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Abstract
This research was designed to determine the value of recently implemented dual language
instruction for minority children in the United States of America and its potential adoption for
minority children in Georgia. The study is significant for America due to the recent establishment
of American dual language education, which is believed to be the new ground for building new
studies and for Georgia, where no word has been mentioned on dual language instruction for
minorities. The study addresses to the categorization of various theoretical models of dual
language instruction. The use of the term immersion in the popular usage is contrasted with its
meaning defined for language educators while describing programs implementation and
determining enrichment educational principles and goals. All available resources have been
applied to data collection during my stay in the States. Literature review is written through
reading original books at the library of University of Northern Iowa.

A Qualitative and

quantitative approaches were adopted to collect the data considering practical and analytical
issues. The handed out questionnaires (written and online) provided substantial empirical input
into the academic debate about the effectiveness of dual language immersion programs in the
States and its possible future in Georgian schooling system. The research examined: a) America how the bilingual parents assess their children‟s involvement in dual language programs. b)
Georgia

–

how

parents

assess

their

children‟s

involvement

in

Georgian-American

schools/universities. c) Georgia- how minorities would evaluate the future implementation of dual
language instructions
The research revealed that immersion programs are the most effective forms of bilingual
education in the United States of America, and the best possible programs for language minority
children in Georgia. Despite power imbalances within the language minority students in a diverse
society, the study has revealed immersion programs as viable means of second language acquisition
and effective schooling practices for language majority and minority students in the United States of
America.

viii

Introduction
Historically, the discussions about language and cultural diversities have been focused on two
focal features: the development of national identity and the generalization of public schooling.
In the second half of the 18th century linguistic changes in Europe was caused by an increasing
sense of national identity and a process of language homogenization. While the Ottoman and
Austrian empires were declining, new players in the European geopolitical scene emerged. Even if
old empires used official languages, the State did not have a systematic policy of language
assimilation. It is not possible to prove that all languages had an equal status during human history.
But it is note-worthy to mention that religious languages, such as Hebrew, Arabic, or Latin, have
maintained a special status. These empires were indeed multinational and multilingual, while the
new European powers were based on both a strong national identity and a policy of linguistic
homogenization.
The issues concerning with language homogenization have not become a topic of debates at
length until the middle of the XX century. But it was revived since demonstrating the distinct
cognitive advantages of bilingualism, an increase in international economic immigration, and
internal political change throughout the world. The situation in the United States is typical of many
other situations. Albeit English became the dominant language as early as the late seventeenth
century (Crawford, 1995), the language assimilation process faced some challenges due to the
constant arrival of immigrants. Although there have been numerous attempts in the past couple of
centuries to proclaim English as the official language of the United States, the general approach of
the federal government has been to enforce language policies and strategies to state governments.
Nevertheless, ambitious movements within a segment of the American population to create an
"American-speaking" citizenry have prevailed throughout the history of the United States (Baugh
& Cable, 1978). Since the early 1960s, the issue of bilingualism has been linked to the debate on
cultural diversity, immigration policy, and the democratization of American society. Over time, an
awareness of the interdependence of civil rights, women's rights, environmental concerns, and
peace issues converged to introduce bilingual education into the political arena.

1

In addition, the number of minority language children rapidly grew as a result of both economic
and political immigration. For example, immigrants moved to the United States from Puerto Rico
and Mexico looking for work, while other individuals who were exiled from Cuba found refuge in
the United States.
Bilingualism is prevalent in modern times in almost every corner of the world. In 1982,
Grosjean suggested that ‗only Japan and West Germany could be classified as monolingual
countries, and even at that time they had significant populations whose first language was not the
language of the majority‘ (p.15). The United States of America which is determined as the most
significant focus country for my research takes precedence over being a multilingual nation with
many indigenous Native American Languages, indigenous Spanish and the diverse languages of
its mammoth immigrant groups. This fact contributes to the nation‘s linguistic wealth, which
stemmed the most prominent tendency of dual language immersion programs that are increasing
in number at a rate unseen in bilingual education since passage of the Bilingual Education Act in
1968. As with many other complex concepts, dual language education that situates within an
additive bilingual education framework does not have a clear-cut definition. Much like other
models of bilingual education, dual language is also known as developmental bilingual
education, bilingual immersion, double immersion, bilingual enrichment, and two-way
immersion (Baker, 2001). Dual language education is defined as a long-term additive bilingual
and bicultural program model that consistently uses two languages in one classroom. The first
instructional steps are found in the nineteenth century, when non-English or dual language
instruction was offered in more than a dozen states in a variety of languages including German,
Swedish, Norwegian, Danish, Dutch, Polish, Italian, Czech, French and Spanish (Ovando &
Colier, 1985). Formal schooling was locally administered by Native Americans only insofar as the
U.S. government allowed. Where locally controlled education was permitted, Native American
communities often provided dual language instruction.
The goal of my dissertation is shaped through exploring and assessing the many facets of the
most recently implemented American dual language education in today's schools; its effectiveness
and impact on minority children; parental involvement and general American attitude towards
minorities‘ education. The presented dissertation also serves to identify the Georgian attitude
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toward the minorities‘ education; examining the existing bilingual background for introducing so
prominent American dual language instruction in Georgian Schooling system.
The problem of my dissertation is twofold:
 Is the Dual Language Educational Approach a Viable Means of Instructing English as
a Second Language in the United States?
 Is the Dual Language Educational Approach that is currently used in the United States
a Viable Means of Instructing a Second Language in Georgia?
The study is significant since Americans have experienced a public attention to ‗language
problems, which caused some radical changes in policies for educating language minority children
and bilingual education programs. These policy shifts were caused by struggles over social
dominance among cultural and ethnic groups within the larger society (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).
Searching for the sources about the topic showed that the effort to create a social and political
atmosphere in which cultural and linguistic diversity are not only accepted but also truly valued is a
difficult one. The ideology of cultural and linguistic assimilation and the relative power and status of
speakers of different world languages among mainstream, immigrant, and minority populations have
created conflicting social and political agendas that play themselves out in reform initiatives in
public schools. Bilingualism and bilingual education in the United States became the subject of
renewed controversy as schools felt the impact of increasing immigration to the United States. As
recent attention and validation has been directed toward Foreign Language and the National Foreign
Language Standards that call for communicative competence, many schools are turning to dual
language education to strengthen second language proficiency among students in the United States.
Out of 270 million Americans today, about 100 million are descended from at least one ancestor
who has an ESL background and immigrated within the last 120 years. It‘s note-worthy to stress
from the very beginning that dual language instruction has been widely available in the United
States since the beginning of its history as a nation.
Compared to ‗American Melting pot‘, Georgia has always been a multinational country due to
ethnic minorities living within its territory and remains so to this day. According to policy
research of center of Georgian Institute of Public Affairs the three largest ethnic groups can be
distinguished: Georgians (83.8% of the population), Azeri (6.5%), and Armenians (5.7%). The
remaining 4% is made up of smaller groups, including Abkhaz, Ossets, Russians, Ukrainians,
Jewish, Kurds/Yezids and Greeks. Since independence, Georgia maintained the system of public
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schools in terms of different language instruction. Thus children are supposed to enroll in
Georgian, Russian, Armenian, and Azeri language public schools. This system allows minorities
from sizable communities to receive full primary and secondary education in their native
languages.
The research took a careful look at schools with tuition in other-than-Georgian languages that
often fail to live up to the Georgian national educational requirements for the teaching of the
Georgian language. Since independence, Georgia has preserved the system of different language
instructions in public schools, which gave the children an opportunity to enroll in Georgian,
Russian, Armenian, and Azeri language public schools. Additionally, there are some mixed
schools combining different language "sectors"; for example, Georgian language school might
have a Russian sector, where students are instructed in Russian language (language and literacy).
This system allows minorities from sizable communities to receive full primary and secondary
education in their native languages (as for Kurds, they send their children either to Russian or
to Georgian schools, as there are no schools with tuition in Kurdish). It‘s thought-provoking to
mention the schools with tuition in other-than-Georgian languages often fail to live up to the
Georgian national educational requirements for the teaching of the Georgian language. Many
schools also come to nothing to meet the basic criteria for teachers of Georgian languages.
Some Georgian language teachers in the regions populated by national minorities do not know the
language themselves. Although there are no real data on the number of such teachers, the first hand
experiences of Transparency International Georgia and other organizations working on the issue
suggest that this is the norm rather than an exception (Transparency International Georgia, 2007).

Prior to the contemporary changes, the non-Georgian schools in the minority-populated areas
mostly depended on their respective kin state for textbooks. It is notable for the research that the
core social science courses (e.g. history and geography) were based on the kin state and were not
in connection to Georgia. This inadequacy or non-existence of Georgian educational requirements
further caused the most substantial problems among minorities: a) the lack of Georgian language
skills and b) hindered process of accessing minorities to higher educational institutions. As for the
state and private university level practically the only language of instruction other than Georgian is
Russian, with a few English language programs. Nowadays, the new administration pays a great
attention to minorities‘ enrolment in domestic universities.
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From these facts, one may conclude that the qualified education for minorities might serve a
great consideration and a real bilingual background for introducing a new trend of dual language
instruction in Georgian schooling. It stresses the importance of linguistically adequate and efficient
education of ethnical minority students in Georgia. Thus, the topic of our research is not only in
general significant, but also urgent. In the light of education reforms taking place all over the
world, including the USA and Georgia, it would be important that issues of linguistic education are
improved taking into consideration both students‘ rights to be educated in their native language
and their needs to know adequately the official/state language. Besides, do not forget, that issues of
linguistic development are tightly linked with issues of mental development, so, if we want to have
a population able to tackle with contemporary tasks, we need to provide adequate conditions for
their mental development.
The hypothesis of my study is framed through the following issues:
1) Bilingualism is not supposed to lead to confusion, nor have any inherent negative impact on
bilingual children‘s lexical and cognitive development.
2) Two-way immersion can be an effective model in the United States of America for teaching
other languages to English-speaking students, for teaching English to students from other
language backgrounds, for teaching academic subjects, and for fostering positive cross-cultural
attitudes and self-esteem among students.
3) Georgian parents will support the bilingual programs in Georgia, but still there will be a need
to develop an appropriate education program to facilitate a better understanding the concept of
bilingual education.
4) Georgian minority parents will view dual language education programs to be academically
sound, an innovative vehicle for promoting communication and respect among children from
different cultures, and effective in teaching a second language. They will view these programs
as an effective educational opportunity for their children and express their desire for these
programs to establish in Georgia.
To solve the above-discussed problems, the following methods of research I applied:
-

review and analysis of existing literature and experience (case studies) on the topic

-

questionnaires

-

statistical analysis of obtained through questionnaires data
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My research is empirical and qualitative. I was interested in finding out which model of dual
language education is the most efficient in the USA and how applicable it (or another model) is in
Georgia.
1) The focus group of Georgian parents for study I was combined due to their children‘s
enrollment in Georgian-American schools and universities.
2) For study II the sample group was mixed by Armenians, Azeris and Russians whose
children were enrolled in non-Georgian schools in Tbilisi.
3) Study III was fulfilled by American bilingual parents whose children were enrolled in
different models of dual language education.
Novelty
While there has been a number of publications on the pedagogy and on the outcomes associated
with bilingual education or other foreign language programs, there is little systematic research
available, especially empirically based, regarding dual language education in the United States of
America (Lindholm, 1997, 1999b; Linholm&Molina, 1998). Though some of these programs have
been in existence for more than two decades, with most maintaining or increasing their annual
intake of students, very little research has been done on their effectiveness. Most programs also
remain unknown to the rest of the country and the world. Known collectively in the 1980s and 90s
as ―Canadian Heritage Language Programs‖, there are a variety of differences among these
programs in terms of the type of students they attract and their instructional arrangements (because
they serve varying needs of different language communities). Studies are needed to investigate how
different language programs function in different social contexts and their effectiveness. My
research is innovatively focused on examining the theoretical and practical background for dual
language instruction; its impact on students‘ language and literacy performance and parental attitude
in the United States of America. This is the first comparison study conducted in my home country
with evaluating the existing cultural diversity and language background for implementing American
model of dual language instruction.

Theoretical value
My observations and document collection activities were guided by the importance of a sound
theoretical model of bilingual instruction in effective program implementation for minority and
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majority language learners. A model of dual language instruction serves several functions. A
theoretical model represents statements about the goals of the program, providing an instruction for
program implementation and assessment. A model of bilingual instruction depends on certain
philosophical assumptions and pedagogical principles that are expressed into a coherent and
continuous progression of teaching and learning activities to meet the specified program goals. In
second language education, a theoretical model makes explicit the value placed on bilingualism,
biliteracy, and multiculturalism in developing children's human potential as well as in promoting
their academic achievement. Theoretical models are expanded and more clearly articulated for
implementation through decisions about teacher qualifications, student groupings, language
teaching methods, and the scope and sequence of academic content.
The model of bilingual education, which is determined as the focus point of my research is in
the connection of ‗language as a problem‘ perspective. This language perspective regards the
limited English proficient student as being disabled for second language acquisition and suggests
the possible overcome through intensive English language instruction and a remedial approach to
instruction. The English immersion programs, which are quite prevalent in the United States is
reflected in this language category as being designed for minority children. The ‗language as a
right‘ perspective highlights the balance of teaching processes and stresses the importance of equal
curriculum access through instruction in students' Language 1 in literacy and all content areas. This
language category includes transitional bilingual programs due to their characteristics of being
addressed to the issues of linguistic and educational rights. Within the ‗language as a resource‘
perspective we can underline three focal program models: (a) dual maintenance bilingual education
for language minority students, (b) French Canadian immersion for language majority students
learning a second language, and (c) dual or two-way immersion programs that serve majority and
minority language groups together in a single program (Ruiz, R. 1984). This language perspective
creates the theoretical background for the research, because it falls into the broad category of twoway immersion programs and highlights the program nature. In two-way immersion programs the
language is a resource to be better assimilated into the mainstream society and culture.
It is substantial to point Lambert‘s identification to ‗additive versus subtractive‘ forms of
bilingualism, which is based on the goals of programs. The theory focuses on students with
bilingual and biliteracy skills and programs designed for achieving proficiency in a second
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language. This second language is usually socially dominant in the mainstream society (Lambert &
Tucker, 1972) Collier (1992) states that ‗True immersion programs take an additive approach to
bilingualism and are elective enrichment programs established by parents who wish to give their
children the advantages of becoming bilingual and biliterate‘(p. 92). The contemporary society is
somehow, addressed to linguistic human rights and to the educational needs of immigrant families.
The society requirements are reflected in dual language immersion programs, which are often
specified as the best way for equitable education and bilingualism in language majority students
(Christian, 1996). The success indicator of these programs designates minority and majority
students, who achieved high levels of academic success in both languages, as fully bilinguals.
Practical importance of the study
Due to the recommendations drawn in the dissertation, our society is given an opportunity to
improve an educational system for minorities in Georgia.
Structure of dissertation
The following dissertation covers the following points: Introduction, 3 chapters, conclusions and
recommendations and 3 appendices.
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CHAPTER I
Literature Review
The History of Dual Language Instruction in the United States

1.1.Models of Dual Language Instruction
Dual language education is defined as a long-term additive bilingual and bicultural program
model that consistently uses two languages, usually a majority language and a minority language,
for instruction, learning, and communication, with a balanced number of students from two
language groups who are integrated for instruction for all or at least half of the day in the pursuit of
bilingual school, biliterate (or able to read and write in both languages), academic and cross-cultural
competencies. The program is usually offered for a period of six to eight years, typically from pre K
to sixth grade or beyond (Mora & Wink, 2001). Literacy may be acquired in the first or second
language, and subject matter is learned in both languages. The learning environment aims to
promote positive attitudes toward each language and culture and foster full bilingual and bi literate
proficiencies in both languages. (Lindholm, 1991). Students from both language groups should be
equally represented- 50% of the students from each language in a classroom that integrates them for
all or most of their academic instruction. In this dissertation, language majority students refers to
speakers of English, since in the context of the United States English is the language used by the
majority of the population, and language minority students refers to speakers whose first language
is not English and who use their native language as the primary vehicle of communication. The
terms ―majority‖ and ―minority‖ are in no way intended to imply that one language is superior or
inferior to any other language; rather, they are used in reference to the number of individuals using
each language in the context of the United States.
Dual language education is an additive bilingual education model. This term refers to an
educational context that promotes the continual development of the native language and
maintenance of the home culture while adding second language and culture (Cummins, 2000). In the
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additive form of bilingual education, Child‘s home language and culture are not replaced by the
second language and culture; rather, they are further developed in conjunction with the acquisition
of the second language and culture (Baker, 2001). In contrast to dual language education and other
additive programs, most education models for second language learners in the United States:
transitional bilingual education, structured English immersion, newcomer centers, or ESL (English
as second Language) programs are subtractive. In subtractive bilingual education, the home
language and culture are replaced by the major ones. For better understanding I have outlined the
significant features of educational models for second language learners in the USA (see Table 1).
TABLE 1.1.Educational Models for Second Language Learners in the United States

Language/s

Names

Population

Linguistic

Curriculum and

Outcome

Number of Years

Native

Immersion:

English

Additive:

Content in L1/L2

language

Dual language

Language

bilingualism

Long Term (6-12

and English

Two-way

learners

and biliteracy in

years)

Immersion

Native

Enrichment

Speakers

and
English

L1 and English

Two-way Bilingual
Maintenance:

English

Additive:

Content in L1/L2

Developmental

Language

bilingualism

Long Term (6-12

Enrichment

learners

and biliteracy in

years)

L1 and English

Heritage Language
Transitional:

English

Subtractive:

Content in L1,

Early-exit

Language

Monolingualism

rapid transition to

learners

in English

L2, ESL, Short
term (1-3 years)

Transitional:

English

Subtractive:

Content in L1,

Late-exit

Language

Monolingualism

rapid transition to

learners

in English

L2, ESL, Short
term (4-6 years)
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English

Structured English

English

Subtractive:

ESL, sometimes

Immersion

Language

Monolingualism

limited L1

learners (same

in English

support, Short

language or

Term( 1-3 years)

different
languages)
ESL

English

Subtractive:

Pull-out or in

Language

Monolingualism

class, Short Term

learners (same

in English

(1-3 years)

English

Subtractive:

ESL, sheltered

Language

Monolingualism

English, short

learners (same

in English

terms (1-2 years)

language or
different
languages)
Newcomers Center

language or
different
languages)
Submersion

English

Subtractive:

No ESL or L1

Sink or swim

Language

Monolingualism

support

learners (same

in English

language or
different
languages)
placed in
mainstream
English
Classrooms

Dual language education does not necessarily have to include a majority and a minority
language. Dual Language programs may be implemented in two majority languages or two minority
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languages, such as Dutch-German in some parts of Europe or Malay-Tamil in Singapore, are
commonly found in societies in which much of the populations is already bilingual or multilingual
(Baker, 2001; Skutnabb- Kangas, 2000). Other programs may use two minority languages, such as
Yaqui-Spanish in the southwestern States or other secondary languages in highly multilingual
regions like China and India. My dissertation mainly focuses on U.S. dual language programs,
which consists of a majority and a minority language. The majority of bilingual and dual language
programs in the United States are offered in Spanish and English (center for Applied Linguistics,
2002). Spanish is undoubtedly the language most commonly used in the United States after English.
Although attention may, on occasion, be focused on Spanish-English dual language programs, the
discussions are here for the most part applicable to programs that use other languages. Schools that
use languages other than Spanish do, however, experience certain constraints that are not as
apparent for Spanish language programs, such as a scarcity of certified bilingual teachers and
shortages of instructional materials in the minority languages.
It is notable that dual language instruction has been widely available in the United States since
the beginning of its history as a nation due to the constant immigration process in U.S. history,
where the languages other than English have been tolerated and even officially recognized from the
outset. The Continental Congress, for example, published a number of documents in German to
assure accessibility for the large German-speaking minority (Keller & Van Hooft, 1982). It‘s
thought provoking for our topic that in the nineteenth century, non-English or dual language
instruction was offered in more than a dozen states in a variety of languages including German,
Swedish, Norwegian, Danish, Dutch, Polish, Italian, Czech, French, and Spanish (Ovando & Collier,
1985; Tyack, 1974). Since U.S. government gave an administrative permission to Native Americans
to be in charge of formal schooling, the instruction in two languages became accessible for both
immigrant and Native American children. Native American communities used to provide dual
language instruction in the places, where locally controlled education was permitted. The
Cherokees established and operated an educational system of 21 schools and 2 academies, which
enrolled 1,100 pupils, and produced a population 90 percent literate in its native language. The
Cherokee language had a writing system, created by Sequoyah in the early part of the eighteenth
century (Foreman, 1938; Kilpatrick, 1965). As a result, bilingual materials were widely available,
and by 1852 Oklahoma Cherokees had a higher English literacy level than the white populations of
either Texas or Arkansas (Castellanos, 1983). The tribes of the Southeast were particularly
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successful in dealing with culture contact with Europeans, who called them the "civilized tribes" as
a result. The European perception that the southeastern tribes were capable of self-government
resulted in some measure of tribal autonomy in education. In addition, several of the southeastern
tribes' languages had or developed writing systems, softening the dominance of English and
facilitating the availability of dual language education. In general, however, U.S. government tolerance
for Native American self-determination, education, and language was tied to political expediency,
and those Native American school systems that were permitted to exist and survived the Civil War
were eradicated in the letter part of the nineteenth century (Weinberg, 1977).
1.2.Dual Language Instruction for Immigrants
Among the mammoth immigrant groups living within U.S. territory, Germans were the
leaders showing their unity in maintaining their language with the help of dual language
instruction during the nineteenth century. It is notable, that the reason why German language and
culture were accepted with tolerance was German patriotism in the Revolutionary War, which was
highly regarded. Also, despite the fact that Germans were a minority, they were heavily
concentrated in the remote farming areas of the Midwest. As a result of their geographic isolation,
they were not viewed as a threat by the rest of the population. Given that education was locally
controlled and financed, their concentration enabled them to exert the political strength of their
numbers on the schools (Liebowitz, 1978). In response to political pressure from the German
community, German-English dual language programs were established in Ohio in 1840, and ‗by
the turn of the century 17,584 students were studying German in dual language programs, the
great majority of them in the primary grades. Dual language programs were also widespread in
Missouri‘ (Tyack, 1974. p.117). In 1880 German was taught in 52 of the 57 public schools in
Saint Louis, and German-English programs attracted not only German children, but also
Anglo-American children who learned German as a second language. Toward the end of the
nineteenth century, anti-Catholic bias provoked by Influx of Irish immigrants spilled over onto
previously tolerated Germans, many of whom were Catholic (Escamilla, 1980).
Foreign languages were often attacked and negatively influenced by xenophobia, which was
caused by a rapidly increasing immigration. But in the second half of the eighteenth century the
German language became a focus for the anti-foreign feelings, therefore the large instructional
programs in German gave the language a high profile. This anti-German feeling, which was
brought by World War I aimed at eliminating German language instruction and caused the
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collapse of dual language programs around the country. At the turn of the century, only 14 of the 45
states mandated English as the sole language of instruction in the schools. By 1923, total of 34 of the
48 states had English-only instructional policies (Castellanos, 1983)..
World War I gave rise to two side-effects during this period: isolationism and nationalism.
This tendency had a bad effect on dual language as well as foreign language instruction. Instruction
in foreign languages was virtually eliminated in the period between the first and second world wars.
Only events happened in the 1950s (launching of Sputnik by the Soviet Union and the National
Defense Education Act (1958) brought those to programs to renewed interest and inspired
knowledge of foreign languages as an important step to the national defense. Consequently, the
National Defense Education Act provided funding for foreign language education programs. It‘s
note-worthy to mention Cuban revolution (1959), which brought a flood of educated Cuban
refugees to Florida in the same period. The educational needs of the Cuban community were
satisfied by the in Dade County, Florida in 1963. It is interesting to mention here, that the Coral
Way Elementary School was well funded from both public and private sources. This school
offered dual language instruction for both Cuban and non-Hispanic children and served a middleclass population. In that political climate, and with the success of Coral Way in the public eye,
bilingual programs were quickly established in a number of states, including Texas, California,
New Mexico, New Jersey, and Arizona (Ambert & Melendez, 1985).
In 1965, Congress commended and funded the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), which was a part of President Lyndon B. Johnson's War on Poverty. The aim of the act
was to make educational opportunities neck and neck. The Bilingual Education Act, or Title VII
of the ESEA, was signed into law in 1968. Bilingual education was not decreed by Title VII, which
tended to subsidize some districts to establish programs that used primary language instruction to
assist limited English proficient children. In subsequent amendments to the act, funds were
allocated for teacher training, research, information dissemination, and program support. In
1974, the U.S. Supreme Court decision in Lau v. Nichols held, on the basis of Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act (1964), that children must have an equal access to education regardless of their Limited
English Proficiency. (Lau and other relevant decisions are discussed in detail later).
It is striking point for the research Massachusetts was the first state to mandate bilingual
education in 1971. By 1983, bilingual education was permitted in all 50 states, and 9 states had
laws requiring some form of dual language instruction for students with limited English profi-
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ciency. In the three decades following Lau, the support for dual language instruction has lessened
by the lack of government back for primary language instruction, combined with strong reactions
to the influx of immigrants. ‗California, for example, with a population of over 1,300,000 limited
English proficient children at the present time, eliminated its mandate for bilingual education in
1987, and recently passed a proposition eliminating bilingual education entirely. Arizona followed
suit in 2000. However, all across the United States, ever-increasing numbers of immigrants from all
over the world ensure a continued demand for teachers with skills to work with limited English
proficient students‘ (Ovando & Collier, 1985.p.83).
1.3.The historical context for dual language instruction: World War II and Foreign
Language Instruction
In the 19th century, the popularity of dual language instruction started to fade away as antiforeign and anti-German views reached a fever pitch during World War I. Following World War
I, dual language instruction in general fell into disfavor, and even traditional foreign language
instruction was viewed with distaste. The United States Supreme Court discouraged the state of
Nebraska, which went so far as to outlaw the teaching of foreign languages altogether. The
decision (Meyer v. Nebraska, 1923) held the prohibition unconstitutional, making a case that is
based on the Fourteenth Amendment. The dual language and foreign language instruction
remained in public disfavor and suffered from disinterest until World War II, which resulted in
a renewed interest in foreign language instruction. This immediate educational need was
provoked by the required knowledge of foreign languages, which served to communicate with
allies and maintain effective intelligence efforts.

The U.S. Marine Corps would use the

Navajo language for radio communications, which dramatically demonstrated the real value
of bilingualism. It was resulted by the fact, that the Japanese had deciphered all military
codes and 400 Navajo marines volunteered to transmit top secret information in their first
language. Ironically, the "code talkers" had been forbidden to speak their language in many
places at home. Carl Gorman, the oldest of the group, who died at the age of 90 in 1998,
‗recalled that as a student at a mission school he had once been chained to an iron pipe for a
week because he insisted on speaking his native tongue‘ (Thomas, Jr., 1998). The U.S.
military success in the Pacific was achieved by the Navajo effort, as Japanese were never able
to break the "code," and we have to admit, that the contributions of the Navajo code talkers
saved many American families. The servicemen who were in the U.S. army were highly
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respected and appreciated due to the fluency in German, Italian, and Japanese. Bilingualism
started to fall in favor of country and the U.S. Army took a preparatory steps in developing
methodologies for fast and effective foreign or second language instruction for military
personnel. After World War II, the federal government passed the National Defense
Education Act (1958), which strongly backed the dual language and foreign language instructions. World War II played a historical role in framing Americans' consciousness about their
own status and rights. Moreover, it helped the country to better comprehend the need of
expertise in foreign languages as a part of the national defense. In addition to an awareness of
the need for expertise in foreign languages, World War II affected many indigenous minorities
and children of immigrants (serving in World War II) to bolster a self-concept of
"Americanness" (Ovando & Collier, 1985). In sum, minorities were no longer willing to be
regarded as interlopers or second-class citizens.
1.4.

