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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. Purpose

In 1991, the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages
Affairs (OBEMLA) awarded a contract to the Center for Applied Linguistics
(CAL) to look at content-ESL programs, pre-K through 12, across the
country. These are programs in which content and ESL instruction are
integrated. The study’s explicit goal was "...a descriptive analysis of
the nature and scope of content-ESL classroom practices for LEP students,
which are components of transitional bilingual education, pull-out,
immersion programs or other programs supported with Title VII and/or local
funds," and it specifically addresses seventeen questions (see Chapter
Three). Its larger purpose was to assess the relationship between program
policies and practices and background notions of content-language
integration.

IX. Broad Tasks

After a thorough review of related research and discussion with a
working group of national experts on design options, data were collected
for this study under five broad tasks. In the first broad task, schools
with content-ESL programs were located through a nomination process and via
OBEMLA's database of currently funded projects under Title VII. In the
second, these schools were surveyed by mail. Thirdly, a telephone survey
of a random sample of schools across the country was conducted. Under the
fourth broad task, a large sample of the programs that had been identified
under the second was surveyed in more detail regarding such issues as
program practices, teacher training and experience, and demographics.
Finally, site visits were conducted at a representative sample of twenty
programs. Thus, this was a broad-based study employing a variety of data-
gathering mechanisms whose aim was to describe current practices in a
rapidly changing and previously unstudied field.

I1XI. Issues Addressed in Findings

- what are the language, ethnic, economic and educational backgrounds
of students enrolled in content-ESL programs? (Finding #1)

+ What are teacher certification and other requirements? (Finding #2)

+ What is the education/training experience of teachers in such a
program? (Finding #3)

- what is the average length of time in which the programs have been
in operation? (Finding #4)

+ To what extent and for what purposes is the students’ native
language used? (Finding #5)

+ What instructional resources, including curriculum and materials,
are used in such programs? (Finding #6)

+ Is there collaboration/coordination between the content-ESL teacher
and the classroom/content teacher? How does it differ according to
subject matter and grade level? What are the differences between
elementary and secondary level teacher collaborations? (Finding #7)

+ Are there differences in content-ESL approaches, methods,
strategies at the elementary and secondary levels? (Finding #8)

+ What special modifications are made when using content-ESL
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instruction with older students? (Finding #9)

* To what extent do teachers revise or modify initial instructional
plans during the course of an academic year? On what basis do they
make these changes? (Finding #10)

* What are the measures used to assess student subject matter and
academic language proficiency? (Finding #11)

* What level of English language proficiency do LEP students need to
develop before receiving content-ESL? Are there subject matter
threshold levels? (Finding #12)

* What are the procedures and criteria for identifying LEP students
for entry and exit? (Finding #13)

* How is student progress monitored? (Finding #13)
* What follow-up procedures are used? (Finding #13)

* Is there a possibility of comparison with students in more
traditional pull-out, non-content-based ESL at both the theoretical
and applied levels? (Finding #14)

* What local and state laws/court decisions govern the delivery of
instructional services? (Finding #15)

* What interaction opportunities are there with native English
speaking peers? (Finding #16)

* To what extent do content-~ESL practices match underlying theories?
(Finding #17)

IV. Findings

° Spanish is the predominate primary home language (PHL) of students
in content-ESL classes. Eighty-one percent of the programs report
the presence of Spanish speaking students, and 57 percent of the

total report that over half of their students have Spanish as their
PHL.

° More than 170 PHLs, however, are represented among the programs.
Thirty-three percent of teachers say the majority of their students
read and write their PHLs "adequately”; 29 percent report that their
students read and write them "poorly."

* As for ethnicity, administrators report students from a wide
variety of countries of origin. - A breakdown appears in Chapter Four.

* Seventy-seven percent of the programs characterize their students

as primarily low income. Only 5 percent of the programs reporting

say that their students come primarily from moderate to high income
homes.

* Forty percent of the programs say that 75 to 100 percant of their
students have been schooled continuously in the U.s.

* In 83 percent of the programs reporting, fewer than 20 percent of
the students have experienced refugee education.

* In 79 percent of the prcgrams reporting, fewer than 20 percent have
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experienced migrant education.

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
pages 69-76.

* Requirements vary widely from state to state. Because of

widespread restructuring, policies governing credentialing in many
states are in flux.

* A discussion of this finding can be found in Chapter Four, page 76.
A summary of current requirements appears in Appendix XII.

* Eighty percent of the teachers involved in content-ESL programs
have received specialized pre- or in-service training in content-ESL.

* The median number of years the reporting teachers have taught in
content~ESL programs is four. The bachelor’s degree is the highest
level of educational attainment for 43 percent of the teachers; the
master’s degree for 55 percent. Others have higher degrees.

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
pages 76~77.

* While 50 percent have been in operation fewer than five years, 37
percent have existed for more than six years. The rest have been in
operation between five and six years.

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
pages 77-78. :

Students’ PHLS are used for instruction in 50 percent of the
programs,

* Only slightly more than 10 percent of the programs devote more than
50 percent of class time to instruction in those languages.

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
pages 78-79.

* Roughly 54 percent of the programs have developed curricula
specifically for content-~ESL. Of these, 31 percent have content-ESL
science curricula, 28 percent math curricula, 36 percent social
studies curricula.

* Secondary schools are more likely to use outlines, notes, and
handouts than elementary schools, and elementary schools are more
likely to use word banks and audio cassettes.

* While most programs use the same material as reqular classes, the

majority (90 percent) also create materials or activities for their
students.

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
pages 79-83.

* Sixty~three percent of the teachers who responded teach both ESL
and subject matter. Of the rest, 12 percent are ESL teachers who
coordinate with content teachers, and 3 percent are content teachers
who coordinate with ESL teachers. There are no significant

differences in these patterns between elementary and secondary
teachers.
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11.

12,

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
pages 84-85.

* More time is spent with PHL support in the primary schools than in
elementary, intermediate, or high schools.

* High school students spend more time on academi. tasks that require
reading and writing in English, such as math and science, than do
elementary school students.

* See Appendix II for definitions of these terms.

* Elementary school teachers are more likely to use (what have been

termed in this report) progressive classroom activities than high
school teachers.

* High school teachers are more likely to use teacher-centered
modifications in their presentations of instructional materials than
primary school teachers.

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
pages 85-90.

* No special modifications are made for older students if older
students are defined as those whose schooling has been interrupted
{see Chapter Four for a complete discussion of this issue).

* The definition of "older students” and a complete summary of these
findings can be found in Chapter Four, page 90.

* Since the study was not longitudinal, little can be inferred from

these data about the extent to which teachers modify their plans over
the course of a year.

* A complete summary and discussion of these findings can be found in
Chapter Four, page 91.

* Teachers in over 50 percent of the programs report using, in
descending order of frequency, informal questioning, teacher-made
paper-and-pencil tests, student projects, quizzes, journals,
compositions, and simulations or oral reports.

* Administrators in over 50 percent of the programs report using

teacher-made tests and quizzes, grades, standardized language tests,
and standardized content tests.

* A complete summary and discussion of these findings can be found in
Chapter Four, pages 91-93.

* In 79 percent of the programs, there is no English proficiency
requirement for participation. .

* Nine percent say the students should know basic English, while four

percent report that the students should be "at an intermediate
level."”

* No subject matter threshold levels are reported.

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
page 93.
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* As indicated, most programs do not require English proficiency for
participation. other criteria are discussed in Chapter Four.

° Student progress is monitored in a variety of ways, as indicated in
Finding #11 above.

* A summary of the assessment measures and follow-up procedures used
appears in Volume II.

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
pages 93-95,

* There is a possibility of formal comparison, provided certain
conditions are met. see Chapter Four for a discussion of this issue,

* Seventy-nine percent of the teachers indicate that students in
content-ESL classes learn English listening, speaking, reading, and

writing skills faster than their previcus students in conventional
grammar-based classes.

* Eighty-nine percent say that they also learn more content faster
than students in grammar-based classes.

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
pages 95-96.

* _Sixty-two percent of administrators report that a rapid influx of
LEP students motivated the creation of their content-ESL programs;
only 28 percent indicate that the impetus was a legal mandate.

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
page 97.

° Most programs report that their students interact primarily with
native English speakers in organized activities (59 percent) and
conversations with friends and mentors {53 percent).

* A complete summary of these findings can be found in Chapter Four,
pages 97-98,

* In brief, there is considerable evidence to suggest that many
content-ESL teachers have adopted methods and strategies associated
with progressive trends in teaching; these are consistent with
background notions in current educational theory.

* There is little evidence of an emerging instructional approach
tailored to content-ESL instruction specifically, however, Rather,

teachers draw eclectically on a variety of instructional practices
from a variety of sources. :

° The extent to which practice and theory converge is discussed in
detail in Chapter Five, pages 114-124.

vi




Table of Contents

List of Tables

viii

List of Figures ix
List of Appendices X
Acknowledgements xi
Chapter One: Introduction 1
Chapter Two: Background Summary 4
2.1 Underpinnings 4

2.2 Instructicnal Perspectives 12

2.3 Instructional Approaches 18

2.4 Curriculum and Materials 26

2.5 Program Models 32

2.6 Pregram Administration 36

2.7 Learner Assessment and Program Evaluation 37

2.8 Teacher Education 39

2.9 study Questions 40
Chapter Three: Methodology 44
3.1 Purpose of the Study 44

3.2 Program Definition 45

3.3 study Design 46

3.4 Locating Programs 49

3.5 Defining the Universe 49

3.6 Estimating the Total 53

3.7 Querying the Universe 54

3.8 Visiting Schools 58

3.9 Data Analysis 62
Chapter Four: Results and Discussion 69
4.1 Results Data Analyses 69

4.2 Results of Random Survey 98
Chapter Five: Implications and Recommendations 100
5.1 Study Limitations 101

5.2 Results 104

5.3 From Theory to Practice 114

5.4 Additional Analyses 124

5.5 Recommendations 132
References 137
Appendices 148

vii

O




Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table
Table

II

I1I

Iv

VI

VII

VIII

IX

XI

XIT

XIII

XIVv

XVI

XVII

List of Tables
Characteristics of the Twenty Sites Where Field
Reports were Conducted

Subscales Formed from Items on Information
Questionnaires for Teachers

Percentages (Frequencies) for Twenty-five Most
Frequently Cited Countries of Origin

Percentage Brevkdown of Students’ skills
in Two Languages

Percentages (Frequencies) of Students Associated
with Each Pattern of Prior Schooling

Percentages (Frequencies) of Students Educated
Continuously Since Age Six or Younger

Percentages (Frequencies) of Students Who Have
Participated in Migrant Education

Percentages (Frequencies) of Students wWho Have
Participated in Refugee Education

Percentages (Frequencies) of Students who
Have Had Continuous Private or Public
Schooling in the U.s.

Professional Preparation of Teachers

Teachers’ Use of Various Resources Reported in
Percentages

Role(s) Assigned Teacher(s): Percentages (Frequencies)

Percentages (Frequencies) Employing various Measures
to Assess Student Progress as Reported by Teachers

Percentages (Frequencies) of Programs Employing Various
Measures to Assess Student Progress as Reported by
Administrators

Decisions about Student Admission, Placement, and Exit
Reported in Frequencies

Impetus for Creating Content-ESL Classes

Percentages of Programs Reporting Opportunities for
Interaction with Native English Speakers by
Interaction Type

viii

s 0

59

66

71

72

74

74

75

75

75

77

81

84

92

92

94

96

98




Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

II

III

Iv

VI

VII

VIII

IX

XI
XII
XIII
X1v
XVI
XVII

XVIII

IXX

XX

List of Figures

Distribution of Programs in the U.S.

Program Distribution by Regions

What percentage of the LEP students in your content-
ESL class(es) is eligible to participate in a free or
reduced-price lunch program?

How well do the majority of the LEP students in your
content-BESL class(es) read and write their primary
(home) language(s)?

