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introduction

Foreign language education in the United States is receiving renewed attention at the
national, state, and local levels. Foreign languages are recognized as part of the core cur-
riculum in the Goals 2000: Educate America Act (1994) and as “crucial to our Nation'’s
economic competitiveness and national security” in the Improving America’s Schools Act
(1994}, With this legislation, which led to the development and release of the national
Standards for Foreign Language Learning (National Standards for Foreign Language Educa-
tion Project, 1996) and to the institution of foreign language requirements in many states,
there has been increased interest in tracking the prevalence and types of foreign language
teaching in the United States. In 1997, the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) conducted a
survey to do just that.

Through funding from the 1J.S. Department of Education, CAL conducted a survey of
‘elementary and secondary schools during the 1996-97 school year to gather information on
current patterns and shifts in enroliment, languages and programs offered, teaching meth-
odologies, teacher qualifications and training, and reactions to national reform issues. The
survey was designed to replicate CAL's 1986-87 survey in an effort to show trends over the
10-year period. Questionnaires were sent to a randomly selected sample of principals at
approximately 6% of public and private elementary and secondary schools in the United
States. The results showed positive trends——an increase in foreign language teaching at the
elementary school level and increased staff development at all levels—as well as trends that
are cause for concern—a lack of highly trained teachers, especially at the elementary school
level, and a decrease in the number of schools offering long-sequence K-12 programs
aimed at high levels of proficiency.

Background

The results of CAL's survey are intended to be used in tandem with other available
nationaf data on foreign language teaching. There is no systematic, centralized plan at the
federal level for gathering foreign language data of this type, but various organizations have
compiled data that can be used to track foreign fanguage enroliments and instruction. Four
noteworthy surveys are those conducted by the American Council on the Teaching of
Foreign Languages, the Modern Language Association, the Joint National Committee for
Languages and the National Council for Languages and International Studies, and the
International Association for the Evaluation of Fducational Achievement.

American Council on the Teachlng of Foreign Languages (ACTFL)

ACTFL regularly surveys states to gather data on foreign language education. In the fall
of 1994, with funding from the U.S. Department of Education, ACTFL surveyed state offi-
cials to gather foreign language enroliment information for secondary schools (Crades 7-
12), as well as for elementary schocls where available. (See Draper & Hicks, 1996.) from
the 48 responding states at the secondary school level, the ACTFL survey found a 4%
increase in the total number of public secondary students enrolled in foreign languages
from 1990 to 1994, representing an increase of more than 1 million students. They also
found Spanish to be the most commonly taught language at that level, accounting for 65%
of enroliments, followed by French (22%), German (6%), and Latin (2%;. ltalian, Japanese,
and Russian each represented less than 1% of public secondary school foreign language
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2 Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

enroliments. Japanese had the fasiest growing erroliments from 1990 to 1994, nearly
doubling from 25,123 to 42,290, Enroliments in French, German, and Russian remained
fairly steady over the 4-yeai period. From 24 responding states at the elementary level,
ACTFL found that 5% of students in Grades K-6 were enrolled in non-exploratory foreign
language classes.

Modern Language Associaticn (MLA)

MLA regularly surveys U.S. institutions of higher education regarding foreign language
enroliments. In the fall of 1995, with funding from the U.S. Department of Education, they
surveyed 2,772 two- and four-year colleaes and universities, witn a 98% overall response
rate. (See Brod & Huber, 1897.) Eighty-nine percent (89%) of the respondents reported
registrations in at least one language other than English. Aithough the survey results indi-
cate that foreign language enrollrnents decreased slightly (by 4%) from 1990 to 1995,
enroliments are still higher in the 1990s than at any time during the previous 35 years.

Of the total foreign language enrollment in U.S. higher education institutions in 1995,
Spanish represented over half (539), followed by French (18%), German (9%), lapanese
(49%), Italian (4%), Chinese (290), Latin (2%), Russian {2%), and other less commonly
taught languages (2%, with 124 languages represented, from Afrikaans to Zulu). Ancient
Greek, Arabic, Hebrew, and Portuguese each represented less than 2% of the total enroll-
ment.

From 1990 to 1995, the MLA survey showed increases in foreign language enroilments
in several languages: Chinese (up 36%), Arabic (up 28%), Spanish (up 14%), Portuguese
(up 5%), and Hebrew (up 1%). There was also a substantial increase (42%) in enrollments
in other less commonly taught languages, with American Sign Language, Korean, Vietnam-
ese, and Hawvalian accounting for most of the increase. In contrast, there were substantial
decreases in enrollments in the following languages: Russian (down 45%), German (down
28%), French (down 25%), ltalian (down 12%), and L "~ (down 8%). There were smalier
decreases in Japanese (2%) and Ancient Greek (1%).

joint National Committee for Languages and National Council for Languages and Interna-
tional Studies (JNCL/NCLIS)

In 1996-1997, INCL/NCLIS surveyed stzte foreign language association presic.znts and
state foreign language supervisors about issues affecting foreign language teachers. (See
Lucke, 1997.) Forty out of fifty states responded. The survey found that most states were
affected by teacher shortages, which are thought to be caused in part by increasing student
enroliments in foreign languages at all school levels, Despite higher enroliments, few
schools, regardless of level, have foreign language requirements. The iargest teacher short-
ages are in Spanish and japanese, followed by French, German, Chinese, Arabic, ltalian, and
Korean. Teacher shortages have also led to the hiring of non-cettifiert teachers in some
districts and have made emergency certification procedures common.

However, the [NCL survey found that the majority of all foreign language teachers were
certified. Of those that were not, half were emergency certified and the other half were not
certified at all.

13
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InternaZienal Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA)

A recent study conducted by the International Association for the Evaluation of Educa-
tional Achievernent (IEA) compared language teaching and policy data collected from 25
countries, (See Dickson & Cumming, Eds., 1996.) Looking at the starting age of instruction
and the total number of years spent in instruction for the four most commonly taught
tanguages (English, French, Germati, and Spanish), the study found that, in general, stu-
dents in almmost all other countries surveyed begin foreign language instruction earlier and
continue it for a longer sequence than do students in the United States. Results show that
most U.5. studen's begin studying French, German, or Spanish at age 14 and continue for a
maximum of 4 years, All but 2 of the 25 countries surveyed (England and the United States)
reported that a considerable percentage of their student population was learning English as
a foreign language, followed by French (16 countries) and German (14 countries). Engiish
was being taught as early as age 6 in some countries, and the other languages as early as
age 8. Most of the countries were offering these languages for a long sequence (5 to 13
years).

In the United States, Spanish has becorrie the most commonily taught foreign language
at all school levels. Only four of the other countries surveyed were teaching Sparish as a
foreign language to a large student population, and students began studying Spanish at a
fater age than other languages and continued for fewer years.

The above surveys and findings, along with the results of a survey conducted by CAL in
1987 (Rhodes & Oxford, 1988), were taken into account when revising the questions for
CAL's 1997 surv"y. By providing comparison data on foreign language instruction in U.S.
elementary and secondary schools for 1987 and 1997, along with new data on foreign
language enrollments, assessment, and reform efforts, CAL's 1997 survey results comple-
ment and erihance the field’s existing base of knowledge regarding foreign language
instruction and enroliments in the United States.
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4 Lareign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

Key Questions

CAL's survey was conducted to assess the status of foreign language instruction ir our
nation’s elementary and secondary schools. Survey questions fell into the following five
areas: amount of foreign language instruction, languages and types of programs offered,
foreign language curriculum, teacher qualifications and training, and major issues in the
field.

Questions in the 1997 survay replicated those in the 1987 survey, with three additions.
First, in response to suggestions from educators, policymakers, and the media, data were
gathered on specific numbers of students enrolled in language classes instead of just per-
centages. Second, a question was added concerning classroom assessment measures.
Accountability for student progress has become a major issue in all areas of education,
including foreign language, so it was deemed important to collect data on measures being
used to assess students’ proficiency. Third, a question was added concerning the response
of the school or school district to foreign language education reform, most notably to
national and state language standaids.

The 17 research questions in the 5 key areas follow. (See Appendixes A, B, C, and D for
the actual elementary and secondary gquestionnaires.) Questions marked- with an asterisk (*)
were new or revised for the 1997 survey.

Amount of Foreign Language Instruction
1. Do the schools have foreign language instruction?
2. If schools do not currently have foreign language instructich, would they be interested
in starting a program?
3.* How many students are enrolled in foreign language classes (by languiage)?

Languages and Types of Programs Offered
4. What languages are taught?
5. What types of programs are most common?

6. What levels are offered for each language and how many hours per week do the classes
meet? ‘

7. When are the classes taught (during school day or before/after)? (Elementary schools
only)
8. What is the funding source for the classes? (Elementary schools only)

Foreign Language Curriculum
9. - Is there an established foreign language curriculum?
10. What type of instructional materials are used?
11. How much is the foreign language used in the classroom? (Secondary schools only)
12.* How are students’ language abilities assessed?

13. What type of sequencing, if any, is planned for the continuation of language study from
elementary through secondary school?

1
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Teachker Qualifications and Training
14. What are the qualifications of the teachers?

15. Did teachers participate in in-service training or staff development last year? If so, in
what kind?

Major Issues
16. What are the major issues facing the foreign language education field?

17.* How has your school or district responded to foreign language educational reform
(national and state standards)?

16
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Methodology

This section provides an overview ¢ the methods used in the survey, including ques-
tionnaire development, sampling and weighting procedures, and data collection and
analysis. A demographic profile of the schools that participated in the survey is also
provided.

Questionnaire Development

Two separate but similar questionnaires were developed for elementary and secondary
schoois, with variations in item wording to reflect the two different levels of instruction (see
Appendixes A, B, C, and D). Whenever possible, individual survey items were worded
identically to those used in the 1987 foreign language survey in order to enhance the
likelihood of comparable results. Some items were changed, however, in order to collect
more accurate and meaningful data. Changes were based on suggestions from foreign
language specialists and members of key organizations who reviewed drafts of the survey.
Also, at the suggestion of these reviewers, three new questions were added, and a'question
that did not result in useful responses in 1987 was deleted. Reviewers represented the
American Association of Teachers of German (AATG), the American Council on the Teaching
of Foreign Languages (ACTFL), the Joint National Committee for Languages (JNCL), the
Modern Language Association (MLA). the National Association of District Supetvisors of
Foreign Languages (NADSFL), the National Council of State Supervisors of Foreign Lan-
guages (NCSSFL), the National K-12 Foreign Language Resource Center at lowa State
University, the National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project, and the National
Network for Early Language Learning (NNELL).

Content validity of the survey items was assured through several survey reviews, includ-
ing a formal clinical trial in jJune 1996 involving elementary and secondary principals,
experienced teachers, and district foreign language coordinators. These pretests of the
guestionnaires ensured the clarity, appropriateness, and utility of each item.

The instruments themselves were professionally designed for ease of response, with
wide margins, easy-to-read type, and space for computer coding. For the most part, close-
ended questions (with pre-coded response options) were used, as in the previous survey,
although space was provided for open-ended comments on some items.

Sampiing and Weighting Procedures

Respondent Selection

The schools in the sample were selected through a stratified random sample from a list
of public and private U.S. elementary and secondary schools provided by Market Data
Retrieval, an educational database firm. A total of 68,286 schools were in the elementary
school sampling frame and 33,822 schools in the secondary school sampling frame. A
sample of 2,932 elementary schools (4%) and 2,801 secondary schools (8%) were selected
to participate in the 1997 fore‘gn language survey.

Sample Stratification

The strata included school level (elementary, middle/junior high school, high school,
combined), school type (public/private), metro status (rural, suburban, urban), and school
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size (small, medium, large, and largest {for secondary schools only]). Market Data Retrieval
selected the sample based on the specifications described below.

The main purpose of the survey was to obtain national estimates for elementary and
secondary schools. A secondary goal was to produce estimates for each state. According tc
survey designers and sampling experts, it is a challenge to design a sampling plan that wiil
produce resuits with high reliability at both national and state levels. Because there was a
strong desire from the foreign language profession to obtain estimates at both levels, the
survey design team developed the following procedures to assure that both types of data
would be obtained. The procedures were altered slightly from a decade ago in an attempt
to obtain more accurate results.

Each sample frame was sorted by state. A simple random sample was drawn to select
approximately 60 schools per state. (See Appendix E for the exact number of schools
selected in each state). The mail-out figure of 60 schools per state for each sampling frame
(i.e., elementary and secondary) was selected so that all inferences at the state tevel by
school type would have a margin of error of +/-15% at the 90% confidence level {assuming
at least a 50% response rate). Smaller mail-out sizes were sufficient in some smaller states to
obtain the same estimate precision after taking into account the small number of schools in
the strata and the finite population correction factor.

For the national estimates, the statistical precision of the results was greater. Using the

95% confidence level, the margin of error was +/-3.60% at the elementary level and +/-
3.06% at the secondary level.

Weighting for National Estimates
The sampling procedure described above selected a disproportionate number of schools
in smaller states. In order to be able to describe the population of elementary schools and
secondary schools at the national level, the data needed to be wejghted. The data were
weighted according to the following formula in order to reflect the actua! distribution
within each state and across the country.

Target Population %

Sample Population %

The target populatiocn percentage in this case was the stratification variable state. A different
weight was attached to each respondent, depending on their state. For example, California
elementary schools represented .012386 of the questionnaire returns among all elementary
schools. However, California accounts for .104964 of all elementary schools in the United
States. Therefore, using the formula above, the sample weight for all California elementary
schools was calculated to be 8.474439, as follows:

104964 / .012386 = 8.4744

Adjustment of Simple Random Sample Standard Errors

The 1997 sample design calls for weights to adjust for disproportionate sampling of
schools within states. The weights are a component of the data’s variability. Design effect,
or DEFT, is the effect on variance due to disproportionate sampling. in 1997, weights were
constructed to account for state stratification. The DEFTs for 1997 are provided in Table 1.
The DEFTs for 1987 are separated by schoo! type, because the 1987 sample plan stratified
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by school type (private/public) in addition to state. The standard error is computed as the
standard error under a simple random sample multiplied by its DEFT. For example, if the
simple random sample standard error for a given response from elementary schools is 1%,
the adjusted standard error is (1%)(1.53) = 1.53.

Design Effect Weightings (DEFT)

Year Type of Estimate Elementary Sample Secondary Sample

1987 Overall 1.45 1.27
Public 1.32 1.24
Private 1.40 1.22

1997 Overall 1.53 1.32

Limitations of National and State Estimates

The survey design and response rate ensured reliable estimates at the national level,
although there are always limitations that need to be addressed. In this case, factors that
may have affected the results include a possible non-response bias (the chance that schools
that did not teach foreign language were less likely to respond to the survey) and possible
changes that might have occurred in the population since the sample was taken. A notable

limitation of the state-level estimates was that they were based on very small samples. For
most states, the sample size was too small to produce sample estimates with acceptable
reliability (sampling error). Since the survey design was not meant to provide highly accu-
rate state-by-state results, the best use of the survey data is for national estimates. The
aggregate results are much more accurate than the state estimates.

Data Collection Procedures

The elementary and secondary school foreign language survey was conducted by the
Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) from October 1996 to January 1997. This time frame
parallels that of the 1987 survey, which was conducted during the 1986-87 school year.
Questionnaires were sent to 2,932 elementary schools and 2,807 secondary schools. Ques-
tionnaires were completed by school principals, foreign language chairpersons, and lan-
guage teachers in 1,534 elementary schools and 1,650 secondary schools, resulting in
overall response rates of 52.3% for elementary schools and 58.9% for secondary schools
(see Table 2). The respondents represented public and private schools, ranging from pre-
school through Grade 12, throughout the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

Table 2. Return Rate on Questionnaires
Stage Elementary Secondary Total
Questionnaire Questionnaire
Initial Mailing 2,932 2,801 5,733
Returned unopened or not reachable 5 5 10
Questionnaires received too late to use 3 . 2 5
Duplicate questionnaires received 30 29 59

First return
Second return (reminder)
Total return (including phone follow-up)

1,058 (36.1%)
1,501 (51%)
1,534 (52.3%)

1,209 (43.2%)
1,608 (57.4%)
1,650 (58.9%)

2,267 (39.5%)
3,109 (54.2%)
3,184 (55.5%)
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Each selected school principal was mailed an advance letter on October 1, 1996, ex-
plaining the significance of the survey that they would soon be receiving. The question-
naires were mailed the next week with a cover letter restating the purpose of the survey,
accompanied by a small incentive to respond (a celorful magnet with multi-cultural children
holding up a sign that says “Languages Last a Lifetime!”). A postage-paid envelope was
included for responses. The principal, foreign language chairperson, or language teacher
was asked to respond within 3 weeks. Any school that had not returned the questionnaire
within that time was mailed a second questionnaire on November 6, 1996. Many of those
who had not responded 3 weeks after the second mailing received a follow-up telephone
call. CAL staff contacted approximately 75 schools that had not returned the survey and got
the responses over the telephone or sent additional copies of the survey for completion.

Data Analysis Procedures

CAL and Market Facts, Inc., a national survey research firm of McLean, Virginia, and
Chicago, lllinois, conducted the data processing and analysis of the study. CAL staff edited
each returned survey for consistency and respanse errors (including r.on-response) and
contacted 400 schools by telephone for missing information or clarificatioin. Market Facts
conducted the data entry and data processing. Data tabulations were produced using
Quantum, a computer tabulation software program.

Data from 1987 and 1997 surveys were analyzed for significant increases or decreases
over time. Tests for statistical significance, often referred to as a t-test for means and propor-
tions, were conducted by Market Facts, Inc. Tests were calculated using the weighted data
with a p value of < .05. The formula for tests of significance took into account the Design
Effect, or DEFT, which is the effect on variance due to disproportionate sampling. (See
Appendix F for formula used to caiculate statistical significance for differences in propor-
tions.)

Demographic Profile of Sample

Eiementary Schools

As in 1987, the elementary schools that responded to the 1997 study included schools
with a range of grade combinations from preschool through Grade 8. (For this survey, those
schools that began with preschooi were combined with the schools that began with kinder-
garten to be coded as kindergarten). Thirty percent of the schools included grades from
kindergarten or first grade through Grade 5; 27% included kindergarten or first grade
through Grade 8; 26% percent included kindergarten or first grade through Grade 6; 13%
included kindergarten or first grade through Grade 3; 2% included only Grades 4 through
6; and 1% included grade combinations that fell outside the above categories. See Tabie 3
for the full list of types of elementary schools responding to the surveys,

The average elementary school responding to the survey in 1997 had 406 students
enrolled. in 1987, the average number was only slightly lower at 394. The questionnaires in
both 1987 and 1997 listed categories with an enroliment range for respondents to check.
Mean numbers were computed based on the midpoint of each category. (Note: The ques-
tionnaire categories for number of students changed somewhat between 1987 and 1997.)

v
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Eiementary School Grade Levels

Grade Level 1987 (%) 1997 (%)
K/Mn-3 5 13
KIi-5 18 30
K/1-6 29 26
K/1-8 20 27
4-6 2
Other* 29 1

Note: Based on weighted data; totals may add up to more or less than 100% because of rounding.

*Other grade levels for 1987 included any responses greater than K/1-8, combined schools, and other combinations not
included above (such as preschool through Grade 3, Grades 1-4, etc.). For 1997, the responses greater than K/1-8 and
combined schools were included in the K/1-8 category.

Secandary Schools

Table 4.

As in 1987, secondary schoois that responded to the study varied in terms of grade
levels included in their school. Forty-two percent (42%) included Grades 9 through 12;
24% included Grades 5 through 8; 12% inciuded Grades 7 through 12; 8% included
Grades 7 through 8; 6% included Grades K through 12; 4% included Grades 10 through
12; 3% included Crades 7 through 9; 1% included Grades 5 through 7; and 1% included
cther categories not listed. Other included a mixture of Grades 9-10, 5-12, 3-11, 11 only, 6
only, 9 oniy, 12 only, and ungraded. (See Table 4 for the full list of types of secondary
schools responding to the surveys.)

in 1997, the average secondary school responding to the survey had 716 students
enrolled. In 1987, the average number was somewhat lower, at 671. (Note: The question-
naire categories for number of students changed somewhat between 1987 and 1997.)

Secondary Sch:ol Grade Levels

Grade Level 1987 (%) 1997 (%)
5-7 1
5-8 24
7-8 10 8
7-9 6 3
7-12 13 12
9-12 41 42
10-12 6 4
K-12 6
Other* 23 1

Note: Based on weighted data; lotals may add up to more or less than 100% because of rounding.
*Other grade levels for 1987 included Grades 5-7, 5-8, 8-9, and other combined schools, including K-12; note that in 1997
Grades 5-7, 5-8, and K-12 were assigned to separate categories.
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Additional Demograpiiic Characteristics
Tables 5 and 6 contain other demographic characteristics of the 1987 and 1997 re-
sponding samples, including the number of public and private schools, as well as the
number of rural, suburban, and urban schools, in total and by school type.

Table 5. Demographic Profile of Responding Elementary Schools
METRC STATUS SCHOOL TYPE PUBLIC SCHOOL PRIVATE SCHOOL TOTAL
Rural ~ Sub.  Urb. Pub.  Priv. Rural  Sub.  Urb. Rural  Sub.  Urb.
1987: .
617 373 359 940 470 473 243 192 144 132 167 1416
1997:
810 02 2399 1188 342 692 227 257 15 82 141 1534

Nole: Table includes unweighted numbers

Table 6. Demographic Profile of Responding Secondary Schools
METRO STATUS SCHOOL TYPE PUBLIC SCHOOL PRIVATE SCHOOL TOTAL
Rural ~ Sub.  Urb. Pub.  Priv. Rural  Sub.  Urb. Rural ~ Sub.  Urb.
1987:
647 342 291 1033 306 549 267 180 98 75 m 1349
1997:
965 347 323 1430 215 873 298 245 89 48 76 1650

Note: Table includes unweighted numbers

H2a
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Resuiits

Whether Schools Teach Foreign Languages

Elementary Schools

In the past decade, the incidence of foreign lan¢ iage instruction iin elementary schools
nationwide increased by nearly 10% (see Figure 1). In 1987, just over one in five (22%)
elementary schools reported teaching foreign languages; by 1997 the number had risen to
almost one in three (31%), a statistically significant increase.

As was true in 1987, foreign language instruction is more common in private elemen-
tary schools than in public elementary schools, However, the inclusion of foreign language
instruction in the school curriculum has increased significantly in both private and public
elementary schools over the past 10 years. in 1997, 24% of public elementary schools
reported teaching foreign language compared to 17% in 1987, a statistically significant
increase. Private elementary schools have experienced an even greater increase; 53% of
private schools in 1997 were teaching foreign languages compared to only 34% in 1987.

The amount of foreign language instruction varies according to location. More foreign
language instruction takes place in suburban schools, both public and private. Twenty-
seven percent of suburban public schools teach foreign languages, 25% of urban public
schools, and 22% of rural public schools. Similarly, 65% of suburban private schools teach
foreign languages, 53% of urban private schools, and 41% of rural private schools. There is
almost no variation according to the size of the school.

The amount of language instruction in elementary schools does vary across geographi-
cal regions. The regional results were compiled according to foreign language conference
regions' in order to assist the profession in planning regional initiatives. Ranging from
highest to lowest, the percentages of elementary schools teaching languages in each region
are as follows: Southern Conference on Language Teaching (39%), Northeast Conference
on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (38.5%), Southwest Conference on Language
Teaching (37%), Central States Conference on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (25%),
and the Pacific Northwest Council for Languages (23.5%).

Secondary Schools

In contrast to the increase in language instruction in efementary schools during this
period, the percentage of secoendary schools teaching foreign language remained fairly
stable—87% in 1987 and 86% in 1997 (see Figure 2). At the secandary school level, there
were no statistically significant differences between 1987 and 1997 in the frequency of
foreign language instruction at either public schools (86% in 1987 vs. 85% in 1997) or
private schools (93% in 1987 vs. 92% in 1997). When separated by type of school, 75% of
the middle school/junior high schools were teaching foreign languages in 1997 (up from
72% in 1987); 90% of the senior high schools were doing so (down from 95% in 1987);
and 96% of the combined schools {up from 87% in 1987).

As with elementary schools, the amount of foreign language instruction varies accord-
ing to focation. More foreign language instruction is taking place in suburban schools, both
public and private. Eighty-eight percent of the suburban public schools reported teaching
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Figure 1.

Figure 2.

Elementary Schools Teaching Foreign Languages (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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foreign languages, 85% of the rural public schools, and 81% of the urban public schoals.
Ninety-six percent of the suburban private schools were teaching foreign languages, 91% of
the urban private schools, and 87% of the rural private schools. Of note, there was a direct
correlation between school size and amount of foreign language instruction. The largest
schools (1,400 or more students) more frequently offered fereign language instruction than
large schools (1,000-1,399 students), medium-sized schools (400-999 students), or small
schools (fewer than 400 students) (97% largest; 94% large; 88% medium; 77% small).

The amount of language instruction in secondary schools also varies across geographical
regions, again as delineated by foreign language conference regions. Ranging from highest
to lowest, the percentages of schools teaching languages in each region are as ‘ollows:
Northeast Conference (94%), Southern Conference (88%), Southwest Conference (87%),
Central States Conference (86%), and the Pacific Northwest Council (72%).
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interest in Offering Foreign Language Instruciion

Figure 3.

Figure 4.

Of those elementary schools surveyed that did not teach foreign languages, 54%
reported that they would be interested in starting foreign language instruction at their
schoo!. This was a 4% increase from 1987. This increased interest was evident in both
public schools (52%, up from 48% in 1987) and private schocls (61%, up from 55% in
1987). (See Figure 3.)

As shown in Figure 4, 68% of the secondary schools not currently teaching foreign
languages said they would like to have such instruction in their schoals (a 1% decrease from
a decade ago). There were, however, differences between school levels-——there was more
interest in middle school and junior high than high school. As was the case in 1987, middle
schools and junior high schools that did not teach fareign lariguage reported a strong
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desire to begin doing so (77% in 1997; 76% in 1987). In contrast, only 50% of the high
schools not curre :ly teaching foreign tanguages said that they were interested in offering
language instruction, although this was an increase froam 39% in 1987. There was a 2%
decrease in overal! public secondary school interest (from 70% to 68%) and a 5% increase
in private school interest (from 67% to 72%).

Student Enrolimenst in Foreign Language Classes

fn 1997, over 4 miilion elementary school students® (out of 27.1 million) were enrolled
in foreign language classes across the country. Over 2.5 million of them were in public
schoals; 1.5 million were in private schools. (Comparable data were not collected in 1987.)
As was the case in 1987, those schools that were offering language instruction did not
necessarily offer it to all students in the school. The public elementary schools reported
providing foreign language instruction for approximately half of their students. Private
elernentary schools were providing foreign language instruction to about three quarters of
their students.

At the secondary school level, nearly 12 million students were studying foreign lan-
guages in 1997. At the middle school/junior high fevel, about 3 million students (out of 8.2
million) were studying foreign languages. Over 7 miilion high school students (out of 13.5
million) were studying foreign languages. In addition, there were about 1.5 million students
studying foreign language in combined junior/senior high schools. Private enroliments
represented 12% of the secondary school totals. Those students studying languages repre-

sented over half the students in a school (519% at public schools and 78% at private
schools).

Languages Taught

Elementary Schools

Spanish and French continue to be the most common languages offered in elementary
schools. Spanish has become increasingly popular. In 1987, 68% of the elementary schools
teaching a language reported teaching Spanish. This increased to 79% in 1997, a statisti-
cally significant increase. In contrast, French instruction has become less common—41% of
the elementary schools offering for "_n language instruction taught French in 1987 versus
27%in 1997, a statistically significant decrease. In fact, offerings in all but four of the other
fanguages listed in Table 7 remained stable or decreased during the 10-year period. The
four in addition to Spanish that showed an increase were Spanish for Spanish Speakers
(frem 1% to 8%), Japanese (from 0% to 3%), ltalian (from 0% to 2%), and Sign Language
(from less than 1% to 2%).

The following ianguages are taught by 5% or fewer of the elementary schiools that offer
foreign language instruction: German (5%), Japanese (3%), Latin (3%), Hebrew (2%),
ltalian (29%), Sign Language (2%), Native American Languages (19%), Russian (1%), and
Greek (1%). From 1987 to 1997, Latin instruction decreased from 12% to 3% of the
schools that teach foreign language, a statistically significant decrease. (See Figure 5 for a
complete breakdown of languages taught in elementary schools.) Japanese instruction is a
notable exception to the decreasing trend. In 1987, no elementary schools reported teach-
ing Japanese; in 1997, 3% of elementary schools with a foreign language program reported
teaching Japanese—a statistically significant increase.

26
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Languages Taught in Elementary Schools, 1987 and 1997 (in percentages)

LANGUAGE 1987 Total 1997 Total 1997 Public 1997 Private

Spanish 68 79 80 77

French 41 2 2 27

German 10

|apanese

Latin 12

Hebrew 6

Italian

Sign Lanquage

Native American Languages”

Russian

Greek

Chinese

“Learning about languages”

Hawaiian

Yagui

Kutenai

Arabic

Dutch

Filipino

Micronesian

Polish

Swedish ) <1 - L

LANGUAGES FOR NATIVE SPEAKERS 1987 Total 1997 Total 1997 Public 1997 Prive ¢

Spanish for Spanish speakers 1 8 13 3

Chinese for Chinese speakers 3 1 -

Cherokee for Cherokee spkrs. 2

French for French speakers 2

Russian for Russian speakers .2
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Tewa for Tewa speakers
Korean for Korean speakers

Note: Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than orie Innguage.
*Nauive American Languages listed by respondents included Arapaho, Athabascan, Cherokee, Hidatsa, Navajo, Semincle,
and an unspecified “Arnerican indien language. ”

in addition, Spanish for Spanish speakers was taught in 1997 by 8% of the schools
teaching languages as opposed to only 1% in 1987, a statistically significant increase. This
increase may be due to the increasing number of native Spanish speakers in the schools and
the heightened awareness of the importance of helping children achieve or maintain
bilingualism by offering instruction in their mother tongue. (It should be noted, however,
that Spanish for Spanish speakers was specifically listed on the questionnaire in 1997,
whereas in 1987 respondents had to write it in under other. This questionnaire change may
account for some of the increase over this time period.) Other languages where small
increases were evident were Italian and Sign Language, where instruction increased from
less than 1% to 2% in the last decade.

Other language classes offered by fewer than 1% of the schools teaching languages
include Chinese, Chinese for Chinese speakers, “Learning about Languages,” Hawaiian,
Cherokee for Cherokee speakers, French for French speakers, Russian for Russian sieakers,
Yagui, Kutenai, Tewa for Tewa speakers, Arabic, Dutch, Filipino, Micronesian, Polish, Swed-
ish, and Korean for Korean speakers.
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Figure 5.

Table 8.

Foreign Languages Offered by Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs
(1987 and 1997)
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There was little difference in the languages offered in public elementary schools com-
pared to private elementary schoaols, with the exception of German, Spanish for Spanish
speakers, Hebrew, Japanese, Latin, and Greek. German and Spanish for Spanish speakers
were more commonly taught in public elementary schools, while Hebrew, Japanese, Latin,
and Greek were more commonly taught in private elementary schools.

On a regional basis, Spanish was taught in approximately three quarters or more of the
schoals in all five language conference regions. French was taught most frequently in the
northeastern, southern, and central regions; Spanish for Spanish speakers was taught most
frequently in the southwestern and Pacific northwest regions; German was taught most in
the central region; Japanese in the Pacific northwest region; and Latin in southern, north-
eastern, and central regions. (See Table 8.)

Elementary Schools in Language Conference Regions Teaching Top Six Languages, 1997
(in percentages)

LANGUAGE FOREIGN LANGUAGE CONFERENCE REGION

NEC scour swcoLT csC PNCH
Northeast South Southwest Central Pacific NW
Spanish 77 74 95 72 g9
French 39 35 5 31 6
Spanish for Spanish Speakers 4 9 19 4 15
German 1 2 3 10 5
japanese i 1 i 2 18
Latin 4 6 1 3 4

Note: Totals for each region add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one language.

AL
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Secondary Schools

Spanish instruction also increased significantly at the secondary school level, from 86%
of secondary schools with foreign language programs in 1987 to 93% in 1997. Unlike at
the elementary level, however, French instruction remained fairly stable over this time
period (66% of schools in 1987 and 64% in 1997). With the exception of Spanish for
Spanish speakers, Japanese, and Russian, all other languages at the secondary level followed
the same trend as at the elementary level, remaining fairly stable or decreasing in frequency.
Spanish for Spanish speakers increased to 9%, up from 1% in 1987; Japanese instruction
went up to 7% from 1%, and Russian instruction went up to 3% from 2%. These are all
significant increases. The teaching of Hebrew decreased significantly, from 2% of the
schools that teach foreign languages to .2%. (See Table 9 and Figure 6).

Figure 6. Foreign Languages Offered by Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs
(1987 and 1997)
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Table 9.

Languages Taught in Secondary Schools, 1987 and 1997 (in percentages)

19

1987 1997

1997

LANGUAGE Total Total Public Private

M.S.

High

Comb

Spanish 86 93 92 100

83

99

0
w

French 66 64 62 71

50

77

(%)
N

German 28 24 25 19

10

35

)
o

Latin 20 20 16 41

28

—
o

~

Japanese 1 7 11
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ftalian 3 3

Russian
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Portuguese <1
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Hawaiian <1
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Sanskrit -
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Arabic -

LANGUAGES FOR NATIVE SPEAKERS

Spanish for Spanish Speakers <1

Chinese

French -

Polish -

Navajo -
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Hebrew . .

|apanese
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Vietnamese -
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21

French
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German -

11
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Japanese -
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Italian ! - -

Note: Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one language.
**Native American Languages listed by respondents included Navajo, Ojibwa, Shoshone, and Ute.

“The General Exploratory category includes such offerings as Introduction to Language(s), Exploratory Language, Asia

Studies, World Language(s), Expioring (New) Lanquages, Linguistics, Foreign Language Experience (FLEX), English
Grammar, 9-week Generalized [Language Instruclion], Awareness of Language, and various combinations of languages.
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Figure 7.

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schocls

After Spanish and French, the most commonly taught languages in 1997 were German
(249%), Latin (20%), Spanish for Spanish speakers (9%), and [apanese (7%). Taught by 3%
or fewer of the schools that offer foreign language were ltalian (3%), Russian (3%}, Sign
Language (2%), Chinese (1%), and Greek (1%). Taught by fewer than 1% of the schools
were Hebrew, Finnish, Portuguese, Tlingit, Native American Languages (Navajo, Ojibwa,
Shoshone, Ute), Hawaiian, Esperanto, Sanskrit, and Arabic.

Four of the six most commonly taught languages in secondary schools (Spanish, French,
German, Latin, Spanish for Spanish Speakers, and Japanese) were taught more frequently in
private than public schools. German and Spanish for Spanish speakers were the exceptions.
German was taught more frequently in public schools (25% vs. 19% of private schools) as
was Spanish for Spanish speakers (taught in 10% of public vs. 5% of private secondary -
schools).

Offering language instruction to native speakers of the languages has become increas-
ingly common in secondary schools. Spanish is most commonly taught (at 9% of schools
offering language instruction), while other languages--Chinese, French, Polish, Navajo,
French Creole, German, Hawaiian, Hebrew, Japanese, Yupik, and Vietnamese—are taught to
native speakers at fewer than 1% of the schoois offering language instruction. (See Table 9.)

Programs intended to expose students to a variety of languages and to prepare them
for future language study, often called exploratory language classes, were more prevalent in
middle schools and junior highs than in high schools. (See Figure 7.) Forty-five percent of
the middle and junior high schools offered Spanish exploratory classes, 30% offered French,
11% German, 5% Latin, and 4% Japanese. Other languages offered in exploratory pro-
grams by 19 or fewer schools included Russian, Hispanic Heritage, Arabic, Ojibwa, Portu-
guese, Sign Language, Chinese, Swahili, Hawaiian, and ltalian. At the high school level, 3%
or fewer of the schools offered exploratory classes in any language.

Exploratory Foreign Language Programs at Middle Schools/Junior High Schools and High Schools
With Foreign Language Programs (1997)

60%

50%
45%

40% 4 §

» MSuJr. High

30% C oHigh School

207

10% 4

Percentage of Middle SchooliJurnor High
and High Schools

0%

Exploratory Exploratory Exploratory Exploratory Exploralory Exploratory
Spanish French German Labn Japanese Other

Exploratory Language Programs

Note: No anstical sigmificance tests were conducted on these dala
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Table 10.
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Specific languages offered in secondary schools vary by region. (See Table 10.) Spanish
(non-exploratory) is taught in about 20% or more of the secondary schools offering lan-
guage instruction in all five regions. French is taught more frequently in the northeast
(93%) than in the other regions, but it is also offered at more than half of the schoois with
foreign [anguage programs in the southern (66%) and central (59%) regions and nearly
half of the schoois in the northwestern (47%) and southwestern {45%) regions. German is
taught more frequently in the central, southwestern, and northeastern regions; Latin is
taught mainly in the nor:heastern and southern regions; Spanish for Spanish speakers is
taught most frequently in the southwestern and Pacific northwest regions; and Japanese is
taught primarily in the Pacific northwest region.

Secondary Schools in Language Conference Regions Teaching Top Six Languages, 1997
(in percentages)

LANGUAGE FOREIGN LANGUAGE CONFERENCE REGIONS
NEC scoLr SwcoLr cse PNCFL
Northeast South Southwest Central Pacific NW

Spanish 100 89 94 91 95
French 93 66 45 59 47
German 27 14 2% 30 15
Latin 36 24 12 14 12
Spanish for Spanish Speakers 6 6 20 4 20
Japanese S 5 6 5 23

Note: Totals for each region add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one language.

Program Types

Elementary Schools

In 1987, of ali foreign language programs in elementary schools, almost half (45%)
were FLES programs, short for foreign language in the elementary school. Four out of ten
(41%) were FLEX programs, short for foreign language experience/exploratory. In 1997, the
proportion of program types was nearly reversed. Almost half of programs (45%) were FLEX
programs, and one third (349%) were FLES programs. (See Figure 8.) The actual number of
program types per school increased during this period. The change in proportions of
program types over time could be due to several factors, including (1) new programs
choosing the FLEX model, and (2) existing programs changing their format from FLES to
FLEX. Possible reasons for the trend toward offerinc more exploratoery programs will be
presented in the discussion section.

Immersion programs increased from 2% of tive programs in 1987 to 8% in 1997, while
intensive FLES programs stayed at about the same level (12% in 1987 and 13% in 1997).
(See Table 11 for definitions of program types included with the survey.) It is important tv
ncte that the program definitions in the 1997 questionnaires differed stightly from those in
the 1987 questionnaires. No statistical significance tests were computed on program types,
because the base (total) change in number of program types reported was so high that it
would be difficult to compare without variances.
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Table 11,

Figure 8.

foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

Definitions of Program Types (as included in survey)

PROGRAM TYPE A

The goals of this program are for students to gain general exposure to language and cuiture, learn basic words and
phrases, and develop an interest in foreign language for future language study. The aim is not fluency but rather
exposure to other language(s) and culture. Portions of this program may be taught in English. (This type of program
is often called foreign language experience/exploration, or FLEX.)

PROGRAM TYPE B

The goals of this program are for students to acquire listening and speaking skills, gain an understanding of and
appreciation for other cultures, and acquire limited amounts of reading and writing skills. The teacher in this type of
program may speak some English in the class. {This type of program is often called foreign language in the
elementary school, or FLES.)

PROGRAM TYPE C

The goals of this program are the same goals as Program B above, but there is more exposure to the foreign language
and more focus on reading and writing as well as on listening and speaking skills. This greater exposure includes
fanguage classes taught only in the foreign language (scmetimes subject content is taught through the foreign
language). (This type of program is often called intensive FLES.)

PROGRAM TYPE D

The goais of this program are for students to be abie to.communicate in the language with a high level of proficiency
ard acquire an understanding of and appreciation for other cultures. At least 50% of the school day is taught in the
foreign language, including such subjects as mathematics, science, social studies, and language arts. (This type of
program is called partial, total, or two-way immersion, depending on the amount of foreign language used and the
make-up of the student body.)

Program Types Offered by Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Pregrams (1987 and 1997)

1987 1997

Ny = 426 programs™” Ny =694 programs™
Intensive FLES (C) 12% tensive FLES (C) 13%

Immersion (D)
2%
FLES (B)

FLES 'B) 30%

45%

FLEX (A)

1% FLEX {(A)

45%

\

Note 1: No statistical siamiicance tesls were conducted on these data.
Nate 2- Some schools have more than one program type.

“*Base = Total weighted foreign language program lypes in elementary schools.

As was the case a decade ago, the vast majority of elementary school programs aimed
at various kinds of introductory exposure to the language (FLEX and FLES), while only 21%
of them (intensive FLES and immersion) had overall proficiency as one of their goals. These
data on the type of instruction should be kept in mind when evaluating the quality and
quantity of foreign language instruction across the country. Although almost one third
(31%) of elementary schools are teaching foreign languages, only 21% of that 31% (7%
overall) offer a program in which the students are likely to attain some degree of proficiency
as outlined in the goals of the national standa,r?. This percentage has increased from 3%
overall in 1987. J
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Secondary Schools

Figure 9.

Asin 1987, almost all secondary schools with foreign language programs in 1997
offered the standard class (listening, speaking, reading, writing, and culture)—96% in 1987
and 94% in 1997, which is not a Statisticaily significant difference. There was, however, a
significant increase in the percentage of advanced placement classes offered: 16% of
secondary schools with a language program in 1997 compared to 12% in 1987. Language
classes for native speakers also increased significantly over this time period, from 4% to 7%.
(See Figure 9.)

Program Types Offered by Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs (1987 and 1997)

96%

94%

ape. )

- 01987

80", ) x 1997
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< Ny = 1404
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S
o 50¢
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¥
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9
a; 23%
SO 20%

16%° 15%
12% 12%
' i 7%
4%, 4%, 4%, 3% 4% g0, e, >0, 1o,
ta
Stangard Exploratory Advanced Honors. Conversabon I nerature L arguage for Requial Othwer
Placement Accelerated Native Subjects
Speakers

Program Types

* Indicates a statistically significant increase from 1987 to 1997,

All other program types remained fairly stable over this time period a2t the secondary
level. Explaratory classes (general exposure to one or more languages and cultures) were
offered in 23% of the schools (vs. 20% in 1987). It should be noted that the majority of
schools offering exploratory classes were middle and junior high schools. Honors or acceler-
ated classes were offered in 15% of the schools (vs. 12% in 1987); conversation-only classes
were offered in 4% of the schools (no change from 1987); literature-only classes were
offered in 3% of the schools (vs. 4% in 1987); and regular subjects taught in the foreign
language were offered in 2% of the schools (no change from 1987). (There was a slight
change in question wording for the standard program type between 1987 and 1997, the
teaching of culture was added to the 1997 definition.)

ral
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Table 12.

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

Although only 2% of the schools offered regular subjects taught in other languages, the
languages and subjects varied considerabiy. (See Table 12.) Some of the programs noted
that their content-based classes were part of an immersion or bilingual program in the
school. Other schools commented that their content-based classes were offered through
independent study, International Baccalaureate, satellite television, “Pace Setters,” “Re-
duced Pace/Special Education,” or a daily content-based pull-out class.

When comparing public and private scheols, variation was found in the offerings of
three types of classes., There were more public schools offering exploratory classes (24% vs.
16% of private schools), whereas more private schools offered advanced placement classes

(27% vs. 14% of public schools) and honors/accelerated classes (29% vs. 12% of public
schools).

Subjects Taught in Foreign Languages in Secondary Schools, 1997

Subjects taught in a language other than English Languages used as medium of instruction
Art Chinese
Computer French
Geography Hawaiian
History Hebrew
Judaic Studies Polish
Language Arts Portuguese
Mathematics Russian
Physical Education Spanish
Physical Science/Health/Biology Vietnamese
Social Studies

U.S. History

Grade Levels and Minutes per Week (Elementary Schools Only)

Tabkle 13.

The results by grade level and amount of instruction per week are presented as averages
for those public elementary schools that teach the top four languages (Spanish, French,
German, and Japanese). The percentages of schools offering foreign language instruction at
various grade levels are shown in Table 13. Results show that elementary schools most often
offer foreign language instruction in Grades 3, 4, and 5, with Grade 4 being the most
popular grade for language instruction (at 67% of the schools).

Grade Levels of Instruction in Public Elementary Schools That Teach Spanish, French, German, and
Japanese, 1997 (weighted data; n=298)

Grade Level Percent of Public Elementary Schools With Language Programs
Teaching Foreign Language at Particular Grade Level

38%
46%
50%
57%
67%
63%

b A W — X

The number of minutes per week of language instruction reported by public elementary
s :hools that teach foreign languages are shown in Figure 10. The majority of schools (60%)
offer language instruction for less than two hours a week.

[ &))
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Figure 10. Average Minutes Per Week of Instruction in Public Elementary Schools That Teach Spanish, French,
German, and japanese (1997)

50%
40% 4
30%

20%

6%

20/0 ﬁ

<60 <120 <180 < 240 < 300 300 +

Percentage of Public Elementary Schools

n. =302 Minutes Per Week

1olas

Note: No statistical significance tesls were conducled on these data.

Levels Offered and Hours per Week (Secondary Schools Only)

The course levels offered in secondary schools generally ranged from Level 1 to Level 4,
reflecting the number of years of instruction, with some schools offering Levels 5 and 6.
(See Table 14 for listings of the levels offered for the six most frequently taught languages.
Also, see previous section on Program Types for other class offerings.)

Asin 1987, secondary schools with foreign language programs in 1997 offered a variety
of levels of foreign language instruction, and the majority of these classes were non-inten-
sive. The most common amount of instruction time for almost all of the languages was 5
hours per week. The average amount of weekly class time has increased significantly for
French (4.8 hours per week in 1987 and 6.1 hours in 1997) and Spanish (4.9 in 1987 and 6
in 1997). However, these increases may be due at least in part to the increase in block
scheduling. (That factor was not considered in this question.) See the section below on
Scheduling Classes During the School Year for more details on that topic.

Scheduling of Classes During the School Day
(Elementary Schools Only)

As in 1987, the vast majority of elementary schools in 1997 that had foreign language
programs taught language classes during the regular school day (92% in 1997 and 89% in
198~  ta statistically significant increase). Twelve percent of elementary schools with
fore - i1anguage classes taught them before or after school, a minimal decrease from 13%
in 15 /. One percent of schools did not specify what time of day they offer classes. Fewer
than one percent (.3%) offered classes during the summer or extended year.

