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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to identify the competencies neces

sary for an effective teacher in a bilingual/bicultural program using 

Spanish and English as mediums of instruction. As in a previous study, 

bilingual education teachers, bilingual education project directors, 

and educators involved directly in teacher training in bilingual educa

tion determined the needed competencies. 

The Modified Delphi Technique was the research method used to 

gather the data. The study generated lists of specific competencies for 

bilingual education teachers. The identified competencies included a 

total consensus of the combined number of respondents as well as a 

within group consensus among four different populations. 

The review of the literature included information on the general 

research on teacher education, on competency-based teacher education, on 

teacher training in bilingual education, and on the identification of 

competencies for effective bilingual/bicultural teachers. This informa

tion indicated a need for empirical studies that identify and validate 

competencies through the involvement of practitioners, supervisors, 

college instructors, and professors. 

Using a Modified Delphi Technique, the study involved a sample 

of four populations: (1) Title VII bilingual education teachers in 

Spanish/English programs; (2) Title VII bilingual education project 

directors in Spanish/English basic programs; (3) teacher training 
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directors in Spanish/English Title VII bilingual education projects; and 

(4) ej^erts in the field of bilingual education. 

The first questionnaire was open-ended and the responses were 

used to develop the second questionnaire. The second questionnaire was 

structured to allow the respondents to rate each competency at the pre-

service, in-service, and teacher trainer levels of study. 

The data were analyzed using the categories that emerged from the 

factor analysis procedures for pre-service, in-service, and teacher 

trainer levels of study. The statistical methods used to analyze these 

data were the mean, standard error, and standard deviation. 

The major conclusions of the study were as follows: 

1. At the pre-service level of study, the five major categories of 

competencies necessary for a bilingual education teacher were: 

language; ciilture; assessment; classroom management techniques; 

and parent and community involvement. 

2. At the in-service level of study, the five major categories of 

competencies for a bilingual education teacher were: language; 

culture; assessment; theoretical and philosophical applications; 

and classroom management techniques. 

3. At the teacher trainer level of study, the five major categories 

of competencies necessary for a bilingual education teacher were: 

language; culture; assessment; theoretical and philosophical 

applications; and classroom management techniques. 

4. A within group consensus on bilingusQ. education teacher compe

tencies was identified for each of the four populations at the 

pre-service, in-service, and teacher trainer levels of study. 



At the pre-service, in-service, and teacher trainer levels of 

study, intergroup differences on bilingual education teacher 

competencies were found. 

The implications of the study were as follows: 

The study should be considered in the planning and development 

of teacher preparation programs in bilingual education. 

The study represents a unique effort to validate competencies 

which could be incorporated into appropriate coursework within 

teacher training programs. 

The study expands the existing body of knowledge on bilingual 

education teacher competencies from which further research can 

be initiated. 



CHAPTER 1 

THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

Since 1970 much interest has been demonstrated in the preparation 

of teachers for the classroom. Public school teaching has become a mass 

occupation. An institutionalized system for preparing teachers and 

assisting them in improving instructional skills has become a social 

necessity (Ryan 1973). 

Ingersoll (1976) has stated that teachers need to be involved in 

the process of defining training needs. It is unsound to invest funds 

in training which may be irrelevant to teachers' needs. 

Cervantes (1976) notes that teachers should assist researchers 

in identifying appropriate teacher behaviors to maximize student achieve

ment. Medley (1973, p. 44) has similarly stated: "It is only when a 

teacher begins to practice that he can begin to sort out among the compe

tencies he has acquired in pre-service training those that work for him 

from those that do not; or more accurately, to discover when, with whom, 

and for what purpose each competence is effective for' him." 

Sharpe (1967) has stated that research needs to have an impact 

on the teacher. Knowledge gained through research should lead to a 

process of refining and restructuring the content of teacher preparation 

programs. 

1 
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Bilingual education teachers also must be involved in the re

search particularly as it pertains to the content of bilingual education 

teacher preparation programs. Pascual (1978, p. 16) stated clearly the 

need for improvement in teacher training for bilingual education: "As 

one reviews the literature on teacher training for bilingual education, 

in spite of a decisive trend to include language and culture in certifi

cation requirements, one concept emerges—vagueness." 

The bilingual education teacher and those educators directly in

volved in the preparation of bilingual education teachers need to pro

vide input for the empirical process of refining and restructuring the 

content of bilingual education teacher preparation programs. The devel

opment of training programs must continue as the foundation of successful 

bilingual education programs is the effective preparation of the teacher. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the present study v/as to identify the competencies 

necessary for an effective teacher in a bilingual/bicultural program 

using Spanish and English as mediums of instruction. As in a previous 

study (Saldate 1972), bilingual education teachers, bilingual education 

project directors, and educators involved directly in bilingual education 

determined the needed competencies. The Delphi Technique is the research 

method that was used. This study generated lists of specific relevant 

competencies for bilingual education teachers. The identified competen

cies included a total consensus of the combined number of respondents as 

well as a within group consensus among four different populations. 
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A review of the literature underscores the need for further re

search in this area. Effective staff preparation in bilingual education 

is essential in developing successful educational programs for linguis

tically different children (Perez 1976). 

Statement of the Problem 

What were the competencies necessary for an effective teacher 

in a bilingualA>icultural program? Through this study lists of specific 

relevant competencies for bilingual education teachers were generated. 

Also, the lists of relevant competencies for bilingual education teach

ers were placed in priority based on the consensus of the response 

received. 

Questions to Guide the Study 

The following questions provided direction to the study: 

1. Are there specific skills or competencies necessary for a 

bilingual education teacher? 

2. Is there a group consensus on bilingual education teacher 

competencies as perceived by all four populations identified? 

3. Is there within group consensus on bilingual education teacher 

competencies as perceived by the four populations identified? 

4. Are there intergroup differences on bilingual education compe

tencies among the four populations identified? 

Scope of the Study 

1. The teachers, project directors, and teacher training directors 

surveyed are limited to those identified in the 1978-79 Guide 

to Title VII ESEA Bilingual Bicultural Programs. 



The experts were selected on the basis of published literature 

in the field of bilingual education and/or on the basis of 

having been invited to participate in the 1978 Hispanic Confer

ence on Bilingual Education sponsored by the Office of Hispanic 

Affairs, Washington, D.C. 

Definitions of Terms Used 

Bilingual Education: The use of two languages, Spanish and 

English, as medimns of instruction. 

Bilingual/Bicultural Education; The use of two languages, 

Spanish and English, and two or more cultures, mainstream and 

Hispanic, for the purpose of instruction. 

Bilingual Education Expert; A person directly involved in 

bilingual education publications and/or a person having been 

selected to participate in the 1978 Hispanic Conference on 

Bilingual Education sponsored by the Office of Hispanic 

Affairs, Washington, D.C. 

Competency; An observable skill necessary to accomplish speci

fic objectives related to bilingual/bicultural education pro

grams . 

Modified Delphi Technique; A method for the systematic solici

tation and collation of expert opinions through the use of two 

questionnaires. 

Project Director; An administrator of a Bilingual Education 

Basic Program funded by Title VII of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965 as amended. 
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7. Teacher: A certificated person employed in the capacity of 

instructing students in an educational setting. 

8. Teacher Training Director; An administrator of a Bilingual 

Education Teacher Training Program funded by Title VII of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 as amended. 

Method of Data Gathering 

The data for the study were gathered using the Modified Delphi 

Technique. The Delphi Technique was developed by Olaf Helmer (1966) 

and his colleagues at the Rand Corporation. This technique is designed 

to develop a consensus of expert opinion through successive question

naires which permit the individual to rate the importance of variables 

until a consensus appears to be reached (Letson 1973). The Delphi 

Technique, for purposes of this study, was modified to include two 

questionnaires. The first questionnaire was open-ended. The responses 

gathered from the first questionnaire were then incorporated into a 

second questionnaire. Each participant was then asked to note the 

importance of each variable. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The following review examines literature in the area of teacher 

training in bilingual education, in particular the efforts that have been 

made to identify the competencies needed by effective educators in 

bilingual/bicultural programs. Because bilingual education incorporates 

theory and practices of education in general, there is consideration of 

issues important to education as a whole, including the competency-based 

teacher education (CBTE) movement. 

This review is divided into these sections: (1) general research 

on teacher education; (2) competency-based teacher education; (3) teacher 

training in bilingual education; (4) identification of competencies for 

effective bilingual/bicultural teachers; and (5) summary. 

General Research on Teacher Education 

There is a general consensus among researchers (Dyer 1974; 

Ryan 1973; Tobey 1974) that, in general, training programs for teachers 

have been inadequate to prepare them for work in a dynamically changing 

society. Typically, teacher education programs have involved completion 

of a specific number of courses in specified areas of study. They have 

not indicated in specific terms what teacher candidates need to know or 

be able to do to help students learn. 

6 



7 

Ryan (1973) discusses certain of the problems of current teacher 

training programs. Goals for students are seldom stated in a set of 

measurable program objectives, which prolongs the "pervasive imprecision" 

characteristic of the field of teacher training. The current training 

system seems to accommodate better the training institution, rather than 

the needs of the teachers and children. Lectures and pencil and paper 

tests, states Ryan (1973, p. 33), are "a very ineffective way to prepare 

people for the active, multifaceted role of classroom teacher." 

Another aspect of research on teacher education is an attempt by 

researchers to identify the characteristics of "the" effective teacher. 

Cervantes (1976) reviewed research on teacher behaviors and their effects 

on the learning process. He found that although there is much research 

available in this area, "Careful examination of the methodology, instru

mentation, research controls or lack of them vividly demonstrates that 

despite some technological advances, teacher behavior research suffers 

from severe limitations" (Cervantes 1976, p. 179) . 

Many studies lack well-defined teacher variables and adequate 

controls, and there is lack of agreement concerning which behaviors an 

effective teacher displays. Ornstein (1976) notes that research studies 

may contain up to two or three hundred descriptive teacher behaviors, 

some of which are irrelevant to the classroom. He states that teaching 

is a complex act, not a natural phenomenon, and that human judgment, 

with the aid of empirical data and measurement instruments can be used 

to determine a good teacher. 

Henney and Mortensen (1973) found that among numerous studies 

designed to identify the characteristics of successful teachers, a 
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significant result was that greater differences exist among teachers 

using the same approach than among teachers using different approaches. 

They recommend that an assessment of teacher competencies emphasize the 

teacher and the learning situation, rather than materials. Also, Dickson 

(1979) recommends that research on teacher competencies emphasize field 

work that is related to the real world of teaching in classrooms. 

Competency-Based Teacher Education (CBTE) 

As is stated by Lindsey (1976), competency-based teacher educa

tion is an approach to curriculum design that involves defining knowledge 

skills and attitudes, designing strategies for achieving goals, evalu

ating performance, and using results to improve the system. Competencies 

originate from conceptions of teacher roles in the achievement of school 

goals. These conceptions should be supported by research, curriculum, 

job analysis, and teacher judgment. 

In the most general sense, Borich (1979) indicated that a compe

tency has come to stand for a skill, behavior, or performance expected 

of a trainee at the completion of training. Borich poses distinct and 

overlapping definitions for behavior, variable, and competency. "The 

three concepts are viewed as progressively more specific, variables 

being derived from behaviors and competencies being derived from vari

ables—with competencies defined in terms of proficiency levels validated 

against pupil outcomes" (Borich 1979, p. 77). These definitions provide 

a framework from which to view the evaluation of teachers and the objec

tives of teacher training. 
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CBTE, because of its special focus on the definition and assess

ment of teaching competency, has given added visibility to a basic 

problem in education (Kay 1978). CBTE is part of the trend toward 

accountability and relevance in education. In designing such programs, 

goal behaviors should be listed in specific observable terms. Thus, 

the trainee will know what he has to do and the evaluator can assess 

strengths and weaknesses and possible alternative activities for the 

prospective teacher (Darcy 1974). The specification of competencies can 

involve practitioners, supervisors, college instructors and professors, 

as well as others who are affected by and affect what students learn 

(Johnson 1974) . 

A number of researchers have acknowledged that CBTE lacks an 

empirical base (Borich 1979; Brown and Okey 1973; Hertzberg 1976; Maxim 

1974; Moskowitz 1976; Tobey 1974). The institutions supporting CBTE 

have been in disagreement regarding which competencies are needed. 

Further problems are that competencies listed are vague and derived 

from "hunches, speculation, and brainstorming" (Moskowitz 1976, p. 22) 

Training institutions have changed programs, standards, and curriculum 

at random (Dziuban 1977). 

The goal of CBTE is to produce teachers with certain specified 

competencies which will improve and facilitate students' learning (Brown 

and Okey 1973). Since a research base is lacking. Brown and Okey (1973) 

have suggested that program developers show that certain ej^perts, such 

as classroom teachers, have verified certain skills as important. The 

need for research and evaluation in the validation of competencies is 

great. 
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Teacher Training in Bilingual Education 

The passage of the Bilingual Education Act in 1968 demonstrated 

the interest of this nation in the education of linguistically different 

children. The Supreme Court decision of 1974 Lau v. Nichols further 

raised the national awareness of the need for bilingual education and 

aided passage of state laws requiring bilingual education (Teitelbaum 

and Hiller 1977). In an attempt to remedy the crucial shortage of qual

ified bilingual/bicultural teachers, school districts have relied on in-

service training, and teacher training institutions have designed special 

programs in bilingual education. 

Ramirez et al. (1975) have stressed that teacher training is an 

area of critical importance to bilingual education. It is generally 

recognized that teacher behaviors may be one of the most important vari

ables related to student learning (Cervantes 1976) . 

As Gaarder (1970) has noted, bilingualism alone does not prepare 

a teacher to be an effective bilingual teacher. Andersson and Boyer 

(1970) consider native and non-native speakers of the languages involved 

to have similar prospects for success if they are properly trained. 

Palmer (1975a) has noted that there has been a cyclical problem 

in the field of bilingual education. It has been difficult to know 

where to begin a teacher training program without more reliable complete 

research; however, without training programs little research can be done. 

Light (1974) stresses the need for balance between theoretical 

courses and field experiences in curriculum for bilingual educators. 

Along with other researchers (Blanco 1976; Castillo and Cruz 1974), he 

notes that bilingual teachers need information on native and second 
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language learning and the nature of language. Through experience, they 

should become aware of the systematic nature of dialects and the social 

variables that influence speech; e.g., socioeconomic status, age, and 

setting. 

As Goodman, Goodman, and Burke (1973) have noted for prospective 

elementary teachers, the bilingual teacher should be linguistically 

sophisticated. He or she should have sufficient direct experience with 

children's language to properly appreciate their linguistic competence. 

The bilingual teacher should be aware of the variety of dialects in his 

or her community and be able to understand and communicate with various 

groups. 

Language proficiency in the non-English language is also a major 

concern in bilingual programs, since many teachers have had limited for

mal education in this area, although they are native speakers (Blanco 

1976). 

Cultural awareness and sensitivity is another important aspect 

of teacher training. According to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 

(1975), teacher training for teachers of Mexican American students 

should include study of the history and culture, background and learning 

needs of Mexican American students and provision for the teacher or 

teacher candidate for interaction with Mexican American adults and chil

dren. Ramirez (1969) has noted that sensitivity training should promote 

the bilingual educator's awareness of his or her own cultural values and 

those of the students. 

As Jaramillo (1975) has pointed out, cultural awareness and 

second language methodology are necessary but not sufficient for 
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preparation of fully qualified bilingual education teachers. Perez 

(1977, p. 12) has stated that teachers of bilingual children need to 

develop skills that will enable them "to deal with the incompatibilities 

of schools and student characteristics." She has outlined skills in the 

areas of socio-cultural foundations, language development, curriculum 

adaptation and development, and Spanish for teachers as particularly 

important to bilingual in-service training. 

