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PREFACE

This report describes an evaluation of Project. Information Packages

(PIPe), a specific type of packaging, as field tested by the United States

Office of Education (USOE) for the diffusion of four bilingual projects.

The field test began with the dissemination of the PIPS in the fall of

1976. The evaluation described here began about nine months later (summer,

1977) and continued through the 1978-1979 school year.

This report consists of three volumes, as follows:

Volume I, the Summary Report, comprises (a) an executive summary of

the study questions and findings, (b) an introduction to the study (Sec-

tion 1), (c) a non-technical summary of Substudy I, the process evaluation

of the PIP diffusion effort (Section 2), and (d) a non-technical summary

of Substudy II, the evaluation of the impact of the diffusion effort on

students (Section 3). This volume is intended to provide a self-contained

overview of the policy-related study questions and conclusions.

Volume II, the present volume, documents the methodology and results

of the two substudies and provides more detailed discussions of conclu-

sions and recommendations. This volume also Includes five appendices:

(a) site-by-site results of the process substudy, (b) site-by-site results

of the impact substudy, (c) the complete conceptual framework used in the

process evaluation substudy, (d) a comparative analysis of the contents

of the four bilingual PIPS, and (e) a summary of the major, mid-study

inputs from the study advisory panel.

It is assumed that the reader will read Volume I as an introduction

to Volume II. Volume II is not intended to stand alone, and the sections

of the report are numbered consecutively across the two volumes, with

Sections 1-3 included in Volume I and Sections 4-13, plus Appendices A-E,

included in Volume II.

J.



Volume III, is a collection of specific evaluation guidelines and job

aides that were developed for the use of the field-test sites and which

have been organized in the format of a PrototYpe Evaluation Manual. This

volume should be viewed as a preliminary draft rather than a finished pro-

duct. Farther, it deals in detail only with the evaluation of student

act.ievement, which is only one component of a complete, bilingual program

evaluation.
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4. INTRODUCTION TO SUBSTUDY I: DIFFUSION OP THE PROJECTS

The summary of Substudy I (Section 2, Volume I) describes the general

focus of the substudy. This section elaborates on the USOE study objec-

tives and the specific working questions.

4.1 USOE Study Obiectives

The request for proposal {RIP) for the bilingual PIP study listed

four objectives:

1. Determine the effectiveness of the packaged materials in assist-

ing school districts to select and implement the projects they

describe.

2. Determine the effectiveness of projects implemented via the PIPS

in improving student achievement and attitude.

3. Identify and analyze implementation problems encountered by the

tryout sites.

4. Revise the materials on the basis of user input and the problems

identified.

4.1.1 Process Evaluation Requirements

In the RIP, Objectives 1 and 3 defined the process (Substudy I) eval-

uation issues. The 'specific issues, se stated in the RPP were:

4.1.1.1 Selection and adzption of projects. For selection and adop-

tion of projects, the RPP defined the process issues as:

How sites were made aware of the bilingual PIPS (e.g., what

information and assistance was provided to adopters by USOE

and the TRW.

63

1,4



How effective the awareness and planning materials were for

assisting school districts in determining whether or not to

adopt a PIP project (i.e., were the materials used, did they

contain sufficient information for school districts to make

an adoption decision, what additional assistance /information

was needed).

Why sites selected a PIP project for implementation.

Whether adoption sites were suitable to implement the proj-

ects (i.e., were the projects selected a.itable to the needs

and contexts of the districts?).

What the extent of district support was for the projects at

this stage and how support was generated.

4.1.1.2 Start-up and operation of_Rroiects. For start-up and oper-

ation phases, the RFP required the contractor tos

Describe activities and procedures and compare with PIP spe-

cifications.

Determine implementation problems with and participant reac-

tions to t .ivities and procedures described in the PIPs.

Determine the modifications to the PIP activities and proce-

dures, and the effects that they have.

Determine the reasons for problems and modifications. Con-

sider whethers

-- the PIP materials are inadequate in some way, or

-- the assumptions in the PIP about the site are not

warranted.
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4.1.2 Impact Evaluation Requirements

Objective 2 specified a summative (Impact on students) evaluation

(see Substudy II, Sections 9-13).

4.1.3 PIP Dissemination Recommendations

Under Objective 4, the RPP required that the contractor generate

recommendations concerning how, if at all, the projects should be dissemi-

nated in the future including:

a. What revisions, if any, are needed in the materials, and

b. The extent to which technical assistance, in addition to the

PIPS, is needed.

The process evaluation and dissemination recommendations are the

major focus of Sections 4 through 8 of this report. Sections 9 through

13 describe impact.evaluation activities and results.

65



4.2 Specific Working Questions

The initial step in planning Substudy I was to reorganize the set of

diffusion substudy questions so as to reflect the experience of previous

dissemination research.

The general Substudy I question was - What were the effects of the

diffusion effort on MAO Specifically;

1. Arioption

a. What influenced potential adopter sites to adopt or not

adopt?

b. To what extent were the projects chosen by adopters ap-

propriate to those ativters?

2. Implementation

a. What factors (context, PIP, and other) influenced imple-

mentation?

b. What were the characteristics of the resulting programs,

and how closely did they resemble those described in the

PIPS?

Questions concerning the effects of the diffusion effort on the LEAs

are broken down into those relating to "adoption," and those relating to

"implementation." Under the heading of "adoption" are included (a) all the

awareness activities involved in getting information about the projects and

packages to the school districts, (b) district review of the projects, and

finally (c) the district decision to implement a particular project. im-

plementation refers to the actual start-up and operation of the adopted

project. Por both adoption and implementation stages, separate subques-

tions address the factors that influenced the final results of these

stages and the description of exactly what the results of these stages

were.

17
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While the purpose of the study was to observe the effects of the PIP

diffusion effort as opposed to diffusion efforts in general, it was recog-

nized that this effort was only one of many influences affecting adopter-

site programs. In some districts, private, state, and local regulations

and diffusion systems may have had more impact than did the PIP effort.

Therefore, in so far as it was possible, the study attempted to account

for other major impacts on the adopter-sites, and to attribute project

characteristics to the PIPs only where actually warranted. Information

on complementary or competing diffusion activities was, of course, also

relevant to revision of the PIP diffusion effort.
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5. SUBSTUDY I: TECHNICAL APPROACH

5.1 Introduction

The process evaluation for the Bilingual PIP study reflects the phi-

losophy that development of an effective educational diffusion system, or

any similarly complex system, is always an evolutionary process of plan-

ning, tryout, and revision, with the sequence repeated until satisfactory

results are achieved. While a process of minor adjustments based on con-

tinuing feedback may later become a permanent feature of a system, the

evaluation approach described here is designed for the initial develop-

ment stages during which many new ideas are tried and major revisions are

required.

The conceptual framework that constitutes the basis of the approach

is intended not only to document the activities of the bilingual-PIP field

test, but also to integrate the diverse collection of positive and nega-

tive tryout findings and serve as a basis for revising the diffusion sys-

tem. The framework derives from systems analysis principles employed by

the senior author in the early 1960s (see, for example, Gagnel, 1962).

The development of the approach and the framework in their present forms

was begun by HNC in the earlier PIP field tests (Studies 2 and 6).

In the simplest terms, the evaluation approach consists of (a) de-

scribing the diffusion system as it was intended to operate, (b) describing

the system as it actually operated, (c) comparing the two descriptions and

analyzing discrepancies, and (d) proposing changes to correct the problems.

Recommended changes might take the form of more practicable procedures for

meeting the existing goals, but recommendations may also include changes as

in the goals themselves.

In principle, this approach is little more than common sense. In

practice, however, the many people and organizations involved in a diffu-

sion system, and the wide variety of goals, procedures, materials and so

on that are involved, make it difficult to describe such a system in a way
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that captures the roles of All the parts of the system and displays their

interactions clearly. Comp ring the actual findings of a tryout with the

original plans for the system and then developing revised plans that re

tain the successful diffusion techniques and replace the unsuccessful ones

is a complex technical task.

The key to the evaluation approach described here is the development

of concise, accurate descriptions of intended and actual diffusion systems.

These descriptions are referred to here as "models," that is, abstractions

of reality that retain only those features that are relevant to understand

ing and revising the diffusion system. Such models must be, at a minimum,

(a) comprehensive in terms of important system features, (b) unambiguous

enough so that there is no question as to where any feature fits into a

model, (c) minimally redundant so that a given feature need not be described

more than once, and (d) internally consistent so that a single set of de-

scriptive conventions applies uniformly throughout the description. Models

should also be as parsimonious as possible to maximize their utility.



5.2 Conceptual Framework for Intended and Actual

Diffusion SYstem Models

5.2.1 Rationale and Definitions

5.2.1.1 SYstem components. A complete diffusion system is made up

of many parts (people, materials, guidelines, and so on) interacting with

each otter. We will refer to these parts as "components" of a system.

The kind of system in which we are interested is a purposive system. That

is, it is developed by a particular group (in this case, USOE) to achieve

a particular purpose (Implementation of effective bilingual projects).

This kind of system can be viewed as a sort of pyramid with the organizing

agency at the top. The organizers prepare a group of disseminators by

selecting, hiring, and training personnel, and by providing them with

appropriate materials. The disseminators, in turn, inform LEAs, and

provide materials and training. Finally, the LEA personnel obtain and

train staff, develop plans and eventually teach students. The goals of

the system, of course, are related to what happens to students. However,

the USOE impact on the system is, by and large, remote from the classroom.

5.2.1.2 System process statements. If a model is to be useful for

improving such a system, it must make clear what the organizers of the

system can actually do to achieve their goals. The approach taken here

is to describe the contributions of each component to the system, starting

with the organizing agency, and to show how, singly or in combination,

various components ensure that other components accomplish their purposes.

The basic elements from which we build up the system description are

"process statements" of the form:

Which components?

Do what? (When?)

e To which other component?

o With what results?

plus outcome statements that indicate:

With what results?
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5.2.1.3 ,System models,. In principle, a system model is developed

by (a) listing all the components in a system, (b) describing what the

components are like before the system begins operation, (c) describing all

the processes operating on each component, and (d) describing the results

of the processes in terms of what the components are like after the pro-

cesses have operated. For example, (a) disseminators are listed as compo-

nents of the system; (b) the characteristics of potential disseminators

are described; (c) the processes by which USOE personnel select dissemina-

tors from the pool of potential disseminators and train them in system

procedures is described; and (d) the results are described in terms of

appropriately trained and functioning disseminators.

In practice, a model requires much more detail than the above example

suggests, and with the added detail comes a need fcr careful, systematic

organization of all the descriptive statements. In addition, the need for

parsimony and internal consistency means that the statements must conform

to formally specifier: conventions. The conventions used in this study for

writing and organizing process and outcome statements are summarized in

Figure 6 and described in the following sections. The "intended" diffu-

sion system model used in this study appears in Appendix E of this report.

5.2.2 Descriptive Conventions for Components, Processes, and Outcomes

5.2.2.1 Categories of system components. By "components" we mean

all the tangible things involved in the diffusion of projects. Components

include:

Persons (including students)

Other resources (materials, facilities, funds)

Plans and constraints

These components are probably self-explanatory except for "plans and con-

straints." We have found that it is helpful to think of plans and con-

straints as tangible system components that act upon other components and,

in turn, are acted upon. "Plans" includes all system guidelines such as
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System Components Initial Conditions
and Outcomes

Processes Acting Upon
Components to Produce

Outcomes

Who? With what characteristics? Does what?
To Whom? What Characteristics result?

Personnel
Goals/attitudes
Skills/knowledge
Roles /image

Availability

Select

Train/Inform
Elicit

Allocate

USOE
OBE
OPBE

SEA
Diffusers
Target LEA

Decision Makers
Project Director
Project Staff
Others

Other Resources Content
Appearance
Roles/image

Availability

Eelect

Develop/modify
Allocate

Materials/Equipment
Facilities
Funds
Plans and Constraints Content

Roles/image
Availability

Select
Develop/modify

Students Goals/additudes
Skills/knowledge

Aptitude
Roles/image

Availability

Select
Train/Inform

Elicit
Allocate

Figure 6. Descriptive conventions for diffusion-system models.
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those in the PIPs, disseminator's operating plans, and so on. Constraints

include all other relevalt laws and guidelines, front federal laws to un-

written local policies.

5.2.2.2 Categories of initial conditions and outcomes. There are

many ways we could describe the components of a system, but the following

categories have evolved as particularly convenient for organizing the

descriptions of educational diffusion-system components:

Personnel and students

- Goals/attitudes

- Skills/knowledge

- Aptitude (students)

- Roles/image

- Availability

Other resources (materials, facilities, funds, etc.)

- Content

- Appearance

- Roles/image

- Availability

Plans and constraints

- Content

- Roles/image

- Availability

These categories are interpreted broadly, so as to include virtually

all of the characteristics that have been identified to date by MC as

important to the diffusion process. "Goals and attitudes" may apply to

persons or groups of persons and are important to the success of any dif-

fusion system. Goals and attitudes are particularly important to include

in models of bilingual projects, where goals differ widely and attitudes

are often highly emotional. The "skills and knowledge" category includes

almost anything a person can learn except for attitudes. The "roles and
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image" category includes those characteristics of persons (as perceived

by others) such as authority, credibility, and so on. In addition, the

organization of a group may be critical to the diffusion of effective

projects, ana the organizational structure plus the individual roles

within the organization are included under this category. Finally, the

"availability" of personnel includes both the number of personnel, and

the amount of time that each is involved in specified activities.

The most complex "other resources" in project diffusion systems are

usually materials such as manuals, texts, awareness brochures, and so on.

These are described primarily in terms of their content and their physical

appearance, but their roles in the system and their image in the eyes of

the users is also important. Availability here includes all considera-

tions bearing on whether the intended users can and do get access to the

materials.

For other resources such as facilities and funds, there may be little

or no description in terms of "content." "Appearance" applies to facili-

ties but not to funds. "Roles", and "availability" apply to all resources.

"Plans and constraints", like materials, have content. Plans and

constraints (e.g., laws and guidelines) have no physical properties, and

therefore no category is included for appearance. If guidelines are

written down (as in a PIP), then the pages or manuals are considered "ma-

terials," and the guidelines are the contents of the materials. The com-

plexity and wording of rules or regulations is important, and is described

under "content". "Roles and image" apply to laws and guidelines as they

do to all system components. "Availability" is a somewhat more complex

category for plans and constraints than for other system components because

it includes a variety of features such as whether the laws or guidelines

are explicit or implicit, formal or informal, known or unknown, enforced

or unenforced.

5.2.2.3 Categories of processes. By "processes" we mean all the

system activities intended to obtain or change the people and other compo-

nents of a diffusion system in order to arrive at the ultimate system goal

75

.1



that is, adopter-site projects that are serving the students well. Each

process is described in terms of four elements. In conventional terms

these are "Who does what to whom, and when?" That is, a description of a

process includes (a) the active component (or combination of components),

(b) the action itself, from one of the categories of processes listed

below, (c) the person or other component acted upon, and (d) any time

period or sequence considerations important to the process.

Ar was the case with components, processes have been divided into

categories that help to organize the description of a system. These four

categories represent the different kinds of things that can be done in

order to develop a diffusion system in which personnel, materials, and

other components are in place and doing their respective jobs. The cate-

gories are:

Select

Modify/develop (train/inform)

Elicit (applies only to persons)

Allocate

It is intended that all processes in a diffusion system should fit into

one of these categories, which are described briefly below.

Select. The first two categories cover the different ways of insur-

ing that personnel, materials and other components are appropriate to

their jobs. The first category, "select," includes all activities involved

in obtaining components that already exist with the desired characteristics.

Thus, personnel with appropriate skills, knowledge, attitudes, roles, and

so on might be identified, recruited, and hired. Materials could be iden-

tified and purchased, suitable project guidelines could be obtained from

other projects. All such activities would be included under the general

heading of "selection".

Modify /develop. Where suitable system components, either people,

materials, or plans, are not available "off the shelf," it may be neces-

sary to "modify" existing ones or "develop" new ones from scratch.
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Persons can be modified by informing or training them. Their roles can be

changed by assigning them to new positions. Materials and guidelines can

be modified, or new ones can be developed. In short, if the required per-

eons, materials, and other components are not available through selection

processes, the system must provide for the necessary training_and develop-

ment.

Elicit. A special category is required to cover processes intended

to ensure that personnel who already have the required skills actually

perform as intended. The category is labeled "elicit," and includes pro -

cesses that motivate or constrain persons but do not provide any new skills

or knowledge. Awarding bonuses, assigning penalties, and providing plea-

sant working conditions would all be included. The effect is to change

attitudes (which may also be charged by informing or training) without

changing skills or knowledge.

Allocate. The final category of processes is labeled "allocate."

This category refers to the processes of physically moving components to

wherever they are needed. In the case of laws and guidelines, dissemina-

tion and enforcement would be included.

5.2.3 Conventions for Organizing Components,. Processes, and Outcomois

into a Model

5.2.3.1 Assigning process statements to components. In developing

a model of a particular diffusion system, components (people, other re-

sources, and plans and constraints) are represented by rows (Figure 7).

Thus, for example, there is a row for the project director process and

outcome statements. However, there is a basic convention that must be

established before beginning to fill in the project director's row. In

particular, a process statement is of the form, "Whb does what to whom?"

The "who" and the "whom" are both components of the system, so each has

its individual row. Logically, a process statement could be listed in

either row.
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Figure 7. Framework for the "intended" PIP-diffusion system model.

2



It turns out that both ways of trouping process statements are useful.

Grouping by "who" (the subject of the process statements) provides a job

description for each component, that is, a list of all the processes each

component is expected to complete. Grouping by "to whom" (the objects of

the process statements) provides a list of all the processes acting upon a

component. Grouping by subject provides the most intuitive arrangement

(i.e., job descriptions), and this grouping is done as a final step in the

analysis of the systems in order to prepare an easily understood system

description. However, for the purposes of the analysis and revision of the

system, the statements must be grouped by objects (i.e., to whom), in order

to see why a component is na functioning in the system as intended. Thus,

for example, a statement of the general form--"TRC trains PD." is listed

in the Project Director row, not the TRC row.

The rationale is that the models are used for an "outcomes-oriented"

approach to analysis. Analyses focus on the final outcomes that a system

is intended to produce (i.e., operational, educational programs with spe-

citic features achieving specific goals and objectives) and on the inter-

mediate outcomes that lead to the final outcomes. Outcomes are stated in

terms of component characteristics (e.g., student skills, project-director

skills), and if some outcomes are missing, the first step in figuring out

why is to review all processes intended to produce those outcomes. To

facilitate this review, all the directly relevant processes should be

grouped together. Therefore, the basic arrangement of the process state-

ments is to group them by the "to whom" or oblects of the process state-

ments. (The USOE rows, for example, reflect all processes affecting USOE,

not all processes in which USOE is involved.) ilthough this organization

initially strikes most researchers as quite contrived and awkward, in

practice, it greatly expedites analysis of the system.

5.2.3.2 Dividing Components are divided

into groups and subgroups based on the organizations that are involved in

the particular diffusion system being planned or analyzed. The decision

as to how to group components is a purely pragmatic one. The major groups

and subgroups in the bilingual-PIP diffusion system, for example, are:
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a
USOE

UBE

OPBE

Diffusers (primarily TRCa)

LEAs

In general, each group and subgroup will include all the kinds of compo-

nents, that is, persons, materials, and so on, but each will have an iden-

tity or character of its qwn that is more than the sum of its parts.

5.2.3.3 Dividing proceaaea into atagea. So many proceaaea are di-

rected toward so many different goals in a diffusion system that an addi-

tional breakdown is required before a system description becomes manage-

able. This breakdown is a division into sequential "atagea" of proceaaea.

The breakdown that has evolved for the particular case of PIP diffusion

system(' divides the overall diffusion process into four logically distinct

atagea (see Figure 7):

Preparation for diffusion

Selection/adoption

Start-up

OperatioA

Each stage is defined to include a specific set of proceaaea. In

the PIP model, Preparation includes all USOE and diffuser planning and

all selection and training of diffusers prior to contacting LEAs with

awareness activities. Selection /Adoption includes proceaaea for creating

awareness in the LEAs, for narrowing the Choices to one or more suitable

projacts, and for obtaining commitment to adopt the project or projects.

Start-Up covers getting ready for the first year of operation, and, in

particular, includes those proceaaea that need to be done only the first

year. As described in the PIPa, start-up is an accelerated or altered

version of the slow, evolutionary project development in many of the orig-

inating sites. "Operation" begins with the arrival of the first students

in the project classrooms.
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A fifth column, labeled "Initial Conditions" is also included in

Figure 7. This column provides a place for listing all of the processes

and outcomes relevant to the diffusion system prior to the defined begin-

ning of the preparation stage. Since it has no specific beginning, "ini-

tial conditions" is not, strictly speaking, a stage. It is intended to

eliminate the need for an infinite regression of preparation stages that

would otherwise be required.

In practice, of course, the stages cannot always be separated neatly.

Preparation continues into selection/adoption, and. so on. But, in general,

there are observable, intermediate outcomes that are identifiable for each

stage, and it is these intermediate outcomes that make the study of a dif-

fusion system possible. That is, while the ultimate outcome of the diffu-

sion system is improved student performance and self-concept, there is no

practicable way of evaluating the effectiveness of preparation processes

by looking at student test scores (i.e., outcomes of operation). Each

stage must first be analyzed separately, and then the outcomes of each

stage (the skills, knowledge, content, roles, and availability of the

components) must be considered in terms of their implications for the

following stages.

5.2.4 Using the Descriptive Conventions to Develop a System Model

5.2.4.1 Sequence of model development. With the conventions for

describing components and processes established, it is possible to consi-

der how these two kinds of statements are actually used in developing a

complete description or model of a diffusion system. The first step is to

list all the components in the system, grouped appropriately under "USGE",

"Diffusers," or "LEAs" and then to describe their initial conditions, that

is, their characteristics prior to the beginning of preparation for diffu-

sion. In general, it is not necessary to describe the status of individ-

uals under initial conditions. For example, "LEA persons," (decision-

makers, project director, project staff, non-project staff, parents, and

community) are described in general terms, summarizing their status in

potential adopter sites.
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The second step is to consider all the preparation processes that

act on the various components. Thus, USOE personnel are selected to over-

see the diffusion effort, funds are allocated, plans are developed, and

so on. In the diffusion group, USOE selects and trains diffusion agents,

and the diffusers develop specific diffusion plans. At the LEA level, LEA

Personnel are not usually involved at this stage, but LEA plans and guide-

lines are being selected by UFOE and packaged in the form of PIPS.

The results of these preparation processes are then described under

the heading "preparation outcomes." The description of preparation out-

comes is, in principle, a complete description of all system components,

similar to the description of "initial conditions" but reflecting the new

knowledge, plans, materials, and so on resulting from preparation proc-

esses. In practice, only the new or changed characteristics need be

listed.

Next, the selection/adoption processes are described as they operate

on the components, and changes in components are described under "selec-

tion/adoption outcomes." Similarly, "start-up" processes and outcomes are

described, and finally "operation" processes and outcomes are described.

The resulting description includes all components of the system, and fol-

lows all changes to them over the four stages of diffusion.

5.2.4.2 Levels of detail. The same basic conventions can be applied

at any level of detail or generality. Thus, at one extreme, the adoption

at a single site could be described in terms of the specific people and

materials involved in all the groups and at all stages of the diffusion

effort. At the other extreme, educational diffusion, in general, could be

described in terms of generic groups and the processes acting upon them at

each stage of diffusion. The decision as to how much detail to include is

largely a practical one. In an evaluation of an elaborately planned dif-

fusion system for highly structured projects, a high level of detail would

be required to capture all of the places where things went wrong. In an

exploratory effort such as the bilingual-PIP dissemination study in which

relatively unstructured projects are diffused, a more general level of
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description is required. All descriptions used in this study would be

clsssified as quite genersl in their level of detsil.

5.2.5 Project Models and Other Specisl Summsriea

The model of the complete bilingual PIP diffusion effort provides the

basic structure for organizing the raw dsta from the process evaluation,

i.e., site visit notes, inputs from project directors and disseminators,

and information from the Office of Educstion. In principle, all details

of relevance should be included in the appropriate sections of the model;

and the resulting model, which exists on psper as a lengthy, working out-

line, is the basis for all analyses in the study. To fscilitate some of

the snalyses, however, aeveral kinds of summaries are prepared from the

model of the complete diffusion effort. The most important aummaries are:

a. The diffusion process summsrized by the groups comprising the

system (i.e., summaries of the rows of the model). For the PIP

diffusion model, these sre summaries of all processes (and re-

lated outcomes) affecting USOE, diffusers, snd target LEAs,

respectively.

b. The diffusion process summsrized by stsges (columns of the

model). This form is used in Section 7, Results snd Analysia.

c. Summsries of the project chsracteristics (called "project models"

in this report).

d. Summsries of local evaluation designs.

EvsL.ation designs sre discussed in Sections 9-13 of this volume. The

other three types of summsries are used in the process snslyses, ss de-

scribed below.
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5.3 Using the Models for Process Analyses

As already discussed, the basic approach used in the process evalua-

tion is to (a) describe what was intended to happen in the diffusion sys-

tem, (b) describe what actually happened, (c) analyze what went wrong, and

(d) recommend ways to improve the system. The format for describing the

intended, actual and recommended systems is provided by the model conven-

tions, above. This section explains the approach to analyzing what went

wrong and generating recommendations for improvements.

5.3.1 Comparing Project Models

The project models (see Section 5.2.5, above) provide a standard

format for describing the management and instructional features of a proj-

ect. Although the same information is included in the diffusion-system

model, it is organized there to facilitate tracing the effects of diffu-

sion activities on different project elements. The project models, by

contrast, consist of a more familiar organization of the goals, /nstruc-

tioaal features and management features of the project. The project-model

format is intended to provide a straightforward description of any project,

whether or not it is involved in a diffusion system.

The primary use of the project models is to depict the overall impact

of the diffusion system. Pour kinds of models are involved in this analy-

sis:

a. Models of developer-site projects (four sites)

b. Models of projects as described in the PIPs (four sites)

c. Models of field-test-site initial conditions (19 sites)

d. Models of field.test-site operation (19 sites)

In this study, the first and third kinds of models have been developed at

only a very general level of detail. However, this level of detail is

sufficient to permit comparison of all six possible combinations of the

four kinds of models, as shown in Figure 8.
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Developer-Site
Projects

(four)

(2)

Field-Test Sites:

Initial Conditions

(19)

41)

(6)

(5)

Field-Test Sites:

Operation

(19)

Figure 8. Project -model comparisons.

The questions implicit in Figure 8 may be summarized as follows:

1. Developer-site protects versus PIP-described protects: Do the

PIPS describe the developer-site projects accurately?

2. Developer-site protects versus field-test-site initial conditions:

Were the field-test sites different from the developer sites be-

fore the diffusion effort?

3. Developer-site projects versus field-test-site operation: Row

closely did the field-test sites replicate the developer-site

projects?

4. PIP-described _groJects versus field-test-site initial conditions:

Before the diffusion effort, were the field-test sites different

from the projects 4. described in the PIPO

5. PIP-described projects versus field-test-site operation: Row

closely did the field-test sites replicate the projects as de-

scribed in the PIPS?
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6. Field-test-site initial conditions versus field-test-aite opera-

ion: Did the diffusion effort produce major changes in the

field-teat sites?

In combination, the pair-wise compariaona of the four types of project

models answer the questions of how different the exemplary projects were

from the pre-existing practices in the tryout-sites, and whether the dif-

fuaion effort resulted in changing the tryout-site practices to resemble

the exemplary projects.

A aeventh queation became very important in the bilingual-PIP field

teat. Thia queation was--"How closely did the field -teat sites replicate

something else (e.g., neighboring LEA programs, general Title VII guide-

lines, and so on)?" Such unintended outcomes may be important in moat

diffuaion systems.

5.3.2 Identifying Diffusion Syatem Problems

Once the impact of the system has been described, the diffuaion sys-

tem is analyzed to identify specific problems. First, the model of the

intended diffusion system is compared cell-by-cell with the models of the

actual diffusion ayatems for each TRC and tryout-site combination. This

analysis begins where the comparison of the project models enda. The

actual LEA operation of the project is compared with the intended opera-

tion aa described in the PIP (Question 5, above). Outcomes are compared

first, and where the actual outcomes fall short of intended outcomes, the

processes deaigned to enure thoae outcomes are examined. Where processes

operated aa planned but failed to produce the desired outcome, a notation

is made of the inadequate proceaa. Where a process failed to operate aa

intended, the outcomes from the preceding atage are examined to see why.

In many caaea it will be necessary to continue tracing causea back to the

initial condition stage; and in moat cases, a tree-like chain of problema

will be found to lie behind each outcome that is not met.
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5.3.3 Determining Causes of Problems

In order to understand the role of the models in this analysis, it

is useful to think in terms of two kinds of questions:

What happened?

Why?

The first question, and the one to which the models are addressed, includes:

Which outcomes were not achieved? Which process or combinations of pro-

cesses failed to operate? Which operated but failed to produce the desired

results? The second kind of question is: What are the underlying reasons

that the processes failed to operate or failed to produce the desired re-

sults? For example, a desired outcome, as included in the model, might

be "positive staff attitudes." If negative attitudes were observed, the

relevant processes in the model would be examined (e.g., training and ori-

entation sessions), as well as relevant assumptions about initial condi-

tions (e.g., no hostility toward bilingual education).

Following the model in this way would pinpoint where the problem oc-

curred, but determining the reasons for the problem requires going beyond

the model. There is no set procedure for determining reasons. Although

educational diffusion studies and the work on diffusion done in the area

of communications research provide many helpful insights, at this point

the analysis becomes a matter of professional judgment and common sense

(although, at least in principle, most problems for which the reasons are

not obvious could be studied via appropriate experimental techniques).

5.3.4 Reversing the Direction of the Analysis

The above analysis is followed for each major outcome. The result

is a set of overlapping problem sequences linking unmet outcomes of the

earlier stages to subsequent difficulties. Once all recorded problems

have been traced back to their causes, most of the weak points in the sys-

tem will clear. The analysis is then reversed, starting with unmet
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Initial Conditions and tracing forward through Preparation, Selection/Adop-

tion, Start-up, and Operation in sn attempt to identify any additional

;aoblems that had not been previously apparent.

5.3.5 Developing Problem Themes

Finally, the major unmet processes and outcomes are listed at each

stage, and the consequences are summarized in the fori of problem themes.

An example of a major problem theme is the consequences of not having

bilingual staff in the tryout sites. Availability of competent bilingual

teachers is a precondition for all four PIP projects, and some consequences

are (s) rejection by many sites of the projects at the Selection/Adoption

stage, (b) utilizing bilingual aides in a major teaching role (which may

lead to additional problems) or (c) consuming staff development efforts in

teaching a second language to teachers, rather than training the staff in

effective, bilingual teaching methods.

The problem themes, then, summarized across sites provide a picture

of what went wrong and why. A summary of successfully implemented pro-

cesses snd successfully achieved outcomes provides a picture of what

worked. Together, the complementary pictures of what went right and what

went wrong constitute the starting point for recommending a more effec-

tive delivery system.

It should be made clear, that while describing the analysis approach

is a rather laborious task, the approach itself is a very simple, common-

sense way of looking for the causes of problems and the consequences of

unmet preconditions. For the study of unsophisticated systems, the for-

malization of this part of the analysis processes has s relatively minor

impact on the study results. It is the set of conventions for organizing

the informatf 1 into internally consistent models that is the key to the

analysis. .e the models are completed, examination of the models for

problems and their causes is relatively straightforward.
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5.3.6 Using the Models for Planning and Revision

,As mentioned above, the modeling process was also the key to preparing

recommendations for diffusion systems that would meet various USOE goals.

A major problem in developing successful diffusion systems in the past has

been to take into account the many people, agencies, materials, and regu-

lations that affect diffusion efforts, and to sort out the fuactions that

each would nave to fulfill if the systems were to work as intended. As a

planning tool, the set of modeling conventions provides an aid to describ-

ing all of the components of an intended system, displaying their expected

functions and interrelations, and relating the information gained from

observing various existing diffusion efforts to the intended system. In

this way a new system can capitalize on diffusion approaches that have been

proven effective, and avoid reliance on techniques that have been shown to

be ineffective.
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6. METHODOLOGY

6.1 Instrument Development

6.1.1 Level of Detail for Data Needs

The descriptive models define the questions to be answered. That

is we need to know the status of each diffusion-system component prior

to the preparation stage and at the end of each successive stage. We also

need to know the processes acting upon each component (as well as the pro-

cesses for which each component is responsible) at each stage. The prac-

tical concern in developing data needs is the level of detail at which to

work. It may be adequate to deal with some components and processes at a

very global level, while others may require highly detailed description

and analysis in order to design a system that produces the desired results.

The question is how to decide, since the solution of dealing with every

aspect of the system in minute detail is simply not practicable.

The answer is that there is no formula that can tell us in advance

what will be important and what will not. Basically, a process of in-

formed trial and error is required. The approach described below is

simply an orderly method of applying the trial and error approach. For-

tunately, a great deal of experience has been gained in using this ap-

proach over a five-year period, and effective guidelines for proceeding

have been established. Then too, the methods used result in an efficient

trial and error approach. That is except where past experience suggests

the need for detailed data collections data are collected at a general

level. Then, where problems in the system are identified, additional,

more detailed data are collected until the reasons for the problems are

fully resolved. Thus, collection of unnecessary detail is minimized.

6.1.2 Individualized Interview Guides

6.1.2.1 Rationale. The conventional approach to conducting a large-

scale study of this kind would be to generate d questionnaire for each
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category of personnel, together with standard classroom observation and

interview forms. Data would be collected in a uniform manner, which would

lend itself to subsequent comparisons among sites.

In the current study, such an approach would not have been productive,

in part because the sites were very different from each other, and in part

because the study was basically exploratory. The wide variety of s'

and the resulting variety of implementations meant that only a subset

any fixed questionnaire would have been relevant to any given site. The

exploratory nature of the study required that the unique factors influenc-

ing implementation in each site be pursued in depth, s process to which

standard questionnaires contribute little.

Furthermore, past experience has shown that the implications of iso-

lated findings from s given site can only be understood in the context

of s complete picture of that site. In other words, it is the interac-

tions of site characteristics and events that provide meaningful insights,

and these interactions are so varied from site to site that s single set

of questions designed to capture all of the relevant interactions in all

of the sites would have been so massive as to be impractical.

Clearly, what was needed was s system of questionnaires, unique to

each site, but coordinated through a common plan for data analysis. In

this study, the data-analysis approach described in Section 5.3 provided

the coordination across sites. The small number of sites (in general,

four sites per site-visit team) made it possible to develop individuslivid

data collection instruments for each site.

6.1.2.2 Develo ment of !ndividu lined into iew guides. The pur-

pose of the data collection visits was to develop s complete model of the

adoption and implementation processes and outcomes for each site. The

model of the intended diffusion system provided the preliminary content

for each site model prior to the first site visit. The major source of

information on the intended system was, of course, the set of PIPS. A

second important source was the set of Title VII grant proposals from the
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field-test sites. These documents provided a great deal of information

about LEA initial conditions, as well as some indication of selection/

adoption outcomes and LEA plans for actual start-up and operation.

One final source of information was available prior to the first

round of site visits in this study. RMC site-visit teams attended an

August meeting of field-test-site project directors and evaluatcrs held

by OBE in Maryland. By observing discussions among field-test-site and

OBE personnel, RMC was able to fill in additional details of selection/

adoption and start-up, as well as plans that had been developed for

operation.

The development of interview guides then proceeded as follows: Prior

to each visit, the existing (incomplete) model for each field-test site

was reviewed, and the major gaps were identified. Those for which the

information was expected to be gmgable were listed, and the most likely

sources of information were indicated. Finally, all questions were grouped

by source, resulting in a list of questions to be discussed with each per-

son at the field-test site.

For example, the start-up workshop is a feature of all PIPs. In gen-

eral, the information as to if and when such a workshop had been held was

available prior to the first visit. For a site that did not hold a work-

shop, only a single question was included for the project director as to

why the workshop was not held. For a site that had held a workshop, ques-

tions as to the planning and operation were included for the project di-

rector, as well as questions about processes and outcomes for teachers,

principals, and aides. A final review ensured that the major source of

each kind of information was queried in detail, and that the time of try-

out site staff was not wasted on redundant or unnecessary questioning.

Upon returning froa each visit, the newly acquired information was

used to update each tryout-site mo (see Data Collection and Processing

below). Then, prior to the next v-bAt, the process was repeated, with

new questions developed for each site.
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6.1.3 Classroom Observation Guides

In planning the study, it was originally intended that classroom ob-

servation guides should be developed at two levela of detail. The first

level, for use on the initial site visits, was to be individualized by

PIP and was intended to determine the degree of adherence to PIP specifi-

cations at a very general level. A second, more detailed guide for sub-

sequent visits was to be tailored to each site's special characteristics

based on the findings from the first visit. The purpose of the detailed

guides was to have been to focus data collection on those areas in which

sites attempted to replicate PIP-specified project features and to avoid

collecting data on conventional instructional practices that had been

retained from pre-PIP days.

It became apparent from the first two rounds of site visits that the

approach to developing second-level guides required some modification.

The reason was a combination of the lack of specific classroom features

described in the PIPS and the extent of adaptation on the part of the

adopter sitea. For example, the Venceremos PIP statea that the teachers

have flexibility in determining the appropriate language of instruction for

individual students, but no specific guidelines are offered. Clearly, to

describe instruction based only on PIP specifications would have resulted

in an incomplete picture.

In order to provide the required structure for classroom observations,

RMC made use of the project-model categories in the development of obser-

vation guides (see Volume II). These categories were derived from a logi-

cal analysis of bilingual-program management and instructional features,

and were independent of specific PIP content or tryout-site features. In

effect, the categories provided a common framework within which the four

PIP projects and the 19 tryout-site projects could be described and compared.

The end result was that each team developed site-specific instruments

for each visit based on (1) PIP-specified features, (2) the instruction

section of the project-model categories, and (3) information obtained from

the preceding site visits.
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6.2 Data Collection and Processing

6.2.1 Data Collection

The development of data collection guides is described, above, under

Instrument Development. This section indicates the types of data collec-

tion activity scheduled for each site visit. Typically, visits were from

two to three days per site.

Data collection emphasis by site visit. It should be clear from the

above discussion that, in general, the questions asked at the sites became

increasingly site-specific with each visit. However, all sites were on

somewhat similar Implementation schedules, and the information that was

available depended to a considerable extent on the timing of the visit.

Thus, the focus of each visit was different and provided a unifying theme

for each set of data-collection guides. The major emphases for the five

scheduled visits are listen below. (In some sites, Visits II and III were

combined.)

Site Visit I; Fall 1977

Selection/Adoption Processes and Outcomes

Start-Up Processes and Outcomes

Plans for Operation

Outcome Evaluation: Pretesting

Site Visit II; Winter 1977-78

Project Operation Processes and Outcomes

- -Classroom operation

- -Instructional content

--Management

- -Staff training

Site Visit III; Spring 1978

Project Operation Processes and Outcomes

--Changes since winter

--Plans far second year
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Outcome Evaluation

- -Postteeting

- -Second-year plans

--Observation of control groups

Site Visit IV; Fall 1978

Project Operation Update

- -Project management

- -First-year classrooms

Observation of New Second-Year Classrooms

Outcome Evaluation: Pretesting Procedures

Site Visit V; Spring 1979

Project Operation Update

--Project management

--Instruction

Outcome Evaluation: Posttesting Procedures

6.2.1.2 Site Visit I: fall 1977. The first site visit took place

at a point when Start-up was largely complete, and Operation was just

beginning. The highest priority was to collect information on the selec-

tion/adoption and start-up stages, and the basic technique was to conduct

individual interviews with the project director and relevant district

administrators. In general, interviews were conducted by a two-person

team following a questionnaire or interview guide developed specifically

for the interviewee. For each interview, one team member took primary

responsibility for asking questions and ensuring that all issues were

followed up appropriately. The second team member took primary responsi-

bility for recording answers.

Informal observation of project classrooms was the secondary activity

for this site visit. A brief narrative description of classroom operation

was recorded, indicating the general instructional approach, major similar-

ities to and discrepancies from the PIP model, and where possible, the

degree of uniformity across classrooms. In addition, plans for project
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operation were reviewed with project directors and teachers, and pretest-

ing procedures were discussed.

At the end of the first day of each site visit, the site-visit team

compared their notes from the day with each other and with the preliminary

site model. Discrepancies that could be resolved and items of missing

information were listed for inclusion in the questions for the following

day.

6.2.1.3 Site Visit winter 1977-78. The second site visit was

scheduled for a time at which projects would be well underway. The major

emphasis of these visits was classroom observation, with the intention of

documenting instructional methods, determining instructional content, and

recording the range of instructional materials in use. Each team attempted

to observe at least four classrooms and to cover the major subject areas

in which bilingual instruction was used. In general, the observations

lasted about one hour per classroom, and were conducted by both team mem-

bers. Observations were recorded simultaneously by the two team members,

then combined onto a single form. Where possible, the combined form was

completed on the same day as the observations are made.

Interviews were a secondary data collection technique for Site Visit

II. Both the content and the persons to be interviewed varied widely

from site to site. In most sites, at least some form of interview was

held with classroom teachers. Other interviews depended on the charac-

teristics of the project at each site and on the stage of implementation.

In all cases, the project director was interviewed.

The third type of data collected included samples of forms, mate-

rials, tests, and otter printed items. Items of special interest were

class schedules, student assignment sheets, class record-keeping forms,

locally developed materials and tests, and lists. of published materials

in use. In sites where efforts had been made to adhere to PIP recommen-

dations, complete sets of such materials were obtained. Where major

adaptations occurred, only illustrative samples are collected.
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6.2.1.4 Site Visit III: spring 1978. Like Site Visit I, Site Visit

III primarily involved interviews with project personnel; snd procedures

similar to those of Site Visit I were followed. The required information

included reactions to the first year of the project, and plans for the

second year. In most sites, the project director supplied most of this

information.

Classroom observation was required in sites where the winter vis-

its did not provide a complete picture of project instruction. This oc-

curred because of large numbers of classrooms in the project, changes in

classroom procedures, or scheduling problems that made it difficult to ob-

serve the complete range of subjects included in the project. In some

sites, classroom observation of comparison groups was also required in

order to assess the degree of similarity between treatment and compari-

son conditions.

6.2.1.5 Site Visits IV and V: fall 1978 and spring 1979. The

second-year site visits included a combination of both interviews and ob-

servations. In all sites, the project directors and other project person-

nel were questioned on the details of second-year instructional content

and methods. For sites having the most promising comparison groups and

most satisfactory student outcome measures, every effort wss made to

observe both classroom operation and testing procedures during the visits.

Thus, in all sites, the long-term (second year) impacts of the diffusion

effort were recorded, and for those sites best able to establish rigorous

evaluations, a record of both testing and instructional procedures was

available.

6.2.: Data Processing

Data processing followed the data analysis approach described in

Section 5, and took the form of organizing site visit notes into several

complementary sets of information. The major headings are discussed

below.
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6.2.2.1 Site visit logistics. The first requirement upon returning

to the office was to record a variety of details needed for future visits.

Though not strictly part of process data analysis, this task was important

to the successful collection of data on subsequent visits. Items recorded

included: (a) schedule of site-visit activities, with times and places,

(b) a list of site personnel met, with correct titles and contact informa-

tion, and (c) a record of travel and lodging recommendations for future

visits.

6.2.2.2 Model development. The major data processing activity was

the reorganization of site-visit notes into the format of the site project

and diffusion models (i.e., a concise outline for each site, organized

according to model conventions). Generally, it was most efficient to begin

with the notes in chronological order, and transfer each point to the

appropriate model heading. Once all notes were processed, the model was

reviewed for gaps, which were then filled in if the information was avail-

able. Where it was not, the gaps were flagged for inclusion in subsequent

site-visit data-collection guides.

6.2.2.3 PIP revisions. All field-test site personnel involved in

using the PIPs were asked to make notes in their PIP materials on problems

that they encountered or on suggestions for improving the content. Some

personnel were also asked, in the course of interviews, for specific revi-

sion suggestions. Upon returning from a site visit, each team collected

all such suggestions from their sites in preparation for developing revi-

sion recommendations. However, since many site personnel did not use the

manuals in any depth, and since it quickly became apparent that editorial

revisions would prove inadequate, these notes became of minor importance

to the study.

6.2.2.4 Site visit summaries. The final step in data processing was

for each team to prepare a brief summary across all sites implementing the

relevant PIP project. Each set of reports focused on the information of

primary interest for the site visit in question, but did not identify sites

by name. Instead, generalizations were drawn across the four (or more)
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sites Implementing each of the four projects. The resulting summaries

indicated the common problems and successes, and pointed out those areas

in which there was substantial variability among sites.

100



7. SUBSTUDY I; ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

7.1 Introduction

7.1.1 Overview of Results

The USOE system for disseminating bilingual PIPs represented a pilot

attempt to diffuse exemplary bilingual projects to target LEAs (see Sec-

tion 1.2, Synopsis of the Bilingual PIP Field Test). This exploratory

effort involved only informal assessment of LEA needs and of projects

available to meet these needs, and only very limited development of dis-

semination and technical support services. The overall results were;

there was a rather modest response to the dissemination activi-

ties,

the PIP projects only partially met the needs of adopter-sites,

adopter-sites varied widely in their capacities to implement

these (or any) bilingual programs, and

the PIPs and related technical assistance systems were only par-

tially able to meet adopter-site needs.

The immediate goal of the diffusion effort was for the field-test

sites to implement the projects described in the PIPs. Thus, it might

seem that the extent of replication in the field -test sites would be the

major question of interest in this section. However, as will be seen,

the question of whether or not replication occurred is largely a semantic

issue. This was because of the level of generality of the PIP specifica-

tions and because most of the recommended procedures are fairly standard

in bilingual programs. Therefore, similarities between the field-test

site programs and the PIP specifications do not necessarily imply that

"replication" resulted from the diffusion effort, nor do differences

between the developer-site programs and the field-test-site programs

imply that the field-test sites failed to follow PIP guidelines (see

Section 7.6, Operation).

Furthermore, there were no compelling incentives to replicate the

PIP-prescribed projects accurately while, on the other hand, there were
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strongly competing influences in the forms of state and local regulations

snd policies that led to major departures from PIP specifications. The

net effect was that, while the PIPs and the related technical support

helped the adopter sites to varying degrees, this diffusion effort did

not result in the accurate replication of exemplary bilingual projects.

7.1.2 Organization of the Analysis and Results Section

In this section, the intended PIP diffusion system is contrasted

with the actual system as observed by RMC. The analysis is organized

according to the framework shown in Figure 7. The major headings cor-

respond to stages, of the intended diffusion system, that is:

Initial conditions

Preparation

Selection/adoption

Start-up

Operation

Under each heading, the components of the system (personnel, other

resources, and plans and constraints) are divided into the three major PIP-

diffusion-system groups (USOE, diffusers, and target LEAs). Within each

group of components, the processes intended to affect these components, as

well as the intended outcomes of those processes, are contrssted with the

actual processes and outcomes that RMC observed. Under this organization,

the replication question - -Did the LEAs implement the intended projects?- -

is addressed primarily under LEA Operation, Section 7.6.3. Following the

stage-by-stage analysis, the outcomes are summarized in Section 7.7.

It should be noted that this section, while organized according to

the model of the intended PIP diffusion system, is only a narrative summary

of the analysis that was carried out. This analysis consisted of generat-

ing an actual model for each field-test site following the detailed, in-

tended model presented in Appendix E, then summarizing across site models.

Summaries of the individual site models are found in Appendix A.
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7.2 Stage 0: Initial Conditions

7.2.1 Overview.

7.2.1.1 Definition of Stage 0. Strictly speaking, Initial Condi-

tions is not a stage in the same sense as the other four stages of the

PIP-diffusion model. Instead, it is a category provided in the framework

in which to describe the status of the system components prior to the

beginning of system activities. Thus, there is no specific time at which

Initial Conditions begin. The category includes all relevant processes

and outcomes prior to Preparation, which begins with the writing of the

RFP for the bilingual-PIP study (late 1974).

A second distinction between Initial Conditions and the other four

stages is that there is no "intended" model of Initial Conditions, since

the "intention" derives from the system planners and, by definition, does

not exist prior to Preparation. However, there can be discrepancies be-

tween the perceived Initial Conditions (as understood by the system plan-

ners) and the actual Initial Conditions, and some important discrepancies

of this type are indicated below.

7.2.1.2 Major features and problem areas. Initial conditions that

affected the diffusion-system outcomes were found for virtually every com-

ponent of the PIP-diffusion-system model (Figure 7). Those with the great-

est impacts are listed in Figure 9, which represents the Initial-Conditions

column from Figure 7. These, as well as other relevant initial conditions,

are discussed in the narrative that follows.

Note that the status of the PIPs (the central components of this dif-

fusion system) is described under LEA materials, reflecting the convention
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Stage 0: Initial Conditions (7.2)

USOE (7.2.2)

Personnel (7.2.2.1)
Pre-existing diffusion goals
Knowledge of PIP-diffusion-system effectiveness
Knowledge of target-LEA characteristics

Other resources (7.2.2.2)

Plans and constraints (7.2.2.3)

Plans for the compensatory-education-PIP diffusion system
Guidelines for selecting exemplary projects

Diffusers (7.2.3)

Personnel (7.2.3.1)
Pre-existing diffusion organizations

Other resources (7.2.3.2)
Established funding levels

Plans and constraints (7.2.3.3)
Established diffusion approaches

Target LEAs (7.2.4)

Personnel (7.2.4.1)
Decision makers
- Information-seeking behavior
- Readiness for change
- Attitudes toward bilingual programs
Potential project staff (skills and attitudes)

Other resources: PIPs (7.2.4.2)

Plans and constraints (7.2.4.3)
Laws and regulations
Existing bilingual programs in the target LEAs
Exemplary projects potentially available for diffusion

Students (7.2.4.4)
Needs deriving from lack of language (and other) skills

Figure 9. Actual PIP diffusion system: Stage 0 key issues.
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of grouping Other Resources (and Plans and Constraints) with the Personnel

who use them or are affected by them rather than the personnel who develop

them. Similarly, the projects available for diffusion are described under

LEA Plans and Constraints because the ultimate role of these projects in

the system is that of plans or guidelines for LEA programs.

7.2.2 USOE Initial Conditions

7.2.2.1 USOE personnel

Pre existing diffusion goals. Prior to the time that the OPBE began

preparing the RFP for the packaging of bilingual projects (late 1974),

Congress and USOE planners had established the goal of assisting LEAs in

implementing effective bilingual programs:- ESEA Title VII was, of course

the major tangible USOE program reflecting that goal. Secondly, there

was a general goal of capitalizing on the successes in all USOE programs

by diffusing the most effective projects and practices to other sites that

could profit from them. Thirdly, there was an interest within OPBE in the

use of packaging as a means of facilicating project diffusion, and there

was the closely related philosophy that effective projects should be pack

aged and disseminated intact, eince there was no practicable way of deter

mining which set of project features was necessary and sufficient for suc

cess. The attewt to identify, package, and diffuse effective bilingual

projects was a logical result of these goals and interests.

Knowledge of PIP diffusion system effectiveness. At this time (late

1974), little information about project diffusion via PIPs was actually

available. The SRI/RMC field tryout of the original (compensatory educa

tion) PIPs had just begun. Initial results were positive, but there were

several important differences between the first PIP tryout and the subse

quent, bilingual PIP field test that were not yet obvious. In particular:

(a) the compensatory projects were relatively limited in scope, with well

defined instructional treatments. Most were pullout labs that operated

fairly autonomously within the school district, while the bilingual proj

ects involved major changes to the existing school program; (b) by and
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large, the procedures and materials of the compensatory projects were

stable as compared to procedures and materials in the rapidly evolving

field of bilingual education; and (c) the compensatory-project field-test

sites were given large grants conditional en their following the packaged

projects closely, while the bilingual sites had no such specific condi-

tions written into their Title VII grants. However, these distinctions

were not included in the reports available to USOE at that time.

Knowledge of target-LEA characteristics. Some of the key character-

istics of the target LEAs are described below in Section 7.2.4. Individ-

ual USOE personnel were certainly aware of these characteristics to vary-

ing degrees, but subsequent planning of the bilingual-PIP diffusion system

did not reflect an accurate, comprehensive understanding of the needs a23

resources of the target-LEA pool.

7.2.2.2 Other resources. While the USOE role in the bilingual-PIP

diffusion effort was clearly influenced to some extent by the availability

(or lack) of funds, stater-121s, and facilities, these problems were outside

the scope of this study. It seems safe to speculate, however, that the

simple addition of such resources could not have changed the results of

the field test substantially.

7.2.2.3 Plans and constraints.

Plans for the compensatory-education-PIP diffusion system. The domi-

inant factor in the development of the bilingual -PIP diffusion system was

the set of pre-existing PIP-diffusion efforts for compensatory education

projects. Although the plan was modified somewhat for the bilingual-PIP

diffusion effort (to make use of the TRCs), in the terminology of the

diffusion-system model, the plans and guidelines for bilingual-PIP diffu-

sion were "selected" from .he -ompe.datory-education -PIP-diffusion plans

and guidelines, rather than '.avelopci' specifically to meet the bilingual-

project-diffusion goals. Furthermore, the "selection" process apparently

did not involve any comparison of alternatives.
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In fact, it appeared to RKC that the bilingual-PIP-diffusion system

was the result of the chance conjunction of two OPBE research efforts- -

(a) the RKC and PRI PIP studies, and 6) the AIR search for exemplary bi-

lingual projects. It is easy to see that the initially positive results

from the compensatory-project-PIP tryout and the existence of four JDRP-

validated bilingual projects could have led quite naturally to the bilingual-

PIP system. Subsequently, of course, this and other diffusion studies have

shorn that a much more systematic approach to planning a diffusion system

is required in order to ensure auccess.

Guidelines for selecting exemplary projects. Identification of ex-

emplary bilingual projects was already in pros-ress in 1974-75, although

formal planning of the diffusion system had begun. At that time,

there were no guidelines as to what project fk 'ures were important in a

package-based diffusion effort, and the major aelection criterion was "con-

vincing evidence of positive impact on student achievement."

Within this context of preliminary, incomplete information, OPBE pro-

ceeded with plans to package exemplary bilingual projects while, at the

same time, monitoring the ongoing compensatory-project PIP field test for

information that could be relevant to the later dissemination of the

bilingual packap

7.2.3 Initial Conditions cf Diffusers

7.2.3.1 Diffusion peraonnel (preexisting diffusion organizations).

Concurrently, OBE was developing the system of aupport centers for ESEA

Title VII projects. The TRCs were one of three types of centers in the

support system and were to focus on technical assistance to LEAs, while

the other two types were developing and disseminating instructional mate-

rials. Thus, OBE had a dissemination system in place at the time the de-

velopment of the bilingual PIPs was begun, although there was little or

no coordination between the development of the OBE system and the PIP

development etfort. Furthermore, the TRC personnel were neither familiar

with, nor always receptive to, the PIP diffusion concepts.
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At the same time, other formal and informal dissemination systems

were operating independently of USOE. These systems were operated by

state loilingual off ices, professional organizations, commercial publishers,

and LEAs themselves. In addition, the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) and

the Lau Centers, while not disseminating instructional practices pu se,

were having a major impact on directly relevant administrative and organi-

zational features in some LEAs (i.e., desegregation of schools and estab-

lishment of bilingual programs). Prom the perspective of the LEAs, the

new Title VII system was only one of many, and not necessarily the domi-

nant one.

-$.2.3.: Other resources (established funding levels). The dominant

initial condition under this heading was the established funding level for

the TRCs. The absolute level of funding was not important to the diffusion

questions, but the fact that a level had been fixed and that activities

oonaistent with that level had been planned was to affect the capabilities

of the TRCs to respond to the PIP-diffusion-system requirements.

7.2.3.3 Plans and constraints (established diffusion approaches).

As was the case with funding levels, plans and guidelines for diffusion

activities had been established by all TRCs before the PIP diffusion

effort was initiated. These plans were not necessarily compatible with

the PIP diffusion approach that was subsequently provided by USOE.

7.2.4 Initial Conditions in Target LEAs

Overview. The pool of LEAs relevant to this discussion--those with

existing bilingual projects and those potentially requiring such projects

--was not well understood (see Questions 2 and 4 in Figure 8). There ap-

peared to be a tacit assumption among USOE personnel and throughout the

community of bilingual educators that a few sites had developed exemplary,

effective projects while most others had less effective projects or none

at all. In retrospect, it now appears that this perceptton was inaccurate

in two important respects.

First, like programs in other fields, the most effective bilingual

programs (as distinguished from projects) were probably having much less
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impact on student achievement than the existing evaluation reports had

led the educational community to believe (see Section 3.2.5, Problems with

LEA Evaluation Reports, and Volume III, Appendix A, How Big Are Achieve-

ment Gains?). Second, by and large it appears to have been the "contexts"

(i.e., the teachers, students, LEA decision makers, parents, and community)

that were the dominant factors in program effectiveness rather than the

"projects" (i.e., instructional methods and materials, organization, and

so on). That is, since we know that even substantial changes in classroom

techniques have rather small impacts on student achievement, and since the

exemplary programs included few, if any, unconventional instructional ap-

proacqes, it is fairly aafe to conclude that the effective programs were

the result of the competent, enthusiastic application of conventional bi-

lingual approaches rather than of the development of new, more effective

approaches to teaching. Thus, while the LEAs with less effective programs

(or none at all) had a great deal to learn from the effective programs,

much of the information consisted of how the effective programs had ap-

plied widely known management and bilingual instructional approaches to

meet their local needs. Little, if any, information on unique or inno-

vative approaches was available.

An additional set of factors that subsequently had a major impact

on the bilingual-PIP diffusion system involved the heterogeneous nature

of the target LEA pool. Of course, no two LEAs were exactly alike, and

there were many dimensions on which they differed, but from a diffusion

perspective, three of these dimensions ware especially important: (a)

language (Spanish or French); (b) information-seeking behavior (active

or passive); and (c) previous trilingual- program experience (extensive or

limited).

All of these dimensions are discussed elsewhere in this report. The

point to be made here is that even this very rough breakdown (into three

dimensions with two values apiece) defines eight categories, each of which

requires a different diffusion approach. Furthermore, the number of LEAs

in each category is an important factor in determining the most cost-

effective approach to diffusion. If, for example, there were only a few
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experienced, French-language LEAs actively seeking new information, it

might be more cost-effective to organize a conference or series of advanced-

level workshops than to spend several year: developing and field-testing

costly, stand-alone packages.

The information about the basic differences among target LEAs was,

of course, available during the initial conditions stage. The importance

of considering the target LEA pool as a set of distinct subgroups, each

requiring a different diffusion approach, was not as obvious and was not

reflected in the experimental diffusion effort.

7.2.4.1 Target-LEA Personnel.

Decision makers. The attitudes of the local decision makers, espe-

cially their motivations to adopt bilingual projects and their attitudes

toward change, are critical factors in the success of a diffusion system.

It was clear from field-test-site reports that the potential adopter LEAs

varied widely in their motivations for adopting bilingual projects. All

were subject to pressure from federal court decisions. Many needed to meet

state requirements. Many were also subject to local pressures (for or

against bilingual education) from parents and community and from within

the LEA. The availability of Title VII funds was an incentive or facili-

tating factor for many LEAs. However, local educators generally believed

that their situations were largely unique to their own districts, and no

evidence was found in this study of any interest in precise replication of

exemplary projects from other districts.

Information on attitudes toward change (i.e., introducing bilingual

programs or modifying existing programs) was not collected from the entire

pool of target LEAs, but it was clear from TRC records and interv.Jws with

TRC staff that the LEAs differed widely in the types and the amounts of

information-seeking behavior they exhibited. The implication was that

many of the LEAs with the greatest needs for new or improved programs

were not disposed to seek out information on exemplary projects or to

respond actively to a PIP-type awareness effort.
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Potential project staff. The major resources required for implement-

ing bilingual programs were skilled management and bilingual teaching

staff, and these personnel were in short supply throughout the pool of

potential adopters. Both language skills and bilingual-program experience

were scarce, although they were available at some sites as will be seen

below.

Attitudes of potential project staff members also varied. Many poten-

tial project directors and bilingual teachers were actively interested in

bilingual programs or were receptive to the idea when it was presented,

but there were (and are) enough school personnel who oppose bilingual pro-

grams to make this an important factor for diffusion system planners to

consider.

7.2.4.2 Other resources (PIPs). This section describes the back-

ground of PIP-type packaging. Of course, the PIPs were not the only "other

resources" relevant to the PIP-diffusion effort. The lack of adequate

tests was also a major problem, but this issue is discussed -,der Substudy

II. Some problems also resulted from the lack of instructional materials

or facilities available to various field-test sires but, by and large,

these were secondary issues. It was '4e preexisting concept of PIP-type

packaging that was the major factor in determining the nattire of the PIP-

diffusion effort.

The background presented here is only that related to the PIP pack-

aging and diffusion concepts. The background relating to the contents of

the PIPs (i.e., to the identification of projects for packaging and dif-

fusion) is described below under Plans and Constraints.

PIP concepts. In attempting to diffuse exemplary projects, USOE has

pursued two approaches. One has been to fund the project developer to

work as a consultant to adopter sites. The second, packaging, has been

an attempt to find a more cost-effective alternative. It was reasoned

that if exemplary projects were carefully analyzed, and how-to-do-it

manuals were prepared presenting the essential features cf the projects,
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then adopter sites might be able to replicate the projects faithfully with

very little technical assistance. Although a wide variety of projects had

been described in an equally wide variety of publications under both

private and government sponsorahip, the initial RMC PIP contract was the

first attempt by USOE to develop materials that were comprehensive enough

to stand alone in supporting an adoption (aee the Overview of the Seven

USOE PIP Studies, Section 1.3).

The basic PIP concepts that predated the bilingual PIP development

were (a) stand-alone packages, (b) whole-project adoption, and (c) rapid

start-up. The atand-slopevackaging concept was always qualified by USOE

personnel, who recognized from the beginning that aome technical assistance

would always be needed. Whole-project adoption is discussed below under

"Project Selection."

The concept of rapid start-up was a fundamental PIP principle in the

sense that the purpose of diffusing existing projects was to provide an

alternative to the slow process of reinventing similar programs in each

LEA. However, the specific approach to start-up and the PIP emphasis

on start-up activities evolved as RMC developed the first prototype and

revised compensatory-education PIPs. This start-up approach was tailored

to the characteriatics of the compensatory-education projects which, as

will be seen, were quite different from the bilingual projects.

PIP-development time achedule. The original six PIPs were prepared

by RMC in prototype form during the 1973-1974 school-year. During the

following two years, the prototypes were tried out in 19 sites and eval-

uated by SRI International (Stearns, 1975) with RMC as subcontractor. The

information obtained during the first year of the tryout was used during

the second year by RMC to redesign and rewrite the PIPs.

As can be seen in Section 1.3, the time sequence of the various PIP

studies was an important factor in determining the form of the bilingual

PIPa. The identification of the four bilingual projecta took place during

the first year of the prototype-compensatory-education-PIP field test.
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The actual development of the bilingual PIPs coincided with the revision

of the prototype PIPs. Thus, although we treat the existence of the re-

vised PIP format as an initial condition that predated the preparation

stage of the bilingual-PIP-diffusion effort, strictly speaking the revised

PIP model did not exist at the time that CEMREL visited the developer

sites for the bilingual projects, and this format was not adopted until

after preliminary drafts of the CEMREL packages had been completed. This

led to inconsistent levels of detail within the PIPs, since CEMREL's in-

formation was incomplete for some sections of the PIP manuals.

The PIP forme. The bilingual PIPs, like the revised, compensatory-

education PIPs, each consisted of a set of manuals. In general, a dif-

ferent manual was orepared for each type of project staff member: project

dire:tor, teacher, instructional consultant, evaluator, and so on. Since

staff positions differed from one project to the next, the sets of manuals

also differed somewhat. In all the PIPs, however, the key manual was the

Project Management Directory, which was designed for use by the project

director. A typical Project Management Directory was about 175 pages long

with the following table of contents:

Chapter 1: Project Overview

Chapter 2: Using the PIP

Chapter 3: Management Approach

Chapter 4: Communicating with School and Community

Chapter 5: Continuing Beyond the First Year

Chapter 6: Budget

Chapter 7: Selecting Students

Chapter 8: Classroom Implementation

Chapter 9: Selecting Staff

Chapter 10: Staff Development

Chapter 11: Staff Relationships

Chapter 12: Materials/Equipment

Chapter 13: Facilities

Chapter 14: Goals

Chapter 15: Task Checklists

113



Each chapter listed the relevant project goals and the associated

tasks for the project director, then provided a narrative discussion of

the topic, illustrated with occasional charts or forms from the developer

site.

Manuals for all other staff members retained the same format as the

Project Management Directory but were generally shorter in length and

restricted to the topics moat relevant to the target audience. In prin-

ciple, each staff member was intended to have a personal copy of an appro-

priate manual. Within each PIP, some of the same information was repeated

in two or more manuals (e.g., the Project Overview). However, in order

to find all of the information in the PIP, it would be necessary to read

all of the manuals and, for this reason, the project director was intended

to have a complete set.

In general, the PIPs did not include curriculu .erials. Rather,

the projects relied heavily on commercial materials, and the PIPs listed

the materials and described hoe; to order them. In some cases, however,

locally made materials played a major role in the developer sites, and

some of these materials were reproduced for inclusion in the PIPs.

PIP awareness and selection materials. Awareness and selection ma-

teriala were also prepared. These materials included:

o An Analysis and Selection Kit (ASK) consisting of an overview

brochure containing brief descriptions of all projects, a

booklet to be used as a guide to selecting among the projects,

and individual project-description booklets. The booklets

were packaged in a plastic bag.

A set of criteria checklists and budget worksheets designed to

assist LEAs in evaluating the feasibility of implementing a

specific PIP project.
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A set of project orientation materials including posters, leaf-

lets, and plans for orientation meetings. These materials were

designed to aid potential adopters in securing the support and

commitment of school and community persons for the selected

project.

A set of materials for disseminators, including suggestions for

promoting the projects, offering technical assistance to LEAs,

and monitoring project start-up and implementation.

7.2.4.3 LEA plans and constraints. There are three kinds of system

components that fall in this category and for which the initial conditions

had a major impact on the PIP-diffusion effort. These were: (1) laws and

regulations; (b) existing bilingual programs in the target LEAs; and (c)

exemplary projects potentially available for diffusion. Laws and regula-

tions (local, state, and federal) constrained field-test sites in a vari-

ety of ways. Many target LEAs, including most of the field-test sites,

had already implemented some forms of projects for students with limited-

English proficiency, and these projects heavily influenced the PIP-project

adoptions. The specific influences of these laws, regulations, and estab-

lished programs are discussed under the subsequent stages. However, the

exemplary projects available for adoption were at least equally important

in determining the results of the bilingual-PIP diffusion effort, and the

approach to selection constituted a key initial condition for this effort.

While there have been many attempts to identify exemplary projects

over the years, the bilingual PIPs can probably be traced most directly

to a USOE-sponsored study by AIR (Hawkridge, D. G., Chalupskey, A. B.,

and Roberts, A. O. H., 1968). This study was presumably motivated by the

feeling that at least some federally supported projects developed in local

school districts were dramatically effective and that, since many other

federally funded projects were clearly not living up to expectations, it

behooved the government to identify the successful ones and make their

approaches available to all.
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In this and subsequent AIR searches, the focus was on projects for

the educationally disadvantaged, with a major emphasis on ESEA Title I

projects. Over a period of several years, AIR found two dozen or more

projects that met their criteria of effectiveness. Some, though not all,

of these were reconfirmed as exemplary in follow-up studies. USOE consi-

dered the results of the searches positive enough to justify an effort

to diffuse successful projects to other interested LEAs.

Additional searches using revised criteria were carried out in order

to select projects for diffusion via PIPs. The first RMC PIP study iden-

tified six projects for educationally disadvantaged students (Tallmadge,

1974). Subsequently, CEMREL Inc. of St. Louis identified and packaged

six more such projects. Concurrently, AIR had conducted a search for ex-

emplary bilingual projects (Campeau, et al., 1975), and it was four proj-

ects identified in this study that were subsequently packaged by CEMREL

as the bilingual PIPs.

Validation of project effectiveness. In the meantime, an additional

consideration had been added to the identification process. USOE had es-

tablished the Dissemination Review Panel (DRP) in 1973 to review the

evidence of effectiveness for all projects to be disseminated under USOE

sponsorship. NIE subsequently joined in the review process and the Joint

Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) was formed.

The immediate impact of the DRP/JDRP was to require all candidates

for exemplary project status to prepare somewhat more careful evaluation

reports. From a dissemination viewpoint, there were three important

results. First, JDRP review became, in effect, the major USOE review

process for project selection. Second, since impact on student achieve-

ment was a major criterion for JDRP approval, and since few projects can

demonstrate such gains. evidence of achievement gains became the dominat-

ing criterion for selection in the AIR (and RMC) search. Finally, since

the JDRP could not, in general, determine which parts of a project pro-

duced its alleged benefits to students, USOE adopted a policy of dissemi-

nating JDRP-approved projects intact. Adopter sites were expected to
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adopt all of the project if they were to receive federal support for

their adoption. MAP approval was a key criterion in the selection of

projects for PIP packaging, and the concept of whole-project adoption

was central to the PIP design.

Two-language versus multiple - language prolecte. This study did not

include a survey of available, exemplary projects beyond those packaged

in the PIPs. Those four projects are described under the Preparation

stage, below. However, one important distinction that came up repeatedly

in informal discussions during the study can be noted here. This is the

distinction between two-language projects and multiple-language projects.

All of the PIP projects fell into the former category. That is, the proj-

ects applied either to LEAs where English and Spanish were the only lan-

guages spoken, or to LEAs where English and French were the only languages

spoken. Analogous projects exist for a variety of other languages, and

these projects share many features that are independent of the specific

language involved.

A quite different problem is presented where many different languages

are found in a single school, often including several Asian languages and

several European languages. In some cases, the bilingual-program students

are primarily new arrivals who may speak no English at all. While such

LEAs appesr to represent an important part of the target-LEA pool, their

needs are not addressed by the types of projects described in the four

bilingusl PIPs. Although a search for exemplary, multiple-language pro-

grams was beyond the scope of this study, the experience of the RMC staff

suggests that the pool of such projects is not large.

7.2.4.4 Target students. The_ final, and ultimately most important,

component of the system is the student population. Target LEAs outside

of the 19 field-test sites were not studied here, but students in the

field-test sites probably represented much of the range in the total

target-LEA pool. The generalization- below are based on the reports of

teachers and project directors as well as on observations made by RMC

staff during site visits and on test scores from the LEA. evaluation re-

ports.
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In order to describe the general nature of the students being served,

it is essential to view the Spanish-English projects separately from the

French-English projects. With the exception of Puerto Rico, the linguistic

characteristics of the students being served in all of the Spanish-English

sites were comparable to those of the originating sites. Many of these

students came from homes where only Spanish was spoken, while some came

from bilingual home environments. In one of the fifteen Spanish-English

sites, the number of such pupils was small relative to the total number of

students in the project. In some sites, most project students appeared

to be more comfortable in Spanish while in others, English was preferred,

especially by second-grade students. In Puerto Rico, of course, all of

the students were Spanish speaking, and English was taught as a foreign

language. In the four French-English sites, the students were not fluent

in French although French was spoken in some homes. In at least 15 sites,

the target students were generally underachieving, in some cases substan-

tially so. These characteristics of the students affected the nature of

the programs that were implemented, and also affected the interpretation

of impact evaluations (Sections 9-13 of this volume).

7.2.5 Summary of Status and Problems: Initial Conditions

The description of initial conditions, above, focuses on the problem

areas facing the bilingual-PIP-diffusion-system planners at the time

active planning and preparation began. The major problem areas, as seen

in retrospect, are summarized below.

7.2.5.1 USOE. The system planners from USOE brought to the planning

task (a) a goal of diffusing intact, exemplary projects, (b) an approach

to selecting projects for diffusion, and (c) an experimental, PIP-based

delivery system. Now, six years later, it is clear to RMC that the goal

of diffusing intact, exemplary projects is appropriate only for limited

types of projects and is inappropriate for bilingual projects. The ap-

proach to selecting exemplary projects, which relied heavily on apparent

achievement impacts and did not separate project effects from context

effects, has also proven to be inappropriate. Finally, the PIP-based
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delivery system, with its heavy reliance on packaging, has not proven to

be well suited to bilingual programs or to the needs of the target LEAs.

However, this information was not available during the period we have

labeled "Initial Conditions." The concept of exemplary programs was widely

accepted in the educational world; the approach to selection of projects

was also widely accepted, and the PIP concept, though subject to widespread

skepticism, had proven remarkably effective in early tryouts. Furthermore,

the entire field of bilingual education was in a state of dynamic develop-

ment, and it is not surprising that the needs and resources of the target

LEAs were not well understood. Finally, USOB had not developed any sys-

tematic approach to planning large-scale diffusion efforts. Thus, it is

not surprising that there were problems with the experimental PIP-diffusion

efforts.

7.2.5.2 Diffusers. The PIP diffusion agencies, in particular the

TRCs, were new and essentially untried. While their diffusion activities

were still in a stage of development, these activities did not include

the use of PIPs, and some of the TRCs were not receptive to the PIP con-

cept. Furthermore TRC budgets were fixed without provisions for PIP-

diffusion activities. Thus, the TRCs were not in a position to contribute

major technical support services to the PIP delivery system.

7.2.5.3 Target LEAs. The target LEAs varied widely in terms of

student needs, motivations to adopt bilingual programs, experience with

such programs, information-seeking behavior, and availability of appro-

priate staff. Thus no single approach could be expected to be appropriate

for all target LEAs.

The obvious solution would be to categorize LEAs according to relevant

characteristics for the purpose of planning different diffusion approaches.

However, the number of LEAs in a category would then become a major factor

affecting the diffusion approach. That is, an approach that might be cost-

effective for a large group of LEAs might not be cost-effective for a

smaller group.
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7.3 Stage 1: Preparation

7.3.1 Overview

7.3.1.1 Definition of Stage 1. The preparation stage is intended

to include all activities related to the development of ''s PIP-diffusion

system prior to the actual dissemination of awareness materials to the

sites. We nave defined the stage as beginning with the selection of proj-

ects for packaging (Study 3, 1974-1975) although, in fact, the selection

contract was relatively independent of the other packaging-investigation

studies. The stage continues through the briefing of TRC personnel on

their required PIP-diffusion activities (November 1976).

7.3.1.2 Major features and problem areas. The major activities of

the preparation stage were (a) selecting the four exemplary bilingual

projects, (b) developing the four PIPS, and (c) training the TRCs for

their role in the diffusion system. The results of these and other rele-

vant activities are organized according to the major headings of the PIP

diffusion model, as shown in Figure 10.

7.3.2 USOE Preparation

7.3.2.1 Personnel.

Defining explicit goals. The general USOE goals were described under

Initial Conditions (7.2.2.1). In retrospect, it appears to RMC that a

desirable first step in developing the diffusion system would have been

to refine these goals into explicit statements that could have guided the

design and implementation of the system. As noted under subsequent stage ",

conflicts among different goals, especially between the research goals

th.) goala of serving the LEAs, produced a certain amount of confnsion as

to how much adaptat'on of the PIP-deflaed projects was permissible.

Analyzing_Ixemplary projecca and target LEAs. A second important

activity .le been for USOE personnel to inform themselves in more
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Stage 1: Preparation (7.3)

USOE (7.3.2)

Personnel (7.3.2.1)
Defining explicit goals
Analyzing exemplary projects and target LAs
Training for diffusion tasks

Other resources (7.3.2.2)

Plans and constraints (7.3.2.3)
Plans for USOE participation in the diffusion effort

Diffusers (7.3.3)

Personnel (7.3.3.1)
Selection of diffusion personnel
Training of TRC personnel

Other resources (7.3.3.2)
Funds and materials

Plans and constraints (7.3.3.3)
'he USOE-developed diffusion plan

Target LEAs (7.3.4)

Personnel (7.3.4.1)
Capacity building

Other resources (7.3.4.2)
Development of the PIPs

Plans and constraints (7.3.4.3)
Selection of tha projects

Students (7.3.4.4)
No activities during preparation

Figure 10. Actual PIP diffusion system: Stage 1 key issues.
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depth as to the characteristics of projects available for diffusion and

the neee; aid resources of the target LEAs. The many negative consequences

of not conducting this kind of "market research" are discussed throughout

this report.

Training for diffusion tasks. Preparation for USOE staff was about

at the same level as for TRC personnel, deacribed below. According to

plan, as soon as grants were awarded, OBE Program Officers were to take

over from the TRCs as the main USOE contacts for LEAs. TRCs were to

continue to provide training support. Like the TRC personnel, the OBE

program officera became familiar with the PIP materials and the projects

they described but did not do an in-depth analysis of project features

and were not trained to provide technical support on program implementa-

tion.

7.3.2.2 Other resources. No major issues.

7.3.2.3 Plans and constraints. General plans for the activities of

USOE personnel in the diffusion effort were prepared by OPBE and OBE, and

it becomes a value judgment as to whether more formal or more elaborate

plans were called for in what was clearly an exploratory effort. Certainly,

problems arose that could have been eliminated by more thorough planning,

and we would assume that more effort would go into the planning of a large-

scale, operational system. However, in RMC's judgment, the plans (or lack

of plans) covering the activities of USOE personnel, while they contributed

to some of the problems described under selection/adoption, start-up, and

operation, were not critical factors in the success or failure of the dif-

fusion system.

7.3.3 Preparation of Diffusers

7.3.3.1 Personnel.

Selection of diffusion personnel. Although, to RMC's knowledge,

there were no formal plans for selecting diffusion personnel, the implicit

7'
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intention was to find diffusers who would promote awareness, help LEAs

in project selection, and provide technical assistance as required. The

TRCs, having been recently established as the ORE technical assistance

centers were an obvious choice.

