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EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES IN BILINSUAL EDUCATION

At a time when so much of American education is homogeni zed and‘
standardized, despite the tramendously rich variety of American
communities and the families who live in them, bilingual education
programs are the exception. They have so far escaped the pressures
toward standardization, and varied programe are alive and well. Brief
descriptions of seven programs c;n exenplify this diversity. All
seven are “"effective” programs, where the criterion of effectiveness is
significantly higher academic achiesvement than in other schools for
Similar children, trained cbservers’ perceptions of the quality of

instruction, and/or the pride of professional staff and parents.*

School A is in & small, rural, agricultural comaunity in
California. It serves fiuent English speaking children as well as
limited English speaking children in a bilingual gtrand from
Kindergarten through eighth grade. The proportion of instructional
time in Spanish and English changes in a carefully planned way
across the grades: ‘

Kindergarten: Spanish and English sach 50%
by 3rd grade: English &0%
6-7-8th grades: all English, except for maintaining
Spanish literacy deval opmant
Literacy is taught first in Spanish. Both English as a second
language (ESL) and Spanish as a second language (SSL) are taught
(though the latter not as successfully). A special education
teacher has organized a "gifted Spanish speaker® group that mects
twice a week and has produced a Spanish language play that will be
videotaped for future instructional use. A respectful relatiorship -

between students and staff permeates both the prisary and -
intermadiate schools, and task engagement is high. The bilingual
program and the multicultural social studies program that -

accompanies it are credited with significantly higher achievement
than in other such rural communities, and also with unusually
harmonious inter—-ethnic relationships within the community.




Schaol B is a year-round community school in a town near the
California/Mexico baorder. The Kindergarten-6tkr grade bilingual
strand is taught by two-teacher teame, one of whom teaches only
in English and the other t-aches only in Spanish. Together,
<hey plan a _omplex set of activities for children grouped by
ability. language level or interest. The program is integrated into
the whole school, and includes English speaking children who want
to learn Spanish, Spanish speaking children who must learn English,
and bilingual children who wish to perfect both languages. The
district has a well developed basic skills continuum in both
English and Spanish. But to counter the “curricular reductionism®
that can result from concentration on isolated skills, the continua
are considered a base to be elaborated. The librarian and the well
equipped school library are considered by everyonae to be "hal+f the
languaga arts Program* (though it hag admitted inadequacies in
Spanish children‘s literature). Because this is a community school,
senior citizens are an important part of the school community——
reading to children, accompanying them on trips and helping to make
curriculum materials. In general, morale, discipline and
achievement are high. It is an effective urban bilingual school.

School € is in the heart of the Spanish spRaking barrio in a
large California city, and the bilingual program ancompasses the
entire school..Thehfollcuing chart shows the language development
pPraogram organizations

“Percent
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All children learn in both English and Spanish throughout the
school, and the two languages are considered by everyone as two
ways of communicating that are equally useful and valued. The
curriculum emphasizes reading, language arts and math, with an
expansion of the social studies being planned. To avoid

curricular reductionism, a dasic skills continuue is enriched by
*"language experience” activities, evidenced by the wealth of
children’s writing in both languages on the wall—for aexasple,
exceptionally well-written Spanish compositions about a trip to see
the migrating whales. '

School D is on an Indian reservation at the edge of the
northern plains. The local Indian language is a living language,
and the focus of the program is on the developmant of its written
form. The bilingual program builds on 12 years of work to
sStandardize the orthography and develop curriculum materials. The
teaching staff is half Anglo and half local Indian, and local
Indian aides are present part of each day in the classrooms of the
monolingual Anglo teachers.

Kindergartin-3rd grade: English is the main language of
instruction, with the native language used when necessary to
clarify concepts or directions. | o ,

- ‘ - 8-6th grades: Regular lessons are added in reading (but not
writing) the Indian language.
Pullout instruction is kept to a minimum to maintain the classrcom
teacher ‘s control of the curriculum, and any special help in
English to individuals or small groups is closely tied to the
subjectmatter of the regular classroom lessans. Since the advent of
the present principal 11 years ago, achievement levels have climbed
s0 that now 75X of the children are at or above the natiunal norms
in English reading. Math scores are lower, and the teachers and
aides have in-service workshops in teaching sath in both English
and the Indian language. The community is very proud of the school
and the achisvement of its children.

School E is in a suburben metropolitan area in a
northeastern state. A pre-Norld War II Caucasian majority and Black
minority has besn augmented by immigrants from Karea, Latin America
and Southeast Asia. By now, 30 languages are spoken in the
district. The school staff is Yargely Anglo, but Black, Hispanic
and Korean teachers are increasing. Two of the district elementary
schools have only pullout programs because the number of speakers
of any language is less than 20. At each of these schools, a
fulltime resource teacher and a full-time aide, highly literate in
both Spanish and English, work with the Spanish spaaking children
in small groups on curriculum carsfully coordinated with the .. _

classroom teacher. For sxample; a math 1&6son conducted in

— wxtelient Spanish ends with a review of the central terms in
English. Ctudents who speak other languages receive additional help
in the content areas in which vocabulary and concept development is
stressed. When two or more students speoak the same foreign
language, they are encouraged to help wach other. The third
district school is a cluster school for Spanish, Korean and
Southeast Asian gtudents. Literacy classes that bring children
together from several homercoms are held in Koiean and Spanish

S




through the Jr. and Sr. high schools, but the lack of teachers has
limited the use of other languages. The success of the first
bilingual program, Korean, and the high achievement of its students
formed a base for positive attitudes toward the Spanish program in
the comnunity as a whole.
w

Schopl F is in a large city whers an unsuccessful bilingual
program for Rom (Bypsy) children a decade ago was followad by
successful programs in Spanish (no longer needed) and Karean, and
now by diverse immigrants from Southeast Asia. The Korean programs
is a complete biliteracy program fros Kindergarten through high
school , with strict separation of the languages observed. For the
children from Southeast Asian language groups, a wide variety of
instructional approaches, many on a pullout basis, is required by
differing numbers of students, their different language
proficiencies in English and their first language, and the
availability of qualified teachers and aides. Saall pullout classes
have three instructional goals: systematic English development,
teaching 1life vocabulary in English, and assistance with the
vocabulary of the regular curriculum. Frequent consultations
between the ESL and classroom teachers is considered by everyone to
be a very strong aspect of the program. The experiences of the
Southeast Asian children—in refugee camps and many relocations—

‘make adjustment to school difficult. But the school is trying hard

and, as with School E, the success of the Korean program has
created a positive community attitude toward bilingual education.

School 8, in a large California city, has a msodel
demonstration project in two-way bilingual education. 60% of the
students are limited English Spanish speakers, and 30X are fluent
English speakers from ither Hispanic or Anglo families.Instruction
and class activities at the primary level (preschool through grade
3) are in Spanish, except for a 20-40 minute period for English,
depending on grade level. In grades &4~-&6, instructional time in the
two languages reaches a balance, as shown in the three schedules
below. Strict separation of the languages is cbserved, with
different teachers teaching in Spanish and English. The program is
thus simultanecusly a Spanish immersion program for English
speakers (modeled on the surcessful French imoersion programs for
English speakers in Canada) and a full bilingual program for
Spanish speakers. During both Spanish and English times of the day,
students whose primary language is being used as the medium of
instruction serve as native peer models for the rest of the class.
Participation in the program is voluntary because the pattern of
language instruction requires a long-term comai tment, and program

evaluations have consistently indicated excellent success.
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 As these examples make clear, principled variation in the instructional
functions and allotment of time in students’ first and second l anguage
depends on the functions gerved by the non—-English languages in the
community, the availability of written texts ;nd qualified teachers in
thonie languages, the composition of student groups with respect to
language proficiency, and-—most important of all—the language goals of
each particular program.

