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'
PREFACE

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

American Institutes for Researth (AIR) for the Office of Education, Office

of Planning; Budgeting, and Evaluation, under Contract No. OEC-0-74-9331.

The OE'Project Officer Vas Edward B. Glassman. The study reported in-this

document was co-directed by Peggie Campeau and John Bowers, and the AIR

project directpr for the overall contract was Malcolm N. Danoff.

The study reported here is entitled line Identification and Description of

Ekemplary Bilinpial Education
Programs.", Its objectives were to recommend

to the Joint, Dissemination Review Panel
(DRP) of the Education Division,

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, those bilingual education

programs with sound:evidenCe-demonstrating significantly Improved. student

outcomes,'ind to prepare detelleddeepripaons fotatilesrogramsthatttha:PRP

approved for dissemination.

4.
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SUMMARY

The objectives of this study, conduCted by, the American institutes for

Research (AIR) under contract to the U.S: Office of Education, were (1) to

identify and to recommend as exemplary iv Co 10 bilingual education programs

for submission to the Dissemination Review Panel (DRP) of the Education

Division, 54partment of Health,-Eddca ion, and Welfare, and (2) to develop

detailed descriptions of those prov s a roVed by the DRP for dissemination.

The Office of. Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation (OPBE) and AIR coopera-

tively defined criteria for screening candidate programs. The criteria were

baStrupon several requisites. To,be considered, a candidate program must

incltde English language instruction for children with limited English skills

and must each in the .15upils' nartNe,lang4age to the extent necessary to allow

,them to progress effectively through school. Part or the curriculum must also 6c

addressed to the customs and cultural History of the native language group.*

,f-Fdrthermore, program participants must show statistically and edZicatiOnally

significant gains in English language skills as well as in the-content areas.

taught in Che.natiir language.. The program must also have definable and'

describable instructional and management components. Finally, start- up'and

Continuation costs must be reasonable.

Candidate programs were located from a variety of sources. Initial leads

came froi the Office of Education and from Title VII filei, which were,surveved

by the project director at the beginning,of the study: Other sources were

programa surveyed for past AIR studies,'programs reviewed in a previous study'

bythe RMC Research Corporation, regional educational laboratories, state

bilingual education officials, and local education ag encies. There were

175 programs in the total candidate pool.

A telephone screening was conducted to determine whether programs met

minimum requirements to be considered further, and to request that programs

send evaluation'reports. As a resu't of the telephone,screening; 59 programs

.were dropped.. An additional 20 programs that had been
telephoned could ndt

be considered becaud'evaluatioti reports were not received for them.

The remaining96 candidates were screened by at least two AIR senior

staff members, Information fb* each program, summarized on a rating form,

was the basis for a preliminary judgment about the Program. The rating form

1.ncluded.sections concerned with the measures, sampling, grade levels,-statis-

tics used, and,the.significanee of'program.effect,

t 2
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Nineteen programs met the screening criteria sufficiently to warrant

further'consideration; 11 of these programs were subsequently dropped. Eight 5

,. programs survived both the initial screening procedure and the following detailed

'dicamination and were selected for site visiting.

The ,purpose of site.visiEing was to verify ev4aence of the program'q

-effectleneds as reported in evaluation reports and to observe how the pro-
,

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

The remaining seven programs were, recommended to the DRP by AIR a*, exemplar

.

bilingpar'edadation programs. Summaries of Program operations and evaluation

data for the seven-were prepared and submitted to:the DRE for review. The

, DRP apprqyed

e

four ofthe seven for dissemination, as follows:

Alice. Independent School District
Bilingual Education frOgram

Alice Texas

2. Aprendemos en DossIdidMas
Title VII Bilingual Project
Corpus Christi, Texas

3. Bilingual Education Program

Houston, Texas

4. St.' Sohn

Education Program
Madawaska,Maine

Descriptions see written for these four exemplary programs in sufficient

detail to provide local educators with a source of ideas to'guide them in im-

plemeniifig similar bilingual education practices in their districts.- Each

program was described-as it operated during the year for which the most recent

'and complete evaluation information was available (in all cases, 1973-74).

Some program components were treated hlestorically,to illustrate 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 nedds of the students.

A a. result of the study, AIR made specific recommendations to school

% districts and program evaluatois on ways in which local evaluations could
/

be

improved to increase the chances for identifying additional exemplary programs

in bilingualeducation.

I3
xii
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CHAPTER I .f

INTRODUCTION

Background

This-document is the final report of One of three studies conducted by

the American Institutes lor Research (AIR) in the area-,of bilingual education

under contract to' the U.S. Office of Edification. The study reported here aimed

to identify and describe successful thfingual education programs in American
.-. -

schools. It is intended that programs described will serve as models for

school systems seeking to improve the quality of the education'they_offer--to

Children who enter school with little or no ability to communicate in English.

The major tasks of the study were to:

coilaboratewith the Offic'e of Educationin refining criteria

foi selecting exemplary. bilingual education programs,

,search for programs which met these criteria,

develop' procedures to review and to screen programs

according to' the criteria,

visit selected programs to obtain further evaluative acid

descriptive information,

submit to the Office of Education and to the Disseminatidn

ationDivisiotDepartment ofReview Panel (DRP) of the'Ed

Health, Education, and 'Welfa

recommended by AIR, and

prepare detailed descriptions

.
for dissemination by the DRP.

, summaries of bilingual programs

of the bilingual programs appKoved

1

The next six chapters of this report correspond to these six major tasks.

Chapter II includes a listing, definition, And discussion of criteria used to
4IP

identify exemplary bilingual programs. Chapter,,III details the procedures for'

locating candidate programs and.acquiring data and documents needed to screen'

- programs according-to the exemplary criteria. Chapter IV describes the reviow4-.
,

and-screen procedures for applying criteria to identify the mdst promising

programs for site viaitst Chapter y..summarizes the p1rposes, 1,rocedures, and

results Of the site visits. Chapter VI psents procedures for recommending,.
.

exemplary programs for dissemination and summarizerdecisions by the DRP on

'these recommendations. Chapter VII describe& the preparationof detailed'

..
J. ;I:
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- descriptions for programs approved for dissemination by the MP: The final

chapter.is a discussion of the results of the study end recommendations for

improving local program evaluations.

Limits of the Study

- A major limitatioof this study was its dependence on available, recent

evaluation information. Programs that had not conducted evaluations or that

did not supply summaries of these date X° A4 were not even initially consider-'
4.

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-

mentlit to AIR.

b/ second major limitation was the study's dependence on the'review of
.

-

existing program evaluations. It was not ussible to do extensive reanalysis

of raw data, nor was it possible to compensate for poorly planned local evens-

tions. Telephone interviews and, in the case of visited programs, site inter-

views, had to provide needed clarifications.

The sources from which leads to candidate.prograns were obtained also

limited the scope of.' I.% study. The original intent was that nwinations1
be provided by the Off ce of Education. Sources of possible exemplary pro-

grams were mainly listssupplied by the Office of Education and included pro-

grams funded under various titles of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

(ESEA)
1

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 Important study limitation was set by the criteria for screening.

programs. These criteria, established by the Office of E4w 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 participants and some

suitable baseline. An example of a disqualification for the former reason

would be a remedial reading program for-Spanish-surnamed, English-speaking

participants who did not need bilingual instruction.in order to progre ss in

school. An example of a disqualification for the latter reason would be a

bilingual program with evidence of effectiveness that could not justifiably

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



AM.

comparison could be provided.against'which to judge gains made by the partici-

pants. In Chapters II and IV in this report, these and other criteria are

defined and the results of their application in Treening programs are discussed.

Finally,,the products of thisstudy-Jdetailed descriptions of bilingual

education programs- -were limited to programs approved as exemplary by the DRP.

The main objective of the DRP review was tb scrutinize again the evidence of

effectiveness presented for a'progrgm 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.

.1 Ei
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CHAPTER II

BASIS OF THE CRITERIA FOR EXEMPLARY STATUS

General Considerations

Exemplary programs in bilingual education are Jdentifted in order that

information about them may be disseminated for replication. They are programs

that show unusual merit, both in terms of, greater than ordinary cognitive aqd

affective gains for their pupils, as well as in the quality of their 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, and Welfare, which approVes the dissemination of.information'andut '

effective educational practices, products, and projects funded with federal

monies. /n-effect, the DRP issues a.federal stamp of approval, labelling as.'

exemplary, those educational pibgrams recommended to it that are cohsidered by

the DRP to be worthy of replication. Based upon review of program documents,

,
r-consultation with program staff, and site visits, program descriptions are pre-

pared and submitted to the DRP for review and judgment.

Two major difficulties are encountered in searches for exemplary programs.

First, relatively few local program evaluations 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 evaluations construct proper design safeguard

against alternative interpretations of program outcomes. Consequently, the

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

gains results ip the identification of only a handful of programs that can be

labelled' exemplary.

The first task in any sear for exeMPlary programs is tp define

criteria that can be a p in order to classify those labelled exemplary

and thy -nut. These criteria serve as, the basis for mgram*evaluation.

'Since programs are typically described in terms of their components, it is

ideally possible to develop_ evaluative criteria for each of thesi 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

11
5



7
with greater than average pupil outcomes rather than ode showing ordinary

results, replicability potential must al.so -be judAed on the basis of other..

important program features, including reasonable costs, clear instructional

processes, and.clear management proceduren However, with the exception of

.
general criteria relating to reasonable costs and the clarity with which In-

structional and management proqesses can be described; consensus regarding

appropriate criteria to evaluate other program processes is rare. Typically,

such criteria applied, to program processes are-those developed and applied

during formative evaluation.

Evaluation: studies designed to locate exemplary prOgrams.favor sunnative

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

developmental problems have been successfully solved as the program matured.

Thus most program processes are described but not evaluated; instead, the pri- ,

mary evaluation focusis upon'local comparison studies showing/that pupils

enrolled-in the program demonstrate signiffiantly better achievement than

would otherwise occur through their participation in a regular or alternative

treatmint. An eemplary program is one that produces extraordinary outcomes.

EMphasis on this criterion presents a,dilerna for the program developer)

especially one who attempts replication. The problem is that although prograr4

benefits are clear, the relationship between outcomes and program processes is

. uncertain. When attempts to replicate are unsuccessful, one is unsure how'to

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

at the original program site.

In the absence of known program process-program outcome relationships which
(-.

permit adaptations to be made in replication attempts, it is necessary to devel-

op ancillary criteria that focus on the generalizability and' hence, the replic;-
.

bility potepti.al of the programs.. These criteria involve, hsuc factors asathe

program's duration, its size, its benefits across classes and grades, the

appropriateness of Measures used to assess its pupils' achieVement, its epense,

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 sufficiently generaliNble to permit reasonable confidence

in the program's potential for replicability.

3 8 ;
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Legislative Implications

While the above considerations apply in general to all edutatronal programs,
, .

the search for exemplary bilingual education programs must also concentra on

the unique characteristics of bilingual education as defined in federal legisl -
dm

tion. Bilingual education seeks to change existing more traditional instruction-

,
al systems in majorways. Its philosophy calls for early instruction in a

dominant language other than English. This is an ext)e innovation whose effects

are transmittedto all parts of any.bilinguareducatian program, including needs

assessments, teacher preparation, the seleetion and development of materials,

parental and community involvement, and certainly, th.eformative proces evalua-

tion
,

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

program evaluation.

Federal legislation for bilingual education indicates three key features.

First, instruction in the English langdage is to be provided and English is to

be studied. Second, to the extent necessary tp allow a child to progress
.

effectively through the educational system,-instruction in a'child's native

language must be provided to ChildrEn 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,.

a bilingual program must demonstrate effective ways of providing instruction 'to

children of limited English-speaking ability to enable them, while using their

native language, to achieve competence in the*English language.

Programs that stress only the teaching of English as a second language, or

she 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.

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,langume to he extent netessary

to ensure their effective educational progress. Thus criteria used to Identify

exemplary bilingual uogrAms must concentrate on the development of English

language skills as-well as the development of necessary progress -related native

language skills. Measures relating to both popitive self-concept and to the

development of the appreciation of the participants' cultural heritage- are

important, but ore not fufticient by themselves 'to identify a bilingual program

u oxamplary. 4 r%
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Outcomes

EvalUations of exemplary bilingual programs must therefore show the follow-.

, -
iftg outtomes:

(1) Children of limited English-speaking ability achieve educationally

and statistically significant gains in English-language skills in comparison

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

typically based on program-control,groUp gairi contrasts, or show accelerated

normative giowth over time, or demonstrate improved outcomes for pupils in the

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

'same grade levels prior to.the introduction'of the program. Pfeasures,of these

English-language gains will customarily be based upon the administration of

standardized tests.

(2) Children of limited English-speaking ability achieve both educationally'

relevant and statistically significant:gains in their native-language skills

when instruction in their native language is provided-to the extent necessary

to ensure their effective educational progress. Evidence. of effective proiress

must be demonstraxed. and, since common normative measures of content achievement

are usually unavailable, acceptable'evidence may include teachers' grades` r

judgments of pupil progress. Grades are rarely reported in summative evaluations.

(3) For children whose dominant language is English and who voluntarily

enroll in a.bilingutil 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.

Acceptable Evidence

Evidence of bilingual program impact should be based on objective measure-

ments obtained from sizeable pupil samples. Achievement gain measures should

be estimated for program participants and for a comparable control group. Weil-
,

designed contrasts with pre-program baseline or comparison with appropriate

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

customary psychometric and statiptiva-grounds. Measurements should be reliable

and valid. Tests should be of appropriate difficulty level for the groups

examined. The reporting of achievement in either grade-equivalent or raw-score

scales is acceptable; one scale is essentially a linear transformation of the

20
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other except at extreme ranges. Average ga

groups should be unbiased estimates of the g

participants; that is, missing data or the of

great enough to cast doubt on the findings.

and potential for replicability are also great

several-classes and grade levels, so that unilu

can be ruled out.

Statistical significance should be demonstr

conclude that the results showing superior prOgr

chance; that is, results showing significant pro

is none, should occur no more than five percent

-

for pupils in the comparison

ins for the total population of

ects of selection should not-be

nfideace in the generalizabilify

r when results are reported for

tricher or administrator effects

ter'. so that one may confidently

effect did not. occur by

am effect, when in fact there

the time. In addition, mean

gain-differences between program and control gro s must be edueationally rele-

vant whether reported as grade equivalents or as elative within-group stan-

dard deviation units. For example, mean difjere 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 pre- and, posttests whet': program out-

comes are compared to those of norm reference groups.

The number g.f.years ,in which the program has been in existence as well

as its expected eried of continuation are impurtant program characteristics.

A piogram which has been in existence for several years-suggests not only that

formative evaluations leading-to process improv5ents have taken Place, but

also thatthe critical change from startup to maintenance management has

occurred. Expected longevity suggests confidence in the local district's

acceptance of the program and'equally important, indicates that the original

ongoing program cah operate as a resource model for program planners attempt-

ing its replication.

Clarity of Instructional and Management Procedures

and Availability of Materials

To qualify as an exemplary bilingual program,' that is, one whose

potential for Ileplicability is strong, it is essential that instructional

and management processes be Welf-defined. Program COiponents'andconcepi's

should be presented in a coherent and_analyzable fashion.structqed,to

assist competent administrators and teachers who-attempt its whole reilica-

tionoor who wish to modify, existing programs. Instructional materials must

be available for dissemination to bilingual educators. The implication here

is that-copyrights,,pate9ts, and
othelropriearylarrangements should not

9
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impede the full dissemination obthese materials.

Reasonable Start-Up and Recurring Costs

Program costs are essential items of information for persons planning

replication. While it is recognized that variability in total costs.and

in cost categories-exist among programs and locatiOns, it is. nevertheless

important to provide accurate start-up and recurring budget guidelines fOr

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

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 any add-on

costs for bilirigual education are clear.

Final Considerations

The deciion to recommend a bilingual educational program as exemplary

is clearly a summative judgment, arrived at through application of the

criteria discussed in the preceding sections of this chapter. Few programs

can be expected to show exceptional strengths on all criteria; thus the,.

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

. though all programs 1000mmended as exemplary must demonstrate significant,

achievement gains for their participants, it is important to understand that

.

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

also considered in arriving at a final judgment. These are, as has been

discussed, clear instruCLonal and management procedures, availability

of materials, and reasonable start -up and recurring costs. These all are

essential considerations when judging a program's potential for replicabil-

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

the first place.

. 10



CHAPTER III

IDENTIFYING CANDIDATE.PROGRAMS FOR THE STUDY

Sources of Leads to Candidate 'Programs

Leads to candidate programs for consideration in this study were supplied

by the Office of Education. It was originally believed that up to00 exem-

plary bilingual programs could be identified from this pool. Howd,Ar, addi-

tional sources of leads to candidate programs were explored. These addi-

tional sources included AIR's extensive prog ram files from .a nation -wide search

for exemplary reading programs for the National Right to Read Office, the

RMC Research Corporation's file-, from sp oh- fended sear,h for exemplary

programs in reading and math for disadvantaged children, and nominations

obtained in the course of seeking information on current study candidates from

regional educational laboratories, state bilingual education officials, and

local educational agencies. '

The candidate programs identified through these sources included programs

funded by Title VII, "Title III, Title IV, Title I, and the Emergency School

Assistance Act (ESAA). Contacts with Title VII programs were generally limited

to those that had been operating at least four years. This period of time was,

judged to be'tufficient for a program.tohave collected, analyzed, and sum-

marized evaluation data for at ;east two or three academic years. Also, pro-

grams in operation this long were reasoned-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-

selec.ted by officials whO were aware of the objectives of the study.
a

ontactin: Candidate Pro rams

A letter from the C. ..... issioner of Education
was' mailed to every Chief

State School Officer before programs were contacted by AIR. A copy of the

'al;missioner's letter is contained in Appendix B. The letter 'informed state

education officials abo t the objectives of the study and indicated that cpn-

tacts with local progr :. staff would be made in order to obtain information

about programs considered for the study.

AIR staff then telephoned project'directors or Other cognizant local

education officials to inquire about each of the candidate programs: A total

2,3
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of 144 programs were .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, iiefed on the need for evidence

of program effectiveness that would demglstrate success. A minimum require-
.

ment for this evidence was that some baseline'or'comparison beprovided

so that gains made by the program students 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 VI programs also included

discussion of the program's goals Ind procedures. PiOgrams were not considered-

if it was determined that the program focus was outside the scope Of this study,

e.g.,, the target group fUnctioned well(anough in English that the native

language was not required for instruction in Other subject 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 appeared-to be eligible,

they were enthusiastically encouraged to participate in the study, but were

not preseured 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

officials had been used in ways which were detrimental to the program. AIR

staff.assured local program officials that in the present study the only pro-

grams to be documented and publicized would be those approved as exemplary as

a -result of, AIR screeningp ig 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 be adverse but on the contrary complimentary, it would

be advatageous to participate in the study..

Tact,was required when the informatibo obtained durilog the telephone con

versations clearly indicated that. the program should not be considered further

either because of lack of data, 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 drop the program from the study&
1

In

rugoe61-I Although care was take o explain requirements of the study and to solicit

documents only from appropriate programs, efforts were also made to give the

benefit of the doubt and not to discourage any prograi that might be a poten-'

tial candidate. 'Az a result some of those that did submit documents also

had to be rejected for the above reasons.: 2 1.



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 initial candidate pool on the basis of preliminary telephone

contacts or letters requesting not-to be considered for the study.

.
3'hirty-one programs included in the study were not initially contacted

by telephone. These 31 were Title VIIprograns for which recent. evaluation_

reports were reviewed by the AIR 'project director at the Office of Education In

Wathington, D. C. soon after contract award.

Acquiring Program Documents

If answers to telephone queries were affirmative; program staff wtreisked

to for;;ard 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 wai mailed to programs, that failed to tend the promised:
.

documents within 10 days. To encourage programs to send documents even when ;

local files were reduced to single copies, the letter indicated that upon

request AIR would xero* and return the reports. -A copy of the follow-up lettetl

is contained in Appendix B. A total of 47,follow-uv fetters 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 progrtias for which documents were reviews. was_

96. Table 1 summarizes retults of identifying candidate programs.

Table 1

Summaryof the Results of Identifying Candidate Programs

Initial Candidate Pool

Programs: identified, by screening documents at. the

Office of Education, Washington D.C.
.31

Programs identified on lists supplied by the Office of

Education or by leads supplied from other sources . . IN'

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

2 Total Drops 79

Remaining Candidate Prosraaa 96
MEM .

13



ti '

Document Receipt and Control Procedures

The main components of the system for maintaining information' files on

candidate programs wore these:

Call/Contact File

o- Card File

/ Document'File

Alphabetical Notebook

Call/Contact File

A folder for each candidate program was maintained in the CAll/Conlact

File. Each folder contained a record of -at) (onta cts with the program prior

to the receipt of documents, and a sheet indicating documentsreceived. For

example, initial telephone conversations with each,program's director were

summarized in writing on a special form which was filed in the fold6r. In

cases of programs that were dropped on the basis of these conversations the

contact form indicates the reason for this acti4p and the name and location of

the program contact.: If the program asked for aConfirming letter before

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

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

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

themewere received, a sheet identifying thewas also placed in the folder.

ll

Card File

The main purposes of this file were to identify the number and years of

evaluation.reports,provided by a program and to provide an efficient check-in

and check-out' Ostem.

When a document Was received, a-card wag typed showing the program title

and location and the name and,address of the program director' or other contact.

An identification number was assigned to the program and noted in the upper.',,,

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

evaluation reports were sent, and if the'program requested that t1 documents

. be returned.

Whenever documents were given to an AIR staff reviewer, his or her initials

were noted on the document card and were crossed out when the documents were

returned. The system was necessary because documents were passed around during

the multiple review process, and it was important to be able to tell where they

could,be found (at any point in time.) For example, when ,a program's status was

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

14
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documents and hOw many other reviewers had examined them. These individuals

could thenbe consulted regarding the program's standing irthe review.lend-;

screen cycle.
A

Cards were arranged numerically in this file, according to the program

identification nuMker.

-Document File

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

contained all documents for a particular program.' On the outside of ehe

envelope was noted the program
identification numher, program tifIP and loco-

.
,f

Lion documents in the 'envelope.

The envelopes were filed numerically by program identificatiOn number.
-

Alphabetical Notebook

As each program card was typed for the ar4 File, it was xeroxed on a

__

-
shiet of paper which was therrtrted---1-zr---u binder-called_the 10phatlerica7'Nnter-

:
bodkie211AL...s4heetfor each program was

filecralphabeticallyvfirsi by state,"

then by Site, and finaIly'by program title. .

The purpoSe of this notebook was to enable AIR staff to find the identi-

:
`fication number for a program-whendonly the program location.was.known. For

example, if an AIR reviewer needed prograM doCuments for 'the Title VII

ilingual Education Program l'n Corpus Christi; Texas, he/she first had to know

1

the progridentification
number,becauA docuMe nts were filed numerically by,

't is number. Thui;--t reviewer would first check the Alphabetical Notebook

der Texas, Corputi Christi, find the program identification number. Using

s number, he/she would lookjor
ments in the Document' File.. If documents

1

were not-there, ehe reviewer would use'the,
identificition 'lumber to locate

the check -in /check-out card in the
lard File. :locum

from the ataff'member who had _checked them out.

N
O

27
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could then be retrieved
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CHAPTER'IV

AP1sLYING CRITERIA TO SCREEN CANDIDATE PROGRAMS

. Document Review and Telephone.FollOw-Up

Afief program documents had been received and logged in, each program

Lion passed through an intensive review process. Reviewers looked

first at the Most recent evaluation reports. available for each program; in
.

most cases this was for the 1973-74 school yeaf-. If a program report for

that year'was missing and earlier reports looked promising, phone calls were

made to obtain more recent reports. If .a program had sent only the latest
o

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

for earlier reports so that---re iewers could examine longitudinal irends.in
1

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

not be a'nswered by reference to the documents in hand, telephone contacts

were made to.get specific' answers or to request more information by mail.

The Multiple Review System

The screening- ofprogram evaluation documents involved a multiple review

system. EVIluation 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 evaluattd the, report independently, using,

an in-htuse-rating,..f01 to record information_ and judgments under the follow-

ing categories:

Comparison method used in program evaluation

Measures'used and content areas measured

Samp ling (attrition, conditions of exclusion; size)

tr. Levels (gradea'Or Ages-included in evaluation)

0 -Statistics used.in'analyzing data

Signifigarice istatistical and edudational)
.

(These oaiegorideare discussed iri detail in ajiter section of this chapter,

and a copy of the rating sheet appears in Appendix c.

After indicating a yes or no decision.on the rating form, reviewers passed

411

the progrim documents'on-for another independent judgment. Rating lorios were

kept-by the reviewer who directed the evaluation activities.

It;:d4oate prOgram evaluations were relatively easy to reject; the better

and more compitive ones received more intensive scrutiny.' When programs'

:2 8
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appeari-d promising, or, when jUdgents'differed,, reviewers met together to

compare notes and discuss conflicting judgments.

This procedure was designed to ensurgi thatp each program
,

selected or rejected} on the basis oemore than'ohe opinion:-

became'apparent:that the majority of .program evallations4 fel

essentialtcriteria, and that it'wA#Ohefficientito'rep,dre,independent -ratings

iromn.our senior staff mgmbers when reasons'for shjeption were so basic that

sophistiCaeed analysis was unnecessary. The procedbre,was therefore modified

,so that' one stafrmember was given thefull-time assignmeatof rOdewing each

,program evaldation in depth and producing A ra;ing'form bit which were recorded

ayes or na recommendation and, for the guidance of subsequent reviewers, a

4

complete lisiihg.of releVant informatlon'under each of the six categories,

together with'references. to the page numbers in the reports where that informa-

tion-could be found. 'Thus the firstrating form completed for,each program ,

became's resource for all reviewers; even'though they continued to make their

judgmehts independently'and to use a separate-rating form for - recording their

evaluation was

however, it soon

1 short of meeting

. own notes and opinions.
4

After this preliminary review,.program evaluations Were generally pagsed

on to the - study's director ofevaldation, regardless of,whether they had re-

ceived a yes or no,re6ommehdation. The only exceptions were 23 program evalua-

tions with flaws so serious that there was no point in further review. In the

majority of these cases, the director of evaluation saw the documents first

'and.made this decision. Shortcomings which were considered serious enough to

justify rejection after only one review were the following:

The evaluation addressed affective aspects only.

There were no data of any kind, either because the program

was too new or because the documents were not evaluations

but .rather descriptions or proposals.

;Jests Were given in only one language.

comparisons were possible; either because the progi:am

,
,,used criterion-referended tests or teacher ratings only,

or,used non-standardized tests with no comparison group.

Evaluaiton was based on an unacceptably small sample (less

than 30), or on a clearly non-target sample (e.g. English-
,

1

dominant child1en only).

The project's director of evaluation completed his independent assess-

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

29
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guidel.him quickly to the pages where selection procedures were described,

measures used were listed, test data and.statistical analyses were presented,

and results and conclusions were discussed.

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

it was rejected. 'If both rated a program positively or if their opinions

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

The Rating Sheet

A rating sheet was developed for use both .c a quick checklist Ind 4s Ail

opportunity for brief comment and a prelininar decision (except uherc a nerA-
.

tive decision was clearly approprizite). The headings of the ratite; in

discussed below.

Comparison group- -the gper ffic comparison method used wa,,

noted. This could be a control-tsRatment comparison, a comparison

with national norms on a standardized test, or a comparison with

typical performances 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 orinappropriate--

used or implied by the evaluatons or report writers for the program:

If the report_ contained no specific mention of the method used, but

reference was made to standardized tests, to grade equivalents or
)

to percentiles, reviewers wouldenter "national norms."

Measures--Under this heading, use of standardized tests

such as the Metropolitan .Achievement.Tests, Stanford-Achievement

Tests or Cooperative Test Series was noted; also noted were non-

standardized testssuch as the Inter-AmericanReading Series (al-

most the only choice for Spanish), or locally 'developed tests and

uriferion-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.

Sampling (attrition, conditions of exclusion, size)--The

generalization of findings; as well as their trustworthiness, are

dependent upon the soundness of sampling procedures. Under this

heading, reviewers noted the methofls used for the seldction of

treatment groupsu anc where appropriate, of the control groups.

Reasons for excluding students from the evaluation sample can be

33
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-az important as those for selection, and for this reason

reviewers looked for indicatioos'of sample losses and the

steps taken to avoid resultant biases In findings.

Levels--Reviewers recorded here the grade range to which

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

Statistics- -The information noted here covered both the

form of ,the original data (e.g., rnW scores, ,tindard

percentages or proportions) and the ,tatisticaj awtho,ds anJ -anlIJI-

letions used for descriptive pure c -r for.in'erenc. .

Si4nificance--Claims, nsit.411%. based 01, reSqlt. ,4 r- r

t7tpsts, c'r of a snon-parametric w,ro not(dt

with the reviewer's comments or In terprctatious. Reviewers r,c0,--

nized that with large samples, trivial differences (in the sense

of being of little or no practical importance, e.g., less than a

third of a standard deviati6n)will often reach prescribed level'

of statistical significance.

Decision- -The reviewer marked his rating sheet with "yes"

if no serious objections to the program were found or with "yes (?)"

if he or she had reservations. "No" meant what it said, but

"no (?)" leant 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 cotad.proceed.

Review sheets with decisions 00 them were not circulated to other re-

,
vieivers to avoid influencing their judgments; page references and factual

information were provided to speed their review task.

Selection of Programs' for Site Visiting

The criteria established for exemplary status (discussed in Chapter II)

were applied to screen program evaluations and choose those worth site vist-

ing.. In applying the criteria, the folloWiEg minimal requirements of success-

ful evaluations were considered.

31
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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 implied: Mere demonstrationikof

gains of unspecified size (e.g., significantly higher raw scores at the

posttest than at the pretest on a looally developed measure) was insuffi-

cient evidehce of program effectiveness.

Measures

Although the'use.of well-known standirdized testsof English and

mathematics, with a6ceptable validity and reliability, was preferred, con-
,

sideration was given to 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, English are simply not available; nevertheless,

reviewers examined appropIiate measures when these 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 frequently used,

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

sons possible.

Samplipg (Attrition, Conditions of Exclusion, size)

There were several important considerations.

The program group should include at least 40 pupils

enrolled in at feast two classes. In the end, however,

.reviewers were unlikely to pass any program with fewer

than 100 pdpils enrolled in fewer than five separate

classes.-

No mention of 'attrition, or an unusually bigh rate (say,

about 15%), called for. investigation. Reviewers7were

Inclined to reject programs with much higher.attrition

rates, since biases at.this rate can exceed a third of

a standard deviation.

