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What is  your chargc ovcr the ncxt  scveral
decadcs ' l  Wha t  i s  you r  r cspons ib i l i t y  as  you
work  w i t h  Eng l i sh  l angu lgc  l ca rne rs  o l '  many
bi l ingual /b icul tural  he r i tage s ' l  As we kxrk at  thc
r l p i d l y  chang ing  c l c rnog raph i cs  i n  t hc  I Jn i t c c l
S ta t cs ,  w i t h  l anguagc  rn i no r i t i c s  p r c i l i c t e t l  t o  be
,10% o f ' t hc  schoo l - ag r  popu lu t i on  by  t hc  dec lde
of  the 20.10s,  i t  rs  c lc l t r  thut  wc st i l l  hevc rntrch
to accornpl is l r .  U.S.  schools arc currcnt ly  urrdcr-
scrv ing l :ngl ish languagc learncrs,  and th is
school  populat ion wi l l  cont inue to grow, chal-
l cng ing  schoo l s  t o  con t i nuc  t o  change .  So  we
huvc u hrrgc rcsponsibi l i ty .  [ {ow can wc r ise to
the  cha l l cngc ' l

NIost  o l  th is ccntury,  r rs rvc l : lSOL"/bi l ingual

p ro l css i ona l s  huvc  shapcd  ou r  f i c l d ,  we  have
nt i l ( fu tc ; rc l l ing t lcc is ions bascd on what seems
r ight  l i r r  orrr  s(r r i l r l r ts .  Wc l l rvc sct  up scl tool  pro-
q r l t l l l s  t l r i r t  \ L r cn l  t ( )  n l L : c t  ( ) l I  s t r r t l cn t s '  nccds ,
t t s i r t g  o t t t ' be  s t  p ro f  c ss i o r l r l  g r r csscs .  I l u t  now ,  a t
thc cnt l  o l  thc lOth ccr) tur \ ' .  rvc hale r r : l rchcd l t

ncw  s t : t gc  t l l  r r L r t r r r i l l .  I t  i s  t i r r t c  t o  h l l s c  ( ) u r

schoo l  r l c c i s i ons  o r t  r c sc l r r c l r  f i r r t i r r r gs  i n  schoo l
t l l c c l i v cncss .  Wc  c t r n  l i r l l ow  o r r r  \ t u ( i cn l s  l l c r ( ) ss
l i n t c  l r s  t hcy  p rog rcss  t h l o r rgh  sc l r oo l .  Wc  c l r r r
l i t t t l  ou t  i r o r v  r i . ' t l l  o t r r  s c l ) oo l s  I l : t \ . ( . \ c l v c ( l  ( ) u t

s t u ( l cn t s  *  I r o  c r r t c l c t l  o r r r  s c l t oo l s  . r s  l : n ! l i s l r  l l t r t
! u l r gc  l r ' : l l t c I \ .

I n  t h i s  l r r l i e l c  l n r i  i n  [ ' l r r l s  . l  l t n i ]  l .  u . c  p ro r  i t l c

l n  ovc r v i cu ' o f  l i nd i ngs  l r o rn  o r r r  s c r i es  o l  s t ud -
i c s  conc luc te  r l  i n  2 .1  schoo l  d i s t r i c t s  i n  1 .5  s t a tes
ovcr the prLsl  l -1 _1cars.  Wc hlr r . 'c  now col lcctct l
ovc r  I  r n i l l i o r r  s t L r c l cn t  r eco rc l s  l r o l r  I 982  t o  t hc
present,  f i r l lo . , i ,  i r r !  u l l  Ianguagc rr r inor i l l  s tudi jnts
in each school  d ist r ic t  t i r r  cvc11,  ycar of  thci r
a t t cndance  .  I r r  cech  d i s t r i c t  wc  f  o l l ow  i nd i v i t l ua l
studcnts in cohorts ot 's i rn i lar  b:rckgrouni l  (e .g. ,
socir icconorrr ic  status,  pr in l t ry langrra!c ant l  scc
oncl  languagc prol ' ic icncy upor)  c l l t ly .  ur |Orrnt  u l '
p r i o r  schoo l i ng )  by  cach  schoo l  p rogn r r r i  i n
which thc stude nts are placed.  \ \ 'c  f i r l lo* ,  thesc
stuclcnts f i r r : rs  rnany years as thcy rcrrra in tn that
schoo l  d i s t r i c t ,  i n c l r r d i ng  i n  l hc  r r r a i ns t r ca rn .  t o
cxarninc thci r  long tcrm actrdcnt ic  l rchie vcrncnt
as nreasurcd by al l  thc tcsts g ivcn by thc sclxxr l
systern at  cach grade level  in rnath,  sc icncc,
socia l  s tudies,  reading,  and wr i t ing.