How well do the majority of students in your
content-ESL class(es) speak and understand

spoken English?

How often do you explain in the students’ native
language(s)?

Is there a specific content-ESL curriculum?

What percentage of teachers uses the
following instructional aide often or always?

What published material do you use with the LEP
students in your content-ESL class(es)?

Do you create activities of materials for the LEP
students in your content-ESL class(es)?

Instructional Approaches
Activities

Modifications
Modifications in Language
Clues or Aids

Tier I variables: Frequencies (Percentages)
Across 468 Schools

Tier I and Tier II vVariables: Frequencies
(Percentages) Across 468 Schools

Tier I, Tier II and Tier III vVariables: Frequencies
(Percentages) Across 468 Schools

Decision Matrix: Three Variables

Decision Matrix: Four Variables

ix

51
52

70
73

73

79
80

82
83

83
87
87
88
88
89

127
130
131



List of Appendices

Appendix I . Database Development
Appendix II Operationalization of Key Variables
Appendix III States by Region Including

Territories and Commonwealths

Appendix IV Identification Questionnaire
Information Questionnaire for Administrators
Information Questionnaire for Teachers
Post Observation Checklist

l Appendix v Cover Letters and Attachments
Appendix VI Script Used in Telephone Survey of Random Sample
Appendix VII Open-ended Questionnaire Items
i Appendix VIII Item Level Descriptive Statistics from Three
Questionnaires and Post-Observation Checklist
I Appendix IX State Credentialing Information 184
Appendix X Range and Frequency of Primary (Home) Languages
Other than Spanish, Vietnamese, Korean, and
i Chinese 200
Appendix ¥XI Primary Home r.anguages Used for Instruction 203
hppendix X1 ESL/Bilingual Education Mandated
by the state 204
I Appendix XIII Language Abbreviations 207
. X
=




Acknowledgements

Many specialists associated with the Office of Bilingual Education
and Minority Languages Affairs (OBEMLA) in the U.S. Department of Education
and the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) participated in the
conceptualization, execution, and dissemination of this study.

" In the first place, on the OBEMLA side, the study was conceived by
Carmen Simich-Dudgeon, supported by Gil Garcia, and nurtured from the
beginning to the end by Timothy D'Emilio.

On the CAL side, it could not have achieved fruition without the
talent, good humor, efficiency, patience, flexibility, commitment,
versatility, kindness, brains, professionalism, tact, and piain hard work
of Dorothy Kauffman and Ann Galloway. Their capacity to accommodate its
constantly shifting goals and emphases, its rapacious tendancy to consume
all of their time, the deadlines that sometimes appeared out of nowhere,
the bureaucracy’s insatiable appetite for paper, the unexpected requests
for- information from out of left field, the unrelenting pressure associated
with life in the capital, and the director’s sense of humor - and to
conduct themselves with charm and sensibility -- made working on the study
considerably more pleasurable than it would otherwise have been.

Furthermore, nothing could have been accomplished without the
creative synergy of five additional study team members: Grace Burkart,
JoAnn Crandall, Dora Johnson, Joy Kreeft Peyton, and Deborah short. They
were responsible for developing study instruments, visiting schools,
drafting field reports, advising on matters of data sorting and analysis,
making presentations all over the country, quiding the revision of final
reports, and generally keeping the study on track. Their skillful
attention to detail, breadth of experience, collaborative spirit, and
eagerness to help out when needed sustained it from the beginning.

Needless to say, none of the persistent errors in this document can be-
pinned directly on them.

Dr. Crandall was especially generous with her time, immense energy,
and considerable expertise, as were G. Richard Tucker of Carnegie Mellon
University and Donna Christian, the newly appointed president of CAL, with
theirs. They were all there at the beginning and remained stalwart
supporters and willing advisers throughout. Sara Meléndez, CAL’s president
while the study was conducted, was also a aource of help and encouragement.

Mia Beers, whlo became an indispensable member of the team while
completing requirements for a university degree, deserves thanks for her
fine work. 1In addition, Elizabeth Tippets provided invaluable and timely
help with data analysis, as did Hong Quang Pho. specifically, Dr. Tippets
was scrupulous in her analyses, responsive to our irrational demands for
instant gratification, and invariably patient with requests for
clarification -- and this report could not have been written without her.

xXi

Y

P &




Members of the advisory committee were also instrumental in the
study’s outcome, but five should be singled out for special
acknowledgement: Else Hamayan, Jack Hermansen, Rebecca Oxford, LDavid
Ramirez, and Marguerite Ann Snow. To them and to Jon Kaiser gces credit
for resolution of many conceptual issues, the formative design of study
instruments, and substantial advice all along the way.

In addition, many others were important to this study: aAdriane
Vaznaugh, Kerri Galloway, Alan Harrison, Julie Galloway, Ricky Johnson,
Anthony Biggs, Thom Raybold, Marsha Spruill, Barbara Craig, Gail Liberman,
Meg Malone, Nell Hyman, Omar Shabka, Peter Leib, Dan singh, Carlos Sanchez,
Susan Mandala, Grace Bunyi, Susan lLowen, Eyas El-Qawasmeh, Christine
Deferard, Katherine Reina, Monica Anderson, Kimberly Cervantes, Ann
Raybold, Karleen Peterson, Debra Johnson, Tim and Elizabeth 'furner, David
and Liz Holdzkom, Curtis Lynch, Adam Phillips, Yvonne Kauffman, Les
Crandall, Rudy Careaga, Michele civan, Toya Lynch, Sonia Rundert, and Macel
Bailey, to name only those that tumble quickly into consciousness.
Additionally, Jane Sellens and Gerlinda Burr deserve particular mention for

their unstinting support, as does Judy Katz for her infinite patience with
our crazy travel requests.

Finally, we are grateful to all of the teachers, administrators,
students, school board members, parents, and counselors who shared
information about their programs with the study team. Of all the hundreds
of professional educators who did so, we are especially indebted to the
many who welcomed us to their schools with open arms, arranged
appointments, showed us classes, talked to us about their programs, filled
us with information, and generally gave so much patient attention to our
nagging requests for more and more. 1In the final analysis, they and their
students are the real stars of this piece.

xii




G G BEN BE B

Chapter One: Iniroduction

Demographics drive approaches to educating students with limited
English proficiency now is use!. Increasingly, the classroom is
multiethnic, multiracial, and multilingual. Students arrive at the school
door with diverse expectations of the school, the teacher, and themselves
as learners, with various learning styles and strategy preferences, with a
multiplicity of experiences in academic settings. Schools are thus faced
with the challenge of creating programs that are sensitive to such
differences while maintaining standards of academic achievement that will
open opportunities for these students even they cannot foresee.

A number of instructional models have been developed tc meet this
demand. They vary in the role they assign the students’ mother tongues and
the type and amount of English as a second language (ESL) instruction they
provide. One auch model is "content-ESL" or integrated language and
content instruction, the subject of this three-year study.

The term content-ESL designates a variety of special alternative

'1 Although estimates of the numbers of language minority students in
U.S. schools vary, there is a consensug that they are increasing rapidly. The
increase is attributable to the popuiation’s youth and fertility, as well as
to liberalized immigration policies. In 1980, there were 18 million language
minority people in the U.S.; in 1990, there were 25 million; this represents a
41 percent increase (U.S. Department of Education, 1993). An estimated 3 to 4
million school-age children were limited in their English proficiency in 1980;
by 1990, that number had grown to over 5 million. 1In the 19808, over 5
million people from non-English.speaking countries were admitted legally to
the United States (including at least a million school-age children), while
undocumented immigration also increased dramatically. 1In that period,
according %o the U.S. Census, the Asian population doubled and the Hispanic
population increased by more than 50 percent. As a consequence, major
metropolitan school districts report rising numbers of language minority
students. 1In Los Angeles, for example, more than 50 percent are language
mincrity; this means that one in six school-age children is limited in English
proficiency. The wave is not expected to recede in the near future.

1
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instructional programs implemented by language and regular content teachers

to integrate the teaching of English and content. Thus, for example,
language teachers use academic subject matter texts, tasks, and skills as

vehicles for teaching ESL in what is commonly referred to as content-based

ESL or integrated lanquage and content instruction, while regular classroom

teachers or teachers of mathematics, science, social studies, and the like
adapt the language of texts and tasks and ocher instruciional features to

make instruction accessible to students of diverse language proficiencies

in what ig commonly referred to as gheltered instruction, sheltered

English, or lanquage-sengitive content instruction. Ideally, the ESL

teacher should systematically reinforce the students’ understanding of
content and the content teacher should reinforce the students’ knowledge of
English usage. 1In this fashion, students learn the language they need to
function in academic classes, revisit the material they have covered in
content classeé with a teacher who is sensitive to the complexities of
communicating about content in an unfamiliar language, and gradually
improve their understanding of academic subject matter.

A rationale for content-ESL can be found in many disciplines. Most
important are the insights from second language acquisition and learning
theory and practice. However, relevant perspectives can also be found in

other academic and pedagogical disciplines since language serves as a

medium for instruction, discussion, and evaluation across the board in
education. Hence, mathematicians, scientists, and other educational
specialists have also studied the constraints imposed by academic language,
especially those related to reading and wrifing in their fields.

Since there had been no systematic study of content-ESL, and the
phenomenon is growing and influencing service delivery in the public
schools, the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs
(OBEMLA) contracted with the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) in 1991
to conduct this study. Its explicit objective was "...a descriptive

analysis of the nature and scope of content-ESL classroom practices for LEP




students, which are components of transitional bilingual education, pull-
out, immersion programs or other programs supported with Title VII and/or
local funds"?.

In the following chapters, background studies and commentaries are
surveyed to provide a basis for this pedagogical innovation and a rationale
for the study (Chapter Two), the study’s methodology is spelled out
(Chapter Three), its findings relevant to the seventeen questions the study
was designed to address are summarized and discussed (Chapter Four), and
implications are specified (Chapter Five). Chapter Five also includes a

decision matrix and a tier analysis. All study instruments and documents

and data summaries appear in Appendices.

2 contract No. T291004001.




Chapter Twos Background Summary

The purpose of this summary is to:

® Discuss the theoretical underpinnings for content-ESL

® Describe program models that have been developed to accommodate the
language and academic needs of language minority students

® Summarize the major instructional approaches or strategies that are
currently used to teach content-ESL and provide sheltered instruction

® Describe a sample of materials that draw on academic subject
content as vehicles for language instruction and the resources available in
designing curricula and instruction

® Review those elements of program administration that affect
language minority students

® Note methods and materials that have been developed for learnerxr
assessment and program evaluation

® Describe the evolving nature of teacher education.
The summary also provides a basis for the seventeen questions the study was
designed to answer, which appear in 2.9 below. 1Its major themes are

evaluated in the light of study data in 5.3.

2.1. Underpinnings
2.1.1 Second Language Acquisition Theory and Practice
As perspectives on learning generally and language learning
specifically have changed, approaches to language teaching have evolved

from grammar translation, through audiolingualism, to communicative methods




(Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Chamot & Stewner-Manzanares, 1985). 1In short,

language instruction has shifted its focus from discrete linguistic
features to contextualized and meaningful tasks requiring enhanced student
input and interaction (Savignon & Berns, 1984; Widdowson, 1978). While
oral production is still important, it has been redefined to accommodate
literacy and cognitive-academic skills in such activities as those that
require students to talk about what they have read or collaborate on
compositions.

Today, many theories maintain that second languages are acquired most
efficiently in conditions that resemble those associated with first
language acquisition. That is, stress is placed on meaningful
communication rather than form; input is at or just beyond the level the
learner commands; and the unproductive anxiety typically absent in child
language acquisition, but frequently associated with schooling, is
minimized®. Furthermore, modification of the target language, called
"comprehensible input" (Krashen, 1985), is considered crucial for the
acquisition of everyday, as well as academic, language (MclLaughlin, 1987;
Wong Fillmore, 1989).

