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- - FOREWORD

-
/Thls report was prepaged as a response toa request from the Board of Regents

to provide data on the number of students enrolled in bilingual programs,,

he'charalteristics of these programs, ‘and the ac'hlevement of students enrolled.

The repqrt is cpmposéd of the following seetlonsr

L

.

L

IL. Charactenstlcs of Bilingual Prog/ams in New York State

m. Effectweness of Bxlmgual Programs ' v

. .4

IV, Summary afd Recommendanons
This report was prepared by the followmg persons

Carmen A, Perez, Chief, Bureau of Bllmgual Education
Peter M. Byron, Supervxsor, Bureau of Bilingual Education .
Nicholas S. Argyros, Associate, Bureau of School and Categorical Programs
Michael M. Fennell, Associate, Bureau.of Bilingual Education’

Enid Audinot\'A'ssistant Bureau of Bilingual Edujtion

[}

For additional ‘infarmation, plea)se contact the ureau of Bilingual Educatlon
at 518: 474-8775, . »

R .- — . . . .

Description of Funded Programs for Limited English Proficient Students,
5 Including Numbers of Students and Language Gtoups Served

e -




II.

- L

.
- *

* ABSTRACT OF REPORT ON THE EDUCATIONAL#PROGRAMS ™~
ot FOR STUDENTS OF LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY
IN°'THE STATE.OF NEW YORK -

*

AJOR QUESTION: t - .

What are the student outcomes of bilingual programs in New York State in.

oral tanguage prof1c1ency in English and native language; in readlng in Engllsh .

_and in mathematics in Enghsh"( .

STUDENT SAMPLES: ~ L N

,

“The research was conhducted 1ndependently with the followmg samiples:

a. Oral Language Growth: Chapter 720 Progra?n's (1978-1979). Thlrteen
school districts (K-12) N-1295. The sample included ‘Hispanic, Italfﬁ
Greek, Portuguese, Chihese, South East Asian and Lebanese students.
Approximately tsvo-thirds of the pupils Were from Spanish-language

& - backgrounds with approximately 75% of the students enrolled for two
‘years or less in schools where the language of instruction was English.

b. Title I/PSEN Summary of/C'FR\enon Test] Results (1978-1979). Data

submitted annually %0 the/State Education Department (K-12) thirough

reading and mathematics skils\n Engh were.dlalyzed to Compare skill
* mastery gains between lm”uted nglfsh profict Cy (LEP) students and
the school population at large. The sample included Pepresentatlves of

varied language grolps with the largest percentage from Spanish-

language backgrounds. A

c. | Review of Eleméntary Level Title VIl and Chapter 720, Evaluation

Reports (1978-1979): Evaluation reports submitted by 50 ESEA Title VII'
and 18 Chapter 720 projects at the elementary or middle school levels
were analyzed‘to determine student outcoémes in reading and mathema--

~

tics achievement in English. The sample included representatives from
" many language groups with the largest percentage from Spanish-
language backgrounds

-

" d. Review of Secondary Level Title VI and Chapter 720" Evaluation

- Reports (1978-1979) Evaluation reports submitted by-20 high school
bilingual pebjects’ which served Spanish, Italian, Chinese, Arabic,
Haitian-Creole and Yiddish. The largest percentage of students were
! from Spanish-language backgrounds.

K

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:

- There are currently no apptoved State regulations for programs for students
'of limited English proficiency. While eachrbilingual education program must

* . by definition use two languages (native language and English) for instryction,

7 -

;oo g -

. the two languages are used in many different ways by the different programs.

Generally; the requirements.of the funding sources used to suppert a program
dictate the types of programs whjch are implemented. Described below arg
models for the most common programs for students of limited Enghsh
proficiency in elementary and secondary schools, N

[ -
- N N .3

-

» . . iv‘

» L * ~

(LEAP) evaluat%on report in

&
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't Bilingual Education‘(grad.es 1-6) " K

Elementary school bilingual programs normally follow a model in which

the use of the native language decreases as each student's skills in |
Enghsh increase.” This type of program helps students to acquire skills

i subject areas such as mathematlcs, science and social studies through .
the language they. understand best, while they are acquiring proficiency

¢ in English. As the student's English language ability develops, subject-
area instruction through English is increased, and the use of the native
language is decreased. The speed at whxch thé student moyes from
bilingual instruction to monolingual .'Ehglish instruétion usually depends

on the student's progr ess in developing English language proficiency. ’

4 2. English as a Second Language (ESL Only) (grades 1-6) v

In school distrigts in which there are not sizeable numbers of children
from the same non-English language background, districts offer only
English as a second language (ESL). instrution. Students receive ESL
- instruction on the, average of one heur a day. In"most cases students
receive instruction in language artsy mathematics, social studx&s, and

science in the,monolingual Engllsh-sp eaking classroom.

3. Bumgual/ESL (grades 7-12) C ' o . "\
Depending 6r1‘ the numbers of students from the same l'anguage back--
o ground, bilingual or ESL-only instruction is given. Where there are

' , sizeable .numbers of students from ‘the same ‘hon-English language
backgrqund a b111ngual model similar to that used in the elementary .
school is followed Where many, different 1anguage gyoups are repre-

a sented by a few students in each group, such students receiveintensive
, ‘ ESL instruction and all contegt areas are taught in English. y

IV.  ASSESSMENT - . . ; .
T Test ms;c/.lments inciuded standardized and criterion measures in the Englfsh
- <language! Teést selection was made by project directors through the deter-
mination of their indiyidual pro;ect evaluatlons. ’

V.  RESULTS OF STUDY

\
4 . e ’

) a.  Oral Language Growth: Chapter 720 Programs (1978-79)

1. In English, the average oral 'language score for all the sample '

B ' increased from 52.0 to 70.2 in a six month period between the

Rl pre- and posttests. .

