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1' Program Desc

Bilingual=-Bicultural Prop(aw at C.S. 77 in Distriat 12
Central Bronx, N.Y.) waa designed to ﬁrovide remedial in-
stryction in oral English to a specially selected group of students
gradae 1=6 using a group of specially trained educational assist-
ants, Tae participants were to receive instruction in the basic
skllls of llstenﬁ‘p and speaking for the purpose of attaining'auto-'
matic control anq fluency in oral Engllsh. It wae expected that stu-
dents participating in the program. who core from severely economi-
cally deprlved h mes, would benefit from instruction in English by
carrying their newly developed akilla into content subject areas,
especially mathomatics. social studies, and science where low levels
of oral English fluency cAan be handicaps to subject P&stery. It was
expected that the students par}icipating in the program would deve1;
op an appreaiation of their cpltural background through contact with
inefructional peraonnel who are.bilingual.
The Language Aaaeaament Battery for rating a student's ability
to speak English was used to determine eligibility ror participa-

q _
tion in the Bilrnzual-Bicultural program. Those atu(e 8 who scored
!

below the 20th percentile on the LAB were eligible fjr the program,

.Prow a total enrollment of 2,221 students. 398 have een jdentified
by the LAB as being below %he 20th percentdle. From this group of
398 students, a group of 16€ students were selected for participa-
" tion in the project. Twenty,eight stud;nta from each of the six
grade levels in the school were identified as the target popul

who were to ;Eceive the special servites of this project.

-
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Each student partic1pated on a d&ily basxa, working with the
educational assistants during reqular instruct1onal periods, The
educational assistants worked with individual students and with
groups of two to four students. Their -tasks included helplng stu-
dents learn the structural patterns of both oral and wrltten Ehg- -
lish. recognizing sound-symbol relatxonehips in English, and com-
paring word order in Enplxsh and Spanish The aseistants used a va-
riety of means.to nccomg}ieh these tasks, including text books, the
facilities of a learning, apdio-visual aidd, small group discussions,
iﬁ&iQidual-tutoring, and field trips designed tb enhance thehigne-
’uaze‘Sklllslthe participants were devoloping.-The ddﬁcational as-
sistants also assisted-in the igetlnz and diagnoaing of the- students,
assieted in maintaining s*udert records. assxsted the teaching ataff
in the seley&ion of approprifte cultural materials, and translated
materials/éhenever necessary. The outcome of these activities were

/

to be reflected in student per “ormance on the LAB post< tOStﬂf
N

/A1l students were vaethhe Languape\Asseasment Battery prior

t¢o/entering the program and again during the month of April. It was

g ¢ i - :
expected that students would raise their pretest percentile ranks at

least ten percentile ranks on the poét-teet. The program was in oper-

*

ation from 9/1/75 and will coTtinue through the end of.the school
year, %

The specific objectives of the project, as théy were originally

developed weret b .
1. Sixty-five percent of the target population in grades 1-6

who scored below the &utorf score in the Language Aaaees-.

ment Battery and attend 70% or more of the program sessions
. & '
6




"*quent modifications or addenda.
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would advance from Catexory 2 to Category 1 as measured
by t@e LAB.
Paftn percent offthe grade 1 and grade 2 participants in

_the |rozram atteﬂding 70% or more of the scheduled program

’

sessions would improye_in reading ability from grade 1 to

.

gradé 2 as measured by.the Stanford Early School Achieve-

ment Test.

Sixty percent of tge ﬁupi}.particiagnts of grade 3 to 6 in-
ciuslve. attending '70% or more' of the s¢heduled sessions,
would achiévebmasﬁery in 7 of 12 Preécrigtive Reading In-
ventory reading behavioral objectives, that they were de-
ficient Ln’uéon entry in;o the program, o

The/ programs, as actually implemented, would coincide with

.thg brogréms as described in the proposal and any subse-

. %
- ) . G

16/15/75, the following changes in .objectives were approved:

Sﬂ'ky-?ivé percent of the target population in erades 1-6

'who’sconéd at or, below the 20th percentile on the English

.version of the Language Assessment Battery, and attended

70% or more of the program sessions would advance ten per-
centile ranke as measured, bv the thguage Assessment Battery.
s : 5 Bt n

Eliminated

Eliminated

I

Thé programs, as actually 1mp1emented. will coincide with -

the pr&grams as detcrxbed in the proposal and any subse-
2 | £ -~ ‘ .

quent moédifications or addenda.

