983). Robson (1983), for instance, employed a quasi-experimental
design to investigate the role of previous literacy separate from that of previous
formal schooling. While working as an English as a second language teacher in a
refugee camp for the Hmong hill tribe people in Thailand, Robson found some
Hmong refugees that had both formal schooling and literacy, some that had neither,
and some that had one without the other. Given this naturally existing control

sample, Robson taught English using methods that did not depend on literacy and
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tested their achievement in English without using literacy-based tests several months
later. Robson found that students with formal schooling and no literacy did not learn
English any faster than those who had no formal schooling and no literacy, but those
with literacy learned English faster regardless of their formal schooling background.
Besides the Robson study, many other studies have concluded that students
with less first language literacy make slower progress learning a second language
than those with more (Kurvers, Stockmann, & van de Craats, 2010; Thomas &
Collier, 2002; Dufva & Voeten, 1999; Garrison-Fletcher et al., 2008). These studies
claim that first language literacy skills positively transfer to facilitate second language
literacy learning (Garrison-Fletcher et al., 2008). For example, literate learners have
concepts related to literacy that give them advantages, such as the idea that words on
a page can signify meaning and letters can signify sound (Burt, Peyton, & Adam,
2003). Literate people are also more capable of explaining or describing something
to a listener without the benefits of illustrative visual aids, such as when a person has
to explain to play a game when the pieces and board for the game are not present
(Scribner & Cole, 1978). Many studies have also found that literate people have
more cognitive and neurological development for second language learning (Dufva &
Voeten, 1999; Tarone, 2010; Bigelow, delMas, Hansen, & Tarone, 2006; Tarone,
Swierzbin, & Bigelow, 2006). For example, literate learners who have experience
with a phonological writing system can remember and repeat nonsense words better
(Dufva & Voeten, 1999; Tarone, 2010) and are faster to notice grammar when
listening and more able to repeat it back to the speaker when asked (Bigelow, delMas,

Hansen, & Tarone, 2006; Tarone, Swierzbin, & Bigelow, 2006). Thus, previous
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literacy experience, with or without formal schooling, gives ELs advantages for
learning English, and their increased English language acquisition may lead to further
advantages in other educational outcomes such as higher grades or standardized test
scores.

Although some of the benefits of previous literacy experience for second
language learning may be due to neurological differences associated with literacy
development in early childhood (Castro-Caldas, 2004), some researchers have
suggested that second language literacy learning could still be assisted for low L1
literate adolescent second language learners through the addition of first language
literacy instruction to complement the second language literacy instruction (August &
Shanahan, 2006; Thomas & Collier, 2002; Garrison-Fletcher, et al., 2008). In fact, in
one study, researcher Michele Burtoff (1985) seems to confirm that notion. Burtoff
taught English to a group of non-literate English learners, but selected one group to
receive additional first language literacy instruction. The group receiving the extra
first language literacy instruction made greater gains in English language literacy.
Interestingly, the students receiving extra first language literacy instruction also
showed improvements in indicators of confidence and motivation.

Academic content knowledge is yet another explanation for the benefits of
formal schooling. ELs who have strong academic foundations from their homeland
before immigrating generally have better academic outcomes after immigrating (Duff,
2001). It may be that academic content knowledge facilitates future academic content
learning in much the same way that experience with schooling tasks helps with future

schooling tasks that are similar. It may also be, however, that previous academic
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achievement affects ELs’ future academic achievement through self-efficacy (Fox,
Kitsantas, & Flowers, 2008). Students who lack experience in math, science, or
reading skills in their homeland before immigrating are likely to feel ashamed and
doubt their ability to learn those subjects in the new country (Brown, Miller, &
Mitchell, 2006). That perception on their part, regardless of the reality, would lead to
their having weaker academic self-concepts, and in turn, less academic resilience
(Gordon Rouse, 2001).

2.2.3. Conclusion.

LFS is an important risk factor that predicts lower educational outcomes for
ELs who are already at risk due to LEP. It is likely that, on the average, ELs have
lower educational outcomes than non-ELs, but SLIFE most likely have even lower
educational outcomes. LFS appears to correspond with lower grades, English
proficiency, scores on standardized tests of academic content, and graduation rates
even many years after the ELs arrived in the U.S. Whether their gains in these areas
are lower for SLIFE than those of other ELs is not clear, however. It may simply be
that they started with larger gaps and require longer to bridge those gaps than other
ELs.

Moreover, the academic outcomes for SLIFE may be quite variable. Part of
this variability may be an artifact of conceptualizing LFS as a dichotomous class to
which students either belong or don’t belong. It may be more precise to
operationalize LFS as a continuous variable, or quality students have more or less of,
while keeping in mind that it is also multidimensional with components (gaps in the
years of schooling, lower academic content knowledge, low previous literacy

experience, and LEP) that may or may not be entirely related and that may have
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different effects depending on the social context of U.S. schooling experiences.
Some of the components may be more important than the others, and some of the
components may help develop the others. Thus, it is beneficial to study the
components separately.

However, much of the variability among SLIFE may be due to learner
characteristics, such as academic self-concept, and how those characteristics interact
with school-related variables such as specialized academic support for SLIFE. The
next section of this literature review will elaborate on those factors and the role they
play in the resiliency process.

2.3. Explaining SLIFE Educational OQutcomes: School-Related Protective Factors,

Personal Risk Factors and the Mediating Role of Academic Self~Concept in the

Resiliency Process.

In order to complete grade-level academic coursework in English and meet
graduation standards before they “age out” of high school,'®> SLIFE have to learn at a
rate far faster than other students to make up for their inadequate academic
preparation. They may or may not receive help to achieve this goal, but in either case,
they will need to be persistent. Educational research attempts to understand such
persistence through the concept of resilience. Currently, educational resilience
researchers view resilience, not as a stable personal trait, but as a process in which
personal factors interact with environmental factors leading to educational outcomes

or trajectories that are better than what is typical for a student facing similar

' In the state in which this study takes place, students are not allowed to start another year of
schooling if they are over the age of twenty. This is common in the U.S. although there are some
exceptions. When students reach this age limit and are no longer allowed to continue, we refer to it as
“aging out.”
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challenges (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000). In this section I explain how school-
related protective factors and personal risk factors influence the educational outcomes
of SLIFE while also influencing their academic self-concepts, which in turn mediate
or moderate the influences of their risk and protective factors on those educational
outcomes.

2.3.1. School-Related Protective Factors.

This literature review finds that school-related protective factors have
important implications for the educational outcomes of SLIFE, especially the
professional caring of teachers and school staff, the availability and quality of
academic support programs, and ELs’ opportunities for social integration with high-
achieving English speakers. I do not deny the possible importance of other school-
related protective factors such as bilingual education, but this literature review does
not discuss them since they are either not factors in the context of the present study or
are somehow beyond its scope.

Perceived pedagogical caring from school staff. Close and caring
relationships with supportive adults are absolutely essential for resilience in at-risk
youth (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000; Werner & Smith, 2001). Case studies
show this is especially true for SLIFE (Lucas, 1997), Mexican-Americans
(Valenzuela, 1999), and the children of labor migrants (Garza, Reyes, & Trueba,
2004). The term “pedagogical caring” does not refer to a teacher’s emotions,
however, but instead refers to observable pedagogical practices that students interpret
as caring (Hult, 1979; Wentzel, 1997; Noddings, 1992; Valenzuela, 1999).

Pedagogical caring includes teacher behaviors such as making a special effort to help
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students learn, treating students fairly, showing interest in students’ personal lives,
and having clear, consistent, and high expectations for all students (Wentzel, 1997).

