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Abstract

Thisarticledescribesasystemfor categorizing varioustheoretical
models of dual language instruction. The use of the term
“immersion” inthepopular parlanceiscontrasted withitsmeaning
for language educators in describing programs implemented to
conform to specific enrichment or compensatory educational
principles and goals. A paradigm is presented for examining the
congruence, or match, among the theoretical model, teachers
beliefs, and actual classroom practices to determine the fidelity,
andtherefore, effectiveness, of adual |anguage program. Examples
from school districts that exhibit high levels of congruence, and
counter examples of programslacking fidelity to their theoretical
underpinnings, are presented to illustrate potential pitfalls of
implementation. The results of California’s Proposition 227 in
providing coherent guidelines for program implementation are
analyzed based on the congruence paradigm. Proposition 227 is
judged to be a decontextualized procedural model rather than a
sound theoretical model for educatinglanguage minority students.

Introduction and Background

Recent political and policy initiatives have brought about dramatic shifts
in policiesfor educating language minority children and bilingual education
programs in the United States. These policy shifts stem from struggles over
social dominance among cultural and ethnic groups within the larger society
(Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Theideology of cultural and linguistic assimilation
and the relative power and status of speakers of different world languages
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among mainstream, immigrant, and minority populations have spawned
conflicting social and political agendas that play themselves out in reform
initiatives in the public schools. Bilingualism and bilingual education in the
United States became the subject of renewed controversy as schools felt the
impact of increasing immigration to the United States and California in
particular. The most salient example of this societal power struggle is
Cdlifornia s Proposition 227, which passed in 1998 with a61% mgjority vote.
Proposition 227 severely restricted bilingual education for the state’s 1.4
million students classified as limited English proficient (L EP), among which
82% are native speakers of Spanish. Thelaw wasrejected by Latino votersby
a2to 1 margin (LosAngeles Times/CNN Exit Poll, 1998), almost the mirror
image of support for the proposition among the majority of White voterswho
identified themselves as conservative. Proposition 227 required that instruction
inthe primary language (L 1) of limited English proficient studentsbereplaced
by a one year-program of intensive English language instruction labeled
“structured Englishimmersion” (SEI).

The all-encompassing nature of Proposition 227’'s requirements for
educating language minority studentswas not based on a coherent theoretical
model that could beinterpreted into sound languageteaching practices. I nstead,
the ballot initiative was an attempt to implement language policy by imposing
a decontextualized procedural model of second language (L 2) instruction in
local school districts through legal mandate. Enforcement of the law was
through a provision that allowed parents to file personal liability lawsuits
against non-compliant educatorsin the civil courts (Sahagun, 1999, July 1).
Proposition 227 restricted access to programs based on theoretical models of
dual language instruction, including transitional bilingual education, dual
immersion, and content-based foreign language instruction (Johnson & Swain,
1997; Stryker & Leaver, 1997). Consequently, the availability of resources
for dual languageinstruction and accessto sound second language acquisition
and learning opportunities through native language (L 1) instruction for all
students were severely restricted.

Prior to passage of Proposition 227 only 29% of California’s language
minority studentsreceived instruction in alanguage other than English through
transitional bilingual education programs. Following Proposition 227, the
number of studentsin bilingual programsenrolled through the parental waiver
process dropped to 12% (California Department of Education, 1999). Students
whose parents did not choose to waive Proposition 227's mandatory one year
of intensive English before entering mainstream classroomswere enrolled in
SEI programs. Nine percent of California’ steachers provide primary language
instruction to English language learners in programs under parental waivers
(California Department of Education, 1999). The other 91% of teachers are
legally prohibited by law from using students’ L1 asamedium of instruction
in the classroom.
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Purpose

The purpose of this article is to examine the pedagogical principles
embodied in different models of dual language instruction and to identify the
pitfalls of effectiveimplementation of these models, given the sociopolitical
contexts in which educational reforms take place in local schools and
communities. Thisarticle focuses specifically onlanguage minority students
in bilingual immersion programs. The terms “bilingual,” “dual,” and “two-
way” will be used interchangeably in this article when referring to this one
program model. We explore diverse case studies of schools addressing the
growing interest and need for universal bilingualism among majority and
minority populations. We examine effortsto remain faithful to sound principles
of second language acquisition and effective schooling practicesfor language
minority studentsin spite of attitudes of reductionism and power imbalances
within ethnic communitiesin adiverse society. The outcomes of dual language
programs for language minority populations demonstrate that 1ong-term
persistent underachievement of language minority students cannot be
ameliorated by addressing linguistic factors in the absence of conscientious
effortsto also affect issues of statusand power (Cummins, 2000; Miramontes,
Nadeau, & Commins, 1997; Valdés, 1997). In dual immersion programs that
serve both language majority and minority students in the same classroom,
factors related to language prestige and expectations for different linguistic
groups are salient in determining program outcomes.

The results of Proposition 227 have compelled a reassessment of the
relationship between models of instruction for language minority students
and program implementation. A report by the University of California
Linguistic Minority Research I nstitute (Gandara, Maxwell-Jolly, Garcia, Asato,
Gutiérrez, Stritikus, & Curry, 2000) indicated that Proposition 227 exacerbated
variationsin the quality and type of programs provided for language minority
students. The initiative lacked a definition of the one-year sheltered English
immersion program and the absence of clear guidelinesfor continuing services
for students who had not met exit criteria after one year of intensive English
instruction. The new law compounded school districts' implementation
problems because of its incoherent mandate without a basis in sound
pedagogical principles of second language education and effective schooling
practices for students with limited English proficiency (Mora, 2000). We
present a paradigm for sound dual language instruction program design and
implementation with aformulafor analyzing and addressing the compl exities
and pitfallsin trandating atheoretical model into effective schooling practices.
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M odels of Bilingual Education

Role of Theoretical Models

Itisessential to understand the importance of a sound theoretical model
of bilingual instruction in effective program implementation for minority and
majority languagelearners. A moddl of dual languageinstruction servessevera
functions. A theoretical model embodies statements about the goals and
objectives of the program, providing a“ road map” for program implementation
and evaluation. A model of bilingual instruction is based on certain
philosophical assumptionsand pedagogical principlesthat are articul ated into
a coherent and continuous progression of teaching and learning activities to
meet the specified program goals. In second language education, atheoretical
model makes explicit the value placed on bilingualism, biliteracy, and
multiculturalism in developing children’s human potential as well as in
promoting their academic achievement. Theoretical models are expanded and
more clearly articulated for implementation through decisions about teacher
qualifications, student groupings, language teaching methods, and the scope
and sequence of academic content.

