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' IN-SERVICE EDUCATION MODELS rOR CLASSROOM ‘EDUCATORS TO
- ASSESS LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY IN BILINGUAL STUDENTS . g
Celeste E. Fr -
| Charlene Rivera
'y : ’
INTRODUCTION -
o While the Bilingual Edd¢ation Act (Title VII) Tegally act
) knowledges the Tanguyage needs of minorities in the United States,
it gdes not provide a forma]ized strategy by which to redress
° past educationa] inequities. This fact has been underscored by
the numerous cases af Iitigation charging that inadequaté‘edu-
cational practices cont1nue to occur. However, NYthgthe'Lau V. )
o Nichols (1974)/Court 'decision and the resu]ta‘nt Task Force Findings L
Or Lau Remedies. (1975), school districts have been presented with
the re5p0n51b11ity of formdlly asseSsxég language-needs and de-
““ sxgn1ng educational plans to meet tnﬁfeducationa] needs of §tn-
o L dents with hmtedr—EngHsh skﬂls and proficwenc_y. ,
Although legis¥ated the success of requiring a school dis<
c ‘trxct to apply "remed1es“ or gu1de11nes rests on the overall
* J understanding of what procedure is to be designed as weH‘ as on ] )
oo N

the proce&s used te 1mp1ement it (Fullan and Pomfret, 1977). It

. s therefcre the purpose of thTS paper to describe two in-service
® ‘ -
' . janguage “assessment quel; that may‘be utilized in educating

f— £Iessroem educators who neé% to.assess language proficiency of

@ N ) H o ‘ ' kK

. ‘ bilingual students. . Before -actually detailing the specifics of
the models, fglis imporfent to docunent the higtorical reasons

&
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for the'heed for the development of 1anguag€ assessment procedures.
, L | i

. . |
NEED FOR LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT {(

. - e . ) ; I"___rfl“
Achievement ‘

The educational achfevemé)t of the linguistigally different
studgnt was found to be "consietenti; below the achievement of '
thé total national age popu]atjen“ (National Assessment of Edu;
' cational Progress, 1977, p. 5). Among the.contributing factors
to ehie situation were language, sociocultural differences, amount -
of schooling as well as societal attitudes toward tﬁe nonrnetive |
English speaker.- This éﬁucational situation went virtually unac-

knowledged until a gd#ernment analysis of the school achievement

-~

-

of Mexican-American séudents in the‘Squthwest7de nstrated that
8 I'waé the average years of schoo1ihg for st‘EZiis 14 years of

age and older (Un:ted States Commission on Civil Rights, 1972) ':'
Parallel schncH achievement prbblems have been reported for other -,
Hispanic, Asian, and Native Amerjcan groups (United States Com-
‘.m{séioncn1CiviI Righ}s, 1976; Lau V. Nichols, 1974;rpnited States
"&ommiseion on Civil Rjghts,zi978). Statistics on the schoal drop&
out or\Wpush-dut“‘rate of students from non éng?ish-speaking pack-.
grounds also underscored the tntensity of Ehe need.ﬂpr re-assessment

of the educational situation (Task Force on Children Out of School, . ,

1970: Steiner, 1974; Rivera, 1976).

Legislative Developments

The cgncept of bilwngual education was-introduced into the
po?1t1caT arena as awareness of the educational needs inereased

The problems of school achievement and high drop-out rates among

g
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language minority(ﬁiudeqts added fue}.fo‘the fire to the Civil
Rigﬁﬁs movement of, the late 1950's and 1960's. The historical

1954 Brown V. Board of Education Civil Rights' decision, which
' ” Ty .

21led for equal educational okperthnity for all races, laid the
| ~)€//Z:oun§worg for redressing th; educational 1nequ;fies of the then
S' ~ estimated three mi}liéh stﬂdents (Andersson and Boyer, 1970) of
- 8Hmited~£ngﬁsh aqijify. The official recognition'of language '
minorities occurred in 1968 when Congress paésed thethIingua1
Educagion Act--Title VII--d4s an amendment to the 1965-Elementary
and §econdary Education Act. this laqdmark Tegislatian_stipulaﬁed
that a program of instruction be designed to "teach dhiidren in w
English and to teach in (the natxve) Ianguageiso they can pro-
gress effect1ve1y through school“ (Office. of‘Education, 1976, ,
p. 11). By this definition, it is obvious that language was a -
unique component to be cénsidered: | ‘
Langbage was ;Tso found to be particulariy significaht in
- the éd&cation of limited“EngJiéh-speaking sfu&ents in the 1974
' San Francisco court case'of’jaiiv. Nichols. In thi; instance,
with the United States essﬁstant %ttorney Genera1nas amicus curiae,
» the United States Supremegﬁourt reversed- - the negative decision
of the Eedera] DistricthSurt and the Appeals Court.. ft ruled
that: : o | ¥
; , -The failure of*the San Francisco Sthool
* System to proy (3 English language in-
' . "struction t8% imately 1,800 stu-
dents of Chin cestry who do not
vy~ speak English. "denies them a meaning-
\ ful opportunity to participate in the