The Effect of Civil Rights Movement on Dual Language Instruction

The late 1950s and early 1960s are considered as favored periods of establishing dual language
programs in the United States of America. As I have mentioned above, the increased
requirements for programs for other non-English-speaking children was shaped through the
influx of Cuban refugees and the establishment of bilingual programs for Spanish-speaking
children in Florida. The ethnic self-awareness of minority/immigrant families and the
philosophical stimulus of the civil rights movement became a success indicator for bilingual
programs in Florida, which led to legislation and litigation that established the educational
rights of language minority children. Albeit, the educational process is theoretically retained to
the states, the federal government proves to have a powerful influence on schooling in terms of
funding, legislation, and judicial action. The educational funds are divided the federal
government at all levels and backs financially the services that are not funded through state
budgets. ‗In 1998, $29.4 billion was provided in discretionary funds for the Department of
Education. The bill allotted nearly $200 million dollars for instructional services to LEP
(English proficient children) students, $150 million for instructional services for immigrant
children, funds for financial assistance for college students and after school programs, as well as
support for school reform and technological innovation in schools‘ (Thomas and Collier, 1997.
p. 102). Under the federal regulation, an overwhelming number of federal agencies spend
significant sums for educational programs (the National Science Foundation, the Department of

16

Agriculture, the U.S. Information Agency, etc.), which means their powerful influence in the
area of education. This influence is strongly generated by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, which aims to ban institutions that receive federal assistance from discriminating on the
basis of race, color, or national origin. Any institution failing to comply with the Civil Rights Act
may lose all its federal funding. Most institutions receive federal funding and must therefore
support the government's agenda of protecting minorities.
The above presented information draws an obvious picture of the U.S. federal government,
which is believed to be the government's most powerful educational decision maker and takes
absolute judicial rights of being actively involved in educational processes. According to the
law, all high courts‘ decisions regarding desegregation, religion in schools, student discipline,
rights of handicapped and gifted students, and private schooling are taken into account while
creating education programs. Together with U.S. federal government, it is important to
mention U.S. Supreme Court. The decisive role of U.S. Supreme Court has already been
highlighted in many facets of education, and dual language instruction is no exception. It can be
visualized by the following example. In 1969, plaintiffs representing 1,800 language minority
children in the San Francisco Unified School District sued the district, claiming that limited
English proficient children did not have equal educational opportunities in English-only
classrooms. Overturning the decision of a lower court, the Supreme Court decided in favor of
the plaintiffs under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (Eastman, 1983)..

1. 5. Bilingual Education Act (Title VII)
The Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was passed by Congress in 1968,
and was oriented on the minority children from environments where the dominant language
was other than English. It is notable, that the act implied to work on those minority/immigrant
families, whose incomes was less than $3,000 per year. Seventy-six projects were funded during
the first year of appropriations, serving 27,000 children (Castellanos, 1983). The 1974
reauthorization of the act tended to define those children as having limited English-speaking
ability and eliminated the income requirements. In 1978 the act has been redefined once again and
fell into broader category- children having limited English proficiency. This is important because
proficiency is broader than speaking ability and implies that children have rights not to be
excluded from bilingual programs based on speaking ability alone. The 1984 reauthorization
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created very productive model of English literacy programs for families, whose children were
involved in developmental bilingual programs. Over the course of 25 years, expansions of Title
VII provided funding for a wide range of activities associated with dual language instruction:
 Basic services to children
 Pre service training for teachers
 In-service trainers of teachers
 research activities
 program evaluation
A number of studies have shown that Title VII aimed at distributing the knowledge and
bilingual experience nationwide, but did not mandate dual language instruction for all students.
Such a mandate would be out of keeping with the federal role in education. Title VII identified
two ways setting national policy regarding services for limited English proficient children: a)
Legislative language- the policy acknowledged bilingual educational methods and techniques,
where large numbers of children would benefit from instruction in their primary language. b)
Infrastructure- it meant to fund and subsidize the establishment of basic programs and also to
support trainings for school administrative and academic staff in the area of dual language
instruction. In addition, money provided for basic research and program evaluation allowed
educators to develop the theory and methodology necessary to properly serve children in dual
language programs. National networking was available for receiving information and sharing
experience among educational agencies and teacher training centers ((Thomas, Jr., 1998).
1.6. Immigrant Students – U.S. Schools
No Child left behind Act (NCLB)
It is substantial for my study to deal with the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act - the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. This took place in January 2002, when the
president George Bush signed it into law. Title III of the NCLB, which mainly focuses on the English
Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement and Academic Achievement Act tended to combine
a number of programs formerly funded under the Bilingual Education Act (BEA) and the
Emergency Immigrant Education Act (1984). The act aimed to establish and develop an aid
programs designed to help states meet with the educational needs of immigrant students who
have been newly arrived in the United States of America. The No Child Left Behind Act brought
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dramatic changes, particularly by supporting and funding programs that are designed for
developing students' first languages and also, it assisted the formation process of program
models that focus exclusively on English proficiency. It should be taken into account, that
unlike the Bilingual Education Act, the No Child Left Behind Act makes no reference to
bilingualism for some reasons:
a) The Act continues funding for an informational clearinghouse, but renames the National
Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education (NCBE) as the National Clearinghouse for English
Language Acquisition (NCELA).
b) Unlike the BEA, the NCLB is a formula grant program with a funding level trigger. Under
NCLB, as long as Congress appropriates at least $650 million, the program is funded as a state
formula grant, that is, categorical rather than discretionary funding (Lessow- Hurley, J.2005).
These factors will be beneficial due to the number of English language learners increasing
rapidly in today‘s American schools. We might name New York and California as the states
with the largest number of ESL students in their schools. The sizable population of ESL
students in these states was the reason of the Bilingual Education Act to have advantages in
competing for Title VII financial support.
Present-day states facing some demographic changes can receive federal funds without
competing with traditionally successful grant makers. The federal government apt to preserve
funding and use this financial support for serving English language learners at a considerable
high level, but the funding will provide a strong policy push toward English-only in the schools.
(Lessow- Hurley, J.2005). The objective of No Child Left Behind Act is to enhance the success
of English language learners annually and to include all Limited English Proficiency students in
state-wide assessment process, which covers the areas of language arts, mathematics, and
science. According to the act, all schools are obliged to come up with the standard annual
achievement objectives among LEP students. The data gathered on this issue indicates, that the
requirements of the NCLB are inclined to reveal the potential benefits for second language
learners. According to the non-profit advocacy organization Education Trust, ‗The
accountability provisions require states to set clear timelines for improving student
achievement, with particular emphasis on closing achievement gaps between low-income
and minority students and their peers‘. It is significant what Mayer (2002) points out:
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NCLB requires states to implement a statewide accountability system for all
students, and to measure the academic progress of LEP's along with all other students
on an annual basis. In other words, states have to keep track of what's happening academically to English language learners along with everyone else. One positive
outcome of the emphasis on accountability is the move to statewide uniform language
proficiency testing. The standardized use of tests across entire states will provide
teachers with language proficiency information that is comparable from child to
child. California, for example, has developed and implemented the California
English Language Development Test (CELDT), and CELDT scores are reported
along with student scores on other state-mandated standardized achievement tests.
On the other hand, the Act requires that states implement language instruction educational programs based on scientifically based research on teaching limited English proficient students. (p.102)
The above presented information and gathered data intended to show the effectiveness of
bilingual education, which is likely, inconclusive. Some reasons can be brought here: 1) Program
evaluation studies are difficult to design; 2) Random assignment of children to programs is
unethical; 3) It's difficult to determine the effectiveness of programs through comparisons
because programs are generally not truly comparable; 4) Communities and schools vary in
innumerable ways, and 5) The research about schooling is generally politically informed
(Lessow- Hurley, J.2005).
1.7. State laws concerning with dual language instruction
In the United States the only state was Massachusetts, where the first state-mandated dual
language program was established. The bilingual education law for Massachusetts State was
supportive for organizing transitional programs at schools, but the program initiatives required
the fixed number of limited English proficient students (20) in a school district on the same
grade level and same primary language. Different situation was detected in many other states,
where the major requirement was English language instruction (Garcia, 2005). The passage of
the federal Bilingual Education Act in 1968 had a positive effect on the political climate
regarding dual language instruction. Despite this fact, only a few number of dual language
education programs were funded. It is far-reaching to stress that 20 states had bilingual
education requirements by the mid-1980s (Crawford, 1995). The majority of those laws,
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however, required programs that were transitional and compensatory in nature (educational
programs intended to make up for experiences (as cultural) lacked by disadvantaged children).
The compensatory programs brought dual language programs at risk, as they were not highly
regarded by the general public. The broad category of dual language education labeled two-way
programs (offering second language skills to all students) created more positive political
atmosphere, but such programs were relatively scarce.
1) As a result, Illinois abolished i t s statute in 1980, but community‘s strong demand
made the state re-establish it again.
2) As for California, which had around a million limited English proficient children,
permitted its legislation to terminate in 1987, and in 1998 passed an initiative that banned
almost all primary language instructions at schools.
3) Arizona followed suit and passed similar legislation in 2000.
4) Florida, which did not have state command for serving LEP students until 1990.
Following a lawsuit initiated by a coalition of advocacy groups, that state entered into a consent
decree that outlines a plan for identifying and serving its sizable LEP student population.
According to Lessow- Hurley ‗Despite policy shifts in federal legislation, federal judicial protections of the rights of limited English proficient students are still in effect. In the face of
increasing needs, communities will undoubtedly need to use them to support dual language
instructional programming‘(p.136).
In sum, the civil rights movement has determined the legislative and judicial support for
dual language instructional programs in the United States of America. As Lessow- Hurley
assert : ‗Support at the federal level resides in legislation that provides funding for bilingual
programs, civil rights legislation, and case law that requires that limited English proficient
students be served. Some states have laws requiring some form of dual language instruction for
students who need it, but several key states have all but eliminated primary language instruction for second language learners‘ (p.37).

1. 8. Lau v. Nichols
Due to a federal court command, the San Francisco California school system was integrated in
1971. Approximately 2,800 Chinese ancestry students in the school system were ill-prepared in
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English and were provided with supplemental courses in English language. It is note-worthy to
state here, that 1,800 did not receive such instruction and brought a class action suit against
officials responsible for the operation of the San Francisco Unified School District. The students
claimed that they did not have equal educational opportunities and, therefore, were not being
afforded their Fourteenth Amendment rights. The Court of Appeals affirmed the decision and
stated that educational career for everybody carries different advantages and disadvantages based
on social, economic, and cultural status, which factors are brought separately from the school
system (Loeb, 1999). The United States Supreme Court supported it due to the public importance
of the issue and found that the California Education Code required English language as the basic
language of instruction in all schools, and considered it as a policy of the state to ensure the
mastery of English by all students in the schools. Furthermore, the Code implied obligatory, fulltime education for children between the ages of six and sixteen and required that no student who
had not met the standards of proficiency in English would be allowed to graduate in twelfth grade
and receive a diploma. The Supreme Court considered that those standards did not provide for
equality of treatment as all students were provided with equal facilities, books, teachers, and
curriculum and did not validate the Equal Protection Clause argument of petitioners, but approved
Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which was against the discrimination of race, color, or
national origin under the federal financial assistance. The San Francisco Unified School District
was given a considerable federal financial assistance. Such funding required from school to assure
students (of a particular race, color, or national origin), that they are not denied the same
opportunities to get an education generally obtained by other students in the same school system.
This guideline was further expanded in 1970 to include that students with language deficiencies
were to be afforded the tools necessary to rectify the deficiency (Fishman, 1985).
Responses to ongoing immigration processes and current population changes in the United
States are often expressed in some ways of language resistance. In the sub-chapter, I would like to
deal with U.S. language policies and existing obstructions regarding multilingualism, dual language
instruction, and foreign language learning. Lessow- Hurley (2005) says that: ‗Popular conceptions
of our national identity determine the context in which language policy language resistance come
into existence‘ (p.137).
Shirley Brice Heath (1983), a prominent sociolinguist, defines language policies as ‗what the
government says and does through its laws, legislative statutes, regulations, and bureaucratic
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practices that affect the choices and uses of one or more languages used by the people it represents‘
(p. 156). It is undeniable that the recognition of official languages shapes a nation's policy
through legislation or in a national constitution in courts, schools, and other government agencies.
Regarding with dual language education, it is far-reaching to accentuate language support that
deals with graphization. The graphization implies to create a writing system, an orthography and
grammar; modernization, expansion of the vocabulary; and dissemination, usually through teacher
training and support in the schools (Lambert, W.E &Tucker, R.T. 1972). The University of Hawaii,
which mainly focuses on strengthening local languages, has revealed a long-way experience of
developing orthographies, the publication of dictionaries and grammars. The university also backs
the existence of teacher training centers to support dissemination of orthographies and to increase
the usage of primary language literacy in schools. It is widely acceptable, that language planning
strategies and procedures are simple to formulate on paper, but in reality the practical importance of
those strategies might face some difficulties in terms of historical and social factors. Consequently,
new orthographies are difficult to establish, but Bible is exception as it is ‗published in vernaculars by
missionaries, there was little printed matter in local languages prior to World War II. Old habits die
hard, and the old-fashioned printing methods still in use in these remote areas are cumbersome to
retool for new writing systems‘ (Lessow- Hurley, 2005).
Some other reasons can be pointed out for the dissemination of new writing system. Under the
influence of colonial domination by a series of foreign powers, the education system underwent some
challenges: primary language was excluded from school instruction by the teachers in the Pacific
islands, which was induced by modernization and economic success of English. And for those
teachers and instructors considering primary language instruction as a viable means of teaching,
the challenge was posed by the limited materials in local languages (Higgs, 1991).
Contemporary approach to language planning has broadened its purview to standardization and
dissemination. As Language planning specialists have begun to consider language problems and
solutions and commenced to develop strategies for managing language changes within the context of
the historical, social, economic, and political circumstances of a nation.
1.10. Language Suppression
It is noteworthy to highlight the government‘s vital role in determining the educational place for
minority language, as it has a right not to permit the use of minority languages in the media and in
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public life. We can bring an example of Basque, which was forcefully suppressed during the
Franco regime in Spain but has been revitalized to the status of an official provincial language
under the current liberal monarchy (Grosjean, 1982).
Sometimes, the widespread idea stating that minority language is a substandard dialect of a
majority language creates a negative public atmosphere which can be resulted in language
suppression. Albeit, Catalan-the language of Catalonia in northeastern Spain, is regarded as
similar to Spanish in several ways, some linguists consider Spanish and Catalan as different
languages. The Catalan language experienced resistance during Franco regime, which declared
Catalan as a dialect and found a political way of its elimination. After Franco's death a provincial
government agency was founded to specify the Catalan language reinstitution and to revitalize to
the status of an official language (Woolard, 1985). Interestingly, the local government intended to
neutralize the damage done under Franco's regime and strived to introduce Catalan as the only
language of instruction in the schooling system.
It has long been recognized that one of the authoritative ways to suppress a language is to
establish laws of banning the instruction of this language in schools. For example, in Latin America
the missionaries were demanded to instruct Indians in Castilian language, this approach served to
replace indigenous languages during the Spanish colonial period. During the Japanese colonial
period in the Pacific islands between World Wars I and II, schooling was obligatory and all
instruction was delivered in Japanese (Weinberg, 1977).
The American colonial policies used to weigh the schools as a means of replacing local
languages with English in Hawaii, the Philippines, and Puerto Rico. Replacement of Native
American languages through forced schooling played a significant role in debilitating Native
American societies and destroying indigenous North American cultures (Swain, 1991). It has
long been recognized the repressive reactions towards Spanish language in the United States.
Popular sources state that Spanish is indigenous to the Southwest, and its continued use there is
supported by substantial and continuing immigration by Spanish speakers. On the East Coast,
there are large numbers of Puerto Ricans who are citizens by birth and native Spanish speakers. It‘s
obvious that ‗the United States is the logical destination for Spanish-speaking refugees and
immigrants from all of Latin America and the Caribbean. As a result, Spanish is widely spoken in
the United States and seems to have staying power. There have been rigorous and ongoing attempts
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to suppress the use of Spanish in schools, including ridiculing, punishing, and expelling children
for speaking it, even in play‘ (Carter, 1970. p.201).
Lippi-Green (1997) points out the great influence of media by calling it the "language
subordination process". Her analysis of 371 characters in 24 full-length, features, animated films
produced by the Disney Corporation shows that characters with foreign accents are always "bad
guys" rather than being the characters who spoke either native British or American English. The
socialization influence through the media and the schools assist children to develop false
attitude and to adopt deprecatory attitudes toward English speakers with foreign accents.
The influence of media might have effects on minority language to such extent, that it can be
overpowered and eliminated by the majority language. According to an article in The New York
Times, an overwhelming number of Native American languages have survived into the twentieth
century, but they are disappearing at an unprecedented rate (Brooke, 1998), possibly due to the
widespread use of English in the media. In an article on disappearing languages published in the
Scientific American, Doyle (1998) asserts that "Native American languages are the most imperiled
of any on the earth". (p.26)
According to Krauss (1992), an expert on indigenous languages at the Alaska Native
Language Center, ‗40 percent of the world's languages are endangered, and another 50 percent
are moribund, literally at death's door, because they are spoken only by adults who are not
transmitting them to children. Languages no longer being learned as mother-tongue by children are
beyond mere endangerment, for, unless the course is somehow dramatically reversed, they are
already doomed to extinction, like species lacking reproductive capacity‘(p. 4). He emphasizes the
importance of language death, reflecting, ‗I consider it a plausible calculation that—at the rate things
are going—the coming century will see either the death or doom of 90 percent of mankind's
languages‘ (p. 7).
Some popular scholars inseparably link language, culture, and the biosphere (Skutnabb-Kangas,
1998). This idea is based on the theory that ‗languages are not simply sets of labels superimposed
on the material world, but rather every language reflects a unique world-view and culture
complex mirroring the manner in which a speech community has resolved its problems in dealing
with the world, and has formulated its thinking, its philosophy and understanding of the world
around it‘ (Wurm, 1996. p.100).
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I would like to look at the Swiss linguistic situation from the point of view of language contact
study and communication models between the various language groups. The linguistic situation of
Switzerland is a perfect example of multilingual societies as it is a country there is no one-to-one
correspondence between language and nation .With its four national (German, French, Italian and
Romansh) and three official languages (German, French and Italian), it is considered as a model of
peaceful linguistic co-existence, and an example in sociolinguistic literature. Concerning with
Swiss language policy, it is thought-provoking to stress linguistic freedom and the principle of
territoriality, which means that the language of communication between the public sector and the
individual is dominant in the region or city. According to the 2000 census, out of the nearly 7.3
million inhabitants of Switzerland, about 2/3 speak German as their native language and every fifth
Swiss citizen is French-speaking. Speakers of the third national language, Italian, make up 6.5% of
the population and as few as 0.5% of the people claim to be native speakers of Romansh. As
for education, children begin their study in Romansh and then it switches to German in most
subjects, as Swiss German is widely spoken in Graubünden and Romansh-speaking children are
obliged to study this before they leave for standard German. It is interesting that Swiss universities
in higher education does not have Romansh as a working language, which requires students to
learn another language to find graduate careers.
It is obvious that the Swiss are able to communicate in a number of languages, but I have to say
that this does not lead to equal competence in each language, which can partly be explained with
the efficiency of language teaching at schools. As it is cited with Clyne, this view is further
supported by the fact that only 6.2% of all Swiss claim to be bi- or multilingual, mainly in the nonGerman speaking regions. Cross-cantonal migration and exchange programmes designed to study
in a region with another official language do not tend to prevent the number of natural bilinguals to
diminish due to the sharp boundaries of various languages in Switzerland; We have to mention
most cantons, which are linguistically autonomous. According to Hoffmann, with the exception of
three cantons (Freiburg, Biel and Grischon), it is possible to speak about territorial
monolingualism.
Regarded with language resistance policy in the United States of America I would like to deal
with language parochialism, which considers multilingualism as a harmful process for the nation,
and language elitism, which views bilingualism desirable for high rank individuals but unacceptable
for members of ethnic minority groups. Parochialism and elitism both set the stage for
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restrictionism. The definition of Language restrictionism sounds as an attempt to make a language
policy popular by imposing restrictions on language use. Language resistance is not only
formulated in the frame of educational system, but takes precedence over being closely tied into the
large political and social issues (anti-immigration movements). As for language parochialism, it can
be described as an attitude about language that ‘holds multilingualism in low regard and fails to
acknowledge the benefits of language sophistication‘ (Lessow-Harley, 2005.p142).
1.11. English –only state policies
Three state initiatives in California (1998), Arizona (2000), and Massachusetts (2002)
restricted the use of a language other than English in instructing Chicano students. In
California, the 1998 ballot measure was regarded as "English for all Children" and
eventually, educational system had the following factors to fulfill:
1. All students were required to place in English-language classes and the teachers were
obliged to instruct students through a prescribed methodology identified as "structured
English immersion."
2. ‗The Structured English Immersion‘ program was required to cover a temporary
transition period, that would last not more than one year.
3. The instruction in child‘s primary language was permitted,

when parents

annually signed a waiver and visited the school.
4. Instruction in native-language was not permitted to students who had good stock of
English language.
Like California, the states Arizona and Massachusetts require only English language
instruction in all public schools with some limiting provisions. Students who are not fluent in
English are to "normally"(Lindholm-Leary, 2002) be placed in an intensive English immersion
program, which tends to last for one year aims to teach ill-prepared students the language as
quickly as possible while also teaching academic subjects. Parents may request a waiver of
these requirements for children who already mastered in English. But it is important to note
here that the waiver provision is much more complicated and restrictive than California‘s.
Waivers designed for primary-language use consists of three categories:
1. Children who already know English. Oral evaluation or standardized tests of English
language (vocabulary comprehension, reading, and writing) is designed to assess
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students‘ level of English. In the examination the child gets high scores and proves
to be well-prepared for English-only classes.
2. Older children. The child is 10 years of age or older, and it is then required to take part
in an alternate course of educational study with rapid acquisition of basic Englishlanguage skills.
3.

Children with special individual needs. The school principal and educational staff
decides to prepare special conditions for a child, who has already been placed for a
period of not less than thirty calendar days during the school year in an Englishlanguage classroom. Such special physical or psychological needs are reported in a written description of no less than 250 words documenting these special individual needs for
the specific child must be provided and permanently added to the child's official school
records, and the waiver application must contain the original authorizing signatures of
both the school principal and the local superintendent of schools (Yamamoto, 1995).

It should be noted that a proposition similar to those of Arizona and Massachusetts was
defeated in Colorado in 2002. As Garcia (2005) states: ‗This defeat was the first rejection
of such a state referendum. In recent efforts to document the implementation of Proposition 227 in
California, yet another "English-only" policy was reported to be substantially influencing the
organizational environments of bilingual students. That policy is embedded in California's use of an
English academic test within a newly defined Academic Performance Index (API) designed by the
state to either reward or sanction schools for measured progress or failure of such progress‘ (p.32).
These empirical reports reveal that

school administrators, including principals, and classroom

teachers pay too much attention to Chicano students, who are determined to receive