Private elementary schools were slightly more successful than public schools at integrat-
ing foreign language instruction into the reguiar school day. In 1997, 95% of private
schools with foreign language programs, compared to 90% of public schools, offered
foreign language classes during the regular school day. These percentages increased slightly
from 1987 {94% of private schools, 86% of public schools). (See Figure 11.) This question
was not asked of secondary schools because they typically do not experience the same
difficulties as elementary schools in scheduling foreign language classes during the school
day.

PR
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Table 14.  Levels of Instruction Offered in Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs, 1997
(in percentages)

Level Language Tetal Middle/Jr.high High
One Spanish 98 99 98
French 97 100 97
German 94 96 93
Latin 95 94 96
SpanSpanSpeakers 84 81 89
Japanese 97 100 96
Two Spanish 80 34 97
French 82 38 96
German 83 28 i3
Latin 86 58 92
SpanSpanSpeakers 61 43 72
Japanese 67 52 72
Three Spanish 59 8 84
French 64 6 85
German 65 7 78
Latin 59 7 68
SpanSpanSpeakers 33 32 36
Japanese 33 50 30
Four Spanish 44 1 69
French 52 1 69
German 49 - 59
Latin 44 - 51
SpanSpans$peakers 19 1 26
japanese 16 - 19
Five Spanish 16 ) - 26
French 16 - 12
German 10 - 12
Latin 7 - 7
SpanSpanSpeakers 13 - 20
Japanese 2 - 2
Six Spanish 2 3 4
French 2 - 3
German 4 - 3
Latin 1 - i
SpanSpanSpeakers 7 - 1
Japanese 1 - 1

Scheduling Classes During the School Year

Elementary Schools

More than three quarters (77%) of the elementary schools that teach foreign language
offered classes for the entire school year. Private schools (85%) were more likely to offer
instruction for the whole year than public schools (70%). (See Table 15.) The schools that
did not offer classes for the whole year (24%) offered classes anywhere from 2 to 20 weeks.
(See Table 16.)
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Figure 11.

Table 15.

Table 16.

Elementary Schools With Forelgn Language Programs That Teach Foreign Languages During the
Regular School Day (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)

n 100% 90° b2
S 90%  86% e B9%
;Q) 80% 4
> 70% -
_E! e e
é 60% A 01987
&  50% A .4
G ° i w1997
- 40% A —
o
Z‘?’ 30% -
T  20% A 198
8 o, =170

10% n o
IUE ° n. :319':

0%

Public Private Total
School Type

Note™ The increases from 1987 to 1937 were not statistically signiicant

Do All Your Language Classes Last for the Entire School Year? Elementary Schools, 1997

Response Total n=458 Public Private
YES 77% 70% 85%
NO 24% 30% 15%

Note: Tolals may add up to more than 100% because of rounding.

Schedule of Language Classes for Elementary Schools That Offer Language Classes for Less Than a
Year, 1997

Weeks Totel n=101 Public n=73 Private n=28

18 Weeks (Semester) 21% 10% %

9 Weeks (Quarter) 18% 22% AL

6 Weeks 10% 14% -

10 Weeks 10% 10% 10%

20-25 Weeks 10% 5% 21%

12 Weeks (Trimester) 9% 8% 1%

8 Weeks ) 3% 1% 9%

2 Weeks 3% 3%

4 Weeks 3% 4%

16 Weeks ~ 2% 3%

3 Weeks 1% 1%

32 Weeks 0% 1% -

Other No. of Weeks 9% 8% 11%

Exploratory 20 Weeks 3% o 4% -

Exploratory 12 Wks/Trimester 2% 2% -

Exploratory 8 Weeks 2% 2% B
Exploratory 9 Weeks/Qtr 1% 1% -

Other Exploratory 1% . 3% o

Note: There may be some overlap in the categories because these are the verbatim responses of the respondents so are not
necessarily mutually exclusive categories. Totals may add up to more than 1009 because respondents could check more
than one response.

93
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Secondary Schools

Approximately three quarters (74%) of the secondary schools that teach foreign lan-
guage offer classes for the entire school year. (See Table 17.) Public schools (28%) were
more likely to offer variation in year-long classes than private schools (10%). Half of the
middle schools (49%) compared to only 13% of the high schools offered variations in the
year-long schedule. The schools that did not offer classes for the whole year offered classes
from 3 to 24 weeks. (See Table 18.)

At the middle school/junior high level, the most common alternative scheduling was
semester-long (18 weeks) or quarter-long (9 week) classes. At the high school level, the
most common alternatives were classes lasting 80-90 minutes a day for 18 weeks (also
known as block scheduling) or a regular 18-week semester. Since this question allowed for
open responses and the categories in Table 18 are reproduced as they were written by
respondents on the surveys, there may be some overlap or duplication in data.

Table 17,

Table 18.

Do All Your Language Classes Last for the Entire School Year? Secondary Schools, 1997

Response Total n=1400 Middle/funior High High School Combined Other
YES 74% 51% 87% 79% 86%
NO 26% 49% 13% 21% 14%
Schedule of Language Classes For Secondary Schools that Offer Language Classes for Less Than a Year,
1997
Weeks Total Middic/Junior High High School Combined
n=355 n=208 n=89 n=38
Semester/18 weeks 24% o 27% B 22% 6%
80-90 minutes/day for 18 weeks 21% 5% 62% 15%
9 weeks/quarter 9% 26% . 0%
5 -7 weeks 8% 11% 3% 6%
12 weeks/trimester 9% 11% 2% 11%
Block Schedufing 1% . 2% 5%
20 weeks 1% 1% -
Trial Phase 1% 1% 1% -
24 weeks/2 trimesters 3% - 1% -
Other 3% 3% 2% 2%
Exploratory Semester/18 wks 6% 6% 3% 1%
Exploratary 9 Weeks 6% 8% 7%
Exploratory 6 - 8 Weeks 4% 6% 4%
Exploratory 10 or 12 Weeks 3% 3% 5%
Every Other Day 2% 3% -
Exploratory 3 - 5 weeks 1% 2% - -
Exploratory Other 1% 1% 1% 2%

Note: There may be some averlap in the categories because these are the verbatim responses of the respondents so are not
necessarily mutually exclusive categories. Totals may add up to more thay, 100% because respondents chould check mare

than one respanse.

Funding Sources (Elementary Schools Only)

There were no statistically significant differences between 1987 and 1997 in funding

sources at the elementary school level. As was the case a decade ago, funding for elemen-
tary school language programs comes most often from the regular school budget (68% of
schools offering foreign language in 1997 and 69% in 1987). The second most common
source for funding was tuition paid by parents (30% of schools offering foreign language in

39
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Figure 12,

Table 19.

1997 and 25% in 1987). About 15% of elementary schools with foreign language programs
received furids from federal or state grants in 1997 (14% in 1987). Parent teacher organiza-
tions were one of the least common sources of funds (2% of elementary schools with a
languadge program in 1997 and 5% in 1987). (See Figure 12 and Table 19.)

Funding Sources for Foreign Language Programs in Zlementary Schools (Public, Private, Total)
(1997)

80%
3
o 70% o Public
G »
2 e  Private
> 80% e
8 o Total
§ 50%
2 N =270
i 40G% nD = 201
e pre T
e N =471
o 30%
2 24°%
B
Q:.) 20
© b 152,
D
0. 100

2%
0% o
Regular Schoo) Funds Fedorat or State Pareat Tultion Paront-Teachar

Grants Assucialions
Funding Sources

Nole: There were no statistically significant differences between 1987 and 1997
in elementary lunding sources.

Funding Sources for Elementary School Foreign Language Programs, 1987 and 1997

Funding Source Total 1987 Total 1997 Public 1997 Private 1997
n. =293 n, =471 n, =270 n, =201

Regular school funds 69% 68% 74% 59%
Tuition paid by parents 25% 30% 8% 59%
Federal or state grants 14% 15% 24% 2%
Parent-teacher associations 5% 2% 2% 1%
Fundraising/Private

contricutions (1997 only) - 2% 4% 5%
Volunteers (1997 only) - 1% 2% 1%
Other 8% 1% 2% 4%

Note: Totals may add up to more than 100% because respondents chould check more than one response.

Additional funding sources (written in by respondents) were categorized under three
areas: volunteers, fundraising/private contributions, and other. Types of volunteers included
teacher volunteers, parent volunteers, high school/college students, volunteers from the
Un Poquito de Espariol program, and others. Fundraising and |.rivate contributions included
fund-raisers, parent donations, private company, private foundation, and charitable dona-
tions. Other respondents mentioned funding sources such as the county general fund, a
separate fee, Public Broadcasting, and Magnet School Center for International Education.
Some said, “No funding is available.”
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In both 1997 and 1987, funding sources varied for public and private schools. Public
elementary schools more frequently reported using regular school funds for foreign lan-
guage classes than did private schools (74% public vs. 59% private in 1997; 74% public vs.
63% private in 1987). As expected, private schools relied more on tuition paid by parents
than did public schools (59% private vs. 8% public in 1997; 53% private vs. 5% public in
1987). Also, public schools received mare support from federal and state grants than did
private schools (24% public vs. 2% private in 1997; 23% public vs. 3% private in 1987). In
1997, fundraising and private contributions were a source of funding for both public and
private schools (0.4% public; 5% private). Volunteers were also mentioned by both public
and private schools (2% public; 1% private).

In 1997, sources of funding also varied by the size of the elementary school. Large
schools (1,000+ students) more frequently reported using federal and state grants to
support foreign language classes than did medium-sized (400-999 students} or small (< 400
students) schools (39% large, 22% medium, 8% small). In contrast, small schools rely more
on tuition paid by parents than do schools of other sizes (43% small, 15% medium, 0%
farge). It is interesting to note that large schools cite using voiunteer help considerably
more frequently than schools of other sizes (14% large, 1% medium, 1% small).

Schools Having Curriculum Frameworks or Guidelines

Elementary Schools

Figure 13.

Mast of the elementary schoois teaching foreign language report having an established
foreign language curriculum or set of guidelines for their program. There were no statisti-
cally significant differences between 1987 (64%) and 1997 (70%). (See Figure 13.)

In 1997, the existence of a foreign language curriculum or set of guidelines varied
according to school type, school setting, and school size. Overall, more public (73%) than
private (65%) schools reported having a foreign language curriculum or guidelines. Within

Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Established Curriculum Guidelines
(Public, Private, (otal) (1987 and 1997)
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both public and private elementary schools, urban schools (82% public, 74% private) more
frequently cited having a foreign language curriculum than did suburban (79% public, 65%
private) or rural (64% public, 49% private) schools. Overall, large schools more frequently
reported having a foreign language curriculum or guidelines than medium-sized schools or
small schools (92% large, 77% medium, 62% small).

There was also considerable variation according to geographic conference region.
Ranging from highest to lowest, the percentages of schools with established curricula in
each region are as follows: Southern Conference (81%), Pacific Northwest Council (78%),
Northeast Conference (75%), Southwest Conference (67%), Central States Conference
(54%).

Secondary 5chools

Figure 14,

The vast maijority of s2condary schools report having a foreign language curriculum or
set of guidelines (88% in 1997; 85% in 1987). There were no statistically significant differ-
ences between 1987 and 1997 results. (See Figure 14.)

At the secondary level, more respondents from high schools than from middle or junior
high schools reported having an established curriculum or set of guidelines for their foreign
language program (91% high school, 84% middle school/junior high). The vast majority of
both public and private schools reported having a foreign language curriculum or guide-
lines in 1997 (88% public, 87% private). Overall, the large and largest schools more fre-
quently reported a foreign language curriculum or guidelines than medium-sized schools or
small schools (97% large, 96% largest, 88% medium, 80% small).

At the secondary level, the existence of a foreign language curriculum was fairly consis-
tent across geographic conference regions, with the vast majority of schools in all regions
reporting one: Northeast Conference (94%), Southern Conference (89%), Pacific Northwest
Councit (87%), Southwest Conference (86%), and Central States Conference (85%).

Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Established Curriculum Guidelines
(Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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Sources of Foreign Lanqguage Curricuia

Elementary Schools

Figure 15.

In 1997, respondents who indicated that their school. had curriculum guidelines were
also asked who developed them. Elementary guidelines tended to be developed at the
school level (foreign language teachers and staff), school district level, and to a lesser extent
at the state level (50%, 34%, and 17% respectively).

The sources of curricula varied greatly depending on whether the school was public or
private. (See Figure 15.) In the public schools, the curricula or guidelines were most often
developed by the school district (569), at the state level (23%), or at the schoo! level
(20%). In the private schools, the curricula or guidelines were most often developed by the
school (91%). :

Other sources of curricuia mentioned by respondents included educational television/
satellite/classroom video, tribal guidelines, parent teacher associations, various commercial
curricula, a curriculum consortium, and guides from Canada, France, and Belgium. Private
schools also mentioned the Archdiocese and the national level as sources of curricula.

Sources of Foreign Language Curricula for Elementary Schools (Public, Private, Total) (1997)
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Note 1: No staustical significance tests were conducted on these data.
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Secondary Schools

Like elementary school curricula and guidelines, secondary foreign language curricula
are likely to be developed at the local school level, school district level, or state level (43%,
43%, and 35% respectively). (See Figure 16.)

Figure 16. Sources of Foreign Language Curricula for Secondary Schools (Public, Private, Total) {1997)
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Note 1: No statisticai significance tests were conducted on these data.
Note 2 Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could chack more than one response

There was considerable variation between middle school/junior high and high school in
their sources of curricula. The high schools tend to use curricula developed at the school
level (50%), whereas the middle and junior high schools tend to use district-developed
curricula (58%).

There was also considerable variation between public and private schools. Of the public
secondary schools responding, nearly half (48%) reported that their curriculum was devel-
oped by the school district. Of the responding private schools, the majority reported that
their curricula or guidelines were developed by the school (79%).

Other public school sources included the county, national curricula, internationally
available curricula, educational television/satellite, a college or university, and a curriculum
committee or consortium. Private schools reported the following other sources of curricula:
A-Beka curricufum, a curriculum committee or consortium, chairpersons, internationally
available curricula, and a college or university. Both private and public schools mentioned
various other sources such as commercial curricula, the Regional Service Center, the North-
east Frameworks, the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines, a Co-op, an Articulation and Achieve-
n.ent Project, the School of Tomorrow, Step Star, and others.
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Instructionial Materials®

Elementary Schoois

Table 20.

Figure 17.

As in 1987, the three most popular types of materials for teaching foreigri language at
the elementary level reported in 1997 were teacher-made materials, audiovisual materials
(e.g., films, filmstrips, slides, videotapes, records, CDs, audiotapes), and commercially
published textbbooks/workbooks (949, 94%, and 85% of elementary schools with foreign
language programs, respectively). These percentages represent a significant increase from
1987 (84%, 60%, and 70%). However, it is important to note that these differences could
be due to the change in question format for the 1997 survey. (See Table 20 and Figure 17.)

Instructional Materials Used by Elementary Schools, 1987 and 1997 (weighted data)

Total Total Public  Private
Type of Materials 1987 1997 1997 1997

n,, =286 n,., varies
teacher-made materials n =392 (1997) 84% 94% 93% 96%
audiovisual materials n_ =412 (1997) 94% 95% 93%
films, filmstrips, slides, videotapes, records, etc. (1987 only) 60% —_—
commercially published textbooks/workbooks n, =390 (1997) 70% 85% 78% 94%
authentic materials n_ =384 (1997) _— 74% 75% 74%
authentic literature from target culture n, =383 (1997) — 69% 73% 64%
computer-based instructional materials n_ =378 (1997) — 1% 43% 39%
computer-assisted materials (1987 only) 14% —_— _—
resources n, , =354 (1997) —_— 19% 21% 17%
other instructional technology n | = 348 (1997) 10% 15% 3%
commercially made foreign language games (1987 only) 38%
other (specify) n_ =148 (1997) 8% 17% 21% 12%

Note: Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one response.

Types of Instructional Materials Used by Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs
(1997)

100% 4 gdo  ganer

80%

60%

L

40%

20%

Parcentage of Elementary Schools

10%
0% -
o - -
Teachar Audiovisual Comm Authentic Authenhc Cotnpuine interect Other Other
M.ade Published Materals Lierale Based Hesources  Technatogy
(AP noo A2 o 340 ao. 384 n. .. 384 n. 3°8 N, 4 n,, ~ 348 .- 148

Type of Instructional Materials

* Indicates a statisticaify significant increase between 1987 and 1997
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The next most commonly used materials are authentic literature and authentic materials
(realia) from the target culture (e.g., bus tickets, movie posters, menus, newspapers, maga-
zines, advertisements). These materials are used by about 7 in 10 elementary schoois with a
foreign language program (literature 69%, materials 74%). Computer-based instructional
materials (e.g., computer software programs, interactive video, CD-ROM}) are used by about
4in 10 elementary schools (41%), and Internet resources (e.g., electronic mail, World Wide
Web, listservs) are used by about 2 in 10 elementary schools (19%). Other instructional
technologies (e.g., satellite broadcasts, interactive television, and distance-learning) are
used by 1 in 10 elementary schools (10%). The use of computer-based instructional materi-
als was reported by a significantly greater percentage of elementary schools in 1997 than in
1987 (41% in 1997, 14% in 1987). However, the wording of the question regarding the
use of computer-based materials changed somewhat, from “computer-assisted instructional
materials” in 1987 to “computer-based instructional materials” in 1997, so caution must be
taken when comparing the results. Also, two new related categories, Internet resources and
other instructional technologies, were added in 1997.

Seventeen percent (17%) of elementary schools (21% public, 12% private) reported
using other types of instructional materials and resources, such as native speakers and
people in the community, games and puppets, and vocabulary flash cards.

There were a few interesting variations in responses according to school size, type of
school, and school setting. Use of teacher-made materials varied considerably by school
size. A higher percentage of small and medium-sized schools report using teacher-made
materials than large schools.

Respondents were asked to specify the types of teacher-made materials used in their
school. Approximately 30% of the elementary respondents who cited using teacher-made
materials provided specific information about the types. The majority of the responses were
grouped into the following categories: games/puzzles, worksheets/workbooks, flashcards,
pictures/posters, and visual materials (including visual aids, videos, and educational televi-
sion). Other respondents mentioned tests, authentic materials (including realia, maps, and
Jocal objects from other countries), manipulatives, books/reading material, hands-on activi-
ties, charts, tapes, songs, thematic units, transparencies/overheads, study sheets/guides,
handouts, projects, vocabulary lists, and stories/storytelling. Many respondents mentioned
using specific items that could not be categorized with other responses, including enrich-
ment activities, supplements, displays, figurines, bulletin board materials, materials follow-
ing the Montessori curriculum, Total Physical Response activities, and others. Several re-
spondents mentioned that they used a variety of types of materials. One respondent re-
ported, “l have a garage fulll”

In 1997, a higher percentage of private schools used commercially published textbooks/
workbooks than public schools (94% private, 78% pubtic).

Use of computer-based instructional materials varied considerably by school setting.
Among public schools, suburban and rural schools reported using these materials more
frequently than urban schools (49% suburban, 45% rural, 32% urban). Among private
schoals, urban schools used these materials most frequently (47% urban, 38% suburban,
289% rural). Use of computer-based materials also varied by geographic conference region:
Southern Conference, 48%; Southwest Conference, 47%; Central States Conference, 42%;
Pacific Northwest Council, 42%; and Northeast Conference, 33%.
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Use of Internet resources varied by school setting. For both public and private schoals,
the most frequent use of Internet resources was reported by rural schools (23% public; 22%
private). Among public schools, more suburban schools reported using Internet resources
than urban schools (22% suburban; 15% urban). Among private schools, more urban than
suburban schools reported using Internet resources (19% urban; 12% suburban).

The use of other instructional technologies varied by school type, with more public
schools (15%) than private schools (3%) using them. There was some variation by school
setting among public and private schools. Contrary to expectations, rural schools did not
report much more frequent use. Among public schools, other instructional technologies
were reported more frequently by suburban and rural schools than by urban schools (17%
suburban, 15% rural, 9% urban). None of the responding rural private schools reported
using them (3% urban, 6% suburban, 0% rural).

Secondary Schoois

Table 21.

At the secondary school level, the three most common instructional materials used by
schools with foreign language programs continue to be audiovisual materials (99%), com-
mercially published textbooks/workbooks (98%), and teacher-made materials (95%). The
percentage of secondary schools that use these types of materials has increased significantly
since 1987. Use of audiovisual materials increased 10 percentage points, use of teacher-
made materials increased 6 percentage points, and use of textbooks increased 3 percentage
points. However, the wording of the question pertaining to audiovisual materials changed
substantially across waves of the study, from “films, fiimstrips, slides, videotapes, records,
audiotapes” in 1987 to "Audiovisual materials (films, filmstrips, slides, videotapes, records, -
CDs, audiotapes)” in 1997, which may account for differences over time. (See Table 21 and
Figura 18.)

Instructional Materials Used by Secondary Schools, 1987 and 1997 (weighted data)

Total Total Public  Privale
Type of Materials 1987 1997 1997 1997

n, =1168  n _ vories
audiovisual materials n _ =1373 (1997) - 99% 99% 99%
films, fitmstrips, slides, videotapes, records, etc. (1987 only) 89% - - -
commercially published textbooks/workbooks
n, =1377 (1997) 95% 98% 98% 100%
teacher-made materials n = 1276 (1997) 89% 95% 96% 91%
authentic materials n  =1299 (1997) - 92% 93% 89%
authentic literature from target culture n  =1203 (1997) - 83% 83% 84%
computer-based instructional materials n =1194 (1997) - 52% 52% 53%
computer-assisted materials (1987 only) 20% - - -
resources n =1134 (1997) ~ 39% 39% 41%
other instructional technology n = 1079 (1997) - 30% 31% 21%
commercially made foreign language games (1987 only) 60% - - -
other (specify) n_ =333 (1997) 11% 13% 13% 15%

Note: Totals add *ip to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one response.
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Figure 18.

Types of Instructional Materials Used by Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs (1997)
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Authentic materiais (92%) and literature from the target culture (83%) were also used
quite frequently in 1997. Computer-based instructional materials are now used by over half
of the secondary schools with foreign language programs-—52% in 1997 versus 20% in
1987—a statistically significant increase. However, the wording changed for the question
pertaining to computer-based materials, from “computer-assisted instructional materials” in
1987 to “computer-based instructional materials (e.g., computer software programs,
interactive video, CD-ROM)" in 1997, so caution should be taken when comparing the
results. Internet resources are now used by approximately 4 in 10 (39%) secondary schools.
Other instructional technologies are used by 3 out of 10 schools (30%).

Thirteen percent of secondary schools (13% public, 15% private) reported using other
instructional materials or resources. Examples listed by respondents included pen pals;
cooking; eating at restaurants from the target culture; native-speaker guests and presenters;
national and local foreign language days; Total Physical Response activities; field trips;
foreign exchange programs and trips to the target language country; cultural performances
and events, including theater, opera, dance, and puppet theater.

Respondents were asked to specify the types of teacher-made materials used in their
school, but fewer than half of the weighted respondents who reported using teacher-made
materials did so. The largest group of respondents mentioned supplementary written
materials such as worksheets/workbooks, homework mimeos, vocabulary lists, study guides,
pamphlets, books, and readings. Other respondents mentioned a variety of tests and
quizzes. Some respondents mentioned teacher-made technology such as cassette tapes,
videos, movie scripts, and computer presentations. Many mentioned visual aids such as
overhead transparencies, maps, posters, charts, pictures, bulletin boards, classroom dis-
plays, slides, props, wall signs, and magazine pictures. Res' andents also mentioned a
variety of special projects and activities dealing with reading, conversation, and oral profi-

44 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




38

Fereign Language instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

ciency. Several respondents mentioned teacher- or student-made materials or activities
focusing on culture, including music, songs, skits, plays, food, clothing, realia, and travel. A
large number of respondents mentioned games, including board games, instructional
games, and the use of puppets and pifiatas, as well as creative projects and crafts, including
drawings, collages, and language quilts.

There were some notable variations when comparing instructional materials used in
middle and junior high schools with those used in high schools; high schools generally
reported using more instructional materials.

Authentic literature and authentic materials from the target culture (realia) were used by
more high schools than middle or junior high schools (literature: 91% high school, 68%
middle school/junior high; materials: 96% high school; 91% middle school/junior high).
Internet resources were used by more high schools (43%) than middle and junior high
schools (32%). Also, more suburban schools reported using internet resources than schools
in other settings among both public schools (44% suburban, 39% urban, 37% rural) and
private schools (49% suburban, 40% urban, 35% rural). Computer-based instructional
materials were used by more high schools (53%) than middie or junior high schools (48%).
There was also more use of other instructional technologies in high schools (30%) com-
pared to middle or junior high schools (21%).

Sequencing/Articulation

Elementary Schools

Respondents from elementary schools indicated that sequencing (articulation) to ensure
continuity in foreign language study from one ievel of schooling to the next is still a major
issue. Forty-five percent (45%) of elementary school respondents (up from 39% in 1987)
indicated that their dictricts do not have an articulated sequence of instruction. This in-
cludes three groups of respondents: 9% who noted that the foreign language(s) taught in
their elementary schools are not offered at the junior high or middle schools (11% for
public schools, 7% for private schools); 10% who indicated that students who have studied
foreign language in elementary school are placed in exploratory language classes in junior
high or middle school (13% for public, 7% for private); and 26% who indicated that
students who have studied foreign language in elementary school are placed in Level |
foreign language classes in middle or junior high school along with students with no prior
experience in the language (22% for public, 32% for private).

Some districts are planning ahead for smooth articulation. Twenty-four percent (24%)
of respondents noted that junior high or middle school students could take foreign lan-
guage classes specifically designed to provide continuity from their prior level in elementary
school (24% for public, 25% for private); 11% said that students are placed in advanced
language classes, but these classes are not necessarily designed to reflect students’ prior
language level (6% for public, 16% for private); and 5% stated that students who have
studied foreign language in elementary school can enroll in some subject matter courses
taught in the foreign language when they enter junior high or middle school (7% for
public, 3% for private). (See Figure 19.)
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Figure 19. Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs Reporting Various Sequencing Patterns for
Language Instruction From Elementary Through Secondary School (1997)
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A The junior high/middle schools do not offer the [anguage(s) taught in elementary

school.

B Studenis are placed in exploratory fanguage classes (general exposure to one or
more {anguages and cultures).

C Students are placed in Level | foreign language classes along with students who
have had no prior contact with the language.

D Students are placed in a class where'the course content and objectives are
designed specifically to provide continuity from their prior fevel.

E Students are placed in existing advanced classes not necessarily designed to
reflect their prior language evel.

F  Students can enroll in some subject matter courses taught in the foreign language.
G Other

Secondary Schools

Although 61% of secondary respondents indicated that foreign fanguage study is not
offered in the elementary schools in their district (63% for middle school/junior high, 59%
for high school), respondents whose districts’ elementary schools do offer foreign languages
use a variety of sequencing strategies in an attempt to ensure that students’ foreign lan-
guage study is continued into the secondary level. Fourteen percent (14%) said that stu-
dents with elementary school foreign language experience are placed in Level | language
classes when they enter secondary school (11% for middle school/junior high; 15% for high
school); 9% noted that such students are placed in courses specifically designed to provide
continuity from their prior level (5% for middle school/junior high, 10% for high school);
5% indicated that they place these students in exploratory language courses (9% for middie
school/junior high, 4% for high school); 4% indicated that students are placed in advanced
classes that are not necessarily designed to reflect their prior language level (3% for middie
school/fjunior high, 7% for high school); and less thar: 1% said that students can enroll in
some subject matter courses taught in a foreign language (less than 1% for middle school/
junior high, 1% for high school).* (See Figure 20.)
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Figure 20. Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs Reporting Various Sequencing Patterns for
Language Instruction From Elementary Through Secondary School {1997)
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A There is no foreign language instruction in elementary schools in our district.

B Students are placed in exploratory fanguage classes (general exposure to one or
more languages and cultures).

C Students are placed in Level | foreign language classes along with students who
have had no prior contact with the language.

D Students are placed in a class where the course content and objectives are
designed specifically to provide continuity from their prior level.

E Students are placed in existing advanced classes not necessarily designed to
reflect their prior language level.

F  Students can enrall in some subject matter courses taughi in the foreign language.
G Other

More public than private schools answering this question said they did not offer foreign
language in their elementary schools (66% of public schools vs. 32% of private schools).
More private than public schools placed students with prior foreign language learning in
Level | classes in middle school or junior high (30% private vs. 12% public); more private
than public schools placed students in classes designed for their level (17% vs. 7%); more
private than public schools placed students in advanced classes not necessarily designed to
reflect students’ prior language level (9% vs. 4%); and there was no difference in the
percentage of public and private schoaols offering subject matter classes taught in the
tanguage (1% for both).

Number of Foreign Language Teachers

In 1997, more than half (53%) of the elementary schools that taught foreign language
reported having one foreign language teacher. This was true of both public (52%) and pri-
vate (55%) schools. Approximately 1 out of 10 schools (11%) reported having no fareign
language teacher. (This is possible because elementary schools sometimes rely on regular
classroom teachers that they do not categorize as foreign language teachers, or on foreign
language instruction via satellite or video, facilitated by a regular classroom teacher.) A little

94
——




Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools 41

Figure 21.

more than 1 out of 10 schools (12%}) reported having two foreign language teachers, Fewer
than 1 out of 10 schools reported having three (8%), four (5%), five (2%), six (2%), seven
(.4%), eight (1%), nine (3%), or ten or more (3%} foreign language teachers. This varied
little by schooi type, although mare public (149) than private (7%) elementary schools
reported having no foreign language teacher. The mean number of foreign language teach-
ers in both public and private elementary schools was two. (See rigure 21.)

Number of Foreign Language Teachers at Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs
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At the secondary level, many schools reported having either one (31%) or two (21%)
foreign language teachers. Fifteen percent (15%) reported having three, and 10% reported
having four foreign language teachers. Fewer than 1 in 10 schools reported five (7%), six
(5%), seven (3%), eight (3%), nine (2%), or ten or more (4%) foreign language teachers.
The number of teachers varied little by school type, with a difference of only 4% or less
between public and private schools in all cases, except for those schools reporting one
foreign language teacher. More public (32%) than private (21%) schools reported having
only one foreign language teacher. None of the secondary schools responding to this
question reported having no foreign language teachers. The mean number of foreign
language teachers in secondary schools was three (3 pub™ 1 private). (See Figure 22.)

There were considerable differences between middle sc¢i.00l/junior high schools and
high schools in the number of foreign language teachers reported. Most of the middle and
junior high school respondents cited one (47%), two (25%), three (15%), four (7%), or five
(4%) foreign language teachers. One percent or fewer of these schools reported having six
(196), seven (1%), eight (.1%), nine (.1%), or ten or more (.3%) foreign language teachers.
The mean number ~f teachers at the middle school/junior high school level was two.

At the high school level, responses were somewhat more evenly distributed among all
numbers of teachers. Respondents reparted having one (15%), two (20%), three (15%),
four (11%), five (10%), six (3%), seven (6%), eight (5%), nine (3%), or ten or more (7%)
foreign language teachers. The mean number of teachers at the high school level was four.
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Figure 22, Number of Foreign Language Teachers at Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs
(1997)
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Teacher Qualifications

For the 1997 survey question on teacher qualifications, respondents were asked to give
the exact number of teachers who were in each of several teacher qualification categories.
In 1987, respondents indicated whether none, some, most, or all of their teachers were in
each category by checking the appropriate box. The question format and wording were
changed upon recommendation of survey designers so that a more accurate response
would be received for each category. Two new categories were included in the elementary
question, and there were minor wording changes made to two of the existing question
categories. Four new categories were added to the secondary question.

Teacher qualification percentages for similar question categories appear to be higher in
1987 than in 1997 for both elementary and secondary levels. Due to changes in question
format, wording, and content between 1987 and 1997, caution should be taken when
interpreting these results or when comparing results from the two waves of the survey. It
cannot be concluded from this data that teachers are less qualified in 1997 than in 1987.
No statistical significance tests over time were computed. It should also be noted that some
of the respondents found this question difficult to answer and may have misinterpreted the
categories to be mutually exclusive rather than providing a number for each category.

Elementary Schools

Table 22 compares 1987 and 1997 data on the qualifications of {oreign language
teachers in elementary schools. Public and private elementary school teacher qualification
data from 1997 are also compared.

In 1997, nearly half (46%) of responding elementary schools reported that one or more
of their foreign language teachers was a native speaker of the language being taught (44%
public, 48% private). Schools reported having cne (28%), two (7%), three (5%), four (1%),
five (3%), or six or more (2%) foreign language teachers who were native speakers of the
language being taught. Fifty-four percent (54%) of the schools surveyed reported having
no native speakers of the language as teachers. In 1987, over half (57%) of elementary

(o9




Foreign Languaye Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools 43

respondents indicated that some, most, or all of their foreign language teachers were native
speakers of the language being taught (47% public, 68% private). (See Figure 23.)

Table 22, Elementary School Teacher Qualifications, 1987 and 1997 (weighted data)

Elementary Teacher Qualifications 1987 Total 1997 Total Public rivate
n,  varies n =478 1997 1997

Native speakers of the language being taught
n,, =251 (1987) 57% 46% 44% 48%

Certified for elen:emary school teaching but nol
specifically for foreign language teaching

n,, =210(1987) 66% 26% 26% 23%
Certified for foreign language teaching at the
elementary school level n , = 213 (1987) 52% 19% 20% 16%

Certified for foreign language teaching at the elementary
school fevel and for elementary school teaching

(1997 only) — 15% 20% 12%
Certified for foreign language teaching at the secondary B - o
schoo! level but not at the elementary level (1997 only) — 15% 13% 16%
Certified for foreign language teaching at the secondary

schoof fevel n, = 222 (1987) (1987 only} 62% —_— _ —_—
Certified for foreign language teaching al the K-12 level

(1997 only) —_ 19% 22% 12%
High school/college students n, =156 (1987) 17% 5% 6% 3%
Others who are not certified (1997 only) —_— 12% 8% 19%
Adult volunteers n, = 163 (1987) (1987 only) 2% - — —

Note: 1997 data refer to percentage ol elementary schoals wilh one or more teachers with specific teacher qualilications,
1987 data refer ta percentages of elementary schoals with some, mosl, or all teachers who h we specific teacher
quafifications. Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents couid check more than one response.

Figure 23. Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Native-Speaker Foreign
Language Teachers (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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Figure 24.
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Figure 24 presents 1997 data on foreign language teacher qualifications in elementary
schools.

Qualifications of Foreign Language Teachers in Elementary Schools With Foreign Language
Programs (1997)
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In 1997, approximately one out of four elementary schools (26%) reported that their
teachers were certified for elementary <chool teaching but not specifically for foreign
language teaching (26% public, 23% private). Schools reported that they had one (17%),
two (2%), three (2%), four (1%), five (1%), or six or more (3%) teachers in this category.
Seventy-six percent (7€%) of the schools reported that none of their teachers fell into this
category. In 1987, two out of three schools (66%) reported that their teachers were certi-
fied for elementary school teaching but not specifically for foreign language teaching (66%
public, 65% private).

Nearly one out of five elementary schools (19%) reported in 1997 that their teachers
were certified for foreign language teaching at the elementary level (20% public, 16%
private). Schools reported that they had one (13%), two (1%), three (1%), four (1%), five
(.4%), or six or more {3%) teachers in this category. Eighty-two percent (82%) of the
schools reported that none of their teachers was certified for foreign language teaching at
the elementary level. In 1987, over half (52%) reported that at least some of their foreign
language teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at the elementary level.

In 1997, 15% of elementary school respondents indicated that their teachers were
certified for foreign language teaching at the elementary school level and for elementary
school teaching (20% public, 1Z% private). Schools reported that they had one (109%), two
(24), three (1%), four (.1%), five (.3%), or six or more (2%) teachers in this category.
Eighty-four percent (84%) of respondents indicated that there were no teachers in their
school who were certified for both foreign language teaching at the elementary schoo! level
and for regular elementary school teaching.
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Fifteen percent (15%) of elementary respondents reported in 1997 that one ¢~ more of
their teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at the secondary school level but
not at the elementary level (13% public, 16% private). Gverall, schoois reported that they
had one (10%), two (2%), three (1%), four (0%), five (1%), or six or more (1%) foreign
fanguage teachers in this category. Eighty-six percent (86%) of schools had no teachers in
this category. In 1987, approximately 6 out of 10 (62%) schools indicated that at least
some of their teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at the secondary <zhool
level (60% public, 64% private).

In 1997, nearly one in five (19%) elementary schools reported having teachers who are
certified for foreign language teaching at the K-12 level (22% public, 12% private). Schouis
reported that one (15%), two {.3%), three (1%), four (1%), five (1%), or six or more (1%)
of their foreign language teachers had K-12 foreign language teaching certification. Eighty-
two percent (82%;) of schools had no teachers in this category.

Five percent (5%) of elementary schools in 1997 reported that one or more of their
foreign language teachers were high school or college students (6% public, 3% private).
Overall, schoois reported that one (2%), two (1%), three (1%), four (no schools), five (1%),
or six or more (.3%) of their foreign language teachers were high school or coilege stu-
dents. Ninety-six percent (36%) of schools reported no teachers in this category. In 1987,
17% reported having teachers who were high schoo! or college students (16% public, 17%
private).

Twelve percent (12%) of schools indicated in 1997 that some of their foreign language
teachers were not certified (8% public, 19% private). Most schools reported that one (10%)
or two (2%) of their foreign language teachers did not have certification. Less than 1%
reported three (.49%), four (.1%), five (.1%), or six or more (.2%) teachers in this category.
Eighty-seven percent (87%) of schools indicated that they had no teachers in this category.
In 1987, more than one out of five (21%) schools reported teachers who were adult volun-
teers (12% public, 34% private).

Secondary Schools

Table 23 compares 1987 and 1997 data on the qualifications of foreign language
teachers in secondary schools. Public and private secondary schoo! teacher qualification
data from 1997 are also compared.

In 1997, one out of three secondary schools (33%) reported that one or more of their
foreign language teachers were native speakers of the language being taught (31% public,
44% private; 29% middie/junior high, 39% high school). Overall, schools reported one
(20%), two (8%), three (3%), four (1%) five (.1 %), or six or more (1%) teachers in this
category. The highest percentage (50%) of schools with native-speaker teachers are in the
Southwaest Conference region. Sixty-seven percent (67%) of responding schools indicated
that none of their teachers were native speakers. In 1987, 38% of responding secondary
schools reported that some, most, or all of their foreign language teachers were native
speakers of the language being taught (33% public, 51% private). (See Figure 25.)
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Table 23.

Figure 25.

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

Secondary School Teacher Qualifications, 1987 and 1997 (weighted data)

Secondary Teacher Qualifications 1987 Total 1997 Total Public Private
n,, varies n,,=1415 1997 1997

Native speakers of the language being taught

n. = 1414 (1997} n  =1019 (1987) 38% 33% 31% 44%

Certified for foreign language teaching at the

secondary level n_ = 1124 (1987) 95% 82% 84% 77%

Certified for secondary school teaching but not specifically

for foreign language teaching n, = 748 (1987) 21% 9% 7% 16%

Certitied for foreign language teaching at the elementary

school level but not at the secondary level (1997 only) o 3% 2% - 8%

Certified for foreign language teaching at the K-12 fevel

(1997 only) _— 25% 26% 21%

Certified in a different foreign fanguage from the one

they teach (1997 only) — 9% 9% 8%

Certified in more than one foreign language (1997 only) _— 34% 35% 34%

Others who are not certified (1997 only) — 1% 8% 33%

Not certified at all (1987 only) n, , = 666 (1987) 9%

Note: 1997 data refer to percentage of secondary schools with one or more teachers with specific teacher qualifications;

1987 data refer to percentages of secondary schools with some, most, or all teachers who have specific teacher

qualifications. Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could check mare than one response.

Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Native-Speaker Foreign Language

Teachers (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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Note No statistical significance tests were conducted on these dafa.

o7




Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools 47

Figure 26 presents 1997 data collected on foreign language teacher qualifications in
secondary schools.

Figure 26. Qualifications of Foreign Language Teachers in Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs
(1997}
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More than eight out of ten secondary schools (82%) indicated in 1997 that their teach-
ers were certified for foreign language teaching at the secondary level (84% public, 77%
private; 72% middle/junior high, 92% high school). Overall, schools reported that one
(23%), two (19%), three (12%), four (9%), five (5%), or six or more (14%) of their foreign
language teachers were in this category. Approximately one of five (18%) responding
schools reported that none of their teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at
the secondary level. In 1987, more than nine out of ten (95%) schools indicated that at
least some of their teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at the secondary
level (97% public, 87% private).

INn 1997, 9% of secondary schools reported that one or more of their teachers were
certified for secondary school teaching but not specifically for foreign language teaching
(7% public, 16% private; 8% middle school/junior high, 9% high school). Overall, schools
reported that one (5%), two (2%), three (.3%), four (.1%), five (.2%), or six or more (1%)
of their foreign language teachers were in this category. Ninety-one percent (91%) of
schools reported that none of their teachers had this type of certification. In 1987, approxi-
mately one out of five schools (21%) reported that some, most, or all of their teachers were
certified for secondary school teaching but not specifically for foreign language teaching
(18% public, 33% private).

Only 3% of secondary schools reported in 1997 that one or more of their teachers was
certified for foreign language teaching at the elementary school level but not at the second-
ary level (2% public, 8% private; 5% middle school/junior high, .1% high schoal). Overall,
schools reported that one (2%), two (.4%), three (.1%), four (.2%), or six or more (.1%) of
their teachers were in this category. Ninety-seven percent (97%) of responding schools
reported no teachers with this type of certification.
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In 1997, one in four (25%) responding secondary schools indicated that their teachers
were certified for foreign language teaching at the K-12 level (26% public, 21% private,
28% middle school/junior high, 25% high school). Overall, schools reported that one
(14%), two (5%), three (2%), four (1%), five (1%), or six or more (2%) of their foreign
language teachers had this type of certification. Seventy-five percent (75%) of schools
indicated that none of their teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at the K-
12 level, -

Approximately one out of ten secondary schools (9%) reported having teachers certified
in a different foreign language from the one they teach (9% public, 8% private, 8% mirdle
school/junior high, 11% high school) in 1997. Schools reported that one (6%), two (2%),
three (1%), four (.1%), five (09), or six or more (.2%) of their teachers were certified in a
different language. Ninety-one percent (91%) of schools reported no teachers certified in a
different foreign language from the one they teach.

More than one third (34%) of responding secondary schools reported in 1997 that their
teachers were certified in more than one foreign language (35% public, 34% private, 24%
middle school/junior high, 43% high school). Schools reported that one (17%), two (11%),
three (3%), four (2%), five (1%), or six or more (.4%) of their foreign language teachers fell
into this category. Approximately two thirds (67%) of secondary schools reported that none
of their teachers were certified in more than one foreign language.

Cne out of ten secondary schools (11%) reported in 1997 having teachers who were
not certified (8% public, 33% private, 9% middle school/junior high, 9% high school, 16%
combined). Overall, schools reported that one (7%), two (2%), three (19%), four (.1%), five
(.3%), or six or more (1%) of their foreign language teachers were not certified. Ninety
percent (90%) reported that they had no teachers who were not certified. In 1987, fewer
than one out of five (9%) secondary schools reported that their foreign language teachers
were not certified at all (2% public; 32% private).

\J

Staff Development and In-Service Training

As in 1987, respondents were asked whether any of the language teachers at their
school had participated in staff development or in-service teacher training during the
preceding year, and if so, what kind. Participation in staff development and in-service
teacher training ir.creased significantly from 1987 to 1997. In 1997, over two thirds (67%)
of elementary schoals that offer foreign language classes reported that their language
teachers had participated in staff development or in-service training during the past year.
This compares to only about half of the elementary schools with foreign language programs
(53%) in 1987. (See Figure 27.)

From 1987 to 1997, there were ccnsiderable increases in the percentages oi both public
and private elementary schools with language teachers who had participated in staff devel-
opment during the last year (73% in 1997 vs. 60% in 1987 for public schools; 60% in 1997
vs. 42% in 1987 for private schools). In 1997, a smaller percentage of suburban schools
(both public and private) had teachers who had participated in training than schools in
other settings (78% urban, 78% rural, 58% suburban for public schools; 67% urban, 58%
rural, 54% suburban for private schools). Staff development for language teachers also
varied across geographic conference regions: Pacific Northwest Council, 77%; Southern
Conference, 72%; Central States Conference, 66%; Northeast Conference,66%; and South-
west Conference, 58%.
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Ficure 27.

Figure 28.

Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Frograms That Have Foreign Language Teachers
Participatirig in In-Service Training (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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* indicates a statistically significant increase from 1987 to 1997.

At the secondary school level, over three quarters (76%) of schools with foreign lan-
guage programs reported that their language teachers attended staff development or in-
service training, a statistically significant increase from 1987 (69%). (See Figure 28.) Ai-
though there were considerable increases in the percentages of both public and private
schools reporting this from 1987 to 1997, there was little variation by school type at the
secondary level in 1997 (77% public, 73% private). Higher percentages of high school
teachers were participating in staff development than were teachers of middle or junior
high schools (84% high school, 68% middle school/junior high) in 1997. Participation in in-
service training varied somewhat by the setting in both public schools (83% suburban, 80%
urban, 73% rural) and private schools (82% urban, 69% suburban, 66% rural).

Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Foreign Language Teachers
Participating in In-Service Training (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)

30%
20%

Percentage of Seconary Schools

0%

100% -
90% -
80% 4
70% 4
60% -
50% -
40% -

10% A

G 1987
m 1997

N 1987 = 1184
Ny 1997 = 1400

Public

Private

Type of School

Total

* Indicates a statishcally sigmficant increase from 1987 o 1997




50

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

In addition, incidence of staff development activities increased with the size of the
school (59% small, 81% medium, 85% large, 90% largest). There was also variation across
geographic conference regions: Northeast Conference, 88%; Central States Conference,
78%; Southern Conference, 72%; Pacific Northwest Council, 70%; and Southwest Confer-
ence, 68%.

Types of Staff Development and in-Service Training

Approximately 56% of the elementary schools and 69% of the secondary schools whose
language teachers had participated in staff development during the last year provided
information about the type of activity involved. Because sonie of the respondents providing
this additional information gave muitiple answers (and the responses are not mutually
exclusive), percentages for the categories add up to more than 100%. In addition, because
the question was open ended, some respondents provided very general information or

merely listed the examples of training that were mentioned in the survey question.

Elementary Schools

Table 24.

