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Abstract 

Bilingual education can be presented to learners in a variety of ways. This project focuses 

on Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) and Two-Way Immersion (TWI). This is because an 

urban school in the Buffalo district is in process of converting the current TBE program into a 

TWI program. When considering this switch of educational philosophies, a deeper look at the 

philosophical and educational implications is necessary to ensure that the conversion is smooth 

and research-based. In the process of considering each of these bilingual education programs and 

philosophies, the history of the Bilingual Center, #33, was taken into consideration. Then, 

discrepancy analyses were performed to consider general and specific changes that will affect the 

educational environment.   
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Introduction 

Bilingual education means so many things to different people.  Instead of focusing on the 

underlying theoretical arguments for or against this phenomenon known as bilingual education, I 

have chosen to focus this curriculum project on historical aspects of bilingual education, its 

definitions, as well as impact on the children in today’s schools. It can be very overwhelming to 

consider the topic of bilingual education for many reasons. First, there are many emotionally 

charged arguments either for or against bilingual education that exist. Some may say that this 

type of program was a ‘lifesaver’ as they entered into school with limited English proficiency, 

and others may say that this is a disservice to the children. Others may say the biliteracy skills 

fostered in bilingual programs helped them gain employment or communicate with family.  Also, 

depending on the time in history or the significance of a bilingual program in a place, there may 

be a different name for it. This will be explained in further detail as this exploration continues.  

 Topics in the literature regarding bilingual education include two major branches of 

bilingual education: that of transitional bilingual education (TBE) and two-way immersion (also 

known as dual language immersion in some circles, or TWI).    

As a teacher of English to speaker of other languages, (ESL) in an urban school in 

Buffalo, NY, I have encountered students in grades K-8 coming from a variety of linguistic 

backgrounds. Students of mine have come from Somalia, Burma, Iraq, Yemen, Egypt, Nepal, 

Cuba, Dominican Republic, and Puerto Rico. At School #33, Bilingual Center, in Buffalo, the 

majority of students in this bilingual school are Spanish speakers. This is one of five elementary 

schools in the Buffalo Public Schools that has a bilingual program available for Spanish 

speakers.  There has been much concern over the years with the lack of progress on standardized 

State English Language Arts and Mathematics assessments, and this lack of progress, with the 
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combination of the failure to meet Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) targets, classified Bilingual 

Center, School #33 as a Persistently Low Achieving (PLA) School in 2011.  The status of 

schools, under new regulation in 2012, could be categorized into three levels: a school in good 

standing, a focus school, or a priority school. School #33, is in the last category deemed a 

“priority school.” This means that changes need to happen that will drastically improve the test 

scores.   

Throughout the 2011-2012 school year, drastic changes came to the forefront, and four 

options were presented as per the federal regulations from Race to the Top. The four options are 

a re-start plan, an EPO partnership, a transformation plan, and a turnaround plan. First, the re-

start plan was ruled out since the district had used this option multiple times in the past years, so 

this left the school now with three other options. The second option was to have an Educational 

Partnership Organization (EPO). This meant that an outside organization such as John Hopkins 

University or an organization known for its development and success track with under-

performing schools could be the major partner to whom the school would be accountable. Third, 

the option of turning the public school into a charter school was an option.  Lastly, the 

turnaround option was yet another option.  This meant that a plan was created by the principal, 

and then needed to be approved by the State Department of Education. The principal of #33, Mr. 

Medina, along with the assistant principal and help from partners at SUNY Fredonia, created the 

School Improvement Grant (SIG) Turnaround #33, which has been fully approved by the New 

York State Department of Education as of February 2013. The plan, to be put in place when 

appropriate state funds become available, recommends that the transitional bilingual program is 

converted into a two-way immersion program one grade at a time. There are fundamental “pillars 

of change” according to the plan, which include high quality teaching, realizing bilingualism as 
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an asset, usage of the Common Core Learning Standards, and also the use of inquiry based 

learning, through a Reggio Emilia inspired approach.  The plan, known as the Turnaround #33 

SIG Plan, authored by Principal Medina and Assistant Principal Call, also is infused with ideas 

and input from potential partners from the College of Education at SUNY Fredonia. 

Additionally, a mentor school, PS #12, in Rochester, will serve to share in implementation of the 

newly created two-way immersion program entitled JUNTOS.  

 Thus, there is an urgent need to find out how to move appropriately and with ease from 

the transitional bilingual program towards the two-way immersion program.  In conversations 

with professors of bilingual education, and looking at a reputable source, Center of Applied 

Linguistics’ resources, there is a plethora of information about each type of bilingual education 

program, but limited resources regarding the way to convert from one type of bilingual education 

to another. 

 The goal of this curriculum project is to develop a strategic plan to convert from a TBE 

focus to TWI at School #33.  
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Review of Literature 

Brief History of Bilingual Education in US  

The history of bilingual education is long in the United States. Going back to the mid-

1800’s, when colonization of the United States was prevalent, when the Dutch, Polish, and 

French, Swedish immigrants were taking root in our country.  For example, according to 

Arellano-Houchin, Flamenco, Merlos, and Segura (2001), in 1839, Ohio passed a law to enable 

bilingual classrooms in their school system. This law was passed at the request of the parents 

who had their children in a German-English bilingual schooling situation.  Louisiana followed 

suit, and by 1847, bilingual education was available in French-English, and in New Mexico, 

similar in 1850, with bilingualism in Spanish-English.  

 Around the time of World War I, however, the Germans were prohibited from speaking 

German, due to the events surrounding the war with the now German enemies.  In Miami, in 

1963, bilingual education was promoted in Spanish-English, and this led to the passing of the 

Bilingual Education Act of 1968.  With this federal act, Title VII passing (also known as the 

1968 Bilingual Education Act), the federal government recognized bilingual education as 

significance in public schools. In addition, the passing of this federal act  did a few things, 

including allowing federal funding to be given to the education of minority language speakers, as 

well as undermining the states laws’ who were in favor of English-only education (Baker, 192).  

