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PREFACE

This report describes an evaluation of Project Information Packages
(PIPs), a specific type of packaging, as field tested by the United States
Office of Fducation (USOE) for the diffusion of four bilingual projecis.
The field test began with the dissemination of the PIPs in the fall of
1976. The evaluation described here began about nine months later (summer,
1977) and continued through the 1978-1979 school year.

This report consists of three volumes, as follows:

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

the study questions and findings, (b) an introducticn to the study (Sec-
tion 1), (c) a non-technical summary of Substudy I, the ppocess evaluation
of the PIP diffusion effort (Section 2), and (d) a non-technical summary
of Substudy II, the evaluation of the impact of the diffusion effort on
students (Section 3). This volume 18 intended to provide a self~contained

overview of the policy-related study questions and conclusions.

Volume II, the Techuical Discussion and Appendices, documents the

methodology and results of the two substudies and provides more detailed
discussions of conclusions and recommendationa. This volume also includes
five appendices: (a) site-by-site results of the process substudy, (b)
sice-by-site results of the impact substudy, (c) the complete conceptual
framework used in the process evaluation substudy, (d) a comparative analy-
sis of the contents of the four bilingua) PIPs, and (e) a summary of the
major, mid-study inputs from the study advisory panel.

Volume III, the present volume, is a collection of specific eyalua-

cion guidelines and job aides that were developed for the use of the fileld-
test sites and which have been organized in the format of a PrototyrPe Eval-
uation Manual. This volume should be viewed as a preliminary draft rather
than a finished product. Further, it deals in detail only with the eval-
uation of student achilevement, which 1s only one component of a complete,

bilingual program evaluation.




NOTE

This volume comprises many of the specific achievament-evaluation
guidea and worksheats developed for the field=test sites in the bilingual-
PIP evaluation. These materiala ara presented here in the form of an eval=
uation manual, Iin order to highlight the major issues that arose in the
course of the field teat and to illustrate the kinde of solutiona that RMC
has propoaed.

This prototype manual i8 intended primarily to stimulate discussion
on ways to resolve the major, practical problams in bilingual program
evaluation. Many technical jssues remain to be aettled and, in additionm,
an extenaive process of format development, tryout, and revision would
be required before thia manual could be considered ready.for general use.
Nevertheleas, until more comprehensive, specific, evaluation gsuidelinea

for bilingual prograns are developed, we believe that these materiale may
ba of use to some bilingual-program personnel.
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AN ORIENTATIGN
T0
THE EVALUATICN PROBLEMS AND THE MANUAL

Introductiop

An Unconventionsl Manual

This is not a basic guide to schievement evaluation. It is an at-
tempt to fill in the gaps between the evalustion theory that all evalua-
tors know and the realities of evaluating achievement in bilingual pro-
grams. Many of the probiems addressed in the manual apply to evaluations
of all types of programs but, in most cases, We have attempted to relate
them to bilingual programs.

The Perspective of the Authors

The authors of this manual have reviewed numerous eveluation reports
from many types of programs, and have found that most fail to provide con-
vincing evidence of program impact or even to provide interpretable infor-
mation on student achievement levels. ManY veports paint overly reasy pic-
tures of general program effectiveness, while failing to isolate specific,
positive impacts that msy actually have occurred.

While recognizing the many problems invelved in evaluating bilingual
programs, and the time and financial constraints under which most evalua-
tors must work, we believe that far more meaningful achievement evaluations
are poesible in most school districts. This prototype manual is the result
of attempting to develep such evaluations in 19 school districts over a two~-
year period. It ig organized around the major, practical obstacles encoun-
tered by these districts and provides specific recommendations on how to
deal with the problems. The intention is to describe the best avallatle
approaches for those districts that have both the commitment to meaningful
achievement evaluation and the vesources thst are required, and to dissuade
districts that lack the commitment or resources from expending their ef-
forts on the collection of misleading informationm.

The Intended Audience

This orientation section is intended for the local project director
or for the federal, state, or local administrator who wsnts a brief over-
view of what is currently possible and what is not possible in bilingual-
program achievement evaluation. It should alsoc orient the professional
evalustor as to where the authors stand on some of the controversial,
technical issues in this field.

The body of the msnual is intended for the project director and eval-~
uator who must work together, plsn, and implement an evalustion. In gen-
eral, it sssumes that the evaluator is familiar with bil’ gual education
and with basic principles of statistics and evaluation design.




The Evaluation Questions Addressed

Thie draft manual is not a complete guide to bilingual-program eval-
uation. It does not yet include such important topics as process evalua-
tion or mastery testing. It focuses only on the evaluation of student
achievemant and, in particular, on tw%o kinda of questions:

# What is the level of student Performance relativa to national
norm group€ or other groups of interest?

What is the impact of the bilinxual Profkram on student achievement
compared to other local instruction, past or present?

The Contents and Organization of the Manual

This is an unconventional guide to evaluating bilingual programse. It
deal: in depth only with selected, key problems that are either unsolved
or widely overlooked in current evaluations, Where some manuals emphasize
evaluation principles that are frequently imposaible to apply in practice
{leaving the decisions and the mistakes to the local evaluator), this
manual recommends specific, practicable {though often imperfect) solutions.

Contents. Following this orientation Section, the body of the manual
i5 divided into sections according to eight problem areas:

s Planning snd budgeting the evaluation
Formalizing program gosls
Describing the treatment
Choosing evaluation designs
Selecting and describing students
Selecting tests
Collecting data
Analyzing the data and reporting the results

In addition, Appendix A contrasts the sizes of errors and effects in
educational evaluations, and Appendix B includes sections on evaluating
student attitudes, staff development, and parent/community component.
These topics would form major sections in a more comprehensive, program
evaluation manual.

Organization. Each section 18 introduced by a two~page overview
identifying the one or two key probleme in the area. In most overviews,
several additional problems are listed for reference with little or no
discussion. The eight, two-page overviews constitute the "discussion"
sections of the manual.

The remainder of each section 18 2 collection of separate checklists,
worksheets, and other items intended to help the project director or eval-
uator solve the key problems.

The section overviews sre relevant to both project directors and
evsluators. The various items included in each section may be more rele-
vant to one or the other.




A Closer Look at the Evaluation Questions
Addressed in this Manual

A Typical "Question-Free" Approach

An evaluation must be planned to answer specific questions if it is
to be of any value. Too often, bilingual-program evaluations are not de-
signed to answer any clearly defined question. They are done becauae they
are required by the funding agency, or because someone at the local level
believes that evaluation, in gome general sense, 18 important. Frequently,
the subject matter to be evaluated and the tests to be used are determined
by the test scores avallable from the district-wide testing program.
Everyone knows that “objectives" are important, so an arbitrary gain in
raw-score pointe is chosen. The resulte, probably positive, are described
in an annual evaluation report and may be accepted by the readers as evi-
dence of program effectiveness. In fact, such results mean nothing at all.

Many evaluations add such refinements as comparison groups (which
uaually turn out to be non-comparable) and language testing (which is
ignored in analyzing the reading and math scores). These refinements may
provide the raw material for answering some interesting questions, but
unless the questions are clearly defined in the minde of the evaluators,
they usually are not answered to the satisfaction of the critical reader.

Different Questions That May Be Asked

There are many different evaluation questions and sub-questions that

may b asked and they overlap and interact in complex ways. Evaluation
experts generate heated debates over which Juestious ghould be asked.
The body of this manual addresses two kinds of student achievement out-
come questions--{a) the performance level of studente relative to other
groups of interest, and (b) the impact of a particular program relative
to other programs or instructional treatments of interest.

Thegse questions were selected because they are of central interest
for many decision makers and because the procedures for answering them
are closely related. Other important achievement questions include--(a)
whether program objectives were met and (b) whether student gkills are
adequate for higher education, jobs, or general gurvival in society.
There are also questions of student attitudes, staff development, and
parent/community involvement, and of course there are the major areas
of cost and process evaluations. All of these questions should be consi-
dered in planning a complete bilingual progrsm evaluation. However,
only the performance~level and impact questlions are covered in Sections
1-8 of this manual.

Student performance~level yuestions. Establishing relative perfor=~

mance levels is Important because national and local comparison groups,
vhere available, can provide realistic standards for program results.
Parente, school boards, district administratore, and bilingual-program




staff may all wigh to know how program students compare in resding, lsn~
guage, math, and other subjecte to:

¢ the national average (for bilingusl program students #nd non-
bilingual program studente)

& stste and local averages
® other studente in the same school
e Dbilingual program-students in previous yesrs.

In order to get meaningful anonwers to euch questions, it is necesaary to
have: (a) sccurate measuree of performanca for both program snd compari=-
eon students, plus (b) a clear understanding of the similsricies and dif~
ferences between the program and comparison students, Answering these
questions requires careful planning and implementation of the evaluation,
but is usuzllY possible in most echool districta for EngRiish~laugusge
subjecte, It ie usually impoesible for native-language instruction,

Program impact questions., Performance-leavel quesations ars an attempt
to determine whether students are doing well or not in some absolute sense.
Impact questione ask whether performance levels are dua to the program.

In other words~=is the program "effective?" Explicitly or implicitly,
thie question underlies moet evaluation designs, It ie & question of
great interest to local and funding-sgency deciaion makers, However, it
is an extremely difficult and expensive question to answer, and very few
evaluatione succeed in providing convincing evidence on the presence or
sbaence of program impacts,

A major complication in defining the impact question concerns the
concept of a "program." If we ara looking for effective programe with
the intention of spreading them throughout the district (or perhapa to
other districts), then the "program" includes only the plsns, procedures,
and msteriala that can be exported. Research suggeats, however, that the
personnel are uaually more important than proceduras and materisls except
in a few highly structured programs such as Distar., The distinction
batween the effecte of staff and the effecta of program procedures and
materiale is very important to decision makers and project directors who
are trying to improve student learning., It is especially important to
know that a clearly effective program from one school may not work wall
in a new setting.

The other conceptual igeue concerns the atandard of comparison for
the program impact. Program impact ie generally measured against a
"no-treatment expectation,” that ie., an eetimate of how studente would
have performed without the new special program. In the case of bilingual~
program studenta, of couree, there is always some treatment, whather it
is the regular, all~English, clasaroom program or an alternative special
program, It may well be of intereet to know how the same children would
have fared under these alternatives, However, in this manual, unless
otherwiee stated, program impact will refer to the eituation in which a
new program ie installed and the queetion is whether student performance

11




improves as a result of the program relative to what was being received
prior to 1it.

The diff’culty in actually measuring program impacts lies in the
small size of the impacts as compared to the relatively large amounts of
error and uncertaiaty in educational evaluations (see Appendix A). In
most school districts, it is simply nnt feasible to expend the resources
i1t would take to igolate the impacts from the sources of error. In gen-
eral, it would be necessary to start a very elaborate process of collect-
ing baseline data at least two years before the start of the new program.
The baseline data would have to include both potential project students
and a variety of other students in the district. Then performance data
would have to be collected for several years on all students. Program
impact would show up as a change in program-student scores relative
to the scores of all those students not in the program. In districts
that meintain the required data base on a routine basis, impact evalua-
tion should be quite simple. Where an evaluation begins at the same
time as a new program, 1t is usually impossible to demonstrate impact
conclusively.
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The Problems in Answering the Questions

The Five Major Pitfalla

In practice, there are five msjoi problem areas that destroy the
credibility of evaluations of all types of programs. These problem areas
are:

Undefined program foals and oblectives. Much has been written sbout
exactly how to set goals and define objectives. However, we are only
concerned here that some reasonable atstement of "what-is-taught~when" is
available to the evaluation planners. Otherwise, espscially in bilingual
programe, students maY be teated in languages they do not know or on
subjecte they have no* encountered. The problem of goals that are not
specified (or are not utilized in planning and reporting the evaluation)
is widespread. It applieo equally to performance~level end impact evalu~
ations. While conflicting legal, political, and social influences make
the program planner’s task difficult, there are no insurmountable techni-
cal problems in spelling out what is being taught. Project directors
and evaluators aimply fail to do it.

Inappropriaste tests. Obtaining appropriate teata is a serioue prob-
lem in performance~level evaluations. Languege proficiency tests are
the subject of conaiderable controversy among the experts. Theoretical
problems can be {ovad with all lenguage teste, end many are difficult
and costly to admiuister. Standardized math computational tests may pro-
vide ascceptable measures if inetructions are tranalated where required
(note glao the suitability of the norme, discuesed under "comparison
groupa,” below). Standerdized English reading tests may aleo be accept-

able, but Interpretation is unclear when students have learmed to read
in another language first. For example, a firet~grade English reading
test 15 probebly not appropriate for a fourth=grade student who has

just begun to learn English but reads fluently in another lenguage.
Reading tests ere simply unavailable for many other languages. Using
teet levela that are too difficult or too easy often distorta evaluation
resulte.

For impact eveluationa, the testing problems are compounded, because
impact eviluations involve the comparison of two or more different in-
structional treatments. In thia situstion, any given test will probably
favor one treatment over the other gimply because it matches the instruc-
tional content better. We can speculete that changing tests might even
reverse the conclusions 89 to which treetment 18 better but, the fact is
that no one really knowa.

In theory, the testing problems can be solved through further test
development but, as a practical matter, the evalustor cannot now find a
completely satisfactory eet of testi. The problem is further compli~
cated because, in many diptricte. evaluators are restricted to using
tests from the district-wide program.




Lack of comParison groups. For performance-level evaluations, na-
tional normg are available for English reading and math, although thelir
relevance to a particular group of bilingual-program students may be
open to question. Relevant norms are not widely available for English
language proficiency tests, although most language proficiency tests
have some form of built-in standards. Local comparison groups obviously
exist, but even where they are clearly of intereat, it may be difficule
or imposaible for administrative reasons to obtain the necessary test
scor=s and other descriptive information.

Historically, impact evaluations have implied the need for random-
ized control groups., In most casea, bilingual-program regulations ef-
fectively prohibit such groups. In any case, it now appears that, in a
school setting, assignment to a control group msy constitute a negative
treatment and thus create an inappropriate comparison, Impact studies
probably require careful collection of baseline data for several years
prior to the start of a new program. For all practical purpoges, this
rules out any form of precise impact evaluation except in districts that
collect these data as a2 routine matter.

Careless testing procedures, The need for careful testing procedures
applies to all forms of evaluation and 18 well understood by virtually all
evaluators, With the poasible exception of language testing, there are
few technical problems involved. However, a great deal of effort is in-
volved in proper testing, and it is often difficult to focus this amount
of effort on testing activities, The result is that questionable testing
procedures jeopardize the credibility of many evaluations.

Improper analysis and inadequate reporting., Data analysis and re-
porting are Che final links In the evaluation process. Like test adminis-
tration, data analysis and reporting present no major technical problems.,
All cthat is required is the thoughtful application of existing evaluation
methodology and the careful documentation of what was done, Nevertheleas,
few evaluation reports are eyen marginally sdequate, In general, the
evaluation quest _ons are not clearly defined, information on the tests
and testing procedures 18 incomplete, inappropriate evaluation models are
applied, and little or no attempt Is made to tie regults to program fea-
turea., Of all cthe major pitfalls, however, this one may be the easiest
to eliminate. Given adequate incentives and guidelines, most evaluators
could produce satisfactory analyses and reports.




Additional CObatacles Related to Program Characteristics

In addition to the five pitfalls above, which apply to evaluations
of all apecial programs, there are four wideapread problems that are of
concarn in many bilingual program evaluations:

Evaluation of fragments of a prosram, Moat bilingual programs are
dasigned to cover aeveral grades, and many important ekills ara not even
introduced at the lowest grades, BSuch programs are often started at the
lower grade levela and expanded upward, one grade per ysar, A K=6 propram
cannot be evaluated by observing one or two of the lower gradea. A loung~
tarm, longitudinal study is raquired, but such atudies present many prob=-
lems, In fact, atudent turnover makes most program evaluationa longitudi«
nal in theory only.

Evaluation of new Profrawms, Biliigual education 18 charactsrired by
new and conatantly svolving programs. Thera 18 a great deasl of preasuve
to provida immediate evidence of poa.iive reaulta, but thare is simply no
way to do & meaningful outcome evaluation of & program that 1z caly par-
tially in place or is in a gtate of flux,

Variation in instructional treatment. Treatment in bilingual pro-
grams often varies widely among students, even within a single clasaroom.

Meaningful evaluation raquiras & clear underatanding of what happena to
each student, but when instruction is deacribad clearly, it may become
obvious that only a few studenta received any one treatment, The differ~
ent groups may be too disaimiler to aggregate but too small to analyze
aseparately.

Teating of young children. The teating of young children, sapecially
thoaa below the third grada, is notorioualy difficult, Many bilingual
programa, however, focus heavily on the loweat gradea, Thera is no obvi-
ous agngwer to thia problem.

Bvaluat:: Availability and Turnover

An adequate gvaluation requires a lot of evaluator time and cereful
adharence to a long-ranga plan. Thaae raquirementa ara difficult to meat,
especially in small diatricta, Frequently, the evaluator has very limited
time and resourcea; when he or she leaves to take a new job, the work of
aeveral years may ba loat, While these are management problems rather
than technical ones, they are major cauaes of inadequata program evalua-
tiona.




Popular "Solutions" That Do Net Work

The frustrations genersted by the kinds of problems described above
have lead to many misguided attempts at solutions. Some fall to answer
the impact question, but do answer other questions of possible interest.
Others are of noc use at ail.

Approaches That Should Yever Be Used

Posttest minus pretest. In lieu of any better ideas, many eval .ators
sinply subtract prefest scores from posttest scores and compute the sig-
nificance of the difference. Since almost all groups of children make
some gains, even when they are falling rapidly behind their peers, this
approach is of no value at all. A popular varlation, selecting a gain of
some arbitrary number of raw-score points as the program target, is no
improvement.

Grade-equivalent gcores {the month-fur-month-gain myth). Analyses
based on grade—~equivalent scores still, unfortunately, appear all too
frequently. They are based on the mistaken belief that & gain in test
scores of one or more months for each month of instruction represents
good progres3. This 18 not true. Gradc-equivalent gcores provide an
illusion of sinplicity but, in fact, they are almost 1lmpossible to
interpret, even for specialists in test construction. Grade-equivalent
scores should never be used ky anyone for any purpose whatsocever.

1Q0-based formulas. From time to time an attempt to use IQ scores
appears as the basis for evaluating reading or math performance. The
idea that I1Q tests provide an absclute gtandard against which to compare
a specific skill is simply a misunderstanding. IQ-based formulas are not
appropriate for use in bilingual program evaluations.

Subjective data. As a last resort, evaluators sometimes fall back
on subjective data, usually teacher reports. While such reports are
always useful in interpreting results, they can never be assumed to repre-
sent reliable, valid peasures of student performance.

Approaches That Are Widely Misused

Crirerion-referenced testing. A great deal of mistique has been’
generated around criterion-referenced tests, and some evsluators Ssuggest
that they solve the major problems faced by evaluators. Actualiy, what
the criterion-referenced-test advocates have done is to change the ques—
tion that is being asked. Criterion-referenced tests may provide infor-
mation as to whether program objectives have been met {although those
objectives may be quite arbitrary). Measuring performance level or pro-
gram impact still vequires reliasble, valid tests with adequate range of
difficulty (no floor or ceiling effects). In principle, criterion—
referenced tests could meet these requirements but, in practice, most do
not.




Gap-reduction models., "Gap reduction" 18 a term that appears in the
bilingual program evaluation literature., It usually means either (a)
students get closer to the national norms, or (b) students get closer to
some diseimilar comparison group, The former 1s eimply a special case
of the norm-referenced model, whizh is useful for performance~level evsl-
uation but generally not for program-impact evaluation., The lattor ig an
example of non-random comparison groups (8ee below). The inportant point
is that "gap-reduction" 18 eimply a new name for familiar designs. The
new name does not change their strengths or weakneases.

Non-random comParison groups. ¥any bilingual program evaluations
make use of non=random comparison groups, that is, different kinds of stu~
dents who are recelving different instructional treatments., As part of a
performance~level evaluation, such comparisons may be of great interest to
local decision makers and program staff. In general, however, such compar=
isons do not by themselves provide program impact information because stu~
dent differences are confounded with program differences.

Time=-series or historical data designe, 1In combination with non~
random comparison groups, time-series designs may provide the moat accu~
rate program-impact evaluations, However, the baseline (pre-program)
data must be collected very carefully. Long-term planning is usually
required well before the start of a iew program, and this presents a
serious practical problem., For example, none of the 19 sites in the
bilingual=PIP field test had the data on hand to enable them to use this
design,




The Positive Side

The preceding pages have painted a very bleal: picture of the current
state of achievement evaluation. At this point, you may be ssking if
things can really be this bsd and, 1f so, whether ther~ is any point in
ever trying to evaluate student achievement. The answers are {(8) that
the current situation is definitely as bad as Wwe have painted it, but (b)
that useful evaluations are quite possible in almost every school district.
However, there are two important qualifications to the latter answer:

¢ You must be clear about the questions you are trying to answer,
and it may not be feasible in your district tc answer every
question that you would like to answer. Requirements for answer-~
ing two kinds of questions are summarized on this page.

You must attend to all of the requirements for carrying out a
useful achievement evaluation. These requirements are organized
under eight section headings in this meanual. The section con~
tents are summarized on the following two pages.

The Questions of Program Impact on Achievement

These queations are very difficult and costly to answer in most dis-
tricts. It is not overly difficult to determine the performsnce level of
the students (see below), but it is very difficult to determine how much
a particular program has contributed to the performance level. For exam-
ple, to determine the impact of a new program on achievement, you must
have accurate data on both program and non-program students, both before

and after the introduction of the program. If the program is the only
change in the district, and if the achievement of program students improves
in relation to the non~program students, then you can probably conclude
that the program produced the improvement.

The Questions of Student Performance lLevels

It is quite possible to get good measures of student performance
levels, simply by following the procedures described in this manual. This
information can tell you where program students stand in relation to other
students in the district or in publishers’ norm groups. It will also let
you compare the achievement levels of program students from year to year.
It will probably not tell you with any certainty whether the program was
the cause of improvements or declines, but it may alert you to problems or
support your judgments about program effects.

Other Questions

Of course there are other important evaluation questions that should
be answered, and some of them are less difficult to answer than are the
achievement questions. These would include whether the program is operat-
ing as planned (process evaluation) and whether the students are achieving
specific, instructional objectives. A complete evaluation addresses all
of these questions.




Contents of the Manual {p Brief

1. Planning and budgeting tha evaluation. FEvaluating s bilingual
program involves developing a design, selecting tests, training test=
ers, supervising data collection, analyzing dats, writing reports and
presenting findings to district personnel and program staff. Some
evaluators are also asked to train staff in diagnostic procedures. PFew
budgets permit evaluators to work in any depth on the basic problema
that exist in each of these areas (see below). Many evaluators have
too little time for even a minimal effort on the complete set of tasks
listed above. This section provides rough guidelinea as to what can be
accouplished at different levels of effort.

2. Formalizing program goals. Few progrems have written down
exactly vhat they hope to accomplish (with rationales explaining why
their instructional approach should succeed) in each subject area and
grade level. This section describes the kinds of brief, clear goals
that are easential for selecting tests and interpreting evaluation
results. Rationales are treated in the next sectiocn.

3. Describing the treatment. In order to interpret results, the
evaluator snd the audience for the report must know how mych time tha
students spent on each topic, and exactly how that tima was spent.
Reports often includa discussions of gains (or losses) for atudents who
actually received no special training in relevant areaa. Thia section
provides a detailed list of program features that should be considerad
by the evaluator and summarized in the evaluation report.

4 Choosing experimental desipns., An experimental design is a
formal statement of a question or set of questions that the evaluation
‘iz intended to answar. As discussed above, the moet important feature
of a design for evaluating a bilingual project ia the control group or
other gstandard of compariaon. It was pointsd out that there usually is
no practicsble way to get a precise answer to the basic question of
whether students do better in a program than they would have done
withou> it. However, important questions such a8 whether students are
doing "well enough," "better than last year," "better than studenta in
other projects,” and so on, can often be answered precisely enough for
practical purposes. This gection describes the basic queetions that
can be answered, and the designs that will answer thenm.

5. Selecting gnd describing students. The ways in which students
are selected influence evaluations because they determine tha charac~

teristics of the program groups and the availability of comparison
groups. 1In addition, descriptions of student backgrounds and educa=
tional experiences are needed 'in order to interpret ths results of the
program evaluation. This section explains some of the ways in which
student selection approaches affect impact evaluation designs and
indicates the information required for each student in order to under-
stand her or his performance in the program.




6+ Selecting tests. The particular tests used to measure lan~
guage, resadiay, math, and perhaps other skills are of extreme impor-
cance if an evaluation 18 to povide any useful information at all. A
great deal has beesn written about the principles to follow in choosing
tests, and these principles musi he obsgrved. In practice, however,
there are very few acceptable tests to choose among, and the most im-
portant iling 13 to pick a test that 1s relevant to what is taught in
the programe. This section lists the hasic features to look for, names
the mos* widely used tests, and provides an example of a Jetailed
analysis of test content.

7« Collecting data. Experience in Title I and other evaluations
has shown that the size of program impacts on student scores may he as
iittle as a few raw-score points, even in a very good program. This
ray also be the case in bilingual education programs. Major violations
of correct testing and scoring procedures appear to be very commmon ir
school settings and may often he the real sources of apparent program
successes or fallures. This section reprints a list of basic testing
and scoring rules that must be followed for a meaningful evaluation.

8. Analvzing the data and reporting the results. Convincing
evaluation reports from bilingual programs (or, for that matter, from
any educational programs) are almost non-existent. In general, appro-
priate data analysis consists of determining 1f there appesr to be
program impacts and, L{f so, exactly what causes the apparent impacts.
Only the simplest of statistical techniques are required in many cases,
although in some evaluations, multiple regression technigues may be
required to adjust for students’ socioeconomic status, educational
background, and other relevant factors. Careful, common-sense detec~

tive work is always required in locating causes. This section suggests
which analyses to conduct and what to include in the report. Refer-
ences to more detailed treatments of data analysis procedures are also
included.




SECTION 1

PLANNING AND BUDGETING THE EVALUATION

Magor ConNTENT ITEM

1-A A QUICK ESTIMATE OF EVALUATION c0STS (WORKSHEET)




1. PLANKING AND BUDGETING THE EVALUATION

An evaluation deaign for a bilingusl program may be as eiopls as an
outcome evaluation to meet minimum Title VII requirements or es complex
as a complete process and outcome feedback system for teachers, project
directors and district peraonnel, We assume here that a decision haa bsen
made ae to the general nature of the evaluation and that some performance-
level snd/or impact evaluation will be included,

One of the firat planning sieps for the project director is to check
on available evaluation reaources in the district and, aasuming ghe or he
has the authority, to decide whether to uae an in-house evaluator or hire
acmeone from outaide, The possibility of obtaining spacisl skills or fa-
cilities from 8 univeraity or privite evaluation apecialist must be weighed
sgainst the potentially lower coat to the prolect budfiet and more conven-
ient working relationahip with an evaluator on the district payroll,

Key Problem: Specifying Evaluation Tarks

Perhaps the major evaluation planning problem encountered
in the PIP field test waa the discrepancy between (&) the many
evaluation taska that needed doing, and (b) che time and re-
aources available to do the job. Typically, evaluators sra
expected to help in deaigning the evaluation, end selecting
testa, and have full responsibiiity for training teaters, auper-
vieing teating, analyzing data, writing reports and presenting
results to district peracnnel, Many are alao involved in proceaa
evaluations and in providing feedback to teachera. Budgets for
auch aervicea may cover lesa than 25 daya of evaluator time, far
too little for anything more tharn e superficial effort. Whils esch
diatrict muat decide on 1its own evaluation needa, this section
providea some rough guldelines aa to how much aervices will coset
from external eveluatora.




Related Issues

Long~range planning. FEvalution of bilingual programs requires long-
term, longitudinal evaluation designs. The evaluvations should be planned
and budgeted on this basis.

