Successful Bilingual Education Programs:
Development and the Dissemination of Criteriato
Identify Promising and Exemplary Practicesin
Bilingual Education at the National L evel

Maria Robledo Montecel and Josie Danini Cortez
Intercultural Development Research Association

Abstract

In 1999, the Intercultural Development Research Association
(IDRA) wasfunded by the U.S. Department of Education, Office
of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs
(OBEMLA) toidentify 10 promising and/or exemplary bilingual
education programsin school s acrossthe nation as determined by
participating limited English proficient (L EP) students' academic
achievement. Using these programs, IDRA identified 25 common
characteristicsandcriteriathat arecontributingtothehighacademic
performance of students served by bilingual education programs,
thus helping others identify successful programs or raise the bar
with their own bilingual education programs.

I ntroduction

Amid a backdrop of great language diversity among the students and
parents that U.S. schools serve are exemplary bilingual education programs
and extraordinary individuals who are committed to equity and excellence.
This commitment manifests itself as academic success for al students,
including limited English proficient (LEP) students. These schools refuse to
make excuses for a lack of student achievement; they refuse to settle for
anything less than excellence and high standards for all.

In 1999, the Intercultural Development Research Association (IDRA),
with funding from the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Bilingual
Education and Minority LanguagesAffairs(OBEMLA), was asked to conduct
aresearch study that would yield common characteristicsfound in 10 promising
and/or exemplary bilingual education programs in schools across the nation
as determined by participating LEP students’ academic achievement.
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The purpose of this study was not to examine whether bilingual education
works—there are years of rigorous research that proves bilingual education
does work when implemented with integrity. Instead, the purpose of this
research study wasto identify those characteristicsthat contributeto the high
academic performance of students served by bilingual education programs.

Significance

Itisthelaw of thisland that al students, including the 3.5 million estimated
LEP students, be educated. The intent of the 1968 Bilingual Education Act
wasto help states and school districts develop and implement quality education
programs for L EP students—programs and approachesthat would accel erate
their academic achievement and performance and hold all students to high
standards.

In fact, the 1968 BEA states that L EP students will be educated to:

meet thesamerigorousstandardsfor academic performanceexpected
of all childrenand youth, including meeting challenging statecontent
standards and challenging state student performance standards in
academic areasby (@) devel oping systemicimprovement and reform
of educational programs serving limited English proficient students
through thedevel opment and i mplementation of exemplary bilingual
education programsand special aternativeinstruction programs; (b)
developing bilingual skills and multicultural understanding; (c)
devel oping the English of such children and youth and, to the extent
possible, the native language skills of such children and youth; (d)
providing similar assistance to Native Americans with certain
modifications relative to the unique status of Native American
languages under federal law; (€) developing data collection and
dissemination, research, materials development, and technical
assistance which is focused on school improvement for limited-
English-proficient students; and (f) developing programs which
strengthen and improve the professional training of educational
personnel who work with limited-English-proficient students.

Quality bilingual education programsremain the best way for LEP students
tolearn English and to succeed academically. Some of these excellent programs
have been featured in other studies by Texas Education Agency (2000) and
The Northeast and Islands Regional Educational Laboratory at Brown
University (2001). While there are many such programs across this country,
time and resources dictated that IDRA identify only 10 and use their lessons
learned as a guide for developing criteria that others can use to assess their
Own programs.
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Methods

Research Questions

IDRA had one primary research question: What contributed to the success
of a bilingual education classroom as evidenced by LEP student academic
achievement?“ Success’ was operationally defined as evidence of academic
achievement (compared to district and/or state standards) for LEP studentsin
bilingual education programs. Bilingual education program models varied
from transitional to late exit to dual language. Student outcome indicators
included oral and written language proficiency and content area mastery in
English and the native language. Prior to site visits, schools submitted for
review their most recent achievement data (1997-98) disaggregated by L EP
and non-LEP status. Longitudinal data (three years or more), if available,
were also provided. Assessment measures, as expected, varied throughout
the country. Additional research questionsthat guided the | DRA study included
thefollowing:

School outcome indicators

What are the school indicators including retention rate, dropout rate,
enrollment rate in gifted and talented programs and in advanced placement
programs, enrollment in special education or remedial programs, test
exemption rates, and program exiting standards (by LEP and non-LEP
percentages)?