more

instructional emphasis in English, than the students in school districts that have used the Proposition
227 waiver process to maintain their bilingual education programs. ‗It is new accountability policy, by
providing only "high-stakes" assessment in English, is doing more than Proposition 227 to move
instruction into English for non-English-speaking students ‗(Garcia & Figueroa,1994). Ii is significant
to note that Texas accountability policies gave permission to the use of a Spanish-language academic
test.
It is anticipated that the results of these policies (the most restrictive measures proposed yet for
serving bilingual language-minority students either nationally or within any state, via legislation or the
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courts) will have substantive effects on the future on bilingual education and its practice within and
outside the states of California and Arizona.
1.13. English-Language Development in a Bilingual Program
There is widely accepted idea in the pedagogical research that the main purpose for all Englishlanguage learners is to maintain or enrich their native languages while acquiring English as a second
language (Eisenstein, Bodman, &c Carpenter, 1995). Therefore, a bilingual education program, which
involves the acquisition of English is always linked to a second-language-acquisition component—
often referred to as English as a second language. Like bilingual education, second-language
acquisition/English as a Second Language (SLA/ESL) fall into a broad category of definitions that can
refer to a large number of ‗possible educational models, including not only the more traditional pullout efforts in which SLA/ESL teachers work outside of the regular classroom but also push-in
programs in which SLA/ESL teachers collaborate with regular classroom teachers in their regular
classes to promote language development, understanding of content, and socio cultural insights among
all students. SLA/ESL alternatives also include self-contained classrooms that offer content through
art ESL approach called sheltered English‘ (Valdes, 1997).
Notably, the mainstay of the ESL teachers is to respect linguistic and cultural diversity of all
learners that their heritage languages and cultures are ‗treasures‘ to be preserved. Consequently, a
number of educational Institutions function for training SLA/ESL specialists in order to create and
promote additive bilingualism and to provide students with a comprehensive input in a supportive
environment (Sahagun, 1999).
It is also obvious that a second language is best acquired through content that is meaningful to
learners (Chamot & О'Malley, 1994). This approach has several names, including "language through
content" and "sheltered English." In addition, the "task-based syllabus" also promotes meaningful and
cognitively challenging second-language experiences (Long & Crookes, 1992).
Ovando, Collier and Combs (2002), in their discussion of literacy and second language
acquisition, note that ‗concerns with ideology and the social distribution of power have had a
substantial impact on the fields of language and literacy education. The impact has manifested
itself in new ways of theorizing language and literacy development and, in particular, with an
increased interest in critical literacy in both mother tongue and ESOL (English for speakers of other
language) education.‘ (p. 45).
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It was observed that at-risk bilingual students achieved a great success in a middle school programs
and developed higher educational objectives. The program proved to be successful due to the free
choice of Language 1 when needed. Similar results were reported by Shamash (1990):
‗Many SLA/ESL programs today do allow for a degree of Language 1 use. Rather than present
SLA/ESL and bilingual education as a dichotomy, it might be more reflective of classroom practice to
conceive of both SLA/ESL and bilingual education as promoting additive bilingualism. The degree to
which Language 1 and Language 2 may be used in this process would involve a range of Language 1 use
for a variety of purposes‘ (p.123). The actual differentiation of when an educational approach is
purely SLA/ESL as opposed to bilingual may be somewhat similar to the language issue mentioned
by Garcia (2001) –‗ that programs on the borderline receive their labels as much for political reasons
as to reflect actual practice‘ (p.12).
English language instruction for academic purposes has addressed to the importance of attending
to the form and structure of English. Ellis (1993) writes on the ‗intake facilitation‘ role of conscious
grammar, which causes ‗learners to pay attention to specific formal features in the input and to notice
the gap between these features and the ones they typically use in their output‘ (p. 91). White (1998)
identifies a number of variables thought to be involved in the efficacy of attention to form in SLA.
‗These include salience (how easy a form is to notice), explicitness (obvious reference to a form
through devices such as statement of rules or corrective feedback), stage of acquisition, of a particular
form (from pre-emergence through target like use), and the relationship of L1 to L2 (similarities and
differences in structure)‘(p. 10).
Significantly, Lightbown and Spada's (1990) "teachability" hypothesis, which was first
suggested in 1985, implies responsive instruction of students on the developmental stage.
‗Lightbown more directly favors some kind of conscious focus on language features to support
acquisition. Furthermore, like the positive results of bilingual education, "effects of instruction
attributable to noticing may not be immediate and may result from the delayed interaction of
materials noticed and available for recall (rather than, simply detected)‘ (Long & Robinson, 1998,
p. 40).
The separate perception of acquisition and learning is in contact with the discussion of
declarative and procedural knowledge that is, information about how language works and the
ability to use language in communicative settings (Anderson, 1983). In the view of McLaughlin
(1990), proceduralization (of declarative knowledge) comes about through practice and restructuring.
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Anderson and Fincham (cited in DeKeyser, 1997) state, ‗It is too strong to argue that procedural
knowledge can never be acquired without a declarative representation.‘ (p. 213).
Recent reports identify dramatic demographic changes in the United States with particular
emphasis on shifts in the ethnic composition of school-age children. The increase in the number of
students who speak a language other than English has been dramatic and is expected to continue
growing. At this writing, nearly one of every five American students entering school is a native
speaker of a language other than English. Throughout the paper we have chosen to use the term
English-as-a-Second-Language (ESL) student over the former terminology of limited English
proficient (LEP) student, or the more recently coined term English Language Learner (ELL),
because the former term has achieved continuity and stability in the research and applied fields
serving this population. The term ESL students has become classic and conveys that the student is in
the process of learning English without connoting that the student is in some way deficient until full
English proficiency is attained. Out of 270 million Americans today, about 100 million are
descended from at least one ancestor who has an ESL background and immigrated within the last
120 years. Currently, ESL students are present in over 42 % of all school districts in the United
States (NCES, 2002a). Moreover, 20% of all public schools teachers have at least one ESL student
in their classroom, which is not fluent enough in English to complete most of the assigned work.
Kindler (2002) has reported that ESL enrollment levels in the United States continued to increase in
2000-2001, both in absolute numbers and as a percentage of the total student enrollment. She
estimates that 4, 584, 946 ESL students were enrolled in public schools, representing approximately
9.6% of the total school enrollment of students in the nation (47,665,483) in pre-kindergarten
through grade 12 (NCES, 2002a). Over 67% of all ESL students were enrolled at the elementary
level, where they accounted for 11.7 % of the total school enrollment. The reported number of ESL
students enrolled grew by 3.8 % from the 1999-2000 school years, and their representation as a
percentage of total school enrollment increased by 3.1%. California has the largest number of ESL
students enrolled in public schools and represents one third of the national ESL students‘ enrollment
with 1,511,646, followed by Puerto Rico (598,063), Texas (570,517), Illinois (140,528), and
Arizona (135,248). California alone represents one fourth of the total national ESL students‘
enrollment. The states with the highest percentages of total enrollment of ESL students are
California (25%), New Mexico (19.9 %), Arizona (15.4%), Alaska (15%), Texas (14%) and Nevada
(11.8%) (Kindler, 2002).
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There are 460 languages spoken by ESL students nationwide. Spanish is the first language of the
great majority of ESL students (79.2%), followed by Vietnamese (2%), Hmong (1.6%), Cantonese
(1%) and Korean (1%). All other groups each represented less than 1% of the ESL students‘
population. Languages with more than 10,000 speakers include Arabic, Armenian, Chuukese,
French, Haitan Creole, Japanese, Khmer, Lao, Mandarin, Marshallese, Navajo, Polish, Portuguese,
Punjabi, Russian, Serbo-Croatian, Tagalog, and Urdu. ESL students identified as ―Chinese‖ and
―Native American‖ numbered over 10,000 each.
The ESL population is growing rapidly across the country, but more rapidly in secondary than
elementary schools. During the 1990s, the secondary school ESL population grew by 64 percent,
compared with 46 percent at the elementary school level (See Table 1.2).
Moreover, most resources for bilingual education and English language acquisition have flowed to
the elementary school level.
Table 1.2. ESL students by grade (PK to 5th Grade) and states
STATES

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

NUMBER
OF SHARE OF ALL
CHILDREN 2000
CHILDREN,
2000(Percent)
4
1
3
4
56
12
4
2
620
20
24
6
14
5
3
4
2
4
87
7
26
3
6
6
3
3
82
7
12
2
5
2
7
3
4
1
5
1
1
1
14
3
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PERCENT
CHANGE
1990-2000
92
61
80
243
44
163
35
91
27
51
255
19
75
72
28
79
87
52
–14
–14
40

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virgina
Wisconsin
Wyoming
ALL STATES

28
21
19
2
9
1
5
18
1
48
23
146
25
1
17
7
19
24
7
5
2
8
288
9
1
20
33
1
15
1
1,786

5
2
4
1
2
2
3
11
1
6
13
9
4
1
2
2
7
2
8
2
2
2
15
4
1
3
6
1
3
2
7

1
105
99
8
43
18
350
354
13
23
18
18
94
–22
24
65
214
27
31
109
264
118
30
149
185
89
95
–8
25
59
46

Source: Urban Institute, the New Demography of America's Schools — Immigration and the No Child Left
Behind Act, page 19.

In 2002-2001, more than one out of every ten ESL students was reclassified to have the English
proficiency and has an opportunity to participate fully in the regular all-English mainstream
program. States and districts relied on several methods and tests to assess a student‘s readiness to
enter the regular all-English program. Reclassification rates vary by grade. Rates are lowest in
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Grades K-2 and in Grade 9 when ESL students are entering school systems and may have little or no
experience with Academic English. Rates are highest in Grades 3 and 5.
States with high classification rates of 15 % or more include Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, New Jersey,
New Mexico and Virginia. States with low classification rates of 5% or less include Idaho,
Mississippi, Montana, Oklahoma, Vermont, West Virginia and Wisconsin (NCES, 2002a). The
variability of assessment measures used by states make it difficult to interpret available data and
impossible to make a cross-state comparison. Since states only conduct assessments in selected
grades and are not required to specify which grades are tested, it‘s impossible to define the ESL
population eligible for assessment. Based on the research, approximately 45% ESL students are
tested in English and 4.3 % are tested in the native language. Only 18.7 % of the ESL students
assessed scored above the state-established norm in English Reading Comprehension (NCES,
2002a). Of the 13 states that were able to report on ESL students‘ success in native language reading
comprehension assessments, 57.4% of ESL students assessed scored above the state-established
norm. Commonly used tests administered to assess English reading comprehension were the
Language Assessment Scales (LAS) and Terra nova. Three states reported native language reading
comprehension tests: Spanish LAS and Spanish Assessment of Basic Education (SABE). States also
reported they used state-designed tests. It‘s note-worthy to point out that 22.7 % of ESL students are
receiving native language instruction compared to 54% of ESL students receiving English-only
instruction (NCES, 2002a).
As expected, the use of the native language for instruction is most frequently incorporated at the
early elementary levels with English becoming most prevalent in the upper elementary and
secondary schools.
1.14. Program Models
In this sub-chapter I will deal with the description of various types of contemporary programs
functioning in the United States. In this part I will also present an outline of the competencies that
teachers have to provide instruction in dual language classrooms. I will give a try to make clear
the distinction between bilingual and multicultural education, and identify their characteristics
and features in the education.
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The increase of ESL students across the country has resulted in creating the educational
need of the students whose first language is not English and is labeled as Limited English
proficient student. The above mentioned circumstances caused the establishment of schools that
are unprepared to attend to ESL students‘ educational needs. Stringfield, Datnow, Ross and
Snively (1998) have pointed out that: ‗none of the popular comprehensive school reform models
have been designed specifically with ESL students in mind and only recently have these models
been adjusted to serve this clientele‘ (p. 39). However, those models do not have the specific
guidelines and remedial approaches to the instruction regarding the ESL students and therefore,
educators strive to make flexible adaptations in their schools. Parents, teachers, schools, districts,
state and federal – all these factors played a significant role in formulating the academic success
of ESL students. Concerning with this issue, it is viable to address to the most common
instructional programs currently serving ESL students in the United States of America.

Transitional bilingual education (TBE) programs. This type of program is quite
prevalent bilingual education model in Today‘s American schools and is widely supported by
federal and state funding. The nature of transitional bilingual education is a compensatory and
remedial; the model is designed to prepare ESL students to enter mainstream all-English classes.
The instruction is conducted in the student‘s primary language regarding all content areas
including English as a second language. But it should be taken into account that this process
continues only for 2/3 years. Students received bilingual instruction until they are proficient
enough in English in order to be academically successful in their second language at the same
level as their native English peers. Transitional bilingual education model includes ESL as an
integral component, because ESL teachers provide English instruction to ESL students with
access to English and academic content using the standards-based curriculum within the second
language acquisition strategies. After a period of time (2/3years), students are ―transitioned‖ into
the mainstream curriculum. The feature of TBE programs is to have an easy transition from
monolingualism (non-English language) through bilingualism on an individual level to ultimate
English monolingualism on the community level. Baker&Prys Jones (1998) perceives
bilingualism ‗as transitional, with ideal goal being English monolingualism for the entire
curriculum and instruction‘ (p.12). Language Transition Support Services programs of about a
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year long are sometimes organized within the district to receive TBE program students who
could not manage to achieve high levels of language proficiency within the three years. TBE
model is somehow influenced by some negative factors: a) it is perceived as remedial,
segregated and compensatory education, as a low ability track program for slow students; b) it is
based on the erroneous assumption that two or three years is sufficient time to learn both social
and academic English; and c) students who are not yet proficient in English score very low on
the tests in English, become frustrated with their program and potential dropouts (Sidanius,
1999).
ESL Pullout. In this program extra resource teachers are trained in second language teaching
methodology. The program type requires from teacher to have a resource room where ESL
students of diverse levels of language proficiency, ages, and grade levels may come and go
during the day, some staying longer than others (office hours). The main problem with this
model is of no access for ESL students to: a) schooling in their native language; b) the full
standards-based curriculum; c) curriculum articulation with mainstream classroom teachers and;
d) full school participation with English-speaking

peers.

Shelter English Instruction. A program of instruction in which English and academic content
are taught. It is an effective program when content area teachers are properly trained to use
effective second-language teaching strategies

and who accomplish language and content

objectives in each lesson. Some of the curriculum content lends itself to experiments and handson experiences that are part of second-language acquisition methods (using visual aids, gestures,
body language, regalia, and cooperative learning groups) to help ESL students learn English and
the standards-based curriculum. The ESL students‘ native language is not used in the classroom.
Sheltered English Instruction is more effective than ESL pullout because ESL students have
access to the standards-based curriculum while they are learning English. Sheltered English
Instruction is often a component of TBE programs and serves as bridge between the bilingual
program and the regular mainstream program.
Two-way, dual-language or bilingual immersion programs- An additive or enrichment model
designed to achieve bilingual in minority and majority languages, ESL students and English
speakers. The model cultivates the native language skills of speakers of a minority language and
English speakers. These programs provide a minimum of six years of bilingual instruction in
which students from the two language backgrounds are integrated in most or all of their content
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instruction. Both languages are separated for instruction and the use of minority language at least
50% of the instructional time and as much as 90% in the early grades. ESL students are exposed
to the standards-based curriculum, which leads to full language proficiency and mastery of
content. Two-way bilingual programs are inclusive and integrated education for all the students
in contrast with the segregated, exclusive education offered in TBE or ESL pullout programs.
Two-way programs are considered equitable educational programs that treat all students as equal
members of the school community. They can also become educational reform tools as school
become transformed by increases in the numbers of ESL students who bring the richness of
linguistic and cultural diversity with them to school. As whole-school reform tools, two-way
program goals are to: a) promote native language literacy skills and balanced bilingualism; b)
enrich with a quality program design for standards-based education; c) educate first-class
students to achieve at the highest levels; d) do justice to the two languages and cultures based on
a well-designed infrastructure and e) dispel the myth and mindset as an enrichment, rather than a
remedial, bilingual program before and during program implementation. Recent research
evidence points to two-way bilingual programs as beneficial in the reading achievement of ESL
students.

It‘s note-worthy to point out that school districts around the country are challenged by the
increasing linguistic diversity of their student population. At the same time, the ability to
communicate in multiple language is becoming recognized as a valuable asset. In order to help
language minority students learn English and achieve academically, and give language majority
students an opportunity to develop proficiency in another language, a growing number of schools
have developed two-way immersion programs.
Since these policies and programs do not exist in vacuum (i.e. unrelated to any socio cultural
matters), I would like to provide a socio cultural and historical background of language contact and
attitudes out of which these programs grew and that each, of course, reflects. The language
distribution and contact in North America corresponding roughly to the geographical boundaries of
the United States from the initial stages of European immigration through the present would look
something like the following:
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1. We would see a stage of intrusive European language communities – English, Spanish,
French, Dutch, and so on- during the 17th and 18th centuries in contact with American
Indian languages in various, often widely separate, locations.
2. We would see the stage from the 18th though the 19th centuries, during the first part of
which English becomes the national language of the newly formed political entity
occupying the Eastern seaboard and extending increasingly inland. During this period we
can see three important processes occurring:
a) The American Indian languages in contact with English continue to disappear from
an ever expanding area. Most simply cease to be spoken, though a few, like
Cherokee, move westward to escape the inevitable results of the contact
b) Formation continues on a large scale of what is to become the only major variant of
English, Black English. The emergence of Black English can be observed throughout
the southern half of the United States.
c) A third process taking place during this time is the gradual yielding of other
European language communities to the pervasiveness of English as those
communities become increasingly incorporated into the U.S. government. This
process can be seen in areas such as Florida, the southern parts of the Louisiana
Purchase, and the Dutch speaking portions of New York.
3. A new kind of contact situation intensifies during the late 19th and early 20th centuries
between established communities of English speakers and groups of newly arrived
speakers of other languages – Norwegian, Italian, German, Swedish, Polish, Yiddish,
Chinese, Japanese, and so on. In these cases we can see initially non-English
monolingualism usually shifting to one-and-a-half generational bilingualism and finally
to English monolingualism. However, the language of certain groups of immigrants (e.g.
Chinese speakers and some Yiddish speakers), who had continuous migration and a
localized community; remain in a stage of rather more stable bilingualism.
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4. The westward expansion of the late 19th century continues the contacts with American
Indian languages and brings new contact with older, long-established communities of
Spanish speakers of the West and the Southwest.
5. The continued influx of immigrants from Asia and Latin America has continued to flow
rapidly to almost all states.
Thus currently, we have not one, but a large number of different social processes reflected in
the various bilingual situations extant in the United States:


The English-Black English contact situation



The contact with the remaining American Indian Language communities



Contact situations such as the English-Spanish or English-Chinese contact in which the
nonofficial language is represented by a long history within the United States and in which
there is a wide range of dialects and speech styles in which each is spoken.



The current contact situation between and among immigrants from Latin America speakers
of Spanish and English is widely scattered geographical areas.

We have seen that historically in U.S. society there has been an almost entirely one-way
dominance of English in languages use. This may be due at least three factors:
1. There has been great sensitivity toward language use; that is, there is no casualness
toward which language one uses in the United States. It‘s very important to speak the
―proper‖ language.
2. This attitude has been supported by the feeling that there is only one acceptable language
–English. Monolingualism is accepted as a normal situation in the United States. Being a
non-English speaker in the U.S. society has meant socially being not quite as acceptable
as the native-English speakers.
3. There is, and has been historically, almost no structural effect on English of the various
languages involved in the different kinds of contact situations just described.
In the table below the ethnic categories of U.S. society and the language identities are illustrated
corresponding to those categories. It describes the position or thinking about the relation of language
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to the nature of the social-person. The first column lists some of the terms for socio ethnic categories
of persons, and, in the second column, the way in which they correspond to language identities. The
term ―American‖ has two meaning:
 One of national identity
 A second one of the ethnic category of citizens who are tokens par excellence of the
identity, that is, not members of any other of the many ―foreign‖ groups. The national
language, English, is the language identity of this group.

Table 1.3. Taxonomy of Ethnic Categories of Social-Person in the United States in
Conjunction with Language Identities
ETHNIC IDENTITY

LANGUAGE

American (National Identity)

English

1.2.American

English

1.3.Mexican American

Spanish (+/- English)

1.4.Chinese American

Chinese (+/- English)

1.5.Italian American

Italian (+/- English)

1.6.Japanese American

Japanese (+/- English)

American Indians
1.7.Navajo

Navajo (+/- English)

1.8.Apache

Apache (+/- English)

1.15.Two Languages in one child’s brain
Before I deal with bilingual children‘s language development, I would like to point out two
major patterns in bilingual language acquisition:
1) Simultaneous bilingualism, where the child picks up two languages simultaneously by the age
of three. In the first phase, children tend to mix words or syllables from both languages. Second
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phase takes place at the age of 4, when children are able to make somehow clear distinction
between the two languages and use each language separately.
2) Sequential bilingualism, which occurs in case a person becomes bilingual by first learning
one language and then another. This type of bilingualism may also occur before the age of 3, but
while acquiring the second language, the child can draw on the knowledge and experience of the
first language. Detecting delays in the speech and language of multilingual children presents a
challenge.
It is note-worthy to state many parents‘ opinion about their children‘s language delay which is
caused by their dual language environment. The some parenting literature, it is noted that
acquisition of two languages simultaneously can result in "language delay," albeit many also
suggest that the long-term benefits of bilingualism are important (e.g., Fabian, 2003; Foreman,
2002; Murkoff, 2003; Pruett, n.d.). It is important to point out the very common use of the term
language delay in terms of a child who is considered to take longer than average to commence to
speak but who is well within the normal range of productive vocabulary development and the
clinical use of the term in terms of significant delays in the development of language, which can be
both primary and secondary. Inappropriate usage of the term might cause undue concern for some
parents interested in raising their children bilinguals (Fenson et al., 1994).
The research is quite vivid: no empirical evidence links bilingualism to language delay of any
sort. As De Houwer (1999) states, "There is no scientific evidence to date that hearing two or more
languages leads to delays or disorders in language acquisition. Many, many children throughout the
world grow up with two or more languages from infancy without showing any signs of language
delays or disorder" (p. 1). Likewise, Petitto and Holowka's (2002) extensive literature review leads
them to argue that "very early simultaneous language exposure does not cause a young child to be
delayed with respect to the semantic and conceptual underpinnings at the heart of all natural
language, and this is true regarding each of the young bilingual's two native languages" (p. 23).
Looking through popular publications (e.g., Eisenberg, Murkoff, & Hathaway, 1989; Honig,
n.d.) one might conclude that confusion could be avoided by using the one-parent, one-language
environment during bilingual childrearing, in which each caregiver uses only one language with
the child and parents abstain from using two languages in the family conversation. The ability to
switch back and forth between languages is called code-switching, which is determined as a sign of
mastery of two linguistic systems. It does not lead to language confusion, and those children as
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young as 2 are able to code-switch in socially appropriate ways (Lanza, 1992). Research shows
that many bilingual children mix their two languages due to the type and amount of codeswitching, that comes from environment, parents or wider community being engaged in codeswitching.
The one-parent and one-language approach proves to be very effective on children's active
competence in two languages, but it can also serve a background for passive bilingualism (Döpke,
1992) in which children comprehend both languages but speak only the majority language. This
tendency creates positive environment for raising bilingual children, together with other
approaches, such as using only the minority language in the home or using both languages in the
same contexts. To that extent bilingual children should be given the comprehensive quantity and
quality to expose both languages (Yamamoto, 1995).

Nowadays, a number of pedagogical publications deal with bilingual children‘s early lexical
development, which brings about debates about one system and two separate systems produced by
bilinguals from the beginning of the speech in the mixed-lingual environment (Volterra &
Taeschner, 1978). The former is called ‗unitary language system hypotheses‘, which does not
differentiate two languages on a primary stage. The formulation of this hypothesis has induced the
interest among researchers and has focused on the occurrence of cross-language synonyms or
translation equivalents (Genesee, 1989). According to Clark's principle of contrast, monolingual
children have definite meaning of each word in the lexicon and accordingly, translation equivalents
are not of a need. Interestingly, both Pearson et al. (1995) and Quay (1995) indicate that translation
equivalents occur from very early on and in some cases, in close succession.
As for the separate system hypothesis, it claims that a child in two language environment will
construct two separate grammars and lexicons and concerns with bilingual children representing
words in different language contexts and linking translation equivalents from early on. The
separate system hypothesis focuses on particular cross-language features as facilitators in early
word learning. A specific group of words and their translation equivalents have shown a closer
relationship and an effect of form similarity, for example, nouns similar in sound and spelling are
translated faster in both translation directions. The conceptual feature model reflects the above
mentioned effect by suggesting that forming similar words have a feature overlap in their
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conceptual representations in the two languages. These findings have been found to be significant
for bilingual children's developing representations.

Until the 1960s bilingualism was strongly considered as an unfavorable factor in developing
children‘s mental abilities. But fortunately, in recent years some advantages have been
demonstrated in terms of bilinguals‘ cognitive development. Regarding metalinguistic awareness
as a focus of the research, it is thought-provoking to mention Piaget‘ (1929) sun/moon test, where
the children are asked if it is possible to call the sun ‗moon‘ and determine the time of the day
when that ‗moon‘ is up in the sky. It is undeniable that bilinguals are adaptable to this exchange of
labels and portend the following consequences at an earlier age than monolinguals. Therefore, it is
consistent with the hypothesis that the children‘s ability to analyze linguistic input is developed
and mastered through bilingualism.
It is notable to highlight the process of developing competence in both languages before the
positive effects of bilingualism can occur (Baker, 2001). Virginia Gonzalez, author of Language
and Cognitive Development in Second Language Learning, states that the achieved proficiency
levels in both languages mediates the cognitive effects of bilingualism. Indeed, according to some
researchers, "there may be a threshold level of linguistic competence which a bilingual child must
attain both in order to avoid cognitive deficits and allow the potentially beneficial aspects of
becoming bilingual to influence her cognitive growth" (Baker, 2001. p. 65). On this threshold
level, it is capable to conceive the school curriculum and participation in classroom activities in
either language.
Baker in his Foundations of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, states that bilinguals may have
an added cognitive flexibility by knowing many words for one object or idea. The given example
demonstrates how the knowledge of two words—one in English and one in Welsh—for a school
could enhance one's concept of 'school', in Welsh, the word 'ysgol' not only means a school but
also a ladder. Thus having the word 'ysgol' in Welsh and 'school' in English provides the bilingual
with an added dimension—the idea of the school as a ladder (Baker, 2001). Bilingual children
have also demonstrated superior story-telling skills, perhaps because they are, as Baker suggests,
"less bound by words, more elastic in thinking due to owning two languages." And in a study
comparing monolinguals and bilinguals (four to six years of age), Ianco-Worall found that
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bilinguals were two to three years ahead of their monolingual peers in semantic development
(Baker,2001, p.76).
Many scientific studies applied to the question of cause and effect in order to responsibly tie
bilingualism to cognitive benefits. Albeit most of the research surmises that bilingualism is the
cause and cognitive advantages are the result, "it is not impossible," acknowledges Baker, "that the
causal link may run from cognitive abilities to enhanced language learning."(Baker, 2001, p 101)
The other possibility is that they enhance each other. It is remarkable that, Diaz (1985) has
addressed to statistical analysis techniques in order to investigate this issue, and stressed
bilingualism as an amenity for increased cognitive abilities among bilingual children.
In sum, there are no overall disadvantages to bilingualism. On the contrary, there can be
significant disadvantages regarding children‘s loss of a home. Chapter III will present a more
detailed discussion on this topic.

44

CHAPTER II
Discussion of Dual Language Instruction in the United States of America
The critical review of literature, which presented a system for categorizing various theoretical
models of dual language instruction, has elicited the focal question for our discussion: ―Is the dual
language educational approach a viable means of instructing English as a second language in the
United States?‖ A paradigm is presented for examining the congruence among the theoretical
model, teachers‘ beliefs and actual classroom practices to determine the fidelity, and therefore
effectiveness of the dual language program. In recent years, Americans have lived through several
episodes of intense public attention to ―language problems‖, which brought about dramatic shifts in
policies for educating language minority children and bilingual education programs. These policy
shifts were caused by struggles over social dominance among cultural and ethnic groups within the
larger society (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Searching for the sources about the topic showed that the
struggle to create a social and political atmosphere in which cultural and linguistic diversity are not
only accepted but also truly valued is a difficult one.
In the United States, particularly in California bilingual education has become a debatable topic
since the schools experienced the large influx of immigration wave. Conflicting social and political
environment caused by cultural and linguistic assimilation in mainstream, immigrant, and minority
populations play a vital role in reformation of public schools. California's Proposition 227, which
passed in 1998 with a 61% majority vote, is an adequate example of these social misbalances. As
Los Angeles Times/CNN Exit Poll (1998) indicates: ‗Proposition 227 severely restricted bilingual
education for the state's 1.4 million students classified as limited English proficient (LEP), among
which 82% are native speakers of Spanish. The law was rejected by Latino voters by a 2 to 1 margin
almost the mirror image of support for the proposition among the majority of White voters who
identified themselves as conservative‘.
Proposition 227 demanded the establishment of intensive English language instruction
("structured English immersion" (SEI), which covered only one year. The program was designed for
limited English proficient students and the instruction was conducted in the primary language of
those students. It is thought-provoking to stress out the requirements of Proposition 227 regarding
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language minority students, which was not consistently hinged on a theoretical model within the
sound language teaching practices. On the contrary, it was based on the language implementation
policy, which aimed to impose a de-contextualized procedural model of second language instruction
in local school districts through legal mandate (Sahagun, 1999).
Proposition 227 limited the existence of theoretical models of dual language instruction,
including transitional bilingual education, dual immersion, and content-based foreign language
instruction (Johnson & Swain, 1997; Stryker & Leaver, 1997). This tendency restricted the
educational needs of a number of students and their learning opportunities through native language
instruction in dual language classes. The students did not have a right to have an access to sound
second language acquisition. In the reports of California Department of Education (1999), an
essential piece of information can be cut out:
Prior to passage of Proposition 227 only 29% of California's language minority students
received instruction in a language other than English through transitional bilingual
education programs. Following Proposition 227, the number of students in bilingual
programs enrolled through the parental waiver process dropped to 12%. Students whose
parents did not choose to waive Proposition 227's mandatory one year of intensive English
before entering mainstream classrooms were enrolled in SEI programs. Nine percent of
California's teachers provide primary language instruction to English language learners in
programs under parental waivers. The other 91% of teachers are legally prohibited by law
from using students' L1 as a medium of instruction in the classroom (p.54).
Different models of dual language instruction indicate a great importance for my research. The
following part of the dissertation focuses on effective implementation of dual language education
models within the sociopolitical framework, which itself deals with educational reforms in public
schools and communities. I will assess the existing bilingual background of American schools
addressing the growing interest and need for creating positive cross-cultural environment among
majority and minority students. Despite the attitudes of reductionism and power imbalances among
ethnic communities in a divergent society, the paper appreciates the sound principles of second
language acquisition and effective schooling practices for language minority students. In dual
immersion program, which means the participation of both language majority and minority students
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in the same classroom, the issues connected to language status for different linguistic groups are
important indicators of program outcomes. As Cummins (2000) writes: ‗The outcomes of dual
language programs for language minority populations demonstrate that long-term persistent
underachievement of language minority students cannot be ameliorated by addressing linguistic
factors in the absence of conscientious efforts to also affect issues of status and power ‗(p. 178)
Theoretical value of the dissertation is drawn through Ruiz‘s (1984) language perspectives:
 Language as a problem
 Language as a right
 Language as a resource
The model of bilingual education, which is determined as the focus point of my research is in
the connection of ‗language as a problem‘ perspective. This language perspective regards the
limited English proficient student as being disabled for second language acquisition and suggests
the overcome through intensive English language instruction and a remedial approach to
instruction. The English immersion programs, which are quite prevalent in the United States is
reflected in this language category as being designed for minority children. The ‗language as a
right‘ perspective highlights the balance of teaching processes and stresses the importance of equal
curriculum access through instruction in students' Language 1 in literacy and all content areas. This
language category includes transitional bilingual programs due to their characteristics of being
addressed to the issues of linguistic and educational rights. Within the ‗language as a resource‘
perspective we can underline three focal program models: (a) dual maintenance bilingual education
for language minority students, (b) French Canadian immersion for language majority students
learning a second language, and (c) dual or two-way immersion programs that serve majority and
minority language groups together in a single program (Ruiz, R. 1984). This language perspective
creates the theoretical background for the research, because it falls into the broad category of twoway immersion programs and highlights the program nature. In two-way immersion programs the
language is a resource to be better assimilated into the mainstream society and culture.
It is substantial to point Lambert‘s identification to ‗additive versus subtractive‘ forms of
bilingualism, which is based on the goals of programs. The theory focuses on students with
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bilingual and biliteracy skills and programs designed for achieving proficiency in a second
language. This second language is usually socially dominant in the mainstream society (Lambert &
Tucker, 1972) Collier (1992) states that ‗True immersion programs take an additive approach to
bilingualism and are elective enrichment programs established by parents who wish to give their
children the advantages of becoming bilingual and biliterate‘(p. 92). The contemporary society is
somehow, addressed to linguistic human rights and to the educational needs of immigrant families.
The society requirements are reflected in dual language immersion programs, which are often
specified as the best way for equitable education and bilingualism in language majority students
(Christian, 1996). The success indicator of these programs designates minority and majority
students, who achieved high levels of academic success in both languages, as fully bilinguals.
The data gathering process showed that the language education program models fall along a
continuum. Using Ruiz's (1984) categories to describe a range of theoretical approaches, we can
identify two extremes: compensatory models (structured English Immersion) versus enrichment
models (French Canadian Immersion) of dual language instruction. I have summed up their features
in the table below.
Table 2.1. Theoretical approach to compensatory and enrichment models
Compensatory models

Enrichment models

A form of English-only education.

