


necessities in creating quality bilingual education programs in schools using a

hierarchal pyramid depicted in Figure 2.3.

Figure 2.3. Factors in Quality Bilingual Education Pyramid
Source: Brisk, M. (2006). Bilingual education: from compensatory to quality

schooling. (2" ed.). New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc., Publishers
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At the base of the pyramid are leadership, quality personnel, clear goals,
integration to the whole school, and a strong partnership with parents and the
community. These key factors are important because a quality bilingual program
must have a strong beginning foundation. The next level on the pyramid is the
school climate. The school must be receptive in encouraging a bilingual,
bicultural atmosphere in the school, teachers must know the students, and high
expectations must be set along with the support needed to achieve those
expectations. Curriculum and materials, instruction, and assessment comprise
the next three levels on the pyramid. The curriculum must value both languages
and integrate content and language skills. Teachers and students need
materials that support the primary language instruction and English language
development. Assessment must be authentic, monitor student progress, and
drive the instructional choices. Finally, the outcomes of a quality bilingual
program complete the top of the pyramid with academic achievement, language
development, socio-cultural integration, and the positive impact on family and
community. Brisk’s characteristics for quality bilingual education such as Two-
Way Bilingual programs can lead to English learners success in school and in
society.

Pérez and Torres-Guzman (1992) address the importance of qualified
teachers as a critical factor of a quality Two-way bilingual program. They
suggest that the goal of a well-implemented, quality bilingual program “is to

develop and enrich the children’s bilingual competency and, in addition to
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validating their own language and cultural heritage, to broaden their cultural
repertoire” (Pérez, 1992, p. 96). Pérez studied Two-Way Bilingual Immersion
teaching strategies that make language comprehensible and promote English
language acquisition in the classroom. Teacher ownership of the program is
another central factor. Pérez notes “the importance that every program teacher
be able to articulate the main points of the program” (Pérez, 2004, p. 196).
Quality and rigor are essential elements of a Two-Way Bilingual Immersion.
Nine critical features are identified by Cloud, Genesee, and Hamayan in Dual

Language Instruction (2000) and must be embedded in a Two-Way Bilingual

Immersion program to promote the best climate possible for biliteracy. These
features include the following:
1) Parental involvement is essential. Parents that understand and truly
support the program are the best advocates for bilingualism.
Teachers should keep parents informed about student progress and
provide materials for instruction in the home.
2) Teaching rigorous standards is important. Standards must be
identified using national, state, and local standards.
3) Strong leadership is a necessity. Staff needs to be open to new
ideas, methods, and strategies for teaching. There should be many

opportunities for professional development.
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4)

Instruction needs to be developmentally appropriate. Students’
language level should be considered when introducing and
implementing lessons in both languages.

Student-centered instruction should be used. Curriculum should be
culturally relevant and routines should be maintained to make
students comfortable while learning both languages.

Integration of literacy instruction with rigorous academic instruction
is central. Students need to be actively engaged and participating in
topics across the curriculum.

Teachers need to be reflective. Monitoring and assessment of
teacher effectiveness as well as student self-assessment, peer-
assessment, and parental feedback should be included regularly.
Two-Way Bilingual Immersion programs should collaborate with
other school programs. Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program
teachers should plan and coordinate with mainstream teachers
about curriculum and assessment.

Classroom environment is conducive to the empowerment of both
languages by all students. Both languages should be valued and

given equal status.
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Collaborating and teaming must be present in a Two-Way Bilingual Program.
Families, teachers, and administrators must work together. Administrative
support is essential. A teacher cannot implement a Two-way bilingual program
alone. A strong administration must encourage professional development that
encourages teachers to expand their capabilities and skills in the classroom.
Teachers are then able to support all students in reaching rigorous standards in
an interactive way while monitoring students’ progress. Teachers must
communicate with parents about student progress. Parents also must be
involved in their child’s education by supporting their student at home.
Implementing the elements outlined above result in quality Two-Way Bilingual
Immersion programs and biliterate, academically successful students.

This literature review addressed key events in the history of bilingual
education, including state and federal legislation mandates currently affecting
English learners. The academic success of English learners has been an
incessant and urgent matter. Lau vs. Nichols (1974) decided that English
learners must be given equal access to education. By 1998, Proposition 227
ended bilingual education in California with the exception of a parental waiver.
Parents of English learners need to understand and choose the educational
program that will best educate their child. For many students, an additive
bilingual program is the best educational model for student success.

The evidence is clear: additive programs positively affect test scores and

academic achievement for English learners by teaching literacy and mathematics
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using the native language and integrating the acquisition of English. Quality
Two-Way Bilingual Immersion programs have rigorous academic standards in
English and Spanish. Administration, teachers, and parents support each other
and collaborate to achieve results, while teachers implement curriculum that is
well-sequenced, engages students in rigorous activities, and values both
languages in all aspects of teaching and learning. Additive programs also
promote cultural heritage, self-esteem, and biliteracy. With all the necessary

program elements in place, English learners can succeed!
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CHAPTER THREE

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The Context of This Study

Green Meadow Elementary (K-5") is characterized by its rich ethnic and
linguistic diversity. It is important to visualize the social context of Green
Meadow’s students to understand the need for educational programs that offer
life-long benefits to students. The following section describes the school district,
and students attending Green Meadow Elementary. The social and economic
status of the county and city where Green Meadow is situated is also presented
to give context to the research. Ethnic and linguistic data, educational
attainment, and mobility factors are discussed for the 2009-2010 school year that
this study occurred.
County

Green Meadow Elementary is located in Southern California in an urban
community in the county of San Bernardino, the largest county in the United
States, with a population of 2,035,210. The ethnicities living in San Bernardino
include African-Americans compromising 8.4% (170,700), American Indian and
Alaska Native compromise 0.4% (8,523), Asians 6.1% (123,978), Hispanics
49.2% (1,001,145), Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0.3% (5,845),

some other race alone 0.3% (5,845), two or more races 2.1% (43,366), and
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Whites 33.3% (677,598), (United States Census Bureau, 2010a). The population

of San Bernardino County is displayed in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1. San Bernardino County Population by Ethnicity (2010)