Bilingual education teachers need to recognize the cognitive 

style of their individual students so that they can devise appropriate 

learning strategies. Ramirez and Castaneda (1974) have posited that 

cognitive style, i.e., different styles of acquiring and organizing 

knowledge, are cultxirally based. According to their research, Mexican 

American children tend to be field-dependent.^ They found that Mexican 

American children typically do best with materials having social con

tent, are sensitive to opinions of authority figures regarding their 

ability and perform best on verbal I.Q. tests. Bicultural children who 

successfully coped with the demands of two cultures used both field-

dependent and field-independent cognitive styles. Ramirez and Castaneda 

(1974) have proposed bicognitive development as an educational goal for 

linguistically different children and suggest strategies for teachers 

and children to promote flexibility in the use of both styles. 

1. The field-dependent, field-independent theory of cognitive 
style of Witkin (1962) views individuals as having a preferred mode of 
visual perception. A person perceives visual-spatial stimuli with him

self (field-independent) or an external stimulus (field-dependent) as 

his primary point of reference. Perceptual style influences cognitive 
process and social interactions. 
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Cazden and Leggett (1976), however, caution that there are no 

actual data given to support the approach of Ramirez and Castaneda. 

Until more research evidence has been found, specific recommendations 

for educational policy in the area of cognitive style should not be made. 

Ramirez et al. (1975) have found teacher preparation to be con

cerned mainly with theoretical, rather than practical, issues. They 

have noted that it is urgent to identify the kind of teacher education 

program which will produce the kind of teacher most likely to facilitate 

learning in bilingual education schools. According to these researchers, 

the type of program with the best prospects of success will probably be 

a more interdisciplinary program than that typical of today's schools of 

education. 

Identification of Competencies for Effective 
Bilingual/Bicultural Education Teachers 

Bilingual teachers and aides who are well-prepared for their 

roles appear to exert the most direct influence on the cognitive and 

affective development of linguistically different students (State Depart

ment of Education of California 1977). Teacher training programs should 

produce teachers with the skills and behaviors which will result in the 

educational achievement of all children, and the competency-based teach

er education model is especially appropriate to accomplish this (Petti-

grew 1973). The focus of CBTE is on the acquisition of specific verbal 

and non-verbal skills behaviors and attitudes which will facilitate 

student's learning. 

The study of Waggoner (1977) concerning state requirements for 

teacher certification for bilingual programs demonstrates that there is 
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a trend toward the development of (Competency-based standards for evalu

ating bilingual teachers. Waggoner (1977) has included the bilingual/ 

bicultural teacher education standards of the National Association of 

State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification. These standards 

are considered appropriate for all bilingual teacher education programs. 

According to the NASDTEC, the program should develop and evaluate lan

guage of instruction, provide for knowledge of history and culture of 

the two groups, prepare the teacher candidate to select and adapt mate

rials, provide learning experiences in sociology and linguistics, provide 

field experiences, develop proficiency in teaching methods, make the 

prospective teacher aware of dialect differences and their implications, 

and promote understanding of differences in phonology, forms, and struc

tures of the two languages and ability to apply this knowledge to teach

ing . 

In more general terms, Pettigrew (1973) has stated competencies 

for teacher training for multicultural education. Among competencies 

designated for all teachers are that the teacher should: evaluate the 

total learning environment in terms of effects on pupil learning, design 

of performance, cognitive, and expressive skills, use diagnosis and de

sign testing instruments, possess good communication skills, and examine 

curricular materials to foster positive views of minority children and 

their culture. Skills important to teachers working in a multicultural 

setting include: assessing the impact of educational practices on pupils 

and the ability to modify approaches to modify that impact, and develop

ing and involving community resources in the learning process. 
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Cervantes (1976) has stated that ideally a bilingual/bicultural 

teacher should; be fluent in Spanish, be knowledgeable concerning 

phonetics and oral language development, diagnostic techniques, small 

group and individualized instruction; have knowledge of basic testing 

issues and techniques; be familiar with Mexican American history and 

contemporary social issues; possess counseling skills and awareness of 

numerous instructional strategies. Cervantes (1976) notes that few 

teachers possess these skills. 

According to Perez (1976), an effective bilingual teacher should 

have the competencies and skills expected of a monolingual teacher, in 

addition to bilingualism and biculturalism. Also important are sensi

tivity to the social, cultural, linguistic, and pedagogical needs of 

linguistically different students; awareness of different learning styles; 

ability to use both languages to instruct; knowledge of curriculum and 

associated terminology; and ability to teach both languages through 

proper first and second language techniques. 

Baptista et al. (1973) have listed basic competencies for teach

ers in bilingual programs. These include a humanistic approach to edu-' 

cation that involves acceptance and respect for cultural and linguistic 

traits. Also mentioned are language skills, knowledge of linguistics 

and students' cultural heritage, and learning styles and communication 

skills. Similarly, Baca de McNicholas (1976) has discussed competencies 

determined by Castillo to be necessary for a bilingual teacher to be 

effective. These skills are categorized into the areas of language, 

culture, and cognitive styles. 
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Palmer (1975b) has categorized a number of competencies for use 

in bilingual teacher training. The categories are: working with chil

dren, working with parents, cultural interactions, diagnosis and pre

scription, communication skills in the native language, communication in 

the target language, mathematics, social studies, science, health, phy

sical education and recreation, music, creativity, and personal and 

professional development. Palmer (1975b) notes that competencies need 

to be continually reevaluated and modified in accord with research and 

field experience. 

The Center for Applied Linguistics or CAL (1974) has developed a 

set of guidelines regarding competencies needed by bilingual education 

teachers for certification. Personal qualities, attitudes, skills, and 

experience are stressed, rather than particular courses and numbers of 

credits. Of particular importance are a strong background in the philos

ophy and theory of bilingual education and its application, a genuine 

interest in the education of children, proficiency in the child's home 

language and the ability to use it as a medium of instruction, cultural 

awareness and sensitivity, and appropriate professional cind academic 

preparation. Specific competencies are listed for the areas of language 

proficiency, linguistics, culture, methodology, curriculum design and 

adaptation, assessment, school-community relations, and supervised 

teaching. 

The State Department of Education of California (1977) has spe

cified criteria for bilingual teacher competencies. They emphasize 

fluency in the target language, familiarity with the culture of the 

students and working professional knowledge of the methodologies 
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necessary to promote the achievement of linguistically different chil

dren. 

The specific knowledge, abilities, and skills included are sug

gested as an ideal for program planning and assessment of teacher candi

dates. The competencies are divided into the areas of language 

proficiency, sociocultural and historical background, psychopersonal 

relations, applied linguistics, and pedagogy. 

Blanco (1978) has proposed detailed sets of competencies for 

university students in bilingual education. He has included competencies 

for undergraduates, master's and doctoral students. The competencies are 

of two types: basic or essential, and supporting, i.e., enhancing a stu

dent's preparation. The four competency areas are: attitudes, linguis

tics, culture, and pedagogy. Attitudinal competencies for undergraduates 

involve realizing that all children have intellectual, cultural, and 

linguistic strengths which should be further developed. Linguistic com

petencies include understanding of the nature of language, theories of 

first and second language learning, and areas of transfer and inter

ference. Among cultural competencies mentioned are awareness of the 

cultural groups' contributions to the development of our nation and pre

paring children to function in a variety of social and cultural settings. 

Pedagogical competencies stress planning skills, incorporating the 

child's culture in the curriculum, classroom management skills, inter

action skills, using teaching techniques in both languages in content 

areas, assessment skills, and selection and modification of appropriate 

materials. Additional research and supervisory competencies are listed 

for graduate level students. 
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Blanco (1978) has specified that these competencies are "gener

ic." They are general competencies that can be used to generate more 

specific ones for university programs. The competencies stated by 

Blanco (1978) and those listed by the State Department of Education of 

California (1977) and the CAL (1974) are more specific than most state

ments regarding the skills and background needed by bilingual/bicultural 

teachers; however, as is noted in each document, they are intended as 

guidelines for developers of teacher education programs. There exists 

a need for identification of more specific competencies and for valida

tion of those competencies. 

Summary 

The review of the literature included information on the general 

research on teacher education, on competency-based teacher education, on 

teacher training in bilingual education, and on the identification of 

competencies for effective bilingual/bicultural teachers. This informa

tion indicated a need for empirical studies that identify and validate 

competencies through the involvement of practitioners, supervisors, 

college instructors and professors. In meeting this need the focus of 

this study was to seek expert opinion from classroom teachers, project 

administrators, teacher trainers, and professors directly involved in 

bilingual/bicultural education. The research method used was the 

Modified Delphi Technique. A detailed description of the research pro

cedures is provided in the subsequent chapter. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

In order to elicit responses from bilingual education classroom 

teachers, supervisors of bilingual education programs, directors of 

teacher training programs in bilingual education, and experts in bilin

gual education, the Modified Delphi Technique was used (see page 5). 

The Delphi Technique is an intuitive methodology for organizing 

and sharing "expert" forecasts about the future (Helmer 1966) . Weaver 

(1971, p. 268) further stated: 

Delphi . . , operated on the principle that several heads 
are better than one in making subjective conjectures about 
the future, and that experts . . . will make conjectures 
based upon rational judgment and shared information rather 
than merely guessing, and will separate hope from likelihood 
in the process. 

Originally, Helmer (1966) and Rasp (1974) used the Delphi Tech

nique for eliciting responses from a panel of education experts. The 

purpose was to compile a list of preferred goals for possible federal 

funding (Weaver 1971) . Cyphert and Gant (1971) used Delphi as an opin

ion questionnaire to elicit preference statements from educators at the 

university level. 

The Modified Delphi Technique has been applied to educational 

planning. Andaloro (1976) used the technique for identifying junior 

high/middle school components for teacher preparation programs. Gazzola 
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(1971) applied this technique to gather within group consensus while 

receiving information on educational planning decisions. 

The Population 

The population was gathered from two distinct subpopulations. 

They were: (1) persons listed in the 1978-79 Guide to Title VII ESEA 

Bilingual Bicultural Programs in the United States, and (2) experts 

identified from the 1978 list of special conferees considered to be 

authorities in the field of bilingual education by the National Office 

of Hispanic Affairs. A copy of the correspondence is included in 

Appendix A. In addition, other experts were identified in the review 

of the literature. 

The Sample 

The teachers, program directors, and teacher training directors 

were identified using the 1978-79 Guide to Title VII ESEA Bilingual 

Bicultural Programs. 

Selection of Teachers and 
Basic Program Directors 

on the basis of those projects funded for more than three years under 

Title VII of the Bilingual Education Act. The breakdown of states 

represented was as follows: 

The selection of teachers and basic program directors was made 

Arizona 
California 

7 projects 
7 projects 
3 projects 
2 projects 
2 projects 

3 projects 
4 projects 

4 projects 

Colorado 
Florida 
Massachusetts 

New Mexico 
New York 
Texas 
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Selection of Teacher Training Directors 

After identifying all of the Spanish/English teacher training 

projects in the United States, 42 projects were selected using a random 

sampling technique. 

Selection of Experts 

Experts were identified from the 1978 list of special conferees 

considered to be authorities in the field of bilingual education by the 

National Office of Hispanic Affairs. Others were selected from a review 

of the literature in the area of competencies in bilingual education. 

For the returns by each group, see Appendix B. 

Format of the Questionnaires 

The first questionnaire was open-ended. A copy of the question

naire is included in Appendix C. The respondents were asked to briefly 

list five items which they felt should receive major emphasis in deter

mining important bilingual education competencies. 

The second questionnaire was developed from the responses re

ceived after the first questionnaire. Each respondent's list was incor

porated into the second questionnaire. The responses were collated 

according to five generic categories: (1) pedagogy; (2) language; (3) 

culture; (4) parent/community; and (5) other. The format of the second 

questionnaire included a rating scale from 1 to 5 with 1 being "not 

needed" or "lowest priority" to 5 being "strongly endorse" or "highest 

priority." A sample,copy of the second questionnaire is also in 

Appendix C. Each participant was asked to rate from 1 to 5 each of 
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the responses included in the second questionnaire at three levels of 

study: (1) pre-service; (2) in-service; and (3) teacher trainer. 

Summary 

The research procedures involved in the study were discussed. 

The Modified Delphi Technique was addressed in relation to its useful

ness in educational planning and educational research. Also discussed 

was the sample for the study and the format to be used in both question

naires. 

A Modified Delphi Technique was identified as the method to be 

used for the study. The study involved four samples including: (1) 

Title VII bilingual education teachers in Spanish/English programs; (2) 

Title VII bilingual education project directors in Spanish/English basic 

programs; (3) teacher training directors in Spanish/English Title VII 

bilingual education projects; and (4) experts in the field of bilingual 

education. 

The first questionnaire was open-ended. The second question

naire was designed from the responses collected from the initial ques

tionnaire. Copies of both questionnaires are included in Appendix C. 

In organizing and presenting the data, a factor analysis proce

dure was used. Also, the data were analyzed using the measures of 

central tendency (mean, standard error, and standard deviation) of each 

item for a total group consensus and for a within group consensus as 

perceived by each of the four samples or groups. The presentation and 

analysis of the data is organized in the following chapter. 



CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The purpose of the study was to seek answers to the following 

set of questions: 

1. Are there specific skills or competencies necessary for a 

bilingual education teacher? 

2. Is there a group consensus on bilingual education teacher 

competencies as perceived by all four populations identified? 

3. Is there within group consensus on bilingual education teacher 

competencies as perceived by the four populations identified? 

4. Are there intergroup differences on bilingual education com

petencies among the four populations identified? 

The presentation of the data is organized to coincide with each of the 

above stated questions. Several tables are presented in order to convey 

the analysis of the findings. Also, a summary of the presentation and 

analysis of the data is included in this chapter. 

In response to the first question, a factor ana.\ysis v;as used 

to identify the specific skills or competencies necessary for bilingual 

education teachers. The following categories were found to be the order 

of priorities for the pre-service level of training: 

1. Language; 

2. Culture; 

3. Assessment; 
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4. Classroom Management Techniques; and 

5. Parent and Community Involvement. 

The majority of the variables which were identified in questionnaire 

responses loaded significantly as measured by a Type 1 and a Type 2 

varimax rotated factor matrix after rotation with Kaiser normalization 

(see Tables 1-5). 

At the in-service level of training, the following categories 

were identified as the specific skills or competencies for bilingual . 

education teachers: 

1. Language; 

2. Culture; 

3. Theoretical and Philosophical Applications; 

4. Parent and Community Involvement; and 

5. Classroom Management and Assessment Techniques. 

The majority of the variables loaded significantly as measured by a 

Type 1 and Type 2 varimax rotated factor matrix after rotation with 

Kaiser normalization {see Tables 6-10). 

In identifying bilingual education teacher competencies at the 

teacher trainer level, the following five categories were found to be 

of high priority; 

1. Language; 

2. Culture; 

3. Assessment; 

4. Theoretical and Philosophical Applications; and 

5. Classroom Management Techniques. 



Table 1. Factor 1 loadings for significant variables (pre-service) —language* 

Item 

No. 

PAl Variable 

Variable Loading 

PA2 Variable 

Loading 
Total Group 

Mean 

P 30. Understand differences and similarities 
between first and second language learning .49529 .51067 3. 735 

P 32. Linguistic knowledge of both English and the 
other language as applied to teaching 

bilinguals .44632 3. 725 

P 33. Knowledge in technical aspects of first and 
second language acquisition and development .39409 3. 398 

P 35. Language proficiency in standard and home 
varieties of relevant languages ,55424 .54859 3. 550 

P 36. Ability to read and write at an academic 

level in the language other than English .75181 .70670 3. 813 

P 37. Ability to read texts with immediate compre
hension in the non-English language .78881 .76844 3. 947 

P 38. Ability to discuss in the non-English lan
guage all aspects of bilingual education .72731 .70298 3. 591 

P 39. Ability to conduct class entirely in the 
non-English language .75207 .73229 3. 871 

P 40. Ability to carry out instruction in content 
areas using standard English and student's 
home language ,83312 .81861 3. 930 



Table 1, continued 

Item 
No. Variable 

PAl Variable 

Loading 

PA2 Variable 

Loading 

Total Group 

Mean 

P 41. Recognize and accept the language variety 
of the home and the standard language .63724 .60485 3.941 

P 42. Ability to explain formal subject area in 
two languages .80684 .79464 3.731 

P 43. Command of technical vocabulary in two 
languages to include speaking and writing .73377 .71503 3.600 

P 44. Ability to assess language development in 

order to evaluate progress toward English 
proficiency ,53760 .53825 3.608 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to language. 



