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Several years ago I went to New Orleans to celebrate Mardi Gras with several of my girlfriends.  We had a fabulous time being wild and seeing the local tourist hot spots.  On our return flight back to LA my friend who is from Switzerland, who would be considered extremely proficient in English, said that she had a great time but that she was exhausted from having to continuously think in and speak English. She couldn’t wait to get home because she just needed a few hours at home to think and speak in German. If five days of speaking English were exhausting to this woman who runs marathons, has teenagers (very exhausting), and is completely fluent in English, I can not imagine how hard it is to be a child in another language world.
QUESTION 1

In order to address the questions about bilingual education and my personal experiences or opinions about these issues it is first necessary to put forth my understanding of Cummins’ theories.  
Jim Cummins’ theory of “Common Underlying Proficiency” refers to the interdependence of skills, concepts and linguistic knowledge found in a central processing system within the human brain.   For Cummins, cognitive and literacy skills established in the primary language or L1 will transfer across languages (Cummins 1984, 1994, 2000). In this way the Common Underlying Proficiency or CUP promotes the development of cognitive and academic skills. In other words, for Cummins, the information in one language will transfer into another language.  The idea of CUP is often represented in the visual image of two icebergs. (Genzuk 2005, Leyba 2002:18, http://www.naldic.org.)
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from: http://www.naldic.org.uk/ITTSEAL2/teaching/knowledge.cfm
In this theory both languages are outwardly distinct but are supported by shared concepts and knowledge.  This knowledge is derived from learning and experience and the cognitive and linguistic abilities of the learner. In order for proficiency to transfer from L1 to L2 or be the foundation of the L2, two crucial components need to exist: The learner must possess adequate motivation and the learner must be exposed to adequate amounts of BOTH languages (Genzuk 2005).  Another way to think of this is to consider bilingual speakers as having separately stored proficiencies in each language, which in turn have access to long-term memory storage that is not language specific (Bialystok 2001). Thus, the use of the first or second language is informed by the working memory but the fundamental competence—the big ideas, so to speak—are stored as the Common Underlying Proficiency.
     In order to discuss how this theory supports the practice of bilingual education, it is necessary to look at another component of language acquisition.  That is the notion of what it means to be proficient in a language.  In 1979 Cummins coined the terms “Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency” (CALP) and “Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills” (BICS).  Initially he presented these two categories to highlight the different amounts of time that English learners need to become proficient in conversational vs. academic English.  Cummins’ research found that although second language learners may become conversationally fluent in English (BICS) within two years, it typically takes five to seven years for them to develop grade-level academic second language skills (CALP) (1994).  
     Students who have reached BICS may appear to be fluent in English because they have acquired English conversational skills or, as Genzuk (2005) says, “playground language” equal to their peers who are native speakers. However, the social setting for this type of language interaction is rich in auditory and non-verbal context and interpersonal clues.  The academic setting has only a limited amount of contextualization of input and demands a greater distinct vocabulary.  It takes students five to seven years to reach CALP because students need to have a higher level of L2 proficiency to succeed in the more cognitively challenging academic setting (Cummins 2003). 

Cummins also describes language proficiency in terms of surface and deep levels of thinking. For him the deeper levels of cognitive processing such as synthesis, analysis and evaluation are absolutely necessary to academic progress (Genzuk 2005). He proposes a minimum “threshold” of first language cognitive development that needs to be intact for success in second language learning. Cummins also suggests that if the threshold of cognitive proficiency is not achieved, the learner may have difficulties achieving bilingual proficiency (Cummins 1994).  Phrased another way, in order to reach academic competency in the L2 the learner must go beyond BICS to acquire CALP.  Once CALP has been reached and the CUP is strong then the learner has truly reached linguistic “proficiency”. 
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While learning the second language, the continued support of the first language is necessary for cognitive development.  Hence bilingual students should be taught in their L1 until they have reached CALP in their L2.  In his later work (i.e., post 1979), Cummins presents the work of many other researchers which support this hypothesis and the claim that bilingual programs which are typified by continued development in the first language  enhance metalinguistic skills and development in proficiency in the second language (see Cummins 1999, 2000; Greene 1998).
     Even though the level of English fluency exhibited by English learners who have reached BICS appears to be high because of effective social conversation skills, schools should not limit English language development programs to two years – stopping at the point where the students “sound fluent”.  Problems arise when teachers and administrators think that a child is proficient in a language when they demonstrate good social English. The support of these programs should be offered until a student reaches CALP.   

     Bilingual education, where students receive content instruction in their first language while developing their second language, has been shown to be an appropriate educational intervention because of the long time that it takes students to reach CALP (typically 5-7 years).  It has been argued that instruction should be provided in students’ first language while they fully develop their English skills and have the opportunity to be able to succeed in learning in their second language (iteachilearn.com 2003, Cummins 1994, Genzuk 2005, Mora-Flores 2005).  Furthermore, this time period required to reach CALP reinforces the need for maintenance bilingual programs in which students do not transition too abruptly into English.  The so called immersion or transition programs do not allow enough time for students to develop CALP.

