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Abstract

Dual language edocation programs have become extremely popular,
Although these programs share common characteristics, they vary
in several respects. Programs use different languages and inchude
students with varying charactenistics. For instance, many of these
programs include students with fluent English proficiency and
those with limited English proficiency; students identified with
learning disabilities and those who are gifted; and students whoare
economically advantaged and those who are disadvantaged. Two
basic dual language program models arc the 90-10 and 50-30
models. This article deseribes a unigue 50-50 model that divides
language of instruction by content area as well as by time. The
medel has been successfully implemented in regions with high
concentrations of Latino students. It docs not require a 50-30
balance ofnative English speakers and native Spanish speakers. In
addition to describing the model, the authors report resulls of
standardized tests, administered in English, that indicate that
students in schools following this model are achieving high levels
of academic proficiency in reading and mathematics.

Introduction

Two-way immersion education is a dynamic form of education that
holds great promise for developing high levels of academic
achievement, bilingualism and biliteracy, and cross-cultural awareness
among participating students. {(Howard & Christian, 2002, p. 1)

Enrichment 90-10 and 5050 one-way and two-way developmental
bilingual education (DBE) programs (or dual language, bilingual
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immersion) are the only programs we have found to date that assist
students to fully reach the 50th percentile in both the [first language]
and [zecond language] in all subjects and to maintain thatlevel ofhigh
achievement, orreach even higher levels through the end of schooling.
(Thomas & Collier, 2002, p. 7)

Staternents like those quoted above come from a variety of sources and
reflect the growing interest in and support for 2 type of bilingual education in
which all students develop full proficiency in their first language and high
levels of proficiency in a second language. Although this type of program has
been given different labels, in this article we use the term dual longuage
education programs.

Researchers in literacy, bilingualism, and second language acquisition;
teachers; leacher educators; and policymakers have taken an interest in these
programs because they promote success for both language-majonty and
language-minority sdents. English language leamers (ELLs) who have failed
in various types of English as a Second Language and transitional bilingual
education programs have made phenomenal gains in dual language programs
{Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Thomas & Collier, 2002). In addition, native English
speakers in these programs, despite leaming through two languages, excel in
their native English, scoring higher than peers studying only in English
(Lindholm-Leary).

Dual language programs are based on an orientation toward language
that Ruiz (1984) has termed language as resource. Ruiz contrasts this
orientation with earlier approaches that viewed language as a problem and
then viewed language as a right. Ruir points out that regarding langnage as a
respurce serves as a better orientation for language planning for several
[eas0ns:

1t can have a direct impact on enhancing the language status of

subordinate languages; it can help to ease tensions between majority

and minority communities; it can serve as a more consistenl way

of viewing the role of non-English languages in 1.5, society; and

it highlights the importance of cooperative language planning.

(pp. 25-26)

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 crosscultural school
communities and crosscultural 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 English-speaking children become bilingual, parents and
students alike see the value of knowing more than one language. Finally, as
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community leaders, school board members, school administrators, and
teachers work together 1o design and implement dual language programs,
cooperation among groups enriches all parties (Freeman, Freeman, &
Mereuri, 2005).

Dual language programs are not new in this country. The Spanish-English
Coral Way program in Florida and the French—FEnglish Ecole Bilingu# in
Massachusetts were implemented in the 1960s. However, the interest in dual
language education has increased dramatically in the last 13 years (Howard &
Christian, 2002). In the spring of 2004, the Center for Applied Linguisties
(CAL) listed 283 dual language programs in 24 states, including 100 programs
in California (the list can be found at hitp:/fwww.cal.org/twi/directory/). It is
extremely difficult to keep track of the number of dual language programs, in
part because of their rapid growth. In addition, the CAL listing is a low estimate
because the programs self-report. If programs do not register with CAL, then
they are not listed on the CAL Web site. Data from other sources indicate that
Texas has over 194 programs (Texas Two-Way/Dual Languapge Consortium,
n.d.}). Calitormia and Texas have more programs than any others, and the total
for these two states exceeds the CAL estimate for all the other siates.

