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Preface

This short volume summarizes portions of a much longer report en-
titled Improving Schooling for Language-Minority Children: A Research .
Agenda, published in 1997. The longer report was the work of the Com-
mittee on Developing a Research Agenda on the Education of Limited-
English-Proficient and Bilingual Students, established under the auspices
of the Board on Children, Youth, and Families of the Commission on
Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education (CBASSE) of the National
Research Council (NRC) and the Institute of Medicine (IOM). Eleven
experts—representing the areas of language, cognitive, and child devel-
opment; bilingual and multicultural education; education evaluation; as-
sessment; and educational history—reviewed and discussed existing re-
search relevant to the education of English-language learners and bilingual
students and made recommendations for the next generation of research.
In addition to the substantive areas, the committee investigated issues
surrounding the infrastructure for research in this field and made recom-
mendations for its improvement.

Whereas the first report makes recommendations for the next genera-
tion of research and improvements in the research infrastructure, this
report was written for educators and policymakers. As such, it summa-
rizes information in the first report that is likely to be of most interest to
this audience—research findings on bilingualism and second-language
learning, the cognitive aspects of school learning, the social context of
school learning, student assessment, program evaluation, and school and
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classroom effectiveness. In addition, it considers the implications for
educational practice of these disparate domains of research.

The committee wishes to acknowledge the support of the National
Institute on the Education of At-Risk Students, the Office for Educational
Research and Improvement at the U.S. Department of Education, and the
Carnegie Corporation of New York (through a grant to Stanford Univer-
sity) for the preparation of this summary report. Support for preparation
of the full report on which this summary is based was provided by several
offices within the U.S. Department of Education—the Office of Bilingual
Education and Minority Language Affairs, the Office of the Under Secre-
tary, and the Office of Educational Research and Improvement. Funding
was also provided by the Spencer Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation
of New York, the Pew Charitable Trusts, the John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation, and the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation (through
a grant to Stanford University).

Several commissioned papers contributed to this report. We thank
Luis Moll, Rosi Andrade, and Norma Gonzalez for “Rethinking Culture,
Community and Schooling: Implications for the Education of Bilingual
Students”; Patton Tabors for “Second Language Acquisition and Pre-
school Education: Research Findings, Methods, Implications, and Future
Directions”; Claude Goldenberg for “Effective Schooling for LEP Stu-
dents: The School Domain”; and Nitza Hidalgo for “Parental and Com-
munity Involvement in the Education of Limited English Proficient and
Bilingual Students.”

The committee benefited from the support of staff from the Division
of Social Sciences: Faith Mitchell provided ongoing advice and encour-
agement; Janine Bilyeu and Carole Spalding provided administrative as-
sistance; and Rona Briere, as editor, contributed to the presentation of the
committee’s views.

Diane August, Study Director

Kenji Hakuta, Chair

Committee on Developing a Research Agenda
on the Education of Limited-English-Proficient
and Bilingual Students
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Overview

American education has, until recently, focused primarily on meeting
the needs of native English-speaking children. However, a large and
growing number of students in U.S. schools come from homes where the
language background is other than English. These limited-English-profi-
cient (LEP) students are overwhelmingly from families with low incomes
and lower levels of formal education. Thirty years ago these students
were expected to “sink or swim” in a school environment that did not pay
particular attention to their linguistic background.

This approach continued until just a few decades ago, when the pro-
portion of LEP students began to increase substantially. Since the 1970s,
a variety of educational approaches to meeting the needs of English-
language learners have been tried.! These approaches are designed to
help these students develop proficiency in English, as well as learn the
knowledge and skills that make up the curriculum. Impetus for these
programs has come from a number of sources: Congress, the courts, state
legislatures, departments of education, and various professional and advo-
cacy groups. At first, these programs were not based on research, but

IThroughout this report, the committee has elected wherever possible to use the term
“English-language learners” (proposed by Rivera [1994]) rather than the term “LEP stu-
dents.” The committee feels that the former is a positive term, whereas the latter assigns
a negative label. Moreover, we have chosen to forego the editorially convenient practice
of reducing English-language learners to an acronym.

Q 1
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2 EDUCATING LANGUAGE-MINORITY CHILDREN

relied on professional intuitions, political voices, and a moral conviction
that something had to be done to reverse the pattern of poor academic
outcomes for these students. What little research existed focused on
middle- and upper-middle-class Cuban exiles, populations of a different
cultural background and generally of higher socioeconomic status than
today’s typical English-language learner.

Beginning in the early 1970s and continuing to the present, a research
base bearing on English-language learners has been built in response to a
number of circumstances. Major developments in basic research, espe-
cially in the areas of language and cognitive development, followed on the
heels of the cognitive revolution of the 1960s and stimulated such
research on English-language learners. The political controversy over
bilingual education (i.e., use of a native language other than English in
instruction) led to a line of research aimed at evaluating the comparative
effectiveness of bilingual education and other approaches using only En-
glish. Simultaneously, general concern with educational effectiveness
stimulated research aimed at identifying characteristics of “effective”
schools, and this in turn stimulated parallel work to identify characteris-
tics of effective programs for English-language learners. These and other
developments have resulted in a rich portfolio of research that is relevant
to the education of English-language learners, ranging from basic pro-
cesses to program evaluation and program characteristics research.

Almost 30 years after congressional passage of the Bilingual Educa-
tion Act as Title VII of the Stafford-Hawkins Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, we are now in a position to take stock of what we know.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE REPORT

The purpose of this report is to review and summarize the current
state of knowledge that has been or could be applied to the education of
students who are not fully English proficient. We have endeavored to
move beyond the narrow focus on language of instruction that has domi-
nated education and policy discussions to examine individual, social, and
instructional factors that bear on student learning.

In its full report, the committee reviews research in a broad range of
substantive areas. This summary version focuses on a subset of these
areas: bilingualism and second-language learning, literacy development
and content learning, the social context of school learning, student assess-
ment, program evaluation, and school and classroom effectiveness. We
note that children develop and learn in families, in neighl;orhoods, and in
societies, as well as in classrooms and schools. There is ample evidence

13



OVERVIEW 3

that each of these contexts influences child development and academic
achievement. For English-language learners, the important contextual
issues include poverty, which is common among these students; atten-
dance in underfunded schools; low social status accorded to members of
certain ethnic and immigrant groups; familial stress; low teacher expecta-
tions; and the child’s need to adjust to novel school practices of language
use, behavioral appropriateness, and ways of learning. In the interest of
brevity, these larger contextual issues are not directly or fully addressed in
this report, but form the foundation for the issues that are examined.

Classrooms and schools, too, exist within complex environments, such
as local and state systems; they are also influenced by federal policy, the
media, and public opinion. A description of these contexts and factors
and analysis of their impact on the education of English-language learners
deserves serious attention by researchers. However, this committee saw
these areas as lying mostly beyond its charge.

A final contextual parameter for this report is a set of assumptions
shared by the members of the committee. They are as follows: (1) all
children in the United States should be able to function fully in the En-
glish language; (2) English-language learners should be held to the same
expectations and have the same opportunities for achievement in aca-
demic content areas as other students; and (3) in an increasingly global
economic and political world, proficiency in languages other than English
and an understanding of different cultures are valuable in their own right,
and should be among the major goals for schools.

TERMINOLOGY

There are many labels for the students who come from language
backgrounds other than English and whose English proficiency is not yet
developed to the point where they can profit fully from English-only
instruction. We have elected to use the term proposed by Rivera (1994)—
English-language learners. We use the term “LEP” when quoting another
source, when citing such things as legal requirements, and when referring
to issues rather than to children.

Two other terms appear frequently in this report:

* Bilingual students—We use the term bilingual to refer to an indi-
vidual with a language background other than English who has developed
proficiency in his or her primary language and enough proficiency in
English not to be disadvantaged in an English-only school environment.

* Language-minority students—This term refers to individuals from
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homes where a language other than English is actively used, who there-
fore have had an opportunity to develop some level of proficiency in a
language other than English. A language-minority student may be of
limited English proficiency, bilingual, or primarily monolingual in En-
glish.

BACKGROUND

This section provides background information on the student popula-
tion of English-language learners, the types of programs designed to meet
their needs, the teachers of these students, and the means used to measure
educational outcomes for this population.

Students

According to a nationally representative sample of school districts,
the number of English-language learners in grades K-12 in the fall of
1991 was 2,314,079 (Fleischman and Hopstock, 1993, hereafter referred
to as the Descriptive Study). This number represents an increase of al-
most 1 million students over the results of a survey conducted in 1984
using similar methodology.? Other estimates of the English-language
learner population have ranged from 2.0 to 3.3 million because of the
varying estimation methods used (Hopstock and Bucaro, 1993).

By far the largest proportion of English-language learners are native
speakers of Spanish (73 percent). This is followed by Vietnamese (3.9
percent); Hmong (1.8 percent); Cantonese (1.7 percent); Cambodian (1.6
percent); Korean (1.6 percent); Laotian (1.3 percent); Navajo (1.3 percent);
Tagalog (1.3 percent); and Russian, French Creole, Arabic, Portuguese, Japa-
nese, Armenian, Chinese (unspecified), Mandarin, Farsi, Hindi, and Polish
(Fleischman and Hopstock, 1993).

Geographically speaking, English-language learners are concentrated
in a small number of large states. Of all the language-minority individuals
enumerated in the 1990 census, 67 percent resided in just five states:
California (30 percent), Texas (15 percent), New York (11 percent),
Florida (6 percent), and Illinois (5 percent). Relatively high proportions
of English-language learners are found in a small number of districts; in
1991, for example, 6 percent of districts served a student population that
was at least 40 percent English-language learners (Descriptive Study).

2Some of this increase is probably due to improvements in methods for identification
and reporting of English-language learners.

i5



OVERVIEW 5

Recently, however, as the number of immigrants has increased, some
have moved to smaller cities and suburban and rural areas, as well as to
regions that have had few language minorities in the past, such as the
midwest. This trend has been stimulated by a desire for employment and
a lower cost of living (Education Week, September 11, 1996).

Most English-language learners are in the early elementary grades.
Over half (53 percent) can be found in grades K-4. They make up a
decreasing proportion of the total population in these grades: 8 percent of
all kindergartners, down to about 6 percent of fourth graders.

As suggested earlier, English-language learners are also overwhelm-
ingly from disadvantaged socioeconomic backgrounds. For example, 77
percent of English-language learners were eligible for free or reduced-
price lunches, compared with 38 percent overall in the same schools.
According to another study, known as Prospects (a Congressionally man-
dated evaluation of Chapter 1/Title I that follows longitudinally a nation-
ally representative sample of students [Moss and Puma, 1995]), a large
percentage of English-language learners attend schools where a high pro-
portion (75-100 percent) of the other students are in poverty—43 percent
of first grade and 51 percent of third grade English-language learners
attend such schools, compared with about 13 percent of the overall popu-
lation.

There are important differences between Hispanic and non-Hispanic lan-
guage-minority groups. An analysis of the Current Population Survey from
1989 shows substantial family income differences within the non-English-
language groups (McArthur, 1993). For example, 35 percent of families that
spoke Asian/Pacific Island languages had incomes under $20,000, compared
with 57 percent for Spanish speakers. There were parallel differences in
parental educational attainment.

Program Definitions

The major dimensions used to define educational programs for En-
glish-language learners relate to native-language use, the mix of the stu-
dents’ linguistic backgrounds, and the goals of the program. However,
most surveys of actual program characteristics show wide variation even
within given nomenclatures. In addition, approaches do not exist in
isolation, coexist even within schools, and are often combined in various
ways, depending on the availability of staff and resources. With these
constraints in mind, we offer the following generic program labels and
definitions. Note that the first two definitions refer to instructional ap-
proaches for teaching English based on English as a second language

ERIC
6



6 EDUCATING LANGUAGE-MINORITY CHILDREN

(ESL), while the last four are program models that are designed to meet
the needs of English-language learners more broadly, and may include
those ESL approaches:

o ESL—Students receive specified periods of instruction aimed at
the development of English-language skills, with a primary focus on gram-
mar, vocabulary, and communication rather than academic content.

o Content-based ESL—Students receive specified periods of ESL
instruction that is structured around academic content rather than generic
English-language skills.

o Sheltered instruction—Students receive subject matter instruction
in English, modified so that it is understandable to them at their levels of
English proficiency.

o Structured immersion—All students in the program are English-
language learners, usually, though not always, from different language
backgrounds. They receive instruction in English, with an attempt
made to adjust the level of English so subject matter is comprehen-
sible. Typically there is no native-language support.

= Transitional bilingual education—Most students in the program are
English-language learners. They receive some degree of instruction in the
native language; however, the goal of the program is to transition to English
as quickly as possible, so that even within the program, there is a shift toward
using primarily English.

e Maintenance bilingual education—Most students in the program
are English-language learners and from the same language background.
They receive significant amounts of their instruction in their native lan-
guage. Unlike transitional programs, however, these programs continue
native language instruction even as students’ English proficiency increases
because their aim is to develop academic proficiency in both English and
the native language.

° Two-way bilingual programs—A portion of the students (ideally
half) in these programs are native speakers of English, and the others are
English-language learners from the same language group. The goal of the
program is to develop proficiency in both languages for both groups of
students.

Data on program types are difficult to collect and interpret because
program philosophy and objectives do not always translate into program
practice. However, it is safe to say that ESL-only (with some variants of
content-based ESL and sheltered instruction) and transitional bilingual
education are the two prevalent models for educating English-language

17



OVERVIEW 7

learners. A recent study found over 1600 schools that reported offering
content-based ESL and/or sheltered instruction (Sheppard, 1995). Struc-
tured immersion programs are very few in number, as evidenced by the
fact that a recent study examining the effects of structured immersion
(Ramirez et al., 1991) had to select all programs found. Maintenance
programs are also relatively rare, and although two-way bilingual pro-
grams are becoming increasingly popular, a recent survey identified just
182 schools nationwide where this method is used (Christian and
Whitcher, 1995).

The Descriptive Study examined factors that predicted which services
involving native-language use were provided by schools. The strongest
predictors were the availability of teachers who spoke the native (non-
English) language and the percentage of English-language learners whose
native language was Spanish. School poverty level was positively related
to the likelihood of English-language learners’ receiving instruction in
their native language. Among the first grade cohort in the Prospects
study, 70 percent of those in high-poverty schools received some math
instruction in their native language, compared with 17 percent for those in
medium- and low-poverty schools.

The Teachers

The Descriptive Study found that approximately 15 percent of all
public school teachers in the country had at least one English-language
learner in their class. About 66 percent of teachers serving English-
language learners were mainstream classroom teachers serving some of
these students; about 18 percent were mainstream classroom teachers
serving these students primarily. The study also found (p. 39) that most
“teachers of English-language learners hold regular elementary and sec-
ondary teaching certification; only small percentages are certified in bilin-
gual education (10 percent) or ESL (8 percent).” About 42 percent of
teachers of English-language learners spoke a non-English language that
was the native language of one or more of those students. The study also
found that only 55 percent of the teachers of English-language learners
had taken relevant college courses or had received recent inservice profes-
sional development relating to the instruction of these students.

Educational Qutcomes

Data on educational outcomes are particularly difficult to obtain for
the English-language learner population because their limited English

O ‘ - @)
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8 EDUCATING LANGUAGE-MINORITY CHILDREN

proficiency hampers valid use of achievement measures administered in
English.3 Many English-language learners were eliminated from national
data sets such as the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
and the National Educational Longitudinal Study (NELS) because they
were thought to be insufficiently proficient in English to complete the
questionnaires or take the tests. Thus, any estimate based on the sample
of English-language learners who took the tests would likely be biased
toward those most proficient in English.

The Prospects study provides some measure of achievement in the
early grades. Results of the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS)
showed English-language learners performing considerably below gen-
eral population norms in both reading and math when tested in English.
For example, the third grade cohort achieved at a mean percentile level of
24.8 percent in reading and 35.2 percent in math, compared with 56.4 and
56.8 percent, respectively, for all public school students. For those stu-
dents who took the SABE, a similar test administered in Spanish, the
mean percentile was somewhat but not much better, at 41.1 percent for
reading and 35.2 percent for math. For both measures, performance was
strongly related to the concentration of students from poor families in the
school. The higher the concentration of poor families, the worse the
student performance, whereas the performance of English-language learn-
ers in schools with school poverty concentrations of 20-34 percent was
not substantially different from the general population norm for all public
school students. However, although there is an effect of poverty, limited
English proficiency also plays a role in low performance, as indicated by
substantially lower scores for English-language learners as compared with
language-minority students (not currently limited-English-proficient) in
high-poverty schools.

Prospects also examined student grades and teacher ratings of student
ability and social and affective characteristics. English-language learners
were less likely than other students to receive grades of “excellent” in
reading or math. Moreover, teachers rated such students lower than other
students in their overall ability to perform in school and their overall
achievement in school. However, teachers did not judge English-lan-
guage learners to be different on a number of affective characteristics,
such as honesty, friendliness, happiness, self-esteem, ability to get along
with teachers, and respect for authority. There were also no differences

3Recently, the National Center for Educational Statistics has made efforts to incorpo-
rate more of these students in its assessments (see Chapters 5 and 9 of the full report).
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OVERVIEW 9

from the overall student population in school attendance, tardiness, and
school suspensions.

Finally, drop-out rates for language-minority students provide one
important indicator of educational outcomes for English-language learn-
ers. Data from the 1989 Current Population Survey show that 31.3 per-
cent of native Spanish speakers aged 16 to 24 were not enrolled in and had
not completed high school, compared with 10.5 percent of English-only
speakers. Figures for the other language groups were comparable to those
for the English-only speakers. The difference between the Spanish-speak-
ing and other language-minority groups is largely eliminated when one
controls statistically for parental educational attainment (McArthur,
1993:Table 16).

To summarize, available data on student outcomes indicate distressing
results for English-language learners—both in the short-term outcomes of
test scores and teacher judgments and in longer-term outcomes such as high
school completion rates. Furthermore, other confounding factors—poverty
level and level of parental educational attainment—are strongly related to
lower achievement.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of this report is organized partly around the traditional
distinction between basic and applied research, but also is structured to
reflect specific areas of concern for educational practitioners and policy-
makers. The three chapters to follow (Chapters 2-4) summarize research
findings on bilingualism, second-language acquisition, literacy, content
area learning, the social context of school learning, and intergroup rela-
tions. The next three chapters summarize the findings of more applied
research: student assessment (Chapter 5), program evaluation (Chapter 6),
and school and classroom effectiveness (Chapter 7). These topics were
selected because they represent key areas of concern in the current dialogue
on educational reform. Each chapter begins with a summary of key findings
and ends with a section on educational and research implications. It should
be noted that the research questions posed in the latter sections are intended to
be addressed by practicing educators and policymakers, in addition to re-
searchers.

Differing research traditions (cognitive aspects of school learning,
program evaluation, and research on school and classroom effectiveness)
are treated separately in individual chapters so the reader can get a sense
of how the evidence from each tradition or data source is analyzed and
how inferences are drawn. However, it should be noted that there is some
overlap among the kinds of studies cited in individual chapters.

ERIC



BILINGUALISM AND SECOND-LANGUAGE LEARNING:
KEY FINDINGS

A review of the literature on bilingualism and second-language learn-
ing reveals the following key findings:

e Bilingualism is pervasive throughout the world; there is nothing un-
usual about it. It varies according to the conditions under which people
become bilingual, the uses they have for their various languages, and the
social status of the languages. For example, some children learn two
languages from the onset of language acquisition, while others begin to
acquire a second language when they arrive in school.

o Bilingualism shows no negative effects on the overall linguistic, cog-
nitive, or social development of children, and may even provide general
advantages in these areas of mental functioning.

