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central Texas provided concrete data to 1mplement changes in

.inservice training programs for bilingual teachers~ Five 4nstruments
wvere developed to obtair "the attitudes of 108 teachers cf, . .
kibderga*ten threugh flfth grade who taught'Mexican American chlldren
who had’'limited English. proflclency. The teachers were regular
clasgzdon teachers, bilingual teache: s, or special educdtion *
¥éxchers. Among the findings from- the study were that the areas of
greatest need for ¥nservice vep€ in.the teaching of reading &nd °
‘attending to behavior ‘problems. Courses in the philosophy and theory .
of btilingual education *were not desired. Teachers of English as.a
secohd lan%aa ge feltethat the existing inservice prograr could be
impfﬁved by"” developing more an better materials. All of the tedchers

- wvanted more authority ir choosing theit inservice training ¢

activities. The»teachers also agreed that they did not receive enoligh
. feedback and assistance’dn implementing new knog¥ledge and sSkills.. They
director of bilingual edication for the schooi district announced

.changes in bo%h‘the bi&‘ngual inservice cémponents and. the Egglish as

a second language program as a.result &f the study. Sections of this ST

repcr® oh the 'project presept information on: €1) introduction to the
study. (2) background of the school district: (3) collatorative

“‘re at*onship between the SEDL and the school district; *(4) research

s,

stfrategy: " (5) ‘data analysis’ (6) discussion of findings: and (7)
chlanges made in the inservice ‘programs. Appended,are the survey
instruments and the findings in chart form. {FG)
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I. INTRODUCTION

JO‘

t
OWifig repOrt déscribes the aevelopment\and conclusion of a

¢

\/
federally- fﬂpded research proaect designed to ga1n 1nformat1on on the process .

~ of research on instructional problems, and. its 1mpact on inservice educatipn

-.~pract1ces for teachers of Limited English Prof1c1ent (LEP) students. A Tocal
school d1str1ct in the central Texas area, in conjunction with the Southwest

Educational Devel@pment Laboratory (SEDL), laid the groundwork For the stugy.o

As a result of this effort, the-National Institute of- Education (NIE) pro- N

. )
vided funding for a 12-month period, from October 1, 1980 to September 29,

1981. : SN

The main purpose of the proaect was to determ1ne.what the effects would

be and what changes wou]d occur‘gn the schoo] d1str1ct s inservice educat1on

program as a resb]t of - the 1oca11y conducted study. The resu]ts were

s’

expected to provide educators nationwide w1th greater 1ns1ght into the
potential impact that 1oca11y-conducted research can have.on policy and
pract1ce re]ated to the rec09n1t10n of educational concerns and approaches
to solutions for the.inservice education of Jteachers of LEP children.

A second purpose of the study was Simply to describe the nature of th%

collaborative process that evolved between SEDL and the’]oca] school district.

JIt s hbped that by understanding the proceduresnused and the collaborative

1
<

process wh1ch aided the research prOJect, school districts with similar needs
and s1m11ar contéxtual character1st1cs cou]d better deal w1th\\he1r own

problems.. ) - , s - 7

ES

"The project was gu1ded by the fo]]oW1ng research quest1ons

1.' What are the effects of ZocaZZy-condu.cted appZzed research on
policy and practice related to the inservice education ,of teachers
) of Ztmted English profwtent (LEP) students9 < SN

-
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2. How do research findings on the beZowcng e;;gz:\éhe desc;L of an

znservcce edngation program for teachers of LEP students:

. ammlany Ud-il__J

(a) areas in whzch teachers would like to enhance thetr profbssconal

-

(b). teachers' perceptions of the current inservice program in their
N . dcstrzcc) -

LY
-

. pefemmss Ay

1 (e) the type of instructional program being implemented°

(d) the degree to which teachers implement erztccal program
components; and ) -

[y —

——

.
. seeaamal

_(e) the ?ypes of concerns that téachers empress about these
‘components . )

A}

-

: This report is divided into seven separate sections. .Section I gives -
- ‘ . * A . /
a brief introduction to the study. Section II provides the reader with .

. R , .
background and contextual information about the school district, including

L — - ——its inservice-education program from past_yearseandvthe_recagnjzed‘ﬂeedijl
3 ' v
} improve this program. In-Section III the reasons for entering into a
\ » \ 4 .
~ collaborative relationship are discussed and a documentetion of the collab-
% ‘e

orative process is presented. Next, in Section IV, the overall .research

’

strateg& that was empioyed in the study is discussed in detail, including
spec1f1c research quest1ons, types of subjects stud1ed types of assessment

. 1nstrd}ents used and the procedures used for the co]lectlon of all data.

-

. . t -
instrument are described in Settion V, with a discussion of the major find-
' r o o N ) . : .
ings being presented in Sect1on VI. The final part of the report, Section ’ [
. o . N Hd
VII, gives a brief Summary of.‘changes which the school district plans to

The statistical analyses used IZ ad?]yze the data from each assessment

] 7 M s
jmplement in’its inservice program for teachers of LEP children during the

1981-1982 school year. ) . " O S

« ; ‘ } N M . .rf
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1. BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

.\ . y

., o . ) 1 )
-The following description provides the reader witqqan overview of the

context in which the study was .conducted and bonfirms the need for the

" project. This deséription focuses on the commun1ty, the students, the -QQ

~ b1]1ngu31 program ahd its tedchers, and, spec1f1ca11y, on the district's

ex1st1ng grograms for the 1nserv1ce educat1on of ,teachers of LEP students.

Community/Context

4 -

I
The projeéct site is situated in southcentral Texas and is on the direct

@

route (IH 35) to south Texas and Mexico. It contains a number-of small

factories and a state-supported university which,erve as the econonlic base
. 1 ‘(\ .

for the cémmuni;y. It could be characterﬁféd as a growing, semi-urban

community while stiTT"ﬁéfﬁtainh§'3“§ﬁé¥§;fBWﬁﬂathEbhere despite increased
. . A
14

economic development.

Mexicdn Americans comprise 20 percent of the population of Texas but

N

more than 37 percent of the population in the county.1 Approximately 41

bércenp of the town‘s‘bapu[ation is.Mexican American and more than 59 percent
. , .
of the Mexican American families earn an annual income below the national
* 3 A - . ' .
povérty 1eve1.2 The Mexican American population in the Tocal district is .
g , X -

- concentrated on the éouth side of town, between the railroad and IH 35 in an
- P N 1 .

-area designated as Victory Gardens. Of the 7,600 Mexican Americans, approxi-

a

mate]jAB,BOO’cha?in this densely populated medium to low incode area.>

1Texas Institute "for Educatianal Develbpment, The Chicano Almanac, Futura
Press, 1973, o . : =

. 2UTS. Bureau of Cengus,ICharacteristﬁcs of the Population: Texas. (1973)

Voi. 1, p. 863:

3CTty Enumeration’'Districts 13 and 14.

.
’
Y . -
+ . . .
. ,
> . » A
- ’
. -
. ’ ‘' . .
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Sixty percent’, i.e., 2,821, of the tota] student popu]at1on in the pub11c

. v
~schools are Mexican Amer1can

4 Many of these students are tn need of spec1a]

Hg}p, as- ev1denced by the statlst1cS of the 1970 census wh1ch show that some

?4 percent of the Mexican American adu]ts ,in the commun1ty who are 25 or

older never comp]eted high schoo]

population by peréentage at grade level.

“

’

1

Table 1 shows the ﬁex1can Amer\Ean student

/

/ - Table 1 : .
Percentage/of Mexican Amer1can Students in the District Schoo]s
. Grade Leye] Number - Percentage -
Pre- 2 95.2
K 230 65.6
1 207 5 64.1
2 22 T3y
3 212 65.1
4 214 63.7
5 226 . 65.9 -
6 . _ 282 ... 65.1 .
7 270 647
8 . 247 & 58.7
9 i—-\ 232 L .60.7
10 203 54,1
11 152 51.4
. 12 ) 134 - 47.2
Spec1a] Ed. 78 ,f 73.6
Tota]s 2,892 61.5 .

—

[ 4

Number of Iimited-English Proficigncy Students

-

7 At _grades k1ndergarten through five, there were approx1mate1y 640

students of 11m1ted-Eng]qsh prof1c1enc

£

peing

planned. Table 2 indicates the distributjen by school. |
: Table 2
chaoe ep “NOR-LEP.
K- 1 o360 688
2 -3 130 /- 775 ,
4 -5 . _ 1507 715

4Stat1st1cs taken from the 1976 C1v11 Rights Report.

5

‘Characteristics of Popu]atlon.

J

Texas.

4

'Vol.

7.

1, p. 838

thg time in which this study was

u.s. Buneau of Census.
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proficienty students since 1970 when ‘one of the schools Jimplemented an open-
classroom program fcr kindergarten students for the tota]\éaqfunity, including
" strong bitingua®™ component.. " This program has consistént]y“been recognized |
for its exceptiona] qua]ity (Texas demonstration school Since 1973)

N Since 1977, a number of changes in the local schools caused the ideal
situation to become a truly cha]]e%ging gme. The entire staff of-the s
kindergarten school moved to a new campus during tha;sumner of 1§78vnaking
it the K-1st grade sehoo] At the same time, separate schools were estab-\
]ished to serve grades°2 3 and grades 4-5, .respectively. For the f1r5£

Mtine//teachers from neighborhood schools throughod! the community Joined
togethef at these grade level schools fdr the entire school district Thus ,
the gdministrative.and instructiona] staff faced the task of integrating
‘their overall bi]inguai progaam . totally new settings

v x
~ [

Teaching Staff . . -
\

-

~

‘ The district's commitment to'the rea]ization_of its goal of insuring
-eqdal éducational opportunities'through'bi]ingua]/bicu]turai education }s
reflected in its active teacher recruitment po]icfl .in increéasing number
of its teachers are becdhing.invo]ved in the state's bilingual certifica-
tion training. Nonetheless, a relatively smaii'percentage of teachers of
LEP students in grades K-5 are certified bilingual teachers or speak Spanish
- well enough to teach in Spanish (36%).
: whiie 54 percent of the teachers of LEP students ﬁaue more thanfive -
years teaching experience their background indicates ti" they generally
ol have Iess than three years' experience in bilingual education, with many

o
-

-

®




being involved in bilingual education for the first time in 1979-1980. Many
\ .

of the experienced teachers are non-Spanish speakers who have been involved

t

in bilingual education primarily through teaching English as a second lan-

guage. . C , -
In summary,dthen the teachers of LEP students can he seen‘as having a

w1de range of backgrounds w1th a high proportion of teachers reiativeiy

new to biiinguai education While the district has shown a definite commit-

ment to the implementation of a biiingual\program, the.two primary obstacles,

. . ’
in this effort apparently remain recruitment of bilingual teachers and the

need for inservice education of existing teachers.. . 7ﬁ?\

-

Teach:r Inservice Education (1979-1980) ™ ' -

o

Inservice ehucation for}teachers/in 1979 80 consisted of the basic

7

» ) — o
" U, e

district program, plus additiona] inserVice for teachers of LEP students

-

’j/r0V1ded through State and Title VII- bilingual programs The district pro-

Lo \ e

gram invoived five full days of teacher inserVice with two days in August,
two days in 0ctober and one day in February. In addition, there were five

days'of "eariy dismissai " aiiow1ng for after-school-inservice sessions. The

1

pianning of these. inserVice seSSions was the responSibiiity of each building

prineipai In August, prinoipais‘5ubm1tted.their plans for each of the
sessions‘to the_assYstant superintendent. rn'previous\years, principals had
conducted a joint needs assessment' but in the spring of 1950 a district-wide
needs assessment-was conducted by Region XIII6 for the first time for-planning -
future inservice sessions, Most inservice sessions provided to teachers were

conduéted, and continue to be conducted by "in-house" ‘or external consultants

’

’

6Region XIII is the Tocal Education Service Center in central Texas
which prov1des workshops and technical assistance to schopl districts in
its region. . - . )
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|
-

sharing inf'ormat'iﬁnd leadifig discussions.

Teachers who Wished to attend sessions of their own choosing during the
1979-1980 year'COuid do so and earn "comp time." These sessions were typi- .

cally held in another city 30 miles away on Saturdays or weekday evenings.

@ . . ;

The local education.service center provided most of these optional workshops,

- .

with some provided by universities, bilingual resource centers, or special -

interest groups in the region,or-state.gg("comp time"‘permitted teachers to

y

take&a scheduled inserv1ce ddy off for every seven hours of attendance at

these alternate sessions.)
The state bilingual program for 1979-1980 involved all teachers of LEP
students, regardless of whether they actually taught bilingual or ESL on]j.

The district has cooperated with other school districts every year, pooling

their money to allow Region XIII to plan and prov1de training Until. the .

1979—80‘school yéar, these sessions were offered on weekdays, and Region XIII

~reimbursed the district for substitute teachers, meals, and travel costs. In

.January 1980, however, it began to scheduie biiinguai workshops on Saturdays .

only. Typically, three to four teachers serving LEP students in Grades two.
through five attended any giu\nzworkshop

In contrast, the Titie VII biiingua1 program in 1979-80 included only -
teachers of kindergarten through second grade. The progran began in 1977 at” AR
whi%h time it was serv1ng kindergarten teachersvon]y . The staff deve]opment
plan for teachers in this program was based on the resu]ts of classroom obser-
vations made py the proaect director and principaT, as weilQas datq on skills

mastered by students, and teachers' perceived needs for training re]ated to

specific topics

Changes in Teacher Inservice §ducation (1980-1981)

During the*imp]eméntation of this study (1980 81) the overall deSign

of the inserv1ceapian remained basicaliy the same) ‘but w1th the following

- ) 7 .
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- , PR . &: | :, j | R “ .
$ changes' The. ava1]ab111ty of "comp" time in wh1ch teachers could he waived '
from attend1ng d1str1ct workshops after attend1ng works&ggs provided by

,/ - outslde agenc1es«was no longer, offered. Instead, teachers were_required to

- attend all of the f1ve;d1str1c}-w1ue inservice sessions but had a much_;
larger selection of topics' from which to choese. Based upon the surxey of ,

"teachers that had been conducted by the Reg1on X{I1 Education Serv1ce Genter "

- workshops were offered n many areas of spec1a]ty such as those fould in < ,' |

.

bilingual education, spec1a1 education, behavior management, etc. All
In addition to the above changes made in the.district-wide inservice pro-
" gram, the Title VII bi]ingua] progrdm was expanded. to serve the inservicé

needs of teachers from the k1ndergarten ]eve] through the th1rd grade . ,

- — - - R - — —_ — - e - [N

teachers were free’to-attend any of'the workshops if they chose to do so. s, I

e - * - . -

Need fbr Further Cﬁggges in_Inservice Education P . !

. From the above discussion it is ev1dent that the schoo1s in this study I
<, ) ) ’ !
' gradually have changed in how they view the role of 1nserv1ce educat1on for 'I

a

teachers oﬁ~LEP students School administrators have recogn1zed the,spec1a]
L 3
- needs off LEP students and the importance of ;proyiding teachers with adequate

» inservice training to insure that these studentd utilize their'academ%c

.9 Y n-
. oy

- ~ potentiall. Moo - ) R o

. B N
’ . .} . . . [9 v
[ad ”

- In.ghort, the desire for improving the d1str1ct s inservice pﬁogram is

' English prof1c1ent students who entered kindergarten and fxrst grade, and ’

B — .

R 150 students were classified as being LEP in grades four and five as we11.

, 4
v

. . very strong, but much remains to be done. In 1979 80 there wWere 360 11m1ted- M- ,i
There are not enough teachers currenny emp]oyed in the d1st}1ct who are‘ . ‘
P

'cert1f1ed to wark with bi1ingual and/or LEP students, of those who are,\a

]arge number need to ‘receive add1t1onal tra1n1ngv1n areas such as the use

of the Span1sh Janguage in an 1nst1tut1ona1 setting,- ESL, etc.

. " 8 11 . :- \ -,.
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The schoo] adm1n1strators, and part1cu1ar]y theJT1t1e VII program staff

have conducted needs asseésments )p»the past but the1r efforts have focused

-~

iargeiy on:the seiect1on.of uy/es of workgiop top1cs “ One of the ma1n rea- -

* .+ sons for agreefng to caﬁfaborate with SEDL on this NIE- funded progect was
. /
N that both adm1n1s¢rators and teachers feTt a need to 1mprove the p1ann1ng and

1mp1ementat1on of the d1str1ct S Jnserv1ce educat1on program for teachers of:
s, LEP students.. In :Zd1t1on, SEDL planned to take a Comprehensive approacn to T

the problem by studying mu]t1p]e factors that m1ght be 1mportant to cons1der

“in study1ng inservice educat1on i v N ' <‘~ '

The consensus reached by the schoal d1str1ct and SEDL staff was that'

«

v
the fo]]ow1ng four d1men51ons would be worthy of 1nvest1gat1on, having the v _*\
™ ¢

potent1a1 to prov1de va]uab]e information in p]ann1ng 1nserv1ce educat1on - -
1.7 Tthe type of btlmgual program being zmplemented ‘n grades K-5 . .
. s ‘(based primarily on time spent teaching Spantsh/E'nthsh at- each : .
. grade ZeveZ} ’ . ’ '
. . > . . N -
2. the erc'wed needs. 'of " teaahers of LE'P chtldren for ac utmng
3 . reZevan skt ls and knowZedge, < A /ﬂ

compongnts of, ‘the 'bulmgual program (Spam,sh readmg, ESL, E'ngltsh
BT readm for LE{ students, et\c )5 and

> . -
P

"4 - the ty.pes of concems that* teachers have regardmg the tecbhtng

- -of-different components of the bt?maua? firogram.. '

s . .'.- ¥, / - . - - s
7, Later a fifth d1mens1on Was added in order to tdp teachers' genera] Tho 4
know]edge about and att1t&des toward the current and past inservice programs . ’

¢ -

» Of part1cu1ar 1nterest was to ask them tos.comment
£ -

‘on strengths and weaknesses of the ;program and on the focus that the inser- Y.
1\% PR »
v1ce orogram‘shou]d take ip- future years - coe Y o e

4

—~of the schoo] d1stract

JIn conc]us1on %he need for th1s study has existed” for some time-now

- “and’ both Schoo] district adm1n1strators and teachers as well as SEDL staff -, "
. by 1, s Ny 0 .
- agreed at the‘t1me of proposa}_wr1t1ng that.a main priority for the district

shuld be in the area of:inservice teacher educatioh. Do T
. - ? , -




I COLLABORATIVE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SEDL AND S€HOOL
L DISTRICT"

éea§ons'fbr Forming the E%Zationship . , N
: ". . .. - ..
When SEDL-was in the process of init4#l-site selection for the project,

+ .. 7 ° .o . ’ 3

k]

' there seemed to be numerous advantages in fo;ming a co]l‘borative re]ation-
o W
S sh1p with the 'schood d1str1ct which was u1t1mate1y selected. * SomeVof the

‘reasons for estab11sh1ng this re]at1onsh1p 1nc1uded past contaets with the

©

‘ schoql district; mutual economic benefit; a shar1ng of power; and political
- . . . ’ ° \
expediency. - . ~ ;

-

Both SEDL and the school d1str1ct had had occas1ona1 professlonal

contact pr1or to’ the 1n1t1at1on of the project. Some of the teachers had

met SEDL staff at workshops or confenenceScand one. of the d1str1ct s admin-

1strators had been an employee,of SEDL a few years ago. In add1t1on, several
SEDL staff megberslhadrhelped evaluate the district's Title V}I'bidinguaJ
‘progran during its first year of “operation. Thus, a]tnough this contact
Between‘tne tuo organgiations was not extensive, it had oeen’enough‘to

. permit the creation of »mutual trust between some of the school district

. . . ) . -
*  administrators,- teachers and SEDL staff members. ' This fact is important to

[y & T

consider, since the existerice of mutua] trust 1s paramount to the success of

N

any co]]aborat1ve re]at1onsh1p ‘between two or more organ1zat1ons

) Another-reason for establishing a re]at1onsh1p,w1th this part1cu1ar

- Lld

school d1str1ct was because of mutual econom1c benef1t SEDL was, in effect

offering to come and conduct research free of charge that should he]p the
»

"« schoo] d1str1ct 1mprove its 1nsery1ce education program. It hdd agreed to
pay for the co]Jectingt analyztng and reporting of data througn funds from

the Nat1ona1 Inst1tutegof Education. The school district,-on the other hand,

was cost effective for SEDL, Since both organ1zat1ons were located within the

-




central Texas area. Travel and communication costs were kept at a minimum

since overnight lodging, rental cars gnd.airfares.wefé not ‘needed.

A third réason for.begihﬁing the co]]aborati?e re]ationshjg had to do

with the sharing of power. For %‘COITaborative relationship to have optimal”

enefits for both parties, a shared b

o

£
-
£J
ot }
O
1]
(=]
—h
)
(@]
-3
133

N one group of ipdividu&]s cdmgs‘to domigate theldec%sion—making Procesi
in detriment to the others. Both SEDL and the school district shafqg a
éertaiq balance of power. - The control of fjnaﬁées for project opération
were under the auspices of SEDL fﬁrough i;s Nlé funding sourze;»and without |

these monieé\if\would‘be impossible to implement fhe broject. The: school

district, however, had exclusive power over access to teachers, school

. records and the collection of data. This power was distributed within the

district in the following manner: The sugerﬁntendent and central adminis-

trators had the authority to provide SEDL with access to the schools. How-
every the principals at each campus had the power to determine if and-when’

this access would occur. SEDL could suggest specific dates for meetings

°

But had to yield to the wishes of the- principals. If a teacher did not

like sgmething abaut the project, she could Tet her views be known. More-

over, no teacherwwas fbrced to participate in.any given activity. Teacher

. t

and parent représentatives of the ad;isory board could also harness a

-

. - . H .
degree of power through their role as decision makers and consultants to

' v

the'project. j% . N
Po]ﬁtjcal expediency was yet a fourth reason for establishing a

co]1aborativ§‘£e1ationshipebetween SEDL and the school district. In short,l‘

‘e

by co]]abdratiqg With one another, both organizations could work efficiently

toward mutual goal3. SEDL, for example, needed to find a site in which
- . 7“2;‘ v ’
téache%g and administrators had an ohgoing bilingual program, a substaﬁt151.

- ~ P
'

Lo 1 .

14
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o . , ] 0
.number of LEP chi}dren, and a;comm?:me{t by teachers and“administyators to’

»

improve: the quality of‘inservice éducation that the district provides for
_teachers. The school district, on the' other hand, needed to find a way to
.conduct research on the needs of teachers, -especially those who teach s

tia]‘hﬁmbers of LEP children. SEDL‘staff had the research skiﬁ]s needed to

N
the schoo] d1str1ct was espec1a¢1y interested in 1nsur1ng that a high qua11ty'

of inservice educat1on ‘for teachers be maintained, given Judge William dayne

G S

. help them p1an an appropr1ate research des1gn for -the prOJect Furthermore, (
o
Just{ce'siru]ing (U. s. Qs.,Texas court case, civil action #5281%‘which man- ‘
dates bilingua]’education programs in the state of Texas from kindehgarten

through high school. If the school district were ab]e to predetermrne what

b111ngua1 programs initially are being implemented, some of the stresses\and
v
negative reactions in dea11ng with this 1nnovat1on could be better managed,

types of concerns, feelings and,needs that teachers have at the time that q
"and misunderstandings- could be minimized. o ’ A Y, i

» Dbcumehtation of the Collaborative Process

SEDL and the school district it is Worthwhile to study the collaborative
process, or how the collaboration worked on a day-to-day basis. The br1ef
summary provided below descrlbes how this co11aborat10n took place.
. The h1ghest ‘Jevel of staff who were involved in the prOJect included
the superintendent of the school district and the director of the bilingual j
division at §EDL. While communication between the two crganizations did oy,

occur at this’]etelﬂ(especjally through te]ephone calls and written memos),

-

In order to fully understand the collaborative re]at1onshib between . l

much of the responsibility for the project was delegated to other individuals
of a lower echelon.. For example, the superintendent‘appointed the "assistant
~ * ] .

superintendent: for curriculum and instruction as theggain person responsible

»t
e .
- - ”~

: ' a | 13 “ &‘ \
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o .
in overseeing the project, arfd he in turn selected the director of bilingual

programs to be the ch1ef contact person who would monrtor the progect closely

and malnta1n frequent commun1cat1on w1th SEDC. The director of the bilin-

- S—

.gual d1v1s1on at SEDL appo1nted a staff'member to be project director Thus,

the progect director and the: director of- bilingual programs co]]aborated on’

a cont1nu1ng bas1s throughout the project year. oo
S

The d1rector of bilingual programs was respgnsible for setting up dates
and times for teacher meetings at‘each campus artd adyisory board meet%ngs,
. at the central adninistration_bui]ding.' She would also call the principals
at the’three schools to see if on specified dates given to her’ by the pro-
ject director it would be possib]gafor data.collectton to occur. As the ,':\
year progressed she began to delégate some of these tasks to the b111ngua1
7 coordinator who worked in the b111ngua1 office.
"Teachers at each’schoo] a]so/were involved in the co]]aborative process
through their participation in project activities, the completion of ques-

t1onna1res and 1nterv1ews, representation on the adv1sory board etc.- They

/;'were fnvolved to a great extent in the co]]aborat1ve review of research

!

‘findings and offered many suggest1ons regarding how to interpret the results,

.as well as the prob]ems inherent in some of the assessment instruments and

N\
how to better program 1nserv1ce education in general s¢ that it wou]d meet

£y

teacher needs

“ .~ ’
nThJ-proJect director at SEDQ, as was_already stated, worked closely

I

“with the d1rector of b111ngua1 programs to insure that the prOJect was being
successfully 1mp1emented He prov1ded the school district w1th suggested
t1me11nes and datés for comp]et1on of spec1f1ed actidities, and worked w1th
SEDL's bilingual division d1rector in subm1tt1ng 1nter1m and final reports
to NIE. He was also the cha1rperson at all project meetings and was re-

sponsib]e for dB]]ecting all of the data. On several occasions he selected
13




. ‘ . . /
additﬁonaI.SEDL staff to aid in"the collection of data at each of thethree

"schools. A programmer/analyst was then responsible for coding and analyzing

L4

the dati'with compufer runs. N

-

L1ke the 1nd1v1duals mentioned above the proaect s. advisory board a]so
took on a zery 1mportant role in the co]]aboratlve process The adv1sory
board meet1ngs wh1ch were held at different times ‘during the year were

.an 1mportant mechan1sm through which parents could be kept abreast of the

——

project's ‘progress and have an\oaoirtunity to offer feedback and suggestions
: : v

. for ways of ihproving the:imp1emen,étion and subsequent impact of the pro- .
ject. Another important Function of these meetings was to bring together

individuals from all interested grouﬁsjko that shared power, commun1{at1on

and the' decision- -making process wou]d be greatly fac111tated For example,

it was the ohlzzflme in which central adm1n1strators, pr1nc1pa1s, parentss

and teachers were al] represented.

In conclusion, the collaborative process’ involved a number of individdals, .
. . - \ .
each of whom held different perceptions of the project, but who also were

working toward the mugua].goal of improvjng the inservice education training
teachersfof tEPﬁéh&]dren Thesfo11owiﬁg chart does -not include all
groups of 1nd1v1dua1s who participated in the collaborative process, but it

does show how _the. 11nes of communication typnca]]y occurred at different

levels for bbth™SEDL staff and school district personnel.
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‘ ' IV. RESEARCH STRATEGY

‘ [

4 General Research Approach

The research approach that was undertaken could be described'as having
characteristics of both quantitative and qualitative types of methodoiogy..
On the quantitative S%de, an effort was made” to measure the needs, concerns
and pgrceptions’of teachers regardind the inservice teacher education pro-

+

gram of the school district by using structured questionnaires containing

A

’ Likert-type items. Describtive statistics were then compi]ed‘é%om the
various groups of teachers involved in the §tuay fo see how needs and con-
cerns varied across schools, grade- levels, content areas, etc. )

Qua]itqtivertechniques of the general research approach differed from
the more quantifati@e aspects by being more open-ended and yielding more
subjective types of information. Ethnographic field notes were a main
source of this information. Impressionistic notes were co&piled by SEDL
staff members at meetings of the advisorywboard, teachers and gdministrators.
For purpoges of opt}mql documentation; many of these'meétings were taped so
that the ethnograpﬂc nt;tes would be ;s c_omp]ete and accurate as possible.

It was hoped that tﬁe use of thege notes would servé two purposes: (1) to
prov1de insight into the interpretation of the resu]ts obta1ned from the

© g
assessment instruments; and (2) to aid in the overall documentation process

-~

of the implementationﬁpq?se of the projecJ.

'

Regearch Questions .

The following general research questions had emerged during the

Y

development of- the RFP 1qr this proaect Y

1. Wh&t are the effects of ZocaZZy-conducted applied research on :
policy and prgctice related to the inservice education of teachers
of limited E‘nul.zsh proficient (LE’Z’)‘ studentg?

6 - 13
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2.  How do research findings on the follvwing affect the des.‘z of an
< . . insérvice education program for teachers of LEP students: (a)
oo . teachers' needs for skill and knowledge; (b) teachers' practices;
. (e) teachers' comcerns; and (d) types of programs being implemented?