T 7
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These chénges were m;de because the project‘staff thought that
a zreater emphasis on the acquisition of language competency would
bﬂ‘more'bener1c131 to student partlcipation in the project The re-
‘sources Gf the project could most effectively be channeled into this
area, rather than étfempt@ng to stretch thin their resources by try-
ing to cover too many goals. In éddition, changes in the Language

Assessment Battery dictated that percentiles rather than categories

be used as data points,

Chapter II

Evaluation Procedurgs

\

Eyaluation ijecfive #11 TqQ determine Qheiher s8ixty-five percent of
the targgt populatiori who scored below the 20th percentile on
the LAB pretestmand who attended 70% or more of the sessions
advanced ieg percenfile ranks on the LAB post-test. I
1.1 Subjects: Those target students whq attended at least 70%

of the program sessiona were the treatnent group.

Nethods and Proceduresu The Language Assessment Battery was

given to students to determine their eligibﬁlity for the
program prior to the start of the progfam;'lt was admin-
istered a8 a post-test’to all ‘program pérticipants in April
1976. Attendance data were used to identify studentsason
whom data anaiyees were computed. The p%ojoct coordiﬁatoy
assemgled the prete?t and post-test re?ults on.forms pro-

vided by the evaluator,
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1.3 Data Analysis: The post-test percentile rank was compared

e

to ‘'the pretest percentile rank to determine if the 10 per-
centilé rank 1ncrease océufed. A distribution of these

difference scores is presented to determine the percent of
. _ vy v 25
students who progressed 10 or more ranks, The project ob-

Jective will ve sucéessfully satisfied if 65% of the stu-

dents show this progress. : y

Evaluation Objective #2

The evaluator was to observe program activity, conduct interviews,

‘and examine 'pertinent records to determine the extent of congruence

between program proposal specifications and the actual imﬁlementa-
tioh'of the prqeram; these datg are included summarily in the final

evaluation report. ‘

. The .evaluator observed activity and interviewed key personnel

to determine strengths and weaknesses of the progrém in.order to

provide recommendations for recyclingl planning and staff develop-

ment; these data are provided summarily in the final ev luation re-
-y : .
port. :

L)

In order to carry out the evaluation objectives, the evaluator

visited the project site, mét with the préject director, coo;dinu-

tor, educational assistants, and students. Tegching staff working‘

wgth iﬁe assistants ;ere unterviewed. a8 were the'pprehts of several

studenfé participating in the E}oject. On-sjte evaluakion visits

‘were made on March 18, March %0. April 8, and May 3, 1976, Pre and

postétept scores were collectgh on Yay 24, the date on which the:
"

last on-site evaluation was conducted. .’

9
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Chapter III
The Findings . a

\

The results of the’evaluation‘activitfes are ﬁresented in this
‘eectﬁon following the forme£'Qescribed in the preceding chapter, Tee

.twe ma jor evaluation objectives'and the findings germane to each are
presented'in sequeece. '

r
)

Evglua;iod Objective #1: Sixty-five percent of. the target population
in grades 1-6 who scored 'at or below the 10th percentile on the Eng-
lish version of the Language Assessment Bnttery. and attended 70% or
more of the program sessions would advance ten percentile renke as

measured by the Lenguage Assessment Battery.

"~ iThe first component of thie objective vae to determlne how many
students participated in at least 70% of the scheduled sessiorns, At-
tendance data and other information provided by the project conduc-
tor weré evaluated to obtain these deta, Te?le 1 contains a freeuency
~ distribution of the number of students at each grade level who met

the  70% criterion, as eell as ﬁietributione for those who bid"noi.

As can be seen, 148 students out of the targeted 168, completed the

activities of the project. This represents 88% of the originallgroup.