_ public educational program and thus .
o ~violates Segtion 607 of the Civil Rights

Act of 1965. (p. 563)

*
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Specifically, in the Court's opiniog:

Under these state impgsed standards,
there is no equality .of treatment by pro-
viding students with the same facilities,
teachers textbooks, and curriculum; for
students who do not understand English’
are effectively foreclosed from any mean-
ingful education. Thus in accord with the
Lau decision, language needs of "national
origin minority group children must be
stressed in order to meet...language
skills needs as soon as possible and not
to keep them in programs that obirate as
an educational de«d>end or permahent
tract.” (p. 568)

In compIytng w{th the Court s opinion, the San Francisco

Unified Scheol Distrxct with a citizen"s task force designed . l

gufdeltnes’*or school districts to follow in the case’ of students
whose "home language is other than Eng1xsh,“. Some onths Taterm
Congress codwfied the decisxon ‘as part of the Equa1 EQucational
Opportunity Act of 1974 (Tertelbaum and H1%1er, 1977) The
Office qf Civil Rights adopted gqug}tn?s that have come to be \
known as fhe Lau Remediesf(Unjted,Stafes'Departﬁent of Health,
Education, and Welfare, 1375)~ ;hgy specified ;hat'students -
through language usage éueétﬁonnadfes be identified as: |

A. Monolingual spéaker of the language other
: than Englxsh

]
'3 \ 4

B.* Predomimantly speaks the language other
" than. English :

bl
- C. 8?11ngua1

D. Predominanﬁly speaks English

E. .MonoTingual speaker of English:

Based on the genera} category in which a student fell, educational

programs were then designed and matched to student ngeds



In submitting é compliance plan, the Office of Civil R%ghcs'
requires a w;itteh statement from the school district stipulating
how language mwno#ity students are to be’ identxfied, how Ianguage '
domrnance and competence are. to be assessed, and what educat1onal
program‘or-prcgrams w111 be 1mp1ementedgto meet the needs of ;hose
studentss | \ | | . |

School systems required to take action face‘twc‘major pro-
blems. First‘of#aTT, a district is often fc}ced to work in an
‘area in which it has Tittle experience ané/orﬁexpercise Secend]y,
.the time Frame within’ wh1ch action 1s requxred of ten createsfnanfc, .
wherein administratcrs are tempted to impose procedures without
lnvolving classroom educatqrs-(Geffert et al.; 1978). .

While most paradigms or models developed to assess language
proffciency do not include active panticicatign of the classroom
educator, it is our contention tha@ the?r participation is cri-
tical to successful imp?ementation Thus, a major obﬁective of
the in-service Ianguage assessment models to be presented is to
hxgh?ight the role of the c?assroom educator in deve?oping a Tan-
guage assessment procedere.

STRATEGIES FOR,IMP&%MENTING LANGUAGE
ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES ‘

bl T . ' [N

Needs Assessment of Cofmunity and Schools

Prior to organizing a language assessmént proced&re, it is
»

of utmost importance to collect meaningful background information .
s I t . .

on the popuiation‘tq be serviced. Eyster (1977) suggested‘;hat

) , i |
pre-planning information should include general demographic infor-
b

mation such as population statistics, educational and economic

~ -«
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“ Tevels,'nat1ona? and racwaT background, geographic area of ser-

vice, and educatronaT offerrngs in communxty

o
Additionally, specific bgckground data on the school s¥stemt
‘ . fo be'sér#iced shou?d‘also'be ascertained. Specifically, it f§ \
® "‘1mpcrtant to determine the: Yoo | -
| o ’numbenfof students in the school district; |
'é. census data indicating the number of potential LES
students in the school district (possibly attainable
® from the State Department af Education);
‘3. number of students'present1y in the bilingual educatxon '
program; .
© 4. distributioh f tﬁe.bilingual studgnts among district
PO o " schools; % . - (
R .+~ 5. number of biljngual students per cTass, . , ‘
- 6. numbér of parapﬁofessiona]s ava11ab1e to work with
. bilingual students,
o y o 7. number of teachers per bﬂlngual student
) 8. cert1fica¢10n qua11f1cat10ns of b1}1ngua1 teacheis '
While general demographig informatxon is. being co??ected‘
e | it is mperative to combme thxs with on- site visits so as to‘
‘ .o obtaih a penspect1Ve on how the. school: system percexves its rele
among b111ngua1 students as well as how it perce1ves bilingual
® " education in getnera'!. This data along with the sc!hoq’t dxstricf:\“s
) ‘statéd;prior%ties‘énd prog;;m objectivesvﬁrovide a frame of ref-
erence for designing a program that cén meet the‘néedé of a par—
® ticular school district. |
OrgaqizaticnaT Structura;. Ini;iation Str;tegies | ,
P L.au Remedies (1975) rfeq'uire a three=fold -procéss: (a) iden-
| tification of 1ahguage ‘dominance, (b) assessment of language com-
petencies in fhe receptive and expressive Ianguage‘éreas,nand
1.‘ Q o : o d g C :




