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Demographic changes both locally and nationally have forced large urban schools to provide optimal educational experiences for significant numbers of English Learners (hereafter called EL). The population of ELs
in the United States is significant. According to the 2000 census, nearly one in five Americans speaks a language other than English at home, an increase of nearly 50 percent in the past decade (U.S. Department of Education, 2003). This increase, not surprisingly, has been mirrored in the classroom. In 1992, 15 percent of U.S. teachers were estimated to have at least one EL in their respective classrooms. Ten years later, in 2002, the percentage of U.S. teachers who had at least one EL student in their classroom was 43 percent (U.S. Department of Education, 2003). Most EL students in the U. S. (79%) speak Spanish as their primary language (Gandara, Rumberger, Maxwell-Jolly, & Callahan, 2003). In 2003-04, EL services were provided to 3.8 million students (11 percent of all students). California and Texas had the largest reported number of students receiving EL services. In California, there were 1.6 million students (26 percent of all students) who received EL services; and in Texas, there were 0.7 million students (16 percent of all students) who received EL services (US Department of Education, 2006). In the district in which the study reported here took place, during 2003-2004, six-in-ten (59.8%) students in the District were either ELs (44.2%) or former ELs who reclassified (15.6%). Spanish-speaking English learners comprised more than nine-in-ten (93.4%) of the total District EL enrollment (Salazar, 2005).

At the same time that demographics are rapidly shifting, achievement levels, especially for low-SES students in urban schools, are problematic. The results of national testing in 2005 indicate that nearly half (46%) of 4th grade students in the EL category scored below basic in mathematics—the lowest possible level; with nearly three quarters (73%) scoring below basic in reading. Middle school achievement in mathematics and reading were also very low, with more than two thirds (71%) of 8th grade ELLs scoring below basic in both math and an equal percent of these students scoring below basic in reading (Fry, 2007). In the target district, it was noted that students who were classified as EL for five years or longer (four-in-ten students, or 41.7%, in 2003-2004) were not likely making academic progress in a timely manner (Salazar, 2005). 


Reading is one area that is especially critical for this population. Reading is considered an essential skill in our society, and there is a strong relationship between poor reading skills and lower overall academic achievement (Chall, 2000). Juel (1988) found that the probability of a poor reader at the end of first grade remaining a poor reader at the end of fourth grade was .88. EL students often experience particular difficulty in developing reading skills in the early grades. A major task for public schools is making sure that these students are competent readers, but there is evidence that there are significant achievement gaps. Moreover, when EL students fall behind their English-speaking peers in reaching reading benchmarks, they are often referred to special education for assessment and placement in learning disabilities programs in disproportionate numbers (Artiles, Rueda, Salazar, & Higareda, 2002).  


There are widespread educational, political, and policy debates about the best ways of assuring that these students are successful academically and that they acquire basic academic as well as conversational English and grade-level appropriate literacy skills. An important shift in this debate around the education of EL students is a move from a singular focus on the question, “Should students be instructed in English or Spanish?” to a focus on “What is the optimal instructional environment?” This reflects in many ways the broader national concern with instructional quality and student outcomes (August & Shanahan, 2006). Yet there is not widespread agreement about which approaches are best with which learners, or whether there are multiple optimal approaches that may achieve acceptable student outcomes. A pressing need is some guidance in determining which approaches are effective with which students (Goldenberg, 2006). An additional need is a systematic examination of programs which have had some success in educating EL students, including what factors make them successful in the specific local context. In a recent study of six effective bilingual schools in California, Gold (2006) noted: 

“Many variables contribute to student success. It would be useful to examine more closely the attributes of each school described in these case studies as a way to reflect on the characteristics of local school not performing well. Staff should be encouraged to identify areas of strength that are already in place at their own school site and then decide which features demonstrated by the sample schools might assist their school to better meet the language, academic, and multicultural needs of the students in their  care …… Additional documentation of successful schools for these students can counterbalance the  impact of state and federal accountability systems that more often emphasize the schools that fail to perform to standards” (p. 51).  


Interestingly, while recent research syntheses suggest that native language instruction be considered for ELs (August & Shanahan, 2006; Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, & Christian, 2006; Rolstead, Mahoney, & Glass, 2005; Slavin & Cheung, 2005), bilingual approaches have, for the most part, disappeared in California based on a statewide proposition passed by voters. Yet there are isolated places where bilingual approaches continue. The present study was motivated by the existence of two different sites that serve low-income EL students and have been singled out as notable in terms of student achievement
, but that 
follow different bilingual instructional approaches. This natural variation of approaches presented a valuable opportunity to examine the instructional features of the different sites and document the different models, and thus this study was conceived. 


This report presents the results of the investigation into the nature of classroom life and instruction in selected classrooms at these two sites. At Archimedes and Orquidea Elementary schools
, EL students receiving dual language or bilingual services have demonstrated strong academic gains, either across the entire school (Archimedes) or in the program-specific classrooms (Orquidea). At the time the study began, it was noted that Archimedes consistently met all 21 criteria of the Annual Yearly Progress required by NCLB (the federal No Child Left Behind legislation). At Orquidea, 68% of the fourth graders in the study sample classroom scored at Proficient or Advanced on the English Language Arts portion of the CST
, and 86% scored at Proficient or Advanced on the Math portion of the CST. Seventy percent of the second graders in the study sample classroom scored at Proficient or Advanced on the English Language Arts portion of the CST, and 95% scored at Proficient or Advanced in Math. In short, the major interest in these sites is that students in these classrooms outperform their peers in other classrooms and other schools. The success story of these schools is notable, given the low district, state, and national achievement levels characterizing schools serving similar populations. In order to document the nature of these programs, our team of school-based and university-based researchers banded together to investigate these two widely disparate approaches to native language instruction for EL students. We looked at classroom composition, teacher practices and use of curricula, student motivation, and reading scores on more formal measures (the Woodcock-Muñoz assessment and state CST data).  Over 300 hours of classroom observation and individually-administered assessments inform our findings.
In the remainder of the report, we provide a brief historical context, and then an overview of theoretical considerations in the instruction of EL students that form the backdrop of the study. We examine second language issues broadly, and focus in particular on four areas which informed the focus of the study and provided guidance in conducting classroom observations. These areas included language of instruction, second language reading and literacy, classroom social organization, and motivation. 
Historical Context
Language Education Policy in California. 

Bilingual instruction was common in California from the period after the civil rights movement until about the late 1990’s. However, increasing controversy about the role of non-English instruction led to the passage of a ballot initiative, Proposition 227. Passed in June 1998, the initiative required that all children in California public schools be taught English by being taught through English-only instruction. The proposition mandated mainstream English classes, in which no accommodations are made for limited English proficiency, or sheltered approaches (Calderon, 2007; Echevarria & Graves, 1998). Sheltered English Immersion  or Structured English Immersion (SEI), essentially the same approach, is a English language acquisition model for young children in which nearly all classroom instruction is in English but with the curriculum and presentation designed for children who are learning the language.  

Consistent with the legislation, effective 1999-2000, almost all elementary-aged EL students in the focal district were placed into either mainstream English classes or SEI Immersion. Students in an SEI program received classes in English-as-a-second language (ESL) and content in math, science, and history-social science taught nearly all in English with some primary language support.

The legislation did allow parents the opportunity to opt for an alternative program. For example, the Waiver to Basic program was one option. This type of program is designed to provide grade level instruction in the primary language to teach language arts, math, science and history-social science while students acquire English. As students gain proficiency in English, teachers gradually increase instruction in English using special methods until students are ready for mainstream English instruction. Instructional materials written in English and the primary language are used. Another option was the Dual-Language Program (DI).
 The Dual Language Program is designed to provide grade-level content instruction in English and in a target language. Both ELs and other-English proficient students receive access to the core curriculum as well as instruction for language development in the two languages.


In spite of these available options, by 2007-08, only 4.1% (9,431) out of a total of 228,383 EL students were enrolled in the district’s bilingual program (Waiver to Basic).  Only about twenty-two hundred EL students were enrolled in the Dual Language Immersion Program. While there are still native language instructional programs found within the district, the practical effect of the legislation was to rapidly decrease the number of native language instructional programs offered. Given these circumstances, the native language instruction classrooms observed in the study are relatively rare in the district.
Second Language Considerations


Language of instruction. 
It should be kept in mind that the study reported here was not designed to address questions regarding the superiority of English-only instruction versus native language approaches. In fact, the schools focused on in this study both used native language instruction, although in very different ways. Rather, our prime concern was with how both English and Spanish were used to accomplish instructional goals. Thus language of instruction issues merely provide a backdrop to the central focus of the study, which has to do more centrally with instructional issues for EL students directly. However, given the population, it is instructive to provide a brief overview of second language issues.


As noted earlier, the biggest controversy in the education of EL students is language of instruction. While almost all sides believe that English is a desirable goal, there is disagreement about the quickest and most effective way to achieve that goal. One view is based on a “time on task” perspective (Rosenshine, 1979) which argues that the most rapid way to acquire English is to spend more time on task, i.e., immersed in English. A contrasting point of view is based on the proposition that that language learning is multidimensional and not a singular accomplishment. That is, while it is relatively easy to learn the surface features of language in order to converse in highly contextualized, everyday conversation, understanding challenging concepts and manipulating language in complex ways is much more difficult (Cummins, 1979; 2000). Proponents of native language instruction argue that immersion in English results in the acquisition of the surface features of language useful in conversational settings, but not the academic language needed for complex academic tasks. Moreover, it is argued, if classroom instruction is not comprehensible, a significant amount of academic content will be missed, leading to progressive academic deficits.  

Another reason that native language proponents argue for bilingual and related approaches is based on notion of transfer. That is, the acquisition of complex academic language and literacy skills in the primary language (L1) is seen as facilitating the acquisition of the same skills in the second language (L2). For example, learning to read a complex text or make a persuasive argument in one language, once mastered, does not have to be acquired in the second language. Kamil (2003) recently reviewed 61 studies regarding the transfer of literacy skills from L1 to L2.  In addition to summarizing which elements of L1 literacy transfer to L2, he also reported elements of L1 literacy which interfere with L2. Kamil reported that overall, between 20% and 30% of L1 literacy skills overlapped with L2 skills. Moreover, there was a wholesale transfer of vocabulary across cognate languages such as Spanish and English, suggesting that vocabulary acquired in L1 transferred to L2. There was also a transfer of phonemic awareness and comprehension strategies across languages. The only “negative” finding was short-term interference between L1 and L2 spelling skills, which disappeared with time. Similar findings, as well as a broader discussion of the issues in this research area, were reported in a recent comprehensive research synthesis (Dressler & Kamil, 2006; Genesee, Geva, Dressler, & Kamil, 2006). 

There is some evidence favoring the achievement of students who attend dual language or developmental bilingual programs (also known as developmental bilingual education or DBE) over transitional bilingual programs (Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, & Christian, 2006: Lindholm-Leary, 2001). In the former, both languages are taught simultaneously, with the goal of full proficiency in both languages. In the latter, the first language is used as a bridge or transition into the second language, after a period of three (early exit) to five (late exit) years. Since academic proficiency is developed and maintained in both languages, DBE programs are also referred to as maintenance bilingual programs.

There are methodological problems in examining student outcomes in DBE programs due to the possibility that families who enroll their students in dual language programs place higher value on bilingualism and/or are more invested in their child’s schooling. However, students in dual language  programs where both L1 and L2 are developed academically and maintained throughout a student’s academic career tend to have higher academic outcomes (Slavin & Cheung, 2005). In the focal district, these programs are known as Dual Immersion Programs. While it might be argued that dual language programs represent the  “Cadillac” model for the bilingual instruction of ELs, only 5% of all bilingual programs nationally implement this type of model (Thomas & Collier, 1997). The overwhelming majority of primary language instruction programs are transitional programs where the native language is used as a bridge to English.