,f{ .Specifitally, the data which were collected were to frovide information

concerning fhe’fo]Towing: (a) fhe type of instructional program being

-

g imp]emehtéd;x(b) the degree to which teachers implement critical program
. . - E 4 I

components; (c) the types of concerns that teachers express about these

coﬁpohents; (d) aréas in which teachers would Jpke to enhance their profes-
. . / . .

sional .development; and (e) teachers' perceptions of the current inservice

-

program in their district.
. N t

Subjects

The total number of subjects whe\farticipated in this ;ésearch effort

-

were 108 teachers in grades Kg5 assigned.to teach children of limited
Eng]ish proficiency (LEP). The numbers o# teachers at Eacp of the three ’
campuses were very similar. A]though‘a]] teachers tqughf LEP students for

one or more periods of the day, a %urtheF‘breakdown waé performed which

defined teachers as being eith rggu]ar classroom teachers, Li]{ngua]

teachers or special education teachers. Since tne bi]ingga]reducation&pro—.: “
lgraé has yet to be fully implemented at the fourth and fifth grade séhoo],% '

most of the bi]ihgua] teachers wére cpncentréted at thévlower grade levels,
especially in grades K-2. Since questionnaires were administered after

school during meetiﬂ?ﬁf'ﬁsf all of th teacher? completed the questionnaires '
Similarly, af th'schooTs,’only a portion 6f teaéhérs were involved in an i )
interview to determime their level of’agk of prégram components such és ESL.
Instead, because of time~]imit9tion§, principals at these schools decided

which teachérs shoqu be interviewed:‘based hpon their invg?vement with LEP

students.

)
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Table 3 shows a breakdown' of the,number of- teachers who comb]eted one

or more of the assessment 1nstruments 5% edch of the three schooTs '-\
- .
N . . .4 . .
Instrumentation . 3} . AN

.
‘

The' instrumentation for this research was developed throughhearlier

.

work by the Research ,and Deverpment Center for Teacher‘Education at Austin,

where the CBAM model was developed (1973}, anﬁ by SEBL in its earlier re-
\

> l _

search on staff development in b1T1nguaT schdo]1ng The two CBAM 1nstruments .

which were mod1f1ed for dse in the(research‘were the Stages of Concern (SoC)
, 1 )
questionnaire (1977) and the Level of Use (LoU) IntervieW'(1975) The two

£

1nstruments deveTQped by SEDL were the Bl11ngua1 Classroom Quest1onna1re
(BCQ ) and the Prof~§s1ona1 DeveTopment Quest1onna1re (PDQ) An add1t1ona]

1nstrument was developed by SEDL especially for th1s project, called the

Survey .of Percept1ons of Ipservice Training. ) ‘
. ‘

The purpose{of the SoC-questionriawre and the ‘Lol interview is to assess
where 1nd1v1dua1 staff members sfdnd in reTat1gg)to ‘the adopt1on of an in-

novation. Both instruments are based on the CBAM wh1ch assumes that ) s

1

one way to know for certain whether and how an 1nnovat1on is being used is -
to assess directly each 1nd1v1dua1 s concern’ for and use of the 1nnovat1on

The modeT postu]ates two dimensions aTong which 1nd1v1duaTs grow as the1r

fam1T1ar12at1on with and use' of an 1nnovat1on\1ncreases. Stages of Concern
about the innovation {SpC) andrLevels of Use of the 1nnova§1on LoU) It 1s

further hypothes1zed that the process “of Fhange .involved in the adopt1on"of

, innovations by 1nd1v1duaTs w1th1n fprmal organ1zat1ons is a highly personal,

and TEngthy one which affects, individuals differently. The SoC quest1on-
\'r*

na1re measures the 1nd1v1dua]

L]

* the LoU interview focuses’ on'the behavioral asbeets of the *individual’'s

L3

level of concern about the innovation, while

“*involvement with the innovation.

L
\y

\
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, Table 3a .
_ger of Te\ers Who Completed at Eeast One ‘Instrument
School Grade .. - ‘ N
school A ff:‘f“l \z“/ 39 '
School B o’ 2 3 - . .3 -
School ¢ s 4 3 .
~ - ' e . . )
Total . . 4 - 112 . -
’ Qé 1 ; s ¢
AN . N
& o ¢
. N
* < » b *
\ " - ‘
Table 3b e RS
Number of Teachers at Each Schogl Who Completed Inservice
Progect Quest1onna1res ‘
B111ngua4 “_ |Level ‘{Professional
Inservice[Classroom ~ lof Use™ |Concerns Development
Schogl/Grade| Survey |Questionnaire|Interview|Questionnaire|Questionnaire
PEREES A 7 v
Schoom 32 B |37 7 26 26
(K-l) v N ¢ (.
© V? ', ° I . ¢
School B~ 37 25 © .16 29 L, 22 AR
(2-3) A ’ ﬁ. |
School € 34. 30 )L -13 32, 30
(4-5) o v .
. > \
. . . .o R (S
Total 103 90 | 166 87 - 78
] ‘s‘f- . ..
‘ .
@ . :
. i 4 ¢
o LY
- p . ; 7 ‘ ¢
.' Ty ";)’ ,. (‘/
£ ' ' ) < / 1’- . “
/ * ’
. - . ﬁ.‘
,\ 19 o ‘ f
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‘- tages of Concern Questionmairve [Soc).  An assumption of the CBAM is
v ‘ -

that the type'of concern which an individual has toward an innovation depends

-

upon_the qegree of personal involvement with the innovation. HaJT, George-,
and Rutherford (1977) identified seven stages of concern abogt the innova-

tien. They demonstrated that one's.movement through these stages is a

o

deve]opmenta} process in which earlier concerns must first be resolved

(1owered in intensity) before later concerns emerge (increase.in intensity).
To provide a measure of Stages of Concern, Hall end his colleagues deve]bped
a 35-item Stages of Concern Queéfionnaire\which was validated ever a tﬁnee- )
' year period. The SoC Questionnaire was used in cross-sectional and longi-
tudinal stedies of 11 different educatioﬁa] innovations -and was te§ted'for
estimates of reliability, inte}nal consistency, end validity. The ex;ehs{ve
.psychometric.data-obtained from these studies enabled Ha]],-ef al., to

conclude that the $oc Questionnaire accurately measured Stages of Concern

abouf the innovation. 6 .
. . . .

The SoC Que$t1onna1res consists of three components: (1) an introductory

page, (2) 35 test items, and (3) an optional demographic page. The same

'ﬁuestionnaire items are used each time, but the name ‘of the, innovation is~
. . ‘ - ]
changed on the introductory page. 'The‘puzgese of the introductory page is- -

A4

threeiold: (1) to present the purpose of the instrument; (2) to explain how

to complete the instrument; and (3) t6 indicgte which finnovation” the

individual ts to, consider when respond1ng The next two pages of the queif
tionnaire)dontajn the 35 items to which the individual responds. The -

respondent marks each “item on a 0-7 Likert scale e;cording to the degree to

7/

which the item describes a curreht Concern of the “individual. e third

part of the questionnaire is an optional demographic page which is -used to .

gather information about the respondents’. The specifit content of the
. ‘. . - 3 ~ . ‘

L




demographic page varies according to the informational needi of the person ~

«

N or grdub administering the instrument, The questionnaire can'be issued by
mail pr\{n person and can be administered to a group or to an individual; it

takes gﬁprox'mate]y 10 to 15 minutes to complete (see Attachment 1). v

Level of ¥ge Interview (LoU). To medsure levels of use, a focused

inter&iew was developed whicﬁ involves a branching format with specific

.questians and follow-up propes (Loucks,' Newlove, & Hall, 1975). Data from

. research studies on change and evaluation indicdte that the eight different
LoU's can be }eliably measu;éd us+ﬂ§\the "“focused intervieﬁﬂ technigue (Hall
' &’Loucks, 1977). Furthermore, th;\ﬁh§glts of a stuay tonducted by Hall and '
Loucks using an ethnograph1c methodo]ogy attested ,to the va]1d1ty of the

* LaU Interview procedure ) .

&

An important characteristic of the Lol Interview is that it is not
- ‘ specific to an§*on¢ ﬁnnovation, since the same Ype of quest1ons are asked

of "ald innovations. However, to adapt the LoU Interv1ew to the comp1ex 5

“
[

innovation of bilingual education, one needs to spec1fy the frame of refer-

LY

ence of the innovation, a pracess which 1nvo]ves (l).deyelop1ng a basic

def1n1tjon of the specific component of bilingual education (i.e., Spanish
reading) based on existing theoretical considerations; (2) ‘developing probe

£

questigns to determine the variations on use ("configurations") of the

. - )

specific component, as they now exist; and (3) developing guidelines and/or

. ”&istinguisﬁing characteristics fdr'what constjtutes use of the -specific
cgﬁponen?“(ﬁow often, how Igng; étc.). Such information is‘required to

v/ . 5

. , .
develop probe questions prior to the interview that enables the interviewer .

to obtain the information necessary to make a M'use/non-use") decision in the

>

branching question format described earlier.

A~ ' ¢

. . '
s . v . \\
. . ®
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—' A ~& - . .
‘The Tlength of the4LoU Interview varies according to the talkativeness
N of the‘Lser and the degree of personal involvement w1th the innpvation, but
usually 1t takes about 20 minutes. The 1nterv1ew js conducted by a trained ° !
1nterv1ewer who is thoroughly familiar with the innovation. The interviewe¢
is trained to probe for inforhatdon.relqtedyto (1) the overall level of use;
(é) the decisioh_poidts which separate each level; ahd (35 categorical dn?or- R
matioh® that represebts additionad data points within a'levél. The interview ’ :f/'>‘
;ls’tape recorded and later e aluatéd by trained raters F;ve members oi;the ’
‘present SEDL research “team ﬂgve been trained and are cButified Lol Inter-

viewers and raters\ The b/U Interview format is.shown in Attachment 2.

BzZznguaZ Classroom Questionnaire 4§g__ One fOGﬁi of SEDL'S earlier .

. work (Dom1nguez & Tunmer, 1979) was the development of a procedure for
e determ1n1ng the conf1gurat1ons o$ %ﬂ11ngua1 educat1on‘program$§&h1ch are
W - \' i
. being 1mp1emented For many innovations it is possible to identify key fl,

characteristics or components, so that variations in the innovation can be.

- “<observed. Specific innovation configurations are operationally defined in =

. a)

> ' terms of variation in the seleot1on and,use of. ignovation eomponents Hall
and Loucks (1978) descr1be a procedure for identifying conf1gurat1ons wh1ch
1nvo}VEs determ1n1ng the components and component var1at1ons that descr1be

thé innovation in use. As the number of c0mpohents and var1at1ons within
. , 3 . /

e
¢

. . . P I . . § .
components increases, there i§ a corresponding increase in the humber of

configurations for a. given innovation. .For ovations\having a large num-

ber of components, such as bilingual education, it is necessary to select .
the "key" components of the ihnovation in order to redace’the ndmbér of

. possible.cdnfigurations to a manageable set of dominant patterns.

t{/ . ~In their paper Hall and Loucks also discuss the notion, of_ a

N - - '

“configuration continuum," which follows: e

~
~ . - -

- : : T2 RO
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At the far right of the continuum 1ie§ tha deve]oper's mode] As"Z_;::

. additional variation -in the or1g1na1 mode] is 1ntroduced the resu]tlng

\

conf1guratJons approach the Area. of Drastic Mutat1on the .Zgne beyond wh1ch-—

-

modlfled forms, nf the. or1g1nal Hnnovat1on are no 1unger“"cepted as the :

' ° . < o Lo - -

1nno»ataon

! App]ying the contepts of‘zhnoyation comﬁonent and configuration

-

'y

cont1nuum to the 1nnovat1on of b111ngua1 educat1on, SEBL has developed a @

. cont1nuum of 14 p0551b1e dual-language program structures, each be1ng

, -defired in. terms of var1at70n gh three major components:¥ ~ . * B

Y * 1. Percent of 1nstruct1on time of 1anguage arts which is deVoted to .
= Spanish language arts (i.e., reading and wr1t1ng in Span1sh and -

- Spanish ora] 1anguage development) o —_

-

- —

- f _

2. Percent of 1nstruct1on time of content areas other- than language -
- arts ‘which is -taught 15 Spdnish (i.e., mathemat1cs, science, social
© studies, music, etc. )

* « . . .
a . -

@ 3. Grade levels at wh1ch such 1nstruct1on is prov1ded . _

Ih sum, the three - most Tmportantbd1st1ngulsh1ng 1nstruct1ona1 varlables

seem to be' amount of 1nstructlon4uithe_language amount of 1nstruct1on in
the language, and the grade leve]s at wh1ch,such 1nstruct1on 1s Jnov1ded
The type of possiple dual- 1anguage program structures range from thﬁse P

in which very little Spanish is, 1nc§uded in, the curr1cu]um to those .in wh1ch
' ‘ ¥ S —

/Y ' . -

, . . / ){ « . .-

Dr Ernesto Zamora of the Te a§%Educatlon Agency worked closely W1th
- the staff in developing- the cont jAuum$and is-largely respons1b1e for pro-
v1d1ng def1th1ons of the 14 program_s ructures,

3
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both‘qu1ish and Spabish are ustd as the medium of instruction in all

curricular domains. As shown below, the continuum of- program st;uctures
may be div¥a§d‘intdd§ﬁgée groups: (1; brOgr;hs which do ﬁBi‘satisfy minimum ‘
requirement; to be c]a§§ified ag bilingual prod¥ams, (2) transitibna] proJ

grams, and (3) maintenance programs.

Non—BilinngT— - Transitional’ C Maintenance**
Programs Programs oot rograms s
. Pirog grams_ A9 X

- g

10 11 12 13 14

s

[}
]
]
J
]
1
}
}
}
1
[

B R ] e

R

The division between noE;Bi]ingua] programs (1-4) and the remain{né two
groups of ﬁﬁograms (5-14) provides the basis for a definition that may be
used in making the "use/non-use" decision described earlier. "It is also
the gna]og to the Point of Drastic Mutation of bonfiguration'contfnuums.

) Transitional programs are those in which Spanish is utilized as an
ins}ructionaT vehicle soﬁe]y to facilitate the acquisition offgﬁglish lan-
guage skills. Instruct1on in Span1sh is prov1ded in decreas1ng amounts as
instruction in English “is increased 1n each successive grade level unt1]

. all of the curriculum'is taught in Eng11sh. In essence;~the ultimate ‘aim

is to exit the child from this dgalélanguagé curriculum to a~§ingief}anguage
curriculum (i,e., the regular English-only program). Maintenance programs
also utilize both 1anguéges as vehicles for teaching andi]earning, but un-
like transitional programs, afteg ins@ructi;n in Spanish is gradua]l;

. decreased and English ihcreased, instruction continues on a 50/50 ‘bagis at

a predetermined po1nt as the’ student advances in grade 1eve] By ma1nta1n-
1ng and developing botﬁ 1aﬁguages throughout the educat1ona1 program, the
u]}1mate aim is for the s?ugggf)to become b111ngﬁ§Tﬁb1€u1tura1 W1th a

capacity to.think and function in either language.
“N

:; ;2f7, 4




Once a set 6f Yariab]es of components i; derived which differentiate
between.brggram types, the next step is to‘deyelop a process to gather qata‘
on configurations of bilingual education programs in thg’field.' Ideaily,

"the Qetermination of program type'wBuld bé baéed on extéﬁsive é]aSSFOOm
obgervations and/or teacher iﬁterview§: In most cases, however, such an

approach would greatly exceed the resources of the school district. The

13

SEDL staff, therefore, decided in its earlier research to develop a ques-

3

tionnaire that wou{R solicit -the following kinds of information from each

<

teacher involved in a bilingual education program:
. ' 4 .

1. What subject areas and/or instructional activities are provided
"to the teéacher's homeroom students throughout the day? (Con-
_eurrent activities are listed separately.) .

? . . ..
For how long ig the instruction provided and what'is the
anticipated duration of the activities (e.g., two weeks, one
* day each week, all year long, ete.)? . ;

-

12

What are the language classifications of the student or group of
students within each instrictional activity (balanced bilingual,
monolingyal Englishy monolingual Spanish, Spanish dominant, etec.)?

. Who is the primary instructor of the activity (teacher, teacher
atde, resource teacher)? ° s

' ' . . ) o
5. ., In what language is'the actipity conducted (including both . = . _
* language of vinstruction and language of materials)? ' :
0y . - .

It was felt fhat a questfonna%re requiring such information on each student - ‘\q
- W, )

in the c]é$sro6ﬁ’wou]d be asking too much of the teacher's time. The SEDL

c'staffg thereforé,vdevé1oped, pilot-tested,vand refined the Bilingual Class-

5 ' S - . ' "’" - !
room Questfqnnaire (see-Attachment ‘3) which has the teacher provide a

-~ written’ daily schedﬁ]é of classroom activities. ~For each activity, the

L )

I 4 - M el PEEE * : ) M . ’ ”
teachey is askéd fo check off the 1apguage cafegories of the students, the

'primary inStrutforiithe language of’ﬁnstruction, and the language of materials.
- KT ~ T ! g } .
'Projgss%onal Development Questiopnaire (PDQ). In its earlier research,

“SEDL fognd that the information'providéﬁ by the/LoU Interview;*the SoC
25 "
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Questionnaire, and the BCQ did not adequate]y address the needs of teachers

in bilingual programs G1ven the comp1ex1f¥ and scope of b111ngua1 educa-

tion, an additional 1nstrument was cdlled for to provide data on ‘teachers'
perceived needs for skills and know]edge‘re1ated to the instruction of LEP
students. The Professiona1 Deve1opment Questionnaire was, therefore,
developed by SEDL as a supp]ement to the other instruments (see Attachment
4 23 The PDQ cons1sts of 62 items which were‘drawn from pub]1shed compe-~

tency 11sts based on the opinions of experts and on research studies

available in the 11terature-on bilingual education and teacher effect1Veness

The- items are organized into eight different top1c areas, including general
information; p]annlng for instruction; 1nstruct1on of content areas; manage-.
ment; linguistic ski]]s; culture; assessment and evaluation; and sehool-

~ N ., K_ >

community relations.

This instrument

. o,
Survey of Perceptions of Ingervice Training

was developed especially for use in tne research project so that data would,

be available concerning the perceptions that teachers have regarding the

current: inservice education_program as run by -the school district. The

-

survey, includes a number of Likert-type items and checklists. At the end

s . s .". N
of the survey are several open-ended questions in wh1ch teachers are asked
i

to describé the strengths and weaknesses of the current 1nserv1ce program

and to prov1dejtne:r\;1ew of what an 1deaT pyogram might ook 11ke. Th1§1?

instrument is included in Attachment 5.. ' . ,

~
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Data Collection and Proceduz’es

The data in most caseswereco]]ected from teachers at each school
during individual 1nterv1ews and at faculty meetings. ‘At two of - thé schoo]s:
teachers who were unab]e to attend the meet1ngs with the proaect director

were permitted to comp]ete the questionnaires at their own convenience and

-~

submit them at a later date. Ethnographic field notes were also co]]ected
at, these meetfhgs by’}he project director. A.d{scussion of.what took place

at these meetings with teachers can be found in Attachment 6.
At . ‘ :

Teacher meetings at each campug. - The meetings varied from one to one

- : , By

and one-half hours and all were conducted immediately after class dismissal,

during the normal working hours of.the teachers. There were c]gar]y some
advantages and disadvantages in haying these meetings. Some of the advan- -
tages of the group f&?mat were efficiency and clear channels of communica-
fion. Questionnaires. were administered to all teachers af.a school

simultaneously and itI was not necessary to have to remind them at a later

date to complete the questionnaires. Any questionsﬂconcerning the meaning
of questionnaire items, thé purpose of specific questions, etc., were

directed to the staff;meﬁber from SEDL who was present at the meeting. .

* Th{$.direct communication probably resulted in a higher validity of the

teachers' responses. - ' ) k
1

On the other hand, having the meetings after school had disadvantages

" also. Teachers were tired by 3:00 p.m. and were not able to work as well

-—

"as they might have if the meetings could have been held in the morping.

For some teéch;rs, especia]l& the ones who are overworked, this last hou%“ 4
of the working day is che;ished as a time tp.do individual planning. éather
than overburdening thé téaEhers with too mény test instruments at>a gjveh ’
meeting, sévera] meet1ngs were held at each schdol, with no mogg than two:

three. quest1onna1res being completed. dur1ng any. g1ven meeting.

L4
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Teacher Interviews (LoU). Al of the individual-interviews w1th L

teachers were conducted at~each campus w1th1n a two-month per1od from ‘
December 15, 1980 to February 10, .1981. By taping the 1nterv1ew it was
poss1ble for a trained Level of Use rater to Judge the extent to wh1ch the
instructional component was being 1mplementeq.(ESL, Spanish readang,,etc:).
In addition, the interview provided thgmznly strhctured time in which

teachers'cohla talk individually.to a SEDL staff member about their feel-

ings and ideas concerning the inservice program. .Some of the teachers seemed . = .
. ' A N

°

to appreciate this opportunity to be listened to and for their ideas as pro- . A

fessional teachers to be .reSpgcted (see-Attachment 7). ..

Meetings with Advigory Committee and with Central Administratgz;s. At

certain times dur1ng the school year meetings were held with central admin-

1strators or-with the adv1sory committee for the purpose of maintaining

2

-adequate communicationg}inks between SEDL and the school ajstrict and

receiving information regarding the péOgress of the project, a]ong‘ﬁith ~

corrective feedback for the impiementation of future project‘activities;

Thus, ‘these groups of individuals helped to monitor the progress of the

Ereject and were involved in what is ceFFBﬁT?‘fe;e;?ed to as formative 'y

evaluation or process evaluation. o ) C "
’ }he meetings hjth central school district adhiqistretors were attehded

by princiﬁa]§, instructional coord{hators, bilingual toordinetors, the

director of programs for bi]{ngua] and special education, the superinten-

dent, assistant superintendent and SEDL hesearchers. :The main meetings \

occurred in Oetober 1980 and.Ah?il 1981. The first meeting served as a

planning meeting while the 1atter-meeting was convenéd to diScuss some of

’

the preliminary results obtained from the teachers which were. relevant to 4 .

the district's inservice program The notes which were taken at these

meetings are shown in Attachment §.



\

The meetings of the advisory committee were different from those of,
central aeministrators in both the numbers and types of individuals invited. .
The advisdry committee meetings ‘were much smaller\and consisted of more
-diverse groups otfjndf?idya1s from the community as well as the school )
district. Principals, the bilingual program director, and teacher and
parent representat1ves from/eagh school were 1nv1ted\to the meet1ngs Thus ,»
the adv1sory comm1ttee s677e1ted help from the commun1ty and it was felt

that parents should be 1nv01ved in de¢ision making if they desired, since

stheir phi1dren would be the indirect,beneficia{ies of any changes made “in

/

teachercinserviee education. v .

While several parenfs did attend these meetings, their low attendance
generally was disappointin;. Perhaps the meetings shon1d have been-he1d aty_
local schools or private residences rather than in the board room of the -
administration building.” An attempt was made to at least move the April

1981 meeting to the bilingual director's office, but only one additional

= -
T

N

i

parent showed up. If the‘project were to be replicated, it would be wise
to e special attempts-to involve parents in the p1anning‘ot the project
frof the very beginning. ~ . .ot " |

At the onset of the,project, the advisory committee reviewed copies of
the propesed questionnaires to be used with teachers. As a result of their
assessment of these instruments, severa1 changes were made in the instruments

before beingusent to teachers. For example, one pilot instrument, The Survey

ot.Perceptions of Inservice Training, was s]fght]& revised and shortened

because of some he1pfu1 comments generated by members of the committee.
llater on 1n<the project SEDL prov1ded the comm1ttee W1th the preliminary
resu]ts obta1ned from questionnafres, 1nterv1ews ;nd ethnographic field

notes. They were asked to stqugthe~data carefully to determine which

29
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o

" some of the f1nd1ngs.

By -

fjnd%nes wouid'be of the most interest Qo teechee{ and be the most éefevant. s : I
for considering changes in the inservice education progfaT fof teaehers of -~
LEP children.. This was an.impgrtant task fo eccéhplish because oniy one to .
pneiaﬁd one-ha]% Heurs wolld be set aside to report data to teachers at

each of the three schools. | T

—

The committee decEEed that each teacher should recei&e a copy--of all
of the main results, including summary tables and grths, but that not all
w

of the resu]ts be discussed at the meetings. It was recommended that the

°Profess1ona1 DeyelgpmentAdest1onna1re and the Concerns Quest1onna1re be .

“

g/Nen priority for discussion at the meetings, and several of the advisory

committee members felt that the teachers might be able to aid in Lﬁterpret1ng

&

A11 of the advisory committee meetings:were recorded on tape. Notes

o

from these meetingr1can be found in Attachment 9. : RN

\,«k,
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-~ : V, -DATA ANALYSIS

-y . . - :
Because of ‘the nature of_the data it. seemed appropriate to use mainly '

~

“Types of Analyses Performed

° 5 4

g descriﬁtivesas-bppbseé to more experimental types of analyses. ™ PO

Since not all teachers: completed every assessment instrument, eithef_

. because of absence from the meetings or because an instrument was not
relevant for their part1cu1ar 30b assignment, the numbers of respondents in _
'each categq\z\often were small or unequaT/' Hence, frequenc1es, percentages
and raw numerical data were used often 1n‘the-1nterpretat1on of the data.

The preliminary computer runs were done on all teachers as one group,
but while these data could give administcators and teachers an overall view
of the results, they did not distinguish among various subgroups f'the
population. hIt was thought to be more meaningful, then, to perform
separate analyses in order to‘detefﬁ?ne.the-extent to which responses

___4___:differed_fnom_negularfcJassfoom«teachers, bilingual education teache}s ang;

special education teachers. In addition’, separate analyses were performed —

@

for the three schools. ’ 8 ‘ , .

Professional Development Questionmnaire. Items on this, questionnaire

+

tapped areas in which teachers desired more -inservice training. Each item

o

was rated by teachers on a-4-point scale. The extent of need forftraining .
&

in a given area would be rated either "not desired," "to a little extent," .

"to an average extent," or "to a great extent." - , BN

o

gfrequency runs by computer showed the numbers and percentages of -

S e

teachers who rated each item us1ng :the 4-point scale. Data were available
both for all teachers who comp]eted the questionnatre as well as for regar
classroom, bilingual education and sggcia] education teacher%. Tab]es“werE’

v

compiT& for each group of teachers showing the items rated "to a great .

. .
| e -

T T §
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o extent".or "not desired" by the, largest, number of'teaEhers The reason for

Y > a -

. ~
report1ng the items' rated as “not desired" was to p1npo1nt those areas in
]
’ wh1ch teachers already felt competent or slmp]y d1d not have a need" for
) B Y.
more training. By knowing this information the schoo] district would be

. able to rev1se the—c0ntent of its 1nserv1ce program accogg1ngly ’ .

. ( > . - .

: Cbncepns Questionnaire. Depend1ng upon . the spec1f1c subject areas

-

taught the teachers wére asked to state the1r conterns regard1ng the

teach11g of ESL‘JXKan1sh read1ng, English. read1ng fdr LEP ch1]dren or

]

Spanish math, S1nce the quest1onna1re ‘has been used in numerOus research
y

studieg by the Research and Development Center.at the Unrvers1ty of Texas,

- ¢ - =

the 35itést items were already norméd as to "Stages "of Concern’; a compute

»

progran was used’to generate profi]es both for.individua] teachers and for

groups bf teachers which showed their percent1]es at each of the seven -

“

-

stages of concern ‘ - - . ' , ) 7’

- o

\

While these profiles.may have been 1nterest1ng and useful to some ’
c - indivddual teachers they did not y1e1d 1nformat1onvwh1ch was specific
g enough to be re]evgnt for planning an inservice program for teachers. As'a

s oy %" [ . - o
secondary analysﬁs of-the data, then a tally was made to determine which

s

items had been rated of h1ghest concern by each of the three’ groups of .
- % ° , ©

. teachers and ‘at each»of the..three schoo]sz ) vQ} ’ __— :
* /

. & Btlmgual Classroom Questwnnau*e Thé c,omputer analxsi‘ls of data from

o

this quest1onna1re yieldet a vo]um1nous'pr1ntout about two anches thick

°

- The main 1nformat1on obtained from tﬁe ana]ys1$ was the proport1on of

a B

3 Jinstructional t1me dur1ng the schoo] day devoted to English a's opposed to
i % .
Spanish for all content areas maJor content areas only, and language arts. .

r

aﬁgn add1t1on th1s time was further divided to show the prdport&gn of English

versus Span1sh 1nstructﬁona] time rece1Ved by children of varying degrees of




bilingualism. Ahe printout provided the above informati for all classroom

téachers eyeraged together, for all teachers at specific schools, for bilin-

4

gua#‘teachers only, and for\\ach of 89 1nd1v1dua} teachers.

Suwey of -Perceptionsg of- Inservice Tratm,ngs ’/\I{\re ‘were several typeédx

of ana]yses performed on the data from th1s£uugrumen Teachefs rated the

f1rst 16 items on a 5 -point L1kert sca]e from "not at all true" to comp1ete]y

true." Overall tallies showed the numbers of teachers who rated each item d;

-

L. ..-..at _different levels of the quo1nt scale- The- frequency distributions ‘were

O [ -~

then stud1ed for possible 1nteract1ons, and secondary analyses were.run to
deteot the preSence of s1gn1f1cant d1fferenpes across. schoo]s The hext 8

items were‘check]1sts dea]1ng w1th varxous procedures, 1ncent1ves, collabo-

. 3

rat1ng agenc1es, etc., re]evant to the d1str1ct S 1nserv1ce program in

recent years. " Raw frequenC1es were gounted for each 'of these items’ to get

an overall ptcture of the teachers' responses. .The final 3 items were

[

open-ended in format and, teachers were asked to give their views regarding

Pa—

the strengths apd weaknesses of the current inservice program. .Analyses for

. «r

these items were dane by hand! The iumbers and percentages of teachers whq ’

mentjoned the same strenﬁths and weaknésses “were taldied and placed in rank

¢ ~

order as to frequency of occurrence.. - : a

. N

"\2 level Of Use Ihtervcew The LoU.Interview was the on]y one of the
fiv

s

sessment instruments to be -recorded on tapé: DurJng these 1nterv1ews

the. teachers werk asked to d1s£uss the'1mp1ementat1on of an 1nstruct1oha]

L4

— 1

innovation in. the c]assroom A tra1ned LoU rater from SEDL ]ater Tistened

t ’ "

to the tapes carefully to determ1ne the extent to wh1ch each teacher was

imMblementing the innovation in negards to® shar1ng, assess1ng, perform1ng,
v .
acqu1r1ng new knowledge, etc. An overa]] "level of u§<—Jwas then assigned

to each teacher based upon the pattern ofcimp]ementation. Eina]]y, a ta]]y

=

=
B |
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”

was made for each school,of the humbers-of’teache at each-level of use

for the different innovation components.
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N e " VI.“ DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

: Some of the most important (findings only from each of the five - .
¢ . assessment instruments briefly are discussed below. A series of tables o
s "N 0 - b , -
" Which present a more comprehensive”view of the results can be found in

Attachment 10." Some of the teachers' comments, suggestions and redctions to
- the test instruments can be found in Attachment 11.