The decision to uze the TRCs was consistent with the approach in the

parallel, compensatory-education-PIP diffusion effort which, at that time,

was contracting with professional diffusion groups (labeled "diffusion

contractors") to provide awareness and technical assistance activities.

It should be noted, however, that the diffusion contractors were used as

a temporary system, and that subsequently the compensatory-education PIPS

have been disseminated by the National Diffusioi Network (NDN), with tech-

nical assistance provided by the developer sites. The bilingual-project

developer sites were not involved actively in tie bilingual-PIP-diffusion

field test, nor were SEA or other established qiffusion groups included

in any formal sense. Given the exploratory ature of the field test, it

is not surprising to RHO that the nominal dissemination and technical

assistance responsibilities were restricted to the TRCs. However, as will

be seen in the discussions of the following stages, the actual diffusion

process was heavily influenced by persons outside of the TRCs.

Training of TRC personnel. Training of the TRC personnel for PIP

diffusion was minimal. The first eight TRCs began operation in 1975-76,

the same year that the bilingual PIPS were developed. Seven more TRCs

began operation in 1976-77, the year of the bilingual-PIP dissemination

effort. The TRCs were organized by OBE, while the PIP development was

directed independently by OPBE. Coordinated planning by OBE and OPBE for

the dissemination of the PIPS by the TRCs was carrizd out in September and

October 1976. The formal "training" of the disseminators was a one-day

orientation workshop conducted by OPBE and OBE and attended by one repre-

sentative from easy. TRC plus many of the OBE program staff. The workshop

was held on November 3, 1976 and covered the content and format of the PIP

materials as well 31.$ the intended dissemination process. Given the brevity

of the workshop, only general briefings were possible. For example, two

hoot's were scheduled for rtview of the PIPS and related awareness booklets,



a set of materials comprising on the order of 3,000 pages. Additional

familiarization was left to the TRC personnel themselves.

The outcome of these processes was that, by and large, the TRC per-

sonnel had a good understanding of the structure of the PIP materials and

of the dissemination processes they were supposed to follow (see selection/

adoption, below). They received little training on the features of the

projects, however, and they had little incentive or time to analyze the

projects in depth on their own. Subsequent indications were that they had

a rather superficial understanding of the projects and of the differences

among the projects.

Attitudes of TRC personnel differed widely. Many were skeptical of

the PIPs as an approach to diffusing projects. Some felt that the projects

described in the PIPs were not the best ones available. In all cases,

the dissemination activities imposed an unexpected task on the TRCs, half

of which were just getting started, and no extra funds or staff were pro-

vided by USOE. Some reacted negatively to this extra work load.

7.3.3.2 Other resources: funds and materials. As indicated above,

no special funds or other resources were provided to the TRCs for their

PIP dissemination activities. A brief, disseminator's guide developed for

the compensatory-education PIPs was adapted for the use of TRC personnel.

In principle, one might expect such materials to be quite helpful in guid-

ing the TRC use of the various PIP awareness and LEA training materials.

However, the disseminator's manuals for both bilingual and compensatory-

education PIPs were largely unused and, based on this result, we doubt

that such a manual could have had much impact on PIP dissemination unless

the manual were incorporated into some form of intensive training workshop

for the TRC diffusion personnel.

7.3.3.3 Plans and constraints (the USOE-developed diffusion plan).

The diffusion plan, summarized under selection/adoption (7.3.4), was

developed by USOE and presented to the TRCs in the November 1976 brief-

ing. The pion was apparently clear to the TRCs but, in the terms of the
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diffusion model, the "image" of the plan was that of a set of regulations

imposed from above. From discussions with TRC personnel, we conclude that

this negative image contributed to the lack of enthusiasm on the part of

some TRCs.

7.3.4 Preparation of Target LEA Components

7.3.4.1 Personnel (capacity building). Under the conventions of

the bilingual-PIP-diffusion model, preparation of LEA personnel for dif-

fusion could include both skill building and developing readiness for

change. Neither kind of activity was included in this experimental effort,

and the outcome was that many target LEAs were neither ready to adopt the

PIP projects nor capable of providing personnel with the required skills

(e.g., bilingual teachers).

7.3.4.2 Other resources (development of the PIPs). PIP development

was by far the dominant activity in the preparation stage. Following nor-

mal USOE procedures, packaging was done by an outside firm (CENREL Inc.)

under contract to OPBE. In the terminology of the diffusion model, pack-

aging skills were "selected" rather than "trained" (see Seezion 5.2.2.2).

That is, it was implicitly assumed that the packaging contractors could

produce appropriate materials with no more training then a brief period

of orientation to the PIP studies already completed or in progress. Of

course, as noted under initial conditions, the entire effort was explora-

tory, as very little information existed on how to package exemplary

projects. The results of the SRI /RMC PIP field test and revision study

(Studies 2 and 3) were made available to CEMREL as the study progressed

and, ultimately, the revised, compensatory-education PIPs were used as

models for the bilingual-PIP format and content.

The packaging of the four bilingual-PIP projects was carried out

during the 1975-1976 school year, the same year that RMC was rewriting

the original six compensatory-education PIPs. Although CEMREL was thor-

oughly experienced in a variety of packaging techniques, they had not

been previously involved in searching for exemplary projects, in bilingual
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education, nor in the analysis of projects for PIP-type (comprehensive,

how-to-do-it) packaging. With only one year and a limited budget within

which to package four bilingual projects as well as search for and package

up to eight compensatory projects, USOE decided that the design of the

revised, compensatory- education PIPa should be adopted for all of the bi-

lingual PIPa. In the fall of 1975, CEMREL visited each project for

several claw to identify project features. Then, in the spring of 1976,

as the RMC manuals were completed, CEMREL received early copies and ?re-

pined manuals for the bilingual projects following the general format of

the RMC PIPs.

The outcome of the PIP development effort was a set of four PIPs--50

copies of each. According to the develope--site personnel, the descrip-

tions of their projects were fairly accurate in most respects. However,

due to the nature of the projects, the descriptions were at the level of

general guidelines rather than specific instructional and management tech-

niques. This reflects the fact that the developer sites themselves ap-

parently operated largely on the basis of general guidelines interpreted

by skilled and enthusiastic staff (see Question 1 in Figure 8).

The bilingual PIPs were, in appearance, much like the revised,

compensatory - education PIPs. In fact, of course, there was a major dif-

ference in the amount of development effort represented by the two seta

of packages. The revised, compensatory-education PIPs incorporated the

experience of three years of development, extensive field testing, and

revision. The field testing brought in the insights of nineteen project

direcors and many expert teachers and administrators, and the revision

effort allowed RMC staff to revisit the developer sites for additional

information after a full year of watching adopters struggle with a variety

of problems. Having observed the problems faced by adopters, RMC was able

to focus on the exact methods used by the developers to solve these prob-

lems and to emphasize these solutions in the revised PIPs. By contrast,

CEMREL was able to make only one or two brief visits to basically unfamil-

iar types of projects. The bilingual PIPs were limited to the information

gained on these visits plus a limited amount of additional input from the
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developer-site project directors. Further, the format for the PIPs was

not available until well after data collection had ended and some sections

had to be written without complete information from the developer sites.

Thus, while the bilingual PIPs reflected the appearance of the revised RMC

PIPs, the stage of development was more analogous to the first RHC proto-

type PIPs.

The problems with the bilingual PIPs were of several types. In general,

they were designed for an unspecified audience without adequate provision

for the different levels of experience and resources among the target LEAs.

They lacked specific instructional guidelines, and there were many specific

problems characteristic of prototype materials. One of the purposes of

the field-test was, of course, to identify and correct such problems. How-

ever, while we were sensitive to these problems, in RHC's judgment the real

problems with the diffusion system were much more fundamental, and could

not be resolved by revising the PIPs. We are convinced that a successful

diffusion effort is unlikely unless all elements of the diffusion effort

are addressed systematically, as discussed throughout this report.

7.3.4.3 Plans and constraints (selection of the projects). The se-

lection of the projects for packaging did, of course, precede the devel-

opment of the PIPs. Under the conventions of the PIP-diffusion-system

model, however, the projects are treated as plans to be used by the target

LEAS to establish bilingual programs, and thus the selection process is

described here under the heading of LEA plans and constraints.

The AIR search for exemplary bilingual projects began in mid-1974.

The search is described in detail in Campeau et al (1975). Briefly, AIR

and USOE established project selection criteria that were systematically

applied to every candidate for exemplary status that AIR could locate.

Among the criteria was "evidence of statistically and educationally sig-

nificant impacts on student achievement," the criterion to be reviewed

by the JDRP as a condition for USOE-sponsored dissemination. Given the

limited amount of impact that can reasonably be expected from improvements

in school instruction, and given also the lack of methodology for precise

evaluation of such projects (Horst, 1977) this criterion constituted a

severe limitation on the number of exemplary projects that could be found.
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AIR eventually submitted seven project evaluations to the JDRP, and four

were approved as convincing. It was these four projects that were subse-

quently packaged by CEMREL.

Two points should be emphasized. First, although many other criteria

were used by AIR, and the leading candidate projects were site-visited to

confirm the existence of their program features, the availability of con-

vincing achievement data played a decisive role in the selection of the

bilingual projects. Second, both the project features and the evaluations

reflected the state-of-the-art prior to 1974. Both of these factors have

proven to be important in the 1977-1979 field test of bilingual PIP proj-

ects, since neither the project features nor the evaluation methodology

were entirely suitable for diffusion.

Selection outcomes. The outcome of selection was the set of four

prolects. All of the projects were intended for grades K through four,

all had similar staffing patterns, all specified starting with the first

two grades and expanding upward one year at a time, and all were for

similar student populations. None dealt with small groups of non-English

speaking students or with mixes of non-English languages. Subsequently,

these project features played a major role in determining the market for

the PIPs.

When comparing the features described in the four PIPs with each

other, most differences appeared to be minor and unrelated to either the

effectiveness of the projects or the contexts in which they were designed

to operate (see Appendix C for a detailed analysis). Among the more appar-

ent differences were minor variations in staffing patterns (e.g., use

of curriculum coord nators and other support staff) and the use of team

teaching in one project. In both cases, the differences appeared to be

artifacts of local conditions and policies rather than carefully planned,

unique features of the bilingual programs.

The lack of uniqueness was a factor of particular concern. Although

the projects as described in the PIPs were not compared systematically

with bilingual projects in the entire pool of potential adopters, there
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is nothing to suggest that major qualitative differences would be found.

There were undoubtedly large differences in how well other districts were

implementing their programs, but at the level of description provided in

the PIPS, many districts could claim to have the same features as the four

exemplary projects. The 19 field-test sites reported that they saw little

that was dramatically innovative in the projects and, therefore, did not

hesitate to try to improve upon the projects.

In the introduction to this report, project factors favorable to

successful diffusion are contrasted with factors unfavorable to diffu-

sion (Section 2.2'.2.2). The four bilingual-PIP projects typify all six

of the unfavorable factors:

Management rather than instructional focus in the project.

Whole-school, whole-day projects.

General, flexible guidelines for operation.

Dynamic, evolving practices.

Requirements for exceptionally skilled staff.

Conveutional ideas applied unusually well.

To elaborate, many of the features that distinguished the original,

exemplary projects involved project management. These features included

staff organization and roles, project director's management style, staff

selection and hiring guidelines, staff development, and relations with

district administrators and non-project staff. While these are major

factors distinguishing good programs from poor ones, such management fea-

tures are not readily transportable, since they usually require changes

to firmly established, LEA organizational and administrative structures.

The fact that the bilingual projects were whole-school, whole-day.

protects was also a negative factor from the perspective of a diffusion

planner. While relatively autonomous, encapsulated projects (like the

compensatory-education reading and nath labs) can usually be implemented

by volunteer personnel with very little change to the school as a whole,
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the bilingual projects required a wide variety of changes on the parts of

administrators, teachers, and students, man of whom had no desire to make

the changes.

The instructional features of the projects were generally flexible in

the developer sites. That is, the projects cor.sisted basically of a well

managed context in which each teacher could apply her or his professional

skills. Such projects typically provide the teachers with (a) consulting

support from the project director and other project consultants, (a) sup-

port from the other project tLathers via regular staff meetings and work-

shops, (c) staff development via scheduled inservice and university credit

programs, and (d) adequate instructional materials. In general, the

teachers work within the constraints of the established local curriculum.

When such a project is adopted in a different district with a different

organization, curriculum, and staff, substantial adaptation is usually

required and, in any case, the instruction received by the students may

have little or no relation to that received in tne developer site.

Such projects contrast sharply with projects based on highly struc-

tured, instructional approaches (e.g., programmed instruction or programmed

teaching) in which adopter-site students experience much the same instruc-

tion as did the developer-site students. Airthermore, the flexible in-

structional guidelines of the management-centered projects were of only

limited help to either the experienced or the inexperienced adopter sites,

both of which were usually more interested in new instructional approaches

than in management strategies.

The exemplary bilingual projects were in a state of dynamic evolution

at the time that they were packaged. Thus, the projects, as packaged,

were several years old by the time they reached adopters. Materials, and

in some cases methods, were often viewed by adopters as out of date.

The materials were a particular problem from a PIP-diffusion perspective,

because adopter-sits teachers often build their instruction around the

available instructional materials, especially in the early stages of a
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new program. Thus, they are most interested in the materials used by the

exemplary sites. In the case of the exemplary bilingual projects, the

developer sites selected the best they could find among currently avail-

able materials to supplement locally-mandated core texts. While the PIPs

listed those materials, many were out of print or considered obsolete by

the time th& PIPs were available and, in any case, each adopting district

had its own state or locally mandated texts. In the meantime, the devel-

oper sites had been free to replace the materials listed in the PIPs with

newer editions or more attractive alternatives.

All four projects depended heavily on good bilingual teachers. This

drastically reduced the number of potential adopters for which the proj-

ects were suitable, since an adequate supply of good bilingual teachers

is not readily available in many LEAs. The lack of such teachers did not

keep sites that lacked them from applying for PIPs, and some adapted admir-

ably, using team teaching or bilingual aides to provide the required lan-

guage skills. However, the need for this kind of adaptation reflected

the fact that the projects, as packaged, did not meet the needs of theae

target LEAs.

As noted above, the projects were relatively minor variations on

standard themes. Thus, while experienced sites may have found some good

ideas, they should not have expected any major innovations. Sites with

no bilingual-education experience could appropriately have expected basic-

ally sound advice, although comparable advice was available from a multi-

tude of other sources. Prom a diffusion perspective, this meant that ex-

perienced sites found relatively little to adopt. The inexperienced sites

found much to adopt but, given the many other sources of the information

(Tiles, consultants, publications, other LEAs, universities, and so on),

it did not appear that the PIPs represented a cost-effective addition to

the pool of information sources.

7.3.4.4 Studenta. There were no major activities involving students

during the preparation stage, either Intended or actual.
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7.3.5 Summery of Progress and Problems: Preparation

This section summarizes the major problems encountered during the

preparation stage. This stage began with the AIR contract to select ex-

emplary bilingual projects, and continued through the briefing in which

USOE explained the diffusion task to the TRCs.

7.3.5.1 USOE. At the beginning of the preparation stage, USOE per-

sonnel (a) had a general goal of diffusing exemplary projects, (b) were

in the process of developing the PIP concepts, and (c) had established an

approach to identifying exemplary projects. Preparation consisted basic-

ally of identifying exemplary projects according to established procedures

and packaging them in the PIP format. that is, of combining two available

and complementary approaches. In retrospect, what was needed was to

analyze the needs of target LEAs and the projects (or practices) available

to meet those needs, and then to design a delivery system for bringing the

practices and LEAs together. The result in the field test of the two com-

bined approaches (i.e., project selection and PIP packaging) was that the

projects were not well suited to target LEA needs and the delivery system

was not well suited to the project-LEA combinations.

7.3.5.2 Diffusers. The TRCs were an existing diffusion and techni-

cal assistance system that was an obvious component for the experimental

PIP delivery system. There were three problems, however, in the way in

which the TRCs were used. First, they were given a diffusion plan that

they had had no part in developing. Second, they were given only minimal

orientation to the plan, and third, they were not given additional resources

to support their PIP-diffusion activities. The results were that the TRCs

did not have the skills and knowledge required for their roles, nor did

they have the positive attitudes toward the PIP diffusion approach.

7.3.5.3 Target LEAs. The target LEAs varied widely in terms of

decision-maker attitudes and potential-project-staff skills and attitudes.

In principle, the diffusion system could have accommodated these differ-

ences either by providing for capacity building in sites that could benefit
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from such efforts or by tailoring the diffusion system to a limited group

of appropriate target LEAs. Instead, the pool of target LEAs was treated

as relatively homogeneous, with the result that diffusion system was in-

appropriate to many of the target LEAs (including several of the field-

test sites).

As noted under USOE, above, the PIPS and the projects (which fall

under the LEA heading) were not appropriate to the needs and resources

of the LEAs.

In short, the PIP - diffusion system was the result of an experimental

attempt to meet USOE diffusion goals by combining an existing project-

selection procedure, an existing packaging approach and an existing dif-

fusion organization (the TRCs). With the advantage of hindsight, it is

clear to us that this combination could not have met the USOE goals. In

the terms of the PIP-diffusion-system model, the major system breakdowns

had occurred by the end of the preparation stage.
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7.4 Stage 2: Selection/Adoption

7.4.1 Overview

7.4.1.1 Definition of Stage 2.. The selection/adoption stage begins

with the first contact between the TRC diffusion personnel and the poten-

tial adopter sites. It continues through the commitment to adopt a spe-

cific project as indicated by the submiss.m of a Title VII grant appli-

cation.

7.4.1.2 Major features and problem areas. The dissemination plan,

as presented to TRC representatives by USCZ at the November 3 workshop,

was as follows: Each Tr.,C was to identiry potential adopters through SEA

records, OBE lists of previously unsuccessful Title VII applicants, per-

sonal knowledge, and any other available sources of information. Poten-

tial adopters were to be mailed an ASK, the.i telephoned at about the time

the ASK arrived to explain the purpose of the ASK and the dissemination

effort. A second phone call was to be scheduled about a week later to

answer questions and determine the level of interest. A third call or a

visit was to be made to interested districts for the purpose of initiating

technical assistance in the preparation of grant applications. Project

Orientation and Planning Materials were also to be sc t to interested

oistricts. Additinnal technical assistance was LO be provided by IRCs in

special PIP workshops or by expanding previously scheduled workshops to

include PIPs. A log of ASK mailings, listing dates and LEA names, was due

at OBE by 30 November. Title VII grant applications from candidate LEAs

were to be due on 20 January.

Ncminally, the dissemination effort proceeded much as planned, but

there were three significan areas of departure: first, the variation

in commitment and levels of effort among the TRCs; second, the slippage

in the dissemination time schedule; and third, the intervention in the

dissemination process by non-TRC (i.e., USOE and SEA) personnel. The

attitudes of the TRC personnel are discussed uncle,: Preparation of Dif-

fusers (7.3.3), Otherwise, these issues are discussed mder Selection/



Adoption Activities fecting Target LEAs (7.4.4). Other key selection/

adoption problems and issues are indicated in Figure 11.

It should be noted that selection /adoption occurred during the winter

of 1976-1977, while the RMC study began in late July of 1977. Thus, all

activities described in this section have been reconstructed from files

and interviews obtained by RMC a year or more after the events. However,

although some information was undoubtedly lost due to the delay, we believe

that omissions or inaccuracies, if any, are not of sufficient importance

to affect the conclusions of the study.

7.4.2 Selection/Adoption Activities Affecting USOE

7.4.2.1 USOE personnel_ifeedback on selection/adoption progress).

While there was no formal "intended" model for activities affecting USOE

during selection/adoption, it is implicit in the experimental nature of

the field test that USOE personnel should be provided with feedback that

would permit them to adjust USOE and diffuser plans where necessary to

meet the study objectives. In fact, such feedback was obtained and used,

as described belev.

The main sources of feedback on the selection/adoption process were

the TRC logs of LEA contacts, the direct communications with TRC personnel,

and the LEA Title VII grant applications. From these three sources, USOE

personnel were aware of the progress of the selection/adoption activities

and in particular, tind:trstood (a) that TRC dissemination schedules were

slipping, (b) that very few LEAs were responding positively to the aware-

ness activities, and (c) that. subsequently (after additional LEA applicants

had been recruited), some of the PIP projects were selected by fewer than

four LEAs, the minimum number desired by USOE for purposes of the study.

7.4.2.2 Other resources: TRC logs and Title VII grant applications.

The major materials used by USOE in selection/avvtion were the TRC logs

and the Title VII grant applications. The TRC loge provided the informa-

tion that they were intended to provide. The Title VII grant applications
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Stage 2: Selection/Adoption (7.4)

USOE (7.4.2)

Personnel (7.4.2.1)

Feedback on selection/adoption progress

Other resources (7.4.2.2)

TRC logs and Title VII grant applications

Plans and constraints (7.4.2.3)
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Diffusers (7.4.3)

Personnel (7.4.3.1)
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Plans and constraints (7.4.3 3)

Target LEAs (7.4.4)

Personnel (7.4.4.1)
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Informing versus convincing the LEAs
TRC priorities and time schedules
USOE and SEA dissemination activities
LEA motivation to adopt via VIPs
Grant applications, and USOE selection of field-test sites
Outcomes of dissemination and selection processes

Other res:greAs (7.4.4.2)
The PIP image

Plans and ccastraints (7.4.4.3)
Project selection

Students (7.4.4.4)
Student selection

Figure 11. Actual PIP diffusion system: Ste0A 2 key issues.
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were, it RMC's judgment, inadequate for the needs of a satisfactory selec-

tion/adoption process. Although, given the many other problems affecting

the bilingual-PIP diffusion system, it is unlikely that improvements in

the application forms would have had any noticeable effect on the diffusion-

system outcomes, nevertheless these forms were the key components in USOE's

LEA-selection process. The forms were clearly not designed with the idea

of channeling appropriate, exemplary projects or practices to target LEAs,

and the entirf upplication process would need to be reconsidered in any

systematic approach to planning a diffusion system.

7.4.2.3 Plans and constraints (revised timetables and USOE partic-

ipation). Based on the available information, the plans for USOE non-

participation in selection/adoption were changed, and USOE began to take

an active role in recruiting applicants and in the project - selection pro-

cess. USOE participation became a major (perhaps dominant) factor in

the actual selection/adoption process as described under the LEA section

(7.4.4), below. In addition, the time schedule was adjusted to provide

the time needed for recruiting additional field-test sites.

7.4.3 SlIgslimadoption Activities Affecting Diffusers

7.4.3.1 Diffusion personnel. The diffusion plans did not call for

any further training of diffusion personnel daring selection /adoption,

and no formal training 1..,:curred. Of course, the TRes received feedback

from their dissemination activities, and kr,e4 that there was very little

response from the target LEAs but, in general, they did not act on this

information.

7.4.3,2 Other resources. No major development of materials for

Tiles or changes in TRC facilities or funds were intended during the selec-

tion/adoption stage, and none occurred.

7.4.3.3 Plans and constraints. In general, no major changes in

diffusion plans were made during splecti aadoption. One notable excep-

tion occurred when an SEA arranged for one SEA disseminator together with
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one TRC staff member to visit all target LEAs in the state. According

to the TRC staff member, one adoption could be attributed to these visits.

7.4.4 Selection/Adoption Activities Affecting Target LEAD

7.4.4.1 LEA personnel. The basic objective of the intended selec-

tion/adoption dissemination activities was to obtain applications from

target LEAD for appropriate PIPs. The basic approach was to provide

information to LEA decision makers that would motivate them to apply.

Thus, most of the selection/adoption activities fall under the general

heading of informing and motivating LEA personnel. In describing the

results, we distinguish between two sequential choices--first, the choice

to adopt via a PIP and second, the choice among the four PIPs. A third

process, selection of PIP recipients from among the applicants, was part

of the intended PIP diffusion model but, due to the limited number of

applications, all applicants that qualified for Title VII grants (all

but one of Lira PIP applicants) were irluded in the PIP study.

Initial screening_of LEAs. The methods of screening LEAs for initial

contact varied substantially among TRCs. Some TRC disseminators screened

out !BAs that had small numbers of potentially eligible students; others

contacted all LEAs in their service area who did not have Title VII pro-

grams; others contacted only those LEAs with an expressed interest in

applying for a Title VII grant, or those that had previously submitted

unsuccessful Title VII applications.

Informing versus convincing the LEAs. The variations in TRC enthu-

siasm appeared to be a key factor in the relative numbers of adopters

recruited by the different TRCs. Under the nominal system, the major

diffusion activity was the dissemination of information. That is, LEAs

were to be informed about the PIPs through the ASKs and the TRC phone

calls. Based on this information, LEAs would then adopt PIP projects

that ret their needs based on their analysis of the information.
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In fact, dissemination of information proved to be only one part of

an effective diffusion strategy. Most LEA decision makers are .used with

such information from a multitude of sources and cat process only a limited

amount of it in any detail. To ensure that the appropriate decision makers

in an LEA gave serious consideration to PIP adoption appeared to req "ire an

enthusiastic sales lob by someone with substantial credibility.

The result in the bilingual-PIP dissemination was that, while all TRCB

met their obligations to disseminate ASKs to potential adopters, only those,

that followed up very aggressively obtained more than an occassional ex-

pression of serious interest. Only seven or eight of the fifteen TRCs

were associated with actual adoptions and, in some of these cases, factors

other than the TRC efforts were largely responsible for the adoptions.

TRC priorities and time schedules. The PIP dissemination activities

had to be accommodated in TRC schedules that were already full, and at

least some of the TRC directors felt that their previously planned activi-

ties had greater potential for positive impact and required equal or higher

priorities. While some of the TRC logs showed extensive mailings by mid-

November, much of the mailing was done in December and some was carried

on into January. The deadline for grant applications was extended accord-

ingly until the end of February.

USOE and SEA dissemination activities. Another departure from the

nominal dissemination plans involved the direct interventton of USOE and

SEA personnel. This form of dissemination was generally not documented,

but was mentioned so frequently by LEA and TRC personnel that it appears

to have been a major factor in convincing the 19 PIP field-rest sites to

adopt. In the relevant cases, the personal encouragement of senior USOE or

SEA personnel apparently provided the incentive to consider a PIP adoption

seriously.

One SEA, which was actively attempting to increase the number of

Title VIX programs in the state, convened a Title VII proposal-writing

conference in cooperation with a TRC. All interested LEAs in the state
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were invited, and the PIPs were introduced at this meeting. LEAs that

expressed interest were called back to another meeting at which an outside

educational development contractor had been invited to participate. This

contractor volunteered to write the Title VII proposals for LEAs with the

expectation that, if funded, the LEAs would contract their staff develop-

ment and project evaluation components to the contractor. Four of the six

LEAs that applied for PIPs from this state accepted this arrangement. In

total, the SEA-TRC-LEA interaction in this state contributed to six of the

19 PIP adoptions.

LEA motivation to adopt via PIPs. The LEA motivations to adopt were

complex and, of course, involved more than the encouragement from USOE4

SEA, or TRC advocates. All sites, for one reason or another, wanted a

bilingual program. At least eleven of the sites had existing Title VII or

state programs that they wished to upgrade or expand. Virtually all sites

saw the PIP adoption as increasing their chances for Title VII funding,

either because they felt the PIPs would help in the preparation of higher

quality grant applications or because they believed that some preference

would be shown to PIP adopters (although OBE guidelines stated explicitly

that all applications would be judged solely on their merits, and no

mention of the PIPs we.; to be made in the applications). At least three

sites saw a PIP adoption as a means of complying with OCR regulations.

Two sites emphasized their lack of experience and the hope that the PIP

would provide the guidance they needed in establishing a program, while

several others reported similar motivations in varying degrees. One site

was favorably disposed toward the PIP concept because of their experience

iu having a local project packaged in the original compensatory- education --

PIP study. Another was familiar with the Venceremos developer site and

had a prior interest in adopting at least some of its features.

The PIP packaging concept had a moderately positive influence in some

sites, but may actually have discouraged ethers. The idea of having all

project guidelines pulled together in one package was attractive, but TRCs

reported that the apparent restrictions imposed by the packages and the

impositions of the field test created unfavorable reactions in some sites.

The evidence of effectiveness and the JDRP approval were mentioned as
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positive features by some sites but certainly were not a major factor in

decisions to adopt, since few LEA decision makers seem to think in terms

of transportable projects with associated transportable impacts.

The basic project features played a major role in determining the

market for the PIPs. All the projects were for grades K through 4, all

had similar staffing patterns, all specified starting with the first two

grades and expanding upward one year at a time, and all were for similar

student populations. None dealt with small groups of non-English students

or with mixes of non-English languages (see Appendix C for a detailed com-

parison).

Grant applications, and USOE selection of field-test sites. With

some exceptions, the LEAs had access to the complete PIPs in preparing

their Title VII grant applications. The grant-application process is

clearly a key factor in a diffusion system. That is, grants may be awarded

to sites on the basis of LEA proposal-writing skills rather than on the

basis of diffusion-system goals. This issue was not addressed in the bi-

lingual PIP study, but available USOE records show only one PIP applicant

for a Title VII grant that had its application rejected.

Personnel outcomes from dissemination and selection processes. The

major "outcome" of the selection/adoption stage was the set of 19 field-

test sites with their respective PIP projects. From the standpoint of the

MC study* the important diffusion - system results were largely dezermined

at this point. Because of the nature of the PIP projects and the criteria

used for selection, the assignment of the three Spanish-English projects

to sites could be considered almost random in effect. The French-English

sites, of course, had no choice. The degree of match between PIP projects

and adopters is considered here for staff. Compatibility of instructional

approaches, and student population matches are described under sections

7.4.4.3 and 7.4.4.4, below.

Staff availability was a major discrepancy in many sl*es Only eight

of the 19 sites were able to obtain a full staff of qualified bilingual
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teachers as described in the PIPS, and three had none available at all.

Since the PIP projects made no provisions for unqualified staff, substan-

tial modifications were dictated in the relevant adopter-sites.

7.4.4.2 Other resources (the PIP image). No major selection or

development of LEA "other resources" occurred during selection/adoption,

but an outcome of PIP development, the image of the PIP from the perspec-

tive of the target LEAs, became an important factor at this stage. It is

implicit among the concepts of the PIP diffusion apnea that the PIP it-

self will be viewed positively (or at least not negatively) by the - *

LEAs. In fact, as noted under Personnel (7.4.4.1), this was not al*

true. The bilingual-PIP field test confirmed the experience of the

compensatory-education-PIP field tests that many educators react nega-

tively to packaging, viewing it as an inflexible and simplistic approach

to diffusion.

7.4.4.3 Plans and corstir21(Mjimll.ection. According to

the conventions of the PIP diffusion model, the process of choosing a par-

ticular PIP is considered to be "selection of a plan" (for an LEA program).

The intended process called for biteu to analyze the project features as

described in the ASK booklets and, with the assistance of the TRCs, choose

the most appropriate project given the local goals and resources. This

process broke down rather badly. First, as discussed above, the projects

actually differed very little from the perspective of an adopter. Second,

the USOE and TRC personnel had a rather superficial knowledge of the dif-

ferences among the projects. Third, USOE was anxious to have at least

four adopters Lor each project. Finally, the total number of applicants

was small.

The net effect was that LEAs, with TRC guidance, chose largely on the

basis of the devezoper-site student characteristics (primarily the ratio

of LES to FES students in the schools) as described in the ASK, even though

these factors were not reflected in the instructional features of the proj-

ects themselves. Subsequently, OBE Program Officers or TRC personnel re-

quirca project changes in at least two of the 19 sites, either to make the

9
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choices more appropriate in the OBE or TRC view, to fill out the field-

test schedule, or both. The more critical implementation factors, such

as availability of appropriate personnel, attitudes toward bilingual edu-

cation, or agreement with specific instructional methods, applied equally

to all the PIP projects, but played little role in the selection process.

Compatibility of the PIP-specified instructional approaches with LEA

needs was largely a matter of perspective. Since the PIPS included very

few specific instructional techniques, sites had a great deal of latitude

with respect to which approaches could be considered compatible. This was

helpful to many of the adopters, since they had ongoing practices or poli-

cies Chat they did not wish to change. In the few areas where specific

approaches did differ among the PIPS, compatibility with LEA-desired ap-

proaches was low. Perhaps the major example was the team teaching approach,

unique to Project Adelante. None of the Adelante adopters was interested

in that feature of the project and none subsequently implemented it. By

contrast, at least one Nuevos Horizontes adopter was already committed to

team teaching, a feature not included in the H7os Horizontes project,

and continued to use it after adopting the PIP project.

The impact of this breakdown in the selection process was relatively

minor in the bilingual-PIP field test because of the similarities among

the projects and the extent to which field-test sites adapted project

features to meet local needs and resources. However, in RMC's judgment,

an adequate selection process would be a key factor in any attempt to

diffuse specific instructional or management practices without major

adaptations.

7.4.4.4 Students (student selection). No processes actively affect-

ing students were carried out during selection/adoption. However, the

selection of sites is, in effect, the first step in selecting students.

With the exception of Puerto Rico, the student populations in the Spanish-

English sites were generally similar to those in the developer sites, that

is, a wide mixture of proficiencies in both English and Spanish. Aside
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from the unique situation in Puerto Rico, the only student-related dis-

crepancies that created any real problems were the small numbers of eli-

gible students in some adopter sites. In some of these sites, the proj-

ects were too small to support the PIP-specified management structure.

In the French-English sites, while project students were generally

low in English proficiency, virtually none spoke more than a few isolated

words of French. This substantially changed the complexion of the proj-

ects from that described in the PIP.

7.4.5 Summary of Progress and Problems: Selection/Adoption

In summary, to the extent that accurate replication of the developer-

site projects was a goal of the PIP diffusion system, it is clear in re-

trospect that the system was well off course by the end of the selection/

adoption stage. The amorphous nature of the projects themselves and the

lack of match between projects and adopters precluded anything spproaching

replication in most sites, even in sites that made a sincere effort to

replicate faithfully. Conversely, and again because of the general and

conventional nature of the PIP projects, slmost any bilingual project

could be said to include many features of the projects described in the

PIPS, and thus all field-test sites were able to claim some level of

replication.

7.4.5.1 USOE. During selection/sdoption USOE monitored the dissem-

ination process and, when it was apparent that target LEAs were not re-

sponding, altered their plans and intervened directly to ensure an ade-

quate number of field-test sites.

7.4.5.2 Diffusers. No msjor processes affecting the TRCs operated

during selection/adoption. However, in a few cases, USOE and/or SEA per-

sonnel interacted with the TRCs, adding additionsl, TRC dissemination

activities to the original dissemination plans.



7.4.5.3 Target LEAs. The intended selection/adoption processes did

not operate as planned. Neither the projects, as packaged, nor the dis-

semination approaches were particularly attractive from an LEA perspective.

Very few LEAs responded to the nominal awareness activities, and for the

19 sites that were wientually recruited, selection among the Spanish-English

projects was essentially random.
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7.5 Stage 3: Start-Up

7.5.1 Overview

7.5.1.1 Definition of Stage 3. Start-up Is intended to cover all

activities from the time an LEA submits its Title VII grant application

until students arrive in the bilingual-project classrooms. In practice,

start-up workshops and other preparations were not always finished by the

time students arrived, but this overlap does not present any real diffi-

culties for the process evaluation. The overlap may, of course, cause

considerable difficulty to an adopter site.

7.5.1.2 Major features and problem areas. The intended start-up

process, as described in the PIP materials, called for the following

activities to take place in the spring before project began operation:

(a) planning, (b) orientation of LEA personnel, parents and community,

(c) hiring of teachers, (d) ordering of materials, and (e) staff training.

The major training activity, a two-week preservice workshop for new pro-

ject staff, was scheduled for August.

Delayed start-up. The OBE funding schedule originally called for LEA

Title VII grants to be awarded by the end of April so that field-test sites

could meet the intended start up schedule. The actual awards and delivery

of PIPs occurred in July and August, too late to brief school personnel or

hire teachers under the normal procedures in most LEAs. The cooperative

review of PIP-suggested materials by project staff, and subsequent ordering

in time for the start-up workshop, were also not possible. Preparation

time for the workshop was brief, and consultants were often difficult to

find on short notice. Some sites had proceeded to plan and make tentative

staff assignments in the spring without formal notification of grant ap-

proval, bit most were reluctant to expend much effort, and none could make

firn commitments to staff or order materials. The net effect of .he delayed

start was that start-up activities, in effect, overlapped the entire first

year of operation.
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Lack of guidelines for permissible adaptations. The delayed start

up was a serious problem. At the time school started, many adopters were

short of materiala, staffs were not all in place (and were unavailable in

some sites), and staff training was incomplete. However, there was an

additional type of problem that was in mauy ways even more troublesome.

This was the link of clear guidelines as to how closely the adopters should

be required to follow PIP specifications. This issue is discussed under

LEA plans and constraints (7.5.4.3).

Variations in bilingual program experience. A third major factor in

the startup stage (and, subsequent_;, in operation) was the variation

among fieldtest sites in their previous bilingual program experience.

This variation was reflected in the LEA uses of the PIPS in overall plan

ning, in selecting and training stafL, and in selecting materials. Spe

cific issues related to level of experience are indicated under the appro

priate headings, below.

The major startup probe ms and issues are listed in Figure 12. Start

up activities were concentrated under "developing or modifying program

plans," and "orienting, selecting and training personnel."

7.5.2 StartUp Activities Affecting USOE

7.5.2.1 USOE personnel (information on startup problems) With

the award of the LEA Title VII grants, the OBE program officers became

the primary USOE contacts for the fieldtest sites. Four program officers

were involved, each responsible for from four to sevon PIP sites. However,

each program officer was also responsible for a large number of regular

Title VII grantees, in some cases fifty or more sires in total. This heavy

case load precluded extensive monitoring or consulting and, in addition,

limited OBE travel funds prevented frequent visits to the sites.

Within this context, the major processes affecting USOE personnel

during startup were related to obtaining information on the progress of

the field test. To RMC's knowledge, no formal "intended" fe0Aback
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Stage 3: Start-Up (7.5)

USOE (7.5.2)

Personnel (7.5.2.1)
Information or start-up problems

Other resources (7.5.2.2)
Travel funds

Plans and constraints (7.5.2.3)

Diffusers (7.5.3)

)o major activities affecting diffusers

LEAs (7.5.4)

Personnel (7.5.4.1)
Delayed start dates
Orientation
Hiring of staff
Presery ice workshops
Incentives and competing influences

Other resources (7.5.4.2)
Ordering of materials

Plans and constraints (7.5.4.3)
Guidelines for adapting the PIP projects
Effects of prior bilingual-education experience on program
planning
PIP-specified instructional objectives

Students (7.5.4.4)
No major activities affecting students

Figure 12. Actual PIP diffusion systems Stage 3 key issues.
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procedures were developed, presumably ci the assumption that normal OBE

contacts vis telephone and mail would be sufficient. However, the actual

procedures included two meetings in August, both scheduledon relatively

short notice and held in the Washington, D.C. area.

The first meeting was held between USOE (OBE and OPBE) and RHC in

early August 1977, shortly after the award of the RHC study contract, to

discuss plans for the field-test study. The second meeting was held at

the end of August and included the field-test-site project directors and

evaluators. Various topics were discussed, including the general status

of start-up in the field-test sites.

As a result of these meetings and the additional phone and mail con-

tacts with the sites, USOE was relatively well informed as to the status

of start-up. The information available to USOE was that there was consi-

derable confusion in the field-test sites due in part to the delay in

grant awards, and in part to ambiguity as to exactly what USOE required

of the sites (see 7.5.4.3). These problems were clearly adding to the

normal difficulties of developing new programs and were symptomatic of

the more general diffusion-system problems discussed under the preceding

stages. However, while USOE was informed as to the problems, few remedies

were available to USOE by this time.

7.5.2.2 Other resources (gravel fundsl. No development of USOE

materials or facilities was planned for start-up and none was needed.

Lack of travel funds, however, was . problem. As start-up activities

continued through the fall (overlapping with operation), restricted travel

funds delayed program-officer site visits until November in many cases

and thus delayed the resolution of many local issues.

7.5.2.3 Plans and constraints. No major adjustments to plans for

USOE participation were intended and none occurred during start-up.
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7.5.3 Start-UP Activities Affecting Diffusers

No major processes affecting diffusion personnel, other diffusion

resources, or diffusion plans and constraints were intended or occurred

during start-up. Diffusion personnel from TRCs were, however, involved

in some LEA training and planning activities.

7.5.4 Start-Up Activities Affecting Target LEAs

7.5.4.1 LEA personnel. Personnel orientation, selection, and train-

ing were the major intended and actual LEA start-up activities. All were

affected by the delayed start dates.

Delayed start dates. The intended sequence, as described in the PIPS,

wee for the project director {PD) to be hired by early spring. The PD

would then orient all personnel (including principals, potential project

staff, and parents and the community), recruit the project staff, order

materials, and conduct a staff-training workshop, all before the beginning

of classes in the fall. However, due to the delayed start, some sites did

not actually start project implementation until after the beginning of

classes. Six sites did not hire project directors until after classes

had started. In fact, one of these sites did not begin project operations

until two months into the school year; another site did not get underway

until mid-year. At least five sites did not hire an instructional con-

sultant prior to the start of classes. Of these, one was hired four months

into the school year; two others were hired five and six months late. In

summary, about one-third of all the PIP adopter sites did not hold project

start-up workshops or get underway prior to the beginning of classes.

Orientation. The PIP recommended that the PD orient all LEA per-

sonnel, parents, and community to the goals and purposes of the project.

Orientation of LEA personnel, parents, and community was a start-up activ-

ity that was only nominally done, in large part because of the delayed

start-up. Some PDs made a presentation about their project at district-

wide pre-service workshops; some LEAs also made some attempt to notify
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parents of the project as part of their student selection activities dur-

ing start-up. For the most part, the community as a whole was not informed

about the project prior to operation, with the possible exception of a few

sites where a local newspaper announced the award of the project grant to

the LEA. Although reception of the programs was generally positive, there

were some negative reactions in some sites that might have been reduced by

additional orientation.

Hiring of staff,. The PIPs recommended that the best teachers in

the district be identified and that teachers were to volunteer for the

project. For the most part, PIP adopters implemented the project with

staff already available at the LEA. In most cases where the LEAs had had

pre-existing projects, the teachers from these projects became the PIP-

project teachers. In a few LEAs, some teachers were hired from outside

the district to staff the project, but in no instance were all of the

project teachers newly hired into the LEA. It is actually more appropriate

to speak of teachers being selected and/or assigned to the project than

to speak of hiring project teachers or of teachers volunteering.

Hiring of other project staff members generally followed PIP guide-

lines. Instructional coordinators were hired in most sites, as specified

in the PtPs, as were bilingual aides. In fact, the nominal staff confi-

guration was the one area in which the PIPs appeared to have a major impact

although, of course, the aides are a common feature of most Title VII

programs» Some sites did not follow the guidelines for community coordi-

nators (either hiring where none was called for, or not hiring where one

was specified in the PIP), and some sites adapted the duties of these

personnel to meet local needs.

Preservice workshops. The preservice workshop was the mechanism

Intended to orient and train the new project staff, and get the project

off the grennd. It was scheduled for late August, and the Pt, was in-

tended to have several months in which to prepare. The workshop was

intended to be highly applied rather than theoretical, and to be focused

on the specific tasks that would be required of teachers and aides during
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the first few weeks of project operation. In short, the workshop was

a key link in transferring the exact, exemplary procedures used in the

developer site over to the staff of the new adopter site.

While all sites held some form of workshop, two factors drastically

reduced the effectiveness of this transfer process. The first was the

lack of preparation time available to the PDs. In at least one site, the

workshop was held before the PIP arrived. Pew sites had their PIPe for

more than a week or two prior to their workshops, and none had the time

to prepare as intended.

The second factor was the nature of the information contained in

the bilingual-PIP workshop guide. As with other bilingual-PIP materials,

the information and guidelines were rather general. The PIP described

the topics to be covered, but not exactly how the workshop sessions should

be conducted or what specific content to include. For many topics, the

PIP guidelines were identical acroas the four PIPS. This approach, which

was basically to provide for "staff development" in various areas of bi-

lingual education, was consistent with the general nature of the project

guidelines used in the developer sitea, but not with the concept of dif-

fusing specific, exemplary practices.

The result was that there was great variation in the workshops from

site to site. Experienced PDe provided training eeseiona adapted from

previous years. Among the inexperienced PDe, many relied heavily on out-

side consultants, most of whom presented their own approaches to bilingual

education, and none of whom (to RMC'e knowledge) made any real uoe of PIP

guidelines. Experienced teachers and aides in sites with experienced PDe

generally had pceitive attitudes and a clear idea of how to proceed with

program operation, although there was little influence from the PIPS. In

some of the less experienced sites, the PIPe had somewhat more impact, but,

in general, the teachers and aides were not well prepared at the beginning

of operation. Some were apprehensive and, in a few cases, even negative

toward the programs.
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Incentives and competing influences. Implicit in the above discus-

sion and in the discussion of plans and constraints, below, is the issue

of what motivated or influenced the field-test-site personnel to follow

the PIP guidelines or to follow other guidelines. This study considered

only the most obvious factors, but they are clearly critical to the suc-

cess of a diffusion system.

The "intended" motivation to follow PIP guidelines was simply the

validated, exemplary status of the projects. However, this and previous

PIP field tests demonstrate that exemplary status carries little weight.

The typical educator considers herself or himself as a professional Who

can best judge which approaches will suit local conditions. Most educa-

tors feel that each LEA context 's unique. The concept of whole-project

adoption is completely alien to most educators and is widely considered

absurd.

At the same time, the typical educator receives a constant stream

of ideas from colleagues, professional groups, commercial organizations,

and so on. The educator considers these inputs within the context of

the constraints from relevant laws, regulations, and policies, and then

develops the best possible combination of program features, according to

his or her professional judgment.

This description is intended only as a statement of the obvious, but

it serves to illustrate a major problem in the PIP concept. That is,

the local educator cannot be expected to follow PIP guidelines closely

unless she or he can be convinced that this will lead to the best possi-

ble program (and we are aware of no way to do this), lr unless strong

incentives are proldded such as strictly enforced regulations, or funding

contingent upon careful replication of program features. The latter has

teen shown to work quite well in Study 2, the field-test of the proto-

type, compensatorpeducation PIpm.

7.5.4.2 Other resources (ordering of materials). The lack of

facilities or funds during start-up, while affecting some field-test
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sites, were not key problems from a diffusion standpoint. The ordering

of materials, however, was. The PIP suggested that the project staff

cooperatively review the PIP-recommended materials. Due to the late start,

the review, selection, and ordering of project instructional materials was

compressed into every brief period. Sites that had a prior bilingual-

education project relied extensively on materials already available at the

LEA. Other sites were influenced by neighboring LEAs, SEA recommendations

or the preferences of their staff. About half of the sites did order some

of the PIP-recommended materials. However, with only a few exceptions,

most projecta were unable to select and order new materials before the

beginning of classes.

7.5.4.3 Plans and constraints. No major changes to plans or co"-

straints were included among the intended start-up processes and outcomes.

The need for extensive development of LEA program plans was presumably

eliminated by the PIPS. Legal and other constraints on start -up activi-

ties were not considered in the PIP diffusion plans, and do provisions

for modifying either the PIP plans or the constraints were included.

In fact, the actual start-up stage included major changes to the PIP

plans to fit local needs and resources. In addition, state. and local laws

and regulations governing objectives, hiring policies, instructional materi-

als, and so on often conflicted with PIP specifications, thus requiring

further modification of the plans.

Guidelines for adapting the PIP projects. As noted above, the PIP

projects did not lend themselves to ready identification of key features,

so it was difficult to establiah guidelines on permissible adaptations.

While USOE wished to preserve the concept of replication as much as pos-

sible for the purposes of the field test, no one wanted to impose arbi-

trary requirements on the sites that would clearly hurt their chances for

success.

Toward the end of August, a meeting was held by USOE in Silver Spring,

Maryland for all adopter-site project directors and evaluators as well as

for the RMC evaluation staff. At this meeting, the project directors were
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urged to follow the PIPs closely but to adapt to local conditions "where

necessary." Interpretation of this guideline varied widely, adding a con-

siderable amount of noise to the RMC study, and resulting in confusion

and negative attitudes on the parts of some project directors.

Effects of prior bilingual-education experience on program planning.

Eleven of the 19 field-test sites had had previous bilingual programs

of some sort. Nine of these 11 sites had previously received state bi-

lingual funds, four had received local funding, and four had received

Title VII grants. Several of these sites had received funds from two

of the three sources, and one site had received funds from all three.

In addition, three of the 11 sites had Title I or Title I migrant pro-

grama offering services to limited-English-proficiency students.

Of the 11 sites with previous bilingual-education programs, four

essentially replaced their programs with the PIP programs. The other

seven sites extended services to more children and/or extended the number

of hours per day that services were offered. Of the eight sites that had

not had formal bilingual-education programs, at least four had implemented

some form of services for limited-English-proficiency students and had

this experience to draw upon. Only four of the 19 sites could be described

as having new programs together with project directors who had little or

no previous bilingual-education experience.

The impact of this previous experience on program planning was that

none of the field-test sites viewed the lack of specific plans in the

PIPs as catastrophic. Where the PIPs were incomplete or in conflict with

regulations, the PDs simply adapted as necessary. In some cases, it would

be more accurate to say that the PDs implemented bilingual programs using

their own plans, adapting them as necessary to conform to PIP-specified

staffing configurations or other salient features.

PIP specified instructional objectives. In any attempt to transfer

the exemplary characteristics from the developer to the adopter sites,

the instructional objectives would appear to constitute an especially
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important subset of the project plans. All four bilingual PIPs included

instructional objectives from the developer sites and three of the PIPs

included separate manuals on instructional objectives. In general, the

instructions were to review the objectives and adapt them as necessary

to fit local goals and curricula.

Virtually all sites attempted some review of the instructional ob

jectives in the PIPs but, in general, they used the PIP objectives as

inputs to supplement existing state or local objectives rather than

adopting them as they stood. By and Large, project staffs felt the PIP

specified objectives were not detailed enough, and several sites felt

their preexisting objectives were better.

7.5.4.3 Students. In both intended and actual implementation,

selection of students, a key process, may occur before the end of start

up. However, since student selection is a regular, yearly project activ

ity, it is included in the PIPdiffusion model under "operation."

7.5.5 Summary of Progress and Problems: StartUp

By the end of startup, the major impacts of the PIPs were on staff

configurations, materials, and development of instructional objectives.

Most sites hired staff with the nominal titles given in the PIPs (i.e.,

instructional consultants, curriculum coordinators, and so on). All hired

aides. Some sites ordered materials specified in the PIP lists, others

reviewed the lists and chose to use materials on hand, or made up their

own revised lists based on their past experience, while still others were

influenced by outside sources to order quite different materials.

7.5.5.1 USOE. Although time and funding restrictions prevented

OBE program officers from visiting most of the fieldtest sites during

the early startup stage, USOE was reasonably well informed as to the

progress and problems in the sites. Other than this feedback, no key

processes affecting USOE were intended or occurred during startup.
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7.5.5.2 Diffusers. No key processes affecting diffusers were sche

duled for this stage, although some of the TRCs monitored the progress

of the adoptions in their regions and were adequately informed as to when

assistance was needed.

7.5.5.3 Target LEAs. The major processes operating during this

stage affected the LEA personnel, other resources, and plans. The over

riding factor that precluded the operation of these processes as intended

was the delayed start date. The PIP called for the PD to begin startup

in early spring so that (a) orientation could be carried out and support

obtained from the school, parents, and community, (b) staff could be hired,

where needed, during the spring when they. were available, (c) materials

could be ordered in time for delivery before the August preservice work

shop, (d) careful analysis of the PIP project could be completed and

adaptations made, where needed, prior to the preservice workshop, and (e)

careful preparation for the workshop could be made.

Instead, PIPs and Title VII grants were received in late July or

_early. August, and none of the intended processea were possible. The

results were predictable and, as discussed in the next section, resulted

in considerable delay and confusion during the initial period of operation.

However, it will also be seen that the resulting problems were temporary.

In effect, most of the intended processes operated during the first year

and, by the beginning of the second year, the impacts of the delay were

minor. In short, the result of the delayed startup was to make the first

year of operation unnecessarily difficult. However, unlike many of the

problems discussed under the previous stages, this delay would probably

not be crippling to the longterm outcomes of a PIP diffusion system.

By contrast, the processes related to plans and constraints were

major breakdowns in the PIP diffusion system. No provisions were included

among the intended processes for dealing with the constraints of state

and local laws, regulations, and policies. No incentives to follow PIP

guidelines closely were provided, and fieldtest sites modified the PIP

project plans (including instructional objectives) as necessary to fit
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local conditions. In terms of.developing effective local programs, many

of these modifications were certainly desirable. From the perspective of

the evaluation of the PIP diffusion system, the modifications reflected

major system flaws.
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7.6 Stage 4: Operation

7.6.1 Overview

7.6.1.1 Definition of Stage 4. The final stage in this analysis

begins with the arrival of students in the project classrooms. Of course,

this is only the beginninc of continuing program development. However,

for the purposes of analysis, the changes over the first two years can

be collapsed, because the major considerations from a diffusion perspec-

tive are: (a) whether key features are implemented at all (on any reason-

able time schedule), and (b) whether these features are retained in the

adopter-site prog rams.

7.6.1.2 Major features and problem areas. The principal, "intended"

Characteristics of operation were that the adopter-site programs (a) would

be implementd quickly and smoothly and (b) would duplicate the exemplary

features of the developer site. The net effect of the delayed start-up

was that projects were far from completely operational at the time opera-

tion began, and gradually completed the planning, hiring and training of

staff, and ordering of materials as the year progressed. While life was

hectic for project staff during the early months, most seemed to accept

this rate of progress, and the long-term impacts of the late start were

probably minimal in most sites. These problems were described under

start-up, above.

The focus of this section is on the extent to which the developer-

site procedures and outcomes, as described in the PIPs, were duplicated

in the adopter-sites. The conclusion reached is that, while many sites

established bilingual programs that meet current standards for desirable

features, the influence of the PIPS (over and above Title VII and other

available guidelines) was rather small. Project specifications from the

four PIPs, as well as individual, field-test-site program descriptions,

are summarized in Appendices C and A, respectively. This sect41 summa-

rizes the intended and actual program features and discusser t e influ-

ences of the PIPs on the actual features. Following the conventions of
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the diffusion model, the major areas considered fall under "personnel

training processes and outcomes" (7.6.3.1), and "student selection and

training; processes and outcomes" (7.6.3.4). The specific topics are

listed in Figure 13.

7.6.2 Activities Affecting USOE During Operation

PIP-study impact on USOE Plans for packaging. The major processes

affecting USOE during operation involved feedback on the status of the

field-teat-site programa. These processes consisted primarily of normal

USOE monitoring activities, with the addition of reports from the EMC

studies. This feedback had relatively little impact on the field test,

but has had a uajor impact on USOE plans for diffusion via PIPe. It

particular,-plans to proceed with further PIP development or PIP-based

diffusion approaches have been dropped. The use of packaging, however,

has been added to the NDN diffusion system and, while the NON packages

are tailored to NDN neede and thus differ from the PIPa, the NDN packaging

guidelines have been influenced by the three PIP field testa.

7.6.3 Activities Affecting Diffusers During Operation

SOM.! of the TRCs were involved in training field-teat-site person

nel during operation, but no major diffusion-system impacts on the TRCa

were intended or occurred.

7.6.4 Activities Affecting Target LEAs During Operation

7.6.4.t LEA personnel.

USOE and TRC inputs. USOE and the disseminators (TRCs) continued

to be active during the operation stage. Some TRCs followed up preaer-

vice workshops with classroom observation and then designed inaervice

workshops accordingly, or participated actively in regularly scheduled

training sessions. OBE program officers met with project directors at

conferences, consulted by telephone on matters of compliance, and visited

some adopter sites in the late winter and spring.



Stage 4: Operation (7.6)

USOE (7.6.2)

PIP-study
Impact on USOE plans for packaging

Diffusers (7.6.3)

No major, relevant impacts on TRCs

Tarlet LEAs (7.6.4)

Personnel (7.6.4.1)
USOE and TRC inputs
Management style
Staff configuration

Staff skills
Staff roles
Staff development
Parent and community knowledge and attitudes

Other resources (7.6.4.2)

Instructional materials
Facilities and funds

Plans and constraints (7.6.4.3)
PIP versus other influences on program plans

Students (7.6.4.4)
Class configurations
Student selection
Instruction of students
- Instructional objectives
- Language of instruction

- Instructional approaches

Figure 13 Actual. PIP diffusion system: Stage 4 key issues.
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In general, however, this technical support did not contribute greatly

toward accurate replication of developer-site projects. The TRCs, by and

large, did not use the PIPs in developing their technical assistance ac-

tivities. The OBE program officers were concerned about replication but,

due to the general level of description in the PIPs and the realities of

local conditions, there was no easy way to deal with replication as a

compliance issue. Then too, the program officers bad heavy monitoring

loads in addition to the PIP adopter sites, and were never in a position

to provide intensive technical assistance.

Management style. The management style is a salient feature of

exemplary programs, and the PIPs placed considerable emphasis on the

intended style. However, the actual management styles in the adopter

sites depended almost entirely upon the local project directors, and upon

local policies. The major impact of the PIPs, as noted above, was in

defining project staff positiona, and the simple existence of the various

support personnel, such as instructional coordinators, determined nominal

lines of authority and affected delegation of authority to some extent.

All PDs attempted to maintain communication with the district office,

parents, and the community, although again, it would be misleading to say

that they replicated specific activities carried out by the developer

sites.

Staff configuration. The PIPs specified a particular staff confi-

guration and qualifications for the project staff. All projects nomi-

nally had a project director, teachers, and teacher aides. However, dif-

ferences in staffing configurations appeared among the project's support

staff. Two of the 19 projects matched the PIP-specified configuration

for all their staff, while five of the 19 sites had support staff config-

urations.that were mostly disaimilar from the PIP specifications. The

remainder of the sites had some combination of PIP and non-PIP config-

urations.

Staff skills. In the area of staff qualifications, the adopter

sites varied from the PIP-specified qualifications in substantial ways.
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Thirteen of the project directors had no prior administrative experience,

as required by the PIPS, although about 12 of the 19 project directors

had prior experience in and knowledge of bilingual education. The in-

structional coordinator (IC) staff position required a person that was

very knowledgeable in bilingual education. Ten of the ICs met this cri-

terion.

The PIPS required all project teachers and aides to be bilingual.

Nine of the 19 sites had complete staffs of bilingual teachers during the

first year of imlementation, but only five sites had all bilingual teachers

during the second year as the project expanded into another grade. Four-

teen of the adopter sites had all bilingual teacher aides the first year,

but only ten sites had all bilingual aides the second year.

Staff roles. The pips specified particular roles for all of the

designated project staff. With the possible exception of one site, the

roles of the project support staffs were not completely congruent with

the PIP specifications. It is clear from the site data that the local

LEA practices and preferences, including the LEAs' prior experience in

bilingual education and the LEAs' access to bilingual education training

resources, were the major influences in shaping the roles of the projects'

support staffs. Local conditions and policies often prevented adherence

to PIP-specified roles for teachers and teacher aides, as well as support

staff, although there was a greater degree of congruence in the cases of

teacher and teacher aide rcles.

All the PIPs specified that the teachers conduct bilingual classroom

instruction. Because not all teachers in the adopter sites were bilingual,

this specification was adapted. In the case of the French/English PIP

sites, the project teachers conducted all English language instruction

and the aides and/or French foreign associates, conducted all the French

instruction. In Puerto Rico, the teacher conducted all instruction in

Spanish and the aides conducted all English-language instruction. In one

site that had many English-monolingual teachers, the aides conducted most

of the Spanish-language instruction. In the remaining sites, the teachers
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did conduct bilingual instruction, especially in kindergarten and first

grade. By the and of the second grade, MC observed that in most sites

instruction in Spanish was largely limited to Spanish reading.

The PIPs specified various additional tasks for teachers, such as

developing objectives, developing materials, and providing individualized

objectives, but the exact list varied across the PIPs. For some sites,

the existence or a PIP specification (e.g., grouping or individualization)

provided the impetus for changes in the teachers' role and in classroom

procedure. However, because all of the tasks are commonly assigned to

teachers, many were already being done. Conversely, the absence of a task

specification in one PIP did not mean that teachers in adopting sites did

not engage in that task.

The role of the teacher aides is described slightly differently in

each of the four PIPs. Only two of the PIPs specified that aides asaist

with classroom instruction. However, because the role of the aide is usu-

ally defined by individual school districts, aides in most sites assisted

the teacher with instructional tasks in addition to tutoring, maintaining

records, and preparing materials. Teacher aides in three of the 19 adopter

sites were restricted to non-instructional roles by state law.

The aides in sites lacking bilingual teachers assumed additional

instructional responsibilities as described above. In all of the sites,

the roles of the aides depended more on local conditions than on the de-

scription in the particular PIP selected.

Staff development. The PIPs specified staff development as a central

feature of the projects. Each PIP included a fairly detailed schedule for

the teachers' preservice workshops and somewhat more general guidelines for

subsequent inservice. However, even the few sites that covered all the

topics listed in the PIPs had to depend on TRCs, universities, consultants,

and their own staff to determine the actual content and substance of the

training. The PIPs also specified that project staffs should develop per-

formance objectives. In a number of sites, this teak occupied most of the

staff's in-aervice training time.
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At othar sites there was no apparent PIP influence on the staff devel-

opment component. In any case, it was difficult to attribute the existence

of a staff training component to the PIPs because during the first year of

project implementation, Title VII regulations required that 15% of the

total project budget be devoted to staff development.

Parent and ccmmunity knowledge and attitudes. The PIPs all stressed

the importance of communicating with the parents and community. Some

called for community coordinators. Most sites made an effort to involve

parents and to provide press releases for local newspapers. In general,

parents were positive toward the programs, and only a few sites experienced

negative reactions from either the parents or other members of the com-

munity.

The influence of the PIPs, however, was only moderate. Parent end

community liaison is a fairly standard component of bilingual programs,

and some sites hired coordinators even though they were not specified in

their PIPs, while others did not have the funds for coordinators wen

though the position was specified in their PIPs.

7.6.4.2 Other resources.

Instructional materials. The intended process for obtaining instruc-

tional materials was to order the major items during start-up, then con-

tinue to order or develop supplementary materials as needed throughout

the life of the program. The actual process included heavy use of exist-

ing materials in sites with previous bilingual programs and, for all sites,

ordering and developing of new materials throughout operation.

Neither ordering nor developing of materials was tied closely to PIP

specifications. Most sites used locally mandated core texts, and supple-

mented them as necessary with new materials. Sites without previous

bilingual-program experience were more likely to look to the PIPS for sug-

gestions, but some of the PIP - specified materials were no longer available

from the publishers and, therefore, no adopter site could have adhered
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strictly to PIP guidelines, even if the site had felt that it were desir-

able to do so. At least one site undertook an ambitious effort to develop

instructional units for individualizing student programs, but it would be

inaccurate to attribute this work directly to the PIP.

The net outcome was that, while all sites obtained and developed

materials during the first two years and, in most cases, these materials

were reasonably adequate for program needs, these materials differed sub-

stantially from those used in the developer sites st the time of vslida--

Lion. The field-test sites made the changes with the intention of improv-

ing their programs and, while RMC had no means other than the judgment

of the site 'visitors to evaluate the impact of the changes, we have no

reason to doubt that they were successful. However, these changes repre-

sented another major breakdown in the PIP diffusion system, since one of

the key features affecting the students' day-to-day learning experiences

had been changed from that used in the developer site.

Facilities and funds. Project facilities consisted of conventional

classrooms in both the developer sites and the field-test sites. Minds

were not available in some sites to cover all of the PIP-specified staff,

and better coordination between project requirements and funding was

clearly needed. One such area that was of particular relevance to the

RMC study was the lack of adequate funds in some sites for program eval-

uators. This problem is addressed under the impact-evaluation substudy

but properly belongs here, as well, since it was partially the result of

lack of guidelines for the LEAs in preparing their Title VII grant appli-

cations.

7.6.4.3 Plans and constraints: PIP versus other influences on progam

plans. The intended program plans, as represented by the PIPS, continued

to be modified throughout the two years of the field-test as the adopter

sites made adjustments to fit local reeds and resources. In most sites,

the pips played a minor role in this process. Of much greater importance

were state and local laws, regulations, and guidelines. Inputs were also

obtained from the TRes, university and other consultants, and neighboring
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LEAs. The field-test sites found these inputs helpful, but they repre-

sented a departure from the intended PIP diffusion system.

7.6.4.4 Students. The major processes and outcomes of operation

are those that affect students. In this section, these processes and

outcones are discussed under three headings: (a) 'lass configurations,

(b) student selection, and (c) instruction of students. As with the

above sections, the emphasis of the discussion is on how closely the

field-test-site programs matched those in the developer sites and the

PIPs, and to what extent the PIPs influenced those results.

Class configurations. The PIPs specified that the projects should

be installed in K-1 during the first year and then expand vertically one

year at a time. Fifteen of the 19 adopter sites adhered to this guideline.

Three of the remaining sites initially installed the program in additional

grades as well. This decision was largely the result of a prior bilingual-

education project in the LEA that encompassed more than just K-1. One

site installed a project at the K level only. In the 15 sites that adhered

to this guideline, the PIP specifications were probably major factors in

the decisions.

The PIPs also specified a given number of classrooms per grade that

should be installed initially and in subsequent years. Only five of the

19 sites adhered to this specification. Of the 14 sites that did not

conform, two were slightly larger than recommended while the remaining

12 were smaller. Of these 12, about half were one-third to one-half the

recommended size. Box the most part, the size of the LEA appeared to be

the factor that determined the actual size of the project.

Student selection. All four PIPs recommended procedures for select-

ing project students. However, these procedures were not practicable due

to local policies and conditions, Title VII specifications, and Lau reme-

dies. The actual procedures for selecting students did have long-term

impacts on the programs. By and large, the selection was determined be-

fore the arrival of the PIPs, first by the selection of the field-test

sites and, subsequently, by the local selection policies.
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The characteristics of the project students do, of. course, have a

major impact on the kinds of instruction that are appropriate (and on

project impacts on achievement), and should shape the program substan-

tially. In particular, all of the Spanish-English sites included Spanish-

dominant students especislly in grades K and 1. However, in some sites

many students were more proficient in English than in their native lan-

guage. Thus, while the addition of the native language may have benefited

these students greatly, it did not (at least in the short run) permit

these students to deal with more difficult concepts in their math, science,

social studies, and other non-language classes. Excluding Puerto Rico,

this situation existed in 12 of the 14 Spanish-English adopter sites.

A common situation among these Spanish-English sites was for students to

speak some English and yet have low English-proficiency scores in language

assessment tests. It was less common for students to be entirely non-

English speaking (NES). The project students' performance on language

assessment tests indicates a tendency for students to become increasingly

more proficient in English as they progressed from K through second grade.

As can be seen in Appendix D, these students often scored as well (or

better) on English-language achievement tests as they did on Spanish-

language versions of the tests.

Instruction of students. The following paragraphs summarize the

degree of similarity between the field-test-site programs and the PIP

specifications in the areas of instructional objectives, language of in-

struction, and general instructional approaches.

The PIPs specify the use of instructional objectives, and each PIP

provides objectives of some sort. However, the PIPS state that teachers

are expected to modify the objectives, so even a faithful replication would

not result in use of the developer-site objectives. PIP directives allow

the teachers a maximum amount of freedom in making daily instructional

decisions (as compared, for example, to programmed instruction, in which

teachers make relatively few decisions), thus making it unlikely that

adopter-site instruction will duplicate developer-site instruction closely.
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As noted under start-up, virtually all sites attempted some review

of the instructional objectives in the PIPs but, in general, they used

them as input to existing state or local objectives rather than adopting

them as they stood. By and large, project staffs felt that the PIP-

specified objectives were not detailed enough, and several sites felt

their pre-exiating objectives were better.

The PIP specifications on language of instruction state that instruc-

tion should begin in the students' dominant language and evolve towards

the use of both languages (half English for Spanish PIPs, two-thirds English

for the French PIP) by the end of first grade. However, no specific method-

ology is provided for second-language instruction, and, there is little

information to guide teachers in critical decisions such as when students

should begin reading in the second language.

Only our of the nineteen sites exhibited the exact pattern of lan-

guage use called for in the PIPs. In the others, the differences were due

to the teachers' language skills, the students' skills, nue;ers of LESA

students, and the district's long-range goals. Some Spanish/English sites

provided reading and content-area instruction in Spanish, with plans to

use English for instruction in these areas when the students become more

proficient in oral English. This occurred generally at ten of the sites.

The other Spanish/English sites, whose students were more proficient in

English or Whose instructional staff were less prepared to teach in Spanish,

provided instruction in both English and Spanish, in reading and content

areas, from the very beginning. In the French sites and in Puerto Rico,

instruction in French and English, respectively, was second-language in-

struction, since students did not come to school equipped to learn in

those languages. However, the French sites and Puerto Rico effectively

incorporated second-language instruction with the regular study of con-

tent areas.

Teaching techniques, content of instruction, and instructional ap-

proaches in general were generally conventional in terms of local practices

except in sites where the use of two languages constituted a change. Few
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sites could be described as utilizing highly individualized instruction,

although most attempted to do at least a conventional type of grouping.

Team teaching was used in at least three sites, but not in any of the

sites adopting Adelante, the only project for which team teaching was

deacribed in the PIP as a core feature.

7.6.5 Summary of Progresi and Problems: Operation

During the operation stage, all field-test sites established bilin-

gual projects, most of which reflected the current state-of-the-art in

bilingual education. However, the PIP diffusion aystem had had a rela-

tively minor impact on the specific learning situations experienced by

the students.

7.6.5.1 USOE. The information gained during operation affected USOE

diffusion plans. In particular, it contributed to the decision not to

extend the PIP diffusion approach to additional projects, and not to re-

vise the bilingual PIPs.

7.6.5.2 Diffusers. No major, relevant impacts on diffusers occurred

during operation.

7.6.5.3 Target LEAs. The field-test sites were affected in many

ways during operation, but only marginally by the PIPs. The most obvious

impact of the PIPs on LEA personnel, was in the nominal staff configurations.

Management style and staff development were influenced primarily by local

factors, as were parent/community components.

Instructional materials reflected the PIP recommendations in some

field-test sites, but most sites adapted the materials lists substantially

to suit availability and local preferences.

Program plans, as represented by the PIPs, were also adapted exten-

sively to meet local needs and to conform to local constraints and re-

sources.
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Instruction of students included the use of two languages and other

features common to bilingual programs, but could not be said to duplicate

the learning situations from the developer sites.



7.7 Summary of Proiect-Model Comparisons

Section 5.3.1 described the four major types of project models used

in the analyses (i.e., developer-site projects, PIP projects, adopter-site

initial conditions, and adopter-site operation) and listed six of the

comparisons among the models that, in combination, provide en overview

of the diffusion-system impact (Figure 8). These comparisons have been

discussed implicitly in the preceding sections and are restated explicitly

below.

7.7.1 Developer -Site Prolecte versus PIP - Described Projects

The PIPe accurately reflected the rather general instructional ap-

proaches of the developer sites but omitted many details, some of which

would have been useful to the field-test sites.

7.7.2 Developer-Site Protects versus Field-Test-Site initial Conditions

The developer-site projects obviously represented a difference from

the initial conditions in field-test sites that had no previous bilingual

programs. However, the developer-site projects were probably not signifi-

cantly different from those that were operating in many of the experienced

field-test sites prior to the PIP diffusion effort.

7.7.3 Developer-Site Projects versus Field-Test-Site Operations

At a general level, many similarities run through Title VII projects,

and at that level, the projects established in field-test-sites could be

said to be similar to the developer-site projects. However, it would be

misleading to say chat the field-test sites bed replicated specific,

developer-site projects.

7.7.4 PIP-Described Proiects versus Field-Test-Site Initial Conditions

As with comparison 7.7.2, the PIP projects represented a difference

from practices in inexperienced field-test sites, but relatively few major

differences when compared to experienced sites.
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7.7.5 PIP-Described Projects versus Field-Test-Site Operation

As with comparison 7.7.3, the projects established in the field-test-

sites were generally consistent with PIP specifications, but it would be

misleading to say that they had replicated the PIP-described projects.

7.7.6 Tryout-Site Initial Conditions versus Tryout-Site Operation

The installation of the PIP Title VII Projects represented a major

change for the field-test sites that had not had bilingual programs in

the past. For the experienced sites, there were changes in size, scope

of services, and staffing patterns, some of Which were direcly influenced

by the PIPS. However, changes in instructional approaches, to the extent

that they occurred, were probably more often due to the availability of

additional staff and funds than to specific PIP guidelines.

7.7.7 Within-Cell Project-Model Comparisons

In addition to the six major comparisons summarized above, the com-

parisons within the four cells in Figure 8 provide insights into the fac-

tors affecting the impacts of the PIP diffusion system. These comparisons

are summarized below.

7.7.7.1 Comparisons among the four developer site projects. A sys-

tematic comparison among the four developer-site projects was beyond the

scope of this study. However, the information available to RMC suggests

that, while no two of the projects were alike, they represented four dif-

ferent applications of the same basic bilingual approaches, with differ-

ences resulting largely from the local contexts in Which they were imple-

mented.

7.7.7.2 Comparisons among the four projects as described in the PIPS.

A detailed analysis of the similarities and differences among the four

PIP projects can be found in Appendix Co This comparison Shows that while

there are many specific differences among the PIP projects, moat appear

173

.1 2



to be arbitrary. There is little reason to chooae one PIP over another,

and the optimal solution might be to combine the ideaa from all four

packages.

7.7.7.3 Compariaona among initial conditiona in the 19 field-teat

aitea. It has been noted repeatedly in this report that the 19 field-

test sitea differed greatly in terma of experience and resources. Those

factors appeared to be much more important than were the PIPa in deter-

mining the ultimate characteriatics of the programs.

7.7.7.4 Comparisona among the 19 field-test aitea at the operation,

stage,. The ultimate criteria of PIP- diffuaion- system success are related

to the program featurea that are implemented in the adopter sitea. In

the case of the bilingual -PIP field-test, there waa a wide range of fea-

turea among the programs implemented in the field-teat aites and, while

all programa reflected the general PIP and Title VII guidelines, the

similaritiea within a set of sites using a single PIP were no greater

than those among the entire group of 19 field teat aitea. That ia, one

could not identify which of the four PIPS had been used by obaerving the

featurea of a field-teat-aite program (except, of course, that the uae of

French rather than Spaniah identified the Savoir PIP).
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8. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 Discussion of Key Diffusion Problems

The above narrative summarizes the diffusion processes and outcomes

broken down by stages of diffusion. This section discusses the problems

in the diffusion system that run across components and stages. In this

discussion, problems are organized bys

The goals of the diffusion systems.

The proiects available for diffusion.

The target audience for the projects as represented by the

field-test sites.

The delivery system for bringing the projects and sites together.

The incentives for sites to adopt.

The competing influences (working against replication) from other

groups or systems.

8.1.1 Diffusion-System Goals

In considering the problems with the PIP diffusion system, it should

be reiterated that problems exist only in relation to the goals of the

system planners or the other groups involved in the system. That Is,

describing a result as a "problem" implies that something did not happen

in the way someone wanted it to. The goals of the field-test diffusion

system varied among the persons involved, and most of these goals were

never formulated explicitly. In general, LEA goals were to obtain funds

and technical assistance for their programs, and these goals were met to

varying degrees. TAC goals were to comply with OBE requirements to dis-

seminate PIPs, and these goals were also met.
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In the case of USOE, the goats, as interpreted by RMC, were more

complex. For the purposes of this discussion, USOE goals can be considered

under two main headings:

1. Service (helping sites establish bilingual programs) including:

a. Responding to LEA-expressed needs for technical assistance

b. Diffusing specific, exemplary practices

2. Research (determining the transportability of the projects

and the extent to which the projects lead to positive outcomes

on students and others)

Overall, Goals la and 2 were met to varying degrees, and the questions

as to how well they were met, or whether they could have been met better

for the same coat are purely quantitative ones. Goal lb, however, requires

accurate replication of projects and was not met in the field test. In

fact, as described in the preceding section, the possibility of replication

had already been precluded by the end of the selection /adoption stage.

The ultimate conclusion was that the failure to meet the diffusion

goal was due, in part, to the fact that this goal is not appropriate

except under very limited conditions. In the case of bilingual programs,

this goal would, at best, be appropriate only for the diffusion of spe-

cific, highly structured and relatively simple instructional or management

practices. Given the current state of the art, the diffusion of complete,

bilingual (or other) projects involving a complex of interrelated instruc-

tional, management, and staff development impunents is unrealistic.
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8.1.2 PIP Proiects

The projects chosen to most the needs of the target LEAs presented

major problems from all perspectives. There were very few real differences

among the packaged projects, so the following comments apply to all: (a)

All four projects depended heavily on good bilingual teachers. This dras-

tically reduced the number of potential adopters for which the projects

were suitable (although it did not keep sites that lacked such teachers

from applying for PIPs). (b) The projects were relatively minor varia-

tions on standard themes. Thus, while experienced sites might have found

some good ideas, they should not have expected any major innovations.

Sites with no bilingual education experience could appropriately have

expected basically sound advice, although comparable advice was widely

available elsewhere. (c) Much of what was described in the PIPs involved

project management. While this is a major factor distinguishing good

projects from poor ones, many management features are not readily trans-

portable, since they require changes to firmly established organizational

and administrative structures. (d) Instructional features of the projects

were generally not defined in enough detail to be of much help to either

experienced or inexperienced sites. (e) The projects, as packaged, were

several years old by the time they reached adopters. Materials, and in

some cases methods, were often viewed by adopters as out-of-date.

Some packaged parts of the projects were seen as useful by project

directors and teachers, but this depended largely on the level of expertise

and experience of the personnel rather than on the PIP content. The less

experienced project directors and teachers used the time schedules (calen-

dars), suggestions for in-service topics, performance objectives, and so

on Those with more experience used the descriptions of these features as

checklists, but typically implemented their own approaches.

