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Abstract

This descriptive study combined wide-scale survey data with qualitative analysis to explore the
preparation of teachers of English language learners (ELLs) in institutions of higher education
throughout the U.S. The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE)
disseminated a survey to its member institutions and website users designed to ascertain the
breadth and depth of preparation programs for teachers of ELLs, garnering 417 usable responses.
The National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education built on this data by comparing AACTE’s
findings to its analysis of both state-level bilingual education teacher licensure requirements and
the content of courses required by institutions of higher education for a degree and/or licensure
in bilingual education. Licensure and course requirements were categorized according to areas
of knowledge, and revealed that while typically emphasizing the areas of pedagogy and
cultural/linguistic diversity, by contrast, the area of linguistics receives less emphasis at both
state and institutional levels. At the state level, while there is great variance in the ways in which -
~ states mandate requirements for bilingual education teacher licensure, the requirements dictated
by the states do impact the programming that occurs in institutions of higher education. And at
the institutional level, it was found that programs vary in the depth of their coverage of areas of
knowledge; in specific, bachelor’s programs were found to be more likely to cover studies within
an area of knowledge through a broad overview or survey course that may combine various -
topics or areas within a single course. Findings indicate further that only a small minority of
institutions of higher education offer a program specifically to prepare bilingual education
teachers, and fewer than 1/6™ of institutions studied require preparation for mainstream teachers.
regarding the education of ELLs. L

-
ERIC

4




TABLE OF CONTENTS

It rOQUCH DM cerereereraerereeraranrereasereesesansoneessrsssssesseransesensasansstossorassasessansessesessssstensrssssesonssssssesossasntansss 1
Literature Review .. reeeeessressererereereseritesetaststesteerereiaretestararteessanrersessnassesass 3
The Need for ngh Qual]ty Teachers .......................................................................................... 4
State Licensure of Bilingual/ESL TeaChEIS ....ccviiiioeeiiiei et seeeeeee e s e eree s seneaee e 5
Bilingual/ESL Teacher Preparation and Professional Development ......ooveeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeaeaeean 6
Standards fOr TEAChETS OF FLLLLS c.uuvvieeieeeeeieeeee et s e e e ee s ae e e s sbae s e seaan s e s enteesntessnanesnenens 7
Balancing Quantity With QUAlity ......cceeeeiiiiieiieiii ettt e re e etr e e eeenebeses s saneees 7
The MATRIX: A Theoretical Framework for Bilingual Education Teacher Preparation. 10
KNOWIEdEE OF PeAABOZY ..ottt ettt e e et e e e e e e 10
KNOWIEAEE OFf TINZUISTICS cvvcreeeieeeieeceeiesceeteesevee s eeeteesessseeesesasessentrsseessesesesseneessessnanessssssanens 11
Knowledge of Cultural & LinguiStic DIVEISILY ...ccovevernrmiiirreieiinieieeiineeiineeieeenen et eeren—————————— 12
‘Study Design & MethOdOlOZY .....eveeeereerereerercererereresressssioiornseesereesssesserssseresssssssanes Verieveresseraeseseas 13
AACTE SHUAY .ot et e et ae e e e snae e e ——— 13
NCBE Study: Requirements for Degrees and/or LICENSUIE ......oocvvvivreieieeieieeieeieeeeeeneeeeeneenane 14
The MAtTIX .ooooveeeeciieceieeecerie ettt eee e ennene et eereeeerebereetaeeeieiaraateeeneataraeeeeararees 15
FINAINgS....cierceisccrirenisncsarecssnssansncssrssansans feeeieneereressesersrerasteres eereresserens 17
Preparation of Mainstream Educators to Teach ELLS .o e 17
Characteristics of Bilingual Education and TESOL Programs........cccccccoeeevneeees irrereereieresionons 20
"Degrees Offered ..ccommmvieenvvieeiiereeeieenenn e eeereeere e teee e e steeennntesenrnteneeans e 20
TLOCALION 1oiiviiveeceietiirerieeeeeeeeeeeseeissenssbsseani aerereessheesesessen tosassssseressssssesrnennsans rvreererrnraenieenas 20
AdMISSIONS CIITETIA oottt ee e e ——— 21
Language SpecialiZation ..........cc.eiieeeeeioieiessiee e eeereeeestee s et eeenres e eesaereseesreeeean e raeaans 22
Findings: Bilingual Education Licensure Requirements ........ceceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeens eeessranseressssrensees 23
Varieties of State Requirements for Bilingual Education LiCENSUre ..........coovvevevinivrinnvinrennenee. 23
Knowledge of PEAagO@y ... ...ooooieee et a e 25
KNOWIEdEE OF LINZUISTICS ... eceveeiereres it eeeeteeeeeete e e eeseie e e e eeeessabaeesssnbaes s sanaeesannesssntasesansens 26
Knowledge of Cultural and LinguiStic DIVEISILY ....ccoovviviviirieeeie e 28
Findings: Course REQUIFEIMENLS ....ccerverererrereeteteeteteetessssasssssssrsossasassssessasassssessstasastassssosssesssssoross 29
Analysis of IHE Program ReqUIr€mMeEntS..........uveeiieeoueeereeeeieeeeeeeeeeeneeeeeeeeeeeemeeeeeeeaer e e s 30
KNOWICAEC Of POAAZOZY ...cooieeeieeeeeeeeeeee ettt et s et s ee st s sente s s meaessanee 32
Knowledge Of LINGUISTICS ......coeviiiviiiircirieieseeseeeeeeesesteessaetes st eecenaeaesseessessesseeesestessesaseessnns 34
Knowledge of Cultural & Linguistic Dlver51ty .................................................................... 36
Differences between Degree ProgramiS.. ..o eiiiieicicieeiei v eeirttr e e e eeecenreaeee e eerareeeassennrees 37
Discussion & IMpPlCATIONS.........eeeeeeeeiceeremeererserssserseressssssssnscsssssasassssssssssssassas .. 40
Explanation of TErMINOLOZY .....c.cccicerrnreoreemiiereeieteeeeasssasosssssssssasstestossatarsstarastssessssssosssessssssssoes 43
SHUAEIIES ...ttt ettt e et e e e e s e et reees s e ssatte s et sssanteaeesesbaseesessaesssntnsaesessasraneeseranraeaesoas 43
Program MOEIS. ....ooomeeieeiec ettt et e et erae e s s nt e seesesonaasaesessneessneeseesbesesanenesns 43
Insititution of Higher EAUCAtION .......ooiiiiii e e 45
REFEIEIICES c.eveerereerereerercrrorerrrreesereseasassessrsosersorrrsossntonsasessatesassassossrsssesssssssassssssessasansasassasssssssssosorees 46

EMC

5




Tables and Figures

Figure 1. Number of SCDEs with Bilingual Education and/or TESOL Programs........ccoeeveeue... 17

Table 1. SCDEs Requiring Courses Addressing LEP [ssues, by Program and Degrees levels.... 19

Table 3. Admissions Criteria for a Degree/License or Endorsement in Bilingual Education....... 21

Table 4. State Certification Requirements — Pedagogy .....ccceevveivirerrieeiereieee e e 25
Table 5. State Certification Requirements — LINGUISTICS vvveieverrereerrerieeravurrersveeesssnsesesssssesssneesenne 26
Table 6. State Certification Requirements — Cultural and Linguistic DIVErsity....cccocvvervvvecreeenen. 28
Figure 2. IHE Course Requirements for a Degree or Licensure in Bilingual Education.............. 31
Figure 3. Knowledge of Cultural & Linguistic Diversity by Degree Level ......oovvvvveviiieercnenns 39

e
@ The Preparation and Certification of Teachers of LEP Students Eﬂ..cm
§



Table of Appendices

Appendix A: AACTE Survey Instrument

Appendix B: Institutions with Bilingual Education Programs by State and Degree
Appendix C: Institutions with TESOL Programs by State and Degree

Appendix D: Institutions with Bilingual and TESOL Programs by State
Appendix E: Bilingual Education Programs by Language Group Specialization

@
The Preparation and Certification of Teachers of L EP Students Eﬂg
'




Introduction

The successful implementation of education reform efforts is fully reliant on the presence in
our schools of high quality teachers for all students, including English language learners (ELLs,
also known as limited English proficient or LEP students). However, there is currently a
shortage of teachers prepared to work with this population of students (for an explanation of
terms used in this document pertaining to these students, please see page 43). Dramatic efforts to
increase the quantity of teachers in the U.S. need to be balanced with equal efforts to cultivate
teachers of the highest caliber. In response to this need for quality at a time when there is great
pressure for quantity, research was conducted by the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual
Education (NCBE) of The George Washington University in partnership with the American
Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE). This research investigated current
practices in the preparation of teachers for English language learners in institutions of higher -
education (IHEs) and in state-level requirements for teaching licensure.

Though this study focuses on the preparation of bilingual teachers in greatest detail, daté
were also gathered pertaining to the preparation that mainstream teachers are required to receive
in order to teach ELLs. In particular, the characteristics of bilingual teacher preparation
programs across the nation were ascertained by AACTE. In addition, data were collected by
AACTE to determine what coursework is required of mainstream teachers in an IHE that
addresses the educational needs of English language learners.

NCBE investigated and analyzed the preparation of bilingual teachers, as it is shaped by both
state-level teacher licensure requirements and by the course requirements of future bilingual
teachers in IHEs. NCBE gathered data regarding the nature and scope of courses that are
required in IHEs towards degrees and/or licensure for bilingual teachers. These requirements
were analyzed by NCBE in light of state requirements for bilingual teacher licensure. Taken
together, the data that were gathered by NCBE and AACTE provide a national portrait of the
preparation received by bilingual and mainstream teachers in the education of English language
learners.

This project was funded by the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages
Affairs (OBEMLA) of the U.S. Department of Education. The following questions address the

content of courses for teachers of ELLs, and served to guide the investigation:
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e What are the different topics covered by the course offerings?
¢ How many course offerings are there under each topic?
¢ What is the level of generality or specificity for each topic and course?

e What are the different programs into which the institution has organized its course
offerings and degrees?

¢ How do courses correspond to certification requirements that may exist in the area?

¢ To what degree are the courses institutionalized?

This analysis of course requirements offers descriptive information regarding the nature of
teacher preparation across the country in the education of English language learners. The
research findings presented here are intended to inform practitioners and policymakers, and

guide future policy, research; and [HE program design.
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Literature Review

The number of students in our schools who are English language learners has been growing
at an average annual rate five times that of the total enrollment for over a decade. While
advances have been made during that time to promote the effective education of ELLs, the body
of teachers most qualified to accommodate their needs has been unable to match their growth.
Data on an impending teacher shortage crisis in the U.S. estimates that two million new teachers
will be needed over the next ten years. The primary reasons cited for the shortage are that more
teachers are reaching retirement age today than at anytime in the last fifty years, while nearly
30% of new teachers leave the profession within five years (Darling-Hammond, 1999).

This trend has had a profound impact on the education of ELL students. In 1994, the
Government Accounting Office reported a shortage of 175,000 bilingual teachers (GAO, 1994).
This is further supported by findings from the Urban Teacher Collaborative, as follows:

At the elementary level ... Bilingual educators are also in immediate demand:(67.5%), as
. are English as a Second Language (ESL) teachers (60%) [of responding districts] (The
Urban Teacher Collaborative, 2000).