Biven this diversity at the level of effective bilingual prograns,
are there any commonalities in the organization and content of
effective classroom instruction? The most systematic atteapt to answer
that question comes from the Significant Bilingua) Instructional
Features Study (SBIF).® The 58 classrooms cbserved in this study
come from six gites and inclﬁde a variety of non~-English languages.

All were considered "effective™ on two criterias first, they were
nomsinated by members of four constituencies——teachers, other school
personnel , students and parents; second, the teaching bwhaviors
produced rates of "academic learning time® (ALT) —a measure of student
engagement on academic tasks— as high or higher than reported in other
effective teaching ruﬁearéh. Since the 3BIF study is the most
axtensive study of effective instructional practicen, its findings will
be used as the organizing framework for this review, and findings $rom
other research will be incorporated into comments on the SBIF results.

The SBIF findings can be divided into two parts: instructional
features &nmmon to bilingual and monolingual education; and
instructional features unique to bilingual education. For each part, 1
. will first quote from the SBIF findings and then add comments from

other sources.
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Shared Instructional Features |
The first two instructicnal features identified in the S8 Effective
classrooss pertain to the communication and organization of

ingtruction:

Successful teachers of LEP (limited English proficient)

. students specify task outcomes and what students must do
to accomplish tasks competently. In addition, they
communicate (a) high expectations for LEP gtudents in terms of
leafning, and (h) a sense of nffjcacy in terms of their own

ability to teach.

Successful teachers of\LEP'studants. like effective
teachers generally.';uhibit use of "active teaching” /
behaviors which have besen found to be related to increased
Student performance on academic tests of achiavement in
reading and mathesatics including (a) communicating clearly
when ﬁiving directions, specifying tasks, and presanting new
inforsationi (b) obtaining and maintaining students’
engagement in instructional tasks by pacing instruction
appropriately, promoting involvement, and communicating their
expertations for students’ success in nomplating'instructional
tasks; (c) mnii':uring students’ progress; and (d) providing
immadiate feedback whenever reguired regarding the students’

SUCCess,

At first thought, these seem unaxceptional instructional practices.

What these nominated teachers are doing is what all good teachers must

10
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do. If reassurance is nesded that good bilingual teachers are firgt
and foremost good teachers, the SBIF study provides that reassurance.
But a more detailed picture of instruction in these classrooms
Suggests limitations to the available picture of effective teaching.
Consider the following more detailsd dasﬁriptions of the organization

of instruction in SBIF classrooms:

Students were instructed as a single group for slightly more
than hal¢ of the schoal day. An additianal 46% of the school
day wag spent in grouped instruction. Individualized

instruction was very rare.

The most common activity substructure across all classes
involved more than two thirds of the students working directly

with the teacher in a recitation-like activity.

Students worked on instructional tasks independently for aver
90 %L of the average school day. That is, students were
regquired to cooperate with other students or to woark in teams

vary infrequently.

When students worked on instructional tasks which involved

the creation of a productg the form and content of the praoduct .

a

NaS preséribed by tha teacher over 90% of the time.

One can take exception to this description of effective practices
on principled grounds as does John Soodlad, author of the only recent

"report on schoois" that includes sxtensive ohservations in elementary

11



2 4

schools. His articles in the Kappan, previewing his more recent
book ,* express strong criticism that “students rarely planned or

initiated anything, read or wrote anything of some langth, or created ‘

-

their own products. They scarcely ever specul ated on mesanings, and
most of the time they worked alone®. Goodlad’s observations in more.
than 1000 classrooms match SBIF cbservations in 58, but he does not
call what he found *"gsignificant instructional practices™ in any
positive sense.

My interpretation of *.s contrast in interpretations is
that one kind of classrooa organization has been resnforced by
disseaination of research on "effective teaching”, -sqpcially the |
research on acadesic learning time,* and that thﬁ rasult is what the
SBIF study found. Bilingual education is, in this nensa; shanrning from
the limitations as well as the benefits of that research. It has
promoted a single model of effective teachings keaping children engaged

in academic tasks in a very limited cet of organizational

-

arrangements—primari}y large-group lessons or solitary work on
group-assigned tasks. Teachers who keep children enﬁaqed in different-
activity structures—with more individualized and sel f-selected
reading and writing, and more small group discussions and collaborative
work——rarely appear in our research. The possibility of such
alternatives in bilingual as well as monolingual cla?sroons should not
be foreclosed by the dissemination of a single aodel, no matter how
frequently encountered in classrooms nominated as effective according
to pre&ailing notions of effectiveness that the academic learning time
research has halped.to create.

Several related problems can he identified. One is the supposedly

ngutral concept of “"task.” To advocate “"time on task" says nothing”

f
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about wnhat tasks cnildren should spend time on in school.
Unfortunately, because of the power of stlndardized.tnsts in American
education today, the tasks children are assigned are those most like
items on the testc. Norman Frederiksen, a senior researcher at the
Educational Testing Service, writes of the "real test bias®: the

influence of tests on teaching and learning:

If educational tests fail to represent the spectrum of
knowledga and gkills that ocught to be taught, they mayv
intrcduce bias against teaching important skills that are not
eRasured. ' view of the increasing influence of standardized
tests in education, such bias may be substantial....

® lopravesent in basic gkills is of course much to be desirad,
$u1 the use of tests to achieve that ocutcome is not to be
condemned. My concern, however, is that reliance on objective
tests to provide evidence of improvement may have contributed
to a bias in education that decreases effort to teach other
important abilities that are difficult to mepasure with
multiple-choice tests. A recent NAEP [National Assesssent of
Educational Progress] report suggests that there is such a
bias.

The NAEP report shows that over the past decade perforaance
on items measuring "basic skills®" is not declining, but there
has been a decreasa on items that reflect more complex skills.
«-..There are, of course, many possible causes of the changes
in performance on the NAEP tests, but the possibility muct be

considered that the mandated use of minimum competency tests,

[and other standardized achievement tests] which use the

13
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multiple—choice format almost exclusively, may have
discouraged the teaching of abilities that cannot easily be

measured with multiple-choice items.®

Second, even the caoncept of academic learning time (ALT) itself
aust be implesented with caution. As defined in the SBIF study, ALT
"measures the amount of time a student is productively engaged in .
completing assigned tasks at a relatively high rate of accuracy.” The
problen‘ is that taské that elicit the most accurate respons®s are not
necessarily, or even probably, the most intellectually important. Low
level questions about facts—in oral recitations or written
‘comprehension exercises—are sore apt to be accurate than higher  level
questions that demand inferences. Similarly, compositions are mo@é‘apt
to contain errors than fill-in-the-blank workbook exercises; yet one
will never learn to construct a coherent paragraph by completing or
even transforming sentences originally constructed by somsone else.