Table 2. Factor 2 loadings for significant variables (pre-service) —culture* 

Item 

No. 
PAl Variable 

Variable Loading 

PA2 Variable 

Loading 
Total Group 

Mean 

P 47. Knowledge of the ethnic group's accomplish
ments for enhancement of the individual's and 
the ethnic group's self-concept .68434 .62963 3. 771 

P 48. Understand social and cultural differences 

and similarities for teaching both cultures .76615 .74698 3. 860 

P 49. Communicate effectively across cultures .80026 .78965 3. 929 

P 50. Recognition and acceptance of the communities 

culture and ability to incorporate it within 

the classroom .79924 .79198 3. 953 

P 51. Awareness of and familiarization with target 

children's development and cultural influence .69887 .67821 3. 769 

P 52. Sensitive to the cultural/ethnic lifestyle 
of the child .75473 .73298 4. 152 

P 53. Knowledge of the history and culture of the 
non-English language group .66340 .63751 3. 860 

P 54. Understand learning theories and their 
relationship to culture and intelligence .47239 3. 471 

P 55. Being bicultural and especially sensitive 
to the target culture .53173 .49708 3. 698 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to culture. 



Table 3. Factor 3 loadings for significant variables (pre-service)—assessment* 

Item 
No. 

PAl Variable 
Variable Loading 

PA2 Variable 
Loading 

Total Group 
Mean 

P 20. Ability to integrate child's linguistic 
style with sound early childhood principles .43273 .40433 3. 512 

P 21. Acquire, evaluate and adapt materials as 
well as develop appropriate activities .62256 .55481 3. 620 

P 22. Ability to adapt available materials as 
based on culture and language .49554 3. 702 

P 23. Awareness of and ability to use bilingual 
education materials .66544 .63508 3. 836 

P 24. Skills in testing, measurement, and evaluation .76837 .74239 3. 359 

P 25. Ability to evaluate a reading program to in

clude instrument selection, administration, 

implementation, interpretation, and 

modification .73316 .69851 3. 240 

P 26. Knowledge of testing, measurement, and 
research in bilingual education .75981 .73116 3. 041 

P 27. Understand the alternative methods of assess

ing and evaluating the bilingual student .63859 .61501 3. 327 

P 46. Assess initial and sequential proficiency of 

each child in both languages .48644 3. 541 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to assessment. 



Table 4. Factor 4 loadings for significant variables (pre-service)—classroom management 
techniques* 

Item 
No. Variable 

PAl Variable 
Loading 

PA2 Variable 
Loading 

Total Group 
Mean 

P 1. Individualized instruction .66930 .53852 3.560 

P 5. Competency to motivate children to learn .40083 4.298 

P 6. Ability to implement an instructional plan 

for the day, week, and year incorporating 
two languages .59754 .65093 3.982 

P 7. Understand the various bilingual curricula 
and their differences .31896 3.435 

P 9. Management techniques to handle classrooms 
with bilingual and monolingual children .66808 .67778 3.883 

P 10. Understand bilingual students' psychological 
and emotional needs .55134 .47536 4.082 

P 11. Awareness of bicognitive learning modes and 

ability to teach using both styles of 

learning .59189 .52976 3.613 

P 22. Ability to adapt available materials based 

on culture and language .48251 3.702 



Table 4, continued 

Item 

No. Variable 
PAl Variable 

Loading 

PA2 Variable 

Loading 
Total Group 

Mean 

P 45. Understanding and using in the classroom the 

various language proficiency assessments .49291 3.488 

P 46. Assess initial and sequential proficiency of 
each child in both languages .48997 3.541 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to classroom 
management techniques. 



Table 5. Factor 5 loadings for significant variables (pre-service)—parent and community 
involvement* 

Item 
No. Variables 

PAl Variable 
Loading 

PA2 Variable 
Loading 

Total Group 
Mean 

P 56. Ability to communicate the present and 

future status of bilingual education to 
community patrons .54754 .44463 3.698 

P 57. Ability to work with the parents and the 
community and involve them in planning .77943 .77920 3.647 

P 58. Ability to facilitate school, home, and 
community interaction .78224 .78027 3.641 

P 59. Understanding the importance of parent and 
community involvement in bilingual educa
tion programs .62333 .52754 3.912 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to parent and 
community involvement. 



Table 6. Factor 1 loadings for significant variables (in-service)—language* 

Item 
No. Variables 

PAl Variable 
Loading 

PA2 Variable 

Loading 

Total Group 

Mean 

I 7. ,Understand the various bilingual curricula 
and their differences .35497 3. 918 

I 28. Language differences and similarities .56587 .50895 4. 137 

I 29. Language and culture .34783 4. 152 

I 30. Understand differences and similarities 

between first and second language learning .66090 .61769 4. 188 

I 31. Sensitivity to the variations in the 
student's native language .53627 .49831 4. 181 

I 32. Linguistic knowledge of both English and 

the other language as applied to teaching 

bilinguals .64684 .58834 4. 099 

I 33. Knowledge in technical aspects of first and 
second language acquisition and development .56810 .53625 3. 871 

I 34. Knowledge of first and second language 

acquisition theories in order to diagnose 

learning difficulties .54353 .50916 3. 982 

I 35. Language proficiency in standard and home 

varieties of relevant languages .55928 .51160 4. 000 

I 36. Ability to read and write at an academic 
level in the language other than English ,75100 ,72477 4, 234 



Table 6, continued 

Item 

No. Variable 
PAl Variable 

Loading 
PA2 Variable 

Loading 

Total Group 

Mean 

I 37. Ability to read texts with immediate 
comprehension in the non-English language .74487 .72225 4.292 

I 38. Ability to discuss in the non-English lan
guage all aspects of bilingual education ,70549 .70309 4.029 

I 39. Ability to conduct class entirely in the 
non-English language .81021 .70309 4.246 

I 40. Ability to carry out instruction in content 
areas using standard English and student's 

home language .85063 .83923 4.357 

I 41. Recognize and accept the language variety 

of the home and the standard language .48030 .45147 4.253 

I 42. Ability to explain'formal subject area in 
two languages .78262 .77513 4.234 

I 43. Command of technical vocabulary in two 

languages to include speaking and writing .68928 .67451 4.118 

I 44. Ability to assess language development in 
order to evaluate progress toward English 
proficiency .56969 .55544 4.193 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to language. 



Table 7. Factor 2 loadings for significant variables (in-service) —culture* 

Item 

No. 

PAl Variable 
Variables Loading 

PA2 Variable 
Loading 

Total Group 

Mean 

I 21. Acquire, evaluate and adapt materials as well 
as develop appropriate activities .46485 .45574 4 .152 

I 47. Knowledge of the ethnic group's accomplish
ments for enhancement of the individual's and 

the ethnic group's self-concept .65499 .60031 4 .053 

I 48. Understand social and cultural differences 

and similarities for teaching both cultures .68395 .65333 4 .175 

I 49. Comniunicate effectively across cultures .65916 .65879 4 .188 

I 50, Recoynition and acceptance of the community's 

culture and ability to incorporate it within 

the classroom .69619 .67585 4 .292 

I 51. Awareness of and familiarization with target 
children's development and cultural influence .65487 .60673 . 4 .130 

I 52. Sensitive to the cultural/ethnic lifestyle 

of the child .71873 .68924 4 .404 

I 53. Knowledge of the history and culture of the 

non-English language group .57093 .53101 4 .123 



Table 7, continued 

Item 

No. Variable 

PAl Variable 

Loading 

PA2 Variable 

Loading 

Total Group 

Mean 

I 54. Understand learning theories and their 

relationship to culture and intelligence .41526 .38495 3.812 

I 55. Being bicultural and especially sensitive 
to the target culture .43088 .41803 3.929 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to culture. 



Table 8. Factor 3 loadings for significant variables (in-service)—theoretical and 
philosophical applications* 

Item 

No. 
PAl Variable 

Loading 
PA2 Variable 

Loading 

Total Group 

Mean 

I 15. Grasp of psychological view of how 

humans learn .66706 .54598 3.822 

I 16. Application of a philosophy concerning 

bilingual education in the classroom .67085 .58780 3.918 

I 19. Ability to transfer knowledge of learning 
theory to content areas in the non-
English language .52124 .61516 4.030 

H
 

O
 

Ability to integrate child's linguistic 
style with sound early childhood 
principles .63784 .61592 3.857 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to theoretical and 

philosophical applications. 



Table 9. Factor 4 loadings for significant variables (in-service)—parent and 
community involvement* 

Item 

No. Variable 
PAl Variable 

Loading 
PA2 Variable 

Loading 

Total Group 

Mean 

I 56. Ability to communicate the present and future 
status of bilingual education to community 
patrons .61894 .52951 4.125 

I 57. Ability to work with the parents and the 

community and involve them in planning .78645 .77004 4.300 

I 58. Ability to facilitate school, home, and 
community interaction .78898 .76257 4.218 

I 59. Understanding the importance of parent and 

community involvement in bilingual programs .63280 .57842 4.241 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to parent and 

community involvement. 



Table IQ. Factor 5 loadings for significant variables 
and assessment techniques* 

(in-service) —classroom management 

Item 

No. 

PAl Variable 

Variable Loading 

PA2 Variable 

Loading 
Total Group 

Mean 

I 6. Ability to implement an instructional plan 

for the day, week, and year incorporating 

two languages .58931 4.327 

I 8. Ability to work in a team teaching situation 
using available human resources .58029 3.912 

I 9. Management techniques to handle classrooms 
with bilingual and monolingual children .59860 4.357 

I 11. Awareness of bicognitive learning modes and 
ability to teach using both styles of learning .33907 4.083 

I 24. Skills in testing, measurement, and 
evaluation .68976 3.941 

I 25. Ability to evaluate a reading program to 
include instrument selection, administra
tion, implementation, interpretation, and 
modification .66258 3.842 

I 26. Knowledge of testing, measurement, and 

research in bilingual education .75728 3.743 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to classroom 

management and assessment techniques-
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The variables identified loaded significantly as measured by a Type 1 

and/or Type 2 varimax rotated factor matrix after rotation v/ith Kaiser 

normalization (see Tables 11-15). 

The second question guiding the study was—What is the consensus 

of opinion on bilingual education teacher competencies as perceived by 

all four groups? The statistical methods used to analyze these data 

were the mean, standard error, and standard deviation. The following 

tables represent the findings of the analysis and the ranking order for 

each item at the pre-service, in-service, and teacher trainer levels of 

study (see Tables 16-18). 

The third question in the study was to assess the within group 

consensus on bilingual education teacher competencies as perceived by 

the following populations: bilingual education teachers; bilingual 

education project directors; directors of teacher training projects; 

and experts in the field of bilingual education. The statistical meth

ods used to analyze these data were the mean, standard error, and stan

dard deviation. The following tables represent the findings of the 

analysis as perceived by the above mentioned groups for each item at 

the pre-service, in-service, and teacher trainer levels of study (see 

Tables 19-21). 

The fourth question in the study was the identification of 

intergroup differences on bilingual education competencies among the 

following groups: bilingual education teachers; bilingual education 

project directors; directors of teacher training projects; and experts 

in the field of bilingual education. The mean was the statistical 

method used to identify the ranking of each item by the four groups 



Table 11. Factor 1 loadings for significant variables (teacher trainer)—language* 

Item PAl Variable PA2 Variable Total Group 
No. Variable Loading Loading Mean 

T 30. Understand differences and similarities 
between first and second language learning 

T 32. Linguistic knowledge of both English and 
the other language as applied to teaching 

bilinguals 

.48290 

.57888 

.44987 

.54086 

4.353 

4.187 

T 33. Knowledge in technical aspects of first and 
second language acquisition and development .50195 .46794 4.212 

T 34. Knowledge of first and second language 
acquisition theories in order to diagnose 

learning difficulties .46174 .42576 4.304 

T 35. Language proficiency in standard and home 

varieties of relevant languages 

T 36. Ability to read and write at an academic 

level in the language other than English 

T 37. Ability to read texts with immediate com

prehension in the non-English language 

.56929 

.72951 

.69924 

.53316 

.68596 

.67827 

3.971 

4.357 

4.398 

T 38. Ability to discuss in the non-English lan

guage all aspects of bilingual education 

T 39. Ability to conduct class entirely in the 

non-English language 

.77785 

.79252 

,75826 

.79094 

4.368 

4.246 



Table 11, continued 

Item 
No. Variable 

PAl Variable 
Loading 

PA2 Variable 
Loading 

Total Group 

Mean 

T 40. Ability to carry out instruction in content 

areas using standard English and student's 
home language .79316 .78789 4. 310 

T 42. Ability to explain formal subject area in 
two languages ' .81674 .80364 4. 310 

T 43. Command of technical vocabulary in two 

languages to include speaking and writing .76901 .73502 4. 300 

T 44. Ability to assess language development in 

order to evaluate progress toward English 

proficiency .57637 .54361 4. 361 

T 46. Assess initial and sequential proficiency 
of each child in both languages .50238 .46822 4. 176 

T 60. Ability to live and work in the bilingual 
community .35276 3. 735 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to language. 



Table 12. Factor 2 loadings for significant variables (teacher trainer)—culture* 

Item 
No. 

PAl 
Variables 

Variable 
Loading 

PA2 Variable 
Loading 

Total Group 

Mean 

T 31. Sensitivity to the variations in the stu

dent's native language .30405 4 .076 

T 47. Knowledge of the ethnic group's accomplish
ments for enhancement of the individual's and 

the ethnic group's self-concept .56933 .53156 4 .107 

T 48. Understand social and cultural differences 

and similarities for teaching both cultures .67588 .63342 4 .194 

T 49. Communicate effectively across cultures .77415 .74911 4 .195 

T 50. Recognition and acceptance of the community's 

culture and ability to incorporate it within 

the classroom .82232 .81557 4 .160 

T 51. Awareness of and familiarization with target 

children's development and cultural influence .77179 .75473 4 .119 

T 52. Sensitive to the cultural/ethnic lifestyle 
of the child .69698 .67973 4 .265 

T 53. Knowledge of the history and culture of 

the non-English language group .51699 .45145 4 .100 



Table 12, continued 

Item 

No. Variable 
PAl Variable 

Loading 
PA2 Variable 

Loading 

Total Group 

Mean 

T 57. Ability to work with the parents and the 

conununity and involve them in planning .49477 .49783 4.195 

T 59. Understanding the importance of parent and 
community involvement in bilingual programs .48083 .47425 4.208 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to culture. 



Table 13. Factor 3 loadings for significant variables {teacher trainer)—assessment* 

Item 
No. Variable 

PAl Variable 
Loading 

Total Group 

Mean 

T 24. Skills in testing, measurement, and 

evaluation .69527 4.272 

T 25. Ability to evaluate a reading program 
to include instrument selection, 
administration, implementation, inter
pretation, and modification .72140 4.288 

T 26. Knowledge of testing, measurement, and 
research in bilingual education .80556 4.418 

T 27. Understand the alternative methods of 
assessing and evaluating the bilingual 
student .73122 4.418 

T 45. Understanding and using in the classroom 
the various language proficiency 
assessments .46997 4.218 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to assessment. 



Table 14. Factor 4 loadings for significant variables (teacher trainer)—theoretical and 
philosophical applications* 

Item 
No. Variable 

PAl Variable 
Loading 

Total Group 
Mean 

T 15. Grasp of psychological view of how 

humans learn .56321 4.000 

T 16. Application of a philosophy concerning 

bilingual education in the classroom .65888 4.101 

T 17. Understanding the aims and rationale of 

bilingual education for bilingual students .72157 4.331 

T 18. Teaching strategies for first and second 
language .60913 4.254 

T 19. Ability to transfer knowledge of learning 
theory to content areas in the non-English 
language .51310 4.042 

T 20. Ability to integrate child's linguistic 
style with sound early childhood principles .57044 3.813 

T 54. Understand learning theories and their 
relationship to culture and intelligence .60665 4.101 

T 55. Being bicultural and especially sensitive 
to the target culture .49019 3.923 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to theoretical 
and philosophical applications. 



