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rate df gmwth bmngua.l educ:atxcm pragrams aré nct reac‘h!ng all who cguld

benef;t fmm them. | BRI S A;‘A‘ 7‘ ", :;; ' o
L ‘ C)ne déi‘E!‘Fénf tc:x the devélaprnent cf an adequate number t;f prcgrams ST
SR e 15 the lack of data ccnt:ernmg prcgram casfs. Fr‘%ent state fundmg can be as

i

low as theﬁ$25 per pup;l mTexas ar as hlgh as the 3351 50 m New Méxu:c, wh;le |

. federal fundmg lEVEIS shcw even gréater vanatmﬁ. 5

Thzs study uﬁdertack a ccst analysxs of blhngual educatmn in Texas ta S
= k \ ) : .
_ determme the per pg[:ul :Dsqcs of a rmmrnally adequate program whu:h wmﬂd

‘  S :Drrespand to the regular Fnanalmgual program fundéd under thé states - 7- -
Fcundatmn Schoel Frcgrarﬁ.f‘éddxt;onahy, the study determined welghted pupu S
faf:tars far b;hngual edu::atmn\ émce the wexghted pupll methad Df alIacatlcn B
has been remgmzéd by s;:hccl fmance experts as a measure wh;c:h relates pro- - .

grammatu‘: «:«:sts to the needs r:f the target pcpulatlons bemg served T S

o5

b,




g ;t-;—»‘»the plﬁajecf. Iﬁ parﬂCUIEf;

o ‘.hway 1r‘nphes TEA andsrsement of thé pro;ect.

"_Qar,aggnne, 11(:13 ’
Duke Uﬁi’vé'i"sity,: ﬁrb\fi;ﬂéd useful
v ::;ms;ghts durgng the mmal stages c;f prc;ec:t and Dr. Jcseph o. Ganﬂa, San

o 'D1ego State Umverswy, prov;ded a steady saufce of va.luable mformatxon. o
‘ \

Texas Edu:atmn'— __gency perscnne.l gave u:s theu- full cagp?i%tmn thraﬂghcu’c o '|

‘we would .hke ta thank Ga;l lehford and T1rn Lew;s

Df thé Infc:rmatmn Ana.lysxs afilce, and Dfi Arturo Gunerrég, leéC’tDl‘, and -

' Dr. Rcbert T;pton of thé va;sxon of B;ngual Educatmn, This as;ﬂstanf:e inno

A

: /To the members «:f Dur}paﬂ&l we owe a speaal debt of gratltude f@r thar .

| ;t;rne and etfort, as WE“‘ as to Kay Péna wht: helped make th;s réport readable.

Fmaﬂy, we wxsh ta tEﬁkAYclanda Sanchez and Maﬂa Rayas who t‘ypéd e

'k-thé report in'its varmus draﬁ

'-cm.ly the prajé«:’t staif ¢an be hEld"TESPDﬁSlbIE fDF the matenal Cantamed in this-

v C e , .
reper‘t- ‘ 'j'; _ i

narned v
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ef b1lmgual educaﬂan pragrams- the 1963 Bumgual Educa’txcn Act, a he.lghtened

awarenﬁs c@f the need tc prVldé languagesmmcnty c!‘uldren wrth a méaﬁmgful A

edu:anon, and Féx:enf federa.l and 5tate court ruhngs uphcﬂdmg the lega.l r;gbt

o cf laﬁguage mment‘y «:’Fuldren té) a sq:hagllcmmculum meetmg the1r language charar:-

i

_ expenmental and devalcpmental bilmgua.l pmje::ts 2. * This is raﬂecfed in feder’

. tensucs. » R w g

Desp;te the fact that federaily funded bxhnguai pmjéf:ts have gmwn from .

, a scant/}etal of 791 m 1969 thh 26 »300 parntz;pants fD 333 m sthaql year 7455 '

w1th 235 OOO students, these pragfams tcday are c:m.ly reachmg an estlmated 9
pereent Df a tetai target papulatmn or apprcx;mately 2. 5 rmlhcm t:h;ldrer'x.]‘; L

Flé?{lblé fedaral gmdelmés durmg the last seven years have encaur,

fundmg df a rﬁult1phc1ty of bilingual pmgrarns frorn seve\ral sc\urces, narriely, the

Emergency Sr:h(:gl Axd Act;, as well as’ the Ele entary anc\j Secandary Eduzancn

At:t Title V1], Tlﬂé I Txﬂe I M;graﬂt and Tn:le II , Edu:at%on fUﬁds are alsc avaﬂﬁ;-‘

| able from thé Adul't Educatmn Ac:t . Title III; Educ:’ txan Pr%:fessmns Develaprnent

Act' fhé Ec:ancmn‘: C)ppermmﬂes Act, T;tle I1; and E 1) 'c:atﬂ:)n for the Haﬁcﬁcapped‘ -

I

Act.

! PR . .

BILINGUAL ;Ejlzuczaj;rgw ON THE VSTEATELEVE;_;

While federal Iegxslatmn has estabhshed the need for blhngual éducatmn, S

set general gu.xdelmes fQF sus:h prcgrams and appmpnated funds much f the

e
= -



'fresponsxbuﬁy f«:r the develgprnent and xmpjementatmn of 111ngua prggfam

f.has. been left to m«iw;dual state& » A number qf states hav tlated bmngual

tlsé, expenence, o

IR i

educatmn pmgrams at staté exgense. Eapxtaﬂzmg an the

o :r;m-mcu,lurnf rnater;als and trammg prav;déd through Tlﬂe 1 and other federal

A

b;lmguai pregrarns, states have prov;ded l;rnn‘:ed arncunts of funds 1n order tc :7; O

i rnake avaj,lable the benefrts of bxlmgual éduczat;on to-an. expaﬁded mm’nber cf

o _;ehglble ctuldren w;th;n thé state.: At the present time, BD Df the 50 statés and

-

3_Sterr1taries have some typf of. 1eg1slat1ve préscnptmn iar bmngual educatmn. :

S E1ght of the states plus Puerﬂ:o Rn:c:s have mandatsry pmwsxons whu:h rnake rt
legally bmchng far the sr:hools of the state to offer a bﬂmgua educatmn pmgram

\,ta chlldren of llrmted Englishﬁspeakmg abll;ty Acconﬁng to the 19?4 Hearmgs

Dﬁ the Blegual Educa‘tmn At:t the fcllowmg states have apprepﬂated funds for
. . | bxl;ngual educatmnh Alaska, Cahiorrua, (:D’nnecfcicut Illmo;s, Loms;ana, Mass-‘
” | ac:thetts, M;chlgan, New Mexico, New York Téxas, Washmgtorz, and Caloradcé_ =

‘ BILINGUAL PR@GRAM VARIATIDNS

e is w;d"e vanancg not only among statés but w1th1n states as well on beth the
degrée of pmgram 1mpléméntat1c:n and the arncunt ci funds avaﬂable.
In Texas, for‘ examplé, bﬂmgua educatmn pragrams pha.;éd in éver a su:
_ | 7year permd have gmwn from 37’ to more than 180 du_ﬂng schael year 7%!375 ac:ccrdmg

.- to Texa$ Educanon Agenfﬁ:y f;gures, "The dégree of b;hngual prggram 1mp1ementatmn

has,.been Felanvely d.lscrétlonaﬁy ta md1v1dual schoal d;stncts, pl’GJEC’ES m Te;{as f :

K thrcugh seven in another distt‘;c:t.q‘ A nDtable vananze in fedéral funds to Texas _

1
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schecﬂ dlsfrx«:ts also exxsts.A ESAA_; n‘ds rang_e frqm‘ under 530 to-c aver S?C)D ;ﬂe;

&~ H ‘!

n_:oned by schoal fmam:e Experts, althaugh 1t irts mtc aniy Qf theth

N

\
eE o

WE—,IGHIED PUéi‘L;AF‘PR(}AéHi ‘l e

LY

R 9 L Lo

In ré:ent years rnany gtates have ﬁmved tD

‘ — méétmg ﬁeei of d;ffereﬁ: types of r:h.lldren an tH 3t
;o : R i e
' Thé ratmnae for thxs methad of fundmg a State eﬁi@tlon prggram‘ is that di 'ferent g ‘ '

b

. . B e *y

Iﬁ ofder to prowde adaquate funds fm‘ eac:h c:tuldﬂtﬁé ch;ldren are categor;zéd

= \ Vat Y v
in'to prcogram‘*area.s whu:h are funded at vaﬂolis lévg;s ThlS we;ghted pup;l appr@ach }" .

.;4'-1 (

' ::h;ldren have d.lfiEfEnt cﬁaraz:témsnc:s whxch requ;re dlffermg educatmna pro\grams.

prov;des anindex flgure af I. DO New Mexlé@, whic:h unhzes IhlS system f@r fundmg

state educat;aﬁ, ra

T o

Ed - . . ) . i

her artntran]y a.sslgned a we}ghted pur:ul factc:r of 1: 50 fm- e




bxlmgual educat;c:n in the state. Smce no effec:t;ve study has been ccnduc:‘ted
cn the re.lat;ve cost of l;uhngual educatu:n, the amounts utlhzed in wglghted ﬁ:upxl‘
: fadors djffer in the various states. In Flanda, the absenc:g'éf suc:h mfarmaﬁnn
. led the Ieglslatu e to t:la.ssnfy brlmgual éduc:atmn as a form af :Bmpensataw educatmn
s and a:ss;gnéd to thesé pupils the campensatar? educatlon we1ght. In Texas, a
- similar absence of mfcrmat;on led to a recammendatmn of we:ghts ra%gm% fr@m '
= 1. 15 to L.40 for bxhngual educaﬂan mcluded as part of the "panty c@mpensatary

10 - ’ y

progfamsi

COST ANALYSIS OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION

~In order to determine the cost c:f prcv;dmg b;lmgual educatmn, it is nec:essary

Ed

‘ that a valid a.ssEEssment be made of the cost of such pragrams. Dnte T;hJS m.fcrmatmﬁ

is av&ulable, it w111 then be pcssxble to deteﬂ*n;ﬁe the costs of b;lmgual eﬂucanon
s Yias carﬂpared toa rnanahngual prcgram ina state. Results frarn this one- year
IDRA Cost Anaiyms Study of Bilingual Educatmn in Texas can prVldé mfcrmancn .v
(1) to determine the cost of a rnmlrnally adequate bdmgual educatmﬁ program
in Texas, (2) to prev;de a guide for aJlr:u:'atmn of rescmrcas to bxlmguai pr@gramfi ‘
«(3) to determine state* costs and the relation of sux:h COS’ES to a state dlstnbunen

. o
systern and (4) fcr the Est;rnatmg af weighted. pupil fas:ttjrs in state school finance

-programs. L : ;’* ‘ o <

‘Because of the developméntal 5tatq§ of bilingual édgi:atian prégrarﬁs and
ith\‘e wide degree of differencein year and exten't of. implémenfatich, castistudics
on bilingual eduéaticn have not been feésible until I;DW-’ However, fhc: egécrimental
period eventually will be phased out as bilingual programs progress fromn pilot
projects to 5c:rv‘ic:.c' p,r,agrams to i_nstitutiggﬁaii;fation within state ngi:-;iticjﬂ;ﬂ systems
and individual school districts. Cangréssionaj appropriations for bilingual education

13
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already appear to‘have moved beyond the pilot stétez 97.7 million dollars were
éppropriate;d in 1976 as co%n'pared to the, ini%ial appi‘opriétion of 7.5 millionin

ccmunue mdﬁ;mtely w;thout substanuve data on bllmgual educ:atmn costs. State

léglslaturés will be facec{wﬁh a similar need for cost data as they Tove toward
mcreased apprcpnatlons for l:uhngual education. Dn‘s deterrent te the: develaprnEnt
of an adequate number cf blhngual pfcgrams 15 the laf:k of data as to the cost

: Iof su:h 1mplemenfatlon. Eeff:re realistic deas;ons can be made on apprgpﬂatmns, :

Iegxslatures will need to kriow. fc:r example, the numbér of pupils to be served

and the cost per pupxl. The nlﬂ'ﬁber of pupx]s mvolved must Canszder prxonnes

T

recogmzed by the u..s. fo;c:e of Education, such as (1) native language acqu.ls.ltmn,

(2) Engllsh language ac:quxsxtmn, [©)) C‘Dﬁtént learmngj aﬁd (4) gains in self concept
by man!’lt‘)" c}uldt'En. A concomitant L“SS‘UE is what pen:eritage of Enghshﬁspeakmg

- childreh should be u\sylvez-d in b;hnguaﬂ pmgrams.