We take thc posi t ion that  a l l  s tudcnts should
have acccss to equal  educat ional  opportuni ty.
This means that the averagc test scores of Eng-
l ish language learners and nat ive Engl ish speak-
ers,  which arc qui tc d i l ferent  at  the beginning of
their  school  ycars,  should bc equivalent  by the
cnd of  their  school  years,  as mcasured hy on
g radc - l eve l  t c s t s  o l ' a l l  s choo l  sub j cc t s  ad rn i n i s -
tcrccl  in [ rngi ish.  Af ter  f i r l lowing the students '
acl rdenrrc progrcss across thc ycl r rs in r t r r lcr  to
rneasure progrcss toward th is goal ,  we sce
c l ca r l y  t h r t  be i ng  schoo l cd  i n  onc ' s  second  l an -
gua!L:  is  n() t  u ( lu ick lnd eusy l ) rocoss.  Now that
wc have puhl ishcd rnany studies on thc gcncral

luchicvcnrcnt  |ut tcrns anrong f i r rntr r  [ . ,ngl ish l i tn

gL raue  l c i r r r r c r s ,  wc  wan t  oL r r  l i e l d  t o  L rnc l c r s tand

r ro r c  c l eu r l y  r . vhv  r t  t akcs  l . i ng l i sh  l anguagc

l cu rnc r s  so  l o r t s  t o  r cach  pu r i t y  r v i t h  n l t i v c  l i ng

I tsh speakers in school .  l 'cachcrs nccd to r rnt lcr
s t anc l  t h i s  bas i c  I ' i nd i ng  t o  e  xp lu i n  i t  t o  po l r t i c i ans
who nr istakcnly t l i rnk cvcryone should be able to
beco r t r e  f l uen t  i n  I t ng l i sh  i n  |  2  yca rs . ' f hc  po in t
i s  t h l t .  f o r  t he  schoo l  agc  ch i l d ,  Eng l i sh  p ro f i -
c icr tcy is  only onc of  l r rany processes that  occur.
W i t h  evc r y  yc l r r  o l  s ch t x r l ,  a l l  s t uden t s  g r r

t h rough  i n t ensc  aca r l e rn i c ,  cogn i t i v c ,  l i r r gu i s t i c ,
s<rc ia l ,  crnot ional ,  and ptrysical  dcvcloprrrcnt  th:r t
is  nrcasured in schtxr l  tcsts bascd on thc typicai
growth of  thc nat ivc f rngl ish spcakcr.  T l rcsc lcsts
l l lcasurc cogni t ivc growth as we l l  as vocabulary

and conccpt  knowlcdgc in f r r rg l ish l rnd thc appl i

ca t i on  o f - t ha t  know lcdge  ac ross  a l l  t hc  suh j cc t s
t augh t  i n  schuo l .  W i t h  cach  yca r  o f '  s choo l ,  t o
stay at  the 5Oth pcrccrr t i lc ,  s tu( lcnts nrrrst  l rchi rvt
I 0  mon ths  o f  ga in  on  t hc  t c s l s  g i vcn  ac ross  t hc
curr icul  um.

Engl ish language learncrs are not  typical ly
given th is type of  school  test  in Engl ish dur inu
the f i rs t  l -2 years af tcr  their  arr ival ,  as tho tests
underest imate what they know but  cannot yot
demonstrate in Engl ish.  But  af tcr  about 2 . l
ycars '  exposure to Engl ish,  rnost  sch()ol  d ist r ic ts
begin to test  former F.ngl ish languugc lcarncrs
on standardized school  d ist r ic t  tcsts,  rnt l  l t  th is
point  they achicve arcrund the IOth pcrcent i lc  ls
a  g roup .  Thcn  t he  s tudcn t s  r nus t  accon rp l i s l t
rnore than I  yeu's achicverncnt  l i r r  6 ycars in lL
row  (e .g . ,  l 5  mon ths '  g ro \ \ , t h  p r r  l 0  r r r on rh
: r ' hoo l  y c l r  l i r r  6  consceu t i \ c  y r . i t r s )  t o  e1 . , , , , , ,
a l ly  c lose the ^ l0,pcrcent i lc  gap oerwce n rne r l
and  na t i ve  Eng l i sh  speake rs  Na t i r , , c  I : ng l i sh
speakers are not  s i t t ing arount l  rv l r i t ing for  I : .SI
studcnts to catch up wi th lhcnr l  