(c) desxgnat1on of a specif1c program of instruct1on for e?1g1b1e

-~ bilingual student; The major concern here 15 with the second

. aspect--the assessment af language competencies--spec1f1ca11y,

L

-~

the procedure’ for-formalaz1ng and implementing an assessmentkpno-

- cedure. ' S - , : e L

Process

. . ‘ fhitiall , in the conceptualization of any p]an qmt must '.:H-'
o . o ‘; -subsequenﬂy ie imp]emented the quistion of Tocal needs as weH
| B ,as who will be ultxmate?y responsible fos the pTan s imp]ementation f'}’.’
.predcminate Both issues are 1nterre1ated Frequently }ocai S
® _; i‘needs, poTitical and/or actuaT, will dictate who wi]l fina]ly be ' v
- given the responsib1]ity for developing and carrying out a plan'* o
of:act1on S - ' o ; T PR ﬁ._ﬁiu:;
Q : % HMost mportant]_y, the question of prwmties needs to be con- |
N sidered. Nhat are the goals of in- servxce educatzon? th wxl%
. 'partake in the in- service education?. what is- the participants
Q : role in, terms ‘of the decision- mak1ng precess?* Nhere w'iﬂ the in- .
- ‘serv1ce educatfon take place7 What are the opt1ons? How w111 |
? - the 1n service educat:en be imp}emented? . ‘
. e -whﬂe ana'lyz*zng local needs, ,the key issues st'i"H rexnainl_
| Who will fe- respons1b1e for deve10p1ng a pTan of act1en? Since
* .the ultimate.responsibility rests with the’ superintendent, it is
® . . hi</her choice to determine the parameters for planning and imple~
1 menting a diagnostic fanguage assessment procednne. Thus, at tbé,f"
onset of p?anning or at the initiation stage,:the”administnaten75*
j." o must decide\qe}:her or not to ‘aHow .potentiaifsers,l i.e.‘,‘c}as‘g-f ,
. room educators, to be co-deciders, or simply to dnform tnem wftnja,

é
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g | out a1lowzng active invo?vement in developing a pTan for ‘a IanQUage
o, 2 . ' - ‘ - ‘ )
e assessment procedure. - . | . , T .

. . ) ] ‘- -

o ‘j“ R Fullan and Pomfret (1977) characterized two partic1pat1on N

+

.a}ternatives that have been found useful in predicting the poten-‘

7 -

tial success ofrimplementxng an 1nnovatlon-—"the managerial vs.
ﬁhe user approach,* Ia}the panagerral approach it is assumed
' that‘“resocia]%zat}on of uSers:is needed ‘Users are seen’ not as
€O~ deczders “but as advisors They ‘are to be retrained, and are
N 2 to~prov1de 1nformatvon (e g., about problems encountered) that .
| ' W1IE fac11itete this retrafnxng“ (FuTTan and Pomfret 1977 . 379).
B ;: .' From thrs perspecg)ve, successfu1 imp?ementakfon of an InnovatIon

depends upon clarity of the fnnovation, competence to carry it

.

. .

‘-._m”“' out, appropr1ate resources, congruence between the organlzatiqnal
| ' structures and thevxnnovat1on, and the users mot:vat1onc Nith ’
11ttle opportun1ty for input, participants are simply expected

" From the users perspectxve, partwcipants dec1de andyor co- .
- decide the parameters of the 1nnovatson and its 3mp1ementatxon
process. Ag;1p sOCIalxzation of the particfpants is assumed.
whxle in’ same ways 1deal, prob]ems aris1ng from thxs approach
. c-inc1ude lack ofgc]arity in what is to be 1nnovated frustration,
ro}e confus1on, and uTtxmate]y, possibTe negatlon of. the innovation.
"It is therefore essential to deye}op an effect1ve support structure

that will facilitate the decision-making process.

v . . ) v

In-service education goals’ . L
“: , E The goals of an in-service education program should be deter-
. . > & 5.
mined through.an_ana?ysis‘of the program objectives, the local

a ’ . : ’

@ O ‘ ‘ b , S lo
} » ., .

rw - g ! accept previously accepted proposa]s“ (p 380) T Lo
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needs, and the available resources. The needs perceived by admini-
strators and teachers should, of course, be 1ncorporated into the

ana]ysisn In applying these criter1a, historical and 1egxslat1ve

developments (descgjbed 1n the 1ntroduqtion) strongly underscare

the need for developing a workable language assessment pneeedure,

While this background. provides a global overview, the specific

. goals of any in-service education must be developed cooperatively.

In the models to be presented, these efforts are.crucial to suc-
cessful'jmp1ementation of the in-service edueatiopﬂgcals.

The manner of organizing an in-service educat%on program can
determine ite succeszul 1mp¥ementetion In the case of b111ngua1
education resouﬁfes, the efficiency of p]anning is sometimes mini-
mized because'coordination among planning agencies rendering ser- “
v bces in the-field is m1n1ma] For eiémpfe,'it has been:found
that districts offer independent contacts %o d]fferent agenc1es
to perform.the same task. In such a situation, the school dis-

trict while receiving some,aseistance does not tap the full poten-

tial of the planning agencies.