Ruiz (1984) describes three perspectives on language: (a) language as a
problem, (b) language asaright, and (c) language asaresource. The*“language
as a problem” perspective is reflected in models of bilingual education that
view limited English proficiency as a handicap or deficiency that must be
overcome and corrected through afocus on intensive English instruction and
aremedial approach to instruction. The broad category of programs labeled
English immersion in the United States for language minority students falls
into this category. The“language asaright” perspective emphasizesthe need
for equal accesstothe curriculumthroughinstructionin students’ L1inliteracy
and all content areas. Transitional bilingual education isoften seen asameans
of addressing the issue of linguistic rights.

Under the rubric of “language as a resource” models of dual language
instruction, we find three program models: (a) dual maintenance bilingual
education for language minority students, (b) French Canadian immersion
for language mgjority students learning a second language, and (c) dual or
two-way immersion programsthat serve majority and minority language groups
together in a single program. Lambert (Lambert & Tucker, 1972) identified
“additive versus subtractive” forms of bilingual education based on whether
the programs’ goals were to produce students with bilingual and biliteracy
skills or whether programs were designed to only achieve proficiency in a
second, and usually socially dominant, language. ‘ True’ immersion programs
take an additive approach to bilingualism and are €l ective enrichment programs
established by parents who wish to give their children the advantages of
becoming bilingual and biliterate. With the growing awareness of linguistic
human rights, dual language immersion programs are often cited as the best
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manner to provide minority students with equitable education, as well as
developing bilingualism in language majority students (Thomas & Collier,
1998; Christian, 1996; Collier, 1995). Ideally, minority and majority students
exit the program fully bilingual and achieve high levels of academic success
in both languages.

Dual Language Models: Compensatory vs. Enrichment

Dueling Models

Language education program modelsfall along acontinuum. Using Ruiz's
(1984) categoriesto describe arange of theoretical approaches, we canidentify
two extremes. compensatory models versus enrichment models of dual
language instruction. At one extreme we have monolingual/monocultural
models that view second language teaching and learning as compensatory
education to overcomethe*“ problem” of lack of language proficiency among
language minority students. In this model therole of students' L1 isminimal
or even restricted by local school district policies or state law, asin the case
of Proposition 227. At the other extreme we have approachesto dual language
program design that view second language | earning as enrichment that provides
clear advantagesto studentsin attaining high levels of academic achievement,
with eventual benefitsin expanded career choi ces and economic opportunities.
This is the view of multilingualism as a resource. Transitional bilingual
education falls near the midpoint on the continuum becauseit isacompensatory
model that addressesthelinguistic and educational rights of language minority
students, while providing the incidental benefits of some development of
language and literacy skillsin L1 asabyproduct of dual language instruction.

Some critics of bilingual education (Porter, 2000) acknowledge the
benefitsof bilingua “enrichment” programswhile claiming that such programs
aretoo costly and too complicated to offer to language minority students. We
guestion the morality of such a position being enacted as a matter of public
policy that denies the most effective and enriching programs to our most
disadvantaged and vulnerable student populations. (For an alternative
viewpoint, see Valdés, 1997.)

Successful Models

Successful dual language programs must be guided by participants’
personal and professional experiences that build cultural-linguistic capital
for both majority and minority language students. The theoretical models of
dual language instruction affirm these values and beliefs: (a) becoming
bilingual and biliterate is the path to the future; (b) dual language programs,
when implemented correctly, arefar superior to Englishimmersion programs;
and (c) failureratesin programsthat do not foster full development of L1 and
bilingualism and hiliteracy are unacceptable.
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Languageisacquired best whenit isthe medium of instruction, not solely
as the object of instruction. Students who acquire alanguage while they are
learning content-areainformation are engaged in meaningful discussionsand
have areal reason to useand acquire the new language. In abilingual immersion
setting, students communicate with their peers and teacher to make meaning,
explain, describe, and problem-solvein both their native and second languages.
Their language acquisition has real and relevant purposes for the students
(Christian, Montone, Lindholm, & Carranza, 1997). In well-implemented dual
language programs all students acquire a second language while continuing
todeveloptheir first. All studentsreceiveinstruction in their native language,
providing the necessary linguistic foundation for thelater acquisition of their
L 2 and development of full proficiency in both languages (Cummins, 2000).
In this way, high expectations for both language groups are maintained as
they are challenged and supported in reaching full proficiency and command
of content-area knowledge in both languages.

For adescription of the characteristics of various modelsof dual language
instruction, see Table 1, adapted from Wink (2000).

