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INTRODUCTION

The land of oppor-
tunity: this is perhaps the
most powerful, traditional
image of American
society held by those

~ outside it and those who

want to get in.

One of the most
powerful obstacles to
. making this image a
-~ reality for millions of
Americans is low profi-
ciency in the English
language.

There is no more

dramatic testimony to this
| fact than the alarmingly

*  high dropout rate for

children of Hispanic
origin—35%, more than
double the national rate of
13%, which is in itself
alarming. In some com-
munities with a heavy
concentration of Hispanic
youngsters, the dropout
rate is as high as 68%.
Although stereotypes
suggest that Asian and
Pacific Islander minority
language children are
highly successful in
American schools, the fact
is that dropout rates for
children of these back-
grounds also reach alarm-
ing levels in large urban
school districts such as
Los Angeles and Philadel-
phia.

As part of a continu-
ing commitment to
breaking down the
barriers that hinder

b

children at risk from
succeeding in our educa-
tional system, the Council
of Chief State School
Officers (CCSSO) has
undertaken severz1 initia-
tives to define and under-
stand better the problems
of limited English profi-
cient (LEP) children in our
schools, and to devise
strategies that will help
them succeed. Preparation
of this report is one of
those initiatives.

On November 16, 1987,
the Council adopted
unanimously a historic
statement of commitment
to the nation’s children,
their future, and the
nation's future. it opened
with the following declara-
tion: “An imperative for
America’s twenty-first
century is high school
graduation for virtually all
students.” Adoption of the
policy statement entitled,

“ Assuring School Success
for Students At Risk”

ted an important
landmark in the evolution
of the Council’s concern
about and commitment to
providing an appropriate
and effective education to
every child in America. It
re ted a commitment
to youngsters who are at
risk in the educational
system for a variety of
reasons including poverty,
physical or mental disabil-
ity, residence ina

(93}
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community with inade-
quate educational or
social resources, and
membership in a racial,
ethnic, or language

minority group.

The text of the
statement was developed
from the 1987 Summer
Institute in Montana,
during which the chief
state school officers met
and exchanged views and
information with nation-
ally recognized experts on
the needs of children at
risk and the role of the
educatiot.al system in
meeting those needs. An
important message
emerging from the
presenters at the Institute
was that although the
children who share the

lﬁrmtit'm “at risk” area

diverse group, a
large subgroup encom-
passes millions of young-
sters who have limited
g‘: ency in the English
guage. At the Institute,
ernan LaFontaine,
ntendent of schools
in rd, Connecticut,
emphasized that even this
subgroup of children at
risk is diverse:

Children from non-
English language back-
grounds can be found in

state in the
union, in Umited States
territories, and in the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico.
These children include
American Indians, the
nation’s first residents, as
well as the newest

immigrants. Children from
non-English language back-
are both citizens and
non-citizens, children of im-
migrants, and children of
native-born Americans
(LaFontaine, 1988).

Noti that “not all
non-Enghsh

unds are
limited in their English

the definition of English

hereﬁ'omlg::i?o

million (t;'iith thz:mm
acce

mumSG:\ﬂfelion) lcg)w
English proficiency chil-
dren re

assistance in school.

, who represent
an estimated 73% of all
limited English proficient
children, are the fastest
growing population in
America, expected to
double their numbers by
the year 2000. On the
average Hispanics are
younger and have more
children than the rest of
the population. The impact
of these demographic
trends is felt even more
stror gly by both the
educational system and
our society as a whole.

Bilingual education—
whether to provide it, for
what purpose, and how to
provide it—has ir. some
states a1 . communities
generated intense contro-
versy about the role of the
Eg;?i’sh language in our

culture, our econorny, and
our educational systermn,
forcing policymakers and
educators to address these
ions in a highly
not always

uctive, atmosphere.

controversy and
debate, however, should
not deter us from respond-
ing to an important
educational
prperatonatan aiecy

pulation of expancmdm

who, because of their low
level of E profi-

, will fail in our
schools if they do not
receive some s
affirmative assistance.

The high dropout rates
for children and

others
minoritge unds
attribub.
exclusively to langua égsese
dlfﬂcul&a. Many of
youngsters share the
poverty, the inadequately
staffed and funded
schools, and the aban-
doned communities of
other children who
their school career “at risk”
and end up as dropouts.
Wedo know, however,
that in many cases the lack
of English proficiency
which would enable a
youngster to understand a
math problem or analyze a
short story, is the primary
reason for poor academic
performance.



Local education agen-  surveys and interviews leadership in each of the
cies and the federal gov-  conducted offer perspec-  state education agencies is
emnment, which for the tive on how stute agencies summarized in these ten
1986-87 fiscal year pro- address the needs of LEP  points. The agency leader-
vided $133 million for children. They help to ship must:
bilingual education (Title  illuminate some of the
VII of the Elementary and  paths to follow to achieve 1. Createan intensity of com-
Secondary Education Act), our goal of ensuring every mitment to serving children of
have important roles in LEP child receives all nec- limited English proficiency by
this effort. State agencies,  essary opportunitiesand  grticulating their needsand the
however, provide almost  assistance to enable immortance of meetin P
twice as nﬁlch funding for graduation from high TP of mecting them
bilingual education as the  school. 2. Guide the debate and dis-
federal government. it was, : cussion about the needs of LEP
therefore, appropriate tc Thedetailsof the oy 1orse Grom the “wh;f' and
compile and share infor-  results are pressnted In iy yp of serving them to
mation about what states  the following chaptersof T\~ g
are doing to meet the this brgf:rdti-s'm'% nda::éss '
needs of LEP students. We are ng :
examined how various challenging; ‘:!' C!lar;sfy the ﬁ:ﬂ :::;orlfnﬁ
offices within a state X .
education agency ap- 3 Large numbers of LEP grownng component of children
pmach and work coopera- students who require spml at risk” in our nation's
tively on this issue; which  help to succeed academically ~ schools, and that any strategy
strategies have been are not receiving services; ~ designed to address the needs
successful or offer hope of of at-risk children must take
success; and, how forces 3 Awareness of the gap be- into account and respond io
might be joined to maxi-  tween current programs and  the special needs of LEP stu-
mize effectiveness in the needs exists in many states; dents.
future. and

4. Document systematically
A g_raafrom the 73 Several state education thecurrentand projected needs
gie Lorporation agencies have undertaken ini-  of LEP students in the state;
made it possible for the Hatives that . .
. promise creation
Council to undertake this . 5. Examine the ad nd
- : of the necessary service sys- - ine the adequacy a
unique inquiry into state effectiveness of current efforts
education agencies and tem. toeducate LEP chi hi
their role in educating LEP oeducate LEP childrenwithin
’ The challenge for he state:
children. The results of the E® tne state;

1
The Camegie grant to C/3S50 also enabled us to work toward our goal of

state education agendies to

impmcﬂadrmﬁmwu]’cmm:enbymvmgmmmm—omhddm timore in December 1987 and

one held in Denver in April 1968,

Twelve states sent teams of policymakers, division directors, and program s from several areas (bilingual
education/ESL, teacher certification, special education, Chapter 1, vocational, regular education, and migrant education)
kowwummnwungmpuudpumwmmmMnh\gnbouzﬁndmoyaphtod e LEP popula-
tion, research h\m\guaguqummlmeg-fwtmpwﬁnguadwnmmgmdlﬂsmdmt assessment.

The second confeence was attended by 45 state education agency representatives—also configured into teacy as
for the first—from 9 states and several axtra-state jurisdictions. The program of this conference mirrored the first and also
included discussions of the changing role of state education agencies sinhEMdiLg leadership and support to the schools:
the impact of bilingualism on cognition; and assessment of language of students.

-
/
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6. Define and establish high
leverage state education
agency activities—eg., re-
search, curriculum develop-
ment, assessment, training,
teacher certification, fund-

ing—to improve the educa-
tion of LEP students;

7. Make appropriate adminis-
trative and organizational as-
signments within the state
education agencytoassure bet-
ter services to LEP students;

8. Develop ways of coordinat-
ing and collaborating with
local school systems to meet
LEP students’ needs;

9. Strengthen state monitor-
ing of theeducational status of
LEP students and of the effec-
tiveness of programs that serve
them; '

10. Establish ways to learn
from the experience of other
state educativ agencies
through the exchange of infor-
mation, research, programde-
velopment, and relevant ac-
tivities on behalf of LEP stu-
dents.

Each of these tasks

uires resources. For all
tasks it is necessary to
review use of existing
resources and assure there
is coordination and focus
of them on the LEP stu-
dents who need them.
Then there must be a long-
term strategy for broaden-
ing public understanding
and concern about the im-

increasing challenge
will become more difﬁcult
if not confronted soon.



CuHAPTER ONE

Chailenge and
Resronses

“When I used to try to speak, everyone made fun of
me so I never wanted to talk again. I couldn’t

10

* understand what the teacher was saying. On one
test at school, I didn’t write a single word because 1
4 didn’t understand. That was the last day I went to
school.”
A Mexican girl who immigrated
when she was in the 10th grade and dropped out at
age 16 (Olsen, 1988)
Amer_ica isan open these immigrant families
society, a fluid society once they arrive and settle
that is enriched by theebb in the United States. Asa
and flow of a diverse and  result of these demo-
constantly changing graphic factors, an increas-
pulation. Butitis also a ing number of youngsters
and complex  find it difficult to learn in
society, with complexin-  an English-speaking class-
stitutions and strong tra-  room, and the n r of
ditions that require new  youngsters with such prob-
interpreti.tions and new lemns is expected to con-
strategies to help itadjust  tinue to grow rapidly in
to a fastchanging world.  the coming decade.
Lan minori
The General students v-hose limited
Challenge knowledge of English
resents an immediate
ier to their opportunity
In recent years educa- to learn in mainstream
tors and policymakers classes are known as
have beoome increasingly  limited English proficient
aware of the new chal- (LEP). They are entitled by
lenges to the educa- federal civil rights laws to
tional sy.tem by the extra educational services
arrival of millions of new  to meet their special needs.
immigrants and the fast
rate of growth among As stated so eloquently

9



by the Mexican girl
quoted above, when LEP
children enter school their

most immediate need is to

gain access to the main-
strearn English curricu-
lum in order to
fully in the life of the
school and the society at
large. To this end, for
almost twenty years
federal, state, and local
school systems have
sought to help LEP stu-
dents develop effective
communication and aca-
demically-related skills in
English, primarily
through ge assis-
tance programs such as
bilin education and
English as a second lan-
guage (ESL). In addition,
states have enacted legis-
lation and have devel-
oped program standards,
curriculum guides, and
instructional materials
designed to bring about
improvements in service .
provided to LEP students.

Yet, the following and

other findings of recent
studies show that despite
these important policy
and p tic
initiatives, many school
districts remain unpre-
to meet the chal-
lenge that LEP children
present to their schools:

O A significant number
(25%) of LEP children get
no extra educational
services from local educa-
don ghgendes (CCSSO,
March 1989);

participate

3 Most students receive
insufficient English lan-
ge instruction and

ﬁ‘tjée, if any, support in the

native language (Olsen,
1988);

3 Immigrant stvuents
are more likely tnan non-
immigrants to be retained
in grade and placed in low
academic tracks on the

basis of language barrier or

low academic
(National Coalition of
Advocates for Students,
1988); and

J Many LEP students
appear to be inappropri-
aﬁelP; placed in special
education classes for the
learning disabled and
speech impaired (CCSSO,
March 1989).

Often, however, LEP
children ire more tha.
instruction in English to be
successful in school.

As Hartford, Connecti-
cut school superintendent
Hemman LaFontaine
pointed out in his presen-
tation at the CCS
Summer Institute:

Limited English proficient
children have a formidable
task facir.g them as they
enter school. If they are to
succeed in school, they
must overcome the ob-
stacies caused by poverty
and assignment to low-
achieving schools, learn to
deal successfully with an

institution and individuals
from a culture other than
their own, master all the
subjects taught in the

school curriculum,
and become completely
proficient in a second lan-
guage—English (LaFon-
taine, 1988).