In addition to these questions, qualitative and contextual research
guestionsfor other indicators emerging from areview of the research guided
our instrument development and site visits. These indicators and questions,
like the preceding ones, were based on a strong theoretical framework that
previous research has found to be conducive to successful programsfor LEP
students. In the review of the literature the following indicators emerged as
significant to effective bilingual programs.

Sudent outcome indicators
1. What arethe student outcomes for oral and written language proficiency
(by LEP and non-L EP percentages)? (Hakuta, Butler, & Witt, 1999)

2. What are the student outcomes for content area mastery in English and
the nativelanguage (by L EPand non-L EP percentages) ? (Hakuta, Butler,
& Witt, 1999)

School-level indicators

1. Leadership: How evident isleadership at the school level, and what arethe
characteristics? (Carter & Chatfield, 1986; Lucas, Henze, & Donato,
1990)

2. Vision and Goals. How evident are the vision and goals at the school
level, and what are the characteristics? (Villarreal & Solis, 1998).
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9.

School Climate: What are the characteristics of the school’s climate?
(Lein, Johnson, & Ragland, 1997; Ogbu & Matute-Bianchi, 1986)
Linkages: What links exist between central office and school level staff,
and how are they characterized? (McLeod, 1996)
School Organization and Accountability: How is the school organized?
(Villarreal & Solis, 1998; McL eod, 1996)
Professional Development: What are the demographic characteristics of
professional staff, and what opportunities for professional devel opment
are provided? (Milk, Mercado, & Sapiens, 1992; Villarreal, 1999)
Parent Involvement: What is the type, level, and quality of parent
involvement in the school and the bilingual education program? (McL eod,
1996; Robledo Montecel, Gallagher, Montemayor, Villarrea, Adame-
Reyna, & Supik, 1993)
Staff Accountability and Student Assessment: How does staff hold
themselves accountable for student success, and how are students
assessed? (Berman, McLaughlin, McLeod, Minicucci, Nelson, &
Woodworth, 1995; Valdez-Pierce & O'Malley, 1992)
Staff Selection and Recognition: How arethe staff selected and recognized?
(Maroney, 1998)

10.What is the type, level, and quality of community involvement in the

school and the bilingual education program (Moll, Amanti, Neff, &
Gonzalez, 1992)?

Classroom level: Programmatic and instructional practices
1. Program Moddl: What are the characteristics of the bilingual education

2.

program model? (Lucas & Katz, 1994; Villarreal, 1999)

Classroom Climate: What are the characteristics of the classroom climate?
(Goldenberg & Sullivan, 1994)

Curriculum and Instruction: What are the characteristics of the program'’s
curriculum and instruction? (McL oed, 1996; Wong Fillmore, 1985)
Teacher Expectations: What are the teacher expectationsregarding student
success? (Lucas et al., 1990; Berman et al., 1995)

Program Articulation: How isthe program articul ated acrossgrade levels?
(McLoed, 1996; Valdez-Pierce & O’ Malley, 1992)

These guiding research questions and their extensive research base

rigorously shaped our classroom observations, interviews and surveys.

Selection of 10 Bilingual Education Programs

IDRA used its extensive national network of contacts (created after 26

years of cutting-edge work and advocacy in bilingual education) to identify
successful bilingual education programs, based on student and school
outcomes. Several state education directors, OBEMLA staff, comprehensive
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regional assistance center staff, bilingual education directors at the state and
local levels, and others, provided the names of 20 programsthat met the criteria.

In addition to thesefactors, IDRA ensured that programs sel ected for on-
sitevisitsreflected the diversity of U.S. schoolsand included elementary and
secondary schools, different language groups, L EP concentrations, and Title
| targeted assistance and schoolwide programs as well as Title V11 grantees
(current and former). The 11 schools with promising or exemplary practices
in bilingual education were located in Texas, Oregon, Illinois, Utah, Florida,
Massachusetts, California, New York, and Washington, DC.

Instrumentation and Protocols

IDRA’s instrumentation reflected the use both of quantitative and
qualitative methods. In addition to the review of quantitative student and school
outcome data, school demographic data, surveys of principals, teachers and
administrators, and structured formal classroom observations were other
sources of quantitative data. Qualitative data included structured interviews
with the school principals and the administrators and focus group questions
for teachers, parents, and students (whenever possible). Additional qualitative
data were €elicited from school profiles. A framework was provided for
describing each site visit, thus providing a context and background for the
visit. All of these datawere gathered, analyzed, and synthesized. Resultswere
then triangulated to provide a rich and accurate picture of each program.
Patterns and trends across programs were also identified.