LEGALSTAES OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION"

' The cost of bilingual e.dg:aticjn aﬁd statlé appropriations for such programs. -
takes on added Sighifican'é:e considering the federal mandate on lgilingual'educaticm
Two federal laws have a %lgcft beariﬁg én bilingual education -- the Civil Rights .
ZAC{ of 1964 and the quu,al E;éiuc:atignai Qﬁp@rtunitigs Act of AIS‘?L&,)

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 raa,sfbeen iﬁterpreted by the Office of Civ)i\l
.Rights as proh;bxtmg school systems frDm discriminating against children on th;
basis of langu;{&e, the_refare the f:uluré of a school district to-make provisionsy
for children of limited English-speaking ability constitutes discrimination which,

unless rectif_it:},! by the school district, can lead to thc:lflps:; of all federal funds.

.
i

|



In Portales v Serna., the Parta[és (New Mexu:x:) SEhQGl D15tr1ct was found
= % -

. to have faxled to mstltute a pragfam which would Fe::‘:nfy lan'mage deﬁcxenmés '

50 that children of thted Enghsh—speakmg abxlﬂfy wquld receive a meaningful

? eduanon. In its. review of the case, the Federal lDth! C‘;rcmt Court of Appeals

-~ stated "Uﬁder Title VI of the. Clvu Rights Act of 1964 (r:hudren of. Lxmxted Enghsh-
Speakmg Abmfy) have a nght to bilingual educat;on." - :; : '

Lau v NJChals was leed in behalf of some 1200 Chmése children in thé

San Franasco Unified Schaal DlstTIC'E who were not rec:avmg a spegal pmgram

in spite of bemg of limited Enghshaspeakmg abthy Ina unanimous dEClSan,

" the: Supremé Court ruled that providing the same program far Chllffrén who were ‘-

: atyp;ca.l ccnsututed d.xsc:nrnmatary treatment. The court then ruled that San

F rancisco must provide specxal treatmem for cf‘uldren of 11m1téd Enghsh—speakmg
) i, oo

ablhty or face the loss of all federal funds. ° L Q/ - .

- On the basis of federal legislarion\l* court défﬁﬁioris,l_z admxmstratwe

’regdétiaﬁslg and State legxslatxon where appropriate, there is no questlon that -

chﬂdrerx of hrmted English- speakmg ability have a legal right to a sdhaal r:urru:ulum

wh;ch meets thegr Iaﬁguage c:haractensnc:s, and it appears definite that school

d1strn:ts must implement suéh programs.

TS
» s

-
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HISTOR ¥

x I;IISTc:éii‘@FBILINGUAL EDUCATION l["
o i : o - o S " j

_ : fi |

The history of bllmgual education clcsely parallels the great mflux Df 1mrmgfant

. to the United States fmm the mid-19th c:enﬁlry to the bégl,rung of the EDth .
Both 1mmlgr?nt grcups and the larger sogety tried to "melt"rtl;e cverwhelrnlng )
numbers of lmmxgrants into Amencan society by téa:hlng them Engllsh

Early efforfs fccused on adult 1rnrmgrantsi Cities llkE New York, Chn:aga
and Detrmt set up spec:_lal classes for language minority lmmlgrants as part le
. mght sa:hcgl programs.s Many immigrant crgamzatmns provided ass;stan:e to .
members: of their graups to famhtate adjustment tcs American soc_tety Between LR
lSCJ? and 1912 the Yaurxg Men's Christian Assaaatlan was. respansible for teachmg

Engl;sh to 55, DDD immigrants in 130 cities and towns, In 19(3? New Jersey passed

a law prav;dmg for everung instruction in English and civies for 1mmlgrants

.} - ';;!

While most language minority children who were in school received no

special ccnsidérangn, mrmgfant groups attempted to establish native language =
£ -
schooling for their children. In F’ennsylvama, the Germans had public school mstructmn
.
in German for a brief period in the 13{30'5. In Cm(‘;mnan Ohio, there was an
/

uninterrupted period between 1839 and 1917 of l:ulmgual German-English instruction

i * v = - * * ! = ]
in some schools with large German concentrations. Poles and Italians formed:
k&

paroclual schools to prescrve their réllglc:us and cultural tradxtmns there was
\

some bxlmh’ual mstrur“tmn in- Pall sh schm:ls and i in s@he Italian schc:mls mstrur:tmn 4

s given in English by a b;lmg_,uil instructor.?

16
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The advent af rﬁandatéry attendancela\vs fcr pubhc: sghccls, ehrmnatmn, IR
: 5 4 "I ;F CT
v of public, fundmg for CthCh-ﬂ’ElEtEd sr;-hor:ls, an{j the mavement toward%a nation-

"a.hstu:, 1solatmm’st pohc:y In ‘Ehé U. 5 léd ta a natmnwlde 1mpasi'tzon cf Enghsh— .

DnJy mstmcnonal policies.” Maﬁy states went 50 far as ts;gpa\s iaws whu:h fosmally

¥

outlawed- the use of othes .languages fér mstructmn exc:ept m foragn language

i:lasses',s Wxth the advent of Wcrld War I, anti- Germaﬁ senﬂment further restncted
: Athe develcprnent of bllmgual educangn in pubhé sghogls me the begmmng

. ] of Wcrld War [ and th:cugh Worid Waf TI la;lmgual educa’ﬂgn Was fou:ually festru:ted

amr:st to the poiht cf exnnc*tmn,f S L e

. . o : : v e
Whllé the helght of 1Fnrnlgrat1on has Iong since Passed a Iarge prbpc;rtlon '

r::f Arnencaﬂs still have a native language ché!’ than Enghsh Ac:corcﬁﬂg to the

1975 c:ensus, 33.2 mxllmn Ameéricans, or rouglﬂy 16 perc;ent of the papulaﬂon, ‘,
) speak a language other thaﬂ Enghsh as a,native. tangue.5 Spamsh Itaha.n and 2
German Speakers are the most mrneroLIS, in that cnder. - ‘. .

i

A,lthcugh persons cf Mexu:an angm are natwe to the Sauthwest the nurnber

E-vk <

of Sparush—speakmg persoris in this r:::untr‘y ha.s grawrx ﬂoﬂeeably smc:e 1920, é

=

regultmg from past scc;aﬂy d;sruptwe revcﬂutmns m Mexxcc and the agﬂr:ultural

devalo;;rﬁent Gf the Sauthwest wn:h its subsequem need for labcr,7 By 1975, Spamsh

»

"cngm persons. numbered 1.2 lehorn nat;anmde and cnnsntuted thé 5ec5nd largest 1
mmanty group in the L,L.S., rcughiy 5 3 percent ai the tc:tal Amér;can pop‘hlatmn J
Educatars have—known for many years that language mmorlty chxldren have
: dxffx:u.lty susceeﬂng in En\ghsh monalmgual schcols. 'Althéugh same scattered
attempts were madé to 1mprc§ve the Educatu;m of Mexu:an Amern:an children A
frorn 1920-1940, no large scale e,ffcrt was und;rtaken to‘;:dter the c:.ffer:ts df LdUCE’lthﬂ

9

~ on them. In=l946 the First' Regional C‘Qﬂfcreﬁ:e on the Education of Spanish-

speaking Pcc:ple in the Southwegt was held in Augtm Texas. Recommendations

&
'
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=

s

m::luded an end ta segrégatea sr:hgols far Spamsh55pealﬂng ch;ldren, lmprove'd

' L]

teac:her tra‘mmg, and more effxc e y in teachmg Enghsh lo o e

That public educatmn c:ontmued to neglect the needs Df laﬁguage mmarzty ”

L
*

e

1954 @range Ccun,tly Conferenc:e on the Educatmn of Span;sh Speakmg Chlldren

and Ycuth were almost‘ ldéntl(:al ta thase develgped 18 years before,“ o .

ot

A fwe yéar Memcan Amem‘:an educatxon study conduc’eed by fthe LJ S.

Ccmrmss;an t:m(;‘;v;LRxghts révealed that prabléms Df seareganon, teacher trammg

5

, and laﬁguage dlfin:u.lty are stlll severe for Mexls:an American studems m the :

kY

N vae Sauthwestern stat-es. Iﬁ addx,tmn, the (Zgrnmxssmn's State A;;lvxsory Ccmrmtbees

T

0 stUdents fDr another 20 years! is vadent in the fac:f that recémmendatxons of the ;%}

have exammed the problems of ‘Puerto Rlcans, Na{;ve Ameru:aﬁs and A51an Amer;cans.

All c:f these studles dm—:umer’nt fhe :ontmumg faxlure of pubﬁgschoals t‘a prov:de e

B l;! . s . Lo 4 5 T

language mmaﬂty chxldfgn thh a m‘eamngful educ:atmn.