In summary, as part of a general attempt to help LEAs, the projects

provided at least some useful ideas for most of the field-test sites,

especially those that were just getting started. However, they address

the real needs of only a limited subset of Title VII target LEAs. For a
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goal of precise replication, the projects were unsuitable. They required

staff resources that were not always available and they did not provide

adequate guidance for implementing instructional features.

8.1.3 Target LEAs,

Logically, the place to begin in designing any diffusion system is

with the educational needs of the target-LEA students, and with the objec-

tives, available resources, and other relevant characteristics of the

target LEAs. A major, additional consideration in a diffusion system is

the size of the target audience for a particular set of projects or prac-

tices. These LEA-related factors are discussed below.

8.1.3.1 Student needs. Student characteristics (and consequently

student needs) varied widely from site to site and also within each site.

Language skills ranged from extremely limited proficiency up to native

proficiency in both languages. Some students were clearly dominant in

one language, a few highly proficient in both languages, and still others

lacking adequate proficiency for academic purposes in either language.

Scores on standardized reading and math testa ranged from well below to

well above average. In general, the PIPS did not provide adequate guide-

lines for dealing with this wide range of students.

8.1.3.2 LEA.edation objectives. It is not safe to assume that all

LEAs are interested in making changes, and even those LEAs actively seek-

ing change may not want to install completely new programs. Many of the

LEAs involved in the three PIP field testa were more interested in refire

ing existing instructional practices, or providing more effective manage-

ment structures for loosely organized programs. Many were also motivated,

in part, by the federal funds or technical assistance associated with the

projects being disseminated. For such LEAs, it is important that the

available projects or practices fit in with existingLinstructional and

management approaches. Even those LEAs that wished to add completely

new programs (or replace existing ones) were seldom willing to consider

major changes to district-wide practices.
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8.1.3.3 LEA resources. Resources required for the adoption of new

projects may include personnel, materials, and facilities. Staff skills

and attitudes are perhaps the most important LEA resources required by the

bilingual PIP projects, and at least half of the sites could not obtain

teachers with the skills and attitudes specified in the PIPs. Thus, these

sites could not accurately implement either the PIP projects, or any other

projects requiring a full staff of skilled, bilingual teachers. Instead,

these sites needed projects designed for the personnel that were available.

In the short run, this usually meant monolingual English-speaking teachers

with bilingual aides. In many LEAs, a long-term program of staff devel-

opment was indicated.

8.1.3.4 Other relevant LEA characteristics. Organizational and ad-

ministrative structures in the LEAs were also key features from a diffusion

standpoint, and they proved highly resistant to change. Most administra-

tive procedures, including staff hiring policies and management of federal

projects, were applied uniformly within a given LEA, and exceptions were

not normally made for single projects. This precluded implementation of

many PIP-project features related to these procedures.

In addition, the attitudes of key administrators are critical

diffusion-system considerations. Attitudes toward bilingual education

and whole-project adoption varied widely in the bilingual-PIP field test.

In at least some sites, there were no enthusiastic PIP-project supporters

in the administrations, and the. PIP project directors had to fight an up-

hill battle. The overall implication is that new projects must fit the

attitudes and existing organizational structures unless long-term educa-

tional and capacity-building components are included in the diffusion sys-

tem. A PIP-type diffusion system does not appear to be a feasible mech-

anism for changing these structures and attitudes.

The community contexts can be important faztors, but in the PIP field

tests they have been generally appropriate for the PIP projects. Often,

principals in the bilingual PIP sites reported active interest from the

community, and some told of parents calling to find out how to get their

children into the programs.
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A final key LEA characteristic, from a diffusion perspective, is the

extent to which LEAs seek out information. Among the LEAs with needs for

bilingual programs, many of those that actively seek out information al-

ready have programs in place. LEAs that have only rudimentary bilingual

programs or none at all tend to be those that are not seeking information

about new programs. Thus, a much more aggressive form of awareness activ-

ity is needed to reach this important pert of the target audience than was

provided in the bilingual-PIP field test.

8.1.3.5 Size of the target audience. An additional diffusion prob-

lem concerns the size of the target audience, that is, the number of. target

LEAs for a given project or practice. In the bilingual-PIP field test,

the audience was broken into two groups--those LEAs with French-speaking

students, and those with Spanish-speaking students. While the number of

Spanish-speaking students in the U.S. is large, it appears that the number

of LEAs with students from French - speaking backgrounds is relatively small.

Thus, while elaborate, PIP-type materials might be justified for Spanish

projects, the PIPS could not be considered cost effective in the smaller

market for French projects. A target audience of this size would suggest

a quite different diffusion approach, probably involving lass elaborate

materials and a correspondingly increased level of technical assistance.

8.1.4 Delivery System

The delivery system that was intended to bring the projects to the

target LEA, consisted of the PIPS and related, awareness materials plus the

TRC and USOE personnel participating in the dissemination effort. Given

the set of projects and target LEAs, it seems unlikely that any changes

In the delivery system could have resulted in large numbers of faithful

replications, but the study suggests that several features of the system

would have produced problems even if the projects and target LEA, had been

highly compatible.

8.1.4.1 PIP materials. The materials, including the awareness book-

lets as well as the PIP manuals, were not particularly well matched to the
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TRC dissemination activities or the incentives provided by the system.

Both kinds of materials were patterned after the original compensatory-

education PIP materials that were intended to be as aelf-explanatory as

possible in a system that provided strong incentives to replicate faith-

fully. In the bilingual dissemination system, where technical assistance

was available, materials might better have been designed for use in work-

shops or as reference materials to be used after completing the workshops.

Under these conditions, the materials could have been simplified and

shortened somewhat, leaving the presenter to tailor the workshops to the

needs of the audience.

With the lack of incentives to follow the PIPs exactly, and the im-

possibility of doing so in many cases, much of the existing PIP material

was largely anused. Project directors reported that they liked the idea

of having all project guidelines conveniently packaged, but some felt that

the partial redundancy among the manuals made the PIPs inefficient for

them to use, since they had to read much repetitious material in order to

locate the information unique to each manual. Few project directors

referred to the PIPs extensively after the projects got under way.

8.1.4.2 Diffusion personnel. The major processes carried out by

the personnel in the delivery system were dissemination of information and,

in some cases, provision of technical assistance. In retrospect, there

were three required functions that were implicit in the field-test diffu-

sion system: (a) promotion of the adoption concept, (b) assistance in

selecting an appropriate project, and (c) provision of staff training to

LEAs. Promotion or selling of the PIPs required enthusiasm and credibility

as well as the resources and training to reach target LEAs. Most of the

TRCs fell short of the ideal in terms of resources and training, and some

clearly lacked enthusiasm.

Providing assistance in selecting a project required an in-depth

knowledge of the projects and how they could be adapted to local condi-

tions. Neither the TRCs nor anyone else in the diffusion system had this

knowledge, nor did the PIP awareness materials contain enough information
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to substitute adequately for highly-trained disseminators. At least four

sites reported that OBE or a TRC had substituted or attempted to substi-

tute a different project for the one requested by the site. While it

appears to RMC that the sites, as well se OBE and the TRCs, were biasing

their selection decisions on superficial project characteristics, a con-

siderable amount of confusion and frustration was generated by the substi-

tutions. Provision of preservice and inservice training was also affected

by the TRCs' lack of specific knowledge of the PIP projects, although many

LEAs reported good training services, reflecting the genera experience of

TRCs in bilingual education.

8.1.5 Incentives to Replicate

Incentives are another key factor in the diffusion system. It is

very clear from this and previous PIP studies that LEAs will neijher

study packaged information carefully nor apply the guidelines faithfully

unless they have strong incentives to follow the guidelines to the letter

(and we would add, quite rightly so). To date, the only incentive that

has been shown to work is the provision of funds contingent on replication.

Given the characteristics of the existing projects available for diffusion,

this study illustrates that such incentives are not warranted and, in any

case, current USOE policy precludes this possiblility. However, it is

the finding of this and other PIP studies (Campeau, Binkley, Hawkridge,

& Treadway, 1978; Stearns 1975 and 1977) that without strong incentives,

project directors will not implement features that do not sppeal to them,

no matter what claims are made of project effectiveness.

8.1.6 Competing Influences

The above discussions have dealt with the PIP diffusion system as if

it operated independently of the rest of the world. In fact, of course,

the LEAs were influenced by many other sources, some of which were much

more compelling than the USOE PIP diffusion effort. Local policies are

often the most compelling factors, and examples of local policies taking

priority were common among the 19 field-test sites. A typical case was
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a district that had previously tried team teaching and had abandoned it.

PIP specifications calling for team teaching were simply ignored. In

general, the study illustrated that a single, Title VII project cannot be

expected to disrupt established, district policies or procedures.

Many states are heavily involved in developing bilingual education,

and at least two SEAS became major factors in obtaining PIP adopter sites.

However, where state regulations conflicted with PIP specifications, the

state regulations received higher priority. Specific examples included

use of SEA- developed objectives and SEA-recommended materials instead of

those specified in the PIPs.

Commercial and professional organizations are also actively dissemi-

nating materials and teaching techniques, as are universities and teachers'

colleges. Many of the adopter sites turned to these sources for help, and

their projects were influenced at least as such by them as by the PIPs.

Neighboring LEAs also disseminate their projects and have many advantages

over a packaged description of a remote project. In at least three of the

19 sites, it would be accurate to say that they had adopted the project of

a nearby district rather than that of the PIP developer site.

Finally, Title VII regulations require all Title VII sites to install

most of the components of the PIP projects, and these regulations cetainly

affected staff development, community liaison, parent involvement, and

evaluation components in the adopter sites. While there were no major

conflicts between PIP specifications and Title VII regulations, it is clear

that, if conflicts had existed, the Title VII regulations would have had

priority over the PIPs. Considered from a different perspective, the

impact of the PIPs, over and above that of the Title VII regulations,

appeared to be minimal.
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8.2 Answers to the Specific. Working Questions from Soction 4.2

The general Substudy I question was--"What was the diffusion effort

on LEAs?" The answer was that, in general, the diffusion effort was not

very effective in getting target LEAs to implement the major, identifiable

features of the developer-site projects. The specific questions are

addressed below.

8.2.1 Adoption,

8.2.1.1 What influenced potential adopter sites to adopt or not to

adopt? The field-test sites were influenced to adopt by a felt need to

install bilingual projects, by the belief that a pip adoption would improve

their projects and increase chances for funding, and by the personal

encouragement of USOE and TRC personnel. Presumably, some target LEAs

chose not to adopt via PIPs because they did not like either the projects,

the package/replication concepts, or the field-test impositions. It seems

likely, however, that many more target LEAs made no active decision on

adopting. They simply never considered the question seriously at all.

8.2.1.2 To what extent were the protects chosen by the adopters

appropriate to those adopters? The projects chosen by adopters were not

highly appropriate to the specific adopter-site needs and resources, but,

in about half of the sites, they were not highly inappropriate either. By

inappropriate adoptions, we mean those where student needs were very dif-

ferent from those in the developer sites, where the LEAs could not supply

the required staff, or where the sites lacked commitment to bilingual edu-

cation. For the other sites, the projects were excessively management ori-

ented and lacked instructional detail, but were general enough that they

were not really unsuitable.

The matching of projects to adopters, based largely on the superficial

feature of developer-site student characteristics, was for all practical

purposes random. That is, while several sites reported choosing a project

that nominally matched their student population (e.g., half limited English



and half fluent English), the PIPs contained very little information rele-

vant to dealing with their particular student ratios'.

8.2.2 Implementation

8.2.2.1 What factors (context, PIP, and other) influenced implemen-

tation? Implementation was heavily influenced by local conditions and

other non-PIP sources. The major impact of the PIPs was on staffing pat-

terns, (e.g., hiring of curriculum coordinators, community liaison persons,

and so on) and, in some sites, on the instructional materials. All in-

stalled some form of staff development, parent involvement, and evaluation,

as called for in the PIPs, but Title VII regulations were probably more

influential than the PIPs in these areas.

_8.2.2.2 What were the characteristics of the resulting programs and

how cloaelY did they resemble those described in the PIPs? The resulting

projecta varied widely depending on project director's style, availability

of staff, and other local fac'ors. Aside from,ataff qualifications, most

of the sites resembled all four of the rather amorphous PIP projects at

some level of detail. However, on the few tangible, distinguishing fea-

tures (e.g., team teaching), there was little or no match between PIP

projects and adopter-site projects.
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8.3 PIP Revisions Versus Alternative Substudy I Products

Objective four of the bilingual-PIP diffusion study called for revi

sion of the PIP materials on the basis of user input and problems identi-

fied during the course of the study. Funding for PIP revisions was, how-

ever, optional pending the results of the first year of the study. Given

the above answers to the process evaluation questions, most of which were

available by the end of the first year of the study, it was clear that

a straightforward revision of the existing materials was not warranted.

At the same time, there was a general consensus among RMC, OPBE, and

OBE that there waa a considerable amount of information on bilingual pro-

jects and practices available from the study, and that some of this infor-

mation could contribute to federal and/or local efforts to improve bilingual

education. The two basic questions wore: "Exactly which information

should RMC proceed to develop?" and "In what formats should the various

types of information be produced?" Before making decisions on these ques-

tions, it was decided to seek inputs from the potential users of the sys-

tem and from the advisory panel for the study.

8.3.1 PIP Revision

8.3.1.1 Inputs from potential users. On the fifth of October, 1978,

four members of the RMC bilingual-PIP staff met in Washington, D.C. with

representatives from OPBE, OBE, the TRCs, the MDCs, the DACs, and the

field-test LEAs to discuss the kinds of bilingual-project information that

RMC should develop into user-oriented products. For the purposes of the

discussion, RMC had organized the available information into five cate-

gories:

project management guidelines

instructional approach guidelines

instructional materials guidelines

project evaluation guidelines

grant application guidelines
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In the discussion, RMC emphasized that, while all are important, some

were more appropriate to address under the current contract than others.

In principle, "project management" appeared to be a particularly appropri-

ate area. First, it is an area that seems to distinguish good projects

from less effective ones. Second, it is the area most emphasized to the

PIPs. Third, it is an area where LEAs are lacking experience, and fourth,

relatively little information or help is available to LEAs in this area.

"Instructional approach" is also an area in which LEAs need help, but

it appeared to be less appropriate for inclusion in an RMC study product.

First, there is relatively little specific information in the PIPs on

instruction, and what there is does not reflect developments of the last

five years. Second, the TRCs and other agencies provide training in this

area and, at least in theory, are better able to provide the most current

information, an important consideration in a rapidly evolving area such as

bilingual education.

"Instructional materials," for use in the classroom have never been

included in PIPs, except for those materials developed by the originating

site. Information about commercial materials and how to order them has

been included in all PM, but we now believe that this is not a useful

practice. Materials change so rapidly that information about them must

be constantly updated. This would require a major effort by a permanent

organization (e.g., the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education).

"Project evaluation" msy be the area in which the information avail-

able at both the federal and local levels is most inadequate. In fact,

both the bilingual program regulations and most locally designed evalua-

tions are based largely on inapplicable principles and inaccurate assump-

tions. However, while it is possible to describe the problems with cur-

rent approaches snd to provide guidelines for doing the best evaluations

permitted by the current state of the art, we cannot really solve the

evaluation problems that USOE and the LEAs have experienced. The need is

for simple, accurate evaluations. The best that can be offered is "ball-

park" evaluation at a cost of considerable effort.
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The final area, that of "grant application" information, is one of

particular interest in a diffusion aystem. It is clear that in Title VII,

as well as in other programs, grants tend to go to LEcts with good proposal-

writing capabaities. If the emphasis of Title VII is to continue to move

toward service (as opposed to a demonstration orientation), then one of

the most critical diffusion stages is the selection of LEAs with slropri-

ate needs. Presumably, the proposal writing process should l tned

to identify such sites rather than to serve as a competitive, e. nation

contest.

In the October meeting, the USOE amd field representatives recom-

mended that RMC consider products .1.1 the areas of project management and

evaluation. They also emphatically concurred that instruction and in-

structional materials should be left to the appropriate OBE centers. They

were equally emphatle in their feeling that the area of grant spplications

should be outside the scope of RMC concerns.

8.3.1.2 Advisory panel recommendations. On the second and third of

November, 1978, the RMC advisory panel, composed of experts in the fields

of bilingual education, dissemination, and evaluation, met in San Jose to

review the findings of the first year of the Bilingual PIP evaluation. RMC

recommendations for PIP revisions and potential study products were among

the topics discussed. (See Appendix B.)

From the beginning, the panel adopted a broad perspective on the

needs of bilingual educators for packaged materials. In narticular, rather

than focusing narrowly on the question of what might be done to improve

the existing PIPS, they ask the more general question of what kinds of

materials would be mows useful in establishing bilingual programs. While

this approach was of their own choosing, it was entirely consistent with

the position that RMC has taken in this report. That is diffusion-system

requirements should determine the kinds of materials to be developed, not

vice versa.

The panel made many useful suggestions, and focused on three issues

of special interest. First, the so-called "super-PIP" format was popular.
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This type of package would provide information pooled from many exemplary

projects in contrast to the existing PIPs which consist of a distinct pack-

age for each project. Secona, it was suggested that the package should

not be language specific, that is, that it should present sound principles

of bilingual education that could be applied to many different language

groups. Third, the panel encouraged the development of additional, high

quality materials in the area of instructional approaches and techniques.

They also supported the development of practicable evaluation guidelines.

The RMC staff concurred with the position of the panel and felt that,

in terms of RMC study constraints, the implications were clear. The panel

was eaying, in effect, that a revision of the existing PIPs would not be

sufficient to bring the packages into line with real needs. However, JIIIRP

policies and RMC contract limitations precluded the development of new

guidelines for bilingual programs. Thus, most of the kinds of materials

that would be needed to meet the needs would be outside of the scope of

this study.

8.3.1.3 Conclusions concerning PIP revisions. Based on the exper

ience of this study, the experience gained from other PIP studies, and

the insights gained from the two meetings discussed above, the following

conclusions were reached concerning PIP revisions:

a. No dramatic solutions to the problems of establishing bilingual

programs would be available either from the existing PIPs or

from the field-test sites. Therefore, revised PIPs based on

these sources of informaion would be of limited value. While

the study has suggested some directions that could be taken in

developing project implementation materials, the actual develop-

ment would be outside of the scope of the study.

b. There are no existing diffusion systems capable of diffusing

intact, bilingual pr '..cts. Furthermore, given the nature of

the available bilini projects, development of such a system

is probably unwarranted and may be impossible.
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To elaborate, we have found that there are few real differences among

the four bilingual PIPs and that the total amount of practical information

in the PIP manuals is rather limited. In particular, we concluded that

the amount of information in the PIPS did not justify the development of

a polished management manual. From the perspective elaborated in this re-

port, any such materials should be conceived and developed only within the

context of a well-thought-out diffusion system, and the justification for

developing such a system should be to get effective projects and practices

to LEAs that need them. In the case of the management guidelines, no such

system exists, nor do the projects as described in the PIPs justify the

development of a system. Given that a manual based solely on information

extracted from the PIPs (or from the PIPs plus the field-test experience)

would contain little that was not widely available elsewhere, and that

there is currently no specific demand for the manual, the effort of produc-

tion was judged not to be warranted.

8.3.2 Alternative, Substudy I Products

8.3.2.1 A comparative analysis of the four bilingual-PIP projects.

In lieu of a revised management manual, a detailed analysis of PIP contents

was prepared for this report (Appendix C). The purpose of this analysis

is to ensure that the content of the PIPs is readily available for the use

or information of any interested persons, and to document the problems

with the PIP projects in the most efficient manner. The appendix describes

the contents of the four PIPs in terms of a bilingual-project framework

that highlights not only the similarities and differences among the four

projects, but also the potentially important topics that are not addressed

in any of the packages.

8.3.2.2 A framework for planning or analyzing a diffusion system.

A second major product of the diffusion substudy is the approach Co devel-

oping frameworks or "models" of diffusion systems. The approach is specif-

ically intended for systems designed and operated by agencies such as WOE

or SEAs for large scale diffusion of projects or practices. The frame-

works:
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Integrate the ,goals, projects, target LEAs, delivery system,

incentives, and effects of competition.

Include the processes of information transfer, decision making,

and resource allocation.

Focus on actions that the system operators (e.g., USOE) can

take to achieve system goals, such as selecting and training

diffusion personnel, developing guidelines and materials, and

allocating resources.

This approach was initially developed by RMC for Studies 2 and 6, and was

extensively revised in the bilingual PIP study. It is described in Ap-

pendix E of this report.
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8.4 Synopsis of Recommendations from Substudy I

8.4.1 General Recommendations for Future Diffuaion Efforts

The major conclusion to be drawn from the PIP field tests is that a

successful diffusion effort would require careful, systematic planning.

This planning must include:

Establishing specific, practicable gosls.

Selecting (or developing) and validating appropriate practices.

Analyzing target LEA needs.

Developing a delivery aystem, with an appropriate balance of

coordinated technical assistance and packaging.

Providing incentives, if needed.

Considering the competition, and adapting the diffusion system

as necessary.

Furthermore, the PIP concepts are not suitable for the diffusion of

complete, bilingual proiecta or other projects of comparable complexity.

Specifically:

The PIP Concepts:

Stand-alone packaging

Rapid start-up

Whole-proj ect adoption

Should be replaced by

Complementary packaging
and technical assistance

Long-term program and
staff development

Tailoring of practices to
local needs

The PIP concept may be appropriate for the diffusion of some structured,

relatively self-contained projects or components of projects.

8.4.2 Goal-Specific Recommendations

Detailed diffusion-system recommendations depend on the goals that

are set for the system. In particular, a system intended to promote the
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diffusion of specific, validated projects or practices with little or no

adaptation (e.g., the PIP diffusion system) will be very difficult to es-

tablish, and in such a system, each of the six elements listed above repre-

sents a major problem area. By contrast, a system that will simply provide

target LEAs with access to new ideas and to technical assistance and which

permits extensive adaptation is relatively easy to establish. Of course,

the two kinds of goals need not be treated as alternatives since, at least

in principle, both could be pursued together.

8.4.2.1 Diffusion of specific validated practices. If a goal simi-

lar to that of the PIP diffusion system were retained, that is, to promote

accurate replication of specific, carefully developed and validated prac-

tices,* then the current study indicates that only a very carefully planned

and developed diffusion system could have any chance of meeting the goal.

System development would have to include, at a minimum:

Development and validation of effective practices that would meet

the different LEA needs and would recognize the variations among

LEAs in availability of resources, management preferences, stu-

dent needs, and so on. We see the lack of dramatically effective

practices as the key weakness in any such diffusion effort.

Analysis of target LEA needs, resources, and information-seeking

characteristics.

Development or identification of a delivery system that could

provide awareness among LEAs, elicit their commitment, and pro-

vide them with technical support to implement the practices.

Incorporation of incentives to ensure that adopters installed

the practices and gave them a reasonable trial;

*We assume that the concept of whole-project adoption would be

abandoned.
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Coordination with federal, state, local, and professional

systems to eliminate sources of conflict.

In addition, if the goal included the long-term maintenance of the projects

in adopter sites, a permanent monitoring and technical assistance system

would have to be developed and installed.

It is our understanding that the kind of system described above is

not consistent with current MOE diffusion policies and, given the char-

acteristics of existing practices, we believe that such a system would not

be justified. Therefore, Section 8.4.2.2 suggests a more realistic set

of recommendations that would follow from a diffusion goal of disseminat-

ing ideas rather than diffusing specific practices.

8.4.2.2 Dissemination of ideas. If a goal that was less stringent

in terms of replication were substituted for the diffusion of practices

(e.g., to provide LEAs with access to information on the most successful

bilingual projects and practices and to facilitate the adoption of any

combination of such practices in LEAs that requested assistance), the

diffusion* system would still require major changes for optimal effective-

ness, but the system might be somewhat less difficult to develop.

Target LEAs would still need to be analyzed to determine their needs

and resources and to determine how large the market is for a given kind of

information. Existing proiects and practices would need to be analyzed to

determine the ways in which they differ, the needs they address, and the

resources they require, so that this information could be provided to

target LEAs.

Delivery systems could then be tailored to the size of the markets and

the characteristics of the practices and target LEAs. Promotion, matching

practices to sites, and technical assistance would still be required but

*Strictly speaking, this would be a dissemination system rather than
a diffusion system.
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would vary widely depending upon the above factors. The design of packaging,

or of materials in general, should be considered only within the context of

specific dissemination plans. Development of elaborate dissemination mate

rials would be undertaken only where large audiences were involved or long

Shelf lives for the materials were anticipated.

External incentives would play a minor role in such a system, since

the emphasis would be on responding to LEA requests. Coordination with

other agencies would remain an important consideration so that conflicts

and redundancy could be minimized.
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9. INTRODUCTION TO SUBSTUDY II: IMPACT ON STUDENTS

9.1 Scope of Substudy II

9.1.1 Substudy II Objective

The second objective in the RPP for the bilingual-PIP field-test

study was to "determine the effectiveness of projects implemented via the

PIPs in improving student achievement and attitude" (Section 4.1). Sub-

study II, the impact substudy, was conducted in response to this objec-

tive. Section 12 includes a discussion of impacts on attitudes. Sections

9-11 are concerned with the evaluation of impacts on achievement.

It should be kept in mind, however, that the primary focus of the

entire, two-year, bilingual-PIP study was the process evaluation (Substudy

I). The impact substudy received secondary emphasis because it was not

certain in advance that the diffusion system would produce the intended

renult of complete replication in the target LEAs (and, in fact, it did

not). Because of this uncertainty, it was not clear how much effort

should be invested in student outcome evaluation. FOrthermore, because

the study paralleled the first two years of a five-year implementation

plan, data could only be collected from grades K-2 of projects that would

eventually expand to fourth grade. Therefore, the study could not provide

student outcome results from completely implemented, fully operational

programs.

On the other hand if USOE had waited two years for the diffusion re-

sults before considering an outcome evaluations much of the data needed

for a longitudinal impact assessment might never have been collected.

Thus, it waa reasonable to include a limited form of impact evaluation

in the bilingual-PIP field-test study.

The important point to emphasize is that, in this study, the attempt

to evaluate project impact was independent of how well the projects, as

described in the PIPs, had been implemented. The attempt was to evaluate
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each project as it was operating. Interpretation of project impact, of

course, must depend on the features of the project that are in place; but,

because the two questions had to be addressed concurrently, the study ap-

proach was to develop the best possible outcome evaluation for each site,

whether or not the PIPs had been effective in producing faithful adoptions.

9.1.2 Specific Impact-Substudy Questions

The impact evaluation was intended to measure improvements in student

achievement resulting from the diffusion effort.* Of course, Substudy I,

which provided the information as to the kinds of changes in field-test-

site programs, was the key to interpreting the impact results and attri-

buting any gains to program changes. The purpose of the impact substudy

was to determine how much, if at all, student performance improved after

implementation of the PIP-projects.

Four major subject areas were included in the impact substudy:

English reading

Spanish or French reading

English language proficiency

Math

Many of the field-test sites included additional subject areas in their

local evaluations, and these areas were examined by RMC. In particular,

data on Spanish or French language proficiency were examined where avail-

able and are included in Appendix D. However, the four areas listed above

represented a common core in most of the sites and thus received most of

the attention in the RMC study.

Initially, it was RMC's intention to answer the impact substudy

questions through careful application of state-of-the-art evaluation

*Affective outcomes are discussed in Section 12. Section L2 also

includes brief discussions of evaluations of staff development and parent/

community components.
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methodology. As the study progressed, it became increasingly clear that

the state-of-the-art was inadequate to provide the desired answers, and

RMC's impact-substudy emphasis shifted toward methodological issues (see

Section 10: Technical Issues). By the end of the study, the major impact

questions had become:

In general, how if at all, is it possible to determine the

impact of new educational programs in real-school settings?

Specifically, are there credible impact results (either positive

or negative) from any of the field-test sites?

These questions are addressed below.
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9.2 The RMC Role in the Impact Substudy

Unlike Substudy I, in which RMC's role was that of a non-reactive

observer, RMC was intended to play an active role in the impact evalua-

tions. Specifically, RMC was to utilize the (valuations being conducted

independently by each of the field-test sites under the conditions of the

Title VII regulations, and to summarize or reanalyze the results of these

studies as necessary for the purposes of the PIP study. Further, RMC was

to meet with the local evaluators at the beginning of the field-test to

assist the evaluators in designing enough similarity into their various

evaluations to permit some summarizing of results across sites. It was

also intended that RMC should provide consulting help as required to in-

sure the quality of all evaluations.

RMC was not expected to collect data, to perform the original analy-

ses on the data, or to participate in the preparation of field-test-site

Title VII evaluation reports. In all interactions, RMC's role was that

of a consultant, and all evaluation decisions were ultimately in the hands

of the individual LEAs.
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9.3 Organization of the Substudy II Report

The remaining sections of this report describe the technical issues,

the impact substudy activities, and the results of these activities. Sec-

tion 10 discusses both the theoretical issues involved in conducting im-

pact evaluations and the practical problems encountered in the field-test

sites. Section 11 describes the first year of the substudy, which was

devoted primarily to the development of the local evaluation designs.

Section 11 also describes the second year of the study which began with

attempts to interpret local evaluation results, and ended with the devel-

opment and ap7lication uf procedures to rate the credibility of impact

results from each site. Section 12 summarizes the issues related to eval-

uations of student attitudes, staff development activities, and parent/

community involvement components. Section 13 summarizes the conclusions

and recommendations from the impact substudy.



10. TECHNICAL ISSUES IN THE EVALUATION OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IMPACTS

10.1 "Impact" Versus "Performance Level" Evaluation

This report refers repeatedly to the impact on achievement of a dif-

fusion system, a program, or a project. By this we mean the change (hope-

fully improvement) in performance produced by new practices. The impact

question is emphasized here because this was a diffusion study, and the

justification for apending time and money on diffusion derives from the

change that results. Impact on achievement is not the only impact of in-

terest, but it is a apecial concern of many educators and diffusion per-

sonnel.

Impact an achievement may also be of interest to the LEA, because

most LEA decision makers would like to know whether changes in practices

are followed by improved performance. However, the more important achieve -

men' conaideration from the ..EA point of view may be the performance level

of the students. 'Performance level" refers here to how well or poorly

students are achieving in relation to other groups of students or in terms

of requirements for jobs and personal satisfaction. An LEA may not be

satisfied with a large impact if performaace level is still low. Con-

versely, the LEA may be entirely satisfied with a small positive impact

if performance levels were already high.

From the standpoint of the diffuaion-system planner, however, impact

is the primary consideration. High performance levels are no indication

of diffusion-system success, since they do not necessarily prove that thsre

has been improvement due to the diffusion effort. Conversely, low perfor-

mance levels do not necessarily imply diffusion-system failure, since they

may represent improvement over still lower levels of performance. (The

distinction betiwoen stre4nt performance level and diffusion-system impact

is illustrated in Figure 3, Sect-Ain 3.1.3.)

Thus, to tae extent that student achievement outcomes are addressed

in this diffusion study, the emphasis is on the impact produced by the

bilingual-PIP diffusion system. Performance level is also discussed, but

hes only indirect relevance to the study.

205



10.2 "Apparent" Versus "Actual" Impacts of ExemplarY Programs

One might naively assume that positive achievement impacts would

result from the successful diffusior of exemplary projects (i.e., in the

PIP studies, from the diffusion of projects having apparently positive

impacts in the developer sites). Of course, as noted in Section 1.1.1.3,

a single project in two different contexts leads to two different programs,

and the fact that the original program was effective does not necessarily

imply that the adopter-site program should be effective. However, an ad-

ditional factor--the evaluation (and, in particular, the variation or error

in evaluation procedures)--is involved in the apparent, impact of a project

on achievement. That is, the apparent imnact is a function of the project,

the context, and the evaluation (see Fig' 4, Section 3.1.3).

In a diffusion impact study, problems arise because the measurement

of program impact in the real world is very inexact. First, because of

evaluation error, two different evaluations of the identical program may

produce very different results. Further, the amount of error in most

program evaluations (bilingual or other) is large in comparison to typical

program impacts on student scores (up to several times as large). Finally,

th^ step of separating prolect impacts from context impacts is next to

impossible f any LEAs.

The not result is that even tha most faithful replication of an

exemplary project in a naw site is not likely to reproduce the original

program, and even if the programs were identical, differences (errors) in

the evaluations of the originating and replicating sites would make it

unlikely that the apparent impact of the project would be the same in the

originating and replicating sites. The actual impact of a project is an

elusive concept and, in practice, is very difficult to determine under

field test conditions.



10.3 Clarification of the Impact - Evaluation Questions

The basic Substudy II question was--What were the impacts on student

achievement of the bilingual projects in the field-test sites? As we shall

explain in Section 12, the answer, after two years of evaluation, is that

no one can be sure. In some part, the lack of information is due to defi-

ciencies in the field-test-site evaluation reports, discussed in Section 12,

but the fundamental problems lie in the evaluations themselves, and in the

current state-of-the-art in evaluation methodology.

The major problems are discussed later in this section, but before

considering them individually, it is essential to make some important dis-

tinctions among the different kinds of outcome evaluation questions that

may be asked and among the respective problems inherent in answering the

questions. As will be seen, the question of "program impact" is the most

interesting question from the perspective of this study, but also the most

difficult to answer. Other questions that are easier to answer may also

be of interest but, unfortunately, there is usually a direct relationship

between level of interest and difficulty in obtaining answers.

The definition of evaluation questions is an extremely complex sub-

ject, and can be approached from many perspectives. At the risk of over-

simplifying, this discussion divides the impact questions into (a) those

concerning the skill (or knowledge) areas in which student performance is

to be measured, and (b) those related to the standards against which per-

formance is to be compared.

10.3.1 Defining the Skill Areas of Interest

10.3.1.1 Measuring appropriate skill areas in program evaluations.

A major goal of most bilingual programs is to improve student performance.

It is not really meaningful, however, to speak of performance in general,

and the evaluator must first determine which skill areas are of interest.

That is, the evaluator must ask which general subject areas to evaluate

(e.g., reading, math, language, and so on), and, for each area, whether
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only specific topics are of interest (e.g., decoding, computation, local

ecology). Although it is seldom done, the evaluator should also ask

whether students gain in one area at the expense of another (e.g., does

reading improve at the expense of math?).

The evaluator must next consider whether the tests used in the eval-

uation provide valid measures of the skill areas of interest. The answer

will depend to some extent on the interaction between the test and the

program. That is, a test of general eading skills may be relatively

insensitive to the impact of a program that focuses on a few, specific,

_omponent skills. On the other hand, a test that is tailored to the

program curriculum may give an unrealistic picture of general reading

improvement. How closely the test should match the curriculum is an un-

resolved dilemma in educational evaluation, but the effects of the match

on performance measures are not difficult to understand and should be

addressed whet, interpreting any evaluation results.

10.3.1.2 Limitations on skill area measured in the bilingual-PIP

study,. The basic question that this study was designed to answer is--Did

the PIPS lelp the adopter-sites? As discussed in Parts A and B of this

volume, tle answer is complex since changes in processes as welt as in

student performance may constitute improvements. We have also poi-ted

out that the student performance questions must be separated from the

implementation questions, so that in this part of the report we are asking

only about the impact of the programs as they exist. Only after obtaining

clear answers to these impact questions would we have been able to proceed

to drawing conclusions about the relation of program 'and contextual) fea-

tures to impacts. Consequently, the student outcome (valuation was focused

on one, restricted question: "Did PIP-program students learn more than

comparable district students were learning before the implementation of

the program?"

Considering this question from the perspective of the skill-area dis-

cussion, above, it is easy to see that considerable uncertainty must remain

in an% but the most elaborate of evaluations. in the bilingual-PIP study,
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performance measures consisted of a limited number of tests, and the skill

areas that were measured may not have been precisely appropriate to the

questions being asked. Further, no systematic attempt was made by RMC to

determine the impacts of the programs in subject areas outside of reading,

language, and math. Therefore, strictly speaking, the study question be-

came restricted to--Did program students learn more in the specific skill

areas reflected in the tests?

10.3.2 Obtaining Comparison Standards

10.3.2.1 Commonly used standards of comparison. Given this specifi-

cation of the skill and knowledge areas being addressed in the bilingual-

PIP study, it is then possible to consider whether students performed

better in these areas than some relevant standard, and, if so, whether the

improvement was due to the bilingual program. our commonly used compari-

son standards are listed below, with indications of the questions to which

they are relevant, and of the significance of those questions.

Posttest compared to pretest. This widely-used comparison

answers the question--Did students learn anything while in the

program? In general, this question is of no interest, since

most students show pretest-to-posttest gains in any program.

By itself, this comparison provides no information without one

of the following about either the size of gains or the role of

the bilingual program in producing the gains.

National norms. This is the comparison standard used in the

vast majority of educational evaluations.* It answers the ques-

tion--Did students learn more in the measured s' 'll areas than

the nation -wide average for students who obtained the same

*The use of grade-equivalent scores Is a special case of using na-
tional norms as a comparison standard. However, while national norms
often provide a useful comparison, percentiles or standard scores should
always be used Gracie equivalent scores are not suitable for any evalu-
ation purposes (see Volume III).
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pretest scores (e.g., if program students scored at the thirtieth

percentile on the pretest, did they learn more than the average

of thirtieth percentile students in the country)? This compari-

son tells us whether the gain was large or small by national

standards, but not whether it was larger than similar students

in the field-test site achieved before the PIP program, and not

whether impacts, if any, were due to the bilingual program. The

reason is that schools vary widely in terms of achievement gains

even where no special projects are involved. Presumably this

variation among schools reflects differences in student, commun-

ity, and school characteristics, and may apply equally to all

programs in a given school.

Local, historical norms. Local comparisons answer questions

about how program students compare to other students in other

programs in the same district. Of the large number of different

comparisons that may be possible, maw may be of interest to

district personnel. However, for the purposes of evaluating the

bilingual programs in this study, only comparisons to similar

students are of great interest. flese comparisons tell us whe-

ther gains are large or -mall by local (but not national) stan-

dards. In addition, where no changes in the school or context

have occurred other than the introduction of the bilingual pro-

gram, comparison to local norms allows us to attribute an im-

provement to the new (or refined) program. Thus, adequate local,

historical norms can tell us a great deal about impact. Unfor-

tunately, few districts maintain such norms.

Concurrent control or comparison groups. According to conven-

tional evaluation lore, control groups provide the best stan-

dards by which to judge a program. In practice, however, such

comparisons are usually not satisfactory for determining the

impacts of bilingual programs. For these programs, comparison

groups are usually composed of dissimilar students and there is

no way to tell whether differences in performance are due to
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program effects or student characteristics. Truly randomized

assignment to groups may not be appropriate, even if it were

possible, since assignment to the control group may constitute

a negative treatment from the students' perspective. In princi-

ple, students could be assigned randomly to alternative bilingual

programs in order to determine which is better, although we are

not aware of any recent studies of this type in school settings.

In short, available, local comparison groups often provide little

information about program impact.

Optimal design. In combination with local norms, comparison

groups could be used to rule out district-wide changes that might

otherwise appear to be program impacts. Thus, the optimal design

for impact evaluation would make use of both local, historical

norms, and concurrent, local comparison groups.

10.3.2.2 Comparison-standard constraints on the bilingual-PIP study.

As suggested in the above list, the question of whether program students

performed well or poorly by national standards could be answered by com-

paring program-student gains to the norms of standardized tests. This

question, however, was only of secondary interest in the study. The more

important question--the impact question--required accurate measures of

how well similar students had performed in previous years, plus concurrent

comparison groups and other information to rule out changes in the student

population, school program, or community that might have led to improved

performance. In most sites, the required historical measures were simply

not available, there was no way even in principle to reconstruct them, and

thus the question of program impact on student performance could not be

answered conclusively.

In retrospect, there were several reasons for the lack of precise

standards against which to judge program impacts. At the beginning of the

study, some of the issues discussed here were not familiar to field-test-

site personnel, and were not completely clear to RIC, USOE, or evaluation

specialists in general. For example, the technical limitations on using
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national norms in impact evaluations are only now being explored (by RMC

and Title I TACs under this and other contracts). The problems with

concurrent comparison or control groups in bilingual-program evaluations

were recognized, but the total impracticality of obtaining groups adequate

for impact evaluation in most of the field-test sites (due to legal, ad-

ministrative, and financial constraints) was not.

Many of these problems were identified early in the study and, as

early as the fall 1977 meeting between RMC and the local evaluators, the

need for baseline or historical normative data was agree upon. However,

adequate dat were not available in most sites, and legal, administrative,

and financial constraints precluded collecting the biographical data that

might have served as a partial substitute for local achievement-test norms.

Thus, instead of conclusive measures of bilingual-program impact, the most

useful product of the impact evaluation may have been the preliminary

draft guide to bilingual program evaluation (Volume III of this report).

This draft guide reflects some of the new insights gained in this study

and should contribute to the preparation of more realistic evaluation

questions for future diffusion studies, and more effective evaluation

designs for answering those questions.



10.4 Practical Problems in Answering the Substudy II Questions

It must be emphasized that the issues of test-to-curriculum match and

lack of comparison groups were only two of the many problems affecting the

credibility of the impact evaluations. In many cases, the additional

problems were completely beyond the control of the local evaluators. The

major problems are listed below, together with brief indications as to

how, if at al), some of the problems might be resolved in future studies.

10.4.1 Problems Deriving from the Field-Test Design

10.4.1.1 Variance in initial conditions. Although nominally all

sites were in their first two years of implementing bilingual projects,

there were tremendous differences in staff and district experience in

bilingual education. Some sites were totally raw to bilingual education,

while others had had years of previous expert -so. This made it difficult

to separate results due to experience from results due to the effects of

the PIP.

10.4.1.2 Variance in implementation. The sites also varied in their

implementation of the projects described in the PIPs. Some made only minor

variations in PIP-specified staffing or scheduling, while others made major

changes in the projects and had student populations that were completely

different from those of the developer sites. Some sites were trying to

implement the projects as described in the PIPs, but were phasing in the

projects over periods of several years, and thus could not be evaluated

adequately during the early years of implementation.

Because there were only 19 sites and many variations in the projects,

it was not feasible to perform a mathematical analysis relating level of

implementation to student performance. Therefore, a case-study approach

was followed in looking at outcome evaluations from each site.

10.4.1.3 Evaluation of fragments of the projects. Because of the

two-year time limit of the study, we observed only the first three grades

(K-2) of programs designed to include five grade levels. The sites started
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with K-1 during the first year, and expanded to second grade in the second

year. Although gains in language, math, and some other content areas may

show up in these grades, improvement in English reading, which was not

introduced until second or third grade in some sites, may be observable

only when the present students are in the third or fourth grades.

10.4.1.4 Evaluation of the first year of implementation. The first

year of a program is not a good time to evaluate impact. Because of the

one-year-at-a-time, upward expansion design of the projects, we were eval-

uatinb the first year of operation for second-grade classes, even in the

second year of the study.

10.4.1.5 Testing of young children. Because second grade was the

highest grade included in the study, the reliability and validity problems

of testing young children introduced a major source of uncertainty in the

results. In kindergarten, the curriculum content is especially difficult

to test. In all three grades, children have relatively short attention

spans and limited test-taking experience. Some misinterpret instructions

and lack the mechanical skills required to take the tests.

10.4.2 Problems Typical of Local Program Evaluations

10.4.2.1 Undefined project goals. The first step in designing the

evaluations was intended to be the specification of program goals and ob-

jectives in a form suitable for evaluation. For most sites, specification

in sufficient detail was not possible during the two years of the study,

since project personnel were feeling their way to a great extent. By and

large, project directors simply did not know exactly when students should

be using which languages and to what degree, nor did they know in which

subject areas they expected major project impacts. In addition, the nomi-

nal project goals sometimes conflicted with district goals. The only real

solution to this problem is to continue outcome evaluation activities until

realistic program goals have been firmly established, rather than attempt-

ing to produce definitive results in the formative stages of the program.
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10.4.2.2 Describing students. In order to interpret student achieve-

ment gains, it is necessary to have an accurate picture of the entering

skills and the previous experience of the students. One of the most im-

portant skills in a bilingual program is language skill, and this must be

measured in the native language as well as in English. While several tests

are widely used for this purpose, none of the sites was completely satis-

fied with either the effort required to administer the tests or the accur-

acy of the results. Improvements in this area are within the state-of-

the-art, but will involve major research and development efforts and are

definitely beygnd the capabilities of individual LEAs or of studies such

as the PIP field teat.

In addition t4 language skills, it is necessary to know where each

student stands on a number of biographic and demographic variates. This

information is esaential for the interpretation of gains when comparing

students to control groups or against any other standard. This informa-

tion is seldom reported but could be collected easily given proper guide-

lines and resources. No technological breakthroughs are required. Sev-

eral sites made substantial efforts in this area during the second year.

10.4.2.3 Finding technically adequate tests. The better-known stan-

dardized tests in English are all fairly satisfactory in terms of reli-

ability. The validity of these tests as measures of bilingual-project

impacts has been widely questioned. Only a few standardized tests are

available in £panish, and virtually none in most other languages. So

called criterion-referenced tests are somewhat more available, but are

not usually suitable for measuring project impact due to their poor psy-

chometric properties (see Appendix B in Tallmadge and Horst, 1975).

Aside from content problems, the major practical problem was the

selection of appropriate levels of the tests. A large proportion of the

sites experientdd floor effects (especially in the first grade), which

result in mean scores for the groups that are unrealistically high. Where

this occurs on a pretest, the amount of apparent impact is reduced.
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Test development is a well-established field, and better tests for

evaluating bilingual projects could be constucted. However, it would be

a very difficult and costly job if done correctly, and the commercial

test publishers are constrained by many economic and practical consider-

ations. Selecting the correct level of a test can be done quite readily

with a little pilot testing, but this takcs time and money at the local

level.

10.4.2.4 Collecting and analyzing the data. In practice, no area

is better understood or more generally abused than the collecting and

processing of test scores. tt is well known to all evaluators that test-

ing conditions must be orderly and carefully standardized, and that test-

ing must occur in reasonable time periods. Nevertheless, many sites had

minimal training of testors during the first year, and testing dates for

fall pretesting slipped badly in several sites. For the second year, RMC

arranged site visits to coincide with testing periods in most sites, and

found that, while a variety of problems remained, testing problems had

been greatly reduced in many sites.

Data analysis is also well understood by most of the field-test-site

evaluators, but first year reports, due in part to time pressures, abounded

with inappropriate or incomplete analyses. With the increased emphasis on

outcome evaluation in the second year of the study, RMC was able to rean-

alyze results from the infcrmation provided by many of the sites, together

wit't information from RMC site visits but, for some sites, the basic data

were simply unavailable.
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11. EVALUATION OF ACHIEVEMENT IMPACTS:

PROCEDURES AND RESULTS

11.1 Substudv II: Year One

Because of the start-up status of the projects, first-year impact

data were of secondary interest. The major purpose of the first-year

impact-evaluation effort was to work out any problems so that all field-

test sites could have adequate evaluations in place by the start of the

second year

11.1.1 First-Year RMC Activities

11.1.1.1 August 1977 meeting with field-test-site personnel. The

first meeting between RMC and the local evaluators (and project directors)

was held in conjunction with the OBE Silver Spring, Maryland, meeting of

PIP adopter-site project directors in August 1977. RMC was allotted one

afternoon at this meeting to present some basic evaluation design guide-

lines on choosing tests and comparison groups, and to obtain reactions

from the LEA representatives as to the effects of these guidelines on

their plans.

It quickly became apparent that the brief presentation would not

result in evaluations that met RMC criteria for credibility. A large

proportion of the sites requested immediate individual assistance at a

more detailed level. Local problems ran the complete gamut--from district

constraints on test selection, lack of useful comparison groups, and ab-

sence of clearly stated project objectives, to the lack of any evaluator

at all. In most sites, evaluators had just started working, and only a

few had had a chance to consider all of the issues raised by RMC.

11.1.1.2 September 1977 workshop for evaluators and protect direc-

tors. In an attempt to finalize local evaluation designs and produce the

desired uniformity among sites, RMC organized a two-day workshop in Palo

Alto for mid-September. The topics covered included:
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Identifying project goals to be evaluated.

Developing an evaluation design (finding a comparison) for each

goal.

Selecting project students and comparison groups.

Selecting tests (both technical issues, and matching of tests

to goals).

Data collection procedures for fall pretests.

Initiating local test development.

Sitespecific problems and topics requested by sites.

For most topics, an RMC presentation was followed by group discussion.

Then each project director and local evaluator, using structured work

sheets, attempted to apply the principles that had been agreed upon to

their local situation.

RMC was immediately impressed by the technical sophistication of the

local evaluators, who were generally aware of the problems discussed in

the workshops and ready to share their own findings and attempted solu

tions. However, most faced local constraints in specifying goals, finding

comparison groups, selecting and administering tests, and other critical

areas. In addition, most were hired from outside of the LEAs themselves,

and many faced severe time constraints (e.g., as little as 20 to 25 days

to design the evaluation, organize fall and spring testing, and train

testors, process and analyze both sets of data, write the evaluation re

port, and provide inperson feedback to teachers and administrative per

sonnel). The net result was that Ale workshop ended with general con

sensus on principles that should be followed in all the local evaluations,

but with considerable uncertainty in all sites as to how these principles

could be carried out in practice.
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11.1.1.3 First-year site visits. RMC attempted to rtmsue specific

problems with each site during the October a/Lc: visits, and to follow up

during winter and spring visits as well as via telephone and mail. By the

end of the z.ring visits, however, it was clear that the impact of the RMC

effort on the first-year evaluations had been minimal. The good intentions

of the local evaluators had been largely subverted by the constraints of

time, local conditions, and LEA policies. The 1 of convincing first-

year evaluations was of no great concern, as noted above, but there was

major concern over the fact that few of the sites showed promise of much

improvement for Lhe second year. In an attempt to improve the second year

evaluations, RMC organized a second special meeting of evaluators and

project directors--this time held for three days in San Jose, California,

July 1978.

11.1.1.4 July 1978 seminar fnr evaluators and ro ect directors.

The July seminar was organized differently from the workshop of the

previous September in two respects. First, it was much more directive,

and focused very specifically on the key evaluation problems identified

during the first year. Second, the RMC role as presenters was greatly

reduced. Instead, much of the first two days 7f the seminar consisted

of presentations by the experienced, local evaluators explaining their

solutions to particular problems, and of group discussions attempting to

reach consensus on the best ways to deal with the unsolved problems. The

areas of greatest concern were:

lack cf any meaningful standards of comparison fJr project im-

pact.

lack of match among project goals, curricula, and tests.

lack of adequate assessment of language proficiency.

or inadequate testing procedures.

exclusion of affective and other project goals from the evalu-

ation designs.
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The third day of the seminar was sped in a review by each project director

and evaluator of their own evaluation design and on an attempt to organize

a cooperative, cross-elite comparison group (a sort of mini norm group) by

pooling the data from the small numbers of control students reported to be

available at many sites.

The seminar broke up on a note of enthusiasm and commitment from the

entire group, although specific issues remained unresolved at all sites.

RMC agreed to coordinate the cross - site - comparison -group effort as well

as a parallel effort to collect student biographical data for use with

either the cross-site, or local, historical comparison groups. Evaluators

and project directors resolved to return to their districts and take up

the unresolved issues with the appropriate administrators.

11.1.1.5 Seminar follow -up activities. In the week following the

seminar, RMC generated the forms and guidelines requested by the sites for

collecting biographical data, and prepared a summary of seminar recommen-

dations in all the major areas of concern. In subsequent weeks, all sites

were followed up by telephone to encourage them to finalize their designs

and to determine to what extent they could contribute to, or profit from,

the cross -site comparison group. By the beginning of September it was

clear that the effects of the seminar and follow -up activities had been

minimal in most sites.

11.1.1.6 Preparation of site-specific evaluation recommendations.

With second-year pretesting due to begin shortly, and many sites still

without defensible decisions on comparison groups, test selection and other

major issues, RMC prepared specific recommendations in the following areas

(see Figure 14):

Describing student language skills, demographic, and biographic

characteristics;

Providing a meaningful comparison group;

220

1'



44,

Minimal Criteria for Interpretable
Im act Evaluations General Comments

Describe Students
1. Language Proficiency - Pretest all

project students with LAS or equiva-
lent test of oral production

. Demographic & Biographic Data - Col-
lect items of information listed on
attached sheet

Provide Meaningful Comparison Groups
1. Minimum comparison (listed in order

of generally increasing credibility)
A. Regional norms
B. Local historical data
C. Cross-site comparison group
D. Advanced cohort design
E. Local comparison/control group

2. Local comparison/control group in
combination with one of A-D

Use Technically Adequate Achievement
Tests
1. Grade 1: CTBS Level B or equivalent

Grade 2: CTBS Level C or equivalent
(Form S, English & Spanish versions)

The students' environment, entering lan-
guage skill, and previous training gen-
erally have more impact on test scores
than do instructional programs. These
factors must be known if evaluations
are to be interpretable.

The comparison group determines which
questions can be answered. Probably
the most important policy question is
whether students consistently do better
in bilingual programs than in conven-
tional classrooms. Other questions
that may be of interest are:

Are bilingual projects better than
ESL projects?

Is a particular bilingual project
better than the average bilingual
project in the region?
Etc.

InterAmerican (Spanish & English) Level
1 Reading and Math: Difficult for 1st
and 2nd grades (floor effects).

CTBS Level B: Somewhat difficult at be-
ginning of Grade 1. OK at end.

CTBS Level C: OK at beginning of Grade
2. Somewhat easy at end (possible
ceiling effects).

FiGure 14. General impact evaluation guidelines for PIP
field-test sites, September 1978.



Minimal Criteria for Interpretable
Im'act Evaluations General Comments

Match Tests to Project Curriculum In order to demonstrate benefits from a
project, you must test the subject
areas and the specific content in which
the students benefit. You must also
consider when benefits are expected in
each content area (i.e., R, 1, 2?)

The perfect design is of no value unless
the data are clean. It is out impres-
sion that many PIP sites had major

1. Nominal match
A. Reading: Spanish & English
B. Math: Language of instruction
C. Oral Language: (E&S) LAS or

equivalent (pre & posttest)
D. Affective: ARS or equivalent

(Bob Olsen)

2. Systematic Match of subtext items
to curriculum content

Use Adequate Testing Dates and Scoring
Procedures
1. Careful training for testors

Test reading and math between
October 1 and 31
Verify scoring

testing problems during the first year.

Figure 14. (continued)



Selecting technically adequate achievement tests;

Matching tests to project curricula;

Testing and data processing procedures.

Then for each site, RMC prepared an individual summary of exactly what

we perceived to be wrong with their evaluation in each of the above areas.

For each problem area, specific tests, comparison groups, testing proce-

dures, and so on were recommended. The impacts of these recommendations

are described below. In general, the most practicable recommendations

concerned changes in the tests being used in some sites. In the trouble-

some area of comparison groups, RMC was no better able than were the local

evaluators to create such groups where none existed.

11.1.2 RMC Impacts on Field-Test-Site Evaluations

11.1.2.1 Impacts on evaluation designs. By the end of the first

year, the impacts of RMC workshops and consulting were more limited than

RMC had hoped. In general, this was not because of any conflict between

nominal, local evaluation goals and RMC study goals. The same problems

that made the evaluations inadequate for RMC's purposes also made them

inadequate to meet nominal, local needs. However, the realities of local

project evaluation encourage evaluators to search for evidence of positive

impacts rather than to develop the most accurate picture of total project

impact. In addition, local evaluators faced constraints of time and of

entrenched local evaluation practices. Then too, there were no conditions

in their grsnts compelling them to follow RMC recommendations, nor had they

made provisions in planning or budgetin- to do so. The RMC contract did

not provide for actually conducting outcome evaluation activities at the

sites, and with no pat solutions to offer, RMC arguments had only moderate

weight. In the final analysis, local pressures and constraints were the

major factors in shaping the evaluations.

It is reasonable to ask at this point whether any major improvement

in the designs could be possible. The answer is that many of the problems
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could be readily eliminated given the resources and the motivation to do

so. However, producing truly credible impact evaluations would require

long-term programs to develop local norms, and would involve major changes

in selection of tests, testing schedules, and so on. Most districts will

not make such changes lightly and, in particular, they will not make them

to accommodate a single program without conviction that the changes will

be of real benefit to the district.

11.1.2.2 Impacts on evaluation reports. It was originally intended

that RNC's primary source of outcome data would be the evaluation reports

prepared by the field-test sites for submission to Title VII. With this

in mind, RMC devoted some time at each of the evaluation seminars to the

subjects of report content and format. As RMC began receiving copies of

the second-year reports in August and September of 1979, it quickly became

clear that the RMC recommendations had had little or no impact. Most of

the reports failed to include the basic information necessary for inter-

pretability of mean test scores (i.e., test level and publication date,

type of score, number of students, standard deviation). None covered the

complete set of essential topics (i.e., students' incoming skills and ex-

perience, program instructional characteristics, test - content match, test-

ing procedures, and analysis procedures), at even a rudimentary level.

Most unfortunately, few discussed the plausibility of the remarkably large

gains that were often reported (see Appendix D), and few tied these gains

logically to any specific instructional treatments.

Because of the lack of precident for major impacts by special pro-

grams, we believe that the burden of proof lies with the evaluator and,

while the PIP field-test-site reports were certainly no worse than other

local evaluation reports for bilingual or other programs, few of them

could be considered even moderately convincing. Since we knew that most

of the PIP-site evaluators understood the issues involved, we assumed that

the problems with the reports were due to time pressures, plus the pres-

sure to show positive results, in combination with the lack of any pres-

sure to produce accurate, convincing evaluations. This issue is discussed

further under "second-year results," Seltion 11.2.3.
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11.1.3 Synopsis of First-Year Evaluations

The summaries included here are taken from the 16 final 1977-1978

reports received by RMC. In these reports, most evaluators demonstrated

an understanding of what would constitute an ideal evaluation paradigm.

However, available resources, especially evaluator time varied widely

fro.- site to site. Thus, even with excellent technical skills, the best

of intentions, and the professional support of the other adopter-site

evaluators and the RMC staff, many sites were unable to produce adequate

evaluation reports during the first year. In most cases where evaluators

did have the time and other resources needed to address all of their tasks,

the problems discussed in the preceding section precluded truly convinc-

ing evaluation reports.

11.1.3.1 Description of students. Seven different measures were

used to assess the language proficiency and dominance of the students in

the ten Spanish language sites alone. Rather than being used to demon-

strate growth, these data were collected primarily for the purpose of

student selection and legal compliance, and were not always included in

the final reports.

When achievement data were interpreted with reference to the lan-

guage proficiency of the project students (LES/NES vs. FES), the criteria

by which such designations were made were rarely provided. Since some

tests of language proficiency have built-in cutoff scores, the sites may

have relied on those criteria. For the purpose of selecting students,

scores on tests of language proficiency were often combined with teacher

judgment.

Only two of the 16 reports presented any biographic data collected

on individual students for either the project or control groups. Such

information, when it was provided, included: (a) whether the child was

enrolled in any other special projects, (b) the socioeconomic status of

the child's family, and (c) the language spoken by the child at home.
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By contrast, eleven sites provided substantial information summariz-

ing the demographic characteristics of the school or community in which

the project was located. These data most frequently included the size,

ethnic composition, industry, and occupations of the area. Statistics on

rates of absenteeism were reported by only three sites. Project impact

was never interpreted in light of these biographic and demographic charac-

teristics, which were provided merely for purposes of describing the

project context.

11.1.3.2 Comparison groups. Considering the many groups for which

project outcomes were to be evaluated (English and Spanish; math, oral

language, and reading; grades K, 1, and 2), it is not surprising that most

sites applied several different evaluation strategies in an effort to use

the best procedure possible in each situation. For one site, this included

the use of historical data, national norms and, where ne other choice was

available, the computation of raw-score gains. Although the use of the

historical data necessitated making some untested assumptions concerning

summer loss and other factors, it remained a significant improvement over

simply reporting posttest-minus-pretest scores.

A comparison-group design using either adjusted or unadjuted post-

test scores was used to evaluate one or more project components, at a total

of seven u'tes. In about half of these cases, assignment to project or

comparison groups approximated a random basis, while in the otlers the

comparison was made to local students enrolled in the state's tilingual

program, and selection statistically biased. Instruction in tte latter

seemed to be regarded as only minimally different from the instruction

received in the regular non-bilingual classroom.

National norms were used to derive a no-project expectation in five

si.,s. The late arrival of tests, the absence of Spanish language norms

and the apparent contamination of existing norms made such a design only

minimally applicable. Finally, of the 16 sites, six relied upon the

analysis of unadjusted pre- to posttest gains to evaluate some, if noc

all of their project components.
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In a few cases, an objective was set such that any raw-score gain

satisfied the expectation. The rational for selecting a particular

raw-gain criterion was never provided. In some of these cases, where it

was possible to relate the gain objective to the national (or local)

standard deviation, it was found (by RMC) to represent a trivial expecta-

tion. In the one or two of these cases where raw gain objectives could

be related to percentiles, the expected gain actually represented a loss

in percentile standing from pre- to posttest. Working to achieve such

small gains, the objective was often far surpassed and looked deceptively

impressive. However, in other sites, program students made substantial

gains with respect to the national norms (she Appendix D).

11.1.3.3 Selection of achievement tests. A total of eight nationally

standardized tests was used to assess achievement outcomes in the English

language. These included:

Test of Basic Experiences (TOBE)

Inter-American

Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS)

Gates-McGinitie Reading Tests

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts

SRA Achievement Series

California Achievement Test (CAT)

Metropolitan Achievement Tests (MAT)

Most often selected were the SRA, TOBE, and CTBS, used by three sites each

to measure outcomes in at least one grade level. Five sites administered

more than one of the eight tests. The Spanish language versions of the

Inter-America: and CTBS were also administered.

Means and standard deviations summarizing project- and control-group

scores at pretest and posttest indicated that, for eight of the sites,

the influence of floor effects threatened the vali '4ity of the findings

presented. When the problem occurred, it was usually at pretest and was



often (although not always) with LES/NES students being tested in a lan-

guage in which they had not yet received any formal instruction.

The problem of ceiling effects hindered the interpretation of data

from only two of the 14 sites, one of which acknowledged the problem to

the extent that it rejected the data prior to analysis. A few additional

sites indicated that data had been eliminated because they were considered

invalid. Although the reasons behind such decisions were not provided, it

is likely that in most cases it was because of floor or ceiling effects.

11.1.3.4 Testing procedures. Since DM did not observe testing

during the first year of the contract, it was not possible to comment on

the adequacy of the conditions under which testing took place. It is

quite possible that the frequent encounters with test floors represented

problems with the test administration (e.g., lack of adequately trained

proctors) as often as they reflect the ability level of the students

tested.

In general, these findings indicate that inadequate attention was

paid to selecting test content or levels appropriate to the students and

the curriculum being evaluated. None of the sites indicated that they

had carried out any kind of systematic content-to-curriculum match to

select tests for the first year of the project, although many had indi-

cated an intention to switch tests in the second year. Subsequent exami-

nation by MC of the second-year data indicated that floor and ceiling

effects were not a major problem in most sites, especially for second-

grade students.
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11.2 Substudy II: Year Two

Outcome-Evaluation Activities: Year 2

Where the major role of RMC in the first year was to assist adopter-

sites in the design of evaluations, the Intended role for the second year

was to interpret the results of the local evaluations and to combine the

results to provide an accurate answer to the impact questio,la. By the

end of the first year, it was clear that, for two reasons, the =slier to

these questions would be less conclusive than could to desired--first,

for the reasons discussed under Process Evaluation, above, relatively

little grouping of sites by PIP or other study-relevant variables appeared

justified. Second, as a result of the evaluation problems discussed in

Section 10, it was clear that the local evaluations would not provide pre-

ase measures of project impact. :nor these reasons, the continuing study

of evaluation problems and the development of evaluation methodology was

perhaps the most productive activity of the second year of the study.

The second-year evaluations, however, represented a considerably

greater level of effort on the parts of RMC and local evaluators than did

first-year evaluations. The preceding sections have indicated that, in

spite of this high level or effort, the resulting evaluations did not

produce credible estimates of program impacts. This section describes

the development of procedures for judging credibility and discusses the

credibility results for the field-test-site impact evaluations.

11.2.1 Preliminary Review of Achievement la:met Results

During the second year of the field test, RMC visit'd most of the

sites in both fall and spring. At least one of these visits was seed-

uled to coincide with local testing so that a general impression of test-

ing procedures could be obtained. During these visits RMC staff also

discussed the progress of the evaluations with the local evaluators.

At RMC's request, several of the sites provided RMC with both fall

and spring test data shortly after completion of spring 1979 testing.

Completed evaluation reports were received from most of the sites during
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4.

the late summer and early fall. All of this information was examined by

RMC from tae perspective of the impact of the PIP diffusion effort. The

question of interest was--"Did the bilingual-program students learn more

than they would have learned if the PIP-diffusion effort had not existed?"

In attempting to answer this question all site reports and additional

data were screened at a preliminary level following procedures developed

previously by RMC (Tallmadge and Horst, 1975; Horst 1978) for validating

achievement gains in educational projects. Detailed application of these

procedures requires access to data that are not generally included in eval-

uation reports and therefore, as a pilot effort, RMC selected two sites

that had supplied achievement test data for individual students. (Student

names were removed by the sites to preserve confidentiality.) The data

from these sites were examined exhaustively to rule out common evaluation

artifacts. Mean scores were checked, distributions of pretest-posttest

scores were plotted and checked for anomolies, effects of dropouts were

computed, individual score protocols and item data were examined, and,

finally, raw or percentile scores were converted to standard scores.

While a few minor discrepancies were found, by and large, the results

supplied by these two sites were accurate. The data showed that, as com-

pared to the norm group for the CTBS-'73, the bilingual program students

in seco d grade had made substantially larger gains in English reading and

math from pretest to posttest. Large gains were also reported for the CTBS/

Espanol -'78 in reading and math. As a further check, English reading

data from these same students were examined after pretesting third grade

in the fall of 1979. These data indicated that the gains were stable and

long lasting.

While the results from these sites were encouraging, it was not

clear to what extent the new programs were responsible fct these gains.

It was also clear that many of the remaining fectors that lead to uncer-

tainty in local evaluation results could be checked quite easily in the

remaining site reports, and that these checks should be made before invest-

ing the time required to obtain and process data from the additional sites.

Therefore, procedures for assessing the credibility of the impact results

were formalized, tried out, revised, and applied to all of the available
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field-test-site evaluations. These procedures and the credibility results

are described in the following sections.

11.2.2 Development of Credibility Rating Procedures

The impact evaluation component of the bilingual-PIP field test was

added to the study, at least in part, because of the intense interest on

the parts of USOE and other educators in the impacts of bilingual educa-

tion. From the beginning of the study, RMC took the position that, due

to the controversy surrounding the topic, it was important not to report

misleading or erroneous impact results. In practice, this meant validating

the accuracy of all results--positive, negative, or neutral--and reporting

only those meeting at least minimal standards of credibility. Therefore,

for the purposes of this study, ad hoc credibility-rating procedures were

established, and these procedures are described here in some detail.

11.2.2.1 Credibility of available information. Ultimately, the cred-

ibility ratings were based upon professional judgment, which is to say they

were primarily subjective, but considerable effort was expended in making

the judgments as systematically and reliably as possible. The first step

was to divide the potential threats to credibility into seven categories

(Figure 15). The first five categories covered the adequacy of the avail

able information. The ratings in these categories addressed the general

question--Is there enough information to produce a credible impact evalu-

ation?

11.2.2.2 Credibility of data analysis. Section II, Data Analysis

(the sixth category) addressed the appropriateness of the processing and

statistical analysis of the information. For the purposes of this study,

it was decided that the analysis should not be rated as any more credible

than the least credible category of information (i.e., the lowest value

from categories one through five should provide the upper limit for the

credibility of the statistical analysis (category six). However, it would

be possible to have highly credible information in categories one through

five that was analyzed inappropriately. In such cases, the analysis would

be rated as less credible than any of the preceding five categories.
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I. Data Availability and Quality (Is the required information available?)

A. Student description (SD): language, background, and test-taking
skills.

Is the entering language skill and the past experience of the
students known? Is there reason to expect unusually high or low
scores on pre- or posttests?

0 m no information
1 = informal observation by RMC, or brief description in report
2 = language-test scores, plus some idea of testing experience,

previous and current-year bilingual instruction, and home
language

3 = detailed analysis of each student

B. Comparison standard (CS)

Is the estimate of how students would have scored without the
program precise in relation to the size of the apparent impact on
test scores?

0 = no standard, arbitrary raw-score gain criteria, etc.
1 m non-random comparison groups, historical data, norms
2 m state-of-the-art norms plus carefully documented local compari-

son groups
3 m multiple, high quality comparisons

C. Curriculum versus test-content match (CM)

Is there adequate information on how closely the test content
matched the bilingual-program curriculum?

0 m no information or no match
1 = test can be assumed to be reasonably relevant (standardized

tests qualify)
2 m relation of test content to specific curriculum is known at a

general level
3 = detailed item-by-item analysis related to detailed subject

matter analysis

D. Test adequacy (TA)

Are tests technically adequate in terms of reliability, and floor

or ceiling effects?

0 m no information, or obvious major flaws
1 m local or criterion-referenced tests without careful documen-

tation of high quality.
2 m documented reliability, minimal floor or ceiling effects.

(Major standardized tests qualify.
3 m Carefully documented quality, plus detailed item analysis,

etc.

Figure 15. RMC credibility rating scales for
achievement impact evaluations.
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I. (continued)

E. Testing and scoring procedures (TP)

Were pre- &A posttest administered to identical, careful stan-
dards? Is error rat .n the data acceptably low?

0 = no information; obvious flaws
1 = good report from site, some evidence of tester
2 = correct testing procc:kires observed by RMC for

testers. Data appeal to be in order
3 = RMC monitoring of all testing. RMC monitoring

ing of data recording

training
sample of

and spot check-

II. Data Analysis (DA) (Nave the data been misinterpreted?)

Includes:

Are appropriate scales used (e.g., NCEs, no GEs)?
Are students grouped by language skills?
Are only students with both pre- and posttest score included?
Are dropouts anal "zed?
Are analysis models appr(priate and correctly applied?

0 = raw gains, month-for-month gains, no grouping students, dropouts
included in pretest means, any zeros on A -E

1 = appropriate model and scale, only students with both pre- and
posttests, some indication of language skills

2 41, same as "1" plus good analysis of student entering skills and
background

3 = careful documentation of all of "2" plus floor and ceiling ef-
fects, matching of (item) scores to :latruction, etc.

III. Interpretation of Results (IR) (Were the results due to the bilingual
project?):

A. Rationale

Was there a logical reason to expect a gain or loss of the size
indicated by the results? The evaluation literature is full of
reports of dramatic, one-year gains, but there are few, if any,
validated accounts of substantial, long-term upgrading of skills
due to speci I programs. This is true even with dramatically
innovative p ograms that appear to the trained observer t. be
outstandingly effective. Thus, large gaius in generally conven-
tional programs are simply not credible unless they persist over
years. The burden of proof is on the exemplary projact to show
how instruction is different from (and more effective than) in-
etrucO.on in the programs of hundreds of other talented and dedi-
cated eduesitors. Deterioration of performance is more common, but
apparent losses should also be examines Iarefully.

Figure 15. (continued)
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III. (continued)

B. Alternative hypotheses

Has every attempt been made to explore and rule out all. :native
hypotheses as to what was learned and why? Most local reports
seize on aay positive results as evidence of program impacts, and
make no effort to rule out possible alternatives that ma, bt much
more credible than are program impacts. Many of these alterna-
tive causes are included in the areas listed above. Thia area
includes such possible explanations as: (a) general level of
ctudeat performance in the school, (b) teaching to the test (which
is a form of learning, but one that distorts the meaning of evalu-
ation restate), (c) school changes that are not part of the bilin-
gual program, and (d) programs or changes outside of the school.

C. Longitudinal impacts

As noted under "Rationale," a one-year evaluation, especially of a
new program, is never highly credible as an indicator of long-term
impact.

Combined ratings for Interpretation of Results (IR):

0 m negligible change in students' learning environment
1 minor changes in instruction, or strong rival hypotheses
2 = substantial changes due to program, and no obvious alternative

h7potheses
m demonstrated links between specific skill improvements and

specific instructional treatments; longitudinal data over
several years.

Figure 15. (continued)
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11.2.2.3 Credibility of interpretations. The final category covers

the credibility of interpretations of the results. The credibility of the

analysis provides an upper limit to the credibility of the interpretation

but, even with adequate information and appropriate analyses, an evaluation

was judged to be "not credible" unless a reasonable interpretation of the

results was available.

Scales for rating credibility. For each category, a four

point credibility rating scale was defined (Figure 14). Although the scales

were unique to each category, they all were intended to reflect the follow.

ing guidelines:

0: Evaluation not credible due to lack of information or major prob

lem in this category.

1: Problems in this category could quite likely obscure a sizable

impact or produce a substantial artifactusl impact (e.g., ±10

NCEs).

2: Moderately convincing. Unlikely to produce artifactual effects

as large as ±10 NCEs.

3: Highly convincing. Equivalent to a wellexecuted, laboratory

experiment.

11.2.3 Application 3t the Credibility Rating Scales

As sc -adyear evaluatic..4 reports were received from :Ae sites, the

information in these reports was combined with information obtained from

RMC sitevisits. Credibility ratings, were assigned by two evaluation

specialists working together, then checked with a member of the relevant

sitevisit team. In addition, eleven sites submitted raw data or detailed

summary data, and in many cases MC was able to improve credibility ratings

by reanalyzing or reinterpreting these data. In several cases, s consider

able amount of indepth reanalysis was carried out. The evaluatich roedi

bility ratings in four subject areas (grade 2) are reported for iv :ale 1

for all fieldtest sites.
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Table 1
Credibility of Achievement Impact Evaluations

1978-1979 Grade 2

Site
1. English Reading

SD CS CM TA TP DA Ile
2. Spanish/French Reading

Site SD CS CM TA TP DA IR
1

2

No second-grade program
No report received by R1iC

1

2

3 1* 1* 1* 2* 2* 1 1* 3 1* 1 1* 2* 1* 1* 1*
4 1 0 1 2 2* 0 0* 4 1 0 1* 1 1* 0 0*
5 1* '* 1* 1* 2* 1* 1* 5 1* 14 1* 1* 2* 1* 1*

6 2 L* 1* 2* 2* 1* 1* 6 2 0 1* 1 2* 0 0*
7 2* 2 1* 2* 2* 1 1 7 2* 0 1 1 2* 0 0*
8 2* 1 1* 2* 2* 1 P 8 1* 0 1 1 1* 0 0*
9 1* 1 1 2 2* 1 1* 9 1 1 1 2 2* 1 1*

10 2* 2 1* 2* 2* 1* 1* 10 1* 0 1* 1 1 0 0*
11 2 1 1 2* 2* 14 1* 11 2 41..b

12 2* 1 I* 2 2* 1* 1* 12 1* 0 1 0 2* 0 0*

13 No report received by RMC 13

14 1 1* 1* 2* 2* 1* 1* 14 1 1* 1* 1* 1* 1* 1*

15 - _ _ _ _ 15 2 0 2 1 1 0 0*
16 1* 2 1* 2 2 1 1 16 1 2 1* 2 2 1 1

17 1 1 1 0 1 0 0* 17 1 1 1 0 1 0 0*

18 No report received by RMC 18

19 0 1 1* 2* 1 0* 0* 19 0 1 1* 1* 1 0* 0*

3. Math
b

4. English Language Proficiency
Site SD CS CM TA TP DA IR Site SD CS CM TA TP DA IR

1 1

2 2

3 1* 1* VI 2* 1* 1* 1* 3 - - - - - - -
4 1 0 it. 0 2* 0 0* 4 - - -
5 1* I* 1* 1* 0* 0* 0* 5 1* 1 1 1 1 1 I*

6 2 1* 1* 2 2* 1* 1* 6 2 1 1* 1* 1 0 0*
7 2* 2 I* 2* 2* I I 7 - _ _

8 1* 1 1* 2* 1* 1* 1* 8 1* 1 1 1 1 1 1*

9 1 1 2 2 2* 1 1* 9 - _

10 1* 2 1* 2 2* 1* 1* 10 - - - - - -*
11 2 I 1 2* 2* 1* 1* 11 2 1 1* 1* 2 0 0*
12 1* 1 1 2 2* 1* 1* 12 - - - -

13 13

14 1 2* I* I 1* 1* 1* 14 1 1 I 1 1 I* 1*

15 - - - - - - - 15 2 0 1 1 1 0 0*

16 1 2 I 2 2 1 I 16 1 1 1 1 ! 1 1*

17 1 1 1 0 1 0 0* 17 - - _ .. ed

18 18

19 0 I 1* 1 1 0* 0* 19 - 011

*Rating is based on information Prom, or reanalysis by, RMC. A rating

based only on the local report might have been either (a) lower, due to
missing information, or (b) higher, due to inaccurate information in the
report.

a
Co1umm headings correspond to rating acales in Figure 14.

b
Math was tested in primary language of LEP students at the site.
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11.2.3.1 "Impact-evaluation credibility" versus "report Quality."

Several points should be noted when reading this table. First, it is the

overall credibility, based on all information available to RNC, that is

reflected in the ratings. The ratings do not constitute an assessment of

the quality of the local evaluation reports. However, it will be seen

that many ratings are followed by asterisks, indicating that the reported

information was inadequate or misleading, and that the rating is based on

additional information available to RNC rather than only that included in

the report.

11.2.3.2 Second - tirade data. The ratings in the table refer only to

seco t-grade evaluations. While the second-grade programs were new during

the second year of the study, we believe that the credibility of the im-

pact evaluations at kindergarten and first grade is even lower, simply

because of the technical problems involved in measuring the skills of

young children.

11.2.3.3 Site codts. The sites are identified simply by code num-

bers from 1 through 19. In the interests of anonymity, these numbers were

assigned randomly and do not correspond to the ordering of site reports in

Appendix A. While all of the field-test-site evaluations include major

deficiencies, it would be inappropriate to single out these LEAs for crit-

icism; first, because many of the problems were beyond their control, and

second, because, with all of their many deficiencies, these 19 evaluation

reports probably exemplify the very best of current program evaluations.