Since 1968, this act has been reauthorized in 1974, 1978, 1984, 1988, 1994, and 2001. This 

validates bilingual education from the federal government’s level. Below in Table 1 is a 

historical perspective of bilingual education in the United States. 
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 Another milestone in bilingual education was the victory in the 1974 Lau vs. Nichols 

case.  This established that English-only policies without modification of instruction for non-

native English speakers violated civil rights.  This case was brought about because a group of 

3,000 students of Chinese descent in San Francisco were not provided equal education 

opportunities as compared to their English speaking peers (Ovando, Combs, Collier, 2006).  The 

appropriate remedy was not specified, however, there was a need for “meaningful education” 

and that students may have access to either English to Speakers of other Languages services, or a 

bilingual program.  There is not a specific mention that English was unimportant, however, it 

Table 1  

 

Table of Historical Events that Impacted/Impact/Will Impact Bilingual Education 

Year Brief Description of Event 

 

1964 Title VI passed 

 

1968  Bilingual Education Act, amendment to Title VII Elementary and Secondary Education Act passed 

 

1974 Lao vs. Nichols Case:  minority language students need fair access to education 

 

1981 Castaneda vs. Pickard Court Case: requirements of LEP program 

 

1982 Plyer vs. Doe Court Case: documentation of students legal status NOT required 

 

1990’s Unz: Proponent of English-Only Movement 

 

1998 California – Proposition 227 passed 

 

2000  Arizona – Proposition 203 passed 

 

2001 NCLB – English Language Acquisition Act 

 

2002 Question 2 Massachusetts 

 

2012 Seal of Biliteracy, New York 
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clearly propelled the significance of minority cultures and languages represented in the United 

States.  

 Just seven years later, in 1981, another court case, Castaneda vs. Pickard, has had some 

ongoing ramifications.  A school district in Texas was found to be violating the rights of their 

minority students under the Equal Opportunities Education Act of 1974.  Criteria were created to 

evaluate programs serving ELL students as follows according to Ovando, Combs, Collier, 2006. 

Table 2 outlines the three required components of this law. First, the educational program needs 

to be based on “sound educational theory” which is beneficial to the students.  Second, there 

must be adequate resources and personnel available to implement the program.  Last, there must 

be full access to the entire curriculum for the LEP learners.  According to Ovando, Combs and 

Collier, the “Castaneda test” has been applied to see if other programs are in compliance.  

Table 2 

“Castaneda Test” For Compliance of LEP Programs 

Three Components 

Full access to entire curriculum for ELLs  

Resources and personnel available to implement program for ELLs 

Educational program based on “sound educational theory” 

 

 

 A year later, in 1982, a court case, Plyer vs. Doe, was heard and the result was that all 

students regardless of their legal status in the country are eligible for a free education.  This 

means that undocumented students cannot be denied an education, immigration status does not 
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need to be disclosed when registering for school, and that a social security number is not 

required (Ovando, Combs Collier, 78).  

 In the 1980’s a movement, English for the Children, was led by Ron Unz, who put forth 

arguments denying the success of bilingual programs.  He put forth a campaign to promote 

English-only education. (Baker, 195). In 1998, California passed the Proposition 227, known as 

“English for the Children” which banned bilingual education or instruction in any language other 

than English in public schools in the state of California (Herrera & Murray, 118).  Arizona soon 

followed in 2000, and in 2002, the English-only agenda was on the ballot in Colorado and 

Massachusetts (Ovando, Combs & Collier, 56). In 2000, Arizona passed legislation known as 

Proposition 203, which led to English-only instructional policies (Wright, 2007). Similarly, 

legislation in Massachusetts, known as Question 2, was passed in November of 2002, which 

replaced transitional bilingual education with sheltered English Instruction (Smith, J., Coggins, 

C., & Cardoso, J. 2008). However, in Colorado, the Amendment 31 was defeated (Escamilla, K., 

Shannon, S., Carlos, S., & Garcia, J. 2003).    

With national implications, in 2001, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) provided 

more specific guidelines on how to regulate services to English Language Learners (ELLs).  It is 

interesting to note that this legislation almost silences the term ‘bilingual’ because this 

terminology is utilized: Title III: Language Instruction for Limited English Proficient and 

Immigrant Students” (Garcia, 185). The purpose of this law it to see that youth will attain 

English proficiency.  The high-stakes tests, associated with NCLB, and now Race to the Top 

(RTTT), a newer legislation, are an accountability measure to determine the amount of English 

the student is able to produce.  There is more pressure on the school district, teachers, and 

students to promote English due to the high-stakes testing. 
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 Even more recently, in 2012, the seal of biliteracy was voted on in New York State.  This 

is a new measure of regulation which encourages students to be bilingual.  A seal will go on the 

student’s diploma if the appropriate criterion is met to recognize their proficiency in a language 

other than English at the time of graduation.  This is significant since it places value on 

multilingual education and places bilingualism as an asset. New York State, along with 

California, are the two states out of our country to recognize such an accomplishment. This can 

be given to ELLs, or native English speakers either of whom may be found to have achieved a 

high amount of success in a language that is not their mother tongue.  

 

New York State Laws related to Bilingual Education 

Since this curriculum project focuses on a bilingual school in New York, it is important 

to review New York state laws governing Bilingual Education programs.  For example, 

Commissioner’s Regulation Part 154 (CR154) delineates the amount of time in ESL instruction 

student receive based on their grade level, and proficiency level.  In grades K-8, for example, if 

the student is a beginning or intermediate level ELL, they are to receive two units of ESL daily.  

According to Part 154, a unit is measured as 36 minutes. If at the advanced level, in grades K-8, 

a student is to receive one unit of ESL instruction.   

In the high school level, grades 9 – 12, there are some significant differences than that of 

the elementary school student. Students at a beginner level will receive three periods of ESL, 

students placed at an intermediate level receive two units of ESL instruction, and students at an 

advanced level receive one unit of ESL instruction.   

Table 3 below, puts this into a visual representation.  
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Table 3 

New York State Bilingual Education Program Requirements – as per CR 154 

 

Instructional Components Required Units* of Study 

NLA  

(Native Language Arts) 

 

One Unit* of Study for students in Bilingual Program 

 

 

ESL  

(English as a Second Language) 

Proficiency** Beginner Intermediate Advanced 

Grades K-8 2 units* 2 units* 1 unit* 

Grades 9-12 3 units* 2 units* 1 unit* 

 

ELA  

(English Language Arts) 

 

*1 Unit of Study for Students at Advanced Proficiency Level 

Note: 1 unit* of Study is equal to 180 minutes of instruction time per week 

**Proficiency as determined by LAB-R exam or NYSESLAT 

 

To determine the English proficiency level of a student, upon entry to school, a home 

language questionnaire is given. If found that a language other than English is spoken at home, 

the Language Assessment Battery-Revised (LAB-R) test is given. This will determine an initial 

placement of language proficiency for the student upon their entry to school. Then, in the late 

spring of the school year, there is an examination given called the New York State English as a 

Second Language Achievement Test (NYSESLAT). Four sub-tests are given: one in speaking, 

listening, reading, and writing. The speaking and listening sub-tests are combined as are the 

reading and writing sub-test scores, to have two scores from which the overall proficiency level 

of the student is determined. If there is a difference in the sub-test scores, students are placed at 
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the lower of the two levels. For example, a student may place advanced on the listening/speaking 

portion, but beginner on the reading/writing portion, so the overall level of the student is deemed 

to be beginner. To get a composite score, all four sub-tests must be completed.  