) 2. For students taking both the pre- and posttest, the average gam in
oral English was 20 points. -

13 . ™ ¥ : . ’
« o )
I} b - R \ ¢
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b. Title Iﬁ’SEN Summary of Criterion Test Results (1978-79). 8

analysis, structural analysis, vocabulary, ‘comprehension, study
skills, and total qeadmg) revealed’that limited English proficiéent

T st

skill mastery equal to that of the Title I population at
large. ’ '

2.  Limjted English proficjent students surpassed the general pop—uIa-'
tlofm the mastery of the subskills of structural analysxs, vocabu-«

lary, and study skills as tested in Enghsﬁ‘ . -

/. . 3. leifed English proficient students demonstrated a comparable
. level of mastery in mathematics to that of the Title I population at

large on thé mathematics skills of numbers, operation and appli-.

. cations; geometry; medsurement; statistics and probability; sets;
, - functions and graphs; problem solving; and total'math, as tested in
English. .

14

- 4.  Mastery for the limited Englisﬁ proficieﬂt group in the bilinguai‘

program exceeded the percentage of mastery for the population

»at large in the skill areas of nu bers, operations, and applica-

+ , tions; geometry; measurement; and problem solving. .
e~

c Review of Title VII and Chapter 720 Evaluation Reports 1978-79
(Elementary) '\

L. Significant gains in‘English reading achievement were reported
! , for22of 35Title VIl and Chapter 720 elem entaryschool programs.

» ¢

2.  Significant gains in mathematics when measured in Ehglish wete
reported for 13 of 22 Title VII and Chaptec 720 elementary school,
programs. .

~ -

- J 1
d. Rev(ew of Title VII and '\Chapter 4720 Evaluation Reports 1978-79'
(Secondary) N .

o Attendanceby students in bilingual programs exceedéd thdt of the

d . school population in the English monolingual programs in 17 of the
20 Title VII high school bilingual programs. . \

* 2. Dropout rates for students. enrolled in bllmgual programs were
less than for monolingual high school students in all areas of the

Title VII bilingual programs reportmg dropout rates.
3. igher percentage of students in the bilingual program were
accePted at colleges than in the total school. populatiod in seven

R of the nine Title VII bilingual programs reporting college entrance
\ . information. .

-
-

/

t,

Vi 4 “~

'l A review of thesfive English reading ,skill categones (phonétic’

st?s enrolled in bilingual or -ESL Title I" programs demon- *
ed

-3
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VL. CONCLUSIONS C St

A review of the findings of the four studies jndicates the positive achieve-
ment of limited English proficient’ children in oral language development,
reading, and mathematics as tested in English. The findings substantfate
higher attendance, lower dropout rates and a higher .college admission level
thahseen in English monolingual comparison groups. R
. . = “ . M
The implications ate that the programs serving limited English proficient
students in the State of New York demonstrate positive accomplishments in
both affective and cognitive domains. : o .

.
' B
+

* VII. MAJOR REFERENCES . > ~ T

Carinen A. Perez, Peter M. Byjon, Nicholas S. Argyros, Enid Audinot and
Mjchael M. Fennell.
Limited English Proficiency in the State of New York, Albany, New "York. "
. Bureau of Bilingual Education,‘Ne\'w York State Education Def)argm ent, 1980.
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- REPORT ON THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS I ’ B

) . N .. OF LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY .. o :
” ‘ T . o NEW YORK.STATE ] ' . ’
. ot : i . . ‘ i , ' Iy

': L. Descnpt;on of Funded Programs for Limited Enghsh Prof1c1ent Students - ¢

Including Numbers of Students and Language Groups S'er . . ) \

Sectlon_ 3204 of the'New York State Educatlon Law allows schools to -« © .
offer instruction in a language other than English for a period of three years ]
e - and, with the approval of the Commissioner, for’a period not exceeding six . s
’ - years. Such™bilingual programs must include instruction: in English as a
' second language while subject area instruction (e.g. science, social studies
-and mathematics) is provided.in the student's native language New York
" State Education law does not allow instruction lexcluswely ¢n a child's native

language when that language is not English. ‘ , . ”

Currently the two'types-of approaches used to teach students of limited .
kngllsh proficiency (LEP) are English as a second language (ESL) and bilingual :
.t . education. School districts are free to select either approach. Factors which
influence the type of program a district uses include: funding available, local
attitudes, community expectations, and the availability of resources.
* Bilingual education for LEP students is an educatign program -Wthh
-+ uses two languages for instruction. Its goal is to alloW LEP students to
4 progress in academic subjects- through instruction in their native language'’ -
¥ until they acquire the degree of English proficien g which will allow them to -
<"« * receive all instruction in English. All bilingual' programs must have an ..
. - , English as a second language component. English as a second language (ESL)
‘ P uséﬁ variety of techniques and methodologies designed to develop English
' language proﬁaency among speakers of languages other than English. LEP -
. students in an ESL-only ptogram receive instruction ‘in Enghsh asa second
7 - - lang’uage and instruction in acadermc subjects in Enghsh ,

-

~'Bilingual programs may be 1mplemented through ‘any one of a combina-
tion of local, State and Federal funding sources. Each funding sourge issues
regulatjons specifying the.type, level and intensity of activities authorized.
A requirement common to all funding sources is that some instruction be .
given in.English. Three Fgderal and two State programs provide most of the
funds for programs fbr stugents of limited English proﬂmency .