Evaluator attrition., From time to time, evaluators resign and must
be replaced, Occasionally this happens in the middle of the year. Unless
all evaluvator activities are carefully documented, or someone who remains
with the project is thoroughly familiar with what has been done, you can
expect to loose much of the evaluvation for the year., This possibility
must be weighed against the substantial coats of documenting every step
or involving a second person in the evaluation.

Conforming to district Policies. In many districts, test selection
and other key evaluation decisions are constrained by district policies,
and the credibility of bilingual program evaluvation may suffer., The
project director and evaluator must use good judgment as to whether the
potential improvement to the evaluvation justifies the problems in deviat-
ing from district practices. Where deviations are not justified or are
simply not possible, all that can be done is to document the effects on
the evaluation in the evaluation report.




A Quick Estimate of Evaluation Costs

Evaluation costs will vary widely from district to district, This
worksheet 18 intended to give a quick estimate of the cost of an achieve-
ment evaluation in a bilingusal program, using an external evaluator., It
may be possible to obtain more time from & district evaluator at less cost
to the project, depending on local policies and resources.

Two levels of effort are given., The "minimun" level is included as
a lower bound on costs. This level is not uncommon in school districts
and nmay meet evaluation requirements of some funding agencies, but it will
not provide useful information in most cases, The "major" level represents
a more realistic estimate for an adequate evaluation. The worksheet is
only intended to provide a ballpark estimate for a few minutes work., It
cannot substitute for careful evaluation planning.

Evaluation Tasks Not Included

The worksheet addresses only a limited part of a complete evaluation.
Do not forget to include the following additional tasks in your complete
evaluation plan.

1, Needs assessment

2. Process {formative) evaluation
3+ Teacher workshops on evaluation
4, Student diagnostic testing

5. Cost analysis of program

Evaluator Rates

Use actual rates 1f you know them, Otherwise, select one of the fol~
lowing for a rough (1980) estimate.

1, Qualified independent evaluator (no overhead) $100+ per day

2, Evaluator contracted through an evaluation $2004+ per day
companry (includes overhead)

3, Senior evaluator from major educational research  $300+ per day
company (includes overhead)




Cost-Egtimate Worksheet

Typical Level of Effort Per Task

1. Evaluation planning (produce written plan)

Minimum (Routine performance~level evaluation

in a small, familiar program): 3 dayse
Major {Comprehensive impatt evaluation in a

large, unfamiliar program): 10+ days

Select tests

Minimum (Familiarization with district testa) 1 day
Major (Review commercial achievement tests and

match to curriculum, review language and

affective tests, develiop staff development

and parent/comunity instrumenta, document

process): 204 days
Develop achievement or language testa: Not feasible

Train testers —__ days

Minimum (Small project, experienced testers,
pre- and posttesting): 2 daya
Major (Large project, inexperienced testers,
achievement and language tests, pre- and
posttesting): 6 days

Superviae testing

Minimum (One day esch, pre- and posttest): 2 days
Major (monitor all testing): 14+ deys

Conduct classroom visitations days
Minimum (one visit pr classroom during the

course of the school year; small program; 6

classrooms, 2 classes visited per day): 3 days
Major (two visits per classroom; large program;

24 claasrooms, 2 classea visited per day): 24 days

Analyze data

Minimum (Prepare achievement data for standard

computer analysis, small program, pre- and

posttest): 5 days
Major (Comprehensive evaluation, large program,

thorough etudy. of computer print outs and

matching results currlculum, pre~ and poate=

test): 204 days




7. Write reports days

Minimur {(One report, routine evaluation): 5 days
Major (Pre- and posttest reports, comprehen~
sive evaluation, polished posttest report): 25+ days

8. Present findings days

Minimum (Discuss with project director, pre-

and posttest): 2 days
Major (Formal presentation for school board,

diacuss with project direcor, feedback to

teachers)! 10+ days

Total number of evaluator days {20 to 105+)
x Cost per day
Total evaluator cost

rr———

Additional-Cost Items

Test administrators (1if needed) local substitute rate

Tests $1.00 per student*
Test scoring (by hand or by § .70 per student*
scoring service)

Computer time for analysis less than $200%
Secretary time local rates

Printing costs for teports local rates

*May vary considerably. Use for rough estimates only.




SECTION 2

FORMALIZING PROGRAM GOALS

MaJor CONTENT ITEMS

2-A. WRITING MEASURABLE GOALS FOR STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (WORKSHEET)
2-B, POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS (CHECKLIST)




2. TFORMALIZING PROGRAM GOALS

This section ie concerned with the very basic and widely ignored
task of spelling out the general kinds of impacts that a particular
bilingual program is expected to make., (Section 3 deals with describ-
ing how the program is expected to meet these guals.) An sbsolute
minimum for & meaningful evaluation design should include:

Scudent achievement gosls
Student affective goala
Parent/community goals
Scaff development goals

For each set of goals, implementation time schedules are necessary
in order to determine what can be evaluated the first year of the program,
the gecond year, and @o on., Ideally, each set of goals should also be
discussed in relation to & needa assessment, in order to juetify the
goals and demonstrate that they are neitner trivial nor unrealistically
difficule.

This section focuses on student achievement goals.,

Key Problem: Defining Student Achievement-Goal Categories

While there are many important considerations in specifying
goals, this section is limited toc one that is absolutely essen~
tial, Goals must, at the very least, be broken down byt

a» Subject areas (e.g., reading, language, math)

be Languages to be uged (e.g., English, Spanish, satc.)

ce Student language proficiency category (e.g., English:
limited or proficient, Spanish: 1limited or proficient)

Using these examplea, the first categories of goals would be
those for

¢ Reading, in English, for fluent-English atudents.
o Reading, in English, for limited~English students.

This is a8 most rudimentary breakdown, but it will be noted that
it requires 3 x 2 x 2 = 12 gets of gosls, and these go&ls must be
completed for each grade level.

This seection includes & worksheet and & checklist to help in
specifying goala, However the first step muat be to define
categories as in this example, Few diatricts provide even thia
basic breakdown, but without it, the evaluation mesne little,




Related Issues

Legal requirements. The goals of pmost programs must meet local,
state, and possibly federal guidelines in addition to those developed by
project personnel. Compliance with these guidelines may be the major
consideration in the goals you state and the way you state them but, in
most cases, it should still be possible to include all of the basic
categories of goals (indicated under "Key Problems") within the legal
constraints.

Short-term and long-term Roels. Many projects fail to distinguish
between long range goals that can only be evaluated over 8 period of
several years, and short-term, intermediate goals that may be relevant
to a one-year evaluation. This is an especially important problem in
bilingual programs since (a) some long-term goals {(e.g., improved English
skills when compared to a non~bilingual classroom) may not apply until
the later grades, and (b) many bilingual programs experience high student
turnover. Long-~term goals may not apply to short-term project students,
and therefore special goals may be required.

Goals for follow-up services. It is widely recognized that students
who meet existing criteria and are transferred from & bilingual program
to 8 conventional classroom may still be in need of special follow-up
services. In districts that provide such follow-up gervices, the follow-
up goals should be clearly specified and carefully integrated with the
bilingual program goals as well as with non-bilingual program goals.




Worksheet for Writing Measurable Goals
for Studept Achievement

A Workshezt for Writing Measurable Goals for Student
Achievement is included in this chapter. It is designed
for use by the evaluator in conjunction with the program
staff, and should be helpful in clarifying to the staff
how tc go about writing goals systematically. The chart
is organized by subject area, by language group, and by
language of instruction. It can be adapted to meet local

needs by adding or deleting categories and including

higher grade lesvels. The category of English reading for

Spanish dominant students is filled in to illustrate use
of the chart.




Worksheet for Writing Measurable Goals for Student Achievement
Year

Grade Level

Kindergsarten 1st Grade 2nd Grade 3rd Grade

Mezan Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Subject Area and Expected Expected Expected Expected

__  Lsnguage Group Taught? on Measure Taught? on Measure Tsught? on Messure Tsught? oo Measure

I. First and Second Language Skills

A+ For Spanish dominant students,
limited in English proficiency

i« Spanish skills

a. listening

b- apeaking

ce+ reading readiness

d« reading

ee writing

2. Eprlish skills

&+ listening

b+ speaking

c¢« readink readiness

d+ reading 5 kida* none 38 kids mean of
40 kids 40 kids 35Tile
on CTBS

e« writing

#5 of the 40 limited English gtudents received instruction.




Worksheet for Writing Measurable Goals for Student Achievement
Year

Grade Level
Kindergarten st Grade 2nd Grade 3rd crade
Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Sccre
Subject Area and Expected Expected Expected Expected

Language Group Taught? on Measureé Taught? on Mpasure Taught? on Measure Taukht? on Measure

B. For English dominant stsidents,
fluent in English.

1. Spanish skills

a+ listening

b. speaking

c. reading readiness

d. reading

es writing

2+ English skills

a., listening

b. speaking

C+ reading readiness

d, reading

e, writing




Potential Bepefits of Bilingual Education Programs

Introduction

One problem in the evaluation of bilingual projects is that the ex-
pected benefits of a program are broad, and yet most evaluations tend to
focus only on those areas of student achievement for which tests ar:
readily aviilable. Many other important outcomes for students, as well
as for the school and the community, may be overlooked. For example, one
of the immediate strong impacts of a well implemented bilingual program
on limited English-speaking astudents is a sense of belonging and the
ability to participate in academic and social activities. This list of
potential benefits 1s designed to be used by evaluators in conjunction
with program staff. The list can be used in setting and prieritizing
goals, and selecting which ones will be documented or measured. It <an
algo be uged to highlight unintended outcomes of the program.

Ingtruyctions

For the first colummn, “Intended Result of Project," check those items
that are explicit goals of the program. For the gecond column, "This is
Being Measured," check those items that you are measuring or documenting.
For the third column, "We See This Happening," check those items that you
feel are occurring as a result of the bilingual program.




Potential Benefite of Bilingual Fducation ProRrams

District

Project Director

Evaluator

Date

St nts

1. More meaningful education for students
of limited English proficiency since
students are able to participate fully
in their educational experiences

& atudent and teacher can better com-
punicate with one another

student 18 able to participate im
broader range of achool activities
including aoccisl as well as academic
activities

student is better shle to relate to
and profit from imstructiomal
materials

Increased verbal expression
& increased uae of native language
& increased ugse of gecond language

Greater sense of belonging due to ac~
ceptance of language and cultural
diversity

Increased benefit from teacher guidance
and counseling due to use of native lan-
guage of student

Reduced alienation between parents and
children because of school’s inculcstion
of respect for gtudent’s home language
gnd culture

"




Potentisl Benefits of Bilingual Educstion Progrsms (Continued)

Studenta (continued)
6. Improved attitude toward school

7+ Improved attitude toward certsin school
subjects

8. Improved self-concept
9. Improved motivstion
Better race relations

¢ increased interethnic play at school
and at home

improved attitudes toward other ethnic
groups

¢ Improved attitudes towsrd other langusges
¢ Iimproved sttitudes toward other cultures

Other

School District

le Improved school climate
2. Improved relations among stsff
3, Improved community-school relatlons

4+ Greater degree of complisnce with legal
mendstes

Se¢ Decressed district spending due to
decressed retention rste




Potentinl Benefits of BilinRkusl Education Programs (Continued)

School District (continued)
6. Higher attandance bringing in higher ADA

7. Reduced adult/student ratios

8. Additional aetaff

.

9. Additional training and professional
developmant for instructional staff

Additional meterials, facilities, equipment,
supplies

Other

Parents and Community

1. Grester participation in school activities

2+ Increased knowledga of bilingual program
operation

3. Improved raca ralations

4. Improved comumunity-school relstions

5. A more informad citizanry (resulting from
parent, adult aducation programs)

6. Additional jobs for the community

7. Other
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3. DESCRIBING THE PROGRAM

Accurate impact measurea represent only one side of the task of pro-
ducing a meaningful, uaeful impaet evaluation. The other aide conaleta
of the deacription of the program that producea the impact and tha analy=-
sis of why the program treatment leada to (or faila tc lerd to) deaired
impacta. At tha atage of planning an evaluation, every program goal ahould
ba compared with the program description to ba aure that there is enough
reason to expact the goal to be met to juatify the effort and expenae of
the aevaluation. If, for example, a new bilingual program replaces all
first-grade English reading with Spanish reading, there 18 no reason to
expect the program to make dramatic improvements in firat=grada, Engliash
reading scores. At the report-writing stage, the link between program
featurea and impacts muaet be made perfectly clear to the reader. These
ocbvious principlea are azlmoat universally ignered in evaluationa, and
bilingual program evaluationa are no exceptions.

As with the specification of goals, a thorough, detailed description
of the bilingual program 1a highly deairable. However, this section is
concerned primarily with the very baaie, rudimentary description that is
abaolutely essential. In addition to features discuaaed below, thie basic
deacription must f{nclude {a) the broad context of the school and community,
(b) the comparison group (or norm group) treatment, {(c) the legal require-
menta affecting the program, and (d) teacher charactevistica. (See aleo
Section 5, Deseribing the Students.)

Key Problems

Deacriptiona for the uae of the project director and eval=-
uator. The project director and evaluator need to have a very
clear picture of the project they are operating and evaluating.
At a minimum, they must be able to relate impacts to treatmenta
in enough detall to suggeat where changes are needed and what
changea to make. The firat three itema in thia aection are
intended to help in developing the treatment description that
they require.

Deseriptions for the evaluation report. - The knowledgeable
readera of the evaluation report will simply not believe accounta
of major impacts unlese a plausible explanation ({.e., 8 learning
situation seubstantially different from, and apparently superior
to, tha conventional claaaroom) is offerad. This description of
treatment must be clear, but need not ba aa detailed as that for
the project director and evaluator. (See Item 3-D.)




Related Issues

Describing variation in treatment. In most programs, the treatment
varies for different students depending on their language skills, reading
and math skills, and other factors. In such cases each different treat-
ment muat be described, and students must be grouped for the data analyses
sccording to the treatment they received.

Longitudinal descriptions of treatments. In describir~ the bilin-
gual program, it 18 casential tc make clear what the »* ° experiences
throughout all of his or her yearc in the program. B: | programs
often include a coordipated curriculum for grades K-6, &. ..e complete
program must be described.




Model for Bilingual Project Description

A description of the bilingual project is an essential part of an
evaluation report. The Model for Bilingual Project Description presented
here was developed during the Bilingua) PIP dissemination study and is
based on RMC gtaff expertise and the experience of the bilingual PIP
field test. Literature from the field of bilingual education was also
examined, and ideas were incorporated from similar models that have
been developed (Mackey, 1977) asg well as frum a wide variety of more
general current works (see, for example, Center for Applied Linguistics,
1977, 1978).

The model is divided into three major areas: (1) overview, (2) in-
struction, and (3) management. Each area con~ists of lists of categories

to be considered in providing a comprehensive project description. Though

it 18 always somewhat artificial to divide an organic whole like a project
into a system of categor..s, the model is intended to be as systematic
and comprehensive as possible. The evaluator may utilize those sections
of the model that are particularly appropriate to the project being
described.




MODEL FOR BILINGUAL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1. OVERVIEW OF BILINGUAL PROJECT
1.1 Prolect Summary

1.1,1 Major Goals

1,1.2 Target Student Population
¢ Language characteristics
¢ Achievement levels

1,1,3 Grades and Number of Classrooms Served

1.1.4 Portion of School Day Covered

1,2 Locel Context

1,2,1 Community Characteristics
¢ Languages
e FEthnicity
e SES
e Mobility
e Bize

1.2.2 LEA Description
¢ Size
¢ Finaucial status of district
e Facilities available for project

5 1,2,3 Relevant History of LEA and Community

e Speclal projects
¢ Desegregation

2, INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH
2.1 Content of Instruction
2.1.1 Content Areas Covered
2.1.2 What Determines Content
2,1.3 Other Content Features
¢ Relationship of content to goals
¢ Articulation of project content with existing district

curriculum

40

13




2.2 Presentation of Content

2.2.1 Instructional Models or Theories

e Bilingual education model
¢ (QOther mcdel
Methodologies for Bilingual Education

Language of instruction

-- gener~l language use plan for teacher and
student over length of projecct
daily instructional time in each language
variations for different student groups
criteria for establishing language of
instruction

Approach to non-standard forms

~= gcceptance

-- form of corrections

Approach to second language instruction

~=- formal instruction

~ functional use of second language for content
instruction and other activities

Approach to reading instruction

=- language in which students learn to read

== criteria for beginning reading in second

language

Specific Methodologies for Each Subject Area
Rate

Variation in pace of instruction for individuals

or groups

Time on task

-- minutee Der day per content area (see Scheduling,
2.4)

«~= proportion nf time student is actively engaged

in producing responses for which s/he gets

fezdback




2.2.5 Self-Concept Development and Motivation (Aspects of
program that may motivate students and improve their
self-concept)
® Appropriate content and language of instruction

-~ using Ll for instruction

=~ accepting the language of the student
-« content that relates to experience of studenta
-« culturally relevant matarial
Improved affective climate
-« placing equal value on both languaged and cultures
«= insuring studen: success
-- involving parents
== teacher aa a role model
Discipline approach
=~ philoascphy
~~ guidelines/control over approach
Special reward systems
- prizes, privilegea
2,2,6 Materials
® Core materials in uae
=~ commercial
=~ locally developad
e Appropriateneas
- linguistic
=~ cultural
Personnel Roles in Clasaroom
e Teachers
Aldes
Parents
Peera
Resource gtaff
Student Selection
2,3.1 Entry Criteria and Procedures
2,3.2 pxit Criteria and Procedures




2.4 Scheduling
2.4.1 Grouping and Regrouping
® Acroaaz claszaes
o Within clagaes
2.4.2 Dally Schedulesz

MANAGEMENT
3.1 staff Organization
3.1.1 Liat of Staff Membera and Time Commitment
3.1.2 Organizational Structure
3.1.3 Qualificationa
3.1.4 Selection Procedures
Staff Rolea (deacribe reaponaibilities)
3.2.1 Project Director
Style of leadership as determined by project and LEA
Funds gnd budgets
Publice relations
Administration
Overseeing inatruction
Staff training
Developing and ordering materials and equipment

Staff recruiting gnd hiring
Teachera

® Planning inatruction

® Implementing Instruction

® Non-instructionzl vesponsibilities
Aldes

Other éiaff

® Instructionzl coordinator

e Comnunity coordinator

® Evaluator




3.3 Staff Development (describe)
3.3.1 Needs Assessment
3.3.2 Structure of Training
¢ Pre~service
¢ In-service
3.3.3 cCharacteristics of Training
& Appropriateneas for staff of differing levels of
knowledge and experience
¢ Practicality
# Coordination with degree programas
e Integration with other training
3.3.4 Avdiences Trained
& Project staff included
# Inclusion of non-project staff
Parents and Community
3.4.1 Parent Involvement in School Affairs
3.4.2 Community Input in Program Planning
s Advisory group
3.4.3 Community Support for Project
3.4.4 Parent Education
3.4.5 Parent Conferences/Counseling
Communication
3.5.1 5staff Relations
3.5.2 Relations with Non-Project Staff
# District administrators
& Principals

s Non-project teachers

# School board
Dissemination of Project Information
# Schoel personnel

# Parents and community




Classroom Cbservation Guide

Reference was made earlier to the need to establish the amount of
participation atudents have in the program, as well as the type of instruc-
tion received by the participanta. The evaluator must know and describe

vhat it is that 1s being evaluated.

The following form is provided as an example of 3 classroom analysais
tcol that can be used for the purpose of documenting the qualitative and
quantitative characteristics of features deemed essential to bilingual
education. The value of conducting classroom observations will become
apparent when attempting to analyze data and when providing feedback to
the school. An evaluator, as an observer in a classroom, i8 there to
gauge the potential for certain practices and characteristics previously
identified as desirable. ¥For example, it 1s agreed that to have parents
participating in the school 18 desirable. However, an evaluator may be
unlikely to witness such an event during a classroom visit. Therefore,
it would be necessary for the evaluator to interview teachers, PAC mem-
bera. and to gsee some documentation of parent participation. The Model
for Bilingual Project Description can be used to construct the necessary
interview guides for any of the program components, and therefore supple~

merts the Classroom Observation Guide.

Classroom observation is a complex undertaking. It should be done
as frequently as possible in order to obtain a reliable description. In

addition, the person(a) conducting the observations should be adequately

trained. This is a simple, rudimentary guide that can be used by districts

to develop guides that are more applicable to their own needs,




CLASSROOM OBSERVATION GUIDE

Date
School District
School
Teacher
Alde
Grade

Obsarver

Duration of Observation

Interview Required Yes




CLASSROOM OBSERVATION GUIDE

Subject: Lesson:
{Use one sheet per subject)

Methodology/Theory:
Materials:

INSTRUCTOR(S) LANGUAGE OF DURATION PER WEEK

AND INSTRUCTION (in hours of exposure)
Teacher | Studept Subject | Language NOTES

GROUP
| Characteristics ROLE

BASIS FOR GROUPING:
Criterla:
Assessment Method:

Permanence:




CLASSROCM OBSERVATION GUIDE (Continued)

Composition of Classroom:
Fumber of students of limited English proficiency __
Degree of segregation/integration:

Physical/Structural Layout:

Approach to Culture and Heritage in Lessons Observed:

Visual Displays:




5%

CLASSROOI: OBSERVATION GUIDE (Continued)

Page 3

Nature/Tone of Interantion:

Language Use by Teachers and Students in Non-Instructional

Settings:

Swodent Attendance, Turnover:

Other Observations (Optional}:

54

e

i




CATEGORY SYSTEM FOR DESCRIBING READING TREATMENT
IN BILINGUAL PROJECTS

Interpretation of evaluation data from bilingual projects 1s not

easy due to the complex nature of the projects as well as the variation

In instructional treatments across classrooms and within clasarooms.

The more teachers provide inatruction to meet the particular needs of
individuals or different groupa of students, the more difficult it
becomes for the evaluator to document the instructicnal treatment re-
ceived by atudents in the program. Nevertheleaa, the treatment must be
described in ordar to aggregate and analyze data in a meaningful way
and in order to Interpret findings adequately.

In the area of reading, for example, it I8 essentisl to know how
much reading instruction, 1f any, .u4s received by each student in each
language. The reader of an evaluation report should not be lead to
assume that a reading teat score for a particular atudent in a partic-
ular language represents one full year of reading instruction in that
language if auch 18 not the case for all students. By using this
category system, lnappropriate aggregation and misinterpretation due to

lack of information can be avoided.

The Category System can be used to provide a very basic description
of the type of reading instruction received by each student. The syatem
was developed based on observations of a large number of bilingual pro-~
grams. It waa then pillot tested in two school districta and refined baaed
on uaer feedback. The eight categories have been designed to include the
most common instructional situations encountered in bilingual projects.
They include types of reading instructiou for students of limited English
proficiency as well as for those proficient in English. They are offered
for Spanish/English and French/English programs, but may be adapted tu any
language. For a more thorough description, the precise amount of time
that each type of reading inatruction was provided to each student can be

recorded.




The assignment of a category label should be done by the teacher
providing instruction. This normally requires 20 to 30 minutes per
teacher. Considerably more thorough interpretation of program outcomes

is possible if this information 18 recorded for each year of a student’s

participation in the project.




CATEGORY SYSTEM FOR DESCRIBING READING TREATMENT
IN BILINGUAL PROJECTS
Spanish/English Form

CateRory Label ‘ Definition

e

S Daily reading in Spanish only, for entire year.
No English reading.

SE Daily reading in both Spanish and English for
entire year.

Daily reading in Spanish only, from fall to mid-
year (sometime between December and March).
Daily reading in both Spanish and English from
mid=-year to end of year.

Daily reading in Spanish only, from fall to mid-
year {sometime between December and March).
Spanish reading discontinued at mid-year. Trans-
fer to daily reading in English only from mid-
year until end of year.

Daily reading in English only, for entire year.
No Spanish reading.

Daily reading in English only, from £all to mid-
year {sometime between December and March). Daily

reading in both English and Spanish from mid-year
to end of year.

Reading treatment unknown.

Other. Please describe.

Instructions

e Assign category labels to all project students (or at least to all
students for whom reading achievement data is col*~~ted),

If a comparison group is used, assign category labels to all comparison
students.

Agsign a category label to each individual student, even 1f the entire
class receives the same reading :reatment.

Record this information in 2 column adjacent to reading achlievement
scores.
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CATRGORY SYSTEM FOR DESCRIBING READING TREATMENT
IN BILINGUAL PROJECTS
French/English Form

CateRory Label Definition
F Daily reading in Prench only, for entire year.

No English reading.

FE Daily reading in both French and English for
entire year.

F~FE Daily reading in Prench only, from fall to mid=-
year (sometime between December and March).
Daily reading in both French and English from
mid=year to end of year.

F=E Daily reading in French only, from fall to mide
year (sometime between December and March).
French reading discontinued at mid-year. Trana~
fer to daily reading in English only from mid=
year until end of year.

E Daily reading in English only, for entire year.
No French reading.

E~EF Daily reading in English only, from fall to mid~=
year (sometime between December and March). Daily
reading i{n bcth Engliah and French from mid-~year
to end of year.

? Reading treatment unknown e
0 Other. Please deacribe.
Instructiong
e Assign category labels to all project atudents (or at least to all .
students for whom reading achievement data is collected).
e If a comparison group is used, assign category labels to all compariaon
studentsa.
e Assign a category label to sach individual student, aven if the entire
class receives the same reading treatment.
e Record this information in a column adjscent to reading achievenment

scoresa.
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Format for Reporting Inatructional Treatment

When reporting atudent achievement cutcomea, a brief deacription of
the treatment ahould accompany the data. If reaulta are reported by grade
level, then the treatment ahould alac be deacribed by grade level, provid-
ing the entire grade level received aimilar inatruction. Report aeparately
achievement outcomea and inatructional treatments for thoae claaarocoma
where an inatructional feature or characteriatic may have atrongly ianflu~-
enced achlevement cutcomea. For example, if all aecond grade teachers in
a program, except one, were bilingual, report ocutcomea and describe treat-
ment aeparately for that one claaa. Another example: if Engliah reading
for a third-grade clasa differed from all the othera becauae thia claaa
waa participating in a Title IV readivg lab (not part of Title VII pro-

gram), then this claaa becomea a aeparate unit of analyais.

Completed claaarocom analyais guides (aee Section 3-B) are the beat
aource of information for deacribing inatructional treatment. Additional
categoriea of topica to be deacribed can be drawn from the Project Deacrip-
tion Model.

The format for deacribing the treatment could be a chart or a brief

narrative. A chart ia provided aa an example of a format that can be used

for aummarizing instructional treatment in an evaluation report. If the
entire project’a instructional treatment were to be described, a aeparate
chart would be uaed for each aubject, for each language group, and for
each grade level receiving aimilar treatment. A completed chart 1is pro=-
vided aza an example of a deacription of the inatructional treatment for
Spaniah reading, for limited English apeaking students in the gecond

grade.




Format for Reporting Instructional Treatment

Spanish Reading

for

Students Limited in English Proiiciency

(Subject)

Grade Level _2nd grade

Year _1979

(Language Group)

No. of students receiving this type of treatment 146
No. of classrooms represented _ 7

Subiect

Language Use by
Teachers and Students

Spanish
reading.
All

cla -es
follow
project
objec~
tives
for
Spanish
reading,
and use
same
basic
taxts.

Instructor
Characteristics

Subject Taught
Hoursg per Week

Grouping
Characteristics

Teachers: instruct
entirely in Spanish.

Studentg: partici-
pate aimost exclu-
sively in Spanish.
English responses
are accepted when
appropriate.

6 of the 7
teachers are
bilingual. The
aide of the 7th
class teaches
this subject
and is bilin-
gual .,

All teachersgs and
aides have re-
ceived training
in teaching
Spanish reading.

Taught an aver-
age of 6-2/3
bours per week.

This includes
Spanish Lan-

guage Arts.

Comments

Al]l Spanish dom~
inani. students
receive Spanish
reading.