School Demographics

The school demographics reflect, by design, a diverse landscape. Eight
elementary schools, two high schools, and one middle school participated in
this research study. The student enrollment for the 10 schools ranged from
21910 1,848 students. By geographic location, there were seven urban schools,
three rural schools, and one reservation school. There was also diversity in
ethni c representation: Hispanic students ranged from 40% to 98% of students
enrolled; Asian students made up 2% to 41% of the schools; Russian students
ranged from 12% to 32% of the schools; and Native Americans comprised
3% to 98% of the schools.

Five of the 10 schoolsimplemented dual language or two-way bilingual
programs.The languages used for content area subjects included Spanish,
English, Russian, and Navgjo. All of the schoolswere committed to maintaining
the students’ primary language and culture while learning English. This
commitment was also evident in the school administration and staff, the
majority of whom were proficient in two languages. Most of the office staff
were also bilingual, allowing for open communication between the school
personnel and the students and families.
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Five of the 10 schoolshad Title V11 funds, including onein California,
that had received an Academic Excellence Dissemination Grant in 1994
to 1996.

School Profiles
The 10 schools participating in this study had similar profiles, including:

1. High poverty: Ten schools had at least half of their students eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch program, a poverty indicator.

2. High average attendance: All of the schools had high (86% to 98%)
attendance.

3. High percentage of their students participating in the bilingual education
programs: Most of the schoolshad at |east athird of their enrolled students
being served by bilingual education programs—one school served all
(100%) of their 219 enrolled students.

4. Low retention rate: Most of the schools had low retention rates—four
schools retained 1% or less.

5. Low annual dropout rate: Nine of the 10 schools had a0% annual dropout
rate.

6. Low percentage of migrant students: More than half of the schools did
not serve migrant students. Of the five that did, three served less than
10%. However, in one school, two out of five students were migrant.

7. LEP student representation in gifted and tal ented programs: Most of the
schools with gifted and talented (GT) or advanced placement (AP)
programs had L EP students fully participating.

8. Low LEP student representation in specia education program: Most of
the schools had few LEP studentsin their specia education programs.

All of the 10 selected sites reflected significant progress (statistically
and educationally) for the students served by their bilingual education programs
during the program year (1997-98). While, in some cases, there was anotable
gap in the achievement of students served by the program and the regular
students, especially when they were compared to the state's standards, the
majority of students reflected a narrowing of the achievement gap over time.
In fact, in many cases, the improvement rates for the students served in the
program sites exceeded the rates of improvement for the comparison groups
included inthereports. Inafew instances, the growth rateswere extraordinary,
reflecting accelerated improvement rates over relatively short time frames.

In one school year, one school showed a pre- and post-test improvement for
their sudentsin thebilingual education program that exceeded al expected gains:
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Percent Increase Pre- znd Post-Test

Figure 1

Student Outcomes: Academic Achievement
(Pre- Pogt-test Increaseon the English Brigance)

ELL/NL/ESL Mainstream-EL L English Only
Firg Grade

Criteria to Identify Promising and Exemplary Practices in
Bilingual Education

The research yielded 25 criteria, or indicators of success, that may be
used by researchers and practitioners to identify promising or exemplary
practicesin bilingual education. Thefirst 5 items are clustered in Table 1 as
“school outcomeindicators.”

Successful Bilingual Education Programs 7



Table 1

School Indicator Outcome Standard

Retention rate Ninety-eight percent or more of all studerts,
including LEP studerts, are not retained in grade;
retention is only alowed for extenuating
circumstances.

Dropout rate Ninety-five percent or more (longitudinal rate) of

al students, including LEP studerts, graduate with
a high school diploma. The outcome standard
success at an elementary schooal is: Ninety-eight
percent or more of al students complete the
elementary curriculum.

Enrollment in gifted and talented
and in advanced placement
programs

LEP students, as compared to non-LEP studerts,
are not under-represented in gifted and talented
and in advanced placement prograns.

Enrollment in special education or
remedial programs

LEP students, as compared to non-LEP studerts,
are not over-represented in special education or
remedial programs.

Test exemption rates

No students, other than special education
students exempted by their Admission, Review,
and Dismissal (ARD) conmmittees, are exempted
from tests.