Ethnicity County Population
African-American 170,700 (8.4%)
American Indian/ Alaska Native 8,523 (0.4%)
Asian 123,978 (6.1%)
Hispanic 1,001,145 (49.2%)

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
5,845 (0.3%)

Islanders

Some Other Race Alone 4,055 (0.2%)
Two or More Races 43,366 (2.1%)
White 677,598 (33.3%)
Total Population 2,035,210 (100.0%)

In 41.1% of homes, a language other than English is spoken (United States
Census Bureau, 2010b). There are 21.1% foreign-born persons (United States
Census Bureau, 2010c). High school graduation rates in the county are 78.2%

(United States Census Bureau, 2010d). The median income is $54,090 per
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household, while the per capita income is $21,332 (United States Census
Bureau, 2010e). Home ownership is 61.9% for San Bernardino county residents
(United States Census Bureau, 2010f). In San Bernardino County, persons that
are living below poverty level are approximately 20.4% of total population (United
States Census Bureau, 2010e).
City

The city of San Bernardino where Green Meadow is located has a population
of 209,924. The ethnic make-up of the population in the city is African-American
14.2% (29, 897), American Indian and Alaska Native 0.4% (867), Asians 3.8%
(8,027), Hispanics 60.0% (125,994), Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders
are 0.3% (704), some other race 0.2% (361), races of two or more 2.0% (4,097),
and Whites 19.0% (39,977) (U.S Bureau, 2010a). In San Bernardino city, the
minority populations, such as African American and Hispanics increased by 5.8%
and 10.8%, respectively, when compared to the county population. The White
population in the city showed a decrease of 14.3% when compared to the county

population. Table 3.2 below presents San Bernardino’s ethnic distribution.
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Table 3.2. San Bernardino City Population by Ethnicity (2010)

Ethnicity City Population
African-American 29,897 (14.2%)
American Indian/ Alaska Native 867 (0.4%)
Asian 8,027 (3.8%)
Hispanic 125,994 (60%)
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
Islanders 704 (0.3%)
Some Other Race 361 (0.2%)
Two or More Races 4,097 (2.0%)
White 39,977 (19%)
Total Population 209,924 (100%)

Declines are observed in the median income of city residents, from $54,090 in
the county to $38,385 in the city. The city per capita income is $14,879, a
reduction of $6,453 (United States Census Bureau, 2010e). Due to the
increasing number of minorities, languages other than English spoken in homes
increased to 46.7% in the City of San Bernardino (United States Census Bureau,
2010b). City residents that are foreign-born also increased to 22.7% (United
States Census Bureau, 2010c). The high school graduation rate also falls to

67.7%, which is below the county graduation rate of 78.2% (United States
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Census Bureau, 2010d). Home ownership also shrinks from 61.9% countywide
to 49.4% in the city (United States Census Bureau, 2010f). Following the
decrease in all monetary categories, the households below poverty level rose to
32.4% in the City of San Bernardino as opposed to 20.4% in the County of San
Bernardino (United States Census Bureau, 2010e).
District

Presently, the San Bernardino City Unified School District has a total
enrollment of 54,514 students (Ed-Data, 2010a). The ethnicities that are
represented include African-Americans at 14.9% (8,105), American Indian and
Alaska Native 0.7% (367), Asians 2.1% (1163), Hispanics 70.8% (38,605), Native
Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0.5% (281), race not reported 1.3% (697),
two or more races 0.5% (274), and Whites 9.2% (5,022) (Ed-Data, 2010a). The
data in Table 3.3 reveals that Hispanics are the majority of students enrolled in
the district. Another statistic is that of the 18,771 English Learners in the district,
with 18,101 identified as Spanish speakers, or 96.4% (Dataquest, 2009). These
data evidence the necessity for schools to address the needs of English learners
and provide programs that promote English Language Development and

academic content.
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Table 3.3. District Population by Ethnicity 2010

Ethnicity District Population
African-American 8,105 students (14.9%)
American Indian/ Alaska Native 367 students (0.7%)
Asian 1163 students (2.1%)
Hispanic 38,605 students (70.8%)

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
281 students (0.5%)

Islander

Race Not Reported 697 students (1.3%)
Two or More Races 274 students (0.5%)
White 5,022 students (9.2%)
Total Enrollment 54,514 students (100%)
School

In particular, Green Meadow’s student population consists of a substantial
proportion of Hispanic students (67.3%) and English learners (52.8%), with most
of the English learners being of Hispanic descent (California Department of
Education, 2010). It is important to note that many Hispanic students are not
English Learners, as their primary language is English. Asians, Filipinos, and
Pacific Islanders also compromise the English Learner group (5.1%) (Ed-Data,

2010b). The next significant minority population is African-American students
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(23.3%) (Ed-Data, 2010b). African-American students are classified as
monolingual English speakers. White students compromise 1.1% of the student
population at Green Meadow Elementary (Ed-Data, 2010b). Table 3.4 describes
the population of K-5" grade students attending Green Meadow Elementary

School by ethnicity.