Although recent changes in demographics dictate that half of all teachers may anticipate
educating an English language learner during their career (McKeon, 1994), currently only 2.5%
of all teachers who instruct English language learners possess a degree in English as a Second
Language (ESL) or bilingual education; only 30% of all teachers with English language learners
in their classrooms have received any professional development in teaching these students
(NCES, 1997). In a climate of accountability to the high standards that states and school districts
have recently set for students and their teachers, teacher preparation has become a target for

national reform efforts as a means to ensure the ability of

teachers. Teacher preparation has

It is clear that resolving the shortage of teachers for ELLs is || become a target for
national reform efforts
as a means to ensure the

clear is that developing teachers of the highest quality must ability of all teachers.

a necessary part of successful school reform. What is equally

serve as the foundation of this aim. -
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The Need for High Quality Teachers

At a time when students are expected to achieve to higher standards than ever before, the
need for high quality teachers in our public schools is of increasing concern. In 1996, the
National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future exposed many of the problems
concerning the quality of public school teachers in the U.S., particularly with regard to their
preparation to teach, and galvanized a renewed belief in the important role that teachers play in

student achievement. They write:

Roughly % of newly hired American teachers lack the qualifications for their jobs. More
than 12% of new hires enter the classroom without any formal training at all, .and
another 14% arrive without fully meeting state standards (National Commission on

Teaching and America’s Future, 1996, p. 9).

The National Commission’s report identifies teacher expertise as the “single most important
' féétor” in predicting student achievement, and found that fully trained teachers are far more
‘effective than teachers who are not prepared (National Commission, 1996, p.12). In the wake of
the Commission’s report, much research has been generated in support of the notion that teachers
can and do make a difference in student achievement. For example, Linda Darling-Hammond
and Deborah Ball found that teachers’ education, certification, knowledge and experience are
measures of their effectiveness; well-prepared teachers affected student outcomes as much as
socioeconomic factors (Darling-Hammond & Ball, 1998, p. 2).

A recent study by the Education Trust emphasizes the influence of teachers’ deep content
knowledge on teacher effectiveness. The Education Trust analyzed research findings from

Tennessee, Texas, Massachusetts and Alabama to draw the following conclusion:

The difference between a good and a bad teacher can be a full level of achievement in a

single school year (Education Trust, 1998, p. 3).

In addition to offering further support for the importance of teachers’ content knowledge and
basic skills, the Education Trust posits that the third key criterion for teacher effectiveness is
their ability to teach what they know. However, there is little research identifying the knowledge

and skills of teaching that teachers must possess to be effective.
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State Licensure of Bilingual/ESL Teachers

State licensure requirements are currently the primary gatekeeper to ensure the quality of
new teachers for English language leamers in our public schools. However, 12 states currently
require neither ESL nor bilingual education certification or endorsement (McKnight & Antunez,
1999). In spite of a significant population of ELLs in Pennsylvania, for example, teachers of
these students are not required by the state to have received preparation in this area. As a result,
in the School District of Philadelphia, which currently educates over 10,000 English language
learners, only a minority of the District’s ESL or bilingual teachers were prepared to teach ELLs
prior to entering the classroom. Furthermore, the national shortage of ESL and bilingual teachers
acts as a disincentive to these states to require licensure in this area, as states and districts would
then need to grapple with even greater difficulties filling vacancies.

In the states that do have licensure requirements for teachers of English language learners,
researchers acknowledge that there are many problems with the testing practices that states
currently employ. The current tests states use to assess all new teachers have received a great
deal of criticism for their lack of emphasis on content knowledge, their low standards, and the
many loopholes allowing states to circumvent the tests (Education Week, 2000). Even though
researchers have yet to agree upon the best assessment of what new teachers know and are able
to do, many agree that current state testing practices are not good enough. The problems
identified include:

¢ Only 29 states require teachers to take tests in the subject area they will teach (Education

Week, 2000)

e Tests do not certify that teachers have the breadth and depth of subject knowledge to
teach all students to high standards and are inadequate to measure teaching skill. The
majority of tests are multiple-choice assessments of basic skills, dominated by high-
school level material with no evidence of content at the baccalaureate level (Education
Trust, 1999).

¢ Numerous loopholes exist: Certain states require that prospective teachers only answer
half of the questions on teacher exams correctly (Education Trust, 1999), states allow
new teachers into the classroom who have failed licensure exams, states that require
teachers to pass exams in the subject areas they will teach can waive those requirements,
and districts can hire new teachers who have not met licensure requirements through
emergency certification (Education Week, 2000).

o
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Bilingual/ESL Teacher Preparation and Professional Development

New attention is being paid to teacher preparation and development as a solution to the
problem of teacher quality in the U.S. The current shortage of teachers, particularly teachers of
English language learners, places new demands on teacher preparation and inservice professional
development programs to cultivate a pool of teachers able to effectively teach English language
learners. Not only must such programs respond to the demand for teachers in innovative ways,
quality must remain at the core of program goals.

Training for teachers of English language learners must go beyond incorporation of research
on effective professional development to also provide teachers with the knowledge-and

' dnderstanding of content and language learning that is necessary in order to meet the specific

needs of English language learners. These critical elements are identified in the following:

Teachers need to understand basic constructs of bilingualism and second language .
development, the nature of language proﬁciency, the role of the first language and
culture in learning, and the demands that mainsffeam education places on culturally
diverse students (Clair, 1993). Teachers need to contfnually reassess what schooling
means in the context of a plufalistic society; the relationships between teachers and
learners; and attitudes and beliefs about language, culture, and race (Clair, Adger, Short
& Millen, 1998; Gonzélez & Darling-Hammond, 1997). Moreover, teachers need a
“vision of students as capable individuals for whom limited English proficiency does not
signify deficiency and for whom limited academic skills do not represent an incurable
situation” (Walqui, 1999). Finally, promising professional development in culturally
diverse schools assumes that combining content, ESL, and bilingual teachers would make
complementary knowledge and perspectives available to everyone (Adger & Clair, 1999,

Clair, 1998; Gonzalez & Darling-Hammond, 1997).

Clearly, the demands placed upon teachers of English language learners are great. Not only
must these teachers possess the deep subject-matter knowledge required in order for ELLs to
mecet grade-level content standards, but they must also possess the pedagogy to enable these
students to access the knowledge and skills contained in the standards, and they must have a

thorough understanding of their students’ language acquisition processes.
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Standards for Teachers of ELLs

While much further research is needed, there is a growing body of knowledge defining the
attributes of high quality teaching for all students, including those who are English language
learners. Promising teacher preparation and professional development programs are based upon
what we know about effective teaching (Rueda, 1998). In specific, several groups have now
delineated these attributes in standards for teachers of English language learners. The following
organizations have all developed such standards:

e National Association of Bilingual Education (NABE) Professional Standards for the
Preparation of Bilingual/Multicultural Teachers (1992)

e National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) English as a New
Language Standards (1998)

o Center for Research on Education, Diversity & Excellence (CREDE) Standards for
Effective Teaching Practice ( 1998)

e Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) Pre-K-12 ESL Teacher
Education Standards (forthcoming)

These standards build upon general education program standards, such as those produced by
the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) and by the Office of
Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) of the U.S. Department of Education, to
specifically address the needs of ELLs. They address such features as language proficiency in
- two languages, an understanding of the impact of students’ cultures on their learning, and how to
aid students in the development of their language abilities. Increasingly, such standards are
being used as the foundation for state licensure, teacher preparation and professional

development programs to ensure that these programs are inclusive of the LEP population.

Balancing Quantity with Quality
Efforts to curtail the shortage

of teachers must balance the

resolve the national shortage of teachers. As indicated || need for quantity with an
emphasis on quality.

The issue of teacher quality is at odds with efforts to

in the above discussion of the shortage of teachers for

English language learners, school districts have

responded to the teacher shortage by lowering their standards for entering the teaching

EMC
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profession. Regarding teacher licensure, the teacher shortage undermines efforts to improve the
quality of teachers by placing pressure on states and districts to hire non-certified teachers, place
teachers in positions for which they were not trained (“out-of-field teaching”), and circumvent
testing requirements.

Conversations about the teacher shortage crisis offer remedies that could directly oppose and
weaken efforts to ensure the quality of new teachers. As states and school districts scramble to
fill vacant classrooms, they are pushed to lower the standards for becoming a teacher. For
example, the numerous back doors into teaching and the “loopholes” mentioned above allow
states and districts to hire teachers who are untrained and/or insufficiently prepared to teach
students, including ELLs, to high standards.

Effective teacher preparation and professional development offers the opportunity to improve

.the quality of teachers in U.S. public schools. However, although there have been major
advances in the research on teacher preparation and professional development and exemplary
new programs created, the training that most teachers receive continues to be inadequate to meet
the demands placed upon them. In their cdmprehensive investigation of research in this field,

Diane August and Kenji Hakuta (1997) conclude:

However, despite advances in some programs, the research on staff development and
preservice programs concludes that there is a marked mismatch between what we know
about effective professional development and what is actually available to most teachers.
Although there has been a paradigm shift in theoretical approaches to professional
development, these approaches are not well established in practice. For example, most
inservice professional development continues to take the form of short-term, superficial
workshops that expose teachers to various concepts without providing the depth of
treatment or connection to practice necessary for lasting effects (August & Hakuta, 1997,

p- 255).

It is evident that much work needs to be done to ensure that teachers of English language
learners receive preparation and development that is aligned with recent research findings.

Several initiatives are shedding light on teacher preparation and development programs. For
example, the Center for Research on Education, Diversity and Excellence (CREDE) recently

compiled a national directory of exemplary preservice and inservice programs that effectively
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prepare ESL, bilingual, and mainstream teachers to work with linguistically and culturally
diverse students. Research in this direction offers promising insights on the current successes
and challenges in preparation and development programs for teachers of English language
learners.

While addressing the shortage of teachers of ELLs, the accurate assessment of new teachers
requires that we also develop our understanding of what effective teaching is. It is possible that
organizations such as the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards will guide this
exploration in their articulation of teaching standards and their assessment of teachers’ abilities.
These efforts need to be evaluated and supported further.. .

The research studies mentioned above note the direct impact that teacher quality has on
student performance. Cultivating one new teacher to perform to high standards through effective
preparation impacts every student that teacher encounters during his or her career. Augmenting
the quality of teachers is critical to improving student performance. The next section of this
report identifies key components of the knowledge base that teacher preparation programs must

cultivate in teachers of ELLs.
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The MATRIX: A Theoretical Framework
for Bilingual Education Teacher Preparation

Teaching English language learners requires preparation above and beyond training required
of teachers in an English-only setting. As shall be detailed in the methodology section, a marrix
was developed for the purposes of this study that delineates three critical areas of knowledge that
must be included in the preparation of bilingual education teachers: Knowledge of Pedagogy,
Knowledge of Linguistics, and Knowledge of Cultural and Linguistic Diversity. The purpose of
this section is to offer the theoretical foundation for the matrix that was developed. A short
outline of each of the topics within the matrix follows, with a rationale for why each topic is

deemed important to bilingual education teacher preparation.

Knowledge of Pedagogy

All teachers need to be trained in best practices in order to convey their knowledge to
‘students. It is imperative that teachers of ELLs be exposed to a variety of instructional methods. -
for teaching literacy and content. Instructors in bilingual programs teach both the native language
and English, and teach content area subject matter through two languages -- often in complex .
combinations. It is imperative that teacher preparation programs expose teachers to all of these
different methodologies, and to the most effective methods for promoting student achievement in
English literacy, native language literacy, and content area knowledge.

In addition to methodology, it is important for teachers to receive preparation in the
development and use of curriculum and materials specific to bilingual education programs. As
instructional methods in bilingual education settings differ from methods used in English-only
settings, so too do curricula and materials differ in bilingual education settings. Often, curricula
and materials are not provided that are specifically intended for a bilingual education setting; in
these cases, the teacher must know how to adapt the existing curricula and materials. In other
cases, a bilingual education teacher needs to participate in the development and implementation
of a curriculum and corresponding materials for a bilingual setting. In either case, it is
imperative that the teacher has experience and knowledge regarding curricula and materials that
are appropriate for bilingual education.