On this point, Cummins (1980, 1987) has posited the existence of two
types of underlying proficiency: basic interpersonal communication skills
(BICS or social language) and cognitive-academic language proficiency (CALP
or academic language). These differ in the degree of contextual support
each offers and the level of cognition each requires for processing. Thus,
while social language is usually highly contextualized, informal, and
relatively accessible cognitively, academic language is abstract,
decontextualized, formal, and cognitively more demanding, As every teacher
knows, some students, though orally fluent, have trouble with academic

tasks, especially those requiring reading and writing; others, while

3 Rrashen has coined the term "affective filter" to refer to the effect

of an unsympathetic learning environment on the second language acquisition
process,




successful in reading and writing, have trouble with discussion and other
oral activities.

Theoretically, students acquire social language within three years
but need up to seven for academic language, depending on the extent to
which they have acquired (theoretically transferable) academic ianguage in
their native codes (Cummins, 1980; Collier, 1989). Many educators
therefore recommend that schools provide language minority students with
appropriate content area support as they build proficiency in English

(Collier, 1989). Many teachers now plan authentic academic tasks and/or

use academic textual material for language learning; concomitantly, regular
classroom teachers adapt tasks and texts to make them more comprehensible
to second language learners. These allied processes constitute the esasence
of content-ESL, which under the definition employed in this study is
implemented by both the language teacher ("content-based” ESL) and the
regular classroom teacher ("language-sensitive” or "sheltered"” content
instruction) (Crandall, 1987; short, 1991). Content-related tasks
associated with this approach require students to think and problem-solve
in the target language (Mohan; 1986, 1990; Cummins, 1991; Diaz & Klingler,
1991) and thereby promote their general cognitive development and
acquisition of academic language.

2.1.2 Foreign Language Education and Immersion

Foreign language instruction has also been a major source of input
for content-ESL planners and practitioners. 1In the U.S., this form of
instruction can be classified as to its goals, its level of integration in
the school curriculum, and its relation to English. Curtain and Pesola
(1988) identify three types of elementary school instruction: immersion,
FLES (foreign language in the elementary school), and FLEX (foreign
language exploratory or experience programs). Their view is "that language
proficiency outcomes are...proportional to the amount of time spent...in
meaningful communication in the target language" (Curtain & Pesola, 1988).

Historically associated with Canadian education, immersion is




relevant to content-ESL instruction because it aims at near-native
proficiency in a non-home language by using that language as a medium of
instruction across the curriculum. Whether immersion for Jlanguage majority
children begins in kindergarten or middle school, most of the content
specified in the regular English-language curriculum is taught by means of
the language. Furthermore, even FLES and FLEX entail the integration of
language and content, though perhaps less comprehensively. Reeves (1989),
for example, identifies a type of "content-based (or content-enriched)
FLES" in which subject matter from the regqular English curriculum is taught
in the second language, with the aim of developing higher order cognitive
skills and promoting a higher level of language proficiency.

These programs share certain principles with instructional programs
for language minority children. In immersion for language majority
children, reqgular subjects are taught in two languages, but instruction is
differentiated so that different subjects are taught in each (Genesee,
1987). Thus, some subject matter is absorbed exclusively in the foreign
language. Furthermore. the process simulates the social and
psycholinguistic conditions (comprehensible input, a "silent period,"
meaningful communication, and attention to message content) that
characterize first language acquisition (Krashen, 1984; Genesee, 1987).
Additionally, instruction in the second or foreign language covers the
content of the reqular curriculum at a comparable level of difficulty, and
such programs provide initial literacy instruction in a language other than
the language of the home (Lapkin & Cummins, 1984).

The academic cutcomes of Canadian and U.S. immersion instruction have
been consistently positive. Numerous studies show that native English-
speaking children master the curriculum without falling behind in English,
while at the same time developing high levels of proficiency in a non-home
language (Lambert & Tucker, 1972; Swain, 1984; Krashen, 1984; Genesee,
1987). Moreover, immersion students form positive attitudes toward

speakers of the target language without sacrificing their ethnolinguistic




identities. Finally, the bilingualism that immersion programs promote is
of an "additive" type (Lambert, 1984) that does not undermine students°’
native languages and cultures.

Regearchers, however, caution that, without modification, Canadian-
style immersion may not have a lot toc contribute to the design of programs
for language minority students in the U.S.. Because of the subordinate
sociopolitical and economic status immigrants often occupy in this country,
instruction here often leads to "subtractive” bilingualism. In other
words, acquisition of the dominant language impacts students’ mastery of
their native language, with all that that implies for self-esteem and
family cohesion. In Canada, by comparison, the second language, at least
in French immersion, is to some extent present in the wider environment,
even to some extent in anglophone Canada. Furthermore, all immersion
teachers understand the students’ native (home) language, English, even if
they use it only sparingly. By comparison, few ESL teachers in this
country command their students’ native languages to a comparable degree.
Finally, the students’ native language -- English -~ is taught as a subject
and expanded in the upper grades, while few programs in this country make
so conscientious an effort to develop students’ native competence. Since
the circumstances are different, therefore, the Canadian model has only
marginal relevance for the education of language minority students in the
U.S., though there are some similarities between that model and models that
have been created in this country for such students.

New forms of immersion, variously called two-way, developmental and

bilinqual immersion offer hope of a synthesis by using both languages for
content instruction for both English majority and language minority
students (Tucker & Crandall, 1989; Lindholm, 1990; Christian & Mahrer,
1992). Two-way immersion, for example, has all n: advantages of immersion
that language majority students enjoy while raising ‘the comfort level for
language minority students by providing them with literacy and academic

instruction in their native language as well as English. Similarly, native




English-speaking students learn content via the target language. Such
programs also put all learners in touch with native speakers of another
target language and, specifically, give language minority students an
important social role to play in this respect. These programs have
generally been successful: both groups achieve proficiency in the two
languages, do well academically, and form positive attitudes toward the
target languages and their speakers via the interaction with peers these
programs offer (Genesee, 1987; Tucker & Crandall, 1989; Lindholm, 1990).

2.1.3 BEnglish for sSpecific Purposes

One of the best documented models of content-based instruction is
English for specific purposea (ESP). fThis model is described by Brinton et
al. (1989) and others as experience-based instruction with an emphasis on
language content that reflects the needs of learners “"for whom the learning
of English is auxiliary to some other...academic purpose" (Widdowson,
1983). In an ESP curriculum, the goal is to provide access to material in
a specified academic area through tailored language instruction. That goal
is achieved through the coordinated efforts of teachers of both subject
areas and language (ESL) as well as through the language teacher’s use of
texts (often modified) from the subject area (Crandall, 1987). 1In its
earliest stages, it concentrated on the language and texts of specific
subject matters. It was largely a postsecondary phenomenon.

After Hutchinson and Waters (1987), ESP began to pay as much
attention to how people learn (the learning process) as to what people
learn (language). Today, a learning-centered approach, based strictly on
learners’ needs, predominates; and ESP teachers have redefined their role:
they are no longer teachers of the language or the subject matter, but
interested students of the subject matter with a linguistic perspective in
a learner-centered environment. Similarly, content-based language
instruction at the postsecondary level now aims at the development of
communicative competence in the language of mathematics, sociology,

science, and the like (Brinton, Snow & Wesche, 1989; Cantoni-Harvey, 1987;




Mohan 1986, 1990; Richards & Hurley, 1990; Scarcella & oxford, 1991;
somewhat less relevantly, Secada & Carey, 1990). Cross-curricular
instructional initiatives for native English speakers such as "writing
across the curriculum” and university-level immersion in foreign language
instruction parallel this trend. The chared focus is meaningful content in
the target language, and the universal aim is the development of academic
language skills.

Content~based instruction has given rise to three types of
instruction at the postsecondary level: the theme-based model, in which
language skills are integrated in the study of a theme (Brinton, Snow &
Wesche, 1989); the adjunct model, in which separate language and content
courses are linked through the coordination of the instructors and
curricula (Snow & Brinton, 1988); and the sheltered model, in which
learners are taught the language and the subject matter in simplified
English appropriate to their levels of proficiency (Edwards et al., 1984).
By means of these and other models, students are today provided with
instruction at a relatively sophisticated content level that equips them to
function rapidly in English in an academic setting and beyond.

2.1.4 Research in Learning Styles and Strategies

The pervasive attitudes students assume in learning a new subject or
tackling a new problem (Oxford, Ehrman, & Lavine, 1921; Oxford, 199¢C, 1991)
are sometimes referred to as learning styles. In sum, they constitute a
synthesis of cognitive, affective, and behavioral elements. Additionally,
students also typically exhibit specific learning behaviors called learning
strategies that reflect these basic underlying styles. Similarly, teachers
select teaching strategies that mirror favored teaching styles, which in
turn may echo style preferences they themselves exhibit as learners, which
in turn may embody the ways in which they were themselves taught, for
better or worse. Learning and teaching styles and strategies thus form a
complex web of behaviors and assumptions, a labyrinth of subtle

relationships, that can only be externalized after considerable reflection,
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introspection, and self-analysis.

Both styles and strategies are important in the content-based
classroom. Linguistic and cultural diversity carries along with it a
diversity in learning styles that requires a variety of instructional
strategies. Each learner is a composite of style characteristics: global
and analytic; thinking and feeling; intuitive/random and
sensing/sequential; reflective aud impulsive; and visual, auditory, and
tactile. Each of these style dimensions is accompanied by a set of
asgociated learning strategies. Since differences along these lines often
reflect cultural differences, style and strategy conflicts can easily occur
between teachers and students in instructional settings where language and
content are integrated. Anticipating and defusing these potential
conflicts is a priority for educators working in a cross-cultural
environment.

2.1.5 Cognitive Theory and Thinking Skills Instruction

In 1983, in a broad prescription, the National Science Board
Commission on Pre-College Education in Mathematics, Science, and Techpology
announced that, while educators should renew their commitment to "the
basics," the basics in the 21st century would not comprise only reading,
writing, and arithmetic but also communication, higher problem-solving
skills, and critical thinking. Today, most educators see thinking skills
as "mental techniques or abilities that enable human beings to formulate
thoughts, to reason about, or to judge" (Beyer, 1987) and the teaching of
such skills as essentially a matter of fostering their development. This
new interest in the underlying skills associated with academic performance
has not escaped the attention of content-ESL educators; indeed, it has had
an effect on curricular planning in that area as much as in others.

Some of the current research suggests that human beings think in
symbols (pictures, mathematical and music notation, words, etc.): the
outcome of this thought process. whatever its shape, is, as Vygctsky says,

"born through words.” An allied notion is that the expressive uses of
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language -- speaking and writing -- are a "basic means of changing thought
into action" (Glatthorn, 1985). Thus, in this somewhat Whorfian view,
language is not just a medium of communication, but also the medium through
which we perceive and think (Tipper, et al. 1989), the means whereby our
encoded thoughts turn themselves into decisions. Over against this notion
that thoughts are language-specific, however, there is a widespread
assumption that decisions and their associated ratiocinative processes are
transferable from one language to another. The job of enabling language
minority students to hone their contextual and dispositional thinking
skills is therefore a complex process. It is also obviously a key

objective of any instructional program that aims at helping them achieve

success in mainstream classes.

2.2 Instructional Perspectives

Arguments for integrating language and content instruction come not
only from disciplines related to the learning and teaching of languages,
but also from allied areas. During the past three decades, the teaching of
reading and writing have undergone radical change in response to theories
about the nature of reading and writing and in recognition of the diversity
of texts and tasks that confront students in and out of school. As a
result, two important changes -~ a shift from a product to a process
orientation and an inventory of the actual reading and writing demands in
various academic areas (science, mathematics, and social studies) ~- have
occurred. Instructional efforts such as "reading in the content areas" and

"writing across the curriculum” are now widely endorsed and widely

practiced.

