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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 sbout nine months later (summer,
1977) and continued through the 1978-1979 school year.

This report consists of three volumes, ag follows:

Volume I, the Summary¥ Report, comprises {a)} an executive summary of

the study questions and findinge, (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 avaluation of the impact of the diffusion effort on
students (Section 3). This volume i8 intended to provide a self-contained

overview of the policy-related study guestions and conclusions.

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

of the two substudies and provides more detailed discussions of conclu-
sione and recommendations. This volume als¢ 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 evaluatfion 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 i8 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.




Volume 111, is a collection of specific evaluation guldelines and job

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

have been organized in the format of & PrototYpe Evaiuation Manyal. This
volume should be viewed as a preliminary draft rather than a finished pro-

duct. Further, it deals in detail only with.the evaluation of student
aculevement, which is only one component of a complete, bilingual program
evaluation.
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4. INTRODUCTION TO SUBSTUDY I: DIFFUSION OF THE PROJECTS

The summary of Substudy I (Section 2, Volume I) describes the general
focus of the substudy. This section elaborates on tlie USOE study objec-
tives snd the specific working questions.

4.1 USOE Study Oblectives

The request for propossl (RFP) 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.

Determine the effectiveness of projects implemented via the PIPs
in improving student achievement and attitude.

Identify and analyze implementation problems encountered by the
tryout sites.

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

4.1.1 Process Evsluation Requirements

In the RFP, Objectives ! and 3 defined the process (Substudy I) eval-
ustion issues. The rpecific issues, ss stated in the RFP were:

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

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

¢ How sites were made aware of the bilingual PIPs (e.g., what
information and assistance wss provided to adopters by USOE
and the TRCs).




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 edoption decision, what additional assistance/information

was needed).

Why sites selected a PIP project for implementation.

Whether adoption asites were guitable to implement the proj-

ects (i.e., were the projects aelected &-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 gnd operation of proiects. For start-up and oper-
ation phases, the RFP required the contractor to:

Describe activities and procedures and compare with PIP spe-

cifications.

Determine implementation problems with and participant reac-

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

Determine the modifications te the PIP activities and proce-

dures, and the effects that they have.

Determine the reasons for problems and modifications. Con-

gider whether:

~- the PIP materials are inadequate in some way, or
=~ the assumptions in the PIP about the site are not

warranted.




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 RFP required that the contractor generate
recommendations concerning how, 1f at all, the projects should be dissemi-
nated in the future including:

a. What revisions, 1f any, ave needed in the materials, and

b. The extent to which technical assistance, in addition to the
PIPs, 18 needed.

The process evaluvation 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.




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

dissepination research.

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

diffusion effort on LEAs? Specifically:

1. Adoption

What influenced potential adopter sites te adopt or not
adopt?
To what extent were the projects chosen by adopters ap-

nropriate to those ad:pters?
Implementation

What factors (context, PIP, and other) influenced imple-
mentation?

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 dovn into those relating to Madoption,™ 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 echool 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. For 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.




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, aiso

relevant to revieion of the PIP diffusion effort.




5. SUBSTUDY I: TECHNICAL APPROACH
5.1 Iintroduction

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
resulte are acnleved. 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 systeme analyeis 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 RMC in the earlier PIP fleld tests (Studies 2 and 6).

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




thst captures the roles of :1i the parts of the system and displays their
interactions clearly. Compsring the actual findings of a tryout with the
original plens for the system and then developing revised plans that re-

tain the successful difiudion tehhniques and replace the unsuccessful ones

is a complex technical task.

The key to the evaluation approach described here is the development
of conciee, accurate descriptiona of intended and sctusl diffusion systems.
These descriptiona are referred to here gs "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) comprehenaive in terms of important system festures, (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 conaistent so that a single set of de-
scriptive conventions applies un:l.fomiy throughout the description. Models

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




5.2 Concebtual Framework for Intended and Actusi
Diffusion System Models

5.2.1 Rationale and Definitions

5.2.1.1 System combonents. A complete diffusion system is made up

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

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

The kind of system in which we are interested i& 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 chem with
appropriate materials. The disseminators, in turn, inform LEAs, and
provide materials and training. Finally, the LEA parsonnel obtain and
train stsff, develop plans and eventually tesch students. The 8cals of
the system, of course, are related to what happens to students. However,

the USOE impact on the system 1s, 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 sctually do to achieve theilr goals. The apprecach taken here
is to describe the contributions of each compenent to the system, stsrting
with the organizing agency, and to show how, singly or in combination,
various components ensure thst 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?)
To which other component?
With what results?

plus outcome statements that indicate:

¢ With what resulcts?




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, (a8} 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 medel 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 addttion, the need for
parsimony and internal consistency means that the statements must conform
to formally specifie!. 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 1s helpful to think of plans and con-
straints as tangible system components that act upont other components and,

in turn, are acted upon. "Plans” includes all system guidelines such as




System Components

Initial Conditions
and Qutcomes

Processes Acting Upon

Components to Produce
Outcomes

Who?

With what characteristics?

Does what?

To Whom?

What characteristics result?

Personnel

USOE
0OBE
OPBE

SEA

Dif fusers

Target LEA
Decision Makers
Project Director
Project Staff
Others

Goals/attitudes
Skills/knowledge
Roles/image
Availabilicy

Select
Train/Inform
Elicit
Allocate

Qther Resources
Materials/Equipment
Facilities

Funds

Content
Appearance
Roles/image

Availabilicy

Lelect
Develop/modify
Allocate

Plans and Constraints

Content
Roles/image
Availability

Students

Select
Develop/modify

Goals/additudes
Skills/knowledge
Aptitude
Roles/image
Availabilicy

Figure 6.

Select
Train/Inform
Elicit
Al locate

Descriptive conventions for diffusion-system models.




those in the PIPs, disseminator’s operating plans, and so on. Constraints
include all other relevat laws and guldelines, from federal laws to un-

written local policies.

5.2.2.2 (Caterories of initial conditions and outcomes. There are
many ways we could describe the components of a system, but the following
categoeries have evolved as particularly convenient for organizing the

descriptions of educational diffusion-system components:

Personnel and students
~ Goals/attitudes

~ 8kills/knowledge

- Aptitude (students)
~ Roles/image

= Avallabilitcy

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

= (Content

~ Appearance
- Roles/image
- Availlability

Plans and constraints

~ (Content
Roles/image
Avallabilicy

These categories are interpreted broadly, so as to include virtually
all of the characteristics that have been identified to date by RHMC as
important ro the diffusion process. ''Goals and artitudes” 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




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 nuymber of personnel, and

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

The most complex "other resources” in project diffusion systems are
ususlly mgterisls 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 1s aslso important. Availsbility here includes sll 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 guldelines} have no physical properties, and
therefore no category is included for sppearance. If guldelines are
written down (as in a PIP), then the pages or manuals are considered "ma-

terisls,"

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 festures 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 & diffusion system in order to arrive at the ultimate system goal
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that is, adopter-site projects that are serving the students well. Each
process 18 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

perlod or sequence considerations lmportant to the process.

As 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 1s intended that all processes In a diffusion system should fit 1into

one of these categories, which are dascribed 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
80 on might be identified, recruited, and hired. Materials could be iden-
tified and purchased, suitable project guldelines could be obtained from
other projects. All such activities would be iIncluded under the general

heading of '"selection".

Modifv/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.

76




Persons can be modified by informing or training them. Their roles can be
changed by assigning thém to new positions. Materials and guidelines can
be modified, or new cnes can be developed. 1In short, 1f the redquired per-

£ons, materials., and other comPonents are not_available through gelection

processes, the system must provide for the necessarv_training and develop-

ment.

Elicit. A speclal category is required to cover processes intended
to ensure that personnel who already have the required skille actually
perform as intended. The category 18 labeled "elicit," and includes pro-
regsges that motlvate 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 I8 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 gulidelines, dissemina-

tion and enforcement would be included.

5.2.3 Conventions for Organizing Combonaznts. Procegses, and Qutcom.s

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-

aources, and plans and congtraints) are represented by rows (Figure 7).
Thus, for example, there 1s a row for the project director process and
outcocme statements. However, there 1s a basic convention that must be
established before beginning to £1ll in the project dirsctor’s row. In

particular, a process statement 1s of the form, Who does what to whom?"

The "who" and the "whom" are both components of the system, 80 each has

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




STAGES

INITIAL
CONDI- SELECTION/ '
| GROUPS TIONS PREPARATION ADOPTION START-UP OPERATION
Proceases | Qut~ | Processes | Qut- | Processes |Out~ | Processes | Qut-
iction|Time} comes jAction|Time| comes jAction|Time| comes |Action|Time| comes|
I I I I
USOE | | | i
I
I
Diffusers | i | |
Target |
LEAs | I | !
| i [ I

Figure 7. Framework for the "intended™ PIP-diffusion system medel.




It turns out that both ways of prouping 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 1list of all the processes acting upon a
component. Grouping by subject provides the most intuitive arrangement
(1.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 whoa), in order
to see why a component 18 rnit functioning in the system as intended. Thus,
for example, a statement of the general form=-"TRC trains PD." is listed

in the Project Birector 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 & 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
terws of component characteristics (e.g., student skills, project~director
skills), and if some outcomes are missing, the first step in figuring out
why 18 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 objects of the process state-
ments. (The USOE rows, for example, reflect all processes affecting USOE,
not all processes in which USOE is involved.} Although 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 into groups. 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:




USOE

- UBE

- OPBE

Diffusers (primarily TRCa)
LEAa

In general, each group and subgroup will include all the kinda of compo~-
nents, that 18, perasons, materials, and so on, but each will have an iden~

tity or character of its oun that 1s more than the gum of its parta.

5.2.3.3 Dividing processes into stages. So many processes are di-

rected toward so many different goalas in 2 diffusion syatem that an addi-
tional breakdown 1a required bhefore a system description becomea manage-
egble. This breakdown 18 a division into sequential "stagea" of proceasses.
The breakdown that has evolved for the particular case of PIP diffusion
ayatem:; divides the overall diffusion process into four logically distinct

stages (see Figure 7):

Preparation for diffuasion
Selection/adoption
Start-up

Operation

Fach stage 13 defined to include a specific set of proceasses. In
the PIP model, Preparstion includes all USOE snd diffuser planning and
all selecticn and training of diffusers prior to contacting LEAs with
awarenesas activitiea. Selection/Adoption includes processes for creating
awareneas 1n the LEAa, for unarrowing the choicea to one or more suitable
projscts, and for obtaining commitment to adopt the project or projecta.

Start-Up covera getting ready for the firat year of operation, and, in

particular, includes those processes that need to be done only the firat
year. As described in the PIPs, atart~up la an accelerated or altered
version of the slow, evolutionary project development in many of the orig-
inating aitea. "Operation" begins with the arrival of the first students

in the project classrooma.




A fifth column, labeled "Initial Conditions" i8 also included in
Figure 7. This column provides a place for listing all of the processes

and ocutcomes relevant to the diffusion gystem prior to the defined begin-
ning of the preparation stage. Since it has no specific beginning, '"ini-
tial conditions™ is not, strictly speaking, & stage. It is intended to

eliminate the need for an Infinite regressicn 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, intermediste outcumes that are ldentifiable for each

stage, and 1t is these intermediate outcomes that mske the study of a dif-
fusion system possible. That is, while the ultimate outcome of the diffu-
slon system is improved stident performance and self-concept, there Is no
practicable way of evaluating the effectiveness of preparation processes
by looking at student test scores (l.e., outcomes of operation). Each
stage must first be analyzed separately, and then the cutcomes of each
stage (the skills, knowledge, content, roles, and avallability of the
coaponents) must be considered in terms of their implications for the

following stages.

5.2.4 1Using the Descriptive Conventions to Develop a System Hodel

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 asctually used in developing a

complete descripticn or model of & diffusion system. The first step is to

ligt 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 1s 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, summarlizing thelr status in

potentisal adopter sites.




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

gso 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 apd 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-
coues is, in principle, a complete description of all system components,
similar to the description of "initial conditions” but reflecting the new
knowledge, pleans, materials, snd so on resulting from preparation proc~-
esges, In practice, only the new or changed charscteristics need be

listed.

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

on the components, and changes in components are described under “selec~

tion/adoption outcomes." Similarly, "start-up” processes snd 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 invelved 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 snd 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 lavel of detail would
be required to capture all of the places yhere things went wrong. 1In an
exploratory effort such as the bilingual-PIP dissemination study in which

relatively unstructured projects are diffused, a more general level of




description is required. All descriptions used in this study would be
classified 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 directora and disseminators,
and Information from the Office of Educstion. In principle, all detalls
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 aome of
the snalyses, however, aeveral kinds of summaries are prepared from the

model of the complete diffusion effort. The most Important aummaries are!

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, asnd target LEAs,

respectively.

The diffusion procesa summsrized by stasges (columns of the
model). This form 1s used iIn Section 7, Results snd Analysia.

Summsries of the project chsracteristics (called "project models”

in this report).
d. Summsries of local evaluation designs.
Evsl.atlion 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.




5.3 Using the Models for Process Analyses

As already discussed, the basic approach used In the prccess 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 ctection 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-aystem
model, it is organized there to facilitate tracing the effects of diffu-
gion activities on different project elements. The project models, by

contrast, consist of a more familiar organization of the goals, instruc-
tional features and management features of the project. The project-model
format 18 intended to provide a straightforward description of any preject,
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. Four kinds of models are involved in this analy-

ais:

a. Models of developer-gsite projects (four sites)
b. Models of projects as described in the PIPs {four sites)
c. Models of fleld~test-site initial conditions (19 sites)
d. Models of field~test-site operation (19 sites)

In this study, the first an¢ 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 ghown in Figure B.
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Developer-5ite PIP Projects
Projects

(four) (four)

-

(2) (5)

Flield-Test Sites: Field~Teat Sites:

Initial Conditions Operation

(19) (19)

Figure 8. Project-model comparisons.

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

1.

Develover-site proiects versus PIP~described proiectas Do the

PIPs describe the developer-~aite projects accurately?
Developer-aite proiects versus field-test—-aite initial conditiona:
Were the field-test sites different from the developer sites be-

fore the diffusion effort?

Developer-aite prolects versus field-test-site operation: How

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

projects?

PIP~-degscribed projects versus field-test-site initial conditions:
Before the diffusion effort, were the field-test sites different

from the projects g described in the PIPs?

PIP-described prolecta versus field-test~site operation: How

closely did the field-test sites replicate the projecta as de-
scribed in the PIPa?




6. Field-test-site {njtig] conditions veraus field-test~aite opera-
tion: Did the diffusion effort produce masjor changea in the

field-teat gitesa?

In combination, the pair-wiase compariaona of the four types of project
models answer the queations of how different the exemplary projects were
from the pre-exiasting practicea in the tryout-gsites, and whether the dif-
fuaion effort resulted in changing the tryout-gite practices to resembla
the exemplary projects.

A aeventh queation became very important in the bilingual-PIP field
teat. Thia queation waas--"How closely did the field-test sites replicate
something else (e.g., neighboring LEA programa, general Title VII gulde-
lines, and so on)?™ Such unintended outcomes may be important in moat

diffuaion systems.

5.3.2 Identifying Diffusion Svatem Problems

Once the impact of the ayatem has been deacribed, the diffuaion aya-
tem 18 analyzed to identify specific problemas. Firat, the model of the
intended diffusion system is compared cell-by-cell with the models of the
actual diffusion aystems for each TRC and tryout-gite combination. This

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

actual LEA operation of the project ia compared with the Intended opera-
tion aa deacribed in the pIp (Question 5, above). Outcomes are compared
firat, and where the actual outcomes fall short of intended outcomes, the
procesges deaigned tc enaure thoae outcomes are examined. Where processes
operated aa planned but failed to produce the deaired outcome, a notation
ias made of the inadequate proceaa. Where a process falled to operate aa
intended, the outcomes from the preceding atage are examined to see why.
In many caaes it will be necessary to continue tracing causea back to the
initial conditiona stage; and in moat casea, a tree-~like chain of problema

will be found to lie behind each outcome that ia not met.




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:

e What happened?
s Why!

The firat question, and the one to which the models are addressed, includes:
Which outcomes were mot 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 cperate 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 initiei 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 Analvsis

The above analysis 1s followed for each major outcome. The result
is a set of overlapping problem sequences linkirg unmet outcomes of the
earlier stages to subsequent difficulties. Oncu all recorded problems
have been traced back to their causes, most of the weak points in the sys~

tem Wwill clear. The analysis is then reversed, starting with unmet




Initisl Conditions and tracing forward through Preparation, Selection/Adop-
tion, Start-up, and Operation in sn attempt to identify any additional

problems 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 form of problem themes.

An example of a major problem theme i8 the consequences of not hsving
bilingual staff in the tryout sites. Availability of competent bilingual
teschers 1s a precondition for all four PIP projects, and some consequences
are (8) rejection by many sites of the projects at the Selection/Adoption
stage, (b) utilizing bilingual aides in & major teaching role (which may
lead to additional problems) or (c) consuming staff development efforts in
teaching a second language to teschers, rather than training the staff in
effective, bilingual teaching wethods.

The problem themes, then, gsummarized across sites provide a picture
of what vent wrong and why. A sumusry of successfully implewented pro-
cesses 8nd 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 syster.

It should pe wade clear, that while describing the snalysie approach
is a rather laborious task, the approach itself is a very simple, common-
sense way of looking for the csuses of problems and the consequences of
unmet preconditions. For the study of unsophisticated systems, the for-
malizstion of this part of the analysis processes has s relatively winor
impact on the study results. It is the set of conventions for organizing
the informat? - into internally consistent models that is the key to the
analysis. ‘. :e the models are completed, examination of the wmodels for

problems and their causes 1s relatively straightforward.




5.3.6 Using the Models for Planning and Revision

. As mentioned above, the modeling process was also the key ro 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 efforta, 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 get of modeling conventions provides an aid to describ~
ing all of the components of an Intended system, displaying thelr 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 avold reliance on techniques that have been shown to
be ineffective.




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 i3 responsible) at each stage. The prac-
tical concern in developing dats needs is the leyel of detail at which to
work. It may be adequate to deal with gome components and processes at &
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 fivew-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 collection, 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 « questionnaire for each




cstegory of personnel, together with standard clsssroom observstion and
interview forms. Data would be collected in a uniform manner, which would

lend itself to subsequent compsrisons smong sites.

In the current study, such sn approsch would nct hsve been productive,
in psrt because the sites were very different from each other, and in part
because the stuly was basicslly exploratory. The wide variety of s’

and the resulting variety of implementations meant that only a subsev

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

exploratory nature of the study required thst the unique fsctors influenc-
ing implementation in esch site be pursued in depth, s process to which

standard quesi.ionnsires contribute little.

Furthermore, past experience has shown thst the implicstions of iso~
lated findings from s given site can only be underatood in the context
of 8 complete picture of thst site. In other words, it is the interac-
tions of site characteristics snd events thst provide mesningful insights,
and these interactions sre so varied from site to site that s single set
of questions designed to cspture sll of the relevant Interactions in sll

of the sites would have been so msssive as to be imprscticsl.

Clesrly, what was needed was s system of questionnaires, unique to
each site, but coordinated through a common plsn for data analysis. In
this study, the dsta-anslysis spprosch described in Section 5.3 provided
the coordinstion scross sites. The small number of sites (in general,
four sites per site-visit team) made it possible to develop individuslizad

dsta collection iustruments for each site.

6.1.2.2 Development of ipdividualized ipterview Ruides. The pur-
pose of the data collection visits was to develop s complete model of the

sdoption and implementstion processes and outcomes for esch site. The
model of the intended diffusion system provided the preliminary content
for esch site model priov to the first site vigit. The major source of
information on the intended syrtem wss, of course, the set of PIPs. A

second Importsnt source was the set of Title VII grant proposals from the




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 asvailable prior to the first
round of site vigits in this study. BRMC 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 gble 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 identifiad. Those for which the
information was expected to be ave'labie were listed, and the most likely
sources of informaztion were indicated. Finally, all questions were grouped
by source, resulting in a 1list of questions to be discussed with each per-

gon at the field-test site.

For example, the start-up workshop is & 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 & work-
shop, only & single question was included for the project director as to
why the workshop was not held. For & site that had held & 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 finsl 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 from 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.s.t, the process was repeated, with

new questions developed for each site.




6.1.3 (Classroom Observation Guides

In planning the study, it was originally intended that clsssroom ob-
servation guides should be developed at two levela of detail. The first
level, for use on the initial site visits, was to he individuslized 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 viaits was to be taillored to each site’s special characteristics
based on the findings from the firat viait. The purpose of the detailled
guides wss to have been to focus datas collection on those aresa in which
sites attempted to replicate PIP-specified project features and to avoid
collecting data on conventional instructional practicea that had been

retained from pre-PIP daya.

It became appasrent from the firat two rounds of site viaits that the

approach to developing second-level guides required some modification.

‘The reaaon was a combination of the lack of specific clsasroom features
deacribed in the PIPs and the extent of adaptation on the part of the
adopter sitea. For example, the Venceremos PIP statea that the teachera
have flexibility in determining the appropriate language of inatruction for
individual students, but no apecific guidelines sre offered. <{learly, to
deacribe instruction based only on PIP specifications would have resulted

in an incomplete picture.

In order to provide the required structure for classroom observationms,
RMC made use of the project-model categories in the development of obser-
vation guidea (see Volume II}. These categories were derived from a logi-
cal analyais of bilingual-program management and instructional features,
and were independent of apecific PIP content or tryout-site featurea. 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 waa that each team developed site~specific instruments
for each visit based on (1) PIP~specified featurea, (2) the inatruction
section of the project-model categories, and (3) information obtained from

the preceding site vizits.




6.2 Data Collection and Processing
6.2.1 Data Collection
The development of data collectlon guides is described, above, under
Instrument Development. This section indicates the types of data collec-

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

two to three days per site.

Data collection emphagis by site wvisit. It should be clear from the

above discussion that, In general, the questions asked at the sites became
increasingly site-specific with each wisit. However, all sites were on
somewhat similar ‘mplementation schedules, and the information that was
avallable 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 empnases for the five
scheduled visits are listeo below. (In some sites, Visits II and III were
combined.)

Site Visit I; Fall 1877
e SelectionfAdoption Processes and Outcomes

Stevt-Up Processes and Qutcomes

)]
® Plans for Operation
)]

Outcome Evaluation: Pretesting

Visgit II; Winter 1977-78

Project Operation Processes and Outcomes
-~{lassroom operation

~~Ingtructional content

-=-Management

~-~Staff trainiug

Visit III; Spring 1978

Project Cperation Processes and Qutcomes
-~Chinges since winter

-~Plans fy¢r second year




Outcome Evaluation
-=Posttesting
-~Second-year plans

«=Observation of control groups

Visit IV; Fall 1978
Project Operation Update
==Proiect management

-=First~year classrooms
Observation of New Second-~Year Classrooms

Outcome Evaluation: Pretesting Procedures

Visit V; Spring 1979
Project Operation Update
~—Project management
-=~Instruction

Outcome Evaluation: Posttesting Procedures

6.2.1.2 Site Visit I: f£all 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 profect director and relevant district
administrators. 1In general, iInterviews were conducted by a two-person
team following a questionnaire or interview gulde developed specifically
for the Interviewee. For each Interview, one team member took primary
regponsibility 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, iIndicating 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




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 he resolved and items of missing
information were listed for inclusion in the questions for the following

day.

6.2.1.3 Site Visit II: 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 fonr 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

comeleted 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 specisl interest were
class schedules, student assignment sheets, class record~keeping forms,
locally developed materials and tests, and list. 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.




6.2.1.4 Site Visit TII: spring 1978. like Site Visit I, Site Visit
II1 primarily involved interviews with project personnel; and 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 vige
its did not provide a coumplete 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 1t difficult to ob-
serve the complete range of subjects included in the project. 1In some
sites, clasaroom 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 8ite Visits IV and V: fall 1978 and spring 1979. The
second~year site yvisits 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
ohserve both classroom operation and testing procedures during the visits.
Thus, in all sites, the long-term (second year)} impacts of the diffusion

ef fort were recorded, and, for those sites best gble to establish rigorous

evaluations, a record of both testing and instructional procedures was

avallable.

6.2.- Data Processing

Data processing followed the data analysis approach desnribed in
Section 5, and took the form of organizing site visit notes into several
complementary sets of information. The wmajor headings are discussad

below.




6.2.2.1 Site visit lofistics. 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
te 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 gite 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 develobpment. The major data processing activity was
the reorganization of site-visit notes intc the format of the site project
and diffusion models {l.e., & 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 cthe 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 invelved in
using the PIPs were asked to make notes in their PIP materisls on problems
that they encountered or on suggestions for improving i{he 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 gset of reports focused on the information of

primary interest for the site visit in question, but did not 1identify sites

by name. Instead, generalizations were drawn across the four (or more)




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 varisbility among sites.




7. SUBSTUDY 1: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
7.1 Introduction

7.1.1 Qverview 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 gyerall 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 capaciti;s to implement
these (or any} bilingual programs, and

the PIPs and related technical assistance aystems were oniy par-

tially able to meet adopter-site needs.

The immediates goal of the diffusion effort was for the field-test
gites to implement the projects described in the PIPs. Thus, it might
seem that the extent of replication iIn the fleld-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 becauae 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 necesaarily imply that

"replication" reaulted 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 si:es 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 1s 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 BMC 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, 18 only a narrative summary
of the analysis that was carried cut. 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.




7.2 Stage 0: Initisl Conditions

7.2.1 Overview

7.2.1.1 Definition of Stage 0. Strictly speaking, Initisl 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 conponents prior to the
beginning of system activities. Thus, there 1s 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 bilingusl~PIP study (late 1974).

A second distinction between Initial Conditions and tne other four
stages 1s that there 1s 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 Initiasl 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 lmpacts 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 parrative that follows.

Note that the status of the PIPs (the central components of this dif-
fusion system) is described under LEA materisls, reflecting the convention




Stage 0: Initial Conditions (7.2)

USQE (7.2.2)

Persounel (7.2.2.1}
¢ Pre-existing diffusion goals
® Knowledge of PIP-diffusion-system effectiveness
e Knowledge of target~LEA characteristics

Other resources (7.2.2.2)

Plans and constraints (7.2.2.3)
e Plans for the compensatory-education-PIP diffusion syatenm
® (Guldelines for selecting exemplary projects

piffusers (7.2.3)

Personnel (7.2.3.1)
e Pre-existing diffusion organizations

Other resources (7.2.3.2)
e Establiched 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 resourceg: 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 lssues.
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of grouping Other Resources {and Plans and Constraints) with the Personnel
who yse 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 becanse the ultimate role of these projects in

the system is that of plans or guldelines 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 USQOE 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 facilirvating project diffusion, and there
was the closely related philosophy that effective projects should be pack-
aged and disseminatad lnizct, soince there was no practicable way of deter-
mining which set of project features was necessary and sufficient for suc-
cess. The attenpt to identify, package, and diffuse effective bilingual

projects was a logical result of these goals and interests.

Knowledge of PIP-diffusion-gystem effectivoness. 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 gubse-
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 pull-out labs that operated

fairly autonomously within the school district, while the bilingual proj-

ects involved major chenges to the existing school program; (b) by and




large, the procedures and materisls of the compensatory projects were
stable as compsred to procedures and materials in the rapidly evolving
field of bilingual education; and (c) the compensatory-project field-test
gites were given lsrge grants conditional cn their following the packaged
projects closely, while the bilingusl 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 st that time.

Knowledge of target-LEA characteristics. Some of the key charscter-
istics of the target LEAs are described below in Section 7.2.4. Tndivid-

ual USOE personnel were certainly aware of these characteristics to vary-
ing degrees, bu® subsequent planning of the bilingual-PIP diffusion system
did not reflect an accurate, comprehensive understanding of the needs anil

resources of che 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, msterfals, and facilities, these problems were utside
the scope of this study. It seems safe to speculate, however, tha: the

simple sddition of such resources could not have chsnged the results of

the field test substantially.

7.2.2.3 Plans and constraints.

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

inart factor in the development of the bilingusl~-PIP diffusion system wss
the set of pre~existing PIP~diffusion effortas for compansatory education
projects. Although the plan wss modified somewhat for the oilingual-PIP
diffusion effort {(to mske 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. sgtory-education-PIP-diffusion plans

+

and guidelines, rather than ' _:veloped’ specifically to meet the bilingual~
project~diffusion goals. Furthermore, the "selection" process spparently

did not involve any comparison of alternatives.




In fact, it appeared to RMC that the bilingual~PIP-diffugion system
was the result of the chance conjunction cf two OPBE research efforts—-—
(a) the RMC and °RI PIP studies, and {b) the AIR search for exemplary bi-
lingual projects. It is easy to sce thst 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
shovn that a much more systematlc approach to planning a diffusion systenm

1s required in order to ensure auccess.

Guidelines for selecting exemPlarY projects. Identification of ex~

emplary bilingual projects was already in prosress in 1974~75, although
formal planning of the diffusion system had + begun. At that time,
there were no guldelines as to what project {. tures were important in &

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

vincing evidence of positive impact on student achievement." y

Within this context of preliminsary, incowplete infermation, OPBE pro-
ceeded with plans to package exeaplary bilingual projects while, at the
same time, monitoring the ongoing compensatory-project PIP field test for
informe“ion that could be relevant to the later dissemination of the

bilingual packay

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. Tne TRCs were one of three types of centers in the
suprort system and were to focus on technicsl 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
develupment etfort. Furthermore, the TRC personnel were neither familiar

with, nor always receptive to, the PIP diffusion concepts.




At the same time, other formal and informal dissemination systems

were operating independently of USOE. These systems wece operated by

state Lilingual offices, professional organizations, commercial publishers,
and LEAs themselves. In addition, the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) and
vhe Lau Centers, while not disseminating instructional practices per se,

were having a major Impact on directly relevant administrative and organi-
zational features in some LEAs (l.e., desegregation of schools and estab-
lishment of bilingual programs}. From the perspective of the LEAs, the
new Title VII system was only one of many, and not necessarily the domi-

nant one.

7+2.3.2 O0Other resources {established funding levels)}. The dominant

initial condition under this heading was the egtablished 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
conalstent 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 conse:raints (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 1L.EAs

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 B8). There ap-
peared to be a tacit assumption among USQOE 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 percept‘on was Inaccurate

in two Iimportant respectis.

Firet, 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 gstudent achlevement 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"
(1.e., the teachers, students, LEA decision makers, parents, and community)

that were the dominant factors in program effectiveness rather than the

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

so on). Tnat is, since We know that even substantial changes Iin classroom
techniques have rather small ilmpacts on st.dent achievement, and since the
exemplary proyrams included few, if any, unconventional instructional ap-
proacies, it 1s 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 thelr local needs. Little, if any, information on unique or imno-

vative approaches was avallable.

An additional set of factcrs that subsequently had a wajor lmpact
on the bilingual~PIP diffusion system involved the heterogeneous naturs
of the target LEA pool. Of course, no two LEAg were exactly alike, and
there were many dimensions on which they differed, but from a diffusien
perspective, three of thase dimensions wire aspecially Important: (a)
language (Spanish or French); (b) information-seeking behavior (active
or passive); and (c) previous Lilingual-program experience (extensive or

limited).

All of these dimensions are discussed elsawhere In this report. The
point to be made here 1s 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 1s an important factor in determining the most cost-

effective approach to diffusion. If, for example, there were only a few




experienced, French-language LEAs actively seeking new Information, it
might be more cost-effective to organize a conference or serles of advanced~
level workshops than to spend several year: developing and fleld-testing

costly, stand-alone packages.

The Information about the basic differences among target LEAs was,

of course, available during the initial conditions stage. The 1mpo}tance

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-
cilally 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 thelr situaticns were largely unique to thelr own districts, and no
evidence was found In this study ¢f any interest In precise replication of

exemplary prcjects 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 intery. -ws with
TRC staff thar 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 Iimproved programs
were not disposed to seek cut information on exemplary projects or to

respond actively to a PIP-type awarenes: efiort.




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 avallable 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 Ilmportant factor for diffusion system planners to

consglider.

7.2.4.2 Other regsources (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 & major problem, but this issue 18 discussed nder Substudy
II. Some problems also resuylted from the lack of instructional materials
or facilities avallable to various field-test si.es but, by and large,
these were secondary 1ssues. It was ° ‘e preexisting concept of PIP-type
packaging that was the major factor in determining the nature 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) 1is deécribed 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 1f exemplary projects were carefully analyzed, and how-to-do-it

manuals were prepared presenting the essential features ¢f the projects,




then adopter qites might be able to replicate the projects faithfully with
very little technical sssistance. 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-slone-packaging concept was alwaye qualified by USOR

personnel, who recogﬁized from the beginning thet aome technical assistance

would alwaye be needed. Whole-project adoption is discussed below under

"Zroject Selection."

Tne concept of rapid start-up was a fundemental PIP principle in the
sense that the purpose of diffusing existing projects was to provide an
alternative to the Blow process of reinventing gimiler programs in each
LEA. However, the specific spproach 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 spproach 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 firgt yesr cf 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 aequence of the various PIP
studies was an important factor in determining the form of the bilingusl
PIPa. The identification of the four bilingual projecta took place during
the first year of the prototype-compensatory~education-PIP field test.




The actual development of the bilingual PIPs coincided with the revisien
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 CFMREL vigited the developer
sites for the bilingual proiects, 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 forma” 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
direztor, teacher, instructional consultant, evaluator, and so on. $ince
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 Proiect Management Directory was about 175 pages long
with the following table of contents:

Chapter Project Overview
Chapter Using the PIP

Chapter Management Approach

Chapter 4 Communicating with School and Community
Chapter Continuing Beyond the Firast Year
Chapter 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




Each chapter liated the relevant project goala and the asaoclated
taska for the project director, then provided a narrative discussion of
the topic, illustrated with occasional charts or forms from the developer
slte.

Manuals for all other ataff members retained the¢ ssme format as the
Project Management Directory but were generally ghorter in length and
restricted to the topica moat relevant to the target audience. In prin-
ciple, each staff member was Intended to have a peraonal copy of an appro=~

priate manual. Within each PIP, some of the aame information waa repeated

in two or more manuala {e.g., the Project Overview)}. However, in order

to find all of the information in the PIP, 1t would be neceaaary to read
all of the manuala and, for this reason, the project director was intended

to have a complete set.

In general, the PIPa did not include curriculu .erials. Rather,
the projects relied heavily on commercial materials, and the PIPs listed
the materials and described how to order them. In some caaes, however,
locally made materiala played a major role in the developer sites, and

gome of these materials were reproduced for inclusion in the PIPs.

PIP awareness and aelection materiala. Awareness and selection ma-
teriala were also prepared. These materials iIncluded:

An Analysis and Selection Kit (ASK) conaisting of an overview
brochure containing brief descriptiona of all projects, a
booklet to be uysed as a gulde to selecting among the projects,
and Individual project-deacription booklets. The booklets
were packaged in a plastic bag.

A set of criteria checklists and budget worksheeta designed to
assist LEAs in evaluating the feasibility of implementing a
apecific PIP project.




A set of project orientation materials including posters, leaf-
lets, and plans for orientation meetings. These materials were
designed te ald potential adopters in securing the support and

commitment of school and community perscns 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 LZA plans and constraints. There are three kinds of system

components that fall Iin 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 availlable for diffusion. Laws and regula-
tions (local, state, and federal) constrained field-test sites in & 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, rzgulations, and estab-

lished programs are discussed under the subsequent stages. However, the

exemplary projects avallable 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. 0. 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.




In this and subsequent AIR searches, the focus was on projects for
the educationally disadvantaged, with a major emphasis on ESEA Title I
projects. Qver a period of several years, AIR found two dozen or mote
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 projecte to other interested LEAs.

Additional searches using revised criteria were carried out in order
to select projects for diffusion via PIPs. The firet RMC PIP study iden~
tified six projects for educationally disadvantaged students (Tallmadge,
1974). Subsequently, CEMREL Inc. of St. Louls ldentified and packaged
slx more such projects. Concurrently, AIR had conducted & search for ex-
ewplary 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

conslderation 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 a2ll 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 irmpact of the DRP/JDRP wag to require all candidates
for exemplary project status to prepare somewhat more careful evaluation
reports. From &8 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 achileve~
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 1ts alleged benefits to students, USOE adopted a policy of dissemi-
nating JDRP~approved projects intact. Adopter sites were expected to




adopt all of the project if they were to recelve federal support for
thelr adoption. JDRP approval was 2 key criterion in the selection of
projects for PIP packaging, and the concept of whole-project adoption

was central to the PIP design.

Twoa-language versug multiple-language projects. This study did not

include a survey of avallable, 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 18 the
distinction between two-language projects and multiple~language projects.
Al]1 of the PIP projects fell into the former category. That 1is, 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 gshare many features that are independent of the specific
language Involved.

A quite different problem is presented where many different languages
are found in 2z single school, often including severzl Asian languages and
several European languages. In some cases, the bilinguazl-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, thelr
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 th2 system is the student population. Target LEAs outside
of the ]9 field-test sites were pot studied here, but students in the
field-test sites probably represented much of the range in the total
target-LEA pool. The generalizatior~ lLelow are based on the reports of

teachers and project directors as well as on observations made by RMC

staff during éite vigits and on test scores from the LEA evaluation re~

ports.




In order to describe the general nature of the students being served,
it 18 essential to view the Spanish-English projects separately from the
French-English projects. With the exception of Puerto Rico, the linguilstic
characteristica of the students being served in all of the Spanish-fnglish
sites were comparable to those of the originating sites., Many of these
students came from homes where only Spanish was spoken, while gsome came
from bilingual home environments. In one of the fifteen Spanish-English
sites, the number of such puplle 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,
especlally 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 gome homes. In at least 15 sites,
the target studenta were generally underachieving, In some cases gubstan-
tially so. These characteristics of the students affected the nature of
the programs that were 1mplemented, and also asffected the interp.etation

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 (¢} an experimental, PIP-based
delivery system. Now, six years later, 1t 18 clear to RMC that the goal

of diffusing intact, exemplary profects 1s appropriate only for limited

types cf projects and 18 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

effecta, has also proven to be lnappropriate. Finally, the PIP-based




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. Purthermore,
the entire field of bilingual education was In a state of dynamic develop-
ment, and 1t 18 not surprising that the needs and resources of the target
LEAs were not well understood. Finally, USOE had not developed any sys-
tematic approach to planning large-scale diffusion efforts. Thus, 1t is
not surprising that there were problems with the experimental PIP-diffusion

efforts.

7.2.5.2 Diffusers. The PIP diffusion agencles, in particular the
TRCs, were new and essentially untried. While thelr 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 tc 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.




7.3 Stage 1: Preparation

7.3.1 Overview

7.3.1.1 Definition of Stage 1. The preparation stage 18 intended
to include all activities related to the development of *' = 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) de.:loping the four PIPs, and (¢} 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 1p Figure 10.

7.3.2 USOE Preparation

7.3.2.1 Personnel.

Defining expPlicit foals. The general YSOE goals were described under
Initial Conditions (7.2.2.1). 1In retrospect, it sppears 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 subsequen stagen,
conflicts smong different goals, especially between the research goals a. -
th2 goals of serving the LEAs, produced a certain amounc of confusion as
to how much adaptatfon of the PIP-defined projects wae permissible.

Analyzing exempiary preieccd and target LEAs. A second important

accivity .. . /¢ been for USOE personnel to inform themselves in more
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Figure 10. Actual PIP diffusion system: Stage 1 key issues.




depth as to the characteristics of prolects available for diffusion and
the neeu3 a)d resources of the target LEAs. The many negative consequences
of not conducting this kind of "market research" are discussed throughout

this repovt.

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 aa grants were awarded, OBE Program Officers were to take
over from the TRCs as the main USOE contscts for LEAs. TRCs were to
continue to provide training support. Like the TRC peraonnel, the QRE
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 mator issues.

7.3.2.3 Plans and constraints. General plans for the activities of
USOE personnel {n the diffusion effort were prepared by QPBE 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 USQE personnel, while they contributed

to some of the problems described under selection/adoption, gtart-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. Altbnugh, to RMC’s knowledge,

there were no formal plans for selecting di{ffusion personnel, the implicit




intenticn was to find diffusers who would promote awarenesg, help LEAs
in project selection, and provide technical assistance as required. The
TRCs, having been recently established as the OBE 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 Diffusica Network (NDN), with tech-
nical assistance provided by the developer sitei. The bilingual=-project
developer sites ywere not involved actively in the bilingual~PIP-diffusion
field test, nor were SEA or other establic“ad «iffusion groups included

in 2ny formal sense. Given the exploratory nature of the field test, it
is not surprising to BMC that the nominzl dissemination and technical
assistance respcnsibilities were restricted to the TRCs. However, as will
be seen in the discussions of the following stages, the actual diffusion
process wag heavily influenced by persons outside of the TRCs.

Training c¢f TRC personnel. Training of the TRC personnel for PIP
diffusion was winimal. The first eight TRCs began operation in 1975-76,
the same year that the bilingual PIPs were developed. Seven more TRCs
began operaticn in 1976-77, the year of the bilingual-PIP dissemination
effort. The TRCs were organized by OBE, while the PIP developoment was
directed independently by OPBE. Ccordinated planning by OBE and OPBE for
the dissemination of the PIPs by the TRCs was carrizd out in September and
October 1276. The formal "training” of the disseminators was a one-day
orientation workshop conducted by OPBE and OBE and attended by one repre-
sentative from eact. 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 =. the intended dissemination process. Given the brevity
of the workshop, only general briefings were possible. For example, two

hovvs were scheduled for review of the PIPs and related awareness bcoklets,




a set of materials comprising on the order of 3,000 pages. Additional
familiarization wse 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 hed
a rather superficial understanding of the proiects and of the differences

among the projfects.

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 PIPe were not the hest ones available. In all cases,
the dissemination activities imposed sn 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 extrs work load.

7.3.3.2 Other resources: funds and materials. As indicated above,

nc speclal funde or other resources were provided to the TRCs for their
PIP dissemination activities. A brief, disseminator’s guide developed for
the compensatory-education PIPs wag 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 disseminaticn 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 USQOE-developed diffusion plan).

The diffusion plan, summarized under selection/adoption (7.3.4), was
developed by USOE and presenied to the TRCs In the November 1976 brief=-
ing. The plsn was apparently clear to the TRCs but, in the terms of the




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 couild 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 (CEMREL Inc.)
under contract to OPBE. In the terminology of the diffusion mcdel, pack-
aging skills were ''selected" rather than "trained" (see Seccion 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 orlentatinn to the PIP studies alrea&y completed or in progress. Of
course, as noted under inicial conditions, the zntire effort was explora-
tory, as very little information existed on how to package excmplary
projects. The results of the SRI/RMC PIP field test aad revision study
(Studies 2 and 3) were made available to CEMREL as the study progressed
aund, ultimately, the revised, compensatory-education PIPs were used as

nodels for the bilingual~PIP format and content.

The packaging of the four bilingual-PIP projects was carried out
during the 1975-1976 school year, thz same ysar that RMC was rewriting
the original six compensatory=-education PIPs. Although CEMREL was thor-
oughly experienced in 2 variety of packaging techniques, they had not
been previocusly involved in searchiny for exemplary projects, in bilingual




education, nor in the analysls of projects for PIP-type (comprehensive,
how~to~do-it} packaging. With only one year and 2 limited budget within
which to package four bilingusl projects as well agz mearch for and package
up to elght compenaatory projecta, USQE decided that the design of the
revised, compenaatory-education PIPz should be adopted for zll of the bi=-
lingual PIPa. In the fall of 1975, CEMREL viaited each projfect for
aseveral davs to identify project features. Then, in the 8pring of 1976,
as the RMC manuals were completed, CEMREL received early coples and »re-~
pared 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
coples of each. According to the develope-~-alte personnel, the descrip-
tions of their profects were falrly accurate In most respects, However,
due to the nature of the projects, the descriptions were at the level of
genersl guldelines rather than specific inatructional and mansgement tech~
niquea. This reflects the fact that the developer sites themselves ap-
pareuntly operated largely on the basis of genersl guldelinea interpreted
by skilled and enthuaiastic staff (see Question 1 in Figure 8).

The bilingual PIPs were, In appearance, much like the reviaed,
compensatory-education PIPs. In fact, of course, there waz a major dif-
ference 1in the amount of development effort represented by the two sets
of packages. The reviaed, compensatory-educstion PIPs Incorporated the
experience of three years of development, extencive field testing, and
revigion. The fileld testing brought In the insighta 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 adopteras atruggle with a varilety
of problems. Having observed the problems faced by adopters, RMC was able
to focuas on the exact methods used by the developers to solve these prob-
lema snd 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 projecta. The bilingual PIPs were limited to the information

gained on these visita pluz a limited amount of additional input from the




developer-site project directors. Further, the format for the PIPs was
not avajlable 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 sppearance of the revised RMC
PIPs, the stage of development was more analogous to the first RMC proto~

type PIPs.

The problems with the bilingual PIPs were of several types. In general,
they were designed for an unapecified 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 materizls. 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 RMC“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 1s 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-
nifican: impacts on student achievement," the criterion to be reviewed

by the JDRP as a condition for USOE-sponscred 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

sevcre limitation on the number of exemplary projects that could be found.




AIR eventually submitted seven projec: evaluations to the JDRP, and four
were approved as convinecing. 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 thelr program features, the availability of con~
vincing achievement data played a decisive role In the gelection 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, zince neither the project features nor the evaluation methodology

were entirely guitable for diffusion.

Selection outcomes. The outcome of selection was the set of four

preiccts. All of the prolects were Intended for grades K through four,
all had simillar staffing patterns, a]]l 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 stydents 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 elther the
effectiveness of the projects or the contexts in which they were designed
to operate (see Appendix C for & 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 proijects as described in the PIPs were not compared systematically

with bilingual profects in the entire pool of potential adopters, there




is nothing to suggest that major qualitative differences would be found.

There were undoubtedly large differences in how well other districts were

implementing theilr 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 fieid-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 ynfavorable factors:

Management rather than instructional focus in the project.
Whole=-school, whole~day projects.

General, flexible guidelines for operation.

Dynamiec, 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 manageuwent. 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 aduinistrative structures.

The fact that the bilingual projects were whole-school, whole=day

projects was also a negative factor from the perspective of a diffusion
planner. While relatively autonomous, encapsulated projects (like the
compensatory-education reading and math labs) can usually be implemented

by volunteer personnel with very little change to the school as a whole,




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 festures of the projects were generally flexible in
the developer sites. That 1s, the prolects consisted basically of a well
managed contex:t 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, (2) sup-
port from the other project tcachers via regular staff meetings and work-
shops, (c)} staff development via scheduled inservice and university credit
progrzms, and (d) adequate instructional materials. In general, the
teachers work within the conastraints of the established local curriculum.
When such a project is adopted in a different district with a different
organization, curriculum, and staff, substantial adaptation 1s 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, Instruciional 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. Furthermore, the flexible in-
structional guldelines of the management-centered projects were of only
limited help tc either the experienced or the lnexperienced adopter sites,
both of which were usually more Interested in new Instructional approaches

than in management strategles.

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 adoptera. Materlals, and
in some cases methods, were often vViewed by adopters as out of date.