A form of bilingual education

Program objective is proficiency

Program objective is full

in English based on a subtractive model.

bilingualism and biliteracy based on

L1 literacy is not developed.

an additive model of bilingualism.

Language 1 is a minority

Language 1 and Language 2

language. Language 2 is the majority

are equally prestigious and recognized

language. Language 1 is denigrated and

as valuable by the community as a

relegated to inferior status. The message

resource.

is conveyed that only English is valid or
important.
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Students are expected to gain proficiency

Minimum of four to six years to

enough to enter mainstream classes in

acquire "receptive" skills of listening

one year.

and reading; higher levels of oral and
literacy skills acquired gradually and
reinforced through cross-linguistic

instruction
The aim of compensatory education model is to use a second language teaching as a remedial
approach to instruction, which has to overcome the lack of language proficiency among language
minority students. The primary language is used on a minimum level and it is even restricted by
local school administrators (similar to the case of Proposition 227).
The enrichment education models view second language teaching as a resource to
multilingualism. The program objective is to provide vital advantages to minority and majority
students, who are given an opportunity to attain high levels of academic achievement, career choices
and economic opportunities through instruction. Transitional bilingual programs are the part of
compensatory education model because of the program characteristics. It is centered on the
linguistic and educational rights of language minority students and assists them in development of
language and literacy skills in their primary language. This benefit is minor and is regarded as a
byproduct of dual language instruction (Lambert & Tucker, 1972).
A number of studies assessing the success of dual language programs revealed that ‘language is
acquired best when it is the medium of instruction, not solely as the object of instruction‘ (Well,
S.1986). This approach is beneficial for students in terms of second language acquisition, as the
learning process in the content-area facilitates their participation in meaningful discussions and
debates. In two-way immersion classes the communication between the students and teacher is
conducted in both their native and second languages. According to Christian, Montone, Lindholm &
Carranza (1997): ‗Their language acquisition has real and relevant purposes for the students‘ (p.67)
. Dual language classes organize the process of education to the extent that the students are able to
acquire a second language while continuing to develop their native language. According to
Cummins (2000): ‗All students receive instruction in their native language, providing the necessary
linguistic foundation for the later acquisition of their L2 and development of full proficiency in both
languages In this way, high expectations for both language groups are maintained as they are
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challenged and supported in reaching full proficiency and command of content-area knowledge in
both languages‘( p.111).
In the first chapter I have already mentioned that Bilingual education is a general term for a
whole spectrum of programs, each with different goals and objectives for different student
populations. Proposition 227's Article 2 seems to be thought-provoking for our research as it
provides the definition of the mandated program for limited English proficient students into the
education code (California Secretary of State, 1998):
`Sheltered English immersion' or `structured English immersion' means an English
language acquisition process for young children in which nearly all classroom instruction
is in English but with the curriculum and presentation designed for children who are
learning the language. Structured immersion, or as it has more recently been called in
California, sheltered English immersion or structured English immersion, is the opposite of
the Canadian model (p.5).
As Krashen (1998). describes: ‗it is designed to serve only language minority students. The
current goal is English dominance sufficient for students to participate in mainstream classes within
one year. Teachers or paraprofessionals need not speak the language of the students, and the
language of instruction is overwhelmingly in English‘ (p.36).
The focus model of my research which is within the authentic bilingual framework is known with
three distinct names: Two-way bilingual education, dual immersion, and as I have already
mentioned, French Canadian immersion. The objective of the program is shaped through developing
and progressing bilingualism and biliteracy among minority and majority students, who are
supposed to meet with the high academic achievements and positive intergroup relations. Two-way
immersion programs generally cover a period of seven years in schooling. It usually starts from
pre/kindergarten and lasts through the sixth grade. The model implies to have very qualified staff.
Teachers are required to be ‗certified bilingual or multilingual speakers of the target language (L2)
and that students share a common native language (L1)‘ (August & Hakuta, 1997).
It is notable, that the dual language education model has the experience of placing students with
different languages backgrounds in one class together to learn a target language. To that extent it is
not called a two-way immersion program but bilingual immersion program. The former is named
through education process when students are from two different language groups and each group
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studies the language of the other as a second language. The objective of the program proves the
mastered proficiency in both languages for students using Language 1 and Language 2 in the core
curriculum
A key component in this program's design and implementation is the use of students' L1 and L2
as a medium of instruction and as the vehicle for academic content. Consequently, the role of
specific second language instructional methodology is limited to strategies for making the content
comprehensible without narrowing the focus of instruction to discrete points of language or
vocabulary development. Student‘s common with L1 the enrichment model is applicable, while for
students with various L2 it is technically impossible, so the only alternative is the compensatory
model (Mora, J, Wink& Wink, D.2001)
These programs provide a minimum of six years of bilingual instruction in which students from
the two language backgrounds are integrated in most or all of their content instruction. Both
languages are separated for instruction and the use of minority language at least 50% of the
instructional time and as much as 90% in the early grades. ESL students are exposed to the
standards-based curriculum, which leads to full language proficiency and mastery of content. Twoway bilingual programs are inclusive and integrated education for all the students in contrast with
the segregated, exclusive education offered in TBE or ESL pullout programs. Two-way programs
are considered equitable educational programs that treat all students as equal members of the school
community. They can also become educational reform tools as school become transformed by
increases in the numbers of ESL students who bring the richness of linguistic and cultural diversity
with them to school. As whole-school reform tools, two-way program goals are to: a) promote
native language literacy skills and balanced bilingualism; b) enrich with a quality program design
for standards-based education; c) educate first-class students to achieve at the highest levels; d) do
justice to the two languages and cultures based on a well-designed infrastructure and e) dispel the
myth and mindset as an enrichment, rather than a remedial, bilingual program before and during
program implementation. Recent research evidence points to two-way bilingual programs as
beneficial in the reading achievement of ESL students (Cummins, 2002).
The actual implementation of dual language education is different from school to school in the
States. Students‘ demographics, parental expectations and support, teacher beliefs and
qualifications, and administrative leadership all contribute to shape the design and direction of a
dual language program.
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Dual language instructional models have been described in a number of ways, some far more
complex than others. One theorist cross-referenced the learner, the languages, the community, and the
curriculum to arrive at 90 different possible kinds of programs (Mackey, 1972). A simpler typology,
based on philosophical rather than linguistic factors, distinguishes between assimilationist and
pluralistic program models. Assimilationist programs aim at moving ethnic minority children into
the main-stream (dominant) culture. In contrast, pluralistic program models are those that support
minority languages and cultures (Kjolseth, 1976). I have stressed the most prominent dual
language instructional models and their goals and outcomes in the following table.
Table 2.2. Program Models, Goals and Outcomes
Program Model
Transitional

Goal
Proficiency

Outcome
in

L2

for

Subtractive Bilingualism

language minority students
(assimilationist)
Maintenance

Bilingualism and biliteracy
for

language

Additive Bilingualism

minority

students( pluralist)
Enrichment/two-way

Bilingualism and biliteracy
for

language

Additive Bilingualism

majority

students( pluralist)
Immersion
1. Enrichment

Bilingualism and biliteracy
for

language

Additive Bilingualism

majority

students( pluralist)
2. Two-way

Bilingualism and biliteracy

Additive Bilingualism

for language minority and
majority students( pluralist)
3.English immersion

Proficiency in English for
language minority students
(assimilationist)
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Subtractive Bilingualism

Transitional programs are designed for Limited English proficient students who are illprepared for English language classroom instruction which is designed for native English
speakers and do not have sufficient English to function academically. But it is note-worthy to
mention that the Limited English proficient students can different characteristics in different
states, because tests and testing procedures are not similar in all states. According to Escamilla
(1993) the term Limited English proficient is a ‗deficit-based term—it identifies students by
what they can't do, and sets us up to consider serving them in a remedial or compensatory
mode‘ (p.57). But it should be noted that the term is defined under some negative connotation,
and the alternative, "second language learner", which sounds fairly neutral will be used
throughout my dissertation. Some educators, searching for a way to emphasize language-asresource rather than language-as-problem, have begun to use terms like "potentially English
proficient (PEP)" (Hamayan, 1990), and "student acquiring English (SAE)" (Escamilla, 1993).
The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, which is creating standards and
assessments for advanced certification of exemplary teachers nationwide, is using the term
"English as New Language (ENL) learners" (National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards, 1993). The goal of transitional programs is to develop a student's proficiency in
English. In a transitional program, the primary language is used for instructional support until students have reached satisfactory levels of English proficiency, usually as defined by a process
involving test scores and teacher observations. Students are expected to move out of a transitional
program when they are capable of functioning in an English-only classroom. In many programs,
the expectation is that children will be ready to make the change after a period of approximately
three years. U.S. government policy tends to favor transitional programs—by far the most
common models in use today. There are a number of problems inherent in transitional bilingual
programs:

• They foster subtractive, (which is being described as the form of bilingualism results in a home
language that may be delayed or stalled before age-appropriate mastery of new language and
negative consequences on self-esteem and relationships with family members) rather than
additive bilingualism (which is being described as the form of bilingualism that maintains the
home language while the second language is being learned.)
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• They

are

compensatory

and

do

not

involve

the

monolingual

English-speaking

community.
• Exit assessments may measure students' face-to-face language skills and fail to
consider

the

specialized

language

skills

needed

for

academic

success.

Placement

in English-only classrooms on the basis of such programs can lead to academic
failure.
• It is unrealistic to expect all children to master a second language in a three-year
period.
In 1988, the California Association for Bilingual Education published On Course: Bilingual
Education Success in California (Krashen & Biber, 1988), a summary and analysis of data from eight
programs across the state, including transitional programs. The Eastman Avenue School in Los
Angeles reported an increase in the California Assessment Program (CAP) scores for students who
participated in a carefully structured transitional program. The Eastman model provides students
with content instruction in their primary language, and introduces English gradually. English as a
second language is included in the curriculum starting in kindergarten, and exposure to English is
enhanced by mixing limited English proficient students with English-only students in the
facilitative linguistic and social environment provided by art music, and physical education
(Sahagun, 1999).
The success of the Eastman model (a transitional bilingual program in which LEP students are
taught academic subjects in their native language, while acquiring second language skills through a
natural language approach) has been a subject of discussion among the educators all across
California. Eventually the program has been established in over 30 schools, under the name of
project M.O.R.E. (Model Organization Results of Eastman), and reached the success. This project
required the educators and administrative facilitators to divide the same equal amount of
instructional time in each subject throughout the day. The results of Project M.O.R.E. show that
third grade LEP students demonstrated significant growth in reading and mathematics compared to
other alternative bilingual education programs. Sixth-grade FEP (Fluent English Proficient) students
also scored higher in reading and math compared to other FEP students in other schools. On the
basis of the data from the Eastman Avenue School, Krashen and Biber (1988) conclude that ‗properly
designed bilingual programs" assist children in acquiring English and succeeding in school. Properly
designed programs must provide primary language instruction in content areas, develop students'
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primary language literacy skills, and develop students' English skills with both dedicated English
language development and content taught in English, using specially designed academic
instruction‘ (120).
Language maintenance program is essential for my research due to its pluralistic nature that
aims to promote bilingualism for language minority students. Maintenance programs may be the most
effective means of promoting English proficiency for limited English proficient students because:
• Concepts and skills learned in a student's first language transfer to the second
language.
• A strong base in a first language facilitates second language acquisition.
• Support for home language and culture builds self-esteem and enhances achievement (Hakuta &
Gould, 1987).
It should be mentioned that maintenance bilingual education is additive rather than subtractive
and leads to academic success and also facilitates the acquisition of English skills for the
language minority student.
Late 1960s and early 1970s are the striking points in the history of dual language education, as
much effort has been given to instructional programs to be designed for both language minority
children and monolingual English children. The necessity to meet with the language needs of
limited English proficient children has been overwhelming and gained the compensatory nature
because of the limited resources (e.g. staffing). It is far-reaching that the compensatory nature of
dual language education has deteriorated the political support for bilingual education and has
denied access to for monolingual English-speaking children as well (Cummins, 2000).
Contemporary educators have begun to reconsider enrichment programs, as the schools face a lack
of qualified staff, constant pressure to meet the needs of increasing numbers of non-English
speakers, and lack of community understanding and support for dual language instruction. On the
contrary, two-way immersion programs are becoming increasingly popular in areas where magnet
schools (state-funded) have been established to facilitate integration process (Higgs, 1991).
Immersion programs
In Canada (1965) the success of Saint-Lambert experiment(With the growing importance of
French as the main working language of Quebec and increasing dissatisfaction with the linguistic
barriers between English and French Canadians, a concerned group of English-speaking parents in
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St Lambert, outside Montreal, began to meet informally in the early 1960‘s to discuss the situation.
After meeting for 2 years, they succeeded in getting the school district to set up an experimental
kindergarten immersion class in September 1965), gave a rise to a strong interest in immersion
programs. In an immersion program second language is used in all curricular areas and is the
medium of instruction, rather than the object of instruction. The difference should be noted
between the immersion instruction and submersion or ‗sink-or-swim‘ instruction, where language
minority children are mainstreamed in English-only classrooms without instructors‘ assistance
(Garcia, 1994). I would like to point out the key peculiarities of an immersion classroom:
• Grouping is homogeneous, and second language learners are not competing with native speakers.
• The teacher speaks the child's first language and can respond to student needs.
• Children are not expected to function immediately in their second language and can express
themselves in their first.
• First language support is offered in the form of language arts instruction.
• Instruction is delivered in the second language, but is carefully structured so as to maximize
comprehension for students.
The Results of Immersion: The Canadian Experience
If the immersion programs create a positive and additive environment in bilingual classes, the
benefits will be double in terms of useful educational services to both limited English proficient and
monolingual English students in the United States. Results of research and evaluation studies of
French early immersion programs in Canada indicate that students:
• Achieve at levels comparable to those of comparison groups who received

all

instruction in English.
• Fall behind comparison groups initially in English literacy skills, but catch up to and even surpass
those groups once English instruction begins.
• Achieve higher levels of proficiency in the second language than students who study it as an
isolated subject.
• Attain native-like receptive skills in their second language and, while their productive skills fall
short of native proficiency, they are quite capable of expressing themselves in the second
language.
• Have heightened sensitivity to social and cultural aspects of their second culture (Cummins &
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Swain, 1986).
The popular studies have indicated that the immersion programs are most effective when they
are linguistically and culturally additive. The studies revealed the success of Canadian experience
with immersion instruction, which suggests that the model works best with children from a
dominant language group who are not at risk of losing their first language since it is readily
available in the environment beyond the school (Loeb, 1999).
There are several immersion program models currently operating in the United States. Enrichment,
two-way, and English immersion programs will be described in the following pages.
Enrichment Immersion Programs
These programs, like the Canadian programs that inspired them, immerse monolingual
English speakers in a second language. As Genesee (1987) states ‗the Culver City Spanish
Immersion Program in California, started in 1971, is the oldest example of a replication of the
Canadian model in the United States. Enrichment immersion programs have been used as "magnets"
in voluntary desegregation efforts. Such efforts expand participation in enrichment immersion
programs beyond middle-class white students to working-class and black students and provide
opportunities for research on the effects of immersion on speakers of nonstandard varieties of
English‘ (p.92)
Two-Way Immersion Programs
In today‘s pedagogical world, two-way immersion programs are regarded as academically
innovative step in education. In this model monolingual English-speaking children are engrossed in
a second language together with limited English proficient children who are native speakers of the
second language. English is introduced gradually until it comprises about 50 percent of the
curriculum. The model is actually a combination of maintenance bilingual instruction for LEP
students and immersion instruction for monolingual English speakers. The strength of this
approach is that it aims at additive bilingualism for all the students involved. The goals of a two-way
immersion program are bilingualism and biliteracy for all students. According to Thomas and
Collier (1997), the following factors are present in successful two-way immersion programs:
• Students participate for at least six years.
• The ratio of speakers of each language is balanced.
• Languages are carefully separated.
• The minority language is emphasized in the early grades.
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• Instruction is excellent and emphasizes core academics.
• Parents have a strong, positive relationship with the school.
The history of two-way immersion model has commenced in San Diego, California, in 1975, and
has been replicated almost in all states. Higgs (1991)regards River Glen Elementary School, in
northern California, where ‗a linguistically heterogeneous group of kindergarten children starts
school each year in a classroom where Spanish is used 90 percent of the time and English 10 percent
of the time. By fifth grade, English and Spanish are each used 50 percent of the time in class. The
program at River Glen was started as part of a magnet school desegregation program and has been
extremely successful in attracting an ethnically diverse student population‘ (p.35).
Two-way immersion programs address an issue that has surfaced in research on traditional
programs. In traditional programs, the teacher is the only native speaker in the classroom. Nativelike language input is therefore somewhat limited, and students in interaction with each other tend
to develop what might be characterized as a classroom pidgin of the target language (Higgs, 1991;
Swain, 1991). Because two-way immersion classrooms mix students from both language groups, all
students have many opportunities to interact with native speakers, which enhance their chances to
develop native-like proficiency in their new language.
The collected data has indicated that two-way immersion program is a suitable model for
America‘s diverse society. The model backs the use of primary language of language minority
students, and offers an enrichment program to English speakers. Results of longitudinal studies
indicate that students in these programs ‗achieve high levels of bilingualism as well as high levels
of academic competence in their subject areas’(Guido, 1995; Lindholm, 1994). Another
important outcome of two-way immersion programs is that students not only speak each other's
languages, they learn to appreciate and respect each other's culture.
English Immersion
Political pressure in the United States to move away from primary language instruction has
resulted in experimentation with English immersion programs, sometimes called structured
immersion, for minority students. One important longitudinal study of English immersion indicates
that it is less successful for minority language students than bilingual education with native language
support (Ramirez, 1991).
To the extent of my dissertation development, I would like to apply to the most progressed
programs implemented in American schools: total immersion and partial immersion. The primary
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distinction between these two models is the amount of time assigned to each language for instruction
at each grade. (See Table 2.3) In the total immersion model, the amount of instruction in the
minority language is initially greater than in the majority language, usually 80% to 90% of the time
in the primary grades, with English instruction increasing by each level until students receive equal
amounts of instruction in both language instructions by the intermediate grades. In the partial
immersion model, on the other hand, the minority and majority languages are used equally for
instruction in all levels. In addition, total immersion programs require most teachers‘ proficiency in
both languages, because the majority of the instruction is conducted in non-English language, while
in the partial immersion model, monolingual English teachers can team-teach with bilingual
teaching partners. According to Howard and Sugarman ‗42 percent of dual language schools listed
in the Directory of Two-Way Bilingual Immersion Programs in the US1(2001), implements total
immersion models, while 33 percent of the schools implement a partial immersion model‘ (p.136).
Total or Partial Immersion
The implementation of a partial or total immersion model becomes a controversial subject
for the research. The reviewed literature has indicated that the total immersion proves to be
more effective than partial immersion programs at higher levels of minority language
proficiencies. But this does not mean that all American schools implement total immersion
models in their curricular. It is widely acceptable that language instructional model involves
knowledge about the linguistic educational background of the community, better understanding of
students‘ language proficiencies and the availability of qualified teachers. Choice of program often
depends on school and community circumstances and attitudes. One critical factor that seems to
influence the decision to implement a partial or total immersion program is the second language
skills of the existing teacher staff. Another significant factor in design selection is student mobility.
This is particularly problematic for English-dominant students in to immersion programs because
most content instruction, and often literacy instruction, is conducted in the minority language
(Cummins, 2001). School demographics (the linguistic makeup of both teachers and students), the
philosophical and political positions regarding bilingualism and biculturalism, and teacher and
parent expectations for students' linguistic proficiencies all bear in the decision to implement a total

1

In this directory total immersion model is also mentioned as ―minority-language dominant model‖
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or a partial immersion model. Table 2.3. offers summed up comparison of total and partial immersion
programs, paying special attention to their benefits and drawbacks.
Table 2.3. Total and Partial Immersion Programs
Total Immersion

Partial immersion

Language

The minority language is used the
majority of the time in the early
grades, increasing English to reach

Both languages are used in equal amounts of

and equal balance by grade 5 or 6.

time at all grade levels.

Literacy

Formal literacy instruction may be
in the minority language for all

Formal literacy instruction is typically in the

students, or in the students' native

students' native language

language

Grouping

Content

Instruction of content areas is in the
minority language the majority of
the time in early grades.
Students

from

both

language

groups are integrated for all or most
of the day
Students may be separated by
language for literacy or second
language

instruction

for

short

Setup

periods during the day or week.
Classrooms may be set up in selfcontained

or

team-teaching

arrangements. Most teachers are

Instruction of content areas is in both languages
at all grade level

Students from both language groups are
integrated for all or most of the day

Students may be separated by language for
literacy or second language instruction for short
periods during the day or week.
Classrooms may be set up in self-contained or
team-teaching arrangements. At least half of
the teachers are bilingual proficient

bilingual proficient
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Advantages

The intensity of the immersion

It needs fewer special teachers; one teacher can

experience coupled with the amount

serve two immersion classes for one half day

of exposure to the foreign language

each. Partial immersion is easier to staff, and

assures

the

the potential effect on current staff is lessened.

necessary language skills to deal

It is a more viable alternative for parents who

with the curriculum in the upper

feel uncomfortable with the idea of their

elementary grades

children learning to read in a language other

that

students

have

than English and seems to be more palatable to
a wider range of parents and school personnel.
Not all parents or school personnel
buy into the concept that students

Disadvantages

can learn just as much in a foreign
language as in their own. Total

Students do not develop the same level of

immersion also requires a teacher

foreign language proficiency as students in

for each immersion class. Not only

total immersion. A consequence of this is that

are immersion teachers difficult to

students may have greater difficulty dealing

find, they may end up displacing

with

staff

characterized by verbal abstractions.

because

schools

do

most
not

elementary

already

the

school

curriculum

in

subjects

have

qualified immersion teachers on
board.

While talking about total immersion programs, it‘s noteworthy to point out the two types of
programs it consists of: 90/10 and 80/20 dual language models. In each model, the initial amount of
minority and majority languages exposure corresponds to the amount of time dedicated for
instruction in each language. That is, instruction is conducted in the minority language (e.g.
Spanish) 90% to 80% of the time and in the majority language (English) 10% or 20% of the time,
usually from pre K to second grade. By the time students reach the fourth or fifth grade, there is
balance of instructional time in each language (Quay, 1995). To sum up this, we may assert that
total immersion programs immerse both language minority and language majority students in the
minority language in the first years of the program. As for the teaching of academic content areas
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(math, science, social studies, and art) are initially taught in the minority language. In the second or
third grade, there is a gradual shift to English instruction for some content areas, for example, math
can be taught in English, while science and social studies in the minority language. In the next year,
both math and social studies may be taught in English and science continues to be taught in minority
language. By fifth or sixth grade, all content areas are either taught in both languages, alternating by
day, week or month. The main thing that is useful for the survey is the type of English instruction,
which is usually offered in the form of ESL. But in the 90/10 model, initial literacy instruction is
usually conducted in the minority language for all students. That is, minority and majority language
students learn to read and write in the minority language. By third grade, students receive more
formalized literacy instruction in English. Sometimes in 80/20 models, literacy instruction is
conducted in the student‘s native language (Quay, 1995). That is, minority language students learn
to read and write in their native language and English dominant students learn to read and write in
English.
In partial immersion programs students‘ instruction is conducted in equal amounts of time
(50/50) from pre K on. It means that the instruction is conducted in the minority language 50 percent
of the time and in English the other 50 percent of the time. In a 50/50 program, instruction in the
majority language and the minority language is divided evenly at all grade levels. The instructional
time is balanced through a daily division, for example, the morning is spent working in one
language and the afternoon is spent working in the other. Some schools offer the distribution of time
through a weekly division, where one week is spent working in one language, and the following
week is spent working in the other language. According to Howard and Christian (2002): ‗Programs
that use these approaches tend to use a half-week/half-week approach in kindergarten and first
grade, because it is recognized that a full week in the second language is too stressful for young
children with limited second language proficiency‘ (p.14).
It should be noted that literacy instruction is primarily offered in the students‘ native language.
Educators support this approach as considering it very useful for English dominant students. In
addition, there is sometimes the concern that children may forget language skills that they have
attained in their second language if the intervals between instructional periods in that language are
too long. This may create a less efficient language learning situation (see below Table 2.4. in which
I summed up the above-presented information).
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Table 2.4. Description of 90/10 and 50/50 Programs
90/10 program

50/50 program

In two-way and developmental bilingual The partner language and English are used
programs, the partner language is used equally throughout the program.
most or all of the day in the primary
grades (80-90%). Foreign language
(one-way) immersion programs that
implement the full immersion program
use the partner language for 100% of
subject matter instruction, and in some
cases, also offer specialist classes in the
partner language. In all cases, the
partner language and English are used
equally in the later grades.
% of instruction in % of instruction

% of instruction in % of instruction in

the

the

partner in English

language
K
1
2
3
4
5

90
80
70
60
50
50

partner English

language
10
20
30
40
50
50

K
1
2
3
4
5

50
50
50
50
50
50

50
50
50
50
50
50

The main difference between these two models is the amount of instructional time spent in each
language. But notably, these differences are apparent only at the primary grades (K-3) only. The
contemporary prosperity of immersion programs in the United States of America tends to respond
some key needs of the nation and is in favor of both native English speakers and language minority
speakers. The research has indicated ‗critical need for residents who are proficient in more than
one language, and the rapidly increasing number of language minority students entering U.S.
schools, the majority of whom are native speakers of Spanish. The increase in the number of
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programs has led to concerns and questions about how to design and implement effective TWI
programs (Two-way Immersion Program)‘ (Howard. E. & Christian D. 2002, p.2).

