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REVIEW OF DUAL LANGUAGE PROGRAMMING IN
PRINCETON PUBLIC SCHOOLS

SECTION 1lintroduction andverview

In Decembenf 2021,a contract was signed at the request oftheceta Board of Education
between Princeton Public Schools (PPS) thledCenter for Applied Linguistics (CALfpr the
reviewof thedistrict's elementary and middle schdgpanishEnglishdual languagémmersion
(DLI) programs

The DLI program in PPS is in its seventh year of existenc201B, the DLIprogramopened as
a strand (school within a school) progratrfCommunity Park Elementary Sch¢GIP)for
students in Kindergarten anddirgrades and has develogedgressively tavhere it is today
with every classroom iKinder through third grada DLI classroom.Fourthgrade hasne
classroonout of threethat is not dualand fifth grade has twaon-DLI classroomsAll nondual
classrooms will b@hased ouafterthe next school year so that SY 20232024 all classrooms
at all grade levels Wibe dual language classroamasd the program will formally represent a
whole-school modelThe nonDLI 4™ and %" gradestudeatsattend a Spanish as a world
language clasg.hestudents who began the prograpon inceptionn Kinder and first grade are
now in sixth and seventh grades, respectively, atebentlyformed DLI program at Princeton
Middle School (PMS)

Students inlte DLI program atCP receive approximately 50% @dre.contentinstruction in
English and 50% in Spanis8pecials are in EnglistAt all grade levels, English language arts
(ELA) and social studies are taught in English, and math and sciertegiginéin Spanish.
Although there has been no Spanish language arts (SLA) curriculum in glacéstSlanguage
is taught in smaller increments (halbur daily).Art, physical education and musice taught in
English. At themiddle schoolPLI students &idy two core content aresan Spanishsocial
studies anépanish as world language

The primary researafpuestionwas requested by PPS staff upon initiating the contract with, CAL
andis stated in the CAL contraas follows
1 AretheDLIpr ograms in existence now meeting
inception seven years ago?
And the subquestionsareas follows:
1 How does the demographic profile of students in the DLI programs compare with other
elementary and middle schools?
1 What is the demographic profile of students served currently in the dual language
progran?
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1 How does the academic performance of students in the DLI program compare with
students of similar backgrounds in rdnal language programs?

1 What is the level ohcquisition of Spanish on the part of students in the DLI program?

1 What are the reasons ttaigible in-boundaryand outof-boundaryfamilies decide to opt
in to the DLI program?

1 What are the reasons thaigible in-boundary and owbf-boundary familieslecide to opt
out of the DLI program?

1 What dostaff, parentsand students believe are the best aspects of the DLI programs
today?

1 How do staff, parents and students belighe DLI programs can be improved?

1 Is the perstudent cost for educatirsjudents at the elementary DLI program equivalent
to that which is spent at nddLI elementary schools that do not have specialized
programming?

1 What additional costsan be attributed tvansportation costgiven thatheDLI program
at CPis a choice for p@ntsdistrictwide?

The purpose of this report is to provide answers to these questions that will serve to provide the
PPScommunity with an objectivdescriptionof the dual language programming as it exists
today.The observations and discussions in thort rely on research and expert opinion found

in theGuiding Principles for Dual Language Education, 3rd Edit{btoward et al., 2018

Appendix C. includes key research from this publication regarding effective dual language
programmindeading tothethree goals of dual language education: bilingualism and biliteracy,
high academic achievement in both languages, and sociocultural competence.

SECTION: Methodology

The CAL study was mainly qualitative in design but also included quiveitata related to
extantand availablecademic and language performance outcomes provided by the drstrict
found on the New Jersé&ate EducationAgency(SEA) website

On February 16, 23, and 24, 2022, @%&L researcheconductednterviews andocus groups

remotely in Zoom meetingsith central office staffrom CP, PMS Johnson Park Elementary

School (JP), and Littlebrook Elementary (LBIF, LB and PMSwere asked to assemble

Nl eadero9hitpateawmsa|l d best adedolementsathedPdeal vati ons
language prograrand implications for their schodisom their perspectives] P6s | eader s hi
team consisted of the principal, a school counselor, a special education temthdf grade

teacher. The LP team included the school principal and the Spanish world language teacher. At
PMS, the principal and 3 guidance counselors made up the leadership te@mldnidachers

were interviewed in a separate group. PPS represa#aif the program at CP included the

world language specialist, the principal, a front office staff person, 4 teachers representing DLI
grades K3, 4 teachers representing DLI grades, 4nd 3 nofDLI teachers (grades 4/5). The

principal, world languagespecialist, and Bob Ginsburg participated in an earlier, less formal
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meeting with the CAL researcher followitige signing of theontract for the purpose of
collectingbackgroundnformation about th®LI program to platior the evaluation activities.

Additional interviewswere conductedith staffduring the orsite visit A total of 56 PP Sstaff
participatedn theremote or irpersoninterviews or focus groupg@able 1) A protocol was
developed in advance to reflect the research queskoms Aptil 4 through April 7,2022,eight
focus groupsvere conductedt the PPS central office sitewhich 44 parents participated
(Table 2) To ensure confidentialityndividuals are not named inigirepot.

During the site visit in April, the CAL researcher also visited the DLI programs, taking an
informal look at the school and classroom environments and instruction. During the school visits,
focus groups were conducted with students. The CAL relseaspoke witmine students at CP
across multiple grades leveladincluded the perspective tfio students not in the DLI

program. At PMS, CAL spoke wittlevenstudents irthe 6" and 7" grade DLI programthree of

whom spoke Spanish at home.

Table 1.Descriptionof PPSstaff and studeninterviews andocus groups

Participant Roles Number of Participants

District-level administrator¢representing 9
special education, registration, assessme
world languages, mathematics, humanitie
transportation, bilingual parent liaison, ani

finance)

Schootlevel administrators (CP and PMS) 2
Elem-level principals and stafepresenting 7
non DLIschoolgLB and JP)

CP teacherBLI Grades K5 (5 Spanish anc 8
3 English)

CP teachers Traditional Grade$ 4 3
PMS counselors 3
PMS teachers Gradésand 7 3
CP students 9
PMSstudents 11
CP Front office stafperson 1
Total staffand studentiterviewed in focus 56
groups

As indicated in Table 214 parents represang a crosssection of students in PRfarticipated in

the focus groupsMore mothers (37) than fathers (9) were present and one pareidesified

as fAparent o wi t h@namothgreartetieated by envail buttdoes nobappear on
the chart because information about the charetics of her childrewasnot providedParens

often had more than one child attending PPS. In all, the parents represented 51 children in the
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DLI program at CP, 37 of whom were in grade8 lind 12 of whom were in grades 4 and 5.
Eighteen students igrades 6 and 7 in the DLI program at PMS were also repredanthdir
parents This provided a wide range of observatidnem parents who were new to the program
to parents who were involved during the very first year of the program. The magefity
reported languaggpoken in the home was by far English, vdthparentseporting that only
English was spoken in the hormene parents reported English and Spargsbken in their
homes and twof these familieseported thabnly Spanish was spoken at home. Other
languages spoken at home included French, Chinese, and Hebrew.

Table2. Description ofParent Focus Groups

E]

Family Affiliation Number of Children in PPS Number of Children Language(s) Spoken in Your

by School in Dual Language Home
Program by Grade
Clusters

Mother | Father | Parent | CP-DLI - - 6-7 | English | English Other
DLI and
Spanish
34 9 1 31 18 1 PHS (2} 37 12 17 30 9 English
and
French
| (1)
YWCA PreK / Chinese,
2) Hebrew
and
English
(1)
CP non DLI French
f2) (1)
Stuart (1) Spanish
PMS non (2)
DLI(2)

CAL also reviewed available demograpmtormation,English readingnd math achievement
data fromon the N.J. state websj@ndSpanisHanguageassessmemtata

Information from the focus groups and extant de¢aeanalyzed ana preliminary, draft report
wasprovided toPPS staff to revievor clarity and accuracy\Vritten comments were received

from the CP principal and the world languages specialist. Their comments were integrated into
thefinal reportwherever their comments added to the clarity and accuracy of the report.

SECTIOMNB: Goals of the Program Theand Now

As stated above, the overarching question that PPS asked to be addressed in this study was whether
the program in its current form is meeting the goals established at inceptionméarsg
investigating what the program goals were at the stahteoprogram and comparing those goals

with whatwaslearned about the current program.

Descriptive information about the goals of program upon-sfawere determined in two ways
first, by asking for documentation in writing about the program wheastiermed andecondly
throughobservationgulled frominterview and focus group respondents.
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The CAL researcher was provided with one documerd bgntratoffice administratorthat was
intended to answethe question about original program godlke documentan be foundn
Appendix A. and is entitlediWhy Consider Dual Language Immersian? The goal s ar e
as the following researeahformed benefits:

Enhanced Cognitive Skills

Improved Academic Performance
Minimizing of theAchievement Gap
Higher Second Language Proficiency
1 Enhanced Global Citizenship

= =4 4 A

Interestingly, only four of the five earlier program goals appsdsyon t he CP websi t e
description of the program. The one benefit that is missing from the current listisMi ni mi z i n ¢
the Achi evement Ga pwhich alsb iacludes enrolémertt infevreakion,xang e

be found herehttps://www.princetonk12.org/communipark-elementary/academics/dual
languageémmersion

The CAL researchr received different informatin and opinions from responderatsout the

value of meof thefive goals the goal/benefio f A mi ni mi zi ng .bThisgoa c hi ev er
was given increaskattention in thetady becausehe original conversations between CAL and

PPSprior to contractingncluded discussions about whether the program was providing equity

and inclusion as it relates to tR®Spopulationoverall, and whet her the progr
addedd from a Agosloffminonizingihe achigvement gagpeaks to
ensuringvalue-added equity and inclusion for the PR®mmunity as a whole.