Second language literacy. With respect to issues of literacy in second language learners, there have been two recent, major government-funded reviews of research on ELs. One of these major reviews was recently published by the by the 13-member National Literacy Panel (August & Shanahan, 2006), while a second major review was completed by researchers from the Center for Research on Education, Diversity, and Excellence, or CREDE
 (Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, & Christian, 2006). In addition to these major reviews, there have been four more narrowly focused meta-analyses that have examined the acquisition of literacy with ELs (Greene, 1997; Rolstad, Mahoney, & Glass, 2005; Slavin & Cheung, 2005; Willig,1985). The general conclusion has been that ELs’ achievement is enhanced when they are instructed in their home language in comparison to approaches which do not draw on the native language. The National Literacy Panel Report covered five areas: the development of literacy, cross-linguistic relationships, socio-cultural influences, instructional approaches and professional development, and student assessment. There are some general conclusions that can be drawn with respect to educating ELs and some general findings that appear to have general consensus. Goldenberg (2006) has summarized these points as follows:

· Instruction in the primary language aids achievement in the second language (e.g., 
English)

· Good instruction for ELs is similar to good instruction for other, English-speaking 
students

· ELs require instructional accommodations

One of the clearest findings is that teaching children academic skills such as reading is more effectively done in the first language. Learning to read in the first language produces superior results when reading in the second language is used as the outcome measure. The research suggests that literacy and other complex skills transfer across languages, that is, what you learn when you learn to read in your first language helps you become a better reader when you learn to read in your second language. This evidence argues against the intuitive belief that teaching children in the home language detracts from their achievement in English. While the effects of primary language instruction are not exceedingly large, they are big enough to be instructionally significant, on the order of about 12-15 percentile points. Given the achievement profiles of many EL students, a 12-15 percentile point achievement boost merits attention. 

In the area of reading comprehension specifically, which is critical to overall school success and which presents problems for many EL students, several instructional components are seen as key (Gersten, Baker, Shanahan, Linan-Thompson, Collins, & Scarcella, 2007; Lesaux, Koda, Siegel, & Sanan, 2006). These components, which might be expected to be central to any effective instructional program, include:
· Precursor and word-level skills (phonological awareness, letter knowledge, decoding, 
print concepts, word reading proficiency and oral proficiency)

· Understanding of literacy (including the connections between school literacy and 
everyday functional literacy)

· Experience with context-independent and formal uses of language as opposed to 
informal out-of-school language use

· Metalinguistic awareness (awareness of language structures, including syntactic and 
pragmatic awareness, ability to analyze and reflect on language forms and functions)

· Reader strategies  (both cognitive and metacognitive strategies, including rereading, 
concentrating, predicting outcomes)

· Background knowledge

· Motivational variables 
· Text factors (plot structure, pronoun reference, text content and difficulty, 
organization, vocabulary, density, syntactic complexity, discourse style, and genre)

One question regarding instructional practices for EL students is, “To what extent are instructional practices universal, and to what extent do they need to be specially tailored to EL students?” There is some suggestion that certain features of instruction are universally important, and that what is considered effective instruction for English speakers is probably effective for EL students. These include classroom features such as clear goals and objectives, clearly structured routines, motivational considerations to foster engagement, strategic opportunities for practice, accurate and detailed feedback, opportunity for application of material learned to meaningful problems, frequent formative assessment, etc. (Goldenberg, 2006). Similarly, in the domain of reading, ELs need to master phonemic awareness, decoding words (phonics), vocabulary, fluency (accurate and automatic word recognition and passage reading), and comprehension (literal and inferential understanding what is read) (August & Hakuta, 2006; National Reading Panel, 2000; Paris, 2005; Rueda, Velasco, & Lim, 2008). In sum, effective instruction for ELLs appears to be built on the same foundation as effective instruction for English speakers. It would be expected that optimal instructional approaches would incorporate these features in contextually appropriate ways that take in to account local features and student characteristics. 

Notwithstanding the previous comments, however, there is evidence that EL students need and benefit from instructional accommodations. This need does not stem from any inherent deficiencies within students. Rather, it has to do with limited English proficiency, which is correlated with low socio-economic status that often results in fewer learning opportunities. These restricted learning opportunities may result in less print access (in the first or second language), less exposure to adults who have advanced schooling, less opportunity to hear specialized academic vocabulary and school-based background knowledge, and other factors related to reading and school achievement (Gándara, Rumberger, Maxwell-Jolly, & Callahan, 2003). These factors may thus require more strategic and/or intensive instructional attention on the part of the teacher. Given the existing literature, it was expected that classrooms such as those observed in this study would exhibit many or most of the features that characterize good instructional practice, and would exhibit accommodations for EL students as needed.  
Classroom Social Organization: Interactions, Relationships, and Learning
Due to the work of Vygotsky (1978, 1987) and others who have extended his ideas (Kozulin, 1998; Rogoff, 2003; Tharp & Gallimore, 1989; Wertsch, 1998), teaching and learning have come to be seen more and more as not only cognitive processes but sociocultural processes as well (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000; Lambert & Combs, 1998; Schunk, 2004). 

The basis of sociocultural theory is that learning is socially mediated and rooted in specific cultural contexts. Vygotsky (1978, 1987) argued that learning occurs as individuals engage in culturally meaningful productive activity with the assistance of a more competent other. The learner must be participating at a level that produces learning and induces development. This “zone of proximal development” is the range between the level of difficulty at which an individual can perform independently and the highest level at which she can perform with assistance. As the learner moves through the zone, assistance is transformed from interpsychological (regulated by others) to intrapsychological (self regulated). 
One important component of the sociocultural aspects of these classroom learning processes is teacher-student interactions and relationships. There is long-standing evidence that these factors play an especially vital role in learning and academic achievement (Hartup, 1985; Pianta, 1999). Yet there is also evidence that relationships between minority children and teachers are often strained (Heath, 1983; McQuillan, 1998; Phillips 1983; U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1973; Valenzuela, 1999). These authors suggest that teachers’ lack of knowledge about students’ languages, cultures, and communities result in deficiency perspectives and inhibit the development of close relationships with students. 

Interactions between teachers and students take place within the context of relationships. A relationship consists of episodes of interaction that occur over time and that carry over based on previous interactions as well as affect toward the other (Hartup, 1985). Hartup (1985) suggests close relationships facilitate collaboration which result in assistance that is responsive to the learner. He further contends that the dialogue that takes place between people who know each other well and have an interest in joint participation is likely to more effectively mediate the process by which regulation of cognitive functions becomes internalized by the learner (Tizard, 1985). 

Studies have shown that the ways in which teachers interact with students, including the ratio of teacher talk to student talk, strategies for encouraging participation, and the ways they ignore or respect students’ needs, interests, concerns, and preferences have an important impact on motivation, task engagement, and ultimately learning (Chang-Wells & Wells, 1993; Pintrich, 2003; Valenzuela, 1999). 

Relationships are also built within larger social contexts. Teacher-student interactions and relationships are bound by the social organization of schools and classrooms (Pianta & Walsh 1996). Pianta (1999) suggests that typical characteristics of schools, such as the formality of classroom instruction, limit the types of interactions that take place. He argues that trust fostered between teachers and students while playing and talking outside of typical classroom contexts is key to student adjustment to school, affect toward the teacher and engagement in school and academic tasks. Noddings (1984) suggesed that caring involves seeing children as whole persons with emotional and social needs as well as academic needs. Valenzuela (1999) has extended this theory suggesting that “caring” for minority students involves recognizing their social position in society, being willing to discuss the issues that concern these students, and validating the diverse knowledge they bring to the classroom, including their language and experiences. 

The notion of using students’ existing knowledge and experiences as a departure point for instruction is consistent with research on funds of knowledge. This work seeks to make students’ hidden household and community resources revealed, validated, and built upon as resources for instruction (Gonzalez, Moll, & Amanti, 2005; Moll, Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez, 2001). Funds of knowledge refer to the practical and intellectual knowledge manifested in household and community activity. It constitutes the collective “everyday” knowledge found among social networks of households that function through the reciprocal exchange of resources (Moll & Greenberg 1990; Velez-Ibanez 1988). This exchange, essential to household survival, is sustained through confianza (mutual trust) which is re-established and confirmed through each reciprocal social transaction and produces relationships that are long lasting (Veléz-Ibáñez 1988). Moll & Greenberg (1990) argue that these relationships produce contexts in which proximal development occurs, as children participate in activities with people they trust. 

Research on teacher interactions with minority children have documented common use of the teacher recitation script (Mehan 1979), low academic expectations (McQuillan, 1998), and a lack of cultural responsiveness in classroom structure and organization (Yamauchi & Tharp 1995) and to their linguistic and intellectual resources (Heath 1983; Moll & Diaz, 1987; Ortíz 1988). The relationships that evolve from these classroom interactions are not likely to produce contexts that support learning. Yet most of these studies were not based on teachers working in  exemplary programs where the central goal was the accommodation of students’ needs. 

Given the seeming importance of these social and relational factors in the educational process, we expected that teachers we observed would, in various ways, attend to these considerations and draw on their knowledge of the culture and the community as resources for instruction. 
Motivational Considerations
Motivation has often been considered a trait that is inherent to students. Contemporary motivational theory, in contrast, has focused on the individual’s context-specific personal beliefs around specific tasks and activities and one’s ability to engage in those tasks. Schunk, Pintrich & Meece (2008) suggest that motivation is the process whereby goal-directed behavior is instigated and sustained. The central indicators of motivation include active choice, persistence, and mental effort, all of which are assumed to impact achievement. In general, there is wide agreement on the indices of motivation, however motivation theory is comprised of a family of related theories rather than one singular theory. In spite of this, researchers in the area of teaching and learning have come to appreciate the strong connection between cognitive influences and motivational influences on learning (Pintrich, 2003). 
Not surprisingly, motivational issues have become a topic of strong interest in the areas of reading and literacy (Baker, Dreher, & Guthrie, 2000; Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997; Guthrie & Alvermann, 1999; Guthrie, Wigfield, & Perencevich, 2004). The application of motivational principles and cognitive learning strategies is often referred to as reading engagement. Students who display motivated behavior, with regard to reading, are engaged readers who actively choose to read, persist at reading tasks, are strategic, and exert mental effort when confronted with reading challenges (Taboada, Guthrie, & McKay, 2007). This line of research has established a positive link between motivation and achievement, associating engagement with higher levels of reading comprehension and independent learning (Guthrie & Humenick, 2004; Guthrie, McRae, & Klauda, 2007).
It is clear that students need to learn the cognitive skills to become engaged readers. However, motivational factors are critical, including a purpose for reading (goal), interest in the content and text, and self efficacy as a reader (Rand Reading Study Group, 2002). One important influence on these motivational variables is the nature of the classroom organization, activities, and materials. Unfortunately, there is evidence to suggest that many common instructional practices, such as teacher-directed reading activities and a high ratio of teacher vs. student talk may negatively impact motivation not only in reading but in all areas (Sweet & Snow, 2003). Additionally, students in urban schools often contend with uninteresting reading materials and activities that do not reflect their prior knowledge or lives out of school. Low expectations, minimal challenge and a lack of choice and autonomy are also prevalent factors that often result in off-task behavior in reading and other areas in these classrooms (Powell, McIntyre, & Rightmeyer, 2006). 

In considering such factors, one possible means by which to increase reading motivation is to offer students opportunities for choice and control during reading instruction. Teachers whose instructional practices encourage autonomy and present students with some degree of meaningful control over their learning environment generally have students who report greater levels of competence, self-determination, and place greater value on school (Hardre & Reeve, 2003; Perencevich, 2007).
Research Questions

In spite of these converging findings about the importance of quality instruction and motivational factors in second language reading achievement, carefully documented information on what types of instruction work best with which learners, the best ways to allocate first and second language instructional time, and how the “nuts and bolts” of a successful program are organized, is lacking in the existing literature. Much work in this area is either purely descriptive, and does not tie classroom processes to student outcomes, or it is purely quantitative so that the underlying processes that lead to achievement differences are not clear. Thus, we set out to address the following research questions:  

· What are the distinctive elements of the alternative programs under study?

· What instructional methods, content, or organizational strategies differ as a result of applying the two approaches?
· What is the difference in academic achievement as measured on end-of-year tests between program participants and children with similar backgrounds who are not program participants?

· What policy recommendations can be suggested as a result of the findings of the research?

Methods

Research Context 

Archimedes Elementary School is located west of downtown in a congested area that has attracted Korean and Latino immigrants for many years. It opened almost a hundred years ago and grew around the original building. The principal has been at Archimedes since the mid-1980s and has many years of experience as an educator in the district. He shares, with his superintendent, a strong support for bilingual education despite a largely anti-bilingual climate in the rest of the district. He believes that maintaining students' native language not only boosts their self-esteem, but it gives them an advantage later in life over students who speak only one language. The school’s position is that it is very important for students to develop language skills in their primary language. Once they are solid in their native language the transition to (English) is smoother. According to Gold (2006), who conducted a study of selected effective bilingual programs in California, the school maintains high academic performance for all its language groups: Spanish – English Bilingual, Korean Dual Language Immersion and a transitional bilingual education program.

