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Subjects

Generation 1.5 immigrant students

Non-immigrant students

Setting

First-year college composition classroom

Things to look for

Differences in language identity

How these identities interact with one another

First method: Interviews of Generation 1.5 immigrant students & non-immigrant students

Sample questions:

Generation 1.5 Immigrant
students

Non-immigrant students

Pre-program interview

What would you consider your first
language to be?

What are your expectations for
your performance in your first-year
college composition class?

How would you describe your
relationship with the English
language?

What are your expectations for
your performance in your first-year
college composition class?

Mid-program interview

How was your interaction with
non-immigrant students during
collaborative parts of the class and
how did that affect your progress in
the class?

What are some learning strategies
you want to explore/change for the
next half of the class?

How was your interaction with
immigrant students during
collaborative parts of the class and
how did that affect your progress in
the class?

What are some learning strategies
you want to explore/change for the
next half of the class?

Post-program interview

How did you think your first-year
college composition class inform
your identity as an immigrant?

Did collaboration with your peers
help you in understanding the
place of English as a language that
shapes your identity?

What methods did you wish the
class could’ve implemented to help
you learn better?

How did you think your first-year
college composition class inform
your relationship with the English
language?

How is that informed based on your
collaboration with your peers?
What methods did you wish the
class could’ve implemented to help
you learn better?
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Second method: Recordings of peer response group discussions

Things to look for in peer response group discussions:

Editing for higher-order concerns vs lower-order concerns: This factor is likely to show how comfortable they
are in stepping into another person’s individual thoughts and language use.

Justification for their work: Explaining their rationale, as compared to responding criticism by using “|
should’ve done that” and “I could’ve...,” would be a sign of ownership to their own language use.
Activity/passivity in the peer response group: Although activity/passivity can be a clear indicator of the
student’s agency in the group, it would also be useful to consider the circumstances they are facing with
regards to their mode of working with other people.

Obvious moments of macro- or microaggression and discrimination: Looking for this is an obvious indicator of
conflict between language identities for the students.

Successful studies employing the method of recording collaborative classroom settings:
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Journal of Business and Technical Communication, 24(3), 296. Retrieved from
http://ezproxy.cul.columbia.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/724232468?accountid=10226

Third method: Revision tracking

Things to look for in revision tracking:

How much of revision is accepted/not accepted: By accepting more revision without weeding out conflicting
ones, there is a possibility that the students might have less of a grip on the ownership of their work.

From which student population revision is accepted/not accepted: This might show how much a student
values their peers’ contribution, and even if taken to the extreme, their peers’ language identities.
Self-edits: Looking into these self-edits and which ones are inspired by the discussion in the peer response
group can help identify if these students want to take feedback from their peers further.
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