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ABSTRACT

Manl ' .  s tudents  in  I ;ng l i sh-spcak ing  contex ts  who nrc  nc \ \ '  to  thc  t rng l i sh  languagc havc  to  r l cL lu i rc
pro f  rc icncy  in  thc  languagc,  and a t  the  samc t i rnc  l carn  a  rangc  o f -  acac lc r r r i c  con ten t .  son tc  o1 'uh jch  is
vcn  Lrn fanr i l ia r .  l ' hc  l ) r l s rn  n t t tdc l  de  f lncs  l i c to rs  t l ia t  a l lo lv  f i r r  p rcd ic t ions  to  bc  n tac lc  rcqard inq  I :ng l i s i r
I carners '  degrcc  o f ' sccond languagc acqu is i t ion  in  an  acac lc rn ic  contcx l .  In  th is  chaptc r .  t l r c  au t i ro rs
descr lbc  in  de ta i l  thc  co l rp tucn ts  and d i r rc r rs ions  o f ' thc  l ) r i snr  n roc lc l  anc l  dcscr ibc  sc , "c ra l  cur rcn t l \
popu lar  t lpcs  o1 'educat ro t t  p fograms lb r  I :ng l i sh  language learncrs  in  thc  [ ]n i tcd  Sta tcs  in  tc rn ts  o1 ' ther r
degrce  o f  i id l rc rcnce to  the  modc l .  I r ina l l y ,  wc  conrparc  thc  p rqd ic t ions  o1 ' thc  I ) r i s rn  n rodc l .  L rs ing
pred ic ted  rank ings  o f  rc la t i vc  p rogram succcss ,  to  thc  ac tua l  n rcasured c1 ' l cc t i vcncss  o l ' cac l r  p rog l rn r  in
produc ing  I 'a ry ing  degrees  o1 ' f - .ng l i sh  learncrs 'ach ievcmcnt  gap c losurc  u i th  n ro thcr  tonr rL re- l : .n r t l i sh
spcakcrs .

INTRODUCTION

The Pr jsm model ,  f  r rs t  publ is i red in  Col l ier  (199-5a,  199-5b,  l9 i ) -5c)  anc l  cxpande d i11
Thomas and Col l ic r  (1991) ,  was in i t ia l ly  conceivcd in  a d ia loguc \ \ ' i th  a  group o l
Hispanic parents concerrled about their chrldren's education in the USA. Thc parents
spoke of thetr passions and concerns, and several of the elements of the pnsn.l
emerged as we,iotted down tssues on the chalkboard. Over the tbtlow'ing ycar, these
same lssues continued to surface in the research on academic achieremcnt i l t  a
second language (L2)  context .  The genera l  categor ies in i t ia l ly ' idcnt r f led b; - ' the
I:hspanic parents matched closely with emerging theones based on research in SLA
(E l l i s ,  1994 ;  La rsen -F reeman  &  Long ,  l 99 l ;  wong-F i l h .no re ,  1991) .  The  P r i sn r
model also closely connects to other social science theories, sl lch as Cuntrnins'
theories on negotiatrng identit ies and the interdependencc of a str-rdent's l lrst and
second languages (Cummins, 2000). As we studied the l ists of variables that n,e
were examining in our research on the long-term academic achievenrent of students
acquir ing ESL in school, to organize the variables into rnajor categones, the
components of the Prism model began to take shape.

The research synthesis, upon which the Prism model is based, can be fbund rn
Co l l i e r  (1995a ,  1995b ,  1995c )  and  Ovando  e t  a l .  ( 2003) .  Overa l l .  t he  P r i sm mode l
defines major del 'elopmental processes that chi ldren experience during therr school
years that need to be supported at school for language acquisit ion and learning to
take place. The model can be applied to mother tongue-English speakers learning an
L2 as well as to students acquir ing English as t l ieir L2. Tl ie rnodel can be uscd to
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predrct the major school factors that help to close the academic achievement gap

L2, a current topic of considerable importance in English-speaking countrles,

increasing numbers of chi ldren who do not know English arrive rn schools.

THE PRISM MODEL: LANGUAGE ACQUISITION FOR SCHOOL

The Prisrn model has fbur major components that drive language acquisit ion fbr

school :  soc iocul fura l ,  l inguis t rc ,  academic,  and cogni t ive processes.  To exper tence

success in L2 academic contexts, L2 students who are not yet proficrent in English

need a school context that provides the same basic condit ions and advantages that
the English-speaking group experiences. This includes attention to the ongoing
developmental processes that occur natural ly for any child through the school years.

F or sfudents tion-r a language other than English home background, these

interdependent proccsses-cognit ivr. ' ,  academic, and l inguist ic development-must
occur in a support ive sociocultural environment through both their f irst language
(L 1) and their L2 to enhance student learning.

The Pr ism model  has e ight  drmensions,  compr is ing these soc iocul tura l ,
l inguis t ic ,  acadernrc,  and cogni t ivc  processes in  L l  and L2.  This  is  i l lus t rated in
F i s l r r e  l .