The materials were a particular problem from a PiP-diffusion perspective,
because adopter-site teachers often build their instruction around the
avallable Instructional materiala, especially In the early stages of a




new program. Thus, they are most interested in the materials used by the
exemplary sites. In the case of the exemplary bilingual prolects, the
developer sites gelected the best they could find ameng currently avail-
able materials te supplement localiy-mandated core texts. While the PIPs
listed those materials, many were out of print or considered obsclete 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 bilinfual teachers. This

drastically reduced the number of potential adopters for which the proj-
ects were sultable, 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 prcjects, as packaged, did not meet the needs of theae
target LEAs.

As noted above, the projects were relatively minor variations on

gtandard 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 wmulti-
tude of other sources. From a diffusion perspective, this meant that ex~
perienced sites found relatively little to adopt. The inexperienced sites
found much te adopt but, given the many other sources of the information
(TRCs, consultants, publizations, other LEAs, universities, and so on),

it did not appear that the PIPs represented a cost-effective zddition to

the pool of information sources.

7.3.4.4 Studenta. There were no major activities involving students

during the preparation stage, elither intended or actual.




7.3.5 Summary 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 bilingusl projects, and continued through the briefing in which
USQE explained the diffusion task to the TRCs.

7.3.5.1 USOGE. At the beginning of the preparation stage, USOE per-
sonnel (g) had & general goal of diffusing exemplary projects, (b) were
in the process of developing the PIP concepts, and (e¢) had established an
approach to ldentifying 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 needad was to
analyze the needs of target LEAs and the projects (or practices) available
to meet those needs, and then to design s delivery system for bringing the
pcactices gnd LEAs together. The result in the field test of the two cou-~

bined approaches (i.e., project selection and PIP packaging) was that the

projects were not well sulted 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 assistsnce system that was an obvicus component for the experimental
PIP delivery system. There were three problems, however, in the way in
which the TRCa were used, Firat, 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 thelr 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 Tarpet 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 asccommodated these differ-

ences either by providing for capacity building in sites that could benefit




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, tte 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 USCE 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 coulu 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.




7.4 Stape 2: Selection/Adoption

7.4.1 OQOverview

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=-
t{al adoptez sites. It continues through the commitment to adopt a spe-
cific project as Indicated by the submiss. n of & Title VII grant appli-

catlion.

7+4.1.2 Major features and problem areas. The dissemination plan,

as presented to TRC representatives by USCZ g; the November 3 workshop,
was as follows: Each TIC was to ldentiry potential adopters through SEA
records, OBE lists of previously unsuccessful Title VII applicants, per-
sonal knowledge, and any other avellable sources of iaformation. Poten-
tial adopters were to be maliled gn ASK, the. telephoned at about the time
the ASK arrived to explain the Purpose of the ASK and the dissemination
effor+. A second phone call was to be scheduled sbout a week later to
answer questions and determine the level of Interest. A third call or a
vigit was to be made to interested districts for the purpose of iniciating
technical assistance In the preparation of grant applications. Project
grientation and Planning Materials were also to be sc t to iInterested
alstricts. Additinnal technical assistance was .0 be provided by 1RCs iIn
speclal PTP workshops or by expanding previously scheduled workshops to
Invlude 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.

Neminally, the dissemir ation effort proceeded much as planned, but
there were three significan areas of departure: firet, the variation
in commitment and levels of effort amoag the TRCs; second, the slippage
in the disseminatiou time schedule; and third, the intervention in the
dissemination process by non-TRC (l.e., USOE and SEA) personnel. The
attitudes of the TRC personnel are discussed unde, Preparation of Dif-

fusers (7.3.3). Otherwlse, these Issues are discussed ander Selection/




Adoption Activities ffecting Target LEAs (7.4.4). Other key selection/
adoption problems and iSsues are indicated in Figure ]1.

It should be noted thac selecti.n/adoption occurred during che wirter
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
&nd Interviews obtained by RMC a year or gore after the events. However,
although some information was undoubtedly lost due to the delay, we believe
that omissions ov inaccuracles, 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 {feedback on selection/adoption progress).

While there was no formal "intended" model for activities affecting USOE
during selection/adoption, it 1s implicit in the experimental nature of
the field test that USOE personnel should be provided with feedback that
vould permit them to adjust USOE and diffuser plans where necessary to
meet the study objectives. In fact, such feedback was obtained and uaed,

as described belcw.

The mein sources of feedback on the selection/adoption frocess 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
perasonnel were aware of the progress of the selection/adoption activities
and, in particular, vndzrstood (a) that TRC disaemination schedules were
slipping, (b) that very few 1.EAs were responding positively to the aware~
ness activities, and {c¢) tha: subsequently (after additional LEA applicants
had been recruited), gome 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 applicatioms.

The major materials used by USOE in selection/a.ption were the TRC logs
and the Title Vil grant applications. The TRC loge provided the informa-~
tior that they were intended to provide. The Title VII grant applications

i35

&

I N




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 applicatiomns

Plans and constraints (7.4.2.3)

Revised timetables and USOE participation

Diffugers (7.4.3)
Personnel (7.4.3.1)

Other resources (7.4.3.2)

Plans and constraints (7.4.3.3)

Target LEAS

(7.4.4)

Personnel (7.4.4.1)

Initial screening of LEAs

Informieg versus convincing the LEAs

TRC priorities and time schedules

USOE and SEA dissemination activities

LEA motivation to adopt via PIPs

Grant applications, and USOE selection of field~test sites
Outcomes of dissemination and seleztion processes

Other rescurees (7.444.2)

The PIP Image

Plans and ccastraints (7.4.4.3)

Project selection

Students (?040404)

Student selection

Figure

11.  Actual PiP diffusion system: Sta,s 2 key issues.




were, 1ir. 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 18 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 U30E’s
LEA~selectior process. The forms were clearly not designed with the idea

of channeling sppropciate, exemplary projects or practices to target LEAs,
and the entire¢ upplication process would need to be reconsidered 1in any

syatematic approach to planning a diffusion system.

7.4.2.3 Plans and constraints {rovised rimetables and USOE partic~
ipation}s 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 recrulting applicants and in the project-selection pro-
cess. USOE participation became a major (perhaps dominant) factor in
the actual selection/adoPtion process ag described under the LEA gection
{7.4.4), below. 1In addition, the time schedule was adjustied to provide

the time needed for recruiting additional field-test sites.

7.4.3 Selection/Adoption Activities Affecting Diffusers

7.4.3.1 Diffusion personnel. The diffusion plans did not call for

any further training of diffusion personnel diring selection/adoption,
and no formal training cicurred. Of course, the TRCs received feedback
from their dissemirnation activities, and kne« 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 materfals for

TRCs 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 selecti n/adoPtion‘ One notable excep-

tion occurred when an SEA arranged for one SEA disseminator together with




one TRC staff member to visit all target LEAs In the state. According
to the TRC staff member, one adoption could he attributed to these visits.

7.4.4 Selection/Adoption Activities Affecting Target LEAs

7.4.4.1 LEA personnel. The basic objective of the intended selec~-
tion/adoption dissemination activities was to obtain applications from
target LEAs 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 sequentizl choices~-first, the choice
to adopt via a PIP and second, the cholce among the four PIPs. A third
process, selection of PIP recipilents from among the applicants, was part
of the intended PIP diffusion model but, due to the limited number of
app!ications, all applicants that gqualified for Title VII grants (all
but one of ihie PIP applicants) were Ir luded 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 I1ZAg that had small numbers of potentially eligible students; others
contacted all LEAs in thelr 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 variatcions in TRC enthu~

glasm appeared to be a key factor In the relative numbers of adopters
recruited by the different TRCs. Under the nominal syster, the major
diffusion activity was the disser !nation of information. That 1is, 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 r2t thelr needs based on their analysis of the information.




In fact, dissemination of information proved to be only one part of
an effective diffusion strategy. Most LEA decision makers are =~ .uged with
such Information from a multitude of sovrces and caa procnss only a limited
amount of it In any detzil. To ensure that the appropriace declsion makers
in an LEA gave serious consideration to PIP adoption appearad to reqmite gn
enthusiastic sales job by someone with substawrial credibility.

The result In the bilingual-PIP dissemination was that, while all TRCe
met thelr 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-~
tizs had greater potential for positive impact and required equal or higher
priorities. While some of the TRC logs showed extensive mallings 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 dissemlnation plans Involved the direct iIntervention of USUE and

SEA personnel. This form of dissemination was generally not documented,
but was mentioned sc frequently by LEA and TRC personnel that it appears
to have been a major Ffactor in convincing the 19 PIP field-ctest sites to
adopt. In the relevant cases, the personal encouragement of senior USOE or
SEA personnel apparently provided the incentive to cousider a PIP adoption

serlously.

One SEA, which was actively attempting to increase the number of
Title VIU programs In the state, convened a Title VII proposal-writing
conference In coopetration with a TRC. All interested LEAs iIn the state




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 Tirle VII proposals for LEAs with the
expectation that, lf funded, the LEAs would contract thelr 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 USOE.
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 ac iIncrzasing thelr 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 was to be made In the applications). Ar least three
sites saw a PIP adoption as a means of complylng with OCR reguiations.

Two sites emphasized thelr lack of experience and the hope that the PIP
would provide the guldance they needed in establishing a program, while
geveral others reported gsimilar motivations In varying degrees. One site
was favorably disposed toward the PIP concept because of thelr experilence
in having a local project packaged In the original compensatory~education—
PIP study. Another was familiar with the Venceremos developer gite and

had a prior Interest In adopting at least some of its features.

The PIP packaging concept had a moderately positive influence in some

sltes, but may actually have discouraged cthers. The idea of having all

project guidelines pulled together iIn one package was attractive, but TRCs

reported that tha apparent restrictions imposed by the packages and the
impositions of the field test created unfavorable reactions 1n some sites.

The evidence of effectiveneszs 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 assoclated 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 wich 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

gome exceptions, the LEAs had access to the complete PIPs in preparing

their Title VII grant applications. The grant-application process 1s

clearly a key factor in a diffusion system. That 18, grants may be awarded
to sites on the basis of LEA proposal-writing skills rather than con the
basls of diffusion-system goals. This issue was not addressed in the bi-
lingual PIP study, but available USOE records show only one PIF applicant
for a Title VIX grant that had its application rejected.

Personnel outcomes from dissemination and selecticn processes. The

major "outcome" of the selection/adoption stage was the set of 19 fleld-
test sitee with thelr respective PIP projects. From the standpoint of the
RMC study, the fimportant diffusion-system results were largely de.ermined
at this point. Because of the nature of the PIP prcjects 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 prujects
and adopters 1s considered here for staff. Compatibility of instructional
approaches, and student population matches are described under sections
7.4.4.% and 7.4.4.4, below.

Staff availability was a major discrepancy in many si*eg. Unly eight
of the 12 sites were able to obtain a full sta’f cf qualified bilingual




teachers as described in the PIPs, and three had none avallable 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 mafor selection or

development of LEA "other resources” occurred during selection/adoption,
P

but an ocutcome of PIP development, the image of the PIP from the perspec~
tive of the target LEAs, became an fmportant factor at this stage. It 1is
implicit among the concepts of the PIP diffusion syatem that the PIP it-
self will be viewed positively (or at least not negatively} by the -~ F
LEAs. In fact, a8 noted under Personnel (7.4.4.1i), 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 constraints (project gselectisn). According to

the conventions of the PIP diffusion model, the process of choosing & par-
ticular PIP is considered to be "selection of a plan” (for an LEA program).
The intended process calied for sites 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 ressurces. This
process broke down rather badly. First, as discussed atove, the projects
actually differed very little from the perspective of an adopter. Second,
the GSOE and TRC personnel had a rather superficial knowladge of the dif-
ferences among the projects. Third, USOE was anxious to have at least
four adcpters :or each project. Finally, the total number of applicants

wag small.

The net effect was that LEAs, with TRC guidance, chose largely on the
bagsig of the deve.oper-site student characteristics (primarily the ratio
of LES to PES students in the schools) as described in the ASK, even though
these factors were not reflected In the Instructionazl features of the proj-
ects themselves. Suhsequently, OBE Program Officers or TRC persommel re-

quired profect changes In at least two of the [9 sites, either to make the




cholces more appropriate In the OBE or TRC view, to £f111 out the field~-
test schedule, or both. The more critical implementation factors, such
as availability of approprilate personnel, attitudes toward bilingual edu-
cation, or agreement with specific inatructional 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-
cles that 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 exawple 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 Horlzontes adopter was already committed to
team teaching, a feature not included in the Nv-;08 Horizontes project,

and continued to use It after adopting the PIP project.

The 1mpact 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 fleld-test sites adapted profect
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
dif fuse specific iInstructional or management practices without major

adaptations.

¢ 7.4.4.4 Students {student selection). No processes actively affect-

ing students were carried out during selection/adcption. However, the
selection of sites 18, 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 proficlencies in both English and Spanish. Asidas




from the unique situation in Puerto Rico, the only student-related dis-
crepancles that created any real problems were the small numbers of eli-
gible students in some adopter sites. In some of these sites, the proi-

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 proi-
ects from that described in the PIP.

7.4.5 Summary of Profress 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-
trospoct that the system wags 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 1in sites that made 2 sincere effort to
replicate faithfully. Conversely, and again because of the general and
conventional nature of the PIP projfects, 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 USQE. During selection/sdoption USGE monitored the dissem-
ination process and, when 1t was apparent that target LEAs were not re-
sponding, altered their plans and iIntervened directly to ensure an ade~-

quate number of field-test gites.

7.4.5.2 Diffusers. No msior processes affecting the TRCs operated

during selectionfadoption. However, in a few cases, USQOE andfor SEA per-

sonnel interacted with the TRCs, adding additionsl, TRC dissemination

activities to the original dissemination plans.




7.4.5.3 Target 1EAs. 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 eventually recruited, selection among the Spanish~English

projects was essentially random.




7.5 Stage 3: Start-Up

7:5.1 Qverview

7+5.1.1 Definition of Stage 3.+ Start-up 18 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 featurcs 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 bafore project began operation:

(a) planning, (b) orientation of LFA personnel, perents 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.

Delaved start-up. The 0BR funding schedule originally called for LEA
Title VII grants to pe awarded by the end of April so that fileld-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 gites had proceeded to plan and make tentative
staff assignments in the spring without formal notification of grant ap-
proval, bt most were reluctant to expend much effort, and none could make
firr, commitments to staff or order materials. The net effect of :‘he delayed
start waa that start-up activities, in effect, overlapped the entire first

year of oparation.




Lack of guidelines for permissible adaptations. The delayed start-

up was & serious problem. At the time school started, many adopters were
short of materiala, staffs were not all 1In place (and were unavailable iIn
some 8ltes), and staff training was Incomplete. However, there was an
additional type of problem that was 1n maiy ways even more troublesome.
Thie was the l::k of clear guldeliles as to how closely the adopters should
be required to follow PIP specifications. This ilssue Is discussed under
LEA Plané and constraints (7.5.4.3).

Variations in bilingual program experience. A third major factor in

the start-up stage (and, subsequent_:, In operation) was the variation
among field-test sites in their previous bilinguusl program experience.
This variation was reflected In the LEA utes of the PIPs in overall plan-
ning, In selecting and training staf., and In selecting materials. Spe-
cific issues related to level of experience are indicated under the appro-

priate headings, below.

The major start-up predlms and 1ssues 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 Start-Up Activities Affecting USOE

7.5.2.1 USOE persomel (information on start-up problems). With

the award of the LEA Title VII grants, the OBE program officers became

the primary USOE contacts for the field~iest sites. Four program officers
were Involved, each responsible for from four to seven 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 start-up were jelated to obtaining information on the progress of
the fleld test. To RMC’s knowledge, no formal "intended" feedhack




Stage 3: Start~Up (7.5)

USOE (7.5.2)

Personnel (7.5.2.1)
e Information or start-up problems

Other resources (7.5.2.2)
e Travel funds

-

Plans and constraints (7.5.2.3)

Diffusers (7.5.3)

No major activities affecting diffusers

LEAB (? 0504)

E_E_EPOHDE]. (? + Sl 1)
® Delayed start dates
Orientation
Hiring of staff
Preservice workshops
Incen§1Ves and competing influences

Other resources (7.5.4.2)
® Ordering of materizls

Plans and constraints (7.5.4.3)
e Guidelines for adapting the PIP projects
e Effects of prior bilingual-education experience on program
planning
e PIP-specified instructional objectives

Students (7.5.4.4)

e No major activities affecting students

Figure 12, Actual PIP diffusion systems Stage 3 key issues.




procedures were developed, presumably c1 the assumption that normal OBE
contacts vis telephone and mail would be sufficient. However, the actual
procedures included two meetings In August, both scheduled on relatively
short notice and held in the Washington, D.C. area.

The first meeting was held between USOE (OBE and OPBE) and RMC in
early August 1977, shortly after the award of the RMC 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. Varlous topics were discuassed, including the general status

of start-up in the field-test sites.

As a result of these meetings and the additional phone agnd 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 iIn part to the delay In
grant swards, and in part io smbiguity 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 avallable to USOE by this time.

7.5.2.2 Other resources (travel funds). No development of USOE

materials or facilities was plenned 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 unti) November in many cases

and thus delayed the resolution of many local 1ssues.

7.5.2.3 Plans and constraints. No major adjustments to plans for
USQOE participation were Intended and none occurred during start-up.




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 gtart dates. The intended sequence, as described in the PIPs,

waa 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 beginnirg
of classes In the fall. Huwever, due to the delayed start, some gltes did
not actually start project implementation unti{l 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 monthe into the school year; another site did not get inderway
until mid-year. At least five sites did not hire an instructional con-
gultant prior to the start of classes. Of these, one was hired four months
into the school year; two others were hired five and six monthe late. In
summary, about one~third of all the PIP adopter sites did not hold project
gtart-up workshops or get underway prior to the beginning of classes.

Orientation. The PIP recommended that the PD orient all LEA per=-
gonnel, parents, and commmunity 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
gtart-up. Some FDs made a presentation about their project at district~

wide pre~service workshops; some LEAs also made some attempt to notify




parents of the project as part of their student selection activities dur=-
ing start-up. For the most part, the communitv 88 a whole was not informed
about the project prior to operation, with the possible exception cf 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 iIn gome sites that might have been reduced by

additional orientation.

Hiring of staff. The PIPs recommended that the best teachers iIn

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 & 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 1is actually more appropriate

to speak of teachers being selected and/or agsigned 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 PLPs, as were bilingual aides. In fact, the nominal staff confi-
guration was the one area in which the PIPs dppeared to have a major impact
although, of course, the alides 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 vhere one
was specified In the PIP), and scme sites adapted the dutlies of these

perscnnel 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 greund. It was scheduled for late August, and the PD yas in-
tended to have several months in which tc 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 aldes during




the first few weeks of project operation. In short, the workshop was
a key link in transferring the exact, exemplary procedures uered in the

developer site over to the staff of the new adopter site.

While gll 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. Few sites had their PIPs 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 oth2r 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. PFor many topicse, 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 PDs provided training sessiona adapted from
previous years. Among the inexperienced PDs, many relied heavily on out-
side consultants, most of whom presented their own approaches to bilingual
education, and none of whom (to RMC’s knowledge) made any real ugse of PIP
guidelines. Experienced teachers and aildes in sites with experienced PDs
generally had pesitive attitudes and a8 clear idea of how to proceed with
program operation, although there was little influence from the PIPs. 1In
some of the less experienced sites, the PIPs had somewhat more impact, but,
in general, the teachers and aides were not well prepared at the beginning
of operation. Some were spprehensive and, in a few cases, even negative

toward the programs.




Incentives and competing influences. Implicit in the above discus-

sion and in the discussion of plans and constraints, below, 18 the 1issue
of what motivated or Influenced the field-test-site pereonnel to follow
the PIP guidelines or to follow other guldelines. 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 astatus carries little weight.
The typical educator considers herself or himself zs a professionzl who
can best judge which approaches will suit locazl conditiona. Most educa-
tors feel that each LEA context ‘s unique. The concept of whole-project
adoption is completely alien to most educators znd is widely considered

absurd.

At the same time, the typlcal educator receives a constant stream
of ideas from colleagues, professional groups, commercizl organizations,
end so on. The educator considers these Inputs within the context of
the constraluts 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 zs & statement of the obvious, but
it serves to 1llustrate & major problem in the PIP concept. That is,
the locgl educator cannot be expected to follow PIF guidelines closely

unless szhe 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), »r unless strong

incentives are provided such as strictly enforced regulations, or funding
contiuvgent upon careful replication of program features. The latter has
teer shown to work quite well iIn Study 2, the field-test of the proto-
type, compensatory+«education PIPs.

7.5.4.,2 Other resources (ordering of materials). The lack of

facilities or funds during start-up, while affecting some field~test




sltes, were not key problems from a diffusion ﬁtandpoint. The ordering

of materials, however, waa., 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 & very 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 preferencesa of their ataff.\ About half of the sitea 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 Plang and constrainta. No major changes to plans or con-
straints were included among the intended start~up processes and outccmes.
The need for extensive development of LEA program plans was presumably .
eliminated by the PIPas. Legal and other constraints on atart-up activi-
tiee were not considered in the PIP diffusion plana, and yo provisions

for modifying eifther the PIP plans or the constraints were included.

In fact, the actual atart-up satage included major changes to the PIP
plans to fit local needs and resources. In addition, statc and local laws
and regulatfons governing objectives, hiring policfes, instructional mater i-
als, and so on often conflicted with PIP speciffcatfons, thus requiring
further modification of the plansa.

Guidelines for adapting the PIP projecta. As noted above, the PIP

projects did not lend themselves to ready identification of key features,
8o it was difficult to establish guldelines 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 aites that would clearly hurt their chances for

guccess.

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 focllow the PIPs clesely but tc adapt to local conditions Mwhere
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.

PEffects of prior bilingual-education experience on program planning.

Bleven of the 19 field-test sites had had previous bilingual prograus
of some sort. MNine of these 1l sites had previcusly 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 socurces, and one site had received funds from all three.
In addition, three of the 11 sites had Title I or Title I migrant pro-
grams offering services to limited-BEnglish-proficiency students.

0f the 11 sites with previous bilingual-education programs, four
egsentlally replaced thelr programs with the PIP programs. The other
geven 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 previcus experience on progrém 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 FDs simply adapted as necessary. In some cases, i1t would
be more accurate to say that the PDs implemented bilingual programs using
their own plans, adapting them a8 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 sitee,

the instructional objectives would appear to constitute an especially




important gubset of the project plans. All four bilingual PIPs included
instructional cbiectives from the develecper sites and three of the PIPs
included separate mancals 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 iInstructional 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 geveral sites felt

thelr preexieting objectives were better.

7.5.4.3 Students. In both intended and actual implementation,
selection of students, a key process, may cccur before the end of start-

up. However, since student selection 1s a regular, yearly project activ-

ity, it ie included in the PIP-diffusion model under 'operation.”

7:5.5 Summary of Progress and Problems: Start-Up

By the end of start-up, the major impacts of the PIPs were on staff
configurations, materials, and development of instructionsl cbiectives.
Most sites hired staff with the nominal titles given in the PIPs (i.e.,
instructional consultants, curriculum ccordinators, and sc on}. A}l hired
aldes. Some sites ordered wmaterials specified in the PIP lists, others
reviewed the lists and chose tc use materials on hand, or made up thelir
own revised lists based on their past experience, while still others were

influenced by outeilde sources tc crder quite different materiale.

7.5.5,1 USOE. Although time and funding restrictions prevented
OBE program officers from visiting most of the field-test sites during
the early start-up 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 start-up.




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 thelr 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 start-up
in early spring so that (a) orientation could be carried out and support

obtained from the school, parents, and commmity, (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 york-
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
regults were predictable and, as discussed in the next section, resulted

in considerable delay and confusion during the initial period of operation.

Rowever, 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 lupacts of the delay were
winor. In short, the result of the delayed start-up was to make the first
year of operation unnecessarily difficult. However, unlike many of the

problems discussed umder the previous stages, this delay would probably

not be crippiing to the long-term 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 field-test sites modified the PIP
project plans (including instructional objectives) as necessary to fit




In terms of .developing effective locsl programs, msny
From the perspective of

locsl conditions.
of these modifications were certainly desirable,
the evaluation of the PIP diffuaion system, the modifications reflected

major system flaws,




7.6 Stage 4: Operation

7+6.1 Qverview

7.6.1.1 Definition of Stage 4+ The final stage in this analysis

begins with the arrival of students in the project classrpoms. Of course,
this 1s only the beginnins 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-
sble time schedule}, and (b} whether these features are retained in the

adopter-site programs.

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 prolects 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 concluslon reached is that, while many sites
established bilingual programs that meet current standards for desirable
features, the iInfluence of the PIPs (over and above Title VII and other
available guldelines) 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 sect®s : gumma-
rizes the Intended and actual program features and discusses vt :e influ-

ences of the PIPs on the actual features. Following the conventions of




the diffusiou model, the major sreas csnsidered fall under "persomnel
training processes and outcomes" (7.6.3.1), and "student selection and
training; processes and outcomes" {(7.6+.3.4). The specific topica are
listed in Figure 13.

7.6.2 Activities Affecting USOE During Operation

PIP-study impact on USOE Plane for PackaRing. The major processes

affecting USOR during operation involved feedback on the status of the

field-teat~site programa. These processes consiseted primarily of normal
USOE monitoring activities, with the eddition of reports from the RM(C
astudies. This feedback had relatively little impact on the field test,
but has had s uajor impact on USOE plens for diffusion via PIPe. 1Ip
particular, plans to proceed with further PIP development or PIP-baased
diffusion approaches have been dropped. The use of packaging, however,
hag been added to the NDN diffusion system and, while the NDW packages

are tallored to NDN needs ind thus differ from the PIPa, the NDN packaging
guldelines have been influenced by the three PIP field testa.

7.6.3 Activities Affecting Diffusers During Operation

Som. of the TRCa were involvedq in training fleld-test-aite person-
nel during operation, but no major diffusion-ayatem impacts on the TRCa

were Intended or occurred.

7.6.4 Activities Affecting Target LEAs During Operation

7.6.4,1 LEA personnel.

USOE_and TRC inputs. USOE and the disseminatora (TRCa) continued
to be active during the operation atage. Some TRCe followed up preser-
vice workshops with classroom observation sad then designed Inservice
workshops accordingly, or participated actively in regularly acheduled
training sessions. OBE program officers met with project directors at
conferences, consulted by telephone on matters of compliance, and visited

some adopter aites In the late winter and apring.
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Stape 4: Operation (7.6)

DSOE (7.6.2)
e PIP-study
e Impact on USOE plans for packaging

Diffusers (7.6.3)

e No major, relevant impacts on TRCs

Target LBAs (7.6.4)

Personnel (7.6.4.1)
e USOE and TRC inputs
Management style
Staff configuration
Staff skille
Staff roles
Staff development
Parent and community knowledge and attitudes

Other resources (7.6.4.2)
® Instructional materials
e Facilities and funds

Plans and constraiats (7.6.4.3)

® PIP versus other influences on program plans

Students (7.5.4.4)
e Class configurations
® Student selection
e Instruction of students
- Instructional objectives
= Language of instruction

= Instructional approaches

Figure 13. Actual PIP diffusion system: Stage 4 key issues.




In general, however, this technical support did not contribute greatly
toward accurate replication of developer~site prnjects. The TRCs, by and
large, did not use the PIPs in developing their tezhnical assistance ac-
tivities, The OBE program officers were concerned about replication but,
due to the general level of description in the PIPe and the realities of
local conditions, there was no eaay way to deal with replication as a
compliance ieeue. Then too, the program officers had heavy monitoring
loade in addition to the PIP adopter sites, and were never in a positicn

to provide intensive technical assistance.

Management style. The management style i a salient feature of

exemplary programs, and the PIPs placed coneiderable emphaele on the
intended style. However, the actual management styles in the adopter
gites depended azlmost entirely upon the local project directors, and upon
local policies. The major impact of the PIPe, as noted ahove, was in
defining project gtaff positiona, and the simple existence of the various
support personnel, such as instructioral coordinatore, determined nominal
lines of authority and affected delegation of authority to some extent.

All PDs attempted ro maintain communication with the district office,
parents, and the community, although again, it would bhe misleading to say
that they replicated specific activitiea carried out by the developer

sltes.

Staff configuration. The PIPs specified a particular gtaff confi-

guration and qualificatione for the project staff. Ail projects nomi-
nally had & project director, teachers, and teacher aidea., However, dif-
ferences In staffing configurations appeared among the project’s support
staff. Two of the 19 projects matched the PIP~specified configuraticn
for all their staff, while five of the 19 sites had support gtaff config-
urations. that were mostly disaimilar from the PIP specificatione. The
remainder of the eites had some combination ©f PIP and non-PIP config~-

urations.

Staff gkills. In the area of staff qualifications, the adopter
sltes varied from the PIP-specified qualifications in substantial ways.




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 cnly 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 projéct staff . With the possible exception of one site, the
roles of the project support staffs were not completely congruent with
the PIP specifications. It 15 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 alde 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 al] 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




did conduct bilingual instruction, especially in kindergarten and first
grade. By the erd of the second grade, RMC observed that in most sites
instruction in Spanish was largely limited to Spanish reading.

The PIPs specified various additional tasks for teachers, such 4s
developing objectives, developing materials, and providing individualized
objectives, but the exact liet varied across the PIPs. ¥For some sites,
the existence of 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 absenze of a task
specificetion in one PIP did not mean that teachers in adopting sites did
not engage in that task.

The role of the teacher aides 18 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 eites assisted
the teacher with instructional tasks in addition to tutoring, maintaining
records, and preparing materials. Teacher aldes 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 aldes 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 taak occupled most of the

staff’s in-aervice training time.




At other sites there was no apparent PIP influence on the staff devel~
opment component. In any case, 1t 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 ccemmunity knowledge and attitudes. The PIPs all stressed

the importancz 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-

ounity.

The influence of the PIPs, however, was only moderate. Parent and
community liaison 1s 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 2ven

though the position was specified in their PIPs.

7.6.4.2 Other resources.

Ingtructional materials. The iIntended process f{or 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. Mosgst 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 gome of the PIP-specified materials were no longer available

from the publishers and, therefore, no adopter site could have adhered




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 wnits for individualizing student programs, but it would be

inaccurste to sttribute this work directly to the pIp.

The net outcome was thst, while all sites obtained snd developed
msterials during the first two years and, In most csses, these materials
were reasonably sdequate for program needs, these msterials differed sub-
stentislly from those used in the developer sites st the time of vslids~
tion. The field-test sites made the changes with the intention of improv~
ing their progrsms 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 breskdown in the pIPp diffusion system, since one of
the key festures sffecting the students’ dsy~to-day learning experilences
hsd been changed from thst used In the developer site.

Facilities snd funds. Prolect facilities consisted of conventional
clsssrooms In both the developer sltes and the field-~test sites. Funds
were not svallsble In some sites to cover all of the PIP~-specified stsff,

snd better coordinatisn between project requirements snd funding was

clesrly needed. One such area that wss of psrticular relevsnce to the

BMC study was the lack of sdequate funds in scme sites for program evsl-
uators. This problem iIs sddressed under the impsct~evsluation substudy

but properly belongs here, as well, since It wss psrtislly the result of
lack of guidelines for the LEAs in preparing their Title VII grant appli~

cstions.

7.6.4.3 plans snd constrsints: PIP versus other influences on program

plans. The intended program plans, ss represented by the PIPs, continued
to be modified throughout the two years of the fleld-test as the adopter
sites made sdjustments to fit local reeds snd resources. In most sites,
the pIPs played a minor role in this process. Of much greater importsnce
were state and locsl lsws, regulations, snd guidelines. Inputs were slso

obtained from the TR(Cs, university snd other consultants, and neighboring




LEAs. The field-test sites found these inputs helpful, but they repre-

sented & departure frem the intended PIP diffusion system.

7.6.4.4 Students. The major processes snd outcomes of operation
are rthose that affect students. In this section, these processes and
outcones are discussed under three headings: (&) ~lass configurations,
(b} student selection, and (c) instruction of students. As with the
above gections, the emphasis of the discussion 18 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 insgtalled in K-!1 during the first year and then expand vertically one
year ar & 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-l1. One

sire 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 iInstalled 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. For the most part, the size of the LEA appeared ro be

the factor that determined the actual size of the project.

Student selection. All four PIPs recommended procedures for select-

ing project students. MHowever, 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 fileld-test
sites and, subsequently, by the local selection policiles.




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 l. However, in some sites
many students were more proficient in English then 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,
soclal studies, and other non-language classes. Excluding Puerto Rico,
this situation existed in 12 of the l4 Spanish-English adopter sites.

A common situation among these Spanish~-English sites was for students to
speak gome English and yet have low English~proficiency scores in language
assessment tests. It wyas less common for students to be entirely non-
English speaking (NES). The project students’ performance on language

assessment tesats 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 Spanishe-

language versions of the tests.

Instruction of students. The following paragraphs summarize the

degree of similarity between the field-test-site programs and the pIPp
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.




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 beiter.

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 iInstruction, and, there 1s little
information to guide teachers in critical decisions such as when students

should begin reading In the second language.

Only four 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, nurkers 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 vwhen 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 iIn both English and Spanish, in reading and content
areas, from the very begimming. In the French sites and In Puerto Kkico,
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 Ricc effectively
incorporated second-language iInstruction 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




sites could be described as utilizing highly individualized instruction,
al though most attempted to do at least & 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 Progress 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. 1In particular, it contributed to the decision not to
extend the pIp diffusion approach to additional projects, and not to re-
vige the bilingusl PIPs.

7.6.5.2 Diffusers. No major, relevant Impacts on diffusers occurred

during operstion.

7.6.5.3 Target LEAs., The field-test sites were affected in many
waya 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 stsff 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 sitea adapted the materiala 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.




Instruction of students included the use of two languages and other

features common to bilingusl programs, but could notv be sald to duplicate
the learning eituations from the developer sites.




7.7 Summary of Protect~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 sdopter-site operation) end lieted six of the
compsrisons among the models that, in combinstion, provide en overview
of the diffusion-syetem impact (Figure 8). These comparisons have been
diecuseed implicitly in the preceding sections snd are reststed explicitly

velow.

7.7.1 Develober~Site Projecte versus PIP-Described Projects

The PIPs sccurately reflected the rather general instructional ap-

proaches of the developer sites but omitted many detaile, some of which

would have been useful to the fleld~test sites.

7.7.2 Developer~Site Prolecte versug Field-Test~Site Initiel Conditions

The developer-site projects obviously represented a difference from
the initial conditions In field-test eiltes that hed no previous bilingual
programe. However, the developer-site projects were probably not signifi-
cantly dif ferent from those that were operating in many of the experienced
field-test eites prior to the PIP diffusion effort.

7.7.3 Developer-Site Projects versus Fleld-Teet-Site Operations

At a genersl level, many similaritiee run through Title VII projects,
and at that level, the projects established in field-test~sites could be
gald to be silmilar to the developer~-site projects. However, it would be
misleading to say rhat the field~teet sitee hsd replicated specific,

developer-site projects.

7.7.4 PIP-Described Projects versus Fleld~Test~Site Initial Conditions

As with comparieon 7.7.2, the PIP projecte represented a difference
from practices in inexperienced field-test eites, but relatively few major

differences when compared to experienced sites.




7.7.5 PpIpP-Deacribed Projects versus Field-Test=Site Operstion

As yith comparison 7.7.3, the proiects estsblished in the fileld-test-
gsltes were generslly consistent with PIP specificstions, but 1t would be
mizlesding to ssy that they had replicsted the PIP-described proiects.

7.7.6 Tryout-Site Initisl Conditions versus Tryout-Site Operstion

The instsllation of the PIP Witle VII Proiects represented s major
change for the field-test sites that had not had bilingual programs in
the pasat. For the experienced sites, there were changes In size, scope
of services, snd staffing patterns, some of which were direcly influenced
by the PIPzs. However, changes iIn Inatructionsl approsches, to the extent
that they occurred, were probably more often due to the avasilsbility of
additional stsff snd funds than to aspecific PIP guidelines.

7.7.7 Within-Cell Project-Hodel Compsrisons

In sddition to the six msjor compsrisons summasrized sbove, the com-
parisons within the four cellg in Figure § provide insights into the fac-
tors affecting the 1lmpscts of the PIP diffusion system. These compsrisons

are summsrized below.

7.7.7.1 Comparisons smong the four developer-site projects. A sys-
temstic comparison among the four developer-site projects waa beyond the
acope of this study. However, the Information available to RMC suggests
that, while no two of the proijects were alike, they represented four dif-
ferent spplicstions of the ssme basic bilingual spproaches, with differ-
ences resulting lsrgely from the locsl contexts in which they were imple~

mented.

7.7.7.2 Comparisons smong the four projects as deacribed in the PIPs.

A detsiled analysis of the aimilsrities and differences smong the four
PIP projects can be found in Appendix C. This comparison shows thst while

there are many specific differences smong the PIP projects, most sppesr




to pe arbitrary. Thexe 18 little reason to chooae one PIP over another,
and the optimal golution might be to combine the ijeaa from all four
packages.

7.7.7.3 QGompariaona among Initial conditiona in the 19 field-teat
aitea. It has been noted repeatedly in this report that the 19 field-

tect aitea differed greatly in terma of experience and reaourcea. Those
factora appeared to be much more important than were the PIPa in deter-~

mining the ultimate characteriatica of the programas.

7.7.7.4 Comparisona among the 19 field-teat aitea at the operation
atage. The ultimate criteria of PIP-diffuailon-syatem success are related

to the program featurea that are implemented in the adopter asitea. In
the case of the bilingual-PIP field~teat, 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)}.




8. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

8,1 Discusaion of Key Diffusion Problema

The above narrative summarizes the diffusion processes and outcomes
broken down by atages of diffuaion. This section discusses the problems
in the diffusion system that run across componenta and atagea. In this

discussion, problems are organized by:

¢ The goals of the diffuaion aystema.

The projects avallable for diffusion.

The target audience for the projects as represented by the
field-teat aites.

The delivery ayatem for bringing the projecta and altes together.

The incentives for sltea to adopt.

The competing influences (working against replication) from other

groups or aystema.

8.1.1 Diffusion-System Goals

In considering the problema with the PIP diffusion system, it should
be reiterated that problems exist only in relation to the goala 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 1t to. The goala of the field-teat diffusion
syatem varied among the persona involved, and moat of these goals were
never formulated explicitly. In general, LEA goals were to obtairn funda

and technical assistance for their programa, and these goals were met to

varying degrees. TAC goals were to comply with OBE requirements to dis-

serinate PIPas, and theae goala were also met.




In the case of USOE, the gosis, as interpretad by BMC, were more
complex, For the purpoaes of this discussion, UWSOE goals can be considered
under two main headinga:

1. Service (helping sites establish bilingual programs) including:
a. Responding to LEA~expressed needs for technical assistance
b. Diffusing specific, exemplary practices

Research (determining the tranaportability of the projects
and the extent to which the projects lead to positive outcomes

on students and othera)

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 cosat are'purely quantitative ones., Goal lb, however, requires

accurate replication of projecta and was not met in the field teat, In
fact, an deacribed In the preceding section, the pomaibility of replication
had already been precluded by the end of the selection/adoption stage.

The ultimate conclusion was that the fallure to meet the diffusion
goal was due, in part, to the fact that this goal ia not appropriate
except under very limited conditiona. In the case of bilingual programs,
this goal would, at beat, be appropriste only for the diffusion of ape-
cific, highly structured and relatively simple instructional or management
practices. (iven 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 ..mponents ig unrealistic.




8.1.2 PIP Prolects

The projects chosen to m:at 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 1s 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-gservice 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,
especlally those that were Just getting started. However, they address
the real needs of only a limited subset of Title VIT target LEAs. For a




goal of precise replication, the projects were unsuitable. They required
staff resources that were not alwsys 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 obiecw
tives, available resources, snd other relevant characteristics of the
target LEAs. A major, additional consideration in a diffusion system is
the gize 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 slso within each site.
Language skills rsnged from extremely limited proficiency up to native
proficiency in both languages. Some students were clesrly dominant in
one language, a few highly proficient in borh languages, and still others
lacking adequate proficlency for academic purposes in either lsnguage.
Scores o stanaardized reading and math tests ranged from well below to
well above average., In general, the PIPs did not provide adequate gulde-
lines for dealing with thie wide range of students.

8.1.3.2 LEA adoption objectives. It is not safe to assume that all

LEAs are iInterested 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 tests were more interested in refin~
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 aasistance assoclated with the
projects being disseminated. For such LEAs, it is important that the
available projects or practices fit in with existing instructional 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.




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 deaigned for the personnel that were avallable.
In the short run, this usually meant monolingual English-speaking teachers
with bilingual aides. In many LEFAs, a long-~term program of staff devel-

4

opment was Indicated.

8.1.3.4 Other relevant LEA characteristics. Organizational ard ad-

ministrative structures In the LEAs were also key features from a diffusion

standpoint, and they proved highly resistant to chanfe. Most administra-
tive procedures, including staff hiring policies and management of federal
projects, were applied uniformly within a given LEA, and exceptiocns 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 eanthusiastic PIP-project supporters
in the administrations, and che. PIP project directors had to fight an up-
hill battle. The overall implication 1s that new projects must fit the
artitudes and existing organizational structures unless long-term educa-
tional and capacity-building compenents are included in the diffusion ays-
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 fa:tors, 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 thelr

children into the programs.




A final key LEA characteristic, from a diffusion perspective, 18 the
extent to which LpAsg seek out information. Among the LEAs with needs for

bilingual programs, many of those that actively geek 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 acéiv-
ity 18 needed to reach this important part of the target audience than was
provided in the bilingual-PIP field test.

B8.1.3.5 Size of the targRet audience. An additional diffusion prob-

lem concerns the gize of the target audience, that is, the number of target
LEAs for a given project or practice. JIn the bilingual-PIP field test,

the audience was brokea Into two groups--those LEAs with French-speaking
gtudents, and those with Spanish-speaking students. While the number of
Spanish-speaking students in the U.S. 1s large, it appears that the number
of LpAs with students from French~speaking backgrounds is relatively small.
Thus, while elaborate, PIP=type materials might pe justified for Spanish
projects, the PIPs could not be considered cost effective in the smaller
market for French projecta. A target audience of this gize would suggest
a quite different diffusion approach, probably involving less elaborate
materials and a correspondingly incressed level of technical assistance.

8.1.4 Delivery System

The delivery system that was intended to bring the projects to the

target LEAs consisted of the PIPs and related. awareness materials plus the

TRC and USOE peraonnel participating in the dissemination effort. Given
the set of projects and target LEAs, 1t 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 1f the projects and target LEAs had been
highly compatible.

8.1.4.1 PIP materials. The materials, including the awareness book—

lets aa well as the PIP manuals, were not particularly well matched to the




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~explanatery 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 aa reference materials to be used after completing the workshops.
Under these conditions, the materials could have been simplified and
ghortened somewhat, leaving the presenter to tallor the workshops to the

needs of the audience.

K] .
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 unused. 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 Dpiffusion persomnel. 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 PIPe 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 scme

clearly lacked enthusiasm.

Providing assistance in selecting & project required an in-depth
knowledge of the projects and how they could be adapted to local condi-
tions. HNeither the TRCs nor anyone else in the diffusion system had this

knowledge, nor did the PIP swareness materials contain enough informatien




to substitute adequately for highly~trained disseminators. At least four
sites reported that CBE 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 ss OBE snd the TRCs, were besing
the.r selection decisions on superficial preject characteristics, & 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 genersl experience of
rl
TRCe in bilingual education.

8.1.5 Incentives to Replicate

Incentives are another key factor In the diffusion system. It 1is
very clear from this and previous PIP studies that LEAs will neither
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 tc work 1s 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
cage, current USOE policy precludes this possiblility. However, it is
the findirg 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 then,

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 policiss 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




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. 3Specific examples included
use of SEA-developed objectives and SEA-recommended materials instead of
those gpecified 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 much 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 liaisen, 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, 1f 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.




8.2 Answers to the Specific, Working Questions from Section 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 tc 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-tewt sites were influenced to adopt by & felt need to
install bilingual projects, by the belief that a PIP adoption would improve
thelr proJects an¢ 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 prolects 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 detsil, but were general enough that they

were not really unsuitable.

The matching of projects to adopters, hased largely on the superficial
feature of developer-site gtudent characteristics, was for all practical
purposes random. That 18, while several sites reported choosing a project

that nominally matched theilr student population (e.g., half limited English




and half fluent English), the PIPs contained very little information rele-
vant to desling with thelr particular student ratioa.

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 PIPe wae 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-

gtalled some form of staff development, parent involvement, and evaluaiion,

as called for in the PIPs, but Title VII regulations were probably more
1nf1uent{gl than the PIPs in these areas.

8.2,2,2 What were the characteristice of the resulting Programs and
how clogelY did they resemble those deacribed in the PIPs? The resulting

projecta varied widely depending on project director’s style, avallability
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.




8.3 PIP Revisions Versus Alternative Substudy I Products

Objective four of the bilingual-PIP diffusion study calied for revi-
sicn 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 procesas evaluation questions, most of which were

available by the end of the first year of the study, 1t was clear that

a stralghtforward revision of the existing materials was not warranted.

At the game time, there was & 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 were: "Exactly which Information
should BMC 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 Iinputs 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 Inbuts 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 crganized the available information into five cate-

gorles:

project management guidelines
instructional approach guldelines
instructional materials guidelines
project evaluation guidelines
grant application guidelines




In the discussion, RMC emphasized that, while all are important, some
were more approprlate to address under the current contract than others.
In principle, "project management" appeared to he & particularly appropri-
ate area. First, it i3 an area that seems to distinguish good projects
from jess effective ones. Second, it 18 the area most emphasized in the
PIPs. Third, 1t is an area where LEAs are lacking experience, and fourth,

relatively little information or help 1s 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
inqtruction, 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 sole 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 PIPs, but We now believe that this is not a useful
practice. Materials change 8¢ 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 Sducation).

"Project evaluation" msy be the area in which the information avail-

able at both the federal -and local levels 1s 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 1s ''ball-

park' evaluation at a cost of considerable effort.




The final area, that of “grant application" information, is one of
particular interest in a diffusion system. It 1s clear that in Title VII,
as well as In other programs, grants tend to go to LE4As with good proposal-
writing capab_lities. If the emphasis of Title VII 1is tc continue to move
toward service (as opposed to a demonstration orientation), then one of
the most critical diffusion stages 18 the selection of LEAs with #->ropri-
ate needs. Presumably, the proposal writing process should t med
to 1dentify guch sites rather than to serve as a rompetitive, e. ation

contest.

In the October meeting, the USOE and field representatives recom-

mended that RMC consider products 'n the areas of prolect management and

evaluation. They also emphatically concurred that instruction and in~-
structional materials should be left to the appropriate OBE centers. They
were equally emphatlc 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. 1In narticular, rather
than focusing narrowly on the question of what might be done to lmprove
the existing PIPs, they ask the more general question of what kinds of
materials would be mosiL 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 1s, diffusion-system
;equirements 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 quidelines.

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, JDRP
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 follow.ng

conclusions were reached concerning PIP revisions:

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.

There are no existing diffusion systems capable of diffusing
intact, bilingual pr ‘~cts. Furthermore, given the nature of
the available biling ... projects, development of such a system
is probably unwarranted and may be impossible.




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 1s 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 shculd 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 1is currently no specific demand for the manual, the effort of produc-

tion was judged not to be warranted.