There was conflicting informatioaboutwhetheraddressing thachievemengapwas an original

god. Although manyparents, especially those whose children enralléd recently

understandablg ai d t h ey numnerdus §tdff arkd families who had been involved with
theprogram when it began spoke toaiginala s pi r ati on t hat the progra
the achievement gapo bet ween mor ethectoicedoinat e a
words fAhel p owasset tG/AlvagcsHeapddlby resporehts. Whena PPS central

office administratowas asked about the goaliofc | o s i ng t h e,othecspecidist e me nt g
responded that this was nevagrranary goal of the prograiand if anything the wording was

it o mi ni miAttleat poiht g img, €Al .was providedvith a description of the initial

program goalgin Appendix A. This informationcontradicted severalccountdrom current

teachers and parents who believed that ednatybeen ggoalat the starandwho voiced

disappointmenthat the program hams one respndents words finot turned out that wag.

Families in focus groups who had children at the start of the program (17 parents) were able to
comment on thetarting yeaof the DLI program and how it may have changed over time.
Severalparens, as didstaff, providedhistorical background. They reported thhbut two
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decades ago, the CP school zone was changed to desegregate the school by dividing the low
income neighborhood me, in whichmostlow-income, Spanispeaking familiefived, into

two zonesone going to CP and one going to JTRe DLI program that began in 2Bas open

only to inrboundary familiesThis meant thabnly some of the Spanistpeaking familiesn the
closeby neighborhood were eligible to attend il program at CP.

AAbout two yearso into the pHEholgnenabecameopentoenr ol
any family enrolling their children in PPSince inceptionstudents could enter the program by
Januaryof first grade and the program accepted nrethe-district students in later grades who

had previously been enrolled in DLI schod\$.one point, and for a limited tim#é)ere was a

lottery for placement in thdual program because space was limaedh@t time, twaut of

threegradelevel classrooms weigLIl, and one was nebBLI). This practice endeldecause

more spaces were available when the program began moving progressively to a whole school
model, in vhich every classroom at every gradeuld eventually becombilingual. As

mentioned earlier,rdy 4" and %" grades have nebBLI classroorsin the current school year.

Some staff spoke to the belief thlagé program was conceived with the notion Byaénish

speaking families would be able to enter CP regardless of boufi@g@chers at CRIso
mentionedtherprogramexpectatias that changed over tim@omespoke of an earlier plan to

have content areas flip irf3rade, meaning that, where in the earlier grades Eldsacial

studieswere taught in English and math and science in Spanish, third grade would see the

reverse: social studies and language arts in Spanish and math and science in Amngisdr.

changethat CP teachers felt important enough to mention ka€PDLI ParentCompacta

document that parents weaad areasked to sign upon enrioly their childin the DLI program.

The teachers believed thadrents were held to the contract in the early years but no longer were.
They reported that parents could take students out on vacations or pull out toSutreatisand

return to CP to a degree that was not aldwhen the ompac¢ wasbetter monitoredh the

earlier yearsand that this inconsistency in attendance made teaching and |leaoregjfficult.
According to the wor | dstheyeag wenigor and thenstippont for thtep e c i
program dwindl ed, we ompactaswell andldckedsugportfrem f or c e
centraladministrationo

DLI program @rollmentis such that students are able to enter the progftanJanuary ofirst
grade if they have proficiency in Spanish that will enalséento learn subject matter in Spanish
atthe higher grade levels. At the same tithe, PPS policy is that any student who is in
boundary for CP can choose to gatmthePPSelemantary schoolin the district based on
availability of space and district determinatidrthey do not want their children the DLI
Program. The distrigirovides transportation (this is discussed in Sedt®n

Another evolving aspect of the DLI program at CP has been the transiiomhtoleschoolDLI
programwhile registrationhastransitioned fronschool to central registratiowhich is
reportedly,conductednline The Spanistspeaking parent liaison isalable at central office to
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serve families who are not English speakifige school schedules information sessions for

perspective paren{and twosessionfiad been completed prior to the CAL WisiTherewas
disagreemerds towhether these sessions were well advertised to parents both in and out of the

CP zonelt was difficult to determine if Spanisspeaking parents, in particular, were made

aware of the online information sessidhat, based orthe CP DLI website page, ase

requirement for enrollment he wor | d | anguagesvergparentmuatl i st mai
attend a Parent Information session to learn more about the program before they commit to it
[andthere is]attention and support provided to parents; if they otatiend an information

session, they N receive a 1:1 phone cail.

There is alistinctperception on the part aianyparentsand stafthatthe DLI program at CP is
not welkknown across the districtand thagtes houl d be an fAactiowe mar ke
the part of thedistrictto raise awareness of the program and its benefits.

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Whether the original intent of the program was to help loweathé&vement gap or not, the
PPS community needs take a stath now. If the decision is to use the progranstmtegically
helpunderperforming students succettek DLI school needs to enroll both traditionally high
performing and lowperforming studest Traditionally low performing students in Spanish
English DLI programs areftenlow-income,Hispanicstudents who benefitnmenselyby being
able to learn in their first language as they learn Endlishis was truly a goal of the program
when it beganthen thedistrict and schoolvould have included a recruitment focus to ensure
that the benefits derived from a DLI education vdordachSpanishspeaking, lonincome
families and the school would haven@orediverse population now(A review of the current
population of students in the DLI schagpears in the next sectipn.

Numerousparents called for greater outreach distridewegarding the advantaggfsghe DLI

program at CP for studentBhe CP principaland other members of the CP staff also called for
greater support from the district. Suggestions inclugeshter presence on the district wehsate
promotional video created by a PR firm, andre outreacland advertisement from the district
communications staff. All parties believed that the school itself cannot be solely responsible for
outreach.

Shouldpromotional effortdoecomevery successful, the CP programight not be able to

accommodate the many families who would want their children enrolled. Additionally, given the
overall demographics in Princeton, themghtbe even fewer spasdor lowincome Spanish
speakersUnder these circumstances, an admissions
and the district might also clarifipDAnd codi f
schools around the countityatwish to main&in a balance of English and Spanish home

language speakers in the program, admissions policies are designed to ensure that one group or

the other does not become more thantwoi r ds of t he school 6s popul



A key question is whether the PPS commuattyhis juncturevishes theDLI program to remain

a oneway world language immersion progravhich serves the more privileged English
speaking population or wishes to transition to away dual language program, in which at
least onethird of the populationvould represenfpanisks peaker s, and in Princ
would represenmany lowincomechildren.Should the community want the latter option, then a
concerted effortvould needo be made to gain tlenfidence and trugin Spanishconfianza

of the less privileged families in the @Rd JMeighborhoodwho often choose to go to JP
regardless of boundaryrhese familieshouldalways have the right to choose the school for
their children, but they deserve a fair representation of the advantages and disadvantages of
choosing an Englisbnly programor a bilingual, SpanishEnglish programA furthersystemic
issue thatvould need tdeaddressedand which may be the causefefver Spanistspeaking
families enrolling their children at CB thatJPcurrentlyhas a Pr&indergartenPK) program

and CP does not. Hang PK can be a lifeline for lovincome families and, once enrolledan
schoolwith PK, families will keep their childreim the schoobeyond the early year§he

district should consideprovidinga PK programat CP,and the districtvould thenstrategize

ways to inform Spanisispeaking families of the opportunities for their children in DLI at CP
beginning in PK

One of the limitationgn attempting to compare what the progéasn p | ans aweeckataspi r a
the starcompared tdahe program novis the lack of alistrictendorsed)ong-term strategic plan
then and now

SECTION 4Description ofStudentPopulation bySchool

A review of demographic information provided by PPS on October 28, 2021, provides an
interesting picture o€Pthat distinguishes it from the other elementary schools in several ways.
From the perspective of ethnicity (Table 3), CP has the second largest numbgrapidiis
studentamong elementary schools.&4edata bear out other information collected from focus
groups and interviews thaP is the preferred school of Hispanic families, especially newly
arriving families to the countryyho reportedlycomepredominantly from Guatemala, whether
they livein the school zone for JP or in the school zone for CP. All of these families have the
optionto attend CPbut mostchoosenotto attend the Spanidbnglish dual language program
there

The data in Tabl8 also confirm, as reported by leadership and staff, that CP is-avapneather

than a tweway dual language program. In a emay programall, if not all, of thestudents

come from one | anguage background regmaesentin
two-way program, there are approximately equal numbers of students who come from each of

the two programlanguage backgroundso be most effective, a tway program should have

an Englishto-partnerlanguage ratio of no less than eth@d to twothirds speakers of each

language.Out of a totabf 323 (PPS,10-28-21) studentsat CP, only 44 students or 14% of the
studentsare Hispanic, antio of these studentrein the nondual classes indand %' grades
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(Tables 8 and 10)nterestingly, in looking at TabKeregarding home languages of students, 35
CP families reported a home language of Spanish. That decreases the number of Spanish native
speakers in thechoolto about 11%.

