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CHAPTER 1 JE—

THE PROGRAM

The bilingual program of the Auxiliary Services for ﬁigh Schools (ASHéjN
VgonStiEutes a parailél or alternative educational system in New York-City
for secondary school aged students who are bilingual or speak no English

| but only Spanish, French, Italian, Greek, or Chinese. It not only provides
for those students who were former dropouis or potential dropouts, but also
for those students who were not achieving in secondary schools and were
bilingual or non~English speaking and who needed to be served in a non-
traditional type of program. The bilingual program within ASHS was established
in 1972 in the Bronx and Manhattan; by 1974-1975 there were a total of twelve o
centers which continued to operate in 1975-1976. Of the fo.ur day centers,
two areiin Manhattan and one is in each of the boroughs of :he Bronx and
Brooklyn. All have bilingual programs in Spanish; each Manhattan center also
has either a Freﬁch or Chinese bilingual program. The eight evening centers
are located in each of the five boroughs, two in Manhattan, Brooklyn; and

. Queens,.aﬁa one in thé Bronx and Staten Island. Five of the eveﬁing centers
have Spanish bilingual programs; French, Greek, and Italian bilingual programs
are provided at centers in Brooklyn, Queens, and Staten Island, respectively.

See Table 1.




Table 1

Bilingual Program in ASHS, 1975-1976

X2

Dominant’

Center Location Hours Language
DAY: . _
1. Ebbets Field 65 Court Street . 8:30AM-4PM Spanish
School Bklyn, NY 11201 '
2. Forsyth Street 198 Forsyth Street 8AM-4PM ‘Spanish
School NY, NY 10002 i Chinese
3. 93rd Street 257 W. 93 Street 9AM-4PM Spanish
School NY ' French
4. Roberto 431 Jackson Ave. 9AM-4PM Spanish
Clemente Bronx, NY 10455
EVENING:
5. Brandeis HS 145 W. 84 Street 5:30-8:30PM Spanish
NY, NY 10024
6. Julia Richman 316 E. 67 Street 5:30-8:30PM Spanish
HS NY, NY 10021
7. Taft HS 240 E. 172 Street 5:30-9PM Spanish
‘ ‘ Bronx, NY 10457
8. Prospect Hts. Union & Classon Aves. 6-9PM French
HS Bklyn, NY 11225
9. Maxwell Voca- 145 Pennsylvania Ave. 5:30—8:30PM Spanish
tional HS Bklyn, NY 11207
10. Jamaica Voca- 162-02 Hillside Ave. 5:30-8:30PM Spaniéh
tional HS Jamaica, NY 11432
11. Jds 10, Q. 31 Ave. bet. 45 & 46 5:30-8:30PM Greek
Long Island City, NY ~
12. Staten Island St. Marks Place 5:30-8:30PM Italian

Staten Island, NY

The bilingual program primarily prepares pupils for the General

Equcation High School Eguivalency (HSE) examination in English or Spanish,

the latter taken by those in the Spanish bilingual program.

Therefore,

emphasis is on the acyuisition of reading and mathematics skills. The

N



rrogram provides for the development of increasing English skills in English
as a Second Language (ESL). Beyond the ESt, however, the bilingual program
uses native Qr dominant language to develop competencies in the areas of
reading, mathematics, and, to a lesser ektent, social studies and science.
The instructional program ir the native or dominant language also provides
the opportunity for participants to retain and further develop their ownm
cultural heritage. The bicuitural aspect strengthens community participa-
tion in the bilingual program and support for establishing examinations in
French, Italian, Greek, and.Chinese for the HSE Diplomé.‘ The proﬁ?iﬁwémpha—
sizes bilingual guidance and counseling for both the academic and vocational
needs of students. |

| The bilingual program is characterized by céntinuous movement bf students
into and out of the program. Students enter throughout the year and complete
the HSE at various tiqggL?since examinations are scheduled several times a
month. Some of those passing return for ESL and the regular ASHS program;
others go on to further bilingual training and vocational educational programs
offered by public and private agencies or obtain jobs. There is a core of
~egularly attending students, but their ﬁumber istless th;; the official
register or enrollment for the class. Studentg frequently hold full- or part
time jobs in addition to attending the ASHS bilingual ﬁfogram.

Center facilities vary from regular school buildings to large mulﬁiple—

use roomsQ Of major impoitance is the location ~ in a community that can |

best be served by bilingual education.



A prospective student is either plaégd on a walting list or accepted into
the program immediately. Intake procedures include interviews with the counse~
lor and/or educational advisor and‘diagnostic and placement testing., An indi-
viduallzed instrictional program is prepared for each student. To implement
the objectives of each student's program, individualized .or small group instruc-
tion is undertaken. Educational activities include English language skills
(language sk;lls and conversation), réading in E:glish, dominant language

. skills (instruction in the dominant language and culture in the academic content
areas of the HSE), and mathematics (offered in the dominant language). Counsel-
ing services are providediby the educational advisor or the regular ASHS guid-
ance counselor for the following‘purposés: educational counseling, college
placement counseling, job development, job placement, vocational counseling,

'spécial bilingual céunseling.