- L i In the 1360'5, t‘,here was; a grcwmg recggmtmn that language mmcnty c:h).ldren

= L]

- ﬁeeded sarne manner of specxal ass;stan:e 1f they were to bave- an opportumty e

tq suc:c:eed in schaol Where effarts were rnadés to prav;de su:h assxstance,vthey
: usually took the form of supplemental Enghsh language devel%pment or what

A

15 Cammcﬁly anWn as the Enghsh as'a Secané Language (ESL) approach. 12 By =

i 196?, WhEﬁ the U. S Senate Subcammxttée on Bxlmgual Educatxon éalled fm‘ hearmgs

F

on the questmn Df a federal subsn;ly for bxlmgual educanon, an meressive array

of edu ﬁatmnaliand cxvu: leaders wera on hand to, present a convmgmg c:as’e b;lmgual

w kN

' schcolmg cauld ;mpmve the Spamsh speakmg child's :hances c:f success in schoal e
but féderal fundmg was necessary fcjr the develgpment of pxlot pragrams tD gléntc;
the devel@pment Df adgquate materials, persannel and mstruc:tmnal tfzéhmqu::s I3

v In’ 1968 a new prc:v;sxon Title VII, was Qdd!_d to thf: Elemcnmry and Second: ary

- Education f\c:t of l?éi ag the yghlc_l:g ff:ﬁ ft_:demlvpartic:ip;ti@h in prqr;nccih_g this

LY

e
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e pew” i:c:néépt' of scﬁac‘slmg* ‘In;;:uallyi,L the «:Drr‘éspondmg appropnétlon measure
s )
soh T wa& re;ected by 'Cangress. The followmg sessmn imw%ver, Cangress approprxated ,

N ) :;7.5 rmlhcn dollars® aﬁd thé federal rale in b;hng!fﬂ educatmn ber:ame a reahty o
,,,‘ . ".' . a - " - T . . \ ) ,\;' o ; * _,.!g_ D :BZ._ . "_f
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The concepﬁ Gf equal;ty of edutatmnai Qpportumty had djff'erent rneamngs

H

_ ’ED dlfferenf peaple at diffegent t;mesa Recently, Jahns aﬁd Salmoﬂl‘s have defined

* v

the ccn:ept jds) mean fmanc:;al Equahzatmn Wthh 15 a«:ﬁamphshéd when- varylng
siudent’s educa‘tmnal needs are c:cmmdered i dlstrxbutmg funds and where VEFLEUGDS ;
in Ioc:al flscal c:apar:lty are cans;dered in generatmg funds for educatxoni _ o \ .

- State support for pubhc elementary and sec:andary éducatxan has an E\ifénSIVE

[ a

and mtmcate hlStDFy The methcd for app@rtmnmg state funds 10 the school d;stru:ts
: durmg the 19th and 20th c:énturxes has been meqmtable and/or madequat& State

. .é
. funds were cornmr;mly dIStrlbUtEd fo s:hool dlStFlC:tS on thggﬁass of factcﬁrrs s&mh
A& - v, . . ;9" g W .

as "total populatlcm, Sc:hool c:ensus, enrollment attendan:e, numbef of teac: ! i*s'*

-v_-*:.:-emplcyed...and many cthers."lé J. S | f

:

Lo Smte the beginning of the}.Oth Céﬁtul’y, a ﬂumbér of new d15tr1but1on plans

H

" have been develol:wed and 1mpleménted by van@us s.tates S@me cf these dxstrxbut;cn

plans 1nclude thé. Flat Grant Plan develapéd by Qubberley,l the Mm1mum Fwndatmn

Plan d’evelcpgd by Strayer and Haxg, 7 the Minimum Fcundatmn Plan
l

ith a weighted

‘ lpupll cancept developed by Mc:rt . the Eérceﬁrage Equahzmg Grant de elcped

;by Updegraph 20 S ruIl State Fun " g F’lan}évelaped by MQFFISQD 21 the Power

LB
Equahzmg E‘lan dévelaped by‘Coom,z and the C‘mt Index Plan devclcp;d by thj
o Natmml Educatmn l"maru:g PFQJLCf (NEF’F‘) 7 Al uf these dl.;EFlbUtlQﬁ plnn. |
. ! s) 1
: ; vaL qupDrtLd to m«;C!rpDr.:;tr th(: t_tjnu;pt of equality of educational opportunity,

IQ BE o 11!:
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5@: . chever, m a n{;mbér of states, (Zahforrua, anesata, ' Texas, aﬂd
glew jersey, éiurt cases corxtestmg%he :’onstxtutmnahty Qf state pubhc: sc‘:hDQl
-:fﬂ,, p: y A L N

fmance prégsia.ms have been heard These cases were mmatad and filed in the

R ,laté 1950'3 and earl‘y lé?Q's and were argUed c::n the- basxs that a state and lacal L .

\taxmg and revenue d1str1butlon system heav.lly dependént on the pr@perty wealth o
) g!f-léc;a.Lschoal dlstru:ts,x.ls: uﬁcoénsnrtutmnal The re;c:ent sr:hocl fmance ca$es‘ .

;have adapted’ the t:onc:ept Gi "fﬁcai neutrahty" a.s a gu;delma That is, the le»‘el %é/,;x

Lo o B i
*icf spendmg for a Chlld'S eéucatlgn méfﬁﬁ)functmn only. of . The wealth of the

StateaSawhcle.zg C |

- 2

s

o In hght of the recent @aurt casgs cxted abcve, a number of states have
* ! ’ . = .
!er\af_‘ted new fuﬁdmg fcrmulag that \mll shﬁtnbute state funds ona more equxtable

o C a basis. State leglslatures in. Flonda, @reaaﬁ, Utah Kerxtucky, and New Mexxca,zg

. for examp}e, haye t:hasen to fund edu«:anonal pr@grams by’ utmzmg a wexghtéd
.. _‘ F!,f
.;pupzl approaﬁh. Hs::wever, the full ram;f;c‘anans Qf SChDGl :Emance réf@rm have

: %

* 'yet ta be :fully developed ’ . oo S

-

1
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 Chapternr .
DESIGN _ )
' STUDIES ON EDUCATIONAL CQS’I‘ING - b e |

A w;dely used pmcedlfe in previous educatmﬁ cest stud;és has t\een tc:
wark frcm the basn: premxge of "best prac‘:t.tce" or "Exernplary" school d;str;cts.

Thls proced\fe is based on the a.ssurnptmn that the pmgram to be casted exists

or statg stﬂvmg to attain an extellent prcgram.

. PAST PRACTIC ES

‘ ﬁf}t b Usmg a best practice apprnac:h, a panel of experfs is selected which in

o
turn 1dent1f1es ex;ﬁhplary districts and/ar prcgrams It is assuméd that c:csts in

“ & . ;’
“a best practice- prografn are relevant indicators of what program costs should L,

be. The "best prac‘ﬂce" modﬂ has been utzhzed ina «:Bmprehenswe series of stud;es

grr pubhc St:hoczl fmance, and i in the NEF‘F’=style procedures fallowed by both Texas

' and Flcnda in the,u' rec:ent stucilesi However, as TlSh Busselle points Qut in her

1973 report on the f;rst Texas \wexghted pupil study'

: Quahty pragrams, as ldEﬂtlf,lEd and costed in bcsth the NEFP proto-,
type -and Texas studies, were chosen on the basis of consideration
of what ‘exists rather than what ought to exist. To a large -extent,
what exists presently is more a function of the present system -
rather than a rational deterrnmatmn of what should exist. !

This crxtxcxsm can be Ieveled even more strongly at the most recent Texas

study, which arrlved at xts detgrmmatmﬁ of "best prac:nce" districts by ;ansultmg

premsely thme peaple who had the most vested interest in the status quo in Texas

educatlﬂﬁ Acccrcﬁng to.the Texas study, pre;pargd in 1975 by the Texas Educnucn

12
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o

1 Inthefirst round, 1,500 educators, theluding all public school super-

Agency for the Governor's Officé of Educational E,gseg%ch and Planﬁ'ing (GOERP),

best practice districts were selected by t:bé'fcljawing method: oy
The Governor's Office af-Eégcatianil Rése'arc‘h and E’Iaﬁrﬁng;selécted
the school districts...under a plan approved by the management,

= i

© planning group. The sampling proceduré (to identify school districts ~

offering exemplary educational programs)...consisted of a 10 week,
. two-round reputational syrvey and analysis. . :

T

- intendents, Texas Edication Agency professional staff members,
regional educational service center consyltants, Texas State Teachers -
Association field representatives...were asked tp participate. These =

« individuals were asked to pominate two districtd in each of the six

- strata and to.identify the educational program jor which the nominated "
districts were considered to be exemplary. : ' L

- A second round of questionnaires (asked paﬁtic;ipanrté)!_itc jpi:ref_érentiaily B
rank a refined list of 120 districts most frequently nominated in
ithe,w‘z_first round.2 : ;

1

It is possible that actual "best practice" districts were identified"in Texas

jy this procedure, with its built-in reliance oft reputational surveys. However,

it is'worth noting that school districts with, very good public relations directors, -

whose superintendents maintain a close liaison with the Texas Education Agency,

. the Governor's Office, and administrators of other districts may enjoy an."excellent"

- reputation for programs which may not-always be borne out in fact. The intrusion

+ of préfessiona.l educational pc:lit:ics,arﬂy-adds to the difficulty of assessing exemplary

€

programs for the purposes of cost anal’ysis'by.t-his pra:edur'e.. . - A

Finally,-it-should be noted that Texas ranks in the bottom third nationally

_ in per pupil expenditures, Thus it seems questionable to assume on the basis of

~3

)

a’reputational survey that existing programs in the state represent the best possible

models for emulation that can be found. - A

PAST STUDIES IN BILINGUAL EDUCATION ' -

Whilcibiliﬂgum cducation has yet to be addressed by school finance studies,

there also has been an obvious vacuun regarding exemplary bilingual education
s - . N ° o7 !_ L
22 |
13
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© programs. Jose A.Cardenas pointsout ‘that ng school to his knowledge has yet = »

: A :
- developed a bilingual educaﬂon program that leets the needs of a- ch;ld who. Ccmes :

to sc:hc:cl knawmg little or no Enghsh "What wkﬁgaﬁst *dc“ he continues, "is speak
fQ the questma of what nee$ to be and not what 1.%."3 Limited research in the |
. area of bLangual schc«:hng seems to-agree with Cafdenas v1ews.
- A most recent rﬁearc‘:h study, the AIR Pfaject,' whxch sef out to fmd exem-' o

.plary bllmgual educational- programs, ldaked at 175 pmgrams and fmally had its

B

panel approve a mere fDUF for further analySLS. Aithougﬁ the: .Stildy défmed "exemplary

; /programs" as thase programs that measured léarmng gams in nat;ve 1anguage, s
English language, and content learmng in both languages it dld not speak to Bams |
relaﬂve to the Ch.lld's positive self-concept nor to ms c:LthuraJ héntage.5 The

- study further statees that it was not possible to do "extenswé reanaiysls of raw ;

' data" meamng that much of the pragram evaluation was done mternally.

