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ABSTRACT

'onbylangtmgc-mmomysmdwts.Amvicwofswdiesrevmlsﬂmmo-m
smdmtsdomdeedpmgresshﬁuglishmdmmsmpmmising.hnmemchhas
notyeldmnous&amdd:attwo-waypmgnmsmzhcbcstpmsiblcm

INTRODUCTION

Two-way bilingual programs are those in which majority language children and
minority language children attend the same classes at the same time. The idea be-
ingthntmajoﬁtyhnguagcchﬂd:mu&ﬂacquimthemimﬁtylmguagemdminor-
ity languagechﬂdrmwillacquircﬂ:emajoritylmguagc. There has been a great
deal of excitement about these Claims have been made that two-way
hasbcenshowntobcﬁlemostcﬂ'ecﬁvcfmmofbﬂingualeductﬁm,mdﬁmﬁcst
possible program for language-minority children in general. It is important that
wctakaacmﬁﬂlookanhemmwhtosoeifﬂxﬁcclaimsmmpmwd. e

Thcpmposcofthismpc:istocxsminconeaspectofﬂmmswchontwo-wny
programs, specifically to examine the progress of language-minority students in
acquhingmdﬂnicﬁnglishmmmshereisonpafommcaonmofmding
oompnhamon,amumomndaadmbeﬂwgoldmdudﬁxmdmm
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lish. The questions 1o be discussed are these:
programs show evidence of signifi
perform children in non-bilingual
children participating in other
available comparing two-way

I will review the studies in

(1) Do English leamers in two-way
cant acquisition of English? (2) Do they out-

forms of bilingual education? Some data is also
children with native speakers of English.
ascending order of their ability to answer these three
questions. First, I briefly discuss studies that had to be excluded from this analysis.
Then, we look at studies that lacked comparison groups. These studies are able to
provide us with some information regarding the first question. The third group con-
sists of studies in which two-way students are compared to similar students in main-

stream or submersion classes, an attempt to answer question (2). The fourth group

consists of studies comparing two-way students to those in other Kinds of bilingual

education programs, an attempt to answer question (3). Finally, I include a section
on studies in which two-way children are compared to native speakers of English.

GROUP ONE: EXCLUDED STUDIES

I begin this review by excluding a number of studies from the analysis, reports in

which few details are reported (Thomas & Collier, 1997), reports tn which it is not
possible to determine how well English leamers did because their scores are com-
bined with those of native speakers of English (Christian, Montone, Lindholm, &
Carranza, 1997; Lindholm & Fairchild, 1990; Rhodes, Crandell, & Christian,
1990; Sensec, 2002),' and reports in which two-way students were not tested in
English (Coy & Litherland, 2000). In addition. in several of these studies, a sub-
stantial percentage of language-minority speakers appear to have already ac-
quired a considerable amount of English before beginning the program. These
studies do not shed light on any of the three issues to be discussed. Finally, two
studies labeled “dual language™ comparisons were excluded because comparisons

werc not monolingual speakers of English but were bilingual English-dominant
(Oller & Eilers, 2002; Perez & Flores, 2002).

GROUP TWO: STUDIES
WITHOUT COMPARISON GROUPS

Sugarmar! and Howard (2002) studied eleven two-way programs, and reported
that Spanish speakers in these programs improved on different tests of English

Sures used were not standardized. Thus,

. there was no way to compare the progress
of children in two-way with counte

rparts in other programs. Sugarman and
Howard’s results, however, provide a positive answer to the first of the three
questions posed in the introduction; they show that children in two-way programs
make progress in acquining English.

: o)
TWO-WAY PROGRAMS

(all-English) options? (3) Do they outperform’

