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Preface to the Series

As we welcome a new century and a new millennium, dire predictions are
being heard in education circles about the shortage of teachersthat will face
U.S schoolsin thenear future. Over the next few years baby boomer teachers
will retirein record numbers. T o complicate matters, not enough young people
are entering the profession. The pipdine leading from high school to the
professionisanemic. Thisisespecidly true of languageminority youth, many
of whom leave school before having the option of entering teaching as a
career.

" But crises sometimeslead to opportunities. Such is the case of those states
with large Spani sh speaking popul ations. Mexico has long been the number
one source of Spanish speakingimmigrants to the United States. Recently,
immigrationfrom Mexico, aphenomenononcelimited to unskilled and semi-
skilled workers, has begun to change. M exicanimmigrantsare now markedly
diverse. Among recent newcomerstherearegrowingnumbersof peoplefrom
thecities of Mexicowhereeducational opportuniu'eé haveimproved markedly.
This changein the demographicsof Mexicanimmigration also meansthereis
an increase in immigrants from the professional and technical classes of
Mexico. Fully prepared professional sand technicianswho wereeducated in
Mexico (and other Spanish speaking countries) are coming to the United
States to live and work. They have much to offer their new country.

A paraléd concern for those who work in bilingua educationis the lack of
attention by teacher educatorsto thelevels of biliteracy that may or may not
exist among young teachers who are emerging from teacher preparation
programs nationwide. Oneof the foundational principlesof bilingua education
is that language minority students are being taught by teachers who speak,
read, and writetheir language. A corollary assumptionis that those teachers
have state credentials attesting to a range of specified abilities. That dual
assumptionis put under the microscopein thismonograph.

C
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If the findings of this report are even close to accurate, the value of the
Mexican rormzalista teacherswho are part of Project Alianza isgreat. These
teachers may offer at least a partia solution to the problem of inadequate
Spanish among some teacherswho work hard at their craft but may not have
sufficientliteracy in Spanishto bringabout theful promiseof what bilingua
education can accomplish for thesestudents.

I n difference to previous generations of teachers, the Mexican teacher of
today has undergone the equivaent of aformal educationat the university
leve. The obviousdifferencein Mexicanand U.S teachersisthat theformer
may not have afull command of theEnglishl anguage. They cannot therefore,
practicetheir chosenfiddin U.S schools Michaed Guerrero pointsoutinthis
monograph that there may be critical ggps in the Spanish proficiency and
literacy of U.S teacherswho are dready credentialed as bilingual education
teachers. The growingnumber of Mexican teachersin our midst——teachers
who are fully proficient in Soanish—is wecome news. Hereis a new and

- untapped pool of teachingtalentwaitingin thewingsand eager to preparefor
teachingdutiesin the United States.

Project Alianza, onecof theiritid sponsorsof thismonograph series, focuses
energy, resources, and attention on thisnew resource: “normalista’ teachers
educatedin Mexican teacher colleges (normal schools), who residein the US

and who aspireto re-enter the professionin the United States. The dliance,

consistingof five univergties, anational R&D organization,and abi-nationd

foundation, has taken on the challenge of reducing the structural, cultural,
and lingui stic obstacles that have precluded theintegration of this new pool

of teachersinto U.S classroomsasfull professonas.With financia support
from the Kellogg Foundation, the membersof Project Alianza areworking
to overcome these obstacles. They expect to facilitate the certification and
absorption of severd hundred teacherswho started their educationin Mexico
and hope to work here, after meeting dl the requirementsthat are met by
every other teacher in the statesinwhich they expect towork. By pointingthe
way to anew formof international collaborationin education, Project Alianza
will make animportant contribution to diminishing the anticipated shortage
of wdl preparedteachersin the United States.'

When the opportunity was extended to the Center for Bilingua Education
and Research to becomeone of the Project Alianza partners, we accepted
eagerly. Bi-nationa collaborationin all levdsof education betweenthe United
Statesand Mexicoisoneof our strongestinterests.\WWe see no reasonwhy the
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problem of educatingimmigrant youngstersshould fal solely on U.S schools Ihi
and teachers. Wewere aware, even before the Project Alianza effort began,
that important playersin the Mexican educational system were willing and
ableto help reduce the cultural and linguisticbarriersto the adequateeducation
of these students. When we reviewed the history of previous bi-national
collaborations, we learned that only afew isolated efforts had been madeto
bringtogether educatorsfrom both sidesof the border, to engagein diadogue,

. and to deved op goaces and opportunitiesin which to exploreideas for educating
immigrant children more collaborativelyand perhapsmore successfully. To
theextent that research, collaboration,and innovati on havetaken place, they .
have occurred almost exclusvely within the United States. It wes as if an
implicitassumption existed that Mexicans had no cardsin thematter and that
our respective professional obligation ended on our respective side of the
border. Since we live and work along one of the most open bordersin the
world, it is difficult to explain why educators in the United States have
shouldered the difficult task of educating these studentswithout consulting
or collaboratingwith colleegueswho worked with them beforethey immigrated.

These observations and concerns supported theideaof publishinga series
of papersamed at promoti ngacontinuing bi-nationa conversation concerming
this problem. We choosethe term " Expl orationsin Bi-national Education'*
asthegenericnamefor this collection. With thefirst two monographsin the
series, the Center for Bilingua Education and Research (CBER) hopes to
launch alivdy dialogueover the nature of educationin areaswith substantial
Hispanicconcentrationsand on the mutua obligations of sendingand receiving
schoolsto collaboratein meetingthis chdlenge. By helpingto arrangefor the
integration of Mexican normalistasinto the U.S teachingforce, wehopethat
other issueswill surface, and that researchersand scholars,in both countries,
will riseto the challenge.

The first of the monographsin this seriesis awide-angleview of thewaysin
which the United States and M exico educate and credential teachersfor the
K-12 sector. This report, Mexican Norzalista Teachersasa Resoznrce for Bilingual
Edzication in the United States: Connecting two Models of Teacher
Preparation, (Petrovic, et d., 1999) reviewed the Mexican system of teacher
educationand sketched s milaritiesand differences betweenthe Mexican and
U.S modeéls. I n the courseof gatheringand assemblingthisinformationwe
found, to no one’ surprise, that the topicis more complex than first meets
the eye The Mexican case is national in scope and offers little variation.
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Thereislittleor no variation between each of the Mexican states or regions.
Al teachersin Mexican normal schools follow essentialy the same curticulum
which is prescribed by the central government through the Secretaria e
Edncacion Priblica. The US sydem—in redity ahydra’s head of statesystems—
is as variegated as the American states themselves. The role of collegesand
universities is also different in the two countries, and the subjects and
experiencesstressedin eech country vary in mgjor weys Still, upon completing

. thetax, it wasdear that enough smilarity existsthat thereisasolid common

base on which to build aunifying structure between the two systems.

Thereportyou arenow reading isthesecond reportin the bi-nationa education
sries It focuses on the perplexingquestion of languageproficiency of teachers.
We explore whether Spanish speaking bilingual education teachersin the
United States are sufficiently proficientand literatein Spanish to functionin
the more demanding—and more promising—program models such asthe
dua -languageor two-way programsof bilingua education. Michadl Guerrero

- of the University of Texas at Austin authored Spanzsh Language Prof czency o

Bilingual Education Teackers, animportant probeof alongneglected question
in bilingual education. We hope it will lead to a far ranging discussion
concerning the level of mastery, in Spanish, needed by bilingua education
teachersin order to teach effectivaly in two languages. The results of his
andydsareworrisome. WhileGuerrero’s exploration does not give usafinal
and conclusiveanswer, it makes atimey conmbution by pointingout mgor
research areasthat require attention and policy questionsthat requirediscusson.
Building on Guerrero’s analyss, wecaninfer thatin thisarea, Mexican teachers
who obtained a college level education in Spanish have an important
conmbution to maketo our fied.
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INTRODUCTION

| recall the oral part of the exam, an in-person interview with two Spanish
language professors. | was asked to describe the process of making tortillas,
aritd | was familiar with snce my mother dways made them from scratch.
I groped unsuccessfully for the key word, **cornd.” The moment one of the
professors suggested the word, | took it and continued to try to demonstrate
that | was ready to take on the regponsbility of ddiveringinstruction in
Spanish to childrenin bilingua education programs.

Eventudly, | passed the test which meant | was adequatdly proficient to
ddiver instruction in Spanish. | aso earned aB.A. in Spanish languagein
the process. T he truth, however, was that | was not reedy. | decided not to
put mysdf in such a predicament or risk doing harm to the children. This
redlization landed me in Mexico City for about four years living and
- learning the language. After this experience, | believed | was ready to take
on the professional responsbility of teachingin Spanish.

Upon returning from Mexico, | scored in the 90th percentileon andiondly
admini stered Spani sh language proficiency test and then obtained abilingual
credential to teach in asecond state. Curioudy, therewas no ora part to this
exam but there was a series of questions about Spanish civilization that |

managed to answer correctly. | wesled to wonder whether knowing something
about culture and civilization was an adequate substitute for fluency.

As | began to teach in bilingua programs, | felt more confident about my
ability to teach conceptsin Spanish, especidly if they dealt with language
arts. Teaching math and sciencein Spanish was a gpecid chadlengel was not
prepared for. | also began to notice the Spanish language ability of my
colleagues. A few had achieved admirablelevesof proficiency while others
reminded me of an earlier me, groping for a word like ""comd.”" Our
linguistic digparities were striking.