The most frequently cited staff development activity at the elementary level was work-
shops. Over half (54%) of the elementary school respondents who provided information
about the type of training said that teachers at their school had attended workshops during
the last year. (See Table 24 and Figure 29.) Respondents indicated that their teachers had
attended either language teaching workshops (e.g., FLES workshops, Spanish as a foreign
language workshops, University of Maryland/Baltimore County Spanish Teacher Day,
monthly bilingual department workshops) or more general teaching- or classroom-related
workshops (e.g., global awareness, tactics, philosophy, culture and arts, elements of instruc-
tion, reading, seif-esteem).

Type of Staff Development or In-Service Teacher Training Attended by Eiementary Teachers, 1997
(weighted data)

Staff Development Total Public Private
n. =254 n, =152 n., =102

Workshops 54% 54% 53%
Conferences/Language Conferences 41% 44% 36%
Methodology Instruction 28% 24% 33%
Observing Master Teachers/Other Teachers 14% 11% 18%
Language Training 10% 13% 6%

Student Teaching 6% 6% 6%

Other 37% 43% 27%

Note: Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one response.

More than 4 out of 10 schools (41%) reported that their foreign language teachers had
attended local, regional, state, or national conferences during the previous year. Respon-
dents either did not specify the nature of the conference or provided specific information
about whether it was a language conference 72.g., Advocates for Language Learning,
Connecticut Council on Languages Teachers, vreign language standards conference,
bilingual conference) or a more general conference (e.g., reading conference, independent
school conference, or state conference).

Approximately 3 out of 10 schools (28%) reported that their teachers had received
instruction or training in methodology.
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Figure 29. Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Foreign Language Teachers
Participating in Various Types of In-Service Training (1997)
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Fourteen percent (14%) of elementary schools reported that their foreign language
teachers had observed master teachers or other teachers as a mode of training. Some
respondents specifically indicated observing master or mentor teachers; others mentioned
visiting the classrooms of teachers at other schools, observing teachers in their school, or
acting as peer teachers.

Approximately 10% of the responding elementary schools said that their teachers had
receiving language training (training in the foreign language itself) during the last year.

Another 6% of schools reported that their foreign language teachers had participated in
student teaching activities during the last year (although it is not known whether the
teachers were student teachers themselves or served as supervisors to student teachers).

Nearly 4 out of 10 schools (37%) reported other staff development activities, including
gereral and specific mentions of in-service training (regular, district, and self-designed),
language-related and general university classes, training in curriculum development, tech-
nology training, training in assessment and testing, study abroad or travel to other coun-
tries, training related to the national standards or state frameworks for foreign language
learning, oral proficiency training, and training in TV or satellite instruction. Other training
activities included such topics as teacher/student issues, literacy, Reading Recovery, peer
mediaticn, behavior management, lesson design, instruction ranagement, schocl improve-
ment, classroom management, supervision, study skills, thinking skills, and multiple intelli-
gences, to list only a few.

Secondary Schools

Workshops were the most frequently reported staff d2velopment activity at the second-
ary ievel, with 71% of responding schools reporting that their foreign language teachers
had attended workshops during the last year. (See Table 25 and Figure 30.) This category
also includzed a substantial number of schools whose teachers had received training in the
foreign language itself. Respondents reported a wide range of language workshops (e.g.,
immersiocn workshops, language seminars, Montana Association of Language Teachers
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Table 25.

Figure 30.

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

spring workshop, state and regional language association workshops) as well as a range of
generai workshops on a variety of topics (e.g., literacy, advanced placement, critical skills,
writing, motivation, culture, publisher workshops, pre-school workshops). Many respon-
dents simply listed “workshop” or “language workshop” and did not specify the name or
type. This category also included language training responses, some of which were specified
(e.g., language training in Europe, intensive language weeks, training by the French Consu-
late of California, German immersion weekend) and others which were not.

Type of Staff Development or in-Service Teacher Training Attended by Secondary Teachers, 1997
(weighted data)

Staff Development Total Public Private
n, =960 n,, =833 n, =125
Workshops/Language Workshops/Language Training 71% 69% 82%
Conferences/Language Conferences 62% 62% 62%
Methodology Instruction 25% 26% 15%
Observation/Observing Master Teachers 12% 11% 18%
Student Teaching 7% 8% 6%
Other 42% 44% 29%

Note: Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one response.

Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Foreign Language Teachers
Participating in Various Types of In-Service Training (1997)
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More than six out of ten (62%) secondary schools reported that their foreign language
teachers had attended focal, regional, state, or national conferences. Some respondents
indicated the names of the conferences (e.g., American Councif on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages, Modern Language Association, Montana Association of Language Teachers,
Southern Conference, American Classical League, and Northeast Conference). Other re-
spondents specified types of conferences (e.g., oral proficiency/interviewing conferences,
translation skills conference, Advanced Placement conferences, teacher conferences, inde-
pendent schools convention, culture conference). Many respondents did not specify the
type of conference attended.
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One quarter (25%) of the responding secondary schools said that their teachers had
received instruction in methodology during the previous year. Respondents who specified
training mentioned such things as dual language methodology, Rassias methodology,
teaching methods training, FLES methodotogy and practice, and Advanced Placement
methodology.

Twelve percent (12%) of secondary schools indicated that their teachers had either
observed master or mentor teachers, or that they had observed other teachers as a training
activity (e.g., peer observation, observing other teachers, observation of foreign language
teachers at other schools).

Seven percent (7%) of the schools reported that teachers were involved in or had
participated in student teaching activities. Of those who specified, some had themselves
been student teaching while others had coordinated or supervised student teachers.

More than 4 out of 10 secondary schools (42%) reported other staff development
activities, including technology training (e.g., Internet, computer training, software training,
computer-assisted language learning courses), training in assessment/testing (e.g., oral
proficiency interview training, proficiency standards workshop, Simulated Oral Proficiency
Interview training, evaluating writing and oral skills, authentic assessment, performance
assessment, alternative assessment, portfolio assessment, testing); training in curriculum
development (e.g., curriculum writing, planning, design, revision; state curriculum stan-
dards development); training related to the national standards or state frameworks for
foreign language learning (Framework design—Goals 2000, Nebraska Frameworks Project,
state standards, standards implementation, working on foreign language commission for
state standards); training in TV and satellite instruction (e.qg., training in [TV, distance learn-
ing, satellite broadcast); and travel abroad.

A variety of other types of training mentioned included cultural sensitivity, teaching
strategies, writing skills, learning styles, adapting materials to block schedules, team teach-
ing techniques, classroom management, multiple intelligences, conflict resolution, sex
discrimination, crisis management, CPR, leadership, K-12 certification, learning disabilities,
thinking skills, and brain-based learning, to name a few. Respondents also mentioned
language-specific training activities such as Survival Spanish program, job sharing with
language teachers city-wide, training in Total Physical Response (TPR), storytelling, lan-
guage networking, articulation and achievement project, cultural activities, cooperative
learning, textbook adoption, peer training, interdistrict articulation, language lab training,
Helena Curtain’s workshops, teacher exchanges, and foreign language festivals, among
others.

Extent to Which Lang ua%e Teachers Use the Foreign Language in the
Classroom (Secondary Schools Only)

Although still low, there was a slight increase in the percentage of secondary foreign
language teachers who use the target language for most classroom communication. Be-
cause there were differences in the format of this question between 1987 and 1997, no
statistical significance tests were conducted on the data.®

in 1997, one in five (21%) responding secondary schools reported that their language
teachers use foreign language in the classroom 75% to 99% of the time, and another 1%
reported that classes are conducted in the foreign language 100% of the time, for a total of
22%. In 1987, nearly one in five (18%) of the responding schools reported that the typical
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Figure 31.

Schools

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

language teacher used the foreign language in the classroom 75% to 100% of the time.
(See Figure 31.)

Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Foreign Language Teachers Using
the Foreign Language in the Classroom Most (75-100%) of the Time (1987 and 1997)
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in 1997, approximately half (47%) of the secondary school respondents reported that
their foreign language teachers use the foreign language in the classroom between 50%
and 74% of the time. In 1987, a little over half (54%) of the responding schools reported
that the typical foreign language teacher used the foreign language in the classroom
between 50% and 74% of the time.

In 1997, nearly a third (32%) of the schools reported that language teachers use the
foreign language in the classroom less than 50% of the time. In 1987, 28% of the respond-
ing schools reported that the typical language teacher used thu foreign language less than
50% of the time.

" Characterization of Their Foreign Language Programs

Schools were asked to characterize the probiems and successes encountered by their
foreign fanguage programs. in 1987, schools were asked only about the most serious
problems they saw confronting their foreign language program. In 1997, the format and
wording of this question were changed in an attempt to make it easier for schools to
respond, and also to give respondents an opportunity to provide information about positive
aspects of their foreign language program as well as about the challenges or problems.
Because of these considerable format and wording differences from 1987 to 1997, caution
should be taken when interpreting changes over time.” (The survey results described below
are summarized in Tables 26, 27, and 28.)

Elementary Schools: Areas of Succe:s

The 1997 survey indicates some particular areas of success at the elementary level. The
most positive finding is that the vast majority of elementary schools (90%) with foreign
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language programs were pleased with the quality of foreign language teaching. This was
true for both public and private schools (89% public, 92% private).

It is also encouraging to see that more than 8 out of 10 responding elementary schools
were pleased with school support and community support for foreign language instruction
(84% and 83% respectively). Private schools were considerably more pleased than public
schools with school support (79% public, 93% private) and sornewhat more pleased with
community support (81% public, 88% private).

Additionally, a majority of elementary schools were pleased with the quality of foreign
language materials (77%) and with the quality of the foreign language curriculum frame-
work/guidelines (72%). This is in contrast to the 1987 finding where a lack of quality
materials and lack of an established curriculum or guidelines were cited as major problems,

Elementary Schools: Areas of Concern

Several issues of concern to elementary schools in 1987 were still reported as concerns a
decade later. These include shortages in funding, the quality of pre-service and in-service
training, and inadequate sequencing from elementary to secondary school programs. Areas
of additional concern in 1997 include poor academic counseling for language class selec-
tion, the inadequacy of placement and proficiency tests, and the ratio of foreign language
teachers to students.

The few additional written comments included by elementary schecol respondents
focused on funding and sequencing. One respondent noted that “Parish-level support is
non-existent and no materials are provided.” Another indicated that they “don’t feel [the]
middle school has [a] proper program for students.” Another high school respondent noted
that there are “no Japanese programs for K-8 grade levels.”

Secondary Schools: Areas of Success

Areas of success at the secondary level included the finding that more than 9 out of 10
secondary schools (91%) were pleased wit.. .1e quality of foreign language teaching. This
was true for both public and private schools (91% public, 90% private). Additionally, a
majority of secondary schoo! respondents were pleased with the quality of foreign language
materials (78%) and the quality of the foreign language curriculum/guidelines (78%). It
should be noted that a lack of quality foreign language instructional materials was consid-
ered a major problem by secondary school respondents in 1987.

Another positive trend is that three out of four secondary schools were pleased with
school support for foreign language instruction (75%). Again, more private than public
school respondents were pleased with the level of support (73% public, §3% private).

Secondary Schools: Areas of Concern

The shortage of funds, shortage of teachers, inadequate sequencing, lack of quality
materials, poor academic counseling, and inadequate in-service training were all major
problems in 1987 for secondary schools with foreign language programs. Many of these
same issues continue to be of concernin 1997.

Sequencing/articulation from elementary to secondary school foreign language classes
was the most freguently cited concern for secondary schools in 1997, followed by the
quality of in-service training, the need for academic counseling for language class selection,
funding, adequacy of foreign language placement tests, and the ratio of foreign language
teachers to students.
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Table 26.

Table 27.

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

Additional comments included by secondary schools focused on the issues of funding,
quality of materials, sequencing and articulation, adequacy of the foreign language tests,
and teacher training.

Elementary Schools Characterize Their Foreign Language Programs, 1997

Prograrn Characteristic Displeased Pleased
Academic Counseling 49% 31%
Quality of in-service training 48% 52%
Quality of pre-service preparation oi foreign language teachers 47% 53%
Amount of funding for foreign language instruction 46% 54%
Adequacy of foreign language placement tests . 43% 57%
Sequencing (articulation) from elementary to secondary foreign language classes 40% 61%
Ratio of foreign language teachers to students 39% 61%
Adequacy of foreign language proficiency tests 37% 64%
Realistic expectations of the public/parents regarding foreign language instruction - 29% 1%
Quality of foreign language curriculum framework/guidelines 28% 72%
Quality of foreign language materials 24% 77%
Community support for foreign language instruction 17% 83%
School support for foreign language instruction 16% 84%
Quality of foreign language teaching 10% 90%
Other 38% 63%

Note: In 1997, if 40% or more of the schools indicated that they disugreed/strongly disagreed that they were pleased with
a foreign language program issue, that issue was considered one of the most frequently cited “displeasing” program
characteristics. If 75% or more of the schools agreed/strongly agreed that they were pleased with an issue, it was
considered one of the most frequently cited “pleasing” program characteristics. A range of other program issues fall
between. Same totals for program characteristics may add up to more than 100% because of rounding.

Secondary Schools Characterize Their Foreign Language Programs, 1997

Program Characteristic Displeased Pleased
Sequencing (articulation) from elementary into secondary school

foreign language classes 58% 43%
Quality of in-service training for foreign language teachers 51% 49%
Academic counseling for language class selection 51% 48%
Amount of funding for foreign language instruction , 48% 53%
Adequacy of foreign language placement tests 45% 56%
Ratio of foreign language teachers to students 40% 60%
Realistic expectations of the public/parents regarding foreign language instruction 37% 63%
Quality of pre-service preparation of foreign language teachers 35% 65%
Adequacy of foreign language proficiency tests 35% 65%
Community suppert for foreign language instruction 32% 68%
School support for foreign language instruction 26% 75%
Quality of foreign language materials 22% 78%
Quality of foreign language curriculum framework/guidelines 22% 78%
Quality of foreign language teaching 9% 91%
Other 50% 50%

Note: In 1997, if 40% or more of the schools indicated that they disagreed/strongly disagreed that they were pleased with
a loreign language program issue, that issue was considered one of the most frequently cited “displeasing” program
characteristics. If 75% or more of the schools agreed/strongly agreed that they were pleased with an issue, it was
considered one of the most frequently cited "pleasing” program characteristics. A range of other program issues fall
between. Some totals for program characteristics may add up to more than 100% because of rounding.
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Table 28.  Major Problems Confronting Foreign Language Instruction in Elementary and Secondary Schools,
1987
Major Problem 1987 Elementary 1987 Secondary
Shortage of funding T 53% 52%
Inadequate in-service training 15% 17%
Poorly trained teachers 11% 6%
Not encugh teachers 34% 25%
Lack of quality materials 30% 23%
Lack of established curricutum 26% 10%
Inadequate sequencing from elementary to secondary 28% 25%
Poor academic counseling 3% 16%
Lack of school support 10% 1%
Lack of community support 8% 13%
Inadequate placement tests 4% 7%
Inadequate proficiency tests 3% 6%
Unrealistic public expectations 8% 1%
Other 20% 24%
Assessment

Elementary Schools

Respondents from elementary schools indicated a wide range of strategies for assessing
students’ language proficiericy. Seventy-seven percent (77%) said students take selected-
response tes*s (multiple choice, matching, etc.) (71% for public, 85% for private); 71% use
short-answer tests (62% for public, 82% for private); 70% ask students to prepare presenta-
tions or demonstrations {62% for public, 81% for private); 69% noted that students engage
in authentic activities (68% for public, 719 for private); 67% use oral proficiency interviews
(69% for public, 64% for private); 58% use translation exercises (44% for public, 76% for
private); 47% use student portfolios (48% for public, 46% for private); and 31% use stu-
dent self-assessment (35% for public, 27% for private). (See Figure 32.)

A total of 33 respondents added written comments about assessment, many of which
reinforced the subcategory items selected. A number of the respondents mentioned using a
variety of other strategies for assessing students’ language proficiency, such as memory/
recitation, informai assessment (such as teacher cbservation and anecdotal notes), and
what one respondent called “receptive and productive assessment.” Several other respon-
dents listed various specific forma! assessments, such as the Spanish Assessment of Basic
Education (SABE), the ianguage Assessment Scales (LAS), and the National Latin Exam. Others
stated that there was no assessment in place in their schools, while one noted that assess-
ment instruments were being developed together with a new language program.

Secondary Schools

Respondents from middle school/junior highs and high schools indicated a range of
strategies for assessing students’ language proficiency. Ninety-eight percent (98%) have
studerits take selected-response tests (96% for middle school/junior high, 99% for high
school); 95% said students take short-answer tests (92% for middle schoolfjunior high, 97%
for high school); 90% ask students to prepare presentations/demonstrations (85% for
middle school/junior high, 94% for high school); 88% use translation exercises (82% for
middle school/junior high, 89% for high school); 85% have students engage in authentic
activities (81% for middle school/junior high, 90% for high school); 78% indicated using
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Figure 32.

Figure 33.
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Language Proficiency Assessment Used by Elementary Schools (1997)
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oral pre " iency interviews (75% for middle school/junior high, 79% for high school);

47% use student portfolios (48% for middle school/junior high, 47% for high school); 41%
use various other standard exams (18% for middle school/junior high, 58% for high
school); and 39% use student seif-assessment (42% for middle school/junior high, 38% for
high school). (See Figure 33.)

When comparing public and private secondary schools, the differences were most
apparent {7% or greater) for four assessment strategies. Public schools use more portfolios
(48% vs. 41%) and student self-assessment (41% vs. 28%), while private schools use more
translation activities (94% vs. 87%) and various standard exams (60% vs. 38%).

Many respondents provided written comments that reinforced the subcategory items
listed above that they had already selected. A considerable number of respondents men-
tioned the use of various additional strategies for assessing language proficiency, including,
from most frequent to least, writing (essays, compositions, poetry, journals, etc.), state and
national language competitions, listening tests, oral assessments (tape recorded readings,
singing songs, choral responses), teacher-made assessments, and research assignments.
Other respondents mentiones using totai physical response, peer assessment, and Internet
activities for student evaluations.

Standards for Foreign Language Learning

Elementary Schools

Thirty-seven percent (37%) of elementary school respondents indicated that teachers in
their schools were aware of the national standards for foreign language learning and/or
state standards. Many more respondents from public schools (45%) than from private
schools (26%) indicated teacher awareness of standards. (See Figure 34.) Among public
schools, nearly the same percentage of respondents from urban, suburban, and rural
settings noted teacher awareness of standards: 43%, 45%, and 45%, respectively.

There was some striking variation in teacher awareness from one region of the country
to another. When respondents were grouped by foreign language conference area, those
from the Northeast Conference, the Central States Conference, and the Southern Confer-
ence indicated similar rates of awareness (44%, 43%, and 40% respectively). Respondents
from the Pacific Northwest Council and the Southwest Conference showed a lower aware-
ness (32% and 10% respectively).

Over half of the elementary school respondents (57%) who answered that their teachers
were aware of the standards noted that their schools’ foreign language curricula had
changed because of their awareness of the standards. Differences between public and
private schools were relatively minor (58% and 54%, respectively). (See Figure 35.) Among
public schools, however, a considerably higher percentage of urban schools (78%j) indi-
cated curriculum change than did rural (53%) or suburban (50%) schools. The variation in
amount of curriculum change from one regional foreign language conference area to
another was large: 74% for the Pacific Northwest Council, 67% for the Northeast Confer-
ence, 49% for both the Southern Conference and the Central States Conference, and 33%
for the Southwest Conference.

A tetal of 22 respondenits added written comments to the question concerning whether
their schools’ curricula had changed due to an awareness of the standards. Of these, many
indicated that their foreign language curricula had nol changed due to an awareness of
standards. Of this group, some noted that their curricula were based on standards-like
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Figure 34. Elementary and Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Are Aware of the
National Standards for Foreign Language Learning and/or Their State’s Version of the Standards
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Figure 35. Elementary and Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs Reporting That Their Foreign
Language Curricuium Had Changed Due to Awareness of the National Standards for Foreign
Language Learning and/or Their State’s Version of the Standards (1997)
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principlés before standards were developed. These respondents wrote: “It [our curriculum]
always was in line with the SOLs [Standards of Learning],” “We were already doing those:
things,” and “| feel that we have been striving towards these standards.” It is interesting to
note that despite these respondents’ having said that their curricula had not changed
because of the standards, they believed that their curricula met the objectives of the stan-
dards.

Other respondents who said that their curriculum had not changed commented that
their foreign language curricula were currently being revised, that there was a lack of time
and money for making changes, that there was currently no curriculum in place, or that
their curriculum addressed student needs but was not based on standards.

A considerable number of respondents who added comments answered that their
curricula had changed due to the standards. Among these, respondents reaffirmed the
influence of standards on their curricula in a general manner (“Program has evolved with
national and state standards as guides”), mentioned specific aspects of their curricula that
have changed (“Activities focusing on authentic use of the language are emphasized”), and
noted current or future changes (“This is the first year for our elementary schoo! program
and we are still working on structure and continuity”).

A number of those who added written comments either had not responded to the
guestion about standards or had responded both affirmatively and negatively. These re-
spondents wrote that their schools had just received copies of the standards, that they were
in the process of making changes, that change had occurred in some classes but not others,
or that they didn’t know how to answer the question. Some of these comments suggest
that although changes have not been fully implemented in foreign language curricula,
schools are in the process of revising curricula to reflect the goals of the standards.

Secondary Schools

More than 6 out of 10 (62%) secondary school respondents that have foreign language
programs at their schools indicated that teachers at their schools have an awareness of the
national standards for foreign language learning and/or their state’s version of the stan-
dards. A higher percentage of public schools indicated teacher awareness of the standards
than did private schools (63% public, 54% private). (See Figure 34.) Looking at public
schoals in greater depth, suburban schools indicated a higher rate of awareness than did
urban and rural schools (78%, 65%, and 56%, respectively). There was also variation
according to foreign language conference region: 78% for the Northeast Conference, 64%
for the Central States Conference, 56% for the Southern Conference, 51% for the South-
west Conference, and 51% for the Pacific Northwest Council. Furthermore, 68% of high
school respondents indicated teacher awareness of standards, compared to 57% of those
from the middle school/junior high level. '

Over half (56%) of secondary school respondents who answered that their teachers
were aware of the standards indicated that their schools’ foreign language curricula had
changed due to an awareness of standards. Considerably more respondents from public
schools (58%) than from private schools (44%) noted change. (See Figure 35.) Among
public schools, 61% of those from suburban areas indicated a change in their curricula,
while 58% of those in urban settings and 56% in rural schools did so.

Differences emerged regarding curriculum change in response to awareness of the
standards when respondents were grouped by foreign language conference region: 66%
for the Northeast Conference, 60% for the Pacific Northwest Council, 56% for the South-
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west Conference, and 51% each for both the Southern Conference and the Central States
Conference.

There was little difference between the high schoci (56%) and junior high/middle
school level (53%) when comparing changes due to the standards.

A total of 110 respondents provided written comments to the question concerning
whether their schools’ curricula had changed due to an awareness of the standards. Among
these, considerably more respondents answered that their schools’ curricula had changed
than that it had not.

Of those who answered that their curricula had changed, many noted that their cur-
ricula were aligned with foreign language standards or that their curricula embodied stan-
dards-like principles prior to the development of actual standards. A large number of these
respondents commented on specific features that had changed in their schools’ foreign
language curricula due to an awareness of the standards. They noted that their curricula
had a greater focus on proficiency (“We have become more proficiency oriented,” “Indiana
is adopting proficiency-based instructional guidelines”). Others mentioned an increased
emphasis on assessment (“assessment in four skill areas,” “we have been emphasizing . . .
authentic assessment”), while others wrote that either new instructional levels or require-
ments had been added to their curricula. In some cases, respondents commentad on two
specific areas of change, such as assessment and proficiency. Other respondents citing
specific changes to their curricula mentioned integrating more projects on culture, making
the curriculum more activity-based, adding an aural/oral emphasis, teaching “structure
through culture,” and creating a new teacher position.

A considerable number cf respondents noted that their foreign language curricula were
in the process of being changed or revised. These are representative comments: “We are
currently involved in a system-wide curriculum revision so that we may meet standards”;
“Curriculum update and implementation 1995-96"; “Curriculum committee currently
rewriting objectives”; “In the process”; and “We all have the national and state standards
and are working toward them.”

Other comments that did not readily fit into a category range from “1’d like to know
more about standards” to "It is one of the main objectives of the school to improve the
foreign language program this year” to “l am aware of the standards but the other (non-
foreign language) teachers are not.”

Some respondents wrote that they were just becoming aware of standards or that
standards had just been introduced to their schools. Respondents noted: “These standards
were just introduced this year to our school (1996)"”; “Teachers are just becoming educated
on standards/are experimenting (some)”; “We have just received them and hope to imple-
ment some changes”; and “We are just becoming aware of the national standards and are
at the beginning stage of implementing them in and throughout our program.”

According to a small number of respondents, teachers and administrators were actively
involved in developing standards at the district or state level. One respondent wrote, “Our
assistant principal, a former language teacher, served on state standards cornmittee,” while
another respondent commented, “Several of us are involved in state standards task force,
which will make its way down to district curriculum writing within next year or two.”

Finally, a few respondents stated that they were aware of standards but their schools/
districts lacked the funds and professional development to implement them. These respon-
dents stated that “Knowing the best procedures and techniques does not mean there is

73




“ereign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools 63

training, conferences, or money for implementation” and “We know what we should be
doing and what we need to do-—however, with no elementary/middie school program and
no funds—uvirtuaily impossible.”

What is perhaps most striking about the written comments of those who answered that
their language curricula had changed is the extent to which an awareness of standards has
changed foreign language curricula even for those respondents who reveal that they have
just become aware of standards or are in the beginning stages of curriculum revision, For
respondents who cited a lack of funding and professional development opportunities as
obstacles to implementing standards, it is noteworthy that in the face of such problems
they acknowledged that an awareness of standards has changed their foreign language
curricula.

Among those who had answered that their curricula had not been influenced by stan-
dards, a considerable number commented that their foreign language curricula met stan-
dards-like goals prior to the actual development of standards. Representative comments
include these: “We were already working toward the goals established in the standards”;
“"We were pretty much on target as it was”; “Our requirements were more stringent than
national standards and still are”; “We were beyond the standards because we developed
our own curriculum three years ago”; and “We have followed consistently what is now a
part of the written standards.”

According to another group of respondents who answered that their curiculum had
not been influenced by the standards, changes will occur in their foreign tanguage curricula
to ensure alignment with standards.? Responidents noted, “We have a goal to study the
national and state standards and align them with our own”; “We keep up to date, and
teachers will change because of last year’s publication of standards”; and “We will work on
a county-wide foreign language curriculum in the near future.” This category of responses is
significant hecause when the number of those whose curricula were already aligned with
standards are combined with those who are planning to align their curricula with standards,
the total number of respondents is large.
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Discussion

This section discusses implications of the survey results for foreign language education
in the United States at elementary and secondary levels. Not all of the findings are reviewed
in detail here. Instead, we will discuss findings about specific quastions in terms of current
trends and research in foreign language teaching and will draw conclusions on that basis.
The discussion will follow the same general order in which the findings were presented in
the results section: amount of foreign language instruction, foreign languages taught,
foreign language program types, foreign language curriculum, teacher qualifications and
training, and national standards for foreign language learning.

Amount of Foreign Language Instruction

Results of the present survey show that almost one in three (31%) elementary schools
nationwide is now offering foreign language, a statistically significant increase of nearly
10% since 1987.

As was true in 1987, twice as many private as public elementary schools are now offer-
ing foreign language instruction. However, the inclusion of foreign languages in the curricu-
lum has increased significantly in both public and private schools, most dramatically in the
private schools (from 34% to 53%).

It is promising to note that in 1997, more than half (54%) of the elementary schools
without foreign language programs (compared to 50% in 1987) expressed interest in
offering foreign language instruction in their schools. It is hoped that by the year 2007 (the
time of our next survey), a large number of these interested schools wiil have implemented
elementary foreign language programs.

The increase of foreign language instruction at the elementary level can be attributed to
at least four factors: 1) greater advocacy efforts by parents, schools, the foreign language
profession, and the public because of increased awareness of the need for early foreign
language instruction; 2) increased professional development activities, research, national
standards development, publicity, and information dissemination on the part of language-
related organizations in the past decade (e.g., the National Network for Early Language
Learning, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, the Joint National
Committee for Languages, the national associations of foreign language teachers, the
National Foreign Language Resource Centers, regional language conferences, and so forth);
3) the increasingly global position of the United States in the world community; and 4)
changing demographics and the increasingly multicultural and multilingual nature of the
student population in the United States. _

As was true in 1987, the majority of secondary schools are now offering foreign lan-
guage instruction to their students. However, in contrast to the increase in language in-
struction in elementary schools during this period, the percentage of secondary schools
teaching foreign language remained stable—87% in 1987 and 86% in 1997.

in 1987, we stated that “it is hoped that within the next decade all secondary'schools
will have the rnotivation and resources to offer foreign languages.” At that time, we were
encouraged to see that nearly 7 out of 10 (69%) of the seconclary schools that were not
offering foreign languages indicated that they would be interested in having foreign lan-
guage instruction at their schools. Now, 10 years later, approximately the same percentage
of secondary schools offer foreign language instruction, and of those that are not, approxi-
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mately the same percentage (68%) say that they would like to. These results warrant a
follow-up study to determine exactly why, despite their continued interest, these schools
have not yet begun language instruction,

Itis anticipated that the number of elementary and secondary programs will increase as
more and more parents and educators work together to create and maintain language
programs that will allow students to attain the proficiency needed to communicate and
participate in our increasingly interconnected world.

Foreign Languages Taught

Spanish is the most commonly taught language in the elementary schools, increasing
significantly since 1987. French, Spanish for Spanish speakers, German, Japanese, and Latin
are the next most frequently offered elementary school foreign languages. However, while
the percentage of schools offering Spanish for Spanish speakers and Japanese has increased
over time, the percentage of schools offering all other languages has remained fairly stable
or decreased over time.

Of the top four languages—Spanish, French, German, and Latin—taught at the second-
ary level, only Spanish has increased significantly since 1987, while the other three lan-
guages have remained stable. There were also significant increases in Spanish for Spanish
speakers, fapanese, and Russian programs, with all other languages remaining stable or
decreasing over time.

The rise in the percentage of both elementary and secondary schools offering Spanish
was expected because of the increasingly important role of Spanish in this country. The
increase in Spanish for Spanish speakers programs at both elementary and secondary levels
is exciting. This trend is a result of the growing numher of native Spanish speakers in the
schools and the heightened awareness among school administrators and teachers of the
importance of helping children maintain their bilingualism by offering instruction in their
mother tongue.

When reviewing the survey results for the most often taught languages, it is beneficial
also to look at data from other sources on the number of children in the United States who
already speak these languages. For example, a study of federally funded Title VI
Systemwide Projects serving limited English proficiert students showed that Spanish was by
far the largest language group served (162,341 students) (Bilingual Education Act, Improv-
ing America’s School Act, 1994). In comparison, the second largest group, Chinese/
Cantonese/Mandarin, served 9,652 students. Also included in the top 10 language groups,
in descending order by number of students served, are Armenian, . .etnamese, Haitian
Creole, Hmong, Laotian, Tagalog, Korean, and Filipino. It is certainly in the best interest of
this country, in our desire to create a language competent society, to increase our efforts to
provide language instruction in Spanish and other key languages to children who already
have basic bilingual skills.

The decrease in the percentage of elementary schoois with German and Chinese pro-
grams was surprising in that it runs counter to what language educators sense is happening
in the field. Many believe that the number of elementary programs in these languages is
actually growing.

The increase in Japanese instruction in both elementary and secondary schools is prom-
ising. Factors affecting this increase may include a heightened interest in Japanese language
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and culture, an increase in business and diplomatic ties with japan, and fjapanese govern-
ment and private support from Japanese groups for training and materials,

The increase in the percentage of secondary schools offering Russian was a pleasant
surprise. Some educators had assumed that Russian program offerings were declining
because of the decreasing number of high schoo! students taking the Russian Advanced
Placement (AP) test. However, the American Council! for the Teaching of Russian (Dan
Davidson, personal communication, May 17, 1998) cites several factors that might have
contributed to the increase in programs at the secondary level: 1) the opening up of the
Russophone world in the late 19805 under Gorbachev and the opportunities that emerged
for school linkages and exchanges with U.S. government support, especially the Presidential
High School Academic Partnership Program that matches Russian-teaching schiools in
America with special English-language schools in the former Soviet Union for exchanges,
collaborative projects, and homestays; 2) the creation of a communicatively designed basal
textbook series that provides a comprehensive four-year program for junior high and high
school students; and 3) a strong program of teacher professionai development supported
by the National Endowment for the Humanities from 1987-1996 at Bryn Mawr College and
expanded opportunities for high school teachers to receive professional training in summer
seminars in Russia. '

It is interesting to examine the apparent current mismatch between the high school and
college program offerings and enroliments in Russian and Japanrese. The secondary school
results from this survey were compared with the resuits of the Modern Language
Association’s 1995 survey of higher education institutions (Brod & Huber, 1997). The MLA
survey indicated that from 1990 to 1995, college and university enroliments docreased in
both Russian (a 45% decrease) and }apanese (a 2% decrease), whereas this survey found
significant increases in secondary Russian prcgrams and in Japanese elementary and sec-
ondary programs from 1987 to 1997. Although a direct comparison of these results is not
possible due to differences in what each survey measured (percentage of elemeritary or
secondary schools offering foreign languages vs. percentage change in university foreign
ianguage program enroliments), it is important to note general trends 2t both levels. How
will the current Japanese and Russian high school students continue their language study in

. college? It would certainly be in the students’ best interest for the universities and high

schools to coordinate the sequence of language instruction in order to better plan for
effective articulation from the secohdary to higher education levels. The survey findings
indicate a need for colleges and universities to take a careful iook at the complete sequence
of instruction before eliminating university foreign language programs (in this case Russian)
that may be needed by incoming secondary students.

In summary, it is evident from the survey results that Spanish is overwhe!mingly becom-
ing the language of choice at all levels of schooling. However, survey results also fead us to
conclude that elementary and secondary schools need to promote programs in a variety of
foreign languages so that U.3. students and workers will gain the laniguage proficiency and
cultural knowiedge necessary for communicating with all of our world neighbors and for
successfully participatirg and competing in our global society.




Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools 67

Program Types

In 1997, the most commoan type of foreign language program, offered by 45% of
elementary schools with foreign language programs, provides only introductory exposure
to the fanguage. This foreign language experience/expltoratory (FLEX} model does not aim
at a high level of proficiency because of the limited exposure that the program provides.
The next most common program model, foreign language in the elementary school (FLES),
representing 34% cof programs, sets higher goals, though still does not usually expect
students to become proficient.

in conitrast, about one fifth of the elementary foreign language programs provide
instruction in which students are likely to attain a high level of fluency, as recommended in
the goals of the nationa! standards. These programs include the intensive FLES (13%) and
foreign language immersion (partial, total, or two-way) program models (8%).

Although the foreign language profession is more aware than ever of the benefits of a
long sequence of foreign language instruction in one language, the frend in elementary
schoof program offerings is not in that direction. There are fewer FLES programs and more
FLEX programs now than a decade ago.

There are many possible reasons for the increase in the exploratory-type programs. It
may be that the 9% increase in the overall percentage of elementary schools offering
foreign language instruction is largely due to the creation of new programs following the
FLEX model. Another possibility is that schools that previously offered FLES instruction have
changed their format to FLEX. Why are schools choosing or changing to a FLEX model
when research shows that a long sequence of instruction offered regularly each week and
for a considerable amount of class time each day is necessary for students to gain profi-
ciency in a foreign language? Three major reasons are suggested.

First, schools may be choosing the FLEX model because it is the least costly and most
easily implemented program. With the inclusion of foreign language instruction in the
recommended coie curriculum of the Goals 2000: Education America Act (1994) and the
development of the national standards for foreign language learning, many states have
instituted elementary foreign language recommendations, requirements, or mandates. The
FLEX model allows schools with limited funding to meet a minimum requirement for
fo. =ign language instruction with the least amount of expense and effort.

Further, a shortage of trained elementary foreign language teachers in the local area
may make implementing an exploratory program more desirable to schools. FLEX programs
often use teachers who are not proficient in the language being taught. A trained foreign
language teacher may travel from school to schoo! within a district, but just as often the
FLEX class is taught by a regular classroom teacher who may or may not have a background
in the foreign language.

Finally, it may be that some elementary schools have allotted such a limited amount of
class time to foreign language instruction that FLEX is the only feasible option. Exploratory
programs, not aimed at fluency, require very little instructional time (1-5% of class time
weekly). (See Curtain & Pesola, 1994.)

Although a much smaller percentage of the foreign language programs offered by
elementary schools aim at the high levels of proficiency recommended by the national
standards, survey results do indicate a promising trend: Immersion programs are increasing
at the elementary level.
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The increase in immersion programs can be attributed to more widespread knowledge
regarding the effectiveness of foreign language immersion instruction. As these programs
have come of age, research has shown that they are very effective in producing highly
proficient graduates. Information about these types of programs is widely disseminated as
well, through workshops, conferences, publications, and Internet databases.

Results of the survey show the pressing need for school districts to implement more
interisive FLES and immersion programs. The outcomes of these programs are well worth
the effort: high student foreign language proficiency, enhanced academic success in English
and other subject areas, and the invaluable ability to commur’™ - e and compete in an
increasingly global workplace and community.

As in 1987, almost all secondary schools in 1997 with foreign language programs
offered standard classes that included listening, speaking, reading, writing, and cuiture.
There was a significant increase in the past decade in the percentage of advanced place-
ment classes offered as well as in language classes for native speakers. These increases show
a modest trend to offer more advanced levels of instruction aimed at producing students
competent in a second language and culture.

Although it is difficult to generalize from the survey data about the overali proficiency
goals of the majority of the programs, there is great concern that most of the secondary
foreign language classes offered do not aim at a high level of proficiency. This notion is
supported by the limited number of hours per week of instruction (the most common
amount of class time for most languages was 5 hours of instruction per week) and the very
small percentage of schools offering conversation classes (4%) or regular subjects taught in
other languages (2%). Survey results strongly suggest a need for more research and data
collection on proficiency levels attained by secondary students. Even with the limited data
on student proficiency from this survey, it is obvious that there is an urgent need for pro-
grams that alicw students to achieve a high level of fluency in foreign languages and
cultures. A lack of citizens with proficiency in fareign languages and cultures will be a major
problem facing both our schocls and our country as we enter the next century.

It is anticipated that we will see a need for more advanced, proficiency-oriented foreign
language classes at the secondary level as greater numbers of students who have completed
elementary foreign language programs enter middle and high schools.

Foreign Language Curricuium

Materials

Higher percentages of elementary and secondary schools with foreign language pro-
grams reported using all types of instructional materials in 1997 than in 1987. Teacher-
made materials, audiovisual materials, and commercially published textbooks and work-
books contirue to be the three most commonly used materials at both levels.

Computer-based instructional materials were also being used much more widely by
both elementary and secondary schools in 1997 than in 1987, Computers are more avail-
able in the schools than they were 10 years ago, and advances in computer technology
have provided new opportunities for interactivity that enhances learning. As a result, more
computer-based foreign language instructional materials are being used.

However, we know little about how computer-based materials are being used to en-
hance elementary or secondary foreign language instruction. Further study is warranted to
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determine exactly how technologies are being used (how effectively, how creatively, to
what extent, by whom, and for what types of instructional activities and purposes) in the
foreign language classroom. {n addition, it is important to investigate whether technology is
available to all types of schools or if only certain schools have access to these resources.
Because of the dramatic increase in the use of technology in education, it is in language
teachers’ best interest to find ways to better utilize technology to further quality language
instruction.

Internet resources (e.q., electronic mail, World Wide Web, listservs) and other instruc-
tional technologies (e.g., satellite broadcasts, interactive television, distance iearning) were
being used by a significant number of elementary and secondary schools in 1997. Although
we cannot generalize about how thase technologies are being used from the resulits of the
survey, we know anecdotally that in some foreign ianguage classrooms students are using
the Internet for research or to exchange e-mail correspondence in the target language with
pen-pals in other countries. We also know anecdotally that some foreign language teachers
find listservs useful for exchanging teaching tips with other teachers around the country
and the world. Additionally, satellite broadcasts, interactive television, and distance learning
are used by some schools as their medium of foreign language instruction.

Sequencing (Articulation)

Appropriate sequencing (articulation), an extremely important issue in the future of
long-sequence foreign language programs, is one of the major problems confronting both
elementary and secondary schools today. Only a quarter of the elementary schools with
foreign language programs reported that their students are placed in middle school or high
school classes where the course content and objectives are designed specifically to provide
continuity from their prior level. Of those secondary schools with elementary foreign lan-
guage instruction in their district, less than 10% placed students in courses designed to
reflect their prior language level. Unfortunately, both elementary and secondary schools still
tend to view themselves as separate entities. Much more collaboration and coordination
between the elementary and secondary levels are needed to improve this situation. Without
them, effective, long-sequence foreign language instruction is nearly impossible.

Assessment

Overall, the two most commonly used student assessment instruments at both elemen-
tary and secondary levels are still fairly traditional: selected-response and short-answer tests.
After that, but to a lesser degree, both elementary and secondary schools are using alterna-
tive and proficiency-oriented assessments. These include student presentations, authentic
activities, oral proficiency interviews, student portfolios, and student self-assessment. As
more schools align their curricula with the national standards, it is anticipated that teachers
will begin to incorporate more performance-based assessments into their teaching in order
to more accurately assess high levels of proficiency reached in communicative-based classes.

Teacher Quualifications and Training

Results regarding teacher qualifications indicate a definite need for more foreign lan-
guage certification and training at the elementary level. Only about one fifth of responding
elementary schools reported that one or more of their teachers were certified for elemen-
tary foreign language teaching. Implications for teacher training institutions are obvious.
Universities and colleges need to strengthen their teacher preparation programs to train

¢l




70

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

more elementary language teachers in response to the national shortage of qualified,
certified foreign language elementary teachers.

In comparison, most of the responding secondary schools said that at least one of their
foreign language teachers was certified to teach foreign languages at the secondary level.
Despite their training, however, only slightly over one fifth (22%) of the schools reported
that their teachers use the foreign language in the classroom most of the time (75% to
100%), a slight increase from a decade ago. Why are so few secendary teachers using the
foreigr language most of the time in the foreign language classroom? Teachers may need
more professional development activities, especially language training and language immer-
sion experiences, to become or remain proficient and comfortable using their foreign
language. In addition, teachers may need regular in-service training to gain strategies in
incorporating more target language use in the classroom.

At both elementary and secondary levels, the majority of schools reported that their
teachers are participating in in-service training and professional development activities.
However, these opportunities varied greatly at both levels, including many general educa-
tion activities, as well as activities specific to foreign language education. [t is hoped that,
when planning for professional development, schools will consider the importance of
activities related to the betterment of the foreign language program and foreign language
classroom instruction as well as those activities specifically aimed at improving or maintain-
ing the foreign language proficiency of their teachers.

National Standards

It is very promising to see such a high awareness at both elementary and secondary
levels of the national standards for foreign language learning and state standards, and that
foreign language curriculum changes are being made as a result. Thirty-seven percent
(37%) of the elementary school respondents and 62% of the secondary respondents said
that their teachers were aware of the standards, and over half of both these groups said that
their school’s foreign language curriculum had changed in response. It is strongly hoped
that in the future, as more schools becorne aware of the standards, curricula across the
country will become more aligned with its five goals: communication in languages other
than English, knowledge and understanding of other cultures, connections with other
disciplines, comparisons allowing insight into the nature of language and culture, and
participation in multilingual communities at home and around the worid.

1




Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A Nationgl Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schiools 71

Coniclusioni

The profile of foreign language instruction in the United States revealed by the survey
shows that foreign language instruction in elementary schools nationwide in the last decade
has increased by nearly 10% and has stayed relatively stable at the secondary level, At both
levels, more than half of the schools not currently teaching languages expressed an interest
in doing so in the future.

A number of positive trends, in addition to the increase in the percentage of elementary
school programs, are evident from the survey results: (1) language classes for native speak-
ers have increased dramatically at both elementary and secondary levels; (2) the teaching of
less commonly taught languages has increased at the elementary level for Japanese and at
the secondary level for Japanese and Russian; (3) the use of computer-based instructional
materials has increased significantly (although we have no data on tk- effectiveness of
technology in the language classroom); (4) staff development and in-service training have
increased significantly in the past decade in both elementary and secondary schools; (5)
slightly more teachers than 10 years ago at the secondary level are using the target lan-
guage most of the time in the classroom; and {6) about half the schools teaching foreign
languages said that their teachers were aware of national or state language standards; of
those, over half changed their curricula due to this awareness.

Despite these positive trends, there is still reason for serious concern about the limited
number of K-12 long-sequence language programs designed to educate students linguisti-
cally and culturally to communicate successfully in the United States and abroad. Well-
articulated elementary and secondary programs are still the exception rather than the rule,
and intensive instruction that aims at a high level of proficiency, as outlined in the national
standards document, is scarce,

Finally, although the increase in the percentage of schools offering Spanish is positive, it
may be occuring at the expense of other languages. The proximity of the United States to
Latin America 2:«d the growing number of Spanish-spraking U.S. citizens have made Span-
ish the language of choice in this country. In other major world powers, however, languages
such as French and German are accorded more importance for competition in the global
economy. Therefore, it is critical that instruction continue in a variety of languages.

in the report of survey results 10 years ago, we provided five recomimendations for
developing more rigorous foreign language programs, with instruction beginning in the
early grades and continuing through high school until fluency is reached. It is interesting to
lock back at these recommendations in light of the current survey results to see how far we
have progressed, if at all, in 10 years. A review of the trends shows that we have progressed
in some areas, but have stagnated and need stronger efforts in others.

Recommendation 1: Encouraging the establishment of new programs,
particularly those that start in the elementary school and aim at a high degree
of proficiency. The educational community has begun to address this issue. In the past 10
years, almost 10% more elementary schools have started teaching foreign languages. There
are more immersion programs than 10 years ago, but there are also more of the introduc-
tory foreign language experience mode! that does not aim at a high level of proficiency.
School districts should continue to be encouraged to initiate comprehensive language
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programs with the aim of continuing instruction from elemenzary through high school in
the same language until a commonly defined level of profiency is reached.