« - Other factors that affect the implgmentainn“outceme are the

site of tne in-service education, the expertise of the copsultanﬁs,
their resource support the proposed process and content to be
implemented, and,the.p}anned produc? or outcome. The.role pTayed
by the’b1e§sroom«educator.wi11 Eena major ﬁacter in_ﬁetermining
success of the procednre to be iinemented._ a

. Analyzing fifteen studies, Fullan and Pomfret (1977) estab--

lished a frame of reference for measuring the success of an "im-

plementation process.”" They found the implementation frocess to

11
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be a éomp?ex phenomenon that required analysis independent from 7/
the process of plahning and adopticn They indicated that p1anning
and conceptualization of a g1ven process was hot always in accord

with itsultimate imp?ementation.

&

Consultant expertise -
» f

The responsibilxty of se]ecting an appropr1ate censu?tant

relies on the coor inated efforts of the SChool dxstrlct and the

p?ann1ng agenttes It is recommended that the following areaig@gg L

bé considered as minimal requirements {

T. expertise in assessment .and Tanguage*

2. perience in the area of bx?ingua? educatxon,

3. be a native speaker of a language- ether than EngIISH‘
or have a command of d second language e

hs L

Role of classroom educatdr, : . f

Boyan (1969) analyzed the role of classroom educators in the
organizational auther?ty of the school. He 1ndicated that the

majority of the research ;eported (in organizations and behaviors):

analyze classroom education from a "role expectation's" perspec-... .. ... ..

tive or from a comparisqh between organizatijonal needs vs. personal
needs. Boyan proposed that classroom educators p¥ay a more self-

assertive role today than in the past.
: ! . ‘

¢
'

-‘Takihg these factors into account, it is of utmost importance

. to plan an,{néservice'education program with participant input.

In the initiallstages partiﬁipant concerns can be established

through informal meetinys. Such exchanges help estabTishvrapport

with the group that will be implementing the ideas, and motivate
. -

' CT e S b . e
cooperation since there is a genuine effort to use their expertise

~ -

c&
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and experiences.,. ' - -
. - . ,- o a
@ “Implementation Strategies
e s e v )
Szte of ;n servzce education . . :5 '

! : . .

‘° ) . It 1s recommended that any in- service education ‘take place
S | in'the fie?d ' Experfence h;?'shown that teachers.are more aggres~
~—a give in this setting and mottvation tends to be higher
| For the'consu]tant, a field settipg}may force a reséarpﬁ: :'
1. orienteatprofessional to Qgept;otherWise theoreticai materia{s.
‘Thus, rather than place a eufdeq dé educators, the in-service
education prggraw can preve to be an invaluebﬂe_educatjongl ser-

~vice for both participants and consulgant?y>

- Resource Support

[ . FuHan and Pomfret (1977) deﬁne resource as the "proviswn

,

- of time, mater1als, and other fac111t1es dur1ng 1mp1ementat10n“

' {p. 373). Using this definition, the foIIowlhg are recommended
® \\\ff\\ 1. Content pn‘se g%d to partxcipants should be directly
, related to the needs of their students. The information
gathered in the needs assessment can aid in making the -
fit, particularly in the se]ection of materials.
2. It is ‘helpful to utilize-as many audio-visual resources

() as possible (e.g. overhead projector, transparenctes)

3. Another important varfable is the use of time. ‘A work-
shop/¢ourse should not exceed qne and a half hours
without a break. Also, a shift in activities (e.g.
where participants gather in groups according to gnede

® level interests) should often be scheduled. .This =

- encourages participants to have anMdactive deve}epmental
participation in the content of the sessions. For the
instructors, it signals how participants are adapting
to the information being preseq}ed

»

%
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C‘ Conten,'t' _ '

Procedures for mékind’the content meaningful to teachers

._. | includ‘e:? ’ /

"W 1. Collection/specification of relevant student demographic
data according to age, sex, an¢ grade. e

® 2. Meeti'ng with participants to discuss how data must Be
brought to bear on the asseSsment of students.

3. PreSentétion and discussion of .availaple Tanguage’pro-
ficiency instruments to assess language proficiency in
the native language and in English,. ,

e ) 4. Establishment of criteria for: (a) selection of poten-~
tially appropriate instruments in each of the four ian-
guage areas--listening, speaking, reading, and writing,
and (b) critical evaluation®of the instruments most appro-

‘ priate for the student population being serviced by the

PS participants. . ) R

5. Pooling of the evaluation information so as to prioritize
norm and or/criterion referenced tests according to their
- usefulness.
6. “Sélection of the instruments or sections of instruments
o . 'to be field tested. ‘ |
7. Once appropriate instruments have been.selected at each
grade level, the articipants working in teams {e.g.,
- Kk, 1-3, 4-6, 7-12) will design an overall assessment
° procedure for each grade level. \
» . -
) 8. Review evaluation of the designed p¥ecesses;for each of
the above grade levels and/or clusters:of grade levels.
. : A 4
}
° ’ Patterns of communication ™
. ' Patterns of communication refers to the feedback mechanism
- established among administrators, participants, and consultants.
® Although these feedback mechanisms vary within the mbdel, three
factgrs that will affect the participant/instructor experience
4 must be kept in mind--frequency of meetings, acqeksibility of

° instructors, and informal meeting times.