By focusing on the role
of state education agencies

(SEA’s) in addressing the
educational needs of LEP
students, this report pro-
vides information that
CCSSO hopes will assist
state agencies in their
continuing efforts to
develop ve
grams. But it is important
to remember that a host of
factors—some of them
within the traditional
purview of the educational
and some of them
outside it, come into play
in determining the sucress
or failure of a child to
become proficient in
English. Among these
factors are:

J  Cultural diversity
among students;

O Diversity among
communities, which may
have different goals or
methods of attaining those
goals for their children;

O Poverty, unemploy-
ment, and related social
problems;

10
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7 Political controversy oral proficiency in English English as a second lan-
about goals and methods  is not sufficient in order to  guage programs has
ot cducation in English; succeed academically. surpassed federal bilingual
and education support. For
example, in Texas only
3 Lackof data about the The Response of the 109 of all services to LEP
nature of the challenge, the  Educational System  children are funded by
effectiveness of existing federal bilingual education
strategies and programs, (Title VII) programs; in
and interrelationships Twenty years ago New York the amount is
among the multiple educa- nei‘her state nor federal 23%; and in New Jersey it
tional programs and governments did muchto is 2.5%. About half of the
institations that come into  meet the extra educational states have legislation that
play with LEP children. needs of any education-  mandates or permits
. , ally disadvantaged bilingual education pro-
Further, in seeking to  gtudents. That has and at least 16
meet the educational changed. The federal gov- provide some level of
challenge posed by LEP ernment initiaied special  financial support for 1ocal
students, it is possible tobe attention to LEP students  bilingual education pr>-
misled and diverted from  through enactment of the  grams. Thirty-seven states
the evidence that many Bilingual Education Actin operate an identified
children from language 1968 and through its 1970  bilingual education office
minority families arriveat  application of Title VIof  with a full-time profes-
school speaking English.  the Civil Rights Act of sional staff.
For example, the 1980 1964 to LEP studenis. This
Census figures show that  jatter activity was upheld Many LEP students
most Spamsh-sPeaking and gjven new ympetus receive SﬁppOl't in federal
families in the United by the U. S. Supreme and state compcnsatory,
States speak English,i.e.,  Court in its landmark specizl, and vocational
they are bilingual.© Conse- 1974 decision in Lau v. education programs as
quently, a sizeable number  Njchols. well as bilingual and ESL
of these children enter the rograms. At the state
schools with oral English Today, LEP students Fevel, the bilingual and
proficiency and are never  are served in programs other categorical programs
served by bilingual or ESL  targeted specifically on (e.g., compensatory educa-
prograrns. their language needs as tion, special education)
, well as in compensatory, ted on educationally
Yetas LaFontaine gpecial, migrant, and disadvantaged children are
observed, “basic communi- yocational education staffed by program special-
cation skills do not suffice  programs designed fora  ists responsible for provid-
if the task at hand is variety of students at risk  ing technical assistance
learning chemistry, of failing in school. In and other services to local
reading American litera-  gome states thelevel of  school systems. A similar
ture, or writing research financial support for operating structure of
papers.” Inother words,  pilingual educationand  program specialists for

“ The

onofAsimbnckgrwndchﬂdmwhombmnguduponmtmngthesd\oohysmisesmted to be

lower than Hispanic background children since 50% of all Asians ure recent immigrants.

'
'
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each of the categorical
efforts is usually found at
the local level.

However, despite the
enactment of new legisla-
tion, increased funding,
and establishment of an
administrative structure to
facilitate implementation
of programs for LEP and
other educationally disad-
vantaged youngsters, the
majority of LEP students
in need of such
and assistance do not
receive them. In addition,
the sticcess of these
programs in meeting the
educational needs of LEP
students varies widely.

The Challenge to
State Education
Agencies

Having identified LEP
children as a group at risk
of educati fabiure,
CCSSO felt it was impor-
tant to examine carefuily
the dynamics of the state
role in meeting their
needs, to identify state
agency barriers to serving
them fully, and to learn
and share information
about successful state
efforts in this area.

In our initial investi-
gation the lack of coordi-
nation among state agency
units that administer
programs for the educa-
tionally disadvantaged

12

emerged as an important
barrier to education of
LEP children. Although
LEP students are often
eligible to participate in
special education, voca-
tional education, migrant,
and compensatory educa-
tion programs, it a
that in most states little co-
ordination exists between
the bilingual or ESL
offices and the
offices administering the
other categorical efforts.
School-level practices
resuiting in part from this
lack of coordination
include: mainstreaming of
LEP children into the
classrooms before
have adequaie
English proficiency to do
the work; fragmented
delivery of sarvices to the
students; and discontinu-
ity in their educational
development.

Preliminary discus-
sions between CCSSO staff
and SEA officials in
several states revealed that
in general “SEA staff
outside the bilingual
education program pay
too little attention to LEP
students,” although some
states had undertaken
initiatives to try to im-
prove the situation. In
December 1986, CCSSO
received a grant from the

Cam?e Corporation of
New York to undertake a

project that would gener-
ate current, concrete infor-
mation on the relation-
ships between state

R

bilingual and ESL pro-
grams and other programs
that serve LEP children
and hopefully provide a
basis for eliminating this
barrier to the academic
progress of LEP children.

This report nts
the results of that project.
Chapter Two examines the
demographics of the
problem. Chapter Three
summarizes the goals,
methodology, and results
of two surveys: a question-
naire sent to directors of
SEA categorical program
units and one sent to
directors of 1 cur-
riculum units in 21 states
with high numbers of LEP
students. Chapter Four
describes SEA initiatives
to serve LEP children in
four states—California,
Ilinois, New Jersey, and
Texas. Chapter Five
presents the conclusions
and recommendations of
the project.

13



CHAPTER Twa

LEP Students:
Who Are They?

14

Pinpointing the Language. Minorities
characteristics and the in the United States
location of limited English
proficient children in the ) i
educational isa The increase in the
crucial first step toward  population of LEP children
devising and delivering reflects a broader demo-
appropriate educational ~ 8raphic trend—the growth
services to them. Because ;)fugl;e Ufmted Statgopopu-

. we know that the popula- ation o ns from non-
tion of language minority English-speaking back-

~ families in this country is grounds. In 1980, the U. S.

' growing, we must also Census reported the

- attempt to anticipate the following breakdown Qf
amount and pace of the persons from non-English-
growth and the state and speaking backgrounds:
1ncal school system.s
where this growth will
hav. animpact so that
services can be put in
place in time for the
arrival of those children—
not too late to do them
any good.
Language Minority 1980 Figure % of Total U.S.
Population Population
Hispanic 14.6 million 6.4
Asian and Pacific 3.5 million 2.1

Islander
American Indian, 1.4 million 6
Eskimos, Aleuts
TOTAL 19.5 million 8.0
13



More specifically,
Census data also docu-
ment the rapid growth in
the number of Hispanics
and Asians—the largest
components of the non-
English language back-
ground persons—since
1970. The 1980 figure for
the Hispanic population
represents an increase
since 1970 of over 50
percent, from a population
of 9.6 million comprising
45 t of the total
population. Since 1980, the
Hispanic population has
grown to 19.4 million in
1988 representing a 33%
increase in this yet to be
completed decade.?

Between 1970 and
1980, the Asian and Pacific
Islander population grew
by 141 percent to 3.5
million persons. Although
the rate of growth of this
population is more dra-
matic than that of Hispan-
ics, Asians and Pacific
Islanders comprise a much
smaller segment of the
U.S. population, 2.1

t. Demographers
lieve that the high rate
of growth in this popula-
tion is a one-time phe-
nomenon, primarily the
result of immigration.
These population in-
creases are attributed to
two powerful demo-
phic trends—higher
fertility rates among

Hispanic women and
increased immigration
from Asian and Latin
American countries.

As the general popula-
tion of Hispanics and
Asians has grown, so have
the numbers and propor-
tion of language minority
students in our nation’s
schools. For example,
public school enrollment
of Hispanics grew by 28
percent from 1976 to 1984,
to more than 3.4 million
students (Condition of
Education, 1989).

“Clearly, not all

persons of non-English
unds are

oot in thels E

ted in their English
skills. Some have replaced
the language of their
childhood with English as
their dominant tongue.
Others are fully bilingual,”
writes LaFontzaine (1988).
Even so, the number of
these students in need of
language-related instruc-
tion has also increased and
there is evidence that, on
the average, they are
doing less well in school
than their English-speak-

The results of a Na-
tional Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress (NAEP)
study on the educational
progress of language mi-
nority students suggest
that, regardless of their
level of proficiency in

1988 population figures were not available for Asians.
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English, language minor-
ity students share certain
experiences as they move
through the educational

system. In general, they:

3 Perform less well at all
grade levels than students
from predominantly Eng-
lish backgrounds;

3 Are more likely to
attend schools character-
ized by a poor learning
¢ -vironment; and

O A:zelesslikely than
non- age minority
students to be enrolled in
academic ourses and
more likely to be enrolled
in vocational courses
(Baratz-Snowden and
Duran, 1987).

Dropout rates among
some groups of LEP
students send another
powerful signal that the
educational system must
do more to meet their
needs. The following data
from a 1989 of the
National Center for Edu-
cation Statistics (NCES)
tc'! the story for Hispanic
students, com with
white and black students:

National Dropout Rates,

White
Black

Hispanic

12.7%
14.9%
35.8%
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Students from long-
established Japanese and
Chinese immigrant fami-
lies and the newer Asian
immigrants who arrived in
the U. S. with education
and skills have achieved
considerable success in the
American educational

. For example, the
1980 Census showed that
33% of Asian American
adults 25 years and older
had graduated from

college, com;lmvd t0 17%
of wel%iete adults and 8% of
black adults. And between
1982 and 1987 the percent
of Asian high school
graduates who earned 13
credits or more in the “new
basic” subjects (English,
social studies, mathemat-
ics, and science) was 48%
compared to 29% of white
students, 24% of blacks,
and 18% of Hispanics (The
Condition of Education,
1989).

Some data suggest that
more recent Asian and
Pacific Islander immi-
grants are encountering
more educational difficul-
ties than their predeces-
sors. No comprehensive
data on the academic
achievement of Asian and
Pacific Islander LEP
students are available, but
there is evidence from a
few school systems that
these youngsters are
having a difficult time. A
1988 study of LEP children
in California found that the
highest dropout rates
occur in the largest high

]

schools, those with over
1,700 students, and that
“the highest average
attrition rate was for
schools with large concen-
trations of Southeast
Asians (48%); next came
the Spanish language
sample schools, averaging
a 46% attrition rate
(Olsen, 1988). Another
study on immigrant
students showed the
dropout rate among
Filipino students to be
more than 41% and
among Samoans, about
60% (NCAS, 1989).

In San Diego, a 1988
study of area high schools
showed that Southeast
Asian students performed
above average on nation-
ally standardized math
tests and below average
on verbal scores. Within
the Southeast Asian

p the Vietnamese
students, who generally
were well educated in
Vietnam prior to coming
to the U. S.,and the
Hmong students were
performing above the
average grade point
average for white stu-
dents. The Khmer and
Lao, however, were per-
forming below the grade
point average for white
students (Rumbaut and
Ima, 1988).

In Philadelphia, it has
been reported that accu-
rate statistics are not
availabie, but there has
been an increase in the
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dropout rates for Southeast
Asian students at certain
high schools (Peters,1988).

Defining the LEP
Population

Out of the estimated
6.2 million school-age
language minority children
nationally, approximately
3.5 million children are
eligible for special lan-

ge-related instruction
either in English orin the
native language. These are
the limited English profi-
cient students.

Because these children
are entitled to special
services under federal law
and because mastery of
English is an important
step toward academic
success, this is the group
on which CCSSO's recent
studies have focused.

The figure of 3.5
million represents an
estimate, not a count of the
number of children who
are limited in English
proficiency and require
special assistance in school.
Other estimates have
placed the number of
children currently in this
group at various sizes from
1.2 million to 5.3 million.
There are two main
reasons for variation in the
estimates—the fact that
some school districts
report only the number of
LEP children who are

15



receiving services, while
others report the number
who are eligible for them,
and inconsi in the
standards used for defin-
ing LEP.

In most states, local

districts have the option of

selecting the cut-off po:nt

on an English languag:
proficiency test whiria

determines whe'ier or not

a student is placed ina
bilingual and /or ESL
program. Consequently, it
is possible for a child to be
eligible for language
services in one district and
ineligible in another
within the same state.

As many educators
have already learned,

perhaps even more impor-

tant than arriving at an
accurate national estimate
of the number of LEP
children is determining
the distribution of these
youngsters among state
and local educational
jurisdictions. This data,
from which some national
statistics are compiled,
also has its limitations.
However, there is ade-
quate information to
confirm that certain states
and school districts have a
significant population of
youngsters from a minor-
ity language background;
that many of them require
assistance in order to suc-
ceed in an English lan-
guage school; and that
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their numbers are increas-
ing. For example:

7 Nine states have identified
25,000 or more LEP children
(CCSSO Survey, 1987).

3 California, which reported
an LEP populationof morethan
613,000 children or 12.4% of
total enrollment in the 1987-
88 school year, has both the
largest number and highest
percentage of LEP students in
the country. Almost 50% of
these children are in the Los
Angeles County schools
(Olsen, 1988).

3 Texas has the second largest
LEP population of any state—
more than 300,000 children,
or 8.8% of total enrollment. In
the Houston school district,
LEP children comprise about
15% of the students (Texas,
1988).

3 English is not the first lan-
guage for one in 10 or 80,000
children in the Massachusetts
school system. About half of
the LEP students are Spanish-
speaking; the other half are
divided among ninesignificant
language groups. Their first
languages range from Portu-
guese—with 13,000 stu-
dents—to Southeast Asian lan-
guages, French, Creole, Greek,
and Italian (Glenn, 1988).

3 Asian LEP students are con-
centrated inthe western (56%),
southern (31%), and midwest-
ern (16%) regions of the coun-
try. In California, they repre-
sent 13% of the 613,000 LEP
students; in Texas 4% of
260,000; und in Minnesota,
75% f a total of 9,000 (Tsang
and Wing, 1986).

In some areas, a rela-

tively small number of LEP
from diverse
language backgrounds can
pose as much of a chal-
lenge to the educational
asal concen-

tration of LEP children.
Said one 11th grade
Korean girl: “I was inan
ESL class with all Spanish
[speaking] kids. My sister
and I were the only
Koreans. The Spanish kids
talked Spanish. I was
confused. Was this a
Spanish class or an English
class?” (NCAS, 1989)

“We do have school
districts faced with only
three or four children in
each of 15 or 20 language
groups,” observed LaFon-
taine. But he emphasized
that a study by the General
Accounting Office, an arm
of the Congress, concluded
that “only 22% to 26% of
LEP students are in situ-
ations where bilingual
education may be imprac-
tical” (LaFontaine, 1988).
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The Social Context

The learning experi-
ence of LEP children may
be impeded by the fact
that—especially in the case
of , who make up
80% of LEP children—they
are often members of
minority groups and poor
families. l%\“;‘)g:, “thepoo
proportion of Hispanic
children living in
poverty...was more than
double that of non-His-
panic families” (LaFon-
taine, 1988). The incidence
of poverty among Hispanic
children in 1984 was 84%
above that for all U. S.
children.