Reading groups
are formed ac-
cording to
achievement
level.

Groups are semi-
permanent .

Group N of
146 does not
include 16
students who
entered the
program late
in the year.
These 16 stu-
dents were
not pretested
and will not
be included
in outcome
summaries.

One classroon
was excluded
from analysis
because bilin-
gual teacher
was transferred
at mid-year and
no bilingual
subsatitute was
provided.




Format for Reporting Instructional Treatmentr

for
(Subject) (Language Group)

Grade Level No. of students receiving this type of treatment

Year No, of classrooms represented

Language Use by Instructor Subject Taught Grouping
Subiect | Teachers and Students | Characteristics | Hours per Week ]| Characteristics Comments

Teachers:

Students:




CHOOSING AN EVALUATION DESIGN

(secTion 4

MaJor CoNTENT ITEM
4-A, A GUIDE TO EVALUATION DESIGNS




4. CHOOSING AN EVALUATION DESIGN

Evaluation design ie en extremely complex field, Relatively few
evaiuation specieliets have the necessary skille to develop end implement
a new, specislized evelustion design. However, chooeing from among exiet-
ing, conventional designe 18 one of the ersiest etepa in the evaluation
proceas. Thie ie because thare are only a few realistic choicea, and, to
8 large extent, the decisions will be determined by locel conditions. The
seemingly endlese end often eaoteric alternatives that provide the aubject
matter for countlese booka, articlee and conference papera quickly evapo~
rate, in practice. With few exceptions, they are either (a) technically
unsound, () impossible to implement in a achool setting, (c) so complex
that only a few expertes in the country are qualified to apply them, or (d)
some combinstion of the above.

Two points ghould be kept in mind in order to avoid unrealistic ex-
pectationa for evaluation designs. First, even the best designs are not
sensitive enough to provide s convincing demonatration of most program
iwpacts. Thia is aimply because program impects are ususlly amall, and
ere easily obescured by the effects of many other factors (see Appendix A).
However, if lerge impacte are produced by & program, an eppropriate,
cerefully implemented design will probably provide convincing evidence.
Second, most bilinguel program evelustion deesign® are affected by local
policiee and conditiona and by legal and funding agency regulationa.

In combination, those constreinta may completely preclude any accurate
eoaessment of program impact. The only productive option for the project
director and eveluator may be to eliminate mesningleaa impact evalustion
activity where regulations and policies permit, end to concentrate on
performance-level or other potentially useful information.

Kev Problems

Deciding which questions you went to anewer. Many evaluations
are carried out end reported with no thought es to the axact
questions that are being asked or the implicationa of the answere.
Queatione that you may wish to aek include: (a) Are etudente doing
better then they would in & conventionel cleeeroom? (b) Are they
doing better than aimilar etudente in other locel progrema? (c)
Are they doing better than similar atudents in neerby districte, in
the entire atate, oy in the entire country? (d) Are they doing
better than last year‘a program atudents? (e) Are they doing well
enough? (f) Laat but not leest, has the program improved student
performance?

Deciding which questions you can anewer. All of tha above
questions may be of intereet, but few evaluations snewer all of
them equally well., Ttem 4~A suggeets which questione can be
anewered ond euggests weome of the problems involved in anawer-
ing each one.
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Related Issues

Short-term versus long-term evaluations. While most bilingual
programs cover several grades, evaluations are cften designed as if
each grade represented zn isclated, complete program. A common example
is to test subject matter {(e.g., English reading) at grades prior to
which the subject has been Iintroduced. While some progress toward the
ultimate program goals should be observable at each grade level, the
progress may not include all subjects at all grades and the evaluation
design should reflect this. Conversely, there is no way to evaluate
the total impact of a program until students have completed the whole
program. Thus, every bilingual project evaluation should be viewed as
a long-~term effort.

Overtesting. In addition to the direct costs, testing places a
great burden on teachers and students. Simply listing all of the
subject areas of interest and finding a test for each one will almost
certainly lead to an unreasonable amount of testing. In general, it is
advisable to select only the most Important areas for speclal testing
and to make use of required district tests wherever possible.

Fall-to-spring versus twelve-month test intervals. A major
decision 18 whether to evaluate impact over a seven-month or a twelve-

month period. The shorter period gives & quicker answer and reduces
problems of student turnover. However, it also may give a misleading
plcture due to the ghort-term impact of some programs, with possible
logses over the summer. The twelve-month period is recommended wherever
district-policy and other factors permit, since it reduces the .esting
burden and appears to provide a more meaningful picture of long-term
program lmpacts.




A Guide to Evaluation Designs
Qutline

This section has not been developed beyond the rough outline stage,
pending greement among USQOE and potential users as to appropriate content.

Restricting the Questions

The evaluation design depends on the question.

Question 1. How well are the atudents performing?
Question 2. How effective is the program compared to previous or
a2lternative programs?

We will not comsider:

Do students make achievement gains? (Most students make gains In most
aubject areas due to maturation.)

Do studeuts meet objectives? (Objectives are arbitrary umless they are
bc3ed on past years (see '"Time series,'" below) or on other groups
of students (see "Comparison groups," below).)

Answecsing Question 1 -- Performance Level

This is possible in most districts, at least for subjects with English-
language tests.

I. Two kinds of information are required:
A. Background/experience of the students (See Section 5)
4 general picture of language, schooling, and home/community
background is8 needed 1f performance levels are to have any
meaning at all.
Performance measures {(See Sectloms 2, 6, and 7)
L. The skills that asi¢ measured must be at least generally
relevant (to the prograw goals).
2. The teats must be reliable, valid, and of the appropriate
difficulty.
3. Testlng and scoring must be done with great care.

A frame of reference 1s requirzd. Program students can be compared

to any group of interest. 7Typlcal comparisons are:

A. National norms from standardized testa

R. Local comparison groups

. Program students (or, if the program 18 new -- simil.: students)
from previous yeara.

In addition, interprecation of performance levels requires a descrip-
tion of the relevant instructional treatment.




Angwering Question 2 -- Program Impact

Very difficult or imposseiblz in many districts.

The question is ~- What is the effect of the program {separatsd
from other factors)? (a) Is it an improvement over what was
being done before? or (b) Is it better than some other program
of interest. The "program” hers includes procedures
materials, and personnel. Separating the effectes of personnel
from the effects of procedures and materials i an extremely
difficule task, and is completely beyond the scope of thie
manual.

All of the designs listed below assume test data and background/
experience data of the highest quality. Preexisting data
from district files ~re generally not acceptsable.

I. Classes of designe ueing single comparieons.

A. Norm-referenced design
Comparison: Natiocnal norma from standardized testes.
Measures Gain in standard score {eg., NCEs) from
pretest to posttest.
Problem: Considerable variance among schools {ed = 5
te 10 NCEs) in normal yearly gaine or losses.
Credibilicy: Low.

Comparison=group design (non-random assignment)

Comparieon: Students in the same dietrict. Both the
comparison students and their instruction
differ from the bilingual program students.
Intended to anewer question "b," above.

Measgure: Program~student gain compared to comparison=
student gain. Pretest differences adjusted
by principle-axis adjustment (Section 8).
Multiple regresesion approach is & possible
improvement.

Problem: Pifferences in students, rather than in the
program, may produce differences in gainas.

Credibilicy: Low.

Time=serizs design

Comparison: Gaina of this year’s students a.e compared to
gaina of past year’s comparabls stuydents.
Intended to answer question “"a," above.

Measure: Program-student gain compared to gain of similar
group from preceding yeara (at least twec Years
are needed). Pretest diffevences adjusted by
principle axis adjustment {Section 8). Multiple
regression not needed.

witlem: Changes in school or community may produce
differences in gains.

Credibilicy: Low.




I1. Recommended design using a combination of comparisons.

Por a credible impact evaluaztion, all three of the above designs
should be combined. Data are required on program-type students
plus additio al representative groups from the district for several
years prior to the start of the new bilingual program. Data on
all of the groups should be obtained for several years after the
initiation of the new program. This design answers both questions
"a" and “b," above, as well as providing information on whether

the new program is improving over years.

Norms provide a common metric for comparing groups.

Time series data show changes in the performance of program-type
students.

Comparison Groups show that the change 18 not due to school-wide
factors.

Remaining problems:

Shifts in character*: ~ics of program-type students.
Artificial depression of pretest scores, or inflation of
posttest scores for program students.




DESCRIBING STUDENT SKILLS FOR SELECTION
AND DATA ANALYSIS

SECTION 5

Major CONTENT ITEM

5-A. DEMOGRAPHIC AND BIOGRAPHIC INFORMATION WORKSHEET




5. DESCRIBING STUDENT SKILLS FOR SELECTION
AND DATA ANALYSIS

An accurate deacription of each student’s gkills is easentifl--first,
for selecting program students and later, for organizing performance-level
and impsct data at the snalysis stage. Of course, a clear picture of stu~
dent skills should alaso guide the instructional program, although instruc~
tional planning is beyond the acope of this manual.

The absolute minimum information on each student must include akills
in both relevant languages as well as skills in the program’s major subject
areas, A truly adequate description will alsc include information on the
student’s learning background snd current environment, The later categor-
ies of in formation are especislly crucial at the dats snslysis stage,
gince they play & major role in determining what can be expectad of each
student. For example, given a student with a low English rasading pretest
score, we might expect much greater improvement if the student were a high
SES new arrival with no previous training in English reading than we would
if the student were from a low SES background and had beenr in high=gquality
bilingual programs for geveral years. Thus, gstudents must be grouped
according to both current skills snd past experience if meaningful data
tnalyses are to be conducted.

In writing evaluation reports, an accurate description of student
background and skills is also essential. Few bilingual-program evaluation
reports provide enough information for the reader to make any judgment as
to the credibility or importance of the results.

Key Prgblems

Describing gkills in two languages. The problems of measuring
langusge skills 18 discussed in Section 6. The problem of concern

here is simply that many evaluations ignore target~language skills.
Selection, instruction, and data analysis are often based only on
the fact thast students hsve limited English gkills. In some proj~-
ects, the implicit assumption of superior skills in the target
language 1s entirely justified. In many of the projects cbaserved
by RMC, however, target language skills were aven lower than
English skillas, sometimes subatantially so. If such situations are
not made clear in the evaluation report, the results become com=
pletely miasleading.

Describing student bac! i rounds. A clear picture of the
program students’ environment and learning history are zlso
esgential to the accurste understanding of impact evaluation
results. Apparently few projects collect this informstion for
impact evalvation purposes, and sven fewer present s systematic
treatment of this information in their evaluation reports.,
While this manual does not provide a complete guide to the appro-
priste use of such information, the Biographic and Demographic
Worksheet 1in this aection should provide s stariing point. (See
also: Data Analysis, Section 8.)




Related Issues

Combining measures into a2 sinfle, selection score. Selection for
a bilingual program may be based on student background, categories,
language test scores, achievement test scores, and teacher judgment.
1f the school district is willing to quantify all of these measures
{including teacher judgment), arrive at 2 single score, and use this
score as the sole basis for assigning students to the program, then
statistical corrections to achievement gains become pessible, and the
accuracy of the achievement impsct evaluation may be considerably im-—
proved,

Longitudinal student profiles. Since most bilingual programs span
several grade levels, the value of student descriptions is increased
greatly by creating longitudinzl student prefiles. 3ince most schools
keep permanent student record files, it may only require minor addi-
tions to ensure that the appropriate background (and treatment) infor-
mation 18 readily available for each program student,

Selecting and describinf students who are proficient in English.
Many programs include substantial numbers of monclingual, native-
English speakers and bilinguals who are highly proficient in English,
For these students, it is not necessary to maintain the game amount of
information on English-language experience, Of course, these students
must be analyzed separately from those who are learning English as a
second language.




Demographic and BiogZraphic Information Worksheet

This demographic and bilographic information worksheet can
be used to document information which will enable the evaluator
to interpret results with a higher degree of accuracy. The {in~
formation gathered can also be used for individual pupil records

sc as to facilitate continuity of instruction across the Years.

The demographic information should be collected per school,

whereas the blographic information must be collected for each
student. Similar information should be collected for control or
comparison students, if the evaluation design incorporates a

contyrol or comparison group.

School Year
School District
School{s)

Information Collected by
Date




Demographic and Biographic Information Worksheet
(Check appropriate answer in margin)

I. School/Community Charactepistics

A+ These school/community characteristics apply tot
(Use one form per group.)
1) treatment students
2) comparison students

How 18 prctect student defined?

What percentage of the students in the project
echool(e) are in the Title VII project?

(List by school name or code; put percentage in
margin.)

School name or code

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Do({es) the school(s) participate in the free
lunch program? (write ves or no in margin)

School
1)
2)
3)
4)
3)

What criteria aie used to determine & student’s
English language proficiency classification (e.g.,
LEP/LESA)? (Check appropriate answer in margin.) E
1) Teacher judgment
2) Language proficiency test

Test?

Cutoff ¢
3) Achievement test

Test?

Cutoff ¢
4) Combination of the above (specify)
5) Other {explain)

At the time of fall testing, what percentage of
the students in the project were clageified as
limited in English proficiency?




Ge

H.

I.

What 1s the size of the district in whieh the

project 1s located. (Check appropriste answer in
margin.)

1) 12,000 or more students

2) 3,000 to 11,999

3y 1,000 co 2,999

4) less than 1000

In what type of community is the project located?
{Check appropriate snswer in margin.)

1) Metropolitan

2) Urban

3) Suburban

4) Rural

What percentage of the community is Hispanic
{or of the ethnic group being served by the
program)?

13
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II. Pupil Characteristica {(Uae one form per atudent)

A. TPor record-keeping purposea, what is thia pupil’a:
1) Code number
2) Age (as of fall of 19 )
3) Ethnicity
4) Language claaaificatien:
a) Limited in English proficiency
b) Proficient in Engliash

Which group doea thia pupil belong to?
{Check appropriate anawer in margin.)
1) Treatment

2) Compariaon

In what country waa the student born?

{Check appropriate agnawer in margin.)

1) United Statea

2) Spaniah apesking country (or country where
target language 1is apoken)

3) Other (Pleaae apecify)

4) Unknown

To the beat of your knowledge how long haa the
atudent been in the U.S5., aa of fall 19 _ (current
year)?

1} Leaa than one year

2) One to two yeara

3) More than two yeara

What 1s the number of yeara of achooling thia
student haa completed outaide the U.S5.?

1) Yeara of achooling outaide U.S.

2) Pon‘t know

3) N/A

What language 18 most frequently spoken to the
atudent at home?

1) Spaniah (or non-Engliah program language)
2) Engliah

3) Equal uvae of two languagea

4) Other

What language doea the atudent use moat frequently
at home?

1) Spanish (or non-English program language)

2) Engliah

3) Equal vae of tw: languages

4) Other

How waa the Information in Item E. obtained?
1) Parent survey

2) Self report {(child)

3) Teacher/ataff judgment

4) Other
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How was the information in Item F. obtained?
1) Parent survey

2) Self report (child)

3) Teacher/staff judgment

4) Other

In which of the following programs is the student
currently participating? (Please check.)

1) Free lunch program

2) Title 1

3) HMigrant

4) RSAA

5) Other (Please specify.)

-

Indicate the number of years this student has
participated in bilingual education programs,
prior to current year.

How would ycu characterize this student’s
aksentee rate?

1) seldom = approximately ___ day(s)/month
2) average = approximately ___ day(s)/month
3) frequent = approximately ___ day(s)/month

What percentage of the children in the student’s
classroom of Ingtruction (a8t the time of fall
testing) were considered students of limited
English proficiency?




SELECTING TESTS

MaJor CONTENT ITEMS

SECTION 6
6~A, SELECTING AN ACHIEVEMENT TEST
6~B, SELECTING A LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY TEST

6~C. A SYSTEM FOR COMPARING CURRICULUM CONTENT WITH THE
CONTENT OF CTBS SPANISH AND ENGLISH, FORMS B AND C




6. SELECTING TESTS

Although catalogues of tests ligt thousands of titles, the selection
of tests for a bilingusl-program evaluation actually involvea few real
chofces, This 15 because (a) federal, state, and local regulations largely
determine the subject sreas to be tested snd often the pool of scceptable
teats as well, and (b) only s handful of the available tests meet minimum
technical requirementa., While satisfectory tests are available for basic
subject aress, the perfect teat does not exist, and searching for such
testa among the more obscure titles is an expenaive exercise in fucility,

The major concern in selecting teate is to be gure that all major
program gosls are covered (i.e.,, all major subjects, at all relevant
grades, and, where warranted, in both languages)., Tests must meet reason-
able standarde 'of relisbility end validicy. It 18 also advissbls to
check the technical manual to see that the test publisher has employed
procedures designed to reduce culture snd linguistic bias.

Key Problems

Matching the testa to the progrsm. The minimum matching
requirementa are simply to test the subjects that sre included in
the bilingual program and not to test specific subject matter
before it hses been introduced, Following theae two 8imple eond
obvious rules would drastically improve many evaluations. A more
thorough matching procesa is advissble, and is addressed in Item
6~C,

Lenguage tests for selection, diafnocsis, and impact evalua-

tion., The best ways to design gelection and disgnoatic testa are
still highly controversial subjects among languags test developers,
and there asre problems with all guch tests that ars currvently
available, Fven greater problems arise when using gelection or
diagnostic tests to measure language improvement, These problems
are noted in Item 6-8,




Other Issues

Selecting tests with non-English language norms. Basically, non=-
English language norma adequate for impact evaluation do not exist. The
Inter-American Testa provide user-norms based on students in bilingual
programs using that test. The norms provided with the Spaniah CTBS do
not represent the population of Spaniah/English bilingual atudents. Norma
for both tests can only provide a posailble standard for performance-level
evaluations. (See Item 6-A.)

Test level (floor and ceiling _£ffects). 1In some bilingual programs,
the at-grade-level test is too difficult for program students at pretest
The next lower level may be too easy at posttest time. If the mean acore
on a test 1s less than 25 percent of the jtems correct or more than 75
percent of the items correct, floor or ceiling effects probably exist.
See Item 6-A. .

Longitudinal and multi-grade-level requirements. Most bilingual
programa of fer several grade levela. Therefore, it 18 desirable to have
achievement tests that can be compared zcross grades and that can be used
to follow groups of students as they progress through the grades. 1In
practice, this meana using e of the well known achievement tests from
the major publishing companies. See Item 6-A.

Criterjon-referenced tests (CRTs). In recent years, CRTs have been
advocated widely a8 a golution to the many problems of standardized (norm-
referenced) tests. In fact, the advocates of CRTs have not solved the
problems. They have merely attempted to avold them by asking different
kinds of evalration questions. Where the basic question concerna program
impact, the reiiability and validity of the tests are ¢f primary impor-
tance. Rephrasing the impact queations in CRT terminology simply helps
to obscure or ignore the fundamental reliability and validity problems.
Although, in principle, CRTs can be just as reliable and valid aa norm-
referenced tests {in fact, a single test can be both norm and criterion
referenced) in practice, CRTs often lack reliabili:y and are lLikely to
reduce the accuracy of an Impact evlauation.

Language of testing. There are no definitive guidelines as to which
language should be ysed for testing subjects other trhan language (i.e.,
math, science, culture). If students are very weak iIn one language, it
seems obvious that that " inguage 18 inappropriate for testing. Some PIP
field-~test sites in which studenta were reaasonably skilled in both lan-
guages tested math In both languages. In these sites, the language of
testing had little effect on acorea. In general, the language of testing
should be determined after considering the goals of the program and the
language of Instruction, as well as the language proficiency of the stu-
dents.

Must English and non-English language tests come from the aame pub-
lisher? This question applies mainly to Spanish~English programs, since
few tests are avallable in other languages. While there are some advan-
tages to dealing with a single test publisher, it is more important to
get the most appropriate tests in each language. Limiting cholces to
tests that are published in two languages 1Is an unnecessary restrictions.
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Selecting an Achievement Test

In selecting achievement tests for the evaluation of bilingual pro-
grams, evaluators must consider &all the same criteris that are used in
selecting any acinlevemen* test as well as additional c¢riteria that relate
to the nature of the prog.am and the student population. This discussion
will give most emphasis po issues in test gelection that are especilally

importaut for bilingual education evaluations.

Tes

During the last ten years extensive attention has been given to the
effects of test bilas for culturally different populations (Wargo, 1975;
Houts, 1977). As a result, test publishers have made concerted efforts
in this arca and many standardized achievement tests have been revisea.
The technical manual of & test will often include a discussion of what
procedures were undertaken to minimize bias. The two most common proca-
dures are: (1) review of the content of the items by a culturally sensi-

tive panel and (2) statistical item analysis.

Review of content. Reading and examining the content of items may
result in rewriting items so that they seem fairer to 8ll groups involved.
However a visual examination alone carnot determine if an item is bilased,
i.e., that it wiil function ditferently for different groups of students.
What can be z-complished is the elimination of stereotypcisl wording or
content+ External review panels have the advantage of insuring a disin-
terested r2ading, although in-house groups may also be effective. This
procadure may result In a maore acceptable test, bu: will not necessarily

eliminate blased items.

Item analysis. Itemw analysis 1s a statistical procedure that is

performed routinely in test construction. The scores of students on each

item aie compared to their scores on the whole test in order to determine

if each {tem 1s measuring what the whale test measures, and in fact should

be part of that test. When this procedure ‘s used to eliminate blas towards




8 apecii’'c group, tha teat 1s adminiatered to both the general popuilation
end to the apecific group. Then item analyaia 1s performed in order to
determine that the asme items function efmilarly for both groups. 7Tnr
example, if item 1 is difficult for one grrup it ah-uld be difficult for
the other regardleas of the mean teat acorea for each ¢+ oup. If an item

is esay for one group but difficult for another, then such an item erhibita
bias, and ghould probably be eliminated.

Additional Selection laauea

Conaideration of subteat content and weight in accring is important
for selecting the test that mnat clcaely matchea the curriculum and for
determining whether in-level teating is appropriste. Such iasues are im-
portant for 8ll atudenta, but they may be even more critical for atudenta
of limited Engliah proficiency. Although the curriculum of bilingual

programs may contain the aame finsl objectivea, akilla auch as Engliah

reading may not be taught in the same grade levels 8a otu>r programs.

The wording of the inatructiona to the teat should be conaidered.
The language of the inatructiona should not be more difficult thsen the
language used in the itema that actually appear ju the teat. Although
directicna containing needleasly complex asentence atructure are a handicap
for all atudents, they will ceuse an even greater difficultry for studentas
of limited English proficiency. Examiners may want to consider ayatemari-
cally aimplifying teat directions, but 1f ncrme sre to be uased, thia may
affect their validity.

Additionally, the content of the test ahould be examined to determine
the extent to which it teats the out-cf-achool experience of the children.
The experience of the culturally cifferent child and of the low SES child
may differ aignificantly from that sssumed by the suthora of the teat.
Therefore, the more the teat reliea on out-of~achool experience, the more
it may diascriminace againat the target population and the lear valid it

will be for evaluating program impact.




Finally, if bilingual tests are used, the pature of the translation
should be considered. Some tests are direct translations except where
such a translation wou:ld clearly be iImpossible. Other tests provide
equivalent versions where the kinds of items and the difficulty level are
roughly equivalent, but the content of the item may be completely different.
Other tests are a8 combination of both methods. In a translated test, the
difficulty level may not be the same for both versions. However, very few

test publishers provide equivalent versions.

Language of Testing

In many bilingual education evsluations, the evaluator must decide
in what language to test. Several questions have to be considered indi-
vidually and in relation to each other. First, what 1s the language of
instruction for the subject that will be tested? Because the 1.nguage
of Instruction for math, fcxr example, may be different for students in
the same class or may be different 8t varlous times during the year, this
question may not be answered simply. Sezond, what is the dominant lan-
guage of the child a8 established by & systematic assessment procedure?
Third, what are the project gcals? Gerals mey require testing in a par—
ticular language. Ideally, of course, students should be tested in the
language in which they will do best. However, that language may not
always be the dominant one. For example, a student may be more fluent
in Spanish, but 1if almost all math instruction has been in English, the

student may perform better on an Epglish test.

™.ere are othsr 1s-ues involved in planning testing in more than one
language that have not yet been studied in sufficient detail. Some eval-
uators double test the project ;itudents, avolding the cholice of test lan-
guage by testing In both languages. The benefits of this practice are
cleat: more information 1s obtained about the students’ proficiency in
content and language and the dangers of testing only in the weaker lan-
guage are avolded. However, the additional expense, the added burden On
teachers and students, and the possibility of practice effect: r2present
significant disadvantages. 1In addition, the language of some ‘udents may

be neither standard English nor standard Spanish.
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Where tesis exist in two languages, Spanish may be the most appropri-
ate language for the pretest; but, after a year of English instructior,
English may be the most appropriate lsnguage for the posttest. Longitudinal
atudies wili almost certainly include scores in both languages reported at
different stages of a atudent s progresa. PFvaluatora will have to consider

carefully the interpretations of such gcorea.

Li. "8 to the Usefuiness of Norms

The use of national norms as a comparison standard in an evaluation
relies on the validity of a principle known a8 the equipercentile assump-
tion. This assumption implies that in the absence of any apecial instruc-
tional treatment Students in tiie project would have grown at a rate com-
parable to thst of students in the norming sample who obtained the aame
mean pretest value. €uch an asaumption csn only be valid if the project
population is similar in educationally relevant Ways to the population
represented in the normiag sample. This ic not usually the case in hi-
lingual education programe which are generally comprised of atudente of
limited English proficiercy, bilingual students, and a lsrger proportion
of low SES students than is found in the general population. While the
accurac* of the equipercentile assumption for such populations haa not
yet peen systematically assessed, it is unlikely that norms for English
achievemen: tests can provide precise no-treatment expectationa for bi-
lingual prolect students. There are wo atatiatical techniquea to adjust
for differences in expected gruowth between the project studenta and the

norming population (Tallmadge, 1976).

Recently data have been gathered on Spanish language achievement

tests. The most recent e¢?itions of the Comprehensive Tests of Basin Skilla
(CTBS) and the Inter-American Series both furaish norms tsbles for Englieh
and Spanish versions of their tests, but the manner in which such norming
data were compiled limits their usefulness for evaluating the impact of
bilingual projects. The CTBS Espanol norma were developed by adrivister-
ing the CTBS in both languug: s to a balanced bilingusl, biliterate popula-

tion as determined by scores on the SERVS test. The assumption was made




that a student’s standing in the norms would be the same in English and
Spanish. Students’ scores in Spanish were then equated with their rank

in the English norms. Although the assumption that a perfectly bilingual
person will possess the same knowledge of content in two laiguages 1s
logical, the possibilities for error are so large that the Spanish norm
conversions can provide only very rough estimates of student achievement.
There are several other reasons why the CTBS norms cannot be used to pro-
vide a precise estimate of project impact. Be~ause the scores in the norms
table are extrapolated rather than derived empirically, they are subject to
a certaln amount error inherent in any estimation procedure. In addition,
the balanced bilingual population in the sample is not comparable to the
gopulation of most bilingual programs which include students with a range
of language proficiencies. Finally, because the studente in the sample
were in bilingual programs they do not provide an estimate of how similar

students would have performed wicthout any special instruction.

The Inter—-American norr3 were not constructed from a nation-l precb-
ability sample. Th=y are "user norms" Jerived only from those groups in
the population to whom the Inter-American tests were administered in the
course of local evaluations. TFor certain tests, the sample obtained in
this way numbers over a thousand students, but for others the N 18 less
than 100, severely limiting the reliability of normative data, particularly
in the extreme score ranges where estimates are based on relatively few
cases. Because the norming group was not specifically constructed to
represent the population of limited English and bilingual students, un-
known blases may exist in the sample. Because students :in the sample are
algo in bilingual programs, the norms do not provide an estimate of how

similar students would have performed in the absence of a special program.