I have seen this first hand in my observations in the classrooms throughout this MAT program.  This summer I was in a 1st grade classroom where the majority of students spoke Spanish at home.  At first glance one would perceive these children as both fluent speakers and proficient users of English.  However whenever the teacher asked these students questions that fell outside of the “school” domain the students struggled to comprehend her questions and had trouble locating the correct words to articulate these arenas.  Typically they had difficulty describing familial topics or naming objects outside of the classroom (i.e. the word for apron, the idea of a “god parent”).  It was not just a matter of learning vocabulary which is still a part of CALP, rather, it was that CUP had not been established in these young children and they were unable to translate concepts from their L1 world to their L2 world.  

The beginnings of this conceptual retention in academic learning was obvious to me again this semester when I observed a child who spoke no English at all who was placed in an English-speaking classroom.  As the other children were learning to read and write letters this child was in isolation trying to figure out basic social rules like when to raise his hand.  There was no accommodation for his language needs and later that week he was moved down into a Kindergarten classroom.  The boy was physically big for first grade already, therefore I assume that he was intellectually at his grade level and would have been able to move onto learning to read and write had that instruction been in Spanish.  What will probably happen to this child is that he will spend a year doing nothing but learning English and in this way he will fall behind his peers and only under the most supportive of circumstances will he attain CALP in both languages within the next few years – I am not optimistic.
It is clear that the best programs for language minority students are bilingual programs that allow the children to learn more than language.  The best programs teach children in their L1 until CALP is developed and the transfer of knowledge from one language to another can be accomplished with relative ease.  Because of Proposition 227 this is no longer a viable option.  Therefore it is important for teachers like me to really pay attention to the backgrounds of the language minority students as they enter school.  
There are many factors that are clues to the success of language minority students, beginning simply with the age of arrival and the length of residency (Genzuk 2005).  The younger the child the easier it is to pour the CUP foundation in both languages.  Also crucial are socio-economic factors that would allow for tutoring and additional resources the child might need.  The educational level and language proficiency of the parents are especially important in supporting the student emotionally as well as academically (i.e. helping with homework).  The motivation of the student to learn the language also plays a crucial role.  But ultimately the biggest stumbling block with students who are language minority students is attaining CALP in both languages and doing so without having to sacrifice learning in all domains.  As a teacher I now fully understand that it is imperative for the students in my class who are not proficient in English to get (somehow) parallel instruction in content classes in their L1.  

As a final note to this essay, I wanted to add that last week the local affiliate of National Public Radio did a week long series on the current issues in education.  There was a story about a new math program that has been implemented in some public schools in Orange county (the name of which is scribbled on a scrap of paper somewhere in my car!).  This math program has been in place for 16 months and all math concepts are being taught through music.  Math class involves each child having an electronic keyboard and listening to music as ways of learning concepts in algebra and geometry (elementary level).  The initial assessments and standardized test show that the students’ math scores have gone up more than 30% in the last year.  The show noted that one surprising outcome was that language minority students at these schools for the first time are scoring in the highest percentile – often scoring higher than native English speakers.  For those of us who have taken EDUC 520 and CTSE 537 this comes as no surprise.  When the playing field is equal and a common language is understood, then and only then can true learning really take place.
QUESTION 2

Again before giving my opinions on the value of Krashen’s theory I will put forth my understanding of what is meant by the term “input hypothesis”.
Stephen Krashen’s theory of comprehensible input, the “input hypothesis,” states that human beings acquire (not learn) language in a specific way; by hearing, understanding (Genzuk 2005) and reading—not by speaking.  Krashen’s Comprehension or Input Hypothesis proposes that language acquisition is a result of understanding “messages”.  In other words, when we understand what people tell us (verbally and non-verbally), or when we understand what we read, then and only then are we acquiring language (Krashen:http://www.sdkrashen.com).
One crucial and defining component of this theory is that the Input Hypothesis refers to subconscious acquisition of language, not conscious learning.  Part of this idea is the claim that the process of acquiring a second language is identical to the process of acquiring the first language.  In this way, the result of providing acquirers with comprehensible input is the emergence of grammatical structure, acquired in a predictable order (Genzuk 2005). However a strong affective filter (e.g., high anxiety) will prevent input from reaching those parts of the brain that facilitate language acquisition. (Krashen:http://www.sdkrashen.com).  In other words, people will acquire a language in a predictable developmental order provided that there are no “filters” to impede the language acquisition messages being sent to the individual (see a brief definition of Krashen’s Affective Filter Hypothesis in Leyba 2002).

Crucial to the Input Hypothesis is the idea that the input itself must be a bit beyond the student’s level of competence.  So if an acquirer is at stage i the input he or she understands should contain i+1 (Krashen: 1981).  In other words the students should be able to mostly understand what is being said but be given messages just a little beyond their current understanding, so that they are pushed to make progress or learn something new (Brown: 2000).
Stephen Krashen’s idea of comprehensible input, a part of his larger theory of second language acquisition, seems to be actively debated in the bilingual and linguistic world.  A cruise through the internet and Google Scholar shows years of debate with many articles and web pages devoted to attacking his theories (e.g. Krashenburn at http://www.angelfire.com).  Personally I think it is great that people take the time and spend the energy trying to compose compelling arguments for a theory because that makes the theory that much more interesting and valid when it stands up to those criticisms as Krashen’s theory does.