Table 3.4. Student Population at Green Meadow by Ethnicity (2010)

Ethnicity School Population
African-American 131 students (23.3%)
American Indian/ Alaska Native 3 students (0.5%)
Asian 10 students (1.8%)
Hispanic 379 students (67.3%)

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
19 students (3.4%)

Islander

Race Not Reported 13 students (2.3%)
Two or More Races 2 students (0.4%)
White 6 students (1.1%)
Total Enrollment 563 students (100%)
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Poverty is prevalent at Green Meadow. The majority or 97.5% of Green
Meadow students are from families living in poverty (California Department of
Education, 2010). According to data, 547 students (97.2%) at Green Meadow
receive free or reduced lunch based on parent’s income (Ed-Data, 2010b). Free
or reduced lunch is a federally funded program open to all K-12 students to
ensure that a student eats breakfast and lunch during school hours. Eligibility
requirements include a family’s income falling below 130% to 185% of the federal
poverty level of $23,050 (California Department of Education, 2013b). This
means a family of four earns $29,965 to receive free lunch and $42,643 for a
family of four to receive reduced lunch for the students enrolled in school
(California Department of Education, 2013b). English Learners are slightly half of
the school population (52.8%) at Green Meadow Elementary School (California
Department of Education, 2010). Low income and language diversity are the
economic and social challenges faced everyday by Green Meadow students and
their families. In spite of these difficulties, educators must meet the academic

needs of these students.
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Table 3.5. Characteristics of Student Population at Green Meadow (2010)

Group School Enroliment
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged 549 students (97.5%)
English learners 297 students (52.8%)
Students with Disabilities 50 students (8.9%)

Total Enrollment
563 students

Participants

Participants in this study are 3" grade Hispanic bilingual students in a Two-
Way Bilingual Immersion program and 3™ grade Hispanic monolingual students
in an English Mainstream program at Green Meadow Elementary School.
Students from each program were selected based on ethnicity and language
characteristics pertinent to this study. Language status is determined by the
students’ classification as an English learner or as an English Only student. The
Home Language Survey completed by families upon enrollment determines
language identification. Twelve Hispanic English Learner students were chosen
from the Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program, including six males and six
females. Table 3.6 summarizes the data on the two groups chosen to participate

in this study.
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Table 3.6. Participants in This Study

Group A - Two-Way Group B - English
Characteristic Bilingual Immersion Language Mainstream
students students
Grade 3" 3rd
Ethnicity Hispanic Hispanic
Sample Size 12 students 12 students
Gender 6 males and 6 females 8 males and 4 females
English classified as English Learners | classified as English Only
Language Status (bilingual) (monolingual)

The initial English Language level of each student is first assigned using the
California English Language Development Test (CELDT) score when students
are first enrolled in a California school. The CELDT is used to determine English
proficiency in speaking, reading, writing, and listening. This assessment is given
annually by schools to establish and monitor students’ progress in English. After
the first administration of the CELDT, the student is then moved to the next level
based on the completion of an English Language Portfolio that the current year
teacher uses to monitor for mastery of English skills. The expected progress is
one level for every year that the student is in school. For example, a student who
begins schooling in Kindergarten will usually score as a Beginner and each year
move one level until Reclassification criteria are met. Reclassification means

that the student will then be considered fluent and proficient in English.
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Using the California English Language Development Test (CELDT) scores,
the English Language proficiency levels of the participants in Group A, included 8
Intermediates and 4 Early Advanced students. Intermediate level students use
consistent English grammar with mistakes in verb tenses. These students can
ask and answer academic questions in complete sentences using basic
vocabulary. Early Advanced students will use language much like native English
speakers. They will use more academic vocabulary and figurative language.
Early Advanced students use verb tenses correctly and can write using
descriptive details. The Two-Way Bilingual Immersion students’ English

language proficiency levels are detailed in Figure 3.1.
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English Language Level

“Beginner 0
“ Early Intermediate 0
Early Advanced .
4 Intermediate 8
Intermediate 8 “Early Advanced 4
67% Advanced 0

Advanced 0 Beginner O
0% Early 0%
Intermediate 0
0%

N=12

Figure 3.1. Group A - Two-Way Bilingual Immersion English Learners’ English
Proficiency Language Levels According to the California English Language

Proficiency Test (CELDT)

The Hispanic English learners selected are on the expected course of
progress since they have been classified English learners since Kindergarten
and are now either meeting Intermediate or Early Advanced requirements. They
have progressed in a timely matter and are meeting grade level expectations.
For these reasons, these twelve English learners’ standardized test scores were
then investigated to determine the effects of bilingual programs on academic

achievement.
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The second group of students selected was Hispanic students classified as
monolingual English Only speakers in an English Language Mainstream
program. The English Language Mainstream program had forty students
enrolled. However, only twelve Hispanic students meeting the criteria of being
classified as English Only speakers were chosen to participate. There were eight
males and 4 females that qualified for comparison. The data on the two groups

were summarized earlier in Table 3.6.

Data Collection

This section describes the procedures used to collect the data for this study.
As described earlier, Green Meadow is one of the schools within the district
offering both Two-Way Bilingual Immersion and English Language Mainstream
programs. As an action researcher interested in examining the effects of Two-
Way Bilingual Immersion on Hispanic English Learners, | followed established
procedure for research by first getting permission to use student data from the
Director of the Research and Technology Department at San Bernardino City
Unified School District. Once approval was acquired, the required application
was submitted to the Institutional Review Board at California State University,
San Bernardino. The Research and Technology Department then coded student
data by randomly assigning identification numbers in a spreadsheet.

Data included grade, gender, ethnicity, English language proficiency,

enrollment date, reclassification date, and standardized test scores in language
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arts and math for 2009 and 2010. These data collection practices are consistent
with Institutional Review Board procedures and ensure that students are not
harmed because all data is anonymously collected and coded. All data collected
is free from internal or external threats to validity and reliability because
standardized tests are handled by the state, including development,

administration, scoring, and reporting.

Data Treatment Procedures

The standardized test scores for 3" grade students participating in a Two-
Way Bilingual Immersion and 3™ grade students in an English Language
Mainstream program for 2009 and 2010 was emailed to the investigator in an
Excel format with individual student data coded using a randomly assigned
identification number specifically created for this study.
The data included:

* grade

* gender

* ethnicity

» district enrollment dates

* English and Spanish language proficiency levels

* English learner reclassification dates

* performance levels on standardized test scores in Language Arts and

Mathematics on the Content Standards Test in English (CST)

60



performance levels on standardized test scores in Language Arts and

Mathematics on the Standards Test in Spanish (STS).

The following steps were taken to organize the data for analysis.

1)

The randomly assigned identification number from the district was
simplified by recoding the cases numerically from the beginning of the list.
The standardized test scores of participants in English Language
Mainstream and the standardized test scores of Hispanic English Learners
in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion were extracted and re-entered in an
Excel sheet. This process organized the data for easier management,
access, and review by the investigator.