Recommendation 2: Improving the sequencing patterns for those schools
that already offer language classes in the early grades. This is an area in which we
have not seen any positive growth. In fact, fewer elementary schools than 10 years ago plan
an articulated sequence. In many schoo! distiicts, no sequencing plan exists to ensure
smooth continuation of foreign language study from one level to the next. it is recom-
mended that all school districts offering foreign language instruction adopt a coherent and
flexible sequencing plan that can accommodate the highly transient student population of
today’s schools.

Recommendation 3: Offering more intensive foreign language programs.
Although there are more immersion programs at the elementary level than there were 10
years ago and more advanced placement and honors classes at the secondary level, overall
there has not been a major increase in intensive programs. School districts need to provide
more options to both elementary and secondary students, including immersion-type
foreign language programs, where some regular subjects are taught in the foreign lan-
guage. Perhaps the move toward block scheduling (where cla.© meet 80-90 minutes per
day) at the high school level will provide more opportunities for intensive language
instruction.

Recommendation 4: Addressing the major problems outlined by principals
and teachers responding to the survey, including shortage of funding, lack of
teachers, lack of quality materials, and inadequate in-service training. Shortage
of funding for fanguage programs continues to be a major obstacle for schools, and is, of
course, sne of the causes for the shortage of teachers, materials, and in-service training.
School districts need to continually revisit the issue of adequate funding in order to appro-
priately meet the needs for expanded teacher training and resources for instruction.

Recomimenidation 5: Offering more programs that teach major world lan-
guages such as Russian, Japanese, and Chinese. Survey results show that we are
making some progress in this area. Some of the less commonly taught languages are being
offered at more schools than 10 years ago. The number of schools offering Russian has
decreased at the elementary level but increased at the secondary level; the number of
schools offering japanese has increased significantly at both levels; and Chinese instruction
has decreased at the elementary level but increased at the secondary ievel.

This review of the decade-old recommendations illustrates that it is a constant struggle
to address ail the major issues that need to be dealt with in order to develop strong ian-
guage programs a. all grade levels. The resuits show us where our priorities have been in
the last decade and where we need to go in the future. in order to develop well-articulated,
standards-based, long-sequence fanguage programs with high proficiency goals, we will
need to fc cus our energies on improving and expanding teacher training opportunities,
articulation planning, initiation of long-sequence programs, materials development, and the
teaching of major world languages.
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Notes

1. The regional language organizations include the following states: Northeast Confer-
ence on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (NEC)—Connecticut, District of Columbia, Dela-
ware, Massachusetts, Maryland, Maine, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylva-
nia, Rhode Island, and Vermont; Scuthern Conference on Language Teaching (SCOLT)—
Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia,
and West Virginia; Southwest Conference on Language Teaching (SWCOLT)—Arizona, Colo-
rado, Nevada, New Mexico, Texas, and Utan; Central States Conference on the Teaching of
Foreign Languages (CSC)—Arkansas, llinois, indiana, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Tennessee,
and Wisconsin; and the Pacific Northwest Council for Languages (PNCFL)—Alaska, California,
Hawaii, ldaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington, and Wyoming. (Eight states are considered
part of more than one region. For the purpose of this survey, however, they were included
in only one region.)

2. Middle school/junior high schzols include Grades 5-7, 5-8, 7-8, 7-9, 8-9; high schools
include Grades 9-12 and 10-12; and combined schools include Grades 7-12 and K-12. It
should be noted that the breakdowns for middle school/junior high and high school include
both public and private schools and are not available separately.

3. The estimates for elernentary student enrollment were obtained by using the follow-
ing method: Each respondent marked the approximate number of students in their school
enrolled in foreign language classes (categories, in increments of 100, ranged from fewer
than 100 to 1,000 or more). For each category (200-299, for example), the mid-point was
chosen to represent the average number of students for each school in that category (e.g.,
250 was the mean used for the 200-299 category). The mean number of students enrolied
in foreign language in each elementary school was then computed (214.4). That number
was multiplied by the total number of weighted respondents (schools that taught foreign
language) (473) to obtain the approximate total number of students (101,411) enrolled in
foreign language classes in our sample. The total number of students (101,4117) was then
multiplied by 42.02 to obtain 4,261,290, the total number of students enrolled in foreign
tanguage classes in U.S. elementary schools. [The number 42.02 was obtained by dividing
the total number of elementary survey respondents (unweighted) (1,534) by the total
number of elementary schools in the country (64,500), which results in 2.38%. Therefore,
the data we have from this survey represents 2.38% of all elementary schools. In order to
find out what the results would be for 100% of U.S. elementary schools, we divided 100 by
2.38.The rasult, 42.02, is the number this sample must be multiplied by in order to get the
total number of elementary school students nationally studying foreign languages.] See
formulas in Appendix G for elementary, secondary, middle school/junior high, and com-
bined schools, as well as the formula in Appendix H for obtaining percentages of students
enrolled in languages classes at a given time.

4. The question format for this section changed between 1987 and 1997.In 1997, all
respondents were asked to provide a yes/no response regarding each type of instructional
material. In 1987, they were asked to check all that applied from a list of materials. The list
of materials was different for the two surveys, as was the wording of the question. See
Appendixes A, B, C, and D for questionnaires.
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5. Due to slight categorization errors at the data entry/processing stage, a few of the
“other” responses were back coded incorrectly and included in the percentages for the
original guestion categories of the survey. Thus, the margin of error for the percentages in
this question is probably greater than that of the rest of the survey.

6.in 1987, respondents were asked, “To what extent does the typical language teacher
in your school use the foreign language in the classroom?” They were given three catego-
ries to choose from: Less than 50% of the time; 50% to 74% of the time; and 75% to 100%
of the time. In 1997, the question wording was clarified to say, “To what extent do you
think fanguage teachers in your school use the foreign language in the classroom?” Four
response categories were provided. The first two response categories are identical to the
1987 categories. The third category was changed stightly to 75% to 99% of the time, and a
new category was added: 100% of the time.

7.1n 1987, respondents were asked to check the three most serious problems they saw
confronting foreign language instruction in their school. In 1997, respondents were asked
to rate each item from a list of 14 program-related issues in terms of the degree to which
they were pleased. The wording of the items also changed. Given the question format and
wording changes, no significance tests were computed, and direct comparisans of percent-
ages over time should not be made.

8. Itis interesting that this group of comment providers answered that their curriculum
had not changed due to awarencss of the standards; many of those who answered that
their curricula had changed cited the same reason: their foreign language curricuta already
included standards-like goals before the advent of standards. It appears, then, that respon-
dents who cited this reason answered either affirmatively or negatively based on their
interpretation of the question. Perhaps those who answered affirmatively acknow!edged
that standards continue to reinforce what their curricula already included, while those whe
answered negatively asserted that their curricula developed standards-iike principles inde-
pendent of the actual standards. Regardless of respondents” motivations for answering yes
or no, however, it is most significant that those who had answered no acknowledged that
their curricula are aligned with foreign language standards. This leads one to wonder if
there are other respondents who answered riegatively to the question, did not provide
comments, but do in fact have curricula that are aligned with standards, even if those
curricula were developed before the standards.
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Appendixes

A

Elementary school survey instrument—1997

Elementary school survey instrument—1987

Secondary school survey instrument—i997

Secondary school survey instrument—1987

Nummiber of schools selected per state

Tests for statistical significance

Formula for obtaining enroilment figures

Formula for obtaining percentages of students enrolled in
ianguage classes at a given time
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Appendix A—Elementary School Survey Instrument—1997

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY

Elementary School Questionnaire

page E-1

MFHID 1S
Rosg 10 (8.12)

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY
Eiementary Schooi Questionnaire

TCO: Schootl Principal or Foreign Language Teacher

This questionnaire is about foreign fanguage instruction in your school. Piease take a few minutes to com-
plete it and return it to us in the postage-paid envelope provided. Your cooperation is very much appreciated.
Please correct any inaccurate information and provide additional contact information (if different frorn label).

r" ———————————————— _—I (15 38)

Name of person filling out questionnaire

Position en

Ploase uUse par osdark penchl to mark an "K* in the anewer box,
Correct Incorract

EXAMPLES: = &E

1. What grades does your school include? {mark one answer)

-] Kor tthrough 3 “
.1 Kor 1 through &

:T) 4 through 6

LI Kor1through 8

:{J K or 1 through 8

1 Other (specity)

AT

2. Approximately how many students attend your school?

(mark one ansveer)

-1 Fewer than 100 -7 60010 699

2] 100 to 199 +[73 70010 799

() 200 to 299 +(7J 800 to 899

«i_] 300 t0 399 -} 90010999

«{_] 400 lo 499 <) 1000 or more

cLJ 500 to 536 s

2. Does your school teach foreign tanguage(s}?

] Yes » SKIM TO QUESTION 5
DT No

4. Iinot, would you like to start foreign language instruction at

your school?
™7 Yes 10 No

5" NOTE

IF YOUR SCHOOL DOES NOT TEACH FORKIGN LANGUAGE(S), YOU
DO NOTNEED TO COMPLETE ANY MORE OF THE SURVEY. PLLEASE
MAILIT BACK TO US IN THE ENCLOSED POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE
THANK YOU FOR PARTICIFATING IN THE SURVEYI

E-1

1820 apen

5. Approximately how many of the students in your school are
enrolled in foreign language classes? (mark one answer)

«(J Fewer than 100 -1 80010 699

([ 106 to 199 ¢« 76010799

»(0J 200 to 299 +[J 80010899

+(J 300 10 399 [} 900 to 999

s} 400 to 499 =3 1000 or more

«J 500 to 599 s

6. When are the classes taught? {mark alf that apply)
<3 During regular school day
: (] Beforefafter school
s Weekends
[} Other (speciy}

7. Where does the funding for foreign language classes come
from? {mark all that appiy)

O3 Regular school funds

2] Federal or state grants

+[J Tuition paid by parents

+[0 An association of parents and teachers
+ ] Other (specify}

8. Have any of the fanguage teachers at your school
participated in sta#f dovelopment or inservice teacher
training during the past year?

U] Yes 21 No a

It yes, what kind? (e.g., language training, methodslogy
instruction, student teaching, observing "master teachers,”
language conferences, workshops, etc.)

ey

CcH
o

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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NATIONAL K-1Z FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY

Elementary Schoel Questionnaire

page E-2

9. Piease read the following goals describing various grogram types:

PROGRAM TTYPE A

The goals of tnis program are for students to gain general exposure to language and cullure, iearn basic words and phrases, and
develop an interest in foreign language for future language study. The aim is not fluency but rather exposure to other language(s) and

culture. Portions of this program may be taught in English. (This type of program is often caited foreign language experience/explora-
fion, or FLEX.)

PROGRAM TYPEB

The goals of this program are for students to acquire listening and speaking skills, gain an understanding of and appreciation for other
cultures, and acquire limited amounts of reading and writing skills. The teacher in this type of program may speak some Enghsh in the
class. (This tvpe of program is often called foreign language in the elementary school, or FLES.)

PROGRAMTYPE C
The goals of this program are the same goals as Program 8 above, but there is more exposure 10 the foreign language and more focus

on reading and writing as weli as on listening and speaking skills. This greater exnosure includes language classes taught only in the for-
eigr. 'anguage (sometimes subject content is taught through the foreign language)}. (This type of program is often called intensive FLES.}
PROGRAMTYPED

The goals of tlis program are for students to be able o communicate in the fanguage with a high level of proficiency and acquire an
urderstanding of and apprec.iation for other cultures. At least 50% of the schoo! day is taught in the foreign tanguage, including such
subjects as mathemafics, science, social sludies, and fanguage arts. {This type of program is called partial, total, &r two-way immer-
sion, depending on the amount of fareign language used and the make-up of the student body)

In the chart below, mark each !anguage taught at your schoo!. For each of the languages taught, mark th= corresponding
tetter(s) of the program type(s) from the four descriptions above that best describes your program, the approximate number

of students in your schoo! studying that language, the grades in which It |s offered, and an average number of minutes per
week students spend in forelgn language study.

NOTE: if you have more than one pregram type for a language, piease mark them all.

EXAMPLE: Program Number of Average
Languages Type(s) Students Grade Levels Mins/Week
A B C D K ' 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
B« chinese oo,  O00xO 75 XRXRXOCOODO 150 minutes
Program Number of Average
Languages Type(s) Students Grade Levels lins/Heek
A B COD K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3
a. T Chinese oo oo, 30O 0 0es __we JOODOO0000 e 5w
b. O] 2 Frenen ..o ... 3 00O S oDOoocoooaog e
e. O oocob . Soaooocoe
¢ [ « Hebrew . opoao - . aoocooooood I
e. [ s latian gogoc - 0 Y
LDaJapanese“ DDDD A DDDDDDDDD —
. 0> oogo o OooOoogooac —
O cooco o oocooaoooo
1. DQSignLanguage. . aooa . googusooog
J [ e Spanish.. .o e e oooo R gogogogoocoa
Other (specity) AB COD K 1 2 3 45 5 7 A
kK OOw _ . Dobo O upoobouanono —
[ oo — OOCDoon O -
mJa — . b0agJd . oooOoOocooo .
Language for nalive speakers A ® ¢ oD L2 04 o4 5 5 7 o8
n. [J 1 Spanish for Sparish Speakers oaco e ooonaooon e
) ﬂ 15 Other (specify) D D D [ e L MTRM D 'L_J D [] D D D D D Rl s
(5;_9)‘:,;-”\ T - CaIg D173 35} Cargc2( 1Ay LCard (Y ia®s

G-2
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NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY

Elementary School Questionnaire

page E-3

10a. Do all your {anguage classes last for the entire school
year?
13 Yes -~ SKIP TO QUESTION 1
20 No s

10b. If no, please describe the schedule and list total number of
weaeks classes last:

11. How many tareign language teachers (full and part-tinie} are
there in your school? (g 1

12, Plesse write in the number of foreign language teachers in
yaur school who are:

(Write one number for each ling: if answer is none, wiite 07)

Native speakers of he language being taught

Certified for elementary schoc! feaching. but pot
specificaily for fareign language teaching

Certified for foreign language teaching at the
elementary school level

Certified for foreign language teaching at the

elementary school level and for elementary school
teaching

Certified for foreign ianguage teaching at lhe
secondary school level but not at the elementary level
Certitied for foreign language teaching at the K-12
level

High rchool’collega students

25 Others who are not certificd

13a. Is there an established foreign language curriculum or set
of guidelines {or your prograny(s)?
+[3 VYes
2{] No -~ SKIP TO QUESTION 14 »
13b. If yes, was the curriculum or set of guidelines developed
by
+ ) Lecal school
2[J Scheol district
{1 state level
3 Other (specily)

14. What type of instructional materials are use4?
(Mark yes or o for each item listed.}

a Commercially-pubhished textbooks,

VIOTKDOOKS .o ocevreoreecsareres o . 0Jves ;O Mo
b Teacher-made matenals (specily) ..... 0] Yes L] ro
¢ Audiovisual matenals (e.g, films,

filmsfrips, slides, videotapes, records,

CDs, audiotapes) .. ..o oo e 4 vos

1 Ne
(e

o

(3 Yes :(3 No

Authentic literature from target culture

Authentic matenals (realia}

{e.g., bus tickets, movie posters,
menus, lewspapers, magazines,
advertisements from the target culture)

0 Yes 2[J No

intemet resources (e.g., intemet,
electroniz-mail, World Wide Web,
lISISEIVS) et

O
g
.

O no

Computer-based instructional materials
(e.g.. computer software programs,

nteractive video, CD-ROM) ............... L] Yes 2[00 No

Other instructional technology
(e.g.. satellte broadcasts, interactve
television, distance learing) .............. L] Yes 2[) No

Other {SPecify) .....cccoocovvevces e e [ Yes :[J No

8}

. How is students’ language proficiency assessed?

(For each assessment forrmat listed, please mark whether you
use it or not.}

Oral proficiency interviews (teacher or
outside evaluator interviews individual
student fo determine student's fluency)

1 Yes [ No

~

Student presentations {e.g.. student
prepares presentations/demonstrations
and describes project or praduct to
demonsirate knowledge in the foreign
12NGUAGE) ..ot e

3 Yes 2 No

Authentic activiti2s {e.g., student
describes drawings, conducts
nterviews, presents commantary and
analysis ¢f news items, performs a skit,
writes up investigalion=) ...

O ves ;T3 No

Student portiolios (e.g., compilation of
student-selected and/or teacher-
selected work over a sel penod of time,
with rating critena) ..o v

[ Yes [ No

Student sell-assessment {e.g., student
evaluates his/her fanguage skills using
oral‘wntten self-evaluations) ... .........

eD Yes ED No
- Yes <10 No

Yranslation exercises.... ... ... ... .

Selected-response tests (include
multiple choice, matching, etc., and
consist of distinct items such as
vocabulary v rds, grammar structures,
etc) ... -

[ vas [0 No

Short-answer tests (student is asked to
respond In wnting to questions) ... ...

O Yes [ No

toer (pluase describe)... .. ....... <L Yes :{J o

G0 BESTCORY AVAILABLE




Appendix A—Elementary School Survey Instrument—1997

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY

Elementary School Questionnaire

page E-4

16, Please characterize your school's foreign language program

on the following issues. Not Applicable
(Mark one box for each issue.) Strongly Disagrese !
Disagree f
Agree

| am pleased with:

Strongly Agree 1 i
]
L

Vo

a  Amount of funding for foreign Y

language instruction ................. 0000 54Dﬁ|
b Quality of inservice iraining for

foreign fanguage teachers ... 'O =0-:0.0 00
¢ Quality of pre-éervice preparation

of foreign language teachers ........ G000 030
d Ratio of foreign language teachers _

10 SWAENLS <.ovvevvevossee e eresererineenes (0.0 02
e Quality of foreign language

12AChING «.vvvivmrnesneiiee e .0.:0-0-0
f Quality of foreign language

materials .........

0O
g Quality of foreign language
curriculum trameworid/guidelines.. <[} 2T a0 [0 <[}

h  Sequencing (articulation) from
elementary into secondary school
foreign language classes .............. Q.0 030

i Academic counseling for language
class selection ...

i Schoul support for foreign
language instruction

_k Community support for foreign
language instruction RSN

I Adeguacy of foreign language

placement tests...
m Adequacy ol foreign language

proficiency tests ... vvvcirenninns -0-0:0.00
n Realiistic expectations of the

public/parents regarding foreign

language instruction ..

¢ Other (specify).

17a. Are the teachers at your school aware of the national
Stzndards for Foreign Language Learning (1996) and/or
your state’s version of the standards?

L] Yes .[3 No-> SKIPTO QUESTION 18

17b. Has the foreign language curricufum at your school
changed because of your awareness of tne standards?

7 Yes 03 No

Additional commerits:

18. What type of sequencing (articulation), if any, exists so that

language study continues from elementary througn the next
level of schooling?
(Mark the answer that best describes the sequencing ‘or the
majonty of the students.)

+ There is nn foreign langyage instryction (of the
language(s) taught in elemeni@ry school) in junior high!
middle school +1 our schoo! district.

2 [ Students who have siudied a ‘wreign language in the
elementary schooi are placed in exploratory language
classes (general exposure t0 one or more languages and
cultures).

2] Students who have studied a foreign la juage in the
elementary school are placed in Level | {oraign language
clagses along with students who have had no pror contact
with th~ language.

U] Students who have studied a foreign language m the
elementary school are placed in a class where the course
content and objeclives are designed specificalty to provige
continuity from their prior feyel.

<] Swdents who have studied a foreign language in the
elementary school are piaced in existing, more advanced
classes. but these classes are rot necessarily designed
te reflect students” prior language leval.

] Students who have studied a foreign language in the
elesnentary school can enroll in some_subject matter
courses taught in the foreign language.

+ ) Other (specify)

R

19. Please atlach an additionel sheet with comments or

information about foreign language instruction in your
school or eisewhere ir the state that you wish to share.

IS yoTE

a. We are currently developing a national directory of K-8
foreign language programs. Would you like to be included?
(if yes, we will be contacting yov for more information.)

v Yes 201 No e

b. If you wouid like a pamphiet about effactive
foreign language instruction, please mark here. O =

¢. !f you would like a copy of the survey results,

please mark here. 1w
(67 °§ Lporsy
Cara G (7 BD

PLEASE RETURN THE SURVEY BY QCTOBER 30, 1996
IN THE ENCLOSED POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE,

Thank you very much for answering this survey!

National K-12 Farrlgn Language Survey
Center for Applied Linguistics
1118 22nd Street, NW, Washingtor, DC 20037
Tel. (202) 429-9292 « Fax {202) 653-5641 « E-mali: survey@cal.org

E-4

3
g
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Appendix B—Elementary Scheol Survey Instrument—1987

1987 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p. 1

OMB 18500531
Form expires December 1986

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE
TO: School Principal or Foreign Language Teacher

This questionna & is about foreign language instruction 1n your school. Please take a few minutes to
compiete it and return 1t to us In the postage paid envetcpe provided. Ycur cooperation 1s very much
appreciated. . B

Ly

1. Does your school teach foreign language(s)? YES [}t —p Skip to question 3 NO [J zmw ! rr
2. !f not, would you be interested in having foreign language instruction at your school?
YES (O NO 2 o3

3. What grades does your school include? (check one answer)

Kor i through 3. AU [j‘ Korithrough8 .......... Oa (s

KorithroughsS... ... 02 Other {specify). ... e 0s

Kor 1through6...... R
4. Approximately how many students attend your school? (check one answer}

Fewer than 100 o o O 500t0999... ....... ..... O: 9

100t0499 . ..... . ... [z 1.000ormore... ... ... .. O
NOTE: IF YOUR SCHOOL DOES NOT TEACH FOREIGN LANGUAGE(S), YOU DO NOT NEED TO COMPLETE ANY
MORE OF THE SURVEY. PLEASE MAIL IT BACK TO US IN THE ENCLOSED STAMPED ENVELOPE,

S. Approximately what percentage of the students in your school are enrolled in foreign language classes?
(check one answer)

Lessthan25%. ... .. O S0% -248%.... ... ... .. O3 (201
25%-49%.. ..... . ... []2 75% -100% . ... . o Oe

6. When are the classes taught? (check all that apply)

During regular «chool day Ol Beforefafter school. .... . [J3 an
Weekends. ... ... . O Other (speaify) . ..... .. Oe

7. Where does your funding for foreign language classes come from? {check all that apply)

Regular school funds O
Federal or stategrant. 3:
Tuttion paid by parents . . [E 7
Parent-Teacher Association financial support Ja
Other (spec:fy) s

8. Have any of the language teachers at your schoot oarticipated (n staff development or inservice teacher
training during the past year?

YES ) —» ifyes, whatkind? (e g.ianguage traimning, methadology NO J2
‘nstruction, student teaching, observing "master teachers,”
‘anguage conferences, workshops, etc )

92




Appendlix B—Elementary School Survey Instrument—1987

1987 ELEMENTARY SCHCOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p. 2

g Please read the following goals describing various program types:

PROGRAM TYPE A o
The goals of this program are to get a general exposure 10 language and culture, tearn basic
words and phrases, and develop an interest in foreign language. for future language study.
The aim is not fluency but rather exposure to otiter language(s) and culture. (This type of
program is often called foreign language experience, or FLEX.)

PROGRAM TYPE B

The goals of this program are to acquire listening and speaking skilis, gain an understanding
and appreciation for other cultures, and acquire hmited amounts of reading and writing
skills. Lessons in early grades center around greetings, colors, numbers, food, days of the
week, etc., and conversation focuses on topics children are familiar with, e.g., family, pets,
schoof. The teacher in this type of program may speak some English in the class. (This type of
program is often called foreign language in the elementary school, or FLES.)

PROGRAM TYPE C

The goals of this program are the same goals as Program 2 above, but there is more exposure
to the foreign language. This greater exposure includ~s language ctasses taught only in the
foreign language or the foreign language being reinforced in other classes. There is
coordination between foreign language teachers and other teachers so that language
concepts are carried over into the reqular curriculum. (This type of program is often called
intensive FLES,)

PROGRAM TYPE D

The goals of this program are to be able to communicate in the language almost as well as a
native speaker of the same age and acquire an understanding of and appreciaticn for other
cultures. At least 50% of the school day is taught in the foreign language, including such
subjects as arithmetic, science, social studies, language arts. (This type of program is called
partial or total immersion.)

in the chart below, check each language taught at your school. Fer each of the languages taught, write in
the corresponding letter of the program type from the four descriptions above that best describes your
program, the grades in which it is offered, and an average number of hours per week students spend in
foreign language study. NOTE: If you have more than one program type, please list them al!

Example: PROGRAM AVERAGE HOURS
LANGUAGES TYPE(S) GRADE LEVELS PERWEEK
Chinese X — _c K-6 S hours
AVERAGE HOURS

LANGUAGES PROGRAM TYPE(S} GRADE LEVELS PER WEEK
Chinese O+ —» 27 10
French O:—» 3 3
German 03 —» 3538
Hebrew Oz —» 39 an
Italian Os —» a3 an
lapanese Os —» "— PR
Latn a7 —» 5% 53
Russian Os —» 55-53)
SignLlanguage []9 —» 59 b
Spanish Jo —» 5 oot
Other
(specify)

Ox —» 67

D R =) - on

[ — IO

LS

(@[] o

23 BESTCOPY AVAILABLE




Appendix B—Elementary School Survey Instrument—1987

1987 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p.. 3

3
10. Please check off approximately how many of your foreign language teachers are: 3]
(check one answer for each line) [CXE
NONE SOME MOST ALL  iopen1213)
Native speakers of language being taught . .... . O 0: Os a )
Certified for elemantary schoo! teaching but not

specifically for foreign language teaching. .... [ 0: O3 Oa )

Certified for foreign language teaching at the
elementary schooilevel........... ... ... s 2 O3 Oa gy

Certified for foreign language teaching at the
secondary schoolievel ............ .. ....... .. O 0z (] Oa )
High school/college students . ..................... ... O» 0O Oz Oa 20
Adultvolunteers .. ........ . ...... Lo Ll g ]2 (W] Oa 2n
11, is there an established foreign language curriculum or set of guidelines for your program(s)? 2}

YES[J+ NO[]2
12. What type of instructional materials are used? {(check all that apply)

{ mmercially published textbocks/workbooks (list titles and publishers; attach separate page
fneeded) . .. .. i e e e e 01 @12

Computer-assisted instructional materials (list names of software programs; attach separate
pageifneeded). ... ... e e O:

3

Films, filmstrips, slides, videotapes, records, audiotapes. ............... .. ..... ........ O:
Commercially made foreign language games (e.g., Lotto, Scrabble, etc.). ..... ........ . O
Teacher-made materials ... ... ... . . L i e e Os
Other(specify). . ............. ...... e e Os
13. Inwhich of the fotlowing activities do seme of your students participate?
(check all that apply)

Penmpal activities .. ...... ... . .o Lo oo O s i
Local field trips to forelgn language plays, festivals, or cultural events . . .. O:
Local, state, or national foreign language contests or awards pragrams Od:
Language camps (weekend retreats, or week- or month-long camps) . . . da
School-sponsored trips to foreign countries during summer or school year . Os
Student exchange programs for study abroad .. .o Os
None of the above . .. . .. B [l
Other (speaify)  .... .. L Os

94 BESTCOPY AVAILABLE




Appendix B—Eiementary School Suivey Instrument—1987

1987 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p. 4

4

13 What type of sequenaing, if any, is plarined for larguage study 1o continue from elementary
through secondary schoot? (Check gne answer that best describes the sequencing for the
magority of the students.)
Tnere 15 no foreign langquage instruction 1in (untor hugh/middie school or high school in our school

district ‘ -0
Students who have studied a foreign language in the elementary school are piaced in Leve! ! foreign

‘anguage ¢lasses along with students who have had no prior contact with the janguage ... .. .. 0>
Students who have studied a foreign language in the eiementary school can enrol! (n a class in

junior high/middle schoo! where the course content and objectives are designed specifically to

meet their prior fevet Lo .o e . . . . Q3 -
Students who have studied a foreign language 1n the elementary schoot can enroll in more advanced

classes in junior high/middle school, but these classes do not necessartly reflect students’ prior

languagelevel........ ... ... e e e B e e L]
Students who have studied a foreign language in the elementary schoo! can enroll in some subject

matter courses taught i the foreign lanquage ingrades7-12 ... ........ P I -
Other (specify) ... . .. ... .. e e i e e e e . s
15. What are the major problems you see confronung foreign language instruction in your school?

(Check the three most serious problems)

Shortageof funding ... ....... ... ... . . .. O Pooracademiccounseling ..... ....... Cis
Inadequate inservice training . . e . [Jz tackofschoolsupport... . .............. (ME]
Poorly trained teachers.. .. ...... . ... O3 tlackofcommunitysupgort ...... .... [Jo
Not enough teachers .. .......... ... .. ....[Q ¢ Inadequate placementtests.  ..... .. Ox
Lack of quality materials. .. ..... o [0 s tnadequate proficiencytests.. ... .... . ORrRasm
Lack of established curriculum or guidelines (] & Unrealistic expectations of public...... .. 0
inadequate sequencing from elementary Other (specify) ..... ... . .. ... . g

into secondary school classes ... ... .. (AR

16. Additional comments or information about innovative foreign language programs in your school or
elsewhere in the state:

Please fill in the following infoi nation in case follow-up is needed. All of your responses will be kept
confidential,

Name: School Name:
Position: School Address:
School Telephone:  ( )

NOTE: We are currently developing an information network on foreign language programs in each state.
May we include your name and schooi?
YES[J: NOf]: T

Thank you very much for answering this survey Please return it by November 14, 1986, in the enclosed
stamped envelope. f you would.like a cony of the results, please check here [J e

Center for Language Education and Research

Center for Applied Linguistics S o
1118 22nd Street, N. W.
Washington. D C. 20037, (202) 429-9292 VA"
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Appendix C—Secendary School Survey Instrument—1997

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY
Middie School/Junior High and High School Questionnaire

page S-1

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY
Middle School/Jdunior High and High Schooi Questionnaire

MEIDQ Sy
Rssp 1D (6.10}

j {15.35)
]

TO: Foreign Language Chairpersaon or Teacher

This questionnaire is about foreign language instruction in your school. Please take a few minutes to complete it and
return it to us in the postage-paid envelope providad. Your cooperation is very much appreciated. Please correct any
inaccurate information and provide additional contact information (if different from label).

Name of person filling out questionnaire

Position

an

I Piease use pen or dark pencil to mark an “X" In the answer box. &l

1. What grades does your schoolinclude? (mark one answer)

(38.39) open

6. Inthe chart below, mark each language taught at your school

and mark the levels offered, the avernge number of hours per
woek spent in the foreign language class, and the

approximate number of students in your school studying

g 5-7 0 7-12 that languagae.
N - EXAMPLE: A Number of
200 5-8 oL 12 Languages Levels Offered : H‘:Mk S!uden{s
0 7-8 [0 10-12 1 23 45 8
O 7-9 ¢ Other (specily) B cninese HKXXDOD s 200
4o}
2. Approximately how many students attend your schooi? Languages Levels Oltered ﬁ}'m;k E}’Jﬂiﬁ{:‘
{mark one answer) 1 2 3 4 5 8
0 Fewerthan200 5[0 120010 1399 a Ovemese  DOOO0O0Ow
[ 20010 399 +[] 140010 1599 v e OOQOOQCQO o
1[0 40010 599 +[7) 1600 o 1799 e Oieemn OOLGCO .
s OQvew (O00OOO
0 600 10 799 w(J 1800 10 1999 _
e (s natan oooooo .
»[] 800 0 999 «[J 2000 or more  Oewpanee 300000 . I
«[) 1000 to 1199 wa [ g [ tamw oooooo .
I Rus
3. Does your school teach foreign lariguage(s)? l’ g ¢ Si?'f:ng S g 8 g 8 8 - ) B
s S JE
[ Yes > SKIPTO QUESTION5 [ No  Oesese 0300000
} u O <
4. 1f not, would you like to start foreign language instruction at « U gg’:c',,y) gaoodQe W T e
your scheol? ey . —
ID Yes ?D NO e Card 01 (79 80}
- Language for native sp
035” NOTE (¥ YOUR SCHOOL DOES NOT TEACH FOREIGN || 1 [, spansh tor Spansh Spesters
LANGUAGE(S), YOU DO NOT NEED TO COMPLETE ANY MORE OF THE ooongoe
SURVEY, PLEASE MAIL IT BACK TO US IN THE ENCLOSED POSTAGE- T (1 17)
PAID ENVELOPE. THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE SURVEY]
n O oter Oo0Oooogms- B
5. Approximately howmany of the students in your school are (speciy) s BIE

enrolled In forelgn language classes? (mark one answer)
O Fewer than 200 >[J 1200 to 1399

20 200 to 399 +[J 1400 10 1599

3] 400 to 599 s (] 16C0 to 1799

<[] 600to 799 w(J 1800 lo 1999

=[] 800 to 998 w] 2000 or more

«[J 1000 to 1199

{45 46Y

§-1

174

Exploratory Programs

n [

o o
p O
QD‘
¢ O

121)

(]

Exploratory Gemman... .

Exploratory Spasish. ... . . . . ..
Other {speedy) _______._.__. ...

Card 02 79 82:

Exploratory French

Explotalory Japanese.

32 344

T Raas
{47 opwn)
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introductios

Foreign language education in the United States is receiving renewed attention at the
national, state, and local levels. Foreign languages are recognized as part of the core cur-
riculum in the Goals 2000: Educate America Act (1994) and as “crucial to our Nation’s
economic competitiveness and national security” in the Improving America’s Schools Act
(19%4). With this legistation, which led to the development and release of the national
Standards for Foreign Language Learning (National Standards for Foreign Language Educa-
tion Project, 1996) and to the institution of foreign language requirements in many states,
there has been increased interest in tracking the prevalence and types of foreign language
teaching in the United States. In 1997, the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) conducted a
survey to do just that.

Through funding from the U.S. Department of Education, CAL conducted a survey of
elementary and secondary schools during the 1996-97 school year to gather information on
current patterns and shifts in enroliment, languages and programs offered, teaching meth-
odologies, teacher qualifications and training, and reactions to national reform issues. The
survey was designed to replicate CAL's 1986-87 survey in an effort to show trends over the
10-year period. Questionnaires were sent to a randomly selected sample of principals at
approximately 6% of public and private elementary and secondary schools in the United
States. The results showed positive trends—an increase in foreign language teaching at the
elementary school level and increased staff development at all levels—as well as trends that
are cause for concern—a lack of highly trained teachers, especially at the elementary school
level, and a decrease in the number of schools offering long-sequence K-12 programs
aimed at high levels of proficiency.

Background

American

The results of CAL's survey are intended to be used in tandem with other available
national data on foreign language teaching. There is no systematic, centralized plan at the
federal level for gathering foreign fanguage data of this type, but various organizations have
compiled data that can be used to track foreign language enrollments and instruction. Four
noteworthy surveys are those conducted by the American Council on the Teaching of
Foreign Languages, the Modern Language Association, the Joint National Committee for
Languages and the National Council for Languages and International Studies, and the
International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievernent.

Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages {(ACTFL)

ACTFL regularly surveys states to gather data on foreign language education. In the fail
of 1994, with funding from the U.S. Department of Education, ACTFL surveyed state offi-
cials to gather foreign language enroliment information for secondary schools (Grades 7-
12), as well as for elementary schools where available. (See Draper & Hicks, 1996.) From
the 48 responding states at the secondary school level, the ACTFL survey found a 4%
increase in the total number of public secondary students enrolled in foreign languages
from 1990 to 1994, representing an increase of more than 1 million students. They also
found Spanish to be the most commonly taught language at that level, accounting for 65%
of enroliments, followed by Frerich (229%), German (6%), and Latin (2%). ltalian, Japanese,
and Russian each represented less than 1% of public secondary school foreign language
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enrollments. Japanese had the fastest growing enroliments from 1999 to 1994, nearly
doubling from 25,123 to 42,290, Enroliments in French, German, and Russian remained
fairly steady over the 4-year period. From 24 re.ponding states at the elementary level,
ACTFL found that 5% of students in Grades K~6 were enrolled in non-exploratory foreign
language classes.

Modern Language Association (MLA)

MLA regularly surveys U.S. institutions of higher education regarding foreign language
enrollments. in the fall of 1995, with funding from the U.S. Department of Education, they
surveyed 2,772 two- and four-year colleges and universities, with a 98% overall response
rate. (See Brod & Huber, 1997.) Eighty-nine percent (89%) of the respondents reported
registrations in at feast one language other than English. Although the survey results indi-
cate that foreign language enrollments decreased slightly {(by 4%) from 1990 to 1995,
enroliments are stilf higher in the 1990s than at any time during the previous 35 years.

Of the total foreign language enroliment in U.S. higher education institutions in 1995,
Spanish rapresented over half (53%), followed by French (18%), German (9%), Japanese
(49), 1talian (49%), Chinese (2%), Latin {2%), Russian (2%), and other less commeonly
taught languages (2%, with 124 languages represented, from Afrikaans to Zulu). Ancient
Greek, Arabic, Hebrew, and Portuguese each represented less than 2% of the total enrcll-
ment.

From 1990 to 1995, the MLA survey showed increases in foreign language enroilments
in several languages: Chinese (up 36%), Arabic (up 28%), Spanish (up 14%), Portuguese
(up 5%), and Hebrew (up 1%). There was also a substantial increase (42%) in enroliments
in other less commonly taught languages, with American Sign Language, Korean, Vietnam-
ese, and Hawaiian accounting for most of the increase. In contrast, there were substaittial
decreases in enrollments in the following languages: Russian (down 45%), German (down
28%), French (down 25%), Htalian (down 12%), and Latin {(down 8%). There were smaller
decreases in Japanese (2%) and Ancient Greek (1%).

joint National Committee for Languages and National Council for Languages and Interna-
tional Studies (JNCL/NCLIS)

In 1996-1997, INCL/NCLIS surveyed state foreign languagr association presidents and
state foreign language supervisors about issues affecting foreign language teachers. (See
Lucke, 1997.) Forty out of fifty states responded. The survey found that most states were
affected by teacher shortages, which are thought to be caused in part by increasing student
enrollments in foreign languages at all school levels. Despite higher enrollments, few
schools, regardless of level, have foreign language requirements. The largest teacher short-
ages are in Spanish and Japanese, followed by French, German, Chinese, Arabic, ltalian, and
Korean. Teacher shortages have also led to the hiring of non-certified teachers in some
districts and have made emergency certification procedures comrnon.

However, the INCL survey found that the majority of all foreign language teachers were
certified. Of those that were not, half were emergency certified and the other half were not
certified at all.
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Internaticnal Associatior: for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA)

A recent study conducted by the International Association for the Evaluation of Educa-
tional Achievernent (1EA) compared language teaching and policy data collected from 25
countries. (See Dickson & Cumming, Eds., 1990.) Looking at the starting age of instruction
and the total number of years spent in instruction for the four most commanly taught
ranguagas (English, French, Germati, and Spanish), the study found that, in general, stu-
dents in almost all other countries surveyed begin foreign language instruction earlier and
continue it for a longer seg.1ence than do students in the United States. Results show that
most U.5. students begin studying Franch, German, or Spanish at age 14 and continue for a
maximum of 4 years. All but 2 of the 25 countries surveyed (England and the United States)
reported that a considerable percentage of their student population was learning English as
a foreign language, followed by French (16 countries) and German (14 countries). English
was being taught as early as age 6 in some countries, and the other languages as early as
age 8. Most of the countries were offering these languages for a iong sequence (5 to 13
years).

In the United States, Spanish has become the most commorily taught foreign language
at alf school levels. Only four of the other countries surveyed were teaching Sparnish as a
foreign language to a large student population, and students began studying Spanish at a
fater age than other languages and continued for fewer years.

The above surveys and findings, along with the results of a survey conducted by CAL in
1987 (Rhodes & Oxford, 1988), were taken into account when revising the questions for
CAL’s 1997 survey. By providing co' 1parison data on foreign language instruction in U.S.
elementary and secondary schools for 1987 and 1997, along with new data on foreign
fanguage enroliments, assessment, and reform efforts, CAL's 1997 survey results comple-
ment and enhance the field’s existing base of knowledge regarding foreign language
instruction and enrollments in the United States,
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Key Questions

CAL's survey was conducted to assess the status of foreign language instruction in our
nation’s eiementary and secondary schools. Survey questions fell into the following five
areas: amount of foreign language instruction, languages and types of programs offered,
foreign language curriculum, teacher qualifications and training, and major issues in the
field.

Questions in the 1997 survey replicated those in the 1987 survey, with three additions.
First, in response to suggestions from: educators, policymakers, and the media, data were
gathered on speciric numbers of students enrolled in language classes instead of just per-
centages. Second, a question was added concerning classroom assessment measures.
Accountability for student progress has become a major issue in all areas of education,
including foreign language, so it was deemed important to collect data on measures being
used to assess students’ proficiency. Third, a quesiion was added concerning the response
of the school or schoot district to foreign language education reform, most notably to
national and state language standaids.

The 17 research questions in the 5 key areas follow. (See Appendixes A, B, C, and D for
the actual elementary and secondary questionnaires.) Questions marked with an asterisk (*)
were riew or revised for the 1997 survey.

Amount of Foreign Language Instruction

1. Do the schools have foreign language instruction?

2. If schools do not currently have foreign language instructicn, would they be interested
in starting a program?

3.* How many students are enrolled in foreign language classes (by language)?

Languages and Types of Programs Offered
4. What languages are taught?
5. What types of programs are most common?

6. What levels are offered for each language and how many hours per week do the classes
meet? '

7. When are the classes taught (during school day or before/after)? (Elementary schools
only)
8. What is the funding source for the classes? (Elementary schools only)

Foreign Language Curriculum
9. -Is there an established foreign language curriculum?
10. What type of instructional materials are used?
11. How much is the foreign language used in the classroom? (Secondary schools only)
12.* How are students’ language abilities assessed?

13. What type of sequencing, if any, is planned for the continuation of language study from
elementary through secondary school?

i
T
S )




Foreign Language Instruciion in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

Teacher Qualifications and Training
14. What are the qualifications of the teachers?

15. Did teachers participate in in-service training or staff development last year? If so, in
what kind?

Major Issues
16. What are the major issues facing the foreign language education field?

17.* How has your school or district responded to foreign language educational reform
{national and state standards)?
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Methodology

This section provides an overview of the methods used in the survey, including ques-
tionnaire development, sampling and weighting procedures. and data collection and
analysis, A demographic profile of the schools that participated in the survey is also
provided.

Questionnaire Development

Two separate but similar questionnaires ‘were developed for elementary and secondary
schools, with variations in item wording to reflect the two different levels of instruction (see
Appendixes A, B, C, and D). Whenever possible, individual survey items were worded
identically to those used in the 1987 foreign language survey iri order to enhance the
likelihaod of comparable results. Some items were changed, how=ver, in order to collect
more accurate and meaningful data. Changes were based on suggestions from foreign
language specialists and members of key organizations who reviewed drafts of the survey.
Also, at the suggestion of these reviewers, three new guestions were added, and a-question
that did not result in useful responses in 1987 was deleted. Reviewers represented the
American Association of Teachers of German (AATG}, the American Council on the Teaching
of Foreign Languages (ACTFL), the Joint National Committee for Languages (JNCL), the
Modern Language Association (MLA), the National Association of District Supervisors of
Foreign Languages (NADSFL), the National Council of State Supervisors of Foreign Lan-
guages (NCSSFL), the National K-12 Foreign Language Resource Center at lowa State
University, the Nationa! Standards in Foreign Language Education Project, and the National
Network for Early Language Learning (NNELL).

Content validity of the survey items was assured through several survey reviews, includ-
ing a formal clinical trial in June 1996 involving elementary and secondary principals,
experienced teachers, and district foreign language coordinators. These pretests of the
questionnaires ensured the clarity, appropriateness, and utility of each item.

The instruments themselves were professionally designed for ease of response, with
wide margins, easy-to-read type, and space for computer coding. For the most part, close-
ended questions (with pre-coded response options) were used, as in the previous survey,
although space was provided for open-ended comments on some items.

Sampling and Weighting Procedures

Respondent Selection

The schools in the sample were selected through a stratified random sample from a list
of public and private U.S. elementary and secondary schools provided by Market Data
Retrieval, an educational database firm. A total of 68,286 schools were in the elementary
school sampling frame and 33,822 schools in the secondary schoal sampling frame. A
sample of 2,932 elementary schools (4%) and 2,801 secondary schools (8%) were selected
to participate in the 1997 foreign language survey.

Sample Stratification

The sirata included school level (elementary, middie/junior high school, high school,
combined), school type (public/private), metro status (rural, suburban, urban), and school

17




Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools 7

size (small, medium, large, and largest [for secondary schools only]). Market Data Retrieval
selected the sample based on the specifications described below.

The main purpose of the survey was to obtain national estimates for elementary and
secondary schools. A secondary goal was to produce estimates for each state. According te
survey designers and sampling experts, it is a challenge to design a sampling plan that will
produce results with high reliability at both national and state levels. Because there was a
strong desire from the foreign language profession to obtain estimates at both levels, the
survey design team developed the following procedures to assure that both types of data
would be obtained. The procedures were altered slightly from a decade ago in an attempt
to obtain more accurate results.

Each sample frame was sorted by state. A simple random sample was drawn to select
approximately 60 schools per state. (See Appendix E for the exact number of schools
selected in each state). The mail-out figure of 60 schools per state for each sampling frame
(i.e., elementary and secondary) was selected so that all inferences at. the state level by
school type would have a margin of error of +/-15% at the 90% confidence level (assuming
at least a 50% response rate). Smaller mail-out sizes were sufficient in some smaliler states to
obtain the same estimate precision after taking into account the small number of schools in
the strata and the finite population correction factor.

For the national estimates, the statistical precision of the results was greater. Using the

95% confidence level, the margin of error was +/-3.60% at the elementary level and +/-
3.06% at the secondary level.

Weighting for National Estimates

The sampling procedure described above selected a disproportionate number of schools
in smaller states. In order to be able to describe the population of elementary schools and
secondary schools at the national level, the data needed to be wejghted. The data were
weighted according to the following formula in order to refliect the actua! distribution
within each state and across the country.

Target Population %

Sample Population %

The target population percentage in this case was the stratification variable state. A different
weight was attached to each respondent, depending on their state. For example, California
elementary schools represented .012386 of the questionnaire returns among all elementary
schools. However, California accounts for .104964 of all elementary schools in the United
States. Therefore, using the formula above, the sample weight for all California elementary
schools was calculated to be 8.474439, as follows:

104964 /.012386 = 8.4744

Adjustment of Simple Random Sample Standard Errors
The 1997 sample design calls for weights to adjust for disproportionate sampling of
schools within states. The weights are a component of the data’s variability. Design effect,
or DEFT, is the effect on variance due to disproportionate sampling. in 1997, weights were
constructed to account for state stratification, The DEFTs for 1997 are provided in Table 1.
The DEFTs for 1987 are separated by school type, because the 1987 sample plan stratified
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by school type (private/public) in addition to state. The standard error is computed as the
standard error under a simple random sample multiplied by its DEFT. For example, if the
simple random sample standard error for a given response from elementary schools is 1%,
the adjusted standard error is (196)(1.53) = 1.53.