Program exiting standard

Students in bilingual education programs are not
exited before the third grade but are exited only
upon demonstrating full English proficiency and
being on grade level in all contert areas.
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Table 2 clusters the student outcome indicators.

Table 2

Student Outcome Indicator

Outcome Standard

Ord language proficiency

Students participating in bilingual education
programs since kindergarten are fully proficient
in speaking English and their native language (on
level) by the fifth grade; secondary level students
fully proficient in their native language in ESL
programs are fully proficient in speaking English
dfter three years in the program. This is not to
be considered an exit criteria.

Written language proficiency

Students participating in bilingual education
programs since kindergarten are fully proficient
in reading and writing English and in their native
language (on level) by the fifth grade; secondary
level students fully proficient in their netive
language in ESL programs are fully proficient in
reading and writing English after three years in
the program. This is not to be considered an exit
criteria.

Content area mastery in English

LEP students performance in content areas
(language arts, methematics, science, socia
studies) meet and exceed the state and/or
district standards.

Content area mastery in native
language

LEP students performance in content areas
(language arts, mathermatics, science, socia
studies) meet and exceed the state and/or
district standards.

The remaining 15 criteria are clustered in the categories of school level
indicatorsfor leadership and for support and classroom level indicators. Each
is presented here with some discussion from the study’s surveys and onsite

observations.

At the School Level: Leadership

Leadership

The indicator for success is: Program leaders are well informed of the
rationale for bilingual education and share an active commitment to
bilingualism. They pro-actively involveteachers, the community, and private
sector in the design and development of the bilingual program and are open

to innovation.
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IDRA’'s on-site observations showed that all of the schools had strong
and visible leadership. While the principals varied in their |leadership styles,
all had some common traits:

1. Tota and unwavering commitment to their students’ achievement and to
an excellent bilingual education program that was fully integrated into
the school;

2. Open and frequent communication between the principal, faculty, and
staff;

3. Pro-activeinvolvement of faculty, staff, and the community inthe bilingual

program;

Professionalism, skills, and knowledge;

Well informed on the rationale for bilingual education;
Valuing of all individuals—students, faculty, and staff;
An ability to inspire, motivate, and validate;

Open to innovation and change;

Access provided to current research and best practices;

10 An ability to identify, secure, and mobilize resources; and

11. Support for faculty and staff.

Surveys (N = 36) from the 10 schools showed that teachers and
administrators believed that the schools' administration supported teacher
autonomy. Also important wastheinvolvement of ESL and bilingual education
teachersin the schools' decision-making processaswell astheir autonomy in
the decisions they made in their classrooms.

© o N O A

Vision and goals

Theindicator for successis: The school has published and disseminated
statements of expectations to the school community that create a vision and
set of goalsthat define the achievement levels of all students, including LEP
students. Staff, parents, and students, including language-minority parents
and students, can state the purpose of the school in their own words.

One school isdescribed by its' principal asa school of excellence: “Our
purposeisto empower our studentsthrough astrong instructional programin
whichit will enable usto prepare them to meet the demands of the 21st century.”
Thisschool’scurricular and instructional practicesare designed so that students
maintain their culture while learning English. All of the school’s resources
are dedicated to supporting them in this goal.

Surveys showed that the schools had visions that embraced the goals of
bilingual education withamissioninclusiveof al studentsand their families.

School climate

The indicator for success is: The school climate is safe and orderly. A
safe and orderly climate is a shared goal that is articulated by educators,
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students, and community members asawhole. Everyone feelsresponsiblefor
maintaining a safe and orderly school climate for all students.

While 10 school locations varied greatly—from inner city urban to rural
and isolated—the intrinsic character and climate of the schools shared some
common traits:

1. All of the schools were safe and orderly;

2. All of the administration, faculty, staff, parents, and students felt
responsible for maintaining a safe and orderly climate;

3. “Order” operationally looked different in the different settings: “orderly
chaos’ in some, structured and well-defined in others; but the underlying
“order” of well-defined expectations, responsibilities, and roleswereclear
and understood by all;

4. “Safe” included personal safety aswell as safety to innovate, change, and
communicate;

5. All of the schools affirmed and valued racial and cultural differences; and

6. All of the schools had a climate of caring, belonging, and friendliness.

Teachers and administrators reported a positive school climate that
nurtured and maintained cultural diversity and mutual respect.