11.2.3.4 Rating levels. No ratings of "3" (i.e., "highly credible")

were assigned in any category, reflecting the fact that real-world educe-

tioril evaluations usually leave considerable room for doubt. Only care-

fully conducted studies with consistent, longitudinal results are likely to

be completely convincing in a school setting. Oz the other hand, there are

several zeroes in the tables. In general, a single zero implies that the

evaluation provides virtually no information as to the amount of program

impact.
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11.2.3.5 Subjectivity. Finally, it must be r.-emphasized that these

ratings are subjective and are included primarily to give t' reader a

general sense of where the credibility problems ley. However, while any

single rating may be legitimately questioned? we believe that the overall

picture is reasonably accurate, and probably applies quite well to most

current educational evaluations.

11.2.4 Discussion of Credibility Results

This discussion describes the considerations that led to the credi-

bility ratings for second-grade English reading (Table 1). In general,

math ratings were similar. Spanish and French reading, and English-

language-proficiency impact evaluations were generally less credible, due

to the additional difficulties in finding appropriate tests and compari-

son groups and the consequently limited effort allocated to evaluating

these subject areas in most sites.

Student description: Only three sites both (a) provided language-

test scores and (b) made a serious attempt to provide information

on previous student experience. Of the remainder, some provided

language-test scores and others provided virtually no information

at all. In most cases, a credibility of "1" (rather than "0")

could be assigned based on the observation of the students by RMC

site visit teams.

Comparison standards: Most sites were given credit for "ls"

because they used tests with national norms. In several cases,

the norms were not used in the reports and were supplied by RMC

(see asterisks). Two sites had both national norms and compari-

son classrooms (observed by RMC staff). Based on these compari-

son classrooms, a credibility Mating of "2" was assigned. One

site reported only pretest and posttest raw scores us...ng a test

that did not have conventional normative data.
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Test-content match. Only a few sites reported any attempts to

compare test content to curricula. The ratings of "IA" reflect

RHC's judgment that the standardized tests used in most sites

were at least generally relevant to the impact question.

Test technical adequacy. The standardized English reading and

math tests are usually of adequate technical quality. In most

sites, the levels were appropriate for the second-grade students

and floor or ceiling effects were minimal. Problems with other

tests varied from site to site. Pew sites discussed these issues

at all and only one in any detail.

s Testing and scoring procedures. Based on RMC observations, it

did not appear that major problems were introduced by improper

testing or scoring. The ratings of "2," however, may be gener-

ous for some sites.

Data snalysis: Ratings were limited to "1" or lower by the

comparison-stanaards problems. However, even these ratings

were based on RMC reanalysis for most sites, since only a few

sites reported gains in any meaningful metric (i.e., standard

scores o' percentiles).

Interpretation. Only three of the reports included adequate

interpretations of results, and in two of these sites the inter-

pretations consisted primsrily of insightful discussions of the

problems that precluded credible impact evaluation during the

first two years of program implementation. All other ratings in

this column are based on RMC observations of the programs and the

contexts. The limiting factor was, of course, the lack of infor-

mation under the first five categories.

Overall, the credibility of the impact evaluations was consistently

low. Only one site (number 16) presented somewhat convincing results.

In this site, there was substantial evidence that the bilingual programs

were having a positive impact on student achievement. The major area of

uncertainty was whether the PIP had had a real impact. Because this site
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had had bilingual instruction prior to the PIP diffusion effort, there was

no way for the evaluator to isolate the effects of the PIP from those of

the preexisting bilingual program practices.

IL the remalning 18 sites, there was no basis for either positive or

negative conclusions concerning PIP impacts on achievement. Many of these

sites did, however, provide data that suggested that students in the bi-

lingual programs were making substantial achievement gains, and that some

of these were performing very well. While these data do not bear directly

on the questions addressed in this study, they are summarized in Appendix

A for those readers who may be interested.

11.2.5 The Quality of Local Evaluation Reports

11.2.5.1 Frequently encountered problems. The comments above per-

tain only to the credibility of the evidence available to RMC bearing on

PIP impact. This evidence included the local evaluation reports, data

supplied to RMC by the sites, and information obtained by RMC on site

visits. Where impact evaluations were given low credibility ratings, this

meant that the efforts of RMC plus the local evaluators 'Jere insufficient

to isolate the impacts of the PIPs from other factors that influence test

scores. In a few cases, the credibility of the impact evaluations was low,

even though the quality of the evaluation reports was judged by RMG to be

excellent.

There is no contradiction in this discrepancy, because the achieve-

ment impact question was only one of many considerations in the reports

and it was probably the most difficult of all to answer. Evaluation re-

ports serve a variety of purposes (e.g., compliance with Federal regula-

tions, auditing, reporting to LEA decision makers and school boards) and

may influence the development of recommendations for program changes.

Many of the reports provided documentation of staff development, parent

involvement, and some description of program implementation, and thus,

would be useful for some of the above purposes. However, with three no-

table exceptions, these reports, like morn LEA evaluation repots, were

incomplete and/or misleading to the extent that they were inadequate
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for any achievement-outcome evaluation purpose, performance-level assess-

ment as well as impact measurement.

One of the exceptional reports described a well-reasoned design and

analysis that did provide some evidence on achievement impacts. A second

reflected an exemplary, longitudinal design that should provide impact

evidence, as well as other locally useful information in future years,

although data were not available in time for inclusion in this report.

The third provided an excellent analysis and discussion of the evaluation

issues and problems, but problems beyond the control of the

precluded any impact evidence. Two additional reports showet. .worthy

attempts to establish appropriate designs that may well produce valuable

information in future years.

Problems among the remaining reports included incomplete information

about--(a) student characteristics, (b) numbers of students, and (c) tests

and levels in use. Many reports also used inappropriate scales such as

grade-equivalent scores, and inappropriate evaluation models--for example,

simply taking the raw gain from pretest to posttest as evidence of a proj-

ect effect (Horst, Tallmadge, and Wood, 1975). In fact, some reports re-

flected major problems in every one of the seven areas discussed in Section

11.2.2.

These problems, however, are not peculiar to the 19 field-test sites

or to bilingual-program evaluations. In fact, in our experience, they are

typical of all local evaluations of all types of programs, whether conducted

by LEA evaluators or outside consultants. We were somewhat surprised by

the deficiencies in these reports, because we had known and worked with the

evaluators for two years, and knew most of them to be highly cotpetent

rroiessionals. In addition, RMC had provided guidelines that, if followed,

would have eliminated many of the problems with the reports. The question

is--What accounts for the deficiencies in these (and most other) LEA eval-

uation reports?

11.2.5.2 PossibLe reasons for evaluation-report deficiencies. In

spectating as to the answer, it is essential to keep two key points in
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mind: First, the quality of these reports is no worse than average. The

quality of most evaluation reports is low. This is not a problem of

bilingual education or of these 19 LEAs. Second, the evaluators in most

of these sites were highly skilled. In many cases, it is safe to assume

that they knew and understood the weaknesses of the reports.

In some sites, there were obvious reasons for the problems (e.g., the

evaluators resigning before the reports were completed). In most cases,

however, we believe that the reasons were of a different kind, and that

they have profound implications for the evaluation of all kinds of federally

funded education programs. We believe that at least three factors are

involved:

Lack of evaluator time. Most evaluators had only a few days

to do tasks that would require weeks to complete properly.

There appears to be a basic lack of understanding of the com-

plexity of evaluation tasks on the part of local and funding-

agency personnel.

coaiildirnossibledeinands. Local, fed-
eral, and other regulations are often conflicting. In addition,

these regulations may call for inappropriate procedures (e.g.,

grade equivalents) or set unrealistic goals (e.g., impact evalu-

ation). Consequently, the evaluator is often faced with a task

that could not be done correctly, even if the time were available.

Non-use of reportsorling agencies. Site personnel have no

indication that their reports are carefully read or that the re-

sults are used for decision-making purposes by the agencies re-

questing the reports.

In summary, it is not surprising that the local evaluator, frustrated

by lack of time and impossible demands, and reasonably certain that the

report will go unread by any critical, technically sophisticated audience,

produces reports that are less than adequate.
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12. EVALUATION OF OTHER IMPACTS

12.1 Introduction

The second objective in the RFP for the bilingual-PIP field-test

study was to "determine the effectiveness of projects implemented via the

PIPs in improving student achievement and attitude" (Section 4.1). While

Sections 9-11 address impact on achievement, this section deals with the

evaluation of other program goals. The majority of bilingual projects

have established goals for staff development, and community involvement

as well as for student affective growth. For this reason, RMC staff chose

to broaden the study question to include these three major areas.

RMC's role, as stated above, was to provide consulting help to all

field-test sites. RMC wss then to utilize the evaluations conducted by

esch of the field test-sites for purposes of the PIP study. After the

first-year evaluations were completed, RMC staff reviewed all available

reports. In addition to reviewing achievement evaluation procedures, the

staff reviewed and analyzed procedures used for evaluating student sffec-

tive growth, and the staff development and parent/community involvement

components. The staff also reviewed the current literature relevant to

these areas.

For each area a summary of evaluation methods used by sites was pre-

pared, as well as a discussion of technical issues, and a list of recom-

mendations. These materials were sent to all of the field-test sites in

order to encourage the sites to evaluate goals other than student achieve-

ment goals and to use measures other than achievement tests.

Specific results in these areas are not reported for several reasons.

Some sites did not address these isues, or did so at a minimal level. For

those that did address these issues, the evaluation procedures were gener-

ally at a developmental stage. Evaluation procedures and methods varied

widely across sites. Descriptive techniques were most often employed, and

when pre-post measures were used it was not usually possible to determine
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the role of the bilingual project in producing the change. So, while the

sites were employing standard procedures in these areas and evaluators

were probably devoting as much time to these areas as funds would allow,

the amount and type of data presented in the reports did not justify a de-

tailed summary of results.

This section is divided into three sections:

evaluation of affective impacts

evaluation of staff development

evaluation of parent/community involvement

Each section consists of two major parts: (1) a brief discussion of some

of the technical issues involved in evaluating the area of concern, and

(2) a summary of practices employed by the field-test sites. The recom-

mendations that were sent to sites can be found in Volume III, Appendix B.
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12.2 Evaluation of Affective Impacts

12.2.1 Technical Issues

12.2.1.1 Specification of goals. Measuring benefits to students in

the affective domain is difficult for 8 number of reasons. First, the

goals in the affective domain are often broad and vague. For example, the

goal of improving self-concept is open to many interpretations. It is a

controversial goal, as well, since it is not clear that bilingual-program

students necessarily have low self-concepts, nor is it clear that there

is s causal relationship between self-concept and achievement. This goal

might be made more specific and more manageable by breaking it down into

various components. A program might set a goal that students in the

bilingual program will improve their opinions of themselves as successful

readers, for example, or as successful math students.

Most bilingual projects have explicit goals for student affective

growth. A review of first-year evaluation reports from the bilingual

field-test-site programs revealed that the most common goals for student

affective growths were to:

increase awareness of and appreciation for the child's own

culture and the dominant culture.

improve self-concept.

12.2.1.2 Causes of affective changes. Secondly, it i$ not clearly

stated in most proposals or evaluation reports precisely how project

features are expected to bring about changes in student attitudes. In

some projects it is expected that self-concept wilt improve "through an

understanding of the cultural heritage of both languages" (Venceremos,

Project Management Directory, p. 86). For the other projects it is im-

plied that improved attitudes toward self and others are expected to be

a result of one or more of the following: (1) accepting and using the

language'of the child; (2) providing successful learning experiences; (3)
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integrating the culture of the child into the curriculum; (4) involving

parents in classroom and other activities; and (5) employing bilingual,

bicultural teachers who serve as role models. More generally, it is

implied that the project as a whole will bring about affective changes

in students.

Many sites measured one chosen aspect of student attitudes and re-

ported the results without providing a discussion of the possible reasons

for the results. If improvements are expected to be due to one of the

project features mentioned above, then a crucial step must be to state

whether that particular project feature was implemented. por example, if

Venceremos sites expected the cultural component to influence student self-

concept, then it would be necessary to describe the nature and extent of

the cultural component that was a-tually implemented. If there was no

cultural component implemented, or if it was very minimal, then there is

no reason to expect that it affected self-concept. Likewise, if improved

self-concept is expected to be a result of the introduction of concepts

in the native language, and the latter did not occur, there is no reason

to expect to achieve the affective objective. Therefore, sites should

report, to the extent possible, which project features, or combination of

features, were expected to produce affective changes. They should then

discuss to what degree those features were implemented. If they were

not implemented, or were improperly implemented, then it is not possible

to attribute changes in student affective characteristics to those fea-

tures.

12.2.1.3 Impacts of meanintaul instruction. The very nature of a

bilingual project makes it different from other types of special projects

in one important way. In most special projects, it is assumed that the

normal treatment is meaningful to the students, at least in the sense that

they can comprehend the language used in instruction, but that the special

project provides a better method of teaching. The situation is different

in a bilingual program. The normal, all-English program cannot be "mean-

ingful" (in the sense of the Lau decision) if children are not yet fluent

speakers of English. Instruction is meaningful to chilaren only to the
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extent that they can understand what is said to them and participate in

verbal exchanges with teachers and other students throughout the day.

For this reason, the first question that needs to be addressed bx

districts in evaluating effects of the project on students is: To what

extent are students receiving meaningful instruction? This question can

be broken down into other questions such as: To what extent can teachers

and children communicate with one another? What proportion of the day is

meaningful to children in terms of the degree to which they speak and

comprehend the language of instruction? To what extent are children able

to relate to and profit from the instructional materials? These are com-

plex questions due to the range of language proficiency levels of children

and the inadequacy of measurement techniques. Nevertheless, these imme-

diate benefits to children should be addressed, since, although the affec-

tive impacts appear obvious to bilingual educators, they are.not always

recognized by others. In addition, while the long-range effects of such

instruction should show up in achievement test scores, this is not always

the case due to short-range evaluation designs, high levels of student

turnover, and a variety of other factors.

12.2.2 Affective Evaluation Methods

Evaluating affective changes is problematic since it is impossible to

measure attitudes directly. Since an attitude is a hypothetical construct

generally considered to be composed of feelings, behaviors, and knowledge

or beliefs, it is necessary to choose possible indicators of an attitude,

measure these, and make inferences about the attitude. There is a variety

of ways in which a district can describe project benefits to students (see

Volume III, Appendix B). The number of approaches used and the extent of

their use will depend, of course, on time and financial constraints.

Sites that used affective measures made an attempt to locate the best

measures available, but the choice of adequate measures (particularly in

two languages) is very limited. Most sites used paper-and-pencil, self-

report instruments or teacher rating scales. Self-report instruments are
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very unreliable for young children since social desirability and events of

the moment have a great influence on responses. Teacher rating scales are

more likely to be reliable, particularly if several measures are taken

longitudinally. A variety of unobtrusive measures can also he used.

One site administered an affective test but did not report results,

stating that the test was not valid and reliable. Another aite reported

results of a locally developed measure, but discounted the results for

similar reasons. For future yeara, if the reliability and validity of

locally developed tests are unknown, theae parameters ahould be investi-

gated. If this is not poasible, then it might be better to choose com-

mercially available inatruments that are technically more adequate.

A number of sites that had stated affective goals employed no measures

and reported no results in this area. Of those sites that did address stu-

dent affect, the most common approaches were the following:

paper-and.-pencil, self-report measures of self-concept, adminis-

tered pre and post;

paper-and-pencil, self-report measures of cultural attitudes,

administered pre and poet;

documentation of classroom and outside cultural activities

offered by project;

reporting the percentage of students who paticipated in a

given number of cultural events in the clasaroom.

Other approaches usee by at least one site were:

teacher rating scale to assess students' social behavior;

teacher rating scale to asseas students' school-related

behavior and attitudes;
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teacher rating scale to assess student attitude toward self as a

bilingual and toward others as bilinguals;

teacher rating scale to assess students' participation in class-

room and playground;

paper-and-pencil, self-report measures of attitude toward school

and toward school subjects, administered 3-4 times during year.
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12.3 Evaluation of Staff Development

12.3.1 Technical Issues

12.3.1.1 Primary staff-development goals. The staff development

component can be evaluated through a variety of approaches depending on

(a) who or what is evaluated, (b) which specific qualities or characteris-

tics are being assessed, and (c) how much time is involved. In practice,

most evaluations address only the content of the pre- or in-service ses-

sions, but to assess the value of a staff development program adequately,

the effects of training sessions on instructional-staff performance must

also be examined. The general goal of staff development is to improve

the teachers' and aides' performance in bilingual instructions, and the

results can be assessed by answering the following questions: How has

classroom performance changed? pow have knowledge, skills, and attitudes

changed? and How have language skills improved? An adequate evaluation

should try to answer all of these questions.

The ultimate benefit of a staff development component should be its

effects on the quality of the students' education. It is difficult to

measure effects on students and to be able to attribute them to training

sessions, but, in some cases, districts may be able to do this. If, for

example, teachers attend a session on "Cooperation in Learning Centers,"

an observer should be able to document the extent to which there is a

change in this kind of student behavior over time using a simple observa-

tion instrument.

12.3.1.2 Other staff-development outcomes. In addition to assessing

effects on teachers, aides, and students, it is possible to evaluate pro-

ducts produced during, or as a result of, training sessions. If part of

the inservice program involves materials development, then the resulting

materials can be listed, described, and evaluated in terms of their rele-

vance, usefulness, and other features.



Another goal that has been receiving increased emphasis is the up-

grading of management and evaluation skills for program staff. Sites may

choose to evaluate management and evaluation components in older to pro-

vide useful information to improve next year's program.

The term "staff" can be defined as project staff, or more broadly as

all district staff, or even more broadly as staff from other districts.

If non - project staff are included in in-service sessions, or if they re-

ceive information about the project, then the effects of these efforts

can be evaluated and discussed. If the practices employed by the project

are so innovative or successful that they are influencing neighboring

districts, then this is an important benefit of the project.

The time frame for evaluating the staff development component can be

viewed in several ways. The content of a workshop, or teacher performance

in the classroom can be evaluated for each workshop. Another approach is

to look at changes occuring from fall to spring, or from year to year or

cumulatively, over the entire length of the project.

12.3.2 Staff-Development Evaluation Methods

A review of evaluation reports from bilingual PIP field-test sites

indicated that the most common approach to the evaluation of the staff

development component was to:

provide description and/or documentation of workshops and other

training activities that have been provided.

evaluate the content of the training activities.

The description of workshops and other activities usually consisted of

a list and some sample outlines of presentations. In order to evaluate

the content of the sessions, most sites had workshop participants fill

out a combination rating form/questionnaire in which they evaluated

sessions in terms of criteria such as expertise of presentor, relevancy,
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clarity, practicality, meeting stated objectives, and meeting needs. The

results of these evaluations were summarized across participants and often

actual comments made by participants were included in the summary. Sev-

eral such summary sheets, representing several workshops, were generally

included in an appendix as examples. The results were then summarized

across several or all sessions for the year and the conclusion reached was

often something like "With one exception, all workshops met their objec-

tives and provided useful, practical information for teachers." The ma-

jority of sites evaluated their staff development component at this level.

A number of sites employed additional techniques, including the fol-

lowing:

a needs assessment administered in the fall.

pre- and posttests on content of workshop administered to par-

ticipants at each workshop.

classroom observation.



12.4 Evaluation of Parent/Community Involvement

12.4.1 Technical Issues

12.4.1.1 Context. To a large extent, the success or failure of a

program is determined by the contextual features thst characterize it.

Parent/community (P/C) support of a bilingusl education program can be a

great asset throughout program implementation and operation. For this

reason, it is important to document and report the type of community sup-

port a program receives throughout the various stages of program develop-

ment (planning stage, implementation). The amount of support a program

receives initially can be a predictor of the type of support it will re-

ceive throughout its life, unless some community features change dramati-

cally. Once the schools where the program will be housed are selected,

some historical data should be collected to document the extent of P/C

support that existed prior to the program's inception. This information

can be used as a comparison in documenting the change in community support

over time.

12.4.1.2 Oblectives. A second important step is to develop realis-

tic, meaningful, short-term and long-term objectives which will define

the expected school-community relationship. P/C participation in setting

these objectives is essential, since it will outline the P/C commitment

to the school as well as their expectations of the school. It is essen-

tial to ensure that minority P/C participation will occur, since this is

the target population of the bilingual education project and since com-

pliance with federal guidelines is a goal in itself.

12.4.1.3 Activities. A third step is to plan processes and activi-

ties that will produce the desired outcomes specified in the goals. The

formation of a PAC, production of an activities calendar, and formation

of standing committees (for hiring, curriculum, evaluation, etc.) are

exsmplea of processes that will achieve some of the short-term goals spe-

cified. Parents' actual participation in the classroom, and preparation

of cultural instructional units by parents, are examples of activities

that may contribute to achieving some of the desired long-term goals.
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A fourth step is one that was addressed by most field-test sites.

This is to document the array of activities that take place throughout

the school year and are of significance to the school-community marriage.

12.4.2 Parent/Community Evaluation Methods

A review of the field-test sites' evaluation reports showed that the

most common approach to evaluating the community component was documenta-

tion of events. Whether or not changes came about because of parent/com-

munity participation was often not addressed. In most reports, little or

no attention was given to examining the effects of this component on the

schools, the students, or the communities themselves. The following eval-

uation approaches were by far the most common:

reporting attendance at parent advisory committee (PAC) meetings,

presenting minutes, and listing accomplishments;

describing parent workshops and parent education sessions, and

reporting attendance;

documenting efforts to disseminate information about the school

and the project to parents and community;

documenting home visits by staff and parent/teacher conferences.

A limited number of sites employed additional evaluation techniques,

including the following:

using a pre-post questionnaire to measure parents' gains in

knowledge of bilingual education, and attitudes toward the

program;

documenting parent activities in the school (as tutors, field-

trip supervisors, etc.);
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listing products of parent/community workshops (instructional

games, cassette recordings, newsletter, etc.);

administering parent questionnaires to assess parents' perceived

value of their participation in school activities;

administering parent questionnaires to assess whether or not

information was received about the projects and about project

evaluation;

administering a questionnaire addressed to the PAC to assess

strengths and weaknesses of the bilingualeducation project;

conducting a survey to assess child's home language use.
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13. CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AHD PRODUCTS

PROM THE IMPACT SUBSTUDY

13.1 Apparent Impact as a Criterion. for

Selecting ExemplarY Prolecta

The first conclusion to be drawn from the Impact Substudy is that

the apparent impact of a project ontudent achievement is not a suffi-

cient criterion for selecting projects or practices (bilingual or other)

for diffusion. The study reemphasized the finding from previous PIP

studies that apparent impacts of exemplary projects are confounded with

factors related to the contexts in which the projects operate, and with

problems in the impact evaluations. Further, even if legitimate impacts

attributable to a project could be demonstrated, the project features may

not appeal to target LEAs.

In lieu of demonstrable Impacts on student achievement, it seems

reasonable to identify projects and practices that are judged especially

effective by the teachers and other personnel involved, and to disseminate

information pout these projects and practices to target LEAs. However,

the experience of the PIP studies and other diffusion studies is that (a)

it is very difficult and costly to get target LEAs to replicate exemplary

projects closely, and (b) given the characteristics of most exemplary

projects, there is no justification for requiring replication. (In some

cases, it seems clear that replication of certain features would be harm-

ful.) Before deciding that a specific project or practice is of sufficient

value to justify accurate replication (and the expense of the diffusion

system required to obtain accurate replications), the value of the project

or practice should be confirmed through a program of rigorous research.

In short, it is reasonable to select for dissemination any ideas that

may be of use or interest to educators, provided that the cost of dissemi-

nation is not too high. By contrast, the cost of an effective diffusion

system will almost certainly be high. Perhaps of even more concern is

that the agency that attempts to impose specific practices on a school
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district aasumes a very serious responsibility. It is not clear whether

any existing practices truly warrant a major diffusion effort, but it is

completely clear that the selection criteria for such practices would have

to go far beyond "apparent impact" in developer sites.
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13.2 Achievement-Impact Evaluation as a Measure of

Diffusion-System Effectiveness

The achievement-impact evaluation described in the above sections

represents only one limited form of program evaluation. It ie a very

difficult form of evaluation and, from the perspective of the LEAs, it

ie not necessarily the most important form.

Ultimately, of eourse, achievement-impact evaluation is the only way

to asaess the effectiveness of a diffusion system that is intended to

improve student achievement. Unfortunately, given the current state -of-

the -art, achievement-impact evaluation (for bilingual and perhaps most

other kinds of programs) is impossible in most school districts. In order

to produce credible achievement-impact evaluations, a school district

would need to establish and maintain a data base that included test'eCores

and biographical data for all students in all subtest areas of interest.

Given such a data base, when a particular group of students was given a

new special treatment it should be possible to see the effects, if any

on program-student test scores by comparing their scores before end after

the introduction of the new program to the background made up of the

scores from all non-program students.

Some school districts are attempting to develop such data bases and,

in the future, achievement-impact evaluations may become feasible in a

much wider variety of districts. In the meantime:

Field tests of diffusion systems should employ process evalua-

tions designed to determine whether or not the intended'practices

are implemented.

The assessment of achievement and other impacts should be deter-

mined under carefully controlled conditions in carefully selected

school districts. Before undertaking such assessmente. imple-

mentation of the practices and availability of appro: sate com-

parison data should be assured. Due consideration fur the gen-

eralizability of the results should also be required.
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13.3 Broader Implications for Program-Evaluation

Requirements and Guidelines

The frustration on the parts of the local evalustors in their attempts

Vo develop credible impact evaluations reflected the impossibility of

meeting many of the Title VII requirements in any meaningful way snd the

conviction that the evaluation reports would never be used by the funding

agency. As a result, BMC recommends that evaluation requirements by fed-

eral agencies (and state and local agencies, as well) be reconsidered in

terms of whether:

The requirements can be met.

The results will be used.

Once it has been established that the evaluations are needed and are

possible,

Adequate guideli.es should be developed

Adequate funds should be provided

Adherence to sound procedures should be required

In particular, consideration should be given to--(a) establishing

long-term data collection and storage procedures, and (b) the reporting

of longitudinal data on a less-than-annual basis.
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13.4 Substudy II Product: A Preliminary -Draft Evaluation Manual

The major product of the impact substudY is a collection of guide-

lines and worksheets developed by RMC for the field -test sites during the

study. These materials represented an attempt to solve the evaluation

problems in the various problem areas discussed above. The guidelines and

worksheets were subsequently organized into a preliminary-draft evaluation

manual dealing with performance-level and impact issues. The manual does

not cover process evaluation, monitoring of student progress and other

important evaluation topics.

The preliminary draft manual emphasizes realistic solutions (or par-

tial solutions) rather than general or theoretical principles. It is in-

tended as a starting point for developing a set of highly specific and

practical guidelines for generating useful, local evaluations of student

achievement in bilingual programs. Such a manual could be used together

with a proCess evaluation manual to develop a complete bilingual-program

evaluation. The draft manual is Volume III of this report.
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APPENDIX A

ADOPTER -SITE RESULTS



ADEL-A...1

ADELANTE - SITE A

PROJECT SUMMARY

1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site A is a large district in a city of 158,000. The dis-

trict had 25 elementary schools and a complement of middle and high achoola.

Of the total student enrollment, blacks and Hispanics comprised 50% and 30%

respectively. Ten of the districts' elementary schools have an entirely

non -white student enrollment. The city'a Hispanic population quintupled

from 8,500 to 40,000 in four years and was still growing. Hispanic enroll-

ment incretased by 25% during this period, to an estimated 5,000 students of

which only 2,000 were previously receiving bilingual-, bicultural instruc-

tion.

Overview. Site A decision makers, from the superintendent on down,

were supportive of bilingual education. The second year the district

hired a new superintendent who was himself bilingual. The district had

a highly regarded Title VII program for a full funding cycle. In addi-

tion, bilingual services were available in the diatrict (K-12) and were

supported by district funds. Adoption of the Adelante project was an

attempt to extend bilingual services to some of the three thousand LEP

students identified by the state testing program and not receiving special

services.

Project start-up was delayed for several months into the school year

due to a district-wide hiring freeze. The project was implemented in

some second and third grade Classrooms, in addition to grades K and 1 ss

proposed for Adelante PIP sites, and the project expanded to fourth grade

during the second year.

Decision makers. One of the decision makers (DMs) is district direc-

tor of bilingual education and is Puerto Rican. The experience of the

DM's include previous Title VII program administration, atate testing of

LES children, settling a suit brought by the community and complying with
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Office of Civil Rights (OCR) guidelines, and a district-supported bilingual

education program. The school board also had minority representation, had

created the position of bilingual education director, and had pissed a

resolution supporting bilingual education. Because of this previous exper-

ience with bilingual education, DMs had little trouble understanding and

accepting the new project and fitting it into the existing organization.

The DMs learned of the bilingual PIP projecta through their involvement in

Title I PIP programs. They perceived that adoption of a PIP project would

enhance their opportunity to obtain the additional funds needed to expand

their bilingual education program. They were able to see the ASK and a

complete Adelante PIP before writing their proposal. Adelante was regarded

as the most appropriate PIP; one reason was because the Laidlaw aeries

recommended in Adelante was the main series used in Puerto Rico and a

number of district students migrate between both school systems. Also the

Adelante curriculum was general enough for the project to be easily incor-

porated in the district's fairly well developed bilingual program. How-

ever, DMs were critical of certain PIP-recommended practices and adapted

them to fit local needs. Theae adaptations concerned one of the program

goals stated in the PIP and the number of aides to be hired for the proj-

ect. The DMs were already well informed and it was relatively easy for

the project director (PD) to develop good communication. The project ran

smoothly as far as the DMs' policies and activities were concerned.

Project director. The PD was a district employee who was well ac-

quainted with district personnel and practices, and with the existing

bilingual program. She was bilingual and Hispanic, had course work in

bilingual education, and had taught, been a team leader, and a language

specialist in the district's previous Title VII bilingual program. She

had minimal administrative experience, was hired late, and was not ac-

quainted witt the proposal or the PIP. The district director of bilin-

gual education helped to orient her, and, as a result, the effect of

these weaknesses was minimized. The PD's office was located at the dis-

trict office, which she saw as important in establishing her administra-

tive role. However, the second year the PD's office was moved to another

2
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district building because of overcrowding. The office location continued

to be satisfactory. She was not allowed to hire an instructional consul-

tant (IC) directly because of district policy, but her recommendation was

considered in the selection of an IC. The PD worked effectively at all

the tasks and formed a good decision-making team with both the district

director of bilingual education and the project IC. Although more of a

team approach than envisioned by the PIP, this style proved effective and

appropriate for this district. Since this district already had a bilin-

gual education program, the definition of roles and basic components of

a program as outlined in the PIP was useful mainly as a checklist. The

Adelante emphasis on grouping and the use of learning centers was adopted

by the PD and implemented in the classrooms.

Project support staff. The IC had previous experience teaching in a

bilingual classroom, and was well inforJed about bilingual and elementary

education. She was able to develop good working relations with the Ts

most in need of additional assistance. During the first year, the IC and

evaluator were hired late since the whole program started late. For the

second year, a community consultant position was added. This full-time

position was a modification of the PIP-specified second IC in that the

person was not required to have college credentials; however, she was bi-

lingual and Hispanic. The Adelante support staff received assistance and

consulting from district-level bilingual and evaluation staff. The eval-

uator also was influenced by a Ph.D. program in which he was enrolled.

ProJect instructional staff. During start-up no new teachers (Ts)

were hired for the project; existing Ts were bilingual and had bilingual

education training or experience. As the first year progressed, severe

overcrowding in one classroom made an additional teacher necessary. Fi-

nally one was hired, but had to work in the same room because no extra

classroom was available. During the second year, additonal project teach-

ers were hired due to replacement and expansion of the project. With one

exception, all additional/new project Ts were bilingual; the monolingual

T was teamed with a bilingusl T.
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During the first year, three of the teacher-aides (TAs) were mono-

lingual, but for secoll year all TAs assigned to project classrooms were

bilingual. During the first years Ts and TAs received a pre-service work-

shop modeled on Ade.ante PIP topics, but due to the project's late start,

it was compressed into six days instead of ten as recommended by the PIP.

The workshop, prepared by the PD and IC, used district and TRC bilingual

expertise. Ts and TAs attended in-service on a voluntary basis. In-

service workshops were offered by Adelante staffs by the district depart-

ment of bilingual education, and by the SEA. Ts and TAs were also encour-

aged to enroll in college or adult education classes; one T was a former

TA who had completed college with district encouragement. Toward the end

of the first years they were able to suggest topics, however* some Ts felt

the in-services were too elementary and should be designed to meet indi-

vidual needs. Prior to the beginning of the second year, all Ts and TAs

participated in a two week pre-service workshop which covered general ori-

entation topics and allowed the Ts and TAs planning and working time in

their own schools. Second year in-service was conducted by the PD and

support staff. It included a session in which Ts and TAs planned future

staff training and one optional reading workshop, as well as several

required training sessions.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). The teachers'

union had opposed bilingual education several years previously, but was

currently officially accepting the rationale for bilingual education.

Experienced monolingual Ts were being dismissed while the district was

recruiting bilingual staff; one teacher had brought suit against the dis-

trict, but no settlement had been reached. The regular teaching staff

had not been formally oriented to the Adelante project, but the whole

district had access to workshops on bilingual education. Project school

principals were given the choice of accepting or rejecting the project at

their school, however, a range of attitudes towards the project existed.

One principal was very helpful, yet another of the three discouraged

parents from coming to the school. The principals were kept informed

about the project by frequent visits from the PD and the IC.
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The community was active and organized. In the pas!, parents had

picketed certain schools and attended key school board meetings. A few

years ago parents and ethnic community organizations brought a class ac-

tion suit against the district and OCR also brought suit. The parents'

case was settled by a consent decree that alao included OCR remedies. A

Puerto Rican had been serving as school board member for several years.

Some schools encouraged parent participation to the extent of reserving

lounges exclusively for the use of parents. During the first year, about

20 percent of the Adelante project parents attended school or project

activities, and about four percent helped in project classrooms. During

the second year, only about 10 percent of the parents were active in

daytime school events. Parent Advisory Committees (PACs) met monthly at

all three project schools, and parents had input into the continuation

propoaal. English classes for parents were attempted and dropped but the

project ataff did aerve as a link between project parents and community

services such as adult education.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). Spanish-

language materials were already available in the district due to other

bilingual projects, but more were needed and ordered. Ts were not required

to uae PIP-recommended materials excluaively, but were given their choice

--possibly due to the district'a experience with a wide range of materials.

Some of these materials were already in use in the district. However,

each school limited itself to one English basal, and the choice of Spaniah

readers was limited to two or three aeries district wide. The district

interpreted federal regulations strictly and would not buy anything in

English with project funds. Overall, the PIP had a minimal impact on the

selection of project instructional materials. The project was adequately

funded, but the district itself was in a period of financial difficulties.

Therefore, project clasaes were abort of basic supplies. Some project

funds were spent for baaic items, and some Ts also used their personal

funds to supply their classrooms. A diatrict hiring freeze during the

first year also caused hiring delays, which then delayed start-up of the

whole project. Project classrooms were not adjacent as called for in the
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Adelante PIP because whole classrooms already in session had been assigned

to the project. After some effort, Ts did follow PIP suggestions to ar-

range their rooms in learning centers and to create exhibits in both lan-

guages. Towards the end of the first school year, one classroom became

severely overcrowded and the addition of another T helped the instruc-

tional, but not the space problem. During the second year adequate class-

room space existed. During both years the PD and IC had adequate office

space.

Plans and constraints. DMA saw both the ASK and the Adelante PIP

prior to writing the proposal. They liked the vagueness of the PIP as

it related to instruction because this enabled them to use their own

curriculum and to incorporate the district objectives into the Adelante

project. The PD and the IC used the PIP extensively during start-up.

Pre-service instruction, for example, was modeled upon PIP suggestions.

Ts did not use the PIP, although it was distributed to them. As time went

on the PD and the IC referred to it less. The district was subject to

many regulations that were not always consistent although they affected

the same students; the district responded by following the &nit stringent

regulations. During the first year, the state was testing all LES children

and a Title I ESL program also required language testing, so the Title VII

project made use of the same test in order to avoid overtesting the chil-

dren. The district was legally required to work toward OCR compliance and

had to report quarterly. Some Office of Bilingual Education regulations

such as organizing a Parent Advisory Committee, or using 15 percent of

the funds for staff training, were easy to follow. However, the require-

ment not to segregate was difficult in a district that was already having

problems in this area. All the various testing plans affected the Title

VII project's choice of tests, and it was virtually impossible to estab-

lish a no-treatment expectation as required by the regulations.

Students: Hispanic and Black students made up the majority of the

school population. Virtually all students in project classrooms were

LES and of Puerto Rican origin. There was a high degree of mobility and

new students enrolled throughout the year some of them coming directly
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from Puerto Rico. Project classrooms were selected from schools that had

a high proportion of LES students and limited bilingual services, though

all first and second grade project classrooms participated in a Title I

ESL pull-out project. There were more eligible students than the project

was able to serve. As a result of the project, the Ts had more training

and greater access to an instructional consultant. They also had extra

money for materials and supplies. The Adelante PIP did not influence

classroom staffing patterns since full-time aides already existed in

all early elementary grades.

Instructional treatment. District policy required a full-time aide

in all kindergarten, first, and second grade classrooms, while the PIP

only called for a part-time aide beyond kindergarten. The aides were

assigned an instructional role in the classroom, but because of large

classes and scarcity of materials in some areas, a completely individual-

ized system of instruction was rarely possible. Grouping occurred in

some but not all classes. The main effect of the project on the students

was to provide instruction in Spanish and to organize learning centers in

classrooms. All kindergarten instruction was in Spanish. First and sec-

ond grade students received increasing amounts of ESL instruction, but

English reading was not commonly begun until third grade. About half the

students were pulled out for a thirty-minute Title T ESL lesson. Teachers

used a variety of Spanish and English materials. A Spanish color-coded

reading system (LeoColor) was widely in use. The first year there were

six classrooms with kindergarten and first grade project students located

in three different schools. During the second year there were three kin-

dergarten, five first grades, and three second grade classrooms. Addi-

tional first grade classes were added because student enrollment increased

at this level.

First grade students received eighty to one hundred minutes of Span-

ish reading and language activities daily or which forty to fifty minutes

formed the core reading program. They had twenty to forty minutes of math

and twenty to forty minutes of ESL. Second grade students received sixty
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to ninety minutes of Spanish reading and language, of which about forty

minutes formed the core reading program. They had thirty to sixty minutes

of math, thirty to fifty minutes of ESL, and thirty to forty-five minutes

of science or social studies. The schedules of students who were pulled

out for ESL varied slightly.

274

2 1 I.'



ADEL-B...1

ADELANTE - SITE B

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting,. Site B is a consortium of five small LEAs surrounding a

major metropolitan area. The LEAs vary in size from 30 to 250 square

miles, and in enrollment from 461 to 949 students. Three of the LEAs had

only one elementary school while the remaining two LEAs each had two ele-

mentary schools. The Spanish surname enrollment at these schools ranged

from 10 to 24Z of the total enrollment.

Overview. This project--a consortium of five school districts - -was

managed by a State Education Agency (SEA) service center. The consortium

structure greatly complicated administration of the project. Each LEA

had different policies, procedures and calendars as well as slightly dif-

ferent student populations and needs. The distances between districts

were great and travel consumed a great deal of some of the project staff's

time.

Decision makers. There were two layers of decision makers (DMs) in

the consortium: the SEA service center DMs and the DMs at each of the

five participating LEAs. One of the goals of the SEA service center

was to increase service to LEAs needing help with bilingual education

and the Adelante PIP provided a way of doing this. The service center

DMs were not bilingual/bicultural and assigned their in-house bilingual

consultant to write the proposal. This consultant attended a Title VII

proposal-writing workshop jointly sponsored by the SEA and the regional

training resource center, (TRC) designed to assist LEAs in applying for

Title VII funds and to introduce the PIP materials. The ASK and the

Adelante PIP were available to the proposal writer. The proposal writer

subsequently became the project director (PD) and kept the DMs informed

throughout the project. The SEA service center staff was well organized

and the project started on time.
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One of the four initial LEAs withdrew from the consortium before

start-up because it was unwillingness to make the required changes. How.

ever, the PD was able to add two additional LEAs, for a total of five LEAs.

The LEA DMA were not bilingual/bicultural and, although they all had been

required to comply with state bilingual education regulations and were

receiving state money, four of the five diatricts had almost no knowledge

or resources in this area. The project provided the DMA with a convenient

method of complying with existing state regulations, so most of them had

positive attitudes. The LEA DMA were kept informed through bimonthly

meetings with the PD and support staff.

Prolect director. The PD was bilingual and Chicane; she had been

the bilingual consultant at the SEA service center that subsequently

administered this project. She was well acquainted with bilingual prac-

tices, the LEAs' needs, and the service center organization. As the

author of the proposal, she was thoroughly knowledgeable about the PIP

and the project at the time of start-up. She had no previous management

training yet functioned effectively in her new role. A lot of management

skills acquired in her consultant job were transferrable to the PD job.

She hired support staff, clarified roles and responsibilities and engaged

the staff in joint planning, yet she had some trouble working with the

project evaluator. She liked the management aspect of the PIP projects

and felt the staff development component was attractive to LEAs. It

appears that the PIP project was also seen as a means of getting funding.

Although the PD read and consulted the PIP, much of the PIP management

plan was not applicable to the consortium structure of this project.

Protect support staff. The PD hired support staff in time for

start-up and clarified job assignments. Two full-time ICs were hired

for the first year due to the extra driving time and coordinating diffi-

culties inherent in a project with five LEAs. both ICs were bilingual;

one IC was Anglo, the other was Cuban. both ICs had previous experience.

and appropriate training in bilingual education. The work of the ICs was

well coordinated to take advantage of the time and special skills of each

person. Though they used the PIP as a checklist and as a source for ideas,
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they found that issues such as selecting materials with limited funds or

working with monolingual project Ts were not clearly discussed. The proj-

ect evaluator was bilingual, Chicano and experienced in bilingual educa-

tion evaluation.

Prolect instructional staff. During the first year, eight of the

ten project teachers (Ts) had state bilingual certification; the remain-

ing two Ts were not bilingual. All the teacher-aides (TAs) spoke Spanish,

but one TA was not a native speaker and was not very fluent. During tha

second year, 16 of the 20 project Ts were considered sufficiently bilin

gual by the PD and ICs. Ts were selected for the program by their prin-

cipsIs and districts. During the first year, one more T was needed at one

school and though the position had been sdvertised, no bilingual Ts could

be found. This situation was eorrected the following year. When an over-

crowding occurred in another LEA, a second T plsced in one clsssroom for

the latter part of the school year.. This resulted in over-crowding of

the classroom, making group work difficult and individual attention almost

non-existent. Some of the Ts were hired especially for the project. The

first year one district hired project TAs late, howlver student Ts in

project classrooms were performing TA functions at no cost to the district.

During the second year, one class had no TA for part of the year. In one

LEA during the.first year, the bilingual Ts acted as resource Ts and moved

between kindergarten and first grade, creating in effect a part-time bi-

lingual program. During the second yesr, Ts had responsibility for com-

biniation classrooms encompassing two grade levels. In another LEA, Ts

were organized into teams consisting of a bilingual T and monolingual

English T. Students were exchanged between these classes. During the

first year, Ts and TAs from three of the LEAs received a two-week preser-

vice workshop; the two other LEAs had not yet joined the consortium. All

the project Ts and TAs received in-service trsining conducted by project

staff and consultants once a month the first year and bimonthly the second

year. All the teachers received orientation on the PIP manuals, but not

all read it. Most liked the PIP-recommended materials, classroom visits

by the instructional coordinstor (IC) and the workshops, but some Ts pre-

ferred to use their own texts and methods. Some project features were
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less relevant to the two Ts who were extremely limited in Spanish. Al-

though, some Ts visited each other's classrooms, the geographic distance

between participating LEAs made close teamwork difficult.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, Parents). There was no

orientation by the project staff for the regular school staffs, and the

attitudes varied across LEAs. One district had a principal who volun-

teered for the program, took Spanish lessons, addressed a PAC meeting in

Spanish, and developed staff enthusiasm for the project. The second year,

this principal's enthusiasm waned somewhat and there was little support

for the use of Spanish in second grade. Another principal who had mono-

lingual Ts in project classrooms was not enthusiastic about following

project guidelines. A third principal did not follow state regulations

for bilingual education. Principals participated in the bimonthly meet-

ings with the PD and ICs. Several LEAs had bilingual Ts who shared stu-

dents with regular Ts, and engaged in joint planning. However, a project

T and a regular T who shared a classroom communicated very little despite

an absence of physical bnrriers. Each taught their own students exclu-

sively.

Before the project was installed, there had been little involvement

of parents or community in school affairs. For the first year, two LEAs

had good attendance at their school project functions, and had some parents

assist in che classroom. The other three LEAs had less success, partly

because of distance problems for the parents. The large distance between

the consortium LEAs also made it difficult for project staff to establish

community ties. Parent participation greatly improved by the second year,

partly because one IC was assigned to work exclusively with parents. Sev-

eral parents from each school were elected and a consortium-level PAC meet-

ing was held, but this was not practical due to the distance separating

the LEAs. There were no negative responses to the program.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). The PD

and ICs ordered materials suggested in the PIP and distributed them to

the classrooms. During the first year, their inexperience resulted in
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too much money being spent in sop,: areas so that no funds were left for

others. The first year, ICs encouraged all project Ts to use the same

core texts, but because materials arrived late, it was difficult to get

some Ts to change in mid-program. The second year, the project staff

emphasized standardizing objectives rather than standardizing texts. Only

about one-third of the texts used were PIP-recommended, yet all five LEAs

used the same PIP-recommended Spanish reading basal. Some materials were

developed by Ts during in-service. Facilities varied enormously across

LEAs--some were very modern and well equipped and one was quite old and

lacked air conditioning, which was a handicap in this climate. The amount

of funds varied across districts, so some Ts were better equipped than

others. Project funds were adequate the firsi: year, but were not in-

creased the second year in spite of vertical expansion to another grade.

Plans and constraints. The Adelante PIP was not very appropriate

for a consortium project, however project staff made a reasonable effort

to follow it. State law required bilingual education in grades K-3 if

certain conditions existed, yet it provided little money and inadequate

consulting services to put this in operation. The state also had exit

criteria but students were exited earlier in some schools. The project

was seen by DMs as a way of complying wIth state regulations. As part

of the project plans, the ICs engaged in detailed planning of bilingual

curriculum and the writing of instructional objectives, although this

was not specified by the PIP. One of the LEAs had a busing schedule dur-

ing both years that greatly limited the classroom time of some students.

Students. Most students in project clessrooma were LES, and the stu-

dent population was relatively sta le. In some districts, students who

qualified for the program were bused to one school to comprise a class.

In these schools, there were few Chicano children outside the project

classes. Project classes in one LEA were ethnically mixed. In another

LEA the bilingual teacher functioned as a resource teacher for about half,

of the instructional day; in the absence of the resource teacher, classes

were mixed. In the other throe LEAs, project students joined other stu-

dents only for art, music and physical education.
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In three LEAs, instruction in Spanish and Spanish materials were

available to LES students for the first time through the Adelante project.

In one LEA even with the project, little Spanish instruction occurred.

Another LEA already had Spanish instruction and materials so the role of

the project was supplementary. This particular LEA also had TAs in the

past, but for the other four LEAs, the addition of TAs to the classroom

was a major change made by the project. The involvement of the parents,

the visits of the ICs, and the extra training received by Ts may have

affected classroom practices also. Students placed in the project were

those qualifying for the state bilingual education program; the LEAs

were chosen because they qualified for state programs but lacked experi-

ence and resources needed for implementation.

Instructional treatment. Site B is a consortium of five districts

with enough differences in instructional treatment to warrant individual

discussion. The project staff developed objectives, which were available

to teachers ie all five districts. All teachers participated in the same

in-service training. During the first year the project consisted of six

kindergarten and six first grade classes. The second year there were six

kindergartens, seven first grades, and eight second grades; the uneven

numbers were due to team teaching and mixed grade classes.

District A

The first year district A had two kindergarten and first grade

classes at two schools; the second year each school added a second grade.

Because there were only two project teachers per school, the kindergarten

and first grade students were combined, and sometimes the kindergarten and

second graders were also in the same room. There were between ten and

twelve students in each grade. Both second grade teachers were replace

ments for the original teachers who left a few months before the end of

the 1978-79 school year. The aide in the second grade class was only

present part of the year. All the teachers and aides were bilingual and

Chicane, except for one of the second grade replacements. The aides

participated in the students' instruction.
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Reading was grouped and math was individualized. By the end of the

school year, almost all instruction at the second grade was in English.

The classrooms had listening and activity centers. Some oral English

development was done by non-project teachers.

First grade students received between ninety and one hundred and ten

minutes of Spanish reading. Most also received thirty minutes of English

reading although a few were in oral English only All first grade stu-

dents received forty minutes of oral English. Math, which was taught

increasingly in English, varied between the two first grades from forty-

five to sixty minutes. The second grade students were not receiving any

Spanish reading instruction by the end of the year. English reading and

oral language development was about seventy minutes, with forty minutes

of that time devoted to the basal series. Math varied between the two

classes from forty-five to eighty minutes a day.

District B

The first year district B had one kindergarten and one first grade.

The second year a second grade class was added, and because of the size

of the lirst grade class, an additional teacher was hired for the last

half of the year. All teachers and aides were bilingual and all except

one were Chicano. The aides were part of the instructional team. Stu-
.

dents were grouped for each academic subject.

The first grade made daily use of an oral language development pro-

gram in both Spanish and English (Let's Learn Language). At the second

grade, most instruction was in English.

The first grade spent seventy minutes a day on Spanish reading and

ten students spent one hour daily in English reading. First grade stu-

dents also received math instruction in Spanish for one hour daily. The

second graders received Spanish reading instruction for the first three

months. All second grade students had forty minutes of English reading

and additional English oral language development. They received one hour

of math in Spanish.
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District C

The first year district C had one kindergarten and one first grade

class. The second year the first grade became a combination first and

second. Second grade students participated in the bilingual program only

in the morning and went to various homerooms in the afternoon; first grade

students were in the prosram all day. The first year teacher aides were

hired late because of the presence of student teachers. All teachers snd

aides were bilingual. During the first year neither teacher was Chicano

but the second year there was a Chicane teacher. Students were grouped

for reading but not for math.

Some students were pulled out for the state compensatory education

program and for Title I reading lab. Oral language development and

ESL were part of the curriculum. All first grad, students began English

reading at mid-year. There was very little Spanish reading at the second

grade level.

First grade students received fifteen to thirty minutes of Spanish

reading depending on their grouping, snd forty-five minutes of English

reading for the last half of the year. They also had forty-five minutes

of ESL and forty-five minutes of math. Second grade students received

sixty to ninety minutes of English reading and twenty to thirty minutes

of oral English. They had thirty to forty minutes of math and no sched-

uled time for Spanish reading.

District D

The first year the bilingual project at District D consisted of one

kindergarten, and two first grade classes; two second grades were added

the second year. Because of a stable population almost all first and

second grade project students hsd also been in the project the previous

year. Seventy-five percent of project students were bussed during school

time, at a loss of seventy minutes of instructional time. The project
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classes integrated with other classes for music, art, and physical educa-

tion.

The language of instruction was English on Monday, Wednesday, and

Friday, and Spanish on Tuesday and Thursday. The previous year, three

days a week had been devoted to Spanish, but district administration

was placing increasing emphasis on English.

First grade students had fifty minutes of Spanish reading of which

fifteen were devoted to the basal reader, seventy minutes of English read-

ing of which twenty were devoted to the basal reader, and thirty-five

minutes of math. First grade students began English reading sfter some

time in oral English and continued to receive ESL instruction. Second

grade students received fifty minutes of Spanish reading, seventy minutes

of English reading, and seventy-five minutes of math. All second grade

students began English reading at the mid-year point.

District E

The bilingual project at District E consisted of one self-contained

kindergarten class, and two first and second grades using a team teaching

model. Aides were assigned a clerical and support role in some of the

classrooms. In most classes students were grouped by ability. Students

were exchanged between teachers for team teaching purposes and also for

integration. Although some teachers knew a little Spanish, including one

teacher in each team, the project director and staff did not consider any

of these teachers truly bilingual. None of the teachers were Hispanic,

half of the teachers were black and hslf were white. The aides also were

not bilingual, although during the first year the aide spoke a little

Spanish.

Spanish reading was taught with a basal series in first grade and

with programmed materials in second grade. Math was taught primarily

in English. Many readiness skills commonly taught in kindergarten were

taught at the first grade. Most second grade students were pulled out

for an additional Title I reading lab.
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First grade students received, thirty to forty minutes of Spanish

reading and fortyfive minutes of math. Only a very few students were

reading in English, but the rest had one hundred and fifteen minutes

of ESL and oral English language development. Second grade students

had sixty minutes of Spanish reading, sixty minutes of English reading

and an additional thirty minutes of oral English language development,

and fortyfive minutes of math. Second grade students began English

reading three months into the school year. Criteria for beginning

English reading was a 1.2 level of Spanish reading and oral comprehen

sion of basal vocabulary.
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ADELANTE - SITE C

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site C is a large district located in a medium-sized city

with LES students making up a small percentage of the total population.

Overview. The Adelante project at this site was plagued by adminis-

trative and organizational problems that adversely affected the project.

The Adelante Title VII project was designed to take over the state program

one year at a time and required close coordination between the two proj-

ects. During the first year, the directors of both projects, their imme-

diate supervisors, and the principal of the project school seemed incap-

able of working together. The chain of command was unclear, and decisions

were frequently inconsistent. Decisions about the project were frequently

made by the principal or another administrator. As a result, it was al-

most impossible for the Adelante project director {PD) to manage the proj-

ect effectively. During the second year, the Adelante PD and the director

of the state program were both new and worked cooperatively. However,

problems with the principal and the chain of command continued. As a re-

sult, the state program director, who was in charge of the entire districts'

bilingual program, including the Adelante project, resigned at the end of

the second year.

This site had a half-day program at the first and second grade level.

Students were in project classrooms in the morning and then separated into

different non-project classrooms in the afternoon. The PIP did not lead to

the development of detailed curriculum; this was mainly because of the many

other problems encountered by the project.

Decision makers. None of the district decision makers (DMs) were bi-

lingual/ bicultural. They were fairly well informed about funding sources.

The director of apecially funded programs (DSFP) wrote the proposal and

contacted PIP diffusers, although her initial information about bilingual
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PIPS came from a State Facilitator with the National Diffusion Network.

Although a state bilingual project had existed in the district for five

years, DMs wanted to use federal money and the PIP to improve a project

that was not considered successful or popular with parents. DMs planned

to have the Adelante project supplant the state project a year at a time,

but the organizational consequences, especially for the respective project

directors (PDs), remained unclear. Because only the ASK and not the ac-

tual Adelante PIP was available to them st the time of proposal writing,

the local DMA did not know the details of the project they were agreeing

OD adopt. In addition, implementing the project in detail was not the rosin

concern of local decision makers. They saw the PIP as a means of getting

funds and as a means of improving the existing program.

During the first year the state and federal programs reported to dif-

ferent supervisors, making program cooperation difficult. An attempt to

have one director for both bilingual programs was abandoned because OBE

required Adelante to have its own PD. During the second year an attempt

was made to have both programs follow the same chain of command but confu-

sion of functions persisted. The DMs did not select a PD either year who

was knowledgeable or experienced bilingual education at the elementary

level. During project start-up, the district was under a state mandate

to desegregate and the DMs decided to move both bilingual projects to a

previously all-white school in order to improve the ethnic balance of the

student population. As a result, the Adelante project did not get off to

a strong start. Some old project staff resented the new project. The

move to a new school isolated the project from its target community, and

because the DMs perceived the project in terms of a quota of minority stu-

dents, the principal was reluctant to accept more LES pupils than necessary

into his school. As required by federal regulations, DMA invited a non-

public school to participate in the project and the offer was accepted,

though the non-public school had fewer LES chidren than anticipated.

Project staff from both school systems worked well together to jointly

implement the project.
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Project director. With input from Spanish- speaking community groups,

the DMs selected the first year PD. Already a district employee, she was

bilingual/bicultural but not from the same group as the majority of the

students. As a former counselor, she had a lot of community contacts but

lacked experience and training in bilingual education and was reluctant

to accept the job. This site's PD role was different from that described

in the PIP. The PD and the instructional coordinator (IC) positions were

combined, and the person was housed at the school to function as a school-

level coordinator rather than as a district-level administrator. As a

result, many of the functions assigned the PD in the PIP were performed

by the district DM. This person assumed the title of director and took

care of grant writing, budget administration, and district-level public

relations, while the school-level director (called coordinator by the

district) was responsible for program decisions, planning of inservice,

parent involvement, and writing of the final report. The PD was officially

hired in mid-August, which delayed some start-up tasks, such as ordering

materials, and caused others, like pre-service training, to be abandoned

completely. In addition, the PD had to coordinate with the state program

despite the uncertain relation of the two programs and poor working rela-

tions between the two directors. She also had to work with a principal

that was more concerned with maintaining racial quotas than with serving

LES children. She chose not to continue for the second year.

The second year PD was selected by district administrators after ad-

vertising widely for the position; however, she did not have more elemen-

tary bilingual education experience than her predecessor. She was origi-

nally hired to be the project evaluator and became the PD after some

project reorganization by the DMs. The role and limitations of the PD

position remained unchanged the second year, and the second year PD also

resigned.

Project support staff. There was a lot of staff turnover during the

two years of the project. During the first year, the IC role was filled

by the PD. This was an adequate level of commitment considering the small
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number of project students. She related well with students, but lacked

experience and training in bilingual methodology and in elementary educa-

tion. As a result, the PD/IC lacked credibility and the instructional

program lacked leadership and coordination. The PD/IC hired two parent

educators--one for the public school (full-time) and one for the non-public

school (part time). Although this position was not specified in the PIP,

the parent educators performed much of the IC's parent involvement role.

This reduced program costs since the IC commands a professional-level

salary yet a parent educator receives a paraprofessional-level salary.

The public school parent educator was a very competent individual who had

formerly been a teacher in Mexico. She was the only support staff pers.ln

to work both years of the project. The non-public school parent educator

only worked part of the first year because of the contractor questioning

this use of funds. The project evaluator was a bilingual achool psycho-

logist and was assigned to the project only ten percent of his time. He

had never evaluated a bilingual program before. Difficulties in finding

bilingual testers and in locating control group students took more time

than expected, leaving very 11':tle time for data analysis and interpreta-

tion.

During the second year, the IC role was also part of the PD's duties.

Again the lack of elementary and bilingual education methodology may have

weakened the PD's credibility, but it seems likely that the administrative

and organizational problems had a larger effect. The DPP contracted with

an outside evaluator who was an experienced evaluator of bilingual programs

but who lived a thousand miles away. As a result, the evaluation expertise

was improved, but the time devoted to the task and the interaction between

evaluator and staff was greatly reduced. The public school parent educator

was the only support staff member who remained with the project beyond

the first year; even the project secretaries changed.

rroiect instructional staff. Three teachers (Ts) participated in the

project the first year; all were bilingual and two were bicultural. Two

Ts were competent elementary school Ts, but one was a high school Spanish

T without elementary-level experience. The second year, an additional T
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was hired; this T was bilingual but not bicultural. Ts read the PIP

Teacher's Manual but found it irrelevant to daily classroom needs. One T

had worked in the state-funded bilingual program and was mderstandably

reluctant to change materials and methods, but all Ts received and even-

tually used PIP core materials. Ts snd teacher aides (TAB) did not re-

ceive s start -up workshop the first year. The second year a two-day

preservice workshop was held. Various in-service sessions were held

throughout both years; most of these were general TRC workshops or con-

ferences and not specifically tailored to T or project needs.

It was difficult for the district to find TM) with college course

work and certificates as required by state law, so during the first year

three high school graduates were hired and given another job title.

The TA at the non-public school was monolingual Spanish; the other two

project aides were bilingual, and functioned adequately in the classroom.

Throughout the second year there was a turnover in teacher aides and some

classrooms remained without aides.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). The principal

of the project school had to accept the project because it was part of

the district's desegregation plan. However, he snd the school staff had

previously been accustomed to an all-white school snd at first viewed the

project students as outsiders. Poor working relations existed between

the first year PD and the principal, which caused delays and roadblocks

for project activities such as ordering materials snd conducting inservice

sessions. Despite attempts by the new PD to establish new procedures,

these difficulties continued during the second year. In some cases, reg-

ular staff and project Ts shared materials and students, so some joint

planning did occur. As the project became better known, regular staff

began to respond more positively to project students.

The Adelante project and the state bilingual project held regular

meetings for parents, some of Which were open to community people as well.

Before the bilingual projects were moved from the segregated to the all -

white school, parents were consulted about the move and invited to visit
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the new school. It is difficult to say how much community support this

represented because, once the move was made, parent complained about bus-

ing and launched an effort to return the bilingual projects closer to the

community they served. The distinction between the state project and

Adelante was somewhat blurred in the minds of parents because meetings

for-the two projects were held jointly and because the two projects served

adjacent grades. Both the public and non-public schools were served by a

parent educator who made home visits and held small informal meetings in

parents' homes. Parents did not participate in the classroom to the ex-

tent described in the PIP; project staff stated that the distance between

the school and the community made such participation difficult. At the

end of the second year, district DMs decided to move the K-3 bilingual

students to still another school. Although the school atmosphere may be

more supportive, the project was to be even further from the community.

During the second year, parents became increasingly aware of the problems

plaguing the project and became more active. For example, the project's

move to a new school was precipitated by a parents meeting with the dis-

trict DMs.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). Materials

in Spanish were already available in the district because of the existence

of the state-funded bilingual progrsm. The new project funds provided

more and different materials, and an effort was made to have all the Ade-

lante teachers use the same core materials. However, during the first

year one T preferred and continued to use the original materials. Many

supplementary and enrichment materials were purchased with project funds.

All the Ts established learning areas in their classes, as suggested in

the PIP, and grouped their students. School facilities were adequate.

The biggest disadvantage vas the distance between the school and the com-

munity served by the project. The PD was housed in the school rather than

in the district office as the PIP suggests but, since the PD was also the

IC, the office assignment was appropriate. One possible result of this

arrangement was that district -level PD functions were left largely to the

DFD. The district had terminated several hundred Ts because of financial
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pressures and although district funds were adequate, they were not sbun-

dant. The financial pressure may have motivated the search for federal

money and the hiring of existing district personnel even though some did

not have the skills specified by the PIP.

Plans and constraints. The district was under a state direr-ive to

desegrLgate. A state bilingual law mandated bilingual educ t any

level where there were 20 or more LES children at one school. VII

regulations also applied. Because of financial constraints, the district

implemented a number of administrative measures, such as limiting travel

to conferences. However, some of these measures were iu conflict with Title

VII requirements, and required some adjustment.

Students. Although they were never administered language dominance

tests, project staff reported that most students were Spanish dominant.

RMC observations can only confirm the presence of many Spanish-speaking

students. Project students came from a fairly stable population. The

Hispanic community was a small, but increasing minority in the area. Stu-

dents were selected for the project because they qualified for the state

bilingual project, i.e., they were limited English speaking and low SES.

Students had previously attended a majority Black/Hispanic school. There

was no significant change in classroom procedure as a result of changing

from the state to the Adelante bilingual project.

Instructional treatment. There was little articulation of program

goals and content between the different grade levels and the two school

systems. Students were grouped by achievement level for reading but not

for math. At the parochial school, the classroom was entirely individual-

ized. Both first and second grade teachers provided English oral language

development instruction using standard materials; this instruction was dis-

tinct from the reading program. Spanish was used according to individual

need, but in decreasing amounts as the children learned more English; thu,

math, for example, was taught mainly in English by the end of first grade.

During the first year the project consisted of one kindergarten and one

first grade classroom in a public an one mixed level class in a parochial
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school. During the second year a second grade class was added at the

public school.

In the first grade, students received thirty to forty-five minutes

of math instruction, sixty to ninety minutes of Vanish reading, and forty-

five to sixty-five minutes of English language arts. Not all first grade

students were reading in English by the end of the year but most of the

public school students had half a year of English reading instruction

for forty minutes daily. Spanish reading was continued in the second

grade but less intensively. No schedule waa available to RMC for the

second grade.
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ADELANTE - SITE D

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site D is in the United States Trust Territory of Puerto

Rico. All of the students were Spanish monolingual and lived in an area

from which many families traveled to and from the continental United

States. The two school districts participating in the project were part

of a large metropolitan area.

Overview. The Spanish-speaking environment of Puerto Rico was a

totally different setting from the Adelante PIP origination site. Most

Adelante materials, methods and teacher training practices had been dev4g.1-

oped for areas where Spanish is a minority language and English is the

principal language. Because Puerto Rico is a Spanish-speaking society,

everything from program goals to development of materials and tests had

to be developed. There were few appropriate materials and practices to

guide the DMs in setting up the project and the Adelante PIP was no ex-

ception.

The original proposal called for teaching Spanish to English-speaking

students returning from the mainland, but it"was difficult to concentrate

these students in any one school. After six months of negotiating with

the funding agency, the goals were rewritten so that Spanish-speaking

children could be taught English. The students were to become bilingual,

so that if they were to spend any time on the U.S. mainland, their educa-

tion would be only minimally disrupted.

Decision makers. Two levels of decision makers (DMa) existed at this

site--the state education agency (SEA) staff who wrote the proposal and

administered the project, and the DMs at the two local education agencies

(LEAs) where the project was housed. A change in SEA directors of bilingual

education occurred between project selection and start-up, but the func-

tion continued to be performed smoothly. The ASK was available to the DMs

and the TRC had sent them a complete PIP; however, the PIP project they
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applied for and the one they were eventually assigned by the funding

agency were different. The SEA DMA were familiar with local classroom

prsctices and curriculum, and with community opinions. They were inter-

ested in obtaining funds for bilingual education but had some trouble

fitting the model projects to their seeds.

DMA saw the ASK and, at their request, the Nuevos Horizontes PIP.

The funding agency assigned the Adelante PIP and the original proposal

for Nuevos Horizontes was rewritten. Neither PIP was really appropriate

for this site They needed a completely different model, which did not

exist.

LEA -level :administrators were very cooperative with the SEA DMs,

partly because this educational system is fairly centralized and hierar-

chical. District-level personnel did not have the experience in fund

raising or in administering special projects independently of the SEA.

LEA DMs were involved at the time the initial proposal was written, but

when the nature of the proposal changed, this LEA was dropped by the SEA

and two others were selected.

Pro ect director. The project director (PD) was bilingual and Puerto

Rican. She was an employee of the SEA and the evaluator of another Title

VII project. She was hired very late because the project start-up was de-

layed for four months while LEA changes were made and project goals were

negotiated. She was not familiar with the Adelante PIP nor the proposal

when she was initially assigned to the position. Although she worked

closely with her immediate supervisor, who assumed some of the PD func-

tions, she was effective in implementing the project given the many con-

straints existing at this site

Project support staff. The support staff was housed at the SEA of-

fices, which were located fairly close to both LEAs involved in the proj-

ect. The staff worked under and cooperated closely with the SEA director

of bilingual education. :11 support staff members were bilingual and

Puerto Ricat. The instructional consultant (IC), who had the role of a
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supervisor of teachers in addition to a resource teacher, was hired sev-

eral months after the project began. He had no previous experience in bi-

lingual education, but had an M.A. in the teaching of English as a Second

Language (ESL), which was possibly more relevant at this site. The SEA

director for ESL was consulted regularly by the PD and IC and was very

interested in the project. Near the end of the first school year, an

evaluator was hired for the project but he did not have adequate skills.

He was not retained cver the summer and a new person with an appropriate

background was hired for the second year. Since no summative evaluation

was possible the first year due to lack of appropriate tests, not having

an evaluator did not present any problems. The fact that the evaluation

position was funded at a half-time level made filling this position diffi-

cult since no one with the appropriate skills was willing to work part-

time. The parent liaison position written into the proposal was never

filled. Those funds were used instead for the development of appropriate

tests. Test development was a major project effort paid for partly by the

project but also supported by SEA technical staff and consultants from a

major testing company. SEA and project staff also wrote English curriculum

objectives and materials to complement the existing Spanish curriculum.

Protect instructional staff. Although the project teachers (Ts)

spoke the same language and belonged to the same cultural group as their

students, only two out of eighteen were bilingual. The Ts were respons-

ible for the regular Spanish-language instruction; bilingual teacher aides

(TAs) prepared and conducted short lessons in English that paralleled the

T's regular lesson. The TAs had lived on the United States mainland pre-

viously. About half were university students with an interest in educa-

tion and were continuing to work towards a B.A. degree in bilingual edu-

cation. Ts and TAs worked well together and planned together once a

week. Because of the particular importance of the aide role at this site,

the aides received a week of pre-service training during the first year,

while the Ts received only one day's training. First year in-service

training consisted of a discussion of the Adelante Teachers' Manual--which

was of limited relevance--and training in vocabulary development and ESL

in the content areas. Second year staff development began with a needs
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assessment instrument completed by all Ts and TAs that was then used to

plan a series of workshops given by the PD, IC, and consultants.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). The regular

staff at all project schools was composed of Spanish-speaking Puerto

Ricans. The project staff invited regular staff to participate in the

project's cultural activities and shared materials and equipment with

them. The principals were willing to help the project staff and did

not interfere with daily project procedures in any way.

Parents and community members from one LEA were consulted at the

time of proposal writing, but this LEA was later dropped from the project.

Each of the two schools in the project held regularly scheduled meetings

with parents throughout the school year During the first year, parents

at this site did not regard helping in the classroom as an appropriate

role; they participated only in cultural events and field trips to which

community members were also invited. During the second year, parents'

roles changed considerably. They volunteered time in the classroom, as-

sisted in administering and correcting tests, made recommendations, and

became advocates of the program in their communities. English-as-a-

second-language (ESL) classes for parents were organized at each school.

Many parents requested the program for their children, and so program

enrollment increased.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). Curriculum

materials suggested in the Adelante PIP and moat standardized tests were

totally inappropriate for this site Very few appropriate commercial

materials existed. An extensive pre-project and ongoing local materials

development effort was conducted. Because of the late start, almost all

materials had to be developed by the TAs after they were told what mate-

rial the T would use. Therefore, the materials were of uneven quality.

By the second year, elaborate teacher's guides were being developed for

English instruction in the content areas, paralleling guides already exist-

ing for Spanish instruction. The facilities were adequate by local stan-

dards, but some rooms were very crowded. This made it difficult to work

2')
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in small groups or to use learning centers, although this occasionally

did occur.

Plans and constraints. A major constraint was the large difference

in context between this site and most other Title VII sites. Materials,

procedures, and instructional approaches that were appropriate for Spanish-

speaking students in the continental United States were simply not appro-

priate for Puerto Rico. Most of what the PIP specified also needed exten-

sive modification. During the first year, it was impossible to follow

Title VII evaluation requirements at this site because of the absence of

adequate tests. This was in part due to the local practice of not testing

kindergarten through second grade students. By the ead of the second year,

locally appropriate tests had been developed and control groups had been

identified and tested. Some modification of the instruments was expected

after detailed analysis. LEA regulation prevented Ts from being released

during class time. This made it impossible to follow the PIP guidelines

for in-service training. However, since the TAs were responsible for bi-

lingual instruction, the lack of time available for training Ts was not

crucial at this site.

The project schools were part of a highly consistent and centralized

educational system. An area-wide ESL plan existed covering all grades.

Other areas of the curriculum were also covered by systematic curriculum

plans.

Students. Project students were Spanish monolingual and totally

like non-project students. Project schools were chosen because they

were located in an area of relatively frequent movement between that

neighborhood and the continental United States. Within the three proj-

ect schools, all students at the appropriate grade level were enrolled

in the project. Absenteeism was fairly high at one school.

Inglipctional treatment. The content of instruction in all subject

areas was guided by SEA-developed curriculum and by a standardized use

of textbooks and therefore varied little across classrooms. Although
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students were occasionally grouped, most instruction involved the whole

class in a single activity.

Prior to the project, intruction had been conducted in Spanish, with

one hour of ESL per day. The project added English-speaking aides to all

the classrooms, and each lesson in a content area was followed by a ten-

to fifteen-minute lesson in English, reinforcing the same concepts that

had been taught in Spanish. The project also contributed a cultural com-

ponent that included the study of local and United States culture. There

were field trips and other activities in which the parents also partici-

pated. All students continued to receive an hour ESL class with another

teacher. Classes usually did not have audiovisual equipment or activity

areas, but demonstration objects and teacher -made materials were frequently

used. The project, which was housed in three schools, consisted of six

kindergartens and six first grade classes the first year and six second

grade classes were added the second year.

First and second grade students followed the same schedule. They

had ninety minutes of Spanish reading and language arts and sixty minutes

of ESL. Math, social studies, and science were taught for thirty to

forty-five minutes in Spanish, each followed by a fifteen minute session

in English reinforcing the same content area.
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NUEVOS HORIZONTES - SITE A

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

§ALtia. This site is located in a large, urban community and is

one of the largest school districts in the country. It has 55 elementary

schools, 15 junior high schools and eight high schools. The elementary

school enrollment is 31,532 students. An estimated 32% of the districts

61,517 students are minorities. About seven percent of district pupils

are classified Limited English Proficiency and nearly one percent are

Non-English Speaking. An estimated 67% of these students are enrolled

. elementary school. Minority enrollment in the district increased from

13% to the present 32% in ten years, of which 11.5% was Hispanic. Hispanic

enrollment increased to this present level from 4.5% of the total district

enrollment ten years ago. Hispanics comprise 13.0% of the elementary en-

rollment and 10.7% and 9.4% of the junior high and high school enrollment,

respectively.

Overview. This site had been alleged as being out of compliance by

OCR the previous year and viewed the PIP project as one way to get back

into compliance. They made a major attempt to replicate the PIP faith-

fully.

Decision makers. This site wss a highly sophisticated district with

a definite chain of command. The superintendent and school board were

Anglo and spoke no Spanish. This site had a history of submitting Title

VII proposals since 1973, but their fairly low N/LES count was the cause

of their not being funded previously. The school board and the district

as a whole, while not overly enthusiastic about bilingual education, were

willing to try it, believing that it may help children. Although the

ethnic composition of the school board did not change the second year,

they continued to support the program.

In Site A the superintendent encouraged the director of the non-

English-language projects in the district to seek out sources of funding,
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especially Title VII, and to submit proposals. This director was compe-

tent and influential in his area. He was first informed of the PIPS by

the TRC at a county-wide meeting. The TRC visited the district at the

director's request and showed him and three potential target-school prin-

cipals and the entire Analysis and Selection Kit (ASK) with slides and

tapes. The TRC offered their continued help. They made the PIP manuals

available for a half-day while the district was writing their Title VII

proposal.

The director delegated work to the district bilingual coordinator,

who was bilingual/bicultural, and very knowledgeable in bilingual educa-

tion. Both the director and the coordinator had a good working relation-

ship with the community. The project ran smoothly throughout the differ-

ent phases as far as the decision-makers' activities and policies were

concerned.

Project director. The project director (PD) was hand-picked by the

director of non-English-language projects and the bilingual coordinator.

She had the PIP - specified qualifications, was enthusiastic and Wardwork-

ing, and had the necessary teaching and administrative experience to be

PD. The PD at this site faithfully attempted to replicate the Nuevos

Horizontes model. She kept very frequent contact with the district eval-

uation unit and believid, as they did, that when the district accepted

Title -VII funding, they also agreed to replicate the PIP project. She

made every possible effort not to deviate from the PIP and consulted the

manuals so much that she practically had them memorized. For both years,

she joined the project during the summer on a half-time basis to organize

it She shared an office with the district bilingual coordinator and fre-

quently discussed the project's operation with the coordinator and with

her supervisor, the director of non-English-language programs. She was an

effective PD and had so much interest in the project that she telephoned

the developer site to obtain as much information about the program as she

could. Several principals and teachers commented that she was exactly

like the PIP-described PD.
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Protect support staff. At OBE's request the district at the last

moment added a fourth school to the project because the developer site

had four schools. This required a reallocation of the budget and pre-

vented the site from hiring an instructional coordinator (IC) until

January. The PD both filled the PD and IC roles until the IC was hired.

The IC had the PIP-specified skills and knowledge, but lacked the neces-

sary assertiveness needed to be an IC. However, the PD worked closely

with the IC so this presented no problems. The second year the site

had adequate funds and were able to hire a full-time IC. The district

had its own evaluation unit and all evaluation was internal. The project

also had a part-time community coordinator that performed PIP-specified

liaison functions between the project and the community. It was a non-

certificated position and in the two years of project operation, three

different persons successively occupieu the 'osition.

Project instructional staff. The project teachers (re) and teacher

aides (TAs) were bilingual and somewhat biliterate and had all the PIP-

specified skills. The first year, some Ts and all TAs were bicultural

even though the PD indicated that bilingual TAs were difficult to find.

Not all TAs were bicultural the second year but all met the Lau criteria

of linguistic proficiency and cultural awareness. The majority of Ts

the second year were able to teach bilingually, but they varied in their

degree of Spanish fluency. Both the district bilingual coordinator and

the PD scat in on the interviewing of staff candidates in one school at

the request of the new principal, but due to district policy did not make

the final hiring decisions. For the second year, the PD was given the

responsiblity of assessing the aides' language proficiency by administer-

ing language assessment tests. In two target schools, the principals

either used bilingual Ts they already had, transferred a bilingual T from

another school, or hired them. Both years all Ts were hired in time to

attend the start-up workshop; TAs did not start to work until the first

day of school, but this presented no problem. Although TAs did not at-

tend the start-up workshop they were provided many inservice training

sessions during the school year by the PD. The PD gave all Ts a copy of

the Teacher's Manual and requested not only that they follow the manual
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but they write problems, reactions, etc., in it. This was the one site

where Ts realized they were trying to replicate a PIP project, where they

knew the information in the Teacher's Manual and where the Teacher's Manual

showed use.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). The PD and

principals tried to orient and involve the regular staff in workshops.