Orquidea Elementary, located southwest of downtown is a well-kept, pleasant site, located in a heavily immigrant, Spanish-speaking neighborhood. Students’ families come primarily from Mexico, Guatemala, and El Salvador. Most parents are fluent Spanish speakers, but a high percentage had little or no formal schooling in their childhood. Many parents speak an indigenous language of Mexico or Central America. Primary among these languages are Zapotec, Nahuatl (the language of the Aztec people of Mexico), Purepecha, and Maya.  Orquidea has had three different principals in the past five years with varying degrees of support for bilingual education, but the school also benefits from the strong support of the same pro-bilingual education superintendent as does Archimedes Elementary. 

Archimedes, a four track school, serves 998 students, while Orquidea, a single track school, serves 1478 students. The residents of Archimedes’s zip code are slightly more affluent than those of Orquidea’s, with a median income of $34,286 versus $25,175. Table 1 presents other background variables on the characteristics of students in the two schools as well as the entire district.

In general, the table suggests that the two schools serve primarily low SES students, non-native English speakers, mostly US-born, similar to the district as a whole. Orquidea has a somewhat higher percentage of homeless students than either the district or the other school, and a slightly lower percentage of students who have been reclassified as fluent English-speakers. Orquidea school has a higher percentage of students whose home language is Spanish, likely accounted for by the relatively higher number of students at Archimedes school whose home language is Korean. In short, the profiles of the two schools are similar in terms of SES, and similar to many of the urban schools in the wider metropolitan area of the city.

Classrooms. We examined eight classrooms, four at each school. At Orquidea School, we targeted four classrooms – a kindergarten class, a 1st grade class, a 2nd grade class, and a 4th grade class. At Archimedes School, we targeted a kindergarten, two 1st grades, and a 2nd grade class. Our initial plans called for matching grade levels across the schools, but school logistics did not permit this arrangement. In general, the strategy was to cover the range of grades that targeted early reading/literacy skills as well as grades that began to emphasize comprehension and more complex academic tasks. 

Research Approach

Classroom observations. The principal research approach utilized in this study was observational. Bilingual classroom observers visited the eight classrooms regularly during the school year. Each classroom was visited a total of ten times, and each observation lasted from 3-5 hours. Unstructured field notes were taken by bilingual trained observers (Ph.D. doctoral students and professional research staff from the district research office). Observers did not utilize pre-assigned categories; however they did focus on English language arts and reading/literacy. Training was given by the project directors for all data collectors. These observations were designed to capture as much detail as possible about the instructional setting and interactions within it. The field notes served as a written narrative describing in concrete terms, the activities and interactions observed. Classroom observers become the “eyes and ears” of the project and these notes described the overall context in which the Spanish language arts and ELD instruction takes place.  

Observers recorded field notes both during and after the completion of a given observation. Field notes were then rewritten in a complete narrative form when observers were no longer at the school, translating raw notes into the typed narrative utilized in the analysis. These rewrites took place within a day of the observation to make sure recollections were fresh. 

Motivation Observation Protocol.  In addition to the data collected through extensive field notes, classroom observers used an observation protocol every 15 minutes during the observations in order to provide a quantitative estimate of the reading motivation environment. With the use of the protocol, observers gathered data regarding several reading motivation constructs: autonomy, challenge, social interaction, importance, recognition and curiosity. These particular constructs were selected because they would be evidenced through observable student behaviors. A copy of the protocol used is found in Appendix B. 

Interviews and informal conversations.  In addition to formal and scheduled data collection, the investigators had many opportunities to converse with and informally interview the teachers, principals, and superintendent. In general, these conversations were focused around issues such as the history, development, and operation of the programs at each school.
Individual testing. The Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey- Revised (WMLS-R) (Alvarado, Ruef, & Frank, 2005) was administered by research staff from the district and by doctoral level students. All testers underwent several training sessions on administration of the measure by a district research staff member experienced in using this measure. It surveys a wide range of reading and literacy skills in both English and Spanish and consists of seven tests measuring different aspects of language proficiency: picture vocabulary; verbal analogies; letter-word identification; dictation; understanding directions; story recall; and passage comprehension (Alvarado, Ruef, Schrank, 2005). A description of each sub-test is found in Appendix B. All students were tested in both English and Spanish on two occasions, once at the beginning of the study, and once at the end of the study.   

Existing data. The other two measures employed in the study were taken from existing data sources, and included the California Standards Test (CST) in English language arts (ELA) and the Standards Based Tests in Spanish (STS) which are administered to students in Waiver to Basic and Dual Language Immersion programs district-wide. The CST in English language arts, mathematics, end-of-course science, NCLB (grade-level) science, and history/social science are comprised of items that were developed specifically to assess students' performance on California's content standards. The State Board of Education adopted the content standards specifying what all California children are expected to know and be able to do. The content standards are grade and course specific.

The STS report for students in grades two through four provides the student’s percent correct for each content area. For example, results for the STS in reading/language arts include the student’s percent correct for reading/language arts and for each of the following five content areas:  word analysis and vocabulary development; reading comprehension; literary response and analysis; written conventions; and writing strategies.
Data Analysis


Analysis of field note data. The research team created a coding scheme designed to capture classroom variables evident in the transcribed field notes, including grouping, language use, teacher versus student discourse, student engagement and affect, instructional approaches to teaching reading, evidence of higher versus lower order thinking, and student autonomy and reading motivation. These categories represent widely recognized key features of effective instruction for EL students that have been examined in other observational studies (Cirino et al, 2007; Foorman et al, 2004), prior internal district studies of bilingual programs, and our initial first read of the corpus of field notes. This resulted in nine categories which were comprised of 29 individual codes. The categories included grouping, language, discourse (as represented by predominant speaker[s]), student engagement, affect, cognitive challenge (higher- versus lower- order- thinking), instruction (constructivist vs. direct instruction), reading instruction focus, and autonomy (student choice). As an example, the category of grouping had three codes – large group, small group, and individual. 

These individual codes were applied to segments of field notes which represented five minute intervals of classroom observation time and which were noted in the field notes. By agreement, only one code from a given category was used to code any single five minute interval. The following categories of codes were mandatory: grouping, discourse, language (unless no talking was coded), engagement, choice, and affect. The following categories were not mandatory: reading instruction focus, higher vs. lower order thinking and constructivist vs. direct instruction. These codes are found in Appendix A

Analysis of test data. All students participating in the study were tested twice (a pretest given in Fall 2007 and a posttest give in Spring 2008) using the WMLS-R in English and Spanish. All raw scores were input into the WMLS-R computer software program provided by the publisher (Schrank & Woodcock, 2005). The program calculated weighted scores for each subtest and also a composite score. These weighted scores were used to create a dataset from which additional statistical analysis could be conducted.   

All statistical analyses were done using statistical software, SPSS.  In order to interpret the results of the WMLS-R, various statistical tests were conducted.  Each classroom ranged from 15 to 26 students.  Because these constitute small samples, non-parametric tests were conducted.

Only students who took both the pretest and the posttest are included in the results. A gain score was computed by subtracting the pretest score from the posttest score. Negative gain scores indicate that posttest scores were lower than pretest scores. Pretest means, posttest means, and mean gain scores (in English and Spanish) were calculated for each classroom. 
The following sections provide both a demographic and programmatic overview of the two study schools, as well as s summary of our findings.

Results
Background and Programmatic Assumptions

Given the importance of local contexts in understanding both the operation and outcomes, we summarize here briefly the background and development of the program at each research site.
Archimedes School. In recounting his early days at Archimedes, Mr. Jowear, the principal, recounted how his highly-recognized program started with the passage of Proposition 227, the English-only voter initiative. The Korean parents were concerned that their children were placed into English only classes. The Spanish language transitional bilingual program existed prior to and after Proposition 227, but because State officials did not view Korean as a phonetic language, they did not offer any native language services to Korean students. The school turned to the Korean consulate for help, wrote a grant to initiate the program, and opened the first Korean bilingual classroom. The Korean Dual Language Immersion program followed soon after. Mr. Jowear strongly believes that the key to his school’s success is teaching the child in English and in his or her home language. He also stated that native-speaking teachers are vitally important to the program as they have the language skills necessary to teach academic language. Currently, Archimedes School has a very positive reputation and parents line up early in the morning three to four days in advance to register children for kindergarten. 
In his 2006 study of six successful bilingual schools in California, which included Archimedes as one of the six recognized programs, Gold (2006) cites the Archimedes teachers’ belief that students excel academically when they are taught content in their native language at the same time they are learning English. The teachers indicated that students feel more comfortable when their inability to speak English doesn’t hamper them from learning subjects such as science and math. At Archimedes, the overall commitment to school-wide literacy in two languages is practiced beginning in kindergarten. When students are in English-only settings, "they're not learning anything except English," said the school’s bilingual coordinator. "They can't grasp any of the other concepts because they're still struggling with the language." 
Children in the Spanish Waiver to Basic program at Archimedes are taught with the Houghton-Mifflin Lectura/Reading English Language Arts program and transition out of bilingual education by 3rd grade. Lectura is organized into themes each of which contains various lessons broken up into days. The teacher’s guide provides five days of activities for three specific areas of content on a lesson grid.  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1The Lectura curriculum materials address phonemic awareness, high frequency words, fluency and reading comprehension skills and strategies during the Blue segment of the reading lesson; spelling, vocabulary, high-frequency words, combining syllables and building sentences during the Red section; and oral and written language during the Green section. In addition to assigning daily activities in each of the three areas, teachers are expected to provide daily ‘universal access,’ a time for students to learn to work independently and for teachers to work with individuals or small groups. 

Lectura takes the traditional approach to teaching Spanish language arts via alphabetic, syllabic, and phonetic principles
. Due to the close correspondence between phoneme and grapheme in Spanish, Lectura places much emphasis on phonics instruction. The sequence of phonics in Spanish is different from English due to the stability of the vowels in Spanish; each vowel has only one sound, no variations. Also integral to Lectura is the use of culturally appropriate materials, high-frequency words, concept development, and comprehension strategies. The following two excerpts illustrate how Ms. Lopez (kindergarten) emphasized the Red (grammar) and Green (writing) in her WB kindergarten at Archimedes.

	In the morning, students read independently either from their Lectura textbooks or from the classroom library. After about 20 minutes, the teacher says,“Okay,  ninos, hoy vamos a escribir en espanol sobre el…?”The students call out, “pato.” And the teacher tells them to spell the word. The students shout out how to spell out pato, as teacher writes it on top of the bubble map. She asks, “Y por que puse una mayuscula?”  Manuel, “Por que es titulo.”  Ms. Lopez makes a bubble map once more, she erased the English words she had previously written on the board, and says, “Oh se me olvido, las palabras en espanol”  Different students call out, “veo, color, comer, tiene, tiene, gusta, puede, pone.”  Ms. Lopez continues, “Okay y en donde se ve un pato?” Mia answers, “En el lago.”  Ms. Lopez doesn’t accept that answer, “Ya hicieron eso.”  Guille, “Parque.”  Ms. Lopez, “Okay y que color?”  The students shout out, “Amarillo.”  Ms. Lopez asks for help, “Ayudeneme a escribir ese color.” About half of the class shouts out the spelling for ‘amarillo.’  Ms. Lopez asks, “Y que come?”  The students shout, “Maiz.”  She asks for help again, and the students shout out the spelling for maiz. She asks, “Tiene acento?” About three students respond “en la i.”  “Muy bien, says Ms. Lopez.


	In the morning, students read independently either from their Lectura textbooks or from the classroom library. After about 20 minutes, the teacher says,“Okay,  kids today we are going to write in Spanish about the…?”  The students call out, “duck.” And the teacher tells them to spell the word. The students shout out how to spell out duck, as teacher writes it on top of the bubble map. She asks, “And why did I put an uppercase?”  Manuel, “Because it is the title.”  Ms. Lopez makes a bubble map once more, she erases the English words she had previously written on the board, and says, “Oh I forgot, the words in Spanish”  Different students call out, “see, color, eat, have, like, can, put.”  Ms. Lopez continues, “Okay, and where do we see a duck?” Mia answers, “In a lake.”  Ms. Lopez doesn’t accept that answer, “You already did that.”  Guille, “Park.”  Ms. Lopez, “Okay and what color?”  The students shout out, “Yellow.”  Ms. Lopez asks for help, “Help me write that color.” About half of the class shouts out the spelling for ‘yellow.’  Ms. Lopez asks, “And what does it eat?”  The students shout, “Corn.”  She asks for help again, and the students shout out the spelling for corn. She asks, “Does it have an accent?” About three students respond “in the i.”  “Very good, says Ms. Lopez.



