Self-Designated Dual-L anguage Programs:
IsTherea Gap Between Labeling
and | mplementation?

MariaE. Torres-Guzméan and TatyanaKleyn
TeachersCollege, ColumbiaUniversity

StellaMorales-Rodriguez
New York City Department of Education

Annie Han
Borough of Manhattan Community College,
City University of New York

Abstract

The United Stateshas seen atremendousgrowth in dual-language
programsover thel ast decade. Thisrapid growth bringsup questions
about the congruency between labels and implementation. Our
experiencesobserving someof theprogramsandlisteningtoteachers
talk about the programsin New York City led us to propose that
many of the self-designated dual-language programs stray from
even the minimal guidelines for such programs. Our study
investigated this, and within this paper we will juxtapose those
programsthat arecongruent withtheminimal standardswiththose
that arelessfaithful tothemodel inorder togainabetter understanding
of how schools and districts can work to create dual-language
programsthat foster an authentictransformation of theinstructional
environment.
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Introduction

Dual-language programs have existed sincethe 1960sin the United States,
with thefirst being established in Miami, Florida, in 1962 and in Las Cruces,
New Mexico, in 1967 (Freeman, Freeman, & Mercuri, 2005). Dual-language
programs increased at a slow and steady rate until the 1990s, when their
popularity soared due to the greater availability of funding, the inclusion of
White middle- to upper-class students, and the increased importance of
second-language attainment post—September 11. By 2003, the United States
had more than 292 dual-language programs, with 86% of them having been
established during the years 19912001 (Center for Applied Linguistics, 2004).
In the state and year of service we will report on, 66 schools and 20 school
districts reported that they were either implementing or planning a dual-
language program.

Dual-language education is emerging as the general term to cover a
variety of labels (e.g., developmental bilingual education, two-way bilingual
education, one- and two-way immersion, dual immersion, and enrichment
education) used within the literature to refer to educational programs that
sharethe essential components of using “two languages for instruction” with
explicit goals of “full conversational and academic proficiencies in the two
languages’ (Freeman et al., 2005 p. xvi). Within the continuum of variations
possiblewithin the dual-language education |abel, there are specific guidelines
articulated in the literature as to what constitutes a two-way dual-language
program (Calder6n & Minaya-Rowe, 2003; Cloud, Genesee, & Hamayan, 2000;
Freeman et a.; Lindholm-L eary, 2001; Pérez, 2004). Minimally, two-way dual -
language programs must attend to the numbers of minority- and majority-
dominant speakersaswell asto thetime allotted to each language. In addition,
in the United States, students in these programs are expected to perform
academically in both languages as well as or better than similar students in
English-only programs(Lindholm-Leary; Thomas & Collier, 2002).

Our study compares the theoretical constructs with the implementation
of self-designated two-way dual-language programs. We focus not on the
subtle “discrepancy between ideal plan and actual implementation” that
Freeman refersto (1998, p. 246) when thereisacommitment to developing a
program within the bounds established by the literature. Nor do we focus on
the asymmetrical social relationship of languages as they appear in the
implementation of programs (Amrein & Pefia, 2000). Rather, wefocus on the
even more fundamental issues of inappropriate labeling and poor
implementation. We believe thisto be anecessary task if we areto ensurethat
the growth in dual-language programs leads to quality enrichment programs
that serve language-minority and language-majority students alike, and that
parents and the public are not misled.
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Our theoretical construct stemsfrom the belief that what occursin schools
mirrors societal values but that decisionswill belocally shaped by the values
of those who participate in the process of decisions as they exercise some
discretion “because organizational rules cannot cover every contingency
and because organizational socialization israrely total” (Meier, Wrinkle, &
Polinard, 1999, p. 1026). Thus, to the extent that thereisrepresentation of the
diverse community interests within the bureaucracy, the more the diverse
community interest represented will benefit. We posit that thereisarelationship
between how those who participate in decisions, directly and indirectly, see
and value the children and the speech communities they represent within the
school, and that this, in turn, influences the thoughtfulness and devotion
with which educational programs are implemented to serve them. We have
made use of sociobureaucratic representation theory (Meier et al.) because it
permitsusto postulatethat in theimplementation of dual language, theinherent
flexibility in decision making can be used to respond more sensitively to the
different educational needs of students within a given community and can
serve as aspace where the transformational values held by school personnel,
administrators, and teachers may be brought into the schools. Or it can serve
to undermine the entire endeavor. Thus, locally held social valuesare critical
to the implementation process and often determine whether these programs
undergo changesin more superficial or more transformational ways.

