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Abstract

This study investigated the effects of two types of bilingual
programs(two-way andtransitional) onthe academic performance
and attitudes of fifth-grade students who entered kindergarten or
first grade with different levels of English proficiency. A mixed
methodsdesignwithboth quantitativeand qualitativedatacollection
and analyses phases was employed. Quantitative data analyses
indicated no significant differences in standardized measures of
Englishachievement, although significant differenceswerefound
inother measures, including measuresof oral languageacquisition
inEnglish, Spanish-readingability, students’ attitudes, and perceived
levels of proficiency in English and Spanish. Qualitative data
analysisindicatedthat thestudentsintwo-way bilingual education
programs were more likely to express positive attitudes towards
bilingualism. Based onthe mixed data, it isconcluded that despite
some similarity inthe effects, each of the bilingual programsalso
has unique effects. Policy decisions should be made on the basis
of relativeimportance, val ue, andthecostsof theseuniqueadvantages
and disadvantages.

I ntroduction

Bilingual education isone of the most controversial topicsin thefield of
education. In simplest terms, bilingual education, whether transitional or
maintenance, isan instructional approach that usesthe child's nativelanguage
(L 1) to makeinstruction meaningful. The controversy about bilingual education
centers around the role of L1 instruction: Should English language learners
(ELLs) receiveinstruction in English-only? Should they receiveinstructionin
their L1 until they are able to comprehend English? Or should the schools
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continueto developthe ELLS L1 skillseven after they have become proficient
English speakers? Another question relates to the selection of students for
typesof bilingual programs. Which students should enroll in which programs?

In contrast to the “sink or swim” ideology advocated by opponents of
bilingual education who believe that the students’ L1 interferes with second-
language (L2) acquisition and propose that ELLs be taught exclusively in
English, thetheoretical framework for two-way bilingual education (TWBE)
programsisrooted in theinterdependent relationship betweentheL 1 and L 2.
Nguyen, Shin, and Krashen (2001) assert that the use of the L 1isnot detrimental
to the development of spoken English. In fact, it may even accelerate L2
acquisition and the devel opment of academic skillsinthe L 2. For instance, in
a 2-year study, Carlisle and Beeman (2000) found that, on English academic
assessments, children taught in Spanish did as well as the children taught in
English, suggesting that instruction in L1 does not hinder L2 proficiency.
Additionally, the students taught in Spanish demonstrated superior Spanish
composition and reading comprehension skills.

Consequently, TWBE programs seek to facilitate the development of L2
skillswhile maintaining and enhancing the L 1 skillsand cultural integrity of
students from both the minority- and majority-language groups. These
programs attributeimportant rolesto L1 and L 2 respectively, aswell asto the
relationship between the two. Advocates of thismodel adhereto the paradigm
influenced by Cummins’ (1993) interdependence hypothesis, which purports
that () thereisatransfer of knowledge, skills, and processes across languages,
(b) thedevelopment of L1 literacy skillsfacilitatesthe acquisition of academic
skillsinthe L2, and, hence, (c) proficiency inL2isafunction of thelevel of L1
proficiency at thetimewheninstructionin L2 begins.

Unfortunately, variety in program implementation has caused difficulty
in interpreting research resultsin U.S. classrooms; however, the main thrust
of studiesto date (Collier, 1992; Ramirez, 1992; Thomas& Collier, 1997, 2002)
provides evidence of the efficacy of TWBE programs. Thedifferences between
TWBE and other bilingual education programs are noted in the positive
outcomes of academic development inlanguage arts, reading, and mathematics,
as demonstrated by the students’ performance on standardized and non-
standardized tests. For instance, L 6pez and Tashakkori (2004a, 2004b) found
that TWBE reduced the achievement gap between ELLs and native English
speakers. Similarly, Christian, Howard, and Loeb (2000) concluded that most
of the studies based on TWBE indicate that students participating in those
programstend to perform aswell as, or better than comparison groupsenrolled
in English-only or transitional bilingual education (TBE) programs. Christian
et al. asserted that TWBE programs provide a sound basis for academic
excellencefor al students, asthey facilitate the devel opment of two languages.

Similarly, de Jong (2002) concluded that TWBE isan effective design for
both native English-speaking and native Spanish-speaking students, although
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by fifth grade, the ELLsinthe TWBE program were still performing slightly
below gradelevel on measures of English reading. When compared with other
ELLsinthedistrict and the state, however, the TWBE native Spanish speakers
performed at higher levels. Additionally, in astudy comparing two groups of
Mexican American students, Curiel, Rosenthal, and Richek (1986) concluded
that thelonger students participated in bilingual programs, thelesslikely they
were to drop out of school and the more likely they were to get better grades
in school.

Giventhe high numbersof EL Lsexperiencing difficultiesin school (Snow,
Burns, & Griffin, 1998; Tashakkori, Ochoa, & Kemp, 1999), itiscrucia that the
effectiveness of the different models of bilingual education be studied—
especialy in times of reduced funding. That is, decisions regarding the
curriculum imparted to language-minority students should be based on the
careful examination of research findings and a consideration of different
variablesand conditions. Nonetheless, current policy in some school s dictates
that children who have higher levels of English proficiency can participatein
TWBE, whilechildren with lower levelsof English proficiency are discouraged
from participating in programs that seek to develop literacy skills in both
languages. This practice, which contradicts research findings (Hakuta, 1990;
Ramirez, 1992; Thomas & Callier, 1997, 2002), suggeststhat TWBE and TBE
programs have different results, depending on the students' level of English
proficiency upon entering the program. An understanding of the possible
differential effects of these two programs is critical to the decision-making
progress influencing curricula and language policy.