Specific exclusion of defined target groups was tenta-

. tively regarded as a negative indication; such as cones
4

fining the reporting of results to students"whose English

was already fairly gOod.

3 2
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Levels
. ,

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

in such a case it had to operate in several classes under several teachers.

Samples per grade could be relatively small, if 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

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 a 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 inc rrectly. Minor errors were overlooked, but reviewers would not allow
0

sophisticated analysis to cloud issues of poor design or inadevate 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 from ex0erimental groups at

pretest by as much as a half standard deviation. If the effect was to make

subseqUent tests more conservative, it was allowed; otherwise, the program

. was treated with caution.

Where possible,. reviewers looked 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 searchid to.determine whetherlthese progressive losses

were no greater than before introduction of the new progr4b.

Significance 1.

r

C

Reviewers looked for the.following acceptable pOssibilities regarding

statistical significance.

The treatment group showed.significantly better gains than

a control group.

The treatment group showed significantly'better gains,than

similar students in the same grades prior to the introduc-

tion of .the program.

. , 33
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s. The program students showed significantly greater gains

than they achieved prior to entering the program.

,The program students' achievements
relative to grade

equivalents or percentiles were significabtly higher

in present grades than they had been in earlier grades

without the program.

The improvemeht in achievement was
large enough to merit

attention. Reviewers looked mare closely at programs

where comparative gains were at leasea quarter of a

standard deviation or bettef, although better than a

third of a l'endard deviation was considered minimal for

an outcome to be educationally important.

Results

None of the 96 progranis reviewed met all the criteria for sound evidence

of effectiveness, based on examining their evaluation documents and contacting 1

staff for clarification. Of these 96, only eight programs were finally judged

-/tó merit site visiting. The results of program screening are shown in the

Mlister List of Programs
in Appendix A, with an indication of why excluded pro-

gfams were.dropped.

The screening process described in'this chapter focussed on program

evaluation and the quality of evidence supporting program impact on parti-

c4ants. Chapter II also referred to criteria for reasonable program cost

and clear and describable program processes. Minimal reqUirements for meet- .

ing these criteria could not be specified as clearly as could requirements

for sound evaluation:. Furthermore, program documents seldom included cost .

information, and
they'presente'd few, if any, descriptions of instructional

and management processes.
For these reasons, program proCesses and costs

were not examined closely until site visits were made. The next chapter,

disCusses the site visitsto the eight programs selected, and.the outcomes.

Evaluation Review by Staff Prior to Site Visits

Program evalbations which passed through the review system described above

and received positive ratings (a "yes" or a "yes (?)") from b9th the first and

second reviewers, and a confirmation of this from a:third reviewer, were con-

sidered to be" candidates for site visit4m. When several likely programs had

been identified, a'special evaluation fejtew,peeting was held to finalizethe

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

0
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meetings: (1).to allow staff members to raise the sharpest possible criticisms

of each program evaluation, so that untenable arguments could be recognized and

programs dropped before site-visiting, and t2) to point up any questions or

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

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

Questions frequently dealt with the-availability of additional baseline data,

information about the selection, composition and treatment of comparison

groups, and the possibility of obtaining either longituditwi dita or the most

recent data (in cases where a program had n prewiousIv foint,o, 11p-st i A

total of 19 programs had strong enough totiugs to warrant cons+d-tot ion at the

review meetings.

The review meetings were attended by the four seniol A:0' .oviet,,1 th.

preliminary reviewer, and the project director. Ideally, 111 c is t would

have analyzed the program documents. (empleted.rating forms, .md voted their

questioris 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 presentation of the

cape regarding bath program, including both its Atrong and weak_points..

As a result of these meetings, seven programs were dropped from considera-

becattse 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

that had been tentatively
identified for a possible site visit were also

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

it was decided that the evaluation data did ,justify site visiting and that

it appeared likely that additional supporting ddta could be obtained on site.

.
1

Pre-Site Visit Summaries

Once a progrtim had been tentatively selected for site visiti4, a brief.--

one-page summary of program information_ was forwarded to the OE Project

Officer, so that he would be aware of basicfeatures of the progrAe:and the

evidence of its effectiveness. In some cases his,review raised'Oditional

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

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

3 5
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The pre-site-visit summary included the name and location of the program,

the year it began, the name of the evaluator and year of the report containing

evidence of success. In addition, the following program evaluation features
)

were briefly summarized: comparison method, measures used, simpling, grade

levels, aspects addressed by the evaluation, and statistics used. AIR evalua-

tors' comments were added. Finally, the tentative site-visit dates and schools

to bev.1-.ited were indicated.

Pre-site visit summaries were subnitt( "loro prtngt.,,, than were

finaliv v:ited. Visits to four propri. :.;e !wow o

informaff9n ohtained prior to finnlf,-in4 the I' 't did not snpeoit irlier

oon(lusions regarding their effecti,rene.:.,. %Igo, two piorom,. t.

selected late in the screening prot,,,, ,oni there was insufficient time to

prepare and submiAdlirmaries before the

36-
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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. Virst, the descriptive and evaluative data

-included in program documents had to be validated. Second, considerably

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 approLed as exemplary by the DRP for dissemination. Finally,'.

visiting the locale, talking with program staff, and observing classroom

activities and management techniques provided the perspective necessary to

write clear descriptions of program processes.

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,1 had 'identified variables and issues

in bilingual education to be investigated in that study. An indirect outcome

was to acquaint AIR site visitors 'with aspects of bilingual education possibly

related to prognim effectiveness. DiSsussions of certain key program compon-

. ents appearing repeatedly in the literature did notispecify ways in which thy-34

might be integrated into a bilingual edncatior.Lprogram. Site visiting provided

AIR,staa with insights into how the cbmponentsinteract with each other and

with program context as an effective educationai-process.

To assist site visitors in collecting and organizing data, a detailed

outline covering key prOgram components was modeled on outlines used in

earlier AIR studies of exemplary educational programs. On the basis-6f th e

literature review and suggestions from AIR staff who'were knowledgeable about

bilingual education; the outline was refined to focus on features considered

to be particularly important to bilingual education programs.

'1" This related effort was one of three stddies'that comprised the "Evaluation

of ESEA Title VII Bilingual Education Programs" funded under OE,Contract'No.

OEC-0-74-93.31. .
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The outline was used to check the information obtained from "acnumeats

and to guarantee that adequate liiformatIon was corIetted,while on site,. Be-

cause programs vary so widely, however, site visitors were encourpgedt6 allow

unique features to emerge during interviews and classroom observations, -and to

probe in depth those program characteristics that they believed to:be particularly

significant, Topics covered in the outline were the followings

Objectives
Participants
Locale
Development
Management
Staff
Preservice/Ingerice
instru,ilonal Actl H and

Curriculum
Equipment, Materials, and Facilities
Parental/Community Involvement

Costs

Evaluation

Later, to guide writers in preparing program deScriptions, this outline

was modified further. It is included in Appendix E and described in Chapter

VII.

Procedures

Pre-Site-Visit Preparation

After the Project Officer approved AIR's recommendations of programs'to

be visited, site visit teams were assigned, and preliminary arrangements for

the visit, were Lade with project directors, who had-been informed of the

possibility of a visit by AIR staff.2 District personnel, usuallyIncluding.

the superintendent, were informed of plans for the visit. When requested,

background information about OPBE's evaluation of bilingual educatioll'and*
. ,

AIR's-role in this effort was'also sent to superintendents.

Site visitors learned as mu about the program as possible from docu-

ments that had been,aent/to-AIRc, Referring to the outline, they noted areas

'There were.two:exceptiaps. In one case, a visit was tentatively scheduled

and later cancelled because more recent evaluation reports did not substan-

tiate earlier evidence of the program!-8, 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.

3 8
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for which little or no documented nformation was available. In d'ases

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

of when limited-documentatimwas sent bthe progre2, questions'were formulated

from the outline and were sent ahiad to the director: This proved .to be espe-

cially helpful is preparing program staff for AIR's visit and for scheduling

interviews with project or district personnel who were knowledgeable about cer-

twin 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. BacaUse it was not possible

to send a bilingual person on'each visit, AIR staff, requested that they be

accompanied on site by a bilingual member of the program staff. This individual'

translated when necessary and explained activities being observed', ,

.

-The-writer collected information necessary to prepare a comprehensive

program description. This entailed' observing classes in action, revieVing

supplamentarysdocuments furnished by staff, and interviewing teachers, admin-

istrators, and parents. Writers recorded the information in two ways--taking

notes 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 evaluiltion reports and to analyze addi-

tional defta 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

Visits were mahe to eight programs. The schedule below shows the site

visit dates, location, and title for each.

Dates

1. February 3-5.

2. February 12-14

3. April 14-18

4. April 14-18

Location and Program Title

La Puente, California'--Project B 0

Houston, Texas--Bilingual Educati Program

Alice, TexasAlice Independent School
District Bilingual Education Program

Kingsville, Texas--Kingsville Bilingual

Education Prograia

29
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Dates

5. April 16-18

,April 21-23

7. April 21-25

8. May 5-7

Location and Program TitliE

Madawaska, Maine - -St. John Valley Bilingual

Education Program

Santa Fe, New Mexico--ESEA,Title VII
Bilingual Education Program

Philadelphia, Penniylvania--Let's Be Amigos

Corpus Christi, Texas--Aprendemos, en Dos Idiomas,

Title VII Bilingual Project

During the eight site visits, additional information and documentation

were obtained for each'prograni. This new information vas reviewed to deter-

mine if it substantiated earlier conclusions regarding progfam effectiveness.

In all but one case, it did.3

Summaried of the remaining seven programs were written and submitted to

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

discussed in the next chapter. 4

(

3 One.program was dropped after the siteyleit because the 1973-74

evaluation report, madeyavailable during the visit, did not provide

evidence needed to support claims, that the program substantially im-

proved, the English - reading and language skills of its participants.
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CHAPTER VI

PROGRAM REVIEW BY THE DISSEMINATION REVIEW PANEL,(DRP)

Backkround, Purpose, and Structure of the DRP

The purpose of the DRP was described in estaremeht prepared by John Evans,

Chlarman of the PLel, dated 15,Novehber 1974:

During 1972,, the Assistatit Secretary of Education and

several Ot'sts.ff members became conscious that the dis-

semination actii.leties'of the var ious OF prograM's were

groceeding in. largely ad. h'. , irlondent, and un-

coordinated mainer. .V.with.the s 'NJ Or tmpilod

recommendation that these materials "exemplary,"

"promising," or.'elfectiye," and that school systems

would be well advised to institute these methods and

livgrams in 'thelerown

Arrelrievoi these dis emanations; however, revealed

that. in most cases c re. was little pr no evidence to

back up tipe claims thatithe materials were exemplary

or indeed effective.at all, and that putting an official

OE' stamp of-40.0*W: on ,them and urging schools to

adopt them was premature at best.-and irresponsible at

worst. %.

ACcordingly, a Didigmination-Review Panel was 'created

to review all'Orograms,: istTjects, models, methods,

materials, etc.,proposed'fOr dissemination to deter-,

mine that there, was` adequate eiddelce 'of their effec-

. tiveneas foredissitimination was pprove.

;

ft 'The

s

panel is now-a joinbody of theEducatidn DiviSio of the Department

15f;lie'aith, Education,and,Welfare, , wish its members dr.aWn frOm the Office of

Education:'(OE) and the National InatItu,pe of EdUcation (NIB). Each
.

agency' has`

11 representatiyes on the. 22- member Panel. Staff services'are,provided by the

Office h the Assistant: Secretary for Education. A quorum of seven members is

,.., . .

*equired for a -DRE:Aeeting, And no fewer than three members each from OE and

. .,, , ,

4.:SI,E mmitt,ba,present.'
x'l

'

.

',,,, ,.,,members
.

are stiected for their-abilityvto analyie and understand.

i *;
V. 6

4
4

c of effectivenesa supplied by program evalUation data, and also for their

general knowledge.and-expeciet*e,in education (Evans, op. cit.).
, k

Program submissions are prepared in,a*special format according to an out-
, .

; ).1.21c, aupgIied by.the nftp.,, i!i copy of the outline is contained'in Appendix D.

6Seet!Porm.lor EubmIt g,oinMaierials kxo the Dissemination Review-Panel.")
, .

%, !.., -.6. , . - %
.

. 4 1.6
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Preparation of, Summary Descriptions for DRP Review

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

of the seven rograms recommended as exemflary by AIR and the Project Officer.

The seven summaries are, included in Appendix D.

Each summary has two main sections.' In the first, key program strategies'

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

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

.

examinationtf- program documents, and interviews with program staff. While

DRP judgment is essentially based on the evidence of effectiveness presented

in the ilecond'half of 06 summary, the detailed description of key prograM

features must be compelling and detailed enough to lend additional credibility

to the data provided and to assure replicability.

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 programand comparison groups, identification

of instruments used to measure achievet9ent abd/ottitUdes, and results and

interpretation of data analyses. This information is summarized in a manner'.

4*
that highlights he rationale for recommending the program to the DRP,

'Draft versions of the DRP summaries were forwaraed to the Project Officer

for review well in adyance o the.DRP meetingd. The Project.Officer revie9ed

the summaries, recommendeq§efaions that would clarify the information pre-

4
sensed, and requested supplemeAtary information on points that'might be ques-:

tioned ddring the DRP meeting, ' 4' ''.

Final versions of the program summaries'Fere.Circulated by the Project
.;

.Officer to DRP members and Title VII staff in advance Of the scheduled review

meetings.. These summariesere stUdied'in preparation for discussing and
.

judging each program's worthiness of Wide-scale dissemination and official

epdorsement by the Education Divisioh of the Department-of Health, Education,

And Welfare.

Procedures and Results of the DRP Meetings

The DRP met twice to review AIR', submiasionsL four prograM summaries'

were-considered at the first session and three at the second. Tile presenfa-
.

tion's were made by.the Project Officer who was accompanied by a Title VII

:4presghtative. . .

the reiriew procedure involed discussing the information presented in

the program summary. Questions from DIP members about specific ,Points'were
. ,

4 2
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directed.to the Project Officer and Title VII representative. Following their

.r
discussion, the Panel-members voted as to whether the program should be approved

for dissemination.

At the first meeting, three of the four submissions were approved. At

the second meeting, one,of three programs was approved. The programs approved

for dissemination by the DRP are shown in Table 2.

,Table 2
A

. 7
Bilingual Educatia; Programs Recommended by AIR

., '

\ and 'Approved for Dissemination by the DRP
.

Progrim Title '

Location

,

St. John Valley Bilingual Madawaska, Maine

Education_ Program -

-Alice Independent School. Alice, Texas

Dietrict Bilingual Education.

prograM s

Aprendemosen Dos Idiamas, Corpus Christi, Teias

Title VII Bilingtial Project'

Bilingual Education Program Houston,. Texas

On a'pereentage basis, 57% 'of AV's submisgons were approved. This is

comparable to the average approval rate of between 50% and 60% for all programs

reviewed,by the Panel since it was formed. Although a numbef of bilingual pro-

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

are the first ever awarded to bilingual education programs.
0

1

.

4 '3
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CHAPTER VII

DEVELOPMENT OF DETAILED PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

41\ Purpose

A major product of this study is the set.of foUr detailed program descrip-

tibns that were prepared for programs approved by the Dissemination Review

Panel (DRP). These descriptions were-to provide models for project plartners,#,

parent advisory groups, teachers, idministr0trs, and others anxious to improve

thc educnaim of youngsters who hay.' 1!.%-,;peraing ability.. The

pr.0Rram , s.-riptions were wTitt,.. Y 't to petil,ic ro

h. mad. at to -the desir.tHlitv - A I Nod i 1 irplirtion of

the pr,, 'arrp-;, and indica' , siwr,, '1' T1 1;o0 oa(n ;,,Togram,

For rotential rep/icato! z. bt;s' appro,, tiwso pt

gram;:, provided evidence of ell( Cl%;(.ttes ,,ntlioed in their own :vdluatiim

reports which was judged to be utlicient 10 justify their dissemination by the

Office of Education as exemplary bilingual education programs.4'

Content a* Emphasis

The Request for Proposals indicated that the detailed program descriptiOns

were to follow an outline expanded from a seMple included in the RFP appendix.

'4 This outline was initially refined to provide',a guide for document review and

site visits, as discussed in Chapter V. Subsequently, it was modified on the

basis of site visit experience to guide writers to "include 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 ifferences that

do occur -among descriptions were due primarily to the adequacy of the'informa-

tion available and"the unique character of each program.
\

Below are summarized the content and emphasis of'each of the eight major

section's of the detailed program descriptions

4 As discussed elsewhere 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 ofeffectiveness

met criteria discussed in Chapters II and IV. The label, nexemplary,"'should

be, interpreted in the light of these criteria.

41
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. Program Overview

-') 'In this section the reader is introduced to the program, the impetus for

its beginning, program objectives, and general procedures used to achieve the

objectives. Also included are staff and student characteristics.

Program Development

This chapter describes in more detail the reasons why the program began,,

its goals, the program's relationship to the local school sYstgm, and aspects

of the community that influenced planning of the.program. If appropriate, it
,

also indicates people Who were instrumental during the planning phase and how

the program changed since it began.,.

Staffing and Management

Included.in this section is information about program staff (their coati-
/

fications, responsibilities, length of tiftle with the program, recruitMent pro-

cedures), staff development activities, and program management policies.

Instruction

This chapter describes in detail how bilingual education is implemented

in the classroom and includes-teaching techniques, grOuping patterne,:assess-

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

Parent Involvement and Community Awareness .

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

awareness and examplesof how parents are involved with the program are dis-

cussed.

Costs

An-analysis is given of budget information proyided by the program, with
9

special attention paid to start-up expenses and continuation costs. Alio

given are sources and level of funding. ,The per-pupil cost for the bilingual

program is compared to the per-pupil cost for the regular school prograd.

When possible, budget options are suggested.

Evaluation

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.

36 45



V 4
.

$

.' Review and Revision

After descriptions were drafted and edited by AIR staff, they were mailed

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

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

Office of Education.

1

T
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CHAPTER VIII

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Programs identified es exemplary in this study were those with demon-

strated significant program effect based upon evaluation designs which were

,sound enough to pass review first by AIR and then by the Dissemination Review

Panel (DRP). Criteria for screening the program information have been dis-
.

' cussed in earlier chapters. It is important to emphasize that this review

was concerned almosi.totally with the quality of the local summative program

evaluations. Per pupil costs and the descriptive clarity of the instructional

and management procedures of a program were also examined, but after confi-

dence in the statistical and educational significance sof pupil outcomes was

established.

This focus on the local program evaluation cannot be viewed as a program

evaluation; most program components were not evaluated. In this study, the

term exemplary may be strictly applied only to those programs showing'signi-
, .

titant effect supported by a sound evaluation and approved for dissemination

by the DRP. For the remainder of the programs not identified as exemplary,
1,1

,laims of program effectiveness, when these were reported, were not accepted

because of inadequate program evalpations. In most cases, one simply could
. .

not-confidently conclude whether a program was effective or not. As noted

earlier, of the 175 program's considered for review as exemplary candidates,

a9 reported evaluations so inadequate that no Conclusions could be drawn about

program effectiveness, 20 supplied no requested evaluation reports, and 59

were dropped after contact because they were too new to have conducted summa-

tive evaluations or they did not meet the definition of a bilingual program.

Since few program evaluations met acceptable standards, it ismseful to

deh.ribc some of the more common program evaluation deficiencies in the pope

that,program developers might be. made aware of areas in which their program

evaluations can be strengthened. It is probable that many more programs could'

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

perly contrasted with a comparisOn group, with a'relevant norm, or with pupil

outcomes prior to the introduction of the program.

4.7
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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 case was ont found that demonstrated

pro);ram effect.

In one somewhat extreme but not atypical example, the program developers
(

4,t(i e-,tablished unreported objectives and constructed evaluative tools "to

asse-,s aciomplishment for each.of-the designated subject areas" (no examples

,u- de.eripllons were prov ideli). Although state-mandated standardized- tests

...rk alministered to students, they reported no data on these tests. An objec-

rivv w,o. said to ho mastered if 707 or more of the students completed it. The

.am instr mews were used for pretest and for posttest,lafter which differ-
.-

'n(,. in't °portions masterin the objectives were tested with a correlatea-
4, .

mem, t-LCst. The six pupils n grade 1 imprOved their;mean.pr'oportion of correct

response:. from'0.04 on the pretest for,English social studies to 0'..09 on the

posttest with a t value of 3.21,,significant at better than the i7 level. Thus,

significance could -be claimed although the posttest proportion was far below

the mastery level. ,
1

14t,wit%;ng specific objectives, establishing the proportion of pupils

who are expected to demonstrate learning of each of the objectives, and check-
.)

ing pupils, objectives, and teaching methods whenever testing shows failure,

are profitable uses of criterion-referenced testing. 'used appropriately in' 1-.0,--

(

formative evaluation, this approach can alett program developers to one or

more points in a program where attention is needed.

In summative evaluation, criterion-referenced testing is useful when:

common objectives are set for all schools;

the scoring system is objective';
..

the standards set are tied to agreed-upon typical performances
.... , ,*

and well-defined conditions instead of being arbitrary.

Tests of Significance of Gains

The most widely-used experimental design is one that presumes to demon-
.)

strate program effect through the statistical tes ;ing of gain scores (i.e.
10

posttet minus pretest score). The statistical test applied is usually the

.correlated means t-test, though sometimes a non-parametric test is used.

This procedure cannot deMonstrate the effects of the program. At best, de-
r

pending upon the grade level, a grade-equivalent gain of three to five months

48
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over a year for a sample of 17 pupils is likely to be significaut_at the 1%.

level. This significant-gain can be ascribed tormaturation, or to practice

effect; or to both, and can be independent of the effect of the educational

'program.
'1

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 sepirately'

and again as part of the grade level. Nearly half of this evaluation report

of over 200 pages. was devoted to this type of reporting with most.results

shown in tables and bar graphs.

The flaw in this approach is not, of course, that there is anything wrong

with the statiStical procedure itself or even that it does not test the

hypothesis prolposed; 'the flaw is that this null hypothesis is not particularly /I

relevant--it states That no increase of learning has occurred over the period.'

Because Of maturation,..incidental 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 increase of learning. This

ypothesis is tested when, with appropriate care,
oir

a control or comparison group is used; or

comparison is made with the rate of increase in the same group

before change in educational conditions; or ----

comparison is made with increases in classes previous to

educational change; or,

some reasonable basisexists for establishing an expectation

of increase in the absence of educational change.

Misuse of
.

Analysis of Covariance

Generalized versions of the t-test Are the analysis of variance and the

analysis, of covariance. When applied to pretest and posttest scores, the

same limitations apply as for testing of gains. Analysis of covariance, in

particular, is occasionally found misused. This procedure_is sometimes used

to make adjustments fot differences between treatment and comparison groups

on pretests. Theoretically, this makes it possible to cbipare gains of,dis,-

similar treatment groups. When these starting differences are themselves

non-significan% such adjustments do. little harm: put when the differences
.

arf large, thisadjustment is improper. 0
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Furthermore, educational measures are interval measures. There is no

direct way that the equality of these intervals can be.teeted, and only thd

most tenuous way in which rough equivalence can be inferred through the .

assumption of normal distributed measures.
Adjuktiment through analysis of

covariance extrapolates the scale for the lower group,upwards, and that fot

the superior group downwards. There can be no' assurance thatthe two groups

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

the same continuum when their score distributions are located at two widely

separated regions of the test range.

This should not be seen as a criticism of the analytic procesi, but'of

one use to which it i8 frequently put. In general, though, the inaicatidns.

deriving from analysis of variance seem more useful asCstar'ting checks than

as .arguments for success. They certainly should not be used for major

sculpturing of unsuitable data.

Practice Effect

An issue which haS'received rather spent attention, but which' has a

potentially string influence on the'interptetation of the outcomes

of special education programs is that of the effects of practiceon retest

scores. In the literature, there are caveats about the increases toe ex-

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

esti:hates of the size of the effect or of its chitation. 'See, for example,

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

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

applicable when parallel forms of the'same test are used, or as trivial when -

several months intervene. Both sources of comfort are prObably unjustified,

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

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

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

(1974), the effects of real learningyere effectively equalized fot four,'

samples who were;given an initial test of cognitive'abilities, and then given

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

foci groups prbducet almost identical gains irrespective of the time interval

between test and retest. Thi's gain was roughly one-third of a standard devia-

tion; even a lapse of a year had. very little effect.: The gain for the second'

retest was also virtually
constant'for'the three groups involved, and of the

''.
order of about a quarter of a'stAdard deviation.,

.

s
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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 dis-

counted. The effect would largest in the lower grades where there had

been little-trse-takfb$ experience; it would also 'be largest fo'r less sophis-

ticAted students from countries with less emphasis on testing, for elcample,

Portuguese Immigrants from the Azoresor Spanish-speaking Puerto Ricans.

One program tested its students twice (or pretesting, once in Spanish

And onie-witt) the EnO1f;11 form of the parallel test; for the -prittest, both

_gngl.,,i,h and 1-.)...nish:ersfians were avain :.1v.iniqtered. Furthermore, the same

,

, students
. ,), oe,,s in 1(h ,ubqequent s by grade 4

..

they leoli..173 119pn to <->t;'.d times. he c Omp tr icon group, ltmiever, ,

Was' drowl; sr.audcmly anew eaeh. year with, in all probabi 1 ity , a good des 1 lower

vernm- number' f- t es tings .

.-- 2EffectsTc.fileons of Test Norms -.'s ..

..

. .. .
e

30ver the gears, test publishers have sometimes found it ecessaryito
.

n.

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

conversions;, the same 'raw score now reflects a -higher grade equivale , more

particularly at the upper grades where the differences can be as much as a
_

foal 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. Whei the tests themselves have been revised, the

same phenomenon undoubtedly exists, but is then even more difficult to detect:

br 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 second language, and

increased expenditures should be warranted by this-treatment variable. However,

the,additiopal funding has been used also for considerable improvement in the

,

facilities and materials for the program group, making it a moCit point what:'

combination of program variables caused the positive effect. This, of course,

is the central problem in interpretation: thedifficulty of-specifying which

program components significantly 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 use of research specialists.

EdUcational practice and aims are often in direct opposition to the needs of

sound summative research. For example, while random allOcaEion of a sample '

to experimental and control groups is a powerful statistical device,.it is

virtually impossible in most educational
situations; on the contrary, place-

ment in the treatment group is precisely because there.is a need to

eliminate a difference between group's. It is difficult for an administrator

to consider withholding cases for comparison, since that would produce differ-

.elice instead of removing them.

Conflicts with Laws and Regulations

Intervention education seeks to minimize differences between performances

of groups. Certainly the aim of Title VII appears to be to identify and to

'assist defined groups of pupils. In at least one case reviewed, this, purpose

came into conflict With what the court considered to be the objectives of

desegregation. Thus, not all failures must be laid at the door of poor design.

The follow4ng case was n unique, and is an example of problems a program may

have to face from federal, state; and court'jurisdictions.

Their experimental
design was as good as normal educational restraints

permit,- with use of refined statistical procedures andwith clear interpreta-

tion of result's. They included a control group in their design; checked on

the initial comparability of control and bilingual groups; recorded differences

in exposure to their treatment; showed the effects of the program on the learn-

ingof 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 consultants

changed the program's guidelines from a planned horizontal expansion to a

vertical expansioh; control groups were lost; the pattern of bOssing was changed,

reducing contact betWeen bilingual and English-daminant students. Finally, a

desegregation suit caused the closing of one school, a 'redistribution of
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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 staff. They compensated by placing more emphasis on materials develop=

ment and inservice training, producing 27 specially trained bilingual teachers,

all but seven of them paid from local funds--and lost_16 of them to wealthier

districts when state bilingual legislation was, enacted. The effect of these

conflicting and changing decisions must blunt the main thrust of the bilingual

program effort.
1

4,N

Recommendations

Finding only seven bilingual program evaluations out of nearly 100 possi-

bilities to recommend to the Dissemination Review Panel was-not an

unexpected result.
The record is no worse thap.has been found:in several

s:

examinations of program evaluations carried out in earlier studies conducted

for the Office of Education'by AIR and others. Practically every study of

this type over the years froth several research
organizations and across a

variety of educational programs, including compensatory education, reading

programs and now bilingual education, has pointed to poor experimental design;

to the lack of planning for evaluation,'to
inappropriate use of statigtical

methods, and to a general lack of evidence one way or ,the other. AIR's experi7

ence in this study of finding fewer than 5% of programs which are in receipts

of-public monies,.and have evaluation studies pod enough to.make closer study,

worthwhile, is by no means unique. For exampl', see AIR reports from Hawkridge,

Chalupsky, and Roberta (1968); Hawkridge; Campeau, DeWitt,.and Triacett (1969);

. ,

'Wargo, Campeau, and Tallmadge (1971); Bowers, Campeau, and Roberts (1974); also

see an-RMC report by Tallmadge(1974). In these studies, similar standads were

applied in screening local prograwevaluations
and a similarly small fraction of

candidates survived this close ,scrutiny.

The findings and conclusions,discussed earlier in this chapter suggest

several means for improving chances that local evaluators of good projects

will be able to developlevaluationireports more likely to satisfy criteria

of program effectiveness applied in this study. %

It would be a real advance if a substantial reduction could.bealPt in,.

the number of programs now being rejected for 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

be given. 53
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Guidelines to School 'Districts on Design for Evaluation

1.-.) Innovators should be required to incorporate acceptable designs for

ealuation'in their plans when.apOlying far funds.

2. Many programs will experience
considerable difficulty in developing

-sound evaluitiOns either because they lackthe training ar because thdy

encounter constraints. They need ieaSsuradae thalt,their problems are undei-
,

stood and that even the-most difficuleweircumstancek
caniid, made to yield -,

some useful indicators; they may need brief help froth a consultant.

3. Cuidelines nhould 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-

strated iehout resort to a great,deal of arithmetic.

4. Some ptograms are.having much difficulty in-finding suitable tests in

inglish. For example, monoling4a1 students in fourth or-fifth grade who..4re

beginning to learn English could be tested with standardized tests intended

for the second grade, but would find the content somewhat beneath them. There

is aneed for some special tests, or for advice on substitutes.

5. Efforts,in test development should perhaps be consdlidated to avoid-

the proliferation of focal tests without validity and eliability dataor

possibilities of comparison. In any caSe,"guidelines or consulting services

should be prov(ded to ensure that specially developed
tests meet these essen-

tial requirements.

6. Many pro4ams could profit from ,some guidance on the appropriate

uses of criterion-referenced
testing,-'.and necessity for more unifokm criteria

when it comes to justification of their finding.

