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ize her main arguments (o1 the arguments of the author of the posting) and

| | \ Summar
uss the implications for ELL students.

share your own opinions. Disc

RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

1. ELL Student Interview Interview a current or former ELL. Ask questions to deter-
mine the extent to which the student has or has not benefited from the language and
[ education policies in your state.
: 5. ELL Teacher Interview Interview a teacher of ELLs. Ask what impact NCLB has had
l ‘ on his or her classroom and whether the law’s focus on standards and high-stakes
\‘ \ testing has been beneficial or harmful to the ELLs. If the teacher is in a state with
Al RTTT grants or ESEA Flexibility or that is in the PARCC, Smarter Balanced, WIDA/
" l ASSETTS, or ELPA21 consortia, ask what changes have come as a result, how the
teacher feels about the changes, and the impacts so far on the ELLs.
l 3. ELL Classroom Observation To understand how policy gets translated into practice,
\ choose one or more of the policies described in this chapter that is applicable to your
state (e.g., NCLB, RTTT, ESEA Flexibility, CCSS, bilingual education requirements
or restrictions). With an understanding of the requirements of the policy, observe a
| classroom of ELLs and determine some of the specific ways the policy affects the
\ classroom structure, teacher instruction, and student learning.
4. Online Research Activity Obtain detailed school achievement and accountability data
' for your own school or for a school with which you are familiar. These can typically
be obtained in the form of school report cards available from your state’s Department
of Education website. Compare the achievement of ELLs with state, consortia, or fed-

eral expectations, and with other student groups in the school.
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Essential Components of Instructional Programs for English Language Learners

Many schools that provide daily ESL instruction for ELLs typically do so only for stu-
dents at the beginning stages of English proficiency and stop once the students reach the
intermediate level. This approach is a mistake based on the false assumption that the stu-
dents no longer need ESL because they can develop fluency in English through content-
area instruction. Data collected for the state of California show that beginning-level ELLs
move up to the intermediate levels within 2 to 3 years, but then most get stuck at the in-
termediate and advanced levels, often for several years (American Institutes for Research
& WestEd, 2006; Hill, 2006). These studies reveal that ELLs at the intermediate and ad-
vanced levels need high-quality ESL instruction to reach the “fluent” level.

ESL instruction at the intermediate and advanced levels should provide more em-
phasis on increasing vocabulary and developing skills in advanced literacy. Many teach-
ers report that ELLs at these higher levels have good listening and speaking skills (often
described as “native-like”) and sound fluent when they read text aloud. The problem is
often that ELLs do not fully comprehend what they read because they lack higher-level
vocabulary, knowledge of more complex sentence structures, understanding of the ways
language use differs for social and academic purposes across various content areas (e.g.
the language of English language arts differs from the language of mathematics), under-
standing of the more subtle uses of languages, and enough background knowledge to
understand cultural references in the text. These same issues can lead to difficulties for
students when writing in English. ESL at the intermediate and advanced levels focuses

on these areas. ESL instruction is usually delivered in one of two ways—through a pull-
out program or in class by the classroom teacher.

Content-Area Instruction

Comprehensible content-area instruction is the second essential component of every
program for ELLs. The most effective way to make content comprehensible to ELLs is

to teach it in the students’ home languages. When home language instruction is not pos-
sible, teachers use sheltered English instruction.

Home Language Content-Area Instruction

Learning new concepts and skills can be challenging, and it’s even harder in a language
you do not know or do not know very well. Students learn best in the language they un-
derstand best. Thus, providing ELLs with content-area instruction in their home language
while they are learning English as a new language helps to ensure that they will learn
complex academic content and master grade-level content standards. It also ensures that
they won't fall further behind their English proficient peers in those academic subjects
(Wiley, 2005).

The same principle applies to home language literacy instruction. It is much easier
for students to learn to read and write in the language they know best. Students need to
learn how to read only once. Many of the skills students develop when they are learning
how to read and write in their home language easily transfer to English. This ease of trans-
fer is true for all written languages, even those that do not use the same script (letters,
alphabet) as English, such as Chinese (Pu, 2008) and Khmer (Zehler & Sapru, 2008).
Home language instruction is the distinguishing feature of the bilingual education
models described in this chapter.

Effective content-area instruction in ELLs home language requires a certified bilin-

;g\a_al teacher who is fully proficient in that language and English. It also requires appro-
Priate curricular materials in the students’ home language. Home language content-area
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ows the content standards established for native English speakers, with
the exception that some states, such as Texas and the states and territories in the WIDA
Consortium, have adopted separate Spanish language arts standards aligned with state
English language arts standards. Spanish language arts standards reflect unique aspects
of listening, speaking. reading, and writing instruction in Spanish. New York has created
Home Language Arts Progressions (standards) for teachers providing language arts in-
structions in a variety of languages spoken by ELLs (EngageNY, 2013). WIDA has also
developed broader Spanish language development standards that parallel the ELD stan-

dards for use in programs where students receive content-area instruction in Spanish.

Typically, the amount of home language instruction is gradually reduced as students

learn more English.

instruction foll

Sheltered Instruction
Sheltered instruction refers to gradeAlevel content-area instruction that is provided in

English but in 2 manner that makes it comprehensible to ElLs while promoting their
English language development (Echevarria & Graves, 2011). The word sheltered is a met-
aphor for simplifying the language without watering down the content, while protecting
ELLs from language demands that may be beyond their comprehension. In California,
sheltered instruction is called specially designed academic instruction in English
(SDAIE), and this term is nOW commonly used in other states.

 prefer the term SDAIE because it emphasizes that the instruction 18 different from
regular instruction in English but it is o0 grade level and appropriately challenging.
SDAIE has a positive connotation, suggesting that ELLs can and will learn academic
content in English if the instruction is specially designed for them. But because sheltered
instruction is widely used and recognized, 1 use that term from here on.

The Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) model offers guidance to
teachers who use sheltered instruction by helping them systematically plan, teach, ob-
serve, and evaluate effective instruction for ELLs (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2013). The
model was developed in the late 1990s by Fchevarria, Vogt, and Short, who recognized

the importance of sheltered English instruction but were concerned that teachers lacked

a clear understanding of how to provide it consistently and cffectively. The SIOP model
preparation, building

identifies eight key components of effective sheltered instruction:
background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice and applicatiot, lesson
delivery, and review and assessment. Thirty items are organized into these eight compo-
nents. The SIOP model is field-tested, and there is some research evidence of its validity
and reliability as an observation protocol, as well as its effectiveness as 2 pedagogical
approach (Echevarria, Short, & Powers, 2006; Short, Fidelman, & Louguit, 2012).

The items under preparation include having clear language and content-area objec-
tives, appropriate content concepts and plans for introducing meaningful activities and
using supplementary materials. Building background items include building on students

prior knowledge and teaching key vocabulary. Comprehensible input items include pro-
viding clear explanations of academic tasks and teachers’ adjusting their speech (vocab-

ulary, pace, sentence complexity, etc.) to an appropriate level for their students. Strategies
include using scaffolding, promoting higher order thinking skills, and teaching learning

clude using wait time effectively, grouping students, and

strategies. [nteraction items in
the teacher

using primary language support to maximize students ability to interact with

and each other. Practice and application items include hands-on, cooperative learning
d writing)

activities that integrate the four language skills (listening, speaking, reading, an

and allow students to apply their content and language knowledge. Lesson delivery items
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English as a Second Language
d Sheltered Instruction

al
about the difference between ESL and sheltered instruction.
t. and it is imperative that educators
hing English; the focus of sheltered

Educators are often confused
Many believe they are the same thing. They are no
understand the difference. The focus of ESL is teac
g academic content (Table 5.2).
To illustrate the difference, let us return to the earlier example of teaching long divi-
sion. Both the sheltered instruction lesson and the ESL lesson include content and lan-
guage objectives as the SIOP requires, but the two objectives are weighted differently.
The primary instructional and assessment goals of the sheltered instruction lesson involve
content. The instructional goal is for FLLs to understand the concept of long division
and to be able to solve long division problems on their own. While addressing the same
math standards for all students, the math instruction and assessments are differentiated
for ELLs in accordance with their ELP level. The teacher teaches the language of math (vo-
cabulary, listening, speaking, reading, writing) so that ELLs can participate and achieve in
the content-area instruction, but content learning is the major concern. In other words,
with proper language objectives and scaffolding, ELLs can successfully learn long divi-
sion despite their use of “imperfect” English. In contrast, during the ESL lesson, math
may be the topic, but the primary instructional and assessment goals are language. The
ESL instruction would focus on helping ELLs learn and use specific math vocabulary

correctly and appropriately, verbally explain in English the steps and procedures in-
volved in solving a long division problem, and read and comprehend long division prob-
lerns. The ESL teacher uses the math lesson as a vehicle to teach language, and language
learning is the primary concern. If students are struggling with math concepts and skills,
they can learn the language they need in ESL to explain to their math teachers what they
do not understand.