The purpose of this study was to compare these two different
approaches—TWBE (maintenanceinstructionintheL 1) and TBE (transitional
instruction inthe L 1)—among children with different L2 proficiency levels. In
specific, the goal was to compare the academic performance and attitudes of
fifth-grade students who had been enrolled in these two programs since
kindergarten or first grade. Furthermore, this study attempted to determine
whether differences between the two programswererelated to theinitial level
of competency in English.

M ethod

Setting

This mixed method! (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003), causal-comparative
study was conducted over a period of 1 year and involved six schoolsin a
large school district inthe southeastern part of the United States. Three of the
six Bilingual School Organization (BISO)? schools in the district were
purposefully selected for the study. These three schoolswere “matched,” for
the purposes of the study, to three other schools, which were similar to the
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B1SO schoolsin demographic characteristics but that employed a TBE model
(i.e., thetransitional English for speakers of other languages[ESOL ] program
whether in a self-contained or a pull-out setting).

Programs

Two types of programs (i.e., TWBE and TBE) were studied; however,
regardless of the program in which they enrolled, all students classified as
EL Ls received ESOL instruction. Those who were classified as beginning
(level 1) or intermediate (level 2) received ESOL instruction and homelanguage
assistance in the content areas. Students classified as advanced (level 3) and
superior (level 4), onthe other hand, received 1 hour of ESOL instruction and
1 hour of regular language arts instruction. In TBE, no home language
assistance was provided once the students reached this level of proficiency,
sinceit wasassumed that the children had acquired acertainlevel of proficiency
inthe L2 (English). TWBE programs continued to provide instruction in the
native language to both ELLs and native English speakers throughout the
elementary school years.

InaTBE program (the comparison group), once EL L s became somewhat
proficient in English (i.e., once they attained alevel 3 status), they no longer
received content areainstruction in their native language, although they had
the opportunity to enroll in Spanish-for-speakers classesthat consisted of 2.5
hours of instruction in Spanish-language arts every week. This comprised
lessthan 10% of instructional time.

The students enrolled in a TWBE program (the treatment group), on the
other hand, continued to receive content area and Spanish language arts
instruction onadaily basis, even after they became proficient English speakers.
Following the 60/40 model, the programs studied all otted 60% of instructional
time to English and 40% to Spanish.

Participants

A mixed multi-stage sampling strategy (Kemper, Stringfield, & Teddlie,
2003), consisting of both probability and purposive sampling, was utilized as
described below. In the first stage, a purposive sample of six schools was
selected. In the next stage of the sampling process, 553 fifth-grade students
fromthe six identified school swere sel ected. Sincetheintent of the study was
to determinethelong-term effect of the two programs on the students' academic
performance and attitudes, only studentswho had participated in the program
at their school since kindergarten or first grade were considered.

Parent permission letters were sent home to the parents of all of the
students identified as possible participants. The students who returned the
signed permission slips (62.2% of the total) comprised the next stage of the
sampling technique. Asavalidity check, the group that returned the permission
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slips was compared with the group that did not participate on a variety of
variables(e.g., gender, socioeconomic status [ SES], and proficiency in English,
learning exceptionality). Chi-square tests did not reveal any significant
differences between the groups on any of these variables. A stratified non-
proportional random subsample of 32 students was then selected from this
group. These students completed the Evaluacién del Desarrollo dela Lectura
(EDL) (Ruiz & Cuesta, 2000) and interview. Special permission slipsfor the
EDL and interview were randomly mixed with the ones that only requested
permission for the questionnaire. Five to six students from each school were
selected.

The absence of random assignment in an educational study posesthreats
to the internal validity of the conclusions. In order to overcome possible
threatsto inference quality related to differential selection, the TWBE schools
were closely matched to TBE schools. The students included in the study
were similar in terms of age and ethnicity. Chi-square tests indicated no
significant differences between the TWBE and TBE groupsin termsof English-
language proficiency at entry level, SES, student exceptionality and number
of retentions. Table 1 includesthe demographic characteristics of thetreatment
and comparison groups. Lack of significant differences between the
demographic characteristics of the two groups suggests that there were no
significant differences that would cause one group to perform differently on
measures of academic performance and/or attitudes.

Variables and Their Measurements

Independent variables

Two independent variables were considered—type of program (TWBE
or TBE, asdescribed above) and ESOL entry level at kindergarten (1, 2, 3, 4, or
non-ESOL). Classification in these five groups had been done by the district
5yearsearlier, when the children werein kindergarten. The district-devel oped
Oral Language Proficiency Scale-Revised (OLPS-R) was used to assess the
students’ level of English proficiency. The test included various pictures to
elicit oral responses. According to the score attained in theinterview, students
were labeled as ESOL level 1 (beginning), 2 (intermediate), 3 (advanced), 4
(superior), or 5 (independent or non-ESOL). Students who received ESOL
instruction were those in levels 1-4. According to district statistics, test—
retest reliabilitiesfor the OLPS-R range from .80 to .94, and concurrent validity
with the IDEA Oral Language Proficiency Test rangesfrom.72t0.81.