-

Bérnal and Edmoﬁstoﬂ, in their efforts to develop variated bxhngual s:haolmg
o models, state “an exhatst;ve review Df Title VTI pragfams for Mexican Ameru:ans

I makés it apparent that truly camprehenswe program rﬁodels fcr mtegrated schceis
exist neither in. theary nor in-the real vmrld n6 |

b

The U-S‘ C@mm;ssmn on Clvﬂ Rights' l?éj report on blhngual educatmn
7

. - .underscores the lack of even the most basic data orr students ser’vad by. many pr@gfams

{‘;t sh@uld be. as;umed in any l:uhnguai éducamﬁn pragrammmg that languagé dcmmanfze

4

shculd be assessed, yet that basu: effcrt aJs«: seems to be neglected by most prggra,,,,

4

To search fDr "hghth@uSE" or "exerﬁplary" prcgrams in b1lmgual educatmn

thén seems to be a funle endeavor. -+ )

,i" . - . : Vi

CC)NSTRAINTSRELATING TO BILINGUAL COSTING - o

o

Becatse bxlmgu:ﬂ cduc‘:atl@n pragram:, are still i in dev;lopmentsﬂ stages ! i;

as: ccmpared to the more statlc rncnalmguai educatxcn;ﬂ pmgrams thare are- numerous
23 o
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_ ,\f factors gaec:lf,u: to bllmgua.l educ:atmn wh;«:h prec;luded usmg thé c:lass.lcal lNEFP

. [
PR

"best praccu:e" approach for the pmpases gf the IDRA !:ulmguai cost :ﬁcudy prD)éCf

bllmgual educatmn.?,

'1 and'time spent in l:uhngual programs has great vanatmn.~

The curricul

Infc:rmatmn (:btamed frcm the Governors fon:e of Educanonal Researﬁ:h and '

Planmng (GDERF‘) indicates'a vaﬂatmn of time studants spend m bxlmgual classes

rangmg imm three hOL!FS a week to 35 haurs a wEék Wh;le the GDERP mformatmﬁ

was based on the 72-73 schc:el yéar, it should be noted that a 75—?5 TEA polu:y
=stated that students must spend at lgast 50 per:ent c:f their txme in hxlmgual educatmn
=fcr Ilstncti to rezave state funds As yet 'EhEFE is no docmﬁentatmﬂ to shaw

' whé er‘or not ﬂ"us has led to substant;al program staﬁdarcﬁzatmn m thxs area..

= ;t R
Exlmguai éducatmn curriculum also ch;ffers d;stnct to d,lstru:t one schoql d;stncf

‘offers Enghshﬁs a Secand Language in the f:u-st grade as their total l;;umgual program

while armther has mult;ple bxlmguai courses m grades K to seven. To date, cmly

. =

a small per:entage cf the ellgﬂ:le papuiatmn is !(:LLFFEﬂﬂy being prov1d§d w;th

b '. Due to the evalvmg nature ef bxlmgual Educamon, a \:ﬁastmg Gf‘ "best practxce"

o

' pmgrams 1;5 mdeed aﬂy emst I:ﬁ thxs deva!cprnentai permd would y;eld résults

Pl " @ :

*'T-E:_:-mchc:atmg costs at a’ c:eftam evalutmnary state. Tnese casts wculd’ be of httle

#

use fcr severa.l rea.sons o o e

oL Grantmg that "what 15" isa reflec:tmﬁ of system constraints
' “such as present Texas law (or the laws in other states) and
levels of funding from local, state, and federal sources, programs
' now in existefice probably dD not represent d"'elapments wblch ’
could take place under dlfferént c:onstramts Yoo
2y Granﬂng that b;lmgual education is evalvmg, present "besf
- practice” programs, wﬁ'ile perhaps canta.mmg ‘elemeénts which:
o should be emulated ovér a wider area, probably should not
S ~be emulatedin their entirety.

E . &)



1

edueat_ton pregrems in Texes led the bﬂmguei edueetmn cost enelys;s prjEC’L’ te-

3. . Since’ l:ulmgﬂua programs heve undergene a ref_ud expansmn .,
* .. in recent years, the costing of present programs would 1ne1ude '
start-up costs at both the district and state levels whu:h

" would not nec:Eeanly persist threugh tlme.

< d . W, -

RATIONALE Fee TDRAAEPRC)A(:H S

Aweren%s ef the ebeve constraints: regercﬁng c:estlng of existing b;hnguel

=

develep an elternetwe epproeeh in this study. Rether theﬁ cost whet doee e:ust

_— th;s prejeet Lneteed developed a model of en adequate bﬂmguej prdgfem to be |

eested, based on whet m;mrnelly ehduid ex;st

i

S L The epproec:h developed for 'thlS study mvelved consultatmﬂ w1th a penel

of experts to Identify thase cost items spegfleﬂly essemated w;th b;lmguei educetlon.

—

Penel members (see Appencﬁx Af were chesen to repreeent a wide f'eﬁge of expert;se

pregrem steff end laee.L schdel dlstnet bllmguel pregrern ste:ff

B

eesze Merﬁdedme&j -

a7
15

. . : ,5 : - : i.‘!
The basic methedelogy fallewed Ey the pre;eet mvelved 7 eteps. '

C e a’(l);'l ' Idenﬂfleetlen ef any feeture Whlf:h e eene,l rnernber felt was important

a £ 'n“.‘

te a b;hneeat educatlen pregt‘am.

.;‘_‘

) (2) Reduchon ef th1s llSt ef f.eetures to thoee whn:h 1nvolved quentlfleble '

4 -
o

: reseurees e,nd were EGﬁSIdEFEd to be inherently a pert of the bnhnguei edueanen

)

o

[ FD 7rar’n. ’
(3) Development df a progrem stfu:ture besed on ‘the 1dent1f1ed feetures

‘ .(4),,_‘ Identlfu:etmn of reseureee and reseurr:e quantltles needed to xmplement

[
'

!xltf

the pregram and the effe«:ts Df such vanables as: d.letnct and pregram 51ze, year

of Lrﬂplementatmn and grade level

b Bt

T
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(5)  Identificatidn of resource costs.

,:fD’é“}élgﬁméﬁf C{f; Péf.p-l,lpi;[ costs,

Calculation'of weighted pupil factofs forbilingual education.

o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



_ Chapter IV

w1

e e " FINDINGS -
PRGCESS FINDINGS S '

T Idenﬂflcatmn ci Feafu

; 1 thle the PLLFPQSE of the prejéct was not tar devela‘ﬁ aﬁ. exevrhplary madel
;panehsts were agsketﬂ to 1dent1fy an mmal ccmprehens;ve lxst of ieatures Df a
‘,-5J-:"b1,11ngual pragram (see F;gure I, pg 19) Panehs”cs:;veré prcv;ded thh examples

-'af nljmemus models. develcped by a vanety af authcrs from which they cauld wqu' '
" : | .!addmg thexr ownideas. . = . / L |

kS

ReductmncheaturesLxsf e o - s PN

_ Once _this hst was develeped, panehsts wereasked tt) review- 11: ina wrcup T

sessu:sn, 1dent1iy1ng these feafures whu:h were exther ﬁcn-qua.ntl (iable or whu:h
R :cruld be «:ansxdered as falhng under one of two, cancepts critical t6 the study o

*the prcxy :ancept aﬁd the general upgradmg ::am:ept. ’

w The Praxy C‘an;ept./lt is 1mpartant to note that pn:grarns such as b;hgxgual

T

** educ:anan or Cgmpensatary edgcatmn are often faund in d;str;c:ts of belew aveﬁage

._wealth wn:h students fram groups wh;ch are or have been the subject of d;scr;mmatcry
' *pracﬂces. Thus, there can be a tendency to mﬂate the e ‘:g of these! pragrams ) -
_ as a proxy enher fer the taxable wealth whu:h the distrirts da nct have,l or-for

A ‘the quahty of edueanqn in the reé lar pi program afiered 0 the studenfs in questxaﬁ

| Thxs proje(:t has defméjg\s

~h an in '-,armn of EQS‘L‘S as prox "Gsts, a terrn usuauy

E Ldentzfxed wn'h JDél Berke.

\j o ’ The Upzradmg Cancept- The general upgfadmg cnncept is more, umvex*sal

- in its apphcablhty and can be. rZDﬁSIdEFEd as havmg twa fac:ets
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e R (1) L Where the level cf reseurces wh1ch can be iunded through

—ﬁ

-the bas;c: state/h:cal schc:ol f;nam:e pragrams Is&gw, the K
ya _ _
_"addman of a new program caﬁ be seen a3an t:ppartumty e
- | :tc acqu,i.re resaurces of use tc: severa.l prggrams. .

7. (2) ) EThere rﬁay alsa be a fendency fgr epmmal fundmg :sf a new

. pragram thh a full cgmplement of the rnedern techno[ggy

7 " either simply in ‘the belief that new pmgrams should be

' .equzpped with the latest avaﬂable matenals, or thh the xdea | o

that by demcnstrat’mn effa:t, the qualxty of educatmn as a |
whele can be' upgraded. | | 7 A

. In prac-tu:al terms, what the panel was askeri 1o de was to ldEﬂtlf}’ fhcse

features Wthh were essentxal to bumgual educatmn and to delete thase 1terns

——fﬁ-—.%—.v“’hl‘:h -were-as- aPPhC‘able to-the- rncnf;hngual educatxan pﬂ:gr: 2 as to the bilingual Xﬂi;

" one. This resulted in a list of 37 xtems (see Fxgure 11, pg 21) R

=

' Pragram Stru«:ture i ‘

The next step mvalved setting the basu: program S’EI‘UCTUFE- Panel dehbéra— :

[

R txcns resulted in a mcdel for a bxhngual pragram con51st1ng of nine (9) sub;er:t

areas camed thmugh six gradés (kmdersarten thraugh grade 5) as ”ndu:ated in

-

Fxgure III, Pg. 22. The decxsmﬁ to limit the pragram to’ the fifth grade was rmt
based on any feelmg that bLhngual educat;on should necéssanly cease at that
pmnt, but rathér due to the fact that few prcgrams é:ﬂSf in the state beyond f1f‘fh

- grade; and 1t was felt ‘that more data are needed before pmgram recammendatmns

are r’nade._ _

If was further determmed that the program would mvglve the same amount
' 'c:sf time per student as the moﬂalmgual pragram since: the bllmgual progra& should

" be ccnmderéd the reaular program for those students enrolled in it.

[
oy
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:Reseurce Quanntxes Aﬁd Variables _

: "feature in such a prcgram wh;ch rneant, for example, the 1dent;f;catxen of spemfu‘:

level ‘were alsa mvesngated. Of the tatal numbe&, cn.ly year c:of 1mp!ementat1cn ,

T‘he panel rwas then asked to gdenﬂiy fhase resc:urc;ﬂés‘ needed for. each

needs iram the feature "lerary acquxsxtxcns." h i  '; ‘

R and grade leval resulted in. spe:xf;c fécemmendatmnsifram the panel asa. whcle,

: althaugh mdwxdual members felt that one er more of the cther vanables shculd

LI

be usedi o R o ‘ o R

As resource requ;rements were dexfelcped each n:ern was rewéwed by .
,thg panel m light ai the proxy and general upgraing (:ancePts- thr:se 1terns ngf

\‘SPEEIﬂC to b;lmgual educanan were then deleted Thus, whlle movie pFQJEE’L‘QFS o

and language masters were on the angmal resaur::e list, r%vxe prcjerstcrs were

' Judged to be of gqua.l nezess;ty for the regular Dmgram while Language rnasters -

iy

were EDﬁSldEFEd a fsu‘a}:le and umque resource far a bilingual édm:atmn prggram
due to parti cdar program needs. ’ o Lo
Quannt;es of spec;f;c resaurces were also identified mthxn the parameters

of the twc cancepts ‘and allawam:es for vananan both between and thhm pragrams

- were taken mta ac:caunt Where a consensus was nat reached by the panel cn

.an n‘.em, the staff further resean:hed the area in questmn and prgpcsed a detéf-

mmatmn, panehsts were g;ven an Dppartumty to agree or d;sagréé and offer

¥

-costs furnished by suppliers of the rés_éun:es in questmn. »

t

alternat;ves.