The danger of "reductionisa®— fractionating comsplex tasks into
component parts that, no matter how well practised, can never
reconstitute the cosplex whole-—-was mentioned in the eescriptionn of
Schools B and C. It applies to all education, not just bilingual
education, but it should be of special concern where language
learning is a significant sducational goal. British researchers who

did a case study of one bilingual school in the U.S. comment:

The transitional mandate grips the curriculum in an
educationally reductionist vice. It igs not just that the
acquisition of English language ekilic dominates the

activities of teachers and pupils alike but that the

14
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very rdefinition and pursuit of those skills is constrained by
narrow interpretations of legislative intent. The result is a
largely behaviorist pedagogy...fin whichl language is divorced
from its cultural contexts of msaning and use, componentised
and taught as abstraction. This is arguably the most
difficult way yet devisad to promcte literaty and the least

responsive to the student ‘s cultural resources. *

A third problem in applying the ALT criteria to bilingual
classrooms concerns the role of error in language learning. From
the 2-year old who says pmines or faetses to older learners of both
first and second languages, errors are indications of thes pattern
discovery mechanism that is at the heart of our language learning
capacity. The fact that some patterns turn cut to have exceptions domss
not detract from the temporary progress that thay represent. AL

Paulston says in her invited commentary on the SBIF findings:

Tha notion, common during the behavicral audiolingual days,
that errors must be avoided in second language learning lest
they become habits has long been superceded by the recognition
that errors are inevitable byproducts of language learning,
indicative of progress and learning strategies. _Student
accuracy rate as an aspect of ALT is not valid for the
gggggég,n& languags acquisition (emphasis in the

original)”,

Paulston goes on to suggest a distinction between moments when a

student error is directly part of the teaching point like the spelling

15



13-

of plurals or using capital letters (when immediate feedback should be
given) and moments when errors occur incidentally and do not interfere
with communication (when they can be safely ignored). That is a very

different instructional recommendation from placing a premimum on high
accuracy at all times, and even se@lecting tasks——in ianguaga arts or

other content areas—so that errors are least likely to occur.

Unique Instructional Features )
Instructional features unique to bilingual education include the
use of two languages, special activities for teaching a gecond
language, aﬁd instructional practices that takahgdvantagn of

students® cultural background.

Use of Two Languages

According to SBIF reports, averaged j:runs the 58 classrooms in the
SPIF study, English was used approximately &0X of the time, and L1 or a
combination of the two was used the rest of the tine, with the % of
English increasing with grade level. The third significant
" instructional feature was the particular way in which the two languages

were often combined:

Successful teachers for LEP students mediate inrtruction for
LEP students by the use of the students’ native language (L1)
and English (L2, for instruction, alternating between the two

languages whenever necessary tc ensure clarity of instruction.

That is, during instruction that wmas basically in English, teachers

would switch to L1 to clarify meaning, usually just to an individual

16
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student or a small group.

This use of two languﬁges has been termed “instructicnal
bilingualism® by MacDonald et al, who found the same pattern in their
cbservational study, and “cada alternation® by Paulston. More
important than the name are distinctions between this pattern and both
“"codeswitching™ and "concurrent translation". Caode switching is a

common phenosenon in ordinary conversation betwaen bilinguals who share

" two or aore languageé. It differs from the SBIF instructional pattern,

as Paulston points out, because "code switching does not reiterate but
amrely continues the narrative,” and the teachers do repeat.
Concurrent translation is an artificially created teaching strategy in
which each and every sentence is spoken first in one language and then
translated into the other, often by another teacher or an aide. In the
SBIF pattern, teachers tran-int--spontennnusly, but usually just to an
individual child, and only when there is evidence of lack of
comprehension.

Decisions about the instructional role for L1 are among the most
important decisions in bilingual education design. In reflecting on

the pattern of code alternation, it is important to keep in mind the

most powerful theories about the sducational significance of L1, and

the best environments for the acquisition of L2-—the theories of
James Cummins and Stephen Krashen, respectively.=

In prugrans.dnsign-ﬂ on the basis of these ideas, there uould'be
lessons taught entirely in L1 and other lessons faught entirely in L2.
A strict separation betwsen the two would be observed, as in Schools B,
F and 8. This is most ®asily achieved when the two sets of lessons are
taught by different teachers, sven in different classrooms (as in

School 6). Unfortunately, such sustained use of L1 and L2 is not

17



=eparated in SBIF reports from the combination of languages that even
occasional translation produces. According to one SBIF resaarcher,
Migdalia Romero, "the use of two languages in the observed classrooss
was asore complex in form and function than the single pattern of
periodic language alternation to clarify smanings to individual
students that is reported in the SBIF documents”.®

It is @asy to see why concurrent translation was not found in the
effective SBIF classrooms, and even hard to see why it ever became a
suggested strategy for bilingual education in the first place. Subject
matter learning is slowed down, because students get halé as much
content per unit of time; and students don’t have to wark to comprehend
L2 because they can count on waiting to hear the same message in more
familar words. Fillmore comments on one classroom in which concurrent

translation was used:

He‘ﬁfvg numerous video-record cbservations of the students
(Higéanic and Angla) in this classroom alternating being
attentive and inattentive as the teachers gwitch between
languages in their lessons. During the tises the 1anguage
they don’t understand is being spoken, the students simply

stop listening. 2©

The same criticicm has been made of the more spontanecus and less
frequent translation that SBIF found. But the SBIF findings were
applaudad by other bilingual education teachers to whom the study was
reported. Thus there is a conflict of opinion between teachers

and researchers on this point.*s

Evaluation research studies continue to find that in the most

18
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powarful sducational nnvi}ann.nts for producing bilingﬁalis&, both
languages are used as the asdium of instruction, but geparately.:=

It is thus impartant to %ry to understand why this separation is ;;
hard for teachers to maintain in practise. That it is hard to maintain
is confirmed by an evaluation of four Head Start bilingual curriculum

nodels:

Carrying out the language strategies suggested by the models
was the aspect of programming most related to positive
outcomes. It was at those sites where the teachers most
consistently fnllnuid the aodel ‘s strategy for language
practise that most significant differences between
Experimental and CQQpérisnn Head Start children were generally
found. Teaches using models recommending language ssparation
stragegias encountered difficulties {n maintaining the use of

a single language during language sessions.®>

Why is this s0? In a diagram given on the next page, Romero suggests
many influences on a teacher’s language usu.‘; Three reasons dessrve
special mention.