Dependent variables

The dependent variables include academic achievement, affective, and
cognitive measures. Academic achievement in English, including reading
comprehension, mathematics, and science skills, was measured by the Florida
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Tablel

Demographic and Other Characteristics of the Experimental

and Control Groups

Group
Characteristic TWBE TBE
n % n %

Gender

Male 93 45.4 70 50.4

Female 112 54.6 69 49.6
SES

Free lunch 93 45.4 80 57.6

Reduced-price 37 18 21 15.1

Regular-price 75 36.6 38 27.3
English proficiency

Level 1 56 27.3 59 2.4

Level 2 23 11.2 16 15

Level 3 27 13.2 13 94

Level 4 25 122 10 7.2

Non-ESOL 74 36.1 41 29.5
Exceptionality

Learning disability 12 5.9 9 6.5

Gifted 40 195 25 18

Other health impaired 5 2.4 3 21
Retention in grade

Retained 10 4.9 5 3.6

Not retained 195 95.1 134 96.4

Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT), which measures the State's

Sunshine State Standards. Content validity has been ascertained by several

committees of experts (Florida Department of Education, 2002). Analyses
conducted to test the reliability of the FCAT indicated that the FCAT scores
havereliabilitiessimilar to those of other standardized tests (FloridaDepartment

of Education).
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Variousinstrumentswere used to measure other variabl es. Spanish-reading
skillswere measured with the EDL, the Spanish version of the Devel opmental
Reading Assessment, which is an individually administered diagnostic
instrument designed to identify a student’s strengths and weaknesses in
relation to reading accuracy, comprehension, and fluency. The validity and
reliability of theinstrument have been reported as high (Weber, 2000; Williams,
1999).

Attitudes towards bilingualism were measured via an interview and
Likert-type questionnaire. The Likert-type scale consisted of eight items
measuring the students’ attitudes and values. They included the following:
(a) bilingualism and intelligence, (b) bilingualism and the job market,
(¢) bilingualism and vocabulary devel opment, (d) bilingualism and the schoal,
(e) thebilingual program, and () bilingualism and thetransfer of reading skills.
Content validity was ascertained by teachers and students. Itemsincluded on
the questionnaire were examined by experienced teachersin the areas of L2
acquisition, hilingual education, and reading instruction. Items on the
guestionnaire were those that the teachers identified as effective indicators
and measures of the construct. Additionally, a pilot study was conducted
involving asmall group of fifth-grade students. These studentswere asked to
examine the questionnaire to make sure that both the instructions and the
items were comprehensible to fifth-grade students. Item-total correlations
ranged from .33 to .61. Additionally, an interview, administered in Spanish,
was utilized to gather information about the students’ experience with their
bilingual program and their facility withtheL 1.

The questionnaire also included items measuring the participants’ self-
reported level of proficiency in English and Spanish. One subsection,
consisting of four items, asked the students to self-report on their level of
proficiency in English, and asecond subsection, also consisting of four items,
asked the students to self-report on their proficiency in Spanish. The content
of the items was taken from the National Education Longitudinal Study 88
Eighth Grade Questionnaire (United States Department of Education, 1988),
although the items were modified to render them more appropriate to their
intended audience.

Procedures

As described above, three BISO schools that employ the TWBE model
were selected for the study. These three schools were matched to three non-
BI1SO schoolsthat provided TBE to Spanish-speaking ELLs. Characteristics
considered for the match included ethnic composition, percent of students
receiving free and reduced lunch, percent of studentsidentified asELLSs, and
where possible, school size. Archival data such as demographics, ESOL
information, and standardized test scores were collected at all sites.
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Data collection included the administration of the questionnaireto all of
the 344 students who returned the permission letter, as well as the Spanish
EDL and follow-up interview to the randomly selected subsample of 32
students. All students received the same instructions and were provided with
thesamelevel of support during the administration. The EDL wasadministered
as instructed in the accompanying Teacher’s Manual.

Dataanalysesincluded both statistical and content analysis. Quantitative
datawere analyzed using statistical procedures, including several multivariate
analyses of variance (MANOVA) and analyses of variance (ANOVA).
Qualitative data were analyzed using both qualitative and quantitative
techniques. Transcripts of the interviews were coded and analyzed for
recurrent themes (Rubin & Rubin, 1995).

Results

As Porter (1998) suggests, bilingual education means different thingsto
different people. A recurrent criticism of research in bilingual educationisthat
the program being studied is not described and, as a result, many programs
that arelabeled “bilingual” aresimply classesof EL L s, homogenously grouped,
for instruction in English. In order to avoid this problem, observations of
eight classrooms were conducted in the TWBE schools. Each lasted an hour
and was conducted during the Spanish language arts block. The types of
interactions between teacher and students were recorded based on the
language used (Buchanan & Tashakkori, 1998). During the Spanish language
arts block, most (approximately 98%) of the teacher—student and student—
teacher interactions were in Spanish. The use of English in teacher—student
interactions was mostly to clarify terms and for managerial purposes. All of
the lessons observed were teacher directed and provided little opportunity
for student—student interactions (e.g., cooperative learning activities). The
students were able to respond to the questions posed by the teachers and
seemed to have mastered the vocabulary expected of them. While there were
differencesin the actual performance of the students from class to class and
from school to school, the overall impression of all TWBE programswas that
the students had been exposed to Spanish over prolonged periods of time.