Frequency of meetings; Meetings that are held at least once
14

12
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“a week aIToks for continuity in the materiéT:presented andf%eih—
. forces the 1nteraction between the- partic1pants and consuitants
® °

It also -allows time for partic1pants to evaluate the. course con-
tent make classroom obse?vatxons,_and ask related questiéns

T 'Addrtxonally, such an arrang ent a]lows time Tor completion of
® . A ..

assignments. . L DA M
‘« Accessibility: The participants should feei they have access
o }o'the cansultan;/instrhctors during and after in-service time.
... - In this way, they can direct"ly communicate their concerns.

Informal meeting times: During the course session, many
meaningfdl communications take place during the coffee-hour. All
sessions should provide for a fifteen-minute break, or preferab]y

two ten-minute breakj. It is also helpful for the instructor to

’ be the last to leave the‘site. Interaction with particxpant§ after
P " ’ \ -V
a session provides immediate feedback on pertinent issues and
concerns. , . N
7Y ) | IN-SERVICE EDUCATION MODELS FOR LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT
Model ngrview , o

| In this section two in-service education modeTs will be pre-
, . .
o sented. An example of how one school district adapted Model 2
as well as suggeStions on the advantages and limitations of imple-

menting'either of the two will be presented. It is 1mport5nt“to

o note that in comparing models, one model is not in dtseif more
advantageous than another. The final selection of a model will
depend on the planning agencies offering the service, the school

Y '

district's needs, the teacher's academic background in bilingual

education, and the management context.
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"Model ?e§5§' C v

Q9 : " Planning Ag'encies o | o
» Plannwng agenc1es are organizatfons desxgned to faciiita;e

the fmplementatxan of 1n service education 1n the erFd 0bjec5
’ 1Y

9 ‘twes can be acmeved in dxfffent w-ays, e.g., some egencxes pay
'for the servxces offered to teachers, others providelﬁensultants
. . and still others mediate and coordilate services among agg? 18S.
X Thﬁ p]anning agencies that wﬂ'l be" referred to are: Instﬁtutmnsl
of Higher Education (IHE), Natxenal NetwoFk Agencies, the Office ..
ofAC1vtj Rights, State—Departments of Education, General “Assis-

@ o :cance Ce&ters,‘and; Loca] Educatiop Agencies \(LE’A).‘ ‘ .
| . | A R B
Ifunctioning Structure o ‘,,s -2 )
" One of the frequent questions encountered whenlana}y;ing any
paradigm is the initial source. That is, where.dqes the model
start? In this case, it starts‘with ehe initial source ofAeonf
, cern Whether expressed by adminiétrators~or by . teachers; it is
-’«yways very 1mportant for the consultants to knéw th“,}ﬂitial
source of c;%cern When 1t starts at the adm1n1strative level,
_eit is genera]]y a reaction to a court decision or some e;terna? -
pressure. When it starts at the teachers' level, it fs either
a‘reactien to‘a mandated implementation procedure ‘or to a gendine

<

concern for the students' achievement.
o © Whatever the case,, any one of the two'probosed language

assessmeﬁt in-service education mode}s'can be utilized to meet
school®d¥trict needs. Fundamentally, each model operates out

of. a resource network comprised of one or more planning agencies.

.
-
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o . Role Expectationpz f:,'  ' | ;» |

) The mob1iizatian of resources is inttxated by a school dxstrmct

@ They cften ﬂegotiate with several agencxes to make arrangements for

"‘ in- service programs uithogt 1nform1ng them that other agencies have
also agreed to renden traintng in the §ame or sfmilar‘tsntent areq

.‘.,. Fs'!""t»his reason, vnthm each mode? there is a companent caHed role

. expecta;ign.. In thgrmodg]s this refers to the prescrip%ions and -

L proSCriptiong*held by‘the adminjstrators, the participants, and the
@ . instructors. : | K  <._ |
. | Th& goals should c]eariy specify what both participants and
v consultants 1ntend to accomplish through the in- service education .
9d[*’ program. This process can- be accomp1ished initially through goal
C negotiation. In thfs regard it is. extreme]y 1mportant to set realis-
. tic'gbals.and boundaries before initiating ‘the in-service education
o . program. ' - | ,' '
AA. .In‘Service Education Models . - - ; E
| , ‘Managemen-t con 'derat.ions | ‘ -
e Ta. Admxmstration‘; The. support structures through which
J specific ob;ective and dttitudes are carried out. These
support str;cpures include personnel, hudget, and other
¢ L resource§. fhe availability of support structures in |
\ reality delimits the type of in-servicg education model
that may be implementasﬁe by a LEA ’
o o } b. .RoTe of Consultant/Instructors = The roTe of consu1tant/
\ ‘instructors varies according to the management structure of
the planni%é“aggncies and ‘the expectat?dhs of the LEA's
¢ participan;s. ".(_
- c. Patterns of Communication = The strqctural feedback ~ p
.l« | | 17
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mechanisms that are established between part1¢xpants}