Eventudly, | becameinvolvedin bilingua education teacher training efforts
at different universitiesin the Southwest. There was acommon experience
at each; the prospective bilingua education teachers were required to takea
mandated Spanish| anguage proficiency test to obtain abilingual endorsement.
Many were apprehensive about the test and viewed it both as a hurdleand
true validation of their Spanish language ability. Complaints about the
fairness of the test were not unusual.
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| aso noticed that the bilingua education coursework they took was rardy
ddivered in Spanish and when it was, resstance often ensued, even on the
part of the instructor. My personal attempts to teach courses in Spanish
were thwarted due to administrativemeaitters (e.g., ESL and hilingual education
studentsin the same seminar) or outright opposition by department heads. |
began to wonder just how "*bilingud™ bilingud education redly is

Background and Pur pose

My interest as a bilingua education teacher and Spanish proficiency has led
me down the complex road of testing and language test devel opment. Why
was the test in Michigan so different from the test in New Mexico and both
of thesedifferent from thetestin Arizonaif they wereintended to servea
common purpose?These are true highstakes tests but they vary wildly from
state to state. Developing a vdid test is no simple matter, but it is the
juncture at which language testing, the teacher’s Spanish language training,
classroom language use, and language policy dl intersect. It is unlikely that
teachersin one state need much more (or much less) proficiency than those
in another. At the moment, however, that seems to be the typical practicein
bilingua education.

This monograph will provide a synthesis of information that centers on

five fundamental questionswithin the context of the stateswith the largest
Spani sh-speaking popul ations.

1. What does the research say about the Spanish proficiency
of bilingua education teachers?

2. How much Spanish is currently required of bilingud
education teachers?

3. How is that language measured or assessedin the various
states?

4. How do teacher training entities gpproach the devel opment
of academic Spanish language proficiency of prospective
bilingua education teachers?

5. How much consistency exists among research, policy,
tests and training?
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While all these questions cannot be answered fully at this point, 1t 5 the 3
putrpose of this synthesis to provide informed direction for improving the

ability of the bilingual education teacher and offer recommendations for

changes 1n existing policies and practices.
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SPANISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

-Review of theliterature
~ Exigting literature on this topic can be divided into three genera categories.
Firg, there are references that assert the bilingua education teacher must be
proficientin the Spanish language, yet do not specify to which levd. This
literatureoffers someindication of the kinds of language <kills the bilingua
education teacher should have. Second, thereis asmall number of references
that highlight the relationship between levds of Spanish languege proficiency
and particular program types which utilize sustained native language
instruction (e.g;, Two-Way, immersion, and late-exit bilingua programs).
What makes thisliteratureimportantisitslirk to positive student outcomes.
"~ Andly, thereare studies focusing on thelinguistic shortcomings of teechers

with respect to Spanish.

The imrportance of Shanish language proficiency

There are various references that highlight the centrality of the bilingua
education teacher’s ability to ddiver instruction in the native language of
the student. In thereferences reviewed it is clear that the bilingua education
teacher is expected to have a rdatively high level of academic Spanish

language proficiency.

Oneof theearlies references, and among the most widdy cited, was by the
Center for Applied Linguistics (1974) twenty-five years ago. A panel of
distinguished expertsin bilingua education described the bilingua education
teacher’s language abilitiesin the following manner:

According to the experts, the teacher should demonstrate the ability to:

1. Communicateeffectively in the languages and within the cultures
of both the home and school. The ability will include adequate
control of pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary and regiond,
sylidic,and nonverba variants appropriate to the communication
context

2. Carry out instruction in all areas of the curriculum using a
standard variety of both languages. (p. 3)
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In a similar vein, Gaarder (1977) succinctly summarized his position on

bilingual education teachers' language proficiency:

a. They must be native speakers of the other language or
have acquired equivalentcompetence as a prerequisite to
entering a training program. . . .

b. They must be literate—able to read and write—in Spanish,
at least as well as average American school teachers can
do these in English. (p. 84)

Trueba (1989) explained the possible consequences should the bilingual
education teacher lack an adequate level of Spanish language proficiency:

In bilingual education, lack of mastery of the language of instruction
causes serious problems for the teachers; it affects their classroom
management, their clarity in explaining subject matter, and the quality
of relationships with native speakers of that language. If a teacher
does not know the target language well, children’s linguistic and
cognitive development also suffers, because they are deprived of
guidance and feedback in situations where correct and precise use of
the language is required to understand a concept or the logical
foundations of reasoning. (p. 113)

More recently, The National Association for Bilingual Education (NABE)
(1992) expressed their expectations of the language abilities of the bilingual

education teacher:

Effective bilingual /multilingual teachers have a command of English
and a non-English language that allows them to conduct classes in
either language with ease and confidence, regardless of the level of
instruction. This includes using appropriate and varied language at
high levels of accuracy and fluency. Bilingual/multicultural teachers
understand and accept dialectic differences in students and their
families. Further, these teachers have the ability to serve as translators
and interpreters for the students and their families. (p. 19)

Collectively, these descriptions of what the bilingual education teacher
should be able to do reflect what one would expect of any teacher. Thatis,
the bilingual education teacher should know the language well enough to be

a good language model for the learner, regardless of grade level.

They
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should be able to ddiver instruction across the curriculum and manage dl
aspects of the classroom (e.g;, discipline, and praise) and of the schooling
experience (e.g;, communicationwith parents).

Langnage proficiency.progran fyge and student ontcomses
Vey little attention has been paid to the reationship between the levd of

teacher language proficiency and bilingua education program type. Barkin
(1981), however, dludesto this relationship. He concludes that if attitudes
toward bilingua education are favorable among the community, then a
mai ntenance program may be the desired that would require teechers to have
ahigher levd of Spanish proficiency. Conversdly, if attitudes are unfavorable
toward bilingua education, "'proficiency is bardy anissue™ (p. 218)

A much-cited study by Ramirez et al. (1991) found that teachers Spanish
language proficiency varied depending on the kind of program in which
theseindividua swere teaching. For instance, teechersin thelate-exit bilingud
- programswere" sufficiently fluentin Spanish to teachinit™ (p. 17) Recent
evidence aso suggests that bilingud teachersin Two-Way programs must
possess native or near-native proficiency in the non-English language (in
this case Spanish).

Christian et d. (1997) set forth three profiles of Two-Way Immersion
programs. At one schoal ste, four teachers respons blefor Spanish language
instruction were native speakersof thelanguage. The two remaining teachers
had considerable experience living in a Spanish-speaking country. At a
second site, some teachers were native speakers of Spanish and had dso
been educated in thelanguagein their home country. T he other teachersat
this site were bilingua since childhood or had |earned Spanish as adults.

At the third dsite, with the exception of two school staff members, forty
teachers were bilingud. Many of the teachers were native speakers while
others either lived in a Spanish-speaking country or were raised bilingudly.
What is particularly striking about these generd language profilesis that the
majority of the teachers appear to have developed their academic Spanish
language proficiency outside the United States or beginning at an early age
within the United States.

Molina (1994), in describing considerations for the successful implementation
of aTwo-Way program, aso highlights the need for the teachers to have
native or native-like ability in both languages. Reiterating the same message,
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Baetens Beardsmore (1995) made clear the standard of language proficiency
required to teach in European models of bilingual education. The author
stated:

Al four models are characterized by highly proficient teachers in the
target language. European Schools only use native-speakers as
teachers. . . . All the models consider this teacher proficiency a
significant feature when high levels of bilingualism are the goal. (p.
148)
While data are limited, it is interesting to note the importance that is placed
on the level of non-English language proficiency needed by teachers to
deliver instruction in Two-Way bilingual programs or immersion programs.
What is also particularly intriguing is the apparent effectiveness of Two-
Way bilingual education programs in comparison to other models of
bilingual education, especially early-exit transitional programs. In a recent
longitudinal study Thomas and Collier (1997) reported that the educational
model that appears to generate the most positive academic outcomes for
language minority students are Two-Way programs.While the credibility of
their study has been questioned (see Rossell, 1998), it is interesting to note
what these two researchers believe to be the first predictor of long-term
school success:

« « « cognitively complex on-gradelevd academiCinstruction through students’
Jerst language for as long as possible (at least through grades’5 or 6) and
cognitively complex on-grade-level academic instruction through
the second language (English) for part of the school day, in each
succeedinggrade throughoutstudents' schooling, (author’s emphasis,

p- 15)

Two-Way programs are followed in effectiveness by late-exit (K-5) bilingual
education programs; maintenance programs appear to be more effective t han
early-exit (K-3) bilingual education program models. It seems that the more
the native language of the learner is used, the better the student outcomes
are. Other studies such as Christian (1997), Greene (1998), Lindholm
(1993), and Ramirez et al. (1991) also support this pattern.

Collectively, these findings support the use of the native language of the
child for instructional purposes for an extended period of time. In addition,
there is evidence that teachers in Two-Way bilingual programs tend to be
either native speakers of the Spanish language or at least near-native
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speakers. Further, some evidence suggests teachersin late-exit programs
may be more proficient in Spanish than teachers in early-exit bilingud
programs.