There was no jealousy between the staffs as the non-project staff tended

to view the Title VII staff as having a lot more work to do instead of

seeing them as receiving more materials and attention.

There never had been a great deal of parent and community involvement

with the schools, and project implementation did not change this. This

was due in part to some principals who viewed parental involvement as

rather burdensome due to the fact that parents do not have telephones,

are transient, etc.

There were parent advisory committee monthly meetings, however, and

the principals did attend them. Parents had no negative responses to the

program.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). The first

year, the PD and district bilingual coordinator ordered materials suggested

in the PIP and distributed them appropriately. Yet these materials arrived

late for two reasons: the PIPs did not indicate federal regulations re-

garding the use of Title VII monies for purchasing materials and some con-

fusion occurred resulting in a late ordering of some materials; second,

some PIP-recommended materials were out of print or had different price

lists, or the district textbook catalogue needed to be updated. This late

arrival of materials did not cause instruction to suffer. The second year

the ordering of materiels went smoothly. Some PIP materials were ordered,

but they were viewed primarily as supplementary materials. Some materials

were developed by Ts during the in-services. While the age of the schools

varied, all were comfortable and well equipped.
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During the first year, OBE asked the site to include a fourth school

to duplicate the developer site pattern of four schools yet did not allo-

cate additional funds. This resulted in fewer funds to hire s full-time

Plans and constraints. Project staff really tried to replicate the

PIP. There were district policies operating that constrained the role of

the PD. For example, the PD did not hire the Ts nor evaluate them. At

the beginning, this resulted in the PD's spending little time in the class-

rooms because she was concerned that the Ts might view her as evaluating

them. The PD worked closely with the district evaluation unit to develop

detailed performance objectives and ways of assessing them. The PD used

the PIP as a checklist throughout the year.

Students. Most students in the project classrooms were LES. During

the first year, children placed in the classes were selected on the basis

of language proficiency by the principal and Ts. In the second year, se-

lection procedures were based on three steps: (1) identification of stu-

dent language dominance by a home survey form, (2) parental permission for

participation in the program, and (3) Bilingual Syntax Measure scores in

English and Spanish. Children were similar in ability to non-project

children in the district and tended to be a reportedly transient, urban

population.

Instructional treatment. All project teachers in grades 1 and 2

spoke English and Spanish and were effective teachers. All aides were

bilingual and workea with children reinforcing lessons presented by the

teacher. Children were grouped as suggested by the PIP, on the basis of

language proficiency and academic needs. There were four kindergarten and

four first grade classes in the first year of the project. Four second

grade classes were added tta second year.

Reading and language arts were regarded as distinct subjects at this

project site. In grade one, students were taught to read in their dominant

language. Reading in the second language was introduced when individual
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students exhibited a readiness for this instruction. Some children learned

to read in both languages in first grade,.but the majority waited until

second grade for second language reading instruction. Children were

grouped by language dominance and "needs level" for reading, language arts

and math. Concepts were introduced in the students' native language and

were reinforced in their second language. Children also had ESL or SSL

instruction. In general, instruction was satisfactory. The use of Spanish

and English instruction was varied throughout the day, and both teachers

and children were free to use the language of their choice for clarifica-

tion and social communication. Some children in both grades one and two

als, attended pullout EST, English reading and English math labs funded

by' non -Title VII funds. These labs were taught by specialist teachers

to children who needed extra help in these subjects. Children went as

individuals and in small groups. The labs operated for different periods

of time such as a 3-week basis to several months duration.

Instructional time for reading and language arts varied across class-

rooms with an average of thirty minutes daily for language arts and an

hour daily for reading. Math instruction occurred for approximately

thirty minutes daily.
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NUEVOS HORIZONTES - SITE B

PROJECT SUMMARY

1977-1978 and 1979

Setting.. This site is a very small, isolated rural district located

in a sparsely populated area. The city has a population of 2,738 and

the district student enrollment was 966 students. An estimated 58% of

the K-2 student enrollment was comprised of students having a limited

English-speaking ability. Forty percent of the school population was

comprised of Chicanos, most of whom were poor and migrant.

Overview. Although this site had received state funds for a bilin-

gual program in previous years, little or nothing in the way of a bilin-

gual program had ever been developed. The district had a migrant educa-

tion progrci for the previous ten years, yet it had no effect on student

achievement at all. While the support staff was positive towards the

program, the administration and project teachers were skeptical. All

ni e of the district's KA and 2 classes in this site participated in

the project. However, not all children in these classes participated.

Decision makers. Site B was such a small district that there were

only three decision makers (DMa): the superintendent, the director of

federal projects (DPP), and the principal of the elementary and secondary

school. The DMs and school board were Anglo and spoke no Spanish. Bilin-

gual education waa not seen as a need in this district. The majority of

the town's population waa Anglo and spoke little or no Spanish.

The DFP had bee., in the district for many years, yet the superinten-

dent had been there just one-and-a-half years. The DPP knew very little

about bilingual education, or about writing proposals for Title VII funds,

but she knew their non-English speaking (NES) and limited English-speaking

(LES) populating' nee* help 4.1 felt bilingual education might provide

that help. She attended a meeting hosted by the state educational agetuy

(SEA) and saw the PIP manuals there. She then hired a consultant and
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together they wrote a Title VII proposal, which was subsequently funded.

She was not effective during initial budget negotiations, which resulted

in losufficient money allocated for program operation. Start-up activi-

ties did not begin until August. According to the DPP, the reason for

this delay was that there had been no contacts from OBE prior to that time.

While DIIP took little action the whole first year, they did not actively

block the project's progress either.

Protect director. The first year, the Dlie had trouble finding a proj-

ect director (PD) and the superintendent contacted someone he had worked

with in another district. This person was bilingual/bicultural and had

the childrens' interest at heart, but he lacked a real understanding of

Lhe technical issues in bilingual educatir and expezience or training

in the field. Fortunately, there was an .,tructional coordinator (IC)

who was experienced in bilingual education Lad who saw that the PD's duties

were fulfilled. The PD was not hired until August and the IC until Sep-

tember. This resulted in them not attending the district's pre-service

workshop, not selecting staff, and not ordering the core materials. One

problem that the PD and LC encountered was the lack an established power

base. This was the first time in that town that a Chicano had a position

of authority. Both the PD and the IC were therefore hesitant to anger or

wrest power f- the DPP. The PD believed he had the entice five-year

funding pe:. uo start up the program. For this reason, among others,

little was accomplished during the first year.

The second year the PD accepted another job elsewhere and the IC

assumed the PD position. Because this new PD was experienced in bilingual

education and already had spent one year with the project, everything ran

smoothly.

Project support staff. During the first year, the only support staff

was the IC. He did an adequate job, given the fact that ne was also the

project evaluator and assumed many PD duties. The second year the project

hired a ftLl -time demonstration teacher funded by Title VII. She was
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a trained and experienced bilingual T and supportive of the project. She

gave demonstration lessons during classtime for the Ts and TAs. She also

taught science in English and Spanish and performed some IC-type duties.

Overall she was an effective demonstration teacher.

Project instructional staff. This site was unable to recruit quali-

fied bilingual teachers (Ts) for a number of reasons: recruitment did

not begin until July; the site was small and isolated; and the pay scale

was low. The district did not make a serious effort to fill two existing

vacancies with bilingual Ts. As a consequence, all of the project Ts

were Anglo and spoke no Spanish. They knew some vocabulary and simple

sentences but were far from fluent, bilingual, or able to teach in a bi-

lingual classroom. At the start of the year the staff did not believe

in bilingual education but favored ESL. They regarded the N/LES children

as slow learners and did not regard their problems as being language-related.

As they saw the children improving, they changed their attitude somewhat.

Both the young, inexperienced first-year Ts and the Ts who had taught

for many years lacked basic teaching skills. The IC presented inservice

workshops, but Ts rarely attended. He worked on the teacher aides' (TAs)

Spanish literacy so they could teach Spanish reading and oral language

development. Aides attended Spanish literacy classes for 17 weeks for

three hours a week at a community college 25 miles distant. In this iso-

lated location, Ts had little motivation to go beyond the bare minimum

in teaching or to seek training to upgrade their skills. Each T in grades

K and 1 had a half-time TA that was bilingual and bicultural but not bili-

terate. There were only two TAs that were shared by three Ts in second

grade. These TAs taught Spanish and English reading in two reading centers

all morning long. It was the responsibility of the TAs to instruct the

N/LES students in Spanish reading, Spanish language development, English

as a second language, and to teach the FES student Spanish as a second

language. None of the TAs had any education beyond high school and none

had previous training or experience in the classroom. During the second

year, there was more contact between the T and the students due to the

development of a differentiated staffing model whgre the Ts and TAs worked

with all students in different groups.
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Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). In this site,

other persons played very minor roles. Since the project encompassed all

K and 1 and 2 classes in the district, there were no non-project Ts at K,

1, or 2 to provide input on problems. The most common attitude among

upper-grade Ts was that bilingual education was a type of remedial program.

The Anglo and Chicano groups within the community did not communicate much

with each other nor with the district staff. The community was comprised

mostly of farmers and migrant agricultural workers. Toward the end of the

first year, Chicano parents were becom1,4 interested in the program, and

many were attending parent advisory committee meetings. During the second

}teem, many Anglo parents became very interested in their children learning

Spanish.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). Since this

site had received state funds for two years prior to receiving Title VII

funds, they had some bilingual, state-endorsed textbooks. However, since

no specific program had been functioning during those two years, the Ts

had not used and did not know how to use these materials.

When the DPP contacted the SEA during selection/adoption, she was

asked if she were willing to purchase a Spanish-English reeding and lan-

guage arts series and volunteer to pilot the series. She felt it was

a mandate and agreed to it despite the fact that: the site already had

materials for a comprehensive bilingual reading project purchased with

state funds; she was not sure that the new program would be an improvement

or even appropriate for their students; and ita cost represented almost

the entire budget allocation for project materials. The site purchased

the Tivi series, was never contacted to pilot it, and the new PD and IC

found it to be less appropriate than the reading series they already had

This new series was used only as supplementary material. The purchase

of this material meant that the site was unable to purchase other needed

bilingual materials.

Facility locations caused a problem in this site. The K classes

were lotated across town. This fadlity was a dark concrete building
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that had been used previously for the Black children before desegregation.

Children in these classes were bused across town daily to the district

cafeteria for lunch. Almost an hour of instructional time was lost daily

in transporting students. The first and second grade classes were located

in the 1-12 school. Project classrooms were sufficiently large, well lit

and appropriate for instruction.

Because the project budget was reduced during negotiations, the proj-

ect did not have enough funds to hire a community coordinator. Therefore,

the PD and IC had to perform the community coordinator's duties. These

activities got off to a slow start because the PD had just moved to town

in August and the I.C. moved to town in November. But as the year pro-

gressed and they became more acquainted with the community, they were more

effective.

When the site submitted the initial proposal, they requested that

all classes in K,1,2 be funded. They received funding in August, 1977

ier only grades K and 1 in order to conform to the Nuevos Horizontes PIP

which encompassed only K and 1 during the first year of operation. When

the budget was negotiated it was reduced to the extent that they were un-

able to hire a community coordinator. Since the budget was not approved

until August, this resulted in a late ordering of materials. In addition,

as previously mentioned, most of the funds 'llocated for materials were

used to purchase one reading and language series and other areas of the

curriculum were left wanting. Because OBE insisted that the DFP, PD and

IC attend an OBE meeting in Washington in August, there were not sufficient

travel funds remaining for them to attend training conferences the rest

of the year. All of these expenditures left almost no money in the budget

for operating costs. During the second year when the project expanded

to second grade, there were no problems; sufficient funds a budgeted

for the project. They were able to order PIP recommended, core material

as well as additional supplementary materials.

Plans and constref2ts. This district had so few written policies

that nothing really constrained thn project implementation. Because of
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the isolated geographic location and lack of knowledge and experience in

dealing with bilingual education, they were not particularly aware of

nor could they adequately deal with the plans and constraints of funding

and project guidelines beyond the most blatant ones.

Students. The program served approximately 126 students the first

year and 240 the second year. The majority of them were from Spanish-

speaking homes and had parents who were migrant farmworkers. While some

of the students were permanent residents, those that were classified as

migrants often re-entered this site two and three times a year. Most of

the children spoke some English and those who were truly NES were mostly

new arrivals from Mexico and migrant farm workers. The students were of

average ability as judged by achievement scores. However, at the start

of the year, these students were considered to be below average ability

by the staff because they were grouped on the basis of English language

achievement.

Instructional treatment. District policy stressed reading, language

arts, and math as priority subjects. During the project s second year,

science was offered for the first time in the district; it was taught in

the second grade by the project's resource teacher. Science lessons were

presented in English and Spanish. Although several teachers have completed

a number of college hours in Spanish and have received the state certifi-

cation, most were not adequately fluent. Thus, the bilingual-bicultural

aides were responsible for all of the instruction in Spanish. All the

Ts assigned their TAs the responsibility for the Spanish component of

the program. This often resulted in N/LES students having more exposure

to the TA than the T. However, some teacher3 did attempt to present some

lessons in Spanish to small groups. The first year some Ts had a very

trad4tional classroom with no grouping by achievement; children sat in

rows. Some K classes were focused around television programs such as

Sesame Street; in one class, no open books were observed during any of

several visits. The second year, teachers were more flexible in their

classroom management style and began to use reading centers, grouping

techniques, etc. A few classes had learning centers, but these were used

minimally.
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wading and language arts were interrelated. In first grade chil-

dren identified as English monolingual, Frglish-dominant, or bilingual

learned to read in English. A few children, who were ready, were also

taught to read in Spanish. Spanish monolinguals, and Spanish-dominant

children learned to read in Spanish. I second grade, children received

reading instruction in both lsnguages. Reading and language arts were

taught in small groups at reading centers within each classroom. Groups

were instructed by the teacher or the aide, depending on the language

of instruction. Math was taught in English by the teacher to the entire

class. Children who did not understand the English math lesson were

tutored in Spanish by the aide. Children classified as migrant went to

the migrant center every day for thirty minutes of instruction in ESL

or in English oral language development.

The entire morning of each day was devoted to reading and language

arts for all children. Spanish monolinguals and Spanish-dominant children

sent one hour or more learning to read in Spanish with the aide in grade

one. English monolinguals, English-dominant, and bilingual children re-

ceived language arts and reading in English with the teacher during a

period covering two hours. They worked in small groups or did individual

work. In second grade, the aide spent one hour teaching reading in Span-

ish to Spanish monolinguals and Spanish-dominant children. These children

also spent thirty minutes each morning with the aide learning to read in

English. The English monolinguals, English-dominant, and bilingual chil-

dren spent the morning working with the teacher in small groups or working

individually.
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NUEVOS HORIZONTES - SITE C

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. This site is located in a major, highly urbanized metropol-

itan area. It receives students from three adjoining cities and has a

wide SES range. It servic s one of the fastest growing minority and

4$4FSpanish-surname popular ns in the area. The district had 14 elementary,

three intermediate and three high schools for a total enrollment of 16,000

students. Thirty-six percent of the district was Spanish surnamed, yet

the majority of these children spoke English. The district is highly

transient due to upward mobility, not agricultural migrancy.

Overview. This site had previous Title VII funding and had other bi-

lingual education programs operating at both the elementary and secondary

levels. The school district had nevertheless been cited the year before

by OCR as being out-of-compliance. The PIP project served the group of

students with the second greatest need; the first group was served by a

different Title VII project. The second year, the project received a

smaller budget due to a low LES/NES count.

Decision makers. Site C was a sophisticated district with a definite

chain of command. The superintendent was Anglo and spoke no Spanish but

was supportive of bilingual education. The school board was also suppor-

tive of bilingual education and had one Chicano among the five board mem-

bers. The district had received federal and state monies for elementary

and secondary bilingual programs for eight years.

The director of one of the districts' bilingual programs attended

a county meeting and was contacted informally by the TRC and informed

of the PIPs. The director invited the TRC to make a presentation to the

district. Target principals attended the presentation, were shown the

ASK, and were loaned the PIP manuals. An outside consultant was hired

to write the proposal. The project ran smoothly throughout the different

phases as far as the decision makers' activities and policies were con-

cerned.
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Project director. The project director (PD) had been an elementary

classroom teacher in the district bilingual program for two years before

applying for the PD position. The position was advertised statewide, and

she competed agsinst many candidates. She was hired during the summer

for one month to rewrite the proposal because OBE requested thst a revised

version conforming more to the PIP model be submitted. (The initial pro-

posal included a system of satellite schools.) She was hired as PD st

the end of the summer. She interviewed snd hired sll the teacher-aides

(TAs) but was not involved in the hiring of teachers (Ts) as the princi-

pals were very autonomous in this district and hired their own staffs.

She had all the PIP-specified qualifications and was an effective PD.

During normal oudget negotiations with the Office of Education funds

were reduced; as a result, the PD and the instructional coordinator (IC)

roles were merged into one position.

Project support staff. Due to a redum.Lon in the proposed budget the

first year, the PD and IC positions were combined. The person filling this

PD-IC position was very capable and performed adequately. The second year,

the PD assumed another position in the district and split her time between

the new position and serving as project PD. Bowyer, she continued to be

sn effective PD. A full-time IC was hired the second year and focused

primarily on staff development, which included demonstration lessons and

individualized insenrices She was an effective IC having been involved

with bilingual education for ten years. The person serving as a community

coordinator (CC) both years was an experienced CC having occupied a similar

position previously in a different bilingual education project in the dis-

trict. The evaluator was hired on a consultant basis. During the first

year, the project contracted with the county Office of Education for eval-

uation services. The second year, the project contracted with the PD of

a bilingual education project in another district to do the evaluation.

Both evaluators performed their tasks adequately.

Project instructional staff. One of the three target schools already

had two experienced bilingual Ts at grades K and 1; the second school
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waa able to tranafer two bilingual Ta; the third achool had a bilingual

T in the upper gradea whom they tranaf erred to the primary level. The

second year several new Ta aaked to teach in the program. One of the

project Ta waa working on a bilingual apecialiat credential. Each T had

a half-time TA. All of the TAa were bilingual/bicultural and were ade-

quately qualified for their roles. They attended the pre - service work-

shop. (The original propoaal had indicated full-time TAa. However, OBE

would not approve TAa at more than a half-time level aince that waa what

the Nuevoa Horizontes developer aite had had.) All staff were adequately

qualified for their roles. During the pre-service workshop the PD ex-

plained the Nuevos Horizontea project and gave each T a copy of the

Teacher's Manual. However, moat Ta read it at the beginning and did not

refer to it much after that. During the aecond year the majority of Ta

had adequat: language skilla for bilingual inatruction.

Other peraonnel (regular ataff, community, parenta). Other peraona

played very minor roles. Some NILES parents were not eager to have their

Children participate in the project, fearing that their children would

not learn Engliah or not learn it quickly. The project Ta and aite prin-

cipala viaited or called these parents to enliat their support. By the

end of the achool year parents were quite supportive of the project and

aome volunteered time in project clasarooma.

Other resources (materiala/equipment, facilities, funds). The PD

aelected and ordered some of the PIP-recommended materiala. She did not

order all of the recommended materials because aome of them were not appro-

priate, since they were written for Puerto Rican children. Othera, she

felt, were inferior to materiala that she knew. The three target schools

were fairly new and all had comfortable, adequately-equipped clasarooms.

The funda were adequate for both years of project implementation.

Plans and conatralnts. The entire district used the achool board-

adopted reading, language and mathematica curriculum, which was transi-

tional in nature. Therefore, the PIP performance objectivea were used
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only in science and social studies since there were no board-adopted cur-

ricula in those two areas. The project staff did wish to replicate the

PIP project where possible.

Students. Since the district already had a Title VII-funded bilin-

gual program in K-1, the students being served in this project, although

they were also N/LES, were the group with the second greatest need.

Instructional treatment. The district had board-mandated continuums

for scope and sequence in reading, language arts, and math that guided

instruction in English. The project translated these continuums into

Spanish and thus the English and Spanish instructional strands were kept

parallel. All tcco.hera spoke English and Spanish; however, there was a

wide range in fluency and teaching experience. All aides were bilingual

and were used to reinforce lessons presented by the teacher and to give

tutorial help to individuals when needed. Children were grouped in read-

ing and language arts by language proficiency and achievement level. In

grade two children, for the most part, were grouped by achievement level

in math regardless of their language proficiency. Instruction was provided

in the students' native language for concept development and the second

language was used to reinforce. This followed the basic PIP suggestions.

The instruction was adequate. The first year, the site had six classes

in three target schools. Three more classes were added the second year;

there were three kindergarten, three first-grade and three second-grade

classes.

Reading and language arts were considered as separate subjects at

this project site. In grade one, children learned to read in their domi-

nant language. In grade two, FES children continued to read in English

and received instruction in oral Spanish language and Spanish phonics.

Bilingual Children read fn both Spanish and English.

Children were grouped for reading and read with the T and TA. Chil-

dren who read in both languages received 30 minutes instruction daily in

reading per language; FES children read in English for 40 minutes daily.
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Language arts for FES children occured daily in English for 20 minutes

and in Spanish for 15-20 minutes. LES/NES children received 30 minutes

daily instuction in English language arts and 15-20 minutes daily in Span-

ish language arts. Math instruction in English for FES children was 40

minutes daily and LES/NES children received math instruction in English

for 20-25 minutes daily and math instruction in Spanich for 25-30 minutes

daily. Children identified as being eligible for Title I services went

to pull-out reading and math labs daily for 30 minutes.
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NURVOS HORIZONTES - SITE D

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site D is located in a small, semi-industrial college com-

munity near a major metropolitan area. Sixty-five percent of the student

enrollment was Chicano; this enrollment reflects the numerical majority

of Chicano residents at this site, most of whom were employed in unskilled

labor. Thirty-)even percent of the district's Chicano students came from

households in which Spanish was the dominant language.

Overview. This site had a history of successful bilingual education

at the K level for the ten years preceding this project. District support

was strong and the staff was highly prepared and effective. During the

first year, all K students in the district were housed at one school.

The following year, all K and 1st grade classrooms were located in a new

facility. During the summer preceding the second year, an elementary

school was converted to house all K and first grade students in the dis-

trict. The school was organized as an open school with the exception

of a few first grade self-contained classes that were not funded by Title

VII. The 1C program was excellent and had been a demonstration program

for the state for four years. Since it was the principal and resource

teacher of this program who desired the Title VII funds, this site imple-

mented the program only at the K level the first year and expanded to

the first grade during the second year.

Decision makers. The role of the district decision makers (DMs) at

this site was unique. The superintendent was supportive of bilingual edu-

cation but played no role in getting a PIP project nor in its implementa-

tion. The key DMs were the site principal and the resource teacher, who

was slated to be the project director (PD). This district had a bilingual

program with different degrees of intensity for the past ten years. The

principal and prospective PD decided to apply for Title VII funds to im-

plement a program at kindergarten level once again. With the superinten-

dent's permission, they hired a consultant from an outside firm to write
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the Title VII proposal. The consultant informed the site of the PIPS and

suggested they submit a proposal for a PIP project. Both the principal

and the resource teacher supplied the consultant with all the information

needed to write the proposal. The DMs wanted to implement the Nuevos

Horizontes PIP project, yet the Office of Education tried unsuccessfully

to persuade them to accept the Venceremos PIP project instead. As a re-

sult, the site did not receive the Nuevos Horizontes PIP until September.

Project director. The role of PD was successfully shared by the

principal and PD. The PD (who also acted as the instructional coordina-

tor during the first year) and the principal were seen as having parallel

authority by the rest of the project staff. The PD was bilingual/bicul-

tural and had several years' bilingual education experience as both teacher

and resource teacher in the district. She had all the PIP-specified qual-

ifications and was an excellent PD. The principal was Anglo and spoke some

Spanish. The staff had great respect and loyalty toward both the principal

and PD, and it is hard to imagine this kind of a unique program elsewhere.

The principal and PD tried to replicate the PIP project, but their own

program vas substantially better than the program described by the Nuc.os

Horizontes PIP. All project staff at the K school felt responsible for the

success of the project whether they worked directly with project students

or not. During the second year, a full-time instructional coordinator (IC)

was hired and the PD devoted all her time to project management duties.

Project support staff. The project had a very strong, capable sup-

port staff and this added much to the total success. The IC, who was

hired the second year, had taught in the bilingual K program for several

years and had management responsibilities in the program. The full-time

community coordinator (CC) had previously worked as an aide community

liaison, and migrant coordinator. Evaluation was contracted to an eval-

uation firm skilled in evaluation of bilingual education programs.

Project instructional staff. The project teachers (Ts) were all bi-

lingual/bicultural, and experienced. All teacher-aides (TAs) were bilin-

gual/bicultural, and had experience in bilingual education classrooms.
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It would be difficult to find a more experienced, better unalified, more

dedicated, enthusiastic .staff. Since the K schuol had so many Ts before

the project was implemented, it was easy for the principal and PD to decide

who would become the project Ts. The Ts were willing to be dasignated as

Title VII Ts, yet it really rode no difference in their duties and activi-

ties, since the K unit had been operating a bilingual program before Title

VII funding. While the PD used the PIP as a checl.....dt, Ts were not partic-

ularly aware they were implementing a PIP project.

The situation among the project instructional staff was quite a bit

different the second year. This was dua to the fact that the all-K school

had moved to a new facility, which it shared with all of the district's

first grade classes. Most first grade Ts had taught bilinvally before.

Some had bten involved in the Title VII program years ago. Some had taught

bilingual classes the previous year under state funds. Some first grade

teachers, who were not accustomed to bilingual instruction, open-classrooms,

etc.. reeisted the bilingual education program and open class management

style and were allowed to remain in self-contained classes. A few of the

very experienced bilingusl education K Ts were moved into the first grade

component. They were replaced in K h adequately prepared K bilingual

teachers.

Otherersonnelfret-arstadmiP)luntmitarents. In this site,

it is difficult to separste regular and project staff. The entire K-school

snd Title VII first grade section functioned as a body and was operated

as a modular system; children spent 20 minutes with each a several Ts

throughout the day. All of the staff was responsible for the program's

success, attended the same pre- and I., service sessions and cooperated

fully.

The community had both an Anglo and a Chicano group. Although Chi,

canos were in the numerical majority, the schools and the city were run

by Anglos. There were no apparent problems, yet there was little contact

and interaction among these two groups. The principal and PD made a major



effort to inform the community and to include parents in the children's

activities. For example, parents were invited to come to school when

a child first learned to read so that the child could read for his parents.

There was an English language tape-recording accessible by phone so that

one could hear the K-school and 1st grade activities for tha week. The

parent advisory committee meetings were lively and well attended.

Other resources (materials/eq.lipment, facilities, funds). Since the

kindergarten had been operating a bilingual education project for so msny

years, they had many K materisls already available. The K facilities con-

sisted of two portable buildings and one entire school building. During

the second year, the entire district K program moved across town to occupy

an elementary school jointly with all the district's first grade classes.

This building had previously been a K-6 school.

Funds, although sdequate for the first year, were not received until

November; this resulted in late orders for materials. The site ordered

a copy of all of the PIP-recommended materials and used them as supple-

mentsry materials. Funds were adequate and there were no problems with

the budget the second year.

Plsns and constraints. This site selected the Nuevos Horizontes PIP

to replicate but the Office of Education insisted they adopt Venceremos.

They negotiated throughout the summer and finally retained Nuevos Hori-

zontes. As a result, funding was delayed and they did not see the PIP

manuals until the fall. In fact, this really did not create many problems

because the PIP manuals offered little in the way of useful information

for this site; they really did not need the PIP material to install an

effective bilingual education project.

Students. In the first year, the project served approximately 300

students; approximately one-third of those students were identified as

monolingual Spanish-speakers. During the second year, fewer Spanish mono-

linguals were in K but the project was unable to identify the
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reason for this decline. An estimated 120 students in K and 160 students

:n first grade were served by the project during the second year. Less

than one-third of the project students were identified as LES/NES in K.

In first grade, an estimated 56 students were identified as LES and 7

were identified NES.

Instructional treatment. The Title VII project only encompassed K

and first grade. All K and first graders in the district attended one

school, which was organized around three major pods and a few self-

contained classrooms. Children in the K program spent a full day in

school instead of the usual half-day. All Title VII students were dis-

tributed throughout the two pods. Teachers and students did not switch

pods, but new groups of teachers and children within pods formed every

20 minutes at learning centers throughout the day as they moved through

the various academic subjects. All eleven project teachers in the pods

were highly competent, experienced teachers. All teachers and aides

instructing bilingual or Ivt children were bilingual-bicultural. The

teachers who taught English reading and English language arta to mono-

lingual English-speakers were competent, experienced Anglo teachers who

spoke little or no Spanish. However, they never taught bilingual or LEP

children.

Teachers presented all new material and focused on concept develop-

ment while aides did reinforcing activities and tutored individual stu-

dents when necessary. All instruction took place in very small groups

at learning centers and was individualized to the extent possible. Chil-

dren were grouped for each subject by language proficiency and achieve-

ment. Children's questions and comments were accepted by the staff in

either language. Instruction was in the student's native language,

complemented by ESL or SSL classes.

Reading and language arts were not regarded as distinct subjects.

The language arts period in the dominant language included reading, speil-

ing and writing and lasted one hour and fifty minutes every morning. Math

instruction in the dominant language lasted thirty -five minutes. Children
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also received ESL, SSL, language enrichment in the dominant language, or

reinforcement in English reading for thirty-five minutes in the afternoon.

All subjects were taught using performance objectives, which were a combi-

nation of previous site-developed objectives plus PIP-introduced objectives.

All subjects had a continuum of skills, evaluation materials and specific,

keyed materials.
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NUEVOS HORIZONTES - SITES E, F, G

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

The original study plan for the evaluation of the PIP dissemination

field test was based on four sites for each PIP. When seven sites were

actually funded to implement Vuevos Horizontes, it was decided to include

all seven in the study, but to select only four for in-depth analysis of

data The remaining three were to be visited on a slightly reduced sched-

ule with a corresponding reduction in the level of data analysis. The

selection was made after the first two rounds of site visits. Selection

criteria included program size, and extent of implementation. Sites E, F,

and 0, the less intensively studied sites, are described here.

Although two sites, F and G, were located in or near large metropoli-

tan areas, they differed greatly in size. Site F had only two classes the

first year and three classes the second year Site C had 16 classes the

first year and 20 the second year The third site, site E was rural and

had only two classes the first year and three classes the second year

However this site had a concentration of Spanish-surnamed po ?ulation, which

ranged from 10-15% of the approximately 2,500 total area population. The

variances were due to the seasonal needs for agricultural labor in the

area In general, this site was a low- income area Site F was located in

one of the most densely populated regiona in the U.S. It had identified

approximately 1,000 N/LES students in the district during the first year

Site C had a large percentage of Spanish-speaking students. It also had

a history of high attrition, high mobility, and low-achievement scores.

Two sites, F and C, did have bilingual/bicultural teachers and aides

for both years. Site E had one teacher 4ho was bicultural but spoke al-

most no Spanish the first year while the other teacher was Anglo and spoke

no Spanish. Their aides were bilingual/bicultural. The second year they

were able to hire a bilingual T who had taught in another bilingual pro-

gram.
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Site E was very cooperative and the project director was dedicated

and hard-working but lacked project management skills. The first year,

he spent alot of time gaining the cooperation of the principal and super-

intendent, who resented the program, and spent very little time in the

two project classrooms. As a result, very little bilingual instruction

occurred. Teachers had adequate instructional materials but did not know

how to use them. By the second year, the PD gained very strong support

from the Superintendent and was able to hire a well qualified, second

grade bilingual T. Bilingual instruction occurred in this classroom, but

and 1st continued to have less bilingual instruction.

In site F there was a great deal of difficulty between the PD and

principal. While the PD had some knowledge and experience, the principal

was in total control and did not allow the PD any decision - making role.

They had a bilingual education program but this was because of the prin-

cipal's desire that the program succeed since it was in her school--not

because she believed in or favored bilingual education. The PD resigned

after the first year and the principal assumed all the duties of the PD

the second year.

Program implementation in Site G was affected by a number of prob-

lems. The RMC site visitors received the impression that Nuevos Hori-

zontes was viewed locally as an extension of existing bilingual activities

rather than as a distinct, unique project. The PD's position of half-time

PIP - project director and half-time district bilingual coordinator rein-

forced this perception. The PIP project involved t6 classes in foar tar-

get schools during the first year, and 20 classes during tha second year,

more than most of the field-test PIP sites with full-time PDs. Given this

heavy load, the PD, who was not a highly skilled manager, spent little

time in the classrooms. Other complicating factors included personnel

changes in the district administration, and early lack of support by some

principals. Both of these problems increased the difficulty of obtaining

teacher release time and thus affected the cohesiveness of the project and

the implementation of project features. Strong resistance to the project

from some parts of the community and seiool board also presented early

problems for the project.
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By the end of the second year, most of the major problems seemed to

be reduced or eliminated. The instructional coordinator, who appeared to

be effective, was promoted to 111 for the third year of the project. The

team-teaching arrangement, in which students spent at least half (more,

depending on individual needs) of their time with a teacher who spoke

only Spanish, and the remainder with a teacher who spoke only English,

had totential as the basis of a successful program.

Site E was cooperative to RMC throughout the two years of the study.

However, program implementation was minimal and there was little informa-

tion available to RMC. Bilingual instruction was never observed, although

a lot of time was spent observing in the two project classes.

Site F provided little of the information requested by RMC. However,

bilingual instruction was observed there. RN.

It was difficult to meet with the Site G project director, although

the instructional coordinator was helpful. There was also difficulty in

arranging classroom observations, and the formal observations for the

spring 1979 site visit were not done.

Funds were adequate for all sites. RMC did not obtain any signifi-

cant information on parents and community at any of the three project

sites.
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SAVOIR SITE A

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site A is located in a small rural community with a high

concentration of French-speaking persons. The school district, also re-

ferred to as a parish, was comprised of twelve K-4 elementary schools,

two junior high schools and eleven K-12 schools within a wide geographic

area. The district served about 9,000 students, about thirty percent of

whom were from minority groups, mostly Black. Approximately seventy-two

percent of the school population were eligible for free lunch assistance.

Over fifty-two percent of the population in the parish were designated

LES.

Overview. The district administrative and instructional staffs at

this site were generally enthusiastic about bilingual education. Prior

to implementation of the PIPS, the State-funded Council for the Develop-

ment of French in Louisiana (CODOFIL) project had been in existence for

the previous five years. It was a K-5, second-language oriented project,

designed to foster the revival of the French language snd culture in the

state. The district had extensive contacts with a nearby bilingual proj-

ect. During the second year, the CODOFIL project was reinstated in every

participating school, thus accomodating the many students who were avail-

able for participation but could not be admitted into the bilingual proj-

ect.

Decision makers. In deciding to apply for a PIP project, Site A was

responding to the general community and state-wide interest in reviving

the French culture. Although decision makers (DMs) were genuinely inter-

ested in obtaining useful ideas for effective bilingual projects, they

were- also influenced to some extent by the belief that their chances for

funding would be improved if they adopted a PIP project. The director

of federal programs (DPP) initiated the preliminary contacts with the

disseminators (SEAS and TRC representatives). The DFP was the district-

level administrator who was most involved and responsible for decisions
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related to Savoir. He found th ASK materials, the project orientation

materials (POM) and the application materials useful. The POM materials,

in particular, were used for presentations of the project to parents and

principals. Late in August, the DFP received the PIP materials. All

along, he was very actively involved and carried out all of the planning

tasks. The superintendent was active in building support for the project.

Project director. The project director (PD) was identified early in

the year, but not appointed until mid-July. He had experience as a re-

source teacher in the district. He was bilingual/bicultural and had un-

derstanding of and appreciation for the AcadLan and Cajun heritage. He

ensured that participants were involved in decision-making processes.

The PD, French specialist and English curriculum coordinator worked very

closely together. The PD had an excellent relationship with decision

makers in the district. He attended conventions, training sessions and

workshops and, all along, seemed to have sufficient administrative skills

for implementing the project. His initiative was illustrated in integrat-

ing the foreign associate teachers in the project and in the schools. On

the whole, he did a good job both years.

Project support staff. The English curriculum coordinator (ECC) and

the French specialist (FS) had appropriate skills. The ECC was recognized

as a master teacher in the district. He visited classrooms regularly,

kept the focus of his observations on the students' acquisition of the

objectives of the English program, and acted as a resource for the project

Ts. The FS coordinated in-service training relevant to the implementation

of the program in French throughout both years. She frequently visited

classrooms, arranged for workshops or courses in the area of staff devel-

opment, and Eiio led the sessions and solicited feedback on them. The

evaluation was contracted outside the district.

Project instructional staff. In Site it, few French-speaking teachers

(Ts) and teacher-aides (TAs) were available. Most of the project Ts and

TAs were not functionally bilingual and had no skills in bilingual educa-

tion. Within the classroom setting, Ts and TAs teamed up with the foreign
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associate Ts (certificated in Europe) and depended almost entirely on

them for the teaching of the French component of the project. The foreign

associates were qualified teachers recruited in France and Belgium by

CODOFIL to teach French in Louisiana schools for one- or two-year terms.

In the PIP sites, they were responsible for most of the French language

instruction. While the foreign associate program is a unique solution

to providing skilled, enthusiastic teachers with native French language

akills, there are practical difficulties that affected the PIP projects.

The transition to the very different classroom and cultural settings of

Louisiana, with little time for preparation, was difficult for many of the

foreign associates. Together with their support status in the classroom

and low pay, these factors affected morale and contributed to the high

turnover at the end of each year. During the second year of the project,

foreign associate teacher turnover rate was high.

All project Ts, TAs, and foreign associate Ts were committed to the

project, and, as the first year progressed, did an adequate job in the

classroom. The PD had arranged for credit-bearing college courses in

second language teaching for the project Ts. The combination of these

courses and the ongoing inservice program noticeably increased their knowl-

edge of bilingual education methods and materials. Before the start of

the second year, the site held a four-day workshop in August with two days

set aside for participation by consultants from the regional TRC.

Other personnel (regular staff, community events). Community in-

volvement was a problem at this site. For eight to nine years, white

parents had been removing their children from the public schools, yet

they were gradually returning. While many parents were enthusiastic about

enrolling their students in the program, active involvement was still dif-

ficult to obtain. Additional efforts in this area were planned for the

second year of the project. During the second year, the willingness of

parents to participate actively in .roject activities indicated their

increased committment to projec. goals. As a result, one of the strongest

components of the project waa in the area of parent involvement. The
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meetings of the Parent Advisory Committee (PAC) were well attended and

additional efforts were made to ensure that each school had its own sepa-

rate PAC the following year.

Other resources materials /equipment, facilities, funds). Few bilin-

gual materials appropriate to the setting were available commercially.

The site purchased the curriculum materials from a nearby bilingual proj-

ect and from the developer site. There was not as much equIlmeac in use

as the PIP specified, although the district did have some audiovisual

equipment. Project schools were in reasonably good condition. Most class-

rooms were of the traditional, self-contained type. There were displays

in both languages in the classrooms. Project funds were available and

adequate duriag both years operation of the project; by the middle of the

first year he PD sought and received continuation funding.

Bilingual materials that reflect the Louisiana French culture were

available in large number3 early in the school year.

Plans and constraints. In this site, the CODOFIL regulations spe-

cified the availability of the foreign associate teachers and teacher-

training services and the new state accountability law included minimum

standards that students had to meet before advancing to the next grade.

Ts adapted the PIP-specified performance objectives to the state-mandated

minimum standards.

Students. In site A, the pool of potential project students was

identified on the basis of surveys of language concentration and the

interest of principals in having their schools served by the project.

Students whose parents agreed were selected to participate in the project.

They came from families where the dominant language and cultural orienta-

tion were still Cajun. Although some spoke a few words of French, none

were fluent or exclusive speakers of French. In all schools, students

appreciated the Acadian culture, and there were more students available

for participation than the project could accommodate.
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Instructional treatment. Project students were grouped for instruc-

tion according to academic need in each subject area, not according to

language dominance. In this site, the basic instructional approach was

for the regular classrclm T to develop daily lesson plans following the

standard district curriculum. Then the foreign associate T developed

lessons .n French to complement or reinforce the English-language lessons

in all subject areas. The team-teaching approach, characterized by a

variety of teaching methods and activities, provided a means whereby

students received individualized and personalized instruction.

District policy stressed English reading and mathematics as core

subjects; the district had a reading continuum for grades 1-5 for English

reading. Project teachers (u) in grades 1 and 2 were three-person teams

of monolingual English (T), bilingual Cajun-English (TA) and monolingual

French-speaking "foreign associate" T. Ts and TAs depended almost entirely

on the foreign associate Ts for the teaching of the French component of

the project. Students were grouped for instruction according to academic

need in each subject area. Six elementary schools and one K -12 unified

school participated in the project. There were seven kindergarten, seven

first-grade, and seven second-grade classes in this project.

Reading and language arts were not regarded as distinct subjects at

this project site. French instruction was closely coordinated with the

English language curriculum, which was based on district and state guide-

lines and on performance objectives. In this site, some of the PIP-

recommended materials were used along with the curriculum guides from the

developer site and from two nearby preexisting bilingual projects. How-

ever the majority of the materials actually employed were developed by

the project Ts, TAs and the foreign associate Ts. This site used a combi-

nation of whole-class lessons and individual or small group activities.

In grades 1 and 2 instructional time devoted to French approximated

ninety minutes daily while the amount of time allocated to English basal

reading instruction was ninety minutes, 45-minute lessons twice daily.

In grade 2, students received daily reading instruction in both French

and English for the entire year.
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SAVOIR - SITE B

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site B is located in a rural area near a large city; this

region has a high concentration of French-speaking persons. The school

district, also referred to as a parish, is comprised of eleven elementary

schools, which housed either K-3, 4-6, or Kp..6 classrooms, three junior

high schools, and two high schools. The district served about 9,000 stu-

dents, sixty-four percent of whom were designated limited English-speaking

(LES). Over eighty percent of these LES students were concentrated in the

three elementary schools.

Overview. Administrative and instructional staffs at this site were

fully supportive of bilingual education. The district had extensive con-

tacts with a nearby bilingual project. The project encompassed the three

elementary schools in the district with the highest concentration of LES

students.

Decision makers. The most relevant decision-maker was an active su-

pervisor of federal programs (SFP) with experience in bilingual education

and some expertise in dissemination. Within the district, he was a power-

ful administrator through whom all financial matters passed. The super-

intendent's role was minimal but both he and the SFP felt the need for a

bilingual program. Factors influencing their decision to have a bilingual

program included the Lau decision and the general community and statewide

interest in reviving the French culture. They saw adoption of a PIP proj-

ect as a way of securing Title VII funds. Various disseminators (in the

SEA and TRC) informed the SFP about PIPs, assisted him first with the ASK,

then later made available to him xeroxed copies of PiP manuals. Continued

TRC contacts, coupled with the help of the Lau Center staff, helped the

SFP to acquire the technical information needed for writing a proposal.

The SFP was not oriented toward replication, but was concerned about the

Office of Education's role in monitoring project implementation. He was

very actively involved and carried out many of the planning tasks until

the project director was hired late in July.
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Project director. The project director (PD), a man of Cajun descent,

was previously employed as an administrator in the district transportation

department. He had experience as a classroom teacher at the junior high

level. He was a life-long resident of the district. While he did not

have experience in bilingual education, this did not appear to cause a

problem. The PD established a very good relationship with the SFP and

with other decision makers, and planned to foster additional involvement

on the part of principals during the second year. The PD attended the

three-day training session conducted by a consulting firm, and got exten-

sive help from the TRC and SEA consultants. Experienced staff from neigh-

boring districts also helped the PD to a great extent. The PD's initia-

tive is illustrated in the training he provided and in his integration of

the /2 foreign associate teachers in the project and the schools. At the

end of the first year, he spent a month in Quebec with project teachers

attending a summer institute sponsored by the Council on the Development

of French in Louisiana (CODOFIL). The PD, in spite of his late involve-

ment with the project, used the ASK materials, the slide tape/cassette,

and the poster for pre-service presentations. He found the calendar and

the time schedule very useful. He also read the PIP Evaluation Manual

and the Practical Guide for Evaluating Achievement.

Project support staff. Support staff roles at this site varied some-

what from the model outlined by the Savoir PIP. One person filled both

the English curriculum coordinator (CC) and French specialist positions.

He was previously employed as a college professor of French literature

but had some background in second language development and school curric-

ulum. He was functionally bilingual. He ordered the curriculum guides

from a nearby bilingual project and translated these into English. He

also purchased the curriculum guides developed at the original site. He

and the PD jointly developed materials reflecting the Cajun language and

culture associated with the school district. The project contracted with

an outside evaluator.

Pro ect instructional staff. Many of the teachers (Ts) and teacher-

aides (TAs) were of Cajun ancestry and their attitudes were generally
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positive toward the cultural revival. However, the principsls were the

ones who determined the level of interest on the part of the Ts. Then,

based on such an assessment, these Ts were required to participate in the

project. A description of the Savoir project was presented to these se-

lected Ts. Items used in mak -o presentations included the ASK, the slide/

cassette tape, which showed teaching personnel how the project operated in

the developer site, and the poster written in both French and English.

Only a small number of project: Ts and TAs were functionally bilingual.

T Ts did have some knowledge of bilingual education methods and they

had the ability to select, develop and use appropriate performance-Objec-

tives, materials and activities to fit their students' needs. TAs were

barred by state laws from having any instructional duties.

Within the classroom setting, project Ts and TAs teamed up with for-

eign associate is, (native French-speaking Ts certificated in Europe) snd

depended almost entirely on these foreign associates for the teaching

cf the French component. The foreign associates are qualified teachers

recruited in France and Belgium by CODOFIL to teach French in Louisiana

schools for one- or two-year terms. In the PIP sites, they were respon-

sible for most of the French language instruction. While the foreign as-

sociate program was a unique solution to providing skilled, enthusiastic

teachers with native French language skills, there were practical diffi-

culties that affected the PIP projects. The transition to the very dif-

ferent classroom a.,.d cultural settings of Louisiana was difficult for

many of the foreign associates although they adopted quite well. Another

factor that contributed to the difficulties was a reluctance by the for-

eign associates to live in the communities in which they taught. Although

they complained about their support status in the classroom and low pay,

all of the first-year foreign associates remained for the second year.

Ts and TAs, but not the foreign associste teachers, attended the

start-up workshop. In accordance with PIP specifications, the workshop

covered a number of broad areas, such as tee components of the project

itself, the rationale of a program in French ano 4.ts cultural emphasis,
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the performance ,bjectives and their use in monitoring and assessing stu-

dent achievement, and bilingual materials development. The foreign asso-

ciate teachers underwent a three-day training session organized by the SEA

and a two-day orientatical meeting, set up by the di3crict. 1%us, the spe-

cific roles of the Ts, TAs, foreign associates, and the support staff were

made clear. Throughout the first year of the project, the PD arranged for

monthly in-service training for teaching personnel (including the foreign

associates). The district negotiated with local colleges for credit-

bearing courses. Good communication was maintained among the project

instructional staff throughout.

During the second year, teacher turnover was high at one of the par-

ticipating schools. This second year, a major attempt was wade to provide

the foreign associate teacher with local housing; the project benefited by

having them agree to live in the community. However, sonte of them still

encountered problems in making the transition to the rural cultural set-

tinga of Louisiana.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). Community in-

volvement had not been a problem, except that parents attending the Parent

Advisory Committee 'PAC) meetings did not know how to get involved in

community activities to support and extend the project. However, school

programs and activities were well attended by parents and community mem-

bers. Additional efforts aimed at obtaining more active involvement were

planned for the second year of the project.

Otter resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). The dis-

trict was reasonably wel? equipped. There did not seem to be much hard-

ware, although there was a room full of new System 80s at the district of-

fice. Little, if any, bilingual material wag available until the project

staff purchased curriculum materials from a nearby site and curriculum

guides from the developer site. In every classroom, foreign associate

teachers, project teachers, and Cajun TAs c operatively prapared materials

and planned French lessons that paralleled the English components. Ts and
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other project staff also substantially adapted the PIP performance objec-

tives to sui the state-mandated and district standards. Appropriate En-

glish materials were available to classroom Ts, but the French commercial

materials arrived late in the first term. In this site, it did not appear

that Ts had sufficient training to adequately select materials. The site

did develop curriculum activities, identify and adapt relevant social stu-

dies materials, and develop additional French materials for social studies

and otter curriculum areas. This was in keeping with what happened at the

developer site. However, in the development of test instruments, particu-

larly in French, this bite clearly needed more help.

Project schools were in excellent condition. One new school had a

modern open design with four open sections (K-3) surrounding an open li-

brary/media center. Other schools were older and, in those, the class-

rooms were of the traditional, self-contained type. In some of the self --

contained rooms, the furniture as arranged to form learning centers; in

others, the desks were arranged in rows. District offices were adequate,

though not attractive, being located in an old school with adjacent por-

tables. The district had a good tax base and regular programs were more

than adequately funded. These Ts were the highest paid in the state.

Plans and constraints. In this site, factors other than the PIP

determined the direction in which the project developed. The CODOFIL

regulations specified the availability of foreign associate teachers and

of teacher-training services, and the new state account:ability law in-

cluded some limits on the performance objectives used by the project.

Students. The pool of potential project students was identified on

the basis of surveys of language concentration and the interest of princi-

pals in having their schools served by the project. Students whose par-

ents agreed were selected to participate in the project. However, the

students came from families where the dominant language and cultural

orientation were still Cajun. Although some spoke a few words of French,

none were fluent or exclusive speakers of French.
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Instructional treatment. District policy stresses English reading,

mathematics and social studies as core subjects. Project Ts in grades 1

and 2 are three-person teams of monolingual English (T), bilingual Cajun-

bnglish (TA) and monolingual French-speaking "foreign associate" T. The

T and TA depend almost entirely on the foreign associate T for the teach-

ing of the French component of the project. Students are grouped for in-

struction according to academic need in each subjeat area. During the

second yen. _here were nine kindergarten, eight first-grade, and eight

second-grade classes in this project.

Project students were grouped for instruction according to academic

need in each subject area not according to language dominance. It was

the foreign associate teachers' responsibility to present concept devel-

opment activities in French, thus following up on concept development ac-

tivities in English as carried out by the classroom teacher. Because of

the European educational background of the foreign associate teachers,

the PIP-specified method of ordering instruction o3. the basis of perfor-

mance objectives was not uniformly applied across schools. A strict

separation between the sessions in which English and French were spoken

was easily maintained, and no switching back and forth to facilitate un-

derstanding WW1 observed except in kindergarten, where such a practice

is called for by the PIP. The amount of time spent on French instruction

came close to one-third, as specified in the PIP. A team-teaching approach

was used in the classroom, which provided students with individualized in-

struction and a variety of teaching methods an activities. This variety

of methods, activities and role models appeared to contribute to a high

level of student interest.

Reading and language arts art not regarded as distinct subjects at

this project site. French instruction is closely coordinated with the

English language curriculum which is based on district and state guidelines

and on performance objectives. In this site r.oma of the PIP-recommended

materials have been used as have the curriculum guides from the developer

site and from two nearby preexisting bilingual projects. However, the
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majority of the materials actually employed have been developed by the

project Ts, TAs, and the foreign associate Ts. This site used a combina-

tion of whole-class instruction and indiviaual or small-group ae,:ivities.

In grades 1 and 2, instructional time devoted to French is approxi-

mately ninety minutes daily. The amount of time allocated to English

basal reading instruction is ninety minutes daily, 45-minute lessons twice

daily. In second grade, student6 receive daily reading instruction in both

French and English throughout the entire year although the PIP does not

require the addition of French reading until third grade.
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SAVOIR - SITE C

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site C is located in a small, rural community with a large

concentration of French-speaking persons. ift-v: school district, also

referred to as a parish, was comprised of eight elementary schools which

housed either K-2, K-3, 3-6, or 4-8, and seven high schools which housed

7-12, 4-12, or 9-12. The district served about 8,758 students, about 41%

of whom were Black. Approximately 37% of the population in the district

were receiving food stamps. Eighty-Lwo percent of the students in the

district were designated LES. Three elementary schools participated in

the project.

Overview. The district administrative and :nstructional staffs were

enthusiastic about bilingual education. Prior to implementing the PIPs,

this site had a Title VII-funded bilingual project. Also, the state-funded

Council for the Development of French in Louisiana (CODOFIL) project was

in existence in the district for the previous five years. It was a K-5,

second-language oriented project, designed to foster the revival of the

French language and culture in the state. The district had extensive

contacts with a nearby bilingual project.

Decision makers. The first contact regarding bilingual PIPs at this

sits was between a Title VII project director (PD), later to become the

PIP PD, and an OBE representative. The superintendent and the school

board were supportive of bilingual education. Besides viewing PIPs as

a way to obtain Title VII funds, the decision to apply was influenced

by the general community and state-wide interest in reviving the French

culture. The regional Training Resource Center (TRC) and the State Edu-

cation Agency (SEA) staff informed the PD further about PIPs; TRC staff

assisted her in writing the proposal. She was very actively involved

and carried out most of the planning tasks until she was assigned the

position of Savoir PD in the middle of July 1977.
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Project director. The PD was of Cajun descent. In addition to her

PIP duties, she maintained her previous Title VII position, which had

given her bilingual management experience. She had a strong background

in bilingual education, having worked as a French bilingual specialist

at the elementary and secondary level. She had an excellent relationship

with the superintendent and thus was in a position appropriate for direct-

ing the project. She was a very effective PD and generated a climate of

enthusiasm for the PIP project, both among the project and regular teachers.

Project support staff. The English curriculum coordinator and the

French specialist were committed to the project and to bilingual education.

Their language skills were sufficient to fulfill their roles in the proj-

ect. Both were doing a good job and fulfilling their respective roles in

the project. The evaluator was a private consultant with experience in

bilingual project evaluation. He was based at a nearby university. He

performed his job efficiently and was available to the PD for consulta-

tions.

Project instructional staff. Very few project teachers (Ts) and

teacher-aides (TAs) were functionally bilingual or had skills in bilingual

education. Within the classroom setting, project Ts and TAs teamed up

with the foreign associate teachers, certificated in Europe, and depended

almost entirely upon them for the teaching of the French component of the

project. The foreign associates were qualified teachers recruited in

France and Belgium by CODOFIL to teach French in Louisiana schools for

one- or two-year terms. In the PIP sites, they were responsible for most

of the French language instruction. While the foreign associate program

is a unique solution to providing skilled, enthusiastic teachers with na-

tive French language skills, there are practical difficulties that affected

the PIP projects. The transition to the very different classroom and cul-

tural settings of Louisiana, with little time for preparation, was diffi-

cult for many of the foreign associated. Together with their support

status in the classroom and low pay, these factors affected morale and

contributed to the high turnover at the end of each year.
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All project Ts, TAs, and foreign associate Ts were committed to the

project and were effective Ts. The project Ts' prior experience, current

college training, and ongoing in-service program, were the major influences

on their instructional roles. The foreign associate teachers' prior Euro-

pean educational background and the district ongoing in-service program

were the major influences on their instructional roles. The TAs were

barred by state law from having instructional duties. Tha PIP had no dis-

cernible impact on instruction at this site. During the second year,

foreign associate T turnover late was high.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). Community in-

volvement was a problem. For eight to nin3 years, many white parents,

including those of French descent, had removed their children from the

public schools, but they were gradually returning. While many parents

were enthusiastic aboat enrolling their students in the program, active

involvement was still difficult to obtain.

During the second year the willingness of parents to participate

actively in project activities indicated their increased ccmmittment to

project goals. Each school had a Parent Advisory Committee (PAC); the

meetings were well attended. Some parents assisted Ts and TAs in class-

room activities, and many participated in other project events that sup-

ported and extended the project.

Other resources (materials/equ/pment, facilities, fundll. Pew bilin-

gual materials were commercially available to the project for this setting.

The site purchased the curriculum materials from a nearby bilingual project

and from the developer site. Most of the English instructional material::

used in project classrooms were already in use in the district. The French

specialist developed new French curriculum materials based on the curricu-

lum guides purchased from a nearby bilingual project. Also, he substan-

tially adapted the PIP performance objectives to suit the state-mand-ted

and district standards. There was not as much equipment in use as tint PIP

specified, although the district had some audiovisual equIpment. The

project classrooms were large and quite aequate :or project instruction.
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In some of the classrooms the furniture was arranged to form learning cen-

ters; in others the desks were in rows. The PD's, curriculum coordinator's

and French specialist's offices were located in a modern building that

housed most of the district's special projects. The available space was

adequate. Project funds were available and sdequate during the first year

of operation; by mid-year the PD was seeking continuation funding and

prospects for continued support for the second year looked good.

Plans and constraints. In this site, the regulations of the CODOFIL

specified the availability of the foreign associate teachers - aacher-

training services. The new state accountability law include° we limits on

objectives, in that there were minimum standards that students had to reach

before advancing to the next grade. Ts adapted the PIP-specified perfor-

mance objectives to the state mandated minimum standards.

Students. In tnis site, the pool of potential project students was

identified on the basis ef surveys of language concentration and the in-

terest of principals in having their schools served by the project. Stu-

dents whose parents consented were selected to participate in the project.

Participating students spoke a few words of French, but none were fluent

or exclusive speakers of French.

Instructional treatment. District policy stresses English reading

and mathematics as core subjects. Project Ts in grades 1 and 2 were three-

person teams of monolingual English (T), bilingual Cajun-English (TA),

and monolingual French-speaking "foreign. associate" T. T and TA depended

almost entirely col the foreign associate T for the teaching of the French

component of the project. Students were grouped for instruction according

to academic need in each subject area, not according to languaga dominance.

ft was the foreign associate teachers' responsibility to present concept

development activities in French, thus following up on concept development

activities !II English as carried out by the classroom teacher. Because of

the Etropean educational background of the foreign associate teachers, the

PIP- specified method of order!ag instruction on the basis of performance
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objectives was not uniformly applied across schools. A strict separation

between the sessions in which English and French were spoken was easily

maintained, and no switching back and forth to facilitate understanding

was observed except in kindergarten, where such a practice was called for

by the PIP. In Site C the amount of time spent on French was much less

than what was specified in the PIP. A team-teaching approach was used in

the classroom, which provided students with individualized instruction and

a variety of teaching methods and activities. There were eight kindergar-

ten, eight first-grade, and eight second-grade classes in this project.

Reading and language arts were not regarded as distinct subjects at

this project site. French instruction was closely coordinated with the

English language curriculum which was based on district guidelines and

performance objectives. In this site some of the PIP-recommended materi-

als were used, as had the curriculum guides from the developer site and

from two nearby preexisting bilingual projects. However the majority

of the materials actually employed had been developed by the T, the TA,

and the foreign associate T. This site us'd a combination of whole class

lessons and individhal or small group activities.

In grades 1 and 2 instructional time devoted to French approximated

sixty minutes daily, while the amount of time allocated to English basal

reading instruction was ninety minutes daily (two, 4S-minute daily ses-

sions). In grade 2, students received daily reading instruction in English

from October through mid-year, then reading instruction in both French and

English for the entire year.
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SAVOIR - SITE D

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site D is located in a small rural community with a high

concentration of persons whose native language is French. The three

participating school districts consisted of three elementary schools,

two of which housed K-8, while the other one housed grades K-6. Two high

schools served these three elementary districts. The districts served

about 1,640 students. Fifty percent of the school population was eligible

for free lunch assistance. Between fifty to sixty percent of the project

children were designated LES.

Overview. District support for bilingual education was strong. The

district had previously implemented a Teacher Corps project, which had a

positive impact on the development of bilingual education in the state.

Decision maker. The most relevant decision maker was an assistant

superintendent who was informed about the PIPs by a professor at a nearby

university. The superintendent's role was minimal, but both he and the

assistant superintendent felt the need for a bilingual program. Motivation

to apply for a PIP project was influenced to some extent by the belief that

their chances for fundin would be improved if they adopted a PIP project,

although they were also interested in obtaining useful ideas for implement-

ing an effective bilingual project. The assistant superintendent went to

a nearby university for help in preparing a proposal for Title VII funds.

The university personnel had been associated with the Teacher Corps project,

knew the TRC staff and were familiar with the PIPs. The assistant superin-

tendent carried out most of the planning tasks and was involved until

a project director was hired late in August.

project director. The project director (PD) came from a bilingual

home. She was previously employed as a staff member in a bilingual mate-

rials development center in this region. She was aware of project goals,

philosophy and features well before she was hired, having attended a P!P
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presentation given by a staff member of the Office of Planning, Budgeting

and Evaluation the preceding year. She established a very good relation-

ship with the decision makers and quickly became aware of district mech-

anisms and hierarchy. She sought technical assistance from the university

personnel mentioned above. In spite of the fact that she was hired late,

she was able to start the project effectively and efficiently. She had a

solid knowledge of laws, policies, and guidelines affecting the project.

Throughout, she demonstrated a strong commitment to the project and to

bilingual education. At the end of the first year of the project, she

spent six weeks in Dijon, France, where she attended various training

sessions snd workshops.

During the second year of the project, the quality of communication

among everyone involved remained high. The pp did not have sufficient

time available for staff observation; as a_result project teachers were

not visited on a regular basis. However, the PD organized a comprehensive

staff development program.

Project support staff. Support staff roles varied from the model

outlined in the PIP. The French specialist, hired by the PD, acted as a

demonstration teacher, supervisor of TAs, and resource teacher for the

development of French curriculum units. He was working full-time and

resigned at the end of the first year. The English curriculum coordina-

tor was also hired by the PD. She acted as a demonstration T, and super-

visor of TAs, and was responsible for coordinating the French and English

curricula. She also resigned at the end of the first year and the PD had

to select replacements for both positions. Both had been doing well in

their respective assignments.

THe Parent-Community Coordinator directed the preschool program based

in the homes of preschoolers themselves; she taught demonstration lessons,

supervised TAs and developed curriculum units. In the morning, an addi-

tional bilingual specialist acted as a full-time K teacher and in the

afternoon served as a resource teacher and supervisor of TAs for Grades 1

and 2 in the third participating school.
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During the second year support staff turnover rate was high and the

PD allocated a considerable amount of time to fill vacancies and train

new staff members. Support staff roles did not vary from the model that

was followed last year.

Project instructional staff. In this site, only a small number of

participating classroom Ts were bilingual. All of the project TAs were

bilingual. A fourth full-time staff member, the bilingual specialist,

acted as a K teacher, resource teacher, and supervisor of TAs for grades

1 end 2 in one of the project schools; she was also bilingual. All proj-

ect Ts and TAs were committed to the project, and as the year progressed,

most of them were doing an adequate job in the classroom. The PD had

arranged for and was teaching credit-bearing college courses in second-

language teaching for the project Ts, and these, as well as the successful

ongoing in-service program, noticeably increased Ts' knowledge of bilin-

gual education methods and materials. All of them appeared to be enthu-

siastic and the project appeared to be having a positive impact on student

and staff motivation.

During the second year, teacher turnover rate was very high and the

PD allocated a considerable amount of time to fill vacancies and train

new teachers.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). Wale in two

if the participating districts, the PIP project enjoyed the full support

of the community and the parents, in one participating district parental

support was a problem. Some parents in that district did not want to en-

roll their students in the program, since they viewed any attempt to teach

French as increasing the barrier to educational success.

The willingness of participants to become involved iu a student ex-

change program with a nearby French-speaking Canadian elementary school

indicated the degree of the commitment of the community to project goals.

Such a program represents a unique solution to providing increased oppor-

tunities for crossing into a nearby French-speaking Canadian province.
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Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). One major

influence at this site was the Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction

(ECRI) materials. This site devoted considerable effort into developing

French materials corresponding to the ECRI materials. Some commercial

materials were also employed in the program, and money was allotted for

teachers tr buy materials that might be helpful in the design of French

units of instruction. Most of the PIP-recommended instructional materials

were already in use at this site; the remaining PIP-recommended materials

were subsequently purchased, along with the curriculum guide from the

origination site which was not mentioned in the PIPS. Project schools

were in good condition. District offices were somewhat crowded, but ade-

quate. Regular programs were adequately funded.

Plans and constraints. In this site, factors other than the PIP

were more influential in determining the direction that the project took.

Among these factors were: the ECRI program; the newly passed state law

on mandatory competency-based testing, which affected instructional ob-

jectives and the essessmInt of student progress; and the guidance received

from a nearby university.

Students. The criterion for student selection was that either the

father or mother be a French speaker or that French be spoken in the home

by other family members. A majority of the students who participated were

not actually French speaking. In this site, French was used primarily in

language arts and social studies. The amo_....t of time in which French was

spoken to students was much lower than the one-third of the day recommended

in the PIP.

This site employed ECRI, a mastery learning technique which purported

to enhance vocabulary and comprehension skills through the use of written

and oral drill. Individual and small work groups were integral parts of

the instructional methodology. Students rotated from one station to

another throughout the morning, working successively with the regular

classroom T, the French T, and the French TA.
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Instructional treatment. District policy stresses English reading

and language arts as core subjects; in addition to oral skills, students

in grade I were introduced to reading and writing French. There was very

little emphasis on bicultural curriculum or activities. Project Ts in

grades 1 and 2 were organized as three-person teams of monolingual English

T, TA, and bilingual French-English teacher. There were five kindergarten,

five first-grade, and five second-grade classes, and three third-grade

classes in the second yer of the project.

The methodology used for French reading instruction followed the dis-

trict's practice for English reading instruction; it was based on ECRI, a

mastery learning technique aimed at enhancing vocabulary and comprehension

skills through the use of written and oral drill. Individualization and

small groups were an integral part of the instructional methodology.

The ratio of French daily instruction to students varied somewhat

across schools and ranged anywhere from twenty to thirty minutes. Instruc-

tional time devoted to English basal reading instruction was ninety minutes

daily. At this project site, first grade students received English reading

and French pre-reading instruction. for the entire year, while second grade

students received reading instruction in both French and English for the

entire year.
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VENCEREMOS - SITE A

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site A is a small, rural community of 4000 persons of which

over half are Chicanos. Fifty-six percent of the students in the district

are Chicanos. The district consists of four schools: a preschool and kin-

dergarten school, a first through fifth grade elementary school, a junior

high school through grade eight, and a high school.

Overview. This site had a Title VII-funded bilingual project for the

previous five years. District support for bilingual education was strong.

The PIP project provided funds for continuing the district bilingual edu-

cation program. In addition, the district had a state-funded bilingual

project in grades K-3. The projects operated smoothly both years. The

district as a whole was essentially stable and personnel, instructional .

techniques and attitudes were not subject to major change. The district

had a strong emphasis on reading and language development almost to the

exclusion of other subjects. The reading program rigidly required stu-

dents to progress at a set pace.

Decision makers. The superintendent at this site was formerly an ad-

ministrator at the Venceremos origination site, approximately twenty-eight

miles away. This decision-maker was generally familiar with the PIP proj-

ect management component. Decision-makers felt their chances for a second

five-year cycle would be enhanced by participating in a field study of PIPs,

yet the district was not really interested in replicating a PIP project.

Decision-makers were favorably disposed toward bilingual education and were

supportive of the project. The district's curriculum coordinator, a Chi-

cane, was the former Title VII project director snd was strongly supportive

of the project. The level of district commitment to bilingual education

generally and to the existing bilingual project specifically was strong.

Project director. The role of project director was already established

in the district from the Title VII project over the preceding five years.
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The project director was a Chicane and formerly a bilingual teacher for the

district's previous Title VII project. While she bad no training or ex-

perience in project management, she had functioned as a project-director

substitute on a few occasions when the project director was away. The PD

was connected to a regional bilingual resource and support network and

used that network as a source of information about bilingual education;

this participation was an indicator of a etrong commitment to bilingual

education. Overall, she was an effective project director.

The project director's management style and function were not influ-

enced by the PIP-specified function in any significant way.

Protect support staff. The project support staff included a commu-

nity liaison (CL) and an outside evaluator/staff development consultant

(EV/SDC). A PIP-specified instructional coordinator (IC) was not hired

by the district because it didn't want to have to absorb another middle-

management position when the Title VII funds terminated. The CL position,

while not PIP-apecified, was a pare- professional positioh that existed in

the previous Title VII project and was merely carried over. The same per-

son continued in that role. This person was a very competent Chicane and

coordinated the project's parent education activities, mobilized parent

volunteers and produced a regular project newsletter. She performed her

job very well both years.

The EV/SDC was affiliated with a large private contractor who wrote

Chia site's Title VII-PIP proposal with the expectation that, if funded,

they would receive the contract to conduct the project's staff develop-

ment and evaluation. The EV/SDC was assisted by several persons from the

same company; all were very competent, efficient and established good rap-

port with the project staff. During the second year, the EV/SDC concen-

trated on training the project staff in instructional-delivery techniques

and borrowed extensively from Montessori techniques for math instruction.

The staff configuration and roles of the project's support staff were

not influenced in any major way by the P1P specifications and guidelines.
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Prolect instructional staff. Three of the four project teachers

(Ts) and all the teacher-aides (TAs) were Chicanes and formerly in the

district's previous Title VII project. They were all very competent, ex-

perienced and committed bilingual teachers; they did their job very well.

For the most part, these Ts did not regard the PIP favorably and did

not use it. During the first year, they resented the weekend and after-

school in-service sessions, and, particularly, the development of perfor-

mance objectives. However, by spring, this negative attitude had subsided.

The instructional role of TAs was already established in the district, as

were all other project roles. The project TAs performed their job well.

Several of the project Ts were attending a nearby university and working

on master's degrees in bilingual education.

During the second year, one of the two K Ts took a maternity leave.

This T was an English monolingual T who team taught with a bilingual T.

The T on leave was replaced by another English monolingual T. As planned,

the project expanded into the second grade during the second year. The

project T and TA assigned to Chic grade were trained and experienced

bilingual instructors.

The PIP influenced neither the staffing configuration nor the roles

of the project's instructional staff. However, the project had funds

budgeted for staff development activities and this resulted in required

in-service sessions. The focus of this training was not a response to

teacher-initiated concern as the PIP recommended; the hiring of the SDC

had a direct impact on the Ts because it created additional training ses-

sions and several work sessions devoted to writing performance objectives.

To a great extent, the PIP influence of additional staff development activ-

ities was superfluous for these experienced and competent bilingual in-

structors.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, oarentll. The school

principal was not well informed about the project and was not an enthu-

siastic supporter of it during the first year. The project director
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avoided working through the principal unless absolutely necessary. During

the second year, the principal attended several orientation/ t-aining ses-

sions for district administrators conducted by the SEA. After these ses-

sions, the PD reported that the principal was better informed and more

cooperative and supportive of the program.

The district also operated a state-funded bilingual project; there

was frequent contact between the two bilingual projects. About half of

the non-PIP project teachers were Chicano, including all the state bilin-

gual project teachers. Some team-teaching between PIP-project and regular

teachers occurred. The allocation of a TA to PIP-project To created some

tension from the regular To who had to share a few TAs among them. For

the most part, the regular staff was superficially informed about the pro-

ject and viewed it as compensatory; while they were not enthusiastic sup-

porters, they were not an obstruction. By the end of the first year, some

regular To acknowledged that the project was serving students whom they

could not serve adequately and acknowledged that it made their jobs easier.

The regular staff did not influence the operation of the project in any

noticeable way.

The patents at the project site had a long histoty.of very active

involvement in school affairs. It was not uncommon to have two hundred

patents turn out at meetings. For this reason, the district decided to

limit the parent representation on advisory committees to one parent per

grade level. Parent volunteers were not permitted in the classroom by

district policy. A district-wide parent advisory committee (PAC) for bi-

lingual education existed. This PAC reviewed the project proposal and

endorsed it. The bilingual PAC met regularly and members were elected

by patents, not appointed by the district. A lot of communication flowed

both to and from the PAC to the district. During both years, the project

conducted parent education workshops that were well attended.

Other resources (materials /equipment, facilities, funds). This proj-

ect had an abundance of bilingual materials available due to its prior
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Title VII project and the district-wide, state-supported bilingual proj-

ect. In addition to classroom materials, the project director's office

was well stocked with a wide assortment of resource and reference materi-

als in both languages. Some of the project classrooms were large and

well equipped; however, the district's kindergarten classes (all in the

project), located at an old, run-down school--the old Chicano elementary

school--were cold and reeked of gas fumes in the winter. The project

director's office was almost as large as the principal's; the project had

a second classroom-size office shared by the project secretary and the CL.

In addition, the project had a teacher's resource/work room that was used

by project Ts, parents and the CL for preparing materials. None of the

instructional materials or facilities used in the project were PIP-

influenced. The majority were already in use prior to this project's

existence.

Project funds were allocated in late-summer of the first year; this

delay meant some last minute T assignments and created a lot of pressure

on the project's start-up and initial operations stages due to late prep-

aration of lessons and curriculum materials. However, the staff's prior

bilingual-project experience eased the pressure considerably. In the fall

of 1977, the Office of Bilingual Education augmented the project's budget

by providing additional unsolicited funds for evaluation, staff develop-

ment, travel and equipment. This appropriation was intended to allow the

site to conform with 12/P specifications for the field test. The project

purchased a photocopy machine with some of these funds. Since the school

previously had to use the high school's copier, the project had a valuable

and much needed resource which they willingly shared with non-project

personnel. This created considerable goodwill by non-project Ts who made

use of the copier.

Plans and constraints. The state education codes as well as state

and federal bilingual education rules and regulations were the project's

guiding force. The district had no Office of Civil Rights problems. The

project derived its direction from the district's prior experience in bi-

lingual education. PIP recommendations and guidelines had no noticeable



impact on the project. There were no OE sanctions for failing to repli-

cate the PIP project.

Students (Ss). The project served grades R-1 the first year. First

grade Ss had been in the previous Title VII bilingual project and merely

continued on to this project's first-grade bilingual classes. The proj-

ect expanded to include grade two during the second year. These Se had

two years of prior instruction in a Title VII bilingual program. Teachers

end the project director reported that although the Ss had some, albeit

limited, English proficiency, they scored low on an English-language pro-

ficiency test. They also reported a comparable limited proficiency in

Spanish language among the project Ss.

Instructional treatment. The instruction received by the project

Ss continued to be guided by the district's experience in bilingual edu-

cation. The PIP instructional component was vague and generalized, thus

the PIP impact on classroom instruction was negligible. For this reason,

and because of pressure from aome school personnel, all project students

received reading instruction in Spanish and English concurrently.

District policy at this site requires that a student progress through

a specified number of books in the bassi reading program. Students who

have not completed all of the readers required at that grade level for

the academic year are retained, irrespective of how close to completion

they are. The project has abundant current, commercially-available bilin-

gual instructional materials and a well-stocked workroom for preparation

of locally-developed instructional materials. Project Ts in grades I and

2 were trained and experienced biligual Ts, with appropriate fluency in

both Spanish and English. The Ts conduct all instruction and used TAs

to reinforce it. There were two first-grade and two second-grade class-

rooms in this project.

Reading and language arts are regarded as distinct subjects at this

project site. The majority of the students get their instruction in En-

glish, although a few students get forty minutes of Spanish reading two
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or three times a week; this time block is shared with cultural and cre-

ative arts instruction and these subjects are alternately taught during

the week but without a regular alternation schedule. In one of the two

second-grade classrooms, students get forty-five minutes of Spanish read-

ing instruction daily. Instruction in reading, language arts and math is

done in small groups; listening and activity centers are commonly used

for most lessons.

The instructional schedules for grade 1 were identical. Students

received sixty minutes of English reading instruction in groups and an

additional thirty minutes of supplemental reading on a daily basis. They

received thirty minutes of math instruction and thirty minutes of language

arts Instruction daily. As already noted, project students in grade 1

also recevied forty minutes of Spanish- reading instruction several times

a week. The instructional schedules and amount of time devoted to in-

struction varied to an extent in grade 2. Each of the two classrooms daily

had sixty minutes of reading instruction in groups and thirty minutes of

spelling and also thirty minutes of math instruction. Students in one

classroom got forty-five minutes of Spanish-reading instruction daily,

thirty minutes of English oral language three times a week and handwrit-

ing the remaining two days each week. The other second-grade classroom

devoted thirty minutes daily to English oral language instruction.

354

20 e#



VENC -B...1

VENCEREMOS - SITE B

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Site B ie a small, eemi-rurel town with a population of

approximately 18,000, of which thirty percent are Chicanos. Over half

of the elementary school children in this district are Chicano, and the

percentage ie steadily increasing. The school district, was comprised of

three elementary schools, one junior high and one high school.

Overview. This site had a etete- funded bilingual education project

for the two years prior to Title VII funding. The district was under a

federal court order in a school desegregation suit that remained unre-

solved after a decade. In response to an Office of Civil Rights (OCR)

desegregation suit, the district adopted a cluster-school approach to

school integration whereby district schools were designated to serve spe-

cified grade levels. Thus, one school served all the students in grades

Km-1 in the district, and so forth. The level of commitment to bilingual

education in this district was minimal end guarded. The majority of the

project teachers were not bilingual nor trained as bilingual teachers.

The project director and the instructional coordinator swapped positions

at the end of the first year. This staff change did not disturb the

continuity of the project to any appreciable extent.

Decision makers. The district decision-makers were fundamentally

conservative and resistant to change. They were proud that they never

left the basics. During the first year the superintendent stated that

he was willing to try a Title VII project for one year to see if it would

produce results. Although the district was skeptical about bilingual

education, they felt that the PIP project, ,ateed on an exemplary program,

was worth a try. This attitude oleo prevailed during the second year of

the project.
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Protect nirector. The project director during the first year wss

a Chicane with over twenty-one years tenure with the district; she was

formerly a bilingual teacher and coordinated the state-funded bilingual

project in the district. This latter assignment provided her no release

time and actually made few time and administrative demands. With this

minor exception, the project director had no prior training or experi-

ence in project management. Although she did an adequate job, the non-

supportive climate and lack of sufficient bilingual teachers made the

project director feel inadequately trained to handle the role. By year'a

end, the project director had decided to resign this position and assume

the role of instructional coordinator for the project, a position for

which she was array qualified and experienced. The PD for the second year

had considerable administrative experience; her prior staff development

role in the project permitted her to introduce instructional strategies

as well.