Table 1
Dual Language Models of Education

Program Gods Students Teacher Role of L1/L.2 Program
Preparation Duration

Bilingual (dual, | 1. English and Language | Credertidled | L2 taught using second | K—6
2-way another language Majority & | Bilingual language methodology
immersion) (bilingualism/ Minority

biliteracy) Populations L1and L2 used asa

2. High academic medium of instruction

achievement

3. Positive cross-

cultural relations
French 1. English and Language | Credertidled | L2 used as a medium K-6
Canadian another language Majority Bilingual of instruction in early
Immersion (bilingualism/ Population gades

biliteracy)

2. High academic Lland L2 used as a

achievement medium of instruction in

3. Positive cross- later grades

cultural realations in

gods
Maintenance/ | 1. English and Language | Credertidled | L2 taught using second | K—6
Enrichment another language Majority bilingual or | language methodology
Bilingual (bilingualism/ & Minority | with in early grades
Education biliteracy) Population | expertise in

2. High academic L2 methods | L1 and L2 used as a

achievement medium of instruction

3. Positive cross-

cultural relations
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Table 1 (cont.)
Dual Language Models of Education

Program Goals Students Teacher Role of L1/L2 Program
Preparation Duration
Content- 1. Full oral and Language | Credertialed | L2 used as a medium | 6-12 and
based academic Majority foreign of instruction Higher
Foreign proficiency in a Population | language Education
Language second/foreign teacher toward
Instruction langauge specialized | nternational
2. High academic inL2 asan Baccalaureate
achieverment academic
subject
Transitional English Only Language | Credential L2 taught using second | K—3 Usually
Bilingual Minority and/or language methodology | 34 yearsin
Education Population | support "early exit"
froman aide | L1 used as a medium programs
of instruction, but
phased out as L1
proficiency increases
L2 becomes the
exclusive medium of
instruction
Structured English Language | English- L2 taught using second | 9 Months
and/or Minority dominant or | language methodology
Sheltered Population | English
English monolingual | L2 used as the
Immersion exclusive medium of
instruction

Kontra, Phillipson, Skutnabb-Kangas, and Varady (1999) suggest an
application to program modelsof Ruiz' s(1984) description of attitudestoward
language that carries us forward in our understanding of the interrelation of
social, political, and pedagogical factors in program design and
implementation. These authors point out how making the “language asright”
and the “language as resource” orientations dichotomous or contradictory
can mitigate against the view of alanguage minority group’s human right to
utilize their linguistic resources as aform of “cultural-linguistic capital.” A
linguistic-human rights orientation impliesthat everyone can identify positively
with hisor her nativelanguage and expect to have that identification accepted
and respected by others.

At the collective level, alinguistic human rights orientation implies the
right of acommunity of speakers of acommon language to use the language
asamedium of instruction in public schoolsand to have control over curricula
and teaching in their own language. These collectiverightsare exercised within
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aminority community to enhancetheir children’slearning and to allow them
to exploit their bilingualism as a social and material resource in reaching
their full human potential (Skutnabb-Kangas, 1986). Language is
acknowledged as a sentimental resource in sustaining familial bonds and
exchanges across international boarders among migrant populations. The
importance of bilingualismin social and economic termsin regionswith open
borders and high levels of transnational exchange and tradeis more recognized
today than with immigrant groupsin the past who virtually severed tieswith
their homelands (Rumbaut, 1995, Torres, 1998). Conflicts over majority and
minority groups accessto cultural-linguistic capital are at the core of dueling
models of dual language instruction.

Immersion Confusion

There are“immersion” programsthat bear the label but that are not true
immersion programs (Wink, 1991). The simultaneous and contradictory
meanings assigned to immersion result in misinformation and myths that
language researchers and educators are challenging (Flood, Lapp, Tinajero,
& Hurley, 1997). Bilingual educationisageneral term for acomplex array of
programs, each with different goals and objectives for different student
populations (Rubin, 1977; Trueba, 1980). Any discussion of bilingual
education programs must be understood within a broader social, political,
and educational context.

It isoften difficult for well-meaning educators and community members
to understand the confusion surrounding immersion. When we think about
these various program modelsand realize that there areindividual differences
in each program depending on the unique needs of a community, it is fairly
easy to understand why we are experiencing immersion confusion. In our
experience, an effective maintenance bilingual education classroom looksvery
much likeabilingual immersion classroomin that they arejoined with parallel
goalsof bilingualism and biliteracy for all students. However, they often differ
in the population served based on the demographics of the community. The
relative success and measurabl e outcomesin students' academic achievement
of different models of bilingual programs have been the subject of research
studies (see for example, Ramirez , Yuen, & Ramey, 1991).

International language education scholars decry how terms used in
formulating just and equitable language policy are usurped in the United States
to incul cate Eurocentric values and language and to maintain the hegemony
of English speakers (Wren, 1997). Intheir volume on international immersion
education, Johnson and Swain (1997) state the following:

Giventhecorefeatureswehave proposed, wewould arguethat there
aresomeprogramslabel edimmersionthat haveoverextendedtheuse
of thisterm to the point at which adiscussion of common issuesand
problems become difficult, if not impossible. A good example of
inappropriateover-extensionisthel abeling of English-only programs
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for Spanish-speaking minoritiesin the United States as ‘immersion
education.” Such English-only education leads to replacive or
subtractive bilingualism in the academic domain, thewide use of the
L2 in public domains|eadsto the development of interpersonal and
social proficiency thatimmersion studentsdo not havetheopportunity
to acquire. (p. 12)

In this article we attempt to make clear the differences between what we
will call the*popular parlance” and the definitions used by language educators
to identify program models. By popular parlance we mean the casual way in
which language model labels are expanded and reduced according to the
particular purposes of the user of theterminology. Theterm “immersion” has
many simultaneous, and even contradictory, meaningswhen used in different
educational and political contexts. However, as language educators we need
to acknowledge common understandings of programmatic models because
our lack of attention to clear and accurate discourse has contributed to
distortions of our philosophy and misuse of research findings (Edel sky, 1996).
See Appendix A for a comparison of an enrichment model with a remedial
model of L2 instruction.

Proposition 227 provides an example of the imprecise use of program
descriptors, which leadsto ambiguity in school districts' attemptstoimplement
programsin compliance with the law (Zehr, 2000). Proposition 227'sArticle 2,
Section D providesthisdefinition of the mandated program for limited English
proficient studentsinto the education code (California Secretary of State, 1998):

‘Sheltered English immersion’ or ‘structured English immersion’
means an English language acquisition processfor young childrenin
which nearly all classroom instruction is in English but with the
curriculum and presentation designed for children who are learning
the language.