Linkages

Theindicator for successis: Clearly articulated roles and responsibilities,
dynamic two-way communication, and focused and sustai ned supports between
central officeand school level staff provide strong leadership, credibility, and
respect for the bilingual program.

For the 10 schoals, the central office staff provided strong leadership and
respect for the bilingual program. There were clearly articulated roles and
responsibilities among central office staff as well as frequent and open
communication between central office and school staff. All of the schools
reported strong support from someonein central officefor their program and
their school.

In addition to the vertical linkages, there was evidence of horizontal
linkages as well, with teachers working in teams, sharing, exchanging,
communicating, and focusing on achievement of all students. Bilingual teachers
were never isolated from therest of thefaculty. They, along with the bilingual
program, were fully integrated into the rhythm and essence of the school.

Teachers and administratorsreported a high degree of collaborative work
between faculty and staff. An IDRA observer stated:

Thisschool’ shigh expectationsof excellencefor all learnersincludes
teachersand staff, aswell as students. The principals, teachers, aides
and staff work collaboratively, through continuously planningandre-
eval uating theschool’ sprogram and each student’ sprogressto ensure
that no student is left behind.
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School organization and accountability

Theindicator for successis: Thebilingual programisanintegral part of
the school’s academic plan and is widely respected by the school’'s
administration. Thereis strong accountability for the success of all students,
including L EP students.

The bilingual program was an essential part of the schools and their
academic plans. It was also evident that faculty and staff held themselves
accountable for the success of al students, including LEP students. Surveys
showed that teachers and administrators saw bilingual education asanintegral
part of their schools.

At oneschool, al of theteacherswere expected to speak Spanish fluently.
The IDRA observer reported that “proud to be bilingual” should be the key
phrase to describethis school. Everyonethere, from theteachersto the parents,
recognize that bilingualism is a valuable asset. They are very proud of their
stance on hilingual education, despite the state’s controversial Proposition
227. The observer added, “The teachers have courageously defended good
teaching practices despite opposition from the state, many community
members, and even their own teacher union.”

At the School Level: Support
Professional devel opment

Theindicator for successis. Fully credentialed bilingual and ESL teachers
are continuously acquiring new knowledge regarding best practicesin bilingual
education and ESL and other best practicesin curriculum and instruction and
receive appropriate training in the students’ native language. All teachersin
the school regularly receive information about bilingual education, ESL
strategies, and students' cultural and linguistic characteristics that serve as
assets to their academic success.

Bilingual teacherswerefully credentialed and continuously acquiring new
knowledge regarding best practicesin bilingual education. All teachersin the
schools received information about bilingual education. Teachers took a pro-
activeinterest in keeping up on best practices and sharing their lessonslearned
with others. One non-bilingual education teacher, who did not speak Spanish,
began taking evening classes to learn Spanish on his own time and at hisown
cost, so that he could communi cate with Spani sh-speaking students. Ultimately,
teachers were committed to learning and sharing for the sake of their students.
Professional development was perceived as ameansto that end.

Teachers and administrators reported substantive, appropriate, and
inclusive professional development with all teachers providing input into
professional development. An IDRA observer commented:

M ost teachers have been in this school for anumber of years. Rather
than recruit new teachers, the current staff is prepared through
professional development and certification initiatives of thedistrict.
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Therearethreedesignated ESL teachersand onedesignated bilingual
teacher. Thereisalsoaplaninplaceto have Heritage Language (HL)
teachersbilingually endorsed.

Another reported:

Both the district and the Title VII project have developed an action
plan for teacher training and certification. Prioritiesfor thistraining
include Heritage Language literacy, bilingual endorsements for all
HL teachers, andteacher certificationfor all aideswith HL skills. The
TitleVII programisinvolved in acooperative effort with the Navajo
language program at a nearby college to deliver a comprehensive
professional development packagefor the Navajo language, literacy
and culture teachers. Costs are paid by the project and the district.
Additionally, the campus houses distance-learning facilities and a
remote facility for a state university, where courses and other
educational activitiesareprovidedfor teachersand other professionals.
Inside the schooal, the principal and teachers learn from each other
through a program that requires them to do demonstration teaching
before their colleagues. The school also has its bilingual program
expectations clearly spelled out in the language development plan.

Parent involvement

Theindicator for successis: All parents, including parents of studentsin
bilingual and ESL programs, know the rational e and the critical components
of bilingual and ESL programs and are strong advocates of the programs.