As can be noted above, Ms. Lopez worked with her kindergarten students in independent reading, spelling, grammar, and vocabulary. The bulk of her language arts lessons is devoted to large group instruction and to seatwork. Students are often permitted to work together as Ms. Lopez pairs strong readers with struggling readers.


Archimedes’ reputation is certainly due, in part, to the community of Spanish and Korean Waiver to Basic teachers and students, the Korean Dual Language classes, and the Structure English Immersion classes all integrated under the leadership of the principal. All school materials are provided for parents in English, Spanish, and Korean and most teachers are bilingual or multilingual. Music and art instructional components are drawn from various cultures of the world; the classrooms and library are stocked with materials in Spanish and Korean as well as English, and there is a school-wide culture of respect for diversity. Mr. Jowaer indicated during an interview that, “…teachers can do what they want instructionally...as long as they keep their scores up.”

Orquidea School. According to teachers at Orquidea Elementary, the Dual Proficiency program,
 a teacher-developed, content-based developmental bilingual program, has been evolving for over 20 years. Its goal is to provide a genuine opportunity for high achievement in English and Spanish. Teachers report that Dual Proficiency employs modeling of high-level English and Spanish, heavily-scaffolded content-based instruction, explicit application of the Latin base of Spanish to academic English (Bailey, 2007), and extended learning opportunities during after school hours and intersession courses.  

Officially, Orquidea staff utilizes SRA/McGraw Hill’s Foro Abierto as the state approved Spanish-language instructional material to be used in bilingual classrooms grades K-6. Foro Abierto is a Spanish version of the Open Court Reading program. Like Lectura, Foro Abierto is highly structured and organized into themes. Because the study’s focal teachers, a K-4 vertical team, report having worked for so many years building their own program, they state that they use Foro Abierto to supplement their program, not as its core. The team encourages and invites other interested staff members to attend regular professional development meetings which they conduct themselves, to learn about the Dual Proficiency approach, how to integrate content instruction into all areas of the curriculum, and to share teacher-made Dual Proficiency materials.  

The teacher team consists of a stable core of members who have been collaborating for close to 20 years. Even newer members have for the most part been co-workers for ten or more years. The teachers are natives of Spain, Argentina, Mexico, Nicaragua or the United States with high levels of proficiency in both Spanish and English, thus they have the vocabulary and knowledge to teach content in both languages. This important fact differentiates the team from others whose Spanish skills are at a level useful for daily communication with students and parents or for teaching only elementary reading and writing. 

 The Dual Proficiency model calls for eighty percent of instruction in kindergarten to be conducted in the target language (Spanish). Since many of students come from homes where the parents have minimal formal education, the vertical teaching team say they ‘double-time’ the instructional day by using large percentages of comprehensible input in Spanish for integrated content and skills teaching, and by combining English Language Development (ELD) with music, rhythm, art, and physical education.

According to the Dual Proficiency teacher-program developers, all students initially develop literacy skills in L1 (Spanish). However, oral English Language Development begins on the first day of kindergarten. English literacy instruction and English language arts begin as soon as the child has advanced beyond the primer level in Spanish reading (usually second semester/Kindergarten) and has completed at least one semester of ELD carefully designed to integrate with and support primary language content learning. First grade instruction begins at the 70/30 ratio of Spanish to English and ends with approximately a 60/40 ratio.

Starting in the second semester of second grade, English and L1 (Spanish) are used equally; reading and writing assignments reflect the expectation of progress in both. Students take the Spanish Standards Test (STS) at the end of first grade and in subsequent years to assess progress in Spanish. Students take the CST at the end of second grade and each subsequent year through fifth grade to assess progress in English.

According to the teacher-developers of the program, the Dual Proficiency model makes extensive, explicit use of the Latin roots of Spanish as a bridge to higher-level academic English. Dual Proficiency teachers work to insure that the Latin-knowledge assets possessed by Spanish speakers are used to the fullest advantage. Teachers regularly and frequently tie the children’s Latin-based Spanish to academic English. The message that Spanish proficiency advances English proficiency is explicitly reiterated and demonstrated not only to the children, but also to their parents at Open House, parent in-services, classroom meetings, and any other parent-attended venue. Teachers endeavor to correct the public perception, including that of other staff members, that knowledge of Spanish is an obstacle to be overcome and replace it with evidence that Spanish, as spoken by the families of Orquidea students, is actually a very efficient ladder to cognitive academic language proficiency in English.

To reinforce high expectations in two languages, teaching centers on content areas in social science and science using thematic units in which work in both languages is integrated into the curriculum unit. Grade-level standards are addressed through a unified approach in which the whole academic day contributes to the elaboration of curricular goals. English Language Development is integrated directly into content instruction using songs, poems, plays, and varied approaches directly tied to the unit of content study.

In 2nd grade, most reading to and by children is expository (approximately 60%). Cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP) is explicitly tied to the child’s knowledge of Spanish. Spanish, which is Latin-based, is noted by the teachers to be an excellent ladder to higher CALP in English (Jimenez & Teague, in press) as well as Spanish. Team teachers consciously build skills while working to close the knowledge gap. They attempt to motivate children to read more productively by awakening their natural interest in learning about the world and then providing interesting content-based materials as well as class time to enjoy it. The following presents an excerpt from the second grade Waiver to Basic classroom at Orquidea. In this example, Ms. Melquiades introduces the topic of cave dwellers.
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	Ms. Melquiades, “Que es esto? (She holds up a picture of a migration map). Students chime, “Un mapa.”  Jazmine, “De las personas que …(and she pauses). The teacher confirms, “Right, y la palabra es muy importante. Primero, se trata del hombre primativo.”  Arturo calls out, “Se desplaza.”  Ms. Melquiades nods, “Se desplazaron. Empezamos en Africa y despues se desplazaron y se fueron a Europa. Empezaron en el norte de Africa. Porque se desplazaban?”  Henry calls out, “Un viento fuerte.”  The teacher muses, “Quizas el ambiente no era conveniente. Porque se desplazaron sus padres?”  Students call out, “Para trabajar.” She continues, “Right. El trabajo de ellos era matar, cazar, tejer. Cuando una person no tiene casa fija se llama -----?  She pauses, but gets no response, so she provides, “Nomadas. Nomadas son personas que necesitan cambiar de lugar a lugar. Se desplazan. Se desplazaron porque necesitan comida.”
Roberto,”The monkey the person was, how they change from monkeys?”  Ms. Melquiades asks with surprise, “Eramos monos?” Willie, “Carvenicolas.”  She corrects the misinterpretation, “Monos son otra clase de especias.” And writes ‘Mamifero”  - Las personas mamiferas.’  The children are excited because this becomes familiar territory to them. Henry says, “Changos son mamíferos.”. The teacher asks, “Changos son gorrillas?”  Children call out animal names and Ms. Melquiades writes on the board, “Caballos, elefantes, zorros, perros, vacas, leones, tigres, cerdos, pumas, ratones, leopaldos, mamuts!” She laughs and says, “Got it!  Stop. Switch your mind. Me encanta come está sentada la Rebecca. Willie is on fire. Great!”


	Ms. Melquiades “What is this? (She holds up a picture of a migration map). Students chime, “A map.”  Jazmine, “From the people that… (and she pauses). The teacher confirms, “Right, and the word is very important. First, it’s about the primitive man.”  Arturo calls out, “They move.”  Ms. Melquiades nods, “They moved. They started in Africa and then they moved and went to Europe. They started in north of Africa. Why did they move?”  Henry calls out, “A strong wind.”  The teacher muses, “Maybe the environment was not convenient.  Why did your parents move?”  Students call out, “To work.” She continues, “Right. Their job was to kill, hunt, knit. When a person doesn’t have a steady home is called-----?  She pauses, but gets no response, so she provides, “Nomads. Nomads are people who need to move from place to place. They move. They moved because they need food.”

Roberto, “The monkey the person was, how they change from monkeys?”  Ms. Melquiades asks with surprise, “We were apes?” Willie, “Cavemen.”  She corrects the misinterpretation, “Apes are another type of species.” And writes ‘Mammal”  - The mammal people.’  The children are excited because this becomes familiar territory to them. Henry says, “Monkeys are mammals.”  The teacher asks, “Monkeys are gorillas?”  Children call out animal names and Ms. Melquiades writes on the board, “Horses, elephants, foxes, dogs, cows, lions, tigers, pigs, pumas, mice, leopards, mammoths!” She laughs and says, “Got it!  Stop. Switch your mind. I like how Rebecca is sitting. Willie is on fire. Great!”



Ms. Melquiades has an easy rapport with her 2nd graders, She draws on the experiences of their parents when discussing migration and relates it to the migratory habits of cave dwellers. She challenges their assumptions about humans descending from apes and turns the lesson into an opportunity for students to identify warm blooded mammals. Teachers and children laugh and tell jokes frequently in this classroom.

Between-school Differences in Instructional Methods and Organizational Strategies

It will be recalled that observes noted five minute intervals during the time that they were recording observations in each classroom. These five minute intervals were then coded, as described earlier. Looking at teacher practice and student-teacher interaction across and between the two schools, we noted large differences between the two groups of teachers from Archimedes and Orquidea in their approaches to instruction. We observed differences with respect to grouping, language use, teacher versus student discourse, student engagement and affect, instructional approaches to teaching reading, evidence of higher versus lower order thinking, and student autonomy. Table 2 and Figure 1 provide the proportion of five minute intervals from the classroom observations in which specific features were observed. Effect sizes were calculated to determine if differences between the proportion of time devoted to specific structures or behaviors were educationally meaningful. Cohen (1988, 1992) gives the following guidelines for determining meaningful differences in  the social sciences: small effect size, d = 0.2; medium, d = 0.5; large, d = 0.8.
As can be seen in the table and figure, tabulations from Archimedes Elementary indicated greater proportions of  whole and individual grouping, Spanish language use, negative affect, lower- order-thinking, teaching phonics, grammar, and spelling, and giving children little to no choice in activities than did the teachers at Orquidea Elementary. At Orquidea, the analysis revealed proportionately more ‘small group’ instruction, constructivist pedagogy, building higher-order-thinking, giving students choices in how or what they worked on, and teaching comprehension. These proportions are consistent with the approach articulated by the teaching team at Orquidea. Inconsistent with the approach was the ‘No talking’ code which occurred more often at Orquidea than at Archimedes, particularly in one classroom.

Another difference between the two schools has to do with the manner by which reading was taught. At Archimedes, three out of four sample teachers implemented the Lectura curriculum. Among those who implemented Lectura, one provided no additional materials, and the other two widely supplemented the curriculum with additional reading materials or language arts skill builders. The following excerpt illustrates an Archimedes teacher’s use of curriculum materials. 

