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“The	  best	  answer	  at	  present	  is	  that	  early	  age	  
of	  acquisi=on,	  overall	  fluency,	  frequency	  of	  

use,	  levels	  of	  literacy	  and	  gramma=cal	  
accuracy	  all	  contribute	  to	  the	  bilingual	  
advantage,	  with	  no	  single	  factor	  being	  

decisive	  [137,	  138].	  Increasing	  bilingualism	  
leads	  to	  increasing	  modifica=on	  of	  cogni=ve	  

outcomes”	  (Bialystok	  et	  al,	  2013).	  

Bilingualism:	  Consequences	  for	  Mind	  and	  Brain.	  Ellen	  Bialystok,	  Fergus	  I.M.	  Craig,	  Gigi	  LukTrends	  Cogn	  Sci.	  Author	  
manuscript;	  available	  in	  PMC	  2013	  Apr	  1.	  

Published	  in	  final	  edited	  form	  as:	  Trends	  Cogn	  Sci.	  2012	  Apr;	  16(4):	  240-‐250.	  dli:	  10.1016/j.Ycs.2012.03.001	  PMCID:	  
PMC3322418

How	  might	  this	  finding	  inform	  our	  values	  and	  beliefs	  
about	  students’	  immersion	  language	  abili=es?	  





standing	  conversa=on

• Stand	  up	  and	  find	  someone	  you	  don’t	  already	  know.	  	  

• Describe	  your	  rela=onship	  to	  the	  topic	  of	  today’s	  
workshop:	  Strategies	  for	  Keeping	  Students	  in	  the	  
Target	  Language.	  

• Volunteers	  share	  aloud	  what	  their	  partner’s	  
rela=onship	  is	  to	  the	  topic.	  	  



session	  outcomes

• Examine	  and	  unpack	  root	  causes	  of	  the	  struggle	  to	  keep	  
students	  in	  the	  target	  language.	  

• Iden=fy	  strategies	  designed	  to	  keep	  students	  in	  the	  target	  
language	  and	  explore	  how	  to	  implement	  them.	  

• Set	  personal	  goals	  with	  respect	  to	  language	  strategies	  in	  
order	  to	  ar=culate	  and	  deepen	  the	  impact	  on	  immersion	  
language	  development.	  



norms	  of	  collabora=on



working	  agreements



four-‐box	  synec=cs
• “Keeping	  immersion	  students	  in	  the	  target	  language	  
is	  like________	  because	  ____________.”	  

• Brainstorm	  1	  or	  2	  responses	  for	  each	  box/item	  to	  the	  
prompt.	  

• Groups	  have	  1	  minute	  to	  select	  their	  best	  item	  and	  a	  
spokesperson.	  



WHY?



ge]ng	  to	  the	  root	  of	  the	  
problem



group	  brainstorm
• Form	  a	  group	  of	  3-‐4	  and	  select	  a	  scribe.	  	  

• Spend	  2	  minutes	  brainstorming	  and	  no=ng	  why	  it	  is	  so	  
challenging	  to	  keep	  students	  in	  the	  target	  language.	  

• Spend	  1	  minute	  selec=ng	  your	  top	  two	  and	  be	  prepared	  
to	  share	  out.	  	  



here’s	  what,	  so	  what,	  now	  
what	  :	  language	  status
• Find	  a	  partner.	  	  

• Consider:	  	  
• What	  is	  the	  common	  cultural	  perspec=ve	  about	  the	  
majority	  language	  and	  what	  “status”	  does	  it	  have	  in	  
our	  culture?	  

• What	  is	  the	  common	  cultural	  perspec=ve	  about	  the	  
target	  language	  and	  what	  “status”	  does	  it	  have	  in	  our	  
culture?	  

• Spend	  3	  minutes	  working	  together	  to	  complete	  the	  “here’s	  
what”	  column	  of	  the	  chart.	  



here’s	  what,	  so	  what,	  now	  
what	  :	  language	  status

5 minutes with Dr. Tara Fortune



here’s	  what,	  so	  what,	  now	  
what	  :	  language	  status
• Consider:	  	  

• What	  message	  does	  the	  current	  status	  of	  languages	  
send	  to	  na=ve	  speakers	  of	  the	  immersion	  languages	  
in	  our	  culture?	  