This definition of SEI is ambiguous. Is structured English immersion a
language acquisition process, a program, atechnique, amethod, a curriculum,
apresentation, or aclass? Thelaw providesno clear guidanceto school district
administrators and teachers, implying only that there are curricular modifications
and different methods required for teaching English language learners.

A highly controversial aspect of thismodel of language minority education
is the duration of the program, since SEI is considered aremedial program,
with the goal being rapid exit into regular curriculum or “mainstream” classes
(Rossell, 2000). Studies of the patterns of acquisition of thelevel of academic
language proficiency to perform more cognitively demanding literacy and
critical thinking tasks suggest that an average of fiveto seven yearsisrequired
to attain parity with native speakers (Collier, 1995; Hakuta, Butler, & Witt,
2000; Cummins, 1981). Thisbody of research callsinto question the validity
of atheoretical model of language education that failsto make provisionsfor
normal rates of learning L2 and academic skills and content simultaneously.
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Nomenclature meant to describe additive dual language instruction programs
is erroneously applied to second language teaching from a language-deficit
position, as in the case of structured English immersion mandated by
Proposition 227 (see Table 2).

Structured immersion, or asit hasmore recently been calledin California,
sheltered English immersion or structured Englishimmersion, isthe opposite
of the Canadian modé!. It isdesigned to serve only language minority students.
Thecurrent goal is English dominance sufficient for studentsto participatein
mainstream classes within one year. Teachers or paraprofessionals need not
speak the language of the students, and the language of instruction is
overwhelmingly in English (Krashen, 1998).

Bilingual (dua or two-way) Immersion

Authentic bilingual immersion is designed to serve majority and minority
students. This is one program model with three different names: Two-way
bilingual education, dual immersion, and French Canadian immersion. The
program’s goals are hilingualism and biliteracy, high academic achievement,
and positiveintergroup relations. Bilingual immersion programsgenerally cover
aspan of seven years of schooling, usually from kindergarten through the sixth
grade. The model presupposes that teachers are credentialed (or certified)
bilingual (or multilingual) speakersof thetarget language (L 2) and that students
share a common native language (L1). In some cases, students with different
native languages may be grouped together to learn atarget language.

Attimes, bilingual immersionisreferred to astwo-way bilingual education
when studentsare from two different language groups, each learning the language
of their peers as a second language. The goal of the program is to develop
proficiency in both languagesfor both groups of studentsusingL1andL2 asa
medium of instruction for delivery of the core curriculum (August & Hakuta,
1997). In other words, in this one program model, two groups of students
(majority and minority language students) learn together in the same classroom;
they learn two languages and they learn intwo languages. A key component in
this program’s design and implementation isthe use of students L1 and L2 as
amedium of instruction and asthe vehiclefor academic content. Consequently,
the role of specific second language instructional methodology is limited to
strategies for making the content comprehensi ble without narrowing the focus
of instruction to discrete points of language or vocabulary devel opment.

French Canadian Immersion

French Canadianimmersionisaterm used in the United Statesto refer to
a dual language program that historically serves only language majority
students (see Appendix A).The goals are bilingualism/ biliteracy and high
academic achievement in seven years. The teachers are credentialed (or
certified) bilingual (or multilingual) teachers. Students enrolled in these
programs tend to be from middle- or upper-class families and are
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predominantly members of thelanguage majority. Thisprogram mode isoften
what the public means when speaking of “that immersion program in Canada
that works.” Thereality isthat thistype of immersion worksfor thosewho are
allowed to enroll: language maj ority students. Participation isvoluntary, which
leads to high levels of parental involvement and support for program goals,
but also contributes to high attrition rates in the upper elementary grades
(Cummins, 1995).

Dual-L anguage Program Implementation

Effective Program Implementation

In order for any dual language program to be effective, these
characteristics must be present:

1. A pedagogically-sound model of instruction that fits the demographic
realities and resources of the school community;

2. Fidelity tothe mode of instruction in all aspects of implementation, that
is, congruence;

3. Ameansof ng and addressing appropriately, and in atimely manner
any incongruity between themodel of dual languageinstruction, the needs
of the school community, and the systems created to faithfully implement
themodel.

The first step in sound program implementation is selection of a
contextually-appropriate model and a clear articulation of how its principles
are applied to meet the needs of language minority and language majority
students. We focus here on some of the pitfalls of dual language program
implementation that we have observed in our research, even when programs
are based on sound pedagogical models and appear to be appropriate for the
target population. However, all educational programs encounter
implementation problemsdueto lack of coherence and continuity in program
design, lack of sufficient and appropriate resources, inadequately trained and
unqualified teachers, and lack of thorough administrative leadership.

Dual language programs potentially face all of these problems, plus the
additional challenges of differential power and status between and among the
students. Furthermore, the sociocultural understandings necessary to
implement quality dual language models add additional layersof complexity.
Therefore, bilingual program administrators and teaching staff must be
constantly aware of aspects of actual program functioning that do not support
or that areinconsi stent with the espoused goal s and obj ectives of the program.
A theoretically sound program can betaken off track when there are conflicting
interpretations of program goals and requirements among and between
administrators, teachers, and parents. Miramontes, Nadeau, and Commins
(1997) describe poor congruence between theory and practice asit isexpressed
through contradictionsregarding what i sespoused as good educational practice
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and thepoliciesand ingtruction that are actually implemented in school s serving
language minority populations (p. 10).

Congruence, or program quality, isachieved through on-going assessment,
adjustments, and refinement of a sound model of instruction in a program
with continuity from year to year as students progress academically. Language
and content | earning must be tracked and eval uated through multiple forms of
language, literacy, and content knowledge assessments, as educators
continually seek to make the implementation reflect the theoretical model.
Oftentimes, there will be a mission statement or policy document in a school
district that clearly defines the underlying principles and values of the dual
language program (Brisk, 1998). The values embodied in the mission are
then expressed through policiesthat support apositive school climate, staffing
patterns, curriculum and instructional practices, student assessment and
program evaluation.