Py

' .ot Chart |I. shows the funding sources cu,rrently in use, t'he method of

. distribution, the languages, the numbers of students served by each source,

- ' " and the types of services provided «under each. The chart indicates the
" diversity of sources providing funds for educational serviges to limited
English pro‘ﬂaent students. Such programs in New York provided services to
more than 127,000 students in 1978-79. Although $tudents from 29 language,
backgrounds were served, the 1l fanguage groups for which bilingual programi’s
were funded _were: Chmese, Japanese,- Russian, Greek, Korean, Arabic,
Mohawk, Seneca, Spanish, Italian and French/Creole. Programs for students

in thé 18 remaining ianguage groups : recewed funding fex: English as a second

» language only - . N -

I3 .

Y

-




T ‘ £ . N . . Ry . . } ‘ ' ‘. ‘. .
- T S ' : CHART! . ‘ C ’
. *. ¢ FUNDED PRéGRAMS FOR LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY STUDENTS
INCLUDING NUMBERS OF$TUDENTS AND LANGUAGES . .
. 1979-1980 .
' s, - C. . .
ot Funding Number of Types of Authorjzed*
. Source _ “ Students Languages Fundjng Co Servic&s
v . » P ¢
. ESEA'TITLE | 49,988 ‘ Spanish; Italian, French, éreek, " Formula Aid Administrative’
' ~ (Federal) Hebrew, Vietnamese, Haitian/ o, Instructional
, ¥ e . Creole, Arabic, Portuguese, . . Support
a ‘ Korean, Russian, Yiddish, Japan- ..
: __ ese, Cantonese, Mandarin, Farsi, | , '
Armenian, Polish, German, +° .
* Turkish, Burmese, Albanian, Yoo
. . Mohawk, Seneca, Urdu, Ukranian, )
: Laotian, Cambodian v
' ) . - X . b . .
‘ , ESEA TITLE'] 597 Algonquin, French, Spanish o Formula Aid Administrative
; MIGRANT ' : ! Instructional
(Federal) - . “Support )
) . o : : I r I
ESEA TITLE IV-C  ° 1,673 Spanish o ¢ Competitive Administrative
(Federal) : o : \« I - Instructional
! - Y Support
at . v 0‘ Y , AN - =, B .
. ESEA TITLE VII 46,349 Spanish, Italian, Haitian/Creole, . Coinpetitive Adminjstrative
. (Federal) Cantonese, Mapdarin, Chinese, ° Support .
’ . . / Arabic, Portuguese, Japanese, .
! : Seneca, MohaWk, Korean,Greek, e :
L c g French, Russian, Hebrew, Yiddish * =, .,
- ) ORI 4 P
) Indochina Refugee 4 3,0%2, . Vietnamese, Cambodian, La_xotiain Formula Aid Instructiona]
- Assistance’Act | ) Support -
(Federal) < ' - .
‘ . . . . - . ’ p
Chapter 24] 23,023 Languages same ag Title | . Formula Aid . Administrative
PSEN - : ) ' . ) s . . ., . Instructional
11 (tate) . 1 . . Support
~ ~ M . N - . o 4 . Y
. Chapter 720 : 12,188 . Spanish, Italian, Haitian/Creofe, " Competitive Instruetional
; (State)” Seneca, Chinese, French, Greek X
M - - : X .m.\ - N *
o *See AppendixA ' , ] °, , .
" .~ " - f « . *
ERIC / . .
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1. 'CharactensUCS of Bilingual Programs in New York Stgt
T A. lnstructlonal Progcam Charactens% o ¢4

" Thefe are currently no approved \te regulations for_programs for
'« students of limited E gllsh proficienc While each.biliﬁfa‘_l education
*  program must by deMnitjon use two languages (nﬁve language and English)
for -instructioh, the two languages are used in ny different ways by the
different pilingual programs. Generally, the requirgments of the funding-
‘Sources used .to support a‘program dictate the types of programs,which are
“implemented. Describ elow are models for the most common programs
« - for students of 11m1t:<&\ghsh proficiency in elementary and secondary

schools.® - |
© 1. Bilingwal Education (grades 1-6) T b
L 4 ' Elementary school blllngual programs normally follow a model in: whxch‘

the wse of the native language decreases-as each student's skills in English
increase. * Thig type of program helps students to ‘acquire skills in subject
areas such as mathematics, science and social studies through the language
they understand best, while they are aquiring proficiency in Enghsh As the
student's English language ablhty developsy Qub)ect-area instguction, through
Egnghsh is increased, and the, Use of the native language is decreased. The
at which the’ student moves from bilngual instruction to monolingual

En ifstruction usually depends on the student's progress in

- developmg English language profxcxency

s - , Forgexample, a LEP student entermg a blllr}guar program at the. second'
o grade u_;%o through the followmg schedule over a three-year penod-
- "FIRST YEAR * - . .
LY 0 . -
. .+  Subject K Language
K &uage Arts , - . [ Native Language o,
Science \ - Native Language . —
4 Mathematicss |, g oo . Native Language '
_Social studies - . Native Language S
' English as a Second Language - English -
- Physical Education, Music and Art English ' )
« * g

., o . ; * ~
.
A . ! * - -
~ i -~ x ‘ pon . . Pl
C .
f
. ~ e

© 'y~ SECOND YEAR*

Subject - "Languages
vj — - A.; v -
Language-Arts \. Native Language.
Science : Native Language .
Mathematics - | - . mEnglish
Socjal ‘Studies o Native Language
‘  English as a Second Langudge English_ - :
., Physical Education, Music and Art Enghsh .
. 5 ‘
‘ +
. ¢ b
v 1 3

¥y . =




. English-speaking classroom. ' ‘

. B. Teacher Characteristics

. teaching ip bilingual programs. Of those teachers, fewer than twenty pefcent .