8.3.2 Alternative, Substudy 1 Products

8.3.2.1 A comparative analysis of the four bilingual~PIP projects.

In lieu of a revised management manual, a detalled analysis of PIP contents
was prepared for this report (Appendix C). The purpose of this analysis

i3 to ensure that the content of the PIPs Is readily availabie for the use
or Information of any Interested persons, and to document the problems

with the PIP projects In the most efficlent 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 gecond major product of the diffusion substudy is the approach to devel-

oping frameworks or ''models" of diffusion systems. The apprcach 1is specif-

ically intended for systems designed and operated by agencles such as USOL
or SEAs for large scale diffusion of projects or practices. The frame-

works:




Integrate the goals, prolects, target LEAs, delivery system,

incentives, and effects of competition.

Include the procesases of information transfer, decisioun making,

aud resource allocation.

Focus on actiong that the syatem operators (e.g., USOE) can

take to achieve system goals, such as selecting and training

diffuaion personnel, developing guidelines and materizls, and
allocating resources.

This approach was Initially developed by RMC for Studies 2 and 6, and was
extensively reviaed in the bilingual PIP study. It 18 described in Ap-
pendix E of this report.




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 1is that a

successful diffusion effort would require careful, systematic Planning.
This planning must include:

Establishing apecific, 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, 1f needed.
Considering the comPetition, and adapting the diffusion system

&8 necessary.

Furthermore, the PIP concepts are pot guitable for the diffusion of
complete, bilinfual projecta or other projects of comparable complexity.

Specifically:

The PIP Concepts: Should be replaced by:

Stand-alone packaging Complementary packaging
and technical assistance

Rapid start-up Long~term program and
staff development

Whole-project adoption 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

Detalled diffusion-system recommendations depend on the goals that

are set for the system. In particular, a system intended to promote the




diffusion of specific, validated profects 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 & mgjor problem &rea. By contrast, a system that will simply provide

target LEAs with gccess 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 trested gs alternatives since, gt least
in principle, both could be pursued together.

8.4.2,1 Diffusion of specific, validated practices. If & 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 & very carefully planned
and developed diffusion system could have any chance of meeting the gosal.

System development would have to include, at & minimum:

e 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 80 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.

Incorparation of incentives to ensure that adopters imstalled

the practices and gave them & reasonable trizl;

*Je gegsume that the concept of whole-project adoption would be
sbandoned.




e 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 USOE 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 ldeas. 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 projects 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 gize of the markets and

the characteristics of the practices and target LEAs. Promotion, matching

practices to =ites, and technical assistance would still be required but

*Strictly speaking, this would be 2 dissemination 8ystem rather than
a diffusion system.




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 elasborate dissemination matew

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.




SUBSTUDY II: 1IMPACT ON STUDENTS




9. INTRODUCTION TO SUBSTUDY IIt IMPACT ON STUDENTS

9.1 Scope of Substudy II

9.1.1 Substudy II Objectives

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). 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 imﬁacts 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
result 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 iInvested in student outcome evaluation. Furthermore, because
the etudy paralleled the first two years of a five-year implementation
plan, data could only be collected from grades K-2Z 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 1f USOE had waited two years for the diffusion re-
sults before considering an outcome evaluation, much of the data needed
for a longitudinal impact assessment might never have been rollected.
Thus, it waa reasonable to include a limited form of impact evaluation
in the bilingual-PIP field-test study.

The important point to emphasize ia that, in this atudy, 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




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 cutcome evaluation for each site,

whether or not the PIPs had heen sffective 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, Subatudy 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 st all, student performance improved after

implementation of the PIP~projects.

Four major subject areas were Iincluded in the impact substudy:
e English reading
Spanish or French reading

[
® English language proficiency
[

Math

Many of the field-test sites Included additional subject areas in thedr
local evaluations, and these areas were examined by RMC. In particular,
data on Spanish or French language preficiency were examined where avail=-
able and are included in Appendix D. However, the four areas listed above
represented a commen 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 lmpact substudy

questions through careful application of state~of-the~art evaluation

*Af fective outcomes are digcussed in Section 12. Section 12 also
tncludes brief discussions of evaluations of staff development and parent/
community components.




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,f is it poesible to determine the

impact of new educational programes in real-school settings?

s Specifically, are there credible impact results (elther positive
or negative) from any of the field-test sites?

These questions are addressed below.




9.2 The RMC Role in the Impact Substudy

Unlike Substudy I, in which RMC’s role was that of a npon-reactive
observer, RMC yas 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 upder the conditions of the

Title VII1 regufations, and to summarize or reanalyze the results of these

studies as necessary for the purpuses 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 encugh similarity inpte thelr various
evaluations to permit some summarizing of results across sites. It was
also Iintended that RMC should provide consulting help as required to ip-

sure the quality of all evaluationms.

RHMC 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. Ip all interactions, RMC’s role was that
of a consultant, and all evaluation decisions were ultimately in the hands

of the individual LEAs.




9.3 Organization of the Substudy II Report

The remaining gectiona of thie 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 ]l describes the first year of the substudy, which was
devoted primarily to the development of the local evaluation designs.
Section 1]l also describes the second year of the study which began with
attempts to Interpret local evaluation results, and ended with the devel-
opmént and application of procedures to rate the credibility of impact
results from cach site. Section 12 summarizes the issues related to eval-

uations of student attitudes, staff development activities, and parent/

community involvement componente. Section 13 summarizes the conclusions

and recommendations from the impact substudy.




10. TECHNICAL ISSUES IN THE EVALUATION COF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IMPACTS

10.1 "“Impact' Versus "Performance Level" Evaluation

This report refers repeatedly to the impact on achlevement of a dif-
fusign system, & program, or & project. By this we mean the change (hope-
fully improvement) in performance produced by new practices. The impact

question 18 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 18 not the only impact of in-
terest, but it 1s a apecial concern of many educators and diffusion per-

sonnel.

Impact an achievement may also be of interest to the LEA, because
wost LEA decision makers would like to know whether changes iIn practicea
are followed by improved performance. However, the more important achieve-
ment. conalderation from the .LEA 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 gtudents or In terms
of requirements for jobs and personal satisfaction. An LEA may not be
satisfied with a large impact 1f performance level 1s 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 consi-deration. High performance levels are no indication

of diffusion-system success, since they do not necessarily prove that thare
has been improvement due to the diffusion effort. Conversely, low perfor-
mance levels do not necessarily imply diffusion-system faillure, since they
may represent improvement over still lower levels of performance. (The
distinction betwzen ztw..nt p-rformance level and diffusion-system lmpact

18 illustrated in Figure 3, Sect-on 3.1.3.)

Thus, to tue extent that student achlevement outcomes are addressed
in this diffusion study, the emphasis 1s on the impact produced by the
bilingual=-PIP diffusion system. Performance level 1s also discussed, but
hog only indirect relevance to the study.
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10.2 "Apparent” Versus "Actual” Impacts of ExemPlary Programs

One might naively assume that positive achlevement impacts would
result from the successful diffusion 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, ap 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 ip 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,
thr step of separating project impacts from context impacts is next to
impossible ¥ any LEAs.

The nc¢t result I8 that aven the most faithful replication of an
exemplary project In a naw site is not likely to reproduce the original
rogram, 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 basilc Substudy II question was--What were the impacts on student
achievement of the bilingual projects in the field-test gites? 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 tn defi-
clencies 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 ilmportant dis-
tinctions among the different kinds of outcome gvaluation questions that
may be asked and among the respective oroblems inherent in anawering 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. OCther quesations that are easier to answer may also
be of interest but, unfortunately, there is usually a direct relationship

between level of iInterest 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 yhich student performance 1is
to be measured, and (b) those related to the standards against which per-

formance 1s 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 iInterest.
That 1s, the evaluator must ask which general subject areas to evaluate

(e.g., reading, math, language, and so on), and, for each area, whether




orly specific topice are of interest {e.g., decoding, computation, local
ecology). Although it 1s 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-~
uat ion provide valid measures of the skill areas of interest. The answer
will depend to some extent on the iInteraction between the tes: and the
program. That 1s, a test of general ceading 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 1s 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 1In educational evaluation, but the effects of the match
on performance measures are not difficult to understand and should be

addressed whei, interpreting any evaluation results.

10.3.1.2 Limitations on skill areac measured In the bilingual-PIP
study. The basic question that this study was designed to answer Ls—-Did
the PIPs ltelp the adopter-sites? As discussed In Parts A and B of this

volume, tle answer 1s complex since changes in processes as well as in

student pr rformance may constitute Improvements. We have also pol-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 ocutcome ¢(valuation was focused
on one, restricted question: '"Did PiP-program srudents 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, 1t 15 easy to gee that considerable uncertainty must remain

in an* but the most elaborate of evaluations. In the bilingual-PIP study,




performance wmeasures consisted of a limited number of tests, and the skill
areas that were wmeasured 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 spesking, the study question be-
came restricted to--pid program students learn more in the gpPecific gkill

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, 1t 1s then possible to consider whether students performed

better in these areas than some relevant standard, and, 1f so, yhether the
improvement was due to the bilingual program. Four 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 1s of no interest, since

most students show pretest-to-posttest gains in any program.
By itself, this compariscn provides no information without one
of the following about either the size ¢f gains or the role of

the bilingual program in producing the gains.

e National norms. This is the comparison standard used in the
vast majority of educational evaluations.* It answers the ques-
tion~=pid students learn more In the measured i’ "'l areas than

the pnation~wide average for students who obtained the same

*The use of grade-equivalent scores is a speclal case of using na-
tional norms as & comparison standard. However, while national norma
often provide a useful comparison, percaentiles or standard scorea should
always be used. Grace equivalent scores are not sultable for any evalu-
ation purposes (see Volume III)}.




pretest scores (e.g., 1f 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 galn was large or smsll by national
standards, but not whether 1t was larger than similar students
in the field-test site achieved before the PIP program, and not
whether impacts, 1f any, were due to the bilingual program. The
reason 1s that schools vary widely in terms of achievement gsins
even where no speclal projects are involved. Presumably this
varlation smong schools reflects differences in student, commun-
ity, and achool characteriatics, and may apply equally to sll
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
compariaons that masy be possible, mauy may be of interest to
district personnel. However, for the purposes of evsluating the
bilingual programs in thla study, only comparisocns to similac

students are of great interest. Trese comparisona tell us whe-

ther gains are large or small by local (but not nationsl) stan-

dards. In addition, where no changes in the achool 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 ot 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
compariaong are usually not satisfactory for determining the
impacts of bilingual programs. For these programs, comparison
groups are usually composed of dissimilar students and there 1is

no way to tell whether differences in performunce are due to
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program effects or student characteristics. Truly randomized
assignment to groups may not be sppropriate, 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, avallable, local comparisgon groups often provide little

information about program impact.

¢ Optimsal design. In combination with local norme, comparison
groups could be used te rule out district-wide changes that might

otherwise appear tc 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, schoecl program, or community that might have led to improved
performance. In most sites, the required historical measures were simply
not avallable, there was no way even in principle to reconstruct them, and
thus the question of program Impact on student performance could not be

arswered conclusively.

In retrospect, there were several reasons for the lack of precise
standards against which to judge program Iimpacts. At the beginning of the
study, some of the 1ssues discussed here were not familiar to field-test-
site personnel, and were not completely clear to RMC, USOE, or evaluation

gpeclalists In general. For example, the technical limitations on using




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 £all 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 partlal 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 Answerirg 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 probiems affecting the
credibility of the impact evaluations. In many cases, the additional
problems were completely beyond the control of the local ewvaluators. The
major problems are listed below, together with brief indications 28 to

how, 1f at all), some of the problems might be resclved 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 theilr first two years of implementing bilingual projects,
there were tremendous differences In staff and district experience in
bilingual education. Some sites were totally ~ew to bilingual education,
while others had had Years of previous exper! ..e. This made it difficult
to separate results due to experlence from results due to the effects of
the PIP.

10.4.1.2 Variance in luplementation. The sites also varied In their

implementation of the pro}ects described in the PIPas. Some made only minor

variations in PIP-gpecified staffing or ascheduling, 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 perliods 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 feagible to perform a mathematical analysis relating level of
implementation to student performance. Therefore, a case-study approach

was followed in looking at nutcome 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 gites 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 1n 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 1s not a good time to evaluate Impact. Because of the

one-year-at—a-time, upward expansion design of the projects, we were eval-

uatin, 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 grada 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 experlence. Some wisinterpret 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 profect goals. The first step in designing the
evaluations was Intended to be the specificztion of program goals and ob-

jectives In a form suitable for evaluation. For most sites, speclfication
in sufficient detall 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 siwply 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 wmajor profect impacts. In addition, the nomi-
nal project goals sometimes conflicted with district goals. The only real
golution 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.




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
gkills and the previous experience of the students. One of the most im~
portant skille in a bilingual program is language skill, and this must be
meagsured in the native language as well as in English. While several tests
are widely used for this purpose, none of the gites was completely satig-
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 bey-nd the capabilities of individual LEAs or of studies such

as the PIP field teat.

In addition tn 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 {nforma~
tion 18 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 fpanish, and virtually ncne in most other languages. So
called criterion-referenced tests are somewhat more avallable, 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
gelection of aprropriate levels of the tests. A large proportion of the
sites experienced 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 18 reduced.




Test development 15 a well~established fleld, and better tests for
evaluating bilingual proiects could be constucted. However, 1t would be
a very difficult and costly job if done correctly, and the commerclal
teat publish2rs are constralned by many economic and practical consider-~
atlons. 3electing the correct level of a test can be done quite readily
with a lictle pllot testing, but this takes time and money at the local

level.

10.4.2.4 Collecting and analYzing the data. In practice, no area

is better ynderstood or more generally abused than the collecting and
processing of test scores. It 13 well known to all evaluators that test=-
ing conditions must be orderly and carefully standardized, and that test-

ing must occutr 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 perlods in most sites, and
found that, while a varlety of problems remained, testing problems had

been greatly reduced in many sites.

Data analysis 1s also well understood by most of the field-~test-site
evaluators, but first year reports, due 1ln part to time pressures, abounded
with inappropriate or lircomplete analyses. With the increased emphasis on
outcome evaluation 1n the second year of the study, RMC was able to rean-—
alyze results from the infermation provided by many of the sites, together
with information from RMC site visits but, for some sites, the haslc data

were simply unavailable.




11. EVALUATION OF ACHIEVEMENT IMPACTS:
PROCEDURES AND RESULTS

11.1 Substudy 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 gvaluations in place by the start of the

second year.

11.1.1 First-Year RMC Activities

11.1.1.1 AuRust 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 gome basic evaluation design guide-
lines on choosing tests and comparison groups, and to obtaln 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 fust started working, and only a

few had had a chance to consider all of the issues ralsed by RMC.

11.1.1.2 September 1977 workshop for evaluators and proiect 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 toplcs covered included:




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 rests

to goals).

Data collection procedures for fall pretests.

Initiating local test development.

Site-specific problems and toplcs requested by sites.

For most toplcs, an RMC presentation was followed by group discussion.
Then each project director and local evalvator, using structured york-
sheets, attempted to apply the principles rhat had been agreed upon to
their local sitruvation.

RMC was immediately impressed by the technical sophilstication 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 2nalyze both sets of data, write the evaluation re-
port, and provide in-person feedback to teachers and administrative per-
sonnel). The net result was that .he workshop ended with gevneral con-
sensus on rrinciples that should be followed it all the local evaluations,
but with considerable uncertainty in all sites as to how these principles

could be carried ocut in practice.




11.1.1.3 First~vear site visits. BRHMC attempted to rursue specific

probleme with each site during the October sitce visits, and to follow up
during winter and spring visite as well as via telephone and mail. By the
end of the .Lpring 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 i of convincing first-
year evaluations was of no great concern, aes ncted above, but there was

major concern over the fact that few of the sites showed promise of much

improvement for ihe 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 £nr evaluators and proilect 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 ~f{ the seminar consisted

of presentations by the experienced, local evaluators explaining thelr
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 wetre:

lack c¢f any meaningful gtandards of comparison fur project im-

pact .

lack of match among project goals, curricula, and tests.

lack of adequate assessment of language proficiency.

inadequate testing procedures.

exclusion of affective and other project goals from the evalu-

ation designs.




The third day of the seminar was spert In a review by each project director

and evaluator of their own evaluation design and on an attempt to organize
a cooperative, cross-alte comparison group (a sort of mini norm group) by
pooling the data {rom the small numbers of control students reported to be

avallable 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 blographical data for use with
elther the cross~site, or local, historical comparison groups. Evaluators
and project directors resolved to return to thelr districts and take up

the unresolved issues with the appropriate administrators.

11.1.1.5 Seminar follow-up activities. In the week follnwing the

seminar, BMC generated the forms and guidelines requested by the sites for
collecting blographical data, and prepared a summary of geminar recommen~
dations In all the major areas of concern. In subsequent weeks, all sites
were followed up by telephone to encourage them to finalize thelr designs
and to de*ermine 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 1ssues, RMC prepared specific recommendations in the following areas

(see Figure 14):

® Describing student language skills, demographic, and blographic

characteristics;

® Providing a meaningful comparison group;




Minimal Criteria for Interpretable
Impact Evaluations

General Comments

Describe Students

1. Language Proficiency - Pretest all
project students with LAS or equiva-
lent test of oral production

2. 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 comparisonjfcontrol group

2. Local comparisonfcontrol group in
combination with one of A-D

Use Technically Adequate Achievement

Tests

l. Grade 1l: CTBS Level B or equivalent
Grade 2: (CTBS Level C or egquivalent
(Form S, English & Spanish versions)

The students’ environment, entering lan-
guage gkill, 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 interpretabie.

The comparison group determines which
questions can be answered. Probably
the moat important policy quesation is
whether students consistently do better
in bilingual programs than in conven-
tional classrooms. Other questions
that may be of intereat are:
® Are bilingual projects better than
ESL projects?

® Is a particular bilingual project
bettes than the average bilingual
project in the region?

e Ete.

InterAmerican {Spanish & English) Level
1l Reading and Math: Difficult for lst
and 2nd grades (floor effects).

CT8S Level B: Somewhat difficult at be~
ginning of Grade l. OK at end.

CTBS Level C: OK at begimming of Grade
2. Somewhat easy at end (possible
ceiling effects).

Figure 14.

General impact evaluation guidelines for PIP

field-test sites, September 1978.
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Minimal Criteria for Interpretable
Impact Evaluations

General Comments

Match Tests to Project Cuyrriculum
1. Nominal match

A. Reading: Spanish & English

B. Math: Language of instructicn

C. Oral Language: (E&S) LAS or
equivalent {pre & posttest)

D. Affective: ARS or equivalent
{Bob Olsen)

2. Systematic Match of subtest items
to curriculum countent

Use Adequate Testing Dates and Scoring
Procedures
l. ® Coreful training for testors
¢ Test reading and math between
October 1 and 31
® Verify scoring

In order to demoustrate benefits from a
project, you must test the subject
areas and the speclfic content 1u which
the stirdents benefit. You must also
conslder when benefits are expected in
each content area {l.e., K, 1, 27}

The perfect design is of no value unless
the datin are clean. It is our impres-
sion that many PIP sites had major
testing problems during the first year.

Figure 14.

{continued)
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® Selecting technically adequate achievement tests;

¢ Matching tests to proiect curricula;

e Testing and data processing procedures.

Then for each site, RMC prepared an individual summary of exactly what
we percelved tc be wrong with thelr evaluation in each of the above areas.
Por 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 Fleld-Test=8ite 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 goale 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 plcture of total project
impact. 1In addition, local evaluators faced constraints of time and of
entrenched local evaluation practices. Then too, there yere no conditions
in their grants compelling them to follow RMC recommendations, nor had they
made provisions in planning or budgetin~ to do sc. 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
welght. 1In the final analysis, local pressures and constraints were the

major factors in shaping the evaluations.

It 1s reasonable to ask at this point whether any maior improvement

in che designs could be possible. The answer 1s 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 iInvolve 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 & single program without conviction that the changes will
be of real benefit to the district.

11.1.2.2 Iwpacts on evaluation reports. It was originally intended

that RMC’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 recelving copies of
the second-year reports in August and September of 1979, it quickzly 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 easential topics (i.e., students’ 1ncoming skills and ex-
perience, program instructional characteristics, test-cwntent match, test-
ing procedures, and analysis procedures), at even a rudimentary level.
Most unfortunately, few discussed the plausibility of che remarkably large
gains thet were often reported (see Appendix D), and few tied these galns
loglcally to any specific ipstructional treatments.

Because of the lack of precident for major impacts by epecial pro-
grams, we believe that the burden of proof lies witli 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, wWe assumed that
the problems with the reports wece due to time pressures, plus the pres-
sure to show positive results, In combination with the lack of any pres-
sure to prodice accurate, convincing evaluations. This issue is discussed

further under "second-year results," Se:tion 11.2.3.




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 rescurces, 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 tc 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 thelir tasks,

the problems discussed In the preceding secticn precluded truly convine~

ing evaluation reports.

11.1.3.1 Description of students. Seven different measures were

used to assess the language proficlency and dominance of the students In
the ten Spanish language sites alone. Rather than belng used to demon-
gstrate 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 lau-
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 gites may
have relied on those criteria. For the purpuse of selecting students,
scores on tests of language proficlency were often combined with teacher

judgnent.

Only two of the l6 reports presented any blographic data collected
on individual students for either the project or control groups. Such
information, when 1t was provided, included: (2) whether the child was
enrolled in any other special projects, (b} the socloeconomic status of
the child’s family, and {c) the language spoken by the child at home.




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-
terisiics, 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 nc 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 unadjnited post-
test scores was used to evaluate one Or more project component: at a total
of seven s'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 ahsence of Spanish language norms
and the apparent contamination ¢f existing norms-made such a2 design only
minimally applicable. Finally, of the 16 sites, six relied upon the
analysis of unadjusted pre- to posttest gains to evaluate some, ff noc¢

all of their project components.




In a few cases, an object. ve 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
wag possible to relate the gain objective to the national {or local)
standard deviation, {t 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, {n other sites, program students made substantial

gains with respect to the pational norms (see 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 Testc (CAT)
Metropolitan Achieveuent Tests (MAT)

Most often selected were the SRA, TOBE, and CTBS, uscd by three sites each
to measure outcomes in gt least one grade level. Five sites administered
more than one of the eight tests., The Spanish language versions of the

Inter-Anerica: 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 validity 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 yhich they had not yet received any formal instruction.

The problem of ceiling effects hindered the interpretation of data
from only two of the l4 sites, one of which acknowledged the problem to
the extent that 1t 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 RMC did not observe testing

during the first year of the contract, it was not possible tc 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 gtudents
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. MNone 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 RMC of the second-year data indicated that floor and ceiling
effects were not a major problem in most sites, especially for second-

grade students.




11.2 Substudy II:

Qutcome~Evaluation Activities: Year 2

Where the major role of RMC in the first year was to assist adopter-
sites in the design of evaluationa, the intended role for the gecond year
was to Interpret the results of the local evaluations and to combine the
results to provide an accurate answer to the fimpsct questio~a. By the
end of the first year. it was clear that, for two reasons, the answuer to
these questions would bLe lese conclusive than could te desired--first,
for the reasons discussed under Process Evaluation, above, relatively
lirtle grouping ot sites by PIP or other study-relevant variasbles appeared
justified. Second, as & result of the evaluation problems discussed in
Section 10: it was clear that the local evaluations would not provide pre- ,
cise measures of project impact. ¥or these reasons, the continuing study
of evaluation problems and the development of evaluation methodology was

perhapa the most productive activity of the second year of the study.

The second-year evaluations, however, represented & considersbly
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 o" 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 Impact 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 sc' ad-
uled to coincide with local testing so that & general impression of test-
ing procedures could be obtained. DBuring these visitas RMC staff also

discussed the progress of the evalustions with the local evalustors.

At RMC’s request, sscveral of the sites provided RMC with both fall

and spring test data shortly after completion of spring 1979 testing.

Completed evaluation reports ware received from most of the sites during
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the late summer and early fall. All of this information was examined by
RMC from tue perspective of the impact of the PIP diffusion effort. The
question of interest was--"Did the bilingual-program gtudents learn more

than they would have learned if the PIP-diffusion effort had not existed?”

In attempting to answer this question 311 site reports and additional
data were screened at s preliminary level following procedures developed
previously by RMC (Tallmadge and Horst, 1975; Horst 1978) for validating
achlevement 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 pillot effort, RMC selected two sites
that had supplied achlevement test data for individual students. (Student
names were removed by the sites to preserve confidentiality.) The dats
from these sites were examined exhaustively to rule out coumon 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 discrepanclies 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/

Espafiol-’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 for these gains.
it was also clear that many of the remaining fectors that lead to uncer-
tainty in local evsluation results could be checked quite easily in the
remalning 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, procedutes for assessing the credibility of the impact results

were formalized, tried out, revised, and applied to a1l 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 topilc, it was important not to report
misleading or erroneous impact results. In practice, this peant 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 avajlable 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
gquestion-~Is there enough informaetion to produce a credible impact evalu-

ation?

11.2.2.2 Credibility of data analysis. Section II, Data Analysis
(the gixth category) addressed the appropriateness of the processing and

statistical analysis of the information. For the purpcses 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 categoriles 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. pata 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 experlence of the
students known? I8 there reason to expect unusually high or low
scores on pre- or posttaests?

0 = no information

1l = informal observation by RMC, or brief description In report

2 = language-test scores, plus some 1dea of testing experience,
previous and current-year bilingual instruction, and home
language

3 = detalled analysis of each student

Comparison standard (CS)

Is the estimate of how students would have scored without the
program precise ip relation to the siz: of the apparent impact on
test scores?

0 = no standard, arbitrary raw-score galn criteria, etc.

1 = non-random comparison groups, historical data, norms

2 = state-of-the-art norms plus carefully documented local compari-
son groups

3 = multiple, high quality comparisons

Cutticulum versus test-content match (CM)

Is there adequate Information on how closely the test zontent
matched the bilingual-program curriculum?

0 = no Information or no match

1 = test can be assumed to be reasonably relevant (standardized
tests qualify)

2 = relation of test content to specific curriculum is known at a
general level

3 = detailed item-by~item analysis related to detalled subject
natter analysis

Test adequacy (TA)

Are tests technically adequate in terms of reliability, and floor
or celling effects?

0 = no information, or obvious major flaws

1 = local or criterion~referenced tests without careful documen-
tation of high quality.

2 = documanted reliability, minimal floox or celling effects.
(Major standardized tests qualify.

3 = Carefully documented quality, plus detailed item analysis,
etc.

Figure 15. RMC credibility rating scales for
achievement impact evaluations-




I. {continued)
E. Testing and scoring procedures (TP}

Were pre- and posttest administered to identical, careful stan-
dards? Is error rat .n the data acceptably low?

0 = no information; obtvious flaws

1 = good report from site, some evidence of tester training

2 = correct testing proce.:res observed by RMC for sample of
testers. DNata appear to be in order

3 = RMC monitoring of all testing. RMC monitoring and spot check-
ing of data recording

II. Data Analysis {(DA) (Have the data been misinterpreted?)

Includes:
e Are appropriate gcales used {e.g., NCEs, no GEs)?
e Are students grouped by language skillis?
¢ Are only students with both pre- and posttest score included?
o Are dropouts analvzed?
8 Are analysis models appr(ariate snd 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 = game as "1" plus good analysias of student entering skills and
background

3 = careful documentation of all of "'2" plus floor and ceiling ef-
fects, matching of (item) scores to ; sstruction, etc.

-
’ II7. Interpretation of Results (IR} {(Were the results due to the bilingual -
project?)}:
A. Rationale "
‘ Was there a lcglcal reason to expect a gain or loss of the siza

indicated by the results? The evaluation literature 1s full of
reports of dramatic, one-year gains, but there are few, 1f any,
validated accouznts of substantial, long-term upgrading of skills
due to specl 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-
Ca ) tional programs are simply not credible unless they persist over
years. The burden of proof is on the exemplary projact to show
hov instituction 18 different frow {and more effective than) in-
seruction In the programs of hundveds of other talented and dedi-
cated educators. Deterloration of performance is more common, but
apparent losses should also be examinea ~arefully.

Figure 15. {continued)
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III. (continued)
B. Alternative hypotheses

Has every attempt been made to explore and rule ocut alt :native
hypotheses as to what was learned and why? Most local reports
geize on aany positive results as evidence of pregram impects, and
make no effort to rule out possible alternatives that ma, be much
more credible than are program impacts. Many of these alterna-
tive causes are Included in the areas listed above. Thia area
irncludes such possible explanations as: {a) general level of
ctudeat performance in the school, (b) teaching to the test (which
i8 a form of learning, bnt one that distorts the meaning of evalu-
ation results), (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 = negligibie change in students’ learning environment

l = minor changes in Iinstructior, or strong rival hypotheses

2 = gubstantial changes due to program, and no obvious alternative
hrpotheses
demonstrated links between specific skill improvements and
spec’/fic instructional treatments; longitudinal data over
geveral years.

Figure 15. (continued)}




11.2.2.3 Credibility of interpretations. The final categofy covers

the credibility of interpretatious of the results. The credibility of the
analysis provides an upper limit to the credibility of the Ilnterpretation
but, even with adequate information and appropriate analyses, an evaluation
was judged to be “not credible" ynless a reasonable Interpretation of the

results was avallable.

11.2.2.4 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 1lsck of information or major prob-

lem in this category.

1: Problems in this category could quite likely obscure a sizable
impact or produce a substantisl 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 well-executed, laboratory

experiment.

11.2.3 Application >t the Credibility Rating Scales

As s¢ .ad~year evaluatic. reports were reccived from the sites, the
information in these reports was combined with informstion obtained from
RMC site-visits, Credibility rating: were assigned by two evaluation
specilalists working together, then checked with a member of the relevant
site~visit team. In addition, eleven sites submitted raw data or detailed
summary data, and in many cases RMC was able to improve credibility ratings
by reanalyzing or reinterpreting these data. In several cases, s consider-
able amount of in~depth reanalysis was carried out. The evaluatici. ¢vedi-
bility ratings in four subject areas (grade 2) are reported for iln ‘olel

for all field~test sites.
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Table 1
L Credibility of Achievement Impact Evaluatlons
s 1978-1979 Grade 2

L 1. English Reading 2. Spanish/French Reading
- Site SD CS CM TA TP DA IR? Site 5D CS ¢M TA TP DA IR
X i 1 HNo second-grade program 1
“' 2 No report receilved by RHC 2
: 3 1x 1* 1% 2% 2% ] 1% 3 1% 1 1% 2% 1% 1% ]1*
& 1 0 1 2 2% 0 ¢ 4 1 ¢ 1 1 1* ¢ 0O
5 1* "% ]x 1% 2% 1% ]% 5 1* 1+ 1% 1% 2% ]x ]x%
.- 62 % 1x 2% 2% 1% 1% 6 2 0 1* 1 2% 0 0O
7 2% 2 1k 2% 2% 1 ] 7 2« 0 1 1 2x Qg 0*
8 2% 1 1x 2% 2x ] ]k 8 1*x ¢ 1 1 1* 4 G
9 1x 1 1 2 2% 1 1% 9 1 1 1 2 2% 1 1%
10 2% 2 1% 2% 2% ]x (% 10 1* o0 1* 1 1 0 0*
S 11 2 1 1 2% 2& 1% |+# min 2 - - - - - -
® 12 2% 1 1% 2 2% 1% ]* 12 1% 0 1 06 2% Qg G
13  No report receilved by RMC 13
14 1 1x 1x 2% 2% ]%x |#* 14 1 (% 1% 1x 1% 1% 1%
13 = = = = = = = 15 2 ©0 2 1 1 g _0*
16 1x 2 ix 2 2 1 I s 1 2 1* 2 2 1 1
17 1 1 1 0 1 0 o0* 17 1 1 1 © 1 0 0%
18  No report received by KMC 18
X 19 0 1  1* 2% 1 p*x Q% 19 0 1 1% 1% 1 0* 0%
3. Mathb 4. English Language Proficlency
Site SD ¢5 cM TA TP DA 1R Site SD ¢S cM TA TP DA IR
' 1 1
2 2
3 1% 1% 1% 2k ]k ]k % I o = e = = - -
4 1 0 ¥ 0 2% 0 0* 4 - - - - = = =
. 5 1x 1% 1% 1% ¢gx 0% (x 5 1* 1 1 1 1 1 1%
6 2 1k 1k 2 2% ]x ]x% 6 2 1 __1* 1*x 1 0 0x
) 7 2% 2 1% 2% 2%k 1 | R
8 1* 1 1% 2% ]% 1% |]x 8 1* 1 1 1 1 1 1%
< 9 1 1 2 2 2x 1 1% 9 = = = = e - =
10 1x 2 1% 2 2% ]%x |]* 10 -~ L
11 2 1 1 2% 2%x 1% |]* 11 2 1 1% 1% 0 0x
12 1x 1 1 2 2% 1% 1% 12 - - = = =~
13 13
14 1 2% 1% } 1x 1% 1% 14 1 1 i1 1 1% 1%
13 = = = = = e - 15 2 ¢ 1 1 1 0 g*
, 1« 1 2 1 2 2 1 I s 1 1 1 1 ! 1 1%
. 17 1 1 1 9§ 1 © G¢* 17 - - - - - - -
18 18

19 0 1 1% 0k Q% 19 = = « = = = =

[
[

_—‘ *Rating 1s based on informatian "rom, or reanmalysis by, RMC. A rating
hased only on the local report might have been elther (a) lower, due to
missing information. or (b) higher, due to inaccurate information in the
report.

aColumn headings correspond to rating scales In Figure l4.

bHar.h was tested 1n primary language of LEP students at the site.
236




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 RMC, that is

reflected In the ratings. The ratings do not constitute an assessment Oi
the quality of the local evaluation reports. However, it will be seen

that wany ratings are followed by asterisks, indicating that the reported
information was Inadequate or misleading, and that the rating is based on
additicnal information availlable to RMC rather than only that included in

the report.

11.2.3.2 Second-grade data. The ratings in the table refer only to

seco l-grade evaluations. While the second-grade programs were new during
the second year of the study, we belleve 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 cod¢s. 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 thz ordering of site reports in
Appendix A. Whiie all of the fileld-test-site evaluvations include major
deficiencies, It would be Inappropriate to single out these LEAs for crit-
icism; first, because many of the problems were beyond thelr control, and
second, becazuse, 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.2., "highly credible")
were assigned in any category, reflecting the fact that real-world educa-
tioral evaluations usually leave considerable room for doubt. Only care-
fully conducted studies with consistent, longitudinal results are likely to
be completely convincing Iin a school setting. O the other hand, there are
suveral zerces in the tables. In general, a single zero Implies that the
evaluation provides virtvally no information as te the amount of program

impact.




11.2.3.5 Subjectivity. Pinally, it mpust be r:2-emphasized that these
ratings are subjective and are included primarily to give t* reader a

general gense of where the credibility problems lsy. However, while any

single rating may be legitimately questioned, we belicve that the overall

pleture 1s reasonably accurate, and probably applies quite well o most

current educational evaluations.

11.2.4 Discussion of Credibility Results

This discussion describes the considerations that led to the cradi-

bility ratings for second~grade English reading (Table 1). 1In 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 gcores and (b) made s serious attempt to provide information
on previous student experlience. Of the remainder, some provided
language~test scores and others provided virtually no information
at all. 1In most cases, a credibility of "1" (rather than "0")
could be assigned based on the observation of the students by RMC

site vislt teams.

Comparison standards: Most sites were given credit for “ls"

because they used tests with national norms. In several cases,
the norms were aot 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 -ating of "2" was assigned. One

site reported only pretest and posttest raw scores us.ng a test

that did not have conveatiomnal normative data.




Test-content match. Only a few sites reported any attempts to

compare test content to curricula. The ratings of “1#" reflect

RMC'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. Few sites discussed these izsues

at all and only one in any detail.

Testing and scoring procedures. Based on RMC observatioms, 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-gstardards 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 ov percentiles).

Interpretation. Only three of the reports included adaquate

interpretations of results, and in two of these sites the inter-
pretations consisted primerily 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 categorles.

Overall, the credibility of the impact evaluations was consistently
low. Only one site (number 16} presen:ed 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 inpact. 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.

I;. the remaining 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

D 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
visitg. Where impact evaluations were given low credibility ratings, this
meant that the efforts of RMC plus the local evaluators were 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 RM(C tc be

excellent.

There 1s 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 te¢ answer. Evaluation re-
ports gerve a varlety of purposes (e.g., compliance with Federal regula~-
tions, auditing, reporting to LEA decision mekers 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, uwith three no-

tables exceptiona, these reports, like moev LEA eszluation reports, were

incomplete and/or misleading to the exteat that they were inadequat»




for any achlevement-cutccume evaluation purpose, performance-level assess-

ment as well as impact megsurement.

One of the exceptionsal reports described a well-reasoned design and
anslysis that did provide some evidence on achievement impacts. A second
reflected an exeuplary, longlitudinal design that ghould provide impact
evidence, as well as other locally useful information In future years,
although data were not available in time for inclusion In thia report.
The third provided an excellent analysls and discussion of the evaluaticn
issues and problems, byt problewms beyoad the control of the
precluded any impact evidence. Two additicnal reports showe: worthy
atteupts tc establish appropriate designs that may well produce valusable

information 1n future years.

Problems auong the remaining reports included incouplete information
about--(&) student characteristics, (b) numbers of students, and (¢) tests
and levels 1n use. Many reports also uysed lnappropriate 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 prcblems in every one of the seven areas discussed In Section

11.2.2.

These problems, however, are not peculiar te the 19 field-test sites
or to bilingual-program evaluaticns. In fact, In our experlence, they are
typical of all local evaluations of all types of programs, whether conducted
by LEA evaluators or outside consultants. We vere 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 cor petent
ntuiessionals. 1In addition, RMC had provided guidelines that, if followed,
would have climinated many of the problems with the reports. The question
is--¥hat accounts for the deficiencies In these (and most other) LEA eval-

uation reports?

11.2.5.2 Possibire reasons for evaluation-report deficiencies. In

specu.ating as to che answer, it 18 essential to keep two key pointe [n
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mind: First, the quality of these reports 15 no worse than average. The

quality of most evaluation reperts 18 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 1s 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 gime. Most evaluators had only a few days

to do tasks that would require weeks to complete properly.
There 2ppears to be a basic lack of understanding of the com-
plexity of evaluation tasks on the part of local and funding-

agency persoanel.

Conflicting, inappropriate and impossible demands. 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 evaluater 18 cften faced with a task

that could not be done correctly, even if the time were available.

Non-use of reports by funding agencies. Site personnel have no

indication that thelr reports are carefully read or that the re-
sults are used for decision-making purposes by the agencies re-

questing the reports.

In summary, 1t 1s 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.




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 9-1]1 address impact on achievement, this section deazls 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. BRMC wss then to utilize the eyaluations conducted by
esch of the field test-sites for purposes of the PIP study. After the
first-year evaluations were completed, RMC staff reviewed zll available
reports. 1In addition to reviewing achlevement evaluation procedures, the
staff reviewed and analyzed procedures used for evaluating student sffec~
tive growth, and the gtaff development and parent!community imvolvement
components. The staff zlso 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 1ssues, and & list of recom-
mendations. These materials were sent to zll of the field-test sites in
order to encourage the sites to gvaluate goa&ls other than student achieve-

ment goals and to use measures other than achievement tests.

Specific results In these area$ 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 igsues, 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:

e evaluation of affective impacts
e evaluation of staff development

e 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 Technicsl Issues

12.2.1.1 Specification of gosls. Measuring benefits to students in
the affective dowsin 18 difficult for 8 number of reasons. First, the
gosls In the affective domsin sre often brosd snd vsgue. For exsuple, the
goal of luproving self-concept 1s open to wmany interpretations. It 1s a
controversial gosl, ss well, since it 18 not clesr that bilingual-program
students necessarily have low self-coucepts, nor 1s it clear that there
1s s causal relationship between self-concept and achievement, This goal
wight be made more specific snd more managesble by bresking it down into
various components. A progrsm might set a gosl that students in the
bilirgusl program will Iimprove thelr opinions of themselves &8s gsuccessful
resders, for example, or &3 sguccessful math students.

Most bilingual projects have explicit goals for student affective

growth, A review of first-yesr evaluation reports from the bilingual

field-test-site programs revealed thst the most common goals for student

gsffective growths were to:

s Increase awareness of and appreciation for the child’s own

culture and the dominant culture.

¢ iwmprove self-concept.

12.2.1.2 Causes of affective changes. Secondly, it iz not clearly
ststed in most proposals or evsluation reports precisely how project
features are expected to bring about chsnges In gtudent attitudes. 1In
some projects it is expected that self-concept will improve 'through an
understanding of the cultural heritage of both lsnguages" {Venceremos,
Project Management Directory, p. B86)}. For the other projects it is im-
plied that Improved attitudes toward self snd others sre expected tg 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)




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 geperally, 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 resasons
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 patrticular project feature was implemented. For example, if
Venceremos sites expacted the cultural component to influence student self-
roncept, 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 1s expected to be a result of the introduction of concepts
in the native language, ard the latter did not occur, there is no reason
to expect to achleve the affective objective. Therefore, sites should
report, to the extent possible, which prnject 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 meaningful 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 18 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 18 meaningZul to chilaren only to the




extent that they can understand what 1s 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 by
districts in evaluating effects of the project on students is: To what
extent are students recelving 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 apeak 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 te the range of language proficiency levels of children
and the inadequacy of measurement techniques. HNevertheless, 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 i1s 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 18 & 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 tgacher rating scales. Self-report instruments are
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very unreliable for young children since snclal desirability and events of
the moment have a great influence on responses. Teacher rating scales are
more likely to be reliable, particularly 1f several measures are taken

longitudinally. A varlety of unobtrusive measures can also be used.

One site administered an affective test but did not report results,
stating Chat the test was not valild and reliable. Another alte reported
results of a locally developed measure, but discounted the results for
similar reasons. For future yeara, 1f the reliability and validity of
locally developed tests are unknown, theae paramecers ahould be investi-
gated. If this 1s not poasible, then it might be better to choose ceum-

merclally available inatruments that are technically more adequate.
A number of sites that had stated affective goais 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 messures of self-concept, adminis-

tered pre and post;

paper-and~pencil, self-report measures of cultural attitudes,

administered pre and poat;

documentation of classroom and outside cultural activities

offered by project;

reporting the percentage of students who paticlpated in a

given pumber of cultural events in the clasaroom.

Other approaches used by at least one site were:!

] teacher rating scale to assess students’ tocial behavior;

e teacher rating scale to asseas students’ school-related

behavior and attitudes;




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.




12,3 Rvaluation 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 1s 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-
slons, but to assess the value of a staff development program adequately,
the effects of training sessions on iInstructional-astaff performance must
also be examined. The general goal of staff development is to improve
the teachers’ and aides’ performance in bilingual instruction, and the
results can be assessed by answering the following questions: How has
classroom performance changed? How have knowledge, skills, 4nd attitudes
changed? and Bow have language skills improved? An adequate ~valuation

should try te answer all of these questions.

The ultimate benefit of a staff development component should be its
effects on the quality of the atudanta’ education. It is difficult to

measure effects on students and to be able to attribute them to training

sesslons, 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 18 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, aldes, and students, it 1s pcssible to evaluate pro-
ducts produced during, or as a result of, training sessions. If part of
the inservice program involves materials development, then Cthe resulting
materials can be listed, described, and evaluated in terms of their rele-

vance, uscfulness, and other features.




Another goal that has been receiving increased emphasis is the up-
grading of msnagement and evaluation skills for program staff. Sites may
choose to evaluate management and evaluation ccomponencs in order te 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 s0 innovative or sguccessful that they are influencing neighboring

districts, then this 1s an important benefit of the prolect.

The time frame for evaluating the staff devzlopment 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

cunulatively, 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:

e 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
resulte of these evaluations were summarized across participants and often
actusl 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 stsff 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.
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12.4 Evaluation of Parent/Community Imvolvement

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 Objectives. A second fmportant stey 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 1i{ 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-
tiea 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 unite by parents, are examples of activitiea

that may contribute to achieving some of the desired long~term goals.
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A fourth step 1s one that was addressed by most field-test sites.
Thia 18 to document the array of activities that take place throughout

the achool year and are of significance to the school-community marriage.

12.4.2 Parent/Community Evaluation Methods

A review of the field-teat aites’ evaluation reports showed that the
moat common approach to evaluating the community component was documenta-
tion of events. Whether or not changes came about because of parent/com=
wunity participation was often not addressed. In most reports, little or
no attention was given to examining the effects of this component on the
schoole, the students, or the communities themselves. The following eval~-

uation approachea were by far the most common:

e reporting attendance at parent advisory committee (PAC) meetings,
presenting minutes, and listing accomplishments;

describing parent workshops and parent education seasions, and
reporting attendance;

documenting efforta 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 gf bilingual education., and attitudes toward the

program;

documenting parent activities in the school (as tutors, field-

trip supervisors, etc.);




listing products of psrent/community workshops (instructioral

games, cassette recordings, newsletter, etc.);

administering parent questionnaires to acsess parents’ percelved

value of their participation in school activities;
administering parent questionnaires to sssess 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 bilingual~education project;

conducting a survey to assess child’s home language use.




[3. CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND PRODUCTS
FROM THE IMPACT SUBSTUDY

13.1 Apparent Impact as a Criterion for
Selecting ExemplarY Prolects

The first conclusion to be drawn from the Impact Substudy is that
the apparent impact of a project on -student 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
factora related to the contexts in which the projects operate, and with
problems in the impact evsluations. Further, even if legitimate impacts
attributable to a project could be demonstrated, the project features may
not appeal to target LEAs.

In 1lieu of demonstrable impacts on student achievement, it geems
reasonable to identify projects and practices that are judged especially
effective by the teachers and other personnel involved, and to disseminate
information oout these projects and practices to target LEAs., However,
the experience of the PIP studfes and other diffusion studies is that (a)
ic 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
ceses, it sceems 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
uway be of use or intereat to educators, provided that the cost of dissemi-
natfon 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




district aasumes a very serious responsibility. It 18 not clear vwhether
any existing przctices 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.




13.2 Achievement-Impact Evaluation as a Measure of
Diffusion-System Effectivenecss

The achievement-impact evaiuation described in the sbove sections
represents only one limited form of program evaluation. It is & very
difficult form of evaluation and, from the perspective of the LEAs, it

is not necessarily the most important form.

Ultimately, of course, achievement-impact evaluvation is the only way
to asaess the effectiveness of a diffusion system thet 18 intended to
improve student achievement. Unfortunately, given the current state~of-
the-srt, achievement-impact evaluvation (for bilingual and perhaps most
other kinds of programs) is impossible in most school districts. In order
to produce credible achievement-impsct evaluations, a school district
would need to establish and maintain a data base that included test‘hﬁores
and biographical data for all students in all subtest areas of laterest.
Given such a data bese, when a particular group of students waa given a

new special treatment it should be possible to see the effects, if any,

on program-student test scores by comparing thelr scores before and after
the Introduction of the new program to the background made up of the

scores from all non-program setudente.

Some school districts are attempting to develop such data bases and,
in the future, achievement-impact evaluations may beccme feasible in a
much wider veriety of districte. In the meantime:

Field tests of diffusion systems ahould employ procesa evalua=-
tions deaigned to determine whether or not the intended practices

are lmplemented.

