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Project Description:

Research has shown two-way immersion (TWI) to be an effective educational approach for both language minority and language majority students. Prior to this project, research in this area had focused primarily on academic outcomes, comparing the performance of TWI students with appropriate grade/age norms or non-TWI comparison groups. There had been relatively little in-depth examination of the variation in attainment among school sites, the characteristics of effective classroom instruction, the performance of students placed at risk of academic difficulty, or the skills and knowledge required of professionals working in these programs. The success of TWI is dependent on the creation of learning environments that meet the diverse needs of English Language Learners (ELLs) and native English speakers while extending their abilities in developmentally appropriate ways. This project probed instructional outcomes (English language attainment and academic achievement), student populations (students placed at risk due to poverty and/or minority status), teacher knowledge and skills, and long-term effects (elementary TWI program graduates in secondary grades), documented program implementation in schools around the country, and provided technical assistance to individuals affiliated with or interested in TWI programs.

Research Questions:

1. What levels of English language proficiency do English Language Learners (ELLs) achieve in two-way immersion (TWI) programs and how do these levels relate to features of the programs and practices?

Part 1: Summary Findings


This question was addressed through a longitudinal study of 484 students in 11 Spanish/English TWI programs across the United States. The students were followed over a period of three years, from the beginning of third grade through the end of fifth grade, and were assessed repeatedly in the domains of oral language, reading, and writing ability. Based on average performance at the end of fifth grade, we can say that TWI students in this study demonstrated impressive levels of performance on oral language, reading, and writing measures in English. 

Using a modified version of the SOPA (Student Oral Proficiency Assessment), English oral proficiency assessments were conducted with these students at the end of third grade and the end of fifth grade. Both native English speakers and native Spanish speakers showed very high initial levels of oral English proficiency at the end of third grade; however, there were still average gains by the end of fifth grade, with mean scores at that time close to the maximum possible for the measure, and very small standard deviations. Native Spanish speakers had a slightly lower mean score at the end of third grade, but showed a bigger average gain than native English speakers, thus minimizing the gap in performance across the two groups by the end of fifth grade. By the end of fifth grade, both native language groups demonstrated high levels of oral English fluency.
English reading was assessed through a multiple choice cloze reading measure that was developed for the study. As was the case in oral language development, both native English speakers and native Spanish speakers showed average gains in English reading development from the beginning of third grade through the end of fifth grade, but native Spanish speakers had a larger average gain, thus minimizing the performance gap between the two groups. By the end of fifth grade, both native English speakers and native Spanish speakers demonstrated a capacity for successfully reading and comprehending grade-level texts in English. 

Finally, writing ability was assessed through the collection and scoring of narrative writing assessments, using an analytic rubric designed for the study. As was the case in the domains of reading and oral language, both native language groups demonstrated progress over time in English writing ability, but native Spanish speakers demonstrated slightly more growth on average, thus reducing the mean gap in performance between the two groups over the three-year period. By the end of fifth grade, both groups performed at reasonably high levels. It is difficult to pinpoint the level of the students’ performance, as the assessment is not normed and the majority of students did not attain maximum scores, as was the case with oral language proficiency and reading ability. However, qualitative analyses of a number of writing samples with scores in the average range for each group indicated that by the end of fifth grade, students were capable of writing reasonably long, organized narratives in English, with few mistakes in grammar or mechanics, but little in the way of details or descriptive language. 
Part 2: Program Model Differences 


In a related analysis of the same dataset, the performance of students in 90/10 TWI programs was compared to that of students in 50/50 TWI programs, as this is a question of great interest to people in the field. In a 90/10 program, the majority of instruction takes place through Spanish in the primary grades, with the ratio between instructional time in English and Spanish gradually moving to 50/50 by about fourth grade. In a 50/50 program, half of instruction takes place through English and half through Spanish at all grade levels. 