Another interesting facet of the student papoin at CP is the number dtigdents who speak a

third language at home. Almost as many students ¢89% - of the total reported in Tablg 4
speak languages at home other than Spasspeak Spanish at hamid&ese languagenclude
Chinese, French, German, Italian, Korean, Hebrew, Portuguese, Swedish, Greek, Serbian and
Bengali. When teachers were asked about language diversity in their classnositsachers

spoke to havin@t least one or twstudentsn their classefrom language backgrounds other

than English and Spanish.

The population of students at CP represents 24.6% of #ralbpgulation of stuénts @rolled
in thefour PPS elementary schop(3P represents 228 LB, 26.6% and RS, 21%).

Table 3. Ethnicity by PPS school; number and percentage (S&r8¢10/28/2021)

Ethnicity
African American  |American Indian  |Asian Hispanic |Multi |White |Grand Total
PHS 77 3 395 139) 167 760 1541
PMS 35 1 170 94 94 387 801
cp 16 1 27 44 47 188 323
JP 35 0 69 68 55 131 358
LB 16 0 104 11 25 163 349
RS 21 0 35 12 54 161 283
QoD 4 0 9 7 7 17 a4
Grand Total 224 3 809 373 479 1807 3699
Ethnicity
African American |American Indian  |Asian Hispanic |Multi |White |Grand Total

PHS 5% 0% 26% 9%| 11%| 49% 100%
PMS 7% 0% 21% 12%| 12% A8% 100%
CP 5% 0% 8% 14%| 15%| 358% 100%
P 10% 0% 19% 19%| 15% 37% 100%
LB 5% 0% 30% 3%| 16% A7% 100%
RS 7% 0% 12% 4% 19%| 57% 100%
00D 9% 0% 20% 16%| 16% 39% 100%
Grand Total 6% 0% 22% 10%| 13% 49% 100%
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Table 4. Languages spoken by students by PPS school; numbers (B&8c#0/28/2021)
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Table5. Low Income by PPS schoglercenageand numbe(Source PPS, 10/28/2021)

Low Income

Mo Yes| Grand Total
PHS 91% 9% 100%
PMS 34% 16% 100%
CP 25% 15% 100%
P 72% 28% 100%
LB 95% 5% 100%
RS 93% 7% 100%
QoD 93% 7% 100%
Grand Total 38% 12% 100%
Low Income

No Yes| Grand Total
PHS 1402 139 1541
PMS 676 125 201
CP 275 48 323
p 257 101 358
LB 330 19 349
RS 264 19 283
QoD 41 3 44
Grand Total 3245 454 3699

Curiously, CP has the lowest number and percentage of stwdémtadividual Education Plans
(IEPSs) of all the elementary scho@lable 6),although there are more special educasiiients

in the dual language program than tloerdual progranin 4" and %' gradeq Tables7 and9).

Why there are fewer students wittPs at CP cannot be discerned without additional

investigation Somestaff suggested thatudents with IEPs were not encouraged to attend the

DLI program at CPespeciallyat the start ofhe programFromthe perspective of saafamilies
andteachersthere were not adequate supports in the DLI program for students with disabilities.
The CP principal wished i tsuppatsdamreeladtérSBEDN t hat
teacher an@AlS6teacher who were bilinguadnd thatiCSTédoes not work with the school to
understand the program ordevelop IEPs that promote keeping SPED students in the pragram.

Table6. IEPsby PPS school; number and percentage (Source PPS, 10/28/2021)

IEP

Mo Yes| Grand Total
PHS 1341 200 1541
PMS 670 131 801
cp 296 27 323
Jp 283 75 358
LB 304 45 349
RS 224 59 283
ooD 0 44 44
Grand Total 3118 581 3699
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IEP

MNo Yes| Grand Total
PHS 87% 13% 100%
PMS 84% 16% 100%
CP 92% 8% 100%
JP 79% 21% 100%
LB 87% 13% 100%
RS 79% 21% 100%
QoD 0% 100% 100%
Grand Total 84% 16% 100%

The tables below (TablesI0) describe the students at CP who are in the DLI program and
students who are not in the DLI programd™ and 3" grades. As mentioned above, these grades
are being phased out as the school moves to a wshbt®ol DLI modelThere are more students
in DLI than in noRDLI. There are more males than females overall regardless of program.
Although the numbers of Hispanic studeatslow overall there are more Hispanic students in
DLI thanin the noRDLI classesThe majorityof Asian students are in the n@i.l program.

This is attributed tananyAsian students havingiissed the window to enter the program (upper
grade entry)There are more special education students in DLI classrooms thanDLhon
classrooms.

Table7. Description of Students " grade at CPin DLI Program (Source: PPS,-8-22)

School Female | S el e crepene| TR Multi  White L gL Special
Indian Islander Income Ed.

Counts 16 20 0 1 2 4 0 6 23 3 3 5 0 36

504 Total

Table8. Description of Students " grade at CPin non-DLI Program (Source: PPS,-58-22)

School Female Male AMerCaN - 4oon Black Hispanic | aciic Multi  White o L EsESct 504 Total
Indian Islander Income Ed.
Counts 10 14 0 7 0 1 0 3 13 4 2 2 0 24

Table9. Description of Students " grade at CPin DLI Program (Source: PPS,-8-22)

School Female e e e Multi  White Ee gL Specidl 504 Total
Indian Islander Income Ed.

Counts 17 19 0 0 2 4 0 5 25 7 4 4 0 36

Table10. Description of Students 6" grade at CPin non-DLI Program (Source: PPS,-8-
22)

School Female p| PP mee) | | s Multi  White o gL Special
Indian Incol Ed.

Counts 12 18 0 5 2 1 0 3 19 2 2 2 0 30

504 Total

At PMS, there are a total of 62 students in the DLI program in grades 6 ahe ihajority of
these studentstarted in the program wh itopenedn 2015 for Kindergartnersand first grades.
The students in DLI make wgpproximately 7.5 % of the total population of 829 students in the
school Table 13.
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As at CP, the majority of students in Dkl program at PM%re White. At PMSslightly less

than half of students in the sch@d a wholeare White(47.6%). Hispanic students make up the
majority of noaWhite students ibLI 6 grade and Multiracial students make up the majority
students i7" grade DLI classes. Hispaniasebetter represented in the DLI program than in

the school as a whole; thayake up about %% of DLI program students, but about 12% of the
overall population at the schodéisian and Black students are both undgresented in the DLI
program as compared with their representation in the school as a whole (Asians are 21.6 % of the
student body as a whole but there is amgAsian student in the Dlprogram).The numbepf
Blacksis small in the whole school (7.1%) but even smaller in the DLI program where there are
two studentsin respect to income, loimcome students make up 14.5% of EHd program

which is similar to the 15.2% lowmcome students served in the schaohavhole.

Table11. Description of Students it'&yrade at PN in DLI Program(Source: PPS,-8-22)

School Female  Male A" acian  Black Hispanic ST Muti white Low gL Specil
Indian Islander Income Ed.

Counts 14 15 0 0 1 9 0 2 17 6 0 3 0 29

504 Total

Table12.Description of Students in 7th grade at &M DLI Program(Source: PPS,-8-22)

American Pacific Low Special

School Female Male : Asian Black Hispanic Multi White ELL 504 Total
Indian Islander Income Ed.
Counts 21 12 0 1 1 3 0 9 19 3 1 1 1 33
Table 13. Description of all Students at 8§&ource: PPS,-8-22)
School Female Mate AN scian  Black Hispanic | 2on© Multi  White Ly | S 504 Total
Indian Islander Income Ed.
Princeton 49% 51%  0.10% 21.60%  7.10% 11.90% 0% 11.60% 47.60% 15.20%| 4.30% 16.50% 1.70% 100%
Middle School
American - ) . Pacific . - Low Special
Grade 6 Female Male . Asian Black Hispanic Multi White ELL 504 Total
Indian Islander Income Ed.
Counts 114 143 0 57 22 35 0 28 115 47 8 50 0 257
Grade 7 Female Male Amf““." peren|  Oew| opem  TERHE Multi  White Ly Eu|  SEERE 504 Total
ndian Islander Income Ed.
Counts 149 148 0 63 18 30 0 38 148 34 16 44 14 297
Grade 8 Female Male AMEMCAN  4oian Black Hispanic | 29mc Muli  White e | SEEEE 504 Total
Indian Islander Income Ed.
Counts 143 132 1 59 19 34 0 30 132 45 12 43 0 275

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The demographic data that wasdeavailable about the C&d PMS DLIpopulatiorsin
contrast taother elementary schoadsd, in the case of PMS, to thehool overall, revealed
severaimportant aspects of the prograns p o p Thédata bear out the fact that whatever
the early aspirations may have or may not have beedlthprogram is not servingelatively
larger numbers of lovincome students and not servingnanystudents who come to school
speaking Spanish in the homehis is unfortunate given thmmanybenefits forEnglish learners
who attenddual language progranfor example:
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1 Research shows that English learners (ELs) benefit from continuing to learrrin thei
native language (Lindholheary & Genesee, A0);

f Oral proficiency and I|literacy in a student
development (August & Shanahan, 2Q08)d

1 ELs are less likely to fall behind in core subject areas if they ded@bontinue learning
gradelevel content in their home language while acquiring proficiency in English
(Lindholm-Leary & Genesee, 20L

Specifically for Spanish speaking English lear{&slyea& Amendum, 2019)

1 stronger early Spanish reading in Kinder was relategidater English reading growth by
4th grade
1 students in stronger Spanish reading group but with lower Englisprofadiency
initially beganbehind their counterparts in reading but caught up anthsurpassed
them later
T I'nitial, well developed Spanish reading co
reading development than English oral proficiency

The fact that fewer students with IEPs are enrolled at CP than at other elementary schools is
worth further investigationThere is no evidence that bilingualism exacerbates language
impairment and students with language impairments can benefit from support in both languages
academically and cognitivelynore specificallysupporting early learninig the first language

can have longerm benefits for second language development and academic JRaresks,
Genesee & Crago, 2011Yhese authors also state that children with language or cognitive
disabilities have the capity to become bilingual and that parents should not be counseled to
raise children with developmental disorders monolingually instead of bilingMéhigt is

important is thattsidents with disabilities of these kinds shobéprovided witrspecial

eduation resourcsupportin both program languages.