T h e  P r i s m  M o d e l f o r  b i l i n g u a l  l e a r n e r s

o[rvi l lht  €r:LlU, i  V[qrnra F Col l rer A\^rEyrre P Thonas

Figure l. Lunguage acquisit ionJor schor-tl

As you exanrine this f igure, which looks tr iangular on the f lat surf-ace of the
page, visualize rnstead that you are looking down through a complex multr-
dimensional prism, with the student in the center. Connected to the student's
emotional responses to learning are the socioculfural processes that influence the
learning process. Interconnected to this component are the other three major
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interdependent and complex components-l inguist ic, academic. and cognrt i l 'e
processes. Each of these dimensions wil l  be described in turn.

S o c i o c ult ura I P ro ces s es

At the heart of the Prism model is the individual student acquir ing a L2 in school.
Central to that student's acqursit ion of language are al l  o{-the surrounding social and
cultural processes occurnng in everyday l i fe within the student's past. present. and
future. in al l  contexts-home, school, community, and the broader society. For
example, sociocultural processes at work in SLA rnay include individual studcnts'
emotional responses to school such as self '-esteenr or anxiety or other al lective
factors. At school, the rnstructronal environment in a classroor-n or administratir e
program structurc may crcate social and psychological distance bctr. leen groups.
Comrnunity or regional social pattcrns such as prcjudicc atrd discrinrination
expressed towards groups or individuals in personal and prof 'essional contexts, as
u,el l  as societal patterns such as the subordinate status of a ntinority group or
acculturation vcrsus assirni lat ion fbrces at rvork can al l  inl luence students'
achieyement in schoctl.  These f-actors can negativcly al1bct the studerrt 's response to
the neu' language and learning through thc L2, unless thc studctrt is in a vcn'
soc iocul tura l ly  suppor t ive envi ronmcnt .

Language Development

Linguist ic processes, a second component ol ' t l -re modcl, consist o[- t l-re subconsciotts
aspects of language del 'elopment (an innatc abil i ty al l  hunrans possess l irr
acquis i t ion o1-  ora l  language) ,  as wel l  as the meta l inguis t ic ,  c( )nsei ( )us.  lornra l
tcaching of language in school, and the acquisit ion of the lr,r i t tcn systcnt ol '
language. This includes the acquisit ion of the oral and rvri t tcn systems of the
student's f lrst and second languages across al l  language donrains. such as phortologl
(the pronunciation system), vocabulary, morphology and syntax (the grarnnlar
system), semantics (mearring), pragmattcs (hou, language is r-tscd tn a given context).
discourse (stretches o1- language beyond a single sentcnce), and paral inguist ics
(nonverbal and other extralrngurstic features). To assure cognit ive and academic
success in the L), a student's Ll system, oral and written. rnust be developed to a
high cognrt ive level at least throughout the elementary school years.

Academic Development

A third contponent of the model, academic development, includes al l  school rvork rn
language arts, mathematics, the sciences, social studies, and the l lne arts for each
grade level, K- I 2 and beyond. With each succeeding grade, acadetl ic u ork
drarratical ly expands the vocabulary, sociol inguist ic, and dtscourse dimensions o1'
language to higher cognit ive ler els. Academic knowledge and conceptual
development transfer from the Ll to the L2. Thus, i t  is most eff icient to develop
academic work through students'Li, while teaching the L2 during other periods of
the school day or week through meaningful academic content that reinfbrces and
expands on the knowledge developed but does not repeat the academic r.vork in L1.
In earl ier decades in the USA teachingL2 was recommended as the f irst step and the
teaching of academic content postponed. However, research has shou,n that
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postponing or interrupting academic development while students w'ork on acquir ing
the L2 is l ikely to lead to academic fai lure in the long-term. In an information-driven
society that demands more knon ledge processing w,ith each succeeding year,
Engl ish language learners cannot  af ford to  krse t ime,  especia l ly  shen the i r  Engl ish-
speaking peers are s teadi ly  making one year 's  progress in  one year 's  t ime.

Cognitive Development

The fourth coniponent of this model, the cognit ive dimension, rs a natural,
subconscioLls  process that  occurs developmenta l ly  l iom b i r th  to  the end of  school ing
and beyond. An infant init ial ly builds thought processes through interacting with
loved ones in  the language of  the home.  Al l  parents ( inc lud ing those non- formal ly
scl-rooled) natLrral ly st imulate chi ldren's Ll cognit ive growth through dail l '
interaction and lamily-based problem solvrng in the language the parents know best.
Sttrdents bring 5-6 years o1-cognit ive development in their Ll to their l l rst day o1-
school. This is a knowledge base, an important stepping stone to build on as
cogni t ive developrnent  cont inues.  I t  is  ext remely rmpor tant  that  cogni t i r  e
dcr, 'eloprnent continues thror-rgh a chi ld's L1 a1 least throLrgh thc elementary school
years. Extensive rcscarch has demonstrated that chi ldren r.r 'ho reach ful l  cognit ire
devclopmcnt  in  tn 'o  languages (genera l ly  reaching the threshold in  thc i r  L l  by
around agc I  l -  l2)  en joy cogni t r r , 'e  advarntergcs over  monol inguals .  Cogni t i l 'e
d*ckrpnrenl  \ \as nrost ly  neglected by L2 educators in  the USA unt i l  the past
decade. LangLrage teaching curricLrla were simplif led, stnrctured, and sequenced
cluring the lc)70s, ancl when acadcn-ric content was addcd to language lessons in thc
I980s,  acadcrn ic  contcnt  \ \ ' i rs  watcrc 'd  down in to cogni t ivc ly  s i rnp le tasks,  o l jcn
under  t l ie  label  o l 'brz ,s ic  sk i l l .s .  Too o l tcn neglected rvas thc cruc ia l  ro le  of  cogni t i r r '
developnrent in the Ll. Norv wc know l iorn thc gro*' ing research basc that
educaturs r lust  address l inguis t ic ,  cogni t ive,  and academrc development  equal ly
t l-rrough both f lrst and second languages i i-  they are to assl lre students' academic
success rn thc L2. This is especial ly necessary i f  E,nglish language learners are ever
to reach ful l  parity in al l  curricular areas with L1 English speakers.