To support instruction, cdrriculum development, establishment of bicultural
curriculum resource files and resource libfariés at each center are staff acfiv—
ities. The bilingual staff is also encouraged to use the professional reference
library at Clementg; Staff improvement procedures such as workshops, institutes,
gonferencés, and participation in universipy programs are ongoing during.the

school year.




CHAPTER II
EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES
This chapter of the report describes the evaluation objﬁg;ives, the
evalniution instruments ueed, the sample size, types of evaluaﬁion proce~
dures ﬁsed, and the 2ime schedule.

Evaluation Objectives

Objective #1. As a result, of participation in the bilingual program,

the reading scores of the parﬁicipants will show a statistically signifi~

cant difference between pre- and posttests.

Objective #2. As a result of participation in the bilingual program;
students will show a statistically significant difference between pre~
test ratlag and posttest rating in their abiiity to speak Eﬁglish.

Oljective #3. As a result of participation in the bilingual program,

the reading level of the”participant in the Spanish, Italian, Greek, French,
or Chinese language will show a statistically significant difference be~
tween the pretest score anc the posttest score.

Objective #4, As a result of participation in the bilingual program,

the mathematics grade of the participant will show s statistically significant

difference between pretest and posttest.,
§

Objective #5. As the result of participation in the bilinguai program,

at least 80% of the students eunrolled in the bilingual preparation component
for the HSE examlnatioﬁ"(Spanish language form), will pass the HSE in Spanish.

aﬂObiective #6. To assess the discrepancy between the program as described

in the proposal and the program planned and actually carried out in the

implementation. , L !

a
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Evaluation Instruments

Tne instruments used in the study included formal standardized instru-
ments and:nroject—developed instruments. For Objective #l, the assessment
of English language readingiwas obtained by using the Stanford Achievement
Test, Primary I or Primary II. For students whose reading in English was
at or above the ceiling of these tests, Metropolitan Achievement Tests or
California Achievement Tests were given. 'In cne center. JHS '10-°Q, the
McCall-Crabbs Test was used. | N

For Objective #2, the assessment of speaking was made using the New
York City Board of Education's Rating Scale of Pupil's Ability to Speak
English on a pre~ and posttest basis. This ﬁeasure produces 1etter ratings,
estimating English language ability in six letter categories, A to F.

For Objective #3, different instruments wete used for each respective
language to assess the increase in competence in the student's ability to

read in the respective native language. For Spanish, the InterAmerican

Reading Test, Prueba de Lectura by Guidance Testing Associates, parts I and

‘III, reading and vocabulary, was used; forms L3-CES and L3-DES were adminis-

tered in pre-~ and posttesting, respectively. For French, the Science Re~

search Associates Laboratoire des Lectures was used for pre- and posttesting;

this is a complete reading kit with pretest, placement, and instructional
materials. Grade equivalents, determined by the number of words: in the vari-
ous sections,'the number of words per sentence, the types of questions asked,
were established by.tne teacher of_the,course in consultation with the pub-
lisher. For the Greek, Italian, and Chinese programs, project-developed

tests were used since standardized tests are not available. Greek and Italian
testing relied primarily on old New York State Regents examinations in high

school Greek and Italian. To measure vocabulary and reading comprehension in

‘Chinese, the teacher, using standardized reading tests in English as models,

designed an original instrument. No claim is made for the reliability of .any

of the project~developed tests.

10



For Objective #4, the New York Arithmetic Computation Test, Form D was
used. This i1s a basic tool used by the Board of Education to assess mixed
fundamental arithmetic skills for grades 7-12. It was administered in the
stndent's dominant language.

A cunmulative record card nas maintained for each participant in the
wilingual program. HSE scores as well as resulte from other tests were
entered on the card as obtained,

The discrepancy analysis specified in Objective #6 was accomplished by
the evaluator through 'site visits in which a checklist was used and through
an interview schedule which was completed by center administrators. The

‘chechklist and interview schedule were developed from the Program Proposal

R

P

and included all of the essential program components. A copy of these instru~.
ments appears in the Appendix.

Size of the Bilingual Prograw_ and _the Sample of Students Tested

There have beén 1243 students served by the ASHS bilingual program in the
1975-1976 school year. Of these, many hape completed the program by passing
the HSE, entering vocational training prograns, getting jobs, etc. Some were
discharged due to lack of attendance in order to make room for-other students.
Approximately 1,000 students were Spanish, almost 100 were French, 56 were
Italian, 60 were Greek, and 24 were Chinese. Included in the total for the
(hinnce yere three VietNamese.

For evaluation purposes, the sample consisted of those students who
had both pre- and posttest scores for a Specific test., This number varied
since not every student was given every test. In some schools, students who
were not enrolled in ESL were not tested in English language ability or reading

in English. The Chinese bilingnal program was so new that pupils spoke, under-

stood, or read too little English to be tested.