ral studies provide data using standardized tests wi!hnut cumpaﬁsu;
o Before proceeding with a discussion of thesc studies, 1t si'fnuld be ;ﬂclE
g ults in these studies are reported as Nnrma]_ Curve Equwaler:lt ( Ncr._?.;
thatmt:s which are very useful when making cumpansg:sdzﬂn‘sst ::1?::; -
sy ' d the standard deviati .06.
ted so that the mean is 50 an ‘
@Eﬂiﬁﬁ :ut the same as ordinary percentiles, except at 1, 50, at};i 9‘:1. é,’g
al interest is the fact that when scores are below the 50th pcn‘ieny e, g
st are higher than percentiles. A percentile ranlf: of 29, for example, is ¢q e
m:':: an NCE score of 38. Above the 50th percentile, NCE scores are t!m:ert 63511
s entiles. A percentile rank of 76 is equivalent to an NCE score o a_l In: '“:
g;r::s in dis:ussing the studies to follow, both NCE and pgrcennle:? wlth_:}t
1 d:;d (1 thank Jim Crawford for pointing out the necessity ni: dm:ngh_] {;r;m B
’ uDe inng (2002) reported that different cohorts of Spanish-dominan gcth i g
two-way program consistently attained NCE scores between 38 (tZ.: percm
tail ) and 43 (37th percentile) on the Stanford Reading Test_m Grade l;.re t:::w:tv.v.r18 oo
1;95 and 2000. Sample sizes were small, however, ranging fmrp “tn E
dents. A pussil:;lc problem with this study is ﬂ}at “Spar_ush-dumma:}:i ﬂ:lu?s:b_
ncce:;sarily mean limited English proficient; no information was provided 0
iects’ initial English proficicncy. | . . -
Jm-tli\ I:.?;::I’.huim%m-&ﬂ, on tests of English read:;g‘ Engh_slhjlc;;n[;r: t:'- ;:r;:n tvl.:*l:;)
‘ tile
grams achieved NCE scores of 34 (23rd percentle),
::g 3%?30& percentile) by Grade 6, with one group achieving an NCE scn::“uf :t?:
37th percentile) by Grade 7 (sec Table 10.6, p. 2!:?}. (However, onc g pmd-
Eaintd]::nly the 9th percentile in Grade 5, see discusslf?n belu&urzd A ;u(l;izt:; ;e .
i 41 in e -
! itudinally (n = 149) attained an ].“:ICE score o de 7 ercer
]?ld)lm;ig:;uau:: fz“' subjects were classified as orally proficient In En'f'hsh E
tI'I{iE &erganm (Lindholm, 2002, p. 190) we can be confident that most su ja:;s .
thi: group were in fact limited in English when they began the program (see 100
dics in which this was not the case). oy
nﬂl;;uﬂsrnsczallicr (2002) reported that a larger percentage of Spanish
speaking children at a two-way program at the Grant S?ha_:rn_l in Ore.gnn exceeded'
state mﬁns than did students state and distn ct-mde This 1s wm[veb?:;;t ;ﬂ;
only true for one of the two groups tested, CPIISIS‘IJIIE of 12 smdmb ' ts ?mm m
Grade 5. Grant students do not do well, scoring lower than dlsfnct and e
but Thomas and Collier note that the Grant group (unl:: L l?;tm; ncluded lte-
1 bility rate (] .
.TheGmtschoolhasamhlﬁm? : ) *
msepamtemm analysis of those who have been in the program since Kmdderganenﬁsﬁmn
A multiple regression analysis, however, revealed a positive an fhm v Ei
significant relationship bcmee!l years in' :h;a ]:Eg(r;g ;n: hr:;r:n u:e c:“ﬁdgemd
i controlling for socioeconomi ,
;agiggxtf;'poveny level. Moreover, the effect of years in the program was larger
the effect of SES. : : o
mﬂ?t i;lifﬁcult to determine whether children at Grant began K::]W]?, ale:n vnth :
no English. It is unlikely. At Grade 1, Grant students in sco :
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s :}Icasu?. of oral English, a test with a range of 5 10 25: a score of 19 is

sidered * ey : gy :
proficient.” By way of comparison, English speakers in the two-way

program did not reach this level in Spanish until Grade 4 in Spanish

GROUP THREE: COMPARISON TO ENGLISH
LEARNERS IN THE MAINSTREAM

We w ot ;
pe:f : rz:l]:lot::p;;; {Ifngll rs.'.ll'n1 lcan.mrs in prgperiy organized two-way programs to out-
et pA.uimn( ;:91;; re‘r‘1 in the _nj:amslrcam. especially those in “submersion”
compaﬁs(;n st._{]dents ‘ ), ‘H[spamc two-way students in Grade | did better than
of Basic Skills. Ajuril: ;;‘:;E’:;Ttif:s; = ;[]meda:(ﬁed o