Interdependence o/' the Four Components

Al l  o f '  thesc t i rur  components-soc iocul tura l ,  academic,  cogni t ive,  and l inguis t ic-
are in terdcpenclent .  I1 'one is  dcveloped to the neglect  o f 'anothcr ,  th is  may be
detrir lental to a student's overal l  growth and f irture success. The academic,
cogni t ive,  and l inguis t ic  cornponents must  be v iewed as natura l  developmenta l
processes. For the child, adolescent, and young adult st i l l  attending fbrmal
school ing,  develc lpnrent  o1 'any one o{ ' thc three academic,  cogni t ive,  and l inguis t rc
components dcpends crit ical ly on the simultaneous development of the other tu'o
through both l irst and second languages. Also, sociocultural processes strongly
inl luence stl ldents' r iccess to cognit ive, academic, and language development in both
posit ive and negative ways. It  is crucial that educators provrde a sociocultural ly
support ive schooi environment, al lowing natural language, academic, and cognrt ive
development to f lourish in both LI andL2.
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THE INSTRUCTIONAL SITUATION FOR THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE
LEARNER IN AN ENGLTSH-ONLY PROGRAM

Using al l  the cornponents of the Prism model, w'e can apply this rcscarch knoulcdge
base to the varying school programs pror, ' idcd l 'or F.nglish languagc lcarners in the
Unrted States. This comparison wil l  make clear rvhere the school cxperience ol '
English language learners is different frorn that of Ll English speakers, the source of
achievement gaps. The common view ol-rnany education policy makcrs in irngl ish-
speaking countr ies such as thc USA, that  s tudents must  Iearr r  I rng l ish f r rs t .  is
portrayed in Pi-cure 2.

The English-only perspective: Leern English first!
A common but misguided view of policy nrakers

1---
The Pr ism Model  for  EncJl ish learners in  Encr l ish-onlv  inst ruct ion

'  
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I"igure 2. Seconcl longucrge at'quisition for sc'hool

From a common-scnsc perspective, i t  would seent obl ' toLts that the f irst stcp
anyone should take when entering a new country is to learn thc langr"rage ot ' that
country. This ntay indeed be a wise decision fbr an adr-r l t  immiqrant * 'ho has been
fbrnial ly schooled and who has completed developmcnt in t$o of the prtsn't
components-cognit ive and academic development-and lacks only one dintenstc'rn
of  t l ie  l inguis t ic  conrponent ,  acquis i t ion o1 ' the L2,  hav ing a l ready acqr- r i red the L l  to
an adult lcvel of proficiency. Flowever, the school-aged child is in a r ' 'cry dif ferent
situation. Developmental processes must continue wrthout interruption through the
school years in order for a chi ld to reach the cognit ive maturity of an adult.

Academic development must also continue without intermption fbr ful l  adult
rnastery of the academic curriculum to occur. English is only one part of the learning
process. When learning English is the f irst goai, during the period that this goal rs
the pr ior iw,  the Pr ism model  o f  language acquis i t ion for  school  is  reduced to main ly
one dimension, development of one language (L2) and the othcr half of that

{. * gnitiv * l} *ve l* pm ent
( l . jot ernphaiszed)
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cornporlent is nrissing-the continuing development of L1. This has unhappy
consequences fbr the student in three out of four of the Prism model's components.

First ly, rneaningful academic developrnent is not pror ided fbr in the init ial years,
because the highest priori ly is learning English rather than academic content. In
succeeding years, academic development is often not at grade level, because
students studying entirely ir-r the L2 have missed at least fwo years of academic rvork
i i 'hrle acquir ing a basic knowledge of the L2. Secondly, cognit ive development is
not ernphasized in the L2 and is not provided for in the Ll at school. Sfudents enter
school  hav ing cornpleted s ix  years of  cogni t ive development  tn  the i r  L  I  .  These
studcnts must continue to dev'elop cognit ively at the same rate as do other mother
tongue English-speaking students in their f irst language. Sn,itching a student's
language of instruction to al l-English causL-s a cognit ive slowdor.r,n fbr English
langr"rage lcarncrs that can last lbr several years. During this period, the English
mother tongue speakers continue 1o devclop cogntt ively at normal rates but the
I rngl ish language learners la l l  bchind in  cogni t ive developnrent  and may never  catch
Lrp to their continually advancing mother tongue English peers. Thirdly, ln an
Fngl ish-only  env i ronment ,  soc iocul tura l  processes may be largely  ignored or  less
u'e l l  prur idcci l i i r ,  and thus, as students f 'ee I that they arc not in a suppor-t ive
cnr  i ronnrent ,  Icss learn ing takes p lace.