The profession haslearned over the past 100 yearsthat it iseducationally
defeating toisolatelanguagefromitssocial, cultural, and political surroundings
(Cummins, 2000; Freire, 1985; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000; Vygotsky, 1962).
High quality programs somehow manageto balance the tension between social
and palitical concernsand effective schooling practicesfor educating language
minority students.

Pitfalls of Program Implementation

Effective dual language program implementation depends on the level of
“fit” or “match” between program guidelines, teachers' instructional strategies,
and actual use of the languages as a medium of instruction to achieve the
programs’ specified goals and objectives. Contrarily, a lack of consistency,
or incongruence, between the theoretical principles and the programmatic
practicesresultsin afailure of adual language program to achievethe desired
linguistic and academic outcomes (Kerper, 1985). Therefore, if aprogram’s
theoretical model is sound, incongruence results from faulty or inconsistent
program implementation. This can occur at different points and levels of the
implementation process, such as through inadequate or contradictory
administrative guidelines and policies, or at the classroom level through
improper or inadequate instruction in either or both languages. As teachers
interpret the theories and philosophical assumptions that are articulated in a
dual language instructional model into classroom practices, oftentimes
something is “lost in the translation” (Garcia, 1994; Woods, 1996). The
National Association for Bilingual Education (1995) reported acompendium
of research findings concluding that, when taught by teacherswho understand
and believe in the important role of primary language in literacy learning,
EL L students showed higher levels of achievement in school.

There arethree program implementation factorsthat are considered when
determining the congruence between a theoretical model of dual language
instruction and actual classroom practice. These factors include the dual
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language program model itself, teachers' beliefs about dual language
instruction, and patterns of L1 and L2 language use in the classroom. The
interrelationship among these factors represent a paradigm for evaluating
program quality at three different levels: (a) Thelevel of congruence between
the dual language model and teachers' beliefsabout dual languageinstruction,
(b) thelevel of congruence between teachers' beliefs about the program and
patterns of use of the two languages as mediums of instruction, and (c) the
level of congruence between teachers' actual language use patterns and the
guidelines of the dual language program model.

In the discussion that follows, we present exampl es from case studies of
programs that illustrate a high level of match between the dual language
instruction model and implementation. Following each example of congruent
implementation, we describe a case where there is a lack of congruence
between the espoused goals and principles of bilingual education and what
actually occured in classrooms and with program participants. The set of values
and beliefs about the role of the languages of instruction in implementing a
bilingual program is defined as the Teacher’s Language Use Policy (TLUP).
Theactual use of thelanguages for management and instructional purposesis
defined as the Classroom Language Use Pattern (CLUP).

Levels of Model-lmplementation Congruence

Congruence Between Program Model and Teachers' Beliefs

Congruence Level 1: Program model—Teacher Language
Use Palicy (TLUP)

Thislevel represents amatch between the program guidelines articul ated
intheoretical model for using the languages of instruction and teachers' beliefs
about dual language instruction.

In curriculum design, a theoretical model is translated into program
guidelines (standards, performance objectives, timeline and schedules,
required teaching and learning activities, student assessment procedures, etc.).
To ensure efficacy of implementation, these guidelines must be congruent
with teachers' own beliefs about the value of bilingual instruction and their
understanding of effective classroom practices. Teachers' philosophy of
bilingual instruction must be consistent with these program guidelinesif they
areto demonstrate ahigh level of commitment and utilize classroom practices
that are consistent with the goals and objectives spelled out in the program’s
mission statement or other policy documents. If teachers' use of students’ L1
and L2 is inconsistent with the philosophical underpinnings, students may
pick up on unconscious messages about the value of bilingualism for all and
therelative prestige of thetwo languages. Theseimplicit messages may cause
inequitiesin classroom participation and disrupt group cohesion and interaction
(Legaretta-Marcaida, 1977).
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Calexico School District

An example of adual language program with ahigh level of congruence
between the program guidelines and teachers' language useis Calexico’'s K—
12 maintenance bilingual education program. Calexicoisarural district with
a predominantly Latino population located on the U.S.-Mexico border in
southern California (Jones, 1998; Mora, Jones, & Palacio, 1999). The goals
of the program reflect a strong ethic supporting bilingualism and bicognitive
devel opment in students throughout their schooling. The program focuseson
Spanish literacy and English language development in the elementary grades.
Studentslearn to read and write in Spanish while the amount and complexity
of instruction in English increases as students develop higher levels of
proficiency. However, Spanish is maintained as a medium of instruction in
“Spanish for Spanish speakers’ courses in middle school and high school.
These courses include study of composition, rhetoric, and classic and
contemporary literature from Spain and Latin America.

An ethnographic case study and asurvey of teachers' attitudesand beliefs
about bilingual education and biliteracy instructionin Calexico (Mora, Jones,
& Palacio, 1999) described how teachers' language usein classroomsreflected
equal affirmation for the primary language and English. Teacherswere highly
aware of issues of the unequal status of Spanish and made conscious efforts
to elevate Spanish as a basis for learning and thinking. Teachers emphasized
the development of primary language skillsfor communication, analysis, and
metacognition with the aim of long-range academic achievement and biliteracy.

Dorado School District

An example of alack of congruence between the program model and
teachers’ beliefsabout dual languageinstruction istaken from acase study of
a school district in central California, which we will give the pseudonym
“Dorado School District” (Wink, 1998). In this context the guidelines of the
theoretical model are solidly grounded in apluralistic perspective of providing
quality serviceto language minority and majority children. However, aswill
be seen inthe following data, if the teachers' beliefs are not agood fit, or are
not congruent with dual language instruction, the stated goals are irrelevant
to actual program practice.