One might expect that some research has explored the relationship between
the bilingua education teecher's leve of Spanish proficiency and student
academic outcomes. Interestingly, there are only three studies, to nmy
knowledge, that explicitly address this reationship. None of these are
recent and all are either exploratory or modest in scope, hampered by
shortcomingsin design. Merino, Politzer and Ramirez (1979) explained:

The findings in thisstudy are only suggestive. Thestudent criterion
measureswere far fromideal and were not directly related to the
ams of the Teachers Spanish Proficiency Test. There was no
Spanish reading measurefor the pupils among thecriterion messures
Moreover, some of the criterion measures may not have been
adequatefor the gradeleve of the pupils. (p. 32)

Merino et al. (1979) stated their conclusions and basic findings in the
following manner:

It would seem, on the basis of these two studies, that requiring
Spanish proficiency of prospectiveteachers of limited and non
English speaking children is a legitimate concern. Indeed, this
initia evidence suggests that such proficiency is not only related
to achievement in Spanish, but in English aswdl. These studies
are, of course, only a beginning and need to be replicated with
larger samplesand in avariety of settings. (p. 35)

Garcia and Marin (1979) reached smilar conclusons. These researchers
used Title VII teachersin eight northern Cdiforniaschool districts as their
sample (n=68). Upon closer examination of their data, the researchers
discovered that the certified bilingud education teachers had ahigher leved
of proficiency than the non-certified teachersin the sample. Their levd of
Spanish proficiency was rated on afive point scae, one being non-Spanish
Speaking, and five being anative gpesker. Supervisorsor resource personne
were used as judges. They found that the children taught by certified
bilingud education teachersimproved in both English and Spanish. The
authors stated:
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The importance of teacher proficiency in Spanish in contributingto
the language developmentof the Title V11 students is supported by
the finding that the third grade students with certificated teachers
gamed significantly more in Spanish than their counterparts with
noncertificated teachers. These certficated teachers had demonstrated
native proficiency in Spanish. Thus, fluency in Spanish enables a
teacher to help limited English proficiency students learn Spanish
better than a teacher who knows little or no Spanish. This in turn
may help the student learn English language skills better, a trend
evident from the finding that these same students showed greater
gains in English also (although not statistically significant). (p. 375)

The szatus of teachers Spanish language proficiency

Research exploring the Spanish language proficiency of bilingual education
teachers usually represents a state, a national sample, or individual teachers.
In each case, the portrait is the same—many bilingual education teachers have
not had an adequate opportunity to reach native or near native proficiency as
prescribed earlier.

Valdés (1989) used the following excerpt from the AlbuquerqueJournal to
set the stage for her article:

BILINGUALTEACHING EFFORTSUNDER FIRE. SantaFe
(AF)- None of 136 teachers and aides in bilingual programs in
New Mexico's schools who were tested could pass a Spanish reading
and writing exam at the fourth grade level, the director of bilingual
education for the state Departmentof Education said. Henry Pascual
concluded that colleges of education are spendinga lot of federal
money turning out Spanish-English bilingual teachers who don’t
know much Spanish. (3 October 1978) (p. 207)

Valdés (1989) goes on to describe the relatively low level of Spanish
language proficiency typifying bilingual education teachers in New Mexico.
Many could not comprehend written texts at the second or third grade level;
many could not write in the language.

Only a few years earlier, Waggoner and O’Malley (1984) conducted what
was probably one of the largest studies in terms of generatinga profile of
the non-English language abilities of teachers serving limited English
proficiency students. These data were collected through the administration
of the Teachers Language Skills Survey. The teacher sample was approximately
12,000. The researchersarrived at a rather discomforting, yet vital, conclusion:
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. . approximately four out of five teachers using a non-English
language in instruction during 1980-81 did not have the language
skills or basic professional preparation to do so. (p. 25)

About ten years later, Fleischrnan and Hopstock (1993) conducted a large-
scale study concerning the services provided to Limited English proficient
-students. Using a teacher mail survey, researchers collected responses from
415 bilingual education teachers, about 43 percent of their overall sample.
The sample is considered nationally representative. Teachers were asked to
rate their own Spanish language abilities using the following rating scale:

1. some familiarity with words and phrases

2. conversational ability only

3. conversational ability with some reading and writing ability
4. native/fluent speaker, no reading and writing ability

5. native/fluent speaker with reading and writing ability.

Overall, the average of those responding was 3.5, short of a native/ fluent
speaker with reading and writing ability. The mean score for elementary
teachers was 3.7 or nearly 4 (a native/fluent speaker with no reading and
writing ability). For middle school, the average was 3.3 or nearly 3 (a
conversational ability with some reading and writing). For high school the
average was 3.2, much like the middle school teachers. Note the gradual
decline in language ability from elementary through high school.

Although the data suggest a slightly brighter picture than the earlier
Waggoner and O’Malley studly, it is possible that only those teachers who
felt somewhat confident about their Spanish language skills responded to
the survey; more than half of the teachers did not respond.

In Texas, the Summit for Bilingual Education and English as Second
Language Programs (Rios and Solis, 1997) was held in order to identify
program priorities across the state. The issues were identified as:

* Need more use of Spanish staff development
* Focus on Spanish academic language for bilingual teachers

* Enhancement of training opportunites for teachers to improve their
Spanish skills
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More recently, Samway and McKeon. (1999) address anumber of mythsin
language minority education. Among the severa myths these authorsincluded
in the section on staffingis the following:

Staffing/Staff Development Myth #2: When hiring bilingual
teachers, districtscan assumethat teacherswho possess abilingud
credentid arefluentin alanguageother than English. Redlity: There
are some teachers who have a bilingua credential, but are not
fluentin thetarget language. (p. 87)

From an ethnographic perspective, Licén Khisty (1995) offers valuable
insightinto the fedings of linguistic helplessness voiced by a small group
of bilingual education teachers with respect to their ability to teach
mathematics. Khisty concluded:

All of theteachersininterviewsexpressed asenseof helplessness
about speaking mathemeti cally; they recogni zed that thereweretimes
when they did not haveacommand of the Spanish vocabulary to
explain conceptsthoroughly. (p. 289)

It is dso noteworthy that the only teacher who did feel comfortable
teaching math in Spanish was a teacher who had completed al of her
schoolingin Mexico.

I n describing an effectiveinduction program for first yeaer bilingua education
teachers, Wink and Hores (1992) indicated that 'Y oung professionalswho
are just beginning their first year are often overwhelmed with the ills it
takes to teach all subject matter in the second language' (p. 77).

All of these findings indicate that the opportunities bilingua education
teachersreceived prior to entering the classroom fdl short, a point we will
revisitin some detail.

Importantly, these varied and somewhat scattered perspectives (e.g.,
ethnographic, survey findings, and professional judgments) are consistent in
their portrayal of the bilingua education teachers Spanish language
proficiency. Early observations about their language ability are congruent
with later observations, indicating that the academic Spanish language kills
of bilingua education teachers have not improved over thelast thrty years.
I n addition, early assertionsregardingtheimportanceof true biliteracy asa
requirement for bilingua teachers seem to have been largely ignored by
researchers and policy makersdike
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Summary

We can draw three conclusions from this literature. First, although the
research is limited, there is little disagreement in the fidd of bilingual
education regarding the importance of teacherswho are highly proficientin
the Spanish| anguage. Second, thereis some empitica evidencethat supports
the sustained use (e.g., K-6 across the curriculum) of the Spanish language
in light of positive student academic outcomes. Moreover, there is some
" evidencethat suggeststhat bilingud education teachersin Two-Way bilingud
programs, the more effective programs, are native or near-native speakers
of Spanish. Third, adthough we cannot clam all data as definite and
absolute judt yet, there are credibleimplicationsthat many bilingual education
teachers do not command the academic Spanish language at a native or
near-nativelevd of proficiency. Furthermore, when they are expected and
presumed to be capable, their lack of proficiency mey—in  conjunctionwith
other factors—negativdy impact student outcomes.
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I1

STATE LANGUAGE STANDARDS

-Language standar dsand competencies
~ Having no evidence to the contrary, it seems that the instructional and
developmenta needs of these studentsare smilar regardless of the statein
which they reside. Given this assumption, it can then be presumed that the
language skills required of bilingua education teachersin all three states
would also be more dikethan different. To illustrate, let us examine some
of these standards.

The four statesin Group I1II represent ashared expectation with regardsto
the language abilities of the bilingua education teacher. Each of these
. states use only an oral language proficiency interview aki n to the ACTFL
Oral Proficiency Interview. Texas, in its state-mandated standards and
competencies for bilingua education teachers, indicates that the teacher
must pass the Texas Oral Proficiency Test by scoring at the Advanced
Levd.

Thefive statesin Group IV offer the greatest perspective regarding what
kinds of language standards prospective bilingual education teachers ought
to meset, though these standards are sill plagued by variability. These states
measure teachers language ability in spesking, understanding, reading, and
writing the Spanish language.

Arizona's language standards for bilingua education teachers offer a

global language criteria. The Arizona State Board of Education (1987)
indicates the following under language proficiency criteria

a Demonstrates the ahility to use the non-English language
to provideinstructionin all areas of the curriculum.

b. Demonstrates the ability to communicateeffectivalyin the
non-Englishl anguage with parents and community members.

While they are generd, this criteriais compatiblewith the criteria set forth
by expertsin the field of bilingua education such as the Center for Applied
Linguistics (1974) and NABE (1992). That is, in each case the ability to
ddliver instructionin the languageis highlighted.
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With respect to language standards and competencies bilingual education
teachers might be expected to meet in California, there are two possible
scenarios. Prospective bilingual education teachers at the pre-service level
may meet the language criteria established by their respective teacher training
institution. However, this criteria is intended to be the same or similar to the
language standards mandated by the state. Pre-service teachers may also opt
to take the Spanish language exam that is part of the BCLAD requirements.

. Teachers already holding a teaching credential are permitted to meet the

language criteria upheld by passing the Spanish language proficiency test
within the BCLAD. In either case, the language standards are intended to be
the same for both pre-service and in-service teachers.

In Illinois, like California, a prospective bilingual education teacher may
take the state mandated exam (e.g., an oral, in-person interview and a
reading comprehension test) or meet the language criteria set forth by their
respective teacher-traininginstitution. However, each institution of higher

- education must design an examination that meets the state's mandated

criteria cited above. It appears that this criteria was established in 1979 (see
Dnaran, 1983). Note that no specific reference is made regarding being able
to deliver instruction in the language.