In light of the current focus on student assessment and accountability in national education

reform efforts, and given the numerous issues that arise in the assessment of ELLs, IHEs must
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also be responsible for instructing future teachers on the nature and implications of assessment.
Specifically, the assessment of native language literacy, English literacy, and content area
knowledge must be explored in the preparation of bilingual education teachers.

Effective teacher preparation programs also allow their participants to put what they learn
into practice, in order to develop effective methods of instruction. Thus, a practicum experience
is an essential component of any teacher preparation program. Ideally, bilingual education
teachers complete their practicum in a setting in which they can experience teaching

linguistically and culturally diverse learners and practice teaching through two languages.

Knowledge of Linguistics

The complexities of linguisﬁcs and language learning are essential knowledge for bilingual
educators. It is important for teachers of ELLs to have exposure to the fundamentals of
linguistics, especially related to the education of ELLs. Effective bilingual teaching entails a .-
thorough understanding of psycholinguisﬁcs - the mental processes involved in language
producﬁoh, comprehension, and cognition;,' as is an understanding of sociolinguistics - the study
of the interaction between linguistic, cultural, and social elements in communication as they -
impact learning two languages.

In addition to general linguistics, biiingual education teacher preparation programs should
cover language acquisition. Specifically, this includes first language acquisition, second
language acquisition, and the comparative analysis of the two. Effective teachers of ELLs
understand and apply research in order to recognize the stages and characteristics of language
acquisition, and to aid their students in that process.

As language learning is integral to bilingual education, it is important for future teachers to
fully understand the components of the structure of the English language, the structure of
students’ native language(s), and the similarities and differences between the two. Effective
instruction is dependent upon a thorough understanding of language and its structure. It is
equally imperative that bilingual education teachers are able to communicate in the language(s)
of instruction. Ideally, IHEs should conduct at least part of their bilingual education teacher

preparation program in the language(s) of instruction.

1
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Knowledge of Cultural & Linguistic Diversity
Linguistically diverse students are also culturally diverse, and have a unique set of needs that
can be addressed within teacher preparation programs. Research shows that student achievement
is higher when teachers, schools and the curriculum are inclusive of students’ native languages
and cultures, and culturally responsive to students. Two areas of study within bilingual
education teacher preparation programs enable this. The first is foundations of bilingual
education. An exploration of the theory, models, research, policy, history and legislation, as well
as current reform issues surrounding bilingual education can enable bilingual education teachers
to meet the cultural and linguistic needs of their students. Within the second area,
multiculturalism, the study of culthral diversity, cross-cultural comparisons, and studies of
specific cthnic and linguistic groups encourages cultural sensitivity and appreciation among
teachers, as do classes in communlcatmg and involving parents and the community.
These pomts serve as the foundatlon for the analysis reported here. Next, we explore the
design and methodology employed for this analysis of the courses that are required of teachers of
' Engllsh language learners in teacher preparation programs, in light of what is known about

effective professional development.
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Study Design & Methodology

This study was designed as a three-pronged investigation, conducted by the National
Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education (NCBE) in partnership with the American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE). The first segment of the study is based on
information provided from a quantitative study conducted by AACTE that offers a wide-scale
overview of the types of programs that exist in IHEs to prepare teachers of ELLs. These findings
were then compared to state-level licensure requirements that were compiled by NCBE. In order
to gather more insight into the implications of these broad findings, the third segment of this
research study is a qualitative analysis that was conducted by NCBE to explore requirements in
several nationally representative bilingual education teacher preparation programs. This -
combination of data collection approaches allows us to offer a national portrait of the preparation
received by all teachers of English language learners, including mainstream teachers. While
information is included in this report that addresses al/ teachers of ELLs, this study focuses

- specifically on the preparation of bilingual education teachers.

AACTE .Study

To ascertain the breadth and depth of preparation programs for teachers of ELLs, AACTE
decided to complement this study by conducting a survey administered to schools, colleges and
departments of education (SCDEs) in the United States. The primary purpose of the survey was
to determine the scope of teacher education programs across the nation, with particular attention
to the preparation of bilingual education teachers. The survey was designed to supply the

following information:
1) the number of bilingual teacher education programs in the nation,

2) the number of teacher education programs that require courses addressing the issues of
limited English proficient students,

3) the admissions criteria for a degree/certification or endorsement in bilingual education,
4) the required courses for a degree/license or endorsement in bilingual education, and

5) the specific language groups targeted. (See Appendix A for survey instrument).
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A total of 1075 surveys were mailed to deans or department chairs of schools, colleges, and
departments of education across the U.S. in February 2000. The survey was also posted on
AACTE’s website. Of the 1075 institutions surveyed, which consisted of both AACTE member
and non-member institutions, 417 (39%) usable responses were received. The conclusions drawn

from the survey are detailed in the findings section that follows.

NCBE Study: Requirements for Degrees and/or Licensure

To review and analyze the courses included in the preparation of teachers to serve LEP

students, information was gathered regarding both state certification requirements and IHE

| requirements. It is important to analyze state certification requirements as it is the states, not the
IHEs, which have the authority to grant the certification necessary to teach in our public schools.
‘ Réquirements for licensure were provided by each state department of education through their
website and/or by the bilingual education director from that state. Likewise, requirements for
degrees awarded by IHEs were gatheréd from the websites and other existing documentation
produced by the participating IHEs with regard to their teacher preparation programs. S

Because states and IHEs vary widely in their requirements of teachers, the matrix presented .
~ below was developed as a tool used in the coding and analysis of the data collected. The matrix
was used to categorize courses required of teachers of ELLs for state licensure and/or for a
higher education degree. It organizes the requirements of states and IHEs according to broad and
specific course categories. In this way, it serves as the lens through which analyses and
comparisons were made of state certification requirements and IHE requirements; comparisons
were made across states and across IHE programs, and between states and the IHEs within them.

The matrix defines crucial elements of effective preparation of teachers of bilingual students.
The categories were developed and refined with input from experts at NCBE, AACTE, the
Center for Research on Education, Diversity and Excellence (CREDE), and the Teachers of
English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) Pre-K-12 Teacher Education ESL Standards
Committee. In addition to the training that all teachers should receive in order to be effective
instructors, teachers of limited English proficient students require additional training and skills in
order to effectively meet the needs of culturally and linguistically diverse learners. The

necessary areas of expertise are incorporated into the matrix below:
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The Matrix

I. Knowledge of Pedagogy
A. Methods

1. Native language literacy
2. ESL/ELD methods
3.  Methods for subject matter content in English (sheltered methods)
4. Methods for subject matter content in L1
5. “bilingual methods”
Curriculum
1. Materials (adaptation)
2. “bilingual curriculum”
C. Assessment

1. subject content (in English and/or L1)

2. English literacy

3. L1 literacy

4. “assessment of LEP students/ language assessment”
D. Practicum o

1. in CLD setting

2. 1n bilingual education setting

II. Knowledge of Linguistics
A. Linguistics
1. Psycholinguistics
2. Sociolinguistics
3. Linguistics/ Educational linguistics
B. Language Acquisition
1. First language acquisition
2. Second language acquisition
3. Contrastive analysis
C. Language Structure
1. Structure/ grammar of English
2. Structure/ grammar of L1
3. Contrastive language structure
D. Language Proficiency
1. Second language (students’ L1)
2. English

[II. Knowledge of Cultural and Linguistic Diversity
A. Foundations of Bilingual Education
1. Theory, models, research, policy
2. History, legislation
3. Current reform issues
4. “Foundations of instruction for LEP students”

22 @
ERIC




B. Multiculturalism
1. Multiculturalism/ Cultural diversity/ Cross-cultural studies
2. Cultural anthropology/ Studies of specific ethnic or linguistic groups
3. Parent/ Community Involvement and Communication

The use of this matrix to analyze course requirements in teacher preparation programs
allowed us to group the requirements into three distinct areas in which bilingual education
teachers must have knowledge: pedagogy, linguistics, and cultural/linguistic diversity. These
three “areas of knowledge” were further divided into ten “categories,” while these ten categories
were again divided into 31 “subcategories.” Although representing a broad spectrum, each of
these 31 subcategories was found repeatedly in state certification requirements and was thought
to be a crucial component of bilingual education teacher preparation by experts from NCBE,
AACTE, CREDE, and TESOL. Many of the state requirements were not detailed to the level of
the subcategories, but only to the level of categories. In these instances, the subcategories in
quotation marks represent broad knowledge of subject matter that falls within the larger
categories. For example, in the Foundations of Bilingual Education category, some states
specify one or more of the three subcategories, while others do not. For those that do not, they
were coded in the catch-all subcategory, “foundations of instruction for LEP students.”

The next section delineates findings from the research conducted by AACTE and NCBE.
This is followed by the “Discussion and Implications” section, in which the main findings are

summarized.
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Findings
Responses to the AACTE survey indicated that only a small minority of IHEs have a
bilingual education or Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) program
(also known as English as a second language [ESL] programs). Approximately 22 percent (93
institutions) of the 417 institutions that responded to the survey have bilingual education
programs, while approximately 25 percent (106 institutions) have TESOL programs. Figure 1
shows the total number of SCDEs with bilingual and/or TESOL programs.

Figure 1. Number of SCDEs with Bilingual Education and/or TESOL Programs

500

400 |

300

200

100

Total Number of SCDE's ~ Number with TESOL ~ Number with Bilingual Ed
Surveyed Programs Programs

Source: AACTE, Bilingual Education Survey, 2000.

Preparation of Mainstream Educators to Teach ELLs

Findings reveal that few teacher preparation programs for mainstream teachers require that
these teacher candidates are prepared to teach ELLs; fewer than 1/6™ of IHEs studied require
preparation for mainstream elementary or secondary teachers regarding the education of LEP
students. AACTE investigated whether IHE programs require that a// teacher candidates take at
least one course in preparation for work with ELLs. The following survey question was posed to

determine if mainstream teachers are also required to learn about the instruction of ELLs:

Do any of your teacher preparation programs require a course(s) on issues regarding

limited English proficient (LEP) students?
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Of the 417 institutions responding to the survey from AACTE, approximately 41 percent
(169 institutions) require a course(s) on issues regarding limited English proficient students.
Given that the IHEs that have a bilingual and/or ESL teacher preparation program account for a
significant proportion of the positive responses to this question, it is likely that only a small
minority of the [HEs responding require that mainstream teachers also take a course pertaining to
the instruction of ELLs.

AACTE gathered further information in this area to determine which general education
teacher preparation programs in the IHEs surveyed require at least some preparation in the

education of ELLs. The following item was included in the AACTE survey:

In what programs do you require a course(s) addressing issues of teaching limited

English proficiency (LEP) students?

As this question is phrased, it does not necessarily require a course solely devoted to the
education of LEP students for a positive response; rather, it is possible that some respondents
answered this question positively for required courses that simply include teaching LEP students
as one of several topics covered in a course. In spite of this possibility, overwhelmingly,
responses to this question were low.

Table 1 shows the percentage of SCDEs that require at minimum one course that addresses
LEP issues, by programs and degrees. In early childhood programs, 10 percent of SCDEs require
a course(s) that address LEP issues at the bachelor’s level, while approximately 6 percent require
a course(s) at the basic, post-bachelor’s or master’s levels. In the combined early childhood and
elementary programs, approximately 8 percent of the institutions require a course(s) at the
bachelor’s level, while approximately 5 percent require a course(s) that address LEP issues at the
basic, post-bachelor’s or master’s levels.