The NYSESLAT, as described previously, is an accountability measure in New York 

State for ELLs.  The levels that the student can test at are as follows: beginner, intermediate, 

advanced, or proficient. The proficiency level from the NYSESLAT determines how many units 

of ESL instruction are necessary. If the student enters New York, and has been identified as an 

ELL, he or she will take the NYSESLAT at the end of the year.  

Students will continue to take the NYSESLAT until the level of proficient has been 

reached on both sections of the sub-test combinations. However, the student is to be monitored, 

and will still receive the test modifications on NYS examinations for two school years after 

becoming proficient. This student, classified as proficient in ESL, will no longer take the 

NYSESLAT examination.  

ESL instruction is an overarching umbrella term, and there are two options in NY for 

instruction. The student can be in a free-standing ESL program, or in a bilingual education 

program with native language support. In addition to finding out how much ESL instruction the 

student will receive through the NYSESAT, once the level of proficient is reached on both 

sections of the subtests, then the student is exited from ESL services. With regards to bilingual 

education, students exit in one of two ways: first, if proficiency is reached on the NYSESLAT, 

or second, through a parental decision and opt-out at any time. However, ESL services are only 

able to be ended through performing at a proficient level according to the NYSESLAT. This 

does not necessarily mean that the child is not eligible to continue in the bilingual education 

program; only that he or she is exited from ESL services.  
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 When NYS tests are given, an accountability score is given to the school based on the 

results of the testing. In grade three, for example, there are various sub-groups of students that 

are counted into this numeric figure. Examples of the sub-groups are the African American 

population, Hispanic population, Caucasian population, and Asian population, the special 

education population and the ELL population. Each student counts towards their specific 

category that they are a part of, and if they are part of more than one group, then the score is 

counted in each individual category. As the students exit ESL instruction, due to proficiency on 

the NYSESLAT, they are still counted in the ELL population count for this score of 

accountability in the school. In theory, this should be to the school’s benefit, since the student is 

proficient in the NYSESLAT, and should be performing at a higher level in the state 

assessments, therefore to give a boost to the ELL category in the numerical figure that is 

calculated. This numerical figure is known as the Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) in education 

circles. 

 Specific to bilingual education, in Commissioner’s Regulation, part 154, that also 

regulates the amount of ESL services to be provided, as explained in detail above, there is a 

section that speaks to bilingual education. According to CR Part 154, if there are 20 or more 

students within two grade levels that speak the same language, then bilingual education should 

be provided.  This also includes a period of Native Language Arts (NLA) within their schedule.  

NLA is comparable to English Language Arts, but in the primary language.  

 Based on the experience at School #33, currently there are two homerooms per grade. 

This means, that one homeroom is a bilingual homeroom, with Spanish/English focus, and the 

other homeroom will have dominant English speakers, and maybe a few ELLs of various 

languages, or Spanish if their parents opted out of the bilingual option. So, the bilingual 
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homerooms are required to have a 36 minute block of time devoted to working with and learning 

Spanish. Quite frankly, this can be a struggle to find the time in the schedule for Native 

Language Arts (NLA) instruction, and although it is mandated, it is difficult to add in another 

subject to the school day that is not required in the non-bilingual homeroom in the same grade 

level.  

 A federal mandate, from Race to the Top, also links test scores with teacher 

accountability, and teacher and principal evaluations. Although a contested issue currently, it 

also creates the need for trust between colleagues who are co-teaching and working towards 

similar outcomes for their evaluation. Trust is necessary to know how to interact with one 

another, to know how to interact with the children, and so that a safe learning environment is 

created. 

Proposed Changes to Part 154 

 As of September 2012, recommendations are being put into place to make significant 

changes to Part 154 of the NYS educational law. With regards to instructional time for ESL, it is 

recommended that beginners in elementary school receive 3 units of ESL instruction, similar to 

their counterparts in high school. Additionally, there is a recommendation that the NYSESLAT 

be used as an accountability measure for ELLs during their first three years from their date of 

entry. Additional recommendations are made regarding teacher in-service hours and training that 

make up the professional development hours. Changes to Part 154 are currently under revision 

by the New York State Regents. 

Effectiveness of Bilingual Education 

It has been found through various studies that bilingual education can be beneficial to 

students acquiring a language that is not their native language.  For example, a meta-analysis by 
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Rolstad, Mahoney, and Glass, from 2005, studied 17 prior analyses of bilingual education and 

found that there was a positive effect with .23 standard deviations, when bilingual education was 

utilized, but use of native language education was even more effective showing a positive effect 

of .86 deviations.  The 17 studies chosen were from the years of 1985 – 1995, and three 

criterions were most important when determining which studies to work with.  First, an emphasis 

on K-12 ELs, second, the need for statistical data needed for the meta-analysis, and last, an 

appropriate description of the treatment and comparison programs.  Next, the studies were coded, 

and the deviations were accumulated. In the conclusion of this study, it was found that bilingual 

education will benefit the students, and that a dual program will be of more benefit for the long 

term (590). In 2008, these authors edited their previous study, when a coding error was found in 

one study. However, this error continued to augment their argument that bilingual education is 

preferable to an English-only situation for English language learners (Rolstad, Mahoney, & 

Glass, 2008).  

Similarly, Johnson’s (2011), argument for bilingual education, encourages that students 

will be able to collaborate more effectively if allowed in the classroom to share their native 

language.  He finds that “peerlingual education” is a response to the English-only initiatives that 

have been pushed through in states like Massachusetts, Arizona, and California.  But, the need 

for students to communicate effectively and have a deeper understanding of the content requires 

the need for students to teach each other in their home language. Then, the classroom will have a 

rich foundation that promotes language usage.  Adams and Jones, also proponents of this, 

encourage the use of native language instruction, and the necessity of incorporating the home 

culture into that of the classroom culture (2006).  
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Another study, completed by Winsler, Diaz, Espinosa and Rodriguez, in 1999, monitored 

26 bilingual students in a bilingual pre-kindergarten, as compared with 20 bilingual students who 

stayed at home.  They were wondering if there would be language loss or gain in each scenario.  

Though there were fears that the exposure to English at a young age could lead to children’s 

native language loss, there was a gain in both languages of those children who were in 

attendance at the bilingual pre-kindergarten.  The longitudinal study followed these participants 

for another year, and found that over the long-term there was still more progress from those 

students who had attended pre-school.  Figure 1 below is from Winsler, Diaz, Espinosa and 

Rodriguez’ study and shows a visual representation of their work.  

  

 

 
 

 

 

 

Figure 1.      Words Produced in a Story over Time 

 

Figure 1. Words Produced in a Story over time (on the basis of Winsler, Diaz, Espinosa, & 

Rodriguez, 1999). Adapted from “When Learning a Second Language does not mean Losing the 

First” by A. Winsler, R. Diaz, L. Espinosa, and J. Rodriguez, 1999, Child Development, 70, p.358. 