- " ! L est herself, making it shorter, and includin
ran;d g_l; r:f;;::afii d[; fﬁcu.lt).f and items rated “fairly easy” (p. 139). The scorcg

ey Smdc. [ ut Ajuira does not tell us how this scale was constructed.
e n s scc?red 3.7 ona 0-6 scale and the mainstream students
- Native speakers in the mainstream scored 3.4, below the level of the

two-way Hispanic child ;
ren. Before calling thi i
there are problems: g this a victory for two-way, however,

1. 0= y i I) B

a Studcnt ere g
I\" “" : S wer V revious semester and
scores were ldenllca[. [hcrc were, lhel‘cfor{: no galnb

- ents v cre lCSlCd in Ihe tw
tu Swe wo-wa pr{)glam and On] sevenn th‘-‘

3w i i i
¢ do not know if the Hispanic students were ever limited in English

4. T i ol :

T st o it i e
S5 one Bl B)’ af‘_ﬂﬂg mn ti?c mainstream classroom, to the extent that there
ol i alg ook in the entire room, and the other few books there were occu-
i o :‘]vuanel: of one bookshelf. The readers the students used in the small
i rcadinpg linfi:? cPIl by the teacher, and were only available to the students
o ... In bofh c[assmf)ms of the bilingual program, in contrast
i EVEI' fwcflty Big Books in Spanish and in English . ..” (p. 88) Na:
s st ﬂg';zh“m‘ the two-way program did much better than those i;1 the
e orgrt}?:' -4 versus 3.4). This could be because of the value of the two-
(or o), Peitusth impoverished pr‘lnt environment of the mainstream classroom

45 wh- s the correct ger?erahzanon is that two-way students did better tha
0 were In submersion in a print-deprived environment. <

Casti “nati
L ;;flgiff?a(i I;er;pon;d that nat‘we Spanish speakers™ ages 5 to 8 (K-2) in
T i ee rrgst an comparisons in a “regular classroom™ (41st versus
e e Reading), but only four children were in the comparison
D able 1.1.) We do not know if the “native Spanish speakers”
mited in English (although it appears that those in the submcrsi}:m cl:sss

1 TWO-WAY PROGRAMS 7
TABLE 1.1
Years in Program and ITBS Scores (Percentiles)
_._._,_.—-—.—'__
Years in Program n Mean

| 21 57

2 20 26

3 20 34

s

From: Casullo (2001)

also quite variable: the standard deviation for the two-way
group was 26. The two-way students also did better than the full group of compar-
ison students (mean = 34, sd = 27); 30 out of 34 of the comparison children were
native speakers of English.

Castillo examined the impact of years in the two-way program, reporting very
high scores the first year, and lower scores for those in the program longer. The
very high score after Grade 1 is unusual, and suggests that not all the children
were limited in English.

The results of this study are difficult to interpret. To be sure, two-way children
did better than comparisons, both Spanish and English native speakers. But there
were only four children in the Spanish-dominant comparison group, and scores
were very high at the beginning but lower for those in the program two and three

years. The data could mean that two-way is highly successful, and it could mean

the opposite, that children begin the program with high levels of English profi-
ciency and then get worse. In addition, the lower scores could also be a result of
high-scoring children exiting the program.

Collier and Thomas (2002) provided some additional data. Two-way children
in Houston appeared to be well ahead of children acquiring English whose fami-
lies refused special help for their children. These “refusers” scored at the 20th per-
centile level at Grade 5 (NCE = 32). Children in English as a second language
(ESL) only programs, however, reached the 66th percentile in Grade 5 (NCE =
59), doing better than two-way children. Two-way children in Houston scored at
the 52nd percentile in Grade 5 (NCE = 541.3). It is possible, however, that those
assigned to ESL had higher levels of English when entering school, and the data
are not controlled for poverty and neighborhood, as are students in Collier and

Thomas’ other Houston comparisons (see below).

were). Results were

GROUP THREE: COMPARISON WITH OTHER
BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Comparison to Transitional Bilingual Education

In Clayton (1993), ““Spanish-speaking™ students who had participated in transi-
tional bilingual education outperformed “Spanish-speaking” students who had
been in a two-way program on English reading. The two-way students had been in
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i TABLE 1.2