7. Also in connection with designs for testing, most Innovators seem to

need information on practice effect, and on the records- that2should',be kept if

they are to avoid spurious claims of gains. Coaching.on-tests is another

aspect of the same problem, and the'imiting conditions under which this is

a legitimate device should become more widely known.

Guidelines 'to Evaluators'on Analysis of Data

Evaluators, whether from school districts or outside consultants,

should 'outline their- evaluations at the beginning of the program. Their

heeds should be allowed to influence the collection of data.

2. EvaluatOrs should have contact with Title VII, even if only throdeic

correspondence. They should be apprised of the kinds of evidence. called for;



.

the weight thit suchavidence
would.carry,.and the format of their presen-

t

. .

'1;

/-

tations which would-simplify the, teekof reader's. of their repOrts.
,

3. There Should be,gutdelines oa-acceptable sample sizes, nuMber Of

.

class needed, theattentiotito be:given to attrition,andptheilemple lOsses,
,

.r
grid the,conditionsbmder which com arisona 14 recognized .

4. Their reports .do.'niii-pgb.d.to be overly complicated- Sophistleated
.

-analyses can be more.huisance-than they are.worth if reported in-too much

'detaq.0r without transiiiioh and dITcursIve treatment. Sometimes they are
.

t--
gomplerly superftuous, In particularl.anakrs?s of variance and co4ariance-

.

should bcvated AsaooPg,',not products

c;ifinifirnnv tecting, particul

inns, should not have-undue import pc.0'a

final report shotild.omiti.

measures of centraltendeney

proportions;

measures of scatter

such

o/7, KTifiis" in K. w n test-
4

acheA to it. On the other hand,

as means; medians, or

about such points, like standard de'viations,

quartiles,or ranges; .

some means of translating these'dimensions

terms, dike' norms, stanines, grade .equivalents, percentiles,

or even unitswith acquired meaning;

some benchmark by which tholalue of the change can be estimated,

such as the performarice of arevious class, of a comparison

group, or of the .same group under 'earlier conditions:

6. Statistical analyses of affective measures or opinion surveys can

into-understandable

be developed in,addition to those of achievement, but the w eight they will

carry will. usually bt,small; evaluators should be aware that both the objec-

tivity of the scoring systems and the attention paid to nor- responses will lie.

scrutini*ed before the -- levels of significAnce ate claimed.

,
0.,s;

no
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Appendix A is a master list of all the programs that were contacted as

potential candidates for this study. The chart is alphabetized by,etate, city,

and program title, and indicates the language of the target group. The last

column shows the result of screening each of these programs, using the follow-

ing abbreviation codes:

1.-The numbet 1 after i program indicates that as a result of'
information obtained during the initial telephone contact,
the,program was dropped without requesting evaluation re-
ports. Many program directors indicated that no data on
student achievement could be provided because the program
was new or the evaluation Cycle vas not yet cocplete. In
other cases, initial telephone contact* revealed that the
program did not meet the definition of bilingual education
necessary to be considered for this project, e.g., the tar-
get group already functioned in English and no use of native
language was necessary, for their academic progress in'other
subject areas. In a few instances, calls were made as a
result of false leads and no special program for non-
English-dominant students was operating. Finally, some of
the programs were dropped at their own request. The number
of programs receiving a 1 was 59.

2 - -The number 2 after a program indicates that evaluation re-
...7

ports were requested but were not received. The number of
programs receivigg a 2 vas 20.

3- -The number 3 indicates that the program was reviewed by AIR ,
staff but that the evaluation methodology was so inadequate
that a conclusion about the program's success or failure
could not be drawn. Some of the more common shortcomings
encountered in reviewing evaluation designs wert the follow-
ing: insufficient or inappropriate comparative data, small
numbers of participants and/or control students, unanalyzed
data, data reported for one grade level only, inappropriate
testing procedures, and,failure to collect, in addition to
data from language tests, data from tests in other subject
areas. In a few instances, program documents supplied little
or no information on cognitive achievement of participants.,
The number of programs receiving a 3 was 89.

REC.-This abbreviation means that the program passed the review-
and-screen hurdles and was recommended to the Dissemination
Review Panel for consideration as an exemplary bilingual
education program.

APP Indicating approval by the DRP, this abbreviation means that
the recommendation submitted by AIR and the Office of Educe-
tion was confirmed after a final review by this group.

V
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MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS .
r

BELSON FOR

PROGRAM PROGRAM LANGUAGE OF EXCLUSION/

LOCATION TITLE TARGET GROUP SELECTION *

ALASKA
Anchorage Development bf Communication

Skills with EmPhasfs on Oral
Language and Reading English

ARIZONA
Ganado Bilingual Program Navajo 2

Nogales Nogalea,Elementary
Bilingukl Project Spanish 2

Phoenix Phoenix Union High School
District Bilingual Program Spanish 3

Phoenix Roosevelt District 66
Bilingual Education Program Spanish 1

Rock Point Rock Point Bilingual
Education Project Navajo 3

RoughRock Bilingual Education'Frogram Navajo 1

San Carlos Bilingual Program Apache 1

Tucson Bilingual Bicultural Project Spanish

CALIFORNIA /
Auburn Upper Valley

Intercultural Project Spanish 3

Brentwood Project Amigos Spanish 3

Calexico 4 Calexico Intercultural
Design Spanish 3

Cerritos Title VII Portuguese
Bilingual Program Portuguese 3

Chula Vista Project Frontier, Spanisjh 3

0 ,

Compton Title VII Bilingual/
Bicultural Project Spanish 3

Crescent City Bilingual Education Program Hoopa 1

, .

Cucamonga Title VII Bilingual
Bicultural Educe ion Spanish 3

Culver City .. Spanish Immersion Program English 1

El Monte, Bilingual/Bicultural Education Spanish 3

EsCondido Bilingual-Bicultural Education Spanish 3

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

A-3
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MASTER LIST OF PROGRAYS (continued)

PROGRAM
LOCATION

PROGRAM
TITLE

LANGUAGE OF
TARGET GROUP

REASON FOR
EXCLUS/ON/
SELECTION *

CALIFORNIA (continued)
Eureka Northern Indian California)

Education Project

Fountain Valley

Gilroy

Gonzales°

Happy Camp

Hayward

Hoopa

\La Puente

Los Angeles
4

Los Angeles

Los Nietos

McKinleyville

Montebello

Mountain View

Orange

Pasadena

Pico Rivera

PoMona.

Porterville

Porterville

Porterville

Bilingual Early
Childhood Project

Title VII Bilingual. Program

Gonzales ESL/Bilingual Project

Bilingual Education Program

Hayward Bilingual-Bicultural
Project

Klamath-Trinity Joint Unified
School District Indian Program

Projedt EUENO

Bilingual Schools Program

Castelar Bilingual
Education Program

Lop Nietos Bilingual
Bicultural Project

American Indian Early
Childhood Education-SB 1258

Bilingual Education Program

Bilingual EducationP=1gram

Orange Bilingual/
Bicultural Project

Bilingual Multicultural Program

Bilingual Bicultuial Education
Para Los Estudiantes
de El Rancho

Bilingual/Bioultural.Project

Cooperative Effort in Successful
Learning Experience State 1258

Cooperative Effort in Successful
Learning ExperiencState 2284

Cooperative Effort in SUccessful.
Learning Experience--Title VII

* See page A-1 for
explanation of code.

A-4'

6

Xarok, Boopa, 1

Pomo, Yurok,
other dialects

Spintsh 3

Spanish a

,Spanish 1

Indian 1

panish 3

Boopa, Yurok 2

Spanish 3.

Spanish 1

Cantonese 1

Spanish 1

English 1

Spanish 1'

Spanish 1

40

Spanish 3

Spanish 3

Spanish 1

Spanish 3

;-

English
1

Spanish '1

Spanish:

0

,1



MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS (continued)

REASON FOX
PROGRAM PRQGRAM LANGUAGE OF EXCLUSION/
LOCATION TITLE TARGET MEP SELECTION *

CALIFORNIA (continued)
Riverside Project UNIDOS. Spanish

Rowland Heights Bilingual/Bicultural
Education Program Spanish

Sacramanto Early Childhood Bilingual
Education Program Spanish

San Bernardino Bilingual- Bicultural

County Exchange Project (BICE?) Spanish

San Francisco Chinese Bilingual
Pilot Program Chinese

Sap Francisco Chinese Bilingual Project . Chinese

San Francisco

'San Ysidro

Santa Ana

Project To Advance Cultural
Opportunities (PACO) Spanish

Media Research and
Evaluition Center Spanish

ESAA Bilingual Program Spanish

Santa Barbara Santa Earliaht.County

Bilingual Protect ' Spanish

Santa Clara AlumRock Unified School Disyrict
Bilingual Education Project Spanish 3

- Santa Clara Spanisi Dame School
Cou6ty Bilingual Project Spanish 3

Stockton A Demonstration Bilingal- Spanish,Can- `1. 1

Bicultural _Education Projects tonese,Filipino

Bilingual/Bicultural ProjectUkiah Spanish

Union City Bilingual/Bicultural
' Education Program Sppnith 2

3

1.

3

3

3

3

3

1

1

3

Visalia Allensworth Elementary
Schpol Bilingual Program Spanish 3

i
COLORADO . .

Alambsa Bilingual-Bicultural Program Spanish 3

Denver Bilingual Education Program Spanish '1

Johnstown Weld BOCES Bilingual Project Spanish 3

* See page A-1 for
explanation of code.

A-547

61



I

MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS (continued)

) REASON FOR

PROGRAM PROGRAM LANGUAGE OF RXCLUS/ON/

LOCATIONS
. TITLE TARGET GROUP SELECTION *

COLORADO (continued)
La Junta Project Juntos Spanish 3

CONNECTICUT
Bridgeport Primary Bilingual Education

,Program Spanish

New Haven Bilingual Program Spanish

DELAWARE
Wilmington Bilingual Education Program Spanish

FLORIDA
Dade County ESAA-Bilingual Project Spanish

PainBeach
County

ESAA-Bilingual Progriam' Spanish

:

3

2

3

IDAHO .

Holmdale Canyon Oahie Bilingual ,

Education Project Spanish 1

ILLINOIS
Chicago

Chicago

INDIANA
Gary

KANSAS
Wichita

LOUISIANA
Lafayette

New Iberia

Bilingual Education Program-
ESEA Title VII Spanish

Titie.III Bilingual Program Spanish

Bilingual Early
.Childhood Education Spinish

Bilingual Educatioh Program Spanish

Lafayette Parish Bilingual
Program French

Iberia Pariah Bilingual Program French

* See page A-1 for
explanation of code.

A-6

6 3

7-3

2

1

3

3
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MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS (continued)

PROGRAM PROGRAM
LOCATION TITLE

LANGUAGE OF
TARGET GROUP

REASON FOR
EXCLUSION/
SELECTION *

LOUISIANA (continued)
New Orleaga New Orleans Bilingual

I

Education Pro)ect Spanish 3

Opelousas, St. BilingualEducation Program :reach 1

Landry Parish

Ville Platte ESAA, Title VII, Bilingual/
Bicultural Project French 3

MAINS
Madawaska St. John Valley

Bilingual Program French APP

MASSACHUSETTS
Boston Bilingual Curriculum Project Spanish 3

Fall River Fall River Puh,lic Schools

Bilingual Progra. Portuguese 3

Framingham Bilingual Progra4 of Predominantly 3

Framingham Public Schools Spaaish

Lawrence Lawrence Title VII Project Spanish 3

New. Bedford Nev Bedford Title VII
. Bilingual Program A' Portuguese 3

MICHIGAN
Detroit Detro34.."'s Innovative Compre-

hensfvelFrogram for Bilingual Spanish 3

Students

MONTANA
Box Elder Chippewa-Cree Bilingual !

Education Project Chippewa-Cree 1

Crow Agener. Crow Bilingual Education Project Craw 2

Lodgegrass Bilingual Pro a Crow/English 1

NEW JERSEY
Lakewood Bilingual Education

in a Consortium Spanish 2

New Brunswick Project Better Communication Spanish- 3

.Newark Bilingual Education Program Spanish 1

* See page A-1 for
explanation ofcode.

ti
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MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS (continued)

REASON. P'.)1R

PROGRAM PROGRAM LANGUAGE OF EXCLUSION/
LOCATION 'TITLE TARGET GROUP SELECTION *

NEW JERSEY (continued)
Union City Title VII Program

NEW MEXICO
Albuquerque' Bilingual Education Project,

Title I ESEA Spanish 3

Artesia Southeastern New Mexico
Bilingual Program Spanish 3

Clovis Responsive Environment Program
for Spanish-American Children Spinish

Clovis -Portales Bilingual 3

Early Childhood Program Spanish

Cuba Cuba Bilingual Program Spanish:-
Navajo

Spanish

Espanola Espanola Bilingual
Education Program '" Spanish 3

Gallup-' Gallup - McKinley county Schools
McKinley Bilingual Education Program Navajo,,Zuni 3

Hatch Valley ESAA Bilingual Program Spanish 1

Las'Cruces Las truces Bilingual
Education Project Spanish 3 '

Lae Vegas ESEA Title VII Bilingual
Program Spanish 1

Mora Mora Bilinguitl Program Spanish 2

Psnasco Bilingual Projoct Spanish 1

Pojoaqua , Remedial Reading Program, Spanish/English 1

Ramah Bilingual Education Project Navajo

Santa Fe Santa Fe Public Schools
Title VII Bilingual Project ,, Spanish

Socorro Bilingual-Bicultural Project Spanish

Taos Taos Bilingual-Multicultural
'Program Spanish

Tucumcari The Bilingual Program,
Title I ESEA 'Spanish

West Lae Vegas, Armijo Bilingual Bicultural,
Program

* See page A-1 for
explanation of code.

A-8
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PROGRAM
LOCATION

MASTER LIST Or PROGRAMS tcontinued)

PROGRAM
.TITLE

LANGUAGE OF
TARGET GROUP

REASON FOR
EXCLUION/
SELECTION *

NEW YORK
Brooklyn

Buffalo

NORTH CAROLINA
Buies Creek

OHIO

Lorrain

OKLAHOMA
Durant

Greasy

Stillwell

OREGON
Woodburn

PENNSYLVANIA'

Lancaster

Philadelphia

Reading

West Cheater

PUERTO RICO
Hato Rey

Bilingual Program, Title VII
School District 13

Spanish 'English Developmental
Program, iitle I ESEA

Harnett County Su=mer
Migrant Education Project

Iorrain City Bilingual
Education Program

Choctaw Bilingual
Education Program

.Bilingual Education Program

Adair County Bilingual Program

Woodburn Bilingual Project'

3

Educational Opportunity
for Bilingual

Let's Be Amigos

Spanish

Spanish

Spanish

, Spanish

Choctaw

Cherokee

Cher9kee/
English

'Spanish,

Russian

Spanish

Spanish'

Title III Modified ESL
Bilingual Program Spanish

West Chester's Exemplary
. Program of Bilingual Education Spanish '

Bilingual Project

* See page A-1 for

explanation of code.
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MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS (continued)

PROGRAM'
LOCATION

PROGRAM
TITLE

ILANGUAGE OF
TARGET GROUP

REASON ?OR
EXCLUSION/
SELECTION

RHODE ISLAND
Providence Providence'1 Plan for

Bilingual.Education Portugueae 3

SOUTH DAKOTA
. .

Oglala Loneman Day School
Bilingual Program Lakota

Pine Ridge Dropout Prevention Program English

Smee Bicultural Education Program Lakota 1

West River Lakota Program Lakota 1'

TEXAS
Abernathy Project HULA Spanish 3

Abilene Project ABLE Spanish 2

Alice Alice Independent School
District Bilingual Education
Program Spanish APP

Austin Bilingual Education Program
Region XIII Education Service

Center Spanish 3

Beeville Bilingual Education Program Spanish 1

Brownsville Brownsville ISD Bilingual
Program Spanish 3

Colorado City CC Cable Spanish 2

Corpus Christi Aprendemos en Dos Idiamas
Title VII Bilingual Project Spanish APP

Crystal City Bilingual Bicultural
Education Program Spanish 3

Dallas Bilingual and Multicultural
Education Program Spanish 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 Piogram Spanish 2

* See page Arl for
explanation of code,
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MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS'(continuad)

PROGRAM PROGRAM 2
LOCATION TITLE

REASON FOR
LOGUAGE OF EXCLUSICW
TARGET GROUP SELECTION *

TEXAS (continued)
El Paso El Paso ESAA Bilingual

4.

Education Program Spanish 3

El Paso Yeleta Independent School .

District Bilingual ....

Education Program Spanish 3

Fort Worth Prograda en Dos Leagues Spanish 3

Galveston Early Childhood Bilingual
Program Spanish 3

Harlingen Bilingual Education Program Spanish 1

Houston Bilingual Education Program Spanish APP

Kingsville Kingsville Bilingual
Education Program Spanish REC

La Joya Hacie Nuevoe Horizontee Spanish 2

Laredo Laredo ISD Bilingual
. Education Program Spanish 2

Lubbock Bilingual- Education Program Spanish 1

McAllen McAllen Bilingual
Education Program Spanish 3

Midland

Bilingual Education Prograci

Midland Bilingual-Education Project

Spanish

Spanish

1

1

Mission Mies.ion Independent School

District Bilingual Program Spanish 3

Orange Grove Bilingual Education Program- Spanish 3

Pharr Pharr-San Juhn-Alamo
Bilingual Education Program Spanish 1

Port Isabel Project We Speak Spanish
and English ,Spanish 3'

Robstourd Bilingual Education Program: Spanish r

San Angelo Spanish-I:English Experience

School Program Spaniel 3

ti

San Antonio Bilingual Bicultural
Education Program Spanish 3

' San Antonio ESAA Bilingual Program Spanish 3

,San Antonio 'Harlandile Independent School
District Bilinguhl Program Spanish

13

* Sea page A-1 for
explanation of code.
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MASTER LIST OF PROGRAMS (continued)
`

PROGRAM
. LOCATION

.

PROGRAM
TITLE

.

LANGUAGE OP
TARGET GROUP

REASON FOR
EXCLUSION/.
SELECTION *

TEXAS (continued)
San Antonio Middla.SchooFrograis Spanish 2

Multi-Media Program Spanish 2

San Diego Un Paso Has Adelante Spanish 3

San Marcos Bilingual Education Program Spanish 3

Wealado Project Language Spanish .3

Zapata Bilingual Bicultural Project,
"Catch UP" Spanish 3

UTAH
Blanding Bilingual Education for Navajo Navajo 2

Sandy ,Jordan School District's

Salt Lake City

Bilingual, Education Prog;am,

Bilingual Education Prograth

Spanish

Spanish

WASHINGTON
Ephrata 'Title VII Bilingual Program Spanish 1

Toppenish Project BUILD - Bilingual
Program

Spanish,
Yakima Indian

3

Yakima Bilingual Education Program Spanish* 1

WISCONSIN
Milwaukee Milwaukee Public Schboli

Bilingual/Bicultural Education
Program

a
Spanish 3

A pahoe Bilingual Program English

a

* See page A-1 for
explanation of code.

A-12



a.

APPENDIX B

SAMPLE LETTERS \-

1. Fro= Terre: Bell

Conmissioner of Education-

2. Ft-o= AIR explaining project

3. Fro= AIR reminaing sites to'
* send reports (follow-up)

4. Fro= AIR thanking sites for
cooperating with project

6
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DEC` 3614'
TERREL BELL'S LETTER

DEPARTMCNT OF HEALTH EDUCATION. Arlo WELFARE
oFr!co: OF COOTtOt4 ra

The Office of Education's Office of Planning, Be geting and Evaluation
' (0?3E) is conducting an evalLation Of the bilin education program
under Title VII of the Elementary ana Secondary Education Act (as
anended). The evaluation consists of three dies: an "is act'
study for Spanish - language bilingual projects which is now in a planning
phase, with field data collection to take pl ce during the 1975-76
schOol year at thirty-five Title VII sites ten-non-Title VII sites;
an "exploratory" study for Native American Pacifip and Aslin, and
European-language bilingual projects, wit.` field data collection to."(
take place during the winter and spring nths othe_current (1974-
75) school year at approximately ten it e VII sates; and an '"exemolary'"'
study looking for edfective-bilingual a ?roaches at Approximatply ten
Title VII or non-Title VII sites, with field visits'agasn to take place.*
during the current school yeAr. .

The Office of Education's contractor for.this evaluation is American
Institutei foi Research (AIR)of Pa o Alto, California. AIR has
prepared a Project Summary or the evaluation, a copy of which is
herewith enclosed for your infory tion. The AIR star:,, headed by

4
_Messrs Danoff (Project Drector), Antonio de Porcel (Assisant
Project Director), Richard Bond (Director of the "exploratory" study)
and John Bowers 1Diredtor of "exepplary" study), are presently
;preparing lists of sites which will -be visited and areas of program
and pOlicy concerns for which data will be gathered., The OPSE Project
Officer, 2L- ..Edward B. Glels an, is responsible for Maintaining contact
with the.Cormittee on Eval-tion.and information SyStems (LEIS) of
the Council of Chief State chaol Officers about this evaluatioii, which.
has been included in the ual Data Acquisition 0.an.,

It is expected th'it one r cote sites in.your stete will be among-the
'saPpie groups of projec s 'drawn for the three studies. We would/

r
.
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appreciate' your cooperation andassistance. Zan asking )r. Glass=
of Mt to provide you with the pertinent list of districts and schools
within your State as soon as it is ready. Ha can be reached at . ti

Moon 4083, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.N. Washington, D.0 20202, or -

(telephone) 202-245-787S.for-any further infor=ation you =ay need.

I recognise that this is an added request on an already heavy work
load in your agency. We do need to do this evaluation in carrying not
ourresponsibilities end hope that 1.t will not be burdensome for your
office.

friclosurs

out IS Representative

,

Sincerely,

T. H. Boll
U. S Commissioner
of Mutation

4
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FORM uma FOR PROORAMSWHO ASKED FOR
A VRITTEN BEFORE NENDING REPORTS

4.4.10111tWA1J

learrniris

RNIIRVOJA04

P c et.. Ps 1, A 1* CA:10..ka W.ra (475)434= Gitas A.RESEAACH

(Date)

(Ncme-and Address)

Dear (

This letter is in response to

). As part of a larger project in bilingual education
being conducted b the American Institutes for"Researc4, we are searching for
exemplary bilingual education programs. I would like very much to receive
copies of recent program oescrir.tion and evaluation reports that exist for

). If you wish,
we, can copy tnis inforrztion and return your originals.

Following the search for efrective programs, AIR will examine their
reports in detail ant select the most promising f9T sire visiting. Particu
lar Atention will be given tothe soundness of program evaluatiOn data. A
minimum requirement for tnis evitence,of effectiveness is that some baseline
or comparison be provided so :net gains made by the progam students can be
clearly attributed nb the impact of the bilingual program.

Dr. 3e11, Commissioner of Ecucation, has written to your Chief State
School Officer advising him. of tae project. A copy of'the Commissioner's
letter is enclosed.

neese call us collect if.vou save further questions. I appreciate very
much your assistance in eXpediting our request, You may forward the documents
directly to our director of evaluation for this project:

A. Oscar H. Roberts
AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH
P.O. Boy. 1113

Palo.Alto, California 94302

Because our protect has an extremely short timeline we would appreciate
it if you could send this information by FIRST CLASS MALL in the next day or
two.

Enclosure

1.6

3

An-Equal Opportunity Employ.,

1

7 2 /

Sincerely,

Project Director
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FOLLOW-UP 1-114A

AMERICAN
INETTIVTIS
PQ RICIIARCH

P O &la 1'13 Psi* *Au, Cal4c9Na 9022 (4 t;) 4;3-3550 Oatar MI:SEARCH

(Date)

(Name and Address)

Dear ( ):

Severs/ days ago is 1 telephone conversation with ( ) you

kindly agreed to send us evaluation reports for ( ).

We have not yet received this information, which is the reason for writing

CO you WV.

If you forwarded this material over a week ago, please call collect

to alert us so that we can search our files. Our telephone number is

(415) 493-3550. Ask for either Melanie Austin or Sarah Roberts, since they

are most familiar with our file of program documents.

If you are sending the =aterial just now, you may forward it directly

CO our director of evaluation for this project:

A. Oscar H. Roberts
AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH
P.O. Box 1113
Palo Alto, California 94302

Thanks very much for your attention to this request. Our project is on

an extremely short schedule, so you will understand that the sooner we receive

the requested info r=ation, the =ore thoroughly we will be able to review your

=aterials. Your'reports will reach us much faster if you can mail them FIRST

CLASS, hopefully within the next day or two.

SinCerely,

Project Director

B-4

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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(tiece and Address)

Dear ( ):

TEAN1 IOC LETTER

A14444CAJ4
USTMITtt
FOR REIMPACH,

P 0 sox 1113 pax, Afty. rookerita 14302 (415) 434550 Paw AIRESEACCH

1

(Date)

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

The project is nearing conclusion now and even though your program
wan not -one of those recommended for exemplary status based onievalua-
tion data through 1973-74, you may be interested in more details about
the project's purposis methods, and results and in those programs that
AIR recd6mended as exemplary. This information will be summarized in
the final report entitled, "The Identification and Description of
Exemplary Bilingual Education Programa."

Again, thank you very much for the help you extended to the AIR

project staff.

0

Sincerely,

8-5

M Equal Opportunity Employer
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PROGRAM #

COY2ARISON

MEAS:AES:

RATER

SAMPLING (Attrition, con2Ations o! exclusion, slze);

LEVELS:

STATISTICS:

ti

SIGNIFICANCE (Statistical, educational):

Decision:

C-1



APPENDIX D

1. FORM FOR SUBMITTING MATERIALS TO
THE DISSEMINATION REVIEW PANEL

2. PROGRAM SUKMARIES _SUBMITTED TO
THE DISSEMINATION REVIEW PANEL

Madawaska, Maine
Santa Fe, New Mexico
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Alice, Texas
Corpus Christi, Texas
Houston, Texas
Kingsville, Texas

7 7



J
FORM FOR'SUBMITTINC MATERIALS

TO THE DISSEMINATION REVIEW PANEL

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

I PROJECT TITLE:

II LOCATION:

III SOURCE AND LEVEL OF FUNDING:

IV PROGRAM START DATE:

V BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:

Goals and objectives
Context (community, school, student characteristics)
Program description (grade level(s), years of operation,

size, curricula, materials, staffing, facilities, time

involved, parental involvement, preservice/inservice
training, etc.)

Costs (total, per pupil, initial implementation, ongoing

maintenance, etc.)

VI EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS (in a page or two):

Summarize In appropriate dptail the evaldetion 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
measures, random assignment to treatment and control groups, etc.),

although this type of evaluation evidence would be the most desirable.

However, in order for the Office of Education toofficially recommend.
a particular educational project, technique, or model for vide scale

adoption, there must be some kind of high quality, objective, methodologi-

cally sound, quantitative assessment which demonstrates that the project

in question is effective and superior to other more commonly used

approaches or methods. Thus, in order to approve the dissemination of

any project, the Panel will require a detailed summary of the relevant

evidence including such things as:

-- who conducted the evaluation;

- - sample sizes;

-- improvements or gains in whatever outcome measures were

employed;

- - the statistical reliability and educational significance 1

of these improvements;

-- some evidence that the improvements can be attributed to
th-e 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).

D-1
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PROGRAM AREA:

Bilingual Education (French/English).

PROJECT"TIME:

St. John Valley Bilingual Education Project

LOCATION:

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

SCURCES AND LEVEL OF FUNDING:

The following figures pertain to the fourth year of program operation.

Title VII funds $175,085

PROGRAM START DATE:

1970

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:

Goals and objectives. The basic philosophy ol the bilingual program

is that it exists to supplement the existing progiam and to assist the
community in meeting their linguistic, cultural, social and edbnomic

needs for bilingual skills. Designed specifically for this rural

area where both French and English are major languages, the program

is not viewed primarily as a language program, but contains language
only as a medium of the cultural, social, and economic life the students

will encounter.

. Context. The communities served by the program are small towns

in a rural area where the major activity is potato farming. Madawaska,

the largest, also has a paper mill, which processes wood pulp pumped
across the river (also the U.S.-Canadian border) from its larger-

'neighbor, Edmundston, Ganada. Befor..e the boundaries were drawn this

.was the area settled by the French-speaking Acadians. There is much

commerce, social interaction, and intermarriage between the Canadian

And American communities, and the Acadian, heritage remains a vital in-

fltlence in the area. Edmundston is primarily French-speaking, and many
pepple in the American towns afong the other side of the river also still*
speak 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.

D-3
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Program description.
;-

Grade levels, years of operationt sizt -- During, its fourth .

year of-operation, 1973-74, the program served 768 children in grades

K-4.

Staffing -- The program staff required for this number of

participants consists of the following: one full-time.Project DireCtor,

one full-tine Curriculum Coordinator, one part-time trench Consultant,

one full-time Evaluator, 36 full -time teachers, and 22 full-tine teacher

aides. All but a few are bilingual.

Curricula, material, time involved -- Designed as a supple-

ment to the regular curriculum, the bilingual program added a French

' element which was completely new, andalso added some new elements to

the English curriculum, primarily a greater emphasis on speaking and

vocabulary building. Thus, children now have certain basic skills End

concepts of the regular curriculum presented to them through the-medium

of two languages, plus a special series of topics in French'which relate

to their cultural background.

Since the program operates in three districts whdae curricula,
staffing patterns, and physical arrangements were independent, there
are differences in the approach among the various schools. Grouping

patterns may differ and English curriculum materials and activities

may differ. However, all bilingual program clasprooms share two basic

and essential characteristics: They use a sequence of instructional
objectives developed "and refined by the teachers for each grade level

over the years of program operation. They use standard procedures for

evaluating achievement of these objectivef. The evaluator visits all

classrooms frequently to guide and consult with the teachers in assessing

student.schievement; this helps to maintain uniformity acZoss schools.

The feedback from teachers antheir involvement and responsibility

for the curriculum and objectives, are important characteristics of the

program.

In addition to the uniform objectives and evaluation procedures,

the program has developed a special series of Frenth curriculum materials;

although not mandatory, they appeir to be used in all classrooms.
Teachers-get a folder for each objective which contains the section of

the curriculum guide for that objective. They generally build on this,

adding their own materials aad activities. The French curricula m 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 shortcoming: in teaching certain

things-because they referred to situations totally Unfamiliar 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 thia reason, some objectives-were revised
annually during the first four years, onthe basis of teat results:

The content areas addressed through French instruction include mathe-

matics, music, art, social studies, and language skills. About

D-4
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two:2thirds of the instruction takes place=r English, one-third in

French.

