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4.

\ .

School4. District of The 'City of
Name of District Detroit

s.

NUMBER OF ST FF PAID FROM TITLE IVC FUNDS
Ind Cate the numbe of project staff members paid from Title IVC funds during 1918'9 by the project. DO NOT include as/project.
s-irr "'embers persons hired solely as consultants on a contract basis. ke.g.. outside evaluators, inservice training speciali*Sts4 or
reaching staff whose salary was paid by the district.

STAFF

,
Teaching.

Staff
Administrative

Staff

Other,
Professional

Staff

Para-
professionals

.,,
Clerical

Staff
Other

(I denti fy)

F

Total

i

NUMBER a 1 1 0 1

.

0 3

FTE
0 1.0 0.1' - 0 1.0 ... 1 2.1

.

FTE = Full-Time Equivalents (3 half-time staff would be equal to 1.5 full-time equivalents)

2. COUNT OF LEARNERS

DEFINITIONS LEARNERS are all persons who receive nstruction, ;raining and, or other services from the project iRecipients of
awareness ,evel dissemination activities are not considered as learners.) Learners are the target population for a
specific project activity.

sit

NOTE: Two types of learners are identified in this section.

STUDENT learners are learners who were enrolled in any grade from preschool through grade 12 in any
school building participating in the project. ..,

NON-STUDENT I4arners are any learners who are not classified as student learners e.g.. teachers.
administrators, aides, parents, etc.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: .,

If this project provided instruction and or other project services to STUDENTS, either directly or indirectly, during
the 1978-79 project year, respond to both item A. and item B. below. If exact numbers of students are not available for,
any category, provide a reasonable estimate of the number for that category and identify the estimate with "E" r,ollow-
ing the estimate, e.g. 77 E. 0 ,,

\..

A. STUDENT LEARNERS (requested for the table at top of page 4)

For this item, three categories of STUDENT learners will be identified:
COLUMN 4: "Direct irwolvement includes students who receive their instruction and or other project services directly from paid

project staff.
COLUMN 5, *Fiti'st level indirect involvement" includes students who receive their instruction and., or other project services from

persons, other than paid project staff, who have been trained by paid project staff or consultants.
COLUMN 6:, "Second level indirect involvement" includes students who receive their instruction and or other project services from

persons who have been trained by trainers who in turn have received their training from paid project staff or consultants.
(A project using a trainer of trainers model for delivery of services would have students in this category.)II.

,

C
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2 A Continued)

11.

For the categories of pumbers of student learners involved, provide the unduplicated number of student learnerswho received tnstryction and or other project services, not just the number of student learners involved inevaluation activities.

Building
Name.*

1Grade Levels
n Building"

Involved in
the Project

Appropriate
Proposal
Objective
Number**

NUMBER OF STUDENT LEARNERS
INVOLVED

Unduplicated Count - see
,.

instructions).................
Second Level

Indirect
involvement

Total
UndUplicated

Student Learner
Count

($ ofum columns
4, 5 a'nd 6)

Total
Nonpublic

Student Learner
Count Included

in Column 7

Direct
Involvement

First Level
Indirect

involvement
( ) .

2) . (3) (41 (S) (6) , (7) (8)_ S7.311 5 al 1 14 U _4
... v LI :1 '. si unoraded .:one 0 AS 1 i b

s

11. 1111111 )

i
.

,

TOTAL 114 235 1tU 135
* Provide the,district name for any building located outside the district which operates the project. For I.S.D. based projects.identify the local district foreach building or group of buildings.

**Provide the number of any objectives (either product or process) wnich specify evaluation activities.involving studentlearners in the building.

B. STUDENT LEARNERS BY GRADE RANGE AND RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUP
P:ovde the number for easonaole estimate) of STUDENT ;earners in eacn category of the table below.

American Indian Black, not of White, not of TotalAsian or Latino or__ Latino or (Sum of columns
I.. or Alaskan Native Latino or

Pacific Islander irldispanicor Native American Hispanic Origin Hispanic Origin I, 2.3'. 4 & 5)
' (I) (2) (3), (4) (5) (6)

' Preschool 1 9 20 32
~Grades K-3 1 LI7 49
Grades 4-6 1 5 23 33
Grades 7-8

.......as-reci
r

u 12 7 160 52 235'
TOTAL

6 27 250 59 349

C. NON - STUDENT' LEARNERS
NHow many ON1STUDENT learners did the project serve in 1978-79, Provide the number of non-student learners in each categorycif the table beldw. If the exact number is not available, provide an estimate of the number and identify the estimate with E",e.g , 77 E.

Teaching Administrative Other

Staff _Staff Profe5s lona!, Parents Others . TDTAL
Staff

AidesA
I

,

.NUMBER .
23 1 0 53E ' U. 81E





PROJECT DESTPTION

A. Philosophy

The philosophy underlying the project is consistent with the
definition of bilingual education given in the' Administrator's

Manual for Bilingual Education Programs Michigan 1979-80 from

the Bilingual Education Office, Michi Departments of Education:

"Bilin al Education is: (1) pr9viding instruction in

two 1 guages, one of which is English and the other
the home language of the child, and (2) providing
instruction in two languages which is related to the
objectively diagnosed needs of each individual child."

The project school, Preston Elementary, was selected because it
had the highest percentage of Spanish surnamed students of any
school in the district. In addition, standardized test results
in reading and mathematics indicated that students were scoring.
lower each additional year they were in school.

a

The project's philosophy is that it could offer the kind of
activities and instruction which prevent this mounting deficiency

in basic skills. The project's approach is to beco'e an integral
part of the school curriculum, stressing Spanish heritage and culture
in the develdpment of positive student self-concepts together with
bilingual reading and mathematics learning, centers, staff development,
parent education, and community involvement.

B. The Project Model

Detroit's Title IV -C Bilingual' Project has established a bilingual

program modeled according to Public Act 294. The most important
facet of the program consists of the two bilingual learning centers

at the target school. Each center offers bilingUal instruction,
meaning th§ use of two lan gese one of which is English, as media

of instruction for speaking, ading and writing. Subjects are

taught in both Spanish and Enirsh. As students progress in English
I,anguage ability, the bilingual teacher increases the use of.English

in the classroom. Students spend half the school deiy in the centers
and return to'their homeroom classes, which are taught in English,

for ,the remainder' of the day.

The bilingual centers are learning centers, not waiting rooms or
holding rooms where non-English speaking studenti are kept until

they learn-Ehglish. They are not places of retention where all
cogitative development is arrested until the children learn English.
Such a situation tends not only tobe discouraging but also demoralizing

and punitive. Such retention centers hate led to disinterest in
learning, increased the potential dropout rate and done a grave
injustice,to the limited English speaking studentS.

I.
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The bilinguk centers focus on areas of critical edUcational -need

so that target students achieve a level-\of proficiency in English
lahguage skills sufficient to receive an equal educational opportunity
in the regular school program.

The pilbject employs a classroom mans ement systemvhich permits one
teacher and one paraprofessional to op ate several different curricula
per day using bilingual materials both commercially published and
prepared by the project staff. The learning centers make available
to each student twenty times the instructional resources usually found
in classrooms and have been shown to lead to measurable gains at a
cost-effective rate far better than any other approach. Precise

behavioral objectives for the participants including criterion referenced '

assessment are employed in each center especially for reading and
mathematics. 'The bilingual learning center teachers conduct these .

assessments in order to make individual prescriptions for each student.
In addition, the project teachers use commercially available bilingual "Ilio
materials and teacher made materials for the purpose of developing a
complete bilingual curriculum for grades 1 through 5. The combined
efforts of the bilingual teachers and the project director ensure that
a student at any leve' will learn by what ever method works for him or

her. In addition, it ensures that the materials have a desired degree
of cultural relevance for the limited English speaking child. It is

expected that dramatic gains in student achievement will be realiezed
through the deployment of these materials and...the utilization of the
professional staff in the most humane and efficient.manner.

In essence, the learning system employed in the bilingual learning
centers is built around six features:

(1) Prescriptive-- the bilingual teacher defines students'
unique needs and prescribes activities to meet those

needs;

(2) Motivating' --the pupil gets immediate feedback to

his rdsponses;

(3) Individualized--a variety of materials are used
designed specifically to assist the teacher in
personalizing content,.rate and level for each student;

(4) Definitivethe system's objective is accountability
for student and teacher

(a) both know what must be learned,

(b) both know methods and materials to use, and

(c) both kffow what must be done to show mastery;

(5) Intensifiedthe system is used in the bilingual learning.
centers where the teacher maximizes the amount of time
the students spends on appropriate learning activities;



(6) An "Open_ System"-- the system,ip continuously being

reviewed and,improved. It is not partial to any

single program or publisher. As new instructional

materials appear on the market:, they_are reviewed by

educational consultants. Materials judged to be of

potential value are'incorporated into the system and

all projects are informed ofithe addition:' is

characteristic of the system also facilitates\ilocal

expansion and modification to serve special needs.

The typical daily operation of the project is illustrated in

Figure 1 on the following page.

Vo
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FIGURE 1

t

DAILY SCHEDULE FOR BILINGUAL LEARNING CENTER STUDENTS

Time

-

/

Language Arts Center .

-1. English Language Arts
2. Home Language Arts

i
'.1

Mathematics Center,

1. Mathematics
2. English-as-a-Second

language

3. Language Arts reinforce-
ment (as needed)

, .

'Regular Crassroom

1. Multicultural Social Studies

2. Science 6. Handwriting'

3. Art 7. Music

4. Gym 8. Health

5. Spelling
/..........

9:30 -
10:40

10:45- .

__11:55

12:55-
2:15

I

2:20-
3:40

1

L.,v

Grades 1 and 2
.4

Grade 3
.").

Grade 4

Grade 5

a

,

Grade 3

Grades 1 and 2

Grade 5 r

Grade 4

,t

)

/
V

,I ,

t

..,

Grades 4 and 5

GraAes 4 and 5

. Grades 1, 2, and 3

Grades 1, 2, and 3

s

e

Each student, participants at grade level throughout'theday.

9 s I

V 111...,

s

"........

4



C. Major Pro-ject-ActiAtities_liat_Included with the Project Model Description

The major activities of the project which are not included.With,the

-project description are:

(1) Si*cialiCounseling in individual and small group

sessions',

A

(2), Resource Coordinator to produce and distribute culture

and hertihge materials for the multicultural aspect

of the program,

(3) Bilingual Preschool

(4) Workshops which provide foreign language training,

cultural activities and teacher training,, and .

(5)' Non-public school program through which materials,

both staff produced and commercial, are provided to

Holy Trinity schools

II. EVALUATION PROCEDURES AND PROBLEMS

A.' Procedures to Identify and Select Learners

Students of limited English speaking ability comprise the target

population at the project school. A referral system his been

established whereby regular classroom teache 'rs and staff refer . -

prosPective target students to the project director. (See Appendix C

for a copy of the bilingual pupil profile form and eligibility

criteria.) Upon verification of such need twenty-five students are

selected for each bilingual center.

The procedure used to identify three and four year old students for

the bilingual preschool is on a first-come-first-served basis.

Priority is given to four year Olds with limited English speaking

ability.

The total non-public school enrollment with the exception of the

kindergarten students, is included in this component.

B. Major Evaluation Problems

The major evaluation problem was comparability of the comparison

group. The gionp which waspriginally,delected could not be used due

to the fact that the school did not comply with instructions to test

all pupils on all instruments recpared for the evaluation. This is

discussed at length undOi coarpartion group comparability for each

objective in Part III ot this section.
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C. Major Changes in_the Evaluation Design for,1978-79 from.the 1978 Design:

The evaluation design.for 1978-79 has been substantially changed from the

design used last year. The new design makes comparisons betweei project
students and students enrolled in the mandatory state funded bilingual

program as well as students enrolled in Detroit's Title VII bilingual

ptoject at Webster school. In addition, measures of reading and mathematics
skills will be administered iriSpariidh as well-as in English. Students

attendance has become a product objective and the "Check-In" and "Check-Out"
tests for reading and mathematics have been used as process objective

measures. Finallythe preschool objectives have been deleted. These

changes have been in an effort tolihow the project in the best possible

light Vie provi more realistic criteria for success by making
comparisons with the progress made by similar students.

4
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III. PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE EVALUATION

A. Product Objective 1

1. Individuals: ApproxiMately 40 students referred to
the project selectedAaccording-to pro-
ject guidelines.

1_1

2. Behavior: Comprehension

3. Object o:f Behavior: Reading (in English)

Time:441e5eptember, 1978 to June, 1979.

=5. Meas eMent: Grade 1:
Grade 2:
Grade 3:

'Grade 4:
Grade 5:

6. Criterion for Success:

CAT Level 11
CAT Lever 12

ITBS Lever 9

ITBS Level 10
ITBS Level 11

For at least four of the five
grades, the mean gains of pro-
ject students will be greater
than the mean gains of com-
parable students in the state
funded bilingual program.

B. Common Goal of Michigan to Which Project Goal, is Related

Goal Area STUDENT LEARNING

Goal 1 Ba4ic Skills

(1) The ability to end ideas through reading
and listening.

C. Evaluation Design and Procedures

1. ,Type: Pretest: April, 1978 (Grades 4-5)
and November, 1979 (Grades 1-3)
Posttest: April,1979

4144,

2. Participant's in the Primary Analysis:

Project students were selected on the basis of
the selection criteria described in Appendix C.
In addition to limited English proficient students,
some monolingual English speakers wer0).included
im order to satisfy U.S. Office of Civil Rights
regulations., A distrilption of students by
grade and English proficiency score may be
found in Appendix Ef only students having both
pre- and, posttest measures were included in the
analysis. Every attempt was made to see that all,
project students were tested.
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3. Comparison Group Comparability:

The comparisOn group for this objective consists
of students from a neighboring eleMentary school
which operAtes a state funded bilingual program
under the city wide bilinguaLproject. This
program consists of pull out sessions and is
staffed by two bilingual teachers. Students
selected are enrolled in the bilingual program. ,

A breakdown of comparison group A by grade and
English language proficiency appears in Appendix
E. Only students having both pre- and posttest , .

scores were included in the analysis. The schobl
which was originally selected (comparison croup
B) did not administer all the instruments required
for analysis of achievement data in both English
and Spanish. Therefore, in order to achieve com-
Aparability among oajeCtives, comparison group A
was used.