Table 15. Factor 5 loadings for significant variables (teacher trainer)—classroom 
management techniques 

Item 

No. Variable 
PAl Variable 

Loading 
PA2 Variable 

Loading 
Total Group 

Mean 

T 1. Individualized instruction .44292 .52036 3. 952 

T 5. Competency to motivate children to learn .72809 .63677 4. 187 

T 6. Ability to implement an instructional plan 

for the day, week, and year incorporating 

two languages .58371 .50485 4. 105 

T 8. Ability to work in a team teaching situa

tion using available human resources .46357 .55434 3. 706 

T 9. Management techniques to handle classrooms 
with bilingual and monolingual children .73872 .64670 4. 105 

T 10. Understanding bilingual students' 

psychological and emotional needs .56124 4. 418 

T 11. Awareness of bicognitive learning modes 
and ability to teach using both styles 

of learning .54070 4. 118 

T 14. Ability to integrate cultural aspects of 
students into all the curriculum .39013 4.059 

*The variables that structure this factor appear to have a relationship to classroom 

management techniques. 
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32 
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39 
40 
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47 

Ranking of items by total group in pre-service training 

Standard Standard 
Item Mean Error Deviation 

P05 4.298 .068 .887 

P52 4.152 .067 .875 

PlO 4.082 .066 .857 

P18 4.035 .073 .951 

P06 3.982. .072 .939 

P50 3.953 .070 .913 
P37 3.947 .071 .928 
P41 3.941 .073 .953 

P40 3.930 .067 .878 

P49 3.929 .074 .970 

P59 3.912 .071 .922 
P09 3.883 .076 .999 

P39 3.871 .074 .974 
P17 3.865 .076 .988 
P48 3.860 .068 .890 

P53 3.860 .070 .916 

P23 3.836 .079 1.039 
P31 3.819 .076 .998 

P36 3.813 .074 .964 

P47 3.771 .076 .985 

P51 3.769 .072 .939 

P04 3.760 .078 1.015 

P03 3.747 .074 .961 

P30 3.735 .072 .939 

P42 3.731 .079 1.028 

P29 3.726 .067 .860 

P32 3.725 .075 .976 

P22 3.702 ,071 .926 

P12 3.698 .078 1.017 

P55 3.698 .079 1.022 

P14 3.665 .073 .948 

P57 3.647 .081 1.057 

P58 3.641 .075 .982 

P02 3.623 .072 .935 

P21 3.620 .078 1.024 

P15 3.619 .069 .894 

Pll 3.613 .075 .978 

P44 3.608 .076 .990 

P43 3.600 .076 .993 

P38 3.591 .076 .992 

P28 3.590 .070 .884 



Tahle 16, continued 

Standard Standard 

Rank Item Mean Error Deviation 

42 PCI 3.560 .069 .891 
43 P35 3.550 .076 .995 

44 P56 3.548 .082 1.060 
45 P60 3.547 .083 1.077 
46 P46 3.541 .080 1.038 
47 P19 3.533 .077 1.006 
48 P08 3.515 .076 .996 
49 P20 3.512 .075 .966 
50 P45 3.488 .078 1.022 
51 P16 3.476 .072 .937 
52 P54 3.471 .078 1.022 
53 P34 3.444 .071 .934 
54 P07 3.435 .069 .903 
55 P33 3.398 .074 .967 
56 P62 3.394 .080 1.045 
57 P24 3.359 .086 1.118 
58 P27 3.327 .074 .963 
59 P25 3.240 .084 1.093 
60 P61 3.225 .074 .968 
61 P13 3.124 .084 1.087 
62 P26 3.041 .077 1.002 



2 

3 
4 
5 
5 

7 
a 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22  
23 

24 

25 

26 
27 

28 
29 
30 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

49 

Ranking of items by total group in in-service training 

Standard Standard 
Item Mean Error Deviation 

105 4.544 .056 .729 
110 4.439 .060 .783 

152 4.404 .056 .732 
104 4.368 .063 .825 
140 • 4.357 .055 .725 
109 4.357 .063 .823 
118 4.333 .059 .775 
106 4.327 .068 .887 
157 4.300 .059 .776 

150 4.292 .058 .757 
137 4.292 .059 .772 
123 4.257 .068 .890 
141 4.253 .061 .792 

139 4.246 .069 .900 

159 4.241 .057 .742 
122 4.240 .057 .748 
142 4.234 .062 .814 
136 4.234 .065 .856 

103 4.234 .061 .792 
112 4.229 .061 .792 
158 4.218 .062 .810 
144 4.193 .063 .828 
149 4.188 .061 .792 
130 4.188 .062 .814 
131 4.181 .065 .852 
148 4.175 .059 .770 

117 4.175 .064 .843 

129 4.152 .061 .780 
121 4.152 .063 .819 
128 4.137 .070 .879 
151 4.130 .060 .784 
101 4.127 .068 .882 
156 4.125 .061 .791 
153 4.123 .061 .791 
143 4.118 .063 .820 
102 4.114 .058 .748 

114 4.112 .058 .757 
132 4.099 .069 .899 
111 4.083 .068 .889 

147 4.053 .061 .801 
119 4.030 .071 .929 
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Table 17, continued 

Standard Standard 

Rank Item Mean Error Deviation 

42 138 4.029 .070 .910 
43 146 4.024 .066 .863 
44 135 4.000 .067 .881 
45 134 3.982 .066 .864 
46 145 3.971 .063 .817 
47 124 3.941 .066 .861 
48 127 3.936 .066 .869 
49 • 155 3.929 .079 1.027 
50 162 3.924 .064 .836 
51 107 3.918 .062 .803 
52 116 3.918 .067 .873 
53 108 3.912 .074 .966 
54 160 3.894 .078 1.015 
55 133 3.871 .070 .914 
56 120 3.857 .068 .884 
57 125 3.842 .073 .960 
58 115 3.822 .068 .882 
59 154 3.812 .070 .910 
60 126 3.743 .068 .883 
61 161 3.645 .073 .947 
62 113 3.296 .079 1.021 
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Table 18. Ranking of items by total group in teacher trainer training 

Standard Standard 
Rank Item Mean Error Deviation 

1 T56 4.431 .064 .825 
2 TIO 4.418 .065 .847 
3 T26 4.418 .069 .895 
4 T27 4.418 .063 .819 
5 T03 4.415 .067 .880 
6 T62 4.400 .064 .831 
7 T37 4,398 .063 .829 
a T38 4.368 .068 .894 

9 T44 4.361 .063 .813 

10 T36 4.357 .067 .879 
11 T30 4.353 .066 .859 
12 T04 4.339 .063 .827 

13 T12 4.331 .070 .911 
14 T17 4.331 .070 .911 
15 T29 4.317 .060 .773 
16 T40 4.310 .071 .935 
17 T42 4.310 .069 .903 
18 T34 4.304 .070 .915 

19 T43 4.300 .067 .876 
20 T07 4.292 .065 .852 

21 T25 4.288 .074 .963 

22 T28 4.273 .070 .887 
23 T24 4.272 .073 .950 

24 T52 4.265 .065 .853 

25 TIB 4.254 .069 .900 

26 T39 4.246 .077 1.011 

27 T45 4.218 .072 .939 

28 T33 4.212 .071 .924 
29 T59 4.208 .072 .928 
30 T41 4.206 .072 .941 

31 T58 4.200 .071 .927 
32 T57 4.195 .071 .921 
33 T49 4.195 .068 .888 

34 T48 4.194 .072 .944 
35 T05 4.187 .080 1.052 
36 T32 4.187 .074 .964 

37 T46 4.176 .071 .932 
38 T50 4.160 .072 .934 
39 TO 2 4.156 .075 .975 

40 T23 4.141 .078 1.011 
41 T51 4.119 .066 .860 
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18, continued 

Standard Standard 
Item Mean Error Deviation 

Til 4.118 .075 .969 
T47 4.107 ,075 .976 
T06 4.105 .080 1.046 
T09 4.105 .079 1.029 

T54 4.101 .076 .992 

T16 4.101 .078 1.016 

T53 4.100 .076 .995 

T21 4.100 .078 1.013 
T31 4.076 .076 .988 

T22 . 4.065 .071 .930 

T14 4.059 .066 .857 
T19 4.042 .081 1.046 
T61 4.030 .082 1.060 

T15 4.000 .082 1.067 
T35 3.971 .078 1.026 
TOl 3.952 .081 1.049 
T55 3.923 .089 1.153 
T20 3.813 .079 1.019 
T60 3.735 .083 1.085 
TO 8 3.706 .087 1.129 
T13 3.631 .088 1.140 



Table 19. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
pre-service training 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

POl Mean 3.545 3.500 3.516 3.750 
S.E. .083 .242 .190 .204 

S.D. .824 .966 1.061 .910 
P02 Mean 3.600 3.563 3.645 3.750 

S.E. .094 .182 .171 .239 

S.D. .943 .727 .950 1.070 
P03 Mean 3.718 3.438 4.065 3.650 

S.E. .093 .128 .212 .196 

S.D. .944 .512 1.181 .875 
P04 Mean 3.692 4.250 3.677 3.850 

S.E. .101 .233 .182 .209 

S.D. 1.034 .931 1.013 .933 

P05 Mean 4.221 4.250 4.323 4.700 

S.E. .087 .214 .176 .147 
S.D. .892 .856 .979 .657 

P06 Mean 3.845 3.688 4.290 4.450 

S.E. .085 .338 .162 .170 

S.D. .860 1.352 .902 .759 

P07 Mean 3.476 3.188 3.581 3.200 

S.E. .088 .188 .190 .172 

S.D. .895 , .750 1.057 .768 

P08 Mean 3.548 3.250 3.677 3.300 

S.E. .101 .194 .188 .193 

S.D. 1.032 .775 1.045 .865 

P09 Mean 3.817 3.750 4.161 3.900 

S.E. .094 .335 .174 .204 

S.D. .963 1.342 .969 .912 
PIO Mean 4.087 3.500 4.161 4.400 

S.E. .091 .158 .140 .112 

S.D. .925 .632 .779 .503 

Pll Mean 3.680 3.188 3.645 3.556 

S.E. .096 .245 .194 .185 

S.D. .972 .981 1.082 .784 

P12 Mean 3.524 3.813 4.167 3.800 

S.E. .101 .277 .160 .200 

S.D. 1.028 1.109 .874 .894 
P13 Mean 3.058 2.938 3.367 3.263 

S.E. .106 .309 .176 .274 
S.D. 1.078 1.237 .964 1.195 

P14 Mean 3.495 3.688 4.065 3.900 

S.E. .089 .270 .179 .176 

S.D. .906 1.078 .998 .788 



Table 19. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
pre-service training, continued 

Group 

Teacher Training 
Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

P15 Mean 3.583 3.600 3.710 3.684 
S.E. .093 .214 .155 .172 
S.D. .945 .828 .864 .749 

P16 Mean 3.356 3.600 3.806 3.500 
S.E. .090 .190 .176 .235 

S.D. .913 .737 .980 1.051 

P17 Mean 3.683 4.313 4.226 . 3.900 

S.E. .094 .218 .178 .228 
S.D. .958 .873 .990 1.021 

P18 Mean 3.846 4.250 4.258 4.500 
S.E. .095 .214 .160 .170 
S.D. .973 .856 .893 .761 

P19 Mean 3.462 3.733 3.700 3.500 

S.E. .094 .248 .199 .267 

S.D. .955 .961 1.088 1.192 
P20 Mean 3.388 3.867. 3.581 3.789 

S.E. .093 .256 .196 .181 

S.D. .942 .990 1.089 .787 

P21 Mean 3.663 2.875 3.806 3.700 

S.E. .099 .272 .182 .193 
S.D. 1.011 1.088 1.014 .865 

P22 Mean 3.625 3.625 3.968 3.750 

S.E. .090 .239 .176 .190 

S.D. .916 .957 .983 .851 
P23 Mean 3.721 3.750 4.097 4.100 

S.E. .103 .323 .182 .161 

S.D. 1.047 1.291 1.012 .718 
P24 Mean 3.291 3.188 3.484 3.650 

S.E. .108 .368 .196 .209 

S.D. 1.099 1.471 1.092 .933 

P25 Mean 3.125 3.313 3.548 3.300 

S.E. .116 .254 .173 ,164 

S.D. 1.188 1.014 .961 .733 

P26 Mean 3.029 2.938 3.161 3.000 

S.E. .108 .232 .161 .145 

S.D. 1.101 .929 .898 .649 

P27 Mean 3.279 3.063 3.452 3.600 

S.E. .094 .266 .173 .197 

S.D. .960 1.063 .961 .883 

P28 Mean 3.602 3.533 3.567 3.611 

S.E. .087 .133 .213 .183 

S.D. .858 .516 1.165 .778 



Table 19. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
pre-service training, continued 

Group 

Teacher Training 
Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

P29 Mean 3.627 3.750 4.103 3.647 
S.E. .082 .194 .181 .191 
S.D. .832 .775 .976 .786 

P30 Mean 3.563 4 .063 4.032 3.900 

S.E. .086 .213 .194 .216 

S.D. .871 .854 1.080 .968 
P31 Mean 3.7-21 3.688 4,032 4.100 

S.E. .096 .299 .182 .191 

S.D. .980 1.195 1.016 .852 
P32 Mean 3.663 3.688 3.935 3.750 

S.E. .092 .270 .191 .216 
S.D. .941 1.078 1.063 .967 

P33 Mean 3.288 3.688 3.742 3.200 

S.E. .092 .198 .202 .186 

S.D. .942 .793 1.125 .834 
P34 Mean 3.327 3.688 3.645 3.550 

S.E. .086 .198 .205 .211 
S.D. .875 - .793 1.142 .945 

P35 Mean 3.327 4.063 3.871 3.800 

S.E. .094 .213 .172 .236 

S.D. .960 .854 .957 1.056 
P36 Mean 3.731 3.813 3.968 4.000 

S.E. .099 .209 .164 .205 

S.D. 1.007 .834 .'912' .918 

P37 Mean 3.769 4.188 4.290 4.150 

S.E. .094 .188 .148 .196 

S.D. .958 .750 .824 .875 
P38 Mean 3.462 3.813 3.774 3.800 

S.E. .096 .209 .201 .213 

S.D. .975 .834 1.117 .951 

P39 Mean 3.769 3.938 4.032 4.100 

S.E. .087 .249 .215 .228 

S.D. .884 .998 1.197 1.021 
P40 Mean 3.760 3.938 4.355 4.150 

S.E. .083 .232 .151 .196 

S.D. .842 .929 .839 .875 
P41 Mean 3.786 3.938 4.355 4.100 

S.E. .093 .213 .177 .191 
S.D. .946 .854 .985 .852 

P42 Mean 3.558 3.750 4.3 29 4.000 
S.E. .102 .194 .184 .218 
S.D. 1.041 .775 1.024 .973 



Table 19. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
pre-service training, continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

P43 Mean 3.466 3.688 3.903 3.750 
S.E. .094 .254 .193 .216 

S.D. .958 1.014 1.076 .967 

P44 Mean 3.529 3.250 3.903 3.850 
S.E. .097 .214 .188 .209 

S.D. .985 .856 1.044 .933 

P45 Mean 3.442 3.250 3.677 3.632 
S.E. .098 .266 .199 .219 
S.D. 1.003 1.065 1.107 .955 

P46 Mean 3.452 3.375 3.742 3.842 

S.E. .101 .287 .191 .206 

S.D. 1.032 1.147 1.064 .898 

P47 Mean 3.673 3.563 4.233 3.750 
S.E. .093 .341 .157 .190 

S.D. .950 1.365 .858 .851 

P48 Mean 3.798 3.813 4.129 3.800 

S.E. .086 .245 .159 .200 
S.D. .874 .981 .885 .894 

P49 Mean 3.808 3.813 4.258 4.158 

S.E. .100 .277 .139 .175 
S.D. 1.015 1.109 .773 .765 

P50 Mean 3.885 3.563 4.419 3.900 

S.E. .094 .203 .129 .176 
S.D. .958 .814 .720 .788 

P51 Mean 3.709 3.375 4.133 3.850 

S.E. .089 .272 .178 .182 

S.D. .903 1.088 .973 .813 
P52 Mean 4.029 4.125 4.484 4.300 

S.E. .090 .202 .122 .193 

S.D. .919 .806 .677 .865 

P53 Mean 3.740 4.188 4.161 3.750 

S.E. .094 .188 .147 .190 

S.D. .955 .750 .820 .851 
P54 Mean 3.375 3.438 3.742 3.579 

S.E. .102 .223 .167 .257 
S.D. 1.045 .892 .930 1.121 

P55 Mean 3.615 3.267 4.067 3.900 
S.E. .102 .223 .167 .257 
S.D. 1.036 1.033 .868 1.021 