2.2.1 Reading Theory

Traditionally, reading theory saw rsading as a bottom-up process:
readers derived meaning from text in a linear, additive fashion (Gough,
1972; LaBerge & Samuels, 1974; Carver, 1977-78). While basic decoding and

encoding skills, such as are on display in a bottom-up strategy, may
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transfer across languages (Hakuta, 1980), the extent of transfer is still
an open question. Differences in languages and cultural backgrounds can
affect text processing and interpretation. For this and other reasons,
reading is now seen as a meaning-constructing process that moves from the
top down and calls on bottom-up processes only when alternative strategies
are blccked (Goodman, 1986; Smith, 1988; Kincheloe and Steinberg, 1993); it
is also profoundly interactive, as students derive or construct meaning
from the interaétion of text and experience. Much of today’s focus,
therefore, is comprehension, the construction of new ideas out of existing
ones, and the use of prior knowledge to support and create new knowledge
(Adams’ & Bruce, 1982). 1In some models (Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977; Samuels,
1977; stanovich, 1980), "higher order" or interpretive taxonomic levels of
processing (Bloom,'1956) are held to influence processing at lower stages,
thus obliterating (or constraining the need for) primitive decoding.

In the newest constructivist models of comprehension, reading is
further viewed as a collaborative effort between writer and reader, with
tne reader constructing meaning while absorbing input by tapping prior
real-worli and linguistic knowledge. Since the whole process is seen as
dynamic and recursive, interaction with text is unstructured and unplanned.
when less experienced readers interact with and interpret text in a second
language, however, instruction in text variety and opportunities to discuss
and socially construct meaning (McDermott, 1977; Cazden, 1981, 1986) are

also needed. Familiarity with vocabulary, syntax, and discourse features

is critical for achievement in this regard.

2.2.2 Writing Theory

On one level, writing is increasingly viewed as a social process
(Hawkins, 1976), with writers interacting with and learning from each other
as they develop teixts for real audiences. These interactions may involve
discussion, reading, and pre-writing, which lead to the development of
drafts and revisions before a final draft is edited and published. 1In the

process, students are understoocd to be at work learning from the process
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itself, and a trend called "writing to learn® has apun off writing across
the curriculum. While whole language theorists stress narrative writing,
writing theorists and practitioners have since pointed out that, if
students are to write like scientists, mathematicians, or historians, they
must master discipline-specific discourses (Goodman, 1986). They must, in
other words, practice expository and persuasive writing. As a result,
essay questions in mathematics and such devices as journals and reading
logs in social studies and science have become commonplace. BESL teachers
have therefore expanded the types of writing assignments they make and
championed the use of graphic organizers and frames in the writing process.
On another level, writing is now more deeply appreciated as a
cognitive process, and the relationship between the studentsa’ first and
seccp” 'snquages and thoir effect on cognition has been explored by many
researchers. Cummins (1979) and others, for example, claim that literacy
skills transfer from one language to another: a student’s academic
proficiency in her native language facilitates the transfer of literacy-
related skills to her second. In other words, metalinguistic knowledge of
some language other than English, rather than inhibiting literacy
development in that language, may actually enhance it. If that is the
case, then LEP students who have received continuous age-appropriate
instruction in a language other than English are liﬁ;ly to find the
acquisition of English literacy skills easier than those who haven’t. They
will still, however, need to master the discourse, including conventions
that alert the reader to the writer’s sophistication in that discourse. If
they are going to manage texts in an academically savvy way, they must be
taught how to decipher and write about and otherwise dominate them and, in
the process, will acgquire the literacy skills needed for academic success
(Mohan, 1986; Zamel, 1983). 1In sum, the development of writing abilities
in a second language among students in academic programs is a complex
dynamic. Similarly, the writing process itself is now understood as more

than a mysterious and idiosyncratic series of activities that precede the
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emergence of a product. For these and other reasons, writing now plays a
deeper and more critical role in learning generally.

2.2.3 Mathematics Teaching

The days when it was assumed that the stddy of math required little
attention to language are behind us. Math educators and researchers today
recognize that an activity-specific register is associated with
problem-solving in math (Halliday, 1978; Cuevas, 1984; Mestre, 1984; Secada
& Carey, 1990) and that math proficiency includes a mastery of the
discourse of mathematics as well as a grasp of mathematical concepts.
While the abilities of non-native students are equal to the task of
understanding mathematical concepts and processes in their native
languages, they have trouble when teachers do not modify their language to
match their levels of proficiency (Mestre & Gerace, 1986). Students often
have trouble, for example, articulating their comprehensicn of mathematical
concepts and processes (Dawe, 1983; Kessler, 1986). Linguistic
complexities associated with the technical language of mathematics wad
constraints on the expressive capacities of students thus impinge on their
performance and make it difficult for school personnel to get a precise fix
on their true capabilities. For these and other reasons, math teachers ar-»
increasingly sensitive to the communicative limitations of language
minority students in English and, as indicated above, have begun to require
considerably more instructional conversation around math problems, more
group work, and more expository writing. The growing preference for
instructional conversation around math topics is reflected in, among other
initiatives, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), which
in its constructed responses puts an undue burden on students who do not
know the test language natively.

2.2.4 social studies Teaching

Although ESL and foreign language teachers have always had cultural
objectives, even in non-content-based courses, gsocial studies educators

have been slow to address issues of language. Even when impelled to
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confront these issues (e.g., the National Council for the Social sStudies,
1976), they rarely looked deeply at the problems of language minority
students in social studies classes. While they conducted research on
reading demands in the social studies -~ examining textbooks and measuring
student comprehension in relation to prose type (e.g., expository),
coherence, visual organization, headings, and illustrations (Crismore,
1985; Beck, 1989; Brophy, 1991), their primary focus was their effects on
native English speakers. They may have examined the frequent mismatch
between authorial intention and student comprehension, but they did not do
80 with reference to an expanding multicultural student population. A
global perspective has often been described as potentially critical in the
building of self-esteem among language minority students and their
acclimatization, but few studies have been carried out along this critical
interface. Only recently have national organizations (e.g., the National
Commission on Social Studies in the Schools, 1989) recommended guidelines
and strategies for teaching language minority students, and only recently
has the attention of social studies educators been drawn to the critical
nzeds of this population (Short, 1991). These facts are particularly
distressing because, of the three or four subject matters most often
integrated in ESL classes, social studies is probably the most dependent on
prior knowledge of a cultural nature and the most language dependent.

2.2.5 Science Teaching

Scientific literacy is a socially and culturally determined way of
thinking and knowing with its own values, patterns of discourse, and
vocabulary. To become scientifically literate, students must be
acculturated into ways of making sense of what they see, say, read, and
hear in science activities (Rosebery et al., 1990). Acculturation will be
successful to the extent that students participate in allied discources,
but it may entail a long and intimate apprenticeship in a community that
engages in scientific sense-making (Bakhtin, 1981). For language minority

students, this apprenticeship is often complicated by cultural and
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linguistic differences, for cross-linguistic discourses, by definition,
conflict in their underlying assumptions and values, their ways of making
sense, their viewpoints, and the objects and concepts with which they
concern themselves (Gee, 1989).

As recent National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) data
show, school science is often an amalgam of lecture, demonstration,
memorization, and assessment (Mullis & Jenkins, 1988). Students may master
the facts of science but learn little about the nature of scientific
investigation (Rosebery et al., 1990). Therefore, doing science must
become part of the teaching of science -- i.e., students must learn
scientific ways of thinking and talking, and investigation should be put at
the center of the enterprise (Warren et al., 1989; Rosebery et al., 1990).
Investigative, inquiry, or discovery approaches require students to pose
questions, write hypotheses, plan research, collect data, and analyze data
to reach conclusions. 1In these approaches, students become active problem
solvers rather than merely passive observers of a teacher’s demonstrations
or readers of text.

Because 8o much of what goes on in science classes is materially
driven, researchers have recently examined instructional materials in
science to discover how they help or hinder teaching and learning. In
general, published materials for teaching science have been faulted for
their failure to take the reader into account (Anderson, 1987; Armbruster,
1991; Meyer, 1991), their failure to engage students cognitiveiy, and their
implicitly constricted view of science. Thus, they often confirm students’
assumptions that science is essentially an inventory of established facts
(Rosebery et al., 1990; Padak & Davidson, 1991; Alvermann & Hinchman, 1991;
Holliday, 1991). Meyer (1991) and similar studies show that, without
strategies for accessing the content of science textbooks, students will
overlook key ideas and their interrelationships (Armbruster, 1991;
Harrison, 1991; Padak & Davidson, 1991; Helliday, 1991). Our review of the

literature reveals a deeply felt and universally acknowledged need for more
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challenging and more engaging material in science and, beyond that, a need
for such material tailored to the talents and aspirations of content-ESL

students.

2.3 Instructional Approaches

While the strategies currently used to teach content-ESL and provide
sheltered instruction are alternately referred to as approaches, methods,
and techniques (Anthony, 1979; Richards & Rodgers, 1986), we refer to them
below as instructional approaches and strategies interchangeably. . Although
a number of strategies appear in the disparate literature on content-~ESL,
seven major ones are often singled out: whole language, language
experience, cooperative learning, task-based language learning, the natural
approach, total physical response (TPR), and cognitive academic language
learning (CALLA). One recent issue of Educational Leadership, for example,
identified whole language, cooperative learning, and instruction
integrating language and content in thematic units as "three themes for the
future” across the range of educational possibilities.

2.3.1 Whole Language

Anderson, et al. (1985) revealed that much reading activity required
of primary students consists of completion exercises in workbooks requiring
students to pay attention to isolated reading skills rather than meaning.
Until recently, second language reading had also promoted such activities -~
- activities, in other words, that stress bottom-up processing, sound-
symbol correspondence and isolated words before sentences, paragraphs, and
whole texts. Unfortunately, this approach has not left students with the
impression that reading is pleasurable or led to high achievement. Nor has
it helped languagg minority students move from learning to read to reading
to learn. Rather, conventional bottom-up strategies, which stress the
incremental mastery of subsidiary skills like phonic decoding, have put
language minority students at a disadvantage and often constrained their

chances for success (Goodman, 1988; Heald-Taylor, 1989).
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Whole language is different. It is an instructional philosophy
associated with a variety of insatructional techniques that encapsulates the
view that meaning and "natural language" are the foundations of literacy
development (Smith, 1988). In contrast to more conventional approaches,
whole language takes a top-down tack and starts students out on whole texts
that engage them meaningfully. Rather than focusing on bits of
decontextualize« language that are then rehearsed in exercises and drills,
it directs their attention to vocabulary or spelling only when such aspects
are relevant to the process of decoding for general meaning (Smith, 1979;
Cheek & Filippo, 1989). It has proven successful with second language
learners because it requires them to use the new language, not just to
decode for general meaning, but to express themselves personally, and thus
engages them more deeply and motivates higher achievement.

In a whole language approach, students are readers and writers from
the very first day, and in many programs their work results in actual
publication. 1In using authentic texts and creating an atmosphere in which
reading and writing are pleasurable, whole language leapfrogs exercises
from ditto sheets and workbooks to meaningful interaction with the text.

In general, whole language advocates favor reading material that is simple,
straightforward, and colloquial for the simultaneous development of oral
and written language (Goodman, 1986), though it may be content relevant.
They also advocate techniques that enhance productivity in reading and
writing. These include the use of stimulating materials for silent or
shared reading and reading aloud activities. In their classrooms,
achievement is measured by how well students communicate their feelings,
ideas, and attitudes in speaking, reading, and writing (Caprio, 1989). For
example, teachers evaluate students by watching them during class
activities (Goodman, 1986) and helping them evaluate their own progress.
Needless to say, students respond well to the collaborative making of
meaning because it gives them ownership over text and validates their

perceptions in a way that mere fill-in or completion exercises do not.
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In sum, the current view is that whole language is particularly
appropriate for ESL students because it incorporates authentic activities
that allow them to use language to think about and find meaning even
without high proficiency -- in short, to see reading and writing as
empowering processes leading to self-expression rather than the simple
mastery of discrete skills.