In programs to prepare elementary teachers, approximately 16 percent of SCDEs require a
course(s) that addresses LEP issues at the bachelor’s levels, while approximately 13 percent of
SCDE:s require a course(s) that address LEP issues at the basic, post-bachelor’s or master’s
levels. Five percent of SCDEs were found to require a course(s) at the advanced, post-bachelor’s
or master’s levels. In the junior high/middle school programs, approximately 9 percent of
institutions require a course(s) at the bachelor’s levels, while approximately 7 percent require a

course(s) at the basic, post-bachelor’s or master’s levels.
18
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In secondary education programs, approximately 15 percent of SCDEs require a course(s)
that address LEP issues at the bachelor’s level, while approximately 12 percent of SCDEs
require a course(s) that address LEP issues in the basic, post-bachelor’s or master’s levels. In the
K-12 programs, approximately 12 percent of SCDEs require a course(s) that address LEP issues
at the bachelor’s level, while approximately 7 percent require at the basic, post-bachelor’s or
master’s levels. In special education programs, approximately 11 percent of SCDE require a
course(s) that address LEP issues at the bachelor’s level, while approximately 10 percent require
a course(s) at the basic, post-bachelor’s or master’s levels.

In school services programs, | percent.of SCDEs require a course(s) that address LEP issues
at the bachelor’s level, while approximately 2 percent require a course(s) at the basic and
advanced, post-bachelor’s or master’é levels. In the administration programs, 1 percent of
SCDEs require a course(s) that address LEP issues at the bachelor’s level, and approximately 3

percent require a course(s) at the advanced post-bachelor’s or master’s levels.

_Table 1. SCDEs Requiring Courses Addressing LEP Issues, by Program and Degrees levels’
(number and percent)

Basic Advanced
Post- Post-
Bachelor’s Bachelor’s Bachelor’s S i?i:l/ist Doctoral
or Masters or Masters P
N % N % N % N % N %
Early Childhood 43 10.3 23 5.5 10 2.4 2 0.5 2 0.5

Early Childhood and Elementary

(Combined program) 35 8.4 22 53 9 2.2 0 0.0 1 02

Elementary 67 16.1 54 12.9 20 4.8 0 0.0 1 0.2
Jr. High-Middle School 37 8.9 27 6.5 10 24 0 0.0 2 0.5
Secondary 64 15.3 50 12.0 18 4.3 0 0.0 2 0.5
K-12 Programs 48 11.5 | 28 6.7 13 3.1 1 0.2 3 0.7
Special Education 45 10.8 | 41 9.8 25 6.0 6 1.4 5 1.2
School Services 4 1.0 9 22 9 22 5 1.2 2 0.5
Administration 4 1.0 12 29 13 3.1 4 1.0 4 1.0
Other 14 3.4 14 3.4 15 3.6 1 0.2 2 0.5

Source: AACTE, Bilingual Education Survey, 2000.
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Characteristics of Bilingual Education and TESOL Programs .
Of the THESs that have a bilingual education or TESOL teacher preparation program, AACTE
gathered data pertaining to the degrees offered, demographics of these programs, admissions

criteria, and language focus.

Degrees Offered

Table 2 below shows bilingual education and TESOL programs by degree levels in the [HEs
included in AACTE’s study. The majority of institutions offer bilingual education programs at
the basic, post-bachelor’s or master’s levels (58%). Approximately 47 percent of institutions
with bilingual education progréms offer bilingual education degrees/licensure at the bachelor’s
level, while approximately 46 percent have programs at the advanced, post-bachelor’s or '
master’s levels. |

Similarly, the majority of institutions with TESOL programs offer them at the basic, post-::
bachelor’s or master’s levels (54%). Approximately 45 percent of institutions with TESOL
programs offer them at the bachelor’s level; while approximately 44 percent offer TESOL at the

advanced, post-bachelor’s or master’s levels.

Table 2. Bilingual Education and TESOL Programs by Degree Level (number and percent)

Basic Advanced
Post- Post- CAS/
Bachelor’s Bachelor’s or Bachelor’s or - Doctoral
, , Specialist
Master’s Master’s
N % N % N % N % N %
Bllmgu.al 44 47 54 58 43 46 7 g 14 15
Education
TESOL 48 45 57 54 47 44 5 5 14 13

Source: AACTE, Bilingual Education Survey, 2000.

Location

Of the 417 institutions that responded to the AACTE survey, 93 have bilingual education
programs, most of which are located in three states: California, New York and Texas. Of the
institutions that responded, California has the greatest number of IHEs with bilingual education

programs (22 or 23.6%), followed by Texas, which has 17 institutions or 18 percent, and New
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York, which has 13 institutions or 14 percent. Appendix C lists institutions with bilingual
education programs by state and degree.

TESOL programs are offered in 106 of the 417 IHEs that responded to the survey. Appendix
D lists IHEs with TESOL programs by state and degree(s) offered. California and Texas were
found to have the largest number of TESOL programs (14 institutions each), followed by New
York, which has 8. The majority of institutions with bilingual education programs also offer a
program in TESOL (61 of the 93 institutions). See Appendix E for a list of IHEs with both
bilingual education and TESOL programs.

Admissions Criteria

Within bilingual education programs, AACTE gathered data regarding the requirements for
admission into an IHE bilingual education degree and/or licensure program.:-Findings are based

.on responses to the following survey question:

What are the admissions criteria for a degree program/certification in bilingual
" education? ' ‘ ?

Table 3 below shows the IHE admissions criteria for a degree/licensure program in bilingual’
education. Approximately 76 percent of institutions with bilingual education programs require
fluency in a second language for admission, followed by specific undergraduate GPA
requirement (67%). Approximately 43 percent of the IHEs offering bilingual education programs
require knowledge of a second language, and only 40 percent of require prior education credits

for admission.

Table 3. Admissions Criteria for a Degree/License or Endorsement in Bilingual Education
(number and percent)

N %
Number of Education Credits 37 40
Specific Undergraduate GPA 62 67
Knowledge of Second Language 40 43
Fluency in a Second Language 71 76

Source: AACTE, Bilingual Education Survey, 2000
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Language Specialization

It was found that most bilingual education programs specialize in the preparation of teachers
for specific language groups. More than 67 of the 93 bilingual education programs (72%)
specifically target Spanish language instruction. Other programs target an array of Asian
languages that include: Vietnamese, Cantonese, Korean, Laotian, and Hmong. Appendix F lists

bilingual education programs by language group specialization.
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Findings: Bilingual Education Licensure Requirements
As mentioned previously, NCBE found that 23 states offer licensure in the form of
certification or endorsement in bilingual education. In two states (New Jersey and Ohio),
specific certification requirements are not mandated; however, individuals must complete a
program within a state-approved IHE in order to receive certification within these states. In two
other states (North Dakota and Wyoming), data could not be obtained. Thus, bilingual education

certification requirements for the following nineteen states were compiled and analyzed:

e Arizona ¢ Indiana e New Mexico

¢ California e Kansas e New York

e Colorado ¢ Maine o Texas

o Connecticut e Massachusetts e Utah

. District of e Michigan e Washington
Columbia ¢ Minnesota e Wisconsin

o Illinois e Nevada

Varieties of State Requirements for Bilingual Education Licensure

A significant trend found from the analysis by NCBE of bilingual education teacher
certification requirements for these states was the tremendous variance in the ways in which state
requirements are mandated. States either require courses or mandate areas in which bilingual
education teachers must be competent or proficient. Additionally, many states call for a
combination, primarily requiring courses while allowing competencies (e.g., bilingual methods)
to be demonstrated through exams. The following lists the ways states mandate their

requirements for teaching licensure in bilingual education:
e 5 states mandate courses or course content that bilingual education teachers must take;
e | state mandates a set of electives from which licensed teachers must choose;

e 7 states mandate a set of abilities in which bilingual education teachers must be
competent or proficient; and

e 6 require a combination of the above options.
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The impact of this wide variance on the coding of the data is worth exploring for
methodological reasons, as it causes complications that affect how the data should be interpreted.

States that present their requirements as a set of competencies or proficiencies tended to have
a greater number and more highly detailed requirements compared to states that mandate
required courses. States that mandate course requirements tended to be less specific, falling into
the matrix ‘categories’ rather than the ‘subcategories.” While it can be assumed that subcategory
topics might be covered under a larger category course, for the purposes of statistical accuracy
only explicitly-stated requirements were recorded in this compilation of states’ requirements.

‘When the matrix was used to code the data, it was found that states frequently require a
course that may include several specified subcategory topics. For example, Arizona requires one
three-hour course in linguistics that must include psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, first
language acquisition, and second language acquisition for language minority students. In cases
like this, each of the subcategories was coded as a required topic to be covered within a program
or course, rather than as a required course.

An additional complication in the comparison across states is that seven states require a -
certificate in bilingual educétion, while twel\l/e states réquire an endorsement.in bilingual
education to be added onto a certificate in an area such as elementary education or special
education. This study only covered requirements pertaining specifically to the bilingual
education component of the licensure. Thus, in the case of endorsements, it is possible that some
requirements (such as English language proficiency) are covered in the attainment of the actual
certificate, but are not reflected in the bilingual education endorsement on that certificate.

States also varied in the number of semester hours they required to obtain licensure in
bilingual education. Maine requires 48 semester hours to obtain a bilingual education
endorsement, while Indiana, Nevada, and Texas each require only 12 semester hours. Seven of
the nineteen states do not specify hour requirements.

Each of the 19 states mandates at least one requirement in each of the three broad areas of
knowledge: pedagogy, linguistics, and diversity. However, findings indicate that courses or
topics within pedagogy and diversity were typically more heavily weighted than in linguistics.

These findings are presented below, in the order in which they appear on the matrix.

24

31 EPEC'

The Preparation and Certification of Teadhers of LEP Studemts  wmwminm




Knowledge of Pedagogy

Table 4. State Certification Requirements — Pedagogy

Subcategory AZ CA CO CT DC IL IN KS MA ME M MN NM NV NY TX UT WA Wi
Native Language Literacy A A O AlO Ola @
ESUELD x| OO A AOIO Al A * | A
2 |comentinuy O AlO O|lA| A A
Contentin English & A
"Bilingual Methods" * | O *|[AIA|IAO|IO|® S| O Ol %
£ [vateriais auaptatony A o A O|a
73 “Bilingual Curricutum” A _ A | A 1R 1 O O
Content (in L1 or English) O
English Literacy @) ¢ AlO O
I O o AIO O
e S DN P I £ E I PN IR RS I o[ |a
- E. {oLDSetting : o . b ¢ A
; Rilingual Ed Setting *.. 1 ' * AlA A
Y = Required Course £\ = Required Topic <> = Competency O = Elective Course/Topic

In order to receive bilingual education certification or endorsement in every one of the 19
states offering it, some sort of requirement in the area of methods must be met; some states may
have more than one requirement in this area. Within the methods category, “bilingual methods”
is required in 14 of the 19 states (74 percent). More than half of the states mandate a
requirement in the areas of ESL/ELD methodology (58 percent) and methods for teaching native
language literacy (53 percent). Nine states mandate that teachers certified or endorsed in
bilingual education study methods for teaching content; eight states specify that teachers must
receive instructional methods for teaching content through students’ first language, while three
mandate instruction in content through English (content-based language instruction).

More than half (13, or 68 percent) of the 19 states mandate a requirement within the
curriculum category for bilingual education licensure. Eight of the 19 states mandate that
bilingual education teachers receive instruction in bilingual education curriculum, while seven
states mandate requirements in materials or materials adaptation for bilingual educations settings.

Nearly 80 percent (15) of the states that offer certification or endorsements in bilingual

education mandate the study of assessment in bilingual education settings. Important
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distinctions are made between language assessment and content area assessment for LEP

students. Five states mandate requirements for assessing content knowledge, six states mandate

methods for assessing English literacy, and an additional six mandate requirements for assessing

native language literacy. Ten of the 19 states simply mandate “assessment of LEP students” or

language assessment, but do not specify first language, second language, content, or a

combination of the three.