The growth of dual-language programsis occurring in apolitical context
of opposition to bilingual education, even though these programs are,
technically, bilingual education programs. Thesocial valuesembodied in dual-
language programs reflect the populations being served, that is, in many
cases language-magjority and language-minority students, whereas bilingual
programs are often associated solely with ethnolinguistic populations. Thus,
dual-language programs are regarded as socially worthy, while bilingual
education programs are not (Valdés, 1997). Dual-language programs are seen
asbeing moreinclusive of different populations and, therefore, as promoting
the values of bilingualism and diversity within our society. In addition, for
minority populations, there is the possibility of contesting the constraints
that have perpetuated their socia status and expanding the options available
for equity and inclusion.

We aretrying to get at two parallel phenomenathat are occurring within
dual-language programs. Some programs are engaging in transforming
educational environments and have an impact on the educational attainment
and achievement as well as the social value of minority populations, while
othersareinvolvedin superficia activitiessuch aschanging labels, and perhaps
faces, with very little regard for altering the essence of the educational
environment.
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Thus, our examination of dual-language programs|ooked at how flexibility
in decision making has affected such programs. Thiswill be examined from the
perspective of the teachers teaching in the programs, since their views are
likely to be more revealing about how programming decisions are either
attended to or ignored rather than by examining the views of school personnel
in charge, who are moreinvested in defending thelabel given to the programs.
Our focusis on program implementation in terms of time allotted to English
and thelanguage other than English (LOTE) and interms of student enrollment
of language-majority vis-a-vis language-minority students.

Review of the Literature

According to the research and theoretical literature, dual-language
programs ought to adhere to certain criteriain order to achieve the outcomes
promised by these models. However, as Lindholm-Leary notes, “not all dual
language programs have, or are aware of these characteristics’ (2001, p. 75).
The key features, consistent across the literature, that any dual-language
program ought to embrace are delineated bel ow.

Program Goals

There are anumber of common goals for dual-language programs. First,
students are expected to reach a high level of academic achievement in both
languages (Christian, 1996; Lindholm, 1990; Lindholm & Fairchild, 1990; Mora,
Wink, & Wink, 2001; Torres-Guzman, 2002). Second, students should develop
bilingualism and biliteracy asthey movethrough the gradelevelst (Lindholm
& Fairchild; Moraet d.; Torres-Guzman). Third, dual-language programs should
promote positive cross-cultural attitudes that work to combat racism and
linguicism while promoting social change (Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Moraet al.;
Torres-Guzman & Pérez, 1996; Vaverde& Armendariz, 1999). The combination
of students with different backgrounds and their integration in most content
instruction makes this goal more feasible. Although dual-language programs
may have additional goals, these three goals are prominent throughout the
literature.

Language Allocation

Dual-language programs must meet a minimum language division of
50-50 in English and the LOTE to ensure that students have ample
opportunities to develop and learn through both languages in becoming
bilingual, biliterate individuals. Programs can vary, with as much as 90% of
instructional timeinthe LOTE and 10% in English. A 90-10 program typically
begins in kindergarten and gradually works toward a 50-50 division by the
fifth grade, if not sooner. Therefore, it is not uncommon to see an 80—20 or
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70-30 program in Grades 1-3. Decisions concerning the appropriate model to
follow are usually made collaboratively by school and/or district
administration, instructional staff, and parents.

Language Separation

Dual-language programs must plan carefully to ensure that there is not
any mixture of the two languages (Calderén & Minaya-Rowe, 2003; Kirk-
Senesac, 2002; Torres-Guzman, 2002). There are several waysto ensure that
only one languageisbeing used at atime—by content area, time, day, or even
week. Some programs al so divide the languages between two teachers, while
others have a bilingual teacher who consciously divides the languages by
time and content area. If languages of instruction are divided by content
areas, they may be switched or remain the same throughout the year. For
example, aunitinsocial studies may be taught in English while a science unit
is being taught in Spanish. Then, when the next units begin, the languages
will bereversed. Or social studiesmay alwaysbetaught in English and science
in Spanish. The languages may also be divided by time. The most common
approaches are alternate days or half days. One of the half-day models is
called the serpent, or roller-coaster, method: if themorningisin English onthe
first day, the afternoon will be in Spanish, and the following day will begin
with amorning in Spanish. Regardless of the method of 1anguage separation,
the time devoted to each language must adhere to the language allocation
ratio (e.g., 50-50, 90-10, or any ratio in between).

Student Population

The literature on the proportions of language mix of students within a
classvariessignificantly. The most effectivemodel strivesto mix English- and
L OTE-dominant students so that the two groups can learn from one another
through language modeling (Heath, 1986). Ideally, thisdivision should be as
close to 50-50 as possible (Lindholm-L eary, 2001; Valverde & Armendariz,
1999). However, variations are feasible. Some scholars suggest that theratio
between the two linguistic groups be no more than 2:1 (Lindholm-Leary),
while others believe that a majority of children can be from the same ethno-
linguistic group, athough their proficienciesin each language will differ (Pérez,
2004; Torres-Guzman, 2002). If thelatter isthe case, then the program takeson
aone-way developmental approach and theformer isreferred to asatwo-way
moddl.