&

e . o consultant/instrué{ors, admimstrators, and the p‘?anning ’

4

~.
- agencies 1nvc]ved' 3§ is the qud‘hty of this prncess

that strongiy determines the mctivation nf the- in service L ;QQ

° : .- & L . ; | L
" | education participan;s R g ,.,\u, . : ;',“, '

»
o o

- d. Conten; = The information presented is adapted to the

participants knowledge end fie1d experience

i" ‘ o The reader should remember thet these citegories are provided ’
to facititate understandung of each model. They are by no means '
~  the on]y cetegories'thatwshqy1d be considered.before,seleeting .
® 7 4 specific model. ‘Ultimately, the needs of the local, school dis-

¢ %

trict are primary, and we encourage the }eader to eriticghly select

the model or components of the models that can be most useful to

@ a school system ,
- - . o o | ‘
‘In-service Education Model 1 - 3 ‘ { ‘
, / |
;. . Description o_f ‘the Model | '

¢

In this model, (Figure 1) various agencies are 1ndependent1y
contracted by a school district to provide in-segvice education -~
. in Ianguage assessment procedures. While several agencies may

agree to provide similar services, there is no coo}eination‘be-
tween the planning agencies in this model. Thhs, the type of
o services offered may or may not véry‘greatly, for each agency
functions accordinmg to its own role expectations. What coordina-
tion occurs depends solely on the LEA administrator Q;o requested
o _ the services. The classroom educator plays a minimal role in the
decision-making process.; Alsoc, the philosophical perspective‘and

* ’ 14
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ro?e'expectation§ of the various‘planning'agEhcieS offering

services in/fanguage assessment may or may not coincide.

Management Considerations

a.

Administration. The planning agencies independently pro-
vfde economic resources éndﬁdirect progrdMS through which
the LEA‘retgiVes servicés in fanguage assessment. The
services provided can be in the form' of workshops, mini-
courses, courses, or technical assistqnce. In this model
most program services will be of short duration and will 4

generally not take into account the participants’ role

-expectations nor provide an on-going resource support

network for implementation of any desired changes.

Role of‘Consulfant/lnstructors. The consultant/instructors

act as the mediators between the planning agency providing

- : .
the services and the LEA. They may function in one or

.moFe-capacities, e.g., organizers, planners, directors,

or imp?emgntdrs éf a specific dAn-service education pro-
gram. Genera11y: they wifL‘E%rform their séry;ces with
little or no prior direct communication with the parti-
ciffnts. Thus, while rode-expectations on both sides
exist, they are offen\not vefbalized'until after the
in-service educatjon p;?gram hés actually beggn, at which
point it Becomes incrEaSingly diffiéuTt to include such
feedback. ' ‘ ~

Patterns of dommunication. . The flow of communication in.
this model begins with the LEA's request for a particular

service. When the request for service is made by the

21
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N
‘ administrator, as a response to iegal pressures, the flow
- | of coqvun1caticn tends to be only at an administrative
Iev;I L
d.- Content. Due to thg\varietonf consultant/instructors,
establishment of a consistent frame of reference for
"motivating the part{%ipants to desired‘outCOmesiiS most
diffi;th._,Educato;: are ieft‘on thair own to integrate
thé variety of knowledge and experiences prqvided through
the various planning ééencies.  With sych a weak support
¢ network, adquate implementation of the knowledge re-
ceived.;hrough the in-service educationiis practically

impossibie.

In-service Education Mo&e] 2

Description of the 'Model

In this model (Figure 2),3various planhfng‘agenciei,are J §

contacted by a schoo] district for manag1ng the in-service educa—

't1on program. In this case, each agency’ 1dentifies a representa-

txve who becomes part of a coordinating committee The goals and
boundarles within which each agency will operate are negotiated
and agreed upon. Representatives of each agency meet to outline
the type.of support that a school district needs and the type'cf
support that the coordinated effortﬁ of the agencies' resources
are capable of providing. In terms oflrole expectations, while

. ¥
each agency maintains its own character, the participating agencies

coordinate their service objectives. Such-organization -insures

L]

coordinated resources. One or more representatives.of the coor-

22

}

19



T SN T o L B r LR Vo e A - T ) - « 0 . R P . . L e - . .
A L " K - . . = - LN LI N .
) e " - ; [ _“““.,N . ) . ‘. L o . . . RN L Y 1 R «
3 ® RIS Y , . i, _ I T i L e
R . . . . ) LR . W e . . “\ L. . ” L R ] 8
D . R : ' N ’ ¥ + . . LN o e -

=, IN<SERVICE EDUCATION MOBEL 27~ ° 7 .