The overlap in content and language provi
instruction and ESL teachers. For example, the s

instruction is teachin

de points of collaboration for sheltered
heltered instruction teacher can identify

TABLE 5.2 English as a Second Language Instruction Compared with Sheltered Instruction

English as a Second Language
Instruction

Teaching English to students who are not
yet proficient in the language

Sheltered Instruction

Making content-area instruction
comprehensible to ELLs in English while
supporting their English language
development

Definition

Language arts, math, science, social

Listening, speaking, reading, writing,
studies, art, music, physical education,

Congcepts or areas
vocabulary, communicative competence

of focus
and other content areas
Standards State (or consortia) English language State (or consortia) content-area
development/proficiency standards standards
Goal Communicative competence for social Content-area knowledge and skills
and academic purposes
Assessment State (or consortia) English language State (or consortia) academic achieve-

proficiency tests ment tests

Classroom-based formative and Classroom-based formative and

summative English language proficiency summative content-area assessments

assessments

Ways t]]at ]ea(i rit S!e al[tl eakl[ are llse(l Or a(:a(le 1€ UrpQses in
the lng, W l['lg, h Illng, Sp g r m p p

the specific content
. area, and the ESL teach i
A . cher can provide more focused ESL i i
B ;;:Cl;iil]lgusge functions across content areas. If the classrool;nlrisuu}f “0_“
SR ESLginotth ES:L and the content areas, he or she is in an excellZ?li ey
. struction provides th -
cessful in sheltered content lessons ’ SRS Rt
Again, the inclusio ;
_ ] n of language objecti 1 i
e bjectives a ongside content objectives i
important and effective way to help students develojp proﬁcilfr:lnsche!teileld
y in the

discipline-speci i
ipline-specific uses of English within these content areas. These |

are not, however, anguage objectives

a substi 4 R

Stk learnin;iclltsuht;tfgrre];iSL nistru.ctlon. Language learned in ESL lessons sup-
ther Bz aeaidin content instruction and lays the foundati

comtent %essi ns(:g\;gltlmn to take place through the language Ebjectives if?ﬂgr;hfolr e

supplant effectiv Ply stated, sheltered content instruction supplements but d -

¢, systematic, and direct ESL instruction for ELLs. Eff; ut does not

. eC

ELLs include both ESL and sheltered instruction tive programs for

English as a Second Language
and English Language Arts

The relationship betwee
n ESL and English 1
Providing | : d English language arts (ELA) can al :
e linaﬁguage art‘s instruction to ELLs in English is not the s:rrsl(; Z:ise C}?ﬂﬁlsnon.
e s .
cannot Subsgm ie eg:‘s Elxslitri;ll;::lont'ls prlc;mded using sheltered instruction esiiaiée?i
i ruction. Recall that Titl . :
standards, and . itle IIT requires st
-y Ot;f;r ;folgte I :equlres states to have language arts staniliards in ztctia:li?i)ohave o
required to ensure t“-‘}? area!s_ States with Race to the Top grants or ESEA Flexl? v
Standards (or the stata’t Hiele EII‘IP standards “correspond” with the Common Cllo1 ltgtare
€’s own college and career readi Te atafs
content sta 3 eadiness standards). Th
Fareal azdgzc:is arllredt(; be allgnf:d but are nonetheless separate. EgA stl:lglge]; f;andf I.JA
susaniizn alread)g( lfno or Emﬁ}fle;:t English-speaking students to refine skiITs ir? . lm_
w. Few high school English e
as language speciali chool English teachers would descri
learne%i ' Tgh usp(;—icslilism}?o them, English is a subject to be mastered no’icar lll:zi Ee
and cul » oo~ teachers are more like foreign language teach BiggeTo. ve
Eu e — ——— ers who teach a language
LA instruction in the Uni -
o nited States has traditi
and writing. R s traditionally focused on t i :
ifoeme si illse%tlce:i:uclassropm teacl?ers have typically spent little tim ‘:aicfh;rl;lg reading
pelereniilie ke se n;::ve English speakers are already proﬁcien,t liste};;eon o
- egs ‘igf}‘l € ELA Common Core State Standards, however arrsl arzld
dards. These Stangardsl egpl%at language standards and listening and speal’dne :a :
speakers. With this raisie:ge oFi;)gnlid t% EXPand the language skills of proficient Egnsglall?h
: . e bar, ELLs may be left .
are . y be left even f
b provided with substantial sheltered ELA instructi " urtl_]?r behind u“l‘fss they
struction., ction in addition to extensive ESL
Unfortunatel
¥, some states attem i
book compani pt to combine ELA and ESL i :
n : . instruction. ~
Eides ancl; Sull:sl;;;)duc? ELA series that include peripheral suggestions li(rjlrihseotme Itle)(t,
welcome ad ditilo)ns izm? mateﬁlals for meeting the needs of ELLs. These matee.a(l: MR
sofar as they help teach . : rials are
must not repl : > £1p teachers shelter their ELA i i
place direct ESL instruction. A better approach, which (;]:},lt;:,l (t::(il;. Bll(lt they
? XtDOOK com-

panies have take“ i V. rene 1ve IESL Pl(]g] am C(Hllbllled Wltl:l a Sepa‘
> 18 fO prO lde a com h i
: I 118 i i
lte but Cor I'ESpOndlng Sheltered ELA prOgramS

95



96

|
|

Chapter 5 » Program Models for English Language Learners
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i. I\/{V(ilwat does fhe gresearch say about the effectiveness of the program

s to compare different program types to determine n“;}:;l;
i r
h t effective for ELLs and which are the most appropcllflalttebfor a g: oy
2 hool and ram models, be awa
i through these prog are
d community. As you read : . e e
schot(i: Itlhe are Usualfy not as neat and tidy as described here l;ecausek grfsv:S e
practlraints ?n local contexts, and the role educators play as po 1qlf(ma& shobuy by
COnts negotiate, and implement policy mandates from above (Menken ;
pret, 3

Using consistent terms allows u

Bilingual Models

The following sections examine f}ve bilingua
today: transitional bilingual educatlio.n programs, de G
grams, dual language programs, bilingual immersion prog ;

1 models commonly found in t-he field
developmental bilingual education pro-
and heritage language

programs.

itional Bilingual Education Programs » il
Tmns_lt_’ﬂnfl bilingglrlal education (TBE) programs, alsQ called early-exit pr(;g::ignt i
'Il:anSltlf . mmon type of bilingual program in the United States. TBE prog
the most co
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TABLE 5.3 Content-Area and English as a Second Language Instruction in Transitional
Bilingual Education Programs
Kindergarten 1st Grade 2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Home language Language arts, Language arts, Language arts, Language arts
instruction social studies, social studies, social studies
science, math science
Sheltered Art, music, Math, art, music, | Science, math, art, Language arts,
instruction physical education | physical education music, physical social studies,
education science, math, art,
music, physical
education
ESL (daily) 30-60 minutes 30-60 minutes 30-60 minutes 30-60 minutes

ELLs who speak the same home language and are most commonly implemented in the
primary grades of elementary school. The goal of TBE programs is to transition ELLs to
an English-medium classroom as quickly as possible. By providing content-area instruc-
tion in the students’ home languages, schools can ensure that students do not fall behind
academically while they are learning English,

Most TBE programs begin in kindergarten with about 90% of language arts and other

content-area instruction taught in the home language and about 10%

taught through
sheltered English instruction,

in addition to daily ESL instruction. Each year the amount
of home language instruction is decreased and the amount of sheltered instruction is
increased. Students first learn to read and write in thei

r home language, to ensure that
they do not fall behind academically while learning English. After 2 to 3 years, the stu-

dents are transitioned to English language arts instruction, and the following year they
are placed in English-medium classrooms (Fig. 5.1). Some weaker versions of this model
attempt to transition students to all-English instruction much sooner. Table 5.3 presents
a sample of the subjects that a school might offer in kindergarten through 3rd grade,
gradually transitioning from mostly home language instruction to mostly sheltered En-
glish instruction.
Longitudinal research on the effectiveness of different types of bilingual and English-
medium programs demonstrates that TBE programs are more effective than English-
medium programs but less effective than other bilingual education models in ensuring that
ELLs reach parity with their English-speaking peers by the time they complete the pro-
gram (Thomas & Collier, 2002; Umansky & Reardon, 2014; Valentino & Reardon, 2014).

Researchers and practitioners have identified the following challenges associated
with TBE:

= TBE programs tend to have a “language-as-
deficit view of ELLs. Also, because the goal
English, these programs tend to lead to subtractive bilingualism. Many research-
ers and practitioners see the TBE model as essentially a remedial program (see,
e.g., Crawford, 2004; Gonzalez, Yawkey, & Minaya-Rowe, 2006).

= TBE programs reflect an assumption that ELLs can become proficient in English
in 2 to 3 years and thus be ready for all-English instruction in a mainstream class-
room. But few students learn a second language fluently that quickly. Thus, many
ELLs are pushed into mainstream classrooms before they are ready.