Design Effect Weightings (DEFT)

Year Type of Estimate Elementary Sample Secondary Sample

1987 Overali 1.45 1.27
Public 1.32 1.24
Private 1.40 1.22

1997 Overall 1.53 1.32

Limitations of National and State Estimates

The survey design and response rate ensured reliable estimates at the national ievel,
although there are always limitations that need tc be addressed. In this case, factors that
may have affected the resuits include a passible non-response bias (the chance that schools
that did not teach foreign language were less likely to respond to the survey) and possible
changes that might have occurred in the population since the sample was taken. A notable

limitation of the state-level estimates was that they were based on very small samples. For
most states, the sample size was too small to produce sample estimates with acceptable
reliability (sampling error). Since the survey design was not meant to provide highly accu-
rate state-by-state results, the best use of the survey data is for national estimates. The
aggregate results are much more accurate than the state estimates.

Data Coliection Procedures

The elementary and secondary school foreign language survey was conducted by the
Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) from October 1996 to January 1997. This time frame
parallels that of the 1987 survey, which was conducted during the 1986-87 school year.
Questionnaires were sent to 2,932 elementary schools and 2,801 secondary schools. Ques-
tionnaires were completed by school principals, foreign language chairpersons, and lan-
guage teachers in 1,534 elementary schools and 1,650 secondary schools, resuiting in
overall response rates of 52.3% for elementary schools and 58.9% for secondary schools
(see Table 2). The respondents represented public and private schoals, ranging from pre-
school through Grade 12, throughout the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

Table 2. Return Rate on Questionnaires
Stage Elementary Secondary Total
Questionnaire Questionnaire
Initial Mailing 2,932 2,801 5,733
Returned unopened or not reachable 5 5 10
Questionnaires received too late to use 3, 2 )
Duplicate questionnaires received 30 29 59

First return
Second return (reminder)
Total return (including phone follow-up)

1,058 (36.1%)
1,501 (51%)
1,534 (52.3%)

1,209 (43.2%)
1,608 (57.4%)
1,650 (58.9%)

2,267 (39.5%)
3,109 (54.29%)
3,184 (55.5%)




Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools 9

Each selected schoo! principal was mailed an advance letter on October 1, 1996, ex-
plaining the significance of the survey that they would soon be receiving. The question-
naires were mailed the next week with a cover letter restating the purpose of the survey,
accompanied by a smail incentive to respond (a cclorful magnet with multi-cultural children
holding up a sign that says “Languages Last a Lifetimel”). A postage-paid envelope was
included for responses. The principal, foreign fanguage chairperson, or language teacher
was asked to respond within 3 weeks. Any school that had not returned the questionnaire
within that time was mailed a second questionnaire on November 6, 1996. Many of those
who had not responded 3 weeks after the second mailing received a follow-up telephone
call. CAL staff contacted approximately 75 schools that had not returned the survey and got
the responses over the teiephone or sent additional copies of the survey for completion.

Data Analysis Procedures

CAL and Market Facts, Inc., a national survey research firm of MclLean, Virginia, and
Chicago, lliinois, conducted the data processing and analysis of the study. CAL staff edited
each returned survey for consistency and response errors (including non-response) and
contacted 400 schools by telephone for missing information or clarification. Market Facts
conducted the data entry and data processing. Data tabulations were produced using
Quantum, a computer tabulation software program.

Data from 1987 and 1997 surveys were analyzed for significant increases or decreases
over time. Tests for statistical significance, often referred to as a t-test for means and propor-
tions, were conducted by Market Facts, inc. Tests were calculated using the weighted data
with a p value of < .05. The formula for tests of significance took into account the Design
Effect, or DEFT, which is the effect on variance due to disproportionate sampling. {(See
Appendix F for formula used to calculate statistical significance for differences in propor-
tions.)

Demographic Profiie of Sample

Eiementary Schools

As in 1987, the elementary schouls that responded to the 1997 study included schoois
with a range of grade combinations from preschool through Grade 8. (For this survey, those
schools that began with preschool were combined with the schools that began with kinder-
garten to be coded as kindergarten). Thirty percent of the schools included grades from
kindergarten or first grade through Grade 5; 27% included kindergarten or first grade
through Grade 8; 26% percent included kindergarten or first grade through Grade 6; 13%
included kindergarten or first grade through Grade 3; 2% included only Grades 4 through
6; and 1% included grade combinations that fell cutside the above categories. See Table 3
for the full list of types of elementary schools responding to the surveys.

The average elementary school responding to the survey in 1997 had 406 students
enrolled. In 1987, the average number was only slightly lower at 394. The questionnaires in
both 1987 and 1997 listed categories with an enroltment range for respondents to check.
Mean numbers were computed based on the midpoint of each category. (Note: The ques-
tionnaire categories for number of students changed somewhat between 1987 and 1997.)
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Eiementary School Grade Levels

Grade Level 1987 (%) 1997 (%)
K/1-3 5 13
K/ -5 18 30
K/1-6 29 26
K/1-8 20 27
4-6 2
Other* 29 1

Ncte: Based on weighted data; totuls may add up to more or less than 100% because of rounding.

*Other grade levels for 1987 included any responses greater than K/1-8, combined schools, and other combinations not
included above (such as preschool through Grade 3, Grades 1-4, etc.). For 1997, the responses greater than K/1-8 and
combined schools were included in the K/1-8 category.

Secondary Schools

Table 4.

As in 1987, secondary schools that responded te the study veried in terms of grade
levels included in their school. Forty-two percent (42%) incfude«i Grades 9 through 12;
24% included Grades 5 through 8; 12% included Crades 7 through 12; 8% included
Grades 7 through 8; 6% included Grades K through 12; 4% included Grades 10 through
12; 3% included Grades 7 through 9; 1% included Grades 5 through 7; and 1% included
cther categories not listed. Other included a mixture of Grades 9-10, 5-12, 3-11, 11 only, 6
only, 9 only, 12 only, and ungraded. (See Table 4 for the full list of types of secondary
schools responding to the surveys.)

In 1997, the average secoridary school responding to the survey had 716 students
errolled. In 1987, the average number was somewhat lower, at 671. (Note: The question-
naire categories for number of students changed somewhat between 1987 and 1997.)

Secondary School Grade Levels

Grade Level 1987 (%) 1997 (%)
5-7 1
5-8 24
7-8 10 8
7-9 6 3
7-12 13 12
9-12 41 42
10-12 6 4
K-12 ¢
Gther* 23 1

Note: Based on weighted data; totals may add up to more or less than 100% because of rounding.
*Other grade levels for 1987 included Grades 5-7, 5-8, 8-9, and other combined schools, including K-12; note that in 1997
Grades 5-7, 5-8, and K-12 were assigned lo separate categories.

2




Tabie 5.

Table 6.

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools 11
Additional Demographic Characteristics :
Tables 5 and 6 contain other demographic characteristics of the 1987 and 1997 re-

sponding samples, including the number of public and private schools, as well as the
number of rural, suburban, and urban schools, in total and by school type.
Demographic Profile of Responding Elementary Schools
METRO STATUS SCHOOL TYPE PUBLIC SCHOOL PRIVATE SCHOOL TOTAL
Rural  Sub.  Urb. Pub.  Priv. Rural  Sub.  Urb. Rural  Sub.  Urb.
1987: )
617 373 359 940 470 473 241 192 144 132 167 1416
1997:
810 309 399 1182 342 692 227 257 115 82 141 1534
Note: Table includes unweighted numbers
Demographic Profile of Responding Secondary Schools
METRO STATUS SCHOOL TYPE PUBLIC SCHOOL PRIVATE SCHOOL TOTAL
Rural  Sub.  Urb. Pub.  PFriv. Rural  Sub.  Urb. Rural  Sub.  Urb.
1987:
647 342 291 1033 206 549 267 180 98 75 m 1349
1997:
965 347 323 1430 215 873 298 246 89 48 76 1650

Note: Table includes unweighted numbers

Do
oo




12 Foreign Languoge Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

Resiilis

Whether Schools Teach Foreign Languages

Elementary Schools

in the past decade, the incidence of foreign language instruction in “lementary schools
nationwide increased by nearly 13% (see Figure 1). In 1987, just over one in five (22%)
elementary schools reported teaching foreign languages; by 1997 the number had risen to
almost one in three (31%), a statistically significant increase,

As was true in 1987, foreign language instruction is more common in private elemen-
tary schools than in public elementary schools. However, the inclusion of foreign fanguage
instruction in the school curriculum has increased significantly in both private and pubilic
elementary schools over the past 10 years. In 1997, 24% of public elementary schools
reported teaching foreign language compared to 17% in 1987, a statistically significant
increase. Private elementary schools have experienced an even greater increase; 53% of
private schools in 1997 were teaching foreign languages compared to only 34% in 1987.

The amount of foreign language instruction varies according to location. More foreign
language instruction takes place in suburban schools, both public and private. Twenty-
seven percent of suburban public schools teach foreign languages, 25% of urban public
schools, and 22% of rural public schools. Similarly, 65% of suburban private schools teach
foreign languages, 53% of urban private schools, and 41% of rural private schools. There is
almost no variation according to the size of the school.

The amount of language instruction in elementary schools does vary across geographi-
cal regions. The regional results were compiled according to foreign language conference
regions' in order to assist the profession in planning regional initiatives. Ranging from
highest to lowest, the percentages of elementary schools teaching languages in each region
are as follows: Southern Conference on Language Teaching (39%), Northeast Conference
on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (38.5%), Southwest Conference on Language
Teaching (37%), Central States Conference on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (25%),
and the Pacific Northwest Council for Languages (23.5%).

Secondary Schools

In contrast to the increase in language instruction in elementary schools during this
period, the percentage of secendary schools teaching foreign tanguage remained fairly
stable—87% in 1987 and 86% in 1997 (see Figure 2). At the secondary school level, there
were no statistically significant differences between 1987 and 1997 in the frequency of
foreign language instruction at either public schoo!s (86% in 1987 vs. 85% in 1997) or
private schools (93% in 1987 vs. 92% in 1997). When separated by type of school, 75% of
the middle school/junior high schools were teaching foreign languages in 1997 (up from
72% in 1987); 90% of the senior high schools were doing so (down from 95% in 1387);
and 96% of the combined schoals (up from 87% in 1987).2

As with elementary schools, the amount of foreign language instruction varies accord-
ing to location. More foreign language instruction is taking place in suburban schools, both
public and private. Eighty-eight percent of the suburban public schools reported teaching
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Figure 1. Elementary Schools Teaching Foreign Languages (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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Figure 2. Secondary Schools Teaching Foreign Languages (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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foreign languages, 85% of the rural public schools, and 81% of the urban public schools.
Ninety-six percent of the suburban private schools were teaching foreign languages, 91% of
the urban private schools, and 87% of the rural private schools. Of note, there was a direct
correlation between school size and amount of foreign language instruction. The largest
schools (1,40G or more students) more frequently offered foreign {fanguage instruction than
large schools (1,000-1,399 students), medium-sized schools (400-999 students), or small
schools (fewer than 400 students) (97% largest; 94% large; 88% medium; 77% small).

The amount of language instruction in secondary schools also varies across geographical
regions, again as delineated by foreign language conference regions. Ranging from highest
to lowest, the percentages of schools teaching languages in each region are as fallows:
Northeast Conference (94%), Southern Conference (88%), Southwest Conference (87%),
Central States Conference (86%), and the Pacific Northwest Council (72%).
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Interest in Offering Foreign Language Instruction

Of those elementary schoals surveyed that did not teach foreign languages, 54%
reported thal they would be interested in starting foreign language itstruction at their
school. This was a 4% increase from 1987. This increased interest was evident in both
public schools (52%, up from 48% in 1987) and private schools (61%, up from 55% in
1987). (See Figure 3.)

As shown in Figure 4, 68% of the secondary schools not currently teaching foreign

languages said they would like to have such instruction in their schools (a 1% decrease from

a decade agoj). There were, however, differences between schoal levels-——there was more

interest in middle school and junior high than high school. As was the case in 1987, middle

schools and junior high schools that did not teach foreign language reported a strong

Figure 3. Elementary Schools Not Currently Teaching Foreign Languages but Interested in Offering Them
(Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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Figure 4.  Sezondary Schools Not Currently Teaching Foreign Languages but Interested in Offering Them
(Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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desire to begin doing so (77% in 1927; 76% in 1987). In contrast, only 50% of the high
schools not currently teaching foreic  languages said that they were interested in offering
language instruction, although this waus an increase fram 39% in 1987. There was a 2%
decrease in overall pub'ic secondary school interest (from 70% to 68%) and a 5% increase
in private school interest (from 67% to 72%).

Student Enrofiment in Foreign Lanquage Classes

In 1997, over 4 miilion elementary school students® (out of 27.1 million) were enrolled
in foreign language classes across the country. Over 2.5 million of them were in public
schoals; 1.5 million were in private schools. (Comparable data were not collected in 1987.)
As was the case in 1987, those schools that were offering language instruction did not
necessarily offer it to all students in the school. The public elementary schools reported
providing foreign language instruction for approximately half of their students. Private
elementary schools were providing foreign language instruction to about three quarters of
their students.

At the secondary school level, nearly 12 million students were studying foreign lan-
guages in 1997, At the middle school/junior high level, about 3 million students (out of 8.2
imiillion) were studying foreign languages. Over 7 million high school students (out of 13.5
million) were studying foreign languages. In addition, there were about 1.5 mitlion students
studying foreign language in combined junior/senior high schoois, Private enroliments
represented 12% of the secondary school totals. Those students studying languages repre-

sented over hall the students in a school (51% at public schools and 78% al private
schools).

Languages Taught

Elementary Schools

Spanish and French continue to be the most common languages offered in elementary
schools. Spanish has become increasingly popular. In 1987, 68% of the elementary schools
teaching a language reported teaching Spanish. This increased to 79% in 1997, a statisti-
cally significant increase. in contrast, French instruction has become less common—41% of
the elementary schools offering foreign language instr  ion taught French in 1987 versus
27% in 1997, a statistically significant decrease. In fact, offerings in all but four of the other
languages iisted in Table 7 remained stable or decreased during the 10-year period. The
four in addition to Spanish that showed an increase were Spanish for Spanish Speakers

(from 1% to 8%), Japanese (fram 0% to 3%), Italian (from 0% to 2%), and Sign Language
from less than 1% to 2%).

The following languages are taugt.t by 5% or fewer of the elementary schools that offer
foreign language instruction: German (5%), Japanese (3%), Latin (3%), Hebrew (2%).
ftalian (2%), Sign Language (2%), Native American Languages (1%), Russian (1%), and
Greek (1%). From 1987 to 1997, Latin instruction decreased from 12% to 3% of the
schools that teach foreign language, a statistically significant decrease. (See Figure 5 for a
complete breakdown of languages taught in elementary schools.) Japanese instruction is a
notable exception to the decreasing trend. In 1987, no elementary schools reported teach-
ing Japanese; in 1997, 3% of elementary schools with a foreign language program reported
teaching Japanese—a statistically significant increase.

>
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Tahle 7.

foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

Languages Taught in Elementary Schools, 1987 and 1997 (in percentages)

LANGUAGE 1987 Total 1997 Total 1997 Public 1997 Private
Spanish 68 79 80 77
French 41 27 27 27
German 10 5 7 2
Japanese 3 2 6
Latin 12 3 1 6
Hebrew 2 - 4
Italian 2 1 3
Sign Language <l 2 3 1
Native American Languages* 1 1 1

Russian 2 1 1 -
Greek 1 1 - 1
Chinese 3 3 1 -
“Learning about languages” 3 1 -
Hawaiian .2 3 -
Yagui J 2 -
Kulenai A N -
Arabic <1 - A
Dutch <1 - A
Filipino <1 N -
Micronesian <1 A -
Polish < - 1
Swedish ) <1 - N
LANGUAGES FOR NATIVE SPEAKERS 1987 Total 1997 Total 1997 Public 1997 Privale
Spanish for Spanish speakers 1 8 13 3

1 -

Chinese for Chinese speakers

Cherokee for Cherokee spkrs.

French for French speakers

Russian for Russian speakers

Tewa for Tewa speakers

Korean for Korean speakers <

)

SN N |

Note: Totais add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one language.
*Native American Languages listed by respondents included Arapaho, Athabascan, Cherokee, Hidatsa, Navajo, Seminole,
and an unspecified “American Indian language.”

In addition, Spanish for Spanish speakers was taught in 1997 by 8% of the schools
teaching languages as opposed to only 1% in 1987, a statistically significant increase. This
increase may be due to the increasing nurnber of native Spanish speakers in the schools and
the heightened awareness of the importance of helping children achieve or maintain
bilingualism by offering instruction in their mother tongue. (it should be noted, however,
that Spanish for Spanish speakers was specifically listed on the questionnaire in 1997,
whereas in 1987 respondents had to write it in under other. This questionnaire change may
account for some of the increase over this time period.) Other languages where small
increases were evident were italian and Sign Language, where instruction increased from
less than 1% to 2% in the last decade.

Other language classes offered by fewer than 1% of the schools teaching languages
include Chinese, Chinese for Chinese speakers, “Learning about Languages,” Hawaiian,
Cherokee for Cherokee speakers, French for French speakers, Russian for Russian speakers,
Yagui, Kutenai, Tewa for Tewa speakers, Arabic, Dutch, Fiiipino, Micronesian, Polish, Swed-
ish, and Korean for Korean speakers,
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Figure 5.

Table 8.

Foreign Languages Offered by Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs
(1987 and 1997)

Sparush

French

German

Latin M

Spanish for Spanmish Speakers
Japanese P

Hebrew

Sign Language

Languages Offered

Italian

Russian

Native American
Greek

Ch|rlxese

Other

[ 20, IO 60°. a .
Percentage of Elementary Schools

*Indicates a stahstically siqnificant increase from 1987 to 1997 ** Indicates a stalistcally sigmificant deciease from 1987 to 1897

There was little difference in the languages offered in public elementary schools com-
pared to private elementary schools, with the exception of German, Spanish for Spanish
speakers, Hebrew, Japanese, Latin, and Greek. German and Spanish for Spanish speakers
were more commaonty taught in public elementary schools, while Hebrew, Japanese, Latin,
and Greek were more commonly taught in private elementary schools.

On a regional basis, Spanish was taught in approximately three quarters or more of the
schoals in all five language conference regions. French was taught most frequently in the
northeastern, southern, and central regions; Spanish for Spanish speakers was taught most
frequently in the southwestern and Pacific northwest regions; German was taught most in
the central region; Japanese in the Pacific northwest region; and Latin in southern, north-
eastern, and central regions. (See Table 8.)

Elementary Schools in Language Conference Regions Teaching Top Six Lanquages, 1997
(in percentages)

LANGUAGE FOREIGN LANGUAGE CONFERENCE REGION

NEC scour SwcoLr CsC PNCFL
Northeast South Southwest Central Pacific NW
Spanish 77 74 25 72 89
French 39 35 5 31 6
Spanish for Spanish Speakers 4 9 19 4 15
CGerman 1 2 3 10 5
Japanese 1 i 1 2 18
Latin 4 6 1 3 4

Note: Totals for each region add up lo more than 100% because respondents could check more than one language.

AL
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Secondary Schoois

Spanish instruction also increased significantly at the secandary school level, from 86%
of secondary schools with foreign language programs in 1987 to 93% in 1997. Unlike at
the elementary level, however, French instruction remained fairly stable over this time
period {(66% of schools in 1987 and 64% in 1997). With the exception of Spanish for
Spanish speakers, |apanese, and Russian, all other languages at the secondary level followed
the same trend as at the elementary level, remaining fairly stable or decreasing in frequency.
Spanish for Spanish speakers increased to 9%, up from 1% in 1987; japanese instruction
went up to 7% from 1%, and Russian instruction went up to 3% from 2%. These are all
significant increases. The teaching of Hebrew decreased significantly, from 2% of the
schools that teach foreign languages to .2%. (See Table 9 and Figure 6).

Figure 6. For.:ign Languages Offered by Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs
(1967 and 1997)
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*Indicates a statistically sigmficant increase from 1987 to 1397 *° Indicates a statistically significant decioase from 1987 to 1997
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Table 9.

Languages Taught in Secondary Schools, 1987 and 1997 (in percentages)

19

1987

1997

1997

LANGUAGE

Total

Total

Public

Private

M.S.

—_H‘igh

Comb

Spanish

86

93

92

100

83

el
o

93

French

66

64

62

71

50

~N
~

52

German

28

24

25

19

10

w
w

Latin

20

16

41

N
[o5)

16

|apanese

20

~

7

1

—_
—_

ftalian

3

Russian

Sign Language

NN =

Chinese

<

Eal BASIRVE] NVN]

g = o w

Greek

Hebrew

3
2
1
1
1
2

alw| = alw

Finnish

Portuguese

<1

Tlingit

Native American Languages**

<1

N IS Y R FNOY P NS TR RV Y R

Hawaiian

<1

Sl Lol

—

.Lu—:bul\.:—'—'|

Esperanto

Sanskrit

ool =hiohiol = =lo] vl w

Arabic

Y

LANGUAGES FOR NATIVE SPEAKERS

Spanish for Spanish Speakers

<1

Chinese

French

Polish

oo

Navajo

Slolw|—o

French Creoie

German

Hawaiian

Hebrew .

|apanese

Yupik

Y S DAY DAY N LN DA Y E Y I N V2

Vietnamese

—_

EXPLORATORY PROGRAMS

Spanish

20

N

45

french

13

=

30

German

W

(=3

11

General Exploratory+

Japanese

Latin

=l

Russian

Hispanic Heritage

Arabic

Ojibwa

Portuguese

Sign Language

Y DA BN DA Y 'Y FRET P Y

Chinese

Swahili

Y B LY N DY LN Y S FNY T

Hawaiian

ftalian

Note: Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one language.

**Native American Languages listed by respondents included Navajo, Ojibwa, Shoshone, and Ute.

*The General Exploratory category includes such offerings as Introduction to Language(s), Exploratory Language, Asia
Studies, World Language(s), Exploring (New) Languages, Linguistics, Foreign Language Experience (FLEX), English
Grammar, 9-week Generalized [Lanquage Instruclion], Awareness of Language, and various combinations of languages.
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Figure 7.

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schocls

After Spanish and French, the most commonly taught languages in 1997 were German
(24%), Latin (20%), Spanish for Spanish speakers (9%), and Japanese (7%). Taught by 3%
or fewer of the schools that offer foreign language were italian (3%), Russian (3%), Sign
Language (2%), Chinese (1%), and Greek (1%). Taught by fewer than 1% of the schocis
were Hebrew, Finnish, Portuguese, Tlingit, Native American Lanquages (Navajo, Ojibwa,
Shoshone, Ute), Hawaiian, Esperanto, Sanskrit, and Arabic.

Four of the six most commonly taught languages in secondary schools (Spanish, French,
German, Latin, Spanish for Spanish Speakers, and Japanese) were taught more frequently in
private than public schools. German and Spanish for Spanish speakers were the exceptions.
German was taught more frequently in public schools (25% vs. 19% of private schools) as
was Spanish for Spanish speakers (taught in 10% of public vs. 5% of private secondary -
schools).

Offering language instruction to native speakers of the languages has become increas-
ingly common in secondary schools. Spanish ‘s most commonly taught (at 9% of schools
offering language instruction), while other languages--Chinese, French, Polish, Navajo,
French Creole, German, Hawaiian, Hebrew, japanese, Yupik, and Viethamese—are taught to
native speakers at fewer than 1% of the schoois offering language instruction. (See Tabie 9.)

Programs intended to expose students to a variety of languages and to prepare them
for future language study, often called exploratory language classes, were more prevalent in
middle schools and junior highs than in high schools. (See Figure 7.) Forty-five percent of
the middle and junior high schools offered Spanish exploratory classes, 30% offered French,
11% German, 5% Latin, and 4% |apanese. Other languages offered in exploratory pro-
grams by 1% or fewer schools included Russian, Hispanic Heritage, Arabic, Ojibwa, Portu-
guese, Sign Language, Chinese, Swahili, Hawaiian, and Italian. At the high school level, 3%
or fewer of the schools offered exploratory classes in any language.

Exploratory Foreign Language Programs at Middle Schools/Junior High Schools and High Schools
With Foreign Language Programs (1997)
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Table 10.
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Specific languages offered in secondary schools vary by region. {See Table 10.) Spanish
(non-exploratory) is taught in about 90% or more of the secondary schools offering lan-
guage instruction in all five regions. French is taught more frequently in the northeast
(93%) than in the other regions, but it is also offered at more than half of the schocis with
foreign language programs in the southern (66%) and central (59%) regions and nearly
half of the schools in the northwestern (47%) and southwestern {45%) regions, German is
taught more frequently in the central, southwestern, and northeastern regions; Latin is
taught mainly in the nor:heastern and southern regions; Spanish for Spanish speakers is
taught most frequently in the southwestern and Pacific northwest regions; and Japanese is
taught primarily in the Pacific northwest region.

Secondary Schools in Language Conference Regions Teaching Top Six Languages, 1997
(in percentages)

LANGUAGE FOREIGN LANGUAGE CONFERENCE REGIONS
NEC scoLr SwcoLr CsC PNCFL
Northeast South Southwest Central Pacific NW

Spanish 100 89 94 91 95
French 93 66 45 59 47
Cerman 27 14 29 30 15
Latin 36 24 12 14 12
Spanish for Spanish Speakers 6 6 20 4 20
japanese 5 5 6 5 23

Note: Totals for each region add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one language.

Program Types

Elementary Schools

In 1987, of ali foreign language programs in elementary schools, almost half (45%)
were FLES programs, short for foreign language in the elementary school. Four out of ten
(41%) were FLEX programs, short for foreign language experience/exploratory. In 1997, the
proportion of program types was nearly reversed. Aimost half of programs (45%) were FLEX
programs, and one third (34%) were FLES programs. (See Figure 8.) The actual number of
program types per school increased during this period. The change in proportions of
program types over time could be due to several factors, including (1) new programs
choosing the FLEX model, and (2) existing programs changing their format from FLES to
FLEX. Pessible reasons for the trend toward offering more exploratory r -ograms will be
presented in the discussion section.

immersion programs increased from 2% of the programs in 1987 to 8% in 1997, while
intensive FLES programs stayed at about the same level (12% in 1987 and 13% in 1997).
(See Table 11 for definitions of program types included with the survey.) It is important to
nete that the program definitions in the 1997 questionnaires differed slightly from those in
the 1987 questionnaires. No statistical significance tests were computed on program types,
because the base (total) change in number of program types reported was so high that it
would be difficult to compare without variances.
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Table 11.

Figure 8.

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

Definitions of Program Types (as included in survey)

PROGRAM TYPE A

The goals of this program are for students to gain general exposure tc language and culture, learn basic words and
phrases, and develop an interest in foreign language for future language study. The aim is not fluency but rather
exposure to other language(s) and culture. Portions of this program may be taught in English. (This type of program
is often called foreign language experience/exploration, or FLEX.)

PROGRAM TYPE B

The goals of this program are for students to acquire listening and speaking skills, gain an understanding of and
appreciation for other cultures, and acquire limited amounts of reading and writing skilis. The teacher in this type of
program may speak some English in the class. (This type of program is often called foreign language in the
elementary school, or FLES.)

PROGRAM TYPE C

The goals of this program are the same goals as Program B above, but there is more exposure to the foreign language
and more focus on reading and writing as well as on listening and speaking skills. This greater exposure includes
language classes taught only in the foreign language (scimetimes subject content is taught through the foreign
language). (This type of program is often called intensive FLES.)

PROGRAM TYPE D

The goals of this program are for students to be able to.communicate in the language with a high level of proficiency
and acquire an understanding of and appreciation for other cultures. At least 50% of the school day is taught in the
foreign language, including such subjects as mathematics, science, social studies, and language arts. (This type of
program is called partial, total, or two-way immersion, depending on the amount of foreign language used and the
make-up of the student body.)

Program Types Offered by Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs (1987 and 1997)
1987 1997

Ny = 426 programs™” N, =694 programs**
Intensive FLES (C) 12%

|

tensive FLES (C) 13%

immersion (D)
2%

FLES (B)
34%

FLES (B)
45%

FLEX (A)
41%

Note 1 Ne statistical sigmificance tests were conducted on these data.
Nate 2 Some schools have more than one program lype.

**Base = Telal weighted foreign lanquage program !ypes n elementary schools.

As was the case a decade ago, the vast majority of elementary school programs aimed
at various kinds of introductory exposure to the language (FLEX and FLES), while only 21%
of them (intensive FLES and immersion) had overall proficiency as one of their goals. These
data on the type of instruction should be kept in mind when evaluating the quality and
quantity of foreign language instruction across the country. Although almost one third
(31%) of elementary schools are teaching foreign languages, only 21% of that 31% (7%
overall) offer a program in which the students are likely to attain some degree of proficiency
as outlined in the goals of the national standgr(ili. This percentage has increased from 3%
overall in 1987, J
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Secondary Schools

Figure 9.

As in 1987, almost all secondary schools with foreign language programs in 1997
offered the standard class (listening, speaking, reading, writing, and culture)—96% in 1987
and 94% in 1997, which is not a statistically significant difference. There was, however, a
significant increase in the percentage of advanced placement classes offered: 16% of
secondary schools with a language program in 1997 compared to 12% in 1987. Language
classes for native speakers alsc increased significantly over this time period, from 4% to 7%.
(See Figure 9.)

Program Types Offered by Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs (1987 and 1997)
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* Indicates a statistically significant increase from 1987 to 1997.

All ather program types remained fairly stable over this time period at the secondary
level. Exploratory classes (general exposure to one or more languages and cultures) were
offered in 23% of the schools (vs. 20% in 1987). It should be noted that the majority of
schools offering exploratory classes were middle and junior high schools. Honors or acceler-
ated classes were offered in 15% of the schools (vs. 12% in 1987); conversation-only classes
were offered in 4% of the schools (no change from 1987); literature-only classes were
offered in 3% of the schools (vs. 4% in 1987); and regular subjects taught in the foreign
language were offered in 2% of the schools (no change from 1987). (There was a slight
change in question wording for the standard program type between 1987 and 1997; the
teaching of culture was added to the 1997 definition.)

"
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Table 12.

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

Although only 2% of the schools offered regular subjects taught in other languages, the
fanguages and subjects varied considerably. (See Table 12.) Some of the programs noted
that their content-based classes were part of an immersion or bitingual program in the
school. Other schools commented that their content-based classes were offered through
independent study, International Baccalaureate, satellite television, “Pace Setters,” "Re-
duced Pace/Special Education,” or a daily content-based pull-out class.

When cemparing public and private schools, variation was faund in the offerings of
three types of classes. There were more public schools offering exploratory classes (24% vs.
16% of private schools), whereas more private schools offered advanced placement classes
(27% vs. 14% of public schools) and honors/accelerated classes (29% vs. 12% of public
schools).

Subjects Taught in Foreign Languages in Secondary Schools, 1997

Subjects taught in a language other than Engfish Languages used as medium of instruction
Art Chinese
Computer French
Geography Hawaiian
History Hebrew
|udaic Studies Polish
Language Arts Portuguese
Mathemalics Russian
Physical Education Spanish
Physical Science/Health/Biology Vietnamese
Social Studies

U.S. History

Grade Levels and Minutes per Week (Elementary Schools Only)

Table 13.

The results by grade level and amount of instruction per week are presented as averages
for those public elementary schools that teach the top four languages (Spanish, French,
German, and Japanese). The percentages of schools offering foreign language instruction at
various grade levels are shown in Table 13. Results show that elementary schools most often
offer foreign language instruction in Grades 3, 4, and 5, with Grade 4 being the most
popular grade for language instruction (at 67% of the schools).

Grade Levels of Instruction in Public Elementary Schools That Teach Spanish, French, German, and
Japanese, 1997 (weighted data; n=298)

Grade Level Percent of Public Elementary Schools With Language Programs
Teaching Foreign Language at Particular Grade Level

38%

46%

50%

57%

67%

63%

b N =X

The number of minutes per week of language instruction reported by public elementary
schools that teach fc. eign languages are shown in Figure 10. The maijority of schools (60%)
offer language instruction for less than two hours a week.

D
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Figure 10. Average Minutes Per Week of Instruction in Public Elementary Schools That Teach Spanish, French,
German, and japanese (1997)

50%
408
30% {

20% 4

6%
2%
<60 <120 <180 <240 <300 300+

Percentage of Pubiic Etementary Schocls

Mt = 302 Minuies Per Week

Note: No statistical significance lesis were conducted on these data.

Levels Offered and Hours per Week (Secondary Schools Oniy)

The course levels offered in secondary schools generally ranged from Level 1 to Level 4,
reflecting the number of years of instruction, with some schools offering Levels 5 and 6.
(See Table 14 for iistings of the leveis offered for the six most frequently taught languages.
Also, see previous section on Program Types for other class offerings.)

As in 1987, secondary schools with foreign language programs in 1997 offered a variety
of levels of foreign language instruction, and the majority of these classes were non-inten-
sive. The most common amount of instruction time for almost all of the languages was 5
hours per week. The average amount of weekly class time has increased significantly for
French (4.8 hours per week in 1987 and 6.1 hours in 1997) and Spanish (4.9 in 1987 and 6
in 1997). However, these increases may be due at least in part to the increase in block
scheduling. (That factor was not considered in this question.) See the section below on
Scheduling Classes During the School Year for more details on that topic.

Scheduling of Ciasses During the School Day
(Elementary Schools Only)

As in 1987, the vast majority of elementary schools in 1997 that had foreign language
programs taught language classes during the regular school day (92% in 1997 and 89% in
1987, not a statistically =~ icant increase). Twelve percent of elementary schools with
foreign language classe - ight them before or after school, a minimal decrease from 13%
in 1987. One percent 01 .hools did not specify what time of day they offer classes. Fewer
than one percent (.3%) offered classes during the summer or extended year.

Private elementary schools were slightly more successful than public schools at integrat-
ing foreign language instruction into the regular school day. In 1997, $5% of private
schools with foreign language programs, compared to 90% of public schools, offered
foreign language classes during the regular schoo! day. These percentages increased slightly
from 1987 (94% of private schools, 86% of public schools). (See Figure 11.) This question
was not asked of secondary schools because they typically do not experience the same
difficulties as elementary schools in scheduling foreign language classes during the school
day.

Q0
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Table 14.  Levels of Instruction Offered in Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs, 1997
(in percentages)

Level Language Tetal Middle/jr.high High
One  Spanish 98 99 T
French 97 100 97
German 94 96 93
Latin 95 94 96
SpanSpanSpeakers 84 81 89
Japanese 97 160 96
Two Spanish 80 34 97
French 82 38 96
German 83 28 93
Latin 86 58 92
SpanSpanSpeakers 61 43 72
Japanese 67 52 72
Three Spanish 59 8 84
French 64 6 85
German 65 /7 78
Latin 59 7 68
SpanSpanSpeakers 33 32 36
Japanese 33 50 30
Four Spanish 44 1 69
French 52 1 69
German 49 - 59
Latin 44 - 51
SpanSpanSpeakers 19 1 26
Japanese 16 - 19
Five Spanish 16 - 26
French 16 - 12
German 10 - 12
Latin 7 - 7
SpanSpanSpeakers 13 - 20
Japanese 2 2
Six Spanish 2 3 4
French 2 - 3
German 4 - 3
Latin 1 - 1
SpanSpanSpeakers 7 - 1
Japanese 1 1

Scheduling Classes During the School Year

Elementary Schools

More than three quarters (77%) of the elementary schools that teach foreign language
offered classes for the entire school year. Private schools (85%) were more likely to offer
instruction for the whole year than public schools (70%). (See Table 15.) The schools that

did not offer classes for the whole year (24%) offered classes anywhere from 2 to 20 weeks.
(See Table 16.)

‘~z
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Figure 11,

Table 15.

Table 16.

Elemer.tary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Teach Foreign Languages During the
Regular School Day (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)

" 100% | 900
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8 80% -
> 70% 4
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é 60% | . 01987
& 50% A
o " n 1997
s 40% A
L 30% - g
5 2
T 20% 4 . 1987
@ n., -39
£ 10% 1 a2
& oo,
0%

Public Private Total
School Type

Note The increases from 1987 to 1937 were not statistically significant.

Response Total n=458 Public Privale
YES 77% 70% 85%
NO 24% 30% 15%

Note: Totals may add up to more than 100% because of rounding.

Schedule of Language Classes for Eiementary Schools That Offer Language Classes for Less Than a
Year, 1997

Weeks __Totaln=101 Public n=73 Private n=28
18 Weeks (Semester) 21% 10% 499% L
9 Weeks (Quarter) 18% o - 22% 7%

6 Weeks 10% 14% -

10 Weeks 10% 10% 10%

20-25 Weeks 10% 5% 21%

12 Weeks (Trimester) 9% 8% 1%

8 Weeks 3% 1% 9%

2 Weeks 3% 3%

4 Weeks 3% 4%

16 Weeks 2% 3%

3 Weeks 1% 1%

32 Weceks 0% 1% -

Other No. of Weeks 9% 8% 11%
Exploratory 20 Weeks 3% 4%

Exploratory 12 Wks/Trimester 2% 2% B

Exploratory 8 Weeks 2% 2% ~
Exploratory 9 Weeks/Qtr 1% 1% -

Other Exploratory 1% - 3%

Note: There may be some overlap in the cutegories because these are the verbatim responses of the respondents so are not
necessarily mutually exclusive categories. Totals may add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more
than one response.
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Secondary 5chools

Table 17.

Table 18.

Approximately three quarters (74%) of the secondary schools that teach foreign lan-
guage offer classes for the entire school year. (See Tahle 17.) Public schools (28%) were
more likely to offer varialion in year-long classes than private schools (10%). Half of the
middle schools (49%) compared to only 13% of the high schools offered variations in the
year-long schedule. The schools that did not offer classes for the whole year offered classes
from 3 to 24 weeks. (See Table 18.)

At the middle school/junior high level, the most common alternative scheduling was
semester-iong (18 weeks) or quarter-long (9 week) classes. At the high school level, the
most common alternatives were classes lasting 80-90 minutes a day for 18 weeks (also
known as block scheduling) or a regular 18-week semester. Since this question allowed for
open responses and the categories in Table 18 are reproduced as they were written by
respondents on the surveys, there may be some overlap or duplication in data.

Do All Your Language Classes Last for the Entire School Year? Secondary Schools, 1997

Response Total n=1400 Middle/lunior High High School Combined Other
YES 74% 51% 87% 79% 86%
NO 26% 49% 13% 21% 14%

Schedule of Language Classes For Secondary Schools that Offer Language Classes for Less Than a Year,
1997

Weeks ) Total Middle/[unios High High School Combined
L n=355 n=208 n=89 n=48
Semester/18 waeks _ 24% 27% 22% 16%
80-90 minutes/day for 18 weeks . 21% 5% 62% 15%
9 weeks/quarter 19% 26% - 20%
5 -7 weeks 8% 11% 3% 6%
12 weeks/trimester 9% 11% 2% 1%
Block Scheduling 1% . 2% 5%
20 weeks 1% 1% - -
Trial Phase 1% 1% 1%
24 weeks/2 trimesters 3% - 1% -
Other 3% 3% 2% 2%
Exploratory Semester/18 wks 6% 6% 3% 1%
Exploratory 9 Weeks 6% 8% - 7%
Exploratory 6 - 8 Weeks 4% 6% - 4%
Exploratory 10 or 12 Weeks 3% N 3% . 5%
Every Other Day 2% 3%
Exploratory 3 - 5 weeks 1% 2% - -
Exploratory Other 1% 1% 1% 2%

Note. There may be some overlap in the categories because these are the verbatim responses of the respondents so are not
necessarily mutually exclusive categories. Totals may add up to mare than 100% because respondents chould check more
than one response.

Funding Sources (Elementary Schools Only)

There were no statistically significant differences between 1987 and 1997 in funding
sources at the elementary school level. As was the case a decade ago, funding for elemen-
tary school language programs comes most often from the regular school budget (68% of
schools offering foreign language in 1997 and 69% in 1987). The second most common
source for funding was tuition paid by parents (30% of schools offering foreign language in

39
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‘ 1997 and 25% in 1987). About 15% of elementary schools with foreign language programs
received funds from federal or state grants in 1997 (14% in 1987). Parent teacher organiza-
tions were cne of the least common sources of funds (2% of elementary schools with a
fanguage program in 1997 and 5% in 1987). (See Figure 12 and Table 19.)

Figure 12, Funding Sources for Foreign Language Programs in Elementary Schools (Public, Private, Total)
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Funding Sources

No'e There were no stanstically significant differences between 1987 and 1997
in elementary funding sources.

Table 19.  Funding Sources for Elementary School Foreign Language Programs, 1987 and 1997

Funding Source Total 1987 Total 1997 Public 1997 Private 1997
n, =293 n, =471 n, =270 n, =201

Regular school funds 69% 68% 74% 59%
Tuition paid by parents 25% 30% 8% 59%
Federal or state grants 14% 15% 24% 2%
Parent-teacher associations 5% 2% 2% 1%
Fundraising/Private

contributions (1997 only) - 2% 4% 5%
Volunteers (1997 only) - 1% 2% 1%
Other 8% 1% 2% 4%

Note: Totals may add up to more than 100% because respondents chould check more than one response.

Additional funding sources (written in by respondents) were categorized under three
areas: volunteers, fundraising/private contributions, and other. Types of volunteers included
teacher volunteers, parent volunteers, high school/coliege students, volunteers from the
Un Poquito de Espariol program, and others. Fundraising and private contribution. included
fund-raisers, parent donations, private company, private foundation, and charitable dona-
tions. Other respondents mentioned funding sources such as the county general fund, a
separate fee, Public Broadcasting, and Magnet School Center for International Education.
Some said, “No funding is available.”
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In both 1997 and 1987, funding sources varied for public and private schools. Public
elermentary schools more frequently reported using regular school funds for foreign lan-
guage classes than did private schools (74% public vs. 59% private in 1997; 74% public vs.
63% private in 1987). As expected, private schools relied more on tuition paid by parents
than did public schools (59% private vs. 8% public in 1997; 53% private vs. 5% public in
1987). Also, public schools received more support from federal and state grants than did
private schools (24% public vs. 2% private in 1997; 23% public vs. 3% private in 1987). In
1997, fundraising and private contributions were a source of funding for both public and
private schools (0.4% public; 5% private). Volunteers were also mentioned by both public
and private schools (2% public; 1% private).

In 1997, sources of funding also varied by the size of the elementary school. Large
schools (1,000+ students) more frequently reported using federal and state grants to
support foreign language classes than did medium-sized (400-999 students) or small (< 400
students) schools (39% large, 22% medium, 8% small). In contrast, small schools rely more
on tuition paid by parents than do schiools of other sizes (43% small, 15% medium, 0%
farge). It is interesting to note that large schools cite using voiunteer help considerably
more frequently than schools of other sizes (14% large, 1% medium, 1% small).

Schools Having Curriculum Frameworks or Guidelines

Elementary Schools

Figure 13.

Most of the elementary schools teaching foreign language report having an established
foreign language curriculum or set of guidelines for their program. There were no statisti-
cally significant differences between 1987 (64%) and 1997 (70%). (See Figure 13.)

In 1997, the existence of a foreign language curricufum or set of guidelines varied
according to school type, school setting, and school size. Overall, more public (73%) than
private (65%) schools reported having a foreign language curriculum or guidelines. Within

Elementary Schools With Foreign Lanauage Programs That Have Established Curriculum Guidelines
(Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 193 )
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both public and private elementary schools, urban schools (82% public, 74% private) more
frequently cited having a foreign language curriculum than did suburban (79% public, 65%
private) or rural (64% public, 49% private) schools. Overall, large schools more frequently
reported having a foreign language curriculum or guidelines than medium-sized schools or
small schools (929% large, 77% medium, 62% small).

There was also considerable variation according to geographic conference region.
Ranging from highest to lowest, the percentages of schools with established curricula in
each region are as follows: Southern Conference (81%), Pacific Northwest Council (78%),
Northeast Conference (75%), Southwest Conference (67%), Central States Conference
(54%).

Secondary 5chools

Figure 14,

The vast majority of secondary schools renort having a foreign language curriculum or
set of guidelines (88% in 1997; 85% in 1987). There were no statistically significant differ-
ences between 1987 and 1997 results. (See Figure 14.)

At the secondary level, more respondents from high schools than from middle or junior
high schoals reported having an established curriculum or set of guidelines for their foreign
language program (919% high school, 84% middle school/junior high). The vast majority of
both public and private schools reported having a foreign language curriculum or guide-
lines in 1997 (88% public, 87% private). Overall, the large and largest schools more fre-
quently reported a foreign language curriculum or guidelines than medium-sized schools or
small schools (97% large, 96% largest, 88% medium, 80% small).

At the secondary level, the existence of a foreign language curriculum was fairly consis-
tent across geographic conference regions, with the vast majority of schools in all regions
reporting one: Northeast Conference (94%), Southern Conference (89%,), Pacific Northwest
Council (87%), Soutlwvest Conference (86%), and Centra! States Conference (85%).

Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Established Curriculum Guidelines
(Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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Sources of Foreign Language Curricula

Elementary Schools

Figure 15.

n 1997, respondents who indicated that their schools had curriculum guidelines were
also asked who developed them. Elementary guidelines tended to be developed at the
school level (foreign language teachers and staff), school district level, and to a lesser extent
at the state level (50%, 34%, and 17% respectively).

The sources of curricula varied greatly depending on whether the school was public or
private. (See Figure 15.) In the public schools, the curricula or guidelines were most often
developed by the school district (56%), at the state level (23%), or at the school level
(209). In the private schools, the curricula or guidelines were most often developed by the
school (91%). :

Other sources of curricula mentioned by respondents included educational television/
satellite/classroom video, tribal guidelines, parent teacher associations, various commercial
curricula, a curriculum consortium, and guides from Canada, France, and Belgium. Private
schools also mentioned the Archdiocese and the national level as sources of curricula.

Sources of Foreign Language Curricula for Elementary Schools (Public, Private, Total) (1997)
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Secondary Schools

Like elementary school curricula and guidelines, secondary foreign language curricula
are likely to be developed at the local school level, school district level, or state level (43%,
43%, and 35% respectively). (See Figure 16.)