In 1989, the New Mexico State Board of Education mandated the following
native | anguage competencies which prospective bilingual education teachers
must demonstrate in order to receive a bilingual endorsement to teach in
grades K-8:

a. demonstrates excellent skills of pronunciation and grammar.

b. utilizes vocabulary appropriate to a broad range of
functions, topics, and genres of speech.

c. demonstrates competency as a participant in ordinary
social situations in which the Native language is spoken.

d. responds adequately to written material by exercising the
processes of comparing, contrasting, categorizing,
summarizing, inferring, analyzing, synthesizing,
hypothesizing and evaluating.

e. reads with comprehension a broad range of literary forms
(folk, technical, classic, etc.).
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f. writes sentences, paragraphs, essays, utilizing standard
language mechanics which express original thought,
communicate complete and well-organized ideas, and
accomplish afull set of written functions.

g demonstrates at least a minimum eighth grade leve of
proficiency in the native language in oral and written
language <kills where the written form exists and is
alowed.

Carries out instruction in content areas of the curriculum using a standard
vaiety of the Native language.

Note, as in the case of Arizona and the Center for Applied Linguistics
criteria, the explicit reference to using the language for instructional purposes
across the curriculum. The competencies preceded by an asterisk gpply only
when awritten form of the non-English language exists.

"New York’s stuationis smilar to that of Texas, in that the state department
of education has no explicit language standards and only indicatesthat the
prospective bilingua education teacher must pass a specific language
proficiency measurein order to obtain avaid bilingua education certificate.
The regulation reads.

Language proficiency. The candidatewill submitevidenceof having
achieved a satisfactory level of oral and written proficiency in
Englishandin thetarget languageof instructionon the New Y ork
State Teacher Certification Examinations. (1992)

There are no two states in the United States that share a common set of
expected skills. The only meaningful commonality among states that do
mandate some type of language skill concerns oral language ability. The nine
states representedin GroupsIII and IV sharethis characteristic.

Only five of the 27 states (Arizona, California, New Mexico, New Y ork, and
M assachusetts) offering a bilingual endorsement in the United States have
some type of language standard in each of the four language skills aress.
New York has no explicit language standards.

The orz0in and validity of language Sandards and comzpetencies

It is important to inquire how New Mexico, for example, arrived at the
particular language competenciesit attempts to uphold. Are they based on
expert opinion, teacher surveys, or empirica evidence?D o teachersin New
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Mexico possess these competenciesand have they been empiricaly vaidated
or associated with positive student outcomes?I t makes sense to begin with
professond judgment, but we cannot stop there. The judgmentsor standards
and competencies must eventually be tested or vaidated. Thiswould allow
for meaningful modification and “fine training' of the language standards
over time. However, thereis no record that such activities have ever taken
placein New Mexico or in any other state.

One problem facing the field of bilingual education, asit reates to teacher
language proficency, is that many stakeholders operate on hunches, educated
guesses, or professional opinion to establish language standards and
competencies for teachers. Rodriguez (1980) detected this problem early on:

Legidative regulations and State Board of Education guiddines
press teacher trainers with myriad lists for bilingual teacher
competencies. While dl such competency lists are sad to be
synonymouswith effectivebilingua teachers, they are vulnerable
to criticism for severa reasons. To begin, thereisasyet littleor no
empirica evidence that existing competencies are valid. Most
competencies for bilingua education teachers are generated by
experts... .(p. 372)

More recently, August and Hakuta (1997) raised the same concern:

... most certification and professional development programs—
preservice andinservice—are based onlistsof teacher competencies
and attributesinformed by various sources (e.g., theoretical , basic,
or school -basedresearch) or professional judgment. AsGrant and
Secada (1990:419) argue, teacher certification programs and
requirements have not been empiricalyvaidated.. . . (p. 266)

Thereis gill amore fundamental problem with respect to language standards.
In many cases, their explicitness leaves much to be desired. For example, in
Arizong, dl that is stated is that the teacher must be able to teach across the
curriculum. While thisis a critica objective, itsinterpretationis open. Does
it mean that the bilingua education teacher should be able to read and write
or only use the Spanish language ordlly?Doesit aso mean that the teacher
should be able to formulate written questions about a science passage or
elaborate ordly on astudent’s response? Much more troublesomeare the
vague and dusve standards set forth by states such as Illinois in which
thereis no explicit reference to any of the four language kills or content
aees
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To exacerbate matters, these standardsand competenciesaregenerdly poorly
articulated. This creates a serious problem for the two other essential parts
of the overal equation: the devel opment of language |earning opportunities
and tests. That is if the standards are vague and not validated, then how
can teacher-trai ninginstitutions know what language abilities to move the
teachers toward?Smilarly, how isit possbleto then design avaid Spanish
language proficiency test without aclear set of skills?

Summary

I n this section an effort has been made to gauge, in agenera way, the kinds
of language standards and competencies bilingua education teachers are
expected to mest. It is safe to say that thereislittle consensus nationaly or
regionaly regarding these standards and competencies. The general agreement
across states that require some measure of Spanish language proficiencyis
that the teecher's ora skills are of primary concern. Unfortunately, virtuadly
Nno research has been conducted to vdidate these language standards or
competencies. They are essentidly the product of professional judgment and
their worth is 4ill largdy unknown. In the absence of even partidly
validated language standards, Spani sh language devel opment opportunities
at institutions of higher education and language testing run the risk of
becoming an ad hoc ativity.
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III

MEASUREMENT OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION TEACHER
SKILLS

Spanish language proficiency testing

In this portion of the monograph we present the results of an examination
of the Spanish language tests used in wvarious states. How oxe the oral,
listening, reading, and writing skills of hilingual education teachers measured?
How closely do the tests match the language standards they purportedly
uphold? How reliable and wvalid oxe these measures?

Test descriptions

A brief description of proficiency tests used in the Southwest, Florida,
Illinois, and New York is provided. The descriptions vary somewhat since
each source highlights different points and vanes in its origin. For example,
the tests used in Arizona, New Memco and Texas have been described and
examined in greater detail by professionals interested in bilingual education.
The tests used in California and New York axe described bosed on
mmformation drawn from test description booklets provided by the test
publisher. The Illinois and Florida test descriptions oxe drawn from
information made available by the state department of education and one
local education agency.

Arizona Classroonr Teacher Spanish Proficiency Excam (ACTSPE)

According to Grant (1997), the ACTSPE was developed in the mid-1980s
and is intended to be a performance-based approach to testing teachers.
Further, Grant indicates that the content of the ACTSPE 1s bosed on a
needs analysis of the language demands of hilingual teachers in Arizona. It
should also be mentioned that the oral parts of the test account for 62% of
the examinee’s total score and the written parts of the exam account for
38% of the final score. Rigelhaupt (1992) described the ACTSPE in this

way:

Section 1: Oral comprehension of students. In this section the
examinee must demonstrate comprehension of children’s
speech by answering quesdons following a videotaped
presentation of children’s classroom interactions.
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Section 2: QOral reading. The examinee will read aloud and record on

tape, with expression, a short literary selection, chosen
from a book commonly read aloud to children, using
correct pronunciation, intonation, and word groupings.

Section 3: Oral presentation of an instructional activity. In this
section the examinee is asked to present a lesson, as if

teaching a group of elementary school children. The
lesson to be taught is based on instructions provided in a
teacher’s guide commonly used in bilingual classrooms.

Section 4. Question formulation. In this section the examinee is
requested to formulate questions relating to a reading
selection as if these questions were being posed to a

group of elementary school children.

Section 5: Technical vocabulary. The examinee will translate English
vocabulary items into Spanish. Selections include
translation of mathematical terms, educational terms,
common classroom phrases and terms relating to family

members.

Section 6: Oral communication with parents. In this section the
examinee must demonstrate the he/she can communicate
orally with parents using a professional and culturally
appropriate style to the contextand situation.

Section 7: Translation of an official announcement. The examinee
will be given an announcement to be translated from

English to Spanish.

Section 8: Reading a professional journal. The examinee will read a
short selection from a professional journal and write a

summary of it.

Section 9: Reading student compositions. The examinee will be gi ven
student compositions and wiill rewrite any incorrectly

written word or group of words.
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California BizZngnal Crosscultural Language and Academic Developrzent
Examinations (BCT.A4D)

Test (6) of the BCLAD encompasses the language of emphasis (e.g,
Spanish) in which the bilingual education teacher will be teaching. This test
was developed in the mid-1990s and its content is based on a (K-8) teacher
survey. The survey was intended to identify which teacher language tasks
were most relevant. According to the National Evaluation Systems, Inc.,
-1997-98 CLAD /BCLAD Registration Bulletin, the language of emphasis
component of this testing battery consists of the following language tasks:

1. Listening: Identify the main idea of an oral language sample in
which the main idea is either stated or implied.

2. Listening: ldentify either the cause of a specified effect or.an
effect of a specified cause in an oral language sample
in which cause and effect relationship is either stated
or implied.

3. Listening: Identify a detail stated in an oral language sample.

Reading: ldentify main idea of a written language sample in
which the main idea is either stated or implied.

5. Reading: Identify either the cause of a specified effect or an
effect of a specified cause in a written language sample
in which the cause and effect relationship is either
stated or implied.

Reading: ldentify a detail stated in a written language sample.

Reading: Identify an outcome, a conclusion, or a generalization
that is supported by information in a written language
sample.

8. Speaking: Speak with clarity and appropriate syntax, pragmatics
and organization.

9. Speaking: Speak using a breadth of vocabulary that is appropriate
for the audience.

10. Speaking Speak intelligibly, with fluency, clear pronunciationand
appropriate intonation and pacing.
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11. Speaking. Read orally intelligibly, with fluency, clear pronunciation,
and appropriate intonation and pacing.