Findings From Quantitative Data Analyses

Quantitative data measuring academic and attitudinal variables were
collected from the FCAT, EDL, and language questionnaire. Qualitative data
from the interviews were quantified. Findings are presented by dependent
variable,

130 Bilingual Research Journal, 30: 1 Spring 2006



Academic achievement in English

A MANOVA withtwo factors (i.e., type of program and ESOL level) and
three dependent variables (i.e., fifth-grade FCAT reading, FCAT mathematics,
and FCAT science) indicated that the effect of the type of program was not
statistically significant, F(3, 537) =1.70, p = .17. In other words, studentswho
participated in TWBE did not score significantly differently on academic
measuresin English (i.e., reading comprehension, mathematics, and science)
than the students who participated in TBE. Table 2 presents the means and
standard deviations of the fifth-grade scores.

MANOVA, on the other hand, indicated that the main effect of ESOL
entry level was statistically significant, F(12, 1421) = 6.51, p < .001, Wilks
Lambda = .87. Students who entered kindergarten or first grade with lower
levels of proficiency in English scored lower than those more proficient in
English, who, in turn, scored lower than the proficient English speakers.
Because a significant main effect of ESOL entry level was found, univariate
tests were conducted at a Bonferroni-type adjusted o level (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 1989) of .17 (.05/3). All three univariate tests of main effects (i.e.,
FCAT reading, FCAT math, and FCAT science) were significant, F(4, 539)
=16.35, p<.001,m?=.108, F(4, 539) = 8.12, p < .001,? = .057, and F(4, 539)
=13.20, p<.001, 1 =.089, respectively. Interaction of the two factors (type
of program and ESOL entry level) was not significant.

Oral language devel opment

In order to determine whether a relationship exists between program
participation and the amount of time needed to learn English, a univariate
ANOVA was performed involving the same two factors but with the number of
semesters enrolled in the ESOL program as a dependent variable. The main
effect of type of program was statistically significant, F(1, 356) = 5.72,
p=.017,m?=.016. Studentsin the TWBE programs spent an average of four
semesters (2 school years) learning English, ascompared to an average of five
semesters (2.5 school years) for studentsin the TBE programs. Thus, consistent
with previous research findings (Ramirez, 1992), students in the TWBE
programs tended to require less time to exit the ESOL program and attain
proficiency in English than their peers enrolled in TBE programs. Although
this refutes the belief that time spent on the native language is time lost to
English, it should be interpreted with caution given the small effect size
(n?<.02). Type of program only accounted for less than 2% of variability in
program length (i.e., vast proportion of variability was explained by other
factors). However, this small magnitude of effect isstill astrong confirmation
for the conclusion that TWBE did not increase the amount of timerequired to
become proficient in English. Mean number of semestersin ESOL and standard
deviationsareincludedin Table 3.
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Table 2
Academic Achievement as Measured by the FCAT

Academic achievement in English

FCAT FCAT FCAT Number of
ESOL Reading Math Science participants

level | rwee | TBE | TWBE| TBE | TwWBE| TBE | TWBE| TBE

M M M M M M . .
(SD) | (SD) | (SD) | (D) | (SD) | (SD)

1 278 | 286 | 333 | 325 | 273 | 279 76 9%5
(55.06) | (51.74) | (49.24) | (37.85) | (58.78) | (45.73)

2 297 | 312 | 339 | 337 | 295 | 306 38 31
(57.76) | (45.58) | (45.44) | (38.63) | (43.06) | (41.95)

3 208 | 303 | 325 | 333 | 284 | 288 39 31
(51.31) | (46.16) | (55.97) | (32.84) | (52.05) | (54.91)

4 315 | 294 | 347 | 339 | 303 | 305 31 20

(43.10) | (54.90) | (56.91) | (41.77) | (50.73) | (34.17)

Non- | 328 | 323 | 362 | 345 | 320 | 307 | 106 | 82
ESOL | (50.27) | (49.88) | (47.58) | (38.79) | (55.25) | (43.78)

Overall | 305 | 303 | 345 | 335 | 208 | 294 | 200 | 259
(55.52) | (52.20) | (51.70) | (38.68) | (56.83) | (46.55)

ANOVA alsoreveaed amain effect of ESOL entry level, F(3, 356) = 32.87,
p<.001, n? =.22. Asexpected, studentswith higher level sof English proficiency
required lesstime to exit the ESOL program than their less proficient peers.
There also was asignificant interaction effect between ESOL entry level and
the amount of time required to exit the ESOL program, F(3, 356) = 4.64,
p < .01, n? =.04. Students with lower levels of proficiency in English (i.e.,
those classified asESOL levels1 or 2) exited the ESOL program at afaster rate
when enrolled inaTWBE program; whereas, moreproficient ELLs (i.e., those
classified asESOL levels3 or 4) required lesstimein the ESOL program when
enrolledinaTBE program.