Figure 16. Sources of Foreign Language Curricula for Secondary Schools (Public, Private, Total) (1997)
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There was considerable variation between middle school/junior high and high school in
their sources ot curricula. The high schools tend to use curricula developed at the school
level (50%), whereas the middle and junior high schools tend to use district-developed
curricula (58%).

There was also considerable variation between public and private schools. Of the public
secondary schools responding, nearly half (489%) reported that their curriculum was devel-
oped by the school district. Of the responding private schools, the majority reported that
their curricula or guidelines were developed by the school (79%).

Other public school sources included the county, national curricula, internationally
available curricula, educational television/satellite, a college or university, and a curriculum
committee or consortium. Private schools reported the following other sources of curricula:
A-Beka curriculum, a curriculum committee or consortium, chairpersons, internationally
available curricula, and a college or university. Both private and public schools mentioned
various other sources such as commercial curricula, the Regional Service Center, the North-
cast Frameworks, the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines, a Co-op, an Articulation and Achieve-
a.ent Project, the School of Tomorrow, Step Star, and others.
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Instructional Materials*

Elementary Schoois

As in 1987, the three most popular types of materials for teaching foreign language at
the elementary level reported in 1997 were teacher-made materials, audiovisual materials

(e.g., films, filmstrips, slides, videotapes, records, CDs, audiotapes), and commercially

published textbooks/workbooks (94%, 94%, and 85% of elemenitary schools with foreign
language programs, respectively). These percentages represent a significant increase from
1987 (84%, 60%, and 70%). However, it is important to note that these differences couid
be due to the change in question format for the 1997 survey. (See Table 20 and Figure 17.)

Table 20.  Instructional Materials Used by Elementary Schools, 1987 and 1997 (weighted data)

Total Total Public  Private
Type of Materials 1987 1997 1997 1997

n,, =286 n,_, varies
teacher-made materials n =392 (1997) 84% 94% 93% 96%
acdiovisual materials n_ =412 (1997) o 94% 95% 93%
{ilms, filmstrips, slides, videotapes, records, etc. (1987 only) 60% —_ — —
commercially published textbooks/workbooks n,_, =390 (1997) 70% 85% 78% 94%
authentic materials n, =384 (1997) —_ 74% 75% 74%
authentic literature from target culture n =383 (1997) — 69% 73% 64%
computer-based instructional materials n , =378 (1997) 41% 43% 39%
computer-assisted materials (1987 only) 14% —_— _— _
resources n =354 (1997) —_— 19% 21% 17%
other instructional technology n,_, = 348 (1997) 10% 15% 3%
commercially made foreign langdage games (1987 only) 38% o
other (specify) n, , =148 (1997) 8% 17% 21% 12%

Note: Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one response.

Figure 17. Types of Instructional Materials Used by Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs
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The next most commonly used materiais are authentic literature and authentic mateiials
(realia) from the target culture (e.g., bus tickets, movie posters, menus, newspapers, maga-
zines, advertisements). These materiais are used by about 7 in 10 elementary schools with a
foreign language program (literature 69%, materials 74%). Computer-based instructional
materials (e.g., computer software programs, interactive video, CD-ROM) are used by about
4 in 10 elementary schools (41%), and Internet resources (e.g., electronic maii, World Wide
Web, listservs) are used by about 2 in 10 elementary schools (19%). Other instructional
technologies (e.g., satellite broadcasts, interactive television, and distance-learning) are
used by 1 in 10 elementary schools (109%). The use of computer-based instructional materi-
als was reported by a significantly greater percentage of efementary schools in 1997 than in
1987 (41% in 1997, 14% in 1987). However, the wording of the question regarding the
use of computer-based materials changed somewhat, from “computer-assisted instructional
materials” in 1987 to “computer-based instructional materials” in 1997, so caution must be
taken when comparing the results. Also, two new related categories, Internet resources and
other instructional technologies, were added in 1997.

Seventeen percent (17%) of elementary schools (21% public, 12% privaté) reported
using other types of instructional materials and resources, such as native speakers and
people in the community, games and puppets, and vocabulary flash cards.

There were a few interesting variations in responses according to school size, type of
school, and school setting. Use of teacher-made materials varied considerably by school
size. A higher percentage of small and medium-sized schools report using teacher-made
materials than large schools.

Respondents were asked to specify the types of teacher-made materials used in their
school. Approximately 30% of the elementary respondents who cited using teacher-made
materials provided specific information about the types. The majority of the responses were
grouped into the following categories: games/puzzies, worksheets/workbooks, flashcards,
pictures/posters, and visual materials (including visual aids, videos, and educational televi-
sion). Other respondents mentioned tests, authentic materials (including realia, maps, and
local objects from other countries), manipulatives, books/reading material, hands-on activi-
ties, charts, tapes, songs, thematic units, transparencies/overheads, study sheets/guides,
handouts, projects, vocabulary lists, and stories/storytelling. Many respondents mentioned
using specific items that could not be categorized with other responses, including enrich-
ment activities, supplements, displays, figurines, bulletin board materials, materials follow-
ing the Montessori curriculum, Total Physical Respbnse activities, and others. Several re-
spondents mentioned that they used a variety of types of materials. One respondent re-
ported, “1 have a garage fulll”

In 1997, a higher percentage of private schools used commercially published textbooks/
workbooks than public schools (94% private, 78% public).

Use of computer-based instructional materials varied considerably by school setting.
Among public schools, suburban and rural schools reported using these materials more
frequently than urban schools (49% suburban, 45% rural, 32% urban). Among private
schools, urban schools used these materials most frequently (47% urban, 38% suburban,
28% rural). Use of computer-based materials also varied by geographic conference region:
Southern Conference, 48%; Southwest Conference, 47%; Central States Conference, 42%;
Pacific Northwest Council, 42%; and Northeast Conference, 33%.
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Use of Internet resources varied by school setting. For both public and private schools,
the most frequent use of Internet resources was reported by rural schools (23% public; 22%
private}. Among public schools, more suburban schools reported using nternet resources
than urban schools (22% suburban; 15% urban). Among private schools, more urban than
suburban schools reported using Internet resources (19% urban; 12% suburban).

The use of other instructional technologies varied by school type, with more public
schools (15%) than private schools (3%) using them. There was some variation by school
setting among public and private schools. Contrary to expectations, rural schools did not
report much more frequent use. Among public schools, other instructional technologies
were reported more frequently by suburban and rural schools than by urban schools (17%
suburban, 15% rural, 9% urban). None of the responding rural private schools reported
using them (3% urban, 6% suburban, 0% rural).

Secondary Schools

Table 21.

At the secondary school level, the three most common instructional materials used by
schools with foreign language programs continue to be audiovisual materials (99%), com-
mercially published textbooks/workbooks (98%), and teacher-made materials (95%). The
percentage of secondary schools that use these types of materials has increased significantly
since 1987, Use of audiovisual materials increased 10 percentage points, use of teacher-
made materials increased 6 percentage points, and use of textbooks increased 3 percentage
points. However, the wording of the question pertaining to audiovisual materials changed
substantially across waves of the study, from “films, filmstrips, slides, videotapes, records,
audiotapes” in 1987 to “Audiovisual materials (films, filmstrips, slides, videotapes, records,
CDs, audiotapes)” in 1997, which may account for differences over time. (See Table 21 and
Figure 18.)

Instructional Materials Used by Secondary Schools, 1987 and 1997 (weighted data)

Total Total Public  Private
Type of Materials 1987 1997 1997 1997

n,=1168 n  varies
audiovisual materials n, =1 373 (1997) - 99% 99% 99%
films, filmstrips, slides, videotapes, records, etc. (1987 only) 89% - - -
commercially published textbooks/workbooks
n, =1377(1997) 95% 98% 98% 100%
teacher-made materials n = 1276 (1997) 89% 95% 96% 91%
authentic materials n =1299 {1997) - 92% 93% 89%
authentic literature from target culture n_ =1203 (1997) - 83% 83% 84%
computer-based instructional materials n,_ =1194 (1997) - 52% 52% 53%
computer-assisted materials (1987 only) 20% - - -
resources n_ =1134 (1997) - 39% 39% %
other instructional technology n,_, = 1079 (1997; - 30% 31% 21%
commercially made foreign language games (1987 only) 60% - - -
other (specify) n, =333 (1997) 11% 13% 13% 15%

Note: Totals add *1p to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one response.
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Figure 18. Types of Instructional Materials Used by Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs (1997)
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* Indicates a slatistically significant increase from 1987 to 1997.

Authentic materiais (92%) and literature from the target culture (83%) were also used
quite frequently in 1997. Computer-based instructional materials are now used by over half
of the secondary schools with foreign language programs—52% in 1997 versus 20% in
1987—a statistically significant increase. However, the wording changed for the question
pertaining to computer-based materials, from “computer-assisted instructional materials” in
1987 to “computer-based instructional materials (e.g., computer software programs,
interactive video, CD-ROM)” in 1997, so caution should be taken when comparing the
results. Internet resources are now used by approximately 4 in 10 (39%) secondary schools.
Other instructional technologies are used by 3 out of 10 schools (30%j).

Thirteen percent of secondary schools (13% public, 15% private) reported using other
instructional materials or resources. Examples listed by respondents included pen pals;
cooking; eating at restaurants from the target culture; native-speaker guests and presenters;
national and local foreign language days; Total Physical Response activities; field trips;
foreign exchange programs and trips to the target language country; cultural performances
and events, including theater, opera, dance, and puppet theater.

Respondents were asked to specify the types of teacher-made materials used in their
school, but fewer than half of the weighted respondents who reported using teacher-made
materials did so. The largest group of respondents mentioned supplementary written
materials such as worksheets/workbooks, homework mimeos, vocabulary lists, study guides,
pampbhlets, books, and readings. Other respondents mentioned a variety of tests and
quizzes. Some respondents mentioned teacher-made technology such as cassette tapes,
videos, movie scripts, and computer presentations. Many mentioned visual aids such as
overhead transparencies, maps, posters, charts, pictures, bulletin boards, classroom dis-
plays, sfides, props, wall signs, and magazine pictures. Respondents also ment” :ned a
variety of special projects and activities dealing with reading, conversation, and oral profi-
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ciency. Several respondents mentioned teacher- or student-made materials or activities
focusing on culture, including music, songs, skits, plays, food, clothing, realia, and travel. A
large number of respondents mentioned games, including board games, instructional
games, and the use of puppets and pifiatas, as well as creative projects and crafts, including
drawings, collages, and language quilts.

There were some notable variations when comparing instructional materials used in
middle and junior high schools with those used in high schools; high schools generally
reported using more instructional materials.

Authentic literature and authentic materials from the target culture (realia) were used by
more high schools than middle or junior high schools (literature: 91% high school, 68%
middle school/junior high; materials: 96% high school; 91% middle school/junior high).
Internet resources were used by more high schools (43%) than middle and junior high
schools (32%). Also, more suburban schools reported using internet resources than schools
in other settings among both public schools (44% suburban, 39% urban, 37% rural) and
private schools (49% suburban, 40% urban, 35% rural). Computer-based instructional
materiais were used by more high schools (53%) than middie or junior high schools (48%).
There was also more use of other instructional technologies in high schools (30%) com-
pared to middle or junior high schools (21%).

Sequencing/Articalation

Elementary Schools

Respondents from elementary schools indicated that sequencing (articulation) to ensure
continuity in foreign language study from one ievel of schooling to the next is still a major
issue. Forty-five percent (45%) of elementary school respondents (up from 39% in 1987)
indicated that their districts do not have 2n articulated sequence of instruction. This in-
cludes three groups of respondents: 9% who noted that the foreign language(s) taught in
their elementary schools are not offered at the junior high or middle schools (11% for
public schools, 7% for private schools); 10% who indicated that students who have studied
foreign language in elementary school are placed in exploratory language classes in junior
high or middle school (13% for public, 7% for private); and 26% who indicated that
students who have studied foreign language in elementary school are placed in Level |
foreign language classes in middle or junior high school along with students with no prior
experience in the language (22% for public, 32% for private).

Some districts are planning ahead for smooth articulation. Twenty-four percent (24%)
of respondents noted that junior high or middle schooi students could take foreign lan-
guage classes specifically designed to provide continuity from their prior level in elementary
school (24% for public, 25% for private); 11% said that students are placed in advanced
language classes, but these classes are not necessarily designed to reflect students’ prior
language level (6% for public, 16% for private), and 5% stated that students who have
studied foreign language in elementary school can enroll in some subject matter courses
taught in the foreign language when they enter junior high or middle school (7% for
public, 3% for private). (See Figure 19.)
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Figure 19. Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs Reporting Various Sequencing Patterns for
Language Instruction From Elementary Through Secondary Schooi (1997)
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A The junior high/middfe schools do not offer the language(s) taught in elementary
school.

B  Studenis are placed in exploratory language classes (general exposure to one or
more languages and cultures).

C  Students are placed in Level | foreign language classes along with students who
have had no prior contact with the language.

D Students are placed in a class where the course content and objectives are
designed specifically to provide continuity from their prior level.

E Students are placed in existing advanced classes not necessarily designed o
reflect their prior language level.

F  Students can enroll in some subject matier courses taught in the foreign language.
G Other

Secondary Schools

Although 61% of secondary respondents indicated that foreign language study is not
offered in the elementary schools in their district (63% for middle school/junior high, 59%
for high school), respondents whase districts’ elementary schools do offer foreign languages
use a variety of sequencing strategies in an attempt to ensure that students’ foreign lan-
guage study is continued into the secondary level. Fourteen percent (14%) said that stu-
dents with elementary school foreign language experience are placed in Level | language
classes when they enter secondary schoo! (11% for middie school/junior high; 15% for high
school); 9% noted that such students are placad in courses specifically designed to provide
continuity from their prior level (5% for middle school/junior high, 10% for high school);
5% indicated that they place these students in exploratory language courses (9% for middtle
school/junior high, 4% for high school); 4% indicated that students are placed in advanced
classes that are not necessarily designed to reflect their prior language level (3% for middle
school/junior high, 7% for high school); and less than 1% said that students can enroll in
some subject matter courses taught in a foreign language (less than 1% for middle school/
junior high, 1% for high school).” (See Figure 20.)
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Figure 20. Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs Reporting Various Sequencing Patterns for
Language Instruction From Elementary Through Secondary School {(1997)
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A There is no foreign language instruction in elementary schools in our district.

B Students are placed in exploratory language classes (general exposure to one or
more fanguages and culiures),

C Students are placed in Level | foreign language classes along with students who
have had no prior contact with the language.

D Students are placed in a class where the course content and objectives are
designed specifically to provide continuity from their prior level.

E Students are placed in existing advanced classes not necessarily designed to
reflect their prior l[anguage level.

F  Students can enroll in some subject matter courses taught in the foreign language.
G Other

More public than private schools answering this question said they did not offer foreign
language in their elementary schocls (66% of public schocls vs. 32% of private schools).
More private than public schools placed students with prior foreign language learning in
Level | classes in middle school or junior high (30% private vs. 12% public); more private
than public schools placed students in classes designed for their level (17% vs. 7%); more
private than public schools placed students in advanced classes not necessarily designed to
reflect students’ prior language level (9% vs. 4%); and there was no difference in the
percentage of public and private schools offering subject matter classes taught in the
language (1% for both).

Number of Foreign Language Teachers

In 1997, more than half (53%) of the elementary schools that taught foreign language
reported having one foreign language teacher. This was true of both public (52%) and pri-
vate (55%) schools. Approximately 1 out of 10 schools (119%) reported having no foreign
language teacher. (This is possible because elementary schools sometimes rely on regular
classroom teachers that they do not categorize as foreign language teachers, or on foreign
language instruction via satellite or video, facilitated by a regular classroom teacher.) A little
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Figure 21.

more than 1 out of 10 schools (129%) reported having two foreign language teachers. Fewer
than 1 out of 10 schools reported having three (8%), four (5%), five (2%), six (2%), seven
(.4%), eight (1%), nine (3%), or ten or more (3%) foreign language teachers. This varied
little by school type, although more public (14%) than private (7%) elementary schools
reported having no foreign language teacher. The mean number of foreign language teach-
ers in both public and private elementary schools was two. (See Figure 21.)

Number of Foreign Language Teachers at Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs
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At the secondary level, many schools reported having either one (31%) or two (21%)
foreign language teachers. Fifteen percent (15%) reported having three, and 10% reported
having four foreign language teachers. Fewer than 1 in 10 schools reported five (7%), six
(5%), seven (3%), eight (3%), nine (29%), or ten or more (4%) foreign language teachers.
The number of teachers varied little by school type, with a difference of only 4% or less
between public and private schoois in all cases, except for those schools reporting one
foreign language teacher. More public (32%) than private (21%) schools reported having
only one foreign language teacher. None of the secondary schools responding to this
question reported having no foreign language teachers. The mean number of foreign
language teachers in secondary schools was three (3 public; 4 private). (See I -e 22.)

There were considerable differences between middle school/junior high sciivols and
high schools in the number of foreign language teachers reported. Most of the middle and
junior high school respondents cited one (47%), two (25%), three (15%), four (79%), or five
(4%) foreign language teachers. One percent or fewer of these schools reported having six
(19%), seven (1%), eight (.1%), nine (.1%), or ten or more (.3%) foreign language teachers.
The mean number of teachers at the rriddle school/junior high school level was two.

At the high school level, responses were somewhat mare evenly distributed among all
numbers of teachers. Respondents reported having one (15%), two (20%), three (15%),
four (11%), five (10%), six (9%), seven (6%, eight (5%), nine (3%), or ten or more (7%)
foreign language teachers. The mean number of teachers at the high schooi level was four.
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Figure 22. Number of Foreign Language Teachers at Secondary $chools With Foreign Language Programs
(1997)
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Teacher Qualifications

For the 1997 survey question on teacher qualifications, respondents were asked to give
the exact number of teachers who were in each of several teacher qualification categories.
In 1987, respondents indicated whether none, scime, most, or all of their teachers were in
each category by checking the appropriate box. The question format and wording were
changed upon recommendation of survey designers so that a more accurate response
would be received for each category. Two new categories were included in the elementary
question, and there were minor wording changes made to two of the existing question
categories. Four new categories were added to the secondary question.

Teacher qualification percentages for similar question categories appear to be higher in
1987 than in 1997 for both elementary and secondary levels. Due to changes in question
format, wording, and content between 1987 and 1997, caution should be taken when
interpreting these results or when comparing results from the two waves of the survey. It
cannot be concluded from this data that teachers are less qualified in 1997 than in 1987.
No statistical significance tests over time were computed. It should also be noted that some
of the respondents found this question difficult to answer and may have misinterpreted the
categories to be mutually exclusive rather than providing a number for each category.

Eilementary Schools

Table 22 compares 1987 and 1997 data on the qualifications of foreign language
teachers in elementary schools. Public and private elementary school teacher qualification
data from 1997 are also compared.

In 1997, nearly half (46%) of responding elementary schools reported that one or more
of their foreign language teachers was a native speaker of the language being taught (44%
public, 48% private). Schools reported having one (28%), two (7%), three (5%), four (1%),
five (3%), or ix or more (2%) foreign language teachers who were native speakers of the
language being taught. Fifty-four percent (54%) of the schools surveyed reported having
no native speakers of the language as teachers. in 1987, over half (57%) of elementary
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Table 22.

Figure 23,
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respondents indicated that some, most, or all of their foreign language teachers were native

speakers of the language being taught (47% public, 68% private). (See Figure 23.)

Elementary School Teacher Qualifications, 1987 and 1997 (weighted data)

Elementary Teacher Qualifications 1987 Tolal 1997 Total Public Private
n, . varies n =478 1997 1997

Nalive speakers of the language being taught

n,, = 251 (1987) 57% 46% 449 48%

Certified for efementary school teaching but not

specifically for foreign language teaching

n,,=210(1987) 66% 26% 26% 23%

Certified for foreign language teaching at the

elernentary school level n = 213 (1987) 52% 19% 20% 16%

Certified for foreign language leaching at the elementary

school tevel and for elementary school teaching

(1997 only) — 15% 20% 12%

Certified for foreign Ian%uage teaching at the secondary T

schiool level but not at the elementary level (1997 only) — 15% 13% 16%

Certified for foreign language teaching at the secondary

school fevel n , = 222 (1987) (1987 only) 62% — —— —_

Certified for foreign language teaching at the K-12 level

(1997 only) — 19% 22% 12%

High scheol/college students n, =156 (1987) 17% 5% 6% 3%

Others who are not certified (1997 only) —_— 12% 8% 19%

Adult volunteers n,, = 163 (1987) (1987 only) 21% — — —

Note: 1997 data refer to percentage of elementary schoals with one or more teachers with specific leacher quablications;

1987 data rerer to percentages of elementary schools with some, most, or all teachers who have specific teacher

qualifications. Totals add up to more than 100% hecause respondents couid check more than one response.

Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Native-Speaker Foreign
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30% -
20% A
10% -
0%

w 1009
3 ]
..
g 90% |
@B 80%
5 orom
5 60%
5 500
Y 4o
Q
4]
o
I
c
@
2
Q)
Q.

Private

School Type

Total

Note No stalistical significance lests were conducted on these data




Figure 24.

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

Figure 24 presents 1997 data on foreign language teacher qualifications in elementary
schoots.

Qualifications of Foreign Language Teachers in Elementary Schools With Foreign Language
Programs (1997)
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In 1997, approximately one out of four elementary schools (26%) reported that their
teachers were certified for elementary school teaching but not specifically for foreign
fanguage teaching (26% public, 23% private). Schools reported that they had one (17%),
two (2%), three (2%), four (1%), five (1%), or six or more (3%) teachers in this category.
Seventy-six percent (76%) of the schools reported that none of their teachers fell into this
category. In 1987, two out of three schools (66%) reported that their teachers were certi-
fied for elementary school teaching but not specifically for foreign language teaching (66%
public, 65% private).

Nearly one out of five elementary schools (19%j) reported in 1997 that their teachers
were certified for foreign language teaching at the elementary level (20% public, 16%
private). Schools reported that they had one (13%), two (1%), three (1%), four (1%), five
(.4%), or six or more (3%) teachers in this category. Eighty-two percent (82%) of the
schools reported that none of their teachers was certified for foreign language teaching at
the elementary level. In 1987, over half (52%) reported that at least some of their foreign
language teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at the elementary level.

In 1997, 15% of elementary school respondents indicated that their teachers were
certified for foreign language teaching at the elementary school level and for elementary
school teaching (20% public, 12% private). Schools reported that they had one (10%), two
(2%), three (1%), four (.1%), five (.3%), or six or more (2%) teachers in this category.
Eighty-four percent (84%) of respondents indicated that there were no teachers in their
school who were certified for both foreign language teaching at the elementary school level
and for regular elementary school teaching.
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Fifteen percent (15%) of elementary respondents reported in 1997 that one or more of
their teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at the secondary school level but
not at the elementary level (13% public, 16% private). Overall, schools reported that they
had one (10%), two (2%), three (1%), four (0%), five (1%), or six or more (1%) foreign
language teachers in this category. Eighty-six percent (86%) of schools had no teachers in
this category. In 1987, approximately 6 out of 10 (62%) schools indicated that at least
some of their teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at the secondary school
level (60% public, 64% private).

In 1997, nearly one in five (19%) elementary schools reported having teachers who are
certified for foreign language teaching at the K-12 level (22% public, 12% private). Schools
reported that one (15%), two (.3%), three (1%), four (1%), five (1%), or six or more (1%)
of their foreign language teachers had K-12 foreign language teaching certification. Eighty-
two percent (82%j) of schools had no teachers in this category.

Five percent (5%) of elementary schools in 1997 reported that one or more of their
foreign language teachers were high school or college students (6% public, 3 -6 private).
Overall, schoois reported that one (2%), two (1%), three (1%), four (no schools), five (1%).
or six or more (.3%) of their foreign language teachers were high school or coliege stu-
dents. Ninety-six percent (96%) of schools reported no teachers in this category. In 1987,
17% reported having teachers who were high school or college students (16% public, 17%
private).

Twelve percent (12%) of schools indicated in 1997 that some of their foreign language
teachers were not certified (8% public, 19% private). Most schools reparted that one (10%)
or two (2%) of their foreign language teachers did not have certification. Less than 1%
reported three (.4%), four (.1%), five (.1%), or six or more (.2%) teachers in this category.
Eighty-seven percent (87%) of schools indicated that they had no teachers in this category.
In 1987, more than one out of five (21%) schools reported teachers who were adult volun-
teers (12% public, 34% private).

Secondary Schools

Table 23 compares 1987 and 1997 data on the qualifications of foreign language
teachers in secondary schools. Public and private secondary school teacher gualification
data from 1997 are also compared.

n 1997, one out of three secondary schools (33%) reported that one or more of their
foreign language teachers were native speakers of the language being taught (31% public,
44% private; 29% middle/junior high, 39% high school). Overall, schools reported one
(20%), two (8%), three (3%), four (1%) five (.1 %), or six or more (1%) teachers in this
category. The highest percentage (50%) of schaols with native-speaker teachers are in the
Southwest Conference region. Sixty-seven percent (67%) of responding schools indicated
that none of their teachers were native speakers. In 1987, 38% of responding secondary
schools reported that some, most, or all of their foreign language teachers were native
speakers of the language being taught (33% public, 51% private). (See Figure 25.)
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Table 23.

Figure 25.
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Secondary School Teacher Qualifications, 1987 and 1997 (weighted data)

Secondary Teacher Qualifications 1987 Total 1997 Total Public Private
n_ . varies n.=1415 1997 1997

Native speakers of the language being taught

n.=1414 (1997) n = 1019 (1987) 38% 33% 31% 44%

Certified for foreign language teaching at the

secondary level n_ = 1124 (1987) 95% 82% 84% 77%

Certified for secondary school teaching but not specifically

for foreign language teaching n, = 748 (1987) 21% 9% 7% 16%

Certified for foreign language teaching at the elementary

school level but not at the secondary level (1997 only) _ 3% 2% - 8%

Certified for foreign language teaching at the K-12 level

(1997 only) —_ 25% 26% 21%

Certified in a different foreign language from the one

they teach (1997 only) —_— 9% 9% 8%

Certified in more than one foreign language (1997 only) —_— 34% 35% 34%

Others who are not certified (1997 only) S 11% 8% 33%

Not certified at all (1987 only) n, , = 666 (1987) 9% —_—

Note: 1997 data refer to percentage of secondary schools with one or more teachers with specific teacher qualifications,

1987 data refer to percentages ol secondary schools with some, most, or all teachers who have specific teacher

qualifications. Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one response.

Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Native-Speaker Foreign Language
Teachers (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)

Percentage of Secondary Schools

Public Private Total
School Type

Note No stalisfical significance lests were conducted on these data.
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Figure 26.

Figure 26 presents 1997 data collected on foreign language teacher qualifications in
secondary schools.

Qualifications of Foreign Language Teachers in Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs
(1997)
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More than eight out of ten secondary schools (82%) indicated in 1997 that their teach-
ers were certified for foreign fanguage teaching at the secondary level (84% public, 77%
private; 72% middle/junior high, 32% high school}. Qverall, schools reported that one
(23%), two (19%), three (12%), four (9%), five (5%), or six or more (14%) of their foreign
language teachers were in this category. Approximately one of five (18%) responding
schools reported that none of their teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at
the secondary level. In 1987, more than nine out of ten (95%) schools indicated that at
least some of their teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at the secondary
level (97% public, 87% private).

In 1997, 9% of secondary schools reported that one or more of their teachers were
certified for secondary school teaching but not specifically for foreign language teaching
(7% public, 16% private; 8% middle school/junior high, 9% high school). Overall, schools
reported that one (5%], two (2%), three (.3%), four (.1%), five (.2%), or six or more (190)
of their foreign language teachers were in this category. Ninety-one percent (91%) of
schools reported that none of their teachers had this type of certification. In 1987, approxi-
mately one out of five schools (21%) reported that some, most, or all of their teachers were
certified for secondary school teaching but not specifically for foreign language teaching
(18% public, 33% private).

Only 3% of secondary schools reported in 1997 that one or more of their teachers was
certified for foreign language teaching at the elementary school level but not at the second-
ary level (2% public, 8% private; 5% middle school/junior high, .1% high school). Overall,
schoals reported that one (2%j, two (.4%), three {.1%), four (.2%), or six or more (.1%) of
their teachers were in this category. Ninety-seven percent (97%) of responding schools
reported no teachers with this type of certification.
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in 1997, one in four (25%) responding secondary schools indicated that their teachers
were certified for foreign language teaching at the K-12 level (26% public, 21% private,
28% middle school/junior high, 25% high school). Overall, schools reported that one
(14%), two (5%), three (2%), four (1%), five (1%0), or six or more (2%) of their foreign
fanguage teachers had this type of certification. Seventy-five percent (75%) of schools
indicated that none of their teachers were certified for foreign language teaching at the K-
12 level. :

Approximately one out of ten secondary schools (9%) reported having teachers certified
in a different foreign language from the one they teach (9% public, 8% private, 8% middle
school/junior high, 11% high school) in 1997. Schools reported that one (6%), two (2%),
three (1%), four (.1%), five (0%), or six or more (.2%) of their teachers were certified in a
different language. Ninety-one percent (91%) of schools reported no teachers certified in a
different foreign language from the one they teach.

More than one third (34%) of responding secondary schools reported in 1997 th.at their
teachers were certified in more than one foreign language (35% public, 34% private, 24%
middle school/junior high, 43% high school). Schools reported that one (17%), two (119%),
three (3%), four (2%), five (1%), or six or more (.4%) of their foreign language teachers fell
into this category. Approximately two thirds (679%) of secondary schools reported that none
of their teachers were certified in more than one foreign language.

One out of ten secondary schools (11%) reported in 1997 having teachers who were
not certified (8% public, 33% private, 9% middle school/junior high, 9% high school, 16%
combined). Overall, schools reported that one (7%), two (2%), three (1%), four (.1%), five
(-3%), or six or more (1%) of their foreign language teachers were not certified. Ninety
percent (90%) reported that they had no teachers who were not certified. In 1987, fewer
than one out of five (9%) secondary schools reported that their foreign language teachers
were not certified at all (2% public; 32% private).

Staff Development and In-Service Trairiing

As in 1987, respondents were asked whether any of the language teachers at their
school had participated in staff development or in-service teacher training during the
preceding year, and if so, what kind. Participation in staff development and in-service
teacher training increased significantly from 1987 to 1997. In 1997, over two thirds (67%)
of elementary schools that offer foreign language classes reported that their language
teachers had participated in staff development or in-service training during the past year.
This compares to only about half of the elementary schools with foreign language programs
(53%) in 1987. (See Figure 27.)

From 1987 to 1997, there were considerable increases in the percentages of both public
and private elementary schools with language teachers who had participated in staff devel-
opment during the last year (73% in 1997 vs. 60% in 1987 for public schools; 60% in 1997
vs. 42% in 1987 for private schools). In 1997, a smaller percentage of suburban schools
(both public and private) had teachers who had participated in training than schools in
other settings (78% urban, 78% rural, 58% suburban for public schools; 67% urban, 58%
rural, 54% suburban for private schools). Staff development for language teachers also
vuried across geographic conference regions: Pacific Northwest Council, 77%; Southern
Conference, 72%; Central States Conference, 66%; Northeast Conference,66%; and South-
west Conference, 58%.
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Figure 27. Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Fureign Laniguage Teachers
Participating in In-Service Training (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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At the secondary school level, over three quarters (76%) of schools with foreign lan-
guage programs reported that their language teachers attended staff development or in-
service training, a statistically significant increase from 1987 (69%). (See Figure 28.) Ai-
though there were considerable increases in the percentages of both public and private
schools reporting this from 1987 to 1997, there was little variation by school type at the
secondary level in 1997 (77% public, 73% private). Higher percentages of high school
teachers were participating in staff development than were teachers of middle or junior
high schools (84% high school, 68% middle school/junior high) in 1997. Participation in in-
service training varied somewhat by the setting in both public schools (83% suburban, 80%
urban, 73% rural) and private schools (82% urban, 69% suburban, 66% rurat).

Figure 28. Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Foreign Language Teachers
Participating in In-Service Training (Public, Private, Total) (1987 and 1997)
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In addition, incidence of staff development activities increased with the size of the
school (59% small, 81% medium, 85% large, 90% largest). There was also variation across
geographic conference regions: Northeast Conference, 88%; Central States Conference,
78%; Southern Conference, 72%; Pacific Northwest Council, 70%; and Southwest Confer-
ence, 68%.

Types of Staff Development and in-Service Training

Approximately 56% of the elementary schools and 69% of the secondary schools whose
language teachers had participated in staff development during the [ast year provided
information about the type of activity involved. Because sonie of the respondents providing
this additional information gave multiple answers (and the responses are not mutually
exclusive), percentages for the categories add up to more than 100%. In addition, because
the question was open ended, some respondents provided very general information or
merely listed the examples of training that were mentioned in the survey question.

Elementary Schools

Table 24,

The most frequently cited staff development activity at the elementary level was work-
shops. Over half {(54%) of the elementary school respondents who provided information
about the type of training said that teachers at their schoo! had attended workshops during
the last year. (See Table 24 and Figure 29.) Respondents indicated that their teachers had
attended either language teaching workshops (e.g., FLES workshops, Spanish as a foreign
language workshops, University of Maryland/Baltimore County Spanish Teacher Day,
monthly bilingual department workshops) or more general teaching- or classroom-related
workshops (e.g., global awareness, tactics, philosophy, culture and arts, elements of instruc-
tion, reading, self-esteem).

Type of Staff Development or In-Service Teacher Training Attended by Eiementary Teachers, 1997
(weighted data)

Staff Development Total Public Private
n, =254 n, =152 n , =102
Workshops 54% 54% 53%
Conferences/Language Conferences 41% 44% 36%
Methodology Instruction 28% 24% 33%
Observing Master Teachers/Other Teachers 14% 1% 18%
Language Training 10% 13% 6%
Student Teaching 6% 6% 6%
Other 37% 43% 27%

Note: Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one response.

More than 4 out of 10 schools (41%) reported that their foreign language teachers had
attended local, regional, state, or national conferences during the previous year. Respon-
dents either did not specify the nature of the conference or provided specific information
about whether it was a language conference (e.g., Advocates for l anguage Learning,
Connecticut Council on Languages Teachers, foreign language st .ndards conference,
bilingual conference) or a more general conference (e.g., reading conference, independent
school conference, or state conference).

Approximately 3 out of 10 schools (28%) reported that their teachers had received
instruction or training in methodology.
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Figure 29. Elementary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Foreign Language Teachers
Participating in Various Types of In-Service Training (1997)
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Fourteen percent (14%) of elementary schools reported that their foreign language
teachers had observed master teachers or other teachers as a mode of training. Some
respondents specifically indicated observing master or mentor teachers; others mentioned
visiting the classrooms of teachers at other schools, observing teachers in their school, ar
acting as peer teachers. ‘

Approximately 10% of the responding elementary schools said that their teachers had
receiving language training (training in the foreign language itself) during the last year.

Another 6% of schools reported that their foreign language teachers had participated in
student teaching activities during the last year (although it is not known whether the
teachers were student teachers themselves or served as supervisors to student teachers).

Nearly 4 out of 10 schools (37%) reported other staff development activities, including
gereral and specific mentions of in-service training (regular, district, and self-designed),
language-related and general university classes, training in curriculum development, tech-
nology training, training in assessment and testing, study abroad or travel to other coun-
tries, training related to the national standards or state frameworks for foreign language
learning, oral proficiency training, and training in TV or satellite instruction. Other training
activities included such topics as teacher/student issues, literacy, Reading Recovery, peer
mediaticn, behavior management, lesson design, instruction management, school improve-
ment, classroom management, supervision, study skills, thinking skills, and multiple intelli-
gences, to list only a few.

Secondary Schools

Waikshops were the most frequently reported staff development activity at the second-
ary tevel, with 71% of responding schools reporting that their foreign language teachers
had attended workshops during the last year. (See Table 25 and Figure 30.) This category
also included a substantial number of schools whose teachers had received training in the
foreign language itself. Respondents reported a wide range of language workshops (e.g.,
immersicn workshops, language seminars, Montana Association of Language Teachers
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Table 25.

Figure 30.

Foreign Language Instruction in the United States: A National Survey of Elementary and Secondary Schools

spring workshop, state and regional language association workshops) as well as a range of
generai workshops on a variety of topics (e.g., literacy, advanced placement, critical skills,
writing, motivation, culture, publisher workshops, pre-school workshops). Many respon-
dents simply listed “workshop” or “language workshop” and did not specify the name or
type. This category also included language training responses, some of which were specified
(e.g., language training in Europe, intensive language weeks, training by the French Consu-
late of California, German immersion weekend) and others which were not.

Type of Staff Development or In-Service Teacher Training Attended by Secondary Teachers, 1997
(weighted data)

Staff Development Total Public Private
n,, =960 n,, =833 n, =125
Workshops/Language Workshops/Language Training 71% 69% 82%
Conferences/Language Conferences 62% 62% 62%
Methodology Instruction 25% 26% 15%
Observation/Observing Master Teachers 12% 11% 18%
Student Teaching 7% 8% 6%
Other 42% 44% 29%

Note: Totals add up to more than 100% because respondents could check more than one response.

Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Foreign Language Teachers
Participating in Various Types of In-Service Training (1997)
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More than six out of ten (62%) secondary schools reported that their foreign language
teachers had attended local, regional, state, or national conferences. Some respondents
indicated the names of the conferences (e.g., American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages, Modern Language Association, Montana Association of Language Teachers,
Southern Conference, American Classical League, and Northeast Conference). Other re-
spondents specified types of conferences (e.g., oral proficiency/interviewing conferences,
translation skills conference, Advanced Placement conferences, teacher conferences, inde-
pendent schools convention, culture conference). Many respondents did not specify the
type of conference attended.
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One quarter (25%) of the responding secondary schools said that their teachers had
received instruction in methodology during the previous year. Respondents who specified
training mentioned such things as dual language methodology, Rassias methodology,
teaching methods training, FLES methodology and practice, and Advanced Placement
methodology.

Twelve percent (12%) of secondary schools indicated that their teachers had either
observed master or mentor teachers, or that they had observed other teachers as a training
activity (e.g., peer ohservation, observing other teachers, observation of foreign language
teachers at other schools).

Seven percent (7%) of the schools reported that teachers were involved in or had
participated in student teaching activities. Of those who specified, some had themselves
been student teaching while others had coerdinated or supervised student teachers.

More than 4 out of 10 secondary schools (42%) reported other staff development
activities, including technology training (e.g., internet, computer training, software training,
computer-assisted language learning courses), training in assessment/testing (e.g., oral
proficiency interview training, proficiency standards workshop, Simulated Oral Proficiency
Interview training, evaluating writing and oral skills, authentic assessment, performance
assessment, alternative assessment, portfolio assessment, testing); training in curriculum
development (e.g., curriculum writing, planning, design, revision; state curriculum stan-
dards development); training related to the national standards or state frameworks for
foreign language learring (Framework design—Goals 2000, Nebraska Frameworks Project,
state standards, standards implementation, working on foreign language commission for
state standards); training in TV and satellite instruction (e.q., training in ITV, distance learn-
ing, satellite broadcast); and travel abroad.

A variety of other types of training mentioned included cultural sensitivity, teaching
strategies, writing skills, fearning styles, adapting materials to block schedules, team teach-
ing techniques, classroom management, multiple intelligences, conflict resolution, sex
discrimination, crisis management, CPR, leadership, K-12 certification, learning disabitities,
thinking skills, and brain-based learning, to name a few. Respondents also mentioned
language-specific training activities such as Survival Spanish program, job sharing with
language teachers city-wide, training in Total Physical Response (TPR), storytelling, lan-
guage networking, articulation and achievement project, cultural activities, cooperative
learning, textbook adoption, peer training, interdistrict articulation, language lab training,
Helena Curtain’s workshops, teacher exchanges, and foreign language festivals, among
cthers.

Extent to Which Language Teachers Use the Foreign Language in the
Classroom (Secondary Schools Only)

Although still low, there was a slight increase in the percentage of secondary foreign
language teachers who use the target language for most classroom communication. Be-
cause there were differences in the format of this question between 1987 and 1997, no
statistical significance tests were conducted on the data.*

in 1997, one in five (21%) responding secondary schools reported that their language
teachers use foreign language in the classroom 75% to 99% of the time, and another 1%
reported that classes are conducted in the foreign language 100% of the time, for a total of
22%. In 1987, nearly one in five (18%) of the responding schools reported that the typical
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P language teacher used the foreign language in the classroom 75% to 100% of the time.
(See Figure 31.)

Figure 31. Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Have Foreign Language Teachers Using
the Foreign Language in the Classroom Most (75-100%) of the Time (1987 and 1997)
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In 1997, approximately half (47%) of the secondary school respondents reported that
their foreign language teachers use the foreign language in the classroom between 50%
and 74% of the time. In 1987, a little over half (54%) of the responding schools reported
that the typical foreign language teacher used the foreign language in the classroom
between 50% and 74% of the time.

In 1997, nearly a third (32%) of the schools reported that language teachers use the
foreign language in the classroom less than 50% of the time. in 1987, 28% of the respond-

ing schools reported that the typical language teacher used the foreign language less than
50% of the time.

Schools’ Characterization of Their Foreign Language Programs

Schools were asked to characterize the problems and successes encountered by their
foreign language programs. in 1987, schools were asked oniy about the rmost serious
problems they saw confronting their foreign language program. In 1997, the format and
wording of this question were changed in an attempt to make it easier for schoals to
respond, and alsc to give respondents an opportunity to provide information about positive
aspects of their foreign language program as well as about the challenges or problems.
Because of these considerable format and wording differences from 1987 to 1997, caution
should be taken when interpreting changes over time.” (The survey results described below
are summarized in Tables 26, 27, and 28.)

Elementary Schools: Areas of Success

The 1997 survey indicates some particular areas of success at the elementary level. The
most positive finding is that the vast majority of elementary schools (90%) with foreign
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language programs were pleased with the quality of foreign language teaching. This was
true for both public and private schools (89% public, 92% private).

it is also encouraging to see that more than 8 out of 10 responding elementary schools
were pleased with school support and community support for foreign language instruction
(84% and 83% respectively). Private schools were considerably more pleased than public
schools with school support (79% public, 93% private) and somewhat more pleased with
community support (81% public, 88% private). '

Additionally, a majority of elernentary schools were pleased with the quality of foreign
language materials (77%) and with the quality of the foreign language curriculum frame-
work/guidelines (72%). This is in contrast to the 1987 finding where a lack of quality
materials and lack of an established curriculum or guidelines were cited as major problems.

Elementary Schools: Areas of Concern

Several issues of concern to elementary schools in 1987 were still reported as concerns a
decade later. These include shortages in funding, the quality of pre-service and in-service
training, and inadequate sequencing from elementary to secondary school programs. Areas
of additional concern in 1997 include poor academic counseling for language class selec-
tion, the inadequacy of placement and proficiency tests, and the ratio of foreign language
teachers to students.

The few additional written comments included by elementary school respondents
focused on funding and sequencing. One respondent noted that “Parish-level support is
non-existent and no materials are provided.” Another indicated that they “don‘t feel [the]
middle school has [a] proper program for students.” Another high school respondent noted
that there are “no Japanese programs for K-8 grade levels.”

Secondary Schools: Areas of Success

Areas of success at the secondary leve! included the finding that more than 9 out of 10
secondary schools (91%) were pleased with the quality or fore. ... language teaching, This
was true for both public and private schools (31% public, 90% private). Additionally, a
majority of secondary schoo! respondents were pleased with the quality of foreign language
materials (78%) and the quality of the foreign language curriculum/guidetines (78%). It
should be noted that a lack of quality foreign language instructional materials was consid-
ered a major problem by secondary school respondents in 1987.

Another positive trend is that three out of four secondary schools were pleased with
school support for foreign language instruction (75%). Again, more private than public
school respondents were pleased with the level of support (73% public, 83% private).

Secondary Schools: Areas of Concern

The shortage of funds, shortage of teachers, inadequate sequencing, lack of quality
materials, poor academic counseling, and inadequate in-service training were all major
problems in 1987 for secondary schools with foreign language programs. Many of these
same issues continue to be of concern in 1997.

Sequencing/articulation from elementary to secondary school foreign language classes
was the most frequently cited concern for secondary schools in 1997, followed by the
quality of in-service training, the need for academic counseling for language class selection,
funding, adequacy of foreign language placement tests, and the ratio of foreign language
teachers to students.
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Additional comments included by secondary schools focused on the issues of funding,
quality of imaterials, sequencing and articulation, adequacy of the foreign language tests,
and teacher training.

Table 26.  Elementary Schools Characterize Their Foreign Language Programs, 1997

Program Characteristic Displeased Pleasc !
Academic Counseling 49% 51%
Quality of in-service training 48% 52%
Quality of pre-service preparation of foreign language teaches 47% 53%
Amount of funding for foreign language instruction 46% 54%
Adequacy of foreign language placement tests : 43% 57%
Sequencing (articulation) from elementary to secondary foreign language classes 40% 61%
Ratio of foreign language teachers to students 39% 61%
Adequacy of foreign language proficiency tests 37% 64%
Realistic expectations of the public/parents regarding foreign language instruction 29% 71%
Quality of foreign ianguage curriculum framework/guidelines 28% 72%
Quality of foreign language materials 24% 77%
Community support for foreign language instruction 17% 83%
School support for foreign language instruction 16% 84%
Quality of foreign language teaching 10% 90%
Other 38% (..%

Note: In 1997, if 40% or more of the schools indicated that they disugreed/strongly disagreed that they were pleased with
a foreign language program issue, that issue was considered one of the most frequently cited “displeasing” program
characteristics. If 759 ar more of the schools agreed/strongly agreed that they were pleased with an issue, it was
considered one of the most frequently cited “pleasing” program characteristics. A range of other program issues fall
between, Some totals for program characteristics may add up to more than 100% because of rounding.

