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PREFACE

g v
This document is the final report of one of three studies conducted by the

Research (AIR) for the Office of Education, Office

American Imstitutes for
. of Planning; Budgeting,
The OE‘Project Officer was Edward B. Glassman.
o-directed by Peggie Campeau and Joln Bowers,

and Evaluation, undar Contract No. OEC-0-7§-9331.
The stody reported in 'this

document was ¢ and the AIR

project directgr for the overall contract was Malcolm M. Danoff.

orted here is entitled The Identification and Description of o .

The study rep
_ Its objectives were to recommend

Exemplary Bilingual Education Programs.'
e Joint Dissemination Review Panel (DRP) of the Education Division,- v e

,
those bilingual education - .

to th
. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
programs with sqund: evidencc demonstrating significantly improved student o

g outcomes, ‘and to prepare detailed desoriptions fonathe. programs’ that: the: DRP

approved for disseminaeion. - . )

¢ - .

. . 3
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‘ tics used, and. the eignificanee of ‘program. effect,

O

- - SUMMARY - -
: H . .
ot

The objectives of this study, ‘conducted by the American Institutes for

Research (AIR) under contract to the U.Si Office of Education, were (l) to .

.- - v

identify and to recommend as exemplary Up to 10 bilingual education programs
for submission “to the Dissemination Review Panel (DRP) of the Education . .
Division, Départment of Health Educ:iion and Welfare, and (2) to develop

detailed descriptions of thoee prograns approved by the DRP for dissemination.

, The Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation (OPBE) and AIR coopera-
tively defined criterid for screening candidate programs. The criterin were
basfﬁiupon several requisites. To .be considered, a candidate program must
inclade English language instruction for children with limited Engltsh skills

and must teach in the pupils' native language to the extent necessary to allow

them to orogres effectively through school. Part of’ the curriculum must also be ’

addressed to the customs and cultural History of the native language group4
-Pﬁrthermore, program participants must show statistically and educationally
gignificant gains in English language skills as well as in the‘content areas,
taught in the . natibe language.- The program.must also have definable and’
describable instructional and management components. Finally, start-up *and
continuation costs must be reasonable. ‘ , ’ . T
. Candidate programs weré located from a variety of sources. Initial leads
came from the Office of Education and from Title VII {iles, which were. surveved
by the project director at the beginning of the’ study. Other sources were
programs gurveyed for past AIR studies, ’programs reviewed in a previouq study
by- the RMC Research Corporationm, regional educational laboratories, state .
bilingua1 education officials, and local education agencies. There were
175 programs in the total candidate poal. ,

A telephone screening was conducted to determine whether ‘programs met\
min{imum requirements to be congidered further, and to request that programs

gsend evaluation reports. As a result of the telephone screening, 59 programs

Jwere dropped. . An.additional 20 programS~that had been telephoned could nét

be considered becauée‘evaluation reports were not received for them. -
The remaining- 96 candidates were screened by at least two AIR senjor
staff members. Information fofr each program, summarized on a rating form,

as the basis for a preliminary judgment about the program. The rating form

‘included .g8ections concerned with the measures, sampling, grade levels, rstatis-
’ 2

12
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Nineteen‘programe met the screentfg: criter.a sufficiently to warrant )
Eight S :

ation, 11 of these programs were subsequently'drOpped
ailed
-

further consider
oth tne initial screenlng procedure and the xollowing det

. programs gurvived b
$

<. examination and were selected for site vislting

: The)purpoee of site;visiting was to verify evdaence of the program s

effectiveness as reported in evaluation reporﬁs and to observe how the pro- .

One program was dropped from the study after the site visit.

The remaining seven programs were, recommended to the DRP by AIR as exenplar. .

Summaries of program operations and evaluation

_gram operated

bflingual “eddcation programs
data for the seven -were prepared and submitted to :the DRE for review, The

P

.. DRP approyed four of. the seven for dissemination, as follows' .

) A Alice Indépendent Scheol District
. Bilingual Education Program
- Alicey Texae <. . . _

o 2. Aprendemos en Dos” Idiomas . ,
, ] * Title VII Bilingual Project. - P . ‘ '
. o Corpus Christi, Texas . . -
v 3, Bilingual Education Program .

v - Hougton, Texas " '

- t ) [ 4 » P - ! .
.. 4. St. John Valley Bilingual’ . .
P ) Education Program . - 1 {,
/7 . .o WMmmMm *Maine . * 3
. .- . Deecriptions wete written for theae four exemplary programs in aufficient .
with a source of’ideas to guide them in im- |

detail to provide local educators

plementing gimilar bilingual education practices in their districts.- Each

program was desgcribed as BT operated during the year for which the most tfecent

" vand complete evaluation information was available (in all cases, l973 74).

' Some program components were treated hietoricallx to illustsate major changes

.that had, occurred since the program began. The descriptions also discussed

the context within which each program developed and operated and the special

. educational neéds of the students. '
P #8 a. résult of the atudy, AIR made specific recommendations to school

-

+ digtricts and program eValuators on ways in which loCal evaluations could,be

improved to increase the chances for identifying additional exemplary programs

in bilingual education. . s

.
¢ .
s, . -
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.  CHAPTER 1 g4 - g ' 4
o . : 1

- . ’ <. v
v L - 'S - 1 ,k 4
. . INTRODUCTION e . y
ISR ,. S kground , © s - . :
.Y . . - . t .
* This=~document ie the final report of one of three studies conducted by

the American Inetitutee for Research (AIR) ig the area;of bilingual education
s snder contrtct to’ the UL S Office of Education.. The study reported here aimed
- to identify and describe successful bilingual education programs in American_'
schools. It is intended that programs described will.eerve as models for ] \
echool systems seeking to improve the quality of the education’ they offer’ to J
children who enter school with little or no ability to communicate in English.
The major tasks of the etudy were to: ° ) T '
e collaborate, with the Office of Education’ in refining critetia

P for selecting exemplary. bilingual education programs,

[
IR

. o e sgearch for programs which met these cyitleria,
. 'develop'procednree to review ahd to screen programs \ -

according to' the criteria,
e visit selected programs to obtain  further evaluatiye and > ‘

. ?

<7 deecriptive information, . o ‘ v
| . e submit to the Office of Education and to the Dissemination '
Review Panel (DR?) of the'Ed ation .Division, Department of -
Health, Education, and Welfage, eummariee of bilingual programs T,
recommended by AIR, and ‘ o )

¢ e prepare detailed deeoriptiona of the bilingual programs approved
for dissemination by the DRE. a B

e

’ The next eix chaptere of this report-correspond to these six major taske

) Chapter 11 includee 8 lieting, definition, and diecussion of criteria ueed to.

identify exemplary bilingual programs. Chapter,lII détaila “the procedures for®

locating candidate programa and .acquiring data and documents needed to screen Co

- programs according- to the exempla:y criterin. Chapter IV deecribee the reviéws,
and-screep proceduree for applying criteria to identify the mdst promieing '
programe for site viaite' Chapter V eummarizee the plirposes, broceduree, and

. results of the eite vioite. Chapter VI pxesents procedurea for recommending

exemplary programs for dieeemination and eummarizee decieions by the DRP on
“these recommendations. Chapter VII deecribes.the preparation -of detailed .

-




¢ - descriptions for programs approved for dissemination by the DRP. The final

chapter .is & discussion of the results of the study énd recommendations for

3

_imbroving local program evaluations.

. ’ j:: . Limits of the Study

« A major kimitation of this study was its dependence on available, recent

»

evaluation information. Programs that had not conducted evaluations or that ‘
UV |
|

" did not supply aummaries of tirese data fo Afﬁ.were not even initially consider-
ed. All conclusions reached in this study, then, apply only to thase.initially

identified programs that were contacted by AIR and which supplied program docu-
mentg to AIR. ) T
Assecond major limitation was the study's dependence on the’ review of ‘
existing program evaluations. 1t was not poaaible to do extensive reanalysis'
, of raw data, nor was it possible to compensate for poorly planned local evalua-
tions. Telephone interviews and in the case of visited programs, gite inter--
views, had to provide needed clarificetions.
The sources from which leads to candidate programs were obtained also
limited°the scope of’thi% atudy. The original intent was that ngpinations
be provided by the Ofﬁsce of Education. Sources of possible exemplary pro-
grema were mainly lists supplied by the Office of Education and included pro- - '
grams funded under various titles of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act ’
(ESEA) and by the Emergency School Assistance Act (ESAA). As specified in the -
Request for Proposals, bilingual programs. for the handicapped were excluded,
regardless of funding source. ) .
. A fourth 4mportant study limitation was set by the criteria for screening-
kprograma. These criteria, eatabliahed by the Office of E/nc%tion and refined ’
in collaboration with AIR intentionally limited the choice of programs to those '
in which program treatment was consistent with Title VII legislation and defini-~ -
* tions, and for'which evidence of effectiveness was statistically treated, based
'. on measured achievement and comparison between program participanta'end some
suitable baaeline. An exgmple of a disqualification for the former reason
‘ would be a remedial reading program for Spaniah-aurnamed Engliah-apeaking
participants who did not need bilingual instruction, in order to progreaa in
school. An example of a diaqualification for the latter reason would be a
bilingual program with evidence of effectiveness that could not juatifiably o

. be attributed to the impact of the bilingual program because no baseline or

1 ] S &
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comparison could be provided-against “which to judge gains made by the partici-
2 pants. In Chapters II and IV in 'this report, these .and other criteria are

. defined and the results df their application in egreening programs are discussed.

Finally,.the products of this study--detadled descriptions of bilingual
education pnograms--were limited to programs approved as exemplary by the DRP.
The main objective of the DRP review was to scrutinize again the evidence of
effecttveness presented for a’progrdm and to decide if outcomes were of suffi-
cient importance to make the program worthy of endorsement by the federal govern-

ment- for use by others.

{




" CHAPTER II

BASIS OF THE CRITERIA FOR EXEMPLARY STATUS T

»

-

. -

General Considerationa .

~ v

Exemplary programs in bilingual education are identified in order that
information about them may be disseminated for replication. They are programs
that shoy unusual merit, both in tenms of greater than ordinary cognitive and

affective gains for their pupils, as well as in the quality of thelr program

elements or components.

Programs ‘judged to be exemplary were recommended by AIR for review by the
Dissemination Review Panel (DRP) of the Education Division, Department of Health,
Education, amd welfare, which approves the dissemination of - information' about °

effective edocational practices, products, and projects funded with federal
_.monies. In" effect, the DRP issues a.federal stamp. of approval, labelling as '
exemplary those educational prbgrama recommended to 1t that are considered by
the DRP to be worthy of replication. Based upon review of program documenta,
- vconaultation with‘program staff, and site visits, program degcriptions are pre-
pared and submitted to the DRP for review and judgment. ’
Two major difficulties are encoontered in searches for exemplary programs.

First, relatively few local program eaaluationa organize.data in a way that

permits the results for program pupils to be compared with the results that .

might be expected otherwise Second, even when such comparisons are attempted,

‘relatively fewer local program evaiuations congtruct proper design safeguards
against‘alternative interpretations of program outcomes. Consequently, the

application of "unusual merit” criteria with respect to cognitive or affective

gains yesults ip the identificaﬁien of only a handful of programs that can be

labelled’ exemplary.

- i
The first task in any sear for!exeﬁzlary programs 1s tp define

- criteria thatg:::;Z:ngP

and tggae<aot These criteria serve as, the baaia for program ‘evaluation.

in order to classify those labelled exemplary

Since programs are typically described in terms of thelir components, it ia‘
ideally possible to develop;evalqative criteria for each of theag program
. elements. Also, these ‘criteria must relate to the objective of replication.

Aside from the fact that.it is strategically more sound to copy a program

4 ~ ~ .
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with greater than average pupil outcomes rather than orie showing ordinary

—

results, replicability potential nust also be judged on the basis of other., .
important program features, including reasonable costs, clear instructional

. processes, and ciear management procedures. However, with the exception of
general criteria relating to reasonable costs and the C1arity with which in-
structional and management progesses can be described, consensus'regarding
appropriate criteria to_évaluate other program processes is rare. Typically,

such criteria applied to program‘processes are-those dewveFoped and applied

during formative evaluation
Evaluatiom studies designed to locate eyemplar) prdgrams favor summative

rather than formative evaluation, principally because it is assumed that mfst

develoomental problems have been successfully solved as the program matured.

‘ Thus most programfprocesses are dEscribed but not evaluated; instead, the pri- .,

-e

mary evaluation focus is upon 1oca1 comparispn studies showing’ that pupils
enrolled- in the program demonstrate signi’{cantly better achievement than
would otherwise occur through their participation in a regular or alternative
treatnunt. An eiemplary program is one that produces eytraordinary outcomes.
Emphasis on this criterion presents ‘a‘'dilemma for the program developer,,
especially one who attempts replication.: The problem {s that altRough program
benefits are clear, the relationship between outcomes and praegram processes is

When attempts to replicate are unsuccessful, one is unsure how™ to

adapt  the replicatéd program in order to produce the beneficial outcomes obtained

-

at the original program site. ) ‘ L.

In the absence of known program process-program outtome relationships which
permit adaptations to be made in rep1ication attempts, it 1is necessary to devel-
op ancillary criteria that focus on the generalizability andy hence, the replicg-

» bility potential of the programs. These criteria involve,such factors as ‘the
program g duration, its slze, its benefits across classes dnd grades, the
appropriateness of measures used to assess its pupils' achievement, its e§pense,
and the clarity with which its instructional and management processes and objec-
tives can be described and understood. Thus., the demonstrated positive effects

of an exemplary program upon its pupils must be impressive, and the evidence. of

" effectiveness must be gufficiently generalifble to permit reasonable confidence

'

in the program's potential for replicability. ,
14
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Legislative Implicationg . . .

- While the above considerations apply in general to all edutatfonal programs,
the search for exemplary bilingual education programs must also concentra n

"» the unique characteristics of bilingual education ag defined in federal\lZ::;la;
tion. Bildingual education seeks to change existing more traditional instruction-
al systems in major ways. Its philosophy calls for early instruction in a
dominant language other than English. This is an extr innovation whose effects
are transmitted.to all parts of any bilingual'education program, including needs
assessments, teacher preparation, the seleCtion and development ‘of materials,
parental and community involvement, and certainly, the formative procesg evalua-

tion of the program, Ideally, all of these elements would be assessed in a

-—

-

program evaluation. ’ .
N Federal legislation for bilingual education indicates three key features
First, instruction in the English language is to be provided and English is to
be studied. Second to the extent necessary to allow a child to progress
. effectively through the educational system, instruction in a'child's native
language must be provided to childrén of limited English-speaking ability.
Furthermore, instruction in the child's native language is 'to be’ provided with
appreciation for his cultural heritage, and in all courses or subjects of study -
* which will allow his effective progress through ‘the educational system. Third,.
4 a bilingual program must demonatrate effective ways of providing instruction 'to
children of limited English-speaking ability to enable them, while using their
native language, to achieve competence in theeEnglish language.
Programs that stress only the teaching of English as a second language, or
', the teaching of a second language to English~speaking children who may volun-
tarily enroll in the bilingual prbgram do not qualify within the legislative *
definition of a bilingual program. \‘.

&

' rd

. Criteria for Exemplary Bilingual Education Programs .

As indicated above, a.bilingual program is: one whose participants are

instructed both in English and in their native langugge to ghe extent netessary
to ensure their effective educational progress. Thus criteria used to identify
exemplary bilingual p;ogrsms must concentrate on the development of English
language skills as “well as the development of necessary progress-related native
a language skills. Measures relating to both positive gelf-concept and to the
development of the appreciation of the participants' cultural heritJ@e are

important, but are not Wuff#icient by themselves “to identify a bilingual program

’

J“R\f: as oxanplary._ . ;’9 .
'Ful ide i . 7
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‘ and statistically significant gains in English-language skills in comparison

Outcones -

Bvaluvations of txemplary bilingual programs must therefore show the follew-.

ing “outcomes: .
(1) Children of limited English-speaking ability achieve educdationally

with similar pupils in regular or alternative programs. Comparison results are

typically based on program-control group gain contrasts, or show accelerated

normative growth over time, or demonstrate improved outcomes for pupils in the J
|

programs in contrast to outcomes observed for similar pupils enrolled in the

‘game grade levels prior to.the introduction‘of the program. Measures,of these

English-language gains will customarily be based upon the administration of
standardized tests. . . ’ . o -

(2) Children of limited English-speahing ability achieve both educationally’
relevant and statistically significan& ‘gains in their native- language skills
when instructiom in their native language is provided to, the extent necessary

to ensure theilr effective educational progress. Evidence of effective pregress

must be demonstrated and, since common normative measures of content achievement

"are usually unavailable, acceptable’ evidence may include teachers' grades” or

judgments of pupil progress. .Grades are rarely regorted in summative evaluations. ;.
(3) For children whose dominant language 1e English and who voluntarily

enroll tn a.bilingudl program, reported evidence shows that their development

of English-language skills equals that expected if they were instead enrolled

in a regular educational program. Acceptable evidence includes test scores,

teachers' grades, or teachers' opinions. - .

3 -
v, <

Acceptable Evidence

Evidence of bilingual program impact should be based on objective measure-
ments obtained from sizeable pupil semples. Achievement gain measures should
be estimated for program -participants and for a comparable control group. Well-
designed contrasts with pre—program baseline or comparison with appropriate h
norm reference groups are alsd acceptable. It is necessary that gains for
program participants be significantly greater than gains for the control or
comparison group. ' . ) .
Interpretation of the significance of the reported gains depends on
customarv psychometric and statiptigal—grounds. Measurements should be reliable
and valid. Tests should be of appropriate difficulty level for the groups Y
examined. The reporting of achievement in either grade-equivalent or raw-score
scales is acceptable; one scale is essentially a linear transformation of the .
2(9 . . %,
- ‘8
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other except at extreme ranges. ' Average gains for pupiis in the comparison
groups should 'be unbiased estimates of the gains for the total populatien of .
participants; that is, missing data or the effects of gelection should not “be

great enough to cagt doubt on the findings. nfidence in the generalizabilify

and potential for replicability are also greater when results are reported for

cecher or administrator effects

t
-5

several classes and grade levels, so that uniqu

can be ruled out.

Statistical significance should be demonstrated so that one may confidently
« . . . ’
conclude that the results showing superior program effect did not occur by

am effect, when in fact there

LY

chance; that is,'reeulte shdwing eignificant pro
is none, should occur no more than five perceant ‘the time. In addition, mean
gain‘differencee between program and control groups must be edueationally rele-
’ vant whether réﬁorted as grade equivalents or as [relative within-group stan-
dard deviation units. For example, mean diifete ces of the order of one-half @
grade equivalent, or one-half standard‘deviation, are meaningful; as is a large .
positive shift in mean percenttles between Bre- and posttests when program out— .

comeg dre compared to those of norm reference groups. .

The number .years, 1n whlch the program has been in existence as well
as its expected peried of contlndatlon are important program characteristics.

' A program which has been in existence for sevetal years-suggests not only that

formative evaluations leading to process improverents have taken place but

also that ‘the critical change from start-up to maintenance management has
occurred. Expected 1ongev1ty suggests confidence in the local dlstrlct 8
acceptance of the program and’ equally 1mportant, indicates that the original
ongoing program cah operate ag a resource”model for program pldnners attempt-

ing its replication.

[ ' M
Clarity of Instructional and Management Procedures - !
and Availability of Materials .
To qualify as an exemplary bilingual program, that is, ome whose ]
, ' potential for )épllcablllty is strong, it is essentlal that instructional .

and management processes be well-defined. Program components’andﬁconcepts a/f- ,
should be presented in a coherent and _analyzable fashion. structureé’to ’
assist competent administrators and teachers who ‘attempt ‘its whole replica-

tion for who wigh to modify existing programs. Instructlonal materlals must

be available for dissemination to bilingual educators. The implication here

" is that-copyrights, patents, and Otheé iropri‘e‘atary‘arrangemep_t_s ghould not™

L4 B ‘ ) 9




s

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

R

criteria discussed in the preceding sections of this chapter.

" also considered in arriving at a final judgment.

impede the full dissenmination ob these materials.

Reasonable Start-Up and Recurring Costs

Program Costs are esgentjal items of information for persons planning

While it is recognized that var1ab111ty in total costs and .

-,

replication,

in cost categories-exist among programs and locations, it is _nevertheless

important to provide accurate start-up and recurring budget guidelines £6t

administrative, clerical, teacher and teacher-aide salaries, maferials,

equipment, facilities, consultants, services, travel, testing, and evalua-

tion. Total per-pupil costs must be within acceptable district limits

for replicability, and must be presented in such a way that anv add-on

.

costs for bilirigual education are clear.

Final Considerations ‘ .

The decision to recommend a bilingual educational program as exemplary
is clearly a summative judgment, arrived at through application of the

Few programs

can be expected to show except1ona1 strengths on all criteria; thus the | .

final decision is based upon a weighing of strengths and weaknesses. Al-

though all programs :'ﬁpmmended as exemplary must demonstrate 51gn1f1cant

achievement gains for their participants, it is impqrtant to unﬁeretand.that

L
program components other than merely the. program evaluation design are

These are, as has b_e_en,
discussed, clear instruétional and management procedures, availability

These all are

‘L

of materials, and reasonable gtart-up and recurr1ng costs.
egsential considerations when judging a program $ potent1al for rep11cab11—

ity--which is the crucial reason for identifying exemplary programﬁ in

-

the first place.

r ' )
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CHAPTER III - v/
4
IDENTIFYING CANDIDATE .PROGRAMS FOR THE STUDY

Sourcea of Leads to Candidate féograma

Leads’ to candidate programg for conaideration in this study were supplied
by the Office of Education. It was originally believed that up toglO exem—- -
plary bilingual programs could be 1dentif1ed from this pool. Howédér, addi-
tional sources of 1eada to candidate programs were explored. These addi-
tional sources included AIR's extensive program filea from a nation-wide search
for exemplary reading programs for the Natfonal Right to Read Office, the
RMC Research Corporation's files from an OE-fanded sear«h for exemplary
programs in readiag and math for disadvantaged children,. and nominations
obtained in the course of seeking 1nf6rmatien on current study ca;didates from

regional educational laboratories, state bilingual education officials, and
1oca1 ‘educational agenciea. o .

- The candidate programs identified through these sources included programs
funded by Title VII, Title III, Title 1v, Title I, and the Emergency School
Assistance Act (ESAA). Contatts with Title VII programs were generally 11mited
to those that had been operating at leaat four years. This period of time was
judged to be sufficient for a program to- have collected, analyzed, and sum
marized evaluation data for at leaat two or three academic ‘years., Also, pro-
grams in operation this long were reasdhed to be relatively stable. Leads
supplied by sources other than Title VII were followed_ up regardless of how
long the programs had been operating, because these nominations had been pre-

aelected by officiala who were aware of the objectives of the study.

‘ é] e
o ) ontacting Candidate Programs
igsioner of Education was mailed to every Chtef

State School Officer beflore programs were contacted by AIB. A copy of ‘the
Commiaaioner 8 lette@-i contained in Appendix B. The letter 1nformed state
education officials abodt the object1Vea of the atudy and indicated that con-
tacts with local progr ataff would be made in order to obtain information
about programs considered for the gtudy. s

AIR staff then tele?honed project directors or other cognizant local _

education officials to inquire about each of the candidate programs. A total
' 93 a .

11
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of 144 programs vere called. During these telephone conversations, AIR staff
explained the purpose of the study and how the programs being contacted had
been identified. The local contacts were priefed on the need for evidence
of program effectiveness that would dem trate success. e,minimum require-

ment for this evidence was that some baaeline or comparison be- provided

so that gains made by the program ltudents could be clearly attributed to the.
impact of the bilingual program. If program staff indicated that achievement
test data.and suitable baseline data were available for AIR review, partici—
pation in the study was invited. ) .
Initial telephone contacts with non-Title Yll programs also included
discussion of the program's goals end procedures. Programs were not considered
if 1t was determined that the program focus was outside the scope of this study,
e+ 8oy the target group functioned welltenough in English thft the native |
“~ language was not required for instruction in pther sdbject areas.
In addition to’ soliciting the-participation of programs in the study, a
major emphasis in the telephone conversations was to establish a feeling of
good will between program staff and AIR., If _programs eppeared to be eligible.
they were enthusiastically encourlsed to participate in the study, but'were
not presaured if strong resistance 'or doubts were evident. The very few ’
instances in which such reluctance was encountered were due to previous unhappy
experiences with research studies in which information obtained from local
of ficials had been used in ways which were detrimental to the program., AIR
staff .assured local program officials that in the present gtudy the only pro-
- grams to be documented and publicized would be those approved as exemplary as
a Tesult of, AIR screening, QF endorsement, and final scrutiny by the, Dissemin-
ation Review Panel (DRP) in Washington, D.C. AIR staff pointed out that since
- this publicity would not he adverse but on the contrary complimentary, it would
be advantageous to participate in the study. ¢ ' i
Tact ,was required when the informatibn obtained duripg the telephone con-'4.
‘t> versations clearly indicated that. the program ghould not be considered further,
either because of lack of dats, inappropriate focus, or serving a target grOup ‘,
that, though bilingual, did not require bilingual instruction. In these cases,
the reasons for not pursuing the program's candidacy were explained and agree-

ment was reached with local staff to dropAthe program from the study;1 In

~ 1 Although care was takendfobexplain requirements of the study and to solicit
documents only from appropriate programs, efforts were also made to give the

i o * " penefit of the doubt and not to discourage any program that might be a poten-’
| [ERJf:‘ tial candidate. *As a result some of those that did submit documents also
. 'had to be rejected for the above reasons. 2,1 . ) .

12 - -
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every case where this was necessary, no hard feelings resulted and local staff

+ . were-in complete agreement with the decision. A total of 59 programs were <
dropped from the 4initial candidate pool on the basis of preliminary telephone .
contacts or letters requesting not to be considered for the study. .
f -+ Thirty-one programs included in the study were not initially cdntacted
. by telephone. These 31 were Title VII programs for which recent, evaluation

reports were reviewed by the AIR ‘project director at the Office of Education in

Washington, D. C. soon after contract award.

-

0

Acquirinngrogram Doquments

If agswers to telephone queries were affirmative, program gtaff were asked
to forward documents. In several instances, local staff requested AIR to send
a confirming letter which described the study, reiterated data requirements, )
and requested *the desired documents. A copy of this letter of confirmation is

’

included in Appendix B. : .
A follow-up letter was mailed to programs, that failed to send the promised

documents within 10 days. To encourage programs to send documents even when ;
"ocal files were reduced to single copies, the letter indicated that _upomn .

request AIR would xerok and return the reports. -4 copy of the follow—up letter

is contained in Appendix B. A total of 47 follow—up Tetters were mailed.

) Documents were sent by 65 programs; 20 did not send them. Adding the

31 programs for which documents were obtained directly from the Office of

Education, the total number of programs for which documents were reviewed vas

96. Table 1 summarizes results of identifying candidate programs.

I, rablel ' ‘
) T o .
.. . Summary of the Results of Identifying Candidate Programg ‘ .
Initial Candidate Pool ) »
Programs identified by screening documents at. the . .
Office of Education, Washington D.C. ' <31 L
Programs identified on lists supplied by the Office of o
Education or by leads supplied from ‘other sources . . %4 .,
) _ Total Initial Candidate Pool * 175
Drops'from Candidate Pool ) . ) *
Dropped during initial telephone contact or in
| . response to program's written request ' . 59
% Dropped because documents were not received - . 20 :
. : ‘ 254” ’ - Total Dro 79
A ) ps
EKC Remaining Candidata Programs * . _ . : 96 ’

ulText Provided by ERIC .
. [ 4
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Document Receipt and Conorol Procedures

The main components of the system for maintaining information files on

candidate programs were these: . C. g
e Call/Contact Ple ’ R )
e Card File ' .
‘e Document File . ", :
o Alphabetical Notebook ., oL -
Call/Contact File . '

A folder for each candidate program was maintained in the Gall/Cont act
File. Esch folder contained a recurd ot Al conracts wit{ the program prior
to the receipt of documents, and a sheet Lndicating doc;ments received. Jor -
example, initial telephone conversations with each program s dire(tor were
‘summarized in writipng on a special form which was filed in the foldér. In
cases of programs that were dropped on the basis of these convérsations the

contact form indicates the reason for this actiqn and the name and location of

*" the program contact.: If the program asked for a confirming 1etter before

,supplying documents, a copy of the correspondence was filed in the program

folder If a follow-up letter reiterating the request for documents was re-

quired, a copy of this letter was filed in the program folder. When docyments

. were received, a(sheet identifying thenf was also placed in the folder. _

’ ~

Card File . ¢

The main purpoeee of this file were to identify the number and yeare of
eva1uation.reporte‘provided by a program and to provide an efficient check—in
and check-ouc~system.: X ’ . . s
“* ‘hen a document was receivéd a'card wag typed showing the program title -
and location and the name and address of the program directo¥ or other contact.
An identification number was aseigned to the program and noted in the upper

right-hand corner of the card. Also noted were the academic years for which

evqluation reports were sent, and if the program requeeted that tﬁf documents ~.

be returned. . ’ . i

° Whenever documents were given to an AIR gtaff reviewer, His or her initials
were nored on the document card and were crossed out when the documente were
raturned’ The 8ystem was neceesary because documents were passed around during
the multiple review proceee, and it was important to be able to te11 where they
could be found(ht any point in time) For example, when a program' g status was

being queried, the card was examined to see which reviewer currently had the

[ >. ° . ‘Zé\) . © .
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documents and how many other revievers hed examfned them. These individuals ‘

could then be consulted regarding the progran's atanding in-the review-end-,

. screen cycle. : - - Y .
'; '_ . Cards were arranged numerically in this file, according to the program
jdentification nusber. 7. ' .- .
- il e N - \

« -

.Document File . ,

The Document File consisted of large manila envelopes, each of which

cohtained all documents for a particular program.' On the othide of the

e

envelope was noted the program {dentificat ion numher, program Lillo and loca-

v - . N -

rton,—and :hc—ac3démic—yecfe—éeveeeé—by—eve+n4LLon documents iam th( envelope.
The eanvelopes were filed numerically by program identification number
Alphabetical Notebook . . .

_ As each program card was typed for the Card File, it was xeroxed ‘on a

) Pheec of paper which wasctheu‘ftiEd*in“a~binde;-calledn;he_AlnhaheLical_Noze“ ey
— - book. »'The sheet for each program was filed’ﬁlphabeticallyy first by state, .

[N

then by site, and finaIly by program title. . .
. v The purpose of this notebook was to enable AIR staff to find the identi—b
.; fication number for a programw when.only the program 1ocationowa8 known. For
examplé, if an AIR reviewer needed program documents for the Title VIT '
\\\\\\\\\Bilingual Education Program in Corpus Christi Texas, he/she first had to know
the progrdm\identification number, because documents were filed numerically by,

.his number. Thus, reviewer would first check the Alphabetical Notebook

"k der Texas, Cdrpus Christi, find the program identification number. Using

-'@:: " ih s number, he/she would look, for ments in the Document File. If documents "

¥ were not: there, the reviewer would use’ the 8 identification number to locate
f # 7

« -7+ the check-in/check—out card in the dard File. -Docum couyd then be retrieved

;f" ‘from the staff member who had checked them out.
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CHAPTER' IV

APPLYING CRITERIA TO SCREEN CANDIDATE PROGRAMS

Document Review and Telephone Follow-bp .

N After program. documents had been received and logged in, each program b
e tion passed through an intensive review process. Reviewers looked A
first at the tost recent evaluation reports, available for each program;_ in .

most caees this was for the 1973-74 school year. If a program report for- . %

made to obtain more recent reports. If .a program had sent only the latesgt ’
. 4

report or interim reports that appeared promising, phone requests were made

for earlier reports so that~zeviewers could examine longitudinal trends.in \'

program data. Throughout the entire review, as questions arose that- could

were made to get epecific°answers or to request more information by mail.

. 1 " Al
g . ¢ . ~
- - . . .

The Multiple Review System

.
"

The screening of. program evaluation documents involved a multiple review
sys}em Evaluation reports for a program were given to one of four senior staff
members who reviewed them on the basis of the criteria for exemplary status that
had been established. Each reviewer evaluat®d the. report independently, using,

an in-hbuse'rating/f/?% to record information and judgments under the follow—

ing categories:

°- CoTparison me thod used in program evaluation &
e Measures'used and content areas measured
"o_ Sampling (attrition, conditions of exclusion, size) i
Levels (grades or éges*included in evaluation)
- o -Statistics used.in’ analyzing data "
‘o‘ Significpﬁce ﬁstatistical and educational)
. (These categorié%”are discussed id detail in a later section of this chapter,
and a copy of the rating sheet appears in Appendix c.) ’
. " After indicating a yes or no decieion on the rating form, reviewers passed
\\the program documents on-for another independent judgment. Rating’forms were
kept by the reviewer: who directed the evaluation activities.
. Inadequate program evaluations Were relatively easy to reject; the better

)
and more comprehensive ones received more intensive scrutiny. When programs

“ -“ ) .. '.. 1‘28 . !
’ * . 17 .

.
‘ . - -
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not be answered by reference to the documents in hand, telephone contacts .

that year‘'was miesing and earlier reports looked promising, phone calls wére RS
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appearcd, promising, or. when judgments'differed, révie@ers-met together to
compare notes and discuss conflicting judgments o ' . ‘
o~ o ~ This procedure was- designed to ensurd thaa eaoh program evaluation was
. selected or rejecfed on Lthe basis of more than'one opinion Koweyer, it soon
N became apparent that the majority of program evalﬁations fell short of meeting
essential criteria, and that ic wnginefficient¢to reguire independ@nt -ratings
trOm four sentor staff mgmbers when reasons ' for réjection were SO, basic that
sophisticared analysis was unnecessary. The procedhre.vas therefore modified
"so ‘that’ one staff?member was given the- full -rimé assignment “of rekiewing each
,:' ,program evaluation in depth ind producing a rating- form on which ‘were recorded
a_ yes or no recommendation and, for the guidance of subsequent reviewers, a
complpte listing of relevant informgtion’ under each of the six cacegories,
. f toge;her with references to the page numbers in the reports where that informa- ’ . .
- tion could be found. Thus the £irst’ rating form completed for. each program .
: ' became’a resource for all revieuers, even’ though they continued to make their

judgmehts independently ‘and to usé a separate rating form for -recording their
S~

s e
1

. own notes and opinions. -

‘ ' After this preliminary review, . program evaluations were generally passed
orf to the study's director of-evaluation, regardless of whether they had re-
ceived a yes or no: recommendation. The only exceptions were 23 program evalua-
tions- with flaws 8o serious that there was no point in further review. In the
ma}ority of these cases, the director of evaluation saw the documents first
. + - " and ‘mage this decision. .Shortcomings which were considered serious enough to .
' justify rejection after only one review were the following: /
e The evaluation addressed affective aspects only.
o There were no data of any kind, either because the program
' _wag too new or because the documents were not evaluations
" . % but rather descriptions or proposals. P ]

o . Tests were given in only one Ianguage. -
xﬁ

o Nb comparisons were possible, either becauge the program S

. - used criterion-referenced tests or teacher ratings only,
or,, used non-standardized tests with no comparisdn group. P
- ° Evaluatton was based on an unacceptably small sample (less
o than 30), or on a cléarly non-target gsample (e. g English-
' dominant children only).

- The project g director of evaluation completed his independent assess-

a

ment of the documents, using the reference’'notes of the first reviewer to

’ _ 18 . . )
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guide shim quickly to_the pages where selection procedures were described,
measures used were'listed, test data and.statistical analyses weye presented,
and results and conclusfons were discussed.

If both the first and second reviewers gave a program 2 negative rating,

it wes rejected. Jdf both rated a program positiveiy or if their opinions

“differed, the documents were referred pn to another reviewer for his opinion.

-
1

" The Rating Sheet \' . .

A rating sheet was developed for use both as a quick checklist and as .n

opportunity for brief comment and a4 prelininar. decision (except wherd a neya-

tive decision was clearly appropriite). The headings of the ratimg <het ar

‘discussed below. ) ) N

e Comparison group--The sp;rffic compar ison met}:d used wis
moted. This could be a contrcl-treatment comparison, a comparison
with naticaal norms on a §tandardized test, or a comparison with
typical pé%formances before implementation of the program with
growth rates of cohorts prior to the change in method, or a com-
parison with any other standard--appropriate or inappropriate-- .
used or implied by the evaluatong or report writers for the prorrqm--
If the report_contained no specific mention of the method used,hbut
reference was made to standardized tests, to grade equivalents or

2
to percentiles, reviewers would-enter "national norms."

e Measures—-Under this heading, use of standardized tests
such as the Metropolitan échievement,Tests, Stanford-Achievement
Tests or Cooperative Test Series was noted; also floted were non-
standardized tests.such as the Inter-American(Reading Series (al-
most the only choice for Spanish), or locally developed tests and *
oriéerion~referenced tests. The subjects for which these tests
were used were recorded, such as English, Spanish, mathematics,

social studies, or science. Affective measures were also noted.

o Sampling (attrition, conditions of exclugion, size)--The

generalization of findings, as well as their trgstworthiness, are

dependent upon the soundness of gampling procedures. Under this

heading, reviewers noted the methogs ysed for the selection of

treatment groups, andk where appropriate, of the control groups.

Reasons for excluding students from the evaluation sample can be
39 :

v ‘s , ’ ' B ];9




i . .
.-as important as those for selection, and for this reason
revievers looked for indications of sample losses and the

steps taken to avoid resultant biases in findings. :

e Llevels--Reviewerg recorded here the grade range to which

the treatment was applied, e.g., kindergarten through grade 4.

-

e S:tatistics--The information noted here covered botlt the
form of the original data (e.g., raw scores, ~tndard scores,
percentages or proportions) and the otatistical metheds and ~anipu-

lat ions used for dercriptive purpos.s or for.inference.

* . i
. Significance-—Claims, agtralle hased on the result ¢ F- 1 <
t- tists, or of a non-parametrirc atatisc icnt teat were notedy e

with the reviewer's ccmments or intcrprtt:tiunc Reviewers 1eco, -

nized that with large eamples, trivial differences (in the scnse A
. of being of little or no practical importance, e.g., less than a

third of a standard deviatién)-will often reach prescribed levels

of statistical significance.

e Decision--Theé reviewer marked his rating sheex with "yes"
if no serious ongections,to thezprogram were found or with "yes ()Y
’if he or she had reservations. 'No'" meant what it gaid:, but
“no (2)" Reant that the reviewer felt that he or she could per-
haps be persuaded to vote for the program if other reviewers ’

.found suitably compelling reasons for approving it. »

Finally, comments were added to the rating sheet, for example, to obtain

'-telephone clarifications of questions and missing information that were needed

before validation review could. proceed.
Revied sheets with decisions on ‘them were not circulated to other re-

viewers to avoid influencing their judgments, page references and factual
t.

v

{nformation were provided to speed their review task.

i .
Selection of Programs for Site Visiting

The criteria establighed for exemplary status (discussed in Chapter IT)

were applied to screen program evaluations and choose those worth site vis{t— ’

ing._ In applying the criteria, the followf"g minimal requiréments of success-

ful evaluations were considered.