M ethod

The data used for this study were collected from survey questionnaires
designed by one of theresearchersin collaboration with New York City public
schools. The questionnaire consisted of items about teachers, students,
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program goals, classroom practices, and scheduling for both languages and
content areas. Content validity was established, since anumber of experienced
educatorsand administratorsin thefield of bilingual education were consulted.
Although the majority of the survey questions were either multiple choice or
fill inthe blank, spaceswere provided for teachersto write detailed comments.
The questionnaire was distributed to all prekindergarten to eighth-grade
teachersin school sthat had officially declared having adual-language program
during the data-collection period, a total of 60 schools, of which 56 were
elementary schoolsand 4 were middle schools. There was an 85% return rate,
which establishes the survey data as reliable. The survey was supplemented
with visits and classroom observationsto all the schools, at |east once during
the period in which the study was conducted. These observations provided
us with some assurance that the teachers’ responses were genuinely theirs
and not those of the administrators in charge.

We used the NVivo computer software program (Qualitative Solutions
and Research Pty. Ltd., 1999) to do a content analysis of all the written
comments associated with enrollment, goals, labeling, and language all ocation.
We will include quotes from the teachers written comments that illustrate
typical perceptions. The selection of typical comments was based on a
guantitative analysis of the frequency of various kinds of responses.

Analysis and Findings

The dual-language programs surveyed were mostly strands within a
school, since schoolwideimplementation wasrare. Intermsof LOTE, 59 of the
programs used Spanish and one used Chinese. Nearly two thirds (66%) of the
teacher respondents held master’s degrees in education, and the majority
specialized inthe appropriatelevel, with 44% having abilingual specialization
and 38% an elementary education focus. Teachers with less than 5 years
experience accounted for 44% of the group, while 77% had lessthan 5 years
experience in adual-language program. Slightly lessthan half of the teachers
(45%) volunteered to teach in these dual-language programs.

Our analysisinitially focused on the two characteristics that distinguish
programs that follow the central tenets established in the literature as
fundamental to dual-language programs—the use of the LOTE asthe language
of instruction at least 50% of the time, and a distribution where at least one
third of the student population is from the LOTE-speaking community
(Lindholm-Leary, 2001), as these two variables will help us understand the
integrity of the decisions attended to locally vis-a-visthe labelsthe programs
carry.

With respect to the amount of instructional time in the languages and
content areas, we used program-level aggregates of the teacher responses to
the scheduling item on the survey, which consisted of ablank schedule with
8 periods per day. Theteacherswere asked tofill inthe subject or activity and
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the medium of instruction for each period. Where team teaching occurred, we
first coded the data at grade level, followed by program-level aggregates, as
weweretrying to get at the consistency of the program-level implementation.

Out of the 60 programs in the study, 28 had to be excluded because of an
incompl ete or incomprehensible schedule. Of the remaining 32 programs, only
2 managed to provide at least 50% of instruction in the LOTE.2 This was
somewhat unexpected, aswe were aware of about half adozen programs that
wewould have thought were within the 50-50 model, and we were aware that
54 programs had been in operation for less than 3 years. It seemed that they
were still experimenting, and the teacher responses may have been more
representative of the moment than of what actually occurred over time. Another
contributing factor to the amount of LOTE used during instruction, as was
reported, wasthat many schoolslacked bilingual cluster teachers (art, music,
physical education, etc.), and thisinevitably shifted the language distribution
toward English. Although our finding may bethe effect of examining amoment
in time, it does poignantly highlight the distance between how schools |abel
their programs and the implementation of these programs.

The second characteristic of dual-language programming that we wanted
to highlight wastheratio of majority language—to minority language—dominant
students. We decided to report on the teachers' responses to the item rather
than using the school district testing data. The school district’s language
proficiency test has been under scrutiny for some time now. Since these
survey datawerefrom theteachers' perspective and how theteacher classifies
the student influences how he or she workswith him or her in the classroom,
to use the teachers' classification of students was considered consistent and
appropriate.

A total of 4,964 students were identified by the 282 teachers in the 32
programs. The number of studentsin individual programs ranged from 14 to
265. Thelower numbersusually indicated new programs, since many programs
are started with one or two grade levels and add more levels as the students
who started the program move up. The teachers classified the students as
English language learners (ELL entitled students), former ELLs (those who
were previously entitled and had gained English-language proficiency), and
English-dominant (ED) students, who had never been ELLs.® Of the ED
students, some were from bilingual households and some from English-only
households. Although the number was low, there were some children from
Euro American, African American, or other ethnic backgrounds that had
bilingual home environments that fell into the category of English dominant
with abilingual presenceinthehome. Thiswas dueto either mixed marriages,
third- or fourth-generation language minoritieswith extended family members
who were proficient speakers of a LOTE, or caretakers who had been
consciously chosen because of their proficiency inaLOTE (Marquez-Lopéz,
1998). Wetreated EL L sand former EL L s aslanguage-minority speakersand
the EDs as language-magj ority speakers.
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At the district level, 48% (2,385) of the students enrolled in the dual-
language programs were language-minority speakers, and 52% (2,579) were
language-majority speakers. Thus, taken as a whole, the population of the
programs that | abel ed themsel ves as dual language was within the guidelines
established in theliterature. When we examined the student popul ation at the
program level, we found that 29 programs had a student popul ation that was
morethan 30% L OTE dominant, and thuswere essentially within theguidelines
established in the literature.