Copyright 1999.  
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Defining Bilingual Education 

 Bilingual education definitions have always been problematic and vary depending on the 

end purpose or result of the program in place.  According to Garcia, 2008, bilingual education 

students can include immigrants, refugees, or speakers of a minority or majority language group 

(5).  Some may be keeping their heritage language maintained, while others are learning a non-

dominant language as an asset to them as a student becoming a well-rounded global citizen in 

our society.  Ovando, Combs, and Collier, give the perspective on bilingual education as, 

“neither a single uniform program nor a consistent methodology for teaching language minority 

students” (p 8).  However, this definition fails to recognize that language majority students may 

also take part in bilingual education.  

 Bilingual education does differ from foreign language instruction. In bilingual education, 

the target language is utilized as the “medium of instruction,” and does not have the language 

taught as a “subject” (Ovando, et al., pg 6).  A broader overview to define bilingual education, is 

given by Baker, 2008, which calls bilingual education "a simplistic label for a complex 

phenomenon” (page 213).  In his viewpoint, the broad terminology for bilingual education is 

categorized into three main models with particular goals and functions: first, a monolingual form 

of education for bilingual students, a weak form of bilingual education, and a strong form of 

bilingual education.  

 Models of Bilingual Education 

 Overview 

 Based on Baker’s (2008) view of bilingual education, there are three types to be 

described in more detail here. For the sake of clarity, the three views of bilingual education are 
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categorized as first, second and third, though not to put emphasis on one view over another. Each 

view has its strengths and weaknesses depending on the expected educational outcome.   

 First, the monolingual form of education for bilingual children has the main goal that the 

child will become more fluent in the more prevalent language in the society. The focus is that the 

child will be thrown into a class whose dominant language is the target language, and may have 

some or little support.  This view of mainstreaming or submersion could be accomplished with 

pull-out or push-in services provided.  Similarly, a sheltered English transitional class, could be 

segregationist, but only for a period of time until the child is found to have made enough 

progress to enter the English-dominant setting.  

 Second to consider are weaker forms of bilingual education. This includes transitional 

bilingual education, mainstream with foreign language teaching, or separatist ideologies.  The 

outcome is that students have limited bilingualism due to the push for acquiring the target 

language.  Transitional creates the opportunity for the child to speak the native language and then 

move towards the more dominant target language as understanding and production increase in 

the target language.  

 As Baker considers, thirdly, there are forms of strong bilingual education.  This includes 

immersion programs, heritage language or maintenance programs, and two-way immersion 

programs.  The immersion program is unique in that majority speakers dominate the class which 

is taught in the minority language.  The aim of the strong bilingual programs is that bilingualism 

and biliteracy will be the end goals.  Heritage language programs can be a way to save an 

indigenous language from disappearing, or also to increase interest of the heritage among the 

youth of a community.  Two-way immersion is unique in that half of the students in a classroom 
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are minority speakers, and half majority speakers, and both populations will learn both languages 

in a collective effort to communicate and learn from each other.  

Table 4   

Views and examples on Bilingual Education  

  

Monolingual Weak Bilingual Education Strong Bilingual Education 

Submersion Transitional BE Immersion Programs 

Sheltered English 

Classes 

Mainstream with foreign 

language education 

Two-Way Immersion 

  Heritage/Maintenance  

 

 ESL instruction can take place in any of the three types of Bilingual education as 

described above in table 4 which is created from Baker’s views (2008). English as a Second 

Language instruction can take place in an English-only setting, whether students are pulled out 

of the mainstream classroom to be given instruction, or if the instruction is based in a push-in 

model. Similarly, ESL instruction is prevalent in a bilingual education model as well. There are 

options as presented on table 5 that describe more succinctly the types of ESL instruction 

whether in an English-only setting or in bilingual education.  
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Table 5  

Types of ESL Instruction 

English Only Bilingual Education 

ESL instruction 

a. Pull-out 

b. Push-in 

TBE 

Structured English Immersion 

(SEI) 

Dual Language 

a. Two Way Immersion 

b. Heritage Language 

Instruction 

 

 

Transitional Bilingual Education 

 Goals/Language Allocation 

 Transitional bilingual education (TBE), temporarily allows the student to use their home 

language, until as the title says, a transition occurs, and the student is able to function in the 

target language.  Theoretically, the transitional education model rests upon Cummins’ SUP-CUP 

model and the transfer hypothesis (Cummins, 1981).  Figure X below puts this into a Cummins’ 

hypothesis into a visual representation.  
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  Figure X.  CUP-SUP Hypothesis Visual Representation 

 

 

 

As seen in Figure 2 above, Cummins’ iceberg model of language interdependence  states 

that once there is an amount of knowledge in one language that the academic skills can and will 

transfer to the second language. The SUP stands for separate underlying proficiency, and CUP 

stands for common underlying proficiency. Skills are gained in a mother-tongue language, and 

once the correlating skill-set is taught in the new language, this according to Cummins’ model 

will be transferable. Similarly, if a given concept is learned in the second language and then 

reinforced in the primary language, the concept can be thought of as one when it is connected 

through the given schema.  Though the language may seem separated, the processes that help 

students perform in one language are similar in some ways to the second language performance.  

Thus, there is an ability to learn in the new language because of prior knowledge in the native 

language. (Herrera, Murray, 2005).  Not that the student has to leave their native tongue, but for 

academics, the target language will prevail since the student is accommodating (Baker, 221). A 

Figure X. Model of Language Interdependence 

 

Figure X. Source:   Cummins’ Iceberg Model of Language Interdependence. Source:            

http://www2.education.ualberta.ca/staff/olenka.Bilash/best%20of%20bilash/iceberg.l 

 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=sup-cup+cummins+iceberg&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=dd1Wl0Mw5MeFvM&tbnid=TkBmfPDHuvJjCM:&ved=0CAUQjRw&url=http://www2.education.ualberta.ca/staff/olenka.Bilash/best of bilash/iceberg.html&ei=WuE_UcWUHey40QHs0IG4Bg&bvm=bv.43287494,d.dmQ&psig=AFQjCNE5vynApNbT4zYj9LxA9xE5crVHKA&ust=1363227306810994
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major societal aim of this type of education is that the students will need to perform in the 

majority language in societal functions, and also for high-stakes testing that determines their 

abilities in English or mathematics examinations. 

 One form of TBE is an early exit, and the other a late exit.  Early exit generally refers to a 

two-year period maximum where the students are allowed to use their native tongue (Baker, 

221).  The late exit TBE allows approximately 40% of the instruction through grade 6 to be in 

the native language.  No matter the title of TBE, there is a general transfer towards the use of 

English and mainstreamed instruction (Brisk, p. 18).  According to Herrera and Murray, the 

instruction needs to be “gradual, capitalize on transfer of reading and writing skills, and 

minimize the risk of raising student’s affective filters” (page 109).  These components are 

essential so that second language learners receive comprehensible input and are able to transfer 

the knowledge to their performance in their new language.   