One reason may be inadequate proficiency in the language of
instruction. Teachiné in a language requires more than a tourist's
knowledge. Richness of vocabulary and clarity of espression are
essential. When teachrrs are teaching in their own weaker language and
hit a communication barrier, the sasiest recourse is tu supplement with
a fow words of their own L1,

A second reason is that it is harder work both to plan and to

tmach a lesson completely in the students"Lz, making it comprehensible

19
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THEORETICAL FRAMENORK

MEDIATORS OF TEACHER'S LANGUAGE USE -

(Context / Parameters of Language Use fn Bilingual Classrooms)
l i

Context-Based Variables Experience-Based Variables
1 - -
‘| Progran Centered Student Centered Teacher Centered
]
- | . | S | -
Program Goals Language Meed of the Teacher's Teacher's Teacher's
and Proficiency mee Attitudes Lan?uge
Organizational of Students "Momeht Goals for towards | |Proficiency
Models - : Students Ch'n & Lang. !
of Instruction
—
R | ]|

Classroom Langlfage
|Organization] |Materials

developed by:
Migdalfa Romero
Hunter College, NYC
AERA, New York 1982
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through pictures, gestures, predictable and consistent task structures,
etc. Moreaover, when taifing to a group of studente of mixed language
proficiency levels, adjustment of wvocabulary and syntax to the
comprehension level uf the students hecomes even msore complicated, aﬁd
Pressures to help individual students without losing the attention of
the rest of the group may make a quick translation seem to be the most
expeditious response.

Finally, in programs where L1 does not have a valued and secure
substantive role as the sole medium of instruction dur;nq part of the
school day, tnachur§ may feel that using it even in a limited and
occasional way helps to establish an identification and trusting
relationship with their students. <

It is important to understand the raasons for language alternation
——whether these or cthers—in each particular case, not to-accept it as
inevitable, but to know where to try to work for change. Then, as
Legarreta-Marcaida suggests*®, pgrcasional monitoring will be
necessary to make sure that thu‘dosir-d language use is being
maintained. This is especially true with respect to the use of
minority languages because of the powerful pressures toward English

discussed below.

ame. “"Immersion” is the teran used for the
succesful bilingual programs in Canada in which Engl ish-speaking
children are instructed initially in French. Because the influential
Baker and deKantor review of evaluation studies concludes that

"structured immersion® programs should be expandiﬂ in the U.8., it is
important to be clear about the Canadian original, and about the

dangers of a simplistic transfer of an sducational program from one
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cultural context to another,te

The bar graph on the next page shows the allocation of
instructional time in French (L2) and English (L1) in Canadian
immersion programs that begin in Kindergarten.*” In thinking about
this model, it is important to resmember that in Canada the total
immersion experience ic a bilingual experience from the first day of
school . Thé children’s L1, English, is the language of the school—its
offices, halls and playgrounds. Childrnn are not criticized for
speaking L1 in the first yaar or two, and teachers in the first two
years must be bilingual so the children can uluays be understond.

Because FrGGChLinuarston programs have been so successful for
English-speaking children in Canada, it is not surprising that some
American policy-makers have recomsended their development for minority
children in the U.S. But such a simplistic trunsfer ignores
differences in the :ultufal and political cdntéxts'oi the focal
children in the two countriqs. On the basis ©f sxtensive ressarch
@xperience in both Canada and the United, Tucker describes the

e » it would seem fully

appropriate to begin schooling in the second language:®
where the hoame language is highly valued by all members of the
community, whare parents actively provide encouragement and
support for the acquisition of literacy in the mother tongus,
and where a community stersotype exists that the children will
succead in school (enphasis added-CBC) . 2@

Those conditions prevail for English-spaaking children in Canada but

not for minority-language children in the U.S.

Paradoxically, the status of L1 as a valued means of communication

and & medium of significant content instruction is |Ore secure in true
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Summary of an Early Total French Immersion Progm

. (Note: Core French consists of language arts 1;|stmct1cn of 30 to 60 minutes dafly.)
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' From: Genesee, F. ( =~1984), Historical and Theoretical Foundations of

Immersion Education. In Studies on lmmersion Education: A Collection
for Unfted States Educators. Lalifornia Départment ot tdu~ation: UTTice

of BiTingual tducation.

24



-21-

iamersion programs than in many bilingual e&ucatton praograms. And
teachers and outside experts agree that Li1's secure status is central
to the immersion program’s success. In any evaluation r search on the
-affects of 1nnersion -ducatian~for minority children in the United
States, two’ deniqn features of such rosearch are ecsehtial: as far as
possible, the status of L1 should have at lnast the same status in the
total proqran as it does in Canada, and the appropriate comparison
program should be'a.long-tnra ("late exit") bilingual program——for

) ;nstanca, the program for Bpanisﬁ-punking children in school 8 ar

for Navajo children described by Rosier and NHolm.*®

. . Imacher competencies. Wherever possible, teachers of young
children (idnally,(ni beginning L2 learnesrs éf any age) should
understand L1 -vaniif on a principled basis they speak only L2 during

certain periods of the school day. Observational studies describe
»-irequ-nt situntiuns where the teacher s bilingualism is criticnl to the
child’'s nngaqnnent; and whare monoclingual L2 teachers cannot tell whsn
:hildtgn lpeaking L1 are on task or off, and so raprtnand them for
Bpaaki;;NLl even to sach aother, simply because it is incomprehensible
to the t;ach-r.'°

A more complex issue concerning teacher competencies smerges from a
combination of studies of initial literacy instruction.=®: The logic
of the concern is as follows: The most difficult aspect of learning to
read is not decoding but comprehensions in SpanishlEhgiish bilingual
programs, initial literacy is almost always in Spanish; where the
teacher is not sufficiently bilingual to carry out this instruction in

Spanish, initial literacy is taught by aides (30X of the time,

according to one study); because aides are less gqualified and less
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experienced than certified teachers, they are less apt to do the ecore
difficult task of literacy teaching with a stress on romprehension.
Thus teachers are needed" who have training in teaching anding as well
as a high dngéee of proficiency in the language of instruction.

This argument is not intanded to underestimate the value of aides.
Even in classrooms where teachers are fluent'in both L1 and L2, aides
praovide valuable instructional heipy. And, because in socialiclaﬁs and
educational level they are closer to many parents than most teachers,
they also provide an impartant link between ghe school and the

communi ty. . «

Teaching a Second Language

Instru:tinn in bilingual education has to:be plannad wi th the needs
of second languagu learners in mind. This involves both the
acconnn@ation of instructional language to learners who are not yet
fully proficient, and the provision of activities that are designed
specifically for learning k2. The fourth significant instructional

feature in the SBIF classrooms is the integration of these two goals:

Students learn the language of instruction when engaged in
instructional tascks using that language. This integrative
approach to developing English language skills during on-gocing
instruclion in the regular classroom contrasts with the more
traditional, pull-ocut procedures where LEP students leave the

ragular instructional setting to receive ESL instruction.

This integrative approach to teaching LZ skiils also chacterized the

prorgams in Schools B, C, D and B. Other research reports and

sd
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ragular clasercom teacher fesls the full responsibility for teaching
L2, subjéct matter instruction may be distorted. The teachear may
concentrate too such on formal and superficial aspects of the studentg’
L2 production, and communication about the content @ay cone to a halt
while ;hé corrects student errors. Remesber Paulston’s recommendation
that L2 errors not be corrected when language use is incidental to the
lﬁﬁscn and does not interfere with communication.