Tables were created to organize the standardized test scores. English
Language Arts standardized test scores of participants in English
Language Mainstream were entered into their own spreadsheet as well as
mathematics scores. Data from Hispanic English Learners in Two-Way
Bilingual Immersion was also sorted by standardized tests into tables.
The average, the median, and the mode of each standardized test from
2009 and 2010 were then tabulated using the Excel function to ensure
accuracy (see Appendix A, B, C, D, E).

The averages between test scores were then computed to determine the
growth or decrease in academic achievement from 2009 to 2010 for the
participants in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion and English Language

Mainstream participants. For example, the 2009 average test score of
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Hispanic English Learners on the California Standards Test was 280.25
points and in 2010, the average score was 290 points. This difference is
noted as an increase by 9.75 points (see Appendix A).

Each student’s 2010 standardized test scores was compared to their 2009
standardized test scores to determine a numeric point difference in the
growth (increase) or decline (decrease) between the two years of testing.
For example, Case #1 from the Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program
scored 315 points on the 2010 CST English Language Arts section and
293 points in 2009. This calculates to an increase or growth of 22 points

(see Appendix A).
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CHAPTER FOUR

FINDINGS

The findings in this section are organized around the four questions guiding
this study: a) What are the effects of Two-Way Bilingual Immersion on third
graders’ English and Spanish language arts standardized test scores? b) What
are the effects of Two-Way Bilingual Immersion of third graders’ English and
Spanish mathematics standardized test scores? c) How do the English language
arts standardized test scores of 3™ grade bilingual students in a Two-Way
Bilingual Immersion program compare to the scores of 3™ grade monolingual
students in an English Language Mainstream program? d) How do the English
mathematics standardized test scores of 3" grade bilingual students in a Two-
Way Bilingual Immersion program compare to the scores of 3" grade
monolingual students in an English Language Mainstream program? The data

will be presented for each question and then analyzed.

Academic Achievement on the English Language Arts and
Spanish Language Arts in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion

What are the effects of Two-Way Bilingual Immersion on third graders’
English and Spanish language arts standardized test scores? In 2009, the
average score of a Hispanic English Learners participant on the California
Content Standards Test in English Language Arts (ELA) section was 280.25

scale-score points. In 2010, the average score was 290 points, a 9.75 points

63



increase. Group A, the Hispanic English Learners’ standardized scores in

English Language Arts (ELA) is shown in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1. Group A — Two-Way Bilingual Immersion Average Test

Scores in English Language Arts (ELA)

2009 2010
ELA ELA points
HISPANIC ENGLISH
LEARNERS AVERAGE
GROUP SCORE 280.25 290 070
n=12

It is important to remember that the California Standards Test (CST)

measures students’ performance. Test results categorize students into

proficiency levels based on their performance. The points achieved establish the

level; 5=Advanced (414-600 points), 4= Proficient (350-413 points) 3=Basic (300-

349 points), 2=Below Basic (236-299 points), 1=Far Below Basic (150-235

points).

Data show that the average test score for the California Standards Test for
English Language Arts (ELA) section was quite close to the Basic 300 points.
The average test score was 10 points below Basic at 290 points. However, this

can be attributed to the fact that the students are still only midway through the
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Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program. Two-Way Bilingual Immersion programs
focus on teaching content standards in the primary language first and then
transfer learning to English as the program continues. These students have had
English instruction for only 10% of the day in Kindergarten, 20% of the day in 1°
grade, 30% of the day in 2" grade and 40% of the day in 3™ grade.

On the Spanish Language Arts (SLA) section of the Standards Test in
Spanish (STS), the average group score was 304.5 in 2009 and 325.8 in 2010
for Group A, the Hispanic English learners in the Two-Way Bilingual Immersion
program. This was an increase of 21.3 points. Table 4.2 presents the
standardized group score averages of the Two-Way Bilingual Immersion
Hispanic English learners on the Standards Test in Spanish Language Arts

(SLA).

Table 4.2. Group A — Two-Way Bilingual Immersion Average Test Scores in

Spanish Language Arts (SLA)

STANDARDS TEST znfg?:d o 338::(16 Increase in
IN SPANISH (STS) SLA SLA points
HISPANIC ENGLISH
LEARNERS AVERAGE
GROUP SCORE 304.5 325.8 212
n=12
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The data reveal that Hispanic English learners in a Two-Way Bilingual
Immersion program are on average scoring at a Basic performance level (score
of at least 300) on the Spanish Language Arts (SLA) section of the Standards
Test in Spanish in 2009 and 2010. Furthermore, the average test scores
increased from 2009 to 2010, evidencing students are meeting Spanish literacy
standards as well advancing in English acquisition and proficiency. The raw data

scores can be referenced in Appendices A-D.

Academic Achievement on Mathematics in
Two-Way Bilingual Immersion

What are the effects of Two-Way Bilingual Immersion on third graders’
English and Spanish mathematics standardized test scores? The average group
score on the mathematics section of the California Standards Test (CST) in
English for Group A, Hispanic English Learners in a Two-Way Bilingual
Immersion program, was 272.6 points in 2009 and 332 points in 2010. Data
reveal that the mathematics standardized test score averages in English showed
growth in point value. The average point increase was 59.4 in English
mathematics. In 2009, the average Mathematic score on the Standard Test in
Spanish (STS) score was 304.7 points. The next year in 2010, the average
score was 360.7 points. This was a 56 points increase.

Data show that Group A, Hispanic English Learners, are making nearly
identical point improvement mathematics in both the California Standards Test

(CST) in English and the Standard Test in Spanish (STS). The CST
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improvement was 59.4 points and on the STS there was a 56 points increase,
suggesting that mathematical concepts are being developed equally in both
languages. Presented in Table 4.3 are the standardized test score averages of
the Two-Way Bilingual Immersion participants on the mathematics standardized
test scores averages in English and Spanish. The only difference between the

two tests is the language of the test (English/Spanish), not the content.