S 'Professional Development Questionudire. A rank order of the items on .

+ for "teaching read1ng&\and "attending to behav1or problems." More than
" half of all teachers comp]eting~this questionnaire fe]t that these areas
were needed to a great extent. Specifically, when teachers were'asked to

s tej] why these\jwo areas'were'biveh such a.high pr?brity, they stressed the
need for all chi]dreq'UJ]earn"ﬁasfc skills and to be able to read well.

A]so, the problems caused by'1neffect1ve c]assroom management take. prec1oﬁs .

t1me away from the 1nstruct104,of major conten t4areaS4__Qnﬁ_ﬂiLiiELIHanlnalS___________
paﬁnted out that all teachers cou]d benefit from more workshops Tn the area A

4

a

- of -assertive d1sc1p]1ne
Several other areas W\?ch were of a s]1ght]§ ]ower priority bt were

- v1ewed as being needed to a’great extent/by more than 40% of all teachers

< >
-'were "attending to individtal student d1fferenees"‘and "organ1z1ng mater1a]s - -

-

& and resources.” 'Perhabs this results from the rea]ity of desegregation in .
PRI . ) .
- the -schdols and the: fact that teachers now must dea] with heterogeneous
A

groups of ch1]dren who have.d1ffer1ng needsnadd ab111t1es Tt seems to be

-~

) a positive sign that teachers are concerned with attending to the speC1a]
. . L 4
, needs of children, since it ref]ects their Fens1t1v1ty to the 1mportance of

promoting every child's educat1ona] deve]opment.

L3
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" totally eliminate the need of teachers forfmd?e/training in the future.

In -addition to the above resu]ts.for all teachers, the biiingual . ' f
teachers whe responded to this questionnaire rated several other areas as
being of a high priority for training: fostering the acceptance and appre:
ciation of cultura];diversity:and deterﬁining when a chi]d\is'ready to ";—_.
transfer ski]]s learned in the first ]an;uage to the secondglanguage.

Py

Bilingual teachers realize the need for the mutual acceptange and7appre:;f: -

> '

tion of cultural diversity by school children from different-ethnic bac

/)
transferring skills from L1 to L2 is‘an area which bi]ingua] teachérs across

the United ‘States are concerned with and wh1ch is in dire need of more re-

AN

search. Simply conduct1ng inservice workshops in this area would not
Interestingly’enough, one of the areas which all teachers (including
bilingual teachers) rated as "not desired" was to receive,training in the

phi]osophy and theory of bilingual education. When teaéhers were asked why

. .‘
1
R . ' v

~— ' . . .
__grounds_ so. that better_understand1nq is _achieved. _The secdnd area mentioned,. . .__ .

this was of such a low priority the most common response was that they were
tired of attend1ng workshops stress1ng theory which cou]d not read1ly be
applied to the classroom. Th]S type of statement has, of course‘(been made
with 1ncreas1ng‘frequency by teachers throughout the nat1on, and suggests
that some changes need to occur in inservice 6rograms to insure that the
needs of teachers are'being met. It,wou1d haVe bee//Jess d1sturb1ng if
teachers had said that they a]ready knew a great deal about ‘the phT1osophy
and theory of bilghgual education, but this was not the case; 1nstead the
inab111ty‘to app]y these concepts wasid1scourag1ng them to pursue further
train1ng in the area

v 1

[ 4
Concerns Quessznnazreo Th1s 1nst?ument was des1gned to measure the

IS

types of concerns that teachers have toward.educat1ona1 innovations such as:

* : > % ’ -
‘ / Co , »
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£SL, Spamsh readm**and English readnng for LEP students Only those

!
teachers who were actual]y teach1ng 1n fone of these areas®were to comp]ete -

\

._the quest1onna1re. In the case of ESL teachers from al] three schoo]s were -

~

- very concerned with determ1n1ng how to supplement and enhance the current—‘-

-

, ESL program. The need for,a cont1nuum of sk11}s that teachers eould use to

N eva]uate a child's level of. performance was suggested by severa] teachers as

" 2 means of enhanc1ng the program. 6ther teachers adm1tted that they wqu

| . .

not sure 1f they were prov1d1ng thg students w1th appropriate. instruction. - -

e e e it e o i -

The lack of a structured ESL program may ave caused the teachers at two/of“ ,

the schoo]s to be concerned about not hav1ng enough t1me to get organ1zed

“bach day. . . = . ' . -
) Some of the same concerns,that‘had‘beenfexpressed—*oward‘ﬁSL were also
-~ noted in teaching Eng11shhread1ng to'LEP students. ,In addition, teachers —
" “were concerned about students att1tudes toward Eng11sh reading.- when asked—

[

> < to elaborate on their responses, they sa1d\fhat the ch11dren need to be

‘motivated to read s0 that they w111 learn faster and enJoy the1r read1ng gl
)
At two of the schools, coordination of tasks and peop]e iy tak1ng too muoh

of the teachers' time." One reason for this, at least at the K-l school, Ei”

was that an open classroom environment results in teaéhers having to deal

with numerous groups of children throughout the day. Teathers working in

se]f-contafned classrooms, on the other hand; do not have to deal utth>this

s ‘ .
-3 P

'siguation to the same degree. - . .

For bi]ingua1 teachers teaching Spanish reading, some .of the stronges£*

A ©

PR , 3 -
concerns were to know-what other faculty are doing in the area and to deter-

~ 5 mirte how to Supplement and enhané&"the $panish reading'program. In other
- “words, teachers feel that the program could be‘improved, especia]iy t%i

~ ... better materjalsfcan’Bé found or developed. Several of the teachers had

—

. . . B, .
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criticized some of the‘Spenish curricula for not being appropriate for the

children, either’ because of difficulty level or dialect differences. —Other ’

concerns were very similar to those aiheady‘mentioned by teachers of English

.

readihg to LEP students (i.e., attitudes toward English reading).

Level o} Use Interview. A total of 82 jnterviews were conducted

regarding the }mﬁ1ementation of‘hhichever innovation t eachers had
responded to on~the'Cohcerns Questionnajre. Results of the ratings of each
teacher's Level of Use (LolU) showed th;t teachers had been rated at oneoof
four levels of the LoU scale. S]ijht]ﬁ more then he]f of the teachers were
rated-as "Routine" users in which the innovatien is being i p]emented with
few. or no changes being made and with minimal problems of mSkegement and
organization. The next-most comm6n]y rated level was that of "Refinement"

in which the teacher has méstered»the innovatioﬁ’to the point that she/he

has the resources to implement changes in order to-increase -the overall

i@papt of the innovation on the students. Roughly 25 perdent of the inter-

N’
views were rated at the Refinement ]eye].

!

k.

An.additional 12 interviews were rated as "Mechanical." .Teachers at
this level experiehce mild to severe problems in being able to:ﬁmp]ement
the innovation, with poor 6rganization of materials, inadeeuate p]annihﬁ,
1acE’ef behavioral management of students, etc. At least edme of'the
teachers who had been }atea "Méthanica]“ were either new to—bi]ingya] edu-
cation or in their f1rst year of 1mp]ement4ng the ]nnovat1on ‘With ‘
add4t1ona] exper1ence and training, one would expect the level of 1mp]emen-
tation to improve to.at least the "Routine" level.

Severa]_teacherstwere Jjudged to have reached }he”t}ntegration" level

in'which they are similar to teachers at the "Refinement" level except that

they now spend much time;qel]abofating and sharing with other teachers in -
. & . . . . f .

. ) . i
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‘order to combine their resources for a collective impact on students. |

. ‘ . y

s In.conclusion, teachers who were interviewed as to Level of Use were
found to" be at d1fferent stages in the 1mp1ementat1on process It would”
seem desirable for new teachers ang teachers who are having difficulty
1mp]ement1ng the inpovation to part1c1pate 1n a carefu]]y planned inservice
program geared to their'needs. On the other hand, those teachers who have
exper1enced much syccess in the 1mpTémentat1on process cou]d serve as ro]e

&
mgdels and cou]d help d1rect the inservice act1v1t1es

< 4

« . Bilingual Ulasdroom guestionnaire. The results from this questionnaire

were viewed by'some teachers to bg invalid; thus, theyfwi]] probably not aid 1

L}

in designing an inservice program for teachers. Most teachers seemed-to.fee]
‘ that_the.patterns obtained did not reflect what actua]]y goes on in the ‘v—*'“’>'”'": :
dc]assroom. For'examp]e,‘bii{ngual Spanish dominant children in kinderganten '
rece1ved an average of only 16% of their language arts' 1nstructionaT time
in Spanish, with 84% ofJ}Ke time be1ng devoted to English..
Teacherz were asked at campus meetings to try to explain why the
..+ results might be 1nva]1d Severa] teachers fe]t that the language c]assifi-‘
. cat1on system had been confus1ng and that they had 1nterchanged the Eng]1sh
dominaft and Spanish dom1nant b1]1ngua1 students. -Others may have - been :
overwhelmed in completing the questionnaire s1nce some teachers were rather
rushed dhen the questionnaire was administered and they may not have under-

.

stood the'instructions. Ariother reason may have been the fact‘that\tha.
L] r\ .

questionfaire does not ask for the exact numbers of students of a given
. . . - s - . M
{ h . . .V‘. N ‘g

q1anguage classification who are being instructed durdng a ‘specified. timé<

.
.

» period.” For example, if a teacher checked the category of Span1sh Dom1nant P

o

for an ESL c]ass of 30 minutes each day, it is not possible to determ1ne

. whether on]y,one Spanish Dominant student was involved or whether there were
L3N ‘ rt .

.25 Spanish'Dmnjnant students:.etc. ~ ) ]
39 P .
P ! ‘ - /

()Y
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Survey of Perceptions mmice Training. The purpose of this

instrument was to aﬁsess all teachers' knowledge and feelings toward the
district-wide inservice program. Results were very informative to both
administrators and teachers; only the most striking results will be dis-

cussed here.

C e

Teachers were very much in agréement with the first Likert-type item

\

of the survey.- In fact, of 103 teachers, 'n0 one diSagreed with the statement

N

P

that "teachers should be given th? authority to choose the type of .inservice
e tra%ning program that they %ee] is abpropriate fo§ théjr school district." ~
Thus, teachers in this school district seem to demand a more active rather
than passive participation in the decisions that affect inservice training.
A]ong the same token, they believe that their superioﬁs do not understand
tﬁ%ir needs arid should not aftempt to Qiagnose théq;vcompetenciés: Only
.33% of all teachers agreed that "pringipa]s and district administratohs
shou]d diagnpse the competencies of each teacher to determine the type of

o~

inservice training needed.

Another arég in'which teachers were united concerned the implementation
of skills acquired in inservice training. ABout two-thirds ofrthé teachers -,

‘agreed that there is not enough assistance and feedback offered to teachers

. in implementing newnknow]nge4ahd skills acquired through inservfce training.

LY

The time when ‘inservice sessions should be scheéﬁ]ed was another issue
which teachers viewed to be important. While virtually all teachers felt
that to conduct inservice training during regular schpol hours is appropriate,,

: ~ %,
almost two-thicqs felt that to have inservice sessions immediately after

L3

school would be inappropriate. Only one Eeacher felt that weekends would be

acceptabje and virtualtly fo teachers wanteéd to have inservice sessionsh

planned during evening hours. Since inservice sessions in past years have

-
. I . . - !

. - L .
- i &
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. l .' .’ /
sometimes'occurred on-weekends or after school these resu]ts were important:
for the administrators, to be made aware of. a _
At the -end of the“survey teachers\qere asked to note strengths and

- N
weaknesses' of the current inservice program. There were 30 of~a total: of

* . O . A i .
" =175 teachers (or 40%) who stated that the fact that teacher‘hoose topics

for inservice*sessions;is a majer strength of the district’s program. Also,
"16% stressed that the current inservice Egggram is an improvement over ones
from past years. Heweier, 31% of the -teachers listed irrelevant sessions
and materials as nepresenting a major weakness. An additional 15% fe?t that
presenters of inservice sessions are tnaﬁequate.

v When esked how ong should go about pianning inservice sessions, the
most common responses were as fo]lows' to survey teachers for topics;
iggd1v1dua]1ze inservice.for each teacher aneﬁgerform careful fo]lowup of
training; hire more competent speakers; and schedu]e 1nserv1ce workshops

dur1ng the school day. . ' '._ ) ‘
The next and f1na1 sect1on of this report-reveals that at 1east some
administrators have beeome attuned to the needs of teachers, as obta1ned in

this study. A br1ef summary of the. changes p]anned for the 1981-1982 school

&

year are presented in the next section. I : -

~»
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. VII. CHANGES MADE IN 1'9‘81'?1'982“1NS“E’RV‘E’E‘PROGRAM ST
. ' LT e W,

As of September 1981, several -changes related to inservVice teacher

- . R 4

2

eduéation had a{ready been made and others were being planned as a result
. ’ ) > '

»

of SEDL's research study The mafn changes that are being made deal with ~
1nserv1ce for b111ngua1 educat1an teachers; thus, the changes w111 affect a ~'
1arge number of 11m1ted Eng]1sh prof1c1ent (LEP) students. Wh1]e d1str1ct

dm1n1strators had a1ready known before the® study began that changes 1n the °

[N
.

inservice program were needed, the study prov1ded "them with concrete data

upon which to base these changes

According to the d1rector of bilingual education for the school

‘3.

district a number of changes"will be made in bi]ingual'%nservice when com-

'pared to 1ast year's brogram. The following list comprises'the ma;pr

changes that are be1ng 1mp1emented .
Teachers are to dectde fbr themseives what types of sessions they
wouZd like to habte and what topice should be discussed. Last year,
bilingual teachers were told whtch sesszons to attend.

i AZthaugh teachers will have a gggor role in chooatng topics for
insefvice training, administrators will still be able to veto .
teachers' decisions, tn‘the event of conflicts (i.e., administrators
may feel that some aspects of thtnguaZ education theory are essen-
tial to include in the mservwe plan, "especially for certain
teachers)

3
e

. Inservice training will be indiwidualized as much as posszble,'
N ..* especially fbr new teachers. - .
. Inservice sessions which were formerly held on Saturdays will be '
scheduled during the regular school day and will be ongoing.

. An increased empha3ts will be made in looking ‘at the special> needs
of teachers, depending upon the school and gnade ZeveZ at which ~
. they teach. '

In addition to the above Changes, the' Eng]lsh as a Second Language (ESL)

_brogram is being modified drast1ca11y'1n the fo]]ow1ng ways:s- i
Since teachers empressed a strong need for more help and traznzng ~
in ESL a structured continuum of ekills will be developed to serve
ESL teachers from grades 2-6. Last year the conttnuum Qf skills.
existed for gradie K and 1 only.
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ESL teachers thZ receive tndtvtdualtzed insePvice tratntng, with
teachers in the same schpols collaborating with each other as. much
as posscble

" Teachers may now teach ESL during a scheduled class period or they
: " may.opt to tncorpogate ESL into the class currmculum throughout ‘the
day.. - ) . N
o i .
. © .. While much leeway is given to teachers concerntng the manner in
which they implemedt ESL, they will be -accountable for the quality
of their perfbrmance and will be monitored.

. . o .
Implications and Cdnclusions : C - \

-

Ay important implication emerging from the study is that:school
distr{cts might be wise in tryjng to individualize their inservice programs
for: teachers as much as possible s1nce teachers appear to be quite hetero-
geneous in educat1ona1 background experience, ab1]1ty and professional

*  interests. Th1s 1nd1v1dua]1zat1on of tra1n1ng, however, should be the

~directsresult of a. cemprehens1ve needs assessment similar %o the one con-
. — N . i ] R )
v ducted in this study. * e

) In conc1u51on, the fact that changes were made in the school. d1str1ct s
1nserv1ce educat1on program for b111Qbua] teachers as a direct resulf of the
‘f1nd1ngs from. this study attest to the success of the study in fu]f1111ng:
its purpose.- Not only were.changes made in the 1nserv1ce program but the
\deve]opmeht‘of Eng]ish as a second 1anguage'(ESL) materials for teachers bfy
LEP ¢hildren also occurred becduse of the study s findings. What W111 be )
1mportant\te’follow up in the future will be the react1ons of teachers to
these changes, ahd u]t1mate]y, it will be 1mportant to determine whether
- LEP ch1]dren are in fact benef;t1ng in their education froman’ 1mpreved . % -

effort to meet their spec1a] needs.
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Division of Bilingual & Pntjjgationi}%éducétion ) < . N ' .

;_:"‘ Bi]ingqa1'Inseryife-Pnoject ($an M%ycos CISD) . . S
Not for reprcdyction or dissemination - :
' ) C;ncerﬁ; Qgestiohnaire .
Name o /o - \ -
Date Completed _ x//“ . : o

r It is very’fﬁﬁartant for contin&ityyin processing these. data that we have a
-uniqpe number that you can remember. P1gase use:

>

Last 4 digits SS# _% & - S . : s

The purpose of*this questionnaire is to determine the concerns of people
involved in the bilingual education adoption process. The items were’
developed from typical responses of school and college teachers who ranged
from no knowledge at all about vérious‘programs of instruction to many years
of experience with them. Therefore, a good part of the items.may appear to
be of little relevance or irrelevant tp you at this time. For the completely
irreTevant items, please circle "0" on the scale. Other items will represent
those concerns you do have, in varying- degrees of intensity, and should be

, marked higher on the scale, according to the explanation at the top of each
of the following pages. R :

~

~;, For~exa??1er . . ' ‘ W

.01 2 3456 (:) This §tatement is very’frue of me at this time.' B

012 3@ 5 67 This statément is sgmewhat true of me now. . L
~, t o ! N . '~ / .
0@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 This statement is not at all true of me.at this iime. |

(:) 1 2 3 4 56 7 This statement seem§ irrelevant to me.

-

Please respond to the items in &erms of your present concerns, or how you’fee]
about your involvement ‘or potential invoivement with English reading for LEP
students. We do not hold to any one definition of English reading for LEP
“students, so please think of it in teérms of your own perceptions of what it
involves. Remember to respond to“each item in terms of your present congerns -
about your involvemént or potential involvement with English reading for LEP
students. : ) .- T

] -
- . P
. - L8 B v v R

\\-‘ Thank you for taking time tq complete this task. S : )

L ST o

y Copyright, 1974 ,
. Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations/CBAM Project
- . R&D Center for Teacher Education, The University-of Texas at Austin
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o 2 » - .
. N ( . v ' - .
- 1 "2 . . 3. . . 4 . ) . 6 - 7
Not true of me now Somewhat true of me now ~ Very true of me now
nts' att'itudest" 012 3 456 7
I now know of some other English.reéading programs . 0.1 23 4567
that might work better o

vy -

I don t even kno!'ﬁawhat English read1ng for LEP ‘students is. 0 1

~nN
w
=
w
o))
~

&
“Tam concerned about not havirg' enobgh t1me to 01 2 3 45 6 7

&

orgamzeéprse]f each day. . A
1 would 1%ke to help other faculty.in their use of . . 01 23 4567
Enghsh read1ng for- LEP students
8, . T
I have a very 11m1ted know]edg about .Ehglvish reading-~ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
for LEP students . S
P B o . ,
I would 11k‘e to know thel effec’t of reorganization on 012 3 4 56.7.
my profess1ona1 status. . , - :
I am concerned about. €onfilict between my 1nterests . 01 2 3 4 5 6N 7
and my responsibﬂities N - o
9. I am cqncerned about /rev1s1ng my use of English readmg 01 2 3 45 6 7
. for LEP students. 4 .. g} - .
Mou;ld Hikeit deyelop workin re]at1onsh1ps with both =
. our faculty. av"d out/s1de facu]ty Asing Enq11sh read1ng 0 11 2 3 45 6:7
R r LEP s*udents e ¥ . S
1. %a?*n cq@cgned a‘b%ut g © Eng]':sh readmg atfects L 012345643
(Stugenes T g0 T O R
1 ‘amnot concé‘rnda abod‘t Enghsh read1ng for LEP : 01 2 345 6 7
students i X n . :
‘;.“‘ ‘ . ¥ ( o . . . [
13. 1 would Hk? t6 know \WJ? makeotbe “decisions . <01 234567
’ r’egarchng English re g fo}- ;.P students S
147 Iwou'ld ike sto discu Qmey of using K 01.23 45¢67 -
, Enghsh read1ng for LNMS -.,~ . i v y
. . ‘e [} . . s V. )
15. I would Tike td know what resoQ'Ge-‘s are avaﬂab]e 1f we 0.1 2 345 6 7
- decide to" adopt Eng11sh readmg,)for ? students. - ) N
. -1 am co cerned about“my inability tf manage aH that . 0'1 2 3 4 56 7
-English read1ng for LEP students raquires . »
) . b
el ¥ e . : "o
I would 1ike to know how my teaching-dy" adm1n1strat1on 0123 4'8~ '
‘1s supposed to change S~ . . ,,;&‘ / a .
.- 1 would like to fam1hamze other departments or persons g 2 3 4
with. the progress of En &g ng for LEP students
- Copyt ght, 974 I
Procedur‘es for Adopting Ucationg] Innovat1ons/CBAM PrOJect
R&D Center for Teacher Education, The Ydiwersily of Tekas_at Austm

t [

. M -
. . ) . “2","' "'1.'



Not true of me now Somewhat true of me npow

. ) s, P
19. I am concerned about -evaluating my impact ofstudents.
‘.

20. 1 would like to revise the instructional aoproach
' of English reading fér LEP studentg. °

I am completely’occupied with ‘other thfngs.

22, 1 would like to modify our use of Engli8h reading, fer
LEP students based on-the experiences.of our students.

23. Although I don"t- know about English readjng for LEP
) " students, T am concerned aigut things in the area.

24. 1 would like-to éxcite my.LEP students about their
part ‘in English reading. }i
2§T~ 1 am concerned gbout\time spent working with
e nonacademic problems related to English reading for
LEP students. o

~
26. I would.like to know what: the use of English readihg
- for LEP students will require in the immediate future.

27. 1 would- 1ike to coordinat@ my é??ort-With others té 0
"maximize the effects of English reading for LEP stud@nts.
L4

28. .1 vould 1ike to have more inférmation<on time and 0
energy comm#tmentf:y@quired by English reading for ... -
LEP students. ’ SR

o

I would 1ike to know what other faculty are doing in -
the area of English’ reading for LEP students.

At this timé, I am not interested in learning abqut,
English reading for. LEP students. .

I would 1ike to determine how to supplement, énhance
or replace English reading for LEP students.

. I would like to use feedbacK from LEP students to
" ¢hange English reading. , ’

33. 1 would like to know how my role will change when I am
-.using English reading for LEP students.. ..
-\\Q§~\~Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of "0 1
" my time. e ¢ _
35. 1 would like to know how English reading for LEP 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .7
students is better than what we have now. ' e L
. " Copyright, 1974 ) .
) Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations/CBAM Projects
R&D Center. for Teacher Education, The University of Texas at Austin
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"_-PLE@E COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING:  ®
'1." School District ) ] . ‘
2. )'School Name o ]
3. Teacher Name - C . . S
4. Grade(s) yod currently teach: .(check'.':)ne more¢ more)

.11

K 1. 2. 3 4 _~ 5__ Other, specify :

Number of ‘years at present ‘schoo{ " o r\

Check tit]e of your job at present school: Téacher _ Aide ____

Sfecialist ___ Other, specify _ “ . < ¢

H'O\:l 1png hfve y‘)u been.teathing in a bi]in_‘gual c]assroim,gn!courvlti‘ng this'year?-
never 1 year __ g2years 3 years 4 years ____ -\

5 year:s or more _ - ‘

In your use ofqbih'nguafeducation,‘do you-cpns‘ider\ yourself, to be a: ' J

_ nonuser . r.lovi‘ce ____ intermediate _ - old hand ___

"_;;_ast user ___ X ) ' ) ' &E. ““
Proficiency in'.Sbam'sh; excellent 'fair;p_L poor R
What bis you@%’lexa_s Edutation Agency certif'icatioh‘status? (Check one)

State Certified:Teacher with Bih’ngua] Endor"'sement

State Cert1f1ed Teacher with Special A551gnment Permit

State Certifie .Teacher with NO Bﬂmgua] Endorsem%pt or Spec1a1

Ass1gnment Pe it T - . .

T Current]y t&aching:on an Emergenc,y Cert1f1cate ’

,/ Other, specify’ . Lt . -

A 4 N
.Have you received spec1ahzed tra1nang in bilingual ‘education?. Yes.___ No ®__
If yks, what type of tra1n1ng d1d/fu recewe (check one o; more)

college course(s) * ____ district sponsore workshop(s) .
TEA/Service Center 30-hour Institute : SO '
— RS \ SN D

—re Other training (specify type and -Tength) .

. : P -
Highest dégpee.ea?‘ned: l}ssociat:e —_— Bachelpr __ Mai_;ters L Doctoratei s
. Year degree earned I . “

.
L 2 . k3

4

4 52 : ' L
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N . LoU~INTERVIEW _ o .

’ ) . i " ./ - l—'_

: _NONUSER : ' ;
¢ . . - : .’ . ey .

HAVE YOU EVER TAUGHT 4. IN THE PAST? IF S0, WHEN? :
WHY DID YOU STOP? ‘ : \ . .

IF YES: . ) ’ NV - 3 .

AV YGU DESCRIBE FOR ME HOW YOU ORGANIZED YOUR USE OF T 2 | .

WHAT PROBLEMS YOU FOUND? . . = ' . P e

WHAT EFFECTS IT APPEARED TO HAVE ON STUDENTS? - S

WHEN YOU ASSESS AT- THIS POINT IN TIME, WHAT DO YOU

SEE AS THE STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES? - - )

3 o . ~ . 5 : - s
ACQUIRING . * ARE YOU CURRENTLY LOOKING FOR ANY INFORMATION ABOUT * .
INFORMATION: co, T :

- “WHAT KINDS? »» . T
FOR WHAT PURPOSES? . * ", L T .
ReosEs?. , L
0/I-I1  —  HAVE YOU MADE h DECISION TOUSE__ - IN:THE

.- FUTURE? , ~ S
1020 SR IF SO, WHEN w;Lwou BEGIN USE? T . T

R | TN

\ X . . o \‘ -
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LoU INTERVIEW 't, B - .. T, SEDL 2/79

' T CONFIGURATION HUNT S

-

Span1sh Rga31ng
" ARE YOU CURRENTLY TEACHING SPANISH READING?

) (If NO - Ask NONUSER qugst1ohs.}
. If YES - Ask the fol]owing°
., PLEASE DESCRIBE FOR ME THE STRUCTURE OF THE SPANISH READING PROGRAM IN -

T YOUR CLASSROOM.

ch o If needed,{ask thizprlowing estions to search out m1n1mum cr1ter1a
Yo 1. What materials do you use?t Are, you us1ng the Span1sh version?
¢ E. who Js it tauqht to (Ianquaqe c]ass1f1cat1on of students)7~
3. How much—t’he is spent in Span1sh reading each day/week7

2 4, vIs there a.period. spec1f1ed in the Daily Schedu]e7 .

. o o
‘e . s . +
ESL 1. Do you have ch1]dren in your class of 1imited Eng]1§h\ipeas1ng ability?

2..°Do-you do anything different im oral English development for these -
,children that you would not normally do for monolingual ‘English-speaking
children of the same age? If YES - proceed; .'If NO - go to NONUSER

~ ., ~-3. Do you do this consistently?

P

4. - Is this something you do frequeptly (daily? amount of time?)?

- K

CbNTENT'_ 17 Now let's talk about the content areas: Is there any content area (math, . .

AREAS .sc1ence, social studies) that you teach -the ¢ oncegt f1rst in Span1sh7

If YES proceed . If NO - go to "NONUSER.

2. Single out the area, or one of the areas ment1oned and ask Dc~y9L

do’ this cons1stent]y7"

- v LT

3. Is thts something you de fréqUentIy (daily? amount of time?)?

Minor Content Proceed as in com}snf AREAS above. ' .
+ Areas . e '

CULTURE, I.‘ﬁTeII mexabout any kinds of things that you do that m1ght fall in thg

area of CULTURE IN THE CLASSROOM. .. .
: 2. To whom is this taught (language classification df'the students)?

3. Do you do this consistently? \

4. Is this somé{hing you do frequently (daily? amount of time?)?

L ‘ - Y
. ooe Jo

-\




‘LoU INTEEVIEU ‘ : . S _  SEDL,.2/79
o _ g | | h
< - USER .ot .

ASSESSING/  WHAT. DO YOU SEE AS THE\STRENGTHS AND, NEAKNESSES OF YOUR OWN PROGRAM
KNOWLEDGE ~ OF _ . .

. ﬂAVE YOU MADE‘ANY ATTEHFT TO DO ANYTHING ABOUT WEAKNESSES? (PROBE THOSE
' : THEY MENTIONED SPECIFICALLY )-

ACQUIRING ARE YOU CURRENTLY LOOKING FOR. ANY INFORMATION ABOUT :
INFORMATION

-WHAT KIND7 _ e L .
/’—'FOR WHAT PURPOSES?. 2N . g

’

LUV ’Do YOU MORK WITH OTHER PEOPLE IN YOUR USE OF . 2

HAVE YOU MADE ANY CHANGES. IN YOUR USE OF BASED ON

THIS JOINT 'EFFORT?