SECTIOMN: What is thelevel of Acquisition ofSpanish on thdart of Students in thé®Ll

Program?

To evaluate the effectiveness of a DLI program, one needs to review progress students are
making academichl, usuallyby looking at state English reading/language arts and math
assessmesgtandby lookingat assessmenits the partner language, in this case, Spanish.

The pandemic has undoubtedly wreaked havoc mihitoring the progress studehtsve made
academicallyand for English learners, in EngligbP and PMS alsmissed out on opportunities
to assess the development of Spanish for students dughéanguag program. A first-time
administration of thCTFL Assessment of Performance toward Proficiency in Languages
(AAPPL) in Spanisha Spanisilanguage testyas administered in school yearlZer018 to 35
DLI third graders in the domain of speaking only and then adminisiebfour domains
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(listening, speaking, reading and writirtg)36 fourth gradesin school year 20322019(all
students weréhe same except one who was not tested in third grade

Administered in May of both school years, the cohort of third graders woutddegn in their
3 or 4" year ofDLI educationdepending on whether they started in Kinder or first grane
the same students tested a year later would hava begischool years of DLI under their belt.
In third grade, mosttudents in third grade tested at either the highest level of novice (the
beginning level) or at the lowest level of intermediate (TaB)Jen Speaking

Table13. AAPPL Speaking Scores of Thi@raders in SY 1-48

Advanced Al 0
Intermediate 15 0
14 2
13 2
12 4
11 12
Novice N4 10
N3 4

N2
N1 1

As per Table 14,feer an additional year of Spanish instruction, 21 students performed above the
Intermediate level in Speakingvhere the year before only 8 studemisireached that level. In

fact, in fourth grade, 10 studentsre hed t he hi gh | nTablelddspglaysat e | ev
high potentiaperformance scores on thedt andlow potential scores on the rigfftdvanced to

Novice). The table provideavisual display of the progress students made in speaking Spanish

from third to fourth grade with the numisewn the chagrowing on the left and the numbers

falling on the right

Table14. AAPPL Speaking Scores of Third Graders in SY187n comparison with Fourth
Graders in SY 189in graphc form

AAPPL ILS Speaking Scores, 2017-18 and 2018-19
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In fourthgrade, for which there are no comparison scores for writing, readiddisteningthe
majority of students performed best in speaKR®@ students in the intermediate ranfypdlowed
by listening, then reading and writingine students performed at thegh intermediate levels
(I3 and 14) in writing(see Table 15)n language domainsther than speakingnost students
performed athelowest level of Intermediate (I11) (Talsld5 andlL6).

Table15. AAPPL SpeakingWriting, Reading and Listeningcores ofFourthGraders in SY 17

18in chart form

2018-19 Writing Reading Listening
ILS - Speaking Writing Reading Listening
Advanced Al 0 0 0 0
Intermediatel5 0 0 0 0
14 10 6 0 0
13 5 3 3 2
12 6 2 9 4
11 8 11 12 15
Novice N4 3 6 7 6
N3 1 6 3 8
N2 0 0 1 0
N1 1 1 0 0

Table16. AAPPL Speaking, Writing, Reading and Listening Scores of Fourth Graders in-SY 18

19in graphc form

AAPPL Scores, 2018-19
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DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

According tothe Guiding Principles for DuaLanguage Program@Howardet al.,2018),dual

| anguage programs require the use of multiple
progress toward meeting bilingualism and biliteracy goals as well as curricular and-content

related goals, especiallgr oral language proficiency and literacy skills in the partner language.

The general wisdom is that tests of the partner language shatidd world/foreign language

tests but instead tests of language embedded in the contemth language is devaped.

In realizing the importance of having a measure of Spanish proficien8y, 2#0182019fourth-
gradestudents in the CP DLI program were given the AAPPL test in Sparhsise results

appear above. As described on its weldsitens://www.languagetesting.com/aapthe AAPPL

test is a foreign language test. There are many DLI programs across the U.S. that use the AAPPL
test the DLI progranresearched having a reliable tesgjauge Spanish language development

and chose AAPPIConsi der ed t hHeori goalld pstoRppamadsdigualgey t h e
specialist, some experts (for example, authors oGtlnding Principles for Dual Language
Education(Howard, et al. 2018) vie¥oreign language tests as problematic for DLI programs.

The problem is that DLI programs are not forémorld language programand the results can

be less thaaccuratdbecause students in DLI progrado not learn language in the way that

foreign languages are taught and assessed. Instead, in DLI propsftachests learn the language

using content instruction as the vehicle for both content and language achiexathreethan

taught explicitgrammalf he CP pri nci pal votherteachethadeand t he f a
purchased assessmeats also used to determine Spanish language proficiency progmerss (t

are multiple measures)hatreflect the Spanish oral languamed literacy capacities learned in

DLI classes,andthg@gtr ovi de f or mati ve f eedbaadaklanguaget eac her
and literacy growthThis shouldcertainly continueThere are plans for AAPPL to be

administered again in 202Bhis is worthdoing; results just need to be interpreted from the

perspective of how learning a language in a foreign/world language class is different from

learning language in a DLI program.

A further assessment issue voiced by the world language specialist waskih&/lath

assessment having been administered in English, whereas the students learn math in Spanish.
Generally speaking, students should be assessed in the language in which they are learning. If the
same math skills were also assessed using Spaniglmiesits, the results of the Spanish

assessments sholddrecognized by the distrieind the English math assessments interpreted
cautiously.

SECTIOMN: Academic Performance

Without data for the pandemic yeatise decision was made by CAL to review @#éicial Site
of the State of New Jersey School Performance Repipnt(/rc.doe.state.nj.upfor the PPS
elementary schools for the mastentdata available, that is féhe school yeaprior to 2019
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https://www.languagetesting.com/aappl
https://rc.doe.state.nj.us/

2020when the Pandemic begdrables7-10represent screen shots of charts taken from the NJ
state accountability site.

ELA performance outcomes that may be worthy of mention are those related to comparing CP
and JP in the area &hrollment Trends by Student Gro(glso available on the NJ state

website) Tables ¥. and B. report student grouperformanceercentagetr SY 20182019
(assessments were cancelled in SY20%nd SY 2@1). If we comparehe ELA performance

data forCP and JP fo8Y 20182019, we find that CP students performed less well in third,
fourth, and fifth grades thastudents in those grades at JP. Thisteresting given thaiP fad
considerably more economically disadvantagiedient{ 3 0 % t o Cd&hdnsorestulents %)
with disabilities(2 7. 9 % t o @$ajperceidtage @ their overall populatioming the

same school yearhe EL populatiors at JPand CPwerethe sane that yean8.8%)(see Tables
19and20). It would be unfaito attribute the lower performance at DRyrades3, 4 and 5to the

DLI program, however, because during that school yesdrall studentsvere in DLI classes

and the data are not disaggregated by program type.

Tablel7. Percentage of Community PaBtudentsWho Meet orExceededGradelevel
Expectations on the NJSLA for English language arts for SY -201%

English Language Arts Assessment - Performance Trends 3
(]
This graph shows the percentage of students who met or exceeded expectations on each grade level exam on the New Jersey Student Learning Assessment (NJSLA) for English Language Arts (ELA) for the
past three years

Important note for 2020-21: Due to the cancellation of statewide assessments in 2019-20 and 2020-21 and federal waivers as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, statewide assessment results are not
available for the 2019-20 and 2020-21 school years.

Percentage of Students Meeting/
Exceeding Expectations
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Table18. Percentage of Johnson Park Students Who Meet or Exceededl&rmlde
Expectations on the NJSLA f@nglish language arts for SY 202819

English Language Arts Assessment - Performance Trends ;
[ ]

This graph shows the percentage of students who met or exceeded expectations on each grade level exam on the New Jersey Student Learning Assessment (NJSLA) for English Language Arts (ELA) for the
past three years

Important note for 2020-21: Due to the cancellation of statewide assessments in 2019-20 and 2020-21 and federal waivers as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, statewide assessment resulis are not
available for the 2019-20 and 2020-21 school years.