The social environ-
m.at in whicl these
children live and receive
their education is charac-

of family mobility which
can cause serious disconti-
nuity in their edv-ation.
Children of migrant and
seasonal farm workers, for
example, may change
schools often or be out of
school for periods of time.
Many Puerto Rican young-
sters actually divide their
educational time between
English language schools
on the mainland and
Spanish language schools
on the island, because their
families move back and
forth in order to take

'

advantage of the greater
economic opportunities
on the mainland (LaFon-
taine, 1988).

The Cultural Context

Language minority
children—even those who
speak the same lan-

me to the

school from an incredibly
varied range of environ-
ments and experiences
that exert a powerful
influence on how they live
and how they learn once
they come to English
language schools. These

iences, stresses, and

ues that immigrant

children and their families
bring to their educational

ence cannot be

experi

quantified, but they are a

:le\r“y real part of the
dren’s lives and they

do influence children’s

attitudes about and their

ability to succeed in
school.

“My mother cries all
night. I hold my little
sister because she is
scared and I try not to
think about our father. He
was shot before we left. |
don’t do my homework
most nights because it is
so sad at homeand I try
so hard to help. Now lam
repeating the 10th
grade...I cannot keep up.”
These are the words of a
10th grade Salvadorian

18

girl who immigrated to the
U. S. when she was 12
years old (Olsen, 1938).

A Cambodian girl, an
11th grader, describes the
intense stress she copes
with at home while trying
to succeed in school: “My
family has such set
values...They hold onto the
old ways. Itis very diffi-
cult to ex%l:um something
to them about my life now.
We end up always
ﬁuing...about school,

igion, how I dress...1
hate my family” (Olsen,
1988).

The level of previous
education and the of
educational s used
in children’s or their
parents’ country of origin
can have an impacton
children’s success in
English-sreaking schools.
“Many of the achievement
differences between lan-
guage minority groups
that are commonly ex-
plained by different
cultural values placed on
education may more
properly be explained by
the difference in native
language literacy skills and
family educational back-
ground,” explains
LaFontaine (1988). “Chil-
dren who already have
strong oral and literacy
skills in their first language
have a tremendous
advantage...Likewise,
children whose parents are
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literate in their native The Future LEP
language generally have :
an easier time mastering Population
English.”
Not all LEP students scho%‘{i‘;,:mtger:;dll:cal
mmm I b
?:at two-ﬁ?irdl: of?ll educating LEP students
. now in the schools, th
language minority people ;o bacoming inu'easi%y
in the United States were aware that they must
native born; and three- prepare for an even
quarters of children ages |, greater influx of LEP
ive through fourteen with - &ijgren over the next
limited Englishprofi- ~— jecage.
ciency were born in the
United States (LaFontaine, The general popula-
1988). tion is expected to grow
Thus, the LEP student ::o&uztcg% and uf:{‘a,l,?so
population is not a homo- guage minority popula-
geneous group sharing o0 by about 32% in the
similar problems and same (LaFontaine,
‘:q““'i,r';‘%s‘m;h’ solu- 1988). The language
ons. The early experi- minority population is
ences and environment of considerably younger than
these native born LEP the population as a whole,
students may be very and by the year 2000, the
different from those of number of school-a
immigrated to the United language backgrounds is
States. AnLEPstudent  ypooqore epacted to
from a middle dlass family ;e by 40% compared
mhal;fgmﬂt:' Parents  with 16% for children in
tion by the standard of his ‘e eneral population.
or her native country who The largest single
enters the U. S. at age 16 group of LEP students,
faces a very different set of approximately 80%, are
problems than a native Spanish-s . Hispan-
born six year old from a ics are the fastest growing
low-income family whose  population in America
E:ret}wsmakli eifany  with a birth rate higher
inglish and who hear than the national average
little English spokenby  anq a lower median age.
adults in the neighbor- Hispanic immigraticr. .
hood. illegal and legal, continues
18 <

at a high rate. All this will
contribute to a likely
doubling of the Hispanic
pulation in the United
tates between 1980 and
the year 2000.

This dramatic Hispanic
population i
contribute to the continued
growth of the LEP student
population. Indeed, 92% of
the pro increase in
LEP students by 2000 is ex-
pected to be Spanish-
speaking students (CRS,
1984).

19



CHArPTER THREE

The CCSSO Study:

A Survey of State Education
Agency Activities

Goals and Purposes  indices, and other informa-
tion about LEP children
suggest that lan is

A-S state concern omggii\e ofa hogr: social
about and financial cultural factors that
commitment to the interact to determine the
edumﬁon Of LEP Chlldmn educaﬁonal SUCCess of

has increased in recent language minority chil-

years, so has the aware-  dren,

ness of the complexity of

meeting the challenge of Thirty-seven state

providing effective education agencies have

services to these children. established bilingual/
English as a Second Lan-

Simply running in - (ESL) program units
plam'—gcﬂita'tmg and tgc‘)‘:gfnimster state- and
providing basic language  federally-funded pro-
SGTV‘;’ZS to LE‘; children  grams,. These units have
already identified and in  the primary responsibili
the schools—presentsa  for coordinating technicat)l’
difficult challenge to state assistance on second
education agencies. Yet  Janguage instruction for
the demographic and LEP students to local
social forces shaping the  school systems.

LEP population demand

much more. They de- Most LEP students are

mand a response to the also eligible to receive

new awareness that for services under other

many LEP students, federal-, state-, and locally-

language proficiency is funded categorical pro-

not the only key to aca- grams such as compernsa-

demic success. High tory education, special

dropout rates, poverty education, and vocational
education. But many
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observers, i “Juding state
education specialists, have
been reporting for some
time that significant num-
bers of LEP students were
not receiving support
services from these other
programs. Additional
cause for concern eme
from studies that suggest
LEP children may be inap-
propriately placed in
special education classes;
misclassified when they
do have a legitimate need
for special education; and,
as one researcher put it,
“deported” into vocational
education (NCAS, 1988).

Yet there had never
been a systematic attemnt
to examine, catalogue, and
analyze what state educa-
tion a es are doing to
serve LEP children, which
techniques and p ms
are effective, and what
obstacles stand in the way
of doing better. This is
why the Council initiated
a project to identify and
examine successful state-
level approaches to
meeting the educational
needs of LEP students.

Methodology

In an attempt to
collect basic data on state
efforts, in 1987 CCSSO
distributed five survey
questionnaires to state
education agency officials.
In addition, CCSSO staff
visited and interviewed

20

SEA personnel involved in
developing, administer-

ing, and providing techni-
cal assistance on language
and other categorical

pmf'ams for which LEP
students are eligible. This

chapter presents the
results of the question-
naires; Chapter Four
reports on the information
gained from the visits and
interviews.

The set of survey
questionnaires was sent to
directors of categorical
program units (bilingual
education, vocational
education, special educa-
tion, migrant education,
and compensatory educa-
tion/Chapter I), request-
ing information for the
1985-86 schooel year on:

3 The number of students
served and thetypesof serv-
ices provided to LEP stu-
dents by the various cate-

gorical programs;

3 Thedegreeto whichcate-
gorical units were coordi-
nating their delivery of tech-
nical assistance;

J State-level barriers to
delivery of services to LEP
students at the local level.

Forty-eight of 50 states
and the District of Colum-
bia responded to some or
all of the categorical
program surveys.

An additional survey
was sent to directors of

curriculum units in

1 states with high num-
bers of LEP students. It
was designed to collect in-
formation about issues of
coordination between
bilingual education/ESL
units and the general
curriculum units of the
SEA. Sixteen states re-
sponded to this survey.

Key Survey Findings

The information
supplied in response to the
survey questionnaires
helps identify and draw
attention to specific
substantive and adminis-
trative challenges that
1nust be confronted in
educating LEP children.

Despite a good overall

state education a
nse rate, the quality

nature of the survey
responses imposed some
limitations on the analysis.
One limitation of the data
is that some responses
were incomplete or lacking
in sufficient detail to make
a reliable analysis. In addi-
tion, generalizations about
the nationwide severity of
some problems could not
be made because the total
number of states respond-
ing to a given question was
small.

The most overarching
conclusion to be drawn
from the surveys is that
lack of adequate data—
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both on access issues such
as enrollment and on
substantive educational
issues such as the aca-
demic status of LEP
children—poses a serious
barrier to enlightened,
effective program develop-
ment and service delivery
to a large and growing
group of children with
complex and varied
educational needs.

We do know that there
are si cant numbers of
dren who are not
receiving services that they
need in order to succeed in
school. But we found it
difficult, if not impossible,
to even ascertain how
many LEP children there
are, where they are and
whether they are being
served. Although recipi-
ents of federal are
ired to provide
information about the
number of children they
serve to the U. S. Depart-
ment of Education, the
Title V1I bilingual educa-
tion reaches only
5 to 7 percent of eligible
students, so fi they
collect on children served
the program are far
bfr%m comprehensive.

In conducting cur
survey we learned that
even estioning the states

y about a range of
pmgrams that are relevant
to LEP children does not

uce accurate, compre-
ive data on the
number of students, and

e

the degree to which they
are being served. For
example, one state re-
ported that it was not
se”ving any LEP students.
Yet a conversation with
agency staff revealed that
%omle school districts are
implemen grams
fur‘\,ded with p:'al

bilingual education funds.

Another state
that all LEP children were
served, but a staff
told CCSSO staff that this
was not true. Some SEAs
simply do not know how
many children need
services because local
school systems use a
variety of criteria for
defining LEP students.

The lack of reliable
data on the numbers and
location of LEP students
can be traced to the lack
of nationally accepted
criteria and procedures
for identifying LEP
students.

These weaknesses in
the system reverberate
both vertically-—from
local to state to federal
levels and back; and
horizontally—across
program areas such as
special education and
vocational education—
throughout our educa-
tional system. These
deficiencies also under-
mine the placement of
LEP students in apptopri-
ate educational pro
For example, a chil who
is identified as LEP in one
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state may move to another
state—and no longer be
eligible for services.
Further, the fact that state
and local education
agencies rarely monitor the
achievement of LEP
children once they are
mainstreamed sugpests
that there is an incomplete
understanding of the needs
of these youngsters as they
make a difficult academic
transition.

Until we have leamed

to idennfz , evaluate, and
of the progress

of LEP children in the
schools, we will never be
able to serve them well.
Problems of data collection
and monitoring will only
be resolved with the

tion of
many uwlimd\m?sera

agencies involved in the
educational establishment.

The CCSSO survey
results show that, at each
phase of instructional pro-
gramming for LEP stu-
dents, state departments of

education face a major
in fulfillin

lead:sﬁe ) mo'uton%g,

and technical assistance
ﬁmcﬁons However, they
also point the way to

c, tangible, and

doable steps that can be
implemented now—on the
state level—to improve
information about the
needs of LEP students as
well as the capacity to
meet their educational
needs.
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In the following
sections we analyze the
results of the surveys,

organized irto these
categories: unserved
:l;ﬁgfen. state and local
ucation relation-
ships, and mnal
services to LEP children
(compensatory, special,

t, and vocational
education). Following the
analysis we present a
series of specific actions
we believe can help guide
states in their efforts on
behalf of LEP students.

Unserved Students

A significant percent-
age of students—
distributed among 32 of
the 48 states that re-
sponded—do not receive

ge-related educa-
tional services to help
them succeed in class-
rooms where instruction is
itrl"\a English. CCSSO found
t

O In these 32 states, an aver-
age of 29% of LEP children
were reperted as unserved by
bilingual or ESL programs.

O In 20 states, at least a quar-
ter of the LEP children are not
served.

O In four of the 32 states, more
than 60% are reported as not
receiving servicesar.d onestate

reported that it served none of

these children.

Twelve states reported
that all students identified
m receiving adequate

a te services
from mﬁ sciu)o'lal

But anecdo
mﬁm that comple-
mented the data revealed
that these states in fact
have identified barriers
such as limited funding,
insufficient data, lack of
coordination, tl::d otvl;gs
that impede on
of services to all!giogible
children. Thus, it appears
that in at least some of the
12 states, a portion of LEP
children are not receiving
services.

The survey responses
show that states witha

tion of LEP
students provide services
to a greater proportion of
the students. However, it
is important to remember
that in states with large
numbers of LEP students,
two to five percent of
children unserved repre-
sents a sizeable number of
children.

What happer:s to LEP
students who do not
receive services? Often,
even though they may
have been identified, they
are placed in English-only
classrooms with teachers
who have no training in

')

“
> w

ESL or language devel
ment methods and are thus
unzble to guide the aca-
demic development of
these children. Some of
these youngsters do catch
up in time with their class-
mates and succeed in
mainstream classes, Others
may become disengaged,
fail to meet minimal aca-
demic standards, be
retained in grade and
ultimatelym;‘\elarge
number of age
minority students who
drop out of school.

Failure to serve LEP
students ts an
abdication of legal respon-
sibility as vrell as social re-

ility. Title VI of the
vil m%\ts Act of 1964
and the Equal Education
Oﬂportum ity Act (EEOA)
ot 1974
pro

state that failure to

vide language minority
students with access to the
teaching-learning
is a denial of their civil
rights. Under the EEOA
mandate, state and local
education agencies have an
obligation to “take appro-
E:ate action to overcome

guage barriers” that
confront minority students.