» ELLs in TBE programs may be segregated from the academic mainstream for
most or all of their instructional day, making it difficult for them to find opportu-
nities to interact with and learn alongside English proficient peers.

problem” orientation and thus take a
of TBE programs is quick transition to
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= Many ELLs do not begin school in the United States in kindergarten. They start in
the grade level that matches their age at their time of arrival. Since most TBE pro-
grams are in the elementary grades, there may not be a TBE program available for
many ELLs who would benefit from home Janguage instruction in one or more

content areas.
TBE programs are the most common because they received the
eral support under the Bilingual Education Act. The TBE ap-
er English-only models. Offering students, particularly

young children, an opportunity to develop literacy skills and academic content in their
home language while they are developing proficiency in English is much more humane
than simply throwing them into an English-only classroom where they may become
frustrated and discouraged. Schools with established, effective TBE programs are often
able to evolve to one of the stronger models of bilingual education described in the fol-

lowing sections. Box 5.1 provides an overview of the TBE model.

Despite these concerns,
greatest amount of fed
roach is still much preferred ov

Developmental Bilingual Education Programs
| education (DBE) is also sometimes called maintenance or

Developmental bilingua
late-exit bilingual education. DBE programs are much less common than TBE programs
he lack of federal support over the years for

in the United States in large part because of t
this model. Like TBE programs, DBE programs target ELLs who speak the same home

BOX 5.1 English Language Learner Program Profile:

Transitional Bilingual Education
Early-exit bilingual education
ELLs who speak the same home language

Other name
Target population
Typical grade span K-3
Learn English as guickly as possible t
mainstream
Meet the same grade-
peers and enter an English
possible
Acculturation to mainstream school and
common
30-60 minutes a day
Initially about 90% in the home language and 10% through sheltered
English instruction; home language instruction decreases rapidly as
students are quickly transitioned to sheltered instruction as they move
up in grade level
Provided during sheltered instruction and ESL instru

Language goals o transition to the academic

level content-area standards as English-fluent

Academic goals
-only mainstream classroom as soon as

Culture goals community; assimilation

ESL instruction

Content-area
instruction

Primary language ction as needed

support

Effectiveness Transitional bilingual education programs are mare effective than English-

research only programs but are less effective than other models of bilingual edu-
Ls achieve parity with their English-speaking

cation in ensuring that Eld
peers.

Instructional Programs for English Language Learners

100 — o
90 e - a

§ 80}

B

2

E

w

£

K

Q

o

=

e

1]

£

2 )

- Native
; " language
Flguyel 5.2 Developmen- ’
tal bilingual education B English
model.
Grade Level

language, they are most oft
| e en found in element
ified bilin ary schools, and the
v }i ei%l;lili::e;i};ers. The goals of DBE programs, however, are diffzrifi tg%g]? i
ome fully bﬂingualentil %:-Ydop both English and their home language .so thalI:) :ﬁgra;s
, and biliterate, achievin demi ¢ N e
devel - : g academically through
CV?\Z)ESEI% ; ]153051t1ve sense of their cultural heritage and e}ghnoliﬁlgguit;gihiczlii%}i'ageS =
il sch(f;{)%iﬁ?;}sl :?;tlg l;itr;]derggxll’lten and continue through the higllulaif'grade
last through t ; % or 6th grade. Some DBE programs in K-
000 ot thgir Cl:; tr:;il-dle-sc_hool gr?ldes. As in TBE programs, ELI;JS ignitgllsl;ftie?v%hlfds
o area 1n.struct10n, including initial literacy instruction, in th 'e?l -
level unt)il Studentsnrlsg;‘:lznl Sheltlelrje(li English instruction increases \«;ith eaf:lkllr gl?;;:
n equal balance of inst ion i
5. : . structi p
2 shows the relationship between the home language (ZlnEm b.Oth. langua.ges__ Figure
programs. guage and English instruction in DBE
Becau i : e
T forsEL(I)i 1t%lzmhpha51s on blhrllgualism and biliteracy, DBE is a much st
poses, and furt};er | oIme language is viewed as a resource, used for instructionr?nger
glish to handle Engl?:}f (;fec(ii' even after ELLs have attained sufficient Proﬁciency?np};:-
-medium instruction. B )
T — g : on. Because a DBE progra i
= developrfh(::ifra ;hllds; education and in such a program studsntsg hal\lfle Ctﬁzl:)i CUﬂStltqte
g ome language skills to a higher level than in a TBE pro e e
a——— CZ ﬁ('t‘)’be proficient bilinguals by the time they graduate I;ror%ln}l:’n:htheli’ ol
from well~implenlleelr-15t ((:;-ODOZB’ 2013) longitudinal research shows that ELLs whlog rs:d oo
English-speakin Courelt E programs ultimately achieve educational parit wgith t;llat'e
gitudinal eviden%;e o erparts. Esc_armlla, Hopewell, and Butvilofsky (2013) Yrov'd 1Elr
b i e i at emergent b)l}lingual learners in well-implemented DB];E e
A cll teracy Squar'ed framework outperform ELLs in Engli hpmgréms
—y W;r IdZed’ academic achievement tests. DBE programs are a%s ohmediom
B i edzca?;;;s}?ea]k c}.;tnglish because they are able to be much m(?r:rﬁlz?)‘ivzz
, includi ; . v
and other homework. Einctingbeingatile o Hetp thiat clillde ith thet eading
Currently, g
English liter:c;n:;i; esrcho?lls with DBE programs are facing political pressure to push
B tcred o o B aln faste; particularly in states where high-stakes test P
worry that if ex};enSiV: gElShl-(Wl_'lght’ 2007). Many school and district admirfi;;etad-
the later eleme nglish literacy and content instruction in English is d "o
ntary grades, students will not have the English ski lish is delayed to
glish skills necessary to pass
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BOX 5.2 English Language Learner Program Profile:
Developmental Bilingual Education

Other names Maintenance bilingual education, late-exit bilingual education

Target population ELLs who speak the same home language

Typical grade span K-6
Language goals Bilingualism and biliteracy

Academic goals Meet the same grade-level content-area standards as English-fluent
peers, be prepared to fulfill societal needs requiring citizens with bilin-

gual skills
Culture goals Biculturalism
ESL instruction 30-60 minutes a day

Initially about 90% in the home language and 10% through sheltered
instruction; home language instruction decreases slowly and sheltered
instruction increases as students move up in grade level; instruction
continues in both languages until the end of the program, even after
students attain proficiency in English

Provided during sheltered and ESL instruction as needed

Content-area
instruction

Primary language

support
Effectiveness ELLs achieve parity with English-speaking peers and become bilingual,
research biliterate, and bicultural.

models but a flaw in the testing and accountability

the test. This is not a flaw in the DBE
commodate high-quality education programs for

systems that do not value and fail to ac
ELLs. Box 5.2 provides an overview of the DBE model.

Dual Language Programs

Dual language programs, sometimes called two-way immersion or dual language im-

mersion, are designed for even numbers of English speakers and ELLs from the same
language background. For both groups of students, dual language programs aim to de-
velop bilingualism and biliteracy, academic achievemnent in two languages, and cross-
cultural understanding. Dual language programs typically begin in kindergarten (or
pre-K) and continue through the elementary school grades, though a growing number
of these programs can also be found in middle schools and high schools.

English speakers and ELLs in dual language programs spend most of the day to-
gether in the same classroom where they receive content-area instruction in both lan-
guages from qualified bilingual teachers. Content-area instruction is taught in sheltered
English and in a sheltered version of the other language, such as Spanish, to make in-
struction comprehensible for the non-native speakers of those languages. Students learn
to read and write in both languages, either simultaneously or first in one language and
later in the other. Teachers also provide daily ESL instruction for their ELLs, and in-
struction in the other language for the native English-speaking students (e.g., Spanish as

a second language).
The two prototypical dual language mo
referring to the percentage of time allocated to ea

dels are the 50/50 model and the 90/10 model,
ch language for instructional purposes-

two-way im mersion).
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Portuguese, and others. The Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) maintains a search-
able directory of two-way immersion programs in the United States.

What is exciting about the dual language model is that theoretically it puts the ELLs
on an equal footing with the English-speaking students. When instruction is in the
non-English language, the English speakers must rely on their ELL peers, just as the
ELLs must rely on the English speakers when instruction is in English. The ELLs’ home
language is viewed as a resource to help them learn English and academic content; it
also elevates their home language as a valuable asset that the English speakers also want
to acquire. Thus, dual language programs have helped change the view of bilingual edu-
cation as a remedial program to being viewed as an enrichment program. Comparative
longitudinal research demonstrates that dual language programs are the most effective
programs for ELLs (Lindholm-Leary & Hernandez, 2011; Ramirez, 1992; Thomas &
Collier, 2002, 2013; Umansky & Reardon, 2014; Valentino & Reardon, 2014).

Dual language models have grown in popularity with increases in federal support
and the growing demand of ELLs’ parents and parents of monolingual English speakers
who want their children to be bilingual. The CAL directory listed over 420 programs in
31 states and the District of Columbia in 2014. There are likely far more.