Students who perceive their teachers care about them tend to have better
educational outcomes. ELs report that having teachers who take time to talk with
them or tutor them gives them more access to information, more opportunities to
learn, and very motivating feelings of self-worth (Wassell, Fernandez, & LaVan,
2010). Longitudinal research shows that increases in perceived pedagogical caring
are generally followed by increases in studying, homework completion, and
attendance (Wentzel, 1997). Studies show that pedagogical caring is also related to
lower dropout rates for children of labor migrants (Gibson, 2003) and all students in
general (Lee & Burkam, 2003).

Unfortunately, such caring is not always evident among teachers of immigrant
students; in fact some teachers often have very negative attitudes about immigrant
children (Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 2001). For instance, in one study, a
principal being interviewed claimed that the biggest challenge facing his school was
convincing the teachers that immigrant adolescents were “teachable” (Suarez-Orozco
& Suarez-Orozco, 2001, p. 127). In another study, 25% of all ELs reported
experiencing discrimination from teachers (Medvedeva, 2010).

And, just as perceived pedagogical caring can lead to better educational
outcomes, perceptions of teacher prejudice, the reversal of perceived pedagogical
caring, can lead to lower educational outcomes. This may be largely because
experiences with discrimination from teachers give immigrant students the

impression that school is not fair and that the rest of their lives in the U.S. will be
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similar (Stone & Han, 2005). The impression that life is not fair often leads to
feelings of helplessness that lower academic resilience (Alva & Padilla, 1995;
Vargas-Reighley, 2005), since students who think that their environment is not
supportive of their educational goals, or that education will not benefit them because
of diminished opportunities in the outside world, are less academically resilient
(Gordon Rouse, 2001). Furthermore, students who perceive that their teachers are
prejudiced are more likely to “act out” or exhibit behaviors and attitudes that make
them appear oppositional to educational authority (Valenzuela, 1999). These
perceptions can lead to small conflicts with school staff that can escalate into bigger
conflicts and result in those students being “pushed out” of school (Um, 2003;
Gandara & Contreras, 2009).

In conclusion, perceived pedagogical caring may lead to resilience in SLIFE
and all students. Specifically, it may affect whether students believe their school
environment is supportive of their educational goals, which determines whether they
believe they are in control of their educational outcomes and that education will
benefit them later in life. Those beliefs are components of academic self-concept,
and therefore, foster resilience (Gordon Rouse, 2001). Likewise, perceived teacher
prejudice, the absence of pedagogical caring, seems to lead to feelings of
helplessness, hopelessness, and disillusionment that make students more vulnerable to
academic failure. Pedagogical caring may be particularly important for SLIFE
because their situation demands more persistence.

Perceived positive social integration with non-ELs at school. Similar to

perceived pedagogical caring, ELs’ perceptions that their schools are positively
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socially integrated are part of a healthy school climate for learning (Alva, 1993). The
term, social integration, as it is used in this study, refers to a situation in which
different groups, not only share the same physical space, but also share the same
social space, specifically, friendship and other social interactions. In the case of this
study, those groups would be ELs and U.S. born native-speakers of English that
typify “mainstream America.” However, research shows that physical integration of
ELs does not necessarily lead to social integration (Duff, 2001; Harklau, 1999), since
a socially-integrated school climate would additionally require that non-ELs respect
ELs for who they are, and not be prejudiced, cruel, hostile, or intolerant. Admittedly,
as the next few pages will show, the research on social integration offers mixed
findings on educational outcomes; but nevertheless, there is enough evidence to
warrant considering social integration as a protective factor, especially considering
that the social domain of school life is believed to affect students’ academic self-
concepts (Gordon Rouse & Cashin, 2000), an important factor for at-risk students
(Gordon Rouse, 2001).

One caveat to social integration is that the effects on educational outcomes
seem to depend largely on the groups with whom the ELs are socially integrating.
Portes and Zhou (1993), for instance, have suggested that social integration with
native-speakers of English is not necessarily beneficial to children of immigrants if it
means assimilating into a low-performing group. Given that some very socially
segregated immigrant enclaves have values and behaviors that foster better outcomes
for their members (Gibson, 1988), it may sometimes be better for students to stay

within their enclave. This may be why Kao (1995) did not find the same benefits for
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Asians as whites when studying the educational benefits of participation in extra-
curricular activities, one important indicator of social integration. Furthermore, there
is research on literacy acquisition with students with LFS and low-L1 literacy that
concluded that frequent social use of the second or “target” language did not
significantly correlate with faster second language literacy acquisition (Kurvers,
Stockmann, & van de Craats, 2010). It may be that students can gain the social
English they need from socializing with native-speaker peers without gaining
academic English needed for better academic outcomes (Cummins, 1981).

Nevertheless, there is much research showing positive effects for perceived
social integration on educational outcomes. There are many studies, for example, that
conclude that social integration with native speakers leads to increased opportunities
for English language acquisition (Saville-Troike, 1984; Derwing, Decorby, Ichikawa,
& Jamieson, 1999; Fox, Kitsantas, & Flowers, 2008). One study using data from
SAT takers, for example, shows that high-achieving Hispanics are more likely to
frequently use English socially than low-achieving Hispanics (Gandara & Contreras,
2009).

One indicator of social integration, participation in extra-curricular activities,
seems to be very beneficial for academic outcomes. Studies show that participation
in extra-curricular activities predicts higher academic achievement in all 8 through
12" graders (Zaff, Moore, Papillo, & Williams, 2003). Reports from agencies that
serve children of migrant workers show that the ones who drop out usually have low
participation in extracurricular activities (Johnson, Levy, Morales, Morse, & Prokopp,

1986). Case studies that compared Hispanic high achievers to low achievers found

47



that one of the major differences between the two groups was their participation in
extra-curricular activities (Gandara & Contreras, 2009). Perez et al. (2009) even
concluded that participation in extracurricular activities was the most significant
predictor of undocumented immigrants’ educational outcomes.

The research on participation in extra-curricular activities suggests that it is so
beneficial to immigrant students precisely because of the social-integration it involves
(Gibson, Bejinez, Hidalgo, & Rolon, 2004). When students work with other students
to cooperatively achieve goals during extra-curricular activities, they also support
each other in other ways by sharing information and inspiration. Positive
experiences, such as cooperating to achieve goals with other students, may increase a
student’s self-esteem and self-efficacy. Positive findings for participation in
extracurricular activities are observed in studies with general students (Zaff, Moore,
Papillo, & Williams, 2003), undocumented immigrants (Perez, Espinoza, Ramos,
Coronado, & Cortes, 2009), and children of migrant workers (Garza, Reyes, &
Trueba, 2004).

Unfortunately, the counterpart of perceived positive social integration,
perceived hostility, prejudice, or ambivalence from peers, is probably common for
ELs. In one study, 33% of the ELs reported having experienced discrimination from
peers (Medvedeva, 2010). It is not uncommon to find ELs reporting that they are
constantly being teased by peers (Wassell, Fernandez, & LaVan, 2010) and mocked
for their clothing and mannerisms, as well as their pronunciation and grammar when
they use English (Duff, 2001). Such experiences lead to a feeling of isolation from

their school environment that is associated with lower educational outcomes for
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Asian-American adolescents (Alva, 1993) and migrant youth (Prewitt-Diaz, Trotter,
& Rivera, 1990).

ESOL classes. English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) programs
are special programs designed to help students classified as EL gain the English
proficiency they need to be academically successful and meet state English
proficiency standards (Somerset County Public Schools, 2013). Although some
researchers have identified major problems found in ESOL programs (Wassell,
Fernandez, & LaVan, 2010; Valdes, 1998), much of the research is positive and
suggests that effective offering ELs special ESOL classes leads to better educational
outcomes for most ELs (Callahan, Wilkinson, & Muller, 2010; Callahan, Wilkinson,
Muller, & Frisco, 2009; Harklau, 1999; Duff, 2001).