Only five of 19 states mandate a teaching practicum in either a bilingual education setting or

one in which the students are culturally and/or linguistically diverse for certification or

endorsement as a bilingual education teacher. Although states may mandate a practicum, they

did not specify that their future bilingual education teachers participate in a practicum in a

bilingual education setting.

Knowledge of Linguistics

Table 5. State Certification Requirements — Linguistics

Subcategory AZ CA CO CT DC IL IN KS MA ME MI MN NM NV NY TX UT WA Wi
2 Psycholinguistics AN <> A A
% Sociolinguistics A <> A |
3 Linguistics/Educational Linguistics A <> * @ A *
.5 L1 Acquisition PN <> <> * @ A <>
é % L2 Acquisition pay <> ) ¢ * <>
= < |Convastive Analysis ) ¢
s Structure of English
é g Structure of L1 A
- Contrastive Language Structure <> A
% g Second Language (students’ L1) <> <> <> <> <> <> <> * @ @ O <> <>
ST
H E English O O SO lke & O O
Y = Required Course Z/\ = Required Topic <> = Competency (O = Elective Course/Topic

While every state was found to mandate some sort of requirement within the broad area of

linguistic knowledge, none of the four categories within the area of linguistic knowledge

(linguistics, language acquisition, language structure, and language proficiency) was mandated

by all 19 states. Overall, this area received significantly less attention than did pedagogy as a

requirement of bilingual teachers.
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Nine of the 19 states mandate requirements for linguistics, in the areas of psycholinguistics,
sociolinguistics, and educational linguistics/ introduction to linguistics. Of these, four (21
percent) mandate requirements in psycholinguistics, three (16 percent) mandate requirements in
sociolinguistics, and seven (37 percent) mandate requirements in educational linguistics/
introduction to linguistics.

More than half of the states (10, or 53 percent) mandate requirements within the category of
language acquisition in order to receive licensure in bilingual education. Within the category of
language acquisition, eight states each mandate requirements within the subcategories of first
language acquisition and second language acquisition. Additionally, three states mandate
requirements within the subcategory of contrastive analysis of language acquisition.

Language structure, the third category within the area of linguistic knowledge, has three
subcategories: 1) Structure/grammar of English, 2) Structure/grammar of L1 (first language), and
3) Contrastive language structure. Two states mandate requirements within the subcategory of -
structure of the English language; three states mandate requirements in second language
structure, and eight states mandate requirements in contrastive language structure.

Language proficiency was mandated by nearly 80 percent (15) of the 19 states. Of those, all
15 required proficiency in a second language, presumably in students’ native language. Eight of
the states require proficiency in English in order to receive state licensure. It is important to
reemphasize that it is possible that language proficiency might be required in another area, e.g.,
in admission to a teacher preparation program, or when bilingual education is an endorsement to

a certificate in which language proficiency is included in certification requirements.
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Table 6. State Certification Requirements — Cultural and Linguistic Diversity

Subcategory AZ CA CO CT DC IL IN KS MA ME M MN NM NV NY TX UT WA
s Theory, Models, Research, Policy VN O A
k-]
é g History, Legislation O A
;; § Current Reform Issues A <>
O £
u Z ['Foundations of Instruction for LEP Students* * * Al A A A *
Multicutturalism/ Cultural Diversity/ Cross-
cultural studies * * & * & &
g Cultural Anthropology/ Study of Specific Ethnic
'g:' or Linguistic Groups & & O &
Parent/ Community involvement and
commnication * ‘
¢ = Required Course A\ = Required Topic v = Competency QO = Elective Course/Topic

Knowledge of Cultural and Linguistic Diversity

Overall, knowledge about cpltural and linguistic diversity is emphasized by states in their
bilingual education teacher li_ééﬁéure requirements. Within this area, the two categories --
foundations of bilingual eduéation'and multiculturalism -- are required by 80 percent and 95
percent of the 19 states, respectively. » |

Within the foundations of biliﬁghal education category, six states mandate requirements in
the subcategory of bilingual education theory, models, research and policy. Six of 19 states also
mandate requirements in history and legislation surrounding bilingual education. An additional
two states specifically mandate requirements within the subcategory of current reform issues.
Over one half (11) of the 19 states mandate requirements in “foundations of bilingual education”
separately or in addition to the specific subcategories noted above.

All but one state mandates requirements within the category of multiculturalism. For the
subcategories within the category of multiculturalism, 12 states require cultural diversity/ cross-
cultural studies, 11 states require cultural anthropology or the study of a specific ethnic or
linguistic group, while eight states mandate requiremeénts in the subcategory of

parent/community involvement and communication.
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Findings: Course Requirements

Though variations exist, our findings indicate that certification requirements typically do
impact the programming that occurs in the preparation of teachers in IHEs. Like the certification
requirements, this analysis of course requirements indicates that institutions typically favor
preparation in the areas of pedagogy and cultural/linguistic diversity; by contrast, linguistics
receives less emphasis.

IHEs offer a means to fulfill state requirements and obtain a state teaching credential, and/or
they offer a higher education degree. In bilingual education, the requirements in certain [HE
programs explicitly prepare teachers to meet requirements for licensure in bilingual education -
sometimes independently of a degree program. Often, colleges and universities offer Bachelor’s
or Master’s degrees in bilingual education. Within the course of study to obtain a degree, state
licensure requirements are met. Obviously, THEs in those states where bilingual education
licensure does not exist offer only a degree. -

This report offers an overview of courses required in the preparation of bilingual education .
teachers. The information prO\-/ided by AACTE offers a pertrait of these requirements on a wide
scale, whereas NCBE focused on 15 programs in eleven states in order to illustrate the array of ..
avenues towards attainment of state licensure and/or degrees in institutions of higher education.
Specifically, requirements of three Bachelor’s degree programs, eight Master’s degree programs,
and four certification (or endorsement) programs were compiled and analyzed by NCBE.

Although the content of their requirements are similar, the structure of IHE requirements
differs from that of the states. As described in the preceding section, states mostly mandate
courses, competencies to be met, or a combination of both. By contrast, higher education
institutions primarily require specific courses or topics to be covered within a course, or they
offer a set of electives and require that program participants complete a certain number of those
electives. For the purposes of this report, any course or course topic offered as an elective has
been included in the discussion of requirements towards program completion but coded as an
elective.

NCBE’s matrix that was developed to compare state certification requirements was applied

to IHE requirements so that the same comparison made across states could also be made across
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IHE programs, and between states and the universities and colleges within them. This analysis is-
detailed in the sections that follow.
Analysis of IHE Program Requirements

Although the methodologies for the AACTE and the NCBE studies were different (IHEs
self-selected and self-reported to AACTE whereas NCBE gathered and interpreted course
requirements and descriptions from IHE documentation), findings from the two studies yielded
very similar results. Importantly, data from both studies mirror the findings from NCBE’s
analysis of state certification requirements. It was found that while each of the areas of
pedagogy, linguistics, and cultural/linguistic diversity is covered within each of the programs
examined, like the state certification requiréments, linguistics is covered to a lesser degree than °
either pedagogy or diversity. - -

Figure 2 presents data from the AACTE study showing the course requirements for a
degree/license or endorsement in bilingual education in the IHEs with bilingual education - :
programs. A bilingual education methods course is required by 91 percent of the institutions :
with bilingual education programs, followed by a linguistics/educational linguistics/language
teaching course, which is required by approximately 77 percent of these institutions (see Figure
2). Other required courses include cross-cultural perspectives (73.1%), bilingual education

curriculum development (55.9%), and a practicum (72%).
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Figure 2. IHE Course Requirements for a Degree or Licensure in Bilingual Education

Percent

Source: AACTE Bilingual Education Survey 2000
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Although AACTE categorized topics in a different way than that used in the matrix, findings
complement those of NCBE. Findings from the studies by both AACTE and NCBE were
categorized according to the three broad areas of knowledge articulated in the matrix (pedagogy,
linguistics, and diversity) and are reported below.

Furthermore, this analysis of course content revealed tremendous variance in both the topics
covered by the institutions and in the breadth and depth of their coverage; each IHE differs in its
coverage of specific categories and subcategories identified in the three matrix areas of
knowledge. The NCBE analysis of course requirements allowed for an examination of course
content to complement the self-reported data gathered by AACTE. In addition to sharing
common findings from both studies, specific examples from the study by NCBE are offered to

illuminate the numerous ways IHEs realize their requirements of bilingual educators.

Knowledge of Pedagogy ‘

Like state certification requirements, IHE programs were strong in their requirements in
pedagogy, or teéching methods courses. In their survey of the IHEs offering bilingual education
programs, AACTE found that 91.4 bercént required at least a course in the broad area of
bilingual education methods. Of the respondents, 53.8 percent required a course specifically in
mecthods of content instruction, and 43 percent require a course in sheltered content instruction.

In the NCBE study, every one of the 15 institutions’ bilingual education programs contained
some requirement within the area of methods of instruction in a bilingual education setting.
Specifically, 80 percent (12 of 15) programs require methodology in native language literacy and
12 programs also require ESL/ELD methodology. Additionally, seven of the 15 programs
contain requirements for methods of instructing content through English (sheltered instruction),
while seven programs also require instruction in teaching content through the native language.

Within the area of pedagogic knowledge, twelve distinct subcategory topics were identified
in the matrix as important requirements for bilingual education teachers. While none of the 15
university programs analyzed by NCBE devoted one entire course to each of these twelve
subcategory topics, several programs devoted entire courses to a number of the subcategory
topics. The course description below from the State University of New York (SUNY) at New
Paltz offers an example in which one entire course concentrates on native language literacy

methodologies and another focuses on ESL methodologies.

e
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Teaching Reading and Language Arts in a Bilingual Setting

An analysis of the methods and materials for teaching reading and language arts in
Spanish to bilingual students. Discussion will focus on the role of language and
experience in reading instruction and on the effectiveness of native language reading

instruction.

Teaching Reading and Writing in English as a Second Language

An examination of the problems and techniques for teaching reading in English as a
second language and for teaching reading to students who speak a standard of English
different from that taught in the classroom. Teaching Zistening comprehension and
production of English sounds, and English sbund/symbol relationships. Relevant

research will be examined.

By contrast, other university programs were frequently found to couch their methods

requirements among several other topics. For example, California State University Sacramento

offers a course entitled “Methods and Materials in Bilingual Education,” as described in the

following course description:

A survey of existing models, methods, and materials for instruction in a bilingual setting.
Techniques and approaches for first and second language development with focus on
current language acquisition theories will be examined. Language assessment
procedures and bilingual lesson delivery approaches will be presented and demonstrated.
The motivational and learning styles of the target language and cultural groups will be
integrated in the course objectives. Students will have the opportunity to develop lesson

plans and critique existing materials in the target language and English.

Here is an additional example of a course within the area of pedagogy offered at Chicago

State University that covers several subcategory topics within one course entitled “Methods and

Materials for Teaching in Bilingual Programs.”

Approaches, methods, strategies, and materials for instruction and assessment of
children in bilingual education classrooms. Development of a thematic unit. Evaluation

of educational software and introduction to Hyperstudio.
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As these two examples illustrate, several topics contained within one three-hour semester

course can only provide an overview of the subcategory topics.

Knowledge of Linguistics

As in the state certification requirements, the broad area of linguistics is covered in [HE
bilingual education programs, but less emphasized than the areas of pedagogy or
cultural/linguistic diversity. Within the NCBE study, 12 of 15 programs (80 percent) require a
course in either Educational Linguistics/Introduction to Linguistics, Sociolinguistics, or
Psycholinguistics. This confirmed the findings of the wider scale AACTE study, in which 77.4
percent of the programs required a course in Educational Linguistics.