, «. THIRD YEAR ¥ .-
L ~ <! . . ° .
Subject Language )

'y

. @ ‘
Language Arts | English ' .
Science English/Native Language >
Mathematics ~ English ' '

- Social Studies { English/Native Language
English as a Second Language English
Physical Education, Music and Art ~ English

e [
| B e

) ~ . - ‘ . {

o~

P
.

*® -

2. " English as a Second Language (ESL Only) (gradexl-6)

12?»;\ In school districts in which there are.not sizable numbers of children
from the same non-English language background, districts offer ory English
as a second language (ESL) instruction. - Students receive ESL instruction on- !
the average of one hour a day. In most cases students receive instruction in

. language arts, mathematics, social studies, and science in the monolingual

3. * Bilingual/ESL (grades 7-12) . - / -

D'epending on the numbers of students from the same language back-
ground, bilingual or ESL-only instruction is given. Where there are sizable
numbers of students.- from the same non-English language background, a
bilingual model similar to that used in the elementary school is followed.
Where many different language groups are represented by a few students in /
each group, such students receive intensive ESL instruction and all 'content\
areas are taught in English language.

.

[
-

4 { #

* The Board of R¥gents has approved bilingual and English as a second
guage teacher certification fot implementation in September, 1983. Cur-.
®ly bilingual teachers are licensed in New York City and Buffalo thrdugh
icensing examinations. New York City also licenses English as a second
Tanguage teachers. The most current data available on bilingual teachers in
the State-appears in the 1978-79 Public School Professional Personnel Report
- issued by the Information Center on Education. .

A$ shown ‘on Chart 2, in 1978-1979 2,884 teachers were reported as

held a B.A. ds their highest degree, while approximately eighty percent ]
reported education ranging from a B.A. plus 30 hours to the Doctorate. ]

" Eighty-seven percent of the bilingual teachers reported holding permanent ops -
life certification in some‘area, while eleven percent reported five-year' ~
provisional qertificates{y

»




CHART 2 '

S * BILINGUAL TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS
. 1978-1979 :
’ g
N % _ Fo.

» .

NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGES OF TEACHERS PRESENT‘L/Y TEAGHING

"IN BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN NEW YORK STATE

Locétions . Number - Per"cent /
New York City : 2,635 v . 91.0
Buffalo = - . 35 .0l
Rest of State 24 ‘ 7.0
. Total , 2,884 -
‘ t . d J -
< b . ’#’ ’
DEGREE STATUS | -
% ) |
. ' - B.A.+ M.A.+ .
» . - 30 or 30 or . .\
,Less Than B.A. B.A. mor e hrs. M.A. more hrs. . Doctorate
0% ~ 7 19.8% 14.3% 38.1% 26.6% - 1.0%
A “ i ’ , v
ﬁ‘ ~
' , , /
L. " . CERTIFICATION STATUS
: Nene 5 Year Provisional -+ ° ] Permanent or Life .
E . " < ‘ < ¥
0.6% * 10.6% 87.1%

’ ‘

T S
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. ’ . : 2 oy .
C.  EntgyExit Criteria in Federal, State and New York City Programs .

! Criteria for.admission to and exit from Federal and State bilingual/ESL

programs are contained in Federal and State legislation. Admission and
" program exit criteria in New York City are defined in the Aspira Consent
“.Decree. - % . . ) |

»

I.,” Entry Criteria
3

. | )
a. Federal-ESEA Title VII ©
— k ¢

oo

- R W - . .
w.' ' - According to Federal regulations (PuBlic Law 95-56l-Nov. 1, 1978),
. "« inorder toqualify for admission to a Title VII bilingual program, a student
’ * must be determined to be  limited Englishproficient and must meet at 7
lgast one of the following criteria:

L .
: ” . The student was not born in the United States. -

~ “. The student's native langu'age is other than English.
\l . 7+ The student ‘comes from an envirogment where a language other than
\~ . English is dominant.

N . The student is American Indian or Alaskan Native and comes from an
v environment Where a language other than English has had a significant
.imipact on his/her level of English language proficiency. (
. _m‘ In addition to the above, the student must be found to have sufficient
*difficulty “in understanding, speaking, readirg or writing the English.
language to deny him or her the opportunity to learn successfully in
classrooms where the language of instruction is English. The Federal
. regulations further state (Section 123a24) that the student's proficiency
- in speaking English fust be assessed on an individual basis, and that
-overall assessment of the student must include a determination of
¢ proficiency in all four of the English language skills: understanding,

° speaking, reading and writing. .
: . b, State- I\Iew York State Education Law Section 3204 (
< » - - . N -
v, According to New York State Education Law, programs in which ’

both English’and the second language arefused for instruction are for
» students: ’

tal - -

" . "...who, b}l réason of foreign birth, ancestry or otherwise, experience
difficulty -in reading -and understanding English." (New York State
' Education Law Section 3204.)