4. Time:

It is estimated that project participants had one
hour of reading instruction per day of attendance
and about 20 hours of reading instruction in a
typical month.

5. Analysis Technique:

The mean rate of gain in reading for prime project
participants and for comparison group students
was computed on fall-spring comparisons for grades
1 through 3 and spring=spring comparisons for
grades 4 and 5. Each grade Was computed separately.

6. Instruments:

'California Achievement Tests, Levels 11 and°12
for grades 1 and 2. Iowa Tests of Basic Skills,
Levels 9-11 for grades 3-5. Detailed- information
about these instruments may be found in Appendix A.

7. Problems:

No problems were encountered.

D. Evaluation Results

1. Criterio14:' For at least 4 of the 5 grades, the.mt_ak
gains of projec students will be greatei.
than the mean

g
ns of comparable students

in the state fiAnded bilingual program.

2. Results Statement: In none of the five grades, the
mean gains of project students
were greater than the mean gains
of comparable students in the, State

. funded bilingual program.

E. This objective was not achieved.
16
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F. Data: Table 1 gives the mean gain rates in reading,for
4- project and'cotparison group students in grade

equivalent units.

-,IABE 1

Mean Grade Equivalent Unit Gains in Reajing
for Project'and. comparison group participants
by Grade*

Project

Grade Number
Mean

4 Gains Number'

1 8 0..5 11

2 5 0.2 4

,3 13 -0.1 6

IT 9 6.5 5

5 6 0,6 ..- 3

Comparison Group
Mean
Gains

1.0

1.2

0.9

0.6

1.7

*Fall-.spring for grades 1-3, Spring-Spring for 'grades 4 and 5'.

Appendix F gives means and standard devia
on pre-, and posttests.

G. Supplementary Analyses

Analysis #1

.grade

1. Commitment: "Supplementary analysis on Spring-Spring
results for grades 1-3... will be per-
formed."

Ic2. Rational : The Spring-Spring analysis on grades 1-3
provide's for consistency with the .grades
4-5 comparisons which are also perfk/med
on Spring-Spring data.

3. Evaluation Design:

a. Type: Pretests, April, 1978
Posttest, April, 19.79 .

-

b. Participants: Same as primary analysis

Comparison Group Comparability:
primary analysis.

- 14 - 1?

Same as"'

_

1
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d. Analysis Technique: The mean rate of gain
in reading for project participants was
computed on Spring-Spring comparisons for
grades 1-3. Each grade was.computed sepa-
rately.

e. Instruments:

Grade

Pretest: None

Posttest: California
Level 11

Grade 2:

Pretest:

Posttest:

Achievement Test,

Stanford Achievement Test,
Level P1

California Achievement Test
Level 12

Grade 3:

Pretest: Stanford AchieVement Test,
Level P2

Posttest: Iowa Tests of Basic Skills,
Level 9

I.

f. Problems: .Due to a change in the test dd-
,ministered-in the. city -wide testing
'program, Ono 'comparable results were
available- Therefore, this analysis

Analysis #2

1.

was not.00mpleted:

CoMmitment: "Comparisons with Title VII participants
will be performed. &Mean gains for project

fir students- are expected to be at least as
great as those of comparable Title VII
students." -

2. Rational':

.%
3. Evaluation

Titj.e VII somparisons for grades 1,--'are.
performed in order to ascertain that project
participants are doing at least as well as

parable students in the Title VII projects

Design:

a. Type: Same as the primary analysis.

b., Participants: Project participants from the
Title VII project selected to

-4.4' match as closely as potsible in.
'English language ability and having
a Similar distribution by grade.

is

sof



c. Comparison Group Comparability: Title VII Project
participants attend
a neighboring ele-
mentary school which
has had Title VII
bi=lingual program

.V- in place for the
past 4 years. The
school is larger
than the project
school, and has
more bilingual students
and staff. A break-

, down of this group
by grade and English
language proficiency
appears in Appendix E.
Only students having
both pre- and posttest
scores were included
in the analysis..

d. Analysis Technique: Same as for the primary analysis.

e. Instruments: Same as for The primary analysis.

f. Problems: No problems were encount4red.

4., Evaluation Results: In one of theifive grades,' the
mean gains of project students
in reading were at least'as great
as' those of comparable Tit3 e' VII
students.

5. Data: Table 2 gives the mean rate of gain in reading.

. for, project and Title VII students by grade.

4.1



. TABLE-2.

Mean Grade Equivalent Unit Gains in
Reading for Project and Title -VII
Participants by Grade*

Grade

Project
Mean

Number Gains Number

.Title VII
Mean

Gains

4

1 8 0.5 18

2 5 0.2 13

3 13 -0.1 10

4 9 0.5 1,0

5 , 6 0.6 P 5

0.0

0.6

0.4
A

0.9

1.4

*Fall-Spring for grades 1-3, Spring-Spring for%grades 4 and 5.

Appendix F gives means and standard deviations by giade

on,pre- and posttests.

H. Omitted no additional supplementary analysis

were performed.

I. Conclusions:

Project participants4g4insin reading did
.
not exceed those of the comparison group,
nor the Title VII comparison group except,
in and instance. This was in grade 1 where
project participants showed a4ean gain
of 0.5 grade equivalent units while Title
VII students i.grade 1 showed a mean,gainf
of 0.0 grade equivalent units. It should
be noted that there marbe some comparability
problem's due to the fact 'that comparison
group A students are from a non-Title I
'school while the project school is a

Title I school.
1/4

Data from 1977-78 for project and com-'
parisbn group students yielded similar
results when analyzed usifig 1978-79
procedures.

20
1.7 -

0;
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Product Objective 2
A

1. Individuals: Approximately 40 students referrea to
the project selected '4.6"cording to
project guidelines,

,.. 2. Behavior: Comprehension

\j-
v

. 3. Object of Behavior: Mathematical operations, and, 'N

concepts (in English.)
..,

- .

4.. Time: SeRtember, 1978 to June,' 1979.,

5. Measurement: Grade 1: CAT Level 11
Grade 2: CAT Level 12
Grade 3: ITBS Level 9

Grade 4: ITBS Level 10
Grade 5: `ITBS Level 11

6. Criterion for Success: For at least 4 of the 5 grades,
the mean gains of project
students will be greater than,
the mean gains of comparable
students in the state funded
bilingual prdgram.

'"-

B. Common:, Goal of Michigan to Which Goal. is Related

Ggal Area III: STUDENT LEARNING

Goal 1 Basis Skills
,

.1,' v
(3)' The abiliV to handle mathematiLcat'operations

.- k. and concepts. , - i

C. Evaluation Design and Procedures

1. Type: Pretest: April, 1978 (Grades 1-7=-5)

o
and November, 1978 (Grades 1-3)

Posttest: April, 1979

2. 4articipans in the Primary Analysis: Same as objective
#1

Comparison GrodP Comparability: 'Same as objective,
#1

a

4. Time: It is estimated that project participants had
one hour of mathematics instruction per day
of attendance and about 20 hodrs of mathematics
instruction ina typical month.

.

a
5. Analysis Technique: The mean'rate of gain for prime

project participants and for
comparison group students was
computed on Fall-Spring Com-

.

parisohs for grades 1 thrOugh 3
,'and -Spring-Spring comparisOns
for grades 4 and 5. Each grade

.was computed separately.
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6. Instruments: Same as objective #1
"4

7. Problems: No problems were encountered.

D. Evaluation Res'41-es

1. Criterion: For at least 4 of the 5 grades, the mean
/gain; of project students will be greater
than 1.1e mean gainsof comparable students

.
in the state funded 1pilingual program.

2. Results Statements: In none Ok the fivesgrades, the
mean gains'of'projec,t students
were greatenthan.the mean gains
of comparablestudents in the
state funded ,bilingual program.
They were equal in grade 3.

E. This objective was not achieved.

F, Data: Table 3 gi QS the mean gain rates ip mathematics
for project and comparison group students by grade.

,

TABLE.3

Mean Grade Equivalent Unit Gains in
e%

Mathematics for Project and Comparison
group Participants by Grade*

Pro'ect
Mean,

Grade Number Gains Number

vCompa'rison Group
Mean

Gaines
4

1

2

3.

4

5

8

13

9

6

0.5

0.7

0.5

0.e

0.3

11

4

, 6

5

3

0.9

1.2

0.5

'1.2

. 0.8

*Fall-Spring for grades 1-3,, Spring-Sring for grades,14 and 5.

4 Appendix F gives means and standard demiatiOns by grade on ,

pre- and posttests.
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G. Supplementary Analysis:

Analysis #1

1. Commitment: "Supplementary analysis on Spring - Spring,
results for grades' 1-3... will be per-'

40. formed."

2. Rationale: The Spring-Spring analysis on grades 1-3
provides for consistency with the grades
4-5 +comparisons Which are also performed
on Spring-Spring data.

3. Evaluation Design:

a. Type) Pretest: April, 1978
Posttest: April, 19079

b. Participants: Same as primary analysis.

c.' ComparisonGroup Comparability: Same as primary
analysis.

d. Analysis Technique: The mean rate Of gain in
mathematics for project
participants was computed
on Spring-Spring comparison
for grades 1-3. Each grade
was computed separately:

e. Instruments:

Grade 1:

Pretest:' None
Posttest: California Achievement Test,

Level 11.
vo

Grade 2:
'40

Pretest: ,,Stanford Achievement Test,.
Level P1

Posttest: California Achievement Test,
Level .12.

Grade 3:

Pretest: Stanford Achievement Test, Level
P2.

ksttest: Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
Leve). 9

F. Probtems: Due to a change in the test administered-
in the city-wide testing program, no
comparable results were, available.
Therefore, this analysis Was not.
completed.

23
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4 0

Analysis ii2
.

1. Commitment :\_ "Comparisons with Title VII participants
. will'be performed. Mean gains for project

students are expected to be at least as
great as those of comparable Title VII
bilingual students."

.

A

e

A
2. Rationale: Title VII Comparisons for grades 1-5 are

performed in order to ascertain that project
participants are doing at least as well
as comparable students in the Title VII
project. .

3. Eyaluation Des4.gn
:7

a.. Type: Same as primary analysis.

b. Participants: Project participants from the
primary analysis are compared to

/ students fromthe Title VII
project selected to match as
closely as possible in English
language ability and having
a similar distribution by grade.

c. COmpei4i5on Group Comparability: Same as objective
1, Supplementary
Analysis #2..

ad.

e. Instruments:

f. Problems:

Analysis Technique: Same as for the primary
analysis.

Same as for the pPimary analys'is

No problems were encountered.

4. Evaluation Results:
.

4 5.

".

Data:

In none of the five grades, the
mean gains of project students
.

mathematics were at leas,t
great as thOse of comparable

Title VII bilingual students.

Table 4 gives the mean rate of gain in
mathematics for project and Title VII
students by grade. .

- 21 --
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TABLE 4

Mean Grade Equivalent Unit Gains iii Mathemastics for
Project and Title VII Participants By Grade*

Project, Title VIT
Number Mean Number Mean

Grade Gain . , Gain

1 8 0.5 18 0.8

2 - 5 0.7 12 1.2

3 13 0.5 10 1.1

4 -_,,--, 9 0.8 15 1.3

5 6 0.3 18 1.9

*Fall-Spring for gradet 1-3, Spring-Spring for grades 4 and 5.
o

.1"

Appendix F giv s means and standard deviations by grade for pre7
and posttests.

H. Omitted. No additional Supplementary analyses were performed.

I. Conclusions:

Project participants gains in mathematics did not exceed
mean gains of either comparison group. In grade 3, however,
project students and comparison group A students had equal
mean gains. It should be noted that there may be some
comparability problems due to the fact that comparison group A
,students are from a non-Title I school while the project
school is a Title I school.

Data from 1977-78 for project and comparison group students
yielded similar results when analyze sin 1978-79 procedures.
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A. 'Product Objective 3

1. Individuala: Approximately 40 students referred to the project
and selected according to project guidelines. a

2. Behavior: ,Attendance.

3. Object of Behavior: paximize daily attendance.

4:= Time: September, 1978 to June, 1979.

5. Measurement: School attendance records.

'6. Criterion forSuocess: The proportion of'project students in
attendance will exceed the proportion of non-project students
in attendance at the project school.

B. Common Goal of Michigan to Which Goal is Related

,-Goal Area I:: CITIZENSHIP AND MORALITY

Goal 3: Rights and responsibilities of etudents.

C. Evaluation Deaign,and procedures

1. Type: Four one-weak samples of attendance for project'and
non-project students were drawn. The weeks.selected were:

November,13-17, 1978
January 15-19, 1979
March 19-23, 1979
May 21-25, 1979.

2. Participants: All studenta enrolled at the project school.

3. Comparison Group Comp bility; studente in the comparison group
are also students at th project school and are considered _

to have similar-charact istica with respect to attendance

patterns.

4. Time: Project studenta spend approximately 2 hours a day in the

learning centers. The remainder of the day ie spent in the
kegular classroom.

,5. Analysis Technique: The mean pridportion of project participanta
and the mean proportion of non-project participants present
at the project site were computed during each of the one-week
periods noted above. Project means were'compared with
non-project means.,

6. Instruments: Schog-attendance records.

7. roblems: No problems were encountered.