Student and community demographics have led to innovative variations in dual lan-
guage programs. Whereas the original dual language model seeks equal numbers of ELL
and native English speakers, in many cases the English speakers are heritage language
speakers who have some proficiency in their home language. In other words, a dual lan-
guage classroom may be made up of all Latino students, half of whom are ELLs and half
of whom are proficient English speakers with varying levels of proficiency in Spanish.
The Gémez & Gémez Dual Language Enrichment Model is designed for schools in re-
gions where the majority of the students are Latino (e.g., South Texas) and follows a
unique 50-50 model that divides language of instruction by content area as well as by
time (Gémez, Freeman, & Freeman, 2005). This model does not require an equal distri-
bution of ELLs and English dominant students. It has become very popular in Texas,
though some scholars are concerned about the model and its implementation (see, €.g.,
Palmer, Zuiiiga, & Henderson, 2015). Educators who want to develop dual language pro-
grams in their school and community contexts need to begin with a clear understanding
of their target populations and design their programs accordingly.

Scholars have identified several issues and challenges related to dual language pro-
grams in general. Whereas Spanish programs are relatively easy to develop because of
the large number of Latino ELLs and the availability of Spanish bilingual teachers and
materials, it can be quite difficult to develop programs in other languages where there
are fewer students, and teachers and materials are in short supply. Also, while native
English speakers may be interested in learning high-demand languages such as Spanish,

Chinese, Japanese, and Arabic, there may be little interest for languages such as Somali,
Karen, or Haitian Creole.! Another major issue is the reality that English is the domi-
nant language of the United States, which makes it very difficult to value both languages
equally within a dual language program and school (Palmer & Lynch, 2008). English,
and proficient speakers of English, will always be more privileged. Research by de Jong
and Howard (2009) shows that dual language educators must carefully address this issue
to ensure that ELLs attain the linguistic, academic, and cross-cultural benefits that dual
language programs claim to offer. Valdés (1997) notes that dual language educators need
to be careful not to address the interests of more vocal middle-class English-speaking

I This problem can be overcome in programs that follow the model in which all students are from the same language background,

but half are ELLs and half are English dominant.

Instructional Programs for English Language Learners

constituents over less vocal minor

ity constitu i i i
RS anguan ot y ents in placement or instruction. Valdés

ucators fail to consider language and power relations
nd Spanish speakers) at school and in

at school or job opportunities in society.

Despite these challenges,
friendships and cross-cultura
minority-language students,
gree, 2013). Perhaps these graduat
of resolving many of the social ine
5.3 provides an overview of t

dual language pro
grams have been found to encour
. a
| understanding between English-speaking students afc?

Bilingual Immersion Programs
Blllngual immersion programs in the Unj

A hieve academically in both languages, and to
where na-
uage and content-area instruction in French
flectiveness of these programs (Lyster & Gen—’
ngual immersion model is commonly imple-
learn a high-demand world language, as well
tudents to help them learn their “native” lan-
T may not speak at home. Because indigenous

tive English speakers are immersed for lan

and extensive research demonstrates the eg
esee, 2012). In the United States, the bili
mented with English speakers wishing to
as with Hawaiian and Native American s
guage, which they or their parents may (;

BOX 5. i
5.3 English Language Learner Program Profile: Dual Language Programs

Other nam i i
es Two-way Immersion, dual language immersion

Target populati
get population ELLs who speak the same home language and English speakers who

| want to fearn the home language of the ELLs
Typical grade span K-6

Language goals
Academic goals

Bilingualism and biliteracy

Meet grade-level content-a
! -area standards, be prepared to fulfi i
needs requiring citizens with bilingual skills : o

Culture i i
goals Biculturalism, cross-cultural understanding,

Qontentarea 50/50 model: 5
Instruction :

cultural pluralism

Primary langua i
guage May be provided for ELLs during English instruction or for English

support ino
Zpe?kers during instruction in the home language of the ELLs, though
ua Ianguage programs make efforts to separate the langua {,3 f g
.. struction as much as possible R
&Ctiveness Engli
e glish speakers and ELLs reach or exceed grade-level expectations

and become bilingual and biliterate with stron

i g cross-cultural commu-
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languages in the United States are threatened with extinction, educators working with
students from these language groups view bilingual immersion programs as a key com-
ponent for helping to preserve these indigenous languages by passing them down to the
next generation.

Bilingual immersion instruction begins in the non-English language, which is typi-
cally the language in which the students have the Jeast amount of proficiency. Some pro-
grams provide up to 100% of instruction in the non-English language for the first year
or two of the program. As the students increase their proficiency in the non-English
language, English is slowly introduced and eventually both languages are given an equal
amount of instructional time. Bilingual immersion programs are most commonly found
in elementary schools and last for several years, usually up to 5th or 6th grade (Fig. 5:5).
Box 5.4 provides an overview of the bilingual immersion model.

Heritage Language Programs
The term heritage language programs is fairly new in the United States and refers to a

wide range of programs (including the bilingual models described earlier), such as in-
school and after-school or weekend programs, in which language minority students have
an opportunity to Jearn their “native” or “heritage” language. A heritage language stu-
dent can be either an ELL or a student who is proficient in English and may have little or
no proficiency in his or her heritage language, as is common for second and third gener-
ation immigrant students (Valdés, 2014). The term is also being applied to university-
level foreign language classes geared to heritage speakers of the language being taught.
In-school heritage language programs are those that offer world (foreign) language
classes at the secondary school level geared to students from homes where the language
is spoken. These courses are called Spanish-for-Spanish speakers, Korean-for-Korean
speakers, Arabic-for-Arabic speakers, and so forth. Educators have found that courses
like these are particularly effective because ELLs typically need world language credit to
graduate from high school or to get into colleges and universities with world language
study requirements. Students who take these courses tend to be highly motivated by op-
portunities to develop greater proficiency and literacy abilities in their home languages
particularly because the vast majority have been in English-only education programs
where they have had no opportunities for home language and literacy development.
These world language courses for heritage language speakers are much more appro-
priate and effective than regular world language classes. In Spanish classes, for example,

Instructional Programs for English Language Learners

BOX 5.4 English Language Learner Program Profile: Bilingual Immersion

Other name Immersion program

Ta i inori
rget population Language minority students (ELL or non-ELL) who have little to no profi-

ciency in the ta.rget language (e.g., Native American students, Hawaiian
students), English speakers who want to learn a world language

Typical grade span K-6 (some programs may extend to 8th grade)

Academi i
mic goals Meet grade-level expectations, be prepared to fulfill societal needs re-

quiring citizens with bilingual skills

Culture goa i i
goals Biculturalism, cross-cultural understanding and communication skills

ESLi ; .
L instruction 30-60 minutes a day (anly if program includes ELLS)

Content-area

Initially 90% b i i i
S y 90% to 100% in the non-English language for the first year or 2

{Ef tﬁe program; ir?struction evens out gradually to 50% instruction in
nglish and 50% in the non-English language as students move up |
grade level e

Prima i
ry language May be provided as needed, though bilingual immersion programs make

exceed grade-level expectations and b ili
ecome bilingual, bili
cross-culturally competent. S

1d i
x;)lii‘(:h l;llr;iugigée:lgs;est theft ]tlarget English speakers teach the standard Spanish dialect
ubstantially from the variety of Spanish spok i :
S i ety of Spanish spoken by Spanish-speaking
guage class recognizes and build i
T ag uilds on the strengths of heritage
y recognizing that these students may alread
as well as listening, speakin i s i the lan el
. 3 g, and perhaps literacy skills in the language. Th
Zl;(:tl); ie-;lg}?id to relalcognize and value the variety of the langufge %p'okeilcl;); lt-lslzssctin
, while helping them to develop proficiency i i -
o : y in a standard dialect of the |
1angicjl(2015r that have transitional bilingual programs are well positioned to offi?ilzigtz e
. heitap ecalgrarns for former ELLs who have exited the bilingual program. Learnirgl
Opportunfie ailguagf: program (e.g., Spanish-for-Spanish speakers) gives these student%
A insts ft _mamtzlﬁ ellnd develop their home language after they enter English
! ruction and helps counter the trend toward subtractive bili i :
e ubtractive bilingualism
1anguC:teTcBE prog;rams. Some secondary schools have developed speciglized h;:t;e:
Advanfed cI))ll.lrses or graduates of DBE and dual language programs. Some double is
acement (AP) world language courses, meaning students can further de-

velop their language skills and attai
Hrbastie ge skills and attain valuable college world language credits while still

Man - i
T t})fazitgr schogl apd wee.kell-ld heritage language programs are operated by com-
il }(:rgallmzatlons ;:rlthm language minority communities, such as Chinese
ools run on the weekends by Chinese Ameri ’
T’ ¥ ese American and Korean American
; , temples, and churches (Lee & Wrigh i
g right, 2014). Some public schools pro-
districtrli I:lge langua.ge clgsses after school. In Fresno, California, for example, the sc}I:(r)?)l
,in cooperation with local community organizations, offers the Khme’r Emerging
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BOX 5.5 English Language Learner Program Profile:

Heritage Language Programs .
Community language programs, foreign language programs for native
speakers (€.8., Spanish—for—Spanish speakers)

LL) who have varying levels of

Other names

Heritage language speakers (ELL OF non-E
proficiency in their heritage language

Any grade levels, pre-K-12, and college or university

Broaden linguistic repertoire in the heritage language, with attention to
the standard variety and literacy in that language

tent-area standards related to foreign language
prepared to fulfill societal

Target poputation

Typical grade span

| anguage goals

Meet the grade-level con
learning or native language arts standardss, be
needs requiring citizens with bilingual skills

Academic goals

Biculturalism, cross-cultural communication skills

The heritage language is taught as a separate subject in school, for be-

nween 1 and 5 or more hours a week; out-of-school programs and for-
gign language cOUrses designed for native speakers at the college or

university level are also offered.

able to date on these relatively new programs, but

Little research is avail
heritage language students typically make much faster progress and

attain higher levels of proficiency in the target language than traditional

(non-heritage language) foreign language students.