The question of how a group of students would have performed without
a bilingual project cannot be answered by simply corsulting currently
avallable norms. But existing norms can be used to answer other evalua-
tion questions. Well constructed norms based on national probability
samples, such as those provided by the major achievement tests, can be
used to show hiw the bilingual project students compare to naticnal aver=~

ages. Norms based on more specific populations, such as those constructed
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for the Spanish veraiona of the CTHS and the Inter-American, can be uaed
to show how project atudents compare to the bilingus siliterate CTBS
sampla or the bilingusl project atudenta in the Inter-American semple.

Out~of-level teating. The uae of teasta 8t levels be:ow those
recommended by the publisher 18 an cption if the content of the program
can be measured better thia way. Studenta in bilingual programs may be
learning akills, such aas English reading, at a later time than other atu-
denta and therefore, should receive the same ¢eat at 8 later point. 1In
order for any teat to be suitable, the aversge acore of the Sroup teated
should be between 1/3 and 3/4 of the maximum (Roberts, 1976). Otherwise,
ceiling or floor effecta depreas estimates of atudent gains. Some pub-
lishers provide norma for the administrstion of a aingle teat in geveral
gradea. QOther publishers provide expanded atandard scorea that link up
all levela of a teat on 8 common acale, and occeasionally, locator teata,
to facilitate out~of=-level teating. Generally, a teat should pe uaed no
more than one level below that recommended by the putlisher. But care
should be taken that in teating out~of-level, preteat floor effecta are

not being replaced by poattest ceiling effecta.

Introduction to teat iist. An extrsordinary number of teets could

be uaed to evaluate basic subject aress for bilingusl programa. Some of
these teata are locally developed and have not been adminiastered to large
asmples of the population. Therefore, zhey are leaa likely to have the
technical qualitiea required by moat evalustora. Other teats are limited
to only ona content area, and cannot be used by themaelvea to evaluate a
bilingual project which includes aseveral content sresa. Finally, many
evaluatora will firat conaider the appropriateneas of teats already in uase 2
in the diatrict for the evalustion of the bilingual program. Certain
teats may be mandated or cholces may be conatrained in other ways. Selec-
tion of 8 teat slready being uaed for diatrict-wide sasesamen: intorduces
the poasibility of comparison with local non-project atudents. Thia com=-
parison alone cannot provide a precise eatimate of project impact, but may
anawer other evaluation queations, such as how project students compare

in achisvement lavel and r»te of growth to other atudents in the district. -
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The annotated teat liat which follows {a an sttempt to provide help-
ful information ghout tests that, for the reasons diacuased above, are

1lready likely tc be ynder consideration by project evalustors.

Only major teata of achievement that include both math and reading
or language gubtesta Were considered. All auch teats svailable in two
languagea were included. Tests only available in Engliah were 1imited to
thoae included in the Anchor Teat Study (Loret, 1974). Finally, all of

the testa were discusaed only aas they apply to evaluations of grades K-6.

The same categoriea of information are provided for each teat to
facilitate comparison. Al]l of the teats are gvailsble from major pub-
lishers. Technical aspects of such teats are likely to be as good as the
state-of-the-art. Al]l of the testa have technical menuasls deacribing the
procesa of test conatruction and standardization. Except for an occasionsl
subteat, all of the teats are designed to be adminiatered in groups. Ad-
ministration time for each test varies sccording to the number of aubtesata
used. Subtesta are listed only where they contribute to a total acore in
reading, languge arts, or mathematics, three major areaa of Interest to

bilingual program evaluation.
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California Achievement Test, 1977-78
Forms C and D

Languages: Englich

Publisher’s recommended in-level use:
Level Grade
Level 10 K.0~K.9
Level 11 K.6~1.9
Level 12 1.6~2.9
Level 13 6-3,9
Level 14 5=4.9
Level 15 5-5.9
Level 16 5-6.9

Subtest Components:

-

Level: 10

Pre-reading
Listening for Information

Letter Forms

lLetter Names

Letter Sounds

Visual Discrimination

Sound Matching
Reading

Vocabulary

Comprehensio.i

Phonic Analysis

Structural Analysis
Language Total

Language Mechanics

Language Expression X X
Mathematics Total

Computation X X X X

Concepts and Applieations X X X X

X
X

Norming: Weeks rather than midpoint dates are provided for empirical
fall and spring norms. These are the week in which November 3td falls,
and the week In whieh May 4th falls. Tests can be administered two
weeks on either side of these weeks without the use of interpolated
ROTMS .

X
X

Qut=of-level testing: Provides an expanded standard score scale and
a locator test.

Procedures for minimizing blas: Test writers followed guldelines to
avold bias in the development and editing of items. Items were re-
viewed by representatives of wvarious ethnic and cultural groups. An
extensive 1ltem analysis was conducted with the tryout items to compare
rzgponses of "Black" students and "other" students. A point biserial
correlation was used to show the relation of items to category objec-
tive scores, and grade-to-grade growth as shown by {tem difficulties
was zlso examined. The percent of biased items found In the trial
irems for the various subject areas ranged from 25 to 7 percent.
After revision the percent of blased ltems was reducel to the 3-0
percent range.




1.
2,

3

CIRCUS
1976

Langunagea: English
Publisher’s recommended in-level use!

Leve? Grade
Circus A Nursery School and Kindergarten = Fall

Circug B Kindergarten -~ Spring
Firat Grade - Fall

Circus C Firat (rade = Spring
Second Grade =~ ¥all

Circus D Second Grade - Spring
Third Grade -~ Fall

Subtestal®

Level

B ¢
Pre-reading X
Reading X
Listen to the Story X
Listening X
How Much and How Many X
Mathematics X X
Writing Skilils X

#Many other subtests ar. provided, but only these that coordi~
nate with the STEP are listed here. No total scores are pussible
from any combination of subtests,

The subtests listed above provide coordination through content and
expanded standard scores with the following subtests of STEP III,
Level E~J; Reading, Listening, Math Concepts and Math Computation,
and Wreiting Skilis,

Norming: The Circus was administered to a national probability
sample during the fall {Gctober) only., Therefore, the comparison

of a group to the national sample for pre- and posttesting can be
done for a fall=to-fall evaluation design only., Information is also
provided in sentence form describing what each range of acores means
in terms of akiila mastered, A falil to spring comparison of the pro-
portion of studente falling in each category could be made, but wouid
require the use of a local compariaon group to determine the normal-
growth expectation., Separate tables exist for comparing groups aund
for comparing individuals., The ncormative data is very well suited

to individual student evaluation because the national sample is di-
vided into subgroups such as sex, geographic region, and SES,.

Qut-of-level testing: Expanded standard ascores can be used for
subtests that coordinate with STEP III.

Procedures for minimizing bias: No statiatical procedures are re-
ported, Separate norms are provided according to citegories such
as sex, geographic region, end SES,




EL CIRCO
1979

Languages: Spanish and English

Spanish tests allow the test administrator to select
among alternatives the word most appropriate for the
students’ variety of Spanish.

Publisher’s recommended in-level use: Tests can be used at pre-
school, kindergarten, and beginning of first grade.

Subtests:¥®

Cuanto y Cuantos
Para Qué Sirven Las Palabras
What Words are For

Quanto y Quantos 1s a direcvr translation of Level A of How Much and
How Many of CIRCUS. Para Que Sirven Las Palabras and What Words are
For are equivalent, hut one 1s not a translation of the other. For
example, each test has items testing comprehension of the past tense
but the items will have a different content.

Norming: The El Circo measures were administered to a nationwide
sample of children from the Spanish-speaking eultural groups. Empir-~
ical norms exist for fall only.

Out-of~level testing: Separate norms exist for preschool, kindergarten,
and first grade.

Procedures for minimizing bias: 1Items were reviewed by a cultural
advisory committee composed of speakers of Puerto Rican, Mexiean, and
Cuban Spanish.

*Several tests have been developed as part of El Circo, but only the
listed are available for spring 1980.




Comprehensive Tegt of Bagic Skille
English Version 1973, Spanish Version 1978
Form §

Languages: English and Spanish

The CTIBS/Espaiiol {s a direct translation of the English CTBS/S with
the exception of certain items which could not be translated or which
required different translations for dialects of Spanish. In guch
casea equivalent items have been constructed.

Publisher’s recommended in level use:

Level B
Level C
Level 1
Level 2

English CTBS/S
Grades K.6-1.9
Grades 106-209
Grades 2.5-4.9
Gradeg 4.5-6.9

CTBS{EBpaﬁQl
Grade 1
Grade 2
Grades 3 and 4
Grades 5 and 6

Subtest components:

Component
Reading
Word Recognition X
Reading Vocabulary
Reading Comprehension X
X

Mathematics

Math Computations X X X

Concepts & Applications X X X X

Norming: The norme for the Spanish veésion of the CTBS were derived
through a epring equating with the nationally representative English
language norms. The no-treatment expectation obtained by their yge

ia not referenced to a Limited English Proficiency population but
rather to the English language performance that could be expected
from the bilingual/biliterate population on whom the equating was
done. The scoring patterns in both English and Spanish for limited
English proficiency students may be quite different; therefore, the
norme do not present & precise standard of comparison. Empirical
norms exist for the English CTBS for sprimg for grades 2-6, and for
fall and spring for grades K and 1.

Out-of-level testing: An expanded gtandard score scale is available
for the CTBS/S norms.

Procedures for minimizing bias: Prior to gtandavdization items

were reviewed by Black and Spanish~speaking consultants. In addition,
trisl {items were adminietered to a sample of Black students and "other
students. Items with a point-bigerial coefficient of less than .2
were rejected. A subaequent analysis was made of the test results of
Black atudents, Spaniah-apeaking students, and other students. Al=
though the mean scores were lower for the Black and Spanish-speaking
group, the testa appeared to be functioning similarly for both groupa.




Inter-American Series: Test of Reading, 1962-69
Forms CE, DE, CEs, DEs

Languages: English, Spanish, and French
Spanish version 18 an exact translation of English version.

Publisher’s recommended in level use!

Level 1 Grade 1.5=2.5
Level 2 Grade 2.5-3.9
Level 3 Grades 4,5,6

Subtest components?

Components
Vocabulary
Comprehension
Level of Comprehension
Speed of Comprehension

Norming: The Inter-American norms were not developed using a prob-
ability sample. They are based on data collected from test users.
The test manual states that these norms "should be applied with
caution until local norms can be developed." Although N’s for some

tests consist of more than a thousand students, others comprise less
than a hundred students. For these reasons, the norms do not provide
a convincing, precise standard of comparison.

Qut-of-level testing: Norms are provided for out-of-level testing;
however, above comments regarding norms should be taken into account.

Procedures for minimizing blas: Conitent was selected that 1s familiar
to English and Spanish speakers of the Western Hemisphere. A semantic
frequency list was consulted in wording the translation, hut the manual
states that frequency 18 not always an indication of difficulty level.
Spanish trial items were administered to Spanish speakers, and English
trial items were administered to English speakers, after which item
analysis and item selection were performed.




Inter-American Series: Test of Genersl Ability, 1961~72
Forms CE, DE, CEs, snd DEs

1. Languages: English gnd Spanish
Spanish version is an exact translation of English version.

2. Publisher’s recommended in~level use:

Preschool Level Ages & and 5

Level 1 Grades end K, Grade 1
Level 2 Grades 2, 3

Level 3 Grsdes 4, 5, 6

3. Subtest couponents:

Pre-~-

ComPonents School
Oral Vocabulary X
Nugher
Associstion
Clgssification
Analogies
Sentence completion
Computation
Word Relations
Number Serfes

E

Norming: The lnter-Americsn norms were not developed using a prob-

ability sample; the norms are hased on dsta collected from test
users. The test manus) ststes that these norme "should he applied
with caution until local norms can be developed.”" Although N’s
for some tests consist of more then a thoussnd students, others
comprise less thsn a hundred students. ¥For these reasons, the
norms do not provide s convincing, precise standsrd of comparison.

OQut-of~level testiag: Norms 7~e provided for out-of-level testing;
however, shove comments regarding norms should bhe tsken into
account.

Procedures for minimiz 'ng hias: Content was selected that it familisr
to English and Spanish speskers of the Western Hemisphere. A semsntic
frequency list was consulted in wording the translstion, hut the manual
states that frequency is not always an indication of difficulty level.
Spanish trial items were administered to Spanish speskers, and English
trial items were administered to English speskers, after which item
aralveis snd item selection were performed.




1.

2.

TOWA Tests of Basic Skills, 1978

Languages: English
Publisher’s recommended 1

Level
Primary Battery 5
Primary Battery 6
Primary Battery 7
Primary Battery 8
Multilevel Battery 9
Multilevel Battery 10
Multilevel Battery 1l
Multilevel Battery 12

Subteat components!

Reading
Reading Comprehension
Pictures
Sentences
Storiles
Reading
Vocabulary
Math
Math Concepts
Math Problems
Math Computations
Math
Language
Spelling
Capitalization
Punctuation
Usage
Language
Listening

FPorms 7 and 8

n=level use:

Grade
K.l=1.5
K.8-1.9
1.7-2.6
2.7-3.5

X X
X X X

Norming: Empirical norms exist for 15 Qctober and 13 April.

Qut-of~level testing: An expanded standard score scale 1s pro-

vided.

Procedurea for minimizing biaa: Authors with diverae cultural

backgrounds participated

in weiting of test.




1.
2.

3.

b

5.

6.

Metropolitsn Achievement Tests
(MAT) 1378 Forms J1 and Xl

Languagea: English
Publisher’s recommended jin-level use:

Level Primary
Prmr Ke 5-1 o4
Prmry 2 2:.5=3.4
Elementary 3.54.9
Intermediate 5.06.9

Subtest componenta

Grarha & Statistice

ry Primary Elemen~ Intsrme-
_tary digte

X

7
~B

Reading Comprehen=
aton* X
Language
Listening Compre- X
hension
Punctuation and
Capitalization
Usage
Grammar and Syntax
Spelling :
Sctudy Skills
Math
Rumeration
Geometry and
Meaaurement
Problem Solving
Cperations: Whole
Numbers
Operations: Laws
and Properties
Cperations: Frac=
tions & Decimals

MM M
M MM M M Lo ]
NG MM M M M

o

b
"R M M MMM M M M

M M M MM MMM

-

*Addicional reading subtests such as rate and auditory d;acrtmi-
nation are availsble, but they are not part of the comprehension score.

Notming: Empirical fall and apring norms have been developed with mid=-
points of 15 October and 20 April respectively.

Qut~of-lovel testing: Provides an expanded standard score acsle. Qutw
of-level teating ahould he no more than one level below thst recommended
for the grade.

A combination of objective and subjective methods was used to identify
ethnically hiased items on the MAT. Following review by a panel of
ethnically diverse educators, teat items were examined for biss using
three conceptually different statiatical detection methoda, Items
tagged aa hiased by either the aubjective or objective procedures
were subsequently revised or eliminated.

9
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Sequential Tests of Educational Progress
(STEP) III, 1979, Forms X and Y

Languages: English

Publisher’s recommended in level use:

Level _Grade
Intermediaste E 3.5+4.5
Internediate F 4.5-5.5
Intermediate G 5.5-6.5

Subtest components:

Reading Total
Vocabulary
Comprehension
Inference
Math
Mathematics Basic Concepts
Mathematics Computations
Language: Writing Skills
Spelling
Capitalization
Word Structure and Usage
Sentence and Paragraph Organization
Language: Listening
listening Comprehension
Following Directions

.Norming: Empirical norms are available for fall and spring.
Midpoints of the norming periods are 5 October and 10 May.

Cut-of-level testing: Provides expanded standard score scale
and also out-cf-level norms. Has locator test.

Procedures for minimizing bilas: Items were edited by in-house
minority and women test speclalists, and by an externsl minority
review panel.

Additionsl comments: Can be used in conjunction with CIRCUS,
1978, because of the coordination 2f test content and an expanded
standard score acale.




|

2.

3.

4o

SRA Achievement Series, 1978, Forms 1 and 2

Languages: English

Publisher’s recommended in level uese:

eve Primary
A K.5-1.5
B 1.5=2.5
G 205-335
D 3.5~4.5
E 4.5=6.5
Subtest components:
Level
Component A B CDE
Reading
Visual Discrimination X
Auditory Discrimination X X
Letters /Sounds ¥ X X
Listening Comprehension I X X
Vocabulary X X X X
Comprehension X X X X
Mathematics
Concepts I X X X X
Coiputation X X X X
Problem Solving X
Language Arts
Mechanics ¥ X X
Usage X X X
Spelling X X X

Norming: The norms are based on a nationally representative sample
of students. Empirical spring norms are svailable with temporary
fall interpolated norms. Empirical fall norms are currently bsing
developed. Empirical fall and spring norming dates are: 7 October
and 25 April.

Qut-of=level testing: Out-of-level testing can be interpreted
tsing the SRA expanded standard score scale known a8 G5V (Growth
Scale Value).

Procedures for minimizing bias: 7JItems were edited by representatives
of minerity groups and women. The trial items were administered to

a sample that included Black, Hispanic, American Indian and non=
minority subsamples. Jhe items were then examined statistically

and items which were easy for one group, but difficult for another
were eliminated.
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Stanford Achievement Test, 1973
Forms A, B, and C

Languages! English
Publisher’s recommended in level use!

Level
Primary I
Primary 11
Primary IIl
Intermediate 1
Intermediate II

Subtest components

Primary Primary Primary Interme- Interme-
1 11 111 diate I  diate II

Total Readlng
Reading Com- X X X X X
prehension o
Word Study Skills X X X X X

Total Mathematics
Concepts
Computation and

Applications
Computation
Applications

Total Auditory
Vocabulary
Listening Com-

prehension

Norming: Empirical norms are available with 2 midpoint of 8§ October
for grades 2-9, and 8 May for grades 1-9, and 8 February for grades
1 and 2.

Oucv-of-level testing: Provides an expanded standard score scale.
Testing more than one level out-of~level 18 not recommended.

Procedures for minimizing bias: Items were edited by a group of
consultants with various minority backgrounds.

Other comments: Scaled score 18 continuous with Stanford Early
?chool Achievement {SESAT) and Stanford Test of Academic Skills
TASK).




TEST OF BASIC EXPERIENCE II
(TOBE) 1978

Languages: Engliah and Spanish

The Spaniah version ia a direct translation from the English
with the exception of items that would radicelly changs in
translation. In such casea equivalent items wers conatructed.
Spanish veraion of the test occasionally provides a cholce

of words eo that the most comsion veraion of worda can ba used
with Mexican, Cuban, or -Puertc Rican atudents.

Publisher’s recommended in~level use:

Level Grade
K Preschool, kindergarten, fall of first grade
L

Spring of kindergarten, first grade

Subtests:s Level

Level.

Mathematics
Language
Science

Social Studiee

Norming: Empirical norms exiet only for the English version of the
test; midpoints are October 19 and April 19,

Out~of~-level testing: Providea expanded standard ecore scales.

Procedures for minimizing bias: Test items were reviewed by a panel
of women and minority consultants. The Spanish version of the test
was reviewed by native speakers of Puerto Rican, Cuban, and Mexican
Spanish.




Selecting a Language Proficiency Test

In order to select a language proficiency test, program personnel
may consult catalogues of tests which are available. Ssme catalogues

offer straight descriptions of instrumentsl while others offer an evalu-

ative assessment of the tests.2 It may be difficult to make a decision

when confronted with so many choices of tests. In an effort to assist
districts in this task, several states have convened panels of profes-
sionals with expertise in language proficiency testing for the purpose
of examining and rating tests and making temporary recommendations.3
The reports or such meetings are helpful to districts since they often
explain the criteria upon which tests were selected and indicate the
ratings given to each test.

lBye, T. T. Tests that measure language ability: A descriptive
compilation. Berkeley, California: BABEL/LAU Center, 1977.
Dissemination and Assessment Center for Bilinguel Education.

Evaluation instruments for bilingual education: An annotated bibli~
ography. Austin, Texas: DACBE, 1976.

Northwest Regional Education Laboratory, Center for Bilingual
Education. Assessment instruments in bilinZual education: A de-
scriptive catalogue of 342 oral and written tests. Los Angeles,
California: HNational Dissemination and Assessment Center, 1978.

2Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. Oral language tests
for bilingual students: An evaluation of language dominance and pro-
ficilency instruments. Portland, Oregon: NWRL, 1476,

Pletcher, B. P., Locks, N. A., Reynolds, D. F., and Sisson, B.
G. A guide to assessment instruments for limited English speaking
students. New York, New York: Santillana Publishing Company, Inc.
© 1678,

3Law, A. Proceedings of the Bilingual Instrument Review Committee
(AB 3470). Sacramento, California: Office of Program Evaluation and
Research, California State Department of Education, September 28,
1578,

Texas Bducation Agency. Report from the committee for the
evaluation of language assessment instruments, 1977.




The most important critical points to be taken into account in
selecting a language proficiency test depend on the uae to which the
test will be put. Most dis*ricts use test results as the criterion (or
one of the criteria) for classifying students a8 either limited in English
or proficient in English. The validity of the test for this purpose,
then, i8 of primary concern.

The test should provide a cutoff score or range and information
about validity studies to support the cutoff. Unfortunately, at the
time of printing, very few tests have adequate validity data and cutoff
levels vary from test to test. This means that the same child might
be classified as "limited-English-speaking” if Test A 18 administered
and as "fluent-English-speaking" {f Test B is administered. Studies are
now being conducted to compare and equate language proficiency t:est:s4
and some helpful resnlts ahould soon be available for making more
informed decisions about using tests for program placement. Meanwhile
caution should be exercised in relying on any single test for classi-
fying studenta.

Another conseideration related to validity concerns the scoring sya-
tem. A test that has versions in two or more languages should provide
a proficiency score in each language. It is illogical and inappropriata,
however, to provide a proficiency rating in one language based only on
proficiency in the other language. While 8 dominance clasaification can
be derived from proficiency scores, a proficiency score cannot be deter=
mined on the basis of proficiency in the other language or on the hasis

of dominance.

It 18 difficult to get reliable, valid language proficiency scores

for kindergarteners and first gradera, particulary on the more global
measures. One way to improve the situation is to be sure test admin~-
istration procedures are strictly standardized and that children are not

4See for example, Gilmore, G., & Dickerson, A. The relationship

between instruments used for identifying children of ! 'mited English
speaking ability in Texas. Houston: Region IV Education Service Cen~
ter,1979.
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distracted. Children in this age range have a short attention span and
may not be willing to sit still for 20 minutes. This problem might be
overcome by administering a test in two parts. Since it 1s orly
possible to test certain aspects of .anguage with any one test, and
since valid reliable results are not assured, teacher judgment should
play a part In arriving at decisione concerning classification and

program placement.

If the test 1s to be used as an achlevement measure, as well as a

classification measure, as is the case in many programs, then several

other issues should be considered.s First, the test needs to have

enough items 8o that growth can be detected. Second, when children

are tested every fall and spring with the same test, they may memorize
parts of the test, particularly stories. Fall to fall testing would
help, but then, whatever unknown amount of growth occurs during the
summer cannot be attributed to the program. A third consideration con-
cerns units for measuring growth. Some tests provide a score of one

to five lavels. Setting goals and reporting growth in this way masks
growth that occurs within levels. A test should provide raw scores

as well 88 levels, and growth should be reported in terms of raw scores.

It may also be interesting to report changes In levels.

Hete 18 a list of additional points to take into account in select~

ing and in Interpreting the results from language proficiency tests:

1. Instructions should be simple and totally mnderstandable to
the student. They should bs provided in the language the child

knows best.

Administration procedures should be clearly spelled out so

that they can be standardized across administrations.

sUsing the same test for selection and pre-post outcome evaluation
will introduce bias due to a regression toward the mean resulting in
exaggerated gains (see Horst, Tallmsdge, and Wood, 1975).

di'4




Elicitation tasks ghould not require unnatural language, the
reaponses expectedlahould be those of an average native speaker
of the sama age speaking in normal conversational style.

Iteme should not require tasks that are above the developmental
level of the gtudent.

Items should not require metalinguietic awaraness or linguistic
manipulation, gince these may not be indicators of proficiency.

Items should measure &specta of language and not other things
such as memory, literacy, and willingness to tslk.

The content of the test ahould be within the student’s cultural
experience.

Proficiency should not be determined strictly on the basis of
quantity of speech.

A teat that 1s too long or too ahort may be unreliable.




Annotated List of Language Proficiency Tests

This annotated list of language proficiency tests is short and pro-
vides project directors znd evaluators with much of the information nec-
essary to make a well informed choice. The criterion used for including

tests in the list is the following: each test 1s recommended (at the time

of printing) by at least one of the three states having the largest number
of bilingual education programs. The tests are primarily in Spanish and
English and range from kindergarten level to high school. A brief descrip-

tion is offered of each test as well as comments on the linguistic and
technical properties of the tests. The comments are points that evalua-
tors and project directors should be well aware of in selecting a test or
in interpreting test results. The comments were drawn from several sources
including the experience of districts in the bilingual PIP field test study,
and published articles and critiques. Each publisher was given an opportun-
ity to respond to the review and te include “Publisher’s Comments." This

information has been incorporated inte the reviews.




Deacriptions of Coumonly Used
Language Proficiency Teats

Baeic Inven:ory of Natural Language (BINL)

Languages English and Spanish (cen be used for other
languages)

What It Tests: Speaking
Levels and Grades: K=12

Administrationt Individually adminiatered» Requires 10-15
minutes,

Pictures are used to elicit natural speech and
ten sentences are tape recorded for later
analyeis.

Scoring: Hand or machine scored.

Interpretation: Yielde paw escores that can be converted to one
of four levels: NES, LES, FES, PES (“proficient”).

Age 1s taken into account in determining levels.

Comments: Picturee sre large, attractive, with multicul-
tural content. It is difficult to atanda=dize
adminiatration procedures since there is no set
of "iteme" but rather 8sn elicitation technique.
Complex to score by hand, Scored on the basis of
linguistic complexity end length of eentences.
Thea¢ criteria may not alwaya be valid indica-
tora of proficiency.

No information is provided on the validity of the
proficiency categories, Information on validity
{8 limited to correlations of sentence length with
complexity, and correlations of complexity scores
with an orsl resding test, Reliability data is
limited to correlations between the firet half and
the second half of the test., These correletiona
were high, Some districte have found that the
teat claseiffes fluent apeskers es "limited" (See
Gilmore and Dickerson, 1979).

Publisher’s Comment: Scandardizacion is facilitated by adequate train-
ing and cloee adherence to BINL procedures.
Machine scoring procedures: reports of five
different types, from clesasasrvom liatinge to
district summaries, including pre-poast avereges,
ainimum, maximum and aversge scores by grade
levela., A recent atudy eastasblishes 8verages for
grades K-12 based on & sample of 125,000 studenta.
Standard 2rror allowe for ve id adjustment of
scores., The format of the st permits retest on
invalid tests which have bt 2n reported to be lesa
than 4% of tests gubmitted for machine scoring.
Percentile rank of scores 1s now included in
reports,
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Descriptions of Commonly Used
Language Proficiency Tests

Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM)

Languagea English and Spanish
What It Tests: Speaking
Levels and Grades: Level I, K~2 (ages 4 to 9)

Level II (not available for review)

Administration: Individually administered.
Requires 10-15 minutes.

Students respond orally to questiona based on

plctures.
Scoring: Hand scored »
Interpretation: Provides language dominance (when both English

and Spanish testz are adminiatered), level of
second language acquisition, and degree of
maintenance or loss of the first language.
Assigns students to one of five proficiency
levels in each language. Additionally, provides
instructional suggestions for reading and ESL
which correspond to each of the five English
proficiency levels.

Comments: Attractive, colorful pictures are used to elicit
speech through structured converaation. Re~
sponses are scored strictly on the correctness
of specific grammatical structures. The choice
of grammatical structures is based on research
atudiea on the sequence of acquisition of mor-
phemes. Allows for regional language variation.
A number of discusaiona of this test hav? been
published incluaing Hernéndez-Ch., 1978 ~ and
Roaanaky, 1979.

Both teat-retest relfability and inter-scorer
reliability are reported in the Technical Hand~
book. Although the reported reliability fa low,
the authora attempt to explain why this is so
(T4, p. 45).