26
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IL Evaluation Results

1. Criterion: The proportion.of,project students in attendance will

exceed the proportioeofnon-project students in attendance at

the project school.

2. Results statement: For each of four weeks sampled, the mean
proportion of project students in attendance exceeded the

mean proportion of non-project students at the project school.

In addition, the overall mean proportion'of project students

in attendance-exceeded the mean proportion ,of non-project

students in attendance.

E. This objective wet achieved.

F. Data: Table 5 gies the mean number of project and non-project students
enrolled and present for each selected week as well as the

proportion present for each group. The grand mean is also given.

O

Table 5

Mean Numbers of Project and Non-Projeot
Students enrolled and Mean Numbers and
Proportions of Project and/Non-Project ,

Students present during four Selected Weeks

Week

Project Non-Project

Number. Present Number 'Present

Enrolled . Number Percent Enrolled Number Percent ,

Nov. 13-17, 1978 53: 49.8 94.0 102 93.3 91.5

Jen. 15-19, 1979 56 47.2 84.3 '105 84.6 80.6

Mar. 19-23, 1979 58 53.6 92.4 109 98.4 90.3
,

May 21-25, 1979 66 54.7 82.9 ,. 123 101.2 82.3

Grand Mean 58.3 51.3 88.0 109.8 94.4 .86.0

G. Supplementary Analyses:

No supplevientary analyses were performed for this objective.

H. Omitted. No additional supplementary analyses were performed.



I. Conclusions:

These data appear to support the hypothesis that project students
have attendance rates superior-to non-project students enrolled at

the same school. It should also be noted that students selected
for the project are frequently those with below average attendance.
Even so, project students had a higher rate of attendance.

A
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A. Product Objective 4:
r.

1. Individuals: Approximately 40 students referred to-the project

selected according to project guidelines:

Behavior: Responding

3., Object of Behavior: Self-cOncept positive response (self-fulfUll-

ment).'

4. Time: September, 1978 to June, 1979.

5. Measurement: Primary Self-Concept Inventory and individual interview

in conjunction with teaching staff appraisal.

6. Criterion for Success: The proportion of participants having a low

self-concept score on the posttest will be less than the

proportion of students in the comparison eoup having low self-

concept on the posttest and the number of project students,

having low self-concept score will decrea0e.

B. Common Goal of Michigan to Which Goal is Related:

GOAL AREA III STUDENT LEARNING GOAL 7 SELF -WORTH

C. Evaluation Design and Procedures:

1. Type: Pretest : December, 1978

Posttest: May, 1979

2. Participants in the Primary Analysis: All students enrolled in

the bilingual learning centers and comparison group students

as described in pfoduct objective 1. ,

3. mparison Group Crimparability: The comparison group consists of

primarily Spanish speaking students from the bilingual_Program

funded under Section 41 of the,Bilingual Education Act at

neighboring eleMentary school. These students receive bilin

services in a pull out program from one of two bilingual teac ars.

A breakdown of -students by grade and language proficiency score

appears in Appendix E.' (Comparison Group B).' A

4. Time: Project students spend approximately 2 hours a day in the

learning centers. The remainder of the day is spend in the

regular classroom.

5. Analysislachnique: The number and proportion pupils judged to have''

low self-concept on the posttest will be compared to the number

and proportion judged to have low self-concept on the pretest

for, project participants as well as for the comparison group.

6. Instrument: Primary Self- Concept Inventory.. Detailed information

about.this instrument may be found in Appendix A.
4

7. Problems: No problems were encountered.

29
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D. Evaluation Results:

1. Criterion: The proportion of project participants having a
low self-conOept score on the posttest will be less than the
proportion of atudenta in the comparison group having a low
aelf-concept score on the posttest and the number of project
students having a low self- concept score will decrease.

2. Results Statement: The proportion of project participants
having a low self-concept score on the posttest was less than
the proportion of comparison group students having a low
self-concept score on the posttest. The number of project
students having a low self-conOept decreased.

E. This objective was achieved. C

F. Data: Table 6 indicates the number and percent of project and comparison
grOup students having low self7concept scores on the posttest
by grade.4

Table 7 indicates the number of project etudenta having a low
-self-conOept score' on the pre-.and posttest by grade.

'TABLE 6

Number and Percent of Project and
Compariaon Group Students havingeLow
Self-Cpqcept Scores on the,Posttest

By Grade

Project. Comparison'Groun B"

Grade Number Percent 1 Number Percent

1 1 14.3' 1 14.3_

2 0 0.0', 5 35.7

3 4 . 26.7 0 0.0

4 3 27.3
,

.2 50.0

5 4 44.4 2 33.3

Total 12 23.5. 10 30.3

N=51' N=33,
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TABLE 7

Number of Project Students Having Low

Self-4oncept scores on the Pre-

. and Posttest By Grade
Ja

Grade Pretest Posttest

1 5 '1

2 4 ;0

3 6

4 3

5 5
If

Tot 23 12

N=31_

G. Supplementary Analyses:

Analysis #1

1. Commitment: "Supplementary Analyses will be performed comparing

propct participants to Title VII students in the same manner."

2. Rationale: Project participants self-concept scores should improve

at a rate which, is at least as great as that for Title VII

project participants.

3. Evaluation Design:

a. Type: Pretest : December, 1978

Posttest: May, 1979

hi. Participants: Project students used in the primary analysis

and students from the Title VII bilingual project.

c. Comparison Group Comparability: same as objective 1, Part G,

Analysii #2

d. Analysis Technique: same as primary analysis.

e. Instv.menta:. same as primary analysis.

f. Problems: Webster school did not complete the posttest as

planned. Therefore, this analysis cannot be completed.

- 28 -
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Analysis #2

1. Commitment: "Posttest scores for project participants scoring
above the cut-off score on the:pretest will be analyzed to
determine what proportion of these fell below the cut-off
score on the posttest."

2. Rationale: To substantiate the contention that students in the
project retain a satisfactorily high self-concept score
-through out the project.

3. Evaluation Detiign:

a. Type: Pretest : December, 1978
Posttest: May, 1979

b. Participants: Project atudents used in tile primary analysis

c. Comparison Group Comparability: No comparison group was
used.

d. Analysis Technique: The proportion of students having a
pretest score above the cut-off score and a poatteat
score below the cut-off score will be computed for
project and comparison,group participants.

e. Inatmments:, same as primary, analysis

f; Problems: No problems were encountered.

4. Evaluation Results: The praportion%of project students having a
pretest score above, the cut-off score and a posttest score
below the cut-off score was 10.8%.

5. Data: Table 8 gives the number and liercent of project students
having a pretest score abo, the cut-off score and
a posttest score above and below the cut-off score.)

O
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TABLE 8

Number and Percent of Project Students Raving

A Pretest Score above the cut-off Score
by level of Posttest Score and Grade

Project Students
Posttest-at or . 'Posttest

above below

Cut-off Score Cut-off ScOre

Grade Ns N N

1 2 2 100.0 0 0.0

2° 5 5 100.0 0 0.0

3 9 8 A 88.9 1 11.1

4 8 17 87.5 1 12.5

5 4 3 75.0 1 25.0

Total f 28 25 89.2 3 10.8

'Number of students having a pretest score at or above the dut-off

score.

H. Supplementary Analyses (Unsolicited)

Analysis #1
4

1. Rationale: Based on the results obtained above it appeaFs that
there is only a 10% regression of scores which show a positive

self-concept on the pretest to scores which show a low self-

concept score on the posttest. This coupled'with the fact that

the Title VII comparison school (Webster) tested only students

having a low score on the pretest indicates that an analysiA

comparing posttest scores of project participants who scored
low on the pretest with those of Title VII students selected,

in the same manner would be in order. .

2. Evaluation Design:

a. Type: Pretest : December, 1978
Posttest: May, 1979

b. Participants: Project students and Title VII students who

.
scored below the cut-off score on the pretest and who

were posttested.

c. Comparison Group Comparability: same as objective 1, Part G,

Analysis #2.

33
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d. Analysis Technique: The number and percent of project and

comparison group students having a low self-concept

score on the posttest will be compared.

e4 Instruments: same as primary' analysis.

f. Problems: not all students having low'scores on the pretest

at Webster.were yosttested.

3. Evaluation 1WSults: The proportiOn of vrdject students having

a low scar-concept score on the pretest and a high self- concept

score on the posttest'was significantly gre ter than the

proportion of Title VII students having.a lo1)\self-!concept score

on the pretest and a high self-concept score #n the posttest.

4. Data: Table 9 indicates the number of project and%Title VII,
students having a pretest score below the cut-off score

on the pretest by grade. In addition, for'each grade

level, the number and percent of these students scoring
at or above and below the cut-off score are presented.

TABLE 9

Number and Percent of Project sand

Title VII Students Scoring Below
the Cut-off Score on the Pretest

By Level. of Posttest Score and.Grade.
ti

4

Grade

Project Students Title VII Studenta

N'

Posttest at
br above

Cut-off Score

Posttest,
below

Cut-off Score N'

Posttest at
or above

Cut-off Score

'Posttest
below

Cut-off Score

N % N N N

1 5 4 80.0 1 20.0 4 100.0 0.0

2 4 4 100.0A: 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 100.0

3 6 4 66.7. 2 33.3 5 , 2 40.0 3 60.0

4 3 . 0 , O.0 3 100.0 3, 1 33.3 2 66.9

5 5 2 443.o 3 60.0 6 0 0.0 6 100.0

Total 23 14 60.9 9' 39.1 19 7 36.8 12 63.2

. ,

*Number of students having a pretest score below the cut-off score.
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Analysis 42
A

1. 'Rationale: As a result of achievement data collection problems,

at the comparison echool, it yas necessary to use an alternate

comparison school,for those involving standardized

test scores thai for this Objective. The school chosen as an

alternate did not posttest all ptudenta onthe.self-concept

instrument however. They postteated only students scoring

below the cut -off score on the pretest. (This is the same

situation as ocCUred at the Title VII echool which gave -

flee-to-Analysis #1 above.) In order to give an overall

picture at the alternaV.ve school, an analysis parallel to

analysis #1 above is presented here comparing the project-school

with the alternative_ comparison school op self-concept.

2. Evaluation Design:,

a. Type: Pretest----rWC-iiirer., 1978

Posttest:., May,.100

b. Participants: Project students and alternate comparison

group students who scored- low the cut-off score on

the pretest and who were ttested.

IIC

c. Comparison Group Comparability: same as objective 1,. Part C,

Primary Analysis.

d. Analysis Technique: same ads Analysis. #1 above.

e. Instruments: same as primary analysis./

f. Problems: nohleme were encountered:
9

Evaluation Results: The proportion of prO'ject students having

a low aelf-cpficept acore on the pretest and a high self- concept

score'on the posttest was slightly lower than the proportion

of alternate comparison group students havidg a low aelfIconcept

acore on the pretest and iigh self7concept score on the

posttest.

4. Data: Table 10 indicates the number of project and.alternate

comparison group students having lir teat acore below

the cut -off score on the pretest y ade. In _

for each grade level, the'humber and percent of these

students scoring at or above an below the cut-off,

acore on the posttest are presented.



TABLE 10

plumber and Percent of Project and -

.
Alternate Comparison Group Students
Scoring below the Cut-oft Score on

the Pretest By Level of Posttest Score'
and Grade.

Project Students
Posttest Posttest'

or above below

Grade Ns Cut-off Score Cut-off Score

N %

a 1

2

I

4 3 0

5 4 80.0 1 20.0

4 4 100.0 0 0:0

6 . 4 66.7 2 33.3.

0.0 3 100.0 ,

40.0, 3 60.0

609 9 '39.1

5 5 2

Total 23 /4

Comparison Grout, A

Posttest at Posttest

Ns

or above
Cut-off Score

below,
Cut-off Score

% Jiff

4 a 50.0 2 50.0

1 1 100.0 :0 0.0

1 1 100.0 , ,0 0.0

4 2 50.0 2 50.0

1 1 100.0 .0

11 7 63.6 - 4 36.4

*Number of students having a pretest score below the cut-off score.

..

I. Conclusion: The results of these analyses indicate that project atu4ents
tend to, perform better than non-proj4t students on the

. self-concept instrument. Regression of atudenta with high

pretest scores to low posttest scores appears to occur, .

about 10% of the time. When comparing project students to
Title VII and non-project students, ugling only posttest

scores of students having low pretest scores, projet students
appear to do as well as or better than others. Therefore,

it c ncluded that the project's smaller cassjsize,

indi=1:ed counseling and positive teacher-student
relationship are contributing factors to the attainment 6f

this objective.
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A. Product Objective 5:

1. Individuals: App ximately 40 students referred to the project
.selected according to project guidelines

'2. Behavior: Comprehension

3. Object of Behavior: Reading (in Spanish).

4. Time: September 1 8 to June 1979.

5. Measurement: Grade 1: CTBS/EspaVol Level B
Grade 2: CTBS/Expagol Level C

Grade 5' te 4: CTBS/Esp 'aria Level 1

Grade 5: CTBS/Espaol Level 2

'6. Criterion for Success: For at least 4 of 5 gradeg, the mean gains

of project students will be greater than the Sean gains of

comparable students in the state fmnded biling program.

B. Common Goal of Michigan to Which Project Goal is Related:

Goal Area III: STUDENT LEARNING

Goal 1 Basic Skills

(1) The ability to comprehend ideas through reading and

41#
listening.

C. Evajuation,Neign and Procedure6:

1. Tyne: Pretest; December, 1978

Posttest: May, 1979

2. 'Participants in'the Primary Analysis: same as objective 1.

3. Comparison Group Comparability: same amLobjective 1.

4. Time: It ia estim4ted that project participants had one hour of

reading instruction per day of attendance and about 20 hours

poi reading instruction per month.

5. Analysis Technique: The mean raw score gains for prime project
participants and for comparison group ,partigipanta was computed

based on fall-spring comparisons.