Table 4.3. Group A —Two-Way Bilingual Immersion Mathematics Test Score

Averages in English and Spanish

2009 2010
MATH MATH points
HISPANIC ENGLISH
LEARNERS AVERAGE
GROUP SCORE 272.6 332 >94
n=12
STANDARDS TEST 2"38?;9(1 o 3“’28::de Increase in
IN SPANISH (STS) MATH MATH points
HISPANIC ENGLISH
LEARNERS AVERAGE
GROUP SCORE 304.7 3607 *°
n=12
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Comparing Scores of Two-Way Bilingual Immersion
Students with Scores of Mainstream Students

How do the English language arts standardized test scores of 3" grade
bilingual students in a Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program compare to the
scores of 3" grade monolingual students in an English Language Mainstream
program? On the English Language Arts (ELA) section, Group A, the Hispanic
bilingual students, average group score was 280.25 points in 2009 and 290
points in 2010. The data reveal that in 2009, Group B, the Hispanic monolingual
English students, scored an average of 301.8 points on the English Language
Arts (ELA) section of the California Standards Test (CST). In 2010, the Hispanic
monolingual English students scored 296.4 points on the English Language Arts
(ELA) section of the California Standards Test (CST). Table 4.4 displays the
standardized test score averages for both groups on the English Language Arts

section (ELA) of the California Standards Test (CST).
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Table 4.4. Average Group Scores for Hispanic English Learners and Hispanic

English Only on the English Language Arts California Standards Test (CST)

2009 2010
CST AVERAGE GROUP .
2"grade | 3™ grade Points
SCORES IN ENGLISH ELA ELA difference
GROUP A
HISPANIC ENGLISH
LEARNERS AVERAGE 280.25 290 9.75
GROUP SCORE
n=12
GROUP B
HISPANIC ENGLISH ONLY
AVERAGE GROUP sCORe | 3018 296.4 4
n=12
Points difference 21.55 6.4

Comparing the 2009 test scores helps understand which group of students
are achieving better academically, data reveal that Group B, the Hispanic English
Only students in Mainstream, are scoring slightly higher than Group A, the
Hispanic English learners in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program, since their
average is above 300 (301.8), which is the Basic level according to the CST.
Also, seen is a 21.55 difference of points in the 2009 English Language Arts
section of the CST. The Hispanic English Only students in an English Language
Mainstream program scored a group average of 301.8 and the Hispanic English
learners in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program scored 280.25. The 21.55

points difference seems to show that Group B is performing better than Group A,
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however, Group A, the Hispanic English learners, is not that significantly below
the Basic level of 300 points. Group A scored 280.25 points in 2009 and 290
points in 2010.

Additionally, in 2010, Group A, the Hispanic English learners, is beginning to
close the average difference from 21.55 to 6.4 points between the two groups on
the English Language Arts section of the CST. This is partly due to two main
factors. The first being the 9.75 points increase by Group A on the CST to 290
points and the second being the 5.4 points decrease by Group B, the Hispanic
English Only students, to 296.4 points. Group B, the Hispanic English Only
students were 1.8 points above Basic in 2009, but fell below Basic in 2010 with
296.4 points. Due to the decrease in points, it may be inferred that Group B is
not sustaining academic growth to reach proficiency on the California Standards
Test (CST) even though having only been taught using the English language. To
be proficient, a score of 350 points is required.

When years of acquiring English are considered, then Group A, the Hispanic
English learners performed adequately being that only a percentage of their class
is taught in English. Curriculum taught in English has increased from 10% in
Kindergarten to 40% in 3" grade. According to a long-term study by Lindholm-
Leary (2001), Two-Way Bilingual Immersion students should be on par with
peers by the 5" grade. Green Meadow Elementary Two-Way Bilingual
Immersion students are progressing adequately since they are in 3™ grade and

according to research, two more years of instruction will help them attain peer

70



achievement levels. In 2010, the English Language Arts (ELA) average group
scores were 290 points for Group A English learners and 296.4 for Group B
English monolingual students. Hispanic English learners in Two-Way Bilingual
Immersion are 6.4 points from being on par with the English Language
Mainstream students n English.

In mathematics, the California Standards Test (CST) reveals that, Group B,
(English Only students) average group score in 2009 was 312.9 points and in
2010, the mathematics average group score was 315.6 points. The average
group score for Group A, the English learners in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion,
was 272.6 in 2009 and 332 points in 2010 on the mathematics section of the

CST. Table 4.5 summarizes the data for both groups.

Table 4.5. Average Group Scores for Hispanic English Learners and Hispanic

English Only on the Mathematics California Standards Test (CST)

2009 2010
CST AVERAGE GROUP
2" grade 3" grade Points
SCORES IN ENGLISH MATH MATH difference
GROUP A
HISPANIC ENGLISH
LEARNERS AVERAGE 272.6 332 594
GROUP SCORE
n=12
GROUP B
HISPANIC ENGLISH ONLY
AVERAGE GROUP SCORE 312.9 315.6 2.7
n=12
Points difference 40.3 16.4
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In 2009, data reveal the average group point difference of 40.3 points placing
Group B above Group A in the mathematics section of the CST. However, the
next year in 2010, the average group difference was 16.4 points but it was Group
A, the Hispanic English learners in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion, who were 16.4
points greater than Group B, Hispanic English Only students in Mainstream. This
is due to the 59.4 points increase by Group A, Hispanic English learners, from
272.6 points in 2009 to 332 in 2010. Group B, English Only students had an
increase of 2.7 points in their average score. Data show that Group A, the
Hispanic English learners, are consistently increasing test scores and closing the

achievement gap between English Only peers in Mathematics.