Commonalities and Variations Among
Dual Language Programs

Although dual language programs vary widely in design and
implementation, they all share certain characteristics. Students in the programs
usually include some native English speakers and native speakers of another
language. These two groups of students study together most of the day. In
their classes, students learn language through academic content instruction
in hoth languages. A ceniral goal is that all students become proficient in
using two languages for communication and learning. In addition, in this era
of high-stakes testing. researchers have shown that on standardized tests
given in English, both groups of students do as well as or better than students
learning only in English (Lindholm-1 eary, 2001; Thomas & Collier, 2002).

Although dual language programs share certain characteristics and are
based on the same orientation, they vary in several ways: (a) They are called
by different names, (b) They involve different languages, and (¢) They involve
different student populations. In addition, there are different program models,
and these models are implemented in a variety of ways. For instance, two-way
programs are dual language programs in which two language groups learn
through two languages, while one-way programs are those in which only one
language group learns through two languages.

Despite similar characteristics among the dual language programs, and
widespread agreement about the suceess of these programs, there is not the
same agreement about what the programs should be called (Cloud, Genesse,
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& Hamayan, 2000; Crawford, 2004; Soltero, 2004): dual language education,
two-way bilingual education, two-way immersion, dual immersion, and
enriched education are terms used by various scholars.

We have chosen to use the general term duwal language education
programs because this label captures the essential component, which is the
development by all students of full conversational and academic proficiency
in both languages through the use of these languages for instruction.

There is also variation in the languages included in the programs. Dual
language programs have been implemented in the United States for native
English speakers and speakers of Spanish, Cantonese, Korean, French,
Portuguese, Haitian—Creole, Tagalog, Arabic, and Japanese. Districts have
also considered implementing programs in Hmong and Vietmamese (Freeman,
Freeman, & Mercuri, 2003). The database of dual language programs on the
CAL Web site (the database can be found at http://www.cal org/twi/directory/
tables.himl) shows that new programs are added frequently, and the list of
languages other than English continues to expand. This database provides a
profile of dual language schools, including information such as contact
information, languages of instruction. type of student population, how
languages are separated for instruction, maturity of program, and parental
involvement. In the overwhelming majority of dual language programs, Spanish
15 the language used along with Enghsh.

Dmal language programs also vary in terms of student characleristics. In
two-way dual language education programs, about half the students are native
English speakers, and about half are native speakers of the language other
than English that is featured in the program. In these programs, though, there
can be considerable vanation in the ethnicity of the native English speakers.
Native English speakers may include Anglos, African Americans, and members
of other ethnic groups. Often, the students come from different social and
economic backgrounds. In one-way dual language programs, all the students
are of the same language and ethnic group but differ in their language
proficiency. For example, in south Texas, almost all the students are Latinos.
However, some are English dominant. some are Spanish dominant, and some
are more balanced bilinguals.

Dual language programs also vary in how time is allocated for instruction
in each language. The two basic models, the 90-10 model and the 50-350
maodel, vary in how they divide the time each language is used for instruction.
In the 90-10 model, the language other than English is used 90% of the time in
early grades, and a gradually increasing proportion of instruction is done in
English until sixth grade, when both languages are used equally in instruction.
Many schools have adopted this model, placing an early emphasis on the
language other than English to help compensate for the dominant power of
English outside the school context.
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One variation within the 90-10 model inveolves literacy instruction. In
most 90-10 programs, all students leamn to read and write in the language
other than English. However, in some programs, all students receive initial
literacy instruction in their native language, and the rest of the day is divided
with 9% of the instructional time in the language other than English and 10%
m English. In other words, in these programs, the 10% in English focuses on
initial English literacy or English language arts, while the remaining 20% is
spent on developing the language other than English through remaining
contenl areas.

In the 30-50 model, students learn in cach language about half the time
throughout the program. In many programs, all students learn to read in therr
primary language and then add the second language. Time for the two
languages may be divided in various ways—half day and half day, alternate
day, or even alternate week. This model is ofien used in areas with limited
numbers of bilingual teachers. Teachers can team teach, and the bilingual
teacher can provide the language other than Enplish to one group in the
momming and the other group in the afternoon (or on alternate days or weeks).
This maximizes faculty language resources.