Within the broad area of linguistic knowledge, there are several components that are essential . .
for effective bilingual education instruction. The matrix developed with the cooperation.of
experts from CREDE, TESOL, AACTE and NCBE includes among its subcategories first
‘language acquisition, second language acquisitijén, contrastive analysis, structure and grammar

‘of English, structure and grammar of students’v native language, contrastive language structure,
second language proficiency, English proficiency, psycholinguistics, and sociolinguistics. THE
programs vary widely in their requirements in these subcategory topics.

For example, only 29 percent of the institutions surveyed by AACTE required a course in
psycholinguistics, and 37.6 percent required a course in sociolinguistics in their bilingual
education degree or licensure programs. Another notably low subcategory in linguistic
knowledge was language structure and grammar. Only 53.8 percent of IHEs require a course in
English structure and grammar, the structure and grammar of a second language, or a contrastive
analysis of languages’ structure and grammar.

In NCBE’s investigation, it was found that programs typically include one or two courses
devoted to linguistics, often as an introductory course or in which the linguistic aspects of
bilingual education are discussed as they pertain to teaching methodologies. For instance,
Northern Arizona University requires one linguistics course to obtain a bilingual education

endorsement, which is described as follows:
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Introduction to Linguistics

Basic concepts of descriptive linguistics, including phonetics, phonology, morphology,

syntax, semantics, language acquisition, and language processing.

Sam Houston State University offers a differing example. Their bilingual education
certification program thoroughly explores the area of linguistic knowledge and covers six
subcategory topics within four separate courses: sociolinguistics, educational linguistics, first
language acquisition, second language acquisition, structure of English and the structure of a
second language. As is evident in the following course descriptions, subcategory topics often

overlap.

Applied Linguistics for Classroom Teachers

The scope of this course relates to the language sciences as they apply to formal and -
informal instruction. Language situation, descriptions, criteria, populations, -variations,
-and linguistic pressures are investigated The nature of language and language teaching
are examined and studied. Lahguage theory and learning theory are examined in an

attempt to provide a sound second language pedagogy.

Social, Cultural, and Language Influence on Learning

This course helps describe languages, differences between languages, prediction of
differences faced by a language learner, and helps teachers develop strategies to deal
with the needs of second language learners from varied linguistic backgrounds. It
examines sociocultural factors in the language classroom, interpersonal relations,

concepts, models, and strategies for pluralistic teaching.

Teaching English as a Second Language: Oral Language Communication

This course covers the nature of language, the structure of language; the nature of first
and second language acquisition; possible areas of interference; student motivation,
trends in effective teaching materials and procedures, observation, testing and

evaluation techniques,; and the significance of culture.

Language Acquisition and Development for Bilingual and ESL Programs

,,,,,,, 42 ERSC
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A study is made of the development of speech in children; the neurophysiological
implications for second language earning; the cognitive, affective and social variables in
second language acquisition; practice, transfer, feedback, recall and transfer processes;
specific student needs, including individualization of instruction; and mastery of conduct

ad classroom climate.

Notable in the descriptions of these four courses at Sam Houston State is that not every
subcategory topic within the matrix 1s included in the program, nor is an entire course devoted to
any one subcategory topic. Even so, through these four courses this program provides a
thorough introduction to the linguistic knowledge that bilingual education teachers should

possess.

- Knowledge of Cultural & Linguistic Diversity

.. IHE program requirements in bilingual education were relatively strong in the area of

~ ’knowledge pertaining to cultural and linguistic diversity. The AACTE study found that 85
percent of IHE programs require a course in cultural and linguistic diversity, while 73 percent
require a course in cross-cultural perspectives.

NCBE’s analysis of program requirements complement these findings, in that 80 percent of
programs studied contained a requirement within the broad category of foundations of bilingual
education, including the theory, models, research, policy, history, législation, and current reform
issues surrounding instruction in a bilingual education setting. Additionally, 87 percent had
requirements within the category of multiculturalism, including the subcategories of cross-
cultural studies, studies of specific ethnic or linguistic groups, and parent/community
involvement and communication.

Following is an example from California State University, Bakersfield of a thorough

examination of the subcategory topic of cross-cultural studies:

Cross-cultural Education

Designed to provide a comprehensive understanding of the dynamics of language and
culture and its importance to the educational, social, and personal needs of students
within cross-cultural and multicultural classroom climates. Includes models and

approaches that focus on the cultural dynamics found within successful classrooms.
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Often, specific topics that are crucial to bilingual education teacher preparation are afforded
an entire course. Here are two examples from Eastern New Mexico University and SUNY New
Paltz in which the subcategory topics of parent/community involvement and communication and
studies of specific ethnic or linguistic groups are explored within the broad area of knowledge

regarding cultural/linguistic diversity.

The Role of the Parent in the Bilingual Classroom

Provides strategies for involving parents in the learning process at home and at school.

" (Eastern New Mexico University)

Approaches to Spanish-American Culture

The cultural contents of language, arts, and the ways of life in Latin-American countries.

(SUNY New Paltz)

Differences between Dgzgree Programs ;

Overall, Bachelor’s Degree programsj in bilingual education teacher preparation were found
to follow similar trends as Master’s Degree programs in their coverage of areas of knowledge.
‘However, NCBE’s analysis reveals that the way Bachelor’s and Master’s degree programs cover
these areas differs. Specifically, bachelor’s programs were found to be more likely to cover
studies within an area of knowledge through a broad overview or survey course that may
combine various topics, or even various areas of knowledge, within one course.

The area of knowledge pertaining to cultural and linguistic diversity offers one example. As
Figure 3 shows, NCBE found that 100 percent of the bachelor’s degree programs in bilingual
education reviewed offered courses that fell within the generic subcategory, “Foundations of
Instruction for LEP students.” Master’s degree programs, by contrast, spread their coverage of
this area of knowledge across subcategories. Specifically, some Master’s degree programs were

found to include coursework in the following subcategories:

e Theory, models, research, policy
e History, legislation
e Current reform issues

e Parent/Community Involvement and Communication

37
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None of the bachelor’s level bilingual education programs reviewed by NCBE included
studies in any of the subcategories bulleted above. While Bachelor’s programs typically
concentrated coverage within one broad area that may include studies in several shbcategories,
coverage in Master’s programs spread across the various subcategories (see Figure 3).

NCBE’s coding of programs according to degree level revealed similar results in the areas of
pedagogy and linguistics. For example, in the area of pedagogy it was found that bachelor’s
programs were more than three times as likely as Master’s programs to include studies in the
generic category, “Bilingual Methods.” Likewise, in the area of linguistics it was found that
67% of the Bachelor’s degree programs reviewed included study of “linguistics/educational

linguistics” compared to just 12% of Master’s programs.
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Discussion & Implications
The purpose of this section is to bring to the fore the primary findings from this study of the
preparation of teachers for ELLs, in order to consider their implications. Findings are

summarized in bulleted form and discussed in turn below.

% Only a small minority of IHEs surveyed offer a teacher preparation program in bilingual
education or TESOL.

s Few preparation programs require that mainstream teacher candidates are prepared to
teach ELLs; fewer than 1/6" of IHEs studied require preparation for mainstream

elementary and secondary teachers regarding the education of LEP students.

As stated in the literature review, the population of English language learners in our public
schools continuqé to rise exponentially, such that half of all teachers may expect to teach an ELL
du_rin'gtheir career. Given that this is the case, the dearth of programs that exist to prepare
:'t"é':facherS to work with this population of students is staggering. AACTE learned in their survey
of 417 institutions of higher education that only ¥ offer a bilingual education or TESOL
program. Clearly, existing programs cannot possibly provide the quantity of teachers needed
who are knowledgeable about the issues specific to this population of students. Dramatic steps
must be taken to increase the number of programs that exist to prepare teachers of English
language learners.

In light of current demographics, equally alarming is the paucity of teacher preparation
programs found to require that mainstream teachers are also prepared to work with ELLs. It is
now essential that knowledge about the effective education of English language learners also be
developed in mainstream teachers. Although much research has been generated in support of
bilingual education programs, programs whereby ELLs spend most of their school day with
mainstream teachers (such as ESL “pull-out™), continue to pervade U.S. public schools. In
addition, ELLs are commonly exited from programs that support their language development
(i.e., bilingual or ESL programs) before they are fully bilingual; all teachers need to recognize
the challenges these students face in English-only classrooms that may be caused by their stage
of language proficiency. All teachers must possess the knowledge and skills to enable their

students who are ELLs to attain the same rigorous content as their grade-level peers. Institutions
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of higher education need to enhance their requirements of all teachers to ensure that each

graduate from a teacher preparation program is able to effectively teach ELLs.

\/

s Though there is great variance in the ways in which states mandate requirements for
bilingual education teacher certification, licensure requirements typically do impact the
programming that occurs in the preparation of teachers in IHEs.

/

% Both licensure and IHE course requirements typically favor preparation in the areas of

pedagogy and cultural/linguistic diversity; by contrast, linguistics receives less emphasis.

This study found that state licensure requirements affect the preparation that teacher
candidates receive in institutions of higher education, in spite of wide differences in the ways.
that states mandate their requirement for bilingual education licensure. This has serious
implications for state-level policymakers, in that the certification and/or endorsement policies
- they set shape the preparation received by bilingual education teachers. State certification
requirements must set high demands for teacher candidates pursuing degrees and/or licensure in
[HEs, in order to ensure that the quality of bilingual education teachers entering classrooms is of
the highest caliber.

In specific, licensure requirements shape the content of bilingual education teacher
preparation; while teachers in preparation programs can expect to explore the areas of pedagogy
and cultural/linguistic diversity in education, they are likely to graduate comparatively less
knowledgeable in linguistics. Studies cited in the literature review indicate that teacher
preparation and licensure requirements for all teachers lack sufficient emphasis on deep
knowledge of subject-area content. Clearly, requirements of bilingual educators are no
exception. Linguistics and the process of language learning are at the critical core of the
knowledge base bilingual teachers must possess; it is the primary content of what they are
intended to teach. Therefore, both licensure requirements and IHE teacher preparation programs
must ensure that future teachers of ELLs are equally well-balanced experts in pedagogy, cultural

and linguistic diversity, as well as in linguistics.

\/

s Several topics contained within one course in an IHE bilingual education program can

only provide an overview of more delailed, subcategory topics.
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“* Bachelor’s programs were found to be more likely to cover studies within an area of
knowledge through a broad overview or survey course that may combine various topics,

or even various areas of knowledge, within one course.

When the matrix was applied to analyze courses required of bilingual education teacher
candidates in institutions of higher education, it exposed great variety of depth by the institutions
studied in their coverage of topics in the field. When multiple topics within an area of
knowledge or even when multiple areas of knowledge are combined into a single course, such
courses can only provide a cursory examination of the various topics. Bachelor’s programs were

more likely to offer these sorts of broad courses than Master’s degree programs..

However, teacher candidates who develop their knowledge of a particular area in this way
cannot possibly develop the same level of expertise as those teacher candidates who receive
more in-depth coursework. Studies cited in the literature review indicate that the depth and
quality of teacher preparation greatly impacts student learning; if quality is indeed important, as
has bgen argued here, then it is imperative thag the coursework required of teacher candidates by
institutions of higher education develop deep knowledge. Given that this is the case, institutions
of higher education must change their teacher preparation practices to ensure that graduates are
experts in their fields.