2.3.2 Language Experience

Language and experience are the foundations of the language
experience approach, which incorporates all the communication skills --
speaking, listening,'reading, and writing. Based on the idea that students
are best able to write what they are able to say and read what they are
able to write, the approach guides students to translate familiar
experiences into text and text into schemata. TIn sum, students’ words are
recorded by teachers to create text, and that text then beéomes the basis
for reading instruction (Van Allen & Allen, 197€¢). Because the words in
the text are the students’ own, they are readily understood; those that
remain obscure often take on meaning from the context. In this fashion,
reading becomes a non-linear process in which meaning is constantly made
and recycled in a collaborative dynamic.

In this approach, learning to read is facilitated by the match-up
between the students’ oral and written language patterns. In other words,
learners rarely confront confusing language of which they have no
contextual understanding (Van Allen & Allen, 1976; Enright & McCloskey,
1988). The approach aids the comprehension of second language students by
validating their language and experience (Rigg, 1989), which are often
discredited in educational institutions by implication if not intention.
As their interests and experience promote literacy development and their
knowledge of the language gradually expands, they are introduced to texts
that lie just beyond what they already know until they are ready to
confront decontextualized and cognitively more demanding material.

As Throne (1994) and others have pointed out, the language experience
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approach and the whole language "philosophy” have a lot in common. One
common thread is the integration of all language "experiences,” i.e.,
skills, and another is the integration of children’s literature into
thematic units. On the other hand, differences include the dependence in
language experience on collectively generated student texts for reading and
writing activities. As Throne comments, whole ianguage "puts more emphasis
on children doing their own writing and using trade books for teaching
reading.” On the whole, however, both strategies put learners -- their
tastes, interests, and experiences -- at the center of the process and
build literacy activities around familiar content.

2.3.3 Cooperative Learning

In cooperative learning, students engage in activities that require
them to work together in small heterogeneous groups to accomplish a common
purpose within a specified time period (Slavin, 1987; Cochran, 1989; Jacob
& Mattson, 1990). In first language contexts, it has had positive effects
on students’ attitudes toward themselves and each other (Slavin, 1985:
1987; Johnson et al., 1985, cited in Slavin, 1989, 1990), but it has also
been widely recommended for second language learners, for whom issues of
attitude are also critical (Chamot & O'Malley, 1987; Jacob & Mattson, 1987;
Calderon, 1989). 1Its chief feature is that it maximizes the strengths of
learners by putting them into unthreatening situations in which they pool
their resources to achieve a common aim.

In this model, students actively construct and test hypotheses about.
how the language works while developing communication and learning skills.
This process of hypothesis-testing subconsciously feeds their knowledge of
all aspects of the language, including registers associated with academic
activities, and builds their communicative competence generally.

Classrooms in which cooperative learning has been adopted provide students
with a rich social environment for the development of this competence
(Enright & McCloskey, 1988) and, in the process, develop social skills. 1In

such classrooms, communication about topics, texts, and tasks flows in
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several directions: from teacher to student, from student to student, and
from student to teacher. These exchanges require students to try out and
evaluate their language for personal and academic purposes -- to talk about
new concepts, apply them in novel situations, and discover strategies for
retaining them. By taking the pressure associated with performance in
front of a large group off the student, cooperative activities give
students practice without triggering what Krashen calls the affective
filter (2.1.1).

Cooperative learning activities apply the basic principles of
cooperative task and/or cooperative reward structures in various ways. The
major activity types under the Slavin model* involve an exchange of

information for a common purpose, a pooling of resources. Implicitly, they

promote a point of view that stresses the importance of active, task-
ériented learning, student autonomy, and collaboration in small groups.
They are both cooperative and real -- merely working together to complete a
workbook page or discuss a topic aimlessly does not qualify. If, on the
other hand, a task has an explicit outcome, interaction is structured, even
timed, and task completion requires authentic collaboration, then the
activity is consistent with the principles of cooperative learning. As for
second language learners, such activities provide plenty of opportunity for
practice of the target language in authentic and, in many cases, quite
personal contexts.

2.3.4 Task-based Language Learning

Task-based language learning is an integrated approach to second
language learning (Long, 1985); like cooperative learning, it requires the
use of skills needed for social interaction. This means that classroom
activities involve various patterns of interaction, in a variety of skills,

and eschew grammar practice and other forms of teacher-centered activity

* Jigsaw, Student Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD), Teams-Games-
Tournaments (TGT), Teams Accelerated Individualization (TAI), Cooperative
Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC), Peer and Cross-Age/Cross-Grade
Tutoring, Group Investigation, and Cooperative Projects.
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(Doughty & Pica, 1986). It differs from cooperative learning, however,
because its whole aim is linguistic development.

The task-based instructional approach draws on Krashen’s Monitor
Model and Input Hypothesis (1981). In task-based activities, students
engage in various negotiations of meaning, in groups or pairs, which
require them to use the language for a wide range of rhetorical purposes
and negotiate meaning in a natural manner (Long, et al., 1976; Doughty &
Pica, 1986). In task-based situations, they ask questions, request
clarification, confirm a fellow student’s understanding, and ask for
repetitions and paraphrases. 1In the content-based Bst classroom, such
activities can have an important role. Course content; for example, is
frequently integrated into learning tasks that encourage students to work
together and develop language and content mastery simultaneously. Thus,
the social sgkills required for effective interaction around school content
are an inportant component of the process, and the language needed to
negotiate meaning in small groups is crucial. l

2.3.5 The Natural Approach

The Natural Approach was intended as a quasi-theoretical method of
adult second-language teaching but is now considered relevant to children
as well. Like other approaches, it is indebted to Krashen’s Monitor Model
(1981) but comprises five approach-specific principles that add up to a
generalized focus on meaning rather than form (Terrell, 1983). 1In short,
opportunities for students to acquire meaning while learning the formal
properties of a language are at the heart of the approach. As students
acquire language{ they begin to formulate rules about how the language
works and apply them in their efforts to communicate (Krashen, 1981).

In this approach, language acquisition is optimal when samples of the
target language are meaningful and interesting and presented in a
supportive atmosphere in which students feel free to use them. Thus,
teachers following this method ask students to use the target language only

when they are ready and free them to do so by minimizing feedback or error-
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correction. Activities vary at each level of proficiency. Simple Total
Physical Response (2.3.6) activities and naming objects in pictures are
useful for students at the pre-production levei. lLater, when they reach an
intermediate stage of fluency, activities such as open-ended sentences and
interviews are included as well. Such complex activities provide students
with contextualized settings in which meaningful and purposeful use of the
language is required. The method, in short, takes a long view of language

acquisition, avoids premature production, and proposes activities that vary

as students move from level to level.

2.3.6 Total Physical Response

Total Fhysical Response (TPR) is based on general notions about first
language acquisition and, specifically, the premise that understanding
spoken language develops before production (Asher, 1969, 1977, 1982). The
approach is founded on the idea that second language acquisition can be
increased through the use of students’ kinesthetic memory systems. Asher
recommends that listening comprehension be developed first because it is
the one skill which has the greatest potential for transfer to the other
skills of speaking, reading, and writing. 1In TPR, students listen to
commands in a foreign language and respond with a physical action (Asher,
1969). The teacher begins with one-word commands and gradually introduces
more complex commands that are morphologically and syntactically demanding.

TPR benefits second-language learners in several ways. First, they
internalize information about how the target language works before they are
required to demonstrate their skill at processing in real time and uso
assimilate the lingquistic code more rapidly (Asher, et al., 1983).
Therefore, they experience success early and often feel they can accomplish
the task of learning the new language more easily. The pace and novelty of
TPR also contribute to students’ motivation for learning (Asher, 1977):
since production is minimized at the early stages, and students are asked
to respond physically to input, they can often operate with heightened

input at a high level of accuracy early in the process. The approach is
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often used in conjunction with the Natural Approach and similar strategies.
TPR activities can be built into content activity sequences to provide a
change of pace and a temporary emphasis on particular language problems.

2.3.7 The Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach

The Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA), developed
by Chamot and O’Malley (1987), is a transitional approach for LEP students
at the upper elementary and secondary levels. Its intent is to introduce
content vocabulary, language structures, and language functions in English
by using concepts from content areas (Chamot & O’Malley, 1986). Through
instruction around content area subjects, LEP students feel they are
learning real subjects and doing real schoolwork, with an obvious effect on
motivation.

CALLA‘s design is derived from second language acquisition and
learning strategy theory associated with the work of Anderson (1981, 1983,
1985). 1In this view, information is stored in two forms, as declarative
and procedural knowledge. Language learning requires students to have both
explicit and implicit knowledge about the language as a system and requires
many opportunities for practice. Thus, language learning is a complex
cognitive process that involves the juggling of several storage systems and
the constant activation of this knowledge.

The goal of CALLA is to prepare students for the mainstream
curriculum, not to duplicate it (Chamot & O’Malley, 1989). CALLA-oriented
instruction focuses on one subject at a time. Teachers might, for example,
begin with science, add mathematics and social studies, and finally include
the language artw., The students in these programs also receive instruction
in learning strategies that are appropriate for content-related tasks.
Learning language, learning through language, and learning to learn are
CALLA's three objectives for these students (Chamot & O’Malley, 1989). fThe

popularity of this approach is attested by the large number of classrooms

across the country that have adopted it.




2.4 Curriculum and Materials

As we have seen, second language learners struggle with a new
language, but they also struggle with content material -- mathematics,
science, and social studies -- and mastery of thinking, study, and social
skills. How these skills fit into a curriculum is a matter of great
depate. Increasingly, educators incorporate language, thinking and study
skills, and content concepts into all curricula, and curricula increasingly
re flect the changing needs of language minority students.

Vocabulary drill, grammar exercises, gentence structure exercises,
and audiolingual activities were common in BSL courses before 1980.
Typically, these activities and materials promoted language learning via
carefully sequenced steps -- listening and speaking first, reading and
writing later. A major aim was the production of successful social
communicators, but that aim was often undercut by a reductionist
preoccupation with grammatical bits and pieces®.

while an audiolingual bias is still evident in many ESL classes,

become successful language and content learners. Thus, the notion that the
sequencing of discrete skills is paramount has taken a back seat, and whole
language and other communicative approaches are now considered more
appropriate and effective if communicative competence in academic contexts
is the intended outcome. Science, math, and social studies are now
considered primary sources of course content, and students approach
learning a new language with a stronger sense of purpose and long-term
academic objectives in mind. They are considerably less tolerant of
grammatical drills when calculus is just arcund the corner.

While there are still relatively few texts or materials designed

specifically for content-ESL programs, there is an abundance of printed and

5 For an excellent review of ESL literature before 1985, see A summary
of current literature on English as a second lanquage by A.U. Chamot & G.
Stewner-Manzanares (1985). Rosslyn, VA: InterAmerica Associates.
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visual material, often used in reqular ESL instruction, that content-EsL
teachers can select for their classes. Commercially published texts and

resource materials are available at conferences, and mary publishers-

catalogues are available to teachers free of charge (Kidd & Marquardson,

1993). several researchers provide lists of specific texts and materials
that would be helpful to ESL and content-ESL teachers (Cook, 1993; Kidd &
Marquardson, 1993; Italiano & Rounds, 1993).

Several state governments have adopted textbooks and other materials
for ESL classes statewide (Italiano a Rounds, 19%3). 1In addition, stcate
educational agencies have developed curriculum materials which are
available to educators designing and implementing instructional programs.
For example, a description of the steps Indiana’s state educational agency
has undertaken to provide instructional services to these students is

described in the publication, Procedures for Developing Prog:am Capacity
(1989)¢. Another example is Bilinqual Instruction in Michigan. A

Pogition Statement by the State Board of Education (Michigan state

Department of Education, 1989), which lists program goals, recommends
instructional techniques, and suggests content for the state’s bilingual
classes,

State departments of education also develop and make available
handboocks which describe how to develop instructional programs and include

many kinds of information. For example, Maine'’s Practical Practices for

ESL Teachers (1991) describes types of instructional placement, resources

for instruction, and instructional approaches. This quide also lists four
stages of ESL development and includes sample curriculum charts with
descriptions of wh&t students at beginning, intermediate, and advanced
levels of proficiency may be expected to learn and do regarding content and

linguistic knowledge. Guides such as these are also available from other

states for educators to use in setting up and maintaining instructional

¢ These and other materials are generally not available to the public,

but can be obtained directly from state departments of education.
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programs.