3 \ ' "
» c. - New York City : :
* s.e ' .
b ) New.York City schools are under a court order requiring standards
N for admission to bilingual programs as follows: ' \_)
( 1 ', \

LN ——




"Those children scor'ing at or below the 20th percentile on th‘é\Language
Assessment Battesty (LAB) [English test will be classified as- hdving
difficulty with the English language and, therefore, entitled -to the
. provisions set forth in the Consent Decree and Special Circular No. i14."
t . ‘ . A N . - -
PR 2. , Exit Criteria ' ‘

-

k4

a.  Federal-ESEA Title VII ' :

te .

.
%
L]

g : )

‘- . ESEA Title VII requires that program apglicénts evaluate "..,the

' *  <l123a.23). Program applicants are required also to demonstrad a

. . " reasonable time schedile and cost-effectiveness for: "The-transfer of

\ : these children to instructional programs not funded under the Act."
(Section 123a.20). )

~hay, -

‘

The Federal provisions for ijing children from bilingual programs are
-further delineated ig-the regulation requiring schools which receive this

L

funding to: ° . -
Set measurable goals for determining wherr children enrolled in a
~program' of bilingual education no longer need assistance in

devéloping proficiency in English; and - ¢ \

Conduct an evaluation of eacr; child who has been enré_l_led in a

"« program of bilingual education for two yedrs to detérmine if the
child should remain in‘the program (Section 123a.45). ’

~ .

AR

students' progress in’ improving ‘their English langufge skills." (Section’ .

i

&9




, 1l Bffectlveness of Bllmgual Programs
- 4 o 1

‘ The absente of statewxde regulatlons stapdardlzmg the evaluation of
« programs for students of limited English proficiency and the variety of
funding sources, each with its regulations fegarding program, evaluation, and
entry/exxt requiremets, rpake it difficult to generalize the relatxve effec-
s tiveness of particular types of programs. Furthermgre, there is a'critical
. shortage of standardized native language instruments with which to medsure
growth or achievement in subject areas taught in"the native language or in
English as a’s&cond language. For some languages, there are virtually no such

/

standardlzwjtruments 2

- [ 4 .

‘ For the purpose of this report, the evaluation data available for each of
four of the funding sources was summatized and is reported separately. The

M conclusions reported are applicable to each of the programs discussed. .

Program, effectiveness mformatmn pr&sented in this ‘report has been

. » secured from evaluation data for ESEA Title I/PSEN, ESEA Title VII and

.Chapter 720, as well as from a study that is being conducted by the Bureaus

_ of Bilingual Education and School and Categorical Programs Evaluation,

' entitled Oral Language Growth in Chapter 720 State Funded Programs (K-12).
The preliminary findings of the study are'presented in this report.

A. TI';'LE I/PSEN SUMMARY OF CRITERION TEST RESULTS 1978-74 (K-
12
0 - ’ . Lt
Test results for Title I/PSEN students are submitted annually to tire
State Education Department through the Local Educational Agency Programs
(LEAP) évaluatiomseport, Criteron-referenced pre- and posttest scores in
.- reading and mathematics skills for 1978-79 were analyzed to compare skill
s mastery gains between limited Enghsh proficient (LEP) students and the
’ school population at large. & .
A review of the five English reading skill categona rebealed that
limited "English proficient students enrolled in bilingual ,or. ESL Title I
programs demonstrated percentages of skill mastery comparable to that of
the Title I populatiofi at large. Limited English proficient students surpassed
v the general population mastery in the subskills of structural analysis,
vocabulary, and study skills as tested in English. There is also a slight
’ «  percenta advantage for LEP students in overall English reading skills. A
' description &f gains appears in Table |,

]
-




TABLE |

.. PERCENT OF PUPIL$ PASS.ING READING-SKILLS OBJECTIVES
COMPARISON OF LEP PUPILS AND TOTAL TETLE'I POPULATION

' i (CRI‘TERION RE\FEREN’CED TES’T RESULTS FOR 1978-79) ;
R Total Population X LEP Population !
Skill Category N % - <’ N %
£ N ] G .
, Phonet?® Analysis 68,63% - 75° %60l 72 .
Structural Analysis 415116 69 ‘ 6,31 = 73 -
Vocabulary ' 32,929 .70 5,563, 75
Comerehension .9,00 66 7,891 63
' BREY e . N vob
Study Skills 7,172 66 =\ /! 70 .
/" Total Reading uL862 70 39,6 71 .
A similar comparison was made for all eight mathgmatics skill categor-
es. ‘In all cases, with the.exception of logical thinking, for which there was
Jinsufficient information, §;_LEP stydents in the bilingual program demodn-
strated a comparable percent of successful mastery of skills. Mastery for the
LEP group in the bilingual program exceeded the percentage of mastery for
the population at large in the ski areas O numbers, operations, and
- s hpplications; geometry; measurement; and. problem solving. This data ap- .
pears in Table 2. L - ’( )
L ol
i A TABLE 2 _ T .
* PERCENT OF.PUPILS\ PASSING MATHEMATICS SKILLS OBJECTIVES
COMPARISON OF LEP PUPILS AND TOTAL TITLE I POPULATIONS *
( . (CRITERION REFERENCED TEST RESULTS FOR' 1878-79)
* " Total Population "LEP Population -
*  Skill Category v N % ’ N %
" Numbers, bperation and =, < ]
, * Application <. 125,617 75 22,994 78
' Gemetry , ) 10983 76 6,077 79
” Measurement . * 20501 C 74 C o3 L 75
S , ” ' \ ' .
Statistics and ' . . .o .
Probaffility . 36 - 85, ,8 0. &0
. Sets . J .7 5,403 83 \ 2,450 83
" Functiong and Ggaphs 2,453 70 92l 68
. ' o 4
¥ ] *" Problem Solving 6,043 - 38 985 68
. . \ 2 ' '
. Total Math 171,656 75 42,801 77 * 8
‘ € ' . i . . ' ‘ [
[ N ;
L]
* 69
. * i - ( ¢ ‘
[ ’ ll) - - ‘
- . . . /(
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..B.  BRAL LANGUAGE GROWTH IN CHAPTER 720—FUNDED BILINGUAL
' 'PROGRAMS (K-12) ' . , ~