Culture goals

Program features

Effectiveness
research

KEEP) 2 days a week at one of its elementary schools

Edgestion Mgy e heritage language program model.

(Wright, 2014). Box 5.5 provides an overview of the

English-Medium Models

Although bilingual education programs are more eﬁecti‘ve than E.nglish-medmn? ptrl(;-
grams, they are not always feasible. In a few states legislation resulting from voter il

ish-medi roaches;
tives place restrictions on bilingual programs and mandate English medium appro
in some communities educat

ors, parents, of community members may be opposed to
heir i i i ram;
bilingual education because of their ideologies or misunderstandings of the prog
and in many other communiti

es, there are simply too many language groups in a singlfe
school without sufficient numbers of speakers of the same home language to make of-
fering a bilingual education progra

m practicable. In these instances, English-medliurn
programs are the next best option. In English-medium program models all subjects

i i i 7 tive programs
are taught in English. English-medium does not mean English only. Effective prog

provide a combination of _ !
following sections describe English-medium programs co

today.

sheltered content instruction, ESL instruction, ancll PLS. The
monly found in schools

Pull-Out English asa Second Language Instruc_tion
The goal of ESL instruction is to enable ELLs to incre
ciency each year and ultimately to

ase their English language profi-

be redesignated as “fluent English proficient” (FEP)
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and no longer in need of ESL instruction. Pull-out ESL is a commonly used model, par-
ticularly in elementary schools where ELLs make up a small portion of the total school
population. In these schools ELLs are typically spread out across several classrooms. A
certified ESL teacher pulls small groups of ELLs out of their regular classrooms to pro-
vide ESL instruction, typically for 30 to 60 minutes or more a day. Though students need
daily instruction, some schools are able to offer ESL only 2 or 3 days a week because of
shortages of ESL teachers.

The pull-out ESL model has been highly criticized as the least effective model
(Ovando & Combs, 2011). The problems are many. First, and perhaps most important,
students miss out on instruction in their regular classrooms when they are pulled out.
Second, pull-out ESL may lead some mainstream classroom teachers to the view that the
ELLs are mainly the responsibility of the ESL teacher. Third, many students feel stigma-
tized about being pulled out day after day in front of their English-only peers. In a study
of former ELLs I conducted in California, one of the students described her feelings
about being pulled out: “The other kids wouldn't say anything, but I would feel lost. Here
I go again. Why do I have to do this? 1 felt so dumb. I felt like P'm dumb” (Wright, 1998).
And finally, ESL instruction provided by the pull-out teacher typically is not coordinated
with what the students are learning in their regular classrooms, largely because ESL
teachers generally pull students from several different classrooms, making it very diffi-
cult to coordinate with every teacher. Furthermore, pull-out ESL teachers sometimes
find that mainstream teachers are unwilling to collaborate.

Pull-out ESL may be more expensive than other models because it requires that one
or more teachers be hired in addition to the regular classroom teachers. Another diffi-
culty is finding space for the pull-out ESL class in overcrowded schools. In some in-
stances ESL classes are held in portable classrooms far away from the main buildings
where “real” learning is taking place. In other instances it is far worse. I have seen ESL
classes taught in the cafeteria; the auditorium lobby or on the stage; and in teacher
lounges, converted broom closets, basements, storage rooms in the back of other teach-
ers classrooms, and hallways. These poor accommodations may send the signal to the
ELLs, and to the teachers, that ESL instruction is a low priority and that ELLs are sec-
ond-class citizens within the school.

Despite these drawbacks, there are some benefits of pull-out ESL. For example, in
my research with former ELLs in California (Wright, 1998, 2004a), [ found a number of
students who did not receive any pull-out ESL instruction but were simply placed in
mainstream English-only classrooms. These students described feeling frustrated and
lost during the first few years of their education. One student commented, “I just sat
there” Another mentioned that occasionally his teacher would try to call on him but he
would simply sit quietly until she called on someone else because he could not under-
stand the questions. Many of the students sought help outside of school. Pull-out ESL
would have been a much better alternative for these students who received no help at all.
In a study I conducted in Texas of newly arrived Khmer students in the 5th grade who
received pull-out ESL instruction (Wright & Li, 2006), I found that although their reg-
ular classroom teacher did an excellent job trying to accommodate their needs in her
classroom, these students were much more active, engaged, and vocal during their ESL
time. The ESL teacher created a safe environment that effectively lowered the affective
filter of her ELLs. The students enjoyed their time in the ESL classroom and developed a
wonderful relationship with their ESL teacher. They made much greater progress in both
language and academic development than they would have without pull-out ESL instruc-
tion, and their experiences in the positive, supportive environment of the pull-out ESL
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i Profile:
BOX 5.6 English Language Learner Program
Pull-Out English as a Second Language Programs

Other name ESL withdrawal classes

Target population ELLs

Typical grade span K6 (in secondary schools ESL is provided as a separate class period)

Help students attain proficiency in English

Help students gain the English proficiency needed to understand
content-area instruction

Acculturation to mainstream school and society; assimilation common

Language goals

Academic goals

Culture goals

ESL instruction 30-60 minutes a day

Primary language May be provided as needed

support | : 5
Effectiveness Pull-out ESL in isolation does not enable ELLs to achieve parity wi

research English-speaking peers; it is, however, an integral part of effective shel-
tered English programs when ESL is not provided in the classroom.

j i iew
class made their school experience much more enjoyable. Box 5.6 provides an overv

of the pull-out ESL model.

i truction
In-Class English as a Second Language Ins . '
In-class ESLginstruction is provided by the regular classroom teacher. This program is

preferred over the pull-out ESL model for several reasons: (1) the stuleents ;‘l}ol n;g I]:ﬂ::f
anything in class by being pulled out, (2) classroom teachers can coor}c}imaite t enl-n v
struction to prepare ELLs for specific sheltered conter'lt lessons, (3) t ehc :st;roolassmom
ers take full responsibility for the education of all ti-lell’ students, (4) w -Ei fl cl S
teachers learn about the ELLs through ESL instruction can help. them tailor the ta 1ge Velgs
and content objectives of their sheltered content-area Lr_lstructmn to api)]ioprl?i eE ‘ hs}i
and (5) the classroom teachers can coordinate interactions betweep }? s an o ghSh
proficient students in the classroom that will furlther assist ELLs in learning English.
Finally, the school saves money by not having to hire additional tea;hers._ I,
To provide effective ESL instruction, classropm teachers m.ust e tl’alclllf'l e
fied to teach ESL. They must also be provided with an ESL curriculum and ins t[;) ) iy
materials. There are many frustrated ESL teachers who find théy need to crzatcflzl e;lrt o
curriculum and make or buy their own materials because their schools and distric

to provide them. . . .
l30nce classroom teachers have been trained to provide ESL instruction, they must df;
claim, because there are ELLs in the classroom,

so. It is not enough for a teacher to  th 73
teach ESL all day”” ESL is a separate content area, with its own content standards, curric

i i he
ulum, and teaching materials. Thus, when there is no ESL pull-ou.t program mﬁ)lac:, ESL
classroom teacher must provide in class the same type of instruction that a pull-ou
teacher would provide.

A better alternative to pull-out
that the ESL teacher goes into the regular classroom to wor

ESL may be pull-in ESL or push-in ESL, meaning
k with the classroom teacher
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and her ELLs. The danger with this model, however, is that the ESL teacher may end up
just working in the back of the room with the ELLs, or worse, just hanging out while
the teacher lectures, then simply providing assistance here and there to individual ELLs
while they do seat work. In these cases, the ESL teacher is treated more like a paraprofes-
sional rather than a fellow teacher.

For pull-in ESL to be an effective model, the ESL and classroom teachers need to
collaborate as team teachers, working together to address the content and language ob-
jectives of sheltered content-area lessons, and planning and delivering effective ESL les-
sons. The ESL teacher can serve as a valuable resource to the classroom teacher, helping
her recognize the language demands of upcoming lessons and activities, setting appro-
priate language objectives, and providing advice and demonstrations of how to make
modifications and provide effective scaffolding and accommodations. Through such col-
laboration, both teachers recognize they share in the responsibility for ensuring the suc-
cess of their ELLs.