Spanish reading

A MANOVA withtwo factors(i.e., type of program and ESOL entry level)
and three dependent variables (i.e., EDL Spanish-reading accuracy, EDL
Spanish-reading comprehension, and EDL Spanish-reading fluency) indicated
that the main effect of type of program was statistically significant, F(3, 22) =
5.69, p < .05, Wilks' Lambda = .56. As more instructional time was spent in
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Table3

Means and Standard Deviations of the Number of Semesters
in the ESOL Program

Oral language acquisition
IIEeSv(()e:_ TWBE TBE
M D n M D n
1 4.82 2.23 76 6.03 1.87 97
2 3.16 11 38 4.52 171 31
3 3.62 1.82 39 3.56 1.66 32
4 3.39 1.38 31 29 1.65 20
Overdll 3.98 1.95 184 4.98 2.15 180
Table4

Means and Standard Deviations of Fifth-Grade EDL

Reading in Spanish

Accuracy Comprehension Fluency Number of

ESOL participants

level | twee | TBE | TwBe| TBE | TWBE| TBE | TWBE| TBE

M M M M M M n n
(D) | D) | DO | D) | (D) | (D)
1 97.75 | 9725 | 1525 | 14 | 488 | 475 4 4

a.26) | @87 | (6.29) | (4.40) | (0.85) | (0.29)

2 %633 | 66 | 1167 | 7.75 5 25 3 4
@53) | (45.31)| (208 | (8.02) | (1.00) | (2.08)

3&4 | 778 | T 9.8 7 38 | 275 5 4
@3.49) | (47.38)| (760) | .77 | @17) | (L89)

Non %5 66 95 | 775 | 463 | 213 4 4
ESOL | (356) | (44.21)| (3.00) | (8.02) | (0.48) | (1.55)

Overal | 9056 | 75.06 | 1144 | 913 | 45 | 303 | 16 16
(24.24) | (37.82)| (5.60) | (6.69) | (1.35) | (L.78)

Note. Dueto small cell sizes, ESOL levels 3 and 4 were combined into one category.
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Spanish in the TWBE schoals, students enrolled in these programs scored
higher in measures of Spanish than their peersenrolled in the TBE programs
at the comparison schools. Means and standard deviations are shown in
Table 4. Because a significant main effect of program was found, univariate
tests were conducted on each dependent variable. A Bonferroni-type
adjustment was made for an inflated Type | error due to multiple ANOVAs
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). The a level was set to .017 (.05/3). With the
adjusted o level, only reading fluency (as measured by the EDL) was found
to be significant, F(3, 24) = 8.20, p < .017,m? = .255. On the other hand,
MANOVA indicated that neither ESOL entry level nor its interaction with
type of program was statistically significant, F(9, 54) = 0.84, p=.58 and F(9,
54) =0.84, p=.58, respectively.

Attitudes towards bilingualism

ANOVA with two factors (i.e., type of program and ESOL level at
kindergarten or first grade) and the average of the responses to the items
pertaining to attitude towards bilingualism as the dependent variableindicated
that type of program was statistically significant, F(1, 325) = 25.60,
p <.001,m? =.073. Students enrolled in TWBE programs had more positive
attitudes towards bilingualism in English and Spanish. Means and standard
deviations are presented in Table 5. On the other hand, the ANOVA indicated
that neither the main effect of ESOL entry level nor itsinteraction with type
of program was statistically significant, F(4, 325) = 0.61, p = .66 and
F(4,325) = 0.28, p = .89, respectively.

Table 6 includes an item-by-item presentation of student responses. For
simplicity, responses marked as “ strongly agree” and “agree” are combined
into the “agree” category, and responses marked as “strongly disagree” and
“disagree” are combined into the “disagree” category. Chi-square tests were
conducted to compare the responses of the TWBE and TBE students. To
compensate for the number of statistical tests, an o level of .006 (.05/8) was
utilized for these tests. Chi-square tests indicated significant differences
between the two groups in their responses to the second item, X2(3) = 24.41,
p < .001; fifth item,X?(3) = 15.33, p = .002; sixth item, X?(3) = 13.51,
p =.004; seventhitem, X2(3) = 13.44, p=.004; and eighthitem, X*(3)=20.38,
p <.001. Studentsin the TWBE programs were more likely than the students
in the TBE programs to think that a language other than English should be
learned at school, that knowing Spanish is hel pful when reading new wordsin
English, that learning two languages hel psthem think better, that learning two
languages is useful, and that they enjoy learning two languages in school.

Slf-reported level of language proficiency

A MANOVA with two factors (i.e., type of program and ESOL level at
kindergarten or first grade) and two dependent variables (i.e., self-reported
level of proficiency in English and in Spanish) indicated that the main effect of
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Table5

Means and Standard Deviations of the Students’ Attitudes
Towards Bilingualism

Attitudes towards bilingualism
IIEeSv?a:_ TWBE TBE

M D n M D n

1 3.51 0.33 54 3.33 0.31 57

2 3.51 0.25 23 3.22 0.39 16

3 3.51 0.36 27 3.25 0.38 12

4 3.53 0.33 24 3.36 0.42 10
Non-ESOL 3.48 0.31 73 3.25 0.43 39
Overall 35 0.31 201 3.29 0.37 134