Dual language instruction in private schools
Dual language instruction in public school context has become the major topic in
contemporary publications regarding foreign language programs in the United States of America .
The country strives to overcome the existing obstacles for limited English proficient children and to
our interest; even the private schools have authorized dual language instruction for language
majority and minority students.
Dual language instruction for privileged sectors of society has been available in the United States
for quite some time. For example, According to Tomlinson & Eastwick (1980), Bryn Mawr School in
Baltimore, Maryland, established in 1885. The schooling system offers French, Latin, Greek,
German, and Spanish languages as enrichment for students in kindergarten through fifth grade
According to Fishman (1985), ‗there are approximately 6,500 private schools in the United
States that provide some form of education in a language other than English. At the time the study
was completed the Jewish community accounted for nearly half that number, providing schooling
in both Hebrew and Yiddish, but at least 108 languages were represented in private schools‘ (p.
87).
It would be difficult to estimate the number of such schools at the present time, but there are
revealing examples. Lindholm-Leary & Borsato (2001) state that, ‗the Association of Northern
California Chinese Schools lists 84 member schools (ANCCS, 2003). Some of them enroll upwards
of a thousand students. These are generally "Saturday" schools, offering Chinese instruction on
weekends only. Note that children who attend these schools develop language and literacy in two
languages. In other words, they actually receive a bilingual education—it just happens under more
than one roof‘ (p.102).
As part of a federal project on bilingual education, researchers made site visits to 24 private
schools that had dual language instructional programs. They found that private schools use many
of the same methods as public schools for providing dual language instruction. Despite the lack of
innovation, private dual language programs are distinguished by their emphasis on the value of
knowing two languages (Elford & Woodford, 1982). This emphasis appears to persist, even in the
current political climate. For example, the International School of the Peninsula in Palo Alto,
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California, offers a full curriculum in both Mandarin Chinese and French to approximately 500
students, many of whom are American-born English speakers. In its mission, the school states
‗We are committed to developing well-rounded individuals with a broad international awareness
and the ability to communicate in at least two languages‘(International School of the Peninsula,
2003).
The gathered data on this topic indicate the great demand for second language instruction in
private preschools, which therefore, gives rise to the popularity of immersion programs.

A two-way immersion education program at elementary and secondary levels
While the numbers have grown from 30 documented programs in 1987 (Lindholm, 1994) to
261 in 1999 (Sahagun, 1999), the vast majority of these programs operate at the elementary school
only. To date, very few programs have effectively carried on into the middle school (26) and fewer
to high school (8) (Sahagun, 1999). The lack of immersion programs at secondary school levels is
caused by two major reasons:
a) First, because contemporary two-way immersion programs are groundbreaking to American
society and they start with a single cohort of students in kindergarten, adding additional grade
levels and cohorts each year. It is far-reaching that there have not been a significant number of
two-way immersion programs in schools, which caused the lack of those programs at the
secondary level until this time.
b)

Second, the structure of secondary schools is contrasting to elementary school and this

difference complicates the further development of two-way immersion programs. In secondary
schools, students can have a free choice of subjects, which is not a common issue in elementary
schools. Regarding students‘ freedom of choosing subjects in secondary programs require from
two-way immersion programs to not interfere with core courses or well-liked electives. Another
obstacle is the staffing problem, as ‗secondary teachers tend to teach a single academic domain
rather than all content areas, meaning that several bilingual teachers may need to be hired in order
to keep going the program at the secondary level‘(Loeb, 1999, p.13).
We have seen so far, that the nature of secondary two-way immersion programs differs from that
of elementary programs. Because this program at the high school and middle school level typically
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becomes the sum of the classes offered in the non-English language only. According to Loeb
(1999):
‗…the Spanish-English two-way immersion program is considered to be the two or three
courses taught in Spanish to the participating students, since those are typically the only
classes offered exclusively to TWI program students. Classes taught in English may no
longer count as TWI, since they frequently include non-TWI students. Planning the TWI
program, then, consists mostly of deciding which courses to offer in the non-English
language and how many periods per day students will be required to attend these classes in
order to be considered part of the TWI program‘(p.24).
While most TWI programs appear to offer the same as non-TWI programs deciding how much of
the curriculum and which subjects will be taught through which languages is often a difficult
decision.
I have already dealt with two-way immersion programs at the elementary level as the complete
and separate unit, which makes the school curricular easier to adopt any of a variety of program
models (50/50 model or a 90/10 model). The staffing problems is also very easily solved, as s/he can
teach any or all subject areas in Spanish, while a monolingual English teacher can teach any or all
subject areas in English. As for middle and high school curricula (with the exception of language
arts in the non-English language), the choice of language (majority or minority) causes serious
problems. It should be noted that high schools are ‗departmentalized‘ (Loeb, 1999), and teachers
specialize in one or more content areas. Consequently, teaching different subjects will most likely
require the services of many bilingual teachers instead of just one. Middle schools are more flexible
in their structure. Some may be much departmentalized (especially in the upper grades), while
others may operate more like elementary schools (especially in sixth grade), with one teacher
teaching multiple subjects or staying with the same group of students for most of the day.
According to surveys conducted on the effectiveness of two-way immersion programs at the
secondary and high levels, the most pressing aspects are: subjects‘ availability (in terms of
language), qualifications of teachers, and subject-matter preferences of the staff. The non-existence
of two-way immersion programs at high level is caused by a number of factors. It is quite
challenging to find qualified teachers for each content subject in the non-English language. Finding
appropriate bilingual texts in non-English languages can also prove problematic. It should be
mentioned that the social studies curricula, which is a core subject is different in all states.
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Therefore, the availability of textbooks can be named as another problem for establishing two-way
immersion programs at high level. Teaching the same subject in two languages will require two
textbooks instead of one, which will cause some budgeting problems then.
The above pointed obstacles are not faced by 90/10 programs, because most of the instruction is
conducted in Spanish in the primary grades, this does not become a major issue until the upper
elementary grades. On the contrary it works for 50/50 programs, where the instruction is provided in
neck and neck amount of time in both languages at all grade levels. According to Howard E. &
Christian D. (2002):
There are three ways that language distribution can be accomplished, and most
programs use a combination of two or all three methods. First, language of instruction
can be distributed by time. Accordingly, some time blocks are allocated for instruction
in the minority language, while others are allocated for instruction in English. Common
structuring of these time blocks includes the morning vs. afternoon or week-by-week
language distributions that were described in the previous section on 50/50 programs. A
second way that language distribution can occur is by topic. Using this approach, some
content areas are taught in English, while others are taught using the minority language.
If this approach is used, language arts should still be taught in both languages, as
recommended in the earlier discussion of criteria for success. The third way that
language distribution can occur is by person, meaning that two teachers work together,
with one providing instruction in English and the other providing instruction in the
minority language (p. 16).
Getting acquainted with immersion program data, three key approaches to initial literacy
instruction have become salient --minority language first, both languages simultaneously, and native
language first--and these three approaches tend to be reflected with certain program models.
Minority language approach is reflected in the model of 90/10 immersion program. In this
program the majority and minority children are integrated in one class the whole day and receive
initial literacy instruction in the minority language only (mostly in Spanish). Informal literacy in
conducted in English, but I is allocated for a small percentage of the day. English instruction occurs
at third grade. The studies revealed that this approach is only appropriate for the 90/10 model (or
80/20 or 80/10/10) and would not work with a 50/50 model. Because native English students in a
50/50 model ‗would not be likely to have enough proficiency in the minority language in the
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primary grades for initial literacy instruction in that language alone to be meaningful to them‘
(Long, 1991, p. 51).
Both languages simultaneously approach is most frequently used in 50/50 model. In this
program, the majority and minority students are grouped together during a day, and from the very
beginning, receive literacy instruction in English during English instructional time and literacy
instruction in the minority language during instructional time in that language. The students receive
literacy instruction in both languages at all grade levels. The studies indicate the appropriateness of
this approach is a 50/50 model.
Native language first approach separates the students by language. This approach provides the
language minority students with initial literacy instruction in their native language and providing the
native English speakers with initial literacy instruction in English. If the two groups are separated
during the classes, the instruction is conducted in targeted second language if needed. Informal
literacy instruction in the second language takes place for both groups through content instruction in
each language, and by third grade, the two groups are fully integrated and formal literacy instruction
is provided to both groups in majority and minority languages (Johnson, R.K & Swain. M., 1997).
In some cases where a 90/10 model is preferred, the instructors apply to this approach, which
somehow, can be a challenge for the native English speakers, who are academically at-risk.
The native language first approach has been applied to some 50/50 programs and proved to be
effective. Notably, some factors have to be taken into account while implementing this approach to
initial literacy instruction in this model. Instructional time in the minority language (50%) for native
English speakers needs to be fixed in their school curricula simultaneously with initial literacy
instruction which is in English. Concerning with instructional time, Howard E. & Christian D.
(2002) state:
This is especially problematic if an alternating weeks approach is used, because this
approach results in a total exposure of only about 25% to the minority language for the
native English speakers. Second, if the 50/50 model uses a half-day/ half-day model, and if
the students work with other teachers for art, music, and so on, then adding an additional
switch and potential teacher change for initial literacy instruction could result in a schedule
that looks more like a middle school model. This much transition on a daily basis could be
disruptive and developmentally inappropriate for young children (p.26).
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In sum we could state that grouping native language students in initial literacy classes won‘t
work in case the school faces the large influx of bilingual students, who do not have clear language
dominance.
Considering the above presented information, one might conclude that the languages are
usually separated by teacher and classroom in team-teaching situations and students alternate
between the two teachers every other day in dual language instruction classes. Baker (2001)
defines three focal reasons for maintaining the two languages separately:
First, formal time allocations with established purposes for utilizing the minority language are
necessary mechanisms to bestow on the minority language a high linguistic status and to
ensure its survival. Second, the one parent, one language circumstance, wherein a mother and
a father each speaks a different language to a child has been shown to be highly effective in
developing child bilingualism. Third, because children are exposed to two distinct language
systems and mediums of communication, they can simultaneously develop stronger linguistic bases (p.146).
Despite the fact that the two languages are acquired separately, the students' participation and
approximations in either language is highly activated.

Based on these issues, the codes-

witching is a natural progression of language acquisition.

2.1. Code-switching in the Two Way Immersion Classrooms
In dual language education, the concept of code-switching becomes a critical aspect of
language acquisition that has to be understood in the context of bilingual development. Codeswitching, the alternate use of two languages interchangeably or simultaneously, is a natural linguistic
phenomenon that occurs among bilinguals and developing bilinguals (Valdes, 1986). Thus behavior is
a normal cross-linguistic outgrown or becoming or having become bilingual, which implies that the
speaker has some degree of competencies in the two languages (Duran, 1989). Code-switching
includes mixing of the two languages (this niňa is very bonita—this girl is very pretty), transferring
from one language to another (mi troca esta parqueada—my truck is parked).
Teachers and parents often view code-switching as a random mixing of two languages due to
interference or confusion between the two. However, research indicates that code-switching is a
rule-governed mechanism used by bilinguals to express a variety of communicative objectives:
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 placing emphasis in speech
 creating bonds with speakers of the two languages
 establishing cultural identity
According to Huertai, Madas and Quintero (1992) : ‗children who are acquiring two
languages simultaneously do attempt to separate them. Children's code-switching to Spanish
diminishes as they progress through grade levels of schooling, but their switching to English
remains the same across grades‘ (p.67). This shift to the dominant language by bilingual children
indicates that not only is there a need for more exposure to the minority language but also for a
change to a more positive attitude toward languages of lesser status. As bilinguals grow into
adulthood and become proficient in the two languages, they once more begin to code switch by
making use of both language codes to communicate. In dual language education, code-switching
should be viewed as a natural progression of second language acquisition, where developing bilingual
children first make use of both language systems to fill linguistic or conceptual gaps in their
communication.
Psycholinguistic research has revealed a code-switching as the result of a natural interaction of
two languages among bilingual children. This process clarifies the existence of two mental
dictionaries which are different from each other; it also provides the evidence that the two languages
of bilinguals are separately arranged. It has generally been proved that bilinguals take longer to read
and decode sentences containing code-switched words as compared to monolingual sentences.
According to Grosjean (1982): ‗this time consuming process is due to a ―mental switch mechanism‖
that determines which of the bilingual‘s two mental dictionaries are ―on‖ or ―off‖ during the course
of language comprehension. This mental switch is responsible for selecting the appropriate mental
dictionary to be employed during the comprehension of a sentence ‘(p. 112).
Thus, when Spanish-English bilingual children speak English, the English linguistic system
appears to be turned on, whereas the Spanish linguistic system remains off. Therefore, if a student
starts to comprehend a sentence in Spanish, the mental switch automatically disables the English
linguistic system and makes the Spanish linguistic system enabled.
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Meuter and Allport (2002) have conducted a thought-provoking psycholinguistic research
dealing with influential factors of code-switched words in the process of the comprehension. As
research indicates : ‗bilinguals comprehend code-switched words faster when there is phonological
overlap between the two languages. For example, Chinese-English bilinguals take longer to
recognise English code-switched words in Chinese sentences, but only if the English words contain
initial consonant-consonant (e.g., flight) clusters, simply because the Chinese language lacks this
phonotactic structure‘ (p.34). The researchers also identified other key factors including context,
phonetics, homophonic, and homographic overlap between the two languages.
This approach stresses the importance of dominant language in code-switching. For example,
Spanish-English bilinguals have proved their active involvement in code-switching while
communicate in Spanish and their passive or no involvement in code-switching when they
communicate in English. It is significant that empirical research supports these observations
(Lessow-Hurley, J.2000)
Psycholinguistic research has also identified the pace of code-switching among bilinguals. It
means that bilinguals listening to Spanish sentences are able to retrieve English code-switched
words faster than Spanish code-switched words as they listen to English sentences. Moreover, facts
also show that ‗code-switched words are actually retrieved faster than monolingual words, but only
if the code-switched word is in English and the language of communication is Spanish. These results
suggest a reliance on the bilingual‘s second-language as opposed to their first-language‘(Crawford,
1995, p.198).
Some interesting observations can be drawn through the presented studies. A language shift in
which the bilinguals second language development is on the proficiency level of native language.
This implies the dominance of second language over the primary one. As a result, Ellis (2000)
indicates in the survey: ‗Thus, regardless of which language the bilingual learned first, the more
active language determines which mental dictionary is going to be accessed faster. This is very often
the language in which the person receives formal education‘(p.29).
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This approach is reliable as a number of minority students receive the full primary, secondary
and high education in English. Likewise, many of their everyday interactions involve the second
language. Consequently, the words and concepts are more attainable and achievable in English than
in their primary language (e.g. in Spanish). Thus, we can conclude that the code-switching is an
indicator of the dominant language of the bilinguals.
In sum, code-switching can be influenced by a combination of related factors such as language
use (dominant language) and word frequency. Finally, the code-switching can be considered as a
strategy to comprehend the listeners‘ understanding and a sense of decoding language skills.

2.2.Language of Initial Literacy
Discussions about language of initial literacy have become a subject of renewed controversy among
researchers. It is substantial to mention that in two-way immersion programs all students are
provided with native language instruction in terms of studying to read and write. That is, Englishdominant students learn to read and write in English, and minority language students learn to read
and write in their native language. On the contrary, in total immersion models (90-10 and 80-20), the
language of initial literacy instruction is conducted in the minority language for all students.
In a Navajo-English total immersion dual language program, Navajo- and English-dominant
students all learn to read and write in Navajo first and throughout the primary grades, English
becomes the language of literacy instruction. The late start of literacy instruction in the dominant
language serves all students to become biliterate. It should be noted that, program administrators and
especially parents worry a great deal about English-dominant children developing literacy in the
minority language first. As Cloud, Genesee & Hamayan (2000) assert: ‗This is of particular concern
to parents and educators in regard to majority language children who are still developing essential
literacy and language skills in their primary language, English‘ (p.12).
Some studies have revealed the advantages of this approach and say that, majority language
learners can successfully learn to read and write in the second language they have developed literacy
in their native language. Research studies conducted in Canada and the United States have also shown
that teaching literacy through the second language to majority language students does not interfere
with their acquisition of literacy in their first language or their development of the two languages.
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This holds true even for low-income African American students in French immersion programs
(Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Thomas & Collier, 2002).
Despite the positive attitude that we have already encountered towards initial language of literacy
instruction for majority language students, concerns over this issues need some reconsideration. One
point upon which scholars and educators in the fields of language and literacy agree is that learning
to read and write only happens once (Krashen, 1998). In my opinion this remark is totally adequate
only for languages using the same (e.g., Latin) or at least similar (e.g., Latin and Cyrillic) alphabet.
As for languages having very distinct alphabets (such as Latin and Georgian) or writing systems (such
as letters and hieroglyphs) this comment is only partially appropriate. But even in this case, it is
noteworthy to point out, that developing literacy in a second language does not involve starting from
nothing. Brisk & Harrington (2000) frame the same approach : ‗Rather once a learner has developed
an understanding of print concepts, the alphabetic principle, text structures, and how to use graph
phonic, syntactic, and semantic cues to derive or create meaning from text in the primary language,
the learner transfers this knowledge to the process of reading in the second language‘ (p.103).
Lessow-Hurley (2000) contends: ‗while reading in a new language, we apply literacy skills that we
already know. Even when the two languages have different writing systems, general literacy concepts
such as predicting, and familiarity with text structures are easily transferred from one language to
another‘ (p.39). Research findings in immersion education (Lindholm-Leary, 2001) and first and
second language literacy development (Hakuta, 1987; Hornberger, 1998; Krashen, 1996; Swain &
Lapkin, 1991) concur with the notion that strong literacy development in the native language
facilitates overall academic achievement and proficiency in the second language, especially for
minority language students. Moreover, academic and linguistic skills developed in the first
language transfer to the second language (Cummins, 2001). Extensive research also points to the importance for minority language students to develop literacy skills in the language they command
and understand better, their native language (Goodman, Goodman & Flores, 1979; Hakuta, 1990;
Krashen, 1982).
In sum, the prevalent practice in the dual language education regarding initial literacy instruction
for language minority students in their native language is strongly backed by the literature in
pedagogical field. But for majority language students in dual language education, the issue is not as
apparent. Because dual language education programs that implement total immersion models
follow the recommendation that all students receive initial literacy instruction in the minority
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language (Cloud, Genesee & Hamayan, 2000), concerns have arisen about majority language
students who lack adequate native language skills. Researchers and educators recognize that
learning to read and write in a second language becomes problematic when children are still
developing their native language and have insufficient literacy-related experiences at home
(Krashen, 1996; Lindhol-Leary, 2001). Thus, when determining the language of initial literacy
instruction, schools must carefully consider linguistic concepts, and parental literacy support. For
majority language students who come to school with a weak language and literacy base and thus
need more time at school to develop their native language, and who are in their total or partial
immersion programs, the recommendation is that they acquire initial literacy in their native
language.
Teaching children to read and write in two languages at the same time is not a recommended
practice in dual language education in the United States. A substantial amount of time is already
dedicated to language and literacy development in one language in the early grades. To add
literacy instruction in another language results in diluted literacy concepts in each language for
strains, overload of similar and divergent literacy concepts in each language for the students, and
less time for content area learning. Cloud, Genesee and Hamayan (2000) also caution against
teaching literacy in both languages simultaneously and emphasize that ‗children who are taught to
read in two languages at the same time are at risk of not developing reading fluency and
comprehension‘ (p.176). While learning literacy in two languages simultaneously occurs
successfully in other countries, the recommendation for dual language programs in United States
is to follow a sequential order of literacy instruction:
1) Develop a strong literacy and language base in one language
2) Introduce literacy instruction in the other language.
2.3.Language of Homework
Insufficient competency of second language is always a challenge for teachers and students as
well. Assigning homework in only one language for majority and minority students may result in
confusion and disorientation of teaching process. The role of parents in assigning homework
should be taken into account, especially if one of the parents is monolingual in the other language
and cannot assist the children at home.
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The issues concerning with home task assignment in the dual language classes are always on
top. For example, In 90-10 or 80-20 models, majority language students learn most of the content arises
in the minority language, sometimes making it difficult for them to complete homework assignments in
their second language. The design of assignment should match with the bilingual students‘ and of
course, parents‘ language proficiency. Despite the fact that some researchers consider the home
task as a piece of independent work. Cummins (2002) has identified some options regarding
homework for bilingual students: a) written instructions for homework should be bilingual in the
minority and majority languages; b) the choice of language for completing home assignments
should be free for a student. For example, in a third-grade class all students receive art assignment
that involves interviewing: a family member. The written directions for the project are given in
both languages, but the actual interview and written report may be done and submitted in either
language, depending on student preference. Second, homework may be designed to be carried
out independently at home, with no need for parental assistance. Such assignments can take the
form of routine projects, such as daily dialog journals, or free voluntary reading.
Recent districts now require students to read or be read to at home for a certain number of
minutes each evening as part of the homework load. Extensive research in literacy supports this
notion of reading at home every day as a way to increase students‘ familiarity with a variety of text
structures and their understanding of different functions of literacy and to expose the unfamiliar
vocabulary (Thomas, W.P. & Collier, V. 2002). When students are engaged in reading at home,
especially in free voluntary reading- in which students select their own literary materials, I think,
they should also have a choice of language, as it serves to increase literacy and improve the needed
vocabulary stock. The free choice of language also deals with the point that the reading process is
not subject to follow-up work such as comprehension questions or summary. It‘s note-worthy to
mention the teachers‘ role, as the home task partially fulfilled in one language and partially in
another is supposed to cause a big problem for the teacher.

2.4.Language Grouping
a) Classroom organization and grouping
It‘s substantial to detect two types of classroom management in dual language education: teamteaching and self-contained classrooms. Programs commonly are either self-contained, team-
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taught or a combination of both. Self-contained classroom, which contains mixed-language
students, normally has one teacher who is proficient in the two languages (majority/minority) and
has to conduct all or most of the instruction in both languages. As for textbooks, the students are
provided with instructional materials and print in both languages, also it may contain color-coded
for preliterate students in the primary grades. All classroom prints in 50-50 models are equally
represented, but as for 90-10 or 80-20 models more minority language point and other instructional
material may be represented in the early grades, eventually reaching an equal amount by fifth or
sixth grade. Self-contained teachers organize students in numerous grouping combinations that
include both heterogeneous and homogeneous language groups. As we can read with LessowHurley (2000) :‘for content area instruction, students from both languages are combined in
cooperative learning groups and the teacher alternates between each language by time, day, or
subject matter. If students receive native language literacy instruction, while the teacher works with
one language group the other language group works independently on group or individual literacy
projects‘ (p. 156). The same holds for ESL or SSL (Spanish as a Second Language) instruction.
According to Collier (1992) there are generally three student grouping arrangements in selfcontained settings:
a) The mixed-language group- it includes majority and minority students who are in the
teacher‘s classroom agenda. The students participate in academic learning and engage in
social interaction for at least two-thirds of the day or week.
b)

The native language group- it consists of students grouped homogeneously by language,
usually for literacy learning and instruction in their native language for one to two hours a
day

c) The second language group – it consists of students grouped homogenously by language
for second language development instruction for a few periods a week.

Looking through the literature, I have become convinced that it is too complicated for a teacher to
maintain two languages separated and to encourage students to use the language of instruction.
As for team teaching, it is achieved through a partnership between two teachers who either
instruct in two separate classrooms or together within one classroom. Either both teachers are
bilingual, each assigned to one language, or one teacher is bilingual and the other is monolingual in
the majority language. In a team-teaching situation, where two teachers collaborate within one
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classroom and with one group of students, the instructional materials in the two languages are
distributed and displayed in the classroom as in self-contained settings. In a team-teaching situation
with two separate classrooms with two groups of students, however, the instructional materials are
allocated to each classroom according to the language of the teacher.
In team-teaching, the grouping organization is similar to self-contained classrooms, but in cases
of two separate rooms, students travel between the two settings for instruction. For most schools,
having two teachers within one classroom is not economically achievable; thus, most teamteaching compositions have two teachers in two separate classrooms. Students are grouped in
integrated clusters for instruction and social interaction for most of the day. Students are also
grouped by language either for native language literacy development or second language
instruction. The mixed-language groups alternate between the two teachers for content area,
literacy, and language instruction. Since the two languages are naturally kept separate by room
and teacher, students generally alternate languages between the two rooms by day or time.
According to Collier (1992): ‗Each teacher can have up to four different groups of students in
team-teaching setups: the homeroom group (students, who are in the teacher's classroom, roster
should be a mixed-language group), the partner-room group (students who are on the partner's
classroom roster should be a mixed-language group). In addition to good time management and
organization, team-teaching arrangements also require collaborative teamwork and wellcoordinated planning‘ (p.96)
2.5. Bilingual and English as a Second Language Teachers
It is widely accepted false idea about bilingual teachers, which regards them as teachers whose
only qualification is that they speak two languages. Lessow-Hurley (2000) writes: That would be
t he same as assuming that an English teacher can be any person who speaks, reads, and writes
English! The good bilingual teacher, like all good teachers, has attitudes, knowledge, and skills that
are particular to the students and the subject matter. What good teachers do, and what they need to
know to do it, is the subject of ongoing conversation among professionals at every level‘ (p.111)
. We have to mention that educators and program facilitators have some requirements for bilingual
teachers. They are obliged to be bilingual and biliterate in English and in the minority language. As it
is obvious, the bilingual teachers should meet other educational standards in terms of
comprehending the nature of language and teaching methods of creating appropriate learning
environments for second language learners.
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The bilingual teachers should be aware of the target culture and the values the students have
while being involved in learning process. Understanding of culture, combined with awareness of
the social contexts of their students, allows effective bilingual teachers to reach out and connect
with the families and communities of the students they serve. Understanding the historical and
political contexts of bilingual education and of their students supports teachers' abilities to
advocate for their students' needs in a climate increasingly characterized by hostility toward
newcomers and diversity (Sahagun, 1999).
As summing up we could say that, bilingual teachers must be skilled at assessing students' needs,
planning appropriate goals, objectives, and activities to meet those needs, and gathering evaluative
data on an ongoing basis as students grow and change. Bilingual teachers plan and prepare in more
than one language, and strive to meet multiple content and language objectives as students learn two
languages through bilingual instruction.
It is note-worthy to consider the fact that bilingual teachers and teachers of English as a second
language are also known as English Language Development (ELD) teachers. They serve the same
focus group with same objectives and have to overcome the obstacles brought in mixed-group
classes with different cultural background. As a result of that recognition of the overlap between the
tasks and preparation of both bilingual and ESL teachers, California recently created a new
credential configuration called the Bilingual Cross cultural Language Academic Development/Cross
cultural Language Academic Development (BCLAD/CLAD) emphasis (Lessow-Harley, 2000).
The knowledge of language structure and the awareness of specifics of first language learning
and second language development are required standards for BCLAD and CLAD teachers. In
addition, they should understand the nature of culture, and the dynamics of cultures in contact and
cultures in conflict. They are expected to understand the nature and dynamics of bilingual
instructional models and methods and it is assumed that BCLAD and CLAD teachers will work
cooperatively to meet the needs of second language learners. Both CLAD and BCLAD teachers are
prepared and authorized to deliver instruction in ESL and in content, using English as the medium
of instruction. BCLAD teachers, in addition, have proficiency in and can deliver instruction in the
students' primary language, and demonstrate in-depth knowledge of the culture of the students
they serve. The California model is intended to unify the training of teachers who serve limited
English proficient students, and may serve as a model for other states in the future. I have summed
up with bilingual teacher‘s standards in the following table.
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Table 2.5. Bilingual Teacher’s six standards
Communicative competence and academic language
Standard I.
proficiency in the first language (L1) and in the second
language (L2).
Standard II.

