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INTRODUCTION

i the United States todav there are approx-
imately 1000 federally tunded or private
bilingual ¢ducation programs in K-12
schools. Beginning in 1968 with the fund-
ing of Tidle VI of the Elementary and Sceond-
arv Education Act. bilingual programs have
spread across the country and are now institu-

tonalized in most of the nation’s largest urban

«hool systems, They are beginning to be parcof

the suburban and rural educational tandscapes
as well. Even in states that historically had few
bilingual programs. new programs are being
implemented or eaisting ones expanded as the
number of language minoriey stndents increas-
es. With the expansion of students and pro-
erams. there is a renewed interest and need to
look at how bilingual programs can be incorpo-

rated into schoaol districts more eftectively.

to general. bilingual programs have heen initiat-
ed I response to community pressures, court
orders, or the promise of federal and state funds.
They have rarely beencimplemented by educa-
tors within school systems simply because they
believed thae bilingual programs sere more of-
fective wavs of teaching students. Perhaps be-
cause of these beginnings. the programs have
been considered “out of the mainstream™ by
educators—bilingual and on bilingual per
sonnel alike.  This non-mainstream: status

may alo be due o the face that bilingual

programs have served a minority of students—
amall numbers in some districts: large num-
bers in others, but still not the majority of a

district's students. Furdher, the pereeption that

l)ilingudl Programs are emporary. in spite (_)f'

their proliferation over the last twenty-five
vears, is sl pervasive inomany school dis-
ricts. The peculiarly American aversion to
learning more than onc language has also
undoubtedly contributed o the "out-of-the-

Mainstream status,

Bilineual programs are often described as pro-
¢ £
grams for students who are being transitioned

from a state of unreadiness for the regular school

program to a level of English proficiencey that

qualifies them to enter the real (mainstream)
program. Itis not unusual for bitingual teachers
themselves to deseribe their work as preparing
sudents for mainstream classrooms, Further-
morce. programs are often evaluated on the basis
of exiting students from them, Interestingly.,
even though most bilingual classrooms focus
on transitioning students to mainstream class-
rooms. the mainstream weachers on the receiv-
ing end of the transition often have no knowl
edge of what occurs in bilingual classrooms.
The majority of teachers in mainseream class-
rooms are monolingual and may not under-
stand what students have experienced in learn-
ing their second language in bilingual
classrooms: nor do they automatically realize
therr own responsibility and role in support-
ing the language development of incoming,
“exited” students. This is not surprising, given
that teacher preparation programs have ignored
teaching about second language fearning. about
the role and importance ¢f a child’s native
language. or about how 1o teach content 1o

students fearning English as a second lnguage.

BILINGUAL PROGRAMS




IMPORTANCE OF INCORPORATING BILINGUAL
PROGRAMS INTO THE MAINSTREAM

The isolation and consequent lack of connec-
tion berween bilingual and non-bitingual pro-
grams within most designated bilingual schools
is so protound that designated bilingual schools
are otten actually two schools housed in one
building—onc with a bilingual strand ot class-
rooms and the other with “regular™ classrooms.
This practice of allowing bilingual programs to
be diserete programs apart from the mainstream

presents some SCTOUS, il]]]L‘FL’I][ prol)lcms.

First it tosters alienation between bilingual teach-
ers and the non-bilingual sttt in designated
bilingual schools. There are reports of bilin-
gual teachers feeling like second class citizens
within their buildings and. on the other hand.

of mainstream teachers nustrusting and mis-

understanding the motives and methods of

hilingual teachers (Ovando and Collier. 1985).

Secondlv. bilingual students are deprived of

the support and resources available o other
students in their schools. Thirdlv. the isolation
and separation denies native English speakers
the potendal benehits of bilingual education,
Fourth, the indifference or. in some cases. hos-
tilieve encountered by bilingual teachers and
administrators who are attempting o imple-
ment new programs or expand older ones can

ctiectively prevent putting them in place.