Krashen’s ideal instruction program for language minority students involves instruction in the primary language (both subject matter and the development of literacy) with some sort of comprehensible input provided in the second language.  This seems the most plausible and effective method for teaching English-language learners.  The idea that ELL should be taught in the L1 is very clearly shown in the essay addressing question #1.  To briefly recap, the model program would use Cummins’ theories as their foundation and demand that students be taught primarily in their L1 until they have developed CALP in the L2.  Having already emphasized the importance of teaching ELL in their primary language, the second part of this question/hypothesis is essentially addressing the issue of how we want to teach the English (L2) component.  

In my interpretation of the literature, Krashen’s theory and the method and programs it implies  far outweigh the only other contender, the grammar method.  Without spending too much time discussing how ineffective the grammar method is, suffice it to say that evidence shows that grammar method is an ineffective way to teach a language (Genzuk 2005).  One only has to look at the United States, where the grammar method is pervasive, and then examine how many students actually acquire the target language; this evidence indicates what an ineffective way this is to learn a language.
I strongly agree with Krashen’s instructional program for language minority students.  As a teacher or perhaps as someone at a school who might have a say in educating ELL, I would implement this program in all the ways he proposes. But I might make non-standard adaptations of small components of it.  One thing that I might tweak would be to take the English to the playground (assuming students are spending the majority of their class time using their L1).  On the playground we could tap into Krashen’s idea that Comprehensible Input-based methods encourage speaking but do not force it.  On the playground there are many non-verbal ways to communicate—in other words, the comprehensible input takes many forms. Students are not called on; rather, participation is voluntary. Other factors that make this a desirable arena to teach the L2 are motivation and the affective filter.  A child will eagerly learn the word for ball, run, “my turn” and other ways to communicate in a setting that is not stressful.  I might then move to the non-academic courses; music, PE, arts, etc.  Of course this would be supplemented in certain content classes to help move beyond BICS, but it would be a helpful starting point, especially if that was what everyone on the playground was required to do.
As a parent watching my own children, I have observed that they acquire language correspond to Krashen’s descriptions.  My children all started speaking at different times and in different circumstances and they all did as Krashen suggests, follow a predictable pattern. Yet what motivated my children to speak the language are the messages or “input” they received and tried to later communicate verbally. These huge factors in language learning.  If a child wants something to eat, they figure out a way to communicate that, a way that is understandable and eventually a way that everyone else around them does—that is, spoken language.  The forms of input are also diverse.  For example if I just look at the first words of my children, we can see how different the children are in terms of their interests but also what was around them.  My oldest daughter’s first word was “a-book”.  This word(s) as the first utterance was a reflection of the fact that we were living in a small apartment in New York City with not a lot of room for baby toys but lots of baby books.  “A-book” had as much to do with the objects as it had to do with her understanding of what the word meant via the input she had understood relating to “a-book”.  For her, reading a book was asking for attention, a lap to sit in, a story to be told, and the actual object, the book.  She also knew that this word translated to all who cared for her (her father, mother, and babysitter).  In other words her non-verbal communications were not understood by all people in her life but the utterance of these words were.  My son’s first word was “ma” (love that kid!), which of course reflected more than a single idea.  The input he received that enabled him to learn that word was mixed with many forms of comprehensible input, as his mother was his primary caretaker and gave him lots of different messages.  My youngest son’s first words were very interesting and in some ways a real tribute to Krashen’s idea of comprehensible input taking many forms.  My youngest son spent much of his younger years strapped in a car seat because we had moved to suburban California. His first words were almost simultaneous on the same day “hedgehog” and “tarbucks”.  Hedgehog referred to his favorite stuffed animal that he liked to hold while we were driving; often his mother would forget to retrieve it off the floor for him.  But “tarbucks” referred to Starbucks, a place his mother went at least once a day and where he might get a good cookie—and be released from his straps!  Interestingly, though, the first time he said the word “tarbucks” it was at a Starbucks we had never been to before, so the input he had was the round green mermaid sign—and he said “tarbucks!”
Even though these examples of first words are very simple, I think they point to the fact that comprehensible input is tangled in many other delivery vehicles.  The messages a young child receives are rarely just a word alone, as the grammar method teaches.  The messages or comprehensible input are also in many ways specific to the individual’s personality and experiences.  My children, even though they were all toddlers in different states, had the continuity of my husband’s and my language, yet the things that motivated them to communicate verbally were very different, depending on their circumstances and personalities.  The first words themselves were not indicative of repeated usage of these words.  Instead, they were indicative of which sorts of comprehensive input made it into their LAD.  It would therefore follow in my mind that when teaching ELL the way to really provide comprehensible input would be to understand the individual.  Granted a school system can’t make a zillion individual lesson plans, but that is the beauty of Krashen’s theory – there doesn’t need (at least in the early stages) to be a lesson plan, there just needs to be communication, messages in all sorts of “forms” that are meaningful to the lives of the language learners and that encourage understanding and acquisition.
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