» Second-language acquisition is a complex process because lan-
guage is so central to human functioning. For example, second-language
learning can be viewed as a linguistic and cognitive accomplishment, but
social variables also affect language use and structure.

¢ An important dimension of second-language acquisition is the age
and concomitant cognitive skills of the second-language learner. Be-
cause of their more advanced cognitive skills, older children acquire a
second language at a more rapid rate than younger children.

o Second-language abilities should be assessed in relation to the
uses of language the learner will require, rather than in isolation as an
abstract competence.

* |ndividual and group factors such as age of learning, intelligence,
attitudes, and personality have been examined in hopes of explaining
individual differences in language learning. Age of learning and intelli-
gence are related to certain aspects of second-language acquisition, but
attitudes and personality are not promising explanations.

¢ Many bilinguals in the United States show a strong preference for
English in most conversational situations, and this shift in preference
from the native language to English results in a monolingual English up-
bringing for their children.

o Evidence from preschool programs reviewed in this chapter sug-
gests that use of the child’s native language does not impede the acqui-
sition of English.
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Bilingualism and
Second-Language Learning

This chapter provides a broad overview of the findings from research
on bilingualism and second-language learning, including types of bilin-
gualism, linguistic aspects of second-language acquisition, language shift,
and classroom environments for second-language learning. Further, it
analyzes the implications of these findings for the education of English-
language learners in the United States. By necessity, a broad overview of
these rich traditions involves a high level of synthesis. This review draws
liberally from several existing syntheses, which can be consulted for fur-
ther details (Baetens-Beardsmore, 1986; Bialystok and Hakuta, 1994;
Grosjean, 1982; Hakuta, 1986; Hamers and Blanc, 1989; Klein, 1986;
Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1990; McLaughlin, 1984, 1985; and Romaine,
1995).

FINDINGS

This review begins by distinguishing the various types of bilingual-
ism. It then briefly examines the consequences of bilingualism. The third
section looks at linguistic aspects of acquiring a second language, while
the fourth addresses individual differences in second-language acquisi-
tion. Language shift—in which ethnic minority groups shift their primary
language to that of the dominant majority—is then examined. The final
section reviews findings on educational conditions for second-language
learning.
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12 EDUCATING LANGUAGE-MINORITY CHILDREN

Types of Bilingualism

Bilingualism is pervasive throughout the world, but there is consider-
able variation in (1) the conditions under which people become bilingual,
(2) the uses they have for their various languages, and (3) the societal
status of the languages. For example, in postcolonial Africa, students
may be educated in English or French while another language is spoken in
the home, and yet another (e.g., Swahili in eastern Africa) may be used in
public encounters and institutional settings, such as the courts (Fishman,
1978). In officially bilingual countries such as Switzerland, children use
one language at home and for most schooling, but are expected to acquire
competence in at least one other official language; thus in Switzerland,
French and German are of equivalent social status and importance to
success. Yet another set of conditions is created in bilingual households,
where parents who are native speakers of two different languages choose
to use both in the home. Finally, in other contexts bilingualism is often
the product of migration. Immigrants frequently continue to use their
native language—which may be of low status and not institutionally sup-
ported—at home, and learn the dominant language of their new society
only as required for work, public encounters, or schooling. The children
of such families may end up fully bilingual, bilingual with the new lan-
guage dominant, or having little knowledge of the parental language.
They are the children of particular interest in this report.

A number of typologies of bilingualism follow. A major distinction
among these typologies is that some focus their explanation of second-
language acquisition at the individual and others at the societal level.

Individual Level

Weinreich (1953) theorized a distinction among compound, coordi-
nate, and subordinate bilinguals, who differ in the way words in their
languages relate to underlying concepts. In the compound form, the two
languages represent the same concept, whereas in the coordinate form, the
concepts themselves are independent and parallel. In the subordinate
form, the weaker language is represented through the stronger language.

Researchers also distinguish at the individual level between simulta-
neous and sequential bilingualism: the former begins from the onset of
language acquisition, while the latter begins after about age 5, when the
basic components of first-language knowledge are in place (McLaughlin,
1984). In the sequential type, a distinction is made between early and late
bilinguals, according to the age at which second-language acquisition
occurred (Genesee et al., 1978).
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Later in this report we discuss whether different types of education
programs might result in qualitatively different types of individual
bilinguals. Findings suggest, by and large, that bilingualism attained
under different conditions of exposure will not differ in the ways language
is organized with respect to cognitive structures.

Social Level

Typologies of bilingualism based on societal variables have focused
mainly on the prestige and status of the languages involved. Fishman et
al. (1966) draw a distinction between “folk” and “elite” bilingualism,
referring to the social status of the bilingual group. The “folk” are immi-
grants and linguistic minorities who exist within the milieu of a dominant
language that is not their own and whose own language is not held in high
esteem within the society. The “elite” are those who speak the dominant
language and whose societal status is enhanced through the mastery of
additional languages. As Fishman observes, “Many Americans have long
been of the opinion that bilingualism is ‘a good thing’ if it was acquired
via travel (preferably to Paris) or via formal education (preferably at
Harvard) but that it is a ‘bad thing’ if it was acquired from one’s immi-
grant parents or grandparents” (pp. 122-123).

Similarly, Lambert (1975) distinguishes “additive” from “subtrac-
tive” bilingualism. This distinction relates to the effect of learning a
second language on the retention of the native language. In additive
bilingualism, the native language is secure, and the second language serves
as an enrichment. Canadian French immersion programs for the English-
speaking majority are a prime example of additive bilingualism since
native English speakers maintain their English and add French. In sub-
tractive bilingualism, the native language is less robust; society assumes
that it will be used only temporarily until replaced by the dominant lan-
guage as the group assimilates. Most immigrants to the United States,
Canada, and Australia experience subtractive bilingualism; their skills in
their native languages erode over time, and English becomes their domi-
nant language (see also the discussion of language shift later in this chap-
ter).

These broader social distinctions help explain why programs that seem
quite similar can have such divergent effects in different social settings—
for example, why an immersion program in Canada succeeds in teaching
French to English-speaking students who continue to maintain full profi-
ciency in English and to function at a high academic level, while an
immersion program to teach English to Spanish-speaking immigrants in

O
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14 EDUCATING LANGUAGE-MINORITY CHILDREN

the United States often results in both a shift to monolingualism in En-
glish and academic failure.

Consequences of Bilingualism

A commonly expressed fear about childhood bilingualism is that it
could confuse the child, both linguistically and cognitively. However,
Peal and Lambert (1962), widely credited for introducing important con-
trols in studies that compare monolinguals with bilinguals, describe a
bilingual child as “a youngster whose wider experiences in two cultures
have given him advantages which a monolingual does not enjoy. Intellec-
tually his experience with two language systems seems to have left him
with a mental flexibility, a superiority in concept formation, a more diver-
sified set of mental abilities” (p. 20). The results of other studies have
typically supported Peal and Lambert’s claims that bilingual groups are
superior on a variety of measures of cognitive skill, such as nonverbal
reasoning and awareness of language structure (Duncan and DeAuvila,
1979; Galambos and Hakuta, 1988; Hakuta, 1987; see Reynolds, 1991,
for a review).

Another tradition of research comes from case studies of individual
children exposed to two languages at home. Generally, these studies
(Ronjat, 1913; Leopold, 1939, 1947, 1949a, 1949b) suggest that children
can become productive bilinguals in a variety of language-use settings,
though exposure to a language for less than 20 hours a week does not
seem sufficient for a child to produce words in that language, at least up to
age 3 (Pearson et al., 1997). Very few cases of what might be considered
language confusion are reported.

Linguistic Aspects of Second-Language Acquisition

The theoretical and empirical work in second-language acquisition
serves as the basis for defining what one means by “proficiency” in a
second language. Some researchers have defined it narrowly around the
control of grammatical rules, others around the ability to use language in
accomplishing cognitive tasks, and still others around the social and com-
municative aspects of language.

What is clear is that second-language acquisition is a complex process
requiring a diverse set of explanatory factors (Bialystok and Hakuta,
1994). Developing an inclusive theory of how a second language is
acquired necessitates both the description of how specific domains of
proficiency are acquired and an explanation of how acquisition mecha-
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BILINGUALISM AND SECOND-LANGUAGE LEARNING 15

nisms work together to produce the integrated knowledge of a language
that enables its use for communication. An important conclusion that is
shared by all research perspectives is the rejection of behaviorist theories
of language that emphasize the role of variables such as frequency of
occurrence, time on task, and the motivational state of the learner in
shaping the learning process.

A second important dimension of second-language acquisition is the
extent of involvement of the native language in the acquisition process.
Today most researchers believe language transfer plays a role in second-
language acquisition (Bialystok and Hakuta, 1994; Odlin, 1989), perhaps
being more evident in the quantitative (speed of acquisition) rather than
qualitative (e.g., types of errors and patterns of acquisition) aspects of the
process (Odlin, 1989). That is, it takes longer to learn a language that is
typologically very different from the native language than one that is
relatively similar. For example, it would be easier for a native English
speaker to learn French than Chinese.

A third dimension of importance in the acquisition of a second lan-
guage is the age and concomitant cognitive skills of the second-language
learner. These and other factors are discussed in the next section.

Individual Differences in Second-Language Acquisition

The most striking fact about second-language learning, especially as
compared with first-language learning, is the variability in outcomes.
Many individual and group variables have been examined in attempts to
explain success or failure in second-language acquisition.

Age of Learning

One frequently cited factor is the age of the learner, with the assump-
tion that younger learners acquire a second language more quickly and
with a higher level of proficiency. Periodic reviews of this literature
(Bialystok and Hakuta, 1994; Collier, 1987; Epstein et al., 1996; Harley
and Wang, 1997; Krashen et al., 1982; Long, 1990; Snow, 1987) have not
supported this claim very well. Supporters of the critical period for
second-language acquisition frequently refer to the literature on first-
language acquisition, such as studies of children with severe and extreme
linguistic isolation in early childhood. It is important to note that even
though there may be a critical period in the learning of a first language,
this does not necessarily imply that there is such a period for learning
additional languages.
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16 EDUCATING LANGUAGE-MINORITY CHILDREN

The research provides no clear-cut answers to guide decisions on
when English should be taught because younger learners do not necessar-
ily acquire a second language more quickly than older learners. Indi-
vidual differences account for this variation. For example, children with
weak first-language skills will not acquire their second language as quickly
as those with more developed skills (Cummins, 1984; Hakuta, 1987).

Intelligence

Another factor in second-language acquisition may be general intelli-
gence. This factor has been studied mainly in the arena of foreign-
language learning in the classroom (Carroll, 1986; Gardner, 1983; Oller,
1981). For immigrant learners and those in immersion settings, research
findings suggest that second-language learning is not impeded by learn-
ing disabilities or low intelligence to the extent it would be in formal
learning settings such as classrooms (Bruck, 1982, 1984; see Genesee,
1992, for a review). In the field of bilingual education, second-language
acquisition has not been tied to questions of general aptitude, although
educational practitioners commonly observe that second-language acqui-
sition is easier for students with a history of formal education and higher
socioeconomic backgrounds. Furthermore, correlational studies examin-
ing relative proficiencies in the two languages of bilingual children show
that native-language proficiency is a strong predictor of second-language
development (Cummins, 1984; Hakuta, 1987).

Attitudes

It is clear that attitude and motivation are important factors in second-
language learning in some contexts, such as for students who are studying
a foreign language in the classroom. Yet the few studies that have looked
at the importance of these factors in the acquisition of English among
immigrants to the United States have had largely negative findings. For
example, Hakuta and D’Andrea (1992) found that Mexican-American
attitudes toward English and Spanish did not predict English proficiency.
In sociolinguistic settings such as the United States, it is likely that any
variation in the attitudes of immigrant populations toward English will be
largely overridden by the overwhelming importance of English to getting
ahead in the society.
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Personality

Many studies have attempted to isolate factors related to individual
predisposition, over and above basic intelligence, toward second-language
acquisition. Most of this work is focused on learning a foreign language
rather than on learning a language in the society where it is used. Given
the inordinate difficulty of validly measuring personality constructs cross-
culturally, this is probably not a very fruitful area for future research,
although it will continue to be a source of speculation because of its
intrinsic interest.

Language Shift

Language shift occurs when an ethnic group gradually changes its
preference and use of language from its original ethnic language to
the sociologically dominant language. The evidence for a rapid shift
to English among immigrants in the United States is well noted
(Lieberson et al., 1975). The shift from non-English to English may
occur both intra-individually and intergenerationally. That is, during
the course of their lifetime, individuals shift their primary-language
preference from their native language to English, and ethnolinguistic
communities in successive generations likewise shift their linguistic
preference. Ethnographic studies, as well as large-scale demographic
information (Fishman et al., 1966; Lopez, 1978; Veltman, 1983), sug-
gest that bilinguals in the United States show a strong preference for
English in many conversational situations and that this preference is
translated into a monolingual English upbringing for their offspring.
In addition, although the consistent choice of English can lead to
increased proficiency in English, it also leads to decreased proficiency
in the native language, even for an adult speaker (Seliger and Vago,
1991).

Classroom Environments and Second-Language Learning

This section reviews studies on classroom environments and their
relationship to second-language learning. Researchers have examined
recurring features of classroom interaction hypothesized to be relevant to
students’ development of a second language (van Lier, 1988; Ellis, 1984).
Others have begun to offer detailed pictures of how the student’s two
languages are used in elementary-grade bilingual classrooms (e.g.,
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Enright, 1982; Milk, 1990; Shultz, 1975). These studies generally do not
link classroom communication and the learning of linguistic features or
report outcome data with respect to English acquisition or native-lan-
guage development. However, they have clarified what might be meant
by comprehensible input! (Krashen, 1982; Long, 1983; Pica, 1987) and
have shown that English tends to predominate in most classrooms in
terms of messages conveyed and frequency of use.

Other studies have looked more generally at the effects of English-
only and bilingual school environments on the overall language and cog-
nitive development of English-language learners. Paul and Jarvis (1992),
for example, compared English-language learners in bilingual and mono-
lingual prekindergarten classrooms, and found positive outcomes for the
children in the bilingual classrooms on a criterion-referenced test, the
Chicago Early Assessment and Remediation Laboratory (EARLY). An
evaluation study of the Carpinteria Preschool Program, in which class-
room activities were carried out exclusively in Spanish, shows similarly
positive effects of first-language use on second-language acquisition
(Campos, 1995).

Such studies point to the importance of understanding the linguistic
environments of institutional settings that serve as the primary base for
second-language acquisition. It is critically important to understand pre-
school environments for two major reasons. First, during the preschool
years, language development itself is a major outcome of interest. The
few studies reviewed suggest that the development of the native language
and of English for English-language learners are interdependent—that
programs to develop the native language also serve to promote the acqui-
sition of English (Ramirez et al., 1991)—but additional work is needed in
this area. Second, there are increasing calls for the expansion of high-
quality preschool opportunities for all children (e.g., Carnegie Corpora-
tion, 1996). A critical ingredient in defining quality is the linguistic
environment of these programs. This represents a window of opportunity
for research to make a difference for a large number of programs and
children.

!Comprehensible input might be equated with adjustments similar to those parents
make when talking with young children, such as organizing talk around visible referents,
using gestures, using simple syntax, producing many repetitions and paraphrases, speak-
ing slowly and clearly, checking often for comprehension, and expanding on and extend-
ing topics introduced by the learner.
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IMPLICATIONS

Educational

All English-language learners acquire English. However, there is
considerable variation in the rate of second-language acquisition due to
individual and societal factors. Individual factors that promote second-
language acquisition include a history of formal education and higher
socioeconomic background, the extent of native-language proficiency,
and similarity between the student’s native language and the language
being acquired.

Bilingualism, far from impeding the child’s overall cognitive or lin-
guistic development, leads to positive growth in these areas. Programs
whose goals are to promote bilingualism should do so without fear of
negative consequences. English-language learners who develop their na-
tive-language proficiency do not compromise their acquisition of English.

The social climate in the United States overwhelmingly results in the
dominance of English and quickly restricts the native languages of immi-
grants to a limited range of uses, and usually only to the first generation.
Any language policy or program that attempts to develop bilingualism
will have to take these larger societal trends into consideration.

Research

Although we have some research-based information on individual
and group factors that account for variation in second-language acquisi-
tion, more work is needed, particularly on group factors. An important
contribution to understanding variability in second-language acquisition
would be an enhanced understanding of the components of English profi-
ciency and how these components interact. Also important is the question
of how proficiencies in the two languages of bilinguals are interrelated
and how language and other domains of human functioning interact.

Assessment of second-language learners should involve analysis of
unstructured, spontaneous speech in addition to more structured instru-
ments. An important research goal is thus to create a common pool of
spontaneous speech data for use by researchers.

Macro-level questions about language shift in the United States have
amply demonstrated the short-lived nature of non-English languages.
Research is also needed to help understand the dynamics of language
shift.

O

RIC 30

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

COGNITIVE ASPECTS OF SCHOOL LEARNING:
KEY FINDINGS

Research to date on the cognitive aspects of how children acquire
literacy and content area knowledge in school has yielded the following
key findings:

e Future successful readers typically arrive at school with a set of
prior experiences and well-established skills conducive to literacy, includ-
ing an understanding of literacy, abstract knowledge of the sound and
structure of tanguage, a certain level of vocabulary development, and oral
connected discourse skills. In terms of English-language learners, there
is considerable variability among ethnic or language groups in home liter-
acy practices; some minimal ability to segment spoken language into pho-
nemic units is a prerequisite to beginning to read, and bilingualism pro-
motes this ability; English vocabulary is a primary determinant of reading
comprehension; and there are positive correlations between English sec-
ond-tanguage oral proficiency and reading ability, particularly at higher
grade levels, but not equally across all first-language groups.

e Early instruction is impacted by lack of explicit instruction in the
local orthography, absence of background knowledge and skills acquired
in highly literate environments, and lack of semantic support for decoding
that comes from familiarity with the words one reads. With regard to
reading instruction in a second language, there is remarkably little direct
relevant research.

e Studies of the nature of what can be transferred from first- to sec-
ond-language reading need to take into account not only the level of first-
language reading, but also the level and content of the second-language
reading material.

» English-language learners may encounter difficulties in reading be-
cause of limited access to word meanings in English and novel rhetorical
structures.

» Different subjects have different core structures; there are multiple
kinds of knowledge—knowledge of ideas and facts, as well as knowledge
of how to do something; and prior knowledge plays a significant role in
learning.

° The above five conclusions suggest that literacy assessments
alone are not adequate measures for understanding specific subject mat-
ter knowledge; certain disciplines may lend themselves more easily to the
transfer of knowledge across languages, depending on the structure of
knowledge within the domain; studies of the subject matter specificity of
learning and issues surrounding different classes of knowledge suggest
the difficulty of providing high-quality instruction designed for English-{an-
guage learners; and the way content learned in one language is access-
ed in a second is of concern since depth, interconnectness, and accessi-
bility of prior knowledge dramatically influence the processing of new
information.
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Cognitive Aspects of School Learning:
Literacy Development and Content Learning

English-language learners in the United States are overrepresented
among those performing poorly in school. An understanding of the cog-
nitive challenges posed by learning to read and by acquiring new content
knowledge, whether in a first or a second language, is a prerequisite to
designing better instruction for these and indeed all children. Whereas the
previous chapter focused primarily on acquisition of oral language skills,
the focus in this chapter is on reading, writing, and subject matter knowl-
edge. The emphasis is on research on the cognitive nature of the chal-
lenges inherent in learning to read or learning subjects such as math or
history, and on the factors that facilitate success in learning. Most of this
research has been conducted with monolingual native English-speaking
children, but nonetheless is relevant to English-language learners. It
should be noted that although this chapter includes some discussion of
optimal instruction in the area of reading, most of the discussion regard-
ing instruction is included in Chapter 7, on studies of school and class-
room effectiveness.