We then divided the programs into those providing 40% or more of
instructional timeinthe LOTE and those providing lessthan 40%. The former
are technically not the 50-50 model but closely resemble it. Through our
school visits and school district information, we knew that there were more
than two programs doing a good job implementing the 50-50 model, and we
also considered that our results might have been an artifact of the one-time
measure, afrozen moment intime. Hence, acutoff at 40% of instructional time
in the LOTE seemed reasonable, and a comparison of these two types of
programs with respect to student and program variables might provide us
with a better understanding of the disconnects between label and
implementation.

Table 1 combines the student population and language allocation
standards. Based on responses from 229 teachers, it shows that just 10
programs had a student population that was more than 30% L OTE dominant
and allocated 40% or more of instructional timeto the LOTE. Of theremaining
programs, 19 satisfied only the population standard, and 3 satisfied only the
language standard. All of the programs satisfied at |east one of the standards.
The 10 schoolsthat had greater LOTE involvement in both student population
and language all ocation were designated G-L OTE school s (the shaded areain
Table 1), while the 22 schools that had lesser LOTE involvement were
designated L-LOTE schools. It was our hunch that by examining the practices

Table1

Dual-Language Programs by Student Population and
Language Allocation (N = 32)

Language allocation
Student population > 40% LOTE < 40% LOTE
allocation allocation
> 30% LOTE-dominant 10 programs 19 programs
< 30% LOTE-dominant 3 programs 0 program

Note. LOTE = language other than English.
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as reported by the teachers we could get at the decisions made in these
schools and, thus, we could gauge the levels of integrity of the linguistic
moddl.

Inthefollowing sections, wewill examinein more detail how the G-LOTE
(the 10 school sthat met both criteria) and L-L OTE groups (the 22 school s that
did not meet the two criteria) differ with respect to various program
characteristics and look further at the relationship between labeling and
implementing dual-language programs.

Student Enroll ment

Teachers' responses on admissions policies and student selection items
on the survey helped us understand the attention paid to the student
enrollment process. The item on student enrollment included a variety of
methodsfor sel ecting students: neighborhood; magnet; first come, first served;
language-proficiency balance; opting in; entitlement; and combination. Other
was also provided as a category, for there may have been ways unknown to
the researchersin which students were sel ected. Teachers were able to select
all theitemsthat described their situation. Asshown in Table 2, the four most
frequently selected methods were opting in, neighborhood, entitlement, and
language-proficiency balance. Among these, wefound astatistically significant

Table 2
Method of Enrollment in G-LOTE and L-LOTE Programs
Enrolled method G-LOTE L-LOTE
(n =53) (n=174)
Neighborhood 49% 44%
Magnet 1% 3%
First come, first served 18% 1%
t:lragtu?e proficiency 5006 129
Opting in 52% 44%
Entitled 43% 32%
Combination 28% 24%
Other 3% 8%

Note. LOTE = language other than English. See text for description of G-LOTE
versus L-LOTE.

*p = .000

Self-Designated Dual-Language Programs 461



difference between thetwo groupsin language-proficiency balance (¥ ° = 38,
df =1). G-LOTE programs paid greater attention to thisfactor than L-LOTE
programs.

The dataindicate that in the G-L OTE programs, more attention is given
to the enrollment of entitled students than in L-LOTE programs. And in the
G-LOTE programs, these students—EL L s (48%) and former EL L s (22%)—
have the opportunity to continue to develop their native language, even
though the latter have reached the designated district level of English
proficiency for reclassification. The remaining 30% are EDswho arelearning
a heritage or second language. In contrast, the L-L OTE programs have 31%
ELLs, 7% former ELLs, 31% EDsfrom homeswherebilingualismispracticed,
and 30% from ED homeswherethereisatotal absence of any other language
than English. What these enrollment data suggest is that L-LOTE programs
are actually second-language enrichment or heritage-language programs
catering to English-dominant speakers—programsthat include both teaching
the language as a subject matter and teaching at least one content areain the
second language (Genesee, 1987)—rather than dual -language partial (50-50)
or total (90-10) immersion programs.