State-Local
Relationship

Monitoring and techni-
cal assistance are tho twin
that drive the
educational machine to

provide appropriate
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educational services to all Forty-four states Shortage ot -tate staff,
LEP children who requi;e answered the questions  limited funding, and lack

them. » about monitering. Of of enforcement mecha-
. these, 35 indicated that nisms were cited as key
State monitoring of they monitor services obstacles to monitoring
local school districts’ rovided to LEP students. local program implementa-
activities and procedures wenty-nine statessaid tion.
can dinectly influence that mey do program

whether LEP children have monitoring (an unsurpris- The major indicator of
access to programs they ing response since one of the educational develop-
need. State-provided the primary functions of ment of LEP students is
technical assistance to local state education agency their academic perfom-
school districts can help bilingual /ESL unitsisto ~ ance after they leave ESL

ensure quality educational  coordinate inservice or transitional bilingual
services are provided to training and provide education ms to
children who have gained  technical assistance in this undertake studies in
access. instructional area). Only Klmmoinsmgh theredamis o t1ims w
i u e
Coordination, both m;t:;mggdimt@ information about the
among program units that they only monitor for academic performance of

within the state education  ompliance with federal  these former LEP students
agency, and between the  Giyil rights requirements  compared to their English-
state agency and local that prohibit discrimina- ~ dominant classmates, there

school systems, is essential o against langua are indications that many
in order to achieve the minority students ognethe mainstreamed students fall
maximum benefits of basis of race, color, or behind in their academic
monitoring and technical 34004l origin. tasks. This suggests that
assistance. mmmedsomesmm are being
States reported that i -
States wereasked if  yhe purpose of most turely. Generally, a student

monitor p for
tograms program monitoring isto  remains in bilingual or ESL
&?Chﬂdm"' and to ensure local compliance  classes for three years or

indicate the type of moni-  yyjth state regulations less. Yet, second language
toring they do: program;  ajone (14 states) or with  acquisition research indi-
budget; compliance with  poih stateand federal ~  cates thatit takes five to

federal/state regulations. lations (29 states). seven years for most
In addition, because there regulations (29 states) smdenytgmacéuirethe

have been indications that Nine states level of English language
some: LEP children are that they did not monitor pmﬁciencyglneeded%ag
mainstreamed before they  1ocal program implemen-  engage in more complex

are able to perform the tation. Follow-up inter- academic tasks.
tasks required in English-  views with staff from
speaking classrooms, states these states revealed a Forty state directors of

were queried specifically  variety of political and bilingual/ESL units re-
about whetherand how  organizational constraints sponded to a question

they trace the academic _ that staff felt hindered asking if they had a mecha-
performance of former LEP  thejr ability to monitor ~ nism for monitoring the
students who havebeen state or federal mandates  performance of former LEP
mainstreamed. to educate LEP students.  students and if s, to
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describe it. Twenty-nine or
60% of these did not have
a mechanism for tracking
the students. Nine of these
29 states offered an expla-
nation for not having a
process. Among the
reasons reported were that
they did not see the

urpose of such data
collection, and that
monitoring the perform-
ance of these students isa
iocal function, not a state
one.

The eleven states that
do have a mechanism for
monitoring the academic
performance of main-
streamed LEP students
reported they measure
students’ rmance on
statewide achievernent
tests for a year or two after
they leave the bilingual or
ESLp . With the
exception of Texas and
Arizona, survey respon-
dents did not explain the

, if any, used to
address the language-
related needs of main-
streamed students who
are not meeting the
required standards for
performance in the regular
classroom. A similar ques-
tion was asked of directors
of ral curriculum
units in the SEA, and four
out of 16 responding states
indicated that they had a
statewide mechanism for
monitoring the academic
performance of main-
streamed LEP students.

In sum, state re-

24

sponses to a series of
questions about monitor-
ing for LEP
students in and
about tracking the stu-
dents’ performance after
they leave bilingual or ESL
classrooms suggest that
monitoring activities need
to be strengthened, and
that the educational

efforts to serve
LEP students may be im-
peded by the lack of a
comprehensive data base
on their academic per-
formance.

Additional Services
to LEP Children

State education
agencies are res ble
for providing technical
assistance to local school
systems in a number of

areas for which

eral and state funds are
funneled to them. The
potential success of large
numbers of LEP children
in school may depend to
some d on whethe.
they receive needed edu-
cational services other
than bilingual education
or ESL, and on whether
the positive effects of these
services are maximized by
coordination of their
delivery with language-
related programs.

In the survey ques-
tionnaires CCSSO tried to
elicit information that
would shed light on the

degree to which LEP
students are receiving
services under progra.ns
other than bili educa-
tion and ESL, on coordina-
tion of these services
within state education
agencies, and whether the
appropriate to the young-
sgs' ms. The informg-
tion—and lack of it—
provided by the states
raises serious questions
about whether LEP chil-
dren are receiving the ad-
ditional services they

. It also seems to
confirm reports that have
surfaced over the years
which su that there is
little coordination between

bﬂing‘;:l/ ESL programs
and the general instruc-
tional program, often
resulting in discontinuities
in the education of LEP
studen y when
they are placed in main-
stream classrooms and
perform poorly.

Compensatory Education

State education agency
officials were asked to
supply information on the
relationship between
bilingual education efforts
and services provided by
the state under the Chapter
1 compensatory education,
migrant education, special
education, and vocational
education pr The
following information

emerged from an analysis
of their answers.
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As discussed in Chap-
ter Two, large numbers of
LEP children live in poor
families, attend schools
with large numbers of poor
children, and therefore
receive services under the
federal Chapter 1 compen-
satory education program.

Although exact figures
are not available, it is
estimated that 12% of all
Chapter 1 eligible students
are LEP (Carlson and
Strong, 1988). This means
approximately 1/3
(530,000) of all LEP stu-
dents are served by
Chapter 1 services. How-
ever, this figure may be an
undercount of LEP stu-
dents eligible for Chapter 1
services since it is derived
from a base number of
(1983-84) 1.3 million LEPs.
As previously stated, the
number of students is
believed to be approxi-
mately 3.5 million.

The answers to ques-
tions about whether
Chapter 1-eligible LEP stu-
dents receive compensa-
tory education services,
and about the nature of the
services, raise two areas of
concern: first, that many
eligible LEP children may
not be receiving compensa-
tmz' education services;
and secondly, that the
services they receive may
not be tailored to their
specific needs.

It is important to
understand why services
such as those provided
under Chapter 1 may be
needed by a student who
ie already in bilingual
education or ESL classes.
In most states, bilingual
education includes only
second language instruc-
tion (English) and instruc-
tionina
content area in the native
language to ensure that
the student develops
cognitively and pro-
gresses through the
curriculum at the same
gme as non-LEP students.

owever, bilingual
education programs
usually do not have
sufficient resources to
heliladdvess specific
problems that may
emerge in academic
content areas. Thus, reme-
diation for these types of
problems must be pro-
vided through some other
program, which in many
cases should logically be
Chapter 1.

Thirty-one directors
of state Chapter 1 units
responded to a question
asking them to describe
the type and purpose of
services provided to
Chapter I-eligible LEP
students. Twelve replied
either that no Chapter |
services at all are pro-
vided to Chapter l-eligible
LEP students, or that no

special services are avail-
able to these students. The
Chapter 1 pro has
never received funding
that would provide
services to all eligible
children. On the national
level, an estimated 50% of
all Chapter 1-eligible
students are served. The
great majority of these are
elementary school stu-
dents.

There is also an admin-
istrative barrier that im-
pedes delivery of Chapter
1 services to LEP studerts
in many states. Som~
school districts and/or
schools prohibit a student
from receiving assistance
through more than one

ca rical -
ﬁ'oterfgoth 'llitle VII bilin-
gual education and Chap-
ter 1 compensatory educa-
tion. A recent study of
Chapter 1 services to LEP
students noted that 5% of
all districts studied auto-
matically excluded LEP
students (Carlson and
Strong, 1988). This practice
can be attributed at least in
part to the difficulty of
reconciling the require-
ments of the federal
Chapter 1 program (that
funds must be used to sup-
plement, not to supplant
other services that would
otherwise be provided by
the local school system to
LEP sturents with local
funds) with those of Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act
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which prohibits discrimi-
nation on the basis of
national origin.

Another problem in
directing funds to LEP
students is that Chapter 1
regulations require serv-
ices to language minority
or LEP children to address
needs that derive from
educational deprivation,
not those resulting from
lack of English language
proficiency. However,
because there is no effec-
tive irstrument for differ-
entiating between aca-
demic problems resulting
from these two types of
deprivation, in some
school districts LEP
youngsters may be prohib-
ited from access to services

they neeq.

In responses to the
CCSSO survey, the reme-
dial reading/writing/math
cluster were identified as
the services most often
provided to LEP students
under Chapter 1 compen-
satory education
grams. ESL and bilingual
hasic skills instruction
ranked second in the list of
services provided most

frequently.

Chapter 1 LEP stu-
dents face both a language
barrier and academic
difficulties. It would seem
a priace to modify

hapter 1 classroom

instructional features (e.g.,
the manner of teaching
reading or math, materials
used) to take into account
their needs as second
language learners, particu-
larly in light of the fact
that LEP students are
usually mainstreamed
before they become fully
English proficient. But,
federal statutory and
tory barriers prevent

educators from developing
interventions that would
enable LEP students to
benefit from Chapter 1

ams in the area of
English language develop-
ment.

State directors’ re-
sponses to open-ended
questions indicate that
some states provide the
same services through the
same methods to all
Chapter 1 children, not
tailoring them to the
students’ special needs.
The following comments

ify the view held by
irectors in these states:

“LEP are served the
same way as others are
served.”

“Local school systems
often find it difficult to
allocate funds for services
to LEP students.”

A second factor that
may inhibit state and local
educators from offering

Chas:g\l services to LEP
chil is the belief that
language instruction alone
meets all of their needs.
“We have an excellent
bilingual program that
serves LEP students...There
is no need for Chapter 1
ECIA and the state compen-
satory program to duplicate
services,” responded one
Chapter
who reflected a commonly
held view. But as explained
above, bilingual education
pro (as currently
implemented) are not struc-
tured to remedy students’
problems with academic
content.

Migrant and Special
Education

The CCSSO survey also
attempted tv document the
coordination of services to
LEP children who are
migrants, and to generate
information that would
assist us in understanding
better the status of LEP
students in special educa-
tion. However, the paucity
of data and detailed infor-
mation provided by state
education agencies re-
sponding to questions

mmakesit et to draw

meaningful conclusions on
these topics.

In the case of migrant
education, 11 of 30 states
responding to a question

4
The U. 5. Supreme Court's interpretation of Title V1 in the Lau v. Nichols decision, ruled that local school districts had a
responsibility to do sonvething to help languaye minonity LEP stuaents overcome their language barriers.
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about inservice training
reported that they cooper-
ate with bilingual educa-
tion departments more
than any other state
education agency program
area in providing the
training, but did not
indicate how common this
practice is.

With regard to special
education, we had hoped
to shed light on two previ-

ously identified issues:

0 Inaccurate identifica-
tion of language minority
children as needing special
education when the prob-
lem is a lack of English
proficiency; and

0 C(lassification of LEP
students into inappropriate

special mﬁm catego-
ries, especially learning
disabled and speech
impaired.

The CCSSO survey of
state special education
directors posed questions
about the number and
classification of LEP
children enrolled in special
education; state guidelines
for their placement; how
SEAs organize their staff in
this area; inscrvice train-
ing; and barriers to appro-
priate identification and
placement of LEP children
in special education.

nses to many of
the questions were too
sketchy to provide reliable
information. However, the

(3

need to strengthen proce-
dures for serving
students with ial
needs was documenmted
by the response of 28
states (out of 34) which
said that they had no

idelines describing how
ocal school districts
should serve these
students. Half of the 28
states said they have a

on their staff

responsible for this area;
states that do not have a
specialist said do col-
laborate with the bilin-
gual/ESL unit.

Twenty-nine states
responded to the question
about barriers to serving
LEP children and of these,
14 pointed to lack of
expertise on the local level
as the greatest problem.
Eight states cited the lack
of inservice training as an
impediment to effective
statewide delivery of
special education services
to LEP students.

Further efforts should
be made to obtain current,
accurate information
about how migrant and

special education

programs serve—or do
not serve—LEP students.

We believe it is particu-
larly important to pursue
better information on the
issues of identification
and misclassification in
special education, because
of the gravity of the po-
tential long-term effects of
improper identification or

28

classification on a child’s
educational career.

Vocational Education

The questionnaire sent
to state vocational educa-
tion directors focused on
three areas deemed espe-
cially important to the
participation and success
of special populations in
vocational egucation:
fu-. 1ing sources and use of
funds; role of state educa-
tion agency in providing
leadership; and participa-
tion of students in
vocational education

programs.

Addressing questions
about funding, 26 of 37
states responding said that
vocational education
services to LEP students
are supported by the
federal Perkins Act seta-
side funds for minority
populations. States re-
ported that the Perkins Act
funds are most commonly
used to provide tutors and
interpreters for LEP
students, but are also used
to provide counseling
services, curriculum
materials, bilin aides,
and classroom facilitators.
A dozen of the 26 states
did not specify how they
used the funds, simply
stating that “support
services are paid through
the Perkins Act” or “funds
are targeted to the locals.”
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Two items on the
questionnaire were de-
signed to elicit informa-
tion on the second major
theme—state leadership in
vocational education for
LEP students. Specifically,
states were asked if they
had guidelines for bilin-

vocational education;
and if they offered in-
service training related to
the needs of LEP students
and if so, whether this was
done in collaboration with
other units of the SEA.
of the 40 states that
responded to the question
said they had no guide-
lines on bilingual voca-
tional education services.
The answers revealed no
consistent relationship
between having guidelines
and the size of the LEP
pulation in the state.
New Mexico and Texas,
both states with high LEP
enrollments, did not have
guidelines whereas three
of 10 states with an LEP
enrollment of under 10,000
students do have them.