1Hern&ndez-Ch., Eduardo. Critique of a critique: JTaaues in lan~
guage assesament. Journal of the National Association for Bilingual Edu~
cation, March 1978, Vol. II, No. 2.

zkoqanaky. E. J. A review of the Bilingual Syntax Measure. 1In B.
Spolsky, Advances in language testing, Arlington, VA: Center for Applied
Linguistics, 1979.
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Descrivtions of Commonly Used
Langusge Proficiency Tests

Comprehensive English Lgnguage Test for Speakere of English as a Second
Language (CELT)

Language: English

What It Teats: Listening comprehension, grammar, and vocabulsry,
Contains three subtests: (1) Lisctening, (2)
Structure, and (3) Vocabulary

Levels and Grades: Righ achool, collega, and adult,

Designed for t{ntermediate to advanced ESL
studente.,

Adminiscration: Group administered.

Listening requires 40 minutes; Structure re-
quires 45 minutes; Vocabulary requires 35
minutes, A recording can be used to admin-
ister the listening test.

All test items are multiple choice, Students
respond to oral and written stimuli by marking
an angwer sheet,

Scoring: Scored with 2 key.
Interpretation: Yields percent correct for each teat.
Percentile acores are available (but see Comments).

Does not provide proficiency claessifications. No
cutoff acore is provided for classificsation of
students ap limited in English proficiency, since
teat wag not deeigned for this purpose.

Commenta? Oral production is not tested,

All test items on each subteat sre multiple
choice items thst require resding; therefore,
the measures of listening comprehension, struc~
ture, and vocabulary are each confounded with
literacy skilla, The authors recommend the
Vocabulary subtest for use with students who
have had sdvanced training in reading.

The three subtesta had moderste to high internal
conaistencieas with four groupa of foreign stu-
dents and, therefore, very reasonable standard
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Comprehensive Enflish LanRuage Test for Speakers of English as & Second
Language (CELT) {continued)

Comments!
{continued)

errors of measurement. NO information 1s given
on predictive validity, Tentative evidence of
concurrent validity is offered based on correla-
tions with other standard ESL tests. Tentative
norms for five different groups, based on .mall
samples, are provided. The norms are neot apjro-
priate for use in most bilingual programs, how-
ever, since the students In the norming sample
are not similar to most students in bilingual
programs.




Deascripticas of Commonly [jaed
Language ProficiencY Teata

Ilyin Orel Interview Test

Languagea: Englieh

What It Teatss Speaking

Levela and Gradea: Secondary and adult,

Forma: There are two forms (BILL and TOM) and each

has a long version (50 itema) and a short
veraion (30 items).

Adminietration: Individually administered. HRequirea up to 30
minutes.

The studenta respond to pictorial stimuli and
questions by responding orally, Items are
ordered in difficulty and interview is termi~
nated when a frustration level is reached.

Scoring: Hand scored.

Interpretation: Yielde raw acores. No cutoff score is given to
identify students as "limited™ in English pro=
ficiency; however, suggestions are given for
placement levels in adult ESL programs, and a
range is suggeated as the degree of proficiency
required for jobe in which orsl communication
with the public {e limited,

Comments The requirement te answer in a complete sentence
ie an unnatursl one and may depress acores of
students who fail to do thie. The long vereion
can become monotonous 8ince many pictures are
repedted.

Internsl conaistency reliabilities are high.

No informetion ie given for test=~retest reliabil~
ity or interreter reliebility. Velidity informa-
tion 18 limited to correlations with other tests,
end based on very smell samples.




Descriptions of Commonly Used
Language Proficiency Tegts

Language Aggegsment Battery (LAB)

Languages: English and Spanish

What It Tests: Listening, speaking, reading, and writing.

Level I has three subtests: (1) Listening and
Speaking, (2) Reading, and (3) Writing. Levels
II and III have four subtests: (1) Listening,
(2) Reading, (3) Writing, and (4) Speaking.

Levels and Grades: Level I, grades K-2; Level II, grades 3-6; Level
III, grades 7-12. .

Administration: Level I: Individually administered, requires
5-10 minutes.

Levels II and III: Part is individually adminis-
tered; requires 41 minutes.

Students respond to verbal, written, and pilctorial
stimuli by pointing, by giving oral responses, by
writing, and by marking answer sheets {on Levels
I[ and III only).

Scoring: Hand scored; parts gcored with a key.

Interpretation: Yields raw scores and stanines and percentiles
by grade. Students scoring below the 20th per=
centile may be classified as limited in English
proficiency.

Comments: The speaking section of Level I, Test 1, ‘contalns
only 6 items, all of which may be answered with
one word. The writing tests measure reading
skills in addition to writing skills.

The test went through all the stages of prepa=
ration by expert and experienced item writers,
pllot studies, item~ and tesi-analyses, and
norming on substantial samples (20 schools,
and about 500 students at each level from K
through 12). The technical manual is a model.

One studyl has shown that the Level I English
test does not discriminate well in the range near
the cutoff point for classifying students as
limited in English. This reduces its value for
use as a pre-post measure.

lHubert, J. 4An investigation of the Language Assessment Battery
(English, Level 1) for Title VII students in Hartford. Unpublished
manuscript, 1978.
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Descriptiong of Commonly Used
Language Proficiency Tests

Language sam Scales (LAS
Languages: English and Spanish

What It Tests! Listening comprehenaion and speaking. Five
subtests form the total score for both levels:
(1) discrimination of mirimal phonemic pairs,
(2) vocabulary production, (3) phoneme produc~
tion, (4) syntex comprehension, and (3) story
production.

Levels and Graded: level I, grades K~§5,
Level 1I, gradeas 6-=12,

Administration: Individually administered.
Requires 20 minutes.

Stimuli consist of tape recorded speech and pic-
tures, Students respond orally, -and by pointing.

Scoring: Hand acored.

Interrater reliabilicy should be obtained on
storytelling task.

Age 18 taken into sccount in scoring.

Interpretation: Yields a score of 1 to 100 which can be con-
verted to a level, 1 to 5.

Students who Bcore at level 3 or below are
classified 28 "Limited English (or Spsnish)
speakers."

Comments: This is a fairly comprehensive overall sural~
oral proficiency test, There are problems with
the phonemic discriminstion section since this
task requires & kind of metalinguistic awareness
students may not have. The story retelling task
messures not only productien, but also compre-
henaion.

Interrater reliability coefficients for the
story retelling task are moderately high.
Coefficients of internal item consiatency for
discrete=point items renge from .36 to .96.




Language Asseasment Scales (LAS) (continued)

Comments :
{continued)

Validation cousisted of one-way analyses of
variance of relatively small sawmples (one~ to
two hundred) of students dichotomized into
English~dominant and Spanish~dominant on the
basis of teacher judgment.

Several studies of reliability were done on small
samples (21 English and 35 Spanish) using various
approaches. The sample sizes were too smsall to
justify some of the analyses and the conclusions
drawn from them.




Descriptions of Commonly Used
Language Proficiency Tests

Primary Acquisition of Lavzuage (PAL) Oral Language Dominance Messure (OLDM)
Crai Tanualke Proficiency Measure (OLPM

Languages; English and Spanish
What It Tests: Listening comprehension snd spaaking

Levels and Grades: PAL OLDM, ¥~3
OLPM, 4~6

Adniniatration: Individually administered.
Requirea 15 minutes for each language.

Students respond orally to oral and pictorial
stimuld.

Scoring! Hand scored.

Interpretation: , Yields raw scores ("G ascores™) that are converted
to proficiency levels, 1 to 5. Alsoc yields domi-~
nance categories.

Students who score at level 4 or below are
classified &8 "Limited Fnglish (or Spanish)
speakers."

Comments? Simple to use and score. Scored on the basis of
grammaticality and appropriateness of responses
as well as quantity of speech.

The test was developed "as & result of ressarch by
the E1 Paso Public Schools."

Item analyses were used in the construction of the
tests although samples were somewhat small {(about
200 drawn from three grades in high achools).
Validity is quoted in terms of the tests ability
to grade achools in correct order, and of correla-
tions with a reading test. The latter were fair
being around 0.3 to 0.5.




Descriptions of Commonly Usecd
Language Proficiency Tests

Shutt Primary LanguafZe Indicator Test (SPLIT}
Languages: English and Spanish .

What It Tests: Listening comprehension, speaking, reading, and
gramoar .

There are three subtests: (1) Listening Compre-
hension, (2) Verbal Fluency, and (3) Reading
Comprehension and Grammar .

Levels and Grades! Listening Comprehension, Verbal Fluency, K-6;
Reading Comprehension and Grammar, 3-6.

Administration: Listening Comprehension! Group administered;
requires 35 minutes, tape recording available.

Verbal Fluency: Individually adwministered; re-
gquires 15 minutes.

Reading Comprehension and Grammar: Group
administered; requires 30 minutes.

Instructions are provided in both languages and
are available on tape. Stimuli are oral, plc-
torial, or written. Students respond orally, by
marking pilctures in answer book, or by marking
an answer sheet.

Seoring: Hand scored; parts scored with a key.

Interpretationt Yields raw scores, percentile ranks, and age and
grade equivalents.

Yields a dominance classification.

Comments ! Yields no cutoff point to classify students as
limited in English proficiency (independent of
Spanish/Portuguese score). A proficiency clas-
sification 18 given based on the dominance clas-
sification. This wrongly assumes that students
are highly proficient in the dominant language. A
student whose English score is very low can be
classified as "English Adequate" 1if the student’s
Spanish score 1is also very low, but higher than
the English score. Districts should establish
their own cutoff points for classifying students
in English.

Grade equivalent secores should not be used.




A System for Comparinf Curriculum Content with the Content

of CTBS Spanish and English, Form B and C

In order to measure program effects, the gelection of a test that
measures what 1is being taught is very important. Several systems have been
developed to systematically compare curriculum content and test content.l
Presumably, the evaluator Will compare the program curriculum to several
adequate and available tests and select the test that most closely matches
the curriculum. The evaluator of a bilingual progrsm has very few choices.
At the time of this writing, the CTBS i3 the only widely used standardized
achievement test battery that is available in both Spanish and English.
Because this test is go widely used, a system of comparing its content

to that of any curriculum would have wide applicatiou.

Uses of the System

Test selection. As stated above, very few major comprehensive tests
exist for the evaluation of bilingual programs. However, there are many
locally developed tests that have been distributed and other tests that
are fairly limited in scope. Also theye are districts that chose to devel-
op and use criterion referenced tests. Additional tests will undoubtedly
be developed. There 18 the option with a test like the CIBS of using only
the subtests that are appropriate or of testing ocut-of-level. Therefore,
careful comparison of test content With curriculum content can be used to
discard the CIBS 1if it is totally inappreopriate or to select the best com-
bination of subtests and/or the most appropriate levels.

Test interpretation. An evaluator may select the CTBS knowing that

it does not match the curriculum a8 well as 1s desirable. A careful analy-
sis of the test and the curriculum can still be a valuable tool for data

analysis. The test items that match curriculum content can be analyzed

lMorris, L. L. and Fitz-Gibbon, C. T. "Determining How Well a Test

Fits the Program" in How to Measure Achievement. Beverly Hills, California:
Sage Publications, 1978.




separately from those which do not. If the gain for the matching items is
greater than for the non-matching items, then a case can be made for pro-

gram impact versus simple maturation.

Curriculum Planning. Another use of such a comparison is to make
changes in the curriculum. This 18 not to suggest that "teach to the
teat" becomes the rule, because a test will always sample only a small
amount of what is actually tsught, However, curricula are always under
revision and criteria by which success of instruction are to be evaluated

have some claim to consideration.
Limitationg

This instrument has been developed only for the first two levels of
the CTBS, levela B and C, commonly used in first and second grade. How-
ever, the steps outlined in this form could be used as a model for examin-

ing higher levels of the test.

Directions for Isa

The attached forms are divided into three parts per grade level:
Spanish Reading, English Reading, and Math.

Each part consists of two sections: the Test/Curriculum Analysis,
which is to be completed by each teacher; and the Summary, which is to
be completed by the eveluator or other staff person. Where there are
several teachers Der grade level, the summary should represent an average.
However, in cases where the instructional treatments varied 8o much that
the test reaults will be reported eeparately, a summary should be made

for esch different treatment.
Time for Task
Estimated working time is one hour per teacher to complete the

analysis and several hours for the evaluator to explain the task to

teachers, distribute and collect forms, and develop summaries.
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CIBS English Reading Level B (Grade 1)

TEST/CURRICULUM ANALYSIS
{to be completed by project teachers)

Reading: Vocabulary from Tests 1, 2, and 3

1. As a result of the English language arts cwrriculum snd other school
and non=school experiences, what words on the word list are gtudents
l1ikely to have seen, heard, read or used? Review the words on the

word 1ist and circle each word that the students have not been exposed .
to.

CAUTION: A child knows many more words than are taught in school.
.Vocabulary is learned from many sources. Therefore, do
not limit your consideration of students’ vocabulary to
vhat 18 covered in the curriculum.




CTBS English Vocabulary -~ Level E (all words from Tests 1-3)

a
after
and
animal
appls
are
around
at
balloon
beak
bed

big

Bill
Billy -
birthday
bitten
black
Bob
book
boom
box

boy
breakfast
brown
brownie
bug
bunt
button
by

cake
cahe

can

cans

car
changed
children
chimney
Chr istmas
city
clamp
c¢limb
clip
clock
clown
coat

dab

dollar
done
door
down
dress
drink
egge
enamel
father
finger
fiah
flower
fly
foot
for
Frank
frog
get
girl
girls
green
hand
happy
has
have
he
head
help
her
here
him
himself
hope
hot

1

in
into
is

it
jerk
Joan
Jump
kitchen
kitten
know
lean

let
1ike
little
look
made
make
man
many
Mary
mender
mister
misters
money
mother
Mro.,
near
night
not

on

one
open
out
paint
party
people
pet
pig
plate
prince
PUppy
rabbit
rain
read
ready
rope
safe
said
aat
school
achools
seal
see
seeas
she
sheriff
show

sister
sistera
asleep
aome
atreat
surprise
Susan
tabla
take
tell
the
these
they
thia
to
took
toy
train
tree
truck
two
wagon
was
will
window
with
woman
won




Test 1: Word Recognition 1

Number of items: 19

Task: The student listens to a word read aloud and selects the correct
printed word from four choices., Distractors consist of words that look
sinmilar to the right answer. Some are nonsense words or misspellings.

2, Have the students had practice reading English words up to

three syllables long?

daily or weekly
only once or twice
none

3+ Have the students had practice reading all the letters and letter

combinations that appear in Test 17 yes no

If no, list letters or combinations that are not included in
the curriculum:

Test 2: Reading Comprehension
Numyer of items: 24
Task: The student reads a sentence and selects an appropriate picture

from three choices. Distractors consist of pictures with error in
gender, error in number or error in content, About half of the items

consist of two sentences; the other half consists of one sentence only.

Sentences range from 3 to 10 words in length, with the average sentence
having five words.

4, Have students had practice reading sentences in English?
déily or weekly

only once or twice
none

Test 3t Worg Recognition IT

Numbey of items: 19

Task: The student chooses one of four printed words that best matches
a picture., Twelve of the 19 words are identical to Test 1 Word Recogni-

tion I, but the tasks are different because in Test I students respond
to an aural clue and in Test 3 to a visual clue.

No specific questions.




CILS English Reading Level B (Grade 1)
(to be completed by project evaluator)

: SUMMARY
Numbers in parentheses refer to question numbers on preceding pagea.

What percent of the reading test vocabulaXy gre students likely to
have seen, heard, read or used? (1)

X [The vocabulary list contains 167 differant words.l

Comments:

Have students bee. taught language arta skills tested? (2, 3, 4)

Yes
No °

Comments:

What major skills in the English language arte curriculum are not
represenved on the test?

What percentage of the curriculum does this represent?




CTBS Espafiol Reading Level B {(Grade 1)

TEST/CURRICULUM ANALYSIS
{to be completed by project teachers)

Reading: Test Voecabulary

1+ A8 8 result of the Spanish language arts curriculum and other school
and non-school experiences, what words on the word list are students
likely to have seen, heard, read or used? Review the words on the
word list and cirele each word that the students have not been exposed
to.

CAUTION: A child knows many more words than are taught in school.
Vocabulary is learned from many sources. Therefore, do
not limit your consideration of students’ vocabulary to
what is covered in the curriculum.




a
abajo
ablertas
abrir
agua

al
animal
animagy
aqui
4rbol
asomar
abril
ayudar
bajar
bajarae
beber
blanco
bocina
cabemoa
cabeza
caja
culle
cana
camién
cancién
Carles
celoa
cerdo
ciudad
clave
cocina
cochino
colina
color
come
comida
comprar
conejo
conoce
cuando
cuento
cuerda
cuidade
cumpleafios
de

dedo
dejé

CIBS Eapaiiol Vocrbulary -= Level € (all words from Testa 1-3)

dentro
dinero
diafrazé
délar
dolor
doa
duro

el

ella

en
encima
enorme
es

eata
eatén
estaa
eate
falda
fieata
flor
frota
fruta
fue
fuego
fuente
gato
gente
globo
gota
grande
guante
gusta
hsy
hecho
hechoa
hermana
hermanaa
hermano
hermanos
hermoao
hermoaos
hija
hijoa
hizo
hojas
huerta
huevoa

insecto
jota
Juan
juguete
1a

las
latas
leer
lea
1ibro
limpia
los
luego
Lupe
lleva
lloxa
1luvia
wamé
mano
mantel
mapa
Maria
me.
minero
wmira
mono
mosca
muchacho
muchachoa
mujer
nacién
negro
nieve
nifla
niilas
niflo
noche
nuevo
papd
pars
paaeo
pastel
pastor
payaao
peor
Pepe
pequefia

Pérez
perro
personaa
pinter
plato
pobre
principe
pronto
puede
pueden
puedo
puerta
rama
rana
rata
ratbn
reloj
rey

riflo
ropa
sabian
salir
aaltar
se

seflor
seflora
aentado
aentido
sillas
gblamente
solo
aombrero
aon
aorpresa
su

sueflo
Suaana
tanta
tiene
tomo
trago
traje
tren

un

una

unaa
uvated




Test 1: Reconocimiento de Palabras 1 (Word Recognition 1)
Number of items: 19

Task: The student listens to & word read aloud and selects the correct
printed word from four choices. Distractors consist of words that look

similar to the right snswer, They might begin or end with the same
sound, for instance.

2. Have the students had practice in Spanish reading words up to
three syllablies long?

daily or weekly
only once or twice
none

Have the students had practice reading all the letters or com-
binations that appear in Test 1? vyes no

If wo, list letters or combinations that are not included in the
curriculum:

Test 2: Comprehensién de Lectura (Reading Comprehension)

Humber of 1tgqs: 24

Tagsk: The student must read & sentence and select an appropriate pic-

ture from three choices. Distrsctors consiat of pictures with error in
gender, error in number or error in content. About half of the items
consist of two sentences., The other half consists of one sentence only.

Sentences range from 3 to 12 words in length, with the average sentence
having five words.

4. Have students had practice reading sentences in Spanish?

daily or weekly
only once or twice
none

Test 3: Reconocimiento de Palabras II (Word Recognition II)

Number of items: 19

Task: The student chooses one of four printed words that best matches

a plcture. Twelve of the 19 words are identical to Test 1 Word. Recogni-~
tion I, but the tasks are different because in Test I students .espond
to an aural clue and in Test 3 to & visual clue,

No specific questions.




CTBS Espafiol Reading Level B (Grade 1)
{to be completed by project evaluator)

SUMMARY
Butbers in parentheses refer to question numbers on preceding pages.

What percent of the reading test vocabulary are students likely to
have @een, heard, reed or used? (1)

% {The vocabulary liast contains 197 words.]

Comments:

Students have been taught language arts skills tested. (2, 3, 4)

Yes
No

Comments:

What major skilles in the Spanish language arts curriculum are not
represented by the test?

What percentage of the curriculum does this represent?




CIBS Spanish or English Math Level B {(Grade 1)

TEST/CURRICULUM ANALYSIS
{to be completed by project teachers)

Math Battery

1. What percent of math curriculum i8 devoted to computations?

2. What percent of math curriculum is devoted to math concepts,
applications, and story problems?

3. Do students have adequate vocabulary in the language in which
they are tested gso they understand all directions and word
probleas? yes no

Tegt &:

Conceptos y Aplicaciones de Matemfiticas/Mathematics Concepts

and Applications .

Number of items: 24

Tasgk:

The student listens to a problem or a question read aloud and

gselects from four possible answers.

4.

Following is a list of the skills included in this test, with
the number of items devoted to each skill listed in parenthesis.
Check in the space provided whether each skill is covered in
the curriculum and decide how many total items this represents.

Yes  No
value of numbers {(2)
addition and subtraction (4)
numeration (3)
eyuating a set to a number (1)
equating a get to a number word (1)
counting by twos (1)
gets (1)
subtraction story problem (2)
uissing addend (2)
setting up story problems for addition (1)
telling time (2)
measurement (1)
value of money (3)

of 24 items represent sikills covered in the curriculum.

(Caution: Do not simply add checks. For each item checked add
the number in the parenthesis at the end of that line.)




Test 5: Computacién de Matematicas/Mathematics Computation

Number of itema: 32

Task: Tha student computes written addition problems and chooses the
correct answer from a group of three. A page of subtractions, also with
three possible answer choices, follows. Tha time allotted to {nis subtest
averages one minute per computation.

5. What percent of the computations in math curriculum ara repre-
sented by:

addition

subtraction
total 100%

What percent of the additions performed in the math curriculum
are represented by:

horizontal addition
vertical addition
total

one digit addition
two digit addition
total

What percent of the subtractions performed in the math curriculum
are represented by:

horizontal subtraction
vertical subtraction
total

one digit aubtraction
two digit pubtraction
total

subtractiona requiring
borrowing




CTBS Spanish or English Math Level B (Grade 1)

SUMMARY
(to be completed by project evaluator)

Numbers in parentheses refer to question numbers on preceding pages.

1. Compare curriculum to teat. (1, 2)

Percent of Percent of

Curriculum ___ Test

Computations 57
Math concepts, application-,
story problems 43

Match is appropriate? yes

Comments:

Students have an adequate vocabulary for the math test? (3)

Yes
No

Comments:

In the math concept test, out of 24 or % of the test
represents jtems that students have practiced in the curriculum. (&)

Conments?




4. Compare curriculum to test. (5, 6, 7)

Percent of Percent of
Curriculum Teat

addition 30
gubtraction 30

horizontal addition 31
vertical addition 69

one digit addition 31
two digit addition

horizontal subtraction
vertical subtraction

one digit subtraction
two digit gubtraction

subtraction with borrowing

Math computation skills are represented in the curriculum in gimilar
proportion to their appearance on the test?

Yes -~
No

Comments §

What skills from the math curriculum are not represented by the test?

What percentage of the curriculum does this represent?




CTBS English Readipg Level C (Grade 2)

TEST/CURRICULUM ANALYSIS
{to be completed by project teachers)

Reading: Test Vocabulary

1. As a result of the English language arts curriculum and other school

and non-school experiences, what worde on the word list are students
likely to have seen, heard, read or used? Review the words on the

word list and circle each word that the students have not been exposed
to.

CAUTION: A child knows many more worde than are taught in school.
Vocabulary is learned from many sources., Therefore, do not

limit your consideration to what 18 covered in the curricu-
lum.




a
above
admira

gct

afraid
after
against
age

alr

all
almogt

am

and

Ann’a

are
arrive
around

as
astronauts
at
automoblle
awvake

away
awful
baby

back
bake
ball
bark
barked
barn
batter
be
beach
beans
began
begin
Betty
bicycle
birthday
blank
block
boat
boil
bold
books

brave
bread
bright
broken
brought
bug
buy
came
can
candy
cannot
car
care
careful
cat
catch
caught
children
city
clap
clean
clock
coat
comb
come
coming
cookiea
cost
could
count
cow
cowboya
ecrawl
cerying
curly
dad
danger
daughter
day
dear
different
did

dig

w=- Level C (all worda from Teats 1-3

dime
dirty
dish
dog
dovm
dry
dull
during
earth
egg
end
enjoy
everyone
except
face
fanily
far
farm
father
feather
feet
fell
few
find
fish
foolish
foot
for
forest
forget
form
found
four
Friday
friend
frienda
frisky
front
fry
full
fun
fur
gallop
gane
BuY
get

girls
glve
glasa
glaves
go
going
good
got
grandmother
green
grew
growing
had
halr
hall
hand
happy
hard
haa
hate
hats
have
having
he
head
heavy
help
her
here
hide
high
hill
hills
him
his
hole
hollow
home
hop
horae
hot
hotel
hour
house
hungry
hurt

1

ice cream
if

in
Indian
Indians
is

it
Jack
Jill
Jim
Joe
Jumped
Kathy
kicked
kind
kitten
know
lady
lag
larger
left
letter
let
let’s
library
light
like
lion
listen
little
live
load
loud
low
make
man
map

me

men
milk
missg
moccasina
mode
moon
morning




Vocabulary List (Continued)

most

mo ther
Mr.
rusic
must
my
name
near
need
new
nice
nine
nolses
not
November
now
o’clock
old

of

on

one
only
orange
orbit
our
outaide
oven
over
package
paid
pans
paper
parks
party
Patty
people
plcture
plgs
plllow
pink
pitch
plate
play
plays
please
poilnting

pony
poor
pretty
put
ran
rather
regular
rent
rich
ride
ring
river
rocket
rocks
room
running
sad
saddle
sald
sail
sail boat
Sam
game
sand
saw
say
school
sea
seat
8ee
seemed
sell
sent
she
shells
shiny
shoes
should
shout
shovel
show
silver
slster
skipper
sleepy
slept

slide
small
smaller
smart
smile
Smich
80

soft
some
somebody
son
aong
soon
goup
spacemen
spell
spill
spoon
stars
stayed
atones
store
street
strong
stuck
sun
supper
surprise
take
teach
thank
that
the
they
them
then
think
this
three
time

to
today
Tommy
tomorrow
too
toward

toy
train
tree
trick
tried
trip
truck
two
ugly
uncle
under
unpainted
until
up

us
very
visic
wagon
walt
waiting
walk
want
wag
washed
water
we
week

Q
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Test 1 -- Reading Vocabulary
Number of items: 33

Task: The atudent liatena to the definition of & word read aloud.

each item, tha atudent selecte from four printed words the one that
beat fite the definition. Dietractors include antonyms, contextually
related words, and unrelated words.

2. Have the atudenta had practice in supplying a word in English

to fit a definition?

yea, using & format idantical to teat items

yea, but ueing another format
no

Teat 2: Reading Comdrehension: Sentences
Number of items: 23

Task: The atudent resds a sentence and selecte the word that best
completea the aentence., A block of four answer choicas is offered
and 1is located at the point in the aentence where the word is missing:
initial position, medial position, or final position., The aentence
completion item moat often occurs in the middle of the sentence.

The average sentence length is aeven worda.

3, Have the students had practice reading complete sentences in

English of at least geven words in length?

*

daily or weekly
only once or twice
none

Have the studenta had practice aupplying a missing word in
8 aentence?

yea, uaing a format identical to teat iteme
yea, but using ancther format
no

For



Test 3: Reading Combrehension: _Passages

Number of items: 18

Tagk: The student reads six brief passagea. Each passage is followed

by two to four multiple choice questions to be answered by the student.
These questions involve literal and near literal recall, use of context
cluea, atating main ideas, drawing conclusions, and recalling sequence.

Paragraphs range from 5 to 14 sentences in length. The average sentence
is 8 words long.

5. Have the studenta had practice reading paragraphs in English
that are at leaat 5 sentencea in length?

daily or weekly
only once or twice
none

Have studenta had practice in answering questions based on
reading paragraphs in English?

daily or weekly
only once or twice
none

If atudenta have had such practice, what perceantage of class~
room questions baaed on reading paragraphs utilize the fol-
lowing skilla?

less than between more than
_20% 20Z and 502 50%

literal and near literal
recall

use of context clues

stating main ideas

drawving conclusions

recalling sequence

other




CTBS English Reading Level C {(Grade 2)

SUMMARY
{to be completed by project evaluator)

Numbers in parenthesea refer to question numbers on preceding pages.
1. What percent of the reading test vocabulary are at' :nts likely to
have seen, heard, read or used? (1) % (The vocabu-

lary list contains 421 words.)