The French curriculum materials, based onthe students'
"cultural context", were planned curing the first year of the
program to follow a logical sequence over the elementary years.
Expanding outward from the student himself, the topics Ire as follows:

Grades K-1 -- the chid, his family and friends

Grade 2 -- the to ana local area

Grade 3 -- the State of Maine and the Canadial4Prbvince
. of New Brunswick across the river

Grade 4 -- New England, Canada, and Louisiana (all

hones of the Acadians)
Grade 5 the continent of North-America

Materials for Grade 6, presently being developed, will reflect a
numan development emphasis, focusing on the various parts of the
world where French is spoken.

ig

Facilities -- The program can operate in a regulaiclassroom
without any speial modification. The arrangements actually used
.vary from open classrooms created by knocking out old walls to self-
contained classrdoms }with desks in rows.

Parental Involvement -- Parental involvement in the program
has grown over the years, as parents, some initially fearful that their
children would not receive a strong background in English, observed that
the English curriculum was not being weakened and liked the introduction
of activities in French wb.ch 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 program. They carried out community
surveys of parent attitudes, and they solicited and contributed articles
by parents for the project bulletin issued eight times a year. Parents

have also helped with hosting visitors to the program and have served
on an occasional basis as volunteers in the classrooms.

Preservice/inservice training--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

M.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

program has also included summer institutes, courses offered through
the University of Maine at Fort Kent, visite ,to other systems and to

other schools within the program, and attendance at national confer-

ences. The aides have participated in training sessions together with

the teachers, and through a special study program at the university they

D-5
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earn credit toward a degree in education. Attendance at the University

courpes is also voluntary, and an average of 20 to 25 teachers and aides

have participated in each course.

Subjects of the training sessions have included clissroom

management courses'where the aides and teachers deftne their roles
working together in classroom situations. Other topics have been
Acadian history, preparing objectives, new'experiments and trends in
bilingual education, use of specific materials, evaldition procedures,
developing English language arts activities, and information brought
back by staff members who'participated in conferences or visits..

Cost--During Year.l. the Title VII program received funds

totaling $150,000; 400 students were served. Major. start-up costs

included.$26,000 for instructional materials and equipment; once
classrooms are equipped it is assumed that only a minor expense for
new materiala_will be required for some_years afterward. For 1973-74

the cos; was $175,085 to serve 768 children. rha-$228-par-pup
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 gn per-pupil cost of the bilingual program is
that although the number of children served has increased, the
program administrative staff has not.eAleo, anticipating the end
of Title VII funding at the end of Year 5, the local.diatricts have
begun a move to continue the program by gradually pickihg up the

salaries of the aides. The Title VII expense for aides has reduces only

somewhat, but any more aides are now employed. The major costs to the

districts fdr continuing the program without outside funding would be
the salaries of aides and administrative staff, and the price of

instructional materials.

D-6
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EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS:-

Evaluation.

An unusually high standafd of evaluation and reportingwa set from ,
the first year of the program in 1970-71 by Heuristics Inc. and Hit Silman '

Hebert jointly, and maintained since then by Cilman-Hebert. Alio unusual. .

theigct 'that "the services of the evaluators . . . was engaged before
silat of'classrroom instruction; therefoie evaluation of the.,project *as'

bosh formative and summative in nature." 'While we do nit always agree with
these evaluators on the relevance of a few of their demandtrations (e.g.,
we set little store on the rew score gains from pre- to posttests) their
statistical analyses are always straightforward, appropriate, and fully s.

discussed. The most recent report (1973-1974) was produced by Gilman
Hebert, with the technical assistance of Heuristics.

Reported Are the resulth of standardized tests, and the attainment
of product and process objectives, from kindergarten to grade 4. A car-

ticularly useful feature in the most recent report is a table showing
longitudinal data for 1970-1974 for Total Mathematics and" -Total Reading
for Oades K to'4:-and the graphical presentations of distributions of
stanines for each standardized subtest for each grade represent an addi-

tional refinement.

Each report has, for each section, a chapter on 'Commendations and
Recommendattons" which refleCt shortcomings noted (is well as successes)
with suggested Atiot for the next year. j,

An unusual feature of this program is-that it_covers three distinct
school districts with Whole-hearted collaboration, and a single evaluation
report covering each district separately, as well as.their combined results.

Sapling

Different procedures were adopted for seleCtion of progrand:students.
In Frenchville'and St. Agatha (S.A.D, #33) all students in kindergarten of
Dr. Levesque SchOo/ were included in the Title VII program. In Madawaska
itself, only those students entering Icindergairen wilt; were volunteered by
their parents were included; and in the third distiict of 'an Buten (S.A.D.
024) entering students were randomly assigned to classes, and classes were
.then directed to ptogtam or non-ptogram.' Language dominance was not con-
sidered in alldcation,'so that French-dftinant, Egglish-dominant and bilingual

. students were retained in successive grades, with only minor,changes either
way at the requesclof parents.' E

Six school's, two from each district were involyed; ultimately 60 percent
of all students were participants; there were 768 ,students, 36 teachers and

; 22 teacher -aides in this last year of reporting. The table
in

is taken

A from the report. The last row in the table shows ranges, in percentageb,

of incomplete data for all tests.

/
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Enrol1meht in Bilingtal Program in 1473-1(474, by School .azd by ;Grace(

SchOol District
1

-'/.. aw

Grade
1

, draft'
2'

Grade 'Grade

3 4 Grades

,Frenchville and
St.-Agathe -.
(SAD #33)

- .

Madawaskr;-- ,

Van Buren
(SAD #24) ',.

.
Total

Attrition 2

19

43

46

108

7

i

,
56'

. 65--

46
a

167

11-14

'55

75

50

18Q

14118

0-
55

,74

s..

38.

\\I.

7-10 .. '

60

l

43

43

146

If-13

.

245

300

223

768

10-13

a

It should be noted that these procedures do not assume random allocation
toprogram ok non-program. Comparisons are made with national norms, and no
ether comparison or control group was identified in the report, but the ,

superintendent's offices of the three-school districts ware able to give us
additional data, which glowed us to rake some comparisons with the non- ^r-

students. This/Will.be dealt with later.

Measures

The new (1970) versions of the Metropolitan Achievement Teats have been
used since ebl start the program, for all grades except K,with all subtest
scores.bei4liven.illiskwere gived with Form F as pre-test in September,
Aah the altiernase, Form Gfaa. a. posttest in May, i.e., 'with -Seven months be-

'twain the-two. Levels used -were ,Primary I for grade 1, Primary II for grade
2, Blemenrmryfor grades 3.Eid 4. Specifically, progress in Reading, Language
and Mathematics were reporta.

In grade i only, the Common aoncepte Foreign Language forms I and II Test
in French was given as pre- and posttest; with their own,local tests for other
Evades, and with hiof.,speCitic objectives-also being recorded for.
each stu4ent at iy grade level.

* '
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The Durrell Listening Reading Test is also ktven in greats 2 and 4.

in January. The SRA tests are applied throughout the Madawaska school

district and Frenchvilie.

Co-ariaon Procedures

ple evaluators prepared to make three kinds of comparisons:

' gains from pre- co post-test,

' with natic;,nal norms,

serith4presei criteria of objectives.

Understandably they avoided the possibility of comparisons between schoOls

or school district. and reported their 4ta for total samples by grade.

Although other standardized _tests were applied in the schools, only the

Metropolitan was routinely applied in all districts. The main comparisons

were therefore restricted to this instrument, and to specially constructed

local vista and objectives. The latter of course could have no wider

implications than local.

For kindetgarten. the MAT Pri=er Level yielded standard scores and sta-

-nines. Distributions on the latter were graphically plotted against a back-
ground of a normal distribution in addition to a table.

For the higher grades, a table for each grade shoved, for ehch subtest,
the size of the.sample, meanssand standard deviations for pre- and post-tests,
using both standard scores and grade equivalents. In addition for each subtest,

wthe etanine distributions were shown graphically superimposed upon a normal,
distribution.

1
Oral. ability in french was tested at grade 1 with thl Co==on Concepts

Foreign Language Test, French Version,with gains from For I as pretest, to

Form II as posttest. Then the simple Vas divided inko Enslish-dominant And

all others. Using raw scores, the evaluators made co=oarisons over the

four yeare of existence of the program.

As mentioned earlier a single table showed the trends and cohort performances
on the ,MAT for Total Reading and for Total Mathematics, across grades for the
duration of the four years of the project. The results were given in all three
measures, Standard Scores, Scanines, and Grade equivalents.

For their specified criteria'in English and. French, tables showing per-

s t centages ofsstUdents attaining all the objectives were given for each grade.

Lastly, we did redeive some data on which we could compare perfor-

_
mances of program and non-program-students, for SRA tests mainly.

a

Results

The most revealing table is probably this extract from their longitudinal

study. P'

D-9
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Table 2

Results in Stanires and Grade Ecuivalents on the
Metropolitan Achievement Tests, for Total Reading and
Total Mathematics oy Grade Level and by Academic Year

Grads Subject lt70-,971 1971-1972 1972-1973 1973-1974
Stanine GE Stanine GE Stanine GE Stamina GE

K Reading 6 7 7

Mathematics 6 6 7

- 4
1.8 Reading 5 .8 S 1.8 6 2.0 5 1.9

Matn=atics, c
. 1.9 5 1.6 S 1.6 S 1.9

."---`-.

2.8 Reading 5 2.6 .5 2.8 6 3.1

Lathe-acids - 4 2.5 6 3.0 7 3.3 .

Reading 3.1 5 3.5

Xatnetnatics 3.8 6 4.2

4.8 Reading 5 4.3

Mathematics 5 4.7

Comparing achievement with placement, there aeens to be a,slight
loaf in grade 4; but for the rest, in 1973-74 average grade squivalents
are close to, or even above placement.

Following the transit diagonally, of the-1970-1971 grade 1 .grnuP, it
be aeen that they started at par; lost two months in Reiding and three

in Math in grade 2 (1971-1972); lost an additional five mols in Reading but
taught up in Mathematics in grade 3 (1972-1973); and finall lost no more
ground in Readi ng-and only a trifle in Mathematics in grade 14 (1973-1974).

The next cohort did better. In grade 1, (1971-1972) t4ey were'placed t

as they had achieved in both subjects; in grade 2 they werelif anything a
shade ahead in Mathematics; in grade 3 they Had lost a trifle in Reading, but
were tour months ahead on Matnematics.

The tOrd cohort (grade 1 in 1972-1973), starting again at par, were
ahead on both subjects by the next year (grade 2 in 1973-1974).

There is therefore a suggestion that the program may be refining its
techniques and improving its achievements over tine. 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 is a shade below this promise (staninelbgeherally at five,
with one four and two sixes), with Mathematics a bir.bettele(stanines of four,
several fives, a and one seven). When it'is remembered that these chil-
dren are for the most part French-dominant, this seems a good performance, And

D-10

-86

4



improving over time. In addition, they are of course taking an extra sub-

ject - French.

The evaluators for this program follOWed the common practice of testiOg
the significance of gains from pretest to posttest; they did so using the

correct c statistic for correlated means and as usual these differences in

every cue proved to be highly significant. As is our usual .practice, we

discount the value of such demonstrations.

On thi other hand t most useful device has been their graphical presen-

tation of di tribution-of stanine scores against the background of the normal

ribution. is was done for every subtext for each grade. Almost uni-

formly these s fight upwar&shifts, with a suggestion of peaking, or

narrowing of the scatter, and occasionally with a hint of negative skewing

as if the Ceiling of the tests vas making its presence felt.

For every grade, in every subject (including 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 kindergarten,

one value was belay- 70; only 38 percent satisfied the criterion on phonetics

-in French. The evaluators were less satisfied with the program's effects in

grades 3-and 4 where about a quarter of the percentages were below 50, most

of the for Music and Social Science.

Lastly, at our request during our site visit, we were given additional
data for Madawaska, which 'alloyed us to make some comparisons for the Title

VII group with the rest of All non-program students.

in two schools in Madziwaska, /Mei values of IQ were obtained at the

grade 3 level'in November 1973 and in November 1974. The table below shows

the results.

Table 3;

IQ Means and Standard Deviations.;(approx.) in Grade 3 for

Titie Vii and Regular Classes for 1973 and 1974

Year

Title
VII.

Regular
Classes

Total
Group

1973 Mean* '111 liV. 107

SD*( ±) 13 15 14

. N 69 58 127

1974 -Mean* i 110 102 106

SH*(±) 17 17 17

N 76 42 118

*Theft valuesvere derived from quartiles and medians, and are therefore

approximate.
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These differences are statistically significant at shout the 1 percent
level, but of course could reflect, at least in part, the effect of two years

in the program for the Title VII students. However it is important to note

that, eapecially in 1974, the standard deviations are if anything larger than
usual; had there been explicit selection, we would expect all SD's to 6 re-
ducedto well below 15 to about 9. The fact that the SD for the total group
is about the same as that for each of the subgroups shows that there must be
considerable overlap between program and non-program distributions. 'More
than half of all students are in the program.

Also for Madawaska, we obtained 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.

Table 4

SRA Grade Equivalents for Title VII and Regular Classes,

Grade Placement

Grades 2 3 and 4

Regular Clasdes
Sub4Ject

Title VII.
Mean*- SD* Mean* SD*

- .

. 2.9 Reading 2.4 1.2 1.9 _ 0.6
LanguageArts 2.6 1.2 2.0 9.4"

Math 2.6 0.7 2.1 -0.7
...:

. 3.9 Reading 3.7 \ 1.6 3.0 1.0

Language Arta 3.9 .13 3.1 0.7
Math 3.4 1.2 2.9 - 0.7

4.9 Readj,ng 4.7 1.3\ 4.0 1.0

Language Arts 5.0 1.6 \ 4.3 1.2

Math- 4.6 0.9 \\A".1 1.0

*These values have been derived from quartiles and-medianS\ and are approximate.

Here again we can see that the Title VII students are s etimes a trifle

behind grade placement in their average achievement, though t to are no cam

ulative losses. They are far ahead of the Regular Classes in eery case.'
It is not possible to say for sure whether this is due to initial biases as
a result of the self-selection (parents' choice), or whether it reUects a
superiority accumulated as a result of two.or- more years .in the Tit VII pro-

gram. However there irone phenomenon thee- should be taken note of: While

the standard 'deviation of grade equivalents for the regular clasees id cloW
to our expectations /usually about //3 of a year in grade 2, rising to er

one yCar at grade 4), the values for the Title VII are higher. This is c n-

trary to what we would find if selection had taken place, but quite in kee
with the hypothesis that the treatment has expanded the ranges upwards-. Th

is certainly no evidence of handicap for these.students,-and they are learoin
French.
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p.Comparisons between title Vil and Non-Title VII pu was a:so made
possible in the ocher two districts by additional data4 these.we have
grads equivalents, but no standard deviations.

School district Van Suren used the Metropolitan series of testa through-
out the schools. Besides Title VII, they also have the Follow-through program:
but were able tip supply the following data for thescsubgroupings And for- two c.

grades.
.

Table 5
A.

Iftan drada Equivalents on HAT f,If Grades 1 and 2
with Subgroupings,.for May 1974ti

title VII Non-Title VII
Grads Policy..., - Follow-

oPlasement Subject thYough (N) laT (NZ through 10. NFT j
1.A

<:.
Readiag ' 1.6 (22) '2.0 (21) 0 1.3 (42) 2:5 (18)

Mathematics I. (22) 4-0 (21) 1.2 (42) 1.3 (18)
I,

2.8 Reading 2.7 (21) 3.5 (12) 1.9 (46) 2.2 (37)
Mathematics 2.9 (21) 3.3 (12) 1.9 -(46) 2.0 (37)

The superiority of the Title VII students is patent; the lower of their
subgroups (Follow- through) have higher performances than-the better of the
Nod-Title VII subgroups (Non-follow-through).

For Frenchvirle we have $RA test results for giades-2, 3 and 4. In

gpade 4. by Special request fro= a teacher with a group of 20 low ability
studOnts. her cia ?! was included with 22 other students in the Title VII
program; chit of course depressed the mean performances given below. -

Table 6

SRA Hesn G.E.'s for Title VII and Non-Title VII Groups

Grade Placement . Subject _ Title VII SN) Non-Title VII (N)

2.9 Reading 2.4 (70) 1.8 (47)

- Mathematics 2.4 (70) 2.1 (49)

3.9 Reading 3.6 (73) 3.2 (59)
Mathematics 3.5 (73) 3.1 (59)

4.9 Reading 3.7 (42) 4.6 (88)

Mathematics 3.6 (42) "4.5 (87)

It should be remembered that grade 4 included a special class of low -
ability students. For the other grades the title VII students are-ahead.

...

. . _

4

5

4.
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Comments

The impression created, after the site visit, whi of thordbghass 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 a
clear determination to avoid handicap for their students in English, without

_losing their historical and predominantly French origins and culture. Every

-classroom had evidence of considerable emphasis on conceptual development
in both languages, and we frequently heard the class switch from French to
English to reinforce some non-language theme, as for example in social studies
or mathematics.

. The data and statistics are more solid than startling, and the more
believable for that. They are quite.in keeping with what we saw and with

the competent professional atmosphere we found.

0-14.
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PROGRAM AREA:

Bilingual Education.(Spanish/English)

PROJECT TITLE:

ESEA Title VII Bilingual Education Program

LOCATION:

Santa Fe, Nev Mexico

SOURCES AND LEVEL OF FUNDING:

The following figures, pertain to the fourth year of program 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
Ste Funds 58,615

Total Year 4 $130,896

PROGRAM START DATED:

1970

....M.:11WW.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:
1'

Goals and objectives. The primary goal of the program is to develop
children with a good self-concept 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 At Southwest; at the same
time; giving children a good education in Englash is viewed as essential to

the role of the schools.

Context. The Santa Fe area still reflects strongly the traditions of
its earliest inhabitants, the Indians and the Spaniards. Within the city

itself, there is a considerable second-language influence of Spanish. Accur-

ate measurement of the.predominance of Spanish has been difficult, although

the Santa Fe Public Schools Ivive made various attempts. The actual propoition

of students whose primary or home language is Spanish probably fails somewhere
between the 63% based on Spanish surnames'and the 34% reported by a_survey0of
parents./ The three Title VII 16hools average 81 Spanish surname; all three

are also Title I schools.

togram description.

Grade levels, years of operation, siie--During its fourth year of
operation, 1973-74, the program served 419 students in 19 classrOchs. Of ,

these, 8 were first-grade classes, 5 were second grade, 3 were.third grade, '

ane3 were fourth grade. Twelve of the classes, one at each grade level in

each of the three original Title VII schools, were included in the evaluation.
The other 7 clasaes,Were part of a horizontal expansion into ney schools.

D-1.5
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StaffingL-The program staff reoulred for this number of participants
consists of the following: 1 full-time project director, 1 full-time materials
specialist, 1 full-time secretary. 1 part-time evaluator, 19 full-time teachers,
and 19 fulk.time aides. All instructional personnel are bilingual.

Curricula, material time involved--The children served by the Santa
Fe Bilingual Program are predominentiv Spanish-surnamed, but very rarely Spanish
'monolinguals. Generally, they come to school speaking both Spanish anc English
rather poorly,*+with Spanish the primary language for at least a .third of them.
The' bilingual program adds to. the regular English program a Spanish instruc-
tional cor.....ponent which complements and'reinforces the instruction in all con-
tent areas. Thus students receive a bilingual presentation of all the topics
of study in the normA curriculum. For example, a teacher might introduce a
certain math concept in Spanish in they morning, then reinforce the lesson in
English that afternoon. In language arts, the regular state-mandated English
curriculum of the Santa Fe Public Schools is followed. In addition, Spanish
language instruction is provided, and parallels the English instruction so that
objectives are at roughly the'same stage in both. A child should generally be
reading at about the same level in toth English and Spanish, for_example.

The program uses Spanish curriculum materials from the Spanish Curriculum
Development Center (SCDC) in Miami, and is participating in the "regionalizing"
of these materials by suggesting revisions which make them more appropriate for
the Southwest. Four strands of the SCDC curriculum'are used: sclence-math,
language arts, Spanish, and fine arts. The materials include belAvioral objec-
tives And criterion-referenced tests. In addition, the teachers have
developed-special social studies objectives Which are locally meaningfu44 Thus,
although the Spanish curriculum parallels the regular English curriculum, it
also adds topicO.Which are especially releVint to the program children and their
background. For thstance, the Spanish words and historical figures which gave
names 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 specialist
consults with teachers about materials they need, 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.

Classrooms are divided into "interest centers" where children work
on the various subjects in the curriculum. These centers are stocked with
materials in both languages, and are equipped witlivarious audiovisual and
independent study aids, such as language nesters, listening center, typewriter,
and filmstrip viewer. For languagefirts/reading, pupils are grouped by ability;
in nil other subject areas groupings are flexible according to saclfchild's
needs and interests. Ge;Aally, the teacher works with childten 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 shifting of the language of instruction, as the teacher conducts
a lesson with one group in Spanish, and they progress to an independent. activity
in either language, and then perhaps to an English lesson with the aide in
another center.

r
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Facilities--The program can operate in a regular classroom; the only
modification required is the rearrangement of furniture to create the different
centers.

Parental involvementOver the yearL., a very acti'e Parent Advie6ry
Committee has taken the responsibility of organizing parents for a variety
of activities in support of the program. Parents have visited the legislature
to convey their approval of the program, have accompanied children on field ,
tripe into the community or the nearby pueblos, and have volunteered their help
for special occasions in the classroom, displaying'crafts and customs, and pre-
paring food. On one such occasion, parents-brought various types of traditional
Lenten foods during Lent, and they, their children, and the teachers gathered
in the gymnasium to share the meal.

The Parent Advisory Committee also coordinated special public events to
acquaint the community with the program. One of these was a series of meetings
in which a panel of experti 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-
gram commemorating Cinco de Mayo, in which children from the program presented
traditional dances and celebrations on a Sunday afternoon.

Preservice/inservice training--Teachers have had an important role in
developing and refining the program. They have written behavioral objectives
each year as successive grades were added, and have revised these IA subse-
quent years. Beginning with the second year of operation, when grades one
and two were included in the program, inservice training for teachers and
aides was offered through universities 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 proviiion of inservice training courses for which aca-
demic credit would be given. The courses were carried on throughout the school
year, and included such topics assdevelopment 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

ti culture in the Southwest, and a seminar and practicum in bilingual education
focusing on components of the Santa Fe program.

I,

Cost--During Yeard the program expended $58,598 and served 77 child -
ren` -in three first-grade classrooms; during Year 4 total program cost was
$130,896 for 419 children, 19 classrooms, grades 1-4. These 19 classrooms
indlude 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 cla ;sroom were primarily for materials
and equipment and the aide's salary. Continuing costs have included the salaries
of aides ,gnd of the program administrative staff, inservice training, evaluation,
and general' support services. Because the expenses of the program administrative
staff have remained relatively constant as the number of children serve& has in-
creased, and because much of the equipment lasts for more than 4 years, the pro-
gram'a per-pupil cost has decreased from $761-in Year 1 to $312 in 1973-74.

This is in addition to the regular distiict per-pupil cost of $803 for 1973-74.
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In 1973-74, funds were allocated as follows: Title VII funds covered the
third- and fourth-grade classroom, in the pilot schools. Grades 1 and 2 in
both pilot and expansion schools were covered by state bilingual education
funds. Ddring:the coming year, the Santa Fe Public Schools plan to pick up
part of the program cost as its expansion continues, an estimated $lam() to
pay for aides.

1
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EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS:

Evaluation. This was dons by Dr. Charles F. Leyba of California State
University, Los Angeles, and submitted for the academic years 1972-73 and 1973-
74. The earliest reports for 1970-71 and 1971-72 ,../ere done by Dr. Mari-Luci
Ulibarri. The most recent report is the moat comprehensive in terms of data and
analyses. It is a substantial effori covering the year's performances by grades
1-4, for bilingual groups and their' control groups at each level. The-bulk of the
report consists of the data for each and every pupil on every test given, with
statistical summaries.

Of these,summaries, results of criterion-referenced testing are fully
reported .for both English and Spanish, mainly in the form of proportionp 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.

It should be noted that the earliest report by Dr. Mari -Luca Ulibarri threw
light both on deficiencies in .experimental design, and on shortcomings of the
program; in both areas her report appears to have had the'attention of the school
district organizers with good reedits in the next year. In particular, her
comments on the use of covariance analysis for adjustments ofdifferences in
control and experimental groups, and on the need for random selection of assign-,

cent, are models. While random assignment to control and 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 improvement for the comparisons
which followed, which were in the main, for each grade level, of performances by
control and bilingual groups on each subtext of the Metropolitan Achievement
Teats separately, for Total Reading and, Total Mathematics, and for attainment
of objectives in English and Spanish.

Sampling. Three schools were involved. In each, for each of- grades 1-4

(New Mexico doeanot have kindergarten), all `students in the'bilingual
treatment) groups were used, while random samples of about 24 (stratified by
school) were drawn for each oethese grades from air students not placed in bilingual
groups..

It shquld be noted that divislon into bilingual and non-bilingual groups
was not random. Parents could elect to have their children placed in either
groupe,and to have them transferred at later stages: This process is likely to
have caused biases though we made one attempt to check on ihis, as 411 be seen

later. One hypothesis we were not able to test was that perhaps at this stage
parents whose children were already fairly 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 this hypotTesis did not seem to bold in , _

the earliest stages of the program, a recent phenomena, superiority in English
from the beginning of schooling, is difficult to account for without it. In

the control group for each of the grades between 21 and25 students were initially
plated, with attrition losses generally of four or less; grade 3 lost 5 out of 25.
Each of the bilingual groups started with 65 or more, with a maximum attrition,

4
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in grade 1, of 18%; in grade 4 only 7'out of 68 did not complete all tests.

The table below gives feller detail.

J
TABLE_ 1

Samples Used in 1973-1974

Grade
Bilingual Control'

Ipitial Used Initial Used

1

2

'2

4

TOTALS'

65'

66
.

-2,2

.68

53

58

62

51

24

21

25

23

24

18

20

22

271 234_.
. .

93 '84

,

Losses were the result of incomplete data on either pretest or posttest, or

both.

Measures. The Metropolitan Achievement jest forms F and H, appropriste

levels, wes4 '}bed for pre- and.postteetap* Criterion-referenced 'measures for

Spanish and h are also repbrtid 15qAthttform of "numbers of iteta correct

-on each test:" All este for the'MAtlare reported separately; so that per-

formance in mathematics csn-also be ievaluated. I

In addition, scoreon the Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test 'are avaii.gble.
This test was applied to each_pupil at entry to school. ,

.

Comparison procedures. Form F- of the MAT was given as pretest to each of
the subgroups during the fall (September) and fora H was applied as posttese

in spring of the following year (May). Thus, comparisons possible fox each grade

separately are raw score means with standard deviations only:

Bilingual group with control group do pretest scores

Bilingual group with control gioup on posttest scores

bilingual group with'control group on gains

For each group, gain frbm pretest to posttest

The criterion-referenced testa also yield comparisons of bilingual with control*
gioups for each grade and on botti pre- end postteets. These results are given

asmpercentages for each school and for bath ladguages.

4
*
With the lower overallperformince it vas found to be better to extend the
use of each test level by half a year A1/4the posttest in order to avoid

floor effect. P
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(since we discount the valpe ofsuchrdemonstratio to:calculate'the signifi-.

-eALICe of differences of posttests. Only the TOtal Math Tsttests differbd

significantly 0.II); but of the 16 test.differemces,-only-five were sisal:-

ficant-at the 5% level or better, and'obily one was negative. Thus the bilingual

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

instruction in Spanish in Iddition. The of the bilingual group over

the },antral at the ptetests from'grade 2 onwards duld*be the effect of =kat-

!meat received up-to that time. _

Attention is drawn to the Total. Reading performances of the two grade 1

groups where for,both pre- and posttist the-bilingual group bad stgn.tficantly

higher means. Tor the pretest, at least, this, is noteworthy sine there is no

earlier treatment to account for the superiority (Few Nexito hairdo-kindergarten).

We wtre provided wiqlOtis-Lennon mental ages for,all children id the two groups

by Mr. 'Romero, andfahnd these summary statistics:

Bilingual rr,wp control

Means (Montht) 73.56

. Standard Deviations 10.68 8.42

Jr 2
Sample Sire 5Z ' 24

.- (Note: One pupil in the bilingual group bad no test result here)

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 are of, the order of a half standard,.

deviation. This seems to point to aome bias in -the bilingual group; indeed it

/ seems reasonable for parents` whose children are already fairly fluent in English

to/seek the addition of Spanish instruction, and for thole whose children need it,

t6 'prefer additional attention to 'their 'English. .If this hypothesis could be

'sus/tel.:lied, it is in any case a recent development; in the first two years of the

--"program,the control group was considerately superior/to the bilingual group. I

.
-

The results arthe,eriterion-referenced tests will not be given in detail

here. In the evaluation report, data is, given in the'form of percentage passing a

test. Results are given for each of 12 to 17 tests, bothvas 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 almost

every subdivision, making summary difficult. However, in Table 4 'we have twik

averages of percentages passing the 12 to 17 tests in each subgroup.: It is not -

possible to condense the table fu'ther.
r.

es,
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(since we discount the valve of'suchrdemonstratiotiS) to'ca/culate the signifi-

cance of differences of posttests. Only the TOtal Math posttests differed

significantly 0.4 0.1Z); but of the 16 test differences, only five were signi-

ficant at the 5% level or better, and'only one vas negative. Thus the bilingual

groups are at the least holding their a= or better, while of course getting

instruction in Spanish in addition. The superiority of the bilingual group over

the Ontrol at the pketests fromgrade 2 onwards cduid be the effect of Crean-

ment received up-to that time.

Attention is drawn tp the Total Reading performances of the two grade 1

-groups where for,both pre- and posttest the bilingual group had significantly

higher means. For the pretest, at least, this is noteworthy sinWmbere is no

earlier treatment to account for the superiority (New Mexico hasdo kindergarten).

We whre provided witlOtis-Lennon mental ages for,a42. chlidreA is the two groups

by Mr. .Romero, and found these summary statistics:

Bilingual aryl. Control group

Means (Months') 73.56 72.96-

Standard Deviations 10.68. 8.42

.

Sample Size 52 24
J

(Note: One pupil in the bilingual
'

group had no test result'here)

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 are of, the order of a half standard

deviation. This seems to point to 'some bias in the bilingual group; indeed it

seems reasonable for parents' whose_children are already fairly fluent in English

to seek the addition of Spanish instruction, and for thole whose children need it,

t6 prefer additional attention to their English. .If this hypothesis could be

'sustsined, it is in any case a recent development; in the first two years of the

''''progran,'the control group was considdrahly superior ,5c the bilingual group.