Baker comments how the teacher needs to be sensitive to the needs of the school 

community and the community at large, and when encouraging use of the dominant language, 

there is a fine line to be drawn with regards to familial and cultural ties.  

Dual Language Education Overview  

 Dual language education historically comes from Canada in the 1960’s when majority 

language students would be taught in the minority language for most of the day (Ovando, 

Combs, and Collier). According to Ovando, Combs and Collier, there are two major forms: that 

of a 90:10 model, and a 50:50 model. The 90:10 model means that the minority language is 

focused on for the majority of the day since the majority language is prevalent in society on 

television, or other media. Thus, the minority speakers are gaining foundational skills in their 

language, and the majority speakers are being immersed in the target language. Another author, 



Running Head: CONVERTING FROM TBE TO TWI  21 
 

 
  

Garcia, considers this approach to be “heteroglossic”, since an aim of the dual language program 

is that there is bilingual development instead of bilingual maintenance (Garcia, 2008). This 

means that each student will not only maintain, but develop proficiency in speaking, listening, 

reading and writing their secondary language. Garcia goes on to comment that “children of 

different ethnolinguistic groups need to have contact with each other, to be educated together, in 

polydirectional ways that respect differences, and children of all groups need to develop strategic 

multilingual competence, using the entire spectrum of their languaging capabilities” (117). Dual 

language immersion demands that the children and educators work together to encourage not 

only bilingualism, but biliteracy in all learners.  

Two-Way Immersion Programs 

 Goals/Language Allocations 

 Baker, 2006, describes the two-way immersion program to be in a category called 

“strong” bilingual programs.  A strong bilingual program has “bilingualism, biliteracy, and 

biculturalism as intended outcomes” (page 228).  Terms including two way bilingual education, 

developmental bilingual education, interlocking education, and Spanish immersion have been 

used to describe this type of program (229).  The growth of these programs has been 

astronomical even since the 1990’s.  According to Center of Applied Linguistics website, as of 

the year 2000, 248 TWI programs are self-identified throughout the United States.  Since then, as 

of December 2012, it is noted that 422 TWI programs are self-identified in 31 states including 

Washington D.C.   The first TWI program began in 1963, by 1981; fewer than ten TWI programs 

were documented (Howard & Sugarman, 2001). See Table 6 below for details. 
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Table 6 

 

 

Growth of TWI Programs from 1962 – 2011 

 

 

Year 

 

New Programs 

 

Existing Programs 

 

Total 

1962 1 0 1 

1967 0 1 1 

1972 0 3 3 

1977 1 6 7 

1982 3 9 12 

1987 0 21 21 

1992 14 39 53 

1997 23 119 142 

2002 17 256 273 

2007 17 352 369 

2011 2 413 415 
 

Note: adapted from “Growth of TWI Programs” by Howard and Sugarman, 2011. Source: 
http://www.cal.org/twi/directory/twigrow.htm 

 

Two way immersion is under the umbrella of dual language education, which is found 

under the term ‘bilingual education’ as previously discussed.  As Brisk puts it this kind of a 

program is intended to “serve simultaneously children of the language minorities and English 

speakers” (16). According to the Center of Applied Linguistics, there are three main features that 

a dual language program will be following:  

1. At least for 50% of the day, language majority and language minority students are 

integrated 

2. Literacy and content instruction are provided in both languages for all students 

3. There is a balance of the student population in the classroom with approximately half 

of the students being language majority and the other half language minority learners.  

(Howard and Sugarman, 2001).  

http://www.cal.org/twi/directory/twigrow.htm
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 Goals of the two-way immersion program are that both sets of learners in the classroom 

will become bilingual and biliterate.  There is a need to communicate with other people in the 

class and thus, authentic communication in both languages can be facilitated (Christian, 1996).  

If there is an imbalance of learners in the classroom, this may result in one language being used 

in exclusion towards the other language.  Not only is communication promoted among learners, 

but also among the community at large.  Reconciliation, inter-group competencies, and cultural 

awareness are also benefits of the two-way program (Baker, 231). 

A foundation of the teaching during the day is that there are specific times for using a 

given language, noted by Baker, as “language boundaries” (233).  This establishes the times, 

subjects, and/or day that a given language is taught and in practice.  As for teaching time, there 

are two main models in the US TWI programs.  One is a 50:50 model, where there is equal 

balance between language usage in instructional time.  Another model, the 90:10 model, 

generally gives 90% of the instructional time to the minority language, and 10% to the majority 

language.  In the future elementary years, the model moves toward a 50:50 balanced approach 

depending on the needs of the students.   

History of Bilingual Center, School #33 

 School #33, Bilingual Center, in Buffalo Public Schools, has had a long standing history 

of bilingual education. However, it was not the first of the schools in the Buffalo district to have 

bilingual offerings. School 76, Herman Badillo Bilingual Academy, and School #3 D’Youville 

Porter Campus, had bilingual programs before School #33. The Bilingual Center, originally 

called Bilingual Magnet Center, was created as a school who recruited its participants to a place 

where bilingual education was becoming available. Thus, this is part of the reason, according to 

Informant A, that this school has always had a large population of ELLs with a Spanish-speaking 
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heritage, and within that population, mainly Puerto Rican. Based on Informant A’s experience, 

who had been a student during this transition in the Buffalo School district, and has seen changes 

as now through the eyes of being a bilingual teacher, this informant has lived through the history.  

 Specifically at School #33, Informant A noted that there have always been bilingual 

special education classes housed at the Bilingual Center. The classroom teachers, for the most 

part, were quite consistent, until the 2012 – 2013 mandate of the “turnaround” where 50% of 

teachers were moved elsewhere. And, with regards to staffing, informant A recognized that there 

has been an increase of Special Education teachers, as well as ESL teachers due to a few factors. 

First, there has been an increased amount of needs for services, but these services are mandated 

by new state and/or federal regulations. With the NCLB regulations of 2001, ESL requirements 

were more official and thus the need to be in compliance with these regulations pushed the need 

for more ESL teachers to meet this requirement. At one point, to service the entire building, there 

were only 2.5 teachers for ESL; as of the 2010 – 2011 school year, School #33 now has 7 ESL 

teachers.  