Among the concerns with ESOL is that segregating ELs into special ESOL
classes may deprive them of learning opportunities found in mainstream classes.
Valdes (1998), for example, has claimed that segregation in ESOL classes deprives
ELs the opportunity to be placed together with native-speakers of English and hear
English. Other research has shown that such ESOL classes sometimes provide lower
quality instruction than non-ESOL classes. For example, Wassell, Fernandez, &
LaVan (2010), after interviewing ELs about their ESOL classes, found that ELs often
complained that some of their ESOL classes had dumbed-down or repetitious content
and wasted time on undemanding activities such as watching movies. Some ELs in
studies have described their ESOL classes as childish (Derwing, Decorby, Ichikawa,
& Jamieson, 1999) and complained that they denied them opportunities to learn

grade-level content in challenging mainstream or advanced classes (Gibson, 1988;
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Gunderson, 2000; Valdes, 1998; Um, 2003). These claims are confirmed by
researchers who, based on classroom observations, have described instruction in
ESOL classes as slow, repetitious, and unchallenging (Garcia, 1999; Valdes, 2001;
Duff, 2001).

Other studies, however, show that inclusion in mainstream classes does not
necessarily provide ELs with a better learning environment than segregation in ESOL
programs and that ESOL classes may provide many advantages for ELs, especially
those with LFS. For example, in interviews with ELs, many stated that the ESOL
teacher was the only teacher with whom they had a caring relationship (Wassell,
Fernandez, & LaVan, 2010). This is serious because caring relationships with
teachers lead to better educational outcomes (Wentzel, 1997) and resilience for at-risk
adolescents (Werner & Smith, 2001). Some studies have also concluded that ELs are
sometimes more likely to have opportunities to use English in ESOL classes than in
mainstream classes. Duff (2001), for instance, reported that ELs were generally less
reticent to use English in all-EL classrooms than in typical mainstream classes in
which they often felt “marginalization, insecurity, and anxiety” (p. 119) due to
experiences with prejudice such as teasing from mainstream peers about their
pronunciation. After observing both ESOL classes and mainstream classes, Harklau
(1999) concluded that ESOL lessons provided ELs with more comprehensible input
and opportunities to interact; ask for clarification; and practice reading, writing,
speaking, and listening with support and effective feedback. In contrast, mainstream
classes generally focused on “lectures” that were often not comprehensible to ELs

due to speed, lack of context, lack of background knowledge, and idiomatic language.
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ELs in these classes did not speak or ask for clarification because they were too
intimidated.

Claims that ESOL classes advantage ELs instead of disadvantage them are
supported by analyses of data from large national studies. For example, an analysis
of'the 1988 National Educational Longitudinal Study data showed that recent-arrival
ELs were not significantly less likely than other students to take challenging
academic courses if placed in ESOL programs after controlling for previous course
taking, previous grades, and other background factors (Callahan, Wilkinson, &
Muller, 2010). In fact, a similar study, using the “Add Health'®” data, found that ELs
who were given adequate and appropriate ESOL services were actually more likely to
take college preparatory courses, have higher GPAs, and experience fewer course
failures than their mainstream peers (Callahan, Wilkinson, Muller, & Frisco, 2009).
Another study using data from all ELs in Texas found that Hispanic ELs whose
parents waived ESOL services were less likely to eventually attend college (Flores,
Batalova, & Fix, 2012).

It is likely, however, that ESOL programs do not benefit all ELs equally, but
that their effects depend largely on the qualities of the program, the characteristics of
the student being considered for placement, and the situation in the mainstream
classes from which that student is removed. ESOL classes must provide age-
appropriate and meaning-focused literacy-building opportunities in a rigorous but
supported on-grade-level content-based approach instead of dumbed down and

childish, decontextualized, remedial instruction (Short, Boyson, & Coltrane, 2003;

' “Add Health” is the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health, a study that followed a
nationally-representative sample of high school students for nearly thirteen years (University of North
Carolina Population Center, 2011).
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Lucas, 1997). Sheltered ESOL classes'’ with these qualities are more effective than
inclusion in mainstream classes for ELs who are newly-arrived and have low English
proficiency (Gibson, 1988), especially when they have LFS (Short, Boyson, &
Coltrane, 2003; Lucas, 1997). They may be less effective, however, for ELs who
have spent many years in the U.S. (Callahan, Wilkinson, & Muller, 2010) and have
the English proficiency, formal school background, or family support they need to
function in college preparatory mainstream classes (Gunderson, 2000; Gibson, 1988).
More importantly, however, the learners themselves must exercise personal agency,
or take action and responsibility for their language learning, for ESOL classes to be
effective, regardless of the type of instruction offered (Hawkins, 2005; Rymes &
Pash, 2001).

2.3.2. Personal Risk Factors.

In previous sections of this literature review, I reviewed the research on the
detrimental effects of LFS and LEP on ELs’ educational outcomes, as well as how
school-related protective factors may improve educational outcomes. This section
focuses on additional factors beyond the school context that may negatively influence
SLIFE educational outcomes, including factors such as past traumatic experiences,
separations from caretakers, large perceived social distance, non-educationally
oriented peers, a lack of authoritative parenting, and employment. Due to the lack of
research specifically on SLIFE, this section relies heavily on research on groups that
are not specifically SLIFE, namely general ELs, language minorities, refugees, labor
migrants, and immigrant adolescents. The risk factors presented in this section do not

represent an exhaustive list, but instead include those that have the most relevance for

7 See pages 18-19 for a description of sheltered ESOL classes.
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the population of the study and are within the scope of this study and its theoretical
framework. My choice to exclude certain risk factors from this study should not
imply that I consider them unimportant.

Traumatic experiences. Past traumatic experiences, such as being witnesses
to or victims of natural or man-made violence, may negatively influence SLIFE
educational outcomes. In fact, research shows that ELs with low or declining GPAs
are more likely to have had traumatic experiences before coming to the U.S. (Suarez-
Orozco et al., 2010). Unfortunately, such experiences may be common among SLIFE
(Stu, 1996), especially those who come as refugees, and therefore, are more likely to
have experienced or witnessed torture, rape, or massacres (Allodi, 1986). Likewise,
those who are undocumented immigrants are also more likely to have been affected
by violence (Capps, Castaneda, Chaudry, & Santos, 2007), just as all impoverished
ethnic or racial minority youth in the U.S. are more likely to experience violence
(Aud, Fox, & KewalRamani, 2010).

Experiences with violence may cause a condition called post-traumatic stress
disorder (PTSD) that is believed to adversely affect academic outcomes, including
grades and attendance, for many years after the actual event (Allodi, 1986; Arroyo &
Eth, 1996). ESOL teachers who work with ELs suffering from PTSD report that they
often appear unmotivated due to inconsistent attendance or classroom behaviors such
as staring out the window during lessons (Isserlis, 2010). PTSD symptoms that
directly affect learning include confusion (Allodi, 1986), memory loss (Allodi, 1986;
Bekar, 1994), inability to concentrate or pay attention (Arroyo & Eth, 1996; Davis &

Siegel, 2000), hyperactivity (Fazel & Stein, 2003), loss of interest or motivation
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(Randall & Lutz, 1991; Isserlis, 2010), flashbacks, learned helplessness (Randall &
Lutz, 1991), and irrational anxiety (Segal, 1983). Symptoms that would indirectly
affect learning are emotional disturbance, conflicts with peers (Fazel & Stein, 2003),
depression (Randall & Lutz, 1991; Bekar, 1994), sleep problems, resistance to
authority (Bekar, 1994), irritability, substance abuse, (Randall & Lutz, 1991), or
psychosomatic illness (Segal, 1983). Moreover, PTSD affects the very characteristics
associated with resilience, including resilience to the PTSD itself, namely self-esteem
(Bekar, 1994), trust in others (Randall & Lutz, 1991; Bekar, 1994), and self-efficacy
(Randall & Lutz, 1991). Thus, we may conclude that past experiences with violence
may be one of the most disabling factors SLIFE can have.