FINDINGS

Literacy Development

There has been a vast amount of research related to literacy and lit-
eracy instruction. Here we can only provide examples of what has been
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22 EDUCATING LANGUAGE-MINORITY CHILDREN

learned in the various domains of literacy development, focusing on con-
cepts that are relatively well established for first-language reading and
their potential relevance for understanding literacy development among
English-language learners. We examine in turn prerequisites for the suc-
cessful acquisition of reading skills, optimal early reading instruction,
reading as a developmental process, and the comprehension of skilled
readers.

Prerequisites for the Successful Acquisition of Reading

It is clear that future successful readers typically arrive at school
with a set of prior experiences and well-established skills conducive
to literacy. The findings in this area are fairly consistent, though
explanations of how those prerequisites function to foster literacy
development are not. The key prerequisites include an understanding
of the notion of literacy (both as a social process and as specific
knowledge about letters, language, and symbolic systems that are pre-
requisites to full literacy); an abstract knowledge of the sound and
structure of language (the ability to segment language into phonemic
units, such as rhyming or focusing on similarities in sound rather than
in meaning when grouping words); a certain level of vocabulary de-
velopment; and conversational skills, such as the ability to adapt lan-
guage to the needs of present or nonpresent listeners.

There is considerable controversy about the level of proficiency in a
second language needed to support reading in that language. Wong
Fillmore and Valadez (1986) argue that second-language reading for En-
glish-language learners should not be introduced until a fairly high level
of second-language proficiency has been achieved. However, Anderson
and Roit (1996), Gersten (1996), and others argue that instruction focused
on second-language reading comprehension can be helpful to learners at
all levels of second-language oral proficiency, even for those with learn-
ing disabilities (Klingner and Vaughn, 1996), and in fact that support of
second-language reading comprehension can generate gains in second-
language oral skills (see also Elley, 1981).

In general, positive correlations have been found between English
second-language oral proficiency and English second-language reading
ability, particularly at higher grade levels, but not equally across all first-
language groups (Devine, 1987; see Fitzgerald, 1995, for a review). The
mixed findings may well reflect differences in oral language proficiency
measures used across the various studies and in conditions for literacy
acquisition. For example, older, already literate second-language learners
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acquiring English literacy through formal, foreign-language-type instruc-
tion may rely less on oral language as a route to English literacy than
those acquiring their initial literacy skills in the second language.

Optimal Early Reading Instruction

Perhaps the most controversial area in reading research is the question
of how best to teach initial reading—the whole-word method (Flesch,
1955), phonics/direct instruction methods, or whole-language methods
(Chall, 1967, 1983; Adams, 1990).!

While one can cite research findings in support of the value of certain
of these practices over others, only recently has anyone officially sanc-
tioned a mixed method of teaching reading—embedding direct instruction
in component processes into meaningful, communicative, literate activi-
ties—that many experienced and successful teachers are in fact imple-
menting in their classrooms (Adams and Bruck, 1995; Purcell-Gates,
1996).

With regard to reading instruction in a second language, there is re-
markably little directly relevant research. Clearly one of the major intel-
lectual stimuli to bilingual education programs has been the belief that
initial reading instruction in a language not yet mastered orally to some
reasonable level is too great a cognitive challenge for most learners. Stud-
ies of outcomes of bilingual programs, however, do not typically distin-
guish students who arrive at school already reading in their first language
from those who learn to read only at school. The evidence that better
academic outcomes characterize immigrant children who have had 2 to 3
years of initial schooling (and presumably literacy instruction) in their
native countries (Collier and Thomas, 1989; Skutnabb-Kangas, 1979) is
consistent with the claim that children should first learn to read in a
language they already speak. However, it is clear that many children first
learn to read in a second language without serious negative consequences.
These include children who successfully go through early-immersion,

IThe whole-word method involves teaching reading by having children acquire a large
repertoire of sight words, without providing direct instruction in the regularities of En-
glish orthography. The phonics method focuses on teaching and providing practice in the
orthographic system, i.e., sound-letter relationships, the rules governing the interpretation
of orthographic cues such as the silent ‘e,” and the pronunciation of minor spelling pat-
terns such as ‘igh,” and ‘ough.” The whole-language method emphasizes providing chil-
dren with rich, authentic literacy experiences so they can discover the rules of English
orthography themselves. Unlike the whole-word method, it does not involve teaching
sight words.

ERIC 34

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

24 EDUCATING LANGUAGE-MINORITY CHILDREN

two-way, and English as a second language (ESL)-based programs in
North America, as well as those in formerly colonial countries that have
maintained the official language as the medium of instruction, immigrant
children in Israel, children whose parents opt for elite international
schools, and many others (see Christian, 1996; Feitelson, 1988).

What we know about early literacy acquisition suggests it is more
likely than not to be successful under a wide variety of circumstances, but
is nonetheless impacted by a long list of risk factors, including lack of
explicit instruction in the local orthography, absence of the sort of back-
ground knowledge and skills acquired in highly literate environments, and
unfamiliarity with the words one is trying to read. Exposure to any one of
these-and other risk factors may have no impact on literacy achievement,
though the coincidence of several may lead to a greater likelihood of
failure. The high literacy achievement of Spanish-speaking children in
English-medium Success for All schools (Slavin and Yampolsky, 1992)
that feature carefully designed direct literacy instruction suggests that
even children from low-literacy homes can learn to read in a second
language if the risk associated with poor instruction is eliminated.

Reading as a Developmental Process

There are rather different tasks and skills involved in reading at vari-
ous points in the acquisition of skilled reading: learning about print
versus nonprint, typically accomplished in the preschool years; learning
to recognize and write letters; learning to decode words, which involves
synthesizing phonological from graphemic sequences; reading relatively
simple texts fluently; reading for comprehension texts that include new
information and unknown lexical items; reading strategically, for specific
information or purposes such as relaxation; and reading critically, to ex-
amine and compare the claims and arguments of different authors. The
essential idea here is that the nature of reading skill needs to be defined
somewhat differently at different points in its development, and thus that
acquisition of prior skills does not always predict continued growth in
reading ability; there are several points in development where novel skills
need to be acquired.

The implications of this view for second-language learners are poten-
tially enormous, as the task of learning to read in a second language is
presumably quite different at different stages of first-language reading
skill. Direct studies of the nature of what can be transferred from first- to
second-language reading need to take into account not only the level of
first-language reading, but also the level and content of the second-lan-
guage material being read, as well as the nature of the orthographic,
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linguistic, and rhetorical differences between the first and second lan-
guages.

Comprehension of Skilled Readers

Skilled readers are capable of reading with understanding in part be-
cause the component processes—Iletter recognition, word recognition, ac-
cess to word meaning, syntactic parsing of the sentence—are fast and
efficient (e.g., Adams, 1990). Those who have poor skills in word recog-
nition can improve their comprehension by employing strategies such as
reading the whole text for gist; self-monitoring for understanding; and
using cues from titles, pictures, headings, and the like.

Explicit instruction in comprehension strategies such as prediction,
summarization, and questioning—for example, the widely used “recipro-
cal teaching” (Palincsar and Brown, 1984) or Bereiter and Bird’s (1985)
think-aloud method—has been shown to be useful with poor first-lan-
guage readers, and some evidence suggests it would also be useful with
second-language readers who have comprehension difficulties (e.g.,
Barnett, 1989; Casanave, 1988; Cohen, 1990). Studies of the metacog-
nitive strategies used by second-language readers of English reveal that
such strategies are widely used (reviewed in Fitzgerald, 1995). The
repertoire of those strategies includes some that may be specific to the
second-language situation, such as using translation dictionaries or rely-
ing on information about cognates, but many are also typical of first-
language readers as well, such as asking questions, predicting, and sum-
marizing. However, some researchers have suggested that rather little
attention is given to teaching or promoting comprehension strategies for
English-language learners, even in the middle and later elementary grades
when such instruction is important, because teachers tend to focus on
word recognition and pronunciation (e.g., Gersten, 1996).

Skilled readers use syntactic information unconsciously to make the
reading process more efficient, for example, by fixating on high-informa-
tion items in the text (Rayner and Pollatsek, 1989). The fact that high-
information items differ from language to language can lead to inefficient
fixation patterns when reading in a second language (Bernhardt, 1987),
thus perhaps disrupting the fluency that facilitates comprehension.

Skilled readers can tolerate a small proportion of unknown words in
texts without disruption of comprehension and can even infer the mean-
ings of those words from sufficiently rich contexts, but if the proportion of
unknown words is too high, comprehension is disrupted. Word knowl-
edge no doubt relates to reading comprehension both because encounter-
ing many unknown words slows processing and because lack of word
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knowledge indicates absence of the relevant background knowledge that
is crucial in reading texts of any complexity. Familiarity with content
promotes reading comprehension when reading in either a second or a
first language (Carrell, 1987; Johnson, 1981; see Fitzgerald, 1995, for a
review), though knowledge of relevant background information may be
less reliably indexed by second- than first-language vocabulary.

Comprehension is also supported by familiarity with larger structural
patterns present in texts. Knowing that paragraphs have topic sentences on
which other sentences are meant to elaborate, for example, aids the reader in
integrating information across sentences. These macrostructures are cultur-
ally determined. For example, the writings of Michener, Allende, and Oe
display wide variation in notions of plot and temporal sequence, of how much
orientation is needed, and of how much interpretation should be supplied. In
general, passages organized in a familiar structure are easier to comprehend
and recall for second-language readers than those with a novel rhetorical
structure (see Fitzgerald, 1995, for a review).

Content Learning

Considerable progress has been made over the last two decades in
understanding the nature and processes of the learning and acquisition of
knowledge of specific content information. This research has, for the
most part, not concerned itself with issues of language per se, nor has it
been incorporated into discussions about English-language learners.

Because the problem for the English-language learner has been con-
sidered as almost entirely language based, much of the research has fo-
cused on language acquisition issues. But the learning of school subject
matter and work skills involves building intricate networks of concept
relations, structuring and restructuring understandings, connecting them
to other understandings, and practicing multiple skills in multiple envi-
ronments. Therefore, more complex questions might fruitfully be asked
about the nature of second-language students’ learning, knowledge, and
understanding of complex subject matter domains.

Discussion of complex questions of subject matter learning for En-
glish-language learners needs to be grounded in some assumptions about
learning in general. The remainder of this section describes three assump-
tions drawn from cognitive analyses about school subject matter learning
for primary-language content learning. These assumptions provide the
context for much of the current research on school learning and apply to
most students and most subject matter domains. First, we assume that
different subjects have different core structures or epistemologies, thus
making different demandi7 on the learner. Second, we assume that there
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are multiple forms or kinds of knowledge—for example, knowledge of
facts and ideas, as well as knowledge of how to do something. Third, we
assume that prior knowledge plays a significant role in learning, not only
in terms of where to start, but also in terms of the actual meanings at-
tached to new information. The discussion of these assumptions offers
some examples and examines what a program of cognitive research that
considered subject matter learning for English-language learners might
look like.

Subject Matter Specificity

Although learning, knowledge, and understanding differ across sub-
Ject matter, these differences are embedded in larger general similarities.
For example, understanding and learning about earth science or social
studies requires the general ability to read, to construct meaning, and to
understand and follow oral discussion in the language of instruction. It
also requires general capabilities of inferencing, placing examples into
overarching constructs, and building causal chains.?

Knowledge varies both across and within subject matter areas: it
varies across because subjects have different arrangements of facts, con-
cepts, notations, and patterns of reasoning; it varies within because some
academic subjects have elaborate and importantly constraining notational
systems (for example, algebraic and graphic systems).

The fundamental differences among subject areas necessitate highly
differentiated systems of complex knowledge for both students and their
teachers. While it is clear that at some level of abstraction, generalities
across subject areas do exist, we believe these generalities are not suffi-
cient to leapfrog the middle ground of differentiated knowledge. Further,
a better understanding of this middle ground can enhance our understand-
ing of the nature of both primary-language content learning and content
learning in a second language.

In light of these differences among the various subject areas, certain
disciplines may lend themselves more easily than others to the transfer of
knowledge across languages, depending on the structure of knowledge
within the domain, but the particular domains to which this would apply
are not readily apparent. Because sophisticated knowledge in a given
domain not only uses the terminology of that domain, but also builds upon

ZBetween these bottom-up skills (Kintsch and van Dijk, 1978) and top-down schemas
(Anderson and Pearson, 1984) lies a rather large domain of highly differentiated systems
of knowledge, for which expertise also tends to be differentiated (Chi et al., 1982; Schwab,
1978; Stodolsky, 1988).
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gradually developing concepts, learning such strands of content knowl-
edge in one language and then shifting to another may be especially
problematic.

Although there are substantial differences among subject matter ar-
eas, studies of English-language learners and their teachers seem to have
ignored these distinctions, instead identifying a central problem facing
these students as learning enough general language to enter English-only
classrooms. We do not know what the advantages or complications are
for English-language learners trying to learn the various disciplines them-
selves. However, we do suggest that it would be useful to learn how
general language proficiencies interact with specific academic language
proficiencies and with specific subject matter content.

Multiple Forms of Knowledge

Not only are there substantial differences among subject matter areas,
but there are also different kinds of knowledge. One of the more common
distinctions among types of knowledge is that between procedural knowl-
edge, or knowledge of actions and skills, and declarative knowledge, or
knowledge of concepts and principles (Chi and Ceci, 1987; Heibert, 1986;
Lampert, 1986; Scribner, 1984). One task facing the student is to inte-
grate these two types of knowledge.

Another distinction between types of knowledge is between knowledge
of content and knowledge of that knowledge, referred to as metacognition.
Brown (1980) discusses metacognition in terms of three features: knowing
what you know and how well you know it, knowing what you need to know,
and knowing the utility of active intervention. This self-awareness has been
found to be a useful tool for learners across domains. Learners with such
awareness are better able to organize the knowledge they have and identify
the knowledge they need to acquire.

We do not have much information about the English-language learner
with respect to multiple forms of knowledge. (See Chapter 7 for a review
of studies that examine the effect of instruction in metacognitive skills on
the subject matter learning of English-language learners.) However, is-
sues of metacognition have been discussed for second-language learners
in terms of the additive principle, which suggests these students have an
advantage when learning new material.> The argument that metacognitive

Miis striking how little research has been carried out on the metacognitive capacities of
bilinguals, given the robust findings concerning their metalinguistic superiority.
Bilinguals’ abstract metalinguistic understanding of the structure of language may facili-
tate their learning of new material (Bialystok and Hakuta, 1994; Cummins, 1991; Diaz,
1986; Hakuta and Diaz, 1985; Peal and Lambert, 1962).
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abilities facilitate learning by primary-language content learners lends
support to the claim of the additive principle. Note, however, that in
considering metacognition, the assumed advantage for second-language
learners when learning new material has been focused strictly on linguis-
tic awareness; the findings'do not generalize to utility for learning particu-
lar subject matter knowledge.

Prior Knowledge

The types and amount of knowledge available before encountering a
new topic within a particular discipline affect how meaning is constructed.
The knowledge structure can be thought of as nodes of information, such
as concepts, that are linked to each other in particular ways depending on
how and what information has been learned. Links between concepts can
be acquired, reconstructed, or deconstructed, and particular learning out-
comes are determined jointly by what was known before (the unique
pattern of nodes and links) and the effects of instruction (additions to or
rearrangements of that pattern).

The issue of prior knowledge can be considered one of depth, inter-
connectedness, and access. Depth of knowledge refers to the number of
linked concepts a student has in a domain. In math, for example, students’
depth of knowledge will influence their recognition of a problem, their
sense of meaning associated with the problem, their ability to perform the
appropriate mathematical operations, and their ability to recognize a rea-
sonable answer. The extent to which concepts are interconnected reveals
the coherence of a student’s understanding of a particular domain. Fi-
nally, the existence of different kinds of knowledge poses a problem for
both teaching and learning in that if the different types of knowledge are
disconnected, they will be inert and unusable (Bereiter, 1984; Brown et
al., 1983). A student may know what a long division problem is, but not
know how to solve it. The development of deep, interconnected, genera-
tive knowledge instead of shallow, fragmented, inert knowledge needs to
be a continuous process for both teachers and their students, with the
interaction between the two forms of knowledge being explicitly taught.

Thus the depth, interconnectedness, and accessibility of prior knowl-
edge all dramatically influence the processing of new information (Chi
and Koeske, 1983; McKeown et al., 1992; Pearson et al., 1979). With
respect to second-language learners, then, a number of questions arise.
Under what conditions is content learning affected by the fact that a
superordinate category and its instantiation (e.g., commutivity and addi-
tion) are learned both tacitly and explicitly in one language, but are then to
be used as a principle in a more complex instantiation in another language

Q
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(e.g., addition of algebraic polynomials)? How are “errors” that have a
language base handled in a second language (e.g., in English, the confu-
sion of “north” with “up” on a page versus in real space)? Naturally, the
potential for interference in terms of access is also of concern—although
this may be a vocabulary issue. A problem may arise if base examples are
introduced at a young age in the child’s first language (e.g., for social
studies, notions of community, roles, freedom, and power) and are to be
built upon in the second language at a later age (e.g., in learning about the
French Revolution). Does this affect the second-language learner, and
how?

At this point, we know next to nothing about how to answer these
questions. We do not know, for example, whether (especially for the
older new arrival) time should be taken to review existing knowledge that
is available in the first language in a way that recontextualizes it in the
second language, or whether the new knowledge (e.g., Algebra II) should
simply be supported with back references to salient ideas known in the
first language but now used in the second (e.g., Algebra I). The literature
discussed here could be used to broaden the debate on content learning for
English-language learners to address such issues.

IMPLICATIONS

Educational

Many of the findings regarding effective instruction and risk factors
associated with reading for English-only students can be applied to En-
glish-language learners. An example is the benefit of a mixed method of
teaching reading—embedding direct instruction of component processes
into meaningful, communicative, literate activities. However, there are
other important factors that must be taken into consideration in teaching
English-language learners to read in English. For example, because there
are rather different tasks and skills involved in reading at various points in
the acquisition of skilled reading, the discussion of what can be trans-
ferred from first- to second-language reading needs to take into account
not only the level of first-language reading, but also the level and content
of the second-language material being read, as well as the nature of the
orthographic, linguistic, and rhetorical differences between the first and
second languages. Comprehension is supported by employing strategies
such as reading the whole text for gist, self-monitoring for understanding,
and using cues from titles, pictures, headings, and the like; by asking
questions, predicting, and summarizing; by increasing word knowledge
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using translation dictionaries or relying on information about cognates;
and by gaining familiarity with larger structural patterns present in texts.

Three assumptions provide the context for much of the current re-
search on school learning and apply to most students and most subject
matter domains: (1) different subjects have different core structures or
epistemologies, thus making different demands on the learner; (2) there
are multiple forms or kinds of knowledge—for example, knowledge of
facts and ideas, as well as knowledge of how to do something; and (3)
prior knowledge plays a significant role in learning in terms not only of
where to start, but also of the actual meanings attached to new informa-
tion. Although most of this research has not been conducted with En-
glish-language learners, we can reasonably assume until proven otherwise
that it applies to these students and points to the importance of under-
standing their acquisition of content knowledge.