Ha program cannot adequately be integrated

meo the svstem. ic has very licde chanee of

suceeeding in accomplishing it instructional
mission. Inorder to ensure the suceesstul incor -
poration ot the curtent new and expanding

prngl'.lm\. I'cnc\\'cd duenyon miist lw gi\'cn o

thoughdul planning and imiplemantation of

[)l'()gl'.lll]\.

STATUS OF BILINGUAL PROGRAM
IMPLEMENTATION

Undl now. implementation of bilingual pro-
grams in most districts has generally been re-
garded as the business of designated bilingual
personnel onlyprimarily teachers and program
dircctors. Those not direetly involved in the
delivery of bilingual instruction or administra-
tion of programs have not usually taken respon-
sibility for implementing them. Morcover, pro-
gram implementation has not tvpically been a
districtwide concern. District personnel as a
whole generally do notknow the program goals
and needs and have not considered it part of
their job to participate in the implementation of

bilingual programs.

For their parte bilingual teachers and adminis-
trators too have not generally approached the
task o putting bilingual programs into place as
a districewide. or even schoolwide. concern,
Bilingual personnel do acknowledge the need
for district- or school-level support. butit is not
clear how that acknowledgment translates into
specific action and responsibilities for people
notin the bilingual program. The resultis that
bilingual program dircctors take on the imple-
mentation of programs as something theyv alone
are responsible for. letting other district person-
nel ott the hook and taking on or duplicating
tasks that others are responsible for in most

instances of program implementation.

Areview of the Lterature on tmplementation of
bilingual programs shows that there has been
heele formal study of the actual process of put-
ting bilingual programs into place. Most re-
search on bilingual programs has tfocused on
determining the effecuneness of ditferent pes

nl'prugl.un\ trransitional, immersion. late evit,
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and so forthY and classroom models or instruc-
tional methodologies (Ginsburg, 1992). W hat
we know about bilingual program implementa-
tion comes primarily as a by-product ot evalua-
tion studics or from directors” progress reports
(Development Associates. Inc.. 1993 Lucas,
Katz. and Ramage, 1992: Mertens, Bateman,
and Tallmadge. 1990: Nava, Reisner. Douglas.
Johnson. Morales, and Tallmadge. 1984: Pena,
1986: Ramirez. David. Yuen, Ramevoand Dena,
1991: Tallmadge, Lam, and Gamel, 1987 Xil-
lig. 1985). In these evaluations and reports.,
information on factors important to implemen-
tation is usually stated in terms ot obstacles and
bartiers to etfective programs or. alternatively. as
facilitating factors. Briefly. the factorsidentified
in these studies and reports as affecting imple-
mentaton are:

supportand commitment from district lead-

ership (e, superintendent and/or school

board):

staff development and training:

coordination and collaboration among ad-

ministrative units (bilingual program and

units such as curriculum, testing, elemen-

tary and secondary instruction. human

resourees):

eftective communication throughout entire

schoals and districes:

adequate resource allocation:

parerit/community support: and

eftective working reladonships with state

cducation agencies.
A common theme that threads through the
reports is the importance of coordinating
with the mainstream program to effectively
GATNET FENOUTCCS and services. This coordina-
rion and collaboration is recognized as impor-
tant both when it happens and when it is

absent. Yet there remains a notable absence ot

planning, for atilizing coordination as a serat-

cey tor implmwm;uion.

Other sources of information on bilingual
program implementation are studies on im-

plementing, desegregation orders. In districts

wheie bilingual programs have been part of

the remedy in court judgments against school

SVSTems, documentation of the process of

operationalizing court orders provides some
clues about factors important in implement-
ing bilingual programs {Bacz. 1993 Craw-
ford. 1989). Some of the same facilitating or
enhancing factors found in program evalua-
tions are also found in these studies:

support from school boards and ceniral of-

fices:

staft development and training:

adequate resources: and

inherentin the case for integration.commu-

nication and coordination with mainstream

personnel and students.