	Students are now on Leccion 11.  Juan reads, “Cuando Fermin anda en su bicicleta, su perro va con el.  El perro se siento en el asiento y pone las patas alrededor de Fermin.  Un dia Fermin y su perro iban en bicicleta a la tienda.  Un senor le pregunto a Fermin si podia sacarles una fotografia.  Fermin si podia sacarles una fotografia.  Fermin le dijo que si.  Esa noche Fermin tuvo una gran sorpresa.  El y su perro salieron en la telivision.  El senor habia tomado la fotografia para pasarla en la television.”  Mr. Noe, “Very good.,”  and calls on  Maria.”  Maria, “Cuando…[reads loud, well"]”  Mr. Noe, “Por verlo, Jose, donde estaba ella?”  Jose, “I don’t hear.”  Mr. Noe, “Jose lea,” Jose, “Cuando Fermin iba (sic- text says “anda”)”  Mr. Noe, “Iba?” Jose silent.  Jose, “Cuando Fermin anda en su bicicleta, su pero,” Mr. Noe corrects him “perro.” Jose continues to read and says perro correctly, Mr. Noe helps him when he makes mistakes. Miguel continues to read Leccion 11 and gives his answer, “El se fue a la escula.”  Ms. Noe, “En la noche?” Jose nods.  The other students raise their hands and wait their turn. Adrian says, “El mejor titulo es Fermin y su perro salen en la bicicleta.”  Oscar, “ Television!” Mr. Noe asks Adam to read the next one, Mr. Noe corrects him several times on the word “perro” Adam, “2-Cuando Fermin anda en bicicleta, su perro, su perro corre detras de el.”  Some students, “No!”  Mr. Noe, “No, but it’s ok.”  Mr. Noe asks for correct answer.  Students, “D) anda en la bicicleta tambien.”  Mr. Noe asks Maria to read 3.  Maria, “3-Un senor le pregunto a Fermin si podia (B) tomarles una fotografia.”  Mr. Noe, “B correct,” Mr. Noe asks Marcela to read 4, Mr. Noe corrects her while she reads.  Marcela, “4-Cuando Fermin tuvo la gran sorpresa, estaba [pause]”  Mr. Noe, “Estaba que?”  Marcela silent.  Mr. Noe, “Estaba que?”  Yolanda, “Mirando la television.”  Mr. Noe asks Sandra to read #5.  [T says for that one there is no correct answer because you cannot see the picture.]  
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	Students are now on Lesson 11.  Juan reads, “When Fermin rides his bicycle, his dog goes with him. The dog sits on the seat and puts his paws around Fermin.  One day, Fermin and his dog rode the bicycle to the store.  A man asked Fermin if he could take their picture.  Fermin said yes.  That night, Fermin had a big surprise.  He and his dog appeared on television.  The man had taken the picture to put it on television.”  Mr. Noe, “Very good.,”  and calls on  Maria.”  Maria, “When…[she reads well and cleaarly]”  Mr. Noe, “Let’s see,  Jose, where was she?”  Jose, “I don’t hear.”  Mr. Noe, “Jose read,” Jose, “When Fermin went (sic- text says “rode”).”Mr. Noe, “Went?” Jose remains silent.  Jose, “When Fermin rides his bicycle, his dog goes with him.” Mr. Noe corrects his pronunciation of the word ‘dog’ in Spanish. Jose continues to read and says ‘dog’ correctly, Mr. Noe helps him when he makes mistakes. Miguel continues to read Lesson 11 and gives his answer, “He went to school.” Ms. Noe, “In the night? Jose nods. The other students raise their hands and wait their turn. Adrian says, “The best title is Fermin and his dog go out on the bike.” Oscar, “Television!” Mr. Noe asks Adam to read the next one and corrects him several times on the word “dog.” Adam, “Fermin is on the bike, his dog runs behind him. Some students call out, “No!” Mr. Noe says, “No, but it’s okay,” Mr. Noe asks for correct answer. The students say that the dog is on the bike, too. The teacher asks Maria to read Number 3.  Maria says, “A man asked Fermin if he could (B) take a picture of him.” Mr. Noe says, “B correct,” and asks Marcela to read number 4.  He corrects her while she reads. Marcela, “4-When Fermin had the big surprise, he was [pause].”  Mr. Noe prompts, “He was what?” Marcela stays silent.  The teacher asks again, “He was what?” Yolanda says, “Watching television.”  Mr. Noe calls on Sandra to read #5.  He says for that one there is no correct answer because you cannot see the picture.



There were also educationally meaningful differences between the teacher practices observed at Orquidea and at Archimedes, particularly with respect to student choice and no choice. Autonomy support refers to the teacher’s guidance in helping students experience meaningful choice among text and tasks so that students are thereby more motivated to engage in reading (Guthrie, 2000; Hardre & Reeve, 2003).
Motivational Features Revealed in the Motivation Observation Protocol
In studying six specific reading motivation constructs (autonomy, challenge, social interaction, importance, recognition and curiosity/interest), the data revealed unique differences among the levels evident between the two schools (See Table 3 and Figure 2). There appeared to be a wide range in the levels of reading motivation present in the classrooms, with relatively more instances of reading motivation observed for students in Orquidea Elementary School classrooms in comparison to their counterparts at Archimedes Elementary School. For example, data from first grade and second grade classrooms suggested that the instructional practices of teachers at Orquidea were at least twice as likely to result in opportunities for reading motivation compared to those of teachers at Archimedes.

 There were also differences in the area of autonomy-supportive instructional practices (See Figure 3). It will be recalled that autonomy support was defined to include 1) Teacher encourages students to make choices regarding reading activities. (Content, duration of reading time, location of reading activity, task they perform with text, strategies that they believe are effective for them, partners; 2) Teacher provides time for students to read independent of class assignments; 3) Teacher explains to students why they are reading a particular text; 4 ) Teacher provides students with opportunities for self-expression during reading discussions; 5) Teacher allows students to participate in the evaluation process and have opportunities to assess their own reading work. At Orquidea, students specifically experienced greater autonomy through opportunities to make choices regarding reading activities and time for independent reading, and all five examples of autonomy were present during classroom observations. However, they varied in frequency and practice. By far the greatest autonomy afforded to students was providing time for independent reading, and the least frequent was allowing opportunities for self-expression.
As an example from a fourth-grade classroom, students were provided the opportunity to engage in self-selected literacy activities during writers’ workshop. These students were not only engaged in the reading and writing process but also exhibited high levels of self-regulation. The data also suggest that perhaps teachers who did not rely on scripted programs may have possessed greater freedom in designing their curriculum contributed to greater levels of autonomy support and reading motivation. In one example from a fourth-grade classroom, students were provided the opportunity to engage in self-selected literacy activities during writers’ workshop. Students engaged in various reading and writing tasks, either on their own or in collaboration with other students, without prompting from the teacher.
	Ms. Barela said, “I’m going to put up my conference list. Monica, put your name on the board.” She briefly paused before adding, “Stop. Look. Listen. In your writing, a few of you wrote about vacations. Think about setting. What did you see or hear? I need more description. Come sign up so I know what order to take you.” The students were then allowed to move at their own pace and choose their activity. Four students sat at the computers “publishing” the final step of the writing process approach to writing instruction. Two students sat on a beanbag reading and discussing their writing in Spanish. Three students selected free reading materials from the teacher’s extensive library.


The instructional practices of teachers at Orquidea showed greater evidence of generating interest with regard to reading. Interest was defined to include: 1) Teacher encourages students to read about what interests them; 2) Teacher creates book anticipation and prompts whole book reading; 3) Teacher uses students’ cultural backgrounds and experiences as a platform to develop their interests and curiosities for learning; and 4) Teacher provides opportunities for students to ask their own questions. One of the four teachers at Archimedes fostered an interest in reading through her instructional practices, specifically by creating book anticipation. All four teachers at Orquidea showed evidence of nurturing students’ interests. Two teachers in particular incorporated students’ cultural and linguistic backgrounds during reading activities. The following example, demonstrates how a teacher utilized her students’ knowledge of traditional medicine to elicit suggestions for a pre-writing exercise. 
	The teacher poses a question to the class, “What is popular medicine? Traditional? Folk medicine? Medicina tradicional?” A few hands go up around the class. The teacher says, “I’m waiting for Jesus. You can look up there. Give him a minute to think.” Jesus says, “No es lo que te receta un doctor.” The teacher agrees and repeats his answer for the class. She tells the students, “Yeah, did you hear? No es lo que te receta un doctor. Como se dice medicina moderna?” The teacher faces the white board and draws circles for a bubble map. She announces, “Una mapa de burbujas de recetas. Ideas que han escuchado de cómo tratar una enfermedad. Si yo escuche, la gripa. Voy a ser una mapa burbuja sobre como tratar la gripa con solo medicina tradicional.” The teacher writes the words “la gripa” in the middle of the bubble. Sandra raises her hand and says, “Vaporub.” The teacher repeats, “Vaporub. Tradicion Mexicana. Adonde se encuentra? Viene de que? La ruta de menta?” She turns around and draws a circle with the word Vaporub in it. Luis tells the class his aunt once ate Vaporub and the students say, “Ewww.” Diana agrees that Vaporub is an effective remedy and says, “Dicen que es buena.” The teacher asks the class how it is used. She asks, “Adonde se pone?” The students respond and she tells them to continue writing down notes. The teacher then asks for one more example, “Una mas?” Angela says, “Tomar te de manzanilla.” The teacher asks, “Cuando?”

She then draws a circle with the words “te de manzanilla” in it. Ricardo says, “Todo el dia.” But other students suggest that it is best to drink the tea in the morning. Another student believes that lemom and honey should be added to the tea. The teacher affirms all their ideas and says, “Yes. We are brainstorming.”



With regard to challenge, social interaction and recognition, there were slight differences between the schools. However, there is evidence to suggest that certain teachers, regardless of the school, selected instructional practices that fostered one construct in particular. For example, the instructional practices of one teacher at Orquidea showed evidence of recogntion-supportive practices during 33 percent of the 5-min intervals as opposed to the other teachers who showed evidence during nine ore less percent of the time. The striking difference is due to the teacher’s consistent use of feedback regarding their reading progress. During reading activities, the teacher often worked with small groups of students and provided them with specific comments and suggestions to help improve their reading. On one occasion, the teacher comments on a student’s fluency.

Teacher begins to listen to Veronica read and then tells her that she must practice reading more. Her reading speed must be worked on for she is still reading syllable by syllable. The teacher tells Veronica that she wants her to be able to read some of the words in their entirety.

Academic Outcomes

To address this dimension of the study, the research team used the results from three separate test batteries:  1) the WMLS-R in English and Spanish; 2) the Standards Based Tests in Spanish (STS), administered to students in Waiver to Basic and Dual Language Immersion programs district-wide; and 3) the California Standards Test in English Language Arts (CST) administered to students in grades 2-11 district-wide. (See Table 4. The Woodcock-Muñoz battery was administered by the research team, the other tests were administered by the schools as part of the state accountability program).

Woodcock- Muñoz Language Survey: Individual subtest scores. Table 5 presents the pre-test and post-test results of the WMLS-R by grade, school, and subtest. 


In kindergarten, mean gain scores for Archimedes students on all subtests in English and Spanish were significant, except for Story Recall in Spanish. At Orquidea, the mean gain score English and Spanish were significant in both languages. 


In 1st grade, the mean gain scores for one of the classes at Archimedes were significant except for Story Recall in English and Understanding Directions and Story Recall in Spanish. At the other 1st grade at Archimedes, gains were significant except Story Recall in English and Picture Vocabulary in Spanish. At the 1st grade at Orquidea, all gains were significant except in Story Recall in both languages.


In 2nd grade, at Archimedes, gains were significant in all subtests except Verbal Analogies, Story Recall, and Passage Comprehension in English and Letter-Word Identification, Story Recall, and Passage Comprehension in Spanish. At Orquidea, all gains were significant with the exception of Understanding Directions in English and Spanish, and Story Recall in Spanish. 


In 4th grade, all gains were significant except Verbal Analogies and Story Recall in English. Generally, all classrooms demonstrated gains from the pre-test to the post-test, indicating growth in language proficiency as measured by the WMLS-R in English and Spanish.  Both Archimedes and Orquidea demonstrated significant gains over the course of the academic school year.


Woodcock- Muñoz Language Survey: Composite scores. Table 6 presents the data on composite scores for the test. The composite gain scores for all study classrooms were statistically significant and there were no overall differences between the two schools on the composites of the  seven subtests in both languages (Test 1 - Picture Vocabulary; Test 2 - Verbal Analogies; Test 3 - Letter-Word Identification; Test 4 - Dictation; Test 5 - Understanding Directions; Test 6 - Story Recall; And Test 7 - Passage Comprehension). Generally, all classrooms demonstrated gains from the pre-test to the post-test, indicating growth in language proficiency as measured by the WMLS-R in English and Spanish. Both Archimedes and Orquidea demonstrated significant gains over the course of the academic school year. Table 7 shows the subtests on which individual classrooms did not demonstrate significant gains. 


Standards Based Tests in Spanish (STS). Table 8 shows the percentage correct scores for sample classrooms from Orquidea and from all second grade classrooms at Archimedes. As can be noted, scores were generally quite high with the exception of the writing scores in second grade classrooms from both schools.  


California Standards Tests (CST) in English Language Arts. Table 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 demonstrate a comparison between CST – ELA scores for Spanish-speaking students at Orquidea and Archimedes, comparing them to other classes in those schools not in the study. Each table reads from left to right in order of increased percentages of students scoring proficient or advanced in the CST – ELA. 