Comments:

The language arts skills that are tested are also part of the cur-
riculum. (2, 3, &4, 5, 6) Yes No

Comments:

Compare the kinds of queations asked in the reading test to the kinda
of questiona asked in the reading curriculum. (7)

Percent of Percent of

Curriculum Test
literal and near literal recall 50
use of context clues 11
atating main ideas 5.5
drawing conclusions 28
recalling saquence 5.5
other ) 0

The kinds of questions asked in the reading portion of the test are
also practiced in the reading curriculum in a fairly aimilar pro-
portion. Yes No

Comments:

What major skills in the Enﬁlish language arts curriculum are not
represented in the test?

What pevcentage of the curriculum does this represent?




CTBS Eepafiol Reading Level C (Grade 2)

TEST/CURRICULUM ANALYSIS
(to be completed by project teachers)

Reading: Teat Vocabulary

1. As a result of the Spanish lamguage srts curriculum and other school
end non-school experiences, what words on the word 1lisy sre students
likely to have seen, heard, read or used? Review the words on the
word list and circle each word that the students have not been exposed
to.

+  CAUTION: A child knows many more words than sre taught in school.
Vocebulatry is learned from many sources., Therefore do not
limit your conasiderstion of students’ vocabulary to what 1s
covered in the curriculum.




CTBS Eepafiol Vocabulary -- Level € (all words from Tests 1-3)

a
sbajo
gbuelita
acto
admirar
afortunado
afuera
agarrar
ggue
ahors
aire

al

alegre
algo
alguien
algunas
algunos
almohada
alrededor
alto
alquiler
amigo
amigos
Ana

ancho
anillo
apellido
aplaude
aqui
Arbol
arena
arriba
asiento
astronautas
atrés
atrevido
autobfie
autonbvil
avibn
avisarle
avisennos
ayuda
ayudar
ayudarlo
barco
bailar
bateador
Beatriz
bebé

bibliotecs
biciclets
blanca
Blanco
blencos
bonitas
bonitos
boaqua
brazo
brillante
brillsntes
brincs
bueno
caballito
caballo
cabeza
caer

caja
calor
caliente
cellado
calle
caninar
ceaidn
camiea
cancién
cargar
cera
carro
carta
casa

casi

Cata
cavar
cayé

cena
cerca
cerro
ciudad
cochinitos
cogld
cohete
cotenzé
comer
comid
cono
comprar
con .
conchitas

contar
contra
corriendo
corrid
coeto
creer
cufl
cuando
cuatro
cuchara
cuento
cuidado
cumpleafios
Chévez
chica
chico

dar

de

debsjo
debe
deberia
debo
dejar

del
deletrear
desear
despierto
despintado
después
dfa
dibujo
dice

diez
diferente
dijo
divietid
divirtiendo
dénde
dormido
dos
dulces
dura
durmid
duro

e

edad

el

ella

ellos
empezar
en
encontramoa
encontraron
enojd
ensalada
ensefaré
enseffar
entra
era

eran

es

ese

esa
esconder
escondieron
esgcuchen
escuela
egperamnos
esperen
esta
astaba
estaban
astablo
estamos
eate
eato
egtoy
estrellas
estuvieras
excepto
familia
favor
felices
feliz

feo
fiesta
frijoles
fuerte
fuertesn
fue
galopar
galletas
Garcia
gatear
gatito
gato

gente
gracias
grande
gritar
gusantes
guata
gustan
hablo
hacer
hacersw
hacia
hambre
hambriento’
Laata
ne lldo
hermans
hermano
hermoso
hija
hijo
hizo
hombre
hombres
hora
horno
horrible
hotel
hoy
hoyo
hueco
huevo
iba
iban
igleata
indio
indios
ir

irme
irse
Jaime
jardin
Jestin
José
joven
juegan
jugamos
jugar
juguete




Vocabulary List (Continued)

Juguetes
la
ladrar
ladrd
las
lastimb
lavado
le

leche
lejos
leén
libras
ligero
limpio
lirto
Lobo
lodosos
los
Lépez
luego
luna
1lama
liamsr
llegar
lleno
llevaba
llorande
madre
mamé
maitana
mano
mapa

mar
Maria
marinero
wésg

ne
medio
mejor
nmetid
mi
miedo
miedoso
mientras
nismo
mocasines
nojado
nonte

mont &s
montura
mucho
misica
omuy
necesita
negros
niflas
nifio
niffos
no
nombre
nosotros
noviembrsa
nueve
nuevos
obra
chacura
obscuro
odiar
olgan
olvidar
oracibn
Srbita
otra
otras
padre
pagoda
pala
palabra
pan
papé
papel
paquete
para
parecis
pasaba
paseo
pasb
pastel
pata
;ateb
Patricia
peine
peligro
pelota
peluca
pensar

pequeiia
pequeilo
Pérez
peribdico
pero
perro
pesado
pesados
pescados
pledras
piel
plerna
ples
pintando
plata
plato
playa
pluma
pobre
pocos
podian
poner
por
primero
programa
pueden
punto
puso

que
quedamos
quedan
querido
queridos
quien
qulenes
quisiera
rancho
rato
regalo
regresamos
regular
reloj
resbalar
rico

rio
rizada
rocas
rojos

rosadas
rota
roto
rueda
ruldos
sabio
salbn
salth

se

seco
semana
seffor
sefiora
gsefiorita
serd

sl
simpitico
sobre
sol

s86lo
sombrero
sombreros
son
gsonrien
gonrisa
sontrid
sopa
sorpresa
su

suave
sucio
suclos
sus
también
te
teatro
ten
tenia
tiempo
tiene
tienda
tierra
tio

tipo
tirar
todavia
todo
todos

139

toma
tomar
Tonks
tonto
trabajador
trabajar
trajo
tratd
tren
tres
triste
tristes
truco
tu
m
una
unas
uno
unos
va
vaca
valiente
valor
vamos
van
vaqueros
vaso
venado
vender
vengan
venir
ver
viajaban
viajamos
viaje
viejo
viejos
viene
viernes
vinieron
vino
vié
visitar
vive
voy
¥y
yo
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Test 1 «- Vocabylario de Lectura {Reading Vocabulary)

Number of items: 33

Task: The student listens tc the definition of a word read aloud. For
each item, the ptudent Selects from four printed worde the one that best

fite the definition. Distractors include antonyms, contextually related
words, and unrelated words.

2. Have the students had practice in supplying a word in Spanish

to fit a definition?

yes, using a format identical to test items
yes, but using ancther format
nod

Test 2: ComPrensibn de Lectura:

§entences!

Oraciones (Reading Comprehensiont

Rumber of items: 23

Task: The student reads a sentence and selects the word that best
completes the sentence. A block of four snewer choices is offered and
is locrted at the point in the gentence where the word is misseing!
initial position, medial position, or finsl poasition. The sentence

completion item moet often occurs in the middle of the sentence. The
average sentence length is geven words.

3. Have the students had practice reading complete sentences in
Spaniah of at least seven words in length?

daily or weekly

only once or twice
none

4. Have the students had practice supplying a miesing word in
a sentence?

yes, using identical format as test items
yea, but using another format
no




Test 3: ComPrensibn de Lectura: Pasaies {Reading ComPrehension:
Pagsages)

Number of items: 18

Task:

The student reads six brief passages. Each pasgsage is followed

by two to four multiple choice questions to be agnswered by the student.
These questions involve literal and near literal recall, use of context
clues, stating main ideas, drawing conclusions, and recalling sequence.

Paragraphs range from 5 to 17 sentences in length. The average sentence
is 8 words long.

3,

1,

Have the students had practice reading paragraphs in Spanish
that are at least 5 sentences in length?

daily or weekly
only once or twice
none

Have students had practice in answering questions based on
reading paragraphs in Spanish?

daily or weekly
only once or twice
none

1f students have had such practice, what percentage of class-

room questions based on reading paragraphs utilize the fol-
lowing skills?

less than between more than
20% 20% and 50% S0%

literal and near literal
recall

use of context clues

stating main ideas

drawing conclusions

recalling sequence

other




CTBS Espaiiocl Reading Level C (Grade 2)

SUMMARY
{(to be completed by project evaluator)

Nuzbers in parentheses refer to question numbers on precediag pages.
1. What percent of the reading test vocabulary are students likely te¢

have seen, heard, read or used? (1) % (The vocabu~
lary list contains 482 words.)

Comments :

The language arts skills that are tested are also part of the cur-
riculum. (2, 3, 4, 5, 6) Yes No

Commente:

Compare the kinds of questions asked in the reading test to the kinde
of questions agked Iin the reading curriculum. {(7)

Percent of Percent of

Curriculum Teat
literal and near literal recall .50
use of context clues 11
stating main ideas 5.5
drawing conclusions 28
recalling sequence 5.5
other Q

The kinds of questions asked in the reading portion of the test are
also practiced in the reading curriculum in a fairly similar pro-
portisn. Yes Ho

Commente:

What major skills in the Spanish language arts curriculum are not
represented in the test?

What percentage of the curriculum does this represent?




CTBS Spanish or English Math Level € (Grade 2)

TEST/CURRICULUM ANALYSIS
{to be completed by project teachers)

Math Battery

1. What percent of math curriculum is devoted to computations?

2. What percent of math currfculum i8 devoted to math concepts,
applications, and story problems?

3. Do students have adequate vocabulary in the language in which
they are tested so they understand directions and word problems?
yes no

Test 43 Computacién de Matemfticas/Mathematics Computation

Number of items: 28

Task: The student performs a computation and chooses the correct
ansver from the four that are provided. fThe computations consist
of addition, subtraction, and multiplication.

4. What percent of the computations in math curriculum are
represented by:

addition

subtraction
mailtiplication

total 100

What percent of the additions performed in the math cur-
riculum are represented by:

horizontal addition
vertical adiition
total

one~digit addition
two~digit addition
three-digit addition

total 100%

additions requiring carrying
additions with decimals

What percent of the subtractions performed in the math cur~
riculum are represented by:

horizontal subtraction
vertical subtraction
total 100%




one~digit gubtraction
two~digit subtraction

three-digit gubtraction ___
total —100% _

What percent of the multiplications performed in the math
curriculum are represented by:

horizontal multiplication
vertical multiplication
total 100X

one digit multiplication

L ]

Teast 5; Conceptos y Aplicaciones de Mstembticas/Mathematics Concepts
and Applications

Number of items: 25

Task: The student listens to a problem or a question read aloud and
gelects from four possible ansawers,

8., Following is a 1list of the skills included in this test, with
the number of items devoted to each skill noted in parenthesis.
Check in the space provided whether each skill is covered in
the curriculum, and decide how many totai items this repre-
sents.

of 25 items represent skills covered in the curriculum,
Yes No

addition story problem (&)

equating number word to a set of items (1)

counting by more than 1 (2)

1iquid measures (1)

adding money (2)

subtracting money (1)

applied numeration (days of week) (1)

telling time (2)

simple fractions (3)

single digit horizontal add{tion, addends
precede sum (1)

gingle digit horizontal addition, sum
precedes addend (1)

setting up a story problem for addition (1)

setting up a story problem for subtraction (1)

application of addition to a ruler-like
scale (1)

application of addition to time (1)

missing subtrahend (1)

T T
[T T

(Caution: do not simply add checks, For each item :checked add
the number in parenthesis at the end of that line.)




CTBS Spanish or English Math Level ¢ (CGrade 2)

SUMMARY
(to be completed by project evaluator)

Numbers in parenthsees recfer to question numbers on preceding pages.

1. Compare curriculum to test. (1, 2)

Percent of Percent of

Lurricylum ___ Test

Computations 53
Math concepts, applications,
story problems 47

Match is sppropriate? yes no

Corment st

Students have an adequate vocabulary for the math test? (3)

Yes
No

Comments:




3, Compare curriculum to test, {4, 5, 6, 7)

Percent of Percent of

Curriculum Test

addition 36
subtraction 36
multiplication 28
totul 100 100
horizontal addition 40
vertical addition 60
total 100 100
one digit addition 20
two digit addition 60
three digit addition 20
total 100 100
addition requiring carrying 40
addition with decimals 10
, horizontal aubtraction 40
vertical subtraction 50
total 100 100
ome digit subtraction 0
two digit subtraction 80
three digit subtraction 20
total 100 100
horizontal multiplication 100
vertical multiplication 0
total 100 100
ome digit multiplication 100
4. 1In the math concept test, out of 25 or % of the test repre-

sents items that the atudents have practiced in the curriculum. (8)

Comments 3




5. What major skills from the math curriculum are not represented by the
test?

6. Wnat percentage of the curriculum does this represent?




COLLECTING DATA

MaJor CoNTENT ITems

7-A. DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES (CHECKLIST)
7-B. DATA RECORDING FORM

SECTION 7




7. COLLECTING DATA

Data collection includea obtaining student background information,
gathering teacher opinions, observing clasarocom coperation, and a variety
of other activitiea, but the focus of thia secticn ia the administration
and scoring of tests and the recording of the scores, Of all the topics
addresaed in this manual, data collection is the only one with no major,
uvnresolved theoretical issuea, To obtain clean data, all that 1s required
is to follow simple, widely known proceduree., Yet data collection prob-
lems are a major reason for the lack of credibility in educational evalu-
ationa.

Rey Problems

Teating procedures. Adequate teating procedures simply
require following the publiaher’s inagtructions exactly, and
making sure that pre~ and postteating comnditions and procedures
are identical, While this 18 not difficult, it does require asome
effort on everyone’a part, Most problems are probably dua to a
lack of underatanding of the importance of careful data collec-
tion, See Item 7=A.

Test acoring and data recording. Both scoring and recording
sre subject to clerical errors, but theae errors can easily be
haid to an acceptable level through adequate care and accuracy
checks, Hore Jdifficult to deal with are scoring procedures that
require the scorer to make judgments, (See Item 7-A,) The major
problems in recording data are to provide gll the gasential
information in a mansgeable format, {See Item 7-B).




Related Issues

Training testers. For experienced testers using a familiar test
it is gufficient to bring the group together briefly within a few days
of the beginning of testling to review the tests and testing procedures.
For new tegts or inexperienced testers, each tester must practice admin-
istering the entire test under the supervision of the evalnator.

Testing on appropriate dates. Testing should be done within a few
days of the gsame date each year. For norm-referenced evaluations the
testing should be within a week or two of the time that normative data
were collected by the tesgt publisher {or local district). Tests must
also be spresd out over days so that the burden on the students is not
g0 great gg to lower scores. Pre- and posttesting must follow similar
schedules.

Recording data for longitudinal evaluations. A data recording form
that works well for a single fall-to-spring evaluation may not be suitable

for following student progress over several years. Student attc-ition,
regrouping of classes each year, snd the total number of scores involved
all present problems. Appropriate individual gtudent record forms may be
the best solutioen. See Item 7-B.




‘io

Data Collection Procedures
Outline

Assembling the students

Similar testing conditions for 311 treatment and comparison groups
should be utilized. The time, place, and date of test ‘dministra-
tion should be considered. Technical manuals for test adwinisira-~
tion often contain testing procedure recommendations (i.e., avoid

afternoon testing, or testing on Monday and Friday).

Distractions should be minimized. Aveoid testing in the hall, or
in the cafeteria as lunch 1s being prepared.

Coordinate testing efforts with district testing or assessment
policies and procedures.

Consider teaching test- ™ing skilis to students.. This includes
acquainting students w. test formats, etc., NOT teaching to
the actusal test.

Plan for make-up testing

Administering the test

Identify testers. If teachers dn not speak the appropriate lan-
guage, ldentify alternative testers.

Conduct inservice training for a1l test administrations. If
aldes and parents will be used in testing, more intensive train-
ing will be requirad for them. The items on the list helow should
be addressed:

- PFamiliarity with materials

- Clarity of presentation

~ Aduerence to guldelines and time limits

~ Contrel in the classrcom

- Attention te physical conditions (e.g., seat spacing)

~ Practice for individual testing

~ Correct choice of testing dates (e.g., norming dates)

=~ The need for the inevitable "fill-in" of absentees

Clearly define roles and responsibilities of testors. Inservice
training and determination of roles and responsibilities should
be asgertively coordinated by the project divector.

Scoring the test

L
1]
L

Train test scorers.
Scored tests should be spot checked by someone else.
Check interrater reliability.

Recording scores
(See Item 7-B)
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Data Recording Forms

Recording the scores is the final step in the data collection
process but, to ensure that the scores will be usable, the details of
recording should be worked out well before pretest time. Where a conm-
mercial scoring service is used, the school evaluator may have little
control over the recording process, but 1f the school ele-ts to do its
own scoring or wishes to transfer scores from computer printouts to a
more convenlent form, the evaluator must consider two important issuyes:

the accuracy of the data, and the details of the data recording forms.

Copying scores accurately onto data forms 1s not a complicated
problem for small-scale local studies, but it must not be overlooked.
Even the most consclentious recorders make errors, and all data forms
should be carefully proofread, preferably with one person reading aloud

while a second person checks the scores.

The details of the data forms might appear to be of little impor-

tance, but ir many school districts the way in which data have been re-
corded virtually precludes any reasonable analyses. It 18 not possible

to prescribe a standard data format because school requirements vary so
widely, but 1t 1s possible to state two general principles which must be
observed. First, all scores must be completely identified, and second,
scores must be arranged in a way that facilitates analysis. Sample data
forms 1llustrating these principals gre attached. Specific issues related

to the use of such forms are discussed below.




Considerations for data recording forms

1.

Most sets of scores require move than one page. The psge number
identifies each sheet and the "number of pages™ helps make sure

no pages are miseing.

Bvery sneet of paper should have a name and date to indicate
who filled in the nurbers in case any questions arise in the
future.

The group for which dsta are recorded should be clearly identi-
fied at the top of the page to simplify the retrieval of that
group’s data from a large data base.

The page should be arranged so that it can be photocopled with~
out the students’ names. This permits wide use of the data for

research purposes without compromising student privacy.

It simplifies analysis greatly to have only one test {pre and
post) recorded on each sheet, provided the rules for listing
students (see points ct~1l below) are followed. The complete
name of the pretest and posttest (taken exactly from the test
booklets aund including publication date) must be listed. This

point is widely neglected.

Identifying students and organizing their name: efficlently are
the most difficult problems in recording student data. Where
evaluations are only for one year and are bzsed on fall and
spring testing, the problems can be solved with a little effort
and care. But where students must be followed cver several
years, there 1s no simple solution since students come and go
from projects, end groups are reorganized every year. The sim-
plest rule i1s to make sure that the posttest gcores are all
entered on the samne sheet of paper as the corresponding pretest
scores. This at least eliminates the problem of the evaluator

trying to find each student’s name on two lists.

A second rule for listing student names 1s to establish a
standard ordering of the names, and stick to it for the life
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of the evaluation and for all tests that are used. If a2 St ‘ent
moves or falls to take some of the tests, then the appropriate
entries are blank. of course, but he or she should not be elimi-

nated from the list. If pnew students enter the program, their

names should be added to the end of the lists for all tests,

even those for which no data will be entered. In addition to
the obvious reduction in confusion, there are some practical
advantages to this procedure. For example, & master form can
be prepared with only the astudents’ names and identification
numbers filled in, and the forms can simply be duplicated when
new tests are given. It also makes comparisons or correlations
between any two sets of scores relatively easy because any two
forms can be laid side by side and the corresponding names will
line up correctly. If there 18 a compelling reason to change
the order of student names in the middle of a project, then
either all forms should be changed, or & double set of forms
(old and new order) should be waintained.

A rule should be established for recording naies. "Caldwell,

D. E.¥ should never become ™Danny Caldwell" on & second list.
The simplest procedure is to allow plenty of space and to spell
out first names and middle initials (e.g., Caldwell, Daniel E.).

Each student should have an ID number that completely identifies
hiw or her. The example in Figure 4 uses a one-digit experiwen-
tal condition number, & two-digit group or class identificationm,
a one-digit sex code, and a two-digit student mumber. In some
evaluations, other codes (including letters) can be used, but
careful consideration of the situation 1s necessary in order to

permit any desired grouping simply by ID number.

-

A page should have some reasonable numbe entries, probably
20 or 25. V¥or some inexplicable reason, numbers like 27 and 33
are popular, and often the number of entries varies from page to
page. Unnecessary complications like this help to make the

stat} aticlian’s life miserable.




Test dates are criticsl, especislly in norme~referenced evalua~-
tions. If all students listed on a page have their pretesta in
one day and all are later posttested in a single day, then the
test date column is not really necesaary. However, this ia
usually impossible to predict at tha time the form is made up,
80 the columns should be there in order to permit identifica=~
tion of make~up tests and late entries into the program.

Pre=~ and posttest scores should, in general, be in adjacent
columns, rather than pairing each pretest raw score with its
standard score, percentile score, ete., followed by esch peat-
test score and its transformations., This greatly simplifies

the mechanica of analysis; comparisons are nearly always made

between pre- and posttest score of the same type.




School
Class
Year
Grade
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8. ANALYZING THE DATA AND REPORTING THE RESULTS

Data analysis reporting is a complex undertaking that requires a per-
son with adequate training. If such expertise 18 not available in the
district, outside assistance should be sought.. This section 1s written
with the assumption that a competent evaluator will direct the analysis
and focuses only on a few of the most common deficiencies encountered in

educational evaluation reports.

A widespread problem in apalyzing data is the failure to tie the
analyses to the overall evaluation design. Many analyses simply do not
answer the basic questions posed in the reports. Simple analyses that
follow directly from the questions posed ghould be used. Sophisticated
statistical approaches (e.g., multiple regression techniques), are usually
not warranted and most smaller districts probably do not have the resourcee
to employ such designs. FEspecially important, and widely ignored, is a
careful examination of the data for obvious irregularities. Efforts in
report writing should he focused on providing complete, hut concise infor-
mation rather than elaborate diagrams and exhaustive sets of uninterpreted
data tables.

Key Problems

Grouping students for analysis. One of the major criticisms
of bilingual program evaluations is that they lump together a
wide range of students who have different characteristics and who
receive a variety of (poorly described) services. Unless the
reader of the report understands the characteristics of the
students and the treatments they receive, discussions of achieve-
ment impacts will have little meaning. At an absolute minimum,
students must be grouped for analysis according to language
proficiency in both languages and according to the subjects they
study (e.g., English reading, target language reading). If there
are major differences in amount or type of instruction received by
different students, then additional ‘groups will be needed. (See
Item 8=A.)

Presenting complete, convincing arguments. It 1is extremely
rare to find sn educational evaluation report that presents a
complete argument for the existence of achievement impacts.
Truly convincing reports are virtually unknown. Yet, presenting
a reasonable argument is not difficult. The reader needs to know
{a) the student characteristics, (b) the program goals, {(c) the
program features that are designed to achieve the goals, and (d)
the results in terms of student scores. "Results," of course, must
include the exact tests and procedures used. Finally, the relation
between the treatment and the results must be summarized for the
reader. These evaluation report bssics are covered in Sections 2
through 8 of this manual and are summarized in Items 8-B and
8-C.
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Related Issues

Floor and ceiling effects. Floor snd ceiling affects are pervasive
problems in bilingual-program evaluations. A minimal check, for multiple-
choice tests 18 to be gyre that mean classroom or school raw scores are no
lower than 25 percent of the items correct for four-choice tests, 33 per-
cent for three-choice, and so on. Mean raw scores should not exceed 75
percent of the total possible raw score on any test. OQutside of these
values, the likelihood of floor or ce'ling effects, respectively, should
be noted in the report.

Grade equivalent scores and other scales. Never use grade equivalent
scores for any purpose. Use normalized stsndard scores (preferably NCEs)
for all computations and calculations of impacts. Report pre- and post-
test performance to general audiences in percentiles.

Statistical versus educational significance. Statistical significance
says nothing about the size or importance of a program impact and should
not be discussed in reports to general audiences. The real issue is whe-
ther the impact represents a noticeable reduction in the achievement prob-
lems to which the program is addressed.

Single~year versus longitudinal analysis. Most bilingual program
evaluations are restricted to the effects of a single year. Such evalu-
ations are not convincing. It is necessary to demonstrate that theve {is
continuing year-to-year progress toward program goals.

Level of precision of the evaluation. Throughout this manual, the
lack of precision of real-world educational evaluations has been empha-
sized, and the evaluation report should make this problem clear to the
reader. On the other hand, if a program truly improves student achieve=-
ment, this fact will show up clearly over a period of a few years in care-
fully conducted evaluations. Thus, while no single-year evaliuation can
be completely convincing, consistent results and trends over years will
eliminate most doubts.

Executive and other summaries. The executive summary may be the
most important part of the report since it will be the most widely
read. The summary should cover all of the major report headings but
should emphasize results and recommendations. {(See Item 8-B.) ¥Five to
six pages should be enough. A copy of the executive summary should be
written in the language (or languages) of the project parents and
distributed to them.




Data Analysis Checklist
Outline

General principles

A. Analyze data both by individual years for short-term goals and
cumulatively for long term goals.

B. Separate data according tc language proficiency groups.

C. Separate data further according to instructional treatment.

Preparation (applies to most evaluation designs)

A. Convert raw scores to standard scores (preferably normalized
standard scores such as NCEs). Use these scores for all
analyses.

Separate out those students with both pre- and posttests.

1. Compute means and standard deviations.

2. Plot the distributions of pretest scores.

3. Plot the distributions of posttest scores.

4. Plot the joint distribution of pretest and posttest scores.
For students with pretest scores only:

1. Cowpute the mean and standard deviation.

2. Plot the distribution of scores.

For students with posttest scores only.

Save the scores for student files and for use as next years
pretest scores,

Check for irregularities in the data:
Floor or celling effacis
Large chaoges in standard deviatioas from pretest to posttest.

Low correlations between pre- and posttest scores, or irregular
joint distributions.

Differences between students who took the posttest, and those
who dropped out-

Look for any other features of the data that strike you as
strange, and be gure that you can explain tnem. TIdeally, item
data should bhe examined.

Apply the statistical or other procedures relevant to the particular
evaluation design in use.

Be sure that your analyses are relevant to the questions you are
trying to answer.
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Report-Writing Checklist for Bilingual
Program Evaluators

This checklist presents an outline that can be followed in preparing

an evaluation report. The "Section Reference" to the right of each topic

refers to the gection of this manual that deals with the topic.

The purpoae of the outline 18 to suggest one logical order of presen-
tation o7 topics. There are, of course, other ways of organizing the re-
port. A gecond function of the outline, however, is to provide a compre-
hensive reminder to the program director and evaluator of the kinds of
information that may be included in a report. In the PIP field test eval-
vation reports, sections on student selection criteria and procedures,
and interpretation of findings, were frequently not included. Such infor-

mation should be included in a report to be considered complete.




Report-Weiting Checklist for Bilingual Education
Program Evaluators

Check
Section when done

I. Executive Summary
A. Summary of findinge

B. Recommendations

II. Program Overview and Background

A. Brief program description

B. Major goals

C. Context of program

B. Program histery and district needs

E. Target student needs

Description of Fvaluation

Purposes and audiences

Bvaluation staff and roles

Designa

1. Questions addressed

2. Comparison standarde

3. Constraints and queations not
addressed

Continuity with previous and future

years’ evaluatione

Parent and Community Component
A. Goala and objectives

B. Description of activities
C. Process ev>'"atfion
1. Measures used
Z. Data collection procedures
3. Analyeses and results
4. Interpretation

5. Recommendations




D. OQutcome evaluation
1. Maasures used
2. Data collection procedures
3. Anslyses and results
4. Interpretation

5. Recommendations

V. Staff Development Component

A. foals and objectives
B. Description of aetivities
C. Process evaluation
1. Measures used
2. Data collecticn procedures
3. Analyses and results
4. Interpretation
5. Recommendations
Qutcome evaluation
1. Measures used
2. Data collection procedures
3. Analyses and results
+. Interpretation

5. Recommendations

VI. Students

A. Seloction criteria and nrocedures

1. Legal requirements

2. Make~up of program classrooms
and definicion of "project
student"

Criteria for selection of students

of 1imited English proficiency

Tests and cutoff scores used
Role of teacher judgment
Rele of parent wishes

Method of combining criteria




Criteria for selection of students

proficlent 1iu English

a. Criterig used

b. Method of application of
criteria

Exit criteria and follow-up

Student turnover

Bffects of selection criteria

and procedures on evaluation

depign

Recomrendations for improvement

of entry/exist criteria and

procedures

Description of students

1.