In educational literature on change, reform.and
implementation in generale the same factors
(board and superintendent support., staft devel-
opment, adequate resources, communication,
and collaboration) have been identified repeat-
cdly as important to incorporating new initia-
tives into schools or districts (Bacharach. 1990:
Fullan, 1990: Sarason. 1982). Since bilingual
education zgan educational reform eftort aimed

atimprovingschooling, lessons fearned from the

literature on educational change and retorm i

general should also be used o pue hilingual pro-
grams into place. For cxample, one .\igniﬁu.ml
new insight gained from atiempts to improve
cducation. espedially from: the wnprecedented
reform activity in the last decadedis the impor

tance of a comprehensive, holistic approach o

G\’l
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rcform and change. one that involves all stake-
holders and attects all aspects of schooling (Boy-
er. 1990; Fullang 1990: Martin, 1992: schorr.
1989Y. This particular approach has significant

implications for bilingual program implementa-

tion, in that it points out the importance of

inclusion. In other words. all actors in designac-
ed bilingual schools and districts with bilingual
pmgr.lms——inuludinglmn-hi“nglmlpcrsonncl—
must be involved in the business of incorporat-

ing bilingual programs into schools or districts.

Fyen so. in reviewing the educatienal reform
literature. chere were relatively few studies that
included bilingual programs as part of the re-
form movements sweeping through schoot
svstems inrecent vears. These few studies are
part of the rescarch on “at risk”™ students
(Valdivieso, 1991). on achievement of [atino
students. and on restructuring (Prager, 19911,
However. the focus s agaimm on classroom
cttectiveness. not on how prograins are incor-

porated into school svstems.

Inonlvoneinstance—- astudy of the pereeptions
of school district personnel involved in change
eftarts in urban schoolv-—did bilingual program
implementation surface in the broader contest
of educational change and retorm. In chis study,
the implementation of g bilingual program
emerged asone example of changein the swatem.
This was signiticant because pereeptual exam-
pleswere volunteered by school district personnel.
mcluding those notin the bilingual program. as
they deseribed their own actions and how they
pereeived the roles of others in implementing
change. Because findings from the study Uy
port the idea that bilingual programs can -
mplemented with theactive, conscious invols -

ment ot non-bilingual per-annchaswell as those

working in bilingual classrooms and program

administration. the study is deseribed below:,

The research was conducted in three large urban
school districts in the Midwest, Southwest. and
West Coast in che late 1980s. Each districr had
a bilingual program and aracially and echnically
diverse student population where minoritics—
primarily Hispanics and African Americans—
comprised from 50 w0 87 prereent of the overall
student population. Individual on-site inter-
views with respondents were audiotaped using a
semisstructured protocol designed to elicit ex-
amples of change that had taken place in their
districts as well as information about their own
involvement in the changes in their school SVs-
tems. Superintendents and entral administra-
tors in charge of personnel. curriculum. testing,
andelementaryandsecondaryinstructional pro-
grams for cach district were interviewed as well
astwo principals and tw o to tour teachersin cach
district (Griego-Jones. 1990). Program direc-
tors of various recently initiated programs werg
also interviewed. Additonal data were collected
through observations in central administrative
offices and schools and historical rescarch, Data,
were analyzed qualitatively usingan cthnograph
computer program to determine examples and
definitions of change. and commonalities and
differences in concepts of change within the
various levels of district personnel and between
districts. The goal of the study was to gain infor-
mation that would facilitate eftores w improve
practice in school svstems, Since the study was
not focused on any particular kind of program.,
interviews did not ask about spedific reform
Initiatves. Surprisinglv. respondents from one
district in the study identified implementiion
of a bilingual program as an evample ol districe

wide ¢ hange. Other examples given were initia-
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tion of a new primary grades curricalum, whole
language. new reading programs, desegregation
orders, site-based governance, and decentraliza-
tion. The bilingual program was surprising, be-
cause non-bilingial personnel as well as the few
respondents who happened to be bilingual weach-
ers or administrators identified the bilingual
expansion as an example of effective implemen-
tation and change. Their descriptions specitical-
Iy give clues as to how those outside of bilingual

programs can beinvolved inimplementing them.