-omparison of Two-Way and Transiti

. ansitional
Bilingual Education (T BE) Graduates, Grades 3-8

1991 1992
-t i n'mean n‘mean
_llw;;';:-way 8366223 83/690 41

. 59/686.61 S;}f"a"ﬂﬂ 8

I'rom: Clayton (1993)

the progr; :
lionpwa% z::r;nftro;[.}nc!leabst four yf:ars. The results were similar when parental educa
o .educaﬁo: T ut the difference was greater when parents in both grou s-.
by ke : w?-way students outperformed Native American studenI:s
e s,t’atus. Students were in Grades 3 through 8. We do not know if
- Ing” meant limited in English , l
e thimi glish, however. Clayton s
—u {ay ?go?gm;n had an inferior reading program (p. 155) ind w:sgicriijgat -
Cazgt.)on ). :;)b[e 1.2 presents data from two successive years of tcsti;pro-
ish-spcaking: mchi]dri:, z:zd Hall (1993) report on the English proficiency of Sge.m-
o e s F two way program in Massachusetts, as compared to
e :DCi;Im]gual program™ (p. 5). Two-way and comparison chil
! cla ] ili 1
i o ss and intellectual ability, as measured by the Raven
It is i
e w:;:::sclcar. t:a;t all' children classified as Spanish speakers (“Spanish ami
ol cons?jg:zd Eoml{nanL In 'Gradc 1. for two cohorts combined, seve;1 nu:nc:;‘
b s cla“_t:lgdlsh-dmmmanl (Lau classification score of 4 or 5 out of 5)
i bcgi;{;i ie :;-s completely Spanish-dominant. This measure was not‘
e chi[dtﬁnoh:;c p‘rog‘ram, hut‘scven months into Grade 1; it is quite
e b acquired considerable English conversational com-
Table 1. i
. resu]lts 3 :;fs;nls scores on the California Achievement Test for two cohorts
biaticu b Eresswc: two-way children outperform comparisons in Ii
St 0 A cohorts, and achieve above the expected (grade level) scoare
cohort. There are, however, reasons to be somewhat cautious:

1. The sample sizes are very small.

- The study only goes up to Grade 3.

. There i e
(. :;:r:' ;sﬁl;n?;ilszan;;yg |;y n the Grade 3 1989-90 score (standard devia
.6). of 7. i i :

o T or comparisons in Grade | appears to be an error:

. The 1990-91 cohort sh i
ows a decline from G i
One year progress in one academic year. i

| TWO-WAY PROGRAMS
S 1. TWO-WAY T

TABLE 1.3
] “Spanish Amigos” English Competence (Grade Level Equivalents)
-_._...--'-._._.__
Grade " Score Comp n Comparison Score Expected
19891990 Cohort
1 8 1.38 (.17) 8 95(7.3) 1.7
2 10 207 (7D 9 1.92 (.53) 2.7
3 6 4.65 (2.6) 6 1.48 (.26) 37
1990 91 Cohort
1 12 1.29 (43) 12 69 (49) 1.7
2 10 311 (1.16) 10 1.56 (.52) 27
3 7 287 (1.44) 7 2.14 (4T) 3.7

From: Cazabon, Lambert, and Hall (1993)

performed better than comparisons in Grades 2 and 3, increasing their lead in

Grade 3.
In their Houston report, Thomas and Collier go a long way toward controlling

for pre-existing differences among the groups. In their report, data is provided for
two-way bilingual education as well as two alternative programs: transitional bi-
lingual education (TBE) and “developmental bilingual education.” All three pro-
vide equivalent amounts of Spanish and English up to the end of Grade 3. In
Grade 4, the transitional program contains more English, while the other two
maintain 50-50 Spanish-English.

Table 1.4 presents NCE scores and percentiles for English reading. Note that
TBE groups appear twice in the Table: Each type of “enriched” bilingual educa-
tion program had its own comparison group, matching it in neighborhood and so-
cioeconomic status.