Knowledge of the foundations of bilingual education and
the concepts of bilingualism and biculturalism.

Standard III.

Knows the process of first and second language
acquisition and development.

Standard IV.

Comprehensive knowledge of the development and
assessment of literacy in the primary language.

Standard V.

Comprehensive knowledge of the development and
assessment of biliteracy.

Standard VI.

Comprehensive knowledge of content-area instruction in
L1 and L2.

For describing the characteristics, objectives and outcomes of dual language education in American
school, the U.S. Department of Education conducted a study and prepared a report. As Fleischman
& Staples-Said (1994) state, the commission described ten programs nationwide in districts that
‗range from small to quite large, from rural to urban, serving children from a wide variety of
backgrounds and languages‘ (p.38). According to the report, a southwestern rural district with a
total population of 165, supports 31 LEP migrant farm work students with an ESL pull-out
program. The ESL teacher is Spanish-speaking, and uses primary language to assist students in
developing primary language literacy skills. The largest district described in the report is urban
and located in the Southeast (See the mentioned report in Appendix A).
Approximately 300,000 students are enrolled in the district's program. 15 percent of these
students have Limited English proficiency and make up the majority group of Spanish students
(45,000); among them 12 percent speak Haitian Creole, and a small number speak other languages.
Where language concentrations make it practicable, the district offers primary language instruction
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in core curriculum classes. All LEP students receive ESL instruction in a pull-out program. A
newcomer program serves LEP middle and high school age students who need to develop primary
language literacy skills to facilitate their transition to English (Fleischman & Staples-Said 1994).
Albeit the report describes the different qualities of dual language programs and the variety of
populations they serve in all the districts, all the teachers expressed concerns about the need for
support and understanding from their colleagues and administrators. This fact once again proves the
necessity of creating positive bilingual environment. Another factor they have identified was
concerned with parents and the needs for services for those who do not speak English, and are often
undereducated as well as overwhelmed by the demands of working several jobs. Teachers
expressed similar concerns in interviews conducted by Lemberger (1997): ‗Eight teachers'
narratives reinforces the idea that consistent leadership and administrative support are essential to
program success. Also, schools must be responsive to the needs of language minority parents.
Traditional forms of parent involvement may not be effective, and schools have to devise innovative,
creative approaches to outreach and involvement‘(p. 14). According to the above mentioned study, all
teachers expressed their disappointment with the limited availability of materials in both native and
second languages. This fact should be taken into account as many limited English proficient
students may not have access to many books at home.
It should be noted that many programs might have a lack of general set of goals and coherent
approaches to reaching them. Lemberger (1997) comments: "A teacher could never be sure that
what she taught in one grade would be followed up by another colleague. Native language
development might not be supported and built upon from year to year depending on whether the
receiving teacher understood the value of maintaining and using the native language" (p.
147-148). Critics of bilingual education often overstate the extent of services to LEP students.
Many LEP students, however, are not served by any program at all. The Council of Chief State
School Officers reports (1990) that in 20 of the 48 states that responded to a survey on services to
LEP students at least 25 percent receive no services. Four states responded that they fail to serve 60
percent of their LEP student populations. The report characterizes the current state of service to
LEP students as " . . . an abdication of legal responsibility as well as social responsibility" (p. 22).
For better understanding of focal features and characteristics of immersion programs I have
collected the data about immersion program profiles in American schools (see Appendix B). The
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research information for comparison is obtained from Center for Research on Education, diversity
& excellence, 2000.
Assessing the existing situation in school immersion programs, one might conclude that there
are not enough resources to implement a secondary level two-way immersion program. While
most have grown out of elementary school programs, there are attempts to start a secondary
program without such a base, such as Bowen's Academy in Chicago. The programs profiled in
appendix show that many schools offer some core and popular elective courses in Spanish. Some
of those programs have just day programs. But significant is that in all types of programs we can
find many similarities. For example all immersion programs have at least two classes in Spanish
and have to fiddle with common obstacles including staffing, scheduling, curriculum and
materials, and parent involvement (Christian, 1996).
Recent research has indicated that there is a rapid increase of elementary two-way immersion
programs in today‘s American schools and has a tendency of expanding to the secondary level.
Possible areas for research on secondary TWI programs include the academic achievement and
language development of students, the question of assessment, the professional development needs
of teachers, and the implementation strategies of programs. We have already pointed out a great deal
of excitement about two-way bilingual programs, claims have been made that two-way has been
shown to be the most effective form of bilingual education and the best possible program for
language minority children in general. It is important that we take a careful look at the research to
see if these claims are supported. Sugarman and Howard (2001) included eleven two-way
immersion programs in their studies and their target group was Spanish speakers from the sizable
communities. The studies have identified the success of Spanish speakers in these programs in terms
of different tests of English from grade 3 to 5. While doing the research they have not included any
comparison group. Thus, the measures used in the research process were not standardized and did
not give a rise to comparative study with other programs to check the progress of other two-way
children‘s‘. Sugarman and Howard‘s results show that children in two-way programs have a great
progress in acquiring English as a second language.
These studies elucidate that children in two-way programs improve in English. Even discounting
the lowest score as an outlier (9th percentile in Lindholm), the results are variable, and not always
high enough for reclassification. It is important to underline the fact that none of the studies provides
us assurance that the children were at similar levels when starting school, one study, the Amigos
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project, ends at grade 2 and has a small sample size. In the Houston study all children in immersion
programs have very high scores at grade 1, but it becomes lower in following years. The study also
proves the superiority of those children involved in two-way immersion programs in terms of having
high scores after only one year of school. In addition, the study highlights the selection bias and
considerable previous English competence among majority and minority students. According to
Krashen (2004): ‗The only direct comparison 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. 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‘ (p.8).
The results of dual language success (see successful immersion programs in Appendix C) seem
promising but they are not very much supported by the society and somehow need more
reconsideration. It should be pointed out that supporters of bilingual education have criticized the
studies, which asserted to back to two-way programs due to the similar weak points. For example,
Rossell and Baker (1966) have criticized a number of studies which have not concentrated on the
peculiarities of different objectives and individual differences at the beginning of the program. This
is clearly what is called for in the case of two-way bilingual education.
While considering the thriving of two-way immersion programs, the focus needs to be on
reassuring the bilingual society that the proficiency of English language acquisition is sufficient.
The long term cognitive development component together with social and linguistic factors serves
to identify the efficacy of different variants of two-way immersion education. The programs are
very useful particularly for those majority students from low-income families who may have any
opportunity to develop first language outside of school. The problems and obstacles of this type is
caused by the print-poor environment. According to Krashen (2004) :
One could argue that one need not show superiority in English language development: ‗If
children are clearly showing substantial growth in English, enough to access the regular
curriculum in a reasonable amount of time, small differences among programs are clearly
unimportant. If all students eventually acquire English very well, if in fact it turns out that
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students in one program reach a certain level of English a few months faster than children
in another clearly does not matter. But thus far, the attainment of children in two-way
programs in academic English is not consistently overwhelming (p.9).
Writing too much on the effective sides of dual language programs provoked some further
investigation for its drawbacks.
2.6.Potential Problems with Dual Language Programs
So far, I have dealt with successful implementation of dual language programs and provided a
number of examples of flourishing programs in American schools. On the other hand certain
potential problems should be pointed out. It is widely spread phrase among bilingual educators that
‗No program for English language learners is a panacea‘. This means that efficient and booming
programs should be well-organized and implemented in terms of adequate administrative, faculty,
and resource support. As Gomez (2005) says: ‗There is always the danger that critics of bilingual
education will seize on data from poorly conceived or implemented programs and use program
results as ammunition in their ongoing battle against any form of bilingual education. In addition,
even proponents of bilingual education have pointed out that dual language programs may be
designed to serve primarily the native English speakers who enroll in them‘(p.158).
Contemporary studies have revealed the key reason indicating the popularity of dual language
programs in terms of Anglo parents, who are appealed to immersion programs and have desire for
their children to become bilinguals. Native English speakers do very well in these programs, and as
Valdés (1997) has pointed out, ‗if the programs succeed in developing these native English speakers
into fully proficient bilinguals, the programs may serve to take away the one advantage that ELLs
have traditionally had: the distinction of achieving a high level of bilingualism. Ironically, ELLs
have struggled for years to participate in programs that promote high levels of bilingualism, but they
have not been able to due to English immersion (or submersion) and English-only goals imposed
upon them by the mainstream‘ (p.100).
An even more sophisticated potential problem can be caused by a lack of native English
speakers, which will hinder the establishment of dual language programs. The sufficient number of
students allocates at least one third of the students to enroll. Consequently, English language
learners may not have the opportunity to participate in a program model developed to serve their
educational needs.
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These potential problems can be overcome through making that program facilitators convinced to
establish and implement the models within the social context framework and independent on the
presence of a certain number of native English speakers.
Summing up the above mentioned data it can be said that the results and reports from various
studies in the United States display the efficacy of two-way immersion model for some reasonable
factors:
 Teaching other languages to English-speaking students
 Teaching English to students from other language backgrounds
 Teaching academic content areas
 Fostering positive cross-cultural attitudes among students.
The reviewed studies demonstrated that the two-way model is regarded as an alternative to
conventional models of bilingual education that, especially in the demographic community.
Eventually, the United States of America is in need of being populated by second language
proficient individuals. Thus, the country has to assist the process of increasing the number of
immersion and other innovative language programs that aim at developing high levels of proficiency
(Curtain & Dahlberg, 2004).
1. The process of establishing a number of immersion programs in all districts requires the
existence of successful state- and district-wide immersion initiatives.
2. The expansion of elementary two-way immersion programs to the secondary and high
levels will serve a great deal. There is a need to create and develop well-sequenced
programs that span from pre-K through the college years so that students can develop
high levels of proficiency in one or more languages (Lindholm-Leary, 2001).
3. The expansion of programs will create the demand for qualified teachers with advanced
language skills. The teachers should meet with educational requirements: abilities to
teach language (second/primary language of students), cultural aspects and peculiarities,
and academic content in a second language. There is a great demand on teachers with
prevalent languages thought at all grade levels, and there is a particularly strong need for
qualified teachers in the less commonly taught languages, such as Chinese and Arabic
(U.S. Department of Education, 2006).

84

I would like to repeat once again that if national momentum toward the goal of developing a
language-competent society continues, one-way and two-way immersion programs will certainly
thrive and flourish, and the number of children and young adults with proficiency in second
languages will increase. It is obvious that two-way immersion program is a productive approach to
language instruction for children. The model has proved its focal role in enriching English
language and provides the students with a sense of global awareness, linguistic confidence, and
learning strategies.
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CHAPTER III
A Comparison Study of Georgian and American Bilingual Societies
In this chapter, I will deal with the comparison study of Georgia and America in the context of
dual language education. In the previous chapters, I have already outlined the characteristics,
features, goals and outcomes of most established American programs. The success of those
programs has been the key point of my research and gave a way to the most thought-provoking
question that sounds as following- Is the dual language educational approach that is currently used
in the USA a viable means of teaching a second (not a foreign!) language in Georgia? In this
chapter, I will point out the general education background for national minorities and possible
future steps to introduce dual language instruction in Georgia. The study is supported by conducted
questionnaires among Georgian and American parents to examine the effectiveness of American
dual language instruction for immigrant parents and check its applicability in Georgia.

3.1. National Minorities in Georgia and Georgian Educational Policy
Georgia has always been a multiethnic country due to the ethnic groups living within
its territory. According to Transparency International Georgia (2007) there are three largest
ethnic groups: Georgians (83.8% of the population), Azeri (6.5%), and Armenians (5.7%).
The left 4%, includes Abkhaz, Ossetians, Russians, Ukrainians, Jewish, Kurds/Yezids and
Greeks (Policy research of center of Georgian Institute of Public Affairs, n.d.). While
discussing national minorities, the priority is given to Armenians and Azeris. I can state
some reasons for this tendency. Although there are considerable communities of both
Armenians and Azeri in Tbilisi, the majority of them are concentrated along the borders
with their kin states (Armenians in Samtskhe-Javakheti and Azeri in Kvemo Kartli). In
many districts of the regions the minorities actually account for the majority of the
population. For example, Azeris make up to 83% of the population in Marneuli district and
over 66% in both Bolnisi and Dmanisi. Armenians make up 94% and 95% of the
population in the districts of Akhalkalaki and Ninotsminda respectively (Wheatley, 2005).
This emphasizes concerns about Georgia's territorial integrity, a subject of great concern
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considering the two provinces currently outside the de facto authority of the country
(South Ossetia and Abkhazia). The insecurities associated with the ethno-territorial chaos of
the early 1990s still strongly pinpoint the attitudes and actions towards national minorities
both on the state and personal levels. Due to these circumstances, it‘s significant to point out
here our first president‘s (Zviad Gamsakhurdia) policy towards national minorities. He was
considered to be the leader of the nationalist movement that led Georgia to independence
from the USSR (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). That gained independence gave
Georgian citizenship laws liberality - everyone living on the territory automatically
became a citizen, regardless of ethnicity, etc., unless they themselves had objections.
Despite the fact that the issued laws were not actually discriminatory towards minorities, a
number of representatives of minority communities left Georgia, which was somehow
caused by the overall tense and nationalistic atmosphere. They used to leave for kin states,
namely Israel, Armenia, and Russia. There is no reliable data available on this issue, but the
census data over the years show some distinct changes in the country's ethnic composition.
The data from 1979, 1989, and 2002 shows the Armenian population of Georgia falling
from 9% to 8.1% and to 5.7%. The decrease of the Russian population was even more
dramatic, falling from 7.4% to 6.3% and then to 1.5% (Transparency International Georgia,
2007).
After the "Rose Revolution" of 2003, the new system governed by President Mikheil
Saakashvili commenced to stress the issue of national minorities. He is very considerate in his
speeches usually putting an emphasis on country‘s multiethnic makeup and integrating national
minorities into Georgian society. It‘s focal to mention the fact that this does not mean assimilation
and abandoning own identities. Rather, the new government is promoting civic nationalism over
the ethnic pride that has so far dominated Georgian history. Still, to date Georgia has neither
developed a comprehensive document outlining its policy towards minorities nor shown a
coherent policy orientation in its actions. However, on the institutional level, the Office of the State
Minister on Civil Integration was created to signal the importance the new administration gives to
enhancing the lot of the minorities in Georgia and integrating them into the mainstream society.
It‘s significant to consider the fact that the Ministry of Education and Science plays quite a
weighty role in supporting the civic integration of national minorities, since a significant problem
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for the minorities being integrated into the mainstream society is the lack of Georgian language
knowledge. Research done on the topic of national minorities in Georgia consistently refers to
their general sense of being treated as outsiders of Georgian society. They feel that they are not
the part of the country‘s prosperity and development; therefore the regions where the majority of
population is made up by minorities have not seen so many changes in conditions. It is
considerable that in some rural regions of Georgia, the majority of ethnic Georgians mostly
secluded in their communities. The isolation has been caused by several reasons:


Conditions of roads and communications with Kvemo Kartli and Samtskhe-Javakheti
were not available, that gave rise to severely limited contact with the rest of the
country.



The signals of Georgian TV stations, including public broadcasting, mainly fail to
reach these regions, leaving the regions in an information vacuum from the
Georgian side. The minority regions have therefore tapped into the information
sphere of their kin states. Azeri and Armenian populations get their news via Azeri,
Armenian, Russian, and Turkish TV outlets that do not centre much on Georgian
events and developments.

National minorities strive to have closer economic ties with their kin state across the border,
rather than rest of Georgia, which is cause by the limited economic possibilities in these regions.
To my mind, still the most considerable obstacle is the absence of a common language, which
prevents those minorities from communication and integration. Albeit, these minorities are born
and raised in Georgia, they largely do not know the Georgian language. The lack of Georgian
language knowledge was somehow influenced by the Russian language, which served as a lingua
franca among the different nationalities living in the Georgian territory and facilitated
communication process during the Soviet times. This practically eradicated the need for studying
the state language, which was always only Georgian in Georgia, unlike in other republics. This
approach has shaped the recent relations among nationalities. While the minority feels alienated,
the majority feels threatened by concentrated populations of national minorities with little
connection to Georgian culture, especially the Georgian language. The language issue becomes
further complicated because of the diminishing role of the Russian language since 1991. While the
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older generation does have at least some proficiency in this language, the new generation no longer
learns Russian. This ignorance of Russian is equally widespread among national minorities and
ethnic Georgians, and has eliminated the only means of bridging these communities. To d ate,
Russian has not been replaced by a new common language, most logically - Georgian.
Since independence, Georgia has preserved the system of different language instructions in
public schools, which gave the children an opportunity to enroll in Georgian, Russian, Armenian,
and Azeri language public schools. Additionally, there are some mixed schools combining
different language "sectors"; for example, Georgian language school might have a Russian sector,
where students are instructed in Russian language (language and literacy). This system allows
minorities from sizable communities to receive full primary and secondary education in their
native languages (as for Kurds, they send their children either to Russian or to Georgian
schools, as there are no schools with tuition in Kurdish). It‘s thought-provoking to mention the
schools with tuition in other-than-Georgian languages often fail to live up to the Georgian national
educational requirements for the teaching of the Georgian language. Many schools also come to
nothing to meet the basic criteria for teachers of Georgian languages. Some Georgian language
teachers in the regions populated by national minorities do not know the language themselves.
Although there are no real data on the number of such teachers, the first hand experiences of
Transparency International Georgia and other organizations working on the issue suggest that this is
the norm rather than an exception (Transparency International Georgia, 2007).
Prior to the contemporary changes, the non-Georgian schools in the minority-populated areas
mostly depended on their respective kin state for textbooks. It is notable for the research that the
core social science courses (e.g. history and geography) were based on the kin state and were not
in connection to Georgia. This inadequacy or non-existence of Georgian educational requirements
further caused the most substantial problems among minorities: a) the lack of Georgian language
skills and b) hindered process of accessing minorities to higher educational institutions. As for the
state and private university level practically the only language of instruction other than Georgian is
Russian, with a few English language programs. Nowadays, the new administration pays a great
attention to minorities‘ enrolment in domestic universities. In recent years, the Ministry of
Education initiated radical reforms in the education sphere, in terms of new Unified National
Exam (UNE) for university admission. While previously each institution administered its own
exams and decided the programmatic requirements, for the last three years the unified national
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examination has been run by a semi-independent agency under the Ministry of Education and
Science. The previous system, notorious for its corrupt dealings that favored money over merit, has
been dropped out in the state-accredited universities. The new process itself has won great public
trust and is largely considered both corruption free and fair. The UNE consists of three mandatory
standardized tests: Georgian language, general abilities, and a foreign language (Russian, English,
French, or German). In the first year of the exams, there were two versions of the Georgian
language test: one for native speakers and one for non-native speakers that was available in
Russian. Applicants who took the Russian version were able to apply only to non-Georgian
departments. In the second year of the exam, all applicants received only one version of the
Georgian language test and the remaining tests were still offered in Russian versions. Minority
representatives pointed out those changes in the Georgian language test requirement as
discriminatory, because they did not have equal chances with native Georgians to admit at
universities. But the Ministry maintains that the examination aims at testing language
comprehension of the applicants, not their knowledge or memory of complex Georgian literary
works. Besides, the threshold for passing the exams, including Georgian, is very low - at 15%
(National Examination Centre, n.d.). This, the education authorities argue, is the absolute minimum
to demonstrate qualification for university level study.
According to the existing reforms in education sphere, the Georgian language tests are given
far smaller significance for the Russian department applicants. Moreover, the minorities are
obliged to prove just a minimum competence in the Georgian language and I think, it should not
obstruct minorities from getting accepted at the universities. It is note-worthy to state, that the
Georgian language scores do not influence on the state funding for education. The Georgian
state has some rights to intervene into the state university annual fees as it sets a maximum
threshold for them but not for private universities. Within this amount, the state provides four
grant packages for outstanding students - 100%, 70%, 50%, and 20% for all four years of
undergraduate study (National Examination Centre, n.d.). Students were awarded funding based
upon the scores of the general abilities test only (in 2010 other exams will also be taken into
consideration). Given the fact that this test can be taken both in Georgian and in Russian, it
creates a fairly level playing ground for all students. Still, the minority advocates argue that the
option of the Russian language tests does not adequately meet the needs of minority applicants
whose native language is not Russian or whose education was not in Russian. Lately the idea of
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opening an Armenian-language university in Samtskhe-Javakheti has been promoted by the
government of Armenia. But the Georgian side did not approve the idea on the grounds that ethnic
Armenians or other minorities are not excluded from opportunities in the Georgian education
system. The Ministry of Education and Science has already established Georgian language
preparatory courses that assists minorities to get prepared for the UNE and pays a stipend of 100
GEL to students (Transparency International Georgia, 2007).
The teaching process of Georgian language in minority-language schools has been recently
improved by the Ministry of Education and Science. The tendency is supported by the state
budget which has started to fund textbooks for teaching Georgian as a second language and
included those textbooks inside the curriculum. For beginner levels two books have been published
and their methodology has proved to be adaptable for European Commission recommendations in
the second language acquisition. It is remarkable that the Georgian alphabet and pronunciation are
not included in the first book, as it is an absolute monolingual Georgian textbook. The book was
designed for teachers to use it as an effective tool of teaching students Georgian independently.
But we should not forget the peculiarities Georgian alphabet, which is not similar to any other
alphabet in the world, including the Armenian, Latin, or Cyrillic that is native to most of the
minorities, and would require special instruction.
Contemporary programs operating at the Ministry of Education and Science have no intention
to establish and develop bilingual education programs, be it through multilingual textbooks or
outright multilingual classes. The Ministry acknowledges that these approaches may be an option,
but they neither plan to employ them, nor rule out doing so in the future (Transparency
International Georgia, 2007). The official site of the Ministry of Education (www.mes.gov.ge)
says that there is a school initiated movement towards this end, with about 20 bilingual classes
already operating in Kvemo Kartli. This experiment was started at the schools' own initiative and
the Ministry so far has no intention to extend this experience nationwide or contribute to its
implementation in interested schools.
3.2.The Language Policy
The role of language is far-reaching in formulating the concept of nation and nationalism. In
Soviet times, Georgia has resisted Russia‘s attempts to legalize Russian as a state language in
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Georgia, while local languages in most of the member republics have been replaced by Russian
language.
‗Georgian has not been challenged as the only language of the country since the Russian
empire. Therefore the commitment of ratifying and enforcing the European Charter for Regional
or Minority Languages is largely seen as a threat and is dismissed both by the government and
opposition representatives alike‘ (. Although its ratification was one of the promises Georgia made
while joining the Council of Europe in 1999, opponents of the Charter like to point to other states
long members of CE (Council of Europe) and EU (European Union), like the Baltic three and
France who despite the same pledge have so far refrained from adopting it (Transparency
International Georgia, 2007.p.6.).
Albeit Georgian constitution specifies the usage of both Georgian and Abkhazian as the state
languages on the territory of Autonomous Republic of Abkhazia, there is no support of
establishing Armenian and Azeri as the state languages in the appropriate regions. The idea of
giving official status to Armenian and Azeri languages in the areas mostly populated by these
minorities is supported by several non-governmental organizations (NGOs such as ―Multinational
Georgia‖ and European Centre for Minority Issues (ECMI), which stress that such arrangements
can be made temporarily (Transparency International Georgia, 2007). They argue that the local
population is in need of some tome to adjust and acquire Georgian language skills, and in the
meantime their language could legally be used for official communication both locally and with the
central authorities. But the government opposes this suggestion by stating that such temporary
fixes would only prolong the process of embracing their national language and would not alleviate
the existing difficult situation. Further, the abrupt termination of those processes would end up
with the feeling of discrimination and deprivation among minorities.
It is thought-provoking to deal with the fact, that in reality, Armenian and Azeri languages
are used as the working languages in government institutions instead of Georgian language. But
judiciary system is the only exception, as court hearings are conducted in Georgian only and
translation and interpretation services are provided by the state. The minorities are pushing for
formalizing the use of minority languages, as they are the most convenient and cost effective.
(Transparency International Georgia, 2007).
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Language Use in Armenian and Russian Schools in Georgia
The educational system in Georgia has been just a part of the Soviet educational system and
the Soviet language policy. The policy is noteworthy in terms of encouraging mother tongue,
creating and spreading literacy for many ethnic groups. At the same time it worked for segregation
of the population within republics, and for integration of these segregated parts into one new
identity – the Soviet nation.
The Soviet language policy endeavored to encourage all languages of the Soviet Union:
a) Existing Educational institutions and media systems aimed to develop literacy among people
and to shape their new ideology; (b) Formulating different, but flexible approach opposing the Old
Russian policy of forced implementation of Russian as the state language. To some extent this
policy bears a resemblance to the French language policy after the 1870 revolution - all laws
should be translated into five languages in order to make them comprehensive for everybody and,
in opposition to the previous language policy: one monarchy – one language. State schools had
functioned in fourteen languages in Georgia at the beginning of the 1930s, whilst nowadays state
schools function in six languages (Kobaidze, M.K.2001). Regardless of the language of
instruction, all state schools in Georgia are supported by the Republic of Georgia. It is not only the
language of instruction that distinguishes these schools from each other, but also the way of
teaching language, literature, history and geography of countries other than Georgia. ‗A common
feature of all these schools, besides the natural and mathematical sciences, was the teaching of the
Russian language and literature, and also the history of Russia, that was studied under the name of
history of the Soviet Union. It is notable that Armenian schools in Georgia get all textbooks from
Armenia. All subjects are studied in Armenian from grade 1 to grade 10 or 11, except for the
second language course (Russian), the third language course (one of the West European languages)
and (if studied) the fourth language course (Georgian)‘ (Kobaidze, M.K.2001. p.4.).
At the same time I would like to point out that the number of students enrolled in Armenian
schools in Georgia is, somehow, diminishing due to their parents desire to send their children to
Russian, and sometimes to Georgian schools. According to Georgian Ministry of Education and
Science there were 150 Armenian schools in Georgia in 2004, with the majority 120 in Samtskhe
Javakheti, which is largely populated by Armenians.
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There are some ―mixed‖ Armenian schools with Georgian or Russian sectors. According to the
table given below (table 3.1) out of the mixed Armenian schools of Tbilisi, which consist of
different language sectors (Georgian, Russian and Armenian), the Russian sector has more
Armenian students rather than in the Armenian ones. Totally in Russian sectors of these 4 schools
there are 700 Armenian pupils, whilst in Armenian sectors study only 268 Armenians (Economic
Development and Research Centre NGO, 2006). According to a law adopted in 2005, Georgian is
the instructional language in most educational institutions. Citizens whose mother tongue is not
Georgian have the right to get a secondary education in their mother tongue, but they also must
study Georgian, as a state language.
Table 3.1. Minority Schooling in Georgia
School