P56 Mean 3.466 3.063 3.800 4.000 

S.E. .108 .232 .188 .187 
S.D. 1.092 .929 1.031 .816 
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Table 19. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
pre-service training, continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

P57 Mean 3.490 3.813 3.935 3.895 
S.E. .108 .228 .179 .201 
S.D. 1.106 .911 .998 .875 

P58 Mean 3.490 3.813 3.839 4.000 
S.E. .099 .228 .168 .202 

S.D. 1.005 .911 .934 .882 
P59 Mean 3.760 4.438 4.097 4.000 

S.E. .093 .157 .149 .216 
S.D. .950 .629 .831 .943 

P60 Mean 3.471 3.250 3.839 3.737 
S.E. .113 .266 .154 . 2J,-̂ ; 
S.D. 1.149 1.065 .860 .933 

P61 Mean 3.154 3.500 3.333 3.211 

S.E. .099 .183 .168 .224 
S.D. 1.012 .730 .922 .976 

P52 Mean 3.288 3.250 3.742 3.526 
S.E. .105 .233 .179 .234 

S.D. 1.067 .931 .999 1.020 
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Table 20. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
in-service training 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

101 Mean 4.140 4.500 3.900 4.100 
S.E. .079 .258 .200 .176 
S.D. .792 1.033 1.094 .788 

102 Mean 4.080 4.375 4.161 4.000 

S.E. .081 .155 .094 .178 
S.D. .813 .619 .523 .795 

103 Mean 4.154' 4.438 4,419 4.200 
S.E. .086 .128 .111 .156 
S.D. .879 .512 .620 .696 

104 Mean 4.375 4.688 4,290 4.200 
S.E. .086 .120 ,162 .138 
S.D, .872 .479 .902 ,616 

105 Mean 4.577 4.500 4.452 4,550 

S.E. .071 .204 .130 ,170 
S.D. .720 .816 .723 ,759 

106 Mean 4.346 3.875 4.323 4.600 

S.E. .076 .364 .170 .152 
S.D. .773 1.455 .945 .681 

107 Mean 3.874 3.938 4.129 3.800 

S.E. .082 .232 .120 .156 

S.D. .836 .929 ,670 .696 
108 Mean 3,971 3.625 3.933 3.800 

S.E. .097 .272 ,166 .186 

S.D. .990 1.088 .907 .834 

109 Mean 4.385 4.125 4,323 4.450 

S.E. .075 .287 ,163 .153 

S.D. .767 1.147 .909 .686 

110 Mean 4,481 4.188 4.419 4.450 

S.E. ,077 .209 .145 .153 

S.D. ,788 .834 .807 .686 

111 Mean 4.173 3.500 4.161 3.944 

S.E. .084 .289 .154 .171 

S.D. .853 1.155 .860 .725 

112 Mean 4.146 4.438 4.355 4.300 

S.E. .084 .203 .119 .128 

S.D. .856 .814 .-61 .571 

113 Mean 3.212 3.125 3.567 3.474 

S.E. .098 .287 .164 .269 

S.D. 1.002 1.147 .898 1.172 

114 Mean 4.078 4.063 4.161 4.250 

S.E. .078 .213 .105 .176 

S.D. .788 .854 .583 .786 



Table 20. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
in-service training, continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

115 Mean 3.808 3.800 3.935 3.737 

S.E. .090 .175 .167 .185 

S.D. .915 .676 .929 .806 
116 Mean 3.846 3.733 4.226 3.950 

S.E. .087 .267 .120 .198 
S.D. .890 1.033 .669 .887 

117 Mean 4.135 3.875 4.613 3.950 

S.E. .080 .221 .128 .211 
S.D. .813 .885 .715 .945 

118 Mean 4.308 4.250 4.452 4.350 

S.E. .080 .194 .102 .196 
S.D. .813 .775 .568 .875 

119 Mean 4.067 3.600 4.167 3.950 

S.E. .088 .306 .160 .211 

S.D. .895 1.183 .874 .945 

120 Mean 3.854 3.600 3.871 4.053 

S.E. .091 .214 .159 .162 

S.D. .923 .828 .885 .705 

121 Mean 4.144 4.000 4.258 4.150 

S.E. .081 .289 .131 .131 

S.D. .829 1.155 .729 .587 

122 Mean 4.163 4.500 4.355 4.250 

S.E. .075 .258 .099 .143 

S.D. .765 1.033 .551 .639 

123 Mean 4.221 3.938 4.484 4.350 

S.E. .095 .213 .122 .167 

S.D. .965 .854 .677 .745 

124 Mean 3.903 • 4.063 4.032 3.900 

S.E. .093 .111 .150 .161 

S.D. .945 .443 .836 .718 
125. Mean 3.740 3.938 4.226 3.700 

S.E. .105 .143 .137 .164 

S.D. 1.070 .574 .762 .733 
126. Mean 3.712 4.000 3.871 3.500 

S.E. .093 .204 .120 .185 
S.D. .952 .816 .670 .827 

127. Mean 3.875 3.938 4.097 4.000 

S.E. .087 .249 .149 .162 
S.D. .889 .998 .831 .725 

128 Mean 4.134 4.133 4.067 4.278 

S.E. .096 .215 .159 .135 

S.D. .942 .834 .868 .575 
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Table 20. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
in-service training, continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

129 Mean 4.108 4.188 4.379 4.000 
S. J. .080 .188 .135 .171 
S.D. .807 .750 .728 .707 

130 Mean 4.097 4.125 4.452 4.300 

S.E. .083 .202 .130 .164 
S.D. .845 .806 .723 .733 

131 Mean 4.154 3.938 4.290 4.350 

S.E. .085 .281 .124 .167 
S.D. .868 1.124 .693 .745 

132 Mean 4.058 4.063 4.258 4.100 
S.E. .087 .232 .179 .176 
S.D. .890 .929 .999 .788 

133 Mean 3.760 4.313 4.161 3.632 
S.E. .094 .151 .154 .175 
S.D. .960 .602 .860 .761 

134 Mean 3.875 4.500 4.129 3.900 
S.E. .082 .158 .184 .176 
S.D. .832 .632 1.024 .788 

135 Mean 3.856 4.313 4.258 4.100 
S.E. .089 .176 .154 .176 
S.D. .908 .704 .855 .788 

136 Mean 4.144 4.438 4.419 4.250 

S.E. .090 .223 .121 .160 
S.D. .918 .892 .672 .716 

137 Mean 4.173 4.438 4.548 4.400 

S.E. .081 .223 .091 .134 
S.D. .830 .892 .506 .598 

138 Mean 3.904 4.438 4.161 4.150 
S.E. .094 .203 .154 .150 
S.D. .961 .814 .860 .671 

139 Mean 4.154 4.438 4.419 4.300 

S.E. .089 .258 .159 .164 

S.D. .911 1.031 .886 .733 

140 Mean 4.260 4.375 4.645 4.400 

S.E. .076 .180 .099 .134 
S.D. .776 .719 .551 .598 

141 Mean 4.194 4.188 4.548 4.150 

S.E. .078 .228 .130 .167 
S.D. .793 .911 .723 .745 

142 Mean 4.144 4.250 4.516 4.250 
S.E. .086 .171 .130 .143 
S.D. .875 .683 .724 .639 



61 

Table 20. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
in-service training, continued 

Group 

Teacher Training 
Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

143 Mean" 4.136 4.125 4.226 3.850 
S.E. .085 .180 .145 .150 
S.D. .864 .719 .805 .671 

144 Mean 4.125 4.313 4.387 4.150 
S.E. .080 .270 .144 .150 
S.D. .821 1.078 .803 .671 

145 Mean 3.856 4.375 4.097 4.053 

• S.E. .084 .180 .149 .120 
S.D. .852 .719 .831 .524 

146 Mean 3.885 4.375 4.226 4.158 

S.E. .086 .256 .145 .138 
S.D. .874 1.025 .805 .602 

147 Mean 4.019 3.938 4.267 4.000 
S.E. .078 .266 .135 .145 
S.D. .800 1.063 .740 .649 

148 Mean 4.212 3.875 4.258 4.100 
S.E. .071 .256 .146 .161 
S.D. .720 1.025 .815 .718 

149 Mean 4.115 4.063 4.419 4.316 
S.E. .080 .232 .129 .134 
S.D. .816 .929 .720 .582 

150 Mean 4.279 4.313 4.516 4.000 
S.E. .079 .198 .112 .126 
S.D. .806 .793 .626 .562 

151 Mean 4.175 3.625 4.300 4.050 
S.E. .071 .239 .145 .185 

S.D. .720 .957 .794 .826 
152 Mean 4.385 4.375 4.613 4.200 

S.E. .075 .180 .100 .172 
S.D. .767 .719 .558 .768 

153 Mean 4.019 4.313 4.387 4.100 
S.E. .082 .176 .120 .161 
S.D. .836 .704 .667 .718 

154 Mean 3.740 3.625 4.258 3.632 
S.E. .089 .221 .146 .219 
S.D. .903 .885 .815 .955 

155 Mean 3.894 3.200 4.300 4.100 

S.E. .099 .380 .137 .176 
S.D. 1.014 1.474 .750 .788 

156 Mean 4.058 4.000 4.300 4.316 
S.E. .081 .204 .137 .134 
S.D. .826 .816 .750 .582 
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Table 20. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
in-service training, continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

157 Mean 4.231 4.688 4.258 4.421 
S.E. .078 .151 .146 .159 

S.D. .791 .602 .815 .692 
158 Mean 4.144 4.500 4.258 4.316 

S.E. .087 .158 .113 .172 
S.D. .886 .632 .631 .749 

159 Mean 4.173 4.375 4.387 4.263 
S.E. .077 .125 .120 .185 
S.D. .781 .500 .667 .806 

160 Mean 3.933 3.750 4.000 3.632 
S.E. .106 .250 .161 .191 
S.D. 1.082 1.000 .894 .831 

161 Mean 3.538 3.750 3.767 3.947 
S.E. .098 .214 .164 .179 
S.D. .994 • .856 .898 .780 

162 Mean 3.846 3.875 4.226 3.895 

S.E. .084 .221 .111 .215 
S.D. .856 .885 .617 .937 



Table 21. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
teacher trainer level of study 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Itom Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

TOl Mean 3.860 3.938 4.200 • 4.050 

S.E. .101 .249 .242 .185 

S.D. 1.005 .998 1.324 .826 
T02 Mean 3.950 4.000 4.806 4.300 

S.E. .097 .342 .086 .179 

S.D. .968 1.366 .477 .801 
TO 3 Mean 4.183 4.813 4.839 4.650 

S.E. .097 .101 .067 . .150 
S.D. .993 .403 .374 .671 

TQ4 Mean 4.231 4.625 4.452 4.500 
S.E. .086 .155 .145 .154 
S.D. .873 .619 .810 .688 

T05 Mean 4.240 4.188 3.806 4.500 
S.E. .102 .228 .215 .199 

S.D. 1.038 .911 1.195 .889 
T06 Mean 4.077 3.813 4.032 4.600 

S.E. .094 .344 .225 .152 

S.D. .962 1.377 1.251 .681 
T07 Mean 4.106 4.438 4.548 4.750 

S.E. .091 .182 .121 .099 
S.D. .923 .727 .675 .444 

T08 Mean 3.760 3.500 3.633 3.700 

S.E. .112 .242 .206 .272 

S.D. 1.145 .966 1.129 1.218 

T09 Mean 4.144 4.125 3.871 4.250 

S.E. .094 .287 .221 .216 

S.D. .960 1.147 1.231 .967 

TIO Mean 4.423 4.500 4.452 4.263 

S.E. .088 .158 .160 .150 

S.D. .900 .632 .888 .653 

Til Mean 4.096 3.625 4.323 4.333 
S.E. .088 .301 .193 .198 

S.D. .898 1.204 1.077 .840 

T12 Mean 4.304 4.125 4.516 4.350 

S.E. .087 .287 .130 .254 

S.D. .876 1.147 .724 1.137 

T13 Mean 3.495 3.250 4.100 3.947 

S.E. .109 .296 .182 .291 

S.D. 1.110 1.183 .995 1.268 

T14 Mean 4.118 3.813 4.097 3.900 
S.E. .082 .228 .134 .250 

S.D. .824 .911 .746 1.119 
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Table 21. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
teacher trainer level of study, continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

T15 Mean 3.874 3.800 4.290 4.368 
S.E. .112 .262 .168 .175 
S.D. 1.135 1.014 .938 .761 

T16 Mean 3.942 3.533 4.613 4.550 

S.E. .100 .291 .128 .198 

S.D. 1.018 1.125 .715 .887 
T17 Mean 4.294 3.625 4.710 4.500 

S.E. .088 .272 .148 .154 

S.D. .885 1.088 .824 .688 
T18 Mean 4.155 4.125 4.467 4.550 

S.E. .091 .202 .150 .198 

S.D. .926 .806 .819 .887 
T19 Mean 3.893 4.333 4.233 4.300 

S.E. .103 .252 .184 .242 

S.D. 1.047 .976 1.006 1.081 
T20 Mean 3.762 3.200 4.000 4.263 

S.E. .095 .262 .207 .214 

S.D. .950 1.014 1.155 .933 

T21 Mean 3.981 4.375 4.065 4.550 

S.E. .099 .256 .207 .153 

S.D. 1.000 1.025 1.153 .686 

T22 Mean 4.049 3.500 4.161 4.450 

S.E. .084 .342 .174 .135 

S.D. .856 1.366 .969 .605 

T23 Mean 4.078 4.188 4.226 4.300 

S.E. .101 .209 .195 .219 

S.D. 1.026 .834 1.087 .979 

T24 Mean 4.127 4.313 4.516 4.600 

S.E. .104 .198 .138 .134 

S.D. 1.050 .793 .769 .598 

T25 Mean 4.204 4.438 4.419 4.400 

S.E. .099 .258 .159 .184 

S.D. 1.004 1.031 .886 .821 

T26 Mean 4.252 4.375 4.710 4.850 

S.E. .093 .272 .124 .082 

S.D. .947 1.088 .693 .366 

T27 Mean 4.223 4.563 4.710 4.850 

S.E. ,082 .258 .124 .082 

S.D. .828 1.031 .693 .366 

T28 Mean 4.153 4.467 4.367 4.611 

S.E. .094 .215 .155 .143 

S.D. .934 .834 .850 .608 
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Table 21. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
teacher trainer level of study, continued 

Group 

Teacher Training 
Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

T29 Mean 4.225 4.563 4.379 4.529 
S.E. .076 .182 .160 .151 

. S.D. .770 .727 .862 .624 
T30 Mean 4.126 4.750 4.742 4.600 

S.E. .092 .112 .092 .169 
S.D. .936 .447 .514 .754 

T31 Mean 3.981 3.625 4.323 4.550 
S.E. .101 .202 .163 .170 
S.D. 1.033 .806 .909 .759 

T32 Mean 4.077 4.125 4.452 4.400 
S.E. .096 .287 .160 .169 
S.D. .982 1.147 .888 .754 

T33 Mean 4.019 4.688 4.452 4.474 
S.E. .095 .151 .153 .177 
S.D. .965 .602 .850 .772 

T34 Mean 4.154 4.688 4.548 4.400 
S.E. .094 .176 .153 .169 
S.D. .963 .704 .850 .754 