Data were also available for the entire school as well as the district for comparative purposes.  Table 14 illustrates that, as a school, Orquidea’s Spanish speaking students did not generally perform as well on this English test as did Spanish speaking students throughout the district. Archimedes students, in turn, outperformed Spanish speaking students throughout the district. Interestingly, the students in the two sample classrooms from Orquidea outperformed them all. Overall, twice as many Spanish speaking students who were English proficient and who studied in mainstream classes scored proficient or advanced on the CST than did their peers in Dual Language Immersion, Waiver to Basic or Structured English Immersion classes. Many more Spanish speakers excelled in Dual Language Immersion classes than did Spanish speakers in Waiver to Basic or Structured English Immersion classes. The table also suggests that Archimedes had a strong Waiver to Basic program and that at Orquidea; Spanish speakers in Waiver to Basic performed better than Spanish speakers in Structured English Immersion classrooms. Also of interest in terms of the students at the schools, Orquidea Spanish speaking students were more likely to start school speaking no English (ELD level one) than were their peers in the greater District or in Archimedes (Table 15).
Summary and Conclusions

What Policy Recommendations Can Be Suggested?

We became interested in this study when we discovered teachers who were truly making a difference for their students. The students at Orquidea Elementary are those students who would, by every demographic measure, be considered students at risk. They are poor immigrants whose parents have very limited formal education and, in many cases, are illiterate in their home language. Virtually all of the Dual Proficiency at Orquidea children come to school with little or no English. They begin as ELD 1, which is a low level of English proficiency, and some are exclusively speakers of an indigenous language of Mexico or Central America. Yet, during the time they spend with the Dual Proficiency cohort teachers, they thrive. They are happy, motivated, intelligent children and they show us what they can achieve with a positive learning environment and effective instruction. At Archimedes, the vision of the principal creates a warm, welcoming school in which multilingual staff, parents, and students are encouraged to succeed and many do. We have tried to capture the unique as well as distinctive features which characterize the schools, and these are summarized in Table 16. In reply to the question, then, “What policy recommendations can be suggested as a result of the findings of the research?” we offer the following conclusions from our extensive observations and analysis of the data generated:

For a bilingual program to survive, someone has to have the courage to support it (administrators, teachers, parents). Unfortunately, the precipitous decline in the number of bilingual classrooms in this state and district makes this point more salient than ever. Archimedes Elementary is a learning community that pays close attention to research on effective schools and programs for EL students. Accountability for achievement in Spanish and English language arts is a clearly stated foundation for the bilingual program. Average student achievement is above the 75th percentile in Spanish reading for second graders at Archimedes. The principal maintains that, because his scores are high, the district administrators allow him broad discretion to permit different approaches leading to desirable student outcomes. At Orquidea School, the Dual Proficiency has developed over time through the collaborative efforts of the teachers, who have maintained a very effective professional development community. However, this program has only been able to continue with strategic administrative support.

Successful programs take an additive, rather than subtractive approach to bilingual education. From Ms. Parra’s kindergarten through all following grades of Dual Proficiency at Orquidea, a consistent message is sent: “You (the student) are expected to progress in two languages. Your Spanish knowledge will directly help you to reach a higher level in English than you would be able to reach otherwise.” It is a guiding, central principle, the first step in teaching the child how to use an effective tool, his/her Latin-based native language, to access academic English. Throughout the year in every Dual Proficiency class teachers constantly and explicitly relate academic Spanish to academic English. This is not an occasional procedure; it is a key part of virtually every school day. From kindergarten, the tie between Latin-based Spanish and Latin-based academic English forms the connecting rungs of the two-language ladder speeding the child to higher comprehension of content-based reading material and greater mastery of grade-level standards in all content areas.
Not all bilingual approaches, programs, curricula, or teachers are equally successful.
Among the eight teachers observed, there was a range of interactional and instructional styles, Spanish language ability, years of teaching experience, philosophical approaches to bilingual education, effort expended and, concomitantly, student outcomes in both English and Spanish. It is exactly these types of variations, which are an undeniable feature of any school program, that make strict comparisons difficult. However, where we observed the most success, we saw teachers who, on their own time, worked together to examine their own practice and to problem solve, teachers who thought deeply about what their students knew and what they needed to learn, and who had a deep and abiding respect for the children with whom they worked. Teacher problem-solving ability and drive also played a role in the success stories. 
One year with a strong teacher or program is not sufficient. At Orquidea School, two 4th grade classrooms were team-taught in language arts during the study, with one of the target teachers as a member of the team. Thus, one class taught by this teacher had been part of the Dual Proficiency program since Kindergarten, while the other class had been part of the program. Unfortunately, data was not collected by the research team on the non-study 4th grade students who received language arts instruction for one year from the study-participant teacher was not conducted. Interestingly, the students in the second class who had not been a part of the Dual Proficiency cohort since kindergarten simply did not perform as well as those who had been with cohort teachers for five years, despite their being taught during the study  year by an excellent teacher using an innovative and content-rich program. Thus, a strong hypothesis suggested by the student outcomes from these two classes is that length of time in the program makes a difference.  
Several years with strong teachers or programs give EL students the opportunity to grow at the same pace as their English speaking peers. The CST English Language Arts outcomes for Dual Proficiency students at Orquidea demonstrate that consistent content-based, meaningful instructional units based on over-arching academic themes yield strong results. The academic content units taught in Dual Proficiency are developed to meaningfully value, elucidate, and apply the child’s multi-faceted cultural heritage: European, Hispanic, and Indigenous while advancing the students’ mastery of California content standards. Teachers affirm the importance of ongoing and long-term support for students in both English and Spanish and maintain contact and support for the student community long after the classes have moved on to subsequent grades.

Scripted programs may have an impact on teacher behaviors with respect to motivating and engaging students. Examination of the effect sizes of differences on the categories that were coded for in the observational notes, and the reading motivation data coded with the observation protocol, suggested that there were some differences between programs in several areas related to motivation. The classroom observers noted that often the structured programs did not allow teachers much flexibility in areas that might impact motivational factors such as grouping, type of seatwork, time devoted to teaching phonics, grammar and spelling as compared to developing vocabulary related to academic content (CALP)  comprehension, and giving students choices in how or what they worked on. Another hypothesis is that teachers might choose not to extend the instruction beyond the minimum called for by the curriculum.
While our data are not conclusive on this point, it is worth investigating more systematically, since commercial programs may not attend to motivational issues as much as other aspects
Different approaches can produce results. At Archimedes, Ms. Lopez teaches in a very structured manner with high expectations for all her kindergarten students in both English and Spanish. She firmly believes that all kindergarten students can be taught to write a complete story not just a sentence, and the majority of students reach that goal by the end of the academic year. She gives short speeches to her students about the value of hard work, what it meant to be a good student, and how important it is to go to college. While not widely considered developmentally appropriate kindergarten instruction, her methods yield academic success.

Professional development and a learning community are essential. The schools we observed were very distinct in terms of professional development. At Archimedes, the principal was the instructional leader and architect of the program, and had the larger vision of the program and its development. The principal had a strong role in the area of professional development, and took an active role in instructional matters, including modeling lessons, observing instruction, etc. Professional development was practical and more focused on student outcomes. An important marker of success at this school was formal accountability measures, primarily high-stakes standardized tests. 

At Orquidea, the professional development (as well as the program itself) was carried out by the teachers themselves. Instruction was also the focus at these sessions, including presentations by individual teachers of their implementation of the program, general discussions about the program philosophy and theory, discussions about specific teaching issues or problems, etc. The professional development was highly practice-focused, but theoretical considerations about second-language and learning were also central and explicit. An important indicator of success for these teachers was informal measures, performance based assessments, and day to day monitoring of individual student progress. While the current climate did not permit ignoring standardized assessment results, these did not drive the program. 

While the programs were quite different, they did share certain key elements – a shared vision, a strong focus on instruction, regular interaction around pedagogy, a strong focus on students, and a focus on results as a barometer for effectiveness. We would propose that these should be at the core of every successful program.
The debate about which language to use in instruction should be superseded by a focus on instructional quality. As noted at the beginning of the report, much debate has taken place about the language of instruction issue for English learners. It is our belief, reinforced by this study,that the focus should rather be on the quality of instruction. With respect to this issue, the work on effective bilingual programs suggests that there is not a single indicator of high performing or effective programs for English learner students, but rather multiple features that have been found to characterize effectiveness (Gold, 2006). Summarizing the results of several “effectiveness” studies for English learner students, as well as his own case studies of six exemplary programs, Gold noted the following features:

· The bilingual programs were a school-wide effort.

· Teachers collaborated and team­taught, particularly for ELD instruction.

· Staff demonstrated extensive language and cultural competence.

· Staff displayed overall support for language and cultural diversity.

· Staff demonstrated a focus on the individual student and differentiated instruction.

· The school culture emphasized consistent monitoring of students’ progress and teaching to rigorous academic standards.

· Staff articulated rigorous expectations of staff and students.

· Consistent leadership supported and benefited programs and instruction.

· Staff demonstrated a focus on consistent, coherent program design.

These factors characterized the schools we studied, although the specifics of how they were implemented in day-to-day school life was often quite different. But the consistency with which they have appeared in the literature and in this study as well suggest that they represent a strong set of principles that should be used as a guide in creating or evaluating programs for this population.

Limitations

There were limitations of this work that need to be taken in to account in considering the findings. For example, this study was descriptive, and did not set out to test hypotheses regarding the programs. In addition, our sample was relatively small – eight classrooms and further limited in other respects as well (one geographic area, one district, and a relatively short time span). The time period of the study was especially important, because although we were able to test students at two time points in both English and Spanish, multiple time points spanning years are needed to understand longitudinal growth of the type we are interested in. In spite of these limitations, however, we are confident that we gained a good understanding of the basic dynamics of the two schools, how their programs developed, how they evolved in separate ways, and how they currently operate. 

Future Questions

There are many questions which this study raised but could not answer. Among these are the following:

· What are the long term academic gains over time based on participation in these different programs? 

· Do the outcomes of program model vary by student background and characteristics?

· What are the specific components of the overall programs and models that are effective? 

· Are learning outcomes tied to the amount of time spent in the program? 

· What are the best (meaningful, sensitive, comprehensive) and indicators of student outcomes in addition to high stakes standardized tests?

· What are the factors that sustain teacher-developed professional learning communities?

· What is the necessary and sufficient teacher expertise required to be an effective teacher of EL students? 

· What are the motivational implications of commercially-based and teacher-developed curricular materials? 

· Do commercial programs limit the freedom of teachers to flexibly adapt to the motivational needs of students? 

· What is the role of administrative support in sustaining instructional programs for EL students? 

Given the numbers of EL students, not only in urban schools but in all parts of the country as well, it will be increasingly important to distill the features of exemplary programs. This should not be done with an eye toward uncritical replication without attention to the dynamics and ecology of the local context, but rather with an eye toward uncovering instructionally-relevant principles that help inform which programs work for which students under which circumstances. 

Table 1. Background characteristics of the students by school 
	
	School
	District

	Characteristic
	Archimedes
	Orquidea
	

	Free Lunch
	88.3%
	94%
	91.9%

	Homeless
	.4%
	8.7%
	1.6%

	Born in USA
	76.4%
	88.1%
	90.2%

	EL Percentage
	60.4%
	71.2%
	42.2%

	Home language- Spanish
	51.5%
	91.1%
	53.8%

	Home language – Korean
	20%
	.1%
	.9%

	Reclassified
	15.6%
	6.1%
	14.6%

	(What percent of the reclassified at Archimedes were the Korean speakers?)
	