/ A specific instance of this dangnr is shown in Moll°’s :nntrn-tiv-
étudy of the reading instruction of a single 3rd and 4th grade group of
/Bpanish domtnant students who were taught first in Spanish by one

i/t-nchnr and then in English by another.®=® The contrast is described
{
{

{ in detail for the high group (the sase children) in eacnh class.
| In the Spanish reading lesson, discussion about the text demands
high level comprehension via questions of infersnce and generalization,
and written book reports are assigned. WKhen the same children arae in
‘the English reading lesson taught by an English monolingual teachar,
"The overriding orientation of these lgssons was on the process of :
decoding, pronunciation and other forms related to the sounds of the
second language®. Either the Enqliéh teacher was using the reading
lesson as a pretext for an ESL lesson in pronunciation, or he was
considering all errors in pronunciation to be errors in decoding
without the kind of cbnprehensian check that could distinguish between
the two.
In a second study, Moll replicated the Spanish reading/ English
reading contrast. Again, "children with excellent Bpnniih reading

skills were placed in English reading groups that required

27
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comparatively low levels of performance”. He tﬁén designed a set of
experimental lessons in English reading. In these lissuns, the
children read the texts silently, to avoid attention to pr&nuﬁciatiun.
and were encouraged to express in Bpani:huthnir'cunpr-h.nnlon of the
English text. This enabled the children to read grade level materials
rather than the much easier material thqy had previously been assigned.

The isportance of Moll ‘s work is less in his particular solution
and more in highlighting the danger that the "English reading
curriculum underestismates the student ‘s ability by addro;-ing low level
oral language problems at the axpense of develaping graﬁ§=luvnl reading
comprehension®™. The benefits or liabilities of the integrated approach
that SBIF found thus depends on the approach to the acquisition of
English held by the content-area tsachers.

When the

SBIF study compared the stability of instructional practices across tuwo
successive ysars in a subsample of ten classrocoms, they found
dtffnrancos that could be ;ttributed to three influsnces: a change at
the district level about uhai tests students in the bilingual program
had to take; a change at the school level in the availadility of an
ESL teacher or aides; and a change at e cla==rocom level in the
language proficiency composition of students in'th- class. '

One study by Fillmore suggests a principled way of thinking about
relationships between the composition of the class and the organization
of instruction.®™ When a class has a heterogensous group of fluent
any limited speakers of the instructional language, it is particularly
difficult for the teacher to teach thes group as a whole and accomodate

her language to such varied proficiency levels. However. if pairs or
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teams are formed so that fluent speakers are paired with less fluent
children, the number of language models available is sultiplied.

In discussing SBIF‘s findings about the pradosminance of large group
instruction, I reported Goodlad's recommendation that more
npportﬁnities be created for children to work together on academic
tasks. Fillmore's work suggests that this redc >amendation is especially
appropriate in such mixed groups. School 8 is an exasple of a program
where each group of language learners has a set of native—-speaking
classmates, with the role of expsrt and lsarner reversed in the L1 and
L2 parts of the school day.

From her more recent research, Fillmore suggests that this
rnconnnndaﬁion may be more appropriate for children from some cul tural
groups (e.g. Hispanic) than others (e.g. Chinese, who expect the
teacher to be the source of knowledge). The importance of such
cultural considerations in bilingual programs is discussed further
below.

What about ESL? Whether it is taught by the regular classroos
teacher as language arts or by a teacher specially trained in teachin§
English as a second language, there is value in a regular period when
language itself is the focus of attention. Depending again on the
language proficiency composition of the class, this oay have tﬁ be done
on & pullout basis—as in Schools E and F.

Appropriate teaching methodology is a more controversial question.
fccording to Paulston, with adolescents and adults the audiolingual
-n{hud has been discredited, and there is general agreesent on a
comsmunicative approach where the forus is on language use rather than
language form. But elementary ESL teachers insisted to ﬁnr on the

value of choral drills of substitution, repitition and transformation——

-

29

3



=26~

the core of the audiolingual method. Like the matter qf code
alternation in regular classroom instruction, the nlttir of the most
effectivn ipstructional practices in ESL is a question on which exparts
and at least some teachers disagree. Since there is no evidence of the
value of pattern drills, it is important to understand why they are
still so widely used and then take steps, 1ncludin9 in-service
@ducation, to help teachers adopt more sffective practices.

These recommendations apply, of course, to second language
instruction in non-English languages as well——e.g. Spanish as a second
language (S8SL).

From research on children’s

language development, we have known for a long time that reading to
children makes a significant and special contribution to their growth
in oral language proficiency an& later reading success. The language
of books is not the same as the language of sveryday conversation, and
reading to children provides unique input to thnir'anné:l 1anguage
system. They become familiar with lnén fraquent vocabulary and
systactic patt-rnn-they will encounter later in reading to themselves.
Moreover, the adult-child talk interpolated between the lines of the
text is, in essence, instruction in reading comprehension. And of
course such activity brings enjoyment of books and increased motivation
for literacy.

In the timse pressures'alraady prasant in bilingual education, it is
perhaps not surprising that reading to chtldrnn.is never sentioned,
evean in descriptions of effective programs. But we now have ressarch
documenting how reading to and ‘with children can contribute pore to
their second language lsarning than equal time given to conventional

lessons in ESL. The research was done on two South Pacific islands,
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where teaching English admittedly faces special problems due to the
iack of native English speaking teachers. But the principles behind
the success are so well grounded in other research that the activity is

wall worth finding time for in mven the busiest schoul day.=*

Cultural Sensitivity
About the fifth instructional featurs found in the SBIF study there
is no controversy. Everyone reading or hearing the 831# reports— - )
outside experts and bilingual teachers alike——agrees that the use of
inforsation from the LEP students’ home culture can promote engagement P "
in instructional tasks and contribute to a feeling of trust betwesn
children and their teachers.
The SBIF researchers found three ways in which home and communi ty
-culture is incorporated into classroom life: Cultural referents in
[both verbal and nonvarbal forms are used to conmunicate instructional .
and institutional demands; instruction is ufganiznd to build upon rules
of discourse from the L1 culture; and values and norms of the L1
cul ture irn respaected equally with those of the school.
The SBIF reports say little msore about cultural considerations than
these summary statements. In a secondary analysis of five of the nine
SBIF case studieﬁ, Ronero gives a good auampl; from a Navajo
classroom:
One entire group of LEP students was cbserved as "loud, pushy
and aggressive®™ with their Anglo teacher, behavior which was
never observed while they were with their Navajo teacher....
The Navajo teacher, whether teaching through English or
Navajo. seemed to have established with the class a set of

Navajo-based ground rules. These included creating a
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non-competitive atmosphere and avoiding bringing attention in
any way to individual children. The teacher accomplished this
by not calling students by name, accepting answers which were
called aut and by not insisting on children raising their
hands. The other teacher who instructed in English
exclusivoli seemed to operate with Anglo-based ground ruless
which were in direct opposition to those established b/ the
Navajo teacher. o= | - | | -
The cultural appropriateness of teaching practices is as important as
the language of instruction in achieving students’ maximsum attention to
the task at hand. A particularly clear example of adapting education
to a cultural ainority (albeit in English) is the Kamshameha Early

Education Program (KEEP) for Polynesian children in Hawaii. @e

One teacher edm:ator, Blanco, r.ﬂ-cts un IF % obssrvations on - -

V\the importance” oi culture:s

It is incumbent on tﬁachur education programs to provide
prospective teachsrs not only with anthropolagical information
about specific cultures, but also with training in
ethnography. This would develop in teachers the necessary
skills to seek cultural information and to analyse it for use
in dealing with students on both a personal and an
instructional lovel.>”

In addition to ;anguaga proficiency and subject matter :nnpetence,

cul tural sensitivity is thus a third competence needed by bilingual

education teachars.