12. Writing Create written communication in which a clear purpose
is maintained that is consistent with the task and
intended audience.

13. Writing: Create written communication that is unified and
coherent

14. Writing Create written communication in which ideas are clearly
expressed and supported by appropriate and adequate
details.

15. Writing Create written communication containing proper usage,
mechanics, and appropriate word choice and sentence
variety.

. 16.Writing: Translate a written passage from English, conveying

the significant information contained in the English
version and employing proper usage, mechanics and
appropriate word choice and sentence variety.

Florida Native Proficdencylnventory (INPI)

As previously mentioned, there is no state mandated Spanish language
proficiency test in Florida. Each local education agency determines whether
or not bilingual education programs will be implemented and which measures
will be used to determine the bilingual education teacher’s Spanish language
proficiency. However, the state must approve whatever measures the district
adopts for this purpose. In Dade County Public Schools (Stinson, 1992)
this test is the Native Proficiency Inventory for Teachers of Basic Subject
Areas in a Language other than English, hereafter the Native Proficiency
Inventory (NPI). This oral (and comprehension) measure was approved in

1990. The NPI is described as follows

1. The interviewer will ask questions that are relevant to teaching in
the program of Basic Subject Areas in the Home Language. Areas

discussed should be:
a. Educational background
b. Certification
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c. Experience working with children in school or in other
settings

d. Experience with Hispanic, Haitian, or other limited English
proficient students

e. Previous employment situations

f. Abilities and interests that could be utlized in extra-
curricular activities

g. Language spoken other t han English

The examinee's oral ability is judged based on the following criteria: (1)
understanding, (2) command of grammatical structure, (3) command of
pronunciation and (4) command of vocabulary.

Illinois Ianguage Proficiency Interview (I.PI)

. The test used in this state is referred to as the Language Proficiency
Interview (LPI) (Tllincis State Board of Education, 1998). The LPI consists
of an in-person, one-on-one interview and reading component. The oral
part of the test is patterned after the Foreign Service Institute of the US.
State Department interviewing procedure. There are no set questions or
topics, but rather, broad areas of conversation are covered such as
autobiographical information, work-related topics, educational experiences
and current events. The examinee's oral proficiency is rated on pronunciation,
grammatical accuracy, vocabulary, fluency and listening comprehension.

The reading portion of the exam consists of three multiple-choice subtests.
Part A requires the examinee to select the missing portion of an incomplete
sentence. Part B contains several reading passages and are followed by
either a series of questions or incomplete sentences to be logically completed.
Part C entails the interpretation of short literary selections.

New Mexico Foxr Skills Exam (ESE)

According to Valdés (1989), the Four Skills Exam was developed in the late
1970s and was formally adopted in 1981. The development of the FSE was
based on interviews with bilingual education stakeholders and observations
of teacher language use in the classroom. This information was then
synthesized and presented in survey form to a cadre of 50 experts on
bilingual education. Guerrero (1994) described the FSE in the following
ITAaner
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26 Part 1 (Aural) is designed to be administered in a language
laboratory. This section of the test consists of four
separate subtests: Listening Comprehension, Dictation,
Informal Words and Formal Equivalents.

Part 2 (Oral) is also tape-mediated and requires the examinee to
produce and record three brief oral speech samples (for a
total of fiwe minutes) on three designated topics. Examinees
are provided with written situational descriptions in
English that are intended to guide their oral speech
samples. Subjects are given a few minutes to plan each
response.

Part 3 (Reading) consists of three multiple-choice sub-sections:
(D Orthography: Accents, (2) Reading Identifying Concepts,
(3) Reading: Understanding Words in Context; and also
one fill in the blank type subtest, Orthography: Spelling.

Part 4 (Composition) consists of a 150 to 200 word composition
that the examinee mustwrite on one of two predetermined
topics in Spanish.

New York Target I anguage Profidency Assessment (1T .24)

Based on information available on the TLPA, also published by National
Evaluation Systems, Inc. (New York State Education Department, 1995),
this language proficiency assessment consists of the following:

Sub-area 1 Listening comprehension: Demonstrate literal
comprehension of oral messages; infer meaning from
oral comprehension; apply skills of critical analysis
to oral communications.

Sub-area 2 Oral expression: In response to a prompt, construct
connected oral discourse in the target language that
communicates a message effectively and that
demonstrates a command of vocabulary and syntax
appropriate to an educational setting;

Sub-area 3 Reading comprehension: Understand literal content
of a variety of materials written in the target | anguage;
apply skills of inference and interpretation to a
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Fﬂﬂ:t}' of materals wiitten in the target languagv:; 27
apply skills of cotical analysis to a vanety of matenals
wiitten in the tarpet lanpuage.
Sub-area 4 Wrtten expression: Wnte ¢ well-organized passage
of moderate length that is syntactically correct nd
appropoate 1n style and diction for a given audience,
purpose, and occasion end that communicates e

message effectvely.
Teoear Orad Proficiensy Test (TOPT)

Stansfield end Kenyon (1991) provide an extensive account of the
development of the TOFT, which was developed in the early 1990s. The
content of the TOPT is denued from e job-related survey that was
administered to 240 teachers in the first through third grades. Thesw e p
was derived from the ACTFL guidelines. According to the National
Evaluation Systems, Inc., 1998-99 Repistration Bulletin for the TOPT, this
measure consists of the following:

Picture-Based Questions: The candidate looks at e picture 0s senes of
pictures 1 the test booklet and sesponds to verbal questions about the
pictures. The tasks include such undertakings es gving direction, describing
activities 1 a familiar setting 0s telling e story.

Task 1: Give directions

Task 2: Descnbe a place/activities

Task 3: MNarrate in the present dme

Task 4: arrate in past time

Task 5: Marrate in future time
Topic Based Questions: The candidate is given e description of e situation
and esAed to explain 0s discuss e topic, such s descnbing e procedure step

by step, presenung advantages and disadvantages, explaining and defending
e point of view 0S imagining e hypothetical situation and commenting ON it.

Tazk 6: Give iInstructons

Task 7: State advantages/disadvantapes

Task B: Give a bref factual summary

Task 9: ar opirion
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Task 10: Hypothesize ON an important tOpic

Situation Questions: The candidate is given a description of a red-life
Situation, such as giving advice to afriend, apologizing for having offended
someone, or making a formal presentation to a group, and is asked to
respond to it. In this section, how the candidate responds is especidly
Important since these question require the tailoring of language to the
Situation and the listener.

Task 11: Spesk with tact

Task 12:. Speak to persuade someone
Task 13: Propose and defend acourseof action

Task 14: Give a professional talk
Task 15: Give advice

What is particularly obvious about these seven testsis their diversity. Their
development spans three decades, from the late 1970s to the mid-1990s.
Two of the tests are based on fidd observations (Arizona and New
Mexico), others on surveys (Texas), and yet others on professiond judgment
(Horida). The content of the exams ranges from generic Situationsto "'red
life'" bilingua education language demands. There is a dear emphasis on
ora skills but not on Spanish literacy skills; only four of the tests measure
writing proficiency and five tests measure reading proficiency.

These tests present two difficult problems for bilingua education policy.
First, teacher language skillsare unlikdly to be cons stent either regiondly or
nationdly. How this might influence student outcomes is an important
question to the fidd. With so much variability from state to state, it would
be difficult to compare the effectivenessof one gat€s programsto another's.
There appears to be little or no commonality of purpose or approach
among these tests.

Second, and returning to the point made earlier by Barkin, these tests reflect
thelow vaue placed on biliteracy in the U.S Preferenceis on ora language
skills and not literacy in the two languages. The influence this might have
on the effectiveness of bilingual programs must be taken into consideration.
How effective can we expect a bilingua program to be if the bilingua
education teachers are not expected to be able to read or writein Spanish?
Clearly, much depends on the god s these programs pursue. Overdl, these



Number 2 |Spanish Lanauage Proficiency of BilingUaI Education Teachers

tests are congruent with a transitional bilingua education philosophy as
opposed to an additive program model. As we have previoudy noted, the
skills needed to teach in a Two-Way or dud-language program arelikdy to
be higher than those needed in atransitional bilingua education program.

M atchingthe language sandards

Itisimportant to reiterate that in high-stakes testing used for credentialing
. purposes onewould expect thereto be cond stency among mandated language
standards, associated language measures, and language training. In this
section, the relationship between state mandated language standardsand the
correspondinglanguagetest is briefly examined.

Arizona’s language standardsindicate that the bilingua education teacher
should be able to demonstrate the ability to use the non-English language
to provideinstructioninal areas of the curriculum. The ACTSPE appears
to sample the examinee’ ability to use the Spanish languagein at least some
. areas of the curriculum. For example, the teacher candidate must read a
story aloud and trand ate mathematical terms. Socid studies and scienceare
not used as contextson the ACTSPE, only the language arts.

In the state of Illinois the language standard is that the applicant is ableto
use the non-English language fluently and accurately on a| levels pertinent
to his or her professional needs. The Illinois exam, however, does not
appear to have a strong connection with this standard. The ord interview is
of a generic nature and not necessarily linked to " pertinent professional
needs” (e.g., teaching content in the Spanish language). The reading portion
of the exam dso seems more generic than tied to any particular curricular
related texts such as science, socid studies, or math. Thereis aliterature
connection, however.

I n New Mexico, adifficult situation exists. The FSE was adopted in 1981,
yet the state board of education did not mandate nativelanguage competencies
until 1989. I n short, if thereis any congruence between the FSE and the
language competencies, it is coincidental. Interestingly, Valdés (1989) notes
that the FSE was designed to determine whether teachers could ddiver
instruction in Spanish. | have argued esawhere (Guerrero, 1994) that no
section of the FSE meaningfully addresses this competency. On the other
hand, the FSE does use authentic reading materials from science and socid
studies textbooks in the reading comprehension section of the exam.
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Unfortunately, these reading materials are at the fourth gradeleve (Valdés,
1989) while the language competencies call for proficiency at the eighth
gradelevd.