-~

11
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a

Some students completed only a pretest but no posttest because of dropping
out of the program or leaving before posttests could be administered,
Their scores could not be included in the final samplg for the analysis of
that particular evaluation objective. -

The sample of students consisted of those who had both pre~ and post~
test scores for a particular evaluation objective. 'Tablé;2.indiéétes“the
énrollment in the bilingual program and the number of séudents included in
the sample for each evaluation objective. Most students completed testing

for reading in the dominant language and mathematics.,

e

12




Table 2

- Size of Bilingual Program and Sample of Responses -

and Posttests for

.ation Objective:

' Enrolled “ #3 A
Domindane in Read  Speak Read Math
Language School P:ogram Eng. Eng. Dom Lang Dom Lang
Spanish 1. Ebbets Field 50 25 21 48 46
Spanish 2. Forsyth 75 . 69 69 69 69
Spanish 3. 93rd Street 63 15 31 35 35
Spanish 4, Clemente 74 15 58 58 55
Spanish 5. Brandeis 250 39 156 160 158
Spanish 3+« Richman 83 26 37 63 62
Spanish 7. Taft 200 69 168 172 170
Spanish 9. Maxwell 150 38’ 150 150 150
Spanish | {10, Jamaica 60 0-“ 57 59 59
French 3. 93rd Streét 52 20 28 52 43
French = 8. Prospect 46 42 42 44 46
Greek 1. JHS 10, Q. 60 53 56 54 54
Italian 12, Staten Island 56 © 22 56 45 42
Chin;se 2. Forsyth 24 | 0 1 15 16

13
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Evaluation Procedures

- Both formal and informal methods of assessment were used. Site
visits were made where instructional groups were observed, professional

and paraprofessional staff were interviewed; and conferences with center
administrators were held. Center administrators were asked to evaluate
the program in their own center for a discussion of stre hs and weak-
nesses at one of their monthly meetings; a copy of the nrinda is appended.

Evaluation records were distributed to each center administrator to
report pre- and posttest data and other relevant’statistics for each
student. These forms and interview schedules were submitted to the pro-
gram coordinator for-ttansmittal’to the evaluator.

Statistical analysis was performed separately for each center. At
centers where two bilingual programs were implemented, data from each
program were analyzed separately. Methods of statistical analysis used
relied primarily on the correlated t test. In addition, the Sign Test
was‘nsed fo; the assessment of changes in English language skills; this

statistical test was selected because the data were ordinal and determina-

tion of ranks dﬁfficnlt with so many students making changes of one or two

. categories on this rating scale. Additional statistical techniques included

the use of percentage comparisons for those who passed the HSE, and frequency
distributions to indicate gains in arithmetic competency in relation to time
in program.

Time Schedule

Students were pretested as they entered the program. Before taking HSE,
students were generally posttested; all students who had not passed the HSE
and were still in attendance in May 1976, were posttested during that month.
Visits by the evaluator were made during the Spring semester.

?valuation records and interview schedules were submitted to the evalua-

tor by the program coordinator in June 1976.

14



CHAPTER III
FINDINGS
The first evaluétion objective was to determine that as a result of
particip;tion in the bilingual program, the reading grade of the participanis
will ghowmé statistically significant difference between the pretest score
and the posttest score. The assessment of this objective was made by
‘adﬁinistering the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I or Primary II, to all
students. At some centers; studen » scored so high so that a ceiling
effect was observed were given tlhi Mesr  5litan Achievement Test (MAT) or the
California Achievement Test (CAT). In the Greek Bilingual Program at JHS 10Q,
the McCall - Crabﬁg Test in vocabulary and reading comprehension was used.
‘At Jamaica, students who were not barticipating in the English language skills
part of the program were not tested for this objective. Students enrolled in
the Chinese Bilingual Program were also not tested.
Raw scores, the number right, were recorded for each student for bhoth
pretest and posttest on the SAT ;nd Lt tests to determinebthe significance of
the difference between correlated m;ans were conducted. The same ‘statistical

test was used for pre- and posttest grade equivalent scores on the CAT and

McCall - Crabbs.
. {
Regardless of test used, significant gains in reading in English were
obtained in all centers except for a very small number who took SAT, Level II

at one school. The objective was attained. Students within the program gained

in reading in English. These data are reported in Table 3.

15
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Table 3

Changes in Reading in English

. Pretest. . ©Posttest Mean
Center I Test/Score Mean Mean Diff. SDD t
Spanish .
#1 9 a 92.89 103.33 10.44 4.03 7.33%
16 ¢ 5.94 7.15 1.21 . .96 4.85%
2 - 69 a 9 18 97.75 7.2, 5.28 11.36%
#3 11 n T AL 85,64 10.00 4.09 7.73%
4 b 9i.o0 105.50 14,00 - 2745 9,90%
VA 15 a 73.33 88.87 15.54  6.23 9,32%
#5 39 a 76.08 85.44 . 9.36 7.28 7.93%
6 26 a 90.27 100.23 9.96 6.66 7.48%
#7 69 a 86.43 ‘ 97.90 11.47 8.51 11.12%
{#9 38 a 88.08 90.97 2.89 3.63 4.84%
#10 0 C ‘
French . ' ' :
f#3 15 -a 71.07 80.53 9.46 6.18 5.93% °
5 b -70,20 81.80 11.60 10.64 2,18
#8 30 a 53.30 71.87 18.57 8.39 11,92%
12 b 49,58 72.83 23.25 13.11 5,88%
Greek
#1 53 d 3.73 s 4.69 .96 .60 11.54%
Italian S ?
#12 22 a 94.00 103.32 ~ 9.32° L, 34 3.94%
Chinese .
2 0
*p<,01