Cross-sectional comparisons pit TBE ¢
enriched bilingual options. There appears to
developmental comparison, but two-way students do bette

omparison groups against each of the
be no difference in the TBE-
r than TBE compari-

TABLE 1.4
Comparison of Bilingual Programs.r‘Cross-Sectionai
(NCE/Percentiles)

Grade TBE Developmental TBE Two-Way
1 51.5/53 50.1/50 51.9/54 59.8/68

2 47.3/45 47.9/46 44.7/40 54.9/59

3 46.8/44 46.9/44 48.9/48 54/58

4 44.7/40 43.9/39 44.4/40 52.6/55

5 41.4/34 41.4/34 38.9/30 51.3/52

From: Thomas and Collier (2002)
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sons. Also, two-way students clearly do better than the developmental students.
Although this was not a “planned™ comparison with control for socio-economic
status, the result 1s noteworthy because two-way students performed better than
TBE students, but developmental students did not.

Houston: Potential Confounds

Before concluding that these data demonstrate the superiority of two-way pro-
grams, we need to discuss some unusual aspects of the Houston data.

1. Scores for all groups are high in Grade 1. In fact, they are higher than the
level typically required for reclassification. This suggests that a significant per-

centage of the children had considerable English knowledge before starting
school.

2. Scores then decline for all groups, as we saw before in Castillo (2001 ). By
Grade 5, in fact, scores for some groups are below typical reclassification levels.
This suggests that higher scoring children are being exited and lower scoring
children are entering the program late. (Note that if this were true, it would ex-
aggerate the effectiveness of a program that kept all its students and did not al-
low new ones to enter late, e.g. two-way bilingual education.)

3. The two-way advantage was present early, in Grade 1. This suggests that a

selection bias was present, that the two-way students were exceptional from the
beginning.

Thomas and Collier (personal communication) have pointed out that that chil-
dren tested at the end of Grade | could have been in school and receiving the ben-
efits of bilingual education for three yvears before testing. Houston offers bilingual
Pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten. It is thus possible that first Grade scores do
not represent beginning scores.

Thomas and Collier’s (2002) Table C-8 (see Table 1.5 in this article) provides
some helpful information: It is a quasi-longitudinal analysis of children who have
been in the Houston system for several years. It is not a pure longitudinal analysis,
because different numbers of children were tested at each level; thus, the same co-
horts were followed, but precisely the same children were not tested each year.
Sometimes, in fact, the numbers vary quite a bit; there was a large increase in the
number tested in Grade 4 (see Table 1.5). A valuable aspect of this data is the fact
that separate scores are presented for children who began school in Pre-K, Kin-
dergarten, and Grade 1.

Table 1.5, from Thomas and Collier’s (2002) Table C-8 (see Table 1.5 in this
article), presents scores of children who began in school in Grade 1, who did not
have Pre-Kindergarten or Kindergarten. When tested at the end of Grade 1, they
had had only one year of schooling. In all cases | present the sample size in paren-

theses, followed by the NCE score given in Thomas and Collier (2002), followed

11
1. TWO-WAY PROGRAMS T

TABLE 1.5 )
Children Beginning School at Grade 1 (NCE/Percentiles)

Grrade THE DEV TBE Two-way
1 (25) 48.9/48 (15) 44.5/40 (9) 46.3/44 (11)51.3/53
2 124) 56.9/63 (18) 51.5/53 (8) 39.5/31 (8) 51.4/53
; (34) 54.3/58 (20) 49.5/49 (14) 3458 (15) 55.9/61
:1 (169) 51.5/53 (169) 45.3/41 (40) 48.8/48 (18) 42/35

From: Thomas and Collier, 2002, Table C-8

by the corresponding percentile. Note that scores are quite high even when chil-
chool at Grade 1.

dm{lvfltﬁr:eipect to concern (2), the decline, Thomas and Collier (personal com-

munication) point out that declines are a common occurrence as students move to-

ward middle school and a more demanding curriculum. ' _

Thomas and Collier (personal communication) also pointed out that chlldrc.n
are offered bilingual education in Texas from Pre-KindFrganen to Grade 5. Exit
is not automatic when a certain level is reached. If this is so, if most leudent‘:si
stay in the program, the exiting of high scorers is nota factor in the decline an
two-way does not have an unfair advantage in }hls rcgard: -

Interestingly, these drops appear to coincide with a reduction of the amo1.1l;11 0
instruction provided in the first language. They may also be related to aﬂpr{)b en}
nearly all language-minority children suffer fmm.' Because they also tend to e(;
low socio-economic class, they tend to live in neighborhoods :%nd attend_schoo s
with little access to books (Neuman & Celano, 2001). Recreational reading may
make a particularly strong contribution to reading tests at the upper grade levels.