Again, Florida, New Y ork, and Texas have no explicit state standards which
might govem the nature of the tests being used. These states only mandate
that the bilingua education teacher pass a designated measure.

Rdiability and validity information

Without engagingin a psychometric discussion on the technica properties
of these measures, let us at least consider the followinginformation. These
tests should be reliable and vdid. Evidence that reflects the rdiability and
vdidity of these tests should be evident and available for examination by
test consumers (e.g., prospective bilingua education teachers, students,
parents, admini strators, professors, researchers, and policy mekers). Moreover,
this evidence increasesin vdue when it is set forth by impartid, third party
reviewers, with neither the test developer nor the educational agency
endorsingits use.

There are at least two academic sources that regularly review psychometric
measures or tests. The Buro’s Mental Measurement Y earbooks (Buros
Institute), Test Critiques (Keyser & Swestland, editors) and other academic
journas such as Language Teding. Consider, for example, that English
language proficiency tests for students, such as the Language A ssessment
Scaes (De Avila & Duncan, 1990), the Idea Proficiency Test (Dalton, 1991),
and the Bilingual Syntax Measure (Burt, Dulay, & Hernindez-Chavez,
1976) have long been the subject of intense scrutiny and psychometric
review (see for example Del Vecchio & Guerrero, 1995; Guyette, 1994,
McCollum, 1983; Ulibarri, Spencer & Rivas, 1981).

In contrast, only two of the Spanish language proficiency tests under
considerationin this monograph have been rigoroudy examined for their
psychometric properties by independent and impartia parties. Grant (1997;
Norfleet, 1994), in her study of the Arizona Classroom Teacher Spanish
Proficiency Exam (ACTSPE), provided one such effort. Guerrero (1994), in
his examination of the New Mexico Four Skills Exam, represents the
second. Both of these effortswere done as dissertation studies.

According to Grant (1997), the ACTSPE is reliable. The scoring of
subjective parts of the exam is rdatively consistent. The test isvdid. The
test-takers judged the test to be of appropriate difficulty and the test
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content to be relevant to bilingua education. Also, the test-taker's scores
correlated significantly with their language ability sdf-ratings. Recdl that this
test was developed and put into use around 1985. It was in use for nearly
ten years beforeit was examined.

Guerrero (1994) found the Four Skills Exam to be serioudy lacking in
terms Of its psychometric properties. Objectively, scored parts of the test
were not reasonably rdiable; inter-rater rdiability of the subjectively scored
parts of the exam were exceedingly high. Listening and reading subtests
were aso highly correlated indicating redundancy in the language skills.
Further, those test-takers who reported spesking Spanish as a child and who
speak Spanish presently at home scored sgnificantly lower than those
individua swho reported the opposite. Higpanic surnamed test-takersscored
significantly lower than non-Hispanic surnamed test-takers on the reading
and writing parts of the exam. The FSE came into use in 1981 and
continuesto be used. A new test, “La Prueba,” is scheduled to be phased in
.sometimein the near future. | n short, researchersin bilingual education and
language testing have not directed very much energy to ensuring that the
tests being used to make lifelong judgments about bilingua education
teachers arerdiable and vaid.

Thereis an additional point which must be made regarding the validity of
thesetests. Thereislittle disagreementin the fidd of transitional bilingua
education regarding its primary purpose—to transition English language
learners into all English instruction as quickly as possible (August &
Hakuta, 1997). Theimportant point is that each of these testswas devel oped
within an educationa context driven primarily by this transitional objective.
Consequently, the expert judgment, fidd observations, survey data, language
standards, and scoring criteriaunderlying the development of thesetests are
likdy to be skewed toward low-end proficiency since the context for
bilingud education is primarily subtractive and minimalist.

In Texas, for example, the prospective bilingua education teacher needs
only to pass the Texas Oral Proficiency Test (TOFT) which only measures
ora proficiency in Spanish. Consequently, the use of oral Spanish is
focused on the early grades, about the point when Spanish-speaking children
are expected to be ready to transition to all English instruction.

The New Mexico tedt, like the Texas measure, was developed within the
context of eementary bilingua education teachers up to about grade four
(Valdés, 1989), or about the grade when many English languagelearners are
expected to exit bilingua programs. Also, a prospective bilingua education
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22 teacher can pess the written posdon of the test, a letter to parents, with up
to twenty errors. Clearly e high level of Spanish literacy is not the goal in
New Mexico.

Even vs promising as the ACTSPE (Arizona) might appear, 1t too reflects
the subtractive and transitional nature of bilingual education in the 115,

Riegelhaupt (1994) touts the ACTSPE as “. * . a model for the nation and
‘euen today, over 10} years following its initiation, it remains the most
sociolinguustic and reality-based proficiency examination in the United States.”
(p. 82) If the ACTSPE is reality-based, it should conform to transitional
bilingual education, which it does. Field observations were conducted only
at the elementary grade level. More importantly, the oral portton of the exam
B given substantially more weight than the written portion in scoring the
exam, (2% and 38% respectvely. What source 0s expectations support this
scoring procedure? Certainly not from the mandated state standards that
indicate e biingual education teacher should be able to deliver instruction
across the curriculum in Spanish. Perhaps the true “source™ is the subtractive
sociolinpuistic milieu in which bilingual education operates. In Arizona, es 1n
other states, the primary goal of bilingual education g almost always student
competence in English and not Spanish.
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IV

ACQUIRING ACADEMIC SPANISH IN U.S. PUBLIC
EDUCATION

Spanish languagepr oficiency deva opment

In this sectionwe will examine the general context for acquiring academic
Spanishin US public education (K-12) and during pre-servicetraining. The
I<-12 examination is necessary sinceit may reved linguistic conditions that
must be taken into consideration at the post-secondary levd. If thereis
evidence that strongly supports the valuing of academic Spanish language
proficiency during the K-12 years, we can then assume that language
development efforts are not adequatefor the purpose of preparingteachers
Of coursg, if the evidenceisto the contrary, then these ingtitutions may be
unable to make up thelost linguistic ground.

According to a survey conducted by AACTE (1994), the mgority of
prospectivebilingud education teachersare Hispanic and femde. The second
largest percentagein that survey was comprised of White (non-Hispanic)
females A corollary assumption is that the mgority of the bilingua education
teaching forceis native born, although thereis no recent evidence to support
this.

The pointis that prospective bilingua education teacherswill be subjected
to whatever socid and educational language policies and practices permeate
the life and schooling experiences of Hispanicsin this country. In some
cases these experiences may be direct by actual participation in bilingud
programs, in other cases the experience may be more tangentia by attending
aschool with abilingua program but not being served by the program. Let
us briefly examine the experiences that may precede their post-secondary
stage of life.

Before They Baoone Bidingual Teachers

Even before schooling begins, Spanish-speaking parents struggle with the
decision of whether or not to teach their children Spanish. Grogean (1982)
maintains, . . . in the United States, there are innumerable examples of
immigrant parents encouraging, if not forcing, their children to learn English,
with the potential consequence that some may become rootless and dienated
from their native language group.” (p. 124)
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An often-cited reason why Spanish-speaking immigrants do not transmit the
Spanish language to their children is rooted in the parents beief that if
their children learn English well and quickly—by passing Spanish—they
will secure good jobs and prosper. Pefialosa (1980) and Zentella (1990)
argue that this is more a myth than redity. Chicanos and Puerto Ricans
-continue to be economically marginalized even after acquiring English.

Spani sh-speaking parents receive numerous messages from different sectors
of society indicatingthat their children should be taught only English. The
present movement to make English the official language of the US isa
casein point. Arizona, California, Florida, and Illinois voters have passed
English-only legidation. New Mexico, New Y ork, and Texas voters have
not (Crawford, 1998). The recent judicid casein which a judge equated a
mother's speaking Spanish to her young daughter with child abuseis yet
another example (Moraes, 1995) of the sociolinguistic milieu in which
prospective bilingua education teachers are cultivated.

On the other hand, and based on general observations, the Spanish language
origin community also receives messages that their language does have a
placein certain domains such as politics and advertisng. Politicianstend to
polish their Spanish language Kkills to attract more L atino voters. Smilarly,
the use of Spanish language media, primarily television and radio, provide
ample opportunities for the Spanish speaking community to enjoy
programmingin thelanguage.

Schooling is clearly the most central of socia institutions for promoting
language devel opment, including literacy. However, as young children from
the Spanish language community enter schooling, the message to abandon
the Spanish language is often reinforced. Wong Fillmore (1991), in a
compelling study of preschool programs designed to servelanguage minority
children, concludes that many of these childrenlose their primary language
as they learn English. The researcher explains:

Consider what happens when young children find themselvesin
theattractive new world of the American school. What do they do
when they discover that the only language that is spoken thereis
onethat they do not know?How do they respondwhen they redize
that the only languagethey know has no function or valuein that
new social world, and that in fact, it constitutes a barrier to their
participation in the social life of the school?They do just as the
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promoters of early education for language minority studentshope 35
they will. They learn English, and too often, they drop their primary
languagesasthey do. | n time, many of thesechildrenlosetheir first

languages. (p. 20)

Unfortunately, there are dso few opportunities offered through the K-12
educational system to promote the maintenance and devel opment of non-
English languages among school age children. | n astudy conducted by the
U.S Department of Education (1993) anumber of findingsrelevant to this
discussion were reported. The authors of the study found that only 17% of
schools providing services to language minority students used a significant
degree of primary languageinstruction. They adso reported that ESL is the
predominant instructional approach. Further, of the 363,000 teachersproviding
services to Limited English Proficient students, only 10% are certified
bilingua teachers.