Towards this end, the matrix developed for this study details critical areas of knowledge that
must be included in the preparation of bilingual education teachers. It is imperative that each of
the areas of knowledge identified in the matrix garners equal emphasis in IHE course
requirements as well as in state level licensure requirements. Although it is possible for
subcategories to be combined into a single course at an IHE and still provide sufficient
investigation into these areas, the quantity of topics combined must be limited in number. The
matrix provides a theoretical framework that can be used as a guide to aid institutions of higher
education and state departments of education in their development of high-quality bilingual

education teacher preparation programs.
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Explanation of Terminology
Students
One difficulty in discussing the education of language minority students arises from the
differing labels used to describe these students. Following are some of the most common terms

for students, as defined by their language background and language proficiency.

Language-minoriry (LM): Students from homes where the primary language spoken is not

English. LM students may be monolingual in the native language, bilingual with varying degrees

of proficiency in each language, or monolingual in English.

Limited English proficient (LEP), English Language Learner (ELL) or English Learner (EL):
Terms used to identify language-minority students whose ability to comprehend, speak, read,
- write, and appropriately use English is not yet sufficient for them to be able to succeed

academically in a classroom where all instruction is provided only through the English language.

Fluent English proficient (FEP): Languag'é-.minority students who have been assessed as able to -~

comprehend, speak, read and write English such that they can succeed in a mainstream all-

English classroom without any special language services or accommodations.

English Only (EO): Students who speak English as a native language and do not speak any other

language.

Program Models

Instructional programs for ELLs fall under two main categories -- bilingual education or
English as a Second Language (ESL) -- based on the language(s) used to provide instruction. In
bilingual education programs, content instruction is provided through both the students’ native
language and English while the students develop proficiency in English. In ESL programs, all
instruction is provided through English. The reality is that schools and districts throughout the
nation teach ELLs through a combination of instructional models within bilingual education and
ESL. The following table illustrates the characteristics of common program models

implemented in U.S. schools.
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Insititution of Higher Education

Advanced Program: A post-bachelor’s program for (1) the advanced preparation of teachers, and

(2) the initial and/or advanced preparation of other school personnel. Graduate credit is
commonly awarded. Master’s, Specialist, and Doctoral degrees are included, as well as

nondegree programs offered at the graduate level.

Bachelor’s degree program: A program that culminates I the award of a bachelor’s degree. Such

programs may be five-year or extended programs that result I award of a bachelor’s degree.

Basic Program: A college or university program for the initial preparation of teachers. The
courses commonly lead to a baccalaureate degree; exceptions may include the M.A.T. or other

extended programs designed to prepare teachers for initial licensure.

C.A.S.: Certificate of Advanced Studies — a post-Master’s course of study related to state
certification (licensure) for fields other than elementary or secondary teaching (e.g., reading,

counseling).

License. The official recognition by a state governmental agency that an individual has met state-
mandated requirements and, therefore, is approved to practice as a duly licensed educator in that

state.

Master’s Program: A graduate program for the advanced preparation of teachers or the initial or

advanced preparation of other school personnel.

Post-Bachelor’s Program: A professional education program comprised of graduate or

undergraduate courses open to students who hold a Bachelor’s degree; examples may include

extended programs, nondegree programs, M.A.T. programs, and licensure programs.

Specialist: A graduate-level program that leads to the Specialist degree.
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Bilingual Edugation Survey

The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) is conducting this survey to determine the scope of
bilingual education programs across the nation. AACTE sees the role of schools, colleges, and departments of education
(SCDE) to prepare a qualified and diverse bilinguai teacher population that is adept in the sociolinguistic and cultural aspects
of the U.S. student population. Furthermore, AACTE is committed to policies that recruit linguistically diverse teaching
populations, and programs that reflect the needs of the K-12 population.

Bilingual Education Survey

Name

]
e | e
. — |

Institution =l

Phone number

; |
-T - _ |

Fax number
E-mail f _I
Website ; J

AACTE Member? Qves (ONo  Ifyes, please provide INSTID if available | I

Please check all that apply.

[. Do any of your teacher preparation programs require a course(s) on issues regarding limited English proficient (LEP)
students?

OYes OnNo (if no, please skip the rest of the form and press the submit button).

2. What degree/licensing programs in education does your institution offer?

Basic Advanced

Post-Bachelor’s Post-Bachelor’s  CAS/

Bachelor’s or Master’s or Master’s  Specialist Doctoral

Bilingual e . - e
Education iJ ] | | |
Teaching
English to
Speakers . - o — -

ot Other 0] - ] (| 7
Languages

(TESOL)
Earl o — — — -
Childhood ] O ] | |
Early
Childhood and

Elementary | r o ) ~

(Combined
program)
Elementary 7 o . . ]
Jr. High-Middle — " i}
Schocﬁ 1 il 1l il 1
Secondary 7] 7 7 7 -
K-12 Programs ] ] | ] 7
Special B ) .
Education - . - _ _

School Services

1of4 ' 61



Bilingual Education Survey

School Services

Administration ] _ _I - _I
Other (Please _ i 5 .
specify in | | _ — _J

text box below)

S A vt T P L BT e AL B i oy M e C ataiaN b S S s TR S 0 o Wasans . m me et ‘m“"]

3. In which programs do you require a course(s) addressing issues of teaching limited English proficient (LEP) students?

Basic Advanced

Post-Bachelor’s Post-Bachelor’s CAS/

Bachelor’s or Master’s or Master’s  Specialist Doctoral

I(‘:Z?]rill)c;hood J = - & O
Early
Childhood and N . . B
emenary | - =
program)

| Elementary I ™ 7 i i
.;réhl-cl)ioglh-Middle m o . - u
Secondary I i ] ™ o
K-12 Programs i N o | i
%giilaatlion L o o ! O
School Services | | | ] |
Administration [ 7 il | ™
Other (Please
specify in | & | N 1l

text box below)
* |

4. What are the admissions criteria for a degree program/certificate in bilingual education?
T Teacher certification

| Number of education credits

_| Specific undergraduate GPA

1 Knowledge of second language

.| Fluency in a second language

5. In which subject areas do you offer bilingual education specialization?
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Bilingual Education Survey

3 of4

Early Childhood Elementary Middle  Secondary

Social Studies ] _ _ _
Science ] 1 _ _I
Math T _ _ il
Special : ~
Egii:l:tion - - - =
Reading I ] '—M il
Other (Please

P fext box O O - -
below)

b
H
]

6. Which courses are required for obtaining a degree/certificate in bilingual education?
| Linguistics/Educational Linguistics/Language Teaching

| Psycholinguistics

1 sociolinguistics

| Cross-Cultural Perspectives

1 Bilingual Education methods

| Bilingual Education curriculum development

] Methods in Content Courses (e.g. Social Studies for Bilingual Teachers)

1 Practicum

{"| Language Structure/Grammar

] Bilingual Assessment

| Cultural & Linguistics Diversity/Multiculturalism

| Second Language Acquisition

| Sheltered Content Instruction

| Bilingualism

] Literacy/Biliteracy

| Language Requirement
" |Other (Please specify):

i ]

7. Does the bilingual education teacher preparation program at your institution target the instruction of a specific language
group? (e.g., Spanish, Chinese, etc.). Please specify.

Bt
2
3

| Submit |  Clearall answers

Note: If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact Said Yasin at: (202) 293-2450, or e-mail him at:

syasin(@aacte org
Glossary:

*Bilingual education teacher education programs prepare teachers to instruct limited English proficient (LEP) students at
the early childhood, elementary, middle school and secondary levels. This type of program offers courses in basic theoretical
linguistics, applied linguistics and target second language acquisition, as well as courses in bilingual teaching methods and
curriculum development. It is typically interdisciplinary in its approach.

*License is the official recognition by a state governmental agency that an individual has met state-mandated requirements
and, therefore, is approved to practice as a duly licensed educator in that state.
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Bilingual Education Survey

4 of 4

*Limited English proficient (LEP) is the term used by the federal government and most states and local school districts to
identify those students who have insufficient English to succeed in English-only classrooms.

*Basic program is a college or university program for the initial preparation of teachers. This course of study commonly
leads to a baccalaureate degree; exceptions may include the M.A.T or other extended programs designed to prepare teachers
for initial licensure.

*Advanced program is a post-bachelor’s program for (1) the advanced preparation of teachers, and (2) the initial and/or
advanced preparation of other school personnel. Graduate credit is commonly awarded. Master’s, Specialist, and Doctoral
degrees are included, as well as nondegree programs offered at the graduate level.
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[STATE Name of Institution BASIC ADVANCED
Post-Bachelor's(Post-Bachelor’s| CAS/

Bachelor's| Or Master’s Or Master's |Specialist{Doctoral

IArizona Arizona State University X X X

lArizona University of Arizona X X X X X

California Cal Poly State University X

California California Lutheran University X

California California State University, Dominguez Hills X X

California California State University, Bakersfield X X

California California State University, Chico X X

California California State University, Fresno X

California (California State University, Fullerton X

California California State University, Hayward® X .

California California State University, Long Beach X

California California State University, Monterey Bay X

California California State University, San Bernardino X X

(California California State University, Stanislaus : X .

California Loyola Marymount University ' ,‘ : i X

California -~ |National University o

California Pacific Oaks College . ] X X

California San Francisco State University - X

California [Sonoma State University X

California University of California, Berkeley ' X

California University of California, Riverside X X

California University of California, Santa Barbara X

California University of San Diego X X

California University of the Pacific X X

IColorado Fort Lewis College X

IColorado Metropolitan State College of Denver X

Colorado University of Colorado at Denver X X

IConnecticut _ [Fairfield University, Fairfield, CT ' X X

IConnecticut  University of Connecticut X X X X

Delaware University of Delaware X X

Guam University of Guam X

Idaho Albertson College of ldaho X

lllinois Chicago State University X X

lllinois llinois State University X

lllinois Roosevelt University X

lllinois University of lllinois at Chicago X X

lIlinois University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign X X X

lllinois [Western lllinois University X X X

Indiana Ball State University X

indiana [Saint Mary's College X

53

The Preparation and Certification of Teadbers of LEP Students E&g
66



Kansas University of Kansas X X
Kentucky Western Kentucky University X X
Massachusetts{Salem State College X

Massachusetts University of Massachusetts, Boston X

Michigan Eastern Michigan University X X

Minnesota ICollege of St. Scholastica X

Minnesota Hamline University X
New Jersey  [Fairleigh Dickinson University X

New Jersey  [Georgian Court College X

New Jersey  |New Jersey City University X
New Jersey  [The College of New Jersey X
New Jersey  William Paterson University X
New York Bank Street Co!lege of Education X
New York Brooklyn College X X

New York C.W. Post Coll}age, Long Island University X

New York Forcham University ' X
New York * ‘|Hofstra University X '
New York . Lehman College T X - X X
New Yorki " [Long island University, Brooklyn Carﬁbus/School of Education i X

New York™  |Pace University B ' X X

New York' © ° |Rhode Island College X X

New York ~ " |St. Johns University .- ' S
New York .[State University of New York, Brockpol X "
New York [Teachers College-Columbia University X

New York University of Buffalo X X X
Oklahoma University of Oklahoma X

Qregon Oregon State University X X
Qregon University of Oregon X

Pennsylvania [Mercyhurst College X
Pennsylvania [Penn State University X
[Texas Baylor University X

[Texas Houston Baptist University X X
[Texas McMurry University X

[Texas Our Lady of the Lake University X X
Texas ISt. Edwards University X

[Texas [Texas A&M International Univ. X X X
[Texas [Texas A&M University, College Station X X
[Texas [Texas A&M University, Commerce X X

[Texas [Texas A&M University-Kingsville X X X
[Texas [Texas Tech University X
[Texas [The University of Texas at Tyler X
Texas U of Houston X X X
Texas University of Houston, Clear Lake X