Note. The mean score was obtained from a Likert-type questionnaire measuring
attitudes towards bilingualism. The four response options ranged from “strongly
disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (4).

typeof programwas statistically significant, F(2, 325) = 27.88, p<.001, Wilks
Lambda = .85. Mean scores and standard deviations are shown in Table 7.
Because asignificant main effect of program wasfound, follow-up univariate
tests were conducted at an adjusted o level of .025 (.05/2). These tests
indicated that the effects of program on self-perceptions of proficiency in
English and Spanish were significant, F(1, 326) = 5.44, p = .02,1? = .016
and F(1, 326) = 13.62, p < .001, n? = .103, respectively. Students in TBE
programs tended to report higher levels of proficiency in English than their
peersin TWBE programs, while the TWBE students tended to report higher
levels of Spanish proficiency than the studentsenrolled inthe TBE programs.
MANOVA a so revealed asignificant main effect of ESOL entry level, F(8,
650) =6.19, p<.001, Wilks Lambda=.86. Univariate testswere conducted at
an adjusted o level of .025 (.05/2). Thesetestsrevesl ed significant differences
in self-reported level of English proficiency and self-reported level of Spanish
proficiency, F(4, 326) = 2.88, p < .025,n2 = .034 and F(4, 326) = 2.46,
p <.001,m?=.077, respectively. Now, infifth grade, studentswho were more
proficient in English at kindergarten or first-grade entry considered themselves
more proficient in English than those who wereless proficient at kindergarten
or first-grade entry. On the other hand, those who were less proficient in
English at kindergarten or first-grade entry tended to consider themselves
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Table6

Frequency and Percentages of Student Responses to the
Questionnaire Items Measuring Attitudes

TWBE TBE
Questionnaire Agree | Disagree | Agree | Disagree
item
n n n n
(%) (%) (%) (%)
1. Learning two languages 191 6 126 7
makes me smarter. (97.0) (3.0 (94.7) (5.3)
2. We should learn only 3 192 16 17
English at school. (1.5 (98.5) (12.0) (88.0)
3. | think that knowing English 198 2 127 5

and Spanish will help me get (99.0) (1.0 (96.2) (3.8
a good job in the future.

4. Learning Spanish is 4 195 7 126
useless. (2.0 (98.0) (5.3 (94.7)
5. Knowing Spanish helps me 123 76 54 78
read new words in English. (61.8) (38.2) (40.9) (59.1)
6. Learning two languages 175 21 102 29
helps me think better. (89.3) (10.7) (77.9) (22.1)
7. Learning two languages is a 4 190 5 128
waste of time. (2.0 (98.0) (3.8 (96.2)
8. | like learning two 194 5 15 18
languages in school. (97.5) (2.5) (86.5) (13.5)

Note. Responses indicating strong agreement and agreement are combined into the
“agree” category, while responses indicating strong disagreement and disagreement
are combined into the “ disagree” category.

more proficient in Spanish than their peers. Interaction of type of program and
ESOL entry level was not statistically significant, F(8, 650) = 1.61, p =.12,
Wilks Lambda = .96.
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Table7

Means and Standard Deviations of the Students’ Self-Reported
Level of Language Proficiency

Sudent self-report of their language proficiency
English proficiency | Spanish proficiency Number of
ESOL participants
level | twee | TBE | TWBE | TBE | TWBE | TBE
M M M M n n
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
1 3.69 3.79 3.62 343 55 57
(0.41) (0.31) (0.48) (0.62)
2 3.73 3.77 3.38 294 23 16
(0.26) (0.32) (0.61) (0.76)
3 3.78 3.94 3.44 3.06 27 12
(0.37) (0.12) (0.49) (0.69)
4 381 3.93 3.63 26 24 10
(0.28) (0.17) (0.39) (0.52)
3.82 3.89 3.35 293 72 40
NomESOL 1 029 | (023 | (055 | (0.86)
Overall 3.77 3.84 3.47 3.13 201 135
(0.349) (0.27) (0.52) (0.76)

Note. The four response options to these questions ranged from “not at al” (1) to
“very well” (4).

Findings From Qualitative DataAnalysis

As mentioned above, structured interviews were conducted with a
randomly selected subsample of students. In the TWBE programs, these
interviews were conducted in Spanish (with the exception of one native
English-speaking student who requested to respond in English). Four themes
wereidentified from the responses of the students® in the TWBE programs as
follows.

First, bilingualism is an asset for the future. The students were quick to
explain that the ability to read and write, not just speak, two languages would
be advantageous to them in the future. As Luis, a student enrolled in one of
the TWBE programs, stated, “El programa [ bilingtie] es muy bueno porque
nos ayuda en el futuro con trabajos hilingles, especialmente en lugares
como Miami, donde hay muchoslatinos, y en California. .. (The[bilingual]
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program is very good because it helps us in the future with bilingual jobs,
especially in places like Miami, where there are many Latinos, and in
Cdlifornia . . .).” Moreover, the students were able to imagine hypothetical
instances in the future when knowing two languages would facilitate their
ability to provide effective customer serviceto monolingual clients.