S. Instruments: CTBS/Eapaciol (Comprehensive Tess of Basic Skills/

Spaniah)i levels B, C, 1 and 2. Detailed information about this

instrument may be found in Appendix A.

7. Probleks: The comparison group used for this objective is not the

one originally chosen. See objective 1 for explanation.

37
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D. Evaluation Results:

,1. Criterion: Fbr at least 4 of the 5 grades, the mean, gains of
project students will be greater than the mean gains of
comparable atudenta in the state funded bilingual program.

2. Results Statement: In three of the five grades, the mean gains
of project atudenta were greater than the mean gaina,of
comparable atudenta inthe state funded bilingual project.

E. This objective was not achieved.

F. Data:, Table 11.- -gives the mean raw score gains in Spanish reading for
project and comparison group students by grade.

'TABLE Ll

Mean Raw Score Gains. in Spanish Reading
for Project and Comparison Group A /.

Participaita by grade Fall-Spring
ComparisOna

Grade

Project Comparison Group A

Number

Mean
Gain

Mean
Number Gain

1

2

3

6

/ . 3.3

2.2
0 ,

4'

, 4

0.8-
,

e 1.3

3 10 -0.3 2 qo 3.0

4 8 . 0.5 5 0.2

5 4 -0.3- 5 2.0

Appendix F gives means and standard deviations by grade on pre- and

posttests. ,

G. Supplementary Analysis:

Commitment: "Supplementary analysis comparing project participants
with Title VII students will be made, but predictionaras to
outcomes here are that Title VII students may gain more than

project students."

-

2. Rationale: Title VII comparisons for grades 1-5 are performediin

order to determine the standing of prpject students with
comparableTudents invoT3ed in a similar program.
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3. Evaluation DeSign:

a. Type: Same as the' primary analysis.

.
9

b. ParticipSnts: Project.participants from the primary analysiS

are compared to students from the Title VII, project

selected to match as clodely as possible in English

anguage ability and having a similar distribution by grade.

c; Comp son Group Comparability: Same as objective 1,

suppl mentary analysis.

AP
d. Anplysis Technique: Same as for the primary analysis.

e. Instruments: Same as for the primary analysis.

f. Problems: No problems were encountered.

4. Evaluation Results: In every grade excePt fourth, the Title VII

comparison group students made larger mean gains in Spanish

reading than the project students.

5. Data: Table 12 gives t4e mean raw score gain's in Spanish reading

,for project and Title VII students by grade.

TABLE 12

Mean Raw Score Gains in Spanish_Reading,
for Project and Tithe VI Participants

By Grade Fall-Spring Ccimparisons

Grade'

Project
Mean

Number Gain

Title VII
Mean

Number Gain

1 ' 3 3.3 .-----'-
12.

6 .2

3 '
10 ..th3

,.

4 8 0.5 14

2 12'

12

5 4 -0.3 16

13.5

Appendix F gives means and standard deviations by.grade for pre- and

posttests. rt
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H. Omitted. Nolpitional supplementary analyses were performed.

I. Conclusions:

Although this objective was notachieved, the results in grades

and 2 are especially encouraging. The instrument used for this
.objective has not been used by the district before and results were
difficult to predict. The Title VII comparison had the anticipated

result. It was predicted that Title VII students may'gain more
than project students and this was the result. It,should be noted

that the staff of the Title VII project has been emphasizing
, Spanish reading longer than the Title IV-C Waject staff.

4

410
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'..\A-; Product Objective 6:

1. Individuals: Approximately 4o students referred to the project

selected according to project guidelines.

2. Behavior: Comprehension

3. Object of Behavior: Mathematical operations and concepts

(in Spanish)

4. Time: September, 1978 to June, 1979

5. Measurement: Grade 1 : CTBS/Espai;o1 Level B

Grade 2 : CTBS/Espandol Level C

Grade 3 &-4: CTBS/Eapeaol Level 1

Grade 5 : CTBS/Espariol Level 2

6. Criterion for Success: For at least 4 of 5 grades,'the mean gains

of project students will be greater than the mean gains of

comparable students in the state funded bilingual program.

B. Common Goal of Michigan to Which Project Goal isRelated:

Goal Area III: STUDENT LEARNING

Goal 1: Basic Skills

(3) The ability to handle mathematical operations and

concepts.

C. Evaluation Design and Procedures:

1. Type: Pretest December, 1978

Posttest: May, 1979

2. Participants ip Primary Analysis: Same as Objective 1.

3. Comparison.Group Comparability: Same as Objective 1.

4. Time: It is estimated that the project participants had one hour of

mathematics instruction per day of-attendance and about 20 hours

of patbematies instruction per month.

5. Analysis Technique: The mean raw score gains for prime project

participants and for comparison group participants was computed

based on fall-spring comparisons.

6. Instruments: CTBS/Espanol (Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills/

Spanish), levels B, C, 1 and 2. _Detailed information about this

instrument may be found in Appendix'A.

7. Problems: ` The comparison group for this objective is not the one',

originally chosen. See objective 1 for-explanation.
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1:4 Evaluation,Reaults:

1. Criterion: .For at least 4 of the 5 grades, the,mea gains for
project students will be greater than the mean gains of
comparable students in the state funded bilingual program.

2. Resulla Statement: In one of the five graded, the mean gains
of project participants were greater than the mean gains of
comparable students in the state funded bilingual project.

E.. Thia,objective was not achieved.

P. Data: Table.13. gives the mean gain rates in mathematics (in Spanish),
for project and comparison group students by grade. I-

TABLE '13

/Mean Raw Score Gains in Mathematics
(in Spania0) for Project-and,Comparison
Group participants by grlide Fall-Spring

Comparisons

A

Project Comparison Group
Mean Mean'

Grade Numbir Gains Number Gains

1 3 2.7 6 b 6.11

2 5 4.6
,

5 4.8

3 J 10 2.9 2 11.0

4 8 ,i.).,, 4 1.5

5 4 426 4 15.5

Appendix F gives means'and standard deviation by grade on pre--and
posttests.
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G. Supplementary Analysis

1. Commitment: "Supple4tary analysis comparing project
Students with Title VII students will be
performed. Mean gains for project students
are expected to be-at least as great as
those for comparable Title VII bilingual
students."

2. Rationale: Title VII comparisons for grades 1-5 are
performed in order to ascertain that project
participants are doing at least as well as
comparable students in the Title VII project.

3. Evaluation Design:

a. Type: Same as the primary analysis

b. Participants: Projects Participants from the
primary analysis are compared td)
students from the Title VII project
selected to match as closely as

/1/4 possible in English language
ability and having a similar
distribution by grade.

c. Comparison group Comparability: Same as objective
1 supplementary
'analysis.

d. Analysis Technique: Same as the primary analysis.

e. Instruments: Same a\the primary analysis.

f. Problems: No problems were encountered.

4. Evaluation Results: In One of the five grades/I-the mean
gains of project students in
mathematics (in Spanish) were at
least as great a's those of comparable
Title VII students.

Data: /Table 14 gives the mean raw score gain in
mathematics (in Spanish) for project and Title
VII students by grade.
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TABLE_ 14

Mean Raw,Score Gains 'in MathematIcs (in Spanish)
for Prdject and Title VII Participants By Grade,
Fall- Spring Comparisons.

Grade Number

Project Title VII
Mean Mean

Gains _ Number- Gains_'

t
1 3 -2.7 12 21.3

2 5 4.6 12 12.3

3 . 10 2.9 8 10.1

4 8 1.3 13 -35.1

5 4 -4.8 15 3.2

Appendix F gives means and standard deviations by grade for
pre- and posttests.

H. Omitted, Noiadditional supplementary analyses were performed.

I. Conclusions

The results of this objective indicate that project students
are not gaining in mathematics skills at as great a rate as
comparison group students. It should be noted, however, that
project students had higher mean scores on the pretest than
the comparison group in mathematics.using this instrument
i,n all but the second grade, (See appendix F, Table F 7.) In

addition, the mathematics learning center had two teachers
during,the year,while the other groups had continuous
instruction from the same teacher, all of these factors could
have contribUted to the results observed here.

I I
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A, Process Objective 1.1

A1. Individuals: Approximately 40 students referred to the
project selected according to project
,guidelines.

t

2. Behavior: Comprehension

3: Object of Behavior: Reading

4. Time: September, 1978-June, 1929.

5. Measurement: "Check-In" and' "Check-Out" Tests.

6. Criterion for Sticcess: 70% of the target students will
achieve three new instructional
objectives for every 20 hours
of instruction in the Center.

B. Process Ojbective

C. Evaluation Design

1. Type: Each Objective is recorded by the teAher as it
is mastered. The number tgf objectives mastered
by each participant is recorderd in June.

2. Participants in the Primary Analysis: All students enrolled
in the bilingual le
centers and atte
for a minimum of 2
hours of instruction.

3. Compariipon Group Comparability: No Comparison group was
used.

4. Time: It is estimated that project participants had one
hour of reading instruction per day of attendance
and about 20 hours of reAing instruction in
a typical- month.

*it

5. Ar/'alysis Technique: The numbers and percents of target
students Who mastered three or
more new instructional Objectives
for every 20 hours ofilmstruction were
tabulated.

6., Insti,uments:, Each pupil keeps a copy of aStudent Record
Book which duplicates the numbers and,
prescriptions listed in the Catalog of
Instructional Objectivesand Prescriptions.
The teacher circles objectives mastered by

the student. Page one of the book is in Appendik
D. Forms used for data collection, fro teachers
may be found in Appendix B.
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7.' 'Problems: No problems werl encountered.

D. Evaluation Results:

1. Criterion: 70% of the target students will achieve
three new instructional objectives for
every 20 hours of instruction in the Center.

A

-2nr- Results Statement: 85.1% of the target students achieved
three new instructional objectives for
every 20 hours of instruction in the
Center.

E. This objective was achieved.

F. Data: Table 15 gives the numbers and percentsof target students
achieving three new Reading objectives for every 20
hours of instruction in the Center.

TABLE 15

Number and Percent oAjarget group students achieving
Three New ReadingAtbjeptives for Every Twenty Hours
in the Center. By Grade.

Grade

Target Group St dents
Number
.enrolled*

Achieving Objective
Number Percent

1 7

2 ) 12

1 18

4 17

5 . 13

Total

28.6

83e3

15 83;3

17 100.0

13 100.0

. .67 57, 85.1

*having a minimum of 25 hours ofinstruction.

, .

G an H Qmitted, No Supplementary analyses were Per

t
.10 .

I. nclusions:
V

This represents the third consecutive yearkwof high student
Ilk

achievement in the individualize-0d reading program for
limited English proficiency students at Preston. This
continued success bddes well for the project.
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A. Process Objective 2.1

1. Individuals: Approximately 40 students referred to
the pi7d ct selected according to project
guidel

21 Behavior: Comprehension

3. Object of Behavior: M thematical Operations and Concepts

4. Time: September, 197' to June, 1979.

5. Measurement: "Check-In" and "Check-Out" tests.

*6., Criterion for Success: 80% of the target students
will-achieve four new instructional
objectives for every .20 hours of
instruction in the center.

B. process Objective

C. Evaluation Design

1. Type: Each objective is recorded by the teacher.as it

is mastered. The number of objective's mastered
by each participant is recorded in June.

2. , Participants in the Primary analysis: Same as
objective 1.1

3. Comparison Group Cothparability: No Comparison group was
used.

4. Time: It it estimated that project participants had
one hour of mathematics instruction per day of
attendance and about 20 hours of mathematics
inztruction in-a-typioal month.

5. Analysis Technique: The ,numbers and percents of target
group students who mastered- four or
more new instructional objectives
for every 20 hours of instruction
were tabulated.

6. Instruments: Same as objective.1.1

7. Problems: No major problems were encountered. However,
students who left the project during the first
semester were not included in this analysis
as their records were not available. A new
teacher was employed in ';the math center, the
second semester and she was not able to
account for these students. Based on records
from the reading center, most of these thirteen
students would have been eliminated from the
analysis due to fewer than 25 hours exposure.
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D. Evaluation Results:

1. Criterion: 80%,of the target students will achieve four
new instructional objectives for every 20
hours of instruction in the Center.

2. Results statement: ,87.1% of the target students achieved
four new instructional objectives for
every 20 hours of instruction in
the Center.

E. This objective was achieved.

F. Data: Tablel6gives the numbers and percents of target students
achieving four new mathematics objectives for every
20 hours of instruction in the Center.

TABLE 16

Number and percent of Ta'rget Group Students Achieving Four
New MathematVcs Objectives for Every Twenty Hours in the
Center By Grade

Grade

Target Group Students
Achieving ObjectiveNumber

Enrolled* Number Perce-ht

1 8 5

2 10 10 100.0

18 16 88.9

4 16 14 87.5

5 10 9 90.0

Total 62 54 . 87.1

*having a minimum of 28'' hours of instruction.
. - 4

G and i Omitted, No Supplementary analyses were p'erformed.

I. Conclusions:

This represents the third consecutive year of.high student
achievement in'the individualized mathematics program for
limited English proficiency students at Preston. This
continued success bodes well for the project:
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IV. PROJECT EVALUATION SUMMARY

A. Majar Limitations:

The major limitation_ of this evaluation is the comparison

group. The school' originally selected(Comparison
Group B} did not complete the testing, necessary td allow

its use for analysis in the major objectives. Therefore,

tit was necessary to select an alternative school (Comparison
Group A) which hadrcompleted the necessary testing. Due

to circumstances beyond the control-of the project, this
school was not a Title I school. It-is possible therefore,
that students at the comparison school: might achieve
greater gains as a:result of factors related to socio-
economic factors rather than treatment.