All language learning is cultural learning (Brice-Heath, 1986). Children
do not merely learn sounds, words, and order. They also learn appropriate
language usefor specific situationswithin their cultural context. Most Anglo-
American students begin in aDorado School District elementary school with
the cultural capital needed to succeed. In the current structure of Dorado’s
immersion program, Spanish-dominant students begin school without that
cultural capital and background knowledge.

Monica, a native speaker of Spanish, wasin the dual language program
since kindergarten. Her family initially cameto the United States as migrant
farm workers and followed the crops. Initialy, they lived in migrant labor
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camps on the outskirts of towns, but her family chose to break the migrant
cycle for their children’'s education, and more specifically, because of the
dual language program thistown offered. They now livein an apartment. The
youngest child in the family of 10, Monicawas bornin the United States.

Monica was bilingual and could converse easily in both English and
Spanish. She had been labeled a“low reader” in school. Wink (1998) often
heard her fourth-grade teacher make negative appraisals of Monica's
motivation and achievement, such as these comments: “ Sheisjust lazy. She
won't do any of her work.” The researchers’ visits with Monica provided a
better understanding and deeper insight into the reality of school for this
bilingual learner. The researchers’ findings contradicted the teacher’s
assessment of this student’s motivation to learn English and the causes of her
lack of engagement with the academic content and learning tasks in this
classroom context.

Based on interviewswith Monica, the research concluded that there was
amultiplicity of specific incidents the student remembered and described to
support her feelings of marginalization in the dual immersion program. The
researcher found acommon theme among the L atino studentsin the program
of feelings of isolation and discrimination, similar to Monica's accounts of
blatant discrimination against her and her classmates. Monica’ described the
teacher’s attitude toward the students of Mexican origin with these words:
“Las maestras piensan que |os mexicanos somos mas sucios. (The teachers
think we Mexicansare dirtier.) Monica sreaction to the teacher isan example
of ateacher’s implicit message that clearly contradicted the dual language
program’sgoal of providing equity and parity of participation for both majority
and minority language students.

Congruence Between Teachers Beliefs and Patterns
of Language Use

Congruence Level 2: Teachers language use policy (TLUP) and
classroom language use patterns (CLUP)

Level 2 isthe match between teachers' beliefs regarding dual language
instructional strategies and their behaviors, based on what they are allowed
to, and are able to do, in order to adhere to the program guidelines.

Several studiesof teachers' beliefsabout bilingual and second-language
instruction (Karna& Lara, 1992: Kerper, 1985) suggest the powerful influence
of their belief system on their classroom practices, regarding the use of
language as a subject, and dual languages as amedium of instruction. Woods
(1996) described bilingual teachers' belief system asa“finely and elegantly
interwoven design,” underlying their perceptions of the second-language
curriculum and how it was implemented in the classroom, from overall
organization of units down to specific classroom activities. A language
teacher’s belief system appeared to shape their interpretation of curricular
mandates and requirements. These interpretations in turn influenced
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interactions in the classroom between teacher and learners. Garcia (1992)
found that teachers of language minority students who were characterized as
“effective” were able to clearly articulate what they were doing in their
classroomswith distinct beliefs about their teaching role and strategies. Kerper
(1985) concluded that teachers language use in bilingual instruction is a
manifestation of their judgments about affective factors, such as patterns of
teacher-student interaction and academic learning factors based on the needs
and abilities of their students. Consequently, in dual immersion programsthat
serve both majority and minority language students, teachers' beliefs about
theimportance and efficacy of each of thelanguages of instruction for different
purposes will result in different patterns of language use within a particular
classroom setting.

Taylor School District

An example of this level of congruency between teachers beliefs and
their patterns of dual language use can be seen in the Taylor (pseudonym)
School District (Wink, 1998). Two major shiftsin policy regarding language
minority students in California have contributed to incongruence between
teachers’ beliefsand their patterns of language use in the classroom. Passage
of Proposition 227 in June 1998 made dramatic changesin services provided
to language minority students (Mora, 2000). That same year, California
instituted a new accountability system, called the Student Reporting and
Accountability System (STAR), that mandated annual standardized testing
for al studentsin grades 2—11 (Zehr, 2000).

Prior to 1998, Taylor School District had adual language program for an
equal number of language minority and language majority studentsinamiddle-
classcommunity. Thisrelationshipisevident in variousways: (a) the guidelines
of the theoretical model and this particular bilingual credentialed teacher are
in harmony; (b) the students scored high on the standardized test in prior
academic years, and the community took pride in the bilingualism/biliteracy
of the students; and (c) the teacherswere satisfied with their school assignments
and their positionsin the dual language program. However, with theincreased
pressure on this program to do even better, changes were instituted. The
language minority students previously had 60 minutes of English language
development daily; since the advent of emphasison only specific standardized
test scores, more value was placed on English language acquisition.

IntheTaylor School District, theteacher referred toiit as“the great groan”
of test pressure that had caused the district to make changes. Since the advent
of more testing requirements, instead of oral language development for 60
minutes a day, both groups of students used this hour to practice test-taking
skillsfrom a specific program, purchased by the district. Oneteacher told the
researcher, “Now, my class sitsfor an hour aday practicing test-taking skills,
instead of developing language. They are bored, and | am frustrated. We know
that language develops cognition, but at this rate, | have no ideawhat | am
developing in my studentsin the dual language program.”
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Teachers' Perspectives

Cdlifornia’s Proposition 227 presents an example of lack of congruence
between the expectations set for teachersand their actual classroom behaviors,
especially their use of students’ native language asamedium of instruction as
compared with the stated goal s of the program. Since the advent of Proposition
227, teachers now are often in a position of understanding and the ability to
articulate their own pedagogical beliefs, but are not being allowed to act
according to these beliefsin actual classroom practices (Gandaraet al., 2000).