 More recently, within the past five years, many changes have occurred. In the 2008-2009 

school year, the program had K-6 transitional bilingual classrooms, in addition to content area of 

social studies, science, and health at the junior high (grades 7-8) level.  This was during Principal 

Jesonowski’s tenure.  Then, in the 2009 – 2010 school year, these teachers at the junior high 

level were moved to another building, and we no longer had bilingual teachers at the junior high 

level. A new principal was called upon, Principal DeJoy.  Then, in the 2010- 2011 school year, 

the current principal, Principal Medina, began his tenure. Considering that he was a teacher at 

#33 in the 1990’s, it is fascinating to see that he came into tenure at a school where he had 

experience.  In the school year of 2011 - 2012, School #33 was found to be a PLA school due to 
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not meeting the AYP, so in the spring of 2012, a turnaround plan was created in conjunction with 

partners at SUNY Fredonia. 

When students take the high stakes examinations, such as the NYS Mathematics or ELA 

exams, the AYP is found for the school and each grade level by calculating the number of 

students who received certain levels on the examination. The examination has four levels: a 1, 2, 

3, or 4.  The formula is derived from the certain number of students who scored a 2 added to 

twice the number of students who scored a 3 or 4, then divided by the number of students who 

took the examination. As table 7 shows, the students who have a 3 or 4 scored on the 

examination will help the school’s AYP most significantly.  

Table 7 

Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) Formula 

 

 

# students scoring 2       +           2 (# students scoring 3 or 4) 

            Total number of students taking the exam                  Multiplied by 100 

 

*Note: A perfect AYP is 200. 

 

As mentioned before, standardized tests are scored within ranges that fall into a 1, 2, 3 or 

4 score. Scores of 1 mean that students are below the target, a 2 is approaching the target, 3 is on 

grade level, and 4 is above grade level. The highest AYP possible is a 200.  

The funding was supposed to begin in the fall of 2012, with the implementation of the 

two-way immersion program; however, this has not come to fruition as of December 2012.  

However, as of February 2013, the SIG funds have just been released, so implementation of this 

plan can begin in the fall of 2013. Despite the funds, fundamental changes have been made in the 

building such as the focus of more student talk, and less teacher talk, and also encouraging the 
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use of SIOP.  This is where there has been a need for a focused plan to look at the changes that 

will be implemented and recommend some necessary steps as the planning for the move from a 

transitional bilingual program towards a two-way immersion program takes place.  

Overview of the SIG 

Found in the #33 SIG plan, there are four pillars of change that education will be built 

upon. First, there is a need for alignment with the Common Core Learning Standards for ELA 

and math. As a basis of what the outcome of teaching and learning will be, these standards are 

applicable to each subject matter and will guide the instruction that happens. Second, there is a 

need for high quality sheltered instruction. Due to the large EL population at School #33, the 

sheltered instruction is a must in order to scaffold student’s learning to meet the immediacy of 

the rigorous standards. A third strand of these pillars is to focus on bilingualism as an asset, 

rather than a subtractive approach as transitional model appropriated. Lastly, there is an 

emphasis on an inquiry-based constructivist theory of learning. This will promote student-

centered learning rather than teacher-centered. When these four pillars work together, the 

foundation of a child-centered developmentally appropriate education will come to be.  

The focus of this writing is on one of the pillars: that of the shift from transitional 

bilingual education to the TWI. In order to successfully implement this plan, it is crucial to 

partner with others who are successful at what they do. SUNY Fredonia faculty is hoping to be 

part of this, and there is a plan in place to work with a school in Rochester that has been in good 

standing with a TWI program in place. As part of the Foundations of Bilingual Education class, 

EDU 568, at SUNY Fredonia, there was a unique opportunity to visit a successful school in 

Rochester, School #12, who has a strand of their school participating in a TWI program. Again, 

as a guest of Project BELA, a federally funded grant housed at Fredonia, there was another 
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opportunity to visit School #12 in the fall of 2012. As part of this clinical field study, this 

presented a unique opportunity to meet with ESL teachers and classroom teachers in the TWI 

program. There was also the opportunity to meet with the principal who shared some of the joys 

and challenges in the TWI program. She was very honest and frank, and we discussed some of 

the challenges. For example, due to the CCLS, and the impending state assessments, like English 

Language Arts (ELA) that focus on English skills, there is still a real push for students to 

transition quickly to English in order to score well on the state assessment. Therefore, part of 

their day, even when it is a “Spanish instruction day” is in English due to the reading module that 

needs to be followed.  

In addition to a mentor school for the TWI JUNTOS implementation, there is also a 

mentoring partnership for the Reggio Emilio initiative.  

Purpose of this Project 

The purpose of this project is to consider the transitional bilingual program in place, and create a 

strategic plan for implementation of the upcoming conversion to the TWI program. The history 

of School #33 needs to be considered as a starting point to remember the past, view the present, 

and create a clear sustainable vision of education in the near future.  
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Methodology 

Step One: Research History of PS #33 

 The first step in this curriculum project was to conduct research on Buffalo Public School 

#33, Bilingual Center (from this point on referred to as #33) to better understand the history of 

the current bilingual program and the focus school in this curriculum project. This research was 

conducted by searching the local library in addition to conducting an historical search using the 

Buffalo News search engine with key words “PS 33” or “#33” or “Buffalo School #33” or 

“Bilingual Center.” Another source of helpful information was the Multilingual Department from 

Buffalo Public Schools, which is the department where the Bilingual and ESL programs are 

housed. Their handbook was helpful to find resources such as Part 154, and guidelines that 

surround the ESL programs. Teachers from School #33 were also helpful resources for informal 

interviews regarding the history of the Bilingual program at #33. As of April10, there was one 

teacher who elected to participate in an informal interview. I asked this teacher about knowledge 

that she had about the timeline of bilingual education at #33. The history of #33 was documented 

in the literature review. 

Step Two: Define Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) and Two Way Immersion (TWI) 

 To assure clarity in the program definitions of Bilingual Education, research on program 

definitions was conducted through the ERIC Education Research Complete database from 

SUNY Fredonia’s search engine. Terms such as “Bilingual Education,” “Transitional bilingual 

education,” “Dual language immersion,” “Two Way Immersion,” and combinations thereof were 

used to receive studies that were written about the given topic. Limits were put on the search as 

being peer-reviewed, and having full-access to the article. 
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Step Three: Research the History of Bilingual Education 

 Third, the researcher also needed to conduct research on the history of Bilingual 

Education. This research was limited to United States’ history of Bilingual Education due to the 

breadth of information about bilingual education globally. Terms such as “History of Bilingual 

Education,” or “Timeline of BE” were put into the search engine in the ERIC database.  

Step Four: Classify types of Bilingual Programs 

 Next, the research was synthesized into a literature review, including, but not limited to 

the history of bilingual Education in the United States, broad definitions of bilingual education, 

and specific definitions of weak and strong Bilingual Education. A widely used text book written 

by Colin Baker, called Foundations of Bilingual Education (2006), was used to generate an 

overall understanding of what bilingual education is and how programs are classified in the 

literature. 