Information about assessment measures and sample materials for

conducting home language surveys are available. In Procedures to_Assesc

Lanquaqge Proficiency: Resource Manual (1990) the Indiana Department of

Education defines assessment and includes suggestions for eliciting
spontaneous language and for story retelling tasks. The publication also
includes sample language proficiency assessment instruments from a variety
of sources, sample dictation and cloze passages, and proficiency guidelines
in such areas as accent, grammar, vocabulary, fluency, organization, and

meaning. In the Mictigan Department of Education Approved Reading and

Mathematics Tests for the Evaluation of State and Federal Categorical

Progqrams (1991), educators can find information about approved test titles,

the grade level for which they are appropriate and the dates when
Michigan’s evaluations are to be made. The publication lists 17 language
tests that are appropriate for use with limited-English proficient
students.

Both state and local educational agencies produce handbooks which
include sample activities, games, charts, lesson plans and information
about content areag for use in classrooms. An example of a state handbook

is the Bilinqual Education Handbook: Designing Instruction for LEP Students

(1990) . Developed by the California Department of Education, the handbook
discusses the state’s philosophy regarding bilingual education, identifies
achools which have successful programs, and describes a content-based,
integrated, sequentially organized program. Also included is a checklist
for use in identifying effective bilingual programs. An example of a

locally prepared handbook is A Guide for Inteqrating English Lanquage
Development in the Content Areas (Grades K-8) (1985), developed by the San

Francisco Unified School District. Information relating to each of the
grade levels is charted, as well as expectations for each of the four
levels of English proficiency (pre-production, early production, speech

emergence, and intermediate fluency) for each of three subject areag--
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mathematics, social studies, and science. Additionally, related verbs
which describe what these students can do are identified for each of the
four levels of production. Vocabulary for each of the content areas is
also listed. Both of theaze publications are valuable resources for
aducators who are interested in designing and implementing an integrated
language and content instructional program for limited-English proficient

sturdents.

Tiie Hartford Public Schoels Content-Based Curriculum, K-6 (CBESL) is

another exampls of a curriculum developed by a local educational agency.
This curriculum is a functional, content-oriented curriculum which
integreztes the learning of English and content material from social
studies, science, and mathematics. This content-based curriculum
integrates factual information with methods and strategies to promote
students’ experiential learning and cognitive and language development.

The goal of CBESL is to enable LEP students to acquire and develop the oral
and literacy skills needed for educational achievement and success.
Threughout this curriculum, the role of the teacher is to teach students
the English language skills they need to be able to learn certain concepts
and skills in the three content areas rather than to teach them the content
concepts; thus, it stresses content-based ESL. Specific information
describing methods and strategies for using the CBESL curriculum with

limited-English proficient students are included in the Teacher Resource

Manual.

How to Inteqrate Lanquage and Content Instruction: A Training Manual

{Short, 1991), published by the Center for Applied Linguistics, is an
example of curriculum development materials available from other sources.
This manual, a revision of an earlier edition, is intended for elementary
and secondary ESL/EFL teachers, bilingual teachers, or content area
teachers who have limited-English proficient students. This manual
describes teesching techniques, methods for adapting materials, lesson

plans, and alternative assessment strategies which are based on a whole
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education approach to integrating language and content instruction. This
approach is recommended for use by both language and content teachers. 1In
this approach, instruction focuses on academic content, language

proficiency, and cognitive skills.

The Pre-Algebra NLexicon (Hayden & Cuevas, 1989) is a useful resource

for both language and math educators, which identifies and explains the
mathematical terms and expressions most commonly found in pre-algebra
courses and textbooks. This lexicon can be utilized by language teachers
to incorporate content into their instruction to prepare LEP students for
the demands of math classes. Math teachers can use the lexicon to focus
more closely on the language of mathematics, and, through the suggested
strategies, address the language needs of students to increase their
achievement in mathematics. Information about mathematical terms,

instructional strategies and diagnostic assessment techniques are provided

in the text.

Another source of information about curriculum is the CLEAR Annotated

Bibliography Series, available from ERIC (Educational Resource Information
Center). These annotated bibliographies describe teacher-developed
materials and list a number of curriculum guides in the several categories
of resource materials available for ESL instructional planning and
implementation.

Other research discusses characteristics of effective materials for
integrating content and language instruction. Almost anything can be used
as an instructional resource; it is the flexibility or adaptability of the
materials that is important, especially with written texts. Newspapers,
encyclopedias, and books are all accepted resource materials. (Kidd &
Marquardson, 1993). General-interest magazines, which often have
expository features containing introductions and specific headings, are
also good for content-ESL classes (Shih, 1992). 1In some cases, even
government documents have been adapted for limited English speakers (e.q.

Short, et al., 1988). However, some of the most effective materials are
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visual ones, particularly pictures or visuals in full color, as well as
"handg-on" learning tools. Good materials foster involvement and
interaction among students in real learning situations. Finally, the more
resources a teacher has at her fingertips, the better able she is to adapt
materials to different learning contexts (Kidd & Marquardson, 1993).

For secondary and college ESL students in eontent classes, entire
texts are typically more suitable for learning than excerpted msaterial,
such as chapters or articles. In addition, close or narrow readings of
these texts has proven more effective than short and varied readings. Good
materials are geared toward the age or grade level of the students,
appealing to their personal interests when possible, relating to their
personal experiences, and containing new information (Shih, 1992).

There are many material options available to teachers besides print.
Films, videos, slides, audio tapes, compact discs, and computers are all
available. Today’s technology makes it possible for students to sample
commercially prepared sights, sounds, and programs and to create and invent
their own. With such technology, students learn via activities that
provide a wealth of visual stimuli to stimulate their intuitions about
language and communication. Technology combines the verbal and the visual
and makes students think, imagine, and relate. Computers, CD-ROMs,
videodiscs, voice synthesizers, and telecommunications equipment have all
proven to be successful instructional aids. In fact, several software
products designed for use with native English speaking students are
suitable for LEP students, providing that appropriate adaptations are made
by teachers. Content-ESL teachers can develop their own computerized
instructional materials with resources such as HyperCard for the Mac and
Linkway for the PC (Cook, 1993). Computer networks that enable students in
different countries to communicate have become commonplace.

In short, schools use computers and technology to teach such students
because they provide opportunities that other resources cannot. Moreover,

research suggests that computer-assisted instruction (CAI) dramatically
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boosts LEP students over perceptually overwhelming academic and social
hurdles (Roberts, 1987). While many educators caution that technology is
no panacea, and certainly not an end in itself, schools across the U.S. now
take computer technology for granted, and in many schools teachers have

been able to harness its power in creative, instructionally useful ways.

2.5 Progran Models

To accommodate the language and academic needs of language minority
students, a variety of instructional programs have been developed in the
last 25 years (Ovando & Collier, 1985). Two issues in the design of these
programs are the role of the native language and the means by which
students learn content while they acquire English, the mainstream medium of
instruction. If the native language is assigned a major role, some type of
bilinqual education is usually offered. If not, some type of ESL
instruction is provided, although even in bilingual programs ESL plays an
important role. 1In fact, the picture is still more complex. Some manner
of bilingual instruction is often used with students who know little or no
English even if they are enrolled in an ESL programs; and English
instruction in bilingual programs usually employs techniques commonly used
in ESL programs.

Recently, programs have begun providing integrated language and
content instruction, typically through some combination of content-based
ESL and sheltered subject matter instruction. O©Of course, content-language
integration also takes place in bilingual programs in languages other than
English. Whatever the medium of instruction, the intent is to enable LEP
students to acquire academic and language skills commensurate with those of
mainstream students. As Bill Honig, former State Superintendent of
Instruction for California, has stated, "limited-English-proficient
students should have access to the same socially enabling body of
knowledge, skills and ways of thinking about the world available from the

academic core as English-speaking students...” (Bilinqual Education
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Handbook, 1§90). Theoretically, that "socially enabling body of knowledge,

skills and ways of thinking about the world" is assimilable in any
language, and any type of program for LEP students is supposed to make sure
that they do not fall behind in regular subjects while they are in special
programs.

2.5.1 Bilingual Models

While bilingual education has existed since the late 18th century,
few programs have been designed around a single model, in part, because of
local preferences and the lack of federal regulations prescribing the
manner in which programs for LEPs should be designed or implemented.
Today, most programs are transitional in nature. Transitional programs
often provide first language instruction and support as students acquire
enough English to participate in English-medium instruction, while
maintenance programs promote development of the first language by p.oviding
academic instruction in that language. In addition to these two models,
developmental or two-way programs enroll non-native speakers of two target
languages to learn each other’s langueges; taey vary in the percentage of
instructional time spent in English ind thz native/second/foreign language
(Lindholm, 1987; christian, in progress). Content-ESL has a role to play
in all of these models.

2.5.2 Monoliugual (ESL) Models

In some schools, particularly at the elementary level, ESL teachers
rull students out of the regular classroom ("pull-out"), while in others
("plug-in") they go into regular classrooms to provide tutoring, team or
paired teaching, and the like. Where there are large numbers of students,
instruction is also sometimes provided in self-contained classrooms.
Content instruction is often integrated in these classes, though not always
in a systematic fashion (i.e., in a way that accomplishes language and
content objectives simultaneously). At one time, the purpose of many such
classes was to expose the students to enough English to get them into

mainstream classes as quickly as possible, and its emphases were often
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grammar, oral language skills, and social language. The emphasis changed
somewhat in the 19808, particularly with the burgeoning interest in
academic language and methods for developing content knowledge and language
proficiency simultaneocusly. Increasingly, the teacher’s role in ESL-based
programs is to work on academic language, sometimes referred to as CALP
(see above), often in a fashion that is consistent with content-ESL
priorities.

2.5.3 Content-based ESL and sheltered Instruction

In the 19808, researchers reported that students who exited bilingual
programs or conventional ESL programs often had trouble in mainatream
courses because they lacked academic language skills (Cwmmins, 1980;
Collier, 1989). As a result, ESL classes in bilinguai programs and in
stand-alone ESL programs now often incorporate academic concepts, language,
and skills. There are three main approaches in these programs: (a)
content-based langquage instruction, (b) language-sensitive instruction, and
(c) paired or team teaching.

In content-based language instruction, subject matter appropriate to
the students’ ages and grade levels is combined with the teaching of second
language skills (Cantoni-Harvey, 1987). In these classes, ESL teachers
structure language instruction around academic content rather than grammar
rules or vocabulary lists. They typically choose themes from a single
content area and create hyphenated classes (e.g., ESL-math, ESL-science,
ESL-algebra) or import concepts, skills, and language required by several
content areas (thematic content-based ESL) and collaborate with content
area colleagues to plan instruction that complements and/or reinforces
regular content instruction (Irujo, 1990). In this framework, students are
encouraged to use language to learn something about the topic, not merely
learn new labels for content already absorbed. The approach stimulates
motivation and achievement among language minority students (Short, 1991),
who are otherwise often taught academic cognitive skills and content only

after they have attained proficiency in the second language.
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Mainstream elementary teachers and content area teachers in the
middle and high schools have also developed programs that provide language-
sensitive instruction -- sheltered English or sheltered instruction. A
variation of immersion education, language-sensitive instruction offers
structured instruction in an English modified to the students’ levels of
proficiency (Mohan, 1986; Northcutt & Watson, 1986; Crahdall, 1987).
Sometimes, trained ESL teachers make the content comprehensible through
pre-reading and pre-listening exercises, but often regqular classroom
teachers use additional aids to assist students in content areas. Visuals,
props, and cooperative activities are examples. Because one goal of this
approach is to help students develop learning strategies, such content
instruction also focuses on major concepts rather than details.