The results of%Lthe criterion-referenced tests will not be given in detail

here. In the evaluation report, data is given in the form 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 variedfrom 0 percent to 100 percent in almost

every subdivision, making summary difficult. However, in Table 4 we have ts

averages of percentages passing the 12 to 17 tests in each subgroup.: It is not '

possible to condense the table further.

9
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TABLE 4
11

,

A

Averages of Total ?etcent"Correct in Criterion Tests, Pre amd ?ost, in English and
Spanish Versions for Each Grade in Each,of the Schools Participating in 1973-74,

for Control and Bilingual Groups Separately (Derived fro= 1973 -74 Evaluation Repor0

GRADES

E nglish Version

One Two

?re ?ost Pie Post

,Alvord
Control Group 55 76 30, 61

Bilingual Group .65 81/ 43 87

4

Larragoite

Control Group

Bilingual Group

71

81

89

87

38

48

43

75

Agua FrI:a

Control Group -73 90- . 48 69.

, Bilingual Group 71 84 52 85

Spanish Version

Alvord

Control Group 37 54 18 41

Bilingual Group 42.1" 81 36* 89

Larragoite

Control Group 41 52 26 28

Bilingual ctdup 46 69 35 65

Agua Fria.

Control Group 31 47 30 37

Bilingual Group 4Q 82 44 -85.

.;

D -23
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Three Four

Pre Post Pre Post.

31 47 46 55

32 90 74 81'

r
20 35 35 63

30 ! 90 57 73

,

24 15. 49 56

31 50 49 63

J

10 18 34 26

i6- 71

-

63 80. I,

7 24 19 22

22 93 30 57'

4 17 13

23. 41 25 :38

- . I.
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In the,first colon; in Table 4 are the averages df the percentages of
. students pasting the 12 criterion pretests in each group in each school in grade 1.

It should be noted that once again the-biLingual group has bet;er results thap:the .

control group in every case but one As this occurs before treatment,,it would

seem that the bilingual,group is more select than'the control group. This bias

may be present in later'grades.. although differences between groups a ear to .

fncrease at,thi posttest in English. At least the bilingual group ap ts to suffer

no handicap in-English. In tbe,Spanish versions the bilingual groups gdnerally

do mach better than the control groups.

b

In Table 5 below we give, the posttest .grade equivalents for gradss 2, 3, earl 4 for

each of the two groups.

TABLE 5

Grade Equivalents oil Means of Posttest (Metropolitan Achievement Tests)

Total English Reading 'Total Math=atics

Grade Placement Bilingual Control Bilingual Control

1.8 -(61) (46) (50) (41)

2.8 2.33 ". 2.25 2.66 2.03

3.8 2.96 2.95 3.14 2.74

44.8 3.92 3.52 3.95 3.87

k Grade equivalents are not available for grade 1; percentile ranks are given

instead. Table derived from 1973-1974 Evaluation Report.

We can draw thhae conclusions from the last three tables and the reports

on the criterionrreferenced tests: "

Both groups are losing ground each year --..a common finding.

0
The bilingual group Is ahead of tha control group at theipoattest.
for every grade tor both Total Reacting ineTotal Mathematics.

The bilingual group incl-eeses its lead in Spanish every year.

If anything, the superiority of the bilingual group is even more.
pronbunced for mathematics than 'it is for reading.
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'Comments. Ue should have liked t9 have included longitudinal studies since
the,program has been in existence since 1970, so that the first grade I pupils
are now in grade 4, but it mould have involved us in furl :ter manipulation of data
with not enough time.

Upon visiting the classes (and we visited every class in alr.thtee schools),
the satisfactocx comparisons made occasioned no surprise. All three schools set

high standards of cleanliness. orderliness, and of energetic and purposeful per-
formance by all principals and teachers. All classes from which the control

,samp? were dfawn wire exa=plesfof traditional teaching at its best, with never
more hen about 25 pupils per teacher, and with a good deal of. evidence of both
training and effort on the part of the teachers; but the bilingual groups had in
addition an aide in every classroom and all the modern ancillaries of language
masters, projector,* and overhead projectors, tape recorders, etc. it would have

been a surprising Sand interesting phenomenon if these things made no difference.
And on Eh; other hand, knowing that the bilingual. group had Spanish as an addi-
;ionsl course of study, it would have been suspicious if the differences were
larger than they were; that this did not happen is almost certainly due to the
careful experimental design, which excluded many squeces of bias.
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cable. See pages 8 through-18.
I.

NOTE: This program is recommended for two major reasoms. First,

the-evaluation outcomes show that nost Objectimksin being net
or surpassed. Second, the evaluation design is exemplary and

PROGRAM AREA:
.

Bilingual Education (Spanish/English)-

PROJECT TITLE:

Let's Be Amigos-

LOCATION:

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

SOURCE. AIM LEVEL OF FUNDING:

The following figures are for the fifth year of operation.

Title VII Funds . $695,066

Other Federal Funds 245,00b

Weal Funds 705,000
.

Total Year 5 Funds. $1,645,066

PROGRAM START DATE;

':1969

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:
, .

;

-Goalsand Objectives. The Lees Be Amigos rograzi-is designed to ,

increase stude4Iti',first and second language competencies,
provide for conceptual development i the students' mother

tongue,

increase stpAtnts' self-eseee6,
locate and or develop curriculum =aterials relevant to the
needi of Philadelphia's .Puerto Rican students,
identify and develop ih taints oT Spanish speaking community
macherd, and
systi=atically monitor and improve upon previous program
activities.

.r-

Cantext. Program students attend four high schools, two junior high
schools, and five elemstary schools located in the inner area of a port

of entry city. Of the-1,830 Spanish language dominant students-, (mainly
Puerto, Rican) and the i.,000 English linguage dominant students served by
the program in 1974, 100% came from families with'ab average annual income
under $4,000. Program schools .are characterized by over-crowding, high
absenteeism, and i 40% turnover in, student body eaib year.
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Program Descriprin

The Let's Be Amigos Program consists of three educational com-

ponents: Model A, Model B, and Arria. These components are distin-
guished by the populations they serve, by their staffing patterns for
instructional and support personnel, and by the time they devote to

each language. On the other hand, All three components,h84e similar
curriculum philosophies, parent-community involvement, inservice-

preservice training, find program monitoring. t; the retainder of this

program diicription, the aspects Which distinguish the three coMpoa-
ents are described;for Model A,Model B, and Arriba in turn. Then
similarities among the three components are.summarized under the head-
ings Curriculum and 'Materials, Lnservice-Preservice Training, Parent-,
Community Involvement, and Program Monitoring.

MODEL A

Grade levels, years of operation, size -- Model A btad in...1969
in the newly constructed Potter - Thomas deMonstration school fel' bilingual

education. During the 1973-74 school_year, all 760 Spanish-dominant
students and 640 English-dominant students in grades pre-K through 4 at

the school were served. (One of tte kindergarten classes is an all -day

kindergartel for more advanced students.)

Staffing (instructional and support) -3 -In Model A a bilingual,
Spanish-dominant teacher and a bilingual, EAglish-dominant teacher
work together.to provide instruction for 70 students who are working
at the same grade level., The Spanish-dominant teacher teaches only--
in Spanish and is the hoheroam teacher for the Spanish-dominant students.
The English7docinant teacher teaches.only-in English lind is the home-,, -

room teacher.for the-English-dominant students.' Students usually
staywith their homeroourclaas when receiving instruction ip language
arts, reading,.social studiesc.and mathematits. If certain studeRS
seem ready to read'in a second language before others in their class, _

they may jdin corepadvancld classes during the-language arts period. '

Students from the English-dominant and the Spanish-dominant homerooms
meet together. weekly.for such manipulative activities as science
experimInts, art projects, dancing, and singing.

Non-teaching support personn at the Potter- Thomas demonstration

school-incluae two readidg speCi fists, one mathematics specialist,

a bilingual librarian, a media s cialist, and a program coordinator.
Tte.suBjectillatter specialists plan demonstration lessons, order new
materials, help place students in the proper classes, and supervise
program teachers- The program coordinator also serves as liai0On between._
the bilingual program stiff and the school principal, who is not bilingual.

Time involved -- In general,,pre-kindergarten and kindergarten
students in Model A reCtive-a half-hour of instruction daily in their

second language. Students in the all-day kindergarten cigar, grade 1,
and grade 2 receive 1 hour of instruction per day in their necond language.

*D-28
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Spanish-dominant students in grade 3 receive 2-1/2 hoursOf their
instruction in each Language, while English - dominant third grade
students.receive 1-1/4 hours of instruction in Spanish and 3-3/4

hours of instruction in English.
4.

According to their linguiitic ability, students say receive special

help from two "English as a Second language" teachers, one "SpaniWas
a Second Language" teacher, and'rwo Spanish reading teachers. One full-

tine aide and one part-time aide are also available to help each team
of teachfrs provide more individualized instruction.

MODEL B

Grade levels, years of operation, size -- Model B began in 1970
as a replication of Model A in other schools. During the 1973-74

school yen., Model B served 15kSpanish-dominant and 80 English-
dominant-students in grades 1 through 6 at Ludlow,Elementary School,
as well'as 100 Spaniah-dominant=ind 50 Englisholdainant students in
grades 1 through 3 at Miller Elementary School. Students,pareats, or
schbol officials must request that a student' participate in the Model B
progsam, as there is only one Model B club' .per grade level at each

school. P

Staffing (instructional and support) -- Teacher; in the Model B
program are bilingual Spanish-dominant, or bilingual English - dominant.
There are no aids, no Spanishreading teachers, and no bilingual pro-
gram, non-teaching support personnel at the Model 8' schools. However,

Model B teachers may go to Potter-Thomas School to consult with support
personnel as needed.

Time involved -- Each A4 Model B teachers are assisted for 45

' Minutes by an English as a Second Language teacher and for another
44 minutes by a Spanish as a Seiond Language teacher.- These two periods
ire used to provide instruction and study in English as a Second Language
and'Spanieh as a Second Language, respectively. During the rest of the

day, Model B teachers try to devote equal tine to-instruction in both
languages in social stydies, mathematics, sciences, and supplementary
activities.

ARRIBA

Grade levels, yedrs Of operation, size -- Arriba -began in 19 9
and was designed-to serve newly immigrated students who speak-vi ly
no Ehglish, as well as English speakers interesteft in Puerto Rican

history and culture. During the 1973-74 school ear, Arriba served

1,050 students in grades 4'through 12 at three elementary schools,
two junior high schools,-and fodr senior high schools. School counselors,
parents, and teachers recommended these students for placement in the

"Arriba program.

e
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StaiAng -- At the elementary level, one bilingual teacher is respon-

sible for from 20 to 30 students. If the bilingual teacher is English

dominant, she may provide 1-1/2 hours of English as a Second Language instruc-

tion for her students. If the teacher is Spanish-dominant, she nay team with
an English-dominant teacher for English as a Ticond Language instruction.

The Arriba teachers do not receive any further instructional support or
assistance.

Time involved -- At the elementary leveL,,I5 to 20 Arriba students

are placed in ungraded classrooms with two bilingual teachata....,.Each _

day, the English-dominant member of the bilingual teaching team
'provides 1-1/2 hours of English ae arSeciand Language instruction for_

these students. All other classroom activities are in Spanish.

In the junior high and high school Arriba programs, students also
receive 1-1/2 hours of English instruction a day. Students also may

choose to study social studies, Spanish language arts, commercial
subjects, mathematics; science, and music classes conducted entirely

in Spanish. Cousse content for these classes is planned to parallel
the regular school program, and Arriba students join non-Spabish-
dominant students in physical education-, music, art, health, and

black histOry classes. . ,

Curriculum and Materials.

A full-time curriculum coordinator,faur full-time teachers on
special assignment, and 22 teachers' working part time as curriculuM
developers consult with administrators and teachers to determine what
materials should be adopted, adapted, or developed toserve Model A,

Model 8, and Arriba students.
/

Commercial materials adopted by theprogram include Laidlaw and
Lippincott basal reacUng-series, Schneider's science series, Finocchiaro
and Lado's English as a Second Language materials, Addison-Wesley's
Mathematics in Spanish, and numerous audiovisual aids.

Adopted materialsoinclude translation into 6panish of locally

developed social studies units, the development of an audio-lingual
approach to beginning oral Spanish, and phonics instruction to accom-

pany the Laidlaw.readinelieries.

Materials developed fit local program specifications include'
n series of short stories written to reinforce the learning of con-

sonants, and flash cards to4teach vocabulary and usage.

In general, language learning mat&ials used by'the Let's Be
tAmigos program stress the use of the audio-lingal method (frequent
repetition, pattern response drills, memorization of dialogs, and

translation only when necessary). Materials also tend to be action-

oriented and include suggestions for songs, dances, and art projects.
Audiovisual materials including film strips, flash cards, and cassette
players. ate also recommended by the curriculum development staff.
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Inservice-Preservice Training.

.44

Preservice and inservice training'for the Let's Be Amigos

program is conducted by program supervisors; professors from Templt

University,' outside consultants, the program director, and program'

teachers. Twice a year, two series of ;miff development meetings are

offered to all bilingual program staff members. To encourage attendance,

participants are paid. 'A-series might be devoted to such areaa-as_English

as a Second Language,sSianish'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 Sulture of the Puerto Rican. A typical.meeting

might feature a speech by the President of the University of Puerto'Rioo,
videotapes of bilingual classroom sessions, or a locally develop film '

on Puerto,Rican history and culture.
.

.4
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 intermitsantly by research staff members, and school-based

reading and mathematics specialists. After each of these visits the

observer and the teacher meet to discuss methods, materials, and classroom

management techniques.

Native Spanish speakers who have completed 60semester hours of

college, who.have taught in other countries, or who-have participated

actively in community affairs may apply to attend eight-week'summer

institutes co-sponsored by the bilingual program and Temple University.

The Pennsylvania State Department of Education issues intern, teaching

certificates to participants who successfully complete the institute.

These participants,then attend summer and evening classes to fulfill

requirements for a regular teaching credential.

' Parent-Community Involvement

EachtWeek the Coordinator of Special Projects and a teacher on

special assignment meet with a different group of from four to six

parents. Meetings mre held at one of the parent's *homes. At these

meetings, the Coordinator of Special Projects or the teacher on special

_assignment explains the bilingual program's goals,`answers ,parente

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 entertainment follows

most of these meetings.

The Coordinator of Special Projects and the teacher on special

assignment also serve as liaisons and interpreters when parents wish '

to speaY)with principals. In one instance the result of such a-lmeet.-

.ing was to obtain a bilingual parent. to lead the home-Sdhool association.

To keep the community informed about' the program, the-Coordinator of

special Projec't's produces a weekly radio ahoy entitled Ist'VBe Amigos."

The program format features student talent, talks with, arents and local

citizens, and is geared to community Interests. AlthOU h it dogs
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not focuit on program pbblicity, the exposure given to the .Coordinator .

enhances her-effeetiveness_as a program leader.

çfi
Program Monitoring

Each summer the head 'of the research division discusses results

of the previous year's evaluation with bilingual project staff member.

He then helps the-staff members Writerevisedi measurable program
objectives for the coming year. The head 9f the_reseerch,department

and his two assistants.then supervise program implantation on

=rotating basis. They visit the bilingual program schools on an

average of twice a week-to supervise resting, to test individual

. students, and to see that-strategies in use matchstrategies stated

inithe,proposal.

On anvaverage of once a week, four bilingual program supervisors visit
.program teachers for whom they are responsible. During these visits,

the -supervisors check teachers' lesson plans,observe teachers in action,

and discuss mutual concerns,

Reading specialists, Mathematics ppecialists, and on-site coordinators

visit bilingual teachers' classrooms As needed. In addition, the schbol

district requires that each school principal observe all of his teachers

in action at least twice a year.

o
Cost

.
, .

Budgets and enrollments for the first five years of program operation

were asfollows:
r ,

Year. Enrollment

Title VII
Budget

-

Total Budget (inc. Tible VII

other federal funds Per-Pupil

and local funds) Costa

Total
Per-Pupil

Costs

Yetli 1

1969770 1,000 $197,927. $313,927 -$197.93 $313.93

Year 2
1970-71 1;346 $438,092 $940,227, $325.48 $698.53

Year 3
1971-72 1,813 $518,413 p1,065,348 $285.94 $587.61

Year 4
*1972773 7,7 05 $527,013 ' $1,269,276 $194.83 $469.23

Year 5
1973-74 2,830 $695,066. $1,645,066 $245.61 $581.30

* Includes the Regional Curriculum Adaptation Center. budget.

r
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As can be seerriarthe five,year table,-total
monies allocated to the program

have increased,sTadily.:'
.

There are several reasons for the steady increase:

Thelicreased per-pupil cdst in Year 2 reflectsthe'expansion

of 'the Azriba component into two more high schools and the;

implimentatiOn,of Model B.

Teacher ialaries rose in Year 3 due to a retroactive pay

increase totaIling_$40,000 for project teachers._

Implementation and maintenance of a egional Curriculum

Adeptatign Center increased project oats beginning in

Year 4.

A-strike-early the program's fifth year of operation

brought teachers another pay increase.-

As a result 'of -the strike also, class size was limited to

a maximum enrollment of 35 students per class; it therefore

required more ;teachers to cover the additional classes -.-

which were created to maintain the maximum enrollment ceiling.

The program's reliance gn federal funds, other than Title VII increased

ffom $33,000 in Year 1 to $245400 in Year 5. Local support for the program '

increased from $83,000 in Year 1 to $705,000 in Year 5--nearly half of the

total program colt. Beginning in Year 4, the local school-district paid

the saliries of all Model A teachers andthe majority of MOdel B teachers.
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EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS

. Introduction. Evaluators in the Philadelphia Bilingual Program expba-
azedormative. evaluation: The prOgram is evolving and program Changes hiVr

' beenland are being made on the bails of the continuous feedback, provided by
the evaluation. For example, because of the 1973-74 evaluition,'"increasea
emphasis is now being placed on'EnglUh gains by Spanish-dominant students.

/.

..

__The ppkgrxmia worthy of consideration as an exempliry one for two major

reasons. First, evaluation results have been favorable to the programyhenf . -..

assessment his -been based on ccaparisons between program and nonprogram

students. Most piograi objectives havebeen met or surpassed. -

; . . -*

Sec,end, tfie program evaluation design is,replicibla andhas utility for
'improving process. evaluation in other bilingual education program, It sho'uld

also be noted that Philadelphia is one of the few bilingual education projects
reviewed by AIR that has classified all tested students on the basis of their
language dominance, and'has reported results in first and second langUage per-
formance: Such a basic concept in evaluating bilingual education projeets(
has been frequently overlooked.

," '
, .

r
,Fealuator.. The evaluation was conducted by Dr. Robert Offenberg and his

craft.. Dr. Offenbgrg if a research associate with the Philadelphia School
District and is assigned as a full-time evaluator for the bilingual project.

Evaluation year. 1973-74.
.

Aspects addressed. The evidence of effectiveness summery addresses the
following aspects of the program evaluation: .

Language development -- Spanish Mother Tongue

v English Mother Tongue
English as a Second Language
Spanish as a Second Language

$elf-concept

Drop-out rate

Principals'and parents' perceptions

Language Development

Spanish 4other Tongue
.41

Sampling.' Spariish-dominant students in.Rodels 4 and,B, and elementary
and junior high school studgnis of the Arriba component in grades 4 through 8
were tested on Spanish instruments. Scores for all students who were present '
at the time of the testingand who completed all_subtests are reported. ,Some
subtests were administefed on different days, and therefore some students =mg
have been present only during part of the testinj. Becauhe of the many project-
administered measures as well .as district testing, make-ups were not arranged
for'-students absent duririg the resting periqd.

e
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Comparieon. Treatment students are compared to- a pre-program baseline .

This baseline was established in 1968 by testing aLl.Spaniah-speaking students

trr

in the Philadelphia sihools. eze_seen as needing special attention due to

limited English-speaking abi, . This tomparison,is.stem as seasonable be-

cause the sane type of triter has been dead for determining participation

in the program and in the developing curriculum. Grades 2.-through 8 wars

administered the same'Spagish tests used presently by the program. The
baseline and treatment groups are compared -to rural Puerto Rican norms, since
the majority of students entering the program are reported as comiag from

ruralePuerto Rican areas.
, . .

Measures and dati collection. Students in.the baseline group and treat-

ment groups !tested in May, %1968 and May, 1974 respectively, have been tested
in Spanish on the following oeasures:

A

Grades 1- 3--- --Teat de Destrezas Basic:It en Lecture

Grades 4-6:----Pruaba de Lecture

Grades 7 -8-----Inter -Americin Series, Level IV

. ,

Results. Table 1 showi the results on the Spanish language tests admini-
stered to Model A, Model Bc and Arriba students, as well as baseline group
results when these were dki-lalrat. The following statistical tests ware made

on the data summarized in Table 1.
. -

.'
. Grades 2 and 3: lan the Test deDestremas Basicas en Lecture Admini-

stered to pupils In Model A and Model B in Grades 2 and 3, an analysis of var-,
lance was calculated that indicated a significant grade effete (Grade 3 higher, -
p p .< .001), a significant program effect (MAdel A>bigher, p = < .001) and no

significant interaction. Two planned orthogOnal cociparisons were rade: (1)

Pupils in Models A and.B in Grade.2 snoweda signific tly higher (p = .001)

nean than did the baseline group; (2) pupils in Models And B in Grade's qhnw;wei-

a significantly higher (p < .001) nean than did'ttie b eline group.
\ .

Grades 4 and 5: Scores on the Prueba deLecture Or Model A pupils
in Grades?, al 5 were compared with ecoree for baseline- gro ps in.sn analysis

of variance. There were significant program effects (Models A and E pupil means

higher than baseline, p < .601), significant grade effects, (Grade.5.higher,

p -< .002) and no significant interaction.
_ . .

Grades.Ifland 8: . scores on th S verlion oi'the Inter-American

Reading Test for Arriba student's in,Gradei 7 and 8 were compared. with pre-program

baseline pupils in an,enalysis of variance summary. Prograd effects were sig-

nificant (p -<'..05, one tailed), indicating Arriba pupils out -perforneethe pre-

program baseline group. 'Grade effeets were also significant (p =<401) favor

of the Grade 8 students, and no significant interaction was revelled.
v _ .

. ,
i

English' Mother Tongue ...

, . * .

SamplinF. English-dominan students in Model A in Grades K through 5 who

6.4
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were present during the time of the testing and-who completed all subtests
were tested. Because of the many project-administered measures, as well as
district testing, no make-ups were arranged for students absent during the
testing period. Model A is the only one of the three models Ofstemamically
serving English-dominant students.

Comparison. Treatment students sre.compared to a pre-program baseline..
Since the measures used are the same as are used in the district testing, the
baseline group is comprised of students at Potter-Thomas School who were at
the given grads level the year before the program waecycled upward to that
grade. Grade equivalents are used for comparison purposes.

MAiltiple analysis of variance was used to compare Model A pupils' scores.
on each test battery with pre-program baseline students. For each test battery,
the'vector of mean "subtest scores for Model A pupils is compared with the vec-
tor of mean subtest scores for the pre- program baseline' group. Also reported
are uniyariate F-tests of group mean differences for each subtest in each
battery.

Measures and data collection. Baseline groups and subsequent treatment
groups have been tested in the Spring on the following measures:

Grade 2 : Stanford..Achievement Test, Primary Battery

Glade 3-5: Iowa Test of Basic Skill

ResuLts. table 2 presents means and scan rd deviations for Model A and
2; 3, 4, and 5 on th English language test admini-

TABLE 2

Development:, English Mother 'ongue

baseline pupils in Grades
stered.

1973-74 Language

v

Grade 2 Model A
Baseline

N.

96

42

Stanford Achieveme t Test Rrimary II (Raw Scores)

Word Par:::pn \ Word Study
.

. Meaning Ms S elling SitilL
111, SD M SD M \i SD M SD

-.:= v 5.8 15.7 7.0 6.1 ,25.S 9.4
..:.

3%8 8.6 2.1 2.1 16.5 6.3
.

N

Iowa Test of Basic Skill (Grade Equivalents)
Vocabulary Read Language

Sp N S N 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 -3.-4- 170
Bateline 74 3.4 1.4 3.2 1.1 -.3.4' 1.0

Grade 5 Model A 33 5.3 1.3 4.9 1.3 '4.1' 1.3
Baseline 56 3.3 1.1 3.4 1.0 3.4 1.0
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Grade 2: The MA10VA overall test revealed significant mean satest
differences between Model A and baseline pupils on the Stanford Achievement

Test Primary II (p < .001). Also, univariate F-tests for eadh'snbtitst shoved

mean differences favoring the Model A pupils'for all subtests (p '.4 .001).

Grades 3, 4, and 5: The MANOVA sum:mary indicated 'significant grade

norm effects (p < .001),'Ognificant mean vector differences favoring the

Model A over the baseline groups (p < .001), and also a significant interaction

of Grade X Program (p - <.001). In every grade, Model A pupils shoved higher

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 isnoted that this test of prone:: effectiveness is the comparison
of means for alladodel A pupils in Grades 3, 4,,and 5 versus the means of hsse-

line pupils in Grades 3, 4, and 5.)

English as the Second Language,

-
Ispliag. Spanish-dominant students in Models A and B and the Arriba

component in Grades 3,- 4, and 5 who vere present on the day of the testing

were included in ,the temple. In Model A, students in the regular English as

a Second Language program were included. (Students new to the program for

who= the et-Thai/is 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-dominant treatment students are compared to the norms...,

for English-speaking students. The expectancy was that Model A and B third

grade students would perform two years below grade levelat a grade equiva-

lent of 1.8 and that fourth and fifth grade Model Aand B students would
grow at a rate of one year grade equivalent for each grade'level (2.8 and

3.8 respectively). Nb clear-cut expectancy was sec for students in the

Arriba component since t6ey were recent in-migrants who had not had continuous

education in Philadelphia schools,

Measures. Four subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Battery

II were administered: Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, Spelling and Word Study,

'Skills. ;

Results. Table 3 presents the summaries by grade level on the English as

et Second Languagq component. Results were mixed when compared with expected

performance. In third grade, Model A achieved the criterion level and Model 13

did not. In fourth grade, Model B achieved.the criterion level and Model A

did not. In fifth grade, Model A did not reach the criterion 3svel and Model B

had not°,et been cycled up to the fifth grade level. (It should be pointed out

that' the fifth gradegroup is the "pioneer group" in Model A, with 1973r74 being

chs first year that the project-operated at that level.)
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Spanish'as a Second Language (SSL)

Sampling. All English-dominant students in Model--A participating in regular
SSL instruction in fourth and fifth grades were rested. New students to the
program for whom the emphasis was oral second language development were
excluded. All students present on the days of the seat administration were
examined. .

Measures. Test de Destremas Basica' en Lecture, designed for first through
third grade native Spanish-speaking students.

Comparison. SSL students are compared to rural Puerto Rican, thud grade?
end-of-the-year norms. -

Results. Compared to rural Puerto Ricanend-of-yeir, third-grade rms,
English-dominant students at both fourth and fifth grade livels were performing
near or above the norms. The Letter and Word Recognition subtest reqd,ires
more knowledge of phonics than of Spanish language, while the Word Meaning
and Paragraph Meaning subtests do require knowledge of the Spanish langpage.

Table 4 presents the,means, standard deviations, mad percentile ranks
on the 'Mat de Deatremas Basicas en Lecture for pupils in grades 4 and 5.

TABLE 4

erforman of English-Dominant Fourth- and Fifth- Grade Pupils
On Spanish Reading Test, Test De Destremas Basicas En Lecture

Letter and Word .cord Paragraph

Item -Recognitionn" Meaning Meaning Composite

N PR & E SD PR N I SD PR N X SD PR

Grade 4 78_ 60 5 80 76 14 6 40 83 13 .5- 50 74 87 13 60

Grade 5 32 62 5 90 32 16 -7 5O 31 16 5 66 30 95 15 70

Percentile rank is based on rural norms of Puerto Rico, third grad. end- .

of thy -year.

a.
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. .
Self-Concept

. Sampling. 166 Spanish-dominant students. were randomly selected from

the Model A and Arriba components in-fourth through twelfth dades.

Comparison. 31.14ngual treatment students are comparedto 100 randomly
selected students participating in the district English as a Second Language

progiam in schools where'there is,no regular bilingual program. For analysis

purposes, the students were divided into three groups: elementary (grades 4-6),

junior high school (grades.7-9), and high-school (grades'10-12).

Measureand data collection. .The instrument used was a.translation of the
Coppersmith .Self- Esteem Ctventory: The instrument vas translattd by a project

Staff member and field tested and revised thesammer prior tote se. Itwas
orally administered to small groups by a bilingual member of the project` evaluation

staff.

Results. The analysis Shows that there,werestatistically significant
differences between the programs and between the grade levels and a significant
interaction between these two variables:,, At the elementary and junior 'high

school levels, pupil self-esteem is similar. However, there is a strong

differente between the two groups at the senior high school level, with the
bilingual project participants clearly demcnstrating a 'higher level of splf-

4asteem. Results are graphically illustrated in Figure 1.

r^, 40

11

39.1

§ 35

39 5

T. 3°

cr,

0

1 A.";

tVl

36.4"

- 39.6

35.9
34.6

Bilingual Program

ESL Program

Elea ntary Junior High Senior High

'(G 4-6) (Gr..7-9) (Gr. 10-12)

.z °

GRADE LEVEL

Figure 1.- Comparison of self-tsteen Acores of
bilingual program and ESL-only groups.
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4.

r

4.

Drop-Out Rate

Sampling. All-bilingual program,students in the Arriba component who were
in the tenth grade in December, 1971 and who were classified as §panish speaking
in,the city-wide pupil directory wereincluded iq the sonic (N-104)

Comparison. The bilingual treatment sample was compared to all other students
in the treatment ehools, and city-wide, who were listed in the city-vide pupil
directory as Spanish speaking but who were not participating is the bilingual

project. The Comparison group consisted of 264 students not In_isaba, but in
the same schools, and 451 students city-wide. the comparisonIEWaiit(4 of the

i:percentage of irudents enrolled in December, 1971, who were graduated in June,

1974. This longitudinal, approach vas tikek to control for summer drop-outs between

grade levels. (athin-scholistic year analyses done in previous years have also
shown consistently favorable results.) ,Results are shown in. Table 5.

TABLE 5

Graduation Rate of Spanish-Dominant Students Who Were in Grade 10 in December 1971

Group' Gradated Not Graduated , Total

N N %

In Arriba 30 29% 74 71% 104- 100%

Not in Arriba (same schools) 52 20% 212 80Z 264 100%

Not in Arriba (city-wide) 115' 26Z' 336 75% 451 1002 -=___

.