2018-2018 2010-2020 2020-2021
100

82%

T2%

Percentage of Students Meeting/
Exceeding Expectations

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5

Tables19. Community ParkenrollmentTrends byStudentGroup, SY2016i SY2021 (2 charts
below)

Enrollment Trends by Student Group

This table shows the percentage of students by student
group for the past three school years. Data for some stude
groups was not available before 2016-17.

Student Group 2015-16 2016-17

Female 48.6% | 48.3% | 46.7T%

Male 51.4% | 51.7% | 53.3%

Economically

Disadvantaged Students 209% | 176% | 20.2%

Students with Disabilities 16.8% | 16.5% | 18.6%

English Leamers 10.0% 6.7% 4.5%

Homeless Students 0.0% 0.0%

Students in Foster Care 0.5% 0.8%

Military-Connected Students 0.0% 0.0%

Migrant Students 0.0% 0.0%
Student Group 2019-20
Female 48.7% 50.0% 46.0%
Male 51.3% 50.0% 54.0%
Non-Binary/Undesignated Gender <1% 1%
Economically Disadvantaged Students 18.1% 19.6% 17.4%
Students with Disabilities 17.3% 13.5% 14.1%
English Learners 8.8% 9.3% 7.6%
Homeless Students 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
Students in Foster Care 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Military-Connected Students 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Migrant Students 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Tables 20. JohnsorParkEnroliment Trends by Student Grqup2016- SY2021(2 charts
below)

Enroliment Trends by Student Group

This table shows the percentage of students by student
group for the past three school years.

Student Group 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19

Female 43.4% | 45.6% | 44.3%

Male 56.6% 54 4% 55.7%

Economically

Disadvantaged Students 27.4% | 27.9% | 30.0%

Students with Disabilities 25.3% 27.9% 27.9%

English Learners 6.6% 5.9% 8.8%

Homeless Students 0.3% 0.3% 0.0%

Students in Foster Care 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Military-Connected Students | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Migrant Students 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Student Group 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21
Female 44.3% 40.5% 40.0%
Male 55.7% 59.5% 60.0%
Non-Binary/Undesignated Gender <1% 1%
Economically Disadvantaged Students 30.0% 25.5% 27.9%
Students with Disabilities 27.9% 28.2% 27.3%
English Learners 8.8% 9.4% 6.2%
Homeless Students 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
Students in Foster Care 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Military-Connected Students 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Migrant Students 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

A comparison of math performance between CP and JP for grades 3, 4, and 5 for 91818
(Tables 20 and 2Bhows very similar performanae third and fourth grades, but JP has 9%
more students in fifth grade meeting or exceeding math standards thai€Rifference in'8
grade performance cannot be attributed to the CP DLI program bectursgation was not
available on the stamteregarding math performanby program type at E, and in thayear,

there were both DLI and nedLI classes in 8 grade.Math results of CP DLI students also need
to be interpreted cautiously, as mentioned above, because students were tested in English on
math content they leaedin Spanish.
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Table21. Percentage of Community Park Students Who Met or Excéacdettlevel
Expectations on the NJSLA for Mathematics for SY 22089

Mathematics Assessment - Performance Trends 3
[ ]
This graph shows the percentage of students who met or exceeded expectations on each grade level or end-of-course exam on the New Jersey Student Learning Assessment (NJSLA) for Mathematics for the
past three years

Important note for 2020-21: Due to the cancellation of statewide assessments in 2019-20 and 2020-21 and federal waivers as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, statewide assessment results are not
available for the 2019-20 and 2020-21 school years.

2018-2012 20182020 20202021

e 67%
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Exceeding Expectations

o N N N N N N

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5

T Grade level results do not include students who took the Algebra I, Geometry, or Algebra Il end of course tests

Table22. Percentage of Johnson Park Students Who Met or Exceeded|@raldexpectations
on the NJSLA for Mathematics for SY 262819

Mathematics Assessment - Performance Trends 3
L .}

This graph shows the percentage of students who met or exceeded expectations on each grade level or end-of-course exam on the New Jersey Student Learning Assessment (NJSLA) for Mathematics for the
past three years.

Important note for 2020-21: Due to the cancellation of statewide assessments in 2019-20 and 2020-21 and federal waivers as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, statewide assessment resulis are not
available for the 2019-20 and 2020-21 school years.

2018-2018 20192020 2020-2021

0 70%

ge of Students
Exceeding Expectations

8 o N N N N N N
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T Grade level results do not include students who took the Algebra I, Geometry, or Algebra Il end of course tests

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Determiningstudentacademic performance is very difficult at this time because the NJ state
assessmestvere not administered for two school yedusingthe Pandemic. Available data for

22



the year prior seem to indicate that CP students performed less wedtubants at JP on the
ELA test for that yearespecially in third grade, and comparably in Math to JP (exceft in 5
grade)despite a smaller percentage of economically disadvantagespecial education
students at CPSince the N3tate gie does noprovideinformation byprogram type, it was
impossible to determinié differences in performance betwe€P and JP can be attributed to the
DLI-program studentsr non-DLI program studenior bothi or to CP students taking the math
test in English when they had learned matSpanishThe ELA data pulled from the NJ state
sitealsodoes not include performance by sgroup. Looking at suigroupscouldshed more

light on the discrepancies in performamate¢he two schools

If it was the 3" gradeDLI studentsvho did not perform as well as their peers English state
standardized tests, thatnot unusual. Typically, grade-&students in DLI programs score

lower or equivalent to comparisamoup peers (Lindholrheary, 2012pecause¢hey are

learning in two langages rather than in one. However, longitudinal studies of the performance
of students, both English home language and English learners, show that students in DLI
programs perform equivalent to or better than their peers in nopi@grams over the coursé
theirK-12 education (Thomas & Colliel, 997 Burkhauser, et al., 2016).

SECTION: What do Staff, Parents and $udentsBelieve arethe Benefits of
Bi/Multilingualism, theeBtAspects of theDLIProgramsin PPS dday, and What do They

Believe Needs b be Improved?

Staff

As described above (Table information about the PPS DLI programs was collected in focus
groups in which the CAL researcher spoke Bpersons. The views came from central office,

CP administrators and teachers, PMS administrators and teachers, and from two other elementary
schwls that do not have the DLI program.

When asked about the advantages of the program andsmatking, CPteachers spoke of the
cumulativeadvantagesf DLI that mean that CP Didtudentsenter®g r ade wi t h fan i
amount of Spanish, that tstudents are constantly challenged, #rad the studentsre exposed

to cul tural perspectives tlhat dondt exi st in

In DLI programs, English and Spanish teachers must partner closely to deliver an effective and
coherent program to tretudentsThe teachers spoke to advantages of having a partner teacher
with whom to manage and build community and commueivéh families. Teachers spoke of
having a support system each otherThe world languages specialist notadtfiboth teachers
attend all conferences (both ELA and Spanishexample, attendingd conferencesather than

22), and students participate in studéad conferences in thepring in the target language.

The wald language specialistished to point out thaEPh a anoffering of afterschool
clubs/programming in Spanigh.
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When asked whatodés not working, teacheas | mmed

curriculum for Spanish language arts aotinections made between English literacy and

language and Spanish literacy and language. The staff saidatig¢lie materials they need to

teach math and scienbathad to make up everything they did in the Spanish language block

and that they desperateneeded a Spanish language arts curriculum, together with professional
developmentThe teachers also spoke to problems that arose in later elementary grades regarding
math taught in Spanish. Teachers believed they need greater knowledge and supfenrninal
whether lack of progress in math the part of some studemstsould beattributedto lack of
Spanishianguageor struggles to learmath conceptsidependent of languaglore than one

teacher at CP spoke to tredatively recently adoptethath airriculum as being particularly
challenging, regardless of languageadvoiced a preference ftine earlier math curriculum.

Some teachers questioned the commitment of families to the Spanish priodeanmg that
Spanishwas not as important &nglish to someparens. Many students, especially in the upper
grades, preferred nta speak irSpanishduring Spanish instruction.

CP teachers also lamented changes in program offeringsy/&anto yearspecificallythe

numberof classrooms devoted to DLI at each grade leMais was explained by administration

as having to adapihe number of classroonbsised on enrollment. In fagtior to the pandemic,
enrollment odditiesed to a triad arrangemefthree classrooms rathévan2 or 4, which did not

lend itself to the partnering modlelThey also recommended that a valid and reliable assessment
be usedo determine ihewly-enrollingstudents have the Spanish skills needguetéorm
successfullyn the later years of the program.

CPteachers spoke of a lack of vision and plan for goals and expectations in Spanish, and in
particular, a lack of communication with and understanding of the program on the part of PPS
central administrators.

To say that the neBLI teachers at CP are not happy is an understatement. The CAL researcher
spoke with them ifrebruary and they did not know the status of their positions at CP for the
following year. Theyeported that they were told earltbat there would always be a RDh.

strand at the school. Unfortunatelyesie dilemmas exi$br all dual €hools that transition from
nonDLI to DLI strand to whole school DLI. The issue here is that decisions do not appear to
have been made for the long term, put in writing, and ghaigely. If this is the case, it ignfair

to teachers whose livelihoods and professional and emotionabeietjareat stake when they

are not informed in a timely way of changes of this magnitAdeording to the CP principal,

i ¢achers who are unhappy with DLI were mfied and provided options starting in 2013/14 in

the planning stages.