- l -hev 
arc cont i r r

I  t ) n l n l l t r t l  t t i l  I ' L t . \ L  l l
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t u i r r g  t o  r r r ake  I  l ca r ' s  l ) f og r css  i n  I  l c l r r ' s  t i r nc  i r t  t hc i r  l i ng l i s l l  l e t l

guagt 'c lcvcloprrrcnt  : rnd i l r  crer t  schrxr l  sLrbicc l .  I 'herel i r re.  \ \ 'c  t t tust  n() t

on l v  I r c l p  ou r  s t L t t l en l s  i t c ( l r . l i r .  t hc  I : ng l i sh  l anguag t ' hu t  a l so  hc l p  t hc t t t

lccclcratc thci r  aci rdcnl ic  ! r ( ) \ \ ' th.

I n  oL r r  r t s ca rch .  * c  ha rc  l t t und  t l t a t  t 1 ' l t i ca l  p r t l g ra t l t \  l t c r ( ) ss  t l ) c

lJni tcd States hrrvr  r r r t  succcci lerc l  i l t  c losing lh is l tc l r icVclr lcnt  g lp (1 ' ro l l l

t h c  l 0 l h  t o  t he  -50 th  pc l cc r t t i l e ) .  I i o r t ne r  l :S l .  s t L t c l cn t s  con l i n t t c  t o  l I ) akc

loot l  progress u ' i th cach vctr  o l  scf t txr l  bt r t  c l t t  nt t t  nrakc thc c l rar t lat tc

I ) rogress ncc<lct l  to c l t tsc l l te gap.  Figrrrc I  providcs i t l l  overv l tw ol  our

f  i n c l i ngs  t o  t l a t c .  i n c l r r d i r t g  t he  b : r s i c  cha r t c l c r i s t i c s  o l ' t yp i ca l  L l .S .  p t - t t

sranrs ancl  u l t i rnatc s lu( l rnt  at ta in l t rcr t t  l i r l l r t rv ing at ten( l l lnce tn each

tvpc ol  pnrgnrrr .  N4arty U.S. progranrs l t rc  cot tcc ivecl  as retr tc t l ia l  pro-

gran)s as i1 our st r r r lcnls l ta l 'c  a "problct t t "  l tnc l  nccd to be sent  to spc

c ia l i s t s  ( us )  t o  hc  " l i r cd  "  J ' l r c  cnd  r csu l t  o l  t l t u ch  <11 ' t h i s  wc l l - l t l ca r l -

i ng  r c r r r cd i u l  uo l k  i s  t l u r t  l i r r r r r e r  I r ng l i sh  l ; t t r gu l t gc  l ca rnc r s  r t t akc  up  t hc

Ioucs t  ach i cv i n !  ! t r ( ) l l p \ .  g rac i ua t i ng  l t t  t he  l 0 t h  pe rccn l i l c  o r  l cav i l t g

sc l r oo l ' " v i l ho r r l  g r  a th ra t  i n ! .

l l ou ' l on l  t k r cs  i l  t r r ke  ou r  s t udc t t t s  t o  r c t t c l t  t l r c  50 th  pc r ccn t i l c?

I : l l lc t ivr-  cnr  ie l r r t rcnl  l ) lograr l ls  ( l lkc a I t l i t t i t t lu t t r  of  -5 ( l  ye ars to c losc

l hc  ach i c r cn ren t  g r rp  i r t  s cc r r r d  l a l t g t t agc .  I { e r r t c l t t l i c r . t h t t l  t i l i s  n t c l t l t s

s tudc r ) l s  t t t L t s t  I t t r t k c  l 5  r t t o t t t hs ' p rog le \ s  r r i t h  cv t ' r y  I 0  I t t t t n t l l  s c l l oo l

vea r . ' f hcv  c l r r r  r i r r  i t . : r r t t l  t h roug l t  l t n  t n r i c l t t t t c t t l  t t t o t l c l .  l c l t r n i ng  c l t t t