_— IFYES: . 7

. — —
N 1. HOW DO YOU WORK TOGETHER? .
| 2. HOW OFTEN? | N

3. WHAT DO YOU SEE AS THE EFFECTS OF THIS COLLABORATION7 -

4 4"ARE YOU LOOKING FOR ANY PARTICULAR KIND OF INFORMATION IN RELATION
T0 THIS‘COLLABORATION7 o : ‘

5. DO YOU TALK WITH OTHERS ABOUT YOUR JOINT EFFORT (coTIaboratwon)? -
IF, SO WHAT DO YOU SHARE WITH THEM?

6. HAVE YOU ASSESSED, EITHER FORMALLY OR "INFORMALLY, HOW YOUR
COLLABORATION IS NORKING7 —
7. WHAT PLANS DO YOU HAVE FOR WORKING TOGETHER IN THE FUTURE? . !
IF YES, -ask next question; if NO, proceed to sharing:

8. ARE YOU CONSIDERING OR PLANNING TO MAKE MAJOR MODIFICATIONS OR.
, REPLACE v . AT THIS TIME?-

3 N
» N 4 . =

SHARINB DO YOU’EVER TALK WITH OTHERS ABOUT ' _ ?

S
-

ASSESSING -  (HAVE YOU CONSIDERED ANY ALTERNATIVES OR DIFFERENT WAYS OF DOING
‘ THINGS WITH . ?

< ARE YOU DOING ANY EVALUATING? EITHER FORMALLY OR INFORMALLY, THAT
E WOULD AFFECT YOUR USE OF _- ?

o7 HAVE YOU RECEIVED ANY FEEDBACK FROMYDTUDENTS'THAT WOULD AFFECT THE .
WAY YOU'RE TEACHING

! P WHAT HAVE YOU DONE WITH THE INFORMATION THAT YOU GET? .-

* . : ~

OO s
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LoU INTERVIEW _ . ) . SEDL 2/79

ILI/IVA/IVB - HAVE YOU MADE ANY CHANGES RECENTLY IN HOW YOU USE . ?
€ WHAT? g - " «
WHY?

HOW RECENTLY?

i '

II/iVA/IVB ARE YOU CONSIDERENG MAKING ANY (OTHER) CHANGES?

v

o

PLANNING/ °  IN LOOKING:AHEAD TO LATER THIS YEAR, . S
STATUS WHAT PLANS DO YOU HAVE IN RELATION TO YOUR USE OF - ?
REPORTING SRR T S

4
]

III-VANT ~ ARE YOU CONSIDERING OR* PLANNING TO MAKE MAJOR MODIFICATIONS OR

REPLACE i AT THIS TIME?
. . ' ‘ + . -
¥ N
“ v - N
. & ~
% 4 N
- \ * .
> " .
. o / !
- ’ -
. ! 5 7 .
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Teacher Name : .[ ' ' )

»

Schoél ¢ !

. , ‘
~Date Completéd -

Grade Level(s) S . , . ' » I

. L INSTRUCTIONS

3 - ]

The Blllngual Classroom Questlo naire will be used to describe instructional .
practices in bilingual classrooms. The Questiommaire is part of a project designed l
(1) to provide educators with procedures for describing the type of bilingual edu-
cation in their schools and (2) to identify staff development needs for applying |
Jblllnguai\educatlon successfully. . I
The Questionnaire will take about 30 minutes to complete. Information is requested |
"in six columns. The example provided below shows how to complete columns one ;

through three. The discussion which follows describes procedures for completing I
columns one through three and adds information on columns four through six. y

In Column 1, Current Daily Schedule, please list in time sequence the da11y activi- '
ties of the students in your classroom. If more than one activity occurs ’ during a +
given time period, list each of, the concurrent activities separately. For example, 1
suppose that from 8:00 to 8:30 one groﬁb.of students receives Spanish reading in- #
.Struction while another, group receivés English oral language development. Each

IactiVity woulu be listed separate}y, as‘shbwn in the examp;e.o‘ e, o
. . i -~ = IS .
~ 1 ] Fo2 "¢ R 3
. CURRENT DAILY SCHEDULE ANTICIPATED DURATION LANGUAGE CATEGORIES
: - Contin- | Noncontinuous (of Students within —
(for your homerocom | ! uous (All (Please indicate-e. g.,l day] instructional
‘ students) Year each week;every other week, 2 Groups) -
HOURS ACTIVITY Long) -|weeks out of every 4,etc.) IBBIBE |[BS |ME [MS |LL
8:00-8:30 | Spanish Reading . v ‘\ S ) vl
e ' English Oral ; . . -
Language oo ot 1
/
Development® . ‘V// _ \ / v/ V/
8:30-9:00_] Science * 4|2 weeks: oué\of every 4 V1 /K
8:30-9:00.| Social Studies __|2 weeks out)of every 4 v /
, ' 9:00-9:30 | P.E. N E 4 days éach .week “rdard
9:00-9:30 | Art . . |1 day each week . v g/’

In Columtt 2, Ant1c1pated Duratlon, indicate whether the scheduled aet1v1ty occurs
throughout the year (,/) or on a more limgited basis (e.g., one day €ach.week, two weeks
out of every four, etc.). If different activities Are scheduled during the same perlod .
~but on a rotating basis, pleage list all the activities as shown in the example above - - -
(e.g., from 8:30-900 Science is taught for two weeks with Social Studies being taught '
the following two weeks before the-cycle repeats itself; from 9:00-9:30 P.E. is taughp
for four days each 'week while Art is taught on’'the remaining day). - ) _{j

] -

The Language Categories notgﬂ in Column 3 are to be_completed for every Activity noted

in Column 1. For each Activity, check the Language Categories of the students partici-
pating in the activity. The Language Category Definitions and abbreviations are listed
on the following page. e ’




e
j :

¢ } Language Category Definitions

Balanced Bilinggall(BB) -~ Totally fluent in both English and Spanish.

\
Partial Bilingual, 'English Dominant (BE) -- -Understands all>spoken English and
produces English utterances with native-like fluency and correctness in syntax
(grammar) and vocabulary. Also understands some.,spoken Spiﬁish and can produce
fairly complete sentences in Spanish but-with lese than native-like fluency. His/
her sentences in Spanish are somewhat awkward with regularized errors in syntax
and vocabulary. L'

Partial Bilingual, Spanish Dominant (BS) -- Undérstands all spoken Spanish and

produces Spanish utterances with native-like fluency and correctness in syntax .
*  (grammar) and vocab;lary. Also understands some spoken English and can produce

“fairly complete senteences in English but with less than native-~like:fluency. His/
ter. sentences in English are somewhat awkward with regularized ‘errors in syntax
and vocabulary. - -

3 / ‘ ' ' ‘
Monolingual English (ME) -- Understands all spoken English and speaks English with
ease ,and complete natijve-like fluency and correctness. If any Spanish is under-
stood or spoked it is| n&¥ more than a few isolated words or expressions.

<

_ Monolingual Spanish (ﬁs) --*Understands all spoken Spanish and speaks Spanish with
ease and complete native-like fluency and correctness. If any English is under-
stood or.spoken it is Eo more than a few isolated words or expressions.

<

.~ Limited English/Limited Spanish (LL) -- Does not have native competence in either
. English or Spanish. It may appear that he/she understands speken English and P
Spanish but the oral production in both langyages is labored, cﬁaracterizeg by
awkward sentences and systematic errors in syntax (grammar) and vocabulary.
. S . N . » . - ' ‘
In Column 4, the Primary Instructor of ‘the Instructional Activity should be indicated.
. Alternatives are the Teacher, Team Téaéﬁer, Resource Teacher, Teacher Aide, and Other. «
~ Select one (v ) of these fer Activity noted in Column 1. ) N

‘e

L]

* In Column 5, please check The ﬁhnguaéé of Jnstruction for each Activity listed in
Column 1. Definitions of %he| four zlternatives are listed below. Select a single
category for each Instructional Activity. ~

Language of .Instruction

[

Primarily §panﬁsh.; Instruction is provide&'excldsively in Spanish or:.primarily in
Spanish with only an occasional use ‘of English during the instructional period. * .

Primafily English. Instruction is provided exclusively in English or primarily ia
English with. only an occasional|use of Spanish Juring the instructional period.
. - /

/

Alternating Use of Both Languagis. Both languages are used approximately an equal
*\ amount ,of-'time during the instructional period. 'As distinguished from code-switching,
— 8lternating use of the two latigiages is characterized by exélusive usé 6f one language
t a time. during an instruetional event. Y = -

/

Code-Switching. This form of language inyolves introducing into the context of one .

" language stretches of speech that exhibit’ the other language's phonological and °.
morphdlogical features. «

In Column 6, indicate';he Language of Materials for each\Instfuétional Activity. The
,%g;ernatives are English, Spanish, Both, or No Material. Select .one ( V/) of these
or every Activity noted in Columd/l. . ’

o y

L4 .
-

‘ . 61 | B ‘ “ ‘.
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BILINGUAL CLASS

Yo, e,
*KEY: BB = Balanced Bllmgual ’ ME = Monolingual English - *
BE = Partial Bilingual, Engllsh Dominant MS = Monolingual .Spanish )
BS = Partial Bilingual, Spanish Dominant LL = Limited Engllsh/lelted Spanlsh
1 ® 2 53
CURRENT DAILY SCHEDULE | ANTICIPATED DURATION LANGUAGE
Continuous | Noncontinuous CATEGORIES#* ‘
) - (Please indicate, } OF STUDERTS® PRIMARY I
(‘s’iug‘;gts*)‘”e“m e.g.,l day each | WITHIN INSTRUCEI
| wk., every other | INSTRUCTIONAL (Chec
(A1l Year |wk., 2 wks. out ACTIVITIES Team
HOURS ~ ACTIVITY Long) of every 4, etc.) | BB [BE {BS |ME |MS [LL |Teacher|Teach
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TRUCTOR OF LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION LANGUAGEHOF MATERIALS .
AL ACTIVITY (Check One) (Check One) .o
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NéME - = N DATE

. . ‘ e .
DISTRICT scroor, =/

L

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

~

Please diﬂcle the number - that best
indicates the extent to which you |
desire professional growth in each
of the following items. <,
1.0 [GENERAL INFORMATIONJ

I WOULD LIKE TO LfARN MORE ABOUT:

. » -——
1.1 the philosophy and theory of bilingual education.
’ o -~ A N
1.2 . the théoretical foundations of second language

learning and teaching. ° .

1.3 functioés and patterns of language use (socio-
linguistics) . ; . 7

1.4 the nature of language and of the acquiSition process.,

*l.5 the diffErences and 31milarities between the child's
first and second language(s)

bl s

1.6 the individua ization of 1nstruction for different
. 1anguage groups.

* .
.

1.7 the nmplementation of inquiry/discovery strategies for
A . learning

> .

"‘\\Lf 1.8 t@e‘setting up of learnirg centers.”

220 [PLANNING FOR INSTRUCTION |
* ¢
I WOULD LIKE TO KNOW MORE ABOUT HOWLTO:

2.1 \group children’ according to ,language classification.

' .

"2, 2 ’schedule activities for different 1anguage’g16ups

2.3 spec1fy legrning obJectives~

4

Z%  sequence leaéning'activities.

select materials for instruction.

develOp materials to teach Spanish language arts,

[N

adapc materials to teach‘Spanish languige arts,

2

develop materials to teach content areas, 1$Gr9 science,
math, soc1al studies, in Spanish, '"\\ .

adapt materials to teach conténj*areaq, i.e. ,\science,
math, social studies, in ST,PISh

!

= not desired

1

w1l

3

®

N little extent

’

o

w to .an average extent

-

great .extent

&~ to a




~

-~

* = not desired

-

... 3.0 [INSTRUGTION OF CONTENT AREAS |.- = . 4
I WOULD LIKE TO LEARN MORE ABOUT HOW TO:

w toh.an average extent
. to a great extent

W little extent.
LY

.3.1 teach English a$ a second language.

<

3.2 teach Spanish'as a second language.
/o v :
. 3.3 teach Spanish as a first-language.."

3.4 teach English as a first language.&

"teach and integrate culture 1n théicurrlculum and in
the classroom. ‘

&

teach science.

o

teach iatﬂh‘

teach health and physfcal education.
teach reading. !
» , 3.10 teath social .studies.

-
\ . S

?rll teach fine arts (art, music, etc.).

MANAGEMENT o T
" .1 WOULD LIKE TO LEARN MORE ABOUT HOW TO:

‘v

‘ .. .. P . »
4.1 organize my,materljlﬂyﬁﬁitesources.
L - 5

T 4.2 collaborate with other teacherss teacher assistants, .
. o+ and resouice personnel to improve. student achievement.,

X

3 <

>

4.3~ attend to 1nd1vxdual student‘dlfferences.

o

74, 4: attend to behav1or problems in the classroom.

J 9._._1: . N R - - 4

‘ 4-5£ use feedback and p031tiye rednforcement with - 'students.
-3 - - . -

-
o




gage Three

.\A\\

o little extent -

'

LY

’

5.0 [LINGUISTIC SKILLS | A

e I WouLD LIKE TO DEVELOP FURTHER MY SPAN!SH LANGUAGE .
. SKILLS IN THE FQLLOWING AREAS; A

<L .

LA

)

“

to a great extent

~_ not desired
. 1 N
-4

w to an average ex
o~

5.1 the speaking and comprehension of Spanish. ,

5.2 the teaching of Span&sh languageba%ts.

£~

o “ ! 2

5.3 the teaching of social studies in Spanlsh

[l

£

ki L3N

5.4 the teaehing of science in Spanigh.

P2

5.5 the teaching of math in.Spanish.

5.6 the teaching of hea;th and physical education in épanish.el
- - Ve A _ ) N i ' .

A\

5.7 the teaching of the.fine arts in Spanish.

) [CULTURE )
"I WOULD LIKE TO LEARN MORE A.BOUT'

6.1 the nature and conbent of the culture of the 1angdgge
m1nor1ty group

< -
* .

» ‘ ¢

~6;2« the h18tory of the group 'S, ancestry ’
i 4 ° -

6.3° the contrlbutlons of’ the group(s) to h1stoty and culﬂhre 1

2,

_ 6.4 4 the contemporary life style(s) of the group

6.5 the dxfferencés and s1m11ar1t1es between cultures ‘and
N " xhe potentlal for conflict as well as opportunltles
i . \they may creatj for children. ¢
y
6.6 how the effeéts of cultural and socioeconomic varlables )
influence the students'’ general level-of development -
o

and soclallzatlon . -
&

*

7 0 [WASSESSMENT AND EVALUA'E_ION ].

I WOULD LIKE TO LEARN MORE ABOUT HOW.TO
J )

7.1 assess _student's language dominance.

assess the student s educational neede in the
subject /dontent area.




<o

< -

7.3

1.4

-

. 7.5

7.6

>

7.7

7.8

-

diagnose‘language needs and prescribe instruction.

\.’,

~a

~ not. desired

Zh )

*

N

apalyze and, interpret miscues in reading and prescribe

i ISCIUCCIOQ. .

.
.

administer and interpret indiVidual reading inventories

(IRI) in Spanish

Lt . : h
evaluate student learning progress.

Py
.
-

v

e

N

%X
p4

¢ e
5 " .
f

.
N 'S
- L

a t
v ~

evaluate the appropriateness of materials for bilingual

" education. .

>

evaluate the classroom learning environmenta

.
<

<
- e

~ -

~

N

7.9 deteruipe when a child is‘ready-to transfer from -

reading in one language to reading inuanother.

w

.?.10~ﬂeterhine when i child is ready to receive subJect

;

'7.41

nutter instruction ™ 1n her/his«second languager

_assess learning capabilities of childrenr(

I

aptifude, cognitive development)

8.0 F SCHOOL - GPMMUNITY RELATIONS |

I WOULD LIKE TO LEARN MORE ABon"r HOW TO:

>
A

A ~

. .8.2.

874

'90- -

8.3

programs.

- 1

< .

involve parents as participants in the

process.“

LI

o

*

Q

'

8 I\~incorporate commuﬁ!ty resources into the instructional

1

-

o little extent

w to an average extent

& to a great extent
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Not at,all true

SURVEY OF PERCEPTIONS 0P INSERVICE TRAINING

Introduction: The purpose of this survey is to determine the bercéptions of
teachers, principals, and administrators toward inservice. tra1n1ng in your
school district. The results will help the school district to plan<next
year's inservice program so that it will better meet your needs.

School Date

Grade Level No. of Years in District

s

1 2 z & !

3 ¢ 4 5 ¢
MQstly untrue ) Most]x true Completelvy True

o 4

No opinion

LY

. Teachers should be givén the .authority to choosg
. the type of inservice training program that they
feel is appropriate for their school district.

Sa -

Individual teachers $hould have the option of
not particdpating in‘inservice activities. -

Principals and district administrators should
diagnosee}he competencies of each teacker to
determine/ the type of inservice training needed.

Inservice training should be designed to fu1f111

needs which have been expressed by the schoo] 5
district and/or commun1ty

Inservice training occurs as part of the teacher's T
normal job at school during school hours. B ’/5

Although not strictly a part of the teacher's job, 1 2
inservice training is job-related. _ :
1 / 2
of professional credentials. ' N

Inservice #fraining is oriented toward the teacher's
acquisiti

Convent1ons and workshops sponsored by teachers' 1 2 -

'profess1ona1 organizations play a major role in

inservice training.

“ _ .

Inservice trajning is designed to meet the needs

of individual teachers, each of whom chooses the

types=of training that s/he needs
10. “Teachers generally are prOV1ded with-sufficient
. Nassistance and feedback in 1meiement1ng new

know]edge or skills which weretacquired in

" inservice training. :

*

o




"11.

12.

14.

.15,
16!

17.

18.

Much of the inservice training provided ismot ., ~ 1 2 3 4 5

relevant or cannot be applied in the classroom. ) ‘
Inservice training sessions often are conducted 1 2 3 4 5

by personnel who are not well equipped to handle

the task. - - :

The content of what is taught in inservice 1 2 3 4.5

training sessions is relevant to our needs. .

The manner in which inservice training sessions 1 2 3 4 5

are ‘conducted is appropriate. ‘

—
n
w
>
(8]

Inservice training should reflect possible future
(emergent) roles rather than being 1imitfd only
to the teacher's current role.

. t . . .- .
The focus of inservice training, rather than being 1 2 3 4 5
an integrated district-wide effort, has become .

-fragmented. - . X

-

Who are the,people mainly nespohéib]e for initiating or conducting
inservice teacher education in your district? Please check one of —
the following: LD . C S -

Principals

Teachers .
Central administrators
Staff from Region XIII
Parents | .

School Board Members
Others-(describe) . o

- & r

T

Which of the following provide input into the planning of inservice
topics for your district? '

Principals , ' N
Teachers’ .

Central ‘administrators.
Staff-from Region XIII %
Parents .

Schoégl Board Members -
Others (describe)

T

v

Check the,agenc{es and individuals listed below which have provided-
inservice training for your schop] district during the past year.

Private Consultants - .
School district staff .

sUniversity or college staff

|..‘

Educatiog)erviee Center ’ : e ' .

(e.g., Region XIII)
LAU Center c
Texa$ Education Agency
Others "(describe):

i

~J
Qs

RRln

N

o




20.

21.

-

22.

23.

.. Staff meeting

Other (describe)

" College credit i

" On .weekends

/l

Check all of .the fo1low1ng which have.been used by your school d1str1ct
1n providing 1nserV1ce tra1n1ng for teachers:
Norkshop or demonstration )

session ..
‘9
Summer instftute
College course .
Individualized study
Programmed instructien
Classroom observation
Video tape training session
Conference (e.g., TSTA)
One-to-one d1scuss1on with

ather teachers
Teacher-parent work session
Other (descr1Be)

-

I-I‘IIHHHI

Check the procedures which have been used to evaluate inservice training
in your school district:

L ‘ ) {
End of session quest1onna1re ) . . .
. or checklist T - / .-
Informal feedback to directors ) -
or presenters - . -
"Criterion referenced tests ¥ ®
— for teachegﬁ . .
. Observation of” teachers in .
classroom’ ’ « . >
Course grade ‘ s . .
Attendance at workshop y
Follow-up interview with \ A

teticher . ) ;

-~

Check the incentives which your schoo] district uses in its inservice
training.

Stipend for teachers

Release time.for teachers - T .
Education or professional < - , -
career ladder .

Upgrading of competencies
Schood district request -
Professional certification

Other (describe)

g
wh1ch “f the fo]]oqug t1mes are appropriate for conduct1ng 1nserv1ce
training? Please check: e
During regular school hours
Immediately after school
In the evenings

]

7

P . , ]
» . . . ' *
- ~ . . ) B

-/ -




24, At what.time do inservice sess1ons currently take place in your school -~ .

district? - 3 .
. ) ” '
. During regular school hours \ ~>* In the evenings .
) Immediately after school , On weekends

25. Briefly describe the strengths of the current-inservice program in your
' " school district. -

L

-~ 26. Now describe the weaknesses which exist in theﬁdist}ict‘s current
inservice program. - . X

.

&
¢

? 1

-

27« 1f you'were in Ghargdg,of planning d1str1ct wide inservice tra1n1ng for
. - teachers, describe the -process you would follow in designing an ideal .
+ “ program. - Use as much‘space as you need to describe this process. - \

-
. -
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Meeting with~T¢achers at Travis Séhool
Y - ’

, v ’ﬂovember 13, 1980 ) . |

- . »

‘.

‘The first of two meetings at Travis School was held from 3:00 - 4:20 p.m. .
for the purpose’ of haging 4th and 5th grade teachers of/LEP children

complete group-administered questionnaires. Dr: Holtzman from SEDL

directed the meeting, which,was held in the school library. Attendance

was very good. Besides teachers, Mr. Callendar (pringipal) and: Ms.

Curtin (instructiondl coordinator) were present at the meeting. "Since

more than 6 months _had passed since the initial proposal writing, Dr.
Holtzman explained the purpose of the praject to the teachers, how the

idea and need had originated, etc. The remainder of the meeting was

spent filling out the foTlowing questionnaires: (1) Survey of Per-

ceptions of Inservice Training; (2) Professional Development Quegtionnaire, ’
and (3) Stages of Concern Questionnaire.

_Impressions of Teacher Reaction to the Meeting L ) N ’

- There appeared to be several "cliqués" of teachers who responded differently
to the administration of the questionnaires. In the center of the room were .J/
seated a group of older, more experienced teachers, while the teachers at
the back of the room were 'much younger. Throughout the meeting, the group
of older teachers chattered rather loudly among themselves. Their general .
attitude was one of childish apathy rather than outright hostility. Although—™
they were encouraged ta do their own work, several of them were comparing «
thefr responses.™ Comments could occasionally bé heard such as "I don't 1ike
questionnaires" and "Do we have to do all of these questions?" By 4:00 p.m.
several of these chers were rudely shaking their car keys and were ready

N to leave. : : ' ’ o

In contrast,>the younger -teachers at the back of the room worked inde- .
pendently and diligently 'and were ‘the last ones to leave the meeting. Their
written responses on the Survey of Perceptions of Inservice Training were
longer and more thoughtul than those of the other teachers.

o

negative for several reasons.+ The main reason was that all teachers were to
xpress their concerns in regards to teaching English as a Second Language )
?ESL) but only a few teachers-actually have a period during the-day in which
they teach this component. The confusion seemed to result-because (1) the
pro?osal had-stated, that all teachers of LEP children at Travis School would
fill out ESL, and (2) the principal felt that all teachers of LEP children
teach ESL in a sense, simply by having these children 4in their classes. In”
‘Fetrospect, a more appropriate component fer¥these te%ghgrs would have been
English reading for LEP.children, :

////%he general reaction of teacher$ to the Stages of’Concern questionnaire was

~ \ . o -
Other reasons for the’ negative reactfaﬂiquthe SoC was that teachers did nqt
- feel at’ ease if marking items as befhgriffelevant. More than one teacher
said that she preferred to not put figr%iianie.son the questionnaire, Moreover,
. several items were unclear and had to bé“psipTained (e.g., "I would Tike to Knowh
the effect of. reorganization on my professjonal' status.") "It was only later, .

2
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~

after they had been ﬁorking on the questionnaire for 10 minutes, that they
were told about how these items could not be revised by SEDL, and that the
R&D Center would\use a standard computer program to run the analyses.

The meeting adjourned at 4:20 p.mkaith Dr. Holtzman telling the teachers
that the second meeting weuld be héld in late December or early January.
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Meeting with Teichers at Crockett School
. December 2, 1980

The first of two meetings at Crockett School was held from 3:00 - 4:00 p.m.
on December 2, 1980 for the purpese of having K 4nd 1st .grade teachers of
LEP children complete group-administered questionnaires. Dr. Holtzman
directed the meeting which was held’ in the school cafeteria. Besides .
teachers, others.present -for at least part of the meeting were La Rue
Miller (principall, Yolan Imendarez (Bilingual Director) and Paula
Hamilton (instructional coordfnator). Dr. Holtzman briefly reviewed the
history of how the project came about and what its purpose will be in
relation to the school district's inservice program. The two quegtion-
naires which were filled out were the Sury .of Percéptions of Inservice
Training and the.Bilingual Classroom. Questiohnaire......

Impressions of Teacher Reaction to the Meeting

Some of the teachers were late to this meeting and attendance was, less than
+optimal. Although.the teachers were slow to quiet down, they experienced
lTittle difficulty in completing the ‘questionnaires.. Ms. Almendarez had
predicted that the Crockett teachers would be the easiest to work with,
'since they have participated in the past in research projects -which SEDL °
and other organizations have conducted. ‘!

M ]

- Understandably, some teachers.did have.some difficulty filling out the
Bilingual Classroom Questionnaire (BCQ). The "open classroom” environment

at Crockett results in teachers having to teach wide diverse number of -
instructional activities to heterogeneous groups of children. (Their _
schedules’ during the day are quite complex, making it difficult to fill

* out the BCQ. Dr. Holtzman explained how the questionnaire should be filled
out to show concurrent instructional activities.which dccur during a _

" specified time period of the school day. General teacher reaction to the ’
- questionnaire appeared to be neutral to positive. : ¢

Teachers were told that the second meeting would be scheduled some time
in January and that ifRaddition, a SEDL staff member would set. up appoint-

ments with indjvidual teachers to talk to them about their use of one or

o
4 o

—

ore content areas which they teach to LEP children (Level of Use Interview). o

-




o Meeting with Teachers at Bowie School

*" Decémber 3, 1980 . PR

. . , . ‘e -
-
- £l ’

cThe first of two meet1ngs at Bowie Schoo] was held from 3:15 - 4:00" p.m.

for the purpose of having 2nd and 3rd grade teachers of LEP children com-

,plete group-administered questionnaires.

which' was held in the ‘'school cafeteria.

Dr. Holtzman directed the meeting
Attendance was good, cons1der1ng

exp1a1n‘the h1§toryf\nd;£urpose of ‘the proaect\tg<teachers
/.Impress1qns ‘of Teacher: oo

teachers' busy schedules close +to the holiday sgason, Besides.theé teachers,’
others present at the meeting inlcuded Ms.,Winn (instguctiapal coordinator),
and Ms..Lesak (t#lingual codrdinator). Because-of the short amount of time
allotted for.the meeting, Dr. Holtzman spent on1y'a féw minutes, to briefly

action to the’ Meet1ng .

. . v
Since we had a]ready conducted meetings ab Crockett ind at Travis Schoo]s,
this meeting went quite well, Teachers were coope?at1ve and task;or1ented.
Attendance could have been better, but the principal was unable to.attend

and we were told that teachers were quite busy.

he Survey of Percept1ons

of Inservice Trgining and Stages of Concern Question

ire (SoC) were completed

at the meeting..

Teachers félt t

t some of the items of the SoC were unclear’

- or irrelevant, but general* reac

either neptra] or positive.
coordinator there at the meeting.

on to the two®questionnaires .appeared to be

It was' especidlly helpful to have the bilirigual

Since she knows most of the teachers, she

was dble to tell Dr. Holtzman which innovation components would be appropr\Q\e

for 1nd1v1dua1 teachers to complete_on the SoC.

Dr Holtzman thanked teachers for their cooperat1on and told them that “the
next. meet1ng would be he]d in January, 1981. _
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The only negative reactions to the questionnaires occurred when several
- ———_teachers were confused about how to fill out the Bilingual Classroom °
. QuesthﬁﬁETre;;~Also,LQneM§ggpher was seen muttering the following to
«° herself while fil1jng out the Professional .Devélopment Questionnaires
° "We need to be teaching these children much mor? in English-~not in__
Spanishi" - : —_— ;] " _ , g .
d . ,
: . -, Y i
j N - ’
4

x Meeting wifb Teachers at-Bowie School

", ‘Janu’a\rt- 29, 1981 s

»

<

< R
H

s
! <

{ - The second of two meetings at Bowie~School was held from 3;15-4:00 p.m.
con January 29, 1981, in order to ‘complete the remaining group-administered
questionnaires.. Dr. Holtzman directed this meeting which was held in the .
schoo] cafeteria. Both the principal, Mr; Doyle, and the teacher :;Bpe-
sentative from the adyisory committee were present at the meeting,~and helped
to facilitate the data collection process. ' The main instrument to be figled
out was thesBilingual Classroom Questionndire (BCQ) in which teachers aff
asked to provide written documentation of their ¢lassroom schedules.
second instrument was the Professiohal Development Questignnaire (PDQ) in .
which each teacher pinpoints the fleed for professional growth in speech areas
of competency. At the end of the meeting the teachers were told that we at
SEDL would anatyze the, data by computer program and would be able to schedule
,another’ meetng with them in’about 1-2 months to discuss the results.