With respect to concern (3), the early advantage of the two-way group,
Thomas and Collier noted that this group had the advantage of having two-way
bilingual education in Pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten. Tablr: 1.5, hov;fever.
shows that their advantage was present even for those starting in ‘Gra.de :

As Thomas and Collier pointed out, the sample sizes in the longitudinal study
are small, and one must be cautious in generalizing from them. Also, as nott?d ear-
lier, the data is not strictly longitudinal. These concerns are, of course, an Invita-
tion for additional research.

Comparison with Developmental Bilingual Education

De Jong (2004) compared a two-way and a devclogmemal bilingua! program, f?-
cusing on children who stayed in the program continuously from I{.mdergart_eln 0
Grade 5. The sample size was modest (26 in the Fwo-w{ty and 19 in the deve op;-
mental program), but results were similar for children in other cohorts not (yc&z
followed to Grade five. On the Language Assessment Scales (LAS‘, Duncan ;

DeAvila, 1986) reading test, two-way children did better than those in the devel-
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TABLE 1.6
Two-Way Versus Developmental Bilingual Education
READING WRITING:
Sy develop Jowen develdop
L N2 OX o 52
k] W K2 3] F AL
4 92 K& 83 72
5 97 95 87 82
ORAL COMP
RETETIR dovelop,
K 2.2 34
| 18 38
2 4.3 4.6
3 4.2 4
4 43 438
5 5 4.8

From: de Jong (2004)

opmental program, but the latter group appeared to be closing the gap. Scores are
also quite high, but the test used was designed for English Learners, not native
speakers of English. Because of the small sample and the presence of a ceiling ef-
fect (all scores very high), Table 1.6 includes results of the LAS wniting test as
well. Again the two-way children do somewhat better.

The results probably underestimate the advantage of the two-way group: It ap-
pears that the developmental children Knew more English when they came to
school (Table 1.6). On a measure of oral English comprehension, they scored very

close to the proficient level after Kindergarten (3.4 on a 5 point scale, when 4 and
5 = proficient in English).

GROUP FOUR: COMPARISONS
TO NATIVE SPEAKERS OF ENGLISH

According to Alanis (2000), Spanish-dominant students in two schools in Grades
3.4, and 5 in a two-way program did as well as English-dominant students in the
same program and as well as monolingual English speakers on the Texas
Leaming Index test of English reading. The sample size was small: in one school,
only seven Spanish-dominant children were tested, in the other, only 27. In addi-
tion, it was clear that the Spanish-dominant children did not begin school with
zero English: Of 18 students tested in oral English, only two were considered
“non-proficient” in Grade 1. Thirteen were classified as “limited,” two as “profi-
cient” and one was at the “mastery” level in English.

1. TWO-WAY PROGRAMNS 13
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e

The most serious problem with this study, however, was lha1t it dﬂﬁ.nﬂl rﬂal!y
qualify as a two-way bilingual program. Both English and Spanish-dominant .'l:hll-
dren were in the same classroom, but the program had m}lch more emp!mms on
English than Spanish. It appeared to be an English immersion prugraf.t} with some
support in the pnmary language: it was supposed to be 50/50, 1hut it was clear
from classroom observations and interviews that the 50!:?0 split was not 1mp!c—
mented . . . teachers . . . utilized more Spanish than English and lacked Spanish
resources in all content areas” (p. 16). Even though the schools ‘I:'-FEI;I‘E on llj:: border
(Brownsville), “most students had a strong preference ﬁ:lnr English™ and ‘tegchers
stressed the English Texas Assessment of Academic Siull_s [TAAS] for lhﬂlll' stu-
dents™ (p. 16). Alanis also noted that there was no emph'asls placed un_Spamsh lit-
eracy: “the original goal of the program was o_nly Spanish oral proficiency as op-
posed to equal levels of bilingualism and biliteracy” (p. 16).