In the domain of oral English proficiency, both native English speakers and native Spanish speakers in both 50/50 and 90/10 programs made progress from third grade to fifth grade, but the change in mean scores for both groups was minimal due to the very high initial scores in third grade. In other words, at both time points, both groups of students in both types of programs demonstrated high levels of oral English proficiency, indicating that program model does not seem to have an impact on oral English proficiency for either native Spanish speakers or native English speakers. 
In the domain of English reading, again, both native Spanish speakers and native English speakers in both 50/50 and 90/10 programs made progress over time, from the beginning of third grade through the end of fifth grade. Mean growth for 90/10 students was greater than that of 50/50 students, but that is due at least in part to the fact that 90/10 students had lower mean scores than 50/50 students in third grade. In third grade, 50/50 students had significantly higher mean scores than 90/10 students, and this was true for both native Spanish speakers and native English speakers. However, by the end of fifth grade, there were no significant differences in English cloze reading ability for either native language group. Therefore, it appears that program model may have an effect on early English literacy development, but not on ultimate attainment. 


Finally, in the domain of English narrative writing ability, we saw the same pattern that occurred with English cloze reading ability. Namely, both NES and NSS students in both program models demonstrated average progress over the three-year period, but 90/10 students showed more average growth because they started at lower levels in the beginning of third grade. In third grade and fourth grade, the mean scores of 50/50 students were significantly higher than those of 90/10 students, and this was true for both native Spanish speakers and native English speakers. By the end of fifth grade, however, there were no longer any significant differences related to program model for either native language group. Once again, this finding indicates that program model appears to play a role in the developmental trajectory of English literacy development, but not in the ultimate attainment. 

2. How effective is two-way immersion for students at risk of academic difficulty (including low income, ELLs, and/or racial/ethnic minorities)?

Part 1: English Narrative Writing Ability
In a more detailed analysis of the same dataset described above, we used an individual growth modeling framework to estimate average growth trajectories in English narrative writing from the beginning of third grade through the end of fifth grade. With regard to English narrative writing development, both native language and home language use were significant predictors of English writing development, with native language related to both final status and rate of change, and home language related only to final status. After controlling for gender, free/reduced lunch eligibility, and participation in special education, being a native English speaker and speaking more English at home were associated with higher average final status in English writing, although the gap between the native language groups diminished over time. Interestingly, the achievement gap for special education students also diminished over time, meaning that while their predicted performance still lagged behind that of their peers who did not receive special education services, the difference in predicted performance between the two groups was not as large at the end of fifth grade as it was at the end of third grade. This is an important finding, as many people in the field question whether or not TWI is an appropriate model for all students, including those with special learning needs. This study is the first to present empirical evidence that these students can make substantial gains in TWI programs and function quite well. Finally, students who were eligible for free or reduced lunch had lower predicted scores than those who were not at all time points. While it would have been ideal to have found a minimizing of the predicted achievement gap for low income students as well as for special education students and ELLs, it is important to keep in mind that low income students are considered at risk of academic difficulty in any type of educational program, so this finding is not unique to two-way immersion. 
Part 2: Comparison Group Findings for Standardized Test Data


As another component of this study, standardized achievement test data were collected from participating programs. In three cases, comparison data from the district and/or state were also available. These comparison findings are presented here.

School A

School A is a Spanish dominant program in the Southwest. The school is a K-8 whole school program, and not surprisingly given its location, the majority of students are of Latino origin, although they vary in their language dominance. Many of the students come from low-income homes. Comparison findings from the state achievement test that was administered when the students were in 5th grade are very favorable (Table 1). A higher percentage of School A students met or exceeded expectations for math, reading, and for all tests taken than was the case for either or the district or the state. 
Table 1: Relative Performance of School A 5th grade (Spring 2000) students to State and District Performance

	
	% met expectations for all tests
	% met expectations for math
	% met expectations for reading

	State
	84
	92
	87

	District
	89
	96
	91

	School A
	95
	97
	97


School B

School B is likewise a Spanish dominant, K-8, whole-school program. It is located in the Midwest. The school has a great deal of diversity in terms of racial/ethnic background, socioeconomic status, and of course, language dominance. Comparison findings from the state achievement test that was administered when the students were in 3rd grade are very favorable (Table 2). With the exception of state performance on the math assessment, a higher percentage of School B students met or exceeded district and state performance on reading, writing, and math. This is particularly interesting given that School B had higher percentages of ELLs, minority students, and low-income students than the state, and a higher percentage of ELLs and a comparable percentage of minority students as the district. 
Table 2: Relative Performance of School B 3rd grade (Spring 1998) students to State and District Performance

	
	% met expectations for reading
	% met expectations for math
	% met expectations for writing