Impressions of Teacher Reaction to the Meeting .,

The meetjgg_progréssed.smodfﬁ}y with few or=no problems. _Jeachers generally
were cooperative and task-oriented, as they had been during the first meeting.
The bilingual coordinator had told Dr, Holtzman that attendance at the

meeting would not be optimal because some of the teachers were 11 Qith the -
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Teachers at Tfay%é‘Schoo1 e '. T
¢ February 10, 1981 - .

- " Meeting with

'

. The second meeting with teachers at Travis School took place on
February 10, 1981 for the purpose of completing the remaining group-

s administered questionnaires. Dr. Holtzman directed the-peeting which was

~ held in the school library from.3:00-4:00 p.m. ‘The principal; Mr. Callendar,
and the instructional coofdinator, Ms. Winn, were present at the meéting and
helped with’the administration of the questionnaires. The.two questionnaires
were the Biltingual Classroom Questionnaire (BCQ) and the Stages of Concern ’

: Questidqpaire,?SoC). The SoC questionnaire had already been administered in
November for th& ESL component, and it wa$ re-administered at this meeting
to those teachers who teach,English reading.to LEP students. -

»
4

- . R e T -
Impressithis of Teacher Reactibn to the Meeting

Teachers seemed somewhat more positive at this meeting.than they had .
been at the November 1980-meeting. Perhaps they were more at ease, since -
»" they knew more or less what they would be required to do (the prinéipa]’had
_ told them that the’meeting would only lastsuntil 4:00 p.m. and that they

> meeting).- When Dr. Holtzman suggested that_the teach€rs could work in>~ -
- groups to fill out the BCQ, they seemed very receptive to this idea. Also,’
1 . it may be that these teachers did not feel a% threatened in filling out -
'this questiopnaire because it asks for a detailed summary of their daily -y
classroom schedule (factual information) rather than-attitudes or opinions
. (subjective information). For example, there were negative comménts made
by some teachers while completing the SoC questionnairﬁ?’even though, there

naire at all.”- Moreover, a count of questionnaires revealed later that only
a portion.of those teachers who teach English reading to LEP -students at the
schodl. actually-completed this questionnaire. While it may be/ true that -~
some of them do not view their students to be limited Englisk préficient,

;o ~ -others simply elected not to complete this questionnaire for whatever reason.
' ) T .- : s S s. ) ’ . .. ,.' —4‘ ‘
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.+ —"'were not as, many as these had been at the November meeting. “One tkacher -
' was heard to say’ emphaticall]y to herself,."I just don't like this-question- ~

would be completing more.questionnaires 1ike they had done at the Navember «
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Teacher Reaction to Levél of Use: (LoU) Interv1ew C £
. --Crockatt Schoo]-- - .
-~ (gecember 15th & 1hth, 1@80 ! :
. . . '4‘., ~ . ey 4 . . . . .- 2
. _Tomds Rodrfguez! Impressions ™ - : ‘: e .
SEL IFirst Gradeﬂ . | Cot s ‘i '

©

had

"As a group., teachers 1nvo]ved in ESL‘%kre better prepared had more '«
exper1ence had taught ESL at least one year,

¥ 3

w @

. . F1rst grade teachers d1d not state quite, as high a need for supp]e¢
mentary mater1a]s as did K teachers . L C
' ) First grade teachers said kids can do sound -symbo} assoc1at1on very

well. They seemed more concerned about progress in.sound-symbol rather than
- in comprehension. C

o« M v

& ) ¢ o . 3 . »
Ejndergarten?] . - : ) '
) — . g ‘ s ] s
" . Teachers. were more at mechan1ca1 Teve] oegause it was .their first - - ~2
vyear of teach1ng N g —.t
Teachers talked a lot about’ preblems of time .and organ%;fng kids, the.
need for supplementary materlals . ) - .
o v .o . S o
. . More teachers seemed to be “teaching ESL by assignment,ratheg than :
) . their own choice. . ) :
- N . e ‘
Some~teachers felt that less Spanish shou]d be'used in teach1ng ESL .
. , Bpﬂ16rmms; “—iuvmzlww‘" h “'"“f“““‘““‘“"j“?“* %‘““***"”“j“::"41¢-
_” . / . . - N
: Teachers said they need more time with other members of théir team -
xtO plan and -to evaluate children's progress. However, they &id nbt seem to
. be act1ve1y involved in. correcting thi prob]em , » <
"’__ . a - v ¢

Teachers .werg, involved with numerous 1nnovatrdns (e.g§9_team teaching,
,un1ts, head teacher, open c]assrooms) .

~

. ~ ‘ '
. Only one teacher reacted somewhat negatiyely'to the Loy 1nterv1ew
Most teachers seemed to enJoy the interview, :

L‘d1t]onal tomments (B Mat]uck and W. Hothman?ﬁP

. Teachers felt that they have:their own expert?g: within the d1str1ct.'
. They do not like outs1ders coming in to give inservice tra;n1ng

Teacher centers where teachers who chave spec1f1c skills could
collaborate with their peers, mlght be a good thing to try. Yolanda. %

- Almendaret, 8111ngua1 Director, is Gurrently wr1t1ng a proposa+~to obtain
: fund1ng for a. demonstrat1on center

-
- .
- . [ S

~ - - —t o e o O, —— e —




Page Two _ * RN y . -
. _- ‘ ‘ r P Co . - Hast
) A’ maJor pr1or1ty is for teachers to haye more time to organ1ze and -
f\lmplement ideas and" techn1ques wh1ch they “already have ‘ ’

3
.
ey

- . Although teachers tons1der thﬁmse1ves to be profess1onals, they
feel that the central administrators have treated 2fem 1ike laborers. _This
’, results in a, m111tant att1tude and causes them to refuse to work overt?he

. ¢. A very high priority. amOngzteachers at Crockett is to be granted
more.p]ann1ng time. J .
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Impressions of Teacher React1on to LoU Intérviews---Bowie Schoo]

_January 28, 1981 — e
. * . )

° « . .

1
' o

. o
= All of the teachers who were 1nterv1ewed by Dr. Matluck and Dr
Ho]tzman seemed to react in a positive or neutral manner to the interview.
One’of the-o}der teachers said during the course .of, the- interview that .
“some of the tiong, were effect1ve in causing her-to really think hard
about her currens pro§ram (e. 9.5 strengths and weaknesses). Several "
teachers during the interview suggested ideas that might improve the
district's inpservice program. One feacher recommended that pre-service
days be schedu]ed earlier in August, while another teacherexpressed a«
desire~to have more of -the leaders of inservice wdrkshOps be exper1enced
’ teachers with expert1se in d1fferent areas of competency

b :An 1mprovement in the: 1nterv1ew1n techn1 ue'&as recommended at an

’ adv1sory committee meet1ng by the teac%er’representat1ve from Bowie School.
* $he 'said that some of the teachers had felt somewhat intimidated by the -
,» presence of the tape recorer. (The interviewers a1so had recognized the

- situation wjith,some of the teachers). She recommended that more time be
taken at f urc interviews to reassure the teachers that their competence
is not'beifng evaluated 'nar are we attem§t1ng to document 1nconsqstenc1es
1n the program or noncompliance with di

trict pol1cy.

.‘ ~
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Impressions ofiTe5§hér Reactions to LoU Interviews--Travis School
© . @ L 4 February,10, 1981 \ o
. B h i o . "‘ ) .

" A total-of 13 teachers were interviewed -by Dr. Holtzman and Mr. Rodriﬁuez .

.from 8:30%12:00 noon. It was interesting to note that all teachers who were
interviewed appeared to be eager to talk on a one-to-one basis about their
-teaching. The tape recorder only seemed to elicit mild "anxiety in a few of -

. the teachers' (a larger, more inhibiting recorder.had been' used at the other

two schools). Of course, it is not khown how the other j€achers who were
not interviewed would have responded. - .  ‘-. ‘ ‘

There were two-observations resulting .from thése interviews that seemed

. to be particularly relevant,to document. The first was the fact that several

teachers-mentioned that it would be extremely, helpful to obtain & sequence

- - of hierarchical skills on which to focus their teaching of ESL. They felt

reasonably. satisfied with their ability to teach ESL," but nonetheless felt °
that they needed a more ‘organized skj]],sequence in which to,follow, -

i

A diffe}enf type of concern was. expresse ‘by>anothef teacher who was . °
quite honest and straightforward in.her comments. She had felt upset and
offended after filling out the Stdges of Congern questionnaire. When asked

. to specify the root of her concern_this teac er.replied %hat she did not
L

like to have us evaluate her attjtude “towards teaching LEP students, and °
that we could never know what teachers' ‘tru attitudes really are, anyway-
she' felt that we would blame the teachers f¢r the 16w achiévement of LEP
students, and that-their negative attitude towards-these kids.was the reason
for the low achievement. This tescher's c nts were extremely enlighten- -

ing, and it would be interesting to find oyt if other teachers feel nega--
tively towards this questionnaire for the same reasons. '
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L ] Inservice %7eting -~ October 1, 1980
4 3 ‘ . ——
Staff in Attendance A . ¢ . . f. <
Iris Blythe, Gonzalo Garza, Don Williams, Yolanda Almendarez, Domingdez, Wayne Holtzman, Jr.
N . .

NS . . ) » N
Purpose of Meeting e ‘ \
The purpose of this meeting<was to inform the sghool addinistration of our {”1

Inservice Project being funded and to reorient them-to the scope, content,
timelines, etc./, of the project. ’ ‘
» . ”»

Decisions Made : O T X

1. Teachers ‘are to write names on tests that they take.- : .
. . - : o : ;o

2. Two additional instruments measuring teachers' attitudes toward inservice program
and capacity to imp ement change (proposed by Dr. Domlnguez) were tentatlvely
accepted by the gr . -

>

# 3. Dr. Garza will be sent copies of the two mstruments for review and will also
: be sent a sample of BCQ : . .o ’
4. A luncheon will be held’ from 11:00-1:00 on October.9.. The purpose will be toa -
reorient the principals and their coordinators_of eur three target .schools to
" the inservice project. Central qpmlnlstration staff will also attend. Ms. -H' N
Almendarez already has mdde reservations. A packet of'materlals describing - - *
8 “ the prOJed% wlll be given to them at that time. ) E: .

24 -

Y -, R

5. At the October 9th meeting we wlli set -up dates to meet with gro s of teachers
. separatelyaon each campus for purposes of orientation to the study - N

6. Dr. Garza de81gnated Don Williams as ‘the primary contact person at.the centfal

-

. administration level. N
b 0 "'” . . N
7. «Dr. Williams designated- Ms.\Almendarez to be the contact person in the schools, -
and SEDL will maintain close contact with her regardlng day to'day questions or
COﬂcernS.. . ’ ‘ N A .
. ll . . > V4

-
&; We will probably pay substituté teachers t%’manage classrooms for teachers during
the 30-45 minutes in whlch they will be #nte:yleweﬂ on the Levels of Use instru- -

ments. e .
-]
i i - e . L ;
9.. Teachers'at-each, school will soon need to attend two Sne and one-half hour meetlngs
after school. The first meeting will be to owient teachérs to project and to 2

administer- the two instruments that measure perceptions toward inservice program
and capacity for- change. The second meeting will be  to administer BCQ, PDQ and
7 "Sal.- Teacher340111 probably be paid' a‘*small stipen for aftendance. \ (Dr.
b ' -~ " Dominguez an + Holtzman felt that two meetings would be needed rather than
one, but this was not dzscussed wlth the other staff? ) * . |
s.. JO. It was recommended ‘that the three cpmmittees (Adv130ry, Plannlng”rTeacher) be -
combined into’a new committee which will'be cal d the "Proggct Advisory Committee."
Dr. Williams suggested that meetings be schedule Sndy if* ‘there are specific
.. > issues that need to be dlscussed " Dr. Dominguez suggested that the new. committee
Q ‘elect a chairperson as seon as p0331b1e. Flrst meeting issto be held sometime
after-Qctober 9/ L

‘., PN - . A» 8g # « . . -
' ‘ ’ “ tj ° M - -

«
d L4
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Inservice/Meeting.- October 1,

Concerns or Comments

©.

-

Ms. Blyth did not want our project to alter the ‘'sgchedule of inservice-activities

't

1980,, page two.

A

-

{

whieh the district has planned for, this year.
days pet month are allowed for 4:,str1ct-w1de inservice activities.

K

£

She pomted out that only two

&

4
2.+ Dr. Garza suggested that maybe one 1nserv1ce day per year be mandated for
bilingual educat:.on, as- it is for special education. _

\

tY

3.

Y4,

5.

\

L]
>

Ms. Aimendar)ez said that results from PDQ might “be useful in repqorting to Lau
. abdut teacher n®eds.

Ms. Blythe noted that last year teacher input was important in

mserv:.ce.

-

Everyone at the meet:Lng felt. that teachers see themselves having little input ~

anning for

“All teachers filled dut a questionnaire from Region XIIT and then
pr:.pc:.pals met _fo d:.scuss results. .

t

-

into inservice planning, the district decides the content of mserv:.cc.’

them.

-
,

“§

\

L4

<

for

-
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Luncheon Meeting with Administrators, Eriné{%d]s o

N : : o

: |
In attendanée:” Dr. Gonzalo Garza, Superintendent for the district; Dr. Domingo -
- Dominguez and Dr. Wayne Holtzman, Jr., SEDL; Dr. Don w1111ams,“Assis§pnt
Superintendent; Mr. Ben Hardin, Assistant Superintendept for Business . v
Affairs; Ms. Yolanda Almendarez, Director of Bilingual cation; Ms.
Grace Hyatt, Director of Special Education; Ms. Sara Lesak} Bilirgual,
Coordinator; Ms. Iris Blyth, Language Arts Coordirator; Mr. Boyette . o
Doyle, Principal of Bowie School; Mr.. Bernard Callewdar, Princjpal of
Travis School;-Ms. Paula Hamilton, Coordinator at Croykett Schbol; Ms..
. Lavelle Winn, Coordingtor at Bowie School; and Ms. Pat Curtin, Coordinator
at Travis Scheool. s v . )

- October 9, 1980 .11:00 #.m. - 12:30 p.m.

!

The meeting was hel
inservice proposal
instruments, .proce
restaurant.

ad been accepted at NIE and to orient them to test

to inform principals and administrators thatﬁhe
ures, timelines, etc. Everyone met at a local

Dr. Domfnguez'discussed the history of collaboration betwéen SEDL-and SMEESD
. and the hard work that had been done by.the advisory committee and planning
gommittee in preparing the proposal. The purpose and objectives of the .
“project were stated. Dr. Holtzman then diséussed timelines for testing. .
'Handouts were/distributed which describéd the data collection scheduled, PR

test instruments and objectjves of the study. Each instrument was briefly

rgviewed and/explained to the administrators.- A . .

Dr. Domingu€z ‘said that the total time that teachers will need to fill out . )
the group/questionnaires will be 3-4-hours.- SEDL will pay a stipend for )
meetings'gfter schogl. Substitute teachers will be paid by SEDL during '
the time Lhat individual teachers will be interviewed on. Levels of Use.
_SEDL cannot pay teachers to attend meetings in the Spring for the purpose \
of interpreting data and planning modifications in the inservice trajning :
plan. However, Dr, Dominguez suggested that Dr. Garza might give release , =~ 't
time to/ the teachers so that they etould attend these meetings at each-campus. -
o W y . , )
. The-main concern of the principals and.administrators seemed to be that all :
teachers, rather than only bilingual teachers, should be involved in the ©
project. Mr. Callendar thought that all .teachers should be given.all * ° '
questionnaires. . Ms." Blyth also supported the idea of involving al¥ teachers
™ in the project and Ms. Hyatt was interested in having Special Educatian
teachers participate as well.: Dr. Domfnguez said that we could at. least
administer some of ‘the questiotnaires to all tedchers, but that the intent "~
of the proposal. is for teachers of LEP students. ‘Dr. Williams eipressed
.concern that we not be overburdened with: too much work. e
Dr. Garza said he was excited about the project and .its potential for T "
improving «inservice evaluation in the district. He said that one’ of the problems
{s  that the current inservice program is too fragmented. M$. Almendarez said X
.+ . bthat- it would be a good “idea to give téachersgthe ‘same handoufs which were C L
" presented aqﬂthis meeting for the purpos ‘of orientation. - )

3

+

\; The meeting was.égjourﬁed at 12;30'p.m. ‘ffter the meeting, Dr.f quinguez‘ ' S
‘ [ERJ!:‘asked Dr. Witliams to send us the result§ from the inservice needs, assessment Y

‘ ummmathat_'RegjoniXIITucéliepted1frqm tgaéhefsllqst year. - 9
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»

Meeting with School Administrators at SEDL o -
April 1, 1981 .

It . s “& * , -

" Persons at Meeting: Dr Don W1111ams, Assistant Superintendent for Curr1cu1um

and Instruction; Ms. Yolanda Almendarez, Director of Bilingual Education; Ms.
Blyth, Language Arts Goordinator; Dr. Dom1ngo Doanguez,_D1v1sron D1rector at
§ﬁi Ho]tzman, Jdr., Project D1rector at SEDL.

Séveral key staff, from the district who have co]]aborated with SEDL on the
inservice project came to SEDL for an initial meet1ng First, a 1urrcheon

-staff members could chat informally. After lunch,. Dr. Holtzman and D
Domfnguez discussed the results with the district Staff. Each person was
given a notebook consisting of numerqus tables which had been created from
computer printouts.. Results from each of the four quegtionnaires and the
structured teacher interview were 3all d1scussed one at a time.

-

. React1on to the Results

With so much data to ,Study and d1scuss, there was, not much time.for the school
district staff to give feddback 6r to "digest" the data, However.. several .
comments were made. MS. Almendarez said ‘that the way in which the data was
summarized in tab]es was clear and easy to understand. -Dr. Williams was
_surprised that one of the highest priority needs 46r teachers on the PDQ
‘was- to teach Engljsh as a First Language' (as -opposed to’ téaching English as

a second language) - Teachers will be asked to~explain the nature of this

need at the campus meetings to be scheduled for May. Dr. Williams felt that

—~ from 1I:30 a.m.-1:00 p.m served as a social function in which SEDL and, district

the information from the Survey of Perceptions of Inservice Training instrument ‘

was interestingiand seemed to confirm many of his own beliefs. Item #1,
~with'which teachers v1rtua]]y all agreed, was of particular interest to h1m
It was.stated as follows:  "Télchers should be given the authority to choose
the, type of ingervice training program that they feel is- appropr1ate for their
schoo] d1stfhct " p

'
~ b 9.

* Br, W1]]1ams suggested that we plan a meeting in the near future to inform the
super1ntendent of our results.

-

(3 -~
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Meetiﬁg with Administrator§<~ o
' April 9, 1981..

»

_ Namés of Staff Who ‘Attended: . * e

' SEDL Staff - . l[i‘ -
Dr. Domingo Dominguez, Division Directdr - o R

Dr. Wayne Holtzman, Jr., -Project Director

. ¢
.

i Central Admiﬁistrators N »

( Dr. Gonzalo, Garza, Super1ﬁtendent o

. Dr. Don W1111ams Assidfant Superintendent for Curr1cu1um and Instruction
» Ms. Grace Hyaft, Djrector of Special Educatjon
S - Ms. ‘Yolanda A mendarez, Director of Bilingual Educat1on

d

I wcmals A - o L
- - f, N . .

. - Ms. ﬂaRue,Miller;~Crotkett’scﬁool - -
».. Mr. Boyette Doyle, Bowie School : . o . — =
" Mr. Bernard Callendar, Travis School ° . . ’
. - , - St
: N F .
, Coordlnators - - . L T .
- © M. Ir1s B]yth Language Arts Coord1natbr
\ Ms: Sard Lesak, Bilingual Coordinator’
- Ms. Diana CarbaJal Bilingual Coordinator - . )
3 Ms, Paula Hamilton, Créckett School e 7 e
' ~ . Ms. ,€ave]]e Winn, Bowie .School .o - LT ..
. Ms. Pat Curt1n, Trav1s Schoo] lj e A
: . Summary of Meet1ng - - A e f' o

’ . Q,

~. 4

‘ A A]] staff met. at 12:00 hoon’at a local restaurant, w1th the - actual

"%

\F“

meet1ng .being conducted 1mmed1ate]y after lunch, from 1:00-2:00 p.m.

Dr.

(c»

Dominguez opened the meeting by thanking dlstr1ct staff for their cooperation

o during the data co?1ect1on phase He reviewed the purpose behind each of the
assessment instruments and pointed out that different types of 1nf9rmat1on -
weré being gathered from each,qgest1onna1re Next, Qr. Holtzman .briefly
reported some”of the more interesting findings of the study. Each staff
member was given.a folder with sdmma?y data repdrted in various tables: In
addition to the summary data which concerned the whole “school district, .each
person was prov1ded with additional tables.which contained more spec1f1c -
data which was relevant enly to the1r schoot ®r, administrative position, For
example, the principal at Bowie-School received data spec1f1c~to his school,
the Special Education Direc®or was prov1ded with-data that had been collected

from Special Edﬁéat1on teachers, etc.
in the way teach€rs responded to the questionnafrés at the three,schools were ,
h1gh11ghted ) N : RS -

. L3

¢
]

v

"Sorfe dveralt differences and similarities Coe
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- SEDL/Distrtct Joint Meetinio ‘ P
April 9, 1981 , ' v .
Page Two . :

.Dr. Ho]tzman said that he would be happy to meet w1th each principal and/or _*
instructional- coordinator individually to discuss the results it more detai}.
He emphasized that' they would be better able than SEDL Staff to really get’

_ ~a handle on the meaning of the data, since they know the teachers at their
respective schools. He also-suggested caution in intérpreting the resu]ts,
not to bvergenera11ze beyond the limits of~ the datas etc. ’

Reaction frem the district adminjstrators to the results is not known for~-
.sure, but seems to be positive; There definitely was more interest expressed -

‘ . . . o ) 1

e
?

in the study at this meeting than there had been at the October, 1980 .meeting.”
Attendance was atso excetlent; everyone who had been invited to the meeting
was present, with several un1nv1ted additiggal administrators-also present
because of their interest in the study.- There was little time for comments,
but nonetheless, there were several,tecommendat1ons made:

(1)

_more about classroom management and behayior problems which was evident

“steachers. ) . , oy
Dr. Garza felt that ) he data was usefu] in sée1ng how teachers pereeive :
9>
eet

.that a féHlow-up

-

A pr1nc1pa1 ~asked Dr w1111ams how the data compared with the 1nseqv1ce »
needs assessment collected by Region XIII last fall, -Dr. Williams said

. that'he did not know. but that a comparison of the data might help Region

X111 better focus the ‘content of their workshops for next year {general
topic¢s have already beerm decided upon). Also, some topics offered. by
Region XIII may possibTy be related indirectly to teacher cempetency needs ~
collected—by SEDL. Fonmgxample, Region XIII offers workshops on how to
deal with stress; it is possible that the teachers' high need to learn

on SEDL's Professional Deve1opment Questionnaire means that’teachers cur-
rently spend time-and energy trying to control and discipline students,’

-and this would make their job mogscstressful To help them deal with
u

stress makes them more/able to fugetion in spité of the classroom situa- «'
tion; similarly, learning more about c]assroom management techn1ques might
make the1r JOb less stressful. ~° -

(2)N,Someone suggested that the data would be usefu] to the d}str1ct in p1énn1qg

insapvice programs for future years, eSpec1a11y 1982 Y _
Ms. A]mendarez said that the b1]1ngua1 teacher's data would be invaluable
information in planning .the 1981-82 inservice program for T1t1e VII bilingual

i.
4

inservige trainin
ing sbe planned later this year to inform_ administrators
about what had taken place the teachers.'. meetlngs and parent adVﬂsory
meet1ngs He was espegiall coneerned that we ‘should bersure  to follow-up .
on any recommendat1ons that teaChers have SO that appropr1ate changes will -
be made in the 1nserv1ceuprogram MU ; X 3

-
- & a . 3, a
’ ~9

nd whatg;h;y view theirs needs 't6 be. He ;recommended’

Dr Ho1tzman c]osed the meeting by ask1ng pr1ncﬁpa]s to Took at the{r cafehdars"
_and to tell Ms. Almendarez which data. wou]%/be appropriate have, a meeting

after schoo] with-teachers 1n ‘order to dis

SS the resu]ts w1th them Co 7

I
1
R
l
4

; I
1
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© e Adv$‘sory CommJttee Meetmg 'e‘_ CoLos o
Noveml;er 19,7 1980 | ey

. e ‘.
. ’ r -
- s 4 . [ N B FARY *

NEN L. B —_:_ s 7 - : " .. I\ . ‘:..-—' ’f‘
Persons in attendance: Sara Lesak parent Lazaro Gonzalez ,teacher; - AR
Denise Foley Hamm, teacher; Ade]a‘ida Guerra, {eacher, R. Doy]e principaly £ S
Yo]-anda Almenda’r'ez Bﬂmgua] Da rector wayne Ho'ltzman, Jro, SEDL. - w - \-wi

—_— A - v

The meemn" began at 7; 100 p m. fand was, adgourned at 8: 30 p.w. Dr. HattZman . %
|

briefly’ descr1bed the coHabor‘atwe p‘I%nmng‘ and .proposal writing which had
been-undertaken by SEDL® and-the’ dd1§tr1ct“ Next, the proposed functions . \ 5

‘of the advisory committee.was exp]amed in cﬁetaﬂ Dr. Holtzman Jpointed- out

:-that the advisory committee could help monitor the prOJect nd provide Va"luable -

a\g”‘

o

‘l:'

y %g' relevant..> =7 7 T TR S SN Y, e
[ She . Y R a2 * - d { 0 ‘ *' n.,# . . LT i’i‘. 2 e l

PR
?‘r.l._‘._

»

feedback and make. recommendations ‘o SEDL about how to:prodeed. The.comnittee
has the potent1aT to be an effectwe a1d in commumcat;on, since 1t—1$/com- -
prmsed of & s-choo] dzstr—xctaémmstrator? p«r1nc1pals, teachers and parents '

o

The remamder of° the meetTng was devoted to K d1chss1on of the test ihs
struments to be used in«the project and commttee memBers were, eneou’raged to
offer cemments and sugdest’wns As a resu]t of tms meetmg, the fo]]ovung Z‘ .
discussions. were made ) , i v

4,‘. | ‘. . . . ”

" 'An effort you"ld be made to limit the pumber of ; meet1ngs to be. ,{E% L ]
. the year Sipce, Jgeachers and parents h%ve, very Busy schedyJeS{ UL o -
"~ decided.-that tHe advisory committee could serve as a p]anmng,ncommti;ee .t
Cas wel] armd it wdu]d n’otpe necessary to f’orm separate p]ﬁnmng conmi‘ttees .
) ateachschoo] . e ; % _’r .,.‘5, _}‘a.o‘ L]

<4

. - The next adeor‘y comm‘fttee meetlng i1T bérsche'duled in F,ebruérxﬂ, ‘198% ;
- At that t1me, -Dr. Ho]tzman’ wﬂ] 1nformo part1c1pants regar;hng th‘eﬂprogressﬁ S

made,thus*farv L " % -)u'“:“’, e g
L R P T e

. Yo]anda said’ that the Diredtor of Spl=ac1a“i~ Educat'lo‘hf wou]d hg t‘he Spema1\ T
- Education teichers lnoluded\n the study, . Jf’ %&ﬁb]a Jt was; JdeCMed that” *

A1 teacherd wha ;teach’LEP- children would be given tie opportunity at each . R

-"sthool to fﬂ'l eut any of thewgr.oup quest1onn‘a'1re“s, if they ypea(red to, ;be

R
e

.

" Mr. Doy]e e'kpressed concern akput the Targe amount o ’6'1 Tatawould: bet g ..o

% neede onddct, LoU individial intérviews with. eath er. He had ... v
been n‘der the 1mpres510n “that it would not.be necessar to include aH . N
feachers in " the study. -Instead; he recpmmended that: all teachers be given _ -
. the. quest1onna1res~ but that onty tertain Ones be Jntef*v1ewed (¢.g.,.b3- .
hngualtteachers, vo] unteérs, .tea H'ers teachmg oré th&n one component of
b1hngua] ~educat1on,csetc 9+, Dr. Holtzman agreéd that it: ‘would probably.c
be po_s_s\ﬂ:le to hmt the number‘of 1nterv1ews s L Serd

R
3

i/' . ‘.‘j. ’..‘ * . EN
NOTE _ SEDL taped- tbxs meet1ng in ﬁm, in order to ma1nta1n a scOmp],ete s ,
g documentatron m part1c1pants reSponses e . A oty

—— - e 3 a1 4 - R
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) . Advisory Com&ittee.Meeting'
e e January- 28,. 1987 .
! . . ) ._, * - { . \.- 7

A
b}

‘ ~ N ’ . - e
Persons in attendance:’ Sara Lesak, parent; Amanda Ruiz, parént coordinator,
Lazaro Gonzalez, teacher at Travis SchooT; Denmise Foley Hamm, teacher dt °
Crockett School; Adelaida.Guerra; téacher at Bowie Schooly Nayne Holtzman, .
Jdn., SEDL. e U SO < '

T . " ? K _ ... ) . .

*The meeting began at 7:00 p.m. and was adjourned %at.8:00 p.m. 'The main
purpose of the meeting was threefold: to -inform’the committee of the ,
activities that- have been completed at the three projéct'schoo]s;‘to
describe the procedures which will be used in disseminating results to
the committee.and to 'district personnel; and to obtain suggestions from .

. committ®e members as to how torfacilitate future project- activities..