In secondary grades, ELLs are typically provided with one or two course periods of
ESL. These courses, too, must be taught by a certified ESL teacher who has a curriculum
to follow and materials to use. This instruction can be made more effective if the ESL
teacher coordinates with the ELLs general education teachers, though just as in the ele-
mentary school, coordination can be particularly challenging because of the large num-
ber of teachers in a typical middle or high school. Some secondary schools also make use
of the pull-in model where the ESL teacher, in addition to teaching separate ESL courses,
will spend one or more periods a day in content-area classrooms team-teaching with
and helping the content-area teacher implement effective sheltered instruction.

Sheltered (Structured) English Immersion
Sheltered English immersion (SEI), sometimes called structured English immersion,
typically refers to self-contained grade-level classrooms for ELLs with teachers who are
trained and certified to provide language and content instruction for ELLs. In SEI class-
rooms, the classroom teacher provides daily ESL instruction and sheltered content-area
instruction. In addition, even though all instruction is in English, teachers should use
ample PLS to help make English instruction more comprehensible. SEI is the model
mandated by the English for the Children initiatives in California, Arizona, and Massa-
chusetts, and even these laws acknowledge the role of PLS, stating that teachers “may use
a minimal amount of the child’s language when necessary”

When a bilingual program is not viable for policy, ideological, or practical reasons,
an SEI program is the next best option. It is helpful to think of effective SEI instruction
according to the following formula, where SI stands for sheltered instruction:

SEI = ESL + SI + PLS.

In other words, a high-quality SEI program includes daily direct, systematic ESL in-
struction, sheltered content-area instruction, and ample PLS. The three English for the
Children initiatives say that ELLs should be in SEI classrooms only for a period not nor-
mally intended to exceed 1 year. But as we saw in an earlier chapter, there is no research
that suggests that most ELLs can learn enough English in 1 year to be placed in a main-
stream classroom. Furthermore, federal law makes it clear that ELLs are to receive ESL
and sheltered instruction until they are redesignated as fluent English proficient and
thus no longer in need of special services.

One area of concern is that many SEI classrooms are SEI in name only. If the class-
room teacher is not certified to work with ELLs or fails to provide ESL and sheltered
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3 BOX 5.7 English Language Learner Program Profile:
Sheltered English Inmersion

Structured English immersion, sheltered classrooms, seh‘-cont_ained
ESL classrooms (at the secondary level: sheltered math, ESL gcuence,
specially designed academic instruction in English [SDAIE], social stud-

ies, etc.)
Target population ELLs (but class may also contain non-ELLS)

Typical grade span K-12 (in secondary schools sheltered subject areas are provided as
| separate class periods)

w Other names

Language goals Help students attain proficiency in English
Academic goals Meet the same grade-level academic standards required for all students
I Culture goals Assimilation or acculturation
| i i minutes a day, provided in class by the classroom teacher
| ESL instruction 30-60 Y, p |
Content-area All subjects taught in English through sheltered instruction
instruction . |
Primary language Provided as needed during ESL and sheltered instruction
support | | ‘
Effectiveness More effective than pull-out ESL in isolation but not as effective as bi-
research lingual program models

\ instruction, then the classroom is not an SEI classroom at all. Its a mainstre;nll, sink-
or-swim, English-only classroom. Box 5.7 provides an overview of the SEI model.

Newcomer Programs N
‘ Newcomers ELLs are best served by bilingual programs, but when these are not avail

able, a newcomer program may be the best approaclh. Ne.wcorlner programs ;1].‘6 spe-
cialized academic environments that serve newly arrived, immigrant English angzlaalgze
learners for a limited period of time,” typically fqr 1to2 years (Sbort & Boysorf11, . s
p. viii). These programs recognize that newly a}’rlv-ed ELLs with little to nEo pighC}:rtlh};
in English will have a very difficult timle learnlng) in a classroom where English i
instruction (including SEI classrooms).
langzigheo?lfgﬁlthere is mg one set model, a comprehensive review of U.S.. nelwzomle)rh[;rl():
grams at the secondary level found that the main goals of tbe_se programs include ( b Ee
ing students acquire beginning English skills, (2.) providing some mstn.lctlﬁn l‘1Jn .
core content areas, (3) guiding students’ acculturation to the school sylstem in 1‘; IT ;hort
States, and (4) developing or strengthening students native language htera-CYi1 sd( ok
& Boyson, 2012, p. viii). Newcomer program classrooms are taught k?y trained an ct .
fied ELL teachers. Bilingual teachers who speak the langugge of their EL'Ls are p}}?iheir
fective as they can provide PLS to the students and effectively communicate wit
| pareﬂly:;comer programs attempt to provide some sheltered instruction,def-[:;ec.::aélygotr(?
; address literacy and numeracy development when the newcomers hajwe }Fjgl -lm:r?] e
| mer schooling. The greatest focus, however, is on Prowfimg intensive ESL ins .
so the students can acquire enough English to participate in an SEI classroom 1 or 2y

|
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later. Some school districts establish separate newcomer schools where district resources
and personnel can be concentrated to best meet the students’ needs. Students are some-
times bussed to the newcomer center from their neighborhood schools, stay there all
day or part of the day, and then return to their home school. Other newcomer programs
are centers within existing schools where newly arrived ELLs may spend anywhere from
a couple of hours to the whole day.

Newcomer programs have been criticized for segregating ELLs into separate class-
rooms or schools, for lacking a focus on content-area instruction, and for being expen-
sive to operate. For newcomer programs to be effective, the district must make a real
commitment to provide the school with the best teachers, adequate resources, a clear
curriculum, and small class sizes. High-stakes testing and school accountability have
posed serious challenges to these programs, however, because newcomer students are

rarely ready to take and pass state tests in English. Box 5.8 provides an overview of the
newcomer program model.

Submersion (Sink or Swim)

One final approach to teaching ELLs is to do nothing at all for them. Submersion means
placing an ELL in a mainstream classroom where there is no ESL instruction, no shel-
tered instruction, and no PLS. Furthermore, the teachers are not certified to teach ELLs.
Thus, as the alternative name implies, these students are left to sink or swim. Unfortu-
nately, submersion is very common, even though it is in violation of federal law.

BOX 5.8 English Language Learner Program Profile: Newcomer Programs
Other name Newcomer centers

Target population ELLs who have recently arrived to the United States and have little to no
English proficiency (and sometimes limited former schooling)

Typical grade span Any grade level, pre-K-12

Number of years 1-2 years

Language goals Help newcomer ELLS learn enough English to be able to participate in a
sheltered English immersion classroom the following year or 2

Academic goals Help newcomer ELLs learn basic reading and writing skills in English

and expose them to the content areas with a focus on developing the
vocabulary and language skills needed to learn these subjects through
sheltered instruction once they exit the newcomer program

Culture goals Acculturation to mainstream school and society; assimilation common
ESL instruction Intensive, for 1 hour or mare a day

Content-area Sheltered instruction uses the content areas for vocabulary and other
instruction English language skills development, with a focus on beginning skills

in English reading and writing; some programs may also include home
language content-area instruction.

Primary language Provided throughout the day
support

Effectiveness Little research on these innovative programs
research
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erienced mainstream teachers with no training in

ESL who regularly have ELLs placed in their classrooms, and who try their best to meet
their needs. These teachers should take the initiative t0 complete ESL certification and
other training to better meet the needs of their students. With such training they can
transform their mainstream classrooms into sheltered English classrooms fairly quickly.
In addition, they should advocate for the creation of one or more of the models de-

There are many excellent and exp

BOX 5.9 Is It Sheitered English immersion or Submersion (Sink-or-Swim)?

Use this checklist to spot submersion (sink-or-swim)
immersion classrooms.

classrooms disguised as sheltered English

ntical to those used in mainsiream classrooms.

0O All textbooks and materials used are ide
k are identical to those used in the mainstream

a All in-class assignments and homewor
classrooms.
[ The teacher
requires only a mi
0 The teacher cannot imme

leve! of English language proficiency.
@ The teacher is unable to identify or describe each ELLs home country, ethnicity, home lan-

guage, prior schooling, literacy in home language, or length of time in the United States.

0 The teacher makes ignorant comments about the ELLs' language background, such as,
“She speaks Mexican" or “ think he speaks Asian.”

O The teacher knows little about the ELLs' cultures.

O The teacher makes little to no effort to modify his or her speech to make it more comprehen-

sible for the ELLs.
@ There is no regularly scheduled time for daily ESL instruction.

O The teacher claims, “I teach ESL all day.”
O The teacher cannot articulate specific sheltering strategies or techniques used to make in-

struction comprehensible for the ELLs.

O The teacher makes comments about the strategy for teaching the ELLs, such as, “ just try to
simplify everything” or “| don't give them as much work.”

O The teacher claims that the strategies used are “just good teaching.”

O Content-area lessons do not contain both language and content objectives.

0 ELLs do not actively participate in or are &
activities.

O The teacher makes little to no use

classroom.
@ Much of the teaching of the ELLs has been delegated to a paraprofessional.

1 The teacher uses one-size-fits-all or scripted curricular programs.

0 There is a heavy focus on test pre
mark testing with materials designed for English-proficient students.
) When you ask the teacher about sheltered instruction, he or she responds, “What's that

0 The teacher can tell you the num
about the content of the training.

@ The teacher has a negative attitude fowar
his or her classroom.