In contrast, l iorn kindergarten on, mothcr tongue-English speakers arc instructed
in al l  their school sub.iccts thror-rgh their Ll,  the langurage in rvhich they arc
cognit i l 'e ly developed appropriate to their age. Even those who choose to part icipate
in a bi l ingual class do not fal l  bchind in other school subjects w'hi le learning another
language dLrring the school years. Thus, fbr most E,nglish mother tongue speakers,
a l l  l t tur  d i t t - tcns iot ts  t r l ' the Pr isrn urodcl  are in  p lacc in  L1,  inc lud ing school ins i t r  u
soc iocr" r l tura l ly  sLrppor l rvc env i ronnrent  and cont inuous cogni t ivc  and l inguis t ic
der  e lopmcnt  in  L-  I  .

Social
and

Cuftural
Processes

in  L l

Development in L1
l l r

Cognitive

The Pr ism Model for  Nat ive-Engl ish s l teakers

! l |er , !  VVatrre F T hotrrnsaotryrr l f t  '3. 'LIL:.  \ ' r lJ nrd P

Figttrc 3 Longuage ucqui.sition.fbr school
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HOW ACADEMIC PROGRESS IS MEASURED FOR BOTH MOTHER
TONGUE AND SECOND LANGUAGE SPEAKERS OF ENGLISH

Typica l  mother  tongue speakers of  Engl ish in  the USA make l0  months 'progress in
school achievement for each 1O-month school year. This performance def-rnes the
5Oth percenti le or normal curve equivalenl (NCE-an equal- interval percenti le) on
standardized norm-referenced tests and the average score on criterion-referenced
tests as the students progress from grade to grade. Likewise, on a state or school
distnct performance assessment, the standards developed for each grade level are
also based on typical performance of groups of mother tongue English speakers on
these tests. These tests measure continuous l inguist ic, cognit ive, and academic
growtlt in English, and the tests change weekly, monthly, and yearly to rcf lect that
grou,th. I t  is on these school tests administered in E,nglish that English language
learners are unrealistrcal ly expected to be able to demonstratc miraculous growth.
Policy makers assume that non-E,nglish-proficient students should sornehou' be able
to leap from the lst percenti le or NCII to the 50th (as compared to rnother tonguc
speakers of English) in one to two years. During this pcnod, nrother tongue speakers
cont inue to  make 10 mont} rs '  progress over  a per iod of  10 months.  Yet .  i f  Engl ish
learneis are being taught only in English, a language they do not yet understand,
they need at least two to thrce years to reach a high enough level ol 'proficiency in
L2 to attempt to keep up with the pace of the mother tongue-l lngl ish speaker in
school. For example, students in one group who are not yet proficient in Irnglish
rnight study English rntensively, and by the end of the.ir f irst two years, make an
enormous leap lrom the lst to the 20th NCII when the studcnts l lrst take a
standardizcd test in E,nglish reading, Irngl ish language ar1s, and nrathcmatics. To
score at  the levc l  o1 ' the typ ica l  mother  tongue-Engl ish speaker  (50th percent i le  or
NCE) in al l  school sub.jects, these lrngl ish languagc learncrs must then continue tr.r
makc ntore than onc year's progress in one ycar and do so lor sevcral cottsecutive
years to  c lose the in i t ia l  gap of  25-30 NCEs.  F igure 4 v isual ly  i l lus t rates thrs  point .

For E,nghsh language learners, progress at the typical rate of rnother tonguc-
English speakers means only maintaining the rnitral large gap, not closing it ,  as the
mother tongue-English speakers continue to make addit ional progress in al l  Prism
components with each passing year. I f  [rngl ish langr-rage lcarners make less than
typical mother tongue-E,nglish speaker progress (e.g., English language learners
rn ight  make 6 months 'progress in  one l0-month school  year  whi le  typ ica l  mother
tongue speakers make 10 months'progress), the init ial large achievement gap wil l
widen even further.

To i l lustrate fufther, i f  a group of English language learners expenences an init ial
3-year gap in achievement assessed in English (math, science, social sfudies,
language arts, reading, writ ing), they must make an average of about I % years'
progress in the next 6 consecutive years (for a total of9 years'progress in 6 years-
a 30-NCE gain, from the 20th to the 50th NCE) to reach the same long-term
performance level that a typical mother tongue-English speaker reaches by making I
year's progress in I year for each of the 6 years (for a total of 6 years'progress in 6
years-a zero-NCE gain, staying at the 50th NCE,). This is a dift lcult task indeed,
even for an English language learner who has received excellent formal schooiing
before entering USA schools and whose achievement is on qrade level for his,4rer
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Typical nat ive-Engl ish speakers (50th percenti le or NCE)
make one year of achievement gain during each school year

Engl ish learners must
typical ly gain more than one
year 's  ach ievement  (e .9 . ,  15
months gain) each of several
consecutive school years to ever
close their typical 25 NCE
achievement gap with Engl ish
speakers when tested in Engl ish (L2)

Copvright e 1997, Wayne P. ' l 'homas

liigure I Att inportunt understancling

ase *'hcn tested in his/hcr rnother tongue. Sti l l  more daunting is the task-of the
English lcarner whose schooling has been intemrpted by social or economlc
upheaval or rvarf-are. Learning Irnglish while keeping up with mother tongLre
speakers' progress in other school sub.jects and while making up the material lost to
interrupted or non-existent schooling in the student's country o1- origin is a truly
lbrrn i dab I e r.r n cle'r1ak i ng.