Twenty-two states
responded to the question
about whether they have
inservice initiatives which
address vocational educa-
tion and the LEP popula-
tion, and 11 replied in the
affirmative. Most states
covered only one issue in
the trai..ing; some covered

S A study conducted by MPR Associates in 1968
education when compared to non-LEP students generall
education than non-LEP students. However, enrollment

two. Topics covered
included ensuring access
to ?rograms, learning
styles, and improving the
vocational education
teacher’s ability to meet
the needs of LEP students.

Among the more
comprehensive state
inservice efforts were
those of Michigan and
Massachusetts. Each state
listed a minimum of three
workshops designed for
staff including vocational
educators, guidance
personnel, special popula-
tion coordinators, and
some district personnel.
Topics covered in Michi-
gan included cultural
awareness, aimed at
“providing information
about LEP students’ needs
prior to serving” the
students; and in Massa-
chusetts, “recruiting,
retaining, and placing LEP
students in vocational
education programs.”

On the question of
collaboration between
vocational education
directors and other SEA
units addressing the needs
of LEP students, only
eight of 14 vocational
directors who replied
supplied information on
the nature of the collabo-
ration and the unit with
which the collaboration
occurred.

Pursuing the third area
of concern about LEP-
students in vocational
education, the question-
naire requested a break-
down of the students’
enrollment by occupational
area. Reports from 21
states that provided this in-
formation reveal an over-
whelming concentration—
more than two-thirds—of
the students in three occu-
pational areas: home eco-
nomics, office and trade,
and industry; and under-
representation of LEP
students in health, techni-
cal education, apprentice-
ship training, and other
programs that offer greater
opportunities for high
income occupations.

Nearly a third of the
entire group—more than
18,500 students—was
enrolled in office pro-
grams. Lowest enrollments
were reported in appren-
ticeship training (95
students), cooperative
education (609 students),
and health programs (1,047
students). This pattern of
enroliment of LEP students
iscc sistent with enroll-
men patterns of non-LEP
vocational education
students in general.

reported that LEP students are underrepresented in vocational
y. That is LEP students took less credits/courses in vocational
data collected from the State Directors of Vocational Education

by OCSSO show that within theLEPpoptmumﬂammNghermlhmuinmmtd above.
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Given the problem of
insufficient and inconsis-
tent data on LEP students
in vocational education no
definitive conclusions can
be drawn from the survey
findings. However, it
appears from the figures
submitted that access to the
full range of vocational

education programs
remains a problem.

This raises basic
questions yet to be an-
swered: Why are students
concentrated in certain
program areas rather than
others? And do students
enrolled in the home
economics, office, and trade
and industry classes take a
sufficient number of
courses to become skilled
in the occupation, or do
they acquire minimal skills
in one area and then move
on to another?

Conclusions

The answers to the
CCSSO questionnaires
support a number of find-
ings which, although
preliminary, can be used by
state agencies as a guide to
further exploration of the
issues and development of
stronger programmatic re-
sponses to improve the

ity of education for
LEP students.

Most important, a
message of concern and
tment must be
stated by top leadership
of each state education
agency. The message
should:

3 Provide necessary
support for program im-
provement and coordination
among programs;

O Create an environment
in which mezeting the needs
of LEP children is known to
be a high priority of the
education agenda; and

3 Communicate this
concern to the Governor,
legislature, and local school
systems.

The findings of the
survey suggest strongly
that in addition to creat-
ing an environment
conducive to change there
are a number of steps
state policymakers should
take to set a course of
action on behalf of the

growing population of
LEP students:

1. Each state should
develop and implement
uniform statewide criteria
for identification and
placement of LEP students
in need of bilingual and ECL
services.

30

2, States should be
more assertive in monitoring
service to LEP students, both
to ensure that all of those in
need are served, and that
services provided to the
students are appropriate to
their needs.

formerly LEP children now in
regular classrooms. This
would offer a basis for im-
proving services to students
whaose English language de-
velopment is in a transitional
stage.

4. States should
provide incentives to collabo-
ration between bilingual edu-
cation and special education
units and consider developing
guiielines to assist local
education agencies in identi-
fyying and placing LEP
students who may require
special education.

5. Instates with
significant numbers of LEP
students, state special educa-
tion units should enhance
their ability to provide
leadership to local school
districts on how to serve those
who need special education.

29



6. States should
examine their Chapter 1
programs fo determine the
degree to which they offer
eligible LEP students access
to compensatory services and
assist them in language

development.

7. States should exert
stronger leadership in
guiding the delivery of
vocational education services
to LEP students by: a)
cond.scting an assessment of
the nature and quality of
vocational education pro-
grams provided to LEP
students across the state; and
b) developing guidelines for
identifying vocational educa-
tion needs of LEP students,
increasing their access to
quality programs, conduct-
ing inservice training of vo-
cational education and main-
stream teachers, and develop-
ing community outreach

programs.
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CHAPTER FOUR

State Education Agency
Efforts to Meet Needs of
LEP Students: Promising
Practices

= As the CCSSO Responsibilities and
survey of state agencies functions of state bilingual

.
w0 - " 4
)

e s
f s BEAR Il and otherresearchdem-  education offices include
{ - L. 'r'l::*~ | ‘ _ onstrates, LEP children technical assistance,
i o ﬁ . | facea p]ethora of barriers carried out by virtually all
B v =5 . to success in the educa- of them; inservice training;
‘ s s h v " tional system ranging and to a lesser degree,
P \ | from the lack of bilingual ha:son'thh other state
. \\\- & 4 \% A y - | education services to education agency units

faulty identification and that do or should provide

. " apre U Le" % placement and premature additional services to
| : & vt B mainstreaming. The language minority stu-
S ' CCSSO survey also dents.
0 | demonstrates that state o _

B, '~ education agencies Historical barriers to
respond to these prob- development of effective
lems in a variety of state programs for LEP
different ways. The children include frag-
bilingual education office mented and incomplete
is generally the focal point Policy development con-
for directing the educa- cerning the students;

tion of LEP children, but traditional attitudes and
these offices vary wi'dely habits; a context of discom-

in size, resources, and fort and controversy
responsibilities. around the issue of usinga
language other than
For example, in 1989  English; and lack of re-
New York state’s bilin- sources. Yet despite these

al education office has  obstacles, in recent years
a staff of 16. In Califor- some states have taken ini-
nia—where the identified tiatives designed to attack
LEP population is four and do away with the

times as large as New barriers that undermine
York’s—the state bilin- the education of LEP
gual education staff is 14  students. Animportant
_ persons.
b 31
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goal of the CCSSO project
was to identify these
promising initiatives and
practices, gather informa-
tion about them, and com-
municate it to other state
education agencies that
are searching for ways to
address the problems.

On the basis of
uestions w.sked on the
CSSO survey about state
education agency pro-

ams, we identified
several efforts about
which we gathered
information through site
visits and conversations
with a variety of staff and
other individuals involved
in them. In this chapter we
describe four different,
promising approaches
states have developed to
implement their commit-
ment to serving LEP
students:

3 InCalifornia: A highly
substantive, curriculum-
based approach, based on
research knowledge about
second language acquisition,
and implemented in schools
attended by a very high
percentage of language
minority students.

3 Inlllinois: An attempt
to expedite the transition of
LEP students into vocational
education by conducting a
thorough assessment of each
student’s needs and then
providing appropriate
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support services—including
tutoring—to help them
succeed in the program.

7 InNew Jersey: An effort
to coordinate the delivery of
services to youngsters with
multiple needs, including a
new planning and applica-
tion process for soliciting
state funds; inservice
training to enhance ine
quality of instruction, and
improvement of coordination
among categorical program
units.

3 In Texas: An adminis-
trative and management
initiative designed to focus
resources of various educa-
tional programs on LEP
students in the context of
statewide school reform; and
the targeting of low-perform-
ing schools to receive
additional assistance to
improve student performance
on state proficiency tests.

These state initiatives
are described in more
detail in the following
sections.

Curriculum
Development—
California

California, which has
more language minority
children than any other
state, has been experienc-
ing a steady increase in the
number of immigrants
residing there for nearly a
decade. This increased
immigration and higher
birth rates among lan-

minorities bom in
the United States have
altered the demographic
profile of students in the
state school system. Evi-
dence of this includes:

J Twenty-nine percent
of the state’s 4.5 million
students are language
minority students, and
15%—more than 600,000—
have been classified as
LEP (Olsen, 1988);

3 From 1977 to 1987
there was a 250% increase
in the nu1 aber of LEP
students enrolled in the
state school system (Olsen,
1988);

73 In 1988, for the first
time in this century, more
than half of the children in
the state’s public schools
were members of minority
groups (Crawford, 1988).



More than three
quarters of langua
minority students/LEP
students are concentrated
in five counties: Los Ange-
les, Orange, San Diegpo,
Santa Clara, and San
Francisco. More than a
fourth are enrolled in the
Los Angeles Unified
School District. Predictions
are that by 2018, California
will become a “majority
minority state”, with no
ethnic group having
majority status. This
anticipated continuing
intensity of growth in the
minority language and
LEP population has placed
state and local education
officials under consider-
able pressure to devise
effective ways of meeting
their needs.

One response to this
pressure is the “Case
Studies Project,” initiated
by the state Office of
Bilingual Education in
1980, which was conceived
as an approach to stimu-
late both LEP and English-
speaking students to
improve their acadeinic
performance. The pruiect

an in five elementaryv
schools in 1981. It showed
evidence of meeting its
goals by 1986 when
median scores of partici-
pating students had risen
above the district norms. In
Los Angeles the Eastman
School Model was ex-
panded to seven other
schools in the district three

years ago and will be im-
plemented in an addi-
tional 20 schools this year.

In the following
sections, we describe the
general framework of the
project and provide more
specific information on
how it has been imple-
mented at one site, the
Eastman Avenue Elemen-
tary School.

Curriculum Design

“We took...sound
teaching theory, added it
to the research in bilin-
gual education, came up
with risk-taking strategies
of redoing the school, and
went with it—focused,
consistent, and clear.”

This is how Eastman’s
principal summarizes the
highly substantive cur-
riculum reform imple-
mented there and at other
participating schools. It is
based on several impor-
tant findings from re-
search on acquisition of a
second language:

3 language proficiency
consists of mastering a
second language on two
levels: on the communica-
tive or conversational
level, and on a deeper or
academic level that
enables a learner to
perform academic tasks in
the second language;

7 Bilingual persons may
transfer academic language
proficiency from their
native language to a
second one; these skills are
not necessarily language

specific; and

7 Communicative
proficiency can be taught
through comprehensible
and meaningful second
language instruction in
which teachers focus not
only on helping students
acquire second language
skills but also on teaching
academic content.

The general frame-
work of the curriculum
instituted at Eastman
called for a gradual
transition from instruction
in the native language with
an ESL component to an
all-English program.
Students are assigned to
each phase of the design

on their proficiency
in both the native language
and English. They are
mainstreamed into all-
English classrooms when
they are at or near grade-
level in cuntent area
knowledge.

At each of four differ-
ent “phases” or levels,
students take some courses
in the native language,
some in ESL or sheltered
English, and some in
English. Progressing from
Phase |, in which all
content areas are taught in
Spanish except physical
education, art, and music
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which are taught in a.1
English classroom, eventu-
ally they arrive at Phase
IV, in which they take a
language arts class in the
native language but all
other remaining subjects
are taken in mainstream
English classes.

The Eastman Experience

In East Los Angeles
where Eastman Elemen-
tary School is located,
more than 90 percent of
children in the public
schools are Mexican-
American. At Eastman, 99
percent of the children are
Hispanic. As of April 1988,
1,036 of the s¢ ’'s 1,700
students were identified as
LEP and only 441 were
considered to be proficient
in English. None of these
441 students, however,
came from an English-

speaking hom .

A new principal,
having struggled during
her first year with what
she called a great deal of
“confusion at the
school.. ing bilin-
gual education,” decided
that accepting the state’s
invitation to participate in
the program might help
resolve some of the
pending questions about
instructional goals and
inconsistencies about what
actually went on in
various “bili educa-
tion” classrooms. Using
the curriculum matrix
provided by the California
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riment of Education,
the principal and bilmgual
coordinator proceeded
adapt it to the environ-
ment and resources
available at Eastman.

As is common in
California and many other
states, there were not
enough trained bilingual
teachers at Eastman to
effectively serve all of the
students who needed
them. S
address

taken to

and related
tional problems
included reassigning the
bilingual teachers—who
hacéll:hen teaching iga
En of the day—
to ﬁeachm in Spanish to
several classes; and
“teaming” for art, music,
and physical education.
During these all English
portions of the day,
students of all levels of
English proficiency were
grou for
instruction. Teachers
chose which classes they
would teach depending on
their interests and
strengths. They were then
“teamed” with a grade-
level teacher. Conse-
quently, a teacher who
was strong in music might
teach three music classes.

Other innovations at
Eastman as a result of this

program are:

O Reorganization of
classrooms by dominant
language and English

-
. ‘14_‘)

proficien “g rather than by
tradmo grade level;

3 A shift from the “con-
current translation”
method in which a teacher
translates the content being
presented and students
generally pay attention
only to the presentation in
their native l anguage, to
more separation of

ges—i.e., certain
subjects were taught
consistently in one lan-
guage or the other;

O A shift from a gram-
mar-based ESL teaching
method to one based more
on communication and
content; and

O Greater emphasis on
curriculum
content, which in the past
had been sacrificed to
emphasis on abstract
language instruction.