. 1t appears that few studentsfind their way into a bilingud programwhere a
significant amount of native language instructionis taking place. Further,
the richness and quality of thelanguage is open to question. I n short, many
students who might later be candidates to become bilingua education
teachers (e.g., Hispanicand White femaes) cannot count on having the kind
of linguistic access they need to begin developing their Spanish language
academic proficiency early on.

Interestingly, even in lementary bilingua programs where bilingudismis
the goal, Spanish earns only a secondary status. Escamilla (1992) studied
various features of 25 dlementary bilingua maintenance programs over a2
year period. With regard to the uses to which Spanish and English were
applied, the researcher reports that in some classrooms Spanish was used
primarily for direction giving and discipline. English, in contrast, was used
for academicinstruction and conversation.

In a second study by Escamilla (1994), the researcher examined the
sociolinguistic environment of a bilingual.school in alarge urban school
district in Cdifornia. She spedificaly observes the uses of both Spanish and
English in the school. Her conclusion:

The data seemsto indicate that thereis a discrepancy between the
status of each of the languagesused at the school, the qudity of
use of each language, and the attitudes of the hilingud school
personnel toward each of thelanguages. English appearsto be the
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status language, the preferred language and the language spoken
with the greatest frequency and fluency. Further, English is the
language usad to give studentsawards and rewards and English is
thelanguage used between adults, even adult bilinguds. (p. 40)

McCollum (1994), dso doing researchin aTwo-Way bilingud program but
at the middle school level, makes the following observations regarding the
use and status of English and Spanish. She concludes, “Instead of fostering
bilinguaism and biliteracy in Spanish and English, the Two-Way program
studied unwittingly devaued the minority language and taught students that
English was the language of power" (p. 11). Sheillustrates this point:

Stronger clues regarding linguistic power relationsin the school
were contai ned in practi ces surrounding theend of theyear external
assessments done with the lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) in
English and LaPruebaRiversdein Spanish. I ninterviews, students
stated that thel TBS had to count morethan La Prueba becauseit
wasin English. (p. 10)

Constantino and Falas (1998) provideinsightinto the role of Spanish and
English in the high school settings they examined. These researchers report:

Studentsin secondary bilingud programsrardly have the opportunity
to read literature and other authentic materials in Spanish
{Constantino, 1994). Furthermore, when Spani shlanguagematerias
areavailableto older studentsthey tend to focusondill and practice
exercises rather than for pleasureor as learning resources. . . .(p.

13

With each successve year of K-12 schooling, opportunities for prospective
bilingua education teachers to develop academic Spanish are diminished.
M ost prospective bilingua education teechers cannot devel op their academic
Spanish language skills, oral or written, over time using public education as
thevehicle. Instead, progpective bilingud education teachers must individudly
maintain and develop their Spanish language abilities by other means.
Therefore, it is unreasonable to expect that most prospective bilingual
education teachers will have gained an age-appropriate level of academic
Spanish language proficiency prior to their teacher preparation experience.
Thisimplies that their Spanish language training should be redesigned to
create more and better development opportunities at the post-secondary
level.
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Teacher training ex#zzes

Unfortunately, and as dready illustrated, thereis evidence that prospective
bilingual education teachers are not provided enough meaningtul opportunities
to develop their academic Spanish language proficiency prior to their pre-
servicetraining.

Let us examine in a general way what transpires during their pre-service
tranng Intermsof experiencesdesgned to develop the academic Spanish
language proficiency of bilingua education teachers, we know very little.
Further, what we cl ai mto know about academic Spanish| anguage devel opment
for the populationin questionis based more on professional judgment than
on sound theory or research.

Seidner (1981) appears to be one of the few researchersin the fidd of
bilingual education who directed eaxrly attention to hilingual teacher language-
related issues at institutions of higher education. Seidner found that there
was alack of consensus among the colleges and universitiesin his data set
regarding language criteria and assessment practices. He further notes that
while students were expected to be fluentin atarget language, "'no definitions
were established in regard to the nature of fluency.” (p. 373) The only
consistency found among the universities and colleges surveyed was an oral
interview format for language assessment purposes.

I't makes sense that teacher training institutions know what kinds of academic
language skills and levels of proficiency prospective teachers need, how to
promote the achievement of theseskills and levels of proficiency, and how
much time might be needed to do so by those students. | n addition, these
i nstitutions should periodically evauate the effectiveness of their language
devel opment opportunitiesand make changes as needed.

Teacher-trainingentities, for the most part, are not dealing with ahomogeneous
group of prospective bilingua education teachersin terms of their Spanish
language abilities. A one-size-fits-all approach, which rests primarily on
professional opinion, is smply not the most effective or equitable approach
to use for deve oping this population's Spanish academic language proficiency.

In my own research (Guerrero, 1994), | conducted a series of statistical
analyses to determine whether or not the test scores on the Four Skills
Exam of prospective bilingua education teachersin New Mexico varied as a
function of their inferred institutional affiliation. | wanted to know if some
prospective bilingua education teachers were doing better on the Four Skills
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< Exam than others based on their institutional affiliation. | assumed that
there would be no significant differences since each of the five sites are dl
within New Mexico and each of these dtesis expected to move the teacher
candidate toward the same set of mandated language competencies.

In brief, sgnificant differences in test performance were indeed found
among the five stes. These differences were significant on parts of the test
and on the test as awhole. Examinees affiliated with three of the test sites
scored significantly higher than those affiliated with two other sites on the
test as awhole. Based on these findings, and dearly much more researchis
warranted, not dl language development efforts on the part of bilingua
education teacher traininginstitutions, are equdly effective. | must add that
only 20% of those test-takers (n=217) who took the Four Skills Exam
between 1991-92 passed all parts of the exam on the first attempt. As a
whole, there would appear to be shortcomings in terms of the Spanish
language devel opment opportunitiesteachersrecaivein New Mexico.

"It isinstructive to note that the test scores of these prospective bilingua
education teachersin New Mexico aso varied as a function of their inferred
ethnicity. The non-Hispanic surnamed test-taker scored significantly higher
on the literacy parts of the test and the test in genera, and those who
reported speaking Spanish presently and as they grew up scored significantly
lower on thereading part t han those reporting neither of these two practices.
These findings suggest that the kind of Spanish language devel opment
opportunities prospective bilingua education teachers need may vary
depending on their ethnic and language background.

Although research is limited, researchersin thefield of bilingua education
paint a worrisome picture of the kinds of Spanish language devel opment
opportunitiesprospective hilingnal education teachersrecaive and the adequacy
of diagnostic/prescriptive measures. For example, Calderén and Diaz (1993)
date

Professorsin ateacher preparati on program must possess or gain
the killsto teach bilingud teachersin Spanish. M ost teachers report
that their university course work was rarely delzvered in Spanidh,
evenwhen taught by tenured bilingud professors. (author’s emphasis,
p- 66)
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Perhaps the most disturbing part of the Calderén and Diaz citation is the
observation that even tenured bilingua education professors are reluctant to
give instruction in Spanish. The reasons for this are not known. Do the
professors fed linguistically inadequate? Do they believe that it is not
necessary or perhaps too difficult for their students?Are the courses open
to other students from outside of bilingud education (e.g., ESL) with no
ISroﬁciency in Spanish?Isit an absence of language policy that governs the

- use of teaching these coursesin Spanish or the sense that this responsbility
belongs to someone dse (e.g., the Spanish Department)?

Not surprisingly, academic writing in Spanish on bilingual education topics
is dso scant. In acursory review of the Bil'ingnal Research Joxrnal, formerly
the National Association for Bil'ingnal Edncation Joxrna/, and the Joxrna/ o
Issues on Langnage Mimorigy Edncation, only a very small percentage of the
published articles are in Spanish and most of these date back to the earliest
years of publication. Until quite recently, the Bil'ingnal Research Joxrza/ did
- not announce the fact that articles are accepted in Spanish as wel asin
English.

. A cursory review of some recent job descriptions for bilingua educators
posted in the Chronicle of Hzgher Edncation (1998-99) indicated that Spanish
language proficiency is desirable. The job descriptions included wording
such as "'ability to teach in Spanish (desirable)”, "'literacy in Spanish is
highly desirable’, and " competencein Spanish'. However, littleis known
about what procedures are actudly used to determine how proficient
professorsin bilingua education arein Spanish.

Wink and Flores (1992) cited earlier in this monograph, reinforce a previous
point. That is, if abilingua education teacher does achieve ahigh leve of
academic Spanish | anguage proficiency, this person probably did so through
individual effort and outside of the United States. The authors state:

Many professionalsmay not understand how longit actualy takes
to become truly proficient in .a second language. . . . Young
professionals who are just beginning their first year are often
overwhemed with the kills it takes to teach dl subject matter in
the second language. . . . We cannct assume that native Jpea)éers have
the proficiensy to teach in the target lenguage, espectally those who received
the zzajority o their education in the United States. (author's emphasis,
p-77)
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There are three parts to this statement that merit attention. First, how much
time and effort does it take for the average bilingual education teacher to
become “truly proficient’ in Spanish? The amount of time needed may
depend on what prospective teacher brings with them and how much
opportunity they have to devel op Spanish academic proficiency through the
teacher education experience. Evidently, many of these individuas need
more time and opportunity then they are generdly afforded to develop high

- levds of academic Spanish language proficiency.