I t  is  lbr  thesc reasons that  pcer-equiva lent  grade- level  b i l ingual  school ing is
essential to thesc students' long-term academic success. While the sfudent is making
the gains neecied with each succeeding year to close the gap in perfonnance on the
tests  in  Engl ish,  that  b i l ingual  s tudent  is  not  fa l l ing behind in  cogni t rve and
acadentic development. Once the bi l ingual srudents' average achievement reaches
the 5Oth percenti le or NCE, (the average achievement level of mother tongue-English
speakers)  on school  tests  in  Engl is i r ,  the cognt t ive and academic work in  L1 has kept
these students on grade level and they sustain grade-level performance in English
even as the acadernic work gets increasingly complex with each succeeding year in
r r idd le and h igh school .

Furthermore, L I language development at school is deeply interrelated with
cognitrve deveiopment. Children who stop cognit ive development in L1 befbre they
have reached the f inal Piagetian stage of formal operations (some'nvhere around
pLrberw) r t ln  thc r isk  o l 'su l1 'er ing negat ive consequences as measured by school
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tests. Many studies indicate that if students do not reach a certain threshold in therr

L1. they may experience cognit ive diff icult ies in the L2. Furtherrnore, developing
cognit ively and l inguist ical ly in L l  at least throughout the elementary school years
provrdes a knowledge base that transfers from L\ to L2. When schooling ts provided
in both L1 and L2, both languages are the vehicle for strong oognit ive and acadenlic
development. Linguist ical ly, deep structure in L1 transfers to L2. Literacy skrl ls
transfer from Ll to L2 evcn when Ll is a non-Roman-alphabet language and L2 is
Engl ish.  Cogni t ive processes developed in  L l  t ransf -er  to  L2 (Ovando,  Clo l l ier ,  &

Combs ,  2003  ) .
Thr"rs, the sirnplist ic notion that al l  we need to do is to teach lrnglish language

learners the I ' ,ngl ish language does not address thc needs of the schotl l-age child.
Fufthennore. rvltcn n,e teach only the English langr-rage. we are l i teral ly slo*' ing
clou'n a chi ld's cognit ivc and academic grorvth (as well as ignoring the sociocultural
aspects  o l -  lcarn ing) ,  and that  ch i ld  may nevcr  catch up to  thc constant ly  ad lat tc ing
nrother tongr.re-Frnglish speaker.

PREDICTIONS ON PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS USING THE PRISM
MODEL

In  ou r  sc r i cs  o f ' l ong i tud ina l  resea rch  s tu rd i cs  (Thonras  &  Co l l i c r ,  1997 ,2001)
conductcd f iorn 1985 to thc prescnt  in  23 school  c l is t r ic ts  in  l5  s tatcs of ' thc LJr l i tcc l

Statcs,  we have co l lected data on f ing l ish languagc lcarncrs 'acadct t t ic  l tch icr 'c t t lc t l l

i ic ross -qrades K-12.  Wi th each stLrdy,  lvc  havc addcd kr  our  Ltnc icrs tanc l ing o l -what

happens to thcse str-rdcnts across t irnc and rvhich school prosri l l l l  at l t l  stttclcttt

background variablcs have thc most inf luence on their academic sttcccss. We have

examtncd the wide variety ol 'USA school serviccs providec' l  1br I;ngl ish learners al lci

havc becn able to identify characterist ics of school progralns that dist ingtt ish otte

proqram lrorn anothcr. Figure 5 providcs an overvieu' of t la-1or proqranl nlt ldcls

developed fbr E,nglrsh language learners in the USA and therr drstinguishing

charactenstics based on the components ol-the Prisnl rnodel.
The major types of programs for English language learners in the USA arc

i l lustrated on a contrnuum fiom left to nght, from those programs rvith the least

amount o1'support fbr the eight Prisrn dimensions to those programs rvith the most

completc support for al l  of the Prism din-rcnsions. For exanrplc, in thc fnr lcf i  colr.rr l l tr

is the program developed in response to Proposit ion 227 ol- Cali lbrnia. as described

in the referendum passed by voters in 1998. This program has to date detnonstrateci

the least amount of success in closing the achievement gap, with the achievement

gap betrveen English language learners and mother tongue-E,nelish speakers

remainrng constant or even sl ightly widening during the f lrst three years of i ts

irnplenrentatron. In the far r ight column js lvro-v,a)'  enrichntcnl dtrtt /  longtrttga

etlucation (also called bi l ingtal immersion), the program with the broadest coverage

of  the Pr ism d imensions.  In  the remainder  of  th is  chapter ,  u 'e  wi l l  exant i t re  thc

features of each program for its adherence to the four components of the Prism

model in both Ll and L2. Finally, we wil l  use large-scale data-based research

findings to compare English language learners'progress overt ime in school systems

u'here each of the different program fypes has been r.l'ell rmplernented, as measure d