According to respondents. the bilingual imple-
mentation not only involved bilingual teachers
and administrators, but also actively involved
other people from most departments in the
svstem. including personnel. curricalum, and
testing and evaluation. The widespread involve-
ment of parts of the system not only seemed to
facilitate clearer perceptions of program imple-
mentation throughout the system, but also lent

SUPPOTL L0 PULting necessary picees in place.

DEVELOPING AN INCLUSIVE IMPLEMENTATION
PLAN

District personnel interviewed in the study iden-

tified six factors as facilitating involvement of

non-bilingual personnel. These factors are con-
sistent with information gleaned from bilingual
program cvaluations and educational reform
findings in general. They are discussed below,
with comments on how they facilitated involve-
ment of personned ona districewide seale, along

with suggestions for specitic activities,

1. VISIBLE AND STRONGLY STATED SUPPORT FROM
THE SUPERINTENDENT

Statements from all respondents indicated thae
the swong declarations of support for the hilin-

gual program made by the superintendent were

important 1o widespread involvement in the
implementation. Central office administrators
and principals especially acknowledged that the
superintendent’s message carried weight with

them and that they knew they were expected to

facilitate bilingual implementation as part nf

their jobs.  They assumed ownership as they
were directed to learn about the bilingual pro-
aram and to exert leadership in implementation
of various provisions of the program within their

respctive units.

From all the reform literature it is ‘lear that
strong and visible support from the leader-
ship. school board, and/or superintendent, is
crucial to implementation. Logically. it is also
critical to involving, non-bilingudl personnel in
the implementation of bilingual programs. Tuis
notenough for districtleaders to allow programs
(o exist or to aceept state and federal funding
for them. They must visibly, consistently,
and strongly show their own commitment to
putting bilingual programs in place. Further.
leaders must communicate the expectation
that others—central administrators, princi-
pals. and teachers—will also lend their active
support to the implemencation and mainte-
nance of programs as part of their professional

responsibilities,

In planning for bilingual program implemen-
tation then, think about Aew leaders inoa
particular district can demonstrate support
through specific actions such as writing mem-
oranda in support of specific activities, mak-
ing public announcements of support, draft-
ing letters to the commurite from the hoard
and superintendent explaining program: goals
and strengths, and initiating and mediuing

mectings between bilingual administrators and

39
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L. ..

non-bilingual staft to learn about program

goals and needs. Consider what would be
meaningful to districe personnel— whae would
they recognize as indicators of support for
their leadership?  Identifv leaders who do
support the bilingual program and develop a
plan of action tor what vou want them to do.
[nciude them in publiciey and marketing cam-
paigns to celebrate successes and promote the
bilingual program. Foster.relacionships with
the press and media within the diseriee and
surrounding area and target marker audicences
(e.g.o parents, policy makers. teachers and
teachers” unions, and support services person-

nel).

2. SPECIFIC AND DETAILED GUIDELINES FOR EACH
UNIT IN THE DISTRICT

The court agreement in the study contined
guidelines for various departments (curriculum.
personnel. evaluation. and elementary and see-
ondary instructional departments) that helped
to define roles. Staff development sessions then
communicated those roles to the responsible
partics. The important pointhereis notwhat the
provisions of the court agreement were, but that
respondents believed the job of implementing
the bilingual program had been facilitated by che
clearly defined provisions for them and othens.
This clear understanding was a major difference
between other examples of change and the im-

plementation of the bilingual program.

All research findings suggest i is important 1o
identity and clarify specific duties and re-
sponsibilities in implementation. In the case
ot bilingual programs. units like testing, evalua-
tion. curriculum. and instruction offer mainstay
senvices o dasrooms and school buildings.