Only.12% of the original group were not fncluded in the data analyses
that are presented below. 0f the 20 students who were not included in
the enalyees. 11 were discharged from the project because they - moved
out of the aree served by the school late in the school year (primet-
.ily in ¥arch and April). Three students were absent from-school on

the dates the LAB had been scheduled. They also were abeent,on the

10
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Table 1
Prequency Distribu@ioﬁ Sy Grade Level of Participants

Who - were Discharged, AWlent, and Tested at Termination

of Project

) .
Grade Discharged Erroneous Data . Absent Tested

1 | : Ty 27

2 2 26

3 2 ' | 1 : 25

4 1 3 24

5 2 1 ' 1 24

6 4 B 2 " e 22
Total 11 6 o3 148 )

11




" final data analysis.,

_.percentLle rankings for eacH student were compared to their re8p§§?~

"lated to determine i{ the anticipated gains had bgeﬁ achieved. The

'score was above the highest percentile ranking provided in 1976

* B/E Punction #20-63412 ,
. . 8 v v

~

dates scheduled for ﬁgke-dp teating..Test-data for six students were
not included in fhe final analysis because the project staff believed
that the preteét scores were spuriously inflated and thus could not v 
Eeaningfully be cqmpared to their poet-teaf’;csres. Theqe six‘atu-
dents'qcofed at or above the 20% on the pretest, even Qppugh they '

/ .

. - & )
demonstrated\very poor language skills in non-test settings. It was

the judgfent of the staff that these students be allowed. to partici-

pate.in the project even though, through some quirk, they exceeded
the pretest cUﬁgff scores, Over 75% of. the students designated as
[N &

e}iqiblé for participation at each grade level are included in the

In order to'determine if the first project objective, that 65% J'
of those students attend}né’?O% or more of the scheduled sessions'

gained ten percentile ranks'on the LAB post-test, ﬁhe LAB-post-téet
tive LAB pretest percentile rankings. The amount of gain'wae taﬁuz.

results of these comparisong are presented in Table 2. The fiiét_ '

column of that table indicates the number of percentile ranks“gained.
: ) ' ) /
The range is from no gain, for those students whose scores did not

change, to a high of 21 points, for those students: whose. pogt-test

Language Assessment Bat&ery Fercentile Ranks Tables developed &t the
N : T

central board. The second column of Ta:ye 2 contains the actual num-

ber of students who gained the specifif number of percentile ranks,

J

Column 1'contains the percen} of students who achieved specific gains
L

and column 4 shows the cumulative percent of specific¢ points gained,

12 | ‘




Prequencv Diatribution and Percent\Diltribution of. Gains

Points Gaiﬁed

21-
19 -

~—=17

b2 =
11 -

5 -

3 wd

18
16

s
12 -

10

)
4

2

No gain

Total

on the Languave Assesgment Battery Past- teat

()
Num§5¥

148
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Table 2

!
[

,'"Pchent

.

162

.168

. 006

. 006

N 4047
074

,006

042

. ~,082
~.067
.082
.256

!

L

!

'Cumulativew
Percent

.+998

.836
.668
662
.656
.609
.535
.529
487
405
.338
.256

\%




', realizing any gain. Pourteen percent of the group gainod between 10
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As gan_bo seen in Table 2, 52.9 percent of the p;rtlcipints.
gained fo-or thdn'lo percentile gankat thus the péoject ob;ective
of 65% achieving atcleast 10 points was not met. Inspection of .the
table shows that 25,.6% of the participants_éid not show.cny.gain.v'
whefeae 33% gained'19 or more ranks., - fhue the results "are to
some extent bimodal ‘with la;go numbers .of students, gnln{;g well be-

. yond.project expectations, and a smaller, though large. nuwber nat

and 19 points, and 27.3‘ gained between one and nine points,

In order to'clarXfy the results of thégo :eﬁulta. an additionnl
comparison.wao rade, Since the criterion for plicement in the prqject
was a eéoro beldw the 20th per§ontile. an indicator o{-the suécess of
the project would be the number of students whose post-test score was
above the cut-off. This information. is needod.iincc a gain of only e
few poinpo on the pqat-tca} may ‘be sbfflciént~to‘put a student above
the cut-off. For example, ; student whose peécnnille score on';rel,
proteat wno 15. noeded to gain 6nly 6 points to go abovo the cut-off,
and aloo to go above the tabled dnt: of percentile oquivalcntl. His
gnin. while bolow the expectcd 10 poi tl. would be a real gnin. ps it
demonntratef a higher IOVQI of Englis langnago cohﬂetenCe. Tho data ‘
in Table 3 show by grude level, tre number ot otudentn who scored at
or abpve the 20th percon:ilo on tho LAS post-tcst. C .