The asseasment of achievement and other impacts should be deter-

mined under carefully controlled conditions in carefully selected
school districts. Beiore undertaking such assessmente, imple-
mentation of the practices and avallability of appro .ate com~
parison data should be assured. Due conalderation fur the gen~
eralizability of the reaults should aleo be required.
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13.3 Broader Implications for Program-Evaluation
Requi nd_Guidelines

The frustration on the parts of the loczl evalustors in thelr attempts
to develop credible impact evaluations reflected the impossibility of
meeting many of the Title VII requirements in any meaningful wsy snd the
conviction that the evaluation reports would never be used by the funding
agency. As a result, RMC recommends that evaluation requirements by fed-
eral agencles {and state and local agencies, as well) be reconsidered in
terms of whether:

¢ The requiremeats can be nmet.
¢ The results will be used.

Once 1t has been established that the evaluations are needed and are
possible,

¢ Adequate guideli.es should be developed
¢ Adequate funds should be provided
e 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.




13.4 Substudy IT Product: A Preliminary-Draft Evaluation Manual

The major product of the impact substudy 1s a collection of guide=-
lines and worksheets developed by RMC for the field~test sites during the
gtudy. 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 iggues. The manual does
not cover process evaluation, monitoring of student progress and other

important evaluation topics.

The preliminary draft manual emphasizet realistic solutions (or par-
tial solutions) rather than general or theoretical principles. It is in-
tended as a starting point for developing a get 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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ADOPTER-SITE RESULTS




ADEL~A...]

ADELANTE -~ SITE A

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977~1976 and 1978-~1979

Setting. Site A 18 a large district in a city of 158,000. The dis-

trict had 25 elementary schools and a compiement of middle and high achoola.

Of the total student @¢nrollment, blacks and Hispanice comprised 50% and 30%
regpectively. Ten of the districte’ elementary schools have an entirely
non-white gstudent enrollment. The city’a Hiapanic population quintupled
from 8,500 to 40,000 in four years and was still growing. Hispanic enroll~
ment increased by 25% during this period, to an estimated 5,000 students of
which only 2,000 were previcusly 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
attempc to extend bilingual services to some of the three thousand LEP
gtudents 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 ] ss
propoged for Adelante PIP sites, and the project expanded to fourth grade

during the second year.

Decision mskers. OCne of the decision makers {DMs) ie district direc-
tor of bilingual education and is Puerto Rican. The experience of the

DMs 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 aerles

recommended in Adelante was the main series ysed in Yyerto 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 f£it 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 experilence, 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
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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 Pp 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 inforaed sbout 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 gtarted 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-
uvator also was influenced by a Ph.D. program in which he was enrolled.

Prolect 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 wags 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 monslingusl

T was teamed with a bilingusl T.
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During the firs* year, three of the teacher~aides (TAs) were mono=-
lingusl, but for secord year all TAs assigned to project classrooms were
bilingual. Duering the first year, Ts and TA8 received a pre-service work-
shop modeled on Ade’.ante PIP topics, but due to the project’s late start,
it was compressed jinto six days instead of ten a8 recommended by the PIP.
The workehop, prepared by the PD and IC, used district and TRC bilingual
expertise. Ts and TAs attended in~service on & voluntary basis. In-
service workshops were offered by Adelante staff, 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 firut year, 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 generzl ori~
entation topics and allowed the Ts and TAs planning and working time in
thelr 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 dismiassed while the district was
recrulting 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 cholce 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 gchools 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 proiject 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

gervizes guch aa 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

~~pogsibly due to the district‘a experience with a wide range of materials.

Some of these materixls 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
gelection of project instructional materials. The project was adequately
funded, but the district itself was in a periocd of financial difficulties.
Therefore, project clasaes were ahort of basic supplies. Some project
funds were spent for baaic items, and some Ts also used their personal
funds to supply their classrooms. A diatriect hiring freeze during the
firat 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 becauss whole clasarooms already In session had been assigned
to the project. After some effort, Ts did follow P1P 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 classrocom became

gseverely overcrowded and the addition of another T helped the instruc-

tional, but not the gpace problem. During the second year adeduate class=

room space existed. During both years the PD and 1C had adequate office

space.

Plans and constraints. DMs saw both the ASK and the Adelante PIP

prior to writing the proposal. They liked the vagueness of the P1P as

it related to instruction because this enabled them tc use thelr own
curriculum and to Incorporate the district objectives into the Adeleznte
project. The P) and the 1C used the PIP extensively during start-up.
Pre-gservice iInstruction, for example, was modeled upon PIP suggestions.

Ts did not use the PIP, although it was distributed to them. AsS time went
on, the PD and the 1C referred to it less. The district was subject to
many regulations that were not always consistent although they affected
the game students; the district responded by following the mast stringent
regulations. During the first year, the state was testing all LES children
and « Title 1 ESL program also required language testing, so the Title V1l
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 varfous testing plans affected the Title
V1l project”s cholce 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 enrclled 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 firat and second grade project classrcoms participated in a Title I
ESL pull-out project. There were more eligible studenta than the project
wag 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. Diatrict policy required a full-time aide
in all kindergarten, firat, 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
wag to provide instruction in Spanish and to organize learning centers in
classrooma. 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 I ESL lesson. Teachers
used a variety of Spanish and English materials. A Spanish color-coded
reading system (LeoColor) was widely in use. The firat 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 firast grades, and three second grade classrooms. Addi-

tional firat 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 s hedules of students who were pulled
out for ESL varied slightly.

v
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ADELANTE - SITE B

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site B 18 a consortium of five small LEAs surrounding &
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 24% 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 glightly dif-
ferent student populations and needs. The distances between districts
were great and travel consumed & 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
Tictle VII funds and to introduce the PIP materiala. The ASK and the
Adelante PIP were available to the proposal writer. The proposal writer
subsequently became the project director (PD) and kept the DMg informed
throughout the project. The SEA gervice 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 DMs were not bilingual/bicultural and, although they all had been
required to comply with state bilingual education regulations and were
recelving state money, four of the five diatricts had almost no knowledge
or resources in this area. The project provided the DMs with a convenient
method of complying with existing state regulations, so most of them had
positive attitudes. The LEA DMs were kept informed through bimonthly
meetings with the PD and support staff.

Project director. The PD was bilingual and Chicana; she had been

the bilingual consultant at the SEA gervice center that subsequently
administered this project. She was well acquainted with bilingual pruc~-
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 vet functioned effectively in her new role. A lot of management
gkills 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.

Project 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 gkills of each

. person. Though they used the PIP as a checklist and as a source for ideas,




ADEL‘B. . 3

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.

Project instructional staff. During the first yaar, eight of the

ten project teachers (Ts) had state bilingual certification; the remain-
ing two T8 were nct bilingual. All the teacher-aides (TAs) spoke Spanish,
but one TA was not a native speaker and was nor very fluent. During tha
gsecond 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-
cipsle and districts. During the first year, one more T was needed at one
school and, though the posirion had been sdvertised, no bilingual Ts could
be found. This situation was rorrected the following year. When an gyer-
crowding occurred in another LEA, a gecond T plsced in one clsssroom for
the latter part of the achool year. This resulted in over~crowding of
the classroom, making group work difficulr and individual artention almost
non-existent. Some of the Ts were hirad especially for the projfect. The
first year one district hired project TAs late, how2ver 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-
inlation 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 yer joined the consortium. All
the project Ts and TAs received in-service trsining conducted by project
staff and consultante once a month the first year and bimonthly the second
year. All the teachers received orientation on the PIP manuals, but not
all read 1t. Most liked the PIP-recommended materials, classroom visits
by the instructional coordinstor (IC} and tke workshops, bur some Ts pre-

ferred to use thelr own texts and methods. Some profect 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 classrcoms, the geographic distance

between participating LEAs made close teamwork difficult.

Other personnel {regular staff, communit¥, pParents)}. 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 phyasical berriers. Each taught their own students exclu-

gively.

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 claasroom. 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 schooi were elected and & consortium=level PAL 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

thz classrooms. During the first year, thelr inexperience resulted in
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too much money being spent in gor~ 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 tec 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
LEAg~~gome 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 dlstricts, so some T8 yere better equipped than
others. Project funds were adequate the fireg 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
o
for a consortium project, however project staff made a reasonabie effort

to follow iIt. 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 4 busing schedule dur-
ing both years that greatly limited the classroom time of some students.

Students. Most students in projeqt clessroomz 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 achcols, 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 threce LEAs, project students jolned other stu-

dents only for art, music and physical education.
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In three LEAs, Instruction In Spanish and Spanish materials were
avallable 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 waa supplementary. 'This particular LEA alac 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 alsn. Students placed in the project were
those qualifying for the state bilingual education programj the LEAs
were chosen because they qualifisd 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 individusal
discussion. The project gtaff developed objectives, which were available
to teachers Ir all five districts. All teachers participated in the same
in~gervice 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 elght second grades; the uneven

numbers were due to team teaching and mixed grade clasaes.

District A

The first year district A had two kindergarten and first grade
classcs 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

gecond graders wer2 also In the game 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
Chicana, except for one of the second grade replacements. The aides

participated in the students’ iInstruction.
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Reading was grouped and math was individuslized. By the end of the
school year, almost all instruction at the gecond grade was 1in 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, vsried between the two first grades from forty-
five to sixty minutes. The second grade students were not recelving 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 yesr 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 €irst grade clsss, an additional teacher was hired for the 1sst

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 1in English.

The first grade spent seventy minutes & day on Spaanish 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. Thev received one hour
of math In Spanish.




District C

The first yesr 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 program all day. The first year teacher aides were
hired 1ste because of the presence of student teachers. All teachers snd
aldes were bilingual. Duriag the firat year neither teacher was Chicano
but the second year there wss a Chicana teacher. Students were grouped

for reading but not for math.

Some students were pulled out for the gtate 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-yesr. 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

vesding 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
gecond 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.

Firsc 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.

Pistrict E

The bilingual project at District E consisted of one self-contained
kindergarten class, and two firsf and second grades using & team teaching
model. Adfdes were assigned a clerical and support role in gome of the
classrooms. In most classes gtudents were grouped by ability. Students
were exchanged between teachers for team teaching purposes and also for
integration. Although gome teachers knew a little Spanish, including one
teacher in each team, the project director and sctaff did not consider any
of these teachers truly bilingual. HNone of the teachers yere 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 materiais 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.

283
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First grade students received thirty to forty minutes of Spanish

reading and forty-five 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 forty-five minutes of math. Second grade students began English
reading three months into the school year. Criteria for beginning
English reading was & 1.2 level of Spanish reading and oral comprehen-
sion of basal vocabulary.
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ADELANTE - SITE C

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977~1878 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site C is s large district locsted In s medium-sized city
with LES students msking up s small percentsge of the totsl populstion.

Overview. The Adelsnte project st this site was plsgued by adminis-
trative and organizational problems that adversely affected the project.
The Adelante Title VII project was designed to take over the gtate program
one year at a time and required close coordination between the two proj-
ects. During the first year, the directors of poth projects, thelr 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 alministrator. 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 Iin 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. HNone of the district decision makers (DMs)} were hi-
lingual/ bicultural. They were fairly well informed about funding sources.
The directoy of apeclally funded progrems (DSFP) wrote the proposal and
contacted PIP diffusers, although her initial information about bilingual
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PIPe came from a State Facilitator with the Rational Diffusion Network.
Although 2 state bilinguzl 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 conesldered 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, especlally 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 DMs did not know the details of the project they were agreeing
to adopt. In addition, implementing the project in detall was not the msin
concern of local decision makers. They saw the PIP ag a means of getting

funds and as 2 means of improving the existing program.

During the first year the gtate and federal programs reported to dif-
ferent supervisors, making program cooperation difficult. 4n attempt to
have one director for both bilingual programs was abandoned because OBE
required Adelante to have 1its own FD. 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 elementaty
level. During project start-up, the district was under & state mandate
to desegregate and the DMs decided to move both bilingual projects to a
previously all-white school in order to lmprove the ethnic balsnce of the
student population. As a result, the Adelante project did not get off to
a strong start. Some old project gtaff 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 necegsary

into his school. As required by federal regulstions, DMs 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 gtaff 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 DSFP. This person assumed the title of director and took
care of grant writ.ing, budget administration, and district-level public
relations, while the school~level director (called coordinator by the
district) was re-ponsible 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 DMa. 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

experlence and training in bilingual metﬁodology 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
gsalary 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 perean
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 evaluatad a bilingual program before. Difficulties in finding
bilingual testers and in locating control group students took more time
than expected, leaving very li~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 DFP contracted with
an outside evaluator who was an experienced evaluator of bilingual programs
but who lived a thousand miles away. As a result, the eyaluation 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 secretarles changed.

rroject instructional staff. Three teachers (TIs) participated in the

project the firgt year; all were bilingual and two were bicultural. Two
Ts were competent elementary school Ts, but one was & high school Spanish

T without elementary-level experience. The second year, an additional T
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was hired; this T was bilingual put not bicultural. Ts read the PIP
Teacher’s Manual put found it irrelevant to daily classroom needs. One T
had worked in the state~funded bilingual program and was w.derstandably
reluctant to change materials and methods, but all T8 received and even-
tually used PIP core materials. Ts snd tescher aides (TAs) did not re~
ceive 8 stsrt-up workshop the first year. The second year a two-day
preservice workshop was held. Various In-service sessions gere 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 TAs with college course
work and certificates as required by state law, so during the first year
three high schocl 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 adequstely in the classroom.
Throughout the second year there was & turnover 1in teacher aldes and some

classrooms remained without aides.

Other personnel (regular stsff, community, parents). The principal

of the prolect school had to accept the project because it yas 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 prolect sctivities such as ordering materisls snd conducting inservice
segsions. Despite sttempts by the new PD to establish new procedures,
these difficulties continued during the second year. In some cases, reg-
ular staff and prolect Ts shared materials and students, so some Jcint
planning did occur. As the project became better known, regulsr gtaff

begsn 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 tec 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 meetirgs
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 was 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 PDp was also the
IC, the of fice assignmwent 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 gearch for federal

money and the hiring of existing district personnel c<ven though some did
not have the skills specified by the PIP.

Plans and congtraints. The district was under a state direr~ive to
desegrezate. A state bilingual law mandated bilingual educ t any
level where there were 20 or more LES children at one school. -ie 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 raquirements, and required some adjustment.

Students. Although they were never administered language dominance
tests, project stoff 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 artirulation of program
goals and content between the different grade levels and the two school
systems. 3Students 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 prograwm. Spanish was used accnrding 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 firast grade.
During tha 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 Spanish 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 intemsively. 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 atudents 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.

Qverview. The Spanish-speaking environment of puerto Rico was a
totelly different setting from the Adelante PIP origination site. Most
Adelante materials, methods and teacher training practices had been devzl-
oped for areas where Spanish is a minority language and English is the
principal language. Because Puerto Rico is a Spanish-speaking scciety,
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 cslled for teaching Spanish to English-speaking
studentes returning from the mainland, but it was difficult to concentvate
these gtudents 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. mainlsnd, their educa-
tion would be only minimally disrupted.

Decigion makers. 7Two levels of decision makers (DMs) existed at this
gite-«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 ayailable to the DMs
and the TRC had sent them a complete PIP; however, the PIP project they

293
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applied for and the one they were eventually assigned by the funding
agency were different. The SEA DMs were familiar with local classroom
prsctices and curriculum, apnd with comuunity opinions. They were inter-
ested in obtaining funds for bilingual education but had some trouble
fitting the model projects to their aeeds.

bMs 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 ndministrators were very cooperative with the SEA Dis,
partly because this educational system is fairly centralized and hierar-
chical. District-level personnel did npot have the experience in fund
raising or in administering special projects independently of the SEA.
LEA DMs were involved at the time the ipitial proposal was written, but
vhen the nature of the proposal changed, this LEA was dropped by the SEA

and two others were sSelected.

Proiect 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 PIF nor the proposal
when she was initially assigned ¢o the position. Although she worked

closely with her immediaie superviser, vho 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 urder and cooperated closely with the SEA director
of bilingual education. . .1 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 teachet, 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.

Project 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 aldes

(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 aldes received a week of pre-service training during the first year,
while the T3 received only one day’s training. First year in-service
training consisted of a discussion of the Adelante Teachers’ Manual=~-which
was of limites 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 cowposed 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 prccedures in any way.

Parents and community members from one LEA were consulted at the
time of proposal writing, but this LEA was later dropped 1rom the project.
Bach of the two schools in the project held regularly acheduled meetings
with parents throughout the school year. During the first year, parents
at this gite 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 Iin the classroom, as-
sisted in administering and correcting tests, made recommendations, and
hecame 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 gso program

enrollment increased.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). Curriculum

materiale suggested in the Adelante PIP and mnst 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
materiale had to he 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
Engliah instruction in the content areas, paralleling guides zlready exist-
ing for Spanish instruction. The facilities were adequate by local stan-

dards, but some rooms were very crowded. This made 1t difficult to work
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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 gites. 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. Mpst of what the PIP specified also needed exten~
sive modification. During the first year, it was ilmpossible 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 end 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 ac this site.

The project schools were part of a highly consistent and centralized
educational system. An arca-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 hecause 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.

Instructional treatment. The content of insiruction 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 occasfonally 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 & content area was followed by a ten~-
to fifteen-minute lesson in English, reinforcing the same concepts that
had been taught in Spanish. f%The project also contributed a cultural com-
ponent that included the study of local and United States culture. There
were field trips and other sctivities 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
sreas, but demonstration objects and teacher~made Waterials 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.




NUEVOS HORIZONTES - SITE A

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Thie 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 geven percent of district pupils
are classified Limited English Proficiency and nearly one percent are
Non-English Speaking. An estimated 67X of these students are enrolled

. elementary school. Minority enrollment in the district increased from
13%2 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. Rispanics 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.

Declsion makers. This site wes 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 previocusly. 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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especilally 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
avallable 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

diractor of non-English~language projects and the bilingual coordinator.
She had the PIP-specified qualifications, was enthusiastic and hardwork-
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 believed, 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 profect 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 commanted that she was exactly
like the PIP-described PD.
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Project 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 necesg-
gary assertiveness needed to be an IC. However, the PD worked closely
with the IC so this presented no problems. The second year the sfte

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 pesition and in the two years of project operation, thrae

different persons successively occupiev th: ~osition.

Project instructional staff. The project teachers (Is) 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 #at 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

sesaions during the school year by the FD. 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 Te 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 materiales 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 materiale 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 materisls 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
IC.

Plsns 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 T3 nor evaluate them. At
the beginning, this reaulted in the PD’s gpending 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 langusge Proficiency by the principal and Ts. In the second year, se-
lection procedures were based on three steps: (1) identification of sty-
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, yrban
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 t%2 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, inetruction 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 iIn both grades one and two

algg attended pullout ES", English reading and English math labs funded

bj’non-Title VII funds. These labs were taught by specialist teachers
to children who needed extra help in these subjecfs. Children went as
individunals and in swall 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 occnrred for approximately
thirty minutes Zaily.




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 hss a population of 2,738 and
the district gtudent enrollment was 966 students. An estimated 5B% 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.

Querview. Although this site had received state funds for a bilinp~-
gual program In previous years, little or nothing in the way of a bilin-
gual nrogram had ever been developed. The district had a migrant educa-
tion progrca for the previous ten years, yet it had no effect on student
achievement at ail. While the support staff was positive towards the
program, the administration and project teachers were skeptical. All
nil e of the district’s K-l und 2 classes in this site participated in

the project. However, not all childrer In these classea participated.

Decision makers. Site B was such a small district that there were

only three decision makers (DMa): the siperintendent, the director of
federal projects (DFP), and the principal of the elementary and secondary
school. The DMs and school board were Anglo and spoke no Spanish. Bilin-
gual education waz not seen as a need In this district. The majority of

the town’s population waa Anglo and apoke little or no Spanish.

The DFP had bee~ in the district for many yeare, yet the superinten-
dent had been there just one-and~a-half years. The DFP knew very little
about biltngual education, or about writing proposals for Title VII funds,
but she knew their non-English speaking (NES) and limited English-speaking
{LES) populati-n nect help 4.3 felt bilingual education might provide
that help. She attended & meeting hosted by the state educational ager:y
{SEA) and saw the PIP manuals there. ©She ther 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 jasufficient money allocated for program operation. Start-up activi-
ties did not begin until August. According to the DFP, the reason for
this delay was that there had been no contacts from OBE prior to that time.
While DMe took little action the whole first year, they did not actively

block the projfect”s progress either.

Project director. The first year, the DMs had trouble £inding 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” iInterest at heart, but he lacked a real understanding of

the technical issues in bilingual educatir and expe:ience or training

in the field. Fortunately, there was an - .tructional coordinator (IC)

who was experienced in bilingual education tad 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 1C encountered was the lack of 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 DFP. The PD believed he had the entire five-year
funding pe: - 0 start up the program. For this reason, among others,

little was 1ccomplished 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 alresdy 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
proiect evaluator and assumed many PD duties. The second Year the projfect

hired a furl-time demonstration teacher funded by Title VII. She was




NH-B.. 03

& trained and experienced bilingual T and supportive of the project. She
gave demonstration lessons during classtime for the Ts gnd TAs. She glso
taught sclence in English and Spanish and performed some IC-type duties.

QOverall she was an effective demonstration teacher.

Project instructional stgff. This site was unsble to recruit quali-

fied bilingual teackers (Ts) for a numbetr 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 Ta
were Anglo and spoke no Spanish. They knew some vocabulaXy and simple
sentcnces but were far from fluent, bilingual, or sble 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
ag 8low learners and did not regard their problems ags being language-related.
As they saw the children improving, they changed thelr 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 rarnly attended. He worked on the teacher gides’ (TAs)
Spanish literacy so they could teach Spanish reading and oral langusage
development. Aides attended Spanish literacy clssses for 17 weeks for
three hours & 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 ! had & half~time TA that was bilingual and bicultural but not bili-
terate. There were only two TAs thac 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 langusge development, English
as & second language, and to teach the FES student Spanish as a second
language. HNone 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 & differentiasted staffing model where the Ts and TAs worked

with gll 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-grada Ta was that bilingual education was a type of remedial program.

The Anglo and Chicano groups within che community did not communicate much

with each pther 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 becoui”g Interested in the program, and
many were attending parent advisory committee meetings. During the second
year, 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 recelving Title Vil
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 DFP contacted the SEA during selection/adoption, she was
asked 1f she were willing to Purchase a Spanish-English reading and lan~
guage arts serles and volunteer to pllot the serles. GShe felt It was
a mandate and agreed to it despite the fact that: the site already had
materials for a comprehensive bilingual reading project pur<hased with
state funda; she was not sure thai the hew program would be an improvement
or even approprlate for their students; and itr cost represented almost
the entire budget allocation for project materials. The site purchased
the nww series, was never contacted to pilot it, and the new PD and IC
found 1t to be less appropriate than the reading series they already had.
This new geries 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 2 problem in this site. The K classes

were lo~ated across town. This facility was & dark concrete bullding
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that hud 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 lest daily
in transporting students. The first and second grade classes were located
in the 1-12 school. Project classroome were sufficiently large, well 1lit

and appropriate for imstruction.

Because the project budget was reduced during negetiations, the proi~-
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 scqualnted with the community, they were more

effective.

When the site submitted the iInitial proposal, they requested that
all clasees in K,1,2 be funded. They received funding in August, 1977
for 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 additioen,
as previously mentioned, most of the funds ullocated 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 2 budgeted
for the project. They were able to order PIP recommended, core material

as well gs additional supplementary materials.

Plane_and constral ats. This district had so few written policies

that nothing really constrained the rroject lmplementation. 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 classiffed 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 achlevement scores. However, at the atart
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

achlevement.

. Instructional treatment. District policy stressed reading, language

arts, and math as prioricy subjects. During the project s second year,
sclence wags offered for the first time in the district; it was taught in
the second grade by the project”s vesource 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
aldes 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 teachers did attempt to present some
lessons In Spanish to small groups. The first year some Ts had a very
tradftional classroom with no grouping by achievement; children sat in
rows. Some K classes were focused arcund 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 thelr
clasgsroom management style and began to use reading centers, grouping
techniques, etc. A few classes had learning centers, buat these were used

minimally.
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reading and language arts were interrelated. In first grade chil-

dren identified as FEnglish monolingual, Fnglish-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 }earned to read in Spanish. In 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 inastruction. 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
spent 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
alsp 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 ia located In a major, highly urbanized metropol-

itan area. It recelves students from three adioining cities and has a

wide SES range. It gervicgs one of the fastest growing minority and
Spanish-surname populati¥¥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
translent due to upward mobility, not agricultural migrancy.

Qverview. 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 c¢ited the year before
by OCR as being out-of-compliasnce. 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 proiect received a
smaller budget due to & low LES/NES count.

Decision makets. 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 beard was alsco suppor-
tive of bilingual education ané had one Chicano among the five board mem-
bers. The district had received federal and state monles for elementary

and sezondary bilingual programs for eight years.

The director of one of the districts” bilingual programs attended
a county meeting apnd was contacted informally by the TRC &nd 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 cutside 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 statewlide, and
she competed agsinst many candidates. She was hired during the summer
for one month to rewrite the proposal because OBE requested thet 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 regetiations with the Office of Education funds
were reduced; as a result, the PD and the instructional coordinator (IC)

toles were merged into one position.

Project support staff. Due to a reducit.on in the proposed budget the

first year, the PD and IC positions were combined. The person f£illing this
PD-IC positicn 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. However, 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 lessone and
individualized Iinservices. She wae 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 occupled a similar
position previously in a differant bilingual education project in the dis~
trict. The evaluator was hired on a consultant basias. During the first

year, the project contracted with the county Office of Education for eval~-

vation services. The second year, the projlect contracted with the PD of
a bilingual education project In another district to de 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 asble to tranafer two bilingual Ta; the third achool had a bilingual
T in the upper grades whom they tranaferred 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 apecisliat credentisl. Each T had
a half-time TA. All of the TAs were bilingual/bicultural and were ade-
quately qualified for thelr roles. They attended the pre-aervice work-
shop. (The originsl propoaal had indicated full-time TAs. However, OBE
would not approve TAs at more than a half-time level since that waa what
the Nuevoz 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 Manusl- However, moat Ta read it at the beginning and did not
refer to it much after that. During the second year the majority of Ta
had adequat- language skilla for bilingual inatruction.

Other peraonnel (repular ataff, community, parenta}. Qther peraons

played very minor roles. Some N/LES parents were not eager to have their

children participate in the project, fearing that their children would
not learn English or not learn it quickly. The project Ta and aite prin-
cipala viaited or called these parents to enliat thelr support. By the
end of the achool year parents were quite supportive of the project and

aome volunteered time In project clasarooms.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). The PD

aelected and ordered scme of the PIP-recommended materisla. She did not
order all of the recommended materiala because azome of them were not appro-
priate, since they were written for Puertc Rican children. Othera, she
felt, were inferior to materiala that ahe 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 conatraints. The entire district used the achool board-

adopted reading, language and mathematica curriculum, which was transi-

tional In nature. Therefore, the PIP performance cbjectives 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.

Inscructional 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 tezchers 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 heilp 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 student3” native language for concept development and the second
language was used to reinforce. This followed the basic PIP suggestions.
The instruction was adequate. The firat 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 weve considered as separate subjects at
this project site. In grade one, children learned to read in their dopi-
nant language. In grade two, FES children continued to read in English
and received instruction in oral Spanish language and Spanish phonics.
Bilingual childyen read in 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 Engiish 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 gervices went
to pull-out reading and math labs daily for 30 minutes.
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PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site D 18 located in a small, semi-industrial college com=
munity near a wmajJor 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=-3even percent of the district’s Chicano students came from

households 1in which Spaunish 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
wag 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 lst 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 K 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 unigue. 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 PIPa and
gsuggested 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
Horizontea PIP project, yet the Qffice of Education tried unsuccessfully
to persuade them to accept the Venceremos PIP project instead. As a re-

gult, 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 a8 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 {r 1s hard to imagine this kind of a unique program elsewhere.
The principal and PD tried to replicate the PIP project, but theilr own
program was substantially better than the program described by the Nuc.cs
Horizontes PIP. 41l 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-

vation firm ekilled iIn evaluation of bilingual education programs.

Project instructional staff. The project teachers (Ts) were all bi-
lingual/picultural, and experienced. All teacher-aides (TAs) were bilin-

gual/bicultural, and had experience Iin bilingual education classrooma.
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It would be difficult to find a more experienced, better onslified, more
dedicated, enthusiastic <taff. 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 designated as
Title VII Ts, yet it really made no difference in thair duties and activi-~
ties, since the K ynit had been operating a bilingual program before Title
VII funding. While the PD yged the PIP as a chec....st, Ts were not partic-

ularly aware they were implementing a PIP project.

The gituation among the project instructiona) staff was quite a bit
different the second year. This was duz to the fact that the all-K school
had moved to a new facility, which 1t shared with all of the district’s
first grade classes. Most first grade Ts had taught biling.:ally before.

Some had buen involved in the Title VII program years ago. Some had taught
3

bilingual classes the previous year under state funds. Some first grade
teachers, who were no% accustomed to bilingval instruction, open-classrooms,
etc. resisted the bilingual educstion prograr and open class management
style and were allowed to remain in gelf~contained classes. A few of the
very experienced biiingusl education ¥ T8 were moved into the first grade
component. They weve replaced in K by adequately prepared K bilingual

teachers.

Other personnel [regular sta.f, community, parents). In this site,

it 18 difficult to separste regelar snd project staff. The entire K-school
snd Title VII first giade section functioned 458 a body and was operateh

as a8 modular system; children spent 20 minutes with each oi several Ts
chroughout the day. All of the staff was responsible for the program’s
success, attended the same pre~ and I~ pervice sessions and cooperated
fully.

The community had both an Anglo and a Chicano group. Althought Chi.
canos were In the numerfcal majority, the schools and the city were run
by Anglos. There were no apparent problems, yet there was little contact
and interacticn among these two groups. The principal and PD made a major
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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 tkat 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 lst grade activities for thz week. The
parent advisory committee meetings were lively and well attended.

Other resources (materials/equipment, 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 jJointly with all the district’s first grade classes.
This building had previously been & 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 materizls 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 Horl-
zontes. 4s 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

effectiva bilingual education project.

Students. In the first year, the project served approximately 300
students; approximately one-third of those students were ildentified as
monolingual Spanish-speakers. During the second year, fewer Spanish mono-

linguals were . _..fied in K but the project was unable to ildentify the
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reason for this decline. An estimated 120 students in X and 160 students
:m 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 es:imated 56 students were identified as LES and 7
were ldentified NES. ¢

Instructional treatment. The Title VII project only encompassed K
and first grade. All K and firat 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 throughont 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 I%: children were bilingual-bicultural. The
teachers who taught English reading and English language artsz to mono~
lingual English—speﬁkers 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 aldes did reinforcing activities and tutored Iindividusl stu=-
dents when necessary. All iustruction 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. Chnildren’s questions and comwments were accepted by the stzff In
either language. Inatruction was in the student’s native language,

complemented by ESL, or SSL classes.

Reading and language arts were not regarded ag distinct subjects.
The language arts period in the dominant langusge 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
19771978 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 Lhuevos 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 amalysis. The
sclection was made after the first two rounds of site visits. Selection
criteria included program size, and extent of implementation. Sites E, F,
and ¢, the less intensively studied sites, are described here.

Although two sites, F and G, were located in or near large metropoli-
tan arcias, they differed greatly in size. Site F had only two classes the
‘first year and three classes the second year. Site G 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 & concentration of Spanish-~surnamed population, 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 i1dentified

approximately 1,000 N/LES students ir the district during the first year.

Site G 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 G, did have bilingual/bicultural teachers and aldes
for both years. Site E had one teacher who was bicultural but spoke al-
most no Epanish the first year yhile the other teacher was Anglo and spoke
no Spanish. Thelr 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
K and lst 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 progrsm 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 dutles of the PD

the second year.

Program implementation in Site G was affected by a nurber of prob-
lems. The RMC gite visitors received the lmpression that Nueves Hori-
zontes was viewed locally as an extension of existing bilingual activicies
rather than as a distinct, unique project. The Pp’s position of half-time
PIP-project director and half-time district bilingunal coordinator rein-
forced this perception. The PIP project involved 16 classes In four tar-

get schools during the first year, and 20 ciasses during the second year,

more than most of the fleld-test PIP sites with full-time PDs. Given this
heavy load, the PD, who was not a ulghly gkilied manager, spent little
time in the classrooms. Other complicating factors Included personnel
changes in the district administration, and zarly lack of support by some
principals. Both of these probl:ms Increased the difficulty of obtaining
teacher release time and thus affected the cochesiveness of the project and
the implementation of project features. Strong resistance to tha project
from some parts of the community and schaol 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 PD 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 potential 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. -y

It was difficult to meet with the Site G project divector, although
the Instructional coordinator was helpful. There was also difficulty in
arranging classroum'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

gites.
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SAVOIR ~ SITE A

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site A 1s located in & 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 schocls 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 PIP8, 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-35, 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 1n every
participating school, thus accomodating the many students who were avail-
able for participation but could not be admitted into the biliagual proj-

ecl.

Decision makers. In deciding to apply for & PIP project, Site A was
responding to the general community and state-wide iInterest in reviving
the French culture. Although decision makers (DMs) were genuinely inter-
ested in obtaining useful ideas for effective bilingual projects, they
wers 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 (DFP) 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 Savelr. 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 ocut 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 experlence as a re-
source teacher in the district. He was bilingual/bicultural and had un-
derstanding of and appreciation for the Acadian and Cajun heritage. He
ensured that participants were involved In decision-making processes.

The PD, PFrench 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 inplementing the project. His iInitiative was illustrated In iIntegrat-

ing the foreign assoclate 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 speclalist (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 tc 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 a. 30 led the sessions and solicited feedback on them. The

evaluation was contracted outside the district.

Profect instructional staff. In Site 4, few French-speaking teachers
{Ts)} and teacher-aildes (TAs) were avallable. Most of the project Ts and

TAs were not functionally bilingual and had no skilis in bilingual educa-
tion. Within the classroom setting, Ts and TAs teamed up with the foreign
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assoclate Ts {certificated in Europe) and depended almost entirely on

them for the teaching of the French component of the project. The foreign
asgoclates 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 forelgn assoclate program is a unique solution

to providing skilled, enthusiastic teachers with pative 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
forelgn assoclates. Together with thelr support status in the classrcom
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 assoclate teacher turnover rate was high.

A1l project Ts, TAs, and forelign assoclate 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
gecond 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 gtart of
the second year, the site held a four-day workshop in Avgust with two days
set aside for participation by consultants from the regional TRC.

Other personnel {regular staff, community, parents). 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 enthuslastic about
entolling 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




SAV=A...4
meetings of the Parent Advisory Committee (PAC) were well attended and
additional efforts were made tc ensure that each school had 1ts own sepa-

rate PAC the following vear.

Other resources {materials/equipment, facilitlies, funds). Few bilin-

gual materials appropriate to the setting were available commercially.

The site purchased the carriculum wmaterials from a nearby bilingual proj-

ect and from the developer site. There was not as much equ:;men: in use

as the PIP specified, although the district did have some audiovisual
equipment. Project schools were In reasonably good condition. Most =lass-
rooms were of the tcaditional, self~contained type. There were displays

in both languages in the classrooms. Project funds were available and
adequate durlag both years operation of the project; by the middle of the
first year ihe PD sought and received continuation funding.

Bilingual materials that reflect the Louisiana Prench culture ywere

avallable in large numbers ezrly in the school year.

Plans and constraints. In this site, the CODOFIL regulations spe-

cified the avallability of the foreign assoclate teachers and teacher-
training services and the new state accountability law included minimum
standards that students had to meet before advancing te the next grade.
Ts adapted the PIP-gpecified performance objectives to the state-mandated

minimum standards.

Studentg. In site A, the pool of potential project students was
identified on the basis of surveys of language concentration and the
interegt 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 gtill Cajun. Although some spoke a few words of French, none
were fluent or exclusive speakers of French. In all schools, students
appreclated 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 te academic need in each subject area, not according to
language dominance. In this site, the basic Instructional approach was
for the regular classxcom T to develop daily lesson plans following the
standard district curriculum. Then the foreign associate T developed
lessons .'n French to complement or reinforce thz 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 (Ts) in grades 1 and 2 were three-nerson 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 iInstruction was clossly coordinated with the
English language curriculum, which was based on district and state guide-
lines and on performance objectivesz. 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 assoclate 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 1s located in & 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, 18 comprised of eleven elementary
schools, which housed either K-3, 4~6, or K-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 nearoy bilingual project. The project encompassed the three
elementary schools iIn 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 coples of PlP manuals. Continued
TRC contacts, coupled with the help of the Lau Center staff, helped the
SFP to acquire the technicsl 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 prolect implementation. He was
very actively involved and carried out many of the planning tasks until
the project director was hired late in July.

331
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Project director. The project director (PD}, a man of Cajun descent,
was previously employed as an administrator in the district tramsportaticn
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 neign-
boring districts also helped the PD to a great extent. The PD's initia-
tive 1s illustrated in the training he provided and in his Integration of
the 12 foreign assoclate teachers in the project and the schools. At the
end of the first year, he spent a month In Quebec with profect teachers
attending a summer Institute sponsi.red by the Council on the Development

of French in Louisiana (CODOFIL}. The PD, in spite of his late involvew

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 specilalist 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 bilipjual. 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 assoclated with the school district. The profect contracted with

an outside evaluator.

Project Instructional staff. Mauny of the teacher; (Ts) and teacher-

aldes (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 che 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. Ttems used 1n makf~¢ 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 projec: Ts and TAs were functionally bilingual.
T 78 did have some knowledge of bilingual education methods and they
had the ability to select, develop and use appropriate performance objec-
tives, macerials and activities to fit their students’ needs. TAs were

barred by state laws from having any insiructional duties.

Within the classroom setting, project Ts and TAS teamed up with for- ¥
eign associate fs, (pative French-apeaking Ta certificated in Europe) snd
depended almost entirely on these foreign associates for the teaching
cf the French component. The foreign assoclates 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-
gible for most of the French language instruction. While the foreign as-
goclate 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 Loulsiana was difficult for
many of the foreign assoclates although they adopted guite well. Another
factor that con:ributed to the difficulties was a reluctance by the for-
elgn associates to live In the communities in which the, taught. Although
they complained abort thelr support status in the clasaroom and low pay,

all of the first-year foreign associates rsmained for the second year.

Ts and TAs, but not the foreign associste teachers, attended the
start-up workshop. In accordance with PIF specifications, the workshop
covered a number of broad areas, such as tue componeuts of the project

itself, the rationale of a program in French ana its 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-
clate teachers underwent a three-day training session organized by the SEA
and a two-day orientaticn meetinf set up by the dizcrict. ?2:us, the spe=-
cific roles of the Ts, TAs, foreign assoclates, and the supporti araff were
made clear. Throughout the first year of the project, the PD arranged for
monthly in-service training for teaching personnel (including the foreign
o assoclates). The district negotiated with lccal colleges for credit-
bearing courses. Good communication was maintained among the project

instructional staff throughout.

During the second year, reacher turnover was high at one of the par-
ticipating schools. This s$cond year, a major attempt was iade to provide
the foreign assoclate teacher with local housing; the project benefited by
having them agree to live in the community. However, some of them still

- encountered problems in making the transition to the rural cultural set-
tings of Louisiana.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). Community in-

volvement had not been a problem, except that parente attending the Parent
Advisory Coumittee ‘PAC) meetings did net know how to get inveolved in
compunity activities to support and e~xtend the project. However, schoel
programs and activities were well aEtended by parents and community mem-
bers. Additional efforts aimed at obtaining more active involvement were
planned for the second year of the project.

b Other 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- L
fice. Little, if any, bilingual material ws= available until the project

staff purchased curriculum materials from a nearby site and curriculum

guldes from the developer site. In every classroom, foreign associate

teachers, project teachers, and Cajun TAs c operatively prepared materials

and planned French lessons that paralleled the English components. Tg and
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other project staff alss substantially adapted the PIP performance objec-
tives to sulc the state~mandated and district standards. Appropriate En~
glish materials were avallable to classroom Ts, but the French commercial
materials arrived late iIn 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 i{n keeping with what happened at the
developer site. However, in the development of test instruments, particu-

larly in French, this site 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 1li-
brary/media center. Other schools were pglder and, in those, the class-
rooms were of the traditional, gelf-contained type. In some of the zelf-
contained rooms, the furniture was 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 iIn 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 avallability of forelgn assoclate teachers and
of teacher-training services, and the new state accountcability 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 langunage conzentration 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
orlentation were still Cajun. Alchough gome spoke a few words of French,

none were fluent or exclusive speakers of French.
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Instructlonal treatment. District policy stresgses English reading,

mathematics and soclal studles as core subjects. Project Ts in grades 1

and 2 are threc-nerson teams of monolingual English (T), bilingual Cajun-
English (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 Prench component of the project. Students are grouped for in-
struction according to academic need in each subjext area. During the
second yea. .here were nine kindergarten, eight first-grade, and eight
second~grade classes in this project.

Project gtudents were grouped for instruction accerding to academic
need in each subject area, not according to language dominance. It was
the foreign assoclate teachers’ responsibility to przsent concept devel-
opment activities in French, thus following up on coacept development ac-
tivities In English as carried cut by the classroom teacher. Because of
the European eduzational background of the foreign azsoclate teachers,
the PIP-specified method of ordering instruction oi. the basis of perfor-
mance obiectives was ot 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 wae 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 tesm-teaching approsach
was used in the cla:zsroom, which provided students with individualized in~
struction and a variety of teaching methods and activities. This variety
of methods, activities and role models appeared to coatribute to & high

level of student interest.

Reading and language arts ar< not regarded as distioct subjects at
this project site. French instruction 18 closely coordinated with the
English language curriculum which is based on distiict and state guldelines
and on performance objectives. In this site roma2 of the PIP-recormended
materials have been uged a&s have the curriculum guides from the develope:

site and from two nearoy 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 cf whole-class iInstruction and indiviaual or small-group ac:ivities.

In grades ! 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. 1In second grade, student: receive dailly 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 €

PROJECT SUMMARY
1677-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site C 1s located in a small, rural community with a large
concentration of French-speaking persons. Tk« achool 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 recelving food stamps. Eighty-iwo percent of the students In the

district were designated LES. Three =lementary schools participated in

the proiect.

Overview. The district administrative and “nstructional staffs were
enthuslastic about bilingual education. Prior to implementing the PIPs,
this site had a Title VII-funded bilingual project. Also, the state-funded
Councll for the Development of French in Louisiana (CODOFIL) project was
in existence In the district for the previous five years. It was a K-35,
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

sita 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. Besldes viewing PIPs as

a way to obtain Title VII funds, the decision to apply was influenced

by the general community and state-wlde interest in reviving the French
culture. The reglonal Training Resource Center (TRC) and the State Edu-
cation Agency (SEA) staff informed the PD further about PIPs; TRC staff
assigted her in writing the proposal. She was very actively invelved

and carried out most of the planning tasks until she was assignad 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 malntalned her previous Title VII position, which had

glven her bilingual management experience. She had a strong background
in bilingual education, having worked as a French bilingual speclalist

¢ at the elementary and seccondaXy 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
enthuslasm for the PIP project, both ameng the project and regular teachers.

Project support staff. The English curriculum coordinator and the

French speclalist were committed to the project and to bilingual education.
Thelr language skills were gsufficlent to fyulfill thelr roles in the proj-
ect. Both were doing a good job and fulfilling thelr respective roles in
the project. The evaluator was a private consultant with experilence in
bilingual project evaluaticen. He was based at a nearby university. He
parformed his job cfficlently and was availlable to the PD for consulta~

tions.

Project 1nstruétioqgl_staff. Very few project teachers (Ts) and
.""'”_ teacher~aldes (TAs) were functionally bilingual or had skills in bilingual

education. Within the classroom setting, project Ts and TAs teamed up
with the forelgn assoclate teachers, certificated in Eurcpe, and depended
almost entirely upon them for the teaching of the French component of the
project. The forelgn assoclates were quallfied teachers recrulted In I
{Q' France and Belgium by CODOFIL to teach Frermch 1n Louilsiana schools for
R one- or two«year terms. In the PIP sltes, they were responsible for most
of the French language instruction. While the forelgn assoclate program
__! . iz a unique solution to providing skilled, enthuslastic teachers with na-
; tive French language skills, there are practical difficulties that affected
the PIP projects. The tramsition to the Very different classrcom and cul-

tural settings of Loulslana, with little time for preparation, was diffi-

ey cult for many of the forelgn assoclates. Together with thelr support
J/
7 status in the classroom and low pay, thege factors affected morale and
4 T contributed to the high turnover at the end of each year.
339
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All project Ts, TAs, and forelgn assocliate Ts were committed to the
project and were effective Ts. The project Ts” prior experience, current
college training, and ongolng in-service program, were the major influences
on thelr insttuctional roles. The foreilgn assoclate teachers’” prilor 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 assoclate T turnover .ate was high.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). Community in-

volvement was a problem. For elght to nin:z years, many white parents,
including those of French descent, had removed thelr children from the
public schools, but they were gradually returning. Whiie many parents
were enthuslastic aboat enrolling theltr 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 Committ.ee (PAC); the
meetings were well attended. Some parents assisted T8 and TAs in class-
room activities, and many particlpated in other project events that sup-

ported and extended the project.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilitles, funds). Few bilin-

gual materials were comm:rcilally available to the project for this setting.
The site purchased the curriculum materials fvom a nearby bilingual project
and from the developer site. Most of the English instructional materiala
used in project classrooms were already 1in 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 sult the state-mand-ted

and district standards. There was not as much equipment in yse as tin PIP

specified, although the district had some audiovisual equipment. The

project ciassrooms were large and quite acequate [or Project iastruction.
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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 speclalist’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 firat year
of operation; by mid-year the PD was seeking continuation funding and

prospects for continued support for the gecond year looked good.

Plang and constraints. In this site, the regulations of the CODOFIL

specified the avallability of the foreign asscclate teachers - zacher=-
training services. The new atate accountability law includea 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 cof surveys of language concentration and the iIn-

tereat of principals In having thelr schools served by the project. Stu=

dents whose parents'consented were gelected 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
aimost entirely ca the foreign assoclate T for the teaching of the French
component of the project. Students were grouped for instruction according
to academic need Iin each subject area, not according to languag: dominance.
it was the forelgn assoclate teachers’ responsibility to present concept
development activities in French, thus following up on concept development
activities In English as carrled out by the classroom teacher. Becaugse of
the Evropean educational background of the foreign asscclate teachers, the

PIP~gpecified method of orderliag instruction on the basis of performance
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objectives was not uwniformly applied across schools. A strict separatilon
between the sessions in which English and French were spoken was easily
meintained, and no switching back and forth to facllitate understanding
was observed except in kindergarten, where such & practice was called for
by the PIP. In Site C the amount of time gpent 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 individuslized instruction &and
a varlety of teaching methods and activities. There were eight kindergar-
ten, eight first~grade, and eight gecond-grade classes in this project.

Reading and language arts were not regarded as distinct subjects at
thias 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 guldes 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 ursd & combination of whole class

lessons and individual or small group activities.