Two Seneral Concerns .

In addition to the specific instructional issues discussed so far,
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two more general concerns merit attention: the dangers of isolation of
bilingual programs within the 4chocl, and pressures on the programs to

increase instructional time in English.

The Dangers of Isolation

> Many observers of life in schools have cosmented on the
isolation of teachers within their classroom walls. In schools with
bilinﬁual‘nducatinn prograoms, this isolation has two unfortunate
effects.

The first problem is that teachers who teach the same children
within the bilingual program may not get togethar to plan the most
cocherent overall curriculum. Descriptions of schools D, E and F
mention the benefits of such ccnrdinat!gn betwean ESL and regular

TlassFooa feachers) and Moll ‘s work illustratss the loss to children’s

@ducation when L2 teachers do not know what children have already
learned in L1 and thérefurn cannot encourage transfer of skills from
one language to the other. §

The second problem is the all too common isolation of the bilingual

classrooms from the rest of the school program. 8Such isolation makes

- it less likely that the children in the bilingual program will have the

sam@ curriculum in the content areas as children in the rest of the

school. A manual for technical assistance to school districts devised

by an unusual team of lawyers and educational experts describaes the
general problem:
Thare is a natural tendency for bilingual sducation to exist
on the edge of the school-—disconnected from what the
"regular” students and teachers are doing. This tendency must

be fought both for the bensfits of the students in the program
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and for the survival of the program jitself. In particular,
the curriculum in the program should be related to the
mainstream curriculum. This does not nein, for example, that
-English readers must be usad according to the designated |
- grade level; on the contrary, such readers should be
introduced only when oral progress in English has laid the
appropriate groundwork. But in such content areas as science,
students must be kept up to gradlAluv-l in the language thay
understand so that when they are ready to leave the bilingual
program, they are also ready to pick up the regular course
work. == |
For -xaqple, one survay of 60 Title Vi1t programs—carafully
selected to be a stratified random sample from the eﬁtirl country—
found that the omission of not only social studies and science, but
a@ven mathesatices, increased with grade level.®* and evan whera the
same subjects are taught, the same rurriculum quality say not be
assured. For sxample, if there is an in-service course for elenentary
teachars to raise the quality of sathematics instruction, bilingual
teachers should attend with everyone elsaj similarly, if a new language
arts specialist is working with classrcom teachers to improve the
quality of instruction in writing, that specialist should work in the
bilingual classrooms too. Whether classroom instruction is in Li
or L2 is irrelevant to these issues of curriculum quality control.
Nothing less can provide true equality of sducational opportunity.
One project designed as inservice sduca’:ion by msans of
collaborative research focused directly on such curriculus
discontinuities, and on the "open hostility™ reported by one

. principal betwsen native language teachers, ESL teachers,and teachers
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of English—dominant classes.®® QOhservations in two schools in
different cities carried out in part by the tewachers themselves under
the guidanécnof the raséuéchnr found two kinds of discontinuities.

First, children faced diffarent demands fiy language usa: whereas
teacher objectives in the native language classrooms were balanced
between cognitive and affective/social objectives (532 vs. 47%),
abjectives in the Eﬁgltnh classrooms were much sore heavily cognitive
(B&6% vs. 141)# and in the ESL. lessons--which weare supposed to bridge
the native language and English environments—the predoeinance of
cognitive ohjsctives was the highest of all (94%). A second
discontinuity was found in the e#tnnt qf student initiation of
teacher—student interaction: it was much more common in L1 classrooms
than in cither ESL or regular English classrooms. It is not poseible
from this study to say which are the preferred patterns, but it is
hard to imagine any good reason for such discrepancies.

In addition to these discontinuities, the study found avidence
of the same kind of unnecessary redundancy that Moll 4$ound: the same
concept or skill was being taught all over again in the thras |
settings.

The fact that this study was conducted in two different schools,
and that the patterns were the sase in L1 classes in Chinese, Spanish,
Portugese and Haitian, suggests that these patterns may bhe uidespraaq
even if the particular discontinuities and redundancies are differant
elsewhere. What ;s nesded, and what developed in this project, is
delibarafaly arranged communication among teachers who are, or will be,
teaching the same children. In the schouls of this project it took an
cgutside ressarcher to bring the three groups of teachers together in

reciprocal observations and shared curriculum planning. It should be

& !
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possihia for a schaol principal to play that integrating role.

Without such integration, children's education will be limitad
not by their abilities or their language, but by the invisible walls
betwsen teachers built by categorical funding and Ilpar‘t. praofassional

worlds.

Pressures toward English

There are two saparate but compatible argusents for the importance
q& instruction in minority languages in the Unitad States. The
psycholagical argument, argued persuasively by Jnnés Cummins and
others, is that thg use and davelopment of L1 makes an essential
contribution to the developasnt of minority children’'s subject matter
knowledge and acadamic learning potential. The sucial'arqunnnt, stated
persuasively in the joint recomsendation of the Acadeay for Educational
Development and the Hazen Foundation, is that Assrica needs to become a
more multilingual nation, and children who spsak a non-English language
are a national resource to be nurtured in school.™s

Both goals suffer fros current pressures to increase the
instructional use of English. These pressures come indirectly from the
culture at large, and more directly from the use of tests in English as
the sole criterion by which students (and tharaby tnach-r;) are
@valuated.™® Schools A-6 were selected as examples in this review in
part because they show that programs can combine the continucus
development of L1 with grade level achievement in English. But many
programs are not as strong in withstanding the prassures toward
English.

In Paulston’s words, bilingual education is not a "quick fix". It

cannot be quick. (Consider how long it would take us to learn enough L2
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not only to get by as a tourist in some foreign country but to be able
to participate fully in a seminar there.) And it should not be
considered a "fix". To the extent that it tries to be & quick fix, it

will fail on both —ounts.
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1. The first three examples are the three "effective bilingual schools”
described by Carter and Maestas (1982). The next three were selected
from Cardenas and Rudes’ case histories (1983, #8, 14, 22) of Title Vi1
programe because they were also described as axcellent prograns and
served veary different communities from the first thres. The saventh
example was described briefly in the National Clearinghouse for .
Bilingual Fgrum, October, 1982; the Los Angelss [imes, 11/22/82,

PP. 24~5; and in Wallace Lambert's chapter in Dolson (1964); ma=

San Diego City Schools (1982) for details. The first six descriptions
are taken almost varbatie from the original source; the seventh is
supplesented by ay ocbservations.

2. Sse all references by Fisher et al, Tikunoff, and Villmgas for a
partial set of reports from this large study. Statements of the five
major findinge are taken from Tikunoff°s sunnary in Tikunofé (1983a).

3. Boodlad (19835 1984)

4. 85- Berliner (1981) for a summary of this research by one of its
most impartant researchers. '

S. Fredericksen (1984)

6. MacDonald et al (1982) did a case study of a bilingual school in
Boston.

7. Christina Paulston was one of tha researchers comnissionsd by BBIF
to compare SBIF findings with their own ressarch and the ressarch of
others. All references to Paulston ars to har paper in Tikunoff
(1983a). : .