Step Five: Study the recently approved SIG Grant for #33 

A School Improvement Grant (SIG)  authored by Mr. Medina, principal of #33, Mrs. 

Call, assistant principal of #33, and Dr. Mahoney, Coordinator for TESOL and Bilingual 

Education,  at SUNY Fredonia, was reviewed as a guide to envision the future bilingual program 

at #33 and consider the differences between the current and future programs at this site. This 

information provided data to inform this curriculum project. Ideas from the SIG and general 

themes from Baker (2006) informed the researcher as to categorize the way language program 

impacts the student’s overall educational experience. Below, Table 8, entitled Language Program 

type and Implications, led to a more specific analysis of current program goals and future needs 

as the new TWI program, called JUNTOS emerges at #33.   
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Table 8 

Language Program Type and Implications 

Type of 

Program 

Typical Type 

of Child  

Language in 

the Classroom 

Societal and 

Educational Aim 

Aim in 

Language 

Outcome 

Transitional Language 

Minority 

Moves from 

minority to 

majority 

Assimilation/subtractive Relative 

monolingualism 

Dual Language Mixed Minority and 

majority 

Maintenance, pluralism, 

and enrichment, 

additive 

Bilingualism 

Note: adapated from Baker, 2006. 

 

Step Six: Conduct initial discrepancy analysis by program goal 

 The researcher conducted a discrepancy analysis of the current Bilingual program (TBE) 

and the Bilingual program proposed in the SIG (TWI). A discrepancy analysis is when the 

researcher examines program goals and looks for differences or discrepancies between program 

goals. These discrepancies will be listed in tables that follow in the next steps and considered for 

professional development or coaching topics.   

Step Seven: Generate general topics from the initial discrepancy analysis 

 The table below describes the current state of bilingual education and also the future 

outcomes based on four overarching topics. Transitional bilingual education is a subtractive 
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program, whereas the proposed TWI program is additive, and supports a multicultural 

perspective of learning for all learners involved.  

Table 9    

 

Conversion from the TBE to TWI Programs General Topics 

 

Topic 

 

 

Current (TBE 

Program) 

 

  

Future (TWI Program) 

Type of Child 

served through the 

Bilingual Program 

 

Serves minority 

language only 

 Serves majority and 

minority speakers 

Language in the 

classroom 

Loss of L1 (minority 

language) since 

majority language is 

the primary focus 

 Both languages are of 

value; all students are 

comfortable in either; 

Resulting in biliteracy 

and bilingualism 

Societal/Educational 

Aim 

Minority language 

Speakers assimilate 

into surroundings; 

their language is 

“subtractive” 

 Additive, enrichment, 

encourages multicultural 

perspective, with 

language as an asset 

Educational 

Outcome 

Somewhat 

monolingual; 

educational language 

is that of the majority 

 Bilingualism in both 

populations of students 

 

Step Eight: Generate Specific Topics from Discrepancy Analysis as related to SIG 

The four SIG pillars, bilingualism as an asset, quality sheltered instruction, use of 

common core instruction, and inquiry based learning, all inform the analysis as the change is 

considered when going from the current TBE to TWI.  Based on the theoretical standpoint of 

changes that happen when shifting Bilingual Education Program Goals from the TBE to TWI 

program, there will be significant changes in the classroom as well as in the school environment.  
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This begs the need for a look at the physical landscape and set-up of not only classrooms, 

but the school environment. Table 10 below shows specific results in each general category from 

above.  

Table 10 

Specific Results of Conversion from TBE to TWI program 

 

Topic 

 

NOW: TBE 

  

FUTURE: TWI 

Child Served in the 

Program 

Homerooms are not 

integrated; separation based 

on home language 

 

 

 
Integration of language 

speakers in classrooms 

Language in the 

Classroom 

Little interaction between 

Spanish/English Speakers 

 50% of homeroom a 

dominant Spanish speaker, 

50% dominant English 

speaker; Need for BOTH 

languages. 

Societal/Educational 

Aim 

Subtractive Environment  Additive, enrichment 

environment 

Educational 

Outcome 

 Loss of L1, replaced with 

majority language; relative 

monolingualism 

 Bilingualism and biliteracy 

 

Step Nine: Topics for Further Development: Classrooom-Makeup 

 Based on the results, a major topic has been identified for further development: 

classroom-makeup. When promoting a dual language approach through TWI, this is an additive 

approach. So, in school-wide initiatives, there need to be promotion in both languages, as well as 

the school-wide signage and atmosphere. The environment of the school needs to be considered 

in regards to wall space, classroom signage, documentation, and communication between 
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community partners. If there is an imbalance in language usage this needs to be noted, and 

rectified to make language usage equalized.   

Step Ten: After Analysis, Creation of Brochures/Informational Material 

 The researcher will create professional media in the form of two brochures to 

communicate coming changes regarding the JUNTOS program. Also, a brochure entitled ELL 

101 will be created. Both of these will be informed by the tables from above.  

Step Eleven: Definition of the Final Product 

 Based on the discrepancy analysis, the researcher presented earlier, a brochure is created 

to explain to stakeholders what changes are occurring as the TWI program is implemented. 

Step Twelve: How Brochures (Final Product) are Created 

 Microsoft Office has templates available. The researcher chose a brochure template and 

designed brochures to meet the needs based on the above discrepancy analysis.  

Step Thirteen: Development of Brochure 1: TBE vs. TWI  

 The purpose of this brochure was to explore the similarities and/or differences between 

the educational foundations of the programs. The students are affected at the school level, 

however, parental units, and those who choose to place their child at #33 are also affected. 

Community stakeholders, such as supportive afterschool initiatives in the community, businesses 

who support the school with grants, also need to be informed of these changes. 
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Step Fourteen: Development of Brochure 2: ELL 101 

 Due to the transiency rate of staff as implemented by the Turnaround Model of this 

transformation at the school building, teachers may have come from another location where 

ELLs were not as prevalent as they are here. This is the purpose of the second brochure. 

Terminology, sometimes considered “alphabet soup” of education is explained, as well as the 

testing process.   

Step Fifteen: Proposal for use of Materials/Resources 

 It is the intent of the researcher that these materials are available for dissemination to the 

school-house, as well as to the parents who are going to encounter this change. The researcher 

will discuss possibilities with the administration as to the practical use. The intent is that the 

materials provided will be beneficial to the presenter and the individual as a recipient of the 

information.  

Step Sixteen:  Potential Dissemination to Key Stakeholders as appropriate 

The stakeholders in the community also need a clear picture of what they are going to encounter 

as their child moves into the program. Parents, community members, and supporters at large 

need to have a clear, coherent vision as to how the school is going to move forward.  