In grades 1 and 2 instructional time devoted to French spproximated
8ixty minutes daily, wnile the amount of time allocated to English basal
reading instruction was ninety pinutes daily (two, 45-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 1s 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 distiicts. The districts served
about 1,640 students. TFifty 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 1_“
their chances for fundin, would be improved 1f they adopted a PIP project, y
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 thils 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 egtablished a very good relation-
ship with the decision mskers and quickly became aware of district mech-
anisms and hierzrchy. 5he sought technical assistance from the university
personnel mentionel above. In spite of the fact that she was hired late,
she was able to start the project effectively and efficiently. She hsd a
solid knowledge of laws, policies, and guldelines affecting the project.
Throughout, ghe demonstrated a strong coamlitment 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 ghe attended various training

sesslons snd workshops.

During the sacond year of the project, the quality of communication
among everyone Involved remsined high. The PD did nrot 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 speclalist, 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

thelr respective assignments.

The Parent-Community Coordinator directed the preschool program based
in the homes of preschooclers 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 specifalist,
acted as a K teacher, resource teacher, and supervisor of TAs for grades
1l ond 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 fob in the classroom. The PP had

arranged for and was teaching credfit-bearing college courses in second-

language teaching for the project Ts, and these, as well as the successful

ongoing in-gervice program, noticeably increased Ts8” knowledge of bilin-
gual education methods and materials. AJl of them appeared to be enthu-
siastic and the project appeared to be having a positive fmpact on student
and staff motivation.

During the second Yyear, teacher turnover rate was very high and the
PP allocated 2 considerable amount of time to fill vacancies and train

new teachers.

Other personnel (regular staff, community, parents). While in two

»f the participating districts, the PIP project enjoyed the full support
of the community and the parents, in one participating discrict 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 educationzl success.

The willingness of participants to become fnvolved it 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 intc 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 iInto developing
French materlals corresponding to the ECRI materials. Some commercilal
materials were alsc employed in the program, and money was allotted for
teachers tr buy mzterials 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 mentiotied in the PIPs. Project schools
were In good condition. District cffices were somewhat crowded, but ade-

quate. Regular programs were adequately funded.

Pleanas 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-

ectives and the assessm=ent of student progress; and the guldance received
-4

from a nearby university.

Students. The criterion for student selection was that elther the
father or mother be a French speaker or that French be spoken 1In 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 socilal studles. The amo:i.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 learaing technique which purported
to enhance vocabulary and comprehension skiils through the use of written
and oral drill. Individual and small work groups were Integrazl parts of
tie Instructional methodolegy. Students rotated from one station to
another throughout the morning, working successively with the regular

classrcom T, the French T, and the French TA.
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Inatructional treatment. Diatrict policy atresses English reading
and language arts as core subjects; in addition to oral skilla, atudenta
in grade 1 were introduced to reading and writing French. There waas very
little emphasis on bicultural curriculum or activitiea. Project Ta in
gradea 1 and 2 were organized as three-person teams of monolingual English
T, TA, and bilingual French-English teacher. There yere five kindergarren,
five firat~grade, and five secondwgrade classes, and three third-grade

clagsea in the second yer of the project.

The methodology used for French reading ipstruction followed the dia-
trict’s practice for English reading inatruction; it was based on ECRI, a
mac tery learning technique aimed at enhancing vocabulary and comprehension
akills through the use of written and oral drill. Individualization and
amall groups were an integral part of the inatructional methodology.

The ratio of French daily inatruction to atudents varied somewhat
acroas schools and rangeﬁ anywnere from twenty to thirty minutea. Instruc-
tional time devoted to English basal reading instruction waa ninety minutea

daily. At this projecc site, first grade studenta received English reading

and French pre-reading instruction for the entire year, while second grade
atudents received reading inatruction 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 1s 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, & junior
high school through grade eight, and a high school.

Overview. This gire had a Title VII-funded bilingual project for the B

previous five vears. District support for bilingual education was strong.
<

The PIP project provided funde 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 a8 a whole was essentlally stable and personnel, instructional
techniques and attitudez 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. Declslon-makers felt their chances for a second
five-year cycle would be enhanced by participating in a field study of PIPs,
yetr 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-
cana, 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 Chicana and formerly a bilingual teacher for the
district’s previous Title VII project. While she had 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 strong 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-gpecified function in any significant way.

Project suPport staff. The project support staff included a commu-

nity liaison (CL) and an ocutside 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 poaition,
while not PIP-apecified, was a para-professional position 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 Chicana 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
thia site’s Title VII-PIP proposal with the expectation that, 1f 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
gsame 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 inatructional-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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Project instructional staff. Three of the four project teachers

(Ts) and all the teacher-aides (TAs) were Chicanas 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 T8 did not regard the PIP favorably and did

not use it. During the firat 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 dﬁring the second year. The
project T and TA assigned to thic grade were trained and exnerienced
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 ihis resulted in required
in-service seasions. The focus of this training was not a response to
teacher-initiated concern as the FIP 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, parents). The school

principal was not well informed about the project and was not an enthu-
glastic supporter of it during the first year. The project director
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avolded working thcough the principal unless absolutely necessary. During
the second year, the principal attended several orientation/ f~aining ges~
elons for district administrators conducted by the SEA. After these ses-
aions, the PD reported thest the principal wae better informed and more

cooperative and supportive of the program.

The district also operated s state-funded bilingual project; there
was frequent contact between the two bilingual projecta. 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
teachere occurred. The allocation of a TA to PIP-project Te created some
tension from the regular Te who had to ghere a few TAs among them. For
the most part, the regular gtaff 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
regulesr Te acknowledged that the project was serving astudents whom they
could not serve adequately and acknowledged that it made their jobs easier.
The regular staff did not iInfluence the operation of the project in any

noticeable way.

The parents at the project site had a long history of very active
involvement in achool affairs. It was not uncommon to have two nundred
parents turn out at meetings. For this reagon, 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 parents, not appointed by the district. A lot of communication flowed
both to and from the PAC to the district. During beth yesra, the project
conducted parent education workshops that were well sttended.

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 direclor’s office
was well stocked with a wide agsortment 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.

;n addition, the project had a teacher’s resource/work room that was usged

by preoject Ts, parents and the CL for preparing materials. MNone of the
instructional materials or facilities used in the project were PIP-
influenced. The majority were already in use prior to this project’s

exlstence.

Project funds were allocated in late-summer of the first year; this
delay meant some last minute T assignments and created a lot of presasure
on the project’s start-up and initial cperations stages due to late prep~
aration of legsons 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 pPIP specificationas for the field test. The project
purchased a photocopy machine with some of these funds. Since the school
previously had to nyse the high school’s copler, 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
xuiding force. fThe 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
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impact on the project. There were no OE sanctions for failing to repli-
cate the PIP project.

Students (S8). The project served grades K-1 the first year. First
grade S8 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 88 had
two years of prior instruction in a Title VII bilingual program. Teachers
snd the project director reported that although the S8 had some, albeit
limited, English profictency, 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
S8 continued to be gulded 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 thie reason,
and because of pressure from aome school persomnel, 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 bassl reading program. Students who
have not completed all of the readera 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 materizls and & well-stocked workroom for preparation
of locally-developed instructional materials. Project Ts in grades ! and

2 were trained and experienced biligual Ts, with appropriate fluency in
both Spanish and English., The Ts conduct all instructicn 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 & few students get forty minutes of Spanish reading two
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or three times 8 week; this time block 1s shared with cultural and cre-
ative arte 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 1s
done in gmall groups; listening and activity centers are commonly used

for most lessons.

The instructional schedules for grade 1 were identical. Students
received 8ixty 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 Spsnish-reading instruction several times
a week. The Iinstructional 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 &8 week and handwrit-
ing the remaining two days each week. The other second-grade classroom
devoted thirty minutes daily to English oral language instruction.
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VENCEREMOS - SITE B

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site B is a small, semi-rurel town with a population of
approximately 18,000, of which thirty percent are Chicanos. Over half
of the elementary school children in thie district are Chicano, and the
percentage is eteadily increasing. The echool dietrict wae comprised of

three éieﬁentary schools, one junior high and one hihh school.

Overview. This site had a stete-funded bilingual education project
for the two yeare prior to Title VII funding. The district wae under a
federal court order in a school desegregation suit that remained unre-
solved after a decade. 1In response to an QOffice of Civil Rights (OCR)
desegregation suit, the district adopted a cluster-school approach to
achool integration whereby district schoole were designated to serve epe~
cified grade levels. Thus, one school served all the students in grades
K-l in the dietrict, and so forth. The level of commitment to bilingual
education in this district was minimal snd guarded. The majority of the
project teachers were not bilinguel nor trained as bilingual teachers.
The profect director and the inetructional coordinater swapped poeitions
at the end of the firet year. Thie staff change did not disturb the
continuity of the proiect to any appreciable extent.

Decieion makere. The district decision~makers were fundamentally
conservative and resistant to change. They were proud that they never
left the basice. During the firet year, the superintendent stated that
he was willing to try a Title VII project for one year to eee if it would
produce resulte. Although the district wae skeptical about bilingual
education, they felt that the PIP project, “ased on an exemplary program,
wae worth a try. This attitude elso prevailed during the second year of
the proiect.
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Profect airector. The project director during the first year wss
a Chicana 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 assigument 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 tc resign this position and assume
the role of instructional coordinator for the project, a position for
which she was amnly qualified and experienced. The PD for the gecond 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 bolstar the project director. Hetr
primary functions were to observe instruction, assist in the writing of
performance cbjectives, 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 tc the project. The primary function of

the EV/SDC was project evalnation; the IC conducted most of the staff

developument activities during the year.
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During the second yesr, the first~yesr PD sgsumed the IC role s8s s
full-time position. She continued the ssme functions performed by the
first-yesr IC yet extended the clsssroom observstions of instruction and
provided 8 considersble amount of direct agsistance to project s, psrtic-
ulsrly the second grsde Ts. In addition, the IC sssisted in the assess-
ment of the sppropriste lsngusge snd level for resding instruction to
determine placerent of sll new children. The project contracted with s
different EV the second yesr; the PD had 8 grester role in specifying the
nsture of the evslustion services thst the EV provided. The PD hed s
prior acqusintsnce with this EV, which helped to ensiire s positive and
effective reistionship between them. The EY wss very competent and re-
spongive; he wss bssed st s msjor university sbout an hour away from the
project site.

Prolect instructionsl gtsff. During the first yesr, three of the
twelve K~1 project teschers (Ts) were Chicsnss. Three project Ts were
experienced bilingusl Ts, of which two were trsined ss bilingual teschers.

The rest of the project Ts were monolingusl, yet three hsd completed a

100-hour lsngusge course offcred by the SEA to obtsin a bilingusl endorse~
ment. With one exception, the project Ts were competent and experienced,
slthough not ss bilingusl Ts. All project Ts were slready working in the
district. The msjority of these Ts were recruited into the project by

the schocl principsl with the assurance that they would serve for only
one yesr, st which time they would be relieved by other regulsr teschers.
About hslf of the project Ts were supportive of the project. At yesr’s
end, five of the six K snd three first grade Ts left the project.

Each project T wss sssigned s tescher~side (TA). All of the TAs were
Chicsno snd bilingusl; most of them were committed to the project. One
of the twelve project TAs, s Chicsno msle, wss very committed snd politi~
cally strong; he wss very supportive of the project director. In grade 1,
three of the six Ts were bilingusl; teaming these bilingusl snd menolingusl
Te eased the problem somewhst. The T snd TA roles were not influenced by
the PIP; they were defined by prior prsctices in the project site. Resis-
tsnce by project Ts to writing performsnce objectives was so strong that
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the PD chose to do ir for the Ts in a committee comptised 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 involved 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 grad2 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.

Qther persounel (regular staff, community, parents). The ¥~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 irs 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 wete purchased with Title VII funds
in the latter part of the first year. The Spanish-language materials in

use were inflienced largely by the SEA"s service center which provided
technical assistance and staff training to state and federal bil- igual
projects in the area. The equipment ysed In the project was o: 2cady in

use in the district.
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During the first year, the project director and project secretary
(PS) initially ehared a small office that aad no telephone and could only
be entered through the school library or the principal’e office. By mid-
year, a project telephone was Inetalled 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 bullding that also housed
the diatrict curriculum coordinator’s office and a variety of county se-
cial service programs. Thie building was located directly across the
atreet from the main district administration building. These project of~
fices were largs, well 1lit, and provide adequate epace for the PP, IC,
and PS. The project was aituated 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 firet year.
This allowed sufficient time for start~up activities.

Plane and constraipnts. Thie site had a desegregation court order
dating back ten yeafh; in December, 1977, OCR cited the district because

it was found to be ocut 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 avallable. The majority of the
project Te were English monolinguals. PIP guidelines influenced the
project’s staff configuration. They aleo influenceéd the conduct of pre-
gservice and in~service workehops. 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 sgufficient information.

Studenta. The project served gradea K-l the first year. Firat grade
atudente (Ss) had been sarved by the state funded bilingual program the
previous year. The project expanded to include grade 2 during the second
year. These Sa 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
S8 were generally more conversant in English than in Spanish, although
they lacked proficiency in botch 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 studen* population.

Instructional treatment. The project gerved 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 firet year, there were six K and six firet~grade class~

rooms In this project. Project Ts were organized into two-person teams
that paired a monolingual English and a bilingual Spanish~Euglish 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 firet and five second grade class-
rooms. Firat grade project Ts were pailred into two-person teams comprised
of a monolingual English and a bilingual Spanish-English T. There were
two such teame 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 arte were regarded aa dietinct subjects at thia
project site. A district~adopted orsl lsnguage program (LEIR) was used in
most firat and aome of the gecond grade project classrooma. The majority
of the project atudenta received thelr inttial inatruction in Engliash and
reinforcement in Spanish. In grade 1, project students received en hour
or more of Spanish reading and language development as well. Inatruction
in reading, math and language arts waas done in small groups; activity cen~
tera were comzonly used for moat leasona. In grade 1, aome of the praject

students were pulled out to get Engliab reading inastruction from & Title I
reading specislist during the firat year.

Inatructionsl time devoted to langusg. arts varied from 8 winimum of
two haurs to three houre and forty minutes daily. oOf this, the amount of
éime allacated ta Speniah/English basal reading instruction varied from
one hour to one hour and fifty minutes daily. Math inatruction varied

from twenty minutes delly to thirty~five minutes fqur daya a week.




VENC..C. L] 1

VENCEREMOS ~ SITE C

PROJECT SUMMARY
1977-1978 and 1978-1979

Setting. Site C 1s a small, fast growing community with an annual
population growth rate exceeding 13 percent. This expansion 1s 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, moat of which 18 concentrated in three of the elementary schools.
Chicano enrcllment has increased district-wide by over three percent an-

nually in recent Years.

Overview. Conditions iu this district favored the installation of a
bilingual education project. The district had twice attempted 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-ocut 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 off icer and district evaluator. The district
manifested & strong interest in inatalling a bilingual education project
although not necessarily {in replicating a PIP project. The level of dis-
trict commitment tc bilingual education generally ywas strong; the diztrict
saw bilingual education as a way of meeting the speclal needs of a segment

of its students.

Project director. The project director hired the first year was a
Chicana; she was bilingual and had previously worked for two years as a
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carriculum and inetructional trainer with the federal training resource
center (TRC) in che region. Prior to that, she was 8 bilinguel classroom
teacher for several years. She had no specific training or direct experi-
ence in project management, although she wae generally effective ae a
project director. BEer manegement style and role were not influenced by
the PIP in any eignificent way. Thia PD reeigned her job in early Octo-
ber, 1978, The PD poeition wae vacant for almost four montha; the exist-
ing project inetructional consultant (IC) attempted to fulfill both the
PD and IC roles. Mid-year, s new PD wae hired. He wae the present IC‘s
huebard. Like hia predeceaaor, thie PD had no epecific training or direct
experience in project management. He was formerly a classroom teacher in
the district yet had some graduate training and experience in educetion
edministretion. In apite of this, the district decialfon~maskers regarded
hiz aa primarily 8 teacher and student counsclor. Hie attempts te¢ iptrar-
vene directly in cleseroom inetruction and his Inelatence on teacher com-
pliance to hie directives alieuated him from most of the project Ta. An
outeide observer, a TRC trainer, reported that this PD puahed too hard

and had an abrasive management atyle.

Project support steff. The project support ataff consisted of a

pereprofesalonal community liaison (CL) and a project evaluator (EV).
The diatrict initially planned to hire an inetructional coneultant (IC),
aa specified in the PIP, but could not find a auitebie spplicent until
widwey through thé academic year.

The CL was Chicans and bilingual, maipntained contact between the
project end parenta and also acted ae 8 queel achool eoclal worker. This
etaff position wae not PIP apecified, yet the CL role for thie project
wae Influenced by the role performed by the migrant educetion project’s
CL. Thus the CL role was slready defined and established in the district.
The EV wae already employed by the diatrict and wae written in as half~
time evaluator for thie project. He was highly competent and aupportive
of the project. He aleo often led the dietrict’a proposal writing team
efforte and wae thus highly knowledgeable of district policies and proce-

dures. He was an important asset and made an important contribution to




VENC-C...3

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 wes Chicana and bi-
lingual and assumed all the duties of the previous CL. The IC was Chicana
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 unriil mid-year. She was competent and effective with the
proiect 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)

durlng the first year were Chicanas and bilingual. Three of the four

were already employed in the district; one of thesé three worked as a
teacher with the migrant program. The fourth teacher was a credentialed

T working as an alde, 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, pafticularly 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 Chicanss, b{lin-
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 ¢n 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

3!01

A
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guldance to the two receptive Ts, the PIP influence on the Ts’ role and
instruction was negligible.

During the second year, the project was expsnded to include two

second grade classrooms. The two additionsl 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 psrticular 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 skepticsl

of the project. Halfway through the firat year, he became supportive, and
later was enthusisstic about the project and very supportive, having ob~
served the project Ts commitment and hard work. The other P was generslly
neutrsl toward the project, as were the regular Ts at both schools. They
were nelther 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 conaiderably 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 psrticipation 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 procedursl.

Other resources (materials/equipment, facilities, funds). The

English-langusge materials used in the project were already in use in the
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diatrict. The Spanirh-language materials used by the project were iInflu~
enced largely by the project directors’ prior experience, and to some ex-
tent, by the district’s migrant educatlon program. Both project directors
were well Informed on avallable materials In bilingual education and drew
on this experience to make appropriate selections for the project. PIP
guldelines anc recommendations did not influence the selection of materi-
als in any noticeable way. The equipment ugsed iIn the project was already
in usg in the distriet.

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, (L’s and EV’s offices were
located in a modern, district building that housed all of the distriet’s
special projects. The avallable space was limited but adequate and com-
pared equally to that available to all the other speclal projects in the
distriet.

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
schoola caused the district to take voluntary and preemptive moves to pre-

vent segregated schools iIn the district.

Midway through the first year, the local teachers’ union won an agree-
ment that required z11 niddle-management distriet 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 distriet was only nominally interssted in doing so. The PIP
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influenced the hiring of TAs, the PD, IC and the EV; it aluo influenced
the number of staff development workshops held but not their content.

The PIP impact on clasaroom instruction was negligible.

Students. All of the project studenta were prescmably 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 migranta. All of the project students scored low on an English=-
language proficiency teat. Comparable data on Spanish-language profi-
clency suggeats that project Ss varied considerably in their Spanish-
language proficiency.

Instructional treatment. The project iInstruction 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 nsed their TAs to veinforce
instruction. A few, unspecified number of project students received the
mejority of thelr imstruction in Spanish. All grouping was done by ability
within language groups. There were two first grade and two second grade
classrcoms 1n the project, divided equally among two district schools.

Reading and language arta 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 1, project astudents 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 8schools’ migrant resource room.

Reading instruction in the migrant resource room and in one of the

two second-grade classrooms employed the Guzack methed of individualized
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reading instruction. Imstruction 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 l, thirty mirmtes were devoted to
English reading and 20 to 30 minutes to Spanish reading. Twenty minutes
were devoted to ESL or SSL imstruction 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 vigits 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 dally were devoted tc language arts und 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 inatruction, respectively, and also to Fnglish
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. gite D 1a a small, rural, moatly unincorporated exurb.
Twenty=four percent of the atudenta in the diatrict are Chicanoca. The
diatrict haa three elementary achoola, one middle achool, one junior high
achool and one high achool. The project achool haa a Chicano student
enrollment of 48 percent, compared to 15 and 25 percent at the two other

elementary achools.

Overview. Thia aite had a state-funded bilingual project for the
previoua two yeara that extended from K to grade 4. The PIP project
inatalled in the diatrict waas a K-3 project the firat year and expanded
vertically into grade 4§ the aecond year. The project achool waa an
individually guided education (IGE) achool and featured team~oriented,
individualized inatruction. The project ataff waa competent and the
project ran amoothly both yeara.

Decision makera. The auperintendent was aupportive of bilingual
education and for aeveral yeara had been gradually preparing the diatrict
for inatalling a bilingual project. He committed diatrict funda to hire

two teachera on an extended 210 day contract--~25 days more than a regular

contract-~to prepare inatructional materiala. Other diatrict deciaion
makera (DMs) were generally aupportive of bilingual education. Conditiona
in the diatrict favored the installation of a bilingual education project,
however diatrict deciaion makera were not very intereated in replicating

a PIP project. The prospecta of increaaing their chancea for Title VII
funding led them to adopt a PIP project.

District DMs chose the Venceremoa PIP because of its aimllaritiea
to the IGE concept already present in the dintrict and becauae of ita
perceived match to the characteriatics of the atudent population in
the propoaed project achool. IGE la a team~teaching, democrafically-
oriented approach to individualized inatructionm.
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Project director. The project director (PD) was a Chicana who was
formerly employed as a cutrriculum and staff devélopmenc 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 expsrience 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-
giasm for the project, both among the project staff and the regular staff.
The PD essentially defined her own role; her management style aud 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 p¢ role waa not specified in the PIP. The PC was a Chicana,

parent of a prolect student and was very active in gchool and community
affairs. She performed her role as liaison between the project and par-
ents very well. At the end-of the firat year, she was offered a& position
as teacher-assistant (TA) in the project. The PS was Chicana, 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 formel
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 bilingusl and Chicana.
She had a bilingual teaching credential and had taught in a bilingual pro-~
gram in the late sixties; her most recent experience was as an ESL teacher
in an adult education setting. The BV was a private consultant with
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consldersble 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 gvailable 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
yesr, He coordinsted the fsll pretesting of project children yet he was
unaveilable after that, As a consequence, the PD decided to hire another
EV to complete the project evaluations. This EV was bilingusl snd Chicano
snd was very knowledgeable and competent in the evsluation of bilingual
education programs. The PC position was filled by a bilingual Chicana who
resigned mid-year. She was replaced by another bilingual Chicana. These
PCa agsumed all the functions performed by the PC during the previous
yesrs. 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.

Project 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 esrned s master’s degree in bilirgual education. Two of Cthe
four Ts were Chicanas; sll 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 bilingusl education project for

the previous two yesrs. These four Ts were assigned to be the Title VII
project Ts. All four were committed to the proiect and were effective Ts.
A strong feeling of solidarity existed among these Ts, largely as a result
of their common endeavors in working toward thelr master’s degrees snd
their prior years of teaching in the atate-funded bilingual educstion
project in the school. Thelr prior experience and current university
training were the major Influences in their instructional roles. The PIP

had no noticeable impact on classrcom instruction.

A teacher-alde (TA) was assigned to each project T. These four TAs
were Chicanss and bilingual. One of the TAs wss formerly a Title I aide;

another TA had been a secretary in the district office; another one had
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served a8 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 distriet,
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 Chicana. 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 previsus 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 8 leave of absence during the second year;

her replacement was also very supportive of and cooperative with the proj-
ect staff. Inatruction 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) waa formed by the PD and consisted of those parents who at-
tended an initial project briefing by the Pp. One day of the pre-service
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sesslon was devoted to formulaiing strategles 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 aa classroc.” volunteers. By year’a

end, evidence of parental support fcor 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 & needa assessmant of their
curriculum materials and used the findings 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 SEA’3s area service center that provided technical as-
sistance and staff traiuing to state and federal bilingual projecte 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 schoel districts in the
region. The PIP recommendations and guldelines 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 cobjectives, the project regarded
their scope and sequence and instructional objectives as far superior to
those recommended by the PIP. The PIP cbjectives were correlated with
the existing objectives; these performance objectives were then used by
project Ts to gulde instruction. The equipment in use in the project

classrooms was largely already in place in the district.

The project classrcoms were quite adequatej all of them were quasi-
open classrooms; they were adjacent o regular classrooms and were sep~
araved by a partial wall. The project’s office was small and & 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 prolect 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 pelicies and
practices guided the project’s implementation. The number but not the con-
tent of staff development activities was PIP-influenced, as was the proj-
ect’s stsff configuration. Othexwise, PIP recommendations and guidelines
had a negligible effect on the project. The project derived its direction
from the PDg’ 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-gpeaking 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. The project served grades K-3 the first year. Wwith the excep~
tion of incuming students in K and other grades, all iat through 3rd grade
proiect Ss were previously served by the state-funded bilingual education
project in the school. The 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 inatruction in

the state~funded program.

Instructional treatment. The project inatruction received by project
children stressed baalc skills development. The PIP impact on classroom

instruction was negligible.
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At this site all non-bilingu:l instruction was conducted by grade-
level teams. In this arrangement, project students received reading and
language arts instruction from project Ts and all other inmstruction from
grade-level teams, which include their project Ts. Project Ts in grades
1 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.

Beading and language arts instruction were regarded as a unified sub-

ject and conducted in onec block of ingtructional 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 Instruccion. Special Title IV funds were available for training
Ts and purchasing materials under a Right to Resd grant. '

Grade 1 devoted one hour and forty ainutes 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

instructlion.
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First~Year Advisory Panel Recommendations

The advisory panel consisted of ten representatives from the fields
of bilingual education and ccmmunications. 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 daye at the close of

the first year of the PIP implementation study, and again to review the
draft final report. This appendix descfibes 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 gummaries 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 thelr 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, RMC

recommendations were confirmed.

Panel comments are presented in four sections corresponding to the
four subcommittees in which panel members met: Target LEAs, Proiects and
Practices, Delivery System, and Student Outcome Evaluation. Within each
gsection, the RMC study questions, findings, and recommendations precede

the panel comments.




Target LEAs

"Target LEAs" refers to both the LEAs that chose to adopt a project
via 2 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 appto-
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 aschool. 1In one of the fifteen
sites, the number of Limited English Speaking pupils was small relstive
to the total number of students in the project. In the four French-English

.siteS. the students were not fluent in PFrench although French was spoken in

gsome 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 adminiatra-
tion and in bilingual teaching.

Most of the adopting LEAs were not receptive to the idea of whole-
project adoptinn. 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.




RMC Recommendstion

Maerket analysis to identify the size and charscteristics of the
populations to he served a8 well as the resources availahle to LEAs for
implementing projects should precede the selection of exemplary projects

for dissemination.

Panel Recommendations

The panel concurred with the RMC recommendstions, bhut It wae stated

that even before & 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, BRMC wag using

the term to mean any potential uger of revised PIPs.

There was concensus among panel members that the PIP format as it
existed was not well sulited to disseminsting 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 PIPs, 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 sppropriate market for revised
PIPs. Scme felt the materials should bhe revised specifically to help newly~
funded progrsms, while others ssid the market should not be restricted
in any way. A finsl decieion on an appropriate msrket for a revised PIP
depends on whether USOE wants to diffuse specific, exemplary projects and
practices to LEAs or whether USOE only wants tc respond to LEAs® requests
for information. A list of iInformation that is frequently requested by
LEAs was provided by the panel (Table B~l).




Table B-l

Informstion Freguently Requested by LEAs

Lists of instructionsl objectives.

Strategles to get support from administratore, including lists of
good articles on rationale, research project results, different
approaches to suit local political climate.

Description of the tescher 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.

Description of the training that 1s available for aides. An ailde
training manual. oo

Description of gtate certification rvequirements and state guldelines.
Suggestions for increasing parental participation. -

Suggestions for getting the public to understand the rationale for
bilingual-bicultural education.

Lists and descriptions of tests used by bilingual programs.

Lists and addresses of Lau Centers, Title VII network centers, and
bilingual education organizations.

Descriptions of methodology of bilingual education.

Lists and descriptions of materials available. Information on how
to assese and gelect an appropriate set of materials for a particular
context.

Discussion of common pitfalls of bilingual programs snd suggestions
as to how they might be avoided.

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 studenta may be bilingual but underachievers.

LEAs where students are fluent-English speakers and a bilingual
program is desirable.

LEAs with various languages represcnted.

LEAe who experience a continuous influx of students with limited
English skills.

LEAs with a gmall number of studenta with limited English skills
at various grade levels.




Projects and Practices

"Projects and practices"” refers to existing bilingual education
methodology, materials, techniques, and methods of project organization
that are potentially available for dissemination.

BM¢C Study Questions Addressed

1. What kinds of practices or projfects should USOE attempt to diffuse

and how ghould these practices be gelected?

What is the nature of LEA requests for assistance (e.g., identi-
fication of effective practices, assistance in complying with regu-

lations, assistance in implementing projects)?

RMC Study Pindings

Analysis of the three Spanish-English PIPs showed that the three
projects as described in the PIPs, did not differ significantly. The
Prench-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 three Spanish-English PIPs in the ASK differentiated them on
the basis of student population characteristics. MHowever, the procedures
outlined in the packages did not address these 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 methodology
that was helpful to teachers. Some of the PIP-recommended instructional
materials were over five years old at the time of the field test and were
judged inferior by teachers when compared with other materials then avail-
able. Similarly, some of the features incorporated in the PIP projects
were considered out-of-date because they reflected past conditions and

regulations-




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 incore
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 gseparate Spanish-English PIPs are to be disseminated, they should
differ in significant ways. For 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 thelr 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. For example, districts with few bilingual teachers could use a
team~teaching model, & 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 eéXception, panel members
opposed whole-project adoption and favored RIP materials that would present

a collection of alternatives from which sites could select. Panel uembers




accepted RMC’ 8 recommendations and of fered additional suggetions for PIP
revision. These comments are summarized in Table B-2, under "Delivery
Systems. "

Two sdditional comments were offered by the panel. First, it was

suggested that proposal formats be consistent With any project organization
system disgeminated 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.




ELIVERY SYSTEMS

.

"pelivery systems” refers to all of the people and materials, as well
as the organizations and procedures, involved iIn transporting exemplary
projects and practices to tsrget LEAs. The PIPs and the TRCs were the

major componenta of the delivery system examined in this study.

EMC Study Questions Addressed

iI. What existing systems were in place that complemented or
conflicted with PIP dissemination?

What ptocedures and resources were utilized during dissem~
ination?

What influenced adopters to adopt via PIPs?

To what extent were the programs selected appropriate to
context of the adopter sites?

RMC Study Findings

There was a mismatch between the intended audience for the PIPa
and the PIP content. For example, in thig 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¢ gmmendations

The audience for PIPs should be differentiated on the basis of prior

experience in bilingual education, district size and resources, and




management orientation. A clear understanding of the intended audiences
would call for different packaging and dissemination strategies for dif-

ferent audiences.

The dissemination satrategy for PIPs should be coordinated with exist=
irg 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 conasideration different LEA attitudes towards
innovation and towards new programs. The probable ghelf life of the in-
formation should alac influence the kind of packaging used. Finally, any
packaging effort should consider existing sources of information in order
to avoid duplicatien.

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, awsreness 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 coordi.ated 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
inatructions, served different populations, and had different priorities.
Some panel members suggested other organizations or imetitutions should
have been involved, and all agreed that the dissemination effort should be
redesigned.




Table B-2

Panel Suggestions for PIP Revisiors

PIPs ahould 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 a8 Native American.

PIPa should offer collections of alternatives so that LEAs can select
locally appropriate or desirable features.

PIPs should detail legal requirements of bilingual education programs.

PIPa should be combined. The three Spanish/English PIPs could be
merged, or all four PIPs could be combined since the French/English
PIP ia not substantially different. Needed additiona could also be
made.

PIPs ahould reflect a variety of contexts. Different strategies
should be provided for populationa with different language charace
teriatics. Strategiea should be offered for working under lesa than
ideal conditions--such as a ahortage of bilingual teachera.

PIPs should be resources that include information on teacher training,
sources of curriculum, abatracts of relevant research, and information
on testing. The PIP could be a link to important resources.

PIPs should be a seriea of pamphlets on asaessment and management.

PIP staff development sections should reflect the philoaophy that
staff training ia more effective when occurs on aite taking into
sccount local conatraints, rather than in an idealized setting.




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 TRC 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 in future dissemination efforts.

Student Quccome Evaluation

Student outcome evaluation refers to an assessment of project im; act

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?
What were the effects in other subject areas?
3. What were the effects on attitudes aid self-concepts?

RMC Stud¥ 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 fmplementing evaluations.

Technical assistance wag offered to all sites in completing the fol-
lowing wminimal requirements essential te an interpretable evaluation:

(1) describing the students, (2) providing reaningful 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.




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
expsnsion, the second grade results reported actually represented the
firat year of implementation for that grade. In miny projects, goals were
not ststed 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 rapidly became

a very complex task.

RMC Recommendations

The 19 sites displayed ms., differences; therefore, data should not
be aggregated across sites. The variance between sites should be a topilc
of investigation, including the spparent sources of vsriance and the
magnitude of variance. A case study approach seemed the most sppropriate
way to organize this analysis. Because many sites had small numbers of
students, and because there were many confounding varisbles, there were

not enough degrees of freedom to exsmine variables statistically.

Panel Recommendations

Panel members msde the following suggestions: (1) do not report

measurement of areas that are not intended project -outcomes, (2) describe

conditions necessary for an adequate evaluation, (3) compare outcomes of
students involved in the progrsm for vasrying lengths of time, and {(4)

measure sll intended project onicomes.

A number of comments were made In the area of language proficiency
testing. Instruments should wased on second language research. Scores

should be interpreted critically becsuse the same scores in first snd




gsecond language may call for different interpretations. Ideally, testing
for production ghould be done individually but, if thie is not possible,
lietening comprehenseion teste that correlate highly with production can be
substituted. Syntax ie the best area of language proficiency to test.

Other 1deas for evaluation that were presented were beyond the scope of
the present study but are worth coneldering for future evaluation studies.
Suggestions included identifying minimal features for an effective program,
identifying "high success" and “low succese" projects and analyzing them,

and linking featuree of treatment to outcome.

Another area that RMC did not examine, but that is potentially very
interesting, 1le the effect of the program on the cultural world of the
child. Data could be gathered on native language achievement, degree of
asgimilation and deculturation, retention of family and community vaiues,
communication between parent snd child, and affective growth. Finally,
an analyeis cculd be made of the relationship between academic growth end
goclo-cultural effects.
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William Fsisley

Aurea Rodriguez

Juan Solis

10. Linda Wing
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University
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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 mapuals and material
found in each PIP appears in Table (-1. 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 thé Nuevos Horizontes~PIP manuals are

raproduced by way of example In Table (C~2. As can be seen ip the table,
certain chapters are repeated in several manuals. The Project Management
Directory (PMD) 1is the manual intended for the project director, and it
is the lengthiest manual since much of the information included in other
staff members’ manusls also appears in the PMD. However, the packagers
intended the project director to have a complete set of manuals, since
the PMD 13 not a summary of the other manuals.




Table C~]

Manuals Included in the PIPs

|

Prolect Management DirectoCy

Project Orientation Materials

Project Management Calendar

Teacher’s Manual

Site Developed Materials

Evaluator’s Manual

| staff Development Manual

Instructional Cgngultant’s Manual

T LT T O - T o

Instructional Consultant/Staff Development
Manual

Instructional Coordinator’s/Staff Development
Manual

Manual for the Use of Performance Objectives

Community Coordinator’s Manual

French Specialist’s Manual

| English Curriculum Coordinator’s Manual

Adelante

Nuevos Horizontes
Savoir

Venceremos




Table C-2

Sample Table of Contenta of a Set of pip Manuala

PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIRECTORY

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface

‘oter

Leapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chap ter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter 15:

Index 192

Project Overview 1

Uaing the PIP 13

Hanagement Approach 21

Communicating with School and Community 35
Continuing Beyond the Firat Year 69

Budget 75

Selecting Studenta 93

Claaaroom Implementation 97

Selecting Staff 115

Staff Development 125

Staff Relationahipa 145

Materiala/Equipment/Supplies/Teata 153

Facilities 177
Goals 181

Taak Checklista 187




Table C-2 (Continued)

Sample Table of Contents of a Set of PIP Manuals

INSTRUCTIONAL COORDINATOR’S/STAFF DEVELOPMENT MANUAL

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface 1v

Introduction wvi

Chapter 1:
Chapter 2:
Chapter 3:
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter

Chapter

Project Overview 1
The Instructional Coordinator 13

Instructional Support 21

Materials/Equipment Development & Selection 33

Staff Development Overview 63
The Start-up Workshop 71
In-service Workshops 79

Other Staff Development Activities B85




Table C~2 {Countinued)

Sample Table of Contents of a Set of PIP Manuals

TEACHER’S MANUAL

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface {iv

Introduction +vi

Chapter 1l: Project Overview 1

Chapter 2: Roles and Relationships 13

Chaptexr 3: Laying the Groundwork for Classroom Implementation 21
Chapter Getting Started 73

Chapter Classroom Implementation 83




Table ¢=~2 (Continued)

Sample Table of Contents of a Set of PIP Manuals

MANUAL FOR THE USE QF PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

TABLE OF CONTENTS
INTRODUCTION 1v
USING THE MANUAL 1

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES:

PROJECT QOUTCOMES 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
Reading Readiness 34
Phonics 35
Mathematics 35
Sclence 36
Social Studies 38

First Grade 39
Language Ability 39
Reading 39
Spelling 41
Mathematics 41
Science 45
Social Studies 46

Sacond Grade 47
Language Ability 47
Reading 48
Spelling 49
Mathematics 50
Sclence 53
Social Studies 54

Third Grade 56
Langusge Ability 56
Reading 57
Spelling 58
Mathewatics 59
Sclience 62
Social Studies 63

Fourth Grade 064

Language Ability 64
Reading 65

Spelling 66
Mathematics 67
Science 70

Social Studies 71




Table C=2 (Continued)

Sample Table of Contents of a Set of PIP Manuals

COMMUNITY COORDINATOR’S MANUAL
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Preface 1iv

Introduction wvi

Chapter 1: Project Overview 1

Chapter 2: RKoles and Relationships 13

Chapter 3¢ Parent and Community Involvement 20




Table C-2 {(Continued)

Sample Table of Contents of a Set of PIP Manuals

EVALUATOR 'S MANUAL

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface 1iv

Introduction wvi

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 & table of contents for the summary of the PIPs. The purpose of using
a model was two~icld. First, it w.s 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 waa developed over the
two years of the study. The model was developed baaed 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 Linguiatics, 1977,
1978). The model is divided into three areas: (1) summary and context;
{2) instruction; and (3) management. Bach area lists categories to be
contidered In providing a comprehensive project description. Though it
i1s always somewhat artificial to divide an organic whole like & project
into a system of categoriea, to the extent pocssible, the medel 1s intended

to be systematic and comprehensive.

The organizing headings for the PIP descriptions are the same a8 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

"Ugsefulness to adopte.s" section considers the practical application of

the PIP information taking into account the experience of the field teast.
The "Conclusion" sections, at the end of each group of related headings,
make more general and summari 'ing statements. The model which sppears in

full also serves as & r talled cuble of contents.




MODEL FOR BILINGUAL PROJECT DESCRIPTION
AND
DETAILED TABLE OF CONTENTS

1. OVERVIEW OF THE FOUR BILINGUAL PIP PROJECTS
1.1 Project Summary

1.1.1 Major Goals. + « ¢« ¢ o« « ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o o o o
1.1.2 Target Student Population. . . + « + + + « + &
e Language characteristics
-~ e Achievement levels
1.1.3 Grades and Number of Classrooms Served . . . .
1.1.4 Portion of School Day Covered. « + « « « « «
1.1.5 Conclusions. « + « + « & e s s s e e s e
1.2 Local Context
p 1.2.1 Community Characteristics. « « « ¢ « &+ « ¢ « &
e Languages
' e Ethnicity
e SES
/ e Mobilicy
e Size
1.2.2 LEA Descrdption. « o + o o« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ s o s ¢ s
e Slze
e Financial status of district
e Facilities availesble for project
1.2.3 Relevant History of LEA and Community. . . . .
) e Special projects
e Desegregation
\ 1.2.4 Instructions for Adapting to Local Conditions.
e Adopting a model project
. e Adopting "standard" bilingual education
procedures
1.2.5 Conclusions. « « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o s s o &
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c-18

c-19
c-19
c-20

c=-20

C-21

c-22
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2. INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH
2.1 Content of Imstruction

2.1.1 Content Areas Covered. . . . o ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ « ¢ s «

2.1.2 What Determines Content. . . « . « ¢ « ¢ ¢ s o &

2.1.3 Other Content Features . . « + + o« + o . ¢ + & »
¢ Relationship of content to goals
# Articulation of project content with exisiing

- district curriculum
2.1.4 Conclusionsd. . &+ 4 4 o 6 2 o s o o o o o s s s s

2.2 Presentation of Content

2.2.1 Instructional Models o Theories . . « « « + « .
¢ Bilingual education model
¢ Other model
2.2.2 Methodologies for Bilingual Education. . . . . .
¢ Language of instruction
-~ general language use plan for teacher and
gtudent 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 forme
-= gcceptance
== form of corrections
Approach to second language instruction
~= formal instruction
-~ gecond 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




Page
2.2.4 Rate - - - - - - - - - - [ ] [ ] . » [ ] [ ] [ ] - - - - - - c-a?

e Varilation 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
thelr self-concept}. « ¢« « ¢ & ¢ ¢ o o & o o o 4+ o«

¢ Appropriate content and language of instruction

~— usling L1 for instruction

- accepting the language of the child
-—- content that relates to experience of
children
~— culturally relevanc material
Improved affective climate
~- placing equal value on both languages and
cultures
-= Ilnsuring student success
~— involving parents
-= teacher as a role model
Piscipline approach
~~ philosophy
-~ guidelines/control over approach
Special reward systems
-~ prizes, privileges
Materlals. « « ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o
e Core materials in use
~— commercilal

~~ locally developed




e Appropriateness
-~ linguistic
-~ cultural
2.2.7 Personnel Roles in Classroom .
e Teachers
e Aldes
® Parents
® Peers
® Resource staff
2.2.8 Conclusions., . « « & « « o « &
Student Selection
2.3.1 Entry Criteria and Procedures.
2.3.2 Exit Criteria and Procedures .
2.3.3 Conclusions. . . « ¢ « « « . .
2.4 Scheduling
2.4.1 Grouping and Regrouping. . .
® Across classes
e Within classes
2.4.2 Dally Schedules. . . . . . .

2.5.3 Conclusions. .+ « « « &« & & &

3. MANAGEMENT

3.1 Scaff Organization
3.1.1 List of Staff Members and Time Commitment.

3.1.2 oOrganizational Structure . . . . . .
3.1.3 Qualifications . « « ¢ ¢ « « + & o .

3.1.4 Selection Procedures . . « . . + 2+ o .

3.1.5 Conclusions. . « « ¢+ « « o o o & o« & .
3.2 Staff Roles (describe responsibilities)
3.2.1 Project DIrector « « « o« o o o s o s o o s o s o
® Style of leadership as determined by project
and LEA
® Funis and budgets
e Public relativcns




Administration
Overseeing instruction
Staff training
Developing and ordering materials and
uent
e Staff recruiting and hiring

TeaChers « « + ¢ o« o o o o o o o s s &

e Planning instruction

e Implementing instruction
e Non-instructional responsibilities
AldesS. « ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢« ¢ o 4o 4 e 00
Other Staff. . « « « ¢« ¢« o ¢« o ¢ & &
e Instructional coordinator
¢ Community coordinator
e Evaluator
3.2.5 Conclusions. « . « « + « + &
3.3 Staff Development
3.3.1 MNeeds Assessment . « .+ « o .
3.3.2 Structure of Training. . . .
® Pre~gervice
¢ In-service
3.3.3 Characteristics of Training. . . « « 4 & ¢ « . &
e Appropriateness for staff of differing levels
of knowledge and experience
e Practicality
e Coordination with degree programs
¢ Integration with other training
3.3.4 Audiences Trained. . « « + + « « « &
e Project staff included
e Inclusion of non-project staff
3.3.5 Conclusions. + « « ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o
3.4 Parent and Community
3.4.1 Parent Involvement in School Affairs
3.4.2 Community Input in Program Planniug.
e Advisory group




3.4.3 Community Support for Project.

3.4.4 Pavent Education . « « « &+ « &
3.4.5 Parent Conferences/Counseling.
3.4.6 ConclusionB. « « s « « o o &
Communication
3.5.1 Staff Relations. « « « « « + 2
3.5.2 Relations with Non~Froject Staff
¢ District administrators
¢ Principals
¢ Non-project teachers
¢ School board
3.5.3 Dissenination of Project Information
¢ School personnel
¢ Parents and community
3.5.4 ConcluslonB. « « o o o o o « o & o
Evaluation
3.6.1 Strategies for planning and implementing project
evelualblon « ¢ ¢ vt v e e e e s e b e e e e e

3.6.2 conclusionﬂo L] L] L] * L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L]
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1. OVERVIEW OF THE FOUR BILINGUAL PIP PROJECTS

1.1 Summary of Prolects
1.1.1 Goals (Table C-3)

Discuesion. The stated goals in the PIPs indicate a large degree of
similarity among the four bilingual projects. However, there 18 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

Stated Goal Implicit Goal
Goals A " S VIA NH S V

Success in functioning in an X X X X
English-speaking soclety

Improve achievement in academic
subjects

Develop a positive self-concept

Knowledge of /pride in own/US culture

Involve parents, community
Staff development

Children need not learn English at
expense of academic development

Develop listening and speaking skills
in both English and native language

Develop reading and writing skills
in both English and native language

Develop reading and writing
skills first in English

Equal instructional time in both
languages

» Adelante; NH = Nuevos Horizontes; S =~ Savoir; = 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 sre 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 1s not clear
whether the goal of equal time devoted to esach 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 menticns 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

Nuevos
Adelante Horizontes Savolir Venceremos
Mainly Spanish Students with Spanish~
Spanish dominant, background dominant
dominant, but bilingual, in both students
can absorb a and English French and
few bilingual dominant English
and English- students
dominant
students

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 18 de~

scribed as a project for monolingual Spanish, monolingual English and bi-

lingual students, the instructional plan does not explain how to organize
412
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& clasgroom with three distinct linguistic pbpulations.

In fact, many of

the instructional practices are gimilar across the four projects.

1.1.3 Grades and Number of Classrooms Served

Discussion.

(Table C-5)

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 sizea of each project vary some~-

what based on ..e size of the origination site.

The suggested numhers of

students and teachers are summarized In Table C=-5.

Number of Claasrooms and Number of Students

Table C-5

Project Nuevos
Year Adelante Horizontes Savoir Venceremos |
Teachers 1 12 16 16 6-8
{K~1)
Teachers 4 30 40 32 16-20
(K~4)
Students 1 300 400 400 100
(K=1)
Students 4 750 1,000 800 500
(K~4)
1.1.4 Portion of School Day Covered
Discussion. The projects cover all or & 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 sgites.