Although staffing of Spanisproficient teachers was nebiced generally as an issue for CP

(other than finding staff to teach specials in Spanish), the world languages specidisttsaid

i t middle school needs to attract bilingual candidatesP PS Hu ma n HHkasmour c e s
been key in helping the hiring process active recruitment from the HR departmé8he] had

to advocate for several years to change bilinguatigdzriptions
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Parents

The overwhelming majority of parents who participated in the focus groups were parents with
children in the DLI program (44 parents). However, there were 9 parents who attended who had
chosen not to enroll or fenroll at least somof their children in the program.

Parents with children in the DLI program stated numerous reasons for doing so. At thistop of
werethe opportunities that knowing a language other than English would provide their children

in the future: academidg| professionally, and socially. Numerous parents voiced the

advantages to learning a second language proficiently that are afforded by DLI programs where
students spend @ asaf eofenvhierionmented Alienar ni ng i r
English. The second most common reason for selecting the DLI program was the information
parents had received about the cognitive advantages to being billNgo&rousstudies have

shown heightened executive functioning in laagm bilinguals many of whichwereconducted

by Ellen Bialystok at York University in Canada in collaboration with otlfiensexamplesee

Bialystok, et al., 2012 An additional advantage voiced by some were the aroksral and

communicative advantages of learning a second language and learning about$Eaksiy

countries and customs. In this context, parents spoke of the numerous countries from which the
Spanishspeaking teachers in the DLI programs come. Several parents also spoke to the missed
opportunity in their own lives to learn a second language that they did not want their children to

miss. Others spoke of wanting to maintain and grow theirchildrse Spani sh | anguag
(nine focusgroup parents identified as speaking Spanish in the home).

Other less frequently reported benefits, but worthy of comment, included the following:

1T Gl obal awareness/ per s pec toi viss,ef ofennesstoithe i ng t
worldo

1 Gaining cultural sensitivity from the perspective of recognizing the Spapestking
students as #dAlittle | eaders; 06 Spanish spea
than a deficit perspective because they havethest gt hs (fAsuper power 0

T Give the children the Agift of confidencebo

T "Exposure to diverse settingbo

When asked about the best aspects of the prograrajagity of parents spoke to tig@ality and

dedication 6the Spaniskspeaking teachers and aides who are, in the words of one parent,
Aphengmemald i n the words of aThe$phnesispedkingne gr e a
staff, many of whom reportedlyadtaughtatthe school before theansitionto dualii s et t h e
toneo for t he manyedta duties, inaludidg translatibnamf nraterials. Parents
mentioned that they like that Spanisheaking teachers come from a variety of Spaspgiaking

countries, ensuring native langaproficiency, while adding culturdiversity.
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In addressing learning in a pandentiee responses varied by grade levelm¢rous parents

spoke of their children learnifga ma z i n ghroygboutemdtelschoolingvhile otherssaid

thatthe period ofearning at home had led to Spanish learning loss for their chiltany

parents spoke to having children who are happ
|l oves to go to school . dhewdkkhertchicis doipyeSpamishtin ¢ 0 mme
mi ddl e scmmgmihd, 0 Abl ows

One of thecriticisms of the program voiced by some parentssaamdestaff alikewas the

per cei ve dilinjualdicuturabidentisgpo i n t he school. This perc
the degree tavhich English takes precedence in the school: the Engligjuage artsurricula,

the English assessments, the time in English instruction, the visibility of English over Spanish in
theschool environmenDual language programs have three goals: biliigmaand biliteracy,

high academic achievement in both languaged sociecultural competence (Howard, et al.,

2018). For a program to be effective in meetiighree goals, it must ensure linguistic and

cultural equity for the language other than Esigl

Parents with children at all grade levels spoke openly about the lack of a plan for the program.

They spokebout having little to no information about the middle school program, and no

information about what the expectations are for the prograngindothoolOne par ent sai d
doesndét inspire much thepmfoigda@amc &€ swibemn nighe maad e k s
CP principal addbigthetpdstCB mogmmnmadeto e addressed and

rectified. If this continues, parentsiMnot sign their child up for the program. They will not see

a benefit in placing their child in a program for 6 years in elementary school all for it to fall apart

at the upper levels.

A recurring theme with parents in the focus groups was a sentiharhe district central office

staff arenot fond of the program andvenot been supportive of the progra@ne parent said,

Afwe have to fi¢ghbhef worédetpnhfguageospiNaaalist
single book in Spanish was on the district Summer Reading bst.

Although very happy to see the continuation of the DLI program in the middbel sittwas at

this levelthat parentsveremostworried about the lack of communication regarding future DLI
programming for their children. One parent sa
weekbut | havendt r ec e iTheaaldlanguages spdcialist respondenin y et .
with the following feedbackiiLast eight years we have had the plan to have Social Studies and
Spanish as immersion clasgasthe middle schoaljat the high school level we have 12 levels

of Spanish and students would find appropriate placerfiém] recommadationis that DLI

students will takA\P after freshman ye&The world languages specialist believes that the

i nadle schodd srientation/explanation of the prograreeds to address tivelusion of DLI

program and studends.

Elementary DLI Students

The CAL researcher spoke wigtementary school students enrolled in DLgroups of 2or 3
studentschosen by the schowiith parental permissiomhe studentsanged from knder
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through5th grade withtwo students not in the DLI program coming from®@gFades Students

were asked four questisirwhat they believed the benefits were to be being bilingual (and for
some of themtrilingual);what they liked about the Didrogram;andhow they would improve

it. The researcheraskédj f y ou h a dwhatwould gou do tonn@ake dhe program
better® The conversations were conductelihgually by the CAL researcher who has advanced
proficiency in Spanish in the receptive language skills of listening and reading, and intermediate
skills in the productive skills of speaking and writiagd all of theschoolselected students had
conversational skills in both languages.

Benefitsincluded:

1 you can talk with others whanly know Spanish [who are unable to speak English]
/communicate with more people

you can translate

bea doctor and go to other countfteslp peopléenter the health field

opens more dosfmoreopportunities

make more connections with people

better for travel

= =4 4 -4 A

The students spoke favorably of the program stating that it was easy t8peaishit was fun
to speak Spanisland they liked learning reading and writimgEnglishand science anahath in
SpanishStudents said they felt comfortabéand the teachefiknow what they are doing.

When asked about improvements, a few students spgmkgteachers using English during

Spanish time to help them; one student said he wished that the tesetienore English.

Another felt that students who needed hel@panish with matiwere mainly silent whethey

should ask for more helpvhen asked if they wished to add anything, one student commented,;
Nfitds easier to spealdti re xpwWiersasket wihatilanguageti@en i s h
students used in the hallways, in the cafetamaon the playground, all of the DLI students

answered witliEnglisho

Fourth and fifth grade students were asked if they had friends t{Dbband vice versalhe

students said yes, but spoke of some tension, for example DLI afidlhatudents preferring

to play with their owrclassmateat recessThe studentsaidfit hey t hi nk we are r
t hi nk t h elntereatindg, someotitee4"@nd 3" grade teacheralsospoketo a

perceived socialivide that existed between students in the DLI and the traditional proghem.

CP principal said thdithep e r ¢ esoclaldigid®d i s not a DTIhisis@rhigsueo me non
that will go awayafter next school year, biitthereare any socigbroblems that occurext year,

special efforts should be madehtiing students together.

Middle School DLI Students

The focus groups \th programselectedstudents in 8 and 7" gradesat PMS were conducted in
conversational English and SpaniSieven of the students weredfigrade, andour were in7""
grade. Three ahestudents had Spanish in their immediate backgrounusstudents were able
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to conversan Spanish and English. The students were asked toegelft their abilities in
SpanishTheselfrepored ratingsare represented in Tali8.

Table23. Seltreport by 6 and 7" graderdn DLI program at PM®f SpanisHanguage abilities
(n=11)

Domain Listening Speaking Reading Writing
High 10 6 5 6
High-Medium - 5 6 -
Medium 1 - - 5
Low - - - -

Although these results are far from an objective test of languagstadehts may havegeen
influencedby thereports of others sindbese questions were posesia groupatherthan

individually, the results are interesting and representative of wlaatfien find when testing the
language competencies of studentBin even after numerous years of instruction in the partner
language. Students most often excel in the receptive language domain of listening and this was
borne out by theestudentsall but one of whonfelt that theyhavehigh levelsof Spanish
l'istening skills. That more students felt tha
surprising either as the productive skill of writing is often the hardebkeddnguageskills to

master. That students believed that they had either high or almost high skills in speaking and
readingreflectswell on theprogram Theseresults need to be interpretedh the limitation in

mind that these students were chosen to speak Wt &L researchesind were reporting in

front of their peers

The middle school students noted what they believed were besfdidisig bilingual. These
included:

1 Employment opportunities

1 To be able to élp and translate for people

1 Interpret for youfamily when traveling

1 Learning a second language helps to learn additional languages
1 Communicate with more people.

One of the students whose father came from a Spapisdking country said that beimgthe

program allowed the studetat move beyond ordanguage to read and writgnother heritage

| anguage speaker said that the DLS$hegescibgd am s
that dter a year in PK in which she belieaghe was losing her Spanish, she gained it back in the
ensuing years ithe DLI programat CP

When asked what they liked about the DLI program, studemsnented that they liked
learning and thinking in Spanistnat they are community with manyriends(for most of them
having been together since Kinder or first ghaated the teachers were great.
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When asked what t hey dstudentdwere ljuitkcandid Bame voicadh e pr
that, althougtihe students in the focus groupportediking the community aspect of being in

the DLI program with the same students for 7 or 8 ye¢hey, reported thagome oftheir peers

were less than exciteabout thisrom a social perspectiv&ince onlytwo of their classes at the
middle school were in Spes, the students felt likineyhad opportunities to mix with other
students during the rest of their schedule in English classes. When asked about the transition to
math in Englisrat PMSafter math in Spanish during their years at CP, most of the students said
thatthetransition was easy because they knew the concepts, but that it did take some time to
learn the math terminology in Englighiumerous students spoke to experieg&panish

language loss or lack of progrdsscause athe lack of inperson instration during the COVID
closures.