Az this brief review indicates, despite the common characteristics among
dual language programs, considerable variation exists in the languages used
for instruction, the student population, and the time each langnage is used.
Schools planning to implement a dual language program should choose the
model that fits their student population and also is responsive to community
perceptions and needs.

Potential Problems with Duoal Language Programs

Although research supporis the implementation of dual language
programs, and many examples of successful programs can be found, certain
potential problems still exist. No program for ELLs is a panacea. Effective
programs must be well implemented and provided with adequate administrative,
faculty, and resource support. There 15 always the danger that cnitics 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 (o serve primarily the native
English speakers who enroll in them. One reason that dual language programs
have become popular is that they attract Anglo parents who want their children
to become bilingual. 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:
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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.
MNow, with dual language education, native English speakers are enjoying
what many ELLs tried for so long, in vain, to attain.

An even more subtle potential problem is that in some cases, dual language
programs may not be established unless a sufficient number of native English
speakers, usually at least one third of the students, are available to enroll. As
artesull, ELLs may be denied the opportunity to participate in a program model
developed to serve their needs.

The solution to these potential problems is lo ensure that programs are
well implemented, that the model fits the social context, and that establishment
of the program is not dependent on the presence of a certain number of native
English speakers. In this article we present a model for dual language education
designed for areas with high numbers of ELLs. We first describe the features
of the model. Then we report test score data from schools where the model
has been implemented. These scores show high levels of academic
achievement for the students in these schools.

The Gémez and Gomez Model of
Dual Language Education

L. Gomez and B. Gomez (Gomez, 2000) have developed a model for dual
language education that is especially well suited for areas with high numbers
of ELLs. The model, which is called the 3050 Content Model,” was developed
originally for schools in the Rio Grande Valley, a 100-mile area on the southern
tip of Texas along the U.S.—Mexico border. The area is predominantly Mexican
American, and districts serve a significant number of ELLs. According to the
state’s regional service center, as of October 2002, 95% of students across all
disiricts were Hispanic, 82% were economically disadvantaged, and
approximately 41% were classified as limited English proficient.

In schools where the model has been implemented, almost all the students
are Latinos. Some are English dominant, some are Spanish dominant, and
many are bilingual to some degree. There is not a clear distinction between
native English speakers and native Spanish speakers in a borderland region
like this. Students begin with a full-day prekindergarien program and then
move into a full-day kindergarten.

Figure 1 depicts the 50-50 Content Model developed by Gomez and
Gomez (Gomez, 2000). It is a unigue schoolwide 3030 mode] that supports the
academic and linguistic development of first languape and second language
learners across elementary grade levels. The model was developed and
mmplemented in 1996 and revised in 1999 based on initial results of campus
implementation,

150 Bilingual Research Joumal, 29: 1 Spring 2005



SHELUSEL ST
—sleyeads ysiueds

20U2|98 1o
S8IpMS |BI00S S5
—sugyeads ys|Bug

poddns Juajuod
aBenBue| puooseg

SOELUBLEL 88
—glayeads ysueds

BUBIDS 10 BBIPNIS
21208 (1S5)
abenbue puooag
B sk Ysueds
—alaxeads ys|Bug
uoddns Juajuoa
aBenBug| puooag

juswauyal
|emdaauos
afienBueg| puooses
—pBenBue| 15114

{ papuaLLcoal)
ap(e Jayseal

peyiues 153 Jojpue
paypea jenbuyig

{papuaLLLICDB)
ap|e Jayoea|

payseo (153
sbenbue puosag
e se s 6ug Jo/pue
paypad jenbulig

yeys
[euepangsu|

(000Z ‘Zowon) 2awgny put 2awgn Aq padojasap [pajy WAUM0T 0505 AU JO MIIAIIAL) *] HHiT)]

uonangsul jo
afenbue| anjoadsa
Bl JUBdoasap
anfuBon pue
apsniuy jo poddng

{yseds
—sybuz) Aoelay)
Jaynalwiog (B

poddns seyndwos
eBenbue| puooes
pue eBenbBue| 35414

ysueds pue

ysiBuz u siewasy Bulesn)
{ysweds

pue ys|Bu3 u| sjewe)e
—hep auy} jo abenbuep) Leuq)
pue ‘ge| Jendiiod ‘oSN
“¥'§’'S 'Uonesnpa [eaisilgd
{ysweds)