Table 27.  Secondary Schools Characterize Their Foreign Language Programs, 1997

Program Characteristic Displeased Pleased
Sequencing (articulation) from efementary into secondary school

foreign language classes 58% 43Y
Quality of in-service training for foreign language teachers 51% 499%
Academic counseling for language class selection 51% 48%
Armount of funding for foreign language instruction . 48% 53%
Adequacy of foreign language placement tests 45% 56%
Ratio of foreign language teachers to students 40% 60%
Realistic expectations of the public/parents regarding fareign language instruction 37% 63%
Quality of pre-service preparation of foreign language teachers 35% 65%
Adequacy of foreign language proficiency tests 35% 65%
Community support for foreign language instruction 32% 68%
School support for foreign language instruction 26% 75%
Quality of foreign language materials 22% 78%
Quality of foreign language curriculum framework/guidelines 22% 78%
Quality of foreign language teaching 9% 91%
Other 50% 50%

Note: In 1997, if 40% or more of the schools indicated that they disagreed/strongly disagreed that they were pleased with
a foreign language program issue, that issue was considered one of the most frequently cited “displeasing” program
characteristics. If 75% or more of the schools agreed/strongly agreed that they were pleased with an issue, it was
considered one of the most frequently cited “pleasing” program characteristics. A range of other program issues fall
between. Some totals for program characteristics may add up to more than 100% because of rounding.
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Table 28.  Major Problems Confronting Foreign Language Instruction in Elementary and Secondary Schools,
1987
Major Problem 1987 Elementary 1987 Secondary
Shortage of funding 53% 52%
Inadequate in-service training 15% 17%
Poorly trained teachers 11% 6%
Not encugh teachers 34% 25%
Lack of quality materials 30% 23%
Lack of established curriculum 26% 10%
Inadequate sequencing from elementary to secondary 28% 25%
Poor academic counseling 3% 16%
Lack of school support 10% 11%
Lack of community support 8% 13%
Inadequate placement tests 4% 7%
inadequate proficiency tests 3% 6%
Unrealistic public expectations 3% 1%
Other 20% 24%
Assessment

Elementary Schools

Respondents from elementary s-hools indicated a wide range of strategies for assessing
students’ language proficiency. Seventy-seven percent (77%) said students take selected-
response tests (multiple choice, matching, etc.) (71% for public, 85% for private); 71% use
short-answer tests (62% for public, 82% for private), 70% ask students to prepare presenta-
tions or demonstrations (62% for public, 81% for private); 69% noted that students engage
in authentic activities (68% for public, 71% for private); 67% use oral proficiency interviews
(69% for public, 64% for private); 58% use translation exercises (44% for public, 76% for
private); 47% use student portfolios (48% for public, 46% for private); and 31% use stu-
dent self-assessment (35% for public, 27% for private). (See Figure 32.)

A total of 33 respondents added written comments about assessment, many of which
reinforced the subcategory items selected. A number of the respondents mentioned using a
variety of other strategies for assessing students’ language proficiency, such as memory/
recitation, informai assessment (such as teacher observation and anecdotal notes), and
what one respondent called “receptive and productive assessment.” Several other respon-
dents listed various specific formal assessments, such as the Spanish Assessment of Basic
Education (SABE), the Language Assessment Scales (LAS), and the National Latin Exam. Others
stated that there was no assessment in place in their schools, while one noted that assess-
ment instruments were being developed together with a new language program.

Secondary Schoolis

Respondents from middle school/junior highs and high schools indicated a range of
strategies for assessing students’ language proficiency. Ninety-eight percent (98%) have
students take selected-response tests (96% for middle school/junior high, 99% for high
school); 95% said students take short-answer tests (92% for middle school/junior high, 97%
for high school); 90% ask students to prepare presentations/demonstrations (85% for
middie school/junior high, 24% for high school); 88% use translation exercises (82% for
middie school/junior high, 89% for high school); 85% have students engage in authentic
activities (81% for middle school/junior high, 90% for high school); 78% indicated using
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Figure 32.

Figure 33.
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Language Proficiency Assessment Used by Elementary Schools (1997)
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oral proficiency interviews ( 75% for middle school/junior high, 79% for high school);

47% use student portfolios (48% for middle school/junior high, 47% for high school); 41%
use various other standard exams (18% for middle school/junior high, 58% for high
school); and 39% use student seif-assessment (42% for middle school/junior high, 38% for
high school). (See Figure 33.)

When cornparing public and private secondary schools, the differences were most
apparent {7% or greater) for four assessment strategies. Public schools use more portfolios
{48% vs. 41%) and student self-assessment (41% vs. 28%), while private schools use more
translation activities (94% vs. 87%) and various standard exams (60% vs, 38%).

Many respondents provided written comments that reinforced the subcategory items
fisted above that they had already selected. A considerable number of respondents men-
tioned the use of various additional strategies for assessing language proficiency, including,
from most frequent to least, writing (essays, compositions, poetry, journals, etc.), state and
national language competitions, listening tests, oral assessments (tape recorded readings,
singing songs, choral responses), teacher-made assessments, and research assignments.
Other respondents mentioned using total phiysicar response, peer assessment, and Internet
activities for student evaluations.

Standards for Foreign Language Learning

Eilementary Schools

Thirty-seven percent (37%) of elementary school respondents indicated that teachers in
their schools were aware of the national standards for foreign language learning and/or
state standards. Many more respondents from public schools (45%) than from private
schools (26%) indicated teacher awarenass of standards. (See Figure 34.) Among public
schools, nearly the same percentage of respondents from urban, suburban, and rural
settings noted teacher awareness of standards: 43%, 45%, and 45%, respectively.

There was some striking variation in teacher awareness from one region of the country
to another. When respondents were grouped by foreign language conference area, those
from the Northeast Conference, the Central States Conference, and the Southern Confer-
ence indicated similar rates of awareness (44%, 43%, and 40% respectively). Respondents
from the Pacific Northwest Council and the Southwest Conference showed a lower aware-
ness (32% and 10% respectively).

Over half of the elementary school respondents (57%) who answered that their teachers
were aware of the standards noted that their schools’ foreign fanguage curricula had
changed because of their awareness of the standards. Differences between public and
private schools were relatively minor (58% and 549, respectively). (See Figure 35.) Among
public schools, however, a considerably higher percentage of urban schools (78%) indi-
cated curriculum change than did rural (53%) or suburban (50%j) schools. The variation in
amount of curriculum change from one regional foreign language conference area to
another was large: 74% for the Pacific Northwest Council, 67% for the Northeast Confer-
ence, 49% for both the Southern Conference and the Central States Conference, and 33%
for the Southwest Conference.

A tctal of 22 respondents added written comments to the question concerning whether
their schools’ curricula had changed due to an awareness of the standards. Of these, many
indicated that their foreign language curricula had not changed due to an awareness of
standards. Of this group, some noted that their curricula were based on standards-like
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Figure 34. Elementary and Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs That Are Aware of the
National Standards for Foreign Language Leaining and/or Their State's Version of the Standards
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Figure 35. Elementary and Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs Reporting That Their Foreign
Language Curriculum Had Changed Due to Awareness of the National Standards for Foreign
Language Learning and/or Their State’s Version of the Standards (1997)
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principlés before standards were developed. These respondents wrote: “It [our curriculum]
always was in line with the SOLs {Standards of Learning],” “We were already doing those:
things,” and “I feel that we have been striving towards these standards.” It is interesting to
note that despite these respondents’ having said that their curricula had not changed
because of the standards, they believed that their curricula met the objectives of the stan-
dards.

Other respondents who said that their curriculum had not changed commented that
their foreign language curricula were currently being revised, that there was a lack of time
and money for making changes, that there was currently no curriculum in place, or that
their curriculum addressed student needs but was not based on standards.

A considerable number of respondents who arided comments answered that their
curricula had changed due to the standards. Among these, respondents reaffirmed the
influence of standards on their curricula in a general manner (“Program has evolved with
national and state standards as guides”), mentioned specific aspects of their curricula that
have changed (“Activities focusing on authentic use of the language are emphasized”), and
noted current or future changes (“This is the first year for our elementary schoof program
and we are still working on structure and continuity”).

A number of those who added written comments either had not responded to the
question about standards or had responded both affirmatively and negatively. These re-
spondents wrote that their schools had just received copies of the standards, that they were
in the process of making changes, that change had occurred in some classes but not others,
or that they didn’t know how to answer the question. Some of these comments suggest
that aithough changes have not been fully implemented in foreign language curricula,
schools are in the process of revising curricula to reflect the goals of the standards.

Secondary Schools

More than 6 out of 10 (62%) secondary school respondents that have foreign language
programs at their schools indicated that teachers at their schools have an awareness of the
national standards for foreign language learning and/or their state’s version of the stan-
dards. A higher percentage of public schools indicated teacher awareness of the standards
than did private schools (63% public, 54% private). (See Figure 34.) Looking at public
schools in greater depth, suburban schools indicated a higher rate of awareness than did
urban and rurat schools (78%, 65%, and 56%, respectively). There was also variation
according to foreign language conference region: 78% for the Northeast Conference, €4%
for the Central States Conference, 56% for the Southern Conference, 51% for the South-
west Conference, and 51% for the Pacific Northwest Council. Furthermore, 68% of high
school respondents indicated teacher awareness of standards, compared to 57% of those
from the middle school/junior high level.

Over half (56%) of secondary school respondents who answered that their teachers
were aware of the standards indicated that their schools’ foreign language curricula had
changed due to an awareness of standards. Considerably more respondents from public
schools (5896) than from private schools (44%) noted change. (See Figure 35.) Among
public schools, 61% of those from suburban areas indicated a change in their curricula,
while 58% of those in urban settings and 56% in rural schools did so.

Differences emerged regarding curriculum change in response to awareness of the
standards when respondents were grouped by foreign language conference region: 66%
for the Northeast Conference, 60% for the Pacific Northwest Council, 56% for the South-
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west Conference, end 51% each for both the Southern Conference and the Central States
Conference,

There was little difference hetween the high schooi (56%) and junior high/middle
school level (53%) when comparing changes due to the standards.

A total of 110 respondents provided written comments to the guestion concerning
whether their schools’ curricula had changed due to an awareness of the standards. Among
these, considerably more respondents answered that their schools’ curricula had changed
than that it had not.

Of those who answered that their curricuia had changed, many noted that their cur-
ricula were aligned with foreigr language standards or that their curricula embodied stan-
dards-like principles prior to the development of actual standards. A large number of these
respondents commented on specific features that had changed in their schools’ foreign
language curricula due to an awareness of the standards. They noted that their curricula
had a greater focus on proficiency (“We have become more proficiency oriented,” “Indiana
is adopting proficiency-based instructional guidelines”). Others mentioned an increased
emphasis on assessment (“assessment in four skill areas,” “we have been emphasizing . . .
authentic assessment”), while others wrote that either new instructional levels or require-

. ments had been added to their curricula. In some cases, respondents commented on two

specific areas of change, such as assessment and proficiency. Other respondents citing
specific changes to their curricula mentioned integrating more projects on culture, making
the curriculum more activity-based, adding an aural/oral emphasis, teaching “structure
through culture,” and creating a new teacher position.

A considerable number of respondents noted that their foreign language curricula were
in the process of being changed or revised. These are representative comments: “We are
currently involved in a system-wide curriculum revision so that we may meet standards”;
“Curriculum update and implementation 1995-96; “Curriculum committee currently
rewriting objectives”; “In the process”; and “We all have the national and state standards
and are working toward them.” .

Other comments that did not readily fit into a category range from “I'd like to know
more about standards” to “It is one of the main objectives of the school to improve the
foreign language program this year” to “lI am aware of the standards but the other (non-
foreign language) teachers are not.”

Some respondents wrote that they were just becoming aware of standards or that
standards had just been introduced to their schools. Respondents noted: “These standards
were just introduced this year to our school (1996)"; “Teachers are just becoming educated
on standards/are experimenting (some)”; “We have just received them and hope to imple-
ment some changes”; and “We are just becoming aware of the national standards and are
at the beginning stage of implementing them in and throughout our program.”

According to a small number of respondents, teachers and administrators were actively
involved in developing standards at the district or state level. One respondent wrote, “Our
assistant principal, a former language teacher, served on state standards committee,” while
another respondent commented, “Several of us are involved in state standards task force,
which will make its way down to aistrict curriculum writing within next year or two.”

Finally, a few respondents stated that they were aware of standards but their schools/
districts lacked the funds and professional development to implement them. These respon-
dents stated that “Knowing the best procedures and techniques does not mean there is
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training, conferences, or money for implementation” and “We know what we should be
doing and what we need to do—however, with no elementary/middle school program and
no funds—virtually impossible.”

What is perhaps most striking about the written comments of those who answered that
their language curricula had changed is the extent to which an awareness of standards has
changed foreign language curricula even for those respondents who reveal that they have
just become aware of standards or are in the beginning stages of curriculum revision. For
respondents who cited a lack of funding and professional development opportunities as
obstacles to implementing standards, it is noteworthy that in the face of such problems
they acknowledged that an awareness of standards has changed their foreign language
curricula.

Among those who had answered that their curricula had not been influenced by stan-
dards, a considerable number commented that their foreign language curricula met stan-
dards-like goals prior to the actual development of standards. Representative comments
include these: "We were already working toward the goals established in the standards”;
“We were pretty much on target as it was”; “Our requirements were more stringent than
national standards and stili are”; “We were beyond the standards because we developed
our own curriculum three years ago”; and “We have followed consistently what is now a
part of the written standards.”

According to another group of respondents who answered that their curriculum had
not been influenced by the standards, changes will occur in their foreign language curricula
to ensure alignment with standards.? Respondents noted, “We have a goal to study the
national and state standards and align them with our own”; “We keep up to date, and
teachers will charige because of last year’s publication of standards”; and “We will work on
a county-wide foreign language curriculum in the near future.” This category of responses is
significant hecause when the number of those whose curricula were already aligned with
standards are combined with those who are planning to align their curricula with standards,
the total number of respondents is large.
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Discussion

This section discusses implications of the survey results for foreign language education
in the United States at elementary and secondary levels. Not all of the findings are reviewed
in detail here. Instead, we will discuss findings about specific questions in terms of current
trends and research in foreign language teaching and will draw conclusions on that basis.
The discussion will follow the same general order in which the findings were presented in
the results section: amount of foreign language instruction, foreign languages taught,
foreign language program types, foreign language curriculum, teacher qualifications and
training, and national standards for foreign language learning.

Amount of Foreign Language Instruction

Results of the present survey show that almost one in three (31%) elementary schools
nationwide is now offering foreign language, a statistically significant increase of nearly
10% since 1987.

As was true in 1987, twice as many private as public elementary schools are now offer-
ing foreign language instruction. However, the inclusion of foreign languages in the curricu-
lum has increased significantly in both public and private schools, most dramatically in the
private schools (from 34% to 53%).

it is promising to note that in 1997, more than half (54%) of the elementary schools
without foreign language programs (compared to 50% in 1987) expressed interest in
offering foreign language instruction in their schools. it is hoped that by the year 2007 (the
time of our next survey), a large number of these interested schools wiil have implemented
elementary foreign language programs.

The increase of foreign language instruction at the elementary level can be attributed to
at least four factors: 1) greater advocacy efforts by parents, schools, the foreign language
profession, and the public because of increased awareness of the need for early foreign
language instruction; 2) increased professional development activities, research, national
standards development, publicity, and information dissemination on the part of language-
related organizations in the past decade (e.g., the National Network for Early Language
Learning, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, the Joint National
Committee for Languages, the national associations of foreign language teachers, the
National Foreign Language Resource Centers, regional language conferences, and 3o forth);
3) the increasingly global position of the United States in the world community; and 4)
changing demographics and the increasingly multicultural and multilingual nature of the
student population in the United States.

As was lrue in 1987, the majority of secondary schools are now offering foreign lan-
guage instruction to their students. However, in contrast to the increase in language in-
struction in elementary schools during this period, the percentage of secondary schools
teaching foreign language remained stable—87% in 1987 and 86% in 1997.

In 1987, we stated that “it is hoped that within the next decade all secondary schools
will have the motivation and resources to offer foreign languages.” At that time, we were
encouraged to see that nearly 7 out of 10 (69%) of the secondary schools that were not
offering foreign languages indicated that they would be interested in having foreign lan-
guage instruction at their schools. Now, 10 years later, approximately the same percentage
of secondary schools offer foreign language instruction, and of those that are not, approxi-
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mately the same percentage (68%) say that they would like to. These results warrant a
follow-up study to determine exactly why, despite their continued interest, these schools
have not yetl begun language instruction.

It is anticipated that the number of elementary and secondary programs will increase as
more and more parents and educators work together to create and maintain language
programs that will allow students to attain the proficiency needed to communicate and
participate in our increasingly interconnected world.

Foreign Languages Taught

Spanish is the most commonly taught language in the elementary schools, increasing
significantly since 1987. French, Spanish for Spanish speakers, German, Japanese, and Latin
are the next most frequently offered elementary school foreign languages. However, while
the percentage of schools offering Spanish for Spanish speakers and Japanese has increased
over time, the percentage of schools offering all other languages has remained fairly stable
or decreased over time.

Of the top four languages—Spanish, French, German, and Latin—taught at the second-
ary level, only Spanish has increased significantly since 1987, while the other three lan-
guages have remained stable. There were also significant increases in Spanish for Spanish
speakers, Japanese, and Russian programs, with all other languages remaining stable or
decreasing over time.

The rise in the percentage of both elementary and secondary schools offering Spanish
was expected because of the increasingly important role of Spanish in this country. The
increase in Spanish for Spanish speakers programs at both elementary and secondary levels
is exciting. This trend is a result of the growing number of native Spanish speakers in the
schools and the heightened awareness among school administrators anc teachers of the
importance of helping children maintain their bilingualism by offering instruction in their
mother tongue.

When reviewing the survey results for the most often taught languages, it is beneficial
also to look at data from other sources on the number of children in the United States who
already speak these fanguages. For example, a study of federally funded Title Vi
Systemwide Projects serving limited English proficiert students showed that Spanish was by
far the largest language group served (162,341 students) (Bilingual Education Act, Improv-
ing America’s School Act, 1994). In comparison, the second largest group, Chinese/
Cantonese/Mandarin, served 9,652 students. Also included in the top 10 language groups,
in descending order by number of students served, are Armenian, Vietnamese, Haitian
Creole, Hmong, Laotian, Tagalog, Korean, and Filipino. it is certainly in the best interest of
this country, in our desire to create a language competent society, to increase our efforts to
provide language instruction in Spanish and other key languages to children who already
have basic bilingual skills.

The decrease in the percentage of elementary schools with German and Chinese pro-
grams was surprising in that it runs counter to what language educators sense is happening
in the field. Many believe that the number of elementary programs in these languages is
actually growing.

The increase in Japanese instruction in both elementary and secondary schools is prom-
ising. Factors affecting this increase may include a heightened interest in Japanese language
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and culture, an increase in business and diplomatic ties with Japan, and japanese govern-
ment and private support from Japanese groups for training and materials.

The increase in the percentage of secondary schools offering Russian was a pleasant
surprise. Some educators had assumed that Russian program offerings were declining
because of the decreasing number of high school students taking the Russian Advanced
Placement (AP} test. However, the American Council for the Teaching of Russian (Dan
Davidson, personal communication, May 17, 1998) cites several factors that might have
contributed to the increase in programs at the secondary level: 1) the opening up of the
Russophone world in the late 1980s under Gorbachev and the opportunities that emerged
for schoo! linkages and exchanges with U.S. government support, especially the Presidential
High School Academic Partnership Program that matches Russian-teaching schiools in
America with special English-language schools in the former Soviet Union for exchanges,
collaborative projects, and homestays; 2) the creation of a communicatively designed basal
textbook series that provides a comprehensive four-year program for junior high and high
school students; and 3} a strong program of teacher professionai development supported
by the National Endowment for the Humanities from 1987-1996 at Bryn Mawr College and
expranded opportunities for high school teachers to receive professional training in summer
seminars in Russia. '

It is interesting to examine the apparent current mismatch between the high school and
college program offerings and enrollments in Russian and Japanese. The secondary school
results from this survey were compared with the results of the Modern Language
Association’s 1995 survey of higher education institutions (Brod & Huber, 1997). The MLA
survey indicated that from 1990 to 1995, college and university enroliments decreased in
both Russian (a 45% decrease) and Japanese (a 2% decrease), whereas this survey found
significant increases in secondary Russian pregrams and in Japanese elementary and sec-
ondary programs from 1987 to 1997. Although a direct comparison of these results is not
possible due to differences in what each survey measured (percentage of elemeritary or
secondary schools offering foreign languages vs. percentage change in university foreign
ianguage program enrollments), it is important to note general trends 2t both levels. How
will the current Japanese and Russian high school students continue their language study in
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schools to coordinate the sequence of language instruction in order to better plan for
effective articulation from the secondary to higher education levels. The survey findings
indicate a need for colleges and universities to take a careful look at the complete sequence
of instruction before eliminating university foreign language programs (in this case Russian)
that may be needed by incoming secondary students.

In summary, it is evident from the survey results that Spanish is overwhelmingly becom-
ing the language of choice at all levels of schocling. However, survey restlts also lead us to
conclude that eiementary and secondary schools need to promote programs in a variety of
foreign languages so that U.3. students and workers will gain the lar.guage proficiency and
cultural knowiedge necessary for communicating with all of our world neighbors and for
successfully participating and competing in our global society.
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Program Types

in 1997, the most common type of foreign language program, offered by 45% of
elementary schools with foreign language programs, provides only introductory exposure
to the language. This foreign language experience/exploratory (FLEX) model does not aim
at a high level of proficiency because of the limited exposure that the program provides.
The next most common program model, foreign language in the elementary school (FLES),
representing 34% of programs, sets higher goals, though still does not usually expect
students to become proficient.

In contrast, about one fifth of the elementary foreign language programs provide
instruction in which students are likely to attain a high level of fluency, as recommended in
the goals of the national standards. These programs include the intensive FLES (13%) and
foreign language immersion (partial, total, or two-way) program models (8%j).

Although the foreign language profession is more aware than ever of the benefits of a
fong sequence of foreign language instruction in one language, the trend in elementary
school program offerings is not in that direction. There are fewer FLES programs and more
FLEX programs now than a decade ago.

There are many possible reasons for the increase in the exploratory-type programs. it
may be that the 9% increase in the overall percentage of elementary schools offering
foreign language instruction is largely due to the creation of new programs following the
FLEX model. Another possibility is that schoals that previously offered FLES instruction have
changed their format to FLEX. Why are schools choosing or changing to a FLEX model
when research shows that a long sequence of instruction offered regularly each week and
for a considerable amount of class time each day is necessary for students to gain profi-
ciency in a foreign language? Three major reasons are suggested.

First, schocls may be choosing the FLEX model because it is the least costly and most
easily implemented program. With the inclusion of foreign language instruction in the
recommended core curriculum of the Joals 2000: Education America Act (1994) and the
development of the national standards for foreign language learning, many states have
instituted elementary foreign language recommendations, requirements, or mandates. The
FLEX model allows schools with limited funding to meet a minimum requirement for
fo.=ign language instruction with the least amount of expense and effort.

Further, a shortage of trained elementary foreign language teachers in the local area
may make implementing an exploratory program more desirable to schools. FLEX programs
often use teachers who are not proficient in the language being taught. A trained foreign
tanguage teacher may travel from school to school within a district, but just as often the
FLEX class is taught by a regular classroom teacher who may or may not have a background
in the foreign language.

Finally, it may be that some elementary schools have allotted such a limited amount of
class time to foreign language instruction that FLEX is the only feasibie option. Exploratory
programs, not aimed at fluency, require very little instructional time (1-5% of class time
weekly). (See Curtain & Pesola, 1994.)

Although a much smaller percentage of the foreign language programs offered by
elementary schools aim at the high levels of proficiency recommended by the national
standards, survey results do indicate a promising trend: immersion programs are increasing
at the elementary level.
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The increase in immersion programs can be attributed to more widespread knowledge
regarding the effectiveness of foreign language immersion instruction. As these programs
have come of age, research has shown that they are very effective in producing highly
proficient graduates. Information about these types of programs is widely disseminated as
well, through workshops, conferences, publications, and Internet databases.

Results of the survey show the pressing need for school districts to implement more
intensive FLES and immersion programs. The outcomes of these programs are well worth
the effort: high student foreign language proficiency, enhanced academic success in English
and other subject areas, and the invaluable ability to communicate and compete * . 1
increasingly global workplace and community.

As in 1987, almost all secondary schools in 1997 with foreign language programs
offered standard classes that included listening, speaking, reading, writing, and culture.
There was a significant increase in the past decade in the percentage of advanced place-
ment classes offered as well as in language classes for native speakers. These increases show
a modest trend to offer more advanced levels of instruction aimed at producing students
competent in a second language and culture.

Although it is difficult to generalize from the survey data about the overall proficiency
goals of the majority of the programs, there is great concern that most of the secondary
foreign language classes offered do not aim at a high level of proficiency. This notion is
supported by the limited number of hours per week of instruction (the most common
amount of class time for most languages was 5 hours of instruction per week) and the very
small percentage of schools offering conversation classes (4%) or regular subjects taught in
other languages (2%). Survey resuits strongly suggest a need for more research and data
collection on proficiency levels attained by secondary students. Even with the limited data
on student proficiency from this survey, it is obvious that there is an urgent need for pro-
grams that aliow students to achieve a high level of fluency in foreign languages and
cultures. A lack of citizens with proficiency in foreign languages and cultures wifl be a major
problem facing both our schools and our country as we enter the next century.

It is anticipated that we will see a need for more advanced, proficiency-oriented foreign
language classes at the secondary level as greater numbers of students who have completed
elementary foreign language programs enter middle and high schools.

Foreign Language Curricuium

Materials

Higher percentar~< of elementary and secondary schools with foreign language pro-
grams reported using all types of instructional materials in 1997 than in 1987. Teacher-
made materials, audiovisual materials, and commercially published textbooks and work-
books continue to be the three most commonly used materials at both fevels.

Computer-based instructional materials were also being used much more widely by
both elementary and secondary schools in 1997 than in 1987, Computers are more avail-
able in the schools than they were 10 years ago, and advances in computer technology
have provided new opportunities for interactivity that enhances learning. As a result, more
computer-based foreign language instructional materials are being used.

However, we know little about how computer-based materials are being used to en-
hance elementary or secondary foreign language instruction. Further study is warranted to
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determine exactly how technologies are being used (how effectively, how creatively, to
what extent, by whom, and for what types of instructional activities and purposes) in the
foreign language classroom. In addition, it is important to investigate whether technology is
availabte to all types of schools or if only certain schools have access to these resources.
Because of the dramatic increase in the use of technology in education, it is in language
teachers’ best interest to find ways to better utilize technology to further quality language
instruction.

Internet resources (e.g., electronic mail, World Wide Web, listservs} and other instruc-
tional technalogies (e.g., satellite broadcasts, interactive television, distance learning) were
being used by a significant number of elementary and secondary schools in 1997, Although
we cannot generalize about how thase technologies are being used from the results of the
survey, we know anecdotally that in some foreign language classrooms students are using
the Internet for research or to exchange e-mail correspondence in the target language with
pen-pals in other countries. We also know anecdotally that some foreign language teachers
find listservs useful-for exchanging teaching tips with other teachers around the country
and the world, Additionally, satellite broadcasts, interactive television, and distance learning
are used by some schools as their medium of foreign language instruction.

Sequencing (Articulation)

Appropriate sequencing (articulation), an extremely important issue in the future of
fong-sequence foreign language programs, is one of the major problems confronting both
elementary and secondary schools today. Only a quarter of the elementary schools with
foreign language programs reported that their students are placed in middle school or high
school classes where the course content and objectives are designed specifically to provide
continuity from their prior level. Of those secondary schools with elementary foreign lan-
guage instruction in their district, less than 10% placed students in courses designed to
reflect their prior language level. Unfortunately, both elementary and secondary schools still
tend to view themselves as separate entities. Much more collaboration and coordination
petween the elementary and secondary levels are needed to improve this situation. Without
them, effective, long-sequence foreign language instruction is nearly impossible.

Assessment
Overali, the two most commonly used student assessment instruments at both elemen-

tary and secondary levels are still fairly traditional: selected-response and short-answer tests.
After that, but to a lesser degree, both elementary and secondary schools are using alterna-
tive and proficiency-oriented assessments. These include student presentations, authentic
activities, oral proficiency interviews, student portfolios, and student self-assessment. As
more schools align their curricula with the national standards, it is anticipated that teachers
will begin to incorporate more performance-based assessments into their teaching in order
to more accurately assess high levels of proficiency reached in communicative-based classes.

Teacher Qualifications and Training

Results regarding teacher qualifications indicate a definite need for more foreign lan-
guage certification and training at the elementary level. Only about one fifth of responding
elementary schools reported that one or more of their teachers were certified for elemen-
tary foreign language teaching. Implications for teacher training institutions are obvious.
Universities and colleges need to strengthen their teacher preparation programs to train
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more elementary language teachers in response to the national shortage of qualified,
certified foreign language elementary teachers.

in comparison, most of the responding secondary schools said that at least one of their
foreign language teachers was certified to teach foreign languages at the secondary level.
Despite their training, however, only slightly over one fifth (22%) of the schools reported
that their teachers use the foreign language in the classroom most of the time (75% to
1009%), a slight increase from a decade ago. Why are so few secondary teachers using the
foreign language most of the time in the foreign fanguage classroom? Teachers may need
more professional development activities, especially language training and language immer-
sion experiences, to become or remaini proficient and comfortable using their foreign
language. In addition, teachers may need regular in-service training to gain strategies in
incorporating more target language use in the classroom.

At both elementary and secondary levels, the majority of schools reported that their
teachers are participating in in-service training and professional development activities.
However, these opportunities varied greatly at both levels, including many general educa-
tion activities, as well as activities specific to foreign language education. It is hoped that,
when planning for professiona!l development, schools will consider the importance of
activities related to the betterment of the foreign language program and foreign language
classroom instruction as well as those activities specifically aimed at improving or maintain-
ing the foreign language proficiency of their teachers.

National Standards

It is very promising to see such a high awareness at both elementary and secondary
levels of the national standards for foreign language learning and state standards, and that
foreign language curriculum changes are being made as a result. Thirty-seven percent
(37%) of the elementary school respondents and 62% of the secondary respondents said
that their teachers were aware of the standards, and over half of both these groups said that
their school’s foreign language curriculum had changed in response. it is strongly hoped
that in the future, as more schools become aware of the standards, curricula across the
country will become more aligned with its five goals: communication in languages other
than English, knowledge and understanding of other cultures, connections with other
disciplines, comparisons allowing insight into the nature of language and culture, and
participation in multilingual communities at home and around the world.
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Conclusion

The profile of foreign language instruction in the United States reveaied by the survey
shows that foreign language instruction in elementary schools nationwide in the last decade
has increased by nearly 10% and has stayed relatively stable at the secondary level. At both
levels, more than half of the schools not currently teaching languages expressed an interest
in doing so in the future,

A number of positive trends, in addition to the increase in the percentage of elementary
school pregrams, are evident from the survey results: (1) language classes for native speak-
ers have increased dramatically at both elementary and secondary levels; (2) the teaching of
less commonly taught languages has increased at the elementary level for Japanese and at
the secondary level for Japanese and Russian; (3) the use of computer-based instructional
materials has increased significantly (although we have no data on the effectiveness of
technology in the language classroom); (4) staff development and in-service training have
increased significantly in the past decade in both elementary and secondary schools; (5)
slightly more teachers than 10 years ago at the secondary level are using the target lan-
-guage most of the time in the classroom; and {6) about half the schools teaching foreign
languages said that their teachers were aware of nationai or stafe language standards; of
those, over haif changed their curricula due to this awareness.

Despite these positive trends, there is still reason for serious concern about the limited
number of K-12 long-sequence language programs designed to educate students linguisti-
cally and culturally to communicate successfuity in the United States and abroad. Well-
articulated elementary and secondary programs are still the exception rather than the rule,
and intensive instruction that aims at a high level of proficiency, as outlined in the national
standards document, is scarce.

Finally, although the increase in the percentage of schools offering Spanish is positive, it
may be occuring at the expense of other languages. The proximity of the United States to
Latin America and the growing nuber of Spanish-speaking U.S. citizens have made Span-
ish the language of choice in this country. In other major world powers, however, languages
such as French and German are accorded more importance for competition in the global
economy. Therefore, it is critical that instruction continue in a variety of languages.

in the report of survey results 10 years ago, we provided five recommendations for
developing more rigorous foreign language programs, with instruction beginning in the
early grades and continuing through high school until fluency is reached. It is interesting to
look back at these recommendations in light of the current survey results to see how far we
have progressed, if at all, in 10 years. A review of the trends shows that we have progressed
in some areas, but have stagnated and need stronger efforts in others.

Recommendation 1: Encouraging the establishment of new programs,
particularly those that start in the elementary school and aim at a high degree
of proficiency. The educational community has begun to address this issue. In the past 10
years, almost 10% more elementary schools have started teaching foreign languages. There
are more immersion programs than 10 years ago, but there are also more of the introduc-
tory foreign language experience model that does not aim at a high level of proficiency.
School districts should continue to be encouraged to initiate comprehensive language
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programs with the aim of continuing instruction from elementary through high school in
the same language until a commonly defined level of profiency is reached.

Recommendation 2: Improving the sequencing patterns for those schools
that already offer laniguage classes in the early grades. This is an area in which we
have not seen any positive growth. In fact, fewer elementary schools than 10 years ago plan
an articulated sequence. In many school districts, no sequencing plan exists to ensure
smooth continuation of foreign language study from one level to the next. it is recom-
mended that all school districts offering foreign language instruction adopt a coherent and
flexible sequencing plan that can accommodate the highly transient student population of
today’s schools.

Recommendation 3: Offering more intensive fereign language programs.
Although there are more immersion programs at the elementary level than there were 10
years ago and more advanced placement and honors classes at the secondary level, overall
there bas not been a major increase in intensive programs. School districts need to provide
more options to both elementary and secondary students, including immersion-type
foreign language programs, where some regular subjects are taught in the foreign lan-
guage. Perhaps the move toward block scheduling (where classes meet 80-90 mit. s per
day) at the high school level will provide more opportunities for intensive language
instruction.

Recommendation 4: Addressing the major problems outlined by principals
and teachers responding to the survey, including shortage of funding, lack of
teachers, lack of quality materials, and inadequate in-service training. Shortage
of funding for language programs confinues to be a major obstacle for schools, and is, of
course, one of the causes fcr the shortage of teachers, materials, and in-service training.
School districts need %o cortinually revisit the issue of adequate funding in order to appro-
priately meet the needs for expanded teacher training and resources for instruction.

Recommendation 5: Offering more programs that teach major world lan-
guages such as Russian, Japanese, and Chinese. Survey results show that we are
making some progress in this area. Some of the less commonly taught languages are being
offered at more schools than 10 years ago. The number of schools offering Russian has
decreased at the elementary level but increased at the secondary level; the number of
schools offering Japanese has increased significantly at both levels; and Chinese instruction
hias decreased at the elementary level but increased at the secondary level.

This review of the decade-old recommendations illustrates that it is a constant struggle
to address all the major issues that need to be dealt with in order to develop strong lan-
guage programs at all grade levels. The results show us where our priorities have been in
the last decade and where we need to go in the future. In order to develop well-articulated,
standards-based, long-sequence language programs with high proficiency goals, we will
need to focus our energies or ‘mproving and expanding teacher training opporturiities,
articulation planning, initiation of long-sequence programs, materials development, and the
teaching of major world languages.
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Notes

1. The regional language organizations include the following states: Northeast Confer-
ence on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (NEC)—Connecticut, District of Cofumbia, Dela-
ware, Massachusetts, Maryland, Maine, New Hampshire, New fersey, New York, Pennsyiva
nia, Rhode Island, and Vermont; Southern Conference on Language Teaching (SCOLT)—
Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carclina, Virginia,
and West Virginia; Southwest Conference on Language Teaching (SWCOLT)—Arizona, Colo-
rado, Nevada, New Mexico, Texas, and Utah; Central States Conference on the Teaching of
Foreign tanguages (CSC)}—Arkansas, lllinois, indiana, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Tennessee,
and Wisconsin; and the Pecific Northwest Council for Languages (PNCFL)—Alaska, California,
Hawaii, [daho, Montana, Oregon, Washington, and Wyoming. (Eight states are considered
part of more than one region. For the purpose of this survey, however, they were included
in only one region.)

2. Middle school/junior high schools include Grades -7, 5-8, 7-8, 7-9, 8-9; high schools
include Grades 9-12 and 10-12; and combined schools include Grades 7-12 and K-12. 1t
should be noted that the breakdowns for middle school/junior high and high school include
both public and private schools and are not available separately.

3. The estimates for elementary student enroliment were obtained by using the follow-
ing method: Each respondent marked the approximate number of students in their school
enrolled in foreign language classes (categories, in increments of 100, ranged from fewer
than 100 to 1,000 or more). For each category (200-299, for example), the mid-point was
chosen to represent the average number of students for each school in that category (e.g.,
250 was the mean used for the 200-299 category). The mean number of students enrolled
in foreign language in each elementary school was then computed (214.4). That number
was multiplied by the total number of weighted respondents (schools that taught foreign
language) (473) to obtain the approximate total number of students (101,411) enrolled in
foreign language classes in our sample. The total number of students (101,411) was then
multiplied by 42.02 to obtain 4,261,290, the total number of students enrolled in foreign
language classes in U.S. elementary schools. [The number 42.02 was obtained by dividing
the total number of elementary survey respondents (unweighted) (1,534) by the total
number of elementary schools in the country (64,500), which results in 2.38%. Therefore,
the data we have from this survey represents 2.38% of all elementary schools. in order to
find out what the results would be ior 100% of U.S. elementary schools, we divided 100 by
2.38. The result, 42.02, is the r.umber this samole must be multiplied by in order to get the
total number of elementary school students nationally studying foreign languages.] See
formulas in Appendix G for elementary, secondary, middle school/junior high, and com-
bined schools, as well as the formula in Appendix H for obtaining percentages of students
enrolled in languages classes at a given time.

4. The question format for this section changed between 1987 and 1997.In 1897, all
respondents were asked to provide a yes/no response regarding each type of instructional
material. In 1987, they were asked tc check all that applied from a list of materials. The list
of materials was different for the two surveys, as was the wording of the question. See
Appendixes A, B, C, and D for questionnaires.

(_\ 4
o
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5. Due to slight categorization errors at the data entry/processing stage, a few aof the
“other” responses were back coded incorrectly and included in the percentages for the
original question categories of the survey. Thus, the margin of error for the percentages in
this question is probably greater than that of the rest of the survey.

6. In 1987, respondents were asked, “To what extent does the typical language teacher
in your school use the foreign language in the classroom?” They were given three catego-
ries to choase from: Less than 50% of the time; 50% to 74% of the time; and 75% to 100%
of the time. in 1997, the question wording was clarified to say, “To what extent do you
think language teachers in your school use the foreign language in the classroom?” Four
response categories were provided. The first two response categories are identical to the
1987 categories. The third category was changed stightly to 75% to 99% of the time, and a
new category was added: 100% of the time,

7.1n 1987, respondents were asked to check the three most serious problems they saw
confronting foreign language instruction in their school. In 1997, respondents were asked
to rate each item from a list of 14 program-related issues in terms of the degree to which
they were pleased. The wording of the items aiso changed. Given the question format and
wording changes, no significance tests were computed, and direct comparisons of percent-
ages over time should not be made.

8. It is interesting that this group of comment providers answered that their curriculum
had not changed due to awarencss of the standards; many of those who answered that
their curricula had changed cited the same reason: their foreign language curricula already
included standards-like goals before the advent of standards. It appears, then, that respon-
dents who cited this reason answered either affirmatively or negatively based on their
interpretation of the question. Perhaps those who answered affirmatively acknowledged
that standards continue to reinforce what their curricula already included, while those who
answered negatively asserted that their curricula developed standards-iike principles inde-
pendent of the actual standards. Regardless of respondents’ motivations for answering yes
or no, however, it is most significant that those who had answered no acknowledged that
their curricula are aligned with foreign language standards. This leads one to wonder if
there are other respondents who answered negatively to the question, did not provide
comments, but do in fact have curricula that are aligned with standards, even if those
curricula were developed before the standards.
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Appendixes

A

Elementary school survey instrument—1997

Elementary school survey instrument—1987

Secondary school survey instrument—1i1997

Secondary school survey instrument—1987

Number of schools selected per state

Tests for statistical significance

Formula for obtaining enroliment figures

Formula for obtaining percentages of students enrolled in
language classes at a given time
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Appendix A—Elementary School Survey Instrument—1997

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY

Elementary School Questionnaire

page E-1

MELID {1.5)
Rosg ID (8.40)

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY
Eiementary Schooi Questionnaire

TO: School Principal or Foreign Language Teacher
This questionnaire is about foreign language instruction in your school. Please take a few minutes to com-
plete itand return it to us in the postage-paid envelope provided. Your cooperation is very much appreciated.
Please correct any inaccurate information and provide additional contact information (if different fror labal).

Name of person filling out guestionnaire

Position an

!_ ———————————————— _\ (15 36y
| !
} |
| |
L _J

Ploase use per; or dark pencil to merk an "X” in the answer box.

\ES: Cormect Incorect
X ’ b2 =15 (]

1. What grades does your school include? (mark one answer)
T Kot through 3 a
;L] Kor1through 5
;[ 4 through 6
<1 Kor 1 through 6
i Kor 1through8
<[] Other (specily)

4347 open

2. Approximately how many students attend your school?
{mark one answer)

- Feveer than 100 -7 60010699

] 100 to 109 3 76010 799

+[J 200 to 299 +{7J 80010899

«[J 300 10 399 =[] 90010999

<[] 400 to0 499 4[] 1009 or more

] 500 to 55 e

2, Does your school teach fareign language(s)?

.77 Yes > SKIF TO QUESTION &
2L No

4, linot. would you like to stert foreign language instruction at
your school?

L7 Yes 77 No

I3 NOTE

IF YOUR SCHOOL DOES NOTTEACH FOREIGN LANGUAGE(S}, YOU
DO NOTNEZED TO COMPLETE ANY MORE OF THE SURVEY. PLEASE
MAIL IT BACK TO US IN THE ENCLOSED POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE
THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING [N THE SURVEYI

1220 20en

5. Approximately how many of the students in your school are
enrolled in foreign language classes? (mark one answer)

.0 Fewer than 100 ;[ 600 to 699

[ 10010 199 +[] 70010 799

+{TJ 200 t0 299 =[] 800 to 899

«[0 30010 399 <[] 90010 999

<] 400 to 499 » [ 1000 or more

¢ 500 to 599 At

6. When are the classes taught? {mark all that apply)

+[J] During reguiar school day
=[O Belore/atter school
s[CJ Weekends
<7} Other (specity) .

7. Where does the funding for foreign language classes come

from? (mark all thal appiy)

[ Regular school funds

2{] Federal or state grants

2] Tuition paid by parents

«[0 An association of parents and teachers
s ([] Other {specify}

8. Have any of the ianguage teachers at your school

participated in sta!f development or inservice teacher
training during the past year?

[ Yes ;7] No

It yes, what kind? (e.g., language training, methodclogy
instruction, student teaching, observing “master teachers,”
language conferences, workshops, etc.)

63 BESTCOPYAVAILABLE
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NATIONAL K-12 FOKEIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY

Elementary School Questionnaire

page E-2

9. Please read the following goals describing various regram types:

PROGRAMTYPE A
The goals of tnis pregram are for students to gain general exposure to language and culture, iearn basic words and phrases, and
develop an interest in foreign language for future tanguage study. The aim is not fluency but rather exposure to other fanguage(s) and

culture. Portions of this program may be taught in English. (This type of program is often cailed foreign language experience/explora-
tion, or FLEX.)

PROGRAMTYPEB

The goals of this program are for students to acquire listening and speaking skills, gain an understanding of and appreciation for other
cultures, and acquire limited amounts of reading and wriling skills. The teacher in this type of program may speak some English in the
class. (This type of program is often called foreign language in the elementary school, or FLES )

PROGRAMTYPEC

The goals of this program are the same gozls as Program B above, but there is more exposure 1o the foreign tanguage and more focus
on reading and writing as weli as on listening and speaking skilis. This greater exnosure inciudes language classes taught only in the for-
eign language (somelimes subject ontent is taught through the foreign language). {This fype of program i often called intensive FLES.)

PROGRAMTYPED

The goals of this program are for students to be able to communicate in the fanguage with a high level of proficiency and acquire an
ur.Jerstanding of and appreciation for other cultures. At le..st 50% of the schioo! day is taught in the foreign language, including such
subjects as mathematics, science, social studies, and fanguage arts. (This type of program is <alled partial, total, or two-way immer-
sion, depending on the amount of foreign language used and the make-up of the student body.)

in the chart below, mark each language taught at your school. For each of the languages fsught, mark th2 corresponding
fetter(s) of the program type(s) from the four descriptions above that best describes your program, the approximate number

of students jn your school studying that lanquage, the grades in which it is ofiered, and an average number of minutes per
week students spend in foreign {anguage study.

NOTE: if you have more than one prcgram type for a language, please mark them 2il.

EXAMPLE: Program Number of Average
Languages Type(s) Students Grade Levels Mins/Week
A B C D K 1+ 2 3 45 6 7 8
B+ Chinese oo OgoOxO 75 AIRXRXOOCD 150 minutes
Program Number of Average
Languages Type(s) Students Grade Levels Hins/Week
A B COD K + 2 3 45 6 7 8
a L]+ Chinese ... ... 000 _ _«-000000000sm o
b. O 2 French .. oOoag . d0ocooge.
C.D 3 German..... a00no i DDDDDDDDD e
d. T « Habrew . Oogoo . ocoooooooao e
e. O s talian ooono S Jooopoocoo
f DsJapanese.. ooono . coocooaoo [
e O>» oooo — goooOogoooo —
h. (0 & Russian .. . ... Oogono —— DDDDDDDDD _—
1. DqSignLanguage . gooa I agoououooooa —_—
. [Jwe Spansh... .. . ooon R ogoooosooco
Other (specity) ABCOD K 12 3 456 7 8
k. Ow — ooon anboooaoodg A
L O oaooo e J00000Ccoo L
mu _ arigg o JL JL]DDC]DD -
Language for native speakers
A B C D K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
n. L] 1« Spanish for Spatush Speakers aoco e DooOOooooG I
o {1 Other (specify) OO0 0 e 300000000 we
(35 W) e il TR oGty
AR7OR-TE) Lard M 730 Cadt2(ran Card €794

E-2

co
L
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Appendix A—Elementary School Survey Instrument—1997

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY

Elementary School Questionnaire

page E-3

10a. Do all your language classes last for the entire school
year?