Inthewritten comments, the L-L OTE teachers spoke most about the opt-
in nature of their programs, about the need for children to be doing well in
school in order to select them for such programs, and the space availability as
associated with the selection of their students. The G-L OTE teachers expressed
asubtle differencein their discourse about the enrollment of students. Many
stressed that “parents must apply to the program and express their interest
and belief inthe program and philosophy of dual language [and], most students
attend being that thisistheir neighborhood school, and are EL L as determined
by home language survey and L anguage Assessment Battery (LAB) scores.”
Therewasalso adifferencein theway each of the groups spoke about linguistic
balance. The G-LOTE teachers spoke about “those who opted in as being
chosen, in part, to obtain alinguistic aswell as a gender and ethnic balance”
and about “the main concern being the ELL and language minority child,”
while the L-LOTE teachers wrote about “the ideal class as being 50/50 SSL
[Spanish as a Second Language] and ESL [English as a Second Language]
learners and admitted to there being no class at present with thisratio.”

Language Allocation

With respect to language allocation, we gave special importance to the
schedulesteachers provided us. The asymmetrical treatment of the languages
and theinferior positioning of the LOTE are self-evident in both groups but,
more poignantly, inthe L-LOTE programs, which averaged 5.02 more periods
in English and 4.42 fewer periods in the LOTE than G-LOTE programs
(seeTable 3).
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Table3
Mean Periods per Week of Instructionin G-LOTE and L-LOTE

Programs by Language
Language G-LOTE L-LOTE
(n=47) (n = 120)
English 17.48 periods 22.50 periods
LOTE* 14.17 periods 9.75 periods

Note. LOTE = language other than English. See text for description of G-LOTE
versus L-LOTE.

*p = .000

Given that thiswas one of the program characteristics we used to divide
the program types, we expected that there would be a statistical differencein
theamount of LOTE use. The Pearson Chi-Square testsindicated significant
differences between the two groups. The L-LOTE programs, of course,
instructed 5.02 more periodsin English (42 = 71, df = 28) thanthe G-LOTE
programs and 4.42 fewer periods of Spanish ( z? = 52, df = 25).

Given the mandates of the state, it was not surprising to find that the two
subjects receiving the most instruction were language arts and math. As
shownin Table 4, both groups devoted agreat deal of timetolanguage artsin
both languages, with the G-L OTE programs spending 15.8 periods per week
and the L-LOTE programs 15.85 periods per week. English was the more
prominent language in the L-LOTE programs, while the LOTE was slightly
more prominent in the G-LOTE programs. The G-LOTE programs spent
8.1 periods on LOTE language arts, nearly double the 4.95 periods of the
L-LOTE programs. These differenceswere found significant at the .000 level
(»% =38,df =17).

While both groups spent over 3 periods teaching math in English, the
G-LOTE programs spent 2.17 periods teaching math in LOTE, and the
L-LOTE programsspent 1.76 periodson mathin LOTE. Thefact that G-LOTE
programs spent additional time (half a period) on math may be related to the
belief of the district’s dual-language leadership that math should be taught in
English, sinceit isless dependent on students' proficiency in the language.

Neither group devoted agreat deal of timeto science, with the G-LOTE
programs spending slightly more—3.05 versus 2.64 periods per week. The
G-LOTE group taught science more in the LOTE, while the L-LOTE group
taught it more in English. There is a statistical significance at the .000 level
(2= 16, df =5). Based on our observations and school visits, this finding
islikely related to the availability of science materialsin Spanish, that is, the
district’s scienceinquiry program was availablein Spanish.
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Table4

Mean Periods per Week of Instruction in Content Areasin G-LOTE
and L-LOTE Programs by Language

Content | Sate-mandated | Language G-LOTE L-LOTE
area periods (n=47) (n =120)
Math 1/day English 3.74 periods | 3.63 periods
LOTE 2.17 periods | 1.76 periods
Science | L/week (K-2) English 1.48 periods | 1.82 periods
2/week (3-5) LOTE* 1.57 periods | .82 periods
Socia Tweek (K-2) English 1.55 periods | 1.25 periods
studes 2/week (3-5) LOTE 1.27 periods | 1.14 periods
Language | 90 min/day English* 7.70 periods | 10.90 periods
s LOTE* 8.10 periods | 4.95 periods
Other 2lweek (K-2) English* 3.14 periods | 4.98 periods
O/week (3-5) LOTE .76 periods 1.15 periods

Note. LOTE = language other than English. See text for description of G-LOTE
versusL-LOTE. Although grade level may be afactor in programsthat are 90-10, the
programswe |ooked at were all 50-50 or lesstimeinthe LOTE. Therefore, gradelevel
isnot afactor.

*p =000

Both groups devoted less than 3 periods per week to social studies and
allocated the languagesin asimilar way.