(a) SAT, Level I - raw score (number right)
(b) SAT, Level II - raw score (number right)
(e¢) CAT - grade equivalent

(d) McCall ~ Crabbs -~ grade equivalent

16
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Thé secona objective stated that as a result of participation in the
bilingual program, students will show a statistically significant différence
g;tween pretest rating and posttest rating“iﬁ thé ability tc speak English
The Sign Test was used for the analysis of the data from 930 students for
whom teachers completed pre~ and posttest ratings on the New York City
Board of E&uc;tion Rating Scale of Pupils' Abziity to Speak English. There
were 394 pairs that remained the same -- showed no change ——\and six who
scored the Highest rating posasible oﬁ thé pretest and were eliminated from .
further analysis. _Only two showed less or a decline from pre- to posttést;
528 students showed a gain in the rating on the Ability to Speak English
Scale. This change was fiound to be statim—ically significant. Therefore,
the objective to improve afrilftw to speak English was attained for a
significant number of stufiwnss who were tested. The school by school tally
of the frequency of difference between pre-~ and posttest rating on Ability

to Spe=k English is presamted i{n Table 4.



14
Table 4
Freqﬁency Distribution of Difference Scores for the Ability to

Speak English and Sign Test Results

——

School Total Positive or Gain in Negative Ties Maximum
Pre - Post Rating Differences Scored
+1 +2 43 -1 zor p (a)

Spanish ,

#1 21 12 . 7 9 . .006%
#2 69 18 2 T 48 1 .002%
#3 31 11 . - 17 3 .012%
#4 58 33 25 . -, 000*
#5 156 93 17 46 .000%
6 37 9. 27 1 .004%-
#7 168 91 . S5 1 71 .000%*:
{9 150 40 1 1 108 .000*
#10 57 23 34 71 .000*
French

#3 28 13 SR N : 12 .004%*
#8 . 42 37 3 ) 2 .000%:
Greek '

#1l 56 36 12 1 1 6 - ,000%*.
Italian ‘

#12 56 33 22 1 .000%
Chinese . o : T
i#2 D 1 -

(a) See Siegel, Non-parametric Statistics.
N.Y.: McGraw-Hill, 1956, 68-74,

**p .01 '

18
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Objective #3 stated that as a resul: of participation'in the bilingual
program, the reading level of the participants in the Spanish, Italian,
Greek, Freu:zh, or Chineée»}aqggage»yi;l.show a sta;istiqally significant
difference between the pretest ‘score and the posttest gcore in the respective
language. Reading tests in fhe dominant language were administered to assess
vocabulary and comprehension. Overall results for sach regspective language
were based upon completed pre- and posttest scores for 814 Spanish dominant
language students, 96 French dominant 1angﬁage students, 54 Greek dominant
language students, 45 Italian dominant language studentg, and 15 Chinese
dominant language students.

In eight of the nine centers for Spanish:dominant language students,
it was found that the difference between pre- and posttesting was signifi-

~cant. Posttest means were higher than pretest-means. The results for the
French bilingual program indicated sigmificant gains at bdthlcenters.
Students in the Greek,.Italian, and Chinese bilingual ﬁrograms»also showed
significant gains in reading in their'xespective“dominant\language. The
objective was attained. The results of these amalyses, school by school,

are reported in Table 5.




Table 5

Changeé in Reading Comprehension in the Dominant Language

Sty
Dominant School Pretest ’Postteéﬁ | Mean
Language N Mean Mean Difference arn t
Spamish(a) #1 48 170.81 71.90 1.08 7.18  1.03
#2 69 61.26 70.17 8.91 5.04 14,56
#3 35 58.54 67.43 ~ 8.89 8.54  6.07%
#4 58 52.03 66.12 14.00  11.10 9.58%
#5 160 6i.s9 77.03 15.44 9.57 20.34%
#6 63 66.75 73.25 6.50 5.91  8.66%
#7 172 53.50 63.69 10.19 12.03 11.08%
#9 150 59.05 '65.20 6.15 6.27 11.98%
#10 59 63.66 75.90 12.24 6.80 13.71%
French(p) #3 52 6.64 9.13 2.49 1.17 15.26%
#8 44 6.59 9.43 2.84 .78 23.95%
‘vGreek(a\ #11 54 12.50 14.81 2.31 1.73  9.73%
Italian (a) #12 45 59.91 68.76 8.85 10.27 5.71%
Chinese |a) #2 15 76.60 80.47 3.87 3.33  4.35%
(a) raw score - number right
(b) grade equivalent *p .01

20
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For objective #4, as a result of participation in the'bilingual
program, the mathematics grade of the participaﬁt will show a'stétistically
significant difference between the prerating and the postrating, ti'»
¥ew York Arithmetic Computation Skills Test was administered in the dominant
language. School by school results indicated statistically significant gains
at every site. The objective of growth ir mathematics w=s attained.