Second, Wink and Flores raise the issue of teaching dl subject matter in
Spanish. Of course many first year bilingual education teachers are
overwhdmed with this responghbility. They havelittle access to the academic
registers and too little timeto acquire them. Is it reasonable to assume that
prospective teachers will acquire the math register in Spanish through the
courses they are routingly required to take? Or is the expectation that they
will *pick it up” in some other way?

Wink and Flores dso reinforce another crucia point. The sociolinguistic
environmentof U.S society, in and out of schools, does not encourage the
use of Spanish. Consequently, under present conditions, the mgority of
prospective bilingua education teachers that have been schooled primarily
or exdudvdy in the United States, perhapsincluding college professors, will
find teaching their subject matter in Spanish adifficult challenge.

Summary

Based on thisreview, it may be difficult for teacher training efforts to make
up the lost linguistic ground of many of the prospective and practicing
bilingua education teachers from the Spanish language origin community in
the U.S On the other hand, teacher-training entities appear to be operating
almost exclusveay on professional judgment when it comes to meetingthe
academic Spanish language needs of prospective bilingua education teechers.
Sometimes, however, this sound judgment gives way to language practices
and policies that undermine this vital linguistic goal.- English is used for
academic purposes almost exdusvdy. Academic use of Spanish is very
limited. One factor seems plausible: the opportunities these institutions
provide fdl shott of the needs of the prospective bilingud education
teachers and these possible consequences for the school age children who
will receive instruction from these teachers. It is difficult to assess the
gravity of this situation for the future of bilingua education, whether it
affects some varieties of bilingua education more than others do, or
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whether it has any negative impact at all. The fact that this topic has such
low priority on the collective research agenda may be the most serious
problem at this point.

There is a high levd of consistency with respect to the low Spanish
proficiency of many bilingual education teachers. Experts agree that these
professionals should be able to teach in the language and should have a
high level of proficiency in the language. Interestingly, no state mandates
. such language standards or upholds them through the administration of the
Spanish language proficiency tests they have developed or adopted. The
tests adlso are designed from the vantage point of transitional bilingual
education. Bilingual education teacher training institutions appear to be
acting in accordance with societal expectations. On this issue they have
overlooked expert opinion in the formulation of policy.

Schooals, in turn, are hard pressed to staff their classsooms with native or
near-native speakers and writers of academic Spanish. Many show little
hesitation to place teachers who are limited Spanish proficient, and few
programs use teachers who only speak Spanish.

Teacher training efforts are under growing pressureto produce more bilingud
education teachers. Lowering the language standards for this group of
professionalsin order to keep up with the demand for bilingua education
teachersis surdy sdaf-defeating. School districts, state departmentsof education
and policy-makers must redlize that staffing programswith bilingual education
teachers that are severdly limited in academic Spanish has helped create the
very problem they seek to address.

Plan of Action and Policy Recommendations

As many bilingual education teachers enter the classroom, they arein no
better position to help their students develop age and grade appropriate
academic Spanish language proficiency than were the teacherswho taught
them as children. The transitions of bilingual educationin the United States
that astudent must endure throughout his or her schooling fail to adequately
accommodatetheir needs. This, in turn, creastes aseemingly endless cycle of

poor language proficiency.

Demographics, geographic proximity to Latin America, economics, and the
ample and dready present use of the Spanish language (outsideof schooling)
all contributeto the need for U.S society to serioudy reconsider the role of
the Spanish language now and in the future. The United States is in an
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advantageous position to produce a segment of its citizenry that is
academicdly bilingual and biliteratein two of the worlds top languages of
wider communication. In short, there is no legitimate reason, beyond
xenophobic politics, why the bilingua education teachers of the future
should not be highly competent in Spanish and why they represent such a
scarce commodity. The linguistic rawv materia is avalable in abundance.
What is missingis the will to act.

The educational infrastructure that spans the entire educationa experience
of Spanish speaking students must be modified. This means promoting
srategicaly situated, additive hilingual education from kindergarten through
pre-service training at colleges and universities where only transitional
bilingua education programs have prevailed. The objective must be no less
than the systematic production of teachers writers, artists, lavyers doctors,
scientists, business people, etc. that are proficient in both languages within
particular communities. Minimal English competencies to enable Higpanic

"~ youngsters to struggle through the K-12 educational experience are not
sufficient. Much moreis needed.

Gonzialez (1994) makes acompelling case for casting the Spanish language
in anew educetiond light. He proposes the addition of Spanish as asecond
school language and cdls for a redefinition of the role of the Spanish
language in the school curriculum. As Gonzalez makes clear, the situation
of the Spanish gpeaking and Latino population in the United States is a
unique situation, onewhich merits adifferent set of language and education
policies unlike those governing other language groupsin the United States.

The god is for the community to transmit the Spanish language (and
knowledge) early and effectivdy to their children. They should beinfluenced
by positive messages about bilinguaisnfrom schools and society.

Consider, however, that there dready a few school didtricts (e.g., Ydeta
Independent School District in Texas) that have established bilinguaism
and hiliteracy as agodl for dl students upon graduation from high school.
I n another instance, the New Mexico State Department of Education has
recently adopted a policy whereby high school diplomas may be embossed
with a"' Sdlo Bilingue™ (e.g., Bilingua Sedl). The significanceof the sed is
formal recognition of the student's Spanish language proficiency upon
meeting certain Spanish language requirements during high school.
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Further, a few school districtsin the United States. (e.g., Edison Language 43|
Academy in the Santa Monica-Madibu Digtrict) haveimplemented K-12 dud
language programs. This type of educational experience dlows for the
sustai ned devel opment of academic Spanish. Ladlly, thereis some isolated
activity within higher education in which prospective bilingua education
teachers receive substantial access to Spanish language development
opportunities.Itisto the benefit of students, teachers, and the community to
-implement policies such as these.

As we envision these possihilities, it is dso necessary to improve upon the
grosdy neglected research agenda by attaining the following:

A better understanding of the kind and level of academic Spanish
language skills that teachers and professors possess that are teaching
within an additive (K-16) bilingua education environment.

New and more explicit language standards, with some empirical
foundation, for Spanish-English bilingua education teachers and
professors.

A better understandingof the kinds of language | earning experiences
that move the prospective bilingua education teacher toward these
new standards.

A better understandingof the relationship between teacher language
proficiency and student outcomes.

The development of a national data base containing language sdl|
profiles—drawn from actud practice—of bilingud education teschers.

Careful psychometric review of dl tests used to determine the
academic Spanish language proficiency of prospective bilingual
education teechers.

A careful and critica examination of local, state and national
educationa language palicies linked to issues of teacher language
proficency.
For immediate action, the following represent critical points of departure for
those of usin aposition to do so:

An effort must be made on the part of every bilingua education
stakeholder to counter the lowering of | anguage standards of bilingua
education teachers.
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laa « A bilingua education stakeholders must use the Spanish language
much more often, egpecidly those with a solid command of the
language. Others, who are not as proficient, can benefit from this
modeling and input.

« Thereis no end point to language devel opment. Bilingud education
stakeholders must make a commitment to upgrade their academic
Spani sh language skills.

« A concerted effort must be made on the part of bilingua educators,
primarily at the university levd, to produce knowledge about bilingua

education in the Spanish medium. Without awritten academic tradition,
change may never come.

« Schools must make a much greater effort to vaue the Spanish
language by encouraging the children and youth to use the language
for valued purposes in and out of the classroom. These children
hold untapped linguitic potential .

« The mediamust begin to send the message to the Spanish language
speaking community that their language is an asset (not only a
marketing tool) and they need not lose it in order to learn English.

« Monolingua Spanish speaking personnel and other proficient speskers
such as normalista teachers should be brought into the schools to
serve as Spanish language models for teachers and studentsdike.

Concluson

I n dosing, this paper isintended as a preliminary review of many issues. My
objectivein writing this document has not been to set forth the definitive
word on the matter, but merely to open the discussion on the Spanish
language proficiency of hilingual education teachers.

Finally, | invite the readers to scrutinize the ideas and suggestionsin this
document. We can only begin to give this area of bilingual education the
attention it merits through a collective effort and along overdue serious
discusson linked to action. The present situation exists because of an
educational system that is subtractive and linguicist and not because
bilinguaism and biliteracy are beyond our reach.
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About CBER

The Center for Bilingual Education and Research (CBER) is part of the
College of Education, Arizona State University. CBER was founded in
1980. It is one of severa university units that promote scholarship and
discourse on issues and opportunitiesrelated to language, race, and ethnicity.
Duringits early history, CBER served aminly as a technical assistance unit
providing training and assistance to schools in the Southwest. 1 n 1998,
CBER shifted its focus and is now concerned with policy andyss and
scholarshipin bilingual and dual-language education.

We will collaborate with others who share our interest in contextualizing
bilingual and dual-language education in a broader framework of needs
involving school restructuringand modernization to better serve all children.
CBER3 visgonistoinform bi-nationa pedagogy uniqudy suited to education
in the borderlands.

About IDRA

Intercultural Devel opment Research Association is a vanguard leadership
development and research team workingwith peopleto create sef-renewing
schools that vaue and empower 2/ children, families and communities.Itis
an independent, non-profit organization that advocates the right of every
child to aquaity education. For more than 25 years, IDRA has worked for
excdlence and equity in education in Texas and across the United States.
| DRA conductsresearch and devel opment activities; creates, implementsand
administersinnovative education programs; provides teach, administrator,
and parent training and technical assistance; and develops leadership in
communities to result in enlightened educational policies that work for a
children.

About Mexican and American Solidarity Foundation (Fundacion
Solidaridad México Americana)

The Mexican and American Solidarity Foundationwas created to encourage
closer ties between Mexicans and the Mexican American and Hispanic
community in the United States, as well as to foster collaboration and
improverdations between the United States and Mexico. It is a binationdl,
private, non-profit, nonpartisan organization.
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