Some of the studies discussed previously also compared two-way _students to
English dominant and native speakers of Englislf. Rccall‘ that Castillo (2001)
found that two-ways did better than a group of native Enghs_h speake'rs (n= 30?,
but only 11 two-way students were tested and there was no qunnahnn on their
initial level of English. Ajuria (1994)’s two-way students also did better_ﬂmn na-
tive speakers of English in the mainstream (n = 20), but recall th:fﬂ the nm:ftsn'e;am
classroom was severely lacking in many essentials and a modified version nf_a
standardized test was uscd. Clayton (1993) reported tl_'lat' two-way students dl!j
better than a group of Native American children with s!mllar backgrounds, but it
is not clear whether the “two-way” children were in two-way programs or
whether it was a combined sample of children in two-way am? TBE programs.
The sample size for the comparison with Native American children suggests it
was a combined group. There were 83 children in the two-way group and 59 in the
TBE group in the two-way versus TBE cnmparisn.n, but 150 in the two-way vs.
Native American comparison. Also not explained is the fact that the “twn-\fray
scores in the Native American comparison are much lower than those for either

i | ‘ |
e I'11‘1115::;115:1air:‘nutl;C«:»Ilil:r (2002) also provided a comparison with native speakers of
English in their Houston sample. All native speakers performed arn_:mud the 50th
percentile in English reading; two-way students scored above this level at all
Grade levels tested, an impressive result even though there was no control for
variables such as neighborhood or poverty.

DISCUSSION

With respect to question (1), “Do they acquire sigl}iﬁcant amounts of El:!ghsh?,

several studies reassure us and show that children in two-way programs improve
in English. Table 1.7 presents Grade five results in NCE's and per:enulg for the
three studies using standardized tests, including all groups tested. Even discount-
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TABLE 1.7
Attainment by Grade 5
Study Scores: NRC (Percentiles) at Grade $
de Jong (2002) 38 (29); 38 (29). 40 (30); 42 (35); 43 (37)
Lindholm (2002) 20 (9); M4 (22); 40 (30)
Collier & Thomas (2002) 51(53)

ing the lowest score as an outlier (9th percentile in Lindholm, 2002), the results
are variable, and not always high enough for reclassification, and the Thomas and
Collier score is much higher than the others.

With respect to question (2), whether two-way students do better than English
leamers in the mainstream, two studies suffer from very small samples, short du-
rations, and lack of measures for initial competence. In another, Thomas and Col-
lier’s Houston data, two-way students do better than those in submersion but not

as well as those in ESL-only. These data, however, are uncontrolled for a number
of important factors.

With respect to question (3), two-way children outperform children in transi-
tional bilingual education in two studies, but do worse in another. None of the
studies provides us assurance that the children were at similar levels when starting
school. One study, the Amigos project, ends at Grade 2 and has a small sample
size, and in the Houston study scores for all children were very high at Grade 1,
and are lower in subsequent years. In addition, children in two-way in Houston
were superior and had high scores after only one year of school, suggesting a se-
lection bias and considerable previous English competence. The only direct com-
parison of two-way with a developmental program showed evidence that two-way
children did better, but sample sizes were modest and the developmental children
appeared to be closing the gap between the two programs (note that Thomas and
Collier, 2002, contains an indirect comparison of two-way programs with devel-
opmental bilingual education, with two-way programs doing better.)

Two-way children do as well or better than native speakers of English in five
studies. In three of the five, the sample sizes were small or modest, one of the
“two-way” programs was really immersion with some oral first language support,
and durations were short in two studies.

The results are thus encouraging but they are not the overwhelming and mas-
sive support we sometimes read about in the popular press. It should be pointed
out that supporters of bilingual education have criticized studies claiming to sup-
port immersion for similar flaws. In Krashen (1996) I faulted Gersten (1985) for a
small sample size and a short duration (up to the end of Grade 2). I also noted that
Rossell’s (1990) analysis was suspect because scores were very high long before
reclassification.