	
	


Table 2. Proportion of five-minute intervals in which instructional features were present

	Proportion of time spent in:
	School
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	Effect size

	Large group
	Archimedes
	.59
	.21
	.03
	.53

	 
	Orquidea
	.48
	.21
	.03
	

	Small group
	Archimedes
	.08
	.12
	.02
	-1.27

	 
	Orquidea
	.34
	.26
	.04
	

	Individual work
	Archimedes
	.36
	.16
	.02
	.93

	 
	Orquidea
	.18
	.22
	.03
	

	Spanish
	Archimedes
	.52
	.30
	.05
	.48

	 
	Orquidea
	.38
	.30
	.05
	

	English
	Archimedes
	.36
	.31
	.05
	-.18

	 
	Orquidea
	.41
	.28
	.04
	

	Half Eng & Span
	Archimedes
	.09
	.08
	.01
	-.25

	 
	Orquidea
	.12
	.14
	.02
	

	Teacher talking
	Archimedes
	.63
	.21
	.03
	.40

	 
	Orquidea
	.55
	.20
	.03
	

	Student talking
	Archimedes
	.06
	.11
	.02
	-.13

	 
	Orquidea
	.08
	.12
	.02
	

	Half T/S talk
	Archimedes
	.23
	.21
	.03
	-.20

	 
	Orquidea
	.28
	.21
	.03
	

	Student engaged
	Archimedes
	.62
	.22
	.04
	-.27

	 
	Orquidea
	.68
	.23
	.04
	

	Somewhat engaged
	Archimedes
	.35
	.22
	.03
	.33

	 
	Orquidea
	.28
	.19
	.03
	

	Not engaged
	Archimedes
	.04
	.05
	.01
	-.10

	 
	Orquidea
	.04
	.07
	.01
	

	Positive affect
	Archimedes
	.88
	.13
	.02
	-.20

	 
	Orquidea
	.90
	.08
	.01
	

	Negative affect
	Archimedes
	.10
	.12
	.02
	.49

	 
	Orquidea
	.05
	.06
	.01
	

	Higher order thinking
	Archimedes
	.09
	.14
	.02
	-.72

	 
	Orquidea
	.22
	.20
	.03
	

	Lower order thinking
	Archimedes
	.83
	.18
	.03
	.66

	 
	Orquidea
	.70
	.22
	.03
	

	Direct instruction
	Archimedes
	.45
	.27
	.04
	.34

	 
	Orquidea
	.35
	.30
	.05
	

	Constructivist instruc
	Archimedes
	.07
	.13
	.02
	-.57

	 
	Orquidea
	.16
	.16
	.03
	

	Teaching phonics
	Archimedes
	.09
	.10
	.02
	.58

	 
	Orquidea
	.03
	.10
	.02
	

	Teaching vocabulary
	Archimedes
	.22
	.21
	.03
	-.27

	 
	Orquidea
	.28
	.21
	.03
	

	Oral reading
	Archimedes
	.22
	.16
	.02
	.39

	 
	Orquidea
	.16
	.16
	.02
	

	Silent reading
	Archimedes
	.10
	.10
	.02
	-.06

	 
	Orquidea
	.11
	.15
	.02
	

	Comprehension
	Archimedes
	.15
	.14
	.02
	-.52

	 
	Orquidea
	.25
	.22
	.03
	

	Teaching writing
	Archimedes
	.30
	.24
	.04
	.14

	 
	Orquidea
	.27
	.19
	.03
	

	Student choice
	Archimedes
	.09
	.15
	.02
	-.59

	 
	Orquidea
	.20
	.21
	.03
	

	No student choice
	Archimedes
	.89
	.15
	.02
	.57

	 
	Orquidea
	.78
	.21
	.03
	

	Nobody talks
	Archimedes
	.04
	.06
	.01
	-.50

	 
	Orquidea
	.08
	.11
	.02
	

	Grammar/spelling
	Archimedes
	.17
	.17
	.03
	.96

	 
	Orquidea
	.04
	.07
	.01
	


Table 3. Proportion of fifteen-minute intervals with instances of reading motivation

	
	Archimedes School
	Orquidea School

	
	Class 1
	Class 2
	Class 3
	Class 4
	Class 1
	Class 2
	Class 3
	Class 4

	Instances of Reading Motivation
	15

(17%)
	2

(3%)
	25
(28%)
	17
(20%)
	67

(63%)
	28

(36%)
	52

(50%)
	34

(45%)

	Number of Data Points
	87
	70
	97
	87
	106
	77
	104
	76


Table 4. Data sources used for examining academic outcomes 

	Test
	Grades tested

	Data collected by Project

Woodcock-Munoz (Spanish pre- & posttest) 
	K, 1, 2, 4

	Woodcock-Munoz (English pre- & posttest)
	K, 1, 2, 4

	Existing Data
Standards Based Tests in Spanish (STS)
	2, 4

	California Standards Tests (CST)
	2,4


Table 5. Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey Subtest Results

	
	
	
	Woodcock=Muñoz Language Survey Subtest

	Grade/
School
	Language
	Test
Period
	Picture
Vocab.
	Verbal

Analogies
	Letter
Word

ID
	Dictation
	Understand
Directions
	Story
Recall
	Passage
Comp.

	K/Archimedes
	English
	Pretest
	413.57
	443.76
	359.38
	401.52
	444.24
	469.81
	382

	
	
	Posttest
	428.62
	452.29
	388.48
	413.95
	451.95
	477.81
	417.95

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	462.14
	450.62
	407.76
	427
	449.57
	470.95
	399

	
	
	Posttest
	467.38
	459.81
	442.52
	438.52
	458.71
	476.62
	433.76

	K/Orquidea
	English
	Pretest
	403.25
	437
	349
	383.7
	437.95
	466.4
	389.95

	
	
	Posttest
	417.4
	445.5
	385.9
	409.4
	452.95
	474.75
	412.7

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	456.65
	453.15
	379.35
	409.05
	451.25
	460.9
	373.15

	
	
	Posttest
	463.95
	461.4
	450
	450.6
	460.65
	474.95
	428.35

	1/Archimedes
	English
	Pretest
	437.33
	462.33
	436.53
	438.33
	460.8
	485.13
	435.8

	
	
	Posttest
	448.93
	469.6
	457.53
	457.73
	467.67
	489.07
	455.93

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	467.8
	462.27
	469.47
	459.47
	461.33
	487.07
	442.73

	
	
	Posttest
	474.07
	467.07
	488.93
	476.53
	466.6
	485.4
	466.8

	1/Orquidea
	English
	Pretest
	447.67
	464.27
	423.89
	434.22
	464.5
	486.17
	442.11

	
	
	Posttest
	458.61
	471.11
	452.67
	450.22
	471.5
	487.28
	461.22

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	465.94
	464.67
	474.39
	464.11
	465.11
	488.72
	455.94

	
	
	Posttest
	473.44
	468.56
	495.72
	472.72
	473.89
	490.11
	466.78

	1/Archimedes
	English
	Pretest
	426.69
	459.86
	407
	420.31
	453.63
	475.94
	408.81

	
	
	Posttest
	443.27
	469.47
	440.8
	446.67
	464.53
	484.13
	449.67

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	467.53
	463.65
	444.71
	457.35
	459.12
	474
	433.82

	
	
	Posttest
	473.87
	474.53
	495.33
	477.4
	468.87
	484.27
	471.4

	2/Orquidea
	English
	Pretest
	436.25
	468.8
	452.1
	450.5
	468.6
	487.65
	450.7

	
	
	Posttest
	449.65
	472.85
	475.95
	464.4
	469.65
	493.05
	459.95

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	477.45
	471.25
	503.15
	480.15
	470.8
	488.05
	469.45

	
	
	Posttest
	486.2
	475.65
	513.85
	492.2
	475.1
	491.65
	478.2

	2/Archimedes
	English
	Pretest
	452.5
	471.78
	465.05
	464.94
	467.94
	492.28
	459.39

	
	
	Posttest
	461.67
	476.39
	484.28
	474.22
	475.44
	491.17
	465.33

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	479
	471.17
	503.44
	480.78
	471.61
	491
	471.28

	
	
	Posttest
	484.06
	475.44
	512.17
	491.28
	476.89
	493.72
	462.61

	4/Orquidea
	English
	Pretest
	471.46
	484.35
	501.54
	486.42
	481.3
	494.73
	479.92

	
	
	Posttest
	480.77
	486.55
	518.55
	497.27
	488.36
	496.31
	488.5

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	489.46
	480.88
	528.27
	508.04
	483.62
	494.04
	487.65

	
	
	Posttest
	489.46
	480.88
	528.28
	508.04
	483.62
	494.04
	487.65


Table 6. Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey Composite Score Results

	
	
	
	

	Grade/
School
	Language
	Test
Period
	Mean

Score
	Mean Gain
	Sig.

	K/Archimedes
	English
	Pretest
	416.29
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	433
	16.71
	<.001

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	438.08
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	453.95
	15.90
	<.001

	K/Orquidea
	English
	Pretest
	409.60
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	428.30
	18.70
	<.001

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	426.10
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	455.55
	29.45
	<.001

	1/Archimedes
	English
	Pretest
	453
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	463.73
	10.73
	<.01

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	464.47
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	475.27
	10.80
	<.01

	1/Orquidea
	English
	Pretest
	451.89
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	464.56
	12.67
	<.001

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	468.39
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	477.33
	8.94
	<.001

	1/Archimedes
	English
	Pretest
	437.13
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	456.87
	19.73
	<.001

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	459.47
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	478
	18.53
	<.001

	2/Orquidea
	English
	Pretest
	459.30
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	469.35
	10.05
	<.001

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	480.05
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	487.6
	7.55
	<.001

	2/Archimedes
	English
	Pretest
	467.67
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	475.17
	7.50
	<.001

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	481.29
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	485.22
	3.94
	.<.01

	4/Orquidea
	English
	Pretest
	485.23
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	493.69
	8.45
	<.001

	
	Spanish
	Pretest
	496.32
	
	

	
	
	Posttest
	504.14
	7.82
	<.001


Table 7. Woodcock-Muñoz Composite Scores: Subtests on Which Gains Were Not Significant by School and Classroom

	
	
	Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey Subtest

	School
	Grade
	Picture

Vocabulary
	Verbal

Analogies
	Letter-Word
Identification
	Dictation
	Under.

Directions
	Story

Recall
	Passage

Comprehension

	Archimedes
	K
	
	
	
	
	
	Spanish
	

	
	1st
	
	
	
	
	Spanish
	English

Spanish
	

	
	1st
	Spanish
	
	
	
	
	English
	

	
	2nd
	
	English
	Spanish
	
	English

Spanish
	English

Spanish
	

	Orquidea
	K
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1st
	
	
	
	
	
	English

Spanish
	

	
	2nd
	
	
	
	English

Spanish
	Spanish
	
	

	
	4th
	
	English
	
	
	English
	
	


Table 8. Percent Correct on the California Standards Based Test (STS) in Spanish by Classroom

	
	
	Subtest

	Waiver to Basic Sample Classrooms
	
	Word/

Vocabulary
	Compre-hension
	Literary

Response
	Written Conventions
	Writing Strategies

	Orquidea

Grade 4

(n – 22)
	Mean

sd
	.89

.09
	.78

.17
	.76

.17
	.87

.08
	.80

.09

	Orquidea

Grade 2

(n = 18)
	Mean

sd
	.90

.07
	.79

.13
	.89

.14
	.89

.11
	.52

.15

	Archimedes

Grade 2

(n = 76)

	Mean

sd
	.76

.13
	.75

.2
	.86

.17
	.78

.18
	.5

.2


Table 9.  2008 California Standards Test – English Language Arts Outcomes for study classrooms

	
	
	Level of Proficiency

	Waiver to Basic sample classes
	 
	Far Below Basic
	Below Basic
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Orquidea – Grade 4
	No. of students
	0
	0
	7
	7
	8

	 
	Percent
	.0%
	.0%
	31.8%
	31.8%
	36.4%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Orquidea – Grade 2
	No. of students
	0
	0
	6
	10
	4

	 
	Percent
	.0%
	.0%
	30.0%
	50.0%
	20.0%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Archimedes WB Grade 2
	No. of students
	4
	11
	34
	23
	18

	
	Percent
	4.4%
	12.2%
	37.8%
	25.6%
	20.0%


Table 10. 2008 California Standards Test – English Language Arts Outcomes for study classrooms and non-study classrooms at Grade 2 for Orquidea School

	
	Level of Proficiency

	Orquidea – Grade 2
	 
	Far Below Basic
	Below Basic
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Study classroom
	No. of students
	0
	0
	6
	10
	4

	 
	Percent
	.0%
	.0%
	30.0%
	50.0%
	20.0%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-study class A
	No. of students
	1
	2
	7
	9
	0

	
	Percent
	5.3%
	10.5%
	36.8%
	47.4%
	.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-study class B
	No. of students
	3
	3
	10
	3
	0

	 
	Percent
	15.8%
	15.8%
	52.6%
	15.8%
	.0%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-study class C
	No. of students
	3
	13
	2
	2
	0

	
	Percent
	15.0%
	65.0%
	10.0%
	10.0%
	.0%


Table 11. 2008 California Standards Test – English Language Arts Outcomes for study classroom and non-study classrooms at Grade 4 for Orquidea School

	
	
	Proficiency Level

	Orquidea – Grade 4
	 
	Far Below Basic
	Below Basic
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Study classroom
	No. of students
	0
	0
	7
	7
	8

	
	Percent
	.0%
	.0%
	31.8%
	31.8%
	36.4%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-study class A