Students made interesting comnsghit have programmatic implications. They observed that
students in the program were at very different levels of Spanish proficiency. They believed that
students should be tested for plaest in either higher or lower Spanisimguagesocial studies
andworld languagelassesThey reported thagtudents who entered the program lateimore
difficulty than those who started the first yearAlthoughtwo studens voiced wanting more
classesn Spanishmoststudens believed that having two core subjects in Spanish worked well
for them.

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The most pressing issue from an instructional perspective was the need voiced by many
respondentthat the prograndevotes adequate time to the development of Spanish language and
literacy and adogta Spanish language arts curriculum. Based on recommendations in the
Guiding Principles for Effective Dual Language Prografdswardet al.,2018),for students in
50:50 DLI programsto become bilingual and biliterate, a core goal, they should have equal
amounts of English language arts and Spanish language attgrade leve|sandteachers

should have theecessary Spanish materials to teach Spéamgjuage and literaaysingan
authenticSpanisHanguage artsurriculum.This need was reinforced by the CP principal who

S a i a neediafanish Language Arggrogram. Thel' e a ¢ ICellege @ C)units in Spanish

are not adequate. These students netghta the Spanish language. The TC units are meant for
native Spanish speakeys.

In a 50:50 program, students should also have half of all instruction in one language and half in
the other. Since all specials are provided in English, the program dgaewide equal amounts

of Spanish and English instruction. It would benefit the program to have specials like P.E., art
and music provided in Spanish.

Adopting a Spanish language arts program is one step toward develtyliteyacy curriculum

A fully developed biliteracy curriculum woulthrefully targethe graddevel objectives of the
districtidentified English language arts and Spanish language arts standards, develop a scope
and sequence/pacing guide that reflects transferrable aAdamsferrable literacy skills, and
describewhat is taught in each language so that instruction methodically builds on/provides
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practice rather than repeats taeguage artskills and knowledge that are transferrable, and
ensures thatontransferrable skidl are explicitly taught. Companion guides can provide grade

by grade expectations for literacy development in each language to ensure vertical alignment in
implementationFurthermore,nterdisciplinary, thematic units of study that address the
expectatios of the content curriculum and that include opportunities for bridgiaglso an
important aspect of effective biliteracy development.

Regarding other materials to support the DLI program in Spanish, the world languages content
specialist addedimanyresources for DL-bpecific instruction have been donated by the PTO,
World Languagdunding, or building fundingReady Math and Amplify Sence promised

Spanish materialsut have fallen shouq.

A further recommendation in thguiding Principleds that every core subject area is taught in

both program languages over the course of the DLI pragh#mg? The students will grasp the
contentarea concepts regardless of language (provided that sheltering techniques are used by the
teacher to ensure gprehension), but the students will not learn the language of the content
unless it is taught in each language. For this reason, it would be wise for the program to consider
alternating the teaching of the core subjects (math, sciandesocial studiet)etween

language. This can be done by quarter, by semester, or by year. This would also sarsart®

a smoothransitionto mathtaughtsolely in Spanish in middle schodlhe CP principal also
commented herdi_ogistically it would be easier to switdly year. It would also be more cost
effective as only certain grade levels would need new materials for instruction in that specific
language (e.gmath in Englishp

That students reportedly prefer to speak in English in Spanish instruction (egpedtad upper
grades at CP). This can be the resutheffollowingfactors or a combination of both: (1) the
students do not have the instructional supports/scaff@ddedo produe the language, such as
sentence starters, fill in the blank sentences, word banks, peers with whom to partner, graphic
organizers, etcor (2) the students do not place the same value on Spanish as they do on English
and, therefore, prefer to use Engligbr the former, teachers would need focused professional
development on using sheltering techniques and, for the latter, the school would me&d &
concerted effort to raise the status of Spanish schoolwide from the earliest years (see language
equitystrategies in AppendiR).

The world languages specialist provided ways that the school currently works to boost equity of
S p a n iSignage adioss the school is in both ELA and Spanish, pledge rotates in Spanish

and English, student writing pieces, artassemblies are in Spanish. Focus has been on

Health & Safety signage (which were in both languagesp 7nt to bring back even more
signagh 6 OEA OAEA
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Uneven enrollment, especially during the Pandemic, led to shifts in numbers of DLI classroom
in the arly grade levelsThis was destabilizing but unavoidable. A lenagge outreach
campaign with expected quotas for enrollm&mduld help to solve this problem.

The most important recommendati@md the mostirgent is the needor a strategic

plan/blueprint that expresses the commitment of the community, district, and doholésPPS
DLI program. The plan would include mission, vision, program descriptions through grade 12,
the action steps that will be takenmeet the goals @nobjectives of the plarthe responsible
parties; the timeline for completipandcosts and funding sourcda addition, such plans

should engage stakeholdé@nsdevelopmentand all planshould becommunicated widelyn the
Princeton community.

SECTI® 8: What are theReasons thaH8igible In-Boundary andOut-of-BoundaryFamilies

Decide toOpt Out of theDLI Pogram?

Nine parents came forward who did haivesome or all otheir children in the DLI program.

One of the parents spoke of having intentionally moved their child out of the program because
they believed that the caliber of academic instruction in Spanish was not rigorous enough and
there was too little attentioraju to formal Spanish language instruction, especially in writing.
Another parent spoke of not placing their child in a program that they believed had not been in
existence long enough to provide pfof success based pablicassessmemtatg especiallyin

math. Other reasons for opting out overlapped with aregsnefaldissatisfaction discussed in
more detail in the secticaibove

The CAL researchehad hopedhat Spanish speaking families who lslese toCP but who

choose to send their children to JP vebloé preserdt focusgroup sessions; however, this was

not the case. Instead, the CAL researcher spoke with the parent liaison who works with the
families to ascertain reasons for not enrolling their children aT@®parent liaison reported

that he fanilies she servesome mainlyfrom Guatemala, and live in houses, often many

persons to a houkeld in the neighborhood that straddles the JP and CP boundaries. The families
are low income and often have little to no literacy in the first langudgefanilies, reportedly,
believe that their childrearebetter off at JP learning English thparticipating in a Spanish

English program.

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It is important to keep in mind that comments from just a few parents do not constitute a
representational sample of families who have chosen not to enroll their children in the DLI
programand that the Spanish speaking families did not speak for themsEhaesaid, other
comments from teachers and school staffl leredibility to the need to shore up Spanish
instruction especially as it relates to teaching Spanish langumabiteracy It was reported to
the CAL researcher by school stifait a Spanish lguage arts produtias been identified and
recommended for purchateensure the explicit teaching of Spanish language and literaisy.
is excdlent.
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As previously mentioned in the performance section above, it will be important for the program
to collectformative and ssnmativeacademic and language performance data to ensure that
students are making academic and linguistic progress in both languages oer ttiisecan be
communicated tprospective families

That the SpanisBpeaking Guatemalan families choose not to send their children to CP is
disappointing given theesearch on the benefits for English learners who attend DLI programs.
Not only dothe studentbenefit fromall the advantagesf bilingualism listed on the

informational sheet in Appendix A., but research shows many other benefits for Spanish
speaking Bglish learners as describe in Secdopp.1314 above.

SECTION: Is thePer-StudentCost for EducatingStudents at theHementaryDLI
Program Equivalent to thatWhich isSpent at Non-DLIHementarySchools that do not have

SpecializedProgramming?

The pefrpupil costs were determined solely based on information received from PPS Finance.
This section relies on information provided by PPS on April 25, 2022. A cost comparison was
madeby PPS Financef per pupil spending based oastsof staffing The costs of staffing for

the DLI program are based on the costs of the teachers and aides. The costs for the traditional
classrooms are based on teachkrstandardized cost of educators and aides was used.

A question was raised by the prepaséthe financial informatiomas to whether the aides in the
DLI programare DLI aides ospecial education aideBheassumptionmadeby PPSn

preparing this informatiors that the DLI aides are not special education aldesever, the CP
pri nci p anhnyafdud@_tajdesfserve as SPED group aides when there are individuals
in the classroom with an I1E®.