Or. Holtzman reported that group meetings with alT teachers at each of the
threg schools have beén peld in which questionnaires and syrveys were filled
out. -He said that it will be necessary to have one more meeting at each
campus in drder to complete the collection<of data. Individual interviews
between -teachers of LEP studenfs and SEDL staff have been conducted at two
. * - ..schools for the purpose of determining the extent to which .teachers are
. implementing specific instructional components for LEP students. Within
- ,. = ‘the next several weeks teathers at the third school will also be interviewed.
z{L*"o'\ Since the decTsion had been mad& at.the November, 1980 advisory committee
) meeting toadimft the’nugber of.teachers .tq be interviewed! only about half -
-of the teachers’in Grades 2-5 were selected. 5t Crotkett School (kinder-
’ ) garten .ang first.grade), however, an attempt was made to interview all -, .
.. - teachers. It-was felt that the large number of LEP students in the lower — 7

+' ' grudes warranted-niore extensive evaluation. -
- @ . = -

. > s T ¢ ' .
Next, Br, Hoitzman discussed-his impréssions of the teachers' reastion to
the questidnnaires and-interviews, He said that some of teachers, especially
at Travis School, bad felt,that the Stages of Concern Questionnaire was - '
frrelevant and-gagwaste of time. The mdin problem seemed to be that they
were instructed to.use ESL as the ‘innovation to be evaluated, yet only some °
' of, thege teachers actyally teach ESL. At the next meeting Dr. Holtzman -
. said that_some of Qhéageachers will be asked to fi1l out this questionnaire
a secopd time, but for innovations which they actually teach (e.g., Spanish
math, English reading for LEP students, ®tc.). Committee members were next
shown copies of a supplement to the Bilingual Classreom Questionnaire ‘in
which the teachers are given examples ofvhqw their classroom -schedules
should be filled out. ,Since the teachers at Crockett School had had some
difficulty filling out”thvis questionnaire, the examples woulgd hopefully
. improve the quality of data, to be gathered from the other two schools. Ms.

¢ JHamm, the teacher representative from Crockett Schodl, was enthusiastic
: ~ about using this supplément and she felt that it would help teachers better
understand how, to fill out .the farm. : . o ..
‘8- Dr. Holtzman sadd that most teachers seemed to feel positive about filling
< 8 out the Survey of Perceptions of Inservice Training, perhaps because i trwe-
Q ! * - .4 : :

-

[RIC L Yoy -
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asks them for ‘thejr Own views about How. the district's inservice progrém

should be organized and managed. They also seem to feel either newtral

or positive about the individual interviews, in which they were inter-

> viewed by SEDL staff. Some of them seemed to apptectate the opportunity -
to talk about. the things they have been doing Tn their cldssrooms, changes *

they havé made, .etc. Dr. Holtzman said that one teacher told hip after

-the interview that the guestions had been use in, i ’ stop . .

for a minute to really think out the strength er ESL

program. The teacher’ representative from Bowie School, Ms. Guerra| agreed

that the interviews were generally viewed favorably; however, she pointed

out that several teachers had been intimidated by the tape recorder and

felt that they were being evaluated.. She suggested in the future ‘that

. the.interviewer be sure tq explain why she is being recorded and that her

.competence is not of concern, and‘sFExﬁs not being evaluated. = .

Before adjourning the megeting, Dr. Holtzman briefly explained the procedurgs

which would be followed in reporting the r@Sults, once the data.have been

processed and analyzed. He said that meetings.wolild be held on each.

tampus with the teathers, and that.computer printouts would be distributed

at that time (probably in late March). LT ‘

Asa resylt of this meetfng, the following decisions- were made: . - - -

_+ Dr. Holtzman will check to See that a committee member’from New
Braunfels is reimburigd for her travel to the meeting.

. Ms. Guerra will aid te@éhérs at Bowie School in fj]]igg out the
Bilingual Classroom Questiongaire R T
_: -Once data“dnalysis has been accompiished, the results will be
~reported first to the advisory committee that will decige which data to
report to each school .

- -

+

) The principal.at each school will decide how: the data will Se
presented {e.g, at a group meeting of all teachers; by instructional unit; .
individual feedback to teachers, etc.) . -

time the first results will be-reported to the committee.

-

g, \;\t fhe’hext advisory commit%ée meeting will be held on March 4, 1981.
At-that




o Advisory Committee Meeting. < - T
o , T Apr(}_ZZ; 1981 o ) _ <

‘Persons in attendance: Dr. wayne Holtzm.n, Jr R prOJect dirgctor from SEDL;
Yolanda. ATmendarez, bilingual program director; R. Doyle, principal; Suzy .
Erlanson, teacher; Ldzaro Gonzdlez, teacher; Den1se Hamm, teacher; Ade1é1da
"Guerra, teacher; Amanda Ruiz, parent.coordinator; Sarah Lesak, parent;

Diana CarbaJa1 parent . ( .

. Summary of Meeting: Tne meetiny begar’ gt 7:00 p4m in.the bilingual educa-
tion offrce and ended at 8:15 p.m. e jurpnse of the meeting was to present
and discuss the results of the .inservice project. Each committee member was
* given a folder .with the same data tables tnat had been distriputed to
administrators on April 9, 1981. Tables. showing.overall results were given
to a11tsembers with data,more specific, to ir iiyidual schoaTs given to
teachers”or parents from those schaols.” Members of the ‘committee were asjed
to review the specific data from their individual schools and comment on - .
" the meaning of*the results at some later time. Tonight's. meeting, however,

. dea1t with only the overall. summary tables. o

Dr. Holtzman briefly described the major results found in each of the tab1es
for the four group-admin1stered questionnaires and the teacher interview.
He told thé committee members- (teachers’ especially) that thejr input’into
. —the-interpretation of the data would be very helpful.. Perhaps they could
v - shed Tight onwhy teachers at their schools answered certain test 1tems the
3, way that they d1d _ -

® Ie

Y

The Concerns Quest1onna1re was discussed in detail because the items tap f
eneral concerns and are difficult to interpret.  For ‘example, teachers across’
» schools, Tisted the following item assbeing 6f gneat concern:. "I am con- .
- cerned about how ESL affects students." However, the specific M.ture of this
. *concern is not known. Ms. Almendarez said that sqme teachers don't.under-

’ “ stand ESL: as being total.language development; ingtead they.view it as
consisting of drills which are boring to students.. Ms. Erlanson however, did
not believe that teachers view ESL as boring. She said that the main prob1em
teachers at her school are having with ESL is that it is organized d1fferently
this yegr and teachers are not yet used to this new organization.

Fds the Survey of Percept1ons of Inserv1ce Tra1 ing, the committee members

were very interested in some of the results which showed statistically signis

ficant differences for some items across schools pnd for teachers with different
;- numbers of years of teaching-experience. Also, sgme of the committée members ,

expressed ideas about how to improve inservice training. Ms. Guerra pointed //

- .~ out that some teachers who were not able to attenb certain, workshops would Tike

to hear about what other teachers from their schgols learried at these workshops.

* - Unfortunately, 1ittle communication goes on-among teachers about what was

. “learned. Ms.. Erlanson agreed and said that if would be more beneficial” for
. teaghers to share their”own éxperiences and ideas rather than attending’ work-
. " shops provided by’the Education Service Center (Reg1on XI111). Ms. Almandarez
_said that maybe the Title VII b111ngua14program cqu1d help in getting the-’
teachers to share ideas. ) . S
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. .\\: i Dr.” Holtzmarf emphasizet“that i; zlways sounds nice to say that "teachers-— -
~: , should share" or that."follow-uplshould take place™ but that school personnel’

" are already|overwhelmed with works there- shoudd be some mechanism-and *

_insure that-these activities dosccur (e.g., principal could

ing sessions; dates could be scheduled for follow-up to occur, _

. 7 . . ¢ , N .
. In interpreting the,Bilingua] Classroom Questionnaire (BCQ) the .percent of
time devoted to Spanish Language Arts for Spanish dominant children .(35)
seemed to be excessively low (only 10% in Spanish as opposed to 90% in
English). One teacher felt that the reason for this was that teachers
'may have misinterpreted the definitiops for the various tanguage groups.
They may havk put both the Spanish monolingual and Spanish dominantikiqg i
"the MS groupi¥while putting English dominant LESA children in the BS graup.
At the campus meetings teachers will be asked to provide an_explanation. for
this low percentage of time-devoted to Spanish language g(ts.

P

Reactibns-to Meeting and Decisions Made

I

0

L
This meeting seems.to have been highly successful and there was much parti-
cipation frdm committeé members.” Ms" Almendarez said thaf at each new - )

. meeting that she attends, she gets some new ideds and learns something new.
Dr. Holtzman asked which (instruments should be emphasized or deleted for
the campustmeetings. It was decided by the committee that because of time
constraints: oL .

(1) TFe-Survey~of Perceptions of Inservice Training would not be
discussed since the district-wide inservice plan for next year

-

has already been firmly established. _

(2)" The' Bilingual Glassroom Questionnaire will-not be discussed since
it may not be of interest to all of the teachers.

(3) The Concerns Questionnairé.and Professional Development Questionnaire
will be discussed in detail, with much of the .interpretation both
v for summary-and specific school data coming from the teachers.

Teachers will be given individua]fprofﬁ]eﬁ from the Concerns
Questionnaire and will be provided with individual results,
from the Level of Use Interview. : i

e,

v.. 7~ (5) Aithough not-all instruméntg will be discusséd\zx the campus .

meetings, teacher will rece1vé,c%Pies of relevant ;ab]es from the - .

five instruments. -

Y

Dr. Holtzman thanked ;pmmittée.hembers and told them that another:mééting,
would be ‘scheduled for Augusf or September; if the need were to arise.

< A ¢ P N
.
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: L .
- { . ), - Pfofess1ona] DeveTognent Quest1onna1re . . ) .
_ . N IR L -
. Prioritized Items Rated “To a Great Extent" by Regular Teachers 1
’ - \ . EN . * - !
— _ SR _ - 3 e\
Crockett (n=18) ~ : . . Bowie (n=) ] Travis (n=24) ' }
7 Atfend to behav1or preb]ems in _the ) Teach Reading g TeachVReading . . J
classroom ‘ . . . _ - :
Teach English as & first language sze.feedback and pos1t1ve v
Teach Reading ' . ' reinforcement w:th students

. ‘ -+ | Use feedback and positive rein-
Organize my‘materia] and resources. forcement with Students s ) Attend to behavior prob]ems in
. the classroom

Attend to individual student d1f— 1 ~ Involve pargnts as participants o
ferences , in the insyructional process. ' Teach English as a first language \
+Use. feedback and Hositive'refnfbrce- S . Teag math ~
ment with students . ' ' ' i
o A [ —— « — = = -} T “social studies
—Collaborate with other teachers, ) , : - . .
teacher assistants, and resource . - . - . Organize my materials and
personnel to 1mprove student - ° T resources. ~ (\
achievement. } . , o , N
Priorifized Items Rated "Not Desired" by Regﬁ]ar Iea;hers.
Crockett (n¥18); - Bowie (n=14) LN . Travis (n=24)
Teach Spanish as a first language ; The teaching of health and , Teach Spanish as a first
) ) physical education in Spanish ! _ language : -
The teaching of Spanish language arts B _ _ The'teaching of science: in Spanish. -
' 5 . The teaching of the fine arts in ' 3 .
The teaching of social studies . Spanish The teaching of the fine arts in
- ) ) X . Spanish
The teaching of science in Spanish The. teaching of ‘'social studies in : N . ..
¢ eé " cence P 'Sp§n1sh ] : BN .jAdm1ﬁ1ster and interpret individyal*
+ The ‘teaching'of math in Spanish reading inventorigs in Spanish i
The teach1ng of _science in Spanish The teach1ng of math _in Spanish
The teaching of heglth and physica]
-'educat1on in Spani _ The teaching’ of mathsin Spanish ° The teaching of health “and phy51ca1 ’
1 ’ - educat1on in Spanish.
[:Rﬁézteachlng of the fihe arts in Spanish| ) _ : o, § :1(}0
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‘ ;) . ‘ . _ Concerns Questionnaire;. ESL : :9,
- . " ‘Items of Greatest Concern for Regular Teachers : , '
v - ‘_’_r————rf—’/,_’ - . - -
e - ; - - :
Crockett (n=14) -~ ¢ Bowie (n='9) ) Travis (n=6) \ ,

I am concerned about not having enough
.t1me to organize myself each day.

‘1 would like to. coordinate my effort
with others to maximize ESL's
effects . -

p]ement enhance, .or replace ESL.

I would like to determine how to sup\\ &€~ .

I would like to determine how to

supplement, enhance or replace -—f

'ESL

am concerned about how ESL:
ffects students. -+ '

> -~y
§

[ am concerned about not having
enough time to organize myself
each day.

-1 would like to determlne how to
supplement, enhance or replace
ESL .

T would like to coordinate my. __

1 WEUTH—Tdke to know what other
faculty are doing in ESL*

I am concerned about evaluating my
impace on students. '

I would like to excite mv students

effo’t with others to maximize
_ESL's effects. ‘ '
I am concerned about how' ESL
affects students.

“about their part in ESL.

, I would fike to know who will make
the decisions for ESL.

- . o
. " - ‘e *- I am .concerned about evaluating
. SR i my—impact-on—students——
k) ' )
- . ;
» ) .
) o ' -' ‘
/ . B - y t
R L 105
<
£
— ’
. r .
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. Concerns Questionnaiﬁe-

~ [
English Read1ng for LEP Students

-
-

-

3
-

Ltems of Grea.test Cdncern for Regular Teachers

C}ockettjn=5)_

-~

Bowte (n=5)

Travis (n=5)

[}

I am concerned about not having enough
time to organize myself each day.

[ am concerned about how English
reading affects LEP students.

T am concerned about evaluating my -
1mpact on'students

Coord1ﬁbt1on of tasks and people
is_taking too much of my time. _

I would like to know who will make
the decisions regarding English
Redding for LEP students.,

"1 would like to know how my teaching
or.administrat®™n is supposed to .
change.

-

I am concerned about LEP
students' attitudes toward
English Reading.

I'am cdncerned about how
English Reading affects LEP -
students ;

I wou]d 1ike to excite my LEP
students about their part in’
English_Reading,__ -

\

I would 11ke to know who will
make the déc1s1ons regarding

English Reading for LEP students.

I would like to know how -English
Reading for LEP students is
better than what we have now.

s oo©

~

I am concerned about LEP students®

“attitudes toward English Reading.

I would 1like tg\l&cxte my LEP
students about. their part in
English Read]ng . L

Coordination -of. tasks and people - -

is taking ‘too much of my time.
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Number of Teachers at each.Level of Use for ESL (n=38)

S L)

Level of Use* , Crockett,(n§21) - - Bowie_nés),;;,,;*f”Travééih=§$/l’
Mechanieaj \ o R 4/ﬁw/i”;'ﬂxtf 0. I R 2.
 Routine 14 6 - 3
—_ Refinement . 3 2 . 4
‘ ’integration Z ’ r .. | K T 0 !

®

-

.

-Number of Teachers at each Level of Use for.English Reading (n=28) .

Trav1s jn54

A K - LU

Level of Use* - ——— __Crockett (n=18) Bowie (n=6)

) * l. y . j\ .
Mechanical ’ 14 \\§ o 0 -0 !
Routine ' A "9 « ” 2 4

. ! ’ j ‘
Refinement S S 4. .07 ’
. . . ‘ ¢ ~ \\_ ,
Integration I . o~ . 0 = ;
*Definitions of these tems are prov1ded‘bebw I '

Mechanical - State in whith the teacher foquses most effortson the short “term, day-to-day |
use of the innovation w1th’Q1tt1eot1me for reflection. .Changes in'use are made more to
meet teacher needS than studeht needs,. The teacher is primarily engaged in a stepwise
_attempt to master the tasks required to use the 1nnovat1on, often resu]t1ng in d15301nted
and spperf1c131 usé VA . s - '

7 T oom . ’ ‘ ® S 3 3
Routine - Use of the .irnovation is stab1112ed Few if any‘changes are being made'in
ongo1ng use. Little prepar t1on or. thought 1s be1ng g1ven to, improving use -or its *
consequences LT . P _ S .

-~

-

- —_

™~

p r‘ T .
Ref1nement - State in wthh the*teacher varies thé use of the innovation to increase the
L*pqce impgce on students within immediate sphere of influence. Variations are based®on knowledg

both’short and long-term consequences for students. . ' '

s e * -
Integration - State ‘in wh1ch the teacher is combining own efforts to use the innovation
with related att1v1t1es of colleagues to achieve a co]]ective 1mpact on stugents within -
the1r commom sphere of influence, .

.

. N N t N
/ . ’ v\‘

7 t
£ .
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' Number of Teachers at each Levél of Use for all Innovations

ca .  (Crockett) A ‘
e, . ' ’ ' 4L T o
:-"~ ' . \ i L . ;E_S__, . . \
. .~ Lewel of Usé" . . . No. of Teachers '
. Mechanjcal . . . 3 . ‘
. . " Routihe ’ . 14 . ) \
‘ ‘ o, o
\Refinement . S S 3 .
. Integration ‘ - 1 o .
English Reading ’
- . ) ’ W . ‘ 2 o . : . -
A ‘Level of Use , - No. of Teachers - 3 ah
. “ MechanlcaI. ~ A S ’
“ - Rogtine . - °° - ' 9 ‘
‘ . Refinement ‘ 4 p
n . - -
o Integration - 1
r ’ ’ - - ~ .. L ~ . '
. Spanish Reading . )
‘ Level of Use . _‘ No.. of Teachers -
N . Mechanical ' 1 '
) ) Routine : ~ 1 . (-
. : . t . . 2"
i Refinement: . . ) {3 ¢
] i Integrathion ’ 1 .
_ ' § . \ R
o ~ . Spanish Math «
. o ‘ . ) N ) < . « M
‘ ) ‘Level of Use ~ . No. of Teachers '
. \ ~
. Routine - _ P 2 - N
¥ " Refinemént ‘ A 1 _
Level of Use- S No. ‘of Teachers
. . Routine | - - 2
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" Number of Teachers at éach Level of Use for all-Innovations

4

¢

" Routine.

-

>

' Level of Use

Routine
Refinement

I
Level of Use

- Roggine

Refinement
4

Level of Use

Mechanical

. Refinement

3

Lgve1 of Use

Mgchadicai

.

(Bowie)
. S ]
ESL :
No. of Teachéns
.
,Enéjish‘Readiﬁg -
No. of Teachers
e 2
Spanish Reading
. . No. of Teachers
2
ssb
' . No. of Teachers
) o1
» -
“
. .
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* . Number of Teachers at‘eécﬁ Level of Use for all Ihnovagibns

-~ (Travis) . .
N
. - - ESL
v
~Level of Use ' No. of Teachers
- Mechanical . : .
) ’. B i ~> ‘
Routine - . - 3 .
. ) )
Refinement |
¥
'+ English Reading ]

. S0 T

Level of Use E No..of Teachers.

Routine ) |
- T e

_ v
. "‘
{ ) -7
. - ’
i’ é
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PDQ: Prioritized Competency ‘Needs For'zq;kTeachers
= 78

Item # = Percentage* Area'of Need:
ICAS - 57.
M4 53.
MC . 48,
M3 47
M1. . 41.
M2 39.
AE2 35.
ICA4 34,
M6 33,
AE3 . 33.

Teach Read1ng
Atterd to behavior prob]ems :
" Use feedback and positive reinforcement
Attend to individual student differences
JOrganize materials and resources
Collaborate with other teachers to: 1mprove
student achievement .
 Assess students' needs in subJect areas
Teach English as a first Tanguage
Foster acceptance of cultural diversity
Diagnose language needs and prescr1be
instructio .
Evaluate classroom 1earn1ng env1ronment
*Incorporate community resources for
instruc€ional program . e
Teach math
Analyze reading miscues and prescr1be
instruction
Teach ESL
Evaluate student learning progress
Teach social studies
Assess students' learning «apabilities
Foster community part1c1pat1on 1n the
. schooling process '
GI8 25.6 . Setting up 1earn1ng centers

NO PPN

w WO

AE8 32,
SCR1 32,

ICA7 30.
AE4 30.

ICAl .29,

AE6 29.
,1CA10 28.
" AE11 ‘ 28.
SCR2 25.

oI Y0000 b

\

*this column gives the percentage of teachers who rated the<Ttem to a great,
extent" \°

-

¢ 4




“

Items Rated by Teachers .as Not Desired .

, PDQ:
‘ - =78
‘Item, #+ Percentage* Area of Need: .
~ G 47,4 Philosophy and theory of bilingual education
ICA8 44.9 Teaching Realth and*P.E™
LS1, -~ 44,9 Speaking and- Comprehens1on of Spanish
c2 . - 38.5 History of the group's ancestry
GI2 35.9 Theories of second language learning and
N o .teaching
C3 33.3 Contribution of the group to history and
T ) culture
GI6 30.8 Individualizing 1nstructTon for d1fferent
o ) ’ X language groups i
"ICAll 30.8 " Teaching fine arts (art, music, etc.)
GI3 29.5 Functions and patterns of language' use
PI1 29.5 Grouping children according to 1anguage
- . ) classification S
PI2 . 29.5 Scheduling activities for d1fferent 1a¥guage
' ‘ groups
P13 28.2 - Specify 1earn1ng obJect1ves
PI4 28.2 - Sequence learning activities
C1 _28<2// Culture of-the minority .group
c4 28.2 Cofitemporary life style(s) of the group
25.6 ‘

3

ICA6

*This column gives the percentage of teachers who rated the items as "not desired".-

" Teaching of science

1 5 . ‘
.3 ' N »

4




[tems from the Profe5510na1 Deve]opment Quest1onna1re Rated'i\
"To a Great Extent" or "Not Désired" by Regular,Teachérs
Co . at Crockett ( =18) . N

" v ?
>

Items Rated "To a Great‘Exteht“

Frequency Area of Néed'

14 attend §o'behavior problems in the tlassroom.
12" teach reading ]
12 organize my material and resources.
11 attend to individual student differences. ’
10 . collaborate with other teachers, teacher assistants, and resource
personnel to improve student achievemént. ‘
use feedba&k and positive reinforcement with students.

AE4 : ana]yze and interpret m1scues in read1ng and prescribe (IRI)
,in Spanish. /

AE8 evaluate the classroom learning environment.

SCR1 . incorporate community resources into the instructional’ programs .
SCR2 foster commun1ty part1c1pat1on in-the schooling process.

AE6 ; evaluate student learning progress. ’

AE9 \ ' determine when a child is ready to transfer from reading in one
language to reading jn another. -

ICA7 teach math.

AEll “rassess learning capabilities of children (e.g.,,aptt}ude, cognitiv
‘development)

L)

SC§4 . " involve parents as paft{cﬁpants in thé instructional process..
~GI7 the implementation of inquiry/discovery strategies for leérninéy,
ICAl teach English as a second language. . /f
" *x[CAG . teach English as a first language.
M6 ' foster acceptance and appreciation of cultural diversity. g
x| S] the speaking and comprehension of Spanish. |

AE2 assess the student's educational needs in the subject/content
area.

e

Y

AE3 diagnose Janguage needs and prescribe instruction.

x/ / ' , 1tems Rated "Not Desired" B

teach Spanish as a first language.

LS2 , ’ the ‘teachfing of Spanish language arts.
LS3 . the teaching of social studies
’ the teaching of science in Span1sh

, lli




AES
P19

P17

ICA2

611
P14

ICA8

PIlv

PI2
PI3
' C2
3
PI5

*1CA4

*

LS1

"AE10

Frequency

. PDQ: Reg. Teachers, Crockett {p.

|

Area of Need

13
13
13
12
12

12

11

<

11
© 10

OV OV OV OV N NN NN 00 oo
Y

" the history of the group's ancestry.

.teach science.

the’teaching of math in Spanish.

"the teaching of health and physical education in Spanish.

the teaching of the fine arts in Spanish.
deve]op materials to teach Spanish 1anguage arts.

develop materials to teach content areas, i.e., science, math,
social studies, in Span1sh

administer and 1nterpret 1nd1v1dual reading 1nventor1es (IRI)
in Spanish. .

adapt materials t teacn content areas, i.e., science, math,
social studies, j Spanish.

adapt matérials to teach'Spanishklanguage arts. -
teach Spanish as a second language.

the philosophy and theory of bilingual educat1on
sequence learning activities.- -
teach health and pny51ca1 education.
group children accorging to language classification.
schedu]e‘activities/zqr different language groups. ‘

specify learning objectives.’

the contributions of the group(s)“to nistory and culture.
qlvelop materials to teach Spanish language arts.

the speaking and comprehension of Spanish.

determine when a child is ready to receive subject matter
instruction in her/his secesd language.-

~

* While 6 teachers (33%) rated this item "to a Jreat extent" an agdifibnal 6 teachers
(33%) rated it as "rot desired.” - “
** Only 1 teacher of a total of 18 did not feel th& need fog profe551ona1 growth 1n this

A

area.




LS6
LS7
LS3
LS4
LS5
PI6 -

— pI7
P18

LS2
PI9

AES

/

"Items from, the. Professwna] Development Questionnaire *ed
h

“To a Great Extent" or "Not Desired" by Regu]ar Teac
at Bowie (n=14)

I tems Rated'”fo a Great Extent"

. : {
Frequency Area of Need
6 teaching reading. {and 6 "to an.average extent")
5 teach English as a first ]anguage: e
5 use feedback and positive reinforcement with students.
5

involve parents as participants in the instructional process.
' .

[tems Rated "Not Desired"
10 the teaching of health and physical education in Spanish.

10 _ the teaching of the fine arts in Spanish.

the teaching‘of social studies in Spanish.

the teaching of science in Spanish.

the teaching of math inVSpanish

deve]op materials to teach Spanish language arts.
adapt mater1als to teach Span1sh 1anguage arts.

® o m W W WO

develop materials to: teach content areas, i.e., science, Math,

social studief, in Spanish. =
the teaching éﬁ’gpanish language arts.

7. adapt materials to teach content areas, i.e., science, math,
social studies, in Spanish.

1

o

- .
7 administer. and inferpret 1nd1V1dua1 reading 1nventor1es (IRI)

in Spanish. ' T §
the philosophy and theory of b111ngua1 educat1on
the theoretical foundations of second language learning.and teachi
> functions and patterns of Janguage use (socio-linguistics). °
- the 1nd1v1dua11zat1on of instruction for different 1anguage groups
the setting up of learning centers. :
. teach Spanish qs_? second language.
teach Spanish as 4 first 1anguage

the speqk1ng and comprehension of Spanish.

.

the nature g% Tanguage and of- the acquisition process. —

..l
Gl Oy OV Oy Ov Oy Ov Ov Ov O

, the differences and similarities between the child's first
and second language(s).

o

group children- according to language classification.

5 teach health and phys1ca1 education.

-

~ l.lt) Ty .
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Items: from the Professional Devélopment QuEst1onna1re Rated
- "To a Great Extent" or "Not Degired" by Regular Teachers
at Travis Sc¢hool (N=24)
. - ' ‘ C A ¢
" ’ Items Rated- "To a Great Extent“ v -

Item # = Frequency Area of Need °- .

' . ! 4 . —

ICA9 ' 15 teaching reading. . .

M5 T 14 use feedback and positive reinforcement with students.
M4 S 713 .attend to behavior problems in the classroom.

1CA4 11 teach English as a first language.
16A7 11 ' teach math. | .

" ICA10 -1 teach social studies. Lo ' ) ..
M1 o1 organ1ze my mater1a1 and resources B

ICA6 10 . ‘teach science. j
M3 10 attend té 1nd1v1dua1 student d1fferences

ICAl o 9 teach English as a second 1anguage . . )

" AE6 9 _evaluate student learning progress. . "

“618 8 |the ;etting up of leagning.centers. -

M2 8 collaborate w1th other teachers, teacher assistants, and
resource personnel to improve._gtudent achievement. -

AE3 8 ‘ diagnose .language needs and prescribe instruction. 3,

Items Rated "Not Desired" , L ’

ICA3 21. - teach Spanish ds a first 1anguage . - ' i
LS4 o2 . the teaching of science in Spanish’ . ‘ . . '
LS7 21 the teach1ng of the f1ne arfs in Spanish. ’ - '

AES ‘ 21, administer and interpret 1nd1v1dua1 peadﬁng 1nventor1es

g *(IRI) in Span1sh . M
LSS 20 .the teaching of math in Spanish. I
LS6 20 . the teaching of health and physicat~gd4cation in Spanish, =

PI6 | 19 - develop matefia]s to teach Spanish, langyage arts. IR
LSZ ‘\ % 19 ' the teach1ng of Spanish. 1anguage ts,/. ' ;,H o

© LS3 19 the teach1ng of social stud1es in Span1sh : , \

P17 .. 18 .,  adapt materials to teach Span1sh 1ahquage arts.