Research

Research is needed on language-literacy relationships. It is also
needed on the nature of the relationship between first- and second-lan-
guage literacy skill.

Research needs to investigate the optimal English literacy instruction
for children of different ages, those with different native languages, those
whose native language is not written, and those whose parents are not
literate in English. Is there a single best way to teach all children to read,
and if not, is there some way to identify child aptitudes so as to define
optimal individualized instruction? What should be the role of writing in
reading instruction, particularly for second-language learners? An impor-
tant question to be addressed is whether literacy can be used as a route to
language learning, and if so, under what circumstances and with what
consequences.

There are four key research questions that address how those with
limited English proficiency learn content. First, what are the effects of
limited English proficiency on the acquisition of content knowledge at a
fine-grained level? Specifically, what are the consequences of acquiring
beginning-level content knowledge in one language and then switching
languages for higher levels of the content domain? Second, what levels of
English proficiency are prerequisite to the capacity to profit from content
area instruction in English? Third, are there modifications to the language
used by teachers that can make complex subject matters accessible even
to second-language beginners? Fourth, how does the presence of a sec-
ond language in the classroom affect the cognitive load for the content
area teacher?

Q 4
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THE SOCIAL CONTEXT OF SCHOOL LEARNING:
KEY FINDINGS

Research based on the premise that schooling must be analyzed from
social as well as cognitive perspectives has yielded a number of key find-
ings:

< In classroom learning situations, negotiation occurs within at least
two domains: the rules for how to talk in the classroom and the construc-
tion of actual content knowledge through talk. The implications for En-
glish-language learners are that negotiating these matters is much more
difficult in a second language, and negotiated rules are likely to be heavily
influenced by culture.

» English-language learners may be treated differently from main-
stream students as a result of forces both within and outside of school
that implicitly and explicitly promote and sustain the perspectives and
institutions of the majority.

e While achievement motivation is an important factor in helping ex-
plain school success, it does not explain differences in success among
language-minority groups or between immigrant and mainstream groups.

e The language and dialects spoken by children influence teacher
perceptions of their academic ability, the students’ learning opportunities,
evaluations of their contributions to class, and the way they are grouped
for instruction. The languages students speak also influence perceptions
of their academic ability and their learning opportunities.

o Research on cooperative learning indicates that students of color
and white students have a greater tendency to make cross-racial friend-
ship choices after they have participated in interracial cooperative learn-
ing teams, and the academic achievement of students of color is in-
creased when cooperative learning activities are used. Cooperative
learning activities also increase student motivation and self-esteem and
help students develop empathy.

 Curriculum interventions—muiti-ethnic and -racial lessons and ma-
terials—have positive effects on the ethnic and racial attitudes of stu-
dents.

» Like all students, English-language learners benefit from actions
taken in the home to promote child academic achievement. Such activi-
ties can be classified as monitoring, communication, motivational, and
protective. However, these actions may not be visible to school person-
nel, who thus assume parents are uninvolved in their children’s learning.
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The Social Context of School Learning

Whereas the previous chapter reviewed cognitive aspects of literacy
and content learning, this chapter examines research related to a variety of
social factors involved in school learning. It is clear that children may
arrive at school ready to learn in a number of different ways. One way is
to have high levels of language, emergent literacy, and world knowledge
acquired at home or in preschool. Equally important, though, is readiness
in the emotional, social, and motivational realms: the ability to adapt to
the new constraints of the classroom, the social skills needed to partici-
pate effectively in classroom discourse, and the self-esteem and sense of
agency required to work hard and learn intentionally. Moreover, other
aspects of the social context, such as differential treatment of minority
children, impact school learning.

FINDINGS

This section focusses on five areas: the social nature of knowledge
acquisition, the issue of differential treatment of ethnic-minority students,
cultural differences in the motivation to achieve, children’s social and
group relationships, and parental involvement in children’s school learn-

ing.
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The Social Nature of Knowledge Acquisition

Were we to focus only on issues examined in the previous two chap-
ters, we would be ignoring a vital aspect of school learning: that most
learning occurs in a social context in which individual actions and under-
standings are negotiated by the members of a group. We propose that in
a classroom learning situation, negotiation occurs within at least two do-
mains: the rules for how to talk in the classroom and the construction of
actual content knowledge through talk. It is from the interpretation of
these negotiations that students construct their own knowledge and under-
standing. However, it is typically the teacher who, either implicitly or
explicitly, initiates negotiation.

Conversational Rules

The process of negotiating the way classroom participants will talk
about subject matter is assumed to influence an individual’s academic
performance. There are obvious implications for second-language educa-
tion, in part because negotiating engagement in conversation is much
more difficult in a second language and in part because the negotiated
rules are likely to be heavily influenced by culture. Based on observations
of children both at home (Philips, 1983; Heath, 1983) and at school (Gee,
1988a, 1988b; Michaels, 1991; Au and Mason, 1981; Au, 1980; Boggs,
1985), researchers conclude that there is cultural mismatch in the negotia-
tion of talk that limits full participation in educational interactions for
second-language learners.

Phillips (1983) found that Native American students’ verbal interac-
tions were much more extensive in classrooms whose participant struc-
tures were similar to those used routinely in their homes and communities.
Various studies have investigated efforts to incorporate into classrooms
features of learning and talking that are characteristic of the homes and
communities of English-language learners. Perhaps the most well-known
such effort to make classroom instruction culturally responsive is the
Kamehameha Early Education Program (Au and Mason, 1981), which
incorporated the talk story format, a native Hawaiian discourse pattern,
into literacy instruction, with positive results.

Negotiating Knowledge

In addition to negotiation of the rules for classroom talk, social prac-
tices for talking about a particular subject matter are also negotiated by
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the participants. Researchers have contributed to our understanding of the
language and social practices in classrooms and the role of these patterns
in the construction of knowledge (Linguistics and Education, 1994;
Goldenberg and Gallimore, 1991; Rueda et al., 1992; Saunders et al.,
1992; Patthey-Chavez and Goldenberg, 1995; Dalton and Sison, 1995).
For example, in her ethnographic study of journal sharing in nine different
bilingual classrooms, Gutierrez (1992, 1994) found that teachers shared
one of three “scripts” or pedagogical views of writing. Based on
Gutierrez’s 1992 descriptions, only one of these scripts provided enriched
contexts for literacy learning in line with the tenets of sociocultural theory,
that is, “contexts that give students both assistance and the occasions to
use and write elaborated and meaningful discourse” (p. 259).

Differential Treatment

While cultural mismatch is one explanation for the relatively poor
academic performance of English-language learners, another avenue of
research, known as differential treatment studies, starts from the assump-
tion that some language-minority children may not be socialized toward
academic achievement. This literature has contributed to the view that
language-minority students, along with other ethnic-minority students,
are treated differently from mainstream students as a result of forces both
within and outside of school that implicitly and explicitly promote and
sustain the perspectives and institutions of the majority. Ogbu, a primary
contributor to this view (Ogbu, 1978; Ogbu and Matute-Bianchi, 1986),
has focused on how societal forces have contributed to socialization and
acculturation patterns that ultimately influence minority students’ aca-
demic achievement. Other researchers (Moll and Diaz, 1987; Gibson,
1988; Suarez-Orozco and Suarez-Orozco, 1995; Tuan, 1995; Harklau,
1994) have concentrated on schools and classrooms when investigating
the interaction among cultural, societal, and school influences on student
achievement. The latter studies have shown how schools engage in a
number of practices that favor the status quo by enabling middle- and
upper-class English-speaking students to progress through an educational
pipeline that is often inaccessible to low-income ethnic-minority students,
including those who are limited-English-proficient.

Cultural Differences in Achievement Motivation

Achievement motivation—the set of beliefs children hold about how
and why to do well in school—is implicated in the relatively poor perfor-
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mance of language-minority children. The notion that achievement moti-
vation may vary culturally has been supported by cross-national studies
(e.g., Stevenson et al., 1990; Stevenson et al., 1986) showing that Asian
children are more likely to believe high achievement is the result of effort,
whereas American children focus more on innate ability. In the United
States, however, these ethnic differences are eliminated or even reversed:
second-generation Korean American children have been found to attribute
success to ability more than do European American children (Choi et al.,
1994), and high achievers across a variety of ethnic groups (African
American, Latino, Indochinese American, and European American), all
low-income, attribute their success to their high innate ability (Bempechat
et al., 1996).

One consequence of assimilation is often a lowering of academic
goals and achievement, perhaps because of incorporation into a caste-like
minority status or peer stigmatization of high achievement (Ogbu, 1995).
It may be that some Asian immigrants are less susceptible to the negative
consequences of assimilation because, as voluntary immigrants, they place
their faith in schools as agents of improvement (DeVos, 1978).

Children’s Social and Group Relationships

Dialects and languages spoken by students influence teacher percep-
tions of the students’ academic ability, their learning opportunities, evalu-
ations of their contributions to class, and the way they are grouped for
instruction (Harrison, cited in Garcia, 1993; Ryan and Carranza, 1977).
Language can be the basis as well for categorization and the formation of
ingroups and outgroups, especially within an institutional context in which
the languages spoken have unequal status. Languages are often symbols
of group boundaries and are therefore the sources of intergroup conflicts
and tensions (Giles, 1977; Issacs, 1992).

Two-way bilingual programs, in which students from two different
language groups learn both languages, may provide an effective way of
reducing group differences and constructing a single group identity (Lam-
bert and Cazabon, 1994). Cooperative learning has also been found to
improve intergroup relations. In his review of 19 studies of the effects of
cooperative learning methods, Slavin (1985) found that 16 showed posi-
tive effects on interracial friendships. In a more recent review, Slavin
(1995) also describes the positive effects of cooperative groups on cross-
racial friendships, racial attitudes, and behavior.

Cohen and Roper (1972) caution, however, that equal status among
groups in interracial and interethnic situations must be constructed by
teachers, rather than assumed. In a series of perceptive and carefully
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designed studies that span two decades, Cohen and colleagues (Cohen,
1984a, 1984b; Cohen and Roper, 1972; Cohen and Lotan, 1995) have
consistently found that contact among different groups without deliberate
interventions to increase equal status and positive interactions will in-
crease rather than reduce intergroup tensions. Cohen (1994) has devel-
oped practical guidelines and strategies that can be used by teachers and
other practitioners to create equal status within racially, culturally, and
linguistically diverse classrooms.

Research indicates that curriculum interventions such as multiethnic
curricular materials, plays, folk dances, music, and role playing can also
have positive effects on the ethnic and racial attitudes of students
(Gimmestad and DeChiara, 1982; McGregor, 1993).

Parental Involvement in Children’s School Learning

When parents establish partnerships with their children’s schools,
they extend school learning effectively into the home and reinforce aca-
demic values outside school (Henderson, 1987; Dornbusch and Ritter,
1988). Positive effects of such partnerships have been found with both
low- and middle-income populations, as well as populations of different
racial/ethnic groups (Comer, 1986; Delgado-Gaitan, 1990; Epstein and
Dauber, 1991; Dauber and Epstein, 1993; Hidalgo et al., 1995; Robledo
Montecel, 1993). Evidence suggests that immigrant and language-minor-
ity children benefit from actions taken in the home to promote child
academic achievement (Hidalgo et al., 1995; Diaz-Soto, 1988). However,
teachers’ notions of desirable parental involvement (coming to confer-
ences, responding to notes, and participating in the classroom) may be
foreign to immigrant parents (Allexsaht-Snider, 1992; Matsuda, 1989).
Parent centers designed to promote the exchange of information regarding
teacher expectations for parental involvement (Johnson, 1993, 1994; Rubio,
1995), two-generation literacy programs (McCollum, 1993), parent training
seminars (Smith, 1993), and the Teachers Involve Parents in Schoolwork
program (Epstein et al., 1995) have all been demonstrated to help align
parental involvement with teacher expectations.

IMPLICATIONS

Educational

Because cultural mismatch in conversational patterns makes access to
full participation in classroom interactions more difficult for the speakers
of less-valued discourse forms, teachers need to be aware that full partici-
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pation in these interactions will be challenging for English-language learn-
ers. Thus they might explore ways of more fully engaging culturally
diverse students. Schools must also take care not to engage in practices
that favor the status quo by enabling middle- and upper-class English-
speaking students to progress through an educational pipeline that is often -
inaccessible to low-income ethnic-minority students, including those who
are limited-English-proficient. Moreover, studies incorporating into the
classroom features of learning and talking that are characteristic of the
homes and communities of English-language learners have shown posi-
tive results.

Two-way bilingual programs, in which students from two different
language groups learn both languages, may provide an effective way of
reducing group differences and improving intergroup relations. Coopera-
tive learning has also been found to improve intergroup relations. How-
ever, equal status between groups in interracial and interethnic situations
must be constructed by teachers rather than assumed, since contact among
different groups without deliberate interventions to increase equal status
and positive interactions will increase rather than reduce intergroup ten-
sions. Curriculum interventions such as multiethnic curricular materials,
plays, folk dances, music, and role playing can also have positive effects
on the ethnic and racial attitudes of students.

Evidence suggests that immigrant and language-minority children
benefit from actions taken in the home to promote child academic achieve-
ment. Parent centers designed to promote the exchange of information
regarding teacher expectations for parental involvement, two-generation
literacy programs, parent training seminars, and the Teachers Involve
Parents in Schoolwork program have all been demonstrated to help align
parental involvement with teacher expectations.

Research

There are two important questions for research regarding status dif-
ferences among various languages. First, what are the consequences of
such differences for children’s intergroup and interpersonal relations?
Second, how do teachers’ perceptions of the status of children’s lan-
guages influence their interactions with, expectations of, and behavior
toward the children?

Additional research is also needed to examine what innovative class-
room organizations and interventions, such as curriculum content, can
influence children’s views of themselves and of members of other ethnic
groups, promoting cross-ethnic friendships and positive regard.
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Research is needed as well to examine the nature of socialization
practices in the homes of English-language learners with regard to both
content (e.g., exposure to literacy, opportunities for participation in sub-
stantive conversations) and socialization in ways of learning (e.g., through
observation versus participation, in a relationship of collaboration versus
respectful distance from the expert).

In addition, research needs to address the alignment between home
and school. For example, does excellent instruction take into account
home-school mismatches or simply teach children the school discourse
effectively? Are there classroom structures and practices that are particu-
larly familiar to English-language learners and thus promote their learn-
ing by minimizing home-school mismatches? Are there procedures for
inducting English-language learners into novel classroom and instruc-
tional interactions that can promote their learning both of English and of
subject matter?

20
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STUDENT ASSESSMENT:
KEY FINDINGS

From the literature on student assessment, the following key findings
can be drawn:

o Several uses of assessment are unique to English-language learn-
ers and bilingual children. They include identification of children whose
English proficiency is limited, determination of eligibility for placement in
specific language programs, and monitoring of progress in and readiness
to exit from special language service programs.

e English-language learners are assessed for purposes that extend
beyond determination of their language needs, including placement in
categorically funded education programs such as Title |, placement in
remedial or advanced classwork, monitoring of achievement in compli-
ance with district- and/or state-level programs, and certification for high
school graduation and determination of academic mastery at graduation.

* [tis essential that any assessment impacting children’'s education
strive to meet standards of validity (whether inferences drawn are appro-
priate to the purposes of the assessment) and reliability (whether assess-
ment outcomes are accurate in light of variations due to factors irrelevant
to what the assessment was intended to measure).

¢ States and local districts use a variety of methods to determine
which students need to be placed in special language-related programs
and monitor students’ progress in those programs. Administration of lan-
guage proficiency tests is the most common method. Achievement tests
in English are also frequently used.

* Regardless of the modality of testing, many existing English-lan-
guage proficiency instruments emphasize measurement of a limited
range of grammatical and structural skills.

* States use a variety of procedures to assess student academic per-
formance, including performance-based assessments and standardized
achievement tests, and states are in various stages of incorporating En-
glish-language learners into these assessments.

* To a large extent, the field lacks instruments appropriate for as-
sessing very young English-language learners, as well as English-lan-
guage learners with disabilities.

* The standards-based reform movement has major implications for
the assessment of English-language learners.
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Student Assessment

This chapter addresses the issue of assessing the language proficiency
and subject matter knowledge and skills of English-language learners.!
Assessment plays a central role in the education of English-language
learners and bilingual children. Teachers generally use assessments to
monitor language development in students’ first or second language and
track the quality of their day-to-day subject matter learning. In addition,
“high stakes” assessments are used to place students in special programs
and to provide information for accountability and policy analysis pur-
poses.

Garcia and Pearson (1994:343-349) examine assessment for cultur-
ally diverse learners across a wide range of subject matters and test types.
They highlight potential validity and reliability problems for English-
language learners that result from the “mainstream bias” of formal testing,
including a norming bias (small numbers of particular minorities included
in probability samples, increasing the likelihood that minority group
samples are unrepresentative), content bias (test content and procedures

IThe standards for assessing reading and writing developed by the International Read-
ing Association and the National Committee of Teachers of English, as well as those
developed by Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages for assessing English
proficiency, are consistent with and supportive of the model of assessment emerging from
the review in this chapter.
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reflecting the dominant culture’s standards of language function and
shared knowledge and behavior), and linguistic and cultural biases (fac-
tors that adversely affect the formal test performance of students from
diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds, including timed testing, diffi-
culty with English vocabulary, and the near impossibility of determining
what bilingual students know in their two languages).

The ensuing discussion of assessment as applied to English-language
learners and bilingual children inherently involves questions about the
validity and reliability of assessments and their appropriateness for these
children. It is also important to note that assessment practices have social
and educational consequences that should be considered in an ongoing
program of validity research (Messick, 1988).

FINDINGS

This section begins with two subsections that review issues involved
in assessing language proficiency and those associated with the assess-
ment of subject matter knowledge. The next two subsections examine
uses of assessment that are unique to and those that extend beyond En-
glish-language learners. Issues associated with assessing special popula-
tions are then explored. The section ends with a discussion of standards-
based reform and its implications for the design and conduct of student
assessments.

Issues in Assessing Language Proficiency

In assessing the language proficiency of English-language learners,
both discrete language skills (e.g., vocabulary and grammar) and more
authentic and holistic uses of language should be assessed. The assess-
ment of discrete language skills is a legitimate endeavor because each of
these components is systemically related to authentic use of language
(McLaughlin, 1984). However, many researchers in this area (Rivera,
1984; Wong Fillmore, 1982; Valdez Pierce and O’Malley, 1992) recom-
mend assessment procedures that reflect tasks typical of classroom or
real-life settings, such as oral interviews, story retellings, simulations,
directed dialogues, incomplete story/topic prompts, picture cues, teacher
observation checklists, student self-evaluations, and portfolios. Authentic
assessments are both more difficult to administer and less objectively
scored than traditional assessments, but they do reflect the important view
that language proficiency is multifaceted and varies according to the task
demands and content area domain (see Chapter 2).
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Most measures used to assess English proficiency have measured
decontextualized skills and set fairly low standards for language profi-
ciency. ~Ultimately, English-language learners should be held to high
standards for both English language and literacy, and should transition
from being assessed with special measures of their increasing command
of English to full participation in regularly administered assessments of
English-language arts.

Issues in Assessing Subject Matter Knowledge

In this section, we examine the difficulties involved in incorporating
English-language learners and bilingual children into subject matter as-
sessments intended for their English-proficient peers.