T35 Mean 3.712 4.375 4.419 4.300 

S.E. .104 .155 .166 .193 
S.D. 1.058 .619 .923 .865 

T36 Mean 4.298 4.313 4.484 4.500 

S.E. .089 .218 .153 .170 
S.D. .912 .873 .851 .761 

T37 Mean 4.337 4.188 4.581 4.600 

S.E. .086 .228 .121 .152 

S.D. .877 .911 .672 .681 
T38 Mean 4.288 4.438 4.516 4.500 

S.E. .092 .223 .138 .185 

S.D. .942 .892 .769 .827 
T39 Mean 4.183 4.250 4.387 4.350 

S.E. .094 . 266 .200 .244 

S.D. .963 1.065 1.116 1.089 
T40 Mean 4.221 4.313 4.548 4.400 

S.E. .093 .198 .160 .234 
S.D. .945 .793 .888 1.046 

T41 Mean 4.175 3.875 4.548 4.100 
S.E. .095 .239 .138 .216 
S.D. .964 .957 .768 .968 

T42 Mean 4.250 4.250 4.419 4.500 
S.E. .087 .233 .159 .224 

S.D. .890 .931 .886 1.000 
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Table 21. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
teacher trainer level of study, continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

T43 Mean 4.282 4.375 4.387 4.200 

S.E. .088 .239 .137 .213 

S.D. .890 .957 .761 .951 
T44 Mean 4.291 4.563 4.533 4.300 

S.E. .080 .203 .142 .193 

S.D. .812 .814 .776 .865 
T45 Mean 4.125 4.125 4.484 4.368 

S.E. .094 .272 .146 .191 
S.D. .962 1.088 .811 .831 

T46 Mean 4.202 3.750 4.290 4.211 
S.E. .087 .266 .168 .237 
S.D. .885 1.065 .938 1.032 

T47 Mean 4.107 3.375 4.300 4.400 
S.E. .088 .340 .167 .197 

S.D. .896 1.360 .915 .883 
T48 Mean 4.155 3.563 4.452 4.500 

S.E. .090 .288 .166 .154 

S.D. .916 1.153 .925 .688 
T49 Mean 4.136 3.750 4.548 4.316 

S.E. .088 .250 .138 .172 

S.D. .897 1.0,00 .768 .749 
T50 Mean 4.186 3.500 4.419 4.150 

S.E. .091 .224 .166 .196 

S.D. .920 .894 .923 .875 

T51 Mean 4.186 3.375 4.233 4.200 
S.E. .080 .202 .164 .200 

S.D. .805 .806 .898 .894 
T52 Mean 4.223 4.000 4.613 4.150 

S.E. .083 .242 .128 .209 

S.D. .839 .966 .715 .933 

T53 Mean 3.971 4.125• 4,419 4.250 

S.E. .103 .221 .159 .204 

S.D. 1.043 .885 .886 .910 

T54 Mean 3.903 4.063 4.710 4.211 

S.E. .106 .213 .095 .196 

S.D. 1.071 .854 .529 .855 
T55 Mean 3.893 3.000 4.367 4.100 

S.E. .109 .414 .148 .240 

S.D. 1.111 1.604 .809 1.071 
T56 Mean 4.412 4.000 4.567 4.684 

S.E. .077 .289 .133 .188 

S.D. .775 1.155 .728 .820 
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Table 21. Group means, standard errors and standard deviations for 
teacher trainer level of study, continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Item Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

T57 Mean 4.204 3.938 4.129 4.474 
S.E. .087 .232 .178 .234 
S.D. .878 .929 .991 1.020 

T58 Mean 4.192 4.063 4.194 4.368 

S.E. .093 .213 .150 .244 
S.D. .946 .854 .833 1.065 

T59 Mean 4.108 4.188 4.387 4.474 

S.E. .091 .228 .178 .193 

S.D. .922 .911 .989 .841 
T60 Mean 3.750 3.375 3.871 3.737 

S.E. .110 .202 .190 .263 

S.D. 1.121 .806 1.056 1.147 

T61 Mean 3.971 4.063 4.100 4.211 

S.E. .111 .249 .182 .196 

S.D. 1.127 .998 .995 .855 

T62 Mean 4.346 4.063 4.742 4.421 
S.E. .088 .232 .080 .159 

S.D. .901 .929 .445 .692 
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mentioned above. The tables that follow provide the findings of the 

analysis at the pre-service, in-service, and teacher trainer levels of 

study (see Tables 22-24). 

Summary 

In this chapter the presentation of the data was organized to 

coincide with four questions: (1) Are there specific skills or compe

tencies necessary for a bilingual education teacher? (2) Is there a 

group consensus on bilingual education teacher competencies as per

ceived by all four populations identified? (3) Is there within group 

consensus on bilingual education teacher competencies as perceived by 

the four populations identified? (4) Are there intergroup differences 

on bilingual education competencies among the four populations identi

fied? 

In an effort to synthesize the responses related to the four 

previously stated questions, the findings are summarized using the 

categories identified in the factor analysis procedure. At the pre-

service level of training, the factors identified were language, 

culture, assessment, classroom management techniques, and parent and 

community involvement. 

The specific variables under language at the highest level of 

priority were: (P37) ability to read texts with immediate comprehen

sion in the non-English language; (P40) ability to carry out instruction 

in content areas using standard English and the student's home language; 

and (P41) ability to recognize and accept the language variety of the 

home and the standard language. 



Table 22. Ranking of items by groups in pre-service training 

Group 

Teacher Training 
Rank Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

1. Item P05 P59 P52 P05 
Mean 4.221 4.438 4.484 4.700 

2. Item PIO P17 P50 P18 
Mean 4.087 4.313 4.419 4.500 

3. Item P52 P04 P40 P06 
Mean 4.029 4.250 4.355 4.450 

4. Item P50 P05 P41 PIO 
Mean 3.885 4.250 4.355 4.400 

5. Item Pi8 P18 P05 P52 
Mean 3.846 4.250 4.323 4.300 

6. Item P06 P37 P06 P49 
Mean 3.845 4.188 4.290 4.158 

7. Item P09 P53 P37 P37 
Mean 3.817 4.188 4.290 4.150 

8. Item P49 P52 P18 P40 
Mean 3.808 4.125 4.258 4.150 

9. Item P48 P30 P49 P23 
Mean 3.798 4.063 4.258 4.100 

10. Item P41 P35 P47 P31 
Mean 3.786 4.063 4.233 4.100 

11. Item P37 P39 P17 P39 
Mean 3.769 3.938 4.226 4.100 

12. Item P39 P40 P12 P41 

Mean 3.769 3.938 4.167 4.100 

13. Item P40 P41 P09 P36 

Mean 3.760 3.938 4.161 4.000 

14. Item P59 P20 PIO P42 

Mean 3.760 3.867 4.161 4.000 

15. Item P53 P12 P53 P56 

Mean 3.740 3.813 4.161 4.000 

16. Item P36 P36 P51 P58 
Mean 3.731 3.813 4.133 4.000 

17. Item P23 P38 P42 P59 

Mean 3.721 3.813 4.129 4.000 

18. Item P31 P48 P48 P09 
Mean 3.721 3.813 4.129 3.900 

19. Item P03 P49 P29 P14 
Mean 3.718 3.813 4.103 3.900 

20. Item P51 P57 P23 P17 
Mean 3.709 3.813 4.097 3.900 

21. Item P04 P58 P59 P30 

Mean 3.692 3.813 4.097 3.900 
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Table 22. Ranking of items by groups in pre-service training, continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Rank Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

22. Item P17 P09 P55 P50 
Mean 3.683 3.750 4.067 3.900 

23. Item Pll P23 P03 P55 
Mean 3.680 3.750 4.065 3.900 

24. Item P47 P29 P14 P57 
Mean 3.673 3.750 4.065 3.895 

25. Item P21 P42 P30 P04 

Mean 3.663 3.750 4.032 3.850 
26. Item P32 P19 P31 P44 

Mean 3.663 3.733 4.032 3.850 
27. Item P29 P06 P39 P51 

Mean 3.627 3.688 4.032 3.850 
28. Item P22 P14 P22 P46 

Mean 3.625 3.688 3.968 3.842 

29. Item P55 P31 P36 P12 
Mean 3.615 3.688 3.968 3.800 

30. Item P28 P32 P32 P35 

Mean 3.602 3.688 3.935 3.800 

31. Item P02 P33 P57 P38 

Mean 3.600 3.688 3.935 3.800 
32. Item P15 P34 P43 P48 

Mean 3.583 3.688 3.903 3.800 
33. Item P30 P43 P44 P20 

Mean 3.563 3.688 3.903 3.789 
34. Item P42 P22 P35 POl 

Mean 3.558 3.625 3.871 3.750 

35. Item POB P15 P58 P02 

Mean 3.548 3.600 3.839 3.750 
36. Item POl P16 P60 P22 

Mean 3.545 3.600 3.839 3.750 

37. Item P44 P02 P16 P32 

Mean 3.529 3.563 3.806 3.750 

38. Item P12 P47 P21 P43 

Mean 3.524 3.563 3.806 3.750 
39. Item P14 P50 P56 P47 

Mean 3.495 3.563 3.800 3.750 

40. Item P57 P28 P38 P53 
Mean 3.490 3.533 3.774 3.750 

41. Item P58 POl P33 P60 
Mean 3.490 3.533 3.774 3.750 

42. Item P07 PIO P46 P21 
Mean 3.476 3.500 3.742 3.700 
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Table 22. Ranking of items by groups in pre-service training, continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Rank Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

43. Item P60 P61 P54 P15 
Mean 3.471 3.500 3.742 3.684 

44. Item P43 P03 P62 P03 
Mean 3.466 3.438 3.742 3.6'50 

45. Item P56 P54 P15 P24 
Mean 3.466 3.438 3.710 3.650 

46. Item P19 P46 P19 P29 
Mean 3.462 3.375 3.700 3.647 

47. Item P38 P51 P04 P45 

Mean 3.462 3.375 3.677 3.632 
48. Item P46 P25 P08 P28 

Mean 3.452 3.313 3.677 3.611 
49. Item P45 P55 P45 P27 

Mean 3.442 3.267 3.677 3.600 
50. Item P20 P08 P02 P54 

Mean 3.388 3.250 3.645 3.579 
51. Item P54 P44 Pll Pll 

Mean 3.375 3.250 3.645 3.556 
52. Item P16 P45 P34 P34 

Mean 3.356 3.250 3.645 3.550 
53. Item P34 P60 P07 P62 

Mean 3.327 3.250 3.581 3.526 
54. Item P35 P62 P26 P16 

Mean 3.327 3.250 3.581 3.500 
55. Item P24 P07 P28 P19 

Mean 3.291 3.188 3.567 3.500 

56. Item P33 Pll P25 P08 

Mean 3.288 3.188 3.548 3.300 
57. Item P62 P24 POl P25 

Mean 3.288 3.188 3.516 3.300 
58. Item P27 P27 P24 P13 

Mean 3.279 3.063 3.484 3.263 

59. Item P61 P56 P27 P61 
Mean 3.154 3,063 3.452 3.211 

60. Item P25 P13 P13 P07 
Mean 3.125 2.938 3.367 3.200 

61. Item P13 P26 P61 P33 

Mean 3.058 2.938 3.333 3.200 

62. Item P26 P21 P26 P26 
Mean 3.029 2.875 3.161 3.200 



Table 23. Ranking of items by groups for in-service training 
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Group 

Teacher Training 
Rank Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

1. Item 105 104 140 106 

Mean 4.577 4.688 4.645 4.600 

2. Item 110 157 117 105 
Mean 4.481 4.688 4.613 4.550 

3. Item 109 101 152 109 
Mean 4.385 4.500 4.613 4.450 

4. Item 152 105 137 110 
Mean 4.385 4.500 4.548 4.450 

5. Item 104 122 141 157 

Mean 4.375 4.500 4.548 4.421 
6. Item 106 134 142 137 

Mean 4.346 4.500 4.516 4.400 

7. Item 118 158 150 140 

Mean 4.308 4.500 4.516 4.400 
8. Item 150 103 123 118 

Mean 4.279 4.438 4.484 4.350 
9. Item 140 112, 105 123 

Mean 4.260 4.438 4.452 4.350 

o
 

r—
1 

Item 157 136 118 131 
Mean 4.231 4.438 4.452 4.350 

11. Item 123 137 130 149 

Mean 4.221 4.438 4.452 4.316 

12. Item 148 138 103 156 
Mean 4.212 4.438 4,419 4.316 

13. Item 141 139 110 158 

Mean 4.194 . 4.438 4.419 4.316 
14. Item 151 102 136 112 

Mean 4.175 4.375 4.419 4.300 

15. Item 111 140 139 130 

Mean 4.173 4.375 4.419 4.300 

16. Item 137 145 149 139 

Mean 4.173 4.375 4.419 4.300 

17. Item 159 146 144 128 

Mean 4.173 4.375 4.387 4.278 

CO 1—
1 

Item 122 152 153 159 

Mean 4.163 4.375 4.387 4.263 

19. Item 112 159 159 114 

Mean 4.146 4.375 4.387 4.250 

20. Item 103 133 129 122 

Mean 4.154 4.313 4.379 4.250 

21. Item 131 135 112 136 

Mean 4.154 4.313 4.355 4.250 
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Table 23. Ranking of items by groups for in-service training, continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Rank Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

22. Item 139 144 122 142 
Mean 4.154 4.313 4.355 4.250 

23. Item 158 150 106 103 
Mean 4.144 4.313 4.323 4.200 

24. Item 121 153 109 104 
Mean 4.144 4.313 4.323 4.200 

25. Item 136 128 151 152 
Mean 4.144 4.250 4.300 4.200 

26. Item 142 142 155 146 
Mean 4.144 4.250 4.300 4.158 

27. Item 101 110 156 121 
Mean 4.140 4.188 4.300 4.150 

28. Item 143 129 104 141 
Mean 4.136 4.188 4.290 4.150 

29. Item 117 141 131 141 
Mean 4.135 4.188 4.290 4.150 

30. Item 128 128 147 144 
Mean 4.134 4.133 4.267 4.150 

31. Item 144 109 121 101 
Mean 4.125 4.125 4.258 4.100 

32. Item 149 130 132 132 
Mean 4.115 4.125 4.258 4.100 

33. Item 129 143 135 135 
Mean 4.108 4.125 4.258 4.100 

34. Item 130 114 148 148 
Mean 4.097 4.063 4.258 4.100 

35. Item 102 124 154 153 
Mean 4.080 4.063 4.258 4.100 

36. Item 114 132 157 155 

Mean 4.078 4.063 4.258 4.100 
37. Item 119 149 158 120 

Mean 4.067 4.063 4.258 4.053 
38. Item 132 121 116 145 

Mean 4.058 4.000 4.226 4.050 
39. Item 156 126 125 151 

Mean 4.058 4.000 4.226 4.050 
40. Item 147 156 143 102 

Mean 4.019 4.000 4.226 4.000 
41. Item 153 107 146 127 

Mean 4.019 3.938 4.226 4.000 
42. Item 108 123 162 129 

Mean 3.971 3.938 4.226 4.000 
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Table 23. Ranking of items by groups for in-service training, continued 

Group 

Teacher Training 
Rank Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

43. Item 160 125 119 147 
Mean 3.933 3.938 4.167 4.000 

44. Item 138 127 102 150 
Mean 3.904 3.938 4.161 4.000 

45. Item 124 131 111 117 
Mean 3.903 3.938 4.161 3.950 

46. Item 155 147 114 119 
Mean 3.894 3.938 4.161 3.950 

47. Item 146 106 133 116 

Mean 3.885 3.875 4.161 3.950 

48. Item 127 117 148 161 
Mean 3.875 3.875 4.161 3.947 

49. Item 134 148 107 111 
Mean 3.875 3.875 4.129 3.944 

50. Item 107 162 134 124 
Mean 3.874 3.875 4.129 3.900 

51. Item 135 115 127 134 
Mean 3.856 3.800 4.097 3.900 

52. Item 145 160 145 162 
Mean 3.856 3.750 4.097 3.895 

53. Item 120 161 128 143 
Mean 3.854 3.750 4.067 3.850 

54. Item 116 108 124 107 
Mean 3.846 3.625 4.032 3.800 

55. Item 162 151 160 108 
Mean 3.846 3.625 4.000 3.800 

56. Item 115 153 115 115 
Mean 3.808 3.625 3.935 3.737 

57. Item 133 154 108 125 
Mean 3.760 3.625 3.933 3.700 

58. Item 125 119 101 133 

Mean 3.740 3.600 3.900 3.632 

59. Item 154 120 120 154 

Mean 3.740 3.600 3.871 3.632 

60. Item 126 111 126 160 

Mean 3.712 3.500 3.871 3.632 

61. Item 161 155 161 161 

Mean 3.538 3.200 3.767 3.500 

62. Item 113 113 113 113 
Mean 3.212 3.125 3.567 3.474 
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Table 24. Ranking of items by groups for teacher trainer level of study 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Rank Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