Theretore, it s important to target them and

make their roles cléar. For example. bilingual
programs have major needs in data collection.
testing. and documentation. Strong alliances
then, should be developed with testing and
evaluation units. Time spent up front helping
others to understand the program’s needs
talong with the leadership's statements of
support) should facilitate obuaining needed
resources as the program progresses.  Inidal
planning should include identifving all units
that have something to ofter bilingual pro-
grams. making a cheeklise of what is needed
from them, and planning how to approach
individuals within cach unit. Bilingual pro-
gram personnel could even be placed as part
of the implementation plan in various units.
even if temporarily on special assignment or

on a rotating basis.

There should also be a clear understanding
between schools and central administration
of expected services and of how buildings arc
to communicate their needs regarding their
bilingual programs. Identify all incoming re-
sources from various sources (district. state.
federal. and private foundations) for students
in any given building and look for the bilin-
cual students” share. Too often. bilingual class-
rooms have relied on theirown program budgets
or Tide VI funds for materials that should be
provided to all children enrolled in the school

districe,

Another avenue for involving all district units
and resources is to ensure that the bilingual pro-
gram’s perspective is represented in all facets of
school and district governance. For example, in
schools with site-hased governance, bilingual
teachers and parents need o be represented in

propoertion to their numbers in the school.

[Ty
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3. INTENSIVE AND ONGOING STAFF DEVELOPMENT

Staft development in the district studied included
training for support staff and paraprofessionals
as well as teachers, prindpals. and central ad-
ministrators. Sessions included information about
requirements mandated by the court for the
program. and about first and second linguage
acquisition theory. Some staft development ses-
sions were open to non-bilingual teachers. when
possible. and there were opportunities speciti-
cally for non-bilingual personnel to fearn or
improve Spanish and thereby increase the po-
tential pool ot bilingual teachers. Theintensive,
inclusive nature of the staft development. cou-
pled with the publicity of the court seulement.
helped make the program very visible in the
district, People who had not previously attended

to bilingual programs were now a part of them.
£ ¢

An obvious implication of the findings from the
study of district personnel perspectives as well as
from 1he broader literature is that refationships
between bilingual and non-bilingual personnel
need to be facilitated: they don't just happen.
Opportunities need to be structured for sharing
bilingual teachers” expertise and recognizing that
of non-bilingual teachers. Specifically identity-
ing what individual teachers from both groups
can offer the bilingual program and the entire
school could establish professional respect and
cooperation and foster a climate of inclusive-
ness. Addressing the knowledge gap of all teach-
ers. especially non-bilingual teachers. abou sec-

ond language acquisition, native language

instriction, and other major companents of

bilingual education could facilitate total school
involvementin bilingual programs, Alternatives
to inservice for doing this could be dassroom
exchanges joint curriculum planning. and joint

planning for training other teachers.

Finally. think bevond the classroom in order to

maximize support and resources. Plan staff
development for all personnel. including ottice
workers, support statt. custodians, kitchen statt,
and so on. All adults in the building contribute
to the climate of the school and provide services

to children.

4. ORGAKIZATIONAL MODIFICATIONS TO EXISTING
PRACTICE

In the study. court mandated structural adap-
tations facilitated involvement of non-bilin-

gual personnel by forcing changes in districe

processes and procedures. Some examples of

organizational modifications to existing prac-
TCes Were:

written job descriptions and detailed proce-

dures for placing bilingual teachers, inchud-

ing testing for Spanish proficiency:

transter procedures for those who did not

qualify for bilingual classrooms to other po-

sttons:

adjustments to budgets for paid atter-hours

sesstons: and

release timefor teacher participation as train-

ers for the new program.
Many of the adjustments necessitated commu-
nicationand cooperation with the teachers union
in working out placement and transter proce-
dures for bilingual and mainstream teachers
aftected by the new program requirenients. In-
clusion of the union in the planning and imple-
mentation was a kev factor in the relatively
smooth transfer ot a number of teachers within
the district. The constant contact between the
union and bilingual teachers was also a learning

evperience for both groups.

Many school districts have gone bevond making

adjustments to parts of the swatem to full scale

L
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restructuring, Educational cetorm in general is
changing many weepted practices within school
Aistricts so it is an opportune tme for bilingual
programs to identify and makc . ustments that

braak down barriens o successtul implensentation.