Separations from caretakers. Just as families are vital protective factors in
influencing children’s educational outcomes, disruptions of those relationships are a
major risk factor. Unfortunately, immigration circumstances often force families to
separate. In one study of immigrant children, Suarez-Orozco and Suarez-Orozco
(2001) found that only 15% of all the immigrant children in their study had arrived
with their entire family at once. Most children were separated from some or all of
their family as their family unit moved piece by piece to the U.S. This was especially
common among immigrants from certain countries of origin, especially Central
American countries or Haiti. In fact, they found that about 80% of the Central
American children were separated from both parents during immigration with 49% of
those separations lasting for five years or more. Other studies show that
undocumented immigrants face an even higher risk of family separation (Menjivar,

2008) and the separations appear to be more traumatic and disruptive in nature,
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especially if they result from immigration detentions and deportations (Capps,
Castaneda, Chaudry, & Santos, 2007).

These findings regarding separations from caretakers are important since
research shows that such separations are associated with lower educational outcomes
(Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010), especially when the separations are long and involve the
absence of both parents (Wright, 2010). Immigrant children who have been separated
from one or more of their parents tend to expect less of themselves in the present and
future than those who have not (Wright, 2010). Researchers have also found that
children who have been separated from parents are more likely to report depression
symptoms (Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 2001) and are less resilient to other risk
factors such as traumatic or stressful situations (Burbury, 1941). The effects of these
separations may depend largely on the child’s perceptions of these separations and
their cultural context, however (Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 2001). In some
societies, it is acceptable for children to stay with relatives away from one or more of
their parents for an extended period, but when children are in a society where those
separations are considered abnormal, they may perceive and internalize harmful
attitudes from teachers and staff that their parents are neglectful.

Nevertheless, we may conclude that separations from caretakers affect
educational outcomes of immigrant children both directly and indirectly through
effects on components of academic self-concept, such as whether they have
educational goals or whether they feel they are in control of their outcomes in the

U.S.
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Large perceived social distance. Schumann (1976) and others (Portes &
Bach, 1985) have used the concept of “social distance” to describe the relationship
between immigrants and the dominant cultural group in their host country and have
suggested that social distance may affect acculturation and language learning.
According to Schumann (1976), some immigrants may feel they have a small social
distance between them and the dominant group, as indicated by their having plans
that involve long-term interactions with the dominant group, a feeling of respect for
the dominant group’s culture, and a feeling that the dominant group respects them in
return. In such cases, immigrants are more likely to learn the language and culture of
the dominant group. Other immigrants, however, may feel a large social distance as
indicated by lack of reasons to invest the time and effort to learn the language and
culture of the dominant group. In particular, they may feel they are only temporarily
in the country and have no long-term plans that involve the dominant group in their
host country. They also may not respect the local language and culture, or even
worse, find natives to be rude, unfriendly, hostile, or prejudiced against them, their
culture, and their language. In sum, for ELs perceived social distance from
“mainstream Americans” (i.e. members of the dominant culture of English speakers
in the U.S.) influences whether an immigrant feels it is worthwhile to invest time and
energy in learning the language and culture of his or her host country.

Although perceived social distance from mainstream Americans may be
closely related to social integration at school, the two factors are different in that the
first describes how the immigrant child’s immigrant community relates to the

dominant cultural group as a whole, while the second describes how the immigrant
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child as an individual relates to peers from the dominant cultural group at school.
While the child’s experiences with the dominant culture at school surely affect his/her
perceptions of social distance in the greater context (Alva, 1993) and vice versa, the
two factors may probably also vary independently. For example, it is possible that a
child could have positive experiences with peers from the dominant group at school,
but still perceive prejudice from teachers and a large social distance from mainstream
America. Medvedeva (2010), for instance, when studying the effects of perceived
prejudice on ELs, found that ELs sometimes perceived prejudice from their
“American” peers, but not from “mainstream” U.S. culture, and likewise, sometimes
perceived prejudice from “mainstream” U.S. culture but not from “American” peers.
Interestingly, Medvedeva (2010) found that if they perceived prejudice from general
society but not from peers, ELs were more likely to make greater gains in English
speaking in the hope of overcoming the disadvantages facing them in the outside
world, but if they perceived prejudice from their “mainstream American” peers in
school, they were more likely to make slower English speaking gains (Medvedeva,
2010). Thus, we can conclude that these two factors may have separate but
interactive effects.

Furthermore, the construct of social distance is relevant to this study since it
combines factors such as racism and ethnocentrism with immigrant identity and
motivations for education (Peirce, 1995). It incorporates powerful factors such as
perceived discrimination in society, feelings of hopelessness caused by immigration
problems, and feelings of hostility or ambivalence towards mainstream America, the

English language, and U.S. education. We can reasonably expect, for example, that
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the harmful effects of having an undocumented immigration status, a factor I cannot
ethically survey in this study, will appear on measures of social distance, as an
undocumented immigrant is probably more likely to feel uncertain about his or her
future in the U.S. (Gunderson, 2000). I suspect that the concept of social distance
from mainstream America may help us understand ELs’ motivation in choosing to
learn, or not learn, the English language. The concept of social distance may also
help us explain the motivation, and therefore, the educational outcomes of adolescent
immigrants in U.S. schools since immigrants tend to view education as the gateway to
successful acculturation into America’s dominant culture.

Another aspect of social distance from mainstream America, having long-term
plans involving the dominant culture, may be also important for explaining the
educational outcomes of SLIFE. Long- term plans with the dominant culture, such as
employment and education, are essentially sources of what is known as “instrumental
motivation”'® (Gardner & MaclIntyre, 1991), which is shown to be helpful for
language learning. In other words, long-term plans to pursue higher education or
professional careers in the U.S. are reasons for immigrant youth to invest more effort
in their current education. Similarly, a lack of “instrumental motivation” may help
explain why recent-arrival Mexican and Central Americans adolescents, for example,
have low rates of school enrollment in the U.S. (Fry, 2007; Ruiz-de-Velasco & Fix,
2000; DebBurman, 2005), since they are more likely to be labor migrants who have
come here with short-term plans to earn money to send home (Johnson, Levy,

Morales, Morse, & Prokopp, 1986). When labor migrants are forced to choose

' Instrumental motivation is motivation to learn a second language for practical purposes such as
earning a grade or getting a job as opposed to social purposes such as social integration.
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between schooling and income for their families, they often choose income (Johnson,
Levy, Morales, Morse, & Prokopp, 1986). Thus, for immigrant youth, social distance
from mainstream Americans may affect the degree to which they are academically
oriented in U.S. schooling regardless of the value they place on education in general.

Another aspect of social distance, mainstream Americans’ attitudes toward the
dominant culture, is probably also an important factor affecting the educational
outcomes for ELs. Attitudes about a language and its cultural group have long been
believed to influence its acquisition (Macnamara, 1975). When a learner has very
positive attitudes toward a cultural group and wants to learn its language to become
socially integrated, the learner is said to have “integrative motivation” (Gardner &
Maclntyre, 1991), which is believed to be highly effective for language learning
(Gardener & Lambert, 1972; Spolsky, 1969; Gardener, Day, & Maclntyre, 1992).