1CA2 18 teach Spanish as a‘second 1anguage~ o N\ -

P19 . 16 adapt materials to teach content areas, i.e., science, math,

. - social studies, in Spanish.X_ , 13 L ¥

) «<the speaking and comprehensLon O‘f Spanish \ .

avaluate the appropr1ateness of mater1a1s for bilingual
education. ——r “ ' v e i
____,_.,,-/ ’ L " “

S 117
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) X B N 2 > AT :
L ' . : - PDQ: Reg. Teachers, Travis (R. 2)
S ) b *. ' : "‘5; R \ ? M
\- " - e a N N < - .
Item isesuencx Area of Need "i
P18 Nevelop mater1a1s _to teach-.content areas, i.e2.y sc1ence,
" . math, social stud1es, 1n Spanish. sw -
. AE9 15 determine Wh&R a.child is ready to transfer ‘rom reading in
. ) ) .. one lapguage- to read1ng in apother. °
" GiL . 13 the bh1]osophy and theory of.bilingual education.
AE10 b3 ' determ1ne wnen a ch11d is fready to receive,sudject matter
. _1nstruct1on.1n her/h1s secdnd 1anguage -
c2 12 the history of the group' s ancestry .
) GI2 110 the pﬁ1losophy and theory of bilingual educat1on
ICAll 10 " teach f1neaarts Kart ‘misic, .etc. ). . . .
Cl 10 - the nature. and content of the culture of the language nnnor1ty
. -~ ' group. ’ : N
C3 10 ¢ the contributions of-the group( 5) to history and culture.
TPI3 9 \  specify 1e§$:Tng obJect1ves T ;
ICA8 9 teach health-.and phys1ca1 edufatwon ‘« N
Cc4 9 the contemporary 1ife sty]e( ) of- the group.
AEl 9 assess student s language dom1nance - ‘ .
GI3 8 functions and patterns of Tanguage use (sec1o11ngu1st1cs)
GI6 ‘\\ 8 the 1nd1v1dua11fat1on of 1nstruct1on for drfferent 1anguage‘
. / groupsq* e R ~
P14 8 sequence Tearn1ng activities. ’ ~
ICAS ’ 8 teach and 1ntegrate3cu1ture ih the curr1cu1um and in the
. classroom. . s . \ . \
s 8" the teaching.of math in Span1sh '
SCR3 ' 8 obta1n more 1nformat1on on commun1ty cultura] raits.
T !
4 , 5
2 . - .
r . T 5 ) ;" ' # '
¥ . ? & /) ﬁ' .. .
- -~ - s ’ P
ﬂ . . 3 ‘1 . ‘.




i, ~ ] ~ .
- ~ ™~
L RO - B !
) PDQ - Bilingual TeacHers = Highest Priority Needs
- S~
N . ’ . . ’ \‘ : 1
* = g

- Item # Freq. n=12 T‘N»e\\:

-GI6 7 Individualizing Instmection ‘ h
P18 7 ~ Development of materials to tedch content areas -
ICA9 -7 (and 5 to an average extent) Teach Reading
M g 7 (and 5 to an ‘average extent) Attend- to 1nd1v1dua1

‘ e student differences ™

M6 . 7 Foster acceptance and apprec1at1on of cu]tura] /

‘ N\ ' diversity . - \
AE9 7 't.Determ1ne when child tgénsfers Read1ng Language L. .

AE10 7 . Determine when child rece1ves instruction in ’

- second language ) ’

P19 6 Adopt material to teach content areas

M4 6 Attend to behavior’ problems in classroom ¢
AE3 -6 Dﬁagnose nguage needs and prescribe instruction
*number of téachers who rated the jitem "to a great extent" '

f -\

\\’,. “ ’ N . . ’ ’r\ '
[tem # req’ £ 12 - ' -

- < . o
»

‘Lowest Priority Needs

N

4ng 1nventory

*
Freq , N ‘ . .- .

ICA6 3 (and 3 to a little extent) Teach Science . -
LS1 23 Speaking and Comprehens1on of Spanish - o
LSS 3 Teaching of Math in Spanish ) -
2 .3 3 little extent History of Group' s Ancestry -
El 3 Assess student's language dominance
SCR2 3 2 little extent  Foster community participation

: . in the schooling ppocess. : :
SCR3 3 - 2 1ittle extent Obtain more information on community . °,

. culturagl traits
GI1 4 (and 3 to a little extent) Phi]osophy and Theory X
- of biljingual.educatidn
SCR4 < 4 (on]y to great. extent) Invo]ve parents as part1-
) cipants in instructional process

—\eﬁa ~5 Teach Health and P.E. in Spanish

AES 5 Administer and interpret individual read
*in Spanish

ICA8 6 Teach Health and Physical Ed. ) ’
*number of teachers who rated the -item as "not.desired"

T -




_ Items From the Profess1ona1 Deve]opment Quest1onna1re Rated -
"To a Great Extent" by B111ngua1 Teachers at Crockett School (N= 6)

[tem = Frequengy Area of-Need

3

ICA . 5 teach and integra¥e culture .in the curriculum and in the classroom.
M2 g . collaBqrate with other teachers, teacher assistants, and: resource
= ::'“‘ personne1 to improve student ach1evement . ”

M. ' - s attend to individual student di“ferences. -~
M 2 __s - attend to behavior problems in the ciassroom .
M6 s foster acceptance and appreciation of cultural d1vers1ty

"AE1 5 assess student's language dom1nance'

AE2 5 - assesS‘the student's educat1ona1 needs in the subject/content area.
AE3 —'% diagnose 1angqage needs and prescr1be 1nstruct1on
- LS2 : 4 the teaching of Spanish language arts. ‘
PI6_ 4 deve]op materials to teach Spanish 1anguage arts. d . s
AES ! teach1ng reading. T

- N AE10. . -4 teach Social studies. .

,  GI7 =73 the 1mp1ementat1on of 1nqu1ry/d1scovery strateg1es for 1earn1ng
EIl S‘__—;:%$ . group ch11dren accord1ng to language c]ass1f1cat1ona, )
PIZ ~ 3 schedule- act1v1t1es for different language _groups. _ )
PI7 o 3 . adapt materlals\to teach Spanish ]anguage arts . ¥ T
PI8 - 3 deve]op mater?a]s to teach content areas, i.e., scierce, math
<L ’ social studies, in Spanish. .

' « PI9 3 adapt materials to tea%h content areas, i.e., science, math,

L _social studies, in Sparish. \ 1
. ICAS*™ 3 teach Spanish as a first language. (Also 3 "to an average extent")
* M1 3 organize my material,and resources.
M5 3 use feedback and positive reinforcement with students. '
LS5 3 the teaching of math in Spanish. — e
O 3 how the effects of cultural and socioeconomic var1ab]es influence
o ) the students' general level of development and socialization.
ABS w3 administer 4nd interpret individual reading inventories (IRI)
. in Spanish. ’
AE7 . 3 . evaluate the appropr1a§eness of mater1a1s for bilingual :-
education.
Aééi 3 evaluate the classroom ]earnjng environment.
AE1l1 - 3 assess learning capahilities of children (elg., aptitude,
" cognitive development). '
ﬂQEEf . These teachers™ did not rote any of the items as “not desired." L

L]

a-k_—o

‘ «.' ‘e . -. N -ll-(}.




[tems from the Professional Deve]opment Questionnaire Rated ,
"Tova Great Extent" or "Not Desired" by Bilingual Teachers
at Bowie (n=4) . 4

P

Items Rated "To a Great Extent"

"4

N

Frequency . Area of Need® - - !

3 ~ detérmine when a ch11d is ready transfer from read1ng in one //TT_/"
language to reading in another’ ) . - ) )
(and 1 "to an /average extent")

determ1ne when a Chﬁ]d is¢ready fo receive subject matteg\
instruction fin her/his second language. (and 1 "to an average extent)

-devefBp matgrials to teach content areas, i.e., science, math,
social studies, imSpanish. ,

teach reading, (and 2 "“to an average extent“)
. teach fine arts artvggnsac etc. ). .

foster acceptance and appreciation of cu]tura] d1Ver91ty
(and 2 “to an average extent") .

T —— N

teagh social studies. (but 4 "to-an‘ayerage extent")

o C . q
Items Rated "Not Desired" o B .

~

teach hea]th and phys1ca1 educat1on (and 1 I'to a Tittle extent"\

the teach1ng of health and physical educat1on in Span1sh c‘:

teach English as a first language. ‘ o

teach sc1ence , " .
the teach1ng of social stud1es 1n Spanish,
the teach1ng of science in Spanish.

_ the teaching of math in Spanish.

* the teaching df the fine arts-in Spanish,

foster eommunity participatign in the‘schoo]1ng process.
bbt;in‘more fnformation'on mmunity ciMtural tra1t§

4

1nvo1ve parents as part1c1pants in the 1nstruct1ona1 process.




o >
’ [tems from the Professional Development Quesfionnaire’Rated
‘ . "To a Great Extent® by Bilingual Teachers _
' // ' at Travis (n=2) ~ : N
: . - .
S . IR o :
[tem # Frequency Area of Need- , . hd .
ey » - ' . . -~ R
. |\ .
“*GI8 1 "the sgttifig up of learning centers.
*pr2 1 ) schedule -activities for different language groups e
*P13 1’ spec1fy learning “objectives. T
*PI4 | Sl ,sequgnce 1earn1ng activities. oo
*PI8 - 1 ' deve]op mater1a1s to teach content areas, i.e., science, math
s v social stud1es, in Spanish. <
*PI9 1 -~ adapt- mater1als to teach content areas, i .e., science, math,
‘. ‘ soc1a] stud1es, in Spanish.
«™M3 f1- - attend to. 1nd1v1dua1 student differences,
‘ . .. T . . ‘ C 9.’-- .
- 2 \ ’ B ) . "
*Note: These items were rated "to a great extent! by one teacher agd "to an average
extent" by thé other teacher. No item was rated "to a great: extent" by both
. / teachers, with the vast $a30r1ty of items being rated as l'not des1red" or
' "toa little extent." - | o .
- . \’.’ » - -
R r ‘ f - Q/ | /
r ~ -] )
/ . o~ R4 _

L5

4
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‘téms <krom the Profess"ional Development Quest1onna1re Rated
"To a Great Extent" or "Not Desired" by a Speciad Education Teacher
at Crockett

) .- _Items Rated "To a Great Extgnt"

Item‘# .Area ¢f Need ‘
ICA7 teach math. | ’ '
ICA9 ~teach reading. - y
ICA1l - teach fine arts arte//mus1c etc. ) A .
M : organlze my material and resources. . -
M2 ,' < collaborate.with ol[er teachers, teacher ass1stants, and
T resource personnel to jmprove student achievement. ”
- M3 . - attend to individual student differences.
M4 ~attend to behavior problems in the the classroom.
" M5 " use feedback and positive reinforcement with students.
M6 o foster acceptance and appreciation- of cultural diversity.
Ls1 *  the speaking and comprehension of Spanish. ' _
Cl ) the nature and content of the culture of the 1anguage m1nor1ty °
) group.
AE1 /' assess student's language dominance. : .
AE2 “ assess the student's educat1ona1 needs in the subject/content
' : area.
T AE3 . . d1agnose tanguage needs and prescribe instruction,
o AE4 : ana]yze and 1nterpret miscues in reading and prescr1be
} . instruction,
: ?gm;;;;t;: and interpret 1Wa1 read1nii'nventor1'es (IRI)
AE6 . evaluate student learning 'prdgress. - \
AE7 . * evaluate the appropriateness of materia]s for bilingual education.”
AES “eVa1uate classrdom 1earning environment. i}
AES determ1ne When a child is ready to transfer from read1ng in
one’ 1anguage to reading in another. .
A’AElO determine when a child is ready to receive subject matter
. instructigns in her/his'second language.
AE1l ,' assess learning capabilities of children(e.q., aptitqde, N\
. . - cogn1t1ve development). , : .
[tems Rated "Not Desired"
ICA6 - . - teach science. ~
ICA8 teach hea]th and ) phy51ca1 educat1on

123, o f




¥

PI6
PL7
PIg

PI9

-

(

[tems from the Professional Deveiopment Questionnaire Rated
"To a Great Extent" or

L}

"Not Desired" by Spec1a1 Educat1on Teachers
at Bowie (n= 4)

[tems Rated "To a Great £Extent"

. ! '
- Ffequency Area of Need

in Spanish.

T g o

N
2 ~ attend to behavior problemé’%n the classroom.
... 2 use feedback and pos1t1ve re1nfor¢ement W1th students.
L2 diagnose Tanguage needs and preéE};Be 1nstructién .0 -
: (and 2 "fo an average extent") *
\’ 2 evaluate the classroom 1earn1ng env1ronment )
1 2 1ncorporate commun1ty resources into the instructional programs.
K _ Items Rated "Not Des1red"
:M_4 : develop materials to teach Spanish 1anguage arts. P
\ 4 adapt materials to teach Spanish lagnuage arts.
f\ 4. deve]op materials to teach content areas, j-e., science, math, '
2 ’ swc1a1 studies,’ 1£L§pan1sh
| 4 adapt materials to teach content areas, i.e. , sc1ence math,
) social stud1es, 1n Spanish.
§ teach Spanxsh as ‘a second language. ‘ - .0
4 + teach Spanish as‘a first Tanguage. ’
4 - _ the teach1ng of Spanish 1anguage arts.
4 " the teach1ng of social studies in Spanish,
s the teaching of scyence in Spanish,
4 the-teaching of math in Spanish.
4 . the teach1ng of health and phys1ca1 education 1n Spanish.
4 the teach1ngoof the fine arts in Span1sh
3. ‘ the theoretical foundations of second’ language learning and
| teaching.
-3 _ teach and integrate ‘culture in the curr1cu]um and in the .
classroom, . .
3 teach science. _ _ ¢
3 teach reading. . ’
3 teach fine arts (art, music, etc.). )
3 the Speaking and comprehension of Spanish.
3 . the history of the group's ancestry.
"3- T adm1nister and interprét 1nd1v1dua1 reading Tnventor1es (IRI)~




i

[tems from the Professional Development Questionnaire Rated
"To a Great Extent" or "Not Desired" by Special' Educat1on Teachers
at Travis (n- 4)

S

Items Rated "To a Great Extent"

Item # ~ Frequency Area of Need ) ;.
ICA9 "4 teach reading. t
M3 . : attend to individual *student dif%erencest (and 1 "to an average
i . extent") .
GI4 ' 2 " the nature of*language and of the acduisitiqp process.
_wowuanLH_“_mm“_?'gmumw_m_ oraganize materials and. resouUrceS.. . ..ocoeio oo e ]
M4 2 attend to behavior ‘problems in the. classroom.
LS1 2 //1the speak1ng and comprehension of Spanish. , o .
AE4 2 analyze and interpret miscues in reading and prescr1be v
instruction.
\ - e i -
) Items Rated "Not Desired” .
PI6 4 sequence. learning activities. 3
P17 ‘ . adapt materials to teach Spanish language arts. ;
PI8 4 .develop materials to teach contept areas, i.e., science, math,
[ SUCTW)LUUICD, Ill de" I.T” f
ICA2 . 4 teach Spanish as a second languade.
S (W X! © 4 teach Spanish as a first language.
ICAl10 4. teach social, studies. N
ICAl1l Ty teach fine arts (arts, music, etc. )’ \
| . F LS2 " the teaching of” Span1sh 1anguage arts.
- 1S3 5 the teaching of’ sc1ence in Span1sh . .
LS4 [ 4 the téaching of social- studles in Spanish.
LS5 i ¢ the teachfng of math in Span1sh B - ,
LS6 | § the teaching of hea]th and phy51ca1 edhcatlon in Span1sh
LS7 4 the teaching of the fine arts.in Span1sh
. AES 4 administer and 1nterpret miscues in, reading and prescr1be
1nstructJon ' X
AE? / 4 ) eVaTuate the. c]assroom'1earn1ng environment.’
GI1 "3 the philosophy and theory:of bilingual education.- '
GI2 L 3 ” _functions and patterns of language use (socfdblinguistics)
GI6 3 the individualization of 1nqu1ry/d1scovery strateg1es for
" learning. . ‘ . ,
ICA1 "3 ' ub%E;LEng11sh as a second 1anguage R
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PDQ: Spf Ed. Teaéhefh;-Trqvis (p.2)

-

<

[tem # Frequency
. ICA6 3 ' : teach science.
IcAs 3
AE9 3 -
. 'r : =
. AE10 3 -

Area of Need ’ -

teach health and physical education.
determine when a chi]d‘is ready-to transfer from.reading
in one language to reading in another. )

determine when a child is ready to receive subject matter
instruction in her/his second language.

LRy



.Concerns  Quéstionnaire: - Percentiles for Stages of Concern

-

of Groups of Teachers for Innovation Components

. f:?%eness Informational rersonal Management Consequence Collaboration hirocusing
ESId _ ' -
Regular - Crockett (N=14 611 47 * 61 53 36 49 43
- Bowie- (N= 9 47 43 50 40 32 S22 ’ 31
- Travis  (N= 6) 7 54 44 - 50 74 41 33 31
Bilingual-Travis - (N= 2) - 6D 56 50 56 49 27 * 36
Sp. Ed. - Bowie-  (N= 6) 45 36 48 30 , 46 31 .41
A1 Teachers-Bowie (N=15) 4p " 40 49 36 - 37 26 35
- Travis (N= 8) 55 47 50 69 43 31 32
A1l Teachers, ,
A11 Schools (N=37) 54 44 54 49 38 36 38
English Reading: ) i ]
—RQQU]EK.:ﬂﬁrqskﬁxiﬂiﬂiL§gwd-m_.:_M,gzqZN*Mmm~,_N“§z»“*nw 11 e e
- Bowie  (N= 5 55 « . .68 - - 66 36 47 \ 31 46 -
- Travis (N= 5) ' 56 36 © 35 50 21 12 21
Bilingual-Crockett (N= 3) 84 92 © 88 62- 59 58 53
- Bowie  {N= 7) 60 - 68 - 63 —52 60 49 71
. - Travis  (N=1) . 93 60 . 55 69 8 12 = 42
Sp. Ed. - Crockett (N= 53 51 . 85 47 54 88 65
.- Travis =2) 62 36 Y 10 18 12 - 14 ,
AN’ Teachers, . _ = '
A1l Schools (N=29) - 66 62 62 53 41 33 44
Spanish Reading: . *
Bil. Teacher #] : Crockett - 46 57 —28 15 3 14 ¥7° |
. Bil. Teacher #2 - Crockett 10 34 // 52 47 63. 80 87
¥ Bil. Teacher #3 - Crockett 10 - 34 - 76 77 ’ 71 80 69
Bil. Teacher #1 - Boyie 23 69 41 34 66 72 ., 96
Bil. Teacher #3 - Bowie '* 37 16 ~ 41 43 92 ¢ 84 60
Bil. Teacher #3 - Bowie 10 90 52 56 43 31 .17
A1l Teachers, A1l Schools (N=6) 23 50 48 45 56 60 58
Spani sh ngh; : L '
34 57 52 21 36 26

Y * Bilingual Teacher - Crockett (N=1)"89

2
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Items of -Interest from Concerns Quest1onna1re--ESL I
Regular Teachers at Crockett (n=14) . )
r - i ' -
2 3 4 5 6 7

0 1
‘Not true of me now

Average Rating
‘6

Somewhat true of me now

——

Very true of me now

»

.-

I am concerned about not having enough time to organize
myself each day.

1.would Jike to coordinate my- effort w1th others to
maximize ESL's effects.

I would like to determine how to supp]ement enhance,
or replace ESL.

I would like to know what other faculty are do1ng in ESL.
I am concerned about evaluating my 1mpact on students.

I would like to.excite my students about their part.in
ESL.

I would Tike to know who will make.the decisions for ESL.
I would 1ike to familiarize other departments or persons’

with the progress of ESL.

I am concerned about confTTct‘between-my"Tnterests—and
my responsibilities.

Coordination of tasks and peop]e is tak1ng too much of
my time.

A}

" I would like to know how my role will change when I am

'usmg ESL. , )
I now know of some other-ESL.programs that might work be

r
e

i

A

tter.




-0

Not true of me now.

Items of Imférest from Concerns Questlonna1re--ESL
' Regular Teachers at Bowie (n=9) - T

. ‘ ':. ’ - >
2. 03 - 6 e 7T

»

Somewhat .true of me how . Very true of me now

Average Rating

5

ORI R YRS Y

~n

I would like to determine how to supp}ement enhance, or
replace ESL.

I am concerned about how ESL affects students.
I am concerned about revising my use of ESL. .
I would like to revise ESL's instructional approach.

I would like to modi¥y the use of ESL based on the
experiences of our students.

I would 11ke to help other facu]ty in their use of ESL

®

- I would dike' to develop working re1at1onsh1ps w1th both

our faculty and outside faculty using ESL.

I am concerned about conflict between my interests and
my responsibilities. -

‘T am concerned about my inability to manage all that ESL
requires.

¥ -academic
probiems rglated tp ESL. ’

Coordination of tasks and- peop1e is tak1ng too much of my
time. &)

I would like to knew how my teach1ng Or administration is
supposed to change.

I now know of some other ESL.programs that m1ght work better.

I would like to familiarize other departments or persons
with the progress of EBLT-

I would 11ke to know how my role will change when I .am
using ESL \

”

v/

&
~ : - * n - —
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IR Items of Interest from Cencerns QUest10nnaTrer-ESL s s ‘
v Regu]ar Teachers ‘at Travis (n 6) . -
L
. ) L _ V:P l
0 1 2 3 L3 .5 6 - 7
Not true of me now Somewhat true of me now . Very true of me now
e e g S P
Average Rat1n§8¢ ‘ ' ’ v < T . 4
' 6 ) I am concerned about not hav1ng enough time to organ1ze; |
‘ “+myself each day. o .
e e e I - 1 would 1ike to—determ1ne how to supp]ement é"hance, or <. ... .
: replace ESL. Y . .
5 w . I would 11ke to coordinate my effort w1th ‘others to maximize" .
T . ESL's effects. - . .
5 . " - I am concerned about how ESL affects studentsd - -
. I am concerned about~eva1uat1ng my 1mpact on students L8 .
~ 2 I would like to modify our. use of ESL based on the
s s . experiences of our students. = .. C ..

I would 1ike to help other faculty in the1r use of ESL

) I would like to know the effect of reorgan1zat1on)on
. my profess10na1 status. . R

» ~ s
2 e 1 Would Tike to Know who 'will make the decisions regard1ng
. @ - ESL. - .

1 I now know of some other ESL programs that m1ght work better.
1 e ) I wﬁu]d like to revise’ ESL's 1nstruct1ona1 approach,
1

N T would like to familiarize *ther departments or persons”
o T w1th the progress of ESL. . oe < .
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. ! Items af Interest From Concerns Quast,lonnalre-—ESL
- - Bilingdal Teéachers at Trav1s Sgbool (N92)
° . ' ‘ ’ LT ¢ o= .
‘Not trub of me now Somewhat true of meé how . Very true of me now
. 0o . L2\ 3 Cb 5 6 -7
. N ¢ . . - . v
L0 Average . B . - ) - . [} i
Rating .- \ N
7- 1 am concerned about ‘students' attitudes toward ESL. - ° o
6 I would like to excite my students about their part in ESL. -
6" I am concerned about not. havmg enough time* to organize myself eac(day :
7___*1. am concerned abour rev1s1ng my use of ESL e S e
5. I am concerned about evaluatmgamy mpac‘t ori students. \ . g
STl would _like to know what the use of ESL will requlre 1n the immediate R
. future.. R - . > —
5. I would llke to know how ESL is better _than what we have now. - . \
2 I ‘now know of some other ESL programs that mght work- better. .
- L2 1 am concerned about ronflict between my mterests and my respons1b111t1es.
2 I am concerned about my 1nab111ty to manage all that ESL requires. . '
2 I oncerned about t:1me spent workmg Wllth non-academic problems
relatpd to ESL. . . X ~
1 I would like to revise ESL's instructiomal appreach. - e . )
I T would like to fami]:larlze other departments or persons with thg‘. -
progress of ESL. . . ) .
: ; / . R e '
~ . . ” ° X \
8 . . . : \\
o “w . . , ‘ ‘ ., . .
\\ - ’ Al ‘ ' ) .
S - ' ; ' e .
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iItems of'dnterest.From Concerns Questionnaire--ESL
' Special Ed. Teachers at Bowie (n=6) -

4 . ‘
’ T~ e
Not true of me now Somewhat true 'of me now. .« Very true of me now
0 1, 2 3 4 .5 )

s

\

Average ) i .
Rating— .

P 4

@ f .

-~ I"would like to know what other faculty are doing_in ESL. ‘QL‘
5 1 would like to determine how to supp]ement enhance, or replace ESL.

§’ I would Tike to. coord1nate my efforts with others to maximize ESL's-
effects X

I am concerned about evaluating my 1mpact on students
I would like to excite my studepﬁﬁ about, their'part in ESL.
. ' ' . . [ .
I am concerned about revising my*us&of{SL. o
. 4 :

to he]pABther faculty in their use of ESL.

ned abolf my 1nab111ty to . manage all that ESL requ1res

[ wou]d 11ke to fal 111arize other\departments or persons w1th the - proqressl
of ESL. - . . . : . \

. - -!",

<

-

\ . - 2 - T, ) .
I am concerned about_ conf11ct between my\interests and my responsibf1ities, .

I am toncerned about time spent working with non-academ1c prob]ems related
to ESL. _ .

t
1. CdGrdination of tasks and people is. taking too much of my time.
. # v

q;; I now know of some other approaches that might work better.
- - : ) '

o
4 * . Y

-

¢
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??ems of ﬁnterest from Concerns- Questionnaire--English Readmg
Teachers from all Schools (Grades K-5; n= 29)

: ‘ : ’ 3 e ' .
Not tru€ of me now Somewhat- true of me now * Very true of me now
0_. 1 2 3. . - 4 ) 5 6 7
Average: . I N .. T
Rating _)\\\y/ o . .
5 1 anlcenceéned about students’ attitudesufoward'Eng1ish Reading.
a 5 I.amdgoncerned/hbout how English Read1ng affects students
- 5" I wou]d T1ke to exc1te my students about the1r part in Engl1sh Read1ng
21 would like to help otﬁer facu]ty in their use of Engl1sh Reading. "
2 1 wou]d like to fam111ar1ze other departments or persons.w1th thte prdgress
of EngFish Reading. .
\éf [ now kngg of some‘Uther'English Readi@g programs that might work better. )
——— ———_.— . - '
. e X ! ) » \
e ﬁ; - = b .
" - .o * ) \
. ? ~ )‘ *{w_ - S l’
— w b
— 5. S -
& » ’ -
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Itens of Interest from Concerns Quest1onna1re--Eng11sh Read1ng __\~*,f‘/”—\
Regu]ar Teachers at Crockett (n=5) . i e

2. 3 L4 5 . .6 7

0 Ll \
Not true of_me now

! s

ﬂverage Rating

6 .

S

e e et -

- )
Somewhat true of me:-now Very true of me now
LS \

-~
M K-
o~

I am concerned about not. having eaough time to organ1ze
myself each day.

I_am concerned about how English Reading-a?fects LEP
students. '

[ am concerned about eva]uat1ng my .impact on student§

Coordination of tasks and people is tak1ng t00*much of
my time.

!
l
1
1 wou]d like to know ‘who will make the decisions regarding

Eng11sh Reading for LEP-students.

1 would like to know how my teaching or adm1n1strat1pna1s

supposed to change.
I now_know of some other Eng11sh Reading programs that

m1ghtwyg;:fbetter, o }
1 woul ke to determine how to supplement, enhance, or

replace English Read1ng for LEP students.

[ would like to use feedback from LEP students to change
English Read1ng N

I am concerned about revising my use of Eng11sh Read1ng
for LEP students. e

I would 1ike to help other facu]ty in their use of English
Reading for LEP students.

-
M
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Items of Interest from Congerns Quest1onna1re--Eng]1sh Read1ng
. Regular Teachers at Bowie (n=5) N ..

»’

1 . 3, 4 5 6 .7

.Not true of me now * Somewhat true of me now . Very true of me now

-
«

N \~ ... Y ' N . * - . .
_Average Rating - 4

8 Luould 1ike fo excite my. LEP studerits-gpout-their-part-in-- <=~

5

I am concerned about LEP students attitudes toward English
Reading. Tt '

“I am concerned about how Emglish Reading affecks LEP students.

Eng]1sh Reading.

1 would 1Yke to knowﬂhho will make the dec1s1ons regard1ng o
Eng]1sh Reading - -for LEP students . ,

I would like to know~how English Read1ng for LEP students
is better than what we have now.

I now know of some other English Read1ng programs that might
‘work better. ) .

I would 1ike to revise the 1nstruct1ona1 approach ‘of Eng11sh
Reading for LEP students. - \

I would like -tp help other faculty in the1r use of Eng11sh
‘Reading for LEP students. N

‘I am concerned about my ab111ty to manage a11 that Eng]1sh
Read1ng for LEP stydents requires. 3

-

.1 am concerned’afout time spent working with non-acad
"problems related to English Reading for LEP students ﬁ.t

I would like to familiarize .other. departments or persons -
with the progress of Eng]1sh Reading for LEP students

I am concerned about conflict between my 1nterests and
: my respon51b111t1es Lo

Coordination.of tasks and peop]e is taking too much of my

time.
S §
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Iiems of Interest from Concerns Questionnaire--Eng]ish'Reading:

Regular Teachers at Travis (n=5) )
0 1. - 2 3. 4 5 © 6 7 O
“Not true of me now , Somewhat true of me now . Very true of’me now
Average Rating = - A .
5 I am concerned about LEP students' attitudes toward English
‘ - Reading, - ) l
e 5 - 1 wpuld like to excite my LEP students about their part in
. y English Réading. ¢ ]
| 5 Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my ‘1
. Ve . time. e . e |
A o , 1
' Note: A1l of the rest of the items except 6 are of very low concern. (0-2). |
! ° *
:Tm\hx“‘» - n
f/ - v
\‘\/ - ‘ . L
. ‘ g ' o
. . . ° -
LY I} 3 -
* / _ N -~
N . 4 \ . >
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- \ . - -
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Items of Interest From Concerns Questionnaire--English Reading:
Special‘Ed.‘Teachers at Travis (n=2?