P TN .
" e . : 5

o . SN / - oy ) .LJ’.: e B . ‘ v
R t . AR ‘Q . ’." S ’ ‘
~ b . ™ g Institution of . Co T TR e
| Higher Y e e
.1 Education ) b soo L

. .. el ;) S
- N ) .~ e . .
: ., L. * LW, S
~ ) - ) o e
/ \ . . [ ot
. . k e -
. : e o L .
. . ‘e
. »

-

. State - " T T 51 5

N Planning - ||t Degg:ﬁg‘i?:ﬁ"f P )>—P oOrganizing

Agencies Committee—|

A

Geperal / .
" —¥ Assistance | A .
! , Centers - )

h | . ‘ o . -
National

N Network -
/ Agencies ‘

B P
v I

Figure 2

_Administrators . | Instructofs IAH—» IA | IA

1 Ny

—

N

—

. Educators | Ke3 -6 —M7-12

'_’”:"rb

02



~

'oinating committee will conduct an on-site needs assessment with
@ - | /_"schoo"i\district oersoonel requesting ’their serviices, Once the
needs are assessed and understood representatives of the p]annxng
‘ commi ttee develop a plan of action for delivery of the services
PY o o req/uested- The most important con{ponént of this model is the -
s o collaborat1on between agencxes at the plann1ng,and 1mp1ementation
| o /Tevel. This co!Taboration facilitdtes exchange of ideas, skills
P h . -and most significantly, resources. -
Management Consioerationg e - e
o | ?et" Administration. The establishment of an organIzlng “ L
.," (_/ :commttee pro\ndes the p’lanmng agencnes with a struc-’j‘"’. |
L + ture within whxch to share economic resources ‘as we]] L
as aﬁ,organizeo procedure through whxch-to servxce LEA s
requestlng in- service educatton in the area of Ianguage a
v ;assessment . The planning agencies must be w1111ng to L

| e
.cooperatively provide the management support structures

e . , | " for program 'imp'lementat'fon Only member age;cies who °
| will be involved in the 1mp1ementatxon should be part
g ‘of the organtzing committee. o }
Role of Consu]tant/lnstructors; In_this‘modef, the con-.
| su]tant/tnstructors.will function wtthin the structure |
’ _ established between the organizing committee and the LEA.
. ' .‘ . 'Imtiaﬂy, their role will be to design and mediate the
| | ‘ servtces to be. provided whlle takfng into account both
their_expettattons and-those of the part1c1pents. Nh11eﬂ'
"_ . not direc'tly responsible for the management of econon'ri,c‘ _

;«

resources, they are responsxb]e for impTementzgg the

| T | 25 .
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goals of the,onganizing coram'ttee.‘t
¢ L3

c. Patterns of communication.

&

ane flow;pf communication.

genenally begins with the LEA*s request for in-service'

education After a request is placed with one or more.
p]anning agencwes, 1t is processed by the organﬁzing‘
committee which estabiishes thi goalesand beundaries
of the proposed LEA in-service program. ﬂyith the guf— .
dance of the organizing committee, the consu1tant/

' instructors design the content of the in-service edu—
catien program taking into account the ro?e expeetations .
of administrators, educators, and themselves. ;

d. Content. The consu]tant/iﬂstructors direct the parti-
cipants to a desired outcome. They utilize the partici-
pents' knowiedge and_ field experience to enhance the
Rnow1edge ‘base being presented. The use(of.grade level

g,..consuitants ;s a1so possible. : Uti]izing this‘resource ]
makes the content more’ ‘meanipgful, and more direct assis-

'.tance can be provwged to the particfpants to meet the

des1red goals._ IR

N
/

ImpTementetten of Model 2 § | ) ] .
This is an example of how’ the management procedure outlined
in Model.2 functioned when implemented in two Massachusetts schoo]

districts {Figure 3). The process began when the Boston Univer-

~sity Bilingual Resource Training Center (BUBRTC) was requested

to organize in-service education prbgrams in the area of language
assessment. As a result of this request, fﬁe BUBRTC and the
Bostqn University Bilingual Education Program (BUBEP) coordinated

-
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resources in order to meet the school district's needs.

" The BUBEP‘and the BUBRTC eabh_identiffed a representative to f
" work on the'éroject {the organizing committee). The:e qualified + Y
gonsuhtahilinstructors organized and condugted a four-credit J
language assessment course. In the latter part of the in-service.
p;ogram, use‘was que of instructional assistants and the partia:
"cipants were divided into groups_accdrding to their grade levels. ,
Iﬁ this model, other staff members, as well as paraprofessionals
involved in tﬁe bilingual educatidn_program were invited to par-
ticipate. This structure allowed for a total of 48 contract
hours. . ;

The two-member committee directed a systematic procedure

through which the language. assgsément in-service education pro-
ject wés‘implemented. The two prbgrams,‘in addition to broviding
the tuition payments, financially supported the grade level con-
su]tants,.c1erical assistants, and other material 'resources
necessary to implement the.prpject.

¥ -

Management Considerations

a. Administration. The planning agencies, in this case BUBEP

4 and BUBRTC, provided economic resources and in effect,

' tﬁe planning agencies cooperatively provided the finan-
cié? and management support structures for program im-
pleﬁentatien. | |

b. Role of Consultant/Instructor. The organizing committee
'écted as managers throuéh which the planning agencies

organized, planned, directed, and performed their ser-

vices. o

23
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c. Patterns_cfﬂzommgnication. As illustrated in Figure 3,

'@ S initial interchange of ideas flowed from the LEA admigj-

strator directly to the planning agencies' committee.