This model, however, may be helpful to districts Inexperienced with bilin~
gual education programs. Field experience showed tha: adopter sites re-
sponded to local conditions and not to PIP directives in selecting the

gize 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 Conclugions (Project 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 a8 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 1t is baaed. The student population at threz of the orginating
sites 1s 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 & demographic feature at
one site, and lcs SES and high mobility were mentioned as significant in
another. It seems likely, however, that all of these c¢haracteristics 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




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. Field 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 proje~ts.

1.2.2 LEA Descrirtion

Discussion. Each PIP requires different numbers of schools and
teachers, which implicitly suggests that larger districts should adopt
the larger projects (see Table C~3). However, district size 1s not spe-
cifically discussed. The ASKs have a brief section entitled Capability
in which districts are cautioned to adopt a particular PIP vunly if cere-
tain staffing, scheduling, and space requirements can be met. District
finances are not discussed in the capability section, but each PIP in-
cludea 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 French/English PIP requires classrooms to be available,
and administrative offices to be near one another. Adelante, in addition,
requires office space for the iInstructional consultant in the schools.

The project director is charged, in all cases, with making the required

arrangements.

lsefulnega to adopters. Basic information about facilities and num~

ber of classrooms required is undoubtedly helpful to project planning,
although most sites make theilr decisions on the basis of local considera-

tions.




1.2.3 Relevant History

Discussion. There 18 no discussion in the PIPs about coordinaticn
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 ipclude

information on coordination with other projects and on OCR regulations.

1.2.4 Adapting to local Conditjops (Table C-6)

Discussion. Adapting to local conditions 18 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 ip 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 peeds of all participants. The
extent to which project size cap be adapted is discussed ip each PIP ip
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 gtudents who differ

significantly from those at the or'gination site.




Table C-f

Adaptation of Proiect Size

|

Adelante

Nuevos
dorlzontes

Savolr

Vencerenos

I. Increased Population

Beginning and final student
Pobulation suggested by PIP

30.
700

400
1,000

400
800

100
500

Extent te which population
can be increased

Can add 500
students

Possible, no
specified number

Can add 100
students

Uﬁspecified

Additiounal support staff
needed

Add a third
instructional
consultant

One instruc~
tional coordina~

tor for every

400 students

Hone

Add one instruc=~
tional consul=-
tant; Iincrease
evzluator from
half to full~

time

II. Decreased Popuiation

Extent to which populaticn
can be decreased

150-375 given
as ar example

Possible, no
specified number

400 maximum
is given as

an example

60-300 given
as an example

Suggested staff changes

Staff cannot be
combineu, but if
ataff already
exist In other
positions, they
may perform cur-
raent functiors
and Venceremos
functions

None suggested

Combine English
curriculum co~
ordinator and
Prench special-
ist; share
aldes

Same aa
Adelante
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Table C~6 (Continued)

Adelante

Nuevos
Horizontes

Savolir

Venceremos

II. (Continued)
PIP states project will not

be cost effective if stu-
dent population is signif-

icantly reduced

III. General recommendation on
changing projlect size

0K to add up to
500 students

May be alteregd

hut implica-
tions on cost,
staffing, etc.

mist be con-
sidered

QK to add 100
students. Proj-
ect 1s based on
close communi-

cation

Extreme expan-
sion not recom—
mended; small
silze 13 a fac-
tor in effec~
tiveness




Ugefulness to adopters. Adapting to local conditions 18 potentially

a very important step in implementing a project from another locationm.

All of the PIPs acknowledge the need to adapt. The section in all the PIPs
on hiring a balanced staff even 1f each staff member does not have all the
desirable qualifications 1s Very useful in implementing a project in any=-
thing other than ideal circumstances. Information on adaptation of proj-
ect size 18 Important because it is unlikely that the numbers of students
suggested in the PIP are going to colnclde exactly with district needs.
While all ¢f the PIPs zllow some flexibility in project size, their direc-
tives are not consistent. For example, why can Adelante add 500 students
and Savoir only 1007 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 18 difficult to determine what contextual information is necessary
to describe a succesaful project for replication. Certain kinds of infor-
mation may constrain adopting sites In ways that were not intended, such
as urban sites not being willing to adopt programs originati.g 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 &

project originated Iin an area with high mobility and developed techniques

specifically for claasrooms with large numbers of students entering and
exiting during the year, mobility would be an important contextusl cri-
terion for project adoption. By observing this rule, descriptions of the
originating PIP sites would omit discussion of features that were not cri-

teris for project adoption.

Directives on adapting tc local cor:itions should receive more impor-
tance. Since it was evident from the field experience that much adapta-

tlon will occur. Apparent inconsistencies should be corrected or explaired.




2. INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH

2.1 Content of Instruction

2.1.1 Content Areas Covered (Table C-7)

Discussion. 7The most basic description of a project is a list of
the instructional content areas covered. Each of the four PIPs provides
& 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 18 provided in all three forms {social studies in Savoir).

Table C-~7 1s a summary of what content areas are covered across the PIPs.

Table C=-7
List of Content Areas

Rirevos
Adelante | Horizontes Savolr Venceremos
Content Areas alslcpfalBlcIplalslc A|Blc p

Language Arts
English * X
French/Spanish X
Generai
Second Language

Ingtruction

Reading
English
French/Spanish

| _General

| Math

Social Studies

Culture/heritage

Scilence

[Are

Handwriting

Health

Spelling X

Music X

= (enersl approach to subject discussaed briefly.

= Performance objectives provided.

= Specific procedures for instruction in content area.
= Site developed materials provided.

*Adelante performance objectives z.'e part of site developed materials.




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 sclence, and Adelante and Savoir only discuss
areas of ewmphasis. Fven i1f a given content area is listed, what 1s 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 _aly 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—developad materials, are not discussed for any content

area.

Because the discussion of content areas does not include a&ll areas

commonly included in the elementary currlculum, project implementers will

need additional sources of information.

2.1.2 What Determines Content

Discussion. The basic diffusion queation here is, "If an adopter-
site follows the PIP guidelinea, 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 frow various souvces. The PIP
projects allow the teachers a maximum amount of freedom in making daily
instructional decisions, as compared, for example, to programmed instcuc-
tion, in which the teacher makes almost no decisions. (This 1s discussed
in Section 2.2.7.)

Commercial and locally developed materials are specified for all con-
tent area: in the three Spanish/English PIPs, and only for social studies
in the French/English PIP (these are discussed in Section 2.2.6).




In addition, all of the PIPs provide instructional obiectives (these
are discussed further in Section 2.1.3). 1In 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

objeccives 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, ingtructional objectives).

2.1.3 O0ther Content Features

Discugsion. It is important to examine tha 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 is 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

t: local curriculum.

Instructional objectives: Comments from the field tryout reinforce
the first impression that the instructional objectives are not uniformly

satisfactory. Because the Adelante cbiectives are imbedded in material,




they do not serve as an overall guide for instruction in an adopter site.
The objectives from the remaining three PIPs contain iInconsistencies,
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~
tivea in French for the entire year for grade one, although suggested time
of instruction is one hour a week. Sometimes & single objective covers a
basic skill such as writing sentences; other objectives may cover much
smaller pleces 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 game PIP.

Usefulneas to adoPters. The articulation of a special project with

district curriculum is discussed only in the Savoir PIP, but such a discus-
slon 1s importamt 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 1s 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 guldel.nes can be used to modify and cailor that curriculum
to the needs of bilingual students. If the rules are clearly understocd,
such general guldelines may be extremely helpful to new project directors.

However, the I Ps fall to make thelr own limitations and objectives clear;

therefore, field experience ghowed that many new project directors and most

teachers were looking for more specific curriculum guildance than could be
found in the PIPs. In any case, it 1s unliitely 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.




2.2 Presentation of Content

To assure replication of a model project, it is not enough to de~

gcribe the instructional content.

The methods and techniques of present~-

ing that content should z1s0 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.

termed instructional models.

only to bilingual education.

model i3 in replicating the projects.

All of the PIPs refer to gulding principles that can be

Some of these are general and some refer

The PIPs vary iIn how central any particular

For example, cooperative teaching

is required in Adelante, but is optional in Nuevos Horizontes and Vence=-

remos.

Table C-8

Instructional Models

The models referred to In each PIP appear In Table C-8.

General

Instructional
Model

Bilingual

Instructional
Model

Adelante

Huevos
Horizontes

Savolr.

Venceremos

Child-centered
classroom

Cooperative
teaching

Mix of English
and Spanish
about half and
half by end of
first grade

Child-centered
classroom

Optional
cooperative
teaching

Use of both
languages on
alternate
weeks, days,
or class
periods.

Child-centered
classroon

Question~
answer
approach

Use of non-
English
language for
relevance to
child and
enrichment.

Child=centered
classroon

Optional
cooperative
teaching

Recommended
use of both
languages on
lalternate days
or weeks by
the end of
grade one,




Usefulness to adopters. Instructional models are discussed in all

of the PIPs. Some are merely mention:d, and others are discuzsed at
greater length but still in general terma. Explanations of how to use
these models are not in sufficient detall for a qualified educator to
implement them without previous experience. That the PIP8 were not de-
signed to give this level of detail 1s clear when the Nuevos Horizontes
PIP reccmmends attendiing a worksheop on the child-centered classroom 1if
more information is needed. None of the modeals represents » major inno-
vation. Because of their generality, the models are only useful in plan-
ning program theory anag not in actual program implementation.

2.2.2 Methodologies for Bilingwal 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).

Lenguage 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 18 no clear resolution of these

poteniially conflicting directives.

® Approach to non-standard form: A1l the PIPs stress accepting
the language of the child. General guidelines are given for

increasing the students’ knowledge of standard usage.

e Approach to second langnake inscruction: 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 1s 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

aecond language.




Table C=9

Methodologies for Bilinfual Education

A | N |8 v ! Compents
Language of Instruction
1. language use plan for 1 1 1 1 The three Spanish/English PIPs state that equal
teacher and student 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.
2. daily instructional 1 1 1 1 Suggested schedules are given but no detailed
time in each language plans or criteria for developing a specifiec,
adopter-site schedule.
3. variation for differ- 0 1 1 1 Beyond the instruction to group students, no
ent student groups 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- 1 1 1 1 The general criterion 1& to introduce concepts
lishing language of in the language the child understands best and
instruction to reinforce in the second language.

Key:

A = Adelante; NH = Nuevcs Horlzontes; § = Savoir; V = Venceremos
0 = not mentioned; 1 = general comments, guidelines, tips; 2 = comprehensive and specific

Instructions
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Table C-9 (Continued)

8

v

Approach to Non-Standard
Forms

1. acceptance

Stated clearly in all PIPs.

2. form of correction

The Savoir PIP instructs teachers to correct
gstudents 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 po Second
Language Instruction

Although all the PIPs recognize the importance
of this area, methods given are very general,
e.g., Savoir: "shift emwphasis to rural/oral

skills,” Venceremos: "(teach oral language
through} following directions, answering specific
questions, using new vocabulary in complete sen-
tences."




Table C-10

Approach to Reading Instruction

Nuevos
PIP Adelante Horlzontes 1 Savolr Venceremos
1. Language in which stu- 2 panish 1 native langnage | 2 English 2 Spanish
dents begin teo read (English or
Spani sh)
2. Criteria for beginning| 1 Some under- | 0 Unclear 1 Third grade {1 Middle of
reading in second lan- standing of first grade
guage English

Key:
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 18 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 y: in which language? How should conti-
nuity and switching language be handled? How is the language of the ac~

wpanying materials to be treated? Can students respond in any language
or should they be required to respond in the language of instruction?

The whole icsue of reading instruction is very important in bhilingual
education, and the PIPs are not clear on igsues such as whether readiness
should be taught in both lsnguages, and at what point a student should
begin to read in the second lesnguage 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 thar the PIPs.
The PIPs’ discussions Oof 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 levelse.

However, the use of two languages for Instruction is a major educa-
tioral innovation in most districts. and the discussion of methodologies
mgy have some use Iin program design, within the limitations discussed

above.

2.2.3 Specific Methodologles fcr Each Subject Area

Discyssion. The PIPs discuss overall approaches to the content areas
listed In Table C~7. Discussion of some suhiects may be limited to only

one sentence such as the Nuevos Horizontes direc.ive: "“For soclal studies,




each teacher u® 8 textbooks In Spanish from which he or she reads excerpts
related to toplcs 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 soclal studies 1s original,
developed by the staff and 1s the core of the French p.o-
gram. It 1s the ymbrella for instruction Iin history,
geography, biography, language, soclology, and economics,
using an apprcach that begins with students studying thelir
Im.ediate environment an< then proceeding outward:

Kindergarten - self~image

First level -~ envircnment

Second level ~ my town

Third level -~ Maine and New Brunswick
Fourth level ~ New England, Quebec, Louisiana
Fifth level -~ North America

Booklets to teach the toples shown here were generatad by
the developer site. (A set of these 1s 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 Loulsiana, for example, should
discus: p.acing the study of Loulsiana in level 3 and should
modify the materials as necessary.

Usefulpegs to adoptere. HNone of the PIPs provided methodolugy in
enough detall to be very useful at the classroom level. The most compre-~

hensive guldeldines, such as those for soclsl studies in Savoir, would
st11]l rzquire cousiderable filling in frum 2 knowledgeable and creative
teacher. None of the mcthodologies were Innovative, although their appli~
cation to a bilingual setting may have been. Discussions of methodology
may be pgeful at the general, program~planring level, but they were not

useful to tzachers.

*There were no K~4 materials in the PIP, only materials for upper
grades which wevre not covered by the PIP.




2.2.4 Rate
Discussion. Thils category is an lwportant ingtructicnal 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 i1f they do not pass. The PIPs do not discuss whether
the pace 1s set by the group or by the individnal.

Time on task. The amounv: of time per day allocated to each
content area is discussed under "Schedule."” The PIPs do not
distinguish the time that the student 1s actively engaged in
producing responses and recelving feedback from the general

schedule, which usually includes much "passive" behavior.

Usefulnegs to _adopters. The issue of rate of student learning is
elither ignored or coverad 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 1s more appropriate

for them could be extremely {mportant.

2.2,5 Self-Concept Development and Motivation (Table C-11)

Discussion. Improving self-concept 1s a goal in all four PIPs, but
this goal 1s not attributed to aiy particular comporent 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 gwumarizes what can be found in thc PIPs on this subject.




Table C-11

Self-Concept and Motivation

A NR | S v Comments
Appropriate content and
language of iInstruc-ian
1. Using L1 for instruc- 1 1 1 1 See discussion of bilingual methodology (p. C-31).
tion
2. Accepting the language | 2% | 2 2 2 Stressed in all PIPs.
of the child
3. Content that relates 0 i 1 0 Savolr’s "umbrella' soclal studies plan calls for
to students’ exper- beginning with the student’s Immediate world and
ience expanding it. Nuevos Horizontes provides "tips"
such as including food nermally eaten by the
children in « study of nutrition. The other
two PIPs do not mention this are~.
4. Culturaly relevant 1 1 1 1 Each PIP provides lists of commercial materials
material and site developed materials, some of which are
tallored to the cultural backgrounds of the
students.

A = Adelante; BH = Nuevos Horizontes; S = Savolr; V = Venceremos
0 = not mentioned; 1 = general comments, guidelinec, tips; 2 = ccuprehensive and specific
instructions; * = discussion in the PIPs rolate this feature to self-coucept and motivation

X
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Table C-11 (Continued)

S v Comments _ |
Jmproved affective cli-
mate
1. Placing equal value 1 1 The PIPs stress acceptance of any language the
on both languages child uses, and they call for imstruction in
and cultures both languages and about both cultures.
2. Insuring student 0 1 Adelante calls for providing the child with suc~-
success cessful experiences. WVenceremps requires the use
of mastery tests; students who fall are provided
with further instruction.

3. Involving parents 1 1 All the PIPs discuss parent involvement. Certein
areas receilved detalled attention: e.g., Adelante
provides instruction sheets for parents and
teachers to work together in the classroom. Fileld
experience Indicates more detall waz needed for
other areas.

4. T as a2 role model 0 0 Not discussed 1n any of the PIPs.

Disciplire approach 0 0 Not discussed in any of the PIPs.
Specizal rewards system 0 0 Not discussed in any of the PIPs.




® Approptiate content and language of instruction: The appropriate-

ness of the content 18 not discussed systematicall :n any of the
PIPs. There are occasional references to it; for example, Nuevos
Horizontes states that discussions of nutrition should include the
foods normelly eaten by the children. Inclusisn ¢f the studeuts’
culture and heritage is mentioned in all the PIPs. Instruction

in two langu.ges is discussed throughout the PIPs, but there are
no rulea for determining when the use of a particular language 1is

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 speclal reward systems are no- discussed
in the PIPs.

Usefulneag to adopters. Some aspects of self-concept development
are treated thoroughly, for examplz, 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 speclal
rewards systems or discipline, are ignored completely. The PIPg 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 18 useful at the pro-

gram planning level.
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2.2.6 Materials (Tables ¢~12 and C~13)

Eiscussion. £Lore matarials consilst 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.
Savolr lists the commercial materials only for illustration, because the
French~English PIP recommends continuing with whatever 18 currently used
in the district. Since material lists for all five grades in the four
PIPs would be extremely lengthy, grade two was selected a8 an example,
and the lists of texts for that grade appear 1in Table C~12. Some of the
similarities in materlals 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. fThe materials devel-

oped at each gite are listed in Table C-13., Appropriateness of the mate-
rials 1z not discussed Iin any of the PIPs.

UUsefulnesg to adoptexs. The liste of commercial materials for the
Spanish/English PIPs include addresses, price estimates, and, in some
cases, quantity needed per cless. 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, aud
unable or unwilling to order everything. Because matesrials are the part
of the program most likely to become obsclete, this section of the PIP did
not enjoy usefulness aven into the field test period. The site~developed
materials are clearly original, but are no more inmnovative than other sim-
ilar materials. Some site developed materials contained & larger amount
of errore than adonter sites were willing to tolerate. The more experi-

enced adopters often disregarded the material recommendations entirely.




Table C-=12

fore Commercial Materials (Second grade)

Adelante

Nuevos
Horizontes

Our Language Today

American Book Co.

Mi Primera Gram~
matica
Editoriale Trillas

Ejercicios de Len-
Zuage
Heffernon’s

Savoir*

Venceremos

Teaching English

Soundg to Spanish

Speakers
Allied Educational
Council

Bilingual Film
Strip Program:
Imperial Educatiocnal
Resources

.

Jacaranda Individ-
ualized Langua

Arts Program
Jacaranda Press

Language Master

Series: Parlons
Frangals ALAP
Bell and Howell

Same gs Adelante

Laildlaw Brothers
Spanish Reading
Series

Harper & Row
Basic Reading
Program

Amanecer, El Nuevo
Sembrados, Mis
Primera Luces,

Fernandez editores

Basal Reading
Serles

Harcourt Brace,

Jovanovich

-

[ 4

Laldlsw Brothers

Spanish Reading
Serles

Bookmark Reading

Program
Harcourt Brace

Jovanovich

Continuous Progress

in Reading
Economy Company

Reading 360
Ginn and Company

Laidlaw Brothers
Spanish Reading
Serles

Harper & Row
Basic Reading
Program

Amanecer, El Nuevo
Sembrados, Mis
Primera Luces,

Fernandez editores

*Savolr did not list material by grade level. s¢
and may not reflect actual second grade use.

g
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this 1list provides only a sample of books listed




Table C-12 {Continued}

Nuevos
Adelante Horizontes Savoir* Venceremos

ElementaXy Schoo] Modern School Math Elewentary School Elementary School
Mathematics Houghton Mifflin Mathematics Math

Addison-Wesley Addison~Wesley Addison-Wesley
(English and (Spanish Version)
Spanish Versions) Individual Progress
Instruction

Appleton-Century-
Crofts

Multiculture Basic Goals in Hone listed
ocial at Spelling Series
Program MeGraw-Hill
Sample of | Southwest Educa-
Other tional Develop- The Laidlaw Science
Subjects ment Laboratory Series
Laidlaw Brothers

Contenus en espaifiol
Kjos

*Savoilr did not list material by grade level, so this list provides only a2 sample of books listed
and may not reflect actual second BTrade uses




Table C-13
Locally BeveloPed Materlals

’ Nuevos
] Adelante Horizontes Savolr Venceremos
Mi Ambiente y Yo, Bilingual Kinder- Histoire des Acadiens [Six units for K-2
Aural-Qral Activity garcen Instruc- Plscussion Charts: on these toples——
Guide (Spanish and tional Resource “Les patates” Pollution and Me,
English versions) Units A la maison” Home and Family,
"Mon village" The School, The
Spanish Reading Basic English "La cabane a sucre” Farm, The Zoo, and
‘ Handbook, Levels Lanpuage Patterns Health and Safety
1-7 for Spanish- Chez Nous: Ma Famille | (Spanish and
Companion to Speaking Students Chez Nous: Ma Foret English)
Laldlaw series Chez Nous: Mon Village
Spanish for the Histoire des Acadiens Mi Herencia Cultural
Vamos a Platicar, Spanish Speaking (K-4 resource book)
Aural-Qral Activity| Student in Ele- Mon pays: Van Buren
Guide mentary Grades Mon pays: Frenchville | Lz Escuelita de
1~6 et St. Agathe Cri Cri (grades
De Que Platicamos, Mon pays: Madawaska K-1) Spanish
Aural-Qral Activity | Spanish Reading Histoire des Acadiens reading
Gulde Activities
rompanion to "Je Vovage en Nouvelle-~ | La Historia de
Spanish Social commercial text Angleterre Mario (grade 1)
Studies Handbook, "Mis Primeras Je _yage au Canada
levels I-1II Lettras” Je Vovage en Louisiane | Mig Amigus
(grades 3-4)
: : SupPlementary Mate~
) rial in Spanish Handbook of Ele-
for Enrichment mentary Sclence
Experiments.
Spanish Language LaClencia:
Resource Book Experimentos
(Spanish)
"

R




2.2.7 Personnel Roles in Classroom Instruction (Tables C-~l4 and C-15)

Discussion. The role of instructors or the instructional configura-
tion specified by s project may represent majsr changes. The PIP-specified
roles of teachers and others in clsssroom instruction are summarized in
Table C-l4. The reole of parente 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 classrcom instructional configurations of the projects are com—-

pared in Table C-15..

Usefulness to_adopters. The recommended number of teachers and aides

and studente is clearly defined for each preject. 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 te 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 terme such as "conduct bilingual instruction.'" While
there is more apparent difference in the roles of aides, parente, 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
instructjon to groups, but since this distinction 1e not explicitly stated
in the text, field experience showed little difference in the role of aildes

role across the four PIP projects.
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Table C-14

Personnel Roles in Classroom Instruction

Teachers

| Conduct bilinfual instruction
{ Provide & maximum of individualized instruction

Administer mastery tests
Aldes

Asgigt In classroom instruction

Reinforce concepts taught by the teacher
Tutor indiviwual students

Check students work/help evaluate student

achievement

Supervise classroom or recreational activity

Org2anize 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

Suggest appropriate instructional strategies

Ohserve classroom instruction

A = Adelante; NH = Nuyevos Horizontes; 8 = Savoir; V = Venceremos

*Optional




Table C-13

Classroom Instructional Configuration

Adelante

Nuevos
Horizontes

Savolr

Venceremos

Suggested
Number of
Students per
Teacher

Number of
Aldes

25-35 students

Full-time ailde
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 l-4.




2.2.8 gConclusions (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 yse of each language should be equal by the end of first grade.
However, anyone attempting to follow these guldelines would nced 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 glven for achieving them, other than Implementation of the total pro-
gram. Instructional msterlals are listed In detall, but the same reasons
wh.ch made these materials practical in the originating site (e.g., that
they were state-adopted texts) may preclude thelr 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 1s to provide general Information on instructional strategy,
and to provide staff configurations and descriptions of roles. Therefore,
the packages were more nseful to administrators than to teachers, and the

PIPs are primarily a management, not an instructional system.

From a diffusion standpoint, even 1f an adopter could follow the PIP
specifications completely, because of the generzlity of these specifica-
tions, the resulting instruction would very likely differ swbstantially
from that In the originating site. Changes in najor elements of the proj-
ects (e.g., team teaching; basic tests) fu~*her exaggerated the differences
in the PIP field-test sites.




2.3 Student Selecticn

2.3.1 Entry Criteria (Table C~16)

Discussion. The general information provided by the PIPs un entry
criteria is summarized in Table C-16. 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

gelection.

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 Le inappropriate. However, a dis-
cusgion of student selection issues could have assisted project planners

in this very important area.

2.3.2 Exit Criteria

There 18 no mention of exit criteria or procedures in any of the
PIPs.

Usefulness to adopters. Not discussed.

5+3.3 Conclusions (Student Selection)

Student selection 18 a key issue in designing a successful bilingual
project. The issues are not always clear to bilingual education profes-
glonals, and an Ilnexperienced project director would need much more
guldance in this area than 18 provided in the PIPs.




Table C-16

Student Selection

Adelante

Nuevos
Horizontes

Savoir

Vencerenqos

Target
Population

Entry
Criteria*

Entry
Procedures

Exit
Criteria
and
Procedures

Students in
achools with
high percentages
of bilingual
children.

Student 1is
veolunteered
by parent.

Develop pro=-
cedures with
evaluator.
Obtain parental
consent .

None.

Underachieving
students of
limited English
speaking ability.

Teacher~principal
judgment. Assess-
ment of language
proficiency and of
achievement.

Develop procedures
with evaluator.
Obtain parental
consent.

Hone.

This may be deter-
mined by the
funding agency.

Muat be decided
by adopter.

Develop procedures
with evaluator.
Obtain parental
consent »

None.

Students in

schools with large
number of Spanish~
dominant students.

Student is volun~
teered by parent.

Inform parents,
so parents may

volunteer stu~
dents.

None.

*The PIP notes that state or local policies may influence selection.




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 inatruction

complicates the classroom management. The addition of inatructional aides
and the uge of grouping are two means of coping with the increased com-
plexity. The PIPa provide enough information about grouping for general
program planning purposea. However, the kind of detail needed by an in-
structional consultant or a teacher is nct present. For example, the
three Spanish-English PIPs recommwend grouping according to lznguage pro-

ficiency, but no assessment procedures or steps are provided.




Table C-17

Grouping

Adelante

Nuevos
Horizontes

Savolir

Venceremos

Basis for
Grouping

Language pro-
ficiency and
achievenment.

Language profi-
clency and
achievement.

Performance and
need (specifi~
cally not lan-
guage dominance).

Language profi-
ciency and/or
achievement level.

Locus of
Group

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 linited
to language arts
and reading.

Permanence
of Group.

Should change
often.

Not stated.

Not stated.

May change of ten.

Criteria

Not stated.

Test scores,
past school
records, in-
formal obser-
vation.

Mastery of
performance
objectives.

Teacher chser~
vation.




2.4.2 Daily Schedules (Table C-18)

Discussion. None of the PIPs require adherence to a gchedule since
variation 18 allowed even in content aress covered. However, sll the PIPs
provide at least one sample schedule. Table C~18 summarizes the scﬂedul-
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 geveral examples per grade level, and the
content areas may be labeled differently in each example. In some cases
there is a genersl label such as "Language" which does not indicste 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 gchedules offer no help with theae two areas. A simple
schedule could be produced by even an inexperienced staff, and it is with
some of the complexities of scheduling for bilimgual instruction that

additional assistance is required.

2.4.3 Conclusions {Scheduling)

The PIP developers appsrently did not intend for gl]l adopter sites
to repliceste the instructional time In any given content srea. lowever,
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 1s an important aspect of the bilingual projects
described, but specific procedures and criteria are not provided by the
PIPs.




Table (¢=-18

Sample Schedule for First Grade

Nuevos 5 6
Adelante | Horizontes Savolr’ Venceremos
Content Areas nin/ day min/day min/week min/day

Language Arts

|__English x1

___French 145
Svanish

] General
Second Language
_ Instruction
Reading
English 70
French
Spanish 43 60
General

Math 402 30

Social Studies 30 20 /week
Culture/heritage 30

{ Science 15 10/week

| Art 20 20/veek
Handwriting 10 15
Health 10

Spelling 15

Music _ 20 15
P.E. 20 | 20

30

1. Language arts time 1is combined with reading time.

2. Math is taught in English Monday, Wednesday, Friday and in Spanish
on Tuegday and Thursday.

3. For language, students are grouped into Spanish morolingual, English
monolingual and bilingual.

Math 1o taught in same language on alternae days.
Grade 1s not specified for the Savior schedule; times suggested are
for the French curriculum. Discrict schedule is followed for English

curriculum.

Venceremos offers four different schedules for first grade; only the
the f{rst one 1is included here.

Spelling is included in English language arts.

Music is ;ncluded in culture/heritage.

448

d5




3. MANAGEMENT

3.1 Staff Organization

3.1.1 Scaff Members £nd Time Commitmenta (Table C-19)

Discuasion. The ataff membera and their time commitments, aa de-
scribed in the PIP, are liated in Table C~19. As the projects expsnd,

part—time poaitiona become full~time and, In the Nuevoa Horizontea and
Y

Adalante PIPa, additional imstructional coordinatora are added.

Ugefulneas to adobters. None of the staffing patterna discuased in
this asection are unique; in fact, there i1s a high degree of aimilarity
among the atsffs specified in the four PIPs. However, auch ligta are
useful to project directors In program planning. Similaritiea in ataff-
ing patterns reflect standard prsctices in Title VII projects at the time
the originating gites were observed. Since that time, the funding of =a
national network of materials development centera has reduced the empha-~
sia in curriculum development, which waa a large part of the instructional
conaultant’s role.

Differencea among staffing patterna probably reflect what actually
occurred st the originating sites, and do not geem to be bssed on differ-
ences in program objectivea.

3.1.2 Organizational Structure

Diacuasion. 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 deciaion-making model. However, Adelante
and Nuevos Horizontes staff alao have input into decision-making. In sll
cases, the project director 1a ultimestely responsible for the project.

The three Spanish-English PIPg state that the project director is housed
in the diatrict adminiastration office thereby conferring a diatrict level
status to the poaition. All of the projecta are designed to be locatad in

two or more achools, requiring adminiatrative coordination between schoola.




Project Staff*

Table C~19

(For Pirst Year of Project)

Position

Adelante

Nuevos
Horizontes

Savolr

Venceremos

Project Director

Full-time

Full~time

Full=-time

Full-time

Instructional
Coordinator/

Tustructional
Consultant##*

Full-time

Full~time

Full=time

Community Coordinator

Half~time

Evaluator

Half«time

Half-time

Full=time

Half~time

English Curriculum
Coordinator

Full«time

French Speclalist

Half-time

Secretary

Full-time

Full~-time

Full=t ime

*Some variation in time commitments as the projects expand to fourth

grade.

**The terms differ but the position is the same.




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 problenm
is that certain results cannot be obtained by simply providing directions.
The types of organization escablished 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 ataff
position. Although the actual positions are similar, if not identical,
the qualifications stated in the PIPs differ. A selection of qualifica-

tions are compatred iIn 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 PIPs 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 nire 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 loecal hiring policlies may prevail.




. Table C-20

A Comparison of Selected Staff Qualifications

NH

Project Plrector
Experienced administrator

L Experienced in cyrriculum materials planning
Able to plan and manage budget

_ Skilled in writing reports
Masters deBree or eduivaleunt

Instructional Consultants/Coordinators
Successful teaching experience

ExPerience in using Performance objectives

Knowledgeable about goals and techniques of
bilingual education

Eval itor
Is bilingual

Teachers
Are bilingual
Have bilingual/bicultural background

Teacher Aldes
Are high school graduates X X

A = Adelante; NH = Nuevog Horizontes; S = Savoir; V = Venceremos

*0nly required of K-2 teachers




Usefylpess 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 he increased if the
different PIPs offered a real choice of staffing patterns. Discussions
of staff qualifications mseem to vary arbitrarily across the PIPs and &
compilation of all the four PIPs may be more helpful thia any single dias-
cuasion. Organization structure and selection procedures are usually
firmly established by each district and are not subject to influence by a
PIP-.




3.2 Staff Roles

Each PII 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 projmct director
are extensively described in the Project MansZem Directory which is
desigred 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 1g the most complex and 18 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.

Funde and budget: All four PIPs devote an entire chapter to the

budget. A packet of five worksheets tallored t2 each project is
provided with accompanying explanations. A combined table of con=-
tents for this chapter 1s ghown In Table C~22. As shown in the
table, there are scme toplcs that are treated in totally parallel

fashion and others that are treated only in one PIP.

Public relations: Communication 18 one of the constant themes
throughout all four PIPs. The Proiect Mansgement Directory of
each PIP has one chapter entitled "Communicating with School and
Community” and another one entitled "Staff Relationships.” Al~
though the iIndividual recommendations may be worded slightly

dif ferently, the message 18 similar. In addition to the majer
tasks listed In Table C~21, the project director is given general
goals, such as & high staff morale, cooperative relationships
among all staff members, and the absence of 1lieoluble conflicts.




Table C-~21

Role of Protect Director
{As Defined by Major Tasks)

Funds and Budgets )
¢ seek funding for second~year continuation

Public Relations
e involve the parents and community in the
proiect
o 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
e supervise the planning of evaluation
e arrange for rooms and other facilities
¢ supetvise selection of target schools and
students

Overseeing Instruction
¢ monitor instruction
¢ work with English curriculum coordinator
and French speclalist te review performance
objectives

Staff Training

¢ supervise the planning and implementation
of monthly in-service training

¢ prepare and supervise a start-up workshop
for staff

Developing and Crdering Materials
¢ work with gtaff to select aand order
materials

Scaff Recruiting and Training
® recruit and select project staff

A = Adelante; NH = Nuevos Horizontes; S = Savoir; V = Vencereuos




Table C~22

Comparative Table of Contents for the Budget
Chapter of the PMD

Project Goals

Project Director’s Tasks

Budgeting Issues
Sample Schedule of Expenditures

Project Costs
Start-up Cosats
Continuation Costs 7
&

Cost Guidelines .
Sample Schedule of Expenditures

Budgeting Procedures

Adapting Cousts to Local Conditions
Planning for First Year New Students
Planning for Expansion
Sample Schedule of Expenditures,

Exclusive of Salaries

Planning the Second Yéar

Alternative Configurations

Budget Worksheets
Staff Coats (Worksheet 1)
Facilities (Worksheet 2)
Equipment /Materials
Equipment (Worksheet 3)
Materials (Worksheet 4)
Locally Developed Materials (Worksheet 4)
Total /Coata (Workaheet 5}

PR [ b

Item appears in all four PIPs
Adelante

Nuevos Horizontes

Savolr

Venceremos




Administration: Almost everything discussed in the PMDs could
fall under this category, but items mentioned here are those
not included Iin other discussions of project director responsi-
bilities.

Overseeing instruction: Direct responsibility for this tesu s
delegated in all the PIPs to the instructional cosrdinators, but

the proiject director is ultimately responsible for this area.

Subervise monthly-~inservice training: More detailed PIP content
in this area will be disc- 2sed under "Staff Development™ Section
3.3.

Developing and ordering materials: Detalled 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. §taff 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 iIn 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 provided showing when each task
should be done. There 1s considerable general discussion about project
management and many desired goals or outcomes are defined. For an lnex-
perienced project director, the PMD would be fairly useful in planning
and starting a project. It would be difficult for anyone to feollow the
PMD like a rule book because districts also play a part in the roles and




recponsibilities sassigned to directors. Nevertheleas, even for sn experi-
enced project director the PMD could serve a8 8 useful checklist. The PMD
does not offer any unique approaches. However, the sttempt to orgsnize a

project manasgement handbook may be unique and valusble in itself.

3.2.2 Tescheras (Table C-23)

Discuasion. The function and role of the teachers 1a not appre .isbly
different scross the four PIPa. (Table ¢-23 compares the rolea of teachers
and other personnel.) A poasible exception may be Savolr where literacy
is tsught first in English, and the target population msy be salready bi-
lingusl. An sppsrent difference iz the importsnce given to cooperative
teaching In the Adelante PIP. Teachera group zstudents across gradea znd
classea and plan cooperatively, so all students are in the moat appropri-
ste group. However, In & lesa emphstic wasy the Nuevoa Horizontes and
Venceremos suggest the aame thing, so the difference msy only be one of

emphasis.

Usefulness to adopters. The teachera’ msnusl, which follows the asme
general format aa the PMDa, was not nesrly ss useful in the field tryout.
This may be becsuse teachers sare more Intereated in inatructional guides,
materisls, curciculum, and objectivea, and do not have the interest or
time to read general worka on their role. The description of teachers’

roles was of use, undoubtedly, to the Inatructional consultantz. However,

clarification of role differences for different projects or & aingle defi-

nition would be deairable.

3.2.3 Aildes (Table C-23)

Discusaion. Aldes sre an important component of bilingusl inatruc-
tion and msy represent one of the major changea brought sbout by the
bilingusl program. The rolea of the sides #a described in the PIPa show
dif ferenceas whicl are not relsted to different program gosla. The pro-
portion of sildes to teachers doea vsry, ss csn be seen in Tsble C-15, but
the variation does not appear to be related to the asideas’ function, and

therefore sSeema arbitrary.




Table C~23

A Selective Comparison of Roles of Qther Personnel

A NH

Teachers

e conduct bilingual classroom instruction

¢ develop and use performance objectives

e provide a maximum of individualized
instruction

¢ develop and administer mastery tests

¢ develep instructional materials

Teacher Aldes

assist In classroom inmstruction

tutar individual students

help prepare and reproduce teaching
materials

help check students’ work and maintain
atudents’ records

reinforce the activity just taught

Instructonal Coordinator/Consultant

plan and conduct training programs
coordinate parent involvement activities
observe teachers and provide technical
assistance

coordinate curriculum development

assist with the transftion from Spaniah
to Spanish and English

Evaluator

¢ develop and implement evaluation design
# prepare evaluation reports

s monitor project implementation

¢ assess Drogress on objectives

A = Adelante; NH = Nuevos Horizontea; § = Savoir; V = Venceremos




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 Other staff (Table C~23)

Discussion. The four PIPs have slightly different staff configura~-
tione, 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, 18 identical acrose the four PIP=.

Usefulpess 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 a8 the director. Assuming that the role, as described in the PIP, is
congruent with the role of the corresponding staff wember 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 PIPe. 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 cifferences 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 mgkers in a distriet




would hsve to accept snd suthorize the PIP roles in order for them to work.

This mekes the PIP still useful se s reference, but not 8s a step-by-step

inatruction book.




3.3 S8taff Development

3.3.1 Needs Assessment

Discussion. None of the PIPs directly discuss assessing existing
staff skills. The PIPs do suggest that gtaff be given the opportunity
to evaluate the proiect In-service sessions and to make suggestions for

furure workshops.

Usefulpess to adopters. Needs assessment is not treated in the PIPs;

its absence may affect the usefulness of other sections.

3.3.2 Sctructure of Training (Table C-24)

Diacussion. 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 18 not
discussed in detail. In many caszs, the PIPs suggest finding a comsultant
to teach & topic. Thus, adopter-site workshops may differ substantially
from those In the originating sites. Treatment of iIn-service workshops
and other staff development activities 1s even more general and varies

across the PIPs {gee Table C-24 for a summary).

Usefulnegs_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 btz easier to revise the existing plan than to create & 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

aldes and teachers should occasionally be offered separate training. Many

opvottunities are provided the teachers and aldes {(e.g., in the start-up




Staff DevelopPment

Table C-24

Adelante

Nuevos
Horizontes

Savoir

Venceremos

Level of detail
provided on start-
up workshop
schedule

Hourly
Schedule

Hourly
Schedule

Hourly
Schedule

Hourly
Schedule

f| Level of detail on
‘inservice workshops

Topics suggest-~
ed; one sample
plan provided.

Other staff devel-
opment activities
suggested
University Courses

Topics and for-~
mat suggested.

Topics
suggested.

Topics suggest-
ed; one sample
plan_provided.

X

Digtrict Inservice

Conferences

X

Visits to other
classes, projects

X

X

X

X

Videotaping of
teachers

required

suggested

| Aldes receive
separate inservice

suggested

sufrested

X

Non-project staff
included in start-up
or inservice work-
shops:

Teachers

Principals

Parents

District Personnel




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 toplecs for future in-service workshops. Adelante
and Savoir mention that teachers and aides should be enéouraged to pursue
credit courses, and Venceremos and Nuevos Horizontes mention making use

of available district workshops.

Ugefulness to adopters. The greatest weakness of the staff develop-

ment program discussed in the PIP 1s that no distinction 1s made between
audiences with potentially very different training needs guch 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-

hensZve, but no one PIP has all of the information.

3.3.4 Audiences

DPiscussion. Staff development, as discussed in the PIP, includes

only teachers and aides, not the director and project support staff.

a
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 ugseful reminders to include
non-project staff in training activities, but the suggestions of who to

ineclude 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




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.




3.4 Pgareptg and Community

3.4.1 Parent Involvement in School Affairs (Table C-25)

Discussion. All the originsting sites were subject to the game 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 adoDters. The usefulness of this section depends on

which PIP is discussed. Venceremos has very little on parent involvement,
Adelante has somewhat more, and Savolr and Nuevos Horizontes have the most
complete coverage. An apparent difference 1s that Venceremos does not
involve parents in the classroom while the other PIPs do, but since this
is not explicltly stated the reader 1s not sure if this 1s & real differ-

ence or simply a difference in the description.

Even within a single PIP, differences 1in level of detall 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.




Table C-25

Parent Involvement
A NH 8 v
Time Unspeci- Time & Person
Project staff member in charge 50% of Half-time fied; English Unclear;
of parent involvement; % in Instructional Community Curriculum probably the
first vear Consultant Coordinator Coordinator Proiect Director
Activities for parents:
Parents visit classroom X
Special events X
Toy lending library X
Room at school for use
by parents X
Assisting in the class-
room X Optional X
Library aides X
Tutoring X
Chaperoning field trips X
Workshops, meetings X X X
Classes
Communication with parents:
| Brochure X
Hewsletter X X X
Letters ) X
Local media coverage X X X
Parent teacher conferences X X
Teachers telephone parents
or write X
Home visits by staff X
‘ Survey of parents X X

A = Adelante; NH = Nuevos Horizontes; $§ = Savoir; V = Venceremos




3.4.2 Community Input (Table C-26)

Discussion. The role and crganization of the Parent Advisory Council
(PAC) for each PIP is illustrated in Table C-26. As can be seen from the
table, there 18 considerable variation In what is gaid 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 differeunces
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 1f 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 ayre held, and parents are Iinvited to Inservice (see Table C~25). The

nost complete coverage 1s provided by Savelr, where information needed by

parents and reasons for negative attitudes are discussed in detail.




Table (=26

Parent Advisory Council (PAC)

Adelante

Venceremos

How organized

District PAC

Nuevos
Horizontes Savoir
One PAC per One PAC per
school and school and
district PAC district PAC

District PAC

Meetings At least three |[School: monthly| Once a month Every 6 weeks
time a year Digtrict: semi-
morthly
Activities of PAC:
Sponsors events
for parents X
Assesses parent
needs, attitudes X
Inftiate media
coverage X
Participates in - .
project needs
aggegsment X
Consulted about
changes for fol-
lowing year X
Organized into
] study teams X
Consulted about
staff development X X
How PAC members are Appointed by Appointed by
chosen Project Director Unclear Project Director Unclear
Staff and non- Instructional Community Project Director,|Representatives
parents who meet Consultant, Leader, Bi- Curriculum Coor- from local
with PAC Project Director lingual dinator, Repre- community
education sentatives from agenciea
teacher, PTA, business,
principal education,

clergy, one high
school student

411




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 1s helpful to an inexperienced project director.

3.4.5 Parent Conferences/Counseling

Discussion. 1Two of the PIPs mention parent teacher conferences and
two require home visits. No specific information 18 given other thsan the

requirement to maintain open channels of communication.

Usefulness to adopters. The PIPs contain little information on this

sub ject.

3.4.5 Conclusions (Parents and Community)

Parent and community involvement 1s a major requirement of Title VII
bilingual projects, and therefore, this topic deserves attention in the
PIPs. The treatment of chis topic 1s of uneven quality. In gome PIPs
detailed procedures are provided, but in others the toplic is discuased
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

scems 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 cholces, and a
1list of desirable "extras'" would be more helpful to inexperienced project

directors than the present system.




3.5 Communication

3.5.1 Staff Relations (Table C~27)

Piscussion. A chapter entitled "Staff Relationships” appears in all
four PIPs with very minor changes. For illustration, a selection of the
major pointe 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,
tiie chapter ig not intended to gerve as a guide to creating such relation-
ships. Certainly, 1f there were serious problems in staff relationships,
the advice in the PIPa would be of 1ittle use.




Table C~27

Selected Directives for Staff Relations
(For All PIPs Unless QOtherwise Labeled)

Goals
Staff morale is high
No inssluble conflicts arise among project ataff
Staff share in decision-making (Nuevos Horizontes only)
Coopirative 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

Prolect Director and Non-Instructional Staff

The staff whose roles overlap (PD and IC or PD 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 1if
they should occur

Relationship Among Staff

Teachers supervise aides but this supervision should not be
exercised in a manner that detracts from cooperation in the
classroom




3.5.2 BRelations 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 agffected by it. FEach PIP has a chapter on public relations

entitled "Communicating with School and Community,”™ the content of which
ia summarized in Table C-28.

Usefulness to adopters. PIP explanationa agbout communicating with
non-project staff are concrete and therefore helpful to an Inexperienced
project director. The information provided collectively in the PIPs is
ccmprehensive, but individual PIPs differ for apparently arbitrary reasons.
For example, the PMDs 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 profect schoola, thia is more likely to be an

overaight than a proiect difference.

3.5.3 Dissemipation of Project Information (Tables C~25 and C~28)

Discugssion. The eventual success or failure of a project may depend
lesa on intrinaic project qualities than on how the profect 1s percelived
by the school and by the community. The PIPz2 recognize this principle and
stresa the need to build and maintain aupport. The PIPa include orienta~
tion materiala (posters, brochures, and & slide/tape presentation, avail~
able, unfortunatzly, in English only) to facilitate presentationa about
the proiect. Table C~25 summarizea the auggeationa in the varioua PIPs
for conveying project information to parents. Some of theae techniques
auch 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 directlves for informing the varioua achocl audiences about

the project.

Usefulness to adopters. Collectively the four PIPs provide a good

source of sugg2stions for disseminating information. The orientation

materials themselves were not popular with field test aites; perhaps




Table C-~-28
Communication with Non~-project Staff

District administrators

Orientation meeting

Involve district curriculum coordinator
|L_Keep informed throughout proilect

Principals
Orientation meeting

Urderstand reasons principals may be negative
Keep informed throughout Proiect
Involve Princirals in decisions

Respect role difference of PD and principal

Involve in project events

Non~profject teachers

Orientation meeting

Project teachers share materials, equipment,
and methods

Project d rector meeta with school ataff

Invite to staff development workahops

School Board
Orientation meeting

Show atudents in action

Provide costs and_results

Keep bocrd informed

A = Adelante; NH = Nuevos Horizontes; $§ = Savoir; V = Yenceremos




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 a 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 Individuale 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.