These data aré presented in Table 6.

21



Table 6
Changes in Mathe- “rade Equivalents M. ‘ured

in the Dominant .. uage

Dominant School Pretest Posttest Mean
Language N Mean Mean Difference _SDD t
Spanish #L 46 5.35 6.53 1.18 1,17 6.77% -
‘ #2 69 5.46  6.47 1.0l .74 11.27%
#$3 35 5.07 6.2l 1.13 .89 7.37%
B S5 5.23 6.98 1.75  1.14 11.33
)5 158 5.58 7,23 L.es  1.22° 16.92%
#6 ‘65 5.70 6.93 1.23 1.29  7.45%
0 170 5.25 6.04 .79 .86 11.88%
#9150  5.47 5.98 .51 45 13.97%
#10 59  5.88 7.27 1.39 .98 10.75%
French #3 43 6.80  8.64 -  l.8w 1.75  6.79%
#8 46  6.54 8.93 2.39 1.42 11.27%
Greek “#11 - S4 4.88 5.58 .70 .66 7,76%
Italian #1242 8.83 10.13 .30 1.29 6.53
Chinese #2 16 7.54 9.33 1.79 1.10  6.33*
*p .01

22




Test data from centers having the same dominant language bilingual

the number of ‘months in the program. For each dominant language, a
majority of the students achieved one or more grade equivalents be;
month of particiﬁation in the program; i.e., a majority of students in the
program four months showed gains of four grade equivalents or more in‘pre—

posttest commarisons. See Table 7.

Table 7
Gains in Mathematics in Relation to Number of Months

in the Program

Bilingual Program

Spanish . French Greek Italian Chinese

(N=804) (N=89) (N=54) (N=42) (N=16)
Gained the same or greatef No. 7 No. % No. % No. % No. %

number of grads equivalents ‘
as months: of partiaipation 572 71.1 77 86.5 37 68.5 26 61.9 15 93.8

inzprogram

Gained fewer, remained the 232 28,9 12 13.5 17 31.5 16 38.1 1 6.2
same, or lost grade equiva~
lents

23




Objective {5 stated that as the fesult of participation_in the bilingual
program, at least 80% of the students enrolled in the bilingual preparation
;omponentlfor the HSE examination (Spanish language form), will pass the HSE
in Spanish. The objective of passing the HSE was the goal for most students
in the bilingual program, regardless of dominant language. However, students
who were French, Greek, Italian, or Chinese found there was no pfospect for
them to take the HSE in a form in their native language. These students musg
take the examinatibn in English. “The implication for the program is the
emphasis on ESL to develop English language skills for these students, and
the emphasis on Spanish language skills and the content areas for Spanish
language sﬁugents.

Th;Anumber of students who took the Spanish HSE in the school year
1975-1976 from the bilingual Program was a total of 474. Of those, a total
of 167 passed, or 35.2% of them, At this writing,ltﬁe results were not
known for 61%. Among students whose results were known, more ‘than 90% passed
in HSE*. 1In the light.of these results, it is clear that the cfiterion
established for this evaluation objective, that over 80% of the students from

‘the bilingual program who took Ehe HSE in Spanish and for whom rgsults were
‘available at ciie time of this report paséed, has been e#ceeded. HSE results

are reported in Table 8.

.

*An additional 47 received their test results before this report was duplicated;

37 or almost 80% passed the HSE. 2‘1
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Table 8

Results of High School Equivalency

: - Number Who Number Whose Results Passed Failed
School Took HSE Are Known No. % No. A
Spanish \

HSE

1 43 . 19 19 100 -

#2 42 18 : 14 77.8 4 22.2

3 35 13 12 92.3 1 7.7

HIA 24 "4 . 1 25.0 3 75.0

#5 139 58 . ' 54 93.1 4 6.9

#6 15 7 7 100 -

. #7 88 ' 131 29 93.5 2 6.5
#9 68 ' 27 - 23 85,2 4 14.8
#10 22 8 8 100 -

English
HSE
#3 11 5 B 100
#8 3 1 1 100
fl1 - - - ~
#12 12 2 2 100
#2 - - - -
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" A small number of students enrolled in bilingual progréms other than
- Spaﬁish took the HSE in English. Amoﬁg those for whom test results are known,
all passed. These ddte”are also included in Table 8.

Tﬁe sixth evaluation objective was to assess the discrepancy between the
program as described in the proposal and planned and actually carried out in
che‘implementation. The results of this discrepancy analysis accumulated from
observations and interviewﬁ with program staff while on-site and at confe;éqces;
‘indicated that generally the program as carried out coincided'wich the‘program‘“'
as described in the proposal. |

In establishing the.bilingual program in ASHS at each center, community
and cemmunity agencies participated. Mﬁbst éencers had high registrations and‘f
waiting lists. Attendance levels varied ;mong center.. At some it appeared
that more participants could have been served. In ths ongoing operation of thé
program, pafent and community participation was generailly low; however, some
educational advisofs had organiz;d active student groups at their respective
centers. |

In most céﬁEéfs, individual program objectives were set. Educational o
advisors and/or guidance counselors maintained a folder for each student which
contained a student's program and educational activities.  Records of intérvieQS"k
were included. The program coonﬁinator‘had'introduced_é cumulative record card.
for each student upon whichltest inforﬁacion, date of entry and witﬁdrawal were
recorded. |

Instructional activities varied among centers and according to student
needs. In some centers, each student worked with individual assignments and re<-
ceived tutuorial assiétance from teachers and/or paraprofessionals. At ofher.
.cénters; small groups worked togetﬁer with a staff member.: In stili ofhers,

large group instruction was implemented.