Likewise, perceived prejudice, specifically, the belief that one’s cultural group
is deemed as inferior by the dominant cultural group, can influence the learning of the
dominant culture’s language (Schumann, 1976). In this case, ELs’ perception that
mainstream Americans as a whole are prejudiced against them is a powerful indicator
of perceived social distance that can affect educational outcomes in a number of
ways. One is that such a perception harms ELs’ self-esteem (Suarez-Orozco &
Suarez-Orozco, 2001), which is an important component of the academic self-concept
they need for educational resilience (Gordon Rouse, 2001). Even more dangerous is
that young ELs can internalize and believe the negative attitudes they see the

dominant society holds about them (Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 2001) and then
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take on those characteristics, including lower academic performance (Schmidt, 2002;
Bigelow, 2008).

Unfortunately, immigrant children and ELs often believe that “mainstream
Americans” have negative views about them (Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco,
2001) and discriminate against their ethnic group (Medvedeva, 2010).

Non-educationally-oriented peers. Although ELs, like other recent-arrival
immigrant youth (Fuligni, 1997), are more likely than native-born youth to have
friends who are educationally oriented (Suarez-Orozco, Suarez-Orozco, & Todorova,
2008; Duff, 2001; Goldstein, 2003), they may often find themselves in the company
of peers who are not educationally oriented, especially considering that they are more
likely to attend low-achieving urban schools that are majority minority and high
poverty (de Cohen & Clewell, 2007).

Much of the research on minority students’ under-achievement attributes their
lower educational outcomes to pressure from peers who are oppositional to
educational authority (Ogbu, 1978; Fordham & Ogbu, 1986). Some have contended
that immigrant children assimilating to low-performing and oppositional groups may
become similarly non-educationally oriented in the process (Bigelow, 2008; Portes &
Zhou, 1993). Thus, having non-educationally oriented peers could be a risk factor for
ELs if these students begin conforming to a peer group that is not educationally
oriented. Research shows that peer influences are very important for the educational
outcomes of immigrant youth (Suarez-Orozco, Suarez-Orozco, & Todorova, 2008;
Duff, 2001; Goldstein, 2003; Fuligni, 1997; Bankston & Zhou, 1997). Studies find

that low-achieving Hispanic youth generally have low-achieving peers (Gandara &
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Contreras, 2009); children of immigrants with lower educational outcomes are less
likely to have peers who say they are college bound (Rumbaut, 2000); and students
who have peers who drop out are more likely to drop out themselves (Rumberger,
2004).

The effect of negative peer influences on ELs may be moderated or mediated
by the ELs’ academic self-concept, however. In other words, the influence of peers
on a particular EL, may depend on that EL’s academic self-concept. Likewise,
academic self-concept, like general self-concept, probably also depends on the peers
with whom the adolescent EL identifies.

A lack of authoritative parenting at home. Children who are raised by
parents who have an authoritative parenting style tend to have better educational
outcomes than those who are raised by parents who are authoritarian, permissive,
negligent, or frequently unable to be present to supervise their children well
(Baumrind, 1966; Dornbusch, Ritter, Leiderman, Roberts, & Fraliegh, 1987).

Authoritative parenting is characterized by love, reasoning, clear and
consistent expectations, and strong support in meeting those expectations
(Dornbusch, Ritter, Leiderman, Roberts, & Fraliegh, 1987). Children who are raised
by parents with authoritative parenting styles have been found to have better
educational outcomes because they learn to reason, take responsibility for their
circumstances, and believe in themselves (Dornbusch, Ritter, Leiderman, Roberts, &
Fraliegh, 1987). This parenting style has been shown to be a protective factor for at-

risk students such as labor migrants (Garza, Reyes, & Trueba, 2004). Likewise,
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students who lack authoritative adult supervision are more likely to drop out of school
(Rumberger, 1995).

One major component of authoritative parenting, having high parental
expectations for their children’s education, has been shown to be very influential to
immigrant children’s educational outcomes (Garcia Coll & Marks, 2009). Parents’
educational expectations have been shown to significantly affect the grades of Asians
(Kao, 1995; Kao & Tienda, 1995) and ELs (Suarez-Orozco, Suarez-Orozco, &
Todorova, 2008), as well as the SAT scores of Hispanics (Gandara & Contreras,
2009) and math and reading scores for Asians (Kao, 1995).

In order to be effective, parents must be able to provide their children with the
support and supervision they need, however. Unfortunately, immigrant family
relationships are often disrupted due to immigration situations before, during or after
arrival in the U.S. (Capps, Castaneda, Chaudry, & Santos, 2007; Suarez-Orozco &
Suarez-Orozco, 2001), making it harder for families to provide consistent effective
adult supervision for all their children (Suarez-Orozco, Suarez-Orozco, & Todorova,
2008; Suarez-Orozco, 2010; Glick & Hohmann-Marriott, 2007; Rumbaut, 2000).
Also, immigrant parents often have to work many hours and at odd times, so they
might not be able to be at home to supervise their children as much as they would like
(Gandara & Contreras, 2009). In such circumstances the children are more likely to
skip school or neglect homework, negating much of the positive influence of the
parents’ high expectations (Gandara & Contreras, 2009). It is likely that these

situations are more common among SLIFE, who are reportedly more likely to be in
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the U.S. unaccompanied by adults, be labor migrants, and/or come from high poverty
families (Siu, 1996).

Logically, family structure would be instrumental in determining whether the
family is able to provide effective adult supervision at home, but it is not so simple.
For example, one study found that children of Asian single mothers had significantly
better educational outcomes on average than White children of single mothers when
controlling for family income, LEP, and the educational background of the parent
(Kao, 1995). The number of parents may be important but only to the degree to
which each parent is effective in supporting better educational outcomes. It may also
not be necessary that the adult supervision be the mother and father for it to be
effective. Immigrant families are also more likely to be multigenerational, and
therefore, have more adults at home to provide supervision and support for their
children, even if they lack one or more biological parent (Suarez-Orozco, Suarez-
Orozco, & Todorova, 2008). In fact, there is research specifically with
undocumented immigrants that did not find significant differences between the GPAs
of students with two biological parents and students with one and specifically
attributed it to the presence of extended families (Perez, Espinoza, Ramos, Coronado,
& Cortes, 2009).

In conclusion, a lack of authoritative adult supervision at home may be a risk
factor for ELs and may be more common among SLIFE due to their economic or
immigration circumstances. Youth need caring and present adults in order to be
resilient (Werner & Smith, 2001) and without them are likely to be at much greater

risk.
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Employment. SLIFE are often under pressure to work to help support their
family because they are more likely to live in poverty and less likely to be eligible for
most government social services (Ruiz-de-Valasco & Fix, 2000). This is unfortunate,
since working many hours after school is generally believed to be an academic risk
factor for adolescents (Steinberg & Dornbush, 1991; Singh, Chang, & Dika, 2007).
Compared with students who do not work, students with part-time jobs have poorer
academic outcomes; namely, lower attendance, grades, and educational aspirations
(Singh, Chang, & Dika, 2007), as well as higher rates of dropout (Rumberger, 2004;
Chaplin & Hannaway, 1996; Rumberger, 1995; Ortiz-Licon, 2009) and other high-
risk variables such as drug and alcohol use (Steinberg & Dornbush, 1991). Lower
educational outcomes for students who work twenty hours a week have been found in
studies with undocumented immigrants (Perez, Espinoza, Ramos, Coronado, &
Cortes, 2009) as well as children of immigrants (Kao & Tienda, 1995) even when
controlling for other variables such as lower socio-economic status, race, or past
educational performance that might account for such differences. Interestingly,
however, one study specifically with ELs found that ELs who had jobs while in high
school were more likely to eventually attend college and attributed to greater levels of
personal responsibility (Flores, Batalova, & Fix, 2012). Nevertheless, it is
understandable that employment, regardless of its benefits, takes time away from
studying and educational enrichment activities.