* ' . . , 31 ) 3 g .
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Comparison Group

Some kind of comparison of progress of the bilingual group with "that
of a non-program group had to be made or inplieds Mere demonstration #f D
gains of anspecified gize (e.g., significantly higher raw scgres at the
posttest than at the pretest on a loqally developed measure) was insuffi-
cient evidence of program effectiveness. .
f Measures — \ . ¢ .

Although the’use pf'éell-known stand‘rdi;ed tests“of English and
pathematics, with atceptable validity and reliability, was preferred, con-
gideration was given te locally developed measures if information on validity -
and reliability was provided and if progress on this measure could be meaning-
fully compared with a non-program group. Standardized measures of performance
on the languages other than Englisﬁ are simply not available; nevertheless,
reviewers examined approﬁfiate measures when tgese were reported. Measure-
ments of affective attributes (e.g., parent satisfaction or pupils' self-
concept) were examined, but were judged.to be insufficient in the absence of
cognitive achievement data. Criterion-referenced tests were frequeetly uged,

\ ————

but in no case was a program evaluation found which made meaningful compari-

1]
.

gons possible.

Sampling (Attrition, Conditions of Exclusion, Size) FEEEN

There were several important considerations.
e The program group ghould include at least 40 pupils
) enrolled in at least two classes. In the end, however,
reviewers were unli}ely to pass any program with fewer ‘
than 100 ptpils enrolled in fewer than five separate
. classges.- ¥
e No mention of ttrition, or an unusually high rate (say,
about lSZ), called for. investigation. Revi-ewers’wereb
inclined to reject programa‘with much higher attrition
"rates, since biases at .this rate can exceed & third of.
a standard deviation. ' -
e Specific exclusion of defined target groups was tenta-
A ~tively regarded ae’a negatiye indication, such as con-¢

fining the reporting of reSults to students ‘whose English

» *

] was already fairly good. ] p

’ L - .

(4)
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Levels

While it was sufficient for a program to operate at a single grade level,

{n such a case it had to operate in several clagses under several teachers.

Samples per grade could be relatively small, '{f several grades were involved
Statistics

Since processing raw data was outside the scope of this study, the pro-
grams reporting lists of students' names with scores were rejected. Data

requirements were flexible, however, requiring only that some form of descrip-

tive summaries be given. -These could be in raw score units,. or in scaled

“" ' . . 1: - ' 33

score units. There had to be some measure of .central tendency such as mean
or median,, or a proportion; and there had to be some measure of dispersion,
such as a standard deviation, or interquartile range, or some data by which
such 2 measure could be simply derived, for example, by inverting a t- test,

In some statistical summaries, reviewers were able to derive other needed
statistics where these were not given. In some evaluations, analyses of vari-
ance and{or covariance were reported, not always with justification and some-

times iné!rrectly Minor errors were overlooked, but reviewers would not allow

‘sophisticated analysis to cloud issues of poor design or inadeq&ate data. For

example, adjustment of means through analysis of variance is common, and suit-

able for equating small group pretest differences, but examples of adjustments '

were encountered when control groups differed ftom ¢xPerimental groups at
pretest by as much as a half standard deviation. 1f the effect was to make
subsequent tests more congervative, it was allowed; otherwise, the program
was treated with caution. ‘ ‘ )
Where possible,.reviewers locked at the progress of cohorts year by year,
and at all grades for a single year. Some progressive losses were expected

and found; the data ‘were searchéﬁ to determine whether\theee progressive losses

. were no greater than before introduction of the new progrdn.
. ® r 4 .

'Significance ' S \
- C

Reviewers 1ooked for the following acceptable possibilities regarding

statistical significance. »
e The treatment group showed: significantly better gains than *
a control group. ,
e The treatment group showed eignificantly befter gainslthan
similar students in the same grades prior to the introduc-

tion of the program. : J

-

-
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¢

.. The program students showed aignificantly great?r gains
. than they achieved prior to entering the program
. The progran atudenta achievements relative to grade
equivalenta or percentilea were aignificantly higher ..
" in present grades than they had been in earlier grades = *
" without "the program. . - s
-9 The improvement in achievement was large enough to merit
attention. Reviewers looked more closely at programs
where comparative gaing were at least' a quarter of a
standard.d deviation or bette?, although better than a
third of a a}andard deviation was considered minimal for
an outcome to be educationally important.

-
-

Regults .

" None of the 96 programs reviewed met all the criteria for sound evidence
of effectiveness, oaaed on examining their evaluation documepts and contacting
staff for clarification. 0f these 96, only eight programs were finally ;udged

7 to merit aite viaiting The results of program screening are shown in the
Haater Liat of Programs in Appendix A, with an indication of why excluded pro-
grams were,drop?ed. B '

- The screening process described in this chapter focussed oR program
evaldation and the quality of evidence aupporting program impact on parti-
cf%anta. Chapter 11 also referred to criteria for reasonable program cost
and clear and describable program processes. (Minimal requirementa for meet- .
ing these criteria could not be specified as clearly as could requirements
for sound evaluationt. Furthermore, program documents geldom included cost .
information, and they 'presented few, if any, descriptions of instructional
and management processes. For these reasons, program processes and coata'
were Aot examined closely until site visits were made. The next chapter:

diécusaea the site visits- to the eight programs selected, and .the outcomes.

’ .

»
’

* -
Evaluation Review by Staff Prior to Site Vigits

Program evaluations which passed through the reviey system described above

and received positive ratings (a "yes" or a 'yes (?)") from bpth the first and
gecond réviewera, and g confirmation of this from a.third reviewer, were con-
gidered to be candidates for site viai};pg When aeveral”likely programs had
been identified, a ‘gpecial evaluation review'peeting was held to finalize the

decisions as to which should be visited. There were two purposes for such

-
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.of each program evaluation, 80 that untenable arguments could be recognized and

. information about the gelection, composition and treatment of comparison

. Officer, so that he would be aware of basic. features of the program and the

t

meetings. (1).to 8llow staff members to raise the sharp2st possible criticisms

prograns dropped before site-visiting, and (2) to point up any questions or

needs for additional data which might enhance the arguments in favor of a pro-
“

gram, 80 that site visit teams could collect the information while on site.

Questions frequently dealt with the~avai1abi1ity of additional baseline data,

groups, and the possibility of obtaining either longitudinat dita or the most
recent data (in cases where 3 program had n @ preyiousiy furnicied theo) A
total of 19 programs had strong enough atings to warrant considergtion at the

review meetings.

The review meetings were nttended hy the fuur senior .talt ceviewey o the
. preliminary reviewer, and the project diroctor Ideallv, All revicws s wonld
- Ty .-
have analyzed the program documents, c(onpleted .rating forms, -l woted their

questions before these meetings took place . In actual practice, there was
not always time for this; however, in all cases at least three senior reviewers
had seen the program documents prior to the meetings.\ The other reviewers and
the project director acted as a critical audience for the presentwtion of the
cage regarding eéach program, nc1uding both its dtrong and weak,pointa

As a result of these meegings, seven programe were dropped from considerd—
tion becatise it was decided that the available data did not justify site visit-
ing.and .that no better data would be available. An additional four programs T
that had been tentatively identified for a possible site visit were also -~

«dropped after further debate. In the case of the remaining eight programs,

~

it was decided that the evaluation data did justif? site visiting and that

it appeared 1ike1y that additional supporting ddta could ‘be obtained_gn.site.

H
. - ;'
Pre-Site Visit Summaries ;

o

\
Once a program had been tentatively selected for site visiting, a brieP’

ane-page summary of program information was forwarded to "the OE ?noject

evidence of its effectiveness. In some cases his.review raised additional

questions to be pursued on site. In ‘others, he suggested notification of

interested state education officials in the event of a—visit. . -




f. The pre-site-visit summary included the name and locatian of the program,

g the year it bégan, the name of the evaluator and year of the report containing

evidence of success. " In addition, the following program evaluation features )
vere briefly summarized %Pmparison method, measures used sampling, grade
levels, aspects addregsed by the evaluation and statistics used. AIR evalua-
tors' comments were added. Finally, the tentative site-visit dates and schools

>

to bv'vlnitcd were indicated. - d
v ﬁrv-sitc visit summaries wegé squbnifttcd for mor e progi.o» than were
finally vicited. Visits to four proprw v.ie crancell d hecw o G it lonal
informat fon sbtained p;inr to finatising the fest did not support carlier
. v hd 1
cond Jusions regarding their effectivencan.  “lso, two program. ot
syi;ctod late in the screening progess, and there was insufficient time to

preparc and submitsdmmaries before the Vislts.
h; ]
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CHAPTER V

SITE VISITS °

‘ . Purposes
Site visiting provided the information needed to meet the second major

goal of the study——the description of bilingual education programs which

”~

were recommended to OE as exemplary programs. There were several reasons

_for visiting program sites. First, %He descriptive and evaluative data -

"included in program documents had to be validated. Second, considerably
't more detailed information about the management and operation of the program
was needed in order to write program summaries for submission to the Dissem-
ination Review Panel (DRP) and to write detailed descriptions of programs
that were approbed as exemplary by the DRP for dissemination. Finally, .
vigiting the locale, talking with program staff, and observing classroom
activities and managebent techniques provided the perspective necessary to

write clear descriptions of program processes.

»
P4 - ¢
* Focus .

AIR site visitors were familiar with the philosophy of and rationale

* for bilingual education. An extensive literature review, undertaken for a
related study under the present contract‘,l had identified variables and issyes

. in bilingual education to be investigateﬂ in that study. An -indirect outcome
was to acquaint AIR site vigitors wioh aspects of bilingual education possibly
related to program effectiveness. Dfscussions of certain key program compon-
ents appearing repeatedﬁy in the literature did not’ specify ways in which they
might be integrated into a bilingual educat{onwprogram Site visiting provided
AIR staff with insighta into how the cbmponents Interact with each other and

L

5
with program context as an effective educational .process.

To assist site visitors in collecting*and organizing data, a detailed .
“outline covering key program components was modeIed on outlines used in .
earlier AIR studies of exemplary educational programs. On the basis of the ‘
literatyre review and suggestions from AIR staff who'were knowledgeable about
bilingual education; the putline was refined to focus on features considered

to be particularly important to bilingual education programs.

‘ ‘1" This related effort was one of three studies’ that comprised the "Evaluation
rd of ESEA Title VIL Bilingual Education Programs" funded under OE,Contract “No.

s OEC-0-74-9331. .

. ERIC . 37
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The outline was used to check the information obtained frOm documents

-

and to guarantee that adequate ‘nformation was collebted uhile on site. Be-
cause programs vary so widely, however, site visitors were encouraged to allow

unique features to emerge during interviews and classroom cbservations and to
probe/in depth those program characteristics that they believed to be particular]y
significant. Topics covered in the outline were the following: .

N . % ¢ i . . .
Objectives e
Participants . . . .
Locale ) :
Development
- Management . ", Sy

Staff ’ )

Preservice/Inservice ' +ining

Instructional Acti it .« and -
Curriculum .

Equipment, Materials, de Facilities

- Parental/Community Invoivement
Costs ' RN
Evaluation \

-

_Later, to guide writers in preparing program descriptions,’ this outline -

wag modified furtner. It is included in Appendix E and described in Chapter .

.

ViI,
< . Procedures !
Pre-Site-Vigit Preparation I ‘ ) Lt
After the Project Offdcer approved AIR's recommendations of programs ‘to 3

be visited, site visit teams were aasigned and preliminary arrangementq for
the visit were[msde with project directors, who had "been informed of the

possibility of a visit by AIR etaff 2 pistrict personnel, usually includings‘i "
the superintendent were informed of plans for the visit.‘ When requested e -

background information about’ OPBE's evaluation of bilingual education and’

about the program as possible ‘from docu-

AIR's role in this effort was“alsos sent to superintendents. "r * *25 P
Site visitors learned as mugér

" ments that had been .sent ;«: m Referring to the outline, they noted areas
3

2 ‘There were_ two exceptiops. In one case, a visit was tentatively'scheduléd
and later cancelled because more recent evaluation reports did not substan-
tiate earlier evidence of the program's effectiveness. In the other instance
further scrutiny of the data‘revealed inadequate evidence of the program's

_effectiveness; also, recent events had disrupted program functioning so
severely that a site visit would not have been justified.

- .
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for which 1ittle or no documented information wag avallable. AIn dases

when there was insufficient time before ‘the visit for a thorough preparation,

or when limited~documentation.was gent by the program, questions’were formulated
from the outline and were sent shead to the directors This prOVed to be espe-
cially helpful 1n preparing program staff for AIR's visit and for scheduling
interviews with project or district personnel who were knowledgeable about cer-'

tain areas of program operations

Team Responsibilities and Activities for Site Visits

In general, each team consisted of two AIR staff members--a writer and

.

a validator-~who visited a site for.three days.' Because it was not possible
to send a bilingual person onteach visit, AIR staff requested that they be
accompanied on site by a bilingual member of the program staff. This individual
transla;ed when necessary and explained activities being observedl

«Ehe-writer collected information necessary to prepare a comprehensive

program description This entailed observing classes in action, revieWing

- supplementary documents furnished by staff, and intérviewing teachers, admin- o

istrators, and parents. Writers recorded the information in two ways—~taking
ndtes and tape recording They reviewed their notes and tapes each. evening
and reorganized their questions based on what they had learned that day.

The validator's major responsibility was to confirm the evidence of effec-
tiveness presented in the local program evaluation reports and to ‘analyze addi-
tional d®a that had not been available prior to the visit. The validator used
this information about the program's effectiveness to prepare’his portion of
the DRP program summary Validators also assisted writers with staff inter-
views and classroom observations.

Schedule

Vigits were maYle to eight pfograms. The schedule below shows the site

visit dates, location, and title for each.

. Dates o . Locationkand Program Title
.1, February 3-5 ’ La Puente, California--Project §ﬁ§:0 -
2. February 12-14 Houston, Texas--Bilingual Educati Progran ~
3. April 14-18 Alic®, Texas--Alice Independent School *

District Bilingual Education Program

4. April 14-18 ‘ Kingsville, Texas——Kingsville Bilingual
Education Program

~ .
~ f
-

30
. .29

’ lv,!!




. . »

-Dates Location and Program Title

L]

5. April 16-18

Madawaska, Maine=-St. John Valley Bilingual .
Education Program .

Santa Fe, New Mexico--ESEA Title VII

6. . April 21-23
: Bilingual Education Program

. 7. April 21-25 Philadelphia, Pennéy;vaniaf-Let's Be Ampigos

8. May 5-7 .. Corpus Christi, Texas--Aprendemos en Dos Idiomas,

Title VII Bilingual Project

During the eight site visits, additional information and dncumentation

were obtained for each’ program. This new information wTs reviewod to deter-

mine 1f it substantiated earlier conclusione regardlng progfam effectiveness.

In all but one case, it did. 3
Summaries of the remaining seven programé were written and submltte& to

the DRP. The nature of these summaries and the results of the DRP review are

discussed in the next chapter. g z

. R P2

r

-
.
4

N

3 One'program was dropped after the site v&sit because the 1973-74 °

evaluation report, made, available during “the vigit, did not provide )
evidence needed to aupport claims that the program substantially im- . o
proved the En;lilh reading and language skills of its participants. )
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CHAPTER VI . - .

PﬁOGRAH REVIEW BY THE DISSEH;NQIION~REVIEV PANEL , (DRP)

-5

= ’

v, : . Bac ground Purpose, and Structure of the DRP

PR

“" The purpose of the DRP was described in a'statemeht prepared by, John Evans,

Chairman of- the Panel, dated 15 Novehmber 1974: o °
During 1972, the Assistaft Secretary of qucntlun and T
‘geveral OEvstsff members ‘became conscicus that Lhe dis-
-geminatior actizisies of the vatious OF pro?rxme were

proceeding in g largely ad ho , indecendent, and un-
coordinated mapner. . .with .tie a:»qfd or implied :
« recommendation thag these materials vere "exemplary,” . ’

“promising," or-'"eifective," and that school systems
would be well adyised to institute these methods and
programs in theiir own schools.

Afreview of these disgeminations; however, revealed . .
that. in' most casgs thQre. was little pr no evidence to S
. ~ back up the claims that - the materials were exemplary

- or jndeed effective .at all, and that putting an official |

OE’ gtamp of'ﬁ@pfbual on them and urging schools to

adopt them was premature at, best‘and irresponsible at

Accordingly, a Dissﬁmination Review Panél was created
to review all'programs, ptojects, models, methods, - %¢
smaterials, exc., proposed for digsemination to deter- .
mine that there was adequate’ ‘etridence ‘of their effec- . :
_tiveness.ﬂefore dissémination was dpproved. . L

. . J

L

~ - The' Panel is now- a joint body of the Educatidn Divisiop of the Department ~
df Heslth Education, and Welfareq yi;h its members drawn from the Office of
Education\(OE) and the Nati&nal Institu;e of Education (NIE) Each agency’ has’
11 representatiyes on the 22—member Panel Staff services are ,provided by the

) Offige ® the Assistaht Sed’gtary for Education. A quorum of seven members is

dequired for a DRE meeting, and/no fewer than three members each from OE and
*RIB nugt be present. . “ . ) ; ’f\ ’

ﬁ!P members are seiected ot their- abilityvto anslyze and understand evi-
dence of effectiveness supplied by program evaluation data, and algo for their
general knowledge and experience in education (Evans, op. cit. )

Program submissions are prepared in_.a special format according to an out-
ling supplied by the DRP.v A copy, of the outline is contained”in Appendix D.

(Ssé:"FOtm for Submitbing Materialsgto the Dissemination Review Panel.")

N 7 oy -a.‘ Lo M . . -
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Prep;ration of Summary Desgcriptions for DRP Review

,

A gummATY of.program methods and evaluation results was prepared.for each ™

* of tle seven prograas reccomended as exemplary by AIR and the Project Officer '

| The sevep surmaries are. incIuded in Appendix D. T
Each summary has two main sedtlons * In the first, key program strategies

are described. These are features that appear. to be contributing to the out-

standing achievement gains of participants as judged from on-site observations, T

examinationaof'program documents, dénd intérviews with program staff while
DRP judgment 1is essentially based on the evidenpe of effectiveness presented
in the seconé half of the summary, the detailed description of key program .
features must be compelling and detailed enough to lend additional credibility .
to the data provided and to assuge replicability ' i . .
The second section of the DRP summary presents evaluation evidence support- ¢
ing the claim of program effectiveness. The details provided include informa- -
tion on the characteristics »f program and comparis%n groups, identification
of instruments used to measure achievement and/ord?ttitudes, and results and
interpretation of data analyses. This information is summarized in a manner @
that higﬁlights the rationale for recommending the program to the DRP,
. Draft versions of the DRP summaries were forwarded to the Project Officer L
for review well in advance of, the.DRP meetings. The Project Officer revieged
the summaries, recommended#teﬁisions that would clarify the information pré-
sented, and requested supplementary information on points that might be’ quas=
) tioned during the DRP meeting. fﬁ” ) . RO ' o o
Final versions of the program summaries were circulated by the Project ;'E
.Officer to DRP memberg and Title VII staff in advance of the scheduled rsview '
meetings. These gummaries. were studied in preparation for discussing and’ s ."
judging each program’ 8 worthiness of wide-gcale dissemination and of!icial )
endorsement by the Education Division of the Department of Heal;h Education,
and Welfare. *
e Procedures and Results of the DRP Meetingg

The DRP met twice to review AIR' 8 submigsions; four program summaries
were . considered at the first session and three at the second The presenta— )
_tions were made by .the Project Officer who was accompanied by a Title Vit S

.-rgpresentative o

" The’ review procedure involved discussing the information presented in

the program summary. Questions from Dp?P members about specific points were = - o

*x e Lo . e
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directed sto the Project Officer and Title VII.representative. Following their —

discussion, the Panel: members voted as to whether the program should be dpproved

for dissemination. i
At the first meeting, three of the four eubmissione were approved. At

K
t

the aecond meeting, one, of thtee programs was approved. The programs approved

]

-\

for dissenination by the DRP are shown in Table 2.
) ,Table 2
. oB2nE L

Bilingugl Education Programs Recommended by AIR

P

N and Approved for Diaaemination by the DRP . t

Prqgrﬁm Title ’ Location

i o L S ’
St. John Valley Bilingual Madawaska, Maine -
' Education. Program -

” . -

= N
0

Ny

. ". - Alice Iﬁdepénﬂént School. . Alice, Texas . .
e -, Ddstrict Bilingual Education:
. . Program. .
’ Aprendemos en Dos Idiomas, - Corpus Christi, Texas

Title VII Bilingual Ptoject )

Bil@ngua; Education Program . i Houston,  Texas )

* .
. . *

On a’ pereentage basis, 57% of AIB s submis&ions were approved. This is

ble to the average approval rate of between SOA and 60% for all programs

Althoqgh a number of bilingual pro-

compara
reviewed. by the Panel since it was formed.

grams have'been gsubmitted to the Panel during this time, these four approvals

are the first ever awarded to bilingual education programs. o
9 .

3 * ) .




CHAPTER VII .

, y
A\
o DEVELOPMENT OF DETAILED PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS
N ‘ -y . ~ . )
N . . _ .
A : . Purpose \
\\\\ A major product of this study is the set of four detailed program descrip- _
tions that were prepared for programs approved by the Dissemination Review rd
Panel (DRP). These descriptions were’ to provido models for project plaaners,’, o
parent adyisory groups, tearhurq, administrator<, and others anxious to improve
the vdur1tion of youngster" who have Tioo ted g TE7 speak g abiitety.. The . "W
pzogram oy q-riptions were writto fa < o 1 oto pv;mif de i fons to -
¥ , b mads as to <the desirability vaﬁ;-- a1 modif ot zeplications of
the pro -ams, and indicat. sonr-. oo O St "i;\n o, eacn ;;rogrnm,
For potential repl‘rntox:."n LY <. o1 et oapprov o r oans that these pluf
™ % aAms prnvided evidence of ef1( tifennra. contatned in their own - dluatix)n
reports which was judged to bv utticient 1o justify their dissemination by the
4. -

Office of Education as exempiary bilingu1l education programs.
AN

N\,
N

\\

7
‘ . - Content ahd Emphasis

-

" The Request for Pr0posals indicated that the detailed program descriptions
were to follow an outline expanded from a sample included in the RFP appendix.

-y This 0utline was initially refined to provide 2 guide for document review and
‘gite visits, as discussed in Chapter V. Subsequently, it was modified on the
basis of site visit experience to guide writers to nclude similar kinds of
information in each detailed description. : ~' : _

The outline consists of eight major'headings with several subtopics under
each heading. Writers tried to follow the outline, and the\differencés that
do occur among descriptions were due primarily to the adequacy of the"informa—
tion available and the unique character of each program. . \i‘

-~ Below are summarized the content and emphasis of ‘each of the eight major

gsections of the détailed program descriptions.” <

o

@

| 4 As discussed eldewhere in this report, programs were not even initially con-
sidered for submission to the DRP unless their practices were consistent with
Title VII legislation and definitions, and unless evidence of effectiveness
met criteria discussed in Chapters II and IV. The label, exemplary," should
be interpreted in the light of these criteria.
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. Program Overview

‘In this section the resder is introduced to the program, the impetus fo; ~_

its beginning, ﬁ:ogra- objectives, and general procedures used to achieve the
objectives. Also included are staff and student characteristics.

Program Development . a
This chapter describes in more detail the reasons why the program began,

its goals, the'program'e relationshiy to the locad school system, and aspects

of the community that influenced planning of the.program. '1f appropriate, it

also indicates people who wene instrumontal during the planning phase and how

’ the program chapged since 1t began. .. N
Staffing and Management i ¢
Included in this section 1s’information about program staff (their quali— ¢
fications, reeponeibilities, length of tife with the program, fecruitaent pro-
cedures), staff development activities, and program nanagement policies.
Instruction = h .
,This chapter describes in detail how bilingual education is implemented
in the classroom and includee teaching techniques, gréuping patterns,:’ assess- o

ment of student achievement, facilities, and materials and equipment used.

M P o ,\:,
Parent Invdblvement and Community Awareness . R

In this chapter, the emphasis placed on_parent involvement and/or community

gav;areness and examples of how parents are involved with the program are dis-

+

cussed. - '

Costs

An.analysis is given of budget information ‘proyided by the program, with
epefial attention paid to start-up expenses and continuation costs. Also
given are sources and lewvel of funding. , The per-pupil cost for the bilingual
program is compared to the per-pupil cost for the regular school program
When possible, budget options are suggested. j
Evaluation i o ) - >
This chapter summarizes the‘evidence of program effectiveness, indicating

its impact on student achievement.

Sources for Further Information .

In this final section, names are given of program staff who can answer more
specific questions about the program; further information may be included on the

availability of materials and any references cited in the text are listed.
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.’ CF Review and Revision o
After descriptions were drafted and edited by AIR staff, they were mailed

. to the site for review by program staff. Reviéionn and changes suggested by

them were then incorporated into the descriptions which were submitted to the

e

Of fice of Education.

-




CHAPTER VIIIY *

DISCUSSIGN OF RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. Progr;ms identified é; exemplary in this study were those with deﬁon-
strated significant program gffect based upon evaluation designs which were,
' .sound'enough to pass review first by AIR and then by the Dissemination Review
Pancl (DRP). Criteria for screening the program information have been dis-
“'cuss;d in earlfer chapters. It is important to emphasize that this review
was concerned almost totally with the quality of the local summative program
_cvaluaFions. Per pu;il costs and the descriptive clarity of the instructional
and management procedures of a prégram were aleg examined, but after confi-
Jence in the gtatistical and qducationaf significance of pupil outcomes was
{ established. .
’ this focus on the local program evaluation cannot be viewed as a program
evaluation; most program components were not evaluatéd. In this study, the
term exemplary may be strictly applied only to those programs showing‘signi-
t feant efiect supported by a sound evaluation and apﬁr;ved for digssemination
by the DRP. For éhe remainder of the programé not identified as exemplary,
.laims of program effectiveness, when these were reported, were not accepted
because of inadequate program evalpations. In most cases, one simply could
not «conf Idently conclude whether a progfam was effective or not. As noted
earlier, of the 175 programs considered for review as exemplary candidates,
B9 reported evaluations 8o inadequate that no ¢onclusions could be drawn about
program effectiveness, 20 supplied no requééted evaluation reports, and 59
we;e dropped after contact because they were too new to haye condgcted gumma-
tive evaluations or they did not meet the definition of a bilingual program.
SinFé few program evaluations met acceptable standards, it is .useful to
des.ribc some of the more cémmon program ezaluation deficiencies in the pope

t

evaiqations can be strengthened. It is probable that many more programs could®

that_program develbpere might be. made aware of areas in which their ﬁrogram

be identified as exemplary if the results for'program pérticipants were pro-

perly contfasted with a comparisan group, with a ‘relevant norm, or with pupil

~

outcomes Erio} to the introduction‘of the program.

®

)
.
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Major Deficiencies in Local Program Evaluations

- Use of Criterion-Referenced Tests

Many evaluations reported pupil outcomes in which criterion-referenced
testing instruments were developed. In no caae was ome found that demonstrated
'pru):_r.lm efiect. .

- 1n one somewhat extteme but not atypical example, the program developers

ud cstablished unreported objectives and constructed evaluative tools "'to

asseys accomplishment for each.of the designated subJect areas’ (no examples
ar desceriptfons were provided). Although state-mandated standardized tests
- -~
were almfnistered to students, they repdrted no data on these tests. An objec-

Live wan gaid to he mastered 1f 70% or more of the students completed it. The

ame 1net r¥ments were used for pretest and for posttest,fafter which differ-
. S

, spcen in*proportions masterinipfhe_objectives were Eeéked with a correlatea—

4

means f-test. The six pupils grade 1 improved‘theirvmean proportion of correct
rtupunsv~ frun'O 04 on the pretest for English social studies to 009 on the
pnsttest with a t value of 3. 21, significant at better than the 1% level. Thus,
%iLnifl(dnLc (ould be claimed although the posttest proportion was far below

the aqt(rv level. . “\ )

llth'lf*.n; specific objectives, establishing the proportion of pupils

who arc pxpeLted to demonstrate learning of each of the objectivea, and check-
ing pUPiIH. objectives, and teaching methods whenever testing shows failure‘
are profitable uses of criterion-referenced testing. Vsed appropriately i
fotmative evaluation, this approach can alett progra; developers to one or
more points in a program where attention is needed.

In summative evaluation, criterion-referenced testing is ugeful when.
'\ .

e common objectives are set for all schools;

& the scoring system is objective&

e the standards set are tied to agreed-upon typical performances

and well-defined conditions instead of being arbitrary.

Tests of Significance of Gaina

»

The most widely-uaed experimental design is one that presumes to demon-
strate program effect through the atatiatical testing of gain' scores (i e.
posttest minus pretest score). The statistical test applied is uaualLy the
.conxelated means t-test, though aometimea a non-parametric'test is used.
Ihis procedure cannot demonstrate the effects of the program. At best, de-~
o pending upon the grade'level a grade—equivalent gain of three to five months
‘ C 48
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4 ‘

| -




' .

over a year for a sample of 17 pupils is likely to be significan;,at the 1%,
- level. This significant-gain can be ascribed to” maturation, or to practice
effect, or to both and can be independent of the effect of the educationa1

-
- — P

-program. . ) , N
One report contained no less than 204 correlated mean t~tests, mostly
of raw scores. Predictably, more than half of these were significant at the
1% level; only 41 were "not significant” in spite of the fact that 60 of the
samples contained 14 or fewer students. Every class was tested separately
and again as part of the grafe level. Nearly half of this evaluation report
of over 200 pages. was devoted to this type of reporting with most .results
sgown in tables and bar graphs.’ -
The flaw in this approach is not, of course,tthat there is anything wrong
‘wit% the statistical procedure itself or even that it does not test the
hypothesis proposed; the flaw is that this null hypothesis is not particularly /J
relevant--it states that no increase of learning has occurred over the period.-
Because of maturation,-incidehtal learning,'and the development of test-taking
skills, thefeorrect null hypothesis should be that changes'in the educational
program have brought no change in the rate ‘of imérease of learning. This

‘hypothesis is tested when, with appropriate care, .

’ e a control or comparison group is used; or

-

-

e comparison is made with the rate of increase in the same group
: ‘-
[

~

before change in educational conditions; or T~ SN

e comparison is made with increases in classes previous to

P . ™o ’

educational change; or - : . . -
e some reasonable basis- exists for establishing an expectation

of increase in the absence of educational change.
. .. H
Misuge of Analzsis of Covariance -

» ’

Generalized versions of the t-test ‘dre the analysis of varianCe and the
analysis of covariance. When applied to pretest and posttest scores, .the
game limitations apply as for testing of gains. Analysis of covariance, in 1.
particular, is occasionally found misused. This procedure_is gometimes used
to make adjustments for differences between treatment and comparison groups
on pretests: Theoretically,'this makes it possible to chgpare gains of dis-
gsimilar treatmént groups. When these starting differences are themselves
non-significant, such adjustments do little harm. put when the differences

o drg large, this*adjustment is improper: } - e . -

' 49
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Furthermore, educational measures are interv
direct way that the equality of these intervals c
most tenuous way in which rough equivalence can b

assumption of normal distributed measures. Adjus

al seasures .There is no
an be gested, and only thé
e inferred through the .

tment through analysis of

covariance extrapolates the scale for the lower group upvards, and that fof

the Superior group downwards. There can be no as

gsurance that- the two groups

are being measured on the same scale, or even for "that, matter on precisely

the same continuum when their score distributions

separated regions of the test range.

are located at two widely

P

This should not be seen as a criticism of the analytic process, but“of :

dcriving from analysis of variance seem more usef
as arguments for success. Théy certainly sh0u1d
sculpturing of unsuitable data.

Practice Effect .

. 3
An issue which had‘received rather scant att

. one use to which it is frequently put. In general, though the indicatidns .

ul as.starting checks than

not be used for major

f

éntion, but which'has a .

potentially streng ipfluence on the interpretation of the outcomes

of special educgtion programs is that of the effects of practice-on retest

scores. In the literature, there are caveats about the increases to*be ex- )

pected from "test sophistication or from "test interactions" but with no

estiates of the size of the effect or of its ddr

ation. See, for example,

Campbell and Stanley in Handbook of Research on Ieacﬂi_g (N.L. Gage, Ed.,

1963, p. 175). Most test dsers are inclined to dismiss the,dangers as not

applicable when parallel forms of the same test are used, or as frividl when»

gaveral months intervene. Both sourcas of comfort are probably unjustlfied

but the risks are surely greater when, as in at least one case reviewed,

test between testings. In one relevant and suggestive eXperiment by Verster

: there, is deliberate and explicit coaching on home-made parallel forms of the

(1974), the effects of real learning were effectively equalized for fOur :

samples who were, given an initial test of cogniti

ve 'abilities, and then given

vanying numbers .of retests at three-month intervals. - The first retest for all

four groups produced, almost identical gains irres
between test and retest. This gain was roughly o
tion; even a lapse of a year had. very little effe

retest was also virtually constant for the three

order of about a quarter of a'stdndard deviation., oo

-
'

* 90
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pective of the time interval
ne-tﬁird of a standard devia-
ct.. The gain for the second

groups invo}ved, and of the
O
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If practice effect alone can cause important changes, then part of the

’ amount of reported gains attributed to program effect would have to be diq-
counted. The cffect youid be largest in the lower grades where there had

;4 bcen 1itt1e‘trstltaki§g experience; it would also 'be largest for less sophis-
ticated atudcnts from countries with less emphasis on testing, for example,

2" Portuguéqe lmmignants from the Azores ‘or Spanish-speaking Puerto Ricans.

A one progrlm tested 1ts students twice {or pretesting, once in Spanish

nnd on e with the Pngliah form of the parallel test; for the posttest, both

Lnngqh and 1punlqh vnrsions were agaln o leinistered. Furthermore, the same

. ' ‘studeats l!.[)(v._ll.ld.lﬁis process in o ich subsequent ,v,r.u-i:' wi that by grade 4 .

< . . . R

- » o~ - * v *
they vould have been teoted sore thae 16 timey, {he compirison proup, hpwever,

&ns‘dgawr.fandvmly anew each.year with, iu all probability, a good deal lower

. avv A numhtr w.f. testings. . .

R 1- .hffectq‘of Revlsinns of Test Norims : e - -

30ver the years, test publiqhers have sometimes - Foind it necessary /to

‘ revise their norm tables; this has recently happened to the Stanford A hieve—

ment-Tests, among others. There appears to be a substantial shift in/raw score
- conversionq,/the same raw score now reflects a higher grade equivalent, more
particularly at the upper grades where the differencee can be as much as a
full grade or more higher than on the older norms. Whatever the reason,. the
use of 'the older norms at first testing or in lower grades, followed by con- _
versions or new norms at retesting or in higher grades, can make the program
appear to.be successful. wﬁéﬁ the tests themselves have been revised, the

game phenomenon undoubtedly exists, but is then even more difficult to detect -

g or to compensate for. ’ .
- Effect of Increased Expenditure Alone ° - ‘ ‘
Ideally, of course, benefits from bilingual programs should be attributable

partly and specifically to the effects of the use of the secofid language, and
increased expendituree should be warranted by this "treatment variable. However, “
7. ’the additional funding has been used also for considerable improvement in the -
. faciiities and materials for the program group, making it a moot point what’
combination of program variables caused the positive effect. This, of course,
} . 18 the central problam in interpretation: the’difficulty of -specifying which
program components 8ignificantly predict educational outcomes. To ascribe ]

program effectiveness to just one of -its elements is a mistake.

-
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Constraints on Implementation and Evaluation

Conflicts with Educational Ideals

. -The majority of evaluations reviewed were flawed beyond repair. Applied
research is a technical specialty;. there is no good reason whatever to expect
that teachers and educational administrators are trained and experienced in’
evaluation. But it is also wrong to assume that problems of evaluation would
largely- disappear with better training or more usge of research gpecialists.
Edutationai practice and aims are often in direct opposition to the needs of
gound summative research. For example, while random allocation of a sample
to experimenthl'and control groups is a powerful statiétical device, -it is
virtually tmpossible in most educational situations; on the contrary, place-
ment in the treatment group is done precisely because there:is a need to
eliminate a difference between groups. It is difficult for an administrator
to‘oonslder ﬁithholding cagses for comparison, since that would produce differ-

- :enéeﬁ inqtead-of removing ‘them. . ‘ N

Conflicts with Laws and Regulations

Intervention education seeks to minimize differences between perform@nces
of groups. Certainly the aim of Title VII appears to be to identify and to
. asgigt defined groups of pupils. In at least one case reviéwed, this purpose ’
came into conflict with what the court considered to be the objectives of
desegregation. Thus, not all faiiures must be laid at the door of poor design.
The followlng case was not_unique, and is an example of problemg a program may
have to face from federal, state, and court jurisdictions
Their experimental design was as good as normal educational restrainte
permit, with uge of refined statistical procedures and. with clear interpreta-
tion of results They "included a control group in their design; checked on.
the initial comparability of control and bilingual groups, ‘recorded differenoes
in expoqure to their treatment; showed the effects of the program on the learn-
‘ ing of English, Spanish, ‘and mathematics. They stated their hypotheses before
analyzing their results. While evidence for the success of this program was
not overwhelming, it was honest and entirely credible
But then, over-a.five-year period at least six regional consditants
obanged the program's guidelines from a planned horizomtal expansion to a
vertical expansion; control groups were lost; the pattern of bussing ‘was changed,
reducing contalt betdeen bi1ingua1\and English -dominant students Finally, a
desegregation suit caused the closing of one school, a redistribution of

Q -
) . . I ) -
, o2 .
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Mexican-American students to predominantly. Anglo schools, and a reassignment

‘ " of -teaching staff. The progr staff tried to readjust but suffered a drastic
cut in gtaff. They compensated by placing more emphasis on materials develop-
ment and inservice training, producing 27 specially trained bilingual teachere,
all but seven of them paid from local funds--and lost .16 of them to weglthier
districts when state bilingual legislation was enacted. The effect of these
conflic:iﬂg and changing decisions must blunt the main thrust of the bilingual

program effort.

kecommendations.