Characteristices at beginning
of year
a. Language proficiency
(1) English
{2) Ron-English language
b. Achievement level
c. Blographic data
{1) County of birth
(2) Years of residence in
U.S. {1f applicable)
(3) Bome language use
{(4) Previous educational

experience
{(5) Other
d. Demographic data
(1) SES
(2) Other

Current experience
characteristics
a. Attendance

b. Key treatment variables
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Reading in English
Reading in non~English
language

Second language
instruction
Participation in other

special projects

Vil. Instructional Component

A. Goals and objectives

1. Areas to cover
a. Achlevement
b. Affect
Breakdown of goals and objectives by
a. Grade level
Language proficiency group

Suvi ject area

MR R R N W NN N

Language of subject area
Number of years of partici-~
pation in project
Time frame
a. Short-term goals
b. Long-~term goals
4. Explanation of bases for
establishing criteria for success
5. Follow-up goals

B. Description of instruction

1. Program-level instructional

features

Classroom-level instructional

features

Reading instruction

Level and extent of description

a. Describe instructinnm at
appropriate level (indiv.
groups, classroom) depending

on homogeniety of instruction
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c.

b. Longitudinal deacription
Characteriastica of inatructional
staff

Description of treatment received

by compariaon atudenta or noiming

group

Proceas evaluation

1.
2.
3.
&,
5.

Teata and measurea uazd

Data collectinn procedurea
Data analysia and results
Interpretation of findinga
Sumary of recommendationa made
to improve instruction

Outcome evaluation

1.

Teata and mes~ures used
a. Relation of measures to goals
b. Deacription of measures
(1) Language
{(2) Content
(a) match between
content of test
and content of
curriculum
(b) cultural and linguia-
tic appropriateneaa
Technical properties
{(a) wvalidity and
realibilicy
{b) floor and ceiling
effecta
{4) Form, level, edition
pPata collection procedurea’
a. Explanation of which studenta
were teated in which language(a)

and rationale

3, 5




bo

Ce.

d.

Qualifications and training

of testers, observers, inter-

viewers

{1} Training

(2) Language skills

(3) Familiarity with students,
parents, etc.

Schedules of data collection

Scoring and recording

Analysis and results

a.
bn

Ce.

f.

Explanation of scales used

Floor and ceiling effects

Unit of analysis

(1) By language proficiency
group

{(2) By treatment Eroup

Explanation of irregularities

(1) Attrition

(2) Bad data

Scope of analysis

{1} Relation to previous
years

(2) Plans for future
continuity

Tables of test results

Interpretation of findings in
light of:

a.

bo

Short-term and long-term
goals

Degree of proglam imple-
mentation

Specific instructional treat-
ment

Teacher characteristics




e, Similarities and differences
between treatment group and

compsrison {(or norm) group 4, 8

|

f. Number of years of student

psrticipstion in project 5, 8 o
g+ Match between tests and

curriculum 6, 8
h. Limitstions of tests 6, 8
i, Dats colliection procedures 7, 8

5. Recommendations for improvement

a» Instruction
b, Evaluation
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SAMPLE DATA REPCRTING TABLE

The use of aata reporting tables enables the evaluator to provide
a great amount of information in a concise and easy to read form. For
the reader, tables provide an easy means of grasping the quantitative

information a report has to offer.

In order to display data effectively, there are » number of infor-
mation items that should be included. A table should identify what
information is being provided, for what group or subgroup, and for how
many participants (N).

In identifying the test used, the test edition year, form, language,
and level should alsc be specified. It ig also advantageous to report
the number of items the test contains per subtest plus the date the
test was administered. When reporting numerical data, it is necessary
to identify pre- and posttest data, provide means, standard deviatioms,

and gains.

A typical error is the failure to report the type of scores. The
table should indicate whether scores are percentiles, standard scores,

Or raw scores.

Two sample data reporting forms are provided, one for reporting
raw scores and the other for standsrd scores and percentiles. Raw score
tables may be more useful to teachers Who are familiar with the test.

Percentiles and standard scores may be mnve useful for reporting to

program administration and program monitors. The tables can be adapted

to suit the needs of individual programs.




SAMPLE DATA RECORDING TABLE

Program:

Language Classification of Group:

Grade:
Subject(s):

Test Description

Subtest Norms Used | Testing
{if used) Edition (1f any) Dates

Pretest

Posttest

Standard Scores (or NCEs)

Pretest Posttest | Percentile Eduivalents | Pre — Post Change
Subtest(s) Mean S.D. Mean S.D. rretest Posttest NCE Units

Average dally onrollment
The numbei of gtudents who had both pretest and posttest




SAMPLE DATA RECORDING TABLE

Program:

Language Classification of Group:
Grade:
Subject(s):

Test Description

Subtest Norms Used
Language (Lf used) m | Edition (if any)

Pretest

Posttest

Raw Scores

Pretest d Pr¢ — Poat Change
Subtest(s) | No, of Items | Mean S.D. |  Raw Score Gains

Avg, = Average daily enrolilment
N = The number of students who Lad both pretest and posttest







APPENDIX A
HOW BIG ARF ACHIEVEMENT GAINS




How BiR Are Achievement Gains?

In order to be able to set realistic goals and to interpret gsins
made in bilingual programs, it is useful to have in mind the gaino ordi-
narily made by English-speaking ptudenta in traditional all-English pro-
grams and in special programs such as Title Y. The size of achieveme.lt

gains resulting from epecial educational programs are generally small.

However, the differencea between bilingual programs and traditional
or other specisl all~English piojecta raiese aeveral issues that must be
taken into arcount in conaidering the size of achievement gains. First,
gaine must be meaaured in the atudents’ primsry language as well as in
English. Thig is important since much of the instructional time, at
leaat in the early stages, is devoted to teaching content through the
primary language and developing primary language skills. Second, since
reading inatruction in the second language may begin after reading akills
are developed in the primary language, the grade level when English read-
ing gains can be expected depends on the curriculum of the progrem. Third,
it may be inappropriate to speak of gains relative to the norming popula-
tion since k.glish norms are not appropriate comparisor standards for stu-

dente of limited English proficiency, end no adequate norma for languages

other than English are available at the time of printing {see Chapterf
4 and 6).

Normal cClagaroom Growth in All-English Traditional Proframs

In order to discuse the size of achievement gains, it is necesaary
to have a meaningful atandard or acale of measurement. For the purpose
of thig discussion, let us use the expanded standard score scale from a
standardized test to provide a numerical score for general reading akill
in English. A numerical score requires aome frame of reference to give
it meaning, and we can supply a uvaeful frame of reference by identifying
the ranges of reading scorea for national norm-group students at various
age levels. Figure ] illustrates four norm~group distributiors showing
the range of English reading scores {l0th percentile to 90th percentile)
at the beginning and end of second grade and the beginning and end of
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gixth grade. These percentile scsles Wil bhe used as our acales of mea-
1

surement, and they can easily he converted to NCE unita.

Figure 1 illustrates the gain that 20th percentile norm-group stu-
dents ordir.arily achieve during a achool yesr. (This percentile level
was chosen for 1llus.ration since many Title I and Title VIl students
acore in this range.) The white bar at ¢he left of Figure | represents
this emount, which we will refer to as “normal growth" for 20th percen-
tile second gradera. Also ghown in Figure 1 is the gmount of gain that
constitutes "normal growth" for 20th percentile norm-group students
at the sixth-grade level. It can easily be seen that the sizes of these
gaina vary across grade levels, a point that will pe further discussed

below.

We are now in a position to compare student gains with percentile
levels. For exarple, it can be seen from Figure 1l chat a Title 7T atudent
who atarted the second gracz at the 20tn percentile would have to gain
nearly twice as many points as the 20th-percentile students with normal
growth in order to reach the 50th percentile {n the spring. A 20th-
percentile sixth grader would have to achieve over four times normal

growth to reach the 50th percentile by spring.

Moreover, it is important not r~ conclude even for the second grade
that doubling the amount of instruction or doubling the efifectivencss of
the instruction would be enough to rajse the student to the 50th percen-
tile. wormal growth 1is cevtainly due in part to classroom inatruccion,
but it alsc includes all the effects of out-of-school learning and matura-

L}
tion, and these effects cannot be doubled 80 easily. It 18 also affected

by the motivation of the student. In other Jords normal growth is a
result ol

. Jlassroom instruction.
® <cait-of-school lesruing,
¢ maturation,
¢ motivation.

IHCEa are normalized atandasd scores with a mean of 50 and a stan-
dard deviation fo 21.06. Because the scale 18 normalized it 1s assumed
tn be equal-interval--that is, the length of the interval between any two
adjacent scores ir the scale 18 equal to the interval between every other
patlr of acorecs (Tallmadge and Wood, 1976).
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Thus, even if we can double the amount or the effectiveness of classroom

instruction, we should not expact to double the amount a student learns.,

Impact of Title I projects., If it is true that the classroom 18 only

one of several factors contributing to student learning, then even dramatic
improvements in school instruction might produce rather modest gains,
Existing data, though not conclusive, tend to bear this out. Analysis of
data from a great many exemplary Title I projects suggests that, in terms
of the scale in Pigure 1, gains produced by projects are small. In fact,
it 18 difficult to f£ind convincing evidence of gains of even one-third of

a standard deviation with respect to the national norm.2 This amount has

been added to the bar in Figure I to represent the maximum impact that
might be expected from an exemplary Title I project, Of course, this is
not a rigorously estahlished limit, but based on avajilable program evalu~

ations, it appears to be a realistic value.

To complete the picture, consider the growth scales in Figure 1 for
sixth graders, Note that the spreid between the 10th and 90th percen-
tiles 1s greater for the older age group, but that normal growth for 2Cth-
percentile students 18 considerably less than at second grade., Tils normal
growth still includes the effects of out-of-schocl learning, maturation,
and motivation, so the maximum Title I impact (again represented in the
figure as one-third of a standard deviation) would require a project that

was more than twyice as zffective as regular classroom instruction alome.

In short, normal growth looks rather small when measured against the
percentile scale, and the amount of growth that can be directly attributed
to classroom instruction is even smaller, Thus, even a dramatically ef-
fective Title I program, one in which instruction 18 geveral times as ef-

fective as that in the regular classrom, may raise student Scores by only

2Th:l.s amount has been suggested as representing a "just noticeable
difference” when comparing two groups on physical attributes such as
height or weight (A. O. H. Roberts, 1977b). 1In the context of project
evaluation, it has been used as sn arbitrary criterion b, W yhich gains
were)considered of little educational significance (Tai .dge and Horset,
1976).




a few parcentila points or NCEs per year. In most cases, evaluations have
been designed to measure much larger gains than we can reasonably expect
to find. In such avaluations, the relatively smsll program impacts that
actually occur may be completely obscured by the amounts of error normally

associated with an evsluatiom.

Impact of Bilingual Bducation Projects

In bilfngual eduzation programs it 13 more difficult to make gen=-
erdlizations about thi sfze of achievament gains for & number of reasons.
In order tv discues the sizs of gaina it {s necessary to have a meaning-
ful scale of measurement (scores that can be referred to a familiar range
of scores). Unfortunately, such scales of measurement are availsble only
for major achievement tests in English, although work 1s currently being
dona to develop meaningful sceles for some langusge proficiency tests and
Spanish achievement tests,

It is also necessary to have meaningful gtandards of coxdarison in
order to determine whether the amount of growth, as measured on the scale,
is greater or less than the amomnt of growth that would be made by similar
students participating in (1) similar bilingual programs, or in (2) tradi~
tiunsi, 8ll-English classrooms. Some tests have norms designed to provide
e standard of "normal growth" in bilingual programs, but such norms are
not yet considared tecinicslly adequate. Standards that provide an ade-

quate no-treatment expectation for students of limited English proficiency

simply sre not available. (See Section 6, Limits to the Usefulness of
Norms), Some project personne: have asked why they cannot simply use the
English norms for the Spanich version of a test. This would be highly
inappropirate gince it cannot be assumed that students in a bilingual pro-
fram grow at the same rata 88 gtudents In tryditional mnorming populatfons
{elther in English or in their native language). There 18 no evilence
that the egulpercentila assumption holds true for studenis of limited
English proficlency. 1In other words, it cannot be assumed that a group

of limited-English stude.it: who score at the 30th percentile, for example,
at pretest time would score at the 30th percentile at posttest time. They




ray exceed "normsl growth" in some subjects at certain times and fall below

it at other times depending on 3 complex of factors.

In bilingual education programs the 8ize of the gains that csan be ex-
pected, the language in which gains can be expected, and the grade level
at which they can be expected depend o a number of factors. These include:
1. the type of students of limited English proficiency being served,
2. the program mocel being implemented, and
3. the general context in which the program operates.

For example, consider the case of students who are relatively balanced
bilinguals from the time they enter school, but are also somewhat limited
in English proficiency, and are receiving English instruction in all sub-
ject areas a3 well as some native lsnguage inatruction. There are zome
reasons to expect that these atudents may make gains in English achieve-
men. similar to those made by students in Title I programs. If these Stu~
dents receive instructi-a primarily in the dominant language. Englisa
gains for that year may be less than the norms and larger gsins will be
expected to appear after transfer to a greater gmount of instruction in
English. Now consider the case of students who are extremely limited in
English proficiency at the time of pretesting. It seems reasonable to
assume that achievement as measured by English tests may exceed "normal
growth” 1f a great deal of English instruction is provided. If instruc-
tion is provided primarily in the dominant language, English gains may

be less than "normal growth" and will be cxpected to appear at a higher

grade level when transfer cccurs.

Gains that can normally be expected will be discussed in relatisn

to the three subject areas most stressed in bilingual programs (a) oral

language, (b) reading, and (c) math. Under each topic gains will be

discussed for the native language and for English.

Oral Lsnguage

Alihough oral languasge development in both the first and the second

language is a major goal of bilingual programs, there 18 little daca
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available to indicate what kind of growih can be awpected in bilingual
prograems., Many programs asdministexr oral proficien. tests for purposes
of classification, but unfortunately gains ara often not reported as
part of the impact evaluation., No major studies have examined this
issue, probably due to the time involved in individual test administra-

tion,

Native lsnguaga., The amcunt of growth that can be expected in the
native languaga dependa on students’ initial proficiency in the home
language, the amount and quality of instruction, and language uge in the
home and community. Although norma are available for some teats, there
is little data to indicate what "normal growth" 1s, 1In the bilingual
PIP fieid test, only 7 of 19 sites reported both pre~ and postteat data
for oral proficiency in the native language., Due to the variety of tests

uaed and the different types of scores reported (language proficiancy

level va. raw score), it is not possible to arrive at any generslizationa, i
Neverthelecs, one important point should be made, TJ#0 sites demonstrated

a loss in Spanish language proficiency on the Language Assessment Scales,

While for Engliah language testa it is assumed that 8 certain amount of .
growth from fall to spring is inevitable, due to maturation and other in- :
fluences, this is not necessaxily true for non-English langusges in the

U.S, Native language loss may be the norm in certain programs in certain

communitiea.

English, There 18 also a lack of information concerning "normal
growth" in English oral language. Logically, it might be expected that
large gains would occur during the firat and second years of a atudent’s
participation in a program since curricular emphasia is placed on aecond
language acquisition. Data from the PIP field teatr indicate that on one
commonly uned teat, the Language Assessment Scales, studenis (n = 162) in
the firat grade gained an average of 13,7 raw score points per year (in 7
sites) snd atudenta (n » 102) in the second grade (in 3 sites) gained an Ny

average of 8,7 pointa (out of 100 total points possible).
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Reading

Native language. The smount of growth that can be expected inp native
language reading scorea depends on initial native language proficiency of
the students, the inatruction provided, and the degree of uae of the lan-
guage in the home and community. Norms are available for aome Spanish
language achievement teats {aee Section 6), Although theae norma cannot
provide a no-treatment expectation, and are not completely adequace tech-
nically, they can provide a very rough eatimate of reading growth expected.

Engliah, Some data on Engliah reading gains are available from a

national study of Title VII bilingual programs.3 Although the atudy has

acme aerioua methodological flawa, such as a compariaon group that waa not
aufficiently comparable to the treatment group, there ila asome information
in the report that can be useful to evaluatora. Studenta in 8 national
aample of bilingual programs were pre- and posttested with the CTBS Read-
ing teat over a period of about five months, Table 1 illustratea average
smounta of growty: for atudenta. The pre- and poatteat scorea are expresaed
in percentiles, and the amount of pre te post growth 1s expresaed in per-
centilea and NCEs. The scores are reported for gradea 2 through 6 for four
different groupa of atudents who were claaaified into language proficiency
groupa by thelr teachera for purpcaea of test taking, For example, an
"Engliah~dominant bilingual”™ waa defined 28 & atudent whoae teacher felt
that s/he should take a reading teat in both languagea and & math teat in
English. The percentile acores represent the students’ standing relative
to a national norming sample. If there 18 710 change in percentile standing
from pre to poatteat, then it ia uaually aaaumed that "normal growth" haa
occurred for the studenta at that level. We do not know, however, how
aimilar atudenta would have performed without a bilingual prograu. These
norma do not provide a no-treatment expectation; they only aerve to compare

3Amer1can Inatitutea for Research, Evaluation of the Impact of ESEA
Title VII Spaniah/Engliah Bilingual Education Program, Volume I: Study

Design and Interim Findings, February, 1977,




students to the nationsl average., A gain of 7 or more NCEs 18 considered
large for purposes of this discussion., A gain of 3 to 6 NCEs 1s moderate

‘1

and a gain of 2 or less is minimal,

Monolingual Spanish speakers scored from the 2nd to the 5th percen-

tile on pretesta and from the 3rd ro the 6th percentile on the posttesta.
They showed gaina ranging from 0 to 1 percentile pointe (0 to 3 NCEs).
Lack of aubstantial growth in this area might be attributable ro aeveral
factors, among them (1) floor effects that limit tha extent ro which gains
can be detected, (2) curricular emphasis on English oral language develop-
ment, and (3) reading inatruction in the nstive language prior to intro-
duction of English reading.

For the Spanish-domiunant bilingysl group, there wezre very large

gains of i3 percentile points (16 NCEa) in the second grade, This may be

due ro Increaaed English language proficiency aa well as improved reading

ability, In many programs second grade students have had very little, if

any, experience in English reading at pretest time, but by the end of the

year they have transferred reading skills to English. Gains were moderate
in the 5th grade, minimal in 4th and 6th, and there is a moderate lass in

the 3rd grade relarive to the national norma.

English~dominant bilinguals demonstrated moderate gains in the 2Znd
and 5th grades, and “normal growth” relative to nstional norms in the 3rd,
4th, and 6th grades. The monolingual English group showed a gain of 12
percentile points (9 NCEs) at second grade, moderate losses at the 3rd
and 5th grades, and minimal chenges in percentile atanding in the 4th and
6¢h grades, 1t should be noted that these 3econd graders scored at the
15th percentile level ar pretesr time, while the English dominant bilin-
guals gtarted out substantially higher at the 25th percentile,.

Csution must be exercised in interpreting "losses" pelatfve to na~
tional norms, A drop in percentile standing (for example from ti= 18th
to the 16th percentrlle) could represent. positi.e program impact I similar
students would have dropped even firther without s bilingual program,
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then ca

Table 1 alao diaplaya percentile acorea and gaina made by the average
Title VII atudent in mathematica computation. Monolingual Engliah atu-
denta and English-dominant bilinguala took the teat iu Engliah, while the
other two groupa took the teat in Spaniah. The pattern ia quite different
from that of the reading acorea. Of the 20 groupa reported acroaa grade

levela and language groupa, 17 made gaina relative to the national norma.

The monolingual Spaniah group in the 2nd and . wade gaina
of 16 and 13 percentile points reapectively (10 and .a) telative to

national norms, while moderate gaina were demonatrated in the 4&th, 5th,

and 6th gradea. The Spaniah-dominant bilingual group ahowed very large

gaine at asecond grade (30 percentile pointa, 17 NCEa), moderate gaina at
3rd and 4th grade, minimal change at 5th grade, and a moderate loaa at 6th

grade.

The Engliah~dowinant bilingual group started with the highest 2nd-

grade percentile atanding of the four languazée dominance groupa at preteat
time: 37th percentile compared to 28th for the monolingual Engliah group
and 17th and 18th for the other two groupa. The Engliah-dominant bilin-
guala exhibited moderate gaina at the 2nd, 4th, and 6th gradea, a minimal
gain at 3rd grade and "normul growth" at the 5th grade. The monolingual
Engliah group exhibited large gaina at the 3rd grade level (1l percentile
pointa, 7 NCEa), moderate gaina at 2nd and 4th, a minimal gain at 5th, and

a modc¢rate loas &t 6th.

In aummary, these data indicate that growth patterna for atudenta in
bilingual programa differ from growth patterna of atudenta in a national
norming sample. For example, very large gaina in national percentile
atanding were demonatrated in Englizh reading and math for Spaniah-dominant
bilingual atudents in the aecond grade. The information presented here
may provide some amalatance to diatricta in aetting goala. A word of cau-
tion ia in order, hewever. Theae data represent bilingual programa of a

variety of types and it ia not poaaible to determine which type of program
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produced which gains, There may be interactions among program type, lan=
gudge group, and grade level that affect these data, In addition, there
may also be large amounts of error due to floor effects for some groups,
- Gains to be made in individual prolects will depend on a number of factors

including characteristics of students and the type and quality of instruc-
tion provided,




Table 1
National Percentiles (NP) for CTBS Reading Total and Mathematics Computafion Mears
by Judged Language Dominance Group—Title VII Hispanic Students

Monolingual English Engliah-Dominant Bilingual
Change Change
Outcome Variable Pretest NP Postteat NP | 3ile NCEs Pretest NP Poattest NP | Iile NCEs

15 27 12 9 25 29
25 21 -4 -3 25 24
30 28 -2 -1 22 24
22 18 -3 19 27
20 21 1 18 18

CTBS Reading
Total Score
(Engliah)

L= RS R FLR ]
Lol =0~ W - SN

28 38 37 46
29 40 32 36
37 48 42 48
32 33 33 33
40 34 34 38

CTBS Mathematics
Computation

Score
{English)

o bW M

Spanish~Dominant B.'Ll_.{‘ngual Monolingual Spalj.sh2

CTBS Reading 5 18
Total Score 17 13
(English) 14 15
18 25
33 36

WL W b O

16
13

CTBS Mathematics 19 49 17 18
Computation 28 39 6 20
Score 49 58 5 31 10
{Spanish) 30 al 1 19 7
45 38 -7 -3 23 il 8

1’I‘hese data are taken from: Awmerican Institutes for Research., Evaluation of the Impact of ESEA
Titie VII Spanish/English Bilingual Education Program, Volume I:; Study Deaign and Ilnterim Findings,
February, 1977,

2Hnnolingua1 Spanish students at all grade levels took the CTBS/S, Level C, aa both a pretest and
posttest, CIBS norms used here were those for the form and level taken by all other fjudged language
dominance groupa at a particular grade level,
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APPENDIX B
GUIDELINES FOR OTHER EVALUATION AREAS

Contents

B-l, Evaluation of Affective Impacts
B«2, Evalustion of Staff Development

B~-3, Evaluation of Parent/Community Involvement
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Introduction

These aections address the evaluation of atudent affective growth,

ataff development, and parent/community involvement. Virtually all bilin-

gual education programe have gosls in these areas and spend conaiderable
time and funde in activities designed to addrees them. There is a lack of
information, however, on methods and issuea in evaluating theae areaas, and

program evaluations, often due to time conatraints, often give them low
pricrity.

In an attempt toc improve local evaluationa snd to broaden their
ecope, RMC provided technical aasiatance to the bilingual PIP field-teat
sitea. The evaluatora were encouraged to (a) empioy measures other than
schievement tests, and (b} to evaluate goals other than atudent achievement

goala.

The following procedure waa used in developing these sectiona: (a)
evaluation repor*s from the PIP aites were reviewed and analyzed; (b)
current relevant literature was reviewed; (c) recommendations and suggea-
tiona were developed; and (d) materials were sent to all 19 PIP field-teat
aitea in the hope of improving the evaluationa.

The format of Appendix B differs from that of the previua eight sec=
tions since cach Section (1,2,3) consistc of the document that waa sent
tc each site participating in the btilingual~PIP field test. Each section
contains the following: (8) 8 review of practices employed by bilingual
programs to evaluate the component, including the moat common practices
and other practicea used by at leaat one aite; (b) a discussion of tech-
nical issuea; and (c) recommendations for improving the evaluation of thia

componen t.

In addition, the asection on evaluation of affective impacrs includes
recommendations for the uae of two unobtruaive meaaurea of project impact:

attendance and retentiocns.




EVALUATION OF AFFECTIVE IMPACTS

Common Practicea

Moat bilingual projecta have explicit goals for student affective
growth. The most common goals of the projecte in the Bilingual pIp field
test study were tot

@ increase swarenesa of and appreciation for the child’s owm
culture and the dominant culture, and to

a improve gelf~concept.

A number of sitea that had etated affective gosls employed no messuras
and reported no results in this area. Of those sitesa that did eddress stu~
dent af fect, the moat common approaches wers tha following:

a paper-and-pencii. self~report measures of self=concept, adminis~-
tered pre and post;

paper~and-pencil, self-report measurece of cultursl attitudes,
adminiatered pre and pest;

documentation of clasaroom and outside cultural activities
offered by project;

reporting the percentage of students who paticipated in a
given number of cultural events in the classroom.

Other apprcaches uvsed by at least one aite werat

8 teacher rating scale to assess atudenta’ social bahavior;

8 teacher rating scale to asseas students’ school-ralated
behavior and attitudes;

teacher rating scale to assesa student attitude towsrd self
as a bilingual and toward others ss bilinguals;

teacher rating scale to asseas atudents’ participation in
classroom and playground;

paper~and-pencil, self~report measures of attitude toward scheol
and toward school subjects, administered 3~4 times during year.

Procedures Recommended to Tryout-Sites

Immediate effects on students. In attempting to dascribe tha effects
of a bilingual project on the LES atudents, it 1s essentisl to exemine them
from a broader perapective than simply noting changes that occur over one




year. Evaluators should describe toth immediate and cumulative effects.
The very nature of a bilingual project makes it different from other
types of special projects in one important way. In most special proj-
ects, it ia assumed that the normal treatment is meaningful to the stu~
dents, at least In the sense that that they can comprehend the language
uged in instruction, but that the special project conaists of a better
method of teaching. The situation is different in a bilingual program.
The normal, all-English program cannot be "meaningful™ (in the sense of
the Lau decision) if children are not yet fluent speakers of English.
lustruction is meaningful to children only to the extent that they can
underatand what is said to them and participate in verbal exchanges with
teachers and other students throughout the day.

For this reason, the first question that needs to be addressed by
districts in evaluating effects of the project on students fa: To what
eXxtent are atudents receiving a meaningful education? This question can
be broken down into cther 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 epeak and
comprehend the language of instruction? To wiat extent are children able
to relate to and profit from the instructional materials? These are com~-
plex questions to anawer due to the range of language proficicncy levels
of children and the inadequacy of measurement techniques; neverthelesa
these immediate benefits to children ahould be addressed, since, although
they are obvious to bilingual educators, they are not always ocbvious to
others, and since, although the long-range effects of such instruction
shculd show up in test scores, this 18 not always the caae due to short-
range evaluation designs and poor teats administered under questionable
conditions.