Conclusion. This literature review shows that SLIFE may have many risk
factors other than LFS that might explain their lower educational outcomes. Some of

these risk factors may cause lower educational outcomes, but others may affect
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outcomes indirectly by affecting academic self-concept. Regardless, any study that
intends to estimate the effect of LFS, school protective factors, or academic self-
concept on educational outcomes, will have to control for these other risk factors in
order to make accurate estimates.

2.3.3. The Mediating/Moderating Role of Academic Self-Concept.

According to Gordon Rouse (2001), at-risk students who are persistent, and
therefore resilient in their educational outcomes, have strong academic self-concepts.
Academic self-concept is a person’s perception of himself/herself regarding
academics and is for the most part a self-assessment based largely on past experiences
with academics and the evaluations of others (Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 1976;
Gordon Rouse, 2001). Because it is strongly influenced by other people’s judgments
(Diaz, 2003), it may be influenced by experiences with other people’s prejudices; and
therefore, often becomes a contested area in which the individual tries to assert one
identity at the same time that other people or institutions that would instead impose
another (Peirce, 1995; McKay & Wong, 1996). This conflict is well-illustrated by the
example of the EL who considers himself to be “a good student” bound for a bright
future, but is considered incompetent by others on account of his/her lack of English
proficiency and is eventually convinced of this through repeated failure.

A student’s academic self-concept is a very serious matter, since it is strongly
associated with educational outcomes (Covington, 1992; Skinner, 1995; Vermeer,
Boekaerts, & Seegers, 2000). Research shows that a positive academic self-concept
is important for the academic outcomes of Hispanics (Waxman, Huang, & Padron,

1997), Southeast Asians (Vargas-Reighley, 2005), children of immigrants (Rumbaut,
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2000), ELs (Padron, Waxman, Brown, & Powers, 2000; Waxman, Rivera, & Powers,
2012), and children of migrant workers (Prewitt-Diaz, Trotter, & Rivera, 1990;
Johnson, Levy, Morales, Morse, & Prokopp, 1986).

According to Gordon Rouse and Cashin’s (2000) operationalization of this
variable, students with high academic self-concepts have academic goals, high
academic self-efficacy, an internal locus of control over academic contexts, and
strong beliefs about academic goals being personally worthwhile.

Academic goals. The term “academic goals,” as used by Gordon Rouse &
Cashin (2000), can be equated with “educational aspirations,” since both are related
to long-term educational plans, namely plans to graduate high school and pursue a
higher education (Dinh, Weinstein, Kim, & Ho, 2008; Feliciano, 2006; Rumbaut,
2000; Kao & Tienda, 1995; Fuligni, 1997). Research shows that, on average, children
of immigrants have higher educational aspirations than native-born whites (Feliciano,
2006; Fuligni, 1997). Foreign-born youth, and especially recently-arrived
immigrants, tend to have even higher aspirations than native-born children of
immigrants (Dinh, Weinstein, Kim, & Ho, 2008; Feliciano, 2006; Rumbaut, 2000;
Kao & Tienda, 1995).

As Gordon Rouse (2001) points out, academic goals are very important,
because without goals, one lacks a reason to invest effort in education. Research
shows that high-achieving Hispanics have much higher educational aspirations than
other Hispanics (Gandara & Contreras, 2009) even after controlling for other
variables such as LEP or socio-economic status that could be affecting both

(Waxman, Huang, & Padron, 1997). Similar patterns have been found with children
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of immigrants (Park, 2001), and ELs (Dinovitzer, Hagan, & Parker, 2003). The
strongest effect is in GPA where effort, the product of aspirations, has the most
impact (Dinh, Weinstein, Kim, & Ho, 2008; Feliciano, 2006). In fact, due largely to
their higher educational aspirations, first generation immigrant youth have higher
GPAs on average than children of native-born parents of similar race and socio-
economic status (Kao & Tienda, 1995). Likewise, having low educational aspirations
is one of the strongest predictors of dropout for all students (Rumberger, 1995;
Rumberger, 2004). Reports from agencies serving migrant workers show that
migrant children who choose to drop out of high school are more likely to lack
academic goals (Johnson, Levy, Morales, Morse, & Prokopp, 1986).

It may be, however, that immigrant students generally arrive with high
academic goals but lower their expectations over time because of their interactions
with the social context. It is not uncommon for immigrant students to become
distracted by non-academic activities such as employment (Gandara & Contreras,
2009) or have negative experiences that discourage them (Alva & Padilla, 1995), such
as being held back from grade-level academic coursework due to LEP (Derwing,
Decorby, Ichikawa, & Jamieson, 1999), or realizing their family cannot afford to send
them to college (Rumbaut, 2000). All these factors negatively affect their educational
aspirations.

Academic self-efficacy. Another important component of academic self-
concept is academic self-efficacy (Gordon Rouse, 2001). Academic self-efficacy is
defined as a person’s beliefs about his or her own capability to learn under given

conditions (Bandura, 1997). Research shows that academic self-efficacy is a
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predictor of higher grades for high school ELs (Dinovitzer, Hagan, & Parker, 2003)
and children of migrant workers (Garza, Reyes, & Trueba, 2004) because it is related
to an individual’s willingness to invest effort (Covington, 1992; Stipek, 1988;
Vermeer, Boekaerts, & Seegers, 2000; Ryan, Gheen, & Midgley, 1998).

Academic self-efficacy seems to be strongly influenced by past academic
experiences. Past academic successes with their first language even before
immigrating can benefit ELs’ academic self-efficacy (Fox, Kitsantas, & Flowers,
2008; Burtoff, 1985). Likewise, SLIFE may arrive feeling unsure about their abilities
to succeed in school since they lack experience with formal schooling and may feel
ashamed of their academic “deficiencies” or “challenges” (Brown, Miller, &
Mitchell, 2006). Later, when ELs live in the U.S., their educational experiences in
U.S. schools continue shaping their academic self-efficacy. For example, in
interview research, educationally resilient migrant youth attributed their high
academic self-efficacy to having had opportunities to successfully participate in
championships and events for public speaking that boosted their confidence and pride
while in the U.S. (Garza, Reyes, & Trueba, 2004). However, failure and
discrimination can lead to low academic self-efficacy with a feeling of academic
hopelessness (Alva & Padilla, 1995) that often precipitates a drop in attendance (Um,
2003) and a sharp decline in academic outcomes (Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010). From
research on academic self-efficacy, we can see that it is part of a process by which
either resilience or vulnerability is produced.

Internal locus of control in academic contexts. Another important

component of academic self-concept is locus of control (Gordon Rouse, 2001;
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Gordon Rouse & Cashin, 2000). Locus of control refers to a student’s beliefs about
who or what is responsible for his or her situation and outcomes (Nowicki &
Strickland, 1973). Although students’ locus of control may be rooted in beliefs about
the world acquired from the student’s parents or homeland, it is also formed by the
student’s perceptions of his or her current situation (Sue & Okazaki, 1990; Alva,
1993). Students who feel well-supported to achieve realistic academic goals are more
likely to feel they can control whether or not they succeed in those goals (Skinner,
1995; Vermeer, Boekaerts, & Seegers, 2000). Likewise, students who feel they are
unsupported, have been given unachievable objectives, or face resistance and
interference are less likely to feel in control, and therefore, also less likely to invest
effort to succeed in their objectives. Consequently, an internal locus of control, or
belief that one is empowered to influence outcomes, is common among all resilient
youth (Luthar, 1991).