b c  r t r l  c r c i t i n g .  l n  l ' e r t  l ,  * c  r i i l l  s l t l t t c  s o l r t c  ( ) l  1 l ) c  ( l c l : t i l \  o l  t l t c s t r

c r r r i chn rcn t  r no i l c l s . J

\ : i r , 4 i t t i L t  l ' .  l  l t on t t t s  ( u t ( l  \ l ' d \ t I t '  l '  ( ' t t l l i t ' r  t t r  t '  i r t l t ' r r t t t l i t t t t t t l l t  k t t t , t t  t t

l i t r  t l t L i r  r r ' . s , ' r t t r  l t , t n  l , r t t , t :  t t ' r r t t  . s r ' l t r t t t l  r ' l l t ' r  l i v t ' r t t ' . s . s  l t t t  l i t t . q t t i . s t i t t t l l t '
( u r l  (  u l l t t r ( r l l \  t l i v t ' r : t '  . \ l L t ( l ( ' t 1 l \ .  I  l t o t t t t t s  i . s  r t  l t r o l t ' . s so r  t t l  t ' t t t l t t t t

l i o t t / r t : r ' t t n  l t  711s1 l114 l1 t l t t , \ \ .  t t r t t l  ( ' t t l l i t ' t  i s  t t  l t n t f L ' s : r t t  r t l  l t i l i r t , q t r r t l /

n t u l t i t t t l t u t t t l / 1 . . \ 1 . t , ! t r t , r l i r n t . l t t t l l t i t t t l t t 'O r t t r l L t t t l t ' . \ r ' l t r t o l t t l l t l L t c t t t t t t r t

r t l  O t ' o t , q t ' . \ ' l r t s r t t t  I i t t i t L ' t  s r l r ' .  (  t l  t r ' t t l l t .  t l t r ' t  t t t t  t t ' t t ' r t t r  l t r ' t . s  t t i t l t  l l t t '

n t t t i t ) n t t l ( t t t t t ' t  l o t  R t . s c t t t L l t r t t t l . t t t t t t t l t o r l .  / ) r i t t \ i 1 \ . , t t t , i l . t , t l l t t t t t ' .

l l t r ' i r  t t . r , r t t , l t  t L ' 1 t , t t L t  t r t r t  l t ,  , l , r t t t l , t , t i l t ' r l  f t r t t t t  l t t t l t . / / r r t t t t . r l t l r r '

q t t  L t . r t l t t  , t t t , I  l t t | 1 r ; / h t t t t t - . r ' t t t l (  t t r  : t  . t ' r I I t .
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i  \ l ) (  (  l i l l

t  i l r r r (  | l l i l l t l

[ , e 1 r \ l
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S l i r r r l . l r  ( l

n t i i l i l \ l l  a l l l J l

r ' u t l t ( l l l r t l l l

[)t 'rt rrrt ol '

r \ ch icv t l t t r t t l  (  i : t1

\ \ ' i th  Nat i r  e -
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( ' loscd  l t t  l .n t l  o l '

Sc l t t x t l i t tg  {  l rasc t l

o r r  d : r t a - a t t i r l r l i t '
r r s c a r c l r )

\ o t t t '

I r r l r l  r t r e l r ! t

\ (  (  r l  r ' \  i l l

I  I  l l l  r ) . r l r ( ) i l i r l

l ) (  r ! (  l l l l l ! '
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t r (  r (  f r i l l l ( '
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5 O l l t  t t . t t t , ' t l l t l

I r ( l ( ! l l l i l r '

As  r i c i l  i r r r t r l c r r en t c r i

( )  ( ' o p r r r : : l l t  \ \ ' l t \ t l c  I ) .  l l t o l l t : t s  i t l l ( l  V i l g i l l l i l  l ' .  (  o l i r c r .  l ( ) ( / l l
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Making U.S. Schools Effective for English
Langluage Learners, Part 2
b y  V i r g i n i a  P .  C o l l i e r  a n d  W a y n e  P .  T h o m a s

' l 'h is  
urr ic le is  based ot t  Virg i t t i t t  Col l ier 's  p le-

nurr  .speech ut  the 33rd Annual  TESOL Con-
vent tot l  in  Ncrr '  ) 'drk Cirv.  Part  I  oppeared in the
Augu.st /Septentber issue,  otrd Purt  3 yvi l l  be in
the Decernlter 1999/Januury 2000 issue.