Number

Number of

Number

Number of

Number

number

of pupils

pupils in

of pupils

Armenian

Armenian

in

Georgian

in

pupils

pupils

Russian

sector

Armenian

Russian

Georgian

pupils

sector

sector

sector

in

120

262

(No Georgian

school
410

sector
110

290

Centre

(No
Georgian

in

of

Total
number

in

of

sector)

sector)
131

383

Africa
132

(No

64

179

Georgian
198

Gldani

sector)
(No

(No Georgian

447

sector)
58

94

Georgian

(No Georgian

350

sector)

sector)
146

469

321

26

165

10

816

Masiv
From http://www.coe.int/t/e/human_rights/minorities/Country_specific_eng.asp#P315_16467

According to Kobaidze, M.K, all Russian schools functioning in Georgia, are provided by
school textbooks from Russia. Which means that, all subjects are taught in Russian at all grades
and of course, the exception is the second language course, sometimes with a few programs of
Georgian language.
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The student population is made up by Armenians, Greeks, Kurds, Assyrians, Georgians, etc.
and they are considered as the citizens of Georgia. In the 1830s, a large influx of Armenian
refugees from Turkey and Iran caused a number of mixed marriages in Georgia. Children from this
type of families usually have many schooling choices: Georgian, Armenian or Russian schools.
About the choice of language in schooling system, Kobaidze (2001) mentions:
The demographic factor can be influential for this choice which in its turn may determine
the character of language use, and also the language and identity orientation of an
individual. A Georgian father or even a Georgian mother in an area of compact nonGeorgian settlement where Georgian school exists does not automatically determine the
language orientation of the child. A Russian father may also fulfill the function of minority
representative in an area where a Russian school exists but in such an area, a Russian mother
usually plays the decisive part for the language choice of her children. A Russian mother in
an area where there is no Russian school is not able to have her children taught her
language. Georgian pupils studying at Russian schools also show a tendency towards
subtractive bilingualism, especially if the mother tongue of one of the parents (usually
mother‘s) is not Georgian (p.5.)
Looking through the above given data, it is worth pointing that language issues are quite well
regulated in the field of Georgian education. Still some problems should be admitted. The state
provides ethnic minorities with an opportunity to get general education in their native language.
However, the paragraph three of article five of the Law on General Education lists the subjects,
which are the part of curriculum. The native language of ethnic minorities is not included in the list.
Even though the native languages of ethnic minorities are taught in non-Georgian schools this
reality is not reflected in Georgian legislation. This fact has practical implications; for instance, the
Ministry of Education and Science in partnership with the OSCE (Organization for Security and
Co-operation in Europe) High Commissioner on National Minorities developed curricula of
Armenian as native tongue and Azerbaijani as native tongue. However, these curricula are not
adopted and are not implemented in non-Georgian schools. Teachers‘ Professional Development
Center of Ministry of Education and Science developed standards for teachers. But the standards
for Armenian and Azerbaijani language teachers have not been developed yet. Accordingly, these
teachers will not be certified and will not be a part of the whole educational system and reform. The
above-mentioned facts can have negative consequences in the process of school accreditation and
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bilingual educational reforms. The most problematic is the paragraph four of the article 5 of Law on
General Education. According to it, history and social sciences have to be taught in Georgian.
According to paragraph 5 of article 58 the above mentioned regulations should be implemented step
by step, and have to be finished at the latest by the 2010-2011 academic years. These regulations of
the law are unrealistic and cannot be implemented in Kvemo Kartli and Javakheti regions. The
above-mentioned regulations can be justified neither methodologically and pedagogically nor
politically. First, high level language competences are needed to learn History and Geography as
well as other subjects of social sciences in Georgian language. Accordingly, if legislators wanted to
develop foundations for bilingual teaching by this regulation, it is an unrealistic approach. To teach
the subjects of social sciences in Georgian language is realistic only for students with high level of
Georgian language competences. Thus, instead of raising the motivation of students to learn the
state language, this initiative resulted in dropping state language classes and classes of social
sciences by minority students. Even more, the attempt of practical realization of this initiative
caused political problems in the regions of Kvemo Kartli and Javakheti. The population perceived
this initiative as forced assimilation (Mekhuzla.S & Roche. A.2009).
The statistical data about the enrollment of ethnic minority students in higher educational
institutions are alarming. Even more; the number of ethnic minority university entrants applied for
admissions in higher education in Georgia is very low as well. The difference in data is obvious
before the unified national exam and after it. The number of graduates from non-Georgian schools,
who applied to be enrolled in higher educational institution of Georgia as well as number of
enrolled students decreased dramatically after 2005. According to the statistical data the ethnic
minority students compose of less than 1% of the whole student population. In Javakheti the
number of applications of non-Georgian university entrants decreased even from 2005 to 2007
(http://www.diversity.ge/files/files/first-state-report-eng.pdf).
The number of enrolled and granted students is more critical. The number of students of ethnic
minorities receiving grants constituted only 1% of the whole granted student population. The
situation was improved a little in 2007; however, the data is still critical… It should be mentioned
that non-Georgian school students are entitled additional financial aid under the social program.
The above-discussed difficult situation in terms of higher education enrollment has been created
due to several reasons:
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1) Non-Georgian school students do not master state language, as the state has not created
proper conditions to learn the state language; accordingly, the graduates from non-Georgian
schools prefer to get higher education abroad (Azerbaijan, Armenia and Russia);
2) Graduates of non-Georgian schools cannot complete with their Georgian counterparts during
the unified national exams due to the lack of knowledge of state language;
3) Non-Georgian schools, students and their parents were not prepared for unified national
exams. It resulted in distrust toward the reform and belief that it was impossible for
representatives of ethnic minorities to enter Georgian higher educational institutions;

The above-mentioned problems created a discriminative environment for graduates of
non-Georgian public schools, what resulted in nihilism among the ethnic minority students to
get higher education in Georgia. As result from statistical data obtained from the official site
of Ministry of Education, almost 53% of the graduates of Georgian public schools apply to
higher education in Georgia. The same data is very low for the graduates of non-Georgian
public schools in Kvemo Kartli and Javakheti and does not exceed 10%. Even more, the
drop-out rate is the highest in Azerbaijani schools. More than 30% of the drop-outs are
recorded in the region of Kvemo Kartli (region of compact settlement of ethnic Azerbaijani).
An average school drop-out rate in Georgia is less than 0.3%, while in Kvemo Kartli there
are public schools with more than 15% of school drop-out rate.
A significant problem is connected with changing the financing system of general
education. The public schools were funded from the local budget before the reform. Based on
the decree No 449, of 2005 of the Minister of Education and Science of Georgia and the
provisions of the new Law on General Education, public schools were established as legal
entities of public law. This legislature guaranteed administrative and financial autonomy to
educational institutions. Public as well as private schools receive vouchers based on the
number of their students from the central budget. Some schools were overfunded, while
others underfunded as a result of educational financing system reform. This problem is
characteristic of not only non-Georgian schools, it is a problem for all public schools in
Georgia; however, non-Georgian schools need additional financial subsidies for their
linguistic component. It is worthwhile to mention that the existing legislature encompasses
those factors, specifically the article 7 of the Law on General Education states:
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The state shall guarantee the right of a student to receive general education in the state
or native language as close as possible to his residence. In case it is impossible to use
the right stipulated by the present Clause, article 1, the state shall provide such students
with an increased voucher. Volume of the increased voucher shall guarantee
implementing of the right stipulated by the present Clause, first article – within the
frames of small-contingent public, special, corrective or linguistic minority schools or
classes, if at the primary level there are 3 students, at the basic level – 6 students and at
the secondary level – 21 students.

These provisions are implemented only with regard of small-contingent public schools. The
provisions do not have any practical realization in case of linguistic minority schools. The
organization CIMERA (Switzerland) implemented a pilot project on bilingual education. 12 nonGeorgian schools were involved in the project. The project was funded by OSCE and HCNM
(High Commissioner on National Minorities). The schools were not able to continue the
implementation of bilingual educational models due to lack of funding after the completion of the
project. Thus, it is crucially important to include the linguistic needs of ethnic minorities directly
in the voucher system. Many Georgian language teachers left the region Samtskhe-Javakheti due
to changes in financing system of general education. The Georgian language teachers from
Tbilisi and other regions were sent to the regions of Kvemo Kartli and Samtskhe-Javakheti in
1998 and in 2004 due to lack of local human resources. The visiting teachers received grants in
addition to their salaries. The grant was an incentive for them to leave their house and settle in the
regions of Kvemo Kartli and Samtskhe-Javakheti. However, teachers did not receive additional
grants after the per capita funding reform and as a result 43 teachers of Georgian as second
language left Samtskhe-Javakheti region. Thus the problem of shortage of qualified human
resources of Georgian language teachers became much more severe after the reform
(International Fact-Finding Mission, 2005).
Comparing Georgian multicultural situation to American cultural identity, it does not serve a
real ―melting pot‖, though it shows a real bilingual background for introducing a new trend of dual
language instruction. The information presented above quite obviously stresses the importance of
linguistically adequate and efficient education of ethnical minority students in Georgia.
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Study of applicability of American experience of dual language instruction in
Georgia
3.3. Study I - FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
My following research reports on a study that addresses the question: Is dual language
educational approach that is currently used in USA a viable means of instructing Second Language
in Georgia? The purpose of this study was to examine Georgian parents' perceptions of bilingual
education and to investigate their views on bilingual education. What seems critical, then, is more
than mere data on subjects' support for or opposition to bilingual education. In the United States
there is an untested assumption underlying such surveys that the public has a full understanding of
what bilingual education is, that the public is aware of the effectiveness of bilingual education
programs, and that the public has an equally vested interest in this issue. In Georgia, the data may
be of little value to understanding the bilingual education controversy if they are merely reflections
of xenophobic or ethnocentric views. In other words, even though understanding the parents'
attitudes toward bilingual education are important, especially because they have the potential to
influence the new trends of bilingual policies and practices at the school and university levels, they
are in fact secondary to understanding the parents' perception of what bilingual education is. That
is, the parents' views on bilingual education are significant only if they are based on accurate
understanding of what bilingual education is.
The purpose of this enquiry focusing on Georgian-American schools/universities (or Georgian
schools where the tuition is done in English, except such courses as Georgian Language, literature
and history) was to understand the perceptions and views of parents about their children‘s
participation in bilingual education programs. This study examined the following questions: (a) Are
parents aware of the goals and objectives of bilingual education? (b) Are they conscious of the
different models and programs of bilingual education? (c) Do they believe their children should be
taught in English and/or in the home language? (d) Do they support bilingual education?
Method
Optional type questionnaires (made up of questions and selections of answers), written in English
and Georgian, were distributed to 100 parents whose children are enrolled at the schools where all
subjects are instructed in English except Georgian Language/Literature and History and universities
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where all courses are taught in English. Of the 100 questionnaires distributed, 70 questionnaires
(70%) were returned.
Results
Question 1: Do you understand the goals of bilingual education? Yes 

B. No 

Approximately two-thirds (68%) of the subjects responded that they knew or understood the
objectives/goals of bilingual education. Surprisingly 32% percent answered that they were not
aware of the exact goals of the program their children were enrolled in. Of those who responded
that they knew or understood the objectives/goals of bilingual education, the majority (58%) of the
subjects responded that the objective/goal was to help students to develop English skills only, and
approximately one in ten (12%) responded that bilingual education was to help students develop
and maintain their home/language skills.
Figure 3.1. Parental understanding of the goals of bilingual education
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Question 2: Name the different models of bilingual education
As you can see in Figure 2, about 68% of parents responded that they knew or understood the
objectives/goals of bilingual education, bur surprisingly for my research I have found only 6% of
parents who answered that they knew the different models/programs of bilingual education.
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Figure 3.2. Parental perception of different models of bilingualism
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Question 3: What language(s) do you think teachers should use in the classroom to teach your
child?
A. Only English 
B. Georgian 
C. Both English and Georgian
When asked what language(s) teachers should use to instruct students in the classroom, about
three-fourths (76%) responded that teachers should use both English and the students'
home/primary language. About one-fifth (21%) responded that teachers should use only English,
and 3% thought only the students' home/primary language should be used in the classroom. It‘s
notable to stress that the subjects are parents who sent their children to a school/university with
English as education language.
Figure 3.3. The language distribution for instruction
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Question 4: Do you believe learning in Georgian language retards the development of English for
your child? Yes 

B. No 

With regards to the subjects' views on whether or not they believed instruction in the students'
home/primary language slowed down the development of English, 41% responded that it did and
59% said that it did not. Thus, although more than half the subjects did not think using the
students' home/primary language interfered with the development of English, a significant
percentage thought that the use of the home/primary language had a negative effect on English
development
Figure 3.4. The role of Georgian language in acquiring English as a second language
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Question 5: Do you believe learning in two languages retards the development of English for
your child? Yes 

B. No 

When asked if the subjects thought the use of two languages to instruct their children interfered
with their English development, majority (76%) of the subjects responded that it did not and about
one in four (24%) responded that it did.

102

Figure 3.5. The role of two language instruction in acquiring English
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Question 6: What language(s) do you wish your child to develop?
Related to the parents' desire for how many and what language(s) they would like their children
to develop, the majority (73%) of parents hoped that their children develop two foreign languages.
However, almost one in three (27%) parents responded that they would like their children to
develop English exclusively.
Figure 3.6. The number of languages the parents wish their children to acquire
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Just English 27 %

Question 7: Do you support bilingual education? Yes 

B. No 

Asked whether subjects supported bilingual education, the majority (77%) of them supported
bilingual education. Only 17% of the subjects responded that they do not support bilingual
education. Almost 6% declined to respond to this question.
Figure 3.7. Parents supporting the bilingual education
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Question 8: If you had a choice, would you prefer to have your child enrolled in English-only
classes? Yes 

B. No 

Pertaining to the parents' preferences for their children's program assignment, approximately
two-thirds (57%) of the subjects responded that they would like their children to be enrolled in
mainstream classes, if given a choice, and one-third (33%) of the subjects preferred that their
children remain in the bilingual education program. Here I have to point out 10% of the parents
who skipped this question.
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Figure 3.8. Parents’ preferences for English-only classes
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Discussion
Several interesting observations can be made from this study.
1. Although the majority (68%) of the subjects claimed that they knew or understood the
objectives/goals of bilingual education, and 6% responded that they knew or understood the
different models and programs of bilingual education, only a few was able to name the
models/programs of bilingual education.
2. Approximately 76% of the subjects thought that teachers should use both Georgian and English
to teach students. This rate is similar to the one reported by Shin and Kim (1996) in which 70%
of the parents responded that they supported the placement of their children in a bilingual
classroom where both Korean and English were used for instructional purposes. When subjects
were asked whether or not using two languages to teach students may retard the development
of English, the same percentage (76%) of parents responded that using two languages did not
interfere with their children's English acquisition. However, 41% of the subjects responded that
using only the home/primary language for instruction interfered with the development of
English language skills. In other words, almost half the respondents did not think the exclusive
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use of the home/primary language was conducive to English language development. Thus, it is
quite evident that parents believed programs in which two languages—Georgian and English—
are used in the classroom are most effective in helping their children to develop English skills.
3. It is interesting to note, however, that approximately two-thirds (57%) of the parents surveyed
responded that they preferred to have their children be placed in mainstream classes if given
the choice. Two explanations may be offered to explain what appear to be contradictory
responses. It is possible that in spite of their support for bilingual education, the subjects may
feel that (a) their children no longer need to be enrolled in bilingual education classes. b)
probably they are not satisfied with results of education in English-only schools/universities.
Majority of the parents indicated that they thought the use of two languages in the schools was
helpful to their children's English development, and that they desired their children to become
bilingual. Yet, two-thirds of the parents responded that they would prefer to have their children
placed in English-only classes. This study has shown consistencies in many questions related to the
tendency of bilingual education development. For example, 21% of the subjects responded that
teachers should use only English for instruction, 24% thought that using two languages negatively
affected the development of English, 27% desired their children to develop English competency,
and 17% did not support bilingual education. Thus, the results of this study seem to indicate that
only about 17% to 27% or about one in five parents supported the English-only instruction in the
schools.
Conclusions
1. This study has found that despite the participants' perception that they understood the
objectives of bilingual education; most parents did not recognize different models and
programs. Thus, it seems critical that prior to inviting parents in the discussion of bilingual
education there needs to be a development of an appropriate education program to facilitate a
better understanding of what bilingual education is. Our society certainly needs to be better
informed on these issues, before deciding to what type of schools to take their children. In the
absence of such education efforts, parents' views and positions on bilingual education and their
decisions which may be crucial for their child‘s destiny, may be based on inaccurate
―common‖ perceptions of the objectives of bilingual education and even false ideas.
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2. Nevertheless, majority of the surveyed parents supported bilingual education. Most subjects
thought that the use of the students' primary/home language and English in the classroom was
essential to helping their children. About one in five parents desired teachers to use English as
the medium of instruction in the classroom.
3. Though in Georgian society there is a widely spread false idea that the best way to teach
English (or another foreign language) is to hire (if possible) a native English speaker for this
job or for a local teacher to totally avoid the native tongue in the process of teaching, most
respondents believe that application of home-language does not create serious problems to
foreign language acquisition.
3.4.Study II - FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
There are multiple paths that children can take to become bilinguals. Some of these paths are
natural and inevitable. A child may be born in a multilingual home setting or speak a home language
different from the society. Other paths, however, are consciously and deliberately chosen. For
example, a child who speaks the society‘s majority language may be sent to a school that teaches in
a second language. Among those who deliberately choose to promote bilingualism in their children,
international schools have become increasingly popular. These schools often teach in a language
other than the society‘s majority language, catering to students from all over the world as well as
many host country nationals. While there are many international schools within the United States,
there are over 250 such schools worldwide that have U.S. accreditation, teach in English, and follow
a curriculum similar to that of U.S. schools (ISS, 1990). Some trends of American education system
have been introduced in Georgian schooling model as well. Therefore, the focus of my following
study was to explore the possible future implementations of dual language instruction for minority
children in Georgia, Tbilisi. This study examined the following questions: Which is your native
language? Would you support the school program in which your child would study some subjects
in your native and Georgian languages? What do you think the advantages of this school program
are?
Method
Multiple choice questionnaires, written in English, Georgian and Russian were distributed to 200
bilingual families. My focus group was supposed to be Armenians, Azeris and Russians whose
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children were enrolled in non-Georgian schools in Tbilisi. Of the 200 questionnaires distributed, 180
questionnaires were returned, which stressed the parents‘ great interest in establishing dual language
schooling in our country.
Results
Question 1: Which is your native language?
A. Armenian Language 

B. Russian Language 

C. Azeri Language 

D. Other
Approximately 40% of the subjects pointed their nationalities as Azeris, 35% -Armenians, 20%
-Russians and 5% -Kurdish. This ratio more or less corresponds to the ratio of ethnic/linguistic
minorities in Georgia, which makes our study in spite of its small scale representative of Georgian
situation.
Question 2: Would you support the school program in which your child would study some
subjects in your native and Georgian languages?
A. Strongly agree 
C. Strongly disagree 

B. Fairly agree 
D. Disagree

E. Don‘t know 

When asked if they support the school program in which their child would study some subjects
in their native and Georgian languages, definitely 155 parents (86%) approved the idea, out of
which Azeris made up 84.7%; Armenians -92.1%; Russians- 80% and Kurdish 80%. The revealed
nine parents (5%) who expressed their disapproval. This negative answer was distributed as
following: Azeris- 5.6%; Armenians -3.2%; Russians- 5.7% and Kurdish 10%.

Surprisingly

sixteen parents (10%) stated that they did not know. No respond was distributed among Azeris
(9.7%) Armenians (4.8%) Russians (14.3%) and Kurdish (10%). For a comprehensive picture, see
Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2 Georgian minorities supporting dual language education
QUESTION 2

AZERIS
72 40.0%

ARMENIANS RUSSIAN
63 35.0%
35 19.4%

AGREE

61 84.7%

58

92.1%

28 80.0%

155 86.0%

DISAGREE 9
NO
16
ANSWER
TOTAL:

KURDISH
10 5.6%
8

80.0%

5.0%

4

5.6%

2

3.2%

2

5.7%

1

10.0%

9.0%

7

9.7%

3

4.8%

5

14.3%

1

10.0%

100.0%

35 100.0%

180 100.0% 72 100.0% 63

10 100.0%

Question 3: What do you think the advantages of this school program are? Choose all answers which
you believe are appropriate and rate them as 1- least important; 2- more or less important; 3- very
important
A. It will help my child to get higher education in Georgia
B. It will help my child to better adapt to Georgian Society
C. My child will master Georgian and native languages 
Of those 155 parents who responded that they were eager to establish dual language schooling
for their children, seventy of them (45%) pointed C option-mastering Georgian and native languages
as the most important. This approach was determined by 45.9% of Azeris, 44.8% of Armenians,
42.9% of Russians and 50% of Kurdish. Forty-six parents that make 30% of surveyed subjects
stated B option- adapting to Georgian Society as less important. The respond was shared by 27.9%
of Azeris, 31% of Armenians, 32.1% of Russians and 25% of Kurdish. Thirty-nine parents (25%)
gave preference to A option – getting higher education in Georgia. Among these parents Azeris are
26.2%, Armenians 24.1%, Russians 25% and Kurdish 25%. The resulted percentages are clearly
explained in the following table.
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Table 3.3. The reasons of establishing dual language programs in Georgia
AZERIS
61 39.4%

ARMENIANS RUSSIAN
58 37.4%
28 18.1%

KURDISH
8 5.2%

25.0%

16 26.2%

14 24.1%

7

25.0%

2 25.0%

30.0%

17 27.9%

18 31.0%

9

32.1%

2 25.0%

45.0%

28 45.9%

26 44.8%

12 42.9%

4 50.0%

28 100.0%

8 100.0%

QUESTION 3

A. My child will
get
higher
39
education
in
Georgia
B. My child will
better adapt to
46
Georgian
Society
C. My child will
master Georgian
70
and
native
language
TOTAL:

155 100.0% 61 100.0% 58 100.0%

Conclusion
The quantitative information gathered through this survey provides evidence for the strong
desire parents have for dual language programs in Georgia. To sum up: It‘s thought-provoking to
take into account all minority parents desire to bring up their children bilinguals. Considering the
constructs of integrative and instrumental motivation to learn a second language, the study showed
that minority parents had both types of motivation for having their children in dual language
education programs. Their identification with instrumental motivation resulted from their desire to
have their children become bilingual and therefore has increased opportunities for education and
careers in the future. Their integrative motivation is to have their children speak Georgian in order
to integrate socially with Georgian society. Parents view these programs to be academically sound,
an innovative vehicle for promoting communication and respect among children from different
cultures, and effective in teaching a second language. It‘s significant for the research that minority
parents in Georgia view these programs as a productive educational opportunity for their children
and expressed their desire for these programs to establish in Georgia. It‘s note-worthy to point out
that besides the educational institutions, parents are the strongest allies of well-implemented
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bilingual education programs such as the dual language programs the minority parents in this
survey are eager to have for their children.
It‘s obvious that the choice and voice of parents are fundamental to the implementation of
quality educational programs. Indeed, it is the right of all parents, regardless of ethnicity, language,
or socioeconomic background to make informed educational choices for their children.

3.5. Study III - FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

We have seen so far that, dual language programs have raised the status and importance of
languages other than English in many communities across the United States. In some communities
they have eased tensions between groups who speak different languages. The programs have
helped build cross-cultural school communities and cross-cultural friendships among students and
parents, relationships that probably would not have developed without the programs. Dual
language programs raise the status of languages other than English because as native Englishspeaking children become bilingual, parents and students alike see the value of knowing more than
one language. A great concern for parents is how their children are progressing in school. In
general, parents who are first-generation immigrants worry a great deal about children‘s academic
achievement in schools and their future success in society. Parents whose ethnic backgrounds are
different from the mainstream society often have extreme anxieties. They wonder what kinds of
linguistic, social, and psychological conditions will help children to be academically successful,
and what kinds of school programs are best for them. The parental involvement in dual language
education is highly appreciated by the program facilitators. For my following research the focus
group is formed by the bilingual parents whose children are enrolled in dual language school
programs. A simple one-page questionnaire was constructed taking into consideration the topics
of choice, purpose of dual language programs, and effectiveness of instruction conducted in the
programs that specifically addressed language learning.
Method
I have applied to web-based online questionnaires because of its apparent advantages over
paper approaches. It gave me an opportunity to reach respondents in the States by sending email
invitations to online surveys. Online survey software package www.surveymonkey.com was used
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for conducting the Internet based surveys. To see the questionnaire online please click the
following link - http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/BF922DQ. The respondents could access the
survey questionnaire by clicking on the link emailed to them. A short letter of introduction explaining
the purpose of the research project was given in the body of the email invitation to online
questionnaires. In order to generate the analyzable data, responses were arbitrarily coded. Closed
questions made it easy to assign numerical symbols to the given response categories and simplified
converting them to the necessary format for SPSS. A separate code for non-response was not included
in the coding schemes as most questions required an answer before submitting the form and could not
have been skipped.

SPSS Version 17 was used to obtain descriptive statistics. Totally 104

questionnaires were completed and returned.

Result
Question 1: Which type of dual language program did you choose for your child?
A. Two-way Immersion program
B. Total Immersion
C. Partial Immersion
D. Transitional Program
E. Language Maintenance Program
F. Transitional Bilingual Education Program
G. Other …………………………………………………………….
As summing up the collected responses, I have received the following data for analysis,
where 62,5% of the parents pointed two-way immersion programs as their best choice for their
children, 12,5% of parents showed their great preference to total immersion programs, while 25%
of parents marked partial immersion programs from the given options. To my surprise, no response
was given to the transitional, language maintenance and transitional bilingual programs.
Question 2: What goals did you have while choosing the program?
A. to adapt to American society
B. to get higher education in American Universities
C. to master English language for everyday communication
D. to be close to the native language and culture 
E. to know several languages 
F. Other ……………………………………………
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Internet sources say that American parents of high school students place especially high
importance on a college education, and African American and Hispanic parents give college an
even higher priority than do white parents. The collected responses have shown the bilingual
parents frame of mind, where the goals are very carefully set. Considerably twenty-six of the
respondent parents (25%) showed their goal as the way to get higher education in American
Universities. Out of the same parents 29.2% have chosen two-way immersion programs, 23.1% total immersion programs and 15.4% - partial immersion programs.