Finding only seven bilingual program evaluations out of nearly lOO possi-
s bilities to recommend to the Dissemination Review Panel was not an . .
unexpected result. The record is no worse than has been found_in eeveral
examinations of program evaluations carried out in earlier studiea conducted
for the Office of Education by AIR and others. Practically every study of _—_—
this type over the years from gseveral research organizations and across a -
variety of educational programs, including compenaatory education, reading '
- programs and now bilingual education, has pointed to poor experimental designy
to the lack of planning for evaluation,‘to inappropriate use of statistical
methods, and to a general lack of evidence one way or the other. AIR's experi-
ence in this study of finding fewer than 5% of programs which are in receipt
of -public monies,. and have evaluation atudies good enough to. ‘maké closer atudy
) worthwhile, is by no means unique. For example’ gee AIR reports from Hawkridge,
Chalupsky, and Roberts (1968); Hawkridgej Campeau, DeWitt, and Tritkett (1969);
"Wargo, Campeau, and Tallmadge (1971); Bowers, Campeau, and Roberts (1974); also
see an- RMC report by Tallmadge® (1974) In these studies, similar gtandards were
! applied in ecreening local program evaluationa and a gimilarly small fraction‘of

-~

candidates aurviVed this close scrutiny. .
] The findings and conclusiona diacuaaed earlier in this chapter auggest o >
_several means for improving chancea that local evaluators of good projects
will be able to develop|evaluation‘reports more likely to satiafy criteria ' .
of program effectiveness applied in this etudy. m |
It would be a real advance if a gubstantial reduction could be,miih in.
the number of programa now being rejected ﬁor lack of evidence, even if this
< meant an increase in the number disqualified by contrary evidence' this would

at least mean an increase in the number to ‘which serious consideration could

El{fC be given. - 53
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Guidelines to School pistricts on Design for Evaluation
f 1.0 Innovators should be required to incorporate acceptable designs for

. evaluatio¥ in their plans when. applying for funds. - :
. 3. Many programs will experience considerdble difficulty in developing '
.gsound evaludtions either because they iack-the training or because they : ,

encounter constraints., They need reaasuranoe that , their problems are under—
stood and that even the -most difficultgcircumstances can,be made to yield”
gome useful 'indicators; they may need brief help from a consultant.

. 3. Fuidelines.should stress that relatively simple'but -careful designs
can acc mplish successfully what “the most complex statistical analysis often
cannot. Important changes, when their observation is planned can be demon— R

& gtrated i€hout resort to a great deal of arithmetic. h
; 4. | Some programs are,having much difficulty in-finding suitable eests in-

N %nglisn. For exampile, monolingual students in fourth or fifth grade who are -

beginning to le{rn English could be tested with standardized tests intended
for the second grade but would find the content somewhat beneath them. There

&
is a need for some special tests, or for advice on substitutes. -

-

> 5. Efforts dn test development should perhaps be cons&lidated to avoid
the proliferation of local tests without validity and reliability data or ° Yo
possibilities of comparison. In any case, guidelines or consuiting gervices

ghould be provlded to ensure that specially developed tests meet these essen-
. "'\J

tial requirements ' v

6. Many prup;ams could profit from_some guidance on the appropriate

uses of criterion-referenced testing; and necessity for more unifotm criteria

5
when it comes to justification of their funding.

7. Also in connection with designs’ for testing, most innovators geem to
need information om practice effect, and on .the records that *should‘be kept if
they are to avoid spurious claims of gains. Coaching, on-tests is another s
aspect of the same problem, and the’ 1imiting conditions under which this is

“«

a legitimate device ghould become more widely known.

-

! Guidelines 'to Evaluators on Analysis of Data . .

"l. Evaluators, whether from ‘gschool districts or outside consultants,

Y

_should outline their- evaluations at the beginning of the program. Their

heeds should be allowed to ‘{nfluence the collection of data. .-
2. EvHluators should have cantact with Title VII, even 1if only throughol

correapondence. They should be apprised of the kinds of gvidence called for,

% ERIC DN .. . bi
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‘1* -2 the weight thdr such, ovidence would carry, and the format of their presen-
-’% tations which would»simplify the, task 6% readere of their reports.

é:_' “,, 3. There should be.gufdelines oa acceptable sample sizee, nulber of ’

*
<‘..(

.claaqga needed the’ attént&onxto bé given to at;rition and other eample 1osses, .
. -t .,/"‘ e .

gand the~conditions under which comparisone can beé recagnized
St Z * Their reports do.not gs#d to be overly complicated Sophisticated

-~

s ‘analyses can be more. nnisance tban the9 are, worth if repgrted in too much

-« e

Es
¥ detai‘jf§ -or without trahsiation and dﬁscursive treatment.& Sometimes they are
N ‘_4._ [
. "f . qonplc}clv suﬂcrfimouq. ‘In particularg.analysee of variance 1nd covariance

.
*

. should beotreated ns\tool%; not products o" )

N
RE S)gniflrnnrv tectnng particul of gaiiis in s,urqq Betwe.n test-
L}
xngw, should not haves undye impo:dﬁpce’a ached to it.’ On the othcr hand, no
é ’
finﬂl report should omit. ‘5: . f-. o5 i”J= ' )
T, . monquroc of central tendency such as means, medians,xor ’
] © - ?}' 30 . ',4
‘; ‘ . proportlons, . 1 .
s ) - & measures of scatter about such points, 1ike standard”deviations, .
" ° " quartiles, ‘or ranges; ’ ; =

e some means of translating these” dimensions into’ understandable

_terms, Jike” norms, stanines, grade. equivalente, pereentiles,

-~ - <

or even unitS\with acquired meaning; o . ‘
. s - @ some benchmark by which the value of the change can be estimated,
o such as the performance of a.previous class, of a comparison

o group, or of the -same group under earlier conditions.

At

- 6. Statistical analysee of affective measures or opinion surveys can

° L. be developed in_ addition to those of achievement, but the weight they will

C . -~

o
cag;y will. usually be small; evaluatore ehould be aware that both the objec-

tivity of the gcoring systems and the attention paid to nop-responses wiil be.

scrutinized before the- 1evels of significance aEe claimed

’ - .
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APPENDIX A .

MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS '




.

App;adix A 18 & paster list of all the prograzs that were coantacted as
potential candidates for this study. The chart is alphabetized by etate, city,
and prograa title, and indicates the language of the target group. The last N o
coluzn shows the result of screening each of these programs, using the follow-

ing abbreviation codes: . - R

1—The aucber 1 after 4 progras indicates that as a result of
- . information obtained during the initial telephone contact,
the progran was dropped without requesting evalustion re-
N . ports. Many program directors indicated that no dats on
student achievement could be provided because the program
was new or the evaluatioa cycle was not yet complete. In
other cases, ini{tial telephone contacts revesled that the
progran did not meet the definition of bilingual education
necessary to be considered for this project, e.g., the tar- .
get grovp already functioned in English and no use of native
language was necessary for their acadezic progress in’other .
subject areas. Ip a few instances, calls were nade as a
s result of false leads and no special progran for non-
English-dozinsnt studeats was operating. Finally, some of
the prograzs were dropped at their own request. The mu=mber
of prograzs receiving a 1 was 59. N

. 2--The nuxzber 2 after a prograz indicates that eyaluation re-
ports wvere requested but wvere not received. The number of
~ ) - prograzs receivigg a 2 wvas 20.

3--The nuzber 3 indicates that the progran was reviewed by AIR ,
staff but that the evaluation methodology was so inadequate
= that a conclusioh about the program’s success or failure
could not be drawn. Soce of the more cocmon shortcouings .
encountered in reviewing evaluation designs wer® the follow- .
. ing: insufficient or inappropriate cozparative data, szall
' numbers of participants and/or control students, unsnalyzed /
data, data reported for one grade level only, inappropriate T
testing procedures, and failure to collect, in addition to
data from language tests, data from tests in other subject
areas. In a few instances, progrzn documents supplied little
or no infornation on coganitive achievement of participaats.,
The owmber of prograns receiving a 3 was 89. .

REC-~Thig abbreviation means that the program passed the review-
and-screen hurdles and was recocmended to the Dissemination
Reviev Panel for consideration as an exemplary bilingual
education progran.

APP-~Indicating approval by the DRP, this abbreviation means that
the recocmendation submitted by AIR and the Office of Bduca- -

4 tion vas confirzed after a final reviev by this group.
' ’ . - -
A~1
D
* .
\ 08 |
A -
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¢
PROGRAMS ’
. BEASOS FOR
PROGRAM PROGRAM -, * LANGUAGE OF EXCLUSIOR/
. LOCATION TITLE TARGET GROUP SELECTION *
ALASKA
Anchorage Development ©f Cozunication . .
Skills with E=phag{s on Oral
Langusge 2ad Reading English 1
) ARIZONA .
- Ganado Bilingusl Prograz Xavajo 2 .
Nogales ¢ Nogaleg Elezentary
3ilinguml PrQject Spanish 2
Phoeaix Phoenix Union High School .
District Bilingual Progra= Spaaish 3
* Phoenix Roosevelt District 66
8{1¢ngual Education Progras Spanish -1
Rock Point Rock Point Bilingual
: N Education Project Navajo 3
. ) Rough *Bock Bilingusl Education ‘Frograz Navajo 1
: San Cszlos Bilingual Prqgran Apache 1 L
Tucson Bilingual Bicultural Project Spanish i .
L]
CALIFORNIA ’ ’
Auburn Upper Valley
Intercultural Project Spanish 3
Breantwood Project Azigos Spanish
Calexico . Calexico Intercultural
Desizn Spanish 3 o
Cerritos Title VII Portuguese . ' .
Bilingual Progran Portuguese 3 ,
- Chulas Vista Project Frontier. . Spanidh 3
. \ Q -
J - Cozpton Title VII Bilingual/ -
>~ Bicultural Project Spenish 3 .
Crescent City Bilingual Education Progran Hoopa ’ 1
Cucazonga Title VII Bilingual ’ '
N Bicultuzal Educatioa © Spanish 3
Culver City . Spanish Izmersion Program ° English 1
c, El Monte~ Bilingual/Bicultural Education Spanish 3
. Escondido Bilingual-Bicultural Education Spanish 3 ) -
' "% See page A-1- for ) .
explanation of code.
A-3 B
s ° . N
\ . .
[y gy . .
QY
! O .

ERIC ' | ,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . - -
e




FRIC
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MASTZR LIST OF PROGRAMS (continued)

.

REASON P62 |
PROGRAM PROGRAM LANGUAGE OF EXCLUSIOR/ . |
LOCATION TITLE ¢ TARGET GROUP __ SKLECTION * \ |
- |
CALIYORRIA (continued) * . )
Zureka Northern Indian Califoraia) Yarok, Hoopa, 1
Educetion Project Pomo, Yurok, .
. other dialecte . -
Fountain Valley Bilingual Early A
Childhood Project Spanfsh 3
Gilroy Title VII Bilingual Progras Spaaish 3
Gonzales” Gonzales ESL/Bilingual Project ,Spanish 1 .
Happy Caxzp B8ilingual Education Progracm Indian 1 .
Hayward Hayvard Bilingual-B3icultural v
Project . Spanish 3 ’
Hoopa Klacath-Trinity Joint Unified -
School Distr{ct Indian Program Boopa, Yurok 2
. x 4
\ La Puente Project BUENO Spanish 3. »
Loa Angeles Bilingual Schools Prograz ~ Spanish t '
¢
Loa Angeles Castelar Bilingual
. Education Progran Cantonese 1 ¢
Loa Kietoa Log Hietoa Bilingual
Bicultural Project Spaniah 1
McKinleyville Anerican Indian Early ’ -
Childhood Education-SB 1258 Eagliah 1
Montebello Bilingual Education Program Spanish . ‘
. Mountain View Bilingual Education. Prpgran Spanish 1
Orange . Orange Bilingual/ - \
Bicultural Project Spanish . .
Pagadena Bilingual Multicultural Program Spanish
Pico Rivera Bilingual Bicultural Education
Para Los Estudiantes P . -
de E1 Rancho Spanish 1
. Pomona . Bilingual/Bicultural Project Spanish 3. * ;
Porterville Cooperative Effort in Successful T
Learning Experience--State 1258 English .
Porterville Cooperative Effort in Successful ’ ,
Learning Experiencé~~State 2284 Spazish . . -
Porterville , ' Coopeutive Effort in S'uccessful' ,
' < Learning Experience—Title VII  Spanish . k- -
* See page A-l for <
explanation of code. . ’- . - "
- A=&'
-
- '/J' - ’
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" MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS (continued)

-

. REASQY FOR
PROGRAM PRQGRAY LANGUAGE 07 *  EXCLUSION/
LOCATION TITLE TARGET GROWP SELECTION *
CALIFORNIA (continued) v
. Riverside Project UNIDOS, ' Spanish 3
Sd Rowland Heights Bilingusl/Bicultural .
Education Prograa Spanish 1
Sacranento Early Childhood Biling;ul
Education Prograz Spanish 3
San Bernardino 3Biljagual-Bicultural
Couaty E:ch.&nge Project (BICEP) Spanish 3
San Francisco Chinese Bilingual
Pilot Progran Chinesa
N ] Sap Francisco - Chinese Bilingual Project Chinese
San Francisco Project To Advance Cultural
Opportunities (PACO) Spanish 3
‘Sen Ysidro Media Research and )
Evaludtion Center Spanish 1
Santa Ana ESAA Bilingual Progra= Spanish 1
] - ~ .
Santa Barbara Santa Barbatsa .County
Bilingual Project , Spanish 3
. Santa Clara Alux Rock Unified School Disgrict
\ Mt 8ilingual Education Project Spanish 3
3 ~ Santa Clara Spanis"a' Dane School
. Coudty Bilingual Project Spafiish 3
K} - -~ . . _ .
+  Stockton A Dexonstration BilingUal- Spanish,Can- Yl
Bicultural Education Project tonese,Filipino
(- . Ukish Bilipngual/Bicultural Project Spanish 2
Unton City Bilingual/Bicpltural )
. . Education Prograa Sppnish 2
. . * Visalia Allensworth Elexzentary
- - ‘ Schpol Bilingual Prograz Spanish 3
~ - . : '
COLORADO 4 . . .
Alasosa Bilingual-Bicultural Progran Spanish 3
Denver Bilingual Education Progran Spanish ‘1,
c Johastown Weld BOCES Bilingual Project Spanish 3
* See page A-1 for - ' 5
' explanation of code.
) A5 <
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MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS (continued)

* See page A-1 for
explanation of code. A6

Iberia Parish Bilingual Program Prench

v . _ REASON FOR
PROGRAM PROGRAN LANGUAGE OF BXCLUSION/
LOCATIONS ° TITLE TARGET GROUP SELECTION *
COLORADO (continued) -
La Junta Project Juntos Spanish 3
. > '
CONNECTICUT ~
3ridgeport Prizary Bilingual Education .
,Prograz 4 Spanish 3
¥
New Haven Bilingual Prograz ! Spanish 2
DELAWAZE . _
Wilnington , 3ilingual Educatéon Prograz Spanish . .
FLORIDA
Dade County ESAA-Bilingual Project Spanish 3. !
Pain Beach £SAA-BLlingeal Program * Spanish 1
County .. .
1DAHO - -
Holzdale Canyon Oahie Biiingual ¢
2ducation Project Spanish 1
ILLISOIS 7
*  Chicago - Biiingual Education Program— /S
ESEA Title VII Spanish 3 v o
Chicago T$tde. XII Bilingual Progrea Spanish 1 ‘
INDIANA ] ) . .
Gary . 8ilingual Early
£Lhildhood Education Spahish 2
KANSAS )
Wichita "Bilingual Education Progran Spanish 1
LOUISIANA )
Lafayette Lafayette Parish Bilingual )
. Progran . Prench
New Iberia '
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MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS (cont{fued)
l R ——
b Y ‘ .
. - REASON FOR
PROGRAM PROGRAN ’ LANGUAGE OF EXCLUSION/
LOCATION TITLE . TARGET GROUP SELECTION *
{ n b B I
LOUISIANA (continued) 7/
New Orleags New Orleans 3ilingual : -
Education Prq;ect Spanish 3
- td
Opelousas, St. Bilingualliducatiqn Progras French 1 _—
Landry Parish ,
Ville Platte ESAA, Title VII, Bilingual/ < ¢
Bicultural Project < _ FPrench 3
MAINE -
Madawaaka St. Johan Valley . .
* Bilingual Progran French APP
. .
HASSACHUSETTS
Bogton Bilingual Curriculum Project Spanish 3 .
Fall River Fall River Public Schools !
Bilingual Prograi; Portuguese 3 .
13
Framingham 3{1ingual Progray of Predominantly 3 __
Franinghan Public Schools ° Spaaish . e
Lawrence , Lawrence Title VII Project Spanish 3 .
New. Bedford New 3edford Title VII *
. . Bilingual Program - Portuguese 3
L] 4
MICHIGAN
Detroit Detroit”s Innovative Compre- -
’ nensive Progran for Bilingual * Spanish 3
Students - —— =
<
MONTANA =
Box Elder Chippewa-Cree Bilingual !
. Education Project Chippewa-Cree !
Crov Agepey:’ Crow Bilingual Education Project Crow 2 -
Lodgegrass . Bilingual_gigglgg Crow/English 1 -
NEW JERSEY . . ~
Lakewood Bilingual Education o
. . in a Consortium Spanish 2
New Brunswick Project Better Communication Spanish~” 3 ‘
Newark Bilingual Education Program _ 1

* See page A-1 for
explanation of code.
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MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS (contimued) )

.

LANGUAGE OF

A R.uson;&

PROGRAM ?ROGRAH : EXCLUSION/
? LOCATION TITLE TARGET GROUP SELECTION *
. .
NEW JERSEY (continued) ' S
Union City Title VII Progranm Spanish A
' NEW MEXICO ‘ i
Albuquerque’ Bilingual Education Project, , -
. ; Title I ESEA . Spanish 3
’ Artesia Southeastern New Mexico ' E
Bilingual Program Spanish -3
’ Clovis Regponsive Environzment Progran .
for Spanish-American Children Spanish
< Clavig-Portales Bilingual ) N 3
Early Childhood Progran Spanish
Cuba Cuba Bilingual Prograz Splniah;.' T .
, . . Navajo 1
Espanola Zspanola Bilingual ' - ’
- Education Program * Spanish 3
Gallup~"* Gallup-HcKinley Lounty Schools ™
McKinley Bilingual Education Prograz Navajo, Zuni 3
Hatch Valley ESAA Bilingual Progranm Spanisgh 1
. Las’Cruces Las Cruces Bilingual
Education Project Spanish 3"
~ ! Las Vagas ESEA Title VII Bilingual
' .. Progran Spanish 1
Mora Mora Bilinguil Progran Spanish 2
. Penasco Bilingual Project Spanish 1
Pojoaque «. Remedial Reading Progran- Spanilh/énglilh 1
§ / Ramah Bilingual Education Project Navajo 2
. Santa Pe Santa Fe Public Schools . .
, Title VII Bilingual Project ., ~ Spanish . REC
Socorro Bilingual-Bicultural Project Spanish 1
Taos Taos Bilingual-Multicultural
‘Progran ' Spanish 3
, " Tucumecari The Bilingual Program,
i} Title I ESEA g -Spanish 3
 West Las Vegas. Armijo Bilingual Bicultural . y N
- * Progran " Spanish : 2
.- " . *See page A-1 for ' ) i
v . explanation of code. .
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MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS {continued)

REASON FOR’
: PROGRAM PROGRAM - LANGEAGE OF ZXCLUSION/
. LOCATION.- . TITLE TARGET GRGUP SELECTION =2
* NEW YORX -
) Brooklyn 8ilingual Program, Title VII
. School District 13 Spanish 3 .
Buffalo Spanish English Developnmental
Progran, Fitle I ESEA Spanish 3 :
NORTH CAROLINA . ) ,
. Buies Creek Haraett County Su=mmer . ‘
. Migrant Zducation Project Spanish 3
"OHIO
. Lorrain orrain City 3ilingual .
Education Progranm . Spanish 3
OKLAHOMA
‘ Durant Choctaw Bilingual
. Education Progran Choctaw 3
. Greasy .Bilingual Education Progran Cherokee 1
.t Stillwe:l Adair County 3ilingual Program |, Cherokee/ 3
. English »
OREGON . .
Woodburn Woodburn 3ilingual Project\ ‘ Spanish, 3
. . Russian *
Y ‘ .
' . ‘g . . A
’ . . ° *
P PENNSYLVANIA »
Lancaster Educational Opportunity »
) for Bilingual ' Spapish 1
Philadelphia ° let's Be Amigos . ) Spanish’ REC |
‘ Reading Title TiI Modified ESL ]
N Bilingual Progran Spanish 3
West Chester West Chester's Exemplary ‘
, . Program of Bilingual Education Spanish ' « 3 ,
, t
~ PUERTO RICO K
Hato Rey Bilingual Project Spanish 3
’ . *
v * See page A-l for ’
explanation of code.
ra
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‘MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS (continued) °

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . . ‘ ‘

- '
’ ”
, REASON FOR
PROGRAM - PROGRAM ] LANGUAGE 07 EXCLUSION/
LOCATION TITLE TARGET GROUP SELECTION ©
\ -
REODZ ISLAKD
Providence Providence'g Plan for . -
! ' Bilingual. Education Portuguese 3
g SOUTH DAKOTA ‘
Oglala Loneman Day School .
’ . Bilingual Program - Lakota 1
s
Pine Ridge Dropout Prevention Progran English 1
Smee . Bicultural Educagion Progranm Lakota Tl
West River Lakota Progran Lakota 1
[
TEXAS . ’
:- - Abernathy Project HABLA Spanigh
Abilene Project ABLE Spanish 2 ,
) Alice Alice Independent School
District Bilingual Education .
Progran Spanish ; APP
Austin Bilingual Education Program
‘ Region XIII Education Service
] Center . - . Spanish 3 .
. Beeville Bilingual Education Program Spanish i
) . Brownaville Brownsville ISD Bilingual
- Progranm Spanish 3 )
" Colorado City CC Cablé - Spsnish 2
. Corpus Christi Aprendemos en Dos Idiomas ’
Title VII Bilingual Project Spanish APP ‘
Crystal City Bilingual Bicultural ’ .
Education Program Spanigh 3 °
M A
Dallas Bilingual and Multicultural .
‘ . Education Program ) Spanigh 3 '
- Del Rio «  Del Rio/San Felipe . '
Bilingual Program Spanish -3
Eagle Pass " Bilingual Education Project Spanish 3
Edinburgh Region One Bilingual Project Spanish 2
El Paso Dual Language Program Spanish 2 )
‘.
* See page A~l for ‘ “, A -
explanation 6f code, T '
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MASTER LISI OF PROGRAMS (continued)

.
-
< '

L\

- ' ;7 REASON FOR
- PROGRAM PROGRAM LANGUAGE OF EXCLUSION/ .
LOCATION TITLE TARGET GROUP SELECTION *
TEXAS {(continued)
Z1 Paso El Paso ESAA Bilingual
Education Program Spanish 3
El Paso Ysleta Independent School . . .
: District Bilingual -
Education Progran Spanish
Fort Worth " Prograda en Dos Lenguzs " Spanish 3
Galveston Early Childhood Bilingual
Progran Spanish 3
Harlingen Bilingual Education Progran Spanish 1
Houston Bilingual Education Program Spanish APP
Kingsville Kingsville Bilingual ’
. Education Progran Spanish REC
La Joya Hacip Nuevos Horizontes Spanish 2
Laredo Laredo ISD Bilingual
- Educatdon Progran R Spanish 2
Lubbock Bilingual- Education Program Spanish 1
McAllen McAllen 8ilingual . .
. Education Program Spanish 3 ,
Ejrcedes Bilingual Education Program Spanish 1 )
Midland Bilingual-Bducation Project Spanish 1
Mission Mission Independerit School
. District Bilingual Program Spanish 3
Orange Grove Bilingual BEducation Program - Spanish 3
Pharr Pharr-San Jubn-Alamo
Bilingual BEducation Program Spanish 1
Port Isabel Project We Speak Spanish o
and English Spanish 3
Robstown Bilingual Education Program | Spanish . S
San Angelo Spanishzanglish Experience
School Program Spanssh 3
San Antonio _ Bilingual Bicultural '
Education Program Spanish 3 .
! San Antonio ESAA Bilingual Program Spanish . 3
.San Antonic "Harlanddle Independent School .
District Bilingual Program Spanish !
: * See page A-1 for o .
explanation of code. T
_ A-ll .
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PROGRAM
. LOCATION

n

~

TEXAS (continued)
San Antonio

San Diego
San Marcos
Weslaco

Zapata

UTAR
Blanding

Sandy

Salt Lake City

WASHINGTON
Ephrata
Toppenish

Yakima

WISCONSIN
Milwaukee

WYBMING
Ahapahoe

* See page A-l for

explanation of code.

MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS .{continued) DR T
-~ N . k)
\ .. . ’
. L, ? v
) ’ o REASON FOR
PROGRAM LANGUAGE OF EXCLUSION/.
TITLE TARGET GROUP SELECTION *
. %
Middle School.Program Spanish 2 .
A
Multi-Media Progran Spanish . 2 . . .
Un Paso Mas Adelante Spanish 3 ‘
Bilingual Education Progran ° spanish 3
Project Language Spanish 3 '
38ilingual Bicultural Project, '
"Catch up" . Spanish 3 .
Bilingual Education for Navajo Navajo 2
Jordan School District's
Bilingual Education Progran, Spanish o~ 1 .
Bilingual Education Prograz Spanish d _
“Title VII Bilingual Program Spanish | 1 )
Project BUILD - Bilingual Spanish,
Progran ., Yakima Indian
Bilingual Education Program Spanish™ i
Milwaukee Public Schbold R .
Bilingual/Bicultural Education .
Program Spanish 3
l‘ -
N 1
Bilingual Program English 1
- P
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SAMPLE LETTERS ™ -
. 1, Froz Terrel Bell )
. Commigsioner of Zducation- -
- 2. Froz AIR explaining project
3. Froz AIR renfncing sites to - . . -
R sead reports (follow-up)

4. Froz AIR thanking sites for z
cooperating with project : .
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TERREL BELL'S LETTER e

DEPARTIAENT OF HEALTH EDUCATION. AND V-‘ELFARE
CFFiCF OF EOUCATION 4
WASHINGTON O C. 227 !

R

She Office of EdQucation's Cffice of Planning, Ba

(C?3Z) is cenducting an evaliaticn of the bi
under Title VII of the Elementary and
2aended). The evaluaticn consists of three
gtudy for Spanish-lancuage bilingueal projeet
phese, with field data collecticn zo take gl

Secondary/ Educaticn Act (2s

seting and Evaluatien

1in educaticon progran A

s/which is now in a planaing o
ce during the (975-76 .

school year at thirty-five Title VII sites .

an "exploratory” study fqr Natave Azmerican Pacific and Asian, and . . .
Fuzcpean-language bilingval projects, wit field data collection toll .
take place during the winzer and spzring gbaths ot'the’cu::en: (1974~ s,

75) schoal year at approxizately ten Title vIZ sites; and an “exemplary" ” .
study looking for elfective’brlingual agproaches at dpproxizately ten - .
Title VII or noa-Title VII sites, with/field visits ‘again %o take placgo

ten-non-Title VII sites;

during the currem® school year. ' CL

> R . , . . . “
"""ohe 0ffice of Education's contzactor/for this evaluation is American

Institutes for Reseazch (AIR).of Pafo Alto, California. AIR has -,
prepared a Project Surmary for the/evaluation, a copy of which is . .

reozewith ancloced for ydur tion. 7The AIR staff, headed by ‘ : - =

Messrs Falcolm Danoff (Project Directsnr), Antonio de Porcal (Assistant

Project Director), Richard 2ond /[Director of the "expleratory® study) ° . -

end John Bowers {Diredtor of tht "exemplary® study), are presently : .
reparing lists of sites which/will be visited and areas of progran ‘ .
and policy concerns for whaich/data will be gathered., The OPBE Project . ~» r
O2ficer, Mr, Edward B. Glassian, 1s respons:ble for Faintaining contact .

J-tom

with the .Cozmittee on Zval
the Cowril of Chief State
.has been included in the

T 4s expected €hit one dr
. o’
‘saziple groups of project/s

:/tign "and Information Syftems (CEIS) of . Tt d
,,, .

chool Officers about tiis evaluation, which:
val Data Acquisition Plan.r,
¢ &

zofe sites in.your St/éte will be among-the

<

drawn for the three studies. We would
’ - l/

| Lo

, B Y
. / -8 .
. » “ /. R »

) . ' S




2. -

-

sppreciate’your codperation a5d assistance. I a= asking Mr. Glasszan
of ORBE to provide you with the pertinent list of districts and schools
wvithin your Staté as soon as it is ready. He can be yeached at . -

Roca 4083, 400 Haxyland Avenve, S.W. Washingtean, D.C 20202, or .
(telephone) 202-245-7875. for any further informatica you zay need,

I recognize that ¢his is an added zequast ca an already heavy work
ioed in your agency. We do need to do this evaluation in carzying out
. our responaibilities and hope that ;twiuno:bgbnzd.tann_czczm
A - office. ’ . ~

8incerely,

. BE. Bsll
. , U. §. Commissioner,
of Educaticn

o

Lo Znclosurs

cut CZIS P.cpzucat&ivt

Oy
-~

]

O . \ . ) R
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' Deaxr ( )

“NERICAN
INSTITUTES
FOR RECEANCH

PrL Bex Y "I e Ppz A1 CRIIOuE $PT2 ¢ (415) 4333550 « Catie AJRESEARCH
s ) (Date)
L]

(Ne=e -and Address,

This letter is ia respcnse 2o (

). - As part of a larger project in bilingual education
being conducted bv the Azerican institutes for” Research, we are searching for
exexplary bilingual educatioz programs. I would like very much to receive
copies of recent preograz cescriztios and evaluaticn reports that exist for

’ ). If you wish,
we, can copy tals infor=ation azd relura your orizinsls.
. Following the search for efrective progra=s, AIR will examize the<r
reporté in detall anc select the =cs: prozising fdr site visiting. Parzicu-
iar axtention will be givea to”the soundness of prograz evaluatiovs date. A
ainizuz requirezent for tais evicencesof effectiveness is that so=e baseline
or, cozparison te provided so tnat gains zade by the proga= students can be
clearly attributed o the impact of the bilingual progran.

Dr. Bell, Commiusioner of Ecucatica, has written to your Chief State
Schooi Officer advising hiz of tne project. A copy of ‘the Commissioner’s
letter is enciosed.

Please call us collect if vou Have
such your asgistance in expediting our
directly to our director of evaluation

further questions.

1 appreciat; very

request.

You may forward the docuzents

for this project:

A. Oscar H. Roberts

AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH
?.0. 3ox 1113

Palo Alto, California 94302

Because our preject has an extrezely short ti:eline{ ve would appreciate

it if you could send this information by FIRST CLASS MAIL fn the next day or
two. r

s

- . Sigcerely,

Project Director

Enclosure .

.o 3

AnEqual Opportualty Employer




TOLLOW-UP LITTER . .

o : ANERICAM
‘ L]
POR RESEANCH
.
) PO Box 1113 ¢ Ppo Ana, Cablorna SK2 ¢ (415) 4333550 + Cadle: AIRESEARGH

(Date) .

(Rane and Address)

Dear ( ):
Several days ago in a telephone coaversation with ( ) you
kindly agreed o send us evaluation reports for ( LI ).
We have not yet Yeceived tkis inforzation, wvhich is the reasen for writinmg .

to you now.

if you forwarded this material over a wveek 2go, please call collect
to alert us so that we can search our files. Our elephone nuzber is
(415) 493-3550. Ask for either Melanie Austin or Sarah Roberts, since they
are oost faziliar with our file of progrea documents. ) .

1f you are sending the zmaterial just now, you may forward it directly

to our director of evaluation for this project: ,

A. Oscar H. Roberts

AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH

P.0. Box 1113 . .
Palo Alto, Califormia 94302

Thanks very zuch for your attention to this request. Our project is on )
an extrezely short schedule, so you will understand that the sooner we receive -
the requested information, the more thoroughly we will be able to review your
=aterials. Your‘reports will reach us much faster if you can mail thea FIRST
CLASS, hopefully within the next day or two.

Sinderely, .

Project Director

An Equal Opportunity Empioyer

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TEANK YOU LETTER .
, ASMEBACAN
. . IRETITUTES
- FOR REBEARCH .
A ‘
PO Bex 1113 » Prio Alg, Caliornia X2 * (415) 483-3550 » Cadle AIRESEARCH ' .
. .~ ‘ [ .
, (Date) NG
1
“7 (Neze and Address) \ .
— ' -
Dear ( ): . . \

-

Please accept our thanks for the fine cooperation you extended
to AIR in connection with the search for exezplary bilingual education
‘ programs conducted by AIR under contract to the Office of Planning,
Budgeting, and Evaluation in the Office of Edycation.

The project is nearing conclusion nov and even though your progras
was not-one of those recocmended for exexplary status based onjevalus-
tion data through 1973-74, you may be interested in more details about
the project's purposés, methods, and results and in those prograns that
AIR recokmended aa exemplary. Thia information will be aux=arized in

‘ the final report entitled, "The Identification and Description of
Exemplary Bilingual Education Programs.” ’
Again, thank you very much for the help you extended to the AIR
. project staff.

Sincerel;,

s >~
- - o7 . . . -
.
. B-S . ’ - '
. An Equat Opportunity Empioyer '
. . , .
»
» - I ’ tad
»
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o -
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ry - °
W 7 3 z
. -
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APPENDIX D

1. FORM FOR SUBMITTING MATERIALS TO
THE DISSEMINATION REVIEW PANEL

2. PROGRAM SWMMARIES SUBMITTED TO
THE DISSEMINATION REVIEW PANEL

Madawaska, Haine

Santa Fe, New Mexico
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Alice, Texas

Corpus Christi, Texas
Houston, Texas

Kingsville, Texas




. FORM FOR"SUBMITTING MATERIALS )
TO THE DISSEMINATION REVIEW PANEL

.

PROGRAH AREA (e.g., career education, disadvantaged, reading, Title III):

L3

-

PROJECT TITLE:

1)
e

LOCATION: .

III SOURCE AND LEVEL OF FUNDING:

IV PROGRAM START DATE:

. v BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:

Goals and objectives

Context (cocmunity, school, student characteristics)

-

Progras deacription (grade level(s), years of operation,
size, curricula, caterials, staffing, facilities, tine
involved, parental involvezent, preservice/inservice
training, etc.) .

Costs (total, per pupil, imitial implementation, ongoing

_ paintenance, etc.) .

- vl EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS (in a page or two): -

Suzmarize fn appropriate detail the evaliation evidence for the effective-
ness of the program or model. in question. In order to be acceptable, the
evaluation need not be a strict experimental design (i.e., longitudinal
neasures, randon assigmment td treatment and control groups, etc.),
although this type of evaluation evidente would be the most desirable.
. However, in order for the Office of Education to-officially recocmend

a particular educational project, technique, or model for wide scale _
adoption, there must be scme kind of high quality, objective, nethodologi-

1 cally sound, quantitative assessuent which denonstrates that the project
in question is effective and superior to other more coczuonly used
approaches or methods. Thus, in order to approve the disseaination of
any project, the Panel will require a detailed suzmary of the relevant
evidence including such tHiings as:

S

-~ who conducted the evaluation;
-- sgample sizes; -

-~ improvements or gains in whatever outcome measures were
employed;
. ' -~ the statistical reliability and educational significance L
. of these improvements; :

-~ gome evidence that the improvements can be attributed to
the program and are not just "normal"” or "natural” gains
(i.e., control group or norm comparisons, or some estimate
of what would have occurred in the absence of the program).
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PROGRAM AREA:
Bilingual Education (French/Eaglish)’ v tos

PROJECT TITLE:

-~

St. John Valley Bilingual Education Project
* LOCATION: . .

Three coopefating school districts in Northeastera Maine, serving
the towns of Madawaska, Keegan, Freanchville, St. Agatha, and Van Buren.

. ’

Lt . * e A\ o
. Tne following figﬁ%es pertain to the fourth year of program operation.
Title V11 funds $175,085

PROGRAM START DATE: ' .

1970

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:

Goals and objectives. The basic philosophy ;; the bilingual progran
is that it exists to supplement the existing progranm and to assist the 4 .
community in meeting their linguistic, cultural, social and ecdnomic
needs for bilingual skills. Designed specifically for this rural
area where both French and English are major languages, the progras -
is not viewed primarily as a language progran, but contains lamguage
4 only as a medium of the cultural, social, and economic life the students
will encounter. . b - -
Context. The commynities served by the program are small towns
in a rural area where the major activity is potato farming. Hadawaska,
the largest, also has a paper =ill, which processes wood pulp pumped
across the river (also the U.S.-Canadian border) from its larger-
"neighbor, Edmundston, Ganada. Befofe the boundaries were drawn this
.wag the area settled by the French-speaking Acadians. There is wmuch
cozmerce, social interaction, and intermarriage between the Canadian
’ &nd Ameracan communities, and the Acadian heritage remains a vital im-
f1dence in the area. Edmundston is primarily French-speaking, and many
pepple 1n the American towns afong the other side of the river also stil}

epeak French at home and use both languages in their daily life. Some -
. children come to school speaking French better than English, and poorly
. prepared for school in either language.
4 ; i
D-3 -
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. .-
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Progran description.

Grade levels, years of operationg sizé -- During, its fourth
year of operation, 1973-74, the program served 768 children in grades
, X-4. - :

s

Staffing ~~ The progran staff required for this number of
participants consists of the following: one full-tipe- Project Director, J -
one full-time Curriculum Coordinator, one yart-cﬁneg?rench Consultant,
one full-time Evaluator, 36 full-time teachers, and 22 fuli-time {eacher v
aides. All but a few are bilingual.

Curricula, material, time involved -- Designed as a supple-
senit to the regular curriculum, the bilingual progran added a Prench
.element which was completely new, and’ also added some new elements to
the English curriculum, primarily a greater emphasis on speaking and

. vocabulary building. Thus, children now have certain basic skills 4nd
- concepts of the regular curriculum presented to then through the-mediun
of two languages, plus a special series of topics in Preanch'which relate
to their cultural background. . ~

. Since the program operates in three districts whose curricula,

‘ astaffing patterns, and physical arrangecents were independent, there
are differencés in the approach acong the various schools. Grouping
patterns cay differ and English curriculum paterials and activities
may differ. However, all bilingual progran claggrooms share two basic
and essential characteristics: They use a sequence of ingtructional
objectives developed and refined by the teachers for eacli grade level
over the years of program operation. They use standard procedgies for
evaluating achievement of these objectives. The evaiuator vigits all
classrooms frequently to guide and consult with the teachers in assessing
student .achievement; this helps to maintain uniformity actoss schoels.
B . The feedback from teachers and their involvement and responsibility
K : for the curriculum and objectives, are impérzan; char&étevistics of the

- - program. . - )

.

>

In addition to the uniform objectives and evaluation procedures,
the program has developed a special series of Fremth curriculun materials;
- although not mandatory, they appear to be used in all classrooms.

Teachers "get & folder -for each objective which conteins the section of
the curriculum guide for that objective. They generally build on this,
adding their own materfals amd activities. The Prench curriculim is
built on the fact that the students live in a stable, rural area, with
' . limits on experiential situations. The commercial materials used in
the regular curriculum seemed to have shortcemingé in teaching certain
. things-because they referred to situations totally 4nfamiliar to the
students. The French curriculum is used partly to remedy this. If the
students' test results show that.they are weak in a certain basic area
of math, for example, that topic will be stressed the next year in the
. French component. For thig reason, some objectives were revised
LA gnnually during the first four years, on‘the basis of test results:
The content areas addressed through French instruction include mathe- .
matics, music, art, social studies, and language skills. About

4 o , N ;
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two-thirds of the instruciion takes plate *n English, one-third in ¢ -

rrench. .