A total of 62 ttudentl. reprcsenting uzi of the total group,
reachod the cut-off level. Al,cnn be seen,.- there were wide discrep-

b
ancies between.grade levels with the highest proportion achieving

L

this level a% the first grade, follo;ed by the second grade. For the

other grade ieveii mahy fewer students reached the cut-off level.

.

. 14
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Table 3 .
% |

" .Number and Percent of Students Who Scored above the

20 Percentile on the anguage Assessment Battery

Post-test
Grade ) Number " Percent
1( 24 .88
o 2 15 .57 :
3 7 ) .28
h ? 29
S 2 .08
6 7\ | .32
3 ’ ’ g
Total 62 42
.
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'These results indicate that eaily intervention may be much more ef-

fective-than ‘attempts at higher levelis, and suggest that, if ex-
- ® ¢ .

‘pected results’are to be achievedl ith older students, a more in-

tensive program will have to be devéloped.

The results of the ;nalypeq for the tiratvobjectivo indicate.

{gat the overall objective was not~eucceeéfu11y met, as only 47,1%

of the target group achieved at the ‘expected level. This finding
must be temﬁered by the finding of wide discrepaﬁcies hetween classes,
sfnce the firest and second grades exceeded the oxpectationi of the

project.

évaluation Objective #21 Thg programs, as actualiy implemented, would.
doincide with the programs as described in the proposal and any sub-
sequent modifications or addenda. )

Based on 1nteryieya and observations, it was found that the
educational assistants functioned in all of the activities contpined.
in the ;riginal proposal. Their work was coordingted by the TESL
professional who.functionod as project coordinator. Each assistant
followed a schedule worked out by the éoordihator. The :chodulo was
devolopod Qoekly’nt c;ﬁroroncoe held with the coérdinator. At these
céhfergncos; dtscustiqni of each student's progress were held, and
work plans for the following week were dovolopdil‘ansod on several
observations, 1t~can be said, without hcaithtion. that‘tﬁc nlsibtnntl '

ere fully involved in the activltios of the project. Severnl workcd
exclusively with one class und opont their timo‘tutoring. 'orking
- with small groups, and nonitoring student progress. Onc acsiltlnt

wag -as;gned to a Learning Center where she vorkod on language skills

iﬁ 1()
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throygh reading instrucyiorn. Her work was closely supervised by

bdth the TESL and Center professionals. Another assistant wlé as-

[}

signed'to The Gallery which is/a multimedia science, art, aﬁd photo-

graphy laboratory. TheAronaining assistants moved from class to

class working wiﬁh target cﬁﬁldren‘in their home clissea or in the

TESL room..’ ' ; - o @ |

The major strength of the project is the ciosq cooperation that
oxiat; between the asgistants, .teachers, tdministrutofg. and studenia.
Thc :asistantd.afe esgential staff members, not viewed as auxillary
st;ff; Each offthe activitgo designated for the‘;saisianta. such as
planning, testing, record keeping, translatian services, w;re carried
oﬁt at a high level of cdmpetenée. Scﬁedulee were aiwayo available
to the evaluator, even with no noticeé of a vibit.tso that the.assist-
anﬁewcould be obs;rvcd in their work; test and nttendance'da}a were
alwtvs up to dateu and in-service activitiel‘iare carriéd on wyeekly.

. From the evaluator 8 point of view. 1Me projebt aucceesfully
‘met this second objective with a high degree of effectiveness and
efflciency. Wh1le the expected test gains were net fully achieved,

" Ahe pro ject aoems definitely to be providing a very valuable aervico
to children who need extra help in devaloping English languagn com-
petence. The facillyiea in whigh the project functions, cspecinlly ’
the TESL room, Learnfng Center, and Gallery arckvary'lpprépriaya.

Qnd facilitative for leﬁrning.‘The materials used, includ{;g c;m- .
‘mercially &eVoloped and staff developed, were pti*u;atf@g and geared

“very specifically to the needs of the individual youngéﬁnra involved

in the project,. o 1

5

17
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Chagtey Iv

Summary of Major Findings, CdnéILsions. and Retommendations
, I - LR

/ ; r
This report presentéﬁ the final’'evaluation of the Bilingual-
] .