The Bureau of Bilinglial Educatlon began a study of oral language
growth in State-funded bilingual programs during the school 'year 1979-80.
The initial stage of this evaluation-study has assessed the growth in oral
language skills’inboth English an® the native language of the students that °
composed the sample. A fotal of thirteen school districts.and 1,295 students
in these districts were chosen as a representative sample that would allow for
infer ences to be made about the bilihgual population asa whole. The thirteen
districts were composed of eight community districts in New York City, two
high school distrigts in New York City ard three upstate New York districts.
_ 'Table 3 shows.the country or place.of origin of the pipils that pagticipated in
= the survey. Although the highest number of students come from PuerRo Rico,
this number is only about one third of the sdmple. ~

Y.
. : " TABLE 3 -

COUNTRIES OF ORIGIN OF $ IN LINGUAL PROGRAMS IN Sf‘\MPLE DISTRICTS

14

.
-

. No. of Pupi}s ~

{

Country of Origin . , In Sample ) glercent /

-

® .

Puerto Rico . 457
Dominican R epublic " 112
CUba'g : ' 17
M exito : <12
Cglombia . 70
Ecua‘dor . . 63
Spain and Portugal b
~ Ttaly - . 121
Greece : 88
China and S.E. As:a 79
Lebanon  ~-= . 4
1/Other: Central American ) uf;
2/Other South American 97
Unspecified 109

(9

WVOoOE T ANV — i —— 0

1295 { | | 100

. \
. 1/includes Honduras, Guatamela, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Nicaragua

2/1ne’md&s Pex"u, Chile, 'Bohv:a, Yrguay, Afgentma

%
a

/ v -
The native languages of pupils in the samples is shown in Table 4,
Approx1mately two,-thxrds of the pupxls come fr@m Spanish-language back-
grounds.




\

Native L-amuage— . Number of Pupils in Sample * ~ . Percent
% .
_ Spanish ‘ . 878 " : 68
Italian ) 133 o
Greek " S~ : b
Chinese . . ;o 62 . . 5 '
, Other (or missing) L 164 . 13
- Total 1295 100
& »
- An examination of the typé of schools where the LEP population is
enrolledhindicates that the majority of sample students are "new" to English
language instruction. .
About 75% of. the students participating in the study have been %in
schools where the predominant language of instruction is English for two
years or less. (See Table 5) - . ) s
. . . TABLE 5 ' -
. 'NUMBER OF YEARS SAMPLE PUPILS HAVE BEEN IN SCHOOLS °
' WH;RE PREDOMINANT LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION IS ENGLISH
. Numb,er of Y ears Nurdber of Puplls in Sample Plercent-
l B
4‘)‘.# . . B -~
© Lessthan! , .o 239 ’ . 18
L, 2 437 - “ 3
2 . .. 298 IR 23 ?
\ 3-5 165 13 .
6-10 92 ] ~7
. _ Over 0 5 . 1~
Missing ' - 49
' Total L1295 100
[} - % -

o

CTABLE 4~ .
NATIVE LANGUAGE OFPUPILS IN SAMPLE

)

~NJ

| =
Eightys percent of the sample pupds have been enrolled: in bmngual
programs for ti¥o years or less. Only tWO percent have béen enrolled for

mor e than five y ears. (See Table 6) s , ¢
' “~N i .
14 I 4 ’ \“
» . > . /
' L4
/ AN
. 3
' .
. 5
' N Yo . . by
.
. ’ - - t .
' > ~ Al - g

/
v o - . E3 .
¢ . . 1y -1
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" TABLE 6 ‘

N '1*7““"".‘7.
ﬂ ) NUMBE_&S 'OF YEARS SAMPLE PUPILS HAVE RECEIVED .
. BILINGUAL INSTRUCTIO @
N ] . .
- Number of Years Number of Pupils in Sample Percent
, . Less thaf | g 68 / ‘ s :
i A » 651 . . 50 :
2 . 322 25
- 357 - 177 v : 14-
6-10 . 28 2
° Missing \ 49 ) , 4
Total 1,295 : - _00
\ ‘(n/ ) ( ‘ ) . .
’ . - . . - ; .
’ The ability to:use oral language was tested with the sample pupils.: In
¥ _English, the average oral language score increased from 52.0 to 70.2 in a six-
~ " onth peridd between the pre- and pasttests. Tablg 7 shows the gains. The
> number of pupils decreased between pretest and posttest because a portion of
. A the sample population was not available durinw posttest.
. \
! . TABLE 7 : , B
- v ) . e
AVERAGE®ORAL LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT SCORES
. (ALL GRADES, ALL SAMPLE DISTRICTS) |
[
- No. of S No. of
Language Pretest Pupils . Posttest Pupils
, S — —*—
»LZRglish * .~ 520- > 1,188 70.2 837 -
> * ‘ . ’ . ’ .
Native Language  43.7 : ,l 1,069 58.6 ’ 728
N . ( ..
, - Average Number of Months Between Pre and Posttest = 6 Months .