The Other category is comprised of instructional periods that do not fit
under the four content areas described above. They range from “specials,”
such as physical education, art, music, and technology classes, to learning
centers. The L-LOTE programs spent more time in the less central content
areas than the G-LOTE programs. For both groups, the LOTE was not as
valued as amedium of instruction for areas outside of the core content areas.
This dominance of English speaks to the monolingualism of schools outside
bilingual classroomsand thefact that cluster and other supplemental teaching
staff are primarily English-only speakers. We heard complaints about this
when we visited the schools, and we also found them in the teachers’ written
comments: “All day the studentsarein the assigned language, with exception
of the cluster teachersfor 1 period. Students do computer, library, science and
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art with the cluster teacher.” Another teacher wrote about an adjustment that
was made in response to this situation: “The art teacher does not speak
Spanish, so the social studies and science are in Spanish to compensate.”

Language Separation

The teachers in both program types use content area most frequently to
determinelanguage allocation, with 55% of the G-L OTE program teachersand
66% of the L-L OTE program teachersreporting the use of this method. Based
on our observations, this decision was often guided by the availability of
instructional materialsin the content areas, as alluded to earlier in relation to
the science curriculum. Time was the second most common factor, with over
half of the teachers in both groups selecting this feature. This seemed to be
guided by program policy and the ease of language allocation by periods.
Neither type of program uses homogeneous language groups to determine
language allocation frequently, with the exception of the literacy grouping.
The largest discrepancy emerges in the language allocation by teacher
category. The L-L OTE teachers sel ected this category 43% of thetime, while
the G-LOTE group only selected 33% of thetime. Thisfinding may reflect how
L-LOTE programs fall back on the teacher’s linguistic ability as a way of
allocating the language of instruction. However, it was not statistically
significant.

Class Structure

When we looked at the class structures reported by the two groups
(see Table 5), wefound that there were statistically significant differencesin
theuse of single-grade structure (»* = 16, df = 1) andteamteaching (»? = 21,
df = 1). The G-LOTE programs used team teaching much more than the
L-LOTE programs. This may suggest that the G-LOTE programs are more
creativein how they organizeteachers and studentsto better meet thelinguistic
and academic needs of the students. Together, the class structures and the
method of language separation, as reported above, seemed to be stronger
evidenceof our claimthat the L-LOTE programs’' choice of medium of instruction
might berelated to the teachers’ linguistic abilities. However, we did not have
datato test this interpretation directly.

Program Descriptions

The labeling item on the survey provided eight suggested labels, taken
from both theliterature and those used in school s, and Other. The respondents
wereallowed to pick morethan onelabel (see Table 6). Most teachers selected
the two-way/dual-language label, as would be expected, and there was no
significant difference in the use of thislabel between the two program types.
Sixty-three percent of the teachersin the L-LOTE group and 40% of the G-
L OTE teachers selected the two-way/dual -language descriptor.

Self-Designated Dual-Language Programs 465



Table5
Class Structurein G-LOTE and L-LOTE Programs

Class structure G-LOTE L-LOTE

(n=52) (n=172)
Single grade* 65% 88%
M uulti-age grouping 5% 6%
Bridge 15% 4%
Looping 7% 1%
Team teaching* 36% 9%
Other 0% 1%

Note. LOTE = language other than English. See text for description of G-LOTE
versus L-LOTE.

*p =.000
Table6
ProgramLabelsin G-LOTE and L-LOTE Programs
Program labels G-LOTE L-LOTE
(n =52) (n=173)
90-10 model 17% 10%
50-50 model—alternating days 55% 9%
50-50 model—half days 15% 12%
50-50 model—roller coaster/serpent 13% 5%
Heritage-language enrichment 3% 5%
Second-language enrichment* 5% 23%
Two-way/dual language 40% 63%
One-way 0% .05%
Other 5% 5%

Note. LOTE = language other than English. See text for description of G-LOTE
versus L-LOTE.

*p =000
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However, we did find astatistically significant differencein the use of the

second-language enrichment label (7 * = 8, df = 1). That theL-LOTE teachers
tended to choose this label suggests that they did know that their programs,
in practice, are second-language enrichment programs. The G-LOTE teachers,
on the other hand, clustered around the 50-50 labels. There was also a
statistically significant differencein the use of the aternating dayslabel (2=
54, df = 1). The fact that the G-LOTE teachers selected this label in such
greater numbersthan the L-L OTE teachers suggests that within the L-LOTE
programs such amodel differentiation did not exist.

With respect to written comments, G-L OTE teachers tended to describe
what they did as alternate-day, half-day, or roller-coaster approaches, while
L-LOTE teachersreferred to the second-language enrichment approach more
often. As can be seen in Table 7, where the teachers' written comments are
displayed, we found a great distance between the two groups in how they
described their programs. We chose the numerically salient responses but
would liketo caution the reader that our examples of typical teacher responses
may give a misleading impression about the range of opinions expressed;
there were more responses, and they varied. A full discussion of theteachers
written responses may be a subject of discussion on its own, which we will
not take up within this article.

