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This brief describes the districts, schools, and students participating in Utah’s
Dual Language Immersion (DLI) program from 2009-2013.1
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In 2007, Utah’s Critical Languages Program was established with the passage of Senate
Bill 80. In 2008, as part of the International Education Initiative, Senate Bill 41
established an initial critical language pilot program in elementary schools.
Together, these bills provided the basis for the Utah DLI program, which began
implementation in 2009. Students participating in the Utah DLI program spend half the
2010 school day learning in English and half learning in a target language from a different
teacher. As of 2014, the target languages are Chinese, French, German, Portuguese, and
Spanish. (Click_here for additional information about the Utah DLI program and
program funding.)

To date, many benefits for participating in DLI-type programs have been cited.? 3456
However, critics of DLI have raised concerns. Some of those concerns have addressed
issues of inequalities in participation, including questions about the participation of
students from traditionally marginalized demographic groups and students with
disabilities.” 8 9 10.11. 12

In this brief we describe district, school, and student participation in Utah’s DLI
program. We also provide comparative information between schools and students that
participated in DLI with those that did not participate in DLI.

District and School Participation
In the first year of DLI implementation in 2009, 25 elementary schools in eight districts
offered DLI programs. By 2014, the program had grown to include 118 schools in 22
districts. Figure 1 shows participating districts between 2009 and 2013. Figure 3 on the
2012 following page shows participating districts, schools, and languages offered, as of 2014.
As shown, schools and districts in urban regions have more DLI programs than schools
- i and districts in rural regions.

LS Within school districts offering DLI, there were few demographic differences between
= schools that had and did not have DLI. We analyzed data from 2009 through 2013 and
= found that schools with DLI were similar demographically to same-district schools
without DLI regarding student characteristics such as race, language proficiency, and
family income.® The only significant differences between schools with and without
DLI were that schools with DLI had more students (see Figure 2). School size
difference can be explained by the programmatic requirement that schools with a DLI
program must offer a non-DLI option at each grade level.
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Figure 2. Average Number of Students in DLI and Non-DLI Schools
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Figure 3. Location of Schools offering DLI programs and Languages Offered in 2013
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Student Participation

While we can identify which schools and districts participated in the DLI program since 2009, data about individual
students who participated in DLI were not available until students had third grade assessment scores recorded. Data
for this report came from two cohorts of students: those who began DLI in 2009 and were in third grade in 2012
and those who began DLI in 2010 and were in third grade in 2013. In 2012, there were 2,794 third grade students
enrolled in schools with DLI. Of the third grade students in schools with DLI in 2012, 1,273 third graders
participated in DLI. In 2013, there were 4,871 third grade students in schools with DLI. Of the third grade students
in schools with DLI in 2013, 2,016 participated in DLI. Figure 4 shows demographics for all third grade students
enrolled in DLI schools and for third grade students participating in DLI in 2012. Figure 5 shows the same
demographics as Figure 4 but for third grade students in 2013.
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Comparisons of data, as illustrated in Figures 4 and 5, showed some statistically significant differences across both
cohorts. These differences indicated that students from low income homes and students in special education were
less likely to participate in DLI, and students with Hispanic backgrounds were more likely to participate in DLI.
Although the differences were statistically significant, the effect sizes were quite small, collectively accounting for
about 4% of the overall likelihood of a student participating in a DLI program.*®

Participation in One- and Two-way Programs
Utah offers one-way and two-way DLI programs. One-way DLI programs are mainly comprised of students whose
native language is English. Two-way DLI programs are comprised of both students whose native language is
English and students whose native language is the target language. In order to qualify as a two-way program, at least
33% of students must identify as having the target language as their native language.’® In Utah, all two-way
programs have Spanish as the target language.

In 2012, 69% of third grade students in DLI were in one-way programs, and 31% of third graders in DLI were in
two-way programs. In 2013, 73% of third grade students in DLI were in one-way programs, and 27% were in two-
way programs. Figure 6 shows demographics for all third grade students in DLI schools with one-way and two-way
programs in either 2012 or 2013 and for third grade students participating in DLI in those years.




Figure 6. Demographic Characteristics of Third Grade Students in Schools with One-and Two- Way DLI Programs
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* Represents statistically significant differences between the DLI schools overall and the DLI programs. Note: In 2013 data were collected in such a
way that students could identify as Hispanic ethnicity and White race, thus some percentages sum to greater than 100%.

Overall, Figures 4 and 5 showed significant differences between DLI enrollment and whole school enrollment for
students in special education, from low income homes, and with Hispanic backgrounds. Some of those differences
were accounted for by the type of program (one-way or two-way DLI) the schools offered. As shown in Figure 6,
students in special education were less likely to participate in DLI for both types of programs. Students from low
income homes, however, were less likely to participate in DLI programs only in schools that had one-way programs.
Similarly, students from Hispanic backgrounds were more likely to participate in DLI only in schools that had two-
way programs. Participation in two-way programs also differed from participation in one-way programs regarding
the percentage of students who identified as non-White and non-Hispanic. This difference was such that students
who identified as non-White and non-Hispanic were less likely to participate in DLI when enrolled in schools with
two-way programs.

Summary

As the participation data from 2009-2013 showed, schools with DLI programs did not differ significantly from non-
DLI schools in the same district with regard to students’ race, family income, or language proficiency. The only
significant difference was related to school size, which can be explained by programmatic requirements. At the
student level, we were able to consider only two DLI cohorts, representing 3,289 of the approximately 25,000
students now enrolled in DLI. Data from these two cohorts showed that students in DLI programs generally
represented the overall population of their schools. Statistically significant differences for participation by special
education (fewer students qualifying for special education in DLI programs), income level (fewer students
qualifying for free or reduced-price lunch in DLI programs), and race or ethnicity (more students identifying as
Hispanic in DLI programs) were small, with effect sizes that each accounted for less than 3% of the variance.
Differences based on income were limited to one-way programs and differences based on race or ethnicity were
limited to two-way programs.




! The Utah DLI program is different than the bilingual dual immersion program available to English Language Learners in some schools.
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131 this brief, low income is indicated if a student qualified for free or reduced lunch.

14 chi square tests of independence, with continuity correction for single degrees of freedom were conducted, with significance set at p<.01.
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