BUBINS PUE S2|PMS [BIDOS
(UsBug) sonewalep
abenbue| anjeu

g uapms Ul spe abenbue)

ysiueds pue

yspbuz u) sieuen Buues’
{usjueds

pue ys)Bus un e eje
—Aep oy jo ebenbue)
Alelg) pue "qe| senduwon
‘asniu 'y g'g) Buipead jua)s
pau|Esns 'uonesnpe |Bo1sil 4
(Ysieds)

aIueDE PUE S8|pNIS (81005
{usiBu3) sopewsyiep
abienbue) saneu

g uspms Ul spe abenbuen

Lo nU3sU
ESJR-Juajuos Joj
safienBug| Jjo uopeiedog

"

sdnoub pue sied
[enBuyig ul pejEnpuos
Amnoe sawan
Bunues |enBuyig
pLIE UaansU|
ealequaog [spe
abenbue) jdeoxg)

sdnouf pue sled
[enBuyq ul pelonpuos
Anoe Jsan
Buiea jenbuig
pUE Uolongsul
BEIB-JUEILOD) [sHE
abenbue| 1dam3]

BuidnosB
[BUGa NS
snoauabolejey

uapeB
-1epupy

uspeb
=lapujyaid

|aAg)
apeig

191

A Promising 50-50 Dual Language Model



LO00E

SEAUODY ) Zaeny pun 2aweny Aq padojasap [opajy a0 0505 U1 JO MITAIDAL W03 U AULTLS

ysjueds pue
ys)Bug v stsuen Guuiean
(ysiuedg

sofeLsy el pue ysi Bu3g u) sjewee _
Ysiweds SonEWaLIEW | —Aep g Jo abenBue)) Aesqy |
SOUSI0% PUE SAIPNIS Yswedg pue 'geq Jandwos 'a1snw |
|e1a0s ysibug B0UBI0S PUB SAIPMIS | “Y'S'S ‘uojEanpa ealsiud sdnoub pue sijed
|eta0s ysybug (yseds) |enfuliq ul siejuaD
juaLioute BIBIDS pUB 'SAIPMS BuNoSeEy pue
Arepngeooa JualuyouLE [eipos ‘spe abenBues ,  'seRAloE JUeLWYoLLE sepeiB
BaIEJUBIUDD  payied ST Jo/pue Aigjnqeson eeue {usyBuz) sopewalew ‘uoganisu| Ui
pozjjepeds paypen |enbulig | -uejos pezyepeds pue spe afenfue | BEUB-JUBILOD) | —puodag
yspeds pue
ysiBug u) sieuen BupuesT)
{yspeds
pue s Bus u) apeuse)e
SO[jEWBLEL (53 —fhep ayy jo abenbuer) Aeig)
—siayesds ysueds pue ‘ge| Jenduwos ‘ajsnu
"Wyg's ‘uogeonpe exsild sdnouf pue sied |
80USI08 J0 { papuaLuLODal) uonansu Jo (ysiueds)  jenBuyig ur pejnpuo
S8|pnis [BI00S 1SS aple layoes] | ebenbue| anoadsa a0Ualos pue 'selpns fngoe Jausn
—siayeads ys|Bug g JuaLidojanap [eos ‘spe abenbue |, BunuesT [enbuyg
uoddns jusquoa payyes jo/pue anluBoD pue (ysyBug) sopelsyeL pUE Uopangsul | apeib
eBenBue| puooeg paypiao [enbulig | onsinBuy jo woddng pue spe abenfue BBUB-USINOD) | 18414
jusLaLYal
jemdasuos Hoddns jandwos uopangsuy BujdnoJb m
ebenBue| puooes Hes abenfue| pucses eale-jusjuod 10} |[euonan}su| |oAD|
—aBenbue) ys114 pue abBenBue| 18114 snoauabolajay BpEIS

|euopansu|

sabBenBue] jo uopeiedag

Bilingual Research Joumnal, 29: 1 Spring 2005

152



The 50—50 Content Model is unique in that: (a) It divides languages by
subject rather than time: (b) It provides instruction in each subject area, except
for language arts, in only one of the two languages; (c) It calls for activities
that support the second language learner in the respective subject areas:
{d) It promotes the development of content biliteracy by the end of fifth
grade; (e) It requires the use of Bilingual Leaming Centers from prekindergarten
to first grade and promotes the use of project-based discovery leaming through
Bilingual Resource Centers beginming in second grade; and (f) The language
for morning announcements, morming activities, storytelling, music, computer
lab, physical education, and library time alternates each day. The language
that is used is called the language of the day.