As noted in the Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests,
every assessment is an assessment of language (American Educational
Research Association, American Psychological Association, and National
Council on Measurement in Education, 1985). This is even more so given
the advent of performance assessments requiring extensive comprehen-
sion and production of language. Given that the English-language profi-
ciency levels of students affects their performance on subject area assess-
ments administered in English (Garcia, 1991; Alderman, 1981) and that
recently developed assessments require high levels of English proficiency,
assessments and assessment procedures appropriate for English-language
learners are needed. One strategy under active investigation is the use of
native-language assessments. Approximately 75 percent of English-lan-
guage learners come from Spanish-language backgrounds. For some of
these students, it is realistic to develop native-language assessments.
However, one must keep in mind the difficulties involved in developing
native-language assessments that are equivalent to the English versions.
Such difficulties include problems of regional and dialect differences,
nonequivalence of vocabulary difficulty between two languages, prob-
lems of incomplete language development and lack of literacy develop-
ment in students’ primary languages, and the extreme difficulty of defin-
ing a “bilingual” equating sample (each new definition of a bilingual
sample requires statistical equivalence among groups). Minimally, back
translation should be done to determine equivalent meaning, and ideally,
psychometric validation should be undertaken as well, such as validating
the translated version with empirical evidence using item response theory
(Hambleton and Kanjee, 1994).

Another strategy to make assessments both comprehensible and con-
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ceptually appropriate for English-language learners might entail decreas-
ing the English-language load through actual modification of the items or
instructions. This would not be a straightforward task, howevetr. While
some experts recommend reducing nonessential details and simplifying
grammatical structures (Short, 1991), others claim that simplifying the
surface linguistic features will not necessarily make the text easier to
understand (Saville-Troike, 1991). When Abedi et al. (1995) reduced the
linguistic complexity of National Assessment of Educational Progress
mathematics test items in English, they reported only a modest and statis-
tically unreliable effect in favor of the modified items for students at
lower levels of English proficiency.

Other strategies for incorporating English-language learners into as-
sessments include extra time, small-group administration, flexible sched-
uling, reading of directions aloud, use of dictionaries, and administration
of the assessment by a person familiar with the children’s primary lan-
guage and culture (Rivera, 1995). Additional possibilities include making
test instructions more explicit and allowing English-language learners to
display their knowledge using alternative forms of representation (e.g.,
showing math operations on numbers and knowledge of graphing in prob-
lem solving). However, almost no research has been conducted to deter-
mine the effectiveness of these techniques.

Another issue in assessment of subject matter knowledge for English-
language learners is the errors that result from inaccurate and inconsistent
scoring of open-ended or performance-based measures. There is evidence
that scorers may pay attention to linguistic features of performance unre-
lated to the content of the assessment. Thus, scorers may inaccurately
assign low scores for performance in which English expression (either
oral or written) is weak even though understanding or mastery of skills is
high. This obviously confounds the accuracy of the score enormously.?
Absent training, different scorers probably will rate the same student
work very differently.

Some states also provide guidance to scorers on evaluating the work
of English-language learners. Hafner (1995) reports that 10 percent of
states give special training on evaluating the work of English-language

2lnterestingly, Lindholm (1994) found highly significant and positive correlations be-
tween standardized scores of Spanish reading achievement and teacher-rated reading ru-
bric scores, as well as between the standardized reading scores and students’ ratings of
their reading competence, for native English-speaking and native Spanish-speaking stu-
dents enrolled in a bilingual immersion program.
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learners, and 10 percent give directions in their manuals. Some training
entails the development of scoring rubrics and procedures for constructed
response items that are sensitive to the language and cultural characteris-
tics of English-language learners. The Council of Chief State School
Officers recently developed a scorer’s training manual (Wong Fillmore
and Lara, 1996) for use by states and local education agencies as an aid in
the scoring of English-language learners’ answers to open-ended math-
ematics questions. This manual will be piloted in collaboration with the
National Center for Education Statistics and the Educational Testing Ser-
vice, using the work of English-language learners who participated in the
1996 National Assessment of Educational Progress math assessment, to
see how well it prepares scorers to assess the work of those students
accurately.

Assessment Purposes Unique to English-Language Learners

Assessment purposes unique to English-language learners are focused
on determining when these students should be placed in and exited from
special language services such as English as a second language and bilin-
gual education programs. There is a great deal of variability across school
districts in the way assessments are used for these purposes. This vari-
ability exists because many states, while providing guidance to districts
on assessment procedures, allow them considerable flexibility in choos-
ing assessment methods, assessment instruments (usually from a menu of
state-approved instruments), and cutoff scores for eligibility and classifi-
cation for those instruments (August and Lara, 1996).

30f the 25 states that have assessment requirements for determining which language-
minority students are of limited English proficiency, 22 specify English proficiency tests.
Of these 22 states, 8 also specify achievement tests, and 3 specify English proficiency
tests and below-average performance based on grades or classwork. When assessment is
used for program placement, similar procedures are used. In the other states, it is up to
individual districts to set these policies. In some states, native-language proficiency
assessments are required (Arizona, Hawaii, Utah, California, Texas, New Jersey) or rec-
ommended. The only information regarding methods for reclassifying students from
language assistance programs (Cheung and Soloman, 1991) indicates that language tests
are the most frequently used method (required in 36 percent of states, recommended in 30
percent), followed by content area tests (required in 34 percent of states, recommended in
11 percent). Other methods recommended for determining program exit include observa-
tions and interviews. About one-third of states reported having no state requirement
regarding exit criteria.
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Assessment Purposes That Extend
Beyond English Language Learners

The assessment policies discussed in this section are related to deter-
mining eligibility for federal assistance and monitoring student progress
at the state and district levels.

Title 1

Specific attention is given to Title I, which is by far the largest federal
program serving English-language learners. Changes in the Title I legis-
lation provide for the participation of all students, including English-
language learners, in assessments to determine whether they are meeting
performance standards, and for reasonable adaptations of these assess-
ments to this end. According to the law, English-language learners are to
be included in assessments to the extent practicable, in the language and
form most likely to yield accurate and reliable information on what they
know and can do, including their mastery of skills in target subject matter
areas, not just English. The law now further requires that each state plan
identify the languages other than English that are present in the participat-
ing student population and indicate the languages for which yearly student
assessments are not available and are needed. States are required to make
every effort to develop such assessments and may request assistance from
the U.S. Department of Education if linguistically accessible assessment
measures are needed (see August et al., 1995).

Assessment is particularly important for purposes of selecting stu-
dents eligible for services in Title I targeted assistance programs (as op-
posed to Title I school-wide programs), whereby Title I services are made
available to a subset of the students “on the basis of multiple, education-
ally related, objective criteria established by the local educational agency
and supplemented by the school” (Section 1115). The current policy
guidance provided by the U.S. Department of Education does not elabo-
rate on how equitable selection might be accomplished for English-lan-
guage learners, and leaves it up to local districts to select those eligible
students “most in need of special services.” In the absence of test modifi-
cations, including assessments conducted in the native language, as well
as methods for determining how English-language learners compare with
other students on educational needs, a large proportion of English-lan-
guage learners may not be served through Title 1.
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State, District, and Classroom Assessments

States are in various stages of incorporating English-language learn-
ers into performance-based assessments and standardized achievement
tests, measures they use to monitor student performance (August and
Lara, 1996; Rivera, 1995). August and Lara (1996) found that only 5
states require English-language learners to take state-wide assessments
required of other students;* 36 states exempt English-language learners
from such assessments, although 22 of those states require these students
to take the assessments after a given period of time (usually 1-3 years).
Some states base their assessment decision on the proficiency level of
their English-language learners; of these, a few leave it up to local dis-
tricts to determine which students have enough English proficiency to
participate in the state-wide assessments. Finally, some states use mul-
tiple criteria to excuse students from state-wide assessments, including
number of years in English-speaking classrooms, language proficiency
scores, school achievement, and teacher judgment.

States use a variety of approaches to assess students that have been
exempted from the state-wide assessments. Hafner (1995) reports that 55
percent of states allow modifications in the administration of at least one
of their assessments to incorporate English-language learners. The most
common modifications are extra time (20 states), small-group administra-
tion (18 states), flexible scheduling (16 states), simplification of direc-
tions (14 states), use of dictionaries (13 states), and reading of questions
aloud in English (12 states). Other accommodations include assessments
in languages other than English, availability of both English and non-
English versions of the same assessment items, division of assessments
into shorter parts, and administration of the assessment by a person famil-
iar with the children’s primary language and culture (Rivera, 1995).

Clearly, classroom teachers also assess students to determine how
well they are grasping coursework and to inform instructional practice
(see Chapter 7). Innovations at the classroom level include an assessment
process that is multiple-referenced. That is, it incorporates information
about the students in a variety of contexts obtained from a variety of
sources through a variety of procedures (Genesee and Hamayan, 1994).
Navarette et al. (1990) describe innovative assessment procedures that
include unstructured techniques (e.g., writing samples, homework, logs,
games, debates, story telling) and structured techniques (e.g., criterion-

“In 3 of these states, however, English-language learners may be exempted under certain
conditions.
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referenced tests, cloze tests, structured interviews), as well as portfolios
that include both of these techniques. In addition, students are assessed in
their native language to better determine their academic achievement and
ensure appropriate coursework (Genesee and Hamayan, 1994). Informa-
tion on student background characteristics, such as literacy in the home,
parents’ educational backgrounds, and previous educational experiences,
is collected and provides essential information that helps put assessment
results in context.

Issues in Assessing Special Populations

Very Young Second-Language Learners

The assessment of young children’s development in meaningful ways
is already surrounded by a great deal of controversy and concern among
the preschool education community because of the dearth of valid and
reliable instruments for measuring all aspects of child development
(Meisels, 1994). For these reasons, McLaughlin et al. (1995) recommend
what they call “instructionally embedded assessment,” in which teachers
make a plan about what, when, and how to assess a child; collect informa-
tion from a variety of sources, including observations, prompted re-
sponses, classroom products, and conversations with family members;
develop a portfolio; write narrative summaries; meet with family and
staff; and finally, use the information to inform curriculum development.
And this is a recursive process that begins again once it has been com-
pleted for any individual child. An assessment system of this sort is, of
course, extremely time-consuming and necessitates reform in several ar-
eas, including use of time, professional staff development, accountability,
and relationships with parents. It may, however, be the only meaningful
way teachers can assess very young second-language learners.

Children with Disabilities

The field still lacks instruments appropriate for assessing English-
language learners with disabilities. A practical strategy may be to train
assessment personnel in appropriate procedures for this population, in-
cluding acceptable modifications or alternatives, rather than awaiting the
development of norm-referenced instruments appropriate for English-lan-
guage learners.

The literature does identify several promising practices for assessing
English-language learners with disabilities that may be useful as well for
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inclusion of all English-language learners in local and state assessments.
Durdn (1989) recommends the use of dynamic assessment (e.g.,
Feuerstein’s [1979] Learning Potential Assessment Device), which in-
volves a test-train-test cycle during which a student’s response to a crite-
rion problem is evaluated, feedback is given to help improve perfor-
mance, and the student is reassessed. Lewis (1991) recommends use of
the Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children (KABC) because it sepa-
rates the mental processing scores from the achievement scores, and in-
cludes a training component to ensure that the student understands the
task. He suggests that this approach accommodates different cognitive
processing styles, an advantage in assessing diverse cultural groups. Fur-
ther, he claims that Feuerstein’s dynamic assessment approach and the
KABC are more advantageous than instruments like the Weschler Intelli-
gence Scales for Children-Revised (WISC-R) because they deemphasize
factual information and learned content and focus instead on problem-
solving tasks.

Because of the myriad of factors that must be considered in distin-
guishing linguistic and cultural differences from disabilities, ecological
models of assessment are recommended so that learning problems will be
examined in light of contextual variables affecting the teaching-learning
process, including the interaction of teachers, students, curriculum, in-
structional variables, and so forth. Assessors must consider the student’s
native- and English-language skills, select appropriate measures for as-
sessing skills across languages, and interpret outcomes considering fac-
tors such as the student’s age and cultural and experiential background
(Cloud, 1991).

Standards-Based Reform

The standards-based reform movement has major implications for
English-language learners, especially in the area of assessment. Both
Goals 2000 and the Improving America’s Schools Act state explicitly that
all students, including English-language-learners, are expected to attain
high standards. For example, program accountability provisions in both
Title I and Title VII are framed around the need to demonstrate that
students in these programs are meeting state and local performance stan-
dards for all students. The demonstration of results has been a particularly
complex issue for English-language learners because of the unavailability
of assessments suited to their needs, as discussed previously.

Issues of validity and reliability in assessing the subject matter knowl-
edge and skills of English-language learners were discussed earlier in this

fc 60

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



50 EDUCATING LANGUAGE-MINORITY CHILDREN

chapter. Another assessment issue related to standards-based reform is
how to define adequate yearly progress for English-language learners.
The Title I law, for example, requires that adequate yearly progress be
defined in a manner that “. . . is sufficient to achieve the goal of all
children served under [this part] in meeting the State’s proficient and
advanced levels of performance, particularly economically disadvantaged
and LEP students.” Yearly progress as defined by the law pertains to the
progress of districts and schools, measured by the aggregation of indi-
vidual student scores on assessments aligned with performance standards.
According to the law, the same high performance standards that are estab-
lished for all students are the ultimate goal for English-language learners
as well.

On average, however, English-language learners (especially those
with limited prior schooling) may take more time to meet these standards.
Therefore, additional benchmarks might be developed for assessing the
progress of these students toward meeting the standards. Moreover, be-
cause English-language learners are acquiring English-language skills and
knowledge already possessed by students who arrive in school speaking
English, additional content and performance standards in English-lan-
guage arts may be appropriate. Recently, the Teachers of English to
Speakers of Other Languages professional association has developed
model content standards to guide the instruction and assessment of En-
glish skills and knowledge for such students (Teachers of English to
Speakers of Other Languages, Inc., 1997).

Another issue related to adequate yearly progress has to do with dis-
tricts’ obligation to determine whether schools served by Title I funds are
progressing sufficiently toward enabling all children to meet the state’s
student performance standards. According to the law, adequate progress
is defined as that which results in continuous and substantial yearly im-
provement of each district and school, sufficient to achieve the goal of
having all children—particularly economically disadvantaged students and
English-language learners—meet the state’s proficient and advanced lev-
els of performance. To determine whether English-language learners are
meeting these standards, assessment results must be disaggregated by
English proficiency status. Some states, such as Florida, Hawaii, Louisi-
ana, Maine, Ohio, and Washington, do this already (August and Lara,
1996). However, research is needed to determine how best to accomplish
this goal in statistically sound ways, especially in light of alternative
assessment procedures used with English-language learners.

Because of the difficulties in assessing English-language learners, it
may be important to assess their access to necessary resources and condi-
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tions, such as adequate and appropriate instruction. However, defining

and assessing these conditions is a very difficult task. Although there has

been substantial work in defining some conditions, such as content cover-

age and time on task for mainstream students (Carroll, 1958; Leinhardt,

1978), the research base for defining the most important and effective

resources and conditions for English-language learners is very weak (see

Chapter 7). Yet many English-language learners do find themselves in

poor schools with few resources. A good start would be to define and

assess essential resources (e.g., textbooks, course offerings, accessibility

of information) while continuing research into other aspects of school life,

such as effective school-wide and classroom attributes that result in stu-

dents’ social and academic success. In terms of enhancing opportunities

to learn for English-language learners, another strategy would be to en-

courage the development and evaluation of methods to help school staff
monitor progress in improving schooling through systematic attempts to

compare their school’s performance against certain quality indicators.’
This notion is further elaborated in Chapter 7.

IMPLICATIONS

Educational

To best inform instructional practice, an assessment process is recom-
mended that incorporates information about students in a variety of con-
texts (i.e., home and school) obtained from a variety of sources (i.e.,
special language teachers and classroom teachers) through a variety of
procedures (i.e., criterion-referenced tests, classroom observations, and
portfolios).

To assess English-language proficiency, both discrete language skills
(e.g., vocabulary and grammar) and more authentic and holistic uses of
language should be assessed. Because English-language learners are
acquiring English-language skills and knowledge already possessed by
students who arrive in school speaking English, additional content and
performance standards in English-language arts may be appropriate. Ul-
timately, English-language learners should be held to high standards for
both English language and literacy, and should transition from being as-
sessed with special measures of their increasing command of English to

SCalifornia, for example, has a Program Quality Review System that relies on peer
review. Additional benchmarks could include school-wide and classroom factors that are
known to improve the performance of English-language learners.
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full participation in regularly administered assessments of English-lan-
guage arts.

Strategies under active investigation for incorporating English-lan-
guage learners into assessments of subject-matter knowledge include the
use of native-language assessments. Other strategies for making assess-
ments both comprehensible and conceptually appropriate for English-
language learners entail a decrease in the English-language load of the
assessment through actual modification of the items or instructions, extra
time, small-group administration, flexible scheduling, reading of direc-
tions aloud, use of dictionaries, and administration of the assessment by a
person familiar with the children’s primary language and culture. How-
ever, additional research is needed to determine the psychometric sound-
ness of these techniques. Finally, because of inaccurate and inconsistent
scoring of open-ended or performance-based measures of English-lan-
guage learner subject matter knowledge, training is needed so that such
scoring is reliable.

Because of the difficulties in assessing English-language learners, it
may be important to assess their access to necessary resources and condi-
tions, such as adequate and appropriate instruction. However, defining
and assessing these conditions is a very difficult task. In terms of enhanc-
ing opportunities to learn for English-language learners, another strategy
would be to encourage the development and evaluation of methods to help
school staff monitor progress in improving schooling through systematic
attempts to compare their school’s performance against certain quality
indicators.

Research

Research is needed to improve native-language and English-language
proficiency assessments so they are consistent with research findings on
first- and second-language acquisition and literacy development.

Research is also needed to determine the levels of proficiency in
different aspects of English required for English-language learners to par-
ticipate in English-only instruction. Along the same lines, there is a need
to develop guidelines for determining when English-language learners are
ready to take the same assessments as their English-proficient peers, and
when versions of an assessment other than the “standard” English version
should be administered. There is a need as well to develop psychometri-
cally sound and practical assessments and assessment procedures that
incorporate English-language learners into district and state assessment
systems. In addition, research is needed to improve inaccurate and incon-
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sistent scoring of open-ended or performance-based measures of the work
of English-language learners.

The field still lacks an array of instruments appropriate for assessing
young English-language learners and those with disabilities. Several strat-
egies are reviewed in this chapter, but should be evaluated to determine
whether they are psychometrically sound.

Finally, to incorporate English-language learners into standards-based
reform, research is needed in the following areas: (1) whether it is pos-
sible to establish common standard benchmarks for subject matter knowl-
edge and English proficiency for English-language learners within a valid
theoretical framework, what those benchmarks might be, and how the
benchmarks for English proficiency might be related to performance stan-
dards for English-language arts; (2) how it can be determined whether, in
the context of school and district outcomes, English-language learners are
making progress toward meeting proficient and advanced levels of perfor-
mance; and (3) how opportunities to learn can be evaluated.
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PROGRAM EVALUATION:
KEY FINDINGS

The following key findings can be drawn from the literature on
program evaluation:

e The major national-level program evaluations suffer from design
limitations; lack of documentation of study objectives, conceptual details,
and procedures followed; poorly articulated goals; lack of fit between
goals and research design; and excessive use of elaborate statistical
designs to overcome shortcomings in research designs.