- K [
The French curriculum caterials, based on’the studepts'
“cuitural context”, were planned curing the first year of*the |
progran to follow a logical sequence over the elementary years. .-
Expanding outward from the student himself, the topics are as follows:
. Grades X-1 — the child, his fapily and friends &
Grade 2  -- the town and local ares
. Grade 3 -- the State of Maine and the Cansdian, Province
. of New Brunawick across the river
4 Grade &4 -~ New England, Canada, and Louisisna (all
- hormes of the Acadians) ) .
Grade 5 -~ the continent of North America . - 3.
4 _ st .
Materials for Grade 6, presently being developed, will reflect a
nuzan development emphasis, focuging on the wvarious parts of the
world where French s spoken, -

Facilities -- The program can operate in a regular classroom
without any spedial modification. The arrangezents actuelly used
.vary from open classrooms created by knocking out old walls to self-
contained classrdonms y¥ith desks in rows.
. Al - *
Parental involvement -~ Parental ipvolvement in the program .
has grown over the years, as parents, some initially fearful that their
-t children would not receive a stroéong background in English, observed that
the English curriculum was not being weakened and liked the introduction
of activities in French wbich brought important features of local life
into the children's schooling.

« -

The parents’ organization has played an active role in getting
the community involved in the progrém. They carried out community
- Y surveys of parent attitudes, and they solicited and contributed articles
4 by parents for the project bulletin issued eight times a year. Parents
' have also helped wath hosting visitors to the program and have served
on an occasional basis as volunteers in the clasasrooms.

Preservice/ingervice ttaining—-Training has been conducted

for teachers and aides each year since the program began. _Workshops

have been offered by visiting consultants from universities in the

U.S. and Canada, by members of the Title VII program staff, by staff

members from other bilingual programs, and by publishers of materials

. . used in the program. These sessions, although optional and held

outside of regular school hours, have had near 100 percent attendance .
_by both teachers and aides since the program began. The inservice N
prograt has also included summer institutes, courses offered through _

the University of Maine at Fort Kent, visits to other syatems and te .
other schools within the program, and attendance st national confer-
ences. The aides have participated in training sessions together with
the teachers, and through a special study program at the university they

’
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earn credit toward a degree in educaticﬁ. Atcendance at the University
courges is also voluntary, and an average of 20 to 25 reschers and aides
have participated in each course.

Subjects of the training seasiona have included Cl;lltOOE
zanagement couraes ‘Wwhere the aides and teachers define their roles
working together in classroom situations. Other topics have been
Acadian history, preparing objectives, new experiments and treads in
bilingual educition, use ot specific materials, evaluation procedures,
developing Eaglish Ianguage arts activities, and inforzation brought
back by staff members who”participated in conferences or visits..

Cost--During Year 'l the Title VII progras received funds
totaling $150,000; 400 students “were served. Major. start-up costs
included 526,000 for instructional materials and equipment; once
classrooms are equipped it 1is assumed that only a minor expense for
new materials will be required for sone_years afterward. For 1973-74

the cosf was $175,085 to serve 768 children. The 5228 Per-pupii-

coat can be compared with $375 per pupil in Year 1. Regular district
per-pupil costs for the three districts were $495, $465, and $567

in 1970-71 and, respectively, $817, $637, and $727 in 1973-74. One
reason for the decrease 4n per-pupil cost of the bilingual progranm is
that although the number of children served has increased, the

progran adminiktrative staff has not. , Also, anticipating the end

of Title VII funding at the end of Year 5, the local, districts have ,
begun a move to continue the program by gradually pickihg up the
salaries of the aides. The Title VII expense for aides has reduced only
sonewhat, but mény more aides are now employed. The major costs to the
districts fér continuing ghe program without outside funding would be
the salarjes of aides and administrative staff, and the price of
instructional materials. .
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EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS: R R I ST, L

Evaluation = * o . S

. * Y ’ -'.'-'.- .‘-’ 3
“.  An unusually high standa?d of evaluation and reporting- -was set froa _,"_ s
the first year of the program in 1970-7% dy Heurfstics Inc. and Hr. Gtlman - ° >~ 7 - -

Hebert jointly. and caintained since then by Gilzan-Heébert. Also unususl:
tag the fact that ;he services of the evaluators . . . vas engeged before -

sta® of *classroon instruction; therefore evaluation of the project was-
bozh formatiye and suz=ative in nagure." ‘While we do nft alvays agree with
these evaluators on the relevance of a few of théir dencndtrazions (e.g., N
we set little store on the rew score gains froz pre- to posttests) their ~
statistical analyees are always straightforward, appropriate, and fully e
discussed. The most receat report (1973-1974) was produced by Gilzman - -
debert, wich the technical asegistance of Heuristics. - Fa :

1 . hd ~ -
- 1

Reported sare the results of standardized tests, and the attainnmeat .
of product and process objectiyes, Irom kindergarten to grade 4. A par- {
cicularly usefyl feature in the =zost recent report is a table showing “
longitudinal data for 1970-1974 for Total Hatheratics and- Total Reading :
for gfades X to 4i-and the graphical presencaciona of distributions of .
stanines for each srandardizéd subtest for each grade represenc an addi- -

tional refinepent.

! .

Each report has, for each sectlon, a chapter oad "'Goomendations and , .
Recommendattons” which reflect shorccdmiugs nchd (as well as successes) .
with suggested accio~ for the next year < . .

“. = ' . 3
) An unusual fea:ure of this progran is-that it coyers three distinct
schovl districts with whole-hearted collaboration, and a single evaluation “
report covering each district separately, as well as ,their combined results.

1

- . . - .
. . -

Skﬁgling . . . .y ) ) "
. Different procgaures were adopted for selection of progran studeats. ’ \

In Prenchville and st. Agacha (S.A.D, #33) all studencs in kindergarten of

Dr. Levesque School were included in the Title VIl prograa. In MKadawaska

itself, only thoas ntudenca eptering kindergarten who were volunteered by

thetr parencs were included; and in the third distifet of VYan Buren (S.4.D. N

#24) entering students weré randomly astigned to clagses, and classes were

.then directeg to prag!%u or non-program. Language dominance was not con-

eidered in allocation, so that Prench~dBainant, Egglish-dominant and bilingual

students were retained in succeasive grades, with only minor. changes either

way at the request,of parents.’ — - - e

]

Six achools, two from each district were involyved; ulcimacely 60 perceﬂc
of all students were participants; there were 768 ,students, 36 teachers and . .

, 22 ceacher\aides in this last year of reporting. The cable below is taken 7

. from th& report. The last row in thé table shows ranges, tn percencages,

of 1nconp1e:e da:a for all tests.




T -1
. - Tablel ) -7 o .
. . ) . - S -
Egrolimeht ig Bilingdal Pregran in 1973-147¢, by School and by iﬁrace/ -
) § = —
Schosl Districe, . .« 7 . ]
. Grade -~ drade’ "Grade  “SGrade - All .- ’ -
~ L. X A T r 3 4 © Grades -
/ e . < T » = - . . - .
PP R . ~ . ) - -
L Jrenchville snd ~ i ; S . - . .
/ ) - . St.“Agltht - * o R 3 ’ 4 .
/ - . (SAD #33} 19 56° 55 - 55 60 285 - .
. ] v . ¢
- ’ Madawasks& 7T T | 43 . 857 - 75 <74 43 . 300
, - 5 r. 2 -
. o g %
Vag Buren
- (sAD #24) °. 46 - 46 so - 38 e3 223
R Y . - . - - N . \A;\:" N
: Total -7 108 187 180 <167 \ 146 %768
' Atfrition % 7 11-14 14418 7-10 ©. ¢ 11-13  10-13
» r‘ . - . - " o - *
L4 . - ‘ “
- It should be noted that these procedures do not assuse random allocation
to-program o} non-progran. Comparisons are made with national norms, and no *
dther cozparison or control group was identified in the report, but the —
. superintendent's offices of thé three’school districts wére able to give ua
Y ~. - additiédnal dats, which allowed us to rake some comparisons with the non- ~ .
. prox(u students, This/iill be dealt with lster. ¢« f
Measures ’ !
. s . .
' Tre new (1970) versions of. the Metropolitan 4chievement Tests have been . /’
-5 used since the start %the program, for all grades except K, with all subtest .
. k- icoreo.bei’ﬁ'g',‘“giv;gn.?“ se, wore giverd with Form F as pre-test in September, .
- *  “wtkh the alternage, Fern Gag a. postgest in May, i.e., with feven months be- R
. ‘tween €he-two.» Levels used were Prinary I fov grade 1, Prizary Il for grade
! 2, Elezentery for gradss 3.sad 4. Specifically, progress in Reading, Language -
- . and Mathezmatics were reportéd.
. . “ . . .
1g grade 1 only, the Coczon Concepts Foreign Language forms I and -II Test e
. o .’;“ French was given as pre- and posttest) with their own.local tests for other
. gradas, and with gfhikvement of‘;p;pei-.ific objectives- also being recorded for . <
- each student at ty grade fevel. o, - - S— ~ -
- . . 3 ) - o
. [y R RN . 7 . 6‘ . \
» , . ~
e o> - . - . . » . ’ . e *
. . - -, . ' M - 1 R N .
Py e . 0e . ~ - .D_a - . ’ ¢ . . N - N




: co - . s
The Durrell Listening Reading Test is also kfven in grades 2 and 4., .. ’ .
in Januasy. The SRA fests are applied throughout the Madavaska school ; - ~
* digtrict and Frenchvilte. ! N ? .
) Cozparison Procedures . . T N
& - L, -
~ : . The evaluators prepsred to =ake three kinds of co=parisons: '
L 2 . .

* gains froc preg- to post-test,

* with naticnal norms, .

";vitheprelei criteria of objsctives. T -

2 ) 4
v " B '
- . Understandsbly they avoided the possibility of comparisons betveen schocls
. * or school districta amd reported their dats for total sazples by grade, .

Although other standardized tests vere spplied in the schools, ocnly the
. Metropolitan was routinely applied in sll districts. The zain coxpariscns
were therefore restricted to this instrument, and to specially constructed
\ local tésts and objectives, The latter of course could have no wider
izplications than local. ’

, Por kindergarten, the MAT Primer Level yielded standard scores and sta-
~aines. Distributions on the latter were graphically plotted against a back-
ground of s normal diatributfion in addition to a table.

. For the higher grades, a table for each grade showed, for each subtest, . -
. the size of the.sazple, ceans.and standard deviations for pre- and post-tests,
using both standard scores and grade equivalents. In addigion for each subtest,
the stanine distributions were shown graphically superizposed upon & normal

- distribution. - P .

R . = A o

A Oral. ability in French was tested at grade 1 with the Cocmon Concepts

- Foreign Langusge Test, French Version,with gains from Form I as pretest, to
- . Porm Il as posttest. Then the sszple Gas divided into English-dozinant and
a1l others. Using raw scores, the evaluators made couzpsrisons over the
four years of existence of the program. ‘-
R As centioned earlier a single table showed the trends and cohort performances
on the pAT for Total Reading and for Total Kathematics, across grades for the
~ duration of the four years of the project. The results were given in all three
Teasures, Standard Scores, Stanines, and Grade equivslents.

For their specified criteria’ in English and French, tables showing per-
¢ . centages of students attaining all the objectives were given for each grade.

P to., - lastly, we did receive some data on which we could compare perfor-
- - cances of program and non-program students, for SRA tests mainly. °

- Results
- —————

-

- » - The most revealing table is probably this extract from their longitudinal
ol study. :

“

‘a
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. Table 2

Results iz Stanires and Grade Egquivalents oa the

Py Yetropolitan Achievement Yests, for Total Reading and
v - Total Mathesstics oy Grade Level and by Acadezic Tear
’;.
. - . .
Grade Subject _147¢-.974 1971-1972 1972-1973 1923-1924
Stenine GE Stanine UE Stanine GE Stanine GE
- X Read{ng - - 5 - 7 - 7 -
b Mathezatics - - & - [3 - 7 - ‘
1B Reading 5 1.8 7 1.8 6§ 2.0 5 1.9
Matnezstics < 1.9 5 1.8 S 1.8 S 1.9
2.8 Reading - - S 2.6 .5 2.8 6 3.1
Mathezatics - - 3 .5 6 3.0 7 3.3
3.8 Reading - - - - 4 3.1 5 3.5
Matnezatics - - - - 5 3.8 6 4.2
4.8 Reading - - —- - - - S 4.3
) Mathezatics - - - - - .- 5 4.7

Cozparing achievesment u}th placezeat, there aeezs to be & slight
loas in grade 4; but for the reat, in 1973-74 -average grade gqquivalents

are close to, or even above placement. . !

Fpllowing the transit diugunaily, of the+1970-1971 stad& 1 group, it
w411 be aeen that they started at par; lost two months in Re’ding and three
. _in Math in grade 2 (1971-1972); lost an acditional five :on;Fs in Reading but
T caught up in Mathematics in grade 3 (1972-1973); and finally lost no core
ground {n Reading and only a trifle in Kathenatfcs in grade!& (1973-1974).

The next cohort éid better. In grade 1, (1971-1972) tdey were ‘placed ¢
- as they had achieved in both subjects; in grade 2 tbey were|if anything a
shade ahead in Mathexatics; in grade 3 they Had lost ¥ trifie in Re&ding, but
vere four months ahead on Matnematics.

The third cohort (grade 1 1in 1972-1973), starting again at par, were
ahead on both subjects by the next year (grade 2 {n 1973-1974).
There {5 therefore a suggestion that the progranm may be refining its
, techniques and izproving its achievements over time. Also, at entry the
average ability for the program is if anything a little above the average
ability of the population (stanines of 6 to 7); thereafter the- average per-
formance in Reading 1s a shade below this promise (stanines;generally at five,
. with one four and two sixes), with Mathematics z bit.bette® (stanines of four,
s several fives, a +ix, and one seven). When it is remembered that these chil-
dren are for the most part French-dominant, this seems a good perforzance, and

. v e -
D-10 :

X
14

\)4 ‘ '-.

. ERIC | . ' )

N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . ‘ -




.

izproving over tise. In addition, they are of course taking an extra sub-
ject - French. ’

The evaluators for this prograt folldwed the common practice of testing
’ the significance of gains from pretest to posttest; they did so using the
correct t statiatic for correlated zeans and as usual these differeaces in
every cass proved to be highly significant. As is our usual practice, ve
discount the value of auch demonstrations. :

' .

' On the other hand & most useful device has been their graphical presen-

tation of digtribution-of stanine scores against the background of the normal
Tibution. \This was done for every subtest for each grade. Alsost uni-
fornly these s 1ght upvaré shifts, with a suggestion of peaking, or

narroving of the scatter, and occasionally vith a hint of negative skewving
as Lf the ceiling of the tests was zaking its presence felt. .

For every grade, in every sudbject (imcluding Art, Music and Social
“ Science) objectives had been defined and for each the percentage of students
attaining this was given.- There were about 140 of these objectives, spread
fairly evenly over the five grades. For ninety of these, the percentage of
students attaining the objective was 80 percent or higher. For kindergiérten,
ons value was below 70; only 38 percent satisfied the criterion on phonetics
_{n Prench. The evaluators were less satiafied with the progran's effects in
gradas 3 -and 4 where about @ quarter of the percentages were below 50, most
. . . . of the= for Music snd Social Science.
Lastly, at our request during our site visit, we were given additional
data for Madawaska, which 3llowed us to zake soce comparisons for the Title
YII group with the rest of 4ll non-progra= students.

-, . in two schools in Maddwaska, LT values of IQ were obtained at the
_grade 3 level’in November 1973 and in Novecber 1974. The table below shows
, the resultsn - . «

- -

° - . ) Table 3;

1Q Means and Standard Deviations. approx.) in Grade 3 for

el _ Title VII and Regular Classes for 1973 and 1974
, ]
Title Re;ular Total
“ ’ . Year VIl.  °  Classes Group
; .

‘ - 1973 Mean* ©111 Q% 107
' sp* (%) 13 15 14
- : . N - 69 58 127
L 1974 -Mean* 110 102 . 106
) Spx (%) 17 Sz 17
X 76 42 118

f . B¢ .

- *Thege values ‘were derived from quartiles and medians, and are therefore
. approximate. . w - .
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These differences are statistically siganificant at about the 1 percent .
level, but of course could reflect, at least in part, the effect of two years .
in the progra= for the-Title VII studeats. Eowever it is izportant to note
that, especially ia 1974, the standgrd deviations are if anything larger than
usual; had there been explicit selection, we would expect all SD's to be re-
duced-to vell below 15 to about 9. The fact that the SD for the total group
is abouf the saze as that for each of the aubgroups shows that there must be
' considerable overlap between program and non-progran distributions. . More *
' than half of all students are in the prograa.

Also for Madawaska, we cbtained the results of SRA tests applied in -
October 1974 to both Title VII and regular classes, in grades 2, 3 and 4.,

The results are shown below. A . . ;
Table & ’ ’ .0 .
. SRA Grade Equivalents for Title VII and Regular Classes, - . < T
- Grades 2, 3 and & - -
s Title VII- Regular Classés
Grade Placezent Subiect ¥ean*. Spx ¥ean* | SDx .
- 2.9 Reading 2.4 1.2 1.9 . 0.6
v Language Arts 2.5 1.2 2.0 8.4 -
Y 5. - Hath 2.6 0.7 2.1 -0.7 —--
. , ) s
3.9 Reading 3.7 Lo 3.0 1.0
’ Language Arte 3.9 1.3 3.1 0.7 o,
Hath 3.4 )\2 2.9 - 0.7
T g 4.9 Reading 6.7 LA 4.0 1.0
4 R Language Arts 5.0 1.6 4.3 1.2
' I Hath- &6 ° 0.9 \.4-.1 1.0 - -
* - ' *These va{ues’have beeﬁ derived from quartiles and-medians\ and are approximate: Co.
- Here again we can see that the Title VII students are soQetimes 4 ttifle ) -
- behind grade placement in their average achievement, though there are no clm- -
ulative losses. They ate far ahead of the Regular Classes in e%ery case.’ “ ——
It is not possible to say Zor sure whether this is due to in{itial\biases as R .
a result of the seif-selection (parents’ choice), or vhether it refiects a ) ~
superiority accuzulated as a result of two or more years &n the Titde VII pro- R ’
gran. However there is'one phenonenon that. should be taken note of: \While -
the standard deviation of grade equivalents for the regular clasees is\closi —_
to our expectations {usually about 2/3 of a year in grade 2, rising to Qyer oY
one ycar at grade 4), the values for the Title VII are higher. This 1is cpn~ .
. . trary to what we would find 1f selegction had taken place, but quite in keehing N
- «. with the-hypothesis that the treatment has ¢xpanded the ranges upwards. Thége A
P is certainly no evidence of handicap for these. students, and they are learnin A
French. ' . . > . .
. S — N . . ' . -
. N - .. » . .
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rCo=parisons between®{tle Vil and Non-Title VII pu vas a_so cade
possible iIn the other two districts by additional data.

grade equivalents, but po standard deviations.

o

/ Scheol district Van Buren used the !’.':rapolican series of tests through-
out the schools. Besides Title VII, they also have the Follow-through prograzm,”

theas ve have /f\

but were able to aupply the following data for these subgroupings gid for two <

gredes, .

. .

. L > L3

.. . Teble 5 AN .o, N
N .. .
Mean Grade Equivalents oa NAT f¢? Grades 1 and 2
. with Subgroupings, -for May 1974 «
é 4

-%

~ -

. . . [tle VIl Non-Title VIi
. Grade &. ' Follow~ - - Pollow~ ’ .
: @Placezent  Subject through () HPT « (N)  through (N) NFT (N)
. _ 1A o Readiag ¢ l.e (22) 2.0 (21) ¢ 1.3 (42) 15 {18)
, " Mathezatics 1.5 (22) ;,—0 (21) 1.2 (427 1.3 (18)
2.8 Reading 2.7 (21, 3.5 (12) 1.9 (46) 2.2 (37)
. Mathezatics 2.9 (21) 3.3 Q2) 1.9 -(46) 2.0 (37)
7& ‘ ~ e ’ 4 * !
. The suyperiority of the Title VEI students is patent; the lower of their
tubﬁroups (Follow-through) have higher performances than.the better of the
. Nor=Title VII subgroups (Non-follew-through). s. .
»‘;‘ ) FPor Frenchville we have $KA test results for gfades 2, 3 and 4. In
¢ grade 4, by specigl request froz a teacher with a group of 20 low ability
b - studynts, her clas¥ was included with 22 other students in the Title VII
progran; thid of course depressed the mean performances glyen below. -
‘ v . Table 6
. v 0SRA Mean G.E.'s for Title VII and Non-Title VII Groups
N . ! .
) Grade Placement . Subject _ Title Vil (N) Non-Title VII () -
) . 2.9 ' Reading ) 2.4 (70) 1.8 %n
' - Mathenatics 2.4 (70) 2.1 (49)
3.9 Reading 3.6 (73) 3.2 (59)
Mathematics 3.5 (73) 3.1 (59)
» .
e 4.9 Reading 3.7 (42) 4.6 (88)
Mathematics 3.6 . (42) 14.5 (87)
~ L ]
527 E & N It should be remembered that grade &4 included a special class of low-
K . . ability students. For the other grades the Title VII students are ahead.
s . : . . ’ . - . N ’
— \_',/“
» > «
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Cozments . \,_:)

The impression created, after the site visit, was of thorcbghntss of
both the educational and the evaluation procedures. It was a pleasure to
find no trace of political or ulterior motivation, but on the contrary 2
clear deterzination to avoid handicap for their students in English, without *
_losing their historical and predominantly French origins end culture. Every
“classroon had evidence of considerable exzphasis on conceptual developzent
in both languages, and we frequently heard the class switch from French to
English to reinforce soce non-language theze, as for exacple in sogial studies
or zathexzatics. * .

.
The data and statistics are oore solid than stattling, and the more
believable fgt that. They are quite . in keeping with what we saw and with
. the cospetent professional atmosphere we found.
- L) . . ’
. .
. ‘! .
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PROGRAM AREA:
Bilingual Education (Spanish/English)

PROJECT TITLE: . ' - -
ESEA Title VII Bilingual Education Progres
TION: ) -

Sants Fe, New Mexico
SOURCES AND LEVEL OF FUNDING:

The following figure; ,pertain to the fourth year of progran operations
and do not include the local funds normally allocated by the Santa Fe Public

Schools for the education of the children who are served by the bilingual.
program, .

Title VII Funds $ 72,281

Stage Funds 58,615 . )

Total Year & $130,896 ’ —
PROGRAM START DATE:

1970 v’ ) ) L

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: *

4

Goals and objectives. The primary goal of the program is to develop
children with a good self-concapt who can communicate and learn in both lan-
guages, English and Spanish. Part of the bilingual philosophy is to maintain
the language and culture of the Spanish heritage in the _Southwest; at the same
time, giving children a good education in English is qieued as essential to
the role of the schopls. ’ .

Context. The Santa Fe area still reflects strongly the graditions of’
its earliest- inhabitants, the Indians and the Spaniards. Within the city
itself, there is a considerable second-language influence of Spanish. Accur~
ate meagsurement of the predominance of Sparish has been difficule, although

“the Santa Fe Public Schools hgve made various attempts. The actual proportion

of students whose primary or home language is Spanish probably falls somewhere
between the 63% based on Spanish surnames “and the 34% reported by a survey-of
parents.” The three Title VII géhools average 80% Spanish surname; all three
are nlao Title I schools. K

&gram description. kA C,
L]

Grade levels, years of operition, size--During its fourth year of
operation, 1973-74, the program served 419 students in 19 classrodms. Of .
these, 8 werc first-grade classes, 5 were gsecond grade, 3 were:third grade, ¢
and~3 were fourth grade. Twelve of the classes, one at each grade level in
each of the three orgginal Title VII schools, were included in the evaluation.
The other 7 classes were part of a horizontal expansion into new schools.
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" tent areas. Thus students receive a bilingual presentation of all the topics

" curriculum of the Santa Fe Public Schools is followed. In addition, Spanish

ISy

. StcffingL-The progran staff requited for this number of participants
consists of the following: < 1 full-tize project director, 1 full-time materials
specialiat, 1 full-time secretary, 1 part-time svaluator, 19 full-time teachers, L
and 19 full-time aides. All instructional pgraonnel are bilingual. -

Curricula, material, time i{nvolved--The children served by the Santa 4
Fe Bilingual Program are predominently Spanish-surnamed, but very rarely Spanish
monolinguals. Generally, they come to school speaking both Spanjish anc English
rather poorly,’*with Spanish the primary language for at least a third of then.
The bilingual program adds to, the regular EZnglish program a Spanish instruc-
tional cozponent which complezents and ‘reinforces the instruction in all com-

of.scudy in the norzal cdrriculum. For exanmple, a teacher might introduce a
certain math contept in Spanish in the morning, then reinforce the lesson in
English that afternoon. In language arts, the regular statg-candated English

language instruction is provided, and parallels the English instruction 8o that
objectives are at roughly the "same stage in both. A child should generally be
reading at about the same level in both English and Spanish, fot'exangle.

The progran usea Spanish curriculun matarials from rhe Spanish Curriculum
Development Center (SCDC) in Miami, and is participating in the "regionalizing"
of theae materials by suggesting revisions which make them more appropriate for
the Southwest. Four atrands of the SCDC curriculum' are used: s;éence—unch.
language arts, Spanish, and fine arts. The materials ipclude beifavioral objec-
tives and criterion~referenced tests. In addition, the teacﬁsfs have
developed special social studies objectives which are locally neaningfuk, Thus,
although the Spanish curriculum parallels the regular English curriculum, it
alao adds topicd.which are especially relevdnt to the vrogram children and their
background, For ¥nstance, the Spanish words and historical figures which gave
nases to Santa Fe streets are included in the second-grade study of communities.

A bilingual materials center has been established to serve the !

teachers, providing them with SCDC and other Spanish-language materials, and
with special supplementary materials in English. The materials sperialist
comsults with teachers about materfals they néed, and is also in the process .
of bringing together the many materials developed by individual teachers, which .
will be selected, catalogued, reproduced and made. available to all program ‘ -
teachers. ’ ’ ’
4 - . L)

Classrooms are divided into "interest centers" where children work
on the various subjects in the curriculum. These centerd are stocked with
zaterials in both languages, and are equipped with various sudiovisual and .
independent atudy aids, such aa language mastara, listening cbntq;, typavriter,
and filmatrip viewer. For language arta/reading, pupils are grouped by ability;
in 1l other subject areas groupings are flexible according to eacH child's
needa and fntereats. Gencyally, the teacher worka with children in one of the ’
room's centers; the aide works with a second group, and the rest work indepen~
dently, alone or in small groups. The frequent shifting of groups and subjectg
complements the shiftipg of the language of instruction, as the teacher conducts
a lesson with one group in Spanish, and theyr progress to an independent, activity
in either language, and then perhaps ro an English lessen with the aide in
another center. ’ )

- &
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- Facilities--The program can operate in a regular classrooa; the only
=odification required is the rearrangenenc.of furniture to create the different
centera.

Parental involvement--Over the years, s very active Parent Advisory
Coxnittee haa taken the responsihfiity of organlzing parents for a variety
. of activities in aupport of the program. Parents have viaited the legislature
. . to convey their approval of the program, have accompanied children on field , .
trips into the comnunity or the nearby pueblos, and have volunteered their help
for specisl occasions in the classroonm, displaying crafts and customs, and pre-
paring foold. On one such occasion, parents.brought varioua types of traditional
Lenten foods during Lent, and they, their children, and the teachers gathered
in the gymmasium to share the meal.

The Parent Advisory Committee also coordinated special public eveats to
acquaint the comzunity with the program. One of these was a series of meetings
in which a panel of experts discussed bilingual education, members of the
Bilingual Program staff talked about Santa Fe's program, and demonstrations were
presefited by children and teachers. Another event was a citywide bilingual pro-
|ran commenorating Cinco de Mayo, in which children from the progran presented
' traditional dances and celebrations on a Sunday afternoon.

Preservice/ingervice training--Teachers have had an important role in
developing and refining the program. They have written behavioral objectives
-~ each year as succeasive grades were added, and have revised these in subse-
quent years. Beginning with the second year of operation, when grides one
and two were included in ®he program, inservice training for teachers and
aides was offered through universitigs in the area. The district contracted
with the University of New Mexico in 1971 and with New Mexico Highlands Univer-
sity in 1972-75 for the proviZion of inservice training courses for which aca-
denic credit would be given. The courses were carried on throughout the school
year, and included such topics as‘development of behavioral objectives, assess- -
ment of entry levels, specific teaching techniques in the skills and concepts
- areas, using Spanish in teaching, materials development in Spanish, Spanish
< " culture in the Southwest, and a seminar and practicum in bilingual education
[ fotusing on components of the Santa Fe program.

Cost~-During Year.l the program expended $58,598 and served 77 child-
- ren-{in three first-grade classrooms; during Year 4 total program cost was .
i $130,896 for 419 children, 19 classrooms, grades 1l-4. These 19 classrooms :
include one class at each grade level in each of the three "pilot" schools
. where the program was first installed under Title VII; these are the classes
included in the evaluation. In addition, parent requests prompted the hori-
zontal expansion of the program into 7 more first- and second-grade classrooms
¢ in 5 other schools. Here, as in the pilot schools, the program adds a grade
. . each year. Start-up costs for each new clagsroom were primarily for ‘materials
and equipment and the aide's salary. Continuing costs have included the salaries
of aides and ‘of the program administrative staff, inservice training, evaluation,
and general’support services. Because the expenses of the program administrative
LT staff have remained relatively constant as the number of children served has in-
creased, and because much of the equipment lasts for more than 4 years, the pro~
. gram’s per-pupil cost has decreased from $761.in Year 1 to $312 in 1973-74.
Thia is in addition to the regular district per-pupil cost of $803 for 1973-74.
* - ,

;

b

o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" ERIC ... - C . _ o

. “ -




In 1973-74, funds were allocated as follows: Title VII funds covered the
third- and fourth-grade clagsrooms in the pilor schools. Grades 1 and 2 in
both pilot and expansion schools wé're covered by state bilingual education
funds. DOring’the coming year, the Santa Fe Public Schools plan to pick up
part of the progtam cost as its expansion continues, an estimated $18,000 to
pay for aides.

’
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EVIDENCE OF EFPECTIVENESS:

. This was done by Dr. Charles F. Leyba of California State

. ) University, Los Angeles, and submitted for the academic years 1972-73 and 1973~

74.
Ulibarri.
analyses.
1-4, for bilingual groups and their control groups at each level.
repott consists of the data for each and every pupil on every test given, with
statistical summaries. .

v

The earliest reporgs for 1970-71 and 1971-72 were done by Dr. Mari-Luci

The most recent report is the most comprehensive in terms of data and

It i8 a substantial effort covering the year's performances by grades

The bulk of the .

Of these summaries, results of criterion-reférenced testing are fully

reported for both English and Span?sh, mainly in the form of proportiong or
. °— ——percentages, with some interesting comment by the evaluator.

He also reported
on the results of standardized tests using more refined statistics; these cover.

only pages 7-12 but, supplemented by a little additional analysis by AIR, are
the most revealing of the effect of the program.

v

It should be noted that the earliest report by Dr. Mari-Luci Ulibarri threw

l1ight both on deficiencies in .experimental design, and on shortcomings of the

program; {n both areas her report appears to have had the atteation of the school
district organizers with good results in the next year.
- comments on the use of covariance analysis for adjustments of differences in

In particular, her

control and experimental groups, and on the need for random selection of assign-

pment, are models.

While random assignment to control an

bilingual groups was.

. not done, the sample used for control was randomly selected from all pupils not

. - placed in the bilingual group; this yielded some imprnvement for the compariscns

which followed, which were in the pain, for each grade level, of performances by .
s {  control and bilingual groups on each subtest of the Metropolitan Achievement

Tests separately, for Total Reading and, Total Mathematics, and for attainment 1%1

of objectives in English and Spanish.

achool) were drawn for each of’theae 3radec from all studentl not placed in bilingual
groups..

was not random.
RrOup,:, P, and to have them trsnsferred at later stages.
- have caoused biases though we made one attempt to check on this, as will be seen

v

Sampling. Three schools were involved.

hY

In each, for each of grades 1-4
, (New Mexico does not have kindergarten), all students in the ‘bilingual {i.e.,
- © treatment) groups were used, while randon ssmples of about 24 (stratified by

0

It shquld be noted that division fnto bilingual and non-bilingual 3roupl N -
Parents could elect to have their children placed in either .
This process is likely to

later. One hypotheais we were not able to test was that perhaps at this stage R

parents whose children were already falrly fluent in English wanted their child-

ren to_learn more Spanish, while those whose children had difficulty with English

. . preferred to concentrate on it.

,While thia hypoeﬁesis did not seem to hold in - _
the earliest stages of the prpgram, a recent phenomena, superiorlty in English N
- from the beginming of schooling, is difficult to-account for without it. In

the control group for each of the grades between 21 and “25 students were initially
placed;, with attrition losses generally of four or leéss; grade 3 lost 5 out of 25. -

ERIC © - -
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Each of the bilingual groups started with 65 or more, with a maximum attrition,
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not gpnpleté all tests.

¢

in grade 1, of 18%; in grade 4 only 7 out of 68 did

The table below gives fuller detatl. v : .
‘ . .
. TABLE } . 3 )
s , )
~ * Samples Used in 1973-1974 | '
_ . T
. Bflingual . Control- .
Grade Initial Used Inizial Used . '
‘ c1 - 65" 53 “24 2% -
* . ‘ . 3
2 ) 66 58 : 21 18 -
% 3 T2 62 25 20 . :
& .68 51 23 22
* R v Lt )
TOTALS 271 234 - 93 84
PR ’ LY
N\ .
lLosses were the result of incomplete data on either pretest or posttest, or .,
both. . . . ’
. * 7/ .
Measures. The Het;obolit;n Achievenent Test forms F and H, appropriate :
levels, yeed for pre- and.ppstteach* cr{terion-referenced measures for i
Spanish and h sre also tepbrtéq nqﬁthﬁ.fo:m of "numbers of items correct ¢
on each test,” &ll ests for the'MAT}are‘reported separstely, so that per~
formance in mathematics cen™also be/evalua:ed. . R
. ~ . . . X
In addition, scores:on the Otis-Lannon Mental Ability Test ‘are avajgable. v
This test was applied to each_pypil at entry to school. - D .
. ’ . / ) .
. Comparison procedures. Form F- of the MAT was g{ven as pretest to each of R
_ the subgroups during the fall (September) and form H was applied as posttest . - .
‘{n spring of the following year (May). Thus, comparisons possible for each gradé . N
separately are raw score means with standard deviations only: <, N '
L] Bilingual group with control group oh pretest scores .. " ) ’
e Bilingual group with control gloup on posttest scores ¢
e %ilingual group with control group on gains * - - &
o , o Por each group, gain from prekest to pogttast ’ 4
- . N H *
The criterion-referenced tests also yield comparisons of bilingusl with control” , i .
oups for each grade and on both pre- snd posttests. These results are given ’
as "percentages for each school and for bath lariguages. ) ...
* ' 4 - ‘ © % . . ’ - ' : ‘
With the lowar overall ‘performance it was found to bé balter to extend the: ..
use of each test level by half & year althe posttest in order to avoid ‘
floor effect. . o, . , ! *
. : ‘). ,
- = . . .
. 7 . N ‘ [ . \."
. . p-3¢ ; U 4 .
- . LY
* . - ! x .~ 2
. . ' )
. [ M " 0
¢ . , B v
- 3
. / h . R .
- M . ) - .~
- » 5
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(since ve discount the valpe of suck’ dmtntioé) to calculate ‘the signifi-
cance of differences of posttests. Caly the Total Math posttests differed .
_ stgnificaatly {P.< 0.13); but of the 16 test differesces, cauly five yere signi- . .
ficant ‘st the 5X level or better, and odly oue wis negative. Thus the bilingual )
groups are st the least holding their owa or better, while of course getting ..
instructfon in Spanish in addition. The supsriority of the bilingual group gver T
the 4ontrol at the pretests from grade 2 onvards could be the effect of treat- » ] .
zent received up-2o that time. : — - - - r . -
k] " -

- »
P——— . -

_ Attentiocn is drava tp the Total Reading perforzances of the two grade 1 .
¢ .groups where for both pre- and posttést the bilingual group had s{gnificantly

higher means. For the pretest, at least, this is noteworthy since!there is no
earlier trpatsent to account for the superiority (Few ¥exito has-xo kindergarten}.

We vire provided vith.Otis-Lennon cental sges fg,:.l,} chiidresd in the two groups ~

by Mr..Romero, and found these suzsary statistics: o .

Bilingual group - géatrol group

7 . .

Means (Monthg) - - " 73.56 s 72.96 . . -
'+ . spandard Devistions - 10.68 . R W'

Sazplé Slze T sz’ o - 2 . , -
. '(¥ote: One pupil ia the bilingual ‘group Bad no test result here)

-

- . . ;
M The difference of 0.6 months in favor of the bilingual group is in the

: right direction, but quite insignificant and surely not large enough to account

" for the differences in Total Reading, which sre of, the order of a half standard .

devistion. This seess to point to wome bias in.the bilingual group; indeed 1t - -

seezs reasonsble for psrents whose children are already fairly fluent in English

to,seek the sddition of Spanish instruction, and for thoss vhose children need it,

:{ ‘prefer additional sttention to ‘their English., .If this hypothesis could be

- “sustgined, it 1s in any case a recent development; in the first two years of the

>-‘progran, ‘the control grpuplw;a considérahly superior to the bilingual group. . s

-

-

The results c';gtbé criterion-referenced tests will not be given in detail
here. 1In the evaluation report, data is given in the férm of percentage passing a
test. Results are given for each of 12 to 17 tests, both.as pretests and posttests,
for bilingual and control groups for each grade, in each of ‘the three schools, in .
each of-the two languages. Results varied -from 0 percent to 100 percent in aloost
every subdivision, making suzmary difficult. However, in Table 4 we have tha
averages of percentages passing the 12 to 17 tests in each subgroup..” It is not - °
possible to condense the :able'furtber. . o J -

- .

- < '
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B . .(since ve dnco{mt the valpe of sucl de::onstniiot}) to ' calculate the signifi-

-cance of differences of posttests.

Only the Total Math posttests differed

significantly (P.< 0.13); but of the 16 test differeaces,

oaly five were signi- .. .

ficant at the 5% level or better, and’oaly one vis negative.

Thus the bilingual

groups are at the least holding their own or better, while of course getting -

instructfion in Spanish in sddition.

ment received up- 2o that time. —
> . .

- _ Atteatioca is drawa tp the Total Reading perforzances of the two grade 1 ,
« .groups where for both pre- and posttést the bilingual

higher neans,
esrlier trpatsent to accouat for the superiority (Few
We wbre provided vith-Otis-Lennon mental sges fo

by Mr. .Ropero, and found these su=maxy gtatistics:

Bil 0,

The qupnriorfty of the bilingual group gver ° ’
the &ontrol at the pretescs from-grade 2 onvards cduld be the effect of trest- «»

group had sigrificantly -

For the pretest, at least, this is noteworthy singe’<there is no

Mexito has'xio kindergarten).
chiidrep in the two groups

Coatrol group

Meang {(Moaths)

g S/;andaxd Deviations

-

73.56
10.68 .