Second, bilingualism facilitates communication between groups. Most of
the students believed that knowing two languages would allow them to
translate for monolingual s and thus ease communi cation between individuals
and groups. More personally, bilingual instruction provided the keys to the
two different worldsthat the child inhabits. Marthaexplained how her TWBE
program has contributed to her life:

Yo, cuando era chiquita, yo no sabia mucho inglés. Entoncesa mi no
me gustaba, pero despuésyo |o aprendi y ahora yo puedo hablar con
mis amigas en la escuela y puedo hablar con mi familia en la casa
porquemi familia habla en espafiol. Ellosno hablan eninglésmucho
[I,whenlwaslittle, | did notknow alot of English. Then, | didnotlike
it, but later | learned it and now | can talk to my friendsat school and
| cantalk to my family at homebecause my family speaksin Spanish.
They do not speak alot of English].

Third, bilingualism maintainsthe cultural heritage. As L uisexplained, the
bilingual program is good because “nos ayuda mucho y aprendo mucho, de
mi cultura, de mis padres, y todo [it helpsusalot, and | learn alot about my
culture, about my parents and everything].” In the sensethat it developsoral
skillsintheL 1, the TWBE program allows the students to communicate with
monolingual family members and thus maintains cultural ties.

Fourth, bilingualism isan academic aid. Most TWBE students mentioned
that bilingualism helps them read in two languages, and they were able to
explain the role of cognates. As described by Maria, “ Algunas palabras en
espariol se pueden parecer al inglés y entonces si, por gemplo, te dicen
alguna palabra y tu sabes cual es el significado en inglés, puedes leer la
palabra[en espafiol] (Somewordsin Spanish can look like[wordsin] English
and then if, for example, they tell you aword and you know what it meansin
English, you can read theword [in Spanish]).” They believed that thisfacilitates
the reading process, as it helps them develop an enriched vocabulary.
Furthermore, they believed that reading strategies learned in one language
transfer to reading in the other language.

Overall, the studentsenrolled in the TWBE programs expressed positive
attitudes towards the instruction that they received in English and Spanish.
They were confident that bilingualism would be an asset to them in future.

Interviews were also conducted in the TBE programs. Most students
enrolled in these school s preferred to conduct the interview in English. Some
of the studentsin the TBE programs expressed beliefs similar to those held by
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the studentsin the TWBE group. However, differing voiceswere heard in this
group. In effect, the studentsin the TBE programs could be divided into two
groups. One group was quitesimilar to the TWBE group. However, the second
group had adifferent profile. The following four themes emerged from their
interviews.

First, bilingualismisan asset for thefuture. Liketheir peersinthe TWBE
programs, all of the students in the TBE programs expressed the belief that
knowing two languages would help them get a better job.

Second, lack of bilingualism impedes communication between groups.
This group of students expressed frustration because they were not able to
communicate effectively with Spanish speakers. Over the course of the years
in the TBE program, their L2 became noticeably dominant. After 5 years of
schooling, Magda admitted that “it is hard for me to understand Spanish.”
Like some of her peers, shelost the ability to communicate with othersin her
native language. Because of the language shift (Wong-Fillmore, 2000) that
she experienced, shewasno longer ableto communicatewith othersin Spanish.
Infact, thischild would probably need othersto translate for her when trying
to communi cate with Spani sh-speaking monolinguals.

Third, lack of bilingualism hinders the maintenance of cultural heritage.
With regret, Jorge admitted that “1 don’t really know how totalk that well” in
Spanish. Another student commented that hislack of facility with hisL1 made
communication with hisfather and grandfather difficult, asthesetwo members
of thisfamily only speak Spanish.

Fourth, bilingualism is not an academic aid. In fact, instruction in two
languagesis confusing for thisgroup of students. Because Spanishisdifficult
for them to understand, the two languages are seen as very different from
each other. Magda believes that the two languages are really different, and
Mark expressed frustration: “ They have different wordsand different meanings
sometimes. Spanish words may ook the same as English words but they mean
different things.” Cognates are confusing rather than useful, and the reading
strategies are described as being different.

This second group of studentsenrolled in the TBE programs experienced
acertain degree of frustration because they lost command of their L 1.

Discussion

It was found that there were no significant differences between children
who participated in TWBE and those who participated in TBE on measures of
academic achievement in English as measured by the reading, mathematics,
and science portions of the FCAT. However, those who participated in TWBE
acquired oral English at a faster rate and performed better on measures of
reading in Spanish. Students in TWBE programs were satisfied with their
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language proficiencies and viewed bilingualism as an asset. TBE programs,
on the other hand, did not affect all studentsin the same manner. Instead, two
views existed in those programs. those who, like their BISO peers, saw
bilingualism as an asset and those who, having experienced alanguage shift,
felt frustrated by their inability to communicate effectively in Spanish.

Results indicate that, regardless of the type of program, students who
were most proficient upon entering kindergarten or first grade al so scored the
highest on measures of academic achievement in English 5 yearslater in the
fifth grade. The type of program in which they enrolled made no differential
impact on their achievement. The alarming conclusion that might be made on
the basis of thesefindingsis consistent with the predictions of Rossell (2002)
and the Coleman Report (Berliner & Biddle, 1995): The type of program
designed for EL Lsdoesnot removetheir initial disadvantage. Thisconclusion,
however, is contradicted by other aspects of the results, especially when the
qualitative and quantitative results are integrated. Although there were still
differences between the EL L sand the native English speakers on standardized
measures and neither program removed the pre-existing achievement gap,
onemust consider that the ELLshad tolearnal 2, and, in some cases, they did
this while they developed literacy skills in their L1 and positive attitudes
towards bilingualism, as demonstrated by the other measuresincluded inthis
study. Therefore, the programs, especially TWBE, did have apositive academic
effect on the students.