An important factor in
implementing the changes
was inservice training,
which vaided the

s teachers with
information on practices
that are effective in work-
ing with both LEP and
non-LEP students.

30



QOutcomes

At Eastman, the
overall pattern of academic
performance has been one
of improvement since 1980.
ird grade students’
scores on the California
Assessment
(CAP) increased signifi-
cantly between 1980 and
1987 in reading, writing,
and math. Reading scores
rose by 64 points, writing
by 75 points, and math by
71 points. By 1987, third
grade students had sur-

their district
counterparts by 16 points
in reading, 20 points in
writing, and 41 points in
mathematics.

Similar progress was
also observed for the sixth
grade students during this
period. By 1987, reading
scores had increased by 41
points, writing by 41
points, and math by 24
points. Relative to their
district counterparts
Eastman'’s sixth graders
showed improvements, yet
not by a wide margin.
Reading scores were
slightly (7 points) below
district averages by 1987,
while scores in writing and
math were three (writing),
and four (math) points
above district norms.

The Eastman principal
reported that although
some teachers did not like
the new organization and
requirements imposed by
the program, they changed

b

their minds as they saw
their students progress
under the new curriculum.

In general, students in
the other schools that
adopted most or all of the
features of the Case
Studies Project instruc-
tional model have also
shown academic gains.
Although the degree of
implementation varied
due to different conditions
in the schools, the fact that
it can be replicated with
positive results is a crucial
proof of its success.

State and Local Educa-
tional Agency Roles

The concept of the
“case study” model
implemented at Eastman
and other schools came
from the California
Department of Education
which conducted research,
developed the curriculum
matrix, ted a list of
potentially eligible schools
across the state, and pro-
vided both symbolic and
informational support to
those selected to partici-

pate.

A state education
agency staff person who
served as project director
devoted half of his time tc
the project, and a consult-
ant was assi from the
bilingual office to act as
principal liaison with each
school. The state encour-
aged and supported the
project by conducting

»
»
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meetings and briefings on
the theoretical framework
for the project and the cur-
riculum design. It contin-
ued to exercise a leader-
ship and coordinating role
by convening project staff
three times a year to share
their exPeriences and
accomplishments.

The state education
agency passed through ap-
proximately $200,000 in
funds granted under the
federal Title VII bilingual
education program to one
of the five schools to serve
as the consortium grantee.
Additional resources were
provided by the state
Bilingual Education Office.

There are two primary
factors that observers and
participants say have con-
tributed to the program’s
success and the decision to
replicate the model. First is
the commitment of the Los
Angeles Superintendent of
Schools to bilingual educa-
tion, which had a positive
effect on changing atti-
tudes of the school board,

ress, and the public about

ilingual education.
Second is the energy and
commitment of the East-
man principal who is
credited with having a
mana t style that
helped foster consensus—
especially among English-
speaking teachers—of the
need to understand and
respond to the LEP stu-
dents.



The Future

In 1986, the U.S.
epartment of Education
terminated the Title VII
t, and the Case
tudies Project was ended.
In 1988, however, because
of the success of the
Eastman project the Los
Angeles School Board
adopted its basic design as
the model for the county’s
Bilingual Master Plan, a
$20 million countywide
expansion effort.

The district’s commit-
ment to the project has
enabled the staff at
Eastman to continue the
implementation of the
model without interrup-
tion of program opera-
tions. In 1986, the model
was adopted in seven
“replication sites”
(schools) in the district
and in 1987, 20 additional
schools were as
expansion sit:ls?;etn the
expansion sites, one or all
instructional features of
the model were adopted
dependinf on the re-
sources of the school and
the characteristics of the
LEP population.

To provide instruc-
tional leadership to the 28
schools involved in
implementing the model,
the district established an
administrative unit. The
office serves 33,000

students, and 780 teachers
are engaged in the im-
plementation of the
model. The office conducts
staff training which targets
teachers and administra-
tors. Topics of these
inservices include: coop-
erative learning, direct
instruction, sheltered
Englisha , and
integrated language arts
strategies. The office
conducts two formal in-
school training sessions
yearly and conducts three
conferences for all project
schools.

Vocational
Preparation—Illinois

linois’ LEI” popula-

tion has increased by 29
t since 1983,t0 a
total of 45,000 students.
of the

students attend school in
Chicago. The majority
speak Spanish, but Polish,
Russian, Chinese and other

languages are also repre-
sented in the school

system.

Concern in llinois
about the need of special
pulations for vocational
education services can be
traced back more thana
decade to the creationin
1976 of seven demonstra-
tion sites at which disad-
vantaged students were
ted for assistance.
Following the positive
of the operation
of ary “assessment center”
in one school, the state
education a encour-
aged local go staff to
apply for funding to
expand the service to addi-
tional sites and to add
services such as tutoring.
When the federal “Perkins
setaside” vocational
education program was
enacted, state and local
officials met and decided
to tarpe . setaside funds for
LEP children to further
the size and serv-
ices of this vocational
education effort.

* The replication sites had similar studeni-teacher characteristics as the Eastnan School and, therefore could adopt the
curriculum mode] without major modifications in the design.
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Among the issues that
this inititaive was designed
to address are:

J Lackof bilingual
support to enable LEP
students to enroll and
complete vocational
education courses;

73 Apparent underenroll-
ment ot LEP studentsin
occupationally-specific
vocational education
courses (64% of LEP
compared with 73% of all
students); and

3 Over-representation of
LEP students in home
economics (compared with
all students).

The program consists
of offering support services
to LEP students in 54 sec-
ondary schools in the city
of Chicago. Services
include career counseling,
native language tutoring,
vocational assessments,
and scholarships. LEP
students have access to all
the services available
within a given school.
However, the range of
services available in an
individual school vary.

Assessment

The first step in the
program is to conduct a
thorough assessment of a
student’s interests, aca-
demic abilities, aptitudes,
and functional level so that
he or she can be placed in
appropriate classes. The
assessment process, which

is implemented in the
seventh, eighth, and ninth
grade is conducted in the
students’ native language.
It consists of several steps:

3 Providing students
with an overview of
vocational education
pro and career
opportunities;

3 Adminis

interest and/or aptitude
inventories, in Spanish, by
bilingual personnel;

3 Review of the results
by an assessment special-
ist with the student,
teachers, counselor, and—
if the student is in special
education—his or her
parents; and

3 Determination of
special services required
by the student and provi-
sion of the services.

Instructional Services

A bilingual vocational
resource specialist in each
school coordinates im-
plementation of the
services needed by each
student. The services
offered include tutoring
in the classroom by peers,
tutoring by college-level
vocational students, and
tutoring in math and
science by vocational
education aides.
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Tutoring by Peers

Among the beneficiar-
ies of the LEP program
component which oper-
ated in 1987-88 in 54
Chicago schools, were
some 3,000 LEP students
who received tutoring in
vocational education
classrooms. Chosen by the
classroom teachers, the
tutors work under the
teachers’ supervision. They
must be proficient in the
student’s native lan
and in English and have
advanced knowledge of
the vocational education
subject matter.

Before beginning their
work, tutors receive
training in instructional
methodology, peer coun-
seling, and listening skills.

At the mid-point of the as-

signment they participate
in additional inservice
meetings designed to
identifygixmnet needs and
address problems that may
develop during the first
half of the school year. In
the classroom, the tutor
may focus either on
translating the lesson being
taught or on clarifying
vocational terms and
concepts unfamiliar to the
LEP student.

Tutoring by Bilingual
Vocational College Tutors

College students who
are majoring in a technical
area—e.g., engineering,
business architecture,
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computers—are recruited
and hirca to help LEP
students become more
successful in vocational
education. Use of college
students offers staff more
flexibility to provide
assistance as the need
arises in various high
schools.

In 1986-87, two bilin-

al vocational education
college tutors assigned to
one schoo!l were able to
assist 45 students in areas
including drafting, ac-
counting, and computers.
Staff believe that these
college-level tutors offer a
bonus to LEP students by
serving as role models, as
well as tutors.

Vocational Aides

These aides—in many
cases part-time college
students or staff with
experience working in
public and private enter-
prises—assist LEP students
to develop broad compe-
tencies in math and
reading which are a
condition for success in vo-
cational education. Unlike
the college tutors, who
may work in a number of
schools, the aides are
assigned to a school for an
entire year. They provide
assistance to classroom
teachers and work with
students in academic
resource centers equipped
with materials, computers,
audiv-visual equipment,
and other instructional
aids.
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Role of State Education
Agency and State-Local
Relationship

The assessment and
instructional services
described above have
been offered to LEP
students in Chicago as
part of a broader state
effort to assist students
with a variety of special
needs. Within the Illinois
Office of Special Popula-
tions are staff assigned to
work on programs for
various target groups:
LEP, disadvantaged, and
disabled. Staff functions
relating to the LEP voca-
tional education project
include monitoring
service implementation
and providing technical
assistance—through con-
sultations, conferences,
and workshops—to
ensure quality; develop-
ment of instructional
materials; and funding
the Chicago Bureau of
Support Services, the local
agency to train staff.

Funding for the

rogram flows from the
state’s allotment of federal
Perkins Act funds to the
Chicago Bureau, which is
responsible for delivering
services to all of the target
groups. In the case of this
program, resources are
channeled to each school
based on a yearly assess-
ment of needs and an
availability of resources.

Outcomes

Sponsors of the pro-
gram supplied CCS
with the following indica-
tors of success:

T 76% of LEP students
who received services in
the vocational education
academic resource centers
finished vocational classes
with a grade of “C” or
better;

3 80% of LEP students
attending career seminars
designed to motivate them
to attend college indicated
that they planned to go to

college;

J 92% of LEP students
tutored by the bilingual
services component im-
proved their grades in
vecational education
classes; and

7 Since the inception of
the program there has been
a gradual increase in the
number of languages from
six to 12 in which services
are provided to LEP

students.

CCSSO staff found
program staff enthusiastic;
positive outcome data on
the tutoring component to
be particularly strong; and
coordination between the
federal, state, and 1ocal
participants in the pro-
gram well articulated.
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rhoods and schools services (basic vocational bl

with high concentrations  education program) which Coordination—New
of at-risk students, this are coordinated with this  Jersey

program seems to offer the program but which

prospect of success for operate out of a different

youngsters who must budget’ _New Jersey has

often overcome low basic identified approximately
skills levels as well as a 36,000 or nine percent of its
language barrier if they total student enrollment as
are to complete the LEP. About two-thirds of
students have been de- but representation of about
layed from even entering 100 other languages has
vocational education mtzmmt:l'jgmu'
e s they were Asian students has in-

judged to have mastered
English. With the speci
assistance provided here,
they can progress in terms
of substantive knowledge
at the same time

develop English profi-
ciency.

The Futurc

In 1986-87, this LEP
progra:n received $1.5
million of the state’s entire
allotment of $3.3 million
under the Perkins seta-
sides. That amount has
since been reduced to
¢ ~~ut $700,000] Chicago
has complied with the 50
percent local match
requirement by providing
remedial reading, math,
and bilingual services to
LEP students. The state
education agency also

creased dramatically since
1979—by 22% for Hispan-
ics and 144% for Asians;
enrollment of both black
and white students in the
state has declined—by 23%
and 13% respectively.

State law requires any
school district that has
identified ten or more LEP
students who speak a
language other than
English to providea
program in Englishas a
second language for them.
If the number of LEP
students in the same
language group exceeds
twenty, the district must

rovide for them a full

ilingual education pro-
gram. Bilingual programs
in New Jersey currently
serve, in addition to
Spanish-speakers, mem-
bers of 11 other language

? The decrease in funding was s result of improved methods of identifying students’ needs. There was no reduction in

8 CCSSO found inits survey that 26 out of 37 states responding indicated that they used Perkins Act setaside funds to

provide vocational education services to LEP children.

-
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groups including Portu-
guese, Korean, Japanese,
and Haitian Creole.

State Education Agency
Initiatives

As in Texas, many of

the New Jersey State

rtment of Education
initiatives on behalf of LEP
students developec in the
context of a broader state-
wide education reform
movement. A newly
appointed education com-
missioner initiated a study
of the entire state educa-
tion agency whichled toa
reorganization in 1982. The
next year he presented a
comprehensive education
reform plan to the legisla-
ture, which adopted a
package that was imple-
mented between 1985 and
1987.

One reform initiative
that has been particularly
influential on the state
education agency in
shaping its programs for
LEP students is the re-
quirement that high school
students pass a new High
School Proficiency Test
(HSPT). The HSPT exam-
ines students not only on
basic skills but also on
more complex and chal-
lenging tasks such as their
ability to comprehend
reading passages, write
essays, and solve multiple
step mathematics prob-
lems. The HPST is admini-
stered to ninth graders,
and students who do not
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pass may take it again in
tenth, eleventh, and
twelfth grade if neces-

sary.

In preparing this
report, CCSSO looked at
three types of New Jersey
state education agency
initiatives: increasing
access of LEP students to
compensatory education;
enhancing the ability of
bilingual and ESL
teachers to help students
master the skills tested on
the HSPT; and improving
intra-departmental
coordination.