by f idel i ty to the definit ion of the program model. In other n'ords, r, le wii l  answer
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the question of how well students do in school rn their L2 depending upon the
part icular school program in w'hich they are placed when they f irst arr ive in the
school system with no English prol iciency. This wil l  i l lustrate the predictrve power
of the Prisrn model by demonstratrng a direct relationship between each program's
coverage of the Prisrn dimensions and the degree of 'educattonal effectiveness fbr
that program.
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Propositton 227 , approved by Califbrnia voters through a referendum in 1998,
specif ies that students not proficient in English should be placed in a one-year
program to learn intensive E,nglish. This plan segregates the str.rdents in a classroonr
separate from the L,nglish mainstream and does not address hou, the students are to
be givcn access to the rest of the curriculum-math, science. and social studres. The
strongest principlc stated in the ref 'erendum is that students are not to be instructcd
using the i r  L l -on ly  Engl ish inst ruct ion is  a l lowed.  Fol lowing passage of  the
referendum, few schools rn California chose to deny students access to the
curriculum, but many f 'elt  obl igated to fol low the principal purpose of the
ref 'erendum to el iminate bi l ingual instructron. Only in schools u'here parents
requested waivers havc students been given continuing instruction through both Ll
and L2. Some schools chose to continue or develop two-rvay dual langua_ue
programs as another alternative to the refercndum, a progrant supported by F.nglish-
speaking parents who choose lbr their chi ldren to part icipate in thc brl ingual classes.
As a result of the ref 'erendum, only approximately l5oh o1- L.nglish learners in
Clal i fo.rnia continue to be taught thror,rgh both Ll and L2.

The program mandated in Proposit ion 227 provides the lcast support lbr thc
eight  d imensi t tns of ' the I )nsm mocle l  as reprcsor tec l  in  thc I rnr r l ish-onlv  Pr isnr
prcsented in Figure 2. Soctocultural support is not addresscd in this progrant-the
teachcrs arc expccted to tcach only in Bnglish and respond to thc studcnts only in
f :ne l ish.  In  these in tens ive l rng l ish c lasses,  a  b icu l tura l  curr icu lunr  that  u ,ould
addrcss some o1 ' the emot ional /a f - fect ivc s ide o l ' leanr i r rg  is  not  cnc()L l ra{ red.
Cognit ive development is not addressed in the language of the ref-erendum. Since
students are to be taught exclusivcly in English in a segregated context rvhcre thev
do not  have access to  rnother  tongLle f ' .ng l ish-spcaking peers,  thcrc is  l i t t le  s t i rnu lus
lbr cognit ive dcr, 'clopnrent which best occurs in intcractions with santc-aged peers ln
the L2 or through age-appropriate prclblcm-solving tasks done in Ll. Sincc the
students are denied use o1 ' the i r  L I  in  school .  l i t t le  coqni t i l 'e  developntent  is
stintulated in this onc-year program. Even academic developntcnt is ignored, *i th
heavy emphasis on English development rather than teaching English through
nreaninglul acadenric content. Finally, the referendum clearly dictates that al l
instruction wil l  be in English, so students in this program are denied access to
academic, cognit ive, and l inguist ic development through their ntother tongue. This
e l iminates hal l 'o f  the Pnsm dimensions-a l l  four  d imensions developed through L1.

The Prtsrn model predicts that bi l ingual learners receiving accelerated learning
through their t* 'o languages develop sociocultural ly, l inguist ical ly, coqnit i 'u,ely, and
academically through each language-eight dimensions in al l .  ln contrast.
Proposit ion 227 supports sfudents in only one dimension, i .e. acquir ing the English
language and only fbr one year. This is extremely minimal support. Our analyses
(see Figure 6) as well as other researchers'studies have lbund that English learners
in this program have not made any progress towards closing the achievement gap
and the gap has widened in the secondary years. Thus. this proerant has resulted in
the lowest achievement for Engiish learners of any program in the USA (Parrish,
et al. 2002; Thompson ct al.,  2002).
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ESL Pullout or ESL Tuught as a Subject at Secondary Level

This nrost conrnonly encoLlntered prograrn tbr f:ngl ish lcarners in the USA places
thcse students rn a mainstream class in the elementary school, w,lth an ESL resource
teacher  pul l ing the Engl ish learncrs out  o f  the i r  c lassrooms to fcrcus on I rSL lessons
fbr  genera l ly  one or  two hours per  day.  At  rn idd le and h igh sc l ioo l  level ,  L :ng l ish
learners are assigncd to ESL as one of ' their sltbjects fbr onc or two classes per day,
and the ESL teacher is nrainly responsible fbr teaching the stmcture of the English
language.  Exarn in ing the Pr ism model  d imensions,  th is  model  again prov ides
minirnal sLrpport fbr students. While with the ESL teacher, there is l i t t le t ime for
lbcus cltt  coglt i t ivc devclopment. Academic subjects are not taught by the ESL
teacher, and no sl lppon fbr development of academic ski l ls through students' f irst
language is provided. Program length is minimal, general ly one to two years. As
rvith Proposit ion 22J, one Prism dimension is being developed during the ESL
sttpport t ime----the English language. A second Prism dimension, sociocultural
sl lpport, lnay be addressed whilc students are with the ItSL teacher but that is for a
tninimal atnctttnt of t irne. Our research f indings across numerous school distncts rn
the USA indrcate that the average achievement levels of high school graduates \.vho
* 'ere in i t ia l ly 'p laced in  ESL pul lout  programs is  the l  l th  percent i le  (24th NCE),  not
hlgh enough achievement to continue in higher education, and this is the program
n'ith the largest number of high school dropouts (Thomas & Coll ier, lggT). Litt le or
no long-term gap closure is associated with ESL pullout.
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ESL Tuught through Academic Content, also called Sheltered Instruction