Summary of Findings of English Learners and English Only students

The findings display positive outcomes in English Language Development and
Mathematics for Hispanic English learners and in the Two-Way Bilingual
Immersion program. Findings from Green Meadow’s program, support previous
bilingual research by numerous experts (Brisk 2006, Cummins 2000, Pérez
2004) asserting students in a quality dual immersion program will achieve
academic success in English, when their primary language skill is developed and
used in the classroom. The data illustrate support previous findings (see Brisk
2006; Crawford 2004; Pérez 2004; Cummins 2000) and that the English test
scores from participants in a Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program correlate to

the Spanish test scores in a positive manner.
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On the Standards Test in Spanish Language Arts (SLA), the average score
was Basic level with 304.5 points in 2009 and with an increase to 325.8 (see
Table 4.2). This increase is significant because it suggests that if scores rise in
Spanish each year, then scores in English can be expected to increase until
students are Proficient by 5" grade. This increase can be viewed in the 2009
English Language Arts average score of 280.3 points to 290 points in 2010 (see
Table 4.1). Similarly, the Spanish Mathematics average score increased 56
points from 2009 to 2010 and this led to the English mathematics average test
score rising 59.4 points in 2010 (see Table 4.3). This Green Meadow data
supports research indicating that when Spanish academic content is
comprehended, this knowledge transfers to mastery in English academic content.
Individual test scores of Hispanic English learners in Two-Way Bilingual
Immersion confirm that an increase in Spanish Language Arts and Spanish
Mathematics had a positive effect on the English Language Arts (ELA) and
Mathematics section of the California Standards Test. It can be inferred that the
Hispanic English learners in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion are advancing
towards becoming proficient in English as demonstrated by the increases in
academic achievement on standardized testing. Individual test scores are
located in the Appendices.

The Hispanic English Only students in the English Language Mainstream
program had scores that decreased from 301.8 points in 2009 to 296.4 points in

2010 on the English Language Arts (ELA) section (see Table 4.4) and had
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minimal growth from 312.9 points to 315.6 points on the Mathematics section of
the California Standards Test (see Table 4.5). The decrease and stagnancy of
test score averages may be attributed to the loss of the home language across
generations. Loss of primary language is detrimental to culture and identity and
affects academics (Cummins, 2000). Subtractive education does not allow for
biliteracy and its multiple benefits because English is the only academic
language used in the classroom.

Tables 4.6 below illustrates that as Spanish proficiency is developed and
maintained, the benefits include advancements in English proficiency and
academic achievement. During 2009 and 2010 Hispanic English learners in
Two-Way Bilingual Immersion increased in point growth and achievement on the
California Standards Test (CST) as well as the Standards Test in Spanish (STS),

and the significant variable is primary language instruction.
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Table 4.6. Comprehensive Average Test Scores for Hispanic English Learners

and Hispanic English Only on the California Standards Test (CST) and the

Standards Test in Spanish (STS)

2009 2010 2009 2010
SngEQmEEﬁgEISH 2" grade | 3 grade | 2" grade 3" grade
ELA ELA MATH MATH
GROUP A
HISPANIC ENGLISH
LEARNERS AVERAGE 280.25 290 272.6 332
GROUP SCORE
n=12
GROUP B
HISPANIC ENGLISH
ONLY AVERAGE 301.8 296.4 312.9 315.6
GROUP SCORE
n=12
2009 2010 2009 2010
Sll-\lrpé':’i?l?SDHS(LEg-)r 2nd grade | 3rd grade | 2nd grade 3rd grade
SLA SLA MATH MATH
GROUP A
HISPANIC ENGLISH
LEARNERS AVERAGE
GROUP SCORE 304.5 325.8 304.7 360.7
n=12

75




CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION

The data from this thesis supports previous research about Two-Way
Bilingual Immersion programs being the most beneficial program for English
learners’ academic achievement (Lindholm-Leary, 2001). Research shows that
bilingual students who are in a quality Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program,
such as Green Meadow, can academically outscore or perform as well as
students who are monolingual (Lindholm-Leary, 2001). Students in bilingual
programs become biliterate in the four domains of reading, writing, speaking, and
listening. The home language is maintained as the English language is acquired.
Both languages are given prestige at home and at school leading to a student
who is achieving academically as well as socially.

Green Meadow’s Two-way bilingual program supports academic
achievement on standardized tests by Hispanic English learners. The Hispanic
English learners in the Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program displayed 9.75
points growth in English Language Arts and 59.4 points in Mathematics on the
California Standards Test (CST) from 2009 to 2010. However, the Hispanic
English Only students in an English Mainstream program did not show growth in
English Language Arts. There was a decline of 5.4 points in English Language

Arts and a minute growth of 2.7 points in Mathematics.
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In addition to the English academic achievement that the Hispanic English
learners in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program displayed in the data,
academic achievement in biliteracy is also apparent in Group A. Growth is seen
in the Hispanic English learners standardized test scores on the Standards Test
in Spanish (STS). On the Spanish Language Arts section of the test, Hispanic
English learners grew 21.3 points. Students also increased 56 points on the
Spanish Mathematics section from 2009 to 2010. This increase gave students
an average group score of 360.7 points. This data suggest that students are
learning content standards in Spanish from a level that is Basic, the 300 point
value, to Proficient with 350 or more points on standardized tests.

In closing, this thesis presents data supporting the claim that Hispanic English
learners in a Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program can score as well as
Hispanic English Only students in an English Mainstream program. Bilingual
education is the central factor in advancing English learners. The native
language should be used first to teach literacy skills and then used to teach
English literacy skills. Administrators, parents, and teachers need to understand
the benefits of Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program and the academic
achievement that is associated with using the primary language to teach literacy

skills and content standards.
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Recommendations for Further Research

This thesis details the standardized group test scores for Hispanic English
learners in a Two-Way Bilingual Immersion program. Data showed that English
learners improved their tests scores from 2009 to 2010 on the California
Standards Test (CST). Students raised test scores on both the English
Language Arts and Mathematics sections. These students also improved on the
Standards Test in Spanish (STS), in both sections. However, there is further
research about academic achievement and biliteracy of Hispanic English
learners in Two-Way Bilingual Immersion programs that is needed. The following
are suggestions that could substantiate and further the necessity of bilingual
education and teaching in the primary language in order for Hispanic English
learners to attain the best education.