	No. of students
	5
	10
	6
	2
	0

	
	Percent
	21.7%
	43.5%
	26.1%
	8.7%
	.0%


Table 12. 2008 California Standards Test – English Language Arts Outcomes for study classroom and non-study classrooms at Grade 2 for Orquidea School

	
	
	Level of Proficiency

	Orquidea – Grade 2
	 
	Far Below Basic
	Below Basic
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Study classroom
	No. of students
	0
	0
	6
	10
	4

	 
	Percent
	.0%
	.0%
	30.0%
	50.0%
	20.0%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All non-study 2nd grade classes
	No. of students
	24
	57
	82
	56
	15

	
	Percent
	10.3%
	24.4%
	35.0%
	23.9%
	6.4%


Table 13 – 2008 California Standards Test – English Language Arts Outcomes for study classroom and non-study classrooms at Grade 4 for Orquidea School

	
	
	Level of Proficiency

	Orquidea – Grade 4
	 
	Far Below Basic
	Below Basic
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Study classroom
	No. of students
	0
	0
	7
	7
	8

	
	Percent
	.0%
	.0%
	31.8%
	31.8%
	36.4%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All fourth grade teachers
	No. of students
	12
	60
	69
	32
	14

	
	Percent
	6.4%
	31.9%
	36.7%
	17.0%
	7.4%


Table. 14.  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Percent of Children with Spanish Home Language Scoring Proficient/Advanced on 2008 CST/English Language Arts

	
	Comparison Group

	Grade Level
	Orquidea

School

(N=804)
	Entire

District (N=110,588)
	Archimedes  School

(N=362)
	Orquidea sample class-rooms (n=42)

	2nd grade
	28.1
	36.2
	39.6
	70

	3rd grade
	8.5
	20.9
	28.4
	No cohort teacher

	4th grade
	24.8
	37.9
	38.4
	68.2

	5th grade
	20.1
	30.2
	39.5
	-

	Total
	20.9
	31.4
	37.5
	-


Table 15. Percentage of children with Spanish Home Language at ELD Level 1 when they entered the district

	
	Comparison Group

	Grade Level
	Orquidea School

(N=804)
	Entire

District (N=110,588)
	Archimedes  School

(N=362)
	Orquidea sample class-rooms (n=42)

	2nd grade
	100
	91.6
	93.8
	100

	3rd grade
	99.4
	89.6
	87
	No cohort teacher

	4th grade
	100
	89.6
	92.4
	100

	5th grade
	96.2
	88.8
	96.2
	-

	Total
	99.1
	89.8
	92.9
	-


Table 16. Comparative features of the research sites
	
	Archimedes School
	Orquidea School

	Distinct Features
	A Waiver to Basic approach which uses Spanish as a bridge to English until grade 3
	A dual proficiency approach which promotes bilingualism across the grades 

	
	Program or approach is school-wide
	Program operates semi-independently within the school

	
	Strong leadership – provided by the principal
	Strong leadership – provided by the group 

	
	Reliance on commercial curriculum
	Reliance on teacher-developed curriculum



	Common Features
	· Similar populations – non-English home language, low SES 

· High levels of teacher language fluency

· High expectations for students

· Additive learning environment - support for language and cultural diversity 

· consistent monitoring of students’ progress and teaching to rigorous academic standards

· a focus on consistent, coherent program design 




Figure 1.  Instructional Features Coded Across Schools
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Figure 2.  Percentage of Observational Intervals With Evidence of Instructional Practices That Support Reading Motivation

[image: image2.wmf]
Figure 3. Percentage of 5-min Intervals with Evidence of Autonomy-supportive Instructional Practices
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Appendix A

Codes Used In Field Note Analysis

Grouping

1-Large group (whole group)

2 –Small group

3 –Individual (seat work)

Language

4 –Mostly Spanish

5 –Mostly English

6 –Half and half English and Spanish

Discourse

7 –Mostly teacher talk

8 –Mostly student talk

9 –Half and half teacher-student talk

Engagement

10 –Cognitively engaged (most students)

11 –Cognitively un-engaged (most students)

12 –Behavioral engagement (most students)

13 –Behavioral un-engagement (most students)

Affect

14 –Positive affect (most students)

15 –Negative affect (enough students to be disruptive)

Higher Order Thinking

16 –Application (HOT)

17 –Analysis (HOT)

18 –Synthesis (HOT)

19 –Evaluation (HOT)

Instruction

20 –Direct instruction

21 –Constructivist instruction

Reading Instruction Focus

22 –Phonics

23 –Vocabulary

24 –Oral reading

25 –Silent reading

26 –Comprehension (discussion)

27 –Writing

Autonomy

28 –Choice in how or what students do or learn

29 –No choice in how or what students do or learn

Appendix B
Observation Protocol Used to Code Reading Motivation

Measuring reading motivation environment as a function of teaching practices

Classroom Observation Protocol

Observer









                          Date
Site ID 












Observation Day
	Classroom Observations                                                                                    Time                                                                                                                   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Autonomy
	1. Teacher encourages students to make choices regarding reading activities.

· Content

· Duration of reading time

· Location of reading activity

· Task they perform with text

· Strategies that they believe are effective for them

· Partners
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2. Teacher provides time for students to read independent of class assignments.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3. Teacher explains to students why they are reading a particular text.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4. Teacher provides students with opportunities for self-expression during reading discussions.

· Teacher encourages students to generate questions rather than simply answer the teacher’s questions.

· Teacher acknowledges students’ perspectives even though they may differ from the teacher’s.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5. Teacher allows students to participate in the evaluation process and have opportunities to assess their own reading work.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Challenge
	6. Teacher creates high expectations for reading achievement through verbal directions.

· Teacher identifies a knowledge goal and announces it.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	7. Teacher asks students high-level questions that make them think about what they are reading.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	8. Teacher provides students opportunities to learn difficult concepts through reading.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social Interaction
	9. Teacher encourages collaboration and mutual assistance during reading activities.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	10. Teacher provides time for students to engage in collaborative reading activities.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	11. Teacher encourages students to work through reading problems with other students.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	12. Teacher encourages students to discuss reading (e.g. text, books, stories) with one another.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Importance
	13. Teacher presents students with reading materials that allow students to make personal connections to fictional writing.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	14. Teacher provides links between home and school reading activities.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	15. Teacher helps students see the value in reading (e.g. leads to school success).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	16. Teacher elaborates or connects reading to prior knowledge or experience.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recognition
	17. Teacher praises students during reading activities.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	18. Teacher provides feedback to students about reading progress.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	19. Teacher expresses hope that students will do well on reading task.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	20. Teacher uses a public recognition system for reading achievement.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Curiosity/Interest
	21. Teacher encourages students to read about what interests them.

· Teacher chooses materials that provide new information about topics that interest students.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	22. Teacher creates book anticipation.

· Teacher prompts whole book reading.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	23. Teacher uses students’ cultural backgrounds and experiences as a platform to develop their interests and curiosities for learning.

· Teacher provides students with opportunities to read books that relate to their cultures and backgrounds.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	24. Teacher provides opportunities for students to ask their own questions.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix C

Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey-Revised Subtests
The WMLS-R is a set of seven tests measuring different aspects of language proficiency: picture vocabulary; verbal analogies; letter-word identification; dictation; understanding directions; story recall; and passage comprehension (Alvarado, Ruef, Schrank, 2005). The following is a description of each sub-test.

Picture Vocabulary measures aspects of oral language, such as language development, lexical knowledge and word-retrieval.  The student is required to identify pictured objects at the single-word level.  It becomes increasing difficult as the pictured objects are less common in the student’s general environment.  Picture vocabulary has a median reliability of 0.91 (age range 5-19).

Verbal Analogies measures reasoning ability using lexical knowledge.  The student is required to listen to three words of an analogy and then complete the analogy with an appropriate fourth word.  While the vocabulary remains quite simple, the relationship among the words becomes increasing complex.  Verbal Analogies has a median reliability of .90 (age range 5-19).

Letter-Word Identification measures letter and word identification skills.  Earlier on in test, items on the test require the student identify letters of the alphabet.  However, later in the test, words are presented and the student is required to read the words fluently. Also, the items become more difficult as the words are less common in written language.  The student is not required to know the meaning of the words.  Letter-Word Identification has a median reliability of 0.97 (age range 5-19).      

Dictation measures prewriting skills, such as drawing lines, tracing and copying lines in the first few items.  The remaining items measure the student’s ability to respond in writing to variety of grammar questions such as letter forms, spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and word usage.  The test is administered like a traditional spelling test although the test measures basic writing skills.  Dictation has a media reliability of 0.82 (age range 5-19).

Understanding Directions measures aspects of oral language, such as listening skills, lexical knowledge and working memory.  The student is required to listen to a sequence of instructions and then follow the directions by pointing to various objects in a colored picture. (Due to the lack of CD players, examiner reads instructions to student instead of presenting audio recordings of the instructions).  As the test progresses, the directions the student is asked to follow increase in linguistic complexity.  Understanding directions has a median reliability of 0.82 (age range 5-19).  

Story Recall measures aspects of oral language including listening skills, meaningful memory, and expressive language.  The student is required to recall increasing complex stories.  The student is required to recall as many details of the story he/she can remember after listening to a passage. (Due to the lack of CD players, examiner reads passage to student instead of presenting audio recordings of the stories).  Story Recall has a median reliability of 0.76 (age range 5-19).

Passage Comprehension measures how well a student understands written discourse as it is being read.  Early test items consist of symbolic learning or ability to match a rebus (pictographic representation of a word) with an actual picture of the object.  Next, items are presented in multiple-choice format where a student is required to point to the picture represented by the written phrase.  The later items require subjects to read a short passage and identify a missing key word that makes sense in the context of the passage.  The items become increasingly difficult in a variety of ways: pictures are removed, longer passages, higher level of vocabulary, more complex semantic and syntactic cues.  Passage Comprehension has a median reliability of 0.82 (ages 5-19).   
� The term English language learner or English learner refers to children who are acquiring English as a second language. A range of other terms also have been used to describe these children, including second-language learners, bilingual students, and students who are limited-English proficient or limited-English speaking. While there are significant debates in the professional and popular literature about the most appropriate term, for pragmatic purposes we use the term English Learners (EL) in this manuscript.


� These pseudonyms are used to protect the anonymity of the schools and students. 


� The CST is the California Standards Test, and is a component of the statewide accountability system. It tests English-language arts (ELA) and is taken by students in grades two through eleven. The test is a multiple choice assessment, and includes a writing component at grades four and seven.





� According to the Master Plan Evaluation Report (2002-03) for English Learner Programs (Salazar, 2005), the number of English learners in the districts’s elementary bilingual program declined by 84% after implementation of Proposition 227, from 142,032 in 1997-98 to 22,156 in 1998-99.  In 1997-98, about seven-in-ten (69.5%) of its English learners were enrolled in bilingual programs.  After the first year (1998-99) of Proposition 227 implementation, 10.6% of the students were in the bilingual program.  Since then, the percentage of English learners further declined in the bilingual program.


� For reference, the CREDE website can be accessed at http://crede.berkeley.edu/index.html


�According to Mora (2002), a phonics or analytical approach is commonly used in teaching Spanish literacy because it is a phonetic language with a very consistent set of phonics rules (Mora citing, Thonis, 1983). “The Spanish alphabet has 29 letters that represent 24 phonemes, with five vowel sounds represented by the five vowel letters spelled in a one-to-one correspondence that is mostly consistent. Exceptions are the consonants (c, g) that represent different sounds, depending on what vowel follows in fixed spelling patterns. Other possible points of confusion in an otherwise regular spelling system, are letters such as the ‘b’ and ‘v’, which represent sounds so close in pronunciation that they are often transposed in spelling. Since the vowels in Spanish ‘say their own name’ and the consonant names contain vowel sounds that adulterate the letter-sound correspondence (i.e., f = efe), usually teaching the names of letters in the alphabet is delayed until the reader has mastered the grapheme-phoneme relationships (Thonis, 1983).”


� Named by teacher-developers, Dual Proficiency is not to be confused with Dual Immersion or Dual language Immersion, which refer to LAUSD’s two-way language immersion program that requires native English language models as well as native speakers of the second target language (either Spanish, Korean or Mandarin) as language models in each classroom.


� Classrooms were combined to protect the anonymity of the teachers and schools


� The fourth grade WB program at Orquidea is departmentalized and the study teacher taught Language Arts and Social Studies to both groups of students.  Class A’s students were non-study students and were lower ELD level ELs.
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