In order to ligﬂit the findings to only those studentsf who were present
for both the pretest and posttest, a set of test scores for only those studepts
who were present for both the pretest and posttest was analyzed. When tHe
scores for this g'ro'{pxwere analyzed, the average gain in oral English was 20
points. This was'more than double the average gain in native language
ability. Table 8 shows the gains in oral language scores for those students

who weere present for both tests. ., . -

*

TABLE 8

1.

AVERAGE GAINS IN ORAL LANGUAGE SCORES.
ALL PRE AND POST PAIRED SCORES)

. - g ( No.of M. - Average L
Language - Pupils ) . Gain Pre- to Post
> t :

<

English . - 832 | " 20.3

) Native Language . ) 723 , 9.1

v
.

L4

. Average Number of Months Between Pre and Posttes.t = 6 Months

. ‘. LY
A Comparison of scores of oral language ability in English with or?ﬂ
y language ability in the native language shows that the LEPr&upils gain in
English. ¢ On the pretest, 53% of the pupils had English sco Righer than
native language scores. On the posttest, this percentage increased to 73% of
the pupils. This indicates that the pupils are improving their oral skills in
. English at a greater rate than in their native languages.

When the scores from the Spanish-speaking students are separated from
the sample population studied, they show an improvement in English over
their native language that is greater than that of the rest of the population
participating in the study. Among Spanish-speaking pupils, 55%had English
language scores higher than natjve language scores on the pretest aug this.
percentage increased to 78% on the posttest. ' .

TABLE{ , i
L
DIFFERENCE IN ORAL LANGUAGE SCORES
* - -BETWEEN ENGLISH AND NATIVE LANGUAGE .
s
% For All No. of % For Spanish f# of
Test Pupils Pupils Speakers Only Pupils
N > ' X

-

[y

Pretest, 53% L7 55% 796

Posttest 72% o . . 578,
v . ‘ ; .
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1978-79 (ELEME

.C. REVIEW OF TI'IkEAVII AND CHAPTER 720 EVALUATION REPORTS-

RY) | \

The Department reviewed 1978-79 final evaluafion reports Teceived
from 50 ESEA Title Vil and 18 Chapger 720 projects at the elementary or

) Kmlddle school levels. Fifteer' of the evaluation reports examined contained
g} serious problems in instrumentation and reporting techniques and could not be

e
- %,

analyzed further. The Department analyzed and summarized twenty-eight
ESEA Title VII and nine Chapter 720 reports. Of the 35 reports providing
data on reading in English, 22 reported significant gains in reading achieve-
ment in English. Of the 22 reports prov1crl¥ng information on mathematics
instruction in English, 13 reported achieving significant gains.

‘D.  REVIEW.OF TITLE VII AND CHAPTER 720 EVALUXRTION R\EPORTS
1978-79 (SECONDARY) .

AR B
The Department reviewed 1978-79 final evaluation reports for 20 high
*schopl bilingual projects in New York City which served the following
la’nggages Spanish; Italian, Chinese, Arabic, Haitiafi-Creolé and Yiddish. Of
twelve projects which’ provided data on reading in English, all reported
-positive gains. Of tw.elve projects which provided data on achievement in
matRematics through English instruction, nine reported positive gains. The

high\school projects also reported positive accomplishments in other areas.

Seventeen of 20 projects reported that attendance by students in bilingual
programs exceeded that of the monolmgual school .population at all grade
levels.” All seven projects reporting -on "schopl. retention indicated that
bilingual program drop-out rates were less than their overall high ¥¢hool
rates. \ ’

+ Of tire nine programs reporting on college-bound pupils, seven indicated
-a higher, rate of students in the bilingual program accepted by colleges than

fro:y school population as a whole. , ]
Sumgiary and-Reco\mmendations v v -

e .

Blhngu English as a Second Lafiguage programs are perm1551ble under .

New York-State Education Law. Although New York State Certification for
bilingual and ESL teachers will be effective in September, 1983, New York
City and Buffalo license bilingual teachers and New York C1ty licenses
Enghsh as a Second.Language teachers. "Bilingtial/ESL progra characteris-
tics differ in schodl districts throughout the te si programs are
governed by'a variety of funding regulations. ‘g‘%al‘- and' State-funded
programs currently serve 127 000 students from h in which one or more
of 29 languages is spokm e
k'l?'

A rev1ew of the évaluation reports for variously funded- programs shows

the followmg ) - .

-

22 of 35 Title-VII and Chapter 720 elementary school programs reported '

significant gains in English reading achievement, and 13 of 22 reported
significant gains in mathematics when measured in English.

A -

/

{




N - * Lt a . -
> . S . \\“1
. * .‘; - . - .
4 —~ . . . A3 .
A ’ “ . . .