1) The study can be replicated with a larger sample of students from both
programs. Hispanic English learners in a Two-way bilingual program and
Hispanic English Only in an English Mainstream program can be studied
from a school that has a large enrollment of both groups.

2) Collecting data for a longitudinal study can extend the study.

Standardized test scores from the same group of students can be
gathered for the 2011, 2012, and 2013 school years. Test scores will
further demonstrate if growth was continued in academic achievement and

biliteracy.
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3) This study can also be modified to include students of different ethnicities.
Instead of the comparison of Hispanic English learners to Hispanic English
Only students, students that are in Two-way bilingual programs and
English Mainstream that are African-American can also be compared to
each other and then to Hispanic students. This may contribute further
research to the benefits of bilingual education to English learners as well

as English Only students.

This thesis contributes to the field of additive bilingual education program
models, specifically Two-Way Bilingual Immersion. The data substantiate that
bilingual education develops bilteracy and promotes academic achievement of

student participants
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APPENDIX A
TWO-WAY BILINGUAL IMMERSION ENGLISH LEARNERS
AT GREEN MEADOW 2009 AND 2010
ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (ELA)
CALIFORNIA STANDARDS TEST

(CST) SCORES
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APPENDIX A

TWO-WAY BILNGUAL IMMERSION ENGLISH LEARNERS
AT GREEN MEADOW 2009 AND 2010
ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (ELA)
CALIFORNIA STANDARDS TEST
(CST) SCORES

2009 ELA CST 2010 ELA CST 3

(2ND GRADE) (3RD GRADE) EZ

Z

(ONTT

o

PERFORMANCE | SCALE | PERFORMANCE | SCALE =

Case # LEVEL SCORE LEVEL SCORE

1 2 293 3 315 22
2 3 328 3 300 -28
3 3 346 3 307 -39
4 1 228 1 230 2
5 1 247 2 281 34
6 2 289 2 281 -8
7 1 228 2 281 53
8 3 331 3 344 13
11 1 233 2 259 26
12 2 286 2 281 5
14 3 307 3 327 20
15 1 247 2 274 27
AVERAGE 280.25 290 9.75
MEDIAN 287.5 281 16.5

Performance Levels are used to rank students by scale score.

The five levels are 5=Advanced, 4= Proficient, 3=Basic, 2=Below Basic, 1=Far
Below Basic. California's objective is for all students to achieve at proficient or
advanced level.
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APPENDIX B
TWO-WAY BILINGUAL IMMERSION ENGLISH LEARNERS
AT GREEN MEADOW 2009- AND 2010
SPANISH LANGUAGE ARTS (SLA)
STANDARDS TEST IN SPANISH

(STS) SCORES
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APPENDIX B

TWO-WAY BILNGUAL IMMERSION ENGLISH LEARNERS
AT GREEN MEADOW 2009 AND 2010
SPANISH LANGUAGE ARTS (SLA)

STANDARDS TEST IN SPANISH

(STS) SCORES
2009 SLA STS (2ND 2010 SLA STS (3RD (u_')l
GRADE) GRADE) = E
e
PERFORMANCE | SCALE PERFORMANCE | SCALE %
Case # LEVEL SCORE LEVEL SCORE
1 3 342 3 349 7
2 3 342 4 358 16
3 3 346 4 371 25
4 2 252 1 227 -25
5 2 244 2 294 50
6 1 240 3 334 94
7 1 227 3 305 78
8 4 374 4 362 -12
11 2 252 2 264 12
12 3 312 3 323 11
14 3 322 3 341 19
15 2 298 4 381 83
AVERAGE 304.5 325.8 29.8
MEDIAN 305 328.5 14

Performance Levels are used to rank students by scale score.
The five levels are 5=Advanced, 4= Proficient, 3=Basic, 2=Below Basic,
1=Far Below Basic. California's objective is for all students to achieve at

proficient or advanced level.
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APPENDIX C
TWO-WAY BILINGUAL IMMERSION ENGLISH LEARNERS
AT GREEN MEADOW 2009 AND 2010 MATHEMATICS
IN ENGLISH CALIFORNIA STANDARDS

TEST (CST) SCORES
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APPENDIX C

TWO-WAY BILINGUAL IMMERSION ENGLISH LEARNERS
AT GREEN MEADOW 2009 AND 2010 MATHEMATICS
IN ENGLISH CALIFORNIA STANDARDS

TEST (CST) SCORES
2009 MATH CST (2ND 2010 MATH CST (u_')l
GRADE) (3RD GRADE) E E
Qb
PERFORMANCE SCALE PERFORMANCE | SCALE L
Case # LEVEL SCORE LEVEL SCORE o
1 3 314 3 348 34
2 2 291 3 312 21
3 3 339 5 471 132
4 1 216 2 298 82
5 2 255 3 303 48
6 2 268 3 332 64
7 2 259 3 317 58
8 2 295 3 327 32
11 1 176 1 213 37
12 3 300 4 386 86
14 2 295 3 317 22
15 2 263 4 360 97
AVERAGE 272.6 332 59.4
MEDIAN 279.5 322 53

Performance Levels are used to rank students by scale score.