(3 Yes -~ SKIP TO QUESTION 11
ZD No 15

10b. if no, please describe the schedute and list total number of
weeks classes last:

11. How many fareign language teachers (full and part-time) are

therein your school? (161

12. Please write in the number of foreign language teachersin
your school who are:

(Wnle one number for each line. if answer is none, wilte “0")

Native speakers ol the language being taught

Certified for eiemantary schoc! teaching. but not
specifically for foreign language teachir 3

Certified for foreign language teaching at the
elementary school level

Certitied for foreign language teaching at the
elementary school level and for elementary school
teaching

Certified tor foreign language teaching at the
secondary school leve] but not at the elementary level
Certified for foreign tanguage teaching at the K~12
level

High schoot’coliega students

1250 Others who are nol cerlified

13a. Is therean established foreign language curriculum or set
of guidelines for your program(s}?

1 ves

2[J No - SKIP TO QUESTION 14 ”
13b. If yes, was the curriculum or set of guidelines developed

by:

] Local school

- School district

2] State lavel

[ other (specity)

14, What type of instructional materials are used?
(Mark yes orno for each tem listed.)

a Commercially-published lextbooks/

WOrKDOOKS -vvcvvvve  cove cveerers e ... L1 Yes [ No
b Teachar-made materials (specity) . ... {3 Yes .7 ] ido
¢ Audiovisual malerials (e.q., fiirns,

filmstrips, s'ides, videotapes, records, ~

CDs. audiotapes) ... . < Jves T No

E-3

15.

13 ves .0 no

Authentic literature from target culture

Authentic materials {realia}

(e.g., bus tickets, movie posters,
menus, newspapers, magazines,
adverlisements from the target culture)

2 No

Internet resources (e.g., intemet,
electroniz-mail, World Wide Web,

GSISEIVE) e e eomemnsersereceessosmamnecaeee e 21 No

Computer-based instructional matenals
(e.g., computer software programs,

interaciive video, CD-ROM) ................ 2] No

Other instructional technology
{e.g., satellite broadcasts, interactive
televiston, distance leaming) ................

Other (Specify) ... .o v

2[J No
20 No

How is students' language proficiency assessed?
(For each assessment lormal listed, please mark whether you
useifornot.}

Qral proficiency interviews (teacher or
outside evaluator interviews individual
student to defermine student’s fluency)

3 Yes 201 No

[

Student presentations {e.g., student
prepares presentations/demonstrations
and describes project or product to
demonstrate knowledge in the foreign
1NGUAGEY .oevvveerse s cerneae

<0 Yes -1 No

Authentic activitizs {e.qg., student
describes drawings, conducts
interviews, presents commentary and
analysis ¢i news Iiems, performs a skit,
writes up investigations) ..o

O ves 1 No

Studcnt portiolios (e.g., comgxlation of
student-selected and/or teacher-
selected work ovor a set penod of time,
with rating critenia) ... ..o

O ves -1 No

~

Student sell-assessment (e.g., student
evaluates his/er tanguage skills using
oral’wrtten sell-evaluations) .............

1 Yes
27 Yes

21 No
;L] No

Translation exercises.........cc. ceeee . .
Selected-response tests (include
raultiple chaice, matching, etc.. and
vonsist of distinct items such as
vocabulary wirds, grammar structures,
[=1 (o3 [

A3 vas 200 No

Shon-answer teyts (student is asked to
respond in wnting to quesfions) ... .. ..

[ Yes
‘J Yes

[ No
A0 e

Otaer {please describe) ..

g0

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY

Elementary School Questionnaire

page E-4

16. Please charactetize your school's foreign language program 18. What type of sequencing (articulation), if any, exists so that
on the following issues. Not Applicsble language study continues from elementary through the naxt
(Mark one box for each issue.) Strongly Disagren | fevel of schoaling?

Disegree | (Mark the answer that best describes the sequencing “or the

Agreo majonty of the students.)
| am pleased with: 5"°"9W"9"’f II +[ Tnere is nn foreign language instruction (of the
k . ] ) lenguage(s) taught in elemensary school) in junior highs

a Amount of funding for fareign hA v ‘L Y middle schaol in our schoo district.
fanguage instruction .................. 0.0 :0 0

i . e iraining | < 2] Students who have studied a “ireign langua ge n the

b Quality of inservice training fof O 0.0 .00 elementary school are pla.ed in_exploratory language
foreign langdage teachers ... i N classes (general exposure to one or more languages and

¢ Quality of pre-service preparation A cultures).
of foreign language teaches ....... 0 eid-0.0 0 :[_] Students who have studied a foreign la juage in the

d Ratio of toreign language teachars elementary school are placed in Level ] foreign language
10 SIUACRLS ©ovoev v D000 0 classes along with students who have had no pnor contact

e Quality of foreign language wiln th~ language.
teAChiNg ..cocviveremini v 0-0-.0-0:0 « ] Students who have studied a foreign language In the

¢ Quality of foreign fanguage elementary school are placed in a class where the course
P L O -0 -0 03 content and objectives are designed specifically o provide

continuity from their prior level.
g Quality of foreign language

eurticutum frameworivguidetines .+ [0 213 2]« 02 5[] Swdents who have studied a foreign language in the

) . ) elementary school are placed In existing, more advanced

h S'equenlcmg'(?mculah%n) "0";) | classes, but these classes are not necessarily designed
elemenlary Inlo secondary Schoo ta reflect students prior language leval.

foreign ianguage classes ............. O.0.0.0:39 P guag

i Academic zounseling for language

class selection ...c..vveriereiiirns

« ] Students who have studied a foreign language in the
T ~— elesnentary school can enroll in sorme_subject matter

03000 courses taught in the foreign lanquage.

i Schout support for foreign

language instruztion ... oo 00000 » [ Other (specify)
k Community support for foreign - o _
language inStruction ........ .......... 3 .0.0.0-0 o
| Adequecy ol (ore(gnlarguage 19. Please atiach an additiona! sheet with comments or
placement 1ests......vcrwmwe *L1 20 201« + 0 information abeut foreign language instruction in your
m Adequacy of tore|gn Idnguagﬂ schoo! or elsewhere ir the state that you wish to share.
proficiency tests ... e 020 -0.0:03 I
n Reaiistic expeclatlons oi the NOTE
public/parents regarding foreign a, We are currently developing a national directory of K-8
language instruction ... .. {00000 toreign language programs. Would you like to be included?
. o , : :
¢ Other (specify)._ ) 0O:0:0.0:0 (It yes, we will be contacting you for more information.)
e o ] Yes [ No e
: b. i you would like a pamphlet about effective
17a. Are the teachers at your school aware of the national foreign language instruction, please mark here.
Standards for Foreign Language Leaining (1996) and/or !
your state’s vession of the standards? C-' H you WO;JLG iike a copy of the survey results,
O Yes [0 No» SKIPTOQUESTION 18 | PIoas® MM RIETE: comvmsntsmr A,
, ; 5 Cara Gd (79 6
17b. Has the foreign language curriculum at your school .
changed because of your awareness of ths standards? PLEASE RETURN THE SURVEY BY OCTOBER 30, 1996
. Yes -J Ne INTHE ENCLOSED POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE.

Additlonal commerds: . .
Thank you very much for answering this survey!

National K-12 Farsign Language Survey
Center for Appiied Linguistics
1118 2204 Street, NW, Washington, DC 20037
Tel. (202) 429-9262  Fax (202) 659-5641 ¢ E-mall: survey@cal.org

E-4

4 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Appendix B—Elementary School Survey Instrument—1987

1987 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p. 1

OMB 18500531
Form expires December 1986

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE
TO: School Principal or Foreign Language Teacher
This questionnaire is about foreian langl ige instruction 1n your school. Please take a few minutes to

appreciated

1.” Does your school teach foreignlanguage(s)? YES [J1 —» Skip 1o question 3 NO [ Zom ’ ¢ :
2. If not, would you be nterested in having foreign language instruction at your school?
YES (O NO [J: on

3. What grades does your school inciude? (check one answer)

Korithrough3..... ....... a- Kor ithrough8 ........... Oa (8

K or 1 through 5 . 0 Other (speafy) . o Os

Kor 1 through6. .... d:
4. Approximately how many students attend your school? (check one answer)

Fewer than 100. oo O 500t0999..... ...... ..... O3 9

1000499 . . ..... . ... .(O: 1,000ormore . . ... . .. [J4¢
NOTE: IF YOUR SCHOOL DOES NOT TEACH FOREIGN LANGUAGE(S), YOU DO NOT NEED TO COMPLETE ANY
MORE OF THE SURVEY. PLEASE MAIL ITBACK TO US IN THE ENCLOSED STAMPED ENVELOPE.

5. Approximately what percentage of the students in your school are enrolfed in foreign language classes?
(check one answer)

Lass than 25% .. O S0% -74%. ... ... . O o
25% -49%. ... O 75%-100% . ... .. O

6. When are the classes taught? (check all that apply)

During regular school day i Beforefafter school ... 03 G
Weekends. ... . O: Other (specify) . ..... .. O

7. Where does your funding for foreign language classes come from? (check all thatapply}

Regutar school funds BE
Federal or state grant. ]2
Tuition paid by parents . . 0: e
Parent-Teacher Associatton financial supoort ]a
Other (spec:fy) . s

8. Have any of 1he language teachers at your schoo! participated in staff development or inservice teacher
training during the past year? .:

7ES 3+ —» Ifyes, whatkind? (e g.ianguage tratning, methodology NC []2
‘nstruction, student teaching, observing "master teachers,”
‘anguage conferences, warkshops, et¢ )
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1987 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p. 2

9 Please read the fcliowing goals describing various program types:

PROGRAM TYPE A

The goals of this program are to get a general expcsure 10 language and culture, learn basic
words and phrases, and develop an interest in foraign fanguage, for future language study.
The aim is not fluency but rather exposure to otaer language(s) and culture. (This type of
program is often called foreign language experience, or FLEX.)

PROGRAM TYPER

The goals of this program are to acquire listening and speaking skills, gain an understanding
and appreciation for other cultures, and acquire limited amounts of reading and writing
skilts. Lessons in early grades center around greetings, colors, numbers, food, days of the
week, etc., and conversation focuses on topics children are familiar with, e.g., family, pets,
school. The teacher in this type of program may speak some English in the class. (This type of
programis often called foreign language in the eiementary school, or FLES.)

PROGRAM TYPE C

The goals of this program are the same goals as Program 2 above, but there is more exposure
to the foreign language. This greater exposure includes language classes taugh® only in the
foreign language or the foreign language being reinforced in other classes. There is
coordination between foreign language teachers and other teachars so that language
concepts are carried over into the reqular curriculum. (This type of program is often called
intensive FLES.)

PROGRAM TYPED

The goals of this program are to be able to communicate in the language almost as well as a
native speaker of the same age and acquire an understanding of and appreciation for other
cultures. At least 50% of the school day is taught in the foreign language, including such
subjects as arithmetic, science, social studies, language arts. (This type of program is called
partial or total immersion.)

In the chart below, check each language taught at your school. For each of the languages taught, write in
the corresponding letter of the program type from the four descriptions above that best describes your
program, the grades in which it is offered, and an average number of hours per week students spend in
foreign language study. NOTE: if you have more than one progra:n type, please list them alt

Example: PROGRAM AVERAGE HOURS

LANGUAGES TYPE(S) GRADE LEVELS PERWEEK
Chinese — c K-6 5 hours
AVERAGE HOURS

LANGUAGES PROGRAM TYPE(S) GRADE LEVELS PER WEEK
Chinese Oy —» 2030
French O —» 3 3m
German 33 —» - 35 39
Hebrew Oa —» T 3940
italian Os —» 43 sy
Japanese Os —» ~— a4 sm
Latn Or —» 57054
Russian 8 -~ 55 59)
Sign Language (]9 —» 59.62)
Spanish Oo —» 1 66
Other T
{specify}

Ox —» 6" 10
—— e s et D R —> N

U [d ] - LA
Tt I -

-B)[ o
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Appendix B—Elementary School Survey instrument—1987

1987 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p 3

10 Please check off approximately hew many of yaur foreign language teachers are: 242
(check one answer for each line) (o
NONE SOME MOST ALL  ooenvzs

Native speakers of language being taught ... . oo O 0: Os s )
Certified for elementary school teaching but not
specifically for foreign fanguage teaching. .... [J1 02 (BE] Oa K}
Certified for foreign language teaching at the
elementary schoollevel. . .................. .. 1 0: ] a 8
Cerufied for foreign language teaching at the
secondaryschoollevel ........................ (ml 0: Os ds an
High school/collegestudents . ......................... a1 (M (] a .20
Adultvolunteers .. ....... e e e a: [RP (MR s 29
11, isthere an established foreign language curriculum or set of guidelines for your program(s)? 2n

YES [Jv NO[J]:
12, What type of instructional materials are used? (check all that apply}

Commercially published tex: sookstworkhocks (list titles and publishers; attach separate page
fneeded) . .. o e e 01 a2

Computer-assisted instructional materials (list names of software programs; attach separate
page ifneaded) . ... ... e e e 02

3

Films, filmstrips, slides, videotapes, records, audiotapes. .. ........... . ... .. .......... Os
Commercially made foreign language games (e.q., Lotto, Scrabble, etc. ) .............. . Oa
Teacher-made materials . ... . ... .. L e e e ds
Other (SPeCify). . ..ot i e e e e s ds
13. In which of the followng activities do some of your students participate?
(check all that apply)

Penpat activaties..  ..... ... L . ... oo . C A g s
Local field trips to forelgn Ianguage plays festlvals. arculturalevents . .. . .. .. . . 02
Local, state, or national foreign language contests or awards programs o . a3
Language camps (weekend retreats, or week- or month-long camps) .. . S Oa
School-sponsored trips to foraign countries during summer or school year . ... ... . Os
Student exchange programs for study abroad . .. A e ds
None oftheabove .. . ... .. . . O
Other (speafy) ... .. e . .. . [Js

gq  BESTCOPYAVAILABLE




Appendix B—Eiementary School Survey Instrument—1937

1987 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p. 4

14 What type of sequencing, if any, is ptarined for larguage study to continue from elementary
through secondary school? (Check one answer that best describes the sequencing for the
majofitly of the students )

“nere 15 ng foreign language instrugtion in (uneor lughtriddle schoal or high schoot in our school

distries L L B . L. e .o O
Students who have studied a foreign language in the efementary school are placed in Leye] | foreign
language ciasses along with students who have had no prior contact with the language . ... . .. 2

Studentswho have studied a foreign language in the efementary school can enrol! in a class in
punior high/middie schoo! where the course content and objectives are destgned specifically to
meet their pnor level . J . .. o .. @z o

Students who have studied a foreign language in the elementary school can enroll 1in more advanced
classes in junior high/middle school, but these classes do not necessarily reflect students’ prior
languagelevel...... ... . . ..o Lo o B, . Oa

Students who have studied a foreign language In the elementary school can enroll in some subject
matter courses taughtin the foreiqn lanquage in grades 7- 12 .. . e ... Os

Other(specify)......... ... o e .. s

15  What are the major problems you see confronting foreign language instruction in your school?
{Check the three most serious problems)

Shortage of funding... . ...... ...... ..[O0+ Pooracademic counseling ..... N
Inadequate inservice traiing ... . ..... . . [O2 tLackofschoolsupport.............. ... 0o
Poorly trained teachers....... ... .. [33 Lackofcommunitysupport ....... ..... Do
Not enoughteachers ............ ...... ....[0a Inadequate placement tests . .. ... DOx
Lack of quality materials. .. ..... ... s Inadequate proficiencytests... .. ... ... OR as-30
Lack of established curriculum or guidelines [J e Unrealistic expectations of pubiic........ O
Inadequate sequencing from elementary Other (specify) .. . ...... A N
into secondary school classes ... . ..., Oz

16. Additional comments or information about innovative foreign language programs in your school or
elsewhnere in the state:

Please fill in the following information in case follow-up 's needed. All of your responses will be kept

confidential.

Narme: School Name:
Position: School Address:
School Telephone:  ( }

NOTE: We are currently developing an :nformation network on foreign language programs in each state.
May we nclude your name and schoo?

YES(J- NO Oz )

Thank you very much for answering this survey Please return it by November 14, 1986, i the enclosed
starnped envelope. if you would.like a copy of theresults, please check here. [] "

Center for Language Education and Research

Center for Applied Linguistics PO
1118 22nd Street, N. W,
Wwashington. 0 C. 20037, (202) 429-9292 fici-g
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Appendix C—Secondary School Survey Instrument—1997

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY
Middle School/Junior High and High School Questionnaire -

page $-1

MRLD 115y
Reap 1016 10}

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY
Middle Schooli/Junior High and High School Questionnaire

TO: Foreign Lanquage Chairperson or Teacher
This questionnaire is about foreign language instruction in your school. Please take a few minutes to complete it and
return it to us in the postage-paid envelope provided. Your cooperation is very much appreciated. Please correct any
inaccurate information and provide additional contact information (if different from label).

l_“ —————————————————— j {15.38)
| | Name of person filling out questionnaire
[ !
! | _
L o | Position G
{38.39) open
[Piease usa pen or dark pencll to mark sn “X" In the answerbox. ]| | 6. Inthechartbelow, mark each language taught at your school
and mark the levels offered, the average number of hours per
. week spent in the foreign language class, and the
1. What grades does your schoo! include? (mark one answer) approximate numbey of students in your school studying
O s5-7 s 7-12 that language.
. - EXAMPLE: Average Number of
:LJ 5-8 oL 0-12 Languages Levels Offered * HisiWeek  Students
2] 7-8 ;0 10-12 1 23 4 5 8
[ 7-9 « ] Othar (spacity) & chiese HRMKXIOO 5 200
(40} .
2. Approximately how many students attend your school? Lenguages Levels Offered ﬁ‘,’fme:k E‘,“J“di’ﬁ{,‘"
(mark one answer) 123 45 6
+ [ Fewer than 200 [ 1200 to 1399 a Ooemee OUOOOOw
2] 200 10 389 3] 1400 to 1599 b et DO0DO0 o
211 4000 509 o] 1690 10 1799 e Oheman OOODOO0O0 o
[ 60010 799 ] 1800 10 1999 s Duwwew ODODDO0D
‘ D e (J s Hahan DDDDDD ————
-[7] 800 10 999 u ] 2000 or more F Oedpnee 300000 -
«J 1000 to 1199 wa | g O tan ooooocg ;
n Oersan 00O 0OCE
- -
3. Does your school teach foreign language(s)? i Dlysewy OOOD0O0 ~
[J Yes > SKIP TOQUESTION 5 (] No y Oesnsy O0O0DS00O00 .
p \ O 5
4, I not, would you like to start foreign language instruction at <O gg]fc'ﬁy, DooooQe T w6
your schooi? (4748)
) D Yes ZD NO “w N Card 01 (79 30}
Language for native speakers
05" MOTE iF YOUR SCHOOL DOES NOT TEACH FOREIGN || | [ . Spanish for Spanih Speakers
LANGUAGE(S), YOU DO NOT NEED TO COMPLETE ANY MORE OF THE oOoOooooe.
SURVEY. PLEASE MAIL IT BACK TOUS IN THE ENCLOSED POSTAGE- ) TR T s
PAID ENVELOPE. THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE SURVEY!I
m 1. oter oooooge
5. Approximately how many of the students in your school are (specty) va e e 200
enrolled In foreign language classas? (mark one answer) o
Card 02 {7980
+[ Fewer than 200 (] 120010 1399 Exploratory Programs
[ 200 1o 399 o[ 1400 to 1599 n [ Exploratory French _
122.23) 32 M}
s[J 40010 599 s[] 1600 to 1799 o 1+ Exloralory Geman ‘ -
<[] 600 to 799 w1 1800 to 1999 p. [ eqioratory Japanese . e
5 D 800 to 999 " D 2000 or more q D « Exploralory Spanish . . . . e
¢[] 1000 to 1199 r s other (specty) .
(45 26) {21} 3031 4448y
5-1 (4Topum
Go
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Appendix C—Secondary School Survey Instrument—1997

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEV
Middle School/Junior High and High School Questionnaire

page $-2

7a. Do all your language classes last for the entire school
year?

1 Yes = SKiP TO QUESTION 8
?D No “8]

7b. ifno, please dascribe the schedule and list tolal number of
weeks classes last:

8. Whattype of foreign language classes are offered at your
school? (Mark all that apply.)

1+ Standard (listening, speaking, reading, writing, and
culture)

0 Exploratory {ype {general exposure to one or more
languages and cuitures)

23 Literature only

«[J Conversation only

:[0 Advanced Placement (for college credit)

«[_1 Honors/Accelerated (other than Advanced Placement)

-0 Language for native speakers (e.g.. Spanish for Spanish
speakers) (specify fanguages)

«0J Regular subjects (e.g.. history, math, science) laugHt in
the foreign language (specify language and subject)

s [ Cther (specify)

149}

9. How many foreign !language teachers are there in your
school? ___

w2 s;:
10, Plaase write in the number of foreign language teachers (full
and part-time) in your school who are:
(Write one number for each line; if answer is none, write *0'}

s2sn ... Native speakers of the language being taught

Certified for foreign language teaching at the
secondary school level

Certitied for secondary school teaching but not
specifically for foreign language teaching

Certified for foreign larguage teaching at the
elementary school level but not at the secondary level

Certified for foreign language teaching at the K-12
level

(6263 Certified in a ditferent foreign language from the one

they teach

$-2

o)

Certified in more than one foreign language

Others who are not certified

ihu b1,
11, To what extent do you think language teachers in your
school use the foreign language in the classroom?
[ Less than 50% of the time
[ 50-74% o1 the time
5[ 75-99% of the time
«{J) 100% of the time 168
12a, Isthere an established foreign language curricufum or set
of guidelines for your program(s)?
O ves
[ No - SKIP TO QUESTION 13
12b. If yes, was the curricutum or set of guidelines developed
by:
[ Lacal schoot
[ Schoot district
11 Stale level 70
+.J Other (specify)

a
=3

. What type of instructional materials are used?
(Mark yes or no for each item listed )

a Commercially-published textbooks/

WOTKBIOKS vovoseriscrercivsrrrers i s O ves 2 No
. 018

b Teacher-made materials (specify) ..... <[] Yas ] No
¢ Audiovisual malerials (e.g.. films,

filmstrips, slides, videotapes. records,

CDs, audiotapes) ..........ooocecvvvenereenn: ves [0 No
d  Authentic fiterature trom target cuture . [] ves [ No
e Authentic materiais (realia)

(e.g.. bus tickets, movie posters.

nenus, newspapers, magazines,

advortisements from th: *2rget culture) ] yes  :LJ No
f Intemet resources (e.g., internet,

electronic mait, World Wide Web,

IR 141E) J TR I Yes 0O No
g Computer-based insructional

materials (e.g , computer software

programs, interactive video, CD-ROM) [ J Yes >0 No
h  Other iustructional technology

(e.g., salellite broadcasts, interactive _

television, distance learning) .............. U ves 20 Ne
i Other (SPECIY) .overeveuwrnmreeerarcencrivrsereces O ves o

23

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Appendix (—Secondary School $urvey Instrument—1997

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY

Middlie School/junior High and High School Questionnaire

page 5-3

14. How is students' language proficiency assessed?

(For each assessment format listed, please mark whether you
useifornot}

a Oral proficiency interviaws (teacher or
outside evaiuator interviews individual
student to determine student's fluency) [ Yes

21 No

b Student presentations (e.g., student o

prepares presentations/demonstrations
and describes project or product to
demonstrate knowledge in the foreign
T4l TVE: 1o 13 1O

21 No

Authentic activities (e.g., student
describes drawings, conducts
interviews, preser.s commentary and
analysis of nev's items, performs a
skit, writes up investigations) .............

2] No

d Student portfolios (8.g., compilation of
student-selected and/or teacher-
selected work over a set pericd of
time, with rating criteria) .......cco.couveene

A1 0

e Student self-assessment (e.g., student
evaluates his/her fanguage skifls using
oraliwritten seff-evaluations) .............. '

zD No
2[[ No

Translation exercises. ....

Selected-response tests (include
multiple choice, matching, etc., and
consist of distinct items such as
vocabutary words, grammar structures,
etc.) ...

O Yes 200 No

h  Short-answer tests (student is asked to
respond in writing to questions) .. ......

O ves [ no

Other standard exams (e.g., AP
exams, National German Examination,
SAT ll, Japanese Language
Proficiancy Test, etC.) .ecovvvvivecee e

1 Yes
T Yes

2 No
20 No

33

Otner (please describe) ...,

15. What type of sequencing (articulation), if any, exisls so that

language study continues from elementary through the next
level of schooling?

(Mark i~ answer that bast descnibes the sequencing for the
majortty uf the students.)

[ There is no foreign language instr in elemen
schools in our school district. 34

2[J Students who have studied a foreign language in the
eiementary school are placed in exploratory language
¢lasses (general exposure to one or more fanguages
and cuftures).

2[3 Students who have studied a foreign language in the
elementary school are placedin Levell foreign language
classes along with students who have had no prior
contact with the language.

«[1] Students who have studied a foreign language in the
efementary school are placed in a class where the course
content and objectives are designed specifically to
provide continuity from their prior level.

s students who have studied a foreign fanguage in the
elementary schoot are placedin existing, more advanced

classes. but these classes are not necessarily designed
to reflect students’ prior language tevel.

¢[] Students who have studied a foreign language in the
elementary school can enroll in some_subject matter
courses taught in the foreign ianguage.

7[C] Other {specity)

16a, Have any of the language teachers at your school

participated in statf development or inservice teacher
training during the past year?

|D Yes
2] No -~ SKIP TO QUESTION 17 ]

16b. If yes, whatkind? (e.g., language training, methodology

Instruction, student teaching, observing “master
teachers,” language conferences, workshops, etc.)

136 38)




Appendix C—Secondary Schoo!l Survey Instrument—1997

NATIONAL K-12 FOREIGN LANGUAGE SURVEY
Middle School/junior High and High School Questionnaire

page S5-4

17. Please characterize your school's foreign language program
on the following issues.

) Not Applicable
(Mark Qng box for each issue.) Strongly Dissgres
Diszgree
Agres
St A
i am pleased with; rongly Agree l l
a Amount of funding for foreign \
language instruction ............c...... IREINEIERIN ]
(3
b Quality of inservice training for
foreign language teachers ........ .0gO-0-:0 040
¢ Quality of pre-service preparation
of foreign language teachers ...... 0= .0Js0
d Ratio of foreign language
teachers to students ... 3200030
e Quality of 10relgn Ianguage
teaching ... e e 12000 O 50O
{ Quality of foreign language
MALBMIAIS «.ooovvevrreerrenmessiree s (T :00:33

g Quainy of torgign language
curriculum framewori/guidetines (] 2(J :(J -(J sO

h  Sequencing (articulalion) from
elementary into secondary schoot

foreign language classes........... 00000
i Academic counseling for

language class selection ............ 1200 003
i School support for foreign

language instruction .............. .. D00 00
k  Community support for foreign

Janguage instruction ................... (3 :0.0 .00
I Adequacy of foreign language

placement tests... . O O 50 <0 5O
m Adequacy of foreign language

proficiency tests ... ....cceivcun. 0 :0:0:0 -0

n Realistic expectations of the
public/parents regarding foreign

fanyuage instruction ... 5

0-0-:0:0-0
o Othor (specy) ..ovvceccrnevn oo .0 :0«3s0

[E\]

(34 58y

18a. Are the teachers at your school aware of the national
Standards for Foreign Language Learning (1996) and/or
your state’s version of the standards?

303 Yes
=[] No - SKIP TO QUESTION 19 5n

18b. Has the foreign language curricuium at your school
changed because of your awareness of the standards?

O Yes :[J No ey

Additional comments

19, Write below any additional comments or information about
foreign language Instruction in your schoo! or elsewhere in
the state. (We wou'4 be delighted to recsive any additional
information on your program that you wish to send.)

I NOTE

a, We are currently developlng a national directory of foreign
language programs that start before grade 7. Would you like
to be included? (If yes, we will be contacting you for more
{nformation.)

[ Yes 2] No ey
b. If you would like a pamphlet about effective
foreign language Instruction, please mark here. ............ 0.

681

c. If you would like a copy of the survey resuits,
please mark here. 0.
i1
Carg0s (7980

PLEASE RETURN THE SURVEY BY OCTOBER 30, 1996
IN THE ENCLOSED POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE.

Thank you very much for answering this survey!

National K-12 Foreign Language Survey
Center for Applied Linguistics
1118 22nd Street, NW
Washington, DC 20037
Tel. (202) 429-9292 » Fax (202) 659-5641
E-mail: survey@cal.org

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Appendix D—Secondary School Survey Instrument—1987

1987 SECONDARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p. 1

OMB 18500591
Form expires Oecember 1986

SECONDARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTICNNAIRE
TO: Foreign Language Chairperson or Teacher
This questionnaire is about foreign language instruction in your schcol. Please take a few minutes to

complete 1t and return it to us in the postage paid envelope provided Your cooperation is very muc
appreciated. B

I Does your school teach foreign language{s)? YES [J1 —» Skiptoguestion3 NO [J2 ‘

2 if not, would you be interested in having foreign language instruction at your school?

YES [Jv NO [O:2 xz
3. Whatgrades does your schoo! include? (check one answer)
T8 O 912 .o ol .da 8
2 a-: 10-12... oo ..ds
7-12. .33 Other (specify) .... ...... .Os
4. Approximately how many students attend your school? (check one answer)
Fewer than 100 e i 1,000t0 1999 .... ...... .. Im 09
100t0499...... .. e Oa: 20000rmora ............ .. s
500t0999..... ... ..., I3

NOTE: IF YOUR SCHOOL DOES NOT TEACH FOREIGN LANGUAGE(S), YOU DO NOT NEED TO COMPLETE ANY
MORE OF THE SURVEY, PLEASE MAIL IT BACK TO US IN THE ENCLOSED STAMPED ENVELOPE.

5. Approximately what percentage of the students in your school are enrolled in foreign language classes?
(check one answer)

Less than 25%. . .
25% - 49%

o O

50% -74% ....... ......... 03 Qo)
02 L

,,,,,, 75% -100% .

6. Inthe chart below, check each lanquage taught at your school and write in the levels offered {possible
number of years to study a given language) : nd the average number of hours per week spent in the
foreign language class

Example:
LANGUAGE LEVELS OFFERED HOURS PER WEEK
Chinese —I 1-3 5
LANGUAGES LEVELS OFFERED HOURS PERWEEK
Chinese r— 73067
french g:— - T 27 100
German 71— 1 sa
Hebrew Oe—» BTN
italian s —» 1940
lapanese s —»r 53461
Laun Or— 218
Russian 18 —» s s s
Sign Language 9 —» 55 5
Spanish {Jo —» DERoN
Other (speafy) '_
Jx —» B XS
ga— [T
0 —» _ B
P T -t
(e

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Appendix D—Secondary School Survey Instrument—1987

1987 SECONDARY 5CHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p. 2

2
7 What type of roreign language classes are offerea at your school? (check all that apply) W
(uo 1.°5)
Standard (listening, speaking, reading, writtng) . . L. SO ven
Exploratory type (general exposure to one or more languages and cultures). .. .. .. ... .. 02
Literature only. .. P P o
Conversationonly ..... .. . 0 .o . [Oa
Advanced Placement {for college credit). ... . ... Ot 0 £
Honors/Accelerated (other than Advanced Placement) .« ... .. . .. ... .. .. .. ... .. Os
Language for native speakers {e.g., Spanish for Spanish-Speakers) . ................. ..... g
Regular subjects (e.g., history, math, science) taught in the foreign language {specify
language and subject) . ... L e e Os
Other (specify) . ... oo i e (mE]
8. Pleasecheck off approximately how many of your foreign language teachers are:
(check one answer for each line)
NONE SOME MOST ALL
Native speakers of language being taught.... ....... O 0. (] O« i)
Certified for foreign language teaching at the
secondary school fevel. .. .. .. A B B 02 3 s a0
Certified for secondary school teaching but not
specifically for foreign language teaching.... . [ 0: [WE] O Qo)
Notcertifiedatall ............. .. ... .. e O 02 32 Osa on
9. To what extent does the typical language teacher in your school use the foreign language in the
classroom?
Lessthan 50% of thr time ...... ............ (]
50-74% ofthetim .. ...  ..... e 0O: 22
75-100% oftheume. ......... ..... ........ Oz

10. Isthere an established foreign language curricuum or set of guidelines fer your program?
YES O1 NO [12 on

11. Whattype of instructional materials are used? (check all that apply)

Commercially published textbooks/workbaoks (Iist titles and publishers; attach separate page

itneeded) .. ...... . . . . ... .00 Lo L o o Oy e
Computer-assisted instructional materiais (list names of software programs; attach separate
page if needed) . . P . - o . .. (MH

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE 101
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Appendix D—Secondary School Survey Instrument—-1987

1. (cont.)

Films, filmstrips, slides, videotapes, records, audiotapes . . R L. ... ... Oz
Commercially made foreignlanguage games (e.g, Lotto, Strabble,etc).. . .. . . ... ... [Ja
Teacher-made materials ..... ..... A e e e s
Other (specify) . ...... e e e o e Os

12, Inwhich of the following activities do some of your students participate? (check ail that apply)

Penpal activities .. .. ... ...... N .. . Rk
Local field trips to foreign language plays, festivais, or culturalevents, . ............ .. e Oa2
Local, state, or national foreign language contests or awards programs . ... .......... ... ... Os
Language camps (weekend retreats, or week or month-longcamps)...................... .. e
School-sponsored trips to foreign countries during summer or schoolyear... .. .............. s
Student exchange programsg for studyabroad................. ............ R s
Noneoftheabove . ... ... ... . . o e e e a-
Other (specify) ... ... . e e Os

1987 SECONDARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p.3

(26:25}

13. What type of sequencing, if any, is planned for language study to continue from elementary through
secondary school? (Check one answer that best describes the sequencing for the maiority of the

students )

There is nno foreign lanquage tnstruction in elementary schools in our school district. ....... ..., O

Students who have studied a foreign language iri the elementary school are placed in Level ! foretgn
language classes along with students who have had no prior contact with the language .... [}2

Students who have studied a foreign language in the elementary school can enroll ina classin
junior high/middie school where the course content and objectives are designed specificatly to

meet their priorlevel ... .. .. ... . e e e Lo [3

Students who have studied a foreign language in the elementary school can enroll in more advanced

classes in junior high/middle school, but these classes do not necessarily reflect students’ prior
languagelevel. .. .. Oa

tudents who have studied a foreign language in the elementary school can enroll in some subiect
matter courses taughtun the foreignianquage ingrades 7-12.° ....... ... ......... Os

Qther (specify) .. . .. e e Os

28)

14 Have any of the the fanguage teachers at your school participated in staff development or inservice

teacher training during the past year?

YES ]+ —» |Ifyes, whatkind? (e.g., language training, m<thodology NO []:
instruction, student teaching, observing “master teachers,”
language conferences, workshops, etc.)

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Appendix D—Secondary School Survey Instrument—1987

1987 SECONDARY SCHOOL FOREIGN LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE, p. 4

5 What are the major oroblems you see confront:ng fareign language instruction 1n your s¢nool?
{Check the three ~cstserious problems)

Shortage of funding . A . g Paor academic counseling Co iJ9
'nadequate (nservice training . . j: Lack of school support S oo de
Poorly trained teachers AP 3 Lack of community support ... ........ Ox
Not enough teachers . .. .. . la Inadequate pfacementtests . . ... .. Or
<ack of quality matenials. ..., .. . s Inadequate proficiency tests . o ..o On
cack of established curriculum or guidetines .. Js Unrealistic expectations of pubiic ... .. ... 0
‘nadequate sequencing from elementary Other (specify) . . . A |

into secondary school classes ... O 436
inadequate sequencing from secandary

intocallegeclasses .. ... .. .. ... ... Os

16. Additional comments or information about innovative foreign language programs in your schooi or
elsewhere in the state:

I
=

Ccoood-
onnon

A
a
&

Plaase fill in the following information in case follow-up i1s needed. All of your responses will be kept

confidential,

Name: School Name:
Position: Schoot Address:
School Telephone:  { }

NOTE: We are currently developing an information netweork on foreign language programs 10 each state.
May we include your name and school?

YEsS Q1 NO[J:

Thank you very much for answering this survey Please return it by December 8, 1986, n the en¢ Jsed
stamped envelope. If you would like a copy of the results, please check here. 7] K

Aoeed9"R)

“a{0]{Fas

Canter for Language Education and Research
Center for Applied Linguistice
1118 22nd Street, NW
Washington, D.C 20037

(202) 423-9292

93
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Appendix E—Number of Schiools Selected Per State

State Elementary Schools Secondary Schools
Alabama - 58 57
Alaska 55 51
Arizona 58 56
Arkansas 58 56
California 60 59
Colorado 58 57
Connecticut 58 56
Delaware 50 43
District of Columbia 51 42
Florida 59 58
Georgia 59 58
Hawaii 54 45
Idaho 56 53
Hinois 60 59
Indiana 59 58
lowa 58 57
Kansas 58 57
Kentucky 58 57
Louisiana 59 57 -
Maine 57 - 54
Maryland 59 57
Massachusetts 59 57
Michigan 59 59
Minnesota 59 57
Mississippi 57 56
Missouri 59 58
Montana 57 53
Nebraska 58 55
Nevada 55 49
New Hampshire 56 51 o
New Jersey 59 58
New Mexico 57 54
New York 60 - 59
North Carolina 59 58
North Dakota 55 50
Ohio 59 59
Oklahoma 58 58
Oregon 58 56
Pennsylvania 59 59
Rhode Island 54 47
South Carolina 58 56
Scuth Dakota 56 52
Tennessee 59 57
Texas 60 59
Utah 57 54
Vermont 55 46
Virginia 59 58
Washington 59 58
West Virginia 57 55
Wisconsin 59 58
Wyoming 54 48
TOTAL 2932 2797
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National Foreign Language Survey

Tests for Statistical Significance
Data from 1987 and 1997 were analyzed for significant increases or decreases over time. Tests
for statistical significance, often referred to as a t-test for means and proportions, were conducted
by Market Facts, Inc. Tests for statistical significance were calculated using the weighted data
with a p value of <.05. The formula for tests of significance takes into account the Design Effcct,
or DEFF, which is the effect on variance due to disproportionate sampling. The formula used to
calculate statistical significance for differences in proportions was:

I_P:

fe—dnlf:

V(PI—P‘.‘)

Where p,= Proportion at time 1 (1987)
P.= Proportion at time 2 (1997)

v(R—R%fﬂ:fﬁpgnq+“q;ékpa#0

R

Where 5, = Weighted base size (1987)
n. = Weighted base size (1997)

DEFF =1+CV.

Where C'V, is the coefficient of variation of the weights

The formula to calculate statistical significance for difference in means was:

- X2Xo

IS DEFF)+ S (DEFF)
Y #, .
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Appendix G—Formula for Obtaining Enroliment Figures

Mean # of FL students

101,411

Origin of 42,02
1,534

+ 64,500
=2.38%

100 - 2.38 =42.02

Elementary Schools

473 = 101,411
# of schoals (weighted) total # of students cnrolied in for. lang in U.S.
secondary schools

42.02 multiplier = 4,261,290
total # of students enrolled in for. lang. in U.S.
elementary schools

Total respondents (unweighted) to survey
Total elementary schools in counitry (MDR, 1997)
Percentage of elementary schools represented by this survey

Multiplier to obtain national sample equivalent

Public Elementary Schools

2448

Mean # of FI students

66.096

X

X

270 = 66,096
i of pub. schools (weighted) # of students enrolled in foreign languages in
270 public elementary schools

42.02 = 2,777,354
multiplier total # of students nationally enrolled in for.
lang. in public elementary schools

Private Elementary Schools

174.4

Mean # of FL students

35,403

377.4

Mean # of FL students

521,567

Orlgin of 23.2:
1,650

+ 38,309
=4.31%

X

203 = 35,403
# of priv, schonls (weighted) i of students enrolled in for. lang. in 203 private
elemenlary schools

42.02 = 1,487,634

multiplier total # of students nationally enrolled in for.
lang. in private elementary schools

Secondary Schools

1,382 521,567

# of schools (weighted) # of students enrolled in for. lang. in 1,382
schools

23.2 = 12,100,354

multiplier total # of students enrolled in for. lang. in U.S,

secondary schools

Total respondents (unweighted) to survey
Total secondary schools in country (MDR, 1997)
Percentage of secondary schools represented by this survey

100 + 4.31 = 23.2 Multiplier to obtain national sample equivalent




Appendix G—Formula for Obtaining Enrollment Figures

Public Secondary Schools
3R2.5 x 1,193 =
Mean # of FL students # of pub. schools (weighted)

456,323 X 232

multiplier

Private Secondary Schools

346.5 x 188 ‘ =
Mean # of FL students # of priv. schnals (weighted)

65,142 x  23.2 =

multiplier

97

456,323
# of students enrolled in foreign languages in
1,193 public secondary schools

- 10,586,693

total # of students nationally enrolled in for,
lang. in public secondary schools

65,142
# of students enrolled in for. lang. in 188 private
secondary schools

1,511,294
total # of students nationally enrolled in for.
lang. in private secondary schools

Middle School-Junior High/Senior High/Combined Schools

The same procedure was used for obtaining the middle school-junior high/senior high/combined comparisons. The
total number of weighled schools used in the calculation is slightiy different from the total for the secondary schools
above because this data is based on the total number of respondents who answered the question concerning the grade

levels in their school.

The calculations are as follows:
# of weighted schools: 1,377
376.2x 1,377 = 518,027
518,027 x 23.26 = 12,049,308

Origin of 23.26
1,645+ 38,309 = 4.3%

Middle school-junior high schools
298 x 439 = 130,822
130,822 x 23.26 = 3,042,920

Senior high schools
475.2 x 655 = 311,256
311,256 x 23.26 = 7,239,815

Combined schools
274 x 266 = 72,884
72,884 x 23.26 = 1,695,282




8

214.4
+ 406.2
=53%

377.4
=716
=5%%

Appendix H--Formula for Obtaining Percentages of Students
Enroiled in Language Classes at a Glven Time

Elementary
Mean # of students studying FL (weighted)
Mean # of students in all respending schools (weighted)
Approximate % of students at any given time enrolled in foreign language classes in a school

Public 244.8 - 465.7 = 53%
Private 174.4 + 235.5 = 74%

Sccondary
Mean # of students studying FL (weighted)
Mean it of students in all responding schools (weighted)
Approximate % of students at any given time renrolfed in foreign language classes in a school

Public 382~ 756 = 51%
Private 346.5 + 445.7 = 78%

A
[ i)
<O




99

ERIC—Educational Resources informmaiion Center

The Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) is a nationwide information network
that aims to improve educational practice by providing ready access to current, high-quality
education literature, ERIC maintains the world’s largest database of education-related
materials. The ERIC database is available woildwide via the Internet, CD-ROM, and monthly
printed indexes.

ERIC also provides direct assistance to those seeking information on education through its
network of subject-specific clearinghouses, each of which offers a question-answering
service and provides a wide range of free and low-cost publications on current topics in
education.

The ERIC Clearinghouse on Languages and Linguistics (ERIC/CLL) collects and disseminates
informatior related to foreign language education, the teaching and learning of English as a
second language, bilingual education, and all aspects of linguistics. In addition to the
Language in Education series, ERIC/CLL publishes a semiannua! newsletter, the ERIC/CLL
News Bulletin; a quarterly electronic newsletter, ERIC/CLL Language Links; a series of 1500-
word information digests on current topics in language education; one-sheet
minibibliographies; and online resource guides.

ERIC/CLL is operated by the Center for Applied Linguistics, a private non-profit organiza-
tion, with funding from the Naticnal Library of Education of the U. S. Department of
Education’s Office of Educational Research and Improvement.

Further information on the publications, services, and other activities of ERIC/CLL can be
obtained via mail, telephone, e-mail, or our Web site.

ERIC Clearinghouse on Languages and Linguistics
4646 40" Street NW

Washington, DC 20016-1859

800-2,6-9834

202-362-0700, ext. 204

eric@cal.org

http://www.cal.org/ericcll
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Language in Education: Theory and Practice

Language in Education: Theory and Practice is the monograph series of the ERIC Clearinghouse on Lan-
guages and Linguistics. The LIE series covers topics in fordig 1 language education, English as a second
language, bilingual education, language variation, adult ESL literacy, refugee and immigrant education,
and child language acquisition. The following LIE titles are available from Delta Systems Co., Inc.

* Adult Biliteracy in the United States

¢ The American Bilingual Tradition

» Approaches to Adult ESL Literacy Instruction

¢ Assessing Success in Family Litéracy Projects

* Cooperative Learning; A Response to Linguistic and Cultural Diversity

* ESL Through Content-Area Instruction: Mathematics, Science, Social Studies

* Foreign Language Assessment in Grades K-8: An Annotated Bibliography of Assessment Instruments
* From the Classroom to the Community: A Fifteen-Year Experiment in Refugee Education

¢ Immigrant Learneis and Their Families: Literacy to Connect the Generations

* Literacy and Language Diversity in the United States

* Making Meaning, Making Change: Participatory Curriculum Development for Adult ESL Literacy

* Making the Connection: Language and Academic Achievement Among African American Students
¢ Profiles in Two-Way Immersion Education

¢ Talking Shop: A Curriculum Sourcebook for Participatory Adult ESL

¢ Through the Golden Door: tducational Appruaches for Immigrant Adolescents with Limited
Schooling

¢ Writing Our Lives: Reflections on Dialogue Journal Writing with Adults Learning English

Order from

Delta Systems Co., Inc.

1400 Miller Parkway

McHenry, IL 60050

1-800-323-8270 (in lllinois call 1-815-363-3582)
http://www.delta-systems.com

Out-of-print titles in the series have been archived in the ERIC database of educational materials and
can be ordered on microfiche or in hard copy from EDRS.

ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS)
7420 Fullerton Road, Suite 170

Springfield, VA 22153-2852

1-800-443-3742

http://edrs.com

For a complete list of titles, contact ERIC/CLL.
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Nancy C. Rhodes and Lucinda E. Branaman

“This survey complements enrollment statistics by allowing one to see
informotion on curriculum and instruction in foreign lanquage programs.
The breakdown for some of the information by regions is particularly useful
for many different consumers: the regional boards for planning purposes,
supervisors and teachers for better view of their geographical area, and
national organizations for program focus. This book is a must read for
anyone interested in the future of foreign language education in this country."
June X. Phillips

Director, National Stondards in Fareign Language Education Project
Dean, Weber State University, Ogden, UT

This update of the Center for Rpplied Linguistics’ national survey of foreign
language education offers a valuable contribution to the language education
profession. Results of the survey reveal current patterns and shifts in
enrollment, lanquages and programs offered, curricula used, teacher
qualifications and training, and reactions to national reform issues.

The survey replicates CAL’s survey of 1987, allowing accurate comparisons
between teaching practices a decade ago and today. '
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