Results. Bilingual project students were more-Likely tO graduate than .

other Spanish-dominant students in the same schools. The diffewe was statis-
tically significant at the .05 level of probability. When compared -to city-wide

Span4sh-domlnant students, the:difference was not statAically significant, bur

favored-the bilingual project. (See Table 5.) "

.4

4

-.4
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Opinion Surteys

Summary. Opinion surveys of principals of project schools and parents
participating students were conducted in May, 1974. Principals in the ele;ren
participating schools were asked for their general, overall impression of the
project and for specific information about pupil and parent reactions to it.
Parents were asked for their perception of the program aid about their participation
in and contact with the project:

Sample. Principals,:- All eleven principals of participating schools
-responded.

Parents: A total of 677 parents responded, 'or 34% of the
parents of participatilig students.

Measures. 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.

Results for the Principal Questionnaire. The questionnaire consisted of
seven questions. The first two questions were general, dealing with overall
satisfaction with the project and opinions about expansion. Questions 3
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
attention of projdct management.

Dealing with the two general questions about the project,' the responses,
were as follows: -'

a. Overall level of satisfaction with the bilingual project: 5

were satisfied, 6 were somewhat satisfied; none were somewhat
dissatisfied or very diasetiafied% '1

b. Opiniond abou andift thieprogram within their schools: .4

expressed des*that the ¢ibgrem be expanded to reach more students;
7 felt that the program should remain the same size (5 respdhd&I,

. "already served children who need it," 3 responded, :limitations
in terms of spate and teacher vacancies to allow employment of

`- bilingual teachers"; no one felt'the program should be reduced.
or eliminated.

I

,
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1

ResultsIor the Parent Questionnaire. Although caution must be exercised

in viewing these data because of self-selection of the respondents (34%

response rate), the results indicate a high level of support for. the progr

The questionnaire is divided into three sections:' (a) home language use,

(b) perceptiolls of school programi. and (c) parent participation.

On three questions dealing with .perception of the school,progrAm) the

parents responded in the following manner:

A

a

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

and English in school.

c. 93% of the parents wanted their children to study two languages

the following year.

9

.4
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PROGRAM AREA:

Bilingual Education (Spanish/English)

PROJECT TITLE:

Alice Independent School District Bilingual Education Prgbaraa

LOCATION:

Aiice, Texas

SOURCE AND LEVEL OF FUNDING:

The folldwing figures are for the fourth year of operation.

Title VII Funds $100,625
Other Federal Funds 75,820 '.

State and Local Funds 201,167

Total $377,612-

PROGRAM START DATE:

1970

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:

Goals afd objectives. It is the goal of the project to teach children, with
limited English-speaking ability to speak English while also developing profi
ciency in Spanish. 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 - industrial town of about 20,0Q0 people. -It

is 40 miles west of Corpus Christi and 120 miles north of the U.S./Mexican bor-
der town'ofHidalgo, Texas..Much of the employment is in services related to
:oil mining.' The population of Alice is very stable, with-the exception of
migrant workers, many of whom return to Alice each year after their field work
is finished. There is some mobility within the town, bit attrition from the
program has not7,been a problem, .

The total enrollment in the Alice Independent School District ill 6,'268.

About 69% are Mexican - American, and 31% are Anglo-American. 2t is estimated
that 66% of the'total enrollment has limited facility in the English language.
The proportion of Mexican-Americans in the four.e/ementary schooloffering
bilingual education in'the 197344 year Was about 06%.

Major features of ,the ptogtamarlirthe follOwing:

the use of performance objectives for all subjects taught
bilingually,-,

D -45
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teacher participation in determining certain elements of
the curricula,

comprehensive record-keeping,
.

flexibility:of
+Fr

instructional approach,'

intensive preservice and inservice :training, and

active parent and community involvement.

These features will be disCussed in appropriate sections below:

Program description.

Years of operation, size, grade levels--In 1973-74, there were'528
children in gradesK-4 in four schoOls. This year the program has expanded.
horizontally into all nine elementaiy school's, two of which are parochial.
It has expanded vertically into the 5th grade.

Staff--Staff members whowere full time on the bilingual projec t in
1973:44mere the director, an evaluator/materials specialist, 19 teachers,
6 teacher aides, and a secretary. All central staff are bilingual. There ware.
also 7 mother aides who had children in the program and,Whoyorked part time.
Staff from other programs administered by the district (i.e., Title I, Migrant
Education, *reel- Education, Community Involvement) freely share their resources
and experience with the Title VLI staff.

Curricula gpd time involved--Children generally enter the program in
kindergarten. They are preregistered by their parents in the spring before
they'enter kindergarten and are accepted on a "first-come, first- serve" basis.
A language proficiency test, provided by the Texas Education Agency, is adminis-
tered in English first and then in Spanish to determine the child's proficiency
ip'each language;

The.instructional component for al grade levels denters around performance
objectives in the following content are s: language arts "(including listening,
speaking, reading readiness, and reedin skills), mathematics; cultureand
heritage, and science. The objectivest,which were developed by program staff,
are written in behavioral terms. Mastery tests for each objective have also been
developed. For each objective at every) grade level,'there,is a designation as to

-which langUage(s) the objective ehouldche mastered in and whit percentage of
students are expected to master it. Tho objectives are revised every summer by
teachers. During the year, if teachers discover that an objective is too easy,
too difficult, or somehow inappropria4,they consult with the director' and
evaluator and either drop the objectivk, or rewrite it.

Teachers submit lesson plans to the program director every"two weeks that
indicate which objectivet are being taught, In which language they arebeing
taught,, and types of activities planned. The director reviews these lesson
plena and returns them to -the teacherp.

Detailed records are maintained on each child in the program indicating how
many objectives he'has mastered and 'his score on each mastery test. In addition
to keeping a class roster, teachers maintain a separate reword for each child,

4'
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which becppes part of his permanent film. This system enabl Chars-to know
at the beginning of.:aichYear exactly at what level each chi rforming.

Record* are spot-checked throughout the loar by the director. ,

.
......._

- . .
- , ...1-_-.......-

- Instruction begins in kindergarten in Spanish in reading r
language arts, and mathematics. Other activities such is group
morning, story time, music, art, and afternoon review are also conducted in
Spanish. Language arts in EnglIshboncentraies on developing oral langUage
skills and in highlighting the similarities and differences inthe sounds and
alphabeti.of both languages. The concepts taught in Spanish are reinforced-in
English. As kindergartners, become proficient in Spanish and begin to. develop

basic skills in English, more time is devoted to instruction in English. Kinder-
garten children also view an early intervention program for preschool children , _

carried on local cable_televisiofi. The program consists of a 30-minute color
brbadcast-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. Concepts presented during-the first 15-minute segment-are reinforced
with a story during the second half.of the program.

. . . .
.

.1-

-..

Reading instruction begins in grade 1 in Spanish by a "building block

.

approieg: Children learn the sound of each letter in Spanish alphabet, - 4--

its name, and how it looks. They then put sounds together to make 1711161es,
and put syllables-LOgether to make words. They also begin manuscript writing
in grade 1. English vocabulary and language skills continue to be reinforced:
In late fall or early winter, the,reading readiness test that acepipanies the
district retains serfes_is'administered to small groups of_first graders. Based

on results of this test and teacher observation, reading instruction begins in
English. For all Children.this is by January df grade 1. As-the child's
performance in Spanish improves and his proficiency in English develops, equal time
is spent instwcting in both languages in language arts, math, and culture and
heritage. For -most children, this is during grade 1, ,

- .

_
In grades 2 through:5; instruction :continues to be given in nglish agd in -

Spanish for equal amounts.of time. Some teachers teaA one week in Spanish and
the following in English; others alternate, every other day. Reading in'Spanieb

and in English is taught daily. The program provides teachers a great deal of
flexi4ility, and they are'free to use their own judgments about-when is the Am
time to move into completely bilingual instruction.

,

At all grade levels, program classrooms are heterogenous and self-contained;
-and teaching methods vary. Groupfng is generally informal and is deteraned.by
language proficiencand/or achievement level. There is a.shifting emphasis to
greater individualizing of instruction, although this approach is not imposed

as protocol on teachers. Some'teachers use interest centers as a means of,prp-
viding a variety of learning experiences; others employ more traditional techniques.

'.Hiteriala,-The following is aeummary of key materials used at all

grade levels.

J.
RAading reaainesk skills cre'taughtin Sbahish and EnglistOusing
Peabody Language evelopmenC Kits, ROCK materials developed by
the Region {One- cation ServiceSenter in Edinburg, Texas, The
AlohabetrBook and Really ReadingSeriet published by Harper and
Row, and Alpha Time with, the Huggables by New Dimensions in
Education. Teachers also have access to teaching machines, tan-

,

guage kits, and other,audiovisual equipment.

B -47
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4.4

Reading Instruction in Spanish is taught using Metodo
a

. Ono.atopeyico, Mi Libro Magico from the Continental Series

_and Preparandose Para Leer by Houghton44ifflin. The ;.al.Agate A

Series, ?or El Mundo Del Cuento Y Le Aventura, is the core
of the Spanish reading program in grades 2-5.

Reading in English is taught _With the district-adopted Harper
Row Reading Serieg.

-

Language a-ii's-are taught in Spanish with Ejercicios de Lenguaje,
a grammar book from Mexico, and Our LanguageToday from the

riee-EbbI7C6mPany

Supplementary materials for each reading series (workbooks,
flashcards, charts, etc.), staff-developed readers; and many
other library books in. Spanish and English enrich the reading
and language arts programs.

For mathematics instruction, The Elementary School Mathematics
Series by Addison-Wesley is used throughout the district. '

44.
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Science is taught bilingually in grades 4 and 5 using the
McMillan text, Science for Tomorrosei World. The staff has

I
written units in Spanish -t.oksupplemenethe text. ;40,

4
The staff has also developed a program to teach culture and
heritage Balled HA,Derencia Cultural, which is adaptable to
any trade levee. Vnime of-the tqp4wainclusied are the immigra-
tion of Mexicans to "America, ,thirs41Ketioe.of Mexican-American
firm-worMs, And recognition of prominent MexicanLAmericans
in Alice.

FacilitiesThe program operates in regular classrooms. No modifica-

ipoostof facilities are required.

Preservice/inservice training--In August, ale Title VII staff members '

attend comprehensive preservice training session. During the summer 197Y
session, which involved 80 hours' training, consultants in linguistics and South
Te*ae,Mexicap literature spoke to therstaff. Representativislrom publishers
alsg.:temonstratedfne1; materials. Teachers revised performance objectives'and
wroe mastery tests for all trade levels. They alsoldeveloped instructional
materials, which were evaluated by two consultants from a nearby university.
Staff also discussed problema encountered the previous year and sought solutions

them. Teachers and aides receive stipends for attending the workshops.

During the scgool year,.10 days. are set aside for inservice training. For.

te hers, programs center around educational television, teacher attitudes,
assessment, apd a review of performance objectives. Tdpics for teacher

'''and mother aides reflect the project's commitment to involve assistants totally

in the instructional process. Some of their training includes learning how to
listen to recita&ons, work with small groups, assist with drill exercises, and

f r work on special cultural projects with students.

=

41

4
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:either performance ie videotaped twice a year using the Flanders Inter-
action-Analysis, a system designed to measure how much emphasis the teacher
places on the contenC6f what is being presented, on students' ideas, and on
the use of authority. The director reviews each teacher's tape with tint

teacher. .

Other staff development activities are visits to other bilingual education
programs throughout the state and attendance at conferences in other parts of
the country.' Teachers are also working toward receiving certification in bi-
lingual education, which is soon to be mandatory' in Texas. Certification -

involves taking a 30-hour class given by one of the regional offices, at.jeast
one year teaching experience, and demonstrated proficiency in Spanish! '

Parent/community involvement--To encourage parents to become active
participants in their children's education, priority has been given to parent'
involvement in the project. The Title VII Advisory Committee meets every six
weeks on different school campuses. Membership-is open to anyone interested in
bilingual education. A constitution was-Written and approved during 1973-74 and
has contributed to improving the Committee's statue as an organization. There
are five officers. Throughout the year the Committee has staged children's
,programs at their meetings, has met with members of the Title I advisory group,
and has helped teachers -present a Mother's Day program. The Committee's
approval of new proposals is also solicited.

Parents volunteer to work in the school libraries and have prepared many
of the consumable materials used in classrooms. Workshops are held where they
learn how to care for and repair library books-and how to perform certain jobs.
in the library. Encouraging parents to work in the library is seen as one way
to stress the importance of reading--an emphasis that hopefully they will convey
to the children.

Workshops, generally scheduled by the Home Coordinator, are also field to
teach parents how to be effective learning aids in school and at home. Parents

are welcome in the classrooms ar any time and are willing volunteers when extra
help is needed, such as on field trips or preparing for a special program.

t

Two schools have Parent Involvement Centers, equipped with a television, sofas,

.4
cables, chairs-, shelves, and books. Parent-teacher conferences are held twice

a year to discuss how the child is proceeding through the program.

Dissemination of information about the project to the public is another
essential element of this component. Some of the resources utilized to keep

the community informed of t bilingual events are newspaper articles, news-

. letters in Spanish and E ie , Christmas cards, and announcements in the paper

about every event in t e project of public concern.

44.
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Costs--Total budgets and enrollments for the first four years of program

operation were as follows:

4

E6rollme°t Total Budget

Year 1 150 $101,150

Year 2 270 $285,150

Year 3' 335 $366,730

Year 4 528 $377,612

Per Pupil Cosi

k674.

$1,056

$1,095

$715

The per pupil cost is computed on the total cost of the program, including
'teacher salaries, and is the amount expended for the total educational program
for each child in'the bilingual education program. The per pupil colt for the

regular district program in Alice was S764 in 1972-73 (Year 3 of the bilingual
.program) and $785 in 1973-74 (Year 4) and includes all expenditdres except

bonded indebtedness and construction.
CS

Major start-up coits in Year 1 were for instructional.materials and consum-
able supplies ($12,646), capital outlay for instructional equipment, furniture,
and non-consumable instructional materials ($9,634), contracted services ($2,000),
and travel for adfinistratl.ve and teething staff ($4,780). In general, the

amounti spent for major start-up expense categories have dropped, except, of
course, for staff salaries and instructional materials as the program 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 was incurred when 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)', aqpi $6,880 in 1973 (Year 4).
Also contributing to the-rise in per-pupil cost in Year 2 was the

Addition of paid mother aides. In year 4, the per-pupil cost dropped back

closer to the Year 1 figure, about $715 per child. The reason for the,drop,

according to progrkm staff, was that the amount spent for budget items from
previous goers did not increase proportionately with the expanding program

enrollment. For instance, the amount spent on materials, equipment, and supplies

was sharply reduced so that the program could continue with local funds should

Title VII monies cease to be available. Program staff found that materials could

be catalogued's° that teachers-could share what had already been. purchased with'4

out detriment-to the instructional program.
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EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS:

Overview. During the present 1974-75 academic year, the bilingual educa-
tion program in the Alice Independent School District (AISD) is in operation in
28 classes in nine schools. These are Seems, Sayer, Salazar, Garcia, Noonan,
Hillcrest and Schallert in the public school system, and St. Joseph's and
St. Elizabeth's in the parochial system. The first four schools were those
that had been continuously involved in the bilingual Program at A1SD for five
years since its imqeptiion in 1970. Since its start, the.progran has grown bah
horizontally (more classes at a given grade level) and vertically (expansion
through higher grades). Table 1 shows thi extent of the.ferogram's growth at

AISD both in terms of total number of classes and in the nneber'orparticipants
each year. I..

TA3LE 1

Classes Within Grade Levels With Schools at'
Alice Independent School District

Bilingual Classes for Academic Year

Schools 1970-71 1971 -72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

*Sawa 1 1,2 K,1,2," K-4 K-5

*Sayer 1 1,2 K,L2,3 X-4 K-5

*Salazar K K,1 K,1,2 . K-3 K-4

*Garcia 1,1 K,1,2 K,1,2,3 K-4 K-5

Noonan
41 .

1

Hillcreat 1

Schallert 1

St. Joseph's 1

St. Elizabeth's"
t

1

'

Total Classes 5 9 15 19 28

Total Students 150 270 417 528 766

Title I schools

The evidence of effectiveness of the AIR bilingual program is reported for the
third and fourth year of the program's opetition; pre-, and posttest scores And
gain scores on the Inter-Anerican Series Reading (Lecture is the Spanish version
title) and General Ability (Fabilidad General is the Spanish version title) tests
are compared for program and control pupils enrolled in kindergarten through the
third grade in 1972-73 and in kindergarten through the fourth grade in 1973-74.

:Evaluation. The 1972-73 year's evaluation of the AISD.bilinguire.program
was made by V. 3. Kennedy, Educational Program Auditor, University of Houston;
the 1973-74 year's evaluition was.made by Arnoldo Salinas, Project Director, and
Claudina Hernandez, Project Evaluator.
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Year and grade samples. Table 2 snows the number of program and control

group participants with complete pre- and posttest data on the Inter=American

Tests.

TABLE 2

r

Bilingual Program and Control Pupila

with Complete Pre- and Posttest Data

. Grade
1972-1973 1973 -1976

Bilingual Control Bilingual Control

K 124 32 127 33

1 104 27 , 106 19

2 94 21 95 35

3 75 22 101 29

4 75 20

TOTALS 397 102 504 136

4
Bilingual troun--Children who enter kindergarten in the Alice inde-

pendent School -District are tested with the Oral Language Eligibility Test for
Kindergarten Pupils. This is an individually adminietered tiit to determine
oral English ability based upon the quality of viiial responses to 20 questions.
Childrenperforming poorly on this test and whb are registered for the bilingual
kindergarten are placed in the bilingual class if space is available. Bilingual

classes never exceed 35 pupils so that participation in kindergarten is a func-

Lion of rest score, parental approval and space. New children entering elementary
grades who experience English language problems and whose parents desire their
,Arollment in a bilingual program are placed in a bilingual class. (In 1972-73,
e4hird-grade bilingual Class was reduced in size because of a residential Move

by several parents to a newly constructed housing development. This class was

indreased by replacements whose parents agreed to their participation when re-

qUested. These replacement children were average or above in ability since they
would need to acquiri Spanish language skills quickly; the group of children who
left the,uogram at this time and their replacements were both Spanish dominant.)

Control groupThere is one control class at each grade level. The

project director attempts to pick a regular class whose pupils' Oral Language
Eligibility Test scores match the bilingual kindergarten class's most closely;
this is then the control class for that year's entering kindergarten group. All
control classes are located in Title I schools. This control class is essentially
a control cohort as it progresses through grades K,'1, 2, and so on. New children,

entering elementary grades placed with the control cohort join it if both pre-

and posttest data are available. So far, no control student has later become a
bilingual program student, and no bilingual program student a control'student later.
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Measures.

ComparisonPupils in the bilingual and control classes are adhinis-
tared both the English And Spanish versions of the Reading end General Ability

Tests of the Inter - Americas Series mice a year. Pretesting is during the first

two weeks in September; posttesting in mid -to -late April. This retest interval

is approximately seven months.

For each language version, different forms of the testa are adninistered at

pre- and posttesting. The control groups at each testing are first admEnistered
the Spanish version, followed the next day by the English version. Bilingual

pupils first take the English version. then the Spanish. All testing takes place

in the morning. Table 3 si1m=arizes the general procedures followed by AISD for

administering the Inter-American Series at each grade llfel.

TABLE 3

Order of Test Administration

Pretest Posttestt
Group

1 2 1 2

Bilingual s- English 'Spanish English Spanish

Control Spanish English Spanish English

aIn every case a different form of thepretest.is aarlistered
as a posttest.

Other tests--Beginning with the 1974-73 academic year, plans were
implemented to also administer the Reading and Mathematics SRA Achievement -
Series to all pupils in the elementary grades from grade 2 upward in AISD.
Therefore the bilingual and control groups,in grades 2-5 in 1974-75 have beed
pretested with the SRA Achievement Series And are currently being posttested
with different forms; comparative gain data, as well as comparative data for

the bilingual and the entire mainstream,group will be av }i in the summer

of 1975. 1

Mastery tests associated with the Harper and Raw Reading Series are admin-
istered, but no comparative basal reading data summaries for the bilingual and

regular students are prepared.

Comparison procedures. Tor both the 1972-73 and 1973-74 school years,
mean pretest, mean postteet, and mean gain (posttest minus pretest) on the
Inter-American 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
program /roups enrolled in K through 3 in 1972-73 and K through 4 in .1971-74

are shown in Table 4.

A
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A

1
No significance tests of mean gain difference have been reported although

the project evaluation reports refer to statistically significant differences
in gains between project and control students. The raw data summaries are
unavailibls. However, it is possible to conservatively estimate the signifi-
tante of the mean gain differences between the two groups. The following bases
and assumptioni are made:

.Posttest standard deviations are reported for ciassrdom groups
at^each grade level. Pooled estimates for the bilingual grade
groups are K 7.0, 1 7.0, 2 12.0, 3 15.0, 4 20.0. Pre-

.,"
test standard deviations will be assumed to be. the same; this is
a conservative assumption since posttests nearly always show
greater variability than do pretests.

There is no estimate fbr the correlation between pre- and post-
tests. It is assumed to be 0.00; this is a conservative aseump-
tin since pre- and posttests in heterogenous groups are usually
positively correlated.

The standard error of mean gala differences is equal to

1 1

IN(control) N(project) -
X SD gain (pooled)

4 .25 / SD2pre + SD2post - 2r pre-post SD.pre SD post

.25 J SD post (pooled)

.35 SD post

or A s4gnificant gain difference would be about twice its.esti-
mated standard error or .70 SD post. Based on the above esti-
mates, significant differences are K 5 points, 1 5 points,
2 9 points, 3 11 points, and 4 14 points.

Aighiiicant results.
0

197344 groups--Every mean difference favors the bilingual program
group.in the 1973-74 comparisdns (see Table 4). Conservative estimates of the
significance of the mean gain difference between the project and control groups
show "significant" differences favoring the project groups in grades 1, 3 and 4
ip Enolish Reading, in grade 1 in English General Ability, in grades K, 1, rand

in Spanish Reading and in grades 1 and 4 in Spanish General Agility.

In terms of educational significance, mein gain differences are approximately
equal 0 one standard deviation (posttest) in grades K and 1 on all four tests.
In grade 2 the mean differences were at least one- .of a standard deviation
unit (Posttest) except for Spanish General Abi y. In grade 3, mean differences
were at least three-quarters ot'a standard deviation unit except for Spanish
General Ability. In grade 4, the mean diffirences were at least onestandard
deviation unit except for English general Ability.
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1972-73 Groups A11 but thee mean gain differences favor the bilingual
-program group. The exceptions are the two Versions of the General Ability Tests
in K, and the English General Ability Test in 1. "Significant" mean gain differ-
ences favoring the program groups were found in English Reading in grade 1,
Spanish leading in'grades 1, 2, and 3, and in Spanish General Ability in grades
1 and 2.

As for the educational significance of the comparisons, the mean gain differ-
ences were approximately one standard deviation (posttest) or higher =rail tests
in grade 1 except for English General Ability. In grade 2 mean gain differences
were approximately one-half of a standard deviation unit for the English tests
and at least one standard deviation unit for the Spanish tests. In grade 3, mean
gain differences were at least one-half a standard deviation unit except for
English Reading.

Summary Although exact statistical tests of sigidficance are not airilable
showing mean gain comparisions for program and control students, the mean differ-
emcee with few exceptions favor the bilingual pupils. The size of the mean dif-
ferences are of obvious educational significance; that is, there is considerable
non-overlap in the gain distribution for the two groups.

The procedure for selecting controls at_the kititergarten level is probably
acceptable, given that no real matchiMg -all= possible. Controls should be
better in oral English at the entering kindergarten level. Thereafter, program
effect can be revealed in two ways. First, through increased gains duf4 each
school year for the program participants over the controls, and second, through
superior posttest performance for the program pupils at each grade level. The
data bear out both of these types of program effect indicators. Test administra-
tion order, with bilingual pupils administered the English version of the Inter
American Tests before the Spanish version, and with control pupils administered
the Spanish version before the English version, would tend if anything to intro-
duce practice effects into the Inter-American English version scores for.the
control students.

,With respect to achievement gain comparisons, interpretation is clearer
if the groups to be compared are equivalent at pretest. This is not possible

in this situation. The controls are "most equivalent" (to the extent that is
possible) at the kindergarten level. After that, mean pre- aticl" posttest, as

well as gainscomparisons, overwhelmingly favor the program pupils as shown in
Table 5.

TABLE 5

Mean Gain Comparisons Favoring the Bilingual Program Pupils

)

1972-73 1973-74
Grade Pre Post Gain Pre Post

'9..

Gain Overall

K 1 of 2 1 of 2 0 of 2 1 of 2 2` o! 2 2 of 2 /*of 12

1 4 of 4 4 of 4 3 of 4 4 of 4 4 oi 4 4 of 4 23 of 24

2 3 of 4 4 of .f. 4 of 4 4 of 4 4 o# 4 -40 4 23 of 24
. .

3 2 of 4 3 of 4 4 of 4 3 of 4 4 of 47 .t; of 4 20 cif`24

4 -- -- -- 2 of 4 3-of 4 (of 4 9 of 12

Totals 0 of 14 12 of 14 11 of 14 _a4 of 18 17 of Iff: 18 of 18 82 of 96
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PROGRAM AREA:

Bilingual Education -(Spanish/English)

PROJECT TITLE:

Bilingual Education Program (A?rendemos En Dos Idiomas)

LOCATION:

Corpus Christi, Texas

SOURCES AND LEVEL OF FUNDING:

The following amounts were allocated for the fourth year of operation:

Title VII $ 21,000*
Title I 34,600
Local 17,202

Minimum Foundation Program 180,000**

Total Year 4 Alloiation $322,802

*Actual expenditures
.e
from the Title VII allocation were $82,202.

~**This sum includes state and local monies for teacher salaries.

PROGRAM START DATE:

1970

BRfEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:

Goals and objectives. The Corpus Christi Independent School District has
aimed at providing an effective bilingual-bicultural program of instruction for
children of Mexican-American descent. The District has;ichosen four ways of

reaching that goal: (1) the use of a set of instructional strategies and, routines
selected specifitally for the program; (2) the review, selection, adiptition; and/
or development of appropriate materials; (3) the implementation 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
program activities that depend on their help.

Context. Corpus Christi is a city of over 200,000 people on the coast of .

Texas. It is supported by agriculture, petrochemic!al and metal industrles'anfl

A

manufacturing planti,,but is also the mercantile center for much of the southern s

part of Texas. The Port of Corpus Christi, one of the nation's top 10 tiarborsp.
is just next co the downtown business district. The population is mobile, partic-

ularly the portion of Mexican-American descent.

In 1974, the school enrollment in the Corpus Christi Independent School Dis-
trict was about 44,000, of whom 54% were Spanish surnamed.- In the'project, however,
92% of the children have Spanish surnames. according to parents pf participants,

about 74% of the children are native Swift speakers. A teachsrigurvey in the

three project schools revealed that about half of the children relied most on their
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native Spanish anguage for communication; the teacher opinions were verified by
administering the Oral English Proficiency. est (Elizabeth'Ott) to a 10% random

sample of project population.

;Among families whose children are in the project, 81Z receive incomes with-

in the poverty level. The average family has 4.5 children. The absentee rate

for the district is high, particulaily in kindergarten classes.

t:

Major features of the program.. Key program strategies which were evident
from ow-site observation and program documentation were as follows:

Use of bilingual teachers exclusively at Kindergarten and Grade 1;
where classes =1st be assigned to-monolingual teachers at Grades 2
through 4, pairing them with.hilingual tattlers for cooperative

teaching .

Providing teachers with weekly visits and personal help from bi-
lingual Instructional Consultants who have classroom experience in
bilingual education

Daily, cooperative planning among teachers and aidekby grade level

Careful planning, coordination, and monitoring of the program by

administrative staff

Introduction of English reading readiness and aural-oral skills as
soon as a child demonstrates minimal aural comprehension 'of English

ti Emphasis on English reading and communication-skills for the duration
of the program

.Use of bilingual teacher atdes for iastrectionkI support and rein-
forcement

'Use of teacher-evaluated and teacher-developed curriculum materials
tailored to participants' needs

Providing intensive preservicejsaining for all project staff, rein-
forced by monthly inservice days during the school year

'Promoting parent commitment to the program through their direct in-
volvement in many dlassrbom-related activities

Each of these major program features will be explained more fully in the sections

that follow.

Grade levels, years of operation, size. During.its fourth year of operation,
1973-74, the program served 519 children in grades K through 3.

Staffing. The program staff required-in 1973-74 for this number of partic-

ipants was as follows: one full-time Project Administrator, one full-time Instruc-
tional Consultant/Pardnt-Community Involvement Coordinator, one full-time Evaluator/
Staff Development Coordinator, 22 full-time teachers, and 15 full-time teacher aides.
(Eightm'of the aides served the eight kindergarten teachers fulltime; the other seven
aides divided their time among the 14 teachers in grades 1 through 3 classes.)
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All staff were bilingual. In 1974-75, yith.rhe expansion of thh.program through
Grade 4, three monolingual teachers were added to 6e staff to maintain ArithniF%
balance among instructors that matched the ethnic balance of the project schools.
A second full-time Instructional Consultant was alito hired. The Program Evaluator
is now part -tine in order to free salary funds for the second Instructional'Can
sultant.

Staff roles in program management -- To help-teachers implement the pro--
gram properly, an Instructional Consultant' visits every project classroom at,the
three participating schools at least once every week and gives instructional support
in a variety of vays, e.g., procurement-of instructional materials, apaistance in
working with individuals or groups, demonstration of teaching techniques with indiv
viduals or groups, advice on individualizing instruction. The Instructional Con- -

sultents have several years of experience teething bilingually and feel this has
helped them to be effective and to establish rapport with the children and their
teachers, teacher aides, and parents.

The Program Administrator also visits cliases routinely and informally;
and drops in occasionally to join the teachers' planning periods. His special
concert is maintaining good rapport between the teachers and the principals and
between principals and program administrative staff.

Teachers at each grade level meit four days ayedit during the children'i
physical education period to coordinate lesson plans. Where monolingual and.bi-
lingual teachers trade groups for English and Spanish reading, language arts, and
math, additional coordination beyond the daily planning period may bs rejuired.
Cooperative teaching also occurs among bilingual teachers, who may trade group 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.

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 is one basis for grluping and regrouping children for the remaindet of the
year.

In all project kindergartens, nearly two hours every day are devoted to len:-
guageldevelopment and language arts in English and Spanish. For 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 stories the children dictate to the
teacher. Another hour in the afternoon is reserved for aural- -oral and reading readi-,
ness skills in English' and Spanish, using very detailed teacher guides developed
especially for the program. In both languages, the patterned practices stress bgsic
sentence patterns and illustrate changes in word forms and word order. Correct pro-
nunciation and intonation are stressed during these drills: In contrast, during the
times when free expression is encouraged; teachers do not correct the caldren or in
any way evaluate their performance. The emphasis at these times id on creating excite-
ment and ail fuel to the children's growing enthusiasm for communicating in Eng,-
lish and in Sp nish. .