1. Item. TIO T03 T03 T26 
Mean 4.423 4.813 4.839 4.850 

2. Item T56 T30 T02 T27 
Mean 4.412 ' 4.750 4.806 4.850 

3. Item T62 T33 T30 TO 7 

Mean 4.346 4.688 4.742 4.750 

4. Item T37 T34 T62 T56 

Mean 4.337 4.688 4.742 4.684 

5. Item T12 T04 T17 T03 

Mean 4.304 4.625 4.710 4.650 

6. Item T36 T27 T26 T28 

Mean 4.298 4.563 4.710 4.611 

7. Item T17 T29 T27 T06 

Mean 4.294 4.563 4.710 4.600 

8. Item T44 T44 T54 T24 

Mean 4.291 4.563 4.710 4.600 

9. Item T38 TIO T16 T30 

Mean 4.288 4.500 4.613 4.600 

10. Item T43 T28 T52 T37 

Mean 4.282 4.467 4.613 4.600 

11. Item T26 T07 T37 T16 

Mean 4.252 4.438 4.581 4.550 

12. Item T42 T25 T56 T18 

Mean 4.250 4.438 4.567 4.550 

13. Item T05 T38 T07 T21 

Mean 4.240 4.438 4.548 4.550 

14. Item T04 T21 T34 T31 

Mean 4.231 4.375 4.548 4.550 

15. Item T29 T26 T40 T29 

Mean 4.225 4.375 4.548 4.529 

16. Item T27 T35 T41 T04 

Mean 4.223 4.375 4.548 4.500 

17. Item T52 T43 T49 T05 

Mean 4.223 4.375 4.548 4.500 

18. Item T40 T19 T44 T17 

Mean 4.221 4.333 4.533 4.500 

19. Item T25 T24 T12 T36 

Mean 4.204 4.313 4.516 4.500 

20. Item T57 T36 T24 T38 

Mean 4.204 4.313 4.516 4.500 

21. Item T46 T40 T38 T42 

Mean 4.202 4.313 4.516 4.500 
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Table 24. Ranking of items by groups for teacher trainer level of study, 
continued 

Group 

Teacher Training 
Rank Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

22. Item T58 T39 • T36 T48 
Mean 4.192 4.250 4.484 4.500 

23. Item T50 T42 T45 T33 
Mean 4.186 4.250 4,484 4.474 

24. Item T51 T05 T18 T57 

Mean 4.186 4.188 4.467 4.474 
25. Item TO 3 T23 T04 T59 

Mean 4.183 4.188 4.452 4.474 
26. Item T39 T37 TIO T22 

Mean 4.183 4.188 4.452 4.450 

27. Item T41 T59 T32 T62 

Mean 4.175 4.188 4.452 4.421 

28. Item Tl8 T09 T33 T25 

Mean 4.155 4.125 4.452 4.400 
29. Item T48 T12 T48 T32 

Mean 4.155 4.125 4.452 4.400 

30. Item T34 T18 T25 T34 

Mean 4.154 4.125 4.419 4.400 

31. Item T28 T32 T35 T40 

Mean 4.153 4.125 4.419 4.400 

32. Item T09 T45 T42 T47 

Mean 4.144 4.125 4.419 4.400 

33. Item T49 T53 T50 T15 

Mean 4.136 4.125 4.419 4.368 

34. Item T24 T54 T53 T45 

Mean 4.127 4.063 4.419 4.368 

35. Item T30 T58 T39 T58 

Mean 4.126 4.063 4.387 4.368 

36. Item T45 T61 T43 T12 

Mean 4.125 4.063 4.387 4.350 

37. Item T14 T62 T59 T39 

Mean 4.118 4.063 4.387 4.350 

38. Item T59 T02 T29 Til 

Mean 4.108 4.000 4.379 4.333 

39. Item T47 T52 T28 T49 

Mean 4.107 4.000 4.367 4.316 

40. Item T07 T56 T55 T02 

Mean 4.106 4.000 4.367 4.300 

41. Item Til TOl Til T19 

Mean 4.096 3.938 4.323 4.300 

42. Item T23 T57 T31 T23 

Mean 4.078 3.938 4.323 4.300 
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Table 24. Ranking of items by groups for teacher trainer level of study, 
continued 

Group 
Teacher Training 

Rank Teachers Directors Directors Experts 

43. Item T06 T41 T47 T35 
Mean 4.077 3.875 4.300 4.300 

44. Item T32 T06 T15 T44 
Mean 4.077 3.813 4.290 4.300 

45. Item T22 T14 T46 TlO 
Mean 4.049 3.813 4.290 4.263 

46. Item T33 T15 T19 T20 

Mean 4.019 3.800 4.233 4.263 
47. Item T21 T46 T51 T09 

Mean 3.981 3.750 4.233 4.250 
48. Item T31 T49 T23 T53 

Mean 3.981 3.750 4.226 4.250 
49. Item T53 Til T49 T46 

Mean 3.971 3.625 4.200 4.211 
50. Item T61 T17 T58 T54 

Mean 3.971 3.625 4.194 4.211 
51. Item T02 T31 T22 T61 

Mean 3.950 3.625 4.161 4.211 
52. Item T16 T48 T57 T43 

Mean 3.942 3.563 4.129 4.200 

53. Item T54 T16 T13 T51 
Mean 3.903 3.533 4.100 4.200 

54. Item T19 T08 T61 T50 

Mean 3.893 3.500 4.100 4.150 
55. Item T55 T22 T14 T52 

Mean 3.893 3.500 4.097 4.150 
56. Item T15 T50 T21 T41 

Mean 3.874 3.500 4.065 4.100 

57. Item TOl T47 T06 T55 

Mean 3.860 3.375 4.032 4.100 

58. Item T20 T51 T20 TOl 

Mean 3.762 3.375 4.000 4.050 

59. Item T08 T60 T09 T13 

Mean 3.760 3.375 3.871 3.947 
60. Item T60 T13 T60 T14 

Mean 3.750 3.250 3.871 3.900 

61. Item T35 T20 T05 T60 

Mean 3.712 3.200 3.806 3.737 
62. Item T13 T55 T08 T08 

Mean 3.495 3.000 3.633 3.700 
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The variables that loaded on the culture factor at a high level 

of priority were: (P52) sensitivity to the cultural/ethnic lifestyle of 

the child; (P50) recognition and acceptance of the community's culture 

and ability to incorporate it within the classroom; and (P49) ability to 

communicate effectively across cultures. 

In the assessment category, the most important items were: 

(P23) awareness of and ability to use bilingual education materials; 

(P22) ability to adapt available materials based on culture and language; 

and (P21) acquire, evaluate, and adapt materials as well as develop 

appropriate activities. 

In the area of classroom management techniques, the highest pri

ority competencies were identified as; (P5) competency to motivate 

children to learn; (PlO) understanding bilingual students' psychological 

and emotional needs; and (P6) ability to implement an instructional plan 

for the day, week, and year incorporating two languages. 

For the fifth category, the most important skill identified was: 

(P59) understanding the importance of parent and community involvement 

in bilingual education programs. 

The categories identified for the in-service level of study 

through the use of a factor analysis were language, culture, theoretical 

and philosophical applications, parent and community involvement, and 

classroom management and assessment techniques. 

The highest priority items which loaded in the language category 

were: (140) ability to carry out instruction in the content areas using 

standard English and the student's home language; (137) ability to read 

texts with immediate comprehension in the non-English language; and 
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(141) recognize and accept the language variety of the home and the 

standard language. 

In the culture category, the most important items were: (152) 

sensitivity to the cultural/ethnic lifestyle of the child; (150) recog

nition and acceptance of the comjnunity's culture and ability to incorpo

rate it within the classroom; and (149) communicate effectively across 

cultures. 

The most important competencies in the theoretical and philo

sophical applications category were: (119) the ability to transfer 

knowledge of learning theory to content areas in the non-English lan

guage; and (116) application of a philosophy concerning bilingual educa

tion in the classroom. 

In the parent and community involvement area, the highest 

priority items were; (157) ability to work with parents and the commu

nity and involve them in planning; and (159) understanding the importance 

of parent and community involvement in bilingual education programs. 

Classroom management and assessment techniques as a category 

had as the most important variables: (16) ability to implement an in

structional plan for the day, week, and year incorporating two languages; 

(19) management techniques to handle classrooms with bilingual and mono

lingual children; and (124) skills in testing, measurement, and evalua

tion . 

At the teacher trainer level of study, the categories identified 

using a factor analysis were language, culture, assessment, theoretical 

and philosophical applications, and classroom management techniques. 



80 

The competencies identified under the category of language with 

the highest priority were; (T37) ability to read texts with immediate 

comprehension in the non-English language; (T38) ability to discuss in 

the non-English language all aspects of bilingual education; and (T44) 

ability to assess language development in order to evaluate progress 

toward English proficiency. 

Culture as a category had as the most important items: (T52) 

sensitivity to the cultural/ethnic lifestyle of the child; (T59) under

standing the importance of parent and community involvement in bilingual 

education programs; and (T49) communicate effectively across cultures. 

In the assessment category, the most important competencies were: 

(T26) knowledge of testing, measurement, and research in bilingual edu

cation; (T27) understand the alternative methods of assessing and evalu

ating the bilingual student; and (T25) ability to evaluate a reading 

program to include instrument selection, administration, implementation, 

interpretation, and modification. 

The highest priority items in the theoretical and philosophical 

applications category were: (T17) understanding the aims and rationale 

of bilingual education for bilingual students; (T18) teaching strategies 

for first and second language; (T16) application of a philosophy con

cerning bilingual education in the classroom; and {T54) understand 

learning theories and their relationship to culture and intelligence. 

For classroom management techniques, the most important items 

identified were: (TIO) understanding bilingual students' psychological 

and emotional needs; (T5) competency to motivate children to learn; and 
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(Til) awareness of bicognitive learning modes and ability to teach using 

both styles of learning. 

The five categories identified through the factor analysis pro

cedure varied at the pre-service, in-service, and teacher trainer levels 

of study. Factors one and two were language and culture respectively 

for all three levels of study. Factors three, four, and five had dif

ferent variable loadings. The assessment category was the third factor 

for the pre-service and the teacher trainer levels, but was absorbed in 

factor five at the in-service level (classroom management and assessment 

techniques). Factor four was different at the three levels of study— 

classroom management techniques (pre-service), parent and community 

involvement (in-service), and theoretical and philosophical applications 

(teacher trainer). Factor five was similar for the in-service and 

teacher trainer levels of study (classroom management and assessment 

techniques), but at the pre-service level the category was parent and 

community involvement. 

Under the category of language, items P37, P40, and P41 were 

ranked the highest at the pre-service level of study. The ranking of 

these items varied according to the groups surveyed. Teachers ranked 

items P37, p40, and P41 eleven, thirteen, and ten respectively. Project 

directors ranked P37, P40, and P41 six, twelve, and thirteen respective

ly. Teacher training directors ranked the same items seven, three, and 

four. The fourth group, experts in bilingual education, ranked the lan

guage items seven, eight, and twelve. The variation in ranking by each 

of the four groups was also found at the in-service and teacher trainer 

levels of study. 
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In the culture category, items 149, 150, and 152 were ranked as 

the most important competencies at the in-service level of study. The 

rank assigned to these items varied according to each of the groups. 

Teachers ranked 149, ISO, and 152 thirty-two, eight, and four respec

tively. Project directors ranked 149, 150, and 152 thirty-seven, twenty-

three, and eighteen respectively. Teacher training directors ranked th 

same items sixteen, seven, and three. Experts in bilingual education 

ranked the same items related to culture eleven, forty-four, and twenty-

five. Differences among the rankings by the four groups were also found 

at the pre-service and teacher trainer levels of study. 

In the area of assessment, items T25, T26, and T27 were identi

fied as important competencies. The ranking of the competencies varied 

among the four groups. Teachers ranked T25, T26, and T27 nineteen, 

eleven, and sixteen respectively. Project directors ranked T25, T26, 

and T27 twelve, fifteen, and six respectively. Teacher training direc

tors ranked the same items thirty, six, and seven. The experts ranked 

the items twenty-eight, one, and two. Differences among the groups were 

also found at the pre-service and in-service levels of training. 

Classroom management techniques as a category had items P5, P6, 

and PIO identified as high priority competencies in bilingual education. 

The ranking of these competencies varied according to the four groups. 

Teachers ranked P5, P6, and PIO one, six, and two respectively. Project 

directors ranked P5, P6, and PIO four, twenty-seven, and forty-two 

respectively. Teacher training directors ranked the same items five, 

six, and fourteen. The experts in bilingual education ranked the same 

items one, three, and four. Differences among the four population groups 
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were also found at the in-service and teacher trainer levels of 

study. 

Under the parent and community involvement category, items 157 

and 159 were ranked the highest at the in-service level of study. The 

ranking of the two items varied according to the group surveyed. Teach

ers ranked 157 and 159 ten and seventeen respectively. Project directors 

ranked 157 and 159 two and nineteen respectively. Teacher training 

directors ranked the same items thirty-six and nineteen. The experts 

ranked the parent and community involvement competencies five and eight

een. There were also intergroup differences among the four populations 

at the pre-service and teacher trainer levels of study. 

For the theoretical and philosophical applications category, 

items T16, T17, and T18 were ranked as important by the four groups at 

the teacher trainer level of study. Teachers ranked T16, T17, and T18 

fifty-two, seven, and twenty-eight respectively. Project directors 

ranked T15, T17, and T18 fifty-three, fifty, and thirty. The teacher 

training directors ranked the same items nine, five, and twenty-four. 

The experts in bilingual education ranked the items eleven, eighteen, 

and twelve. Differences among the four groups were also found at the 

pre-service and in-service levels of study for this category. 

This chapter presented the analysis of the data using the four 

major questions which guided the study. The findings were presented 

using the five major categories which emerged from the factor analysis 

procedure at the pre-service, in-service, and teacher trainer level of 

study. In addition, a comparison of responses by the four populations 

was presented. 



84 

In the following chapter, the summary, conclusions, and implica

tions of the study are discussed. 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to identify competencies necessary 

for an effective teacher in a bilingual/bicultural program using Spanish 

and English as mediums of instruction. In order to determine these 

specific competencies, bilingual education teachers, directors of bilin

gual education projects, teacher training program directors, and experts 

in the field of bilingual education were surveyed. 

A Modified Delphi Technique was the research method used to gen

erate lists of specific relevant competencies for bilingual education 

teachers. The first questionnaire was open-ended, and the responses 

were used to develop the second questionnaire. The second questionnaire 

was structured to allow the respondents to rate each competency at the 

pre-service, in-service, and teacher trainer levels of study. 

The data gathered from the second questionnaire were presented 

to coincide with the questions guiding the study. The questions were; 

(1) Are there specific skills or competencies necessary for a bilingual 

education teacher? (2) Is there a group consensus on bilingual educa

tion teacher competencies as perceived by all four populations identi

fied? (3) Is there within group consensus on bilingual education 

teacher competencies as perceived by the four populations identified? 

and (4) Are there intergroup differences on bilingual education teacher 

competencies among the four populations identified? 

85 
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The data were analyzed using the categories that emerged from 

the factor analysis procedures for the pre-service, in-service, and 

teacher trainer levels of study. The statistical methods used to ana

lyze these data were the mean, standard error, and standard deviation. 

Conclusions 

At the pre-service level of study, the five major categories of 

competencies necessary for a bilingual education teacher were: lan

guage; culture; assessment; classroom management techniques; and parent 

and community involvement. 