3.6 Evaluation

3.6.1 Strategies for Implementing Prolect 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 1s a discussion of various 1ssues and choices
evaluators face in planning and implementing an evaluation. Table C~29

1s 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 estzblishing & 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 fileld experience occupieu 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 wmuch more

assistance 18 needed in this area.




Table C~29

Stratefies for Plannink and AccomplishinR Proilect Evaluation

1. Aspesaingr Projecc Impact

¢ comparieon 18 essential in establishing a no-treatmant
expectation
—uge norm-referenced teats if appropriate
—use local comparison group if available
~—comparison also posaible with other bilingual program.

Btudent gelection

—aame test cannot be used for selection and evaluation

—evaluator should be involved in selection

~-method of selection has evaluation implications

-=-gt least two clasaes are necessa@ry per grade level to
counterbalance teacher differenceas.

achievement testing

—need to measure improvement in English, non-English lan~-
guage, and c-ntent areas

—outcomes should be meparated for studentes in different
language dominance groups

—ptandardized tests must be used in norm~referenced model,
but criterion-referenced teata may be used ip comparison
group model

—for beginning English students out=of-level testing la
recommended

—preferable to use same test for pre and posttesting

~=when using the same test ip two languages, administer
teat first in lesa familiar language to minimize prac~
tice effect.

short term and long term evaluation

—pome gaine may take more than one year of operatiomn to
be viaible

--performance objectives may be used in short term evalua-
tion, or in areas pot readily measured by achievement
tests.

non~cognitive goala
--may be major project goals
«sron-cognitive measures may be used aB aseemement inetru-

jente .
--npon-cognitive measures may be used to sensitize teachers.




Table C-29 (Continued)

2. Monitoring and Improving Prolect Implementation

® outcome data must be considered in relation to level of
implementation
-~rarely wil] all project classea implement all project
featurea.

conclusions on implementation/outcome data

~—-project worked as planned

~-gome thing 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
featurea using PIP.

evaluator monitors non-classroom activities.

evaluator suggeats revisions to fmprove project implementa-
tion.

3. Unanticipated Conseduences

e methoda for finding unanticipated consequences may be
largely impressionistic but gll1 data, interviews, evalu-

ation should be examined with this question in mind.

if aome consequences are negative they should be noted,
not neceasarily corrected.

consequences of a personal level (l.e., staff interaction)
are alao important.




General Concluaion

Each of the four PIPa consiata of five or aix manuala as well as
other informational and instructional méterials. This summary therefore
encompagees more than 2,000 pagea of information. The bilingual PIPa
exhibit some deairable features and it 1a hoped that the discussion of
theae features will be helpful in future development efforta.

The PIPa provide ataffing configurationa and extenaive role deacrip-
tiong, two major areas of program deaign. This alone is helpful in orga-

nizing a new project, and 1f a qualified astaff is selected, may play a

major role 1u guccessful implementation. The role of project director

ia supplemented by a calendar and a summary of tasks. In the field test,
this was uv2eful to both experienced and inexperienced directors as a
checkliat, even 1f it was not followed exactly. The diacussion of com~
munication with school and community, 1f it were compiled acroasa PIPs,
would also be uaeful to some new project directora. The general guidelinea
on bilingual education and on the components of a bilingual project could
alao serve in program planning if their limitations were clearly under~

atood.

However, a summary and comparison of the contents of the four PIPa
leada to the concluaion that there are major flaws with the preaent deaign

of the bilingual PIPa.

Firat, the exiatence of four different PIPs leads autvmatically to
a compariacn. The four projecte are generally aimilar in ataffing, ap~
proach, organization, and inatructional content, and therefore do not
offer four real choicea. Some differences exiast that could be aignifi-
cant, such as language proficiency of the target population. However,
theae differencea are auperficial and are not incorporated systematically
into the goals, approachea, and organizations of the total projecta. Meny
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,




although they probably reflect differences among the originating sites,
and the documentation of the programs. In many instances (e.g., role of
parents), & compilation of the information contained in the four PIPs
would be more useful and more complete than what 15 contained in any sin-
gle PIP.

Second, the purpose of the PIPs yas to help LEAs implement bilingual
programs with & 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 a8 students
in the originating site. If replication of instructional treatment 1is a
goal, much more specific information 18 needed about bilingual~educaticn
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 yho are already knowledgeable about bilingual education.
However, an LEA possessed of such a gtaff is less likely to need a PIP
than & 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 1s not

iikely 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.




Finally, the PIPs are intended to promote wholew-project adoption,

rather than the selection among various componrents. In a relatively simple
pull-out-type program, perhaps this concept makes £-nse, 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 Venceremoe because of the cultuve and
heritage component would also wish to have its Parent Advisory Comumittee
meat exactly the same pumber of times and perform exactly the same tasks

as the Venceremos project, for example. This 1s especially true because
the function described in the PIP reflects what occurred at the originating

aite and thess practices are not necessarily optimal in another district.

Puture packaging efforts ghould consider these issues before design-
ing further bilingual education materials.




APPENDIX D

PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES FROM FIELD TEST SITES




Pre- and Posttest Scores From Fileld-Test Sites

Second~Year pata

The conclusion of Substudy II, the evaluation of project impacts, was
that the imprecision of the measurements and the many confounding variates
precluded sny determipation of project impacts on student ~-hievement {Sec~
vions 10 and 11). However, in the process of arrivi: at decision,
RMC completed an extensive survey {with some reanalyses, the data from
the figld-tesc sites, and reviewers of preliminary drafts of this report
requeéted 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:

Raw-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. Ray scores are provided for the
reader who may wish to look ué other acales in ths 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 succeas (or fail-

ure). It is poasible thai even a subatantial gain represents

poorer performance than the students would have achieved In that

district withour the program. Similarly, even a substantial loss
may represent a great imorovement in other districts. Further,
there i{s a great deal of measurement error in these values, and

the vslues may be systematically distorted by extraneous factors.

The "site codes" in the_tables do not correspond to the order

of the sites in Appendix A. In order to preserve the ano: smity

of the sites, these codes were assigned randomly.
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CAUTION

We caution the reader that any attempt po use these scores to support
arguments elther for or against the effectiveness of (a) bilingual educa-
tion In general, or (b) the bilingual »rograms in the 19 field-test sites
would be professionally irresponsible.
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Contents

General notes

Information from each site on:

¢ Asgescwont of language proficiency
¢ Assignment po treatment

Test name key

Footnotes

Data tables




e,

f.

Genersl Notes APPlYinR to Performance-Level Data Tables

Information on assignment to treatment snd language proficiency
groups 1s provided to accompany these tables.

These data were collected during the 1978~79 school year except
where otherwise indicated.

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 s standard deviation of 21.06.

Raw score galna are not computed where different test levels
were used pre gnd post.

pns., T test 15 not significant at the .05 level.

487

427




Information Sheet to Accompany
Second-Yeay Ferformance-Level Data Tables

Site Agsessment of Language Proficilency Assignment to Treatment

Language dominance classifications were
assigned by the staff at the project.
Four criteria were uged: (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 28 <3 on English + Spanish LAS
with English "stronger." LESA-Spanish

stronger .18 defined ss English LAS score
<3, Spanish may be at any level.

Based on home language survey, 84% of par-
ents speak to their children exclusively
in Spanish. WNo language testing was done
in the second year. &5% of families have
been in this country five years or less.

41l students in grades K=12 participated
in a home language survey, screeniug/
diagnosis procedures, and testing to de-
termine their primary language....The

LAS was used In the fall prior to Hovember
and data organized for systematic identi-
fication of Limited English Proficiency
students at all grade lsvels.™ [Site’s
Final Report]

Non~LESA students were
divided into two groups
for instruction: bi-
linguals and monolingnals.
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 genersl, LESA students
were assigred to Title VII
clasarooms.




Site _ pssessment of Language Proficiency

Assignment to Treatment

5

The PAL (OLDM) was administered to assess
oral language dominance.

All students were considered LESA on entry
to the program¢ For most students (K, 1,
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 & home language survey.

Home language survey indicates that

83% of parents have English as a native
language. 28% use both English and Freach
at home.

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
welght....With very few
exceptions participatinug
students in first and second
grade were ‘veterans’ of the

previous year of the project....

Parental approval is & 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
achlevers.

Those teachers who felt
conmfortable Introducing a
bilingual component into
their classrooms did so.




Site Assessment of LanmguaZe Proficiency Aggignment to Treatment

7 Other clsssrooms becsme
the control clasarooms.
Parental permission was
required for student par-
ticipation. The majority
of the students in the class
muat be of Franco descent,
preferably a 75/25 ratio.

""Students are divided into Francos and Although students were
Anglos for snalytic purposes. The classi- identified sccording to
fication was originally made by persons number of years in the
in the school knowledgeable of a student’s program this information
ethnic background. Later in the year an~ was not used for smalysis.
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-

clsasified. The report gives no indication

of analysis grouping being made on the

basis of LEP status~~only on ethnic status.

"Pupils were assigned a language classifi- "“The basic device used
cation of LES, NES, FES on the basis of for the identification
their scores on the BSM." [from data and placement of pupils
gheeta] in the program (and in
the categories of NES,
LES, and FES) was the
Bilingual Syntax Measure
given in Spanish and Eng~
lish as sppropriate."
[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.




Site Assessment of Language Proficiency Assigoment to Treatment

10 The report implies that selection of "Factors used to select LEP
treatment students and identification children to participate in
of LEP students were one and the same the Title VI1 prpogram:
process. (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." [S8ite’s
Final Report] "Within each
school, classes were ran-
dotnly selected to be in the
tratment and control groups."
[Site’s Final Report] RMC
on-site observation leads us
to question the veracity of
this statement. Also, it 1is
difficult to reconcile these
two pleces of information
from the report. Data in
the report are presented by
Treatment and Control group
with the implicit suggeatioen
that all Treatment students
are LEP, as dofined by the
state.

The project director designed a thorough All classes K-2 were con-
set of criteria to establish language sldered candidates for the
dominance. Several factors were involved: Title VI] program at the
Scores on the PAL (OLDM), iInformation on site.

literacy, level of attainment in classroom

reading curriculum, and CTBS 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.

To identify LESA students the site used "Already existing classes
“primarily" the state adopted home lan=~ whose teachers are bilingual
guage survey form. "If the parents said were selected for partici-
that French is spoken in the home, then pation in the program. They
we considered him a candidate depending are composed of both French




Asgsessment of Language Proficiency

Aasignment to Treatment

(continued)

on hia SRA scores." [letter from evalu-
ator] If no home language aurvey waa
available on a particular student, "teach-
er observaticn'" waa substituted. "If a

student scored 76X or higher on the read-
ing part of the SRA, he is not considered
LESA even 1f h2 has a strong Prench back~
ground."

[letter from evaluator)

Students were clasalfied as LESA on the
basis of teacher judgment, Pretest data
from several messures in both Spanish and
English were provided to teachers aa
additional information for clasaification.

Students were claaaified in language
dominance groups accerding to English
LAS teat acores,

FES = 85-100, Near fluent = 76-84,
LES = 66=78, NES = (=65,
iSite’s Final Report]

The LAB teat was used to determine
language proficiency and asaign atudenta
to categories, It 1a implied that the
alte uaed the scoring syatem developed
by the publisher, however the evaluator
felt this system overidentifies LEP
students [Site’s Final Report}

dominant and English domi~-
nant children. Because of
lack of time between actual
funding and implementation,
teachera were unable to
screen atudenta 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 waa compiled from
Mexican-American children
with no previous bilingual
education experience, lo-
cated throughout the dis-
trict, These students
wvere tested in the fall of
second grade prilor to re-
ceiving the Title VYII pro-
gram. {Site’s Final Report]

"Pupila are aelected to
participate in the Title
VII program in the game way
pupils are selected for
other bilingual programa
in [Site 15]. Policy

for selection procedure

ia in conformance with
gtate law, Parental per-
miasion ia also required."
(Site’a Final Report]




Site Assessment of Language Proficiency

Agssignment 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.

No quantitative assessment of English
dominance was reported for thia mono-
lingual, Spanish-speaking population.

Data are analyzed by language proficiency
group although the report doea not indi~
cate how atudents were assigned to cate-
gories. It ia likely that such assign-
ment was made using scores from the Bi-
lingual Syntax Measure, which the site
administered.

Title VII entry criteriz:
"Those most in need of
bilingual education,” which
includes (8) those with
higher language fluency in
Spanish than English, (b)
Spaniah 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 gelected by achools.
No school had both treatment
and control classrooms.
Program and control class-
rooms Were conaldered
similar on the following
fou. soclo-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 preportion of
students enrolled who were
likely to migrate to the U.S.

No information on aasign-
ment to treatment.




Test Name Key

Nationally Standardized Tests

CAT:

California Achlevement Test

Comprehensive Teat of Basie Skills. CTBS Espaiiol was pub-

lished in 1873. It is a direet translation of CTBS/S published
in 1974, CTBS total reading raw scores are not comparable across
languages. There 1s one more subtest In English than Spanish.
NCEs can be compared.

InterAmerican: Test of Reading/Prueba de Lectura (PL)

MAT:
SRA?

Test of General Ability/Frueba de Habilidad General (PHG)
(contains less than 25% math items)

Metropolitan Achievement Test
SRA Achievement Series

Locally Developed Tests

ARS:

French

LAB:
LAS!

Affective Reporting System. Published by Teaching Research Pub-
lications, Monmouth, Oregon. This meaaure requires a child to
eircle a happy, sad, or neutral face in reasponse to locally
written items. Therefore, ARS scores are not comparable across
sites.

Ach. Test: PFrench Achievement Test. Locally developed criterion
referenced measure used at several sites. Composition of aubtests
and number of items varies across sites.

Lang. Acqu. Test: French Language Acquisition Test. Consists of
51 listening and oral production items.

Language Assessment Battery. Level I contains 40 items.

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 ftems, 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.

Primary Acquisition of Language Test (Also called the Qral Lan-
guage Dominance Measure (OLDM)}. Consists of 28 oral production
responses, each of which may consist of several words.

Primary Self~Concept Inventory. Contains 20 items completed by
the student.




Footnotea

1.

Ns used to calculate pre— and posttest means were not restricted
to matched cases. Sufficient information for accurate matching
not available from site.

Poattest means were correctly adjusted using analysis of covari-
ance techniques. Significance levels are Indicated.

Site used inappropriate atatistical procedures. RMC performed a
norm~teferenced analysis.

12~month testing interval.

Means obtained from site report checked againast raw data obtailned
from site.

A random sample of students was poattested to minimize the teat-
ing burden. No documentation of sample selection procedures is
available.

No pretest data avallable.

A statistically appropriate t-test was performed between groups.
Significance levels are reported.

a. Means ase not avallable, although data were collected at
the site.

b. Statistical analysis was completed at site and results re-
ported although data are not avallable.

Category scores, not raw acores, are reported by the site for oral
language testing.

Raw scores not avallable; numbers reported on raw score tables are
expanded standard acores (scale scores).

Mastery level or growth expectation not established.

Spanish and English Total Math data combined at site. Most test—
ing 18 in English. English norms are used for NCE conversions.

Math computation subtest only.

The report itself givea slightly different Ns when reporting raw
scores on one page and percentiles on another.

Site used inappropriate statistical procedures. Data available
were not sufficient for RMC to perform a reanalysis.




The aggregate raw score standard deviation is not available. A
range of standard deviations over five schools is provided.

Students were tested using an on-site translation of the English
language directions and test items of this test.

Posttest administerec in the fall, Conversion to NCEs is based
on expanded standard scores used for out-of-level testing.

No data were collected.

Conversion to NCEs not possible.

Invalid data.

Reading score is vocabulary subtest only.




lst Grade, English Reading

Site
Footnotes Code

Program or
Language
Group

Test, Level, Raw Scores

NCEs

Posttest
Mean S.D.

Pretest
Mean s.D.

Form,
Edition

Gain

Mean

Pretest Posttest

ean

Gain

LESA, En-
¢glish In-
struction

CTBS, B(S),

1974 26.3 8.8 39.7 13.4 33.4

38

51

13

Non-LESA

English

Instruc—~
tion

CTBS, B(S),
1974

76-~77
English
Dom. LESA

CTBS B(S),
1974

78=-79
English

Dom. LESA

CTBS B(S),
1974

7677
Non~LESA

CTBS B(S),
1974

77-78
Non-LESA

CTBS B(S),
1974

Title VII

Remedial
Title VII
lst grade

CTBS B(S),
1974

Regular
Title VII
lst frade

cTBS B(S),
1974

Title VII

InterAmeri-
can Test of
Reading, 1966

All Pre=l75
Title VII Post=169

CTBS, B(S),

1974 20.6 8.3

All
Title VII 46

CAT, 1,
1970




66Y

lst Grade, English Reading (Continued)

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores
Site Language ¥orm, Pretest Poattest Pretegt Posttest
Footnotes Code Group N Edition Mean S.D. Mean 8.0, Gain Mean Mean Gain
Non-
Title VII SRA, B (1),
7,8,11 7__ Controls 177 1978 143 47 40
All SRA, B (1), p=ns
7,11 7 Title VII 176 1978 138 51 38
Pre=Metro,
Primer(H),
1971
Post=Metro, 1.6 5.7
Title VII Primaryl(F}, to to
5,17 8 Frauncos 54 1971 28.5 5.5 38.3 10.7 38 46 8
Pre MAT,
Primer(H},
1971
Post=MAT, 2.1 3.1
Title VII Primaryl(F), to to
__ 5,17 8 Anglos 38 1971 30.4 8.1 41.3 9.3 53
Title VII CTBS,B(S),
5 9 NES 18 1974 29.0 12.9 19
Title VII CTBS,B(S),
5 ] LES 25 1974 22.0 6.2 33.0 10.4 _1l 30 25 -5
Title VII CTBS,B(S),
5 9 FES 9 1974 31.0 12.6 58.0 19.4 wd 49 49 0
SRA,B(l)
5,11 10 Title VII 173 1978 87.9 33.2_  179.9 66.0 92 38 49 11
Non- SRA,B(1) p™ns
5,8,11 10 Title VII 125 1978 80.8 33.8 174.9 56.4 94,1 36 45 9
Pre=CTBS
A(S),1974
All Post=CTBS,
9a(Pre) 11 Title VII 95 B(8),1974 54.2 19.1 47
4. A5




lst Grade, English Reading (Continued)

Footnotes

Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group

Test, Level,

R_@W Scores

Form, Pretest

NCEs

Posttest

Edition Mean s.D.

Mean s.D.

Gain

Pretest Posttest

Mean

Mean

Gain

4,11

12

All
Title VII

SRA,B(1),

1978 70.4 28.6

115.7  55.2

45.3

41

32

9

92

13

Title VII

13

Non-
Title VII

14

Title VII

CTBS,B(S),
1974

NES/LES

Local
Untreated

Compari-

son Group

CIBs,B(S),
1974

Title VII
FES

CTBS,B(S),
1974

Title VII
LES/NES

pre=46
Post=33

pre=CAT, 10
(c), 1977
post=CAT, 11
(c), 1977

State
Bilingual
LES/FES

pre=38
Post=49

pre=CAT, 10
(c), 1977
post=CAT, 11
(c), 1977

All
Title VvII
77-78

70

CAT,2
(c), 1970

Non~—
Title VII
FES in

77-78
Title VII
Clageroom

CAT,2
{c), 1970




lst Grade, English Reading {Continued)

Program or
Site Language
Footnotes Code Group

Test, Level,
Fornm,
Edition

Raw Scores

NCEs

Pretest

Mean

Posttest

S.D.

Mean

S.D.

Pretegt Posttest

Mean

Mean

Galin

20 17

9a 18 Title VII

Title VII
19 FES

CIBS,B(S),
1974




1st Grade, Spanish/French Reading

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Footnotes Code Group N Edition Mean 5.D. Mean s.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain
Title VII CTBS, B
1 LESA ? (Esp.), 1977 18.7 38.4 19.7 47 50 3
9a 2
Remedial CTBS, B
3 Ticle VII 9 (Esp.), 1977 _ 19.4 3.0 18.1 7.3 ~1.3 48 19 -29
Regular CTBS, B
3  Ticle VII 18 (Egp.), 1977 26.6 8.5 54.9 7.2 28.3 65 59 =6
9a 4
All pre=169 CTBS, B
1,3,5 5 Ticle VII pose=183 (Esp.) 1977 15.2 8.4 33.9 15.2 18.7 35 46 11
All InterAmerican
21 6 Ticle VII 46 PL, 1962 18.3 15.3 50.3 15.4 32
20 7
20 8
3 Title VII CTBS, B
i 5 9 NES 11 (Esp.}, 1977 19.0 15.2 31.0 17.7 12 47 42 =5
Title VII CTBS, B
5 9 LES 40 (Esp.), 1977 15.0 4.1 27.0 12.1 12 34 34 0
All French Ach.
12,21 10  Ticle VII ? Test 2.2 1.7 4.0 2.4 1.8
- 9a 11
.k All French Ach.
' 21,23 12 fTicle VII ? Test 5.3 3.2 8.5 4.1 3.2
9a 13  Tiele VII
Non-
9a 13 Title VII
Title VII CTBS,B
14  NES/LES 32 (Esp.}, 1977 _21.3 38.8 : 17,5 27 32 5
20 15




lst Grade, Spanish/French Reading (Continued)

Site
Footnotes Code

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores

NCEs

Language Form, Pretest Posttest

Group N Edition Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Pretest Posttest

Mean

1 16

Title VII  pre=62 CIBS,B
LES/NES post=65 (Esp.) 1977 15.3 8.3 28.7 12.0

34

Mean

40

Gain

6

16,21 17

Spanish
All Reading
Title VII 130 Test 10.6 6.6 7.1

16,21

Non~ Spanish
Title VII Resding
Controls 89 Test 13.4

20

20




1st Grade, Math in English

Footnotes

Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group

Test, Level, Raw Scoresg

NCEs _

Form, Pretest Posttest

Pretest Posttest

_Mean S.D. ean 8.h.

Editfon

Mean Mean Gain

LESA, En~
glish In~
struction

CTBS, B(S),

1974 6.3 32.3 8.7

41 51 10

Non-~LESA

English

Instruc—
tion

CIBS, B(S),
1974 26.0

77=-78
English
Dom. LESA

CIBS B(s),
1974

Curfent
English
Dom. LESA

CTBS B(S),
1974

76=77
Non-LESA

CIBS B(s),
1974

77=-78
Non~LESA

CTBS B(S),
1974

Remedial
Title VII

lst _grade

CTBS B(S),
1974

Reguiar
Title VII
lst grade

CIBS B(s),
1974

All
Title VII 21

InterAmeri~
can: Test of
General
Ability,

1962

All Pre=173
Title VIT Post=169

CTBS, B(S),
1974




lst Grade, Math in English (Continued)

Footnotes

Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group

Test, Level, Raw Scores

RCEs

Form, Pretest Posttest

Edition Mean S.D. Mean

S.D.

Gain

Pretest Posttest

Mean

Mean

Gain

4

6

All
Title VII

7:8,11

CAT, 1,

1970 59.5 14.8

34

Non-

Title VII
Controls

SRA,B(1},
1978 151 48

44

7,11

All
Title VII

SRA,B(1),
1978 151 34

44

Title VII
Francos

Pre=MAT,
Primer(H),
1971
Post=MAT
Primaryl(F},
1971

Title VII
Anglos

Pre=MAT,
Primer(H},
1971
Post=MAT,
Primaryl(F},
1971

Title VII
RES

CTBS,B(S),
1974

Title VII
LES

CTBS,B(S),
1974

Title VII
FES

CTBS,B(S),
1974

All
Title VI

SRA,B(1),
1978

None
Title VII

SRA,B(1),
1978

All
Title VII

Pre=CTBS
A(S),1974
Post=CTBS,
B{5),1974




ist Grade, Math In English (Continued)

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Fora, Pretest Pogttest Pretest Posttest
_ Footnotes Code Group N Edition Mean S.D. Mean 5.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
CIBS,B,
Title VII (S & Esp.),
13.14 14 NES/LES 32 1974 & 1377 21.0 37.0 12.1 16 49 58 9
Local
Untreated
Compari- CTBS, B, (8),
15,19 l4  gon 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
2 z 15
o pre=CAT, 10
(c), 1977
Title VII  pre=~46 post=CAT,ll
1,24 16  LES/NES _ post=55 _ (C). 1977 15.5  30.0  36.6 9.5 41 45 4
pre=CAT, 10,
State (c), 1977
Bilingual pre~=39 post=CAT,ll
1,2,4 16 LES/FES past=48  (C), 1977 13.7 4.0 36.7 8.8 34 45 11
20 17
9g 18
Title VII CIBS,B, (S8)
19 FES 23 1974 16.3 41.7 35 63 28




lst Grade, Math in Spanish/French

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Pogttest Pretest Posttest
Footnotes Coaz Group Edition Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean Mean Gain
CIBS, B
1 LESA : {Esp.), 1977 29.7 38 48
20 2

Remedial CIBS, B
3 Title VIL 9 (Esp.), 1977 18.9 37 22
Regular CTBS, B
Title VII 18 (Esp.), 1977 43.2 69 67
All pre=21 InterAmerican:
Title VII  post=? PHG, 1962 60.9
All pre=162 CTBS, B
Title VII vpost=183 (Esp.). 1977 27.0
All InterAmerican:
Title VII 46 PHG, 1962

CIBS, B
NES __(Esp.), 1977
CIBS, B
~ES {Egp.), 1977
A1l French Ach.
Title Vil Test

20

All Freach Ach.
21 Title VII1 Test
9a Title VII
13, See
Eng. Math

All MAT, Primer
18 Title VII 1978
Non-
Title VII MAT, Primer
18 Controls 1978

——




lst Grade, Math in Spanish/French (Continued)

Site

Footnotes Code

Program or
Language
Group

Test, Level,
Form,
Edition

Raw Scores

NCEs_

Pretest

Posttest

Mean

S.D.

Mean S.D.

Pretest Posttest

Mean

Mean

Gain

5

16

Ticle VII
NES/LES

pre=62

CTBS, B

post=65 (Esp.), 1977

16.1

8.9

32.5 12.8

35

52

17

21

17

All
Title y1I

132

Mathematics
Skills Test

9.8

5.9

19.0 4.0

zl

17

Non~
Title VII
Controls

122

Mathematics
Skills Test

5.5

17.5 5.1

20

18

20

19




lst Grade, English Oral Language

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Footnotes Code Group N Edition Mean S.D. Mean 8.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain
LESA
Spanish English
2,21 1 Instr. 22 LAS,T,1977 55.3 18.4 65.7 20.6 10.4
LESA
English English
2,21 1 Instr. 17 _LAS.I,1977 71.4 15.8 73.2 20.2 1.8
English
2,21 1 Non-LESA 32 1.AS,1,1977 23.3 6.5 86.8 11.3 -6.5
20 2
_20 3
pre=l12 English
3,21 4 Title VII  post=? L.AS,I1,1977 54.8 16.0 84.9 15.2 30.1
All pre=158 '
10,21 5 Title VII post=168 English PAL 1.5 1.0 2.6 1.2 1.1
Py All English
o 21 6 Title VII 46 LAS,I,1977 71.8 14.6 83.1 8.6 11.3
20 7
20 8
%a 9
20 10
9a 11
20 12
9a 13
English
21 14 NES/LES 35 LAS,I.1977 64.2 75.1 10.9
All English |
15 Title VII 75 LABsI.1976 19.8 7.8 -
Non-
Title VII English
15> Controls 25 LAB,I1,1976 20.4 5.6
Title VII pre=68 £nglish
2,6,21 16 LES/NES post=l4  LAS,I,1977 62.6 14.8 85.9 20.0 23.3
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Ist Grade, English Qral Language (Continued)

Program or Test, -Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Pogttest Pretest Posttesgt
Footnotes Code Group N Edition Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Meap Gain
23.0
State ns

Bilingual pre=6l English (pre/

2,6,21 16 LES /FES post=16 LAS,1,1977 65.9 15.3 88.9 12.9  post)
20 17
20 18
9a 19

4¢.;




lat Grade, Spanish/French Oral Language

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scotes NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Postiest
Footnotes Code Group N Edition Hean S.D. Mean 5.D. Gain Mesn Mean  Gain
LESA
Spanish
1 _Instr. 2z LAS,1,1977 70.8 18.3 63.0 20.4 -7.8 _
LESA
English
1 instr. 17 LAS,1,1977 35.3 24.9 40.9 22.4 5.6
Non-LESA
English .
1 Instr. 32 LAS,1,1977 23.8 26.9 33.0 22.9 9.2
20 _2
20 3
All
10,21 4 Tirle VII 14 LAS,1,1977 2.0 1.3 3.1 1.4 1.1
All pre=158 PAL,
2 10,21 _ S5 Title VII post=168 (OLDM),1975 3.4 1.2 4.3 1.0 .9
=~ All
21 6  Title VII 46 LAS,1,1977 61.0 14.8
20 7
French Lang.
Title VII Acqu. Test,
5,21 2] Francus 64 Level II 16.8 27.8 11
French Lang.
Title VII Acqu. Test,
5,21 8 Anglos 35 Level II 17.5 27.8 10.3
9a 9 Title VII
20 10
9a 11 Title VII _
20 12
9a 13 Title VII
Title VII Spanish
21 14 FES 37 LAS,1,1977 13.5
4¢3

4¢3




1st Grade, Spanish/French Oral Language (Continued)

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores RCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Footnotes Code Group Edition - Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain
Title VII Spanish
_21 14 NES/LES LAS,1,1977 74.6
20 15

All
9a 16 Title VII
State
Bilingual
9a LES/FES
20
20
9a




Ist Grade, Affective Testing

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scorasg NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Footrnotes Code Group Edition Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain
Title VII
12,21 1 A1l - A PSCI. 1974 13.0 2.5 13.5 2.5 +5

Title VIT
non-LESA
Enz. Instr. PSCI, 1974 14.1 1.9 14.3 2.3 o2
Title VII

LESA

76-77 PSCI. 1974 11.1 2.9 11.6 2.5 «5
Title VII

LESA

77-78 PSCI, 1974 12.0 2.9 13.6 2.2 1.6
Non-LESA

7677 PSCI. 1974 13.2 2.3 13.2 2.2
Non-LESA

77-78 PSCI, 1974 14.3 1.8 14.5 1.3

Ail
Title VII PSCI, 1974
Current
(78-79) pre=169
Title VII post=181 PscIl, 1574
Same
Group
Grade K
77-78 PSCI, 1974
All
Title VIi r3CI, 1974




Ist Grade, Affective Testing (Continued)

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Foru, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Footnotes Code Group N Edition Mean §.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean  Gain
%a 9 Title VII
20 10
20 11
20 12
20 13
20 14
Sa 15 Title VII
pre -
pre=62 pre nid post post
Title VII mid=66 = X= X= =
1,12,21 16 LES/NES postx=59 ARS 41.7 42.8 51.2 8.5
Title VII
Classroom old -
" English mid post post
— Mono- mid=63 X= X= =
= 1,12,21 16 linguals post=68 ARS 46.1 49.4 3.3
20 17
20 18
20 19
4% 5

\ 4¢




2nd Grade, English Reading

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Footnotes Code Group N Edition Mean s5.D. Mean S.D. Gzain Mean Mean Gain
20 1
9a 2 Title VII
All CT35,C(8),
3 Title VII 17 1974 21.0 4.5 34.2 13.8 13.2 22 35 12
InterAmerican
All Test of
3,21 4  Title VIl 27 Reading, 1966 47.1 19.0 61.0 17.1 13.9
All pre=li4 CTBS,C(S},
1,3,5 5 Title VII post=140 1974 19.6 8.8 26.9 14.6 7.3 18.9 26.3 7
All
4,7 6  Title VI 54 CAT,1,1970 79.1 10.7 100.0 12.4 20.9 57 51 - 6
Non-
Title VII SRA,B(1),
7,8,11 7 Controls 178 1978 214 55 44
W SRA,B(1), p=ns
v 7,11 7 Title VII 161 1978 213 54 44
3.7 8.1
Title VII MAT,Primary to to
3,17 8 Francos 63 II. 1971 47.0 9,3 55.1 11.5 9.1 55 59 4
4.1 6.2
Title VII MAT ,Primary to to
5,17 8 Anglos kil II, 1971 45.3 11.9 54.3 12.6 9 49 53 4
Title VII CTBS,C(S),
5 9 _NES 18 1974 26 8.4 33
Title VII cTBS,C(8),
5 9 LES 34 1974 22 9.8 29 15.6 7 24 28 4
Title VII CTBS,C(S),
5 9 FES 20 1974 26 15.1 49 15.6 23 3z 44 12
22 10 Title VII
Non-
22 10 Title VII
A7 47




2nd Grade, FEnglish Reading (Continued)

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Peosttest Pretest Pogttest
Footnotes Code Group N Edition Mean 5.D. Mean S.D. Galn Mean Mean Gain
pre=CTBS,A
(S), 1974
All post=CIBS,B
11 Title VII 26 (5), 1974 25.5 42.2 30.7 40.7 10
All SRA,B(1)
4,11 12 Title VII 80 1978 123.1 46.4 188.3 55.0 34 34 0
9a 13 Title VII
Non~-
9a 13 Title VII
Title VII CTBS,C(S),
14 NES/LES 27 1274 31.0 51.7 20.7 40 45 5
Title VII CTBS,C(S),
14 FES 36 1974 42.8 63.2 20.4 51 53 2
20 15
et pre=CAT, 11
o (c), 1977
Title VII  pre=54 post=CAT,12
1,2, 4 16 LES/NES past=35  (C), 1977 29.0 8.5 39.0 13.4 38 39 1
pre=CAT, 11
State (c), 1977
» B1lingual pre=18 post=CAT,12
1,2,4 16 LES/FES post=22 (C), .1977 26.3 5.9 38.3 14.2 33 38 5
Title VII post=CAT, 11
4,7 16 77-78 34 {C). 1977 29.0 8.5 38
State
Bilingual CAT, 11
2,4 16 77-718 18 _(c), 1977 26.3 5.9 33
20 17
9a 18 Title VII
Title VII C1'BS,C(S),
Lo 19 FES 21 1974 29.3 14.3 58.9 10.6 29.6 38 50 12
(’“\f~+ Title VII CTBS,C(S),

Pan 19 LES 3 1974 19.7 1.9  44.3 8.7 24.6 20 41 21




2nd Grade, Spanish/Prench 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.b. Gain Mean Mean Gain
20 1
20 2
CIBS, C
All (Egp.)
5 3 Titie VIX 17 1977 29.6 7.6 37.2 16.9 7.6 39 37 -2
Inter-
All American:
3 4 Title VII 28 PL, 1966 1.0 46.4 15.6 16.3
CTBS, C
All pre=l4l (Esp.)}
1,3,5 5 Title VII post-l42 1977 19.6 9.1 28.9 13.6 9.3 20 31 11
Inter-
All American:
w 6 _ Title VII 54 PL, 1966 44.6 12.7 36.8 11.7 - 7.8
3 _20 7
20 8
CTBS, C
Title VII (Esp.)
5 9 NES 14 1977 25.0 11.3 44.0 13.2 19 3l 42 11
CIBS, C
Title VII (Esp.}
5 9 LES 37 1977 21.0 10.2 32.0 __ 14.9 11 24 34 10
aAll French
12 10 Title VII ? Ach. Test 8.4 4.3 14.7 6.2 7.3
9a 11 Title VII
All French
12 Title VII ? Ach. lest 3.7 1.9 6.3 3.2 2.6
9a 13  Title VII
£IBS, €
Title VII {Esp.)
14 NES/LES 25 1977 24.4 a3.1 18.7 43 60 17
4;'“ 4 2
476

oy U




2nd Grade, Spanish/French Reading (Continued)

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Pogttest Pretest Posttest
Footnotes Code Group N Edition Mean s.D. Mean S.D. Gain __ Mean _Mean Gainm
20 15
CIBS, C
Title VII (Esp.)
16  LES/NES 53 1977 31.9 11.7  40.8 12.9 8.9 42 45 3
Spanish
Reading
16 17  Title VII 129 Test 33.3 8.3 44.5 9.3 10.2
Non- Spanish
Title VII Reading
16 17 Comntrols 115 Test 27.7 10.6 38.3 12.9 10.6
20 18
CTBS,C
Title VII (Esp.)
19 FES 5 1977 27.0 2.8 61.8 5.1 34.8 34 56 22
W CTBS, €
oy Title VII (Esp.)
19 LES 2 1977 23.5 2.5 54.5 3.5 31 35 52 17
CTBS, €
Title VII {Esp.)
19 NES 2 1977 29.5 5.5 47.0 19.0 17.5 39 48 9
) “1 M’
et

¥ ‘1




2nd Grade, Math in English

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores NCEs
Site Language Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Footnotes Gode Group N Edition Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Gain Mean Mean Gain
20 1
9a 2
All CTBS,C(S),
5:21 3 Tiele VII 17 1974 20.5 6.3 31.0 4.6 10.5 36 42 6
InterAmerican
Test of
All General
3,21 4  1litle VII 21 Abilicy, 1962 50.1 12.0 62.0 8.3 11.9
All pre=la4 CTBS,C(S),
1,3,5 35 Title VII rgost=140 1974 16.6 7.3 30.6 12.0 14 26 41 15
All
4 6  Title VII 54 CAT,1,10970 59.5 14.8 34
Non-
Title VII SRA,B(1), .
7,8,11 7 Controls 178 1978 204 40 52
All SRA,B(1), p=ns
7,11 7  Title VII 161 1978 202 46 34
4.8 3.6
Title VII MAT,Primary to to
5,17 8 Francos 6l II, 1971 48.8 12,2 537.0 10.0 8.2 62 30 -12
3.1 5.6
Title VII MAT ,Primary to to
3,17 8 Anglos 31 II, 1971 48.1 10.2 33.9 17.3 7.8 38 48 10
Title VII CTBS,C(S),
3 9 NES 18 1974 32.8 11.7 44
Title -VII CTBS,C(S),
3 9 LES 37 1974 16.0 5.8 27.0 10.1 11 25 3¢ 11
Title VII CTBS,C(S),
3 9 FES 22 1974 17.0 6.9 32.0 8.5 15 27 44 17
22 10 Title VII
Non—
22 10 Title vIX
AR
v ot .
451)




2nd Grade, Math in English {(Continued)

Footnotes

Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group

Test, Level,

Raw Scores

NCEs

Form, Pretest

Posttest

Edition Mean g.D.

Mean S.D. Gain

Pretest Posttest

Mean

Mean

Gain

3

11

All
Title VII

CTBS,c(s),

1974 20.2 6.7

36.8 9.0 16.6

35.1

531.6

16

English
Dominant
Anglos
(Subgroup)

CTBS,C(S),
1974

All
Title VII

SRA,B(1)},
1978

Title VII

Non-
Title VIT

Title VII
NES/LES

CIBS,C
{S&Esp.},
1974 & 1977

Non-
Title VII
Controls

CTBS,C
{s&Esp.),
1974 & 1977

Title VII
LES/NES

pre=53
pogt=35

pre=CAT,11
(C), 1977
post=CAT,12
{c), 1977

State
Bilingual

pre=l7?
post=33

pre=CAT, 11
{c), 1977
post=CAT,12
(C), 1977

LES/FES

Title VII

Title VII
FES

CTBS,c(s),
1974

Title VII
LES

CIBS,C(S),
1974




2nd Grade, Spanish/Ftench Math

Site

Footnotes Code

Program or
Language

GIOUD

Test, Level,

Raw Scores

NCEs

¥Yorum, Pretest

Posttest

Edition Mean S.D.

Mean

S.D.

Gain

Mean

Pretest Posttest

Mean

Gain

20

20

20

-

All
Title V1Y 25

Inter—
American:
PHG, 1962

All pre=93
Title VII post=l42

CTBS, C
(Bsp.)
1977

All
Title VII 54

Inter—
American:
PHG, 1962

Title VII
RES

CTBS, C
(Esp.)
1977

Title VII
LES

CTBS, C
(Bsp.)
1977

1,2,12

All
Title VvIY

French
Ach. Test

9sa

Al)
Title Vi1

French
Ach. Test

9a

13, See
_Eng. Math




2nd Grade, Spanish/French Math (Continuad)}

Program or Test, Level, __ Raw Scores NCEr

Language Form, Pretest Posttest Pretest Poattest
Footnotes Group Edition Mean S.D. Mean 5.0, Mean Mean Gain
All

20 Title VII
Non- H&gg Pri-
- Title VI mary 1,
24 Controls 1978
CTBS,C
Title VII (Esp.)
NES/LES 1977
- ALl Mathematics
Title VII Skillas Test
Non-
Title VIX Mathematics
Controls Skills Tesat

‘ CIBS,C
Title VII (Esp.)

FES 1977
CTBS, C
Title VII (Esp.)
LES 1977
CTBS, C
Title VII (Esp.)
NES 1977




2nd Grade, .English Oral Language

Site

Foothotes (Code

Program or
Language
Group

Test, Level,
Forn,
Edition

Raw Scores

NCEs

Pretest

Posttest

Pretest Posttest

Mean

S.D.

Mean __ S.D.

Mean

20

1

Mean

Gain

20

20

10,21

2
3
4

All

Title VII

14

English LAS,
1, 1977

10,21

All
Title VII

pre=118
post=141

English PAL
(OLDM), 1975

21

All
Title VII

54

English LAS,
1, 1577

20

20

9a

Title VII

20

9a

Title VII

20

9a

Title VII

21

All
Title VII

30

Erglish LAS,
1, 1977

Title VII
Controls

34

English
1L.AB,1,1976

Title VII
LES/NES

pre=60
post=18

English LAS,
1, 1977

16

State
Bilingual
LES/FES

pre=24
Post=14

English LAS
1. 1977

17

18

19




2nd Grade, Spanish/French Oral Language

Footnotes

Site
Code

Program or
Language
Group

Test, Level,

Raw Scores

NCEs

Form, Pretest

Posttest

Edition Mean S.D.

Mean

S.D.

Gain

Pretest Posttest

Mean

Mean

Gain

20

1

20

20

10,21

2
3
4

All
Title VII

13

Spanish LAS
1977

10,21

All
Title VII

pre=l118
post=l41

Spanish PAL
(OLDM}), 1975

21

All
Title VII

34

Spanish LAS,
1, 1977

Title VII
Francos

French Lang.
Acqu. Test,
Level III

Title VII
Anglos

French Lang.
Acqu. Test,
Level III

Title VII

Title VII

Title VII

Title VII
FES

Spanish LAS
1, 1977

Title VII
NES/LES

Spanish LAS
1, 1977

Title VII




2nd Grade, Affective Testing

Program or Test, Level, Raw Scores . NCEs
Site Language Yorm, Pretest Posttest Pretegt Posttest
Footnotes Code Group Edition Mean sS.D. Mean S.D. Mean Mean Gain
20 1
20 2
20 3

All pre=l4
21 4  Title VII _ post=10 PSCI, 1974
Current pre=126
1,12,21 Title VII post=133 PSCI, 1974
Same
Group
1,12,21 5 Grade 1 102 PSCI, 1974
All

12,21 Title VII 54 PSCI, 1974
20

20

9a Title VII

20

20

20

20

20

9a Title VII

pre=53
Title VII mid=46
LES/NES pogt=S4 ARS

State
Bilingual pre=28
Program mid=45
16 LES/FES Pogt=57 ARS
17
18
19




APPENDIX E

DIFFUSION SYSTEM MODEL




Introduction

This appendix comprises the detailed wodel, 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 st&tements represent implicit procedures

or conditions as deduced by the RMC staff.

Whether the implicit sssumptions of the system planners (USOE) are
accurately reflected or not 1s relatively unimportant. In terms of the
analyses done In this study, innaccuracles would, at worst, introduce
straw men Into the results and conclusions. That 1s, we may have recom-
mended some steps that were actually carried out, or we may have recom-
mended agalnst 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 complate 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.




System Components

Initial Conditions
and Qutcomes

.-

Processes Acting Upon

Components to Produce
Outcomes

Who?

Does what?

To Whom?

With what characteriatics?
What characte  \stics result?

Personnel

USOE
0BE
OPBE

SEA

Diffusers

Target LEA
Decision Makers
Project Director
Project Staff
Others

Goals/attitudes
Skills/knowledge
Roles/image
Availability

Select
Trair/Inform
Elicit
Allocate

Other Resources
Materials/Equipment
Faclilities

Funds

Content
Appearance
Roles/image

Availability

Select
Develop /modify
Allocate

| Plans and Constraints

Content
Roles /image
Avallability

Select
Develop /modify

Students

Goals/additudes
Skills/knowledge
Aptitude
Roles/image
Availability

Select
Train/Inform
Elicit
Allocate

Figure 6.

Descriptive conventions for diffusicu-system models.




STAGES

SELECTION/

GROUPS PREPARATION ADOPTION START-UF OPERA £ION '
Processes Out~ | Processes |Qut- | Processes Processeg |Out-
ction|Time|comes |Action|Timei comes |[Action|Time Action | Time| comes)

USNE | I

Diffusers

Target
LEAs

Figure 7. Framework for the "intended" pPIpP-diffusion System model.




1.

DIFFUSION SYSTEM MODEL

USOE
A. Personnel
l. Initial Conditions
e goals/attitudes

-=goals include:

- replicating of effective projects in sites which
need them
deternmining whether packaging is an effective
metheod 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 tc cbjectively consider relavant data
and act on it, within political constraints

skills/knowledge

~—gkills Include:

~ ability to set priorities among goals and to
formulate workable plans for bilingual project
diffusion

-~ ability to effectively formulate RFPs, select con-
tractors and monitor contracts for bilingual dif-
fusicn

- ability to mobilize OE and congressional support
for goals

-~ ability to work with various personnel and agen-
cles 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 rescurces in the
area of bilingual education
~ general awareness cf laws, policies and other con-
straints affecting diffusion of bilingual-projects

e roles/image

-——roles/responsibilities flexible enough to adapt to
needs of diffusion plan




-~personnel responsible for diffusion have positions
suitable for initiating plans

—0E viewed by potential adopters as legitimate broker/
sponsor of exemplary bilingual projects

-~personnel and agencies within QF have clearly de-~
fined and non-conflicting areas of responsibility

~-personnel in key positions have working relationships
within OE that will belp support their efforts

availability
-~relevant QE personnel have time to commit to bilin-
gual diffusion effort

2. Preparation for Diffusion

Processes

L

select
-~relevant OE personnel assign/assume responsibility
for packaging/diffusion effort

train/inform
—relevant OE personnel inform key groups in Congress

and wvithin OE about diffusion plans

-~relevant OE personnel train themselves on specific
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 nutworks (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
~=0E 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 1EAs




- promising preliminsry results from the field test
of packaged compensatory educstion projects

~0E constrained by:
- bilingusl education regulations
= bureaucratic procedures/guidelines
- pressure to utilize existing diffusion network(s)

sllocate
~-relevant OE personnel coordinate diffusion plans/
activities among relevant psrticipants

Qutcomes

goala/attitudes

==placement of bilingusl projects in sites where needs
and resources are compatible

==replication by adopters of key features of gelected
proiect

==-ultimately, the attainment in adopter sites of achieve-
ment gains similar to those in originating saites

==compatibility of bilingual diffusion plans with other
efforts

skills/knowledge

==trelevant OE personnel know sbout packsging and diffu~
sion (messages, markets, channels and products) and
about their complementarity

==relevant OE personnel know about laws, policies and
bureaucratic procedures that are likely to constrain
diffusion effort

==relevant (F personnel know that local sites seen
able to replicate at least some types of projects when
they receive funds to do so.