Thefollowing are examples of thelack of congruence between teachers’
professional beliefsand their behaviorsfromWink (1998). The dataincluded
these comments collected from teachersfrom different school districtsduring
the 19992000 academic year:

Teacher A: We invited the families to come to school to share their
concernsnow that thereisno morebilingual education. Thefamilies
wereamixtureof Hispanic, Euro-Americans, and Filipinos. Everyone
wantedtheir childrento bebilingual; wetried tothink of wayswecan
do this and work around Prop. 227. We all decided we would have
classesin Spanish after school.

Teacher B: Itisamust that | follow the curriculum at my school; itis
mandatory in reading, language, and math. The curriculum tells me
exactly what material sare needed and exactly word for word what to
say when.

Teacher C: BeforeProp. 227, duringour EnglishasaSecond L anguage
(ESL) time, wehad Spanishasasecondlanguage (SSL ) for theEnglish-
only students. Since Prop. 227, we aren’t allowed to have ESL and
SSL anymore.

Teacher D: | have afifth-grade student who came from Mexico last
year. In hislanguage he was above grade level in literacy and every
content area. Thisyear hedoeseverything in English and worksafter
school with atutor. | nominated him for Honor Society, and he was
denied. Instead, he was retained because he wasn't at grade level
reading in English.

Teacher E: Prop. 227 hashad a profound effect on our small campus.
Bilingual education isout, and anew immersion programisin. The
teacher is English only and tries to move them into the mainstream
classes fast, but because of class size reduction, this doesn’t work
either. | havenoticedthat someof our immersion classeshavebecome
like quasi-resource classrooms.

Teacher F: | only wishthat the[immersion] teacher knew that talking
dlower andlouder doesn’t hel pachildwho cannot understand English.
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Teacher G: One of the best things, considered one of thewaorst things
by charter school critics, about our charter schools is that they are
mostly exempt fromthe State Education Code, which al so exemptsus
from Prop 227.

Wink (1998) concluded that theseteachers' reactionsto the discrepancies
between Proposition 227's espoused goals of rapid acquisition of English
and competenciesto enter “mainstream” classeswith their own beliefs about
effective educational practices for language minority students, represent the
negative impact of externally-imposed theoretical models of second-language
acquisition on dual language classrooms. Gandara et al. (2000) have
documented teachers' high levels of frustration and stress, asteachers attempt
to conform to policies that are incongruent with their knowledge and beliefs
about effective school practicesfor their student populations.

Congruence Between Patterns of Language Use
and Program Model

Congruence Level 3: Program guidelines—classroom
language use patterns

Level 3isthe match between teachers' actual patterns of use of the two
languagesfor different purposesin the classroom and dual language program’s
stated goals and philosophy.

In other words, we examined program implementation to determine
whether or not the use of the languages is congruent with the stated program
goals and objectives for developing L1 language and literacy skills and
achieving full native-speaker equivalent proficiency in L2. Kerper (1985)
concluded that discrepancies between what actually occursin the classroom
in terms of language use and what the instructional model indicates about
optimal program outcomes may negatively affect program effectiveness.

An example of thislevel of congruency can be seenin the dual language
program in Taylor School District, whichislocated in alower socioeconomic
area for both Anglos and Latinos. The children in school reflect the
demographics of the neighborhood with a bal ance between Spani sh-dominant
and English-dominant families. The goals and philosophy of the program are
bilingualism, biliteracy, full academic achievement for all, and positive
intergroup relationships. The needs of the two groups of children have many
similarities; specifically, al children in the program receive an enriched
language arts program in both languages. To avery high degree, the teachers
feel fortunate to be working in this site because the families are actively
involved at all levels of the school community.

This program stands in sharp contrast to the program in Dorado School
District, although the stated goal s and philosophy of the two school districts
dual immersion programs are the same. In Taylor School District, there is
congruence between the goals and philosophy and the patterns of use of the
two languages for different purposes. In contrast, the case study of Dorado
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School District, located in much higher socioeconomic community,
documented the disparities in academic success between English-dominant
and Spanish-dominant students in a dual language program (Griego-Jones,
1994). Wink (1998) concluded that merely providinginstructionin the primary
language of language minority studentsdid not necessarily provide educational
equity nor opportunities for language majority students. The datareveal that
incongruity between the goals and philosophy of the program, and the actual
patterns of use of the two languages as mediums of instruction.

Although the stated goal of theimmersion program isto promote fluency
and literacy in Spanish, the power and status of the dominant language of the
society, English, manifested themselves throughout the program. With the
majority of students being English dominant, the program overwhelmingly
served their needs, although the goal's stated that the program was designed to
serve the needs of language minority and language majority students. The
teachersrecognized that the English-dominant children needed to learn Spanish
vocabulary, particularly in kindergarten. Therefore, the kindergarten
curriculum focused on the acquisition of oral Spanish and introduction to the
alphabet. Emphasis on vocabulary served the needs of the English-dominant
students but did not address the needs of the Spanish-dominant students for
conceptual development and higher order thinking skills development.
Teachers altered their language and teaching methods to reinforce simple
vocabulary, because English-dominant students did not initially understand
anything but the most basic vocabulary. This left native Spanish-speaking
students unchallenged.

When asked who benefitsmost from theimmersion program, one Spanish-
dominant student, Maria, responded: “ Depende quién es. Para su hijo seria
un buen programa. El podria aprender espafiol. Esmejor para alguien quien
no habla espafiol muy bien.” (Dependswho it is. For your son, it would be a
good program. He could learn Spanish. It's better for somebody who doesn’'t
speak Spanish well.)

The focus of Dorado School District’s immersion program in the first
three grades was on Spanish language vocabulary development for English-
dominant students. Thus, teachers used very basic and rudimentary Spanish
with their classesin order for the majority of the studentsto understand. Native
Spani sh speakerswere not surrounded by the enriched language and vocabulary
devel opment appropriate to their needs.