So now you know, f rorn Pan I  of  th is ar t ic le,
that  schools r reed to f ind new ways to accelerate
thc acadenr ic growth of  Engl ish language learn-
e r s .  Acqu r r i ng  Eng l i sh  t s  on l y  one  o f  many  t asks
s tuden t s  have  ahead  o f  t hen r  i n  acade rn i c ,  cog -
n i t i ve ,  l r neu i s t i c ,  soc i a l ,  emo t i ona l ,  and  phys i ca l
deve lop rncn t  du r i ng  Grades  K -12 .  Wha t  n ros t
U.S. schoois are now doing is  not  enough, as fbr-
nrcr  L, ,SL studcnts.  . . ls  I  group r . r i r t r t lnwrde,  are
g r rdu i l t r r l g  a r  t he  l 0 t h  pe  r cen t i l e  o r  l eav i ng
schoo l  w i r hou t  g rac l ua t i ng .  Bu t  so rne  exc i t i ng
poss ib i l i t i e s  ex i s r  i n  schoo l s  w l r e re  Eng l i sh  l an -
guirce lc t rnt :  rs '  growth is  accelerated,  leading to
l on -q - re r rn  equ i t y  w i t h  na r i v c  Eng l i sh  speake rs .

F rom Ren red ia t i on  t o  En r i chmen t
l l ow ' l  p rog ra rn  i s  se t  up  and  pe rce rved  by

st i r l l  l ld  studet)rs can have a powerfu l  inf ' luence
on  s tuden t s '  L r ch reve rnen t .  Pu l l ou t  o r  sepa ra te
bi l ingual  and ESL classes roo ofren are set  up for
remediat ion-to f ix  what is  v iewed as a prob-
leni .  Nerv arr ivals are assessed based on what 's
m iss i ng .  Teache rs  wa te r  down  t he  cu r r i cu l um to

-qe t  ac ross  rhe  remed ia l  s k i l l s  be ing  t augh t .  W i t h
t inre.  ESL students know that  they are not  receiv-
lnc age-appropr iate schoolwork,  and they tune
ou t  o r  ac r  ou t ,  l n c l us i on  mode l s  t end  t owa rd  t he
san re  pa r t em,  w i t h  r he  ESL  spec ia l i s t  o r  b i l i n -
gua l  r i de  t u to r i ng  Eng l i sh  l anguage  l eamers  i n

rhe back of the room, result ing in lowered expec-
!a t rons  and less  mean ing fu l  in te rac t ion  w i th
native English speakers. But equal team teaching
in an inclusion classroom (a bi l inguaUESL cer-
t i f ied special ist teaming with a mainstream cer-
t i f ied teacher) has the potential to become an
enrichment model.

In contrast to remediat ion, enrichment adds
to what the students already know. The strengths
rhat English language leamers bring to the class-
room, including knowledge and l i fe experiences
l 'rom other cultural contexts as well  as a native
speaker's knowledge of another language, are
used as resources for leaming, as essentiai bui ld-
ing blocks. In enrichment classes, students know
that they are being chal lengcd and are deeply
engaged in the learning process. They get to
work on the "cool stuff  ' -using computers and
so lv ing  rea l -wor ld  p rob lems.  They  teach each
other, and their language repertoire expands dra-
matical ly with r ich language use, both oral and
writ ten. Sound l ike a gif ted class? Sure, but sru-
dents of al l  levels of socioeconomic status and
ethnolinguist ic background and with varied lev-
els of prof iciency in the two languages of
lnstruct ion are able to f lourish in these classes.

Data-Based Findings
Enrichment classes for ESL students are rare

in the United States, but they are growing in
number. Let 's look at the enrichment models we
have found in our research so fai.