Tables 24. Comparison oPerStudent Costs Elementary SabolsBased on Staffing

Program # of #of | Average | Teacher Teacher Aide Cost per | Per pupll
student| class per Cost cost per Cost section costwith
S rooms| section section with 6 6 DLI

DLI aides aides

DLI 269 16 16.8125 | $1,701,280| $6,324.46 | *$361,86 | $128,947 | $7,669.69
Students 6

Traditional | 1,007 | 56 17.98214| $5,954,480| $5,913.09 | 0 $106,330 | $5,913.09
Students

*The CP princi palHogisthisdciuate?sAidéshlo mot mbke mare tlean A
$30,000 per year. If this was factored based BilGaides, it would not be more than $180,000
at most.

Difference per pupil $1,756.60
Difference per section | $22,616.63
Extended difference by | $472,525
number of DLI students
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Extended diféerence by | $361,866
number ofDLI sections

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to reliably draw conclusions from these figures, it must be determined whether any or all
of the six DLI aides used to calculate costs for the DLI progmenspecial education aides or

aides used strictly for the Dlprogram.It is also important to note that this comparison relies
solelyon personnel cost$hereareno costs attributed to Spanish language instructional

materials or assessmeiriscomparisorto the costs oEnglish materials at other schools

Any questions or concerns regarding-papil calculations must be addressed directly to PPS
Finance since CAL relied on PPS Finance to determine these costs.

SECTIONO: What Additional Costsof the DLI Program can be Attributed to

Transportatiof?

Information about students who are transported by bus at the cost of PPS was provided by the
transportation office in PPS. The results appear in T&fland26 below. Fifty-one sudents

opt out of CP to attend the other elementary schools, including one student who is bussed to the
charter schoolMost students go to JF-our of the students who opted out ientified special
education students.

Table25. Transportation costs related to familgsting out of the CP Zone (PPS Transportation
Office, 2/24/23

Destination School Number of students Number ofopt-out students who
transported walk or are driven
JP 33 1
(of which 4 are sp. ed.
LB 12 1
(of which 1 is sp ed.)
RS gen. ed studesnt 5
Princeton Charter 1
Total students 51 2

Total cost of transportation for CP emit students: $45,507.87

Table26. Transportation costs related to familgsting in to the CP Zone (PPS Transportation
Office, 2/24/22)

Schoolof Origin Number of students | Number ofopt-in students who
transported walk or are driven
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JP 5
LB 4
RS gen. ed studest 5
Total students 14

Total cost of transportation for CP eptstudents: $9,193.35

Total cost of transportation related to-@ap&and optout for DLI program at CP: $54,701.22

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The transportation figures indicate that the DLI program as a program of choice for fdogges

not come without costs. These figures also indicate that there are a good number of students from
the CP zone that choose to go to JP. It would be interdstiingd outexactlyhow many of
these students are Spanggeakers and English learners.

This report does not include datastsrelated to the transportation of other students in PPS for

programmatic reasons that are not related to special education

SECTION 1I: Conclusion

In conclusion, the DLI programs in BRprovide many benefite studentsThere is a solid

foundation inplace that has been built through hard work and expetianddahere is undeniable
dedication and passion for the programtwas part of the DLI teachers and instructional aides at

CP.Theprogram also providasimense advantages to students are able to learn a second

language in their developing years in schdble next step fothe district tocontemplate the
mission and vision of the programho the program servishiould serveandproceed to develop
a district and communitgupportednulti-year strategic plareflective of the mission and visipn

Does the program serve a diverse group of students repredauitiragivantagedamiliesand
not advantagedSpanishspeaking families as many respondents believe was the aim at the start
of the program®o the DLI progransin PPS provide studentss suggested by numerous

stakeholdersyith an experience in which children are learning in a diverse setting ainwhi

there arechildren who come from Spanish language backgrowiss e r v e
who are models of an asseksven rather than a defiettriented perspectivelhe answer is: ot
to the extent the prograocouldif the schooMistrict, schoo] and familieswvere toprioritize

as

fil

ittt

informing Spaniskspeaking families of the choice they havaenad their children to a school in
which their childrencan learn in a language they know while gaining English, while at the same
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time, beng provided with aschal climate and culture in which Spanishvalued tahe same
high degreas EnglishWith the influx of more Spaish home languadgamilies thevisibility

of Spanish would takadditionalpriority in thehallways of the schoolyould be spokenn all
common areas, andstruction in Spanistvould be bettersupportedn all ways recommended in
the Guiding PrinciplegAppendix C)

The progranwould derive great benefit from garneritinge trust of Spanisbpeakingamilies
with English learner childred.hese parents should bormed of the immense benefits their
childrenwould experience byeing able to learn iand maintairtheir first language while
learningand achieving ifcnglish. Thiswould also preserdn opportunityfor English speaking
children in the program to interact withorechildren who are Spanish speaking. At the same
time, PPSwvould need to be cleagyed in thathechildren ofSpanish speakers in Princeton,
mainly low-income will give much, but they wilalso need much. They will need support from
the district andhe wellestablished and wedducatedcommunity to ensure that the studesuts!
their familiesare provided witlsocialservicesand academic supports to succdethe school
districtassistedamilies at CRo activelyrecruit theHispanicfamiliesinto the school, treat the
families with the respect they deserve, and ensure th&pdu@shspeakingchildren receive the
supports they need to excel, what an amazing hibdewould be for the English home
language children in the school. Witnessaalyllts and theiparents, quintessential role models,
practicingcultural proficiencyin these ways would provide the children at CP the ultimate lesson
in crosscultural undestandingWhat better wayvould the adult community provide their
children with a model oociocultural competendban bygiving those less privileged among
them a hand up whikésibly honoring their languagand cultur@

SECTIONZ2: Limitations

CAL collected a wealth of information and opinions speaking with a wide variety of persons
associated with the DLI programs in PPS. Because the scope of work of the @amiteaptested

by PP&did not include a formal, skeisit review of instuctional and languagese practices, this
report does not include those aspects of the program in the report.

The evaluation does not include a review of data related to English learner (EL) academic and
English language progress given that there afevgdLs in the program and the dat@scant

for the Pandemic yearbut theEnglish proficiency gainef ELs inDLI programs s a critical

aspect oDLI evaluations.

There was no opportunity as hoped to speak with Spapisaking families who had opted out
of attending CP and enrwip their childrenat JP Instead, the famiNiaison spoke on beHabf
the families.
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Appendix A: Princeton Public Schools DLI Benefits Flyer, 2014

Why consider
Dual Language Immersion?

Research shows that Dual Language Immersion programs can produce the following benefits:

1 Enhanced Cognitive Skills
Immersion students, due to the demands both conscious and unconscious of processing two languages,
typically develop greater cognitive flexibility and demonstrate increased attention control, better memory,
and superior problem solving skills while, at faene time, experiencing enhanced understanding of their
primary language.
Bamford, K., & Mizokawa, D. (1991). Addiibingual immersion education: Cognitive and language developméeanguage
Learning,41(3), 413429.
Maillat, D., & Serra, C. (2009). Immersion education and cognitive strategies: Can the obstacle be the advantage in a multilingt
society?nternational Journal of Multilingualism(Z), 18&;206.

1 Improved Academic Performance
Immersion students perform agell as or better than neimmersion students on standardized tests of
English and mathematics, even when these tests are administered in English.
Robinson, D. W. (1998). The cognitive, academic, and attitudinal benefits of early latearagey. In M. Met (Ed.)Critical
AaadzSa Ay SEFENXeé aSO2yR I y3dz 3 3pp.t3EIA6)NSCdityF@EesmanAdidisonRMesfel. T 2 NJ 2
Swain, M., & Lapkin, S. (1982). Academic outcomes of immersion educhiibh.Swain & S. LapkiBvaluating bilingual
education: A Canadian case stypp. 56;69). Clevedon, England: Multilingual Matters.

1 Minimizing of the Achievement Gap
Partially as a result of the cognitive demands placed on students who learn content in two different
languagesno other intervention model holds greater promise to minimize the achievement gap more

effectively between high and low performing populations than dual language immersion.

Collier, W. and Thomas, G. (2012dal language education forteansformed worldpp.4446). Albuquerque: Fuente Press.
HajBroussard, M.G. (2003)anguage, identity and the achievement gap: Comparing experiences of Afri@ican students in
a French immersion and a regular education context (Doctoral Dissejtdtmrisiana State University and Agricultural and
Mechanical College.

1 Higher Second Language Proficiency
Immersion students achieve higher levels of second language proficiency than through any other languag

development model. By the end of theit Kprogram, students possess bilingualism antiteracy.

Center for Applied Second Language Studies, (201at levels of proficiency do immersion students achi&gfene: CASLS.
Padilla, A., et. al., (2013). A Mandarin/English-tmay immersion program: language proficiency and academic achievement.
Foreign Language Annal$ (4), pp. 665679.
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1 Enhanced Global Citizenship
Immersion students are better prepared to collaborate ammimunicate across linguistic and political
boundaries to solve problems as a result of the demands of their learning environments, and they evidenc

more positive attitudes toward other peoples and other cultures.
Howard, E. (2002). Twway Immersion: A Keto Global Awarenesg&ducational Leadership, &), 62;64.
Stewart, V. (2012 worldclass educationAlexandria: ASCD, pp. 1B81.
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