) 20
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o
1

The Spanish bilingual program emphasized Spanish language skills and
content in Spanish. The French, Greek, Italian, and Chinese bilingual pro-
grams concentrated on ESL and English reading skills rather than on improve-
ment of dominant langdage skills and eultural heritage. This situation
reflected the apparent primary goal of the program which was passing the HSE.
Once it was found tﬁe HSE was available only in Spanish and English, the
S#anish language students concentrated on content and Spanieh language skills,
whereas thebItelian, Greek, French, and Chinese students concentrated on
English. Student programs reflected this situation.

Curriculum has been designed by educational advisors, teachers, and the
currdculum coordinator who also obtained fide maﬁerials, primarily in Spanish.
Materials in French appeared adequate; the educational advisor was planning to
design materials in French or Haitian literature. 1In the Chinese bilingual
’prograﬁ the teacher had designed many materials for oral - aural exercises in
learning English. In additionm, ﬁe adapted many reading materials for teaching
English language skills. Little if any materials ﬁere used or developed for
improving skills in Chinese. Materials in ;he Greek bilingual program were
inadequate, in the Italian bilingual program, more satisfactory. Whatever
materiais were available and/or requested from the eoordinator by center
personnel wefe~quiekly sent to a center from Clemente where the curriculum
reference library was located. i

| Centers had few resource libraries of their own for either staff or
pupils, primarily because of space and storage constraints. Some centers

- had no storage facilities; in others, there was one steel closet for all

‘materials and equipment at that center.
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In one center, the "library" was a steel cabineg’kept in a small, unheated
ante. room that also served as an ESL center, sincz available space in the
Enélish, in French, aﬁa in Spanish, and mathematics instruction in English,
all of which occurred simultaneously. |

Communication among bilingual program components was minimal. Con-
tact with €lemente tendéd to Bgmgfeatgr among day schools aﬁd Spanish
bilingual program staff than evening and other language staff. However,
opportunit’as were planned and implemented for staff development. Confer-
ences, Institutes, workshops at Clemente and elsewhere, college and
university programs and courses were provided for teachers and edugational
advisoég: Each center provided independent training for paraprofessionals
which varied among centeré. Development and uraining appeared most satis-
factory for those in the Spanisk ,;ilingual program and for those in day
schools. F » e

There have been many accomplishments of the bilingual program foé ASﬁS
during the schoo} year 1975-1976. There have been many consistent efforts
to use counsgling along with instruction to individualize educational and
,vocational o#jectives for each puplil. The average number of monghs a stu;
dent remained in the program ranged from three to nine, while the average

number of counseling interviews per student ranged from three to ten. It is

obvious that, in general, sihdents, talked with guidafice ‘counselors and/or

educational advisors approximafely once a month,

Althougﬁ not ;il guidance counselors were bilingual, they worked very
closely with’ﬁhe eaucafibnal adviSors who were. TheAeffectiveness of this
procedure was demonstrated in part through motivation for HSE, college, and
vocational tfaining. Results from the HSE in Spanish and English indicated

that approximately 80% of the students who took the exam passed 1it, More

» .

9K
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than 20% of the pupils in the program applied to college and of these some-
what less than half were accepted. Therefore, approximately one-third of

the students in bilingual ASLS received college acceptance. A similar
proportion were accepted into vocational training programs. Although joS
placeﬁent.opportunities were extremely limited and few centers had job devel-
opers or bilingual job developers, job plaqgment was effected for fog; per-
cent of the studgnss. These statistics indi;ate the enthusiasm and perse-

verence of staff and students in bilingual ASHS.
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CEAPTER IV

SUMMARY 2F AJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

“n general, tk=-y =@ults of this 3Vaiuswion showed that the Hil<ngual

3}

prrzram in ASHS dic¢ = ' ve the basic evaiywrion obiectives foxr the stu~

o)

dents for whom dara w available.

The students fc %om completed results were analyzed skewef signiss~
cant gain in their Eng,&r.sh reading scores.

The results of ttn: language assessmert rating by teachers of student
ability to speak Englizh showed signiiicanmt improvement on the rating
scale. Many of the students began at the lower levels of the scale,,
showing little or no English, and they have acquired more skills in speak-
ing English than they had prior to the program. However, it is clear“thét
the bulk of the students in the program still have not mastered the ékiils
of‘speaking English. While there has been progress that is significant, more
development is needed. .The rating scale itself has.been the subject of |
severe criticism, relying on teacher judgment. It is highly subjective and
general in its categories.