A
In addition, this evaluation is limited in size. ,Only -

approximately 150 students were involved. The scope og
the evaluation was limited to those major areas of the
project outcomes involving studentS and where appropriate
measurement instruments were available.'

B. 'Conclusion:

Historically, Detroit Public-Sz.shools,teachers have
always adjusted their methods and materials to try- to

accommodate children who enter school'unable to understand

the English language because they were raised in'a family
that spoke a foreign language. However, in most instances,
both parties of the teacher-pupil relationship were auto-
matically.disadvantaged because of the language barrlier.

Thus, normal .4tudent achievement. rates were rarely
achieved by-rhe:-limited English-speaking -student.

Detroit's Title IV4-C Bilingual project is designed to

fill the need for art. educational .program which;provides
bilingual teachers and paraprofessionalsto effectively

assist limited nglish-speaking students to progress at

or close to normal annual academic progreS's rates. Ever

since the project began at Preston School in 1972, the

instructional staff members have provided instruction in
both Spanish and in English. . While the staff tailors
the amount of Spanish instruction to the individual student's
need, the goal is to move towards greater and more

,;frequent use of English. Thus, when a project sti.laent

leaves the 'Preston School for middle school, he or she

is prepared to continue learning ,with English as the medium

ofinstruction.

In addition to the basic cognitive subjects, the bilingual
project also addressed itself to the affective domain.

They believe that-progrss in'academic areas must be linked

to progress in self-concept. Each staff member attempts

to weave into the academic scene, at appropriate moments,
(gdueational experiences'and situations which'will enhance

self- images.
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Many such classroom experiences involve appropriate
culture and heritage which provide good examples of
citizenship and proper relations with other students
and adults in the community.-.

C. Recommendations:

C.

The systemsnmanaged,,individualized instructional
approach to bilingual eddcation as implemented in the Title
IV-C Prdgram of the Detroit Public Schools can serve as a
replicable model for arty school district in Michigan that
must meet its legal obligation to.provide bilingual
instruction to the limited English- speaking students within
its jurisdiction.

It is recommended that the systems-manged, individualized:
instruetional model utilizing the "Bilingual ,Learning Center".
concept be adopted because of the many-benefits .that such
a model would afford both to the students and to the school
district.

The- model i5.4commehded for limit-td English-speaking
students becauSe,it.would enable them to function in a
non-competit4v,e, academic setting that can accommodate
a diversitj of cognitive styles, levels 'of language pro-
ficiency, ,and learning abilities. Because, the learning
program is tailored' to the `functional level
of the child, alL students would begin to experience
immediate, academiosuc8essat their appropriate levels
and at their own self-pAscribed rates. =al, as the students
began to experience academic sudder,:thar self-concepts would be

enhanced and,fOrtified by a-self-perceived sense of
competency" which, in °turn MIght'be the motivating
factor for even greater academic, growth:

The systems-managed, indi&dualized instructional model
is recommended for replication by Fhool;4)diqtricts with one
or more non-English language groups to be ;served for four
reasons. First, the. model can be implein4nted foe a
relatively modest, one-time expenditure'aSthe majority
of the materials.in' the system are non-consumabfe; -Ln
fact, available in the district, thereby reducing the
initial investment. Secondly, the system employed in
the model is sufficiently flexible to allow for the
expansion of the material resources as both, new English

' language materials and non-English language materials
,become available. Thirdly, 'if a district was, confined to
the,rle use of English languqge materials due to the
in-availability of materials in the native language of
the student, the system would still be operable as Aong as
a bilingually capable teacher or paraprofesSional was avail-
able to act asrthe critical link between the students and
the materials.
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The cost of staffing is always a critical concern to
school districts and a'final reason for recommending the
model is the fact that it does not require excessive staffing.
Pr bilingually capable teacher assisted by a paraprofessional
could accommodate up to thrity pupils per academic periods
though a figure of fifteen to twenty would before desirable.

The economy in terms of Staffing requiements is effected
thtough the active involvement Of the students in the
management process. Most record keeping responsibilities
including the self-checking of learning tasks and the

\recording of progress rests,with the students. As a
consequence, the teacher is freed of a significant number
of clerical tasks and can relate frequently to individual
stud nts and still manage the over-all operation of the

em.
zv

Some Specific Recommendations are as follows:

.1. It is recommended that selection of personnel for a

program based on this model be chosen from candidates
with the same language background and if possible, the
same ethnic and cultural background as that of the
majority of the limited Englisli-speaking students in

that district. If multiple languages a e represented,
it is desirable that the teacher be pro icient in the
language of the largest group and that paraprofessionals
be seected 'on the basis of their proficiency in the
other languages represented.

2. It is, recommended that selected staff personnel
receive sufficient time for preservice training in the
systems approach of individualized and small group
learning processes.

3; Experience has shown that, the three years' ,participation,

in the program is desirable, however, the model is
flexible enough to provide services for students who
must go beyond the three/year maximum amount of time
stipulated in Public Act 294. 4

4. It is strongly recommended that parental involvement in
the bilingual learning process be encouraged and organized
in some, way such as a parent advisory\group with regularly
scheduled meetings.

° .

5., A continuing search for bilingual, materials and instruments
which would be better suited to the classroom and evaluation
processes of the project should be an ongoing 'project

activity.

6. Pre- and posttest data on students should bye kept as an

ongoing record of progress.

7. Experience with the Detroit Bilingual model sows that

more than one language group can be included in the same
learning center as evidenced in the Bennett Elementary
School. /,
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8. Some effort at follow-up.for students who leave the
program as a result of f/amily migration is needed.
These students frequentlj reappear and should have the
benefit of some program contact during their absence.

In summary, it is the considered opinion of this
evaluator that any school district anticipating the
implementatidn of bilingual programs would be well
advised to consider the systems-managed, individualized
instructional model developed by the Detroit Public
Schools Title IV-C Program on the basis of its
proven ability to deliver sound educational services
at a reasonable cost.
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California Achievement Tests
Form C

(1977)

A. Obctiere\-

Product Objectives 1 and 2 for grades 1 and 2.

B. Description:

1. Instrument Measurement:

The projecp uses/the tests initwo areas: reading and mathematics.

The reading comprehensio btest measures literal, interpretive

and critical comprehension. e mathematics subtests sample

computational skills and mathematics concepts. The CAT /C is a widely

used achievement test which has been newly adopted by the Detroit

public schools. ,

2. Types of scores used:

Computation is performed on raw scores where possible (when the same

form of the test is used pre-post or within a subgroup) and the results

are convertedctorgrade equi;ralent scores using appropriate norms.

3. Instrument Development:

Does not apply.

C. Selection and Development of Objectives:

Doss not apply.

D. Validity:

a t°

The test selection committee of the Detroit public schools carefUlly -

reviewed this test. Representatives of the various curriculum areas

as well,as the testing department were involved. This test was

; recommended over all the others under consideration. Based on this

recommendation; the test can be considered to bave content validity.

Extensive studies were carried out by the test publisher producing,

among'other measures, intercorrelations for the CATC with the CAT-70.

These coefficients appear in Table Al.
s

.
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Table Al

CAT/A and CAT /C Correlation Coefficients

Subtest Correlation Coefficient
Grade 1 Grade 2

Reading Comprehension ..61 .75

Mathematics Computation .63 .66

Mathematics Concepts and
Applications .78 .8o

Total Mathematics .8o .82

E. Reliability:

Measures of internal, consistency (KR20) for the,subtests of the CAT/C used

by the project are given in Tables A2 and A3. Values are given for

administrations of the test at pretest time 4Fall) and posttest time (Spripg).

Table A2

Measures of Internal Consistency
for CAT/C Subtests

Grade 1

SUbtest Number
of items

KR 20
Grade 1.2 Grade 1.8

Reading Comprehension i:, 20 .68 .84

Mathematics Computation 20 .80 .87

Mathematics Concepts and
Applications . 36 -.83 .87 f

Total Mathematics 56 .88 .92



Table A3

Measures of Internal Consistency
for CAT/C Subtests

Grade 2

Subtest Number
of items

KR 20
Grade'2.2 Grade 2.8

Reading Comprehension
Mathematics Computation
Mathematics Concepts and

Applicilions
Total Mathematics

20

26

40'
66

.89

. .86

.87

.92

°.91

.90

.90

.94

Test-retest correations'resulting from administrations of Levels 11 and

12 twice to the same students in grades 1 and 2 during the fall of 1977.

The results are given in Tables 44 and_A5.

4

Table A4

Test-Retest Reliability
Coefficients for CAT/C, Level 11

Grade 1

Subtest

Number of
subjects r

Reading Comprehension 287 .50

Mathematics Computation 288 .63

Mathematics Concepts and

Applications 293 .80

Total Mathematics /--,, 279 .84
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Table A5

k

:Test-Retest Reliability Coefficients
for CAT/C; Level 12

Grade 2

Subtest

Number of
subjects

Reading Comprehension z84 , .73

Mathematics Computation 286 .49

Mathematics Concepts and
Applications 291 .80

Total Mathematics 285 .85

F. This is a commonly available published teat. No copy is included in

Appendix B.
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Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
Levels 9-11 Form 5

(1971 Edition)

A. Objectives:

Product objectives 1 and 2 for grades 3, 4.and

B. Description:

1. Instrument Measurement:

"ihe Iowa Testa of Basic Skills are eleven separate tests, covering

a wide range of skills development. They are organized into six

levels. All levels are contained in a single 96 page booklet. Each

pupil takes the level which is most appropriate in content and

difficulty to his level of educational development. Separate answer

sheets, specific to each level but similar in design, are used for

recording responies. The time limits- and directions for the tests

are the same for all levels. Hence, any combination of levels may

be admini tered in any number of grades simultaneously.

The skills, sted in the reading instrument are classified under

four headin : details, purpose, organization, and evaluation.

Because of th close correlation between test performinc6 onitepts

of these four types, it is not considered worthwhile to daivea

separate score for each type. However, for the purpose of I ,

instruction, it is useful to considez(Aach of these skills separately.

The four skills are:

R

(1) Details:

(2) Purpose:

To recognize and understand stated or implied

factual detaild and relationships.

To develop skill in discerning the. purpose or
main idea of a paragraph or selection.

() Organization: To develop ability to organize ideas.

(4) Evaluation: To develop skill in evaluating what is read.

There are two subtests in the mathematics test: mathematics concepts

and mathematiCs problem solving. The main headings for the items

tested are:

(1) Currency
(2) Decimals
(3) Equations, inequalities and number sentences

(4) Frictions
(5) Geometry
(6) Measurement
(7) Numeration and number systems

(8) Percents
-(9) Ratio and proportion

(10) Sets

(11) Whole numbers. 59
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2. Type of scores used:

Computation is _performed on raw scores where possible (when the same

form of the test is used.pre-post or within a subgrouraand results'

are converted to grade equivalent scores using, appropriate norms.

3. Instrument Development:

Does not apply.

C. Selection and Development of Objectives:

Does not apply.

D. Validity:

A committee of curriculum representatives of the district reviewed

the Iowa Tests of Basic, Skills and determined that its items could

be matched to the curritulum,content of the Detroit Public Schools

Therefore the instrument can be considered to have content validity.

The test manual indicates that the criteria for item selection

included:

1. Placement and emphasis in.current instructional materials.

2. Recommendations of "authority." .

3. Frequency of need gr occurence.

4. Studies of frequency oferror.

5. Importance_or-cruciality:

6. Technical characteristics.

7. Feedback from users.

In the area of predictive validity, correlations with high school

4 grade point average for students tested in Grade 4 are .53. Higher

correlations were obtained for students in higher grades.

E. Reliability:
, .

The split-halves reliability coefficients (Pearson Product

Mom t Correlation Coefficient using the Spearman Brown formula

for e timating the reliability for the #ntire test) are given in

Table A6.



Table A6

Split-Halves Reliability By Level
and subtest for the Iowa

Tests of Basle Skills

Level

Subtest
Reading . Mathematics

.Concepts Problems Total

9 .91 .84 .82 .91

10 .92 .84 .81 .90

.93 .82 .8o .89

The equivalent forms reliability data presented in the ual are based
on Forms 3 and 4. It is the publisher's contention th Forms 5 and 6

,
.

are sufficiently similar to warrant use of these data. Table A7
presents the equivalent forms reliability by level and subtest.

Table7

Equivalent Forms Reliability
By Level and Subtest for
The Iowa Tests of Basic

Skills

, 7i/
Subtest .

Level
Reading Mathematics

Concepts , Problems Total

9 -* .84 .79 .72 .85

10 .85 .80. .74 .87

11' .86 .83k' .73 .87-

F. This is a commonly available published test. No dopy is included in

,,Appendix B.
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Primary S lf-ConcePis
In entory

974)

A. Objectives:

Product Objective 4.
All grades.

B. Description:

c

1. Instrument measurement:
The instrument was designed to measure:

Personal - Self Domain

(1) Physical sizee'Assesses child's perception ochis/her
relative physical size.

;(

(2) Emotional' Rate: Assesses chd,ld's perCeption of his/her
emotional state; i.e., happy or sad, angry. or not angry.

Social - Self Domain,

(3) Peer acceptance: AssesAs the child's perception of his/her
acceptance by hist: peer group.

(4) Helpfulness: Assesses the child's perception of himself/
herself in the helper - helpee relationship.

Intellectual - Self Domain

(5) Success: Assesses the child's perception of his/her *.
tendency tosucceed or fail in task-oriented pursuits.

16) Student-Self: Assesses the child's perception of his/her
,ability to conform to c4assroom behavior expectations.

2. Types of scores used:

Raw scores are Used. Items 3-20 are scored. .A score of 0-13

indicates a low self-concept. A score of'14-l8 indicates the 14.-

absence of a low self-concept.

3. Instrument Development:

Does not apply.