O The teacher admits to feeling ill-prepare

Based on findings from Wright & Choi, 2005,

does not possess state certification for teaching ELLs, or the state’s certification

nimal amount of training for such certification.
diately identify the ELLs in the classroom or cannot describe their

"

d to work with the ELLS.

xcluded from classroom discussions and other

of, or allowance for, the ELLs" home languages in the

paration using test-prep materials and frequent bench-

her of hours of ELL training he or she has received but little

d the ELLs and would prefer that they were not in
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scribed in this chapter and insi i
st their schools and distri i i
e otsear i 0 d districts provide the materials and
T
rm,iz:laechersh shl(zi._lld be aware Fhat many SEI classrooms are SEI in name only. Box 5.9
Fsmk ‘ : Sa Wc1 e)c hsF to determlme whether an SEI classroom is really just a submersi(;n
-or-swim) mainstream classroom in disguise. If an i
‘ X of the items on the checkli
applies to a program designated SEI, maj ; FrTTas
| : , major changes need to be implemented i
to make progress in learning English and academic content. ’ e

Collaboration among English as a Second Language,

Bilingual, Sheltered Instruction,

‘and Mainstream Teachers

Sit;r; ;te;fre;-al Ef tl;e proirams described in this chapter are found in a single school. An
school may have an ESL specialist who ili ‘
. pulls students out of bilingual, shel-
:;ES(;SO; zanl)(strfa;lmEIchfssrooms for daily ESL instruction or who pushes ?ntoitiufse
ork wi s. At the secondary level, ELLs typicall
ods of ESL in addition to some combinati ; R o erat, et
mbination of sheltered, bili 1 i
classes. As emphasized through i de the most of e -
: ghout this chapter, to provide the most effective i i
possible, ESL and classroom teachers need il AR
‘ to work collaboratively. Whil i
this collaboration can be accompli s Pt
plished formally through regul i
after school in grade-level or content-a s T et erdialon
‘ -area faculty meetings. The ESL teacher co
1 : : : uld al
ig(e)r:s i;rlrtlﬁ gil;lngc Elanmng 1E)enods observing regular instruction in different clzssso
s. Chatting informally in the hallways, visiti h ’ -
or eating lunch together can also hel i to share wi bty ot &
p. The purpose is to share what is bei i
the classrooms so that relevant | i bk i
essons i i
(he classrooms 50 Lhat can be provided in ESL and support provided to
I ari
Shelt::r jéi?gssr::)i };aveha varlet)l; (])f programs but no ESL specialist, the bilingual and
: eachers can help each other and the mainst i
ideas and resources with members of th R o
e same grade-level teams and help look ;
work. I recall a sheltered-Engli e
: glish teacher at my former element h
zling over the writing of one of h i i o Tt o
g er Spanish-speaking beginning ELLs. Th
writing appeared to be in Spanish but the s Sl e, T T e
student insisted it in Engli
teacher showed it to one of her bili e e
- ingual teacher colleagues, the bili i
and said, “This is a perfect exam th Sparish wed e ot
: ; ple of a student with Spanish writi i i
ish phonics to write in Engli oy e S e e
glish. Here, let me read it to you.” A. i
- : : you.” As she read, it became cl
aset }:sl';u{;‘lﬁ?;glzlaacll i:delfd wrltte:il tcll'le paper in English. The mainstream teacher was elaf:dr
: acher provided suggestions for helping th d
ish literacy skills to Engli i ety
glish. For successful collaboration such as thi
o s : ¢ such as this to work, teachers in
yond the view of “my students/ 7 to
e ' f your students” to “our students”
make a shared commitment to ensuring that all students in the school succeed -

; aker’s '_I'ypology of Program Models
or English Language Learners :
Bak po

er (2011) has created a typology of programs for ELLs in which he classifies program

model :
- sst :;n(a)f monohn_ggal forms of education, (b) weak forms of bilingual education
g forms of bilingual education. These classifications relate to the societal aim;
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and language outcomes of different
typology to classify the programs
those that help ELLs—and in some instances,
biliterate, and bicultural. Monolingual forms of ed
all of these programs. They make little to no use of ELLS’
social and cultural assimilation of students,
dents’ ability to speak their first language, that is,
As Baker’s classification illustrates, not all bilingual education programs are stron
societal aim of TBE programs is the same as the

The accuracy of any system of categorization
in programs. For example,
that provide only a few hours of inst
lingual education, and those that provi
Strong forms include models such as Spanish-for-Spa
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I categorize heritage language programs i
ruction each week fall under weak forms of bi-

de an hour or more a day are under strong forms.
nish speakers. The value of such a

and they frequently res

program models. In Table 5.4 I have adapted Baker’s
discussed in this chapter. The strongest forms are
English speakers—become fully bilingual,
ucation, in contrast, are the weakest of
home languages, they aim for
ult in the loss of stu-
they result in subtractive bilingualism.

g. The

monolingual forms—assimilation.
like this is limited because of variations
n two places. Those

day of heritage language

Spanish speakers)

(provide 1 hour or more a

instruction, e.g., Spanish-for-

speakers with varying
degrees of proficiency
in the heritage language

TABLE 5.4 Typology of Program Models for English Language Learners
Language of Aim in Language
Program Model Students Instruction Societal Aim | Ouicome
Monolingual Forms of Education
Mainstream (submersion) ELLs English Assimilation | English
monolingualism
Pull-out ESL ELLs English Assimilation | English
monolingualism
Sheltered/structured ELLs English Assimilation | English
English immersion monolingualism
Newcomer centers ELLs English Assimilation | English
monolingualism
Weak Forms of Bilingual Education
Transitional bilingual ELLs Moves quickly from Assimilation | Relative English
education home language to monolingualism
English
Heritage language programs | Heritage langunage Heritage language Biculturalism | Broaden linguistic
(provide a few hours each speakers with varying repertoire of heritage
week of heritage language degrees of proficiency language speaker
instruction, e.g., after school) | in the heritage language
Strong Forms of Bilingual Education g
Developmental bilingual ELLs Bilingual with initial Biculturalism | Bilingualism and
education emphasis on the home biliteracy
language
Dual language ELLs and English English and the home | Biculturalism Bilingualism and
proficient students language of the ELLs biliteracy
Bilingual immersion Language minority Bilingual with initial Biculturalism | Bilingualism and
students with little emphasis on the biliteracy
proficiency in home non-English language
language, proficient
English speakers
Heritage language programs | Heritage language Heritage language Biculturalism | Bilingualism and
biliteracy

Adapted from Baker, 2011. @ Channel View Publications Ltd/Multilingual Matters.

Monoglossic and Heteroglossic Bilingual Programs

typology, however, is that it reveals that programs for ELLs are multidimensional. As
Baker (2011) observes, “Bilingual education is not just about education. There are so-cio~
c'ultural, political, and economic issues ever present in the debate over the provision of bi-
lingual education” (p. 208). This statement applies to English-medium programs as well.

Determining the Most Appropriate

English Language Learner Program Models
for Your School

While strong forms of bilingual education with the goal of helping all students become
bilil'lgulal/biliterate and master academic content should be available to all ELLs, the
reality is that no single program model is appropriate for all students in all school ::onr
te}.{tg The appropriate models for a school must be determined by teachers and ad-
ministrators working collaboratively to study the characteristics and needs of the ELLs;
the desires of their parents and community; the current and potential resources of thé
school; and local, state, and federal policies. For example, strong forms of bilingual edu-
cation maybe very feasible in a school with large numbers of Spanish-speaking ELLs and
less feasible in a school with dozens of different languages but only a handful of speakers
of ea‘ch language. Furthermore, bilingual teachers and resources are more readily avail-
able in languages such as Spanish, and may be nonexistent in languages such as Somali
Maay, or Karenii. ’
The lack of teachers and resources, however, does not mean bilingual programs
are impossible in such languages. For example, when my former school district in Lon
Beach started a Khmer (Cambodian) bilingual program, potential bilingual teacher%
were recruited from the community and provided with training and support to become
certified. These teachers then worked after school and during the summers to create
Khmer-language books and curricular materials for their classrooms. The questions in
Box 5.10 can be used to begin the conversation among administrators and teachers
ablout the most appropriate models for their context. Regardless of the program models
ts}fieei(r:t;tsi,ﬁstilools and teachers must fully commit to implementing them to the best of

Monoglossic and Heteroglossic
Bilingual Programs

Taking a sociocultural view of bilingualism, Garcfa (2009a) and others have given us a
new way of understanding and challenging the traditional program models described in
'ichls célapt’er, which mz%in‘]y have grown out of cognitive views of second language learn-
b?lgmg L?;lc;;n rfrlakes a distinction between monoglossic and heteroglossic perspectives of
M(?st bili‘ngua] programs are grounded in a monoglossic perspective, which views
:?scrzohnguahsm as the norm and treats the languages of bilinguals as two separate dis-
hEterf)yslt{fm-s, as if stud.ents are tw-o.mono.linguals in one (double monolingualism). A
b uilsssm perspective views bilingualism as the norm and treats the languages of
bﬂingual eilsucot—‘exw;mg. Based on the monoglos§ic perspective, transitional models of
i cation focus on moving students quickly from the home language to En-
glish (often resulting in subtracting the home language), developmental models seek to
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BOX 5.10 Considerations in Determining the Most Appropriate
English Language Learner Program Model

As teacher and administrators collaborate to develop the most appropriate program models and
structures for the ELLs in their schools, the following guestions can help start the conversation:

« Who are our ELLs?