Interestingly 12.5% was

given to the adaption to American society and the same percentile 12.5%- to getting higher
education in American Universities. It‘s notable to mention the first and second generation
immigrants‘ experience of socialization in the United States, most of them undergo challenges
when it comes to integrating their home-traditions with that of the mainstream culture. Amid the
pressure to succeed in a land where there are many cultural conflicts between homeland practices
and American customs, the assimilation process proves to be a problem for most contemporary
immigrants. However, solutions to cope with cultural conflicts and the pressures of thriving in the
United States have formed to make the assimilation process more manageable for today‘s
generations of immigrants. Eventually, the similar tendency was noticed in my research when the
analysis have identified the overwhelming number (37.5%) of parents who have decided to
participate in dual language programs due to the closure to the native language and culture, out of
which 35.4% were the parents who have chosen two-way immersion program for their children.
However, in the United States students are at a much greater risk of developing a negative view of
Spanish, even if it is their native language under the influence of society. This attitude inhibits
students from meeting the goal of developing proficiency in the minority language while learning
English. Therefore, the schools are in need to create a positive environment for Spanish-speaking
students in order to create an additive bilingual environment. In this situation, two-way immersion
programs have been shown to be effective in promoting positive cross-cultural attitudes and
behaviors, and this may be the reason that they are more desirable in this context.
Only 12.5% of parents stated the knowledge of several languages as their priority. The
informative picture is given in the following table.
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Table 3.4. Reasons for choosing dual language programs in the United States of America

QUESTION 2

Two-way
Immersion
Program
65 62.5%

Total

Total
Immersion
Program
13 12.5%

Partial
Immersion
Program
26 25.0%

A. To adapt to American
13
society

12.5%

8

12.3%

2

15.4%

3

11.5%

B. to get higher education
26
in American Universities

25.0%

19 29.2%

3

23.1%

4

15.4%

C. to master English
language for everyday 13
communication

12.5%

9

13.8%

2

15.4%

2

7.7%

D. to be close to native
39
language and culture

37.5%

23 35.4%

4

30.8%

12 46.2%

E. to know
languages

12.5%

6

2

15.4%

5

TOTAL:

several

13

9.2%

19.2%

104 100.0% 65 100.0% 13 100.0% 26 100.0%

Question 3: How much was your goal attained?
A. Very Much (80-100%) 

B. Rather (60-79%) 

B. C. More or less (40-59%) 

D. Not enough (20-39%) 

C. E. Not at all (0-19%) 
Of those parents involving in dual language education, the 38.5% rated the highest degree of
their satisfaction. Among these satisfied parents, 40% have chosen two-way immersion
programs, 30.8%- total immersion program and 38.5%- partial immersion program. It‘s
essential to present here the 36.5% of parents who answered that their expectations were
rather met and 15% of them said that it was more or less fulfilled. Only 10% of respondent
parents expressed their slight dissatisfaction due to some difficulties they faced during their
children‘s schooling period. For better understanding refer to the following table.
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Table 3.5. Parental satisfaction of dual language programs

QUESTION 3

Total

Two-way
Immersion
Program
65 62.5%

Total
Immersion
Program
13 12.5%

Partial
Immersion
Program
26 25.0%

A. Very Much (80 40
100%)

38.5%

26 40.0%

4

30.8%

10 38.5%

B. Rather (60-79%)

38

36.5%

19 29.2%

6

46.2%

13 50.0%

C. More or less (4016
59%)

15.0%

13 20.0%

1

7.7%

2

7.7%

D. Not enough (20-39%) 10

10.0%

7

10.8%

2

15.4%

1

3.8%

TOTAL:

104 100.0% 65 100.0% 13 100.0% 26 100.0%

Question 4 and 5: Was it difficult to learn in this program?
A. Yes 

B. No 

C. Not so much 

It is widely accepted that the absolute number of bilingual parents are not supposed to back
bilingual programs and proceeding to my research 14.3% of parents responded that their
children‘s participation in DL programs was processed by some difficulties and some of them
were not hesitated by leaving their comments. The sample group was asked to note their ideas in
open-ended questions aiming to provide more information. However, on the question of
difficulties 28.6% of parents expressed the concern that those difficulties were not very much
experienced by their children.
Parents also made some comments, for example:
1. „I worry about how to maintain my own culture and language yet teach and introduce a
new language that is main form of communication‟
2. „We had a hard time with school expectations‟
3. „Homework was a real obstacle‟

The overwhelming number of parents (57.1%) answered that they have not experienced any
difficulties as considering these programs productive and efficient choice for their children. For
better understanding please refer to the following table.
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Table 3.6. The dual language difficulties
Two-way
Immersion
Program
65 62.5%

Total
Immersion
Program
13 12.5%

Partial
Immersion
Program
26 25.0%

QUESTION 4

Total

A. YES

15

14.3%

9

13.8%

2

15.4%

4

B. NO

59

57.1%

42 64.6%

6

46.2%

11 42.3%

D. Not So Much

30

28.6%

14 21.5%

5

38.5%

11 42.3%

TOTAL:

104 100.0% 65 100.0% 13 100.0% 26 100.0%

15.4%

Conclusion
The quantitative information gathered through this survey provides evidence for the strong
support parents have for dual language programs in the United States of America. They understand
the purpose of the program, feel that it was their choice to select the program, believe that it‘s focal
to learn a second language and that their child is learning in the dual language program of their
choice. Parents view this program to be academically sound, an innovative vehicle for promoting
communication and respect among children from different cultures. Contrary to what adversaries
of bilingual education would like the public to believe, the results of this survey provide strong
evidence that parents of children who attend dual language programs do not want this option
eliminated. It‘s note-worthy to stress the fact that the besides educators, parents are the strongest
allies of well-implemented bilingual education programs such as the dual language programs the
parents in this s survey chose for their children. The challenge confronting educators and parents
who support these programs is to convince local school boards and legislators that there is a need
to increase the number of elementary dual language programs, expand the programs to the middle
and secondary levels. The choice and the voice of the parents are cardinal to the implementation of
quality educational programs. Indeed, it is the right of the parents, regardless of ethnicity, language
or socioeconomic background to make informed educational choices for their children.
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3.6.Limitations of the research
Several limitations to this study suggest the need for future research. Even though the
questionnaires were very carefully designed, instrumented and analyzed, its validity still needs to
be questioned. Cohen et al. state that ‗quantitative research possesses a measure of standard error
which is inbuilt and has to be acknowledged‘(Cohen et al., 2007, p133). A number of faults can be
identified with questionnaire layout: First, using the radio buttons, though it is a popular technique
of designing electronic questionnaires, generated the so-called “flat lining” response pattern
(Brace, 2007, p. 156). Results obtained from a horizontally presented four-point scale showed that
some respondents repeatedly used one point of the scale. It suggests careless answers that can be
explained by the inability of the questionnaire to maintain the respondent‘s interest. Gillham points
out that answering a series of scaled-response questions is “extremely boring” and respondents
often stop thinking about the questions (Gillham, 2007, p. 41). If the questionnaires had offered
answer choices in drop-down boxes, the respondents might have chosen their responses with more
consideration.
Another concern should be raised about the absence of a middle position in the answer choices of
the scaled questions. They were deliberately omitted when designing the questionnaire to keep
neutral responses to a minimum. However, a few respondents left comments in the comment box
that a neutral option should have been included in the design.
Finally, a range of organizational performance improvements were suggested such as smooth
introduction of change, better decision making, more effective resolution of disagreement, increased
enthusiasm motivation to get the job done at its best.

117

CONCLUSIONS
The consistency of the data gathered indicates the following outcomes of the research:
1. Bilingualism is not just the arithmetic sum of two languages with a negative impact on
children’s mental development. The above reviewed studies have shown that bilingualism
does not lead to confusion, nor does it have any inherent negative impact on mental
development. In the early stages of the acquisition of a second language, children hearing
two languages can show some developmental lags relative to children who speak only one.
However, bilinguals are not globally behind monolingual children in all areas of language
acquisition, and the observed lags are typically small and do not last for long periods of time.
Bilingual children show some advantages in socio-cognitive development when compared to
monolinguals, particularly in understanding the beliefs of others, picking out the important
variables to solve a problem, and entertaining two possible interpretations of the same
stimulus at once. This advantage should not be lost because of society attitude towards
bilingual children as not only children, but also society can benefit if bilingualism is
supported, not suppressed.

2. Both psycholinguistically and politically it is a good idea is to involve bilingual/immigrant
children in dual language education – in order to support their mental development, preserve
their cultural ancestry and create conditions for realization of their human rights.

All the above presented information serves to draw the indelible image of the United States as a
nation of immigrants. I have already specified in my research the individuals, who have come to this
country for various reasons and have brought with them different traditions, cultures, and languages.
Historically, diverse, and often conflicting, dual language instructional approaches have been
implemented to meet the educational needs of children from these immigrant families. Today, in
America exists a whole spectrum of dual language programs: transitional, maintenance, enrichment
and immersion programs. The presented research has focused just on the immersion programs,
namely two-way, total and partial immersion programs, which differ in the amount of time spent
learning in the foreign/second language, and in the make-up of the student population. The summary
of main differences between these programs is shown in the following table.
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Table 3.7. The differences between total, partial and two-way immersion programs
Program
The amount of time Make-up
of
the
spent

in

the student population

foreign/second
language
Two-way immersion program

50%-50%

Equal mix of language
majority and language
minority students

Total immersion program

100%

Language

majority

students

learning

foreign/second
language
Partial immersion program

50% to 90%

Language

minority

students

learning

English

3.

My hypothesis was that the two-way immersion programs would be an effective model in
the United States for teaching other languages to English-speaking students, for teaching
English to students from other language backgrounds, for teaching academic subjects, and
for fostering positive cross-cultural attitudes and self-esteem among students. The objective
was met and proved the stated hypothesis due to investigating bilingual parents‘ positions
and attitudes towards immersion programs in the United States of America. The indicator of
success is: almost all parents showed their advocacy and strong support of the two-way
immersion programs. The findings from this study showed that the overwhelming number
of parents consider their choice to be the very productive for their children. However,
literature analysis show that, the role of parents in the existence and implementation of dual
language programs has emerged as a critical factor. Furthermore, parents are the force
behind efforts to maintain these programs in the wake of legislation to eliminate them.

4. The motive for choosing any sort of immersion program, which turned out to have the
highest ranking, was ‗to be close to the native language and culture‟ in all three types of
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immersion programs. As for other motives, parents who chose for their children this or that
program do not demonstrate agreement of opinion. This can be explained by the peculiarities
of programs as it is designed for minority language students needing to learn English, but
wanting to keep their first language. It is the way to maintain pride in a student‘s cultural
heritage to better meet the goals of cross-cultural understanding as well as learning a foreign
language, and maintaining high academic standards.

5. It is undeniable that the public education entails adding to and improving the competence of
all students in as many areas as possible in order to create functional, responsible and aware
citizens. The country has to act in the best interests of the student population, which is ever
changing and growing. The public in general tend to believe that having all US students
become fluent in more than one language is not only a marketable skill in today‘s
increasingly diverse and global society, but it can also contribute to increased cognitive
flexibility and high achievement in math, science and language arts. This important social
and academic skill can be infused into all areas of curriculum with students learning in both
English and at least one other language if not more throughout their academic careers. The
dual-language capacity of teachers and services will also allow for more parent-staff-student
interaction and leave room for creative community involvement, both locally and globally.
6. My hypothesis was that parents from minority/bilingual families would support the
development of bilingual programs in Georgia. When the research subjects were asked about
bilingualism, most of them stressed out their positive attitude, even though the same parents
were not quite aware of types of bilingual programs. It is inevitable that the majority of
surveyed parents gave preference to bilingual programs in which the Language 1 and
Language 2 tend to come into contact.
7. The hypothesis was that parents from minority/bilingual families in Georgia would view
dual language education programs to be academically sound, an innovation for promoting
communication and respect among children from different cultures, and effective in teaching
a second language. The study has highlighted the minority parents‘ positions and the
importance of dual language school programs for minority children. The parents viewed
these programs as an impressive educational tool for their children and expressed their desire
for these programs to be established in Georgia. Even though much has recently been done

120

for the educational opportunities of minorities, the society is still in need of having a full
opportunity of adapting to Georgian society and simultaneously, to maintain their cultural
identity.

Recommendations
1. It is desirable that the Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia or some NGOs take
into account the results of my modest study while developing their linguistic education
programs. It is significant to provide tools for quality learning experience that are needed
to identify effective bilingual models and learn more about the potential benefits of twoway bilingual programs.
2. As two-way immersion programs proved to be the most efficient in the USA, I would
first of all recommend this type of program to be implemented in Georgia, but of course
taking into consideration the peculiarities of our situation.
3. As (like in the USA) there is a whole spectrum of needs in bilingual programs in
Georgia, I would recommend to apply several types of bilingual programs among which
the two-way immersion program would be the dominant one.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Newcomer Programs

The challenges of providing appropriate schooling for second language learners are complicated at
the secondary level by a number of factors. The structure of secondary schools themselves, with
multiple course offerings and tracks, makes it difficult to offer a consistent program for second
language learners without restricting choices of electives and limiting their high school
experience. Also, even though older students with first language literacy learn English quickly,
they may encounter difficulties with advanced high school curricula. For students who aren't
literate, the challenge is clear, and materials and methods for meeting their needs are not readily
available.
Beyond the demands of classes and assignments, newly arrived students who have had no
schooling in their home countries and even those who have are likely to have little kno wledge of
the way we "do" high school in the United States. Think, for example, about the way bells ring to
signal the change of classes. If you grew up and went to school in the United States that probably
seems quite ordinary — so ordinary, that you probably barely notice it. If you didn't grow up here,
and you were new to this country, daily procedures like the bells in a U.S. school might be
perplexing, even overwhelming.
Finally, newly arrived students may have needs associated with the pain of leaving their home
countries or adjusting to U.S. society. Some of them may be refugees, some may have left parents
and other family behind, and some may have suffered the deprivations and horrors of war.
In an effort to help newly arrived students adjust to the experience and expectations of U.S.
schools, some districts have created newcomer programs. Newcomer programs take a number of
forms, from an orientation class to a free-standing school, but they generally attempt to assist
students to:
Overcome the trauma of relocation.
Develop familiarity with the customs and culture of U.S. schooling.
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Develop English proficiency.
Adapt to U.S. society in general.
Succeed in their transition to mainstream schools.

From www.ncela.gwu.edu
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Appendix B: Program profiles

Boulder, Colorado
The two-way Spanish/English immersion program at the Casey Middle School in Boulder,
Colorado, is a program-within-a-school that includes 45 to 50 students per grade in Grades 6, 7,
and 8. The students are evenly split between native English speakers and native Spanish speakers.
Most of them have been together since the early elementary grades in a two-way program at
Washington elementary. In Grade 6, language distribution over the course of the year is close to
50/50. TWI students are together for two 1-hour blocks: science and social studies (content block),
and English language arts and Spanish language arts (language block). In science and social
studies, the language of instruction alternates thematically, sometimes day to day, sometimes by
multi-week units. An effort is made to coordinate the work in the content block with what is
learned in the language block, so that core vocabulary and core concepts are introduced in both
languages concurrently. Students in the two-way program take the rest of their classes with
students outside the program. Native language tutors, a Spanish-language math class, reading
classes, and English as a second language (ESL)/Spanish as a second language (SSL) classes are
available for students who require them. In Grade 7, the amount of Spanish class time decreases.
Literature and world geography are taught in Spanish, and the TWI group is also together for
English language arts.
For the rest of the school day, TWI students take classes with the rest of their team. Extra
supports are available in ESL and sheltered science classes.
The two-way component of Grade 8 includes English language arts, Spanish language arts, and
a U.S. society class taught in English. A few students take sheltered earth science and U.S. society
classes. The program accepts four to six new students annually who come from other countries or
who are looking for a challenge. These students are offered SSL or ESL to ease the transition. The
whole school is considering adopting the International Baccalaureate Middle Years Program,
which would integrate the rest of the school further with the aims and planning of the immersion
program. The program is in its sixth year; there are no plans to extend it into the high school.
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Santa Monica-Malibu, California
John Adams Middle School
The two-way Spanish/English program at John Adams Middle School has grown each year
since its inception in 1991. As of the 1999-2000 school years, there are 44 students in Grade 6, 51
students in Grade 7, and 50 students in Grade 8. Students come to the school from the Edison twoway immersion elementary school, which has been in operation for over a decade. This year the
program also accepted several students from a neighboring district that offers a two-way program
in the elementary grades but not in middle school.
The two-way curriculum is organized somewhat differently for each grade, but in all cases
immersion students come to school one period earlier than their peers to accommodate extra
coursework. In Grade 6, students take two classes a day in Spanish in the form of a double period
of humanities, this is a combination of language, arts, literature, and social studies. They also stay
together for their English language arts class. For the remaining four periods of the day, TWI
students are mixed with the rest of the sixth grade students. In Grade 7, students take one Spanish
literature class and continue social studies in Spanish. They also have one quarter (approximately
nine weeks) of Exploratorio Espahol, in which they use drama, writing, and other techniques to
discover the creative possibilities of Spanish. In Grade 8, students add Spanish for native speakers
class to their Spanish language roster of social studies and literature. For Grades 7 and 8, the
immersion students are dispersed for most of the day, remaining together only for classes taught in
Spanish. The program has grown each year, with the numbers of native English speakers and
native Spanish speakers beginning to even out. Students who are bilingual and bi literate can test
into the program and have traditionally cloned quite well. These late entries are welcomed into the
class as a fresh addition to a group that has been together for many years. Most of the teachers in
the program also teach subjects outside the immersion strand--at this time there is only one fulltime immersion teacher--but as the program grows to include more students, more teachers wilt
focus exclusively on immersion.
Santa Monica High School
In May of 1998, Santa Monica High School graduated its first class of 16 two-way Spanish
English immersion students. The high school program is a small part of a large high school (1% of

140

all students are in the immersion program). Ninth through twelfth grades have from 20 to 30
students each, and the program is part of the district-wide dual language initiative that includes a
strand at John Adams Middle School and the whole-school program at Edison Elementary. Most of
the students in the program are native speakers of Spanish who were born in the United States. For
most of the day, two-way learners take classes in English with all of the other students at the high
school. Each year, however, students must take two classes in Spanish from among the immersion
offerings in math (algebra, intermediate algebra, and geometry), U.S. history, world history, or
anything above the third level of Spanish for Spanish speakers. In ninth grade, two-way learners
take two required classes together in Spanish: health and a humanities course that deals with
racism, acculturation, current events, and community involvement. Science classes in Spanish are
slated to be added to the list of two-way offerings, and hiring preference is given to new teachers
who are capable of teaching in Spanish. For some students, taking science and math classes in
Spanish is difficult, given that these subjects are not taught in Spanish throughout the middle
school years, and special efforts are regularly made to encourage and assist students in these
classes. After several years of discussions, a coordinator has been hired to help facilitate the
articulation process from the middle school into high school and guide the overall direction of the
program. The coordinator holds monthly immersion articulation meetings, resolves scheduling
conflicts, and gives feedback to middle school teachers on how their students are managing in high
school. Other attempts to maintain high enthusiasm and participation levels include recruitment
trips to the middle school by teachers and students, an immersion senior trip to Baja California, an
immersion club, and efforts to include students in the decision-making process for electives.
In the summer of 1999, a one-week two-way immersion camp was held for all two way
students in Grades 9-12. The camp was designed to welcome the ninth grade students and give all
of the students in the program a chance to spend time together.
Students had a chance to arrange their fall schedules, and the camp included an explanation of
high school requirements and college admission criteria, a review of summer readings, SAT
preparation, and visits to several area colleges and local producers of Spanish-language media.
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Appendix C: Successful Two-way Immersion programs

In the United States, statistics on TWI programs indicate that while in 1980, only 9 such
programs had been developed, by 2000 the number of TWI programs had grown to 253. This
remarkable growth of new programs in the past two decades clearly supports research claims that
two-way immersion represents the program with the highest long-term academic success (Thomas
& Collier, 1997, cited in CAL, 2001; Cazabon, Nicoladis & Lambert, 2000). During the past
decade, numerous reports and statistics have revealed that two-way immersion is effective not only
in the teaching of languages, but also in the development of academic excellence and superior
socio-cultural awareness. Results from research indicate that these benefits extend to both
language groups and to all students in two-way programs (Baker, 1996; Eric Digest, 2000;
Genesee & Cloud, 1998).
A National Perspective
Christian (1996) describes the current state of two-way bilingual education in the United States.
The report presents findings from a study which collected information about two-way programs
from over 160 schools during the 1991-1992, 1992-1993, and 1993-1994 school years (Christian &
Mahrer, 1992, 1993; Christian & Montone, 1994). Christian reports that in a study of school
districts in California using two-way immersion, Lindholm and Gavlek (1994) found that, in four
schools offering two-way immersion at grade 5 and 6, 75% to 92% of the non-native Englishspeaking students were rated as fluent in English (on the Student Oral Language Observation
Matrix, or SOLOM, a teacher rating instrument). On standardized math achievement tests, the
same group ranked in the 25th to 72nd percentile in English and in the 25th to 90th percentile in
Spanish. In the same schools, 67% to 100% of the native English-speaking students were rated as
fluent in Spanish (on the SOLOM) by grade 5, with math achievement results of 54th to 91st
percentile in English, and 37th to 96th percentile in Spanish. Christian states that from these
results, the authors of the study conclude that despite the variations within and across school sites,
their results demonstrate "the success of the bilingual immersion model in achieving the desired
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outcomes of bilingual proficiency and achievement at or above grade level" (Lindholm & Gavlek,
1994, p. 98, cited in Christian, 1996).
The Port Chester Two-Way Bilingual Program
The Port Chester, New York Two-Way Bilingual program began in 1984 as a result of the
rapidly changing demographics within the school community. As the student population
approached 70% Hispanic, parents, teachers and the school administration opted to begin an
innovative two-way bilingual program, with the intent of maximizing first and second language
development for both native-English and native-Spanish speaking students. Funded by the New
York State Bureau of Bilingual Education, the Port Chester program was one of 11 other similar
programs to be implemented in New York State between 1984 and 1987.
Initially implemented at the Grade 2-3 level, the Port Chester program paired two groups of
youngsters, an English proficient EP class of 15-17 pupils with a limited English proficiency LEP
class consisting of 13-20 language minority students for a period of three years. Since enrolments
at any grade level were too low to form single classes, both the EP and LEP classes were combined
classes. Both classes were taught by one teacher who was responsible for teaching all subjects
including reading, language arts and second language for both grades (Baecher & Coletti, 1988).
"A unique feature of Port Chester's program was the cross-age, cross-cultural process whereby
twice a week, EP and LEP children were paired and learned one another's languages in the same
classroom." (Baecher & Coletti, 1988, p. 5) Twice weekly, the pupils of the combined EP and LEP
classes were reassigned to form two single-level (cross-language, cross-cultural) classes in which
they would spend the morning learning English and Spanish together. During these sessions,
methods focusing on co-operative learning, natural communication and peer interaction placed
pupils (as opposed to the teacher ) at the center of the learning process (Baecher & Coletti, 1988).
For purposes of evaluating the effectiveness of Port Chester Two-Way Bilingual Program, the
school was required to collect results from standardized test data as well as student perceptions of
their classroom over the 3-year period from 1984-87. One definite conclusion that emerged from
the analysis of the longitudinal results of the program were the positive and cumulative academic
effects of integrating native language approach in the education of language minority students.

143

These results confirmed the findings and theories of Cummins (1984) and Lambert (1990) on the
importance of first language maintenance in the acquisition of second languages.
The results from academic testing in the EP class were somewhat mixed, indicating that while
pupils definitely benefited and made remarkable gains in the development of their second language
skills, to a limited extent this seemed to occur at the expense of continued progress in native
language reading and in math. In drawing this conclusion, however, the authors of the study point
out that numerous difficulties experienced by the EP classroom teacher in managing a combined
curriculum in all subject areas, (eventually leading to her dismissal mid-way during the first year
of the project), also indicate that "future implementation efforts require careful monitoring of
student outcomes in relation to teacher performance" (Baecher & Coletti, 1988, p. 16).
Another important aim of the Port Chester TW Program was to assess student perceptions of
their classroom environment. For this purpose, the My Class Inventory (MCI) (Fraser et al., 1982)
was administered to both groups at the end of each year of the project (in English and in Spanish)
"to ascertain students' level of satisfaction, friction, competitiveness, difficulty and cohesiveness
within their classrooms" (Fraser et al., 1982, cited in Baecher & Coletti, 1988, p. 17). Overall, data
from MCI confirmed the highly positive classroom environments as well as high levels of student
satisfaction with their learning experiences in the program.
Baecher and Coletti conclude that the longitudinal data on the Post Chester Two-Way Bilingual
Program are very encouraging for second language learning programs in general. They argue that
where language-learning-as-resource, (in contrast to language-learning-as-problem) permeates
instructional practices, the benefits of bilingualism will be diffused to the entire school community.
While the Port Chester Two-Way experiment provides an example of a TW model based on
partial immersion (twice weekly), results from its three-year implementation study nevertheless
indicate that the native languages of both student groups represent valuable resources for further
learning. As such, these results also indicate how other conventional models of immersion
education forsake important linguistic and cultural resources within the school community.
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The Amigos Program
Established in 1985-86 in Cambridge, Massachusetts, the Amigos program features were
considered as one of the most successful and well documented two-way immersion programs in
the United States. Serving well over 300 students by 1994, the Amigos program was born from the
collaborative effort of parents, teachers and school administrators who wanted to develop a
program that would combine the best features of transitional bilingual education for LEP students,
and language immersion for native-English speakers. Based on the 50/50 model, half of the
students in the program are LEP Hispanics, while the other half are non-Hispanic English
speakers. Each class is taught by two teachers, one who is Spanish-speaking and the other
English-speaking. The two teachers maintain separate language environments (i.e., classrooms)
for the students, and work co-operatively on planning and student follow-up. Students in the
Amigos program are fully integrated for all content instruction. Individual and group progress is
evaluated by means of standardized testing and portfolio assessment (Cazabon, Nicoladis &
Lambert, 2000).
In 1992, Cazabon, Lambert and Hall conducted an assessment of the Amigos program which
compared students in the program with two separate groups in the Cambridge Public Schools. The
English-Amigos were compared with English native speakers from an all-English public school
program, while the Spanish-Amigos were compared with native Spanish speakers in a
conventional bilingual education program. The control groups were matched with Amigos
students on social class background and a non-verbal measure of intelligence.
In order to compare the students' achievement in both languages, a series of tests were given to
the Amigos and control groups. On the California Achievement Test, English-Amigos performed
generally better than the English controls. On the same test, Spanish-Amigos scored above the
norm and higher than the Spanish controls. On the English-based math‘s tests, both the English
and Spanish Amigos scored higher than the controls, demonstrating the Spanish-Amigos ability to
apply English to other subjects. On Spanish language tests, both English and Spanish Amigos
demonstrated grade-level progress in reading and math. Cazabon, Lambert and Hall conclude that
because the tests differ in the way they measure students' language skills and academic
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achievement, their results are even more indicative of the program's success (Cazabon, Nicoladis
& Lambert, 2000).
In a subsequent study, Cazabon, Lambert and Hall (1993) attempted to investigate the social
and psychological outcomes of two-way bilingual programs. For this purpose, the authors
examined the social networks in the classroom and perceived competence ratings among students
in the Amigos program. Using sociometric questionnaires, they found that by grade three, students
develop friendships in the classroom quite independent of race or ethnicity. On perceived
competence, a measure of self-esteem, both Spanish-background and English-background students
showed high levels of academic and personal satisfaction. In a 1994 study Lambert and Cazabon
found a clear preference for having friends from both [Anglo and Hispanic] groups and for mixed
ethnic/racial classrooms as opposed to ethnically segregated schooling. The results of these two
studies clearly "indicate that social and psychological goals related to attitudes and self-esteem
may be fostered by the two-way bilingual approach" (Christian, 1996, p. 73-74).
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