Belief that education is personally worthwhile. Cultural anthropologist,
John Ogbu (1978), has suggested that the belief that education is personally
worthwhile is one of the main reasons why immigrant minorities (i.e. minorities who
chose to come to the U.S.) tend to have better educational outcomes than native-born
minorities, such as African-Americans or Native Americans, whose ancestors became
minorities unwillingly due to conquest or slavery. Ogbu (1978) asserts that
immigrant minorities value education as part of their belief in “folk theories” such as
“the American Dream” in which young people who work hard in school can have
better lives in adulthood despite coming from backgrounds of poverty. Ogbu (1978)

also explains that someone coming from a country that does not offer opportunities
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such as high-quality public education might have a completely different “frame of
reference” when looking at the U.S. public school system, and would be more likely
to view it as an opportunity not to be taken for granted.

Research confirms Ogbu’s theories that, due largely to the influences of their
immigrant parents, immigrant children have stronger beliefs in the value of education
on the average than other children, and that these beliefs cause them to have higher
educational aspirations and educational outcomes (Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco,
2001; Rumbaut, 2000; Fuligni, 1997). Research with SLIFE (Bigelow, 2007,
Bartlett, 2007), SLIFE minors arriving as unaccompanied refugees (Luster, Johnson,
& Bates, 2009; Duncan, 2001), and undocumented immigrants (Perez, Espinoza,
Ramos, Coronado, & Cortes, 2009; Gibson, 1997) show the same patterns. Logically,
people who believe education will benefit them are more likely to want more
education. Similarly, people who value education are more likely to invest effort to
achieve their educational goals (Gandara & Contreras, 2009; Ainsworth-Darnell &
Downey, 1998).

Interestingly, the strong belief immigrant youth have in the value of education
is not always countered by the realization that they face limited opportunities due to
discrimination and economic injustice; in fact, sometimes the belief in education is
actually strengthened as the immigrant youth realize they will have to work harder
and be better than other Americans to overcome prejudice (Gibson, 1988). It may be,
as Ogbu (1978) asserts, that having another country as a frame of reference allows
immigrant children to be more persistent in pursuing their education in the face of

prejudice.
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Conclusion. Academic self-concept may be one of the most important factors
moderating or mediating the educational outcomes of SLIFE. It is likely that school-
related protective factors will only be as protective as the students’ academic self-
concepts allow and that the harmful effects of certain risk factors may be buffered by
a strong academic self-concept. It also seems, however, that SLIFE academic self-
concepts are strongly influenced by their English proficiency, schooling background,
school-related protective factors, and personal risk factors. Research on these
phenomena will inform interventions aimed at strengthening SLIFE academic self-
concept for stronger student motivation instead of just improving their academic
outcomes without improving their motivation. The next section will briefly explain
additional factors that may affect the educational outcomes and academic self-concept
of SLIFE.

2.3.4. Other Theoretically Relevant Constructs for Understanding the Educational

Outcomes of SLIFE.

This literature review finds that length of residence in the U.S., age, and
parental education are important factors to consider when explaining the variability in
the educational outcomes of ELs. These factors will be included in my theoretical
discussion and analytical strategy given that they could be important confounders
when trying to understand the relationships between LFS, risk factors, school-related
protective factors, academic self-concept, and educational outcomes. The fact that I
have chosen not to include other important factors such as race or gender does not
mean that [ consider them unimportant, but simply that they are beyond the scope of

this study.
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Length of residence in the U.S. The length of time SLIFE have spent in the
U.S. affects their educational outcomes in complex ways, probably depending on
their academic self-concept and the support they receive in overcoming LEP and
LFS.

Firstly, the longer length of residence may be beneficial in areas more
dependent on skills, like English proficiency or academic skills that increase over
time for immigrant children (Portes & Macleod, 1996; Suarez-Orozco, Suarez-
Orozco, & Todorova, 2008). For example, longer length of residence is significantly
associated with higher standardized test scores for reading and math (Portes &
Macleod, 1996). Therefore, the positive effect of length of residence is not actually
the effect of residence in the U.S., but the diminished effect of educational
disadvantages for recent-arrivals with LFS or LEP. Studies agree that length of
residence is a significant predictor of English proficiency, which in turn is a
significant predictor of grades and standardized test scores (Suarez-Orozco, Suarez-
Orozco, & Todorova, 2008). Length of residence may be especially important for
adolescent SLIFE arriving at a later age, since they are in a race against time in which
they must learn enough English and academic content to catch up from being below
grade level in time to meet graduation standards (Short, Boyson, & Coltrane, 2003).
Arriving earlier might give them the time they need to make the progress and close
that gap, but their rate of language acquisition might depend on other factors than just
time because it is unlikely that time alone could cause learning to take place (Thomas
& Collier, 2002). Other factors, such as social integration with native speakers of

English (Saville-Troike, 1984) or academic support such as ESOL classes (Callahan,
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Wilkinson, Muller, & Frisco, 2009), also play some role in helping them overcome
disadvantages such as LEP.

For ELs, not all outcomes improve over time, however. Paradoxically, ELs
tend to earn lower grades if they have spent more time in the U.S. (Bang, Suarez-
Orozco, Pakes, & O'Connor, 2009; Rumbaut, 2000), even though LEP is associated
with lower grades (Rumbaut, 2000; Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010; Crosnoe & Turley,
2011). ELs’ grades do not necessarily improve as they acquire English (Bang,
Suarez-Orozco, Pakes, & O'Connor, 2009). This may be due to the fact that grades
depend at least as much on effort as skills, and effort in ELs often declines over time
as their optimism declines over time (Bang, Suarez-Orozco, Pakes, & O'Connor,
2009; Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010).

Thus, we return to the domain of academic self-concept, since it explains
academic effort and optimism (Gordon Rouse, 2001; Ford, 1992). It seems likely that
immigrant students are optimistic when they first arrive, and this optimism may boost
their academic self-concept leading to better outcomes in areas, such as grades, that
are strongly affected by effort (Bang, Suarez-Orozco, Pakes, & O'Connor, 2009).
This sense of hope or optimism often diminishes over time, however, and grades also
decline with it (Suarez-Orozco, et al. 2010; Perez, Espinoza, Ramos, Coronado, &
Cortes, 2009). Researchers have also suggested that longer length of residence in the
U.S. may be associated with declining educational aspirations when ELs are faced
with disappointments related to LEP (Park, 2001), low academic skills (Gibson,

1988), or immigration status (Perez, Espinoza, Ramos, Coronado, & Cortes, 2009).
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Thus, one may conclude that the effects of length of residence will differ
greatly depending on how time interacts with other variables. Likewise, we may
suspect that the effects can be explained by other variables such as exposure to
English while in the U.S., the quality and quantity of academic support services, LFS,
LEP, and more, but that students’ academic self-concept may be the cornerstone of all
these factors.

Age may be an important factor affecting the educational outcomes of SLIFE,
but its effects may depend on several considerations.

Firstly, members of the general public tend to believe that younger people
learn second languages more successfully due to certain innate abilities they possess,
and this literature review has already shown that English proficiency is vital for
success in U.S. English-only schooling. This notion is commonly referred to in
linguistics as the Critical Period Hypothesis (Lenneberg, 1967). However, many
researchers contest the Critical Period Hypothesis for second language acquisition; in
fact, there is a great deal of research contradicting this popular belief (Lightbown &
Spada, 2000). Researchers have found that, with the exception of pronunciation and
certain grammar forms, older learners actually have advantages over younger learners
(Snow & Hoefnagel-Hohle, 1978). For example, some researchers have claimed that
an educated and literate person starting to learn English for academic purposes at a
later age can reach a higher level of mastery much faster than a person starting at a
younger age who has not yet become educated and literate in his or her first language
(Thomas & Collier, 2002). This, however, would not apply to SLIFE who begin their

English learning with limited L1 literacy and schooling.
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Age may influence other educational outcomes besides English learning.
Studies that control for important covariates, such as English proficiency, in their
estimates have shown that immigrant children who immigate to the U.S. at a later age
have better educational outcomes on average than those who arrive at a younger age
(Glick & White, 2003; Stiefel, Schwartz, & Conger, 2010). Thus, while having
limited English proficiency is a disadvantage, older age immigrant students must have
certain other advantages.