72.96 - - ;
©8.42

Sazple Size 52 ' 24 . . -

P 7 » - T, .
. (Note: Ome plupil in the bilingual 'group had no test result here)

T The difference of 0.6 mo.nths in favor of the bilingusl group is in the
. right direction, but quite insignificant and surely not large enough to account
. ) A for the differences i{n Total Reading, which are of, the order of a half standard

devistion.

This seems to point to woze bias in the bilingual group; indeed it

) seezs rcasonable for parents whose children are already

fairly fluent in English

o . to,seek the addition of Spanish instruction, and for those whose children need it,
) t{prefer additional attention to their English, .If this hypothesis could be
. _ “sustsined, it is in any case & recent development; in the first two years of the
. ~-‘prograas, ‘the control srouplwla considérahly superior to the bilingual group. . s
The results é’ffthé criterion-referenced tests will not be given in detail
5y  here. In the evaluation Teport, data is given in the forn of percentage passing a
test. Results are given for each of 12 to 17 tests, both.as pretests and posttests,

E

Q

RIC

PAruitext provided oy enic [

for biling

val and control groups for each grade, in each of the three schools, in

each of-the two languages.

Results varied -from O percent to 100 percent in almost

every subdivision, making suzmary difficule.

However, in Table 4 we have the ”

averages of percentages passing the 12 to 17 tests in each subgroup.” It is nmot - ° .
possible to condense the table further. - o7 - ,
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TABLE »

N

~

\ - . . .

Averages of Total Psrcent Correct in Criterion Tests, Pre and Post, in English and .

Spanish Versions for Each Grade in Each.of the Schools Participating in 1973~74, L

for Qonztol and Bilingua} Groups Separately (Derived fzo::_ 1973~74 Evaluation Reyott)

. g - - 7 13
- . . GB.AD%. : .
One’ Two _Three Four .

* English Version Pre ZPost Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post. .
. Alvord - - . .

» Control Group 55 76 30, 61 31 &7 46 58

B4lingual Group 65 81/ 43 87 32 90 74 81’

. - "¢ F

Larragoite , .
Control Group , 71 89 38 | 43 20 35 - 55 63
841{ngusl Group 81 37 48 75 3/ 90 57 73 .

[4 . %
. . . ~ _ .

Agua Fria . . . ‘ .
Control Group - 73 90. . 48 69. 24 36 &9 56

., 3{lingual Group 71 84 52 85 31 50 49 63
¥ : . - s
".’-i\ . . -

Spanish Version ‘. . B

Alvord "‘7 v s
Coatrol Graup® 37 54 18 41 , 10 18 38 7 26
Bilingual Group 42 el 36’ 89 16 71 63 80. L -

Larragoite . . * o,
Control Group 41 52 26 28 7° 2 19 22
B{lingual Group 46 63 T35 65 22 93 30 5%

Agua Fria- . " . . .
Conttol Growp 31 47 30 W & 17 13 15 e
Bilingual Group 4Q 82 “ .85 23, 4l 25 .38 i >

. * . - ~
» ' . . . N
- * , s [ s
» . M .
¢ ‘
‘ ¢
~ ) , ) »
' . p-23 . .
. . . ) r
& - . . \
, - ’
. k4 . »




_ In the first colu=n in Table & are the sverages Jf the percentages of
- - - studeats passing the 12 criterfon pretests in €ach group “in each school in grade 1.
. It should be noted that oance again the-biiingual group has betfer results thap.the ., . -

control group in every cage but one. As this cccurs before treatment, it would
seen that the bilingual. group is more select than’ che control group.g\This bias *
szay be present in later’grades,. although differences between groups apjear to .
facrease at the posttest in Eoglish. At least r.be bilingual group ap én to suffer - .
ao hmdicnp {mr-Eaglish. In the Spanish versions' the bili.ngual groups geéaerally -
do auch better than the con:rol groups. - .

“ N ® » <. s
i . In Table 5 below we give the posttest grade equivaleats for grades 2, 3, agd 4 for -
* each of the two groups. . - : . .

. y o -
. . F A ,
T . -TABLE 5 -

4 . Gra.des.—';quivalents of Heans of Posttest O&etropoliian Achievement Tests)

' P P =

' . .

. Toral English Reading "Total Mathematica | .
. — i o === -
Grade Placement Bilingual Control Bilingusl Control . . )

.
1.s - (61) (46) (59) 41 N
2.8 - ©2.33 T 7 2.25  2.66 . 2.0

. ) 3.8 . 2.96 2.95 3.4, . 2.74

" %.8 . 3.92 sz 3.95 ' 3.87 ’ -

% Grade equivalents are not évéilab}..e fér grade 1; pert.:entile ranks are gix.ren /.
It e . instead. ”Table derived from 1973-1974 Evaluation Report. . . > A

» . . ;
. o ! . . - ~ - /

* We can draw thkse conclusions from the last three tables and the reports
on the criterion-referenced tests: -, 7 . M

- ¢ Both groupa are -losing rround each year——a coa::on finding. N i _
¢ The bilingual group is ahesd of thl control group at the ou:utﬁ .
p for every:grade for both Total Reading and’Total Mathematic . /
/
. -
i . The bilingual group incl'eases {ts lead in Spanish every year. N 7/ |
Y N . e If anything, the. superiority of - :he bilingeal group is even mre. /
! * ~ prondunced for mathematics than 4t is for reading. . 1 s
’ * . . - " ~ A P

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




.

' Comments. We shouid have liked tp have included longitudinal studies since
the prograz has been in existence since 1970, so that the first grade 1 pupils
are pov in grade &, but it wpuld have involved us in furtPer manipulation of data
. vith not enough tize. ' :

. * Upon visiting the classes (and we visited every class in all three schools),
. the satisfactory cocparisons rade occasfoned no surprise. All three schools set
high standards of cleshlinese, orderliness, snd of energetic and purposeful per-
forrance by all principals and teachers. All classes fro= which the control
. sazplfs were dfawn wvére exazples of traditional teaching at its best, with never
more than about 25 pupils per teacher, and with 8 good-deal of. evidence of both
training and effort on the part of the teachers; but the bilingual groups bad in
addition an aide in every classroom and all the modern ancillaries of language
casters, projectoxs and overhead projectors, tspe recorders, etc., It would have
been s surprising wnd interesting phenozenogy {f these things made no difference.
P - An¢ on The other hand, knowing that the bilingtsl group had Spanish as en addi-
\ tional course of study, it would have been suspicious if the differences wvere
larger than they were; that this did not happen is almost certainiy due to the
careful experizental design, which excluded many squ¥ces of bias.
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. NOTE: This prograa 15 recozmended for' two zajor resscns. First,
the evaluation ourcomes show that most objectives afe being et - v
or suypissed. Second, the evalutttea duiga is exezplary and -
: cable. Sce pages 8 :hrcmgh 18, . . )
- Y -2 - -
PROGRAN AREA: '
. Biliaguai Education (Spani.shlsngliah) - - : . ’
. PROJECT TITLE: .. - J ' ~ .
Let's Be Anigos ) ' . ’
LOCATION: | ’ ) -
' Ph'ilndelphu, Pennsylvania ’ : . ¢ ‘
SOURCE- ARD LEVEL OF FUNDING: -
Lo * - The following figures are for the fifth year of operation.
’ Title VII Punds - . $695,066 :
Other Federal Funds . 245,009
Local Funds i - 705,000 [
Total Year 5 Funds. - $1,645,066 ° * -
ot . . . . A e
PROGRAX START DATE: N .
Tl1969 , - ) ot L e
‘ Bamr Dzscaxmcm oF Pmn-:cr T : - PO :
- .
T, - -Goals and Objectives The Let” 8 :Be Anigos mgran-is deaigned to - )
'\ ¥ - . i ~ * . i -
. S ° increase sr.ude#a first and second language coz::petencies, . .
) . . ® provide for conceptual development it% the students' mother - .
4 tongue, '
- 1 s ® increage stydents' gelf~esteed,
R R ‘. ® locate and/or develop curriculum caterials relevant to the
- i - . needs of Philadelphia's [Puerto Rican students, .
- ) . - ® identify and develop 5he talénts of Spanish speaking community «
. , nexbersg, and - o .
) - . - ® - gystematically monitor and improve upon previous progtm . . -
I - . sctivities. ! . .
, e ~ - . .
Céntext. Progran students attend four high schools, two junior high ,
Lo schools, an _and five el tary schodls located in the inner area of a port .
. ./~ of entry "city. Of the 3,830 Spanish language doginant students (zainly R
.. Puerto Rican) and the 1, 000 _English limguage donitunt students served by | - ! .
- the progran in 1974, 1001 came from families with’an average snnual income . :!
. under $4,000. Progrm schools are characterized by over-crowding, high ) .
nbunzeeim, and & 40% turnover in atudept body eath year. " ..
. . D'27 Y ¢, T o . o '3:
' 1. .
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~ Progras Descriprifn ) : "
The Let's Be Anigos Progranm consists of three educational coo-
ponents: Model A, Model B, and Arriba. These components are distin- .
guished by the ?Opulations they serve, by their staffing patterns for
instructional and sufiport personnel, and by tbe time they devote to _—
each language. On the other hand, all three cocponents ‘have similar -

. curriculun philosophies, parent-cocczunity involvement, inservice- - .

preservice training, #nd progra= oonitoring. ﬁ\ the retainder of this
TOgraz déicrip:ion, the &spects which distinguish the three coapon-

ents are described,for Model A,-Hodel B, and Arriba in turn. Then

sinilarities snong the three components are su==arized under the head- s

ings Curriculun and Xatertals, Inservice-?reaervice Training, Parent-

Co—munity Involvezent, and Prggram Monitoring.

— .

HODEL A .

Grade levels, years of operation, size ~- Model A begpu in 1969
in the newly constructed Potter-Thocas dezonstration school for bilingual
education. During the 1973-74 school year, all 760 Spanish-doninant
students and 640 English~dominant stnahn:s in grades pre-X thraugh 4 at .
the schoel were served. (One of tke kindergarten classes is an all-day
kindergar:eg for more advanced students.) - - T

o -

Staffing (ianstructional and support) -+ In Model A a bilingual,
Spanish-doninant teacher and a bilingual, Epglish-doainant teacher ,
work together .to provide instruction for 70 students who are working
at the sane ®rade devel.s The Spanish-douinant teacher teaches onl¥
in Spanish and is the hoberoen teacher for the Spanish-dominant students. .
The Englishzdoninant teacher teacbes .only in English ¥nd is the home- ~
roos teacher. for the ‘English-dominant students. ’ Students usually
stay with their homeroot” class when receiving instructfon ip language A
arts, reading,-social studies, -and mathematits. If certain students
seen ready to read 'in a second language before athers in their class, g ‘
they pay jéin moresadvanced clasges durdng the lenguage arts period. *
Students froxz the English-doninant and the Spanish-dozinant homeroous
oeet together weekly «for such =snipulative acti¥¢ities as science —
experinénts, art projects, dancing, and singing.

Non-teaching support personnod at the Potter-Thomas deuons:ration R B —
school” include two readidg specigfiists, one mathematics specialist, &
a bilingual 1ibrarian, a media specialist, and a program coordinator. .
:]e suBject-fatter specislists plan demonstration lessons, order new
tertals, help place sﬂﬁden:s in the proper <lasses, and supervise
program teachers.. The program coordinator also serves as ‘liaigpn between.
the bilingual progran stejf and the school principal who is not bilingual.

Time involved -- In general, pre-kinderga:;en and kindergarten
students In Model A receive-a half-hour of instruction daily in their .
second language. Sgpudents in the all-day kindergarten c<liss, grade 1, T
and grade 2 receive 1 hour of 1nstruction per day in their second language. -

S . ’ . .
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Spaniah-doainant students in grade 3 receive 2—112 hourst 6f their .

idsttuction 4n each lenguage, while English-deminant third grade
students,receive 1-1/4 hours of instruttion 1n Splaish and 3-3/4
houra of imstruction in English

According to thefr linguistic abilicy, atudents oey receive special
help from two "Engliah as a Second Language" teachers, one “Spanish‘as
a Second Langunge teacher, and“two Spanish reading teachers. One full~
tine aide and oné part-tizme afide are also available to help each tean
of teachgers provide more individualized instruction. -

Y ) ' {

et
’

- MODEL B '

Grade levels, years of;gpegstiOn, gize —— Nodel B began in 1970
as & reprication of Model A in other schools. During the 1973-74
schocl year, Hodel B served ISQESpanish-doninant and 80 English-
dominang ‘students in grades 1 through 6 at Ludlow, Elementaty School,
as well ‘as 100 Spaniah-doainant- and 50 English-=ddminant students in
grades 1 througi 3 at Miller Elementary School. Students, pareats, or
school officials =ust request that a ;tudent participate in the Model B
progsam, aa there 1s only one Model B class per grade level at each
school. 7 . -

”

’

Staffing ({nstructional and support) ~- Teachera in the Model B
progran are bilingual Spanish-dominant, or bilingual English-doainant.
There are no paidés, no Spanish reading teachers, and no bilingual pro-
gran, non-teaching support personnel at the Model B schools. However,
Model B teachers may go to Potter-Thomas School to conault with support
pérsennel as needed.

Time involved -- Each day Hodel B teachers are assisted for 45

' ginutes by an English as a Second Language teacher and for another

43 ninutes by a Spanish as a Segond Language te3cher. These two periods
re uged to provide instruction and study in English as a Second Language

and” Spanish as a Second Language, rgapectively. During the rest of the
day, Hodel B teachers try to devote equal ‘time to-instruction im both
languages in social stypdies, mathenatica, gciences, and supplementary
activities. . .

- ARRIBA

Grade levels, yedrs of operation, size -- Arriba-began in 1969
and was designed’ to serve newly immigrated students who speak vi 1y
n6 Ehglish, as well as Engdish speakers interested in Puerto Rican
history and culture. During the 1973-74 school &ear, Arriba gerved
1,050 students in grades 4 through 12 at three elementary aschools,
two junior high schools, and four senior high schools. School counselors,
psrents, and te chers rébommended these students for placenent in the
" Arriba program.

» -
* -
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Staffing -- At the elementary level, one bilingual teacher is respon-~
- sible for from 20 to 30 students. If the bilingual teacher is English

dominant, she nay provide 1-1/2 hours of English as a Second Language imstruc-

\ : tion for her students. If the teacher is Spanish-dominant, she may team with
an English-docinant teacher for English as a Sécond Language imstruction. . .
The Arriba teachers do not recejve any -further instructional support or .
sssistance. \ » ’ - :

. A ——

- * ...

. . Time involved ~- At the elezentary level, 15 to 20 Arriba students
’ are placed in ungraded classrooms with two bilingual teachers...Each o e
" day, the English-dominant cember of the bilingual teaching team : . ~
°provides 1-1/2 hours of English as & Second Language instruction for. - . - — -
these students. Al% other ciassroop activities are in Spanish.

. In the junior high and high school Arriba prograzs, students also

receive 1-1/2 hours of English instruction a day. Students also may ,

choose to study social stuiies, Spanish language arts, cocmercial .

subjécts, mathematics, science, and music classes conducted entirely
- in Spanish. Couzse content for these classes is planned to parallel *
) the regular school program, and Arriba students join non~Spahigh-

dominant students in physical education; music, art, health, and

N black history classes. . .- ) .. : -

Curriculuz and Hbterials: L , N

- . L 4
- A full-time curriculun coordinator,*four full-time teachers on R A
special assigmuent, and 22 teachers working part time as curricplué :
developers consult with administrators and teachers to determine what . 8
materials should be adopted, adapted, or developed to-serve Model A, R
: . Model B, and Arriba students. = . . «
7 - v N - -
! - Cozmercial materials adopted by the-program include Laidlaw and .
- N Lippincott basal reading“series, Schneider's science series, Finocchiaro
and Lado's English as a Second Lanfuage materials, Addison-Wesley's .
Mathenatica {n Spsnish, and numerous audiovisual aids. " ¢
- X k i -y .
Adopted matsrials:include translation into Spanish of locally . o,
- devéloped social studies units, the development of an audiv-lingual ’ - . .
approsch to beginning oral Spanish, and phonics instruction to accom~ . . 3

: psny the Laidlaw reading’ geries. . - - .

Materials developed ‘to fit local program specifications incluae'
2 series of short stories written to reinforce the learning of con-
\J sonants, ‘and flash cards to<teach vocabulary and usage. - . . .
K In general, language learning materials used by the Let's Be
} Amigos program stress the use of the audio-lingBal method (frequent
‘ repetition, pattern response drills, memorization of dialogs, and
- transiation only when necegsary). Materials also tend to be action- . .
: oriented and include suggestions for songs, dances, and art projects. .
- Audiqvisual materials including film strips, flash cards, and cassette ;
’ players. are a}so recormended by the curriculum development staff. . )
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Inservice-Preservice Training
Preservice and inservice training’foi the Let's Be Amigos .

progran is conducted by program supervisors, professors from Templd
University, outside consultants, the program director, and program’
teachers. Twice a year, two series of gtaff development meetings are
offered to all bilingual program staff members. To encourage attendance,

participants are paid. ‘A-series might be devoted to ‘such areas_as English

as a Second Language,®Spanish'as a Second Language, science, mathematics,
or classroom management. Occasional meetings for all district personnel
are scheduled to acquaint school system staff with the bilingual program
and with the history and gulfure of the Puerto Rican. A typical.meeting
might feature a speech by the President of the University of Puerto’Rico,
videotapes of $1lingual classroom sessions, or a locally developed film
on Puérto, Rican history and culture. T ' Ti
.

A ' -

-~ - .
4 Each teacher in the bilingual program is observed on an average of
once a week by her bilingual program supervisor, four times a year by her
principal, and intermittantly by ‘research staff memberg and school-based

reading and mathematics specialists. After each of these visits the

3

observer and the teacher meet to discuss methods, materials, and classroom

management techpiques. /

Native Spanish speakers who have completed 60* semester hours of
college, who have taught in other countries, or who -have participated
actively in community ‘affairs may apply to attend eight-week’ summer

? inst{tutes co-sponsored by the bilingual program and Temple Univexsity.

The Pennsylvania State Department of Education issues igtern. teaching
certificates to participants who successfully complete the institute.
These participants ‘thern atterd summer and evening clasges to fulfill

requirements for & regular teaching credentdal.

¢

Parent-Community Involvement .

Each 'week the Coordinator of Special Projects and a teacher on

- special assignment meet with a different group of from four to six

parents. Meetings are held at one of the parent's homes. At these
meetings, the Coordinator of Special Projects or tbe teacher on special
assignment explains the bilingual program's goals, answers parents' ques-~

-

-, tions regarding bilingual education, ,and encourages parents to attend
monthly Advisory Committee meetings. Parents are allowed to bring their .

children to Advisory Committee-meetings, and local enteg}ainment follows -

most of these meetings.
- 4
The Coordinator of Special Projects and the teacher on special
assignmegt also serve as liaisons and interpretérs when parents wish
to speak with principals. 1Ig one inatance’, the result of such a ‘meet~

>

- ing was to obtain a bilingual parent. to lead the home-school association.

To keep the community informed about’ thé program, the Cooxdinator of
Special Projects produces a weekly radio ghow entitled ‘Let's Be Amigos."
The program format features student talent, falks with éagents and local
¢itizens, and is geared to community ‘interests. Although it doés

- ‘
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. not focus on program publicity, the exposure given to the Coordinator . - o
N = — - enhances her-effectivaness_as & program leader.
. . A S T Tt e o
. - - - . Program Monitoring - ' 4 B e e
c ' .
Each summer the head -of the research diviaion discuaaes results . b Yy
of the previous year's evaluation with bilingual project staff members. s . .
He then helpa the ataff members ﬁ;ite»revised, meagurable program : :
- . objectives for the coming year. The head of the regearch department
< < and his two asaiatanta.then supervise program impleatntation on &
- -rotating basia. They visit the bilingual program schools on an
) average of twice & week to supervise resting, to test individual ~ R
. . students, and to-see that-strategies in use match strategies stated -
- infthe proposal. .~ c .
. P o I . ) .
© On an-average of once a week, four bilingual program supervisors visit -
* program teachers for whom they are resgpnsible. During these visits,
the supervigors check Eeacherq' lesson plans, -observe teachers in actionm,
and discuss mutual concerns, * .
™ Reading specialists, mathematics gpecialists, and on-site coordinators
) visit bilingual teachers' classrooms as needed. In addition, the school -
* district requires that each school principal observe all of his teachers o e
. in action at ieast twice a year. 5 Es
o o
Bﬁdgets and enrollments for the first five years of pfogram operaEion i i y
) were as follows: . ; s .
f ’ . Total Budget (inc. Tisle VII Total N
Title VII other federal funds - Per-Pupil Per-Pupil \\ .
Year. . Enrollment ~ Budget and local funds) Costs Costs . :
el 1 - . :' ; N
1969-70 1,000 $197,927 $313,927 -$197.93 $313.93 %
Year 2 ] ‘ - o
‘ ‘ 1970-71 1,346 $438,092 $940,227, $325,48 $698.53 \
” I- - v N
Year 3 . . : ’ N
1971-72 1,813 - $518,413 © $1,065,348 $285.94 $587.61
Year 4 . * ’ , . . .
197273 2,705 $527,013 ° $1,269,276 $194.83 -+ $469.23 ..
’ 7
Year 5 o ’J/r’A 8 .
. 1973-74 2,830 $695,066. $1.645.06§ $245.61 $581.30
* Includes the Regional Curriculum Adaptation Center, budget. ¢
S o -
/,‘ ’ ~ -~
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As can i:e-' se?n’iq; ﬁhe vae_{yeAr t,at;le v 'total monies allo;.;ated to the program 4 . - ot
have 1ncr'eased,so\eadilx;' There are several reasons for the steady increase: ° ‘¢ < T
The 'idcreased per-pupil cost in Year 2 reflects- t't;e ‘expa.nsion i Y o -
s of “the Agrriba component into two more high schools and the’, - '

implementation of Model B. . em s -

.« . - kS

* Teacheig_ a'al/ari_es rose ‘in Year 3 due to a retroactive pay .
~ __increase totalling $40,000 for project teschers.. . L I L

Adaptatipn Center increased project &osts beginning in - -

. * Implementation and maintenance of a {e\gdonal Curriculum

Year 4..° . . . "
A strike e‘gr'ly An the program’'s fifih year of operation .
brought teachers another pay increase.- B C e
’ 2 " - > " "
: * As a refult ‘of the strike also, class size was limited to
? a maximum em‘:gllment of 35 students per class; it therefore
. required more\teachers to cover the additional classes -
* ., which were crested to maintain the maximum enrollment ceiling. f
The program's reliance on federal funds, other than Title VII incrsased
£oom $33,000 in Yesr 1 to $245,000 in Year 5. Local support for the program ~ -
incressed from $83,000 in Yesr 1 to $705,000 in Year S--nearly half of the ° ;
total progrsm cost. Beginning in Year 4, the local school(diatrict paid
the salaries of all Model A teachers and -the majority of Model B teachers.
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EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS . .
’ s .

. , Introduction. Evaluators in the Philadelphia 8ilingual 2;05%3: expha~-
s1zeformative evaluation. The ‘progras is evolving and progra= changes have
been/and are being made on the basis of the continuous feedback provided by
the evaluation. For-exazple, because of the 1973-74 evaluation,™Increased
ezphasis 1s now being placéd on’English gsins by Spanish-dominant studeagg.

. /.
The progra=:is wérthy of consideration as an exempliry sne for two sajor
Teasons. Pirst, evaluation resulcs have been favoreble to the progran vhen
assessuent h'u"bu'm based on coaparisons betweéen progran and nonprogram
students. Most prograz objectives have-bsen met or surpassed, ’

Secdnd, the prograz evaluation dea.:‘l.gn is replicsble and-has utilicy for

'izproving process. evaluation in other bilingual educatiod programg, It should

also be noted that Philadelphia is one of the few bilingugl edutation projects
reviewed by AIR that has classified all tested students oa the basis of their

language dominapce, and has reported results in First and second language per- '

formance. Such a_basic cencept in evalumting bilingual educaticn projeétst
has besn frequently overlooked. e
oo, .- . . 7

.Evaluator.. The evaluation was conducted by Dr. Robert Offenberg and his
q;gff.- Dr. Offenberg iy a research associate with the PHiladelplria School
Dgz;rict and is assigned as a full-time evaluator for the bilingual project.

. ~ " . »
“

Evaluation year. 1973-74. «

N
f -~

‘Asgggts addressed. The evidence of effecgiveness sUTATY addreqpes the
following aspects of the prograa evaluation: - .

‘3 Y

ot b
* Language gevelopnenc--Spanish ¥other Tongue ' ﬁ?:
vy - : English Mother Tongue
¢ - - English as a Second Language . ‘ -
. - Spanish as a Second Language .
' » Self-concept ' < . ' *

N .

.
s Drop-out rate -

-
“

» Principalg’+and parents’ perceptipns

-t : Langugge Development

.

FYY
P

Spanish Mother Tongue . .. ) . 4
‘._\ . ."" . {
(] .
-Sanpling.’ Spaﬁlsh-dominqnt students in.fodels & and B, and elementary
and junior high school students of the Arriba component in grades & through 8

were tested on Spanish instrumehts. Scores for all students who, were present ~

at the time of the testing,and who completed all subtests are eported. - Some
subtests were administered on different days, and, therefore some students may

have been present only during part of the testindﬁ Because of the many project-

administered measures as.well-aa digtrict testing, make-ups wére not arranged
for"students absent during the testing periqg

. L~ :

.
‘
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‘ Cozparison. Treatment students are cocpered to a pre-program baseline. :
This baseline vas established in 1968 by testing all Spanish-speaking stedecks
in the Philadelphis schools. erg seen as needing special zctention due to g =
N limited English-speaking abi) . This compariscn is seea &s reasonable be- R
4 cause the saze type of criteria has been dsd for determining participation . -
< in the progran and in the dexveloping curriculum, Gradss 2-through 8 vers'
' - - adainistered the saae Spanish tests used presently by the program. Zhe
’ haseline and treathent groups are cospared to rural Puerte Rican norms, siance
the majority of students entering the prograx are reported as comiag from .

' . rurals Puerto Rican areas. ’
>

.o . y 4
- . -t : Measures and data collection. Students inthe baselipe group and treat-
nent 3roups,‘ tested in May, 1968 and May, 1974 respectively, have been tested
in Spanish on the following measures: .

. " Grades 1-3-——Test de Destrezas Basicag es Lectura R

Grades &-B--———Prueba de Lectura

e Grades 7-8---—Inter-Aerican Series, Level IV
Results. Table 1 shows the results on the Spu'nlsh language tests admini-
stered to Model A, Hodel 3} and Arriba students, as well as baseline group
> ' results vhen these were avkilabid. The following statistical tests were made ..

on the data au::mrized' in Table 1. -

.
s

’ [ 22 N ' .' ’ . ’ ) ' * » 4 )
. . . Grades 2 and 3: ©n the Test de Destrezas Basicas en Lectura admini- - _—_— .
.o stered to pupils in Model A and Médel B in Grades 2 and 3, an analysis of var-. S\
Jlance was calculated that indicated a significant grade effect (Grade 3 higher, . c
%

p =< .001), a significant progran effect (Model A-higher, p = < .G01) amd no
significant interaétion. 7Two planned orthogonal cocparisons were cade: (1) »
pupils in Hodels A and.B in Grade. 2 snowed .a significaptly higher (p = ¢ .001)
mean thad did the baseline group; (2) pupils in Models M 4nd B in Grade'3 showed

¢ a significantly higher (p = < .001) mean than did' the baweline group.
A
. . - . : % . -
&7 Grades 4 and 5: Scores on the Prueba de Lecturs or Model A pupils . .

in Grades'% afid 5 were coumpared with gcores for baseline groups in. an analysis
of varignce. There were significant progran effects (Models A and B pupil neans

higher .than baseline, p = < .601), signifipant grade effects (Grade.3. higher, o .
. - p =-< .002), and no significant interdction. . . . r
6udes.1.«¥gnd 8: . Scores on the S version of the Inter-Anerican i . .
Reading Test for Arriba studentd in, Grades 7 and 8 were compared with pre-progran
‘ baseline pupils in an enalysis of variance summary. Progre effects ‘v-(e‘:e sig- ~ e
nificant (p =%.05, one tailed), indicating Arriba pupils out-performed™the pre-
i . progran baselime group. Grade effeqte were also significant (p =<,01) favor
- . of the Grade 8 students, and no sighificapt interaction was revedied.
\__ i . . s - . . » Y ’
: e ;, “
‘3 - English’Mother Tongue _ ) : P -
. B ~ " o PR
‘ . Saopling. Engﬁsh-—dominanﬁtudents in Model A in Grades K through 5 vho L
I . . . ~ .
. I . » - v 7,
., o T S . + D=35. o ¢ . .
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vere present during the time of the testing and who completed all s;;bcea:a
vere tested. Because of the zany project-adzinistered peasures, as well as
district testing, no make-ups were arraaged for students a.baeﬁ during the

testing period.

%0del A 18 the only one of the chree wodels

stematically

serviag English-donimc uudencs. .

* Comparison.

\

Treatzeat students are co'zpued to a pre~program bueline

Since the measures used sre the saxe zs are used in the district testing, the
baseline group is cocprised of ‘students at Poccer-’hocu School who were at
the given grade level the year before the program wasfcycled upward to that

grade.

Grade equivalents are used for comparison purposes.

Multiple analysis of variance was used to cozpare Model A gupils' scores |

on ecach test battery with pre-progran.bazseline gtudents.

For each test battery,

the’ vector of mean 'subtest scores for Model A pupils is cozpered with the vec-
tor of mean subtest scores for the pre-prograz baseline” group. Also reported
are uniyariate P-tests of group mesn differences for each subteat in esch

bucery

Messures and data collection.

N

Baseline groups and subsequent treatment

groups have been tested in the Spring on the folloving zeasures:

.
H
3

Grade 2

Grade 3-5:

Stanford.Achievenent Test, Primary Battery II,

Iowa Test of Basic Skil

Re'su].ta Table 2 presents x:ea.‘ns and standard d\evuticns for Model A and
baseline ?ﬁpils in Grades 2, 3, 4, and 5 on the¢ Engl language test admfni-
stered. .

TABLE 2 \
1973—7& nguge Development:, English\Mother \Iongue
Stanford Achievement Test Rrimary 11 {Raw Scores)
Word - Paragtaph Word Study
° K. . . Meoniug - Ham&g . Swelling Skills
T SD M SO ¥ Y S8 M . SD
Grade 2 Model A 96 "= 43% 5.8 15.7 8 7.0 6.1,25.5 9.4
Baseline 42 1 328 86 _6. 2.1 - 2.1 16.5 6.3
Iowa Test of Basic Skill&(cude Equivalents) ,
N . Yocabulary Reading Language
. R “M, . SD ¥ sh ¥ SD
Grade 3 Model A . 88 2.6 0.7 2.6 0.9° 2.8 0.7
. Baseline 89  ° 2.3 0.6 2.3 0.6 2.3 0.5
~Grade 4° Model A 56 3.5 BOT-34 ~ 10 35— 10
. Bageline 74 3.4 1.4 3.2 1_._1 3.4 1.0
Grade 5  Model 4 33 5.3 1.3 4.9 1.3 41 1.3
Baseline 56 3.3 1.1 3.4 1.0 3.4 1.0
D-37 .
N 4 .
- \ . .
N I
-
’ s 4 *
112
- rd
P




. - Grade 2: The MANOVA overall test revealed significant mean subtest
*  differences between Model A and baseline pupils on the Stanford Achievesent
- .., Jest Prizary Il (p = < .001). Also, univariate F-tescs for each subtest showved
- " ‘wesn differences favoring the Model A pupils‘for all subtests (p = < .001).

Grades 3, 4, and 5: The FANOVA suatary icdicated ‘significant grade
4 nora effects (p = < .001), significant mesn vector differences favoring the
¥odel A ovéer the baseline groups (p = < .001), and xlso a significant interaction
of Grade X Prograa (p «<.001). In every grade, Model A pupils showed higher
' o gtade equivalents than did baseline pupils on each subtest.  Univariate F-tests .

also indicated significant mean differences favoring program pupils on each sub-
test. (It is.noted that this test of progysm effectiveness is the comparison
of wnans for all-Model A pupils in Grades 3, 4, .and 5 versus the peans of base-
iine pupils in Grades 3, %, and 5.) .

w - -&i‘ »
English as the Second Language.

-~

Sa=pling. Spanish-domfaaat studeats in ¥odels A and B and the Arriba
cozponent in Grades 3, 4, and 5 who were presgeat on the day of the testing
were incIuded in the sazple. . In Model A, students in the regular English as
a Second Language program were included. (Students new to the prograz for
whoz the exphaiis was oral second language development were not tested.) In
Model 3 and Arriba, all.Spanish-dominant students who had “any experience” in
reading English were included. :

Comparison. Spanish-dozinant treatzent students are coapared to the: norms
for English-speaking students. The expéctancy was that Model A and B third -
grade students would perforn two years below grade level--at a grade equiva-
lent of 1.8—and that fourth and fifth grade Model A-and B students would .
grow at a rate of ofie year grade equivalent for each grade ' level (2.8 and
3.8 respectively). Na clear-cut expectancy was set for students in the «
Arriba coxponent since tley were recent inraigranes vho had not had continuous
education in Philadelphia schools. . - .

v

- Meagures. Four subrests of the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Battery .
! - 11 were administered: Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, Spelling and Word Study . *

-  -Skills. ;

Results. Table 3 presents the suzzaries by grade Tevel on the English as
. & Second Languageq component. Results were nixed when coxzpared with expected
perfornance. In third grade, Model A achieved the criterion level and Model B
did not. In fourth grade, Model B achieved.the criterion level and Model A v
did not. In fifth grade, Hodel A did not reasch the criterion isvel and Yodel B
had not Vet been cycled up to the fifth grade level., (It should be pointed out
. L that the fifth grsde group is the "pioneec group" in Model A, with 197374 being
the first yesr thst the project-dperated at that lavel.)
{ .
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, near or above the norms.

Sgnnish as a Second Langugge (SSL)

acpling. All English-dozinant students in Medel i participating in regular
SSL 1nttruction in fourth and fifth grades vere tested. XNew atudents to the
prograz for vhos the ezphasia was oral second language developunt wvere
excluded. All atudents preaent on the days of the .est edginistntion vere
exsained. . |

Messures. Tet: de Destrezas Bagicas en Lectura, designed for fint througb
thitd grade native Spmith-apeaking students.

Cozparison. SSL studenta are co:plred to rural Puerto Rican, thi grede,
end-of-the-year norcs. . - .
Results. Compared to rural Puerto Ricanm,” end-of-ye‘ar, third-grade fores,

English-doninant students at both fourth and fifth grade lévels were performing
The Letter and Word Recognition subtest requires
sore knowledge of phonics than of Spanish language, while the Word Meaning
and Paragraph Meaning subtests do require knowledge of the Spanish langpage.

Table & presents the,oeans, standard deviations, and percentile ranks

on the Test de Destrezas Easicas en Lectura for pupils in grades 4 and §.
rd

. - ) TABLE §

?erfomam,je of English-Do::inan: Fourth- and Fifth- Grade Pupils -
On Spanish Reading Test, Test De Destrezas Basicas En Lecturs

Letter and Vord Mord . Pa:‘agrapb ‘
Itex ~Recognition’ Meaning ¥eaning Coxposite D
¥ X s ° % ¥ s PR N X SO PR K X SD PR
Grade '6-_ . 78 60 5 80 76 1% 6 40 83 13 5. S50 74 87 13 60
Grade 5 32 62 5 90 32 16 7 56 31 16 5 66 30 95 15 70
* Pcn;.en:ile rlnl.t is based on rural norms of Puerto Rico, third grads emd- . “
) of-~the~-year. _ . , ' ’
- ) - }
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SELP-ESTEE
8

7 . ~ x
g - . . -
N g I .
. b - -
- Self ncegt ' -
\ Sg&__& 166 Spanish—doninan‘: studeats were randomly selected from
‘the Hodel A ;nd Artiba co::ponen:s ip fourth through twelfth 3udu. .

@ariacn 3i14ngual treatsent students are cozpared ‘to 100 rmdonly

selected students participaring in the district English as a Second Language e

progfan in schools where'there is no regular bilingul prograz. For analysis
purposes, the students were divided into three g:oups. elenentary (grades 4-6),
ju.nior high school (grades 7-9), and high-school (grades 10-12).

o [Heasure and data collection. .The instruz=ent used was a translation of the .
Coopersnith Self-Esteen @nventory: The instrument was translated by a project

staff oeaber and tield tested and revised the.swzxzer prior to, £te use. It-was
orally administered to szall groups by 2 bilingual ne:ber of the project® mluation
staff, N

-

Results. The anslysis shws that tbere were: statistically significant
differences between thé progracs and betveen the grade levels and a significant
interaction between these two variableg. At the elementary and junior high
school levels, pupil self-esteen is sinflar. Bowever, there is a strong
difference between the two groups at the senior high school level, with the
bilinguel project participants clearly demonstrating a ‘higher level of self-
J4stsex. Results are graphically/inustuted in Figure 1.

40 ) ) - 39.6

-
-

¥ SCORE
e

Bilingual Program

~

~re ESL Progran

- hY

.

%,

-

0’ — T T : -
N meﬁfnza:y ) Junior High ) Senior High vy
: *(GY. 4=6) (6r. 7-9) (6r. 10-12) - ) ,
r _ © . GRADELEVEL N
. 7 . . 'Y
3 : Figure 1. . Comparison of self-tsteen scores of
™ bilingual program and ESL-only groups. .
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‘ , ' Drop-Out Rate ..

Saspling. AlY bilingual progran.students in the Arriba component who were
in the tanth grade in Decenber, 1371 and vho vere classified as Spanish speaking -~ =
in the city-wide pupil directory were included ig the sawple (N-1G4)

: . B .
Comparisocn, The bilingual treatment sanple was comspared to all other students
{n the treatment §chools, and city-wide, who were listed in the city-vide pupil )
directory as Spanish speaking but who were not participating in the bilingual N R
project. THe comparison group consisted of 264 studencs nok in Apgiba, but in - ‘ ;
‘the same schools, and 451 students city-wide. The comparison sistad of the
. percentage of students enrolled in December, 1971, who were graduated in June, .
1974, This longitudinal, approach was taken to control for summer drop-outs between T~

grade levels. (Hichin-lchol'aacic year analyses done in previous years have also - -
- shown consistently favorable results.) -Results are shown in Table 5. ’ N .
’ TABLE 5
! £ . Y - -
Graduation Rate of Spanish-Dominant Students Who Were in Grgde 10 in December 1971 ’ " '
Gtoup; . . Gradtated Yot Grl.dua’ced . Total - . B
| ] x X, 4 ¥ z '
}
. In Arriba ‘30, 2% |74 71% » 104~ 100% .
. < .. . -
Not in Arriba (ssxze schools) 52 202 212 80% 266 100% - -
Not in Arriba (city-wide) 115° 2627 336 755 451 100%—_

Results. Bilingual project studenta were more-likely 26 graduate than
s other Spanish-dominant students in tHe same schools. The dif{y2wmce was statls- -
tically significant at the .05 level of probability. When compared<o city~wide
. - Spanish-dominant students, the.difference was not scaci%icauy significant, but
' favored -the bilingual project. (See Table 5.) =~ ~
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', . .Qgi;:ion SurgJ eys . - . ,

uaefry. Opinion surveys of princip;ls of project schools and pareats of
participating students vere conducted in May, 1974. Principals in the eleven
participating schodls ‘were asked for their general, overall impression of the
project and for specific inforzation about pupil and parent reactions to it.
Parents were asked for their perception of the progran and about their participation
in and contact with the project: N

Sacple. Principals: 411 eleven principals of participating schools . 7 i
7 - - -responded. X '

1 ) P;reata: A total of 677 parents responded, ‘or 34% of the .
’ - perents of participatiﬁg students.