« What are our goals for their language and academic achievement?

. What are their prior education experiences? Have the students had prior opportunities to de-
velop literacy skills or receive content instruction in their home language?

+ How many students in each grade level are at each state-defined level of English proficiency?

« What languages do the ELLs speak?

. How many ELLs at each grade level speak one or more of these languages?

. Are there enough speakers of ane or more languages at each target grade level to be able to
offer a bilingual program? (E.8., 50 or more is required in some state policies.)

. How many certified bilingual teachers for these languages do we have or are available to be
hired? If none, are bilingual individuals available to be trained, certified, and hired as teachers?

« Do the parents want their children to be bilingual and biliterate? Have they been informed of
the goals and objectives of different ELL program models and the research supporting bi-
lingual instruction?

. What are the state policies, if any, regarding ELL program models?

» What books and instructional materials are available to provide instruction or support in the
home language? If few are available, what resources can be used to purchase or create

them?

simply add English to the home language, and many dual language programs seek com-
plete separation of home language and English during instruction.

Drawing on Garcia’s distinction, Flores and Beardsmore (2015) argue that mono-
glossic perspectives and practices erase the natural fluid ways bilingual students use their
languages in everyday life. Students do not compartmentalize their language practices
into neat and discrete languages as is expected in many bilingual programs. They argue
for programs grounded in heteroglossic perspectives of languages, wherein bilingualism
s viewed as normal and program structures acknowledge multilingual speakers’ fluid
language practices in their full complexity. This view is realized through translanguaging
practices, wherein teachers can help students draw on all of their linguistic resources—
including standard and nonstandard forms of home languages and English—as they
work to communicate and engage in academic tasks in the classroom.

Faltis and Ramirez-Marin (2015) argue that such an approach is especially appro-
priate and needed for ELLs at the secondary level. While these new ideas have yet to be
developed into full pedagogical models, they are nonetheless consistent with and help
expand traditional notions of PLS, and they also suggest ways traditional program mod-
els can be adapted to make more effective use of translanguaging to help students master

academic content (Celic & Seltzer, 2011).
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SUMMARY

All program models for ELLs must, at a minimum, ensure that ELLs (1) learn English
and (2) learn academic content. Thus, each program model must include ESL instruction

Monoglossic and Heteroglossic Bilingual Programs

End colntent-are.a instru.ction. The teaching of content areas may be provided through
}(l)mflzdariguage 1r?struct10n or sheltered instruction or a combination of the two. Schools
il L?clllingaa?i) provnie as n;ufch fLS as possible, especially in nonbilingual programs, in-
owing for and facilitating students’ translan i [ ;
for and fi guaging practices so they ma
Iiraw on all of their linguistic resources when learning academic content. Althoug}; dua);
anguag; a}nd DBE are considered the strongest program models for ELLs, no single
prroa; is appropriate for all contexts. The appropriate models for a school must%oe
tef;tiii?nneé:i by tzach;r; and administrators working collaboratively to study the charac
cs and needs of the ELLs, the desires of their i :
, parents and community, and the re-
sources of the school. Regardless of the program models selected, schools};nd teachers

must fully commit to implementing them to th ir abili i
L s g o the best of their ability. Failure to do so

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. Consl1der the program models described previously. What factors should a school
take into consideration when deciding which program models to offer? Discjgs ?l?
types of ELL programs offered by a school you are familiar with. Do .ou feel the ;
programs are appropriate and effective? Why or why not? ! -

2. What minimally should be included in any program model for ELLs? Why are th
components critical? What can result if one or more of these compo ghsg | o
of a program for ELLs? S SRR

3. One of t}.ie major issues involved in meeting the unique language and academic needs
cr;fl ELLS is whet'her or not they should be taught in separate classrooms or programs

is consideration raises the sensitive issue of segregation. When might separate cla -
rooms or programs be needed? What are some possible solutions to thepsegregatiisx;

) problem that still address the needs of the ELLs?

. View the video of a 3rd-grade sheltered English immersion classroom What h
kfzy features that distinguish this classroom from a mainstream lc-lassroo.m? W’hal;e -
cific sFrategies and techniques does the teacher appear to be using to m.ake t‘;:l_"?'
struction comprehensible? What model does the teacher use to guide her shelterlgc-l

- instruction? i ion i i
' ction? Do you feel the instruction is effective? Why or why not?

; ‘Rt?wew one of the bilingual education program profiles from Portraits of Suc
joint project of the National Association for Bilingual Education (NABE) Bostorcle(sjséla
h?ge, and Northeast and I_slands Regional Educational Laboratory at Br)own Univer-
sity. How would you classify this program based on the typology of program models

in Table 5.4? Discuss what you s
o ee : .
success, b as the key features that contribute to the programss

RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

L ilLsnitz;lf}llg I:lterviewdlnte-rvie“f a c1.1rrent or former ELL who has participated
han] teac}; ;.giﬁms ;elscrlbed in thlls chapter. Ask the student to provide details
o ,E el.st}t: ents, the curr](:}llum_, and the amount and type of instruc-
descp o nglis hand the stlud.ents native language. How does the students’

it Irlr:tpare. with the CTIESCl‘lpthIl of the program model in this chapter?
oramm s de er.vt:e: lInter.v1ew a current teacher who teaches in one of the pro-
s ac:;cc;l ed in th1§ cha.pt.er. Ask the teacher to describe the program, the
e 3 1 emic and linguistic gQals, the curriculum used, how English and

ve language are used, what a typical day is like for students in the classroom,
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ram is in meeting the needs of the ELLs.

and how effective the teacher feels the prog
re with the description of the program

How does the teacher’s description compa
model in this chapter?

3. ELL Classroom Observation Observe a classroom for ELLs following one of the
program models described in this chapter. Pay attention to how the classroom and
instruction is structured, the curriculum being used, when and how much the teacher
and students use English and the native language, and the level of engagement of the
ELLs. What appear to be the linguistic and academic goals of the program? How ef-
fective do you feel the model is in meeting the needs of the ELL students? How does
your observation compare with the description of the program model in this chapter?

4. Online Research Activity Find a video, description, Or news article of one of the ELL
program models described in this chapter. What are the characteristics of the pro-
gram, and how do they compare with the description in this chapter? Describe and
critically analyze the content in terms of how the program is portrayed.
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Asgsessment

An ELJY_..F English language proficiency level clearly affects her ability to learn
acdemic content in English and to demonstrate academic knowledge and skills
on assessment events carried out in English —Jamal Abedi and Robert Linquanti

KEY TERMS
. a i

az;;gmmodtatlons . performance assessment
. - Ssmen » portfolio assessment
i ‘s . « reliability
. criterion-referenced test . self-assessment
. evaluati

: on . standard error of measurement (SEM)

. formative assessment . summative assessment
. multiple measures « testing
. next-generation assessments . validity
. norm-referenced test . value-added measurement (VAM)

. peer assessment

GUIDING QUESTIONS
1. What are the differences between testing, assessment, and evaluation?
2. Whyf should ELL educators be wary of overreliance on standardized tests of ELLs’ academic
achievement and English language proficiency?
3. What are the features of next-generation asse i i
ssments assocl
e ated with the Common Core State
4. Why is there a need for multiple measures?
5. How can ELL educators use authentic alternati i
ative assessments to provide valid an i i-
dence of ELLs' growth and achievement? e
6. What is value-added measurement and why must ELL educators be cautious of its use?

ELFS are probably the most tested students in our educational system. In addition t
talfmg the same federal and state tests required for all students, ELLs tak'e language ro(f
ficiency tests every year. ELLs also participate in district-level and school-level tesgts I?mcl
ti?ey ltake classroom-based tests developed by classroom teachers. In one Texas sc,ho |
district, between March and the end of the school year, 5th grade ELLs wer ired ”
take nine different state and district tests. e
Educators need to be aware of the heavy testing burden placed on ELLs and the im-
E::;rielsi; resu}its l:an have on students’ al:ld teachers’ lives. Test results are often used to
- tteovihet ertstudgnts are place‘d in or exited from special programs, allowed to
o 10me rrl;:x grade level, required to attend summer school, or awarded a high
o def; l‘m.a. (;st scores are alsp often used to judge the adequacy and skills of teach-
mu,st £ é:(lie,t or ;lxarr.lpk:, which tea.zchers receive monetary rewards, which teachers
e itional training, arfd which teachers may be required to find another job.

o I\;lmy (2001) has outlined specific features of the power inherent in tests (Box 6.1)

Classrg;lz}:i;ss, assessment of EI.,LS is one of most important things teachers do in the
s proper ass?ssmept is essential for identifying students’ strengths and areas
of improvement in their language proficiency and academic development. This
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