Taking E,SL instruction one step fuither by adding academic content to the
responsrbi l i t ies of the E,SL teacher, or an ESL teacher teaming vn' i th a content
teacher, adds t\\ ,o signif icant Prism components-academic and cognit ir e
der elopment in L2. All  the rnstruction is st i i l  in English in this program, and thus
fbur  Pr ism d i rnensions are miss ing (soc iocul tura l ,  l inguis t ic .  cogni t ive,  and
academic devclopment through the f irst lar-rguage). At lcast during English
instruction, students are accelerating their growth through lessons that teach En-el ish
through mcaningful academic content, and the ESL classes arc more cogr-r i t ivcly
complex, an imporlant dimension that is rnissing frorn E,SL pr-r l lout and Proposit ion
227 support servrces. [n ESL content classcs, as in E,SL pullout. sociocultural
support is provided: The teachers understand the SLA process, and aspects of
bicultural curricular learnrng rnay be incorporated into these ESL classes. ESL
content classes are usually provided for at least one more year than ESL pullout
support so that both the Prism drrnensions supported by the E,SL content teachcr are
extended and the studcnts' achievements are accelerated for one more year belbre
students move into the mainstream for the ful l  school day. E,nglish language learners
necd aiceleration to achicve gap closure. While mother tonguc-E,nglish speakcrs are
rnaking l0 rnonths' progress with each school year, English language learners, r l 'ho
init ial ly per{brm lou' on curricular tests in [: .ngl ish, must make mclrc than l0 months'
progress Ibr  manv years in  a row, to eventual ly  catch up to  thc constant ly  advancinr :
nrother tongue-English speakers on grade level. We have ftrund in our rescarch
studrcs that L,nglish language learncrs r,vho rcccivcd a quali ty ESL contcnt progranr
can close half of the achievement gap, graduating high school in the 22nd natronal
pe rccn t i l e  (341h  NCf r )  (Thomas  &  Co l l i e r .  1997 ,2002) .  Address ing  ha l f ' o l - t he
Pr ism model  d imensions rarses s tudents '  achievement  lev 'e ls  s ign i f icant l l ' .  hut
rcpresents only half o1-t l ie w'ay to grade-level achievement, and these LrSL graduatcs
remain in the bottom ouart i lc of student achievement across the uSA.

Transitional B iling ual Education

Transit ional bi l ingual education is, l ike ESL pullout, a commonly encountered
program in the USA for the states with very large numbers of E,nglish language
learners of one language background such as Spanish speakers. Amclng the r arious
types of bi l ingual prograrns, transit ional bi l ingual schooling is the progrant most
often supported by state funding, when state legislatron for bi l ingual instn-rct ion has
been pror , ' ided.  Thrs typc of  b i l ingual  school ing is  a  remcdia l  model  des igned to
move students into al l-English instruction as soon as possible rvith only tu,o to three
years of some instructional support through students' L1 cornbined with a port ion 01'
t ime in ESL content instruction. This program signif icantly increases the number of
Prism dimensions addressed within the short duration ol the prograrn. Academic,
cognit ive, and l inguist ic development are provided through both Ll and L2 in a
socrocultural ly support ive environment, with al l  of the eight drmensions addressed
rvhen the classes are well implemented.

However, transit ional bi l ingual classes are typrcally self-contained. separate
from the rnarnstream, and often percerved by mother tongue E,nglish-speaking peers
as remedial, meant for students who have "problems." The same is true of separate
ESL classes. The lor.r' social status of students in the Drosram can lead to subtle but
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powerful inf luences on English language learners' achievement. This in turn affects
the sociocultural processes rn learning, lessening the eff-ectiveness of thrs
conrponr'nt. F-r 'en when bi l ingual,/bicultural teachers are warm, caring and
supporti t ,e emotionally and cross-cultural ly, students become increasingly aw'are ot '
their lorv social status within the whole school community. Another Prism
dimension that rnay be reduced in less effective transit ional bi l ingual classes is the
amolrnt and ry'pe of L1 support. We have f-ound that the classes that provide fbr very
l inle L1, shif i ing into mostly L2 instruction within the f- irst two years, lead to lou'er
academic achievernent  in  L2.