5. THE USE OF CLASSROOM TEACHERS AS TRAINERS
Ext nsive use ot bilingual and non-bikingual
teachers with expertise in areas like the whole
language approach o teaching reading served o
facilitate understanding beoween bilingual and
non-bilingual reaching stafts within buildings.
in the ctudy dited. The use of bilingual and non-
bilingual teachers with expertise in language
development fostered mutual respect and had
potential for creating a more collaborative Ji-

mate between thetwo groups of teachers. Work-

ing together in planning and delivering staft

development disseminated knowledge and ap-
preciation for the work of bilinguai teachers. Tt
holent them sopport as non-bilingual teachers
learned more abour issues related 1o second
Language fearning and were. thercetore, able o

help educate other non-bilingual statt.

Fhesigniticant involvement of dassroom teach-
ervin the example of change in the study was
strikinglv different from other examples cited.
The atilization of both groups of teachers as
statt developers has the potential 1o conrib-
we greatly to participant “buy in.” a factor
that is widely acknowledged in revearch litera-
ture on educational reforny as crucial to success:

il integration of new programs,

6. ROTATION OF TEACHERS IN SUPERVISORY
POSITIONS

In the chunge study teachers were nor only
.l\!\cd to serve as tramers but also assisted in

mentoring new teachers and servimg as hiline

gual resource teachers or coordinators of var-
tous aspects of the bilingual program imple-
mentation. Without forcing teachers to leave
their teaching positions. some teachers were
released to assist in implementing provisions
of the court order,identifving needs of new or
inexperienced teachers. writing curriculum.
and selecting and ordering curricular materi-
als. Working with units throughout the dis-
trict—human resources. curriculum. statt
development. testing and evaluation—tacili-
tated contact berween the units and bilingual
teachers and fostered better understanding of
programmatic goals. needs. and instructional
strategies. Tt also clevared the status of bilin-
cuat personnel in the eves of central otfice
administrators and provided reachers with
opportunities o learn more about the dis-

trivt’s administrative srructure,

Finallv. besides the siv clements discussed
above. school districe personnel identified
participant buy-in and time as kev factors that
surfaccd repeatedly in the deseriptions of the
bilingual program implementation. Increasing
the participation of more district personnel.
mcluding non-bilingual teachers and adminis-
trators. logically increases the potential for buy -
m and support tor bilingual programs. Maxi-
mizing the buv-in irom non-bilingual as well
as bitingnal perconnel can maxiniize the chane -
es of incorporating bilingual programs into

the mamstream of schools and districes,

Trime o retlearand absorh dhange is also tonnd
to be key inallowmg programs o take hold in
distiices Tnthe caseof bilingual programs. there
ate aspeas that require exceprional amounis of
ume orcamplonditfionloo find qualinicd

tcachers wha are tuent i haoth Linguages ol
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instruction. Fis possible o recruie and ceruty
bilingual people as teachers, butivtakes time. Tt
is even possiole for monolingual teachers 1o
develop proficieney in English or Spanish b
that also takes time and intense study to accam-
plish. The dual language proficiency thatisakey
component of bilingual programs isatime and
labor intensive ingredient not present N Mmost
other reform etforts. Because it is unique. 1t is
not ahwavs undesstood by those outside ot bilin-
gual programs and districts tend o abar:don
efforts to adequately staft programs by relving
on measurcs like emergeney licenses. Abroader
understanding on the part of more districe per-
sonnel, including superintendents and hoard
members. of tactors like the need w develop dual
language proficiency might help to abain the
necessany time 1o integrate programs into the

svsEen.