In all the schools in which the model has been implemented, the second
language is Spanish. so we will refer to Spanish in the description of the
model.

Key Features of the Maodel

5050 by Subject Rather Than Time

In many 5050 models. the language of instruction alternates regularly:
each half day; each day; or each week. A problem with this alternation is that
it makes it difficult for teachers to plan a consistent lesson sequence. If a
teacher introduces 2 unit on Monday in English and then moves to Spanish
on Tuesday, the teacher may re-teach the same lesson in the second language
rather than extending it. Even if the teacher does build on the previous lesson,
he or she may have difficulty locating and organizing resources in two
languages that fit together well. These problems are avoided in the 50-50
Content Model, since each content area is 1aught consistently in one language,
s0 there can be more continuity in lessons that extend over several days.

Subject-Area Instruction in a Respective Language

Unlike many dual language models, this program design does not call for
instruction in each subject area in both languages. Instead, it requires that all
learners, regardless of language background, leam certain subjects only in
the minority language (the language other than English, e.g., Spanish) and
other subjects only in the majority language (English). The philosophy
underlying the model is that children can indeed leamn subject matter effectively
in either their primary language or second language, given the use of
appropriate instructional strategies and other activities that support, in
particular, the second language learner in the respective subject area (Freeman,
Freeman, & Mercuri, 2005). As Cummins (2000) has argued, content leamed in
one language transfers to another language. As a result, in this model, students
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study each academic content-area subject, except for language arts, in just
one language and then transfer the knowledge and skills gained to the other
language.

The underlying premise for subject-area instruction in only one language
is the need for consistency of vocabulary and conceptual development of
that subject in the same language. Using one language for each subject area
allows teachers to develop conceptual and linguistic connections. This applies
to both first language and second language leamners, assuming the subject
matter is made comprehensible through sheltered instruction strategies.
Consistent teaching of a subject in one language also helps ensure that there
is no translation or clarification in the primary language during any subject-
area instruction,

The model design calls for mathematics instruction in English-only for all
learners. Math was selected as the subject to be taught in English to support
the language-minority child. who has traditionally been considered the more
disadvantaged of the two participants. Mathematics was selected to be
delivered in English-only for the following reasons: (a) Mathematics books
have more limited (English-language) text than science or social studies texts;
(b) Mathematics is generally a more hands-on subject, with numerous
manipulatives available; (¢) Mathematics is more universal, and its content
cuts across languages; and (d) Generzally speaking, Spanish-speaking parents
can usually better assist their children in mathematics than in other subject
areas due to the strong math education traditionally found in Latin American
countries.

Similarly, science and social studies, which require more extensive reading,
were selected to be delivered in Spanish-only in order to ensure a strong
minority-language curriculum, which would support ELLs and help
compensate for the strong societzl dominance of the English language. The
model is designed to inerease the chance of all learners achieving full content
literacy in both languages, but particularly in the minority language, by the
end of fifth grade.

Although this model separates language of instruction for content areas
by subject rather than time, students receive about 50% of their instruction in
each language. Language arts is taught in both languages. The time usually
allotted for mathematics is equal to the time for science and social studies
combined. And the language for all other activities alternates daily. As a
result, the model is 50-30 in both content area and fime.

Bilingual Pairs, Conceptual Refinement, and Vocabulary Enrichment

A central component of the model is bilingual grouping. Even in areas
such as south Texas, where almost all the students are Latinos, some students
are more dominant in English and others are more dominant in Spanish. Learners
are grouped in bilingual pairs or bilingual groups for all subject-area instruction
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