Having analyzed data in 23 school distr icrs in
I  5  s ta tes  s ince  I985,  we have seen a  cons is ten t
and general izable pattem in each school distr ict
data se!. This partem is best i l lustrared in Figure

I  ( see  p .  6 ) ,  show ing  t he  i n f l uence  o f  i n r t i a l
s choo l  p rog ram on  Eng l i sh  l anguage  l ea rne rs '
long-term achievement in the nrarnstreanr cur-
r iculum. In separate analyses of  the inf- luence of
student background var iables such as socioeco-
no rn i c  s t a tus  (SES) ,  coun t r y  o f  o r i g i n ,  and  p r i
mary language, we have fbund that  a wel l - imple,
mented enr ichnrent  school  progrant  enables
studcnts to score high desprte low SES. Figure I
i l lustrates the long-ternr  ef tects o l  prograrns rhar
ex i s t ed  i n  t he  1980s  and  how  s tudcn t  g radua tes
of  those progranrs are doing in rhe I  990s.  These
a re  s t i l l  t he  n tos t  w idesp read  p rac t r ces  i n  U .S .
schoo l s  t oday .  I n i t i a l l y  Eng l i sh  l angu i r ge  l ea rn -
ers make c l rarnat ic  progress whatevcr schooi  pro-
g ran r  t hey  a t t cnd  i n  t he  f i r s r  2 - J  ye ; r r s .  Bu r  as
they  l eave  t he i r  spcc ia l  p rog ra l n  a r )d  en te r  t he
marns t ream,  and  as  t he  cogn i t i ve  and  acade rn i c
demands  o f  t he  cu r r i cu l um becon re  g rea te r  i n
m idd le  and  h i gh  schoo l ,  t hey  beg in  r o  l ose
g round  when  compared  w i t h  t he  cons ran t l y
advanc ing  na t i ve  Eng l i sh  speake rs .  The  rh ree
program types represented by Lines. l ,  5,  and 6
iue among the most common in the Uni ted States
and.the Ieasl  successful  in the long rerm.

Fea tu res  o f  En r i chmen t

Bu t  excep t i ons  t o  t h i s  pa t t e rn  can  bc  seen ,
especia l ly  in L ines I  and 2.  One-rvay and rwo-
way developnrental  b i l ingual  educat ion are less
common program models,  but  they are becorning
inc reas ing l y  popu la r  as  educa to r s  d i scove r  r he i r
po ten t i a l  f o r  acce le ra t i ng  s tuden t  ach ieve r l en l .
ln these enrrchnrent  programs. studerr ts receive
the  ma ins t rean r  cu r r i cu l um th roug i r  bo rh  r he r r

cor i l tnued on puge 6
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p r i n ra r ; '  l enguage  and  Eng l r sh ,  w r t h  cha l l eng ing  academ ic  wo rk

th l t  i s  cogn i t i ve l y  on  g rade  l eve l .  Teache rs  use  coope ra l i ve  l ea rn -

i ng .  t hc rna t i c  i n t e rd i sc i p l i na r y  un i t s ,  a r t d  hands -on  rna te r i a l s  and

rnake arnple use of  v ideo and nr icrocomputers.  Mater ia ls and books

prcsent e cross-cul tural  perspect ive,  and lessons act ivate students '

p r i o r  kno *  l edge  f o r  b r i dg i ng  t o  new  know ledge .  En r i chmen t  b i l i n -

gua l  c l l s ses  f o r  o l de r  s t udcn t s  i nc l ude  p rob lem pos ing ,  know ledge

gathenng, ret lect ive th inkrng,  and col l lborat ive decis ion making.

We har e found that  groups of  students who enter  these programs

in k indcrganen reach the 50th percent i le on the school  tests in their

L-2 sonrct inre bctween the f 'ourth and seventh grade.  (Remetnber

i r o rn  Pa r t  I  o f  t h i s  a r t i c l e  t ha t  s t uden t s  mus t  make  l 5  mon ths '

progress in a I  O-nronth school  year for  5-6 years to reach the 50th

pe rcen t i l e  i n  t he i r  L2 . )  Na t i ve  Eng l i sh  speake rs  who  choose  t o  j o i n

the  b i l i ngua l  c l ass  ( a  two -way  mode l )  ach ieve  s im i l a r l y  i n  t he i r  L2

and typicel ly  are on or  above grade level  in Engl ish across the cur-

r iculurrr  throughout therr  school ing.  So these rnodels accelerate al l

s t u d c n t s ' g r o w t h .