Bicultural Program in C.S. 77.‘bistrict 12, Bronx, N.Y. The projdct
was designed to incfease‘the oken English 1anguage comprehension

of elemertary school age children who were found to e below a cut-
off score on the Language Assessment Battery. Ten educational agsist-
ants vorked c%osely with 168 target youngsters in activltiea that
ranged from individualized instruction, to small- group work. to
testing, diagnosing, and prescr;bing interventions, The primary goai

0f these activities was to bring each participant to a higher level
{n .

of competence in using and understanding English, The findings of

this evaluation were that the &djor godl was not fully realized, in
spite of v;ry well coordinated.;highly prof;suional effort on th;_
part of project staff members, |

The major findings were thqi onl& R?.l% of the students parti-
cipating in the project gained £ﬁa expected 10 percentile ranks '
needed to satisfy the project ob;ectivol. The goal was that 65% or

‘the pg;ticipantn would achieve thoso falnc. thue the project fell
_.ihort of 1ts goal By 17.9%. The ﬁothodn used to calculnte these data,

however, must be considered when 1nterpreting theso res t%&_lt'muat
be borne in mind first of all, ihat the tables of perﬁpntilc equiv-
ilents did not show percentile scores above the 21st percentllo, 8o

that students who had pretest scores above the 12th percont1lo..

~could not show the expected gain;.This. in faet, ocdured fo} about

13%0f the participants, so that the percent of "successful® partici-

18 g
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pants may actually approach ooﬂ.grether han b?’% As was shown in
A 1
',Table 3, 42% of the group Bcored abov* the 20%11&. and thus no
longer qualify for inclusion in the nroject. Secondly. it was*® found i
. that chiLdren in the first and se'-nd gradee«oht ﬁﬁrformed ch11dren
at hipher ‘grade levels. suggest g that early intervention is the ) -

most effegsive was of Helping oungsters develop competence in

-
’

spoken English,

An alternative interpretation to. the early interﬁ;ntion recom=

"\

,' mendation would'be to 3?{ocate mores6f the resources and etaff-of the

ftaff of "the project v%th fourth through leth grades. since they are

in greator need of 14rge scale 1nterventidh. If these voungetere are

——
—

to zraep the reqp ite‘!nglieh 1anguage skills before progreesing-on

to secondéry schools, a more inte;sive program will have to be'devel:
oped for them:'F ' L4

In terms of project mahagement and implementation ef the program
\ deecr{bed in the proposal, it was found that this was.an excellent
| program, All of the activities outlined eere carried out at a high
;&. level of efficiency nd. competence"Staff relations, training. pro-
cedures, and inetructxonal activities were all 1mp1ementod in a .
i highly profeseional manner, The coordination activltiee of the TESL
professional were executed in a very competent manner, as was the

overall supervision pnovided by the buildipg administrator who eervedJ

Py »

as projéect director.
‘ It can be concluded that, while fhlling ahort of ite intended
goal, tht- project has been effectively implemented. and was at.

. lenet pertielly successful in meeting itg ma jor goal. Based on this r

. evaluation, it igfrecommended that the project be continued next
. : . ; -

.

‘o ‘:. ' | 19 )




year, with some modifications. These modifications are made below
\ S .

in the reafization t¥at fiscal realities may prevent their imple-

~

- . .

,{ pentation.
1, Greater emphagis be placed -at thé fourth. fifth, and sixth

grade levels 8o that more of these students can'obts}n a
; ﬁigher level of'‘proficiency in spoken English. A

‘é;}?he TESL professional be given more time to coordinate‘gnd

a <, . '
supervise_the assistants, and also be available to devote

3 . , . 8 . .

i "2 <~ more time to hithy.ihdividualized prescriptive actiyitiga
o with students who scored below the 10%ile on the LAB. The
i combined efforts ofyche‘TéSL professionél and assistants
¢, may result in a higher percentage of studeﬁts attaining the
. desired'gonl. ‘ .
3.-Since reading.ia a key to grasping lanzuage skills, the NYC
Reading test scores should be included in any futuro evalu-
ation. The effects of the project treatment may show them-
.aelves in higher reading scores.
4. A more complete technical manual be prepared. for the LAB so
that percentile. scores beyond ého 21% can be. computed aﬁd

used in evaluating project outcomes.
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