What these findings may indicate is that teacher labeling beyond the
dual-language umbrella and into more specific features of the programsisa
more accurate indicator of what is occurring in the programs. The L-LOTE
programs seem to be reflecting a widespread theoretical confusion, and
needless to say, thisis reflected in implementation. Our own conversations
and observations in these schools confirm that there is a widespread belief
that 2 90-10 model isimplemented as 90% instructional timein English and
10% in the LOTE. In other words, teachers do not know the basic tenets of
dual-language programming and are making decisions about medium of
instruction in ignorance of what they ought to be doing under the dual-
language label.

Program Goals

The program goalslisted in the survey were selected from the literature
(see Table 8). When we asked the teachers what the goals of their programs
were, we found that there was general agreement on the five goal s presented.
When we analyzed the goal s with respect to program types, we found general
agreement with one pedagogically, although not statistically, significant
exception: the goal of high academic achievement in both languages was
selected substantially more often by the G-LOTE teachers.

Thisfinding, we would suggest, speaks to the expectations that teachers
set in each of these program types and, thus, to how the program itself is
implemented. Theliterature on dual-language programs makes an effectiveness
claim about academic achievement in both languages.
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Table7

Typical Teacher Descriptions of G-LOTE and L-LOTE Programs

G-LOTE

L-LOTE

We are [a] two-way immersion
program. We all do as close to
50:50 as we can. Based on what
[we] have found to be the best
pedagogical practice for the age
groups, we vary the model. K-3
grade we do alternating days and
3-5 we do this by the curriculum and
theme units.

| teach Spanish to the monolingual
children four times a week during
the Dual Language switching
periods.

Our program provides 50:50 in both
languages in order that both would
develop simultaneously. K and 1st
grades have the same teacher that
alternates the language on a daily
basis; 2nd and 3rd are a 50:50
roller coaster model, and 4th and 5th

When the Dual Language takes
place, | teach ESL [English as a
Second Language] to the bilingual
class and the bilingual teacher
teaches Spanish to my monolingual
class. We do this four times a
week for 45 minutes.

are on alternating days. The 4th and
5th grade felt that for projects and
continuity they needed the alternating
day model because they did not have
enough time with the roller coaster
model. We are beginning to have
conversations about the benefits of
each of the models.

Note. LOTE = language other than English. See text for description of G-LOTE
versus L-LOTE.

Academic achievement in the second language is not a distinct goal
within the L-LOTE programs, since one would not expect a student going
through a second-language or heritage-language enrichment program of this
sort to acquire sufficient academic language to be ableto pursue higher learning.

The number and the nature of the comments that teachers wrote as part
of the survey are even more telling. In both groups, the majority of the
comments were in reference to Goal 2, which refers to second-language
learning, followed by Goal 1, which has to do with achievement in the first
language. The G-LOTE teachers also showed significantly more concern for
Goals 3 and 4, which are concerned with academic achievement and cross-
cultural understanding. The comments have embedded discoursesthat reveal
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Table 8
Program Goalsin G-LOTE and L-LOTE Programs

Program goal G-LOTE | L-LOTE
(n=53) [ (n=174)

Goal 1 ngh levels of proficiency in L1 90% 85%
[primary language]

Goal 2 High levels of proficiency in L2 88% 83%
[second language]

Goal 3 High academic achievement in 96% 81%
both languages

Goal 4 Positive cr.oss-cultural attitudes 90% 9204
and behaviors

Goal 5 High levels of self-esteem 92% 91%

Other 7% 9%

Note. LOTE = language other than English. See text for description of G-LOTE
versus L-LOTE.

their differences in emphasis. The G-LOTE teachers speak to the “ students
performing at or above gradelevel inboth languages’ (our emphasis) whereas
the teachers from the L-LOTE do not refer to the languages in which they
expect their students to succeed. The latter group is not inclusive of the
language acquisition goals when they speak about academic language. Table
9 provides typical comments with respect to each of the goals.

The teachers' educational and experiential background (see the first
paragraph of the Analysis and Findings section) was similar across the
G-LOTE and L-LOTE groups. Therefore, we propose that mislabeling and
implementation issues are not due to teacher quality or experience, but are
related to problems at the district, program, and administrative levels.

Conclusions

Initially, we claimed that it was necessary to examine the differences
between the labeling and the implementation of dual-language education
programs because many schools may be self-designating as dual language
but not meeting the minimal standardsfor such programs. We al so stated that
in dual language or any other educational program, there is a discretionary
space that permits local schools to respond more sensitively to the different
educational needs of students. Given thisdiscretionary space, we saw aspects
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Table9

Typical Teacher Comments About Program Goals

Goal G-LOTE L-LOTE

Goal 1 The goal is to enrich students' | The goal is to develop high
acquisition of the 1st language; | levels of proficiency in the
reading and writing skills in [student's] first language.
their own language.