Teachcrs in enr ichrncnt  c lasscs do not  teach t radi t ional ly ,  which

we del lnc as a textbook-dr iven.  teacher-contro l led c lass in which

studer) ts have few opponunrt ies to interact  wi th each other.  lnstead,
t e r che rs  i n  en r i chn ren t  c l asses  use  coope ra t i ve  l ea rn i ng ,  l i t e racy
t lcr  e loprnent across thc curr iculurn,  proce ss wr i t ing,  perf  omtance
and porr fo l io rsscssf l rcnt ,  cr i t ical  th inking,  learning strategies,  and
global  perspectrves infuscd into the currrculurn to create an lnter-
uc l r ve ,  d r scove ry ,  hands -un  l ea rn i ng  c l l i i r oo rn .  Ongo ing  s ta f f
dcveloprnent is  a crucia l  support  system through which teachers
cxper i rnent  wi th and shere wi th each other creat ive ways of  enr ich-
ine thc school  exper ience.  ln Pan 3,  we wi l l  show why these enr ich-
rnen t  s t r a teg ies  wo rk  we l l  f  o r  ESL  s tuden t s .

For rnore infonnat ion on the speci f ics of  i rnplenrentat ion of  the
programs discussed above, see Genesee (1999) and Ovando and

C o l l i e r  (  1 9 9 8 )
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Figure I

E,NGLISH LtrARNERS' LONG.TERM K--12 ACHIEVEMENT
IN NORMAL CURVE EQUIVALtrNTS (NCEs)

ON STANDARDIZED TESTS IN ENGLISH READING
COMPARED ACROSS SIX PROGRAM MODELS

'  (Resul ts  aggregated f rom longi tud inal  s tud ies of  wel l - implernented,
mature programs in f ive school distr icts)

Program I  :  Two-way developmenta l  b i l ingual  educat ion (BE),  inc lud ing Content  ESL
I) rograt r t  ? :  One-way developrnenta l 'BE,  inc lud ing ESL taught  through academic content
l ) rogranr  3:  J ' rans i t ional  BI l ,  inc lud ing ESL taught  through academic content
Progranr  4:  Transi t ional  BE,  inc lud ing ESL,  both taught  t rad i t ional ly
Program 5:  ESL taught  through acadern ic  content  us ing current  approachcs rv i th  no [ - l  use
Program 6:  ESL pul lout  -  taught  t rad i t ional ly
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Making Schools Effective for English Language
Learners, Part 3
by Virginia P. Coll ier and Wayne P. Thomas

This article is based on Virginia Collier's ple-
nary speech at the 33rd Annual TESOL Con-
vention in New York City. Parts I and 2
appeared in the August/September and Octo-
ber/November issues.

The 21st-century challenge to our field is to
move school programs away from focusing on
remediation (fixing what is viewed as a problem)
to enrichment (adding to what the students
already know). Part 2 of this article provided
some brief glimpses of teaching in enrichrnent
classes designed for all students, including Eng-
lish language leamers. This final segment
fbcuses on understanding why enrichment strate-
gies work so well for our students.

To experience accelerated academic growth,
Ianguage minority students need a school utn-
text that provides the same basic conditions that
the majority group experiences. This includcs
attention to the ongoing clevelopmental
processes that occur naturally for any child all
through the K-l 2 school years. For studcnts who
come from a bilingual community, thesc inter-
dependent processes-nonstop cognitive, acad-
emic, and linguistic clevelopment-must occur
in a supportive sociocultural environment
through thcir first language (L I ) and their seconcl
language (L2) to enhance student learning. ' l 'his

is  i l l us t ra ted  in  F igure  l .

Sociocultural Processes
At the heart of the f igure is rhe individual stu-

dcnt going through the process of acquir ing an
L2 in school. Central to that student's acouisit ion

of language are all ofthe surrounding social and
cultural processes occurring in everyday life
within the student's past, present, and future, in
all contexts-home, school, community, and the
broader society. Sociocultural processes include
individual students' emotional responses to
school, such as self-esteem, anxiety, or other
affectivc factors. Also included are community
or regional social patterns, such as prejudice and
discrimination against groups or hdividuals, that
can influence students' achievement in school
negatively, as well as societal pattems, such as
the subordinate status of a minority group or
acculturation'rcrsus assimilation forces at work.
Enrichment programs can lessen such negative
forces by creating a socioculturally supportive
environment at school where all students are
affirmed, valued, and respected as important
partners in the leaming process.