- . «

- HMeasures. Principals were mailed questionnaires in May, 1974. The parents'
- ‘ - questionnaire was in English and Spanish.® It was sent to the parents with all
. the students who were present on the day the questionnaire was distributed. Since .
the questionnaire was anonymous, there was no way of following up on those which
were not returned. . ]

. Reaults for the Principal Questionnaire. The questionnatre consisted of
- seven questions. The first two questions were general, dealing with overall . .
i ! satisfaction with the project and opinions about expansion. Questions 3 . 5 -
through 6 dealt with teacher supervision, the summer institute, and increased
understanding of the project by parents, students, and staff. Question 7 . .
asked for additional areas of concern that principals wanted to bring to the s} -
" attention of projeéct management. . . & - .
. Dealing with the two general questions about the project: the responsea
were as follows: . ) . .

- a. Qverall level of satisfaction with the bilingual project: 5
, were aatiafied, 6 were somewhat satisfied; none were somewhat

dissatisfied or very diaaatiafie& A . . - .

- - b. Opiniona abou _andtﬁg thﬁgprogran within their schools: 4 * -
. expressed desiT®- that the frogram be exparided to reach more atudenta, - -
7 felt that the program should remain the same size (5 responded, 4 .
> - Malready served children who need it," 3 responded, 'limitations . )
in terms of spade and teacher vacancies to allow employment of
. ’bilingual teachers"; no one felt the program should be reduced ., )
or eliminated. ! L. . ’ .

« . i D-43
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. ; Results ¥or the Parent Questfonnaire. Although caution zust be exercised / N
in viewing these data because of self-selection of the respondents (342 .
. response rate), the results indicate a high level of support fox the progr
- The questionnaire 1s divided into three sections:” (a) home language use, J -

) perceptidhs of school prograny and (c) pareat participation.

- " On thrée questions dealing uith.perceptioi of the school program, the
parents responded in the following umanner:

“

~ a. 93% of the parents felt that their children liked learning -
Spanish and English in school,

* b. 94% of the parents liked their children to be learning Spanish
. ' aqd ;aglilh in school. . . -

* ' c. 93% of the parents wanted their chiidrgn to study two danguages
- the following year. . — .
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_ PROGRAM AREA:

Bilingual Education {Spanish/English)

PROJECT TITLE: - .

<

Alice Independent School District Bilingual Education Program
: S s

~

LOCATION: . .
Alice, Texas - ‘ .

SOURCE AND.-LEVEL OF FUNDING:

The folldwing figures are for the fourth §ear of operation. ! .

Title VII Funds $100,625 e .

Other Federal Funds 75,820 . .-

State and Local Punds 201,167 S

Total $377,612~ . N
PROGRAM START DATE: ’ ..

1970 o N ’ . -
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: 7. . . 1 ‘

Goals afd objectives. It is the goal of the project to te;ch children with .

limited English-speaking ability to speak English while also developing profi~
ciency in Spdnish. It is felt that developing both languages will facilitate
achievement in school. It is also the intent to develop and maintain the .
children's pride in themselves and both cultures and to involve parents from

'non-English-speaking environments in school—related activities

Context. ' Alice is-a small, semi- indusbtial town of about 20,000 people. -It
is 40 miles west of Corpus Christi and '120 miles north of the U.S. /Mexican bor-
der town’of Hidalgoe, Texas.,.Huch of the empléyment is in services related to
The population of Alice is very stable, with the exception of
migrant warkers, many of whom'return to Alice each year after their field work -
is finfshed. There is some mobility within the town, but aterition from the
program has noC‘been a problem.

The total enrollment in the Alice Independent School Diatrict ig 6;268

About 69% are Mexican-American, and 31% are Anglo-American. It is estimated s

that 66% of the'total enrollment has limited facility in the Engliah language.
The proportion of Mexican-Americans in the four.elementary achools: offering . ’ .
bilingual education in the 1973b74 year waa about 96%

Major features of,che progran- ai!rihe followlng oo .
e the use of performance objgctives for all subjects taught
bilingually, } . . . L )
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A ‘& teecher perticipetion in determining certain eleaents of . . }
: the curricula, O B - ' . .
8 comprehensive rernrd-keepink, ' . . .
. . . . L[] -
- s flexgbility:2§#instrnctidnal approach, ° . ’ .

N 8 intensive prepervige and inservice (training, and

8 active parent and community involvement.

.

These features will be discussed in approprigte sections below.

’ Program description. ' ] ‘ Ce
Years of operation, size, grade levels--In 1973-74, there were 528 . s

children in grades K-4 in four schools. This year the program has expanded -
horizontelly into all nine elementaty school$, two of which are paroehial.
. ’ It has expanded vertically into the Sth grade. - 3 W mear Jee

'S Staff--Staff nembers who-were full time on the bilingual project in M
1973:76_aere the director, an evaluator/materials specialist, 19 teachars,
. 6 teacher aides, and a secretary. All central staff sre bilingual. There were. .
elso 7 mother aides who had children in the program and who worked part time. . : |
Steff from other programs administered by the district (i.e., Title I, Migrant , . |
- Education, @areer Education, Commupity Involvement) freely ghare their resources ° :
and experience wi®h the ‘Title VII staff.

kindergarten. They are preregistered by their parents in thé spring before Fl
they ‘enter kindergarten and are accepted on a "first-come, first-serve" bssis. . . .
- A language proficiency test, pravided by the Texas Eddcation Agency, is adminis- jiﬁ% N
’ tered in English first and then in Spanish to determine the child's proficiency .
in "each language.’ .t - .

Curricula and time involved~-Children generally enter the program in ‘

) , . [ R

- The.instructional component for al] grade levels centers around performance
cbjectives in the following content aregs: language arts (including listening, =
speeking, reading readiness, and reading skills), mathematics; culture ahd o,
heritage, and science. The objectivesb which were developed by program staff, Lot
ere written in behavioral terms. Haa;c}y tests for each objective have also been °
’ developed. For each objective at every/ grade level, ‘therea is a designation as to
which language(s) the objective should ,be mastered in and what percentage of L3
students ere expected to master it. ‘The objectives ere revised every summer by -
teachers. During the yeer, if teechers discover that an objectivg is too easy,

. too difficult, or somehow’1npppropriltg._they consult with the director” and .
. * eveluator and ejither drop the objective or rewrite it. -- ,
4 . o - :, -
, . Teachers submit lesson plans to the program director every'*two weeks that
) indicate which objectivek are being taught, fn which language they are being
N taught, and types of activities planned, The director reviews these lesson .
o, plans and returns them to_the teachers. .t
i . e . . - -
v Detailed recor@q are maintained on each child in the program indicating how 4
- . many objectives he has mastered and hiis score on each mastery test. In addition
to keeping a class roster, teachers maintain a separate rg;prd for each child,
! € ,
© o . - D-46 . Do . i
v 4, Y N .
i B R - ) ..w-
< A -
N . ‘ ,
& . . .’
R \
-, , )
. 121 )
. a8
. \ . N . ‘
e : i . . ! o ’




L3 - -
-
e ® .0 -
oy
\ ° -
R ad
.
»
- -
é
f
.
| *
|
|
- -
i
; .
X ¢
.
-
» ;
Q . .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“with a story during the second half of the prograa. ~

-and teaching methods vary. Grouping is generally informal and is determined . »y

whiclt becopes part of his perzanent £11!. This systes enab.lchcr;‘ to know

at the beginning ofzglch‘year exactly at whet level each chiljy rforming.
Records are apot-checked-tbruughout :he xyar By the director.3i N -
. ~ oo [
“~ Instruction begina in kindergarten in Spaniah in reading réedis
langungc arts, and nathennci;s. Other activities such as group hd &

sorning, story timeé, mpsic, art, and afterncon review are also conducted in
Spanish, Larguage arts in EngTTsh concentrates on developing oral lnnguage .
skills and in highlighting the sinilaricies and differences in ‘the sounds and T
alphabets of both languages. Thé concepts taught in Spanish are reinforced in
English. As kindergartners become proficient in Spanish and begin to. develop .
basic skills in English, core tine is devoted to instruction in English. Kinder-
garten children also viev an early $ntervention prograa for preschool children
carried on locsal cable. televisiof. The progras c¢onsists of a 30-minute color
broadcast each day produced at the Alice High School. It is bilingual and is
designed to. upgrade the cognitive and“affective skills of preschool children in
Alice. Corcepts presented during-the first l5-minute segzment -are reinforced

n 2 . - =
Reading 1nscruccion begins in grade 1 in Spcnish by a "building block"
approach. Children learn the sound of each letter in the Spanish alphabet, -

its name, and how it looks. They then put sounds together to make syllables,
and put syllables rogether to make words. They also begin manuscript writing
in grade 1. English vocabulary and langusge skilXs continue to be reinforced:
In late fall or early winter, the reading readiness tesg that sceompanies the
district xea&lng series is ‘administered to small groups of first graders. Based
on regults of this test and teacher observatian, reading instruction begins in
English. For all children .this is by January of gradé 1. As the child's
performance in Splnilh izproves and his proficiency in English devalops, equal ttue
is spent 1nscrgcting in both languages in language arts, =ath, and culture and
hsritage. For~most cbildren. this is during grsde 1. > ) .
In grades 2 through 5, Inacruccion noncinues to be giveu in Engliah apd in . ~
Spanish for equsl amounts.of time. Some teachers reach one week in Spanish and
the following in English; others alternate every other day. Reading in’ Spanigh
and in English is taught dafly. The progran provides teachers a great déal of .
flexihility, and they are ‘free to use their own judgments about-when is the
time to move into completely bilingual instruction. ~

At all grade levels, proérém Glassrooms are heterogenous and self-contained,

language proficiency-ard/or achievement level. There is a shifting emphasis to w5
greater individualizing of instruction, although this approach is not imposed ~ °,
as protocol on teachers. Some teachers use interest centers as a means of ,pro- ~
viding a variety of learning experiences; others employ more traditionll techniques.

Hnterialsﬁ-The following 18 a,aummary of key mnteriala used at all *
grade levels. , . .’u\ f .

- v

‘ Reading readinesy skills cre taught in Spahish and Bngliah“uaing

. Peabody Language Jevelopdent Kits, ROCK materials developed by
> the Region—One“ cation Service Center in Edinburg, Texas, The :
Alghabet Book and Really Reading. Series published by Harper and
Rou, and Alpha Time with, the Huggables by New Dimensions in
Educetion.. Teachers also have access to teaching machines, lan-
gusge kits, and othér audiovisual equipment.
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Rcading instruction in Spanish is tmght uaing Ketodo . s
4 ¢ Onomatopeyico, Mi Libro Magico froe the Continental Series ’
. « .and Preparandose Para leer by Houghton-Mifflird. The Laidlgwd 4
Series, Por El Hundo Del Cuento Y La Aventyra, is the core
¥ of the Spanish reading progran in grades 2-5. - ' A -

. . Reading in English is taught with the district-adopted Harper
B . . . Row Reading Serief.

' : Language ah‘ are taught in Spmish with Ejercicios de Lenguaije,

a gramear book from Mexico, and Qur Language Tolay from the

)
. Supplementary caterials for each reading series (workbooks,
3 \ N flashcards, charts, etc.), staff-developed readers, and many
T - other 1ibrary books in. Spanish and English enrich the reading
: and language arts programs. .

For mthmtics 1nstruction The Eluentarj School ¥athematics
Series by Addison-~Wesley is used throughout the district. ° .
— z

L
[ Science is taught bilingually in grades 4 and 5 using the :
McHillan text, Science for Tomorrow's World. The staff has . d
. o written units in Spanish tq supplement®the text. //
The staff has also developed 2 progran to teach cult‘ure and
3 heritage callég %lgerencia Cultural, which is adapuble to
. \ s any grade levef, me of. the tom‘included ate the izmigra- )
T . tion of Mexicans to ‘ASerica, th¥ aiggatioweof Mexican-American
Pt ‘= ~* -  farm workK€Y#, :and recognition of prominent Mexican-Acericans
. ‘. in Alice. -~
. Facilities—-The progran operates in regular classroons. No modifica-
g}o-s'of facilities are required. :
. -3
. Preservice/inservice training--In August sll’ Title VII staff nembers
attend § comprehensive preservice training session. During the summer 1973
. . session, which involved 80 hours' training, consultants in lidguistics and South
- - Texag Mexican literature spoke to thesrstaff. Representatives from publishers
S~ als '3emnstrated nelr materials. Teachers revised performance objectives’ and
wrof nmastery telts for all jrade levels. They .also‘developed instructional
naterials, which were evaluated by two consultants from a nearby university.
Staff also discussed problema encountered the previous year and sought solutions
themz. Tesdchers and aides recgive stipends for attending the workshops.

.
. - .

During the sch'ool year, .10 days. are set aside for inservice trainming. For.

.» heacher asscssment, agd a review of perfomnce objectives. Tdpics for teacher

LS s
d v +"“and mother aides reflect the project’s cormituent to involve aseistants .totally
Qg in the instructionsl process. Some of their tr'lining includes learning how to
. A . listen to recitatlions, work with small groups, assist with drill exercises, and
¢, <’ work on special cultural projects with students.
. - ;.“' © - ., " - . M , [N .
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Teacher performance is videotaped twice & year using the Flanders Inter-
action Analysis, & systez designed to measure how zuch czphaain the teacher
places on the conteat 6f what is being preaented, on studeats’ ideas, and on
the uae of suthority. The director reviews each teacher s tepe with the
teecher. .

r

Other ataff development activitiea are vilits to o:her bilingusl education
prograns throughout the atste and sttendance at conferencea in other parta of
the countTy.” Teachera are slsoc working towvard Teceiving certification in bi-
lingual education, wvhich is acon to be mandstory in Texse. Certiffcetion - -,
involves taking a 30-hour claaa given by ons of the regional offices, atr least
one year teaching experience, and desonatreted proficiency in Spaniah, *

Parent/cémmunity involvement--To encourage parenta to becode active
participanta in their children'a education, priority haa been given to parent
involvenent in the project. The Title VII Advisory Cormittee Desta every aix
weeka on different school cacpuses. MNezbership {a open to anyone interested in
bilingual education. A constitution was <ritten and approved during 1973-74 aad
has contributed to improving the Cormmittee's status as an organization. There
are five officers. Throughout the year the Comuittee has staged children'a
.programg at their meetings, has met with menbers of the Title I advisory group,
and has helped teachers present a Mother's Day program. The Co::ittee s
approval of new proposals is also solicited.

Parents volunteer to work in the school libraries and have prepared zany
of the consumable materials used in claasroozs. Workshops are held where they
learn how to care for and repair library books and how to perform= certain jobs.
in the librery. Encouraging parents to work 4n the library is seen as one way
to atress the importance of reading-an ephasia thet hopefully they will convey
to the children. RS

Workahopa, genernlly scheduled by the Home Coordinator, are also held to
teach parenta how to be effective learning aids in achool and at home. Parenta
ere velcome in the clasaroozs at any time and are willing voluntesrs vhen extra
help ia needed, such ae on field trips or prepiring for s special progranm.

Two achools have Parent Involvenent Centera, equipped with a television, aofas,
znblon. chairs, shelvea, snd books. Parent-teacher conférencea are held twice
0 yeer to diacuas how the child is proceeding through the progran.

Di.ne:inntion of information about the project to the public is another
easential element of this component. Sote of the resources utilized to keep
the coomunity informed of ths,bilingual events are newspaper articles, news-
letters in Spaniah ondﬁgpgiﬁzz. Christmaa cards, and announcezents in the paper
about every event in the project of public concern.
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Costs~—Totsl budgets and earollments for the first four years of progre=
operation were as follovs:

>
.

.Barollnmeat Td:ai %udé;t Per Pupil Cost
Year 1 ‘ 150 - $101,150 %74,
" Year 2 276 $85,10 si,056
Year 3’ 335 s,sss,noa . $1,095
. Year & o 528 © $377,612 $715

-

The per pupil cost is coZputed on the gotal cost of the program, inciuding
,teachber salaries, and is the amount expended for the total educaticnal progran
for each child in'the bilingual educatfon program. The per pupil cost for the
resular district prograz in Alice was $764 in 1972-73 (Year 3 of the bilingual
prograa) and $785 in 1973-74 (Year &) and includes all expenditures except
bonded indebtedness and construction. . .
<
Hajor stlrt-uy costs in Year 1 vere for instructional.materials and consu=
able supplies ($12,646), capital outlay for instructional equipment, furniture,
and non-consu:ablc instructional materials ($9,634), contracted services (§2,000),
and :uvel for ad.niniuutj.ve and teaching .stsff (84, 780) In general, the
amounts speat for :Ajor start-up expense categories have dropped, except, of
course, for staff salaries and instructional zmaterials as the progran expands
to include more classes and additional grade levels each year. A significant

rise in per-pupil costs occurred in Year 2 and Year 3, when this figure was about .

$1,000 per child. This increase wag incurred vhen teachers and paraprofessionals

began to be paid for participating in the intensive preservice training regimen.

These stipends are paid to all participating teachers and paraprofessionals and

amounted to $3,690 in 1971, $5,700 in 1972 (Year 3), ch $6,880 in 1973 (Year 4).
Also contributing to the rise in per-pupil cost in Year 2 was the

gddition of paid mother sides. In year &4, the per-pupil cost dropped back

closer to the Year 1 figure, about $715 per child. The reason for the drop,
accprding to program staff, was that the amount spent for budget Ltems fron
previous years did not increase proporticnately with the expanding progran
enrollment. For instance, the samount spent on matsrials, equipment, and supplies
was sharply reduced so that the program could continue with local funds should
Title VII zonies cease to be available. Prograz staff found that materials could
be catalogued so that teachers-could share what had already been purchased with«
out detriment to ‘the instructional progras.
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EVIDENCE OF EF?ECTIV:KESS.

Qvezrview. During the present 1974-75 acedexic year, the bilingual educa-

M

. . tion prograx in the Alice Independeat School District (AISD) is in operatica in -
. 28 classes in nine schools. These are Saenz, Kayer, Salazar, Garcia, XNoonszn,

Hillcrest and Schallert in the public school systes, and St. Joseph's and

St. Elizabeth's in the parochial system. The first four schools were those

that had been coatinuously iavolved in the bilingual progran at AISD for five

years since its inceptfon in 1970. Stince its start, the progran has grova both
. horizontally (more classes st a given grade level) and vertically {expansion

through higher grades). Table 1 shows the extent of the progran's gtowth at

AISD both in term=s of totsl nuzber of classes and in the sugber “of ‘participants

: each year. . A
, y . .t. \/ Ve
» TABLE 1 P
Classes Within Grade Levels With Sthools at’
Alice Independent School District =
2 . 8ilingual Classes for Academic Year )
Schools 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75
*Saenz 1 1,2 K,1,2,3 -4 X-5
*Rayer 1 1,2 K323 X-4 k-5 ‘
- *Salazar K K,1 X,1,2 . K-3 K4
P *Gsreis 1,1 K,1,2 K,1,2,3 k-4 * k-5
Noonan ‘ 1
- \ I
Hillcrest 1
. ) Schallert 1 |
St. Joseph's 1 |
. St. Elizabeth's~ . 1 ——
\ - |
Total Clssses S 9 15 19 28 |
Total Students 150 270 417 528 766 b ’
» . ~
Title I schools .
§
: . The evidence of effectiveness of the AISQ bilingual program is reported for the -
) third and fourth year of the progran's opetation; pre~ snd posttest scores #nd .
gain scores on the Inter-Anerican Series Reading (Lecturs is the Spsnish version
title) and Genersl Ability (Hab{lidad Generel is the Spanish version title) tests
sve conpared for progranm snd control pupils enrolled in kindergsrten through the >
third grade in 1972-73 snd in kindergarten through the fourth grsde in 1973-74.
N "Evsluation. The 1972-73 year's evalustjon of the AISD biling progran
wss made by V. J. Kennedy, Educstional Prograz Auditor, University of Houston; |
- the ;973—75 yesz's eval tion ws:.:ade by Arnoldo Snlinn-. Project Director, snd . .
. Clludinn Hernandez, Project Evsluator. . '
P . : S
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vear azd arade sacoles. Table 2 shows the number of prograc and control .
group participants with complete pre- and posttest data oo the Inter-American
. Tests«
TAELE 2 .
A <
: 3i1ingusl Proaras and Coatrol Pupila
‘ uizb_Ccaple:e Pre- and Posttest Data
crad 1972-1973 ‘ 1973-1974 .
. - brade 3iliogual Coatrol Bilingual Comtrol
* X 124 32 127 33
v 1 104 27 . 106 19 ,
. 2 94 .2 95 35
3 75 22 101 ~ 29
. — — R 20
TOTALS 397 102 504 136 . -

a .

Bilingual group--Children vho enter kindergartea in the Alice Inde-
pendent School District are tested with the Oral Language Eligibility Test for
Kindergarten Pupils. This is an individually adminietered téét to deternine

- oral English ability based upon the quality of vethgl responses to 20 questions.
Children- performing poorly on this test and who are registered for the bilingual
kindergarten gre placed in the bilingual class if space is available. 3ilingual
b i classes never exceed 35 pupils so that participation in kindergarten is a func-
* tion of test score, pareatal approval and space. New children entering ele:en:ary
grades who experience English language problems and whose parents desire their
agqajhigﬁroldzen: in a bilingual prograz are placed in a bilingual class. (In 1972-73,
~ ‘4hird-grade bilingual clase was reduced in size because of a residentixl tove
* by several parents to & nevly constructed housing development. This class was
ipcreased by replacements whose parents agreed to their par:icipa:ion when re~
. quested. These replaceaent children were average or sbove in ability since they .,
would need to acquire Spanish language skills quickly; the group of children who
left the, g;ogrnn at this time and their replacements were both Spanish dominant.)

M " Centrol groug-Thorc 1l one control class at each srade level. The
project director attezpts to pick a regular class whose pupils' Oral Language , .

Eligibility Test scores match the bilingual kindorgar:en class's most closely;

this is then the control class for that year's entering kindergarten group. All
control classes are iocated in Title I schools. This control class is esseantially
a control cohort as it progresses through grades K,’l, 2, and so on. New children.
entering slsmentary grades placed with the control cohort join it 1if both pre-

and posttest data are available. So far, no control student has later become a
bilinsu;l progran l:uden: and no bilingual prograa student a con:rol student later.
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. Measures.

Cozparisom--Pupils in the bilingual and control classes sre a&zinis-
tered both the Znglish and Spanish versioas of the Reading and General Abilicy
Tests of the Inter-Americgn Series tvice s year. Pretesting is during the first
two veeks in Septecber; posttesting in mid-to-late April. This retest intervsl
is approximstely seven months.

For each language Vversion, differeat forms of the tests are adzinistered at
pre- and postteésting. The control groups st each testing are first sdzfaistered
the Spsnish version, followed the next day by the Eaglish version. Bilingual
pupils first take the English version, thea the Spanish. All testing takes place
in the morning. Table 3 sitmarizes the general procedures followed by AISD for
adzinistering the Iater-Azerigan Series st each grade lgfel. -

S ' TABLE 3
Order of Test Administration

~e

" Pretest Posttest?
Croup - 1 2 1 2 ~
Bilingual *  Eaglish ‘Spsnish English Spanish
Spanish Znglish

Control Spanish English

%In every case a different forn of therpretest.is tdni{iatered -
88 2 posttest.

Other tests--Beginning with the 1974-75 academic year, plans were
izplemented to also administer the Reading and Mathematics SRA Achievesent
Series to all pupils in the elezentary grades from grade 2 upward inm AISD.
Therefore the bilingual snd control groups in grades 2-5 in 1974-75 have been
pretested with the SRA Achievement Series &nd are currertly being posttested
with different forms; comparstive gsin dats, as well as cozpsrative dats for
the bilingusl and the entirs zainstrean group will be av?ilayle in the suzmer
of 1975, i . t o

$

Mastery tests sssocisfed with the Harper and Row Resding Series sre sdmin-
istered, but no tomparative bssel resding data suzzaries for the bilingual and
regular students are prepsred, o

Cocparison procedures. TFor both the 1972-73 and 1973-74 school years,
cean pretest, mean posttest, and mean g&in (posttest minus pretest) on the -
Inter-Azerican Series Reading and General Ability Tests are reported for the
control group and for the combined bilingual classes at each grade level.

Mean pretest, posttest and gain scores for the control and the bilingual
prograz groupa enrolled in X through 3 in 1972-73 and K through 4 in 1973-74

are shown in Tsble 4. .
(-

- -

X
PN
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No significance tests of nean gain difference have been reported altﬁough

b) the project evaluazion reports refer to statistically significant differences
in gaizs between project and control studenta. The rav .data suzmaries are
upavailable. Bowever, it is possible to conaervatively esticate the signifi-

* cance of the nean gain differences between the two groups. The folloving bases
and assu=ptions are zade: .

e JPosttest standard deviations are reported for classréo= groups
at“each grade level. Pooled éstirates for the bilingual grade
groups are X = 7,0, 1 =« 7,0, 2 =« 12,0, 3 = 15.0, 4 = 20.0. ¥Pre-

7 zest stacdard devistions will be assuaed to be.the sane; this is
¢ 2 conservative assuzption since posttests nearly always shov
greater variability than 9° pretests.

& o There i3 no estizate f%f the correlation between pre- and post-
tests. It is assumed to be 0.00; this is a conservative assuzp-
[ . tidn since pre- and posttests in heterogenous groups are usually
: positively correlated. .

»

¢ The standard error of mean gajn differences is equal to

"X sp gain (pooled)

Sy — . )
. N(control) _ K(project)

.
-

«
’ é .25 l%szre + szpolt - 2r pre-post SD.pre SD post .
A .25 /2 sp post (pooleé) -

'~ & .35 SD post B P

* ¢ A significant gain difference would be about twice its.esti-
zated standard error or .70 SD post. Based on the above esti-
zates, significant differences are K = 5 points, 1 = 5 points,

¢+ 2= 9 points, 3 = 11 points, and 4 = 14 points.

éighi?icant results.

-4

. -
v ' - i 1973¢74 groups--Every mean difference favors the bilingual program
group.in the 1973-74 cozpariséns (see Table 4). Conservative estimates of the
signifiicance of the mean gain difference between the project and control groups
show "significant” differences favoring the project-groups in grades 1, 3 and 4
. in English Reading, in grade 1 in English General Ability, in grades K, 1, 3 and
, . 4 in ?anish Reading and in grades 1 and 4 in Spanish General Apility., .
’ -
In terms of educational significance, mean gain differences are &pproximately
equsl to one standard deviation (posttest) in grades K and 1 on all four tests. ..
In grade 2 tha mean differences were at least gzg:h&&ffof a standard deviation
unit ( sttest) except for Spanish General AbLl4fy. In grade 3, mean differences
were at least three-quarters of 2 standard deviation unit except for Spanish
General Ability. In grade 4, the mean différences were at leaat one. standard
deviutﬁon unit except for English General Ability. -~ ’

|
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1972-73 groups-—All but thzee pean gain differences favor the bilingual

‘. “progras group. The exceptions are the two versions of the General Ability Tests

’ in K, and the English General Ability Test in 1. "Signific&nt mean gain differ-
ences favoring the progran groups were found in English Rzading in grade 1,
Spanish Reading in ‘grades 1, 2, and 3, and in Spanish Genperal Ability in grades

bt *1 and 2. 8

As for the educational significance of the cospariaons, the nmean gain differ-
encea were approxizately one standard deviation (posttest) or higher ox all tests
in grade 1 except for English General Ability. 1In gradE 2 sesgn gain differeﬁce§
vere approxi=ately one-half of a atsndard deviation unit for the English tests
and at leas: one standard deviation unit for che Spun;sh testa. In grade 3, zean o
gain differences vere at least one-hllf a standard deviation unit except for
. Eanglish Resading. . — e

Suc—ary. Although exact statistical tests of aisﬂlficance are not' aVillable
showing nean gain cozparisions for progra=m and control studenta, the nean differ- s
ences with few exceptions favor the bilingual pupils. The size of the pean dif-
ferences are of obvious educational significénce; that is, there is considerable
non-overlap in the gain distribution for the two groups.

The procedure for aeleciina controls ar-the tiiﬁergarten level is probably
acceptsble, given that no real matching ngbzn possibie. Controls should be s
better in oral English at the entering kindergarten level. Thereafter, progranm
effect can be revealed in two ways. First, through increased gains during esch
h school year for the progran participants over the controls, and second, through .
superior posttest perforzance for the progranm pupils at each grade level. The
data bear out both of these types of program effect indicators. Test administra-
tion order, with bilingual pupils adniniatered the Bnglish version of the Inter- —
Azerican Tests before the Spanish version, and with control pupils administered
the Spanish versioms before the Engligh version, would tend if anything to intro-
duce practice effects into the Inter-American English version scores for -the
control l:uden:sx

ue

.'With respect to achievement gain coxparisons, interpretation is clearer B
if rhe groups to be compared are equévalent at pretest. This is not possible
in this situation. The controls are Maost equivalent” (to the extent that is
possible) at the kindergar:en level. After that, mean pre- and posttest, as
well as gain cozmparisons, overvhelmingly favor the progran pupils as shown in

by

e . Teble 5. .
TABLE 5 : :
’ Mean Gain Comparisons Favoring the Bilingual Program Pupils o
. - 1972-73 1973-74 n
4 } Grade Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain Overall
K 1l of2 1l of 2 0 of 2 1lof 2 2¢0% 2 2 of 2 7*of 12
1 4 of & 4 of &4 3 of 4 4 of 4 4 of 4 4 of 4 23 of 24
2 3of 4 4 of 4 4 of 4 4 of 4 4 o!-q ~§ af 4 23 of 24
P - . 3 2 of &4 3 of 4 4 of 4 3of 4 4of ¥ . &of 4 20 of 24 Lo
' 4 -- -- -- 20f 4 3of4 Lof4 _9of12 g

Totals M0 of 14 12 of 14 11 of 14 .14 of 18 17 of 18" 18 of 18 82 of 96
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éROGRAH AREA:
Bilingual Education {Spanish/English)
PROJECT TITLE: ' ‘
Bilin}utl Education Prograz (Agrendeaoe En D3| Idiccas)
LOCATION: ~ - ) ’ : .

Corpus Christi, Texas “
N

SOURCES AND LEVEL OF FUNDING: ’ - .

,The following amounts were ellocnted for the fourth year of operation:

Title VII $ 91,000%

Title I ~ , 34,600 g .
Local 17,202 :
Minimus Foundation Program _180,000%% ot

Total Year & Allocation $322,802 .

£~ : :
*Actual expenditures from the Title VII allocation were $82,202.
vw##This sum includes state and local monies for teacher salaries.

PROGRAM START DATE: _ : .
1970 ° : ! .

BRIEF DEQFRIPTION OF PROJECT: e

Goals and objectives. The Corpus Christi Independent School Dlstrigt has
aized at providing an effective bilingual-bicyltural program of instryction for
children of Mexican-American descent. The District hasychosen four ways of
reaching that goal: (1) the use of a set of instructional strategies and routines
gelected specifitally for the brogran, (2) the review, selection, adadptation,” and/
or develppment of appropriste materials; (3) the ipplementation of a staff develop-
ment program tailored to program strategies and teacher needs, and (4) the direct,
extensive involvement of parents through voluntary participation in a variety of
progran activities that depend on their help. -n

Context. Corpus Christi is a city of over 200, 000 people on the coast of .
v Texas. It is supported by agriculture, petrochemicel and metal industries- anﬁ R
nanufacturing plants, but is also the mercantile center for nuch of the scuthern ¢
R part of Texas. The Port of Corpus Chrieti, one of the nation's top 10 harborsz2
ig just next to the downtown business district. The population is mobile, partic-
ulerly the portion of Mexican-American descént. -

»
0
AI‘M:

In 1974, the school enrollment in the Corpua Christi Independent School Dis-
trict was about 44,000, of whom 547 were Spanish surnaned.- In the project, however,
92% of the children have Spanish surnames. According to parents of participants,
about 74% of the children are native Spanigdh speakers. A teachertsurvey in the
three project schools revealed that about half of the children relied most on their

SR ) . D-57 . "
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native Spanish l3nguage for cocmunication; the teacher opinions were verified by
admintatering the Oral Znglish Proficiency Test (Elizgbeth '0tt) to a 10X random

* aazple of project population.. >

,h:oné faniliea whose children are in the project, 81X receive incomes with-
in the poverty level. The average fanily haa 4.5 children. The abaentee ratc
for the diatrict ia high, particularly in kindergarten clasaes.

) £ .
Mador featurea of the progras.. Key progran atrategies which were evident
frém on-site obaervation and progran documsentation were as follows:

* Uae of bilingual teachers exclusively at Kinéergarten and Grade 1; o
where classes tust be assigned to-monolingual teachera at Grades 2
« through 4, pairing them vith bilingual telchers for cooperative ~

teaching .,
.» . Providing teachers with weekly viaits and personal help from bi- }
lingual Instructional Consultants who have classrooz experience in
bilingual education N
{
* Daily, cooperative planning among teachers and aidea by grade level
- ‘ <
¢ Careful plinnins, coordination, and conitoring of the progran by L -
adoinistrative staff . . .
¢ Introduction of English reading readiness and aural-oral skills aa
. aoon as & child dexonstrates minimal aural comprehension of English
% Emphagis on English reading and comrunication Bkills for the duration
of the progran " .
¢ , Use of bilingual teacher atdes for instraction‘t support and rein-
. forcement -
¢ -Use of teacher-evaluated and teacher-developed curriculum materials
tailored to participants' needs
¢ Providing intensive preservice Sraining for all project staff,'reiA- .
forced by monthly inservice days during the school year '
¢ " Promoting parent commitment to the program through their direct in-
volvement in many c¢lassrbom-related activities ’
Each of these major program features will be explained more fully in the sections
that follow. . .
Grade leveld, years of operation, size., During,its fourth year of operation,
1973-74, the program served 519 ghildren in grades K through 3.
étaffing. The prograﬁ staff required in 1973-74 for this number of partic-
ipants waa aa follows: one full-time Project Administrator, one full-time Instruc- >
tional Consultant/Parént-Community Involvement Coordinator, one full-time Evaluator/
Staff Development Coordinator, 22 full-time teachers, and 15 full-time teache; aides.
(Eight“of the aides served the eight kindergarten teachers fulltime; the other seven
aidea divided their time among the 14 teachers in grades 1 through 3 claaaes.) , '
) " D-58 - : '
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balance azong instructors that matched ‘the ethnic balance of the project schools

A second full-tire Instructional Consultant was also hired. The Progra= Evaluator

is now part-tize in order to free salary fundl for the second Instructional CTens

sultant. .
4 Staff roles in program management -- To help teachers implement the pro- -

graa properly, an Instructional Consultant visits every project classroom at, the

three participating schools at least once every week and gives instructional support o

in a variety of ways, e.g., Procureament of instructional naterials, aggistance in
working with individuals or groups, demonstration of teaching technidues with indiy
viduals or groups, advice on individualizing instruction. The Instructional Con- -
sultants have several yesrs of experience teaching bilinguslly and feel this has
helped then to be effective and to establish rapport uith the children lnd their
teachers; teacher aides, and parents. v .

The Program Administrator also visits classes routinely and inforxmally,
and drops in occasionally to join the teachers’ planning periods. His special
cencern ia maintaining good rapport between the teachers and the principals and .. :
betwean principals and progran adoiniscrative staff.

Teachers at each grade level nebe four days a_ week during the children' 8
physical education period to coordinate lesson plans. Where monolinguai and bi-
lingual teachers trade groups for English and Spanish réading, language arts, and
oath, additional coordination beyond the daily planning perdiod may be rqauired
Cooperative teaching also occurs among bilingual teachers, who may trade groups for
instruction in various content areas. Thus, the daily planning period is essential
to track progress and make plans for adjusting the instructional program for each
child. Teacher aides are frequently involved in these planning sessions.

Curricula, materials, and time involved.
= . i

Kindergarten -- Children are not screened for eligibility, and participation
in the program is voluntary. During the first weeks of school, kindergarten teachers
closely observe children in class and at play to determine the extent to which they
rely on their native Spanish language for communication. Their ability to comprehend
English 1. one basis for grjuping and regrouping children for the remainder of the
year. . S .

In all project kindergartens, nearly two hours every day are devoted to lan*
guage developmant and language arts in English and Spanish. Por example, 45 minutes
in the morning are used for English and Spanish language development during a "'shar-
ing experiences" period, discussion of the day, date, weather, and other calendar-
related events, and writing on the blackboard storiés the children dictate to the
teacher. Another hour in the afternoon is reserved for aural-oral and reading readi-
ness skills in Englishl and Spanish, using very detailed teacher guides developed '
especially for the progrem. In both langusges, the patterned practices stress basic
sentence patterns and illustrate changes in word forms and word order. Correct pro-
nunciation and intonation are stressed during these drills. In coatrast, during the
times when free expression is encouraged, teachers do not correct the cKildren or in
any way evaluate their performance. The emphasis at these times i8 on creating excite-
ment and adding fuel to the children's growing enthusiasm for comiunicating in Eng-

lish and in Spanish. . . .

1 English reading readiness is introduced as kindergarteners are able to learn these
skills. Por 80% of the children, English r;féigg readiness skillis are taught in kin-
dergarten; foréthe other 20X, English reading readiness skills are introduced early
in Grade 1. D-5% :
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: " Other periods of time are set aside for activities which lend them
selves to further developuent of communication skills. For example, number
concepts, story time, filmstrips, music rhythms, snack time, and cleanup are
used to develop communication in Engl®sh and Spaanfsh. Even during independent
work-play activities, the teacher and aide cizculate to provide each.child with
at least a brief opportunity to discuss his activity in both languages.- Thus, .
fron the beginning, the progrin enphasizcl cozzunication skills heavily, and pro-
vides for their systematic developazent in Spanish and in English throughout the
daily schedule of activicies. .

Coumercial materiels ugsed in addition to the specially prepared Spanish
and English aural-oral 'guides are reading readinegs materials by Boughton-Mifflin
and HarcourtfBrace Jovanovich, Inc. Mathematics textbooks are by Addison-Wesley
(Spanish edition) and Houghton-Mifflin. .. .
For most kindergartenets, instruction is provided in Spanish fof 90%
of the day and in English for )% of the day. Individual differences among chil-'
dren necessitate adjustments in language emphasis, and by the end of the kinder-
garten year, nany children are receiving instruction in the two languages for
equal amounts of time, "Before the end sof Grade 1 this is true for all children.