Wink’s (1998) findingstend to affirm the concerns about group interaction
and the power and status of the languages of instruction expressed by Valdés
(1997). Valdés posits the possibility that language majority and language
minority students may not benefit equally from dual language instruction,
due to the larger context and status conflicts within the communities where
such programs are implemented. In the case of Dorado School District,
although curriculum in the immersion program was provided in Spanish, the
format of the curriculum assumed children have internalized the norms of
language use in academic life in the United States. Consequently, patterns of
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language use became established in this setting that worked to the advantage
of the mgjority language group while precluding full and equal participation
of native-Spanish speakers. Thisartifact of dua languageinstructionin Dorado
School District may be incongruent with the goals of the program, since the
stated goal of the program was educational opportunitiesfor language minority
and magjority students to achieve high academic levels and equal prestige for
Spanish and English.

Conclusion

When dual language programsare well implemented, students have access
to optimal conditionsfor academic development in both languages However,
simply labeling aparticular program “bilingual” or “dual language” or “two-
way immersion” does not guarantee successin meeting linguistic and academic
goals. Neither can we expect high level s of academic achievement for students
in programs that operate under ill-conceived models based on erroneous
assumptions and misinterpretations of pedagogical theories and scholarly
research. Complex social, linguistic, and cultural factors constantly call upon
us to rethink even those dual language programs that ultimately offer the
greatest potential for students of the twenty-first century. We proponents of
dual language instruction become vulnerableto attack when wecriticize some
programs labeled “bilingual” because they are not bilingual enough. We run
the risk of having our words be cast as condemnation of dual language
programs and used to promote an English-centric perspective.

We havelearned that we must advocate for sound and effective language
policy that supports the advantages of bilingualism as avaluable resourcein
our competitive global economy and culturally diverse society. We must also
demand sound educational policy that supports implementation of effective
schooling practices and programs based on coherent theoretical models. In
moving forward, our focusison educational enrichment through dual language
instruction for all students.
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Appendix

Enrichment versus Compensatory Models of Language Education

Enrichment Model: French
Canadian Immersion

Compensatory Model: Structured
English Immersion (SEI)

Goals & Structure

Is considered a form of bilingual
education.

Program objectiveisfull bilingualismand
biliteracy based on an additive model of
bilingualism.

L1 and L2 are equally prestigious and
recognized as valuable by the community
asaresource.

Minimum of four to six yearsto acquire
“receptive” skillsof listening and reading;
higher levels of oral and literacy skills
acquired gradually and reinforced
through cross-linguistic instruction.

Is considered a form of English-only
education.

Program objectiveisproficiency in English
based on asubtractive model. L1 literacy is
not devel oped.

L1isaminority language. L2 isthe mgjority
language. L1 isdenigrated and relegated to
inferior status. The messageis conveyed that
only Englishisvalid or important.
Students expected to gain proficiency
enough to enter mainstream classes in one
year.

Roleof L1 and L2

Uses L2 as the medium of instruction.
Focuses on learning the target language
through content teaching rather than on
teaching the language.

The curriculum is designed to have
coherence, balance, breadth, relevance,
progression and continuity. Studentsat all
points receive a curriculum parallel to
non-immersion students. Initial focusison
understanding L2, and later on speaking
L2 inanatura and gradual progression.

Initial literacy developed in the second
language. L1 language arts instruction
often delayed, but phased in over time
until biliteracy isachieved.

Uses L 2 asthe medium of instruction. Focus
dependson L 2 proficiency, with L2 teaching
the focus at the beginning levels and shifts
to developing language through content
teaching asstudentsacquire L 2 oral language
proficiency.

One-year of immersion isseen as“normal.”
Students may be re-enrolled for longer with
parental consent. Students transfer into
mainstream classes that may or may not be
connected in terms of curriculum content.
Students must be provided “appropriate
servicesto overcomelanguage barriers’ until
they attai n academic achievement equival ent
to average native English speakers.

Initial literacy developed in the second
language. L1 literacy not developed asapart
of the program.
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Student Population & Grouping

Approximately 6% of total school
population enrolled in immersion.
Parents of students place them
voluntarily. Programs are promoted and
supported by parents. Parents are
generally middle class or upper class.
Students are al at the same academic
level—usually progressasacohort group
beginning with no L2 proficiency.
Presumes a homogeneous language
classroom—most students are native
speakers of the same L 1.

Of total school population 25% are enrolled,
unless students are granted “parental
exception waivers.”

Sheltered immersion is the “ default mode”
for limited English proficient students.
Under special circumstances, parents may
opt out of the program; otherwise, it is
mandatory. Parents are generally lower
socioeconomic class and are non-to-
beginning English speakersthemsel ves.
Students grouped by English proficiency
levels, but multi-grade level grouping
permitted.

Encourages heterogeneous classrooms—
students are expected to speak a variety of
native languages.

Teacher Qualifications

Teachersarehighly skilled bilingual swith
astrong commitment to bilingualism and
multiculturalism as educational aims.
Teachers serve aslinguistic role models.
Teachers use L2 methodology
systematically. Teachers are trained to
provide comprehensibleinput through the
use of their L1 skills and appropriate
methodol ogy.

Teachers may be monolingual English
speakerswith or without specialized training
in L2 methodology (ESL or equivalent L2
credential). Teachers may or may not value
bilingualism. Bilingual teachersassigned to
SEI arerestricted by law intheuseof L1 as
a medium of instruction. Only non-
instructional uses of L1 are permitted.

Historical & Expected Student Outcomes

Students’ expressiveskillsin L2 oftenlag
behind the native-speaker norminarange
from onetothreeyears, although listening
and reading skills may be nearly
equivalent.

Predicted rates of L2 acquisition are based
on the distinction between basic ora and
conversational abilities, ranging from 3-5
years and cognitive academic proficiency
to meet the demands of higher-level
thinking and literacy tasks, ranging from
5-7 years average.

442

Thereisno research evidenceto demonstrate
what levels of competency in the four
language skills are attainable in a one-year
program.

Assumptions are made that classroom
language will be comprehensible when
studentsacquire“ agood working knowledge
of English” sothat students can transfer into
a“mainstream English” program and out of
remedial classes.
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