The third approach, paired or team teaching between an ESL/bilingual
teacher and a regular classroom or content area teacher, is common in
secondary or tertiary programs in which the content is often complex and
specialized (Brinton & Snow, 1988). In this case, ESL/bilingual teachers
focus on skills dictated by the content, classroom and content teachers
concentrate on subject matter concepts, and they collaborate in
instructional planning.

2.5.4 Structured Immersion

One program model that borrows from both bilingual and sheltered
instructional features is structured immersion. In this informal, ad hoc
approach, students are often encouraged to use their native languages if
they are understood by the teacher. while teachers may accept questions
and other interventions in these languages, however, they usually fespond
in an English modified to be comprehensible (Ramirez, 1986). In actual
practice, there are many variations on this theme. Since some teachers are
more sensitive to the students’ linguistic needs than others, there are
also structured classrooms in which some teacher-student communication is
conducted exclusively in the native language, and there are others in which

use of that language is actively discouraged. 1In such cases, structured
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immersion looks a whole lot like the classic "sink-or-swim” situation

commonly referred to as submersion.

2.6. Program Administration

The research on effective schools for all students has identified
seven common characteristics among effective schools (Edmonds, 1979;
Goodlad, 1984). These include a safe and orderly environment; a climate of
high expectation for success; instructional leadership (particularly from
the school principal); clearly articulated school goals or a mission; an
opportunity to learn essential skills; frequent measuring and monitoring of
student progress; and a high level of parental involvement. Subsequent
research on effective achools for language minority students has reached
similar conclusions (Carter & Maestas, 1982; Carter & Chatfield, 1986;
Garcia, 1987; Lucas et al., 1989; Tikunoff et al., 1980, 1982, 1991). That
is, effective schools are schools that take the needs of all students into
account regardless of their national origins.

There are problems, however, with research on effectiveness as it
relates to language minority students. In some cases, for example, schools
delete information about ESL/bilingual students in their effectiveness
data; in others, an effective ESL/bilingual program is a component of what
is otherwise an ineffective school. Thus, it is extremely hard to get at
this information or to sort it in a way that makes analysis possible.
Nonetheless, studies such as Tikunoff et al. (1980), which l<oked at the
features of effective bilingual instruction, have found considerable
convergence between such indicators and those identified for the student
population as a whole.

Tikunoff’s recent study of the significant features of exemplary
programs called Special Alternative Instructional Programs (Tikunoff et
al., 1991), for example, identified fifty "emerging descriptors” organized
into nine clusters. These include responsiveness to local needs; an

administrative accommodation to LEP students’ needs; the effectiveness of
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l English language development approaches; the appropriateness of
instructional strategies; the monitoring of English language development;
l the alignment of curriculum with that for English-speaking peers; the
effectiveness of program staffing; support for school innovation; aad
community and parental involvement. Many of these have direct relevance
for content~ESL programs; others have implications for the content-ESL
classroom.

In the case of the study reported on in this volume, nine variables
were selected from the literature as being indicative of effective content-
ESL programs. These were arranged across three tiers -- Tier I through
Tier III -~ in descending order of importance, though they were not ordered
within each tier. Then Information Questionnaire data (Information
Questionnaires for Administrators and for Teachers) from the 468
participating schools were scanned to determine the presence or absence of
these nine variables as defined with reference to items in the
questionnaires. Some variables overlap with Tikunoff’s "emerging
descriptors”; some are more closely related to instructional practices.

The analysis is summarized in Chapter Five.

2.7. Learner Assessment and Program Evaluation

Programs or classes serving language minority students are accustomed
to diversity; indeed, it is their stock in trade. Students in these
programs vary not only in cvheir languages and ethnicities, but alsoc in
their native language and English proficiencies, literacy skills,
educational experiences, and expectations. sStudent assessment is therefore
a complex and multifaceted aspect of any program. In addition to providing
a basis for identification and screening, any comprehensive assessment
program must also establish parameters for student placement, student
achievement, and program evaluation itself. And it must deal with a
varisty of poagible inputs, outcomes, and sources of confusion.

A number of factors affect test results. Cultural bias, unfamiliar
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test formats, and inappropriate test language are examples. Resolution of
these potential problems depends on a close alignment of assessment with
student needs and capabilities, curricular objectives, and programmatic
aims. To obtain detailed information on students, a variety of formal,
standardized tests and informal, alternative assessment instruments are
currently used (a summary of these appear in Volume II).

There are of course advantages and disadvantages to both forms of
assessment. An overarching problem for content-ESL programs is the dearth
of commercial, standardized tests that measure cognitive skills, language
proficiency, and students’ abilities to function in an academic context.

As de George (1987, 1988) and others point out, oral English proficiency
tests do not measure academic achievement; similarly, standardized academic
achievement tests in Bnglish confound content knowledge with language
proficiency -~ students might understand a concept in sciance or a math
problem without being able to understand the language in which the item is
written. As a result, many programs prefer to use informal assessments and
composite measures to evaluate students; unfortunately, these measures have
their own problems of validity and comparability. More to the point,
little is known aboﬁt how to measure a student’s competence, not simply in
the language of instruction, but in the language of the discipline. Until
testing experts get a better fix on how to assess any student’s mastery of,
say, the discourse 6f mathematics, we will continue to flounder in
confusion and indecision about how well language minority students ars
deing and how closely programs like content-ESL serve their needs.

Program evaluation is the “"systematic collection and analysis of all
relevant information necessary to promote the improvement of a curriculum,
and assess itg effectiveness and efficiency, as well as the participants’
attitudes within the context of the particular institutions involved”
(Brown, 1989). Since program evaluation is concerned with both students
and teachers, formal and informal measures, program assessment and

improvement, aims and outcomes, knowledge and performance, it is a complex
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' process indeed, not least of all because, while it can result in more
efficient service delivery, it can also threaten the life of the program.

I As in the case of all assessment, constructing an appropriate measure is
only half the problem. The other half is to interpret test results

' accurately in the light of the measure’s aims and limitations. As this
study shows, there are a lot of tests and test types currently in use

g across the country, but there is a growing need, stemming in part from
federal and state efforts to propose educational standards, to measure the

E linguistic and academic achievement. of language minority students more
accurately and efficiently. As of 1994, there appears to be little

consensus as to how that aim might be achieved.

2.8. Teacher Education
Given the increasing ethnic and linguistic diversity in the school
age population of the U.s. (O'Malley, 1983; Richard-Amato & Snow, 1992),
expanded pre- and in-service pPreparation in strategies for integrated
language and content instruction is a priority for all teachers, across the

board. Two major trends in teacher education, reflective teaching and

classroom-based research, are only aspects of a larger view that teaching
is a life-long process constantly renewing itself as teachers learn to do
the job better for a rapidly diversifying school population.

Cchanges in philosophy entail changes in practice. Where there was
once only training, there is now education. while the nature of teacher
education and staff development once seemed settled and predictable, now
there is as much innovation and diversity and reform and restructuring as
is found elsewhere in the field. Today, changes are taking place in
everything from teacher handbooks and teacher education materials, through
certification guidelines, to goal formulation itself, as is evident in the
work of many professional organizations and the federal effort to get
national educational goals for the next century. The field of in-service

education is also undergoing change as schools and school districts
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implement plans to update all experienced teachers, whatever their

specializations, to meet the instructional needs of the many language
minority studentis they now see in their classes. Most recently,
partnerships between schools and institutions of higher education (IHEs)
have been formed to stimulate rapid improvement across the board in tescher
preparation, curriculum development, and materials design. Community-based
organizations, increasingly private corporations, have also become
involved, and many schools across the country have benefitted from both the
subsidy and expertise these companies provide. In short, as the population
changes, school systems once thought of as havens for the tenured and hide-
bound, have had to rush to keep up with new demands and transforming

opportunities.

2.9 Content-ESL and the Study

Content-ESL is many things to many people. In essence, however, its
aim is to align the education of LEP students in English with an expanding
knowledge of the population and its needs and trends in effective
instructional practice. Thus, it encompasses a variety of approaches and
initiatives, some of them local, scme of them widespread. Since it is a
relatively recent phenomenon, there were many questions, in 1991, as to its
overall shape and direction. What, for example, were its dimensions in
terms of classroom practice? What types of information about local efforts
across the country, in all their rich variety, would practitioners find
useful? How could content-ESL be accommodated in a variety of programmatic
models? How could it be made to fit local conditions? What was its
potential role in systemic reform and restructuring? In short, there was a
perceived need to find out what educators were doing across the country, to
secure baseline data, before assessing the approach’s larger purposes and
long-term effect.

It is important to bear in mind that, since no previous study of

content-ESL had been undertaken, the study team found itself in largely
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unmapped territory in fulfilling its charter. While the study’s overall
structure was dictated in OBEMLA’8 Requeet for Proposals (RFP) and its
components were described in some detail in the proposal itself, issues
such as the necessity of operational definitions, the identification of
target programs, study instrument design, agency approval, data gathering
and analysis, the selection of additional analyses -- in short, the study’s
scope -~ Were resolved on an ad hoc basis as circumstances required in
collaboration with OBEMLA personnel and consistent with generally accepted
practice. Thus, as in any long-term study, there were inevitable shifts
and redirectisns. These occurred in the light of the study’s overall
objectives and in response to the funding agency’s emerging need for
information. Throughout, the study’s single aim was to gather data'that
would answer the questions that had motivated it in the first place.

The first step of course was to distill a shorter list of questions
about content-~-ESL, whose answers would inform subsequent study, from the
wealth that had arisen in the beginning. In discussions with the study’s
advisory committee and OBEMLA personnel, therefore, the study team came up
with seventeen. These seventeen study questions thus formed the basis for
the study that ensued and provide a framework for the summaries that make

up the bulk of this report. 1In the list that follcws, they are organized

under four overarching questions.

QUESTION I: What are the salient charactaristics that describe the

content~ESL practices in the United States and how are the identified

programs distributed across these characteristics?

(1) What are the language, ethnic, economic and educational backgrounds
of students enrolled in content-ESL programs? (pages 69-76)

(2) What are teacher certification and other requirements? (page 76,
Appendix XII)

(3) wWhat is the education/training experience of teachers in such a

program? (pages 76-77)
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(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

wWhat is the average length of time for which the programs have been
in operation? (pages 77-78)

To what extent and for what purposes is the students’ native
language used? (pages 78-79)

What instructional resources, including curriculum and materialas, are
used in such programs? (pages 79-83)

Is there collaboration/coordination between the content-ESL teacher
and the classroom/content teacher? How does it differ according to
subject matter and grade level? What are the differences between
elementary and secondary level teacher collaborations? (pages 84-85)
Are there differences in content-ESL approaches, methods, strategies
at the elementary and secondary levels? (pages 85-90)

What special modifications are made when using content-ESL
ingtruction with older students? With those with interrupted or no
formal schooling? (page 90)

To what extent do teachers revise or modify initial instructional
plans during the course of ar academic year? On what basis do they

make these changes? (page 91)

QUESTION II: How can the effectiveness of one content-ESL practice be

compared to others?

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

What are the measures used to assess student subject matter and
academic language proficiency? (pages 91-93)

What level of English language proficiency do LEP students need to
develop before receiving content-ESL? Are there subject matter
threshold levels? (page 93)

What are the procedures and criteria for identifying LEP students for
entry and exit? How is student progress monitored? Wwhat follow-up
procedures are used? (pages 93-95)

Is there a possibility of comparison with students in more
traditional pull-out, non-content-based ESL at both the theoretical

and applied levels? (pages 95-96)
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QUESTION III: What conditions are correlated with the existence of a

content~ESL program?