Grade 1 -- Each day about one hour is devoted to Spanish reading’and
language arts, and about two hours to English reading and language arts. -The
tine an individual child spends on these activities fluctuates depending on his

‘need. Other significant blocks of time are scheduled daily for Spanish social

studies (emphasis on Spanish culture and heritage) and" for mathematics--about
threa Qquarters of an hour .each. .

Phonetic analysis skills gre taught first.in Spanish becauae of the
highly phonetic nature of the language. The teachers use detailed lessons and
activities specified in the specially prepared Spanish reading guide. The guide,
divided into several levels, also specifies charts the teacher must make to ac-~
company the carefully sequenced lessons. In the early lessons on vowel sounds,
the guide also presents dialogues the teacher uses to get the children to talk,
about the sound and to practice saying it and recognizing it in oral speech, -
Each lesson in the guide also suggests supplementary activities the teacher or
aide can use to reinforce the lesson. After the children have learned the vowels
and can recognize them as initisl sounds or as sounds within woyds, they learn
nsonants in the same fashion, according to sequenced lessons in the guide.
Lessons then progress to sounds of letter combinations and syllables. By the
end of eight to ten weeks, every child will have completed the unit on phonetic -
analysis skigls and will have begun to decode words. Other reading skills are
also taught through lessons in the Spanish reading guide. Once childrenvare .
ready to read in Spanish, the Laidlaw series is used., £
English reading readinell akills for Grade 1 youngsters are taught
through the Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc. series. Phonetic analysis skills .~
are introduced after the child has learned them through his ‘Spanish’ryesding - ..
lIessons. Teacher guides accompanying the commercial Englieh reading series .
provide instructions for conducting the daily lessons. Thers is a hsavy phonics
emphasis, with comprehension skills receiving heavier emphasis as decoding skills
develop, Other commercisl,materisls used fonm English reading are by Houghton- -
Mifflin (Listen and Do) lné by Scott Foresman (Talking Alphabet)., By the last :
six weeks of the school year, the top reading group in eech firat grade is
reading second grade books in the Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc. series,

¥ D-60 . ‘ . .
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' In Grades 1 through 4, mathezatica iz taught using the Addison-Wesley
series in English, but to help provide instruction in Spanish as well, the teacher
ilso uses a companion teachar'a edition of the aeries in Spanish. In Grades 1
through 4 the teacher-developed Spanish social studies guide is supplemented with
lessons in English social studiea from & textbook by Harcourt, Brace, and World.

i During the time devoted td theae subject areas, English and Spanish
. may be used interchangeably. There 12 no teginen for this, and teachers use

various atrategies; in gemeral they switch back and forth between the languages
depending on the difficulty the chi;&reu are having with the concept or subject
matter, or a teacher will devote one week to eaphasizing initial instruction in
Spanish with reinforcezent of the goncepts in English, then one week to the ¢op-
poeite order of presentation. Beftre the end of Grade 1 English and Spanish are
being used equally.

Grades 2, 3, and 4 — In Grades 2 and 3 Spanish reading continuea to
be taught according to detailgd lessons in more advanced levela of the apedfal
Spanish reading guide, and the Laidlaw aeries continuea to be uaed through Grade
4. The Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc. series is used throughout for English
reading. Although leaa time is devoted to reading and language arts in both
languagea than wag true of Grade 1, these skills continue to be exmphasized in
Grades 2, 3 and 4. By the last six weeks of the year, children in the best read-
ing group in each class are reading books on the next grade level.

Grouping strategiea and individual attention, Gradea 1-4 -- To increase
the effectiveness of instruction in both languagea in the elementary grades, chil-
" dren are grouped for activities in the various subject areaa according to language
dominance and achievement. There are uaually three or four groupa working aepar-
ately in every classroom, one with a teacher, one with her ‘aide, while the’other
one or two groups work on {ndependent asaignmerts pade at the beginning of the
day. Groups are, snall, usually seven or eight children. The 'groups rotate every
20 or 30 minutes so that each child receives a substantial portion of instruction _
in each subject from the teacher and reinforcement from the aide. In addition,
children who need_extra coaching in reading and language arts receive special,
. individual help from the tescher or the aide while the rest of the class is work-
ing on independent seat work, projects, or daily assiguments. At least one
., parent is usually in the clasaroon to listen to childrem pead aloud, to keep an
- eye on youngaters who are working independently, and to chat in Spanish with them®
about their activities 4nd interests. -

After-school study centers, Grades 3-4 -~ In 1974-75, program participants
in Grades 3 and 4 had acceas to further individual help from one of the project
teachers for one hour after achool at each of the participating schoola, Up to 15
Ghildren from each project clasa of third.and fourth graders were accepted for thia
hour of personalized asaiatance in problem areas in rexding, language nrtl and )
mathematicl

Eacilities No remodeling of existing clnasrooﬁ facilities waa requi:zd to
implengﬁtkthe program. In one project school classes-are self—contained In the
second school all classes at a grade level are conducted in an "open aspace' large
enough fof, teachers to instruct their glasses in different areas of the room. Re-
grouping.and cooperative teaching (daily trading of groups and teachera for par-
ticular dubject areas) is very ctonvenient ‘under this architectural plan. In the
third prqjact school, the building- ia-dircular, with "pie-shaped" clagarooms having
access to & central resource center.
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" modify their own behavior in the

Preservice/inservice training. A week of concentrated preservice training i¢
required for tedchers and teacher aides prior to the beginnidg of school each year. -
During the morning, all staff hesr guest speakers froe universities lecture on o :
areas related to project philosophy, cbjectives, and instructional procedures. R
During the afternoon the speakers act as consultanta during workshop sessions in:
which teschers spply principles an? procedures presented during the lecture. In

hese sessions, tegchers share ideas, develop raterials, denonstrate technigues,
and discuss droblex areas; teachers are usually grouped by gtade.level for these
specislized sessions. All project teachers and teacher aides are paid for parti-
cipating in the pr.ca:;ice training week, tnd tthe has been 1002 participation
every year .

During the year one day of inservice training is required for teachera every
vonth during school hours; substitute teachers cover project classes on these
days so that participation of &ll teatchers is ‘possible. The inservice sessions .
deal with interests teschers indicaze to the project administrator and Imstruc—
tional Consultants and provide further opportunities for idea sharing and refine-
went of instructionsl procedures. ,

Ll

Every preservice and inservice session is critiqued by teachers and teacher
aides on special rating forms. Their®feedback is used to modify future training
dessions and to plan addftional prograzms of special interest.

Another featuré of staff developzent 18 the use of the Planders Interaction
Analysis with flev teachers. yldeo;apes aré nade of classroon lessoms in September, .
January, and Ma®. The project evaluator analyzes the tapes and confers with each .
teacher to review apnd discuss the findings. These conferences are priviate, and ’
both negative and positive aspects of the tapes are reviewed., The teachers are
guided to define their own concept, of i3esl teacher behavior and subsequently to
irection of that idea. Since the focus of the
' project is on language developaendﬁ!particulhr attention is paid to the percentage
of student talk 'and of indirect teacher approach. T
Parent~comnunity involvement. Four to five parent neeting: are held ;at e&ch
. of the project schools every year, led by one of the Instructidnal-Consul
Topics for these meetings include parental involvenent at.home and school éséféhing
aides, the Toy Lending Library, and the goals and objectives for the proje €,
Through: these meetings and through contact with the teac¢hars, the pareants are
encouraged to help with classroow activities. They help to reinforce -.academic . V2 d
work,. supervise plsyground plyy, chaperone field trips, bring snacks, tell gtories,
make charts and other instructional aids, and talk with childred 1nforunlly in
tlass.- Parent involvexent has 1nqgea d drématically since the program began—
froa nearly total noninvolvement to ddnating over 3300 hours of help in classroom-
. related activities in 1973~74. A Paredt Advisory Coomittee (PAC) is electgd each
year and consists of 10 parents, the project administrator, and the Instructional
_Consultants. In 1974-75 there were 5 parents from one.school, 3 from the second
schéol, and 2 _from the third, representing Grades K through 4. The PAC.nmeets once
a month to hear progress reports on the program, to discuss what the progranm
should be accomplishing, to review grant applic;&iqns}-and’tc discuss ideas for
nodifications in the program. One idea that was inc6rporated in the 1975-76
grant aﬁplicatian wag preservice and 1n3erv1ce trgining for paremt volunteers.’

Cost. Budget information provided by the project adninistrator was based
on Title VII allocations and expeni;égccc for four years. For the first three
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yecrl of prograz operation, this smounted to nearly 100X of the budget. A
si==xtry of total expenditures, enrollment, and associated per pupil costs for

four years is given below. B
‘ Total ‘ )
Enrollsent Expenditures* Per Pupil Cost N

Year 1, 143 ‘65,460 $658 ' .
Year 2 290 _ $60,265 $208 '

. Yesr 3, 435 : $865,025 s108 > “
Year 4 - - 519 ° s -582,202 $158

- s *Excludes teacher srlaries and salaries for teacher aides

in Tftle I schools; only Title VII expenditures are shovn.,

In ovder to compare per pupil cost for the total educational progran of
children in the Title VII project with the cocmparable figure for childrea in P
tKe regular program, further calculations vere made. For 1973-74, based on .
total,funds allocated for the program by federal, state, and local soyrces
(page 1 of this suzxary), the per pupil cost for the bilingual prograz was
$622 for-each of the 519 children served. A finance officer for the Corpus
Christi School District indicated thst the codpatable per pupil allocation in .
1973-74 for children not enrolled in the bilingual project was $541 per child
in the slesentary grades. Both of these per pupil cost figures i ude all
allocations for the total educational progra= for these two group children,
except azounts budgeted for “maintenance of operations. ,

. The drop in per pgpil costs over the first thrée years, when Title VII

funds covered alzost all program costs but instructional salaries, reflects

the groving emphasis on carefully,reviewing expenditures for travel zaterials, N
and -eduipment and on sharing available resources. A major expense has been _ ° ' s
paying teachers to develop the Spanish and English aural-oral kindergarten ~ .

guides, the Spanish social studies guide, and the Spanish reading guide, Levels v
I through VII. Another major.expense each year has been paying project teachers
and aides to attend the preservice training week, and paying substitute teachers
to cover classes for project teachers on inservite days during the year.
Econocies have resulfed froa having parents repaif instructiocnal materials and
aids’ and make teaching aids.

>
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. . - .
- EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS: = _ o ) .
Su=—ary ) ‘ .
. The evalustion data suxmarized in this sectica will be based upon the .

. evaluation reports for the 1972-73 and 1973-74 scadexic years. The data strong-
. ly suggest that the bilingual grogres in Corpus Chrdsti results in superior
.achievement- in both languages by project pupils in cozparison with coatrols.
It is useful. to sumzarize the results by grade level for the two years.

.

. 1972-73 Ve

* Kindergacsten. Froject pupils showed significaatly higher adjusted
- . posttest scores on the Intey-Azerican General Ability Spanish
N subtests thaz d4d controls., There vere no significant differences
o3 the twvo Inter-Azerican English subtests nor o¢a three subtests
. \of ‘the Stanford Early School Achievemseant Tests.

. * Pirst Gryde. Project pupils, showed significantly higher adjusted
postteat scores on both subtests of both the Spanish and English
versi of the Inter~American Read Tests, and also achieved

. significantly higher grade equivalents on all three subtests of

the SEA Achievement Tests. >

. ¢ Second Grade. Project pupils showed significantly higher adjusted '
posttest scores on both subtests of both versions of the Inter- .

Acerican Reading Tests and on two of the three subtests of the SRA
& Achievezent Tests. ’

‘ o » ¢ Furtheroore, with but oae subtest exception, the coaprehension part
of the Spanish version of the later-American Reading Test, length .
of enrollzent in the prograna was shown to be significmtly related
4 B - to test performance. .

1973-74 ’ -

¢ Kindergarten. Project pupils showed significant gains in cozparison
to controls on the Spanish version of the Inter-American General
Ability Test, but wvere equivalent to controls on the Stanford ‘Early ,
School Achievezment Tegt. Objectives were approached but not reached - .
at the kindergarten level. '

. N \

¢ Pirst Grade. Pirst graders in the project outperformed controls by
approximately 0.5 grade equivalents on the SRA Achievement Tests
(significance levels are not reported), but did significantly ottgain

controls on both versions of the Inter-American Reading Tests.

Second Grade. Project pupils outperformed the controls with respect
to average grade equivalents on the SRA Achievement Series (though
the nean differences were not statistically significant). Project
pupils significantly outgained controls on the Spanish version of

the Inter-American Reading Tests. The reverse was true on the
English version of the Inter-American Reading Test (controls signifi-
cantly outgained project pupils). .

. . N D‘6li 4
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*» Third Grade. while all differences on the three subtests of tne *
- SEA Achievemegt Tests favered the project group, there yere none
sigatficant. . However, proiect pupils outgained the comtrols on
both v°r°1°ﬁf of the Inter-iserican Reading Tests.
: . Background h
’ The Title VII 3ilingual Education Program in Corpus Christi, Texas is in the
£ifth year of operation. During the 1973-74 academic year, the lést full year tor
v which evaluaticn data is available, 519 pupils were’enrolled in the project ip N
gzacdes X through 3 in each of three schools (Crockett, Evans, and Travis).
b Table I shows the growth of the Title VII project during its first four years; one
. grade level vas added each year. - )
. - . Table 1 : .
Number of S;udeats Enrplled at Each Grade Level Zach ,
Acadezic Year in the Corpus Christi Bilingual Bducation Prograz=
N & ' c
-
1} Grade level Total
- Year K 1 2 3 Barollcent
1970-71 143 ——— —e —— 143
~
1971-72 184 106 — -——— 290
1972-73 173 155 107 — 435
1973-74 154 148 - 124 . 93 519
Evaluation R
Phe Title VII evaluator in 1972-73 and ig 197374 was Ilene Cordray.
. . She is alad a staff mesber of the Corpus Christi School District Departmeat of
I \ ! Planning and Evaluation, directed by Dr. Ronald Howard in_1972-73, and by Dr.
' Kenneth Kyle in 1973-74. .
Pépil Characteristics
N In 1973-74, the total C.C.I.S.D. student enrollpent was slightly under
4%,000 with approximately 32,500 Mexican-American pupils (54%), 2,400 Rlack
' ) pupils (5%) and 17,700 Anglo pupils (41%7). The 519 Title VII project pupils
vere 92% Mexican-American, 6% Black and 2% Anglo. Two of the three -project
schools show similar ethnic balances with the exception of the Evens scq§ol
vith an enrollsent of 75% Mexican-American, 24% Black and 1% Anglo,
B :
- _ )
" ! /
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Data reported

family fincoze levels of $356 for project emroilees vith 81X of the pupils’,
lincones falling below the poverty level.

for the 1972-73 academic year indicated lov average moathly

fazily
Average, fazily size included 4.25

. children based oa pareats’

native Spanish speakers.

reports; 323 pupils (741 of the 435 earollees) were
Average class enrolliments in Seprember 1972 were 27.75;

vithd2avals during the 1972-73 year sveraged &.81 per class (17 per ceat); late
entries per class averaged 4.00 (14X). Absences during the year were high;
sveraging spproxizately 353 per class or 12.7 per pupil,

Three eleasentsry schools selected by the Title VII staff l‘rved aa
‘control schools. One class at each grade level.was selected within each of the
three coatrol schools by the principal in charge of esch. Classes forning the
control group were spproxizately equal to the project group in terms of socto-
econozic level. Each control school was also the cne closest geographically to a
project school.
Lad . . 4 ’ .

Data reported for 1972-73 also indicated that kindergarten teachers in the
control schools sveraged 20 years' teaching experience, while the sif kinder-
garten teachers in the project schdols were all in their first or second year-of
teaching. Class size for control kindergartens sveraged 23 in co:p&xison with .
an average size of 29 for project kindergarten classes. Othervise, at grades
. 1 and 2, project and control classes vere equal in terms of teachers' experience T
: and class size,

- - . L

Until the'curreat 1974-75 acadenmic year, classes in the comtrol schools
were taught monolingually without regard for the language dominance of the
children. With the i=plementation of Teyxas bilingual prograsm legislation in ‘

1974-75, pupils in the control classes m=ay also be partially instructed in

Spanish. The project evaluator reports that in the control schools, heavy .
exphasis was placed on tBe instruction of reading ana cathezatics just as in
the Title VII bilingual education progras.

Cozparison Design

_ The basic cozparison design in 1972-73 and 1973-74 involved adninistration
of pretests and posttests to both project and control groups within each grade.
The evsluators point out that the two groups may not show saxpling equivalence
although the attespt vas zade to balance both groups ‘as closely as poswible in
terts of ethnic'mix, maturation, and the test instrumente adninistered. Match-
ing was made at the school level. In this situation, if pretest equivaleace is -
observed for the controls and project pupils, then significant mean posttest
scoras, either rawv or adjusted for pretest group differences, or significant
mean gain scores favoring the project pupils indicate program effect, other
things being equal. Data will be reported for the 1972-73 and 197374 acadexic
years. ,

"

<

3
Measures
tasures

For the 1972-73 and 1973-74 acadc:ic years, the following teata wvere
‘ . aduinistered at the grade levels iqﬂicated

#
i
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. Grades administered in: N
Test 1972-73 - 19732

Stanford Early School Achievement Test K | SPR
Incer-Anerican Geaeral Ability (Spenish)® - X X \
Inter-Anerican Generel Ability‘(zngliab) | S K ' :
SRA Achievement Test z‘hmry' n o 1
SRA Achievenent Telt'(Prizary 11) . 2 . 2,3
Inter-American Reading (Spasish Level I) 1,2 ' 1,2
Inter-Anerican Reading (Spanish Level 11) - . 3
Inter-Anerican Reading (English Level I) 1,2 1,2
Inter-American Reading (Eoglish Level II) - 3
Results: 1972-73 . .

Rindergarten, Table 2 shous means on the Stanford Early School Achievement
Test (May aduinistration) for the kindergarten project and control pupils enrolled
during the 1972~73 scadenic year. Table 2 also shows nmean pretest, posttest, and
posttest-adjusted-for-pretest group mean differences on the verbal-numerical and
non-verbal parts of both the Spanish and English language versions of the Inter-
Azerican Gereral Ability Test.

- .

In kindergarten, both the control and project group showed equivalent
weans on the three subtests of the Stanford Early School Achievement Test
and on both tests of the English versions of the Inter~Anerican Test of
General Ability. On the Spanish version of the Inter-American (Pruebas de’
Habilidad General), the adjusted mean posttest differences significantly
favored the project pupils on both subtests. In both English and Spanish
language development the projéct” pupils scored above the 64th percenaile on
both language versions of the Inter-American Test, while the controls scored
significantly lower (at the 46th percentile) on the Spaaish versicn.
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. JTable 2 - .
18 .

- Means on t'be Stanford E#rly School Achievement Test and on

. the Inter-American General Ability Test (Spanish and Baglish ' .
’ Versions)lfor Bilingual Proiect and Control Group Students
. Grade Group X Stanford Early School Achievement Test . “
+ (Language) o, ;
' Letters, ~  Ayral
Hathe=atics Sounds ) Cozprehension
Kindergarten Project . 167  °  17.4 17.6 17.0
(Saglish) Control 67 18.6 18.0 18.0 \
. \' .

Inter-Anerican Pruebas de Habilidad General

Verbal-Nuserical Yon-Verbal \\
' = Pre Post Post(adj) Pre Post Poag(adj)
Kindergarten Project " 143 9.6 12.9 13.0,, 11.5 15.2 15.2,
(Spanish) Control 59 ° 10.3 12.1 11.8 12.1 14.5 14.3
Inter-Arerican Test of General Ability' (English).
Verbal-Nunerical Ron-Verbal
. . Pre Post Post(adi) Pre Post Poa'tg'adjz -
' Kindergarten Project 143 10.4 14.4 14.3 12,0 15.1 15.1

! T (English) Control 59 10.2 14.0 4.1 11.0 15.3 15.3

* Mean differences betveen Project and Control group at .05 level
. 4

*%  Mean dffferences between Project and Lontrol group a't J01 level

1 Raw score zu'an.s are shown for the Inter-American General Ability Tes‘t. *
W
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First Grade. T7irst grade sumrcaries are shown fn Table 3 which reports
grade equivalent means for project and control groups on the three.subtests of
the SRA Achievecent Test and pretest, posttest, and gain score neans on both
subtests of both language versions of the Inter-American Reading Tests.

Table 3 °

Means on the SRA Achieveaent Test and on the Inter-
Aserican Reading Tests (Spanish and Znglish Veraions)

a .for Bilingual Project and Control Grgup Students
N , SBA Achievement Test (Privary I) GE's
Group X Reading Language Arts. Mathezatics
Project 148 Yo-2.2 o 2.1 2.6
Contral 75 1.8%% 1.7%% 1.8%% .

Inter-Anerican Pruebas de Lecturs (Nivel I)

Vocabulary Coaprehension
Pre Post Post(sdj.) Pre Post Post(adi.)
« Project 126 9.3 20.4  20.4 9.5 16,2  16.2
Control 65 7.7 9 9, 2% 8.3, 8.7 8.8%%
Inter-Azerican Test of Reading (Level I)
i Vocabulary ° Comprehension
Pre Post Post{sdi.) Pre Post Post(adj.)
Project 126 10.9 23.9 23.4 9.9 19.6 19.4
© Control 65 8.5 18.0 18.9% 7.8 13.6  14.1%*
- *% Mean differences between Project and Contrpl group at .0l levzl . ’ ,
Both the project and control groups performed well st the end-of-year
aduinistration of the SRA Achievement Tests (1.8 = appropriate grade level),
but the project group scored significantly higher (.01 level) in mean grade .
equivalents thsn did the controls on all three asubtests. On both language>
versions of the Inter-Azerican Reading tests, the adjusted posttest means of
the project pupils were significantly higher (.01 level) than the means ot
the control group on both the vocabulary and comprehension subtests.
. 3}
\ 2y
S S - . :,
‘ ¥ . -y -
% ! . X
lathlcore fseans sre shown for the Inter-American Reading Tests.
| - ;
i >,
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Second Grade. Second grade su=maries are shown in Table 4 for the saze
tests as those appearing in Table 3.

B

Table 4 . .
Means on the SRA Achievezent Test and on the Incer-A:ekicap Reading Tests
.~ (Spaaish and Eaglish Verlious)l for Bilingual Project and Control Group Students

Grade . SRA Achievement Test (Prizsrv II) GB's
(Language) Group N Reading Language Arts Mathegatics
4 N
Second . Project 106 2.9 2,8 2,7
(English) Control 68 2.6 2.5% 2,4%

Incer-knerican Pruebas de Lectura (Nivel 1)

. Vocabulary ) Coaprehension
Pre Post Post(adi.) Pre Post Post(adi.)
Second Project 92 14.6 26.4 25.8 10.3 21.1 . 21.4

(Spanish) Control 68 12.3 16.4 17.2%% 11.4 14.6 14, 2%%

Inter-Aderican Test of Reading (Level 1)

Vocabulary Conprehension
. Pre Post Post(adi.) Pre Post Post(adi.)
Second ‘Project: 92 22.4 34,0 33.7 17.7 32.8 32.4
(English) Control 68 21.3 30.7 30.9%% ) 18.3 27.7 27.5%*

* Mean differences between Project gnd Control group at .03 level
[
*% Mean differences betwesn Projlét and Con:roirgroup at .01 lavel

The project students caintained grada level (2.8) at the May testing of the
'SRA Ackievement tests &nd significantly (.05 level) out-scored the controls on
the SRA language erts and mathematics subtests. On both the English and Spanish
versions of the Inter-American Reading tests, the project group's adjusted posttest
means were significantly higher (.0l level) than the control's on both the vocahu-
lary and conprehension tests. . :

IRnw score neans are ghown for the Intér-American Reading Tests.
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Language Developzment. Project pupils at the end of the first grade were )
clsssified into those who had beean in the progran for two years and those who had
been in the progra= only for the first grade. On all three subtests of the SRA
Achievenent Test--Reading, Language Arts, and Mathezatics-—-the pupils in the -
{irst grsds who had also been enrolled in the bilingual program ia kindergarten
scored significantly higher than pupils earolled for oaly the first grade. The
vaze pattern of significant differences betwesen SRA Achievesent Test means for .
second graders enrolled three, two, and one year in the prograz was observed.
These data are shown in Table 5.

, “
Table 5

Mean SRA Achievement Test Scores for First and -
Second Graders Classified by Length of Enrollment

* SRA Achievenent Test -
» Group hi Readiag Language Arts Mathecatics ~ }

First Graders in : *
Progran for: . ,
2 yesrs 100 2.3, 2.3, 2.7, ,
1 yesr 23 1.9 1.8 2.4

_ Second Graders in ' . '

> Progran fori //,’,/// . ) )
3 years ) 42 3.1,, 3.3, 2.8,,
2 years . 21 2.8 2.5 . 2.5
1 year 27 ¢ 2.6 ' 2.4 2.5

L

* Mean differences begween groups at .05 ‘level

% Mean differences between groups at ,01'1ev.f

‘ v
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Mean pretest and posttest raw scores on both the English and Spanish
versions of the vocabulary and cozprehension subtests of the Inter-Americen Reading
Tests vere also calculated and are reported in Table 6 for first graders enrolled
in the project for one or two years, sand for second graders enrolled one, two, or
three years. In every instance, with the exception of the Comprehension posttest
scores for first graders on the Inter-Azerican Spanish version, length of progran
enrollnent was significantly related to mean test performance for both grade groups.

-

Table 6 .

+ Raw Score Means on the Inter-American Reading Test for
First or Second Graders Classified by Length of Enrollment

. Inter-American Reading Test
P . Spanish English
Vocabulary Conprehension

.7 Vocabulary Coaprehension

Group i Pre . Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Pirst Graders
Enrolled:
2 years- 102 9,8 21.6 9.6 .16.7 . 11,2 25.0 10.2  21.0
. ok n.s . kK ET

1 year 22 7.3 14,6 9.2 4,277 9.6 19.4 8.9 13.7 o »
Second Graders o
Enrolledi
3 years L43 16.9 29.7 12.6 24.9 26.1 36.0 " 20.3 135.3

. ‘ ok xk *k *%
2 years 21 16.5 26.0 10.9 19.3 21.2 32.9 17.3  30.0
1 year 28 9.3- 21.2 6.0 16.1 17.9 31.7 14.1  29.5 )
** Mean differences between grgupq at .01 level .-

7 v
. J o
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Results: 1973-74 -

. Cocparisons between project and control groups in 1973-74 vere zade on
the saze tests used in 1972-73 to measure English and Spanish language abilities. ~
However, posttest covariance adjustoents were not calculated, so that on the Inter-
Amer{can Sarias tests in both languages, pretest, posttest, and gein means are

Teportad, with program affactiveness demonstrated by significant mean gain gif-
farancas favoring project'groupl.‘ ’ '

Kindsrgartan, Csrtain criteria were sot &s indicative of the achievement
of progran objectivas for tha projact group.- On tha Stanford Early School ‘
Achievezent Test, kindergarten pupils enrolled in projact classas in 1973-74 vere
expected to achieve at an 80/40 (80X of the pupils will score abova the 40th
percentile) criterion and & 40/70 (40% of the pupils will score above the 70th
percentile) criterion. On the Spanish version of the Inter-American General ~
Ability Test the mean gain of the project group was expected to show & significantly
(.05 level) higher mean gain than the controls with 90X of the pupils scoring above
the 20th percentile and 60X of the pupils scoring above the 50th perceatile: -
For the Stanford Early Achievement Test total score, 83% of the project
students scored above the 40th percentile and 27% of the project students scored
above the 70th percentile. Mean differences on.the three subtests did not
stgnificantly favor the project students in any of the three gubtests. \
‘For the Spanish version of the.Inter-American Series pootteot‘:ofal score, ‘/
85% of the project pupils gcored above the 20th percentile and 70X above the 50th
percentile, indicating near attainment of the achievement expectancies.

Table 7 shows pretast, posttest, and gain means on both varsions of the

Intar-Anericen General Ability Test for tha projact and control students,
5

* ’

PO Table 7, '
Rﬁ?/Score Pretest, Posttest, and Gain Means for Kindergarten Pupils

General Abilit
Inter-American Total

General Abilit
Inter-American Total

Spanish ot English |
Grou N Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain
Project 9 22.3 28.8 6.5 22,0  30.4 8.4
%* Py .
, Control 48 26.2 262 2.1 250 29.3 7.3%°®

* Mean differences between Project and Contro{ group at .05 level

. In summary, objectives were partially achieved at the kindergarten level,
with pupils in the project significantly outgaining controls on the Spanish

- version of the Inter-American Series. . :

Raad
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First Grade. Objectives for the first grade were.(a) that first grade
project pupils would significantly outgain control pupils on both versions of
the Inter-Anerican Reading Test, snd (b) that project pupils would score 0.6
grade equivalents higher than controls on the SRA Achievement Mathematics
and Reading subtests. Summary test information is .prasentsd in Tebles & and 9.

Table 8
. - .,
SRA Achievenent Test Means for First Graders

. SRA Aéhievenent Tests

Group”™ h Reading ‘Language Arts - Mathematics
Project ~ 111 2.3 2.2 g 2.4
Control 7 1.8 1.7 1.8

.

.With respect to the second objective, grade equivalent Jifferences favored
the project group on the Mathematics subtest at the expected level (0.6), but not

on the Reading subtest (0.5) of the SRA Achievement Test. Significance levels ‘

are not reported for these mean differences between project and control pupils’
in the first grade, but it should be noted that project pupils averaged considerably
above the grade level of 1.8.

Table 9
Inter~Anerican Reading Test Raw Score Means for-FfEst Graders

Lgter-AmericanA§paniah Inter-American English

Group hi ) Pre Post Gain Pre Posgt Gain '
Project 125 19.6 49.5 29.9 22.2  52.9 30.7

: *%
Control * 46 .6 213 6.9 4.2 3.4 20.%

%%  Mean differences between Project and Control group at, .0l level

With respect fo the total score on both versions of the Inter-American
Tests (English and Spanish) the project pupils showed significantly higher gain
scores than did the controls in the first grade. .

.
s

.
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Sccond Grdde. Objectives for the gecond grade were (2) project students ~°
would average 0.6 grade equivalents higher than controls on the Mathematics and
Reading subtests of the SRA Achievement Test and (b) project studeats would
outgain controls on both versions of the Inter-American Reading Tests. Second
grade project students outperformed the control students on the SRA Achievement
Tests, although the expected differences of 0.6 grade equivalents were not
observed, as shown in Table 10. -

. o Table 10

SRA Achievezent Means for Second Graders

O

SRA Achievenent Tests

Group N Reading Language Arts Mathematics
Project 130 3.1 3.1 2.9
Control 83 2.7 2.6 2.5

i

Table 11 shows mean pretest, posttest, and gain acores for both the project
and contrél students on both versions of the Inter-Azerican Reading Tests. Results
were mixed with project pupils outgaining controls on the Spanish version and

“bon:rola outgaining project pupils on the English version.

Table 11
Inter-American Reading Test Raw Score Means for Sefcdgd Graders

-

Inter-American Spanish Inter—-American English
Group N Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain
Project 97 33.5 54.0  20.5 4.6  65.6  21.0
Control 57 <2006 35,9 155" 3.3- 0.8 26.5™

** Jean differences batween Project and Control group at”.01 level

-
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. ,.' Third Grade. Third grade objec:ivu wvere iden:ical to tbose for the second - ,
- grade:  (a) 0.6 mean grade »gquivalen: superiority for project pupﬂ.s on the [N
Machematics™and Reading subtests of the SRA Achievement Tests and (b) mean gain '
4 score nupariori:y for project pupils oa the In:er-A.uticm Xsading Tests. Results . T
. are presented aﬁblq 12 and Tadle 13. ) s . .
¢ 7 . . . Table 12. - . . i ) ) o "’-:_ Y " -

SRA Aachicvem: Tuc Means for Third ‘Gndtu Tl -7

s

SPA Achievenent Tests

¢

Group " N Reading Language Arts Mathematics
Praject 87 © 3.5 '3.6 ., 3.6
* Control 89 3.1 ) * 3.5 3.5

T

Objec:ivea with renpec: to the SBA Reading and )‘.acﬂmtics subtests vere

‘ npt set and grade equival
However in resding, the pro
alents on the avsrage.

.

t levels .for either group do not reach grade expectaacy.

ect ,pugiln outperforn the

.

:rola by 0. 4 grade equiv-

-

Table 13 .

A2

Inter-Aserican Reading Test RawrScere Heans for Third Graders

. . ) In:cr—'laericm Sppnish Inter-An€rican English
- Group 5 - Pre __ Post _ Gain- Pre _ Post " Gain
: Project 85 ° ! 26.7 56.5 29.8 52.5 72.7 20.2
‘ P (33
A . a Control 63 23.8 33.5 9.7° 48.2 59.1 10.9
L. ' T %%  Mean differences between Project and Control group at .0l ie'vel .

‘' ’ N hd
i ——

. . In the third grade, project pupils significan:ly outgained the con:!ols on
' both versioas of the In:er-Anerican Series.

e
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PROGRAM AREA:’ L -
- Bilingusl Bducatio

. PROJECT TITLE:

L4

Y ! " 81lingual ‘Bducaslon Program (Title VII, PL 89-10)
LOCATION:. T

Bgu&iﬁn. Texas e
- | SOURCES.Awn 1EVEL OF FUNDING:

»

The following figd@gs:pertain to the fifth year of program operation:
Title VII Punde  $246,960

! Local “Purigs - - T 182,344
State Punds 296,705 .
e T w -
Total Year § $726,009

’

-

PROGRAY START BATE:

1969 .

T
. BRIEF DESCRIPTIOR' OF PROJECT: : - .

Goals and objgrtives.’ The.progras 18 desigoed to serve Spanish spedking
students by developing culturally and linguistically appropriate curriculuz, by
providing relevant training tor teachers -and z2ides, by developing parent and
coz=unity involvezént in the .sducatioanal process, and by generally effecting a
change in attitude ;ovazdi,pi&ingﬁal education. The inteant of this program is
to izprove student Felf-concept-by raising the status of the students' language
and culture gxd Ltheieby .increasing student achievezent!in Engligh, Spanish, and
other conten arees. ..

Context. The Houston school district, which is 413 Black, 40% Anglo, and
18X Mexican-Axerican, experiences a high attfition and oobility rate. The
prograz schools are located in the eastern and northeastern parts of the city
and have a student enrollfent which is 532 Mexican~Azerican, 42% Black, and 52

Anglo, Asian, and- Indfian. ~

) Progran description. .

Grade level{s esra ‘of operation size—~During its fifth year of
operation, 1973-74, the progrem served 1550 K-12 students in eight elementary
4 achool{v ode juqior high, and one high school. -
. StafflﬁglﬁThe progran staff required for this number of participants
v ) consists of the following: Adainistratore/supervisors (5, full tize), Specialist
(1, parttime), Evaiuator (1, parttime), teachers (48, full tine), teacher aides
(23, parttime), and clerical (3, full %ime), All adninistrators, teachers, and
aides in the program’ are bilinguai. )

3
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Curricula, zaterial, tize involved--(This section applies to the

clexentary level program.) Students begin lcurning to read in Spanish with
the use of Mis Primeras Letras, a reading readiness book on letters’and letter
sounds in Spaaish. Spanish Reading Activities, a workbock developed by teachers
in the district, is used in conjuaction with the reading text. After studeats
zaster Spanish decoding skills using Mis Primeres letras and Spanish Reading N
. Activities, they begin reading in the Laidlav basal reading series in Spanish.

As students im=prove their resding skills in Spanish, they progress through the

Laidlav basal readers. .

Spanish dozinant students are aiso iastructed in oral English language
developmeat, and English reading using 3asic English Language Patterns for Spanish
Soeaking Studeats and the Harcourt, Brace, and Javonovich basal reading series.
English dominant students are instructed ia oral Spanish, Spanish reading (for
those who are ready), a&nd English reading.

£ach bilingual classroo= has a teacher and a half-tize aide vho assists
with instruction. The teacher plans the daily prograz, and the aide wvorks closely
with her to see that it is carried out.

. Instruction includes a block of time devoted to Spanish reading and
langeage arts. During the rezainder of the day the instruction is in English,
for English dominant and bilingual studeats. Students who are monolingual Spanish
receive additional ianstruction in Spanish after the lessons are presented in Eaglish.
The biliagual teachers have available to thex the £lexibility of explaining, espha-
sizing, or reinforcing say skill in either language to ensure that each pupil be-

\ cozes involved and senses a feeling of ?chieve:ent aad security.

At the secondary level, the prograz ingludes ESL for monolingual Spanish
students and several bilingual courses for studeats Jho have already attained sone
degree of bilinguality. The sonolingual Spanish students are identified by the-
homerooz teachers and tested on basic reading skills. Those students who qualify
are enrolled in ESL, plus zegular English and zmath, and their choice of elective
courses. Students in their second year of ESL also take Scieance and History (in
English). * . .

‘Students who do not qualify for ESL way enroll in any of the several
courses vhich are taught bilingually. These caurses are open to all students.

L]

Bilingual Courses

Junior High High School
Reading, Writing, Spelling Algebra ’
Texas History Geometry . :
Speech Spanish Business Comzunication
Drana Mexican Polkloric Dance

Spanish for the Spanish Speaker

Facilities—-The program can operate in a regular classroom without any
special modification.
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Pareatal involvenent--Close contact with parents has been a key feszture
of the progran over the five years of its development. Each year teachers hold
quarterly meetings with the pareats at the school to expiaio the btléqiual prograz’.
Teachers also zake yearly home visits to pareats to talk about how ¥hedr child {s™
doing and to obtain the parents’ reactions to the progran oa & district question-.
naire. .

Brochures eatitlegl “Parental Involvenment in the Bilingusl Education of
Houston Independent School District® have been developed by the district va\ guide -
teachers in getting pErents involved in school-related activities. The teachers
hsve recruited parents to help on various classroom projects, and some pareats
have tutored bilingual students under the guidance of the teachers.

Advisory Soard Meetings--During the first few years of the progra='s
development, the district Title VII Advisory 2oard plsyed an icportant role in
increasing ‘cocmunity involvement in the prograzs. For instance, in order to increase
participation of Spanish speaking pareats, meetings were conducted in English and
Spanish. At the beginning these neetings were used to inforn parents of develop~
sents in the progre=. Later, parents became Dore actively ianvolved in decision
=aking.

The Advisory 3oard, which meets quarterly, consists of the principal,
one bilingual teacher, one parent, and one coxzunity leader from each of the ten
participating schools. These mexmbers are organized into study teams in six areas:
Instruction, Curriculu=, Cox==unity Relations, Inservice, Dissemination, and Eval-
uation. Each tess reviews the needs and/or problems related to its area and cakes
reco=zendations to the total board.

Preservice/inservice trainiag--Over the first five years of th‘progra:,
teachers gained valuable experience in zany areas of bilingual educatioa. They
participated in the development of new materials, established their own styles of
dealing with thé task of -teaching in twd languages, and discovered how to make the
best use of the help an aide could provide in the classroom. The frequeat inservice
trafning sessions which were provided by the district for the teachers supported the
teachers in their efforts.