The five levels are 5=Advanced, 4= Proficient, 3=Basic, 2=Below Basic, 1=Far
Below Basic. California's objective is for all students to achieve at proficient or
advanced level.
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APPENDIX D
TWO-WAY BILINGUAL IMMERSION ENGLISH LEARNERS
AT GREEN MEADOW 2009 AND 2010 MATHEMATICS
IN SPANISH STANDARDS TEST IN

SPANISH (STS) SCORES
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APPENDIX D

TWO-WAY BILINGUAL IMMERSION ENGLISH LEARNERS
AT GREEN MEADOW 2009 AND 2010 MATHEMATICS
IN SPANISH STANDARDS TEST IN
SPANISH (STS) SCORES

2009 MATH STS 2010 MATH STS (3RD 8

(2ND GRADE) GRADE) - Z

=z W

ok

ol

PERFORMANCE SCALE PERFORMANCE SCALE a

Case # LEVEL SCORE LEVEL SCORE

1 3 335 4 376 41
2 3 325 4 406 81
3 4 372 5 458 86
4 1 212 2 274 62
5 3 302 3 321 19
6 3 311 4 393 82
7 2 293 4 371 78
8 2 297 4 356 59
11 2 229 2 269 40
12 3 320 4 413 93
14 2 288 3 325 37
15 4 372 4 366 -6
AVERAGE 304.7 360.7 56
MEDIAN 306.5 368.5 60.5

Performance Levels are used to rank students by scale score. The five levels
are 5=Advanced, 4= Proficient, 3=Basic, 2=Below Basic, 1=Far Below Basic.
California's objective is for all students to achieve at proficient or advanced
level.
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APPENDIX E
ENGLISH LANGUAGE MAINSTREAM ENGLISH ONLY
STUDENTS AT GREEN MEADOW 2009 AND 2010
ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (ELA)
CALIFORNIA STANDARDS TEST

(CST) SCORES
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APPENDIX E

ENGLISH LANGUAGE MAINSTREAM ENGLISH ONLY
STUDENTS AT GREEN MEADOW 2009 AND 2010
ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (ELA)
CALIFORNIA STANDARDS TEST

(CST) SCORES

2009 ELA CST 2010 ELA CST

(2ND GRADE) (3RD GRADE)
1N}
9
=
ou
PERFORMANCE SCALE PERFORMANCE SCALE L
CASE # LEVEL SCORE LEVEL SCORE a
1 2 282 2 263 -19
3 3 317 2 296 -21
6 2 263 2 274 11
9 3 314 2 285 -29
10 2 263 1 251 -12
11 3 317 3 340 23
13 3 328 3 331 3
15 2 296 3 311 15
23 1 211 1 247 36
25 1 233 2 278 45
27 4 358 3 327 -31
28 5 440 4 354 -86
AVERAGE 301.8 296.4 -5.41
MEDIAN 305 290.5 4.5

Performance Levels are used to rank students by scale score. The five levels
are 5=Advanced, 4= Proficient 3=Basic, 2=Below Basic, 1=Far Below Basic.
California's objective is for all students to achieve at proficient or advanced level.
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APPENDIX F
ENGLISH LANGUAGE MAINSTREAM ENGLISH ONLY
STUDENTS AT GREEN MEADOW 2009 AND 2010
MATHEMATICS CALIFORNIA STANDARDS

TEST (CST) SCORES
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APPENDIX F

ENGLISH LANGUAGE MAINSTREAM ENGLISH ONLY
STUDENTS AT GREEN MEADOW 2009 AND 2010
MATHEMATICS CALIFORNIA STANDARDS

TEST (CST) SCORES
2009 MATH CST 2010 MATH CST
(2ND GRADE) (3RD GRADE)
L
2
=i
o
[\ TH
PERFORMANCE SCALE PERFORMANCE SCALE %
CASE # LEVEL SCORE LEVEL SCORE
1 3 304 2 298 -6
3 4 357 4 410 53
6 1 231 2 280 49
9 2 273 1 228 -45
10 1 231 1 218 -13
11 4 383 5 419 36
13 5 427 4 373 -54
15 2 268 2 298 30
23 1 201 1 208 7
25 2 277 3 322 45
27 4 376 4 354 -22
28 5 427 4 379 -48
AVERAGE 312.9 315.6 2.66
MEDIAN 290.5 310 0.5

Performance Levels are used to rank students by scale score.

The five levels are 5=Advanced, 4= Proficient 3=Basic, 2=Below Basic, 1=Far
Below Basic. California's objective is for all students to achieve at proficient or
advanced level.
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INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

SAN BERNARDINO

Academic Affairs

November 05, 2010 Office of Academic Research * Institutional-Reviewr-Beoard
CSUSB

Ms. Joanna McCra)l/d INSTITUTIONAL

¢/0: Prof. Maria Balderrama - o

Department of Education — Language, Literacy and Culture RLYI.LW BOARD

California State University Administrative Review

5500 University Parkway IRB# 09130

San Bernardino, California 92407 Status

APPROVED

Dear Ms. McCray:

Your application to use human subjects, titled, “A Case Study of Dual Immersion Instruction and Standardized Test
Scores” has been reviewed and approved by the Chair of the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of California State
University, San Bernardino and concurs that your application meets the requirements for exemption from IRB
review Federal requirements under 45 CFR 46. As the researcher under the exempt category you do not have to
foliow the requirements under 45 CFR 46 which requires annual renewal and documentation of written informed
consent which are not required for the exempt review category. However, exempt status still requires you to attain
consent from participants before conducting your rescarch.

The CSUSB IRB has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk to the human
participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefit. This approval notice does not
replace any departmental or additional approvals which may be required.

Although exempt from federal regulatory requirements under 45 CFR 46, the CSUSB Federal Wide Assurance does
commit all research conducted by members of CSUSB to adhere to the Belmont Commission’s ethical principles of
respect, beneficence and justice. You must, therefore, still assure that a process of informed consent takes place, that
the benefits of doing the research outweigh the risks, that risks are minimized, and that the burden, risks, and
benefits of your research have been justly distributed.

You are required to do the following:

1) Protocol Change: Protocol changes must be submitted to the IRB for approval (no matter how minor)
before implementing in your prospectus/protocol. Protocol Change Form is on the IRB website.

2) If any adverse events/serious adverse/unanticipated events are experienced by subjects during your
research. Form is on the IRB website,
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Failure to notify the IRB of the above, emphasizing items 1 and 2, may result in administrative disciplinary action.
If you have any questions regarding the IRB decision, please contact Michael Gillespie, IRB Compliance
Coordinator. Mr. Michael Gillespie can be reached by phone at (909) 537-7588, by fax at (909) 537-7028, or by
email at mgillesp@csusb.edu. Please include your application identification number (above) in all correspondence.
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Sharon Ward, Ph.D, Chair
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