At the in-service level of study, the five major categories of 

competencies necessary for a bilingual education teacher were: lan

guage; culture; theoretical and philosophical applications; parent and 

community involvement; and classroom management and assessment tech

niques . 

At the teacher trainer level of study, the five major categories 

of competencies necessary for a bilingual education teacher were: lan

guage; culture; assessment; theoretical and philosophical applications; 

and classroom management techniques. 

The five categories identified through the factor analysis pro

cedure varied at the pre-service, in-service, and teacher trainer levels 

of study. The factor analysis indicates that a group consensus on bi

lingual education teacher competencies exists at the pre-service level 

of study. The specific competencies are listed under five categories 

(see pp. 58, 78). 
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The factor analysis indicates that a group consensus on bilin

gual education teacher competencies exists at the in-service level of 

study. The specific competencies are listed under five categories 

(see pp. 78, 79). 

The factor analysis indicates that a group consensus on bilin

gual education teacher competencies exists at the teacher trainer level 

of study. The specific competencies are listed under five categories 

in tabular format (see pp. 79, 80). 

A within group consensus on bilingual education teacher compe

tencies was identified for each of the four populations at the pre-

service, in-service, and teacher trainer levels of study (see 

Tables 19-21) . 

At the pre-service level of study, intergroup differences on 

bilingual education teacher competencies were found. At the in-service 

level of study, intergroup differences on bilingual education teacher 

competencies were found. At the teacher trainer level of study, inter

group differences on bilingual education teacher competencies were 

found. 

Implications 

The implications of this study are delineated below: 

1. The study should be considered in the planning and development 

of teacher preparation programs in bilingual education. 

2. The study provides specificity of those competencies necessary 

for bilingual education teachers at the three levels of study; 

pre-service, in-service, and teacher trainer. 



The study represents a unique effort to validate competencies 

required of teachers of limited English proficiency students. 

The study provides a variety of competencies which could be 

incorporated into appropriate coursework within teacher train

ing programs. 

The study provides an information base by which entry criteria 

and exit criteria can be established at the three levels of 

study in teacher preparation. 

The study provides a knowledge base from which to further 

analyze the needed competencies in bilingual education as per

ceived by teachers, project directors, teacher trainers, and 

experts in the field of bilingual education. 

The study expands the existing body of knowledge on bilingual 

education teacher competencies from which further research can 

be initiated. 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 S 7 2 I  

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

BILINGUAL DEVELOPMEiNTAL DEGREE PROGRAM 

October 15, 1978 

Alberto Mara 
Office of Bilingual Education 
U.5.O.B. 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Alberto: 

The Bilingual Education Degree Frograra at the University 
of Arizona is conducting a study on bilingual education 
teacher competencies. One of our specific goals is to 
identify relevant bilingual education cor.petancies for 
the further development of bilingual education teacher 
training programs. 

We would appreciate very 3iuoh your assistance in this 
study. In order to send out a questionnaire we need a 
current list of all Bilingual Education Projects funded 
by the Title YII Bilingual Education Office. If you 
could please send us a copy as well as addresses, project 
directors, and languages used, it would be extreniely 
helpful. 

Thank you for your assistance. IVe are grateful for your 
time on this natter. 

Sincerely, 

1  . J  I V ,  P h . D .  
Coordinator, Bilingual 
Education 
College of Education 
University of Arizona 

Estanisiado 1. Faz 
Coctoral Candidate 
College of Education 
University of Arizona 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
BILINGUAL developmental DECREE PROGRAM 

March 22. 1979 

Dear Bilingual Education Teacher: 

The University of Arizona Bilingual Developmental Degree Program, 
in cooperation with Title VII Bilingual Education Projects, is 
conducting a national study to identify effective specific bilingual 
education teacher competencies. The method to be used is the Delphi 
Technique. 

The Delphi Technique provides a systematic solicitation and collation 
Of expert opinions through the use of two or more questionnaires. 
Enclosed with this letter is the first questionnaire. 

We would appreciate very much your assistance in this study. Please 
fin out the questionnaire and return it to your project director 
who has a self addressed envelope. 

Thank you for your assistance and participation in generating lists 
Of competencies in bilingual education. As you well know, effective 
staff preparation in bilingual/bicultural education is the foundation 
upon which can be built successful educational programs for linguis
tically different children. 

Sincerely, 

Estanislado Y.^Paz WacarioSaldate IV, Ed.D 
Doctoral Candidate 
College of Education 
University of Arizona 

Coordinator, Bilingual Education 
College of Education 
University of Arizona 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
SlUNCUAL DEVEIOPMEIVTAL DECKEE FROCRAM 

March 22, 1979 

Dear Project Director: 

The University of Arizona Bilingual Developmental Degree 
Program, in cooperation with Title VII Bilingual Education 
Projects, is conducting a national study to identify ef
fective specific bilingual education teacher competencies. 
The method to be used is the Delphi Technique. 

The Delphi Technique provides a systematic solicitation 
and collation of expert opinions through the use of two 
or more questionnaires. Enclosed with this letter is the 
first questionnaire. 

We would appreciate very much your assistance in this 
study. Enclosed you will find a questionnaire for your
self and additional questionnaires for your bilingual 
education teachers. Please fill out the information 
blanks and then return all the forms in the enclosed 
envelope. 

Thcink you for your assistance and participation in gen
erating lists of competencies in bilingual education. As 
you well know, effective staff preparation in bilingual/ 
bicultural education is the foundation upon which can be 
built successful educational programs for linguistically 
different children. 

Sincerely, 

Estanislado Y. Paz J Y Macario Saldate IV, Ed.D. 
Doctoral Candidate ^ Coordinator, Bilingual Education 
College of Education College of Education 
University of Arizona University of Arizona 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
glUNGUAL DEVELOPMENTAL OECHEE PROGRAM 

November 13, 1979 

Dear Educator: 

We are most appreciative of your response to the first 
quesclonnaire identifying effective, specific bilingual 
education teacher competencies. We are now requesting 
your "Assistance with the second questionnaire. 

The items represent a summary of those submitted by par
ticipants In the first phase, the open-ended questionnaire. 
Your response may not appear exactly as you wrote it as It 
V3S necessary to combine and categorize statements. It 
Is now necessary to generate a priority list of competencies. 
We will appreciate your reaction to all of the items on the 
list, whether or not you completed Questionnaire 1. 

On the questionnaire enclosed, please indicate your opinion 
of Che relative Importance of each item as a bilingual edu
cation teacher competency. For each level of study (pre-
servlce, in-service, teacher trainer), select a number from 
(1) (lowest priority) to (5) (highest priority) and write it 
in Che corresponding blank. 

Please be discriminating in the assignment of your priorities. 
As you well know, effective staff preparation in bilingual/ 
blcultural education is the foundation upon which can be built 
successful educational programs for linguistically different 
children. Your participation will be a meaningful effort 
Cowards meeting this important goal. 

We do appreciate your interest and help in this survey. Please 
return Che completed questionnaire to us in the enclosed self-
addressed, self-stamped envelope by November 30, 1979. Copies 
of the results will be provided by Indication on the appro
priate enclosed form. 
Sincerely, 

1A. 
Macario sTIiaTe IV, Ed.D. Estanlslado 1.»Paz V 
Coordinator, Bilingual Education Doctoral Candidate 
College of Education College of Education 
Onlverslty of Arizona University of Arizona 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 S 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
BlUNCUAL OEVELOrMENTAL DECREE PROGIUM 

November 14, 1979 

Dear Project Director: 

Wa are most appreciative of your response to the first 
questionnaire Identifying effective, specific bilingual 
education teacher competencies. We are now requesting 
your assistance with the second questionnaire. 

The'items represent a summary of those submitted by par
ticipants in the first phase, the open-ended questionnaire. 
Tour response may not appear exactly as you wrote it as it 
was necessary to combine and categorize statements. It 
is now necessary to generate a priority list of competencies. 
We Hill appreciate your reaction to all of the items on the 
list, whether or not you completed Questionnaire I. 

On the questionnaire enclosed, please indicate your opinion 
of the relative Importance of each item as a bilingual edu
cation teacher competency. For each level of study (pre-
servlce, in-service, teacher trainer), select a number from 
(1) Clowest priority) to (5)(highest priority) and write it 
In the corresponding blank. 

Please be discriminating in the assignment of your priorities. 
As you well know, effective staff preparation in bilingual/ 
blcultural education is the foundation upon which can be built 
successful educational programs for llagulstlcally different 
children. Your participation will be a meaningful effort 
towards meeting this important goal. 

He do appreciate your Interest and help in this survey. Please 
distribute the questionnaire to your staff and return it to 
us In the enclosed self-addressed, self-stamped envelope by 
November 30, 1979. Copies of the results will be provided by 
Indication on the appropriate form enclosed. 

Sincerely, 

Coordinator, Bilingual Education 
College of Education 
University of Arizona 

Doctoral Candidate 
College of Education 
University of Arizona 



APPENDIX B 

RETURNS BY GROUPS 

95 



96 

Table Bl. Returns by groups—questionnaire I 

Group 
Number 
Sent 

Number 
Returned 

Percentage 
Returned 

Teachers 320 195 61 

Directors 32 8 25 

Teacher Training 
Directors 42 29 69 

Experts 30 15 50 

Total Group 424 247 58 

Table B2. Returns by groups—questionnaire 11 

Group 
Number 
Sent 

Number 
Returned 

Percentage 
Returned 

Teachers 160 104 65 

Directors 32 16 50 

Teacher Training 
Directors 42 31 74 

Experts 30 20 67 

Total Group 264 171 65 
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*Name 

Questionnaire I 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine specific observable com
petencies necessary for a teacher to have if he or she is to be effective 
in a bilingual/bicultural education program. These competencies should be 
in addition to those needed by a monolingual teacher. 

Please list one to five items in order of priority. Statements should be 
concise. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Please return this form in the enclosed envelope by April 23, 1979. 

Names will be used only for purposes of sending a second questionnaire and 
will not be used in any reports of the data. 
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Questionnaire II 

Please use che following scale to assess Che taporcanca of the listed 
competencies • For each level of study, select a number from (.1} to 
(5) and write It in the corresponding blank. 

Levels of Study; 

Pre-service—mastery at the undergraduate level 
In-service—mastery at the graduate level 
Teacher Trainer—mastery at the doctoral level 

Priorities: 

(1) Lowest Priority—little or no attention 
(2) Low Priorlt7--below average 
(3) Some Priority—after higher priorities are achieved 
CA) High Priority—endorse 
C5) Highest Prlority--a must 

Pre-
Pedagogv Service 

For example: Qualities of flexibility, cooper
ation and self-knowledge 3 

1. Individualized instruction 

2. Models for bilingual education 

3. Complete familiarization with bilingual 
education methodologies, sources and 
information 

4. A.n active interest in updating skills 
and informstion 

5 .  Competency to motivate children to learn 

6. Ability to implement an instruccional plan 
for Che day, week, and year incorporating 
evo languages 

7. Understand che various bilingual curricula 
and'chelr differences 

a .  Ability to work in a team teaching situ
ation using available human resources 

9. Management techniques Co handle classrooms 
wlch bilingual and monolingual children 

10. nnderstandlng bilingual students' psycho
logical and emotional needs 

11. Awareness of bicognltive learning modes 
and ablllcy to ceach using boch scyles 
of learning 

In- Teacher 
Service Trainer 
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CI) Lowest Priority—little or no attention 
C2) Low Priority—below average 
C3) Some Priority—after higher priorities are achieved 
C4) High, Priority—endorse 
C5) Highest Prlorlty--a must 

Pedagogy Ccont.) Pre- In- Teacher 
Service Service Trainer 

12. Thorough knowledge and acceptance of program 
goals and a belief in the success of the 
approach -

13. Foundation in cultural anthropology, socio
logy and group behavior of a conquered 
people and the conquering people 

14. Ability to Integrate cultural aspects 
of students into all the curriculum 

15. Grasp of psychological view of how humans 
learn 

16. Application of a philosophy concerning 
bilingual educacion in the classroom 

17. Understanding the alms and rationale of 
bilingual education for bilingual students 

18. Teaching strategies for first and second 
language 

19. Ability to transfer knowledge of learning 
theory to content areas in the non-English 
language 

20. Ability to integrate child's linguistic 
style with sound early childhood principles 

21. Acquire, (Evaluate and adapt materials as 
veil as develop appropriate activities 

22. Ability to adapt available materials as 
based on culture and language 

23. Awareness of and ability to use bilingual 
education materials 

24. Skills in testing, measurement, and evaluation 

25. Ability to evaluate a reading program to 
include Instrument selection, administration, 
implenentatioa, interpretation, and 
modification 

26. Knowledge of testing, measurement, and 
research in bilingual education 

27. Understand the alternative methods of asses

sing and evaluating the bilingual student 
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CD Lowest Priority—little or no attention 
C2)-Low Priority—below average 
(3) Some Priority—after higher priorities are achieved 
(4) High Priority--endorse 
(5) Highest Priority—a oust 

Language Pre- In- Teacher 
Service Service Trainer 

28. Language differences and similarities 

29. Language and culture 

30. Understand differences and similarities 
between first and second language learning 

31. Sensitivity to the variations in the student's 
native language 

32. Linguistic knowledge of both English and the 
other language as applied to teaching bi-
linguals 

33. Knowledge in technical aspects of first and 
second language acquisition and development 

34. Knowledge of first and second language 
acquisition theories in order to diagnose 
learning difficulties 

35. Language proficiency in standard and home 
varieties of relevant languages ______ 

36. Ability to read and write at an academic 
level in the language other than English 

37. Ability to read texts with immediate 
•comprehension in the non-English language 

38. Ability to discuss in the non-English lan
guage all aspects of bilingual education ______ _^____ 

39. Ability to conduct class entirely in the 
non-English language 

40. Ability to carry out instruction in content 
areas using standard English and student's 
home language 

41. Recognize and accept the language variety 
of the home and the standard language _____ 

42. Ability to explain formal subject area in 
two languages 

43. Command of technical vocabulary in two 
languages to include speaking and writing 

44. Ability to assess language development in 
order to evaluate progress toward English 
proficiency 
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CI) Lowest Priority—little or no attention 
C2i Low Priority—below average 
(3) So'me Priority—after higher priorities are achieved 
(4) High Priority—endorse 
(5) Highest Priority—a must 

Language (cont.) Pre- In- Teacher 
Service Service Trainer 

45. Understanding and using in the classroom 
the various language proficiency assessments 

46. Assess initial and sequential proficiency 
of each child in both languages • 

Culture 

47. Knowledge of the ethnic group's accomplishmenEs 
for enhancement of the individual's and the 
ethnic group's self concept 

48. Understand social and cultural differences 
and similarities for teaching both cultures 

49. Communicate effectively across cultures 

SO. Recognition and acceptance of the communities 
culture and ability to Incorporate it within 
Che classroom 

51. Awareness and familiarization with target 
children's development and cultural Influence 

52. Sensitive to the cultural/ethnic lifestyle 
of the child 

53. Knowledge of the history and culture of the 
non-English language group 

54. Understand learning theories and their 
relationship to culture and intelligence 

55. Being bicultural and especially sensitive 
to the target culture 

Parent/Community 

56. Ability to communicate the present and future 
status of bilingual education to community 
patrons 

57. Ability to work with the parents and the 
community and involve then in planning 

58. Ability to facilitate school, home, and 
community Interaction 

59. Understanding the importance of parent and 
community involvement in bilingual programs 
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CI; Lowest Priority—little or no attention 
(2) Low Priority—below average 
(3) Some Priority—after higher priorities are achieved 
(4) High Priority—endorse 
(5) Highest Priority--a must 

Parent/Community fcont.) Pre- In- Teacher 
Service Service Trainer 

60. Ability to live and work in the bilingual 
community 

Other 

61. Ability CO deal effectively with organ
izations 

62. Knowledge of political implications sub
sequent to the Bilingual Education Act of 
1968 

Yea, I would like to receive the summary of the total 
response to this instrument. 

SAME 

TITLE 

ADDRESS 

Note: All responses are confidential. The names of respondents will 
in no instance be reported. 
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