Parents were strong advocates of the bilingual programs and were
welcomein their children’s schools, not as* helpers’ but as partners engaged
in meaningful activitieswithin the school structure. Parents' experienceswere
validated and honored in the classrooms, irrespective of their social or
economic backgrounds. Some businessesfacilitated parent involvement, with
flextime for work so that parents could participatein school activities during
the day. Parents felt they belonged at their children’s school and were very
positive about the administration, faculty, and staff, saying they believed them
to be truly concerned for and committed to their children’s success.

AnIDRA observer reported: “ Thisintegration of community culture and
school lifestyle makes an enormousimpression on the parents and stimul ates
them to contribute to their children’s school and become involved in their
children’s success.”

Saff accountability and student assessment

The indicator for success is: Staff hold themselves accountable for the
academic success of all students, including LEP students. The school uses
appropriate multiple assessment measures to describe academic success for
all students, including LEP students. Rigorous academic standards apply to
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all students, including L EP students. Assessment measures include measures
inthe students’ native languages. All measures are aligned with the approved
curriculum and related standards.

The schools used multiple assessment measures, including measuresin
the students’ native language. Rigorous academic standards applied to all
students, including L EP students. Administrators and faculty actively sought
appropriate assessment measures and set clear, rigorous standards and
achievement levels, sometimes engaging the expertise and support from
researchersin the bilingual education field. Teachers felt accountable for all
of the students, knew each one individually, and adapted their instructional
strategies according to the needs and strengths of each. Student assessment
was ongoing and used for diagnostic purposes.

An IDRA observer reported about one school:

All teachers and staff are involved in action research. This shows a
commitment tothepremisethat student |earningisthejob of everyone
at the school and keepseach member of theteaching and support staff
accountable to the school’s goals. Everyone looks to each other for
assistance in areas where improvement is needed. Each grade has
guidelines based on state criteria, and the school has developed its
own benchmarks that align with the state’s. Standardized testing,
state tests, and open-ended assessments are used to measure
compliance. Dataisshared at staff meetingsand specific sessionsare
scheduled for data analysis. There is ongoing assessment and
interventiontoassurethat all studentsreach end-of-year benchmarks.
Yearly plans for each grade level are built on those results and
continuously updated, and checklists and quarterly assessments are
shared with parents. Dataanalysisisalso presented at staff meetings
and district planning meetings.

Saff selection and recognition

The indicator for success is. Staff selection and development includes
screening to ensure full written and oral proficiency in both languages and
training for teachersto adjust the program to ensure that all teachers are able
to serve LEP students. Teachers feel strongly supported and free to innovate.
Teachers are frequently recognized for their successes.

Staff were selected based on their academic background, experience in
bilingual education, and language proficiency. They were also selected for
their enthusiasm, commitment and openness to change, and innovation.
Teachers were strongly supported, often recognized for their students’
successes, and were part of a team that was characterized as loyal and
committed. Many of the staff stayed in their schools. One group followed
their principal from one school to another, implementing asuccessful program
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in both. Teachers and administrators reported positive reinforcement of their
students’ academic progress.

AnIDRA observer reported: “ Theteacher of thisclassisspecialy trained
in diversity and very knowledgeable in the areas of history and geography.
Because she immediately captures the students' attention, everyone looks
forward to the class. There is also a hands-on component that usually takes
the form of awriting assignment.”

Another stated: “ Teachers are all very well prepared with their lessons.
All teachersare certified to teach LEP studentsin order to teach in the school
and all are multilingual. Teachers seek out professional development, with
some being provided by the district and school.”

Community involvement

The indicator for success is: Community members know the rationale
and the critical components of bilingual and ESL programs and are strong
advocates of the program.

The communities were well aware of the bilingual education programs
and were strong advocates of the programs. Community members formed
strong linkages with the schools, sharing staff, and building resources and
expertise. One notable exception was the California school, which was
struggling to survivein the context of Proposition 227. There, the community
wasdivided, and the school isolated, lft to survive despite the political context.
These dynamics appeared to have resulted in a united stand among the
administration, faculty, and staff and have mobilized many to actively fight
for their students’ rights to an excellent and equitable education.

An IDRA observer said:

Thishigh school iswithin the Navajo Reservation. Althoughitison
the reservation, it is a public junior and senior high school serving
students from the surrounding communities. The school opened in
1983, nine years after a community group organized to assist the
school board in planning the school. Before this, students either
attended boarding schools, lived with friends and family in other
communities to attend school, or rode the bus to a high school,
approximately 80 miles from the area. Having a school in the
community finally allowed Navajo children to attend school and
participatein school activitiesand still behomewith their familiesin
the evenings. It also permitted parents to become involved in their
children’seducation.