‘ N (\ ) At . ) ¢ v d
17 of 20 Title VIl hi’g&school .bilingual programé reported that atten- = | 9
. dance by students in Nlingual programs exceeded_that of the school .
¢ population in the English monolingual‘prog{ams o 3?; : .
. 7 of 7 Title VI hlgh school bilingual programs reportlng indicated that o
. " bilingual prograrnfrop—outt rates (»‘vere less than for monolmgual high
' school students -

7 of” 9 Title VII hlgh school 1lingual programs reported that a higher
percentage of students in ‘the bilingual program were accepted at
colleges than in the total school population.-

“ . - Limited ‘English Profm}ent students surpassed the general populatlons-
. - “mastery of the subskills of s;rd‘ctura.l analysis, vocabulary and study
L/ . W skills as measured on English criterion-r eferenced tests

o . LEP students demonstrated a higher percentage of objective mastery
v than the. total school populat&n on 5 skill areas of mathematics in

’ . English. . 0t 2
. Title I/PSEN LEP students demonstrated-perrce}\tages of skills mastery 7 -
o ' in five English reading skills categories comparable to that of .the
T ) school population at large, as measqred on English cntenon-referenced
tests. N
) . LEP students demonstrated an average gain of 20 points between pre-
. ‘and posttesting in English oral skills in State funded bilingual programs. S 1
.80 percent of the sample pupils in the study Oral Growth in Chapter 720 _
. State Funded Programs have been in blhngual programs for two years or
less. R
" \ -
R ecommendations
o 1., Condyct annual census of limited‘ English profic-ient students.
, &« = .
. 2. “Develop and promulgate minimum State standards for educational .
» programs serving students of limited English pro iciency.
3. Develop and promurgate mlnlrftfm Statesstandards for evaluating pro-
\\f_. .grams for students of limited Engllsh peoficiency. ,
. Conduct a longitudinal study on the achievement of students in bilingual
;o education programs. - 3, -
. . . v -
_ %
. ¢ _-/1 . F . )
< e & - . .
R 15 .
] ) . \ - T o %
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APPENDIX A

v ) STATEND.FEDERAL PROGRAMS -
. FUNDED FOR STUDENTS OF. LIMITED - i
. ENGLISH PROFICIENCY ¢ ' ’

ESEA I/PSEN - Title I/PSEN provrdes supplementary or remedial s&"xces under
seven prlority areas: reading, bilingual reading, mathematrcs, bilingual .mathe-
matics, wrrtlng, bilingual writing, and_English as a second language Funding for
these services is provided to economrcally deprived and edpcationally disadvan-
taged pupils°under ESEA TitleI - P.L. 95-561 and Pupils with Special Educational
Needs (PSEN) - New York State Chapter 241, Eligibility for services is determined
by poverty criteria, staridardized tests and the New York State Pupil Evaluation
Program (PEP) tests.- This funding may be used for administrative, direct

instructionat and support services. ., . _ '

ESEA 1 Mrg@nt - Trtle I Migrant provides tutorial instruction to non-English

+ speaking and limited English proficient students in native languages reading and
English as a second language. Instruction Js provided by teaching assrstant,s.
Eligible students are classrfred as migrants by “the New York State Migrant Centus
Ofﬁce . . -, . .

o o

ESE IV-C - Titlé IV-C has four stages: a program is developed vahdat@* and\
effective and transferable, demonstrated to other school districts within New: York
State, ‘and then r replicated by New York State school districts which hav eaty
addressed by the program The Department consults a, Sta advisory codigil
determining the various priority areas under which fundmg 15}6 ranted. The prrornty
areas that have been established for FY-8!l by the Advisory Council ares Improving
Education Through the Arts, Education of Chxldren with Handlcafnpmg Conditions,
Dropout Prevention, Drscrphne, and Civic Educatlon

ESEA VII Basic "Grants- - Title VII basic grants Qre provxded by the federal
Department o;Educatron directly to#school dis ictS. The grants provide fundinig”
::tor services that support a district's bllmgual on program.

3 ESEA VII ining . Grants - Title VI tra1n1ng gr%nts are provxded directly tol
S . institutions of higher education or a nonprofit private OrgamZatlon by the Federal
Department of Education. - These grants are used to - trajs bnhngual teachers,

parapraf essionals and other educational ]iersonn; .

N
v
N

. EESEA VII Fellows@ Grants ~ Title VII fellowship gran;gx,are promded by the
= Federal Department of Education to post-master studmtssponsoredﬂby an rnstrtu- .
tion of higher eduction. -,

ESEA VII.Bilingual Education Service Center’s. Grants'~Title VII centers arefunded

i - to serve school districts within regions established by the Feéderal Depar ent of

: . Education, These centers provide bilingual educatioh technjcal assistance to school +

A~ 3\ districts within thejr regions. There is one cenier in New York City for the city's

e T school districts. AndSther center, housed in Washxngton, D C. provxdes servrces to
all other districts in the State. . .




\ESEALWI Material Development Centers Grants - Title VII centers are funded by

the Federal Department of Education. These centers develop mstructlonal and
teacher training materigls for bilingual education programs. One’ center exists i
New ¥ork City to service the entire State.

Chapter 720 - Chapter 720 of Laws of »1973 provides aid to school districts with
significant numbers of public school® pupils of limited English proficiency (LEP) in
grades K-12a Each year school districts apply for funding on a competitive basis.
Proposals identify LEP students to be. sa'% language(s) of instruction, subject

areas to be taught, and the type of direct service instruction for which funding is -

requested. Only districts providing bilingual and ESL mstructlon to LEP students
are funded. -

Indochinese Refugee Act - This Federal act provides fundy to be distribut'ed on a
fixed formula basis to school districts that have Indochinesg Refugee StudenyS aged
5 to 17. The funds support basic and/or suppleshentary @ducational programs for
eligible refugee students. The funds are admlmstered by. the State.
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