Res;cur:gﬁicﬁsﬁté , o - )

- Staff was raspcns,lble fcr castmg identified resources using state agency

fxgurés, costs developed from reviews of school district financial reccrds, and

23 - .



foed)

o ﬁnakysis of Resource Areas D R 1, P ,

" on staﬁ- '

S The pmcess JUS‘t descr;bed resulted in-the xdentxilcatmn af 51x rnay:r areas. A
staff materlals, equxpmenf, hbrar‘y, téstmg, and anserwce trammg The detaﬂed |

methedalaglcal appraach ta ear:h of these areas 15 explamed bélDW‘

:

Df staffmg has a dlréct effer:t on the develaprnent of b;hngual educatmn programs -

® ! 7

in Texas. Two pemts répeatedly emerged 1n d;sc:ussmns of all areas memgmg

(a) Quahtanve aspe::ts of staff capablhtxes are cf the utmost L
. 1mpertance and can- affect staffing in quant;tatlve terrns. ‘

(b)  The 1nstructmnal staff needs to have services avaxlable ta
"it, in order to provide services to stydenfsi

For exémple, a blhngual program needs suc:h servu:es as Spamsh 1nstructlon
16 apprnpna’ce subje::t areas,. l::ut’ also- administrative and curnculum develapment
servuzés. When b;hngual educatmn is: adopted by a schcal dlstnct, the degree
to, whu:h (1) the pncr sta:ff of that d1stnét can provide these servu:gs 1_‘:3 the b;lmgual
pragram -and (2) the w1lhngness of the district to make chaﬁgés in its staff directly |
a.fiects thé staffmg needs of the i mf:r:rmng b1l1ungual educatxon pmgram. o

If monghngual English teas:bers, or tea«:hérs w1th;hrn1ted facmty in Spamsh

*

are used, additional blhngual teachers and/or. a;dés will have to be hired. Likewise,

1f the adrmmstfatme staff daes not have the trammg to adrmmster bilingual éduc:atmn,

1

"or if the staff. responsﬂ:le for c:urm:ulum develapment dces not have the capabmlty

- en:her in réplat:ement of or in addrtmn to exlstmg suppcrt staff. g

to develep h;lmgual c:urr,u:ulum mateﬂals, new pérsannel w;ll have to be hlred

L F
& =

C)bvxously, the past hxrmg practices of a dxstnct will affect the question

of staffmg ‘The attitude Df the disﬁ'&gt pahcy makers toward replacmg perscmnel

: whc: may have served adequately in the past but whc lack the needed quahfu:atmns

“for pravxdmg services to the new bumgual prograrn, will also affect staffing pattéfnsi

C 24
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"Aﬂ""; i

Panehsts agreed thaf where exxsnng staff. has- bmngual capab;lmes and

A ":trammg, no new staff is needed wn:h the éxcéptmn of lm‘uted addrcmnal mstruetxoﬁal

1, . .

staff fcir the classrocrn, where, due to suc:h aspects af blhngual 1nsfructmn as .
) = ﬂ- I =

the need for language madelmg in twn languages rather than one language, mgge
adult/pupﬂ contact t1mé must be g;ven. . | 7
= If the staffmg P-FOV;lSIDﬂs fcr the b;lmgual progfém madel were based c:n-r -
districts en‘ﬂrély staffed by. rnonolmgual Eﬂghshsspeakers, program éests far |

add;tmnal staff would be astroner’r‘n«:ally h1gh and the h;gh 1eVel of fundmg fcr _

ia prggram under these condmons could have the effer:twaf rewardmg d,lstncts B
N

;w;th pfevmus dlSCFlmlnatQT}! h;r‘mg prar:tu:es.

.-(;;

If the purpose of the présent study were to develop the lewest casf mcdel
th‘egretmally passmle for the dehvery of specified serv;ces, only the add;tmnai -

i

zlassrgom needs of the bufﬁgual pragram would be taken mta _account. chever,,,,,f,;,,_,

the suppcrtlve needs of the program would fcrce d;stm:ts ‘to e;ther c:hange

’ suppcrnve persﬁnﬂel re-train pérsonnel or come up with addn:mnal funds to h1re
addxtmna,l staff wn:h the Fequxsﬂe qualmcatmns. , S |
BE’EWEET] these two extremes lies a Eampromlse posn:mn- take mtc: ac:cnunt
the cans;derable variation in ex,lstmg school d1str1c:t staff capab;htles, allow fcr
assistance where dlstncf staff capab;htxes may be weak en;her in the t:lassroom
cor suppcrt staff; but do ﬁQt provide for a full rangé of new pc51tmns, duphcatmg

£

: fGF‘Othér language ;nstfucfmn what is prawded far English language instruction.

by

~This study ‘has chosen the campmm;se posmon, with the dollar amount

e per student in average daLly atténdaﬁce for ‘EhlS staff detérmmatmn calculated

oM Texas Edut‘atu:m Agency flgures \

Maténals' Fanel members con51d¢red bllmgual program needs :Er;:r 'such

items as supplementary texts orvﬁystems, and cﬁ:her c:lassroom supphes suc:h as.

34




f \

T t:hart tablets, puppets, f:ass&tte tapes, and reaard alburﬁs. Nc majcr eqmpment

Ltems were mc:luded 1n th15 catéﬁary, and every effart was made to e:;t:lude thase ,

¥

. o - Ltems whn:h were erther regularly supphEd by the srzhaol ar wh;ch already had

equ;va!ents in the regular prngrarn. It was de::xded that due ta vanatmﬁs between

ki X.

s-i,

YL LI whgle dgllars. R ' : L,f/ R

- E u1 ment: Fanehsts were glvan a hsLif majcr equ;pment xtems (see qurg

"R

s pra)ec:t fram a SImxlar list usea

9 -

IV, pg 27 whu:h w‘as adapted fcr the use of

e 4

,]d‘_ S K

by the RMC Research Ccrpcratxan th a questmnna;re evaluatmg campensattry e

U ‘ readmg prcgram53 and were asked 1nd1V1dually t«: mdw:a%e whn:h 1tems were need’ed

o A Panehsts were then a_sked to rewegg{espansas as a graup in vxew cf th%pmxy

‘*W and Eeneral upgradmg conc:épts.—mes meant- the deleﬂcn of items judged to be ""’;""*f
equally useful m the regular program, Dr, in cases. where an 1tem was usually avaxlable

Y butin msuffiment quanntxes, the deletion of that 1tern 1f add1tmnal quaﬁtlfléﬁ o

2

' r:c:u!d be used as gffécﬂvely in the régu,lar program; Casts were then determmed

: frcrn the average price of - an Ltem.

- . . : i

Tésnng' Tesfmg needs of bilmgual edﬂcatmn were ccnsxdered for threef
’ ~.‘d1iferentareas o D o _1 T

s

,tammg whu:h students should undergo furfher language tesqng to-

defermmé whether or not they should be enrolled in. bilingual educatmn.
Panelists agreed that suc:h cost ;s shou{d not be charged to b;lingual educa-

’ _ ‘tion. ‘This shc’ui;ld be :a;,vailabgé to all students régardléss of Whéthef the

results 1nd1c:ate a dlStﬂCt s or studeht's needs for a b;hngual pragram. :

A state agency panelist fUF'EhEF ﬁafed that screemng is Féqu;fed by Lhe

=

state as- par*t of the regular pmgram. o

¢ : 35 ’ g ) . . 7 . £
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i

Language Prsﬁ cienc _,mg. Th:s is the festmg ft:r the language e

.,

-!'t:haractensty:s Df students tg determme- (1) lf they shauld be enrcﬂ

TP : L in b;hngual educaﬂcn, (2) what kmd c:f prcgrarn they shculd be enrolled

o . for tms type af testmg Were determmed ta represent an add-an expense

for bumgual educatmn éxcept where the results of sut:h festmg md;cate -

‘that a Student shauld be enralled in the regular program?t‘af.h

| the bumgual pfsgram.

- Pragfam Assessmént/ Student Achlavernent Testmg- Wh;le th;s tesfmg

;can be ccnsxdered a part cf any pragram, the quesﬂan here was whether

'testmg would be needed.

' (Zc;sts far testmg were detérrnmed by averagmg the casts af cc:\rnmcnly Sy
R used and state recarﬁmended tests. W Ay g_g,_,'- ‘_‘A o
T ' e E : ey

lerary NEEdS. The standafds of ‘EhéxSQLlfthh Assxzatmn cf Callegés S .

D B

Y
‘ ant! Schaals was used asa gu;de to determme l;brary needs smce Texas Educatxan

:;"Agency Standards were bemg revised whlje this study was in prcgregs. The Standards

, “QEF student and allc:::ate SlQ per pupul

‘per year t6t 1 new purchasé; in the elemeﬁ § gradési

Rather than ] ec;fymg

" that hbrary neeﬁs Eesultmg fram the Lrﬁplementatmn cf bxhngual educatmn sheuld

LR

: be funded thmugh the b;lmgual prcgram. :
: . -1

. er new pqrczha.ses. L :

< f i




: %r- .{.‘» |
rapid expansion of bilingual education
P e s R

throughout the state,

i

5-5€ viégft:ainirfg has become less distinct,

]

B

teachers when necessary,

AT

need o

] cot ) IR S : ,-;
' For mere normal program staffing, districts in

fstatfare usually

X,

e

.. if carried out

Py R EL

A.g,-_, P

" state law. There




; B} [ . - : : N - - L < 4

¥

::(sta‘te slacal) fundmg pac: g,_ of h Faundatmn Sc:hcc:sl Prégram,

tc the shar ,‘

gxpenses barne exe:luswelyby lc

’EP”‘ i
of a schaol’s physu:al plant has a du‘ect 1mpa€:t on the learnfng erxv;roﬁment

TN

B - " ag‘
pravxded at the lat:al le‘vel no estlrnafe was made of lcc:al enrxéhment

P

i g (lcu:al léeway) funds which :ould be ut;hzed for bll;ngual educatmn

The same rule apphes to excludmgstate level expenses as in the case of
dlS’tFlC‘E expenses, af an expénse 13 mcurred

;:je of the s:ape cf thé state local

_funded Fcundatlonﬁchcal E—’rogram it \v,as xcluded o

' Textba 'ks* In Texas, basal texts ur systems are Fnade available Ty

A tt: sr:haol d;str;cts at staté expense. T hﬁ:ugh a selectmn process, ,

a'state llSt is gen’ ratéd offermg several dptmns in; eac:h area. A




s all,c:cafeﬂ a number of copies of its selection in ac:c:ard with an average
daily attendaﬂce (ADA) based fgrmula. This seleitmn is expezted tc:; remain

;n use fcr a ,spe::;f;ed cqntract perlgd. Thus basaj textbccks are ﬁot a régular

&F £
13

bt cperanan expense at the d,lstnct levFl ' S

4

Other excluded expénses include: * - | .