O. Selection andDreyelopmenOf Objectives

Does not apply:,

- 59 -
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D. Validity: 4

The Primary Self - Concept Inventory Test Manual (Douglas G. Muller

and Robert Leonetti, 1975) discusses the validity of this
instrument as follows:

"Test validity appears tobe high. Repeated' analyses yeild

highly consistent results, indicating that the test is .

measuring the six factors outlined (above). As a further

check on validity, expert opinion was solicited, regarding the
content validity of thetest. In the view of five specialises
who have done post-graduate study in measurement and evaluation,
the teSt is a valid and useful instrument for assessing
self-concept. The strongest criticism came from one specialist
who questioned the value of measuring phsical size and helpfulness
factors. He felt that these factors were too situationally
relative. That is, in certain situations, a child may perceive
himself as large, in others, as small.

The judges felt that the PSCI is an easily administered and
scored instrument that will be a valuable tool for assessment
of self-concept. They indicated that they believe the test has

the potential tb provide information about children which will
assist teachers in developing positive self-perceptions in the

child."

E. Reliability:

Test-retest reliability was computed on two samples.- The resulting
Pearson product moment correlation coefficients are given in Table-A8.

Table A8

Reliability Coefficients
on Two Samples

For PSCI

Sample
Size

372

100

Reliability
Coefficient.

.91
.

The authors indicate that the second more moderate coefficient may
be due to the smaller sample size.

F. This is a commonly available published test. No copy is included in

Appendix B. .



,Comprehenaive Teets of Basic Skills/
EapiWol (CTBS/Bspailol)

(1978)

A.. Objectives:
.

Product objectives 5 and 6.

All grades.

B. Description:,

CTBS/Espanol is a Spanish-language adaptation of the CTBS/S Reading

and Mathematics teats and was developed by the Norwalk -LaMiranda

Unified School District in Southern.Califorpia. In theadiptation

of CTBS /Sl emphasis was placed on keeping intact the tests content

and measurement features. For many reasons, a7...!rd-for-word

translation was not possible, nor was it desirable. Nevertheless,

CTBS/Espatol was designed to provide a Spanish-language test that

is very similar to CTBS/S in both rationale and 'process /content

classification scheme.

The reationale for CTBS.required that the tests Measure systematically

those sills prerequisite to studying and learning subject-matter z,

courses. The tests are not'specific to any particular curriculum 13

but are designed to test the possession of relevent knowledge gained

as the student progresses through the curriculum.
9

C. Selection end:Development of Objectivear

Does not apply.

D. Validity:

CTBS/Espagol was designed to provide a Spanish language test that

is very similar to CTBS/S in both rationale and content. In the

adaptation, emphasis was placed on keeping intact the test content

-knd measurement features of CTBS/S. The reading comprehension and

twomathematics subtests provide a good match to the curriculum of

the Detroit Public SchOols'and therfore of the project. The project

Stiff felt that this instrument could be used successfully to

measure reading and mathematics skills of students who, are Spanish

speakers and are learning reading and mathematics skills at least

part-time in Spanish.

E. Reliability;

Only internal,consistencz data were presented in'the technical

manual for the CTBS/Espanol. TheKR-20's for eadh level, by

gradeind subtestfare presented in Table9.

- 61 -

64

(



Table A9

Reliability Coefficients (KR 20) folk:.

CTBS/EspaVol Equating Sample

Subtext

Level. B
Grade 1

Comprension de Lecture
(Reading Comprehension)

Computacion de Matematicas
(Mathematics Computation)

.90

.92

Conceptos de,Matemitticas
(Mathematics Concepts)

Apljcaciones de Matemitticas

(MathematicsApplications)

Conceptos y Aplicaciones de Matemticas
(Mathematics Concepts and Applications) .85 85

C 1 2

2 5

...88 .92 .86

,89 .94 .94. .92

.83 .86 .76

.84 .89 .82

Levis B and C do not provide spearate subtext scores for Mathematics
Concepts and Applications.

_)

Jib
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INSTRUCTIONS

Process Objective 1
:.:Reading

Column (1) Record names of all students who received services in the
bilingual center.

-Column (2) Record the number of hours each student received instruction
in the center.

Column (3) Record the number of I/O's needed for achievement. of objectives
3 for each student. Use the following formula:

No.I/O's needed sir Mrs in center) x 3
20

'Record whole numbers only.
For example:

9

No. I/04s needed... (7lhrs) x 3
20

20

la.should be recorded in colum (3).

Column (4) Record the-number of I/O's achieved by e\ch student from your
records.

Column; (5) If the number in column (4) is greater than or equal to (.2:i
the aumber'in column (3).

A

Place a check () in column (5). This indicates that the
objective was achieved.

- 614 -
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(1)

Name

Title IVO
Bilingual Program
Process Objective 1

'leading

O

Preston

Bennett

(2)

Number_of_
Hours

in Center

(3)
Nu illet of I/O's

Pits 1

needed ( 20 x

(4)

.Numbet of
I/O's achieved'

(5)

Objective
achieved?

1

r



Column (1)

Column (2)

INSTRUCTIONS

Process Objective 2

1

Record names-of all students who received services in: the
bilingual center.

Record the number of hours each student ieceived instruction
in the center.

Column (3).Record the number of I/O's needed for achievement
'4 4 for each student. Use the following formula:

No. I/O's needed = #hrs in center
5

0

Column (4)

Column (5)

Record whole'humbers
For example:.

No. I/O's = 71 hrs = 14.2
5

14 should be recorded in column (3)

Record the number of I/0'1,achievedeby each
records.

of objecti4e

etas

student from your

If the number in column (4) is greater than or equal to (2-) the
number in column (3), place a check () in column (5). This
indicates. that the objective was achieved.

UP

= 6 6 -.: 6 9



4-

Grade

0

Title IVC
Bilingual Program

Process Objective 2
Mathematics,

Preston

Bennett

(1)

Name

(2)

Number of
Hours

in Center

Number

needed

(3)

of I/$0'-s

ithrs

(4)

Number of
I/Ws achieved

(5)

Objective
achieved?( 5 )

.

.

4

.

.

.

.

.

.

-

*

,

.

.

.

4r---

.

_

.

.

.

.

.

.

. .

.

.

.
.

.

.

P

.

.

.

-

.7t

.

.

.

,

A
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BILINGUAL INSTRUCTION ELIGIBILITY

In October, 1974, the state legislature passed and Governor Milliken signed

P.A. 294, which requires school districts having twenty or more students

who are native speakers of the same language (other than English) to provide

bilingual instruction for those students.

Pursuant to P.A. 294, the State Department of Education has prepared

"Student Eligibility Guidelines for State-mandated Bilingual Education."

These guidelines set forth certain requirements and standards which must be

applied in determining whether.or not a-student is eligible for bilingual

instruction.

According to the guidelines, our aim is to identify students (1) who are
monolingual speakers of a language other than English, (2) whose primary
home language is other than English regardless of the language(s) spoken by
the student, (3) whose primary environmental language is other than English
regardless of the language(s) spoken by the student.

Students thus identified are to be placed in-one of four categories.

A. Student has difficulty performing ordinary classwork
as a result of the student's language background.

B. Student reasonably may be expected to have difficulty
`performing ordinary classwork in English' as a result
of the student's language background.

C. Student has difficulty performing ordinary claSswork
'but the difficulty is not a result of the.Oudent's
language background.

D. Student is not experiencing difficulty and is not
expected to experience difficulty performing ordinary
classwork as a result of the student's language back-
ground.

All students who fall in groups "A" and "B" are eligible for bilingual in-.
struction.

Documentation should include academic records; standardized test scores in-
dicating achievement to be at least 1.5 Trade equivalent Units below averae;
teacher, counselor, parent, or committee evaluations: other documentation.

The attached "Bilingual Instruction Eligibility (questionnaire" is based on
the above state guidelines. -Use of-this form in screening students for
bilingual instruction should insure that state requirements aremet.



(ORIGINAL) .

440

Detroit
Public
Schools

PUPIL PROFILE
BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL EDUCATION

Research and
Evaluation

August, 1978

.ease type or print in block lettars the following information:

School

'Last First Middle

Place of Birth

Address of Pupil 5

Father's Name

Mother's Name

Guardian

Pupil Lives
With

Region Date I

Grade IDQ I

Date Tested for Language Dominance

Dominant Language

Date.Testedlor Home Language Proficiency

Date Tested for English Proficiency

Date Parents Notified of Eligibility and Placement

Date Parents' Refusal. Letter Received (attach copy)

TEST RECORD: Record Test Data for Each Year Pupil is Enrolled in
Bilingual Program.

Birth Date

Telephone

Birthplace

Birthplace

Relationship

Language Spoken
In Home

Instrument

Instrument

Instrument

/Score

/Score

(Attach Postal Receipt)

Scnooi
Year

W Native LahiTrEnglish
(Oral

Proficienc )

(Oral
Proficiency)

E-4Z
g
C4
E.4

v)Z
1-4

Lang.

...I

44
_

0VEG
r4
;14

4,,i
11

-F.-
W

0
V)

4-4
e..4

g
'4
PI
,74.1

Standardized
Irest(s)

Eng.

14Z
eaz
Cd
1.4
V)Z
)4

Lang.*

0
w4

1a
o

(GE)

f,
0
:.1.

(GE)

Standardized
Test(s).

Nat.,Lans.

Z1
ed

. 14
V)
Z
H

to

. 4
.1
V

(GE)

Ir

-2a
Al

(GE)

Optional
Test(s)

.

Lang.
Coda

.

\

,,

c4
£4
v)Z
)4

P.,
r.4
4Jc
0
0

e.4
44

.1.1

CI4
6
E
0

V)

r.4
r4
CI
9
v4
0

+4Z

,

. ,
. .

L

..

, .
.

.
.

.

*Inserumenta: SAT,. ITBS, CAT.

SCHOOLS: Send this form to the Region
REGIONS: Send thit form to the Department of 8ilingual/BiculturaT Education

.7c73



imiunuAL INSTRUCTION
0H1-1

"."--

Student'sName Age Grade

Adress
Zip Code

Present Previous
School

. School

1. Years in the Stu&n.t...ID
United States

'-'311imidica-mckTitle I)

2. Birthplace: Father Mother Student

3. What language is spoken at home most of the time?

4. A. What language is spoken most with friends?

English Home Language Both

B. What language is preferred for reading (magazines, newspaper, books)?

English Home-Language

.5. Most recent report card marks:

Language Arts Mathematics

Both

6., Please list the student's latest city-wide test scores as indicated below.

'Grades 1-2 SAT Grade Equivalent Pars. Arith.
-Mean. Con. Date

Grades 3-7 ITBS Grade Equivalent

Math
Reading Total

1
- 71 - 74

Date

O



7. In your opinion, which of the folloping best describes this studeAt?

(Circle your choice).
.

A. Student had difficulty performing
ordin:ary classwork as a result

of the student's language background.

B. Student reasonably may be expected to have difficulty. Performin

ordinary cl.zwork in English as a result of the student's

language background.

6. Student had difficulty performing ordinary classwork but the

difficulty is not a result of the student's language background.
. .

D. Student is not experiencing difficulty and is not expected'to

experience difficulty perform:dz.-7: dar41.4.pary
classwork as a result

of the student's language tasicmax=1.:..---

8. Teacher Comments:
1

1

C.,

d

2

.

ar

1 ''''"

75 t

*

- 72 -

Teacher's Name

Date



? .

3.

4.

5.

6.

.3.

( 'etcher's' Nano Is Teacher Bilingual?

Yea I Not I

1

If "Yes," What Languages?

1

School

Region

IDENTIFICATIOfi3OF EACH PUPIL WHOSE PRIMARY OR HOME LANGUAGE IS OTHER THAN ENGLISH

(1)

Six-Digit
Papil
I.D.

1
litm:ber

(-2)
..

Pupil's Name
.

%.

(J)

Grade

(4

Pic",""rY
,.. or nome

2
Language.

(Other than/(A.,B,or
Enllish)

5

Pupil's
Lang
Cede

C)

Special
Program

Sorvice(s)
(If Known)

(Enter

7
Reeding Test Score

Data)Latest Available

Tent
Narre5

Test
Date

Grade

Tested

Soreore

Grade

ti.,

Percen-
the

Exnz-eles:

.75:13:7-Z1711717-
21118 312 4

Paul Ruff
William Kee

5 Gearman

12 Spanish
Ch. 3 ITBS 1977 4 3:1_

TAP - 1975 9 29

1 Col. (1)r The pupil I.D. number can be secured from the computer-printed Membership Roster sent to your school in
September. I1 no I.D. number-is availablei-leave this column entry blank.

.

2C01; (Li): The native language (other than English) that the mother or father usually speaks

3Cca.(5): Code Letter A = Pupil cpeaks mo5;t17:cor only the home language.
Code. Litter B = Pupil speakn tha home language and English equally well.

. Code Letter C = Pupil speaks meetly ol2only English.
4
Col. (6): Special program services are Title I, Chaptor 3, Bilingual, ESL, Learning Consultant, etc.

5Col. (7): Enter SAT for Stanford Achic;ement Test, ITBS for Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, or TAP for Teats of
Academic Progress, and. report the student's latest rending teat score.

6
Col. (7: Enter grade equivalent scores for pupils in grades 1-7, percentile scollasfor pupils in'grades 9 and 11.

This form must Le completed by September 30, 1977: Principal's Signature

..
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o

Pupils eligible for Bilingual/Bicultural Education must meet the following

Bilingual/Bicultural Education

Criteria for Pupiallijbility

criteria:

I. Have a language background in a language other than English.

k

2. All pupils having this background in grades K thru 2 arc eligible.

3. Pupils with this language background and speaking mostly or only the

home language. (A category)10.

4._ Pupils in grades 3 thru 12 halAng this language background but w4,th
no available reading test scores are eligible.