This raises an addit ional f 'actor that must be taken into account in the Pnsrn
nrodel .  The nurnber  of  Pr ism d imensions covered by a program is  one aspcct  o l ' the
model, but length o1'the program also strongly int luences student achievement. Sct
the Prisrn dimensions must be implemented for a suff icient t ime to have a sLrstained
e f tect  on s tudent  achievement .  Even when a l l  e ight  d imensions o l -  the model  are
addrcssccl in transit ional bi l ingual classcs, alter three years o1'slrpport, students have
only closed half '  of the achievement gap in their L2 (similar to the achier. 'ement
le vcls o1' students attending ESL content). They may bc on grade level in their L I
but not yet on grade level in their L2. In our latest research (Thomas & Collrer,
1002), rve fbund that once students leave their special support program and mole
into the mainstream, they no longer continue to close the achier, 'ement gap, bLrt at
thcir bcst, r lakc onc veirr 's progress in each remaining year of 'school. Thus, stucients
in the best irnplemented transit ional bi l ingual programs by the end o1'high school
* 'crc  able 1o rcach thc 32nd percent i le  (40th NCL.)  in  thc i r  I ' -ng l ish achier  ement ,
h igher  than t iSL content  but  s t i l l  not  a t  the typ ica l  5Oth pcrcent i lc  pc ' r f 'ormance of
nrother tongue-f:ngl ish speaters (Thornas & Coll ier, 1991,2002).

One-wuy und T'wo-wuy Dual Lunguage Educution

To avoid thc negat ive soc ia l  perceptrons of  t rans i t ional  b i l ingual  educatron,  USA
schools that have worked on enriching thc'rr bi l ingual programs arc incrcasingly
using the term dual lunguuge ecluc'ution to rel-er to an enrichment model of bilingual
schooling. While these programs were the least common rnodel a decade ago, they
are rapidly increasing in number as educators discover the pori 'er of these programs
to raise academic achievement for al l  students who choose to enrol l .  Dual language
education is the curricular mainstream, taught through two languages. Str"rdents are
educated together throughout the day in cognit ively challenging, grade-level
academic content in interactive, discovery-learning classes. Alternating between the
two languages takes place not by translation but by subject or thematic unit or
tnstructional t ime, so that afier several years students become academically
proficient in both languages of instruction, able to do academic u,ork on grade lelel
in either language. In this model, English learners can close the gap ful ly in their L2,
reaching high attainment at or above the 5Oth percenti le (grade-level achrevement)
in both Ll and L2 by rniddle school years and graduating above grade level by the
end of high school (see Figure 6, Thomas & Coll ier, 1991,2002).

One-v'ay ref-ers to one language group being schooled through trvo languages,
while tw'o-\t 'et 'refers to two language groups being schooled through their tr io
languages. Two-way classes include mother tongue-English speakers who have
chosen to be schooled bi l ingually, and their achievement is also typical ly at or above
grade level  when enro l led in  these c lasses (L indholm-Leary,2001;  Thomas &
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Coll ier,2002). Thus, al l  of the eight Prism dimensions are ful ly covered in the dual
language program, fbr both English learners and mother tongue-English speakers. In
two-way bi l ingual classes, the English learners are not segregated in a remedial
program, but instead they are respected and valued as peer teachers when the
instruction is in therr home language, and they are given support by their peers tcr
acquire ful l  academic proficiency in E,nglish, their L2, across the curriculum. The
dual language teachers support both groups socioculturally through a
bil ingual,&icuitural curriculum and provide a context fbr students to develop
cognit ively, l inguisttcal ly, and academically through both languages, for at least six
years during the elementary school years (Grades PK-5). Increasingly, the middle
schools and high schools that serve these students are developing coursework to
continue the academic challenee in both lansuases.

CONCLUSIONS

We l iave exanrined several ma.jor types of programs fbr English learners in terms of
the number of Prism model components and dimensions addressed, their degree of
coverage of the f-actors includcd in the Prism modcl dimensions. and the length ot-
t ime that each program operates. As a result,  we predicted a ranking fbr each
program, from lowest to highest in tenns of thc amount clI 'achier' 'crncrrt gap closurc
produced by each.

We also conductcd research in school distr icts around the country f iorn l99l to
2002. fol lorving the longitudinal progress of L,nglish lemners in each program type.
Before comparing programs, we were careful to ascertain that each school distr ict
had ful ly and faithful ly implernented the programs to the greatest extent possible so
that implementation lactors would be control led, yielding a nlore vzrl id compansorl
of program eff-ects. In addit ion, our program descript ions specifred init ial condit ions
of student achtevement, descnbed specific program f-eatures and strategies, and
linked these program de script ions to measured achievemcnt and gap closure
outconres for each prograrn. Finally, we evaluated cach program type over a
sulhciently long period of t ime to al low typical ly small program effect sizcs,
ranging from 0 to .25 (0-5 NCEs) per year, to accumulate to levels detectable b-v
nleasures of practical and statrst ical signi l icance.

The results of our program comparisons o\er t ime indicate that the long-ternr
achievement of English learners in each program is indeed directly related to the
Prism model dimensions addressed, the degree of coverage of these dimensions, and
the duration of the program in years. We interpret this as evidence that the Prism
rnodel has construct val idity, as well as predict ive val idiry. Clearly, the Prrsm model
can be used as a template for programmatic design, so that programs fully
addressing the Prism components and dimensions, and that are sustained long
enough, can be expected to produce full achievement gap closure.

As the next step in the refinement of the Prism model, u'e intend to further
develop the Prism model to al low mult iple regression-based predictrons of long-term
achievement of English iearners, based on weights determined by observations of
program characterist ics in school classrooms. In this way, we wil l  continue to
inr.'estrgate the potential for each program fype to produce some degree of gap
closure, and we r.vill further improve the basis for our program recommendations
based on the Prism components and dimensions.
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