The results of this study are consistent with the conclusions reached by
Lambert and Tucker (1973) who found no differencesin the English achievement
of thebilingually schooled children and those who were taught monolingually.
Looking at adifferent population and social context, Ollersand Pearson (2002)
reached similar conclusions. Similarly, Carlisle and Beeman (2000) found that
the English-reading scores of students taught in English did not differ
significantly from those of students taught in Spanish. However, the two
groups did differ on measures of reading in Spanish, with the group taught in
Spanish outperforming the other group.

Although the results of the current study indicate that type of program
did not differentially impact students' English proficiency asmeasured by the
FCAT, there was confirmation that L 1 instruction did not impede or delay L2
acquisition. On the contrary, L1 instruction accelerated the rate of L2
acquisition in the L2, while facilitating the maintenance and devel opment of
literacy skills in the L1. This finding is consistent with previous research
(Lucido, 2000; Ramirez, 1992). Using thelength of timein bilingual education
as an indicator of effectiveness, instruction in L1 seems to have a positive
impact. Students who received more instruction in their L1 (i.e., thosein the
TWBE programs) learned English the fastest, especially if they entered
kindergarten with little or no proficiency in English. On average, they were
classified as proficient English speakers approximately one semester earlier
than the control group.
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One of the reasons why this study was conducted was to determine
whether the practice of excluding studentswith low levels of English-language
proficiency from TWBE programs could bejustified by research. Thefindings
do not support this practice. Students with low levels of English proficiency
who weretaught inthe TWBE programsdid not underperform when compared
with thosetaught in TBE programs. To the contrary, they acquired oral language
at afaster rate and were either at the same level as, or exceeded, the other
group.

In atime of reduced funding and movementstoward standardization, itis
important to consider the efficacy of different programs available to ELLs.
Decisions about which students can and which cannot participate in TWBE
programs should be based on a careful analysis of all of the issues involved.
Theresultsof thisstudy indicate that TWBE producessimilar effectsinterms
of academic achievement in English as TBE. However, students enrolled in
TWBE acquire oral language at afaster rate, are more proficient in Spanish,
and hold more positive attitudes towards bilingualism.

Thefindings present an interesting question regarding the current policy
of using standardized tests (in this case, the state-mandated FCAT) as the
sole determinant of the academic progress of ELLs: How should their growth
be measured and monitored? Tests of oral language development indicate
that one program is better than another for ELLs at different entry levels.
Analyses of standardized test scores, however, indicate that the programs
produce similar results. After 5 years of participation, neither program
completely reduced the achievement gap. Nevertheless, thisis not true. The
EL Lswho entered kindergarten with low levels of English proficiency have
made significant academic growth: They acquired a L2. FCAT scores by
themselvesfail to demonstrate thisachievement. Therefore, thereisaneed to
employ multiple measures so as to make evident the progress of ELLSs.

Given the lack of statistical significance in the FCAT scores of both
groups, the continuation of TWBE programs may be called into question.
However, the opposite can be argued. It must be noted that, while the two
programs produced similar competenciesin English language and the content
areas, they also produced adifferencein their ability to read and comprehend
apassageintheir L 1. In other words, without anegativeimpact on the students
academic performancein English, TWBE programsfacilitated the devel opment
of literacy abilitiesinthe students' L1. Asaresult of participating inaprogram
that emphasized bilingualism and hiliteracy, the students became more proficient
readers in both languages. As the profile of the TWBE students suggests,
these students felt comfortable using both languages and found that there
was atransfer across languages that facilitated literacy tasksin both English
and Spanish. Moreover, the native English speakers enrolled in the TWBE
programs also benefited from the bilingual model.
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Previous research in bilingual education has predominantly utilized
guantitative methods. The current study suggests that stronger and more
trustworthy inferences are reached when a combination of quantitative and
qualitative methods are utilized and incorporated. The qualitative component
of the study provided a different level and type of insight than otherwise
would have been achieved from the quantitative results.

Nevertheless, there are several limitations to this study that suggest the
need for future research. A longitudinal design would enhance the inference
quality by documenting the progress of the students in both groups from
entry into kindergarten to the end of fifth grade. Such a design would also
provideinformation about the small number of studentswho exit the programs
beforethe end of fifth grade. Using parent questionnairesto collect additional
demographic and home datawould allow for abetter comparison of the entry
level characteristics. Due to the fact that BISO schools in the district are
designed exclusively in English and Spanish, the investigation only studied
TWBE programsinvolving Spanish. Thereisaneed for further studiesamong
students who speak other languages.
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Endnotes

t According to Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003), a mixed method study is one that
includes both quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis, conducted
concurrently or sequentially.

2Bilingual School Organization (BISO) means that the school is organized such that
the TWBE, or dua language, model is implemented in al classrooms. All of the
studentsin these selected BI SO school s received instruction in English language arts,
Spanish language arts, and content in both languages.

% To protect the students’ identities, pseudonyms are used in this section.
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