Project support staff. During the first year, the project support

staff included a half-time, instructional consultant (IC) and an outside

evaluator/staff development consultant (EV/SDC). The IC had prior admin-

istrative exp_rience and was working on a doctorate in education admin-

istration at a major state university. She was very competent and sup-

portive of the project; this helped bolster the project director. Her

primary functions were to observe instruction, assist in the writing of

performance objectives, and assist in conducting parent workshops; her

role also included conducting staff training sessions. The EV/SDC at

this site was the same person contracted at Venceremos Site A. He was

affiliated with the contractor who wrote the site's Title VII proposal

with the expectation of receiving the contract for the project's evalua-

tion and staff development components, if funded. This EV/SDC was as-

sisted by several persons employed by the contractor, all of whom were

very competent, including the EV/SDC. The project director, however,

felt that these persons were not sufficiently available and were provid-

ing very few direct services to the project. The primary function of

the EV/SDC was project evaluation; the IC conducted most of the staff

development activities during the year.
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During the second year, the first-year PD assumed the IC role as a

full-time position. She continued the same functions performed by the

first-year IC yet extended the claaaroom obaervationa of inatruction and

provided a considerable amount of direct asaistance to project Ta, partic-

ularly the aecond grade Ta. In addition, the IC assisted in the aaaess-

ment of the appropriate language and level for reading instruction to

determine placement of all new children. The project contracted with a

different EV the aecond year; the PD had a greater role in specifying the

nature of the evaluation aervicea that the EV provided. The PD had a

prior acquaintance with Chia EV, which helped to ensure a positive and

effective relationship between them. the EV was very competent and re-

aponsive; he was based at a major univeraity about an hour away from the

project site.

Protect instructional staff. During the firat year, three of the

twelve K.-1 project teachers (Ts) were Chicanes. Three project Ta were

experienced bilingual Ta, of which two were trained as bilingual teachera.

The real of the project Ta were monolingual, yet three had completed a

100 -hour language course offored by the SEA to obtain a bilingual endorse-

ment. With one exception, the project Ts were competent and experienced,

although not as bilingual Ta. All project Ta were already working in the

district. The majority of these Ts were recruited into the project by

the school principal with the assurance that they would aerve for only

one year, at which time they would be relieved by other regular teachers.

About half of the project Ta were supportive of the project. At year's

end, five of the aix K and three firat grade Ta left the project.

Each project T was assigned a teacher-aide (TA). All of the TAs were

Chicano and bilingual; moat of them were committed to the project. One

of the twelve project TAs, a Chicano male, was very committed and politi-

cally atrong; he was very supportive of the project director. In grade 1,

three of the six Ta were bilingual; teaming these bilingual and monolingual

Ts eased the problem somewhat. The T and TA roles were not influenced by

the PIP; they were defined by prior practices in the project aite. Resis-

tance by project Ta to writing performance objectives was so atrong that
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the PD chose to do it for the Ts in a committee comprised of herself, the

district curriculum coordinator and the part-time IC. K Ts were not satis-

fied with the draft of the objectives and became inolved in rewriting

them and coordinating them with district objectives.

'During the second year as the project expanded to the second grade,

two of the five second grade Ts were experienced and trained bilingual

Ts. These two Ts had previously taught in the district's state-funded

bilingual program. Of these five Ts, only one had state bilingual certif-

ication; bilingual certification was pending for two of the remaining

four Ts.

Other The K.1 school

principal was alternately supportive and resistive on some issues. By

the end of the first year, although he was not committed to the project,

he was generally more neutral and mildly supportive of the project direc-

tor. The other school principal for the second and third grade school was

generally more supportive of the project. For the most part, the regular

staff was only superficially informed about the project and although gen-

erally friendly, they were skeptical about its value.

A parent advisory committee (PAC) for the project was formed and oper-

ated, yet its function was largely procedural. There wasn't any evidence

of broad-based community or parent support for the project the first year.

However, by the end of the second year, there was a noticeable improvement

in parent participation on the PAC.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). The major-

ity of the instructional materials used in the project were already in use

in the district. Additional materials were purchased with Title VII funds

in the latter part of the first year. The Spanish-language materials in

use were influenced largely by the SEA's service center which provided

technical assistance and staff training to state and federal bit. Igoal

projects in the area. The equipment used in the project was c; ,zedy in

use in the district.
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During the first year, the project director and project secretary

(PS) initially shared a small office that aad no telephone and could only

be entered through the school library or the principal's office. By mid-

year, a project telephone was installed and the PS moved into the adjacent

library, creating a project outer office. At the beginning of the second

year, the project office was moved to a district building that also housed

the district curriculum coordinator's office and a variety of county so-

cial service programs. This building was located directly across the

atreet from the main district administration building. These project of-

fices were large, well lit, and provide adequate space for the PP, IC,

and PS. The project was aituatul at two of the three district elementary

achools. Project classrooms were well equipped and adequate for project

instruction.

Project funds were available in mid-July during the first year.

This allowed sufficient time for start-up activities.

Plans and constraints. This site had a desegregation court order

dating back ten years; in December, 1977, OCR cited the district because

it was found to be out of compliance with the Lau remedies.

State educational code and district policy guided the project imple-

mentation. Local policies prevented the hiring of appropriate project

teachers at the time these teachers were available. The majority of the

project Ts were English monolinguals. PIP guidelines influenced the

project's staff configuration. They also influenced the conduct of pre-

service and in-service workshops. During the first year, the project

director used the PIP project management directory to gauge her perfor-

mance, but not to define her role since in numerous cases the PIP mate-

rial did not provide sufficient information.

Students. The project served grades the first year. First grade

students (Ss) had been served by the state funded bilingual program the

previous year. The project expanded to include grade 2 during the second

year. These Ss had two years of prior bilingual education, of which one
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year was in the Title VII program. Project staff reported that project

Ss were generally more conversant in English than in Spanish, although

they lacked proficiency in both languages. All of the project students

were LES and, presumably, within a normal range of ability; with very few

exceptions they were all Chicanos. They were not from migratory families

and thus constituted a very stable student population.

Instructional treatment. The project served all of the district's

LES students with assessed limited English-speaking proficiency in grades

K-2. Project students were in integrated classrooms yet they received

most of their instruction through language-proficiency grouping within

the classroom in K and across grade-level classrooms in first and second

grades.

Project instruction stressed basic skill development. This emphasis

conformed with the district's instructional orientation. Instruction was

not influenced in any noticeable way by the PIP. District policy stressed

reading as a priority subject area; the district had a reading continuum

for grades 1-5 for English reading. Moreover, the district had recently

adopted a policy requiring the development of performance objectives; this

policy preempted a possible PIP influence of their instructional program.

During the first year, there were six K and six first-grade class-

rooms in this project. Project Ts were organized into two-person teams

that paired a monolingual English and a bilingual Spanish-English Ts. All

Spanish language instruction was done by bilingual Ts. In monolingual T's

classrooms, TA often initiated and/or reinforced lessons in Spanish. All

grouping in subject areas was by ability in most cases. During the second

year, there were five K classrooms, six first and five second grade class-

rooms. First grade project Ts were paired into two-person teams comprised

of a monolingual English and a bilingual Spanish-English T. There were

two such teams in K and in second grades, respectively. In each of these

two grades, one project T functioned within a self-contained classroom.
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Reading and language arta were regarded as distinct subjects at this

project site. A district-adopted oral language program (LEIR) was used in

most first and some of the second grade project classrooms. The majority

of the project students received their initial instruction in English and

reinforcement in Spanish. In grade 1, project students received an hour

or more of Spanish reading and language development as well. Instruction

in reading, math and language arta was done in small groups; activity cen-

ters were commonly used for moat lessons. In grade 1, some of the project

students were pulled out to get English reading instruction from a Title I

reading specialist during the first year.

Instructional time devoted to languag- arts varied from a minimum of

two hours to three hours and forty minutes daily. Of thin, the amount of

time allocated to Spanish/English basal reading instruction varied from

one hour to one hour and fifty minutes daily. Math instruction varied

from twenty minutes daily to thirty-five minutes four days a week.
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VENCEREMOS - SITE C

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site C is a small, fast growing community with an annual

population growth rate exceeding 13 percent. This expansion is due to

industrial and agricultural growth in the area. The school district was

comprised of six elementary schoola, two junior high schools and one high

school. Over 17 percent of the elementary enrollment in the district is

Chicano, most of which is concentrated in three of the elementary schools.

Chicano enrollment has increased district-wide by over three percent an-

nually in recent years.

Overview. Conditions in this district favored the installation of a

bilingual education project. The district had twice atte 'upted to submit

a Title VII proposal for funding. The district was generally progressive

and had prior contact with the Venceremos origination site. The district

had a migrant pull-out program with a well-trained bilingual staff and had

a competently staffed evaluation unit. In early fall of the second year,

the project director and project secretary quit the project; this action

destabilized the management and coordination of the project throughout

the first half of the academic year.

Decision makers. None of the district decision makers were bilingual

or bicultural. The superintendent was supportive of the project but only

nominally involved. The prime movers for project adoption were the dis-

trict's federal project officer and district evaluator. The district

manifested a strong interest in installing a bilingual education project

although not necessarily in replicating a PIP project. The level of dis-

trict commitment to bilingual education generally was strong; the district

saw bilingual education as a way of meeting the special needs of a segment

of its students.

Project director. The project director hired the first year was a

Chicane; she was bilingual and had previously worked for two years as a
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curriculum and instructional trainer with the federal training resource

center (TRC) in the region. Prior to that, she was s bilingual classroom

teacher for several years. She had no specific training or direct experi-

ence in project management, although ahe was generally effective ae a

project director. Eer management style and role were not influenced by

the PIP in any significant way. Thia PA resigned her job in early Octo-

ber, 1978. The PD position was vacant for almost four months; the exist-

ing project instructional consultant (IC) attempted to fulfill both the

PD and IC roles. Mid-year, s new PA was hired. He was the present IC's

husband. Like hia predeceaaor, this PO had no specific training or direct

experience in project management. He was formerly a classroom teacher in

the district yet had some graduate training and experience in education

administration. In spite of this, the district decision- makers regarded

him aa primarily s teacher and student counselor. Nis attempts to inter-

vene directly in cleeeroom instruction and hie ineiatence on teacher com-

pliance to hie directives aliedated him from most of the project Ts. An

outside observer, a TEC trainer, reported that this PA pushed too hard

and had an abrasive management style.

Project support staff. The project support staff consisted of a

pereprofeeaional community liaison (CL) and a project evaluator (EV).

The diatrict initially planned to hire an instructional consultant (IC),

aa specified in the PIP, but could not find a auitsble applicant until

midway through the academic year.

The CL was Chicane and bilingual, maintained contact between the

project end parents and also acted ae s quasi school social worker. This

staff position was not PIP apecified, yet the CL role for this project

was influenced by the role performed by the migrant education project's

CL. Thus the CL role was already defined and established in the district.

The EV was already employed by the diatrict and was written in ae half-

time evaluator for this project. He was highly competent and supportive

of the project. He also often led the dietrict'a proposal writing team

efforts and was thus highly knowledgeable of district policies and proce-

dures. He was an important asset and made an important contribution to
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the project. His presence and support for the project provided much

needed continuity during the second year.

During the second year, a new CL was hired. She wee Chicane and bi-

lingual and assumed all the duties of the previouE CL. The IC was Chicane

and bilingual; she had prior experience both as a bilingual classroom

teacher and as a bilingual resource teacher. She performed the dual PD

and IC role instil mid-year. She was competent and effective with the

project Ts.

The staff configuration and roles of the project's support staff were

not influenced in any major way by the PIP specifications and guidelines.

Project instructional staff. All of the four project teachers (Ts)

during the first year were Chicanes and bilingual. Three of the four

were already employed in the district; one of these three worked as a

teacher with the migrant program. The fourth teacher was a credentialed

T working as an aide, also with the migrant program. None of these Ts

were trained as bilingual Ts. Although they were all competent and effec-

tive Ts, two of them appeared not to be very committed to the project and

resisted the directives of the younger and less experienced project direc-

tor. These two Ts were participating in a Teacher Corp program to obtain

their master's degrees. The other two Ts, particularly the former teacher's

aide (TA), were receptive to and welcomed the'project director's efforts

to assist them. This teacher taught a regular K class in the morning and

a bilingual K class in the afternoon. Each of the Ts had a TA who had an

instructional role in the classroom. All the TAs were Chicanos, bilin-

gual and were effective in the classroom. One of these TAs was attending

college and working towards a credential. Another TA was also a project

parent and cn officer of the project's parent advisory committee.

The hiring of one project T, the reassignment of another T and the

hiring of all the four project TAs was done in late-summer due to late

funding. There was very little time in which to prepare adequately for

the beginning of school, With the exception of the project director's
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guidance to the two receptive Ts, the PIP influence on the Ts' role and

instruction was negligible.

During the second year, the project was expanded to include two

second grade classrooms. The two additional project Ts were neither bi-

lingual nor bicultural yet both had training in bilingual education. One

had several years experience; the other was a brand new, inexperienced T.

Both were new to the district. However, both T appeared to be very com-

mitted to the project. One in particular was extremely well organized

and devoted a lot of additional time to her work. They were both compe-

tent and effective Ts.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). The project was

located at two schools. One of the principals (P) was initially skeptical

of the project. Halfway through the first year, he became supportive, and

later was enthusiastic about the project and very supportive, having ob-

served the project Ts commitment and hard work. The other P was generally

neutral toward the project, as were the regular Ts at both schools. They

were neither enthusiastic nor obstructive of the project. For the most

part, the regular staff was only superficially informed about the project.

A major source of support for the project came from the district's migrant

education project personnel. There was a close and supportive relation-

ship among the migrant and bilingual education staffs at both schools how-

ever the cooperativeness by migrant education project management personnel

dissipated considerably during the second year.

Many of the parents of children served by the project lived a good

distance from the schools. Some still lived year-round in labor camps

in the area. Parent participation was limited to a few members serving

on the project's parent advisory committee (PAC). The PAC was formed by

the PD and CL; its function was largely procedural.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). The

English-language materials used in the project were already in use in the
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district. The Spanish-language materials used by the project were influ-

enced l&rgely by the project directors' prior experience, and to some ex-

tent, by the district's migrant education program. Both project directors

were well informed on available materials in bilingual education and drew

on this experience to slake appropriate selections for the project. PIP

guidelines and recommendations did not influence the selection of materi-

als in any noticeable way. The equipment used in the project was already

in use in the district.

The project was situated at two of the district's six elementary

schools. The six project classrooms were large, well equipped and ade-

quate for project instruction. The PD's, CL's and EV's offices were

located in a modern, district building that housed all of the district's

special projects. The available space was limited but adequate and com-

pared equally to that available to all the other special projects in the

district.

Project funds were allocated in late-summer of the first year. This

created staffing problems because the PD, TAs, two Ts, and the CL were not

hired until shortly before instruction began.

Plans and constraints. State education code, federal bilingual rules

and regulations, and district policy guided the project implementation.

The increasing minority enrollment in several of the district's elementary

schools caused the district to take voluntary and preemptive moves to pre-

vent segregated schools in the district.

Midway through the first year, the local teachers' union won an agree-

ment that required all middle-management district personnel to convey all

directives intended for project Ts as recommendations through the school

principal. This action limited the project director's direct-line author-

ity to the project teachers.

There were no Office of Education sanctions for replicating the PIP

and the district was only nominally interested in doing so. The PIP
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influenced the hiring of TAs, the PD, IC and the EV; it also influenced

the number of staff development workshops held but not their content.

The PIP impact on classroom instruction was negligible.

Students. All of the project students were presumably within a nor-

mal range of ability. With very few exceptions, they were all Chicanos.

Thirty-nine percent of the Chicano students in the district were classi-

fied as migrants. All of the project students scored low on an English-

language proficiency test. Comparable data on Spanish-language prof i-

ciency suggests that project Ss varied considerably in their Spaniel-

language proficiency.

Instructional treatment. The project instruction received by the

children stressed oral language development and basic skills. The PIP

impact on classroom instruction was negligible. Project Ts in grades 1

and 2 operated self-contained classrooms; they used their TAs to reinforce

instruction. A few, unspecified number of project students received the

majority of their instruction in Spanish. All grouping was done by ability

within language groups. There were two first grade and two second grade

classrooms in the project, divided equally among two district schools.

Reading and language arts were regarded as distinct subjects. The

majority of project students received their instruction in English. In

addition, project students received ESL or SSL instruction, depending on

their language proficiency. In grade I, project students were taught

English and Spanish reading. Instruction in reading, language arts and

math occurred in small groups; reading instruction was individualized to

the extent possible. Activity and listening centers were used extensively

at this site. An unspecified, although small number of project students

received special reading and, to a lesser extent, math instruction on a

pull out basis from the schools' migrant resource room.

Reading instruction in the migrant resource room and in one of the

two second-grade classrooms employed the Guzack method of individualized

367



VENC -C...7

reading instruction. Instruction in this same grade 2 classroom was

organized around student contracts and learning centers.

Instructional time devoted to reading and language arts varied across

classrooms and grade levels. In grade 1, thirty minutes were devoted to

English reading and 20 to 30 minutes to Spanish reading. Twenty minutes

were devoted to ESL or SSL instruction and thirty minutes allocated to

math instruction. Math instruction was conducted in either Spanish or

English, depending on the studenta' language proficiency. One of these

firat grade classrooms devoted fifteen to thirty minutes alternately to

penmanship and library visits several days of the week, and fifteen min-

utes twice a week to Spanish singing.

Altogether, from one hour and twenty minutes to one hour and fifty-

five minutes daily were devoted to language arts and reading combined in

grade 1. In grade 2, a total of two hours and twenty minutes daily were

devoted to language arts and reading combined, daily, with one hour of

that time devoted explicitly to reading. Twenty minutes daily were de-

voted to SSL and to ESL instruction, respectively, and also to English

language arts. Twenty-five minutes were allocated for math instruction

daily.
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VENCEREMOS - SITE D

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting.. Site D is a small, rural, mostly unincorporated exurb.

Twenty-four percent of the students in the district are Chicanos. The

district has three elementary schools, one middle school, one junior high

school and one high school. The project school has a Chicano student

enrollment of 48 percent, compared to 15 and 25 percent at the two other

elementary schools.

Overview. This site had a state-funded bilingual project for the

previous two years that extended from K to grade 4. The PIP project

installed in the district was a K-3 project the first year and expanded

vertically into grade 4 the second year. The project school was an

individually guided education (IGE) school and featured team-oriented,

individualized instruction. The project staff was competent and the

project ran smoothly both years.

Decision makers. The superintendent was supportive of bilingual

education and for several years had been gradually preparing the district

for installing a bilingual project. He committed district funds to hire

two teachers on an extended 210 day contract--25 days more than a regular

contract--to prepare instructional materials. Other district decision

makers (DMS) were generally supportive of bilingual education. Conditions

in the district favored the installation of a bilingual education project,

however district decision makers were not very interested in replicating

a PIP project. The prospects of increasing their chances for Title VII

funding led them to adopt a PIP project.

District DMS chose the Venceremoa PIP because of its similarities

to the IGE concept already present in the district and because of its

perceived match to the characteristics of the student population in

the proposed project school. IGE is a team-teaching, democrafically-

oriented approach to individualized instruction.
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Project director. The project director (PD) was a Chicane who was

formerly employed as a curriculum and staff development specialist in a

large, very progressive and predominantly Chicano-staffed school district

in the nearby metropolitan area. While the PD had no prior training or

direct experience in project management, she was a strong, enthusiastic

administrator and supporter of bilingual education and was very well con-

nected to regional and state support and advocacy networks in bilingual

education. She was a very effective PD and created a climate of enthu-

siasm for the project, both among the project staff and the regular staff.

The PD essentially defined her own role; her management style and role

were not influenced by the PIP specifications and guidelines to any no-

ticeable extent.

Project support staff. The project support staff included a para-

professional parent coordinator (PC), a project secretary (PS), a full-

time instructional coordinator (IC) and an evaluator (EV) contracted to

conduct the project evaluation.

The PC role waa not specified in the PIP. The PC was a Chicane,

parent of a project student and was very active in school and community

affairs. She performed her role as liaison between the project and par-

ents very well. At the end-of the first year, she was offered a position

as teacher-assistant (TA) in the project. The PS was Chicane, parent of

a project student and very efficient and helpful. The IC during the first

year was formerly a regular teacher in the district's middle school and

had considerable experience in curriculum development yet had no formal

training in/or experience with elementary, bilingual curriculum. She was

hired in mid-year and provided some direct instructional assistance to the

project teachers yet concentrated primarily on directing staff development

activities. In January of the second year, this IC resigned her post and

was replaced by the projects' second-grade T. The second-grade position

was filled by an experienced bilingual T. She was bilingual and Chicane.

She had a bilingual teaching credential and had taught in a bilingual pro-

gram in the late sixties; her moat recent experience was as an ESL teacher

in an adult education setting. The EV was a private consultant with
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considerable expertise snd experience in bilingual education evaluation.

He was based in a city one hour away. While he performed his job very ef-

ficiently, he was not readily available to the PD for consulation except

during specified on-site meetings since he was very overcommitted and busy.

He was also contracted to perform the project evaluation for the second

year. He coordinated the fell pretesting of project children yet he was

unavailable after that. As a consequence, the PD decided to hire another

EV to complete the project evaluations. This EV was bilingual snd Chicano

snd was very knowledgeable and competent in the evaluation of bilingual

education programs. The PC position was filled by a bilingual Chicane who

resigned mid-year. She was replaced by another bilingual Chicane. These

PCs assumed all the functions performed by the PC during the previous

years. They performed their job efficiently.

The staffing configuration, but not the roles of the project staff,

was influenced by the PIP. The PC position was notably not PIP- specified.

Pro ect instructional staff. During the first year all of the four,

K-3 project teachers (Ts) were trained in bilingual education. At year's

end, all had earned s master's degree in bilingual education. Two of the

four Ts were Chicanes; ell four were bilingual yet one of them was only

moderately fluent in Spanish. All four Ts were experienced bilingual Ts,

having taught in the school's state-funded bilingual education project for

the previous two years. These four Ts were assigned to be the Title VII

project Ts. All four were committed to the project and were effective Ts.

A strong feeling of solidarity existed among these Ts, largely as a result

of their common endeavors in working toward their master's degrees snd

their prior years of teaching in the state-funded bilingual education

project in the school. Their prior experience and current university

training were the major influences in their instructional roles. The PIP

had no noticeable impact on classroom instruction.

A teacher-aide (TA) was assigned to each project T. These four TAs

were Chicanes and bilingual. One of the TAs was formerly a Title I aide;

another TA had been a secretary in the district office; another one had
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served as a volunteer and substitute; and the fourth was a new hire. How-

ever, all four TAs were hired and assigned to the project after a regular

competetive selection and hiring process. All of them were strongly sup-

portive of the project and performed their instructional roles efficiently.

Although the TA instructional role was already established in the district,

the PIP reinforced this TA role in the project.

The project expanded into the fourth grade during the second year.

The fourth-grade T was bilingual and Chicane. She had training in bilin-

gual education and had state bilingual endorsement. She had recently re-

ceived her teaching credential and this was her first teaching job. Her

TA was the projects PC during the previous year.

Other personnel: regular staff, community, parents. The project was

located in one of the district's three elementary schools. The principal

(P) during the first year was a very dynamic, innovative person who was

very supportive of the project. She developed a close working relation-

ship with the PD. This P took s leave of absence during the second year;

her replacement was also very supportive of and cooperative with the proj-

ect staff. Instruction in the project school was team-oriented snd the

project Ts had considerable contact with the regular Ts. Planning, sche-

duling and instruction were conducted by grade-level teams in all areas

except language arts. In this arrangement, non-project Ts had to evaluate

project Ts and vice versa. In general, the regular Ts regarded the proj-

ect favorably. Initial tensions over the lunchroom and playground duties

of the project TAs were readily dissipated when the nonclassroom duties of

all TAs were assigned equally. The regular staff influenced the project

in a major way because they taught project students in areas other than

language arts.

Parent participation by project parents in the district was minimal

prior to the project's installation. The project's parent advisory com-

mittee (PAC) was formed by the PD and consisted of those parents who at-

tended an initial project briefing by the PD. One day of the pre-service
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session was devoted to formulating strategies to increase parent partici-

pation. Throughout the first year, the level of parent participation in-

creased as more project parents were recruited. The PC and IC had ongoing

contact with the parents and held several parent education workshops.

Some parents were involved informally as classroc. volunteers. By year'a

end, evidence of parental support for the project was visible. This level

of participation extended through the second year.

Other resources: materials/equipment, facilities, funds. Initially,

the majority of the instructional materials used in the project were al-

ready in use in the project school. The Spanish-language materials in

use were mostly those used in the state-funded bilingual education proj-

ect in previous years. The project conducted a needa assessment of their

curriculum materials and used the fincangs to guide their purchases of

materials for content areas in both languages to fill in the gaps in

project materials. The selection of those project materials was also

influenced by the SBA's area service center that provided technical as-

sistance and staff training to state and federal bilingual projects in

the designated area. Another major influence was the bilingual education

program at a nearby university in which the project Ts were enrolled;

another influence was the innovative practices of school districts in the

region. The PIP recommendations and guidelines were judged by the-project

Ts to be dated, vague and generally inadequate, and were not used for ma-

terial selection or to guide instruction. When PIP objectives were com-

pared to existing district performance objectives, the project regarded

their scope and sequence and instructional objectives as far superior to

those recommended by the PIP. The PIP objectives were correlated with

the existing objectives; these performance objectives were then used by

project Ts to guide instruction. The equipment in use in the project

classrooms was largely already in place in the district.

The project classrooms were quite adequate; all of them were quasi-

open classrooms; they were adjacent to regular classrooms and were sep-

arated by a partial wall. The project's offiug was small and a bit

crowded but was adequate and well equipped.
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Project funds were received in midsummer and permitted adequate time

for preparation of in-service workshops. However, the project Ts' pre-

vious experience and available materials and lesson plans permitted the

Ts to cope well with the hasty start-up-and initial operation activities.

In the fall of 1977, the project received an unsolicited allocation

of $35,000 to augment the underbudgeted project funds. These funds were

used to hire a full-time IC and a half-time PC, and to purchase office

furniture, audiovisual equipment and materials for learning centers.

Plans and constraints. The stste education codes, state and federal

bilingual education rules and regulations and local district policies and

practices guided the project's implementation. Tice number but not the con-

tent of staff development activities was PIP-influenced, as was the proj-

ect's stsff configuration. Otherwise, PIP recommendations and guidelines

had a negligible effect on the project. The project derived its direction

from the Ms' and the district's prior experience in bilingual education.

Students. The majority of the project students were presumably with-

in a normal range in ability. With few exceptions, they were all Chicano.

They were not from migratory families and were thus a stable student popu-

lation. There were only a few monolingual Spanish-speaking students, yet

all the project atudents scored low on an English-language proficiency

test. Project Ts reported that the Ss also were not very proficient in

Spanish. Tice project served grades the first year. With the excep-

tion of incoming students in K and other grades, all tat through 3rd grade

project Ss were previously served by the state-funded bilingual education

project in the school. Tice project expanded into grade 4 during the second

year. These students had one year of prior instruction in the Title VII

bilingual education program and three years of bilingual instruction in

the state-funded program.

Instructional treatment. The project instruction received by project

children stressed baaic skills development. The PIP impact on classroom

instruction was negligible.
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At this site all non-bilingw1 instruction was conducted by grade-

level teams. In this arrangement, project students received reading and

language arts instruction from projAct Ts and all other instruction from

grade-level teams, which include their project Ts. Project Ts in grades

I and 2 were experienced, trained bilingual Ts. Project Ts conducted in-

struction and used their TAs to reinforce this instruction. All grouping

of project students was by ability. There was only one classroom per grade

level in this project.

Reading and language arts instruction were regarded as a unified sub-

ject and conducted in onb block of inetructional time. With very few

exceptions, project students received instruction in English. However,

for language arts, all project students received both Spanish and English

language arts instruction. This instruction was conducted in small groups;

within groups, reading was individualized to the extent possible. Listen-

ing and activity centers were commonly used for language arts instruction.

A district-adopted reading system, the Peagus system, was used for English

reading instruction. Special Title IV funds were available for training

Ts and purchasing materials under a Right to Reed grant.

Grade 1 devoted one hour and forty einutes to English language arts

and one hour and twenty minutes to Spanish language arts instruction

daily. Grade 2 devoted and additional fifteen minutes daily to silent

reading in English. Both grades 1 and 2 devoted one hour daily to math

instruction.
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APPENDIX B

First-Year Advisory Panel Recommendations

The advisory panel consisted of ten representatives from the fields

of bilingual education and communications. They were chosen to insure

that the views from various language groups, different geographic areas,

and distinct areas of expertise were represented. A complete list of the

panel members will be found in Table B-3. Each panel member is listed as

participating in one working committee, but all panel members contributed

to the general discussions. The panel met for two days at the close of

the first year of the PIP implementation study, and again to review the

draft final report. This appendix desciibes the first meeting., which af-

fected the direction of the second year of the study. The panel also had

a major impact on the content and organization of the final report.

The advisory panel comments are summarized on the pages that follow

together with summaries of RMC presentations to which the panel responded.

Panel members were not always in agreement, so certain statements may

represent the views of only one or two people and may contradict other

statements.

The panel members tended to consider the problems presented in the

broadest application possible and not limit their comments to the much

narrower concerns cf the study; therefore, not all of the suggestions are

within the scope of the study. However, valuable comments were received

in the area of PIP revisions and student evaluation. In other areas, RHO

recommendations were confirmed.

Panel comments are presented in four sections corresponding to the

four subcommittees in which panel members met: Target LEAs, Projects and

Practices, Delivery System, and Student Outcome Evaluation. Within each

section, the RMC study questions, findings, and recommendations precede

the panel comments.
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Target LEAs

"Target LEAs" refers to both the LEAs that chose to adopt a project

via a PIP and to the pool of LEAs that form the potential market for any

future revised PIPs.

RMC Study Questions Addressed

1. To what extent were the projects chosen by the adopters appro-

priate to those adopters?

2. What factors (context, PIP, and other) influenced implementa-

tion of the PIP projects?

RMC Study Findings

In fourteen of the fifteen Spanish-English sites, the linguistic

characteristics of the students being served were comparable to those of

the originating sites. Many of these students came from homes where only

Spanish is spoken, while some came from bilingual home environments. Many

were Spanish dominant when they entered school. In one of the fifteen

sites, the number of Limited English Speaking pupils was small relative

to the total number of students in the project. In the four French - English

sites, the students were not fluent in French although French was spoken in

some homes. These students differed somewhat from those of the originating

site, where more French was spoken.

In many sites, the PIP projects called for resources that were not

available at the adopter sites. Such resources included skilled, committed

bilingual teachers, as well as project directors experienced in administra-

tion and in bilingual teaching.

Most of the adopting LEAs were not receptive to the idea of whole -

project adoption. They found it necessary to modify projects to fit

district constraints. Because of the way they were selected and the fact

that only two languages are involved, the 19 adopter LEAs cannot be con-

sidered representative of the total LEA market for bilingual projects.
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RMC Recommendation

Market analysis to identify the size and characteristics of the

populations to be served as well as the resources available to LEAs for

implementing projects should precede the selection of exemplary projects

for dissemination.

Panel Recommendations

The panel concurred with the RMC recommendations, but it was stated

that even before a market analysis, it was necessary to ask "What do we

have to offer?" Concern was expressed over the use of the term "market"

as this can be interpreted in a narrow, commercial sense. RMC was using

the term to mean any potential user of revised PIPs.

There was concensus among panel members that the PIP foimat as it

existed was not well suited to disseminating bilingual programs of prac-

tices, and that substantial changes were necessary. In relation to target

LEAS, panel members stated that the PIPs should reflect different contexts.

This would mean that the packages, as well as the packaged projects, would

be designed to function in a specific type of setting with a specific type

of student population. This in turn would have implication for the future

dissemination of PIPE'. Other suggestions concerning PIP revisions are

listed in Table B-2 (under "Delivery Systems"), together with revision

recommendations from the other subcommittees.

Panel members disagreed on the most appropriate market for revised

PIPE'. Some felt the materials should be revised specifically to help newly-

funded programs, while others said the market should not be restricted

in any way. A final decision on an appropriate market for a revised PIP

depends on whether USOE wants to diffuse specific, exemplary projects and

practices to LEAs or whether USOE only wants to respond to LEAs' requests

for information. A list of information that is frequently requested by

LEAs was provided by the panel (Table 8-1).
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Table 8-1

Information Frequently Requested by LEAs

1. Lists of instructional objectives.

2. Strategies to get support from administrators, including lists of
good articles on rationale, research project results, different
approaches to suit local political climate.

3. Description of the teacher training that is available. Course
descriptions that could be offered to local universities, especially
of practical courses in the methodology of home language teaching
in all subject areas.

4. Description of the training that is available for aides. An aide
training manual.

5. Description of state certification requirements and state guidelines.

6. Suggestions for increasing parental participation.

7. Suggestions for getting the public to understand the rationale for
bilingual-bicultural education.

8. Lists and descriptions of testa used by bilingual programs.

9. Lists and addresses of Lau Centers, Title VII network centers, and
bilingual education organizations.

10. Descriptions of methodology of bilingual education.

11. Lists and descriptions of materials available. Information on how
to assess and select an appropriate set of materials for a particular
context.

12. Discussion of common pitfalls of bilingual programs and suggestions
as to how they might be avoided.

13. Suggestions on how to solve the problems of specific contexts such
as:

new implementors with monolingual English speaking teachers.
new implementors with bilingual teachers.
LEAs who wish to upgrade or improve their bilingual program.
LEAs where students may be bilingual but underachievers.
LEAs where students are fluent-English speakers and a bilingual
program is desirable.
LEAs with various languages represented.
LEAs who experience a continuous influ; of students with limited
English skills.
LEAs with a small number of students with limited English skills
at various grade levels.
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Projects and Practices

"Projects and practices" refers to existing bilingual education

metbodology, materials, tecbniques, and metbods of project organization

tbat are potentially available for dissemination.

RMC Study Questions Addressed

1. What kinds of practices oranojects Should USOE attempt to diffuse

and bow sbould tbese practices be selected?

2. What is tbe nature of LEA requests for assistance (e.g., identi-

fication of effective practices, assistance in complying witb regu-

lations, assistance in implementing projects)?

RMC Study Findings

Analysis of tbe tbree Spanisb-Englisb PIPs showed tbat tbe three

projects as described in tbe PIPs, did not differ significantly. The

French- English project was unique Primarily in the language served. Dif-

ferences observed among adopter sites could be attributed to contextual

conditions and not to PIP-project specifications. The original descrip-

tions of the tbree Spanisb-Englisb PIPs in the ASK differentiated them on

tbe basis of student population Characteristics. However, the procedures

outlined in tbe packages did not address tbese differences.

Adopter sites reported some common problems in their efforts to

implement PIP projects. The instructional component of the PIP packages

provided general principles, but there was very little specific metbodology

tbat was belpful to teacbers. Some of tbe PIP-recommended instructional

materials were over five years old at tbe time of tbe field test and were

judged inferior by teacbers when compared witb other materials then avail-

able. Similarly, some of tbe features incorporated in tbe PIP projects

were considered out-of-date because they reflected past conditions and

regulations.
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The prerequisites for adoption specified in the ASK materials, espe-

cially a bilingual teaching staff, were not available at some sites. Many

sites did not have a well defined student selection procedure that incor-

porated the use of a language proficiency instrument. The PIP suggestions

in regard to student selection were often incompatible with state law.

RMC Recommendations

If separate Spanish-English PIPs are to be disseminated, they should

differ in significant ways. Por example, different program models could be

developed for various types of student populations. Also, models could be

developed that take into account that some LEAs have limited resources- -

such as few bilingual teachers and limited expertise. The packages also

need to hsve more specific information on bilingual education methodology

in order to be useful at the classroom level. Since new materials are

constantly being developed, it would be more useful to list sources of

materials and provide guidelines for assessment and selection rather than

recommend specific materials. Specific student selection procedures can be

described, but because of various state lsws no single procedure can be

recommended. It would also be highly desirable to shorten the time span

between identification of model projects and their dissemination.

Panel Recommendations

Many of the panel members' comments focused on the need for a better

fit between a packaged project and local conditions. For example, they

felt different strategies were required for different language groups

and for students with different degrees of proficiency. They also felt

different strstegies should be offered to districts with specific limita-

tions. Por example, districts with few bilingual teachers could use a

team-teaching model, a roving bilingual teacher, or especially well trained

aides. However, it should not be implied that these solutions are prefer-

able to a staff of bilingual teachers. Without exception, panel members

opposed whole-project adoption and favored PIP materials that would present

a collection of alternatives from which sites could select. Panel members
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accepted RMC's recommendations and offered additional suggetions for PIP

revision. These comments are summarized in Table B-2, under "Delivery

Systems."

Two additional comments were offered by the panel. First, it was

suggested that proposal formats be consistent with any project organization

system disseminated by USOE. Second, the selection of exemplary projects

and/or practices could be improved by involving teachers or other personnel

who have recently worked in classrooms.
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DELIVERY SYSTEMS

"Delivery systems" refers to all of the people and materials, as well

as the organizations and procedures, involved in transporting exemplary

projects and practices to tsrget LEAs. The PIPs and the TRCs were the

major components of the delivery system examined in this study.

RMC Study Questions Addressed

I. What existing systems were in place that complemented or
conflicted with PIP dissemination?

2. What procedures and resources were utilize' during dissem-
ination?

3. What influenced adopters to adopt via PIPs?

4. To what extent were the programs selected appropriate to
context of the adopter sites?

RMC Study_Findines

There was a mismatch between the intended audience for the PIPs

and the PIP content. For example, in this tryout, the PIPs were intended

for new -start Title VII projects, and yet the PIPs specify levels of staff

experience and administrative support not commonly found in new projects.

Users of the PIP manuals commented both on the redundancy of the

material and on the lack of specific information. Performance objectives

were too general and there was little information on specific instructional

techniques. As a result, the credibility of the PIP was marginal.

RMC Re mmendations

The audience for PIPs should be differentiated on the basis of prior

experience in bilingual education, district size and resources, and
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management orientation. A clear understanding of the intended audiences

would call for different packaging and dissemination strategies for dif-

ferent audiences.

The dissemination strategy for PIPS should be coordinated with exist-

ing information, support, and resource networks in the field of bilingual

education.

The packaging design should follow from the overall diffusion system

design and should take into consideration different LEA attitudes towards

innovation and towards new programs. The probable shelf life of the in-

formation should alao influence the kind of packaging used. Finally, any

packaging effort should consider existing sources of information in order

to avoid duplication.

Panel Recommendations

Panel members generally agreed with RMC recommendations; however, they

contributed the following additional comments.

A panel member who had worked in the PIP dissemination effort reported

that LEAs expected more detailed packages. Therefore, awareness materials

that made the exact nature and limitations of the PIPS clear were needed.

Panel members also stated that specific curricula was not a realistic goal

for the PIPS since each LEA develops its own curriculum and any bilingual

education plans would have to be coordinated with local objectives.

The dissemination of PIPs by the TRCs would have profited from in -

creaaed technical assistance from OBE, as well as specific allocations of

time and money for this purpose. TRCs reacted differently to OBE instruc-

tions because each TRC made slightly different interpretations of the OBE

instructions, served different populations, and had different priorities.

Some panel members suggested other organizations or institutions should

have been involved, and all agreed that the dissemination effort should be

redesigned.
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Table B-2

Panel Suggestions for PIP Revision

PIPs should be non-language specific. Certain sections of a PIP
could be targeted for a specific language such as Spanish or a spe-
cific population group such as Native American.

PIPs should offer collections of alternatives so that LBAs can select
locally appropriate or desirable features.

PIPs should detail legal requirements of bilingual education programs.

PIPs should be combined. The three Spanish /English PIPs could be
merged, or all four PIPs could be combined since the French/English
PIP is not substantially different. Needed additions could also be
made.

PIPs should reflect a variety of contexts. Different strategies
should be provided for populations with different language Charac-
teristics. Strategiea should be offered for working under less than
ideal conditions--such as a shortage of bilingual teachers.

PIPs should be resources that include information on teacher training,
sources of curriculum, abstracts of relevant research, and information
on testing. The PIP could be a link to Important resources.

PIPs should be a series of pamphlets on assessment and management.

PIP staff development sections should reflect the philosophy that
staff training is more effective when occurs on site taking into
account local constraints, rather than in an idealized setting.
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Panel members reported that LEAs decided to adopt PIPs for many

reasons other than the desire to implement a model program. LEAs were

motivated by the need to comply with state or federal regulations, the

promise of Me help, or the enhanced prospects of funding. In addition,

LEAs had different perceptions of what it meant to adopt and replicate a

program. All of these contextual realities should be taken into consid-

eration tn future dissemination efforts.

Student Ouccome Evaluation

Student outcome evaluation refers to an assessment of project isi lct

on student achievement and attitudes.

RMC Study Questions Addressed

What are the effects of the adopter-site projects on the students?

1. What were the effects on first and second language skills?

2. What were the effects in other subject areas?

3. What were the effects on attitudes aced self-concepts?

RMC Study Findings

Since RMC planned to report outcome evaluation dats only for the sec-

ond year of the study, findings in this section referred to the work done

by RMC and site evaluators in planning and implementing evaluations.

Technical assistance was offered to all sites in completing the fol-

lowing minimal requirements essential to an interpretable evaluation:

(1) describing the students, (2) providing meaningful comparison groups,

(3) using technically adequate tests, (4) matching tests to curriculum,

and (5) using adequate testing dates and scoring procedures. However

nearly all sites had difficulties with certain requirements, such as

providing a comparison group.
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There were several evaluation problems connected with this study

which appeared to have no immediate technical solutions. Only results for

kindergarten, first, and second grades were available, even though the

projects will eventually expand to third and fourth grade where it may be

more reasonable to expect visible results. Then too, there were more

problems of reliability and validity with tests given at the lower ele-

mentary level. In addition, because of the one-year-at-a-time upward

expansion, the second grade results reported actually represented the

first year of implementation for that grade. In many projects, goals were

not stated in measurable terms snd were often unrealistic. The adopter

LEAs varied in their prior experience with bilingual education and with

their level of implementation. Identifying project effects raidly became

a very complex task.

RHO Recommendations

The 19 sites displayed me.., differences; therefore, data should not

be aggregated across sites. The variance between sites should be a topic

of investigation, including the apparent sources of variance and the

magnitude of variance. A case study approach seemed the most appropriate

way to organize this analysis. Because many sites had small numbers of

students, and because there were many confounding variables, there were

not enough degrees of freedom to examine variables statistically.

Panel Recommendations

Panel members made the following suggestions: (1) do not report

measurement of areas that are not intended projectoutcomes, (2) describe

conditions necessary for an adequate evaluation, (3) compare outcomes of

students involved in the program for varying lengths of time, and (4)

measure all intended project otcomes.

A number of comments were made in the area of language proficiency

testing. Instruments should Used on second language research. Scores

should be interpreted critically because the same scores in first snd
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second language may call for different interpretations. Ideally, testing

for production should be done individually but, if this is not possible,

listening comprehension tests that correlate highly with production can be

substituted. Syntax is the best area of language proficiency to test.

Other ideas for evaluation that were presented were beyond the scope of

the present study but are worth considering for future evaluation studies.

Suggestions included identifying minimal features for an effective program,

identifying "high success" and "low success" projects and analyzing them,

and linking features of treatment to outcome.

Another area that RMC did not examine, but that is potentially very

interesting, is the effect of the program on the cultural world of the

child. Data could be gathered on native language achievement, degree of

assimilation and deculturation, retention of family and community values,

communication between parent end child, and affective growth. Finally,

an analysis could be made of the relationship between academic growth end

socio-cultural effects.
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Table 3

Advisory ,Panel Members

Committee
Name Position Affiliation

Helen H. Bernal Director, Bilingual Education Student Outcome
Discipline Head, Evaluation

Our Lady of the Lake
University

San Antonio, Texas

Eduardo Hernandez-Chavez Consultant Student Outcome
Concord, California Evaluation

Carlos Cardona-Morales Program Specialist Delivery System
Washington State Migrant

Education Center
Sunnyside, Washington

Normand Dube Director, National Materials
Development Center

Bedford, New Hampshire

Gustavo Gonzalez Director, Bilingual
Crosscultural Program

Goleta, Celifornis

Maria Gutierrez-Spencer Teacher Training Consultant
Silver City, New Mexico

William Paisley

8. Aurea Rodriguez

9. Juan Solis

10. Linda Wing

Institute for Communication
Research

Stanford University
Stanford, California

Target LEAs

Projects and
Practices

Target LEAs

Delivery System

Program Director . Projects and

Northeast Center for Practices
Curriculum Development

Bronx, New York

Director, National Center
for the Development of
Bilingual Curriculum

Dallas, Texas

Director, Asian American
Bilingual Center

Berkeley, California

Delivery System

Target LEAs
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Summary of the Contents of the Four Bilingual PIPs

The history of the development of the four bilingual PIPs is dis-

cussed in the Introduction section of this volume. This appendix sum-

marizes the content of the PIPs by comparing the four projects systemat-

ically to a model for bilingual project description. The format and

organization of the PIPs and the model against which they were compared

are described briefly below.

Format of the PIPs. A PIP is a set of manuals containing instructions

for implementing a project in a school district. Each manual is designed

for a key.project staff person or for a particular project function. Theo-

retically, the PIP manuals provide a comprehensive, detailed description of

a model project so that a school district can implement the same project

without further technical assistance. A list of the manuals and material

found in each PIP appears in Table C-I. The manuals, with some exceptions,

were originally contained in a plastic box, reinforcing the idea of a uni-

fied package. The Project Orientation Materials were disseminated sepa-

rately and the Site Developed Materials were too bulky to fit in the box.

The tables of contents from the Nuevos Horizontes -PIP manuals are

reproduced by way of example in Table C-2. As can be seen in the table,

certain chapters are repeated in several manuals. The Project Management

Directory (PHD) is the manual intended for the project director, and it

is the lengthiest manual since much of the information included in other

staff members' manuals also appears in the PHD. However, the packagers

intended the project director to have a complete set of manuals, since

the PHD is not a summary of the other manuals.
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Table C-1

Manuals Included in the PIPS

A NH S V

Prolect Management Directory X X X X

Prolect Orientation Materials X

.

X

Prolect Management Calendar X X X X

Teacher's Manual X X X X

Site Develo,ed Materials K X X

Evaluator's Manual X X X X

Staff Development Manual X

Instructional Consultant's Manual X

Instructional Consultant/Staff Development
Manual

X

.

Instructional Coordinator's/Staff Development
Manual

_

X

Manual for the Use of Performance Obiectives X X X__

CommunitY Coordinator's Manual X

French Specialist's Manual

English Curriculum Coordinator's Manual

A * Adelante

NH Nuevos Horizontes

S Savoir

V I, Venceremos
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Table C-2

Sample Table of Contents of a Set of PIP Manuals

PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIRECTORY

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface iv

'eter 1: Project Overview 1

L.Apter 2: Using the PIP 13

Chapter 3: Management Approach 21

Chapter 4: Communicating with School and Community 35

Chapter 5: Continuing Beyond the First Year 69

Chapter 6: Budget 75

Chapter 7: Selecting Students 93

Chapter 8: Classroom Implementation 97

Chapter 9: Selecting Staff 115

Chapter 10: Staff Development 125

Chapter 11: Staff Relationships 145

Chapter 12: Materials/Equipment/Supplies/Tests 153

Chapter 13: Facilities 177

Chapter 14: Goals 181

Chapter 15: Task Checklists 187

Index 192

397

3 *;



Table C-2 (Continued)

Sample Table of Contents of a Set of PIP Manuals

INSTRUCTIONAL COORDINATOR'S/STAFF DEVELOPMENT MANUAL

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface iv

Introduction vi

Chapter 1: Project Overview 1

Chapter 2: The Instructional Coordinator 13

Chapter 3: Instructional Support 21

Chapter 4: Materials /Equipment Development & Selection 33

Chapter 5: Staff Development Overview 63

Chapter 6: The Start-up Workshop 71

Chapter 7: In-service Workshops 79

Chapter 8: Other Staff Development Activities 85
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Sample Table of Contents of a Set of PIP Manuals

TEACHER'S MANUAL

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface iv

Introduction vi

Chapter 1: Project Overview 1

Chapter 2: Roles and Relationships 13

Chapter 3: Laying the Groundwork for Classroom Implementation 21

Chapter 4: Getting Started 73

Chapter 5: Classroom Implementation 83
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Sample Table of Contents of a Set of 111. Manuals

MANUAL FOR THE USE OF PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION iv

USING THE MANUAL 1

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES:
PROJECT OUTCOMES AND PROCEDURES 2

Goala 2

Kindergarten 8

First Grade 12

Second Grade 16

Third Grade 20

Fourth Grade 25

STUDENT SKILLS 30

Overview 30

Kindergarten 32

Language Ability 32
Following Directions 34

Reading Readiness 34

Phonics 35

Mathematics 35

Science 36

Social Studies 38

First Grade 39

Language Ability 39
Reading 39

Spelling 41

Mathematics 41

Science 45

Social Studies 46

Second Grade 47

Language Ability 47

Reading 48

Spelling 49

Mathematics 50
Science 53
Social Studies 54

Third Grade 56
Language Ability 56

Reading 57

Spelling 58

Mathematics 59

Science 62
Social Studies 63

Fourth Grade 64

Language Ability 64

Reading 65
Spelling 66

Mathematics 67

Science 70

Social Studies 71
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Sample Table of Contents of a Set of PIP Manuals

COMMUNITY COORDINATOR'S MANUAL

TABLE OP CONTENTS

Preface iv

Introduction vi

Chapter I: Project Overview I

Chapter 2: soles and Relationships 13

Chapter 3: Parent and Community Involvement 20
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Sample Table of Contents of a Set of PIP Manuals

EVALUATOR'S MANUAL

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface iv

Introduction vi

Chapter 1: Project Overview 1

Chapter 2: Strategies for Planning and Accomplishing
Project Evaluation 21

Chapter 3: The Evaluator's Role 43

References 48



Model for bilingual project description. The Model for Bilingual

Project Description appears in full following this introduction and serves

as a table of contents for the summary of the PIPs. The purpose of using

a model was two -Fold. First, it w.ls desirable to use a system other than

the PIP organization which is intentionally repetitive. Second, in com-

paring the PIPs to a very comprehensive description, areas covered by the

PIPs as well as areas not addressed by the PIPs could be discussed sys-

tematically.

The Model for Bilingual Project Description was developed over the

two years of the study. The model was developed based on staff expertiae

and the experience of the bilingual PIP field test. Literature from the

field of bilingual education was also examined, including similar models

that h-ve been developed (Mackey, 1977) and a wide variety of more general

current works (see, for example, Center for Applied Linguistics, 1977,

1978). The model is divided into three areas: (1) summary and context;

(2) instruction; and (3) management. Each area lists categories to be

comidered in providing a comprehensive project description. Though it

is always somewhat artificial to divide an organic whole like a project

into a system of categoriea, to the extent possible, the model is intended

to be systematic and comprehensive.

The organizing headings for the PIP descriptions are the same as the

model categories. Each major subheading is followed by a "Discussion"

section which frequently includes one or more tables summarizing the con-

tent of the four PIPs. The corresponding table numbers appear in paren-

thesis by the relevant discussion heading. After each discussion, the

"Usefulness to adoptc.s" section considers the practical application of

the PIP information taking into account the experience of the field test.

The "Conclusion" sections, at the end of each group of related headings,

make more general and slmmariing statements. The model which appears in

full also served as a r tailed tdble of contents.
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MODEL FOR BILINGUAL PROJECT DESCRIPTION
AND

DETAILED TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

1. OVERVIEW OF THE FOUR BILINGUAL PIP PROJECTS

1.1 Protect Summary

1.1.1 Major Goals C-17

1.1.2 Target Student Population C-18

Language characteristics

Achievement levels

1.1.3 Grades and Number of Classrooms Served C-19

1.1.4 Portion of School Day Covered C-19

1.1.5 Conclusions C-20

1.2 Local Context

1.2.1 Community Characteristics C-20

Languages

Ethnicity

SES

Mobility

Size

1.2.2 LEA Description C-21

Size

Financial status of district

Facilities available for project

1.2.3 Relevant History of LEA and Community C-22

Special projects

Desegregation

1.2.4 Instructions for Adapting to Local Conditions. . C-22

Adopting a model project

Adopting "standard" bilingual education

procedures

1.2.5 Conclusions C-25
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Page

2. INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH

2.1 Content of Instruction

2.1.1 Content Areas Covered C-26

2.1.2 What Determines Content C-27

2.1.3 Other Content Features C-28

Relationship of content to goals

Articulation of project content with existing

district curriculum

2.1.4 Conclusions C-29

2.2 Presentation of Content

2.2.1 Instructional Models or Theories C-30

Bilingual education model

Other model

2.2.2 Methodologies for Bilingual Education C-3I

Language of instruction

- - general language use plan for teacher and

student over length of project

- - daily instructional time in each language

-- variations for different student groups

- - criteria for eatablishing language of

instruction

Approach to non-standard forms

-- acceptance

- - form of corrections

Approach to second language instruction

-- formal instruction

- - second language use for instruction and

other activities

Approach to reading instruction

- - language in which students learn to read

-- criteria for beginning reading in second

language

2.2.3 Specific Methodologies for Each Subject Area .. C-35
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Page

2.2.4 Rate C-37

Variation in pace of instruction for indi-

viduals or groups

Time on task

-- minutes per day per content area (see

schedule)

- - proportion of time student is actively

engaged in prodvcing responses for which

she/he gets feedback

2.2.5 Self-Concept Development and Motivation (Aspects

of program that may motivate students and improve

their self-concept) C-37

Appropriate content and language of instruction

-- using LI for instruction

-- accepting the language of the child

-- content that relates to experience of

children

-- culturally relevant material

Improved affective climate

- - placing equal value on both languages and

cultures

- - insuring student success

-- involving parents

- - teacher as a role model

Discipline approach

-- philosophy

-- guidelines/control over approach

Special reward systems

- - prizes, privileges

2.2.6 Materials C-41

Core materials in use

-- commercial

- - locally developed
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Appropriateness

-- linguistic

oultusal

2.2.7 Personnel Roles in Classroom

Teachers

Aides

Parents

Peers

Resource staff

2.2.8 Conclusions

2.3 Student Selection

Pie

C-45

C-48

2.3.1 Entry Criteria and Procedures C-49

2.3.2 Exit Criteria and Procedures C-49

2.3.3 Conclusions C-49

2.4 Scheduling

2.4.1 Grouping and Regrouping C-51

Across classes

Within classes

2.4.2 Daily Schedules C-53

2.4.3 Conclusions C-53

3. MANAGEMENT

3.1 Staff Organization

3.1.1 List of Staff Members and Time Commitment C-55

3.1.2 Organizational Structure C-55

3.1.3 Qualifications C-57

3.1.4 Selection Procedures C-57

3.1.5 Conclusions C-59

3.2 Staff Roles (describe responsibilities)

3.2.1 Project Director C -60

Style of leadership as determined by project

and LEA

Punos and budgets

Public relatimls

407



Administration

Overseeing instruction
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ment
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3.2.2 Teachers

Pl&nning instruction

Implementing instruction

Non-instructional responsibilities

3.2.3 Aides

3.2.4 Other Staff

Instructional coordinator

Community coordinator

Evaluator

3.2.5 Conclusions

3.3 Staff Development

3.3.1 Needs Assessment
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Pre-service

In-service

3.3.3 Characteristics of Training

Appropriateness for staff of differing levels

of knowledge and experience

Practicality
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Integration with other training

3.3.4 Audiences Trained

Project staff included

Inclusion of non-project staff

3.3.5 Conclusions

3.4 Parent and Community
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C-64
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C-66
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C-68
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C-68
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1. OVERVIEW OF THE FOUR BILINGUAL PIP PROJECTS

1.1 Summary of Projects

1.1.1 Goals (Table C-3)

Discussion. The stated goals in the PIPS indicate a large degree of

similarity among the four bilingual projects. However, there is even more

similarity among the implicit goals of the projects which are also included

in summary form in Table C-3.

Table C-3

Project Goals

Goals
Stated Goal Implicit Goal

A "SVANHSV
Success in functioning in an X X X
English-speaking society

Improve achievement in academic
subjects

X X X

Develop a positive self-concept X X X

Knowledge of/pride in own/US culture X X X X

Involve parents, community X X X

Staff development X X X

Children need not learn English at
expense of academic development

X X X

Develop listening and speaking skills
in both English and native language

X X X

Develop reading and writing skills
in both English and native language

X X

Develop reading and writing
skills first in English

X

Equal instructional time in both
languages

X X

A Adelante; NH Ruevos Horizontes; S 0 Savoir; V Venceremos
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Usefulness to adopters. The goals provided in the PIPS represent a

fairly comprehensive list of commonly-used goals for bilingual education

programs. They are not innovative but they are of some use to inexperi-

enced project directors in program planning. Many goals are overly gen-

eral and need to be expanded and clarified. For example, it is not clear

whether the goal of equal time devoted to each language refers to instruc-

tional time only, or to student language use, or to some other factor. It

could mean each subject should be divided between both languages or that

the day as a whole should be divided.

1.1.2 Target Population (Table C-4)

Discussion. The four projects are primarily designed for students of

limited English speaking ability, but the student language characteristics

were slightly different for each PIP-project originating site. These dif-

ferences are reflected in the PIP-specified target populations summarized

in Table C-4. The Nuevos Horizontes PIP also mentions selecting under-

achieving students, and the other three PIPs state that the funding agency

may define the target population.

Table C-4

PIP-Specified Target Populations

E

Adelante
Nuevos

Horizontes Savoir Venceremos
Mainly Spanish Students with Spanish-
Spanish

dominant, but
can absorb a

dominant,
bilingual,

and English

background
in both

French and

dominant
students

few bilingual
and English-

dominant
students

dominant
students

English

Usefulness to adopters. The definitions of populations to be served

by each PIP project are somewhat misleading. Each PIP describes projects

that are generally appropriate for that population, but few population-

specific plans are provided. For example, while Nuevos Horizontes is de-

scribed as a project for monolingual Spanish, monolingual English and bi-

lingual students, the instructional plan does not explain how to organize
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a classroom with three distinct linguistic populations. In fact, many of

the instructional practices are similar across the four projects.

1.1.3 Grades and Number of Classrooms Served (Table C-5)

Discussion. All the projects as described in the PIPs begin with

kindergarten and first grade classrooms and expand vertically one grade

per year until fourth grade. (The projects did not evolve in this way in

all the developer sites.) The intended sizes of each project vary some-

what based on e'ae size of the origination site. The suggested numbers of

students and teachers are summarized in Table C-5.

Table C-5

Number of Classrooms and Number of Students

Teachers

(1(-1)

Project
Year Adelante

Nuevos
Horizontes Savoir Venceremos

1 12 16 16 6-8

Teachers
EK-4)

4 30 40 32 16-20

Students
(K-1)

1 300

.

400

.

400 100

Students
(K-4)

4 750 1,000 800 500

1.1.4 Portion of School Day Covered

Discussion. The projects cover all or a major portion of the school

day.

Usefulness to adopters. The one-grade-per-year upward expansion de-

sign of the PIPS does not reflect what occurred at the origination sites.

This model, however, may be helpful to districts inexperienced with bilin-

gual education r:ograms. Field experience showed that adopter sites re-

sponded to local conditions and not to PIP directives in selecting the

size of their project. The projects are intended to cover the entire

school day since, at the elementary level, most students are in self-

contained classes. However, the PIPs do not address themselves to the
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project students' participation in other special programs or in general

school activities, an area of coordination that was necessary at many

adopter sites.

1.1.5 Conclusions (Protect Summary)

The goals of the bilingual PIPs are similar to the goals of bilingual

education in general. The projects do not differ significantly from each

other or from general practices common to many bilingual projects. The

goals provide a starting point for a district planning its first bilingual

project, but it is misleading to think of the four PIPs as offering four

distinct approaches. Differences which seem critical at first glance,

such as the student population served, lose their meaning because there

are no corresponding differences in classroom management and instructional

techniques. The student population labels described in each PIP reflect

the population at the originating site and do not mean that the project

is appropriate only to that group.

1.2 LEA Context

1.2.1 Community Characteristics

Discussion. Each PIP describes briefly the context of the project

on which it is based. The student population at three of the orginating

sites is reported to have low test scores. The majority of the 54% Span-

ish surnamed student population at the fourth site were described as na-

tive Spanish speakers. A high drop-out rate was a demographic feature at

one site, acid icf SES and high mobility were mentioned as significant in

another. It seems likely, however, that all of these characteristics were

present In some degree at all four originating sites. Two of the projects

originated in rural settings, while the remaining two were developed in

urban areas.

The Project Selection Guide does not suggest that community charac-

teristics of an adopting LEA should match the context description of the
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originating site in any way except in the language characteristics of the

students, which are described in the previous section.

Usefulness to adopters. Since community characteristics of adopted

sites need not match those of the origination site their inclusion is not

helpful and may even be counter-productive. Pield experience showed that

urban sites were unwilling to adopt projects developed in rural areas, for

example, even though there may have been no programmatic reasons for ex-

cluding such projetts.

1.2.2 LEA Description

Discussion. Each PIP requires different numbers of schools and

teachers, which implicitly suggests that larger districts should adopt

the larger projects (see Table C-5). However, district size is not spe-

cifically discussed. The ASKs have a brief section entitled Capability,

in which districts are cautioned to adopt a particular PIP only if cer-

tain staffing, scheduling, and space requirements can be met. District

finances are not discussed in the capability section, but each PIP in-

cludes a set of budget sheets from which project costs can be calculated.

The three Spanish/English PIPS require project classrooms to be near

one another and administrative offices in the district administration

building. The PrenchAnglish PIP requires classrooms to be available,

and administrative offices to be near one another. Adelante, in addition,

requires office space for the instructional consultant in the schools.

The project director is charged, in all cases, with making the required

arrangements.

Usefulness to adopters. Basic information about facilities and num-

ber of classrooms required is undoubtedly helpful to project planning,

although most sites make their decisions on the basis of local considera-

tions.
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1.2.3 Relevant HistorY

Discussion. There is no discussion in the PIPs about coordination

of the bilingual projects with existing special projects that may be

serving the same population. The desegregation issue, which is of prime

concern to school districts and may also affect the same students, is also

not discussed.

Usefulness to adopters. Field experience showed the need to include

information on coordination with other projects and on OCR regulations.

1.2.4 Adapting to Local Conditions (Table C-6)

Discussion. Adapting to local conditions is discussed briefly in

relation to the general use of the PIP, and more specifically in connec-

tion with staff selection and with budget. The brief general comments,

which are identical in all four PIPs, state that the adopters should be

in agreement with the developers on "fundamental philosophy and goals"

although "strategies and workable solutions...will differ from site to

site."

In the staff selection chapter, a list of skills and talents is of-

fered for consideration in hiring a well rounded staff. The list, which

is identical in three PIPs, includes such skills as report writing, mate-

rials development, the ability to write objectives and develop criterion-

referenced tests, and sensitivity to the needs of all participants. The

extent to which project size can be adapted is discussed in each PIP in

the budget chapter and is summarized here in Table C-6.

No suggestions are provided for adapting to other conditions, such as

high student mobility, lack of bilingual teachers, or students who differ

significantly from those at the ori.gination site.
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Table C-6

Adaptation of Project Size

Adelante
Nuevos

dorizontes Savoir Venceremos

I. Increased Population

Beginning and final student
Population suggested by PIP

30.:

700
400
1,000

400

800
100
500

Extent to which population
can be increased

Can add 500
students

Possible, no
specified number

Can add 100
students

Unspecified

Additional support staff
needed

Add a third
instructional
consultant

One instruc-
tional coordina-
for for every
400 students

None Add one instruc-
tional consul-
taut; increase
evaluator from
half to full-

time

II. Decreased Population

Extent to which population
can be decreased

150-375 given
as ar example

Possible, no
specified number

400 maximum
is given as
an le

60-300 given
as an example

Suggested staff changes Staff cannot be
combined, but if
staff already
exist in other

positions, they
may perform cur-
lent functiors
and Venceremos

functions

None suggested Combine English
curriculum co-
ordinator and

Preach special-
ist; share
aides

Same as
Adelante



Table C-6 (Continued)

Adelante
Nuevos

Horizontes Savoir Venceremos

II. (Continued)
PIP states project will not

be cost effective if stu-
dent population is signif-
icantly reduced

X X X

III. General recommendation on
changing project size

OK to add up to
500 students

May tie altered

,ut implies-
tions on cost,
staffing, etc.

must be con-
sidered

OK to add 100
students. Proj-
ect is based on
close commit-

cation

Extreme expan-
sion not recom-
mended; small
size is a fac-
for in effec-

tiveness



Usefulness to adopters. Adapting to local conditions is potentially

a very important step in implementing a project from another location.

All of the PIPs acknowledge the need to adapt. The section in all the PIPs

on hiring a balanced staff even if each staff member does not have all the

desirable qualifications is very useful in implementing a project in any-

thing other than ideal circumstances. Information on adaptation of proj-

ect size is important because it is unlikely that the numbers of students

suggested in the PIP are going to coincide exactly with district needs.

While all of the PIPs allow some flexibility in project size, their direc-

tivea are not consistent. For example, why can Adelante add 500 students

and Savoir only 100? However, field text experience showed that districts

adapted the projects to suit local size requirements, and the PIP direc-

tives had limited influence in this area.

1.2.5 Conclusions (LEA Context)

It is difficult to determine what contextual information is necessary

to describe a successful project for replication. Certain kinds of infor-

mation may constrain adopting sites in ways that were not intended, such

ae urban sites not being willing to adopt programs originati4 in rural

areas. A general rule may be to describe only those aspects of the context

that relate to specific project goals and components. For example, if a

project originated in an area with high mobility and developed techniques

specifically for classrooms with large numbers of students entering and

exiting during the year, mobility would be an important contextual cri-

terion for project adoption. By observing this rule, descriptions of the

originating PIP sites would omit discussion of features that were not cri-

teria for project adoption.

Directives on adapting to local cor.utions should receive more impor-

tance. Since it was evident from the field experience that much adapta-

tion will occur. Apparent inconsistencies should be corrected or explaired.
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2. INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH

2.1 Content of Instruction

2.1.1 Content Areas Covered (Table C-7)

Discussion. The most basic description of a project is a list of

the instructional content areas covered. Each of the four PIPs provides

a slightly different list of content areas, but they all discuss, however

briefly, reading, math, social studies, and language arts. Information

about the treatment of these content areas in each project appears in

three different forms: general comments in the manuals, instructional

objectives, or site developed materials. In some cases information is

provided in only one form (health in Nuevos Horizontes); in other cases

information is provided in all three forms (social studies in Salmis).

Table C-7 is a summary of what content areas are covered across the PIPs.

Table C-7
List of Content Areas

Content Areas
AdelanteABCDABCDIn;

Nuevos
Horizontesr Savoir

EIIMCII
11111111

Venceremos

M MI

Language Arta
* 11 x IN INE.:11sh

French/Spanish X AEU
General ME 1111 MEM MI

INN
111611111il
x MI

Second Language
Instruction

Ill
II

MP
INNEN

X
11.1.11NEMS

Reinting
X
X MIII

X INIMM
E lish
French S anish
General

EN EI X
x 1NMath

Social Studies X El
MEM
M.IIMEN

EMMEN
WM

X ©M©1 111
X El

x
X
X

Culture herit e

Science
Art UM 1.
Handwriting X
Health I I X II III 111111S elli X
Music IX I

A = General approach to subject discussed briefly.
= Performance objectives provided.

C is Specific procedures for instruction in content area.
D = Site developed materials provide.

*Adelante performance objectives e.:e part of site developed materials.
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Usefulness to adopters. The lists of content areas for each project

provided in the PIP manuals are not equally comprehensive across the PIPs.

Nuevos Horizontes provides a comprehensive list, Venceremos does not ad-

dress social studies and science, and Adelante and Savoir only discuss

areas of emphasis. Even if a given content area is listed, what is covered

under the general heading "Language Arts," for example, may not be speci-

fied. Out of all four PIPs, overall objectives, site developed materials,

and a discussion of approach are only provided for a total of _nly three

content areas: social studies (Savoir), Spanish reading (Venceremos), and

culture and heritage (Venceremos). Even these three areas are treated

generally, since specific procedures, except to the extent they are incor-

porated in site-developed materials, are not discussed for any content

area.

Because the discussion of content areas does not include all,areas

commonly included in the elementary curriculum, project implementers will

need additional sources of information.

2.1.2 What Determines Content

Discussion. The basic diffusion question here is, "If an adopter-

site follows the PIP guidelines, will students in the adopter site be ex-

posed to the same content as were students in the originating site?" Th.,

actual instructional content of a particular project is determined by a

combination of many factors, including the role of the teacher, the mate-

rials used, and instructional objectives from various sources. The PIP

projects allow the teachers a maximum amount of freedom in making daily

instructional decisions, as compared, for example, to programmed instruc-

tion, in which the teacher makes almost no decisions. (This is discussed

in Section 2.2.7.)

Commercial and locally developed materials are specified for all con-

tent areal in the three Spanish/English PIN, and only for social studies

in the French/English PIP (these are discussed in Section 2.2.6).
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In addition, all of the PIPs provide instructional objectives (these

are discussed further in Section 2.1.3). In Adelante, the objectives are

inbedded in the site-developed materials rather than listed separately, but

the other three PIPs include a separate manual of instructional objectives.

The PIPs state that the objectives should be modified by teachers of the

adopting sites; Savoir makes this point most strongly, stating that the PIP

objectives should only serve as a model.

Usefulness to adopters. There is a fair amount of flexibility in

determining instructional content. Although not necessarily a disadvan-

tage, many adopters expected more specific guidelines (congruence with

goals, articulation with district curriculum, instructional objectives).

2.1.3 Other Content Features

Discussion. It is important to examine tbp instructional content of

a special project first, for its internal consistency and logic and second,

for its articulation with the existing curriculum.

Congruence with goals: At a general level, the content areas discussed

are congruent with project goals. For example, Venceremos 12 the only PIP

that has an explicit goal relating to culture and heritage, and consistent

with this, the Venceremos PIP provides materials, objectives, and general

guidelines for the instruction of culture and heritage.

Articulation with district curriculum: The Savoir PIP states that

the adopting district's curriculum should be followed except for the areas

modified or supplemented according to the Savoir PIP. The Nuevos Hori-

zontes PIP specifies that the bilingual curriculum should parallel local

curriculum. The other two PIPs do not say how the project should relate

local curriculum.

Instructional objectives: Comments from the field tryout reinforce

the first impression that the instructional objectives are not uniformly

satisfactory. Because the Adelante objectives are imbedded in material,

422



they do not serve as an overall guide for instruction in an adopter site.

The objectives from the remaining three PIPs contain inconsistencies,

possible errors, and apparently arbitrary decisions on the part of the

packagers. For example, Venceremos reading objectives are given first for

Spanish reading and then for reading in English and Spanish without any

explanation regarding such a division. Savoir lists only two math objec-

tives in French for the entire year for grade one, although suggested time

of instruction is one hour a week. Sometimes a single objective covers a

basic skill such as writing sentences; other objectives may cover much

smaller pieces of learning such as the past tense of one verb. Some ob-

jectives were written in behavioral terms and some were not even within

the same PIP.

Usefulness to adopters. The articulation of a special project with

district curriculum is discussed only in the Savoir PIP, but such a discus-

sion is important for any inexperienced project director; however, because

of the problems with PIP objectives, in some cases these did not even pro-

vide good models.

2.1.4 Conclusions (Instructional Approach)

The content of instruction for each of the projects is not clearly

specified by the PIPs. Lists of materials, some discussion about teachers'

roles, and objectives for certain subjects provide only general guidelines.

Given the elementary curriculum already in existence in an adopting site,

such general guidelines can be used to modify and tailor that curriculum

to the needs of bilingual students. If the rules are clearly understood,

such general guidelines may be extremely helpful to new project directors.

However, the 1 Ps fail to make their own limitations and objectives clear;

therefore, field experience showed that many new project directors and most

teachers were looking for more specific curriculum guidance than could be

found in the PIPs. In any case, it is unlikely that an adopter site would

end up with the same content as the originating site, and thus, a major

element of the presumably exemplary, originating-site projects would not

be diffused via the PIPs.
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2.2 Presentation of Content

To assure replication of a model project, it is not enough to de-

scribe the instructional content. The methods and techniques of present-

ing that content should also be described in sufficient detail so that

personnel in adopting sites can duplicate these procedures. The follow-

ing paragraphs summarize PIP directions for each instructional variable.

2.2.1 Instructional Model (Table C-8)

Discussion. All of the PIPs refer to guiding principles that can be

termed instructional models. Some of these are general and some refer

only to bilingual education. The PIPs vary in how central any particular

model is in replicating the projects. For example, cooperative teaching

is required in Adelante, but is optional in Nuevos Horizontes and Vence-

remos. The models referred to in each PIP appear in Table C-8.

Table C-8

Instructional Models

Adelante
Nuevos

Horizontes Savoir. Venceremos

Child-centered Child-centered Child-centered Child-centered
General classroom classroom classroom classroom

Instructional
Model Cooperative Optional Question- Optional

teaching cooperative answer cooperative
teaching approach teaching

Mix of English Use of both Use of non- Recommended

and Spanish languages on English use of both

Bilingual about half and alternate language for languages on

Instructional
Model

half by end of
first grade

weeks, days,
or class

relevance to
child and

alternate days
or weeks by

periods. enrichment. the end of
grade one.
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Usefulness to adopters. Instructional models are discussed in all

of the PIPs. Some are merely mentioLld, and others are discussed at

greater length but still in general terms. Explanations of how to use

these models are not in sufficient detail for a qualified educator to

implement them without previous experiewle. That the PIPs were not de-

signed to give this level of detail is c1ear when the Nuevos Horizontes

PIP recommends attending a workshop on the child- centered classroom if

more information is needed. None of the models represents s major inno-

vation. Because of their generality, the models are only useful in plan-

ning program theory me not in actual program implementation.

2.2.2 Methodologies for Bilingual Education (Table C-9)

Discussion. The four issues described here must be resolved by any

instructional program that uses more than one language (see Table C-9).

Language of instruction: The PIPs provide percentages for lan-

guage use, but they also stress flexibility, accepting communi-

cation from the child in any language, and introducing concepts

in the dominant language. There is no clear resolution of these

potentially conflicting directives.

Approach to non-standard form: All the PIPs stress accepting

the language of the child. General guidelines are given for

increasing the students' knowledge of standard usage.

Approach to second language instruction: Language development

is a cornerstone of bilingual projects. The PIPs provide gen-

eral directives, but no specific methodology.

Approach to reading instruction (Table C-10): An important deci-

sion for any bilingual project is deciding in what language stu-

dents learn to read. Table C-10 summarizes the PIP directives on

this subject, which are quite clear. However, two of the PIPs do

not state at what point reading instruction should begin in the

second language.
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Table C-9

Methodologies for Bilingual Education

A NH S ' V I Comments

Language of Instruction

1 1 1 1 The three Spanish/English PIPs state that equal
instructional time in each language is the goal
by the end of first grade. The French/English
PIP states that the mix should be 2/3 English,
1/3 French.

1. language use plan for
teacher and student

2. daily instructional
time in each language

1 1 1 1 Suggested schedules are given but no detailed
plans or criteria for developing a specific,
adopter-site schedule.

3. variation for differ-
ent student groups

0

I

1 1 1 Beyond the instruction to group students, no
variations are given for different student
groups in three PIPs. Nuevos Horizontes has
schedules for English speakers and schedules
for Spanish speakers, but the PIP does not de-
scribe what English dominant students do in
Spanish reading, for example.

4. criteria for estab-
lishing language of
instruction

1 1 1 1 The general criterion is to introduce concepts
in the language the child understands best and
to reinforce in the second language.

1 I

A = Adelante; NH = Nuevcs Horizontes; S = Savoir; V = Venceremos
0 = not mentioned; 1 = general comments, guidelines, tips; 2 = comprehensive and specific

instructions



Table C-9 (Continued)

A NE ' S V Comments

Approach to Non - Standard

2 2 2 2 Stated clearly in all PIPs.

Forms

1. acceptance

2. form of correction 1 1 1 1 The Savoir PIP instructs teachers to correct
students by agreeing with the communication
but repeating it in standard English or
French. The other PIPs call for pattern
drills at a later time.

Approach to Second 1 1 1

.

1 Although all the PIPs recognize the importance
of this area, methods given are very general,
e.g., Savoir: "shift emphasis to ruralioral
skills," Venceremos: "(teach oral language
through) following directions, answering specific
questions, using new vocabulary in complete sen-
tences."

Language Instruction



Table C-10

Approach to Reading Instruction

PIP , Adelante
Nuevos

Horizontes Savoir Venceremos

1. Language in which stu-
dents begin to read

2. Criteria for beginning
reading in second lan-
guage

2

1

Spanish

Some under-
standing of
English

1

0

native language
(English or
Spanish)

Unclear

2

1

English

Third grade

2

1

Spanish

Middle of
first grade

0 = not mentioned; 1 = general tips; 2 = specific instructions

*



Usefulness to adopters. Accepting the language of the child is the

bilingual education practice which is covered most adequately in the PIPs.

It is also one of the simplest practices to explain. Other methodologies

and strategies for bilingual instruction are covered so generally that they

leave many questions in the , ler's mind, as verified by field experience.

For example, the general directive to divide instructional time between

both languages does not answer the following questions: Which subjects or

which portions of subjects should J2 in which language? How should conti-

nuity and switching language be handled? How is the language of the ac-

mpanying materials to be treated? Can students respond in any language

or should they be required to respond in the language of instruction?

The whole issue of reading instruction is very important in bilingual

education, and the PIPs are not clear on issues such as whether readiness

should be taught in both languages, and at what point a student should

begin to read in the second language Directives such as students will

begin English reading by the middle of first grade need simplification in

order to be meaningful in an individualized program. Field experience

showed that these were important issues for adopter sites and in order

to make out decisions, they had to consult sources other that the PIPs.