• What	  message	  does	  the	  current	  status	  of	  languages	  
send	  to	  na=ve	  English	  speakers	  in	  our	  culture?	  	  

• What	  is	  the	  effect	  of	  the	  current	  status	  of	  languages	  
on	  students?	  	  

• Spend	  3	  minutes	  working	  together	  to	  complete	  the	  “so	  
what”	  column	  of	  the	  chart.	  



English
Immersion	  Language



NOW	  
WHAT?



WHAT	  can	  we	  do	  to	  keep	  
students	  in	  the	  target	  language?



English
Immersion	  Language



English

immersion	  
language



1.	  Elevate	  the	  status	  of	  the	  target	  /	  
immersion	  language.

WHAT?

“Myth:	  TreaYng	  each	  language	  of	  a	  dual	  language	  
program	  the	  same	  is	  the	  best	  way	  to	  respect	  the	  equality	  
of	  both	  languages.	  

Fact:	  Because	  of	  the	  tremendous	  power	  of	  English,	  it	  is	  
o^en	  necessary	  to	  raise	  the	  status	  of	  the	  non-‐English	  
language	  above	  that	  of	  English	  to	  balance	  the	  value	  of	  
the	  two	  languages	  (e.g.,	  Valdes,	  1997)”	  (Hamayan,	  
Genesee	  &	  Cloud,	  2013,	  p.	  91).



HOW	  might	  we	  elevate	  the	  status	  of	  
the	  target	  /	  immersion	  language?

• Draw	  a	  2x2	  box.	  

• What	  might	  be	  two	  evidences	  of	  the	  the	  status	  of	  the	  
immersion	  language	  being	  elevated…	  

• within	  the	  classroom?	  
• within	  the	  program?	  
• within	  the	  school?	  
• within	  the	  district?



2.	  Implement	  (and	  follow!)	  an	  
immersion	  language	  only	  policy	  

and	  Emeline.

WHAT?

“It	  is	  criYcal	  when	  teaching	  through	  students’	  L2	  that	  teachers	  
promote	  their	  students’	  L2	  skill	  as	  much	  as	  possible	  during	  the	  
lower	  grades	  so	  that	  they	  can	  comprehend	  complex	  academic	  
content	  taught	  through	  the	  L2	  in	  the	  higher	  grade”	  (Hamayan,	  
Genesee	  &	  Cloud,	  2013,	  p.	  91).	  

“It	  has	  tradiYonally	  been	  argued	  that	  the	  use	  of	  each	  language	  
should	  be	  strictly	  separated	  when	  teaching	  specific	  subjects…	  
The	  more	  students	  are	  encouraged	  to	  use	  the	  non-‐English	  
language,	  the	  more	  likely	  their	  proficiency	  in	  that	  language	  will	  
be	  enhanced”	  (Hamayan,	  Genesee	  &	  Cloud,	  2013,	  p.	  75).



How	  might	  we	  implement	  (and	  
follow!)	  an	  immersion	  language	  only	  
policy	  and	  Emeline?



• Explore	  the	  add.a.lingua	  immersion	  language	  only	  
policy	  and	  Emeline.	  

• Find	  your	  grade	  level	  and	  read	  the	  corresponding	  
sec=on.	  	  

• Write	  two	  “I	  no=ce”	  statements	  and	  two	  “I	  wonder”	  
statements.	  

How	  might	  we	  implement	  (and	  
follow!)	  an	  immersion	  language	  only	  
policy	  and	  Emeline?







• Teach	  the	  add.a.lingua	  immersion	  language	  only	  policy	  
and	  Emeline	  lesson.	  

• Ask:	  How	  might	  you	  modify	  this	  for	  your	  grade	  level	  
and/or	  context?	  

How	  might	  we	  implement	  (and	  
follow!)	  an	  immersion	  language	  only	  
policy	  and	  Emeline?





• Incen=vize	  adherence	  to	  the	  
immersion	  language	  only	  policy	  and	  
=meline.	  