1

.

2(
i

1' English reading readiness is introduced as kindergarteners are able to learn these
skills. For 80% of the children, English re ding readiness skills are taught in kin-
dergarten; forthe other 20%, English reading readiness skills are introduced early
in Grade 1. , D-59/
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'Other periods of tine are set aside for activities which lend them-
selves to further development of communication skills. For example, number
concepts, story time, filmstrips, music rhythms, snack time, and cleanup are
used to develop communication in English and Spanish. Eves during independent
work-play activities, the teacher and aide circulate to.provide each:child with
at least a brief opportunity to discuss his activity in both languages.- Thus,
from the beginning, the program emphasizes communication skills heavily, and pro-
vides for their systematic development in Spanish and in English throughout the
daily schedule of activities.

Commercial materials used in addition to the specially prepared Spanish
and English aural -oral guides are reading readiness materials by Houghton - Mifflin
and Harcourt(Brace Jovanovich, Inc. Mathematics textbooks are by Addison-Wesley
(Spanish edition) and Houghton-Mifflin.

For most kindergarteneri, instruction is provided in Spanish foi 90%
of the day and in English for ;In of the day. Individual differences among chil-'
dren necessitate adjustments in language emphasis, and by the end of the kinder-
garten year, many children are receiving instruction in the two languages for
equal amounts of time. -Before the endeof 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
time 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,kaathematics--about
three-qukrieis of an hour.each.

Phonetic analysis skills gre taught first.in Spanish because 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 alsd 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 initial sounds or as sounds within words, they learn
oeneonants 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 sklgije and will have begun to decode words. Other reading skills are
also taught through lessons in the Spanish reading guide.- Once children are
ready to read in Spanikh, the Laidlaw series is used.

English reading readiness skills for Grade 1 youngsters are taught
through the Harcourt 'Brace Jovanoiich, Inc. series. Phonetic analysis skills ,

are ineredUced after the child has learned themthrough hie'Spanish'reading
lessons, Teacher guides accompanying the commercial English reading eerie. .

provide instructions for conducting the daily lessons. There is a heavy phonics
emphasis, with comprehension skills receiving heavier emphasis at decoding skills
develop. Other commercial materials used fom English reading are by Houghton-
Mifflin (Listen and Do) and by Scott Foreeman (Talking Alphabet). By the last
six weeks of the school year, the top reading group in each first grade is
reading second grade books in the Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc. series.
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In Grades 1 through 4, mathematics is taught using the Addison - Wesley
series in English, but to help provide instruction in Spaniel; as well, the teacher
&lso uses a companion teacher's edition of the series in Spanish. In Grades 1
through 4 the teacher-developed Spanish social studies guide is supplemented with
lessons in English social, studies from a textbook by Harcourt, Brace, and World.

During the tine devoted td these subject areas, English and Spanish
may be used interchangeably. There is no tegimen for this, and teachers use
various strategies; in general they switch back and forth between the languages
depending on the difficulty the chiVrenlire having with the concept or subject
matter, or a teacher will devote one week to emphasizing initial instruction in
Spanish with reinforcement of the concepts in English, then one week to the op-
posite order of presentation. Befbre the end of Grade 1 English and Spanish are
being used equally.

Grades 2, 3, and 4 -- In Grades 2 and 3'Spanisg reading continues to
be taught according to detailgd lessons in more advanced levels of the speOal
Spanish reading guide, and the Laidlaw series continues to be used through Grade
4. The Harcourt Brate Jovanovich, Inc. series is used throughout for English
reading. Although less tine is devoted to reading and Language arts in both
languages than was true of Grade 1, these skills continue to be emphasized 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 strategies and individual attention, Grades 1-4 -- To increase
the effectiveness of instruction in both languages in the elementary grades, chil-
dren are grouped for activities in the various subject areas according to language
dominance and achievement. There are usually three or four groups working separ-
ately in, every classroom, ontwith a teacher, one with her 'side, while the'other
one or two groups work on independent assignments made at the beginning of the
day. Groups are.small, 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 teacher or the aide while the rest of the class_is work-
ing on independent seat work, projects, or daily assignments. At least one
parent is usually in the classroom to listen to children. Ahead aloud, to keep-an
eye on youngsters who are working independently, and to chit in Spanish with them'
about their activities And interests.

After-school study centers,' Grades 3-4 -- In 1974-75, program participants
in Grades 3 and 4 had access to further individual help from one of the project
teachers for one hour after school at each of the participating schools. Up to 15,
children from each project class of third,and fourth graders were accepted for this
hour of personalized assistance in problem areas in reading, language arts, and)
mathematics.

_=Eacilities. No remodeling of existing classrooM facilities was required to .

imple4TiETirogram. In one project school classeir-are self-contained. In the
second.achool, all classes at a grade-level are conducted in an "open space" large
enough fotteachers to instruct their classes in different areas of the room. Re-
grouping:44cooperative teaching (daily trading of groups and teachers for par-
ticular,aubject areas) is very convenient under this architectural plan. In the
third project school, the building-is. dircular, with "pie-shaped" classrooms having
access to a central resource center.
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4 Preserviceiimservice training. A week of concentrated preservice training la
required for teachers and teacher aides prior to the beginnieg of school each year.
During the morning, all staff hear guest speakers (roe universities lecture on
areas related to project philosophy, objectives, and instructional procedures.
During the afternoon the speakers act as consultants during workshop sessions in

'these

teachers apply principles and procedures presented during the lecttire. In

'these sessiona, teachers share ideas, develop materials, demonstrate techniques,
and discuss problem areas; teachers are usually grouped by ggade.level for these

specialized sessions. All project teachers and teacher aides are paid for parti7
cipating in the preservice training week, and there has been 1002 participation
every year.

During the year one day of inseryice training is required for teachers every
month during school hours; substitute teachers cover project classes on these

days so that participation of all teachers is possible. The inservice sessions
deal with interests teachers indicate to the project administrator and Instruc-.
tional Consultants and provide further opportunities for idea sharing and refine-
ment of instructional procedures.

Every preservice and inservice 'session is critiqued by teachers and teacher

aides on special rating form's. Their feedback is used to modify future training
dessions and to plan additional programs of special interest.

Another featurd of staff development ii the use of the Flanders Interaction
Analysis. with dew teachers. Videotapes and made of classroom lessons in September,
January, and Ma9. The project evaluator analyzes the tapes and confers with each

teacher to review and discuss the findings. These conferences are privite, and
both negative and positive aspects of the tapes are reviewed., The teachers are
guided to define their own concept of ideal teacher behavior and subsequently to

. modify their own behavior in the direction of that idea. Since the focus of the

. project is on language developmentXparticulhr attention is to the percentage

,._.) of student talk and of indirect teacher approach.
- ,

Parent-community involvement. Four to five parent meetings are heldfat each
of the project schools every year, led by one of the InetrUctiOnal-ConsuVanta

kr.4')

Topics for these meetings include parental involvement at. home and school, aching

aides, the Toy Lending Library, and the goals and objectives for the proje e.
Through=thete meetings and through contact with the teachers, the parents are
encouraged to help with classroom activities. They help to reinforce. academic

workr supervise playground play, chaperone field trips, bring snacks, tell stories,
make charts and other instructional aids, and talk with childred informally in

class: Parent involvement has'increaspd dramatically since the program began
from nearly total noninvolvement to Onating over 3300 hours of help in classroom-

. related activities in 1973-74. A Parerit Advisory Committee (PAC) is elected 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
school, and 2 from the third, representing Grades K through 4. The PAC meets once
a month to hear progress reports on the program, to discuss what the program
should be accomplishing, to review grant appitog&Aond, and to discuss ideas for
modifications in the program. One idea that was inelrporated in the 1975-76
grant afplication was preservice and inservice training for parent volunteers.-

Cost. Budget information provided by the project administrator was based
on Title VII allocations and expertiopres for four years. For the first three

4 4.
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years of program' operation, this amounted to nearly 1002 of the bddget.. A
summary of total expenditures, enrollment, and associated per pupil costs for

four years' is given below.

Enrollment

Total
Expenditures* Per Pupil Cost

Year 1 143 ' $65,460 $458

Tear 2 290 $60,265 $208

Year 3 435 $8A,025 $198

Year 4 : 519 $82,202 $158
4

4 *Excludes teacher salaries and salaries for teacher aides

in Title I schools; only Title VII expenditures are shown.,

In older to compare per pupil cost for the total educational program of
children in the Title VII project with the comparable figure for children in
the regular program, further calculations were made. For 1973-74, based on
total.funds allocated for the program by federal, state, and local sources
(page 1 of this summary), the per pupil cost for the bilingual program was
$622 for'each of the 519 children served. A finance officer for the Corpus

Christi School District indicated that the comparable per pupil allocation in
1973-74 for children not enrolled in the bilingual project was $541 per child
in the elementary grades. Both of these per pupil cost figures iliwpde all
allocations for the total educational program for these two groupisbf children,
except amounts budgeted for "maintenance of operations."

The drop in per poll costs over the first three years, when Title VII
funds covered almost alt program costs but instructional salaries, reflects
the growing emphasis on carefully,reviewing expenditures for travel, materials,
and e4uipment and on sharing available resources. A major expense has been

paying teachers to develop the Spanish and English aural-oral kindergarten
guides, the Spanish social studies guide, and the Spanish reading guide, Levels

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,forproject teachers on inservice days during the year.
Economies have resulted from having parents repait instructional materials and
aids' and make teaching aids.

4
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EVIDENCE Oi EFFECTIVENESS:

The evaluation data summarized in this section will be based wion the
evaluation reports for the 1972-73 and 1973-74 acadr_ic years. The data strong-
ly suggsst that the bilingual nrogram in Corpus Christi results in superior
_achievement in both languages by project pupils in comparison with controls.
It is useful. to summarise the results by grade level for the two years.

1972-73

Kindergarten. Project pupils shoved significantly higher adjusted
posttest scores on the Inter-American General Ability Spanish

A subtexts thandid controls. There were MD significant differences
on the two Inter-American English subtexts nor on three subtexts
of the Stanford Early School Achievement Tests.

First Grade. Project pupils,shoved significantly higher adjusted
postttst scores on both subtexts of both the Spanish and English
versions of the Inter-American Readlig Tests, and also achieved
significantly higher grade equivalents on all three subtexts of
the SPX Achievement Tests.

Second Grade. Project pupils showed significantly higher adjusted
posttest scores on both subtests of both versions of the Inter-
American Reading Tests and on two of the three subtexts of the SRA-
Achievement Tests.

Furthermore, with but one subtest exception, the comprehension part
of the Spanish version of the Inter-American Reading Teat, length
of enrollment in the program was shown to be significantly related
to test performance.

1973-74

Kindergarten. Project pupils shoved significant gains in comparison
to controls on the Spanish version of the Inter-American General
Ability Test, but were equivalent to controls on the Stanford'Early
School Achievement Test. Objectives were approached but not reached
at the kindergarten level.

First Grade. First graders in the project outperformed controls by
approximately 0.5 grade equivalents on the SRA Achievemen Tests
(significance levels are not reported), but did significantly ontgain
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 mean 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).
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Third Grade. While all differences on the three subtests of the
SBA Achievement Tests favored the project group, there were none
significant.. However, project pupils outgained the controls on
both versions of the Inter-American Reading Tests.

Background

The Title VII Bilingual Education Program in Corpus Christi, Texas is in the

fifth year of operation. During the 1973-74 academic year, the last full year for
which evaluation data is available, 519 pupils were'enrolled in the project ip
grades K through 3 in each of tree schools (crockett, Evans, and Travis).
Table I shows the growth of the Title VII project during its first four years; one
grade level was added each year.

Table 1

Number of S;udents Enrolled at Each Grade Level Each
Academic Year in the Corpus Christi Bilingual Education Program

Year K 1

Grade Level
3

Total.

Enrollment2

1970-71 143 143

1971-72 184 106 290

1972-73 17.3 155 107 435

1973-74 154 148 - 124 , 93 519

Evaluation

The Title VII evaluator in 1972-73 and ip 1973-74 was Ilene Cordray.

She is sled a staff member of the Corpus Christi School District Department of

Planning and Evaluation, directed by Dr. Ronald Howard in 19,2-73, and by Dr.

Kenneth Kyle in 1973-74.

Anil Characteristics

In 1973-74, the total C.C.I.S.D. student enrollment was slightly under

4Z,000 with approximately 32,5Q0 Mexican-American pupils (54%), 2,400 41ack

pupils (52) and 17,700 Anglo pupils (41%). The 519 Title V// project pupils

were 922 Mexican-American, 6% Black and 22 Anglo. Two of the three-project

schools show similar ethnic balances with the exception of the Evans school

with an enrollment of 752 Mexican-Anerican, 242 Black and 12 Anglo,
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%tit reported for the 1972-73 academic year indicated low average ninthly
family ,4.ncote levels of $356 for project enrollees with 81% of the pupils', family

lincomes falling below the poverty level. Average family size included 4.25
children based on pirents' reports; 323 pupils /745 of the 435 enrollees) were
native Spanish speakers. Average class enrollments in September 1972 were 27.75;
withdftwals during the 1972-73 year averaged 4.81 per class (17 per cent); late
entries per class averaged 4.00 (14%). Absences during the year were highs
averaging approximately 353 per class or 12.7 per pupil.

Three elementary schools selected by the Title VII staff served as
'control schools. One class At each grade levelvas selected within each of the
three control schools by the principal in charge of each. Classes forming the
control group were approximately equal to the project group in terms of socio-

economic level. Each control school vas also the one closest geographically to.a
project school.

Data reported for 1972-73 also indicated that kindergarten teachers in the
control schools averaged 20 years' teaching experience, while the siA kinder-
garten teachers in the project schOols were all in their first or second year-of
teaching. Class size for control kindergartens averaged 23 in comparison with
an average size of 29 for project kindergarten classes. Otherwise, at grades
1 and 2, project and control classes were equal in terme of teachers' experience
and class size.

Until the'curient 1974-75 academic year, classes in the control schools
were taught monolingually without regard for the language dominance of the
children. With the implementationof Texas bilingual program legislation in
1974-75, pupils in the control classes may also be partially instructed in
Spanish. The project evaluatOr reports that in the.control schools, heavy
emphasis was placed on the instruction of reading ancr mathematics just as in
the Title VII bilingual education program.

Comparison Design

The basic comparison design in 1972-73 and 1973-74 involved administration
of pretests and posttests to both project and control groups within each grade.
The evaluators point out that the two groups may not show sampling equivalence
although the attempt was Made to balance both groups'as closely as possible in
terns of ethnic'mix, maturation, and the test instruments administered. Match-

ing was made at the school level. In this situation, if pretest equivalence is
observed for the controls and project pupils, then significant mean posttest
scores, either raw or adjusted for pretest group differences, or significant
an gain scores favoring the project pupils indicate program effect, other
things being equal. Data will be reported for the 1972-73 and 1973-74 academic

years.

Measures

For the 1972-73 and 1973-74 academic years, the'following tests were
administered at the grade levels irldicated.
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Test
Grades administered in:
1972-73 1973 - it

Stanford Early School Achievement Test

Inter-American General Ability (Spanish). ..

Inter-American General Ability (English)

K

K

K

K

K

' K

SRA Achievement Test (Orimary'I) 1 1 .

SRA Achievement Test (Primary II) 2 2,3 \
Inter-American Reading (Spanish Level I) 1,2 1,2

Inter-American Reading (Spanish Level II) 3

Inter-American Reading (English Level I) 1,2 1,2

Inter-American Reading (English Level II) - 3

Results: 1972-73

Kindergarten. Table 2 shows means on the Stanford Early School Achievement
Test (May administration) for the kindergarten project and control pupils enrolled
during the 1972-73 academic year. Table 2 also shows mean 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-
American General Ability Test.

In kindergarten, both the control and project group showed equivalent
means on the three subtests of the Stanford Early School Achievement Test
and on both teats of the English versions of the Inter-American 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 project pupils scored above the 64th percensile on
both language versions of the Inter-American Test, while the controls scored
significantly lower (at the 46th percentile) on the'Spanish version.
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Table 2

-Means on the Stanford Early School Achievement Teat and on
the Inter-American General Ability Test (Spanish and English
Versions)ifor Bilingual Project and Control Group Students

'Grade Group H Stanford Early School Achievement Teat
,(Language)

Letters, - Aural
Mathematics Sounds Comprehension

Kindergarten Project 167 17.4
($nglish) Control 67 18.6

17.6 17.0
18.0 18.0

Inter-American Pruebas de Eabilidad General

Verbal-Numerical Non-Verbal

Pre Post Post(adj) Pre Post Post(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-American Test of General Ability (English).

Verbal - Numerical Non-Verbal

Pre Post Post(adj) Pre Post Post(adj)

Kindergarten Project 143 10.4 14.4 14.3 12.0 15.1 15.1
(English) Control 59 10.2 14.0 14.1 11.0 15.3 15.3

* *

Mean differences between Project and Control group at .05 level

Mean,differences between Project and<Control group at .01 level

1 -

Raw score means are shown for the Inter-American General Ability Test.
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First Grade. First grade s=aries are shown ra Table 3 which reports
grade eqvivalent means for project and control groups on the three,subtests of
the SRA Achievement Test and pretest, posttest, and gain score means on both
subtests of both language versions of the Inter4Asserican Reading Tests.

Table 3 -

Means on the SRA Achievement Test and on the Inter-
American Reading Tests (Spanish and English Versions)

for Bilingual Project and Control Group Students

SRA Achievement Test (Primary I) GE's

Group M Reading Language Arts- Mathematics

Project 148
Control 75

2.2 2.1 2.6

1.8** 1.7** 1.8**

Inter-American Pruebas de Lecture (Nivel I)

Vocabulary Comprehension

Pre Post Post(adj.) Pre Post Post(adj.)

Project 126 9.3 20.4 20.4 9.5 16.2 16.2

Control 65 7.7 9i 9.2** 8.3, 8.7 8.8**

Inter-American Teat of Reading (Level I)

Vocabulary Comprehension

Pre Post Post(adj.) 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 Control group at .01 levgl

Both the project and control groups.nerformed well at the end-of -year
administration of the SRA Achievement Tests (1.8 - appropriate grade level),
but the project group scored significantly higher (.01 level) in mean grade
equivalents than did the controls on all three subtests. On both language,.,
versions of the Inter-American Reading tests, the adjusted posttest means of
the project pupils were significantly higher (.01 level) than the means (of
the control group on both the vocabulary and comprehension subtests.

1
Raw' score Means are shown for the Inter-American Reading Tests.
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Second Grade. Secon4 grade surer cries are shown in Table 4 for the same

tests as those appearing in Table 3.

Table 4

Means on the SRA Achievement Teat and on the Inter-American Reading Tests

(Spanish and English Versions)I for Bilingual Project and Control Group Students

Grade .

(Language) Group N

SRA Achievement Test (Primary II) GE's

Reading Language Arts Mathematics

Second . Project 106 2.9 2.8 2.7
(English) Central 68 2.6 2.5* 2.4*

Inter-American Pruebas de Lecture (Nivel I)

Vocabulary Comprehension

Pre Post Post(adj.) Pre Post Post(adj.)

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 - American Test of Reading (Level I)

Vocabulary Comprehension

Pre Post Post(dj.) Pre Post Post(adj.)

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 tnd Control group at .05 level

Mean difference' between ProjeCt and Control group at .01 leVel

The project students maintained grade level (2.8) at the May testing of the
SRA Ackievement tests and significantly (.05 level) out-scored the controls on
the SRA Language arts and mathematics subtexts. On both the English and Spanish
versions of the Inter-American Reading tests, the project group's adjusted posttest
means were significantly higher (.01 level) than the control's on both the voca u-
lary and comprehension tests.

1
Rsw score means are shown for the Inter-American. Reading Tests.

.
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Language Development. Project pupils at the end of the first grade were
classified into those who had been in the program for two years and those who had
been in the program only for the first grade. On all three subtesta of the SRA
Achievement Test--Reading, Language Arts, and Mathematics--the pupils in the
first grade whe had also been enrolled in the bilingual program In kindergarten
scored significantly higher than pupils enrolled for only the first grade. The
11=4 pattern of significant differences between SRA Achievement Test means for
second graders enrolled three, two, and one year in the program vas observed.
These data are shown in Table 5.

Table 5

Mean SRA Achievement Test Scores for First end
Second Graders Classified by Length of Enrollment

Group

First Graders in
Program for:

SRA Achievement Teat

Reading Language Arts Mathematics

2 years
1 year

100
23

2.3**
1.9

2.3**

1.8

Second Graders in

Program for:

3 years 42 3.1** 3.3**
2 years 21 2.8 2.5
1 year 27 2.6 2.4

2.7*

2.4

2.8**

2.5

2.5

* Mean differences hitweengrodpa at .05 level

ft* Mean differences between groups at .01 level

I

(

-r
r
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Mean pretest and posttest raw scores on both the English and.Spaash
versions of the vocabulary and comprehension subtests of the Inter - American Reading
Tests were also calculated and are reported in Table 6 for first graders enrolled
in the project for one or two years, and 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-American Spanish version, length of program
enrollment 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

Group it

Spanish

Inter-American Reading Test

English

Vocabulary Comprehension Vocabulary Comprehension

Pre .Post Pre Post Pre
,-.

Post Pre Post

First Graders
Enrolled:

2 years- 102 9.8 21.6 9.6 .16.7 11.2 25.0 10.2 21.0

1 year 22 7.3 14.6 ** 9.2 14.21"' 9.6 19.4 ** 8.9 13.7 **

Second Graders
.17

Enrolled:

3 years ,43 16.9 29.7 12.6 24.9 26.1 36.0 20.3 -35.3

2.yeare 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 groups at .01 level
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Results: 1973-74

Comparisons between project and control groups in 1973-74 were made on
the same tests used in 1972-73 to measure English and Spanish language abilities.
However, posttest covariance adjustments were not calculated, so that on the Inter-
American Series testa in both languages, pretest, posttest, and gain means are
reported, with programs effectiveness demonstrated by significant seen gain dif-
ferences favoring project' groups.

Kindergarten. Certain criteria were sat as indicative of the achievement
of program objectives for the project group.- On the Stanford Early School
Achievement Test, kindergarten pupils enrolled in project class's in 1973-74 were
expected to achieve at an 80/40 (80% of the pupils will score above the 40th
percentile) criterion and a 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 a significantly
(.05 level) higher mean gain than the controls with 90% Of the pupils scoring above
the 20th percentile and 60% of the pupils scoring above the.50th percentile:

For the Stanford Early Achievement Teat 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
significantly favor the project students in any of the three subtests:

For the Spanish version of the.Inter-American Series postteat total score, 4/
85% of the project pupils scored above the 20th percentile and 70% above the 50th
percentile, indicating near attainment of the achievement expectancies.

Table 7 shows pretest, posttest, and gain means on both versions of the
Inter- American General Ability Test for the project and control students.

Table 7.

core Pretest, Posttest, and Gain Means for Kindergarten Pupils

General Ability General Ability

Inter-American Total Inter-American Total

Spanish. English

'GrOu N Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain

Project 9 27.3 28.8 6.5 22.0 30.4 8.4

Control 48 24.2 26.2 2.1* 22.0 29.3
7.3n.e.

* Mean differenCes between Project and Controf 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.

1ft

D-73

148



First Grade. Objectives for the first grade were.(a) that first grade

project pupils would significantly ou ain control pupils on both versions of

the Inter-American Reading Test, and ) that project pupils would score 0.6
grade equivalents higher than controls on the SRA Achievement Mathematics

4 and Reading subtests. Summary test information is.prassated in Tables 8 and 9, .

Table 8

SRA Achievement Test Means for First Graders

c.
Group' h

SRA AChievement Tests

Reading 'Language Arts Mathematics

Project

Control

111

74

2.3

1.8

2.2

1.7

2.4

1.8

.With respect to the second objective, grade equivalent differences favored
the project group on the Mathematics subtext at the expected level (0.6), but not
on the Reading subtext (0.5) of the SRA Achievement Test. Significance levels

are not reported for these mean differences between project and control pupil?
in the first grade, but it should be noted that project pupils averaged considerably,
above the grade level of 1.8.

0 Table 9

Inter-American Reading Test Raw Score Means for First Graders

Group N

Inter-American Spanish Inter-American English

Pre Post Cain Pre Post Gain

Project

Control'

125

-46

19.6

14.4

49.5

21.3

29.9
**

6.9

22.2

14.2

52,9

34.4

30.7

**20.2

* * Mean differences between Project and Control group at..01 level

With respect to 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.
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Second Grdde. Objectives for the second grade were (a) 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 students 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. -

Table 10

SRA Achievement Means for Second Graders

Group N

SIA Achievement Tests

Reading Language Arts Mathematics

Project

Control

130

83

3.1

2.7

3.1

2.6

2.9

2.5

Table 11 thous mean pretest, posttestand gain scores for both the project
and contr6l students on both versions of the Inter-American Reading Tests. Results

owere mixed with project pupils outgaining controls on the Spanish version and
litontrols outgaining project pupils on the English version.

Table 11

Inter-Anerican Reading Test Raw Score Means for Second Graders

Group N

Inter-American Spanish Inter-American English

Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain

Project

Control

97

57

33.5

20.4

54.0

35.9

20.5

15.5
**

44.6

34.3

6.6
60.8

21.0

26.5
**

k* Mean differences between Project and Control group ae'.01 level
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....... ' *
. . . - ----

... Third Grade. Third grade objectives were identical to those for the second
grade: ,(a) 0.6 mean gradt-equivalerii superioritydor project pupils on the
Kaehematics"and,Rseding subtexts of the SRA Achievement Tests and (b) mean gain

--t
moor* superiority for prOlect pupils on tics Inter -Asericion-Reading Tests. legults
are presented in4htle 12 andImble 13.

c . '."....,

1
Table 12'

-.41!,

** Mean differences between Project and Control group at .01 level

9
-__, . .

In the third grade, project pupils significantly outgained the controls on
both versions of the Inter-American Series.

SRA Achievement Test YA/111 for IbiTd-Orldits- =

SRA Achievement Tests

Group N 'Reading Language Arts Heriatice

Project' 87 3.5
.

3.6 .
.

3.6
;

'.Control 89 . 3.1 3.5' 3.5

Objectives with respect to'the SRA Reeding and Hattlematice subtests were
N. not set and grade equival,en Isveis.for either group do not reach grade expectancy.
However in reeding, the project,pupils outperform the trola by 0.4 grade equiv-

alents on the average.

Table 13

Inter-American Reading TestRaxpScere Means for Third Graders

Inter -American Spinish Inter-American English

Group N
Pre Post Gain- Pre Post Gain

Project 85 '26.7 56.5 29.8 52.5 72.7 20.2
**

Control 63 23.8 33.5 9.7 48.2 59.1 10.9
**

A
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PROGRAM ARIA::

. Bilingual Education

VROJEC TITLE:

Bilinguil-Educesion -Program (Title VII, PL 89-10)

LOCATION!.

Moutton, Texas

SOURC4Sa-D OF PititriM:

The following figutps.pertain to the fifth year of program operation:

Title VII Funds 'S246,960-,
182;344

State Funds :296,705
:;/

Total Year 5 5726.009-

PROGRAM START :SATE:

1969

BRIEF DESCRIPTION'OFPROJECZ:.

Goals and ()JeiriVes.' The,program is designed to serve Spanish spedking
students by developing Multlixany and linguistically appropriate curriculum, by
providing relevant training "for teachers-and aides, by developing parent and
community involvement in thi,educational process, and by generally effecting a
change in attitude -Xousrdi.hi.lit4Ual education. The intent of this program is
to improve student velfnce,pt-hy raising the status of the students' language
and culture Ind theithy%incressing student schievement4in English, Spanish, and
other contenaaretc._,-

Context. T1tidoust8t school district, which is 41% Black, 40% Anglo, and
18% Mexican-American, experiences a high attrition and nobility rate. The
program schools are located in the eastern and northeastern parts of the city
and have a student enrollientwhich is 53% Mexican-American, 42% Black, and 5%
Anglo, Asian, and.Indian.

Program description. ,

Grade level(s), yearaof operation, sizeDuring its fifth year of
operation, 1973-74, the program served 1550 K-12 students in eight elementary
schools, one junior high, and one high school.

.

Staffi g-4:The program staff required for this number of participants
consists of the follovingi Administrators/supervisors (5, full time), Specialist
(1, parttime), Evaluator (1, parttime), teachers (48, full tine), teacher aides
(23, parttime), and elerical (3; full,iie), All administrators teachers, and
aides in the program'are bilingual.

-
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Curricula, material, tine involved--(This section applies to the

elementary level program.) Students begin 1(arNing to read in Spanish with

the use of His Primeras Letras, a reading readiness book on letters'and letter

sounds in Spanish. Spanish Reading Activities, a workboOk developed by teachers

in the district, is used in conjunction with the reading text. After students

master Spanish decoding skills using Kis Primeras Letras and Spanish Reading

Activities, they begin reading in the Laidlaw basal reading series in Spanish.

As students improve their reading skills in Spanish, they progress through the

Laidlaw basal readers.

Spanish dominant students are also instructed in oral English language

development, and English reading using Basic English Language Patterns for Spanish

Sneaking Students and the Harcourt, Brace, and Javonovich basal reading series.

English dominant students are instructed in oral Spanish, Spanish reading (for

those who are ready), and English reading.

Each bilingual classroom has a teacher and a half-time aide who assists

with instruction. The teacher plans the daily program, and the aide works closely

with her to see that it is carried out.

Instruction includes a block of tine devoted to Spanish reading and

language arts. During the remainder of the day the instruction is in English,

for English dominant and bilingual students. Students who are monolingual Spanish

receive additional instruction in Spanish after the lessons are presented in English.

The bilingual teachers have available to the= the fjexibility of explaining, empha-

sizing, or reinforcing any skill in either language to ensure that each pupil be-

comes involved and senses a feeling of achievement and security.

At the secondary level, the program includes ESL for monolingual Spanish

students and several bilingual courses for students 4110 have already attained some

degree of bilinguality. The monolingual Spanish students are identified by the.

homeroom teachers and tested on basic reading skills. Those students who qualify

are enrolled in ESL, plus regular English and math, and their choice of elective

courses. Students in their second year'of ESL also take Science and History (in

English).

Students who do not qualify for ESL May enroll in any of the several

courses which are taught bilindually. These courses are open to all students.