	State
	72
	92
	87

	District
	44
	80
	76

	School B
	87
	89
	95


School C

School C is a 50/50 K-8 program in the Northeast. Like School B, there is a great deal of diversity among the student population with regard to racial/ethnic background, socioeconomic status, and language dominance. At the time of the study, the program was located as a strand within a mainstream school. As a result, 5th grade comparison data are available for other students in the school compared to School C students. These data reflect performance on a national, norm-referenced reading assessment (SAT 9) and are broken down by racial/ethnic category. Because the findings are broken down by racial/ethnic background and only include students from a single school, the number of students in any given category is quite small. As a result, the findings should be interpreted with caution. As shown in Table 3, the data indicate that European American and African American students performed very well, both relative to the norming group (an NCE of 50 corresponds to grade level performance) and to the comparison group. The performance of School C Latino students was slightly higher than that of the Latino comparison group in the mainstream program, but both groups scored much below the grade level benchmark, indicating that more needs to be done to help support Latino students in both programs. 
Table 3: Relative Performance of School C 5th grade (Spring 2000) Students to Mainstream Students in the Same School, by Race/Ethnicity
	
	School C
NCE (n)
	Mainstream Program NCE (n)

	European American
	61.9 (n=7)
	43.3 (n=15)

	African American
	62.1 (n=6)
	29.7 (n=7)

	Latino
	38.0 (n=28)
	34.8 (n=10)



Taken together, the data from these three schools indicate that TWI programs are capable of promoting strong academic performance for students at-risk of academic difficulty, and that there is no reason per se not to include such children in TWI programs. 
3. What professional skills and knowledge are required for two-way immersion teachers to create effective learning environments?

This research question was addressed through a qualitative component of the study that took place during the project continuation. The four schools chosen for the qualitative portion of the study showed successful student outcomes in previous CAL research (Howard & Christian, 2003; Howard 2002, 2003; Christian, Montone, Lindholm & Carranza, 1997) and demonstrated strong model fidelity as well as staff commitment, leadership, and reflectiveness. They varied in program model, student demographics, and geographic location. The aim of the research was to investigate school- and classroom-level practices that support language and literacy development in two-way immersion schools.


Data collection consisted of classroom observations and focus groups with veteran teachers at the four schools. Data collection at the Northeast, Midwest and Southwest sites took place between September 2001 and April 2002, and was conducted at each site by a local research assistant with extensive experience in qualitative research. Data collection at the Mid-Atlantic site took place in the spring of 2001 (focus groups) and the fall of 2002 (observations), and was conducted by CAL researchers. Each focus group of four to six teachers (divided into early elementary and upper elementary teams) met twice with a trained research assistant who used a CAL-developed questionnaire to guide the discussion. The questions probed for successful instructional strategies in the TWI classroom, with special attention to language and literacy instruction provided through language arts and content lessons. Project research assistants also observed several classrooms across the grade levels to record instructional practices.


Findings from the focus groups were primarily centered on the following themes: teacher and student language use, making instruction responsive to students’ varying levels of language and literacy development, and instructional strategies. Observations focused primarily on instructional strategies, but also tended to support what the teachers discussed in the focus groups with regard to how they conceptualized their own practice.


Discussion in the focus groups about the use of Spanish and English in school reflected support for two related concepts: that teachers’ language use should model a strict separation of languages, and that students, while mostly inclined to favor English, should be encouraged to use Spanish as much as possible. Teachers at all four schools reported that they try very hard to only use their designated language, and they rely on sheltered instruction strategies and peers helping each other to ensure that students understand the instruction.


As all TWI classrooms have not only students with varying levels of literacy development but also varying degrees of bilingualism, the challenge for the teacher is to push the native speakers while keeping the language input manageable for the second language learners. Instruction is made flexible through self-paced activities, cooperative grouping, and instruction that is responsive to ongoing student assessment. Thematic units that incorporate language and content objectives and include a variety of activities around a central theme allow students to work at their highest level of ability. These practices were certainly evident in the observations done of these teachers’ classrooms: in both English and Spanish classrooms, there were many occasions where students were working in centers or on self-paced projects. 


In regard to strategies used for teaching language and literacy skills, the overall themes that emerged from both the focus group and the observations were consistent with the literature on effective schools and language immersion instruction. Teachers prioritize balanced literacy, cooperative and student-centered learning, focus on strategies that can be used across the content areas and languages, thematic units, integrating language and content, and using sheltered instruction strategies. 