O Copyright Wayne P. Thomas &
Virginia P. Coll icr,  1997

Language Development
Linguistic processes, a second component of

the model, consist of the subconscious aspects
of the students' language development (an innate
ability all humans possess for acquisition oforal
language) as well  as the metal inguist ic, con-
scious, formal teaching of language in school
and the acquisition of the written system of lan-
guage. This includes the acquisition of the oral
and written systems of the student's Ll and L2
across all language domains, such as phonology
(the pronunciation system); vocabulary, mor-
phology, and syntax (the grammar system);
semantics (rneaning); pragmatics (how language
is used in a given context); paralinguistics (non-
verbal and other extralinguistic features); and
discourse (stretches of language beyond a single
scntcnce). To assure cognitive and academic suc-
cess in the L2, a student/s Ll system, oral and
written, must be developed to a high cognitive
level at least through the elcmentary school
years. Enrichment teachers recognize that each
language is best acquircd throughout schooling
by means of natural and rich language use, oral
and writtcn, across the curriculum.

Academic Development
A third component of the model, academic

developrnent, includes al l  schoolwork in lan-
guage arts, mathematics, the sciences, and social
studies fbr each gradc lcvel,  K l2 and beyond.
With each succecding grade , acadcmic work dra-
matical ly expands the vocabulary, sociol inguis-
t ic, and discourse dimensions of language to
highercognitivelevcls.^r:::;i lroi,:";rr;:i;
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and conceptual development transfer from Ll to
L2. Thus enrichment teachers know that i t  is
most efficient to develop academic work through
students' Ll while teaching the L2 during other
periods of the school day through meaningful
academic content. In earl ier decades in the
United States, schools emphasized the teaching
of the L2 as the first step and posrponed the
teaching of academics. Research has shown that
postponing or interrupting academic develop-
ment while students leam an L2 is likely to pro-
mote long-term academic failure. In an infor-
mation-driven society, language minority
students cannot afford to lose the time, with
native English speakers constantly surging'
ahead. Enrichment programs prevent intemrpted
academic development, thus allowing language
nrinority students to keep up with native English
spcakers.

Cognitive Development
The fourth component of this model, the cog-

nit ive dimension, is a natural,  subconscious
process that occurs developrnentally fiom birth
to the end of schooling and bcyond. An infant
initially builds thought processes by interacting
with loved ones in the languagc of thc home. All
parents (including those nonformally schooled)

natural ly st irnulate chi ldren's Ll cognit ive
growth through daily interaction and farnily
problem solving in the language the parents
know best. Students bring 5-6 ycars of cogni-
tive development in their Ll to their first day of
school. Enrichment teachers affirm this as a
knowledge base, an important stepping-stone to
build on at least throughout the elementary
school years. Extensive research has demon-
strated that chi ldren who reach ful l  cognit ive
development in two lairguages (generally reach-
ing the threshold in the Ll by around age 11-12)
enjoy cognitive advantages over monolinguals.

L2 educators in the United States mostly
neglected cognitive development until the past
decade. Language teaching curricula were sim-
pl i f ied, structurcd, and sequenced during the
1970s, and when academic content was added
to language lcssons in the 1980s, academics
were watered down into cognitively simple
tasks. Too often neglected was the crucial rolc
of cognitive development in the Ll. Now wc
know from the growing research base that edu-
cators must address language, cognitive, and
academic development equally, through Lls
and L2s, ifthey are to ensure students' acadc-
mic success in the L2.

Interdependence of the Four Components
For the chi ld, adolescent, and young adult st i l l

going through thc process of formal schooling,
dcvclopmcnt of any onc of thc thrce acadcmic,
cognit ive, and l inguist ic components depends
crit ical ly on the simultaneous developrnent of
the other two. AIso, sociocultural processes
strongly influence students' access to cognitive,
academic, and language development in both
positive and negative ways. It is crucial to lan-
guage minority students' longterm success for
educators to provide a socioculturally supportive
school environment that allows natural language,
academic, and cognitive development to flourish
through Lls and L2s.

Enrichment schooling builds on the knowl-
edge base that our students bring to the class-

room and accelerates l inguist ic ,  cogni t ive,  and

academic growth.  In a sociocul lural ly  support ive

environment, schools and farnilics becorne part-

ncrs in thc cnrichment proccss.

Virginia P. Collier and Wa,vne P. Thomas,
professors at George Mason lJniversity and

re.searchers with the national Center fttr
Research on Education, Diversity and Excel-

lence, are internationally known for their

research on long-terrn school effectiveness for
linguistically and culturally diverse students.

Their research reports can be downloadedfrom

htt p : //www. nc b e. gw u. e du and ht t p : //www. c re de

.ucsc.edu.
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Language Acquisition for School
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The Prism Model
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