5. Pupils in grades 3 thru 12 having this language background and scoring
in the bottom three stanines on their reading test are eligible.

te

78

74
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STEP ONE

Determine Pupil Eligibility

,l. Determine pupil language code (from column 5,of the

survey).

2. If the language code is A, the pupil is dligible.

3. If the language.4odc is B or C, determine the pupil's

grade (fromcolumn 3 of the survey).

4. If the grade is K, P1, or P2, the pupi is eligible.

5. if the grade is 3 through 12, determine the test

-scores arc listed (column 7 of the Survey)

6. If no test score is listed, the pupil is eligible.

If a test score is listed, determine if it is in the

bottom 3 stanines. (Use the chart provided for this

purpose. Be sure to use the proper grade level on

'tliC chart. This grade level appears in column 7 of

the survey under "grade when tested.")

8. If the test score is in the bottom 3 stanines, the

pupil eligible.

9. If the'test score is not in the bottom three stanines,

the pupil is not eligiEre.



t

STEP ONE
N

DETERMINE PUPIL ELIGIBILITY

O

PUPIL

LS

ELIGIBLE

(2)

WHAT IS PUPIL'S

LANGUAGE CODE?

(1)

WHAT 1-SPUE711,1S

GRADE?

(3)

K, P1, P2

numbers inTarentheses
'refer to,steps rthraugh
9 on the attached sheet. °

3 THRU 12

IS PUPIL'S

TEST SCORE LISTED?

(5)

( 6 )

V
,-

PUPIL

IS

ELIGIBLE

YES

IS SCORE IN THE
BOTTOM THREE STANINES?

(7)

NO

(9)

0;

1E3

(8)
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NAME

U 4041 /.4 101

14.

OS

High Intensity Learning Systemi READING
Classroom ManagementSyntem

SCHOOL
CLASS

Word Study Vocabulary Cornwhension Study Skills

08JECTIvES
PF1ED1CTED

11/%14,DOM'
NOUSE

Educational
Systems Division

KEY

000"-" :Not Needed .

(FWD Nellf1s Work

Complelr:d

This booklet contains computer-processed presdriptions.

WORD STUDY ,. Beg Cons -. Vow Digrph, irr vow

6i m 62 63 64 136m 137 138 139

Aud Disc
0 A 65 66 '67 68 140 141 142 143

01 02 03 04 69 .70 071 72 144 145 146 147

05- 06.. 07 08 73 74 75 476

09 10 11 12' 77 78 79 80

13. ;14 15 16

17

Alph Know

18 19 20

22 23

Beg Binds

81m 82 83 84

Vows -1 r, vows 1

148m 149", 150 151

1p 153

85 '86 87 88 Silent Let

90 91 92 54 155 156 157

15ti 159 160m
eg Digrphs

93m 94 95 96 Variants

97 98 99 161 162 163 164 218 219 220 221

Vis Disc

Cannons

194 195 196 197

198 199 200 201

202 203

204

206

209

Prezft...."

.2115-2Tc
207 208

210 211

215

1 204

[206

209

212 .213 214

216 2161 217

Suffix

7

165 1 66 167, 168 1 221 1 222 1222] 223

24. 251 '26 27 End Cons

100m 101 102 103
169 ; 260225 2 .227

1 227 228 229 23028 0 29 30 31,

104 105 106 107 :Syllab ,
. 231 232 -233 234

V

Encod
170 171 172 173m 235 236 6

End Binds ,

32 33 34 35
174 11741 175

1b3m 109 110 411

. 36 37 38 39' 112 113 114
170 177 178 179

.N.....,401 40t 411 42t
180m 181 182 11821

42f
Med Cons, -le, 183m

0.115 11G 1:17- 118m

# 119
.

Sight Wds

431 441 45r 40 long-Short Vow s
libCADULARY. Intlett Ei3ci '.

47 48v 49v 50v
O

a
1`26m 120m 121 122 ,o, 4 . .243- 214' ..-2,1!?- -,2.46

.
Sty 52v 53 54 423 124 125 126 . 2 ..comp Wcis 247 1247) 249 29

. (.0, .
55 . 56 '57 58m ° .127 .028 129 130. '1,41 94 185 186 187 250 251 252' . 253

, 591 -591. Fon Cot 131m 132 133 134 188 189 190 101 254 255 56' 257 -

\ *-40r.. .. ,11 35 192 193 1 250 2 i!GO

. A

1 . 259 ..

11751

Roots & Affix

237 1 2371 233

239 1 239 240 fc; 4-5

241 242

f23:1 1

.4 ; , - .7 8 :; 82



VOCABULARY.
Con !mug',

"'s. : :.v.;

.1
10.) ROSSO 5$

%I,

261 262 263 264

:265 .266

Homonyms-.

267 268 260 270

271 272 .

Homographs

273 274-' 275 276
.

277 273 279 280..
. -

Synonyms

281 262 283- 284

285 286 287 288

289 [2801

Antonyms

6 12901.- 291

292 293. 294 295

288

12911

296

Concep Vocab

297;12971 296

294 2991 300

301 ;id '303

pee j

CONIRREHENSiON
-0 ".^4 *"

.
.

Context

304 a044!i304.1 305

13051

308.

306 307, 303

300' 310

'7.311: I13111 31:

1731

0, 13sicComp,.

3f4 .315 315: 316
. .

, 317 318 319 320

321 122 323' 323

7"'.., 324 1
324.1 "325'

;Pr .-

la,

13121

oft

.326' 327 327'

028 321 330

33t' 332 .333 334

.334

a.

Main Ideas

335 336 336 PEI
,

337 337' .1337 336

339 13391 340 340

[301 341 341

Infertnces,

342 Els 34_ j 343

Pied Out P

344 344 13441 345

r375-1

Draw. Conch.,

346 347 348 343

338 449

Catie & Effect

350 350

351 [3511

349

13501"351

Sequence

353m0353rp ,354 355

:356 °13561 257' 358

. . I. ...v. ..

"4*--

. . (torn iittl t913,44"w. tn Aois.I.'..4 11.11,. lite . , - .9 Ct4

4

p Ik11-11-141 . A ;'1 VV., 10.11I' Int 11.111 11 4,,,i r.,,,,.A,,,,, I, an jolly r 19'1'4 convi,nt loos. POI ; ..1.4..1 i.1 I1. 111.11, -J SI. Mx%

14 ga1ri 111,4t 4, 10., , 14.,. 1e; I .. I I 0... , , 11 ' ..1.11 14 r..,...),.. it. ni , Jo r.,, IA II18I,..I. 1..1.411,,

an1110.1 %,N .J hi, the 'ttit 1 ed '..f.if . cif Ai .4 4*,... l'..11:4: tl l'Its . 104 1.' . ..,

-,..

.359

Crit Think

360 360

-362 363

'1366ni

[360 1361

364 345

LR

367t 3371 136711 3681

368t

*of
13684 3691

3701 3701

-2,:r3711, 3711' 'Lill 37

372 ;

3741

3601

1370t1

[372 1

[37411

373t

3751 '3751

,Idioms

376 377 377 378

378

Fig

379 .13713 3P0

381 17811 332 .1212

383 *.:63 ELT

L380

STUDY- SKILLS'

Learn Cent Proced

3041 3841 E87.41 3851

385% [38511 381)1 380:

138611 3811 387t Ttl

388% 323% 1388:1 339:

38:91 .3891i
3901 390:

1%.9Uti .39 1 1-3431":

Follow Dir

392 393 '303

394 394 395

1-5-971 396 . 397 397
.

398

393

List indFol Dir

399 400m 400m 401

402

Oral Read

4931 4041 4341 _14040

Rate

405t 1405t1 06t 11611

Pic Dic,Sicills

407 40' 408

4W 411 412

414, 415 -416
Z.

7

409

AlpT1,1 vrucl .

418 419 420 42,

.422 423 424'

425 426 F1271]

iiin 428 [4:11.i

Skit!

,._,

F4-2-531 L1 (2...1

432 [4321

F3i]
1431

1^32]

1435

413

417

434

436

433

4.10

442

144

446

448

1336

incale Ans

449 449 450

451 171 1 452 i4521

F4T3-1. 45.1 [::?,;1 455

427

420

431

435

437

439

441

443

445s.

447

$50

4561 475611 45-71

Verify Ans

458 [458 459 4 [4591

gp-Category & Class

460 461- 462

nlent Areas

-165m :66

466 j1467iii

Maps, Dig & Pics

463nt 69 4.1691

470m 117011 471 7'2

1-472 1 73 [ 473 1 74

1T741
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High Intensity Learning S.ystdrnsMATH
. ClassroomN4:nageement System

Contents:
Diagram aiMathDiagnostic Inventory (MDI)

Prescriptions fat Instructional ObjeCtives

LA

11

Strand Subsystem

1: Numbers, Numeration,
and Prace Value

I II III

___2: Addition and Subtraction

3: Multiplication and Division

I II HI

I II III

4: Fraction's I II III

5: Geometry I II III

6: Decimals
-444,._ III

7: Logid and Number Theory I II III

8: Probability and Statisti .s- I II III

9: Sentences, Functions,
and Rational Numbers

' 1 Jr III

10: abasurement I II. III

-Recording the Subsystem: Circle the Subsystem

in which you place the student. When lie completes

the Sutisy.5tem;mark it with a slash.

RANDOM HOUSE

- 88 -

84

Educational Systoms Division



. 000 Critical 1-0
000 N9n-Critical 1-0

T: Test requires teacher partiCipation.

Suggested Criteria for Mastery:
Critical 1-0's: 90% -
Non- Critical 1-0's: 80%

1

STRAND 1 NUMBER t. NUMERATION. AND PLACE VALUE

Subsystem

4

3

Ordering Nu ber
Numbers Numbers N es Numeration ,Numeration
(0 to 10) (0 to 10) (0 o 10) Ordinals (to 100) (to 1000)

13 21 . 22 23T 31 39

12 20 . .,11 30 38

10 19 29 37

9 18 28 , 36

8' 17 27 35T
...

7 26. 26T 34T

6 15 25 33

."

5 14T 24 32

Subsystem IF

Number
Names

(0 to 20)

40

) Continued



Subsystem tl Continued

Numeration Numeration
(to 10000) (to 1,000.000)

Roman
Numerals

Rounding
Numbers
. .

Subsystetn III,

Romitn
Sets Numerals Numeration

'Numeration
. (other bases)

46 51 53 54 61 62 67 69

' 45 50 52 .47 60 66 68

44 49
59 651

43 48
58 64

42
57 63

41
56

55

STRAND 2 ADDITION AND SUBTRACTION 71--j

Subsystem I
Applying

Applying

rilsims ED(sums ME-3(sums Facts (sums /.= (2 digits. 0 (2 digits. ME_];sums Facts ii;ums

through 6) through 6) through 6) through 6) no renaming) no renaming) through 18) through 18)

,,,,

80 85 91

r 79 84 90

78 89

77 821 88

: 76 87. .
75 86

81

94 100 102 109 113

93 99 101 108 112

92 1C1717 98 111

96 106 110

95 105

1

104

103

Subsystem I Continued

17:i(up to 3 Ej(up to 3
gigots. ha digits. no 1r2(2 digits,
renaming) renaming) renaming ones)

El (2 digits,
renaming tens)

121 '124 128Fa
117 120 , 123 127

115 119 122 126

-114 116 125_

Sub system

-i- (up to 10
Estimation.

digits, renaming)
, .

.. 146
,- 148.

G,

147 a

Subsystem_!(

(up Relating
to 6 digits. . Addition and

Estimation renaming) Properties Suptraction

136. 143 ' 144 145_

135 142 131

141 129

140

139

138

137

134

- 133

132

130

86



I4
41,

Subsystem

(products
through 25)

16Q

159

158

157

156

x.155

154T

C:lintroduchon

161

Subsystem It

MEI (products
through 25)

(Products
through 50)

a= (products
through 50)

EZI(products
through Li I)

165 167 174 177
164

0 166 173 175'
163 Ii 172 ,

162 169

168

Subsystem II

1products

Continued

0 t3-digit
by 1-digit)

185

184

178

O(1 -digit
divisor. 3-

digit quotient)

190

189

1A$

(2,cligit
Subsystem III

(-1 E3 (2- or more
or more digit divisors.

digit factors) any quotient)

203 211

202 210

(2 -digit
by 2-digit)

195

194

divisor, up to
2-digit quotient)

198

197

3

through 81)

182

181

180 1-9.2 99G 209
179 176 187 191 193 199 208

171 186 207
170 183 206

205

204

200

STRAND 4 FRACTIONS

Subsystem I

ret

Introducing
Fractions,

225

224

a3
222

221

220

219

218

217

Subsystem 1.1

ME] (like
denominators)

Properties
at

229 .-237
228 236

227 235

226.

e

LurLaJ (like
deneininalors.
lowest terms)

238

234

232

231

230

87'
at

ti

Subsystem

ED (mixed numerals,
like denominators.

renaming)

ear

242-

241

240

239

I

Conlintied



Subsystem 111 Continued

Eamixed numerals, 1713 ( up to 3 mixed. 1=1(mixed numerals.
like denominators. E:Illowestr. numerals, unlike unlike denominators, I:3 LTA, 1 m 1 x ed Ratio and

renaming) terms) denominators) . 2 rerwmings) numerals) Proportion Per Cent

-
246

245

252

251 -,

244. 250 `
.',

. 243 249

248

247

259

258

257

.256

255

254

253

263 '273 200,25
.,

0 .0 262 272 274 279

'261 271 r
269 - 278

260 270 268 277

265' 267 276

264 , 266
4

.