The teaching of strategies and thinking skills helps to develop independent learners and provides a scaffold on which language and content concepts are taught.. In their description of their practice, in the observations, and in the environmental print in the classroom, it was evident that teachers prioritize teaching thinking, reading and writing skills. Moreover, they emphasize that these skills are not language-specific, and the same strategies that are used in one language can and should be used in the other language. To reinforce the strategies they have taught, teachers respond to students’ questions by asking what strategy they need to use to figure out how to solve the problem. 


Strategies taught in the realm of vocabulary include finding meaning from context and using resources like bilingual or monolingual dictionaries, word walls, and peers. In reading instruction, strategies include asking anticipatory questions, creating story and character maps, and guessing the meaning of a word or phrase from context. Teachers in the upper elementary grades model the process writing or writer’s workshop approach, in which they teach and model techniques for brainstorming such as webbing, listing, or clustering, how to pick a topic and expand on it, and then organization and editing.


At all grade levels, teachers employ sheltered instruction strategies and scaffolding which are critical for students learning academic content in their second language. Thematic instruction reinforces concepts through multiple disciplines and both languages by using the same words and concepts in multiple contexts. Lessons are not repeated in both program languages, but the same language and literacy skills can be reinforced through the various activities that are done in the different content areas. This type of teaching takes a great deal of coordination and joint planning time for the teachers involved. Teachers plan lessons with language and content goals in mind and reinforce reading and writing skills taught during language arts by applying them to content areas. Specifically, teachers scaffold vocabulary by introducing works in context, having students learn to read and spell them, and then have them use the words in their writing. Along with the idea of reinforcing linguistic and academic concepts across multiple domains, in their instruction teachers utilize multiple modalities such as reading, writing, speaking, painting, and singing. 


In summary, then, a variety of professional skills and knowledge are necessary to create effective learning environments. First, the teachers need to be fluent in their language(s) of instruction in order to be able to model a high level of language input for the students and encourage students to develop their language skills as fully as possible. Second, the teachers need to be aware of second language acquisition patterns so as to be able to tailor lessons to the varied language needs of their students. Third, the teachers need to have mastery of a wide array of pedagogical strategies; specifically, cooperative learning, sheltered instruction, differentiated instruction, and strategic teaching. Finally, in cases where different teachers provide instruction to the same group of students in English and Spanish, the teachers need to have strong organizational and communication skills and be able to work together to maintain a cohesive educational plan for all students. 
4. How do ELLs from elementary TWI programs progress and perform in academic and language domains at the secondary level? 

Study #1: Follow-up of High School Students in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion Programs

The purpose of this follow-up study of high school students who had attended a two-way bilingual education program in elementary school was to examine the students’ attitudes toward school and college, their attitudes toward, use of and proficiency in Spanish, and their satisfaction with the two-way program. Of the 142 participating students, 66% were Hispanic previous English Language Learning (ELL) students, 20% were Hispanic students who began the program as English speakers, and 13% Euro American students who started as English speakers. The Hispanic bilingual (previously ELL) students came from homes in which there were much lower levels of education and economic advantages than was true for the other students. The results demonstrated that most students: had very positive attitudes toward school; almost all students valued getting a good education and good grades, and wanted to attend college; perceived a number of benefits to being bilingual, including the ability to think better, have more confidence, and obtain a better job; gave very high marks to the two-way program, saying they felt valued in the program, it challenged them to do better in school, they enjoyed it, and they would recommend it to other students. Also, none of the students felt that they would drop out of school, but half of the Hispanic former ELL students said that participating in the two-way program kept them from dropping out of school. Most students were still using Spanish at least on a weekly basis, felt comfortable speaking Spanish in public, and rated their Spanish at a medium level of proficiency. There were few differences among the different student ethnic/language groups, except that the program was evaluated much more favorably on some of the statements by Hispanic compared to Euro students, with Hispanic former ELL students typically providing the highest ratings.