° In general, more has been learned from reviews of smaller-scale
evaluations, although these, too, have suffered from methodological lim-
itations.

o |tis difficult to synthesize the program evaluations of bilingual edu-
cation because of the extreme politicization of the process. Most con-
sumers of research are not researchers who want to know the truth, but
advocates who are convinced of the absolute correctness of their posi-
tions.

* The beneficial effects of native-language instruction are clearly ev-
ident in programs that are labeled "bilingual education,” but they also
appear in some programs that are labeled “immersion.” There appear to
be benefits of programs that are labeled “structured immersion,” although
a quantitative analysis of such programs is not yet available.

¢ There is little value in conducting evaluations to determine which
type of program is best. The key issue is not finding a program that works
for all children and all localities, but rather finding a set of program com-
ponents that works for the children in the community of interest, given
that community’s goals, demographics, and resources.




Program Evaluation

Of the types of programs for English-language learners reviewed in
Chapter 1, the most commonly studied are those that use the native lan-
guage for some limited period of time for core academics (e.g., transi-
tional bilingual education programs) and those that do not use the native
language in any regular or systematic way (i.e., English as a second lan-
guage [ESL] and its variants, such as structured immersion and content-
based ESL, as well as “submersion programs”). During the 1970s and
1980s, the federal government and advocates were keenly interested in
determining which of these two models is more effective. Program evalu-
ations were intended to provide a definitive answer to this question. This
chapter examines what we know from program evaluations conducted to
date. Chapter 7 reviews studies of school and classroom effectiveness.

FINDINGS

This section begins by reviewing national-level evaluations of programs
for English-language learners and then examines reviews of smaller-scale
program evaluations. This is followed by a discussion of the politicization of
program evaluation. The final subsection addresses the future course of
program evaluation, presenting five lessons learned that can lead to better,
more vseful evaluations.
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National Evaluations

There have been three large-scale national evaluations of programs
for English-language learners: the American Institutes for Research evalu-
ation of programs, referred to as the AIR study (Dannoff, 1978); the
National Longitudinal Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Services for
Language Minority Limited English Proficient Students, referred to as the
Longitudinal Study (Development Associates, 1984; Burkheimer et al.,
1989); and the Longitudinal Study of Immersion and Dual Language
Instructional Programs for Language Minority Children, referred to as the
Immersion Study (Ramirez et al., 1991). This section summarizes these
three studies, as well as the findings of a National Research Council report
(Meyer and Fienberg, 1992) that reviews two of the three.

The AIR Study

The AIR study compared students enrolled in Title VII Spanish/En-
glish bilingual programs and comparable students (in terms of ethnicity,
socioeconomic status, and grade level) not enrolled in such programs. For
the study, 8,200 students were measured twice during the school year on
English oral comprehension and reading, math, and Spanish oral compre-
hension and reading. Generally, the results from this study showed that
students in bilingual education programs did not gain more in academic
achievement than students not in such programs. However, the study was
the subject of a great deal of criticism, the major criticism questioning the
strength of the treatment control group comparison (Crawford, 1995).
The study did not compare bilingual education with no bilingual educa-
tion because two-thirds of the children in the control group had previously
been in bilingual programs. In part because of the ambiguity of the
conclusions from the AIR study, the other two major longitudinal studies
discussed in this section were commissioned by the U.S. Department of
Education in 1983 to look at program effectiveness.

The Longitudinal Study

The Longitudinal Study had two distinct phases. The descriptive .
phase examined the variety of services provided to English-language
learners in 86 schools. Some of its major findings were as follows:
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* The vast majority of English-language learners came from eco-
nomically disadvantaged families.

« English-language learners were at risk educationally, with most
performing below grade level.

* Most instruction of the children was in English or in some combi-
nation of English and the native language.

The goal of the second phase of the study was a longitudinal follow-
up to determine the relative effectiveness of programs. The focus was on
25 schools from the first phase, with both English-language learners and
English-proficient students from kindergarten to fifth grade being fol-
lowed over 3 years (Burkheimer et al., 1989). Because schools for the
follow-up phase were initially selected on the basis of having representa-
tive populations of interest and not on the basis of program differences,
there was not much variation in the programs represented in this phase.
Moreover, some of the schools had no children in the control group. In an
attempt to compensate for the weakness of the study design, elaborate
statistical techniques were used. Given these limitations, one should be
cautious about interpreting the study findings. The major findings can be
summarized as follows (Burkheimer et al., 1989):

* Assignment of English-language learners to specific instructional
services reflects principally local policy determinations. To a much more
limited extent (mainly in the lower grades), assignment may be based on
“deliberate” (and apparently criterion-driven) placement of students in the
specific services for which they are ready.

* Too heavy a concentration in any one aspect of the English-lan-
guage learner’s education (e.g., reading) can detract from achievement in
other areas (e.g., math or science).

* The yearly achievement of English-language learners in math and
English-language arts is facilitated by different approaches, depending on
student background factors. For example, students who are relatively
English proficient are better able to benefit from English language arts
instruction given in English, whereas students who are weak in English
and/or strong in their native language eventually show better English
language arts achievement when instructed in their native language.

* In the later grades, proficiency in mathematics when tested in En-
glish seems to require proficiency in English. This is not the case in the
lower grades.
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e As in the assignment of students to specific services for English-
language learners, exit from those services reflects both local policy and
specific criterion-driven exit rules related to reaching certain levels of
proficiency/achievement in English.

e Children are more likely to be exited from English-language learner
services if these services are similar to those for English-proficient stu-
dents.

The Immersion Study

The Immersion Study, conducted by Aguirre International, was a
much more focused study of program alternatives than the Longitudinal
Study. It attempted a quasi-experimental longitudinal comparison of three
types of programs: English-only immersion, early-exit bilingual (also
known as transitional bilingual), and late-exit bilingual (also known as
maintenance bilingual). The study took place at nine sites, but five of
these had only one of the three types of programs (Ramirez et al., 1991).
In fact, the late-exit bilingual program was completely confounded with
site, being the only program implemented at three sites. Despite sophisti-
cated statistical models of growth, the conclusions from the study are
seriously compromised by the noncomparability of sites.

The major findings of the comparison of program types were summa-
rized by the U.S. Department of Education (1991). After 4 years in their
respective programs, English-language learners in immersion strategy and
early-exit programs demonstrated comparable skills in mathematics, lan-
guage, and reading when tested in English. There were differences among
the three late-exit sites in achievement level in the three subjects: students
at the sites with the most use of Spanish and the most use of English ended
sixth grade with the same skills in English language and reading; students
at the two late-exit sites that used the most Spanish showed higher growth
in mathematics skills than those at the-site that abruptly transitioned into
almost all-English instruction. Students in all three programs realized a
growth in English-language and reading skills that was as rapid or more
so than the growth that would have been expected for these children had
they not received any intervention.

National Research Council Report

Both the Longitudinal and Immersion studies were reviewed by a
National Research Council panel of the Committee on National Statistics
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(Meyer and Fienberg, 1992). The primary focus of the panel’s report is on
determining whether the statistical methods used in those studies were
appropriate. The report identified important flaws in these major efforts,
including the following:

e The formal designs of the Longitudinal and Immersion studies were ill
suited to answering the important policy questions that appear to have motivated
them.

* Execution and interpretation of these studies, especially the Longi-
tudinal Study, were hampered by a lack of documentation of the study
objectives, the operationalizing of conceptual details, actual procedures
followed, and changes in all of the above.

* Because of the poor articulation of study goals and the lack of fit
between discernible goals and research design, it is unlikely that addi-
tional statistical analyses of the data would yield results central to the
policy questions these studies were originally intended to address.

* Both the Longitudinal and Immersion studies suffered from exces-
sive attention to the use of elaborate statistical methods intended to over-
come the shortcomings in the research designs.

¢ Although the samples in the Immersion study were followed longi-
tudinally, later comparisons are not considered valid because of sample
attrition.

Quite clearly the Longitudinal and Immersion studies did not provide
decisive evidence about the effectiveness of bilingual education programs.
However, according to the National Research Council report, findings
from the comparisons that were most sound with respect to study design
and sample characteristics indicate that kindergarten and first grade stu-
dents who received academic instruction in Spanish had higher achieve-
ment in reading in English (at kindergarten and grade 1) than comparable
students who received academic instruction in English.

Reviews of Smaller-Scale Evaluations

Five key reviews of smaller-scale program evaluations were exam-
ined:

* Baker and de Kanter (1981) reviewed 28 studies of programs de-
signed for English-language learners that reported evaluations considered
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to be methodologically sound.! Based on their review, they concluded
that “the case for the effectiveness of transitional bilingual education is so
weak that exclusive reliance on this instruction method is clearly not
justified” (p. 1). '

» Rossell and Ross (1986) and Rossell and Baker (1996) considered
studies that evaluated alternative second-language programs. Their re-
view included only studies that had random assignment to programs or
statistical control for pretreatment differences between groups when ran-
dom assignment was not possible. They concluded that the evidence from
these studies did not support the superiority of transitional bilingual edu-
cation for English-language learners.

o Willig (1985) conducted a meta-analysis of studies reviewed by
Baker and de Kanter. In contrast with previous reviews, her analysis
quantitatively measured the program effect in each study, even if it was
not statistically significant. Her overall conclusion is quite different from
that of the previous reviews: “positive effects for bilingual programs . . .
for all major academic areas” (p. 297). However, as she notes, she did not
compare bilingual education programs with other programs, but only con-
trasted program versus no-program studies.

o The U.S. General Accounting Office (1987) surveyed 10 experts in
the field to gauge the effectiveness of bilingual education programs. Most
of the experts surveyed looked quite favorably upon educational policy
that encourages the use of the native language and were critical of struc-
tured immersion. Moreover, most questioned the value of “aggregate

. program labels” (e.g., immersion or transitional bilingual education) be-

cause such labels fail to capture fully the instructional activities and con-
text at each site.

In summary, the beneficial effects of native-language instruction are
clearly evident in programs that have been labeled “bilingual education,”
but they also appear in some programs that are labeled “bilingual immer-
sion” (Gersten and Woodward, 1995). There appear to be benefits of
programs that are labeled “structured immersion” (Baker and de Kanter,
1981; Rossell and Ross, 1986); however, a quantitative analysis of such
programs is not yet available. Based primarily on the Willig (1985) meta-
analysis, this report supports the conclusion of the previous National Re-

ITo be considered methodologically sound, studies had to employ random assignment
of children to treatment conditions or take measures to ensure that children in the treat-
ment groups were equivalent. Studies with no comparison group were rejected.
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search Council panel discussed earlier: “The panel still sees the elements
of positive relationships that are consistent with empirical results from
other studies and that support the theory underlying native language in-
struction” (Meyer and Fienberg, 1992:105).

However, for numerous reasons, we see little value in continuing to
focus evaluations on the question of which type of program is best. First,
the key to program improvement is not in finding a program that works
for all children and all localities, but rather finding a set of program
components that works for the children in the community of interest,
given the goals, demographics, and resources of that community. The
focus needs to be on the proper contexts in which a program component is
most effective and conversely, the contexts in which it may even be
harmful. Second, many large-scale evaluations would likely suffer from
the problem encountered in some previous national evaluations: the pro-
grams would be so loosely implemented that the evaluation would have
no clear focus. Third, programs are not unitary, but a complex series of
components. Thus we think it better to focus on components than pro-
grams and on the needs of the local setting. As we argue later, successful
bilingual and immersion programs may contain many common elements.

Politicization of Program Evaluation

It is difficult to synthesize the program evaluations of bilingual edu-
cation because of the extreme politicization of the process. Research
always involves compromises, and because no study is perfect, every
study has weaknesses. What has happened in this area of research is that
most consumers of the research are not researchers who want to know the
truth, but advocates who are convinced of the absolute correctness of their
positions. Advocates care mainly about the results of a study. If its
conclusions support their position, they note the study’s strong points; if
not, they note its weak points. Because there are studies that support a
wide range of positions, advocates on both sides end up with plenty of
“evidence” to support their position. Policymakers are justifiably troubled
by the inability of the research evidence to resolve the debate.

A related issue is that very quickly a new study gets labeled as pro- or
anti-bilingual education. What is emphasized in the debate is not the
quality of the research or insights about school and classroom attributes
that contribute to or hinder positive student outcomes, but whether the
study is consistent with the advocate’s position. Because advocacy is the
goal, very poor studies that support an advocated position are touted as
definitive.

RIC 72

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



62 EDUCATING LANGUAGE-MINORITY CHILDREN

Future Course of Program Evaluation

It is easy to criticize previous program evaluations, but we need to
realize that program evaluation was in its infancy when many of these
studies were initially undertaken. During the past 25 years, the model of
program evaluation has evolved considerably. There are several key ele-
ments in the current model (see Fetterman et al. [1995] for one such
formulation). First, the initial focus is not on comparing programs, but on
determining whether a given program is properly implemented and fine
tuning it so it becomes more responsive to the needs of children, the
school, and the community. Once the program has been established, a
summative evaluation with control groups is recommended. Second, in-
stead of being a top-down process, the evaluation is more participatory,
guided by students, staff, and the community (Cousins and Earl, 1992).
Third, qualitative as well as quantitative methods are used (see Chapter
4).

Although program evaluation to date has yielded disappointing re-
sults, it would be a serious mistake to say we have learned nothing from
the enterprise. Five general lessons learned from the past 25 years of
program evaluation follow.

Lesson 1: Higher-Quality Program Evaluations

The following factors are critical to high-quality program evaluations:
program design, program implementation, creation of a control group,
group equivalence, measurement, unit of analysis, power, and missing
data.

Program Design A program should have clearly articulated goals. Al-
though scientific research can play a role in determining intermediate
goals, program goals are generally determined by the school community.
For instance, some communities may place a premium on students main-
taining a native language, whereas others may prefer to encourage only
the speaking of English. Once the program goals have been set, curricu-
lum must be found or created, staffing requirements determined, and staff
development procedures implemented. The program should be designed
using basic theory (see the discussion of lesson 3 below), but should also
be practical enough to be implemented in the schools.

Program Implementation Many programs created for English-language
learners by government, schools, researchers, and courts have not been
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fully implemented. An evaluation without evidence of successful imple-
mentation is an evaluation of an unknown quantity.

Demonstration of program implementation requires more than exam-
ining the educational background of teachers and the completion of forms
filled out by administrators. While interviews with teachers and students
can provide an approximate fix on what is actually being delivered, the
best approach is to observe what teachers and students do in the classroom
(see Chapter 7). Examining program implementation offers several ad-
vantages. First, it encourages thinking of the program not as unitary (e.g.,
bilingual education), but as a series of components; one can then deter-
mine whether each of these components has been implemented (see the
discussion of lesson 4 below). Second, it allows for the measurement of
processes that would otherwise not be measured, such as opportunity to
learn. Third, if the implementation data are measured for the same chil-
dren for whom outcome data are measured, it is possible to analyze the
process by which program features are translated into outcomes.

Creation of a Control Group Even when a program has clearly articu-
lated goals, is based on sound theory, and is adequately implemented, a
program evaluation is of little value if one does not know what experiences
the children in the control group have had. Identifying control groups may be
difficult. Because of legislative, judicial, and educational constraints, an
untreated group may be difficult to find. Moreover, the researcher should not
assume that just because children are not currently receiving an intervention,
they never have. The current and past experiences of children in the control
group need to be carefully documented.

One might suppose that an emphasis on standards precludes the need
for a control group. While it may be important to examine whether
students meet performance standards, we still need to know whether a
program improves performance over what was achieved under a previous
program. Moreover, given the economic background of most English-
language learners (see Chapter 1) and the likely heavy English load in
most testing (see Chapter 5), the use of standards could create an unduly
pessimistic appraisal of these children. While high standards are the
ultimate goal, they will likely have to be reached gradually.

Group Equivalence Program evaluation involves comparison of an ex-
perimental and a control group. These two groups should be demographi-
cally and educationally equivalent. Equivalent groups are guaranteed by
random assignment. Because of legislative, judicial, and administrative
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constraints, random assignment of students to conditions may not gener-
ally be feasible; nonetheless, we urge vigilance in attempting to find
opportunities for random assignment. When random assignment is not
feasible, other ways must be found to ensure that the groups are similar.
As recommended by Meyer and Fienberg (1992), there is a greater likeli-
hood of equivalence if the control group students can be selected from the
same school. If another classroom, school, or school district must be
chosen, it should be as similar as possible to the treated units.

Researchers need to ascertain whether the groups are equivalent before
the intervention begins. The best way to do this is to measure the children in
both groups to obtain a baseline measure. Ideally, there should be little or no
difference at baseline.2 If there are differences, statistical analysis can be
used to make the groups more similar,3 but it cannot be expected to make
them truly equivalent.

Measurement The difficult issues of student assessment have already
been discussed in Chapter 5. However, we note that longitudinal assess-
ment of English-language learners virtually guarantees that different tests
will be taken by different groups of children, making it necessary to
equate the tests. The timing of measurement is important. The baseline or
pretest measure should occur before the program begins, and the post-test
should occur after the program has been completed and its potential ef-
fects are evident. A long interval from pretest to post-test will increase
the amount of missing data in the sample (see below).

Unit of Analysis Even when there is random assignment, the child is
generally not the unit assigned to the intervention, but rather the class-
room, the school, or sometimes the district. A related issue is that chil-
dren affect each other’s learning in the classroom, and indeed, several
recent educational innovations (e.g., cooperative learning) attempt to capi-
talize on this fact. Consideration then needs to be given to whether the
child or some other entity is the proper unit of analysis.

Power This factor concerns the probability of detecting a difference
between treatment and control groups if there actually is one. Program

2Ensuring equivalence by matching individual scores at the pretest only appears to
create equivalence (Campbell and Stanley, 1963).

3There is considerable controversy about how to adjust statistically for baseline differ-
ences (e.g., Lord, 1967). This controversy reinforces the point that the presence of
baseline differences seriously compromises the persuasiveness of the evaluation.
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evaluations must be designed so that there is sufficient power. In many
instances, there may be insufficient resources to achieve an acceptable
level of power. For instance, there may be only 50 children eligible for a
study, but to have a reasonable chance of getting a statistically reliable
result may require more children in the sample. Even if there are suffi-
cient resources, the study may be too large to manage.

Missing Data Typically, evaluations are longitudinal, and in longitudi-
nal research, missing data are always a serious concern. Given the high
mobility of English-language learners, attrition is an especially critical
issue in these types of evaluations (Lam, 1992). A plan for minimizing
and estimating the effect of missing data should be attempted. To some
extent, the use of growth-curve modeling (Bryk and Raudenbush, 1992)
or the computation of individual change trajectories can alleviate this
problem.

Summary Clearly, program evaluations are difficult. The above discus-
sion indicates that there are often tradeoffs: to maximize one aspect of a
study, another must be reduced. Although research always involves com-
promises and limitations, there must still be some minimum degree of
quality for the research to be informative. Therefore, sometimes the most
prudent choice is not to conduct a program evaluation, but to devote
research efforts to determining whether a program is successfully imple-
mented in the classroom and identifying the process by which the pro-
gram leads to desirable outcomes (see the discussion of lesson 2). At the
same time, researchers and policymakers still need to be creative in recog-
nizing opportunities for evaluation.