Goal 2 Our school offers all our Most students are SSL
students an opportunity to students, so their needs are to
participate in an enrichment be comfortable with Spanish
model of second language through song, games, etc.
acquisition.

Goal 3 The program strives to have Our godl is for the students to
students perfoming at or progress and achieve success
above grade level in both in the curriculum areas.
languages.

Goal 4 To develop an appreciation of | Our Dual Language program
their own culture and that of has definitely been able to
others. enrich and foster cross-

cultural attitudes and
behaviors.

Goal 5 We [se€] our programasan | We aim at higher levels of
enriching environment aimed self-esteem . . . and positive
at language minority students. | attitudes toward second

language learning.

Note. LOTE = language other than English. See text for description of G-LOTE
versus L-LOTE.

of the programs that required local decisions, such as admissions and time
allocation, that were as critical in determining whether schools were
implementing dual-language programs with integrity and whether the
implementation wasdonein superficial or more significant ways.

What we have found from teachers’ labeling isthat many programswithin
the district we studied were, as we suspected, second-language enrichment
programs borrowing the label of dual language. This finding suggests that
teachers, asrepresentative of one of the groupsinvolved directly and indirectly
in decisions about children, believe that what they do is dual language. In
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other words, teachers did not know the basic tenets of dual-language
programming and are participating in decisions or allowing decisions to be
made in ignorance of what they ought to be doing.

Our findings also show that there is a small minority of teachers, those
within the G-LOTE group, who show a stronger foundational understanding
of themoded. Thisisshownintheir remarkson how the programisimplemented,
agreater likelihood that more EL L sare enrolled in the program, and the focus
on instruction, independent of language. Hence, the well-implemented dual-
language programs (Thomas & Collier, 2003) are more likely to cause an
environment of possibilities of transformational educational environments
that can help to ensure equity for language-minority studentswhileincluding
language-maj ority students (Valdés, 1997). There are probably more decision-
making points within programs that need to be identified for further study to
identify how to ensure the transformational potential of dual-language
programs. As de Jong (2002) proposes, ho matter what label is given to an
educational program and no matter how a program is held up as a panacea,
much of its potential will be centered in theimplementation process.

We fear that the sustainability of dual-language programs, in the long
run, iscompromised by thelabeling of second-language and heritage-language
enrichment programs as dual language, as we documented in the case of
L-LOTE programs. Based on past experience, we can foresee that therewill be
studies of the effectiveness of dual-language programs that will include all
programs that self-designate as dual language, irrespective of the actual
characteristics of such programs. As we know, the mislabeling and the
comparing of apples and oranges within many studies of bilingual education
have damaged its reputation among the public, even though we have ample
evidence that, when programs are well implemented, the use of the native
language with language-minority studentsisapositive factor associated with
higher levels of achievement.

If what occursin schools and the decisions made are not challenged, itis
likely that the educational environment will continue to mirror governing
societal values and the implementation of the programs will be in step with
these values. The power structures that dictate linguistic value force schools
to create environmentsthat cause language-minority studentsto feel devalued
until they have mastered English and have forgotten or abandoned their home
language (Skuttnabb-Kangas, 1991) when language-majority students are
praised for learning a second language. Even with the best intentions of
equalizing opportunity and learning for students of all backgrounds, thereality
isthat schools, more often than not, tend to mirror social and political injustices,
leaving minority speakers on the periphery (Amrein & Pefia, 2000; Freeman,
1998; Freire & Macedo, 1987; Valdés, 1997). Yet, this should not stop usfrom
pushing for the ideal. Dual-language programs that aim to reposition the
LOTE and its speakers within the context of schooling and society at large
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view the attainment of a second language as a resource (Ruiz, 1984) for all
students, regardless of their dominant language. Such an enrichment model
can translate concerns about language development and cultural pluralism
into an equitable linguistic and cultural education for al students (Crawford,
1997; Hornberger, 1991; Lindholm, 1990). Reaching out to language-majority
and language-minority students alike, “dual language programs can be
understood as contesting thelegitimacy of monolingualismin Standard English
as the unquestioned norm in mainstream U.S. schools” (Freeman, p. 11). We
must not permit thispotential transformational valueto slip through the cracks
by failing to point out the lack of care and attention that characterizes the
implementation of many dual-language programs.
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Endnotes

1 Although thisis a goal, it has been found that students do not usually reach full
bilingualism. In other words, they remain dominant in one language, but significant
growth can take place neverthel ess (Lindholm-L eary, 2001).

2 Since theinitial report to the school district, there has been a change in policy and
practices. Programsthat call themselves dual-language must now have at | east 50% of
the instruction in the LOTE.

3 In negotiating the terms of the original study, Thomas & Collier’'s (2002) categories
were the base from which we started: ELLs, formerly classified ELLs, language
minorities who were never ELLS, and English-dominant students. The terminology
used in this paper was the final outcome of the negotiations.
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