This inservice training for the teachers and aides in the bilingual pro-
gras was provided at least once a month during the school year. Training consisted
of 2-hour sessions after school for which participating tkachers received a slo
stipend. During the 1973-74 school year ten sessions were held, covering the
following topics: ESL, cultural awvareness and history, evaluation, and zethodology
of language instruction. Bilingual staff developzent activities also included
visits to other schools, displays of locally developed instructional caterials,
and zini-university courses offered by the district. .

Cost--During Year 1 the prograzm received funds totaling $234,850; this
figure has increased each year by about $100,000 as more participants are served.
(Progran enrollzent has increased from 650 to 1550 participants over the five
years.) The approximate per-pupil cost for the program is less than $500 per
pupil, based on a five-year average. Major startup costs were for'eqpipmen: and
furniture (520,000 in Years 1 and 2 ' cozbined), ilnstructional materials (510,000
in Yeéar 1), inservice stipends (514,500 in Years 1 and 2 combined), and consul-
tants who helped with all phases of curriculum development, inservice training,
and evaluation ($6,000 in Year 1). After Year 1 the amount spent for consultants
dropped to $2,000 and continued to drop &s local resource people gained.experience

» -

D-79

8




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-]

in the prograxz and were edble TO taxe over a consulting role. As the need for
{nseryice training tapered off, the amount spent on stipends was reduced. Teachers
are paid to write curriceluz materials to supplement comzercial zmaterials, but

this activity has become less critical as better bilingual csterials become avail-
able commercially.

N The Houston Independent School District substantially increased its
sopport of the progra= during Years 3, 4, and 5 by picking up all prograz expenses
at Kindergartea in Year 3, Kindergarten and Grace'l in Year &, “and Kindergarten
through Grade 2 in Year 5. Prograz staff feel that by assu.ing fiscal responsi-
bility for the total progre=, a grade level at a time, year by year, ‘the district
funds have contributed to the orderly, stable growth of the progra=. This approach
15 believed to be preferadle to one in vhich a local district picks up specific
budge: items, without taking into account sufficiently the impact of this action

on the total progras.

5
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B EVIQENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS: = ' . - |
* .
- Evaluation. The Bilingual Zducation Project of the Housten Independent
. School Dist¥ict is served part time-by the project evaluator, Ms. Piedad Cortez,
. as vell aa a part-time research coasultant who is respoasible for the basic com-
V . sparison design. The oain objectives of the evaluation esch year were Zo:
s Establish cocparability of program patticipants ahd coatrol _
groups o validate cozpsrative cognitive gains.
¢ ¢+ Cocpare the cognitive gains in general Eaglish ability of .
progre= participants and coatrol groups.
¢ Assess gains in the Spanish ability of project participants.
s+ When possible, cocpare the zathefatics ability of prograc
. participants and cecatrol groups. ,
: ¢ Cozpare mean posttest general English ability scores for
control groups and for progra= participaats categorized
by years of enrollment in the progras.
Year and grade sazples. Elementary level test data for three years are
sumcarized: 1971-72, 1972-73, and 1973-74. These are respectively the third, i
fourth, srd fifth years of program operation. Data for gtedes X-3 are reported .
for 1971-72, grades K-4 for 1972-73, and grades K-5 for 1973-74. 1Imn 1973-74
however, the grade 5 cozparisons are based upon only 36 pupils in the cozbined
participant and control groups; this nu=der is too szmall to allow stréng inferences
-+ to be made. Consequently, the statistical sum—aries preseated in Table 2 and
Table 3 below are those for grades K-3 in 1971-72 and grades X-4 in 1972-73 and
1973-74.,
R Heasures, Measures reported are the general English ability and mathezatics

scores of the Inter-American Series Tests administeredin both Spanish and English
- to the prograz participants and in English to the contrRl groups. Reliadbilities
are unreported. This test is quite generally in use in kilingual educaticon pro-
gracs across the nation. Raw scores are reported. Therelare no standardized
measures, grade equivalent.scores, or U.S. norzs available. -,

Cozparison procedures.

* Pretests were administered in October and posttests in May of
each acadenic year. i

¢ Repeated neasures analyses of variance were calculated, yielding Lo

tests of group effects (experimental versus control) in the between-subjects

breakdown and nain time effects (pre~ versus posttests) as well as Tize X Group .o
- ' interaction effects in the within-subjects breakdown. The latter ome degree of .
freedon contrast is the one of interest--its significance indicates the rejection
of the null hypothesis that experimental and control mean gains are equal. Mean ,
gains for both groups are reported and indicate in all cases that the estinmated
gains for the experimental group, exceeded that for the control group within each
grade in each year reported; nearly all gain contrasts were significant. ¢

* Inferential statistics were P-tests. ‘

D-81
-

‘ -
L3 ‘

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




- . ’
. ‘* Participant schools and control schools numbered seven and twoi re-
spectively, in 1971-72 and the saze in 1972-73; there were eight experimental and
twe coatrol schools in 1973-74. Ethnic distributions -of total esirollevs in alil
project schools for the three years reported were approxicately balaaced between . s
3lack and Spanish-American vhich resultsd {roc "pairing" of schools to cbserve inte-~
gration; this "balancing” in Houston vas smong the predominantly Spanish-Azerizan
schools. :

2+ Ccntrol groups are reported as selected §h the basis of similerity to .
the experimentals in language, socio-economic level, and acade=ic achievement. How-~ 3
.. ever, three factors should be considered vhen interpreting the results. Pirst, in-
: dividuals were removed froz the control groups in order to zatth the pretest score Y
. distribution in each grade to the pretest score distribution for the experimental
group.' Second, attrition for the bilingual participants in the Houston Independent
) . School District is high. Longitudinal attrition figures are presented in Table 1
showving the nuzbers of contlnuing progrem participants over the first four years
of the bilingual prograz. Por exa=plé, of the 290 kindergarten pupils enrolled
in the bilingual program in 1969-70, 153 continued in the program for two years,
9% for three years, and 75 for four years. ‘Because of attrition, the evaluatdy
felt compelled to require-significance at the .0l level. (These figures are taken
from the application for continuation for the fifth year, Nuzmbers are not extended
or reported in the 1973-74 fifth year prograz evaluation report.) b

Table g

Bilingual Prograz Enrollmeat by Year and by Grade
Showing Secogg, Tnird, ln§ Pourth Year Continuing Pupils

Grade 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 :
- % . B N
K 290 175 153 " 18 .
s N . o-.\ \
e ‘ Too- : a.. a a

' 1 124 307(153% . 1630111%) 172(125%)

. s . - ‘\\\\\\\\\\ \\\\\\\\\\\\
2 . 2 121(62% 259(94%,99%) * “N183(62%,101%) - @’

(( - \ *
. LY ,

3 . 26(8%) 00(36*,33%) 256(72%,62°,75%)

1200%) 27382, 30°,279)

. 5. | \\\\‘~\\\-\\\

.

29(9%,7%) .

a-~Second Year Partieip}ncs; b--Third Year Participants; c¢-~Rourth Year Participants
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were discovered to b
froz the analysis.

-

Third, in 1972-73 a significant. nuzber of pupils enrolled in an ZSL Project 21
in the control group and were then consequently eldminated

is in effect removed the Spanish-dominant aegment of the
control group.) ' -

* Tests were adminiatered by éleaentnry coordinators vith the asais-
tance of classroom teachers. . .

* Pretest and postteat results are reported for both prograz partici-
pants and for control groups with cozplete and non-zero scores.

Results. Table 2 shows the mean pre~ and posttest Inter-American Series Test
scores for the experizental and control groups in each-grade for each year.

and 3 in the 1973-74 school’ year, all contrasts significantly favor the bilingual
participants. Thus the evidence strongly supports the conclusion that the effects
of the bilingual prograzm are positive across grades for the three-year period
reported. The mean gain differences favoring the progran participants tend also
to be large in relation to the estirated atandard deviations ©f the gains (esti~
=ated as the square root of tHe within-subject variability across groups).

Table 3 reports pre-post and gain scores oa the Inter-Azmerican Series General
Ability Test, Spanish Version, for the program participaants. No cozparisons with
controls are made. The data indicate that geins from Octobcr to May are large
across grades And years. .,

Tables 2 and 3 &re ahown on the following pages.

Mean Inter-Azerican General Abflity Test acérea for grade groups within each
year were categorized either as control or by length of enrollment in the bilingual

prograz. In moat ceses, the groups differed significantly although there is no
apparent positive correlation between length of earollment and mean score. Post<
hoc contraats.were not calculated. . N yau

Suzzmary. On the basis of the data reported for three consecutive yéarn, the

bilingual education progranm in Houston resuilts in aignificantly higher aeven-month

gains in the English veraion for program participants in compariaon to that of
controls. . B

The design applied to suzmarize the data is sinpfe, to the point, and is one
that was planned as part of the managesent nmonitoring process. It is a summative *
procedure that could well be copied by many bilingual prograns that do not stress -
the suzmative evaluation question with either clarity or understanding, and con-
sequently do not permit any comparative assessment to be made.
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Table 3

Pre- Post and Ggin Scores for Experimental Groups

on the Inter-American Test Spanish Version . R

Grade Group N Pre ?oii Gain  SD - F P
he71-72 . " o , .

K Experimental 111 42.3  68.9 26.6 8.1 ' 595.3  .001

1 Experimental 130 47.7  59.0 11.3 6.5 1941  .001

- 2 Experisental 305 ,44.5  58.5  14.0° 6.8  434.8  .0B1

3 Experimental 79 60.7 76,1 15.4 6.6  216.5 .00l

P I3 )
. 1972-73 . .
K - Experfsental 159  36.2 _ 61.0 24.8 13.0  287.7 .00l ’
1 Experizental 146 47.6° S8.1  10.5 8.7  104.5 .00l
, i Expericental 161 45.9 58,7 12.8 7.2 261.6  .001
3 Experimental 218 47.6°  61.8 14,2 11.2  172.6 .00l
4  Experimental 98  57.1  77.3  20.2 13.2  1i5.1 .00l
. . ) £
. 1973-74 - -

K Experimental 127 46.2  65.7 19.5 6.2  605.9 .00l

1 Zxperimental 168 43.2  58.0 148 9.7  196.6 .001

2 Experinmental 172 46.1 62.8 16.7 13.9 12.9 001

3 Experimental " 163 54.7  69.5  14.8 12.8 1.7 .001

e 4  Experimental 162 54,1 72,9  18.8 14.2  137.4  .001

/
) - S T .
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PROCRAM AREA: . - -
lexnéual Education (Spanish/English)
| PROJECT TITLE: ) .
. " Kingsville ailinguni Education Program
.o LOCATION: ’

Kingsville, Texas

SOURCES AND LEVEL OF FUNDING:

The following figures periain to the fourth year of program operation.

“«y

O
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Title VII Funds $ 67,727
Local Punds . 145,000
State Funds 990
Total $213,717

PROGRAM START DATE:

1970 -

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:

Goals and abjectives. Goals are to enable non-English-speaking children
to achieve proficiency in their mother tongue (Spanish) and in a second lan-
guage (English), which will perumit them to master the school curriculun }n
both languages, and to cultivate pride in their native language and culture.
By achieving these goals, it is hoped that project students will reach grade
level in all subject areas and that students who are bxlxnguaa will be able
to make contributions fo both cultures. . . .

Context. Kingsville, in Kleberg County, Texas, is about 36 miles Bouth~
west of Corpus Christi and 120 miles east of the border town of Laredo. The
population is 28,000 and is somewhat mobile due to a ntval base located in
the city. Attrition from the program, however, has not’ been a problem,

A celanese plant just outside town employs many people other employment for

residents is with the city, in services, and with logal businésses, KingsVille is

also the home of Texas A & 1 University

There are.6,505 students enrolled in the Kingsvxlle Independent School
District, pany of whom come from homes in which Spanish is the domlnant lan-
guage. The ethnic breakdown in the district is 54X Mexican-American, 3% :
black and 43% other. At the elementary level (K-5), about 50% of enrolled
children are non-English dominant. The one school that was the nucleus of
the program for four years was almost totally Mexican American.

Il .
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Progra= aescraption.

e ° —— .

Major features of the progran ,are the following:

uge of behavioral objectives and curriculu= guides,
paired teaching in grades 1-5,

e=phasis on language developnent in both languages,
systezatic assessment of oral language abilities,
preservice and inservice training, and

parent and comxzunity involvement.

These features will be discussed in hppropriafz sections below.

Grade level(g), years of operation, size. The program is now .
in 1ts fifth year of operation. In Year 4, the program served 383 children
in grades X-4 in one school. This year, in order to desegregate,.the district
clustered two grades 'in each elementary school. There are now three schools
involved i the Title VII bilingual education program. These schools con~
stitute one of three elementary level clusters. Kindergarten and first grades
are 1n one school; second and third grades sre in another; and fourth and
fifth grades are 1in the th1rdk:chool In these three schools, there are : i

now alcost 500 children 1nvolled in the b111ngual education program in
grades XK-5. 1n addition, one ‘parochial gchool is providing bilingual instruc-
tion for approximately 70 children. .
Staffing- Last year, full-time staff members were the -director,
14 teachers, 9 teacher aides, and a secretary. There was also a bookkeeper
who worked half-time on the project. Some classrooms also have student
teachers’ from Texas A & I'University. The evaluator and an assistant were
subcontracted to manage the testing‘and analysis of data. The assistant is
also responsible for administering taped morphological and phonological
tests to progranm participants. Several other people at the digtrict level
assist the staff of the bilingual program when necessary. These people are
the Curriculum Director, Elementary Superv1sor Counselor, and V191t1ng

Teacher, who visits parents at home. \e

Curzicula, time involved, facilities.

Behavioral objectives -— These have been developed for each * ¢
grade level in the progranm and are contained in curriculum guides., The
guides suggest procedures and materials’ that can be used to teach the objec~
tives and specify the language(s) in which objectives are to be taught.
Content areas taught bilingually are the following: language arts in Spanish
and English, gsodial studies (including health, safety,, and culture), and
mathematics. At the kindergarten level, there are additiqnal objectives
relating to school orientation (i.e. swareness of school facilities, respect
for school personnel, respect™for equipment). The director spot checks teachers
during the year to, make sure they are teaching to objectiveﬁ. Teachers may
make slight adjustments in objectives to fit needs of the children. ’

When the guides were written 1t was decided that certain vocabulary
words in Spanish would be used while teaching, especially when referring to
elements of the home and school environments. This was done to minimize
confusion for teachers and to lay the foundation for a good standard Spanish
vocabulary. The procedure was also used to eliminate unfamiliar language
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found 1n some of the readers that came from Mexico.. If a word was used that
was Toreign to the children's experience, teachers crossed it out and sub-
stituted the word that had been agreed upon as being wore relevant. This .
provides consistency across the program while also.developing the cpildren's -
vocabulary in Spanish. i7 ; <

S - kY
N The objectivea 1n Spanish language arts provide. for reading e;periences
that will enable atudenta to develop decoding skills necessary for the -
effective use of reading for Jearming. English language area objectives o
are deaigned to teach Spanish-dominant children proper usage of the Engliah
. language. Objectives for math and social atudies relate cloaely to the

content of the textbooka used throughout the district.

¢ Kinderghrten ~- All kindergarten children take the 'Inter-American -

’ General,Ability Test in Spanish and English. With parents’ permission, those:
who demonsfrate a language handicap by scoring below a certain percentage are
enrolled in the bilingual education program. The core of the kindergarten .
eurriculum is a locally developed book containing 32 lessons, each of which
teaches one sound in the Spanish language. Each legson includes a high .
interest, action oriented story about the sound and a variety of reinforcement
activities. Stories were adapted from books from Mexico. The graphene is
introduced simultaneously. Legsons also contain questions about ‘the story,
vocabulary worda using the gound, and a rhyme. To reinforce the sound, ‘
children may be asked'to think of other words beginning with that sound, or
to urite the letter on the board, or to find the letter on a chart. Work-
books introduce the letter in cursive form, although children are not formally
taught manuscript writing until grade 2. Teachera generally devote one week
to each lesaon, but there.3a flexibility to accomodate different learning
rates of children. ﬁtudcnba than learn how to combine lettera to make syllables
and syllablea to make worda, so that by grade 1, moat children have acquired
the 8kills_for reading. ‘ ) -

* Kindergarten classes are gelf-contained, and all kindergarten teachers

are bilingual. Inasructional time at all grade.,Llevels ig equal for both

languages (50X Spanish and 50% English). However, kindergarten children

with very limited abilities in English may be taught primarily in Spanish

until their English language development is sufficient to cope with completely

bilingudl instruction.'

Grades 1-5 -—- Reading instruction in Spanish begins in grade 1

. and continues to expdnd upon skills taught in the kindergarten program. Once

the «hild has mastered the skills and begins to read, the focus shifts to
developing fluency and comprehension. ,Instruction in English language ares
in grade 1 continues to upgrade students' verbal abilities, expand vocabularies, <,
and enhance understanding of the sounds and structure of English. Children who '
demonstrate sufficient readiness on the Inter~American reading readiness test begth
reading in English during the gecond semester of grade 1. Por those whose English
speaking vocabulary needs additional deyelopment, reading in English 1s prolonged
until tn«§ show resdiness. By the end of grade 2, all children are reaaing in

* Spaniah and Engliah. Reading instruction in English adheraa cloaely to the reading
aariss ussd in the diatrict. The curriculum in social atudies and math is also .

? centered around the texts uaed district-wide. Achievement in thase sresa is measured
by teats provided with the textbooks. . .
. . .
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. In grades 1-5, classes are integtated so that onlx paryt of each . 22’
class is involved in bilingual education. Students move back-and. ‘forth .
between classrooms., Instruction in content areas continues to be equally
divided between Spanish and Engllsh, but scheduling is such that students in -
the bilingual prograc are taught in “Spanish by one teacher and in 2ngl1sh )
by another. Teachers are paired at each grade level, and not’ all teachers TN . .
‘ at the elementary level are bllingual. Paired teachers plan togsther to énsure A
that inatruction is coordinated and :ptutlly reinforeing. Por instance, if ; -
the bilingual téacher is teaching a unif in Spaniah bo plant reproduction, - N
© . the other teacher will ecphgsize the vocabulary and concypxl during . -
g+ language arta ihatruction in English. : , -

Oral language instructiom.{(R-5) — To ‘develop facility in both . - -
languazes, oral language drills were developed that teach and reinforce the :
structure, sounds, and Byntax of English and Spanish. They are 2n integral
part of the curriculun of a1l grades and build on skills acqu1red 20 each
preceeding grade. Drills are practiced aloud.by students for three xo five
" ninutes each day. Teachers vary the procedures to avoid boredoa.j Accompany= -~
ing drills -are a series of morphological and phonoiogicnl tepts that are, i’
adninistered on a pretest/posttest basis. The'teats mzasure students' abilities *

to make grarmatical changes {(i.e. knowing plurala for irregular nouns or .
changing verb tenses),to spesk with intonation and streas, to pronounce vowel .
sounds, etc. Tests also provide for a review of commonly misused speaking
patterns often used by Spanish-dozinant children dnd for vocabulary expansion. ,
Each child's pretesting sessjon is taped, and weak areas sre tallied. The
results are returned to the teacher, who structures much of-hia or her instruc-
tion in language development, around these identified -reaknesses, Posttesting

occurs.when teachers feel that students heve mastered the drilla: i -

Clasarocon management technijques -— A pupil profile chart is
maintained on each child “in.the bilingual program. It ia & cumulative recoxd \
of his preteat and poettest scores on all standardized fests, on tests that
accompahy textbobks, and on locally developed lnnguage tests. Grouping

c patterns are determined by teachers and are a“function either of” degree of
language proficiency or achievement level. Within a grade level, groups
have different compoaitions for each subject arcn, and they change ag often
as children'a needs change.

Facilities ~- The program operates in regulnx-claaarooms No

"

* ‘modifitations of school flc111t;§s are required. > , -
E
Mater1ale~ A sutmary of the key mater1als used at all gratie levels follows.

In addition to the Iocally developed atorybook used “in kindergarten, .
. reading readiness skills are taught w1th the Language Skillg Tekt .
g from the Key to Reading Series by the Economy Company, the Learning ’
to Think Series by Science Research Associates, Alpha Time with the
Huggables by New Dimensions in Education, and a large aelection of o
audicviaual equipment.
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. Boughton M:1fflin's Preparindase Para Leer is the core of the curriculum
v . - for reading instroction in Spanish in gr‘de 1, O:her readers used are b
¢ s Mis Primeras Letras, Felicidad, and Victoria, all published in Mexico.
" Efercicios de 'Lenguaje and Mi Primira Gracktica, s#lso froa Mexico,
- supplement language arts instruction in Spanish. ” £1 Kuevo Sezbrador,
: . . - & reading series published.in Spain, is the Spanish reading progra=z B -
. used in grades 2-5. One of .the books ia alsy used i grade 1.° .
. Supplenentary Spanish readers of varying degrees of difficdley, -library
« books, aad audiovisual sids are aXeo utilized. Many of the library N .
books are frow Mexico. .. ) : g

S - —— = - — - - . § - - - - T —e

€3

Reading i1n English is geught in al} grades with the district-adopted
Houghton Mifflin Reading Prograz. There is close moniforing at the
. district level of all students’ reading achievement in Eaglish.

. .

- , M In grades %r3 cathecatics is :aughi in S;anish and Zagiinh with -
«.the Addison-Wesley series, Elementary School Mithezatics, and in
. gfades 4-5 with Modern Schooi Matheratics froz Boughton Mifflin. L.

Social studies is taught with Texto de Unidades Did&cticas (Diploms)
¢ from Spain and Lands of Promise published by MacMillan.,

The science curriculiu= uses La Ciencis en Su Vida from D.C. Hesth and
Cozpany and Science by L&idlow, a division of Doubleday & Corpany.

. ¥
Preservice/inservice training. For three wssks each summer, teachers 1

« * attend & series of pressrvice training workshops. They are scheduled by ths

‘ director and are based on particqular neéds of both teachsrs and sctudsnts.
Consultants in cany aspects of bilingual education have spoken on the following - -
topics: linguistics, teaching methods in Spanish for speskers of English and
Spanish, use of materials and equipment, and :eanr:eaching methodology. Teachers
have presented mini~lessons demonstrating different techniques. They also have .

'~ - sn opportunity to prepare and <develop zaterials for the coming school year.-

During the year, monthly inservice training meetings are held for all
Y wembers of the bilingual staff. As with the'suzmer workshops, topics are de-
termined by specific needs of teachers and students. These mcetings have
) teen used to further griea: new teachers to the project and its objectives and
¢ to provide more experienced teachers an opportunity to plan additional class-
. room activities. olicy changes within the program or at the district level
are also discussed. . Teachers evaluate the usefulness of all :raining sessions
and nmake suggestions of other subjects they would 1ike to pursue in their
:rninzng
- A third elezeng of the gtaff development component is vidso-taping of
teachers while they teach. This ia done three tizss a ysar by the director. .
- As she observes, she records ‘the types of activities in progress, student .
. . reactions to the work, and vhether the'activities relate to program objectives
on & :encher effectiveness andlysis form. She also notes physical characteristics
v of the classroom, such &S neatness and displays. She then reviews the video~ -
tape with each teacher, praising effective techniques and suggesting alternate .
approaches for lesg effective methods. She also points out incorrect language o,
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R
useges With the teachers' permission, the director has showa gooe of these
tddea al workshops conducted for other bilingual-educations programs. Teachers
4T WOT; .ng toward certification in bilingua! education, soon to be h requirenent
in Texas. Certification involves attending a 30-hour, workshop gziven by one of
the Texas regional service centers, at least one year teachaing erience, and
dérnnstrated proficiency in Spanish. Por monolingual English-speaking teachers
whn are now teaching in the prograz, this entails receiving 200 hours’ instruc~
tion :n Spanish and passing‘a language proficiency test.

Parent/comuaity involvement. Participation by pareats and com=unity

remharas .
T3

1 €ducation progras and parent-corunity

ERIC

<

Lo snmne - i
avsreness of its philosophy have alvays beea regarged as prerequisites for

Prograz success. Major features of the parent involvement cozponent are an .
advisory board, a gpecial pirent questionnaire, a parent education prograz,
and publicizing the prograx. - ’ P

Th? Advisory Board for the Bilingual Program, organized &y the progran's
inception, is cozposed of 12 People and neets four tines s year. Mezbers of
the 3card aré parents, representatives froz cozzumity organizations and
agencies, and personnel from the district. Psrents not on the Board, teachers,
the project director, and other school staff generally also attend meetings,

which are scheduled at a tize vhen the most people can attend. This is usually*
at noorn Agendas of the peetings include an explanation of the prograx's -

beg:innings, its philosophy and goals,

dexonstrations of classroom activities,

planning for the following year, and reviewing proposals. The Board also
solicits suggestions frono parents about ways to izprove the program. This year,

because of district-wide clusteripng of
the Advisory Board and Title VIl staff
§6phY [0' the two achools that recently

the schools to achieve desegrégation,
has coz=unicated the program's philo- -

became involved.

%

A parent questionnaire is distributed at the beginning of each year to
agsess parents’ willingness and availability to participateé ia activities such
as helping with parties, chaparcning or-driving for field trips, telling
stories in the clagsrooz, or being a parent repregentative to organizatioms
or out-of-town ‘meetings. Farents are’ encouraged to voluateer for at least one
activity. They are alvays welcome to visit bilingual clagses and are kept

*inforoed of special activities by notes sent home with their children. -

Parent education has been another vehicle fur assuring confidence in the
progras and enthusiasm for learning. Title,V11 has sponsored workshops for
parents on drug education, health educagion, and gsex education, Parents are
informed of other-gervices and opportunities available to them through the

district, such.as basic adult education classes.

Parents have attended work-

shops in other co=zunities on bilingual education.
Inforzation about the project is disseminated te' ¢

newspaper articies. “The project aiso tries to present

for the corcmunity each year that stress the culture and

Axericans.

hé comzunity through
one or two programs
traditions of Mexican
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Budgets and enrollments Ifor the firdt-iour years o. prograz
operation were as follows:

Enrollzent Total Budget Per-pupil cos:
Year 1 100 § 97.800 $978
Year 2 205 148,907 726 .
Year 3 293 172,169 588
Year 4 383 213,717 558

For Years 1 - 3, the per-pupil cost is cozputed on the cocbined total of

.

Title VII

and local funds,including teacher salaries. In Year 4, the program begzn re-
ceiving state funds, which are included in the per-pupil cost for thar year. This
figure is the asount expeaded for the total educational program for each child in
the bilingual education prograz. The et-pupil cost for the regular districe
progra= in Kingsville was $835 in 1972-73 (Year 3 of the bilimgual progrez) and
$954 in 1973-74 (Year 4) and includes all expenditures except debt services and
capital outlay for equipment with a life expectancy of more than one year.

According, to program staff, the reason for the drop in per-pupil cost each year
is becaus‘ the prograz wvas centained in one school:'for four years, and zaterials
were atcu:ulated and shared in that school. For exa=ple, =ost of the zajor
instroctionsl caterials purchased in Year 1 for grades K and 1 were still being
used in 1973-74, but were shared by more children., The saze pmttern held as the
prograsz expanded vertically to grade 4 by 1973-74.

Major start-up costs incurred is Year 1 were $5,265 for contracted services,

. including the suditor, the evaluator, and consultants; $5,160 for classroon
and office furniture, audiovisual equipnent, and nonconsumable instructional
zaterials’ (textbooks, library books, etc.);l 940 for consumable materials;
and $2,540 in travel expenses %or the administrative, teaching, and consulting

+ staffs. The prograz also received a dne-time planning grant for $5,167.
Contracted services foptinued to be & significant expenditure and averaged '

v about $7,450 for Years 2, 3, and 4. Average travel expenses for the past
three years increased®slighzly to $3,100. Expenses for ingtructiohal equip- ¢
- oent and caterials has increased as the prograz hae increased fts eanrollz=ent.
. Costs for furniture, audiovisual equipzent,” and nonconsumable fnstructional
* . naterials have averaged around $1i0, 000 and about $3,300 for conauaxble caterials
and supplies. . . - ‘ -
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Overview. The Title VII 3ilingual
Texas is in its £1fth year of operation.
{zed by low socio-economic conditioms.

FFECTIVENESS:

Tnerefere, school

to be below average at all krade levels.

Education Prograz ia Kingsvi.le,
The total cozzunity is character-

achievezea: tends

Tne evidence cf progra= effectiveness reported ia this section is basec

_wpon data_gathe-ed for the 1973-74 school year.

Bilingual classes in kinder-

zerten through grade four that year wvere located in Colston Elementary School.
Ccn:rol‘classes at the saze grade levels were located in Kleberg:Elementary

Scnool.

rindergarten through the fifth grade are compared.

Evaluator.

Texas.

Pupils.

Tsbie !

Achieveneat teat means for bilingual and for control classrooms in

The evaliator of the Kingsville bilingual prograc is Dr.
Mar.yn Barlow, Prcfessor of Zducation, Texas A and I University, Kingsvilie,

for wvhoz pre- and post-test sgcores were availaoie on »oth
znglish versions of the Inter-Azerican Series.

L

TABLE 2

1973~74 Bilingual and Controli Classes and Nuzber

snows tae number of classes anc the nuber of pupils .

the Spanish aad

of Pupils

huzber of Ciasses Nunber of Pupils
Group K 1 2 3 4 Total X 1 2 3 & ¢ Total
B!iingual 3 4 3 3 3 16 48 71 65 77 55 316
Control 2.2 2 2 2 10 &1 17 27 28 33 141

During the early history of the prograzs, attespts to assign classca in
tolston to a control group failed because progran waterials would be shsred ‘

by tne bilingual classroon teachers at Coiston.

Consequently cortrol classes

were assigrned at Kieberg Elementary School, a school that natchec Colston in

teras of socio—econozic level and ethnic nmix.
mately 97-98 percent Spanish-surnamed pupils.

~

Both schools contained approxi-

Attrition is ver§ low witnin the bilingual prograd group. The community
{s stavple, so tnat there i3 over a 90 percent pupil carryover from year to year.

Meagures. The follouing tests were aaministered to the pupils in both
the program and control groups. :

The SRA Prizmary Mental Abilities Test was adainistered only
in the first and third grade bilingual classrcos in %he fall

of 1973, Scores ¢btained were verbsllzmeaning, space relations, -
S, N

'During the first f;ur years, the progran was impl

School.

e
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number facility, perception, total score.

- *" Both Spanish and English versions of The Inter-American
Series: Tests of General Ability were administered to*
bilingual and control pupils in September 1973 and April
1974. Classroom raw score means are reported and all possible t-
test comparisions between classroom means were made.

s The SRA Achievement Series was administered in April 1974
to bilingual and program pupils in the first, second and
third grades. The intention was to predict SRA Achievement
Series spring scores from the best-weighted iinear combina-
tion of SRA PMA score and Inter-American Series score obtained
the previous fall. These predictions were used for defining
individugl problem areas so that special attention could be
given to pupils with low predicted scores in certain academic
achievement areas. . .

‘ Methods of comparison. Each classroom mean was compared with other classroom
means within a grade level. The significance of the mean difference between pairs
of classrooms was based upon a t-test statistic. For the 3SRA Primary Ability Test
comparisons, mean differences were tested between all.pairs of the four first grade
bilingual classrooms and between all pairs of the three third grade bilingual class-
rooms. For each of the five PMA scores, there are six possible contrasts in the
third grade and 10 possible contrasts in the first grade. Significant d;fferences
among the classroom groups were revealed at both grade levels.

v

The major comparison was based on mean gain scores on the Inter—American
Series. At each grade level, all possible classroom mean gain contrasts in- ’
volving a bilingual and a control classroom are tested by means of t-tests.
Thus, there is no overall test of total bilingual versus total control group
mean gain at a grade level, but instead, Phat “is reported is the number of
possible contrasts~involving a bilingual and a control classroom and the number
of these that significantly favor either the bilingual or control classroom.

- * -

No data in the SRA Achievement Tests are reported.

- -

Results. Mean classroom comparisons on the SRA-PMA all involved bilingual
pupils, and are not tabled in this section. It is important, however, to note
that there were significant mean classroom differences on all of the PMA tests.,

Table 2 classifies all possible mean gain comparisens involving a control
and a bilingual classroom at each grade level according to whether the compari-
son was significant o7 not and whether the mean differences favored either the
bilingual or the control classroom.

Of the 70 possible bilingual-control classroom comparisons across all
five grade levels, 25 showed significant mean gain differences on the Inter~
American Serieé in favor of the bilingual classroom, and five showed mean gain
significance in favor of the control classroom.-

On fhe Spanish version of the Inter-American Series, 24 mean gain compar-
isons favored the bilingual group and 17 of these were significant at the
alpha = .05 level. Eleven comparisons favored the control group and none of
these were significant. Thus in terms of the acquisition of Spanish language

.o 169 K




TABLE 2

Classroon T-Test Comparison Survey: 1973-74 Kingsville

K 1 2 3 . 4 Total

Results ¥ & B ¢ B ¢ B8 ¢ 3 C B C
% English: !
| Significant® 1 2 0 0 0 3 1 0 8 5
l Kot Significant 0 0 3 2 4 2 2 1 5 3 1% 8
TOTAL S 2 4 6 3 22 13
Spanish: i
Significant 0 4 0 2 0 3 0 17 0 ;
Not Significant. 6 0 2 4 1 17 3 711
TOTAL 6 0. 4 4 5 1 3 3 6 33 2411

Bilingual mean higher than control
5C = Control mean high than bilingual
- Significant at the alpha = .05 level

¢
o]

o
L}

-

skills, the bilingual classes outgained the control classes at all grade levels,
Nearly half (17 out of 35) possible bilingual-control contrasts were significant
and all favored the bilingual classroof. . R

&

On the English version of the Inter-Americam Series, there were 13 signif-
icant and 23 insignificant. mean gain differences between bilingual and control
classes, Of the 13 significant contrasts, eight favored the bilingual class
and five favored the control; six of the eight comparisons favoring the bilingual ~
class were at the kindergarten level; two of the seven significant conttasts for
grades 1 through 4 favored the bilingual classes. While the evidence is not as
strongly favorable on the English as on the Spanish versions of the test, the’ .
bilingual classes nevertheless did outgain the control classes in kindergarten.

| | . - ’ 1705 -
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BILING AL PROGRAM DESCRIPTION OUTLINE .-

Program Overview (500-80C word summary)

Identification information
¢ program title ’

» location name

*  year started

Background information

* historical development

* context

* needs assessment

Objectives and procedures L_

e bilingual/bicultural philosophy

¢ imajor objectives and ratiorale

+ ‘primary program features and rationale ,
* key instructional strategies TN
\\\ o time devoted to instruction in both languages

-

.

% use of language in content area instruction o

<

Participants
\i age, grade level, sex, number
demographfc background

¢ language dominance

e special characteristics

*+ language baseline competencies .
* selection criteria (qualifications) . :

* selection procedures (test, referra13 screening panel)

v _ Personnel
* categories and number
* qualifications and tralning RS R

-

II. Program Developnmenc

Relation’ of program to tacrgat population and school system
» target populatisrn $ize-and’ composition:*

» demographic and cultural%factors

* geographic:l area served, physical'q;ze, number of schools by grade levell
* integration of program in system arnd with other programs .
History and reeds assessment :

e origins aad philosophy

*+ needs assessment focus,methods, and priority selectien

* impact on program develrpment =

- Bilingwal/bicultucdi proziaem objectives and rationale
. e objectives with respect t, language-dominant subgroups
2 ', * general strategy for weasuring attainment of objectives
. # expected cutcomes .

172
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III,

Iv.

Planning the program (prior to start)
« key persons/roles in major planning tasks
*+ major -steps, e.g.
’ enlisting support )
identifying resources
obtaining funds
“developing/adapting curriculum materials
assembling apd training staff )
selecting p&rticipants ’ .

Changes/growth in original programl

* pattern of growth and development .

o major changes, if any, and rationales for them ,
* major problems, if any, and strategies for solving them

Staffiing and Management

Staff types, numbers, and chain of command

* Job descriptions and roles

e time devoted to program, length of service in program

e qualifications, certification, experience in bilingual education
* competencies in second languages - '

Recruitment of staff

* sources .

* bilingualism requirements and experience
* selectidn strategies —

¢ strategies for maintaining a stablef motivated ‘staff

o

Preservice and inservice training

¢ objectives

¢ relationship to wider bilingual/bicultural program objectives.
* key persons/roles in conducting training

¢ extent, schedule, activities, methods of training

* assessment of training program

Management strategies :

¢ how.chain of coimand is implemented on daily basis

s program administrator:s autonomy and authority at district and
school levels’ ' ‘

/ N
* key management strategies and rationales '

Instruction

Language of instruction

¢ choice -

¢ rationale

* extent of use in instruction
L ]

/ ’
attitude of teachers and children to language of instruction

/

~

.- /
1Writers were free to discuss changes the progq?m had undergone in-
each chapter, as.appropriate, .

O
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Instructional activities by grade level and by language/content areas

* relation of methodology to objectives and philosophy of program
¢ bilingual teaching techniques

s other teaching techniques

¢ cultural component of the curriculum .

» motivational/reward techniques

» feedback to students and parents - ¥

* classroom management

¢ classroom climate

Grouping

e objectives and purposes

* criteria and patterns

* frequency of grouping children for daily instruction
* frequency of regrouping

Diagnosis and assessment of participants
. + specific competencies measured
o+ measurement procedures, instruments, frequency, records, reporting
s use of diagnostic/aesessment records for decisions
* other observational procedures

Typical schedule/timeline by grade level

¢ time devoted to dominant and second language instruction in
each subject :

o integration of language subgroups for scheduled activities

. Physical layout of instructional facilities
*» features of plant that affect instruction
o features of classroom that affect instruction

. .
= 2

Key materials and equipment

o list of key items and quantity required

. procedures/rationales for selection, adaptation, development, and use
* cultural reference/language of key items gf materials

’
- ‘ .

V. Parent.Involvement and Community Awareness

Rationale and purposes
+ relation to program philosophy and objectives

o * intended outcomes ' .
- . X Historical perspective . # , .
¢ trends in participatdion .
¢+ changes in scope or emphasis "

.
"

Specific nature 'of involvement . ,
e key groups and their impact on the program )
school~ and class-based activities o - ’

[ ]
o home-based program activities ) -
» ¢ extra-school involvement in program planning and review

»

o i Measures of involvement : 1 74 | - L
l;lglﬂ; ’ Results '




Costs

Sources and level'.of funding
+ Federal funds
* State funds . {
¢ Local funds - ;
e Other funds
Analysis of program-supplied cost information
e Start-up costs by number of participants-
major cost categories
one-time costs
# Continuation costs by number of participants for succeeding years
major cost categories
< consumable items, reusable items
. cost trends
N ¢ Per-pupil costs
) basis for computing -
state or local per-pupil allocation to which”’added on,
- " 4f applicable
trend in per-pupil costs
compared to per-pupil cost of regular program - .

. ES
Guidance for developing a replication budget - g
¢ Further interpretation and comments re cost data
e Budget options

VII. Evaluation

Design

Measures

Results ' “ ;
Interpretation o

-

VIII. Sources for Further Information

Program director ‘ -1
Evaluation director

Materials and equipment sources
References -