Another important consideration is age relevant to grade. Being overage for
one’s grade is commonly assumed to be another stressful event that puts a student at
risk for failure (Siu, 1996). This is important for recent-arrival immigrants since they
are much more likely to be overage for their grade due to arriving at an older age
without secondary school credits (Glick & White, 2003). Being overage has been
shown to be a strong and significant predictor of lower scores on standardized tests of
math and reading and may even predict slower improvement. Interestingly, however,
with ELs, being overage is both significantly associated with being a high achiever
and being a low achiever (Suarez-Orozco, Bang, O'Connor, Gaytan, Pakes, &
Rhodes, 2010). There may be benefits from maturity or previous schooling that
balance against the stigmatizing experience of being overage for one’s grade.

Parental education is an important factor for educational research because it
is an indicator of socio-economic status, which has been shown to be significantly
associated with educational outcomes for U.S. born adolescents (Coleman, 1990) and
immigrant youth (Glick & White, 2003). However, measures of socio-economic

status such as family income, parental occupation, or housing may not be reliable for
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immigrants since immigrants may lack income, employment, and housing that
matches their homeland socio-economic status when they are newly-arrived and still
settling in (Thomas & Collier, 1997). Even long after they settle in, immigrants’
socio-economic status in the U.S. may not match their income in their homeland
(Menjivar, 2008). For this reason, researchers with recent-arrival immigrants
recommend using parental education as an indicator of socio-economic status because
it does not get lost or change during the immigration process (Menjivar, 2008;
Thomas & Collier, 2002).

Low-parental education may have important educational implications. For
example, immigrant adolescents ages 16 to 18 are significantly less likely to be
enrolled in school if they have a father with limited or no formal schooling, even
when holding other variables constant (DebBurman, 2005). Low-parental education
has been shown to be associated with low educational attainment for children of
migrant workers (Johnson, Levy, Morales, Morse, & Prokopp, 1986) and ELs
(Dinovitzer, Hagan, & Parker, 2003). ELs (Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010) and other
children of immigrants (Kao & Tienda, 1995), whose parents have low or no formal
schooling, have lower GPAs, lower standardized test scores for math (Kao & Tienda,
1995; Kao, 1995; Glick & Hohmann-Marriott, 2007), slower acquisition of English
(Suarez-Orozco, Suarez-Orozco, & Todorova, 2008) and lower English literacy
(Thomas & Collier, 1997). In fact, much of the Asian “model minority” phenomenon
can be explained by differences in parental education (Kao, 1995) as can achievement

differences within racial groups (Tienda & Mitchel, 2006; Kao & Tienda, 1995).
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Yet, there are also studies that found no significant effect for parental
education on immigrant children’s educational outcomes. One study with
undocumented immigrants, for example, found parental education had no significant
effects on honors/AP placement, GPA, or high school awards after controlling for
differences in hours spent working, feelings of societal rejection due to immigration
status, and family size (Perez, Espinoza, Ramos, Coronado, & Cortes, 2009).
Similarly, some researchers have found that children of immigrants are doing very
well in school despite having parents with low education (Gibson, 1988; Garcia Coll
& Marks, 2009). Qualitative interviews suggest that language minority parents’
intellectual influence is not necessarily dependent on their formal schooling (Gandara
& Contreras, 2009). Those studies show that many low-schooled parents can read
newspapers, discuss politics, and thereby impress an intellectual identity upon their
children.

2.3.5. Conceptual Model.

After reviewing the extensive literature on factors that might be affecting the
educational outcomes of high school SLIFE, I identify in my conceptual model the
most relevant factors and relations for understanding the educational outcomes of
SLIFE. For parsimony, control variables (length of residence in the U.S., age, and
parental education) are not reflected in the visualization of this model but are
included in some of the statistical analyses.

As Figure 1 shows, I hypothesize that the educational outcomes of SLIFE are
a function of the interaction between key protective and risk factors. The variables

included in the conceptual model have been shown in research to be the most relevant
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factors affecting the educational outcomes of SLIFE. I propose that the prevalence of
the school-related protective factors may neutralize the initial educational
disadvantages associated with having LFS. For example, having high perceived
pedagogical caring and effective support services may positively affect the
educational outcomes of SLIFE, because they help them acquire the skills needed for
success in school and have higher educational outcomes. Given the pervasive nature
of the risk factors identified in the literature review, however, I expect that they will
negatively impact SLIFE educational outcomes.

In my conceptual model, academic self-concept plays a significant role in the
educational experiences of SLIFE. Researchers claim that students with more robust
academic self-concepts tend to have strong academic goals, believe those goals are
worthwhile, believe they are personally capable of doing whatever is necessary to
achieve those goals, and believe that their environments are facilitative of those goals
(Gordon Rouse, 2001; Gordon Rouse & Cashin, 2000). Those characteristics may
lead to better educational outcomes, but may also be influenced by personal risk
factors or school-related protective factors. For example, students who have never
experienced academic success in the past may feel inadequate about their abilities
when they compare themselves to other students who are much better prepared.
Likewise, academic self-concept is also influenced by students’ perceptions that their
environment is either supportive and rewarding or not supportive and rewarding of

their academic goals.
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Figure 1.
The Conceptual Model

At the same time, I hypothesize that academic self-concept may mediate or
moderate the relationship between school-protective factors and educational
outcomes. In other words, the influence of the protective or risk factors on the
educational outcomes of SLIFE may take place through their effect on academic self-

concept, which in turn determines educational outcomes (i.e. mediating), or the effect
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of the risk and protective factors on the outcomes may depend upon the students’
academic self-concept (i.e. moderating). Thus, we see that resilience or vulnerability
is not simply a result of factors, but instead, a result of a complex process in which
many factors interact and feed one another.

Based on this conceptual model, this study will specifically look at: 1)
protective factors such as perceived pedagogical caring, participation in support
programs, and perceived social integration; 2) risk factors, such as traumatic
experiences, separations from caretakers, social distance, the lack of authoritative
adult supervision, and employment; 3) academic self-concept; and 4) the educational
outcomes of ELs and SLIFE in particular, namely, scores on standardized tests of
academic content and English proficiency test scores. At the same time, my
dissertation will analyze the different components of LFS and their relative

importance when understanding the educational outcomes of SLIFE.
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Chapter 3: Methodology.

3.1. Introduction.

This study fits into a postpositivist research framework because it was
quantitative research that tested hypotheses with a large database and used regression
as the main analytical technique. The basic research design was an ex post facto
design that could be referred to as a “natural experiment.” This study examined the
educational outcomes and the incidence of limited formal schooling (LFS) among
English learners (ELs) in Rainbow County, how personal risk factors and school-
related protective factors affected the educational outcomes of ELs with LFS (known
as “students with limited or interrupted formal education,” or SLIFE), and the extent
to which academic self-concept mediated or moderated the impact of personal risk
factors and school-related protective factors.

3.2. Research Framework

The research framework of this study can be described as postpositivist
(Creswell, 2002) since it was quantitative and aimed at understanding relationships
between predetermined variables. Postpositivism is a paradigm associated with
modern “scientific” research. It is an assumption about what knowledge is and how it
can be gathered. To many readers, my work will appear “scientific” and “objective.”
However, unlike the positivist psychological research of the past, such as that of the
behaviorists, postpositivist research, such as mine, does not claim to 