ADDITIONAL FAGTORS

There are other factors 1o consider as we begin
planning strategices 10 reorient bilingual pro-
gram inzplementation and involve more district
personnel and resources. The sive of the pro-

gram. that is. numbers of students in the bilin-

gatal program, numbers of schools, numbers of

bilingual teaching and administrarive staffl are
factors that wil atfect the tevel and need for
district support. For example. the relative per-
centage of bilingial students 1o the rest of the
student population will make a difference in te
awareness and attitudes of all personnel. In
districes with very large numbers, non-bilingual
personnel are likely o be asware of programs, but
attention 1o implementation in many ol the
larger districts has a history of controversy that
forestalls support. In districts with very small

numbas on the other hand. the programs may

suffer from the opposite problem. a lack of

attention, that mav make ic equally difficult o
seaure resources. Inonecase planning may have
to attend 1o overcoming, prcmlwci\'ud ideas; in
the other, planning may have to educate from

the beginning,

The impetus or reason for implementing or
expanding the bilingual program will also have
implications for its design and implenentation.
For example. programs resulting from court
orders may have stronger backing and resourcees,
but they may also have ahistory of bitternessand
resistance.The past history of bilingual pro-
erams in the district will have an effea on how
to approach implementation of new programs
or expansion of old ones. Atricudes of hostiliny

or mistrust are considerations that have poten-

tial for foiling the caccesstul implementation of

o . L .
programs. Theretore, slanning has o include
attention to how to turn hostile attitudes azound.
For example, implementation might have 1o
inchude conflict resoluion, team building. and
training in cooperative learning, before it can

attend to classroom issues.

Another consideration is that individual dis-
tricts and schools have distinet needs and con-
tents. In education we have often tried to gener-
dizes to disseminate effective practices,
precending that what works in one place will
work inanother. Rescarch is beginning to show
that. in fact. the individual contexts of reform
are perhaps the most important considerations
in its implementation, Many of the more et
tive reform efforts of the 1980, for example.
were implemented in suburban areas with mid-
dle classe non-nunority students and tien “ap-
plicd” to urban contests that have very different
students and resources. What worked inone

situation did not necessarily work inanother.

BILINGUAL PROGRAMS
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Contiguravons of bilingual programs within
districts. depending in large parton the numbers
of limited English proficient (LEP) students in a
district. also have implications tor districtwide
implementation of bilingual programs. Very
large urban districts with thousands of LEP
studenes are likelv to have many sehools—-cven
amajority-—with bilingual programs. For these
districts, the plan for involving school district
personnel and aceessing district resources mighe
include clustering schools w trear them as one

unic and consolidating resources.

There is a trend toward the idea of targeting
whole units. whether they he schools. clusters
of schools, or whole districes. as the focus for
reform. For example, some schels that used
to “have”™ Tile T programs now “are”™ school-
wide Tide 1 More and more schools are
organizingaround a focus or specialization. real-

izing that the focus fends an aspeccof coherence

to curriculum and instructdon. Fora variety of

reasons, including rescarch tha illustrates the
cfficacy of aschoolwide approach o instruction
as opposed to a fragmented programs approach,
avend woward the sehoolwide coneeptis emerg-
me (LS. Deparumentcof Education, 1994). In
the case of Tide B designaning an entire school
as File Tis seen as focusing resources, exper-
tse,and inscructional methods on the general
population of disadvantaged students and not
worrving about whether every child fits spe-
cific federal guidelines. According to an In-
dependent Review Panel evaluating the school-
wide coneeptin Fide 1 this option promotes
the kind of organizational and programmatic
flexibiliny: chat allows reconfiguration of the
school davy cooperation amony, instructional

staft, control of resources, and freedom from

restrictive mandates covering “minutiac of

cducational procedures™ (LS. Department

of Education, 1994),

Applying the same Togic 1o schools with large
numbers of children from Spanish speaking
homes (or any language other chan English).
whether the children are identified as TED or
not. should result in offering the benefies of
bilingual cducation to all children in a given
school. Utilizing both Spanish and English o
teach children from Spanish speaking homes
can't help but maximize dheir understanding of
content and develop both of their fanguages.
Spending time on developing both languages
mstead of worrving about whether children’s
test seores fall above or below a standard et
scorero designace them as LEP would maximize
language development. Children from Fnglish
speaking homes are also enditled o the opportu-
nity o learn asecond language. If the whole