How	  might	  we	  implement	  (and	  
follow!)	  an	  immersion	  language	  only	  
policy	  and	  Emeline?



language	  incen=ves



3.	  Scaffold	  for	  success.WHAT?

“‘Instruc=onal	  ac=vi=es	  and	  interac=onal	  
feedback	  that	  act	  as	  a	  counterbalance	  to	  the	  
predominant	  communica=ve	  orienta=on	  of	  a	  
given	  classroom	  seing	  will	  be	  more	  
facilitaYve	  of	  interlanguage	  
restructuring…’	  (Lyster	  &	  Mori,	  2006:	  
294)”	  (Lyster	  &	  Mori,	  2008,	  p.	  140).	  



PRAISE FOR THE PROGRAM

Words	  from	  Tara	  Fortune



How	  might	  we	  scaffold	  for	  success?



• teacher	  as	  facilitator	  of	  discussions	  

• student-‐centered	  learning	  

• students	  speak	  and	  write	  frequently	  

• students	  and	  teachers	  use	  
circumlocu=on	  to	  stay	  in	  the	  target	  
language	  and	  expand	  vocabulary	  

dialogic	  instruc=on
How	  might	  we	  scaffold	  for	  success?



dialogic	  instruc=on



teach	  “tools”	  	  
(including	  circumlocu=on)

How	  might	  we	  scaffold	  for	  success?



circumlocu=on	  lesson





correc=ve	  feedback

How	  might	  we	  scaffold	  for	  success?

• Implemen=ng	  appropriate	  Correc=ve	  Feedback	  
techniques	  means	  that	  we	  must	  “offer	  learners	  an	  
opportunity	  to	  self-‐repair	  by	  genera=ng	  their	  own	  
modified	  response”	  (Lyster	  and	  Mori,	  2008,	  p.	  137).	  

• Teacher	  asks	  for	  clarifica=on,	  prompts	  students,	  and	  
allows	  sufficient	  =me	  for	  students	  to	  self-‐correct.	  	  



correc=ve	  feedback



research:	  say	  something
• Find	  a	  partner	  and	  determine	  who	  is	  partner	  A	  and	  B.	  

• Both	  partners	  read	  part	  1	  silently.	  	  

• Partner	  A	  says	  something	  related	  to	  or	  about	  the	  text.	  

• Partner	  B	  listens.	  

• Con=nue,	  alterna=ng	  roles.	  

• Discuss	  what	  you	  no=ce	  or	  wonder	  aker	  reading	  the	  
en=re	  document.	  	  



rota=ng	  review
• Walk	  from	  poster	  to	  poster,	  discuss	  the	  topic	  with	  your	  
group.	  Think:	  “For	  op=mal	  immersion	  language	  
development	  and	  to	  keep	  students	  in	  the	  target	  
language,	  we	  should…	  

• see…”	  (1)	  
• hear…”	  (2)	  
• expect	  teachers	  to…”	  (3)	  
• expect	  students	  to…”	  (4)	  

	  	  
• Have	  a	  volunteer	  add	  your	  unique	  thoughts	  and	  ideas	  to	  
the	  poster.	  



give	  &	  go
purpose:	  ac=vate	  group	  energy	  and	  frame	  thinking	  surrounding	  
strategies	  for	  keeping	  students	  in	  the	  target	  language	  

• grab	  an	  index	  card	  and	  fold	  it	  in	  half	  (2	  rectangles	  in	  front,	  2	  in	  
back)	  

• think	  of	  1	  strategy	  that	  you	  use	  to	  keep	  students	  in	  the	  target	  
language,	  and	  write	  it	  in	  box	  #1	  of	  your	  card	  

• stand	  up	  and	  “give	  and	  go”	  -‐	  find	  a	  new	  person,	  introduce	  yourself,	  
trade	  cards,	  talk	  about	  what’s	  on	  them,	  and	  add	  your	  original	  
strategy	  to	  your	  new	  card	  

• repeat	  un=l	  you’ve	  got	  four	  total	  strategies	  on	  your	  final	  card	  



goal	  se]ng



We’d love to keep talking….in multiple languages

addalinguablog.com

facebook.com/addalingua

@addalingua

addalingua.com

http://addalinguablog.com
http://facebook.com/addalingua
http://addalingua.com
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