L. - 7 F’ﬁe-serwce Tram;ng- In past schac:l fmam:e studies, the area qf
iy ’-pfessewxce 15 ncrrnally exciuded since pra=serv1ce trammg expenses
| are usually bgrne by the prospective teachers. chever, when |
-bilingual éducanon prcgrams were ;mtlatéd by the state, teac:hex*
vtrammg msnfutmns were unprepared ta meet the mmal sraffmg
needs of fhé state's prcgrams. To meet dlStrlCt staffmg needs, state
.and federal funds have_ been uséd to re-train teachers. These funds
were also used to- beef up the trammg capacrﬁy of b;hngual téacher
trammg programs in the state's c:c:slleges and unversities. Furthera
more, as mentmﬁed above, scrne d;stru:t expenses are incurred in
o - _ this area. Canceptuauy, pre- Servu:e costs are d;stmct from the
costs Df operating either bilingual orr re*‘-*ular programs in a Schgah ‘
dlstnct; Although the area Df pre-service training is outside the
scape of this study, 1t is defmltely an area whu:h ments further
research, since the manner in whn:h a state meets its stafflng needs
has & decxdea effect on the future develgpments of its bilingual
educatmn pr@grams. v - |
2. State Aggnéy’Admgn-istratipﬁ;,.Whilg'ihe state does incur expenses

= ey

related to bilingual education as part of the administration of

educidtion by the Texas Education Agency, such expenses are not

part of the state-local flow of funds to districts for the operation

) , .

,,4’0‘ | in ,‘

o




L o of bilingual, educati@n pregra’msg. chever, while such expenses

are cuts;de of the scope of this study, reséarc:h is needed in this

area. Cansultant and leadéfshxp needs as well as reaulatcx;y der?i{’andé

ld be détermmed f _—— S S

1 - S

- ' 3 Tfansportanon- Téxa_s law prov:des fc:r the re;mbursernent of s:hccl

dlstru:ts fcr expenses of traﬂspcrt;ng students between campuses

for the purpose af Fe<:ew1ng bllmgual msfruc:tmn. Thns cost, according

%

to Texas Educatmn Agenc:y saurces, has, in fact, been m;mr’nal

and is not included in the present study sxn:e it is borne whally

the state.

4, General School Admiﬁistrgtiaq Costs: Past school finance studies -

k

have often prorated between d;fferent prcgram areas Expenses for
such activities as general schaal district.and campus admmlstratic}n
‘ ' mvelvmg, for examplé, supermtendent's and prmcxpal's salanes,
and servzces available to all students such as the salanes of health
~care persuﬂnel Whﬂe the PFESEnt study does take into account
o _ : suppart needs du‘e::ﬂy related to bilingual educatmn, costs of re-
| sources generally supélie_d on a per distr’i:t, pe_r_cam*pus, or a péf

* pupil basis, regardless of program area, have been excluded.
;.§

Per Pupil Costs

Cests generated for eac:h of the areag:discussed above were r:alculated

'«gs

on a per pupu in average daily attgndam:e 'hstsf Where quantltxes were ;dennf;ed

g
on a per classroom basis, a unit of 25 students per classroom was used. The toral

costs per pupil urider each of the areas were then combined to pmduce the per

Yy B

- pupil cost of the program.




' E&j‘jiﬁguéi Program Weights |
a E Under the stand-ard NEFF style appr@ach program wexghts are calculafed
by dw;dmg the per pupll costs of the program in question by the per pupil casts
"of the least expenswe prcgram ina d;strn:t ‘(narmally fhe reguJar prcgram in some
| elementary grades) Due to the nature of the present study, chaﬂgesxha\/é been
made in the items included in-bc:'th the ﬁuméfatcrand dénoqﬁinamr of the e;quation_'
Smce one cf the ab;e:‘twes of th;s study is ta dev%lcp wexghts represemmg
the costs of a bxlmgual prcgram as carﬁparéd to the manolmgual program funded
by th%e: state Foundation Scheol Pregfam, items narmally funded solély at la:al
 expense have been exc:luded from both the numerator and denommatar Further,
the den@mmatar (FSP regular program costs) has been determined by using the
. gross state law fundmg categarxes of Persorinel and Current C)peratmg Costs rather-
fhan a c:ompzlanon of costs for a large ﬂumber of specific’ resource 1tem5 used |
in e;usfmg prggrams (as in the classical NEFP anproac:h) .Finally, the derwed
waghts represent a comparison of monolmggal and bllmgual pragﬁram costs at
each grade level rather than thé ccmparxscn of all costs with a single value- that. '
of the welght of 1.0, )
| Given the approach just described, it is necessary tD!CDnVért the bilingual .
program costs per ADA to costs per Full Time Equivalem (FTE) g iSiﬁc:e’ the
' bilingual program was defined as one in which students spend the sameigamt:urf
of time as other students spend in the regular pmgram the ratio between ADA
and FTE s assumed to be the same for the bilingual pragram'ag for the mono-
!ingua! program. Texas Educatmn Agency figures for the re;:,ular pragram were
used to determine this ratio.
Thgiﬁfallawing steps were used to d:’(tgrmine the monolingual pr@graz;n costs
at each grade levels
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I. * Regular program figures for the number of students’in average -
- daily attendance by grade leve] in the ?‘jggé school year were

converted to full time equivalent figures,®

2. Weights from the most recent Texas weighted pupil study7
. indicating differential costs in the regular program between
grades were then multiplied by the FTE figures described
above to produce a total figure for weighted FTE.
3., The weightéd FTE figure was then divided into the total Foun-
) dation School Program (ESP) expenditures in the twa categories:
Personnel and Current Operation Allotment. The resulting
figure represents the costs of the monolingual program in :
- grades -5, while multiplying this figure by 1.29 yields the cost
‘of the kindergarten program. -

To determine the bilingual program weight for a given grade in a given
year, the.relevant bilingual program add-on cost per FTE is added to the mon-

olingual program cost per FTE for that grade, and the resulting figure is divided

' by the same monolingual program cost figure. For example, if the rr_(éneliﬁgua;

program cost for a given grade was determined to be $500, while the bilingual

/ ] ) LR - SO0 L &9¢e
program add-on cost was determined to be $250, the resulting weight > 300 + 5250

L

2 L5 would signify that at that grai]e and year, the bilingual program would cost

1.5 times ‘as much as the méholingual program.

r;.——.i
FINDINGS: RESOURCE NEEDS

- Resource needs were analyzed according to the five areas where add-on

~COsts were determined to result from the implementation ‘of bilingual education:

staff, materials, equipment, library, and testirtg. Resulting costs are indicated
in Figure V, pg. 35,

Staff

The compromise position selected for costing by. the study was the allocation
to each district of an additional personnel unit value of 0.30 for each 19 students

. S ‘ .
in bilingual program average: daily attendance in kindergarten, first, second, and

third grades; and for wach 2 students in grades four, and five.® This system allows

34



-.E:E:".

_Grado &

%

 FIGURE Y

PER PUPIL COSTS

_YEAR OF IPLeMmmATION |

RESOURCE AREAS

Staff

.160!75

160,75

160,75

160,75

160,75

160.75

Haterials

1 3.0/

24,00

2.0

3L00

21,00

19,00

160,75

19,00

Equipment

20.54

685

46.85

20,54

6.85

6.84

6.84

Testing -

| 248

LR

T L2

2,67

1,51

L51] . 2.7

162

Library

25.00°

TOTAL- PER PUPIL COST

1211

9.00
ol

9.00

il

25.00

201,92

199,92

219,96

9,00

199,11

197,10

Grade 3

0. | 9,00
|

2

}

k

1

A

S

Staff

| 16075

160,75

71760! 75:_

160,75

145,59

1559

145,59

Materials

) gﬂlpﬂ'

.00

19,00

1000

22,00

2.0

1 |

Eqdipmant ‘

1 20,54

{ 685

‘aias__

6.04

0

0.

Jesting -

FRT

160 |

1,63

1,63

£

’--‘ o
2,00

201 .

L2

Library

- ]

25.00

9,00

~9.00

00

25,00

0,00

9,00

25,00

| 9.00

L |

TOTAL PEN PUPTY, cost

237,00

198,23

197,23

196,22

205,61

173.49

170,60

5,7

170,76 |
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districts to utilize their pérsannel unit allccatmn fcr the kinds of pél’SOﬁﬁEl whn:h

.

wcuid best provide for the needs of their: bilingual 1:u=c>grarﬁs;ta
Matena,ls - ' '

- The average recammended allccatxon for additional c:lassroarn materials
_negessar'y for the bllmgual educ:anon pragram by gradé and year of lmplemenfatmn

is shawn in Flgure v, pg. 35.

Equi ment

L

- Whue a Iarge numbér of equipment cate%nés were éonSIderad by ’Ehé panel
- a conser’xsus was reached that only language masters were a necessary addition
e | ,. due salely to the needs of bilingual éﬂucatmn F’aneusts determmed that language
mastérs should be ava.uable to th% bilingual program in quaﬁt;tles Df 2 per classfaam
in grades K-3 &nd 1 per c:lassrogm m grades &-5 Average cost from manufacturers
was brcken down on the basis of 25 students per classroom. The reasonable usefuj
‘life of this equipment was calculated as 3 years. | |

Testmg '

Langgagﬁe Proficiency -Tgs'tiﬁg: It was }jeterm’ined that costs should be

\\ | ~ charged to bilingual education for orie tast at the beginning of the school year
and one test at the end of the year.

F’ragram Assessmént/Student Ach;evement Testma It was felt that costs

for oné additional ac;hlevement test should be calculated as an addz-an expense
chargeable to the- bl.lmgual prcgram.

L;brary Needs |

An average of panel res,.onses résultéd In a recommendation that-libraries
‘contain 7 volumes per studerit' in Eilinguai aducation (in addition to the 10 volumes
per child normally specxiled) and that an additonal 5%.00 per student per year
should b; allocated for new purchases. The specified 7 volumes arc considered

a startaup cost for the first year of program implementatien.
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Per _Pupil C@sts aﬁd Vanablés :

As r‘nentmned al:gve, anly the variables c:f year of 1rnp1ernentatmn and
grade level fesulted in spemf;c rer:cmmendatmns from the panel Per pupil pr@gram
' ccsts as med;f;ed by the vanables appear in the bcttam line of Flgure V, pg. 35.

Bilingual Fmgram Wéxghts

:s \!

A va,lue r;f 3567.39 was determmed as the feguiar pragram cost per FTE
in. grades 1-5, whxle kmdergartEﬁ costs were calc:ulatad at 5731 93 Usmg these
figures and the bilingual prcgfarﬁ ccst flgures converted to FTE c:c:sts, pragfam

F

weights were calculated and are l;sted In Figure VVIi pg. SSi

A1
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.-;ti' v_ - ) . ;,,r . . . R
o | Chapter V .

'SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS -
| SUMMA - ‘ R S =

The pwpase of th,ls study was tc: ‘assess bxhngual edu«:atmn cnsts and the

- :deva[cprnent Df wexghted pup1l=fac:tf:rs far bxhngual educatmn in Texas The Fneth=
pdclagy utihzad Lfl fhé study lden’tliléd the essenual casts Df a b;lmgual educaﬁan
' madel and praduced wex«i'hted pupil- fa:tars,k an alternatwe fcrmu,la fDF dxsfr;bufmg
:E;s«:hacﬁ funds. ThJS methadolagy to determme ccsf data and pragram vanatmns o

* \

found in Téxas can be readily ada.pted to develop.¢ost factors for thEF states.

. .S nce bleguai educatmn is an évalvmg pragram area, the classu:a,l approach

Df the Natmﬂal Educatmnal Fmaﬁczé pFDjEEE style we;ghted pupxl s;udxes Wa.s found -
.'to be madequafe :Eonaur purpgses. Given the hm;tatmns of an approach t:allmg

;:far the Ldenuf.n:atmn of "exemplatjr" programs d.ESt:uSSé_d in an earlier chapter,

and g;ven the great amount of variation between pr@gramé'as" they é;ﬂst in Texas

schoal d;stncts in terms of fundmg levels, breadth of subjéc:: area oifennwsJ depth |

of t::wera:re, number of gradﬁ an:luded a@d student tlﬁ‘lE spent in the pragFam, :

.a dl,fferent approach had tobe develaped fcr detérmmmg per pupu costs and weighted

o ;pupll fat:ters for blhngugﬂ educatmn thle thé use of a panel of experts ta deterrmne

: key resaurc‘e quaﬁtltles is ﬁat w1thaut 1t5 limitations, the pra;er:t had the chmce

i

Df c:bjer:txvely determining premse quantlties from s:hcml dxstru:t data and mampulatmg

, t}‘us data with" a variety c::f statxsﬂcal tgchmques or rglymg on the judgement of -

. a group of pecple representing ‘a braad spectrum of mvalvement in’ blhngu;u edu:atmn

ln the state. T’he project chose the latter c:aun«;, since no matte:r how many fxguma '
“were gener‘jtcd from however largu a gnmpl;. .md no rnattc_r th btﬂfl,;tlf;ﬂ“)’u

49
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ielegant the tec:hruques appl;ed to those flgures, tl}? results (whh:h t:éuld only have
- been thamed by a pm;ec:t w1th a rnuc:h langer dmatmn and a muzh h;gher level
| of :fundmg) would have been rﬁeamngless for purpases gf determmmg fécammgn;aﬂans
fcr funtimg léve,lsr _Théy wculd have ngen an ;ndlc:atmn of "what 15" in a S.Ltua'tmn
.where “b;lmgual educaﬁan pragram“ cari mean anythmg frcm ESL in the fn‘st
~ . gradetoa fqu range of subjeci's over six or mare grades, where tilStFl(Z't bxhngual
| ipragrarn staff may cansxst ef parﬂauy Fétra:méd teachers thh lxttle sympathy 3
cr understa‘ntjng c:f the pragram or. 2 fully traned déc;uc;ated sfaff where students

,,,,,

the;r x:lassrcam txme* and where additmnal funds allacated to the pmgram may

nety of pragrams B

: 'raﬂge ff@m 525-90 per Student to over $1 DDD, Clearly, 5
-.-th 11tﬂe 51m1lar1ty are lumped under the heading “bllmguai :educangn" and the

pregse figures for expenditures, by thESE Pfﬂgf‘amschuld have Ylélded htﬂe mfcr- o
' ‘mation about "what should be" prcvxded m an adequate Pfégram, B : .

. '_i..CDNCLUSIQNS o

% N . g
R R

ng candusmns from this study daserve prime attentxcn. The first has
to da with the h,lgh c:crrelanon amé?ﬂg quailt-y, quanmﬁy, and cast and the second
has to do with the reahs:atmn thaf numerous aspec:ts or 1tems of the bxlmgual

pragram whn:h at first. cans;deranan seern t{:: ﬁecessﬁ:até add&cn casts, in fact,

C s . L [

dc; not

Bl

1. The cléare:st exampié Q:f:i:.the ,ﬁigh :c:rfa!éﬁcsn émcﬁg quality,
T ‘v _‘-‘quannty, and cc:st is the case of: pr«:gram stajfmg VIrtually
every t;me dlfferent sta.ff pQSlﬂDﬁS were d;s:ggsed by the
'panel the CQFLJ;FL:US was that the ?‘nare pcorly tramed in,

. bumgu:u eduﬁ:atmn the .;ta.ff af both thd bllmgu:ﬂ program

50 o




£

e

L

and the Fegular sehadl adrnmlstratmn staff thé more adch—

tmnal pasmcns were naeded, thereby mf:ressmg casts. _

ch’e,ﬁ;@ndusicﬁs are enumerated ais‘ follows: "

is ﬂ'lé case c:f m-serv;r:e tranmg days*

by the panal thaf t.h;s quaﬁnty cculd ratmnaly bé subsurﬁed

used to cair:ulate per pupxl c:cssts rmght vary by grade anr:{ |

abgve. .

it was :Ecund that rnany ac:twmes m bllmgual educ:atmn do i
not requu-e addifmnai fundmg The clearest example here

wh;le the pane,l deter—

v mmed that f;ve tra;nmg days were needed, l-f was decudedf?--

_undér ﬂ‘lé ten days a,llcted by state law for m-servx:e tralmng L

-purposes_ |

iy . PR

3
";'g'

ngcrcgsg appl;c;atxcm Df the prcxv and g_neral upgradms

cgncq:ts (5%% Chapter IV) du:mg the c;c:urse af th;s study

md;cated that a great many r&scurce items (mcst csf wmc:h |

v

| .wcu_ld be xncluded in an "ldéal" prc:gram madel) are not néédéd

Shy .
N T . "i%-,’- * L { i

| x_salely dge to the nature cf b;hnguai educauon but are equa.lly

i

useful to‘the mcnglmgual pmgrarn

| Fmdmgs of this smdy 1nd1cate that Whllé amounts ‘of n:ams

year c:f 1mplementat10ﬁ (a). tc:tai per pupll r::osts sort Lnta

three grade gmups (K, - -3, and. 4-5) and (b) where year, af
1mplementatmﬁ is concernedhtﬂe d;fferenr:e ex;sts in thé

c:osts ,far years 2-4, result;ng In almost’ nr:: dliference between '

y prqgr?ﬁ‘l we;ghts Flgure VI (see PE. 42) indicates’ thé add—

on costs and wmghts that result frém the. grﬂupmgs suggested

o1
[
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The results of thls study .end;cate that bnhngual pragram fundmgi R

under present Texas law (525 per pup;l) is madéquate to rneet

prcgrarn needs. o

~

REC@MMENDATIQNS FDR FURTHER STUDY

- L

Bumgual edueatmn césts in states wzth large target pc:puxatmns N

.

_ shau,ld be studxed to determme whether the cast data and -

~

—prcgram vanatmns are Cbmparable to thase faund i Texas

or whether there are s;gmf;zant dlf:ferences whu:h weuld -

mh;tut ccmparabnhty and the drawmg of more generahzed

canc.lusmns ananatmnwlde basis. S \

B Wh;le the area of preaservu:e trammg was ﬂutsﬂ:le of the

[

scope cf the present Study, reseaﬁ:h in this area is urgently
—_

needed, sfze the answers ta the questions of wf\a is framed

. how many are trained, and hcw well they are trazned wal

-+ affect blhngual educatmn for years to come.

| Usefu,l research c:culd also focus on the effects of dealmmg

s:heel district énrallment on bxhngual pragram staffmg needs.

Further study is needed to defermme the rm:mtc:srmg needs

of b;lmgual education. Such research should f«:n:us on hcw

best to assure that: :

a. Students in need of the program are i’dentiﬁed |
and enfcllei | | |

b, 'Pragram§ offered at the local level pr@éide

an adequate variety of subject areas.

53 \
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‘c. Thefrqésf fruitful teaching méthqdalégiés
are ysed.

d. Ad’eﬁuately developed cufficﬁ.i_jum-‘is' used.

GENERAL REc’:éMMEN_@ﬁQNS |

| #haugh thJ.S study determmed that pre—servu:e shauld nct be m— ' '_ B

ded in the IDRA bllmgual cost analysxs, c:apaclty buﬂdmg, in- -

al

' ’ludmg teas:her trammg, shauld continue to mcrease, parallelmg
' effarts to meet the educatmnal needs of the eﬁtxre target pcpula—

i tmn. ThlS ner:essxtates large Scale supp@rt thaugh the quannty

VShcu,ld lessen in-future-years;-

Althcugh this study represents an aﬁaly51s of cost rather than a

csst/éﬁegﬂveness appraac:h a great dearee Df emphasxs should

be given to the ac:c:ﬂuntablhty fac:'tc:r F‘unds shauld be d;stnbuted

so as to rea(:h the areas Df greatest need wrth assuran:es of

efficient and effactive unlxzatlcn

Y
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Rcdrlg~gs v. San Antonio Indepenﬂang Sch@pl Discrice,

337 F.-

Eablnsqn V. Cahll3 287 A. 2nd 187 (New Jersey, 1972).
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28, . “"The gelection may be' made from a wide variety of “financing
- _'plans so long as the program adopted does not make the quality
-of public education a function of wealth other' than the wealth
-of the state as a whole." .'U.8. District Court, Texas (Western
District) Demetrio P. Rodriguez, et al v. San Antonio Independent °

School "Di’stfict; et al. (San Antonio, 1971),

ﬁ__* :g‘??? Factors of. Eig;-a;iaﬂtPragr@sajig;]ﬂgida,:-?s:ip'iucit;#g,*f-p-’s—fﬁ?&" e
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- to the U.S, bffice of Education, July ‘1973 (Washingtom, D.C.: U.S.

'J“ ’GhépEez IIT

Tish. Newman Busselle, The'Texas‘Weigﬁced'?upil,Sgudy;'Repofﬁ

‘in Texaé, prepared for the Governor's

‘Texas: ' Texas Education Agency, February 1975). p.5. .

. Texas Education Agency, Education

] 7 : Office of Educationmal . -
Research and Planning and ‘Senate Education Committee (Austin, S

o . _ . Jose A;hﬂaraengsgaspeééh;délivered~:a:the‘Tean”Agsgeigzgqﬁ‘-f

of Mexican American Educators, February 22; 1976..

Peggie L. Campeau, A. Oscar H. Roberts, John E. Bowers, Melaine
Austin, Sarah .J. Roberts, "The Identification and Description of

B Exemplary Bilingual Education Programs" (Palo Alto, Calif.: American

Institites For Research, August 1975).

For most bilingual education programs, three»gaj&r goals-are

al Program Gast,Diffefgp;ig;g,Z‘__'

idgntified;W(;);Caﬂtené1;earning;—(2)vPrnficiengyéiﬁ*natiVE"and»

English language, (3) Development.of positive self-concepts. For
Eurthaflélabcfa;ion see p. 123, AJ@e;tethhaﬁge to Learn. :

x;~A Ernest M. Bernal; Jr. and Leon P. Edmaﬁstan,."Desigﬁ for a
Planned Variation Study of Bilingual-Multicultural Education" ‘
(Austin;, Texas: Southwest Education Development Laboratory, 1974).