Study #2: Middle School Students in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion Programs

The purpose of this study was to examine the achievement and attitudes of middle school students who were enrolled in a two-way immersion middle school program. Of the 199 students, 52% were Hispanic previous English Language Learning (ELL) students, 28% were Hispanic students who began the program as English speakers, and 16% Euro American students who started as English speakers. The Hispanic bilingual (previously ELL) students came from homes in which there were much lower levels of education and economic advantages than was true for the other students. The results are very encouraging in demonstrating that most students: had very positive attitudes toward bilingualism, including the ability to think better, have more confidence, and obtain a better job; gave very high marks to the two-way program, saying they felt valued in the program, it challenged them to do better in school, they enjoyed it, and they would recommend it to other students. Most students were still using Spanish at least on a weekly basis, felt comfortable speaking Spanish in public, and rated their Spanish at a medium level of proficiency. There were some important differences among the three different student ethnic/language groups: Hispanic former ELL students gave themselves lower ratings on reading and writing skills in English, but evaluated the program more favorably on many of the statements compared to Euro students. School site differences also indicated stronger programs at one school site and a weaker program at another school site, at least with respect to students’ perceptions of their Spanish oral proficiency and their attitudes toward the program. These results were consistent with the follow-up study of high school students. 

Additional project activities:

Directory of Two-Way Bilingual Immersion Programs in the United States


Ongoing data collection regarding the expansion of two-way immersion education programs in the United States has taken place over the course of the project, and results are documented in the Directory. During the current project cycle, the Directory has undergone many important transformations. Namely, it has been transformed into an electronic, web-based medium, has been made searchable based on a number of key program-level characteristics, and now allows for online submission of information about programs. In addition to contact information for all programs, the Directory includes summary tables of the number of program by district & state, language, and grade level, and a graph displaying the growth of programs over time. The Directory was last updated on October 26, 2004, and lists 304 programs in 26 states and the District of Columbia. The Directory can be found at www.cal.org/twi/directory .
Two-way immersion electronic updates 

An electronic mailing list (twi@cal.org ) has been established for the purpose of sending occasional notices about new project publications and other relevant publications, conferences, and other TWI related news. To date, 884 people subscribe to the mailing list, and 19 notices have been sent out. 
On-line Bibliography and FAQ Sheet


A bibliography of all known resources related to two-way immersion education has been created and posted on the CAL website. The bibliography can be searched by topic area or by alphabetical order of author. The bibliography can be found at www.cal.org/twi/BIB . A Frequently Asked Questions page has also been created and posted on the CAL website at www.cal.org/twi/FAQ .

Technical assistance 

Considerable technical assistance has been provided to TWI programs and those involved with them, primarily in the form of email. Project staff have responded to over a thousand email inquiries from teachers, administrators, parents, reporters, students (high school, undergraduate, and graduate students interested in TWI), researchers, and policymakers over the course of the project. Additional technical assistance has been provided through phone conversations, meetings at conferences, and occasional site visits.
CREDE Synthesis Activities

Fred Genesee and Donna Christian (along with Deborah Short) led the CREDE synthesis team on Language Learning and Academic Achievement from 2001 through 2004. A 13-member team of experts met three times to discuss synthesis of research in this topic area. They defined the scope of the synthesis, developed search parameters, reviewed articles for inclusion, and reviewed draft versions of the synthesis. The work of the team was divided into three themes, which corresponded to the scope of the question being addressed by this team. Fred Genesee (literacy development), Kathryn Lindholm-Leary (academic achievement), and Bill Saunders (oral language development) took primary responsibility for overseeing one theme each, working with a subgroup of the team. Donna Christian prepared the introduction and Fred Genesee prepared the conclusions chapter.


The complete draft manuscript was submitted to CREDE in August 2003. Comments were received from the CREDE director and the editor of the synthesis series. A revised draft was developed in response to those comments and submitted to CREDE in March 2004. It was sent to the prospective publisher who undertook an external review and then, in August 2004, accepted the manuscript for publication. Final revisions are pending. The manuscript citation is:

Genesee, F., Lindholm-Leary, K., Saunders, W., & Christian, D. Forthcoming. Educating English Language Learners: A Synthesis of Research Evidence. 

Team members: 

Fred Genesee, McGill University

Donna Christian, Center for Applied Linguistics

Deborah Short, Center for Applied Linguistics

Diane August, August & Associates

Gil Cuevas, University of Miami

Else Hamayan, Illinois Resource Center

Kathryn Lindholm-Leary, San Jose State University

Liliana Minaya-Rowe, University of Connecticut (retired)

Mary Ramirez, School District of Philadelphia

Noni Reis, Starlight Elementary School,

Charlene Rivera, The George Washington University

Bill Saunders, California State University-Long Beach

Sau-Lim Tsang, ARC Associates
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