Teachers and administrators reported active and positive engagement of
parents and community members, many in long-term and intensive
partnerships. Thisresulted in shared responsibility and ownership for student
success.
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At the Classroom Level: Programmatic and Instructional Practices
Program model

The indicator for success is. Teachers and community members
participated in the selection and design of a bilingual/ESL program model
that is consistent with the characteristics of the LEP student population. The
program model is grounded in sound theory and best practices associated
with an enriched, not remedial, instructional model. Administrators and
teachers believe in the program, are well versed on the program, are able to
articulate and comment on its viability and success, and demonstrate their
belief.

All of the program models—transitional, late exit, dual language—were
grounded in sound theory and best practi ces associated with an enriched, not
remedial, instructional model and were consistent with the characteristics of
the LEP student population. Administratorsand teachersbelieveinthe program
and consistently articulated its viability and success.

An IDRA observer reported about one school:

The design of the bilingual program specifies the amount of time
devoted to each of the three components: an ESL component called
English language development, instruction in the native language,
and sheltered Englishtechniques. Initial readinginstructionisprovided
inthenativelanguage, with Englishliteracy usually introducedinthe
third grade. The content areas are provided initialy in the native
language with a carefully planned introduction into each grade of
specified subjects using sheltered English techniques. From the
beginning of the program at the kindergarten level, students spend a
portion of each day with English speakers. Russian and Spanish
speakersareal sogrouped together for Englishlanguagedevel opment.
The staff reported that this accelerates English acquisition because
both kinds of students were forced to use English to communicate
with each other. Students remain in the program through at least the
fifth grade.

Classroom climate

Theindicator for successis: The classroom environment communicates
high expectationsfor all students, including L EPstudents. Teachers seek ways
to value cultural and linguistic differences and fully integrate them into the
curriculum.

The classrooms strongly reflected the school climate—different styles
but common intrinsic characteristics, such ashigh expectationsfor all students,
recognition and honoring of cultural and linguistic differences, students as
active participants in their own education, parents and community members
actively involved in the classrooms through tutoring, sharing experiences,
reading, planning activities, etc., and heterogeneous grouping.
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Curriculum and instruction

The indicator for success is. The curriculum reflects and values the
students’ culture. The curriculum adheres to high standards. Instruction is
meaningful, technologically appropriate, academically challenging, and
linguistically and culturally relevant. It is innovative and uses a variety of
techniques that responds to different learning styles.

The curricula were planned to reflect the students' culture. All of the
instruction observed in the classrooms was meaningful, academically
challenging, and linguistically and culturally relevant. Teachersused avariety
of strategies and techniques that responded to different learning styles,
including technology.

IDRA observersnoted that all theinstruction wasuniformly of high quality
and reflected best practices recommended for mainstream and second
language-learners. Students often worked in cooperative, heterogeneous groups
or with partners. Student-to-student and teacher-to-student interactions were
frequent, meaningful, and focused oninstructional tasks. Activitieswere hands-
on, and teachers used a large variety of materials: bilingual books of many
genresand typesaswell asvisual, audiovisual, and art materials. Many students
were observed receiving individual or small group assistance from additional
teachers, bilingual educational assistants, and parents. This extra help was
provided insidetheir classroomsor in quiet, cozy cornersin the halls outside.

Writing assignments tended to reflect the cultural background of the
students and always began with a class-wide discussion of the topic.
Sometimes, the teacher assigned studentsto write agroup story. For example,
one class was prompted, “Te he premiado $2,500. ¢Como vas a compartir
este dinero? [You have been awarded $2,500. How are you going to divide
up thismoney?].” One student began discussing how his uncle had won some
money, and that if this had happened to the student, he would give the money
to certain groups of people. Other studentsjoined in the discussion, and after
10to 15 minutes, the teacher asked them to cometo aconsensus. The students
decided that they would help out their family, their church, and the poor
children of Mexico. Theteacher then proceeded to model the writing process,
and as awhol e the class wrote a group story.

Teachersand administrators reported the bilingual program wasdesigned
to meet the students’ needs with alignment between the curriculum standards,
assessments, and professional development. Teacherswere actively involved
in curriculum planning and meet regularly, with administrative support,
to plan.