In order to look ahead to the future, the historical events of bilingual education in 

Buffalo, as well as more specifically at School #33, need to be processed and chronologically 

understood.   Participants who are going to help the researcher understand the history of School 

#33, include the Multilingual Department, the current principal, who was a teacher at #33 in the 

1990’s, and other bilingual and/or ESL teachers who have been in the district for ten years or 
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more.  They can recall the events of this school, and how it has changed, and also brings hope 

that JUNTOS will create a new community of successful learners and partnerships with the 

community at large. 

Standards and Criteria 

 Standards utilized to complete this thesis requirement, include the Common Core 

Learning Standards, New York State Education Laws, and the criteria proposed for bilingual 

programs as published by Center of Applied Linguistics. First, the Common Core learning 

standards are what is driving instruction in New York State. New York is one of forty-five states 

that has adopted these standards. Second, New York Education Laws govern the time given in a 

day for ELL instruction. The Center of Applied Linguistics is a nationally known research center 

on bilingual education and language education.  

 Similarly, documents, such as historical records from Buffalo School’s Multilingual 

Department, archives from the Buffalo Newspaper, and or accounts from bilingual and/or ESL 

teachers at #33 are an invaluable resource as this project has progressed.  

 The four pillars of instruction, as derived from the School Improvement Grant (SIG) 

Turnaround #33, authored by Mr. Medina, Mrs. Call, and Dr. Mahoney, is also taken into 

consideration since this is the document that bases the shifts that #33 will be undergoing. It is 

also taken into consideration that many staff members have varied opinions about the value of 

bilingual education, and also the delivery of instruction. Given this, it is necessary to create time 

and space for honest discussions about theoretical implications that become practical as 

instruction is delivered to the children at #33. Questions such as the value of language or the 

importance of parent involvement need to be considered at a theoretical basis that is then 
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transferred into appropriate pedagogical practices that are beneficial to the school community. 

Although it may be necessary to agree to disagree, there are some elements as outlined in the 

SIG Turnaround Plan that are non-negotiable pillars that need to shape our vision and plan as the 

team at #33 moves forward. 
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Results 

 The final results are summarized in brochure format so they are easily accessible to the 

community members, parents, or educators involved in this switch at #33 from TBE to TWI.  

 The first brochure highlights some of the changes that JUNTOS brings to the child’s 

education.  

 The second brochure is an overview of ESL instruction and important facts.  
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Discussion 

 The hope of creating a curriculum project like this was that it is an intentional product 

that can be utilized to assist in the transition that is about to occur at School #33. It has been a big 

process that has been undertaken, from the writing of the SIG grant, getting state and district 

approval, and then making sure that all aspects of the plan are implemented.  

The intention of this project was to research the differences between an existing program 

at #33, transitional bilingual education, and the TWI program that is being implemented in the 

fall of 2013. This is not a switch by title only, but there are some major educational philosophies 

that need to be redefined and developed in the educator’s involved. Staff development will be 

provided during the summer of 2013 to facilitate this.  

 As stated in the literature review, through the tables, this change in bilingual education 

programming is more than a change in title, or in words. There are significant changes that are 

going to influence the social, academic, and emotional well-being of children who enter the TWI 

program. They will have peers who are not from the same linguistic background in the same 

class. Children will have opportunities unlike before. They will need support to see the value of 

both languages if this is to succeed. There will need to be a serious look school-wide to be sure 

that these initiatives are real and lasting, not just surfaced by a name-change.  

 Limitations of this Curriculum Project 

 There was very little research about moving from one bilingual program to another at any 

educational setting. The CAL website was very informative in defining each bilingual education 

model, as well as for seeing a trend in growth for the two way immersion model. However, this 
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site sets out the ground rules for the school to report that this is the way that they are 

implementing the model of TWI.  

 The history of the Bilingual Center #33 could be expanded by having discussions with 

more teachers such as retirees who were not available at the time to be contacted. However, 

those contacted provided sufficient evidence, but with more eyewitnesses at the historical 

perspective, it would be deeper and more thorough. In addition, a timeline created would be a 

helpful visual representation of the years. 

 Though this project narrowed in on one specific school in an urban setting, it was helpful 

to have a narrow focus, but in the same regards, it would be beneficial in the future to have a 

wider spectrum with which to compare and contrast programs and educational opportunities in a 

bilingual setting. In addition, it would be helpful to have student input of their experiences in a 

bilingual school. There was limited amount of student input since this project focused in on the 

changes regarding the teaching and learning environment.  

 Implications for Future Research 

 At the conclusion of this curriculum project, many questions still remain and would be in 

play for future research ideas. First, what are the current language acquisition ideologies of the 

teachers who are going to be now implementers of this plan? Have their ideologies and 

philosophies of language teaching been taken into consideration when planning proposed 

professional development opportunities?  

 In addition to a teacher’s perspective, what about the well-being of the child who is going 

to be a part of this program? How will their needs outside of academics be met? What supports 
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are in place at the school level, connecting with home and the community to ensure success of all 

learners?   

 Another aspect of research that would be significant is the student’s perspectives. What 

do they consider to be bilingual education? Do they feel that they gain or lose their L2? What are 

the reasons for this?  

 Similarly, a parental perspective would also be interesting. How do they perceive the 

instructional environment? Are they able to help with homework? Is communication open 

between the school and home environments? Or do they hear more about issues that go wrong, 

rather than a positive reinforcement? 

 Due to the focus of this curriculum project at one school body, it would be fascinating to 

research the history of another bilingual school with similar demographics to #33, that has a two-

way immersion program to learn about their history and what has been successful or problematic 

for their school community.  

Conclusion 

 Upon implementation of the SIG grant, in the summer/fall of 2013, a partnership with 

School #12 in Rochester will be set-up as a mentorship. This is a great opportunity for teachers 

to collaborate more effectively and to get feedback regarding the implementation of TWI from a 

well-rooted, established school. The population of Spanish speakers is somewhat similar, and 

there is much collaboration between ESL teachers and classroom teachers.  

 Not only a collaboration with School #12 in Rochester, New York, but also a 

collaboration with professors from the SUNY Fredonia Education Department. There will be 
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opportunities for trainings, non-threatening observations with feedback, as well as a chance for 

field experiences with upcoming teachers in the field. In these ways, #33 can benefit from 

research-based practices, and there will be mutual benefit from Fredonia students who will 

encounter the population that they are studying to work with in the very near future.   

This study seems to provide a glimpse of what is to come for the School #33 Community. 

Yes, many changes will occur, and teaching will need to continue to be rigorous and meaningful 

for all learners.  

It is a very exciting, groundbreaking opportunity that School #33 has. As a team, with 

time, energy, effort and patience, and a willingness to be a learner, this team has much potential 

to change the course of #33. The students will also have incredible opportunities to become 

world citizens who value multiculturalism, but also know how to function in a diverse society 

that continues to trend in this way.  
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