STRAND 5 GEMETRY

Subsystem I

Open and
Closed
Figures

288

287T

Plane Space
Figur(es Congruence Figures Segment Polygons

289 290 291T

2 86T

'292 293

Subsystem n
a

_\ Simple Parallel and

Ray, Segment, . Closed Intersecting
Triangle Polygons Circle Figureand Line Lines

296 300 302T 304 308 309

297 301 294T c4

ri

Symmetry

310

Subsystem II Continued

Congiuence Perimeter Area Volume

312 ,513 3-14 315

311 305 306 307'

'30'3

299
a

298

295

Subsyst6n1

Congruence e
:

Angle q

gea.5grc..:Ip eat_ : Area
.

Circle

327 328 329

324 319 - 320

,______331

330

323 318 '321,

3?2 317T

... . ,

subsysttm Id Continued
.

f
Segment Parallel and

Polygons , . an Angle Perpendicular Mrtion Pythagorean

and Prisms Volunie Symmetry .. Bisector -Lines '' Geometry Similarity . ,, Theorem
. p

4...
.

332 # 6> 333 -", 334. .
.

336 , 338 . . 339 ., 342 344
i

326 1
B35. 337 88- 341, . 343

... . i.,

345 .316 . .. 340 .
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Subsystem Ill

Metric Numeration
Addition and
Subtraction Multiplication Division Pet Cent

355 360 363 368 375 378

359 , 362 367 374 377

358 361' .366 373 376

357 356 365 372

352 354 364 371

351 .353 370-

350 369-

STRAND 7 .LOGIC AND NUMBER THEORY

Subsystem I
Even and

Patterns Odd Numbers Sequencing

390T ,386 389

385 388

384 387

Subsystem II
Continued

400

399

Subsystem 11
Even and

Odd Numbers Primes Denial And/Or If ... Then G.O.F.

391 393 394 396 397 398

392 395

....
Subsystem III

. All, Some, (4.,
Denial Primes Divisibility Sequencing None And %Os If'... Then

*4401 403 404 405 407 C-409
..

,410

402 406 - 408

STRAND 8 PROBABILITY AND STATISTICS

'Subsystem!
Graphs ,,

418T

417

416T

Subsystem II
Graphs

426T

425

424

423

420T

419

Probability

427

422

421

Subsysterfi111
Graphs Statistics Probability Sampling

429 430 431 432

4281

STRAND 9 SENTENCES. FUNCTIONS. 'AND RATIONAL NUMBERS

Subsystem I
. Graphs of

Ordered Pairs

438

Subsystem II
Properties'of Basic Equations ;Ind Graphs of

Whole Numbers. I facts ,Incquotities , Integersr s Of dercd Poir,s Functions
.. ,

444
.

445, 450

.443 r 44, ., 449 .'.
442 . 440 448

439 , , 447

446

452 , - 454 455 4.1.

- 451 653

.

,89 ,
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Subsystem III

Integers
:

Rational Numb s
. . Addition and

Subtraction

.

PrePerttes of
Rational

-A Numbers

462 .' . 468 472 .

. 467 471-
.

46$ 466

464

Rational. Numbers
' Equation ^. and Mtittiplication Graphs of

Inequalities and Division Functions

.475 ! 476 479

.474
,, 470 478

473. - 469 - ",, i 477
4
k
,

T N .
ItiP I

461 463

460 457

459 456

458

STRAND 10 MEASUREMENT

Subsystem I

Size
Compansoni Dozen Capacity Perimeter Area Volume Length Weight

...

496 ',501T 502 503 504 506. 507T

sooT 505

499T 495

494T

4891

488T

487

486

485

Subsystem I Continued

Tinie Money

: 508 . 510

497 492

e493 491

490

Subsystem II

Capacity Weight Temperature Time

.516 517

Money

518. 520 / 523
5.19 522"

514

513

512

511

Subsystem II Continued ubSystem.III

1;15

Length Application

'527

526

Temperature

533

532

Length

534

531

Operations and
Measurements

539

538

1^4. 525
. 529 537

,
524,

536

521
. 535

530
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Distributions of Students
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--Project Students
(all objectives) ' -k,

Table El below indicates the number of Project students
by grade and LAS level. The LAS (Language AsSessment Scales).
was administered in September, 1978.' Scores indicate English
,oral proficiericy on a scale of 1 through5 with 1 the lowest and
5 the highest.

t

TABLE El
Distribution of Project Students(by Grade
and LAS Level.

.

Grade
LAS

1 2 3 4 5 OT
ESTED

1 30 1 2 1 0 - ,0 O.

2 2 1 3 2 2* 0

3 0 2 1 3 ,8 0

4 0 t 2 0 9 3

5 0 0- 0 0 5 1

Totals .
,

.

5 4 8 6 24. , 4 t

00

..........

# r,

.

I

A

92

4

- 88 - -



Title VII Comparison Group
(Produt Objectives 1;2,4,5,6)

0

Table E2 below indicates the number of title VII. Comparison
group students by grade and LAS level. The LAS(Language
Assessment Scales) was administered in September, 1978. Scores
indicate English oral proficiency on a scale of 1 thrbugh,
with 1 the lowest and 5 the highest.

Nor TABLE E2
Distribution of `Title VII ComparIso Gtoup,
Students by Grade and LAS, evel.

Grade
(LAS 4,

1 e 3

:
.,-

i-'

4 NOT d
TEST.E.Z.,

14 4 2 0 2 2

14 3 4 3 Ofl 2

3 2 0 2 10 1 1'

4 1 0 3 5.. 7 2

5 2 2 5 k 8 2 2

Totals 9 16 . 26 12 : 9

- 89 -

93

V.



Comparison Group A
(Product Objectives2,5,6)

Table E3 below indicaes the number of comparison group A
students by grade and LASOlevel.,. The LAS (Language Assessment
Scales)was administered in September, 1978.. Scores indicate
English oral proficiency on a. acalee?.of 1 through 5 with 1 the

and 5 the highest. *

TABLE E3
Distribution of Comparison GroUp A Students by
grade and LAS Level. :!

Grade- 1 2 , NOT
TESTED

1 0 0 2 '7. 3 0

3

0

0

1

1

5.

0

1

'4

1

1
,0 ,

1

4

'5

2

1.

0

1

0

0

3

1 4 ;

e,

0

° 0,

Totals 3 3 7 16 16 1

. 94'
- 90 -



Comparison Group B
(Product Objective 4)

Table E4 below indicates the number of comparison Group B
Students by grade and LAS level. The LAS (Language Assessment
Scales) was administered In September, 1978. Socres indicate

'English oral proficiency on a scale of 1 through 5 with 1-the
lowest and 5 the highest.

TABLE E4
Distribution of Comparison Group B Students
by grade and LAS Level.

LAS
'Grade

.

1
,

2 3 4, 5 NOT
TESTED

1

2

3-

4

5
,--

3

6

0

'1

0 : .

0

2

1

1

1

2

3

1

0

10

2

.3

3

. 1 '

2

2

9

'2

5

4 '

1.

0

JD

.

Totals 10 5 6 11 .22 11 AP 9

a
4..*a4.

a

a

o \
95

- a A
- 91 .1, c

a

.

Or

5 f V

0,, . e '

4

qs. 16 k
X



-44

o

0

.r".4 °Q e

,
f I,W

,*9

0

vo

J

APpindix F

Y

.9

. .

Means and Standard 'Deviations.
df Pre- and PosttettMeasures
for Obje,ctiyes.I....2,
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AA,

Table Fl

Pretest means and standard deviations in English reading for project,

Title VII, and Comparison Group A'students in Grade Equivalent Units

by Grade.*
4.

Grade

PI"Oject Title VII Comparison Group-'-

sd n x 'sd n x sd

8 /6.9 0.6 18 1.7 0. 11 1.0 0.5
1

2 5 0.9 0,7 13 1.2 0.6 4 1.7 0.2

3 14 2.8 0.9 10 2.5 0.5 6 2.2 0.5

4 10 3.1 0.6 16 2.9 0.7 , j 2.6 0.3

7 3.1 0.9 19 3 k3
0.9 4 2.9

*See Objective r for dates and instruments. used

clk
1

9 7

- 93 -



Table
A e .

Posttest Means and Standard Deviations in English Reading for Project,
Title VII, and Comparison Group A students in Grade Equivalent Units-

by Grade.*

-Project Title VII Comparison- Group 'A

Grade sd sd n x sd

1 8 1.3 0.5 18 1.7 0.2 12 2.0' 0.6

2 5 1.1 '0.7 13 1.8 0.6 4 2.8 1.6

3 13 2.6 0.5 .10 2.9 0.6 6 3.1 0..8

4 9 3.6 1.0 16 3.8 0:8 5 3.2 0.8

5 6 3.7 1.0 19 4.7 0.8 3 4.7 1.1

*See Objective '1 fir da'es and instruments used

4.

98
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Table F3

Pretest Means and Standard Deviations in Mat ematiCs (English
Ins,trument) for project, Title VII, and Comp rison Group A students
in trade Equivalent Units by Grade.*

Grade

Project Title VII

,n 7 sd n X.

'1 ,8 0.7, 0.4 18 1.7

2. 5 1.2 0.7 13 1.5

14 2.3 0.6 10 2.5

10 3.0 0.7 .16 3.2

5, 7 4.0 ,0.6 19 3.6

I

*See Obj,detive 2 for dates and inst

I

,
a

- 95 -

,1

Comparison Group A

, n sd,

0.2 11
*1

0.8 0.5

40 .t 4' 1.5 -0.8

0.5 6 2.9 0.4,

0.7 6 2.7 0.6

0 :8 4 3.1 Q.9

uments used

9'9



Table F4a,

1.

Posttest Means and Standard Deviations in'Mathematics (English
Instrument) for prOject, Title VII, and CoMParisoniGroup A students
in Grade Equivalent Units by Grade.*

Priject Title VII Comparison Gr;Otp A

Grade sd n x sd n ,R. zd

8 1.2 0.5 '18 2.5 0.5 12 1.7 0.4

2 5 1.9 0.4 12 2.7 .0.5 4
ti

2.7 0.9

3 13 2.8 0.13 10 3.6 0.7 t 3.4 -0.5

4 9 3.7 0.5 15 4.6 ,0.8 5 3,.6 0.9

5 6 4.3 0.6 18 5.6 0.8 3 4.2 0.4

*See.ObjecAve,2 for dates and instruments used

a.

4

I

- 96

1 0 o

A
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Table F5

Pretest Means and Standard-Deviations in Spanish Reading for
Project, Title VII and Comparison Group A students in Raw Score

*Units By Grade.
..v

Grade.

Project Title VII

n 7'' sd n 7 sd

1 3 7.7 1.5 12 8.0 2.7

2 6' 4.8 1.2 12 5.9' 4.7

3 10 11.2 4.2 15 9.7 2.9

4 8 12.5 2.6 14 1216 6.8

5 4 12.0 2.8 1'6 11.2 4.1_

Comparison
Group A'

n x

7

5

2

26

6

sd

6.3 2,.4

3.2 1.8

10.5 2.1

8.3 4.5

15.2 5.6 .

*See Objective 5 for dates and'i struments

-1'



Table F6

Posttests Means and Standard Deviations in Spanish Reading for
Project, Title VII, and.Comparison Group A students in Raw Score
Units By Grade.*

Project Title VII Comparison

Grade n x sd n x scl"

Group A
n .x sd

1 4 10.5 2.4 12 .21.5 2.0 8 7.1 3.0

)

2 6 7.0 1.4
t...

12 8.6 4.8 4 4.0 2.4

3 10 10.9 2.3 12 11.5 5.4 2 13.5 5.0

4 8 13.0 2.8 15 9.9 4.8 6 7.0 3.2

5 4 11.8 3.0 16 14.6 4.7' 5 18.4 8.9

*See Obj ect ive -5- --for dates- an-ci -instrume-nts- Used,



,
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Table F7

°Pretest Means and Standard Deviations in Mathematics (Spanish
Instrument) for Project, Title VII and Comparison Group A
Students ,4.n Raw Score Units By Grade.*

O

Grade

Project Title VII Comparison
Group A

n x sd n x sd n x sd

1

2

3

4,

5

3

6

10

8

4

27.3

19.g

33.6

43.4

37.0

8.5

4.3

14.2

10.6

12.9

'12

1
11

15

15

25.0

19.2

34.0

56.8

43.9

4.9

4.7

7.9

12.7

11.4

8

5

2

6

6,

'23.023.0

24.2

32.5

34.5

35.5''
0

\

5 .,8

4.1

13.4:.

9.9

I1.0

.

*See Objective

te,

for dates and instruments used.
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Table F8

VI

.,

(

)
Posttest Means and Standard Deviations in Matheffatics (Spanish
Instrument) for Project, Title VII and Comparison Group A
Students in Raw Score Units By Grade.* .

. - ,

t Grade

Project Title VII Comparison
GrOup A

n

F

x

....

,sd n x sd n x sd

1

2

3

'4

5

\

4

5

10

8

4

21.8
g

22.0

36.5

44.E,

3-2.3

8.1

11.7

16.5

14.3

6.1
\

12

. 12

12

13

16.

46.3

31.5

48.8

20.4

47.7

6.0

5.6

17.7

4.0

11.9

7-

5

2

4

4

30.9

29.0

43.5

38.5

51.3

5.6

8.3

12.0

7.8

11.5

--*S-e're-Objective 6 fo'r dates and instruments'used.
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APPENDIX G

Inservice_ Training, Workshops i,

f
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Below is a'',.11. 4t of in- service training workshops provided by

the Project during 1978-1979. This list includes the workshop
title, dates and participating schools.

"Effective Use of the ITBS Score Analysis!"
November 15, 22, and 29, 1978
Preston School

X

"Shared Caring-Through Home Visits"
November 27 - December 18, 1978
Preston and Holy Trinity Schools

...

"Parents in the Learning Process" .

April 2, 4, 9, 11, June 4, 6, 1979
_Preston School \

R

P.

"Preparation for Fall Start-Up 1979"
July 23, 24, 25, 26, 1979
Preston School

. N.

.. .
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