Teacher expectations

Theindicator for successis: Teachers expect al students, including LEP
students, to achieve at high standards and are willing to do whatever it takes
toreachthisgoal. They valuediversity and know how to create an environment
that is accepting and inclusive.

Successful Bilingual Education Programs
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Teachersexpected all studentsto succeed and werewilling to do whatever
it took to reach this goal. They valued diversity and drew on its strengths,
creating an environment in the classroom and the school that was accepting,
valuing, and inclusive. Teachers and administrators reported a high
commitment to their students’ educational success and cited thisasacritical
factor in academic achievement.

An IDRA observer reported:

Thishighschool isclearly amulticultural school that honorsall of the
students’ cultures and languages. There is an impressive array of
content areaclasses availablein most of the students’ languages. All
teachers are truly committed to preparing the students for high
performance. Thisschool hasestablished aculturesimilartoacollege
preparatory school. Studentsarevery awarethat asthey learn English,
they need to follow certain academic paths that will lead them to
college. The school isinnovative in theway it isableto deal witha
multitude of languages and cultures and preparing students for
transitioninto anew country and anew language. Thisschool values
differencesand acknowledgespotential in every student. Thereisno
such thing as a‘ problem student.’

Program articulation

The indicator for success is: There is strong evidence of a common
program of instruction that is properly scoped, sequenced, and articulated
across grade levels and has been aligned with developmentally appropriate
practices and student language proficiency levelsin English and the students’
first language.

There were common programs of instruction across grade levelsthat had
been aligned with devel opmentally appropriate practices and student language
proficiency levels in English and the students’ native language. This was
accomplished in many schoolsthrough coordination and communication and
through strong linkages acrossall levels (grades, principal, and faculty, school
and central office).

An IDRA observer commented:

Teachers learn from each other through their weekly team planning
and team teaching in inclusion models. Teaming develops the
curriculumfor teaching English-learning studentsimportant academic
skills. As an example, regular teachers work closely with the ESL
teacher to pick out content areavocabulary, which isthen studied in
classrooms. Thevocabulary ispresentedinboth Englishand Spanish,
and a concerted effort is made in all subjects to use the vocabulary
words. Such support in planning and instruction ensures English-
learners' skill and knowledge devel opment.
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Teachers met frequently to plan collaboratively. This open and frequent
communication, coupled with alignment across the curriculum and assessment,
resulted in a seamless, well-articulated curricular and instructional plan.

Conclusion

It is important to note that this research study was not an evaluation of
bilingual education programs, using aset of characteristicsand criteriaalready
established. Instead, criteriaemerged by observing and learning from programs
that had evidence of achievement for all of its students. These criteria can
now be used by practitioners and researchersto assess programs and recognize
areas that are strong and others that may need improvement.

Itisalsoimportant to notethat if each of the programsin this study were
to conduct a self-assessment by these criteria, there would be no perfect
program—one that meets 100% of the criteria. They would, however, meet
most of the criteriawith room for improvement for afew. Perhaps one of the
most important lessons these programs teach is the need for constant
assessment in a context of school accountability for student success, and/or
focus on improvement and cel ebration of achievements.

Inthefina analysis, student academic achievement isthe ultimatecriterion
that determines the effectiveness of a program model. Using this criterion as
a starting point, this research study has found specific characteristics that
contribute to student success. These 25 indicators of success provide outcome
standardsthat researchersand practitioners can useto assessthe effectiveness
of bilingual education programs, highlighting areas that need improvement
aswell as areas that meet or exceed the established standard.

These indicators emerged from 10 bilingual education programs with
diverse educational landscapes—from areservation school in Utah to an urban
school in Washington, DC, with students from Hispanic, Russian, Native
American, Asian, and other ethnic backgrounds, ailmost al in high poverty
schools. Among such diversity, it was possible to find commonalities across
siteswhich, inturn, yielded indicators of success. All of these programswere
committed to maintaining the students’ primary language and culture while
learning English. All celebrated and valued diversity, viewing it as an asset
rather than achallenge or limitation. And yet, while most of the schoolswere
also classified as high poverty, family income was never used as an excuse
for low expectations or low student achievement.

It is these characteristics common to promising or exemplary bilingual
education programs that can serve to guide teachers and administrators in
their ongoing assessment and improvement of bilingual education programs.

Successful Bilingual Education Programs
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