1
. :
~ 1
. . : : |
_ Not true of me now "Somewhat true of me now Very true of me now 1
, 0 - 2 Lo 3 - 4 .5, 6 7
. o~ i -
{ )
Average : )
Rating . o ’ . ‘
6 I would Tike to know how my teaching o administration is supposed to
cngnge. ’ -
A ’ J
5 _I am concerned about evaluating my impact on students.
> - . L. ) ‘\; . .
Note: The yagt majority of the other iterms were of véry low concern (0-2),
" indigating a general Tack of concern for these 2 teachers. ‘
' ~ EY o r
8 \' - LI
- ) ; - ”/y_’__
, .
. ) . N
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a3 . ¢ ’ \ i
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) . . - .
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Items of Interest From Concerns Questionnaire~-English Reading;
‘Bilingual Teachers at Crockett School (N=3) >

Not true of me now

B

Somewhat true of me now

Very true of me now

0 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7
Average .
Rating ‘ N ' '
a e
. - . ~ . B . .
7 I would liké to have more information on~time and energy commitments
required by Engllsh Readlng for LEP students.
"7 I would like to know what resources are ‘available 1f we dec1de to use
English Reading for LEP students. .
6 I would like to know what the use of Egglish Read1ng for LEP students
will require in the immediate future.
6 I would like to know how English Readlng for LEP students is better
than what we have now..
- 6 I would like to know how my role w1ll change when I am using Engllsh '
’ Reading for LEP students.
'6' I am concerned about students attitudes towadrd English Reading for
LEP students. ! *
6 I am concerned about how Engllsh Reading affects LEP students
6 I would llke to exc1te my "LEP students about their part in Engllsh
Reading. L . v
6 o would like to coord&ﬁjte my efforts with others to max1mlze the effects
¢ of Engllsh Reading for LEP students. .
6 I would like to know what other faculty are dolng 1n the area of English
~ Readlng for LEP students.
2 I now know of some other programs of Engllsh Readlng that might work
better. . - d
2 lwould like to help other faculty in their use of English- Readlng for
~ LEP students. .
, 2. lam concerhed about revising my use of English Readlng for LEP students
2 I would like to revise the 1nstructlonal approach of English Reading for
LEP students. . .
2 i am:éoncerned about conflict between my. interests and my responsibilities.
- % I‘r -
Note: These three teachers showed fair¥ly high concerns in all areas. Eighteen

,of 35 items' were rated high (5—7)

%




Items of Interest From.Concerns Questionnaire--ﬁngL{;; Reading:
'Bilingual Teachers.at. Bowie.School (N=7)

Not true of me now . Somewhat true of me now - Very true of me now
0 1 2 R \\\\ 4 5 ¢ 6 7
N - ..
Average ) . - . .
Rat ing . - P . ' -

I an c&gcernedkabout LEP students' attitudes toward English Reading.

I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or eplace English
Reading fot LEP'students. ff

Vo
- -

6 I would like to toordinate my effort with others to maximize the effects
of English Reading for LEP studénts. : . %

2

6 I would like to know what othe;_faculty are doing in English Readidg for
LEP students. ’ ‘

’
I am .concerned about how English Reading:affects LEP students.

6 . I would like to éxcite my LEP students about their part in English
Reading. .

2 I would like to help other faculty in their use of English Reading 'for
- LEP stuljents. - :* ‘ & o

2 I would like tb'familiarize other departmgngs or persons with the
ptogress of English Reading forTLEP students.

2 I am coﬂcerned about my inability-.to manhage all that English keading
for LEP students requires. - -~

2 _ Coordination of tasks and‘people is taking too much of my time.

*

Note: A total of 12 out of 35 itemé.werg'judged to be of high concern (5-7).
\ In general sthe level of concern was fairly high.
‘i\ i h ) - ~, o~
] ! ' ) -~ )
’ ' \.
- \ . ' - . " .
- '
X} -
- ] ' - ¢
b A%
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Items of Interest From Concerns Queétionnaire——Englisb Reading: .
Bilingual Téachers at Travis School (N=1)
}

4/

e il

Not true of me now Somewhat, true of'me now .~ Very true of me now

0 1 2 3 4 i“ 5 \ 6 o 7
‘Average . L N * ' _ ’ . .
Rating o ' - A

"6 I am concerned about hot hav1ng enough t1me to ovganlze myself each day.

{
¢t 5 I would like to know who w1ll make the decisions about English Readlng
for LEP students, " s Lt

5 I don't even khow what:Eninsh«Reading for LEP students is.
w 2° I am concerned about hbw'Englistheading affects LEP students.

2 I am concerned about my 1nab111ty to manage all that English Readlng
for LEP students rqsulres

L

2" I am concerned about time spent working w1th non-academic /problems
related to Engllsh Reading for LEP students.

/

1 I would 11ke to develop worklng relationships with both ‘our faculty,
- and outside faculty using English Reading for LEP. students.

" ¢ I wauld like to familiarize otheft departmehts‘or persons with the
. progress of English Reading for LEP students.

1 uld like to use feedback from students to change Engllsh Readlng
f "LEP students.

I now know of some othe% English Reading programs that might work.better.

I would like to help other faculty in _their use of English Readlng for
, ) LEP students . / . )
0 I am doncerned about LEP students' attitudes toward English Reading.

ey ' ;

.
hd "l b L
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Itéms of Interesg/ﬁ;om Concerns Questionnaire--English Reading:
Special Ed. Teachers at Crockett (n=1) '

- ” L

Not true of me now Somewhat true of me now Very true of me now
0 1 2 .3 4 5 6 7
a" a& . _ N .i .
Average : : ‘ ' . ..
Rating - . - . ,

e

-

7 I would like to coordindte my effort with othershto maximize the effects of
English Reading for LEP students. ‘ ) '
. ] - . s

7T am concerned about evaluating my impact on students. * - 3

»

i2

6 DPwould like to determine how to(supplement, enhance, or replace English - %
- Reading fg; LEP Students. - ]
6. I would like t6 help other faEu]ty in their use of English Reading for LEP‘
students. ‘ : o )

’ v

6 A I would 1ike to develop working relationships with both dur faculty and .
outside facu?ty using fnglish Reading for FEP students. :

2 - t .
-6 I.would like to familiarize other departments dr pewsons with the progress
of English Reading ‘for LEP students. . b ’ '

2~ I am concerned aboutno® having-enough time to organize myself each day. '

2 I am pbncenpéd aBput conflict Qgtwéen my interests and my respohsibilfties.

‘ala [

2" 1 am concerned about my inability.to manage5§i1 that English Reading. for LEP-

" . students. requires. ) , . -
. . . &
¢ .

0 Coordination of tasks and heople is taking\toé_mudh of my time.

. °

v, L. 3 b

Note. In addition to the above,:11 items recieved a rating of 5. Thus,

.concerns for this teacher tended to be quite high. ‘ -
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0 -
Not true of me now

N

Items of Interest from Concerns Que?tionnaireq-Spanistheading (N=6)

1@

Average Rating

ol

ol

oy oy O -

Spanish

!

2

2 3 g 5 6 7
Somewhat true b# me now Very~true of me now
»* . ‘ /

I would 1ike to determine how to supplement, enhance or
replace Spanish, Reading. 0

I would 1ike to know what ‘other facu]ty are d01ng in

" Spanish Reading.

I am concerned about students‘ attitudes toward Spanish

~ Reading. .

I would like to excite my students about their part in
Span1sh Reading.

I wou1d2)1ke to know who will’'make the decisions regarding
Reading. .

I would like to develop working re]ationsnips with both our
faculty and outside faculty using Spanish Reading.

I would like to coordinate my éffort with others to maximize
Spanish Reading's effects.

I am concerned about how Spanish Reading affects students.
T am ooncerned about evaluating my impact on students.

'I am concerned about not havqng enough time to qsgan1ze

myself each day.

I would 1ike to know what thé use of Span1sh Read;ng will
require in the immediate future.

I am concerned about revising my use of Spanish Reading.

N
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[tems of Interest From Concerns Quest1onna1re--$pan1sh Math
Bilingual Teacher at Crockett (n=1) °

kS ) N

A

Nat’ true of me now Som&what true/of Mme nowe Very true of .me-now
9‘ . 1 2 .3 4 5 6 ° 7
Arerage: AN > ‘ : ' .
7 1 am concerned about students' att}tuoes toward Spanish Math. ’
6 I would Tike to know who will make thexdectétons about Spanish Math.
5 ? would 11ke to know what other faculty are doing in Span15h Math,
5 anrconcerned about eva]uat1ng my 1mpact on students. ‘ / ; -
.5 I am not concerned about Spanish Math. -
5 Iam co;\ietely occupied by(other things. o ‘ .
2 ‘I would 1ike to help other facu]ty in the1r use of Span1sh Math. ; ﬁ%%
2 I would like to‘?amt11ar1zecother departments or persons w1?o tﬁe p:;gress
- of Spanish Math. ‘ ch s .
2 I am concerned dbout arevising my use of Span1sh Math. - . :
’V’.Z I would 11ke to revise Spanish Math's 1nstruct1ona1 approach l‘s __;
,’i I have a very limited knowledge about/S”an1s Read1ng ;“ . ) p
0 I am concerned about my ipability to manage all that Span1sh Math requ1res
0 I am concerhed ab6ut time spent work1ng with non-academ1c,prob1ems re]ated
to’ Spanish Math.
0 I now know some other Span1sh Math o;ograms that might -work better
'J‘ H




5. Inservice training occurs as part ef the teacher's 1 .2 3 4. ;E
normal job at school dumng school. hours. - 5,4 ;5 45 4\

" 6. ‘A1thou h nat str1ct1v a part of the teacheY s job, 1 2 3 ; 5
g J 1..8 & 41 43

1nserv1ce training: . e
' 9; Inserv1ce training is designed to meet'tﬁe needs 1 2 3 4 5
© " of individual teachers, each of whom chooses the =~ [3 3 71 3%.1S
types of training that’s/he needs.
10. Teachers generally are“prov1ded with sufficient . 1 2 3 4 5
assistance and feedback in implementing new : W 40 3 3\ 2

* ~  knowledge or skills which were acqu1red i

¥ . , b -
: . . - .

-

- e a = ’
Introduction:  The purpose of this survey is to determine the percéptions of:
teachers, principals, and administrators toward inservice training in your
schoo] district. The results will help the schgol district to plan next

year's inservice program so that it will better meet your needs. /

Coocgrr= 32 RBowme =TT Tams= 34 NSz
* School - § o Date
= 2\
Grade Level ‘(p 1 No of Years in District MEM = G’}.'..
- 214 ANSE = ens{
7% \(p ¥ - . ’
1 2 3 4 ‘ 5

Not at all true . Mostly untrue No opinion Mostly true,

1. Teachers should be '§1ven'the authority to choose 12

3 &4 £
" the type of inservice training program that they - 2 M S5
feel is appropriate for their school district.
2. Individual teachers should have the opt'ion of . 1 2 3 4 5
not participating in inservice activities. T F w0 3w
3. ‘Principals and district administrators should 2 3 4 5
—  diagnose the competencies of each teacher to 27 27 N30 4
: determine the type of inservice training needed - t v
4. Inservice training shou1d be des1ghed to fulﬁﬂ \L 1 2

needs which have' been .expr gssed - by the school
district and/}' commumty

<
~

1nserv1ce training is Job-related
{

*7. Inservice tra1n1ng 1s or‘leuted toward the teacher s 1.2.3 4 5.
acqu151t10n _of .professional credent1aTs

8. ‘Convent'lons and workshops snon‘sored hy teachers 1 2 ,'3 !

professional organ'lzations play a major rdle in

mserv'lce trainiwg.

- ) \ ) - : 5\ !
' p 145, o <

&

s . .,
- .

L ..SURVEY:§f PERCEPTIONS OF, INSERVICE TRAINING - « - o

Completely True
O
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X -, ., Fy - . ¢
e \* P Y g - .
e \ ol . ks .
g \\ ’ '
N

. ¢

>* 11. Much of the inservice tréining_pr:ovide_d ismt . I 2 '3 4 5
| relevant or cannot be applied in the clas m.. L 4% 3 R 2
12. Inservice tréim‘ng sessiqns often are conductéd .- 1 2 3 4 5
by personnel who are not well equipped to handle 5,30 4 38 10
the task. . : . . '
13 ) ‘ ' ) N . & . .
13. The content”aﬁ what is taughy in inservice -- -1 2 3 4 5
training sessigns, is relevang to Our needs. . £ 3% N SO0
14. The manner in which inservice training sessions 1 2 3 4 5
are copducted is apprépriate. o . 3~ \9 19 6o 2
. - . ® ' - A
15, Inservice training should- reflect possible future 1 2 3 3 .5
*  (emergant) roles rather than being.timited only.. 2 G .3 A9 (7,

to the teacher's current role.

by ~ o L | .
"« 16, _.The focus of !inservice training, rather than being 1 2 3 4 5
an ¥ntegrated district-wide effort, has become . 7T T 36 27 W
fragmented. ) L : T ‘ -

17.. Who are fhe~ peop]-g mainly responsffﬂe for initiating or conducting
inservice teacher education in your district? . Please check qne of .

. :jthe fo]]owing: e " NUMER (REXED < DONMT e Q\KM’J'-'S
,- . ) "Q . < . . ' s
. "ercipﬂs‘nf . - P Y. SR
;9 .« Teacheps “'{° ° T T, !
w\ Central”administrators .~ - 7 ‘. N
SR NG f‘frgm Region XIIT . . o B .
) N . g -1 - e o -,/(?'@, ’ ‘%." ¥ — : R o -\‘q__ . . -
¢ erie - ‘
N 5 ,e : ' LR bﬂ:\;&g,"»' c\- ,d _‘%?,‘;‘,:}‘.’ PPN ‘3 o
AT Which of€the faltowing ﬁ’rgyjﬁgjinput' into the planning of inservice . 4
+ topics for your;di\sjgrjé‘fz, St v (.0\0,” ANSWER %W;A.B
- ) PR e et T S \ .
) Pr'inC'lpa]S.‘ . K _,_'; : A/ ~' * e . K . .
® Teachers -, — . ' .
- ‘Central administram g . v
Staff from Region X]I » : .

’ Parents . T .
School. Board Members
Others (destrite) £

19, Check the agencies and i'ndicjdu_w listed bglow which have provided
.inservice training fonMﬁ}!@hqgg,;@istrict during the past year. ‘..

.6 . -

Private Consiltants =~ .. & N . SO ¢

School district staff - o R

University, or college staf L i T : .
. Education Service Centey 9 - o -

(e.g., Region XIII) "o % .- S

LAU Cénter . - <7 e ,

Texas Education Agency 5@ , e T " ’

» bol

Others (describe) - —“{- 4 N
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20.

*

(4

~

. X - @ . . T
: x \ ‘ @) .. ¢ * - )
\ Video tape training session - __G - oo - '
° Conference (e.g., TSTA) . Qk - " o L

2.

>

~ Other (descri be)

v

- training? Please ¢

‘Criterion referenc \.tests

'Observati,on of teachers 'in

N~ ! - - ’ T L. v“-%ﬁi

>

e &

Check all of ?he foHowmg which%have been used by your ‘school.district -
in providing® nserv'lce training or teachers:

(omm— NSER. Q«s\w\—’ﬂ
workshop or demonstration . e : , .o K
- session . : 4‘7_;%«%\ . o , /‘“ .
. Staff meeting ¢« . L X |
Summer institute ¢ 2 SR R
College course . .
‘Individua)ized study

Programmed instruction
Classroom observation

One-to-one discussion with

other teachers
Teacher-parent work‘session
Other (describe)

Check the procedures which have been used to eva]uate inservice tra1 g™
in your school district: . (0\05'\' JOIBREL. ")

»

Enq .of séssion questionnaire .91

or checklist ~ ) . ) _ ‘ oo
Informal feedback to directors - 29 - ’ . |
~'.or presenters - ’

for -teachers
cTassroom .

,L
2
o1 o
Attendancﬁt/workshop - _ 28 .o ¥ S
Follow=up 1 nterview with 2 - . .
teacher . . -
Other (describe) * ~ O

Check the ince‘ntwes which your sch001 district uses in its inservice -
_training. = - Iy (Q\t)n‘-r POSSWER_ Qm

Stipend.for teachers .
Release time for teachers .

Education or professional
career ladder .
Upgrading of competencies™.

13-
5
—4
School district request _A_%‘ . ’ ©
10

Professiponal_certification - ’
College credit T R
’ — SN0 HBIE MG N0 RESTIES

ing times ire appro priate for condicting inservice
\/ i

QWMW

Which of the foﬂg

‘During reguldr.school hours

Immediateély after school .

On weekends ., e

a3
2% .
In the evenings Q . " <




4q-

24, At what-time do inservice sessions cﬁrrently take place in your school

disdrigt? ] :
During regular school -hours 8( In thé eveninas | . .
Immediately after school a1 "On weekends 1 3
-+ 25. Briefly- 'scribe'ﬁhg strengths of thé current- inservice program in your .
. school distyict. ) > L
' ‘ % /*\ '
\ N
/\4’ o ] ¢ )
~ e \ - . (
» 7 - - g {
/ ’ LT ‘
. . h‘ y
K
— i 3N

-]

26. de describe the weakhesses which exist’in the district's current
Ainservice-program. ; L

27. If you were in charge of planning district-wide insirvige training for | L
" teachers, describe‘the process you wotNd follow in 8esigning an ideal.
program: - Use as much space as-you need to deséribe this process. - o

) § - - 4 +




Resu1ts -----Inserv1ce Survey

~
>

w

. 4 - , .- ’
Response N = 75 Resgonse N=77

4

'Strengths°, . . - % . Freg.

% ,FreQ-

.

Weaknesses: -

405 30 - Teachers choqse top1csf 31%

162 12
9% - 7
7% 5,
59 . 4

o Bl

Improvement from before 15%
Topics are of interest: - 14%
Meet district requirements’ 9%
Migrant/bilingua]l worksheps -~
ality of speakers : o

How would‘you plan inservice?:

AR
AU

Survey teachers for topics
Individualize and Follow-Up
Get more competgnt presenters

-Schedule workshops during school day -

Peer group (teachers) should train themselves
G1ve incentives to upgrade'—E11ls

Irrelevant sessions/materia
Poor presenters -

‘Waste of time

August timing .
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B111ngua] Classroom Quest1onna1re

\Proport1on of Instructiomal Time in English and™ Spanish for all Classroom Teachers (N= 89)

-~

. Across All.Classreoms

=

-~

"SPANI-SH . , ENGLISH

. Language - % of % of T % of Al . % of ~ %of t - . % of 14
Group* . Language Arts Major Content Content Areas, || Language Arts - Major Content Content Areas

MS C49 o a0 1 s - 60 7,

L 2

BS .10 a2 .90 .t 88 S|
woo. o R 90 9% 93
B - 12 - 88 -, 9. .o
BE. . 9 | {9 9 97

94 - - 9 . 98

- o

*Code
MS,
L~ BS
SOLL

Monolingual ‘Spanish .
Spanish Dominant )
Jlate Languagé Learner
8B = Balapced Bilingual®

o BE = English_Dominant
ME 'T40no] 1ngua1 Enghsh

[ LI I LI | |}
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‘ ‘
- BTLINGUAL.- CLASSROOM QUESTIONNAIRE
" Proportion of Instructional Time in Englisq . 'd Spanish for Different Language Groups

CROCKETT SCHOOL - January 1981
(Kindergarten: N=18 -~ First Grade: .N=16)

€ . :
- SPANISH : ENGLISH

. Zof % of % of All % of % of | % of AL
Language = Language Arts Major: Content Content Areas Language Arts Major Content Content Areas
Group* . K . 1st - K ) ist K 1st: K 1st . K - 1lst K 1st

.

Py
S A
™ \Tagy, »

42 100 * 60, 67 3l 67 | 58 0 40 .33 69, 33
. 16 31 50 44 2 - 4l 84 " 63 500 T 56 78 59
15 7. 1 .2 8- 21 8 73 8. 92 79

27- - 24 10 4 10 4 73 76 90 96 90 - 96
-25 . %8 0 '3 ’ 2 |75 92 .97 9% 98
2

21 S5 "y 1 - 95 93 98 . 95 99

9

5]

*Codes: .
MS = Monolingual Spanish-
B3 = Spanish Dominant
LL ='Late Language 'Learner
BB = Balanced Bilingual ~
BE =;English Dominant
Monolingual English

~
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R ~Level of Use fhterview N

- Number of LoU Users at Each Staga of A1l ‘Tnnovations

Level_of Use . Number of Teachers »'.Nk\

) A\ v

Mechanical Use (III) * ., " 12 I\
Routine (IVA) L 44 ‘ i
Refinement (IVB, =~ 23
Integration (V) ' 3y )
Renewal o -0 '
~ Total Teachers 8
* o
i *
» <
b -
. . ——l . . -
: 1] . E
- o N
. ;& i T
- 154
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.Meeting with Travis School Teachers
© May 19, 1981

4
L

The purpose of this meeting was to repprt the rdé®ults of the completed
questionnaires and inWrviews which-had been conducted earlier in the year.
Teachers were told to (1) offer comments to aid in the interpretation of
the results, and to (2) provide any nég Jddeas that might improve inservice
training for teachers. The meeting was sheduled from 3:00 - 4.:00 p.m. in

«

Or. Holtzman oﬁened,theemeeting by hénding out folders to each teacher
containing both summary data from the three schools as well as data which

"the school library, with the principal in attendance for the whole meeting.

o

-was relevant only to.Travis School.. He showed them how to read the numerous

data tables. Although the folders contained quite extensive and complete
results, Dr. Holtzman explained that because of time:limitations only some
of the main results would be discussed. He asked that teachers review the
results carefully during the summer so that they could provide us with
additional feedback. a 3

[ . IS

The meeting was recorded on tape sd that a full account of téacher'}

- comments could be retained. Some of the points that were made by teachers

include the following:

.-t The principal said that teachars on the Professional Develdpment

-e 4+ Questionnaire had put behavior problems as a ‘hidh priévity because"

!

too much time is wasted on discipline and management of behavior in
the classroom. There is a need fog workshops in the area of assertive

. A

her saié that athiirst she was disturbed to find tﬁat béhavior

ere of such a hfgh priority but then realized that the
reason for th1s was that Travis teachers care a great deal about their —
children.- If they didn't they would.not have responded in that th.:

. -The principal agreed and'sSid that Reg%o XIIT and .TEA may not realize
how mich teachers gctually care about their-students. o

- ih-l/

. ; . ) - . &
. * A teacher asked for a clarificdtion of what "teaching English &s a - ‘' .°

first language" means, and why was such a_high priority on the

PDQ. Someone responded that it simply meant “teaching English". Dr.
Holtzman explained that it was supposed to refer to’teaching children
English language skills whose firgt (or home) language is a language
other than English. A migrant teacher (not bilingua?) said that

o many teachers \hgve noticed that A tot of children are limited in

. ) F}
On Inservice Sukvey, the princfipal felt that teachers had agreed

‘both languagesyso that it is befter to teach them English first!
with Item #1 ('kb

achers should be given the authority to choose the

%

type of inservicg training program that they, feel is appropriate-
for -their school district") decause during the past several years
teachers gradually\have beej given more\options %4s to the types &f
inservice sessions to attepd. Before. tha

sessions to go to. ’

it,. teachers were?told what

-




{

Referring ‘to thelLevel of Use (LoU) Interview, one teacher did-not
feel that we shoé]d be labeling teachers as "mechan1cali¢vlroutine",
etc., because we don't know what teachers do in their ‘classrooms

(this is thé same tdacher that had complained about the Concerns L

Questionnaire earlier in the year)

¢
After the meeting, the migrant teacher stayed for 10 minutes to
discuss bilingual education with Dr. Holtzman. "He said that he
felt that bilingual education should be limited to those children
who speak Span1sh fluently upon entering school.” He felt that most
of the kids in bilingial programs shouldn't be there! He was
especially upset that Judge Justic had order all Texas schools to
provide bilingual educat1on through high sch001 ,

t

L

v
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Meefong with Crockett Schoo] Teachers ' -
' ) May 20, 1981 ( L
R C ~ . [ ’ *

The purpose ‘of this, meeting was to report the resu]ts of the, comp]eted
questionnaires and inw#iews which had been conducted -earlier in the year.
Teachers were told ta (1) offer comments to and in the interpretation of
results, and to (2) provide' any new ideas they might have abeut how to

“improve inseryice trafining for teachers. The meeting was scheduled from ° ,
3:15 - 4:80 p.m. in the school library, with the pr1nc16§] present for the L
first part of the meecing only.

. 4
o ¥ ~

Or. Holtzman led the meeting and snbged the teachers how to read the

’ data tables. _He gave each teacher a folddr which contained ‘both summary
data from the three schools asswell as datd which was relevant only to
Crockett School. Although the folders contained numerous results; ‘Dr. .
Holtzman explained that because Qf time limitations only some of the main - S
‘results would be discussed. He asked that the teachers review the results
carefully during the summer SO that they could provide us w1th add1t1oha1
™ feedback. . v

-

« __Unfortunately, the tape recording of the meeting did not come out, so

Or. Holtzman wrote down some of the comments that he remembered from™ the
meeting. Some of the points that were made by teachers include the Lot
fo]]ow1ng ¢ oL - v -

. _Teachers at Bewie School who f111ed out the Concerns Quest1onnare are.
. "~ -+ ‘not as concerned about ESL.as Crockett teachers are_ (either they
don't care or don't knev enough aboit it.) -

Teachers at Crockett would like to know how kids' English sk1lls -
"continue to.develop, after they enter second grade,.and they, would :
. 1ike to know what -the Bowie- SL teachens are do1ng in this area.

. . On Survey of Percept1ons of Inservice Training some of the responses .>
would now be different if the 1nstrumentgyou1¢ be readministered to L.
teachers. This isgbecause teachers now dre aware of changes that/will

. be made for mext year in the-district plan (more choice options for
teachers and comp time). o .

Having more teachers sérve as.leaders of 1nserv1ce seSS1ons would he]p
tomake 1nserv1ce more relevant. I N
. " More follow=up in the c]assroom should be done after 1nserv1ce e R
— sessions. ¥ ! . ¢
: , AR
It is strange that so little Spanish 1nstruct1on t1me occurs -for
Spanish dominant, (BS) sutdent,. according to the BiTingual Classroom
Questigpnaire. One teacher felt that the quest1onna1re was obvidusly
invalid because it did not reflect what was happening‘in the class~
room. Anothen teacher felt that the questionnaire was too difficult
to fill out and teachers did not ‘understand the language classifica-
tion definitions. Or. Woltzman said that it would have heen better
to have comp]eted this questionnaire "individually with each teacher
K . but that time constraints had not permitted this. He also cautioned-
- . "

P

- Q. . . . .1 . | )
I S




P4

teachers to remember that a]thouah the vast magor1ty “of teachers-
did fi11 out this instrument, not all teachers were able to do so.
. This should be kept~1n mind when 1nterpret1q9 the data.

~

.

At the conclusion of the meet1ng, Dr. Holtzman thanked teachers for their
part1c1pat1on in the’ stud? and hoped to see them next xe%&
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‘Meeting with Bowie School Teachers
May 21, 1981

The purpose of this meeting was to report the results of* the compieted
| questionnairés and interviews which had been conducted earlier in the year.
Teache<s were told to (1) offer comments to aid in the interpretation of
results\ and to (2) provide any new ideas that might igRrove inservice
training for teachers. The meeting was scheduled fromﬁgfls - 4:00 p.m. in
the school cafeteria, with the principal\jn gttendance for Epe white meeting.
v ] , i v . ’ 2
Or. Holtzman opened the meeting by hianding out folders to each teachér .
containing both summary data from the three schools as well as data which
was relevant only to Bowie School. He shoisd them how to read the numeraqus
.data tables. Althoagh the folders contained quite extensive .and complete
results, Dr. Holtzman-explaired that because ¢f time limitatigns o@ly some
of the main results would be djdcussed. He asked_ that teacheys $#view the
results carefully during the sumper so.that they could p?ovidg us- with
a§QitionaJ feedback. . . \ '
: The A%eting was «é:;xded'on tape so that a full account of teachers'
comments could be reta\ned. Some of the points that were made by teachers

5

include the fo]lowin%: : ~

When Dr. Holtzman asked teachers what "teaching English as a first
1anguage4,megn to thed, a teacher.responsed with .the correct
definition. . : L : .

»

When asked about concerns related to ESL one teacheg/ﬁE1t that ESL
Tinstruction should be more organized, with a hieraréhy of skills.
Another teacher said that the main frustration that she experiences_ -
.as an ESL teacher is that she does not know how to evaluate a snydéﬁf’
-~ progress, She said that one problem is that second ‘grade teachels
don't kno at the beginning of the year what level the students are
at. It would be hglpful to kndw which skills -the students had = -
mastered at the K-Ist grade school. Also, it is difftcult to know
", *whether the level ff instruction that kids are getting,in ESL is
appropriate to th?fr needs. : ’ )

- | ) . . ‘ - '.". : -’ .
When Dr. Holtzman /asked what fypes of. activities mkght,be good to':

have in the area of ESL, a tehcher said.that it is‘easy to teach
kids-yocabulary but more difficult to teach them sentence structure
(both oral and.written). Perhaps a consultant could offer ideas

_ -about Pﬁw best tﬂ teach this. - )

Anothér teacher mentioned that most. problems that she encounters is
that she has so m?ny kids in her ESL classes that she cannot attend
to their individual needs. If some teacher who has been successful
with large classes could share his/her experiences, that would be
very heipful. ' \° .

Another teather said that the main problem in her ESL class is a lack &
of mageria]s. - -

L




.
’ ’ 3 :

.\When asked when the best time to have 1nserv1ce “sessions would be,
one of .the teachers suggested that they could be provided during

]
hegu]ay school” hours during the teacher' s planning period.

On‘ teacher had a suggestion to make to consultants when they ‘send
out\short descr1pt1ons of their inservice gsessions. Too often
a’ ses§1on which sounds -exciting from the déscription turns out to

KC‘ be boking and not what the teacher had expected. If.consultants T

cou]dvhend more information about them bresentations beforehand,
that wdh]d be helpful. Or. Holtzmga“suggested that an abstract -

N and Tist of objegtives m1ght elpful,. The teachers agreed ‘with
* this Lde s

—

'Dr. Holtzman pointed out, that a lot of good ideas had been expressed
at the meeting, but that there should be some—wayde£—£e449wxnn_un -

* these 1dea$ to be sure that they are not forgotten.
>
’Ué; Holt¥zman c\osed the session by thanking the teachers for, their parti-
cipdtion in the study and te]11ng them that he would see them again after the
summer. ¢ .
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