Rossell and Baker (1966) criticized many studies for not controlling for indi-
vidual differences at the outset of the program, which is also a problem in the
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studies discussed here. 1 argued (Krashen, 1996) that Wi.th large nTbezsnT:‘:red;
:es. this is not a problem if there 1s no reason to r,_.uspect dlffarenf:ﬁ. arg gl
::fs:studies provides quasi-randomization. This is clearly what is called for in
il tion. '
m;tﬁ: t:::f Tiazllultﬁ?:;efifnciamtions, I have limited thi?. analysis to p;crfunn-
ance of English leamers on tests of acadm.nic E_nglish. Whll::: “::: ::mn::;
sured that English language d:velupmm‘lﬁ I::a;:ia;t:génti - su:m Ay
several other factors: (1) long term cognil g S e
. (3) the ease of implementation and efficacy of di
ﬂ:::;r;ﬂgn;ual education, and (4) the effect on the hema;ge I?:f:;f ;In:l 1tihe:
effect on language-majority students, especially those t;rom m:r;umde o
who may have little opportunity fu:s first language developmen
int- ironments. .
bmo:iec:ﬂ?!mar;up:oﬁ:aﬂ::;eed not show superiority in Engllsh Iafiguage deg:ett
opment: If children are clearly showing substantial gmwth‘m Enghsh,;;_uu hei
- lar curriculum in a reasonable amount of time, small feren
:::nczsgt:m are clearly unimportant. If all students eventually ac:uu::;i
lish very well, if in fact it turns out that snfdents in one ullamg;n:l ;ﬁ::esﬂl; piry
level of English a few months faster than :hlldf'en in another it
ter. But thus far, the attainment of cht_ldren in twu—wayl; l;'.!rr.:gr.-elmsl -
English is not consistently uvcrwheh::nmg. (Refer to Table 1.8. S,
In addition, I have ignored the vanants among mu—waylspr;m et o
Lindolm (2001), for example, presented two different models. Wi

we will be able to consider design as a predictor.

CONCLUSIONS

Only a handful of studies exist, and they rgport generally p;::l?wcbuul vaqa:l:w n:
tainment in academ:'; Enqlish inu:su T;;;::L Inm ” ;:n m ot
] with those in other : : _ .
;ﬁlﬂﬂml for initial differences, a::uq scores are sr{mehma; l:sgh l:]::: t:; I::r
ginning and then decline. Supporters of bl.h_ngual educatmn, su]:r ) A
have critiqued studies claiming to support immersion on smuﬂmgnmme =
Thus, a close look at the data shows that two-way prutﬁmms .
ising results, but research has not yet demonstrated that they are

program.
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TABLE 1.8
Summary of Studies

Study

Results

Commentary

NO COMP. GROUP
Sugarman & Howard (2001)

de Jong (2002)
Lindholm (2002)
Thomas/Collier (Oregon)

COMP. W. MAINSTREAM
Ajuria (1994)

Castillo (2001)

Thomas/Collier (Houston)

COMP. W. TBE
Clayton (1993)

Cazabon et al. (1993)

Thomas/Collier (Houston)

COMP W. DEVELOPMENTAL
de Jong (2004)

COMP. W, Non-speakers of Eng
Alanis (2000)

Ajuria (1994)
Castillo (2001)
Clayton (1983)

Thomas/Collier (Houston)

Gains in English proficiency
Two-way achieve 29 to 37 percentile by Grade 5

Two-way achieve 23 to 30 percentile by Grade 6
One group only at 9 percentile in Grade §
Two-way better than state, district norms

Two-way better than comparisons in mainstream

Two-way much better than comparisons in mainstream

ESL only > TBE > submersion

TBE graduates do better than 2-way graduates
Two-way do better than TBE

Two-way better than TBE

Two-way better than developmental

Two-way = English dominant

Two-way better than English native speakers
Two-way better than English native speakers
Two-way better than Native American children

Two-way better than English native speakers

Tests unstandardized, no comparison group
No measure of initial competence

Small n, no comparison group

No measure of initial competence

No comparison group

Small n (12), initial competence not clear

Small n (11,7), only 1 year, no gains
Second semester, comparisons in print-
Deprived environment, modified test

No measure of initial competence

Small n (4 comparisons!), up to Grade 2
Only, 2-way scores very high after Grade
One, then decline, no measure of initial
Competence

Uncontrolled

No measure of initial competence

Two -way had “inferior” reading program
Small n, up to Grade 2 only, initial
English competence unclear

Grade | scores very high, then decline
No measure of initial competence
Two-way advantage present very early

Small n, ceiling on reading test
Dev. have better oral comprehension at K

Small n, 2-way did not begin with zero
English; 2-way not really 2-way

Test modified, mainstream class print-deprived
One year only

Up to Grade 2 only; no measure of initial
Competence; small n (11 2-way children)

Not clear if 2-way group alone was

Included or entire 2-way + TBE group
Uncontrolled (see also above)