Specification of goals. Measuring benefits to students in the af-
fective domain is a tricky business for a number of reasons. The goals
for the affective domain are often broad and vague. For example, the
goal of improving self-concept is open to many interpretations. It 1s a
controveraial goal aa well since it is not clear that LES students neces-
aarily have low self-concepts, nor 1s it clear what the causal relation-
ship is between self-concept and achievement. It might be made more
specific and more manageable by breaking it down into variocus components.
A project might aet a goal that students in the bilingual project will
improve their opinion of themselves as successful readers, for example,
or ags successful math students.

Cauges of affective changes. Secondly, it is not clearly stated in
most proposals and evaluation reports precisely why profect features are
expected to bring about changes in student attitudes. In some projects
it is expected that self-concept will improve through an underatanding
of the tultural heritage associated with bot1 languages (aee, for example,
Venceremos Project Management Directory, pe 86). For others it is implied
that improved attitudes toward aelf and others are expected as a result of
(1) accepting and using the language of the child; (2) providing suctessful
learning experiences; (3) integrating the ¢ulture of the child into the
curriculum; (4) involving parents in classroom and other attivities; and




(5) employing bilingual, bicultural teachers who gerve as role models. PFor
still other sites it is implied that the project as a whole will bring
about. affective changes in students.

Many projects measure one chosen aspact of student sttitudes and re-
port the results without providing a discusaion of the possible ressons
for the resulta. If improvements sre expected to be due to one of the
project features mentioned above, then a crucial step must be to state
whether that particular feature was implemented. For example, 1f project
personnel expect the cultural component to influence atudent self-concept,
then it would be useful to describe the nature and extent of the cultursl
component. that was actually implemented. If there was no cultural compo-
nent implemented, or if it was very minimal, then there is no reason to
expect that it (or a lack of it) gffected self-concept. ILikewlae, if
improved self-concept 1s expected to bs a result of the introduetion of
concepts in the pative language, and the latter did not occur, there is
no reason to expect to gehieve the affective objective. FEvaluators
should state, to the extent possible, which project features, or combina~
tion of features, are expected to produce affective changes. They should
then discusa to what degree those featurea were implemented. If they yere
not implemented, or were improperly implemented then it is not possible to
attribute changea in student affective characteristics to those features.
It is suggested that evaluators focus on the processes that are expected to
bring about changes to see that these processes are in fact occurring.

Measurement., Bilingual PIP field-teat sitea that used affective mea-
surea made an attempt to locate the besat measiires available, but the choice
of adequate measures (particularly in two languages) is very limited. Most
sites used paper-and-pencil, aelf-report imstruments or teacher rating
scales. Self-report instruments sre very unreliable for young children
since social deairability and events of the moment have 8 great influencs
on responses. Teacher rating scales sre more likely to be relisble, par-
ticularly if geveral measures are taken longitudinally. A variety of
unobtrusive measures can also be used. Although there are always gerious
questions of validity and reliability associated with any affective mea~
gure, sites should choose the best measures possible.

One site sdwinistered an affective test and did not report results
claiming that the test was not valid and reliable. Another site reported
results of a locally developed meaaure, but discounted the resalts for
aimilar reasons. If the reliability and validity of a locslly developed
teat are unknown, these parameters should be investigated. If this 1is
not poasible, then it might be better to choose a commercially available
inatrument with established psychometric properties.

Fvaluating affective changes is problematic since it is impossible
to measure attitudes directly. 8ince an attitude is a hypothetical con~
atruct 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 pake inferences about th2 attitude. Some
suggestions concerning the kindse of attitudes that can ! » measured and




the possible manifeststions of these sttitudes are presented in the out-
line entitled “Approsches to Evsluating Affective Impscts." The outline
inecludes spprosches to (1) evslustion of the immediste effects on students,
{2) evaluation of the instructional strategies intended to bring shout
sttitudinal changes, and finally (3) evsluatisn of the attitudinal changes.
Each item preceded by a bullit (o) ie simply sn example and there may be
many others. The purpose of this report and the outline is to assist
sites in exploring the variety of ways in which s district can describe
project benefits to tudents. The number of approaches used and the ex-
tent of their use will depend, of course, on time and financial comstraints.
It is hoped that the suggestions provided here will assist districts in
making better informed choices bssed on & number of options.




Approaches to Evaluating Affective Impacts

A, Evaluation of Immediate Project Berefits to Srudenta

1. Instructional features contributing to a "meaningful™ edicetion
{in the sense of Lau)

@ presence of teachers and teacher aides who speak language of
child

® acceptance of and use of languege of child for instructionel
and other purpcses .

¢ use of instructional materials written in language of child

Immediate potential effects on students

ability to communicate with teachers and other students
ability to profit from instruction and participate more
fully in other activities

ability to relate to and profit from instructional msterials

Measurement techniques
e language-use cbservatien instrument

e teacher self-report of language use
® teacher rating scale or questionnaire to evaluate materials

B. Evaluation of Proceeses Leading to Affective Changes in Studente

1. Processes expected to lead to affective changees in atudents

integrating child’s culture into the curriculum
providing successful learning experiencea

accepting and using the language of the child
establishing good relations between home end school
providing role models

teaching the minority language to the majority group

Msasurement techniques

classroom observation

interviews with appropriate staff
rating scales

self-report in upper grades




G+ Evseluation of Student Attitudes

1. Attitudes toward self

a, ¥%inds of attitudes toward self
¢ successful reader
in control (locus of control)
bilingual
successful math student
motivated
ective participant in classroonm
ethnie group member
asreative and able to contribute

manifestations of attitudes toward self
¢ student comments

¢ student non-verbal behavior

¢ s6tudent language use

measurement techniquea

¢ teacher rating scale

e gelf~report, paper~and=pencil tast
¢ student interview

Attitudes toward others

a., components of ettitudea toward others
e reapect for other races or ethnic groups
e respect for other cultures
¢ respect for other languages

manifestations of attitudes toward others
¢ language use at gechool
¢ interethnie play at school

neasurement techniques

o soclometrics

¢ lsnguage-use ohservation instrument

¢ interethnie interaction observation instrument
e rating ecale

Attitudes toward school

a, kinds of attitudes toward school
¢ sense of belonging
e particular achool subjects (e.8., attitude toward reading)
¢ school subjecta in a particular language (e.8., Spanish
reading)
¢ academie and social activities




manifestations of attituder toward achool
¢ attendance
active participation in activities
atudent commenta
retentiona
willingness to share achool experiences with family

neasurement techniques
¢ attendance records

¢ teacher rating acale

¢ chservation instrument

¢ sef-report paper-and~pencil test
¢ retention records

¢ parent interview or questionnaire

Attitudea toward home

a+ componeuts of acttitudes toward home
¢ home languzge
¢ home culture
¢ alienation between home and achool

nanifeatations of attitudes toward home

¢ willingneas to speak home language aven after Engliah is
magtered

¢ willingnesa to ahare items and atories from home

measurement techniquea

e rating scale

¢ clasaroom obaervation
¢ aelf report




Unobtrusiva Measurea of Projact Impact:

Attendance and Retentions

Project evaluationa generally rely heavily on teats and question-
naires. Since theae techniquea require the cooperation of a reapondent,
& great deal of time i often involved, and the meaaure itself can con-
taminate the reaponse. Teachers already complain of overtesting, and it
ia difficult to obtain valid and reliable test results for children in
the early grades,

For thase reassons, We encourage sites to broaden their range of eval~
uation methodologies and to conaider exploiting & variety of measurement
possibilities., No measurement technique ia without biasa, but combining
meaaurettent techniquea with different kinde of bismasea can give a more
complete pictura of what has occurred during the life of a project.

Unobtruaive measurea do not raquire any sort of response and ao do
not interfere in any way with the studenta’ achool day. Two such meaaurea
worth conaidering for use in your diatrict are records of attendance and
retentiona, If thera 1a any indication that attendance has improved or
retentions have been reduced aa a reault of the project over the laat two
yearas (or longer, if a bilingual project was already in operation), then
these data would be worth examining. It ia particularly important to
examine theae isaues if they were addresaed in a needa asasasment or are

project goals.

La Tl

The chart illuatrataa compariaons which might ba employed. Reten~

tiona in the project achool for the current year (A) can be compared to
retentiona before the project waa inatalled (B). Tha current project
school (A) can be compared to a gimilar achool that haa no well eatab-
liahsd bilingv.l projact (C). If neither of theae comparisona ia posai-
ble, then diatrict, regional or national historical data can ba uaed (D).




No matter which comparison is chosen (A to B, & to C, or A to D),
be sure to compare the project group to a comparison group with similar
characteristics, For example, one might make any or all of the following

comparisons:
1. LES LES
2, Spanish Surnamed Spanish Surnamed
3. FES FES
4 Total School Total School

It 18 most desirable to compare LES project atudents to LES comparison
gtudents, If, however, the language proficiency characteristics of com-
parison students are not known, or if the criteria for deaignating com-
parison studente as LES were substantially different from criteria being
applied for project students, then it would be better to compare all
Spanish-surnamed project students to all Spanish=surnsmed comparigon
gtudents. Gathering data on FES students or on the total school popula-
tion serves the purpose of establiahing the comparability of the project

gchool(s) to the comparison school(s).

Interpretation of results must be made in light of the comparison
used and must take into account the limitations of the available data.
While there may be other influences Which affected retention patterns,
such as major pclicy changes, 1f it 1s likely that results are due at
least in part te the project, they should be reported.

We have included two worksheet>, one for gathering attendance data
and one for retention data., They may be of assistance to you ghould you
decide that this information would be appropriate for your evaluation,

We would appreciate your comments on these worksheets, If you are already
using a gimilar procedure or have relevant information we might share with

other sites, please let us know,
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Retentiona Worksheet

Steps

1.
2.
3.

4.

Determine what data 18 available.
Choose a compariaon.

Calculate retentiona of appropriate groupa liated below for project
atudenta.

Calculate retentiona of the seme groupa for comparison studenta.

LES Retainees {(What percent of LES project students were retained?)

a.

b

Number of LES project atudents retained in 1978-79:
K lat 2nd 3ed 4th

Total number of LES atudents in project in 1978~79:
K lat 2nd 3rd 4th

Percent of LES project atudenta retained (a/b = %):
K lat 2nd 3rd 4th

Spanish-surnsmed Retainﬁea {What percent of Spaniah-aurnamed project
atudenta wrre retained?)

e

b.

Number of Spanish-surnamed project atudents retained in 1978~79:
K lat 2nd 3rd 4eh

Total number of Spanish-surnamed studenta in project in 1978-79:
K lat 2nd 3ed 4th

Percent of Spaniah-aurnamed project atudenta retained (a/b = %):
K 1st 2nd 3rd 4eh

FES Retaineea (What percent of FES project atudenta were retained?)

b

c.

Number of FES project atudents retained in 1978-79:
K lat 2nd 3rd 4th

Total number of FES atudenta in project in 1978-79:
K lat 2nd 3ed 4eh

Percent of FES project atudents retained in 1978-79 (a/b = 2):
K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th

Total School Retainees (What percent of atudenta in the project achool(a)
were retsined?)

b.

Number of retaineea in project achool(a) in 1978-79:
K lat 2nd 3rd 4th

Totsl number of atudenta in project achool(a) in 1978-79:
K lat 2nd 3xd 4th _
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Project school

Source:

Method:

Example:

Attendance

Each teacher’s attendance records.

Calcrlate mean percent of abasencea for students in
project achool.

1.

2.

For each student, divide the number of days absent by tha
number of days enrolled. (Example: 11/176 = 1£X)

Caleulate the mean percent of absencas for the entire
group.

Compariaon school

Source:

Method:

Egch teacher's attendanca records.

Same a8 for project atudenta.

Alternative methoda of calculating attendance

Methods!

Calculete mean attendance for only those students who
were enrolled for at least B5% of the school year (which

“i{a an estimate of a student‘s enrollment period between

pre~ and poatteating.

Celculate mean attendance for thoae atudents who partici-
pated in pre-~ and posttesting.

A less deairable appreoach but perhaps more realfetic in
order to have an accurate couparison ia to calculate mean
attendance for all project students enrolled during the
year, Thia caleulation would include atudenta who unay
have been enrolled for any period of time and moved away.
Thia approach can be used when the comparison group does
not have data which exclude the mobility factor. The
compariaon can be efther a non~project school or hiatori-
cal data available from a particular sche.l or, as a laat
resort, diatrict historical data (e#ee ch-~ ),




Posaible Interpretations of Positive Results

- Parents; Parents may eee the project as more relevant and beneficial,
oY therefore they may be more persuasive in seeing that their
' children attend school,

Student: Students may find their school experience more relevant and

less traumatie, and therefore they may be more inclined to

attend school,

School: The school may be affecting the behavior of students and

parents by providing better school-home relations, thereby

Attendance Reporting Porm

poaitively affecting students’ attendance rate,

NEEELES Sﬂgnishzsurggge ?gs
Grade | Project Comparison | |[Project ComParison|{Project Comparison
K
1
2
3

*ge the sections appropriate for your site depending on what information
may be available and what queations your project wants to aneswer, For

by Language group, you may wish to use column 2 only.

20,

'
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EVALUATION OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT

Common Practices

A review of evalustion reports from asites participating in the field
test of Bilingual Project Information Packages revealed that the most com~
@on approach to the evaluation of the staff development component was tot

¢ Provide description and/or documentation of workshops and other
training activities that were provided, and to

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 evaluste the
content of the sessions, most sites had workehop participante £ill out a
combination rating form/queationnaire in which they evaluated seasions in
terms of criteria such as expertise of presentor, relevancy, clarity, prec=
ticality, meeting stated objectives, and meeting needs, The results of
thege evaluaticns were sutmarized across participants and often actual
comments made by participants were included in the summary. Several such
summary sheets, representing several workshops, were generally included
in an appendix., The results were then summarized &across saveral or all
seagions for the year and the conclusion reached wae often something like
"With one exception, all workshops met their objectives and provided use-
ful practical informetion for teachers," The majority of sites evslusted
their ptaff development component at this level,

A number of 6ites employed additional techniques including the fol-

lowing:

® A needs aseessment administered in the fall,

® pre- and posttests on content of workshop administered to par-

ticipants at each workshop.
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Claesroom observation to determine areas in which treining is

needed .

A questionnaire administered to a scmple of district (non-
project) staff to determine the extent to which they received
information concerning the project.

A pre-post {fall-spring) test for project staff measuring
knowledge of cultures represented in class.

A questionnaire to assess krowledge (self report) of project’s
goals and objectives.

Reporting of wniversity credits, special certificates, or

degrees received during the project life.
These approaches from a sample of programs represent an attempt to conduct
a broader evaluation of the staff development component. Since staff de~
velopment is the main apprecach to implementing many bilingual programs, it
is importent to select evaluation strategies that will provide as thorough

and accurate an assessment as possible of the effects of training.

Recommendatiuns

The staff development component can be evaluated through a variety
of approaches depending on who or what is evaluated, in terms of what
specific qualities or characteristics, and over how much time. What is
evaluated has generally been limited to the content of the pre~ or in-
service sessions. But to adequately assess the value of a staff develop~
ment program, the effects of training sessions on program staff must also
be exsmined. One general gosl is to improve the teachers’ and aides’ per-
formance in bilingual instruction, and the results can be determined by
anewering the following questions: How has classroom performance changed?,
How have knowledge, skills, and attitudes changed?, How have language

skills improved? An adequate evaluation should try to answer these ques-

tions. Another goal that has been receiving increased emphasis 1s the
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upgrading of management and evaluation skills £or program scaff who per-
form these functiona, It is just as important for project directora to
be trained in communication 8kill, for example, as it is for teachera to

be trained in instructional techniques,

The ultimate benefite of & staff development component should be ite
effects on the quality of the students’ education., It is more difficult to
measure effects on students and to be sble to attribute them to tr' .ning
seseionsa, but, in some cases, districts may be able to do this., If, for
example, teachers attend a session on "Cooperation in learning Centers," an
observer should be able to document the extent to which there is a change
in this kind of student bechavior over tiwme ueing a simple cbservation
instrument,

In addition to aez:seing effects of training on teachers, aides, and
students, it is possible to evaluate products resulting from training
activitiens, If part of the in~service program involves materisls devel-
opment, then the resulting materiale can be listed, described, and eval=-
uated In terms of their relevance, usefulness, and other features,

Sites may choose to gvaluate the management of the staff development
component in order to provide useful information toc improve next year’s

training program.

The term "ataff" can be defined as project staff, or more broadly
as 2ll dietrict staff, or sven more broadly as staff from other dis-
tricts, If non-project staff are included in in-service sessions, or
if they receive informatinn about the project, then the effects of these
efforts can be evaluated and discussed, If the practices employed by the

project are 80 innovative or successful that they are influencing neigh-

boring districte, then this 1e an important benefit to others resulting
=

from the project,
A number of suggestiions are expressed in ocutline form in the attached

framework entitled "Approaches to Bvaluation of Staff Development Compo-
nent." The purpose of the framework 18 to help explore the variety of
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ways in which a district can describe the benefits resulting from staff
training.

There are five major sections correaponding to the topics that are
underlined above. Within each of these topics suggestions are offered in
three areas: (1) the time frame for evaluation, (2} the characteristica
assessed, and (3) assessment methods. Each item that is preceded by 2
bullit (o} is simply a suggestion, and suggestions are not intended to be
all inclusive.

The time frame for eveluating staff training can be viewed in several
waya. Each event can be evaluated. For example, the content of a work-
shop, or teacher performance in the classroom can be evaluated after each
workshop., Other approaches are tc look at changes that occur from fall
to epring, from fall to fall, or cumulatively over several years. Some
aspecific suggestions are offered for characteristics te be assessed in the

evaluation. These will depend on who or what is being asseased and the

nature of the training that was offered. In addition, aome assessment

techniquea are suggested. Measurement 1s problematic for this program
component since it is difficult to obtain valid and reliable measures of
changes resulting from training. If it proves unfeasible to employ an
asgesament iustrument of some sort, then simple description ghould be uged.
The number of approaches used for evaluating staff development and the
extent of their use will depend, of course, on time and financial con-
atrainte, but at least program atsff can make infermed choices based on

a number of options.




Approaches to Evaluation of Staff
Development Component

A. Evaluation of content (workshopa, presentations, coursea, con~
ferences)

1. Time frame

¢ for each event
¢ over one year
e ovar project life

Characteriotics agseased

language < f presentations

quantity (numbzr of hours per year, ate.)
neeting needs of individuale
precticality

new information

expertise of presenter

meeting stated objectives

relevancy to program needs and resourcea
claricy

exchange of ideae

continuity

variety

degrea of participant involvement

Assesament methoda/description techniquea-

e rating acale

¢ interviews wich ateff

¢ queationnzire for recipients

¢ aimple description of training

B+ Evaluation of effects on instructional ataff

1, Time frame

® esch event (ex: one-shot poat workshop asaessment)
¢ over one ysar
e over project life

Characteristics assesaed {depends on natura of training)

clasaroom parformance

degreea, certification,; endorsement
knowledge and akills

attitudes

commitment

language gkilla

involvement with parents and community
roles of teachers, aides, volunteers
gelf~concept of inatructoras
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e management skills
e evaluation skills
p compunity

Assesspent methods/description techniques

classroom ohservation
videotape

test

rating scale

interview

quest ionnaire

tally

description

pre-post needs assessment

Evaluation of effects on students

1, Time frame

e. each event {ex: one shot post-workshop assessment or
pre-post wo_kshop assessment)

# over year

e over project life

Characteristics sssessed {depends on content of training)

self direction of students
time on task

language use

interethnic interaction
cooperation in lesrning centers
motivation

student work production

Assessment methods/description techniques

classroom observation
teacher questionnaire
teacher interview
tests

atudent iuterview
parental report

Evaluation of .products resulting from training sessions (materials,
record-keeping system, etc,)

I, Time frame

® each eveat
e oOver one year
® over project life




Charscteristices assenned

e quantity

® quality

¢ usefulness

o relevance to curriculum

Assaganent methoda/description techniques

e 1list and description
rating scale
documentation of dissemination
documentation of extent of use

E, Evaluation of mansgement of staff develobPment component

l, Time frame

® each svent
® over yesr
® over project life

Characteristice asaessed

project director’s role

instructional coordinator’s role
adequacy of plenning and implementation
coordination with steff

cost effectivenesa
inclusion of non=project peraonnel in project sctivities

Asseasment methods/description techniques

e participanta questionnsire
¢ rating acale
¢ individual interviews

P. Evsluation of effects on non-pProlect staff (including other die-
tricta)

l. Time frome

¢ each event (presentation, mailing, ete.)
® over year
® over project life

Characteristica asseaned

o knowledgs of or awareness of project goals and methods

e degree of coordination batwaen project and non=project class=
rooma

o oattitudes toward bilingusl education
interest in participating in project
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Assesament methods/description techniques

¢ questionnsire
1iat and description
record of number of visitors to project
record of number of requests for infonnation about project from
neighboring districts
documentation of extent of dissemination effort




EVALUATION OF PARENT/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Common Practices

Most Project Information Package (PIP) tryout gites documented and
raported avents sponsored for or by parents and community members. Whether
or not changes came about because of parent/community participation was
often not addressed. Little or no attention was given to examining the
effects of this component on the school, the students or the community
itself. The following evaluetion approaches were by fer the most common:

reporting ettendance at parent advisory committee (PAC) meetings,
and presenting minutes and a list of accomplishments;

describing parent workshops, parent education sessions, and
reporting attendancej

documenting efforts to dialeminaée.information about the school
and the project to parents and community;

documenting home visits by ataff and parent/teacher conferences.

A limited numbar of aites emplnyed additional evaluation techniqres,
including the following:

usa of a pre-post questionnaire to measure pavents’ gains in
knowledge of bilingual educacion, and sttitude toward the
program;

documentation of parent sctivities in the school {as tutors,
field trip supervisors, etc.);

11st of products of parent/community workshops (instructional
games, cassette recordings, newsletter, etc.);

parent questionnaire to assesa value of their perticipstion
in school activities; ‘

parent questionnaire to assess whether or not information was
recaived about project and about project evaluation;

questionnaire addressed to PAC to assess strengths and weaknesses
of the bilingual education project;

survey to assess child’s home language use.
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Recommendations

To a large extent the success or failure of a program is determined
by the contextual features which charecterize it. Parent/community (P/C)
support of 8 bilingual education program can be a great asset in helping
the program gain advocates and support. For this reason the first recom=
mendation i8 to document and report the typ2 of community support a pro-
gram received throughout the various stages of program development (plan-
ning stage, implementation). The amount of support a program receives
initially can be a predictor of the type of support it will receive
throughout its life, unless mome community feature changea dramatically.
Once the schoole where the program will be housed are selected, it 1s
racommended that aome historical data be collected as to the extent of P/C
support that existed prior to the program’s inception. This information
can be yged as a comparison in documenting the change in community support

over time.

A second recommendation is that realiastic, meaningful short~term and
long-term objectives be written which will define the expected achool=-
community relationship. P/C participation in this activity 16 eseential
aince 1t will outline their commitment to the #chool as well as their
expectations of the school. Assurancea ought to be made that minority
P/C participation will occur eince this is tha target population of tha
bilingual education project and aince compliance with federal guidelinea
is a goal in itself.

A third recommendation i{s to plan processes and activities which will
produce the desired outcomes specified in the goals. The formation of a
PAC, prcduction of an activities calendar, formation of standing commit-
tees (for hiring, curriculum, evaluation, etc.) are examples of processes

wvhich will achieve some of the short=term goals apecified. Parents’ actual

participation in the claasroom and cultural instructional units prepared by
parents are examples of procassea that may contribute to sachieving some of
the desired long~term goals.




A fourth recommendation is one that is presently being addressed by

most 8ites, This is to document the array of activitiea that teke place

throughout the achool year that are of significance to the school=community
marriage., Section A=2 of th: following outline liste a variety of P/C
ectivities common to bilingual education programe, This list is by no
means exhaustive; however, it categorizes activities in a systematic manner
80 that it is possible to identify the g8p® and weaknesses as well as the
strengthe in a program. P/C activitiea and characteristics are grouped by

domains such as menagement, curriculum, and parent advisory committee.

A thorough evaluation of the P/C component requires going ona step
beyond the documentation of activities, It requires an attempt to respond
to the questions, "What are the effects of the P/C component on the P/C
itnelf, on the students, and on the achool?” The goals mentioned earlier
should specify the changes expected to be produced in each of these greas.
The next question to ask is, "How will these changes be manifested?" The
anawer to this question will determine the choice of the sssessment method
and time frame most eppropriate for each sres to bhe evaluated, Sections B,
C, and D of the outline address these questions and offer suggestions for
selecting chsracteristics to be assessed, assessment methods, and a tiné
frame,




APPROACHES TO EVALUATION OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT

A. Parent/Community Involvement Activities and Characteristics

l. Desgcriptive Information on P/C Participation

a., Historical parent involvement at school selected to house the
bilingual program {a comparison standard)

b. Type and amount of community involvement at selection/adoption
stage in trying to get the Title VII grant

Amount of time devoted to P/C affairs by staff liaison; source
of funds for position

d. Paid or volunteer positions held by parents {(community llai-
son, teacher aides, etc.)

List of Parent/Community Involvement Activities

a. Management
e forming staff hiring standing committee

e planning calendar of school events (holidays, plays, carni-
vals, open heouse, etc.)

e planning student progress reporting procedures

Curriculum planning activities
goals and objectives
materials selection
cultural component
first and second language use plan
extra curricular activities

planning parent classroom participatien

Classroom involvement

e parent function (tutor, clerical, PAC, parent educatiom,
etc.)

language used in activity (English, other)
duration of parent participation

contribution of parent (helpful, informative, entertaining,
productive)

relevancy to program objectives
continuity




Parent Advisory Committee activities and characteristics

& parent input to PAC constitution and rules and regulaticna

o officers elected vs. appointed (duration of tera, qualifi-
cations, appointed or elected by whom)

reaponsibilities, powers, and limits of PAC

pariicipation of project members (numbers, psrcentages
involved in action committees)

participation of minerity as compared with noun-minority
parents

participation of community organizations and/or individuals
parent in-service and parent education
# PAC budget

Reporting and evaluation activities

& PAC standing committee on svaluatioen
classroom visitation (frequency, duration, purpose)
parent training on evaluation
parents’ involvement in testing
PAC's evaluation effort as reflected in yearly evsluation
report

B. Evaluation of Effects of Parent Participation on Parents and Community

1. Time PFrame
& each day

# each event {curriculum unit, parent educational course, a
field trip, etc.)

pre-post (yearly)
lengitudinal (program’s duration)

Characteriatics Aasessed
participants’ performance (as PAC members, tutors, etc.)
degrees, certification, awards, ete.
knowledge of project and skills acquired
attitudea towards project
commitment {actual participation, aupport)
role of parentes in school affairs

gelf~concept of parents




Asseasment Methods
¢ claPcroom observation
& tesat

¢ queationnaire

¢ rating ecale

¢ interview

¢ tally

C. Evaluation of Effects of Parent Participation on Students

1, Time Frame
® each event
¢ pre-post yesr assessment

¢ over atudents’ program participation

Charscteristica Aaseraed
students’ change in diacipline
time on task

language uasge

inter—-ethnic interaction
motivation

astudent work product

attitude

sbaenteelsm

retentiona

Asseasment Methods
¢ claaaroom observation
¢ teacher queationnaire
& teats

¢ atudent interview

s parental report

.

count, tslly of atudenta’ work production




D, Evaluation of Effects of Parent Particivation on School

1, Time frame
¢ each avent
e pre-post yearly
¢ historical (pre-project current)
® over project life

Characteristice Assessed

staff characteristics

teachers’ classroom performance
clasarcom ambienca
parent=aschool commmications
language usage in school
inter—athnic interaction
curriculum appropriatenesas
school budget

project evaluation

Assesgnent Methods

e classroom observation
rating scale
questionnaire
tally
description

pre~pest needs apsessment
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