Texas University of St. Thomas X X X
[Texas University of Texas at San Antonio X

The Preparation and cemﬁmmeij of LEP Studeruts
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[Texas University of Texas Pan America X X X
[Texas West Texas A& M X X

Utah [Weber State University X

MWashington  |[Central Washington University X

Washington  Washington State University X X X
Wisconsin Alverno College X

Wisconsin University of Wisconsin, Oshkosh X X
Wisconsin University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee X X
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Appendix C:

Institutions with
TESOL Programs by
State and Degree

56

69 ERJC




[State Name of Institution Basic 5 Advanced

ost-
Bachelor's B::::I-or Bachelor’s CA.SI. Doctoral
Master's or Specialist
Master's

IArizona IArizona State University X

lArizona Grand Canyon University X X

Arizona niversity of Arizona X

IArkansas University of Arkansas X

California Cal Poly State University X

California (California State University, Dominguez Hills X X

California California State University, Chico X

California California State University, Fresno X

California California State University, Fullerton X

California California State University, Hayward X X

California California State University, Long Beach X X

California California State University, San Bernardino X

California University of California, Santa Barbara X

California National University X X

California Pacific Oaks College X X

California iSan Francisco State University X X

California University of California, Berkeley X

California University of San Diego X

Colorado Fort Lewis College X X

IColorado University of Colorado at Denver X X

IConnecticut Fairfield University, Fairfield X X X

Connecticut  [University of Bridgeport X X

Connecticut University of Connecticut X

Delaware University of Delaware X

Florida Florida Atlantic University X

Florida University of South Florida X

Georgia Atlanta Christian College X

Georgia Berry College X X

Georgia Kennesaw State University X X X

Guam University of Guam X

Idaho Albertson College of Idaho X

idaho University of Idaho X

lilinois llinois State University X

lllinois University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign X X

llinois Western lllinois University X X

llinois Mheaton College X X

Indiana Ball State University X

lowa Coe College X

Kansas University of Kansas X

Maine University of Southern Maine X
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lState Name of Institution Basic Advanced
Post. o Ciiclor's| CAS/
Bachelor’s s;:?::’(;r or Specialist Doctoral
Master’s

Maryland University of Maryland X
Massachusetts [Eastern Nazarene College X
Massachusetts [Salem State College X
Massachusetts [Wheelock College X
Michigan Eastern Michigan University X
Minnesota Hamline University X X
Minnesota University of Minnesota, Twin Cities X X
Mississippi University of Mississippi X

" Mississippi University of Southern Mississippi X X
Missouri - Missouri Southern State College X
Missouri Washington University in St. Louis X X
Montana University of Montana X

" INevada Sierra Nevada College X
Nevada University of Nevada, Reno X

" INew Hampshire University of of New Hampshire <X X X
New Jersey Fairleigh Dickinson University X X
New Jersey ©  [New Jersey City University X X
New Jersey [The College of New Jersey ‘ X
New Jersey William Paterson University X
New York C.W. Post College, Long Island University X X X
New York Fordham University X X
New York Hofstra University X
New York Lehman College X X X X
New York Long Island University, Brooklyn Campus/School of Education X X
New York ISt. Johns University X
New York [Teachers College-Columbia University X X
New York University of Buffalo X X X X
North Carolina [East Carolina University X
North Carolina _[University of North Carolina Charlotte X
Ohio Kent State University X X X
Ohio Ohio University College of Education X X
lOhio University of Cincinnati X X X X
Ohio Miright State University X X
Oregon Oregon State University X X
lOregon University of Oregon X
Pennsylvania  [Temple University X X
Puerto Rico University of Puerto Rico, Rio Piedras Campus X X
Rhode Island  [Rhode Island College X X X
[Tennessee Maryville College X
[Tennessee [Tennessee State University X
[Texas Baylor University X X
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State Name of Institution Basic Advanced
Post-
Bachelor's aa:(;otségr Bacr:)ilor’s Sp(;?igiist Doctoral
Master’s

[Texas Houston Baptist University X

Texas Lamar University X

Texas McMurry University X

Texas Our Lady of the Lake University X X X

[Texas St. Edwards University X

Texas [Texas A&M University, College Station X

Texas Texas A&M University, Commerce X X

Texas Texas A&M University-Kingsville X X
[Texas Texas Tech University X X

Texas U of Houston X

[Texas University of Houston, Clear Lake X X

[Texas University of Texas Pan America X

Texas West Texas A & M X

Utah Brigham Young University , X

Utah University of Utah / Graduate ‘School of Education X X

Virginia Eastern Mennonite University X X

Virginia Ohio Dominican College X X

Virginia Radford University X X

Washington Central Washington University X

Washington  |University of Washington X X

Washington Washington State University X X X

Wisconsin University of Wisconsin, La Crosse X

Wisconsin University of Wisconsin, Oshkosh X X

Wisconsin University of Wisconsin-Madison X

Wisconsin University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee X X
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Institutions with
Bilingual and TESOL
Programs by State
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Arizona IArizona State University

Arizona University of Arizona

California Cal Poly State University

California California State University, Dominguez Hills
California California State University, Chico
California California State University, Fresno
ICalifornia California State University, Fullerton
California California State University, Hayward
California California State University, Long Beach
California California State University, San Bernardino
California National University

California Pacific Oaks College

California San Francisco State University

California University of California, Berkeley

California University of San Diego '

Colorado Fort Lewis College

Colorado University of Colorado at Denver
Connecticut  [Fairfield University, Fairfield

Connecticut Uni\)ersity of Connecticut

Delaware University of Delaware i
Guam University of Guam

Idaho Albertson Collegé of Idaho

lilinois lllinois State University "
Iinois University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign
ilinois [Western lllinois University

Indiana Ball State University

Kansas University of Kansas
Massachusetts|{Salem State College

Michigan Eastern Michigan University

Minnesota Hamline University

New Jersey  [Fairleigh Dickinson University

New Jersey  |New Jersey City University

New Jersey {The College of New Jersey

New Jersey  William Paterson University

New York C.W. Post College, Long Island University
New York Fordham University

New York Hofstra Univers:ity

New York Lehman College

New York Long Island University, Brooklyn Campus/School of Education
New York St. Johns University

New York [Teachers College-Columbia University
New York University of Buffalo

Oregon Oregon State University
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Oregon University of Oregon

[Texas Baylor University

[Texas Houston Baptist University

[Texas McMurry University

[Texas Our Lady of the Lake University

Texas St. Edwards University

[Texas [Texas A&M University, College Station
[Texas Texas A&M University, Commerce
[Texas [Texas A&M University-Kingsville
[Texas Texas Tech University

(Texas U of Houston

[Texas University of Houston, Clear Lake
[Texas University of Texas Pan America .
[Texas West Texas A & M

Washington  [Central Washington University
Washington  [Washington State University
Wisconsin _ “[University of Wisconsin, Oshkosh
Wisconsin University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

7
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Appendix E:

Bilingual Education
Programs by Language
Group Specialization
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STATE INSTITUTION LANGUAGE GROUP SPECIALIZATION

Arizona Arizona State University Spanish

Arizona University of Arizona Spanish-English

California California Lutheran University Spanish

California University of the Pacific Spanish

California Sonoma State University Spanish

California California State University, Long Beach Spanish, Khmer, Vietnamese (Cantonese,
Mandarin & Korean through a consortium).

California University of California, Santa Barbara Spanish

California University of California, Berkeley

California University of California, Riverside Spanish

Caltifornia University of San Diego Spanish

California National University Spanish

California California State University, Stanislaus Spanish, Lao, Hmong, Cambodian -

California California State University, San Bernardino Spanish :

California California State University, Bakersfield Spanish .

California California State University, Dominguez Hills  Spanish, Asian consortium (Korean, khmer, Chinese).

California California State University, Chico Spanish and Asian Languages, primarily

California California State University, Fresno Spanish and Hmong )

California California State University, Fullerton

‘California California State University, Hayward Spanish

California California State University, Monterey Bay

California Loyola Marymount University Spanish

California Cal Poly State University Spanish

California Pacific Oaks College Spanish

California San Francisco State University Spanish

Colorado Metropolitan State College of Denver Spanish

Colorado Fort Lewis College Spanish, Navajo

Connecticut Fairfield University, Fairfield, CT Spanish or Portuguese; some Haitian, Vietnamese

Connecticut University of Connecticut Spanish

Delaware University of Delaware No, but Spanish language background

Guam University of Guam Chamorro

Idaho Albertson College of ldaho Spanish

lllinois lllinois State University Spanish.

Ilinois Chicago State University Spanish

llinois University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign No, but support is offered for Spanish, Korean, Polish,

’ . and Chinese

lllinois University of lllinois at Chicago Mainly Spanish; (Polish, German, etc.)

lllinois Roosevelt University

lllinois Western lllinois University Spanish and English

Indiana Saint Mary’s College

Indiana Ball State University No, most students are Spanish language students
but some are Lao and Hmong. Other options exist

Kansas University of Kansas No

Kentucky Western Kentucky University

Massachusetts  University of Massachusetts, Boston No

Massachusetts Salem State College No, most students are Spanish speakers, due to
the area’s demographics

Michigan Eastern Michigan University Spanish

Minnesota College of St. Scholastica Ojibwe

Minnesota Hamline University No
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New Jersey
New Jersey
New Jersey
New Jersey
New Jersey
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York

New York
New York
New York
New York
New York -
New York
New York

Oklahoma

Oregon
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Texas

Texas

Texas

Texas

Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Utah
Washington

Washington
Wisconsin

Georgian Court Coliege

William Paterson University

The College of New Jersey

New Jersey City University

Fairleigh Dickinson University

St. Johns University

Pace University

University of Buffalo

State University of New York, Brockport
C.W. Post College, Long Island University
Fordham University

Brooklyn College

Long island University, Brooklyn Campus
Bank Street College of Education
Lehman College

Rhode Island College

Hofstra University

Teachers College-Columbia University

* University of Oklahoma -

Oregon State University
University of Oregon
Mercyhurst College

Penn State University

McMurry University

Texas A&M International Univ.
The University of Texas at Tyler
U of Houston

Texz's Tech University

Baylor University

University of Texas at San Antonio
University of St. Thomas
University of Texas Pan America
Our Lady of the Lake University
Texas A&M University, College Station
West Texas A & M

Texas A&M University, Commerce
Texas A&M University-Kingsville
University of Houston, Clear Lake
Houston Baptist University

St. Edwards University

Weber State University
Washington State University

Central Washington University
Alverno College
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Spanish

No

No

geared for all language groups
Spanish/Korean

Spanish, Chinese and Haitian-Creole

No

Spanish

Spanish

Spanish

Mostly Spanish teachers are enrolled in

our programs, which is a Bilingual extension,
Mainly Spanish. Chinese & French speakers.
Spanish, Chinese, Haitian

Spanish S

Spanish (classroom teachers) :

No :

Spanish

Spanish for preservice/Chinese, Korean, Haitian for in-
service.

Mainly Spanish, however other language groups are
covered.

Spanish

No

Spaiiish

Not offered

Spanish

Spanish

Spanish

Spanish—working towards Vietnamese Bilingual
certification.

Spanish

no

Spanish

Spanish primarily

Spanish

Spanish

Spanish

Spanish

Spanish

Spanish.

Spanish

Spanish

Spanish

No. However, nearly all of the students completing
bilingual endorsements are proficient in Spanish. We
have had several with Japanese, Russian, and one with
Hmong.

Spanish

Spanish, Hmong, Lau

65

@
ERIC

cpeast Dsarrs SAvERTon (ostyy



Wisconsin University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee Spanish and Hmong
Wisconsin University of Wisconsin, Oshkosh Spanish, Hmong
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