8. The first section of Dolson (19181) includes chapters by Cummins
and Krashen. See also the chapter by .Lapkin and Cummins in Dolson
(1984) , Cummins in Tikunoff (1983a) and Cusmins (1953). Education Week
for 2/6/84 includes a summary of their views.

o

7. Migdalia Romero, New York Bilingual Education Multifunctional
Support Center, Hunter Collaege, personal communication &/84, quoted
with permission.

10. Quoted in Dolson (1981), p. 95.

11. See SBIF "Utility” report (Tikunoff, 1983b) vs. discussions by
Fillmore and Paulston in Tikunoff (1983a) and Bwain (1983).

12. m.g. Legarreta-Marcaida in Dolson (1981)

13. Juarez and Asscciates, n.d.

i14. Romero, (1982a)
15. Legarretta-Marcaida in Dolson (1981) 38
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16. Dolso:'.h984) includes chapters by experts on the Canadian
isagrsion programs (Lambert, Genesee, Swain, and Lapkin & Cumming) as
%ell as ressarchers more familiar with the fnerican scene (Campbell and
Hernandez-Chavez). Infaormation on the Pena-Hughes and Solis program
included in Baker and deKantor ‘s (1982) review is scanty. See comments
in Willig (1981~2).“' oL

17. from Benessee in Dolson (1984), reprinted in Gray & Campbaell (1984)
18. Tucker (1980)
19. Rosier & Mole (198 )

' 20. For one wxample, see —hapter by Carrasco in Erickson et al (1983).

21. From Cardenas et al (1982) and Southwest Regional Laboratory ‘s
(n.d.) study of bilingual programs in Arizona.

22. Moll et al (1980) is a published version of the first part of Moll

'(n---

L]

23. Filleore (1982a) and persaonal communication 1/84

24. Elley (1981) and Elley & Mangubhai (1983) report gains in English
language learning in the South Pacific. For evidence for the
influence of being read to on L1 language developsant, see C. Chomsky
(1972). For a description of the reading program developed in New
Zealand and used by Elley, see D. Holdaway (1979).

23. Romero (1982bh)

256. See Au & Jordan in Trauba, Buthrie & Au (1981) for one report on
the KEEP program, and other articles in that same volume for
extensive discussion of culturally appropriate sducation.

27. Blanco in Tikunoff (1983a). See Hansen et al (1981, p. 123; and
n.d., pp. 40-43) for nagative instances of cultural insensitivity.

28. Teitelbaum, Hiller, Gray & Bergin (1982)
29. Cardepas et al (1982), p. 222.

30. For a description of this project, see Bonzalez, (1983), pp. 30-41.
The name of the researcher, for some reason not given in this summary

report, is L. Ventriglia.

3Si. In a critique of the recent “reports®, Sarcia (1984) discusses the
"clear contradiction between supporting learning foreign languages by
the majority and discouraging the maintenance of ethnic languages by
the minority.

32. Fillmore et al (1981 and 1983) give eloquent axamples.

39



References

Academy for Riucational Development and Biward W. Hazen Foundation. A new
direction for bilingual education in the 1988s. Roslyn, VA.: National
Qearinghouse for Bilingual Biucation, Focus No. 1@, March, 1982.

Attinaisi, J., Pedrazza, P., Foplack, S. & Pousada, A. Inte rational
_perspectives on gnh'q%lms From eununi% to classroom. Eﬁ York:
Rmnter College, Center for can es, 1982. (Final Report,
NIE-G~78-§£91) ' . -

Baker, K. A. & deKanter, A. A. Federal policy and the effectiveness of
bilingual education. In K. A. Baker & A. A. deKanter (Ris.), Bil%l
t D.C.

education: A r aisal of feder licy. Lexington, MA.
“Heath, 1983. Fp. E‘G__m

|

Berliner, D. C. Academic leamin'g time and reading achievement. m J. T.
Guthrie (Bi.), Oomprehension and teaching: reviews. Newark,
DE.: International Reading Association, 19§ Pp. 203-22¢

Cardenas R, F. & Rudes, B. A. A descriptive study of the classroom
instruction component of the ESEA Title VII Bilingual Bducation program:
Selected Case Histories. Arlington, VA.: Development Associates, Inc.,
Feb., 1983. (NIE contract 388~79-8675) - - - - SR -

Cardenas, R. F. et al. A descriptive study of the classroom instruction
componen*. of the ESEA Title VII Bilingual Bducation program. Arlingten,
VA.: Develomment Associates, Feb., 1982. (NIE contract 388-79-8675)

Carter, T. P. & Maestas, L. C. Effective bilingual schools serving Mexican
American students. Sacramento, CA.: California State niversity,
School of Biucation, March, 1982. (Supported by California State Dept.
of Education, Office of Bilingual Bicultural Bducation.)

Chamsky, C. Stages in language develomment and reading exposure. Harvard
Biucational Review, 1972, 42, 1-33. ~

Qummins, J. Policy report: Language and lite:acy learning in bilingual
education. Austin, TX.: southwest Bducational Development Laboratory,
Sept., 1983 (NIE contract 429-80-9843)

Dolson, D. P. (Bd.). Schooling and la e minority students: A
theoretical framework. Los #Iea, CA.: Callfornia State University,
ua . fon and Assessment Center, 1981.

Dolson, D, P. (Bds.). Studies in immersion education: A collection for
U.S. educators. Sacramento, CA.: Callfornla state Dept. of Blucation,

Elford, E. A study of bilingual instructional practices in nonpublic
schools. Princeton, NJ.: Blucational Testing Service, Dec., 1982.
(Final Report, NIE contract 489-81-0840) ’ ‘

40



-37-

References (cont'd)

Elley, W. B. The role of reading in bilingual contexts. In J. T. Guthrie
(Ed.), chension and teaching: Research reviews. Newark, DE.:
Internat Assoclation, . Pp. 27-254.

- Elley, W. B. & Mangubhai, F. The impact of reading on second language
learning. Reading Research Quarterly, 1983, 19, 53-67.

Erickson, F., Cazden, C., Carrasco, R. & Maldonado-Guamman, A. Social and
cultural organization of instruction in classrooms of bilingual
children. Cambridge, MA.: Harvard Graduate School of Bducation, Sept.,
1983. (Final report, NIE G-78-88-99)

- Fillmore, L. W. Instructional language as linguistic input:
\j. Second-language learning in classrooms. In L. C. Wilkinson (Ed.),

Communicating in the classroom. New York: Academic, 1982. Pp.
. - a f

Fillmore, L. W. Language nimrit.y students and school participation: Wwhat
k;nd of BEnglish 1s needed? Joumal of Biucation, 1982, 164, 143-156.
(b)

Fillmore, L. W. The language learner as an individual. Dmplications of
' research on individual differences for the ESL teacher. In M. A, Clarke
& J. Handscombe (Eds.), On mm. '82: Pacific perspe

learning and teachi washington, D.C.: Eng 18 to
Fpeakers ¥ OEher Lanunges, 1963° pp. 197-173.