==relevant OE personnel know that there 1s a need for
bilingual projects

roles/image

==relevant OE personnel have appropriate roles

~-0F personnel carry out responsibilities for prepara-
tion for diffusion {in relation to personnel, other
resources and constrainta)

availability
==relevant OE personnel have gufficient time committed
to effectively arrange for diffusion of projects




3. Selection/Adoption

Processes

® select
«-relevant OE personnel replace/expand staff as needed

train/inform
=-relevant OE personnel and f£ield test evaluation con-

sultants monitor diffusion agents and adopter sites

elicit

--relevant OF personnel inform congress of program prog-
ress snd plans

==relevant OE personnel communicate within and between
OE agencies

allocate

w=relevant OF perscnnel coordinate diffusfon sctivities
within/between agencies (e.g., Offfce of Bilingual
Education, Office of Evaluation and Dissemination)

Outcomes

e 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

=-=relevsnt 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 time to com-
mit to bilingual diffusion effort




4, Start-Up

Processes

® select
w=relevant OE personnel replacz/expsnd staff as needed

train/inform
weralevant OE personnel and field test evaluation con~
sultants monitor diffusion agents and adopter sites

elicit

«srelevant OE personnel inform congress of program prog-
ress and plsns

~~relevant OE personnel communicate within and between
OR agenciles

allocate
——relevant OE personnel coordinate diffusion activities
among relevant participants

Outcomes

e goals/attitudes

«-key congressional people have favorable attitudes
toward OR"s bilingual education diffusion efforts

«wpersonnel in relevant OE agencies have favorable
attitudes toward bilingual education diffusion
program

——televant 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

availabilicy
=—relevant OE personnel continue to have time to com-
mit to bilingual diffusion effort




5.

Operation

Proceasea

aelect
~—relevant OE peraonnel replace/expand staff as needed

train/inform
-=relevant OE peraonnel and field teat evaluation con-
aultanta monitor diffusion agenta and adopter sitea

elicit

~~relevant OE personnel inform congress of program prog-
resa and plans

-~relevant OE personnel communicate within and between

OE agencles

allocate
--relevant OE personnel coordinate diffusion activities

within/between agancies

Outcopes

goala/attitudes

--key congresaional people have favorable attitudes
toward OE’s bilingual education diffuaion efforts

-=relevant OFE peraonnel have favoravie attitudes
toward bilingual education diffusion

-~relevant OE personnel have attitudea toward diffu-~
alon mechanism that reflect recent experience/
knowledge

skille/knowledge

-=relevant OE personnel and field test evaluation
conaultant have aome knowledge of the nature of
aelection/adoption activities and the degree to
which they met OE'a goala

roles/image
-~relevant OE personnel continue to have appropriate

rolea

availability
-~relevant OF personnel continue to have time to

commit to bilingual diffuaion effort




B. Other Resources
l. Initial Conditions

ae Haterials[Eguipment

e content/appearance/availability
——information on diffusion of projects is available
(e.g+, diffuaion literature)
~=information on projects to be diffused 18 available
{(e.g., evaluationa, proposalsa) .

roles/image
~=information on diffusion and projects 1s seen as
credible by OE personnel

b. Facilities

~=office gpace for relevant OE personnel is available,
adequate, and aituated favorably for carrying out
duties ’

c. Funda

e availability
-~funding available or obtainable 1s in amount suffi-
cient to support diffusion atrategy selected
—=relevant OE personnel and congress approve of the
use of funds to diffuse bilingual education projects

Preparation for Diffuaion
a. Materials

Processes

* aelect

-=0F personnel gelect relevant materials for review
{e.g., on diffusion and projects)

develop/modify

--0E prepares any policy statements, position papers,
etc,, neceggary to communicate within OE and with
Congreas

allocate
-~0F personnel distribute policy statements, reports,
etc., within and between agencies

Qutcomes

e position papers, policy statementa, reports, etc.,
are avallable, adequate, and acceptable to relevant
OF personnel




3.

b.

Ce.

Facllities
Processes

® relevant OE personnel develop, modify, and allocate
thelr facilities as required by diffusion activities

Outcomes

e office space continues to be avallable, adequate, and
well located

Funds
Processes

& relevant OFE personnel obtain and allocate funds for
their efforts in carrying out diffusion plans

Outcomes

& adequacy
«=gufficient funds are available to support OE per-
gsonnel carrying out diffusion plans (i.e., over a
reasonable time period and at a level that sllows
the necessary tasks to be carried out)

Selection/Adoption

Materials/Equipment
Processes

e OE personnel select, develop, modify, and allocate
(distribute) necessary materials for their agencies
{e.g., coples 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

Facilities
Processes
e relevant OE personnel select, develop, modify, and

allocate their facilities as required by their diffu-
slon activities .




c.

Out comes

o adequate office space for OE personnel continues to
be available

c. Fupds
Processges
o relevant OF officials allocate funds ss needed for
monitoring, providing technical assistance or other
leadership in diffusion activities

Outcomes

o sufficient funds are available to support OE persounel
in diffusion activities

4. Start-Up
e Same as Selection/Adoption

5. Operation

e Same as Selection/Adoption

Plans and Constraiunts
1. Initial Counditions
a. Plans

e OF personnel have a range of plans for project dif-
fusion and other activities

Constraints

o 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
~-gtate of the art of research and evaluation (e.g.,
identifying factors leading to success of projects)
-~the national infrastructure (readiness for change
- 1in schools, technical expertise regionally, etc.)




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 RFP's, policy statements, etc.

Outcomes

e diffusion plans are adequate, available, and accept-
able within OE and reflect the wishes of Congress

Constraints -
Processes

¢ select/develop/modify
==within bureaucratic/political constraints, relevant
OE personnel refer to and formulate policies and
guidelines consonant with diffusion plans
-~t0 the extent possible, relevant OE personnel modify
existing policies that conflict with diffusion plans

Selection/Adoption

e Same as Preparation for Piffusion

Start-Up
e Same as Preparation for piffusion
Operation

® Same as Preparation for Diffusion




II. DIFFUSERS

A. Personnel
l. 1Initial Conditions

e 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-
gsemination

skills/knowledge
==facilitator skills
= human relations
- contacting key people
- following through with plans/actions
==knowledge of how LEA and school operates
==knewledge of local people and structures
==knowledge of content and teaching methodology in
relevant grades
==knowledge of SEA operation
==basic knowledge of OF aperations

roles/image
==have working relationships with other diffusers,
LEAs and SEAs

==the kind of person that LEAs would see as credible

availabilicy
==poal of potential diffusers available to carry out
bilingual project diffusion plans

¢

2, Preparation far Diffusion
Processes

e select
~~0E identifies potential diffusers both within and
outside of existing networks and considerd their
qualifications and availability in relation to
diffusion plans and credibility with LEAs
~-0E selects diffusers or groups of diffusers via
contracts or other incentives

train/inform

~~0E continually informs diffusers of plans and
constraints

==diffusers communica*e with one another and sites
about successful diffurion strategles




—O0E and contractor(s) train diffusers

= diffusion goals and plans

= project analysis

= use of diffusion materials

4 , - 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 avallable
proiects

—0E (and technical consultants) use effective methods
in training diffusers
~ sufficient time to cover content in depth
~ training strategies appropriate to goals

=~DE communicates role of bilingual project diffusers
to other relevant personnel at state, regional, and
Jocal 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

e elicie
-=0E 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
--0F assigne service areas to diffusers
~=diffusers allocate tasks among thelr own stsff to
carry out diffusion activities

Outcomes

e 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

544




-~diffusers are willing to act within plans/constraints
communtlcated by OE

-~diffusers are motivated to participate In the dif~
fusion of bilingual education projfects via packages

-~relevant others at state, regional and local levels
are supportive of effort to diffuse bilingual educa-
tion projects via packages

skilla/knowledge
-~diffusera are knowledgeable about
diffusion materials
overall diffusion plans and constraints
types of LEAs to contact
their roles and reaponsibilities
effective diffusion/change agent atrategiea

-~diffuaera are skilled at
- analyzing projecta
= matching project requirements with district
resources

-=~relevant personnel at regional, state, and local
levels are knowledgeable about bilingual PIP project
diffuaion effort

roles/image

-~diffusers and their staffa have appropriate roles
and time commitments to carry out diffusion plans

-~diffusera are viewed as appropriate and legitimate
technical assistants

availabilicy

-~diffusers with appropriate skills, attitudes, kuowl-
edge, roles, and lmage are available to carry cut OE
diffuaion plans

3. Selection/Adoption
Processes

® select
-~within political, bureaucratic, and legal constraints;
OE replaces diffusers who do not perform within accept-
able limits; or maintaina appropriate size network
-~diffusera replace/expand their own staff as needed

train/inform

~~0F continually informs diffusers of plans, progress

-~diffusers share techniques, successeg, and failures
with other diffusers

~-diffusers continually inform relevant regional state
and local personnel of their activities

545
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elicit
~=QF presents incentives for diffusers to meet goals

at this stsge

allocate

~=diffusers coordinate activities among thelr own staffs

==diffusers involve relevant regional, state, and local
personnel as needed

Ql.lt comes

e gosls/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 activi-
ties

roles/image
~=diffusers continue to have approprizte roles

avallabilitcy
==diffusers who perform within acceptable limits con-
tinue to be available

Starc~Up

Processes

® select
==within political, bureaucratic, and legal constraints;
OE 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

--0E continually informs diffusers of plans and progress

==diffusers share techniques, successes, and failures
with other diffuaers

~~diffusers continually inform relevant regional state
and local perscnnel of thelr activities

elicit
--JF presents incentives to meet goala at this stage

allocate

==diffusers coordinate activities among theilr own staffs

=~diffusers involve relevant regional, state, and local
personnel as needed




Outconies

_goals/attitudes

-=diffusers have high morsle

skills/knowledge
-~diffusers are knowledgeable about QE plans .

~~diffusers know about techniques, activities of other
diffusers

-—ather relevant personnel know about diffuser sctiv-
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

1l Initial Conditions

a. Materials/Equipment

literature relevant to diffusion/change agent strate-
gles 18 available

reports and other materials that provide information
about local school districts are avallable

Facilities

hl

adequate office spsce is available or obtainable

Funds

funding 1s obtainable for diffusers (or available for
existing diffusion networks)




2.

Preparation for Diffusion

E: 99

b

Materials/Eduipment

Procegses:

e select/develop/modify
w-diffugsers coordinate with one another with OE and
with contrators to select, develop, or modify any
materials needed o support diffusion efforts (for
com?unication network, reporting, etc.)

e allocate

«~0E gllocates and distributes materials {(including
PIPs) rto diffusers

--diffusers distribute materials to relevant diffu-
slon persgonnel at reglonal, state, and local levels
as needed

—~—diffuseras distribute diffusion materials among their
own gtaff members as needed

Qutcomes

e supplementary materials (e.g., charts, pamphlets,
forms) are available in adequate quantities and are
acceptable o diffusers and thelr staffs

® relevant personnel ar regional, state, and local levels
have adequate supply of diffusion materials

e diffusers and their staffs have adequate supply of
diffusion materials {(including PIPs) po carry out
OE plans

Facilities

Processes

e diffusers acquire appropriate new facilities or modify
existing facilities, as needed

Outcomes

e adequate office space 1s available
-ewgpace 1s adequate po house staff
—-gpace 18 adequate to house supply of diffusion ma~
terials needed




c. Funds

Processes

4 OE sllocstes funds to diffusers. The amount of funds
is determined in psrt on the bssis of
~oversll diffusion plsn
—locsl cost of living fsctors
~~need to motivste diffusers

@ diffusers provide funds to personnel st regiensl,
stste, locsl levels 88 needed for sasistsnce In
diffusion sctivities

diffusers sllocste funds sccording to OE’s snd their own
dif fusion plens

Oytcomes

¢ diffusers hsve sufficient funds to csrry out diffusion
plsns

3. SelectionfAdoption
¢ Ssme 88 Prepsrstion for Diffusion
4. Stsrt-Up
¢ Ssme 88 Prepsrstion for Diffusion
5. Operstion
e Ssme 88 Prepsrstion for Diffusien
C. Plsns snd Constrsints

1. Initisl Conditions

s. Plsns

e USOE, SEAs, snd LEAs have plsns regsrding needs for
diffusion effort (theae rsnge from well developed
networks with clesr plsns to locsl needs sssessments
implicitly pointing to sdoption needs)

b. Constrsints

o federsl/ststeflocsl lsws, regulstions, guidelines,
policies thst hsve impsct on diffusion sctivities




2.

Preparation for Diffusion
a. Plans
Processes
¢ OE personnel arrange for diffusion of exemplary bi-
lingual education projects via packages (e.g., issue

RFPs, 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 diffusien

Qut comes

® tentative plans for carrying out diffusion activities
Constraints

Processes

o diffusers formulate staff policles, 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

Cutcomes

¢ internal and external policies/guidelines support
diffusion activities

Selection/Adoption

a. Plans and Constraints

Processes

o diffusers reformulate plans, strategles, and policies
as needed.




Qutcomea

¢ diffusion plane, policies reflect current reslities

4 Start Up

¢ Same .as SelectionfAdcption
5. Operation

¢ Same aa Selectionf/Adoption




III. LEAs

A. Personnel

l. 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 administratien

—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

==gthnic and linguistic background matches community

availabilicy

-=ready for contacts {(with other administrators and
community)

--able to attend meetings

b. Potential Prolect 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)




--aware of cultural differencee and their implica=-
tions

-=bicultural

=~political aavvy in district

=—knowledge of bilingual education

roles/image
--~pogition in district (permanence, status, authority)

avallabilicy
-=time for duties, meetinge, contacts
-~guitable candidates for position are available

Potential Proiect Staff (teachera, aides, coordinators,
etcs)

e goals/attitudes
—favor bilingual education
—accept students’ home culture
-~respect students’ language
-~gccept minority students (doees not have low
expectations)

akille/knowledge

-~have knowledge of district

—teaching abilicy

-~bilingual/biliterate/bicultural {or experience
with culture of students) -

--bilingual education gkills (e.g., teaching reading

in Spanish)

—~group communication skills

—-bilingual evaluation skille (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 umemberghip appropriate

——effectiveness ae teachers accepted

~=-gtaff active In decision making

availabilicy

—=gufficient number of candidates available to £fill
roles
~ regource teachers
- inatructional aldes
~ volunteera
- community liaison/coordinator

~~gppropriate ethnic and linguistic representation
acroaa staff categories




d. Evaluator
Lvaluator

e goals/attitudes
wecommitted to sound evaluation

skills/knowledge

--knows principles of sound evaluation design, test-~
ing procedures and instruments, and bilingusl pro~
granm evaluation issues

=ebilingual/biliterate (to observe classrooms and
evaluate tests)

roles /image
=-credible position within or outside district

availabilicy
--on-gite or locelly available

e. Repular School Personnel {principal, teachers, etc.)

® goals/attitudes

~—favor bilingual education

—-gccept students’ home culture

=-loyalty among staff, toward principal, toward
project and director

--regspect student’s langusge

-=a” cept minority students (does not have low
expectations)

skills/knowledge

-have knowledge of district

~=teaching ability (for regular teaching)

=wbilingual/biliterate/bicultural {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

wegroup communication skills

~=bilingual evaluation skills (standardized testing,
monitoring performance, diagnosis)

roles/image

--principal and other personnel have appropriate
balance of authority and constraint

--gthnic balance
—egtaff active in decision making

availabilicy
-egtablility {(vs. transiency) of sataff
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.
-

-—composition of certificated and non-certificated
staff appropriate (ethnic and linguistic background)
-=transiency

Community and Parents

goals/attitudes

——attitudes toward cultural and linguistic minorities

==attitudes toward invelvemert In scheool affairs

~—attitudes toward school, bilingual educaticn 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)

~—gducation level

==languages and language varieties in use

roles/image

==preasure groups (selfeorganized vs. school=organized) .
~-media presentation of minorities

==organized (PAC, etc.)

~—ethnic, linguistic compositicn

=—=tensions among groups

~-group members appointed (by whom}

availabilicy (for participation)

~-working parents (including mothers working with their
small children)

~-rural/urban area (distance)

Preparation for Diffusion

8. Decision Makers

Processes

train
—0E and d.ffusers make DM’s aware of diffuaion 1ssues
and possibilities

elicit
~~0F and diffusers develop incentives which will
encourage DMe te favor diffusien

Qutcomes

goals/attitudea
~-DMg regard project adoption as a possibility
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b. Potential Project staff

Processes

e train/inform
«=0E arranges for training teachers to be bilngual
-=0E arranges for training bilingual teachers in
bilingual education skills

organize/assign
-=0E arranges for re~locate bilingual people

Oytcomes

o skills/knowledge/availability
«=bilingual teachers with adequate bilingual educa-
tion knowledge are avallable at sites which need
projects

3. Selection/Adoption

a. Decision Makerg (Federal Project Officers, Assistant
Superintendent, proposal writer, etc.)

Processes

¢ select
-=diffusers identify relevant DM’a

train/inform

~-Decision Mskers (DMs) have contact with diffuser
(TRC, SEA; either DM or diffuser can initiate con-
tact)

~-DMs inform non-public school officials that project
is available for LES students

--DMs attend conventions, etc.

--DMs read Federal Register

w«=DMs read printed diffusion pamphlets, etc.

~-DMs inquire {as necessary) about availability of
personnel and other resources, laws and policies
(local, state and federal) affecting project; deter-
mine compliance requirements

--DM3 use feedback of staff and community in planning

elicit

~=0BE or state officials invite DM to apply for fund:

w~diffusers impress DMs with importance of bilingual
project, encourage DMs interest in adoption

~-0ffice of Civil Rights cites district for non-
compliance, calls for Lau remedies




allocate

=-Superintendent assigns responsibility (e.g., for
proposal writing) to Federal Projects Officer,
potential PD, or other persor

Qut comes

goals/attitudes

~«IMs favorable toward adoption of pr- asct

=-DMs committed to providing nec staff and
other resources

«~=DMa receptive to co~munity advice

skills/knowledge

=-DM8s informed regarding cholce of projects (goals,
features, constraints)

~-[Mas aware of relevant laws, policies, g idelines
affeating project

roles/image
«~[M’s key personnel for adoption work identified
and in a pogition to do work necessary

avallability

=-administrators who are in a position to make
project-relevant decisionas are available for
contacts and work ‘

Proiect Director (candidate or DM in PD role)

Processes

select

--DMs identify candidates

--DMa interview, discusa candidates

«=Board of Education and superintendent approve
candidate

train/inform

««PD reads project selection materials (ASX, etc.)

=-PD has contacts with TRC, other consultents, dif-
fusers, original site staff

~PD has contacts with other bilingual projects
(including originating site)

=-PD analyzes availability of staff and other re~
acurces; informs him/herself about policiec and
constraints relevant to project selection

elicit

--giperintendent allots funds for project

=-diffusers and original gite staff impress PD with
importence of project

~—ASK motivates enthusiasm to adopt proiect




® allocate
--DMs asaign rolea and responsibilities

Qutcomes

e goals/attitudea
-=willing to accept role
--~ready to support project

akills/knowledge

-~gware of project goala, philoaophy, featurea, and
structure

~~knows role he/ahe will play

——aware of diatrict mechaniama (budgeting procedures,
etc.} and hierarchy

--gware of avallability of staff and other reaocurcea,
and about policiea and conatrainta that could affect
project

roles/image

=~ia Iin a poaition appropriate for directing project
(seen aa having atatua equal to aimjlar level
administrators)

availability
--gdequate candidatea are available

Potential Proilect Staff (Teachers, Aidea, Instructional
Coordinator)

Proceaaea

® aelect/elicit
««DMs determine Intereat In project and asaeas akllla
{e.g., Are there enough bilingual teachera with appro-
priate akills available and willing to join project?)

Qutcomea

e goala/attitudea
~-gtaff candidatea ldentified have appropriate goals/
attitudea

roles/image
-~gtaff candidatea have appropriate rolea/image

akilla/knowledge
~gtaff candidatea identified have approoriate skilla

ava 11118)’
~~autilclent ataff candidatea in each category are
avallable to operate project




d.

e

Evaluator

Processes

select

—DMe 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

--DMs inform evaluator of proifect gosls and features,
special needs of bilingusl project, and if neces~
sary, arrange for training in bilingual proiect
evaluation issues (prepare to select tests with
appropriate regional vocsbulary; distinguish lan-
guage proficiency from dominance; test reading knowle-
edge in both languages)}

elicit

~~funding agencies make clear their criteris for
adequate evaluation reports and sanctions for not
delivering them

allocate
~=-DMs clearly assign job of designing evaluation to

evaluator

Qutcomes

goals/attitudes
~=gvaluator wanta to prepare a sound evaluation report

skilla/knowledge
-~gvaluator knows how to prepare a sound evaluation
deaign for a bilingual project

roles/image
——gvaluator’s role 18 clear to district officiels
and ataff

availabilicty
~-ayaluator has time to allot to project

Regular Personne

Procesaea

aelect
==PD determines relevant staff to inform about the
proiect




train/inform
--PD holds orientation meetings or otherwise Ltriefs
staff members

elicice
—PD impresses staff with lmportance of project,
how it will help staff with duties, etc.

Qutcomes

goals/attitudes
~=gtaff accepts/supports project installation

skills/knowledge
—gtaff aware of project before it 1s installed

CommunitY and Parents

Processes

select
~-DMs 1dentify key individuals or groups in the
communicy

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 Iin paper, on radio)

~=DMs Inform community of federal requirements for
parent involvement

wwgommenity groups hold meetings, sponsor media
announcements, telephone to inform community about
need for project

elicit

~-DMs elicit community opinion about choice of proj-
ects

—=community organizations (2.8., La Raza Association)}
arouse anger of community

allocate

~~community and parents form themselves or others
into pressure groups, task forces, etc.

--DMs form parent group to approve proposal




Qutcomes

» geals/attitudes
—community is supportive of project
——community members have goale reflecting local
conditions (replace school board member, start
adult education program)}

skills/knowledge

—community is informed about project and ita
philosophy, goals and methods

«—community has new organizational skills

roles/image

—~—comminity members see themselves as active in
school affairs

—DMs see community as active 1In school affairs

availabilicy
——commmity members available to participate in
planning and to approve project plams and proposal

4, Start-up

a+ Decision Makers

Processes

8 select
«PD determines relevant DMs to contact

train/inform .

~PD informs DMs about project goals, procedures,
philosophy, structure etec., as they relate to
D roles (PD uses board meeting reports, evalua-
tion plans, etc.)}

~-DMs and PD inquire about laws and guidelinszs
relevant to project; determine compliance require-
ments

elicit
—~PD elicite DM support for project start-up

allocate
~—DMs allocate time for considering decisions re-
lated to project




Cutcomes

e goals/attitudes
--DMs sufficiently action-oriented to promote
efficient project start-up (no blocks to pur-
chasing, hiring, budget adjustments)

skills/knowledge

-pDMg awsre of project goals, procedures, etc.,
ingsofar as project depends on DM support for
start-up

roles/image

~-ghifts of power or authority within district
(due to project grant or role assignments) facili-
tate start-up

availabilicy
--DMg available for contact {to grant permission,
consult, meet with PD)

Project Directors

Processes

® select
--DMs assign position definitely (or hire)} PD

train/inform
==PD reads PIP and seeks technical assistance

necessary to train hin or herself

-=PD informs self about cultural, soclal and
language 1ssues relevant to the project and the
comaunicy

==PD reviews curriculum materials

==PD familiarizes him or herself with district
procedures and structure

elicit

--=DMs, diffusers, OF 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)

~Pl} reads PIP; PIP encourages desire to replicate

allocate

--PD organizes ti:e to study project and start it
effectively

~~DMg assign PD role in time for start-up




Outcomes

goals/attitudes
-=commitment to project 1s well~formed

skilla/knowledge

-~administrative (management, public relations, etc.)
skills sufficient for start-up

--knowledge of laws, policies and guidelines affect~
ing project is sufficient

--has knowlegge of project and school roles and functions

=-has knowledge of DM functions (who to keep informed,
who to contact for permissionse)

roles/image
—position as PD established in district

availability
~-gufficient time available for responsibilities

Prolect Staff

Processes

select

=-DMa and PD egtablish criteria for staff selection

==-PD identifies local talent and advertises positiina

--PD screens applicants with appropriate panel

==PD hires or selects staff members for each pesition
(teacher, alde, instructional coordinator, ete.)
based on competencies, not tenure

train/inform

--PD informe potential staff members about proifect

~—gtaff membera attend workshop sponsored by the
project

——gtaff members receive training as necessary in
language skills, evaluation, dutles, bilingual
teaching methods

--PD assures that teachers are aware of school
procedures during recess, in library and cafeteria,
etc., and can coordinate with other special
proiects

elicit

=-PD elicits agreement to join project (offers
suitable salary, career ladder, good working con-
ditions, ete.)




-=PD elicits support for project (commitment neces-
sary for effectively playing designated reole and

having loyalty to project)
~~PD encourages participation in decision making

allocate
-~PD assigns roles

Qut‘. comes

goals/attitudes

—-committed to project and participation (volun-
teered)

==~commtitted to bilingual education

skills/knowledge .
-—-gufficient language skills (Spanish/Prench/English)
to fulfill role in project
-~ bilingual (apeaks and understands English and
standard Prench or Spanish)
- gpeaks and understands local varieties of
children’s home language
- has some degree of fluency in children’s home
language (native speaker; uses Spanish/Prench
at home with family and friends)
~=~gufficient knowledge of bilingual education
methods and materials
-~gufficient knowledge of district and school pro-
cedures to perform functions in project (aware of
political and soclal climate and practical proce-
dures; aware of pressure groups, etc.)
-=gufficient knowledge of community and home culture
to perform functions in project
=—gufficient knowledge of project and roles to teach
effectively (according to PIP guidelines}

roles/image

=—ci;edible as bilingual astaff (previous college and
inservice training, credential, certification)}

—-gtaff roles are set appropriately (e.g., who re-
ports to whom; staff-school relations good;
teachers participate in decision-making)

~—role 18 appropirate In relation to regular staff

avalilability

~~gufficient number of staff members assigned to
each position (bilingual aldes, curriculum spe-
clalists, etc.)

-=gelected in time for training




Regular School Personnel

Processes

e select
«=PD identifies key regular school personnel (who
are influential or potentially troublesome}

trsin/inform
«=PD or project staff informs regular astaff about
project and its relation to them

elicit
~=PD seeks to interest regular staff in the project

tco

goals/sttitudes
-—gccept and support project

skills/knowledge
—gufficient knowledge of project to answer parent
questions and to satisfy professional interest

rolea/image
«=relationship established between PD and principsl,
between project staff aund regular school staff

availability
«-~gtaff is available for.orfentationa, contacts

e+ Community and Parents

Processes

e select
«=PD continues to identify key individuals and
groups from community
«~community members volunteer {or PD recruits them)
to be members of the Lommunity Advisory Committee
{CAC) and to be parent aildes

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)




Outcomes

e goals/attitudes
—gupport project and its goals
~parents choose te have students participate

skills/knowledge

—know about federal law requiring parent input

~—gware of project and understand its philosophy,
goals and methods

roles/image
-~-parents see themselves as involved/active/powerful

avallabilicy
-—gvallable for contacts or meetings

5. Operation

e

Decision Makers

Processes

e 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 gseeks to create, increase and/or maintain
positive attitudes sufficiently to guarantee
proiect continuation

Outcomes

e goals/attitudes
~—gupport project sufficiently to ensure efficient

prolect 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})

avallability
-DMs.svailable for contacts as needed




b.

Project Director

Processes

e train/inform
~=PD learns more sbout his/her function by performing
it
~~PD attends tresining sessions, conventions, etc.

o elicit
~-~Federal Projects officer elicits compliance with
guidelines; effective action etc.

¢ allocate
~-PDs allocate time sufficient to perform functions

QQE comes

e goals/attitudes
~-continued commitment to project

e skilla/knowledge
~~administrative skills sufficient for operatiom

¢ roles/image
~-position as PD 18 established (Ve. temporary or token
nosition) and maintained (recognized as leader)

e avallability
—PD allocates time to perform functions

Proiect Staff
Processes

¢ select
~-PD gelects new staff for replacements and expansion

train/inform
~=PD arranges for inservice training as needed
(consultante, conventions, etc.)

elicit

~-PD seeks support of staff for project

~-PD of fers appropriate incentives for good staff to
remain (salary, working conditions, etc.)

-=PD and staff maintain good communication with each
other

allocate

-«gtaff allocates time needed to perform functions (pre-
paration time for teaching, meeting attendance, atc.)

--gtaff plans jointly as needed
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Jutcomes

» goals/attitudes

—~pogitive attitudes toward all students (LES, NES,
FES) and instructors

«~continued coomitment to project and bilingual
education

==gontinued acceptance of students’ home culture

--gccepts role of each project staff member

—gttitudes towards children’s parents

—loyalty among staff toward principal, project, and
director

skills/knowledge

-—adequate skill tc 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 inatructor serves as role model

avallability

—etime allotment appropriate to duties

—~gufficient number of staff members remain avail-
able throughout the school year

d. Regular Schoel Staff

Processes

e 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)

Jutcomes

e goals/attitudes
—accept and support project

skills/knowledge
—gufficient knowledge of project to answer parent
questions




e =&availability
-=-project staff is available for orientations,
contactse, joint planning

e, Community and Parents

Processes

o select
~—PD or profect staff identify key individuals or
groups In the community

train/inform

—PD, project staff, principal, and evaluator inform
community members about project (letters, newslet-
ters, meetings, radie, TV, telephone, home visits,
festive events, notices, evaluation reports)

elicit
~-PD or project staff elicits parent support for
project

Outcomes

goals/attitudes

—sgupport project and its goals (volunteer for Paren:
Advisory Council, gerve as aide, willing to send
students)

skills/knowledge
--aware of project

avallabilicy
—gufficient number of parents and community members
are avallable for contacts or meetings

Other Resources

1,

I itial Conditions

a2, Materials/Equipment

e adequate basic curriculum materials in English and
non-English language (district or state mandated, etc.)
are available

® S.udent records are avallable as needed

b. Facilities
e Administrative offices
--equipped as needed (typewriter, supplies)

~—ppace avallabie 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 18 adequate (in relation to community
residency patterns, bussing, desegregation)

~~design 18 appropriate (walls present or absent,
etc.)

«~gufficient number of classrooms

c+ Funds

~—district operates with sufficient funds to avoid
wisappropriation of project funds (or delay of
allocation of project funds)

«~gufficient funding sources are available to
support the project (ESEA Title VII, state bi-
lingual funds, etc.)

«~DMs and community approve use of funde for bilin-
lingual education

2. Preparation for Diffusion
a. Msterials/Equipment

® aelect
~~0E (or contractor) identifies exiating packages
available for diffusion of projects (analyzes their
usefulness, etc.)

develop/modify
~0F and/or technical consultants select projects
(identify candidate projcts, set criteria for
selection, apply criteria including validation by
JDRP, make final selection, consider market for
projects to adop'®
~~0F 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

Qutcomes

e 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 ysers
~ ethnic and linguistic presentation in displays

and audiovisual materials

~ cosv not prohibitive

--packages acceptable to developer site staff (con-
sidered & useable and accurate presenta~ion of
their project)

avallability
—~gufficient number of coples of packages or components
avallable for each user (teachers, principals, etc.)

3. Adoption/Selection

a+ Materials/Equipment

Processes

select

-«DMs assess curriculum materisls in the schools to
determine how many materials need to be ordered

~~DM8 determine sources of bilingual materiszls
‘e«ge, slite-produced booklets)

develop/modify
--DMs prepare propossal for project, following
requirements for format and meeting deadline

Qutcomes

L

adequate bilingual materials are commercially
avallable or can be developed

proposal is avallable to funding asgency on time
(with adequate content and appearance)

Facllities

1} Administrative offices

Processes

select

-=it8 tentatively choose office space for PD,
evaluator, instructional consultant, community
cocrdinator (1f necessary)

develop/modify
--IM8 plan changes needed for PD office




Ce

s allocate
--DMs tentatively assign PD (and others) an office

Qutcomes

e adequate administrative offices available {compar-
ahle to other district offices)

2) Adequate schools and classrooms {and Parent Involve-
went Center) available

Processes

e select
—-DMs 1dentify schools or classrooms for project
use {considering staff and parent wishes)

develop/modif

—DMs plan cc  *ruction needed, 1if any

-=DMs plan o . :ications needed to meet health and
safety regul. “ions

allocate
--DMs assign schools or classrooms for project
(consulting with principal and staff)

Qutcomes

e 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}

Funds
Processes
¢ select
--DMs identify funding sources for bilingual
education, write proposals to geek funds
allocate
~-DMs prepare budgets to accomodate project and as
required by funding agency
Qutcomes

e funding level is sufficient for project

¢ budget categories afford efficient operation of
prolect




4. Start-Up

a. Materisls/Equipment

Processes

e select

=-PD and steff review and analyze sppropriateness of
various bilingual materials

««PD and staff select and order material- and
equipment needed {e.g., core and supplementary
materials specified in PIP)

==PD and staff seek information {(e.g., from PD and
other sites) regarding sources of bilingual
materials

~-Evaluator selects and prders tests

e develop/modify
--PD and staff develop bilingual materials as
necessary

e &llocate
~-PD distributes materials and equipment to class=-
rooms
-=teachers (and aldes) arrange materials and equip-
ment In classroom {e.g., set up learning centers)

Qutcomes

® content of bilingusl curriculum materials

—=language features of printed materisls are appro-
priate
- reglonal variety
- standard/non-standard language
= vopcabulary

-=difficulty level (vocabulary) of materials is
correct for students’ ability

~-toplcs 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 bilingusl curriculum materials
~-i1llustrations are appropriste
~-packaging adequate (equivalent top English materials)
‘= quality of paper
= format
~ graphics




b.

roles/image
~wgtaff, DMs, PD, community and parents judge
materials suitable for local students

availabilicy

~bilingual materials, commercial or locally devel-
oped, are gvailable

~wgquipment and supplies are avaflable

Facilities

1) Administrative Offices

Processes

® select
~«DMs make final selection of office

develop/modify
~-DMs carry out changes needed in office

allocate
~-DMs make final office assignment

Qutcomes

e PD has adequate office (well located) available
for use at beginning of startup

2) Clagsxrooms {and Parent Involvement Centers)
Pro‘esses

® select
-=PD works with principals in 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 proiect 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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Funds
Processes

e select
—PD geeks continuation funding sources and complies
with funding agency guidelines tc assure continued
support

allocate
~~PD spends funds according to budget (modifying as
needed}

Outcomes

~-gufficient funding is available in all budget cate-
gories

5. Operation

a. Materials/Equipment

Processes

® Belect
~=PD and/or staff review and select new msterials
and equipment as needed, e.8. for second year, for
students needs as identified

o develop/modify
-—-gtaff (e.g8. curriculum coordinater) develops and
modifies materials as needed

e allocate
-=pMs and PD distnibute materials as they arrive
~-gtaff members arrange materials for efficient use
(e.g. sharing among teams; storage and display
within classrooms)

Outcopes

¢ adequate materials (as defined in starv-up) remain
available and accepiable, or new ones have been
secured

b. Facilities Classroomsg

Processes

o develop/modify
~=teachers decorate room as epecified in PIP (e.8.
dispiave In two languages, bright, colorful, etc.)




Outcomes

® adequate classrooms are in use
~=bilingual/bicultural displays (appropriate themes)
--displays of student work
¢+ Funds

Processes

o 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)

Qutcomes

—-gufficient funding is available in all budget cate-
gorles

C. Project Plans and Constraints

1. Initial Conditions

a. Profect Plans

® suitable projects available (JDRP approvable;
relevant to student needs)

e district has long-range plan for languages (transi-
tion, maintenance)

b. Constraints (laws, policies, guidelines}

® content

-—pgxplicit 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

--gpecific conditions of funding agencies clear

=-teachers’ union and contract agreements clear

roles/image (degree of compliance/enforcement)
-—ganctiona for enforcing laws and policies are clear




availlsbilicy

-—i{nformstion regsrding laws, guidelines, and
policies available to schools

--formal lawa, guidelines, policies are available in
usable form (non-~technical language, ]limited
detall, sufficient brevity, explicit statements)}

——implicit coustraints or informal policles are made
clear to users

2. Selection/Adoption

as Project Plans
Brocesses

e DMs make necessary project plans

Outcomes

tentative plans are made for project adoption,
start-up, operation, and continuation

b. Constraints (laws, policies, guidelines)
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develop/modify

-~DMs formulate policiea suitable for project
(e.g., arrange for hiring bilingual teachers even
if there 1s no vacancy)

~~DMg modify local policles 88 necessary for
proiect

~-DMs make policies and sanctions known to school
and community (seek parental views)

Qutcomes

content

—digtrict has policies favorable to project

~-DMg are aware of lawa and guidelines relevant teo
project

—project guidelines compatible with district policy
{practical, realistic)

roles/image (degree of compliance/enforcemenc)

—sachools continue to comply with laws, pelicies and
guldelines

~~Jaws and guidelines are enforced and cnnstraints
made operational




availability

-=information regarding formal laws, guldelines, and
policies available to schools

~=lawe, guldelines, policles are avallable in usable
form (non~technical language, limited detail,
sufficient brevity, euplicit statements)

~=implicit constraints or informal policles are made
clear to uaers

3. sStarc-Up

8. Project Plans

Processes

¢ DMs and PD adopt and revise plans for project

--povaluator plans sound evaluation sultable 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.

~gtaff and evaluator plan for curriculum continuity
(behavioral objectivea and tests for each grade
level)

QOutcomes

¢ detalled project plans are made for start-up,
operation and continuation

h. Constraints

Processes

e develop/wmodify
~-DM8 formulatz or modify policies suitable for
project

allocate

~=DMe inquire about laws and guidelines relevant to
projects, determine compliance requirements

~=policy makers or legislatora disaeminate laws and
policies

Qutcomes

& content
~=-district has policies favorable to project
~=-P]} disseminates laws and guldelines relevant to
proiect




roles/image {degree of compliance/enforcement)

~=gchools continue to comply with laws, policies and
guidelines

~—laws and guldelines are enforced by relevant agency

availability

~=information regarding laws, guldelines, and
policies available to schools

w~laws, guldelines, 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

~~ Project Plans

Processes

¢ staff and evaluator nlan for curriculum continuity
{behavioral object and tests for each grade
level)

¢ DMs revise plans as needed and formulate plans for
continuation

Qutcomes

e PD and DMs prepare proposals and plans for continu-
ation

Constraints
Processes

¢ develop/modify

~—DMg formulate policies suitable for project

—DMs make plans necessary for project

~~DMs modify local policies as necessary for
proiject

~=PD works toward policy changea aa it seems feas-
ible and wise

==pMs make policies and sanctions known

Outcomes

e content
~=district has policies favorable to project
~=DMs are aware of laws and guidelines relevant to
project




roles ‘image (degree of compliance/enforcement)

~~gchools continue to comply with laws, policies and
guidelines

=-laws and guidelines are enforced (and enforcable)

~=laws and guldelines are seen as reasonable

avallabilicy

-—information regarding laws, guidelines, and
policies available to schools

~~laws, guldelines, policies are avallable in usable
form (non~technical language, limited detail,
suf ficient brevity, explicit statements)

=~implicit constraints or informal policies are made
clear and usable

D. Students
1. Initiel Conditions

e 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 iIn 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, %)

-~gutonomy, activity (vs. dependence, passivity} in
learning situation

avallability

--gttendance levels high

~~appropriate number of students with need for special
project (in relation to total school population)

~~-migrancy, transiency law




2. Selection/Adoption
Proceaaea

® aelect
~-DMg 1dentify target atudenta by achool and general
characteriatica (needa) and communicate with parenta,
principala, and evaluator
—[Ms enaure that a aufficient number of atudenta need
project

Qutcomea

® tentative target group with appropriate characteriatica
(LES, NES) 1a identified

3. Start-Up
Proceaaea

® aelect
~~gvaluator, PD, and ataff formulate atudent entry cri-
teria (and exit criteria, if deaired)
- achievement level (including reading readinesa)
language dominance and proficiency
ethniclity
aocloeconomic atatus (SES)
volunteera for participation
deaegregation quotaa
teacher nomination
compatibility with other atudenta or with teacher
avallability of inatructora, materiala, and
facilitiea
parental wiah
- age
- attendance pattern
- language expoaure outaide achool
~=teachera ldentify apecific children (by deter-
mining their needa) and wants) to participate
in project {(aecure parental permiaaion, teat,
get nominationa)
~-gvaluator asalata ataff in planning aaaeasment
needed
~~parents enroll their cnildren in project

allocate (organize/aaaign}

-=PD, ataff, and evaluator asaign atudenta to groups
or claaarooma (whole claaaes, pull-out, groupa within
claaaea, aegregation or reluvcation of LES/NES atudenta)

~~PD determinea criteria for atudent placement (aame aa
entry and exit criteria, above, plua akill of teachera
and aides)
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==FD and evaluator determine procedures and times for
placement, re-grouping (if any) and exit (if sny)
testing
~- teacher evaluation
parental wish and permission
arbitrary

Qutcomes

e appropriate children (goals/attitudes, skills/knowledge,
aptitude, imsge} in sufficient numbers are assigned to
each group or classroom.

4. Operation
Processes

s 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
-—gcontent
~ Instructors present planned content (teach
appropriste subjects, cover topics in syllabus
and in lists of performance objectives, English
and second languag: skill development comparable)}.

instructors vary content according to students’
needs {regional variation 1in 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
{vas. touristic) approach to culture

+ instructors and evaluator determine content areas
students know
+.gelest or develop tests appropriate for bi-
lingual students
+.adninister diagnostic and achievement tests

‘natructors and evaluator keep records of student

progress and achlevement
+.8tudent and class profiles (checklists of skills,

contracts, affective growth charts, student
record folders)
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=-~me thod
- instructors use special approaches (1f any) well
sscomputer sssisted
+ sprogrammed tutoring

instructors use regular techniques well
+.question and answer, discussion

. .worksheets, geatwork

+.games, songs, field trips, projects
+.felt board, pictures, displays
..6tories, explsnations

«.programmed materials

+ IV, film, audio~tape

+.Language Master, Systems 80

instructors uae bilingual techniques well (follow
plan for language use}

++language use in instruction
+ systematic altermation during lesson (back~
to-back, preview-~review, translation, pattern
drill)
+ requirement to speak or write first or second
language in certain subjects
« free alternation

. .approach to non-standard forms
. non-standsrd 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

+.8tudents work at own pace

+.teachers present new material at appropriate
rate (students follow and are not bored)

+.rhythm of lesson engsges students’ interest

+igh percentage of time in actual instruction
or prectice (va. orgsnizational or disciplinary
sctivities)




~ instructors play appropriate roles in tesching

«eteacher presents new material; if monolingual,
does English instruction

s.ailde has instructional role, reinforces con-
cepts, or does home langusge instruction

«eparent does cultural component, clerical
work, tutoring, reinforcing native language,
activities and special events

+oinstructors follow plan for percent time
bilingual students spend with teacher, aide,
and other staff (compared with English-speaking
students)

«ecross~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 affective-climate
in general
- gelf-concept development
- teacher’s tone of voice, empathy ephance learning
- teacher provides for success {or each student

-~instructors credte appropriate affective climate

in relation to language and cul ture

- 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 gecond 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)

e Allocate
--teachers schedule students’ time

- bilingual students have exposure in physical edu-
cation, art, and music comparable to other students

- teavhters group and regroup students within their
classes (considering student and parental choice,
test results, performance, ete.)
teachers re-assign students as needed between
clsssrooms




~ PD, regular gtaff and teachers aesign students
to classrooms for next year

-~ students have appropriate time with varicus
instructors (bilingual, highly skilled, etc.)

Outcomes

goals/attitudes

--gtudents appreclate having their parents involved in
school activities

~=-gtudents perceive bilingual instructor as role model

~~gtudents are wotivated towards using English and
thelr native language at appropriate times during
instruction

—-students have good saelf~-concept

--gtudents appreciste their home culture

--gtudents want to communicate with and assoclate with
students from other ethnic groups

~gtudants have positive (or less nepative) attitudes
coward recent arrivals

~~gtudents like school

skills/knowledge
—-students meet skill requirements of project (English
language, home language, content areas, etc.)

roles/image
--gtudents sre accepted by their peers and teachers
~~gtudents’ abilities are respected

availability

—students who need the project continue to pe avail-
able to participate (proximity to school, sufficient
nuuhers for project classrooms, characteristics
conform to policy, e.g., segregation)

585




BEFERENCES




REFERENCES

Campeau, P. L., Roberts, A. 0. H., Bowers, J. E., Austin, M., & Roberts,
S. J. The identification and description of exempiary bilingual
education programs. Palo Alto, California: American Institutes
for Reaearch, August 1975, (AIR-48300-~8/75-FR(I))

Campeau, P. L., Binkley, J. L., Hawkridge, D. G., & Treadway, P. G.
First vear report: Evaluation of Prolect Informatfon Package dig~
semination and implementation. Palo Alto, California: American
Institutes for Research, 1978,

Center for Applied Linguistics. Bilingual education: Current perspec-
tives (5 Vols.). Arlington, Virginia: CAL, 1977-1978.

Hawkridge, D. G., Chalupsky, A. B,, & Roberts, A. 0, H. A study of
selected exemplary DPrograms for the education of disadvantaged
¢hildren., Palo Alto, California: American Institutes for Research,
September 1968, - 4IR-G-52-9/68~FR)

Horst, D. P. Analysis of school projects for the deveiopment of Project
Information Packages (PIPs). Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the American Educational Research Assoclation, April 4#-8, 1977, New
York.

Horst, D. P. Checkligts of potential errors in the ESEA Title I evaluation
and reporting system. In B. L. Bessey (Ed.)} Further documentation of
State ESEA Title I rePorting models and their technical assistance re-

uirementsg, Phase II Vol. II. 1978.

Horst, D. P., Tallmadge, G. K., & Wood, C. T. Measuring® achievement gains
in educational projfects. Mountain View ©CA: BMC Research Corporation,
1974, (UR-243) (Also published as: A practical guide to measuring
project impact on student achievement. Washington DC: U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1975. (017-080-01460); (ERIC: EDiO6 376)

Mackey, W. F., & Beebe, V. N. Appendix A: A checklist of variables in
evaluative bilingual education. In Bilingual schools for a bicul-
tural community: Miami’s adavtation to the Cuban refugees. Rowley,
Massachusetts: WNewbury House Pubiishers, 1977,

Stearns, S. D. Evaluation of the field test of Prolect Informatfon Pagck~
ages {(Vol. I: Viability of packaging). Menlo Park, California:
SRI International, 1975.

Stearns, S. D. Evaluation of the field test of Prolect Information Psck-
sgea (Vol. I: Summary report). Menlo Park, California: .SRI Inter-
national, 1977.




Tallmadge, G. K. The develoPment of Project Information FPackages for
effective approaches in compensatory education. Mountain View,
California: RMC Research Corporation, 1974. (RMC Report No. UR~254)

Tallmadge, G. K., & Horst, D. P. A procedural guide for validating achieve~
ment gains in educational projects (Rev. ed.}. Mountain View, California:
KMC Research Corporation, 1975. (UR~240; cp0: 017-080-01516; ERIC:

ED126 135)