Bilingual Courses

Junior High

Reading, Writing, Spelling
Texas History
Speech
Drama
Spanish for the Spanish Speaker

Facilities--The program can operate

special modification.
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High School

Algebra
Geometry
Spanish Business Connunication
Mexican Folkloric Dance

in a regular classroom without any
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Parental involvement- -Close contact with parents has been a key feature
of the program over the five years of its development. Each year teachers bold
quarterly meetings with the parents at the school to explain the bilAral progra.
Teaibers also make yearly home visits to parents to talk about howfi'heiT child is
doing and to obtain the parents' reactions to the program on a district question-.
naire.

Brochures entitlse. "Parental Involvement in the Bilingual Education of
Houston Independent School District" have been developed by the district *guide
teachers in getting parents involved in school - related activities. The teachers
have recruited parents to help on various classroom projects, and some parents
have tutored bilingual students under the guidance of the teachers.

Advisory Board Meetings During the first few years of the program's
development, the district Title VII Advisory Board played an important role in
increasing 'community involvement in the program. For instance, in order to increase
participation of Spanish speaking parents, meetings were conducted in English and
Spanish. At the beginning these meetings were used to inform parents of develop-
ments in the program. Later, parents became more actively involved in decision
making.

The Advisory Board, which meets quarterly, consists of the principal,
one bilingual teacher, one parent, and one community leader from each of the ten
participating schools. These =embers are organized into study teams in six areas:
Instruction, Curriculu=, Community Relations, Inservice, Dissemination, and Eval-
uation. Each tea= reviews the needs and/or probl=s related to its area and makes
recommendations to the total board.

?reservice /inservice training--Over the first five years of thilprogra=,
teachers gained valuable experience in =any areas of bilingual education. They
participated in the development of new materials, established their own styles of
dealing Smith the task of .teaching in tub languages, and discovered how to make the
beat use of the help an aide could provide in the classroom. The frequent inservice
training 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-
gram was provided at least once a month during the school year. Training consisted
of 2-hour sessions after school for which participating teachers received a $10
stipend. During the 1973-74 school year ten sessions were held, covering the
following topics: ESL, cultural awareness and history, evaluation, and methodology
of language instruction. Bilingual staff development activities also included
visits to other schools, displays of locally developed instructional materials,
and mini-university courses offered by the district.

Cost--During Year 1 the program received funds totaling $234,850; this
figure has increased each year by about $100,000 as more participants are served.
(Program enrollment 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 equipment and
furniture ($20,000 in Years 1 and 2'combined), instructional materials ($10,000
in Year 1), inservice stipends ($14,500 in Years 1 and 2 combined), and consul-
tants who helped with all phaies 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 as local resource people gained experience
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in the program and were able to take over a consulting role. As the need for

inervice training tapered off, the amount spent on stipends was reduced. Teachers

arc paid to write urriculum materials to supplement commercial materials, but
this activity has become less critical as better bilingual materials become avail-

able commercially.

The Houston Independent School District substantially increased its
support of the program during Years 3, 4, and 5 by picking up all program expenses
at Kindergarten in Year 3. Kindergarten and Grade'l in Year 4, and Kindergarten

through Grade 2 in Year 5. Program staff feel that by assuming fiscal responsi-

bility for the total program, a grade level at:a tine, year by year, the district
funds have contributed to the orderly, stable growth of the program. This approach

is believed to be preferable to one in which a local district picks up specific
budget items, without taking into account sufficiently the impact of this action

on the total program.
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E%I4ENcE OF EFFECTIVENESS:

Evaluation. The Bilingual Education ?roject of the Boustoi Independent
School Diadict is served part timby the project evaluator, Fs. Piedad Cortez,
as well as a part-time research consultant who is responsible for the bisic coo-
:parison design. The main objectives of the evaluation each year vere

Establish cccparability of program participants and control
groups to validate comparative cognitive gains.

Cocpare the cognitive gains in general English ability of
program participants and control groups.

Assess gains in the Spanish ability of project participants.

When possible, compare the mathehtics ability of program
participants and control groups.

Compare mean posttest general English ability scores for
control groups and for program participants categorized
by years of enrollment in the program.

Year and grade samples. Elementary level Zest data for three years are
summarized: 1971-72, 1972-73, and 1973-74. These are respectively the third,
fourth, std fifth years of program operation. Data for grades K-3 are reported
for 1971-72, grades K-4 for 1972-73, and grades K-5 for 1973-74. In 1973-74
however, the grade 5 comparisons are based upon only 36 pupils in the combined
participant and control groups; this naMher is to small to allow strong inferences
to be made. Consequently, the statistical summaries presented in Table 2 and
Table 3 below are those for grades K-3 in 1971-72 and grades K-4 in 1972-73 and
1973-74.

Measures. Measures reported are the general English ability and mathematics
scores of the Inter-American Series Tests administered in both Spanish and Eriglish

to the program participgnts and in English to the contr 1 groups. Reliabilities
are unreported. This test is quite generally in use in ilingual educatioln pro-

grams across the nation. Raw scores are reported. There are no standardized
measures, grade equivalent scores, or U.S. norms available.

Comparison procedures.

Pretests were administered in October and posttests in May of
each academic year.

Repeated measures analyses pf variance were calculated, yielding-

tests of group effects (experimental versus control) in the between-subjects
breakdown and main time effects (pre- versus posttests) as well as Time X Group
interaction effects in the within-subjects breakdown. The latter one degree of
freedom 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 estimated
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 F-tests.
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" Participant schools and control schools numbered seven and twoi re-
spectively. in 1971-72 and the same in 1972-73; there were eight experimental and
two ontrol schools in 1973-74. Ethnic distributions-of total enrollee!, in all
project schools for the three years reported were approximately balanced between
Black and Spanish-American which resulted krom "pairing" of schools to observe inte-
gration; this "balancing" in Houston was among the predominantly Spanish- American
schools.

Control groups are reported as selected do the basis of similarity to
the experimentals in language, socio-economic level, and academic achievement. How-
eyer, three factors should be considered when interpreting the results. First, in-
dividuals were removed from the control groups in order to matth the pretest score
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
showing the numbers of continuing program participants over the first four years
of the bilingual program. For exa=pli, of the 290 kindergarten pupils enrolled
in the bilingual program in 1969-70, 153 continued in the program for two years,
99 for three years, and 75 for four years. 'Because of attrition, the evaluatOtr
felt compelled to require-significance at the .01 level. (These figures are taken
from the application for continuation for the fifth year. Numbers are not extended
or reported in the 1973-74 fifth year program evaluation report.)

Table 1

Bilingual Program Enrollment by Year and by Grade
Showing Second, Third, and Fourth Year Continuing Pupils

Grade
c

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73

K

1

2

3^

5

290

124

24

175

307(1531)'

121(62a)

24(8a)

153

163(111a)

259(94a,99

00(36a,

12(71) 127(381,30,27c)

29(94,711)

184

172(125a)

183(62
a
,101

b
)

256(72a ,62b,75c)

a--Second Year Participants; b--Third Year Participants; c--Itourth Year Participants
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Third, in 1972-73 a significant.number of pupils enrolled in an ESL Project 21
were discovered to b in the control group and were then consequently ellminated
from the analysis. ;this in effect removed the Spanish-dominant segment of the
control group.)

Tests were ad-linistsred by elementary coordinators vith the assis-
tance of classroom teachers.

Pretest and posttest results are reported for both program partici-
pants and for control groups with complete and non-zero scores.

Results. Table 2 shows the mean pre- and posttest Inter-American Series Test
scores for the experimental and control groups in each:grade for each year. General
English ability and mathematics scores are reported. With the exception of grades 1
and 3 in the 1973-24 school'year, all contrasts significantly favor the bilingual
participants. Thus the evidence strongly supports the conclusion that the effects
of the bilingual program are positive across grades for the thzee-year period
reported. The mean gain, differences favoring the program participants tend also
to be large in relation to the estimated standard deviations bf the gains (esti-
mated as the square root df tee within-subject variability across groups).

Table 3 reports pre-post and gain scores on the Inter-American Series General
Ability Teat, Spanish Version, for the program participants. No comparisons with
controls are made. The data indicate that grins from October to Hey are large
across grades and years. ,

Tables 2 and 3 Are shown on the following pages.

Mean Inter-American General Ability Test scores for grade groups within each
year were categorized either as control or by length of enrollment in the bilingual
program. In most cases, the groups differed significantly although there is no
apparent positive correlation between length of enrollment and mean score. Post,
hoc contrastswere not calculated.

Summary. On the basis of the data reported for three consecutive years, the
bilingual education program in Houston results in significantly higher seven-month
gains in the English version for program participants in comparison to that of
controls.

The design applied to summarize the data is simple, to the point, and is one
that was planned as part of the management monitoring process. It is a summative
prdcedure that could well be copied by many bilingual programs that do not stress
the summative 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 Gain Scores for Experimental Groups
on the Inter-American Test Spanish Version

Grade Group N Pre Post Gain SD

11971-72
A

K Experimental 111 42.3 68.9 26.6 8.1 595.3 .001

1 Experimental 130 47.7
-

59.0 1.1.3 6.5 194.1 .001

2 Experimental 205 .44.5 58.5 14.0' 6.8 434.8 .061

3 Experimental 79 60.7 76.1 15.4 6.6 216.5 .001

1972-73

K Experimental 159 36.2 61.0 24.8 13.0 287.7 .001

1 Experimental 146 47.6' 58.1 10.5 8.7 104.5 .001

2 Experimental 161 45.9 58.7 12.8 7.2 241.6 .001

3 Experimental 218 47.6' 61.8 14.2 11.2 172.6 .001

4 Experimental 98 57.1 77.3 20.2 13.2 115.1 .001

1
1973-74

K Experimental 127 46.2 65.7 19., 6.2 605.9 '.001

1 Experimental 168 43.2 58.0 14:8 9.7 196.6 .001

2 Experimental 172 46.1 62.8 16.7 13.9 12.9 .001

3 Experimental 163 54.7 69.5 14.8 12.8 11.7 .001

4 Experimental 162 54.1 72.9 18.8 14.2 137.4 .001
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PROCRAM AREA:

Bilingual Education (Spanish/English) .

PROJECT TITLE:

Kingsville Bilingual Education Program

LOCATION:

Kingsville, Texas

SOURCES AND LEVEL OF FUNDING:

The following figuies pertain to the fourth year of program operation.

Title VII Funds 67,727

Local Funds 145,000

State Funds 990

Total $213,717

PROGRAM START DATE:

1970

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:

Goals and objectives. Coals are to enable non-English-speaking children
to achieve proficiency in their mother tongue (Spanish) and in a second lan-
guage (English), which will permit them to master the school curriculum
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 bilingual will,be able
to rake contributions to both cultures.

Context. Kingsville, in Kleberg County, Texas, is about 36 Clips .south-

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 naval base located in

the city. Attrition from the program, however, has not' Veen a problem.
A celanese plant just outside town employs many people; other employment for
residents is with the city, in services, and with local businesses. Kingdifille is

also the home of Texas A 6 I University.
.

There are,6,505 students enrolled in the Kingsville Independent School
District, Many of whom come from homes in which Spanish is the dominant lan-
guage. The ethnic breakdown in the district is 54% 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.

F
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Program oeicription.

Major features of tSe program,are the following:

use of behavioral Objectives and curriculum guides,
paired teaching in grades 1-5,
emphasis on language development in both languages,
systematic assessment of oral language abilities,
preservice and inservice training, and
parent and community involvement.

These features will be discussed in appropriate sections below.

Grade level(s), years of operation, size. The program is now
in its fifth year of operation. In Year 4, the program served 383 children
in grades K-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 ir the Title VII bilingual education program. These schools con-
stitute one of three elementary level clusters. Kindergarten and first grades
are in one school; second and third grades are in another; and fourth and
fifth grades are in the third school. In these three schools, there are

p
now almost 500 chillien invol ed in the bilingual education program in
grades K-5. In addition, one arochial school 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 6 I'University. The evaluator and an assistant were
subcontracted to manage the testing analysis of data. The assistant is
also responsible for administering taped morphological and phonological
tests to program participants. Several other people at the district level
assist the staff of the bilingual program when necessary. These people are
the Curriculum Director,Elementary Supervisor, Counselor, and Visiting
Teacher, who visitsparents at home.

Curricula,_ time involved, facilities.

Behavioral objectives -- These have been developed for each "
grade level in the program 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, social studies (including health, safety,, and culture), and
mathematics. At the kindergarten level, there are additiqnal objectives
relating to school orientation (i.e. awareness 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 objectivei. Teachers may
make slight adjustments in objectives to fit needs of the children.

When the guides were written it 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 in some of the readers that cane from Mexico._ If a word was used that
was foreign to the children's experience; teachers crossed it out and sub-
qtituted the word that had been agreed upon as being more relevant. This
provides consistency across the program while also.developing the children's IP-
vocabulary in'Spanieh.

The objectivea in Spanish language arts provide.for reading experiences
that will enable studenta to develop decoding skills necessary for the
effective use of reading for 3.earning. English language arta objectives
are designed to teach Spanish-dominant children proper usage of the English
language. Objectives for math and social studies relate closely to the
content of the textbooks used throughout the district.

Kindergarten -- All kindergarten children take theInter-American
General,Ability Test in Spanish and English. With parents' permission, those.
who demonstrate a language handicap 11), scoring below a certain percentage are
enrolled in the bilingual education program. The core of the kindergarten
curriculum is a locally developed book containing 32 lessons, each of which
teaches one sound in the Spanish language. Each lesson includes a high
interest, action oriented story about the sound and a variety of reinforcement
activities. Stories were adapted from books from Mexico. The grapheme is
introduced simultaneously. Lessons also contain questions about 'the story,
vocabulary words using the sound, and a rhyme. To reinforce the sound,
children may be askedl"to think of other words beginning with that sound, or
to write the letter on the boerd, 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. Teachers generally devote one week
to each lesaon, but there..is. flexibility to accomodate different learning
rates of children. ,Students then learn how to combine letters to make syllables
and syllables to make words, so that by grade 1, most children have acquired
the skills for reading.

Kindergarten classes are self-contained, and all kindergarten teachers
are bilingual. In4ructional time at all grade,levels is equal for both
languages (50% 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
bilinguil instruction. '

Grades 1-5 -- Reading instruction in Spanish begins in grade 1
and continues to expand upon skills taught in the kindergarten program. Once
the *child has mastered the skills and begins to read, the focus shifts to
deVeloping fluency and comprehension. ,Instruction in English language arts
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 begfh
reading in English during the second semester of grade 1. For those whose English
speaking vocabulary needs additional deyelopment, reading in English is prolonged
until Chef show readiness. By the end of grade 2, all children are reading in
Spanish and English. Reading instruction in English adherei closely to the reading
series used in the district. The curriculum in social studies and math is also
centered around the texts uaed district-wide. Achievement in these areas is measured
by tests provided' with the textbooks.

V
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In grades 1-5, classes are integrated so that only -part sof each
class is involved in bilingual education. Students'move back-and,forth
between classrooms. Instructionin content areas continues to be equally
divided between Spanish and English, but scheduling is such that studente_in
the bilingual program are taught in-Spanish by one teacher apd in English
by another. Teachers are paired at each grade level, and not' all teachers

' at the elementirylevel are bilingual. Faired teachers plan together to tnsure
that instruction is coordinated and mutually reinforcing. For instance, if
the bilingual teacher is teaching a unit in gpinishscn plant reproduction,
the other teacher will emphasize the vocabulary and conetrpts during
language arts ihstruction in English.

Oral language instructian.SK5) -- To 'develop facility in botk .

languages, oral language. drills were developed that teach and reinforce the
structure, sounds, and syntax of English-and Spanish: They are* integral
part of the curriculum of all grades and build on skills acquired in,each
preceeding grade. Drills are practiced aloud,hy students for three to five
minutes each day. Teachers vary the procedures to avoid boredom.) Accompany---
ing drille'are a series of morphological and phonological tests that are
administered On a pretest/posttest basis. Thetests measure students' abilities
to make grammatical changes (i.e. knowing plurals for irregular nouns or
changing verb tenses). to speak with intonation and stress, ter-pronounce vowel
sounds, etc. Tests also provide for a review of commonly misused speaking
patterns often used by Spanish-dominant children and for vocabulary expansion. ,

Each child's pretesting sesston is taped, and weak areas are tallied. The
results are returned to the teacher,,who structures' such ofhis or her instruc-
tion in language development around these identified-weaknesses. Posttesting
occurs.when teachers feel that students have mastered the drills. so

Classroom management techniques -- A pupil profile chart is
maintained on each child-in.the bilingual prograd. It is a cumulative recovi
of hi pretest and posttest scores on all standardized feats, on tests that
secompahy textbooks, and on locally developed language tests. Grouping
patterns are determined by teachers and are a'function either ofdegree of
language proficiency or achievement level. Within a grade level, groups "
have different compositions for each subject area, and they change al often
as children's needs change.

Facilities -- The program operates in reguler classrooms. No
modifitations of school facilities are required. '*

Materials. A stiMmarrof the key materials used at all grade levels follows.

In addition to the focally developed.storybook used'in kindergarten,
reading readiness skills are'taught wish the Language Skilla-Tekt
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 selection of
audiovisual equipment.

0

,
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Houghton. Mifflin's Preparandase Para Leer is the core of the curriculum
for reading insrbction in Spanish in gride 1, Other readers used are
His ?rimeras Letres, Felicidad, and Victoria, all published in Mexico.
Elercicios de'Lengusie and Ili Primers Gramitice, also from Mexico,
supplement language arts instruction in Spanish. "El Nuevo Sembrador,
a reading series publishedin Spain, is the Spanish reading program
used in grades 2-5. One of.the books is also usedin grade 1.
Supplementary Spanish residers of varying degrees of difficdlty,-library
books, and audiovisual aids are &Teo utilized. Many of the library
books are fromMexico.

Reading in English is taught in elk grades with the district-adopted
Houghton Mifflin Reading Program. There is close monitoring at the
district level of all students' reading achievement in English.

41 In grades .1(-3, mathematics is caught in Spanish and English with
the Addison-Wesley series, Elementary School Mathematics, and in
glades 4-5 with Modern School Mathematics from HoUghton Mifflin.

Social studies is taught with Texto de Unidades DidIcticas (Diploma)
from Spain and Lands of Promise published by MacMillan.

The science curriculum uses La Ciencis en Su Vida *fro= 1C. Heath and
Company and Science by Laidlou, a division of Doubleday 6 Company.

Preservice /inservics training. For three weeks each summer, teachers
attend a series of preservice training workshops. They as scheduled by the
director and are based on particular needs of both teachers and students.
Consultants in many aspects of bilingual education have spoken on the following
topics: linguistics, teaching methods in Spanish for, speakers of English and
Spanish, use of materials and equipment, and teamrteaching methodology. Teachers
have presented mini-lessons demonstrating different techniques. They also have
sn opportunity to prepare and develop materials for the coming schooL year.-

-During the year, monthly inservice training meetings are held for all
members of the bilingual staff. As with thesummer workshops, topics are de-
termined by specific needs of teachers and students. These meetings have
been used to further orient new teachers to the project and its objectives and
to provide more experienced teachers an opportunity to plan additional class-
room activities. 'Policy changes within the program or at the district level
are also'discussed. , Teachers evaruate the usefulness of all training sessions
and make suggestions of other subjects they would like to pursue in their
training.

A third element of the staff development component is video-taping of
teachersl'hile they teach. Tylie isdone,three times a year by the director.
As she observes, she records the types of activities in progress, student
reactions to the work, And whether the:activities relate to program objectives
on a teacher effectiveneis analysis form. She also notes physical characteristics
of the classroom, such as neatness and displays. She then reviews the video-
tape with each teacher, praising effective techniques and suggesting alternate
approaches for less effective methods. She also points out incorrect language,

D-91

165

a



usage;- With the teachers' permission, the director has shown some,of thesetoe at workshops conducted for other bilingual-education programs. Teachers
wor;.ng coward certification in bilingual education, soon to be la requirement

in Texas. Certification involves attending a 10 -hour workshop given by one of
the Texas regional service centers, at least one year teaching aperieace, and
dernnstrAted proficiency in Spanish. For monolingual English7speaking teachers
whn are now teaching in the program, this entails receiving 200 hours' instruc-tion tn Spanish and passinga language proficiency test.

Parent/community involvement- Participation by parents and communitv
-s--1-...:-,e-tgari-11-eis--bitil.aguiredireatitinTif-og-Fa-m and parent-community

awareness of its philosophy have always been regarded as prerequisites for
program success. Major features of the parent involvement component are an
advisory board, a special parent questionnaire, a parent education program,
and publicizing the program.

The Advisory Board for the Bilingual Program, organized se the program's
isception, is composed of 12 people and meets four times a year. Members of
the Board art) parents, representatives

from community organizations and
agencies, and personnel from the district. Parents not on the Board, teachers,
the project director, and other school staff generally also attend meetings,
which are scheduled at a tine when the most people can attend. This is usually'at noorh Agendas of the meetings include an explanation of the program's
beginnings, its philosophy and goals, demonstrations of classroom activities,
planning for the following year, and reviewing proposals. The Board also
solicits suggestions from parents about ways to improve the program. This year,
because of district-wide clustering of the schools to achieve desegregation,
the Advisory Board and Title VII staff has communicated the program's philo- -
sophy tethe two schocils that recently became involved.

A parent questionnaire is distributed at the beginning of each year to
assess parents' willingness and availability to participate in activities such
as helping with parties,.chaparaning or-driving for field trips, telling
stories in the claseroon, or being a parent representative to organizations
or out-of-townMeetings. Parents are'encourage& to volunteer for at least one
activity. They are always welcome to visit bilingual clasies and are kept

'informed of special activities by notes sent home with their children.

Parent education has been another vehicle for assuring confidence in the
program and enthusiasm for learning. TitleVYI has sponsored workshops for
parents on drug education, health education, and sex education. Parents are
informed of other - services and opportunities available to them through the
district; such.as basic adult education_elasses. Parents have attended work-
shops in other communities on bilingual education.

Informatioa about the project is disseminated to:the community through
newspaper articles. The project also tries to present one or two programs
for the community each year that stress the culture and traditions of Mexican
Americans.
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Costs. Budgets and enrollments for the fir4t-four years of prograt
operation were as follows:

. e

,a

Enrollment Total Budget Per7p911 cost'

Year 1 106 $ 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 computed on the combined total of Title VII
and local funds,including teacher salaries. In Year 4, the program began re-
ceiving state funds, which are included in the per-pupil cost for that year. This
figure is the amount expended for the total educational program for each child in
the bilingual education program. The per-pupil cost for the regular district
program in Kingsville vas $835 in 1972-,73 (Year 3 of the bilingual program) and
5954 in 1973 -74 (Year 4) and includes all expenditures except debt services and
capital outlay for equipment with a lifek expectancy of more than one year.

According to program staff, the reason for the drop in per-pupil cost each year
is becaus' the program was contained in one school for four years, and materials
were atcumulated and shared in that school. For example, most of the major
inst7ational materials purchased in Year 1 for grades K and 1 were still being
used in 1973-74, but were shared by more children. The same-pattern held as the
program expanded vertically to grade 4 by 1973-74.

Major start -up costa incurred its Year 1 were S$,265 for contracted services,
including the auditor, the_evaluatort and consultants; $5,160 for classroom
and office furniture, audiovisual equipment, and nonconsumable instructional
msterials'(textbooks, library books, etc.);} X940 for consumable materials;
and $2,540 in travel expenses for the administrative, teaching, and consulting
staffs. The program also received a ane-tine ,planning grant for $5,167.
Contracted services Continued to be a significant expenditure and averaged
about $7,450 for Years 2, 3, and 4. Average travel expenses for the past
three years increased'slightly to $3,106. Expenses for ingtructiobal equip-
=eat and materials has increased as the program ha& increased its enrollment.
Costs for furniture, audiovisual equipment,'and nonconsumable instructional
materials have averaged around $10,000 and about $3,300 for consumable materiel
and supplies.

6.
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EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS:

Overview. The Title VII Bilingual Education Program in Kingsvi.le,
Texas is in its fifth year of operation. Tne total community is character-
ized by low socio-economic conditions. Therefore, school achievement tends
to be below average at all trade levels.

Tne evidence of program effectiveness reported in this section is based
-.,pon.data_gathe-ed for the 1973-74 school year. Bilingual classes in kinder-
garten through grade four that year were located in Colston Elementary School.
Control classes at the same grade levels were located in KlebergBlementary
Scnool.

a
Achievement test means for bilingual and for control classrooms in

Kindergarten through the fifth grace are compared.

Evaluator. The evalLator of the Kingsville bilingual program is Dr.
Marlyn Barlow, Professor of Education, Texas A and I University, Kingsville,
Texas.

Pupils. Table 1 tne number of classes anc the n.mtber of pupils
for whom pre- ana post-teat scores were availaole on ooth the Spanish and
tnglish versions of the Inter-American Series.

TABLE 1

1973-74 Bilingual and Control Classes and Number of Pupils

Number of Classes Number of Pupils
Group K 1 2 3 4 Total K 1 2 3 4 ' Total

Bilingual 3 4 3 3 3 16 48 71 65 77 55 316

Control 2 2 2 2 2 10 41 17 27 28 33 141

During the early history of the programs, attempts to assign classes in
tolston to a control group failed because program materials would be shared
by tne bilingual classroom teachers at Colston. Consequently control classes
were assigned at Kleberg Elementary School, a school that matchec Colston in
terms of socio-economic level and ethnic nix. Both schools contained approxi-
macely 97-98 percent Spanish-surnamed pupils.

Attrition is very low witnin the bilingual progra6 group. The community
is staple, so tnat there is over a 90 percent pupil carryover from year to year.

Measures. The following tests were administered to the pupils in both
tne program and control groups.

The SRA Primary Mental Abilities Test was administered only
in the first and third grade bilingual classroom in the fall
of 1973. Scores obtained were verbal meaning, space relations,

a
During the first four years, the program was inpl
School.
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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.

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 linear combina-
tion of SRA PMA score and Inter-American Series score obtained
the previous fall. These predictions were used for defining
individual 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 SRA 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 differences
among the classroom groups were revealed at both grade levels.

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, Mat-is reported is the number of
'possible contrasts-Lnvolving a bilingual and a control classroom and the number
af 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 comparisons involving a control
and a bilingual classroom at each grade level according to whether the c9mpari-
son was significant, or 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 Series, in favor of the bilingual classroom, and five showed mean gain
significance in favor of the control classroom.

tt

On the 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

169



TABLE 2

Classroom T--:Test Comparison Survey: 1973-74 Kingsville

Results

K 1 2 3 4 Total
B CBd Cb B C B C B C B C

English:

Significantc 6 0 1 2 0 0 0 3 1 0 '8 5

Not Significant 0 0 3 2 4 2 2 1 5 3 14 8

TOTAL 6 0 4' 4 4 2 2 4 6 3 22 13

Spanish:

Significant 6 0 2 0 4 0 2 0 3 0 17 0

Not Significant. 0 0 2 4 1 1 1/ 3 3 3 7 11

TOTAL 6 0 . 4 4 5 1 3 3 6 31 24 11

as = Bilingual mean higher den control
bC = Control mean high than bilingual

= Significant at the alpha = .05 level

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 claseroolt.

On the English version of the Inter-American 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 contrasts foi
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 Aid outgain the ,control classes in kindergarten.
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BILING,:AL PRt5GRAM DESCRIPTION OUTLINE

1. Program Overview (500-800 word summary)

Identification information
program title
location name
year started

Background information
historical development
context .

needs assessment

Objectives and procedures
bilingual/bicultural philosophy
45major objectives and rationale
'primary program features and rationale
key instructional strategies
time devOted to instruction in both languages
use of language in content area instruction

\

Participants
age, grade level, sex, number
demographrE-background
language dominance
special characteristics
language baseline competencies
selection criteria (qualifications)
selection procedures (test, referral, screening panel)

Personnel
categories and number
qualifications and training

II, Program Development

Relation'of program to target population and school system
target populat4On gize=andafaposition
demdgraphic and caltura.Plector's

geographic,21 area set-ei, physical.size, number of schools by grade leve
integration of program in system and with other programs

History and needs assessment
origins and philosophy
needs assessment focus,-methods, and priority selection
impact on program development

Bilingual/biculturai.prom objectives and rationale
objective with rc.spect t, language-dominant subgroups
general strategy for measuring attainment of objectives

A expected GqtrOme.5
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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 aAd training staff
selecting participants

Changes/growth in original programl
pattern of growth and development
major changes, if any, and rationales for them
major problem's, if any, and strategies for solving them

III. Staffing and Management

Staff types, numbers, and chain of command
job descriptions and roles
time devoted to program, length of service in program
qualifications, certification, experience in bilingual education
competencies in second languages

Recruitment of staff
sources

bilingualism requirements and experience
selectiOn strategies
strategies for maintaining a stable, motivated staff

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 command is implemented on daily basis
program administrator's autonomy and authority at-district and
school levels

key management strategies, and rationales

IV. Instruction

Language of instruction
choice
rationale
extent of use in instruction

attitude of teachers and children to language of instruction

1

Writers were free to discuss changes the progrem had undergone in.
each chapter, as appropriate.
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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
other teaching techniques
cultural component of the curriculum
motivational/reward techniques
feedback to students and parents
classroom management
classroom climate

Grouping
objectives and purposes
criteria and patterns
frequency of grouping children for daily instruction
frequency of regrouping

Diagnosis and assessment of participants
specific competencies measured
measurement procedures, instruments, frequency, records, reporting
use of diagnostic/assessment records for decisions
other observational procedures

Typical schedule/timeline" by grade level
time devoted to dominant and second language instruction in
each subject

integration of language subgroups for scheduled activities

Physical layout of instructional facilities
features of plant that affect instruction
features of classroom that affect instruction

Key materials and equipment
list of key items and quantity required
procedures/rationales for selection, adaptation, development, and use
cultural referenceilanguage of key items of materials

V. Parent.Involvement and Community Awareness

Rationale and purposes
-0 relation to program philosophy and objectives

intended outcomes

Historical perspective -

trends in participation
t changes in scope or emphasis

Specific nature of involvement
'4. key groups and their impact on the program

school- and class-based activities
homel-based program activities

extra-school involvement in program planning and review

Measures of involvement
*174
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VI. Costs

Sources and level..of funding

Federal funds.
State funds
Local funds
Other funds

Analysis of prograursupOlied-cost information
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

Per-pupil costs
basis for computing
state or local per-pupil allocation to which/added on,

if applicable
trend in per-pupil costs
compared to per-pupil cost pf regular program

Guidance for developing a replication budget
Further interpretation and comments re cost data
Budget options

VII. Evaluation

Design
Measures
Results
Interpretation

VIII. Sources for Further Information

Program director
EValuation director
Materials and equipment sources

,
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