school was invested in dual language develop-

ment as a4 focus, all students would benefit,

There is atleast one bilingual model in which a
towal bilingual school focus is already feasible
and in place. Two-way bilingual schools have
developed a program around a schoolwide fo-
cus. that of teaching all students a second lan-
guage and delivering instruction in two lan-
guages. When an entire school is designated
bilingual. there is no question tha all resources
that normally flow from the districe will be
supporting implementation of the bilingual
program and that all school personnel will be

involved in dual language development,

Other sitnatons in which bilingual program
implementation would automadically be school-
wide are site based management schools that

have a majority of studenes from homes where a

¥
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language other than English is spoken. Tn these

schools, at feast theoretically. federal, state, and

district resources can be used acihe diseretion of

those within the building. I the building, is
predominanty composed ofbilingual classrooms
and staff. bilingual education should be the
major component of the instructional program.
Again. if the majority of students come mostly
from Spanish speaking homes (although not
designated as LEP) the entire school could be
organized around asing both languages for max-

imum language development.

CONCLUSIONS

Programs are in place in almost all school dis-
trices enrolling language minority children and
districes with increasing numbers are beginning

implclm-nl;uion of new programs,

Thinking of bilingual education as a districtuwide
or schooliwide retorm eftore involves changes in
the vaditional roles of school personnel and
mandates thoughdul atendon o how o in-
volve all participants. Recasting bilingaal pro-
grams as district- or schoolwide reforms implies
that pon-bilingual personnel need o assume
ownership for specibic aspecis of implementa-
tion of programs. It also ineplies that bilingual
persennel muse expand their acuvity into the
total operations of schools and disuicts, Fhat
this is possible was illustrated in the swdy re-
ported above. Thae this is needed s strongly
suggested by the burgeoning body of researchin
cducational reform on the effectiveness of an
integrated. comprehensive approach wo initiat-

NG NCW pPiograms. including bilingual programs.

In what appears to be a timely and logical
progression, the newly authorized Improving,

America’s Schools Act (FASA) of 1994 |)L'gin\ to

redefine federally funded bilingual programs as
part of systemic, districwide. or schoolwide
reform efforts. Clearly, the intent of the new
legislacion is o provide a directon away from
the old compensatory model toward recasting
bilingual programs as reform cttores thatare part
of a larger whole. needing resources from that
whole. The challenge for bilingual educators at
the school level is wo reorient the implementation
of programs in schools and districts toward a
districtwide approach. This is no small task as
the perception of bilingual programs as remedi-
al limited programs is well entrenched in school
systems. A reorientadon will take conscious
reflective planning on the part of bilingual
personnel. T we succeed in recasting bilingual
education as a legitimate educational retorm
that requires planning for districowide responsi-
bilities and repercussions, we can look forward
to more active involvement of «// personnel in

the implementation of programs,
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IMPLEMENTING BILINGUAL PROGRAMS
IS EVERYBODY'S BUSINESS

Undl now. implementation of bilingual pro-
grams in most districts has generally been re-
garded as the business of designated bilingual
personnel only. primarily teachers and program
directors. Those not directly involved in the
delivery of bilingual instruction or administra-
tion of programs have not usually taken respon-
sibility for implemenang them. Morcover, pro-
gram implementadon has not typicaily been a
districewide concern, District personnel as a
whole generally do not know the program goals
and needs and have not considered it part of
their job to participate in the implementation of
bilingual programs. Thinking of bilingual edu-
cation as a districtwide ot schoolwide reform
effort involves changes in the traditional roles of
school personnel and mandates thoughtful at-

tention on how to involve all participants.

Implementing Bilingual Programs Is Everybady's
Business discusses the status ot bilingual pro-
gram implementation to date: highlights factors
affecting the effective implementation of dis-
tricrwide bilingual education programs as found
in the education literature on change, reform,
and implementation: and identifies six factors
tacilitating involvement of non-bilingual per-
sonnel in the planning and implementation of
bilingual education programs on a districtuide
scale. Suggested activities tor developing an in-
clusive implementation plan are included.
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