Lesson 2: More Informative Local Evaluations

Evaluation needs to be viewed as a tool for program improvement,
not as a bureaucratic obligation. Local evaluation efforts need to focus on
methods for improving program design and implementation (Ginsburg,
1992; Meyer and Fienberg, 1992). Lam (1992:193) makes the following
recommendation: “It seems reasonable to urge local educators and ad-
ministrators to use the majority of the evaluation budgets for formative
purposes—that is, to document and guide full implementation of the pro-
gram design, including the analysis of problems arising when the school’s
capacity to actually implement the proposed program is being developed.”
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Title VII legislation explicitly encourages this type of evaluation (Section
7123b).

Federal and state governments might monitor local evaluations more
closely. School districts that present evidence for successfully implemented
models should receive grants for outcome evaluation. While we do not
believe in enforcing standardization across sites in these evaluations, there
should be attempts to encourage collaboration that would allow pooling of
results. There are successful examples in other areas of human resource
evaluation in which there is local control, but comparable measures and
designs are used to allow for data aggregation.

It should also be noted that both large-scale and local evaluations
have their limitations. With smaller-scale evaluations, it is easier to moni-
tor the effort, keep track of implementation, and institute procedures to
minimize missing data. However, small evaluations are plagued with
insufficient sample sizes and sometimes insufficient program variation.
Moreover, results in one community may not be generalizable to other
communities. Just as national evaluations were oversold in the 1970s and
1980s, we do not wish now to oversell local evaluations.

We expect program effects to interact with site and community char-
acteristics.* Although some site effects will be random and inexplicable,
others will be systematic. If enough sites can be studied, an understand-
ing of the necessary conditions for successful programs can be developed.
One statistical technique that is ideally suited for the analysis of within-
site effects is hierarchical linear modeling (Bryk and Raudenbush, 1992),
which can be used to test whether there are site interactions and determine
what factors can explain them.

Lesson 3: Creation and Evaluation of Theory-Based Interventions

Programs should be designed so they are consistent with what is
known about basic learning processes. The studies and programs de-
scribed in this section are based on a theory of second-language learning
and its relationship to student achievement and successful educational
practice. The theory is tested through implementation in a classroom

4A good example of effects varying by site is presented by Samaniego and Eubank
(1991). They tested basic theory using the California Case Studies in four school dis-
tricts, and results varied considerably across sites.
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setting. While none of the examples described here is perfect, each has
aspects that are exemplary.

California Case Studies 1In 1980, the California State Department of Edu-
cation, in a collaboration with researchers and local educators, applied a
theory-based model for bilingual education (Gold and Tempes, 1987). The
program, which came to be known as the California Case Studies, began with
a declaration of principles (see Chapter 7), many of which were based on
research results reviewed in Chapters 2 through 4. Five elementary schools
serving large numbers of Spanish-speaking students were selected for partici-
pation in the program. Students were provided substantial amounts of in-
struction in and through the native language; comprehensible second-lan-
guage input was provided through both ESL classes and sheltered classes in
academic content areas; and teachers attempted to equalize the status of
second-language learners by treating English-language learners equitably,
using cooperative learning strategies, providing second-language classes, and
using minority languages for noninstructional purposes.

While the California Case Studies is exemplary in its application of
principles based on well-established basic research and collaboration be-
tween educators and researchers, very few of its results have been published
in peer-reviewed journals.’

Gersten’s Bilingual Immersion Programs In a series of studies pub-
lished in peer-reviewed journals, Gersten and colleagues (Gersten, 1985;
Gersten et al., 1984; Gersten and Woodward, 1995) tested the effective-
ness of “bilingual immersion programs” for English-language learners.
Gersten and Woodward (1995:226) define such a program as follows:
“This approach retains the predominant focus on English-language in-
struction from the immersion model but tempers it with a substantive 4-
year Spanish language program so that students maintain their facility
with their native language.” The program they developed is a blend of
ideas from bilingual and immersion programs, hence their use of the term
“bilingual immersion.”®

5The program was never intended as an evaluation, and funding was cut at the end of
the project, which made evaluation more difficult.

6Although Gersten and Woodward label this program “bilingual immersion,” it should
not be confused with two-way bilingual programs (also called “bilingual immersion pro-
grams™), in which native speakers of English and English-language learners are provided
with subject matter instruction in their respective native language(s).
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In a major 4-year study (Gersten and Woodward, 1995), 228 children
in El Paso, Texas, were placed in either bilingual immersion (as defined
above) or transitional bilingual programs. Children were followed from
fourth through seventh grades. While differences found in language and
reading ability in the early years favored the bilingual immersion ap-
proach, those differences seemed to vanish in the later years. However,
almost all of the bilingual immersion children had been mainstreamed by
the end of the program, while nearly one-third of the transitional bilingual
children had not.”

Summary Some of the examples in this section might be considered
advocacy based. While there is very often a fine line between theory- and
advocacy-based program evaluations, we see an important difference be-
tween the two. First, the former type of program is grounded in a theory
about the learning of a second language and its relationship to student
achievement, not solely in a social or political philosophy. Second, the
educational curriculum is designed to implement the theory in a school
setting. Third, the educational outcomes of children are used to test the
theory; the program evaluation tests both the basic theory and the educa-
tional intervention.

Lesson 4: Thinking in Terms of Components, Not Political Labels

Historically, programs are described as unitary; a student is either in a
program or not. The current debate on the relative efficacy of English
immersion and bilingual education has been cast in this light. However,
as noted above, we need to move away from thinking about programs in
such broad terms and instead see them as containing multiple compo-
nents—features that are available to meet the differing needs of particular
students. Thus two students in the same program could receive different
elements of the program. Moreover, programs that are nominally very
different—especially the most successful ones—may have very similar
characteristics (see Chapter 7). These common characteristics include the
following:

TThe statistical analysis of the data from this program by Gersten and Woodward
(1995) has been less than optimal. Generally, analysis of variance is not appropriate for
longitudinal studies. Moreover, growth curve analysis (Bryk and Raudenbush, 1992) can
often provide a much more detailed picture of process. However, correcting these statis-
tical problems would probably not result in major changes in the study’s conclusions.
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° Some native-language instruction, especially initially

e For most students, a relatively early phasing in of English instruc-
tion

e Teachers specially trained in instructing English-language learners

Lesson 5: Creation of a Developmental Model

A general formal model is needed to predict children’s development
of linguistic, social, and cognitive skills. The foundation of this model
would be derived from basic research reviewed in Chapters 2 through 4,
including theories of linguistic, cognitive, and social development. The
model would predict nonlinear growth trajectories for the major abili-
ties—not only the mean or typical trajectories, but also their variability. It
would be flexible enough to allow for the introduction of a second lan-
guage and would explicitly address possible transfer and interference for
different first languages, as well as educational issues for new immi-
grants.

Learning takes place in specific environments, and these would be
explicitly considered in the model as well. The environment would serve
as a moderator that accelerates or decelerates the child’s development.
Among the school environment variables would be classroom composi-
tion, teachers, and school climate. Family and community variables would
also serve as moderators. From a policy perspective, the most important
moderators would be program inputs, for example, bilingual education
and English immersion—not in an idealized sense, but in terms of instruc-
tional practices, such as percentage of first-language instruction. More-
over, the model would predict interactions between the effectiveness of
program features and student and environmental characteristics.

The creation of such a model would require collaboration among
researchers, statisticians, and educators. It would likely occur in stages.
The model would be so complex that it would have to be computer simu-
lated. It should be able not only to explain results that are currently well
established, but also to make predictions about results that have not yet

8Findings from this study are not discussed in this report because the study had not
been completed or published prior to the report’s publication.
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been obtained and those that are unexpected. The model would be much
too large to be testable in its entirety, but should be specific enough to be
testable in narrow contexts.

A research effort geared toward developing such a model is that of
Thomas and Collier (1995).8 Using data from the immersion studies
discussed above and data collected since then from other school districts,
Thomas and Collier sketch approximate growth curves for different pro-
grams. The model we envision would be much more extensive in that it
would predict individual (as opposed to program) growth, as well as
interactions between programs and child characteristics. Moreover, we
would hope that programs in the model would be replaced by program
features (see lesson 4).

IMPLICATIONS

The educational implications of the findings presented in this chapter
correspond to the five lessons presented in the previous section.’ First,
higher-quality program evaluations are needed. Factors critical to high-
quality program evaluations include sound program design, full program
implementation, creation of a control group, group equivalence, adequate
measurement, proper unit of analysis, enough power, and methods for
dealing with missing data.

Second, local evaluations need to be made more informative. Further,
they need to focus on methods for improving program design and imple-
mentation. Evaluation needs to be viewed as a tool for program improve-
ment, not as a bureaucratic obligation.

Third, theory-based interventions need to be created and evaluated.
Programs should be designed so they are consistent with what is known
about basic learning processes. The studies and programs described in
this chapter are based on a theory of second-language learning and its
relationship to student achievement and successful educational practice.
The theory is tested through implementation in a classroom setting.

Fourth, we need to move away from thinking about programs in broad
terms and instead see them as containing multiple components—features
that are available to meet the differing needs of particular students.

9This section does not present research implications because research is not needed on
evaluation per se; rather, program evaluations need to be conducted differently if we are
to learn from the programs and practices we implement.
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Finally, a developmental model needs to be created for use in predict-
ing the effects of program components on children in different environ-
ments. The foundation of this model would be derived from basic re-
search reviewed in Chapters 2 through 4, including theories of linguistic,
cognitive, and social development.
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STUDIES OF SCHOOL AND CLASSROOM EFFECTIVENESS:
KEY FINDINGS

The literature on school and classroom effectiveness provides the
following key findings:

o The studies reviewed here provide some evidence to support the
“effective schools” attributes identified nearly 20 years ago (strong lead-
ership, high expectations for students, clear school-wide focus on basic
skills, safe and orderly environment, and frequent assessment of student
progress), with at least two important qualifications:

— The studies challenge the conceptualization of some of those at-
tributes, for example, the idea that implementing characteristics of effec-
tive schools and classrooms makes schools and classrooms more effec-
tive.

— The studies suggest that factors not identified in the effective
schools literature may be important as well if we are to create schools
where English-language learners, indeed all students, will be successful
and productive. Examples of such factors are a focus on more than just
basics, ongoing staff development, and home-school connections.

° The following attributes are identified as being associated with ef-
fective schools and classrooms: a supportive school-wide climate, school
leadership, a learning environment tailored to local goals and resources,
articulation and coordination within and between schools, some use of
native language and culture in the instruction of English-language learn-
ers, a balanced curriculum that incorporates both basic and higher-order
skills, explicit skills instruction, opportunities for student-directed activi-
ties, use of instructional strategies that enhance understanding, opportu-
nities for practice, systematic student assessment, staff development,
and home and parent involvement.

o Although suggestive of key attributes that are important for creating
effective schools and classrooms, most studies reviewed here cannot
give firm answers about any particular attribute and its relationship to
student outcomes. For example, the nominated schools designs do not
report data on student outcomes and are thus inconclusive. Prospective
case studies lack comparison groups, so that changes in student out-
comes may be due to extraneous factors. And while quasi-experimental
studies that focus on an entire program provide the strongest basis for
claims about program or school effects, they make direct claims only
about the program or school effect overall. Claims about the effects of
specific components must, in general, rest on other studies that examine
those components explicitly.
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Studies of School and
Classroom Effectiveness

Whereas Chapter 6 focuses on program evaluations, in which the
issue of instructional language is paramount, this chapter focuses on em-
pirical studies that attempt to identify school- and classroom-level factors
related to effective schooling for English-language learners from early
education programs through high school. Although the issue of language
of instruction is an important feature of the research described in this
chapter, it does not dominate the work as much as it has the evaluation
research discussed in Chapter 6.

FINDINGS

Observations on Studies of Effective Schools and Classrooms

Based on a systematic literature search, we identified reports of 33
studies for inclusion in this review (see the appendix). Several general
observations can be made about this collection. First, this is a heteroge-
neous group of studies, employing at least four different types of designs.
In the effective schools design, schools are designated as effective based
on measures of student learning or achievement. In the nominated schools
design, schools are identified in accordance with the professional judg-
ments of knowledgeable educators, rather than being identified on the
basis of outcome measures. Prospective case studies and quasi-experi-
ments represent a different approach to studying effective schooling. In-
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stead of finding schools that are already “effective” or have been nomi-
nated as such, prospective studies attempt to document changes in school-
wide programs or classrooms and the effects of these changes on student
achievement. Quasi-experimental designs employ comparison schools or
classrooms. In addition, the studies range from single-classroom and -
school studies to a study of nine different “exemplary programs” in a total
of 39 schools. Furthermore, they represent levels of schooling from kin-
dergarten to preschool.

A second general observation is that school- and classroom-level fac-
tors associated with varying outcomes for English-language learners have
received less attention than have other areas of research on these students.
Clearly, the issue of language of instruction (whether English-language
learners should be taught in their native language, and if so, to what
extent) has dominated the research agenda (see Chapter 6). There have
also been qualitative and ethnographic studies that have examined social
context, language distribution, classroom interaction, and sociocultural
enactments of classroom pedagogy (see Chapters 2-4). Although these
studies provide rich descriptions of educational environments, many do
not relate practice to learning outcomes.

Third, although many non-English languages found in U.S. schools
appear to be represented in these studies, by far the most commonly found
is Spanish. This of course reflects the reality that approximately three-
fourths of English-language learners are Spanish speaking. Most of the
studies were conducted in schools that were predominately Latino. How-
ever, some sites within larger studies had substantial numbers of non-
Spanish-speaking English-language learners. Only a few studies—Slavin
and Yampolsky (1992) (Asian), Wong Fillmore et al. (1985) (Chinese),
Rosebery et al. (1992) (Haitian-Creole), and Tharp (1982) (Hawaiian)—
targeted non-Spanish-speaking English-language learners.

Fourth, as previously mentioned, by far the greatest number of schools
and classrooms studied have been within the nominated schools design.
These studies, as well as a few in the other categories, do not report
student achievement data.! The absence of outcome data does not mean

n their report on the California Case Studies, Gold and Tempes (1987:7) explicitly
state that their project “was not designed as an experiment” and that they “carefully
avoided efforts to set up premature or unreasonable comparisons.” However, achieve-
ment data on the California Case Studies have been reported in various papers and publi-
cations (e.g., Krashen and Biber, 1988). Samaniego and Eubank (1991) conducted a
more objective and rigorous secondary analysis of achievement data at four of the five
sites. Three other studies included in this review (Lucas et al., 1990; Tikunoff, 1983;
Tikunoff et al., 1991) report that some indicators of student outcomes informed the selec-
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that a study is uninformative. Indeed, these studies are filled with inter-
esting and useful data about programs, staff, students, community, and,
more generally, the very complex and challenging circumstances in which
students and teachers must function. They also provide what in many
cases are highly compelling accounts of dedicated educators working to
create engaging, meaningful, and responsive settings for student learning.
However, they do not link these settings to indicators of student out-
comes, at least not in any explicit way.

Finally, as noted above, these studies report a wide range of school-
and classroom-level attributes related to effectiveness. These attributes,
summarized in the following section, can be conceptualized and catego-
rized in many different ways. It is important to keep in mind, however,
that the attributes discussed here represent concepts refracted through at
least two sets of lenses (the original investigators’ and this committee’s),
that the empirical bases for making strong causal claims vary consider-
ably and are sometimes unknown, and that there are caveats associated
with some of the attributes. For example, different attributes may be more
or less important for different age groups or different ethnic groups.
Therefore, none of these individual attributes should be considered neces-
sary or sufficient conditions for the schooling of English-language learn-
ers.

Attributes of Effective Schools and Classrooms

Based on the findings of the 33 studies reviewed, effective schools
and classrooms can be said to have the following attributes.?

Supportive School-Wide Climate

Carter and Chatfield (1986), Moll (1988), Lucas et al. (1990), Tikunoff
(1983), Tikunoff et al. (1991), Berman et al. (1992, 1995), and Minicucci

tion of the “effective” or “exemplary” sites, but neither these data nor the criteria used by
investigators are reported. Of the remaining studies, one was exclusively exploratory
(Minicucci and Olsen, 1992) and makes no claim of trying to explain how effective
programs came to be; the studies by Berman et al. (1992, 1995), Pease-Alvarez et al.
(1991), and Gersten (1996) neither report outcome data nor apparently used student out-
comes to inform the selection of nominated sites. With the exception of Short (1994),
which is more of an exploratory study, the prospective and quasi-experimental studies
report student outcome data.

2Note that not all studies include all attributes, but the general attributes appear in

many of the studies.
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and Olsen (1992) report that a positive school-wide climate was a feature
of the effective or exemplary schools they studied. The schools varied in
their particular manifestations of such a climate, but overall emphasized
three things—value placed on the linguistic and cultural background of
English-language learners, high expectations for their academic achieve-
ment, and their integral involvement in the overall school operation.

How does a school climate, or ethos, change from being “not condu-
cive” to being “conducive” to high levels of achievement for English-
language learners? Unfortunately, the studies do not offer much guidance
here. Only Goldenberg and Sullivan (1994) address this question directly
and prospectively. They claim that changes in school climate were the
result of a complex process, aimed at improving student achievement, that
began with identification of school-wide goals and expectations for stu-
dents, followed by consistent, visible, multiple, and long-term efforts to
work toward those goals. Teachers responded positively to the more
meaningful and substantive focus at the school.

Although the logic of attempting to change school climate through
staff development and training to improve student achievement is sup-
ported by research on teacher expectations, an alternative hypothesis may
merit attention: that school climate is at least as much a reflection of
student achievement as an influence on it (Jussim, 1986). In other words,
it may be that teachers hold high expectations when they have students
who achieve, and conversely that they hold low expectations when their
students do not achieve. If this formulation is valid, it suggests that one
important way to raise teacher expectations is to increase student achieve-
ment by creating structures at a school and helping teachers acquire the
skills and knowledge needed to be more successful with students, rather
than by exhorting teachers to raise their expectations.

School Leadership

Consistent with findings of the effective schools research that began
two decades ago, school-level leadership appears to be a critical dimen-
sion of effective schooling for English-language learners (Tikunoff et al.,
1991; Carter and Chatfield, 1986; Lucas et al., 1990; Goldenberg and
Sullivan, 1994). At least half of the studies reviewed name leadership,
often the principal’s, as an important factor; the role of leadership can also
be inferred from several of the other studies that do not explicitly cite it.

An important exception can be found in the Success for All studies,
which do not name leadership as an important attribute. This stance is
atypical of the school change literature as a whole, and some suggest that
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the Success for All program does not require a strong principal because
leadership comes from a Success for All site facilitator, teachers provide
this leadership, and the program is highly structured and limited to lan-
guage arts and reading instruction.

Customized Learning Environment

Staff in effective schools and classrooms design the learning environ-
ment to reflect school and community contextual factors and goals while
meeting the diverse needs of their students (Berman et al., 1992, 1995;
Tikunoff et al., 1991; Moll, 1988; Samaniego and Eubank, 1991; Lucas et
al., 1990). Many researchers have noted that there is no one right way to
educate English-language learners; different approaches are necessary
because of the great diversity of conditions faced by schools and students.
These researchers recommend that local staff and community members
identify the conditions under which one or some combination of ap-
proaches is best suited and then adapt models to match their particular
circumstances. For example, Lucas et al. (1990) found that English-
language learners are more likely to achieve when a school’s curriculum
responds to their individual and differing needs by offering variety in
three areas: the skills, abilities, and knowledge classes are designed to
develop (i.e., native-language development, ESL, subject matter knowl-
edge); the degrees of difficulty and sophistication among available classes
(i.e., advanced as well as low-level classes); and the approaches to teach-
ing content (i.e., native-language instruction, content ESL, and specially
designed instruction in English).