" Reading in nati?e or dominant language also showed significant gain:in
each of the respective languages for students whose test results were com-
pletes The tests used had limited reliability and validity., Prueba de
Lectura was the only instrument uséd to measure reading in Spanish; lack of
normative data precludedhfﬁe uée of grade equivalents and limited assigning
meaning to the average number nf qﬁe$ti6ﬁs.aﬁswéréd correctly. The Laboratoire
de Lecture, the ad#ptedE&enﬁ1test, directly linked evaluation to instruction
but failed to provide meaning for the posftest except to indicate a‘gain".
Another independent test, perhaps the French Regents or Coopé{éﬁi@é"Lghguage

Test would augment the measure. The tests for Greek, Italian, and Chinese

were project - developed,‘teacher~cqnstructed tests. Regardless pf‘the ; 3()"
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limitations of the wvmrio::s mestss, the results showed there were gains that
were statistically sigmis sanc =d the objuxtive was realisged,

Assessment_in mar. e fog aimoig the twelve centers s od significant gmixs
in grade equivalents.

For those students w+.'S@ reemuits were known, approximzzely 80% passed the
HSE. The present reportist gy§izel: made scoring the data difficult. Moreovex,
many'students took the teas: aﬁﬁ”"*valuation data were co, llected.

This program deserves e%;inuation."flﬁ is a program that not only serves
man} bilingual potential ;- ﬁﬂns.frop-outs but many who are new to this country.
Some-gains may appear smail hugt ta the stndents in this program they are real.
For some, this is their firse exme:ience of success.

The evaluator of the . }74-i:375 bilingual program in ASHS recommended the
following: .

l. Maintenance of a low profile to consolidate the'grogram;.

2. Staffing the: program with persons who have more than bilingual
qualifications, who ‘have middle school certification knowledge
of native cultmre, individualization of instruction, and not
merely foreign: lemgmage: teachers;

3. Strengthening oFf “rmal testicg,

4, Bringing English Iioro every area;

5. Viewing bilingual ASHS as a system.

These recommendations were implemented to some extent. There was no expan-
sion of the bilinguai program in -ASHS exeegt“to introduce a Chinese language
bilingual progrdm at an alremdy =established bilingual center. The recruitment and

selection of staff have suffared because of budgetary constraints. In most ceaters,

professional and paraprofes:iomxl staff were native to the dominant language and

possessed some teacher certification. Motivation and dedication were high. Staff
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development and trafming for increas:ng skills in bilingual éducz:l&n, indtwid-
ualized instruction, curriculum development, and testing are esseztial. The
importance of formal testing has been accepted-generaliy. At sorz genters,
however, tests that mppeared irrelevant Eo student programs were wrri-red.
Emphasis on the need for pre~ and posttesting should bé‘included in oordinazror
- center communications. Standardized procedures and materials &aveﬁhéen intro-
duced and.were implemented. All centers used the éumulative recce® =ard for
student test, data. . At most center;, an individual félder was maimtained for
each student which included program and progress through ASHS,

Implementation of recommendations was weakest in curriculum; Oral and
written English language skills tended to be.minimal in Spanish bilingual pro-
grams and dominant language skills tended to be minimal in other language bilip~
gual programs., Bicultural curriculum waé also limited.

Recommendations for the program as a‘resuit of the 1975-1976 evaluation
are: - .

1. Development and selection of ﬁore suitable tests in both English
language and dominant language skills;

2.4,Integration of English languége skills and dominant languaze skiTls
in every student's program; ‘

3. Development of bilingual and bi-cultural curriculum for each;bilin-
gual progza;: especially languages other'than Spanish;

4. Increased communication between the coordinator and bilinge=l =taff,
particularly at even;ng centers;

5. Staff develoPment and paraprofessional training in individualfzed
instruction, techniques of teaching, test development;

},. 6. Curriculum development and implementation‘to improve language skills

of illiterates who need bilingual educationm,
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All these zecommendations, partic.larly numbe-s 1 and 6, ‘may oe-
unfeasible for =—we program to implemen:. These should be implement=#
by the joint efSorrs =f the Office of Bilingua® Edwcation, the Office

of Educational =xaluzzton, and the individual Cpgrams.,

[
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APPENDIY ~ DTSCREPUCY CHECKLIST
Nomber emrdlisd im ST

Nuaber enrcviled in 31

Community Tmsponse: o hdph school
in derdnant-iangpzze L

How 18 thermrreinforcemset of the
cultuzal ider=ify o the student?

Staff improvemsnt orssies:
workshops at cer=er

institutes
conferences
universily programs
Spanish- cur: .culum prototyre awailatle?