Fillmore, L. W. et al. First year report on "Learning BEnglish through
bilingual instruction®. Berkeley, CA.: University of California,
Graduate School of Bducation, Nov., 1981. (NIE contract 429-80-09309)

Fillmore, L. W. & Ammon, P. Second year report for "Learning English
through bnlngual instruction®. Berkeley, CA.: University of
California, Graduate School of Elucation, May 1983. (NIE contract
m—as-mm

ﬁ'iaber. C. W., Guthrie, L. F., & Mandinach, E. B. Verification of
bilingual instructional features. San Francisco, CA.: Far West
Laboratory, Sept., 1983. (SBIF-8 12)

Fisher, C. W., Tikunoff, W. J., & Ward,/B. A. et al. Preliminary report of
organization of instruction in the glassrooms of the SBIF-81-R.2)

Frederiksen, N. The real test bias: {Influences of testing on teaching and
learning. Mmerican Psychologist, 1984, 39, 193-2¢2.

Garcia, 0. Foreign languages as a requirement for excellence in education?
A response to the recent reports. Paper presented at the Weekend
Institute on Building on the Strengths of Children, City College of New
York School of Biucation, 1984.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

EKC | 41



~38-

References (cont'd)

Goodlad, J. I. A study of schooling: Some findings and hypotheses. Phi
Delta Kappan, 1983, 64 (March), 465-47¢.

Goodlad, J. I. A study of schooling: Some implications for school
improvesent. Phi Delta Rappan, 1983, 64 (April), 552-558.

Goodlad, J. I. A place called school: Prospects for the future. New
York: McGr ’ 4.

Gonzalez, R. C. OCollaborative research and inserv ~e education for
teachers of students with limited English proficiency. Washington,
D.C.: National Institute of Bducation, Sept., 1983.

Gray, T. C. & Campbell, R. N. Comparative evaluation of elementary school
foreign language programs. Final report to the Bazen Foundation and the ..
U.S. Department of ﬁucation (grant §G09-82-91527), January, 1984.

Hansen, D. A. et al. The social contexts of learnirg in bilingual
classrooms: First year report. Berkeley, CA.: University of
California, Graduate School of Bducation, Sept. 39, 1981. (NIE contract
400-80-8029)

Bansen, D. A. et al. The social contexts of learning in bilingual
classroams: Preliminary analysis of year two data. Berkeley, CA.:
University of California, Graduate School of Bducation, N.D. (NIE
contract 438-80-0929) '

Holdaway, D. ‘The foundations of literacy. Sidney and New York: Ashton -
Scholastic, 1979,

lover, W. Ianguage and literacy in bilingual education: Cantonese site
analytical study. Austin, TX.: Southwest Biucational Development
Laboratory, Sept., 1983. (NIE contract 4¢g-8¢-8943)

Juarez and Asscciates. An evaluation of the Head Start bilinguai
bicultural curriculus models. Pinal report to the U.S. Department of
Bealth and Human Services (Contract #185-77-1848). - Los Angeles:
author, n.d.

MacDonald, B., Adelman, C., Rushner, S., & Walker, R. Bread and dreams: A

case s of bilingual school in the U.S.A. ~Norwich (England):
vers o a, ter Lor Applied Research in MBducation,

CARE Occasional Publication No. 12, Oct., 1982,

Mace-Matluck, 8. J., Dominguez, D., Holtzman, Jr., W., & Hoover, W.
language and literacy in Dbilingual education: Descriptive
studies—Asian, spanish, Navajo. Austin, T¥.: Southwest Bducational
Development Laboratory, Sept., 1982. (NIE-R-88-£026)

Mace-Matluck, B. J., Hoover, W. A. & Dominguez, D. Langusge and literacy
learning in bilingual education: A case study of practices and
outcomes. Austin, TX.: Southwest Biucational Development Laboratory,
Sept., 1983. (NIE contract 489-80-8£43)

42



the

-39~

References (cont'd)

Moll, L. C. | Bilingual communication skills in classroom contexts. San
Diego, CA.: University of California: Laboratory ¢ Comparative Human
Cognition, n.é. (Final report: NIE-G-88-0155)

Moll, L. C., Bstrada, E., Diaz, E., & Lopes, L. M. The organization of
bilingual lessons: Implciations for schooling. rterly Newsletter of
the Laboratory of Comparative Human Cognition, ls'gg, _§, l!}. 53-58.

Romero, M. Language use in bilingual classrooms. Paper presented to the
annual meeting of the American -Biucational Research Association, New
York City, March, 1982,

Romero, M. Students' response to classroom work activities based upon

language of instruction. Paper presented to the annual meeting of the
American Blucational Research Association, New York City, March, 1982,

Rosier, P. & Holm, W. The Rock Point ience: A longitudinal of
a_Navajo_School Piogram. —WashIngeons DoCi ~ Contar For Aoty
stics, 1980.

San Diego City Schools. An .

: approach to bilingual education: A
comprehensive  handbook an _elementary-ievel
Spanish-Bnglish Immersion program. &an Dlego, Ch.: Author, ESEA Title

T BI1Ingual Demonstration Project, 1982.

Southwest Regional Llaboracory. Instructional accomplishments of Hispanic
students in reading and mathematics. Los Alamitos, CA.: author, n.d.
(Done in cooperation with Bilingual Bducation Unit of the Arizona
Department of Bducation.)

Swain, M. Bilingualism without tears. In M. A. Clarke & J. Bandscombe
(ﬁs.). " ON TESOL '82: Pacifi rSpe AYE .

Toases, 1963,

mitﬁm' H., Biller, R., &.y' T. C. & hmin' v. schools: The

1 minority studenf in the Eighties. Wwash s DsCez Center
“Por RpTed gTstioe. 1550

Tikunoff, W. J. Chnsagaences for students in successful bilingual
instructional settings. San Francisco, CA.: Far West Laboratory, Oct.,
1982. (SBIP-81-R.6~V) '

T{kunoff, W. J. (Bd.). Compatibility of the SBIF features with other

research on instruction of LEP students. San Francisco, CA.: Far West
Laboratory, Sept., 1983. (SBIF-83-R.8/18) (a)

Tikunoff, W. J. Utility of the SBIF features for the instruction of LEP

-students. San Francisco, CA.: Far West Laboratory, Sept., 1983.
(SBIF-G3~R.15/16) (b)

43



-40-

References (cont'd)

Tikunoff, W. J. et al. Success Michbors and consequences for limited
English language proficient students in the SBIF study. San Francisco,
CA.: Far West Laboratory, Nov., 1981. (SBIP—R.S/R.§-II) -

Teeuba, H. T., Guthrie, G. P. & Au, K. H. (Bis.) Culture and the bilingual
classroom: Studies in classroom ethnography.  Fowley, MA.: ﬁﬁy
’ . .

Tucker, G. R. Implications for U.S. bilingual education: Evidence from
Canadian research. Focus, No. 2. Rosslyn, VA.: National Clearinghouse
for Bilingual Rducat¥on, Feb., 1988, '

Villegas, A. M. Stability of instructional system and procees for a sample
of ten bilingual teachers in the SBIF study. San Francisco, CA.: Far
West mﬂm, Alg -0 1983, (QIF-BS-RJ”

-

willig, A. C. The effectiveness of bilingual education: Review of a

report. NABE Journal, 1981-82, 6 (2-3), 1-19.

“ A

14