- A Better -Chance to Learn, op, cit. pp. 243-244, -

"Ibid., p. 104. -

’

T.E.A. Computer Print Out, B.E.D. 110~2, 10/17/75.



R .t Chapter IV.. .

LI

1. . »Rﬂbertisfiééhetéa_and Tomas'

Arciniega, "Inequalities in

Educational Resources: Their Impact on:Minorities and the Poor

‘In Texas.

Te ,'Eééﬁ7$éﬁaolfbff56é;al‘Sérvicé; Our Lady of the Lake -
,Univgrsiﬁy, 1974) . B s L

2.0 As used in this.study, the term monolingual program refers’
: ' to what. is' often désignated as the regular program: i.e. the.
/. ' - atandard non-bilingudl,non-vocational, and non-special education

- p:ogram'offefed7byfs;haalfdistricts-”“Ihe‘tgrmjménglin“ggl'ﬁéé”":"'

: .~ -chosen since the bilingual program costed by this study
5 S designates bilingual educatiom as the regular ‘program for ..
its students. = . R - S e
3. ' Paul F. Dienemann, Donald L. Elynn, and Nabeel Al-Salam, .
- "An Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Alternative Compensatory
Reading ‘Programs," Rép@rszRiEBI,'§repared'fof'Eda;atioﬁal= '

and California,' Southwestern School Study. (San: Antonio,::

‘Testing Service (Bethesda, Maryland: RMC Research Céfpératioﬁ§§ '

:VQ:L if"—fléf)*c':*”p'i*'"llﬁli B . fﬁﬁi"

4o As  used herein, unless otherwise noted, the term average .
daily attendance refers to the refined average daily attendance
of the monolingual program or the equivalent for the bilingual

~program (the gross ADA count for the program, minus ineligible
students, but including those students who also spend time in
- vocational or special education). '

4

; . 5.. . A "fulls;ime’quivéieﬁt" student (FTE) is défined, as in the -
£ 1975 TEA study, as the statistical equivalent of a. student who

_s;/ - spends all of his or her .timé in a program.

6.  The sum-of the. FTE's in all programs at each grade level is
defined as the ADM (average daily membership) count of that grade.’
. To caleculate the monolingual program FTE's for the purpose of this
i study, FTE's for special education and vocational education wvere
-, subtracted from the ADM cdunt for each grade. No FTE tounts
© were available for bilingual education, but, by this study's
_ .. .defining the time students spend in the program as equal to the
- . time spent by other students in thé standard monolingual program,
\ " no student -in the program costed by ‘this study would be enrolled
in both the monolingual and bilingual programs. . So, even if -
%TE counts- for bilingyal education has been available for existing
bilingual programs, they would not have been used. = . :

ERY
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e , B L o
.. Sihice 1975-76 ADA figures were available from the Texas' . [P
. ’Edu@ation Agency only in aggregate form CKﬁB;;4%6;‘7—9,'&“lOng)_“;Vf o
~and since no ADM figures were available, two principal assumptions. .

- had"to be made in order to'convert the available ADA figures to =~
ADM andftheﬂ&tc‘FTE»figufgsﬂwhigh ¢orresponded . to the different e

L 10-12):

] ;‘5:;; ‘ S E i e _:;.:zkiﬁ Kind éf gaft E

grade groupings found

in-the weighted -pupil™study (K, 1-6, 7-9, &

;1. 7 It had to be that the ratij 28 e

e ' L "t0 ‘students in grades ained

. - the, same between 1974-75 and 1975-76; in order to
‘arrive at an ADA count for Kindergarten for the -

o "1975f76‘yaa:,xand

2. It had to be assumed thatgtﬁé'ratiav@f gross ADA
B ADwaémaiﬁedfconstant—between:1974-75'and11§?5—76;
- in order to arrive at ADM figures which could then .
-~ be.converted to monolingual program FTE figures.

* Weights used are the set recommended in the 1975 TEA study,
constructed by the unweighted district mean method: S

T

K= 1.29

- 7”1?67 gil aDDﬁj' S SR e e e gl

o 7=e=li04 o T -
10-12 = 1.15 | ’

" The staff allocations suggested hereﬁa:é based on the Texas

- school finance law (H.B. 1126) which allocates staff te school *

!ijdistricts on the Basis of a variable personnel formula. Under.

-and -every 18 students in grades 10~12. This results in'a total- =

this méthod of allocation, staff positlons .are designated by a-

~ personnel unit. value roughly corresponding to the relatidnships
- between the base salaries of each position. Thus, a B.A. teacher
- has a value of 1.0, an Aide IT ( an aide who can assist the.

teacher in drills and general reinforcemeént of classroom '

instruction) has a value of 0.6, and an Instructional Offider IV

(a key specialist for a major instryctional program in a medium

size district) has a value of 1.4. . o
‘Districts are allocated a ‘quantity of personnel units based

on the number of students in regular (monolingual) program average

daily attendance (refined ADA minus vocational and special . =~ ——

-education FTEs) in different grade level groups. Thus, a district
‘is allocated 1 personnel unit (corresponding. to the value of 1

B.A. or M.A. teacher) for every 19 students in grades K-3; every
21 students in grades 4~6; every 20 students in grades 7-9;

of personnel units which the district can use for funding staff
positions under the minimum foundation program whose values total

. the districts' personnel unit ‘total.

62
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vg.gux;.~ The present study is reccmmending aﬁ addltlanal 3 persnnnal
"v---'*'punlta (cartaspcndlng to 1/2 ‘the value of an-Aide IT) for students
“'in blllngual prggramaaverage dally attendancé (refined ADA for
- the program, minus vocational and spécial éducat;en FTES) based “
on the same basic formula (19 students in- ADA ln grades K-3, 21
istudénts in ADA in, grades 4—5) T -

!Ie 111ustfate -how-the- staff allaca o} , ,
‘examples are given: : N A '-”e\
A, A district. w1th 25 studénts in blllngual
- program ADA in: each grade (X-5) would have
an additional . personnel. unit allacat;on of .
7 3.0 (assuming a rounding off of units ‘to
‘v . whole- numbers. for.each ‘grade . g%nuplng, K—B—
e -4=5). This could be used to fund:
. . (1) a program director, a seefe;ary,
o ‘ ' : R and a librarian, or ' o

ey - (2) three extra teachers, or
b - " - (3) one extra aide II for grades
' K=4, or :

- o _ . '(4) numercus ether'camblnatlcns. -
: s -B. A district with 100 students per grade in

_ grades K-5 would merit.an. -additional personnel-
unit allocation of 9 0.4 Ihls could be used -
tafmﬁ. ’ : S :
(1) program d;reatar, a. 11brar$an, a
T se:retary, and 6 extra teachers )
(enough to lower a 1/25 teacher/ '
, pupil ratio to a 1720 ratio), or
.(2) 'a program director, 3 curriculum
developers, a l;brafian, and 3
. IEEQquE teachars, or
(3) a program director; a secretary, ..
. and 1 aide II for every 25 ~students
7 , in grades K-2, or
S o o (4) - numerous other ccmb;nat;ons.

*
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et ':' APPENDIX A .
| Fanel af B;lmgual EXPEF 13 -

Nt

, ‘- Dr. Felix Almar
: Professer. -
University of Taxas at San Antan,,_f

San=AnEQnia, Taxas : '

Cbe Ernest Esrnal i
‘Dlsseminat;on and’ Assimilatinn
- Center for Bilingual. Education’

. University of Texas at
' San }mtanla, ‘I‘e;-:as‘

e

San - Antanla

Amparo Cardenas - —
Bilingual Eragram DL:EEth ER
Weslaco I.5.D. -

Weslaco, Texas

Imelda’ G Ggerga
Bilingual- P:agram D;rectar

L Donna -I.5.D. S .
-Donna, Texas- ) e

Dr. Arturg Gutiarre;

" Diractor of Bilingual Educatian
Texas.Education Agen:y :
Aus*t;:,.ﬂlr Texas

" pr. Albar Pefia

Director, Division of B;:ultugal
Bilingual Education
. University of Texas at San Antan;a
_San Antania Texa#$

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"DE. Josue Gonzalez -
Institute for Bicultural Education

:Ilane Eardgay

Evaluation Specialist
Titla VIT Bil;ngual Pragram

- San Artonio I.5.D
San Antaﬁ;a. Texgs .

= #

Dr. Ruben Gallagos
Assistant Superintendent
Multiaultural Edugcation -
Dallas 1.5.D. )

Dallas, Texas-

Délares L, Garcia + i
Eilinqual Program Director
Mercedes I.5.D.

Mercedes, ‘Texas

Angel Noe Gonzalez Lo
DHEW, Office of . Education,
Title. VII- o
Jgsh;nqtan,.ﬂaﬂ,

Chicago State University
Chicago, Illlnais

© Austin, Texas

L A

Alonso M., Eerales o ' .

Director,)B{ lingual Edu:atian
San Antonie I.5.D.
.San Antonies, Texas

Maura L. Reyna :
-Assistant Supéflntandent .
Austin I.S.Q.'ﬁ o %x

Dr. Rabert Tiptgn :
. Division of Bilingual Eduﬁatlaﬁ

Texas Educatiop Agency

Austin, Texas .

Gail williford . :
Office of Information Analysis
' Texas Education Agency -
Austin, Texas ’

Dr. Gloria Zamera >
Divzsian of Educatieon
UniVEESLty of Texas at San Antonio
. San Antanié, Taxas



gf the EDEt af a single f;gure Cthe valué Qf thé lawest cast prcgfam,’:

e usuaIly Ehe manallngual pragram 1n same of :he elaméntary gfades)

=L

Flgufe VIII presents the relatlanshlp between hlllngual pragram cﬁsts

‘and the cost af the monallagual pragram ;n gradés 1- 6, thé lDWESt cpst

£

program far thé mast re:ent Texas w31ghted pupll study (see factnuta

7 Chapter IV)

A campariscn w;zh Flgure VI w111 shaw that thls _

procedure changes anly the valués for. kindargaften, the 1ngraasg in

thése values ba;ng a réfIfctlan of the d;fference in the cost. batwaen

(3731 93 vs. $567.39). _ ‘ .
FIGURE VIII

¥ ~ BILINGUAL PROGRAM WEIGHTS

(In multiples of the monolingual grcgiam cost for grades 1-6)

Atﬁa mgnallngual pfagram in" k;ndergartan and éther elemencazy gfadesl

R ¢ 1 -2 3 5

% 1 1.69 1 42 | 1.41 1.41 1.36 %ISS
B . o

5 2°%1.62 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.30° 1.30
Y3 1.61 1.35 1.34 1.34 1:30 1.30
5 I BRI Mt i —
2 4| 1.6l 1.34 | 1.34>~ | 1.34 1.30 1.30

3 _ _ X
& — _ .