Access to Compensatory
Education

The state Board of
Education required that
all students take the
HSPT examination in
English in the ninth
grade, and that LEP
students be held to the
same graduation stan-
dards as those students
whose first language is
English. This posed a
double problem for many
LEP children who faced a
languaege barrier and
were educationally disad-
vantaged as well. Recog-
nizing the need of these
children for compensa-
tory education, the SEA
moved to eradicate two
significant barriers to
their access to it:

7 a state prohibition
against providing fund-
ing from more than one
state source to students

1.

with multiple problems;
and

3 and the long-estab-
lished attitude of local
districts that LEP chil-
dren’s needs should be met
through bilingual /ESL
programs and other funds
should not be targeted to
these same youngsters.

In addition to chang-
ing the regulations, the
state education agency
reorganized so that the
Diractors of Bilingual and
Compensatory Education
both report to the same
Assistant Commissioner.
The state education agency
also encouraged counties,
in working with local
school districts, to coordi-
nate and focus their efforts
on LEP students by
undertaking the following
initiatives:

3 Ensuring that all LEP
students who need com-
tory education are
identified by examining
data generated by annual
assessments of student
performance;

3 Establishing a coordi-

nated application review
rocess that requires

various local district units
to collaborate on preparing
one application that deline-
ate all—not just bilingual
ecucation—categorica
services to be provided to
the LEP students; and

11



7 Conducting intensive
training of district and
county personnel in the
above process.

Improved Teaching of
Language Arts

Complementing the
state education agency’s
efforts to solidify relation-
ships and coordinate
instruction to children
with multiple needs, New
Jersey also launched a
focused effort to increase
the effectiveness of
bilingual ESL programs in
selected schools and to
help the districts prepare
LEP students for the
HSPT. This was imple-
mented through Bilingual
Education Training
Institutes (BETI), which
were targeted on teachers
and administrators work-
ing with LEP students in
the sixth through eighth
grades because the test is
administered to students
in the ninth grade.

The BETI training was
offered to bilingual/ESL
staff of three pilot schools
participating in a broad
"urban initiative” pro-
gram which was part of
the state’s education
reform initiative, Training
was also made available to
50 non-pilot school
districts on a regional
basis. A condition placed
on crarticipating schools
and districts was that they
send a team comprised of
bilingual, ESL, and main-
stream teachers ai." 1

supervisor that could
function as a “leadership
team” within the school or
district.

Teachers parucipating
in the BETI focused on
areas including content-
based ESL instruction,
developmental reading,
instruction in the second
languag: . and developing
oral proficiency. Adminis-
trators studied topics such
as coordinating instruction
across programs, facilitat-
ing communication among
teachers, and using evalu-
ation results for improving
classroom instruction.
Sessions were led by
outside experts.

Among the positive
effects of the institutes, say
observers, have been
creation of long-range
planning mechanisms for
bilingual education and
development of a corps of
master teachers who can
assist others to improve
their instruction and skills.
For example, teachers
from Newark who re-
ceived initial training
through the BETI insti-
tutes have trained a corps
of 150 teachers during the
past three summers. In
Camden BETI participants
have produced a booklet
on teaching strategies
learned during the insti-
tute and disseminated it to
other teachers in the
district. Finally, in Perth
Amboy a collaborative
arrangement among BETI

SR §.

participants, basic skills,
and content teachers has
resulted in the creation of a
new reading program
which is expected to better
address the needs of LEP
children.

Positive outcomes
have also been noted in
districts participating in
the regional training
seminars. Findings from a
follow-up survey con-
ducted by the state educa-
tion agency showed that
teachers had incorporated
the teaching strategies
learned during the training
sessions and that they were
also sharing with other
teachers the approaches
leamned through the
regional training seminars.

Students at risk who
enter the system after
eighth grade, the state
realized, may have a

rticularly difficult time
passing the HSPT. For this
reason, the state education
agency created a “Special
Review Assessment”
(SRA) program that
enables a student to be
assessed in the native
language by a team of
teachers who interview the
student, review his or her
classwork, and examine
reading, math, and writing
skills. ’i&he SRA process
becomes operative for
students at the 12th: grade
level who have failed the
HSPT at the 10thand 11th

ades. Over 100 assessors

ve been trained to use

+1



the SRA process, which
can be conducted in 12
languages. As of the 1988-
89 school year, 125 stu-
dents have been awarded
their diplomas as a result
of meeting the require-
ments under the SRA
program. A student is also
required to pass an English
fluency test.

Intra-Departmental
Collaboration

State officials believed
that it was important to
foster a consensus, both
within the department ard
among district-level
personnel, on the impor-
tance of and methods for
meeting the needs of LEP
children. To meet this goal
they created a two-year
(1983-85) training project
to provide state and
county-level specialists in
areas other than compen-
satory or bilingual educa-
tion with basic knowledge
about bilingual and ESL
education.

This training project
was implemented through
a conference, a series of
monthly workshops, and
an intensive two-day
session covering program
planning, curriculum,
assessment, evaluation,
and research findings in
second language learning.
Participants and observers
in the training say that
they have identified the
following positive out-
comes:
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7 Strengthening the
collaboration between
special education and
compensatory/bilingual
program staff;

73 Improving the ability
of county-level specialists
to provide technical
assistance to districts and
to monitor local program
implementation;

2 Increasing the de-
mand by districts for
technical assistance
offered by the courly.

Though substantial
in state-level

coordination has been
made, more appears to be
needed. The training
prescribed above pro-
vided emphasis on special
education issues of LEP
students, and state agency
collaboration has been
enhanced by appointment
of a liaison person be-
tween the compensatory/
bilingual education office
and special education. Ac-
cording to a district
Bilingual Education
Director, state-level coor-
dination with special edu-
cation has resulted in the
reduction of LEP student
placements in classes for
the educable mentally
retarded. However, local
special education staff still
may require more train-
ing in how to differentiate
between a handicapped
condition and the various
stages of language acqui-
sition. Data submitted to

>

CCSSO by the state
suggests that there may be
overre ntation of LEP
children in the “learning
disabled”, and “speech
impaired” categories.

Other indications that
cross-program collabora-
tion is not yet what it
might be are that no
information at all was
available about LEP
students in programs for
the gifted and talented,
raising questions about the
system’s ability to identify
gifted and talented young-
sters who have limited
ability to function in
English. There was also no
information about how—
or whether—data on LEP
students in vocational
education is actually used
to improve services to
those students.

43

|



Education Reform
and LEP Students—
Texas

The state of Texas has
identified more than
274,000 students—10 to 15
percent of the state total—
as LEP. Due largely to an
influx of immigrants from
Mexico and Central
America, enrollment of
LEP children—of whom
90 percent are Spanish-
speaki\;go—increased 27%
from 1980 to 1988. During
the same time period there
was a 58% increase in
enrollment of Vietnamese
children. However, the
state has also identified
significant numbers of
children who speak one of
several Asian or European
languages, as well as Farsi,
Arabic, and Chinese.

Texas law mandates
bilingual education in-
struction in a district with
20 or more students from
the same language group,
and requires that those not
served through bilin
education receive at least
one instructional period of
English as a second lan-

guage daily.

A major reform of
state education law started
in 1983 when the legisla-
ture called for a compre-
hensive study of the state
system and culminated in

ge of both legislative
authority and funding for

reforms the next year. The
reforms, combined with
the arrival of both a new
state Board of Education
and a new Commissioner,
provided the opportunity
to institute major changes
in both the substantive
and administrative aspects
of the education of LEP
children in the state.

State Education Reform

Components of the
state reform legislation
that had significant impli-
cations for the education
of LEP students included:

73 A new requirement
for statewide testing of all
students;

= Establishment of a
single, statewide passing
standard of 70 or moreon
basic skills, spurring the
need to teach certain
"assential elements” to
students in all districts
across the state;

3 A shift from a district-
based compliance system
to a performance-based
accountability system.

The reform initiative
brought about increases in
funding for bilingual
education, which rose
from $7 million in 1985 to
$37 million in the 1986-87
academic year. The state
increases in per pupil
allocation enabled school
districts to stzengihen
services to LEP ctudents

14

by providing additional
training to teachers,
purchasing native lan-
guage materials, and
hiring additional in-
classroom supplemental
staff.

Statewide reform
initiatives in early child-
hood education were
aimed at LEP and poor
children in the state. The
state provided funding for
3 hour, 1/2 day prekinder-

classes and for 6
hour per day, 8 week
summer ms. Dis-
tricts had the option of
implementing prekinder-
garten bilingual programs
if they had sufficient
numbers of LEP students.
The cl:mgmms emphasized
the development of com-
munication and cognitive
skills as well as the social
and emotional develop-
ment of the children. To
meet the needs of working
parents many school
districts supplemented the
state funds with categori-
cal funding (Chapter 1,
migrant) or local funds and
expanded these programs
to full-day programs.

Implementation of Re-
forms

State education agency
officials noted that public
attention to Texas’ educa-
tional system increased at
the same time the state’s
economic situation was
worsening. Although
additional funding was
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provided for education
programs, there wasa
reduction in state adminis-
trative costs manifested,
for example, in the decline
of the size of the SEA staff
from 1,086 persons in 1978
to 850 in 1987.

The Texas Education
Agency approached
implementation of the
reforms through two sets
of strategies—agency reor-
ganization in August 1985
with additional changes in
fall 1989 and substantive
program development
efforts, especially through
technical assistance to
local districts. Aithough
not all of the reforms were
targeted exclusively on
LEP children, they created
a context in which the
state education age.icy
could reconsider and
restructure its approach to
educating these children.

Under the 1989 reor-
ganization, the Commis-
sioner created a new

ty Commissioner
responsible for special

programs who is char§ed
with implementing efforts
on behalf of children at
risk. Within the new Com-
missioner’s purview are
two functions which have
a major impact on LEP
students—program
development and compli-
ance. This signifies a closer
relationship between the

processes of identifying
noncompliant school
districts and assisting
them to develop programs
to bring them into compli-
ance with state and federal
requirements.

Since the 1985 reor-
ganization, the state
education agency has
established teams that
monitor all categorical
programs on the local-
level, terminating a system
in which a school district
might have been visited
for compliance purposes
three or four times a year,
each time by an official
monitoring only one
program. The state educa-
tion agency realized that
in addition to bein
disruptive and inefficient,
the previous system was
reinforcing an uncoordi-
nated, segmented ap-
proach to students with
multiple needs.

Under the new
system, a compliance team
of specialists from each
categorical area visits each
school district every five
years, auditing for compli-
ance with federal and state
law in a range of pro-
grams including;: bilin-
gual, special education,
vocational education,
migrant, and Chapter 1.
The new approach is
based on the philosophy
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that more than just stimu-
lating school districts to
come into official compli-
ance, the process should
encourage and assist them
to devise program changes
to help students improve
their achievement. Thus,
districts found by the audi-
tors to be out of compli-
ance are now referred to
the accreditation and

am development unit
rather than to the compli-
ance unit for citation.

Accreditation visits are
scheduled a year after the
compliance visit and
provide the school district
with time to correct
deficiencies that may have
been identified by the
compliance team. Under
the new system, phased in
between 1985 and 1987, the
primary task of the ac-
creditation team is to
assess the d to which
districts are effective in
educating students as
measured by the Texas
Education Assessment of
Minimum Skills (TEAMS).
The accreditation team is
still responsible, as in the
past, for determining com-
pliance with state regula-
tions in areas such as
health and library services,
staff credentials, and
building conditions, but
the emphasis now is on
assessing success in the
academic mission.



Implementation of the new
compliance system was
enhanced by training
monitoring staff to work as
generalists capable of
identifying potential
problems not just in one
categorical area, butina
range of programs. It was
also helped by the state
education agency’s revi-
sion of the monitoring
instrument and the fcrm of
the final report.

Performance-Based
Accreditation

The state’s focus on
improved academic
achievement for all stu-
dents including LEP, now
drives the accreditation
process and has generated
a system in which all
districts must teach the
same “essential elements”
to all students. To ensure
that students are meeting
the standard, they are
tested every odd year in
reading, writing, and
mathematics starting in
grade three.

Before visiting a school
district, the accreditation
team develops a district
profile that describes the
performance of the dis-
trict’s students on the
TEAMS test, breaking
results down by number of
students, and by subject,
grade-level, and ethnicity
of the students; and com-
paring performance of all

groups at the state, re-
gional, district, and
school-level. Any school
in which 60% or more of
its students have not mas-
tered the “essential skills”
in reading, writing, and
mathematics is consid-
ered a low-performing
school and mes
eligible for special assis-
tance.

The accreditation
unit’s technical assistance
staff works exclusively
with school districts
whose accreditation status
has been lowered inde-
veloping a school im-
provement action plan
that specifies objectives
and processes for meeting
them. The plan empha-
sizes new approaches
rather than those that
have faiiud in the past.
The Texas Education
Agency program develop-
ment staff and a network
of 20 Regional Educa-
tional Service Centers that
specialize in effective
schools methodology
provide on-site technical
assistance to schools that
need it.

Within the context of
the broader reform effort
to standardize whatis
being taught to all stu-
dents in the state, the
Texas Education Agency
developed specific strate-
gies designed to assist
schools in helping LEP
students meet the new
standards. One was the

development of “Guide-

lines for Language Usage,”
an instructional program
E:i;ie based on key
indings of language

acquisition research, that
outlines how much time
should be devoted to
instruction of LEP students
in the native language at
each grade level and for
each subject area. The

idelines make clear that

P students are required
to master the same “essen-
tial elements” as other
students in the state.
However, in order to do
this effectively, the state
gints out, students may

learning in their own
language, and both the
pace of instruction and in-
structional materials may
have to be different from
those used for English-
speaking students. The
state education agency will
also develop “essential
elements” in ESL and in
language arts. The state
agency has also tried to
encourage innovation by
granting troubled schools
flexibility in the use of
state funds for compensa-
tory and bilingual educa-
tion.
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Conclusions

Texas has demon-
strated its commitment to
improving the education
of all chil in the state
by undertaking a very am-
bitius, broad program of
statewide education
reform. Many of the
reform measures targeted
children at risk of school
failure, and the state
educationa has
focused considerable time
and resources on develo
ing strategies that woul
P b special barrer
come the i ers
that often impede their
academic success.