Articulation and Coordination Within and Between Schools

Effective schools are characterized by a smooth transition between
levels of language development classes (e.g., between content-based ESL
and sheltered instruction) and coordination and articulation between spe-
cial second-language programs and other school programs, as well as
between levels of schooling (Short, 1994; Slavin and Yampolsky, 1992;
Minicucci and Olsen, 1992; Berman et al., 1995; Saunders et al., 1996;
Calderon et al., 1996). In many of the schools studied, there was collabo-
ration between special language teachers and mainstream classroom or
content teachers to articulate students’ instructional programs. Moreover,
in these schools the transition from special language instruction to main-
stream classes was gradual, carefully planned, and supported with activi-
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ties (prior to reclassification and after mainstreaming) designed to ensure
students’ success.

Use of Native Language and Culture

The advantages of native-language use are a prominent theme among
these studies, either explicitly (e.g., Henderson and Landesman, 1992;
Hernandez, 1991; Muniz-Swicegood, 1994; Lucas et al., 1990; Berman et
al., 1995; Rosebery et al., 1992, Tikunoff, 1983; Pease-Alvarez et al.,
1991; Calderon et al., 1996) or implicitly (Carter and Chatfield, 1986, and
Goldenberg and Sullivan, 1994, both of which took place in school set-
tings where there was a firm commitment to bilingual education). Even
those studies that report on Special Alternative Instructional Programs,
where most instruction takes place in English, cite teachers’ use of stu-
dents’ native languages to clarify and elaborate on points made in English
(Tikunoff et al., 1991). Moreover, findings from a study of nine Special
Alternative Instructional Programs (Lucas and Katz, 1994:545) indicate
that even in exemplary programs designed to provide instruction prima-
rily in English, the classrooms were “multilingual environments in which
students’ native languages served a multitude of purposes and functions.
Across sites, native language use emerged as a persistent and key instruc-
tional strategy realized in very site-specific ways.”

Nevertheless, several sites examined in these studies do not feature
native-language programs. One of the Success for All sites, for example,
has a largely Asian population, and all instruction is in English. In addi-
tion, while some of the Spanish-speaking students in the Success for All
studies are in primary-language programs, some are in sheltered English
programs.

Similarly, most of the studies cited in this review can contribute little
direct knowledge to important questions about adapting instructional pro-
grams to students’ home culture (e.g., sociolinguistic patterns, cognitive
styles). These studies take place in contexts where the students’ home
culture is valued and seen as a resource to build upon, rather than a
liability to remediate. Most of the studies report some aspect of home
culture validation, accommodation, or inclusion in their effective sites.

Again, Success for All presents a challenging counterpoint. There is
nothing in the Success for All literature indicating that cultural validation
or cultural accommodation per se is an important element of the program
or, indeed, that culture plays any direct role at all (aside from language).
Of course, it is possible that cultural adaptations were taking place in the
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Success for All schools studied (as a result of the programs or not), but
this factor was not examined.

Thus the studies reviewed can, at best, make an oblique contribution
to the debate on the role of home language and culture in the education of
these students. In part, this is because there are no rigorous studies that
have controlled for interactions among student background (e.g., prior
schooling in the native language, age), ways in which the first and second
languages are used, and other instructional variables (e.g., overall quality
of schooling).

Balanced Curriculum

In much of the quasi-experimental research, classroom teachers combine
basic and higher-order skills. In the Success for All schools, there is a
balance between instruction in basic and higher-order skills at all grade lev-
els. Success for All’s strong outcomes make the balance of these two levels
of instruction very compelling. Both Goldenberg and Gallimore (1991) and
Goldenberg and Sullivan (1994) report that the schools they worked with and
studied included a “balanced” literacy program in which key skills and sub-
jects such as phonics, word recognition, specific comprehension skills, and
writing conventions were taught. However, they argue that early reading
achievement improved at those schools partly because teachers incorporated
language and meaning-based approaches into a system that had previously
relied on basic decoding skills as the only avenue for learning to read.

Explicit Skills Instruction

The studies reviewed indicate that effective teachers for English-lan-
guage learners use explicit skills instruction for certain tasks, mostly (though
not always) to help students acquire basic skills (Wong Fillmore et al., 1985;
Tikunoff, 1983; Carter and Chatfield, 1986; Goldenberg and Sullivan, 1994;
Slavin and Yampolosky, 1992). The value of explicit skills instruction is
corroborated by other researchers. According to Sternberg (1986), explicit
skills instruction is highly effective for some tasks (e.g., teaching subject
matter knowledge, knowledge of hierarchical relationships among bits of
information, and knowledge of valid strategies in science, and enhancing
beginning readers’ ability to decode and use process strategies such as sum-
marization, clarification, questioning, and prediction to enhance comprehen-
sion). Executive processes such as comprehension monitoring can also be
taught through explicit skills instruction if developmentally appropriate for
the student. Rosenshine and Stevens (1986) argue that explicit teaching is
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highly effective for well-structured skill and knowledge domains such as
math computation, explicit reading comprehension strategies, map reading,
and decoding.

Opportunities for Student-Directed Activities

The studies reviewed indicate that teachers supplement explicit skills
instruction, characteristic of the initial effective schools research, with stu-
dent-directed activities such as cooperative learning, partner reading, and
collaborative inquiry (Berman et al., 1995; Moll, 1988; Pease-Alvarez et al.,
1991; Rosebery et al., 1992; Henderson and Landesman, 1992; Cohen, 1984;
Muniz-Swicegood, 1994; Hernandez, 1991; Calderon et al., 1996; Saunders
et al., 1996; Gersten, 1996).

Instructional Strategies That Enhance Understanding

Effective teachers of English-language learners use specially tailored
strategies to enhance understanding. Examples include teaching meta-
cognitive strategies (Dianda and Flaherty, 1995; Muniz-Swicegood, 1994;
Hernandez, 1991; Chamot et al., 1992) and using routines (Edelsky et al.,
1983; Calderon et al., 1996). Making instruction comprehensible to En-
glish-language learners by adjusting the level of English vocabulary and
structure so it is appropriate for the students given their current level of
proficiency in English is another important strategy and entails the fol-
lowing: using explicit discourse markers such as “first” and “next”; call-
ing attention to the language in the course of using it; using the language
in ways that reveal its structure; providing explicit discussion of vocabu-
lary and structure; explaining and in some cases demonstrating what stu-
dents will be doing or experiencing; providing students with appropriate
background knowledge; building on students’ previous knowledge and
understanding to establish a connection between personal experience and
the subject matter they are learning; and using manipulatives, pictures,
objects, and film related to the subject matter (Wong Fillmore et al., 1985;
Gersten 1996; Mace-Matluck et al., 1989; Saunders et al., 1996; Short,
1994).

Opportunities for Practice

This attribute entails building redundancy into activities, giving En-
glish-language learners opportunities to interact with fluent English-speak-
ing peers, and providing opportunities for extended dialogue (Saunders et
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al., 1996; Calderon et al., 1996; Berman et al., 1995; Wong Fillmore et al.,
1985; Tikunoff et al., 1991; Garcia, 1990a; Gersten, 1996). One method
of providing opportunity for extended dialogue is the “instructional con-
versation”—discussion-based lessons focused on an idea or concept that
has both educational value and meaning and relevance for students. The
teacher encourages students to express their ideas either orally or in writ-
ing not just to the teacher, but also to classmates, and guides them to
increasingly sophisticated levels of understanding (Saunders et al., 1996;
Saunders and Goldenberg, in press).

Systematic Student Assessment

Many studies have found that effective schools use systematic student
assessment—a feature identified in the effective and nominated schools
research—to inform ongoing efforts to improve achievement (Carter and
Chatfield, 1986; Goldenberg and Gallimore, 1991; Goldenberg and
Sullivan, 1994; Slavin and Yampolsky, 1992; Slavin and Madden, 1994).
In these schools, students are assessed on a regular basis to determine
whether they need additional or different assistance; programmatic
changes are made on this basis. (See also Chapter 5.)

Staff Development

Staff training and development are important components of effective
schools for English-language learners not identified in the original effec-
tive schools research. As previously mentioned, one important way to
raise teacher expectations is to increase student achievement by helping
teachers acquire the skills and knowledge needed to be more successful
with students, rather than exhorting teachers to raise their expectations.
Often the training identified in the studies reviewed here is specific to
teachers of these students, such as English-language development and use
of sheltered instruction (Lucas et al., 1990). In other instances (e.g.,
Slavin and Yampolsky, 1992; Slavin and Madden, 1994), the training is in
instructional strategies that are specific to the implemented program, such
as use of thematic units, vocabulary development, classroom manage-
ment, instructional pace, and cooperative learning, but not targeted at
English-language learners per se.

Staff development for all teachers in the school, not just language
specialists, was an important component of many of these programs
(Carter and Chatfield, 1986; Lucas et al., 1990; Minicucci and Olsen,
1992; Berman et al., 1995). Although the programs provided ongoing
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staff development directly related to resolving new instructional issues for
ESL and bilingual education teachers, they also recruited excellent con-
tent area teachers and trained them in English-language development strat-
egies.

In preparing teachers, Moll and his colleagues (Moll et al., 1992) have
avoided one pitfall often associated with culturally responsive pedagogy
(defined as teaching practices attuned to the cultural background of stu-
dents)—the tendency to base instructional practices on teachers’ assump-
tions and stereotypical beliefs about groups of students. They base pro-
fessional development on empirical findings about the community, rather
than stereotypes.

A real question that remains is what sort of training is most relevant
for improving school processes, as well as teacher knowledge and skills.
It is also important to validate the effectiveness of this training through
assessments of student outcomes.

Home and Parent Involvement

Home and parent involvement—an attribute that, like staff develop-
ment, was not a part of the original effective schools conceptualization—
plays an important role in enhancing outcomes for English-language learn-
ers. Moll (1988), Garcia (1990b), Carter and Chatfield (1986), and Lucas
et al. (1990) all note that in the effective schools they document, an
ongoing community/school process is an important contributor to the
school’s success.

Neither the studies reviewed here nor any other existing studies can
answer the question of what type of home or parent involvement is most
effective. Extrapolating from the observations in these studies, however,
two hypotheses seem reasonable. First, cognitive or academic effects are
most likely to be the result of home-school connections that focus specifi-
cally on cognitive or academic learning at home, that is, increasing and
improving home learning opportunities through the use of homework or
other organized activities designed to promote learning. Second, schools
with comprehensive home involvement programs encompassing various
types of home-school connections probably help families and children in
a number of important ways. The more types of productive connections
homes and schools can forge, the more positive and powerful the effects
on children, families, and schools will be. At least in U.S. settings, these
hypotheses are probably valid regardless of students’ cultural or language
background (Goldenberg, 1993). (See Chapter 4 for further elaboration
on this theme.)
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Methodological Strengths and Limitations of the Studies

Each of the major types of studies reviewed here has its methodologi-
cal strengths and limitations. While the fact that a study has limitations
does not invalidate its findings, those limitations should be considered in
assessing the strength and generalizability of its conclusions. The nomi-
nated schools and classroom designs have introduced a valuable element
to the literature—rich and highly detailed descriptions, some quantitative
and some qualitative, of schools and classrooms. As exploratory strate-
gies, both the effective and nominated schools designs make a great deal
of intuitive and logical sense. But there are also limitations to what they
can tell us. First, and most fundamental, neither design directly or empiri-
cally addresses the issue of how a school or classroom came to be effec-
tive, except for possible retrospective accounts and inferences. A second
limitation of these designs, related to the first, is the difficulty of separat-
ing cause from effect: Do the characteristics of schools cause them to be
effective, or does effectiveness lead to these characteristics? As previ-
ously mentioned, a third limitation is that the nominated schools design
now in favor reports no data whatsoever on student outcomes, although
some gauge of student outcomes may have been used in the selection
process. Exemplary schools are selected because they satisfy criteria
shared by nominators and investigators regarding what effective school-
ing for English-language learners should look like.

Prospective case studies have the advantage, in principle, of collect-
ing data contemporaneously with change efforts, permitting observation
and analysis of the actual change process, participants’ views and per-
spectives, and the apparent ongoing results of the changes undertaken.
Under ideal circumstances, they would be true cases of the implementa-
tion of theories regarding effective schooling. However, our systematic
review uncovered very few such studies beyond those described in the
previous section. An advantage of these studies, from a purely pragmatic
standpoint, is that if the changes are effective and actually work, the
students and teachers at the intervention site will have benefited. How-
ever, methodological problems, possibly related to the close collaboration
of researchers and educators, can compromise study findings. For ex-
ample, in one study, investigators who analyzed the interview protocols
for changes in student knowledge knew which protocols were pretest and
which were post-test.

Traditionally, threats to validity have been addressed within an ex-
perimental framework or, when dealing with social phenomena where
random assignment is impossible, a quasi-experimental framework. From
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a design standpoint, the quasi-experimental design obviously offers a
stronger basis for claiming that changes in student achievement resulted
from something that happened at a target site. In the absence of a com-
parison site with students who are comparable in features such as demo-
graphics and transience, changes in student outcomes at a particular school
can be due to any number of extraneous factors or artifacts. Quasi-
experiments also permit stronger causal inferences about school processes,
dynamics, and structures on the one hand and improvements in student
outcomes on the other.

However, school changes are so complex and involve so many di-
mensions that it is usually very difficult to draw tight linkages between
specific processes or program components and student outcomes. Quasi-
experimental designs are really just parallel case studies and do not pre-
clude in-depth study and subtle analysis of school and instructional orga-
nization features. On the contrary, richer descriptions of the processes
and dynamics of school change would permit clearer interpretations or
hypotheses about what explains changes in student outcomes—or the
failure to effect such changes. Quasi-experimental designs do require that
investigators either take an active hand in helping to bring about changes
at a school or be present when a school, on its own, decides to try to
instigate changes so that appropriate measures in the “before” state can be
taken. In either case, investigators must then gauge the effects of those
changes on student outcomes, using appropriate measures and compa-
rable schools as controls.

Some of the studies reviewed here—particularly those that examine
student outcomes and relate them to changes in school-wide and class-
room functioning and organization—suggest processes by which schools
and classrooms can reorganize themselves to promote higher levels of
achievement for students. An important question is whether a school can
become effective by successfully adopting an effective externally devel-
oped program, or a certain amount of “reinventing the wheel” is required,
school by school. Although Slavin and Madden’s (1995) results provide
a strong basis for concluding that some well-defined effective programs
can be exported successfully, their position (and, apparently, their data)
runs counter not only to much of the accepted wisdom in the school
reform literature, but also to previous efforts to disseminate and replicate
effective programs (e.g., Anderson et al., 1978).
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IMPLICATIONS

Educational

A number of attributes have been discussed in this chapter that are
identified as being associated with effective schools and classrooms. Al-
though these attributes provide important guidance for developing effec-
tive programs and instructional strategies for English-language learners,
they need to be assessed in the context of the schools and classrooms in
which they are implemented. To determine their effectiveness, it is criti-
cal to know the extent to which they have been implemented and to
measure associated student outcomes.

Research

Researchers should make explicit their principles for selecting effec-
tive schools and classrooms. These principles should be based on some
combination of indicators of process (e.g., curriculum, leadership, school
climate, instructional strategies) and outcomes (e.g., standardized and per-
formance-based achievement measures). The definition should be influ-
enced by local priorities and contexts. In addition, research should inves-
tigate the extent of variability in the definition of effective schools and
classrooms for English-language learners, for example, how definitions of
effectiveness interact with local site characteristics and student character-
istics.

Once learning goals have been set by the community, research is
needed to determine the linguistic and cultural adaptations that will help
English-language learners meet these goals. What methods work best to
give English-language learners access to the academic and social opportu-
nities of native English speakers? Such methods include both school-
wide adaptations, such as the way sequences of classes are organized to
give English-language learners optimal access to subject matter knowl-
edge and English proficiency, and classroom adaptations, such the use of
particular teaching strategies and classroom composition. Moreover, re-
search is needed to determine the resources required for effective instruc-
tion of English-language learners in different contexts.

Research is needed as well to examine effective educational practice
for special populations: (1) the effects of instructional interventions and
social environments on the linguistic, social, and cognitive development
of young children; (2) the attributes of effective middle and secondary
schools and classrooms serving English-language learners; and (3) the
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effectiveness of newcomer programs, either in relationship to each other
or compared with doing nothing at all.

Involving families of English-language learners and engaging com-
munity resources on their behalf pose special challenges for schools. More
focused research is needed to provide information about the challenges to
such involvement and engagement, the potential benefits, and successful
approaches.

Prospective research that examines the school change process is also
needed, beginning from the point before a school undertakes change, to
document the processes and outcomes on a sound theoretical and pro-
grammatic basis. Prospective studies should document the problems,
possibilities, dynamics, difficulties, successes, and outcomes of school
and program change. An important focus should be on how schools and
teachers maintain effective components once in place. Research should
also determine which kinds of improvement strategies are exportable and
which aspects may be influenced by local context.

In addition, future research should examine the benefits and short-
comings of different improvement strategies, again using models and pro-
grams already in existence. A component of this research should be to
examine whether educators and policymakers find empirical research or
rich cases more compelling in prompting them to change their current
practices. Some prospective case studies of sites on the verge of reform
could help answer these important policy implementation questions.

Finally, research should examine the extent to which generic reform
efforts incorporate English-language learners. Moreover, this research
should explore whether these reform efforts are beneficial to English-
language learners, and if not how they can be adapted to benefit this group
of students.
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Concluding Remarks

This report has reviewed research in a broad range of substantive
areas, with a focus on how best to meet the academic and social needs of
English-language learners: how students learn a second language; how
multiple languages are used and organized by bilingual children; how
reading and writing skills develop in the first and second language; how
information in specific content areas, such as mathematics and history, is
learned and stored; how social and motivational factors affect learning
among language-minority groups; how relations between different racial
or ethnic groups are structured and moderated in school settings; how
parents and communities influence and support learning; how student
English proficiency and knowledge of content areas can be appropriately
assessed; how programs can be evaluated with regard to achieving their
goals; and how school and classroom characteristics influence learning.

Knowledge useful to the successful education of English-language
learners has accumulated differentially across these areas. Some topics,
such as second-language acquisition and conversational patterns in bilin-
gual settings, have been characterized by a cumulative progression of
theories and data. The challenge in these areas, then, is to extend the
research to new languages, to new aspects of language, and to new sub-
populations of research subjects. Other topics, such as the learning of
academic content areas, have seen important developments in the main-
stream research literature, but these insights have not been extended to
language-minority populations. Others, such as program evaluation and
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effective schools, have seen significant activity, but a serious redirection
of current efforts is warranted. Still others are plainly important, yet a
major effort to address the fundamental issues for English-language learn-
ers has yet to be mounted; these topics include second-language literacy,
intergroup relations, and the social context of learning.

We envision a model of instruction that is grounded in basic knowl-
edge about the linguistic, cognitive, and social development of language-
minority children. This model would be rich enough to suggest different
programs for different types of students. The formulation of such a model
would take time, and the participation of researchers from very different
backgrounds, working collaboratively with practicing educators, would
be required. Yet this model could serve as the basis for designing pro-
grams that would result in better outcomes for students.

As this summary report has shown, considerable knowledge has al-
ready accrued, and as the full report indicates, there are many ways of
strengthening and building on this knowledge. Our vision can be realized
only through a strategic combination of theory, research, program devel-
opment, evaluation, and monitoring. We hope that the review presented
here will be useful to all those interested in improving the education of
language-minority children.

lDO
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