- Resgurce library in center

Use of professional Tefersrce
library ai Llmmenta

Para advancemeni & colleps

" Bi-cultural curzébezlum ad'earelbgpnznt
resource 2le

Classroom:

teacher oot )
i cof oAl

Internal. forms for fmrmative ewaluation:
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BILINGUAL PEOGRAM
ASHS

Agminisrator . “Dominant Language

Center ‘ ' Dar _ Evening

Total Erxrolled

1. Plamuing and Developmeut

1.1 Curriculum has been prepared in:

Subjects Languages

1.2 Explain parentficommmity partcipation:

2. Staff Developmemt

2.1 Number of fmofeasaﬁéonal workshops at-:own: Center

-2.2° Number of profeasfonsl workshops at :other Centers

2.2 Describe other-profemsional training:

2.4 Describe paramrnfeséifmal trainings
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3. Counseling

3.1' Extent of college counseling and orientation

3.2 Extent of counseling on vocational and job skils

3.3 Types of jobs developed:




4. Instruction

4.1 1Indicate the kind of instruction for the following classes:

Individualized Structural Group

English Language Skills

Baaics T

Int. II

Int. IIX

Adv. IV . ' _

Reading in English

Rd. I

Rd. II

Rd. IIX

m. N

Dominant Lang. Skills -~

Int.

Adv,

Satellite 2

Mathematics

H.S. Equiv. e

4.2 1Indicate adequacy of:

Equirment

Material

Testbooks,

Storage availability
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S. Recommendations
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Meeting April 30, 1975 - 10:am

Topilc: Program Evaluation

Agenda:
1. Program Strengths
2, Program Weaknesses
3. Recommendations
4, Rvaluation Procedures

4.1 Formative Evaluation
4,2 Summative Evaluatiom

Please prepare a statement on program strengths, weaknesses, and recommendations
for: ' : Lo

a., .Your Cemter N

b, A.S.H.S. in general
¢. Title VII in general

Specific reference: should be made to:

1, Administrative matters

2. Curriculum development .

3. Educational, vocational, azd bilingual counseling
as related to college placcment, job development
and placement, and bilingual

4, Clerical skills instruction
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" " (ORFICE OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION - DATA 10SS FORM ;
L (attach to MIR, item #30)  Function # | ;

 In this table enter all pata‘y,0ss information, Between MIR, item #30 and this form, all parricipanta
In each activity must be accounted for. The component end activity codes used in completion of item #30
ﬁ}ahould be used here 8o that the two tables match, See definitions below table for further instructions,

-

1 @6 @ () (6)
.| Compoment |Activity | Group| Test [Total|Number | Participants .| Reasons why students were mot tested, or {f
1 Code Code |ID, |Used |N |Tested/| Not Tested/ tested, vere not analyzed
Analyzed_ Analyzed Number/
N 1% . Reagon
Eng. Absence 139 -
Read. [1243 | 433 810 65,2 | left program before posttestine 66
(a) Not in ESL 601
used different test for posttest 4
Reading { ‘
Dom, |1243 [ 1024 | 219 |17.6 left program before posttesting 200
Lang, Vietnamese in Chinese program 3
(b) Absence 16 |
Math: | left program before posttesting = | 214 - |
NACT |1243 | 1005 | 238 {19.1 .
(c) Absence | 24
NIt o
Lang. {1243 | 930 313 25,2 left program before posttesting 252
Fluency \ |
@ | Not in ESL 36

Absence | - 25

(l) Ident1fy the participants by specific grade Level (e.g., grade 3, grade 9), Where several grades are combined,
. enter the last two digits of the component code,

(2) Tdentify the test used and year of publication (MAT=70, SDAT-74, et )

/(3) Number of participants in the activity, . ' - |

(4) Mumber of participants included in the pre and posttest ealculations found on Ltemd0,

(5) Number and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on itend30,

(8) Speclfy all reasons why students were not teated and/or analyzed, Por each reason specified, provide a separate
“‘mmmmHmmmmmwmummmmmmmwMMmHMMmMn

© o needed to apectfy and explain data loss attach additional ages to this form, S
{00 S O, or MeCall-Crabbs | ' P B 2% B ‘ B 1

]jlz\v(ja de Lectura, SRA Laboratoire dea Lectures or project developed/adapted tests




Bilingual Program in Auxiliary Services for

High Schools

ABSTRACT

The bilingual program in the Auziliary Services for High‘Schools (ASHS)
aimed at improving language skills in English and the student;s native or
dominant language, math skills; and attainment of the High School Equivaiency'
fﬁgﬁ) diplema. In the 1975 - 1976 school year there were twelve bilingual
centers, four day and eight evening Bilingual programs were offered in
Spanish, French, Greek, Italian, and Chinese. ,

Tﬁe.results of the evaluation showed that the basic'evaluation objectives
were‘echieved by students for whom data were available. English reading scores

showed significant gains between pretest and posttest. Changes in ability to

“speak English were also statistically significant, with most changes indicative:

of improvement in skill. Reading in native or dominant language showed signifi-
Icant gain in each of the respective languages for students whose test results
were complete. Assessﬁent in mathematics showed sighificant gains in grade
equivalents. For studentslﬁhose HSE results were known,‘aﬁproximately 80%
passed.

| This program deserves contihuation. It is a program that not only serves
many bilingual potential and real drOp-ouES, but many who are new to this
country. Some gains may appear small, but to the students in this program they

are real, For some, this is their first experience of success. Enthusiasm and

'perseverence of staff and pupils are responsible for attainmer of program

objectives.
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