The Texas Education
Agen:v has been striving
to create an administrative
mechanism that fosters co-
ordination among the
categorical units that
could and should collabo-
rate on behalf of LEP
students. It has reconfig-
ured its entire compliance
and accreditation process
to serve what must be the
main goal of the educa-
tional system—to hel
every student, including
those who lack English
proficiency when they
enter the school system,
to reach his or her highest
level of achievement.
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These actions have
been triggered by the es-
tablishment of a statewide
goal for academic achieve-
ment, and their effective-
ness will be measurable in
the future when the system
has been in operation for a
few years.

As is normal in the
early stages of reform,
many questions remain to
be answered about the
approaches taken in Texas.
One that has prompted
debate is whether referring
low- rming districts to
the accreditation technical
assistance unit—rather
than continuing to cite
them for deficiencies—will
result in a relaxation of en-
forcement. Other issues
about which staff members

concern to
C were instances
when they felt compliance
staff departed from their
compliance function to
offer technical assistance
while on a monitoring
visit, and some confusion

between the state and dis-

trict-level about how to
interpret various new laws
and regulations.
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Summary and
Conclusions

CCSSO’s search for
promising state initiatives
desi to improve the
achievement of LEP
students identified a
variety of approaches.
Some were primarily
administrative and organ-
izational and others
addressed more directly
substantive concerns such
as curriculum develop-
ment and improvement of
instructional methods.

State education agencies
that have exerted leader-
ship; created and rein-
forced a climate for
change; and committed
both energy, resources,
and, in some cases, politi-
cal capital to improving
the education of language
minority children deserve
commendation for their
pioneering work.

CCSSO staff followed
significant leads to innova-
tive state education agency
practices. As might be

, we found the
most focused, intensive
and broad efforts in large
states with a large popula-
tion of LEP children. This
does not imply a lack of
significant effort in smaller
states, which have differ-
ent sets of challenges in
addressing the needs of
either a small but diverse
or highly dispersed LEP
population.

The scope of this
study did not permit an
exhaustive search for
promising ams Or an
exhaustive analysis of the
programs visited and
studied. We are aware of
a number of initiatives
that, because of these
limitations, are not
examined in this docu-
ment. The state of Massa-
chusetts, for example, has
recently undertaken a
major commitment to LEP
children by the adoption
of a policy statement to
guide the work of the
state education agency.
The statement: a) recog-
nizes the unique strengths
of children from language
minority backgrounds; b)
calls for the delivery of in-
structional services that,
to the extent ible, in-
iegrates chil from
language minority back-
grounds and those of non-
language minority back-

ds to ensure that all
children have equal access
to the same curricular
offerings; and ¢) encour-
ages native language de-
velopment as an enrich-
ment experience rather
than a remedial measure.
The various offices of the
Masschusetts SEA are
preparing action plans in
response to the policy
statement.

1S

In New York the Board
of Regents unanimously
endorsed a policy on
bilingual education de-
signed to strengthen
education services to LEP
students. This includes
provisions for state aid,
curriculum development,
assessment, and teacher re-
cruitment, preparation, and
certification. It is partof a
state education objective
that all children should
have the opportunity to
become biEg;ual. 12,9
policy allows districts to
voluntarily increase the cut-
off point for bilingual pro-

eligibility from the

rd to the 40th percentile.

The state legislature has
changed the LEP state aid
classification from non-
categorical to categorical
aid to ensure that funds are
used by local districts to
meet the needs of LEP
students.

However, as the entire
nation is reviewed, based
on survey data, additional
information provided by
some state education
agencies and conversations
with numerous state and
local officials, the conclu-
sion is that the scope and
variety of state efforts
occurring on behalf of LEP
children remain considera-
bly below the level of need
which de aphic and
educational gta reveal
about the current and
future LEP population.
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The initiatives re-
ported here provide a base
of experience and creativ-
ity on which state educa-
tion agencies can buiid
and from which they can
learn to improve services
to minority language chil-
dren in their own states. In
each case, those initiatives
re t a conscious
effort to overcome past
barriers to serving these
children—barriers that
continue to exist through-
out our educational

: fragmented and
incomplete policy devel-
opment, resulting in
inadequate or ineffective
service delivery; tradi-
tional attitudes toward
and habits of administer-
ing programs and serving
students; a context of
discomfort and even
controversy in dealing
with students who speak a
language other than
English; and lack of
resources. Below are some
observations about efforts
to overcome the barriers.

Fragmented and Incom-
plete Policy Development

The programs that
have adcllressed this
problem with the most
demonstrable success are
discrete and self-con-
tained, with well-articu-
lated goals and evaluation
procedures—the Eastman
School and similar projects
in California; and the
Illinois initiative in voca-
tional education.
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In California, educa-
tors took a highly substan-
tive approach by develop-
ing a curriculum matrix
for LEP children and
assisting schools to
implement it. In Illinois,
the state focused on an
important sub-area of
concern for LEP stu-
dents—vocational educa-
tion-——and within a
broader framework geared
to serving a range of edu-
cationally disadvantaged
children, created a pro-
gram that focused on
meeting a very specific
need—provision of bilin-
gual supplementary
services.

In New Jersey, the
SEA undertook several ap-
proaches—some adminis-
trative, some more sub-
stantive—to help prepare
LEP students to achieve a
passing score on the
statewide examination
required to secure a high
school diploma. The
emphasis here, however,
was more on administra-
tive changes and training
teachers, than for example,
on development or im-
plementation of a new
curriculum.

Old Attitudes and Habits

State education agen-
cies grappling with the
problem of LEP students
have recognized that any
process of change—re-
gardless of its substance—
can be stymied by the

¢

prevalence of long-held at-
titudes and procedures.
The responses in these
cases seem to fall into two
categories: redefining lines
of administrative responsi-
bility, both within the state
agency and in relation-
shi tween state units
local officials; and
training to provide a
common base of knowl-
edge, understanding, and
commitment for the new
focus on bilingual educa-
tion.

Each state education
agency hasa ue
sg:tem of inm organi-
zation, and many have
undergone and continue to
underFo reorganization as
part of the implementation
of state:lvide reforms. Con-
sequently, it is impossible
to generzlize much about
these realignments. How-
ever, the main thrust seems
to be in the direction of
both promoting and
requiring more contact
among personnel working
on various categorical

rograms that have a
potential impact on LEP
students. New Jersey went
bey( nd changes in its or-
ganization chart to create
and mandate local school
districts to submit a new
coordinated application for
state funds that requires
interaction among person-
nel who work on the
various programs. One
approach to this problem
in Texas was to institute a
team-based monitoring
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system in which districts
are audited by personnel
who have been trained to
understand and identify

problems in several cate-

gorical programs.

New Jersey has em-
phasized training as a
means of stimulating
change. It established one
program designed to hel
categorical program staff
who generally worked in
one area only to under-
stand and respond better
to the needs of multi-
problem children, and
another to increase the
effectiveness of bilingual
instruction and prepare
students to take the state
exam. In Texas, similar
goals were being pursued

viding instructional
statf with the rr ost up-to-
date information about
methods that are success-
ful in working with LEP
students.

Discomfort About Bilin-
gualism/Bilingual Educa-
tion

Clearly a number of
SEAs have overrome both
the public contr _.rsy
about the validity of
bilingual education and
what is perhaps a normal
tendency of all human
beings to feel less comtort-
able when confronted—in
any way—with a second
languag, other than their
native language.

.wp
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Chief state school
officers in all of the states
have endorsed CCSS0's
commitment to working
toward the goal of high
school graduation for all
students. The fact that
these state education
agency initiatives to
improve services to LEP
students have been
undertaken suggests a
recognition that these
students—many of whom
are at risk—require
special attention and
special methods if they
are to succeed academi-
cally in addition to an
awareness that in coming
years, language minority
students will constitute a
growing proportion of the
students they are respon-
sible for educating.

California—where the
state agency created the
“case studies” program,
wrote the curriculum,
invited applications from
local districts, and sup-
ported implementation
with both funding and
technical assistance—is a

example of how
state agency leadership
can stimulate the local
district and even school-
level commitment re-
quired to serve LEP
children.

D0

Lack of Resources

States have been
creative in identifying
ways to reorganize and
distribute state education
agency personnel—even in
cases such as Texas where
the cize of the SEA staff
has declined substan-
tially—to take on addi-
tional responsibilities as
part of one or more LEP
student initiatives. In
addition, states have
drawn on both their own
tudgets—e.g., for technical
assistance in New York—
and on federal funds dis-
tributed through the state
education agency to launch
many of the efforts de-
scribed here. Also at the
individual school level,
dedicated educational
leaders have devised ways
to make already limited
resources go further. At
Eastman in Los Angeles,
for examnple, some creative
shifts in assi ts and
scheduling of bilingual
teachers helped to over-
come the problem of a
shortage of bilingual
teachers.
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Yet state education
agencies continue to con-
front the dilemma of how
to secure resources to
expand, replicate, and
even continue
proven to be effective so
that the needs of all
chiidren can be met. In
New Jersey, the Bilingual
Education Training Insti-
tute was a one-time event,
directly affecting only a
few 1s. In California,
the loss of Title VII federal
funding for bilingual
educatio.: was an impor-
tant factor in withdrawal
of state support for the

; in Mllinois,
changes in the vocational
education federal legisla-
tion may jeopardize the
quality and/or level of
supportive services

rovided to LEP students
y the Chicago Public
School system.

Conclusion

In sum, there is still
much to be done, much
that can be done, for LEP
children by state educa-
tion officials.

Most encouraging,
there is also much now to
be learned by and commu-
nicated among the states.
As the initiatives reported
here continue and others
are undertaken, the body
of knowledge and experi-
ence on which all state
education agencies can
draw will expand. Ways
must be found not only to
encourage new initiatives,
but also to encourage ex-
change of information
about those underway
already.

Careful, systematic
attention to building
methods of assessing the
impact of these programs
should also be a high priorily
on the state education
agencies’ agenda. If success
can be documented, this in
itself will stimulate addi-
tional states to expand their
efforts to work with LEP
students.

o1

Each state education
agency will need to de-
velop a unique blend of
administrative and sub-
stantive reform, and a
unique balance between
guidance, support, and
flexibility on the one hand;
and mandates and stan-
dards on the other, that
will do the most for the
children they are commit-
ted to serve—both now
and in the even more de-
manding future.
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The first step in
helping these children is
to acknowledge and
define their special needs;
the second is to search for
and implement strategies
to meet those needs.
Because of the diversity
among the children we
must serve, and the
diversity of communities
within our states, there
will be many different re-
sponses to these chal-
lenges. Some states have a
large LEP population con-
centrated in a few districts
or schools. Some have a
relatively small LEP
population, dispersed
around the state and
representing perhaps
twenty or more language

groups.
Acknowledging this

diversity among states and

state education agencies,
CCSSO identified the fol-
lowing national picture
when the surveys of state
agency personnel, inter-
views, and visits to several
states were analyzed and
synthesized:
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Findings

1. Large numbers of
LEP children do not receive
the special services they need
to succeed in school. Some do
not receive any at all. In
particular, many LEP
students are not receiving
benefits of categorical pro-
grams, other than bilingual
education, for which they
may be eligible. These include
compensatory education,
special education, and
vocational education, among
others.

2. The lack of precise
information about how many
LEP children there are,
where they are, and whether
they are being served
hampers our ability to
provide effective educational
programs for them.

3. Underlying causes
of this lack of information
include the lack of standard
measures for identifying LEP
students and the inadequacy
of existing assessment in-
struments.

4. Thereisagap
between what researchers
have learned about the
dynamics of second language
acquisition, and the practices
in effect in our schools. One
example of this is that
although research suggests

that it takes from five to
seven years to become

jent in a second
language, LEP students who
do receive bilingual education
or ESL services are generally
mainstreamed into English
classrooms after no more than
two to three years without ad-
ditional language support
services.

5. Some SEAs have
developed initiatives—both
administrative and pedagogi-
cal—designed to improve the
achievement of LEP students,
but most of these are rela-
tively new and relatively
limited. In some states,
statewide reform including
the establishment of achieve-
ment norms has been the
catalyst for developing new
approaches to educating LEP
children. But it appears that
many states have not yet
made the commitment to
remedial programs many LEP
children require to meet the
new standards.
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-~ ” . t
LEP.S tudents!mm the why 9. olrengt sta-e ment of the statement, “As-
and “whether” of serving monitoring of the educa .
L . suring School Success for
them to the “how. tional status of LEP stu- Students At Risk”, signaled
dents and of the effectiveness o ortmentto ©
3 Clarify the fact tha en our commitment to
3. Clarify the fact that  of programs that serve them.  enabling virtually all
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nent of children “at risk” in  learn from the experience of
our nation’s schools, and that  other state education How well we embrace
any strategy designed to agencies through the and meet the challenge of
address the needs of children  exchange of information, educating the increasing
at risk must take into account  research results, program  population of LEP students
and respord to the special development, and other is an important test of that
needs of LEP students. relevant activities on behalf ~ COTITMtment.
of LEP students.
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students in the state. officers at their Summer
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and effectiveness of challenge and acknowl-
current to educate LEP ©9Bed its complexity:
children within the state.
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