(15)

What local and state laws/court decisions govern the delivery of

instructional services? (page 97)

QUESTION IV: What conditions are correlated with the effectiveness of

content~ESL programs? [Starred (*) items appear elsewhere on this list.])

(16)

(17)

*What is the education/training experiénce of teachers in the
program? (3) (pages 76-77)

*What is the length of time the program has been in operation? (4)
(pages 77-78)

*To what extent and for what purposes is the students’ native

language used? (5) (pages 78-79)

What interaction opportunities are there with native English speaking

peers? (pages 97-98)

*Are there differences at the elementary and secondary levels? (8)
(pages 85-90)

To what extent do content-ESL practices match underlying theories?
(pages 114-124)

*What special modifications are made when using content-ESL
instruction with older students: with those with interiuptec or no
formal schooling? (9) (page 90)

*To what extent do teachers revise or modify initial instructional
plans during the course of an academic year? On what basis do they

make these changes? (10) (page 91)
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Chapter Three: Methodology

3.1 Purpose of the Study
As outlined in 2.9 above, the study addressed seventeen questions
organized under four larger study questions. Its first aim, therefore, was
to answer those questions. Its larger purpose, however, was to gain a
general understanding of content-ESL policies and practices across the
country and, specifically, to consider how these policies and practices

might inform the develorment of a theory of content-language integration.

3.11 Approach

The approach proposed for answering the study questions revolved
around four data collection instruments, each aimed at a smaller, more
focused populaticn than the previous one. This approach enabled the study
team to refine the target population into smaller, information-rich groups
needed for in-depth interviews and field observation. Once the typology
was articulated, a "matrix” sampling strategy was employed to ensure that
coverage was roughly proportional in terms of the practice characteristics
of the larger population.

Beginning with the list of professional organizations and government
offices in the proposal,. the study team developed a mailing list for the
nomination form. Names and addresses from the nomination process combined
with Title VII schools formed the pool of recipients of the next mailing,
the Identification Questionnaire. Additionally, an independent survey of
750 randomly selected schools across the :.S. enabled the team to estimate

the total number of programs extant. Information from the Identification
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Questionnaire permitted the team to make persuasive estimates of the extent
of content-ESL practice in the United States.

The Identification Questionnaire provided valuable information on the
methods, environments, and participants at content-ESL programs across the
country. Based on these data, = typology of the practice (i.e., the
isolation of key variables) permitted the team to group sites based on the
materials used in the programs, their administrative practices, and the
like. This typoloygy allowed the team to determine what factors are
important and relatively unimportant in effective content-ESL programs.

In addition to developing a typology, an in-depth survey of the
practice in general was conductad by means of two Information
Questionnaires. The results of this survey allowed the team to determine
the extent of content—ESL.instruction, the salient factors that ‘appeared to
predict its success or failure, and the demonstrable value of content-ESL
practice as a pedagogical methodology.

Finally, a representative sample of twenty programs was visited for
first-hand study.

This phased, focusing approach was the only one possible, given the
constraints placed on the study in the RFP. It consistently met with
approval in face-to-face conferences and through the formal submission of

deliverables, as well as in a variety of less formal communications with

OBEML.A personnel throughout t.e study.

3.2 Program Definition
Content-ESL was defined broadly so as to capture information on the
largest possible number of programs, and the definition appeared in all
correspondence with potential respondents. A content~ESL program qualified
for inclusion in the study if the following criteria applied:

* There are one or more classes in which the integration of ESL
and subject matter (content) learning takes place.

* These classes may merely make content instruction in English
more comprehensible, or they may aim at systematic integration.
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« They may be taught by ESL and/or content teachers with or
without the use of a student’s primary home language.

+ Administratively, they may form part of a larger structure,
such as a bilingual or ESL program, or operate autonomously.

In discussions between members of the advisory committee and OBEMLA
officials, the school was chosen as the unit of analysis since it is the
culture of the school that determines the program’s history and structure.
In sum, a program was defined as school-based and school-wide, i.e.,
coterminous with a school. Thus, a large school that contained sesveral
programs was deemed to have only one; similarly, programs with a single
funding source that were spread over five schools were considered to be
five separate programs’. For further clarification, a program was defined
as consisting of one or more classes in a single school devoted to content
iqgtruction in English for students of limited English proficiency, and a

3

class was considerzd to contain 15 or more students.

3.3 study Design

Data were collected for this study acroas five broad tasks. 1In the
first of these, schools witl content-ESL programs were located through a
nomination process and by review of Title VII-funded programs. In the
second, they were surveyrd by mail (Identification Questionnaire). In the
third, as other tasks ware being carried out, a random survey of schools
across the country war conducted to estimate the actual number of such
programs [i.e., content-ESL programs {see definition above), some of which
were components of bilingual education programs, some of which were not].
In the fourth, a sample of programs that hzd been identified by means of
the Identification Questionnaire was surveyed in more detail regarding
program practices, teacher training and experience, and the contexts in
which content-ESI flourishes (Information Questionnaires for Administrators

and for Teachers). 1In the fifth, site visits to a representative sample of

7 For these reasons, the terms program and school are used

interchangeably in what follows.
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twenty content-ESL programs were conducted to acquire first-hand knowledge

of the phenomenon in elaborate detail.

Thus, data for the study were collected by four methods: mailed
survey, telephone survey, personal interviews, and classroom observation.
In all, four samples were used: .

(a) All programs identified under the first broad task above received
Identification Questionnaires. Data from the get of all schools that
responded to the Identification Questionnaire (N=1621) were analyzed (the
second task abo;e), and a summary of that descriptive analysis appears in
Appendix VIII.

(b) Under the third broad task, a random sample of 750 schools was
drawn from a database containing all public schools in the U.S. and
queried. The estimate of the number of schools that have content-ESL
programs was obtained from this set of schools that responded to the
telephone survey (N=742). This is referred to in the report as "the random
survey”; a summary appears on pages 98-99,

(c) Under the fourth task, twe random samples of programs responding
to the Identification Questionnaire were drawn and queried via the
Information Questionnaires (for Administrators and for Teachers). Data
from the set of all schools that returned both Information Questionnaires
(N=468) were analyzed and formed the basis for answers to the seventeen
study questions provided in this volume (see Chapter Four).

(d) Finally, under the fifth task, a set of twenty schools was
identified for field study. The data from these field studies are reported
in Volume II; quantitative data drawn from the Post-observation Checklist

(POC) are summarized in Appendix vIII®.

° It is possibly worth noting that neither the response sets nor the

twenty schools selected for study were formally checked for bias, except for
the general distributional analyses (e.g., region, state) that are reported in
this volume. A formal analysis would have been problematic since information
on school type, poverty levels, urbanicity, etc., was not known until
Identification Questionnaire data had been collected, i.e., it was not
available on schools in the aggregated database. While proportions relevant
to school type and region could be calculated for the random set and compared
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Altogether, as indicated, eleven instruments were designed and

approved to obtain data for the study:

The Identification Questionnaire was used to gather basic program
information about the content-ESL programs contained in the aggregated
nominee and Title VII databases.

The Information Questionnaire for Administrators and the Information
Questionnaire for Teachers were used to gather more detailed information
about program characteristics and instructional practices from a sample of
schools that had provided Identification Questionnaire data.

The Post-Observation Checklist (POC) and seven interview protocols
were used during school visits.

Copies of all the instruments and corresponding answer sheets are
contained in Appendix IV. Except for the interview protocols, all of them
were created by means of Survey Network software [National Computer Systems
(NCcs)] and printed on Survey Network scannable forms obtained from Ncs®.

Details on the analysis of the data these instruments were used to
obtain are provided.in such study document.s as tne two Clearance Packages
for the Office of Management and Budget (oMB) (7.0 and 11.0), the Refined
Sstudy Design (10.5), and the Data Analysis Plan Report (14.1). They are
also provided in Chapters Three and Four in this report.

The five broad tasks that were undertaken to collect data (locating
programs, identifying the universe, estimating the total, querying the
universe, and visiting schools) are described in the next five sections
(3.4 through 3.8). Data analycris is covered in the concluding section

(3.9).

with corresponding descriptive statistics for scho
Questionnaire and Information Questionnaire data, the response rates on these
instruments were so low that constructing an argument for randomness in the
non-response set would be virtually impossible.

9 The address for National Computer Systems (NCS) is: 2125 4th Street,

N.W. Owatonna, MN 55060. The phone number is: 1-800-367-6627.
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3.4 Locating Programs
Since no previous gtudy of similar scope had ever been undertaken, no
database of content-ESL programs existed. Therefore, one had to be
developed. This was accomplished by soliciting nominations of content-ESL
programs from ESL professionals, combining nominated programs with Title
VII grantees, and purging duplicates!’. The resulting database contained
2992 potential content-ESL program sites (additional information on

database development is contained in Appendix I).

3.5 Defining the Universe

Once potential sites of content-ESL programs were identified, they
were all surveyed to determine which schools did indeed operate content-ESL
programs. All 2992 potential content-ESL program sites were mailed an
Identification Questionnaire. The purposes of the survey were to (1)
identify ESL programs throughout the nation that conform to this study’s
defirition of a content-ESL program, (2) obtain basic information on those
programs, and (3) inform the gelection of programs to participate in the
subsequent stages of the study.

3.5.1 Identification Questionnaire

The Identification Questionnaire was a three-page survey instrument
consisting of 24 items, 23 closed and one open-ended. The items addressed
basic program features, including organizational model, content areas,
size, longevity, and funding. The Identification Questionnaire also
lrequested basic information about students, teachers, community
characteristics, and program delivery. It was addressed to the program’s
primary contact, who may have been a teacher or a school- or district-based

administrator.

10

One difficulty with this procedure was that the Title VII database

was organized around projects rather than school-based programs since Title

VII funds many projects that spill over several schools in a single district
or municipality. Therefore, it had to be broken down into schools and

extensivzly verified by telephone since the unit of analysis for this study
was the school and/or program.
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3.5.2 Procedures

Identification Questionnaires were mailed in early November, 1992
accompanied by a pre-acidressed, stamped return envelope and a cover letter
on Center for Appiled lLinguistics lefterhead addressed to "Dear
Colleague."!* The letter was written in a collegial style: its
informality was important to encourage participation, given the estimated
burden on school persornel (cover letters appear in Appendix V).

An extensive effort was made to retrieve completed Identification

Questionnaires. Hundreds of delinquent programs were contacted by
f.elephone and fax; some information was secured from busy school personnel
oy telephone and fax. A cut-off date of December 29, 1992 was set in
consultation with the study contract program officer. At that time, the
data were analyzed and a preliminary report was prepared. Information from
this stage of the study was then used to select schools for field study and
to conduct the next phase of the study (querying the universe). Additional
Identification Questionaaires were returned during succeeding months, these
data were entered, and i general reanalysis was conducted. In the end,
1734 were returned, for a response rate of 58 percent, or 87 percent of the
2000 programs anticipated in the proposal.

Mogt data were received on scannable answer sheets and scanned using
Survey Network Scannable forms available from NCS. The data were then
stored as Paradox 3.0 Tables, and the responses to open-ended questions
were entered by hand. This was the data entry procedure used for all
mailed surveys and Post-observation Checklists (POCs).

3.5.3 Data Summary

In all, of the 1734 responses received, 85 reported having no
content-ESL program, 13 were duplicates, and 15 were not identifiable

because they had been mutilated or otherwise rendered illegible.

11 gince the names o program heads or school administrators were not
always available, it was not possible to address these letters more
personally.
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Ultimately, data from 1621 schools were analyzed. Thirty-eight percent of
the respondents were nominated programs, and 62 percent were Title VII
grant recipients. Their distribution across the fifty states and Puerto

Rico is given in Prigure I.

11
’-"D PR-3

Figure I. Distribution of Programs in the U.S.

The regional distribution of responses is shown in Pigure II. This
distribution approximates the distribution of LEP students across the

country as reported by various sources’?.

'* For example, the U.S. Department of Education’s The condition of

bilinqual education in the nation (1992).
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