¢ | After the school district committed itself tq\the'lan-
;. ' guage assessment model; pdr@pants' ideas and. expec-

tations were then incorporated within the model.
d. Co;tent. The use. of  consultants for géch grade.leﬁel
" | helped make co‘ntent 'm_ateria'ls more meaningful 'becaus.e_
participants had the:nppo;tunity to receive direction
| from a consultant who was a}so concerned with theig
‘ " . specific needs and who would gid them iy meeting the
N | desired goals. . | | |

-

SUMMARY *AND IMPLICATIONS

@ .
‘ The two ﬁodé?s préggnted provide a frame of reference for
planning agencies sérvicipg school diséricts in the area of lan-
® ) guage assessment. In actual imp'l‘émentat'ion, there will ne doubt
be yarxat?hqiég The mode1s integrate the major components-that
need to be ca. 1dered when organizing a language a§sessment
®- .in-service e&ucation ccmpone’nt. The models, i addition to
identifying various planning agencies, reflect a dynamism th%t, .
is implicit in the phiIosophyzof the in-service education being')
° proposed. .. \/ | | o
Each model reflects a different management organization.
Model 1 ref1ects a common reality--several uncoordinated planning |
® agencies involving themselves in a school district. Each p}ann1ng
agency responds to a request, estabHshes go?ls and priorities,
*:xlc 05




26

and manages its own .resources without cohsidering the role ?hat

other planning agencies are taking within the same school diseﬂ
trict. . - - | i

Model 2 represents a lesser known peality. It aseumesvthet'
planning agencies are familiar with one ."cher"s resources a:nd :
are wi]iing to spend time p1anoingAand working with each other. .
The overall management responsioflities rest with'the‘coordjhating
committee. ) |

In Figure»B, a sample of the implementation of Model 2, the
consuitant/ins%ructorsvaayed the major management ro1e.‘.ThrougH.‘
che cooperation of the planning agencies, they identified the
necessary economic resources, orggoizeo, planned, directed, ano o
actueﬁ?y performed the eervices requested.}ﬁ |

In terms of the two models, several implications should be
noted. The successfu] implementation of an in- service education
program whose obJective is to develop assessment procedures for
bilingual educators “is a compTex process. It requires goal setting
and the development ofma management procedure as well as identi-
fication of other pertinent resources. o

--The proce&smof 1 at1ng appropriate services can be ve;;

broadening.for the LEA 1n need of services. ' Through contact
with many agencies,’schooi qfetrjctssquickly become aware of the
variety of services available. Ho#ever, if dealt with on a one-
to-one basis, as is the case in Model 1, at the end of several
sessions it would be quite difficulc to fdentify‘what had been
accomplished. Whereas if efforts were made to coorQinete\ser-

vices as in Model 2 and theiimp?ementetion of Model 2 (Figures 2, |
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and 3), actualization of the desired outcomes might persuade in

their faﬁor. In the fipa1~ana1ysis, selection of an in-serviceA

educatioﬁ model should be determined by. tﬁe local neede, the

time constraints, and the resources availab]e; For this reason,
the proposed models shou]d be recogn{zed as a framework within
which to develop and adapt tailor-made in-service education
pnograms. Reéardless of the model se1ected or the adeptations‘
made of the models, priority should be given to thoee required.
to participate in the in- servﬁce program. Their motivetion,
particular]y when generated throygh active participatien,-wili
no doubt influence the desired outcomes | Thus, it is edvisable
to adopt a user approach. In this case, a superintendent mtght

k]

rely on the expertise of outside consultants in combinatjon with

that of administrators, bilingual educators, guidance counselors,

and other support staff servxcing b111ngua1 students.

For the planning agencies, working within the boundarues of -

any of the models wiTT also be a useful experience. Utilizing

Model 2 on first glance might seem like more work than decessary\
since it involves planning time not required.by Model le_fﬁﬁyever,

evaluation of the outcomes might -quickly pérsuade in its favor. =~

Thus, when either of the two proposed in-service educetion

models are adopted:

27

. .
1. In-service education in the form of a course is prefer- —

able during the initial training of ‘a staff in the area
of bilingual educatijon. @Eper typesiofﬂgrograms, such

as workshops, mini-courses, etc.,, seem more appropriate

for those LEA's that have.already been provided with some ’

32
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. common background in bilingual education.
® 2. -LEAs should not be inhibited by financial constraints
. when in need of in-service programs for their bilingual
A educators.
.' 3. Selection. of any in-service education model should be
‘ determined by the local needs and the resources available. .
' 4.Mﬁ¢inal seliection of a model gr'sections of a model should
P always place‘priority on the participant’s perspective.
. ¢ - * In this case, it is crucial to in¢lude classroom educa-
tors in the planning and development of the in-service
a education.
¢ i
¢
‘ ® *
4
o .
. - 1 )
®
5 -
Y
. C et
o i D
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