The PIPs' discussions of language use assume that all students enter the

program in kindergarten or first grade and do ot take into account that

the problemr discussed above may be complicated by recent arrivals at all

grade levels.

However, the' use of two languages for instruction is a major educa-

tional innovation in most districts, and the discussion of methodologies

may have some use in program design, within the limitations discussed

above.

2.2,3 Specific Methodologies for Each Subject Area

Discyssion. The PIPs discuss overall approaches to the content areas

listed in Table C-7 Discussion of some sc!%Jects may be limited to only

one sentence such as the Nuevos Horizontes directive: "For social studies,
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each teacher no s textbooks in Spanish from which he or she reads excerpts

related to topics in the English text." The longest discussions may in-

volve two or three paragraphs, such as the following treatment of social

studies by Savoir:

The project's approach to social studies is original,
developed by the staff and is the core of the French p_o-
gram. It is the umbrella for instruction in history,
geography, biography, language, sociology, and economics,
using an approach that begins with studtnts studying their
imediate environment and then proceeding outward:

Kindergarten - self-image
First level - environment
Second level - my town
Third level - Maine and New Brunswick
Fourth level - New England, Quebec, Louisiana
Fifth level - North America

Booklets to teach the topics shown here were generated by
the developer site. (A set of these is included in this
PIP.)* Adopting projects will have to develop lessons .nd
materials about their own towns. Further, the concept
underlying the materials for levels 3 through 5 is that
the children should study areas where there are significant
numbers of Acadians and French-Canadians, starting with
their own area. (For the developer, this was Maine and New
Brunswick.) A project in Louisiana, for example, should
discus pacing the study of Louisiana in level 3 and should
modify the materials as necessary.

Usefulness to adopters. None of the PIPs provided methodology in

enough detail to be very useful at the classroom level. The most compre-

hensive guidellnes, such as those for social studies in Savoir, would

still require considerable filling in Evan a knowledgeable and creative

teacher. None of the methodologies were innovative, although their appli-

cation to a bilingual setting may have been. Discussions of methodology

may be useful at the general, program - planning level, but they were not

useful to teachers.

*There were no K-4 materials in the PIP, only materials for upper

grades which were not covered by the PIP.
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2.2.4 Rate

Discussion. This category is an important instructional variable con-

sisting of two parts, the pace of instruction and the total time available

for each content area.

Variation in pace. All the PIPs require that the students be

grouped along criteria which imply variation in the pace of

instruction. Only Venceremos states that students are given

mastery tests at the end of each unit and receive additional

instruction if they do not pass. The PIPs do not discuss whether

the pace is set by the group or by the individual.

Time on task. The amount of time per day allocated to each

content area is discussed under "Schedule." The PIPs do not

distinguish the time that the student is actively engaged in

producing responses and receiving feedback from the general

schedule, which usually includes much "passive" behavior.

Usefulness to adopters. The issue of rate of student learning is

either ignored or covered minimally. Because bilingual education gives

considerable importance to language learning and to language development,

the amount of individual response time could be a significant program

feature. In addition, because bilingual education is an alternative pro-

gram, allowing students to learn at a rate that is more apprOpriate

for them could be extremely important.

2.2.5 Self-Concept Development and Motivation (Table C-11)

Discussion. Improving self-concept is a goal in all four PIPs, but

this goal is not attributed to any particular component of the projects.

Therefore, this discussion is based on thcse aspects of the projects that

are generally expected to affect the student's self-concept and motivation.

Table C-11 summer/zee what can be found in the PIPs on this subject.
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Table C-11

Self-Concept and Motivation

A NH S Comments

Appropriate content and
language of instruc-4on

1. Using 1,1 for instruc-
Lion

1 1 1 1 See discussion of bilingual methodology (p. C-31).

2. Accepting the language
of the child

2* 2 2 2 I Stressed in all PIPs.

,

3. Content that relates
to students' exper-
ience

.

0 1 1 0 Savoir's "umbrella" social studies plan calls for
beginning with the student's immediate world and
expanding it. Nuevos Horizontes provides "tips"
such as including food normally eaten by the
Children in ..: study of nutrition. The other
two PIPs do not mention this arel.

4. Culturaly relevant
I

material
1

Each PIP provides lists of commercial materials
and site developed materials, some of which are
tailored to the cultural backgrounds of the
students.

A = Adelante; NH = Nuevos Horizontes; S = Savoir; V = Venceremos
0 = not mentioned; 1 = genet al comments, guidelines.: tips; 2 = cemprehensive and specific

instructions; * = discussion in the PIPs relate this feature to self - concept and motivation



Table C-11 (Continued)

f NH I S I V I Comments

Improved affective cli-
mate

1. Placing equal value
on both languages
and cultures

1 1 1 1 The PIPS stress acceptance of any language the
child uses, and they call for instruction in
both languages and about both cultures.

1. Insuring student
success

Adelante calls for providing the child with suc -
cessful experiences. Venceremos requires the use
of mastery tests; students who fail are provided
with further instruction.

3. Involving parents 1 1 1 1 All the PIPs discuss parent involvement. Certtin
areas received detailed attention: e.g., Adelante
provides instruction sheets for parents and
teachers to work together in the classroom. Field
experience indicates more detail coo needed for
other areas.

4. T as a role model 0 0 0 0 Not discussed in any of the PIPs.

Discipline approach 0 0 0 0 Not discussed in any of the PIPs.

Special rewards system 0 0 0 0 Not discussed in any of the PIPs.
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Appropriate content and language of instruction: The appropriate-

ness of the content is not discussed systematicall, in any of the

PIPs. There are occasional references to it; for example, Nuevos

Horizontes states that discussions of nutrition should include the

foods normally eaten by the children. Inclusion of the students'

culture and heritage is mentioned in all the PIPs. Instruction

in two langu..ges is discussed throughout the PIPs, but there are

no rules for determining when the use of a particular language is

appropriate.

Improved affective climate: This is a goal in all four PIPs.

The desired outcome is discussed (e.g., students should volunteer

communications more frequently, students should have a positive

self-image) and general guidelines are provided (e.g., accept

the language of the child, instruct the child in both cultures).

Discipline approaches and special reward systems are not discussed

in the PIPs.

Usefulness to adopters. Some aspects of self-concept development

are treated thoroughly, for example, involving parents and determining

the language of instruction. Other areas, such as the use of culturally

relevant materials, are not treated specifically, although the project as

a whole may address these issues. Still other areas, such as special

rewards systems or discipline, are ignored completely. The PIPs state

the desired outcomes, e.g., a positive self-concept, which seem to be the

expected results of the total program. There is nothing innovative in

the treatment of self-concept, but the discussion is useful at the pro-

gram planning level.
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2.2.6 Materials (Tables C-12 and C-13)

Discussion. Core materials consist of site-developed materials and

recommended commercial materials. Commercial materials are listed in the

PIPS with publishers' names and addresses. The three Spanish-English PIPS

consider the commercial materials to be an essential part of the project.

Savoir lists the commercial materials only for illustration, because the

French-English PIP recommends continuing with whatever is currently used

in the district. Since material lists for all five grades in the four

PIPS would be extremely lengthy, grade two was selected as an example,

and the lists of texts for that grade appear in Table C-12. Some of the

similarities in materials can be attributed to the effect of the state-

approved textbook list on the three Spanish/English Texas sites. Locally

developed materials are considered part of the PIP. The materials devel-

oped at each site are listed in Table C-13. Appropriateness of the mate-

rials is not discussed in any of the PIPS.

Usefulness to adopters. The lists of commercial materials for the

Spanish/English PIPS include addresses, price estimates, and in some

cases, quantity needed per class. The lists are not annotated beyond

assigning each text to a grade level and a subject area. Therefore, the

list is of little use to an adopting site wishing to select books, and

unable or unwilling to order everything. Because materials are the part

of the program most likely to become obsolete, this section of the PIP did

not enjoy usefulness even into the field test period. The site-developed

materials are clearly original, but are no more innovative than other sim-

ilar materials. Some site developed materials contained a larger amount

of errors than adopter sites were willing to tolerate. The more experi-

enced adopters often disregarded the material recommendations entirely.
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Table C-12
Core Commercial Materials (Second grade)

Adelante
Nuevos

Horizoutes Savoir* Venceremos

Language
Arts

Our Language Today Teaching English Jacaranda Individ Same as Adelante
American Book Co.

Mi Primera Gram

Sounds to Spanish ualized Language
Speakers Artsustm

Allied Educational
Council

Bilingual Film

Jacaranda Press

Language Master
Series: Parlons

matica
Editoriale Trillas

Eiercicios de Len Strip Pro:ram: Francais ALA?
guage
Heffernon's

Imperial Educational
Resources

Bell and Howell

Reading

Laidlaw Brothers
Spanish Reading
Series

Harper & Row
Basic Reading
Program

Amanecera El Nuevo

A
Laidlaw Brothers
Spanish Reading
Series

Bookmark Reading

Continuous Progress Laidlaw Brothers
Spanish Reading
Series

Harper & Row
Basic Reading
Program

Amanecer, El Nuevo

11120111S.
Economy Company

Reading 360
Program Ginn and Company

Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich

Sembrados Mis Sembrados, Mis
Primera Luces, Primera Luces,
Fernandez editores

Basal Reading
Series

Harcourt Brace,
Jovanovich

Fernandez editores

*Savoir did not list material by grade level, so this list provides only a sample of books listed
and may not reflect actual second grade use.



Table C-12 (Continued)

Adelante
Nuevos

Horizontes Savoir* Venceremos

Math

Elementary School Modern School Math Elementary School Elementary School
Mathematics Houghton Mifflin Mathematics Math

Addison-Wesley
(English and
Spanish Versions)

Addison-Wesley

Individual Progress

Addison-Wesley
(Spanish Version)

Instruction
Appleton-Century-
Crofts

Sample of
Other

Subjects

Multiculture Basic Goals in None listed
Social Education Spelling Series
Program McGraw-Hill

The Laidlaw Science
Southwest Educe-
tional Develop-

went Laboratory

i

Series
Laidlaw Brothers

Contenus en esnaffol
Kjos

*Savoir did not list material by grade level, so this list provides only a sample of books listed
and may not reflect actual second grade tase.
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Table C-13
Locally Developed Materials

Adelante
Nuevos

Horizontes Savoir Venceremos

Mi Ambiente y Yo, Bilingual Kinder- Histoire des Acadiens Six units for K-2
on these topics- -
Pollution and Me,
Home and Family,
The School, The
Farm, The Zoo, and
Health and Safety
(Spanish and
English)

Mi Herencia Cultural

Aural-Oral Activity
Guide (Spanish and
English versions)

Amish Reading

garten Instruc- Discussion Charts:
"Les patates"
"A la maison"
"Mon village"
"La cabane a sucre"

Chez Nous: Ma Famille

tional Resource
Units

Basic English
Handbook, Levels Language Patterns
1-7

Companion to

Laidlaw series

Vamos a Platicar,

for Spanish-
Speaking Students Chez Nous: Ma Foret

S.anish for the
Chez Nous: Mon Village
Histoire des Acadiens

Spanish Speaking
Mon pays: Van Buren

(K-4 resource book)

La Escuelita de
Aural-Oral Activiti Student in Ele-
Guide mentary Grades Mon pays: Frenchville

De Que Platicamos,
1-6

Spanish Reading

et St. Agathe Cri Cri (grades
Mon pays: Madawaska K-1) Spanish

reading

La Historia de

Aural-Oral Activity Histoire des Acadiens
Guide Activities

Je VoYage an Nouvelle-
Spanish Social

companion to
commercial text
"Mis Primeras
Lettras"

Supplementary Mate-

Angleterre Mario (grade 1)
Studies Handbook, Je wane au Canada

Mis Amigoslevels I-III Je Voyage en Louisiane
(grades 3-4)

Handbook of Ele-rial in Spanish
for Enrichment, mentary Science

Spanish Language
Experiments.
LaCiencia:

Resource Book Experimentos
Elementales
(Spanish)
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2.2.7 Personnel Roles in Classroom Instruction (Tables C-14 and C-15)

Discussion. The role of instructors or the instructional configura-

tion specified by s project may represent oleic:: changes. The PIP-specified

roles of teachers and others in clsssroom instruction are summarized in

Table C-14. The role of parents in the classroom, the role of the aides,

and the involvement of resource staff appear to be the major differences

among the projects. Because role descriptions in some PIPs are more de-

tailed than others, it is difficult to judge whether these differences in

description represent real project differences or not.

The classroom instructional configurations of the projects are com-

pared in Table C-I5,,

Usefulness to adopters. The recommended number of teachers and aides

and students is clearly defined for each project. Since the teacher aides

in Savoir are available by teachers' request, the effect on budgeting and

staff selection is unclear. Nuevos Horizontes allows 25 students per class

while the other projects sllow up to 35 students. Since these numbers are

not referred to in any classroom strategy, they probably reflect practices

at the originating site These recommendations were of little or no use to

adopters, since local considerations determined class sizes.

Teachers' roles do not appreciably differ across the PIPs. Their role

is defined in general terms such as "conduct bilingual instruction." While

there is more apparent difference in the roles of aides, parents, and re-

source staff, this could be a result of the way these roles are described

in each PIP. For example, the job description of the aide in Adelante does

not include assisting with classroom instruction or reinforcing concepts.

Apparently the aides of the Adelante project were not responsible for any

instruction to groups, but since this distinction is not explicitly stated

in the text, field experience showed little difference in the role of aides

role across the four PIP projects.
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Table C-14

Personnel Roles in Classroom Instruction

A

.

NH S

.

, V

Teachers

Conduct bilingual instruction X X X X

Provide a maximum of individualized instruction X X ,

Administer mastery tests X X

Aides

Assist in classroom instruction

.

X X

Reinforce concepts taught by the teacher

---,-

X X

Tutor indivluuai students , X X X X

Check students work/help evaluate student

achievement

i

X i

Supervise classroom or recreational activity X ,X IX
,

Organize activity areas, distribute materials

Read stories to children

Parents

Assist in classroom instruction,--

Tutor individual students

Peers

Resource Staff (ICs, etc.)

Assist teachers with the transition from

instruction in Spanish to instruction

in both English and Spanish X

Suggest appropriate instructional strategies _X X

X X X

X

XObserve classroom instruction

A es Adelpnte; NH = Nuevos Horizontes; S = Savoir; V = Venceremos

*Optional
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Table C-15

Classroom Instructional Configuration

,

Adelante
Nuevos

Horizontes Savoir Venceremos

Suggested
Number of
Students per
Teacher

Number of
Aides

25-35 students

Full -time aide

for K; half-
time aide for
grades 1-4

25 students

Half-time aide for
each classroom.

25-35 students

Aides optional;
available at
teacher's request.

25-35 students

Full-time aide for
K; half-time aide
for grades 1-4.
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2.2.8 Conclusions (Presentation of Content)

Instructional methods and techniques are not discussed in detail by

any of the PIPs. Guidelines are provided about bilingual instruction such

as the use of each language should be equal by the end of first grade.

However, anyone attempting to follow these guidelines would need addi-

tional instructions that are not found in the PIPs. Desirable outcomes,

e.g., a positive self-concept, are discussed but no specific instructions

are given for achieving them, other than implementation of the total pro-

gram. Instructional msterials are listed in detail, but the same reasons

wh:ch made these materials practical in the originating site (e.g., that

they were state-adopted texts) may preclude their use in adopter sites

from other states. The roles of teachers and other instructors, such as

parents and aides, are described, although some of the tasks may be all-

encompassing, e.g., "to conduct bilingual instruction." The PIPs' major

accomplishment is to provide general information on instructional strategy,

and to provide staff configurations and descriptions of roles. Therefore,

the packages were more useful to administrators than to teachers, and the

PIPs are primarily a management, not an instructional system.

From a diffusion standpoint, even if an adopter could follow the PIP

specifications completely, because of the generality of these specifica-

tions, the resulting instruction would very likely differ substantially

from that in the originating site. Changes in major elements of the proj-

ects (e.g., team teaching; basic tests) further exaggerated the differences

in the PIP field-test sites.
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2.3 Student Selection

2.3.1 Entry Criteria (Table C -16)

Discussion. The general information provided by the PIPs un entry

criteria is summarized in Table C-I6. Instead of providing specific pro-

cedures, three of the PIPs state that procedures must be developed. All

the PIPs note, realistically, that state or local policies may influence

selection.

Usefulness to adopters. The PIPs correctly state that local proce-

dures may influence student selection. In view of that fact, extensive

selection procedures for each PIP would be inappropriate. However, a dis-

cussion of student selection issues could have assisted project planners

in this very important area.

2.3.2 Exit Criteria

PIPs.

There is no mention of exit criteria or procedures in any of the

Usefulness to adopters. Not discussed.

:.3.3 Conclusions (Student Selection)

Student selection is a key issue in designing a successful bilingual

project. The issues are not always clear to bilingual education profes-

oionals, and an inexperienced project director would need much more

guidance in this area than is provided in the PIPs.
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Table C-16

Student Selection

Adelante
Nuevos

Horizontes Savoir Venceremos

Target Students in Underachieving This may be deter- Students in
Population achools with students of mined by the schools with large

high percentages limited English funding agency. number of Spanish-
of bilingual

children.
speaking ability. dominant students.

Entry Student is Teacher-principal Muat be decided Student is Volun-
Criteria* volunteered

by parent.
judgment. Assess-
ment of language
proficiency and of
achievement.

by adopter. teered by parent.

Entry Develop pro- Develop procedures Develop procedures Inform parents,
Procedures cedures with with evaluator. with evaluator. so parents may

evaluator. Obtain parental Obtain parental volunteer stu-
Obtain parental
consent.

consent. consent. dents.

Exit None. None. None. None.
Criteria
and
Procedures

*The PIP notes that state or local policies may influence selection.
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2.4 Scheduling,

Scheduling refers to the organization of students into groups or

classes for defined periods of instruction.

2.4.1 Grouping (Table C-17)

Discussion. Grouping is a requirement in all four projects and the

specific PIP directives are summarized in Table C-17. All of the intruc-

tions are at the general level indicated by the table.

Usefulness to adopters. The introduction of bilingual instruction

complicates the classroom management. The addition of instructional aides

and the use of grouping are two means of coping with the increased com-

plexity. The PIPs provide enough information about grouping for general

program planning purposes. However, the kind of detail needed by an in-

structional consultant or a teacher is not present. For example, the

three Spanish-English PIPs recommend grouping according to language pro-

ficiency, but no assessment procedures or steps are provided.
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Table C-17

Grouping

Adelante
Nuevos

Hbrizontes Savoir Venceremos

Basis for
Grouping

Language pro-
ficiency and
achievement.

Language prof i-

ciency and
achievement.

Performance and
need (specifi-
cally not len-
guage dominance).

Language prof i-

ciency and/or

achievement level.

Locus of
Croup

Within and
across classes.

Within class.
May be across
classes.

Within class. Within class.
May be across
classes.

Subjects
Affected by
Grouping

Especially
language arts
and reading

Not stated. Each content
area.

Usually limited
to language arts
and reading.

Permanence
of Group.

Should change
often.

Not stated. Not stated. May change often.

Criteria Not stated. Test scores,
past school
records, in-
formal obser-
vation.

Mastery of

performance
objectives.

Teacher &ser-
vation.
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2.4.2 Daily Schedules (Table C-18)

Discussion. None of the PIPs require adherence to a schedule since

variation is allowed even in content areas covered. However, all the PIPS

provide at least one sample schedule. Table C-I8 summarizes the schedul-

ing information provided.

Usefulness to adopters. The PIP schedules represent what occurred

at the originating sites, complete with the recess and lunch schedules for

those sites. Venceremos offers several examples per grade level, and the

content areas may be labeled differently in each example. In some cases

there is a general label such as "Language" which does not indicate which

language. An additional complication in bilingual education is that dif-

ferent groups may have different schedules, and the same group may have

s different schedule of language study at the beginning and at the end of

the year. While both these possibilities are mentioned in some of the

PIPS, the sample schedules offer no help with these two areas. A simple

schedule could be produced by even an inexperienced staff, and it is with

some of the complexities of scheduling for bilingual instruction that

additional assistance is required.

2.4.3 Conclusions (Scheduling)

The PIP developers apparently did not intend for all adopter sites

to replicate the instructional time in any given content area. However,

scheduling issues that are peculiar to bilingual instruction should be

discussed in greater detail in order for this section to be useful to

adopters. Grouping is an important aspect of the bilingual projects

described, but specific procedures and criteria are not provided by the

PIPs.
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Table C-18

Sample Schedule for First Grade

Adelante
Nuevos

Horizontes Savoir
5

Venceremos
6

Content Areas min/daY min/day min/week min/day
Language Arts

English
1

30

French 45

Spanish

General . 503
Second Language
Instruction

Reading
English 70 50 25-30
French
Spanish 45 50 60

General

Math 402 254 60 30
Social Studies 30 225 20/week

30Culture/heritage
Science 15 10/week

lixt 20 90 20/week

Handwriting 10 15

Health 10

Spelling 15

Music 20 15
8

P.R. r 20 20 30

1. Language arts time is combined with reading time.

2. Math is taught in English Monday, Wednesday, Friday and in Spanish
on Tuesday and Thursday.

3. For language, students are grouped into Spanish monolingual, English
monolingual and bilingual.

4. Math is taught in same language on alternate days.

5. Grade is not specified for the Savior schedule; times suggested are
for the French curriculum. District schedule is followed for English
curriculum.

6. Venceremos offers four different schedules for first grade; only the
the first one is included here.

7. Spelling is included in English language arts.

8. Mimic is included in culture/heritage.
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3. MANAGEMENT

3.1 Staff,Ornanization

3.1.1 Staff Members and Time Commitments (Table C-19)

Discussion. The staff members and their time commitments, as de-

scribed in the PIP, are listed in Table C-l9. As the projects expend,

part-time positions bscome full-time and, in the Nuevoa Horizontea and

Adelante PIPE', additional instructional coordinators are added.

Usefulness to adopters. None of the staffing patterns discussed in

this section are unique; in fact, there is a high degree of similarity

among the atsffs specified in the four PIPs. However, such lista are

useful to project directors in program planning. Similarities in staff-

ing patterns reflect standard prsctices in Title VII projects at the time

the originating sites were observed. Since that time, the funding of a

national network of materials development centers has reduced the empha-

sis in curriculum development, which was a large part of the instructional

consultant's role.

Differences among staffing patterns probably reflect what actually

occurred st the originating sites, and do not seem to be bssed on differ-

ences in program objectives.

3.1.2 Organizational Structure

Discussion. The project director described in the Adelante and

Nuevoa Horizontea PIPs is a strong leader. The Venceremos and Savoir PIPs

offer a more democratic, shared decision-making model. However, Adelante

and Nuevos Horizontes staff also have input into decision-making. In all

cases, the project director is ultimately responsible for the project.

The three Spanish-English PIPS state that the project director is housed

in the district administration office thereby conferring a district level

status to the position. All of the projects are designed to be located in

two or more schools, requiring administrative coordination between schools.
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Table C-19

Project Staff*
(For First Year of Project)

Position Adelante
Nuevos

Horizontes Savoir Venceremos

Project Director Full-time Full-time Full-time Full-time

Instructional
Coordinator/
Instructional
Consultant**

Full-time Full-time -- Full-time

Community Coordinator -- Half-timi -- --

Evaluator Half-time Half-time Full -time Half-time

English Curriculum
Coordinator

-- Full-time --

French Specialist -- -- Half-time --

Secretary Full-time -- Full-time Full-time

*Some variation in time commitments as the projects expand to fourth
grade.

**The terms differ but the position is the same.
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Usefulness to adopters. The structure and tone of an organization

have a lot to do with its effectiveness, and this is acknowledged by

careful PIP descriptions of what is desired in this area. The problem

is that certain results cannot be obtained by simply providing directions.

The types of organization established by adopters depend more on local

policies and on the people involved than on any instructions given in a

PIP-type package.

3.1.3 Qualifications (Table C-20)

Discussion. The PIPs provide lists of qualifications for each staff

position. Although the actual positions are similar, if not identical,

the qualifications stated in the PIPs differ. A selection of qualifica-

tions are compared in Table C-20.

Usefulness to adopters. With few exceptions, the different qualifi-

cations that appear in each PIP do not reflect differences in role or

responsibility. They probably reflect what was important to originating

site personnel. If all the qualifications listed in the four PIPs were

combined, that list would be very comprehensive and, as such, potentially

helpful to project planners. The qualifications that are included in all

four PIP') are optimal, but many districts wishing to adopt bilingual proj-

ects cannot match such qualifications. In order to have model projects

that are widely applicable, some recognition of these difficulties is

essential.

3.1.4 Selection Procedures

Discussion. The PIPs call for the district to hire the project di-

rector and the project director to 'dire other staff in accordance to PIP-

specified qualifications. Guidelines are given in all the PIPs about

overall staff qualifications and about achieving a balanced staff. The

PIPs also state that local hiring policies may prevail.
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Tab lc C-20

A Comparison of Selected Staff Qualifications

A I NH S V

Project Director

Experienced administrator X

Experienced in curriculum materials planning _ X X

Able to Plan and manage budget X

Skilled in writing reports X

Masters degree or equivalent X X X

Instructional Consultants/Coordinators

Successful teaching experience X X X X

Experience in using performance objectives X X

Knowledgeable about goals and techniques of

bilingual education X

Eval ator

Is bilingual X X X

Teachers

Are bilingual X* X X

Have bilingual/bicultural background X

Teacher Aides

Are high school graduates X , X

A = Adelante; NH 2. Nuevos Horizontes; S = Savoir; V uf Venceremos

*Only required of K-2 teachers
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Usefulness to adopters. As anticipated in the PIP suggestions them-

selves, discussion of selection procedures is not very useful because dis-

trict hiring procedures are not usually amenable to change.

3.1.5 Conclusions (Staff Organization)

The portions of the PIPs that describe staff organization are helpful

at the level of program planning. Suggestions about staff configurations

are probably the most useful, but their utility would be increased if the

different PIPs offered a real choice of staffing patterns. Discussions

of staff qualifications seem to vary arbitrarily across the PIPs and a

compilation of all the four PIPs may be more helpful than any single dis-

cussion. Organization structure and selection procedures are usually

firmly established by each district and are not subject to influence by a

PIP.
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3.2 Staff Roles

Each PI: describes the various staff members' roles and responsibil-

ities.

3.2.1 Project Director (Tables C-21 and C-22)

Discussion. The role and responsibilities of the projRct director

are extensively described in the Project Management Directory which is

designed to be a guide for running the project. The project director's

major tasks are very similar across the four PIPS. The project director's

role is the most complex and is discussed here by area of responsibility,

following the categories of Table C-21.

StYle of leadership: See discussion of organizational structure,

Section 3.1.2.

Funds and budgets All four PIPS devote an entire chapter to the

budget. A packet of five worksheets tailored to each project is

provided with accompanying explanations. A combined table of con-

tents for this chapter is Shown in Table C-22. As shown in the

table, there are some topics that are treated in totally parallel

fashion and others that are treated only in one PIP.

Public relations: Communication is one of the constant themes

throughout all four PIPS The Project Management Directory of

each PIP has one chapter entitled "Communicating with School and

Community" and another one entitled "Staff Relationships." Al-

though the individual recommendations may be worded slightly

differently, the message is similar. In addition to the major

tasks listed in Table C-21, the project director is given general

goals, such as a high staff morale, cooperative relationships

among all staff members, and the absence of ivfoluble conflicts.
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Table C-21

Role of Proiect Director
(As Defined by Major Tasks)

A NH S V

Funds and Budgets
seek funding for second-year continuation X X X X

Public Relations
involve the parents and community in the .

project

maintain the interest of the school board
and district officials in the project
orient school and community to the project

Administration
plan the second year
supervise the planning of evaluation
arrange for rooms and other facilities
supervise selection of target schools and
students

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X

Overseeing Instruction
monitor instruction

a work with English curriculum coordinator
and French specialist to review performance
objectives

X X

Staff Training
supervise the planning and implementation
of monthly in-service training
prepare and supervise a start-up workshop

for staff

Developing and Ordering Materials
work with staff to select and order
materials

Staff Recruiting and Training
recruit and select project staff

A - Adelante; NH ix Nuevos Horizontes; S= Savoir; V Venceremos
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Table C-22

Comparative Table of Contents for the Budget
Chapter of the PMD

Project Goals 4

Project Director's Tasks 4

Budgeting Issues
Sample Schedule of Expenditures

A, So V
V

Project Costs
Start-up Costs
Continuation Costs

(

A
A
A

at

Cost Guidelines
Sample Schedule of Expenditures

NH
NH

Budgeting Procedures NH

Adapting Costs to Local Conditions
Planning for First Year New Students
Planning for Expansion
Sample Schedule of Expenditures,
Exclusive of Salaries

A, S, V
A, V
A, V
A, S

Planning the Second Year A

Alternative Configurations A

Budget Worksheets
Staff Costs (Worksheet 1)
Facilities (Worksheet 2)
Equipment/Materials
Equipment (Worksheet 3)

Materials (Worksheet 4)
Locally Developed Materials (Worksheet 4)
Total/Costs (Worksheet 5)

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4 = Item appears in all four PIPs
A = Adelante

NH se Nuevos Horizontes
Savoir

V = Venceremos
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Administration: Almost everything discussed in the PMDs could

fall under this category, but items mentioned here are those

not included in other discussions of project director responsi-

bilities.

Overseeing instruction: Direct responsibility for this testc 4s

delegated in all the PIPs to the instructional coordinators, but

the project director is ultimately responsible for this area.

Supervise monthly-inservice training: More detailed PIP content

in this'area will be discussed under "Staff Development" Section

3.3.

Developing and ordering_ materials: Detailed lists of materials

are provided in the PIPs and are discussed in Section 2.2.7.

General procedures are also provided in some PIPs, such as

setting up a system for checking out materials.

Staff recruiting and hiring: The PMD of each PIP has a chapter

devoted to staff selection. Staff qualifications are listed for

each position discussed in the PIP. A general section entitled

"Adapting to Local Conditions" describes minimal qualifications

for the staff as a whole. Three of the PIPs state that local

policies may influence hiring of staff. All the PIPs express a

preference for teachers who volunteer to be in the program and

staff who are already working in the district.

Usefulness to adopters. The project director is the staff person

whose role is described in most detail. Task lists are given for each

chapter in the PMD, and a calendar is prcvided showing when each task

should be done. There is considerable general discussion about project

management and many desired goals or outcomes are defined. For an inex-

perienced project director, the PMD would be fairly useful in planning

and starting a project. It would be difficult for anyone to follow the

PHD like a rule book because districts also play a part in the roles and
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responsibilities assigned to directors. Nevertheless, even for an experi-

enced project director the PMD could serve as a useful checklist. The PMD

does not offer any unique approaches. However, the attempt to organize a

project management handbook may be unique and valuable in itself.

3.2.2 Teachers (Table C-23)

Discussion. The function and role of the teachers is not appre.iably

different across the four PIPa. (Table C-23 compares the roles of teachers

and other personnel.) A possible exception may be Savoir where literacy

is taught first in English, and the target population may be already bi-

lingual. An apparent difference is the importance given to cooperative

teaching in the Adelante PIP. Teachers group students across grades and

classes and plan cooperatively, so all students are in the moat appropri-

ate group. However, in a less emphatic way the Nuevoa Horizontes and

Venceremoa suggest the same thing, so the difference may only be one of

emphasis.

Usefulness to adopters. The teachers' manual, which follows the same

general format as the PMDa, was not nearly as useful in the field tryout.

This may be because teachers are more interested in instructional guides,

materials, curriculum, and objectives, and do not have the interest or

time to read general works on their role. The description of teachers'

roles was of use, undoubtedly, to the instructional consultants. However,

clarification of role differences for different projects or a single defi-

nition would be desirable.

3.2.3 Aides (Table C-23)

Discussion. Aides are an important component of bilingual instruc-

tion and may represent one of the major changes brought about by the

bilingual program. The roles of the aides as described in the PIPa show

differences which are not related to different program goals. The pro-

portion of aides to teachers does vary, as can be seen in Table C-15, but

the variation does not appear to be related to the aides' function, and

therefore seems arbitrary.
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Table C'-23

A Selective Comparison of Roles of Other Personnel

1 A NH S J V

Teachers

conduct bilingual classroom instruction
develop and use performance objectives
provide a maximum of individualized
instruction
develop and administer mastery tests
develop instructional materials

X
X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X

X

Teacher Aides

assist in classroom instruction
tutor individual students
help prepare and reproduce teaching
materials
help check students' work and maintain
atudents' records

reinforce the activity just taught

X

X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X

Instructonal Coordinator/Consultant

plan and conduct training programs
coordinate parent involvement activities
observe teachers and provide technical
assistance
coordinate curriculum development
assist with the transition from Spaniah
to Spanish and English

X
X
X

X
X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X

Evaluator

develop and implement evaluation design
prepare evaluation reports
monitor project implementation
assess progress on objectives

X
X
X
X

.

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

.

X
X
X
X

A Adelante; NH Nuevo. Horizontea; S Savoir; V Venceremos
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Usefulness to adopters. Descriptions of the aides' roles could have

shown more consistency across the PIPS or could have represented program-

matic differences.

3.2.4 *her staff (Table C-23)

Discussion. The four PIPS have slightly different staff configura-

tions, And the roles reflect that. For example, Nuevos Horizontes has a

parent coordinator, while in other projects that role is assigned to the

instructional consultant. The role of the evaluator, as described in the

evaluator's manual, Is identical across the four PIPs.

Usefulness to adopters. The instructional coordinator, community co-

ordinator, and evaluator were each provided with a PIP manual of their own.

Their roles were thus defined for them, as well as for other project staff,

such as the director. Assuming that the role, as described in the PIP, is

congruent with the role of the corresponding staff member in an adopting

site, it is very useful for staff members to have a clear understanding of

their role.

3.2.5 Conclusions (Staff Roles)

The definition of staff member roles and responsibilities is one of

the most useful contributions of the PIPs. A person with no experience

in bilingual projects would undoubtedly find the detailed job descriptions

useful. Possibly, the selection of a good staff and a clear definition of

areas of responsibility would solve many aspects of project implementation.

When the discussions of staff roles are compared across the PIPs,

the eifferences between them appear arbitrary, and any one is probably as

helpful as the next. In addition even general guidelines, such as staff

configurations, are subject to change over time. Requirements for evalu-

ation change with the legislatures. Materials development may be impor-

tant at one point, and five years later it may be unnecessary. Finally,

the PIPs do not truly consider context. The decision makers in a district
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would have to accept and authorize the PIP roles in order for them to work.

This makes the PIP still useful as a reference, but not as a stepbystep

instruction book.
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3.3 Staff Development

3.3.1 Needs Assessment

Discussion. None of the PIPs directly discuss assessing existing

staff skills. The PIPs do suggest that staff be given the opportunity

to evaluate the project in-service sessions and to make suggestions for

future workshops.

Usefulness to adopters. Needs assessment is not treated in the PIPs;

its absence may affect the usefulness of other sections.

3.3.2 Structure of Training (Table C-24)

Discussion. Detailed schedules of topics are provided for the start-

up workshop. The schedule in the Savoir PIP is particularly complete and

provides goals for each workshop activity. However, workshop content is not

discussed in detail. In many cases, the PIPs suggest finding a consultant

to teach a topic. Thus, adopter-site workshops may differ substantially

from those in the originating sites. Treatment of in-service workshops

and other staff development activities is even more general and varies

across the PIPs (see Table C-24 for a summary).

Usefulness to adopters. The provision of a complete start-up work-

shop schedule is very useful to inexperienced project directors. Even if

adopting districts judge that certain sections of the workshop are not

needed, it may ba easier to revise the existing plan than to create a new

one.

3.3.3 Characteristics of Training

Discussion. None of the PIPs discuss modifying in-service sessions

according to teacher experience. Only Venceremos specifically states that

aides and teachers should occasionally be offered separate training. Many

opportunities are provided the teachers and aides (e.g., in the start-up
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Table C-24

Staff Development

Adelante
Nuevos

Ho izontes
i

Savoir Venceremos

Level of detail
provided on start-
up workshop
schedule

Hourly
Schedule

Hourly
Schedule

Hourly
Schedule

Hourly
Schedule

Level of detail on
inservice workshops

Topics suggest-
ed; one sample
plan provided.

Topics and for-
mat suggested.

Topics
suggested.

Topics suggest-
ed; one sample
plan provided.

Other staff devel-
opment activities
suggested
University Courses
District Inservice
Conferences
Visits to other

classes, projects
Videotaping of

teachers re.uired suggested suggested suggested
Aides receive
separate inservice
Non-project staff
included in start-up
or inservice work-
shops:
Teachers
Principals
Parents
District personnel X



workshops) to teach model lessons, plan together, or make materials. The

Adelante PIP suggests that about half of the workshop time should be de-

voted to "hands-on" activities. In addition, all the PIPs state that

teachers should suggest topics for future in-service workshops. Adelante

and Savoir mention that teachers and aides should be encouraged to pursue

credit courses, and Venceremos and Nuevos Horizontes mention making use

of available district workshops.

Usefulness to adopters. The greatest weakness of the staff develop-

ment program discussed in the PIP is that no distinction is made between

audiences with potentially very different training needs such as (1) ex-

perienced bilingual teachers and inexperienced teachers, (2) fluent Span-

ish or French speakers and persons who need additional language skills,

and (3) teachers and aides. The type of training suggested is practical

and user-oriented. The information provided in the four PIPs collectively

about university courses and other sources of training is fairly compre-

hensive, but no one PIP has all of the information.

3.3.4 Audiences

Discussion. Staff development, as discussed in the PIP, includes

only teachers and aides, not the director and project support staff.

Non-project staff invited to workshops is summarized in Table C-24.

Usefulness to adopters. It would be more helpful to adopting dis-

tricts to differentiate the audience for staff development according to

need, skills, and role. The PIPs do provide useful reminders to include

non-project staff in training activities, but the suggestions of who to

include vary across the PIPs without apparent reason.

3.3.5 Conclusions (Staff. Development)

Staff development is a major component of bilingual education and

justifiably receives a large amount of attention in the PIPs. Enough

detail on topics is provided, at least for the start-up workshop, to be
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quite useful to project directors. However, the specific contents and

procedures of training must be determined by the adopter-site. The PIPs

do not consider the diverse training needs of the staff.
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3.4 Parents and Community

3.4.1 Parent Involvement in School Affairs (Table C-25)

Discussion. All the originsting sites were subject to the same re-

quirements to involve parents in project activities. However, the activ-

ities described varied across the PIPs. For example, parents clearly

assist in the classroom only in Adelante and Savoir. Table C-25 is a

summary of the parent involvement component described in each PIP.

Usefulness to adopters. The usefulness of this section depends on

which PIP is discussed. Venceremos has very little on parent involvement,

Adelante has somewhat more, and Savoir and Nuevos Horizontes have the most

complete coverage. An apparent difference is that Venceremos does not

involve parents in the classroom while the other PIPs do, but since this

is not explicitly stated the reader is not sure if this is a real differ-

ence or simply a difference in the description.

Even within a single PIP, differences in level of detail exist for

the activities discussed. Savoir provides a useful example of a parent

survey, for example, but does not give very much information about how a

program of parents volunteering in the classroom could be organized.

Some of the ideas presented are discussed in enough detail to be use-

ful to a project director. It would be helpful if the PIPs distinguished

between minimum requirements of a parent involvement component such as

information meetings, and "extras" such as a toy-lending library.

4
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Table C-25

Parent Involvement

A Nil S V

Project staff member in charge
of parent involvement; % in
first year

50% of
Instructional
Consultant

Half-time
Community

Coordinator

Time Unspeci-
fled; English
Curriculum
Coordinator

Time & Person
Unclear;

probably the
Project Director

Activities for parents:
Parents visit classroom
Special event
Toy lending library
loom at school for use
by Parents

Assisting in the class-
room X Optional

Library aides
Tutoring X
Cho eroning_field trips
Workshops, meetings
Classes

Communication with parents:
Brochure
Newsletter
Letters X
Local media coverage X X X
Parent teacher conferences
Teachers telephone parents
or write
Home visits by staff

'Survey of parents

A = Adelante; NH = Nuevos Horizontes; S = Savoir; V = Venceremos



3.4.2 Community Input (Table C-26)

Discussion. The role and organization of the Parent Advisory Council

(PAC) for each PIP is illustrated in Table C-26. As can be seen from the

table, there is considerable variation in what is said about the PAC in

the different PIPs.

Usefulness to adopters. Several plans for organizing parent advisory

councils and holding meetings are represented among the PIPs. Because

some plans are discussed in greater detail than others, some differences

may be due to the PIP descriptions and not to the origination site prac-

tices. As with the parent involvement component, this section would be

more useful if it clearly distinguished basic tasks of the PAC from de-

sirable extras. The Venceremos PIP seems particularly incomplete in list-

ing as the only task for its PAC the initiation of media coverage of the

project. Current legislation mandates how PAC members are chosen for

Title VII projects causing PIP recommendations to be obsolete.

3.4.3 Community Support

Discussion. All of the PIPs discuss the importance of developing

community support and the role that this support can play in the con-

tinued life of the project. The principal means of developing support

is through communication, which is discussed in the Section 3.5.3.

Usefulness to adopters. To be discussed in communications section.

3.4.4 Parent Education

Discussion. Parent education receives little more than a mention in

most of the PIPs. Workshops are organized for parents, information meet-

ings are held, and parents are invited to inservice (see Table C-25). The

most complete coverage is provided by Savoir, where information needed by

parents and reasons for negative attitudes are discussed in detail.
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Table C-26

Parent Advisory Council (PAC)

Adelante
Nuevos

Horizontes Savoir Venceremos

Row organized District PAC One PAC per
school and

district PAC

One PAC per
school and

district PAC

District PAC

Meetings At least three
time a year

School: monthly
District: seam

monthly

Once a month Every 6 weeks

Activities of PAC:
Sponsors events
for parents

Assesses parent
needs,, attitudes

Initiate media
coverage

Participates in
project needs
assessment

.

Consulted about
changes for fol-
lowing year X

Organized into
study teams

Consulted about
staff development X

How PAC members are
chosen

Appointed by
Project Director Unclear

Appointed by
Project Director Unclear

Staff and non-
parents who meet
with PAC

Instructional
Consultant,

Project Director

Community
Leader, Bi-
lingual

education
teacher,

principal

Project Director,
Curriculum Coor-
dinator, Repre-

aentatives from
PTA, business,

education,

clergy, one high

school student

Representatives
from local
community
agencies
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Usefulness to adopters. The PIP treatment of parent education con-

sists primarily of a reminder to include parents rather than information

about how this should be done. The Savoir discussion of possible parent

attitudes is helpful to an inexperienced project director.

3.4.5 Parent Conferences /Counseling,

Discussion. Two of the PIPs mention parent teacher conferences and

two require home visits. No specific information is given other than the

requirement to maintain open channels of communication.

Usefulness to adopters. The PIPs contain little information on this

subject.

3.4.5 Conclusions (Parents and Community)

Parent and community involvement is a major requirement of Title VII

bilingual projects, and therefore, this topic deserves attention in the

PIPs. The treatment of this topic is of uneven quality. In some PIPs

detailed procedures are provided, but in others the topic is discussed

too superficially to be helpful. Although different approaches to parent

involvement are probably warranted in different situations, the differences

among the PIPs do not seem related to other program goals. Therefore, it

seems unlikely that a district that liked the Nuevos Horizontes staffing

pattern would also want to provide exactly the same parent component de-

scribed in Nuevos Horizontes. A summary of certain basic choices, and a

list of desirable "extras" would be more helpful to inexperienced project

directors than the present system.
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3.5 Communication

3.5.1 Staff Relations (Table C-27)

Discussion. A chapter entitled "Staff Relationships" appears in all

four PIPS with very minor changes. For illustration, a selection of the

major points of this chapter appear in Table C-27. As can be seen from

the table, most of the items describe general desired outcomes, rather

than procedures for accomplishing them.

Usefulness to adopters. As a general statement of the kind of staff

relations desired, the PIP chapter on this subject is useful. However,

the chapter is not intended to serve as a guide to creating such relation-

ships. Certainly, if there were serious problems in staff relationships,

the advice in the PIPa would be of little use.
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Table C-27

Selected Directives for Staff Relations
(For All pIPs Unless Otherwise Labeled)

Goals

Staff morale is high

No insoluble conflicts arise among project staff

Staff share in decision-making (Nuevos Horizontes only)

Cooperative relationships exist among all staff members

Authoritarian postures are discouraged (Savoir only)

Project Director and Instructional Staff

Director makes a point to ask for teachers' and aides' ideas

protect Director and Non-Instructional Staff

The staff whose roles overlap (PD and IC or FD and CC) should
develop a good working relationship

The project director and the evaluator should agree on a well-
defined plan and procedure for reporting negative findings if
they should occur

Relationship mon Staff

Teachers supervise aides but this supervision should not be
exercised in a manner that detracts from cooperation in the
classroom
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3.5.2 Relations with Non - Project Staff (Table C-28)

Discussion. Developing relations with non-project staff consists,

principally, in communicating with all staff who can affect the project

or who are affected by it. Each PIP has a chapter on public relations

,entitled "Communicating with School and Community," the content of which

is summarized in Table C-28.

Usefulness to adopters. PIP explanations about communicating with

non-project staff are concrete and therefore helpful to an inexperienced

project director. The information provided collectively in the PIPs is

comprehensive, but individual PIPs differ for apparently arbitrary reasons.

For example, the PIIDs of three of the PIPs give a list of instructions for

involving the principals, but Adelante does not. Considering the important

role of the principal in project schools, this is more likely to be an

oversight than a project difference.

3.5.3 Dissemination of Project Information (Tables C-25 and C-28)

Discussion. The eventual success or failure of a project may depend

less on intrinsic project qualities than on how the project is perceived

by the school and by the community. The PIPs recognize this principle and

stress the need to build and maintain support. The PIPs include orienta-

tion materials (posters, brochures, and a slide/tape presentation, avail-

able, unfo'tunataly, in English only) to facilitate presentations about

the project. Table C-25 summarizes the suggestions in the various PIPs

for conveying project information to parents. Some of these techniques

such as local media coverage or a project newsletter are not limited only

to parents, but extend to the wider community as well. Table C-28 sum-

marizes PIP directives for informing the various school audiences about

the project.

Usefulness to adopters,. Collectively the four PIPs provide a good

source of suggestions for disseminating information. The orientation

materials themselves were not popular with field test sites; perhaps
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Table C-28

Communication with Non-project Staff

A I NH [ S

_

V

District administrators

X X XOrientation meeting

Involve district curriculum coordinator X X

Keep informed throughout project

.

X X X

Principals

X X XOrientation meeting

AdmsIsprcialsur.derszanre.iumay be negative X

Keep informed throughout protect X X

I

X

Involve principals in decisions X X X

Respect role difference of PD and principal

_

X

Involve in protect events X

Non - project teachers

X XOrientation meeting

Project teachers share materials, equipment,
and methods X ,XXX

Project director meets with school staff X

Invite to staff development workshops X X

School Board

X X XOrientation meeting

Show students in action XXXX
Provide costs and results /XXX
Keep board informed

A Adelante; NH Nuevos Horizontes; S = Savoir; V Venceremos
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adopter sites would rather have posters and pictures of their own project

than of the originating site.

3.5.4 Conclusions (Communication)

Communication and staff relations are given great importance in the

PIP management system. They may be the invisible element that causes a

successful project to run smoothly and without which, a project will fail.

To attempt to give instructions for successful staff relations is z very

ambitious task and may be beyond the scope of any packaged program. Gen

eral goals for staff interaction can only be goals: the rest depends on

the individuals involved. In order to obtain improvements, management

training or some sort of staff workshop may be needed.

The PIP discussion of communication is helpful to an inexperienced

project director. However, the information provided by a compilation of

the four PIPS would be more complete and useful than that provided by any

individual PIP.
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3.6 Evaluation

3.6.1 Strategies for Implementing Protect Evaluation

Discussion (Table C-29). Each PIP has an evaluation manual which,

except for introductory material specific to each PIP, is essentially the

same. The PIP manuals do not call for a replication of the original site

evaluation. Instead there is a discussion of various issues and choices

evaluators face in planning and implementing an evaluation. Table C-29

is an outline of that discussion.

Usefulness to adopters. The problems faced by evaluators of bilin-

gual education projects are numerous, and providing helpful information

is a challenging task. Many of the directives contained in the evaluation

manual are helpful, but the major problems are establishing a no-treatment

expectation and finding adequate tests, especially in the non-English lan-

guage. The PIP manuals do not recognize the difficulty of these two tasks,

which in the field experience occupies a disproportionate amount of evalu-

ators' time and frequently proved to be insurmountable problems. Much more

detailed information, even for the less complex tasks, would be necessary

for an inexperienced evlauator, but other publications exist for this

purpose and the PIP does provide some references.

3.6.2 Conclusions (Evaluation)

Although the originating-site evaluation plans and results are pro-

vided, the PIPs do not encourage replication of these evaluations. The

evaluation manuals alert the reader to general problems in bilingual edu-

cation evaluation. However, the field experience showed that much more

assistance is needed in this area.

476

41



Table C-29

Strategies for Planning and Accomplishing Project Evaluation

1. Assessing Project Impact

comparison is essential in establishing a no-treatment
expectation
-.use norm-referenced teats if appropriate
use local comparison group if available
....comparison also possible with other bilingual program.

student selection
--same test cannot be used for selection and evaluation

evaluator should be involved in selection
--method of selection has evaluation implications
-at least two classes are necessary per grade level to
counterbalance teacher differences.

achievement testing
--need to measure improvement in English, non - English lan-

guage, and amtent areas
outcomes should be separated for students in different
language dominance groups
standardized tests must be used in norm-referenced model,
but criterion-referenced testa may be used in comparison
group model

--for beginning English students out-of-level testing is
recommended
preferable to use same test for pre and posttesting

--when using the same test in two languages, administer
test first in less familiar language to minimize prac-
tice effect.

short term and long term evaluation
-.some gains may take more than one year of operation to

be visible
-performance objectives may be used in short term evalua-
tion, or in areas not readily measured by achievement
tests.

non-cognitive goals
....may be major project goals
--*one.cognitive measures may be used as assessment instru-

mmts
--non-cognitive measures may be used to sensitize teachers.
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Table C-29 (Continued)

2. Monitoring and Improving_ProJect Implementation

outcome data must be considered in relation to level of
implementation
- -rarely will all project classes implement all project

features.

conclusions on implementation /outcome data
- -project worked as planned

- -something worked, but it may not have been the project
- -project may not be replicable
--project may not have been given a fair trial.

assessing implementation
- -evaluator, project director develop checklist of key

features using,PIP.

evaluator monitors non-classroom activities.

evaluator suggests revisions to improve project implementa-
tion.

3. Unanticipated Consequences

methoda for finding unanticipated consequences may be
largely impressionistic but all data, interviews, evalu-
ation should be examined with this question in mind.

if some consequences are negative they should be noted,
not necessarily corrected.

consequences of a personal level (i.e., staff interaction)
are also important.
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General Conclusion

Each of the four PIPs consists of five or six manuals as well as

other informational and instructional materials. This summary therefore

encompasses more than 2,000 pages of information. The bilingual PIPs

exhibit some desirable features and it is hoped that the discussion of

these features will be helpful in future development efforts.

The PIPs provide staffing configurations and extensive role descrip-

tions, two major areas of program design. This alone is helpful in orga-

nizing a new project, and if a qualified staff is selected, may play a

major role iu successful implementation. The role of project director

is supplemented by a calendar and a summary of tasks. In the field test,

this was useful to both experienced and inexperienced directors as a

checklist, even if it was not followed exactly. The discussion of com-

munication with school and community, if it were compiled across PIPs,

would also be useful to some new project directors. The general guidelines

on bilingual education and on the components of a bilingual project could

also serve in program planning if their limitations were clearly under-

stood.

However, a summary and comparison of the contents of the four PIPs

leads to the conclusion that there are major flaws with the present design

of the bilingual PIPs.

First, the existence of four different PIPs leads automatically to

a comparison. The four projects are generally similar in staffing, ap-

proach, organization, and instructional content, and therefore do not

offer four real choices. Some differences exist that could be signifi-

cant, such as language proficiency of the target population. However,

these differences are superficial and are not incorporated systematically

into the goals, approaches, and organizations of the total projects. Many

minor differences, such as number of classrooms, the role of the parents,

function of teacher aide, do not reflect a major difference in goals or

approach. In relation to the program as a whole they seem arbitrary,
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although they probably reflect differences among the originating sites,

and the documentation of the programs. In many instances (e.g., role of

parents), a compilation of the information contained in the four PIPs

would be more useful and more complete than what is contained in any sin-

gle PIP.

Second, the purpose of the PIPs was to help LEAs implement bilingual

programs with a minimum of technical assistance by replicating exemplary

projects. But the PIPs describe general approaches to multi-faceted,

whole-day programs rather than specific procedures and materials, thereby

making replication, in the usual sense of the word, impossible. Even by

following PIP directives faithfully, it would be unlikely for students in

an adopter site to receive the same instructional treatment as students

in the originating site. If replication of instructional treatment is a

goal, much more specific information is needed about bilingual-education

classroom procedures, techniques, use of materials, and classroom organi-

zation.

Third, because the PIP does not provide an instructional system for

use by classroom teachers, the question arises as to who the intended

audience is. As they exist, the bilingual PIPs consist primarily of man-

agement guidelines intended for project directors. Because of the nature

of the projects, the packages are primarily intended for highly qualified,

experienced staff who are already knowledgeable about bilingual education.

However, an LEA possessed of such a staff is less likely to need a PIP

than a district with a less experienced and less knowledgeable staff.

Many areas of the PIPs could benefit from a clearer definition of the

audience and a more limited and more focused goal for their use.

Fourth, the current PIPs address areas in which a package is not

Likely to be useful. For example, materials and their prices quickly

become obsolete. Hiring practices and organizational structures at LEAs

are not easily changed. Student selection, classroom composition, and

evaluation requirements are subject to other laws and regulations. Credi-

bility of the whole package may be lost when directives become dated or

conflict with other requirements.
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Finally, the PIPS are intended to promote whole-project adoption,

rather than the selection among various components. In a relatively simple

pull-out-type program, perhaps this concept makes elnse, but in an area

as complex as bilingual education, which encompasses a whole-day program

for several grade levels, this concept is impractical. It is extremely

doubtful that an LEA which chose Venceremos because of the culture and

heritage component would also wish to have its Parent Advisory Committee

meet exactly the same number of times and perform exactly the same tasks

as the Venceremos project, for example. This is especially true because

the function described in the PIP reflects what occurred at the originating

site and the practices are not necessarily optimal in another district.

Future packaging efforts should consider these issues before design-

ing further bilingual education materials.
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APPENDIX D

PRE AND POSTTEST SCORES FROM FIELD TEST SITES
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Pre- and Posttest Scores From Field-Test Sites

Second-Year Data

The conclusion of Substudy II, the evaluation of project impacts, was

that the imprecision of the measurements and the many confounding variates

precluded any determination of project impacts on student g-thievement (Sec-

tions 10 and 11). However, in the process of arrivit tat decision,

RMC completed an extensive survey (with some reanalyses, the data from

the field-test sites, and reviewers of preliminary drafts of this report

requested that achievement test information be included for the use of the

interested reader. This appendix comprises that information.

Several things should be kept in mind by the reader:

Rai -score gains (or losses) mean very little. In all possible

cases, RMC converted the scores provided by the field-test sites

to raw scores and to NCEs. Raw scores are provided for the

reader who may wish to look up other scales in the test pub-

lishers' norm tables. NCEs provide a comparison to the gains

made by other students in the country at comparable achievement

levels. However:

NCE "gains" (or losses) do not indicate program success for fail-

ure). It is possible that even a substantial gain represents

poorer performance than the students would have achieved in that

district without the program. Similarly, even a substantial loss

may represent a great improvement in other districts. Further,

there is a great deal of measurement error in these values, and

the values may be systematically distorted by extraneous factors.

The "site codes" in the tables do not correspond to the order,

of the sitesillemdixA. In order to preserve the anoLymity

of the sites, these codes were assigned randomly.
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******************************************************************************
* *
* CAUTION
* *

We caution the reader that any attempt to use these scores to support *
* arguments either for or against the effectiveness of (a) bilingual educe- *

* tion in general, or (b) the bilingual programs in the 19 field-test sites *

* would be professionally irresponsible.
* *
***************************************************************A**************

,Contents

1. General notes

2. Information from each site on:
Asseftqw^nt of language proficiency
Assignment to treatment

3. Test name key

4. Footnotes

5. Data tables



General Notes APPlYing to Performance-Level Data Tables

a. Information on assignment to treatment snd language proficiency
groups is provided to accompany these tables.

b. These data were collected during the 1978-79 school year except
where otherwise indicated.

c. Means are converted to NCEs wherever possible to provide a norm-
ative method of cross-site comparison. The NCE metric has a
mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 21.06.

e. Raw score gains are not computed where different teat levels
were used pre and post.

f. rms. T test is not significant at the .05 level.
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Information Sheet to Accompany
Second-Year Performance-Level Data Tables

Site Assessment of Language Proficiency Assignment to Treatment

1 Language dominance classifications were
assigned by the staff at the project.
Four criteria were used: (1) home visits
and surveys, (2) LAS scores, (3) per-
formance on achievement tests, (4) class-
room observation. Students were divided
into three groups for analysis: LESA-
stronger in English, LESA - stronger in

Spanish, and Non-LESA. Regarding LAS
scores: LESA-stronger in English is
defined as <3 on English + Spanish LAS
with English "stronger." LESA-Spanish
stronger. is defined ss English LAS score
<3, Spanish may be at any level.

2

3 Based on home language survey, 842 of par-
ents speak to their children exclusively
in Spanish. No language testing was done
in the second year. 65% of families have
been in this country five years or less.

4 "All students in grades K-12 participated
in a home language survey, screening/
diagnosis procedures, and testing to de-
termine their primary language....The
LAS was used in the fall prior to November
and data organized for systematic identi-

fication of Limited English Proficiency
students at all grade levels." (Site's

Final Report'
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Non -LESA students were

divided into two groups
for instruction: bi-
linguals and monolinguals.
All LESA students were
served.

Students enrolled in the
state program were trans-
ferred to the Title VII
program at certain grade
levels. Some students did
not get into Title VII be-
cause of administrative
restrictions.

In general, LESA students
were assigned to Title VII
classrooms.
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Site Assessment of Language Proficiency Assignment to Treatment

5 The PAL (OLDM) was administered to assess
oral language dominance.

6 All students were considered LESA on entry
to the program For most students (K, I,
and 2) entry was at the kindergarten level
"Since they have not exited from the pro-
gram they are still being treated as LESA
students: receiving instruction in ESL,
and bilingual instruction in reading and
math" (letter from evaluator] LESA
classification was validated during the
school year with LAS testing and informa-
tion from a home language survey.

7 Home language survey indicates that
83% of parents have English as a native
language. 28% use both English and French
at home.
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The site identified schools
with a high percentage of
minority children and/or
schools willing to partic-
ipate. Within schools,

teachers were selected ac-
cording to bilingual skills
and experience. In some
cases LESA students within
a district were all bussed
to one school.

"Assignment to Title VII
was based on educational

. need with teacher recom-
mendations given primary
weight....With very few
exceptions participating
students in first and second
grade were 'veterans' of the
previous year of the project....
Parental approval is a neces-
sary prerequisite." [Site's

Final Report] State law
requires students who enter
the State bilingual program
to remain until 3rd grade.
Also assigned to the proj-
ect were some Anglo volun-
teers and some non-LESA low
achievers.

Those teachers who felt
comfortable introducing a
bilingual component into
their classrooms did so.



Site Assessment of Language Prof iciencY Assignment to Treatment

7

8 "Students are divided into Francos and
Anglos for analytic purposes. The classi-
fication was originally made by persona
in the school knowledgeable of a student's
ethnic background. Later in the year an-
other check was made and a composite
score was defined to determine degree of
limited English Proficiency." (letter

from evaluator] No information is avail-
able on the nature of the composite. Its

use resulted in "some" students being re-
classified. The report gives no indication
of analysis grouping being made on the
basis of LEP status--only on ethnic status.

9 "Pupils were assigned a language classifi-
cation of LES, NES, FES on the basis of
their scores on the 8SM." from data
sheets)

Other classrooms became
the control classrooms.
Parental permission was
required for student par-
ticipation. The majority
of the students in the class
must be of Franco descent,
preferably a 75/25 ratio.

Although students were
identified according to
number of years in the
program this information
was not used for analysis.

"The basic device used
for the identification
and placement of pupils
in the program (and in
the categories of NES,
LES, and FES) was the
Bilingual Syntax Measure
given in Spanish and Eng-
lish as appropriate."
(Site's Final Report) Other
criteria used for identi-
fication and placement
include: the State Home
Language Survey, standard-
ized teat data in reading
and math, teacher ratings
of listening skills, and
teacher rating of writing
skills.
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Site Assessment of Language Proficiency Assignment to Treatment

10 The report implies that selection of
treatment students and identification
of LEP students were one and the same
process.

11 The project director designed a thorough
set of criteria to establish language
dominance. Several factors were involved:
Scores on the PAL (OLDN), information on
literacy, level of attainment in classroom
reading curriculum, and MSS achievement
test scores. The determination of language
dominance was made at the end of the year.
This information, along with a substantial
amount of other biographic/demogrsphic in-
formation could not be used for data analy-

sis because of small Ns.

12 To identify LESA students the site used
"primarily" the state adopted home lan-
guage survey form. "If the parents said
that French is spoken in the home, then
we considered him a candidate depending
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"Factors used to select LEP
children to participate in
the Title VII prpogram:

(1) home language survey
provided by State department
of education, (2) teacher
rating of English language
proficiency, (3) the SRA
achievement test: >6 sta-
nine is non LEP." [Site's

Final Report) "Within each
school, classes were ran-
domly selected to be in the
tratment and control groups."
[Sites Final Report) ANC
on-site observation leads us
to question the veracity of
this statement. Also, it is
difficult to reconcile these
two pieces of information
from the report. Data in
the report are presented by
Treatment and Control group
with the implicit suggestion
that all Treatment students
are LEP, as defined by the
state.

All classes K-2 were con-
sidered candidates for the
Title VII program at the
site.

"Already existing classes
Whose teachers are bilingual
were selected for partici-
pation in the program. They
are composed of both French



Site Assessment of Language Proficiency Assignment to Treatment

12 (continued)
on his SRA scores." [letter from evalu-

ator) If no home language survey was

available on a particular student, "teach-
er observation" was substituted. "If a
student scored 76% or higher on the read-
ing part of the SRA, he is not considered
LESA even if he has a strong French back-

ground." [letter from evaluator]

13 Students were classified as LESA on the
basis of teacher judgment. Pretest data
from several measures in both Spanish and
English were provided to teachers as
additional information for classification.

14 Students were classified in language
dominance groups according to English
LAS teat scores.

FES 85-100, Near fluent * 76-84,
LES * 66-78, NES 0-65.
(Site's Final Report)

15 The LAB teat was used to determine
language proficiency and aaaign students

to categories. It is implied that the
site used the scoring system developed
by the publisher, however the evaluator
felt this system overidentifies LEP
students (Site's Final Report)
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dominant and English domi-
nant children. Because of

lack of time between actual
funding and implementation,
teachers were unable to
screen students for domi-
nancy. Once classes were
established, participants

were relatively balanced
according to language domi-
nancy." (Site's Final Re-

port)

For first grade a local
control group of 17 stu-
dents yea compiled from
Mexican-American children
with no previous bilingual
education experience, lo-
cated throughout the dis-
trict. These students
were tested in the fall of
second grade prior to re-
ceiving the Title VII pro-

gram. (Site's Final Report)

"Pupils are selected to
participate in the Title
VII program in the same way
pupils are selected for
other bilingual programa
in [Site 15] . Policy

for selection procedure
is in conformance with
state law. Parental per-
mission is also required."
(Site's Final Report]



Site Assessment of Language Proficiency Assignment to Treatment

16 A student is classified LEP by: LAS

English score <3, Spanish LAS score >1,
achievement test score in reading <30%,
classroom reading level is one year or
more below grade level.

17 No quantitative assessment of English
dominance was reported for this mono-
lingual, Spanish-speaking population.

18

Title VII entry criteria:
"Those most in need of
bilingual education," which
includes (a) those with
higher language fluency in
Spanish than English, (b)
Spanish surname students
with low language fluency
in English and Spanish (LAS
level of 1 or 2 in both),
(c) Spanish surname students
with equivalent fluency in
both languages.

Control classrooms were ran-
domly selected by schools.
No school had both treatment
and control classrooms.
Program and control class-
rooms were considered
similar on the following
fou: socio-demographic char-
acteristics: (a) popula-
tion growth, (b) population
density, (c) family income,
(d) percentage of students
migrating to U.S. Both
treatment and control class-
rooms were selected because
of the high proportion of
students enrolled who were
likely to migrate to the U.S.

19 Data are analyzed by language proficiency No information on assign-
group although the report does not indi- ment to treatment.
este how students were assigned to cate-
gories It is likely that such assign-
ment was made using scores from the Bi-
lingual Syntax Measure, which the site
administered.
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Test Name Key,

Nationally Standardized Tests

CAT: California Achievement Test

CTBS: Comprehensive Teat of Basic Skills. CTBS Espeffol was pub-
lished in 1973. It is a direct translation of CTBS/S published
in 1974. CTBS total reading raw scores are not comparable across
languages. There is one more subtext in English than Spanish.
NCEa can be compared.

InterAmerican: Test of Reading /Prueba de Lecture (PL)
Test of General Ability/Frueba de Habilidad General (PHG)
(contains less than 25Z math items)

MAT: Metropolitan Achievement Test

SRA: SRA Achievement Series

Locally Developed Tests

ARS: Affective Reporting System. Published by Teaching Research Pub-
lications, Monmouth, Oregon. This measure requires a child to
circle a happy, sad, or neutral face in response to locally
written items. Therefore, ARS scores are not comparable across
sites.

French Ach. Test: French Achievement Test. Locally developed criterion
referenced measure used at several sites. Composition of aubtests
and number of items varies across sites.

French Lang. Acqu. Test: French Language Acquisition Test. Consists of
51 listening and oral production items.

LAB: Language Assessment Battery. Level I contains 40 items.

LAS: Language Assessment Scale. The LAS Level I consists of 98 items

and a story-telling exercise.

Mathematics Skills Test (Test of Basic Math Skills). This Spanish lan-
guage test consists of 25 items, and was developed by the user
site with the assistance of Educational Testing Service.

Reading Skills Test (Test of Spanish Skills). This Spanish language
test consists of 40 items and was developed by the user site with
the assistance of Educational Testing Service.

PAL: Primary Acquisition of Language Test (Also called the Oral Lan-
guage Dominance Measure (OLDM). Consists of 28 oral production
responses, each of which may consist of several words.

PSCI: Primary Self-Concept Inventory. Contains 20 items completed by

the student.
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Footnotes

1. Ns used to calculate pre- and posttest means were not restricted
to matched cases. Sufficient information for accurate matching
not available from site.

2. Posttest means were correctly adjusted using analysis of covari-
ance techniques. Significance levels are indicated.

3. Site used inappropriate statistical procedures. RMC performed a

norm-referenced analysis.

4. 12-month testing interval.

5. Means obtained from site report checked against raw data obtained
from site.

6. A random sample of students was posttested to minimize the test-
ing burden. No documentation of sample selection procedures is
available.

7. No pretest data available.

8. A statistically appropriate t-test was performed between groups.
Significance levels are reported.

9. a. Means aim not available, although data were collected at
the site.

b. Statistical analysis was completed at site and results re-
ported although data are not available.

10. Category scores, not raw scores, are reported by the site for oral
language testing.

11. Raw scores not available; numbers reported on raw score tables are
expanded standard scores (scale scores).

12. Mastery level or growth expectation not established.

13. Spanish and English Total Math data combined at site. Most test-
ing is in English. English norms are used for NCE conversions.

14. Math computation subtest only.

15. The report itself gives slightly different Ns when reporting raw
scores on one page and percentiles on another.

16. Site used inappropriate statistical procedures. Data available
were not sufficient for RMC to perform a reanalysis.
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17. The aggregate raw score standard deviation is not
range of standard deviations over five schools is

18. Students were tested using an on-site translation
language directions and test items of this test.

19. Posttest administered in the fall. Conversion to
on expanded standard scores used for out-of-level

20. No data were collected.

21. Conversion to NCEs not possible.

22. Invalid data.

23. Reading score is vocabulary subtest only.
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1st Grade, English Reading

Program or
Site Language

Footnotes Code Group
LESA, En-
glish In-

3 1 struction
Non -LESA

English
Instruc-

3 1 Lion

76-77
English

1 Dom. LESA
78-79

English
1 Dom. LESA

76-77

1 Non-LESA
77-78

1 Non-LESA
2 Title VII

Remedial
Title VII

3 1st grade
Regular
Title VII

3 1st grade

Test, Level,
Form,

N Edition

Raw Scores
Pretest Posttest

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

NCEs
Pretest Posttest

Gain Mean Mean Gain

CTBS, B(S),
48 1974 26.3 8.8 59.7 13.4 33.4 38 51 13

CTBS, B(S),
73 1974 38.3 15.6 69.6 12.6 31.3 61

CTBS B(S),
54 1974 56.4

57 - 4

48

CTBS B(S),
61 1974

CTBS B(S),
68 1974

CTBS B(S),
75 1974

54.8

64.1

66.2

47

53

54

CTBS B(S),
9 1974 25.4 6.1 25.0 10.5 - .4 37

9a 4 Title VII
All

1,3,5 5 Title VII
All

4,7 6 Title VII

CTBS B(S),
16 1974 32.1

InterAmeri-
can Test of
Reading, 1966

Pre=175 CTBS, B(S),
Post=169 1974 20.6

CAT, 1,
46 1970

5.6 62.1 11.7 30 52

13 -24

52 0

8.3 34.3 13.8 13.7 24

85.2 12.0

26 2

59

)



1st Grade, English Reading (Continued)

Footnotes

Site

Code

Program or

Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores
Pretest Posttest

GainMean S.D. Mean S.D.

7,8,11 7

Non-
Title VII
Controls 177

SRA, B (1),

1978 143 47

7,11 7

All
Title VII 176

B (1),
1978 138 51

pans

5,17 8

Title VII
Praucos 54

PregsMetro,

Primer(11),

1971

Post=Metro,
Primaryl(P),

1971 28.5

1.6

to

5.5 38.3

5.7
to

10.7

_5,17 8

Title VII
Anglos 38

Pre MAT,
Primer(R),

1971

Post=MAT,
Primaryl(F),

1971 30.4

2.1

to

8.1 41.3

3.1

to

9.3

5 9

Title VII
NES 18

CTBS,B(S),
1974 29.0 12.9

5

Title VII
LES 25

CTBS,B(S),

1974 22.0 6.2 33.0 10.4 11

5 9

Title VII
FES 9

CTBS,B(S),

1974 31.0 12.6 58.0 19.4 Z7

5,11 10 Title VII 171

SRA,B(1)
1978 87.9 35.2 179.9 66.0 92

5,8,11 10

Non-
Title VII 125

SRA,B(1)

1978 80.8 33.8 174.9 56.4
plms
94.1

9a(Pre) 11

All
Title VII 95

PresICTBS

A(S),1974
PostoiCTBS,

B(g1,1974 54.2 19.1

4.'

liCEs

Pretest Posttest
Mean Mean Gain

40

38

38 46 8

30

49

38

36

53

19

25 -5

49

49 11

45 9

47

4.i I



1st Grade, English Reading (Continued)

o
0

Footnotes
Site

Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest

Gain
Pretest Posttest

GainMean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean Mean

4,11 12

All
Title VII 100

SRA,B(1),
1978 70.4 28.6 115.7 55.2 45.3 41 32 9

9a 13 Title VII

13

Non-
Title VII

8 14

Title VII
NES/LES 34

CTBS,B(S),
1974 31.0 64.2 33.2 43 51 8

19 14

Local
Untreated
Compari-

son Group 17

CTBS,B(S),
1974 48.2 16.0

p<.01

2*

14

Title VII
FE 39

CTBS,B(S),
1974 27.8 74.4 46.6 42 62 20

20 15

1,2,4 16

Title VII
LES/NES

prem46
postm55

premCAT,10
(C), 1977

postmCAT,11
(C1, 1977 86.5 17.2 30.5 10.7 36 40 4

16

State
Bilingual
LES/FES

prem38
post =49

premCAT,10
(C), 1977

postmCAT,11

(C), 1977 79.0 20.0 33.7 7.5 31 45 14

4,7 16

All
Title VII

77-78 70

CAT,2

(C), 1970 25.7 9.5 32

2,4 16

Non-

Title VII
FES in
77-78

Title VII
Classroom 78

CAT,2

(C), 1970 38.9 12.5 53

411 4
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1st Grade, English Reading (Continued)

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Footnotes Code Groin N Edition Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain
20 17

18 Title VII
Title VII CTBS,B(S),

19 FES 23 1974 27.8 6.0 54.5 18.6 26.7 43 47 4



1st Grade, Spanish/French Reading

0
1.4

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest

Gain
Pretest Posttest

GainMean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean Mean

1

Title VU
LESA ?

CTBS, B
(Esp.), 1977 18.7 38.4 19.7 47 50 3

9a 2

3

Remedial
Title VII 9

CTBS, B

(Esp.), 1977 19.4 3.0 18.1 7.3 -1.3 48 19 -29

3

Regular

Title VII 18

CTBS, B

(Esp.), 1977 26.6 8.5 54.9 7.2 28.3 65 59 -6
9a 4

1,3,5 5

All

Title VII
pre=169

nost=183
CTBS, B

(Esp.) 1977 15.2 8.4 33.9 15.2 18.7 35 46 11

21 6

All

Title VII 46
InterAmerican

PL, 1962 18.3 15.3 50.3 15.4 32

20 7

20 8

5 9

Title VII
NES 11

CTRS, B

1977 19.0 15.2 31.0 17.7 12 47 42 -5

S 9

Title VII
LES 40

CTBS, B

(Esp.), 1977 15.0 4.1 27.0 12.1 12 34 34 0

12,21 10

All

Title VII
French Ach.

Test 2.2 1.7 4.0 2.4 1.8

9a 11

21,23 12

All
Title VII

French Ach.
Test 5.3 3.2 8.5 4.1 3.2

9a 13 Title VII

9a 13

Non-
Title VII

14

Title VII
NES/LES 32

CTBS,B

(Esp.), 1977 21.3 38.8 17.5 27 32 5

20 15

41;
4 I;)
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1st Grade, Spanish/French Reading (Continued)

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores SCEs

Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain

1 16

Title VII
LES/NES

prom62
post65

CTBS,B
(Esp.) 1977 15.3 8.3 28.7 12.0 13.4 34 40 6

16,21 17

All
Title VtI 130

Spanish
Reading
Test 10.6 6.6 24.4 7.1 13.8

16,21 17

Non-
Title VtI
Controls 89

Spanish
Reading
Test 13.4 6.9 28.2 8.5 14.8

20 I8

20 19

41



1st Grade, Math in English

Program or

Site Language
Footnotes Code Group

LESA, En-

Test, Level,

Form,
N Edition

Pretest

Mean S.D.

Raw Scores
Posttest

Mean S.D.

NCEs
Pretest Posttest

Gain Mean Mean Gain

glish In- CTBS, B(S),
1 struction 48 1974

Non-LESA
English
Instruc-

1 tion
77-78

English CTBS B(S),
1 Dom. LESA 54 1974

Curfent
English CTBS B(S),

1 Dom. LESA 61 1974

76-77 CTBS B(S),
La

1 Non-LESA 68 1974

77 -78 CTBS B(S),
1 Non-LESA 75 1974

18.3 6.3 32.3 8.7 14 41 51 10

tens

CTBS, B(S),
73 1974 26.0 9.1 40.7 9.6 14.7 62

29.5

62 0

45

34.1

3: .0

39.9

9a 2

Remedial
Title VII

3 lst_grade
Regular

Title VII
3 1st grade

CTBS B(S),
9 1974 17.8 3.3 20.6 4.2 2.8 32

53

54

61

14 -18

CTBS B(S),
16 1974 28.2 9.7 44.6 12.4 16.4 80 78 - 2

All
21 4 Title VII

InterAmeri-
can: Test of
General
Ability,

21 1962 55.3 12.0 59.6 9.3 4.3

1,3,5

All
5 Title VII

Frei:473 CTBS, B(S),
Post2=169 1974 14.4 7.7 27.8 11.1 13.4 29 43 14

41A)



1st Grade, Math in English (Continued)

vi

0

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,

Form,
Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest

Gain
Pretest Posttest

GainMean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean Mean

4 6

All
Title VII 46

CAT, 1,

1970 59.5 14.8 34

7,8,11 7

Non-
Title VII
Controls 177

SRA,B(1),

1978 151 48 44

7 11 7

All
Title VII 176

SRA,B(1),

1978 151 34

plans

0 44

8

Title VII
Francos 55

Pre=MAT,
Primer(H),

1971

Post=MAT
Primaryl(F),

1971 28.8

2.8

to

11.3 40.8

4.0
to

12.4 34 46 16

5,17 8

Title VII
Anglos 38

Pre"MAT,
Primer(H),

1971
Post=MAT,

Primaryl(F),

1971 32.4

2.8

to

10.8 43.7

4.3
to

9.9 52

5 9

Title VII
NES 22

CTBS,B(S),
1974 23 13.3 33

5 9

Title VII
LES 36

CTBS,B(S),
1974 13.0 5.5 24.0 10.4 11 25 41 16

5 9

Title VII
FES 8

CTBS,B(S),
1974 16.0 6.3 28.0 13.9 12 35 44 9

5,11 10

All
Title VII 173

SRA,B(1),

1978 106.3 16.2 160.0 36.9 53.7 36 57 21

5 8 11 10
Non-

Title VII 125

SRA,B(1),

1978 106.3 22.8 154.3 33.2

plans

48.0 34 53 19

11

All
Title VII 95

Pre=CTBS

A(S),1974
Post=CTBS,

B(S),1974 35.8 56

45 2



ist Grade, Math in English (Continued)

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Pi:az, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Footnotes Code Group N Edition Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain
All SRA,B(1),

4,12 12 Title VII 100 1978 95.9 21.3 131.0 25.7 35.1 37 36 1

9a 13 Title VII
Non-

9a 13 Title VII
CTBS,B,

Title VII (S 6 Esp.),
13.14 14 NES/LES 32 1974 6 1977 21.0 37.0 12.1 16 49 58 9

Local
Untreated
Compari CTBS,B,(S),

15,19 14 son Group 17 1974 19.2 8.8 24

Title VII CTBS,B,(S),
15 14 FES 40 1974 18.8 47.2 28.4 43 69 26

1.n 10 15

pre=CAT,10
(C), 1977

Title VII pre=46 post=CAT,11
1,2,4 16 LES/NES post=55 _Lo, 1977 15.5 30.0 36.6 9.5 41 45 4

pce=CAT,10,

State (C), 1977

Bilingual pre=39 post=CAT,11
1,2,4 16 LES/FES plst=48 (C), 1977 13.7 4.0 36.7 8.8 34 45 11

20 17

9a 18

Title VII CTBS,B,(S)

19 FES 23 1974 16.3 41.7 35 63 28

dr.4

(11



1st Grade, Math in Spanish/French

um
c)v

Footnotes
Site
Coca

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Form, Pretest Posttest

Gain
Pretest Posttest

GainEdition Mean S.D. Mean S.H. Mean Mean

1 LESA ?

CTBS, B
(Esp.), 1977 29.7 12.9 38 48 10

20 2
_16.8

3

Remedial

Title VII 9

CTBS, B
(Esp.), 1977 16.9 3.8 18.9 3.7 2 37 22 -15

3

Regular
Title VII 18

CTBS, B
(Esp.), 1977 27.7 8.6 43.2 9.1 15.5 69 67 - 2

3,21 4

All

Title VII
pre8,21

post=?
InterAmerican:
PRO, 1962 48.2 5.6 60.9 10.9 12.7

1,3,5 5

All
Title VII

pre169
_post=183

CTBS, B
(Esp.), 1977 14.4 6.4 27.0 11.3 12.6 31 45 14

21 6

All
Title VII 46

/nterAmerican:
PHG, 1962 37.6 7.7 65.8 5.6 28.2

20 7

20 8

9 NES 14

CTBS, B
(Esp.), 1977 9.0 7.8 21.0 14.0 12 10 26 16

9 --SS 34
cm, B

(Esp.), 1977 16.0 3.8 27.0 11.3 11 35 44 9

10 Title VII
French Ach.

Test 11.3 6.2 17.5 7.8 6.2
20 11

21 12

All
Title VII

French Ach.
Test 8.4 4.7 17.6 9.2 .8

9a 13 Title VII
13, See

Eng. Math 14

18 15

All
Title VII 100

MAT, Primer
1978 33.9 8.6 53

18 15

Non-
Title VII
Controls 20

MAT, Primer
1978 32.4 7.1 45
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1st Grade, Math in Spanish/French (Continued)

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain

5 16

Title VII
NES/LES

pre=62

post=65
CTBS, B

(Esp.), 1977 16.1 8.9 32.5 12.8 16.4 35 52 17

21 17

All
Title VII 132

Mathematics
Skills Test 9.8 5.9 19.0 4.0 9.2

it 17

Non-
Title VII
Controls 122

Mathematics
Skills Test 12.6 5.5 17.5 5.1 4.9

20 18

20 19



0

1st Grade, English Oral Language

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain

2.21 1

LESA
Spanish
Instr. 22

English
LAS,1,1977 55.3 18.4 65.7 20.6 10.4

2,21 1

LESA
English

Instr. 17

English
LAS,I,1977 71.4 15.8 73.2 20.2 1.8

2,21 1 Non-LESA 32

English
LASA,1977 93.3 6.5 86.8 11.3 -6.5

20 2

20 3

3,21 4 Title VII
pren12
post?

English

LA6,1_,1977 54.8 16.0 84.9 15.2 30.1

10,21 5

All
Title VII

presm158

postat168 English PAL 1.5 1.0 2.6. 1.2 1.1

21 6

All
Title VII 46

English
LAS,I,1977 71.8 14.6 83.1 8.6 11.3

20 7

20 8

9a 9

20 10
9a 11

20 12

9a 13

21 14 NES/LES 35

English
LAS,I,1977 64.2 75.1 10.9

15

All
Title VII 75

English
LAB,I,1976 19.8 7.8

15

Non-
Title VII
Controls 25

English
LAB,I,1976 20.4 5.6

Title VII216121161ASI1977prea.68 English
62.6 14.8 85.9 20.0 23.3

46 I
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1st Grade, English Oral. Language (Continued)

Program or
Site Language

Footnotes Code Group

Test,.Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest

State
Bilingual pre=61 English

2,6,21 16 LES FES post=16 LAS,I,1977

20 17

20 18

9a 19

Pretest Posttest
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain

23.0
ns
(pre/

65.9 15.3 88.9 12.9 post)

4'. '
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1st Grade, Spanish/French Oral Language

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain

1

LESA
Spanish
Instr. 2k LAS 1 1977 70.8 18.3 63.0 20.4 -7.8

1

LESA
English

Instr. 17 LAS,1,1977 35.3 24.9 40.9 22.4 5.6

1

Non-LESA
English
Instr. 32 LAS,1,1977 23.8 26.9 33.0 22.9 9.2

2 2

20 3

10,21 4

All
Title VII 14 LAS,1,1977 2.0 1.3 3.1 1.4 1.1

10,21 5

All

Title VII
pre158
post -168

PAL
(OLDM),1975 3.4 1.2 4.3 1.0 .9________--

21 6

All
Title VII 46 LAS,1,1977 61.0 14.8

20 7.

521 8

Title VII

Francus 64

French Lang.
Acqu. Test,
Level II 16.8 27.8 11

5,21 8

Title VII
Analos 35

French Lang.
Acqu. Test,
Level II 17.5 27.8 10.3

9a 9 Title VII
20 10

9a 11 Title VII
20 12

9a 13 Title VII

21 14

Title VII
FES 37

Spanish
LAS,1,1977 13.5



1st Grade, Spanish/Prench Oral Language (Continued)

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain

21 14

Title VII
NES/LES 35

Spanish
LAS,1,1977 74.6

20 15

9a 16

Al
Title VII

9a 16

State
Bilingual
LEWES

20 17

20 18

9a 19



ti

f
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1st Grade, Affective Testing

UI-

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,

Form,
Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain

12,21 1

Title VII
All 'A 38 PSCI. 1974 13.0 2.5 13.5 2.5 .5

12,21 1

Title VII
non LESA
Eng. Instr. 29 PSCI, 1974 14.1 1.9 14.3 2.3 .2

12,21 1

Title VII
LESA
76-77 14 PSCI, 1974 11.1 2.9 11.6 2.5 .5

12,21 1

Title VII
LESA
77-78 14 PSCI, 1974 12.0 2.9 13.6 2.2 1.6

12,21 1

Non-LESA
76-77 10 PSCI, 1974 13.2 2.3 13.2 2.2 0.0

12,21 1

Non-LESA
77-78 10 PSCI, 1974 14.3 1.8 14.5 1.3 .2

20 2

20 3

9a 4

All
Title VII PSCI, 1974

1,12,21 5

Current
(78-79)

Title VII
pres=169

post.=181 psciA 1974 12.3 13.3

12,21 5

Same
Group
Grade K
77-78 112 PSCI 1974 11.4

12,21 6

All

Title VII 46 inn, 1974 13.3 3.0 14.5 2.1

29 7

20 8
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1st Grade, Affective Testing (Continued)

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores NCEs

Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean

9a 9 Title VII
20 10

20 11

20 12

20 13

20 14

9a 15 Title VII

1,12,21 16

Title VII
LES/NES

pre=62
mid=66
post=59 ARS

pre
X =
41.7

mid
X =
42.8

post
X =

51.2

pre -
post

9.5

1,12,21 16

Title VII
Classroom
English
Mono-

lingual,.

mid=63
post=68 ARS

mid
X =
46.1

post
X =
49.4

mid -
post

3.3
20 17

20 18

20 19

4s 1

Gain



2nd Grade, English Reading

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Prttest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Footnotes Code Group N Edition
20 1

9a 2 Title VII
All CTBS,C(S),

3 Title VII 17 1974

InterAmerican
All Test of

3,21 4 Title VII_ 27 Reading, 1966
All pre=144 CTBS,C(S),

1,3,5 5 Title VII post=140 1974
All

4,7 6 Title VII 54 CAT,1,1970
Non-

Title VII SRA,B(1),
7,8,11 7 Controls 178 1978

u. SRA,B(1),
,...

u. 7,11 7 Title VII 161 1978

Title VII MAT,Primary
5,17 8 Francos 63 II, 1971

Title VII MAT,Primary
5,17 8 Anglos 31 II, 1971

Title VII CTBS,C(S),
5 9 NES 18 1974

Title VII CTBS,C(S),
5 9 LES 34 1974

Title VII CTBS,C(S),
5 9 FES 20 1974

22 10 Title VII
Non-

22 10 Title VII

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain

21.0 4.5 34.2 13.8 13.2

47.1 19.0 61.0 17.1 13.9

19.6 8.8 26.9 14.6 7.3

79.1 10.7 100.0 12.4 20.9

214 55

213 54
pima

47.0

3.7

to

9.3 56.1

8.1

to

11.5 9.1

45.3

4.1

to

11.9 54.3

6.2

to

12.6 9

26 8.4

22 9.8 29 15.6 7

26 15.1 49 15.6 23

Mean Mean Gain

22 35 12

18.9 26.3 7

57 51 - 6

44

44

55 59 4

49 53 4

33

24 28 4

32 44 12

47



2nd Grade, English Reading (Continued)

tr,

cr,

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,
Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest

Gain
Pretest Posttest

GainMean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean Mean

11

All

Title VII 26

pre=CTBS,A
(S), 1974

post=CTBS,B
(S), 1974 25.5 42.2 30.7 40.7 10

4 11 12

All
Title VII 80

SRA,B(1)
1978 123.1 46.4 188.3 55.0 34 34 0

9a 13 Title VII

9a 13
Non-

Title VII

14

Title VII
NES/LES 27

CTBS,C(S),
1974 31.0 51.7 20.7 40 45 5

14

Title VII
FES 36

CTBS,C(S),

1974 42.8 63.2 20.4 51 53 2

20 15

1.2,4 16

Title VII
LES/NES

pre=5A
post=55

pre=CAT,11
(C), 1977

post=CAT,12
(C), 1977 29.0 8.5 39.0 13.4 38 39 1

1,2 4 16

State
Bilingual
LES/FES

pre=18
post=22

pre=CAT,11
(C), 1977

post=CAT,12
(C1,.1977 26.3 5.9 38.3 14.2 33 38 5

4,7 16

Title VII
77-78 54

post=CAT,11

M. 1977 29.0 8.5 38

2,4 16

State
Bilingual

77-78 18

ca,i1
(C), 1977 26.3 5.9 33

20 17

9a 18 Title VII

19

Title VII
FES 21

CTBS,C(S),

1974 29.3 14.3 58.9 10.6 29.6 38 50 12

19

Title VII
LES 3

CTBS,C(S),
1974 19.7 1.9 44.3 8.7 24.6 20 41 21

47.;
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2nd Grade, Spanish/French Reading

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Footnotes Code Group N Edition Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain
20 1

20 2

CTBS, C
All (Esp.)

5 3 Title VII 17 1977 29.6 7.6 37.2 10.9 7.6 39
Inter-

All American:

3 4 Title VII 28 PL, 1966 3.0 46.4 15.6 16.3
CTBS, C

All pre=141 (Esp.)

1,3,5 5 Title VII post=142 1977 19.6 9.1 28.9 13.6 9.3 20

Inter-
All American:

6 Title VII 54 PL, 1966 44.6 12.7 36.8 11.7 - 7.8
20 7

20 8

CTBS, C
Title VII (Esp.)

5 9 NES 14 1977 25.0 11.3 44.0 13.2 19 31

CTBS, C

Title VII (Esp.)

5 9 LES 37 1977 21.0 10.2 32.0 14.9 11 24

All French
12 10 Title VII ? Ach. Test 8.4 4.3 14.7 6.2 7.3
9a 11 Title VII

37

31 11

42 11

34 10

All French
12 Title VII ? Ach. Test 3.7 1.9 6.3 3.2 2.6

9a 13 Title VII
CTBS, C

Title VII (Esp.)

14 NES/LES 25 1977 24.4 43.1 18.7 43 60 17
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2nd Grade, Spanish /French Reading (Continued)

.'` -'

co

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or

Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest

Gain
Pretest Posttest

GainMean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean Mean
20 15

16

Title VII
LES/NES 53

CTBS, C
(Esp.)

1977 31.9 11.7 40.8 12.9 8.9 42 45 3

16 17 Title VII 129

Spanish
Reading
Test 33.3 8.3 44.5 9.3 10.2

16 17

Non-
Title VII
Controls 115

Spanish
Reading
Test 27.7 10.6 38.3 12.0 10.6

20 18

19

Title VII
FES 5

CTBS,C
(Esp.)

1977 27.0 2.8 61.8 5.1 34.8 34 56 22

19

Title VII
LES 2

CTBS, C

(Esp.)

1977 23.5 2.5 54.5 3.5 31 35 52 17

19

Title VII
NES 2

CTBS, C
(Esp.)

1977 29.5 5.5 47.0 19.0 17.5 39 48 9

47,
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2nd Grade, Math in English

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Footnotes Code Group N Edition
20 1

9a 2

All CTBS,C(S),
5,21 3 Title VII 17 1974

All

InterAmerican
Test of

General
3,21 4 lisle VII 21 Ability, 1962

All pre=144 CTBS,C(S),
1,3,5 5 Title VII post=140 1974

All
Titl VII 54 CAT 1 1970

Non-
Title VII

7 Controls
SRA,B(1),

178 1978

All SRA,B(1),
7,11 7 Title VII 161 1978

Title VII MAT,Primary
5,17 8 Francos 61 II, 1971

Title VII NAT,Primary
5,17 8 Ansclos 31 II, 1971

Title VII CTBS,C(S),
5 9 NES 18 1974

TitleVII CTBS,C(S),
5 9 LES 37 1974

Title VII CTBS,C(S),
5 9 FES 22 1974

22 10 Title VII

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain

20.5 6.3 31.0 4.6 10.5

50.1 12.0 62.0 8.3 11.9

16.6 7.5 30.6 12.0 14

59.5 14.8

204 40

202 46
p=ns

48.8

4.8

to

12.2 57.0

5.6

to

10.0 8.2

48.1

5.1

to

10.2 55.9

5.6

to

17.3 7.8

32.8 11.7

16.0 5.8 27.0 10.1 11

17.0 6.9 32.0 8.5 15

Mean Mean Gain

36 42 6

26 41 15

34

52

54

62 50 -12

58 48 10

44

25 3E 11

27 44 17

Non-
22 10 Title VII
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2nd Grade, Math in English (Continued)

4.n

t..

Footnotes
Site

Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest

Gain
Ustest Posttest

GainMean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean Mean

5 11

All
Title VII 52

CTBS,C(S),
1974 20.2 6.7 36.8 9.0 16.6 35.1 51.6 16

5 11

English
Dominant
Anglos

(Subgroup) 10

CTBS,C(S),

1974 23.3 8.1 39.2 10.1 15.9 41.3 55.3 14

4,1i 12

All
Title VII 80

SRA,B(1),
1978 138.8 26.2 180.9 33.1 42.1 42 43 1

9a 13 Title VII

9a 13

Non-
Title VII

8 13 14

Title VII
NEVUS 25

CTBS,C
(S&Esp.),

1974 & 1977 24.5 40.5 44 57 13

15 19 14

Non-
Title VII
Controls 36

CTBS,C
(S&Esp.),

1974 & 1977 29.9 44.2 53 64 11

20 15

1,2,4 16

Title VII
LES/NES

pre=53
nost=55

pre=CAT,11
(C), 1977
post=CAT,12
(C), 1977 33.2 8.1 40.3 10.4 38 40 2

1,2,4 16

State
Bilingual
LES/FES

pre=17
post=33

pre=CAT,11
(C), 1977
post=CAT,12
(C), 1977 29.9 8.1 38.3 10.8 34 38 4

20 17

9a 18 Title VII

19

Title VII
FES 23

CTBS,C(S),
1974 24.0 6.7 48.5 3.8 24.5 43 47 4

19

Title VII
LES 3

CTBS,C(S),
1974 15.7 1.2 42.0 4.3 26.3 25 60 35



2nd Grade, Spanish / french Math

n
gss

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores NCEs
Pretest Posttest

Gain
Pretest Posttest

GainMean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean Mean
20 1

20 2

20 3

4

All
Title VII 25

Inter-
American:
PEG, 1962 45.6 7.6 57.2 8.0 11.6

1,3,5 5

All
Title VII

pre.93
post=142

CTBS, C

(Esp.)
1977 16.9 28.3 13.7 11.4 30 35

6

All
Title VII 54

Inter-
American:
PEG, 1962 61.3 6.7

20 7

20 8

9

Title VII
NES 14

CTBS, C

(Esp.)
1977 20.0 9.2 36.0 9.6 16.0 37 48 11

9

Title VII
LES 45

CTBS, C
(Esp.)

1977 17.0 6.8 27.0 10.5 10.0 30 32 2

1,2,12 10

All
Title VII

French
Ach. Test 17.4 5.9 22.6 7.6 5.2

9a 11

12

All

Title VII
French

Ach. Test 10.2 6.4 24.7 11.3 14.5

9a 13

13, See
Eng. Math 14

4 S 3
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2nd Grade, Spanish/French Math (Continued)

vi
1,4
Iv

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Lee1,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores Nar
Pretest Posttest

Gain
Pretest Posttest

GainMean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean Mean

20 15

All
Title VII

24 15

Non-
Title VII
Controls 14

MAT, Pri-
mary 1,
1978 53.8 9.9 39

5 16

Title VII
NES/LES 53

CTBS,C
(Esp.)

1977 30.9 10.7 41.6 10.1 10.7 52 58 6

17
All

Title VII 112

Mathematics
Skills Test 18.9 4.2 23.8 4.5 4.9

17

Non-
Title VII
Controls 114

Mathematics
Skills Test 16.3 4.5 21.9 5.7 5.6

20 18

19

Title VII
FES 5

CTBS,C
(Esp.)

1977 22.6 8.0 49.2 1.9 26.6 34 49 15

19

Title VII
LES 2

CTBS, C

(Esp)
1977 20.5 5.5 40.5 5.5 20.0 45 I

19

Title VII
NES 2

CTBS, C
(Esp.)

1977 15.5 6.5 46.5 4.5 31.0 28 48 20



2nd Grade,,English Oral Language

ea
4.4

Foothotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores , NCEs
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean
20 I

20 2

20 3

10,21 4

All
Title VII 14

English LAS,
1, 1977 3.4 1.4 4.1 1.2 .7

10,21 5
All

Title VII
pree=118
post=141

English PAL
(OLDM).1975 1.8 1.1 3.3 1.1 1.5

21 6

All
Title VII 54

English LAS,
1, 1977 82.8 13.3 88.9 9.8 6.1

20 7

20 8

9a 9 Title VII
20 10

9a II Title VII

20 12

9a 13 Title VII

21 14

All
Title VII 30

English LAS,
1, 1977 72.1 80.0 7.9

15

Title VII
Controls 34

English
LAB,1,1976 25.0 5.5

6,21 16

Title VII
LES/NES

preim60

post=0
English LAS,

j 1977 70.2 11.3 88.2 9.7 18.0

2,6,21 16

State
Bilingual
LES/FES

preut24

postia14

English LAS
1, 1977 73.8 2.1 89.8 10.3

pans

16

20 17

20 18

9a 19

Gain

4SS
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2nd Grade, Spanish/French Oral Language

in
iv
4.

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group N

Test, Level,
Form,

Edition

Raw Scores
Pretest Posttest

GainMean S.D. Mean S.D.
20 1

20 2

20 3

10,21 4

A11
Title VII 13

Spanish LAS
1977 2.4 1.6 2.2 1.3 .2

10,21 5

A1I
Title VII

pre=118
post141

Spanish PAL
(OLDM),1975 3.7 1.2 4.6 .8 .8

21 6

All
Title VII 54

Spanish LAS,
1, 1977 71.0 16.2

20 7

5,21 S
Title VII
Francos 64

French Lang.
Acqu. Test,
Level III 21.7 29.1 8

5,21 8

Title VII
Anglos 35

French Lang.
Acqu. Test,

Level III 20.2 26.Q 7

9a 9 Title VII
20 10

9a 11 Title VII
20 12

9a 13 Title VII

21 14

Title VII
FES 32

Spanish LAS
1, 1977 18.2

21 14

Title VII
NES/LES 29

Spanish LAS
1, 1977 69.4

20 15

9a 16 Title VII
20 17

20 18

9a 19

NCEs
Pretest Posttest
Mean Mean Gain

4 3 )

4

e



So- 2nd Grade, Affective Testing

Footnotes
Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group

20 1

20 2

20 3

21 4

All
Title VII

1,12,21 5

Current
Title VII

1,12_21 5

Same
Group
Grade 1

12,21 6
All

Title VII
20 7

20 8

9a 9 Title VII
20 10

20 11

20 12

20 13

20 14

9a 75 Title VII

1,12,21 16

Title VII
LES/NES

1,12,21 16

State
Bilingual
Program
LESLFES

20 17

20 18

20 19

491

Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

N Edition Mean S.B. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain

pre=14
nost=10 Ina, 1974 13.4 2.3 13.9 2.0 .5

pre=126
post=133 PSCI. 1974 13.0

102 PSCI, 1974 11.9

54 PSCI, 1974 15.1 2.0 14.5 2.3 -.6

mid post
X= X=
64.4 64.7 pre -

pre-53 Qre s.d. s.d. -post

mid=46 X =
post=54 ARS 53.9 11.9 16.5 10.8

aid post

X=
64.6 66.3 pre -

pre=28 pre s.d. s.d. post

mid045 X = A

post=57 ARS 63.9 13.0 16.1 2.4
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I

Introduction

This appendix comprises the detailed model, in outline format, of the

intended bilingual-PIP diffusion system. Because the system was an exper-

imental one, planning at the level of detail included here was not expli-

citly carried out. Many of the statements represent implicit procedures

or conditions as deduced by the RMC staff.

Whether the implicit assumptions of the system planners (USOE) are

accurately reflected or not is relatively unimportant. In terms of the

analyses done in this study, innaccuracies would, at worst, introduce

straw men into the results and conclusions. That is, we may have recom-

mended some steps that were actually carried out, or we may have recom-

mended against procedures that were never contemplated by USOE. Aside

from some possible problems of these kinds, we believe that the model.

served the analysis function that we intended.

As a planning tool, minor inaccuracies in this model are irrelevant,

since the first step in using the model for planning a new system would be

a complete revision of the model. The purpose of the model in this case

would be to focus attention upon the many system components and procedures

that must be taken into account and to illustrate the interactions among

these components and processes.

The principles underlying the organization of the model are described

in Section 5 of Volume II. Figures 6 and 7 from Volume II are included here

to summarize the overall organization and the descriptive conventions used

in the model.
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System Components Initial Conditions
and Outcomes

Processes Acting Upon
Components to Produce

Outcomes

Who? With what characteristics? Does what?
To Whom? What characteristics result?

Personnel
Goals/attitudes

Skills /knowledge

Roles/image
Availability

Select

Trait/Inform
Elicit

Allocate

UWE
OBE
OPBE

SEA
Diffusers
Target LEA

Decision Makers
Project Director
Project Staff
Others

Other Resources Content
Appearance
Roles/image

Availability

Select
Develop/modify
Allocate

Materials/Equipment
Facilities
Funds
Plans and Constraints Content

Roles/image
Availability

Select
Develop/modify

Studentr Goals/additudes
Skills/knowledge

Aptitude
Roles/image

Availability

Select
Train/Inform

Elicit
Allocate

Figure 6 Descriptive conventions for diffusion - system models.
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G'IUPS

STAGES
INITIAL
CONDI
TIONS PREPARATION

SELECTION/

ADOPTI.4 STARTU? OPERAXION
Processes Out

comes,

USOE

Processes Out
comes

Processes
comes

Processes Out
comesActionlTime

,Out
Action Time ActionITime

YI

I
I

Action Time

I

1

1

Diffusers1
I

I

I

1

1

Target
LEAs

1

1

1

1

Figure 7. Framework for the "intended" PIPdiffusion system model.



DIFFUSION SYSTEM MODEL

I. USOE

A. Personnel

1. Initial Conditions

goals/attitudes

--goals include:
- replicating of effective projects in sites which
need them

- determining whether packaging is an effective
method of spreading promising practices

- finding ways of improving achievement of bilin-
gual students

- continued role in federal dissemination

--attitudes include:
- positive attitudes toward bilingual education
- willingness to objectively consider relevant data

and act on it, within political constraints

skills/knowledge

--skills include:
- ability to set priorities among goals and to

formulate workable plans for bilingual project
diffusion

- ability to effectively formulate RFFs, select con-
tractors and monitor contracts for bilingual dif-
fusion

- ability to mobilize OE and congressional support
for goals

- ability to work with various personnel and agen-
cies in carrying out plans

--knowledge base includes:
- general awareness of the state of the art in bilin-
gual education, packaging, diffusion and evaluation

- general awareness of LEA needs and resources in the
area of bilingual education

- general awareness of laws, policies and other con-
straints affecting diffusion of bilingual projects

roles/image

--roles/responsibilities flexible enough to adapt to
needs of diffusion plan
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- -personnel responsible for diffusion have positions
suitable for initiating plans

--OE viewed by potential adopters as legitimate broker/
sponsor of exemplary bilingual projects

- -personnel and agencies within OE have clearly de-
fined and non-conflicting areas of responsibility

--personnel in key positions have working relationships
within OE that will help support their efforts

availability
- -relevant OE personnel have time to commit to bilin-
gual_diffusion effort

2. Preparation for Diffusion

Processes

select

--relevant OE personnel assign/assume responsibility
for packaging/diffusion effort

train/inform
- -relevant OE personnel inform key groups in Congress

and within OE about diffusion plans

- -relevant OE personnel train themselves on speciffc
packaging and diffusion issues by reviewing available
literature and soliciting inputs from diffusion
agents, LEAs, and technical consultants
- types of projects to be diffused (messages)
- LEA needs and characteristics (markets)
- potential of existing networks (channels)
- types of packaging (products)

- -relevant OE personnel consider complementarity between
message, market, channel, and product

--relevant OE personnel learn specifics about laws,
policies and procedures that are likely to impinge
on diffusion effort

elicit

--OE motivated by:
- availability of JDRP-approved bilingual projects
- LEA, need for bilingual projects
- congressional pressure to diffuse exemplary proj-
ects, to develop bilingual education programs, to
use cognitive achievement gains ss evidence of
effectiveness of funds provided LEAs
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- promising preliminary results from the field test
of packaged compensatory education projects

-*OE constrained by:
- bilingual education regulations
- bureaucratic procedures/guidelines
- pressure to utilize existing diffusion network(s)

allocate

--relevant OE personnel coordinate diffusion plans/
activities among relevant participants

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--placement of bilingual projects in sites where needs

and resources are compatible
--replication by adopters of key features of selected

project
--ultimately, the attainment in adopter sites of achieve-
ment gains similar to those in originating sites
compatibility of bilingual diffusion plans with other
efforts

skills /knowledge
--relevant OE personnel know about packaging and diffu-

sion (messages, markets, channels and products) and
about their complementarily

--relevant OE personnel know about laws, policies and
bureaucratic procedures that are likely to constrain
diffusion effort

- -relevant OE personnel know that local sites seem
able to replicate at least some types of projects when
they receive funds to do so.

--relevant OE personnel know that there is a need for
bilingual projects

roles/image
--relevant OE personnel have appropriate roles
--OE personnel carry out responsibilities for prepara-

tion for diffusion (in relation to personnel, other
resources and constraints)

availability
- -relevant OE personnel have sufficient time committed
to effectively arrange for diffusion of projects
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3. Selection /Adoption

Processes

select

- -relevant OE personnel replace/expand staff as needed

train/inform
--relevant OE personnel and field test evaluation con-

sultants monitor diffusion agents and adopter sites

elicit
- -relevant OE personnel inform congress of program prog-

ress end plans
--relevant OE personnel communicate within and between
OE agencies

allocate
--relevant OE personnel coordinate diffusion activities
within/between agencies (e.g., Office of Bilingual
Education, Office of Evaluation and Dissemination)

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--key congressional people have favorable attitudes

toward OE's bilingual education diffusion efforts
- -personnel in relevant OE agencies have favorable

attitudes toward bilingual education diffusion
program

- -relevant OE personnel have attitudes toward diffu-
sion mechanism that reflects recent experience/
knowledge

skills/knowledge
--relevant OE personnel and field test evaluation

consultants have some knowledge of the nature of
selection/sdoption activities and the degree to
which they met OE's goals

roles/image
- -relevant OE personnel continue to have appropriate

roles

availability
--relevant OE personnel continue to have One to com-
mit to bilingual diffusion effort
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4. Start-Up

Processes

select

--relevant OE personnel replace/expend staff as needed

train/inform

--relevant OE personnel and field test evaluation con-
sultants monitor diffusion agents and adopter sites

elicit

--relevant OE personnel inform congress of program prog-
ress and plans

--relevant OE personnel communicate within and between
OE agencies

allocate

- -relevant OE personnel coordinate diffusion activities
among relevant participants

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--key congressional people have favorable attitudes

toward OE's bilingual education diffusion efforts
--personnel in relevant OE agencies have favorable

attitudes toward bilingual education diffusion
program

- -relevant OE personnel have attitudes toward diffu-
sion mechanism that reflect recent experience/
knowledge

skills/knowledge
--relevant OE personnel and field test evaluation

consultants have some knowledge of the nature of
selection/adoption activities and the degree to
which they met OE's goals

roles/image

- -relevant OE personnel continue to have appropriate
roles

availability
--relevant OE personnel continue to have time to cos&
mit to bilingual diffusion effort
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5. Operation

Processes

select
- -relevant OE personnel replace/expand staff as needed

train/inform
- -relevant OE personnel and field teat evaluation con-

sultants monitor diffusion agents and adopter sites

elicit
- -relevant OE personnel inform congress of program prog-

ress and plans
--relevant OE personnel communicate within and between

OE agencies

allocate
- -relevant OE personnel coordinate diffusion activities

within/between agencies

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--key congressional people have favorable attitudes

toward OE's bilingual education diffusion efforts
- -relevant OE personnel have favorable attitudes

toward bilingual education diffusion
--relevant OE personnel have attitudes toward diffu-
sion mechanism that reflect recent experience/
knowledge

skille/knowledge
- -relevant OE personnel and field test evaluation

consultant have some knowledge of the nature of
selection/adoption activities and the degree to
which they met OE's goals

roles /image

--relevant OE personnel continue to have appropriate
roles

availability
--relevant OE personnel continue to have time to

commit to bilingual diffusion effort
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B. Other Resources

1. Initial Conditions

a. ,Materials /Equipment

content/appearance/availability
- -information on diffusion of projects is available

(e.g., diffusion literature)
--information on projects to be diffused is available

(e.g., evaluations, proposals)

roles /image

--information on diffusion and projects is seen as
credible by OE personnel

b. Facilities
--office space for relevant OE personnel is available,

adequate, and situated favorably for carrying out

duties

c. !MBAR

availability
--funding available or obtainable is in amount suff i-

cient to support diffusion strategy selected
--relevant OE personnel and congress approve of the
use of funds to diffuse bilingual education projects

2. Preparation for Diffusion

a. Materials

Processes

select
- -0E personnel select relevant materials for review

(e.g., on diffusion and projects)

develop/modify
- -OE prepares any policy statements, position papers,

etc., necessary to communicate within OE and with
Congress

allocate
--OE personnel distribute policy statements, reports,

etc., within and between agencies

Outcomes,

position papers, policy statements, reports, etc.,
are available, adequate, and acceptable to relevant
OE personnel
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b. Facilities

Processes

relevant OE personnel develop, modify, and allocate
their facilities as required by diffusion activities

Outcomes

office space continues to be available, adequate, and
well located

c. Funds

Processes

relevant OE personnel obtain and allocate funds for
their efforts in carrying out diffusion plans

Outcomes

adequacy
--sufficient funds are available to support OE per-

sonnel carrying out diffusion plans (i.e., over a
reasonable time period and at a level that allows
the necessary tasks to be carried out)

3. Selection/Adoption

a. Materials/Equipment

Processes

OE personnel select, develop, modify, and allocate
(distribute) necessary materials for their agencies
(e.g., copies of diffusion materials for monitoring
purposes)

Outcomes

Needed materials and equipment (e.g., tape recorders,
slide projectors) are in the hands of relevant OE
personnel in each agency

b. Facilities

Processes

relevant OE personnel select, develop, modify, and
allocate their facilities as required by their diffu-
sion activities
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Outcomes

adeqdate office space for OE personnel continues to
be available

c. Funds

Processes

relevant OE officials allocate funds ss needed for
monitoring, providing technical assistance or other
leadership in diffusion activities

Outcomes

sufficient funds are available to support OE personnel
in diffusion activities

4. Start-Up

Same as Selection/Adoption

5. Operation

Same as Selection/Adoption

C. Plans and Constraints

1. Initial Conditions

a. Plans

OE personnel have a range of plans for project dif-
fusion and other activities

b. Constraints

OE personnel operate within congressional mandates,
budgets, and other limits, including:
- -the nature of the projects to be identified for

diffusion
--the nature of existing diffusion network(s)
--federal and state regulations
- -bureaucratic procedures/guidelines
--state of the art of research and evaluation (e.g.,

identifying factors leading to success of projects)
the national infrastructure (readiness for change

_ in schools, technical expertise regionally, etc.)
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2. Preparation for Diffusion

a. Plans

Processes

relevant OE personnel select, develop, and modify
diffusion plans for all subsequent stages and compo-
nents; state them in MT's, policy statements, etc.

Outcomes

diffusion plans are adequate., available, and accept-

able within OE and reflect the wishes of Congress

b. Constraints

Processes

PI.

select/develop/modify

--within bureaucratic/political constraints, relevant
OE personnel refer to and formulate policies and
guidelines consonant with diffusion plans

--to the extent possible, relevant OE personnel modify
existing policies that conflict with diffusion plans

3. Selection/Adoption

Same as Preparation for Diffusion

4. Start-Up

Same as Preparation for Diffusion

5. Operation

Same as Preparation for Diffusion
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II. DIFFUSERS

A. Personnel

1. Initial Conditions

goals/attitudes
--provide assistance to LEAs to improve their educa-

tional programs
--maintain an assistance role toward LEAs
--positive attitudes toward bilingual education
--not opposed to a federal role in educational dis-

semination

skills/knowledge
-.facilitator skills

- human relations
- contacting key people
- following through with plans /actions

- -knowledge of how LEA and school operates

- 4ncie,edge of local people and structures
- -knowledge of content and teaching methodology in

relevant grades
- -knowledge of SEA operation
--basic knowledge of OE operations

roles/image
- -have working relationships with other diffusers,
LEA. and SEAS

- -the kind of person that LEAs would see as credible

availabilit
- -pool of potential diffusers available to carry out
bilingual project diffusion plans

2. Preparation for Diffusion

Processes

select
- -OE identifies potential diffusers both within and

outside of existing networks and considefi-tUdir
qualifications and availability in relation to
diffusion plans and credibility with LEAs

OE selects diffusers or groups of diffusers via
contracts or other incentives

train/inform
OE continually informs diffusers of plans and

constraints
- -diffusers communicee with one another and sites

About successful diftunon strategies
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- -OE and contractor(s) train diffusers
- diffusion goals and plans
- project analysis
- use of diffusion materials
- expected performance of diffusers in terms of

numbers and nature of adoptions to achieve
- specific types of LEAs to target
- matching needs/resources of sites to available

projects

- -OE (and technical consultants) use effective methods
in training diffusers
- sufficient time to cover content in depth
- training strategies appropriate to goals

- -OE communicates role of bilingual project diffusers
to other relevant personnel at state, regional, and
local levels

--diffusers study materials on local school districts

--diffusers study diffusion materials

--diffusers participate in training provided by OE
(and technical consultants)

--diffusers contact relevant personnel at state, re-
gional, and local level
- inform them of plans/activities
- seek information on related plans/activities
- seek advice on selecting/approaching LEAs

elicit
- -OE elicits agreement from diffusers to proceed on

the basis of OE objectives
- -diffusers elicit motivation from the relevant
personnel at state, regional, and local levels by
offering cooperation, respecting their territory

allocate

- -OE assigns service areas to diffusers
--diffusers allocate tasks among their own staff to

carry out diffusion activities

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
- -goals of diffusers are not in opposition to those of

OE
- number of adoptions
- nature of adoptions (site match, replication)
- types of LEAs to be contacted
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- -diffusers are willing to act within plans/constraints
communIcated by OE

- -diffusers are motivated to participate in the dif-
fusion of bilingual education projects via packages

- -relevant others at state, regional and local levels
are supportive of effort to diffuse bilingual educa-
tion projects via packages

skills/knowledge
- -diffusers are knowledgeable about

- diffusion materials
- overall diffusion plans and constraints
- types of LEAs to contact
- their roles and responsibilities
- effective diffusion/change agent strategies

--diffusers are skilled at
- analyzing projects
- matching project requirements with district

resources

- -relevant personnel at regional, state, and local
levels are knowledgeable about bilingual PIP project
diffusion effort

roles/image
--diffusers and their staffs have appropriate roles

and time commitments to carry out diffusion plans
--diffusers are viewed as appropriate and legitimate

technical assistants

availability
--diffusers with appropriate skills, attitudes, k.towl-

edge, roles, and image are available to carry out OE
diffusion plans

3. Selection/Adoption

Processes

select
--within political, bureaucratic, and legal constraints;
OE replaces diffusers who do not perform within accept-
able limits; or maintains appropriate size network

- -diffusers replace/expand their own staff as needed

train/inform
--OE continually informs diffusers of plans, progress
- -diffusers share techniques, successes, and failures
with other diffusers

--diffusers continually inform relevant regional state
and local personnel of their activities
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elicit
--OE presents incentives for diffusers to meet goals

at this stsge

allocate
--diffusers coordinate activities among their own staffs
- -diffusers involve relevant regional, state, and local

personnel as needed

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--diffusers have high morale

skills/knowledge

--diffusers are knowledgeable about OB plans
--diffusers know about techniques, activities of other

diffusers
--other relevant personnel know about diffuser activi-

ties

roles/image
--diffusers continue to have appropriate roles

availability
- -diffusers who perform within acceptable limits con-

tinue to be available

4. Start-Up

Processes

select
- -within political, bureaucratic, and legal constraints;

OB replaces diffusers who do not perform within accept-
sble limits; or maintains appropriate size network

--diffusers replsce/expand their own staff as needed

train/inform
- -OE continually informs diffusers of plans and progress
- -diffusers share techniques, successes, and failures
with other diffusers

--diffusers continually inform relevant regional state
and local personnel of their activities

elicit
- -OE presents incentives to meat goals at this stare

allocate
- -diffusers coordinate activities among their own staffs
--diffusers involve relevant regional, state, and local
personnel as needed

W
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Outcomes

_goals/attitudes
--diffusers have high morale

skills/knowledge
--diffusers are knowledgeable about OE plans .

- -diffusers know about techniques, activities of other
diffusers

--other relevant personnel know about diffuser activ-
ities

roles/image

- -diffusers continue to have appropriate roles

availability

- -diffusers who perform within acceptable limits
continue to be available

5. Operation

Processes

Same as Start-Up

B. Other Resources

1. Initial Conditions

a. Materials/Equipment

literature relevant to diffusion/change agent strate-
gies is available

reports and other materials that provide information
about local school districts are available

b. Facilities,

adequate office apace is available or obtainable

c. Funds

funding is obtainable for diffusers (or available for
existing diffusion networks)
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2. Preparation for Diffusion

a. It-aerials/Equipment

Processes:

select/develop/modify
--diffusers coordinate with one another with OE and
with contrators to select, develop, or modify any
materials needed to support diffusion efforts (for
communication network, reporting, etc.)

allocate
--OE allocates and distributes materials (including

PIPs) to diffusers
--diffusers distribute materials to relevant diffu-

sion personnel at regional, state, and local levels
as needed

--diffusers distribute diffusion materials among their
own staff members as needed

Outcomes,

supplementary materials (e.g., charts, pamphlets,
forms) are available in adequate quantities and are
acceptable to diffusers and their staffs

relevant personnel at regional, state, and local levels
have adequate supply of diffusion materials

diffusers and their staffs have adequate supply of
diffusion materials (including PIPs) to carry out
OE plans

b. ,Facilities,

Processes

diffusers acquire appropriate new facilities or modify
existing facilities, as needed

Outcomes

adequate office space is available
--space is adequate to house staff
--space is adequate to house supply of diffusion ma-

terials needed



c. Funds

Processes

.1 OE allocates funds to diffusers. The amount of funds
is determined in part on the baaia of
--overall diffuaion plan
--local coat of living factors
--need to motivate diffusera

diffusera provide funds to personnel at regional,
state, local levels as needed for saaistance in
diffusion activitiea

diffusera allocate funds according to Ora and their own
diffusion plans

Outcomea

diffusera have aufficient funds to carry out diffusion
plane

3. Selection/Adoption

Same aa Preparation for Diffuaion

4. Start -Up

Same aa Preparation for Diffuaion

5. Operation

Same aa Preparation for Diffuaion

C. Plana and Conatrainta

1. Initial Conditions

a. Plana

USOE, SFAS, and LEAs have plane regarding needs for
diffuaion effort {these range from well developed
networks with clear plans to local needs aaaeasmenta
implicitly pointing to adoption needs}

b. Conatrainta

federal /state /local lawn, regulations, guidelines,

policies that have impact on diffuaion activitiea

549

513



2. Preparation for Diffusion

a. Plans

Processes

OE personnel arrange for diffusion of exemplary bi-
lingual education projects via packages (e.g., issue
RPPs, arrange for monitering)

contractors submit proposals to act as diffusers of
bilingual education projects (via packages)

diffusers develop plans for conducting awareness
activities and subsequent work with LEAs to select,
start up and operate bilingual education projects

diffusers plan for a continuing role as needed to
support effective project diffusion

Outcomes

tentative plans for carrying out diffusion activities

b. Constraints

Processes

diffusers formulate staff policies, procedures that
are consonant with diffusion plans

to the extent possible, diffusers and OE personnel
work to modify any existing external policies/guide-
lines that conflict with diffusion plans

Outcomes

internal and external policies/guidelines support
diffusion activities

3. Selection/Adoption

a. Plans and Constraints

Processes

diffusers reformulate plans, strategies, and policies
as needed.
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Outcomes

diffusion plans, policies reflect current realities

4. Start Up

Same.as Selection/Adoption

5. Operation

Same as Selection/Adoption
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III. LEAs

A. Personnel

1. Initial Conditions

a. Decision Makers (School Board, superintendent and
assistants)

goals/attitudes
- -favorable political climate toward bilingual
education (based on earlier good experience vs.
result of pressure groups)

- -priorities in district include bilingual education
- -goals are flexible enough to admit a new project

skills/knowledge
bilingual education knowledge (practical, based
on experience)

--expertise in administration
"knowledge of funding sources and funding agency
procedures

- -political savvy

--practical knowledge of schools (through visits,
teacher contacts, etc.)

- -bilingual, bicultural (some administrators)
- -knowledge of community sentiments

roles/image
- -power locus in district identifiable
- -hierarchy in district definite
- -ethnic and linguistic background matches community

availability
- -ready for contacts (with other administrators and
community)

- -able to attend meetings

b. Potential Protect Directors

goals/attitudes
- -favorable toward, committed to bilingual education
--professional-aspirations appropriate (e.g.,-desire

for administrative position)
- -accepts cultural differences
- -priorities suitable for directing bilingual project

skills/knowledge
--language ability (bilingual)
--administrative skills
- -training skills (for bilingual education)
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--aware of cultural differences and their implica-
tions

--bicultural
--political aavvy in district
--knowledge of bilingual education

roles/image
- -position in district (permanence, status, authority)

availability
--time for duties, meetings, contacts
- -suitable candidates for position are available

c. Potential Proiect Staff (teachera, aides, coordinators,
etc.)

goals/attitudes
- -favor bilingual education
- -accept students' home culture

- -respect students' language
- -accept minority students (does not have low
expectations)

akills/knowledge
- -have knowledge of district
- -teaching ability
--bilingual/biliterate/bicultural (or experience
with culture of students)

--bilingual education skills (e.g., teaching reading
in Spanish)

--group communication skills
--bilingual evaluation skills (standardized testing,
monitoring performance, diagnosis)

roles/image
--role structure in district allows bilingual aides

to be instructors and project teachers to partici-
pate in decisions

--ethnic group membership appropriate
- -effectiveness as teachers accepted
- -staff active in decision making

availability
- -sufficient number of candidates available to fill

roles

- resource teachers

- inatructional aides
volunteera

- community liaison/coordinator
--appropriate ethnic and linguistic representation

acroaa staff categories

. lre

t. t*
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d. Evaluator

goals/attitudes
--committed to sound evaluation

skills/knowledge
- knows principles of sound evaluation design, test-

ing procedures and instruments, and bilingusl pro-
gram evaluation issues

--bilingual/biliterate (to observe classrooms and
evaluate tests)

roles/image
--credible position within or outside district

availability
--on-site or locally available

e. Regular School Personnel (principal, teachers, etc.)

goals/attitudes

- -favor bilingual education
--accept students' home culture
--loyalty among staff, toward principal, toward
project and director

--respect student's langusge
-- accept minority students (does not have low

expectations)

skills/knowledge
--have knowledge of district
--teaching ability (for regular teaching)
--bilingual/biliterateibicultural (or experience

with other cultures)
--knowledge of bilingual education
- -bilingual education skills (e.g., teaching resding
in Spanish)

--familiarity with and sensitivity to students'
culture and customs
-group communication skills

--bilingual evaluation skills (standardized testing,
monitoring performance, diagnosis)

roles/image
- -principal and other personnel have appropriate

balance of authority and constraint
--ethnic balance
--staff active in decision making

availability
--stability (vs. transiency) of staff
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- -composition of certificated and non-certificated

staff appropriate (ethnic and linguistic background)
--transiency

f. Community and Parents

goals/attitudes
--attitudes toward cultural and linguistic minorities
--attitudes toward involvemert in school affairs
- -attitudes toward school, bilingual education and

the aystem
- -attitudes toward language use, maintenance of home

language and culture

skills/knowledge
- -prepared to make impact (political sophistication,

organizing skilla, familiarity with school procedures)
--education level
- -languages and language varieties in use

roles/image
--preasure groups (self-organized vs. school-organized).
- -media presentation of minorities
--organized (PAC, etc.)
--ethnic, linguistic composition
--tensions among groups
--group members appointed (by whom)

availability (for participation)
--working parents (including mothers working with their

small children)
--rural/urban area (distance)

2. Preparation for Diffusion

a. Decision Makers

Processes

train
- -OE and tafusers make DM's aware of difivaion issues

and possibilities

elicit
--OE and diffusers develop incentives which will

encourage DMs to favor diffusion

Outcomes

goals/attitudea
--DMS regard project adoption as a possibility

r4;
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b. Potential Protect .staff

Processes

train/inform
- -OE arranges for training teachers to be bilngual
- -OE arranges for training bilingual teachers in
bilingual education skills

organize/assign
- -OE arranges for re-locate bilingual people

Outcomes,

skills/knowledge/availability
teachers with adequate bilingual educa-

tion knowledge are available at sites which need
projects

3. Selection/Adoption

a. Decision Makers (Federal Project Officers, Assistant
Superintendent, proposal writer, etc.)

Processes

select
- -diffusers identify relevant DM's

train/inform
- -Decision Makers (DMs) have contact with diffuuer

(TRC, SEA; either DM or diffuser can initiate con-
tact)

- -DMA inform non-public school officials that project

is available for LES students
--DMA attend conventions, etc.
- -DMA read Federal Register
- -DMA read printed diffusion pamphlets, etc.
--DMA inquire (as necessary) about availability of
personnel and other resources, laws and policies
(local, state and federal) affecting project; deter-
mine compliance requirements

--DMA use feedback of staff and community in planning

elicit
--OBE or state officials invite DM to apply for funds
- -diffusers impress DMs with importance of bilingual

project, encourage DMs interest in adoption
--Office of Civil Rights cites district for non-

compliance, calls for Lau remedies
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allocate

- -Superintendent assigns responsibility (e.g., for
proposal writing) to Federal Projects Officer,
potential PD, or other person

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--DMa favorable toward adoption of pr, act
--DMa committed to providing nee staff and
other resources

--DMa receptive to co-,munity advice

skills/knowledge
--DMa informed regarding choice of projects (goals,

features, constraints)
--DMa aware of relevant laws, policies, g Idelines
affezting project

roles/image
--DM's key personnel for adoption work identified
and in a position to do work necessary

availability
--administrators who are in .'t position to make
project-relevant decisions are available for
contacts and work

b. Project Director (candidate or DM in PD role)

Processes

select
- -DMA identity candidates
- -DMa interview, discusa candidates
--Board of Education and superintendent approve
candidate

train/inform
--PD reads project selection materials (ASK, etc.)
--PD has contacts with TRC, other consultants, dif-
fusers, original site staff

- -PD has contacts with other bilingual projects

(including originating cite)
--PD analyzes availability of staff and other re-
acurces; informs him/herself about policies and
constraints relevant to project selection

elicit
--superintendent allots funds
- -diffusers and original site

importance of project
--ASK motivates enthusiasm to
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allocate
- -DMs asaign roles and responsibilities

Outcomes

goals/attitudes

- -willing to accept role
-ready to support project

skills/knowledge
- -aware of project goals, philoaophy, features, and

structure

--knows role he/ahe will play
--aware of diatrict mechanisma (budgeting procedures,

etc.) and hierarchy
- -aware of availability of staff and other reaources,
and about policies and constrainta that could affect
project

roles/image
--is in a position appropriate for directing project

(seen as having atatus equal to similar level
administrators)

availability
--adequate candidates are available

c. Po tential Protect Staff (Teachers, Aides, Instructional
Coordinator)

Procesaea

select/elicit
--DMA determine intereat in project and assess skills

(e.g., Are there enough bilingual teachera with appro-
priate skills available and willing to join project?)

Outcomes

goala/attitudea
--ataff candidates identified have appropriate goals/
attitudea

roles/image
- -staff candidatea have appropriate roles/image

akills/knowledge
--staff candidates identified have appropriate skilla

ava ditty
--autLicient staff candidates in each category are
available to operate project

-1
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d. Evaluator

Processes

select
--DEB identify evaluator with adequate basic knowl-
edge and specific knowledge of issues affecting
bilingual project evaluation (and if necessary,
knowledge of training, community relations, etc.)

train/inform
--Ms inform evaluator of project goals and features,

special needs of bilingual project, and if neces-
sary, arrange for training in bilingual project
evaluation issues (prepare to select tests with
appropriate regional vocabulary; distinguish lan-
guage proficiency from dominance; test reading knowl-
edge in both languages)

elicit
--funding agencies make clear their criteria for
adequate evaluation reports and sanctions for not

delivering them

allocate
--DEB clearly assign job of designing evaluation to
evaluator

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--evaluator wants to prepare a sound evaluation report

skills /knowledge

--evaluator knows bow to prepare a sound evaluation
design for a bilingual project

roles/image
--evaluator's role is clear to district officials
and staff

availability
--evaluator has time to allot to project

e. Regular School Personnel

processes

select

--PD determines relevant staff to inform about the
project

559

523



train/inform

- -PD holds orientation meetings or otherwise briefs

staff members

elicit
- -PD impresses staff with importance of project,

how it will help staff with duties, etc.

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--staff accepts/supports

skills/knowledge
--staff aware of project

f. CommunitY and Parents

Processes

project installation

before it is installed

select
- -DMA identify key individuals or groups in the

community

op train/inform
--project advocates explain project philosophy (e.g.

purpose of native language literacy, of early
learning through dominant language) to community
members

- -project advocates inform community members about
project options (through public meeting, announce-
ment in paper, on radio)

--0Ms inform community of federal requirements for
parent involvement

--commcaity groups hold meetings, sponsor media
announcements, telephone to inform community about
need for project

elicit
--DMA elicit community opinion about choice of proj-

ects
- -community organizations (e.g., La Raza Association)

arouse anger of community

.4 allocate
--community and parents form themselves or others

into pressure groups, task forces, etc.
- -DMs form parent group to approve proposal
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Outcomes

a goals/attitudes
--community is supportive of project
- -community members have goals reflecting local

conditions (replace school board member, start
adult education program)

skills/knowledge
- community is informed about project and its
philosophy, goals and methods

--community has new organizational skills

roles/image

--community members see themselves as active in
school affairs

--DMA see community as active in school affairs

availability
- -community Members available to participate in

planning and to approve project plans and proposal

4. Start-up

a. Decision Makers

Processes

select
- -PD determines relevant DMA to contact

train/inform
- -PD informs DMA about project goals, procedures,
philosophy, structure etc., as they relate to
DH roles (PD uses board meeting reports, evalua-
tion plans, etc.)

- -DMA and PD inquire about laws and guidelines
relevant to project; determine compliance require-
ments

elicit
--PD elicits DM support for project start-up

allocate
--DMA allocate time for considering decisions re-

lated to project
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Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--DM4 sufficiently action-oriented to promote
efficient project start-up (no blocks to pur-
chasing, hiring, budget adjustments)

skills/knowledge
- -DMs aware of project goals, procedures, etc.,
insofar as project depends on DM support for
start-up

roles/image
--shifts of power or authority within district

(due to project grant or role assignments) facili-
tate start-up

availability
--DM8 available for contact (to grant permission,

consult, meet with PD)

b. Protect Directors

Processes

select
--DIfs assign position definitely (or hire) PD

train/inform
--PD reads PIP and seeks technical assistance

necessary to train him or herself
--PD informs self about cultural, social and

language issues relevant to the project and the
community

--PD reviews curriculum materials
--PD familiarizes him or herself with district

procedures and structure

elicit
- -DMS, diffusers, OE make job assignment clear

and provide incentives for PD to carry out his/
her 'role well

- -PD establishes role by performing key functions
(staff selection, budget control)

--PD reads PIP; PIP encourages desire to replicate

allocate
- -PD organizes time to study project and start it

effectively
--DM4 assign PD role in time for start-up
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Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--commitment to project is well-formed

skills/knowledge
--administrative (management, public relations, etc.)

skills sufficient for start-up
--knowledge of laws, policies and guidelines affect-

ing project is sufficient

--has knowledge of project and school roles and functions
--has knowledge of DM functions (who to keep informed,
who to contact for permissions)

roles/image
--position as PD established in district

availability
- -sufficient time available for responsibilities

c. Proiect Staff

Processes

select

--DHS and PD establish criteria for staff selection
--PD identifies local talent and advertises positions
--PD screens applicants with appropriate panel
--PD hires or selects staff members for each position

(teacher, aide, instructional coordinator, etc.)
based on competencies, not tenure

train/inform
--PO informs potential staff members about project
--staff members attend workshop sponsored by the
project

- -staff members receive training as necessary in
language skills, evaluation, duties, bilingual
teaching methods

--PO assures that teachers are aware of school
procedures during recess, in library and cafeteria,
etc., and can coordinate with other special
projects

elicit
--PO elicits agreement to join project (offers

suitable salary, career ladder, good working con-
ditions, etc.)
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- -PD elicits support for project (commitment neces-
sary for effectively playing designated role and
having loyalty to project)

- -PD encourages participation in decision making

allocate
--PD assigns roles

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
- -committed to project and participation (volun-

teered)

- -committed to bilingual education

skills/knowledge
- -sufficient language skills (Spanish/French/English)

to fulfill role in project
- bilingual (speaks and understands English and

standard French or Spanish)
- speaks and understands local varieties of

children's home language
- has some degree of fluency in children's home
language (native speaker; uses Spanish/French
at home with family and friends)

- - sufficient knowledge of bilingual education
methods and materials

- -sufficient knowledge of district and school pro-
cedures to perform functions in project (aware of
political and social climate and practical proce-
dures; aware of pressure groups, etc.)

- -sufficient knowledge of community and home culture
to perform functions in project

- -sufficient knowledge of project and roles to teach
effectively (according to PIP guidelines)

roles/image
- -credible as bilingual staff (previous college and

inservice training, credential, certification)
- -staff roles are set appropriately (e.g., who ref.

ports to whom; staff-school relations good;
teachers participate in decision-making)

--role is appropirate in relation to regular staff

availability
- -sufficient number of staff members assigned to

each position (bilingual aides, curriculum spe-
cialists, etc.)

- -selected in time for training
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d. Regular School Personnel

Processes

select
--PD identifies key regular school personnel (who

are influential or potentially troublesome)

train /inform

--PD or project staff informs regular staff about
project and its relation to them

elicit

--PD seeks to interest regular staff in the project

Outcomes

goals /attitudes

--accept and support project

skills/knowledge
--sufficient knowledge of project to answer parent

questions and to satisfy professional interest

roles /image

--relationship established between PD and principal,
between project staff and regular school staff

availability
--staff is available for. orientations, contacts

e. CommunitY and Parents

Processes

select
--PD continues to identify key individuals and

groups from community
--community members volunteer (or PD recruits them)

to be members of the Community Advisory Committee
(CAC) and to be parent aides

train/inform
--PD (or principal) informs community members,

groups, and parents about project (all LES parents)

elicit
--PD elicits support for project (permission to
send students, volunteer for PAC, to be an aide)

565

529



Outcomes

goals/attitudes
- -support project and its goals

- -parents choose to have students participate

skills/knowledge
- -know about federal law requiring parent input
- -aware of project and understand its philosophy,

goals and methods

roles/image
--parents see themselves as involved/active/powerful

availability
--available for contacts or meetings

5. Operation

a. Decision Makers

Processes

train/inform
PD and project staff attend board meetings, submit

reports, and inform decision makers informally
about project events and progress

- -Evaluator and PD present and explain evaluation
results when available

elicit
- -PD seeks to create, increase and/or maintain
positive attitudes sufficiently to guarantee
project continuation

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
- -support project sufficiently to ensure efficient
project operation

skills/knowledge
--aware of project problems and events that require

DM action

roles/image
- -DM's roles change as necessary during project

operation (by delegating or assuming responsibility)

availability
--DMasvailable for contacts as needed
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b. Protect Director

Processes

train/inform
--PD learns more about his/her function by performing

it

--PD attends training sessions, conventions, etc.

elicit

--Federal Projects officer elicits compliance with
guidelines; effective action etc.

allocate
--PDs allocate time sufficient to perform functions

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--continued commitment to project

skills/knowledge
--administrative skills sufficient for operation

roles/image
--position as PD is established (vs. temporary or token
position) and maintained (recognized as leader)

availability
- -PD allocates time to perform functions

c. Trolect Staff

Processes

select
- -PD selects new staff for replacements and expansion

train/inform
--PD arranges for inservice training as needed

(consultants, conventions, etc.)

elicit
--PD seeks support of staff for project
- -PD offers appropriate incentives for good staff to
remain (salary, working conditions, etc.)

- -PD and staff maintain good communication with each
other

allocate
-staff allocates time needed to perform functions (pre-
paration time for teaching, meeting attendance, etc.)

--staff plans jointly as needed
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Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--positive attitudes toward all students (LES, NES,

FES) and instructors
- -continued commitment to project and bilingual

education
--continued acceptance of students' home culture
- -accepts role of each project staff member
--attitudes towards children's parents
--loyalty among staff toward principal, project, and

director

skills/knowledge
- -adequate skill to function effectively in project
--knowledge of roles of all staff members (project

teachers clearly understand roles of support
staff)

roles/image
- -continued credibility as bilingual staff
--PD, school staff and DM's recognize bilingual
project staff roles (scope of duties)

--bilingual aide's role/function accepted
--minority instructor serves as role model

availability
--time allotment appropriate to duties
--sufficient number of staff members remain avail-
able throughout the school year

d. Regular School Staff

Processes

train/inform
- -PD or project staff informs regular staff about
project and its relation to them

elicit
- -PD or project staff seeks interest in the project
by regular staff (by joint planning, joint projects)

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--accept and support project

skills/knowledge
- -sufficient knowledge of project to answer parent
questions
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availability
- -project staff is available for orientations,
contacts, joint planning

e. Community and Parents

Processes

select
--PD or project staff identify key individuals or

groups in the community

a train/inform

--PD, project staff, principal, and evaluator inform
community members about project (letters, newslet-
ters, meetings, radio, TV, telephone, home visits,
festive events, notices, evaluation reports)

elicit
-PD or project staff elicits parent support for
project

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
- -support project and its goals (volunteer for Parent
Advisory Council, serve as aide, willing to send
students)

skills/knowledge
- -aware of project

availability
- -sufficient number of parents and community members
are available for contacts or meetings

B. Other Resources

1. I itial Conditions

a. Materials/Equipment

adequate basic curriculum materials in English and
non-English language (district or state mandated, etc.)
are available
suudent records are available as needed

b. Facilities

Administrative offices
- -equipped as needed (typewriter, supplies)
--space available to allocate for project (no
severe overcrowding,. well located)
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school and classrooms (and Parent Involvement Center)
--rooms meet health and safety standards (sufficient
size, quiet, light, ventilation, heat, access)

--location is adequate (in relation to community
residency patterns, bussing, desegregation)

- -design is appropriate (walls present or absent,
etc.)

- -sufficient number of classrooms

c. Funds

-- district operates with sufficient funds to avoid
misappropriation of project funds (or delay of
allocation of project funds)

--sufficient funding sources are available to
support the project (ESEA Title VII, state bi-
lingual funds, etc.)

- -DM* and community approve use of funds for bilin-
lingual education

2. Preparation for Diffusion

a. Materials/Equipment

select
--OE (or contractor) identifies exiating packages
available for diffusion of projects (analyzes their
usefulness, etc.)

4, develop/modify
- -OE and/or technical consultants select projects

(identify candidate projcts, set criteria for
selection, apply criteria including validation by
MEP, make final selection, consider market for
projects to actor`

--OE and/or technical consultants with developer
site staff
- develop sets of specification for packaged

projects (consider delivery system, needs of
potential adoptors, and project features)

- produce packages appropriate for project diffu-
sion

Outcomes

to content/appearance
--adequate printed and audiovisual materials are

available for LEAs to adopt new projecta
- content complete and accurate
- format useable, appealing
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roles/image

--packages acceptable to users
- ethnic and linguistic presentation in displays
and audiovisual materials

- cost not prohibitive
- -packages acceptable to developer site staff (con-

sidered a useable and accurate presents-ion of
their project)

e availability

--sufficient number of copies of packages or components
available for each user (teachers, principals, etc.)

3. Adoption/Selection

a. Mater/ale/Equipment

Processes

select

- -DMA assess curriculum materials in the schools to
determine how many materials need to be ordered

--DMA determine sources of bilingual materials
!e.g., site-produced booklets)

develop/modify
- -DMA prepare proposal for project, following

requirements for format and meeting deadline

Outcomes

adequate bilingual materials are commercially
available or can be developed

proposal is available to funding agency on time
(with adequate content and appearance)

b. Facilities

I) Administrative offices

,Processes,

e select
- Ms tentatively choose office space for PD,

etgluator, instructional consultant, community
coordinator if necessary)

develop/modify
- -DMs plan changes needed for PD office
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allocate
- -DM's tentatively assign PD (and others) an office

Outcomes

adequate administrative offices available (compar-
alle to other district offices)

2) Adequate schools and classrooms (and Parent Involve-
ment Center) available

Processes

select

- -DMs identify schools or classrooms for project
use (considering staff and parent wishes)

develop /modif'

- -DMs plan cc -ruction needed, if any
- -DMs plan a :ications needed to meet health and

safety regui. 'ions

allocate
- -DMs assign schools or classrooms for project

(consulting with principal and staff)

Outcomes

adequate classrooms (and Parent Involvement Center)
available (comparable to other district classrooms
and centers; e.g., well located; meet health and
safety regulations and design requirements of
project)

c. Funds

Processes

select
- -DMs identify funding sources for bilingual

education, write proposals to seek funds

allocate
-4Ms prepare budgets to accomodate project and as

required by funding agency

Outcomes

funding level is sufficient for project

budget categories afford efficient operation of
project
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4. Start-Up

a. Materials /Equipment

Processes

select
- -PD and staff review and analyze appropriateness of
various bilingual materials

--PD and staff select and order material: and
equipment needed (e.g., core and supplementary
materiala specified in PIP)

- -PD and staff seek information (e.g., from PD and
other sites) regarding sources of bilingual
materials

--Evaluator selects and orders tests

develop/modify
- -PD and staff develop bilingual materials as
necessary

allocate
-.4,1) distributes materials and equipment to class-
rooms

- -teachers (and aides) arrange materials and equip-
ment in classroom (e.g., set up learning centers)

Outcomes

content of bilingual curriculum materials
- -language features of printed materials are appro-
priate
- regional variety
- standard/non-standard language
- vocabulary

- -difficulty level (vocabulary) of materials is
correct for students' ability

--topics are appropriate for age of students and
relevant to their experience (regional content)

- -materials are of high quality (of clear, wide

scope, sequentially arranged with skills identi-
fied, meet objectives specified for project and
district)

appearance of bilingual curriculum materials
--illustrations are appropriate
--packaging adequate (equivalent to English materials)
'- quality of paper

format
- graphics
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roles/image
staff, DMs, PD, community and parents judge
materials suitable for local students

availability
- -bilingual materials, commercial or locally devel-

oped, are available
equipment and supplies are available

b. Facilities

1) Administrative Offices

Processes

select
- -DMs make final selection of office

develop/modify
DNS carry out changes needed in office

allocate
- -DMs make final office assignment

Outcomes

PD has adequate office (well located) available
for use at beginning of startup

2) Classrooms (and Parent Involvement Centers)

Processes

select
- -PD works with principals it assignment of class-
rooms (and Parent Involvement Center) for project

develop/modify
--PD assures that changes needed, e.g. construction
and safety modifications are carried out
teachers decorate rooms according to PIP guide-
lines (e.g. bilingual displays)

allocate
- -principals assign project classrooms
--teachers (and aides) arrange furniture as needed

for project e.g. open classroom arrangements

Outcomes

project classrooms (and Parent Involvement Center)

adequate and available
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c. Funds

Processes

select

PD seeks continuation funding sources and complies
with funding agency guidelines to assure continued
support

allocate
--PD spends funds according to budget (modifying as
needed)

Outcomes

--sufficient funding is available in all budget cate-
gories

5. Operation

a. Materials/Equipment

Processes

select
--PD and/or staff review and select new asterials
and equipment as needed, e.g. for second year for
students needs as identified

develop/modify

--staff (e.g. curriculum coordinates) develops and
modifies materials as needed

allocate
--DMs and PD distribute materials as they arrive
--staff members arrange materials for efficient use

(e.g. sharing among teams; storage and display
within classrooms)

Outcomes

adequate materials (as defined in start -up) remain
available and acceptable, or new ones have been
secured

b. Facilities Classrooms

Processes

develop/modify
--teachers decorate room as specified in PIP (e.g.

displzys in two languages, bright, colorful, etc.)
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Outcomes

adequate classrooms are in use
--bilingual/bicultural displays (appropriate themes)
- -displays of student work

c. Funds

Processes

select

- -PD seeks continuation funding sources and complies
with funding agency guidelines to assure continued
support

allocate
- -PD spends funds according to budget (modifying as

needed)

Outcomes

--sufficient funding is available in all budget cate-
gories

C. Project Plans and Constraints

1. Initial Conditions

a. Project Plans

suitable projects available (JDRP approvable4
relevant to student needs)

district has long-range plan for languages (transi-
tion, maintenance)

b. Constraints (laws, policies, guidelines)

content
- -explicit and clear federal, State and local laws

and guidelines about bilingual education and
special projects (funding requirements)

- -implicit policies (local, regional, or national)
affecting bilingual education and special projects
(e.g., allowing bilingual volunteers) are clear

- -specific conditions of funding agencies clear
- -teachers' union and contract agreements clear

roles/image (degree of compliance/enforcement)
--sanctions for enforcing laws and policies are clear
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availability

- -information regarding laws, guidelines, and
policies available to schools

--formal lava, guidelines, policies are available in
usable form (non- technical language, limited
detail, sufficient brevity, explicit statements)

- -implicit constraints or informal policies are made
clear to users

2. Selection/Adoption

a. Protect Plans,

Processes,

Ma make necessary project plans

Outcomes

tentative plans are made for project adoption,
start-up, operation, and continuation

b. Constraints (laws, policies, guidelines)

,Processes,

develop/modify
--Ma formulate policies suitable for project

(e.g., arrange for hiring bilingual teachers even
if there is no vacancy)

--DNS modify local policies as necessary for
project

- -Ms make policies and sanctions known to school
and community (seek parental views)

Outcomes

content
- -district bas policies favorable to project
--Ma are aware of laws and guidelines relevant to

project

- -project guidelines compatible with district policy
(practical, realistic)

roles/image (degree of compliance/enforcement)
- - schools continue to comply with laws, policies and

guidelines
--laws and guidelines are enforced and constraints
made operational
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availability
- -information regarding formal laws, guidelines, and

policies available to schools
- -laws, guidelines, policies are available in usable

form (non-technical language, limited detail,
sufficient brevity, explicit statements)

- -implicit constraints or informal policies are made
clear to uaers

3. Start-Up

a. Project Plans

Processes

DWI and PD adopt and revise plans for project
- -evaluator plans sound evaluation suitable for

bilingual project (assesses language acquisition,
culture, reading, math, affective gains, other
subjects; gathers data on students' home language,
SES, mobility)

--PD plans training sessions, facilities use, etc.
--staff and evaluator plan for curriculum continuity

(behavioral objectives and tests for each grade
level)

Outcomes

detailed project plans are made for start-up,
operation and continuation

b. Constraints

Processes

develop/modify
- -DMS formulate or modify policies suitable for

project

allocate
--DMs inquire about laws and guidelines relevant to
projects, determine compliance requirements

- -policy makers or Legislators disseminate laws and
policies

Outcomes

content
- -district has policies favorable to project
--PD disseminates laws and guidelines relevant to
project
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is roles/image (degree of compliance/enforcement)

--schools continue to comply with laws, policies and
guidelines

- -laws and guidelines are enforced by relevant agency

availability
- -information regarding laws, guidelines, and

policies available to schools
--laws, guidelines, policies are available in usable

form (non-technical language, limited detail,
sufficient brevity, explicit statements)

- -implicit constraints or informal policies are made
clear and usable

4. Operation

,. =pet Plans

Processes

staff and evaluator clan for curriculum continuity
(behavioral object and tests for each grade
level)

s DMs revise plans as needed and formulate plans for
continuation

Outcomes

PD and DMs prepare proposals and plans for continu-
ation

b. Constraints

Processes

develop/modify
- -DNB formulate policies suitable for project
- -DMA make plans necessary for project
- DMA modify local policies as necessary for

project
--PD works toward policy changea as it seems feas-

ible and wise
- -DMs makc policies and sanctions known

Outcomes

content
--district has policies favorable to project
--DMs are aware of laws and guidelines relevant to
project
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roleslimage (degree of compliance/enforcement)
--schools continue to comply with laws, policies and
guidelines

- -laws and guidelines are enforced (and enforcable)
- -laws and guidelines are seen as reasonable

availability
- -information regarding laws, guidelines, and
policies available to schools

- -laws, guidelines, policies are available in usable

form (non-technical language, limited detail,
sufficient brevity, explicit statements)

- -implicit constraints or informal policies are made
clear and usable

D. Students

1. Initial Conditions

goals and attitudes
- -level of achievement motivation (vandalism, absen-

teeism, drop-out rate, retentions) in reasonable range
--positive attitudes towards bilingual programs and

school
- -positive attitudes towards use of first and second

languages
- -good self-concept

skills/knowledge
- -proficiency in languages spoken at home and school

in reasonable range
--level of general skills suitable for age (may relate

to time in U.S. and U.S. schools, previous bilingual
program)

- -language dominance

- -ability in academic subjects in reasonable range

roles/image (as seen by teachers, administrators,
community)
- -ethnicity (numbers, %)
--autonomy, actir.kty (vs. dependence, passivity) in

learning situation

availability
- -attendance levels high
- -appropriate number of students with need for special

project (in relation to total school population)
migrancy, transiency law



2. Selection/Adoption

Processes

select
--DMA identify target students by school and general

characteristics (needs) and communicate with parents,
principals, and evaluator

--DNS ensure that a sufficient number of students need
project

Quatm.

tentative target group with appropriate characteristics
(LES, NES) is identified

3. Start-Up

Processes

select

--evaluator, PD, and staff formulate student entry cri-
teria (and exit criteria, if desired)
- achievement level (including reading readiness)
- language dominance and proficiency
- ethnicity

- socioeconomic status (SES)
- volunteers for participation
- desegregation quotas
- teacher nomination
- compatibility with other students or with teacher
- availability of instructors, materials, and

facilities
- parental wish
- age
- attendance pattern
- language exposure outside school

--teachers identify specific children (by deter-
mining their needs) and wants) to participate
in project (secure parental permission, test,
get nominations)

--evaluator assists staff in planning assessment
needed

--parents enroll their children in project

allocate (organize/assign)
--PD, staff, and evaluator assign students to groups
or classrooms (whole classes, pull-out, groups within
classes, segregation or relocation of LES/NES students)

--PD determines criteria for student placement (same as
entry and exit criteria, above, plus skill of teachers
and aides)
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- -PD and evaluator determine procedures and times for
placement, re-grouping (if any) and exit (if any)
- testing

- teacher evaluation
- parental wish and permission
- arbitrary

Outcomes

appropriate children (goals/attitudes, skills/knowledge,
aptitude, image) in sufficient numbers are assigned to
each group or classroom.

4. Operation

Processes

select

- -teachers screen new students for entry into the
project

- -teachers determine when students should leave project,
using exit criteria (maximum grade level achieved,
parental request, state law, skills adequate)

train/inform
--content
- instructors present planned content (teach
appropriate subjects, cover topics in syllabus
and in lists of performance objectives, English
and second language skill development comparable).

- instructors vary content according to students'
needs (regional variation in culture and language,
individual differences, specific behavioral
objectives)

- instructors teach language and culture well
(cultural material integrated across subjects,
children's language taught with culture, realistic
(vs. touristic) approach to culture

- instructors and evaluator determine content areas
students know
..select or develop tests appropriate for bi-
lingual students

..administer diagnostic and achievement tests

- 4nstructors and evaluator keep records of student
progress and achievement
..student and class profiles (checklists of skills,
contracts, affective growth charts, student
record folders)
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--method
- instructors use special approaches (if any) well

..computer assisted

..programmed tutoring

- instructors use regular techniques well
..question and answer, discuseion
..worksheets, seatwork

..games, songs, field trips, projects

..felt board, pictures, displays

..stories, explanations

..programmed materials

..TV, film, audio-tape

.Language Master, Systems 80

- instructors use bilingual techniques well (follow
plan for language use)

..language use in instruction
systematic alternation during lesson (back-
to-back, preview-review, translation, patters
drill)
requirement to speak or write first or second
language in certain subjects

. free alternation

..approach to non-standard forms
. non-standard forms in home language are
accepted or corrected (syntax vs. pronuncia-
tion; during formal lesson vs. during free
speech)

- ESL
- Reading and other language skills in native

language

method of correction (correct form taught
later, corrected immediately)

- instructors pace instruction well
..students work at own pace
..teachers present new material at appropriate
rate (students follow and are not bored)

..rhythm of lesson engages students' interest

..high percentage of time in actual instruction
or practice (vs. organizational or disciplinary
activities)
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- instructors play appropriate roles in teaching

..teacher presents new material; if monolingual,
does English instruction

..aide has instructional role, reinforces con-
cepts, or does home langusge instruction

..parent does cultural component, clerical
work, tutoring, reinforcing native language,
activities and special events

..instructors follow plan for percent time
bilingual students spend with teacher, aide,
and other staff (compared with English-speaking
students)

..cross-age and peer tutors participate

..community resource person, consultant,
specialists, others play role

elicit/motivate
- -instructors use planned techniques for discipline,

noise control, and reward/punishment

- -instructors create appropriate affectiveclimate
in general
- self-concept development
- teacher's tone of voice, empathy enhance learning
- teacher provides for success for each student

--instructors create appropriate affective cl4mate
in relation to language and culture
- instructors show acceptance of home culture
- instructors encourage/accept responses in home

language
- instructors develop positive attitudes in
peers toward new arrivals

- instructors show cultural awareness and sensitivity
(place equal value on both languages and cultures)

- instructors use second language for teaching and
at other times

- instructors involve parents in a way that moti-
vates students

- parents help form positive attitudes (good work
habits)

Allocate
- -teachers schedule students' time

- bilingual students have exposure in physical edu-
cation, art, and music comparable to other students

- tatters group and regroup students within their
classes (considering student and parental choice,
test results, performance, etc.)

- teachers re-assign students as needed between
classrooms
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PD, regular staff and teachers assign students
to classrooms for next veer

- students have appropriate time with various
instructors (bilingual, highly skilled, etc.)

Outcomes

goals/attitudes
--students appreciate having their parents involved in
school activities

- -students perceive bilingual instructor as role model
--students are motivated towards using English and

their native language at appropriate times during
instruction

- -students have good self- concept

- -students appreciate their home culture

- -students want to communicate with and associate with
students from other ethnic groups

--studants have positive (or less negative) attitudes
coward recent arrivals

--students like school

skills/knowledge
- -students meet skill requirements of project (English

language, home language, content areas, etc.)

roles/image
--students are accepted by their peers and teachers
--students' abilities are respected

availability
--students who need the project continue to be avail-
able to participate (proximity to school, sufficient
nutelers for project classrooms, characteristics
conform to policy, e.g., segregation)
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